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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation addresses Latino political outcomes using a broadened approach 

along two dimensions. The first dimension considers contemporary theories of political 

participation by examining the impact of human capital, political engagement, ethnic 

identification, and organizational involvement on conventional and unconventional forms 

of participation. For the second, I extend political opportunity structure and resource 

mobilization models to make new predictions about how characteristics of the 

environment in which Latinos are embedded influence participation by Latinos as a 

group. I test these new predictions using three sets of dependent variables: broad, 

conventional participation (voting); broad, unconventional participation (e.g., boycotting, 

attending rallies, protesting); and Latino-oriented, unconventional participation (e.g., 

attending rallies in support of a Latino issue or concern; contributing money to or 

volunteering for Latino candidates). Data for the individual-level analysis are drawn 

from the 1989/90 Latino National Political Survey and the 1999 National Survey on 

Latinos in America. Using logistic regression, I test predictions about how individual-

level factors influence Latinos' participation within the context of the larger political 

system. 

I find that resources, especially education, affect the likelihood of conventional 

and unconventional political participation. As well, organizational affiliation and 

recruitment increase the likelihood of involvement in conventional and less conventional 

political acts. The analyses also reveal considerable differences in the likelihood of being 

politically active among non-Latinos and Latinos as well as between Latino sub-groups. 
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Data for the contextual analysis are gathered from the Congressional Hispanic Caucus 

Institute, the National Association of Latino Elected Officials, the Initiative and 

Referendum Institute, and census population statistics and reports. Using a social 

movement approach to explain electoral and non-electoral forms of political expression, I 

find some support for resource mobilization and political opportunity theories. Net of 

individuals' attributes, state-level characteristics affect voting and social activism, 

suggesting that the receptivity of the political environment influences participation. 
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I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Prompted by rapid demographic and social changes, the American pohtical 

landscape is becoming more diverse. Various legal and institutional barriers such as poll 

taxes, residency requirements, and literacy tests once prevented racial and ethnic 

minorities from fully participating in the democratic process (Piven and Cloward 1979). 

With the passage of civil rights legislation in 1964 and 1965, however, formal barriers to 

participation were eliminated once and for all. Today, societal institutions and political 

elites acknowledge they can no longer afford to underestimate the value of mobilizing 

historically disfranchised citizens. In many ways, population growth that continues to 

alter the racial and ethnic composition of the U.S. is motivating changes to make the 

democratic process more inclusive. 

At the same time, interest and participation in the political process is on the 

decline (Piven and Cloward 2000; Crenson and Ginsberg 2002; Wattenberg 2002). For 

instance, the right to vote is arguably one of the most important rights of citizenship in a 

democratic society and yet a substantial number of U.S. citizens choose not to exercise 

this right (Casper and Bass 1998). Census data shows that 55 percent of the voting-age 

population (those 18 and over) reported voting in the 2000 presidential election, just 

slightly above the record-low 54 percent recorded for the 1996 presidential election (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 2002:12, Table C). Data from the last 10 presidential elections 

show that the highest proportion voting was 69 percent in 1964; since 1976, voting rates 

have remained near or below 60 percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). In recent 
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decades, social scientists' work dedicated to understanding the decline in democratic 

politics (Klingeman and Fuchs 1995; Norris 1999) has attributed lagging participation to 

a decline in interest in politics. A 1998 Census Bureau poll indicates among those who 

were registered but did not vote in the 1996 elections, 21.5 percent indicated they were 

too busy while nearly 17 percent reported they were just not interested (Casper and Bass 

1998). 

Scholars are puzzled by the paradox of declining participation particularly since 

levels of education and income in the U.S.—two strong predictors of participation—have 

increased over the past few decades. One explanation for the decline in political 

participation focuses on the lack of social connectedness (Teixeira 1992; Putnam 1995). 

Leighley and Vedlitz (1999:1095) propose that the decline in political participation is 

"directly related to the lack of connectedness between individual citizens and the larger 

political and social community." Some suggest declines in participation are an indication 

that citizens are more disillusioned and apathetic than ever before as evidenced by 

declines in political interest, political efficacy, trust in government, and civic duty— 

additional correlates of political behavior (Abramson and Aldrich 1982; Aldrich 1993; 

Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Conway 2000). Still others argue lagging participation 

rates are due to weak mobilizing institutions. For example. Hill and Leighley (1996) find 

that states with greater racial diversity are associated with lower levels of voter 

mobilization, weaker mobilizing institutions, and lower voter turnout. Also, Hritzuk and 

Park (2000) argue that the declines in participation may be attributed to individuals' lack 

of social networks, exposure to mobilization, and/or organizational involvement. 
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The decline in electoral participation may represent a generational pattern of 

changing participation styles from conventional to less conventional. Although 

unconventional and protest politics are not new phenomena, historically they have been 

considered extreme and revoluntionary acts. Beginning in the 1960s, however, the nature 

and style of unconventional politics began to change as an infrastructure emerged that 

supported continued protest activities. Moreover, despite historically being a means of 

overthrowing the political order, recent work by Norris (1999), Putnam (2000), and 

Dalton (2002), suggests the frequency of protest and other unconventional political acts 

has increased in recent years. As well, cross-national studies suggest the new style of 

protest is widespread, higher in more affluent nations, and becoming a regular form of 

political action in advanced industrial societies (Powell 1982; Dalton 2002). Dalton 

(2002:63) notes that these changes were made possible by the creation of citizen lobbies 

that provided the basis for organzining and sustaining protest activities. Essentially, the 

emergence of citizen groups inspired new waves of protest which did much to change the 

style of citizen participation, and these changes in participatory styles may explain some 

of the decline in electoral politics in recent decades. 

This dissertation examines political involvement at two levels of analysis. The 

first level considers contemporary theories of political participation by examining the 

impact of human capital, political efficacy and knowledge, ethnic identification, political 

ideology, and organizational involvement on conventional (voting) and less conventional 

forms of participation such as attending rallies, participating in demonstrations, and 

protesting. For the second, I move toward a more comprehensive understanding of ethnic 
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political involvement by extending two social movement theories: political opportunity 

structure (POS) and resource mobilization theory. I use these macro-level theories in 

conjunction with individual-level models to make new predictions about the conditions 

under which the largest minority group in the U.S.—Latino Americans—are likely to 

participate.' 

To test new predictions about the influence of individual- and macro-level 

processes on participation, particularly among Latinos, this dissertation will focus on 

three sets of dependent variables: broad, conventional participation (voting); broad, 

unconventional participation (e.g., boycotting, attending rallies, protesting); and Latino-

specific, unconventional participation (e.g., attending rallies in support of a Latino issue 

or concern; contributing money to or volunteering for Latino candidates). For each 

indicator of participation, I will explore the extent to which Latinos are participating in 

conventional or less conventional political acts relative to non-Latinos and relative to one 

another. 

I also explore the degree to which the context (measured at the state level) 

influences political involvement using data gathered from Latino heritage organizations, 

state and government documents, and census statistics and reports. In particular, I seek to 

understand (1) which predictors best explain the likelihood of engaging in conventional 

and less conventional political acts; (2) whether or not non-Latinos and Latinos are 

similar in their propensities to participate in politics given various indicators; (3) whether 

' According to the U.S. Census (2001), the term 'Latino' refers to people whose ancestry is Mexican. 
Puerto Ricans, Cuban, Central or South American, or some other Hispanic-origin group. Latinos may be of 
any race. 
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or not Latino sub-groups are similar in their propensities to participate, particularly given 

the heterogeneity of the population; and (4) whether or not differences in the political 

climate encourage or discourage participation. While I am interested in documenting 

variation in electoral participation among non-Latinos and Latinos, I also focus on less 

conventional modes of participation because they have traditionally served as political 

resources for under-represented and repressed groups (Piven and Cloward 1979). 

Moreover, research shows minorities and the poor are less involved in conventional 

politics relative to dominant group members but the results are mixed regarding their 

likelihood of participating in non-electoral political acts. This dissertation also offers an 

understanding of the characteristics that drive differences in participation among U.S. 

Latinos and whether or not they share a sense of common purpose. Such an analysis may 

foster an understanding that can be used as a basis for mobilizing them in pursuit of 

common political goals. In sum, I seek to examine the nature and extent of political 

participation in the U.S. and offer explanations for recent patterns of participation that 

center on characteristics of individuals and the political system. In the next section, I 

discuss several theories of political behavior after defining the different modes of 

political participation that will be examined in subsequent chapters. 

THEORIES OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

Political participation refers to the set of activities citizens utilize in order to 

influence the structure of government, the selections of government officials, or the 

policies of government (Conway 2000:3). The term reflects involvement in activities that 

are assumed to be goal-oriented or instrumental and can be either conventional or 
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unconventional. Conventional politics serves to legitimize the political system and takes 

place within a relatively prescribed and structured institutional environment (Leighley 

2001; Dalton 2002). Unconventional or non-electoral politics, by contrast, encompass 

activities that arc non-traditional and take place outside of mainstream politics and 

political institutions (Dalton 2002). Distinctions between conventional and less 

conventional politics are often made because they are differentially effective in 

conveying information, exerting pressure on public officials, and/or influencing electoral 

outcomes (Conway 2000). 

According to Dalton's (2002) conceptual diagram (Figure 1.1), political 

participation can fall along a series of thresholds that range from less to more extreme 

behaviors and bridge the gap between conventional activities such as voting, and 

unconventional activities including revolution, guerilla warfare, and sabotage. The first 

threshold is a transitional one, marking the progression from electoral to non-electoral 

activities. Political acts in the first threshold include petitioning, rallying, and 

participating in peaceful demonstrations. These activities are extra-institutional and are 

not conventional but they are less extreme than the activities classified in the other three 

thresholds. With each threshold, political acts become more unorthodox, direct, illegal, 

and in some cases violent. I consider both conventional and low-risk, unconventional 

forms of political expression. Although the scope of activities that could be considered 

conventional is broad (see Conway 2000), especially within the political science 

literature, I treat voting as the only measure of conventional participation throughout the 

dissertation. The reason for this is that about 40 percent of Latinos are ineligible to vote 
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because they are not citizens; I therefore define conventional participation solely in terms 

of voting behavior. All other types of civic involvement ranging from contributing 

money to politicians to participating in demonstrations are considered unconventional 

even though they range from low to moderately risky political activities.^ Conversely, I 

operationalize all other types of civic involvement that take place within the public 

sphere as being unconventional forms of participation. Examples include contributing 

money to a political campaign, volunteering for a political candidate, and participating in 

a demonstration. Although social movement scholars typically focus on protest activity, I 

broaden the category of unconventional behavior to include a wider range of activities. 

Most of these forms of political expression are not as extreme as protest, but they are 

unconventional to the extent that they represent modes of participation that are available 

to citizens and non-citizens alike. Consequently, throughout the dissertation, I use the 

terms conventional and electoral participation to refer to voting behavior. I use the terms 

unconventional participation, non-electoral participation, social activism, and social 

protest interchangeably to refer to civic, political, and protest activities where citizenship 

is not a prerequisite for participation. Based on Dalton's (2002) diagram, the types of 

unconventional political activities studied here fall within the first and second thresholds, 

meaning that they are examples of political behavior where the costs of participating are 

not extremely high. 

^ A distinction between conventional and unconventional participation is often made in terms of the types 
of activities political scientists study versus the activities sociologists study. Schussman and Soule 
(2003:6) maintain studying unconventional participation is sometimes problematic given the fact that most 
national-level surveys do not ask questions about unconventional politics. Also problematic is the 
assumption that political scientists only study conventional behavior and sociologists only study 
unconventional behavior (for exceptions, see for example Verba et al. 1995; Putnam 2000; Dalton 2002; 
Uggen and Manza 2003). 
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Political participation is associated with a variety of factors. Research within 

sociology and political science finds participation is correlated with personal efficacy 

(Verba, Bums, and Schlozman 1997), framing and issue salience (Campbell et al. 1960; 

Franklin 1985; van der Eijk and Niemoller 1983; Franklin, Mackie, and Valen 1992; 

Ganison and Meyer 1992; Entman and Rojecki 1993; Paulsen 1994; Dolan 1998; Santoro 

1999; Collins 2001), human and social capital (McAdam 1986; McAdam 1989; Paulsen 

1991; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Putnam 1995; Verba, 

Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Brady, Schlozman, and Verba 1999), voter registration laws 

(Powell 1986; Piven and Cloward 1989; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993), the level of 

electoral competition (Hofstetter 1973), and structural factors (Fernandez and McAdam 

1988; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Huckfeldt et al. 1995; Hritzuk and Park 2000; Passy 

2001). 

Political scientists suggest the characteristics of people who are most likely to go 

to the polls are a reflection of both the racial/ethnic composition of the citizen population 

and the attributes of people with the biggest stakes in society: older individuals, 

homeowners, married couples, and people with more schooling, higher incomes, and 

good jobs (Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002; Conway 2000; U.S. Bureau of 

the Census 2002). High status individuals are politically involved because they have the 

resources—in the form of high levels of education, high status occupations, higher 

incomes—that facilitate involvement (Lipset 1962; Verba and Nie 1972; Verba, Nie, and 

Kim 1978). These resources grant individuals access to information about important 

political issues and they foster social networks among like-minded, politically 
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sophisticated individuals which, in turn, promote poUtical involvement. Moreover, well-

educated professionals have resources, such as time and skills, which free them up to take 

part in political life. A variant of this argument suggests citizens' socioeconomic status 

influences the likelihood of being mobilized by political elites. High status individuals 

are also more likely to participate because they are more likely to be asked or recruited 

(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). 

From the perspective of the resource model of participation, the question of who 

participates largely centers on which individuals have the most resources as many 

political activities require time, money, and civic skills (Verba et al. 1995). Not only do 

Verba et al. (1995) demonstrate empirically that higher levels of resources are correlated 

with greater political involvement, they also show how social characteristics such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status affect political involvement since 

resources are distributed unequally among these groups. Resources also affect the type of 

political activities in which people participate. While financial resources might not be 

required to work on political campaigns, contact government officials, or volunteer for 

political candidates, they may affect participation to the extent that they restrict the range 

of possible actions citizens can take. For this reason, social groups with fewer resources 

including women, race/ethnic minorities, and the working class are expected to be less 

politically involved. Although Verba et al.'s (1995) research shows resources matter, 

they also find that when it comes to the act of voting, participation is best explained in 

terras of political engagement. Moreover, while most studies confirm that resources 

affect participation, research focusing on the correlates of participation among race/ethnic 



26 

minorities is mixed. For example, Lien (1994) finds education has no effect on the 

likelihood of participation among Asian Americans and Harris (1994), Tate (1993) and 

Dawson, Brown, and Allen (1990) find education and income are only occasionally 

related to participation among African Americans. 

The political culture model holds that political efficacy, trust, and engagement 

most affect political participation (Almond and Verba 1963; Verba et al. 1995). 

Engagement, typically measured in terms of individuals' interest in political affairs, has 

been shown to be positively related to political particiaption and is the foundation upon 

which other political attitudes—namely, political efficacy and political trust—are built 

(Verba et al. 1995; Liu 2001). Campbell et al. (1964:36) note that attitudinal features are 

"more direct antecedents to actual behavior than are social variables such as gender or 

socioeconomic status, thus enabling a better prediction of political participation." 

Furthermore, the stronger the individual's psychological involvement, the more likely he 

is to participate in politics" (Campbell et al. 1964:102). 

Empirical research shows a clear and consistent link between participation and 

political interest, sense of political efficacy, and political knowledge (Campbell et al. 

1964; Barnes and Kaase 1979; Abramson 1983; Bennett 1986; Ennis and Schreur 1987; 

Paulsen 1991; Putnam 1995; Verba et al. 1995; Schlozman et al. 1999). Next to party 

identification, no political attitude has been studied more extensively than political 

efficacy (Abramson 1983:135). Although scholars have made distinctions between 

different types of efficacy (see Almond and Verba 1963; Campbell et al. 1964), research 

shows it is a strong and significant predictor of participation. Notable studies such as 
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those by Campbell et al. (1964) suggest that people who believe politics is a realm that is 

beyond their power are more likely to abstain from voting. Conversely, citizens who 

beheve they can make a difference, follow the coverage of political affairs in the media, 

or have a sense that their participation matters and can make a difference are expected to 

be more likely to vote. As well, participation is correlated with political knowledge and 

political information which is typically measured in terms of citizens' attention to events 

in the media and their participation in political discussions (Verba and Nie 1972). 

As is true of resources, the level of political engagement is correlated with 

individuals' social characteristics. Verba et al. (1995) report that education, income, 

race/ethnicity, and gender are all correlated with political engagement. They argue, 

"groups that show the highest level of participation also evidence high levels of political 

engagement" (Verba et al. 1995:350). Consequently, highly educated individuals, Anglo 

whites, and, to a lesser degree, males have higher levels of engagement. 

Scholars have also noted the impact of political ideology and partisanship on 

political participation. In fact, one of the main explanations for the decline in voter 

turnout in America is the decline in party attachment (Abramson and Aldrich 1982; 

Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). Cross-national research of partisanship reveals it is a 

significant predictor of political participation (Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Powell 1986; 

Finkel and Opp 1991). Although partisanship and ideology are typically used to predict 

the direction of individuals' vote, they are fundamental political orientations that may 

play a role in engaging citizens in politics (Zipp, Landerman, and Luebke 1982; Verba et 
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al. 1995:348). Dalton (1996:135) notes that broad ideological orientations often serve as 

reference points that help citizens intepret and evaluate political activities. 

Finally, political participation scholars note features of the social structure also 

factor in to whether or not citizens are politically active. Research examining the role of 

organizational affiliations (Almond and Verba 1963; Pinderhughes 1992; Brady et al. 

1995); institutional factors, which create incentives and disincentives for political 

participation (Jackman 1987); and citizen recruitment (Cameron 1974; Huckfeldt and 

Sprague 1987; Shaw, de la Garza, and Lee 2000) are the core of the structural school of 

political participation. Rosenstone and Hansen's (1993) study of electoral behavior 

suggests mass participation largely reflects the efforts and activities of political elites and 

that much of the decline in voter turnout since the 1960s reflects changes in mobilization 

patterns. 

Although sociologists typically focus on the determinants of less conventional 

modes of participation, they share with political scientists an interest in understanding 

which citizens are most likely to be politically active. Scholars working in the areas of 

social movements and political sociology have articulated the ways in which participation 

in less conventional political activities such as anti-war protests, demonstrations, and 

rallies, is affected by individual motivations and macro-level processes. These micro-

and macro-level processes influence movement recruitment, formation, and internal 

dynamics (Staggenborg 1987). As well, they influence variations in the forms and levels 

of participation (Stryker 2000). 

Research by McAdam (1986), Staggenborg (1987), McAdam and Paulsen (1993), 
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and Nepstad and Smith (1999, 2001), for example, considers the characteristics of 

individuals most likely to participate in social movements and other less conventional, 

often high-risk, political activities. These scholars focus on understanding how 

individuals' characteristics make them a target for movement recruitment and 

mobilization. This body of work suggests people are more likely to participate in social 

movement activities if they are free of constraints, such as full-time employment, 

marriage, or family responsibilities that typically limit participation (McAdam 1986; 

Paulsen 1991; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Schussman and Soule 2003). According to 

McAdam (1986:70), individuals are more likely to participate in political activities if they 

are "biographically available" to do so, meaning that if they possess certain resources and 

are free from adult responsibilities they are more likely to get involved. It is worth noting 

that the biographical availability model is similar to the resource model of participation in 

political science which finds the resources of time, money, and civic skills are powerful 

predictors of participation (Brady et al. 1995; Verba et al. 1995). Thus, the biographical 

availability model and the resource model are compatible theories of participation in that 

they both emphasize how the availability or lack of resources, influence political 

outcomes. 

The likelihood of engaging in non-electoral politics is attributed to a series of 

factors. For instance, participation is less likely when movement activity creates time or 

financial costs (Nepstad and Smith 1999). For those people who are married, have 

children, or work full-time, the costs of being politically active are particularly high, 

according to McAdam (1986). The biographical availability model implies 
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unconventional political participation is the domain of the young because they are free of 

most constraints and can afford to be more flexible with their time." Education is also 

correlated with higher rates of movement participation (those with more education tend to 

be more engaged and are more likely to follow politics) as are gender, age, and income. 

THE CASE OF U.S. LATINOS 

Not long after institutional barriers to participation were removed granting more 

citizens access to the political process, migration from Latin American countries began to 

increase. During the 1980s, the Latino population grew nearly five times faster than the 

rest of the population, and their rate of growth has slowed only slightly since then (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 1996). According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the Latino 

population increased by 57.9 percent, from 22.4 million in 1990 to 35.3 million in 2000, 

compared to an increase of 13.2 percent for the total U.S. population (Guzman 2001:2). 

Of the over 280 million residents counted in the 2000 Census, 7.3 percent of Latinos 

were Mexican-origin, 1.2 percent self-identified as Puerto Rican, and .04 percent were 

Cuban. Today, Latinos constitute one of the largest and fastest growing ethnic groups in 

the U.S. (Guzman 2001). 

Population analysts predict Latinos will total nearly 90 million or 22 percent of 

the population by 2050 (Day 1993). Latinos are also predicted to become a more visible 

presence in states where, historically, their numbers have been small (Hong 2002)."* A 

^ Dalton (2002) notes that young people have more flexibility, but the effect of age on protest may 
represent a generational pattern of changing participation styles. Age differences in protest can also be 
attributed to a generation's style of political participation. 
•* According to Hong (2002), Los Angeles, New York, Chicago, Miami, and Houston remained the cities 
with the largest Latino populations. However, Raleigh, Atlanta, Greensboro, Charlotte, and Orlando 
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2000 study by the Pew Hispanic Center and the Brookings Institution Center on Urban 

and Metropolitan Policy found that while metropolitan areas like New York, Los 

Angeles, and Miami still account for the largest increases in the number of Latinos from 

1980 to 2000, smaller metropolitan areas charted a faster rate of growth (Suro and Singer 

2002). 

With the Latino population set to be the largest U.S. minority within the next 

several decades, political leaders have much to gain by broadening their agenda to 

include this emerging electorate. But how will their growing presence and movement 

into society's social, economic, and political spheres be greeted by non-Latinos? 

Scholars suggest rapid growth of the relatively youthful Latino population will encourage 

political elites to engage minority constituents to take part in political life. Thus, 

demographic changes coupled with a greater emphasis on diversity in the political arena, 

puts Latinos in a unique position to "wield the power that has remained elusive thus far" 

(Coleman 1995:28). Others anticipate that pressure to incorporate minorities will 

threaten non-Latinos, especially white Anglos, and result in heightened political conflict 

(Leighlcy 2001:3). 

Although signs marking the ascendancy of Latino culture in the U.S. abound, 

Martinez-Ebers et al. (2000:547) argue that few Americans understand how the growth in 

the size of and influence of the U.S. Latino population might potentially influence 

important political decisions. Moreover, it is not well understood how Latinos will be 

politically incorporated given barriers such as citizenship status, English-language 

experienced no less than 800 percent growth in the Latino population between 1980 and 2000 making them 
the new Latino destinations. 
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proficiency and relatively low levels of educational attainment, significant predictors of 

political participation (Verba et al. 1995). These issues raise the question, "How will the 

Latinization of the U.S. affect the political incorporation of this growing electorate?" In 

other words, will Latinos' visibility and presence affect the manner in which political 

leaders respond to them as members of the electorate, if at all? 

To politically incorporate U.S. Latinos will prove challenging given their 

heterogeneity (de la Garza et al. 1992; Sigelman and Welch 1993; Pachon and DeSipio 

1994; Portes and Rumbaut 1997; Martinez 2001; Pachon 2003). Differences in 

citizenship status, mode of incorporation into U.S. society, homeland experiences, 

educational attainment, and income translate into diverse political orientations within the 

Latino community (Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet 1991). Moreover, despite being 

classified and considered one solidary ethnic group, the labels 'Latino' and 'Hispanic' are 

highly contested labels (Oboler 1995; Jones-Correa and Leal 1996). Nonetheless, 

research within sociology, political science, and psychology suggests group identity is an 

important factor influencing individual political behavior (Gurin, Miller, and Gurin 1980; 

Shingles 1981; de la Garza et al. 1992; Jones and Vedlitz 1992; Hardy-Fanta 1993). I 

focus on Latino American political involvement in this dissertation for three main 

reasons. First, the Latino population is quickly growing and is slated to be the largest 

minority group in the next several decades; yet, despite their numbers, they continue to be 

politically disempowered. Also, the study of ethnic politics has focused almost 

exclusively on participation among African Americans (Leigley and Vedlitz 1999). With 

few exceptions Latinos have been under-studied within sociology and, therefore, merit 
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additional empirical inquiry. Finally, little is known about Latino Americans' 

involvement in non-electoral politics or how national-origin and structural differences 

affect their political behavior. In sum, despite demographic changes and gains within 

social and political arenas, Latinos have not shaped up to be decisive force in determining 

political outcomes. The dissertation examines why this is the case. In the following 

sections, I outline the plan of the dissertation and specify the indicators and modes of 

political participation that are the focus of this study. 

PART I: ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

In Chapter 2,1 examine four models of political participation and use them to 

explain participation in the 1988 and 1996 presidential elections."^ I move the social 

science literature on ethnic political participation forward by examining differences in 

voting behavior among U.S. Latinos and non-Latinos as well as between Latinos of 

different national origin. Specifically, attention is paid to the characteristics of 

individuals who reported that they voted in each election as well as their levels of 

engagement and ideological beliefs. I also consider the effects of structural determinants 

on political participation by incoporating measures of organizational affiliation and 

recruitment. Essentially, I build upon existing participation theories and expand upon 

them in order to predict individual and structural variation in U.S. citizens' propensity to 

vote at the end of the 20"^ century. 

' In 1988, George H.W. Bush (R) ran against the governor of Massachusetts, Michael Dukakis (D), and 
won by receiving 53.4 percent of the popular vote (compared to Dukakis' 45.6 percent). The 1996 
presidential election pitted incumbent Bill Clinton (D) against Senator Bob Dole (R) of Kansas and Reform 
Party candidate H. Ross Perot of Texas. President Clinton was re-elected after receiving 49.2 percent of 
the popular vote compared to 40.7 and 8.4 percent for Dole and Perot, respectively (U.S. National Archives 
& Records Administration 2004). 
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To systematically address participation patterns among non-Latinos and Latinos, I 

use two national level data sets of political involvement: the Latino National Political 

Survey (LNPS) conducted during 1989 and 1990 (de la Garza et al. 1992) and the 

National Survey on Latinos in America (NSLA) conducted in 1999 by the Kaiser Family 

Foundation, Harvard University, and the Washington Post. These nationally 

representative surveys contain political behavior data for non-Latinos and Latinos of 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban origin, facilitating comparisons between and across 

race/ethnic groups. 

Using logistic regression analysis, I demonstrate that differences in the likelihood 

of voting among non-Latinos and Latinos are related to differences in resources, 

particularly education: individuals with at least some college education were more likely 

to vote than those with a high school degree or less. The analyses also reveal that 

political engagement and, to some extent, political ideology affect political involvement. 

I also find support fot the point that recruitment and organizational affiliation increase the 

likelihood of participation. When comparing Latino sub-groups, I find similar results: 

resources (education) and political engagement indicators explain much of the variation 

in participation among Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans. To explain these findings, 

1 argue that social characteristics such as gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status 

affect political outcomes because resources are distributed unequally among social 

groups; for this reason, race/ethnic differences are to be expected. However, while prior 

work suggests ethnic differences in participation are a function of education and income, 

I find limited support for a class-based argument. In other words, education is a more 
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significant predictor of participation than income.^ 

PART II: NON-ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

To advance the literature and incorporate additional participation measures, in 

Chapter 3 I draw upon social movement theories to test the likelihood of engaging in 

non-electoral politics. In particular, I analyze patterns of participation in several non-

electoral activities using biographical and structural availability models (McAdam 1986). 

Using sociodeniographic measures such as race, income, educational attainment, and 

organizational affiliation, I find that people who are free of constraints and personal 

responsibilities are more likely to participate in protest-related activities. Put differently, 

people engage in politics because their biographical characteristics and structural 

locations make them available to participate. 

Also, although prior research in sociology finds traditionally under-represented 

groups are more likely to turn to extra-institutional means as a way of exercising their 

voice, particularly when more traditional, conventional channels of challenging the 

political arena are closed off (Piven and Cloward 1979; Morris 2002; Schussman and 

Soule 2003), I find the opposite with respect to U.S. Latinos. Latinos are significantly 

less likely to engage in protest than their non-Latino counterparts, a trend that closely 

mirrors differences in the likelihood of participating in more conventional activities 

(Verba et al. 1995). 

® Education is often considered one component of socioeconomic status, the others being income and 
occupation (see Featherman, Jones, and Hauser 1975; Duncan 1981; Stevens and Cho 1985; Hauser and 
Warren 1996). I included an SES interaction term (educalion*income) but did not find any significant 
effects on participation in baseline models. 1 therefore distinguished between the two predictors in all 
models presented below. 
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A measure of structural availability is also included in the models in order to 

assess the impact of organizational affiliation and social connectedness on the propensity 

to engage in protest. The structural availability models indicate that a strong network base 

results in a significantly greater likelihood of protesting. In fact, organizational affiliation 

and recruitment have very strong and positive effects on protest. Thus, it appears that 

organizations are the conduits through which individuals are pulled into political 

activities. I argue that structural factors foster the development of extensive social 

networks that increase the likelihood of civic engagement. 

PART 111; LATINO-ORIENTED POLITICS 

In Chapter 4,1 unpack the role of resources and constraints on political behavior 

and also consider how collective ethnic identity influences support for Latino politics. 

This support is measured in several additional ways: signing petitions in support of 

Latino concerns; boycotting companies or products in support of Latino issues; 

contributing money to Latino political candidates or Latino political organizations; and 

participating in public demonstrations. The chapter addresses questions such as, "Is there 

such a thing as Latino collective identity and can it be used to understand political 

involvement?" and "Do assimilation and generational status affect participation among 

Latinos?" 

The analyses in Chapter 4 support the group consciousness or panethnic identity 

argument that individuals who organize around cultural or ethnic markers such as skin 

color, language, or custom are more likely to be politically active (Lopez and Espiritu 

1990). While no panethnic Latino identity may exist as critics have charged (Oboler 
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1995), rather than being considered a mechanism for homogenizing Latinos' experiences, 

panethnicity is shown to be a significant determinant of non-electoral activities. I argue 

that the concept can therefore be used to advance the interests of individual national 

origin groups under the cover of a common ethnic umbrella (Jones-Correa and Leal 

1996). 

I also extend political participation theories to incorporate measures of 

generational differences based on the assumption that Latinos who have lived in the U.S. 

for longer periods of time are more likely to be politically socialized and, therefore, more 

politically active (Ueda 1999; Garcia Bedolla 2000; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 

2001). Results from logistic regression analyses suggest variation in non-electoral 

politics is not only attributable to differences in the distribution of resources among 

Latinos as participation models predict, but generational status and acculturation matter 

as well. These findings show that Latino political participation depends not only on the 

distribution of resources within the Latino community but a host of other factors 

including collective identity, generational status, and level of acculturation. Whereas 

standard models of political participation tend to focus on the impact of civic skills, 

resources, and organizational affiliation, the results presented here show that when 

dealing with immigrant communities, issues of identity and assimilation matter as well. 

PART IV: STRUCTURAL DETERMINANTS OF POLITICAL OUTCOMES 

In Chapter 5,1 move beyond standard models of participation to test new 

predictions about the structural conditions that facilitate political involvement. Because I 

argue that an analysis of state-level variation grants social scientists more purchase in 



38 

explaining political outcomes, I expand upon political opportunity structure and resource 

mobilization theories to outline the conditions under which Latinos are most likely to 

participate. To do so, I draw upon prior empirical and theoretical work showing 

structural dynamics influence variation in the forms and levels of participation (Stryker 

2000). Following Hritzuk and Park (2000), I show that the social context not only affects 

the likehhood of participation but it also increases opportunities to participate. 

To advance the literature regarding the structural determinants of participation, I 

turn to social movement theories that focus on how the "openness" or receptivity of the 

political environment influences forms of political expression. I also draw upon social 

movement theories which suggest political struggles are often facilitated by the presence 

and efforts of political elites. I extend traditional models of political behavior in several 

important ways by documenting how the political environment—the social context— 

structures participation at the state level. I draw upon the work of Jenkins and Perrow 

(1977) and Tarrow (1994) whose research in social movements has shown that the 

emergence and demise of social movements—and, as I argue, other political acts—result 

from changes in the political opportunity structure (POS). I incorporate several 

indicators of POS to assess their impact on electoral and non-electoral participation by 

Latinos. I test the hypothesis that the greater the receptivity of the political environment, 

the more likely it is that Latinos will participate. I also use McCarthy and Zald's (1977) 

resource mobilization theory to determine whether the presence of heritage organizations 

is an indictor of the receptivity of the political environment and also to test whether 

participation is higher when individuals are encouraged to participate. The theory 
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predicts that a preponderance of Latino organizations in a particular locale should result 

in higher rates of political participation because they typically mobilize Latino 

constituents. 

Data for this portion of the dissertation are gathered from the National 

Association of Latino Elected Officials, the Directory of Hispanic Organizations, the 

Initiative and Referendum Institute, Barrilleaux, Holbrook, and Langer's (2002) electoral 

competition data, and census statistics and reports. I use hierarchical linear models (Bryk 

and Raudenbush 1992) to determine whether political opportunity and resource 

mobilization variables measured at the state level affected political participation in 16 

states in 1989/90 and 6 states in 1999. The analyses lend partial support to resource 

mobilization and political opportunity theories. In other words, net of human capital, 

state-level characteristics affected electoral and non-electoral political outcomes. The 

results also substantiate the claim made in the chapter that states structure participation. 

Finally, in Chapter 6,1 summarize the overall findings of the dissertation and 

discuss how they further our understanding of political participation. As well, I consider 

the theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation such as its contribution to the 

participation literature and its potential for outlining ways to increase ethnic political 

involvement. 
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II. 

PATTERNS OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION AT THE END OF THE 20TH 

CENTURY: VOTING IN THE 1988 AND 1996 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 

Early theorists of democratic participation reasoned that in order for democracy to 

prosper it was incumbent upon the public to be politically knowledgeable and 

sophisticated. Locke, Mill, and Tocqueville argued that, out of a commitment to 

democratic ideals, an enlightened citizenry would be needed to sustain the political 

system or otherwise run the risk of being manipulated by misguided political elites. 

These scholars posited a super citizen model wherein "the public was a paragon of civic 

virtue for democracy" (Dalton 2002:16). According to the tenets of classic democratic 

theory, then, upholding civic virtues required full particpation of the electorate. Although 

there are many different ways of participating today, historically it has been equated with 

voting (Conway 2000; Leighley 2001; Dalton 2002), which is the most common and 

most commonly analyzed political act (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995:358).^ 

The right to vote is arguably one of the most important rights of citizenship in a 

democratic society, yet a substantial number of U.S. citizens choose not to exercise this 

right. Census data show that 55 percent of the voting-age population (those 18 and over) 

reported voting in the 2000 presidential election, just slightly above the record-low 54 

percent recorded for the 1996 presidential election (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002:12, 

Table C). Data from the last 10 presidential elections show that the highest proportion 

^ Dalton (1996) notes that declining voter turnout, especially in the U.S., could be symptomatic of citizens' 
realization that non-institutional forms of participation are more effective in bringing about change or for 
voicing concerns. Non-electoral participation has increasingly become a more popular means of being 
politically active. In subsequent chapters, I consider participation in non-electoral political acts. 
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voting was 69 percent in 1964; since 1976, voting rates have remained near or below 60 

percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). In recent decades, social scientists' work has 

been dedicated to understanding the decline in political participation (Klingeman and 

Fuchs 1995; Norris 1999). 

If voting is at the core of a democracy, why is it that some citizens exercise their 

right to participate in the democratic process while others do not? Are fluctuating 

participation rates due soley to differences in educational attainment and other individual-

level characteristics associated with participation? Or are lagging participation rates the 

result of a lack of mobilization and recruitment on the part of political elites? To address 

these and related questions, I consider the correlates of electoral participation to 

determine which citizens are most likely to vote. I examine variation in electoral 

outcomes through an analysis of participation in the 1988 and 1996 presidential elections. 

Social scientists have long considered race/ethnic differences in electoral 

participation especially those between Anglo whites and African Americans (see for 

example Huckfeldt and Kohfeld 1989; Verba et al. 1995; Leighley and Vedlitz 1999; 

Conway 2000). Research by sociologists pertaining to differences among Anglos and 

n 

Latinos and between Latinos is lagging, however (for exceptions see Garcia et al. 1991). 

Consequently, the analysis presented in this chapter is intended to contribute to the social 

science literature through an examination of differences in voting behavior among U.S. 

Latinos and non-Latinos as well between Latinos of different national origin. In 

^ Garcia et al. (1991) provide an extensive bibliography of research pertaining to Latino political behavior 
for the years 1965 to 1986. Over 700 of the bibliography's entries are based on research from a variety of 
disciplines including sociology, political science, history, demography, and public policy primarily for that 
time period. 
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particular, attention is paid to the characteristics of individuals who reported that they 

voted in each election as well as their levels of engagement and ideological beliefs. I also 

consider the effects of structural determinants on political participation, namely the 

influence of organizational affiliation and recruitment on voter turnout. To understand 

electoral behavior more fully, I test and expand upon four broad theories of participation 

and draw data from two national level data sets of political involvement. Essentially, I 

move the debate concerning the determinants of political participation forward by 

considering individual and structural variation in U.S. citizens' propensity to vote at the 

end of the 20*^ century. 

DEFINING POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

Electoral Participation 

Political participation refers to the set of activities citizens utilize in order to 

influence the structure of government, the selection of government officials, or the 

policies of government (Conway 2000:3). The term reflects involvement in activities that 

are assumed to be goal-oriented or instrumental and can be either conventional or 

unconventional. Conventional politics serves to legitimize the political system and takes 

place within a relatively prescribed and structured institutional environment (Leighley 

2001; Dalton 2002). Unconventional or non-electoral politics, by contrast, encompass 

activities that are non-traditional and takes place outside of mainstream politics and 

political institutions (Dalton 2002). 

The distinction between conventional and unconventional politics is an important 

one bccause different forms of political activity are differentially effective in conveying 
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information, exerting pressure on public officials, and/or influencing electoral outcomes 

(Conway 2000). Moreover, separate modes of participation exist because the nature of 

political action and the requirements they place on participants differ (Dalton 2002:41). 

Because people tend to specialize in activities that match their motivations and goals, it 

matters how citizens take part (Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002). In this dissertation, I 

define conventional participation as any political activity, namely voting, where 

citizenship is a prerequisite for participation. Unconventional participation is defined as 

all other political activities where citizen involvement does not hinge upon citizenship. 1 

define conventional and unconventional participation in such a manner given the fact that 

the Latino population is a mix of citizens who have lived in the U.S. for many 

generations and more recent immigrants. 

The study of political involvement has a long and varied history in the social 

sciences. The extant literature indicates citizen involvement is associated with a host of 

factors including citizens' level of education (Lipset 1962; Teixeira 1992; Verba et al. 

1995), a cultural climate that fosters interest in political life (Almond and Verba 1963), 

and institutional arrangements (Jackman 1987). Political participation is also correlated 

with individuals' sense of personal efficacy (Verba, Bums, and Schlozman 1997), 

framing and issue salience (Campbell et al. 1960; Franklin 1985; van der Eijk and 

Niemoller 1983; Franklin, Mackie, and Valen 1992; Gamson and Meyer 1992; Entman 

and Rojecki 1993; Paulsen 1994; Dolan 1998; Santoro 1999; Collins 2001), human and 

social capital (McAdam 1986; McAdam 1989; Paulsen 1991; Teixeira 1992; McAdam 

and Paulsen 1993; Verba et al. 1995; Brady, Schlozman, and Verba 1999; Wiltfang and 



44 

McAdam 1991), voter registration laws (Wo 1 finger and Rosenstone 1980; Powell 1986; 

Piven and Cloward 1989; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993), level of campaign spending 

(Jackson 1997), level of electoral competition (Hofstetter 1973; Bibby and Holbrook 

1999), and structural factors (Fernandez and McAdam 1988; Rosenstone and Hansen 

1993; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987; Huckfeldt et al. 1995; Hritzuk and Park 2000; Passy 

2001). Together, studies of democratic politics suggest citizen involvement stems from a 

unique configuration of participatory factors (Verba et al. 1995). 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS 

As a result of research devoted to understanding the main causes of political 

participation, four schools of thought have emerged. These schools of thought take 

socioeconomic status and human capital, political culture, knowledge, and efficacy, and 

social structure broadly defined as the main determinants of political participation. 

Empirical research has not only built a solid foundation to support these three schools, 

but it has also provided evidence to evaluate their relative explanatory power (Liu 

2001:1). In Voice and Equality, Verba et al. (1995:269) note that three answers best 

explain why more people are not politically active: they don't want to participate, they 

cannot participate, and/or they have not been asked to participate. In other words, people 

are not politically involved because they lack the motivation, resources, or ties to 

recruitment networks. Below I address these three major currents in participation 

research and also consider the additional correlates of ideology and partisanship on 

electoral participation. 
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Sociodemographic Determinants: The Resource Model of Participation 

The question of who is most likely to participates is a complex one. The 

characteristics of people who are most likely to go to the polls are a reflection of both the 

racial/ethnic composition of the citizen population and the attributes of people with the 

most resources in society: older individuals, homeowners, married couples, and people 

with more schooling, higher incomes, and good jobs (Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; 

Dalton 2002; Conway 2000; U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). One of the most 

consistent findings within the participation literature is that high status individuals are 

politically involved because they have the resources—in the form ofhigh levels of 

education, high status occupations, higher incomes—that facilitate involvement (Lipset 

1962; Verba and Nie 1972; Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978). These resources grant 

individuals access to information about important political issues and they foster social 

networks among like-minded, politically sophisticated individuals which, in turn, 

promote political involvement. Moreover, well-educated professionals have access to 

resources, such as time and skills, which free them up to take part in political life. A 

variant of this argument suggests citizens' socioeconomic status influences the likelihood 

of being mobilized by political elites. High status individuals are also more likely to 

participate because they are more likely to be asked or recruited (Rosenstone and Hansen 

1993). 

From the perspective of the resource model of participation, the question of who 

participates largely centers on which individuals have the most resources, as many 

political activities require time, money, and civic skills (Verba et al. 1995). Not only do 
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Verba et al. (1995) demonstrate empirically that higher levels of resources are correlated 

with greater political involvement, they also show how social characteristics such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status affect political involvement since 

resources are distributed unequally among these groups. Resources also affect the type of 

political activities in which people participate. While financial resources might not be 

required to work on political campaigns, contact government officials, or volunteer for 

political candidates, they may affect participation to the extent that they restrict the range 

of possible actions citizens can take. For this reason, social groups with fewer resources 

including women, race/ethnic minorities, and the working class are expected to be less 

poHtically involved. Although Verba et al.'s (1995) research shows resources matter, 

they also find that when it comes to the act of voting, participation is best explained in 

terms of political engagement. 

Political Engagement: The Political Culture Model of Participation 

The poHtical culture model holds that political efficacy, trust, and engagement 

most affect political participation (Almond and Verba 1963; Verba et al. 1995). 

Engagement, typically measured in terms of individuals' interest in political affairs, has 

been shown to be positively related to political participation and is the foundation upon 

which other political attitudes—namely, political efficacy and political trust—are built 

(Verba et al. 1995; Liu 2001). Campbell et al. (1964:36) note that attitudinal features are 

"more direct antecedents to actual behavior than are social variables such as gender or 

socioeconomic status, thus enabling a better prediction of political participation." 
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Furthermore, the stronger the individual's psychological involvement, the more likely he 

is to participate in politics" (Campbell et al. 1964:102). 

Political engagement is a concept that consists of several different dimensions. 

According to Verba et al. (1995:272), engagement includes an interest in politics that 

makes citizens want to take part; the sense of poltical efficacy that provides the subjective 

feeling that they can make a diffemce when they do; the civic values that imply that 

participation will be accompanied by the gratification of having fulfilled a duty; and 

commitment to specific policies that individuals would like to see implemented. 

Empirical research shows a clear and consistent link between participation and 

political interest, sense of political efficacy, and political knowledge (Campbell et al. 

1964; Barnes and Kaase 1979; Abramson 1983; Bennett 1986; Ennis and Schreur 1987; 

Paulsen 1991; Putnam 1995; Verba et al. 1995; Schlozman et al. 1999). Next to party 

identification, no political attitude has been studied more extensively than political 

efficacy (Abramson 1983:135). Although scholars have made distinctions between 

different types of efficacy (see Almond and Verba 1963; Campbell et al. 1964), research 

shows it is a strong and significant predictor of participation. Notable studies such as 

those by Campbell et al. (1964) suggest that people who believe politics is a realm that is 

beyond their power are more likely to abstain from voting. Conversely, citizens who 

believe they can make a difference, follow the coverage of political affairs in the media, 

or have a sense that their participation matters and can make a difference are expected to 

be more likely to vote. As well, participation is correlated with political knowledge and 
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political information which is typically measured in terms of citizens' attention to events 

in the media and their participation in political discussions (Verba and Nie 1972). 

As is true of resources, the level of political engagement is correlated with 

individuals' social characteristics. Verba et al. (1995) report that education, income, 

race/ethnicity, and gender are all correlated with political engagement. They argue, 

"groups that show the highest level of participation also evidence high levels of political 

engagement" (Verba et al. 1995:350). Consequently, highly educated individuals, Anglo 

whites, and, to a lesser degree, males have higher levels of engagement. For this reason. 

Latinos are hypothesized to have lower levels of politial engagement relative to non-

Latinos. 

Party: The Political Ideology Model of Participation 

One of the main explanations for the decline in voter turnout in America is the 

decline in party attachment (Abramson and Aldrich 1982; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). 

Cross-national research of partisanship reveals it is a significant predictor of political 

participation (Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Powell 1986; Finkel and Opp 1991). Although 

partisanship and ideology are typically used to predict the direction of individuals' vote, 

they are fundamental political orientations that may play a role in engaging citizens in 

politics (Zipp, Landerman, and Luebke 1982; Verba et al. 1995:348). Dalton (1996:135) 

notes: 

One way to generalize about the overall political orientations of Western publics 
is to examine broad ideological orientations that extend beyond specific issues. 
Political issues are often discussed in terms of Left/Right or liberal/conservative 
philosophies.. .These labels provide the reference points that help voters interpret 
and evaluate political activities.. .For many individuals, Left/Right attitudes are 
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simply a summary of their positions on the political issues of greatest concern. 

Typically, partisanship and ideology fall under the rubric of political engagement; 

however, I distinguish between engagement and ideology by including separate models 

that test the effects of ideological leanings and parly identification on respondents' 

likelihood of voting. 

Associations, Organizations, and Networks: The Structural Model of Participation 

After observing the relationship between voluntary associations and political 

action during his visit to the U.S. in the 1830s, Tocqueville wrote in Democracy in 

America-. 

Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions, constantly form 
associations. They have not only commercial and manufacturing companies, in 
which all take part, but associations of a thousand other kinds, —religious, moral, 
serious, futile, general or restricted, enormous or diminutive. The Americans 
make associations to give entertainments, to found seminaries, to build inns, to 
construct churches, to diffuse books, to send missionaries to the antipodes; they 
found in this manner hospitals, prisons, and schools" (1969[1835]:198). 

It was this propensity for civic associations that most impressed Tocqueville as the key to 

making democracy work (Putnam 1995:65). 

The role of organizational membership (Almond and Verba 1963; Pinderhughes 

1992; Brady et al. 1995), the impact of institutional factors in creating incentives and 

disincentives for political participation (Jackman 1987), and citizen recruitment are at the 

core of the structural school of political participation (Cameron 1974; Huckfeldt and 

Sprague 1987; Shaw et al. 2000). Rosenstone and Hansen's (1993) study of electoral 

behavior suggests mass participation largely reflects the efforts and activities of political 

elites and that much of the decline in voter turnout since the 1960s reflects changes in 
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mobilization patterns. 

Although traditional models of participation focus on individuals' attributes and 

the resources they bring with them to the political arena, scholars note structural factors 

are equally important to understanding political involvement (Leighley 2001). Extant 

research examining the relationship betw^een recruitment and political involvement 

reveals just how important structural determinants are (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; 

Leighley 2001:34); in essence, recruitment structures who participates. For example, 

during the 1996 presidential campaign political leaders made a more concerted effort to 

recruit Latino voters resulting in a larger number of Latinos who registered and voted 

than ever before (Subervi-Velez and Cunningham 1999). While action taken by political 

elites encourages and increases political involvement, particularly among minority 

constituents who tend to have the lowest participation rates, organizational affiliation is 

an equally important determinant of participation. Hardy-Fanta's (1993) study of 

political participation in Boston indicates Latinos who participated in group activities 

established social ties and personal connections that increased their propensity to be 

politically active. Hardy-Fanta (1993) also found that Boston Latinos were more likely to 

participate if community leaders encouraged their involvement and were integral in 

facilitating the formation of social ties among them. 

Research by de la Garza, Menchaca, and DeSipio (1994) and Sierra (1992) shows 

encouragement by community organizations to engage in political activities increases 

Latinos' likelihood of voting. Advocates at the Southwest Voter Registration and 

Education Project (SVREP) and the Industrial Areas Foundation (lAF) also realize that 
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the political incorporation of Latinos is closely linked to the active role organizations take 

in mobilizing and recruiting them. In some cases, organizations have stepped up efforts 

to mobilize Latinos. SVREP director Andy Hernandez argues: 

A large and growing population that remains on the margins of society cannot 
contribute to the economic and social progress of that community. Furthermore, 
it is inconceivable that democracy can remain vital and effective without Hispanic 
participation (Southwest Voter Research Institute 1991:88-89). 

In the 1990s, SVREP conducted more than 1,000 voter registration education 

campaigns in over 200 cities and Native American reservations in the Southwest resulting 

in an increase in voter registration througliout the Southwest (Pedraza and Rumbaut 

1996). SVREP and lAF recognize that political self-determination in communities that 

have historically been poor and economically impoverished begins with participation in 

organizations such as theirs as well as with the development of social ties among 

members of the community (Southwest Voter Research Institute 1991). 

STATISTICAL METHOD 

Data 

Data for this analysis come from two large-scale national surveys of political 

participation: the Latino National Political Survey (LNPS) conducted during 1989 and 

1990 (de la Garza et al. 1992) and the National Survey on Latinos in America (NSLA) 

conducted in 1999 by the Kaiser Family Foundation, Harvard University, and the 

Washington Post. Several aspects of these surveys make them well suited for addressing 

the questions posed above. First, the surveys are unique in the nature of their samples. 

The LNPS is one of only a few national surveys that systematically address social and 
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political attitudes and behaviors among Latinos as a whole as well as by subgroup. 

Because the purpose of the study is to address differences in the Latin American origin 

population, the data is broken down by national origin to capture variation among the 

three largest Latino subgroups: Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans.^ The survey 

therefore captures the political behaviors of the nation's Latinos and an even larger 

proportion of Latino U.S. citizens. The NSLA is a nationally representative random 

sample of 4,614 adults 18 years of age and older that also examines Latino attitudes about 

politics, race relations, and social policies and compares those attitudes to non-Latino 

whites and African Americans. 

Since the focus of this study is on variation in electoral participation among 

Latinos and non-Latinos as well as between Latino sub-groups, the samples must be 

representative and have a sufficient number of cases for analysis. Political participation 

scholars often turn to large, national-level data sets such as the American National 

Election Study (Miller and Miller 1976) and the American Citizen Participation Study 

(Verba et al. 1990) for their research. For my purposes here, these surveys suffer from 

two limitations: a sizeable number of Latinos are not included in the study or, when they 

are included, case sizes are too small to address sub-group variation based on national 

origin. Therefore, the ANES and ACPS are not appropriate instruments for addressing 

the questions and testing the assumptions posed above. 

Finally, the scopc of these studies allows comparisons to be made between 

Latinos bom in the U.S. and those bom abroad, and among Latinos with different 

' Puerto Rico is not, strictly speaking, a nation nor is Mexico or Cuba. 
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national backgrounds (Kaiser Family Foundation 1999:2). As part of the battery of items 

about ethnicity and national origin, LNPS respondents were asked about their preferred 

ethnic identification, perceived commonalities among Latino sub-groups, and social 

attitudes about other Latino sub-groups as well as questions about organizational 

affiliation and membership. The NSLA also includes survey items which tap into 

respondents' perceived commonalities with other Latinos as well as participation in 

electoral and non-electoral political activities. 

In the LNPS adult respondents (18 and over) were identified as Latino if they had 

at least one parent solely of Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry or had at least two 

grandparents of Mcxican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry. The LNPS sample consists 

of 1,546 Mexicans, 589 Puerto Ricans, 682 Cubans, and 598 non-Latinos.'" The survey 

was conducted in 40 standard metropolitan statistical areas in 16 states and is 

representative of 90 percent of the Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban populations in the 

U.S. (de la Garza et al. 1992:7). 

Individuals in the NSLA were identified as Latino if they answered yes to the 

question, "Are you, yourself of Hispanic or Latino origin or descent, such as Mexican, 

Puerto Rican, or Cuban, or some other Latino background?" (Kaiser Family Foundation 

1999:2). The study was generated through telephone and face-to-face interviews with 

2,417 Latinos (including Central Americans and South Americans) and 2,197 non-

Latinos. Like the LNPS, the NSLA was designed to capture diversity of national 

backgrounds among Latino Americans; in all, 818 Mexicans, 318 Puerto Ricans, and 312 

Non-Latinos were included as a comparison group in the study. Non-Latino refers to respondents who 
were not Mexican, Cuban, or Puerto Ricans (de la Garza et al. 1992:4). 
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Cubans participated in the study." Respondents were over-sampled in California, the 

District of Columbia, Florida, Illinois, New York, and Texas. 

Method 

I use logistic regression for the statistical analysis because my dependent variable 

is dichotomous. This type of regression analysis is used when the dependent variable is a 

dummy variable coded 0 or 1. Logits are estimated using maximum likelihood, an 

estimation technique used for equations that are nonlinear in the coefficients. Maximum 

likelihood chooses coefficient estimates that maximize the likelihood of the sample data 

set being observed (Hamilton 2003). Each coefficient is interpreted as the effect of a one-

unit increase in the independent variable in question, holding the other explanatory 

variables constant, on the log odds of a given choice (Agresti 1996; Studenmund 

1997:512). In this chapter the logistic regression model expresses the log-odds of voting 

as a function of the independent variables: 

Log [P/1 - P] - a + iSiXi + 

where P is the probability of a respondent voting in a presidential election, X\ is the 

race/ethnicity dummy variable, is the set of variables measuring respondents' 

sociodemographic characteristics, engagement, ideology, and organizational affiliation, 

and a is the intercept. Results are interpreted as the likelihood of voting given a one-unit 

change in an independent variable. 

I estimated a series of models using Stata, Version 8.0 (Statacorp 2003) to test 

" The final results were weighted to the national Latino population so that nationalities are represented in 
their actual proportions as estimated by the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey (Kaiser Family 
Foundation 1999:2). 
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hypotheses about the impact of sociodemographic, engagement, ideology, and structural 

variables on the likelihood of voting in the 1988 and 1996 presidential elections among 

Latinos and non-Latinos. To test the impact of these variables on the likelihood of 

voting, I ran three sets of models. The first set considers differences in voting behavior 

controlling for race. The second set of models address differences in voting behavior by 

ethnicity, comparing variation among non-Latinos and Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

and Cuban descent. The third set reflects comparisons among Latinos only. Interaction 

terms between the race/ethnicity dummy variables and the measurement variables are 

included in all the logistic regression models. The interaction terms capture whether or 

not the effects of the independent variables change depending on respondents' 

race/ethnicity (Hamilton 2003). Differences in either the sign or significance of the 

interaction terms are noted below. 

Dependent Variables 

I constructed a dummy variable measuring whether or not a respondent reported 

having voted in the presidential election preceding each survey. LNPS respondents were 

asked, "Did you vote in the elections in November 1988?" Table 2.1 indicates over 76 

percent of non-Latinos indicated they voted in the 1988 election. Among Latinos, 

Cubans were considerably more likely than Mexicans and Puerto Ricans to have voted in 

the election (83.58 percent compared to 66.08 and 68.21 percent, respectively).'^ The 

These self-reported percentages are higher than the national voter turnout rate. With respect to the 1996 
presidential election, Shaw et al. (2000) find many more Latinos claimed to have voted than actually did. 
The authors argue that self-reported turnout tends to be higher than the aggregate turnout in validated 
surveys. Factors explaining Latino turnout are therefore strongly correlated with self-reported voting, 
resulting in over-reporting. The percentages for 1988 and 1996 are for Latinos who are U.S. citizens. 
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NSLA has a similar question, asking whether or not they voted in the 1996 presidential 

election. Descriptive statistics reported in Table 2.2 suggest the proportion of 

respondents who voted in the 1996 presidential election declined dramatically relative to 

1988; the percentage of respondents who reported voting increased among all race/ethnic 

groups especially among Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. For both time periods, dummy 

measures are coded 1 if respondents answered affirmatively and coded 0 otherwise. 

Independent Variables 

Sociodemographic factors 

Education is an important sociodemographic characteristic in understading 

electoral participation because it is related to income and a person's occupation (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 2002). Scholars note educational attainment also in fluences an 

individual's interest in and commitment to the political process (Verba et al. 1995). At 

each level of educational attainment from high school completion and beyond, voting 

rates increase significantly (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002:5). 

High status individuals—those who have more resources in the form of education, 

occupational status, and income—are more politically active because resources give 

citizens access to information about important political issues and facilitate the 

development of social ties that compel them to participate (Lipset 1960; Verba and Nie 

1972; Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; McAdam and Paulsen 1993). Highly educated 

individuals are assumed to be more politically sophisticated because they are more likely 

to stay informed and interested in political affairs (Verba et al. 1995). Therefore, 

individuals with higher levels of education should be more likely to vote. The education 
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variable used in all models represents respondents' highest grade or year of school 

13 completed. I collapsed education into three categories: high school graduate or less (0-

12 years); some college education (13-15 years); college graduate or more (16^ years). In 

1989/90 the mean level of education for non-Latinos was over twelve years. For Latinos 

in the study, the mean level of education was 9.04 years for Mexicans, 9.57 for Puerto 

Ricans, and 10.28 for Cubans (Table 2.1). In 1999, the majority of non-Latinos reported 

having at least some college education while the majority of Latinos reported having 12 

or fewer years of education (Table 2.2). In all models, the omitted category is high 

school graduate or less. 

Citizens with higher incomes are also more likely to vote. Data from 2000 shows 

the voting rate among people living in families with annual incomes of $50,000 or more 

was 72 percent, compared with 38 percent for people in families with incomes under 

SI 0,000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). Therefore, income variables are included in 

the following analysis. In 1989/90, respondents were asked to report their total 

household income.'"^ Table 2.1 shows, with the exception of Puerto Ricans, the majority 

of respondents reported a total household income between $15,000 and $49,000. For 

1989/90,1 include a logged measure of household income to test the assumption that 

individuals with higher incomes are more politically involved. For 1999,1 use a different 

specification of income where income is collapsed into the following three categories: 

The question reads, "In your case, what is the highest grade or year of school that you completed? How 
many years does this mean you've completed?" Possible responses range from no formal schooling (0 
years) to seventeen years or more. 

For 1989/90 the question reads, "What is the total yearly income received by you and the other members 
of your household in 1988 before taxes?" 
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less than $20,000; between $20,000 and $49,000; and more than $50,000.^^ Table 2.2 

shows nearly 36 percent of non-Latino respondents reported an income of $50,000 or 

more. By contrast, the majority of Latino respondents reported incomes between $20,000 

and $49,000. Almost 42 percent of Mexicans, 41 percent of Puerto Ricans, and 32 

percent of Cubans fell into the $20,000 to $49,000 income range. The omitted category 

in 1999 is less than $20,000. 

Political engagement 

In addition to sociodemographic determinants, I also test the effects of political 

engagement variables on the likelihood of voting. Political engagement is often 

measured in terms of respondents' reported political interest, political knowledge, and 

efficacy (Campbell et al. 1964; Verba et al. 1995). Moreover, political engagement has 

been shown to not only affect electoral participation but non-electoral activities as well 

(see Craig 1979; Paulsen 1991). To test the assumption that individuals who are 

politically engaged are more likely to vote, I include two sets of measures. In 1989/90, 

engagement is operationalized on the basis of whether or not respondents reported 

watching national news at least five days a week; reading the newspaper at least five days 

a week; and following politics and public affairs at least some of the time. The political 

information and knowledege measures are dummy variables. In 1999, engagement is a 

For 1999 the question reads, "Is your total income from all sources and before taxes: less than $50,000; 
$50,000 or more?" Respondents were then asked follow-up questions to gain more specificity. 
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composite measure based on respondents' reported sense of political efficacy with scores 

ranging from +6 (high efficacy) to -6 (low efficacy)."' 

Historically, voting and registration rates have been higher in years with 

presidential elections than in "off years (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). Voting 

studies based on recent data suggest that among people who registered to vote in the 

November 2000 presidential election, 86 percent reported they voted, up from 82 percent 

in the 1996 election (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). The likelihood of actually voting 

once registered is high, with the peak at 91 percent in 1968 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 

2002). For this reason, I include a measure of whether or not respondents reported being 

registered to vote at the time of the survey (1-yes, 0=no). 

Political ideology 

In 1989/90, a plurality of LNPS respondents identified themselves as being 

conservative (Table 2.1). At the same time, a plurality self-identified as Democrats. By 

1999, with the exception of Puerto Ricans, a plurality of NSLA respondents self-

identified as moderates (Table 2.2). Just over 42 percent of non-Latinos, 37 percent of 

Mexicans, 31 percent of Puerto Ricans, and 35 percent of Cubans considered themselves 

political moderates. To test the assumption that political beliefs and partisanship affect 

the likelihood of voting, I include measures of respondents' party identification and 

ideology. For 1989/90 and 1999, ideology is a dummy variable coded 1 if respondents 

The statements are: "Political leaders do not care much what people like me think." "Politics and 
government are so complicated that a person like me cannot really understand what's going on." "Voting 
is a waste of time." Respondents received scores for each of the 3 questions in the following manner: those 
who disagreed strongly received 2 points for each statement; those who disagreed received 1 point; those 
who agreed received a score of-1; and those who agreed strongly received a score of -2. Efficacy is 
therefore measured as the sum of responses to the three statements above. 
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indicated they were liberal, somewhat liberal or very liberal. Respondents who self-

identified as moderate or conservative are the omitted category. Partisanship is measured 

in terms of whether or not respondents were Democrats ("other" is the omitted category 

which includes people who identified as Republicans, Independents, or something else). 

I also include measures tapping into the strength of respondents' party identification; 

LNPS respondents who indicated they were strong Democrats or strong Republicans are 

coded 1. 

Organizational affiliation and recruitment 

This chapter also addresses the effect of social connections and recruitment on 

electoral involvement. Research in sociology shows social networks often serve as a 

conduit for the spread of social movements, whether they are religious or political in 

nature (Snow et al. 1980; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Kitts 1999). For those who 

participate in non-electoral political activities, social ties to individuals are important for 

recruitment purposes but they are especially significant when those ties are embedded in 

a broader organizational or collective context linking parties to one another (McAdam 

and Paulsen 1993). Political scientists have also considered the predictive power of 

organizational affiliations on electoral participation (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987). 

Similar parallels can be drawn to research by social movements scholars although 

political scientists tend to focus mostly on how organizations are the sites where 

individuals develop the civic skills (such as communication skills) which facilitate 

participation (Brady et al. 1995). To test predictions about the effect of social networks 

and, by extension, social connectedness on electoral behavior I incorporate a measure of 
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organizational affiliation (political, social, work-related, etc).'' Respondents who 

indicated they belong to or have given money or goods to any organization in the past 

twelve months are coded 1 and 0 otherwise. LNPS respondents were also asked if 

anyone had contacted them during 1988 about registering to vote. Respondents who 

answered "yes" are coded 1. NSLA respondents were not asked whether they belonged 

to any organizations nor were they asked if they had been contacted about registering to 

vote. Therefore, structural variables are only included in the analysis of voter turnout in 

1989/90. 

Control Variables 

Prior work finds that people who are on the periphery of the political system have 

lower rates of voting and voter registration (Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; Arvizu and 

Garcia 1996; Bass and Casper 1999; Conway 2000; Leighley 2001; Dalton 2002). 

Therefore, I include a measure of race/ethnicity to determine if there are differences in 

15? 
the likelihood of voting among Latinos and non-Latinos. For both time periods, I 

created a composite Latino variable which combines respondents who are of Mexican, 

The question reads; Please tell me the name of any organization or associations that you belong to or 
have given money or goods to in the past twelve months that are: unions, associations, or groups associated 
with work, business, or professions; charities, religious organizations, social issues/causes; sports, 
recreation, community, neighborhood, school, cultural, and youth organizations; general Latino/llispanic 
organizations; Mexican American organizations; Puerto Rican organizations; Cuban American 
organizations. Twelve percent of all Latino and non-Latino respondents indicated they belonged to an 
organization. 

Non-Latinos include all persons who indicated they were not of Latino origin or descent in the LNPS and 
NSLA surveys. Therefore, African Americans who did not identify themselves as being of Latino descent 
are included in the non-Latino category. Less than 4 percent of LNPS respondents (n=134) indicated 
"black" as their race. Twelve percent of NSLA respondents considered themselves black or African 
American (n=549). 
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Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent.''' In models comparing non-Latinos' and Latinos' 

electoral participation, the latter arc coded 1. 

Voting rates are much higher among older adults than among younger age groups: 

the peak age group for voter participation is 65 to 74 years (U.S. Bureau of the Census 

2002).^® Because prior work finds older adults tend to be more politically involved 

(Verba et al. 1995), I include a measure of age to test the assumption that as individuals 

mature, they are more likely to vote. I include a squared term to capture the second order 

effect of age on participation to determine if there is a curvillinear effect of age on voting 

given prior research showing electoral participation is lowest among younger and older 

voters and highest among the middle-aged (Hout and Knoke 1975). 

Gender is also associated with voting patterns. Research within sociology and 

political sciences suggests women are less politically active than men (Conway 2000). 

The gender gap in participation has been attributed to traditional gender role ideology and 

socialization (Dalton 2002), family responsibilities (Paulsen 1991), lack of interest in 

politics on the part of women (Verba et al. 1995), and gate keeping on the part of men to 

keep women out of the political process (Conway 2000). Gender differences have been 

found in the types of political activities individuals take part in, the types of policy 

concerns that motivate their participation as well as the gratifications they derive from 

taking part (Schlozman et al. 1995). However, although men historically have voted in 

" Latino respondents were asked whether they were of Mexican origin (coded 1), Puerto Rican (coded 2), 
or of Cuban origin (coded 3). Respondents from each category were added together to create a "Latino" 
variable. 

Older citizens are more likely to vote because they are more likely to be registered. Also, young adults 
are more transient and must re-register every time they move, perhaps accounting for their lower rates of 
voter turnout (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). 
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higher rates than women, women's rates have met and in some cases exceeded men's 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). These changes are largely attributed to the fact that 

educational attainment and labor force participation, two correlates of voting, have risen 

significantly in the last few decades (Conway 2000). Schlozman et al. (1995) find that 

even though women's rates of participation sometimes lag behind men's rates, resources 

largely explain these differences. These trends point to significant levels of political 

involvement for women, including voting behavior (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002:4). 

I control for gender across all models. Male respondents are coded 1. 

RESULTS 

Participation in the 1988 Presidential Election 

Table 2.3 reports the estimated effects of sociodemographic, engagement, 

ideology, and structural variables on the likelihood of voting in the 1988 presidential 

election. The sociodemographic model (column 1) includes only the race/ethnicity, 

educational attainment, and income variables designed to predict the likelihood of voting. 

Although a baseline model with only the race/ethnicity dummy variable shows Latinos 

are less likely to have voted in 1988 relative to non-Latinos, the effect disappears once I 

control for respondents' social characteristics.'' As predicted, the sociodemographic 

model suggests that individuals with less education and lower incomes have a 

significantly lower probability of voting than individuals with higher levels of these 

resources. Specifically, having at least some college education results in a greater 

The coefficient for race/ethnicity is -.52 and is significant at thep <.001 level suggesting Latinos were 
less likely to have voted. I also ran a model to test the effect of race/ethnicity on the likelihood of voting 
controlling for age and gender. The magnitude of the race/ethnicity coefficient diminishes some (to -.42) 
but is still significant at the p <.001 level. 
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likelihood of voting but the probability is especially high for college graduates. In 

models that include engagement, ideology, and structural measures, the income effect 

loses signficance. With respect to the control variables, the sociodemographic model 

shows older individuals are more likely to vote. Also worth noting is the fact that there is 

no gender effect on the likelihood of voting in 1988—a finding that holds across all 

models. 

The second column in Table 2.3 includes the political engagement variables. As 

predicted, respondents who reported following politics at least some of the time are more 

likely to vote than those who do not pay much attention to political affairs. Also 

significant is the effect of being registered, which serves as a measure of individuals' 

willingness and ability to vote. If one accepts that there are many "pathways to 

participation" (Schlozman et al. 1994), then registering to vote can be seen as one of 

many activities that are necessary for civic involvement. Consequently, it should not be 

surprising that being registered has a positive and significant effect on the likelihood of 

voting."^ The Census Bureau reports that racial/ethnic differences in the likelihood of 

voting diminish when the proportion registered is taken into account (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census 2002).""' Despite predictions that political knowledge makes individuals more 

In 1988, 86.2 percent of citizens 18 and over were registered and reported voting in the elections (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census 2002). In 1996, 82.3 percent of registered voters voted in the presidential election. 

Registration rates among Latinos differ considerably by state. The Hispanic Association of Colleges and 
Universities (2001) finds that between 1990 and 1998, Arizona, Colorado, and New Jersey experienced a 
more than 75 percent increase in the number of Latinos registered to vote. New Mexico, Florida, and 
Texas each had between a 50 percent and 65 percent increase; New York and Califomia had between 39 
percent and 44 percent increase. In Illinois, the number of Latinos registered increased 27 percent. In 
some states (New York. Illinois, and New Jersey) the number of non-Latinos who registered to vote 
decreased slightly. Thus, registration rates not only vary by race/ethnicity but also from state to state and 
region to region. Gaps in registration rates reflect not only increases in the likelihood of Latinos registering 
to vote but also slight declines in the proportion of non-Latinos registering to vote. 
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likely to vote, I do not find that frequently reading the newspaper or watching national 

news increases the likelihood of participation. 

The ideology variables in column 3 are designed to test arguments about the 

cffects of partisanship and ideological leanings on the likelihood of voting. First, 1 find 

partisanship has no effect on the likelihood of voting nor are there differences between 

liberals and non-liberals. However, I do find that among respondents who identified as 

strong Democrats or strong Republicans, the probability of voting is higher than those 

without a strong party identification. Also note that Latinos who identified as strong 

Democrats or strong Republicans were more likely to vote than Latinos who identified 

differently.These results support prior research showing partisanship is a significant 

predictor of political participation (Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Powell 1986; Finkel and 

Opp 1991) and that differences in fundamental political orientations play a part in 

whether or not citizens are politically active (Zipp, Landerman, and Luebke 1982; Verba 

etal. 1995). 

Sociologists and political scientists have noted the importance of civic skills and 

networks in facilitating conventional (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987) and less conventional 

(McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Kitts 1999) political participation. These parallel schools 

of thought suggest organizations foster social ties among members and also make them 

more likely to be recruited by political elites. The final model (column 4) in Table 2.3 

reports the estimated coefficients for the effects of structural variables on the probability 

of voting. 1 find support for the structural school of political participation: individuals 

^ The coefficients for the interaction effects for Latinos are .943 (Latino*strong repubhcan) and .607 
(Latino*strong democrat). Both are significant at the p <.001 level. 
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who reported belonging to at least one organization as well as those who reported being 

contacted about registering were more likely to vote in 1988. 

During the 1990s Latino participation in the political process increased at a much 

higher rate than non-Latino participation as evidenced by increases in their voter turnout 

and registration rates (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1991, 2000). Yet, Latinos continue to 

evince a "participatory deficit" relative to non-Latino whites even when comparing only 

U.S. citizens; they are less likely to be recruited into political activities; and they possess 

fewer of the resources and skills correlated with electoral involvement (Verba et al. 

1995:231). Why, then, is the race/ethnicity dummy measure in Table 2.3 insignificant 

across all models? Differences in Latino electoral involvement are well-documented and, 

therefore, one would expect to find a negative effect of race/ethnicity on the likelihood of 

voting. To test the assumption that electoral participation varies by national origin, I ran 

two sets of models comparing non-Latinos to Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and 

Cuban descent. 

Table 2.4 shows results for logistic regression analyses where Latinos are 

separated by national origin (non-Latinos are the reference category). With the exception 

of finding that Mexican-origin respondents were less likely to vote in 1988 relative to 

non-Latinos, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans, there are no major race/ethnic differences in the 

propensity to vote. In models 3 and 4, the "Mexican effect" diminishes in significance 

once I include ideology and structural measures. However, the coefficient for Mexicans 

The increases in Latino political participation occurred during a period when non-Latino participation 
was declining or participation rates stayed the same. Therefore, the race/ethnicity gap in participation is 
smaller in some years even though Latinos' participation continues to lag behind non-Latinos' participation 
rates (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002). 
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is negative and marginally significant at the . 10 level suggesting that even after 

controlling for the four sets of factors, Mexicans are less involved in electoral politics. 

Differences in Electoral Participation among Latinos, 1988 

Comparisons solely among Latinos show similar patterns. Table 2.5 suggests 

national origin alone does not result in considerable differences in Latinos' voting 

behavior. Column 1 suggests Latinos of Mexican and Puerto Ricans descent are less 

likely to vote relative to the omitted category, Cubans, but these differences disappear 

after controlling for engagement, ideology, and structural variables. Despite prior 

research which finds Latinos of Cuban descent are, in many ways, quite different from 

their Latino counterparts of Mexican and Puerto Rican descent, those differences do not 

show in the ethnicity coefficients. Nonetheless, there are differences among Latinos that 

are worth noting as evidenced by the interaction terms. For example, the ethnicity*age 

interaction suggests age has a different effect on the likelihood of voting among 

Mexicans and Puerto Ricans than it does for Cubans. Although age is positive and 

significant, suggesting older Latinos are more likely to vote, the interaction term is 

negative and significant for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. In other words, the interaction 

term suggests Mexicans and Puerto Ricans who are young are more likely to vote. 

Respondents' political engagement and ideology also vary by ethnicity. Model 2 

in Table 2.5 suggests individuals who follow political affairs at least some of the time are 

more likely to vote. Additionally, the significant coefficients for the interaction terms 

After running all models, I interacted all the independent measures with race/ethnicity (e.g. 
Mexican*gender; Puerto Rican*agc, etc.) to generate a fully saturated model. The interaction terms 
determine whether the independent variables' effects on the dependent variable change as a result of 
race/ethnicity. An alternate method would be to add each interaction one at a time. 
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(ethnicity*follows politics) suggest Mexicans and Puerto Ricans who follow political 

affairs are more likely to vote as well. I also find that the impact of having a college 

education diminishes in significance although the interaction term reflects the fact that 

Mexicans with at least a college degree are more likely to vote. As well, Mexicans who 

self-identified as strong democrats had a higher probability of voting as did Cubans 

(Model 3). The final model in Table 2.5 (column 4) suggests additional ethnic 

differences in the likelihood of voting. Aside from the differences already noted, when 

structural determinants are included in the logit models, I find Cuban and Puerto Rican 

respondents who self-identified as strong Republicans were more likely to report voting 

in 1988 relative to those who identified differently. Although the effect of being 

contacted to register to vote is positive, it is only significant at the .10 level. Nonetheless, 

the other structural measure, organizational involvement, is positive and significant. The 

interaction tenn (ethnicity*organizational involvement) is also positive and significant 

for Mexican respondents. 

Participation in the 1996 Presidential Election 

In Tables 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8,1 present results from multiple models predicting the 

likelihood of voting in the 1996 presidential election. The models in Table 2.6 are 

designed to test variation in the likelihood of voting among non-Latinos and Latinos. 

First, although analysis of 1988 data revealed no significant race/ethnic differences, in 

1996 Latinos were considerably less likely to vote relative to non-Latinos even after 

controlling for education and income. This finding holds across all models. Model 1 in 

Table 2.6 shows that age is a significant predictor of voting as the sociodemographic 
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model would predict. When I interact age and ethnicity, however, the coefficient is 

negative and significant, indicating that young Latinos are more likely to vote. This 

seemingly counterintuitive effect may be due to one of two factors. First, overall, Latinos 

are younger than non-Latinos. According to 2000 census data, the median age for 

Latinos was 26 compared to 35 for non-Latinos (Guzman 2002). The Mexican and 

Puerto Rican populations are especially young, with median ages of 24 and 27, 

respectively (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1999). Also, since non-U.S. citizens are not 

eligible to vote, the age effect may really be a generation effect. In other words, newly 

arrived and unnaturalized Latinos' citizenship precludes their ability to vote but 

subsequent generations bom in the U.S. are eligible. These factors, either separately or in 

conjunction with one another, may explain the Latino age effect. 

Model 1 in Table 2.6 also shows that there is a small but significant (.10 level) 

gender effect on the likelihood of voting. The sign of the coefficient is the opposite of 

what theory would predict, however; the model suggests males were less likely to vote in 

1996 relative to females. The gender gap in participation holds across Model 2 and 

Model 3. 

Engagement variables are introduced in Model 2 (Table 2.6). The political 

culture school of thought holds that individuals who are pohtically engaged, 

knowledgeable, and concemed about politics are more likely to vote. I find support for 

this argument. Respondents who reported following politics at least some of the time 

were more likely to vote as were those with high efficacy. Being registered to vote also 

significantly increased the likelihood of voting. Model 3 shows similar patterns. 
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Although I do not find any significant differences in the propensity to vote between 

liberal and non-liberals, I do find a modest difference between Latinos who identified as 

Democrats and those who identified as Republicans or Independents.^^ Cain, Kiewiet, 

and Uhlaner's (1991) study of race/ethnicity and partisanship found that Latinos are more 

likely to support and identify with Democrats the lower their incomes and the longer their 

stay in the U.S. At the same time, Latinos of Cuban descent tend to identify as 

Republicans due to their former homeland experiences (de la Garza and Brischetto 1983; 

Brischetto 1987; Portes and Truelove 1987). Latinos are also more likely to support 

Republicans once their material well being improves (Cain et al. 1991). 

The models presented in Table 2.7 address race/ethnic differences more 

thoroughly by disaggregating Latinos into national origin groupings. The results in 

Models 1-3 suggest that, not only are Latinos less likely to vote relative to non-Latinos, 

but there are also considerable differences in the propensity to vote by national origin. 

For example. Model 1 suggests that of the three Latino sub-groups, Mexicans were the 

least likely to report voting in the 1996 presidential election followed by Cubans and 

Puerto Ricans. Even after incorporating measures of political engagement and ideology, 

the overall result is the same: Latinos, especially Mexican-origin Latinos, are less likely 

to participate in electoral politics. 

The coefficient for identifying as a Democrat is insignificant in the baseline ideology model. The 
ethnicity*Democrat coefficient (.60) is significant at thep <.01 level. 
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Differences in Electoral Participation among Latinos, 1996 

The final set of models presented in Table 2.8 address variation in electoral 

participation among Latinos only. First, I find Puerto Rican respondents were more 

likely to vote in 1996 relative to Cubans. This effect disappears once I include political 

engagement and ideology measures. There is also a positive and significant effect of 

education and income on the propensity to vote. The likelihood of voting is especially 

high among individuals with a college degree or more as the resource model of 

participation predicts (Verba et al. 1995). Respondents who reported a household income 

above $49,000 were also more likely to vote. 

As predicted, following politics and being registered increase the likelihood of 

voting as the political culture model would prcdict. In Model 2, efficacy has a modest 

effect on the likelihood of voting but disappears once I include measures of political 

ideology. Finally, Model 3 shows ideological differences (liberal vs. non-liberal) among 

Latinos do not have any effect on the likelihood of voting. I do find, however, that 

Latino respondents who self-identified as Democrats were more likely to vote than those 

who self-identified as either Republicans or Independents. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Examining variation in electoral participation at two time periods, this chapter 

sheds new light on the impact of sociodemographic, engagement, ideological, and 

structural determinants on voter turnout in 1988 and 1996. In particular, I tested four 

models of political participation, drawing from extant research in political science and 

sociology to guide the inquiry. I expanded upon and added to these models by addressing 
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race/ethnic differences in electoral involvement, paying particular attention to variation 

among non-Latinos and Latinos. 

First, I found some race and ethnic differences in the likelihood of voting 

although these findings did not hold for both time periods or across all models. In 1988,1 

did not find any significant differences among non-Latinos and Latinos in terms of their 

propensities to vote after controlling for educational attainment and income. This finding 

is unexpected given research that suggests Latinos are less likely to take part in politics, 

either conventional or unconventional, relative to non-Latinos (Verba et al. 1995; Shaw et 

al. 2000; Dalton 2002). I also predicted Latinos of Cuban descent would be more likely 

to vote than Mexican-origin and Puerto Rican Latinos given differences in their 

sociodemographic characteristics, migration status and settlement experiences, and 

political orientations. Logistic regression results indicate Mexicans and Puerto Ricans 

were less likely to vote in 1988, although the ethnicity effect disappears once I control for 

engagement, ideology, and structural variables. Nonetheless, the interaction effects 

suggest there are significant differences in Latinos' political behavior especially with 

regard to age and two political engagement variables (following politics and being 

registered to vote). 

Race and ethnic differences in voting were more prevalent in 1996 as evidenced 

by results presented in Tables 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8. Verba et al. (1995:523) argue that 

differences in voting behavior between non-Latinos and Latinos do not stem from race or 

ethnicity per se but from participatory factors, most of which are rooted in class 

differences. However, I found statistically significant differences in the likelihood of 
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voting among non-Latinos and Latinos even after controlling for sociodemographic 

charactersitics, political engagement, and political ideology. The magnitude of 

race/ethnicity coefficient diminishes when I control for engagement and ideology 

variables, but it remains statistically significant at the .001 level. When I disaggregated 

Latinos by national-origin, the participation gap became more pronounced. Latinos as a 

whole are less likely to vote relative to non-Latinos, but when looked at separately, I 

found considerable differences by national origin. In sum, while it is true that race/ethnic 

minorities are less endowed with the factors that foster participation (Verba et al. 1995), 

even after accounting for them the race/ethnic gap in participation persisted. 

Aside from race/ethnicity, there are additional correlates of electoral participation. 

Individuals' social characteristics, their level of political engagement, their ideological 

positions, and social structures—all these factors influenced the patterns of participation 

in 1988 and 1996 (Conway 2000). Survey results indicate that participation is largely 

driven by differences in educational attainment and income. LNPS and NSLA 

respondents with at least some college education were more likely to vote than 

respondents with a high school degree or less. And in some models, respondents with at 

least a college degree were more likely to vote than those with some post secondary 

education. According to Verba et al.'s (1995) resource model, income, like education, is 

a significant determinant of voting perhaps because these two resources are highly 

correlated with one another. Despite finding an education effect, 1 did not find a 

significant effect of income on the likelihood of voting in 1988 with the exception of 

results from baseline sociodemographic models. In 1996, however, income consistently 
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predicts the likelihood of voting; respondents who reported a household income of less 

than $20,000 per year were less likely to vote than respondents in the other income 

categories ($20,000-$49,000 and $50,000 or more). Respondents with annual incomes 

above $49,000 were especially more likely to participate in the 1996 elections, supporting 

the resource model of participation. 

But resources are not the only significant determinants of electoral participation. 

The results presented above also suggest that, if citizens are expected to respond to their 

political environment, they must be aware of political matters. Respondents who 

reported they followed political affairs and were registered to vote were more likely to do 

so in 1988 and 1996. Analyses also reveal that citizens must sense that their 

contributions to the political process are efficacious. As I reported above, in 1996 

political efficacy greatly increased the likelihood of voting. These results support the 

political culture school which suggests participation is conditioned by beliefs that 

involvement matters and will make a difference (Campbell et al. 1964; Barnes and Kaase 

1979; Paulsen 1991; Putnam 1995; Verba et al. 1995; Schlozman et al. 1999). The effect 

of political engagement and participation is a circular one: citizens who do not believe 

their vote matters are less likely to vote and citizens are less likely to vote if they do not 

sense their vote will matter. Given research showing citizens' trust in political leaders 

has declined and cynicism in the government and political leaders has increased, those 

with high politically efficacy will continue to be involved in conventional politics; those 

who hold nonconformist values will most likely seek out less conventional ways to 

participate (Conway 2000:65; Dalton 2002). 
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There is also strong evidence that partisan identification, and, to a lesser extent, 

ideology affect the likelihood ofbeing politically active as well (Teixeira 1987). Dalton 

notes (1996), although it is difficult to make broad, sweeping generalizations about the 

public's political orientations, political issues are often discussed or summarized in terms 

of Left/Right attitudes. These labels provide the reference points that help voters 

interpret and evaluate political activities; moreover, for many individuals, Left/Right 

attitudes are a simple summary of their positions on the political issues of greatest 

concern (Dalton 2002:135). To test the assumption that differencs in political 

orientations affect the likelihood of voting, I included measures of ideological stances 

and partisanship. In 1988,1 did not find any significant differences in the likelihood of 

voting among self-identified liberals and non-liberals or between Democrats and non-

98 
Democrats. Although one might conclude that partisanship has no effect on electoral 

outcomes, respondents who identified as either strong Democrats or strong Republicans 

were more likely to vote suggesting strength of party identification is a better predictor of 

voting behavior than identification alone. In 1996, identifying as a Democrat resulted in 

a greater propensity to vote. 

Another well-known theory of participation holds that structural factors and 

institutions are also catalysts of political involvement. One component of this theory 

holds that changes in the legal environment have made it easier for citizens to vote. For 

example, Conway (2001; 163) notes the barriers to voting created by burdensome systems 

I also ran models using additional dummy measures of partisanship to test the assumption that there are 
differences among self-identified Democrats, Republicans, and Independents. I did not find any significant 
differences when using this particular specification. Therefore, I measured partisanship using one dummy 
variables (Democrat=l, other=0). 
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of registration that tended to impede voting have been, for the most part, eliminated. The 

other component of the theory focuses on the role of recruitment and mobilization in 

bringing about greater political involvement (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). To test the 

assumption that structural determinants affected political participation in 1988,1 included 

measures of recruitment and organizational affiliation. Results presented in Tables 2.3, 

2.4 and 2.5 show the relevance of structural determinants in predicting electoral behavior. 

As hypothesized, respondents who indicated they were contacted prior to the 1988 

election about registering to vote as well as those who reported belonging to at least one 

organization were more likely to vote. 

Social scientists have considered the structural correlates of political participation 

although in slightly different ways. Political scientists view organziations as the sites 

where civic skills are developed which, in turn, result in a greater propensity to vote 

(Verba et al. 1995). Sociologists also address the effect of organizations on political 

participation, although typically the focus is on how organizational membership fosters 

the development of social ties and networks which serve as mechanims for recruiting 

others into political activities (McPherson 1983; McAdam 1986, 1988; McAdam and 

Paulsen 1991). Despite small differences in these literatures, they both find that some 

aspects of the political environment inhibit participation, but other aspects—mobilization 

and recruitment in particular—encourage it. Research considering the relationship 

between recruitment and minority participation suggests mobilization efforts are ''critical 

to eradicating the turnout gap" and incorporating minorities into the political system 

(Shaw et al. 2000:338). 
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The analyses presented in this chapter lead to two broad conclusions. First, by 

expanding upon popular currents in the participation literature, 1 have shown that 

resouces alone do not go far in explaining political involvement. Citizens' engagement 

and awareness of political matters and their ideological orientations affected the 

likelihood they voted in 1988 and 1996. I also contribute to the literature by 

documenting significant differences in the likelihood of voting among non-Latinos and 

Latinos as well as among Latinos and, consequently, providing a more robust treatment 

of race/ethnic variation in political behavior. 

Also, the structural variables introduced into the analysis add significantly to the 

existing theoretical knowledge of political participation. Consequently, rather than 

viewing participation as being determined solely by individuals' characteristics, the 

inclusion of structural measures point to a new direction of research where questions 

about how conditions in the political environment affect participation are raised. In other 

words, rather than focusing only on the supply side of participation, future research ought 

to consider the demand side, or how structural factors—such as political elites' efforts to 

encourage participation or the presence of political organizations dedicated to mobilizing 

disfranchised voters—facilitate involvement. Steps in this direction seem promising 

given extant research showing that even if mobilization efforts are small, they have a 

considerable impact on electoral outcomes (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987; Rosenstone and 

Hansen 1993; Conway 2000; Hritzuk and Park 2000). 

This chapter raises important issues related to the future of electoral participation. 
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The proportion of Latino Americans is growing and this relatively youthful population is 

increasingly becoming integrated into the social and economic spheres of society. Yet, 

many Latinos face barriers to the democratic process given their sociodemographic 

profiles, English-language proficiency, and citizenship status. The future of electoral 

politics will depend on efforts to improve Latinos' political awareness and involvement 

given projections for sustained population growth. Latino political empowerment may 

result from naturalization (DeSipio 1996), gains in access to and success in quality post-

secondary education (Kaplan and Venezky 1994), or political elites' ability to mobilize 

them effectively (Hardy-Fanta 1993; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Wielhouwer 2000; 

Mollenkopf, Olson, and Ross 2001; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001; Schier 2001). 

Most likely, political empowerment will result from a combination of all three factors. 

Although it is unlikely such efforts will motivate participation from the entire electorate 

as early participation theorists suggested was necessary for a functioning democracy, they 

are small steps toward improving the political position of traditionally disenfranchised 

citizens. 
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III. 

THE BIOGRAPHICAL AND MICRO-STRUCTURAL 

DETERMINANTS OF NON-ELECTORAL POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

AMONG LATINOS AND NON-LATINOS, 1989-1999 

Political participation refers to the set of activities citizens utilize in order to 

i nfluence the structure of government, the selections of government officials, or the 

policies of government (Conway 2000:3). The term reflects involvement in activities that 

are assumed to be goal-oriented or instrumental and can be either conventional or 

unconventional. Conventional politics serve to legitimize the political system and take 

place within a relatively prescribed and structured institutional environment (Leighley 

2001; Dalton 2002). Unconventional or non-electoral politics, by contrast, encompass 

activities that are non-traditional and take place outside of mainstream politics and 

pohtical institutions (Dalton 2002). 

The distinction between conventional and unconventional politics is an important 

one because different forms of political activity are differentially effective in conveying 

information, exerting pressure on public officials, and/or influencing electoral outcomes 

(Conway 2000). Moreover, separate modes of participation exist because the nature of 

political action and the requirements they place on participants differ (Dalton 2002:41). 

Because people tend to specialize in activities that match their motivations and goals, it 

matters how citizens take part (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Dalton 2002). 

Political participation scholarship can sometimes seem disparate given political 

scientists' focus on conventional politics and sociologists' emphasis on unconventional 
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activities. Even so, Barnes and Kaase (1979) and Verba et al. (1995) have noted the 

importance of studying both forms, particularly given similarities in their sources and 

motivations. 

The determinants of political participation are many. Among other things, 

political behavior is determined by personal efficacy (Verba, Burns, and Schlozman 

1997), framing and issue salience (Campbell et al. 1960; Franklin 1985; van der Eijk and 

Niemoller 1983; Franklin, Mackie, and Valen 1992; Gamson and Meyer 1992; Entman 

and Rojecki 1993; Paulsen 1994; Dolan 1998; Santoro 1999; Collins 2001), human and 

social capital (McAdam 1986; McAdam 1989; Paulsen 1991; McAdam and Paulsen 

1993; Verba et al. 1995; Brady, Schlozman, and Verba 1999; Wiltfang and McAdam 

1991), voter registration laws (Powell 1986; Piven and Cloward 1989; Rosenstone and 

Hansen 1993), the level of electoral competition (Hofstetter 1973), and structural factors 

such as social networks and mobilization efforts on the part of political elites (Fernandez 

and McAdam 1988; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Huckfeldt et al. 1995; Hritzuk and 

Park 2000; Passy 2001). In all, the study of democratic politics demonstrates citizen 

involvement stems from a unique configuration of participatory factors (Verba et al. 

1995). 

Political participation research tends to focus on electoral activities such as voter 

turnout and registering to vote, perhaps because these activities are most associated with 

democratic politics (Dalton 2002). Aside from studies of protest in political science (e.g., 

Verba et al. 1995; Rochon 1998; Harris 1994) and a handful of case studies in social 

movements, the study of low-risk protest politics has been noticeably absent from the 
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social sciences (for an exception see Paulsen 1991). Consequently, an empirical question 

emerges: What are the individual and structural characteristics that motivate participation 

in less conventional activities? To address this question, I examine protest politics and its 

biographical and micro-structural determinants (organizational affiliation and 

recruitment) using two national level data sets of political behavior among U.S. Latinos 

and non-Latinos.^^ 

In the pages that follow, I provide a conceptual critique of prior sociological 

studies' treatment of biographical and structural availability as predictors of non-electoral 

political participation. I then review existing theories and studies of political 

participation, particularly those that pertain to protest activities. Next, I describe the data, 

methods, and measures used in this analysis. Following that, I present results from the 

empirical analysis. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the results. 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Unresolved Issues in the Study of Social Movements and Non-Electoral Politics 

Although broad in scope, scholars working in the areas of social movements and 

political sociology have articulated the ways in which participation in less conventional 

political activities—ranging from anti-war protests to revolutions and rebellions—is 

affected by individual motivations and macro-level processes. These micro- and macro-

level processes influence movement recruitment, formation, and internal dynamics 

^ I use the terms unconventional politics, non-electoral participation, and protest interchangeably because 
they are all extra-institutional and represent political acts that fall outside of what most people consider 
conventional political participation. Following Dalton (1996), I later distinguish between different types of 
unconventional participation. 
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(Staggenborg 1987). Rigorous empirical and theoretical work shows structural dynamics 

influence variations in the forms and levels of participation (Stryker 2000). 

Additional research (e.g., McAdam 1986; Klandermans and Oegema 1987a; 

Staggenborg 1987; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Nepstad and 

Smith 1999; Stryker 2000; Goodwin 2001; Nepstad and Smith 2001) considers the 

characteristics of individuals most likely to participate in social movements and other less 

conventional, often high-risk, political activities. Emphasis is generally placed on 

understanding how individuals' characteristics make them a target for movement 

recruitment and mobilization. Based on findings within the mobilization and 

participation literature, people are more likely to participate in social movements if they 

are free of constraints or are biographically available to do so (McAdam 1986; Paulsen 

1991; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Schussman and Soule 2003). 

McAdam defines biographical availability as the absence of personal constraints 

that may increase the costs or risks of movement participation such as full-time 

employment, marriage, or family responsibilities (1986:70). At base, the biographical 

availability model predicts individuals are more likely to participate in political and social 

movement activities if they possess certain resources and are free from adult 

responsibilities that may hinder participation. The biographical availability model is 

similar to the resource model of participation within political science which finds the 

resources of time, money, and civic skills are powerful predictors of participation (Brady, 

Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Verba et al. 1995). Verba and his colleagues maintain that 

the presence or absence of resources contributes substantially to individual differences in 
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participation because resources are not evenly distributed in society. Individuals who 

possess more resources or are biographically available are more likely to participate in 

political matters (Brady et al. 1995; Verba et al. 1995). Consequently, differences in 

resources contribute to different rates of participation across groups distinguished by 

income, race, ethnicity, and other characteristics. 

The likelihood of engaging in non-electoral politics is attributed to a series of 

factors. For instance, participation is less likely when movement activity creates time or 

financial costs (Nepstad and Smith 1999). For those people who are married, have 

children, or work full-time, the costs of being politically active are particularly high, 

according to McAdam (1986). The model implies unconventional political participation 

is the domain of the young because they are free of most constraints and can afford to be 

•J A 

more flexible with their time. Education is also correlated with higher rates of 

participation (those with more education tend to be more engaged and are more likely to 

follow politics) as is gender. 

Expectations to be the primary caregivers have historically constrained women's 

participation in political life much as these expectations limit their participation today 

(Paulsen 1991: Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002). Even when the definition of electoral 

activity is broadened, women are still less pohtically active than men (Schlozman, Bums, 

and Verba 1994). Traditional gender roles and ideology are common explanations for the 

gender gap in political involvement although the empirical evidence points to other 

Dalton (2002) notes that young people have more flexibility, but the effect of age on protest may 
represent a generational pattern of changing participation styles. Age differences in protest can also be 
attributed to a generation's style of political participation. 
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explanatory factors. Schlozman, Burns and Verba (1994) find women are disadvantaged 

in comparison to men not because they are uninterested in politics or lack political 

sophistication but, rather, because they are disadvantaged in the resources that facilitate 

activity. If women were as well endowed with political resources, their overall levels of 

political activity would rival men's (Schlozman et al. 1994:963). 

Most research in political science focuses on the effect of resources on voting and 

other conventional forms of political involvement (for an exception, see Wrinkle et al. 

1996). The availability of resources is typically assessed by whether or not citizens' 

activities involve giving time or making financial contributions. To test resource models 

of participation, resources are operationalized to include donating money; working on 

political campaigns; contacting government officials; serving on governing boards; or 

protesting (Verba et al. 1995). Resources can also be accrued by taking part in activities 

where individuals develop civic skills that foster social ties (Verba et al. 1995; Hritzuk 

and Park 2000). In general, resources significantly affect participation in electoral 

activities, although the question remains as to whether they result in a greater or lesser 

likelihood of engaging in moderate forms of non-electoral politics. 

Within sociology, McAdam (1986) was among the first to document the relative 

costs and risks associated with social movement participation using a sample of 

participants in the 1964 Freedom Summer project. To test the biographical availability 

model, McAdam (1986) uses indictors such as age, race, and gender and asserts that 

those with less time and greater personal responsibilities are more constrained from 

participating in political activism. Although McAdam (1986) hypothesizes that being 
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married and holding a full-time job are likely to constrain participation, he finds the 

opposite: being married and employed full-time actually increased the likelihood of 

participating. In terms of education, Freedom Summer participants who had just 

graduated from high school were more likely to participate than undergraduates and, 

especially, graduate students thereby challenging predictions that higher levels of 

education are correlated with higher rates of participation. Finally, analyses reveal that 

men were more likely to participate although he did not find a difference in terms of race. 

McAdam (1986) concludes that, although Freedom Summer participants faced some 

biographical constraints, they were fairly unconstrained relative to the general population. 

The suitability of biographical availability measures to predict high-risk, high-cost 

activism is sometimes called into question. For instance, citing Wiltfang and McAdam's 

(1991) study of the Sanctuary movement, Nepstad and Smith (1999) argue results using 

biographical availability predictors are often mixed and open to multiple interpretations. 

The authors maintain that although Wiltfang and McAdam (1991) find young people 

were more likely to take part in the Sanctuary movement, analyses also reveal that 

married individuals were no different from single people in terms of their likelihood of 

engaging in high-risk activism. If family and marital responsibilities are indeed 

constraints, they reason, one would expect married people to be less likely to participate 

than single people. Similarly, full-time employment resulted in a greater likelihood of 

engaging in high-cost activism as did the presence of young children at home. One reason 

for the counterintuitive effect of full-time employment may stem from Wiltfang and 

McAdam's (1991) occupational status variable, which they measure in terms of time only 
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and exclude a measure of financial costs. Since the majority of the movement 

participants in Wiltfang and McAdam's study were students, retirees, and professionals 

with a great deal of discretionary time, this would account for the effect of full-time 

employment on activism. While time may be an impediment to activism, the authors do 

not consider the impact of financial costs that may impose even greater constraints on 

activism. 

In an attempt to understand the effect of individuals' sociodemographic 

characteristics on high-risk activism, Nepstad and Smith (1999) test the biographical 

availability model to determine who was most likely to participate in the Nicaragua 

Exchange Program, a program where volunteers were sent to Nicaragua to become 

brigadistas in the 1980s. Like Wiltfang and McAdam (1991), their results provide only 

some support that biographically available individuals are more likely to protest. For 

instance, education had no impact on brigade participation nor did gender. In terms of 

time flexibility, applicants whose occupations were the most demanding and had the least 

time flexibility were the most likely to become brigadistas. Further, as occupational 

demands decreased so too did participation rates. Although McAdam's study of Freedom 

Summer participants indicates that young students were more likely to take part in the 

movement, Nepstad and Smith (1999) find that the relatively younger and older 

applicants were less likely to take part in the Nicaragua Exchange program. Finally, 

differences in applicants' income levels did not significantly affect their likelihood of 

traveling to Nicaragua. 
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Also focusing on less conventional forms of political participation, Schussman 

and Soule (2003) utilize measures of biographical availability to assess their impact on 

whites' and African Americans' propensity to protest. Of all the predictors, they find age 

and race have the strongest effect on protest. Their results show that African Americans 

are more likely to report protest activity relative to whites. As well, they find that as age 

increases, the likelihood of engaging in protest decreases significantly. Contrary to what 

the literature suggests, Schussman and Soule (2003) find gender has no impact on the 

propensity to engage in protest despite prior work in political science and sociological 

research that shows otherwise. Moreover, they find limited support that being married 

and having children decreases the probability of protesting. And although employment is 

also theorized to reduce the likelihood of engaging in protest, there is very little effect in 

Schussman and Soule's (2003) analysis. However, consistent with Verba et al.'s (1995) 

resource model of participation, they do find that people with higher incomes are more 

likely to protest. 

Predicting Social Protest 

Marginal individuals, including racial and ethnic minority group members, are 

less likely to participate in conventional politics (Paulsen 1991; Verba et al. 1995). 

Possible explanations for this are twofold. On the one hand, members of marginal groups 

may have lower levels of political efficacy than dominant group members. As well, they 

may perceive a tremendous disconnect between political action and their personal well-

being which, in turn, affects their political efficacy. If marginal individuals are less likely 

to participate in electoral politics for these reasons then, theoretically, they may adopt 
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less conventional political strategies and engage in extra-institutional activities more so 

than dominant group members (Piven and Cloward 1979). Given this, members of 

race/ethnic minority groups such as U.S. Latinos, may actually be more likely to engage 

in extra-institutional activities particularly if they are ineligible to vote or participate in 

more conventional politics due to their citizenship status (Bass and Casper 1999). 

However, resources are a pathway to participation (Schlozman et al. 1994). High 

status individuals—those who have more resources in the form of education, 

occupational status, and income—are more likely to engage in political activity because 

resources give citizens access to information about important political issues and 

facilitate the development of social ties that compel them to participate (Lipset 1960; 

Verba and Nie 1972; Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; McAdam and Paulsen 1993). From this 

perspective. Latinos should be less likely to engage in electoral activities because they 

have less human capital (resources) to draw upon relative to non-Latinos (Perez and De 

La Rosa-Salazar 1993; Marcelli and Heer 1997; Valenzuela and Gonzalez 2000). 

Consequently, limited resources should also make them less inclined to take part in non-

electoral political activities. If, as Brady et al. (1995) maintain, time, money, and skills 

increase political involvement to the extent that individuals who have more of these 

resources are more likely to participate, then I predict the following: 

Hypothesis la: Latinos will be less likely to engage in protest activities than 
non-Latinos. 

Hypothesis lb: Latinos with higher levels of education and income will be more 
likely to engage in protest activities than those with lower levels of education and 
income. 
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Hypothesis Ic: Latinos who are married and have children will be less likely to 
engage in protest activities than those who are free of familial constraints and 
commitments. 

Hypothesis Id: Latinos who are younger and therefore unconstrained by family 
and employment obligations will be more likely to engage in protest than older 
Latinos. 

I also expect to find differences among Latinos in terms of their involvement in 

non-electoral politics. Research by Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet (1991) shows Latinos' 

political orientations are quite diverse because of differences in their citizenship status, 

incorporation, homeland experience, educational attainment, and income.^' Among the 

three largest Latino sub-groups, the sociodemographic profiles and settlement 

experiences of post-1965 Cuban immigrants differentiate them from Mexican Americans 

and Puerto Ricans. Because early Cuban immigrants came to the U.S. as political 

refugees fleeing from communism, they were perceived positively in light of the politics 

of the cold war (Aguirre and Turner 2004:173). Also, unlike Mexican immigrants and 

Puerto Ricans, many Cuban refugees were members of the upper and middle classes with 

high rates of labor force participation and strong ethnic enclaves (Portes and Bach 1985; 

Perez 1986a; Perez 1986b). As a result, they arrived with professional training and 

entrepreneurial skills which enabled them to take advantage of legislation approved by 

Although poverty rates for Cuban Americans have increased in the last three decades, their overall rates 
are lower relative to Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans (17.3% compared to 23.1% and 25.8%, 
respectively) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1999). Also, Cuban Americans are more likely to graduate from 
high school and college than either Mexican Americans or Puerto Ricans. They are also more likely to be 
employed in professional and managerial professions than Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census 2000). 
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Congress to pursue business and professional options.^^ These opportunities enabled the 

first wave of Cuban immigrants to transpose their professional status in Cuba to the U.S. 

(Wilson and Martin 1982; Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Stepick 1985; Perez 1986a; 

Portes and Zhou 1992; Logan, Alba, and McNulty 1994). If Cubans have more resources 

relative to Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, then I anticipate: 

Hypothesis le: Latinos of Cuban descent will be more likely to protest relative 
to Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans. Also, Mexican Americans and Puerto 
Ricans will be similar in their propensities to protest. 

Structural Availahility 

For the most part, early social movement research ignored the impact of structural 

dynamics, namely social networks, on recruitment and participation (McAdam and Snow 

1997). Much of the research attributed movement recruitment and involvement to social 

psychological factors including aggression, authoritarian personalities, and tension (see 

Adomo et al. 1950; Hoffer 1951; Feuer 1969; Demerath, Marwell, and Aiken 1971). 

Although these interpretations had many proponents they were not supported empirically. 

In response, movement scholars such as McAdam and Snow acknowledged that "various 

cognitive and motivational factors are very important in relation to differential 

recruitment and participation, but the nature of the relationship is more complicated than 

generally understood" (1997:120). 

Over time, personality and social psychological explanations gave way to 

structural ones as social scientists began addressing the importance of personal and 

Upon their arrival, Congress enacted legislation creating a resettlement program for Cubans that provided 
job training, employment assistance, small-business loans, mortgage assistance for home purchases, and 
educational services such as bilingual education programs (Rogg 1974). 
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organizational networks in facilitating movement recruitment and participation (e.g., 

Snow, Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson 1980; Fernandez and McAdam 1988; McAdam and 

Paulsen 1993; Huckfeldt et al. 1995; Passy 2001). McAdam and Paulsen argue; 

The micro-structural account posits that it is relatively unimportant if a person 
is ideologically or psychologically predisposed to participation when they lack the 
structural location that facilitates participation. Without structural factors that 
expose the individual to participation or pull them into activity, the individual will 
remain inactive (1993:644). 

Organizational affiliation is linked to participation in three ways. First, 

organizations foster the development of interpersonal ties among members which, in turn, 

facilitate the transmission of information about political affairs (Verba et al. 1995; 

Hritzuk and Park 2000). McAdam and Paulsen maintain "interpersonal networks 

encourage the extension of an invitation to participate and they ease the uncertainty of 

mobilization" (1993:644). Second, research by McAdam (1988) and McAdam and 

Paulsen (1993) shows there is a relationship between organizations and feelings of 

personal efficacy; as memberships increase, individuals develop a stronger sense of 

efficacy (Finkel 1985). Organizational affiliations therefore provide a space where 

cognitive liberation occurs (McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Schussman and Soule 2003). 

Yet a third explanation advanced by political scientists is that organizations enable 

individuals to develop civic skills, such as organizational and communication skills, 

which increase participation (Verba et al. 1995). It follows, then, that organizational 

affiliation will result in higher rates of Latino participation because the flow of 

information about movement activities and issues will be transmitted from member to 

member. I hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis 2: Latinos who are actively involved in workplace organizations or 
associations will be more likely to engage in protest than those who are not 
actively involved in organizations or associations. 

Incorporating measures of biographical availability and resources enable social 

scientists to move beyond social psychological explanations for political participation. As 

well, they demonstrate that motivations such as interest in or knowledge about political 

affairs are not enough to explain participation (Brady et al. 1995:285). Consequently, 

these models allow us to consider the supply-side of political participation or the 

characteristics that individuals bring with them to the political arena and how they affect 

the likelihood of engaging in conventional and less conventional forms of participation. 

Nonetheless, this body of work suffers from two limitations. First, prior research 

has yielded imprecise results particularly as they pertain to differential recruitment. The 

differential recruitment model considers how personal characteristics affect the likelihood 

of participation as well as whether or not those characteristics will be attractive to 

movement and political recruiters (Brady, Schlozman, and Verba 1999). Age, gender, 

level of education, marital status, and the presence or absence of children are said to 

affect movement participation, but there is little agreement as to whether they actually 

increase or decrease participation (for example, see Oliver 1984; Wiltfang and McAdam 

1991; Nepstad and Smith 1999). As well, it is unclear what effect structure has on 

movement activism. Social networks formed through organizations are typically found to 

pull people into protest but there is evidence that "hyper-embeddedness" (Schussman and 
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Soule 2003) in organizations may actually pull people out of movement activities. 

Incidentally, empirical findings are inconsistent to the extent that micro-structural factors 

are either said to motivate participation directly through the transmission of knowledge 

and information among individuals or are simply the context in which other participatory 

factors—efficacy, knowledge, engagement, etc.—are embedded. Analyses utilizing 

biographical availability and resource measures have yielded results that, as Nepstad and 

Smith (1999) maintain, are equivocal. Also, even though Verba et al. (1995) hold that 

resource models are advantageous because they allow for a more careful consideration of 

resources that go beyond "standard SES models," the resources of time, money, and civic 

skills are highly correlated with socioeconomic status. For these reasons, measures of 

biographical availability may be confounded by interpersonal ties, rendering them 

unreliable. 

Finding adequate measures to predict protest is a major challenge, particularly 

when using large national surveys (for example, see Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002; 

Schussman and Soule 2003). The lack of consistency within the empirical research may 

be as simple as developing more reliable measures of biographical availability and 

resources or testing models using social groups that vary in terms of their demographic 

characteristics. Yet another possibility is to include interactions terms to more fully 

capture how the combination of constraints and resources influence participation (for an 

Most social movement research finds interpersonal ties facilitate recruitment and participation. 
However, Gould (1991) notes network ties may also constrain activity if individuals are involved in 
numerous organizations which compete for their time and participation. In this way, Gould (1991) and 
Schussman and Soule (2003) argue network ties can pull people in to social movement activity, but they 
can also pull people out. 
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exception, see Schussman and Soule 2003). It is reasonable to assume that where 

biographical constraints limit protest activity, resources (time, money, and/or skill) offset 

the negative effect of those constraints. 

Most importantly, social science research utilizing the biographical availability 

model tends to be case studies of very extreme types of participation (e.g., McAdam 

1986; Staggenborg 1987; Delia Porta 1992; Nepstad and Smith 1999). For instance. 

Freedom Summer and the Nicaragua Exchange are examples of high-risk social 

movements where the costs of participation were considerably greater than time and 

financial resources. The possibility of serious bodily harm and even death were quite 

high in both cases. With the exception of Paulsen (1991), Verba et al. (1995), and 

Schussman and Soule (2003), however, few studies have considered the impact of 

biographical and micro-structural availability on lower-risk activism. 

In this chapter, I address these shortcomings and make three significant 

contributions. First, this study contributes to social scientists' knowledge of low cost, 

less conventional forms of political participation. While the majority of existing studies, 

particularly those undertaken by political scientists, use voting and electoral activities as 

outcome variables, the focus here is on different modes of social activism: attending 

public meetings, attending rallies and demonstrations, and petitioning. Thus, the outcome 

variables used in this analysis are non-electoral which include civic, political, and protest 

activities. 

Also, protest politics are worthy of sociological inquiry to the extent that protest 

has long been considered a political resource for traditionally under-represented and 
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repressed groups (Morris and Braine 2001; Dalton 2002). Historically, minorities and the 

poor have turned to protest politics after encountering institutional and extra-institutional 

barriers blocked their ability to exercise political influence through more legitimate 

channels (Piven and Cloward 1979). Moreover, Dalton (2002) asserts social activism can 

be a very effective means for minorities and other repressed groups to challenge the 

status quo outside a framework defined by elites thereby giving citizens control over their 

own actions. 

But is protest a political resource for all repressed and minority groups? Although 

the impact of protest politics among members of the African American (Harris 1994; 

Young 2001; Andrews 2002; Lee 2002; Morris 2002; Williams 2002) and Asian 

American (Vo 1996; Hsiao 1998; Park 1998; Lindio-McGovern 1999; Louie 2001; Lee 

2002) communities is well documented, less has been written about Latinos' involvement 

in collective political action (for an exception, see Santoro 1999). Aside from research 

addressing Latino workers' efforts in the U.S. labor movement (Ruiz Cameron 2000), the 

formation of Latino-Black political and neighborhood coalitions (Widener 1998; Sales 

and Bush 2000), and the emergence Latino youth activist and student movements 

(Gutierrez and Ortega 1991; Dworkin and Moreno 1994; Rodriguez 1995; Munoz 1997), 

few quantitative studies consider protest within the Latino community or compare 

Latinos and non-Latinos (for exceptions see Hero and Campbell 1996; Wrinkle et al. 

1996).^^ As a result, I specifically focus on protest politics within the Latino community 

Leighley and Vedlitz (1999) consider race/ethnic differences in political participation using a sample of 
Anglos, African Americans, Mexican Americans, and Asian-Americans. However, their focus is on 
differences in voting patterns across the four groups rather than protest activities. 
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comparing Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent because as Hero and 

Campbell (1996:148) note "Cubans differ from Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans in 

terms of what propels them to engage in non-electoral political participation" (see also 

Fomient 1989). I also draw comparisons between non-Latinos and non-Latinos. 

Finally, I expand upon prior research by providing a more nuanced and micro-

structural approach to the study of protest politics. By considering the relationship 

between organizational membership, recruitment, and social networks, I determine 

whether or not organizational affiliations foster social connections that pull people into or 

pull them out of less conventional political activities. 

STATISTICAL METHOD 

Data 

Data for the dependent and independent variables are drawn from two national 

surveys of political participation. The first is the 1989/90 Latino National Political 

Survey (LNPS). Although relatively unknown and under-used within sociology, a 

number of studies within the field of political science have used the LNPS to examine the 

motivations and underpinnings of Latino political involvement (e.g., de la Garza et al. 

1992; Arvizu and Garcia 1996; DeSipio 1996; Diaz 1996; Hero and Campbell 1996; 

Wrinkle et al. 1996). The sample design involved a multi-stage national sample of Latino 

households in 40 primary sampling units (PSUs) stratified by standard metropolitan 

statistical area (SMSAs) and rural counties. Initial sampling fractions were based on 

1980 Census housing unit counts by Latino subgroup (de la Garza et al. 1998:3). In 

instances where more than one Latino adult lived in the household, one was randomly 
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selected to be the interview respondent. To generate the non-Latino portion of the 

sample, addresses were randomly selected from household listings of area residents in the 

40 PSUs. Data collection spanned July 1989 through March 1990. 

Adult respondents (18 and over) in the sample are defined as Latino/a if they (1) 

have at least one parent solely of Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry or (2) at least 

two grandparents of Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry. The LNPS addresses 

different aspects of Latino respondents' political behavior and employment history. 

Additionally, it measures social and demographic characteristics such as family and 

migration history, organizational memberships, and preferences on various policy issues. 

Measures of political participation include membership in social, economic, and political 

organizations and protest-related activities such as rallying and petitioning. 

The LNPS is the first national survey to focus specifically on the political 

behavior and attitudes of Latinos. The survey includes a wealth of political data for the 

three largest Latino sub-groups (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans). In all, the data 

are derived from face-to-face interviews in approximately 2,800 Latino households, 

yielding a sample of 1,546 Mexicans, 589 Puerto Ricans, and 682 Cubans. The LNPS 

also includes a sample of 598 non-Latinos. Given these characteristics, the LNPS allows 

for a more robust understanding of intra-ethnic and inter-racial differences in social 

activism. 

For 1999,1 use the National Survey on Latinos in America (NSLA) administered 

by the Kaiser Family Foundation in conjunction with the Washington Post and Harvard 

University. The NSLA is a nationally representative, random sample of 4,614 adults 18 
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years of age and older. The survey also includes respondents from the three largest 

Latino sub-groups (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans) as well as Central and South 

Americans. In all, there are 2,417 Latino and 2,197 non-Latino respondents in the 

NSLA.-'-

Like the LNPS, the NSLA measures various aspects of Latino Americans' 

political behaviors and attitudes. Survey questions tap into respondents' participation in 

electoral and non-electoral political activities; their attitudes toward govemment, 

government effectiveness, and public policies; their degree of acculturation and 

assimilation; and their general demographic characteristics. The NSLA was also 

designed to capture the diversity of national backgrounds among Latinos. Using 

estimates generated by the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey, final results are 

weighted to the national Latino population so that nationalities are represented in their 

actual proportions (1992:2) yielding a sample of 818 Mexicans, 318 Puerto Ricans, 312 

Cubans, and 593 Central and South Americans. 

Method 

I use logistic regression for the statistical analysis because my dependent 

variables are dichotomous. This type of regression analysis is used when the dependent 

variable is a dummy variable coded 0 or 1. Logits are estimated using maximum 

Respondents are defined as Latino if they answered 'yes' to the question, "Are you yourself of Hispanic 
or Latino origin or descent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban, or some other Latino background?" 
Latinos were also classified as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, etc. on the basis of their country of origin. 

Although many of the survey items in the NSLA mirror those used in the LNPS, differences in other 
items and differences in the wording of questions required, in some cases, additional measures of variables 
and, in others, the omission of variables from the models presented. I note these differences wherever 
relevant. 
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likelihood, an estimation technique used for equations that are nonlinear in the 

coefficients. Maximum likelihood chooses coefficient estimates that maximize the 

likelihood of the sample data set being observed (Hamilton 2003). Coefficients are 

interpreted as the effect on the dependent variable produced by a one-unit increase in the 

independent variable in question, holding the other explanatory variables constant, where 

the dependent variable is the log odds of a given choice (Studenmund 1997:512). 

I estimated a series of models using Stata, Version 8.0 (Statacorp 2003) to test 

hypotheses about the impact of biographical availability measures on the likelihood of 

engaging in three types of non-electoral, civic activities among Latinos and non-Latinos. 

To test the impact of social connectedness on non-electoral activities, I also ran models 

using measures of structural availability (organizational affiliation and recruitment). 

Finally, I ran the same models for each of the Latino subgroups (Cubans, Mexicans, and 

Puerto Ricans) in order to explain intra-ethnic variation in participation. However, 

because the number of Latinos who indicated they engaged in each type of non-electoral 

activity is very small, I created a composite dependent variable,protest, to represent 

involvement in at least one non-electoral activity. 

Dependent Variables 

Non-electoral politics can take a variety of forms and can fall along a series of 

thresholds from less to more extreme. In this dissertation, I focus on low-risk political 

activities that fall under the first threshold in Dalton's (2002) conceptual diagram (see 

Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1). Specifically, non-electoral political participation is 

operationalized using three measures from the 1989/90 survey: attending public 
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meetings, rallying, and petitioning. The LNPS includes questions regarding respondents' 

participation in each type of activity within the twelve months prior to the survey.^^ 

Following Schussman and Soule (2003), I constructed dummy variables based on 

whether or not respondents answered affirmatively to each of these items. Affirmative 

responses are coded 1. Respondents who did not engage in any type of protest activity 

are coded 0. I also created a composite protest variable (coded 1), which represents 

whether or not respondents engaged in at least one of the non-electoral activities noted 

above. For the 1999 NS LA data, I use three additional measures of non-electoral 

participation as dependent variables. These include contributing money to a political 

campaign or candidate; volunteering for a political candidate; and participating in a 

demonstration. As with the 1989/90 data, I created a composite measure of protest if 

respondents participated in a demonstration, volunteered for a political candidate, or 

o o  

contributed money to a campaign. An affirmative response to any of the three items is 

coded 1. 

Independent Variables 

According to Dalton (2002), protest politics, particularly activities that bridge the 

gap between conventional and unconventional participation, is a normal part of the 

political process and motivated by similar determinants. Political participation is 

hypothesized to be shaped by two sets of factors: individuals' personal characteristics 

The question reads, "We would like to find out about some of the things people in the U.S. do to make 
their views known. Which of the activities listed, if any, have you done in the past twelve months; signed a 
petition regarding an issue or problem that concerns you; attended a public meeting; gone to any political 
meetings, rallies, speeches, or dinner in support of a particular candidate? 

Results from a factor analysis indicate it is appropriate to combine these items into a composite measure. 
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which make them more or less likely to take part in protest activities and social networks, 

which pull people into or pull them out of social movement activities (McAdam and 

Paulsen 1993; Verba et al. 1995). In this chapter, I draw upon research in sociology and 

political science to test both biographical and structural availability models. 

Biographical availability is measured using the following variables: respondents' 

age, educational level, marital status, presence or absence of children in the household, 

employment status, and household income. First, as noted above, empirical evidence 

indicates age is a significant predictor of mo vement-rel ated activities. Younger 

individuals are more available to the extent that they are free of familial and occupational 

responsibilities. However, older people tend to be more involved in mainstream politics 

(Verba et al. 1995) and they have also been shown to engage in less conventional 

political activities (Nepstad and Smith 1992). I also include an age-squared term to 

reflect the possibility that, although the likelihood of engaging in protest may increase 

with age, there is a threshold. 

The biographical availability model in sociology and the resource model of 

participation in political science show education is an important detemiinant of 

participation as well. Highly educated individuals are theorized to be more politically 

sophisticated because they are more likely to stay informed and interested in political 

affairs (Verba et al. 1995). Therefore, individuals with higher levels of education should 

be more likely to engage in protest. The education variable used in the biographical 
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availability models represents respondents' highest grade or year of school completed. 

I collapsed education into three categories: high school graduate or less (0-12 years); 

some college education (13-15 years); college graduate or more (16^ years). Higli school 

graduate or less is the omitted category. 

A marital status variable is also included in the analysis. Respondents who are 

married or are in a marriage-like union (cohabitating) are coded 1. The biographical 

availability model suggests individuals who are free of personal commitments are more 

likely to engage in movement-related activities. Because marriage tends to be correlated 

with the presence of children as well as more stable employment, it is less likely married 

people have the time or resources to protest. This is especially true for participation in 

high-risk activism where the costs of participation are exceptionally high."*" However, 

less is known about the impact of marital status on low-risk protest activities. I also 

include a measure of the impact of children on movement activism. Respondents are 

coded 1 if they indicated they are the parent or legal guardian of any children. 

I include a measure of employment status and code respondents 1 if they were 

working 35 hours or more per week at the time of the survey. The resource model of 

participation holds that people with resources (time, money, skill) are more likely to 

engage in political activities. From this perspective, full-time employinent is a constraint 

on movement activity because it renders costs in terms of time and also foregone wages. 

The question reads, "In your case, what is the highest grade or year of school that you completed? How 
many years does this mean you've completed?" Possible responses range from no formal schooling (0 
years) to seventeen years or more. 

Schussman and Soule (2003) maintain that the risks associated with protest such as arrest or other 
repercussions may decrease individuals' willingness to protest. 
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Finally, because protest activities are highly correlated with the presence of resources 

such as income, I incorporate a measure of household income (logged) in the 

biographical availability models. 

This chapter also addresses the effect of structural availability on political 

activism. Social networks often serve as a conduit for the spread of social movements, 

whether they are religious or political in nature (Snow et al. 1980; McAdam and Paulsen 

1993; Kitts 1999). A movement's recruitment strategies and its resultant growth vary 

with the degree to which it constitutes a closed or open network of social relations (Snow 

et al. 1980:130). Ties to individuals are important for recruitment purposes but they are 

especially significant when those ties are embedded in a broader organizational or 

collective context linking parties to a particular movement (McAdam and Paulsen 

1993:156). To test predictions about structural availability and, by e.xtension, social 

connectedness, I incorporate a measure of organizational affiliation. Respondents who 

indicated they belong to or have given money or goods to an organization in the past 

twelve months are coded 1 and 0 otherwise.'*' 

For the 1999 data, I draw upon work in social movements (e.g., Barkan, Cohn, 

and Whitaker 1995; McAdam 1988; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Diaz 1996; Kitts 1999; 

Nepstad and Smith 1999; Passy 2001) showing individuals are more likely to participate 

in protest politics if they are recruited or asked by others. Although the NSLA does not 

The question reads: Please tell me the name of any organization or associations that you belong to or 
have given money or goods to in the past twelve months that arc: unions, associations, or groups associated 
with work, business, or professions; charities, religious organizations, social issues/causes; sports, 
recreation, community, neighborhood, school, cultural, and youth organizations; general Latino/Hispanic 
organizations; Mexican American organizations; Puerto Rican organizations; Cuban American 
organizations. 
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include a measure of organizational affiliation or involvement, respondents were asked if 

they had been contacted or recruited to participate in each of the political activities noted 

above. Respondents who said they had been asked to participate in at least one non-

electoral political activity are coded 1. 

Control Variables 

Prior work finds that people who are on the periphery of the political system have 

lower rates of voting and voter registration (e.g. Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; Arvizu 

and Garcia 1996; Bass and Casper 1999; Conway 2000; Leighley 2001; Dalton 2002), 

therefore I include a measure of race to determine if there are differences in the 

likelihood of protesting among Latinos and non-Latinos. I created a composite Latino 

variable which combines respondents who are of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban 

descent.**^ For the following analysis, Latinos are coded 1. 

Additional research in this area suggests women are less likely to engage in 

political and activist oriented activities because of traditional gender roles, family 

responsibilities that limit political activism, or a lack of interest in politics (Andersen 

1975; Romer 1990; Paulsen 1991; Verba et al. 1995). Still others suggest socialization 

discourages women from participating in "gender inappropriate" spheres in society, 

including the male-dominated political sphere (Dalton 2002). Gender differences have 

been found in the types of political activities individuals take part in, the types of policy 

concerns that motivate their participation as well as the gratifications they derive from 

Latino respondents were asked whether they were of Mexican origin (coded 1), Puerto Rican (coded 2), 
or of Cuban origin (coded 3). Respondents from each category were added together to create a "Latino" 
variable. 
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taking part (Schlozman et al. 1995; Montoya 1996). However, although Schlozman et al. 

(1995) find women are slightly less active than their male counterparts, they exhibit 

considerable similarities in their overall participatory patterns. I include a gender dummy 

variable where male respondents are coded 1. Finally, I control for citizenship"^^ (U.S. 

citizen=l) and religiosity (Sherkat and Blocker 1997; Wuthnow 1998; Secret, Johnson, 

and Forest 1999; Williams 2002), additional factors shown to influence political 

involvement.'^'* For 1999,1 also controlled for citizenship but used a measure of 

respondents' religious preference rather than church attendance to capture differences in 

the effect of religion on participation. Catholics are coded 1 

Descriptive statistics for the independent variables used in the analyses are 

presented in Table 3.1 for the 1989/90 data and Table 3.2 for the 1999 data. 

RESULTS 

Inter-racial Differences in Social Protest 

Tables 3.3 shows the estimated coefficients of the logistic regression analyses 

using biographical availability measures to predict three types of non-electoral 

There are many empirical debates regarding the relationship between naturalization and Latinos' political 
behavior. One might argue that undocumented immigrants are less likely to be politically involved, 
particularly in less conventional activities such as boycotting or demonstrating, for fear that they might be 
deported, for example. However, DeSipio (1996) finds no relationship between naturalization and electoral 
participation among Cuban and Mexican Americans. Thus, naturalization does not seem to increase the 
likelihood of being politically active nor does it deter such involvement. Bass and Casper (1999) argue if 
Latinos are newly arrived, it is likely they have not undertaken any steps to become naturalized citizens. 
Because the naturalization process can be lengthy and time-consuming, this may account for the lack of 
political participation among Latino immigrants. 

Religiosity is measured on the basis of responses to the question, "How often do you attend religious 
services in a month?" Respondents who indicated they attend twice a month or more are coded 1. For 
1999,1 measure whether or not respondents indicated they are Catholic (coded 1) due to the lack of a 
comparable religiosity measure in the NSLA. 

NSLA respondents had 5 categories to choose from when asked to state their religious preference. Of 
these, the majority of respondents stated they were Catholic (47.42 percent) followed by Protestant (23.56 
percent), Jewish (2.29), something else (17.77 percent), and not religious (8.96 percent). 
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participation: attending public meetings, participating in rallies, and signing petitions. 

The results indicate there are clear, significant difFerences in the likelihood of engaging in 

protest among Latinos and non-Latinos. Although I find no difference in the propensity 

to rally, Latinos are much less likely to attend public meetings and sign petitions relative 

to non-Latinos. However, I do not find that to be the case with regard to Latinos. This is 

a significant result particularly since traditionally under-represented and repressed groups 

are more likely to turn to non-electoral politics such as protest to enact change (Piven and 

Cloward 1979; Paulsen 1991; Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002; Schussman and Soule 

2003). Given that the modes of protest used in these analyses are less dangerous and 

low-risk (Dalton 2002), it might be the case that Latinos prefer more direct acts that 

exceed conventional political bounds such as boycotting or striking. 

Also worth noting is the fact that I do not find any gender differences in the 

likelihood of protesting. Therefore, males and females are not at all different in their 

propensities to protests contrary to findings of prior research in this area (Dalton 2002; 

Verba et al. 1995; Schlozman et al. 1994). Although political participation models would 

predict females are less politically involved than males, qualitative research by Jones-

Correa (1998) suggests that among naturalized citizens, Latin as are more active in 

politics than Latinos. 

As predicted, education has a significant effect on protest across all biographical 

availability models. Individuals with greater educational attainment, especially those 

with a college degree, are far more likely to report attending a public meeting, rallying, 

and petitioning. Verba et al. (1995) have shown that education is a correlate of 
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conventional political participation and is indicative of greater political sophistication and 

knowledge. In predicting less conventional participation, as well, education has a 

significant effect. A college degree is an especially strong predictor ofbeing politically 

involved, as indicated by the magnitude and significance of the coefficients across all 

three models in Table 3.3. 

Political activism is also correlated with age. However, the relationship between 

age and protest is less clear cut. Some scholars have found that the likelihood of 

engaging in protest declines with age (Wiltfang and McAdam 1991), while others suggest 

the likelihood increases with age (Nepstad and Smith 1999). In the models tested here, 

the likelihood of engaging in each type of protest activity increases with age. However, 

there is a threshold or tipping point at which this is no longer true given the significant 

effect of the age-squared term. 

Biographical availability models predict that individuals who are free of personal 

constraints are more likely to engage in protest. Consequently, individuals with children 

and those who are married would face constraints, in the form of time and financial costs, 

which limit their propensity to engage in protest. Based on the models presented in Table 

3.3, marriage exerts a negative effect on the likelihood of attending a public meeting and 

rallying, but does not appear to deter petitioning—perhaps because the latter involves less 

of a time commitment. Tending to children and family responsibilities has also been 

shown to deter political participation, but I find that the presence of children under 18 in 

the household does not deter participation; in fact, I find parents are more likely to 

participate in non-electoral politics relative to those who do not have children in the 
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household.'"' Full-time employment is also considered a constraint to the extent that 

individuals who are employed full-time have less flexible schedules and, usually, can ill 

afford to take time off to protest. As Table 3.3 shove's, full-time employment does not 

result in a lesser likelihood of protesting despite what biographical availability models 

would predict. 

The final biographical availability measure I include is household income. 

According to Brady et al. (1995), individuals who possess certain resources—namely, 

time, money, and skill—are more likely to be politically active. It appears that those who 

have higher incomes are more likely to attend public meetings, rally, and sign petitions. 

The income effect, together with educational attainment, point to the importance of social 

capital in motivating non-electoral participation. Essentially, those who possess the 

greatest amount of resources are more politically active much as sociologists and political 

scientists would predict. To test this assumption, I constructed a social capital variable 

(education*[In]income) to determine if human capital is a significant predictor of 

political participation. In other words, I tested whether Latinos are less likely to protest 

because they have lower levels of social capital relative to non-Latinos. If so, I would 

expect social capital to weaken the race effect. Although I find a significant, positive 

effect of social capital on the likelihood of attending public meetings and signing 

petitions—indicating Latinos with higher levels of social capital are more politically 

involved—the interaction term does not eliminate the race effect found in Models 1 and 3 

^ To test the assumption that being married and having children deters political involvement, I included an 
interaction term (married*parent) but found no significant effect with the exception of Model 1 presented in 
Table 3.4 below. 
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in Table 3.3. Therefore, even after controlling for the educational and financial 

resources, Latinos are less likely to protest than non-Latinos. 

Aside from education, citizenship is also a significant predictor of protest activity. 

Although past research has considered differences between naturalized and native-bom 

citizens, especially with regard to voting (see Bass and Casper 1999), very few studies 

have focused on the impact of citizenship on non-electoral politics (for an exception see 

Wrinkle et al. 1996). Results presented here indicate citizens are much more likely to 

participate in protest than non-citizens, perhaps because the latter associate non-electoral 

participation with greater costs (i.e. fear of deportation or imprisonment). Although 

assessing differences between citizens and non-citizens is beyond the scope of this study, 

it is worth noting that citizenship status prevents individuals' participation in mainstream 

politics and also deters participation in non-electoral activities. 

In Table 3.4,1 include a measure of structural availability to examine its effect on 

participation in each type of protest. As predicted, belonging to an organization results in 

a greater likelihood of protesting and this is true for each of the dependent variables. 

Thus, respondents who reported belonging to one or more organizations are more likely 

to participate in each type of protest. This effect can best be explained by the fact that 

organizations foster mobilization by providing civic skills and by providing additional 

networks for recruitment (Schussman and Soule 2003:27).'*^ When looking at all the 

biographical and structural availability measures, organizational affiliation appears to 

In analyses not shown, I ran models testing biographical availability measures on the likelihood of 
belonging to an organization. I find that Latinos, females, young people, and those with lower levels of 
education are less likely to belong to an organization. Married respondents, those who work full-time, and 
those with higher income are more likely to belong to at least one organization. 
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have a considerable impact on the likelihood of attending a public meeting, rallying, and 

petitioning as sociologists and political scientists would predict (McAdam 1986, 1988; 

Fernandez and McAdam 1988; Snow et al. 1980; Kitts 1999).'"^ 

I also find Latinos are less likely to participate in meetings and sign petitions even 

after accounting for organizational affiliation.'*'' Results indicate educational attainment, 

income, marriage, and age increase the likelihood of protest while marriage deters it. 

Models 1-2 in Table 3.4 indicate citizenship and religiosity also affect political 

participation. The magnitude of the coefficient for U.S. citizenship is significant, 

indicating Latinos who are citizens are more likely to be involved in non-electoral 

politics. Religiosity also increases the likelihood of signing petitions and attending 

public meetings.This finding challenges prior work by Sherkat and Blocker (1997) 

who find student and civil rights activists in the 1960s and 1970s had less religious 

orientations and were less attached to religious organizations. 

Intra-ethnic Differences in Social Protest 

Table 3.5 shows the effects of biographical and micro-structural availability 

measures on the likelihood of protest while accounting for differences between Latinos 

Because it is possible that belonging to but not being active in an organization may not be enough to 
recruit members to engage in unconventional politics, I tested models to determine if active involvement in 
an organization affects the likelihood of protest among Latinos and non-Latinos. I find no significant 
effect, however, of active involvement on the likelihood of protesting. 

In results not shown, I interacted race and organizational involvement (Latino*organizational affiliation) 
because Latinos are less likely to be involved in organizations relative to non-Latinos (9.90 percent to 
21.91 percent, respectively). The interaction term was not significant in Models 1 and 2 in Table 4.3. The 
interaction was significant at the .05 level in predicting the likelihood of signing a petition. However, the 
interaction effect did not eliminate the effect of race on the likelihood of protest. In other words. Latinos 
are still less likely to protest relative to non-Latinos. 

I included measures of religious affiliation (Catholic, Protestant, etc.) in several models but found no 
effect on protest. 
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and non-Latinos and among Latino sub-groups. I hypothesized that of the three Latino 

sub-groups, Cubans would be most likely to participate in protest because they have more 

social capital relative to Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. Model 1 shows that Mexicans and 

Puerto Ricans are no less likely to participate in public meetings relative to non-Latinos 

although Cubans are considerably less likely to do so. There are no significant 

race/ethnic differences in the likelihood of rallying but, according to Model 3, each of the 

Latino sub-groups is less likely to sign petitions relative to non-Latinos. Of the three, 

Cubans are especially less likely to petition. Despite what resource models of 

participation would predict, Cubans are less likely to engage in protest relative to otlier 

Latinos and relative to non-Latinos despite having greater resources (Verba et al. 1995). 

Piven and Cloward (1979) argue disfranchised minorities often seek out extra-

institutional tactics to challenge the political system when they are formally barred from 

conventional politics, perhaps explaining why Cubans are less likely to participate in 

protest: they do not need to protest because they have the social capital and interpersonal 

networks which facilitate participation in conventional politics. 

I predicted that Latinos would be more likely to protest relative to non-Latinos but 

found the opposite instead. I also predicted that there would be significant differences in 

the likelihood of protesting among Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent. 

Much as I did for the analyses presented in Table 3.5,1 ran logistic regression models 

where I tested for differences between Latinos and then ran models for each of the sub



112 

groups separately. The results of those analyses are presented in Tables 3.6, 3.7, and 

3.8. Regression results for Mexicans are presented in Table 3.6. The patterns are 

consistent with those noted above; namely, education and income increase the likelihood 

of protest. Mexicans who are married are less likely to protest although those with 

children are more likely to participate. Religiosity has no effect on protest among 

Mexicans although citizenship and organizational affiliation do. 

Turning to Table 3.7,1 find Puerto Rican males are more likely to protest relative 

to females although the coefficient is marginally significant at the .10 level. Of the 

biographical and micro-structural availability measures, education increases the 

likelihood of protest although the effect of income is much more modest. Puerto Ricans 

who belong to organizations are more likely to protest although the magnitude of the 

coefficient is also modest. The remaining biographical availability measures do not have 

an effect on Puerto Ricans' propensity to protest. 

Finally, I considered the determinants of protest among Cubans (Table 3.8). 

While education is a significant determinant of protest among Latinos as a whole, the 

effect of education for Cubans is much more modest. In fact, having more than a high 

school education increases the likelihood of participating in protest but a college degree 

does not. Models 1 and 2 suggest marriage deters protest activity among Cubans while 

the presence of children actually increases the likelihood of protesting. Income, 

citizenship, and organizational affiliation increase Cubans' propensity to protest much as 

" Results not shown. I used the "test" command in Stata which test for differences between groups. I 
compared Mexicans to Puerto Ricans, Mexicans to Cubans, and Puerto Ricans to Cubans. Differences 
between the groups were all significant at the .001 level. 
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they did for the other Latino sub-groups. 

Protest activity increases as educational attainment and income increase and this 

is true for all Latinos in the sample. The results presented above indicate that politics is 

mostly an arena for those with the most resources much as theories of participation would 

predict (Lipset 1960; Brady et al. 1995; Verba et al. 1995). However, even after 

controlling for differences in resources, I find Latinos are much less likely to participate 

in protest relative to non-Latinos. 

In terms of personal and family constraints, I find that married people are 

significantly less likely to be involved in political activism and this is also true for 

Latinos. Interestingly, results also indicate that having children results in a greater 

likelihood of protesting despite my prediction that it would deter participation. To test 

the assumption that familial and personal responsibilities would limit political 

involvement, I created an interaction term to test the combined effect of being married 

and having children on the likelihood of protest. With the exception of Model 1 in Table 

3.5, the interaction term was not significant in any of the models. 

As for full-time employment, it does not reduce the likelihood that Latinos from 

any of the sub-groups will protest. Although the social movement literature suggests that 

full-time employment, which is associated with time and financial costs, deters political 

activism there is no evidence for this in any of the models shown. Household income 

exerts a positive effect on the likelihood of engage in protest and this is true across 

race/ethnic groups (Brady et al. 1995). The results presented in Tables 3.3-3.8 show the 

effects ofbiographical and micro-structural availability measures on the likelihood of 
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participating in different protest activities and they also point to the importance of 

disaggregating Latino sub-groups in order to consider trends in their participation 

patterns separately. 

The results also indicate that social ties developed within the context of social and 

political organizations pull people into social movement activities (McAdani 1986; 

McAdam 1988; Fernandez and McAdam 1988; Snow et al. 1980; Kitts 1999). Models 

designed to test the effect of structural availability indicate organizational affiliations 

increase the likelihood of participation in protest politics. For the three largest Latino sub

groups, belonging to an organization significantly affected the likelihood of engaging in 

one of several types of protest activities. Put differently, Latinos who belong to 

organizations are significantly more likely to protest than Latinos who do not belong to 

any organizations."^^ This result mirrors work by Kitts (1999), McAdam (1986; 1988), 

McAdam and Paulsen (1993) and Snow et al. (1980) showing individuals' level of social 

movement participation is associated with having strong ties to other movement 

participants. Also, although non-political organizational affiliations could potentially 

limit individuals' structural availability, the results presented here suggest that 

organizations need not be purely political in their purpose or goals in order to positively 

influence participation in non-electoral politics (Kitts 1999). 

The final sets of models reported in Table 3.9 and Table 3.10 are designed to test 

arguments about biographical and structural availability among Latinos of Mexican, 

In analyses not shown, I interacted each respondent group (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban) with the 
organizational affiliation variable to determine if organizational involvement varied by Latino sub-group 
and, therefore, affected results presented in the models above. Belonging to an organization and 
identifying as Puerto Rican has a modest effect (at the .05 level) and results in a slightly greater likelihood 
of protesting. 
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Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent using the 1999 NSLA data.^^ Despite finding ethnic 

difTerences in the likelihood of protesting for 1989/90,1 find only one difference between 

Latinos in 1999: Cubans are less likely to take part in demonstrations relative to 

Mexicans and Puerto Ricans (Model 3 in Table 3.9). The fact that there are not more 

significant differences in 1999 might be a function of the supply of more recent 

immigrants from Latin America than in decades prior. 

Also, although I did not find any gender differences in the likelihood of protesting 

in 1989/90, there are some differences in 1999 with respect to contributing money and 

demonstrating. I find male NSLA respondents were more likely to protest than females 

supporting previous research by Schlozman et al. (1994) and Verba et al. (1995) that 

women are less politically active than men. 

In addition to the ethnic and gender differences, Models 1-3 in Table 3.9 suggest 

differences in educational attainment also affect non-electoral participation. As I 

predicted, educational attainment is a significant predictor of protest across all three 

models. College graduates are more likely to participate in non-electoral activities 

relative to those with some college training as well as individuals with a high school 

diploma or less. This finding supports research in social movements and political science 

suggesting resources increase political involvement (Lipset 1960; McAdam 1986; 

Non-Latino respondents in the NSLA were not asked about their non-electoral political activity. 
Therefore, the analyses presented in Tables 4.9 and 3.10 are only for Latinos from the three largest sub
groups found in the data set. 

Although the first wave of Cuban immigrants enjoyed a privileged position in the U.S. relative to other 
Latinos, stratification also exists within the Cuban community (Nelson and Tienda 1985; Rodriguez 1992). 
Recent Cuban immigrant are more likely to be poor, less skilled, and unemployable (Aguirre and Turner 
2004). While Cubans as a whole are highly successful, inequalities within the Cuban population are 
striking (Perez 1986; Aguirre and Turner 2004). 
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McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Brady el al. 1995; Verba et al. 1995; Conway 2000; Dalton 

2002). 

Aside from the fact that Latinos are more likely to volunteer for political 

candidates if they are U.S. citizens, it appears the likelihood of protesting can best be 

explained by differences in educational attainment given the fact that none of the other 

biographical availability measures are significant in their effects. 

Table 3.10 shows the logistic regression estimates of biographical and structural 

availability on the likelihood of participating in at least one non-electoral activity 

(protest). With respect to gender, I find Mexican males are slightly more likely to report 

that they protested relative to Mexican females but the coefficient is only marginally 

significant at the (.10) level. As was shown in Table 3.9, education is a strong and 

significant predictor of protest, especially among Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. The 

effect of education is positive and significant for Cubans but only among those with a 

college degree. Table 3.10 also shows the effect of structural availability, in this case 

measured in terms of recruitment, on the likelihood of protesting. Structural availability 

and resource models predict people are more likely to be politically involved if they are 

asked to participate. In the NSLA data set, I find Latino respondents who reported being 

contacted or asked to participate in at least one non-electoral activity are more likely to 

protest supporting movement scholars' assertion that interpersonal networks facilitate 

participation (Snow et al. 1980; McAdam 1988; McAdam and Paulsen 1993). 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Dalton notes, "The spread of protest politics not only expands the repertoire of 
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political participation, it also represents a style of political action that differs markedly 

from conventional politics" (2002:71). As I have noted here, protest politics exceeds 

conventional political bounds but can include activities that are not at all extreme. 

Rallying, petitioning, and demonstrating are forms of direct political action, but they are 

less extreme than acts of sabotage or violence. 

In this chapter, I have documented the biographical and structural factors that 

most predict whether or not people will protest. I tested biographical and structural 

models to show how sociodemographic characteristics such as race, income, educational 

attainment, and organizational affiliation affect the likelihood of engaging in low-risk 

protest politics. Using two national surveys of political behavior in 1989/90 and 1999,1 

find support for arguments within the social movements and political science literatures 

that people who are free of constraints and personal responsibilities are more likely to 

protest. Put differently, people engage in politics because their biographical 

characteristics and structural locations make them available to participate. 

The central finding in this chapter is that Latinos are significantly less likely to 

engage in protest than their non-Latino counterparts, a trend that closely mirrors 

differences in the likelihood of participating in more conventional activities (Verba et al. 

1995). Although prior research in sociology finds traditionally under-represented groups 

are more likely to turn to extra-institutional means as a way of exercising their voice, 

particularly when more traditional, conventional channels of challenging the political 

arena are closed off (Piven and Cloward 1979; Morris 2002; Schussman and Soule 2003), 

I find the opposite with respect to U.S. Latinos. 
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Additionally, having children and being married is associated with a lesser 

likelihood of being politically active. Although biographical availability models predict 

that young people and those with less education have time to protest, results presented 

here suggest otherwise. I find that older individuals and those with higher levels of 

education are most likely to take part in protest-related activities among Latinos and non-

Latinos. Biographical availability models also predict gender influences the likelihood of 

protesting with men being more likely to protest than women. However, I find no gender 

effect in the analysis for 1989/90 presented above, a finding that is inconsistent with prior 

research in this area (Schlozman et al. 1994; Verba et al. 1995; Dalton 2002). I find 

modest gender differences among Latinos in the 1999 data set. 

A measure of structural availability is also included in the models in order to 

assess the impact of organizational affiliation and social connectedness on the propensity 

to engage in protest. The structural availability models indicate that a strong network base 

results in a significantly greater likelihood of protesting. In fact, organizational affiliation 

(Tables 3.4-3.8) and recruitment (Table 3.10) have very strong and positive effects on 

protest. Thus, it appears that organizations are among the conduits through which 

individuals are pulled into political activities. They may foster the development of 

extensive social networks that, theoretically, increase the likelihood of civic engagement. 

For 1999, education also has a considerable impact on participation in protest. 

Political participation varies in its causes and it also varies across time. Analyses 

using the 1999 NSLA reveal somewhat different patterns than those for the 1989/90 

LNPS. Although resources, namely education, greatly increase the likelihood Latinos 



119 

engaged in one of three types of non-electoral political activities, the other biographical 

variables had different effects than those predicted (see Table 3.11). 

Citizens tend to be more politically active if political leaders encourage them, 

issues, interests, or initiatives are particularly salient; and/or the political sphere is an 

accessible forum for meeting their needs and concerns (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). 

In terms of encouragement, I find it has quite a significant effect on the likelihood of 

participating in protest politics. Essentially, individuals who are not recruited are less 

likely to participate. This may be a sign that, in order to reduce the race gap in 

participation, political elites and movement organizers must make more concerted efforts 

to mobilize and empower Latinos. 

Results using the LNPS data suggest Latinos of Cuban descent are less likely to 

participate in non-electoral politics—perhaps because conventional politics have not been 

closed off to them—but, in 1999,1 find recruitment has a stronger effect on their 

participation than it does for either Mexicans or Puerto Ricans. Cubans tend to possess 

more resources in the form of higher levels of education and income (Fortes and Bach 

1985; Perez and De La Rosa-Salazar 1993; Valenzuela and Gonzalez 2000; Catanzarite 

and Aguilera 2002) and, therefore, may be more desirable recruits for social movement 

and non-electoral activity than other Latinos. Resources translate into a capacity to 

capitalize on political opportunities and result in a greater likelihood of being contacted. 

This finding supports previous social movement research (McAdam 1988; Barkan, Cohn, 

and Whitaker 1995; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Kitts 1999; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Passy 

2001) that underscores the importance of resources for recruitment, mobilization, and 
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participation although I do not find that Cubans were more likely to protest in 1999 than 

other Latinos. 

The political participation literature has two major limitations. First, the extant 

research tends to focus almost exclusively on conventional types of political involvement. 

Although important, the nature of political activity is changing from traditional to citizen-

initiated and policy-oriented forms (Marsh 1977; Dalton 2002). As such, social science 

research ought to reflect these changes and broaden its scope to consider other aspects of 

the political process.^^ Second, there is little agreement about which individual and 

micro-structural factors best explain non-electoral participation especially with regard to 

gender, full-time employment, marriage, children, and income (McAdam 1986; Paulsen 

and McAdam 1991; Nepstad and Smith 1999). Scholars working in this area must 

continue to disentangle their effects using a program of case studies and national surveys 

of political involvement. They should also broaden their focus to include research about 

other race/ethnic minorities. Despite these limitations, there is little disagreement that 

participation is determined by and varies across a range of factors including income, 

marital status, parental status, organizational involvement, citizenship, and national origin 

as I have shown in this chapter (Verba et al. 1995).^^ 

To summarize, this research contributes to existing work within social 

movements, political sociology, and political science by showing that participation varies 

Dalton (2002) notes the increase in protest politics probably denotes a generational effect where protest 
levels are high among the younger generations but decrease as they move through the life cycle. 
Nonetheless, he argues the process "implies an inevitable increase in citizen action and a broadening of 
participation to include unconventional political activities" (Dalton 2002:81). 

Hero and Campbell (1996) find country of origin is at least as important as other socio-demographic 
factors in e.xplaining Latino political involvement as 1 have found here. 
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by race and national origin although not in the expected direction. While prior work 

finds the politically disenfranchised, such as race and ethnic minorities and other 

repressed groups, are more likely to seek extra-institutional strategies to challenge the 

political system, I find Latinos are actually less likely to do so relative to non-Latinos. 

Another possibility is that the activities studied here are closer to electoral participation 

than more subversive activities such as protest, accounting for the counterintuitive effect 

of race and ethnicity on participation. I also find that Latinos with the greatest 

distribution of resources, Cubans, arc less likely to be involved in non-electoral activities 

than their Mexican and Puerto Rican counterparts. If resources drive participation, both 

electoral and non-electoral, then Cubans are an interesting exception worthy of additional 

study. 

Non-electoral political participation is often considered a tool for liberals and 

progressives who want to challenge the political establishment and who feel the need to 

go beyond conventional politics to make their views heard (Dalton 2002:78-9).^^ If 

protest politics are part of a larger repertoire of participation, as the political landscape 

continues to diversify, additional research about Latinos' electoral and non-electoral 

behavior will be necessary. As well, future research ought to consider how the 

distribution of resources within the Latino community affects their political behavior in 

non-electoral activities, as I have documented here. My work fills a growing body of 

Portes and Mozo (1985) have considered various aspects of Cubans' political integration although the 
focus is primarily on electoral participation (i.e., voter registration and turnout) rather than protest. 

In models not shown, I tested the effects of ideology (liberal, moderate, conservative) and partisanship. 
Being a self-described liberal or conservative had no effect on the likelihood of participating in any of the 
protest activities for any of the sub-groups despite expectations that a liberal political ideology would be 
associated with greater involvement in protest politics. 
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research within the social sciences acknowledging differences among Latinos in terms of 

their sociodemographic profiles, migration trajectories, and incorporation into U.S. 

society. Optimally, this line of research will result in a more robust understanding of 

Latino political involvement in general and of Latino internal diversity specifically. 

In the next chapter, I continue to unpack the role of resources and constraints on 

political behavior and also consider how collective ethnic identity influences support for 

Latino politics. This support is measured in several additional ways: signing petitions in 

support of Latino concerns; boycotting companies or products in support of Latino issues; 

contributing money to Latino political candidates or Latino political organizations; and 

participating in public demonstrations. The chapter addresses the questions, "Is there 

such a thing as Latino collective identity and can it be used to understand political 

involvement?" And, "Does Latino participation vary by generational status and degree of 

acculturation?" 
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IV. 

LATINO POLITICAL PARTICIPATION: THE COMPLEXITY OF IDENTITY, 

NATIONAL ORIGIN AND GENERATIONAL STATUS 

Research in sociology has considered the importance of ethnicity and ethnic 

identity in shaping political behavior ranging from conventional politics to more extreme 

forms of participation including conflicts, violence, and nationalist movements (e.g. 

Hechter 1975; Ragin 1979; Nielsen 1980; Horowitz 1985). From Hechter's (1979) 

groundbreaking study of nationalist movements in Wales, Scotland, and Ireland to 

Olzak's (1992) research on civic unrest and ethnic confrontations in the U.S., social 

scientists have examined the relationship between ethnicity and collective action. This 

expansive body of work demonstrates that ethnic identities are salient and persistent. 

Because social ties based on ethnic identification may promote solidarity among groups 

that are culturally and linguistically different, it is a useful empirical and theoretical 

concept when attempting to explain collective action and political participation (see 

Cornell 1988; Nagel 1986; Nagel 1996; Olzak and Nagel 1996; Barvosa-Carter 1999; 

Okamoto 2001). 

Ethnic political participation refers to the collective efforts of groups organized 

around cultural or ethnic markers such as skin color, language, or custom in pursuit of 

collective ends (Lopez and Espiritu 1990). Scholars working in this area generally 

disagree about the structural processes that motivate ethnic political participation (Lipset 

and Rokkan 1967; Hechter 1975; Leifer 1981). One school of thought suggests ethnic 

collective action is a response to economic development which results in structural 
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differentiation. This perspective holds that while ethnic attachments are important for 

understanding collective action, they eventually give way to class-based cleavages 

meaning class supersedes ethnicity (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). According to Leifer 

(1981), ethnic ties and solidarity are but a fa9ade for more fundamental class-based 

dynamics. Although this perspective acknowledges ethnic ties play some role in 

collective action, it fails to account for why class-based cleavages supersede them or 

explain why ethnic attacliments persist even in the face of economic mobility. In other 

words, this model does not explain why ethnic ties are expected to become less salient in 

light of market mechanisms. 

Yet another perspective holds that ethnic ties facilitate the emergence of 

ethnically-based political activity as long as ethnic group members are situated in similar 

structural positions. Hechter (1975) notes that modernizing forces activate ethnic 

boundaries by upsetting the balance of employment, the distribution of resources, and 

economic advantages and, therefore, create disparities between dominant and minority 

group members. A common social identity based on ethnicity rather than class arises 

among ethnic group members given similarities in their structural positions. For this 

reason, mobilization takes place around specifically ethnic interests (Hechter 1975). 

Unlike the first perspective, this framework does emphasize the role of ethnic ties 

in facilitating political mobilization. Leifer (1981) maintains ethnic ties are crucial for 

understanding political mobilization to the extent that (1) individuals share the same 

interests, and (2) conditions are suitable for group formation. Leifer also notes 

(1981:28): 
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Besides conditions that generate common interests, conditions that facilitate 
group formation are also necessary. It is here that ethnicity plays a crucial role. 
Ethnic ties among economically disadvantaged individuals play an independent 
role as facilitating conditions for the group formation essential for political 
mobilization. Ethnic linkages are a facilitating condition because they define a 
common discourse (language, beliefs, and practices) which is required for any 
form of concerted action. 

The persistence and resurgence of ethnicity puzzles some scholars given 

predictions that the salience of ethnic identities would dissipate with modernization. Still 

others argue ethnic collective action persists because economic and political 

modernization favor organization in terms of large-scale identities rather than smaller-

scale identities such as those based on kinship, village, or tribe (Olzak and Nagel 1986; 

Hannan 1979). With the expansion of the political sector, new opportunities arise to 

mobilize along ethnic lines (Olzak 1992). In order for ethnic mobilization to be 

successful, there must be incentives to mobilizing along ethnic lines rather than along 

some other boundaries. Also, an ethnic population must amass enough resources in the 

form of income and information networks, for example, and there must be some degree 

of organization and leadership in the mobilization effort (Olzak 1992). When there are 

social, economic, or political advantages to be gained by organizing and mobilizing 

social groups on the basis of a shared ethnic background, then ethnic mobilization and 

participation are expected to increase. 

The third argument crafted here suggests collective action is rooted in group 

consciousness or panethnicity: the sense of common purpose among a diverse group of 

people acting on the basis of ethnic ties (Gomez-Quinones 1990; Lopez and Espiritu 

1992; Stavans 1995; Nagel 1996; Fox 1996). Group identity has been shown to have a 
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significant influence on individual political behavior (e.g. Gurin et al. 1980; Shingles 

1981; Padilla 1985; Tate 1991; de la Garza et al. 1992; Espiritu 1992; Hardy-Fanta 1993; 

Jones and Vedlitz 1994; Okamoto 2001). The group consciousness model of political 

participation has its intellectual origins in early studies of differences in the participation 

levels of African Americans and Anglo whites, which posited that African Americans 

participate more than Anglo whites, controlling for socioeconomic status, because of 

their heightened levels of group consciousness (Leighley and Vedlitz 1999:1096). Miller 

et al.'s (1981) study of group consciousness among African Americans, women, and the 

poor, Wilcox and Gomez's (1990) study of African Americans, and Okamoto's (2003) 

research on Asian Americans show a strong correlation between political participation 

and group consciousncss. Underlying this model is the assumption that occupying a 

common ancestry and culture will translate into persons coming together for common 

objectives and concerns (Comell 1988; Cornell and Hartman 1998; Garcia 2003) either 

because of their structural locations (Denton and Massey 1988; Croucher 1997), political 

inequality (Garcia 1986), or experiences with discrimination (Okamoto 2001). 

Support for the group consciousness model is mixed, however. Leighley and 

Vedlitz's (1999) comparison of African Americans, Mexican Americans, and Asian 

Americans shows no support for the theorized relationship between group consciousness 

and political participation. Lien (1994) and Uhlaner et al. (1989) also find that group 

identity is not consistently related to participation when estimated separately for ethnic 

groups. As well, Okamoto (2001:27) notes that although ethnic group formation and 

panethnic identities might be useful in realizing instrumental and political goals they are 
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often highly contested. Ethnic groups and political elites are not always receptive to 

ethnic labels (Del Olmo 1985; Gomez 1992; Jones-Correa and Leal 1996). 

The argument developed and tested here is that ethnic identification—specifically, 

identifying in terms of a broad, all-encompassing label rather than a nation-origin one— 

increases the likelihood of involvement in ethnic-oriented political activities. Further, I 

argue that among ethnic minorities that have traditionally been disfranchised, appeals to 

engage in the political process on the basis of real or perceived commonalities such as a 

shared cultural heritage, ancestry, or language will result in a greater likelihood of 

participation. I hypothesize that panethnicity is a facilitating condition of political 

behavior, increasing the likelihood that individuals who prefer to identify in terms of 

panethnic labels will participate in Latino-oriented political activities. Building upon 

existing research on ethnic and panethnic behavior (e.g. Cornell 1988; Espiritu 1992; 

Diez-Medrano 1994; Oboler 1992, 1995; Jones-Correa 1996), I test predictions about 

whether or not panethnicity can be used as a conceptual tool for understanding non-

electoral participation. 

In this chapter, I also consider the influence of acculturation and generational 

status on ethnic political involvement. Specifically, I argue that with increasing length of 

time in the U.S., ethnic identities and attachments become less salient as individuals 

become more assimilated into the mainstream culture. In other words, with increasing 

generations political acts organized along ethnic lines are expected to decrease as 

panethnic identities become less salient. 
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PANETHNIC IDENTIFICATION AMONG U.S. LATINOS 

The use of panethnic terms to classify persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, 

and other Latin American countries has its roots in external forces including the U.S. 

Census Bureau and other government agencies, the mass media, and politicians at the 

federal level (Calderon 1992).^® According to a 2000 census brief, the 1970 census was 

the first to include a question specifically asking respondents if they were Hispanic 

(Guzman 2000).^ Prior to that, Hispanic origin was determined only indirectly; the 1950 

and 1960 censuses collected and published data for "persons of Spanish surname" in five 

southwestern states, whereas the 1940 census identified people as Hispanic if they 

reported Spanish as their "mother tongue" (Guzman 2000:1).''' Since then, the census 

has expanded the list of possible labels and starting in 1990 began providing residents 

additional space to identify their origins if they marked "other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino" 

on the enumeration form. Additional proof that the concept and measurement of 

Hispanic origin has evolved over time can be found in the 2000 census: for the first time 

the term 'Latino' appeared on the form. Garcia (2003) attributes the configuration of 

Hispanics or Latinos under an umbrella term to public policy, which outlined the 

characteristics of Spanish-origin people, and the mass media. In response to the changing 

demography, the media increasingly began reporting on and discussing "the" Latino 

Portes and Truclove (1987:359) argue that until recently the term Hispanic was essentially a term of 
convenience for administrative agencies and scholars. They also suggest the Latino/Hispanic population is 
not a consolidated minority but, rather, "a group-in-formation whose boundaries and self-definitions are 
still in a state of flux. The emergence of a Hispanic "minority," they write, has so far depended more on 
actions of government and collective perceptions of Anglo-American society than on the initiative of the 
individuals so designated." 

This question was only asked of a 5 perccnt sample of households. 
The five southwestern states were Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. 
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population despite its consisting of 22 different ethnic groups. Furthermore, Garcia 

(2003:5) notes, the discovery of Latino people by the mass media served to heighten 

public awareness and attach some generally ascribed portrayals of Latinos to include the 

following characteristics: Spanish speakers; largely comprised of immigrants; traditional 

in values; religious; and committed to family. Consequently, various external forces 

coupled with the influx of Latin American migrants to the U.S. in recent decades have 

affected the myriad and fluid ways Latinos self-identify. 

These changes have also fueled social and political debates regarding the 

persistence and necessity of panethnic labels (Padilla 1985; Calderon 1992; Gimenez 

1992; Gomez 1992; Oboler 1992, 1995; Jones-Correa and Leal 1996). Two competing 

views regarding the suitability of applying panethnic labels to persons of Latin American-

origin have been advanced. The first view is critical of the use of panethnic terms 

because to some the idea of assigning "a single ethnic category to those whose ancestry is 

from Spanish-speaking countries is imperialistic at best" (Jones-Correa and Leal 

1996:215). Shorris (1992), for example, argues that there are no Latinos or Hispanics— 

only Mexicans, Cubans, and Puerto Ricans, and Dominicans, and so forth, who are at the 

same time different and alike. Likewise, Oboler (1992:22) objects to the "implicit 

homogenization" of at least 25 million people who are socially, nationally, linguistically, 

historically, culturally, politically, and religiously diverse. And Gimenez (1992) 

contends panethnic labels deprive all Latin Americans of their national identities, and 

undermine the heterogeneity of the population which contributes to its assuming a race-

like character that fosters the development of racist stereotypes. Critics of panethnic 
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labels further charge that the perceived failure of Latinos to mobilize along common 

interests lies in the fact those targeted by the term have nothing in common but their 

designation as a group by the U.S. government. Gimenez (1992:8-10) maintains. 

The government's heavy-handed stereotyping denies different historical 
experiences among populations—among some who have a common history of 
oppression and exploitation and others, newly arrived immigrants, who, whatever 
their social class, have never been oppressed or exploited in this country. How 
could there possibly be unified mobilization on the basis of an artificial 
identity? 

Scholars have begun to argue that Latinos can have on one hand, a panethnic 

Latino identity that can be used for purposes of collective action and, on the other, 

historically distinct and separate ethnic identities (Padilla 1984; Calderon 1992). So 

while Latinos may not share common cultural traits or historical experiences, national 

coalitions of leaders and activists could, as Jones-Correa and Leal (1996) suggest, use 

panethnic terms to symbolize commonalities on issues and collective action. 

The second view suggests Latin American people share a common collective 

experience and, therefore, labels such as "Latino" and "Hispanic" are appropriate 

classification terms (Padilla 1984, 1985; Giordano and Torres 1986; Calderon 1992). 

Although some argue Latino identity has been constructed by U.S. foreign policy (Hayes-

Bautista and Chapa 1987), Calderon (1992:39) notes the term was widely used in the 

early and middle 1970s among activists who used it to "symbolize the commonalities in 

issues and collective action." For example, in the 1960s, Chicano activists fought to 

replace the term Spanish-American—which they believed implied assimilation into U.S. 

society—in favor of the word Chicano. For Chicano activists, the word not only 

acknowledged their Indian heritage but it was also viewed as militant and symbolized the 
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reawakening and organization of a people for a common cause (Calderon 1992). While 

some are skeptical of categorizing Latinos under an all-encompassing term that implies 

one distinct identity, there are commonalities that have the potential to unite groups 

around collective action even if they occupy contradictory class locations (Wright 1982). 

Calderon (1992:41) argues that the use of panethnic labels is less controversial if ethnic 

groups can be seen primarily as political interest groups who are united not only on the 

basis of culture but also around common interests. Moreover, Padilla (1985) asserts that 

panethnic identity should be used for collective action purposes that transcend distinctive 

national and cultural identities. 

Although heterogeneity within the Latino population leads to variation in the 

patterns of interaction and communication among them (Padilla 1986), some scholars 

argue panethnic identification may be a useful conceptual tool for generating solidarity 

among a diverse group of people who are seen as homogeneous by outsiders (Jones-

Correa and Leal). Oboler (1992:32) writes: 

Given the diversity of national, racial, and class based histories and experiences 
within the populations with ties to Latin America and the Caribbean, to identify 
oneself as a Latino/a is a conscious choice.. .more than solely a culturally dictate 
fact of life, identifying oneself as Latino/a and participating in Latino social 
movement is a political decision. By making that decision in these terms, those 
who recognize one another as Latinos through their ideological advocacy of social 
justice will be able to express the strength of la comunidad with greater 
force.. .they will also be more likely to assert that "We are whole." 

From an empirical standpoint, there is limited evidence to support the existence of 

a Latino panethnic identity. De la Garza et al.'s (1992) survey of Latino political 

participation suggest that, among the three largest Latino sub-groups, respondents 

preferred nation-origin terms to panethnic ones. In all three groups, however, panethnic 
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labels were the second most-preferred labels. Garcia Bedolla (2000) also cautions 

against jumping to conclusions about the impact of ethnic identity on political 

participation without also considering differences in class and generational characteristics 

of ethnic communities. Jones-Correa and Leal (1996:217) suggest that even though a 

minority of LNPS survey respondents preferred to identify panethnically, using labels 

such as Latino and Hispanic, it is possible panethnicity plays a secondary and important 

role in the self-identification of other first- and subsequent-generation respondents. Their 

analysis reveals that panethnicity is tightly linked to Latinos' experiences in the U.S. In 

other words, panethnicity increases with distance from the immigration experience, 

youth, and education. The authors conclude that Latino identity is an American made 

social construct; it is not brought to the U.S. by Latin American immigrants nor is it used 

only instrumentally as evidenced by their finding that the choice of panethnic 

identification affects aspects of political participation. Jones-Correa and Leal (1996:240) 

conclude: 

Panethnicity seems to have more to do with a general approach to politics, in 
which panethnic identification lies latent but surfaces on particular issues. 
People's attachments to identity seem to go beyond simple instrumentalism, even 
while it may not be their primary identity. The fact that people's identities may 
be constructed does not argue against the suggestion that they may have real 
attachments to these constructed identities. 

So while there may be no true panethnic Latino identity, with commonalities of 

cultural traits and historical experience, it may come into play when there is a need for 

the formation of cross-national coalitions to respond to common material needs (Padilla 

1984). It is therefore possible to envision the building of temporary alliances around 

issues such as bilingual education, housing concerns, and employment despite race and 
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class divisions within the Latino population (Gimenez 1992). Fortes and Truelove 

(1987:379) note that while there may be little similarity in historical origins or 

socioeconomic status among Latinos, there is the realization among some political 

leaders of a basic commonality of interests and of the significance of the strength in 

numbers. National coalitions of Latinos leaders and activists could therefore use 

panethnic terms to symbolize commonalities in issues to promote Latino collective 

action. Consequently, I predict Latinos who prefer to identify in terms of a panethnic 

label will be more likely to engage in non-electoral activities in support of Latino 

candidates and/or Latino political issues than Latinos who prefer national-origin labels. 

Below I test this prediction using self-identification questions from the Latino National 

Political Survey. 

GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES IN POLITICAL BEHAVIOR 

Adding further to the complexities associated with understanding ethnic politics, 

scholars have also considered variation in participatory behavior by generational status 

and level of acculturation (Portes and Rumbaut 1996). Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 

(2001:875) suggest that "when considering political participation, as well as other 

processes of immigrant adaptation, it is useful to think of such processes as having at 

least two temporal dimensions—across time within a particular immigrant generation and 

across generations." Yet, traditional theories of immigrant adaptation considered 

assimilation a unilinear process whereby immigrants' social and economic conditions 

improved over succeeding generations (Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). Early 

scholars argued that in order for immigrants to become politically incorporated, they 
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needed to be culturally assimilated first. Gordon (1964) and Glazer and Moynihan (197) 

were among the first to suggest that in order to become fully integrated into society, 

minority group members needed to navigate a series of stages. Once minorities became 

structurally assimilated via educational and economic mobility, they would be virtually 

indistinguishable from the rest of society. After traversing these stages, ethnic minorities 

could be expected to participate fully in the political process. Since then critics have 

challenged the applicability of "straight-line" theories of assimilation where political 

incorporation automatically follows socioeconomic mobility and cultural assimilation, 

suggesting instead a segmented assimilation model (Gans 1992; Portes and Zhou 1993; 

Rumbaut 1997; Zhou 1997; Cho 1999). 

The segmented assimilation model predicts political participation among 

immigrants increases with time in the U.S. and suggests that political incorporation is not 

an automatic result of socioeconomic mobility. Portes and Rumbaut (1996) argue first 

generation immigrants are less likely to be involved in political matters in the U.S. 

because they are more concerned with the politics of the host country. In the second 

generation, the "reactive formation" of a strong ethnic identity takes shape in response to 

nativist attacks against the first generation (Garcia Bedolla 2000:108). Eventually the 

newly-formed ethnic identity becomes a tool for ethnic political mobilization which is 

then directed toward changing the political environment in the host country (Portes and 

The introduction of anti-immigrant legislation in 1994 that sought to deny education and emergency 
services to undocumented immigrants in California is an example. Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) 
find that higher voting participation among first and second generation immigrants is associated with the 
presence of anti-immigrant legislation. The introduction of Proposition 187 had a profound effect on 
electoral tumout in California. 
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Rumbaut 1996). Garcia Bedolla (2000:108) asserts that, like standard SES models of 

political behavior, "the segmented assimilation model predicts that Latinos will become 

more politically incorporated over time, but sees that change occurring mainly due to 

changes in the identity and ethnic mobilization across generations, instead of primarily 

resulting from socioeconomic factors." 

The segmented assimilation model has proven useful for understanding 

generational patterns of participation across different racial/ethnic groups, particularly 

considering the heterogeneity of race/ethnic populations (see Espiritu 1992). For 

example, scholars have noted the difficulty of incorporating Latinos into the political 

mainstream given the strength and maintenance of social ties to sending communities 

once in the U.S. (see Massey et al. 1987; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1994; Menjivar 2000; Singer 

and Massey 1998; Palloni 2001; Massey, Durand, and Malone 2002; Curran and Rivero-

Fuentes 2003). Fuchs (1990) notes Latinos' willingness to participate in American 

politics may be deterred if they are hesitant to sever social ties in favor of culturally 

assimilating. Additional research by Portes and Bach (1985) suggests cultural 

assimilation does not always lead to structural integration as Gordon (1964) predicted 

making this a questionable explanation for low levels of Latino political involvement. 

Still, Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) note that the duration of stay in the U.S., 

political socialization in the sending community, and ethnic residential concentration 

create greater contact with and stronger commitments to the mainstream political system. 

Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) argue that although 15 percent of eligible 

voters in the U.S. are second generation, few scholars have systematically addressed their 
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participation in electoral politics. Some notable exceptions include Kellstedt's (1974) 

work on electoral participation among second generation immigrants in Buffalo, New 

York, and Lam are's (1982) research on Mexican American children's affect and level of 

psychological identification to the political system. More recent work includes a handful 

of cross-ethnic studies of immigrant political incorporation in particular states and 

metropolitan areas. Additional work by Uhlaner et al. (1999) who find immigrant voting 

behavior is affected by the duration of their stay in the U.S. and their ability to speak 

English and Junn's (1999) study, which suggests immigrants are more likely to 

participate in "direcf political activities such as protests, have also contributed to this 

body of work. Finally, Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) consider generational 

differences in voting participation trends. Chief among their results is the finding that the 

Latino political participation gap challenges straight-line assimilationist views of 

immigrant adaptation and political incorporation. They also find political participation is 

lowest among first-generation immigrants, increases with the second and then tapers off 

Despite the contributions made by early and more recent work on immigrant 

incorporation and generational differences, their impact on non-electoral activities has 

not adequately been addressed. I predict the likelihood of participating in non-electoral 

activities will be higher among first- and second -generation Latinos than among 

successive generations who have lived in the U.S. longer, have been socialized into the 

political mainstream, and are more assimilated making non-electoral. Latino-oriented 

activities an unappealing course of political action. 



137 

STATISTICAL METHOD 

Data 

Data for the dependent and independent variables are drawn from two national 

surveys of political participation. One is the 1989/90 Latino National Political Survey 

(LNPS). Although relatively unknown and under-used within sociology, a number of 

political scientists have used the LNPS to examine the motivations and underpinnings of 

Latino political involvement (e.g., de la Garza et al. 1992; Arvizu and Garcia 1996; 

DeSipio 1996; Diaz 1996; Hero and Campbell 1996; Wrinkle et al. 1996). The sample 

design involved a multi-stage national sample of Latino households in 40 primary 

sampling units (PSUs) stratified by standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSAs). 

Initial sampling fractions were based on 1980 Census housing unit counts by Latino 

subgroup (de la Garza et al. 1998:3). In instances where more than one Latino adult lived 

in the household, one was randomly selected to be the interview respondent. To generate 

the non-Latino portion of the sample, addresses were randomly selected from household 

listings of area residents in the 40 PSUs. Data collection spanned July 1989 through 

March 1990. 

Adult respondents (18 and over) in the sample are defined as Latino/a if they (1) 

have at least one parent solely of Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry or (2) at least 

two grandparents of Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban ancestry. The LNPS encompasses 

different aspects of Latino respondents' political behavior and employment history. 

Additionally, it measures social and demographic characteristics such as family and 

migration history, organizational memberships, and preferences on various policy issues. 
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Measures of political participation include membership in social, economic, and political 

organizations and protest-related activities such as promoting Latino culture, boycotting, 

petitioning, and contributing money to a Latino candidate or organization 

The LNPS is the first national survey to focus specifically on the political 

behavior and attitudes of Latinos. The survey includes a wealth of political data for the 

three largest Latino sub-groups (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans). In all, the data 

are derived from face-to-face interviews in approximately 2,800 Latino households, 

yielding a sample of 1,546 Mexicans, 589 Puerto Ricans, and 682 Cubans. The LNPS 

also includes a sample of 598 non-Latinos. Given these characteristics, the LNPS allows 

for a more robust understanding of intra-ethnic and inter-racial differences in political 

activism. 

For 1999,1 use the National Survey on Latinos in America (NSLA) administered 

by the Kaiser Family Foundation in conjunction with the Washington Post and Harvard 

University. The NSLA is a nationally representative, random sample of 4,614 adults 18 

years of age and older. The survey also includes respondents from the three largest 

Latino sub-groups (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans) as well as Central Americans 

and South Americans. In all, there are 2,417 Latino and 2,197 non-Latino respondents in 

the NSLA." 

® Respondents are defined as Latino if they answered 'yes' to the question, "Are you yourself of Hispanic 
or Latino origin or descent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban, or some other Latino background?" 
Latinos were also classified as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, etc. on the basis of their country of origin. 
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Like the LNPS, the NSLA measures different aspects of Latino Americans' 

political behaviors and attitudes.'''^ Survey questions tap into respondents' participation in 

electoral and non-electoral political activities; their preferred ethnic identification; 

attitudes toward government, government effectiveness, and public policies; their degree 

of acculturation and assimilation; and their general demographic characteristics. The 

NSLA was also designed to capture the diversity of national backgrounds among Latinos. 

Using estimates generated by the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey, final 

results arc weighted to the national Latino population so that nationalities are represented 

in their actual proportions (1992:2) yielding a sample of 818 Mexicans, 318 Puerto 

Ricans, 312 Cubans, and 593 Central and South Americans. I focus solely on Latinos of 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent. 

Method 

I use logistic regression for the statistical analysis because my dependent 

variables are dichotomous. This type of regression analysis is used when the dependent 

variable is a dummy variable coded 0 or 1. Logits are estimated using maximum 

likelihood, an estimation technique used for equations that are nonlinear in the 

coefficients. Maximum likelihood chooses coefficient estimates that maximize the 

likelihood of the sample data set being observed (Studenmund 1997). Coefficients are 

interpreted as the effect on the dependent variable (log-odds) of a one-unit increase in the 

" Although many of the survey items in the NSLA mirror those used in the LNPS, differences in other 
items and differences in the wording of questions required, in some cases, additional measures of variables 
and, in others, the omission of variables from the models presented. I note these differences wherever 
relevant. 
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independent variable in question, holding the other explanatory variables constant, on the 

log odds of a given choice (Studenmund 1997:512). 

I estimated a series of models using Stata, Version 8.0 (Statacorp 2003) to test 

hypotheses about the impact of panethnicity, generational status, and acculturation on the 

likelihood of engaging in Latino-oriented, non-electoral political activities. To test the 

impact of social connectedness on social protest, I also ran models using measures of 

organizational affiliation and recruitment. Finally, I ran the same models for each of the 

Latino subgroups (Cubans, Mexicans, and Puerto Ricans) in order to explain intra-ethnic 

variation in protest. However, because the number of Latinos who indicated they 

engaged in each type of non-electoral activity is small, I created a composite dependent 

variable, protest, to represent involvement in at least one protest activity. 

To evaluate the effects of panethnic identification on political behavior, I use 

logistic regression models to predict the likelihood Latinos will engage in Latino-

oriented, non-electoral political activities. These include: promoting Latino culture, 

boycotting, petitioning, rallying/demonstrating, and protesting in support of Latino 

concerns or issues. The analyses focus solely on Latinos in order to test (1) whether 

panethnic identification is a determinant of political participation among Latinos (2) how 

panethnicity varies across the three largest Latino sub-groups and (3) whether or not 

acculturation and length of time in the U.S. increases the likelihood of being politically 

involved. 
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Dependent Variables 

Unconventional politics can take on a variety of forms and can fall along a series 

of thresholds from less to more extreme. Dalton (2002) considers the first threshold of 

political participation to be a transition phase between conventional and unconventional 

politics. Although the initial phase consists of political activities that are extra-

institutional, they are low-risk and less dangerous than activities that fall along the third 

and fourth thresholds. Low-risk, unconventional activities include petitioning, rallying, 

and participating in peaceful demonstration (Dalton 2002). I utilize 3 dependent 

variables: petitioning, boycotting, demonstrating or engaging in activities promoting 

Latino culture, issues, or concerns. Following Schussman and Soule (2003), I 

constructed a dummy variable based on whether or not respondents answered 

affirmatively to each of these items. Affirmative responses are coded 1. Respondents 

who did not engage in Latino-oriented activities are coded 0. 1 also created a composite 

protest variable in the analysis presented below to signify whether or not respondents 

petitioned, demonstrated, or engaged in activities promoting Latino culture.''"^ For the 

1999 data, the dependent variables include volunteering or working for a Latino political 

candidate, contributing money to a Latino political candidate or Latino organization, and 

attending a public meeting or demonstration in support of Latino concerns. I also created 

a composite protest measure if respondents participated in at least one of these Latino-

oriented activities.^ Affirmative answers are coded 1. 

Results from a factor analysis suggested it was appropriate to combine these three variables into a 
composite measure. 
^ Results from a factor analysis suggested it was appropriate to combine these three variables into a 
composite measure. 
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Independent Variables 

Standard Human Capital Variables 

Protest politics, particularly those that bridge the gap between conventional and 

unconventional participation, are a normal part of the political process and are motivated 

by similar determinants (Dalton 2002). In this chapter, I consider a wide range of 

characteristics relevant to explaining political participation including ethnicity/national 

origin, human capital, organizational affiliation, ethnic identification, generational status, 

and acculturation. 

Human capital is measured in terms of educational attainment and income. 

Highly educated individuals are expected to be more politically sophisticated because 

they are more likely to stay informed and interested in political affairs (Verba et al. 

1995). Therefore, individuals with higher levels of education should be more likely to 

engage in Latino-oriented protest activities. The education variables used in the 

statistical models represent respondents' highest grade or year of school that was 

completed. I collapsed the education variable into three categories: high school graduate 

or less (0-12 years completed), some college education (13-15 years completed), and 

college graduate (16 or more years completed). High school graduate or less is the 

omitted category. 

I also include a measure of employment status and code respondents 1 if they 

were working 35 hours or more per week at the time of the survey. Within political 

science, the resource model of recruitment holds that people with resources (time, money, 

skills) are morel likely to engage in political activities. Consequently, full-time 
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employment is considered a constraint on movement activity because it renders costs in 

the form of time and also foregone wages. Finally, because protest activities are highly 

correlated with the presence of resources such as income, I incorporate a measure of 

income (logged) in the statistical models. 

Ethnic Identification Variable 

Minority group members are likely to mobilize when they perceive that a problem 

facing them or their community is directly tied to their ethnicity (Conway 2000). 

Historical and case-study research on Black pohtical participation is consistent with 

Dawson's (1994) argument that, during the civil rights movement era, Black institutions 

gave primacy to race/ethnicity over social class standing and used this as a tool for 

mobilizing Black Americans (McAdam 1982; Morris 1984; Pinderhughes 1987). In the 

case of Black Americans, then, institutions' emphasis on racial group identity over class 

identity was used as a tool to stimulate participation (Dawson 1994). Similarly, Okamoto 

(2003) finds among Asian Americans, structural conditions can facilitate the emergence 

of panethnic identification, solidarity, and mobilization especially in response to 

discrimination or prejudice by dominant group members. 

Given Latinos' diversity, a challenge is to find causes or interests they perceive to 

be mutually beneficial and which can then be used as a basis for mobilizing them along a 

common front. Garcia (2003) maintains that "when Latinos or another social group 

maintain a strong sense of affinity and group identification with other Latinos, as well as 

perceiving a sense of powerlessness or unrealized influence, then there is a collective 

orientation to act on the part of the group to become more politically active." The 
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salience of ethnic group identity has therefore been shown to stimulate political 

participation among members of traditionally under-represented and under-mobilized 

minority groups (McAdam 1982; Morris 1984; Pinderhughes 1987; Dawson 1994). By 

extension, I test the argument that identifying as a Latino or preferring to identify in 

terms of a panethnic label rather than an ethnic/national origin label results in a greater 

likelihood of engaging in Latino-oriented political activities including volunteering, 

contributing money, signing a petition, or demonstrating. 

Following Jones-Correa and Leal (1996:219), panethnic identification refers to 

individuals who share a common Latin American origin and who define themselves on 

the basis of a larger grouping than nationality alone. Panethnic labels include Latino, 

Spanish, Spanish American, Hispano, and Hispanic as opposed to national origin labels 

such as Chicano, Mexican American, Cuban American, or Neorican. I created a 

dichotomous panethnicity variable where respondents who preferred a panethnic label 

over an ethnic/national origin one are coded 1. 

Acculturation Variables 

The acculturation variable was recoded using responses to several NSLA 

questionnaire items regarding language use and preferences.^^ Respondents were asked 

how comfortable they felt carrying a conversation in English (both understanding and 

speaking); their ability to read a newspaper or book in English; and whether they 

preferred to be interviewed in English or Spanish. Respondents were also asked 

The acculturation recode represents the composite score of responses to questions 5, 35, 36, 37, 38, and 
110 in the NSLA. 
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questions regarding their comfort level carrying a conversation in Spanish (both 

understanding and speaking) as well as their ability to read a newspaper or book in 

Spanish. The language respondents spoke during the interview is also included in the 

score. The composite acculturation score ranging from 7 to 35 was then included in the 

NSLA data set. The scores were divided into three point scales that when broken down 

represent high acculturation, moderate acculturation, and low acculturation. For ease of 

interpretation, I inverted the scale so that low scores (7-14) represent low acculturation 

and high scores correspond to high acculturation (23-35).^® Scores ranging from 15 to 21 

correspond to moderate acculturation. To test the assumption that there are diminishing 

returns to acculturation, I include a squared term in the analyses. Table 4.2 shows the 

distribution of Latinos by their level of acculturation and ethnicity/national origin. 

Generation Variables 

Table 4.3 shows the distribution of non-Latinos and Latinos by generational 

status. Nearly 60 percent of non-Latino respondents in the NSLA have lived in the U.S. 

for four generations or more. When looking at the differences in generational status 

among Latinos, however. Table 4.3 suggests the majority are either immigrants (first 

generation) or are the children of immigrants (second generation). Approximately 58 

percent of Mexican respondents and 79 percent of Cuban respondents indicated they are 

first generation citizens. To account for differences in the likelihood of engaging in 

protest among first, second, third, and fourth generation Latinos, I include a generation 

^ Note that a low score represents preferences for speaking, reading, and being interviewed in Spanish 
whereas a high score represents high acculturation (i.e. preferences for speaking, reading, and being 
interviewed in English). 
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variable. I also include a squared generation term to test the assumption that the 

differences in participation are most pronounced between first and second generation 

Latinos and that the likelihood of participating in protest does not increase with 

successive generations. 

Micro-Structural Variables 

A social movement's success often depends on its recruitment strategies and its 

resultant growth (Snow et al. 1980; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Kitts 1999). Ties to 

individuals are important for recruitment purposes but they are especially important when 

those ties are embedded within a broader organizational context or collective context 

which links parties to movement activity (McAdam and Paulsen 1993). Organizations 

not only facilitate the development of interpersonal networks which effectively pull 

people into political activity, they also enable individuals to develop their civic and 

political skills (Verba et al. 1995). Moreover, religious and workplace organizations 

facilitate participation among individuals who lack the resources of education and income 

(i.e. working class citizens, minorities, and women) and enable them to develop political 

and civic skills. In this chapter I argue that Latino panethnicity may become more salient 

if it is formed or reinforced within the context of workplace, social, or political 

organizations. For 1989/90,1 include a measure of organizational affiliation to test 

arguments about the importance of interpersonal ties on collective action among Latinos. 

Respondents who indicated they belong to or have given money to an organization in the 
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12 months prior to the survey are coded 1 and 0 otherwise. 

Organizations are the sites where individuals are exposed to political stimuli, 

either in the form of explicit political messages or through requests to become politically 

active (Verba et al. 1995). Research in social movements suggests individuals are more 

likely to participate in protest if they are asked or recruited by others (Barkan, Cohn, and 

Whitaker 1995; McAdam 1988; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Kitts 1999; Nepstad and Smith 

1999; Passy 2001). As well, social ties are considered to be important in fostering 

political participation because they subsidize the costs of obtaining political information 

(Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). Although the NSLA does not include a measure 

of organizational affiliation or involvement, respondents were asked if they had been 

contacted or recruited to participate in a demonstration or had been asked to donate 

money or volunteer for a political candidate. Respondents who indicated they had been 

asked to participate in at least one non-electoral political activity are coded 1. 

Control Variables 

Prior work finds people who are on the periphery of the political system have 

lower rates of voting and voter registration (e.g. Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; Arvizu 

and Garcia 1996; Bass and Casper 1999; Conway 2000; Leighley 2001; Dalton 2002). 1 

therefore include a measure of ethnicity/national origin to test predictions that there are 

The LNPS includes items regarding specific types of organizations (e.g. social, work-related/unions, 
Latino specific, etc.). In the models presented below, I use only the general organizational affiliation 
question although I also ran models using the specific types of organization. Latino-specific organizations 
had a positive and significant effect on the likelihood of participating in Latino-oriented protest but general 
organizational affiliation was significant as well. 
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differences in the likelihood of protesting among Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and 

Cuban descent. Cubans are the omitted category in this analysis. 

Although women are assumed to be less pohtically involved, Herda-Rapp (2000) 

notes women sometimes view activism as an extension of care work and see it as an 

opportunity to make the world healthier and safer for their children. Among women who 

were interviewed, activism was considered an important aspect of their gender identities 

as well as their definitions of womanhood and motherhood (Herda-Rapp 2000). Other 

scholars argue women are less likely to engage in political and protest activities because 

family responsibilities preclude involvement or because they generally lack an interest in 

politics (Paulsen 1991; Verba et al. 1995). Yet another argument suggests socialization 

discourages women fi-om participating in "gender inappropriate" spheres in society, 

including the male-dominated sphere of politics (Schlozman et al. 1995; Dalton 2002). 

Gender differences have been found in how politics and political solutions are 

conceptualized (Hardy-Fanta 1993), the types of activities in which individuals take part, 

the types of policy concerns that motivate their participation, as well as the gratification 

they derive from taking part (Schlozman et al. 1995). Still Schlozman et al. (1995) 

maintain that even though women exhibit slightly lower rates of participation relative to 

men, they exhibit considerable similarities in their participatory patterns. Moreover, the 

authors find women's lack of political involvement stems from a lack of resources rather 

than a lack of sophistication or interest in political matters. Because prior work finds 

gender differences in the likelihood of protesting, I include a gender dummy variable 

where male respondents are coded 1. 
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The literature on participation suggests a direct relationship between age and 

political involvement (Verba et al. 1995). It is often noted that with increasing age 

individuals become more interested in and knowledgeable about political affairs, 

motivating participation.Although age is also an important determinant of participation 

in social movements, the relationship is less clear-cut. Social movements are sometimes 

considered the domain of the young because young people are less constrained by 

personal and professional obligations (McAdam 1986; McAdam and Wiltfang 1991). 

However, it is also argued that social movement participation increases with age because 

individuals realize the importance of their actions in bringing about social change not 

only for themselves but for future generations as well (Nepstad and Smith 1999). I 

control for age in all statistical models and also include an age-squared term. 

While resources account for much of the variation in political participation among 

Latinos, citizenship accounts for some of the differences as well (see Uhlaner, Cain, and 

Kiewiet 1989; DeSipio 1996; Bass and Casper 1999). In terms of electoral participation, 

DeSipio (1996) finds differences among naturalized and native-bom Latinos U.S. 

citizens; he finds naturalized Latinos are less likely than their native-bom counterparts to 

be involved in electoral politics or organizational activity. Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet 

(1989) find Latinos are much less likely than non-Latino whites and African Americans 

to be politically active even after controlling for citizenship. In other words, even with 

citizenship taken into account. Latinos are less likely to register and vote than non-

For a thorough discussion regarding the relationship between personal efficacy and political involvement, 
see Verba et al. (1995). 
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Latinos.^' Obviously newly arrived immigrants and non-naturalized citizens are 

precluded from taking part in electoral politics. Citizenship does not, however, preclude 

participation in non-electoral activities such as protesting. Less is know about how 

citizenship affects participation in non-electoral activities but it is an important 

consideration given evidence that citizenship affects immigrants' level of political 

integration (Garcia 1987). Here I control for citizenship by distinguishing between 

respondents who are U.S. citizens (coded 1) and those who are non-naturalized citizens.^^ 

Finally, I control for religion. Religious orientations and religiosity have been 

shown to influence political behavior, particularly social activism (see Ellison and 

Sherkat 1993; Sherkat and Blocker 1994, 1997; Wuthnow 1998; Secret, Johnson, and 

Forest 1999; Williams 2002). For example, Sherkat and Blocker (1997) find that among 

individuals who were active in the student and civil rights movements in the 1960s and 

1970s, protesters were more likely to have less orthodox views about religion; they were 

more likely to be opposed to prayer in public schools; they were significantly less likely 

to have a religious affiliation relative to non-protestors; and, even after controlling for 

other factors, they had significantly lower levels of religious participation. Moreover, 

conservative religious orientations and affiliations have been shown to foster support for 

obedience to authority and to hinder participation in protests (Sherkat and Blocker 

1997:1054). 

The effect of religion on protest is measured in two ways. For 1989/90, 

Ulilaner et al. (1989) also find Asian Americans are less likely to register or vote than non-Latino whites 
and African Americans. Their rates of participation mirror those of Latinos. 

Since the focus is on non-electoral activity, I focus on immigrant and U.S.-born respondents rather than 
native-born and naturalized respondents. 
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religiosity is measured in terms of the frequency of attendance at religious services. 

Respondents were asked to rate themselves on the basis of the number of religious 

services they attended in a given month (i.e. almost every week, once or twice a month, a 

few times a year, almost never, and never). Respondents who indicated they attended 

religious services almost every week or at least once a month are coded 1. All others are 

coded 0. For 1999, religion is measured in terms of respondents' religious affiliation. 

Respondents were asked to state their religious affiliation. Responses categories were 

collapsed to reflect those who identified themselves as Catholics (coded 1) and those who 

identified in terms of other religious affiliations (coded 0).^"' 

RESULTS 

I tested the likelihood of participating in one of several Latino-oriented political 

activities among Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban origin for 1989/90 and 

1999. For 1989/90, Latino-oriented political activities included promoting Latino 

culture, signing a petition in support of Latino concerns or issues, participating in a 

political demonstration, and boycotting a company or product. The dependent variables 

for 1999 include volunteering for a Latino candidate, contributing money to a Latino 

candidates' campaign or to a Latino organization, and participating in a demonstration. 

Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 show patterns of participation in each type of political act for 

each of the Latino-sub groups. Figure 4.1 indicates that Latinos of Mexican, Puerto 

Rican, and Cuban descent differ considerably in their participation patterns. Mexicans 

Catholic are coded 1 because the majority of Latinos in the survey and the general population are 
Catholic. 



152 

have higher rates of participation in activities such as promoting Latino culture and 

boycotting. Compared to other Latinos, Puerto Ricans have high rates of involvement in 

signing petitions and participating in demonstrations. Overall, Mexicans and Puerto 

Ricans have higher rates of participation in non-electoral activities relative to Cubans. 

The patterns are similar for 1999 (Figure 4.2). Although less than 15 percent of Latinos 

contributed money to a Latino political candidate/campaign or volunteered, Mexicans 

and especially Puerto Ricans were more likely to have participated in a demonstration. 

When looking at all types of Latino-oriented protest in 1999, Puerto Ricans have higher 

rates of participation than either Mexicans or Cubans. 

As Table 4.1 suggests, the majority of Latinos do not participate in political 

activities and even fewer participate in more than one activity. However, this finding 

could be capturing a generation effect where first, third, and fourth generations are less 

politically active. For example, children of immigrants may be more willing to engage in 

political life because (1) citizenship status is not a deterrent to their participation (2) they 

may take to heart ideals surrounding the American dream and civic involvement (3) 

better access to education than their parents may make them more aware and involved or 

(4) identification as a Latino may become more salient with length of time in the U.S. as 

well as across generations therefore prompting second generation Latinos to be more 

involved in issues they feel most closely affect them. According to Figure 4.3, 33 percent 

ofMexicans prefer to identify in terms of a panethnic identity compared to 19 percent of 

Puerto Ricans and 18 percent of Cubans. This finding lends at least partial support to the 

argument that identifying in collective, panethnic terms results in greater political 
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involvement as is shown to be the case for Mexicans. 

Figure 4.4 shows that participation in non-elcctoral politics also varies by 

generational status. Of the four types of political activities shown, second generation 

Latinos are more likely to participate in each activity relative to first, third, and fourth 

generation Latinos. This finding is consistent with prior work finding greater political 

involvement among children of immigrants (Ueda 1999; Garcia Bedolla 2000; 

Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). The data also show that political involvement 

among second generation Latinos is greater than that of third and fourth generation 

Latinos. 

To support the hypothesis regarding the relationship between panethnicity and 

political participation, we should find that Latinos who prefer to identify in terms of a 

broad, panethnic label rather than an ethnic or national-origin one are more likely to 

engage in political activities in support of Latino concerns or issues. As Figure 4.4 

shows, participation should vary across generations and it should also vary in terms of 

Latinos' level of acculturation. In other words. Latinos who have were bom in the U.S. 

and who have become structurally assimilated should be more politically involved than 

recent immigrants. We should also find that involvement in Latino-oriented, non-

electoral participation is best explained by standard participation models which 

emphasize the role of resources in determining political behavior. Also, if resources 

affect individuals' propensity to be politically active, then participation should vary 

across each of the Latino sub-groups because differences in resources contribute to 

different rates of participation across groups distinguished by income, race, ethnicity, and 
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other characteristics (Verba et al. 1995). As well, prior research shows Cubans tend to 

have greater economic, social, and political resources relative to Mexicans and Puerto 

Ricans (Wilson and Martin 1982; Portes and Bach 1985; Perez 1986a; Portes and Zhou 

1992) which should increase their likelihood of participating in Latino-oriented politics. 

Four logistic regression models designed to test whether there are significant 

differences in the likelihood of engaging in non-electoral political activities among 

Latinos are presented in Table 4.4. Model 1 includes standard measures of political 

participation as well as ethnicity/national origin on the likelihood of promoting Latino 

culture. Based on logistic regression estimates ethnicity/national origin has a 

considerable effect on this political activity although not in the expected direction. 

Results show Mexicans and Puerto Ricans are much more likely than Cubans to promote 

Latino culture. Political participation paradigms also suggest political involvement varies 

in terms of individuals' age, gender, and educational attainment. Of these, education is a 

significant predictor of whether or not individuals promoted Latino culture although age 

and gender do not have any effect. As I show in Chapter 4, organizational affiliation 

increases the likelihood of participation as does citizenship and religiosity. 

Model 2 in Table 4.4 also shows differences in participation by ethnicity/national 

origin. Latinos of Mexican and Puerto Ricans descent were much more likely to sign a 

petition in support of Latino concerns or issues than their Cuban counterparts. Results 

for Model 2 also indicate that older people are more likely to have signed a petition as 

well as those who have at least some college training. Organizational affiliation, 

citizenship, and religiosity are significant in the model as well. 
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As Dalton (2002) notes, participation in non-electoral activities can fall along a 

continuum ranging from less to more extreme. Based on Dalton's (2002) conceptual 

diagram, demonstrating and boycotting may be interpreted as more extreme types of non-

electoral participation where the costs of participating may be high. Estimates for 

ethnicity/national origin in Model 3 and Model 4 show, once again, Mexicans and Puerto 

Ricans are more likely to be involved in these activities than are Cubans. Also, as 

education and age increase, Latinos are more likely to participate in demonstrations and 

boycott a company or product. As well, as the resource model of participation in political 

science and structural availability model in sociology suggest, organizational affiliation 

increases the likelihood individuals will be involved in non-electoral activities because 

organizations essentially pull people in or recruit them to participate. Finally, Model 4 

indicates that Latinos with higher incomes are more likely to have participated in a 

boycott perhaps because they have greater financial resources to be selective should a 

company or product being sold go against their particular beliefs. Boycotting is the only 

political activity that varies by income. 

In this chapter, I set out to explain the impact of panethnic identification, 

generational status, and acculturation on participation in Latino-oriented political 

activities. Participation theories suggest that resources matter most in explaining political 

activity and that access to more resources translates into greater political involvement. 

However, because the likelihood of participating in Latino-oriented activities may well 

hinge on whether not individuals adopt or identity in panethnic terms, thereby giving 

them a sense of common purpose, then a collective identity should increase the likelihood 
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of such participation. To test this assumption, I created a measure of panethnicity based 

on whether or not respondents preferred to identify themselves in terms of national-origin 

or panethnic terms. Results presented in Models 1-2 in Table 4.5 show panethnicity is a 

positive and significant predictor of the likelihood of signing a petition or demonstrating 

in support of Latino concerns or issues. It has a modest effect on promoting Latino 

culture and no effect on the likelihood of boycotting. The results suggest that a 

collective. Latino identity results in greater involvement in some political activities. 

Models 1-4 in Table 4.5 also indicate that Latinos who belong to at least one organization 

are more likely to be involved in non-electoral politics. This finding corresponds to prior 

work by McAdam (1988) and McAdam and Paulsen (1993) who argue organizations 

foster the development of interpersonal ties and facilitate the transmission of knowledge 

about political affairs. Also, organizations provide a space where cognitive liberation 

occurs (McAdam and Paulsen 1993). By extension, participation in workplace, civic, and 

political organizations may facilitate not only the development of interpersonal ties but 

also an increased awareness about problems affecting the Latino community. In similar 

research, Okamoto (2001, 2003) has outlined the structural conditions which facilitate 

collective action among Asian Americans and finds that the presence of ethnic 

organizations has a significant impact on ethnic mobilization. Consequently, 

participation in Latino ethnic organizations may lead to a more salient panethnic, 

collective identity which can then be used as a basis for mobilizing Latinos around 

74 common issues. 

In analyses not shown, I interacted panethnicity and organizational affiliation and reran the models 
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Models 1-3 in Table 4.6 show estimates of standard measures of political 

participation on non-electoral, Latino-oriented activity among Latinos in 1999. Unlike 

models predicting non-electoral behavior in 1989/90, there are only modest differences in 

the likelihood of volunteering for a Latino candidate and demonstrating among Latinos. 

Only in model 3 is the effect of ethnicity significant at the .05 level suggesting that 

Puerto Ricans are more likely to demonstrate relative to Cubans. The sign of the 

coefficient for Mexicans is positive as predicted suggesting they are also more likely than 

Cubans to volunteer for a Latino candidate and demonstrate; however, the effect is rather 

modest. As for the other explanatory variables. Model 1 indicates U.S. citizens are more 

likely to volunteer but citizenship does not increase the likelihood of participation in the 

other two political activities. In Models 2 and 3, there is a positive and significant effect 

of gender on the likelihood of protesting. As political participation paradigms suggest, 

males are more likely to be politically active than females. The estimates for the 

educational attainment variables in all three models are positive; among Latinos, higher 

levels of education result in a greater likelihood of political participation as was the case 

in 1989/90. 

Since the ethnicity/national origin variables are not significant across the models 

presented, it may be that these variables explain political involvement only in conjunction 

with other explanatory variables. Participation models suggest political activity is more 

likely if individuals are politically socialized (Conway 2000; Dalton 2002). I include 

models of generational status and acculturation to test the assumption that with increasing 

presented above. The interaction term was not significant in any of the models and there was no difference 
in the outcome. 



1.58 

generations and acculturation, Latinos will become politically socialized and, therefore, 

be more politically involved. The results presented in Table 4.7 show generation and 

acculturation affect the likelihood of participating in Latino-oriented activities as 

predicted. With increasing generations and acculturation. Latinos are more likely to 

volunteer and demonstrate. Generational status and acculturation have no impact on the 

likelihood of donating money. To test the assumptions that there are diminishing returns 

of generational status and acculturation, I included squared terms for each in Models 1, 2, 

and 3. Although the squared generation terms is not significant in any of the models, the 

squared acculturation term is negative and significant in Models 1 and 3. This result 

suggests that there are diminishing returns to acculturation. In other words, acculturation 

increases the likelihood of political participation but only up to a certain point. Together, 

the effects of generational status and acculturation suggest that with increasing time in 

the U.S., citizens become politically socialized and, consequently, are more likely to be 

involved in non-electoral political activities. Finally, Models 1-3 in Table 4.7 show that 

resources in the form of educational attainment increase the likelihood of volunteering, 

contributing money, and demonstrating. This finding is consistent with results for 

1989/90. 

Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 show results for two models comparing the determinants 

of Latino-oriented protest in 1989/90 and 1999. Turning first to Table 4.8, results show 

ethnicity is a significant predictor of protest. Mexicans and Puerto Ricans are more likely 

than Cubans to have participated in one of several Latino-oriented activities. Panethnic 

identification and education also influence the likelihood of protesting as does 



159 

organizational affiliation, citizenship, and religiosity. In 1999, the determinants of 

protest behavior slightly differed from the prior decade. As Table 4.9 indicates, there are 

no ethnic differences in participation perhaps signifying fewer intra-ethnic differences, in 

the form of human capital for example, among more recent waves of Latino immigrants. 

Moreover, Model 1 in Table 4.9 suggests participation varies in tenns of Latinos' level of 

acculturation and their generational status. Put another way, older generations of Latinos 

are more politically involved as are Latinos who are more acculturated. As resource 

models of participation would predict, education results in a greater likelihood of political 

participation. Respondents with at least some college training are more likely to 

participate in non-electoral activities than those with a high school diploma or less. Also 

significant is the impact of being asked to participate in non-electoral politics. Consistent 

with prior work within social movements, recruitment increases the likelihood of pohtical 

participation. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter contributes to the ongoing debate surrounding the meaning and 

impact of panethnic identification on political participation among U.S. Latinos. Some 

scholars question whether it is appropriate to label a population that is diverse in its 

national, historical, social, political, and religious experiences and argue such a tendency 

is imperialistic at best (Oboler 1995). Missing from the literature has been an appropriate 

test of whether or not Latinos choose to define themselves in panethnic terms and, 

consequently, whether or not panethnicity is a useful conceptual tool for understanding 

Latino political involvement. While a Latino panethnic identity may not exist, rather 
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than being considered a mechanism for homogenizing Latinos' experiences, panethnicity 

is shown to be a significant determinant of protest activities. The concept can therefore 

be used, as Jones-Correa and Leal (1996) suggest, to advance the interests of individual 

national origin groups under the cover of an ethnic umbrella. 

Also missing is research addressing how acculturation and variation across 

generations affects participation. To test assumptions about the determinants of political 

involvement among U.S. Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent, I used 

two national data sets of political behavior for 1989/90 and 1999. I tested standard 

models of political participation for each time period and extended analysis further by 

introducing new independent variables—panethnicity, acculturation, generational 

status—^to broaden our understanding of participation. Furthermore, I tested whether or 

not political behavior varies across Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans to understand 

differences based on ethnicity/national origin. The hypotheses specified that a panetlinic 

identity would result in a greater likelihood of participation in activities geared toward 

Latino issues or concerns. This is an important consideration because, given differences 

in the Latino population along social, political, and economic lines, panethnic 

identification may supersede these differences and serve as a basis for collective action 

and mobilization. Similarly, considering generational differences and acculturation are 

additional contributions because standard models of political participation often ignore 

complexities inherent to studying Latinos. These differences are important because they 

likely affect Latinos' willingness and ability to participate fully in electoral and non-

electoral politics. Finally, understanding the patterns and dynamics of panethnicity, 
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generation, and acculturation is important because of their implications for assimilation 

(Okamoto 2003). These factors call into question assimilation processes and point to the 

fact that ethnic identities are situational and fluid across time and social contexts 

revealing "the plural or hybrid character of modern ethnicity" (Sanders 2002:328; 

Espiritu 1992; Lessinger 1995). Panethnicity may be a better predictor of political 

behavior than standard explanatory factors alone. Moreover, differences in participation 

by generation and level of acculturation challenge existing accounts of ethnic 

assimilation showing instead that immigrants' incorporation into U.S. society is not 

necessarily a linear process. 

The logistic regression analyses reveal that unpacking the causes of political 

participation is a complex task given the diversity of the Latino groups studied. Standard 

paradigms in sociology and political science suggest that individuals with the most 

resources are more likely to be politically involved. However, the results show that of 

the three largest Latino sub-groups, Cubans are less likely to be active in non-electoral 

politics despite historically having a greater distribution and access to social, economic, 

and political resources. For example, results for 1989/90 show Cubans were considerably 

less likely than Mexicans and Puerto Ricans to engage in Latino-oriented political 

activities despite results showing involvement increases with higher levels of education. 

Results for 1999 do not show the same disparities in participation across the three groups 

perhaps signaling fewer sociodemographic differences among more recent waves of 
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Latino immigrants'^ Nelson and Tienda (1985), Perez (1986b), and Rodriguez (1992) 

have noted stratification among Latinos pales in comparison to stratification within the 

Cuban community alone'^ Changes in the supply of Latino immigrants may be driving 

differences found in political participation among Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans 

for 1989/90 but not 1999. 

Across most models, the panethnicity variable was an important determinant of 

participation: the effects of preferring to identify in panethnic terms (e.g. Latino) as 

opposed to ethnic/national origin terms (e.g. Chicano, Neorican, Cuban) resulted in a 

greater likelihood of participating in some Latino-oriented political activities. This 

finding lends support to prior research showing that panethnicity has a positive influence 

on ethnic collective action (Okamoto 2003). Although there are considerable 

disagreements as to whether or not Latino panethnic identity tnily exists, a third of 

Mexicans and nearly one-fifth of Puerto Ricans and Cubans preferred to identify 

panethnically (Figure 4.3). As well, panethnicity was shown to have an effect on 

political participation around issues and concerns directly affecting the Latino 

community, supporting Okamoto's (2003) research on Asian Americans. Discriminatory 

acts and prejudice against Asian Americans triggers participation of different ethnic 

communities in ethnic protest and solidarity events, causing ethnic identities to expand to 

include racial identities based on commonality of experiences (Okamoto 2003). 

For example, the percentage of Cubans living in poverty increased from 1990 to 2000 despite downward 
trends in poverty among Mexicans and Puerto Ricans for the same period (U.S. Bureau of the Census 
1999). 

The arrival of the Marielitos to the U.S. in 1980 added a new stratum to the socioeconomic structure of 
the Cuban American population because they were predominantly single, black males who were hired as 
cheap labor once in the U.S. They were poorly received by Americans and earlier waves of Cuban 
immigrants (Wilson and Portes 1980; Boswell 1985; Aguirre and Turner 2004). 
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Similarly, considering Jones-Correa and Leal's (1996) observation that panethnicity 

among Latinos is largely an American-made phenomenon, those who prefer panethnic 

labels may see the value of identifying and mobilizing collectively in order to advance 

Latino issues and concerns. Further, rather than viewing a preference for ethnic/national 

origin labels versus panethnic ones as being mutually exclusive, they may actually 

reinforce one another and facilitate collective action (Okamoto 2003). Among Latino 

respondents who chose to identify using an ethnic/national origin label, the majority 

chose a panethnic label as their second most preferred identification further showing the 

fluidity and situation-specificity of ethnic identities (Padilla 1985; Espiritu 1992; Jones-

Correa and Leal 1996). 

The analyses presented here show generation and acculturation variables were 

also important determinants of political involvement. Extending political participation 

models to include generational differences, 1 argued that older generations would be more 

inclined to engage in Latino-oriented protest given prior work which finds greater 

political involvement among successive generations of immigrants (Ueda 1999; Garcia 

Bedolla 2000; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). Because educational attainment— 

an important determinant of political involvement—increases with generation and length 

of time in the U.S., I reasoned that the second generation and beyond would be more 

involved given prior work showing political engagement for the second generation in the 

host country arises out the "reactive formation" of an ethnic identity that provides the 

foundation for ethnic political involvement (Portes and Rumbaut 1996). However, 

because newly-arrived Latino immigrants are ineligible to vote, it is reasonable to assume 
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that non-electoral activities may be their only recourse in the political system thereby 

increasing their rates of participation relative to U.S. bom Latinos. Such an argument is 

supported by prior work by Piven and Cloward (1979) who find the disiranchised are 

more likely to engage in extra-institutional political activities if they face barriers to 

participating in more conventional ways. I find that first generation Latinos are not more 

likely to participate in non-electoral activities. 

I also hypothesized that highly acculturated Latinos would be more likely to 

engage in Latino politics for the same reason that older generations were predicted to be 

more involved: with increasing time in the U.S. and especially educational attainment, 

Latinos become more invested in working on behalf of the Latino community perhaps in 

response to experiences with discrimination or unrealized expectations about what life in 

the U.S. would be like. Given these results, it appears variation in non-electoral politics 

is not only attributable to differences in the distribution of resources among Latinos as 

participation models predict, but generational status and acculturation matter as well. 

Although not addressed here, future research will consider whether Latinos are more 

likely to support issues such as immigration or bilingual education given length of time in 

the U.S. and acculturation. 

While I do find successive generations are more politically involved than first 

generation Latinos, results suggest the relationship between acculturation and political 

participation is curvilinear. Essentially, successive generations are more likely than the 

first to participate in non-electoral politics but with length of time in the U.S. they 

become disengaged as evidenced by the second order effect of acculturation (Table 4.9). 
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Of the four generations, results suggest the second generation is more involved than the 

first, third, and fourth. 

In all, this chapter demonstrates that Latino political participation depends not 

only on the distribution of resources within the Latino community but on a host of other 

factors including collective identity, generational status, and level of acculturation. 

Whereas standard models of political participation tend to focus on the impact of civic 

skills, resources, and organizational affiliation, the results presented here show that when 

dealing with immigrant communities, issues of identity and assimilation matter as well. 

For Latinos who adopt a panethnic identity, involvement in non-electoral, Latino-oriented 

politics is high. Acculturation and generational status also result in a greater likelihood 

of political involvement in Latino-oriented activities. 

Together, the results presented in chapters 2 through 4 suggest Latino political 

involvement, both electoral and non-electoral, stems from a unique configuration of 

participatory factors (Verba et al. 1995). In chapter 2,1 used standard models of political 

participation to predict the likelihood of voting among U.S. Latinos and non-Latinos. As 

well, I consider differences among Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent 

using political behavior data for 1989/90 and 1999. In chapters 3 and 4,1 expanded upon 

existing political participation models in political science and sociology by considering 

the determinants of non-electoral participation both in general and for Latino-oriented 

issues and concerns. Moreover, I contributed to the ongoing debate surrounding Latino 

political participation by incorporating new measures of participation namely, 

panethnicity, acculturation, and generational status. As well, I considered variation 
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within the Latino community itself, testing participation measures for each of the sub

groups and then assessing their similarities and differences. 

The general conclusions stemming from these comparisons are, first. Latinos are 

similar in their propensities to be politically active given the effect of resources on 

participation. Across most models, the resources of education and income increased their 

involvement in political activities. Much as social movement scholars predict, 

interpersonal ties greatly increase the likelihood of participation in protest as evidenced 

by the effect of organizational affiliation for models using 1989/90 LNPS data. 

Similarly, when measured in terms of recruitment, results for 1999 indicate people are 

more likely to participate in non-electoral politics if they are asked. Finally, I found 

considerable variation in Latinos' propensity to participate in protest activities. Of the 

three sub-groups, Mexicans and Puerto Ricans were more similar in their propensities to 

protest. Despite having more resources, Cubans were less involved in non-electoral 

politics. In sum, the results from chapters 2 through 4 exemplify the intemal diversity of 

the Latino community and its political involvement. 

Following Verba et al. (1995), I have demonstrated that there are different paths 

to different forms of political expression. While we now know how individuals' 

attributes affect their participation in electoral and non-electoral politics, the question 

remains as to how the political environment itself influences participation by Latinos as a 

group. In the next chapter, I consider the structural determinants of political involvement 

using contextual data gathered at the state level for 1989/90 and 1999. 1 draw upon 

political opportunity structure and resource mobilization models to test new predictions 



about the degree to which the "openness" of the poHtical environment encourages 

discourages participation. 
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V. 

STRUCTURTING PARTICIPATION: AN EXAMINATION OF THE EXTERNAL 

CONSTRAINTS ON POLITICAL BEHAVIOR 

Scholars working in the areas of social movements and political sociology have 

articulated the ways in which political behavior is affected by individual motivations and 

macro-level processes. Research witliin social movements shows micro- and macro-level 

processes affect everything from movements' recruitment strategies, their fonnation, and 

internal dynamics (Staggenborg 1987). Conventional political behavior is also a function 

of micro- and macro-level phenomena (Brady et al. 1995; Verba et al. 1995; Hritzuk and 

Park 2000). The first three chapters of the dissertation examined individual-level (for 

example, human capital, pohtical engagement, and ideological) and micro-structural 

determinants such as organizational affiliation to predict the likelihood of participating in 

several political acts. In this chapter, I go one step further by considering the effect of 

structural conditions on citizen participation. To do so, I draw upon prior empirical and 

theoretical work showing structural dynamics influence variation in the fonns and levels 

of participation (Stryker 2000). Following Hritzuk and Park (2000), I test the assumption 

that the social context not only affects the likel ihood of participating but also influences 

the mode of participation that citizens will use to challenge the political system. 

This study examines the determinants of political participation in 16 and 6 states 

for 1989/90 and 1999, respectively, and I argue that political behavior is as much a 

function of external, contextual factors as it is individual-level determinants. This 

research extends and contributes to existing research within sociology and political 
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science in several important ways. First, I combine traditional models of political 

behavior with social movement theories of participation to provide a more robust and 

thorough analysis of political involvement at two points in time. Also, I examine the 

impact of Latino institutional resources in influencing political participation. Santoro 

(1999:889) suggests that traditionally "social movement approaches have not examined 

challengers who occupy formal political positions or who pursue policies through 

conventional political processes." Santoro also notes that scholars typically define 

movements by their reliance on extra-institutional tactics but that unconventional tactics 

are used only part of the time since movements have some degree of access to the 

established political structure. By examining institutional resources at the state-level, this 

research addresses conventional and unconventional political outcomes using a social 

movement approach. 

Finally, this research focuses on the political outcomes of U.S. Latinos, a 

race/ethnic group that possesses limited political leverage. As noted in Chapters 2 

through 4, Latinos' demographic growth in recent decades belies their political clout. 

Their lack of conventional and unconventional power is most apparent when the Latino 

movement is compared to the efforts and outcomes of similar challengers, such as 

African Americans and the civil rights movement (Santoro 1999:889). In a study of 

protests initiated by race/ethnic minorities in metropolitan areas, data compiled by Olzak 

showed from 1954 to 1992 African Americans had a higher incidence of initiating 

protests relative to Latinos (Santoro 1999). Vigil (1987), Garcia and Arce (1988), 

Hernandez (1991), and Minkoff (1995) argue Latinos' lagging involvement in protests is 
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most likely associated with Latinos' low level of involvement in political organizations, 

the small number of heritage and Latino advocacy organizations particularly outside of 

major metropolitan areas, and the lack of organizational resources. By focusing on the 

political struggles of the marginalized, I document the structural conditions that impede 

participation and also show the conditions under which Latinos are likely to be involved. 

To advance the literature regarding the structural determinants of participation, I 

turn to social movement theories that focus on how the "openness" or receptivity of the 

political environment influences political outcomes. I also draw upon social movement 

theories which suggest political struggles are often facilitated by the presence and efforts 

of political elites. I extend traditional models of political behavior in several important 

ways by documenting how the macropolitical environment—^the social context— 

structures participation at the state level. I draw upon the work of Jenkins and Perrow 

(1977), Kitschelt (1986), and Tarrow (1994) whose research in social movements has 

shown that the emergence and demise of social movements—and, as I argue, other 

political activities—result from changes in the political opportunity structure. I 

incorporate several indicators of the political opportunity structure to assess their impact 

on electoral and non-electoral participation by Latinos. I test the hypothesis that the 

greater the receptivity of the political environment, the more likely Latinos will 

participate. I also use resource mobilization theory, first articulated by Tilly (1973, 

1975), Oberschall (1973), Gamson (1975), and McCarthy and Zald (1977), to determine 

whether the presence of social movement organizations is an indictor of the receptivity of 

the political environment and also to test whether participation is higher when individuals 
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are encouraged to participate. The theory predicts, for example, that a preponderance of 

Latino organizations should result in higher rates of political participation because they 

typically have the resources and motivation to mobilize Latino constituents. 

Here I complement existing research on Latino political behavior by wedding 

political science and social movement theories of participation to advance empirical and 

theoretical insights about the role of social structure on citizen involvement. Using a 

contextual data set on state-level characteristics, I focus on the structural factors that 

affected electoral and non-electoral participation in the late 1980s and 1990s. The 

contextual data are gathered from the National Association of Latino Elected Officials, 

the Congressional Hispanic Caucus Institute, the Initiative and Referendum Institute, 

Barrilleaux, Holbrook, and Langer's (2002) electoral competition data, and census 

statistics and reports. I use hierarchical linear models (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992), a 

statistical method that fits models at multiple levels of analysis, to determine whether 

political opportunity and resource mobilization variables measured at the state level 

affected political participation at the individual level. Below I discuss the major 

propositions and tenets of resource mobilization and political opportunity theories and 

then use them to develop and test hypotheses regarding Latino political participation. 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Resource Mobilization 

To test predictions about the contextual determinants of political outcomes, I draw 

upon the resource mobilization paradigm (Jenkins 1983; Pichardo 1988; Buechler 1993). 
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According to McCarthy and Zald (1977:1213), the resource mobilization approach 

encompasses "the variety of resources that must be mobilized, the linkages of social 

movements to other groups, the dependence of movements upon external support for 

success, and the tactics used by authorities to control or incorporate movements." 

Although there are numerous facets of resource mobilization theory, such as the role of 

resources, the political opportunity structure, and cognitive liberation, I focus on the first 

two aspects because they are most concerned with explaining the relationship between 

collective action, movement organization structures, elite allies, and the openness of the 

political environment (Jenkins 1982; Gamson 1990; Morris 1993). Moreover, these 

aspects capture both institutional and extra-institutional sources of political leverage. 

Mobilization refers to the process by which a group secures collective control 

over the resources needed for collective action (Jenkins 1983:532). Not surprisingly, 

then, scholars have focused much of their attention on the resources controlled by 

challenging groups and how those resources are directed towards social change. Jenkins 

(1983) notes that while little agreement exists on the types of resources that are most 

significant, they are typically classified on the basis of their usefulness in controlling the 

actions of their targets. Broadly speaking, scholars have made distinctions between 

instrumental resources (Rogers 1974), power and mobilizing resources (Jenkins 1982), 

and tangible versus intangible resources (Freeman 1979). Typically, however, resources 

are considered those assets that are frequently mobilized by movements (Jenkins 1983). 

These include: money, facilities, labor, and legitimacy (McCarthy and Zald 1977). 

Alternatively, Cress and Snow (1996) conceptualize resources as being moral, material. 
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informational, or human. Together, the four categories represent endorsements by 

external organizations; tangible goods and services mobilized by SMOs; knowledge 

capital pertinent to an organization's maintenance and mobilization; and people who 

donate their resources, time, and energy to an SMO (Cress and Snow 1996:1095). 

Although movement scholars disagree on the various classifications of resources, 

they do agree that they are central to understanding contemporary social movements. 

Consequently, one aspect of resource mobilization theory focuses specifically on the role 

of indigenous resources and the collective actions of challenging groups such as social 

movement organizations (SMOs)." For many, (SMOs) are the mechanisms by which 

challenging groups are able to mobilize resources in order to achieve their goals (Gamson 

1990; Morris 1993). For instance, McCarthy (1996:141) considers SMOs mobilizing 

structures because they bring together groups of potential participants and facilitate 

structures that contribute to successfiil collective action. In order for SMOs to be 

successful, they must be able to control or mobilize resources before action is possible 

(McCarthy and Zald 1977:1221). 

Much like black organizations during the civil rights era, Vigil (1987:111) asserts 

Latino organizations serve as the vanguard for social, political, and economic opportunity 

for Latinos in the U.S. because they mobilize constituencies to obtain a collective good. 

For example, by focusing on organizing demonstrations, sponsoring voter-registration 

drives, lobbying state legislatures, and opposing gerrymandering, they serve to mobilize 

1 use the terms protest organizations, social movement organizations (SMOs), heritage organizations, and 
advocacy organizations interchangeably. Essentially, I use these terms to refer to organizations whose 
purpose or function is to encourage political participation among race and ethnic minorities. 
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constituents against anti-Latino, anti-immigrant efforts by dominant group members (de 

la Garza 1988; Garcia and Arce 1988: Hero 1992). Mobilizing structures may also 

include voluntary organizations because they provide the social locations that facilitate 

mobilization even if they are not primarily aimed at doing so (Boles 1982). Moreover, 

Gamson (1990) notes that social movement organizations result in the "creation of 

cominitment"—they not only help construct movement ideology, commitment, and 

consensus among members, but they also provide the institutional structures that serve to 

organize material resources that contribute to the success of their social change efforts 

(Okamoto 2001). 

On the basis of these theoretical insights, the expected relationship between 

resources and political behavior can be summarized by the following: 

Hypothesis la: The more social movement organizations in each state, the greater 
the likelihood of voting. 

Hypothesis lb: The more social movement organizations that are 
political in each state, the greater the likelihood of voting. 

Political Opportunity Structure 

Another causal model in the resource mobilization paradigm is the political 

opportunity structure (POS). First articulated by Lipsky (1970), POS developed out of 

the belief that the "ebb and flow of protest activity was a function of changes that left the 

broader political system more vulnerable or receptive to the demands of particular 

groups" (McAdam and Snow 1997:34). Soon after, Eisinger (1973:25) went on to define 

the structure of political opportunities as the degree to which groups are likely to 
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be able to gain access to power and to manipulate the political system. In essence, POS 

refers to elements of the general political environment which obstruct or facilitate citizen 

activity in pursuit of a political agenda. Since its inception, POS has been widely used by 

movement scholars for it allows them to examine the processes that render movements' 

opponents vulnerable or receptive to movement demands (McAdam and Snow 1997; see 

for example Jenkins and Perrow 1977; McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1983, 1988; Kriesi et al. 

1992; Meyer 1993; Kurzman 1996). 

Political opportunity theory holds that elements of the environment impose certain 

constraints on political activity while others open up avenues for it. These constraints 

signal how receptive or vulnerable the polity is to collective action by a social movement 

(McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988). In order for change to occur, then, the political 

structure must be favorable to particular grievances, which are then able to come to the 

fore (Jenkins and Perrow 1977). The political opportunity structure model can be 

categorized into three broad sets of properties. The first is concerned with the position 

political elites, who control the target of change, take toward a movement's goal. Often 

the elites are elected officials whose target of change is the government. Prior research 

suggests challengers of the political system do best when supportive elites control the 

target of change (Browning, Marshall, and Tabb 1984; Button 1989; Amenta, Carruthers, 

and Zylan 1992; Santoro and McGuire 1997). As an illustration, Tatalovich (1995) finds 

legislatures composed mostly of liberal Democrats are more likely to oppose English-

only bills than their conservative counterparts, suggesting they are indicative of an 
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"open" structure that is supportive of or conducive to furthering Latino political 

outcomes. 

Hypothesis 2a\ The more open the POS, the greater the likelihood of electoral 
and non-electoral participation by Latinos. 

Political opportunity theory also considers the influence of the institutional 

structure of the polity. Amenta and Poulsen (1996) assert that open political structures 

grant challenging groups access to and influence over important policy decisions. 

Challengers' ability to do so, however, often rests on aspects of the polity such as the 

form of government structures (Eisinger 1973). When political structures are closed, they 

work to the detriment of challenging groups. A third property of political opportunity 

theory consists of the allies and opponents that confront social movements. Allies create 

opportunities for social movements by providing tliem with new resources or access to 

political elites (Jenkins and Perrow 1977). 

According to Tatalovich (1995), Black legislators acted as allies to the Latino 

community because the majority of them voted against the passage of English-only bills, 

which they considered antithetical to civil rights. Conversely, opponents drain resources 

and restrict movement opportunities. As well, elected minority officials act as a source of 

institutional influence for racial and ethnic groups. Tilly (1978) argues pohticians are 

able to use their polity "membership" to influence their governments so that they will 

respond favorably to the demands of their challenging group (Browning et al. 1984; 

Button 1989). Empirical evidence suggests elected and appointed Latino officials are 

more likely to advocate on behalf of policies that benefit the Latino community, and they 

are more likely to do so than their Anglo or Black counterparts (San Miguel 1984; de la 
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Garza 1988; Mladenka 1989). To cite one example, in 1981 Mexican American 

legislators in Texas introduced 41 bills that either directly addressed a Latino concern or 

had major relevance to the Mexican American community (Santoro 1999:894; see also 

Mindiola and Gutierrez 1988). Increasingly, social movement scholars are embracing the 

notion that legislators are important allies in the Latino community (Gagne 1996). I 

would expect that states with more Latino legislators, will have a higher likelihood of 

individual-level participation. 

Hypothesis 2b: The likelihood of being politically active increases with more 
Latino elected officials in each state. 

Resource mobilization and POS share a few key similarities in that they both 

adhere to an elite model of power, and they both view social movements as rational 

attempts to attain some political influence. Although some scholars do not distinguish 

between the two theories, McAdam (1982) argues the key difference is that resource 

mobilization assumes that members of the elite will facilitate challengers by providing 

resources while POS assumes the elite are conservative and resistant to change. 

Despite small differences, however, POS and resource mobilization theory 

suggest Latinos have two potential sources of political leverage: one institutional and the 

other extra-institutional. The institutional resources include the presence of Latino 

elected officials whose function is to work within the political system, while Latino 

advocacy organizations' source of political leverage extends from their ability to 

mobilize protest in the face of a constrained political environment which cannot be 

circumvented via legislative channels. I draw upon political opportunity theory and focus 

on the allies that create opportunities for collective action by providing challengers with 
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new resources or access to political elites (Jenkins and Perrow 1977; Kitschelt 1986). As 

well, I borrow from resource mobilization theory the assumption that the presence of 

social movement organizations signifies the ability of challenging groups to draw upon 

their resource base and mobilize institutional and extra-institutional political activities. 

STATISTICAL METHOD 

Data 

In addition to the LNPS and NSLA surveys, I constructed a contextual data set to 

assess patterns of political participation for non-Latinos and Latinos. 1 collected data on 

state-level characteristics in 16 and 6 states in the U.S. for the years 1989/90 and 1999, 

respectively (Table 5.1). To collect contextual data, I coded documents and reports from 

the National Association of Latino Elected Officials, the Congressional Hispanic Caucus 

Institute, the Initiative and Referendum Institute, and census statistics and reports. I also 

used Barrilleaux et al.'s (2002) electoral competition data and segregation data from the 

Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research (see Appendix 

A). I collected data for states as close as possible to 1988 and 1996—presidential 

election years that matched closest to the time periods covered in the national surveys— 

and 1999. The contextual data were merged with the LNPS and NSLA data sets in order 

to test individual- and state-level predictors of political behavior. 

Method 

To test for significant effects of the contextual environment on individual-level 

outcomes, I use hierarchical linear modeling, a statistical technique that allows for 
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multiple levels of analysis in which data collected at one level are clustered into 

hierarchies and modeled at other levels (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992; Singer 1998; 

Suzuki and Sheu 1999). In this chapter, predictors pertaining to individual citizens (for 

example, age, gender, education, income, race and ethnicity) are nested in models with 

information pertaining to particular states. In other words, I examine level-1 outcomes— 

voting in a presidential election and protesting—as a function of both level-1 and level-2 

predictors (Singer 1998). To fit the hierarchical linear models, I use the PROC MIXED 

statistical procedure in the SAS system and XTLOGIT in Stata. The log odds of 

individual i in state j ever having voted or protested is: 

Log {Pijil - Pij] = Xij/3 + 

where X is a vector of independent variables and a is a random effect that varies across 

states. The random effect accounts for unmeasured factors associated with each state, 

thereby providing a more conservative estimate of the state-level variables (Bryk and 

Raudenbush 1992). 

Dependent Variables 

I constructed a dichotomous variable measuring whether or not respondents 

reported voting in the presidential election preceding each survey. LNPS respondents 

were asked, "Did you vote in the elections in November 1988?" As noted in Chapter 2, 

over 76 percent of non-Latinos indicated they voted in the 1988 election. Among 

Latinos, Cubans were considerably more likely than Mexicans and Puerto Ricans to have 

voted in the elections (83.58 percent compared to 66.08 and 68.21 percent, respectively). 

The NSLA has a similar question, asking whether or not they voted in the 1996 
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presidential election. Descriptive statistics also reported in Chapter 2 suggest the 

proportion of respondents who voted in the presidential election rose dramatically 

relative to 1988; the percentage of respondents who reported voting in 1996 increased 

among all race/ethnic groups especially among Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. For both 

time periods, dummy measures are coded 1 if respondents answered affirmatively and 

coded 0 otherwise. 

I also tested for the likelihood of particpating in non-electoral political activities. 

The LNPS includes questions regarding respondents' participation in three types of non-

electoral activity within the twelve months prior to the survey.Following Schussman 

and Soule (2003), I created a composite protest variable (coded 1), which represents 

whether or not respondents engaged in at least one non-electoral activity. For the 1999 

NSL A data, I use three additional measures of non-electoral participation as dependent 

variables. I created an additive measure of protest, indicated whether respondents 

participated in a demonstration, volunteered for a political candidate, or contributed 

money to a campaign.'^ An affirmative response to any of the three items is coded 1. 

Level-1 Predictors 

Standard human capital variables 

Prior work finds that people who are on the periphery of the political system have 

lower rates of voting and voter registration, and this is especially true of race and ethnic 

The question reads, "We would like to find out about some of the things people in the U.S. do to make 
their views known. Which of the activities listed, if any, have you done in the past twelve months: signed a 
petition regarding an issue or problem that concerns you; attended a public meeting; gone to any political 
meetings, rallies, speeches, or dinner in support of a particular candidate? 

Results from a factor analysis indicate it is appropriate to combine these items into a composite measure. 
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minorities (Lipset 1960; Verba et al. 1995; Arvizu and Garcia 1996; Bass and Casper 

1999; Conway 2000; Leighley 2001; Dalton 2002). Within the social movement 

literature, however, minorities have been found to have higher rates of non-electoral 

participation especially protest relative to Anglo whites (Schussman and Soule 2003). 

Movement scholars reason that disfranchised citizens turn to extra-institutional tactics to 

challenge the political system (Piven and Cloward 1979). To attenuate between these 

disparate findings, I include a measure of race/ethnicity to determine if there are 

differences in the likelihood of protesting among Latinos and non-Latinos. For both time 

periods, I created a composite Latino variable which combines respondents who are of 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent.In models comparing non-Latinos' and 

Latinos' electoral and non-electoral participation, the latter are coded 1. 

High status individuals—those who have more resources in the form of education, 

occupational status, and income—are more politically active because resources give 

citizens access to information about important political issues and facilitate the 

development of social ties that compel them to participate (Lipset 1960; Verba and Nie 

1972; Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; McAdam and Paulsen 1993). Highly educated 

individuals are assumed to be more politically sophisticated because they are more likely 

to stay informed and interested in political affairs (Verba et al. 1995). Therefore, 

individuals with higher levels of education should be more likely to vote and protest. The 

education variable used in all models represents respondents' highest grade or year of 

Latino respondents were asked whether they were of Mexican origin (coded 1), Puerto Rican (coded 2), 
or of Cuban origin (coded 3), Respondents from each category were added together to create a "Latino" 
variable. 
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school completed.I collapsed education into three categories: high school graduate or 

less (0-12 years); some college education (13-15 years); college graduate or more (16^ 

years). In 1989/90 the mean level of education for non-Latinos was over twelve years. 

In 1999, the majority of non-Latinos reported having at least some college education 

while the majority of Latinos reported having 12 or fewer years of education. In all 

models, the omitted category is high school graduate or less. 

Citizens with higher incomes are also more likely to be pohtically active (Verba 

et al. 1995; McAdam 1986). Data from 2000 shows the voting rate among people living 

in families with annual incomes of $50,000 or more was 72 percent, compared with 38 

percent for people in families with incomes under $10,000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 

2002). According to the biographical availability model, individuals with higher incomes 

are also expected to be more likely to participate in non-electoral political activities 

because they have the flexibility and financial resources to do so (McAdam 1989). 

Therefore, income variables are included in the following analysis. In 1989/90, 

respondents were asked to report their total household income.^^ For 1989/90,1 include a 

logged measure of household income to test the assumption that individuals with higher 

incomes are more politically involved. For 1999,1 use a different specification of income 

where income is collapsed into the following three categories: less than $20,000; between 

The question reads, "In your case, what is the highest grade or year of school that you completed? How 
many years does this mean you've completed?" Possible responses range from no formal schooling (0 
years) to seventeen years or more. 

^ For 1989/90 the question reads, "What is the total yearly income received by you and the other members 
of your household in 1988 before taxes?" 
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$20,000 and $49,000; and more than $50,000.^^ The omitted category in 1999 is less 

than $20,000. 

Micro-structural variables 

In the following analysis, I also consider the micro-structural determinants of 

electoral and non-electoral behavior. For those who participate in non-electoral political 

activities, social ties to individuals are important for recruitment purposes but they are 

especially significant when those lies are embedded in a broader organizational or 

collective context linking parties to one another (McAdam and Paulsen 1993). Political 

scientists have also considered the predictive power of organizational affiliations on 

electoral participation (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987). Similar parallels can be drawn to 

research by social movements scholars although political scientists' tend to focus mostly 

on how organizations are the sites where individuals develop the civic skills (such as 

communication skills) which facilitate participation (Brady et al. 1995). Following these 

lines of research, I include micro-structural determinants of participation in all models. 

To test predictions about the effect of social networks and, by extension, social 

connectedness on electoral behavior I incorporate a measure of organizational affiliation. 

Respondents who indicated they belong to or have given money or goods to an 

84 
organization in the past twelve months are coded 1 and 0 otherwise. LNPS respondents 

For 1999 the question reads, "Is your total income from all sources and before taxes: less than $50,000; 
$50,000 or more?" Respondents were then asked follow-up questions to gain more specificity. 
^ The question reads: Please tell me the name of any organization or associations that you belong to or 
have given money or goods to in the past twelve months that are: unions, associations, or groups associated 
with work, business, or professions; charities, religious organizations, social issues/causes; sports, 
recreation, community, neighborhood, school, cultural, and youth organizations; general Latino/Hispanic 
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were also asked if anyone had contacted them during 1988 about registering to vote. 

Respondents who answered "yes" are coded 1. NSLA respondents were not asked 

whether they belonged to any organizations nor were they asked if they had been 

contacted about registering to vote. They were, however, asked about being contacted to 

participate in non-electoral. Latino-oriented activities. Respondents who indicated they 

were recruited to participate in at least one activity are coded 1 and 0 otherwise. 

Level-2 Predictors 

In prior research, resource mobilization and political opportunity have been 

operationalized using variables that measure the presence of social movement 

organizations in a particular area or state (Minkoff 1995; Santoro 1999) and changes in 

the "openness" of the political environment (Tarrow 1994). The resource mobilization 

perspective suggests that the presence of social movement organizations increases 

unconventional political participation due to their ability to organize collective efforts to 

bring about social change. I include variables that measure the presence of Latino SMOs, 

both political and non-political, in each state for 1989/90, 1996, and 1999. I also include 

variables that measure the political opportunity structure including: the presence of a 

ballot-initiative process in each state, representation by Latino elected officials, and 

electoral competition. Data to construct the contextual data set are collected at the state-

level from available census data, Current Population Reports, and government 

organizations; Mexican American organizations; Puerto Rican organizations; Cuban American 
organizations. 
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documents. Table 5.2 shows the predicted effects of each independent variable on Latino 

electoral and non-electoral political participation. 

Resource mobilization variables 

Following Santoro (1999) and Schorr (1988), I test the assumption that the 

presence of heritage organizations increases the likelihood of electoral and non-electoral 

participation. To do so, I coded the number of Latino advocacy organizations in each 

state using data collected from the Congressional Hispanic Caucus Institute (CHCl) for 

the years 1995-96 and 2001-02.^' The CHCI issues the National Directory of Hispanic 

Organizations, a listing of Latino organizations by state. The directory lists each 

organization's headquarters and contact information, its founding date, and its stated goal 

or purpose in the Latino community it serves. I first coded the number of Latino 

organizations in each state that were political in nature. I coded organizations as having a 

political orientation if they included in their mission statement descriptors such as 

"mobilize voters," "political involvement," "register voters," or "civil rights." An 

example of an organization with a political orientation would be the League of United 

Latin American Citizens (LULAC), an organization whose mission statement reads, 

"Advancing the economic condition, educational attainment, political influence, health, 

and civil rights of the Hispanic population in the United States" (League of United Latin 

American Citizens 2004; emphasis added). I also counted the number of organizations 

Data prior to 1995 do not exist. Therefore, for 1988/89,1 counted only organizations that were 
established in or after 1987. For organizations where a date was not listed, I searched their respective web 
pages to determine in what year they were established. 
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that covered a broad range of other issues that were not specifically political in purpose.^^ 

When necessary I looked up additional data on organizations' websites. As Minkoff 

(1995) and Santoro (1999) argue, heritage and advocacy organizations are a good proxy 

for measuring political leverage because they are a means of initiating extra-institutional 

activities. Therefore, I predict greater political involvement in states with more Latino 

organizations. 

Political opportunity structure variables 

I use several measures of the institutional sources of political influence, the 

political opportunity structure. First, I coded whether or not states allowed ballot-

initiatives (yes=l, no=0).^' According to Dubois and Feeney (1998:1), the initiative 

process "is an opportunity for citizens to participate directly in making the laws under 

which they live" and is "the very essence of democracy." The initiative process requires 

a group of citizens to collect a certain number of signatures in order to place legislation 

on a ballot for states' citizens to vote for (Bibby and Holbrook 1999; Donovan, Wenzel, 

and Bowler 2000). In the past, initiatives such as official English measures have been 

enacted through voter initiatives in Arizona, California, Colorado, and California—all 

states with relatively large Latino populations (Tatalovich 1995; Hero and Tolbert 1996). 

I include a measure of ballot initiatives by state because anti-immigrant, anti-Latino 

initiatives have been shown to be more salient in minority communities (McDonnell and 

Schorr (1988) distinguishes between political, advocacy, and legal organizations whereas I focus solely 
on political and non-political organizations. It is possible some organizations serve political, legal, and 
advocacy purposes. 

Dubois and Feeney (1998) differentiate between 5 different types of states based on whether or not they 
have initiatives (see Appendix B). 1 include states with direct and indirect initiative processes. 
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Ramos 1996; Glastris 1997; Hero 1998) and have also been found to increase electoral 

turnout relative to states that did not have similar measures (Hero and Tolbert 1996; 

Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). The success of English-only legislation passed in 

California in 1986 had far reaching implications not only for other states wanting to adopt 

similar measures but for Latinos across the country. Stefancic and Delgado (1996) note 

that success at the state level has mobilized English-only advocates to pursue anti-

immigrant, anti-affirmative action legislation as well. Data on the total number, types, 

and years that slates adopted initiatives are collected from the Initiative and Referendum 

Institute (2003). For the years 1989/90 and 1999, 10 states including the District of 

Columbia allowed citizens to propose either direct or indirect ballot initiatives. I counted 

the number of initiatives that had a potential direct or indirect impact on Latinos in each 

state such as English-only ballots in California (Appendix C). I then counted the 

remaining initiatives proposed for that year. 

In previous research, political opportunity structure has also been measured in 

terms of the number of elected officials. Santoro's (1999) study of the passage of 

English-only initiatives shows institutional resources—measured in terms of the presence 

of Latino state legislators—had a considerable negative impact on the likelihood of 

English-only adoption in the 1980s. States with Latino legislators significantly decreased 

the likelihood such measures were passed (Santoro 1999). Furthermore, attempts to 

block English-only measures in Arizona, Florida, New Mexico and Texas were 

successful due to the direct influence of Latino politicians who were able to control key 

political positions and caucuses in certain states and mobilize constituents against 
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English-only bills (Santoro 1999:897).^^ Following Santoro (1999) I use a measure of the 

number of Latino elected officials (representatives, senators, and legislators) in each state 

using data collected from the National Association of Latino Elected Officials (NALEO). 

The organization publishers an annual directory which includes the names, addresses, and 

party affiliations of Latino elected officials, organized by jurisdiction. I coded the 

number of Latino representatives, congresspersons, senators, and governors in each 

jurisdiction for the years 1988, 1996, and 1998.^'' I test the prediction that Latino 

participation will be higher in locales where Latinos are well-represented in government. 

I predict these locales will be more "open" and will therefore result in higher levels of 

electoral and non-electoral participation. 

I also include a measure of state-level electoral competition calculated by 

Barrillcaux, Holbrook, and Langer (2002).®" Research by Key (1956) and Gray (1999) 

shows competitive electoral systems are associated with liberal policies that benefit the 

underprivileged. According to Boles (1982:8), "parties engaged in closely contested 

elections are more eager to enact new and progressive programs in order to compete for 

all groups' approval." Individuals who live in states where presidential contests are close 

are more likely to vote than those living in states where there is a clear favorite 

(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Schachar and Nalebuff 1999). These differences are due 

Santoro (1999) notes that while Latinos had few elected positions in legislative bodies in the 1980s they 
were able to mobilize opposition to English-only measures by framing the issue as being anti-Latino and 
divisive. Using the news media, Latino and Anglo politicians who opposed English-only measures 
reiterated the language of the Latino frame. States without a Latino political presence were not as 
ideologically opposed to English-opposed measures (Santoro 1999; see also Tatalovich 1995). 

1988 and 1996 were presidential election years. I also include 1998 data since the NSLA asks 
respondents about non-electoral behavior in the year preceding the survey. 

Electoral competition is only tested in 1989/90 electoral and non-electoral outcomes. 
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to differences in state-level mobilization by political actors (Ramakrishnan and 

Espenshade (2001). Santoro (1999) notes that an ecological concentration of racial and 

ethnic populations serve as an additional resource for minority populations: a critical 

mass of minorities not only increases the resource base for social movement 

organizations to engage in extra-institutional activities, but they also serve as an 

institutional mechanism of influence in the form of voting blocs. Political elites are more 

likely to be responsive to minorities' concerns when they make up larger shares of the 

population because they recognize the political leverage concentrated in minority voting 

blocs (Button 1989). DeSipio's (1996a) research on Latinos' influence on gubernatorial 

races in 1988, and Hero (1992) and Castro, Huan, and Roca's (1990) respective studies of 

Latino voter turnout in response to English-only legislation are three examples of how 

influential voting blocs heavily concentrated with race and ethnic minorities can be.'^' 

The electoral competition variable is designed to measure how difficult it is, on average, 

to get elected in a particular state (Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993; Barrilleaux, Holbrook, 

and Langer 2002). The measure is "an average of the percentage of the popular vote won 

by the winning candidate in a district, the winning candidate's margin of victory, whether 

the seat is safe (where the incumbent won 60 percent of the vote or more), and whether 

the election was contested" (Barrrilleaux et al. 2002:421). Electoral competition scores 

range from 0 to 100. I expect to find that electoral and non-electoral participation by 

By contrast, Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) find no relationship between ethnic concentration and 
voting participation in their study, supporting work by DeSipio (1996a) which shows factors such as 
residential poverty and high proportion of non-citizens produce lower than expected mobilization rates in 
states with a high concentration of Latinos. 
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Latinos will be higher in competitive states because political elites will have more 

incentives to mobilize constituents. 

The final POS measure I include is the percentage of the state population 

registered to vote using data collected from Current Population Reports (1989, 1991, 

1993). According to political opportunity theory, voting blocs serve as an important 

institutional mechanism of influence. Large racial and ethnic populations increase the 

resource base for social movement organizations to organize extra-institutional activities. 

Moreover, politicians tend to be more responsive to minorities' concerns because they 

recognize large race and ethnic voting blocs wield considering political leverage (Button 

1989). Because data on Latino registration rates for states with small Latino populations 

does not exist for 1988,1 use 1996 data instead. 

Control Variables 

Data on individual characteristics, registration rates, and voting participation are 

obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau's Historical Census Statistics by Population 

Totals, Race, and Ethnicity for the years 1988, 1996, and 1999 (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census 1999a; Gibson and Jung 2001). Data on state ethnic proportions are gathered 

from the Census' Population Estimates for States by Age, Race, Sex, and Hispanic Origin 

(1999a). I also include a measure of the percentage of the population that reported voting 

Santoro (1999) uses data in one year to compute Latino registration rates in another (1992 and 1986, 
respectively). He notes it is appropriate to do so because, for the 11 states where data were available, the 
correlation between the percentage of registered voters that were Latino in 1986 and the percentage who 
were Latino in 1992 is .85. Following Santoro, I use 1996 Latino registration data in lieu of missing data 
for 3 states with small Latino populations in 1988 (Indiana, Missouri, and Nevada; registration data by state 
and race/ethnicity for 1992 were unobtainable). The correlation between Latino registration rates in 1988 
and 1996 is .79 thereby minimizing the bias. 
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in the 1988 and 1996 presidential elections (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1989, 1991, 1996, 

2000b, 2002). To ensure that results are not a function of differences in states' race and 

ethnic compositions, I logged population totals to pull in extreme values. 

Finally, I include a measure of residential segregation among non-Latino whites 

and Latinos in each state using data collected from the Mum ford Center for Comparative 

Urban and Regional Research. For states with more than one city represented in the 

LNPS or NSLA surveys, such as Texas and California, the segregation scores for each 

city were averaged to generate a state-level segregation score. 

RESULTS 

I began by estimating generalized linear models for all four dependent variables 

(voted and protesting in both time periods) with no independent variables to show that 

state intercepts varied and warranted analysis using HLM (Appendix B).^ Table 5.3 

shows the first set of results from logistic regressions were individual- and state-level 

predictors were regressed on the dependent variable: voting in the 1988 presidential 

election. Individuals are grouped by state. The variables test predictions about resource 

mobilization and political opportunity structure. Results suggest that electoral 

participation varied by state in 1988. 

The segregation scores are calculated using the following formulas: £>==(1/2)S \B0-Wi!W\ where 5-the 
metropolitan minority population of interest, 5r-the minority population of tract i, W-the metropolitan 
white population, fVi=the white population in tract i (Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and 
Regional Research 2002). 

For the 1996 NSLA data, I used the XTLOGIT command in Stata because the state intercepts were not 
significantly different perhaps due to the smaller number of states analyzed in 1996 (6 states). I ran some 
models using 1996 data in SAS to determine if results using both statistical programs are comparable and 
they are. I therefore used the XTLOGIT command in Stata for convenience because models were 
estimated faster than those computed using SAS. The main difference between the programs is in their 
reporting of test statistics. SAS reports Pearson's X~ while Stata reports Wald's 
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I first hypothesized about the effect of extra-institutional resources—measured in 

terms of the presence of heritage organizations in each sate—arguing they would have a 

positive effect on voting behavior. Resource mobilization theory suggests that social 

movement organizations result in greater political participation because advocacy groups 

focus on mobilizing constituents. 1 argued that the more social movement organizations, 

such as LULAC and La Raza Unida, the more likely Latinos would be politically active. 

Indeed, Fortes and Truelove (1987:379) maintain that despite differences in the major 

Latino sub-groups, SMOs have been moving toward convergence since the 1980s, 

recognizing the need to support a basic communality of political interests. Proof of this 

convergence, they argue is the formation of the National Association of Latino Elected 

Officials, an organization that tracks local, state, and national Latino office holders of 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban origin (Moore and Pachon 1985). Hypothesis 1 is 

confirmed by the results presented in Model 1. The greater number of heritage 

organizations, the more likely respondents voted in 1988. This finding supports prior 

work by Jenkins and Perrow (1977) and Kitschelt (1996) who argue challenging groups 

with resources are better able to mobilize extra-institutional activities. I find they also 

have the capability to mobilize constituents to engage in institutional political activities. I 

also predicted that political involvement would be greater in states that had a 

preponderance of political organizations—as opposed to legal or general-purpose ones, 

for example—which were specifically devoted to increasing Latinos' political clout. 
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However, I do not find that the likelihood of voting increases the greater the number of 

Latino organizations committed to achieving specifically political goals.^' While the lack 

of an effect of political organizations on voting is unexpected, it is possible that civic 

involvement in any form facilitates the development of social networks which, in turn, 

increase political awareness and involvement. This finding reiterates the point made by 

Verba et al. (1995) and Putnam (1995a, 1995b) that associational memberships are the 

building blocks of political participation. 

Hypothesis 2a predicts that the likelihood of voting increases depending on the 

"openness" of the political opportunity structure. I measured POS in terms of the 

presence of a ballot-initiative process in each state; if present, the types of measures 

proposed; the presence of Latino elected officials; the degree of electoral competition; 

and the proportion of Latinos registered to vote. According to the POS model, the more 

open the political environment, the greater the likelihood of being politically active. 

These claims are only partially supported by the data. I first predicted that states with a 

ballot-initiative process would experience greater electoral participation because it 

represent a more direct form of democracy where citizens have a hand in proposing and 

voting for legislation (Dubois and Feeney 1998). In the past, research has shown that 

Latino electoral turnout was greater in states where anti-immigrant, anti-Latino 

legislation was being proposed (Hero and Tolbert 1996; Santoro 1999; Ramakrishnan and 

Espenshade 2001). To test the prediction that legislation that had the potential to affect 

the Latino community would increase voting participation, I coded and categorized all 

Results not shown. 
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ballots in states with a ballot-initiative process. The categories include measures such as 

English-only and bilingual education legislation as well as measures to eliminate social 

and health services for immigrants. Results presented in Model 2 support the prediction 

the in states where a potentially anti-Latino measure was proposed, Latino citizens were 

more likely to vote. I also tested whether the type of legislation proposed affected voter 

participation across states. Of the different types of initiatives coded (i.e. immigrant-

specific, bilingual education, English-only, social service related), only measures to make 

English the official language increased the likelihood of voting. Hypothesis 2b predicts 

that politicians often serve as allies to challenging groups; in the past, Latino elected and 

appointed officials have served in such a capacity, advocating on behalf of policies and 

issues of interest to the Latino commxmity. As Model 3 suggests, however, the total 

number of elected officials did not affect voting participation. Model 4 shows electoral 

competition had no affect on the likelihood of voting although, as predicted, the more 

Latinos registered to vote in each state, the higher the incidence of voting. Although 

resource mobilization and political opportunity theories are typically used to analyze 

social movement activities, results presented in Table 5.3 show they also have predictive 

power when it comes to explaining electoral outcomes. Moreover, the results suggest 

that individuals' structural context influenced their participation. 

But did the political openness and constraints across states affect non-electoral 

participation in 1988 as well? As was the case with voting, is non-electoral participation 

as much a function of state-level characteristics as it is individuals' human capital? 
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To test the assumption that state-level variation also affected the likelihood of 

participating in non-electoral politics among non-Latinos and Latinos, 1 tested the same 

set of predictors noted above; the only difference is that the outcome variable is protest. 

The first column in Table 5.4 suggests that the presence of Latino heritage does affect the 

likelihood of protest among U.S. Latinos, only not in the predicted direction. The 

interaction term (Latino organizations*Latino) suggests that the greater the number of 

heritage organizations in each state, the less likely Latinos are to protest. When I used a 

measure of the number of political organizations in each state, the interaction effect was 

also negative and statistically significant. One possible explanation for this 

counterintuitive finding may be that Latino SMOs carry out collective action efforts 

themselves, without mobilizing constituents. Another possibility is that an abundance of 

Latino organizations with different purposes and goals dilutes collective action efforts. 

In other words, though a number of organizations may be devoted to expanding Latinos' 

civil and political rights, they may differ enough in their tactics to prevent organizing 

along a collective front. Conversely, states with only a few, concentrated SMOs may be 

better able to mobilize constituents for a common purpose thereby concentrating their 

potential political power. 

A related point is that Okamoto's (2003:833) research on panethnic organizations 

suggests ethnic organizations provide a foundation for ethnic collective action and "as 

more panethnic organizations form and develop stronger ties to the community, a 

division of labor develops." Once ethnic organizations increase in number, there is less 

of a need for them to facilitate collective action (Okamoto 2003). Columns 2 and 3 
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further show that the presence of Latino elected officials also has a negative effect on the 

likelihood of protest among Latinos. Though political opportunity theory would predict 

the elite allies who are sympathetic to challenging groups' collective goals are an 

institutional resource and, therefore, should increase political involvement, I find the 

opposite with regard to protest in 1988. It is possible that in states with a greater 

representation of Latino elected officials, challenging groups are less likely to pursue 

extra-institutional tactics to achieve political goals preferring to draw upon institutional 

resources (the elected officials) instead. Still another possible explanation for the 

negative effect of Latino officials may be found in Massachusetts politician and former 

Speaker of the House Tip O'Neill's adage that all of politics is local. Pardo (1990) 

argues that in order to understand social activism, one must consider the community 

context and grass-roots mobilization efforts (see also Klandermans and Oegema 1987b; 

Staggenborg 1991). Although an examination of city and municipal differences in 

political behavior is beyond the scope of this dissertation, it is possible that a greater 

proportion of office holders at those levels leads to a greater the likelihood of protest. To 

disentangle these relationships further, I ran models where I included measures of the 

number of Latino office holders by level of office. In results not shown, I find a 

modestly positive and statistically significant (at the .10 level) relationship between the 

number of Latino representatives and the likelihood of protest among Latinos. The final 

model presented in Table 5.4 shows the effects of electoral competition and the 

percentage of Latinos registered on the likelihood of protest. With regard to electoral 

competition, I find that states that are more competitive have a lower incidence of protest. 
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Model 4 also shows that the greater the proportion of registered Latinos, the greater the 

likelihood of protest. Past research shows large, ethnic voting blocs exert a positive 

effect on electoral outcomes (Santoro 1999); I find a concentration of race and ethnic 

minorities who are registered also positively influences the likelihood of protest. 

As I reported in Chapters 2, 3 and 4, human capital—namely, education and 

income—explain much of the variation in electoral and non-electoral participation. Yet, 

even after controlling for these resources, micro-structural factors, and political 

engagement, most of the variation in political participation among non-Latinos and 

Latinos is not explained. Tables 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 present models designed to test the 

argument developed in this chapter that contextual factors—those characteristics of the 

political environment that more or less constrain political involvement—influenced 

voting and protest in 1996 as well. 

Turning first to Table 5.5, column 1 shows that unlike 1988, the presence of 

heritage organizations led to higher voting among all voters. Also, results reported in 

column 2 suggest non-Latinos were more likely to vote in 1996 if they lived in a state 

with a ballot-initiative process. This result lends support to Dubois and Feeney's 

(1998:1) argument that the initiative increases interest and participation in government, 

reduces citizen alienation, and serves as an antidote for declining voter turnout in 

elections. However, states that allow lawmaking by initiative do not have higher rates of 

voting among Latinos. In fact. Latinos who live in states with an initiative process were 

less likely to vote. 
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Column 4 reports results for the final model, in which all resource mobilization 

and POS variables are included as predictors of voting in the presidential election of 

1996. The model shows that the presence of Latino office holders had a negative effect 

on the likelihood of voting as was the case in 1988. Because the outcome variable is 

voting in the presidential election, it is reasonable that even in states with a 

disproportionate number of legislators, those office holders' efforts are focused on 

securing their own re-election rather than that of the president. Also, voting participation 

may be lagging in states with more Latino office holders because legislators may assume 

that their own seats are "safe" and, therefore, do not need to mobilize constituents in the 

communities they serve. This may account for the significant, negative effect of Latino 

elected officials on voting. 

To test the assumption that state-level variation as well as differences among 

members of the Latino community affected voter turnout in 1996,1 disaggregated the 

Latino category by country of origin (Table 5.6). While the effect of proposed anti-

Latino legislation is negative and significant, I do find differences compared to results 

presented in Table 5.5. First, I find that the presence of heritage organizations resulted in 

a higher incidence of voting among Cuban Americans, the re ference category. I also 

included interaction terms to assess the impact of heritage organizations on voting among 

Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. The interaction is statistically significant and positive for 

Mexican Americans suggesting they are more likely to vote in states with more SMOs 

working on behalf of the Latino community. Because Mexican Americans are the largest 

Latino sub-group in the U.S., SMOs may be focusing their efforts on mobilizing them in 
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states where they have a more visible presence such as Texas and California resulting in 

greater electoral turnout among them. Interestingly, the more Latino office holders per 

state, the less likely Mexicans and Puerto Ricans were to report voting in 1996. 

The final set of models presented in Table 5.7 show the results stemming from an 

analysis of the likelihood of participating in Latino-oriented protest among U.S. 

Latinos.Emphasis is on inter-ethnic variation in the likelihood of protest. Results 

presented in Chapter 3 suggested Cubans were less likely to participate in protest relative 

to Mexicans and Puerto Ricans (Table 3.9, column 3).^^ After including contextual 

determinants of protest, it appears that the presence of heritage organizations had a 

positive and significant effect on Cubans' likelihood of protesting (Table 5.7, Model 1). 

I also tested an assumption about the relationships between SMOs and recruitment 

efforts. States with more Latino SMOs should have greater political involvement 

because of mobilization efforts; it is also likely that the greater the number of 

organizations, the more likely it is that Latino citizens will be contacted about 

participating in non-electoral activities or support Latino-oriented causes. As well, social 

movement scholars would predict that people are more likely to protest if they are asked 

and recruited. But the likelihood of participating should be even more likely if there is a 

host of Latino organizations in which citizens can get involved. To test the assumption 

that being asked to participate and having a number of available options increases the 

NSLA respondents were only asked about their participation in non-electoral political activities within or 
for the Latino community such as contributing money to Latino candidate or organization, volunteering for 
a Latino candidate, and attending a demonstration in support of Latino issues or concerns. Non-Latinos 
were not asked these questions therefore the analysis presented in Table 5.7 is limited to self-identified 
Latinos in the sample. 

Cubans were less likely to participate in Latino-oriented demonstrations relative to their Mexican and 
Puerto Rican counterparts. 
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likelihood of protesting, I created an individual-level and state-level interaction term 

(asked/recruited*number of heritage organizations). The positive and significant estimate 

of the interaction term indicates that the positive effect ofbeing recruited (Model 1) 

increases as the number of Latino organizations increases. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

To date, missing from the literature has been an appropriate test of political 

science and social movement theories of participation to determine whether structural 

factors encourage political involvement. To advance the literature forward in this regard, 

I constructed a contextual data set to test two theoretical models, resource mobilization 

and political opportunity structure, and broadened the scope of the analysis to include 

electoral and non-electoral forms of involvement; typically these theories are used in 

analyses of extra-institutional participation (i.e. social movement activity). I 

distinguished between these two forms of participation given the fact that many Latino 

citizens are immigrants and are, therefore, ineligible to vote. Nonetheless, citizenship 

status does not preclude participation in other political activities such as contributing 

money, volunteering for political campaigns, or demonstrating to advance Latino-

oriented issues. This is an important theoretical extension because it cannot be assumed 

QQ ^ 

that citizenship alone is a precursor for participation. Thus, I used a social movement 

approach to analyze conventional and movement-related politics. Finally, understanding 

Latino political outcomes along two dimensions is important not only because Latinos are 

^ In Chapter 3,1 did find that citizenship affected the likelihood of participating in protest-related activities 
among U.S. Latinos in 1989/90. In 1996, however, citizenship did not affect the likelihood of 
demonstrating. 
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the fastest growing minority group in the U.S., but also because the places where they 

live and settle are markedly different and have varying influences on the potential for 

Latino political empowerment. To illustrate, the U.S. Census Bureau (1999a) estimates 

that in 2000, Latinos constituted 32 percent of Texas' total population; yet, they have not 

experienced the same degree of political victories as Latinos in California who also 

constituted 32 percent of that state's total population in 2000 (see Hero and Tolbert 1996; 

Santoro 1999; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). This fact suggests that relative to 

California, the political opportunity structure is not very open in Texas and, also, that 

numbers alone do not guarantee greater involvement. 

The central finding in this study is that macro-political contexts influence voter 

turnout and protest. The hypotheses specified that, first, the more organization resources 

in each state, the greater the likelihood of political participation especially among Latinos 

and, second, that open political opportunity structures create an environment that is 

favorable to electoral and non-electoral forms of participation by Latinos. The 

hierarchical linear models revealed that a number of the overall findings for resource 

mobilization and POS were inconsistent and opposite of theoretical predictions (Table 

5.8). For example, the resource mobilization variables were supported in a multi-racial 

context—the effects of heritage organizations had a positive impact on voting and protest 

overall, but when interacted with race, the coefficient was negative. This finding 

suggests that as the number of heritage organizations increases across states, the less 

likely Latinos are to participate. Although this finding is counter to the predicted 

relationship, it is not inconsistent with prior research showing that ethnic organizations 
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have less of a need to facilitate collective action as they grow in number. It is also 

possible that states that are less "open" are less amenable to extra-institutional strategies 

to challenge the political system. Thus, the presence of heritage organizations has little 

impact on protest by Latinos. Also unexpected was the lack of an effect for political 

organizations on participation. The total number of organizations did have positive, 

significant effects on Latino political outcomes (Table 5.6 and Table 5.7) suggesting that, 

even if organizations do not have specifically political goals, they may serve the Latino 

community in other ways—such as providing educational awareness—which, in turn, 

increases involvement. This argument is supported by work suggesting that 

organizations not only facilitate the development of social ties among participating 

members, but they also serve as a conduit for the transmission of knowledge about 

political affairs (Verba et al. 1995). The lack of more significant effects of organizations 

on voting and protest are perhaps not too surprising. Santoro (1999) argues that what 

little scholarship exists on Latino influence shows most of their political gains have been 

achieved by institutional rather than extra-institudonal actions. Moreover, Santoro 

(1999:902) notes that Latinos have engaged in relatively few protest events and have very 

little involvement in organizations that typically organize and coordinate extra-

institutional activity (for an exception, see Hritzuk and Park 2000). Latinos may have 

access to the established political structure in many states, but they may be unable to 

influence political action in but a handful of states (Santoro 1999). Nonetheless, while 

Latinos as a whole are politically marginalized in the U.S., there are some contexts in 

which they exhibited a greater likelihood of involvement during the time periods studied. 
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In addition to organizational resources, I hypothesized that the presence of Latino 

office holders would have a positive effect on participation. Santoro and McGuire (1997) 

have advanced the concept of "institutional activists" to refer to activists who work 

within the system. In this way, Latino legislators are considered institutional activists 

because, even though they occupy formal positions within the government, they are able 

to advance movement goals through bureaucratic channels. In only a few cases did the 

presence of Latino elected officials result in a higher incidence of participation among 

Latinos. In some cases, more Latino legislators resulted in a lesser likelihood of political 

involvement. 

I also tested predictions about the impact of initiatives that could be construed as 

having a considerable potential impact on Latinos. Using data collected from the 

Initiative and Referendum Institute, I coded the number and types of initiatives proposed 

during the 1988 and 1996 elections. Measures to pass English-only ballots or to 

eliminate bilingual education programs were coded 1 to signify legislation that would 

either directly or indirectly affect Latinos.^^ In line with prior research, I argued that the 

introduction of "anti-Latino" legislation would increase political involvement by inciting 

Latinos to vote against such measures and to protest to decry efforts to pass them. I did 

find that the introduction of anti-Latino legislation, specifically English-only initiatives, 

affected state-level voting and protest patterns although not entirely in the expected 

^ Measures that directly or indirectly affect Latinos do not make them anti-Latino in and of themselves. I 
define anti-Latino legislation as referenda that are xenophobic, nationalist and'or used to impose 
restrictions on already disfranchised race and ethnic minorities. They include English-only laws, efforts to 
eliminate bilingual education programs, efforts to eliminate bilingual voting ballots, and proposed 
legislation such as that in California seeking to end affirmative action and aid-to-immigrant policies (see 
Garcia 1996; Torres 1996). 
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directions. In 1988, for example, I found that English-only measures increased the 

likelihood that Latinos voted; however, such measures had a negative effect on the 

likelihood of protesting. And in 1996, the opposite was true: English-only ballots 

negatively affected Latinos likelihood of voting but increased their propensity to protest. 

Because only some states in the contextual data allow lawmaking by initiative and, of 

those, only a handful can be classified as Latino-oriented, it is possible that these effects 

are skewed by California, the state with the greatest number of initiatives proposed in 

1988 and 1996. 

The context within which individuals and/or groups are situated is as if not more 

important than the characteristics people bring with them to the political arena (Elazar 

1984). As well, variation in states' racial and ethnic diversity produces different forms of 

political pluralism and accounts, for example, for differences in the adoption of policies 

that particularly affect African Americans and Latinos (Hero and Tolbert 1996:866). The 

unique contribution of this study is that it accounts for diversity in terms of individuals' 

attributes and, also, elucidates the state-level characteristics that are critical for better 

understanding political involvement. In all, the results of this study indicate that Latinos 

may be able to secure their political goals either from within or outside of the political 

system. Santoro (1999:903) argues that institutional mechanisms of influence depend 

heavily upon favorable political opportunities that are beyond challengers' control. 

Taking this argument one step further, 1 argue that unfavorable political opportunities 

will require Latinos to rely more heavily on extra-institutional sources of influence as 

well. 
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Latinos' social context increases their opportunities for political participation 

(Hritzuk and Park 2000). That structure affects individuals' life outcomes is not an 

original contribution to the sociological literature. What is new is the notion that political 

participation—which has for so long been regarded as a phenomenon solely determined 

by individual-level attributes—is also a function of characteristics of the political 

environment. These characteristics more or less constrain participation for citizens as a 

whole and for Latinos in particular. Although the results presented here cannot be 

generalized to other cases or other time periods, they suggest that differences in Latinos' 

participation patterns cannot be "explained away" by resources, efficacy, or 

organizational factors. Resource mobilization and POS models need to be reexamined, 

particularly given improvements in the quality of data on Latino populations, in order to 

provide a more nuanced explanation for Latinos' political behavior and the structural 

processes that motivate it. As well, future research should to attend to the fact that 

differences in Latinos' political outcomes are a function of state-level constraints and 

diversity among Latinos themselves. Scholars predict that population growth in the 

Latino community will serve as a resource for economic and political power in the next 

several decades. But based on results presented in this chapter. Latino social movement 

organizations and political leaders will have to intensify their efforts to improve Latinos' 

political positioning in the more immediate future. 
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VI. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This dissertation examined Latino political outcomes using a broadened approach 

along two dimensions. The first dimension (Chapters 2, 3, and 4) considered 

contemporary theories of political participation by examining the impact of human 

capital, political engagement, ethnic identification and generational status, and 

organizational involvement on electoral and non-electoral forms of participation. For the 

second (Chapter 5), I used a social movement approach to make new predictions about 

the effect of resource mobilization and political opportunity measures on participation at 

the state level. 1 documented the outcomes of three different dependent variables: broad, 

conventional participation (voting), broad, unconventional participation (e.g., boycotting, 

attending rallies, protesting); and Latino-oriented, unconventional participation (e.g., 

attending rallies in support of a Latino issue or concern; contributing money to or 

volunteering for Latino candidates). Additionally, by including measures of race and 

ethnicity in the analyses, I was able to test claims that differences in political 

participation among non-Latinos and Latinos as well as between Latino sub-groups are a 

function of individual determinants and state-level characteristics. 

In the first part of the dissertation, I built upon existing participation theories and 

expanded upon them in order to estimate the effects of individual and micro-structural 

determinants of voting. Specifically, I considered the characteristics of individuals who 

reported that they voted in the 1988 and 1996 presidential elections in addition to 

measures of political engagement and political ideology. Following Verba et al. (1995), I 
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also included measures of organizational affiliation and recruitment to show that micro-

structural factors faciliate electoral participation. Using logistic regression, I showed that 

differences in the likeUhood of voitng among non-Latinos and Latinos are related to 

diffemces in resouces, especially education. Having at least some college education 

significantly increased the likelihood citizens voted. The analyses also suggested that, 

net of resources, political engagement affected voting particpation as well; survey 

respondents who indicated they kept up with politics via the news media were more 

likely to report voting. As well, I found ample proof to support the assumption that 

organizations faciliate participation and that, if people are contacted about voting, they 

are more likely to do so. 

The analyses presented in the first half of the dissertation were also designed to 

explore variation in electoral invovlement among Latino sub-groups. Upon 

disaggregating Latinos by national-origin, I found that education and political 

engagement indictors explained most of the variation in participation among Mexicans, 

Puerto Ricans, and Cubans. In this regard. Latinos are not unlike non-Latinos in their 

propensities to vote. The more resources and the more engaged they are, the greater their 

propensity to be politically active. 

In Chapter 5,1 drew upon social movement theories to test the likelihood of 

engaging in non-electoral activities such as rallying, petitioning, and demonstrating. I 

drew upon biographical and structural availability models in social movements to test the 

assumption that individuals who are more biographically available are more likely to 

engage in extra-institutional activities (McAdam 1986). Using sociodemographic 
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indictors including race, income, educational attainment, and organizational affiliation, I 

found that individuals who are free of personal constraints and responsibilities are more 

likely to participate in protest-related activities. A significant finding emanating from the 

analyses was that Latinos were less likely to engage in protest relative to non-Latinos, a 

trend that closely mirrors differences in the likelihood of participation in more 

conventional political acts (Verba et al. 1995). Although prior research in sociology 

finds traditionally under-represented groups are more likely to turn to extra-institutional 

means as a way of challenging the political system (Piven and Cloward 1979; Morris 

2002; Schussman and Soule 2003), I find the opposite with respect to U.S. Latinos 

demonstrating that traditional models of participation must be reexamined to elucidate 

why they are a special case. 

In addition to resources, engagement, ideology, and social ties, I argued in 

Chapter 4 that Latinos' internal diversity warranted additional study given the potential 

impact of differences in their migration trajectories, citizenship status, and length of time 

in the U.S. on participation (de la Garza et al. 1992; Sigelman and Welch 1993; Pachon 

and DeSipio 1994; Pachon 2003). In that section, 1 developed and tested the argument 

that ethnic identification—identifying in terms of a broad, label rather than one that 

denotes national origin—would increase the likelihood of involvement in Latino-oriented 

politics. Although ethnic labels are highly contested, I argued ethnic minorities that have 

traditionally been disfranchised would be more involved in the political process if appeals 

were made on the basis of real or perceived commonalities among Latinos (Del Olmo 

1985; Gomez 1992; Jones-Correa and Leal 1996; Okamoto 2001). Results from that 
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analysis showed some support for the panetlmic identity argument that individuals who 

organize around cultural or ethnic markers such as skin color, language, or custom are 

more likely to be politically active (Lopez and Espiritu 1990). This is an important 

empirical and tlieoretical literature because it shows, contested or not, panethnic labels 

are concepts that may be used to advance the interests of individual national origin 

groups for the purposes of a collective good. Future research ought to continue to unpack 

the importance of panethnicity in shaping political action, particularly with regard to its 

effect on social movement activity. 

The challenges of studying U.S. Latinos' political behavior also stem from 

differences in generational status. To examine the effect of generational differences, I 

tested the assumption that Latinos who have lived in the U.S. for longer periods of time 

would be politically socialized and, therefore, more politically active (Ueda 1999; Garcia 

Bedolla 2000; Ramakrishnan and Espenshade 2001). Results from logistic regression 

analyses suggest variation in non-electoral politics is not only attributable to differences 

in the distribution of resources among Latinos as participation models predict, but 

generational status and acculturation matter as well. Participation increases with each 

generation but, based on the negative and significant effect of squared generation terms, 

tapers off after the third generation. The effect of acculturation was similar to that of 

generational status: the higher Latinos scored on an acculturation scale, the more likely 

they were to volunteer and demonstrate in support of Latinos issues but only up to a 

certain point. The squared acculturation term was negative and significant suggesting 

that interest and involvement in politics wanes over time. 
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Together, the findings presented in Chapter 4 show that Latino poHtical 

participation depends not only on the distribution of resources within the Latino 

community but a host of other factors including collective identity, generational status, 

and level of acculturation. Whereas standard models of political participation tend to 

focus on the impact of civic skills, resources, and organizational affiliation, the results 

presented here show that when dealing with immigrant communities, issues of identity 

and assimilation matter as well. Moreover, I have contributed to the ongoing debate 

surrounding Latino political participation by incorporating new measures of participation, 

namely panethnicity, acculturation, and generational status. 

In Chapter 5,1 moved beyond standard models of participation to test new 

predictions about the structural conditions that facilitate political involvement. Further, I 

argued that, by focusing on state-level variation in political behavior, social scientists are 

better able to explain who participates and who does not. To analyze differences in 

participation by state, I expanded upon resource mobilization and political opportunity 

theories to outline the conditions under which Latinos would be most likely to participate. 

To advance the literature regarding the structural determinants of participation, I drew 

upon theories showing the "openness" or receptivity of the political environment depends 

on factors such as the support of elite allies, the presence of lawmaking by initiative, and 

a concentration of race and ethnic minorities (Jenkins and Perrow 1977; Tarrow 1994; 

Dubois and Feeney 1998; Santoro 1999). In particular, I tested the premise that the 

emergence of political activity ultimately depend on the social context. As well, I 

incorporated resource mobilization measures to determine if extra-institutional 
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resources—Latino heritage organizations—affected Latinos political involvement. As 

predicted, the structural context does influence participation although some of the 

significant relationships were not in the predicted direction. 

To illustrate, the effects of heritage organizations had a positive impact on voting 

and protest overall, but when interacted with race, the coefficient was negative. This 

finding suggests that as the number of heritage organizations increases across states, the 

less likely Latinos are to participate. Although this finding is counter to the predicted 

relationship, it is not inconsistent with prior research showing that ethnic organizations 

have less of a need to facilitate collective action as they grow in number. It is also 

possible that states that are less "open" are less amenable to extra-institutional strategies 

to challenge the poUtical system. 

The lack of more significant effects of resource mobilization variables on voting 

and protest is perhaps not too surprising. Santoro (1999) argues that what little 

scholarship exists on Latino influence shows most of their political gains have been 

achieved by institutional rather than extra-institutional actions. Moreover, Santoro 

(1999:902) notes that Latinos have engaged in relatively few protest events and have very 

little involvement in organizations that typically organize and coordinate extra-

institutional activity (for an exception, see Hritzuk and Park 2000). Latinos may have 

access to the established political structure, but they may be unable to influence political 

action in but a handful of states (Santoro 1999). The context within which individuals 

and/or groups are situated is as (if not more) important than the characteristic people 

bring with them to the political arena (Elazar 1984). While Latinos may be politically 
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marginalized relative to other race and ethnic groups, there are some contexts in which 

they exhibited a greater likelihood of involvement. 

The political participation literature has two major limitations. First, the extant 

research tends to focus almost exclusively on conventional types of political involvement. 

Although important, the nature of political activity is changing from traditional to citizen-

initiated and policy-oriented forms (Marsh 1977; Dalton 2002). As such, social science 

research ought to reflect these changes and broaden the scope to include other, more 

conventional political activity. Research should also be broadened to include research 

about other race and ethnic minority groups; most studies to date have tended to focus on 

comparisons between African Americans and Anglo whites. Despite these limitations, 

there is little disagreement that participation is determined by and varies across a range of 

factors including income, marital status, parental status, organizational involvement, 

citizenship, and national origin as 1 have shown here (Verba et al. 1995). The mix of 

expected and unexpected findings suggests that Latino political participation is equally 

complex especially when one considers the effects of generational, citizenship, and 

nativity differences. These complexities can only be disentangled through additional 

research. 

Overall, the analyses support the notion that political participation is affected by 

two sets of factors: individual determinants such as human capital and structural ones 

such as institutional and extra-institutional resources. The contextual data suggest that 

Latinos' political actions are being driven by a confluence of internal and external forces. 
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This research makes an important contribution to the social literature because it provides 

a partial explanation for why Latinos have not emerged as the decisive political force 

they were expected to be. This dissertation addresses some of the reasons why this might 

be the case. 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

The goal of the dissertation was to document the role of individual and contextual 

factors on political participation with emphasis on the participatory patterns of U.S. 

Latinos. While the analyses contribute to an understanding of their electoral and non-

electoral involvement, there are additional questions that remain to be answered in future 

research. 

First, heritage organizations constitute important topics for further investigation. 

McAdam and Snow (1997) maintain that social movement organizations have a long 

history in the sociological literature. Since McCarthy and Zald (1977) articulated the 

importance of SMOs, there has been ongoing debate about their centrality to the 

operation and goal-attainment of social movement efforts. Nonetheless, such 

organizations "function to carry out and dramatize the concerns and grievance of their 

respective constituencies" (McAdam and Snow 1997:xxii). Additional work on Latino 

organizations is warranted given findings from individual-level results showing 

organizational affiliation increased political participation while results from structural 

analyses indicated that, in some cases, they had a negative effect on participation. In the 

future scholars should focus on the organizations themselves, whether political, legal, or 

educational, and consider the tactics and cultural frames used to gamer support among 
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Latinos to pursue collective goals (see Snow et al. 1997). As well, since organizations 

are susceptible to the influences of the contextual environment much like individuals, it 

may well be worth considering how they deal with the challenges of functioning within 

open and closed political environments and how these factors, in turn, affect their mass 

mobilization efforts. 

Another avenue for future research is to consider the relationship between 

political participation and competition for institutional and extra-institutional resources 

among race and ethnic minorities. In other words, much can be gained by considering 

states' racial and ethnic competition to explain how competition for social, economic, and 

political resources affect mobilization efforts. One might predict, for example, that in 

closed macro-political contexts, it would become incumbent upon members of different 

race and ethnic minorities to form alliances in order to challenge the political system and 

achieve collective goals (Barvosa-Carter 1999). 

Third, future research will focus on panethnicity. Okamoto's (2003) research has 

identified the key structural factors that promote and hinder the emergence of panethnic 

identity among Asian Americans. Much can be gained by considering the key factors 

that explain group formation processes among different racial and ethnic groups that are 

perceived and defined by dominant group members as subordinate in the racial hierarchy 

(Okamoto 2003:835-6). Although the processes that facilitate Latino panetlinic identity 

may not exactly mirror those of other race and ethnic minorities, there is reason to believe 

that structural factors, such as residential and occupational segregation and political 

disenfranchisement, should heighten the development and formation of panethnic 
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identities which, in turn, facilitate electoral and non-electoral participation. Therefore, a 

future line of research will focus on understanding why Latinos use panethnicity as well 

as the individual- and structural-factors that facilitate its formation. 

Finally, this dissertation focused on states that had sizeable Latino populations in 

the late 1980s and 1990s. Although the analyses provided important insights about 

political behavior in the states studied, the findings cannot be generalized to Latinos 

living in other states. Given improvements in the quality of data on Latino populations, it 

is now possible to make comparisons across most if not all states. Expanding the scope 

of this line of research will allow for a more robust understanding of Latino political 

participation, especially given trends showing they are increasingly settling in new urban 

centers in the South, Midwest, and Northwest (Hong 2002; Pachon 2003). Ongoing 

research will also be needed just to keep with Latinos' changing demographic profiles 

(Aguirre and Turner 2004). 

In sum, this dissertation focused on the individual and structural factors that 

motivated electoral and non-electoral political involvement among U.S. Latinos at the 

end of the 20'^ century. I set out to show that, in order to truly understand ethnic political 

behavior, it is important to understand the effects of the macro-political context. 

Although I focused on three types of outcome variables and a host of individual and 

contextual variables at two points of time, the analyses offer just a glimpse into the 

determinants of ethnic political involvement but provide a solid foundation upon which 

future research can build. 
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Nonetheless, the research presented here has implications for sociologists, 

political scientists, scholars of race and ethnic relations, political leaders, and Latinos 

themselves. It contributes to an overall understanding about how structural factors— 

institutional and extra-institutional resources and the structure of political opportunity— 

influence Latinos' political experiences. Furthermore, it contributes to ongoing research 

attempting to explain why Latinos are politically disfranchised relative to other race and 

ethnic groups in the U.S. Finally, the findings emanating from this research will provide 

some insight into the democratic character of American politics and the structural factors 

that motivate it. Failure to fully comprehend how Latinos' internal diversity and the 

constraints of the external environment affect their participation patterns may adversely 

affect efforts to politically incorporate them so that they can participate in decisions that 

affect society as a whole. 

Social scientists and policy analysts argue that a large and growing community 

that remains politically marginalized cannot contribute to its economic and social 

progress or the progress of society as a whole. Likewise, it is inconceivable that 

democracy can remain vital and effective without Latino participation. My dissertation 

addressed these concerns through an in-depth analysis of Latino political behavior at two 

levels and two points in time. More theoretical and empirical research is needed in order 

to address why, in some cases, Latinos conform to traditional models of participation 

while in others they do not. This may be achieved through a program that combines 

quantitative, case-study, and ethnographic approaches. Ultimately, this dissertation 

contributes to extant social science research attempting to explain whether or not the fast-
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evolving Latino population is gaining political leverage. It also provides a strong 

foundation for expanding knowledge about ethnic politics in the U.S. 
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APPENDIX A - Variables, Measures, and Data Sources 

Dependent Variables Measurement Source 

Conventional Participation Voted in 1988 presidential 
elections 

LNPS 

Voted in 1996 presidential 
election 

NSLA 

Unconventional Participation Broad: boycotted a 
company or product, signed 
a petition, attended a rally 
or public meeting 

LNPS and NSLA 

Latino-oriented: signed a 
petition, attended a rally or 
public meeting, contributed 
money to Latino candidate 
or organization 

LNPS and NSLA 

Level 1 — Individual 
Independent Variables 
Ethnic Identification Preferred ethnic 

identification (national-
origin vs. panethnic label) 

LNPS 

Acculturation, generational 
status 

NSLA 

Political Engagement Watches political issues on 
news; reads newspaper 

LNPS 

Efficacy, follows politics NSLA 
Political Ideology Partisanship, ideology 

(liberal, moderate, 
conservative) 

LNPS and NSLA 

Demographic Characteristics Age, gender, income, 
educational attainment, 
martial status, parental 
status, citizenship 

LNPS and NSLA 

Structural Availability Organizational affiliation, 
recruited (contacted about 
registering to vote) 

LNPS and NSLA 
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APPENDIX A (cont.) - Variables, Measures, and Data Sources 

Level 2 - State 
Independent Variables 
Political Opportunity 
Structure (POS) 

Ballot initiative state 
(l=yes; 0=no); type of 
ballot initiatives on ballot 
(e.g., English-only, 
Proposition 187, Proposition 
209) 

Electoral competition data 
for 1992 

Representation of Latino 
elected officials (number of 
officials in public office) 

Initiative and Referendum 
Institute 

Barrilleaux, Holbrook, 
and Langer (2002) 

National Association of 
Latino Elected Officials 
(NALEO) 

Resoxirce Mobilization 
Theory 

Presence of Latino/Hispanic 
organizations by state 

National Directory of 
Hispanic Organizations, 
1990 and 2000 

Additional Measures Size of Latino population; 
percent voted by state, year, 
and race/ethnicity; percent 
registered by state, year, and 
race/ethnicity 

Residential segregation 
indexes 

U.S. Census Bureau 

Lewis Mum ford Center 
for Comparative Urban 
and Regional Research 
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APPENDIX B: Results from Voting and Protest Baseline Models using SAS, 1988 

Voted 

Cov Parm 

Intercept 
Residual 

Subject 

state 

Estimate 

0.1602 
0.9949 

S.E. 

0.09231 
0.03267 

Z value 

1.74 
30.45 

P r Z  

0.0413 
<.0001 

Protest 

Cov Parm Subject 

Intercept state 
Residual 

Estimate 

0.1703 
0.9922 

S.E. 

0.08505 
0.02408 

Z value 

2.00 
41.21 

P r Z  

0.0226 
<.0001 
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APPENDIX C: States with Direct and Indirect Initiatives and Popular Referenda 

State 

Total # 
Propositions 
in 1988 Examples 

Total # 
Propositions 
in 1996 Examples 

Arizona*^ 1 Proposition 106: 
English as official 
language 

4 Proposition 203: 
Lottery revenues for 
health programs 

California'^ 15 Proposition 95: 
Funding for hunger 
and homeless 
programs (failed) 

17 Proposition 209: 
Ending racial 
preferences 

Colorado® 4 Proposition 11: 
English as official 
language 

8 Proposition 13: 
Expands initiative 
and referendum 
powers (failed) 

Florida® 2 Proposition 11: 
English as official 
state language 

4 Proposition 6: 
Establish Everglade 
Trust Fund 

Illinois^ None None 
Indiana*^ None None 
Massachusetts'^ 3 Repeal prevailing 

wage law (failed) 
1 Animal rights 

Missouri'^ 2 Extend use and 
sales tax 

3 Progressive increase 
in minimum wage 
(failed) 

Nevada'^ 1 Proposition 9: 
Prohibit state 
personal income tax 

5 Proposition 17: 
Informed Voter 
Law 

New Mexico None None 
Oregon*^ 5 Proposition 5: Sin 

tax to fund Inter
collegiate Athletics 
(failed) 

16 Proposition 43: 
Reinstate collective 
bargaining law for 
public service 
employees (failed) 

^ State with initiative process only 

State with popular referenda process only 

State with initiative statutes and popular referenda processes 

Source: Dubois and Feeney (1998) 
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APPENDIX D: TABLES 



Table 2.1: Descriptive Statistics for Non-Latinos and Latinos, 1989/90 

Non-Latinos Mexicans Puerto Ricans Cubans 
Sociodemographic Variables 

Age 45.33 37.61 39.64 50.46 
Education 12.33 9.04 9.57 10.28 
Language Spoken: 

Mostly English — 33.38 20.03 7.20 
Mostly Spanish 45.73 29.54 15.57 
Both — 20.83 50.25 77.09 

Income: 
Less than $15,000/year 26.76 36.87 55.35 39.79 
S15,000-$49,000/year 52.17 48.64 35.14 41.71 
$50,000 or more/year 21.07 14.49 9.51 18.50 

U.S. Citizen 92.14 57.24 99.32 44.93 

Political Engagement Variables 
Language of News Source: 

English — 44.89 35.14 22.91 
Spanish ... 25.87 25.30 45.23 
Both — 28.01 37.69 30.10 

News Source for Politics: 
Television 67.06 78.33 75.89 77.68 
Newspapers 23.41 11.71 12.56 10.43 
Magazines 2.01 0.84 0.85 0.29 
Radio 6.52 8.02 8.83 10.13 
None 1.00 1.10 1.70 1.47 

Watches National New 5-7 days/wk 49.16 46.38 56.54 71.07 
Reads Newspaper 5-7 days/wk 40.27 22.26 30.10 33.33 
Follows Current Affairs 78.31 52.16 57.44 67.12 

Political Ideology Variables 
Ideology: 

Liberal 27.42 27.81 29.03 22.76 
Moderate 34.28 30.21 21.90 22.17 
Conservative 36.79 39.84 46.52 52.86 

Partisanship: 
Democrat 43.74 34.44 66.92 9.60 
Republican 24.01 8.15 16.26 29.69 
Independent 21.44 10.05 12.10 4.58 
Something Else or None 2.74 2.45 3.97 0.74 

Strong Democrat 19.90 16.62 33.79 6.17 
Strong Republican 12.04 2.39 7.47 23.05 

Structural Variables 
Contacted about Registering 37.02 39.44 32.48 15.36 
Belongs to Organization 21.91 11.45 7.81 8.08 

Electoral Participation Variables 
Registered to Vote in 1988 86.39 85.13 87.70 94.40 
Voted in 1988 Presidential Election 76.08 66.08 68.21 83.58 

N (Eligible Voters) 551 885 585 306 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 
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Table 2.2: Descriptive Statistics for Non-Latinos and Latinos, 1999 

Non-Latinos Mexicans Puerto Ricans Cubans 
Sociodemographic Variables 

Age 
Education: 

High School or Less 

Some College 

College Graduate 

Language Spoken: 
Mostly English 

Mostly Spanish 

Both 

Income: 
Less than $20,000/year 
$20,000-549,000/year 
$50,000 or more/year 

U.S. Citizen 

46.31 

31.04 
29.63 

39.05 

10.07 
32.82 
35.82 
97.68 

34.94 

62.96 

20.90 

15.53 

29.71 
48.04 
22.00 

29.95 
41.44 
18.58 
59.17 

39.26 

50.63 
27.04 
22.01 

38.99 
27.99 
33.02 

26.10 
40.88 
22.96 
99.69 

45.81 

47.44 
24.04 

28.21 

22.76 

56.41 

20.83 

27.56 

32.05 
23.40 
71.15 

Political Engagement Variables 

Follows Current Affairs 

Efficacy 
Political Leaders Don't Care 
Politics is Too Complicated 
Voting is a Waste of Time 

82.11 

57.31 

40.01 

11.03 

49.27 

52.44 
55.16 
17.08 

61.64 

60.69 

56.51 

16.35 

58.65 

58.47 
50.17 
17.26 

Political Ideology Variables 

Ideology: 
Liberal 
Moderate 
Conservative 

Partisanship: 
Democrat 

Republican 

Independent 

Something Else or None 
Strong Democrat 
Strong Republican 

23.92 
42.13 
31.20 

32.02 
27.98 
30.23 

8.58 
52.44 
50.00 

25.03 
36.69 
33.62 

35.02 
17.02 

32.18 

10.60 

41.90 
23.19 

32.81 
31.23 
30.91 

52.22 

13.92 

20.89 
8.86 

42.42 

22.73 

31.92 
34.53 
27.36 

31.05 

36.27 

23.20 

4.58 
44.21 

37.84 

Electoral Participation Variables 

Registered to Vote in 1999 
Voted in 1996 Presidential Election 

83.25 
78.71 

43.28 

32.13 

72.64 

56.05 
58.33 
49.19 

N (Eligible Voters) 2146 484 317 222 

Source : National Survey on Latinos in America 
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Table 2.3: The Effects of Sociodemographic, Engagement, Ideology, and Structural Variables 
on the Likelihood of Voting in the 1988 Presidential Election 

Sociodemographic Engagement Ideology Structural 

Race (Latino) -0.16 -0.19 -0.29^ -0.27 
(0.12) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) 

Age 0.11*** 0.12*** 0.10*** 0.11*** Age 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age^ -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** Age^ 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender (Male) -0.13 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 
(0.10) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) 

Some college 0.95*** 0.68*** 0 69*** 
(0.13) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) 

College graduate 1 42*** 0.97* 0.96* 0.89* 
(0.30) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) 

Income (log) 0.31*** 0.12 0.12 0.08 
(0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) 

Watches news 0.02 -0.05 -0.08 
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Reads newspaper 0.05 0.08 0.07 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.16) 

Follows politics 0.69*** 0.65*** 0.66*** 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 

Registered 3 95*** 3.85*** 3.82*** 
(0.26) (0.27) (0.27) 

Democrat 0.12 0.12 
(0.17) (0.17) 

Liberal -0.14 -0.13 
(0.15) (0.15) 

Strong Democrat 0.57**" 0.57** Strong Democrat 
(0.18) (0.18) 

Strong Republican 1.06***" 
(0.26) (0.26) 

Contacted 0.31* 
(0.15) 

Belongs to 0.45* 

organization(s) (0.22) 

Constant -3 29*** -6.22*** -5 94*** -6.07*** 

(0.37) (0.59) (0.60) (0.62) 

N 2192 1742 1742 1725 

d.£ 7 11 15 17 

Log likelihood -1314.33 -726.59 -711.99 -699.18 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 
" /? <• 10 • p <.05 **p <.01 *** p <.001 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

" Difference between Latinos and non-Latinos significant at the .05 level 
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Table 2.4: Differences in Electoral Participation among Non-Latinos and Latinos of Mexican, Puerto 
Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1988 

Sociodemographic Engagement Ideology Structural 

Mexican -0.26* -0.29 -0.33"' -0.32"^ 
(0.13) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) 

Puerto Rican -0.23 -0.14 -0.24 -0.22 
(0.14) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) 

Cuban 0.22 0.12 -0.13 -0.03 
(0.17) (0.25) (0.26) (0.27) 

Age Q 1 J*** 011*** 0.10*** 0.10*** Age 
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age^ -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender (Male) -0.13 -0.07 -0.06 -0.09 
(0.10) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) 

Some college 0.68*** 0.67*** 0.67*** 
(0.13) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) 

College graduate 2 34*** 0.92* 0.95* 0.87* 
(0.30) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) 

Income (log) 0.29*** 0.13 0.13 0.09 
(0.07) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 

Watches news -0.01 -0.07 -0.10 
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Reads paper 0.05 0.08 0.06 Reads paper 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.16) 

Follows politics 0.69*** 0.65*** 0.67*** 
(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 

Registered 3.93*** 3.84*** 3 81*** 
(0.26) (0.27) (0.27) 

Democrat 0.13 0.14 
(0.17) (0.17) 

Liberal -0.14 -0.13 
(0.15) (0.15) 

Strong Democrat 0.56** 0.57** Strong Democrat 
(0.18) (0.18) 

Strong Republican 1.00***" 1.00***^ 
(0.27) (0.27) 

Contacted 0.33* 
(0.15) 

Organization(s) 0.45* 
(0.22) 

Constant -3.22*** -6.15*** -5.94*** -6.07*** 
(0.37) (0.60) (0.60) (0.62) 

N 2192 1742 1742 1725 
d.f. 9 13 17 19 
Log likelihood -1309.73 -725.01 -711.83 -698.62 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 
*p<.\Q *p <.05 **p <.01 ***/> <.001 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

" Difference between Latinos and non-Latinos significant at the .05 level 
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Table 2.5; Differences in the Likelihood of Voting in the 1988 Presidential Election among 
Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent 

Sociodemographic Engagement Ideology Structural 
Mexican -0.48*** -0.37 -0.17 -0.27 

(0.16) (0.23) (0.26) (0.26) 
Puerto Rican -0.45* -0.19 -0.06 -0.13 

(0.18) (0.25) (0.28) (0.28) 
Age 0.12***^ Q I***™ Q 1 Q J 

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 
Age' -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00** -0.00** 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) -0.12 -0.16 -0.15 -0.19 

(0.11) (0.16) (0.17) (0.17) 
Some college 0.92*** 0.71** 0.72** 0.70** 

(0.16) (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) 
College graduate 1.33*** 1.05"" 1.08"^® 0.9f  

(0.38) (0.57) (0.58) (0.59) 
Income (log) 0.29*** 0.17 0.16 0.10 

(0.07) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Watches news -0.06 -0.12 -0.14 

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 
Reads paper -0.00 0.04 0.03 

(0.17) (0.18) (0.18) 
Follows politics 0.70***" 0.71***"" 

(0-17) (0.17) (0.17) 
Registered 410*** 4.03*** 4.00*** 

(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Democrat 0.03 0.01 

(0.20) (0.20) 
Liberal -0.17 -0.15 

(0.17) (0.17) 
Strong Democrat 0.62***" 0.66**" 

(0.21) (0.21) 
Strong Republican 0.87*** 0.89**" 

(0.30) (0.30) 
Contacted 0.30"" 

(0.17) 
Orgamzation(s) 0.70*" 

(0.28) 
Constant -3.20*** -6.33*** -6.33*** -6.41*** 

(0.43) (0.73) (0.74) (0J6) 
N 1678 1292 1292 1282 
d.f. 8 12 16 18 
Log likelihood -1017.08 -553.92 -544.40 -533.05 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 
^p<. \Q *p<.Q5 **p<.Ql  ***/7<.001 iVo^e; Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

* Difference between Mexicans and Cubans significant at .05 level 
'' Difference between Puerto Ricans and Cubans signficant at .05 level 
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Table 2.6: The Effects of Sociodemographic, Engagement, and Ideology Variables on the 
Likelihood of Voting in the 1996 Presidential Eelction 

Sociodemographic Engagement Ideology 

Race (Latino) -0.56*** -0.36*** -0.37*** 
(0.08) (0.10) (0.10) 

Age Q 0.14*** 0.14*** 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Age^ -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender (Male) -Q.n* -0.19* -0.18^ 

(0.07) (0.09) (0.09) 

Some college 1.23***' 0.92*** 092*** 
(0.09) (0.11) (o'.ii) 

College graduate 1.59***' 1.12***' 1.12***' 
(0.09) (0.12) (0.12) 

Income 
$20,000-$49,000 0.17* 0.20^ 0.19^ 

(0.08) (0.11) (0.11) 
$50,000+ 0.68*** 0 29*** 0 40*** 

(0.09) (0.12) (0.12) 

Follows politics 0.72*** Q yj*** 
(0.10) (0.10) 

Political efficacy 0.06*** 0.06*** 

(0.02) (0,02) 

Registered 2 27***^ 2 27***^ 
(O'.IO) (0.10) 

Liberal 0.02 

(0.10) 

Democrat 0.13' 

(0.10) 

Constant 32*** -6.86*** -6.90*** 

(0.24) (0.33) (0.33) 

N 4560 4560 4560 

d.f. 8 11 13 

Log likelihood -2431.74 -1601.11 -1600.14 

Source-. National Survey on Latinos in America 
^ 10 * p <.05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

" Difference between Latinos and non-Latinos significant at the .05 level 
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Table 2.7: Differences in Electoral Participation among Non-Latinos and Latinos of Mexican, 
Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1996 

Sociodemo^raphic Engagement Ideolo^ 

Mexican -1.23*** -0.78*** -0.80*** 
(0.10) (0.13) (0.13) 

Puerto Rican -0.45*** -0.52*** -0.57*** 
(0.14) (0.16) (0.16) 

Cuban -1.14*** -0 73*** -0 73*** 
(0.14) (0.17) (0.17) 

Age 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.15*** 

Age^ 

(o'.oi) (0.01) (0.01) 
Age^ -0.00*** -0.00*** -0 00*** 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) -0.03 -0.08 -0.06 

(0.08) (0.10) (0.10) 
Some college J 0.96*** Q 

(0.10) (0.12) (0.12) 
College graduate 1.51*** 1.13*** 1.13*** 

(0.10) (0.13) (0.13) 
Income 

$20,000-$49,000 0.17^ 0.22"" 0.21^ 
(0.09) (0.12) (0.12) 

$50,000+ 0.57*** 0.39** 0.39** 
(0.11) (0.13) (0.13) 

Follows politics 0.27*** 0.26*** 
(0.06) (0.06) 

Political efficacy 0.06*** 0.06*** 
(0.02) (0.02) 

Registered 3.06*** 3.06*** 
(0.11) (0.11) 

Liberal 0.06 
(0.11) 

Democrat 0.22* 
(0.10) 

Constant -3.96*** -6.82*** -6 89*** 
(0.27) (0.37) (0.38) 

N 3972 3968 3968 
d.f. 10 13 15 
Log likelihood -1966.55 -1401.62 -1398.99 
Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
' p <.10 • p <.05 ** p <.01 p <.001 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 2.8: Differences in the Likelihood of Voting in the 1996 Presidential Election among 
Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent 

Sociodemographic Engagement Ideology 

Mexican -0.12 -0.04 -0.10 
(0.16) (0.21) (0.21) 

Puerto Rican 0.68*** 0.19 0.06 

(0.18) (0.23) (0.23) 
Age 0.09*** Q J 1*** 0 } J  * * *  

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age^ -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender (Male) -0.16 -0.20 -0.19 
(0.12) (0.16) (0.16) 

Some college 1.35*** 2 22*** IJ4*** 
(0.15) (0.20) (0.20) 

College graduate 1 61*** 
(0.17) (0.23) (0.23) 

Income 
$20,000-$49,000 0.03 -0.09 -0.09 

(0.14) (0.18) (0.19) 
$50,000+ 074*** 0.15'" 0.16 

(0.17) (0.22) (0.22) 

Follows politics 0.38*** 0.35*** 
(0.09) (0.09) 

Political efficacy 0.05^ 0.04 

(0.03) (0.03) 

Registered 3.43*** 3 *** 
(0.19) (0.19) 

Liberal 0.11 

(0.18) 

Democrat 0.55*** 
(0.16) 

Constant -3.75*** -7.06*** -7.14*** 
(0.45) (0.63) (0.64) 

N 1429 1428 1428 

d.f 9 12 14 

Log likelihood -781.74 -513.83 -507.93 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
<. 10 * p <.05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001 Note'. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

® Difference between Mexicans and Cubans significant at .05 level 
Difference between Puerto Ricans and Cubans signficant at .05 level 
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Table 3.1: Description of Independent Variables by Respondent Group, 1989/90 

Non-Latino Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
Independent Variables 

Age 45.34 37.62 39.64 50.46 

Gender (Male) 44.98 43.27 36.50 43.17 

Education 12.34 9.03 9.57 10.28 

Married 54.68 62.61 40.58 58.00 

Parent 69.23 73.93 71.14 50.66 

Full-time (35+ hours/wk) 51.17 50.06 34.80 46.99 

Income (< $50,000/yr) 77.78 85.46 90.15 81.28 

U.S. Citizen 92.14 57.24 99.32 44.93 

Belong to organization(s) 21.91 11.45 7.81 8.08 

Dependent Variables 

Signed petitioned 49.47 19.86 17.83 10.87 

Attended rally 9.20 6.46 6.96 4.85 

Attended public meeting 23.08 12.55 14.43 5.43 

Protested 49.16 26.65 25.81 14.39 

N 598 1546 589 681 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 1989/90 
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T able 3.2: Description of Independent V ariables by Respondent Group, 1999 

Non-Latino Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
Independent Variables 

Age 46.31 34.94 39.26 45.81 

Gender (Male) 48.48 50.24 45.60 48.72 

Education 13.12 12.37 12.48 12.46 

Married 61.0 65.40 44.02 57.37 

Parent 40.0 68.83 51.89 40.06 

Full-time (35+ hours/wk) 62.0 64.79 58.80 53.17 

Income (< $50,000/yr) 51.80 78.36 75.16 71.48 

U.S. Citizen 98.0 59.17 99.68 71.15 

Asked/recruited — 8.92 10.06 8.01 

Dependent Variables 

Contributed money — 4.77 5.66 4.49 

Volunteered for candidate — 10.88 11.64 9.61 

Attended demonstration — 25.24 30.19 23.79 

Protested — 27.14 31.76 26.60 

N 2197 818 318 312 
Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 1999 



Table 3.3; The Effects of Biographical Availability on the Likelihood of Non-Electoral 
Participation among U.S. Latinos and Non-Latinos, 1989/90 

Meet Rally Petition 

Race (Latino) -0.48*** 0.14 -0.75*** 
(0.13) (0.18) (0.11) 

Gender (Male) 0.08 0.03 0.10 
(0.12) (0.16) (0.10) 

Age 0.06** 0.09** 0.07*** 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Age^ -0.00** -0.00** -0.00*** 
(0.00) (0,00) (0.00) 

Some college Q yg*** 0.82*** 0.93*** 
(0'.13) (0.17) (0.12) 

College graduate L53*** 1.57*** 0.90*** 
(0.22) (0.25) (0.22) 

Married -0.31* -0.45** -0.17 
(0.13) (0.17) (0.11) 

Parent 0.60*** 0.58** 0.34** 
(0.14) (0.19) (0.12) 

Full-time -0.18 0.15 -0.18 
(0.13) (0.17) (0.11) 

Income (log) 0.34*** 0.46*** 0.52*** 
(0.09) (0.13) (0.08) 

Religiosity 0.38*** 0.24 0.29** 
(0.12) (0.15) (0.10) 

U.S. citizen 0.95*** 1.16*** \ 44*** 
(0.16) (0.23) (0.14) 

Constant -4.55*** -6 98*** -4.20*** 
(0.50) (0.73) (0.42) 

N 3163 3163 3163 
d.f. 12 12 12 
Log likelihood -1123.09 -707.83 -1393.68 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
' /?<.10 *p <.05 **/7<.01 p <.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.4: The Effects of Biographical and Micro-Structural Availability on the Likelihood of 
Non-Electoral Participation among U.S. Latinos and Non-Latinos, 1989/90 

Meeting Rally Petition 

Race (Latino) .0.42*** 0.18 -0.72*** 
(0.13) (0.18) (0.11) 

Gender (Male) 0.03 -0.00 0.06 
(0.12) (0.16) (0.10) 

Age 0.06* 0.09** 0.06*** 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Age^ -0.00** -0.00** -0.00*** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Some college 0.73*** 0.79*** 0.90*** 
(0.14) (0.17) (0.12) 

College graduate 1.40*** 1.48*** 0.79*** 
(0.22) (0.25) (0.22) 

Married -0.32*' -0.46** -0.17 
(0.13) (0.17) (0.11) 

Parent 0.56***" 0.56** 0.32** 
(0.14) (0.19) (0.12) 

Full-time -0.28* 0.09 -0.24* 
(0.13) (0.17) (0.11) 

Income (log) 0.28**" 0.41** 0.48*** 
(0.09) (0.13) (0.08) 

Religiosity 0.40*** 0.25 0.30** 
(0.12) (0.15) (0.10) 

U.S. citizen 0.91*** 1.13*** 1.42*** 
(0.16) (0.23) (0.14) 

Belong to organization(s) 0.81*** 0.46* 0 
(0.14) (0.18) (0.13) 

Constant -4.32*** -6.83*** .4.04*** 
(0.50) (0.73) (0.43) 

N 3163 3163 3163 
d.f. 13 13 13 
Log likelihood -1107.81 -704.75 -1384.27 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
'><.10 *p <.05 **p<m <.001 

^ Difference between Latinos and non-Latinos is significant at p <.05 level 
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Table 3.5: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Participation in Non-Electoral 
Activities by Race/Ethnicity, 1989/90 

Meeting Rally Petition 

Race (Non-Latino) 
Mexican -0.22 0.33"" -0.46*** 

(0.14) (0.20) (0.12) 
Puerto Rican -0.27 0.12 -0.94*** 

(0.18) (0.24) (0.16) 
Cuban -0.06 -1.14*** 

(0.22) (0.25) (0.17) 
Gender (Male) -0.05 -0.04 0.05 

(0.12) (0.16) (0.11) 
Age 0.06** 0.09** 0.07*** 

(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 
Age^ -0.00** -0.00** -0.00*** Age^ 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Some college 0.82*** 0.83*** Q gj*** 

(0.14) (0.18) (0.12) 
College graduate 1.55*** 0.92*** 

(0.23) (0.26) (0.23) 
Married -0.84** -0.74* -0.23 

(0.28) (0.36) (0.20) 
Parent 0.22 0.39 0.25 

(0.18) (0.24) (0.16) 
Married*Parent 0.70* 0.37 0.05 

(0.32) (0.41) (0.24) 
Full-time -0.24^ 0.11 -0.23* 

(0.13) (0.18) (0.11) 
Income (log) 0.28** 0.39** 0.46*** 

(0.09) (0.13) (0.08) 
Religiosity 0.36** 0.22 0.26* 

(0.12) (0.16) (0.10) 
U.S. citizen 0.83*** 

(0.17) (0.24) (0.15) 
Belong to organization(s) Q yg*** 0.45* 0.54*** 

(0.14) (0.18) (0.13) 
Constant -4 35*** -6.85*** -3.16*** 

(0.50) (0.73) (0.43) 

N 3163 3163 3163 
d.f 16 16 16 
Log likelihood -1093.74 -702.63 -1372.08 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
^p< . lO  *p< .05  **p<.Ol  

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.6: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Protest among Latinos of 
Mexican Descent, 1989/90 

Protest (=1) 
Biographical Availability 

Gender (Male) -0.23 -0.28 
(0.15) (0.15) 

Age 0.10*** 0.09*** 
(0.03) (0.03) 

Age^ -0.00*** -0.00*** 
(0.00) (0.00) 

Some college 1.21*** 1.15*** 
(0.19) (0.20) 

College graduate 2.06*** 
(0.54) (0.56) 

Married -0.45** -0.47** 
(0.16) (0.16) 

Parent 0.57** 0.58** 
(0.19) (0.19) 

Full-time -0.03 -0.12 
(0.15) (0.15) 

Income (log) 0.43** 0.38*** 
(0.10) (0.11) 

Religiosity 0.18 0.19 
(0.14) (0.14) 

U.S. citizen 1.29*** 1.27*** 
(0.15) (0.15) 

Structural Availability 

Belong to organization(s) Q yg*** 

(0.20) 

Constant _4 yQ*** -4.52*** 
(0.57) (0.57) 

N 1428 1428 
d.f. 11 12 
Log likelihood -717.67 -710.08 

Source: Latino National Political Survey 
'''/7<.10 * p <.05 **p<M *** /7<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.7: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Protest among Latinos of Puerto 
Rican Descent, 1989/90 

Protest (=1) 
Biographical Availability 

Gender (Male) 0.40^ 0.35 
(0.24) (0.25) 

Age 0.05 0.06 
(0.04) (0.04) 

Age' -0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.00) 

Some college 1.58*** L54*** 
(0.29) (0.29) 

College graduate Y yy** 1.81** 
(0.65) (0.66) 

Married -0.03 -0.07 
(0.25) (0.25) 

Parent 0.35 0.35 
(0.27) (0.27) 

Full-time -0.31 -0.37 
(0.26) (0.27) 

Income (log) 0.45** 0.40* 
(0.16) (0.16) 

Religiosity 0.25 0.25 
(0.23) (0.23) 

Structural Availability 

Belong to organization(s) 0.88* 
(0.36) 

Constant -3.22*** -3.23*** 
(0.84) (0.85) 

N 552 552 
d.f 10 11 
Log likelihood -282.19 -279.14 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
^p<.\Q * p <.05 **p<.01 ***p <.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.8: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Protest among Latinos of Cuban 
Descent, 1989/90 

Protest (=1) 
Biographical Availability 

Gender (Male) 

Age 

Age^ 

Some college 

College graduate 

Married 

Parent 

Full-time 

Income (log) 

Religiosity 

U.S. citizen 

Structural Availability 

Belong to organization(s) 

Constant 

N 
d.f. 
Log likelihood 

0.22 
(0.27) 
-0.07 
(0.05) 
0.00 
(0.00) 
0.71* 
(0.30) 
0.64 

(0.44) 
-0.79** 
(0.30) 
J 29*** 

(0.32) 
0.14 

(0.30) 
0.99*** 

(0.27) 
0.53^ 
(0.28) 
1.05*** 

(0.29) 

-3.55*** 
(1.08) 

622 
11 

-208.26 

0.19 
(0.27) 
-0.08 
(0.05) 
0.00 

(0.00) 
0.66* 
(0.30) 
0.48 
(0.46) 
-0.81** 

(0.31) 
1 20*** 

(0.32) 
0.12 
(0.30) 
Q gp*** 

(0.27) 
0.50"" 

(0.28) 
0 99*** 
(0.29) 

0.96** 
(0.36) 

-3.10** 
(1.09) 

622 
12 

-204.89 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
''/j<.10 *p <.05 **/;<.01 ***/?<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.9; The Effects of Biographical Availability on the Likelihood of Non-Electoral 
Participation among Latinos of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1999 

Money Volunteer Demonstrate 

Ethnicity (Puerto Rican) 
Mexican 0.19 0.35 -0.07 

(0.32) (0.22) (0.17) 
Cuban -0.13 -0.09 -0.39* 

(0.39) (0.28) (0.20) 
Gender (Male) 0.60* 0.00 0.27* 

(0.27) (0.18) (0.13) 
Age -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 

(0.04) (0.02) (0.02) 
Age^ 0.00 0.00^ 0.00 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Some college 1.22*** 0.66** 0.83*** 

(0.34) (0.22) (0.15) 
College graduate 1.68*** Q gy*** J Qy*** 

(0.35) (0.23) (0.17) 
Married -0.38 -0.05 -0.07 

(0.28) (0.19) (0.14) 
Parent 0.03 -0.00 -0.14 

(0.27) (0.19) (0.14) 
Full-time -0.04 0.38^ -0.02 

(0.29) (0.20) (0.14) 
Income (log) -0.10 -0.07 -0.06 Income (log) 

(0.16) (0.10) (0.07) 
U.S. citizen 0.56 1.08*** 0.13 

(0.39) (0.27) (0.16) 
Catholic -0.37 -0.03 0.16 

(0.26) (0.19) (0.14) 

Constant -3.66*** -3 03*** -1.13* 
(0.95) (0.65) (0.47) 

N 1416 1416 1413 
d.f. 13 13 13 
Log likelihood -253.79 -456.28 -776.87 
Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
•"jtx.io *p <.05 **p<m 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.10; Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Protest among Latinos of 
Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1999 

Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
Biographical Availability 

Gender (Male) 

Age 

Age^ 

Some college 

College graduate 

Married 

Parent 

Full-time 

Income (log) 

U.S. citizen 

Catholic 

Structural Availability 

Asked/recruited 

Constant 

N 
d.f. 
Log likelihood 

0.30 
(0.17) 
0.00 
(0.03) 
0.00 
(0.00) 
Q "72*** 

(0.20) 
0.84*** 
(0.24) 
-0.15 
(0.19) 
0.07 

(0.19) 
-0.17 
(0.19) 
0.01 
(0.09) 
0.24 
(0.19) 
0.24 

(0.20) 

Y Qy*** 
(0.23) 

-1.96*** 
(0.61) 

802 
11 

-439.85 

0.16 
(0.28) 
-0.06 
(0.04) 
0.00 
(0.00) 
I 27*** 

(0.32) 
I gy*** 

(0.37) 
-0.22 
(0.29) 
-0.16 
(0.29) 
0.25 
(0.29) 
-0.13 
(0.16) 

0.29 
(0.29) 

0.96* 
(0.38) 

-0.61 
(0.91) 

310 
11 

-166.96 

0.43 
(0.29) 
-0.03 
(0.04) 
0.00 
(0.00) 
0.43 
(0.37) 
0.72"" 

(0.37) 
0.19 
(0.30) 
-0.40 
(0.30) 
0.16 
(0.34) 
-0.06 
(0.15) 
0.00 
(0.33) 
-0.23 
(0.30) 

1.20** 
(0.42) 

-0.74 
(1.00) 

304 
11 

-162.05 
Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 

/7<.10 * p <-05 **/7<.01 V<.ooi 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 3.11; Predicted and Actual Effects of Race/Ethnicity, Biographical Availability, 
and Structural Availability Variables on Non-Electoral Participation 

Predicted Effects Actual Effects 

Race/Ethnicity 

Latino 

Mexican 

Puerto Rican 

Cuban + 

Bioeraphical Availability 

Age - + 

Gender (Male) + + 

Education + + 

Marriage +, -

Children - + 

Income + + 

Full-time employment +, -

Structural Availability 

Organizational affiliation + + 



Table 4.1: Participation in Political Activities by Ethnicity/National Origin, 1999 

Respondent Group 

# of Political Activities Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
0 66.26 59.75 65.38 
1 20.78 24.53 23.40 
2 9.78 10.69 7.69 
3 3.18 5.03 3.53 

N 818 318 312 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America, 1999 



Table 4.2: Acculturation Scores by Ethnicity/National Origin, 1999 

Respondent Group 

Acculturation Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
Low (7-14) 49.76 27.04 52.24 
Mid (15-21) 28.36 47.17 37.50 
High (22-35) 21.88 25.79 10.26 

N 818 318 312 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 



Table 4.3: Distribution of Latino and Non-Latino Respondents by Generation, 1999 

Respondent Group 

Generation Non-Latinos Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
1 6.36 57.41 43.49 78.46 
2 11.19 24.53 43.49 18.65 
3 26.32 12.95 7.62 2.57 
4 56.13 5.11 5.40 0.32 

N 2154 803 315 311 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
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Table 4.4: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Participation in Non-Electoral, 
Latino-Oriented Activities among Latinos, 1989/90 

Culture Petition Demonstration Boycott 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 1 94*** ^ 25*** 1.00*** 2.36*** 

(0.23) (0.19) (0.21) (0.31) 
Puerto Rican 1 81*** 1 41*** 1.33*** 1.03* 

(0.27) (0.22) (0.24) (0.43) 
Age 0.03 0.09*** 0.09** 0.09* 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 
Age^ -0.00 -0.00** -0.00** -0.00* 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) 0.01 0,07 0.25 0.06 

(0.17) (0.15) (0.17) (0.20) 
Some college \ 43*** Q "70*** 0.70*** 0.74*** 

(0.18) (0.18) (0.20) (0.23) 
College graduate 1.75*** 0.73* 0.91** 27*** 

(0.31) (0.32) (0.34) (0.38) 
Full-time employment -0.04 0.03 -0.09 -0.15 

(0.18) (0.16) (0.18) (0.22) 
Income (log) 0.02 0.04 -0.11 0.54** 

(0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.17) 
Belong to organization(s) 0.68*** 0.61** 0.60** 0.90*** 

(0.20) (0.18) (0.21) (0.22) 
U.S. citizen 0.45* 0.42* 0.05 0.30 

(0.20) (0.18) (0.19) (0.23) 
Religiosity 0.43** 0 51*** 0.19 0.02 

(0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.20) 

Constant -5.73*** -6.15*** -5.62*** -8.35*** 
(0.66) (0.63) (0.68) (0.94) 

3163 3163 3163 3163 
d.f. 12 12 12 12 
Log likelihood -663.25 -800.97 -679.66 -462.98 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
"^p<.10 * p <.05 **/j<.01 ***/j<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 4.5; Logistic Regression Estimates of the Effect of Panethnicity on Non-Electoral, 
Latino-Oriented Activities, 1989/90 

Culture Petition Demonstration Boycott 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 1.09*** 0.84*** 2 21*** 

(0.24) (0.20) (0.21) (0.31) 
Puerto Rican 1.68*** 1.20*** Y 12*** 0.97* 

(0.28) (0.23) (0.25) (0.43) 
Age 0.02 Q Qg*** 0.09** 0.10* 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 
Age^ -0.00 -0.00** -0.00** -0.00* 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) 0.03 0.10 0.28^ 0.06 

(0.17) (0.15) (0.17) (0.20) 
Panethnicity O.SO'' 0.53*** 0.51** 0.13 

(0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.19) 
Some college 1 43*** 0.69*** 0.69*** 0.74** 

(o'.lS) (0.18) (0.20) (0.23) 
College graduate 1.76*** 0.74* 0.91** 1.26*** 

(0.31) (0.32) (0.34) (0.38) 
Full-time emplojonent -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.15 

(0.18) (0.16) (0.19) (0.22) 
Income (log) 0.01 0.05 -0.10 0.54** 

(0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.17) 
Belong to organization(s) Q yQ*** 0.59*** 0.59** 0.89*** 

(0.20) (0.18) (0.21) (0.22) 
U.S. citizen 0.39^ 0.37* 0.01 0.29 

(0.20) (0.18) (0.19) (0.23) 
Religiosity 0.42** 0.50*** 0.18 0.02 

(0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.20) 

Constant -5.68*** -6.35*** -5.82*** -8.42*** 
(0.66) (0.63) (0.69) (0.94) 

N 3156 3156 3156 3156 
d.f. 13 13 13 13 
Log likelihood -654.89 -793.49 -674.06 -462.21 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
' p<.\{) *p <.05 **/j<.01 ***/j<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 4.6: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Likelihood of Participation in Non-Electoral, 
Latino-Oriented Activities among Latinos, 1999 

Volunteer Money Demonstration 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 0.43"' 0.31 0.29^ 

(0.24) (0.34) (0.17) 
Puerto Rican 0.09 0.16 0.39* 

(0.28) (0.38) (0.20) 
Age -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 

(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) 
Age^ o.oo' 0.00 0.00 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) 0.00 0.58* 0.27* 

(0.18) (0.26) (0.13) 
Some college 0.67** 1.25*** 0.85*** 

(0.22) (0.33) (0.15) 
College graduate Q gy*** 1.68*** 1.08*** 

(0.23) (0.35) (0.17) 
Full-time employment 0.38^ -0.07 -0.03 

(0.20) (0.29) (0.14) 
Income (log) -0.07 -0.13 -0.06 

(0.10) (0.16) (0.07) 
U.S. citizen \ 09*** 0.61 0.16 

(0.27) (0.38) (0.16) 
Catholic -0.03 -0.38 0.16 

(0.19) (0.26) (0.14) 

Constant -3.68*** -1.58*** 
(0.64) (0.93) (0.45) 

N 1416 1416 1413 
d.f. 11 11 11 
Log likelihood -456.32 -254.72 -777.70 
Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
^p<.\Q *p <.05 **/7<.01 ***/7<.001 

Note-. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 4.7: Logistic Regression Estimates of the Effect of Generational Status and 
Acculturation on Non-Electoral, Latino-Oriented Activities, 1999 

Volunteer Money Demonstration 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 0.25 0.28 0.29 

(0.26) (0.36) (0.18) 
Puerto Rican -0.08 0.17 0.35^ 

(0.28) (0.39) (0.20) 
Age -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 

(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) 
Age^ 0.00 0.00 0.00 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender (Male) -0.03 0.50"" 0.28* 

(0.18) (0.27) (0.13) 
Generation 1.17* 1.05 0.90* 

(0.57) (0.85) (0.42) 
Generation^ -0.18 -0.26 -0.17^ 

(0.12) (0.18) (0.09) 
Acculturation 0.35*** 0.17 Q jg*** 

(0.09) (0.13) (0.05) 
Acculturation" -0.01*** -0.00 -0.01*** 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Some college 0.50* 1.25*** 0.81*** 

(0.23) (0.35) (0.16) 
College graduate Q 1 "71 *** 1 ]Q*** 

(0".24) (0.37) (0.18) 
Full-time employment 0.38^ -0.05 -0.02 

(0.21) (0.29) (0.14) 
Income (log) -0.07 -0.15 -0.05 

(0.10) (0.17) (0.07) 
U.S. citizen 0.60^ 0.16 0.05 

(0.33) (0.48) (0.20) 
Catholic -0.04 -0.36 0.12 

(0.20) (0.27) (0.14) 

Constant -7.35*** -6.34*** -4.01*** 
(1.18) (1.77) (0.77) 

N 1402 1402 1400 
d.f. 15 15 15 
Log likelihood -435.92 -244.14 -759.97 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
^p<.10 *p <.05 **p<m ***p<.00\ 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 4.8: The Effect of Panethnicity on Latino-Oriented Protest, 1989/90 

(Protest=l) 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 0.47** 

(0.16) 
Puerto Rican 0.55** 

(0.19) 
Age 0.05* 

(0.02) 
Age^ -0.00* 

(0.00) 
Gender (Male) 0.19 

(0.12) 
Panethnicity 0.27*" 

(0.12) 
Some college 0.84*** 

(0.15) 
College graduate 1.15*** 

(0.27) 
Full-time employment -0.14 

(0.14) 
Income (log) 0.03 

(0.09) 
Belong to organization(s) 0.76*** 

(0.16) 
U.S. citizen 0.64***' 

(0.15) 
Religiosity 0.38*** 

(0.12) 

Constant -4.19*** 
(0.48) 

N 2596 
d.f. 13 
Log likelihood -1037.11 
'  p < A O  *  p  <.05 * * p < . 0 \  ***/?<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

^ Difference between Mexicans and Cubans is statistically significant at p <.05 level 
Difference between Puerto Ricans and Cubans is statistically significant atp <.05 level 
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Table 4.9: The Effect of Generational Status and Acculturation on Latino-Oriented Protest, 1999 

(Protest=l) 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 

Mexican 0.21 
(0.17) 

Puerto Rican 0.13 
(0.20) 

Age -0.02 

(0.02) 

Age^ 0.00 
(0.00) 

Gender (Male) 0.21 

(0.13) 

Generation 0.91* 
(0.41) 

Generation^ -0.16^ 

(0.09) 

Acculturation 0.22*** 
(0.05) 

Acculturation" -0.01*** 
(0.00) 

Some college Q 

(0.16) 

College graduate 1 05***^ 
(0.17) 

Full-time employment 0.18 

(0.14) 

Income (log) -0.01 

(0.07) 

U.S. citizen 0.14 

(0.19) 

Catholic 0.14 
(0.14) 

Asked/recruited 1.09*** 
(0.18) 

Constant -4 27*** 
(0'76) 

N 1402 

d.f. 16 

Log likelihood -791.31 

><.10 *p  <.05 * * p < . 0 ]  ***p<.001 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

' Difference between Puerto Ricans and Cubans is statistically significant at p <.05 level 
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Table 5.1: List of States Included in the 1989/90 LNPS and 1999 NSLA 

1989/90 1999 
Arizona California 
California District of Columbia 
Colorado Florida 
Connecticut Illinois 
Florida New York 
Illinois Texas 
Indiana 
Massachusetts 
Kansas City, KS/MO SMSA 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Portland OR/WA SMSA 
Pennsylvania 
Texas 
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Table 5.2: Empirical Predictions for Resource Mobilization Theory and Political 
Opportunity Theory: The Effects of Explanatory Variables on Latino 
Electoral and Non-Electoral Outcomes, 1989/90 and 1999 

Standard Participation Variables 

Race/ethnicity (Latino) 
+ Education 
+ Income 
+ Organization affiliation 
+ Asked/recruited 

Resource Mobilization Theory 

+ Latino heritage organizations 

Political Opportunity Theory 

+ Anti-Latino ballot initiatives 
+ Latino elected officials 
+ Electoral competition 

Other Measures 

- Race/ethnic segregation (level of segregation between Latinos and non-
Latino whites by state) 
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Table 5.3: Individual and Contextual Influences on Voter Turnout among Non-Latinos and Latinos, 1988 

(1) m (3) (4) 
Level-1 Predictors 

Race (Latino) -0.20 -0.00 -0.04 -0.03 
(0.30) (0.25) (0.36) (0.27) 

Education (M.S. or less) 
Some college 0.65*** 0.62*** 0.62*** 0.61*** 

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 
College graduate 1.05*** 0.96*** 0.96*** 0.96*** 

(0.35) (0.35) (0.35) (0.35) 
Income (Log) 0.12* 0.14* 0.14* 0.14* 

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 
Organizational affiliation 0.49*** 0.51*** Q 0.51*** 

(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) 

Level-2 Predictors 

# Heritage orgs 0.02* 0.02 0.02 0.03* 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

#Heritage orgs*Latiao -0.02* -0.02* -0.02* 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Ballot-initiative (l=yes) -0.01 -0.01 0.32 
(0.30) (0.32) (0.36) 

Anti-Latino ballot*Latino^ 0.63* 0.60* 0.61* 
(0.35) (0.36) (0.36) 

# Elected officials 0.01 -0.01 
(0.02) (0,02) 

# Elected officials*Latino 0.01 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) 

Electoral competition 0.01 
(0.01) 

% Latino registered 0.03* 
(0.02) 

Constant 0.52 0.34 0.34 -1.15 
(0.30) (0.33) (0.36) (1.03) 

N 1745 1743 1742 1742 
d.f. 8 12 14 16 
Log likelihood -8022.3 -8043.3 -8056.6 -8088.9 
Pearson's 1752.5 1747.0 1750.8 1756.1 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
• p<. 1 (I ** p<.()5 jWote: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 

' The coefficient is positive and significant for English-only ballots. Latinos were more likely to vote in 
1988 in states where an English-only measure was under consideration. 
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Table 5.4: Individual and Contextual Influences on the Likelihood of Protest, 1988 

(1) (2) Q} (4) 
Level-1 Predictors 

Race (Latino) -0.45*** -0.17 -0.30 -0.52** 
(0.24) (0.22) (0.22) (0.26) 

Education (H.S. or less) 
Some college 1.13*** 1.14*** 1 24*** 

(o'.ll) (0.11) (0.11) (o'.ll) 
College graduate 1.23*** 1.23*** 1.23*** 1.27*** 

(0.22) (0.23) (0.22) (0.22) 
Income (Log) 0.43*** 0.43*** 043*** 0.43*** 

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Organizational affiliation 0.78*** Q Q 70*** 0.79*** 

(0.12) (o'.12) (0-12) (0.12) 

Level-2 Predictors 

# Heritage orgs 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04* 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

#Heritage orgs*Latino -0.01** -0.01* -0.02*** 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0,01) (0.02) 

Ballot-initiative (l=yes) 0.53 0.33 0,22 
(0.34) (0.28) (0,26) 

Ballot*Latino -0.43* -0 77*** -0,73** 
(0.24) (0.29) (0.29) 

# Elected officials -0.01 -0.02 
(0.01) (0.03) 

# Elected officials *Latino 0,02 0.06* 
(0.01) (0.03) 

Electoral competition -0.02** 
(0.01) 

% Latino registered 0.02** 
(0.01) 

Constant -1 47*** -1.82*** -1.74*** -1.68* 
(0.24) (0.33) (031) (0.77) 

N 3147 3146 3145 3143 
d.f 8 10 12 14 
Log likelihood 14805.5 14823.1 14857.0 14894.7 
Pearson's 3136.5 3141.4 3147.53 3165.9 
Source: Latino National Political Survey 
*  p < A O  * *  p  < 0 5  * * * p  <.01 Afete: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 



255 

Table 5.5; Individual and Contextual Influences on Voter Turnout among Non-Latinos and 
Latinos, 1996 

Level-} Predictors 

Race (Latino) 

Education (H.S. or less) 
Some college 

College graduate 

Income (Less than $20,000) 
$20,000-$49,000 

$50,000+ 

Level-2 Predictors 

# Heritage organizations 

Ballot-initiative (l=yes) 

Ballot-initiative*Latino 

# Latino Elected Officials 

Elected Officials*Latino 

Constant 

N 
d.f. 
Log likelihood 
WaldX^ 

(1) 

-1.02*** 

(0.16) 

0.84*** 
(0.13) 
1.20*** 

(0.13) 

-0.12 
(0.13) 
0.35** 
(0.14) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

-0.09 
(0.14) 

4560 
10 

-2339.87 
360.92 

-0.80*** 

(0.19) 

0.84*** 
(0.13) 
1 21*** 

(0'.13) 

-0.12 
(0.13) 
0.34** 
(0.14) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 
0.47** 
(0.16) 
-0.47*** 
(0.18) 

-0.54** 
(0.23) 

4560 
12 

-2118.22 
401.24 

(3) 

0.01 
(0.29) 

(0.13) 
J 21*** 

(0.13) 

-0.12 
(0.13) 
0.35** 
(0.14) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 
0.56*** 
(0.17) 
-0 91*** 
(0.22) 
0.01** 
(0.01) 
-0.03*** 
(0.01) 

-0.75*** 
(0.25) 

4560 
14 

-2336.08 
365.18 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
*/?<.10 p <.05 ' p < M  Note-. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 5.6: Differences in the Likelihood of Voting among U.S. Latinos of Mexican, Puerto 
Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1996 

Vote (=1) 
Level-1 Predictors 

Ethnicity (Cuban) 
Mexican 

Puerto Rican 

Education (H.S. or less) 
Some college 

College graduate 

Income (Less than $20,000) 
$20,000-$49,000 

$50,000+ 

Level-2 Predictors 

# Heritage organizations 

# Heritage organizations*Mexican 

Anti-Latino initiative 

# Latino elected officials*Mexican 

# Latino elected officials*Puerto Rican 

Constant 

N 
d.f. 
Log likelihood 
WaldX^ 

-0.21 
(0.97) 
2.36** 

(0.92) 

0.77** 
(0.30) 
1.50**=" 

(0.32) 

-0.27 
(0.29) 
0.60* 
(0.32) 

0.05* 
(0.03) 
0.04* 
(0.02) 
-2.51** 
(1.23) 
-0.10* 
(0.06) 
-0.11* 

(0.06) 

-7.02* 
(4.33) 

1429 
25 

-804.06 
253.20 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
<.10 ** p <.05 *** p <.01 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 



257 

Table 5.7: Individual and Contextual Influences on the Likelihood of Protest among U.S. Latinos of 
Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban Descent, 1996 

0} (2) (3) (4) 
Level-1 Predictors 

Mexican 0.07 0.11 0.68 0.82 
(0.20) (0.20) (0.70) (0,96) 

Puerto Rican 0.16 0.26 0.97 1,57 
(0.20) (0.21) (0,75) (0.97) 

Some college Q yy*** 0.77*** 0,78*** 
(0.15) (0.15) (0',15) (0.15) 

College graduate 0.99*** 0.97*** 0,97*** 0.98*** 
(0.16) (0'.16) (0,16) (0.16) 

$20,000-$49,000 0.01 0.01 -0,00 0.03 
(0.14) (0.14) (0,14) (0.14) 

$50,000+ 0.11 0.12 0,11 0.12 
(0.17) (0.17) (0,17) (0.17) 

Asked/recruited 0.57 0.58 0,57 
(0'l8) (0.37) (0,38) (0,38) 

Level-2 Predictors 

# Heritage orgs 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* -0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

# Heritage orgs*Asked 0.02* 0.02* 0.02* 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Ballot-initiative (l=yes) 0.25* 0.32 0.01 
(0.15) (0.23) (0.82) 

i f -  Latino elected officials 0.04 0.07 
(0.04) (0.05) 

Elected officials *MX -0.03 -0.04 
(0.04) (0.05) 

Elected officials*PR -0,04 -0.07 
(0,04) (0,05) 

Percent Latino registered -0,05* 
(0.03) 

Latino population (Log) -0,36*** .0.39*** -0.44*** -0.01 
(0.10) (0.11) (0,15) (0.04) 

Constant 3.42** 3.74** 3,77** -0.61 
(1.49) (1.49) (1,89) (1.50) 

N 1448 1448 1448 1428 
d.f 9 11 14 15 
Log likelihood -793.25 -790.22 -789,72 -776.19 
WaldZ^ 120.01 124.10 124.87 115.70 

Source: National Survey on Latinos in America 
•p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p <.01 Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors 
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Table 5.8: Resource Mobilization Theory and Political Opportunity Theory: The 
Effects of Explanatory Variables on Latino Electoral and Non-Electoral 
Outcomes 

Predicted Effects Actual Effects 

Standard Participation Variahles 

Race/ethnicity (Latino) 
Education + + 
Income + + 
Organization affiliation + + 
Asked/recruited + + 

Resource Mobilization Theory 

Latino heritage organizations + +, 

Political Opportunity Theory 

Anti-Latino ballot initiatives + + 
Latino elected officials + +, 
Electoral competition + 

Other Measures 

Race/ethnic segregation + no effect 
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Figure 1.1: Conceptual Diagram of Unconventional Political Behavior 
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Figure 3.1: Non-Electoral Participation among Non-Latinos and Latinos, 1989/90 
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Figure 3.2: Non-Electoral Participation among Latinos, 1999 
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Figure 4.1: Participation in Non-Electoral, Latino-Oriented Activities, 1989/90 
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Figure 4.2: Participation in Non-Electoral, Latino-Oriented Activities, 1999 
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Figure 4.3: Percentage of Respondents Preferring a Panethnic versus Nation-Origin Label, 
1989/90 
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Figure 4.4: Participation in Non-Electoral, Latino-Oriented Activities by Generation, 1999 
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