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Hispanic Education National Meeting 
'. 

Tuesday, January 18,2000, " 

3:30·p.m. " 

Agenda 
, , , 

I. Developments since "merger meeting". of January 5, 2000 

• Efforts of stakeholders -- Initiative 

• Status ofproposed workplan -'Andy 

• Status ofpr~posed outreach plan/efforts -I Brian' , 

• Status of talking points -- Sarita 

, ' 

':'II. Next Steps and Action- Items 



I 

" 

,. I ' ~~~~ 
White House National Meeting for Latino Educa,tional Excellence (::, 

'Timeline ' ~~ 
tJ?l-

January '1\cu r-~!4Lu<)~ 
• Outreach to External Groups 

. January (Week of 1/24-28) 
Location: White House 
Office: OPL 

Meeting with Latino Organizations 

Organization participants: NCLR, LULAC, NM-EO, HACU, MALDEF, MANA, NPRC, 

PRLDF, Latino Civil Rights Task Force, Hispahlc National Bar Association, SW Voter, 


I 

American GI Forum, Nat. Assoc. ofBilingual Education, Nat. Assoc. ofMigrant 
Education, National HEP/CAMP Association 

Meeting with Education Organizations January (Week of 1124-28) 
Location: White House 
Office: OPL and DPC 
Organization participants: National Education Association, American Federation of . 
Teachers, American Association of School Administrators, Council of Chief State School 
Officers, National School Boards Association, National PTA, National Association of . 
Elementary School Principals, National Associdtion of Secondary School Principals, 
Council ofGreat City S,?hools, National Associ~tion ofBilingual Education Association 
for Career and Technical Education (Voc Ed), G:ouncil for Opportunity in,Education 
(TRIO), American Council on Education, American Association ofCoinmunity Colleges, 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities, National Association of 

1 

Independent Colleges and Universities, National Coalition for Literacy, National 
Association of College Admissions Counseling I 

! 

Meeting with Business/Philanthropist January (Week of 1/31-2/4)' 
Location: White House 
Lead Office: OPL . i 

, Organization participants:. Coca-Cola Company 1us West, us Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce, US Mexico Chaplber of CommerceI . 

, 
. . I 

':' Meeting/Conference Call with Congressional Offices January (Week of 1/31-2/4) 
Location: TBD 
Lead Office: Leg. Mfairs 
Particpants: Congressional Hispanic Caucus, etc. 

. ' I 
Conference Call with StatewideILocal Electeds January (Week of 1/31-2/4) 
Location: TBD 
Lead Office: IGA 
Participants: Statewide and local electeds from~, CA, FL, IL, NM, NJ, NV,NY, PA, 
TX,PR 

Conference Call with Cabinet Members January (Week of 1/31-2/4) 
Location: TBD 'I 

Lead Office: Cabinet Affairs . 

{ 

@ ~r 

Participants: Chief of Staff and Deputy Chief ofStaff and Communications Directors 
from Cabinet Members offices I. . .. 



I 


Conference Call with Latino Community LJaders February (Week of217-11) 

Location: TBD . I 

Lead'Office: OPL and IGA ' , 


. 	 I 
Participants: Community Leaders from AZ, CA.., FL, IL, NM, NJ, NY, NY, MA, PA, 

" 	 . I ' 
~ffi 	 I ' 

Conference Call with ExcelenciaConferenc~ Planning Committees 

Location: TBD . February (Week 217-11) 

Lead Office: Initiative, OPL, DPC ' , 

Participants: Leaders from the Excelencia Conference Planning Committees 


Mid-February (Week of2/14-18) • 	 Conference Proposal and Agenda 

Develop Coruerence Proposal and Agenda, suomit proposal for decisions on goals, 
format, date, location, outcomes, participants, i1ssues, paper, etc. . 

Develop message with Comri1unications office land submit scheduling requests. 

Last week February 

• 	 Coordinate substantive planning with NEC, DPC, 9MB and Education, and begin planning 
logistics. I 

• 	 Buy-in from External Groups '. '\. . . ' . 

Secure buy-in, via conference calls, from External Groups, and other White House 
offices, Congress, Constituency Groups/OrgruJzations/Community Leaders, State and 
Local Elected officials and Cabinet Members. 

March- April 

• 	 Extend invitations to all participants. 

• 	 Pull in Press Office to develop and implement press strategy. 
, 	 I . 

• 	 Finalize phms. ' 

I 
• Co~ference da~e 1st or 2nd week in month. 
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ED and OMB Concerns Regarding thel Higher Standards, Higher Pay 

" Proposal 
i 

, 	 I 
1. 	 On what basis would ED be making the grants? The ,paper states that $1 million per site will be 

used to develop the peer review system. Does this mean that we need to award grants before 

\. 
systems; are developed? What will we require of districts before they get any funding? 

• 	 Money would be distributed through a competitive Jant process to those districts that work with 
teachers and local business to develop a plan to: 
• 	 Recruit, test and support talented new teachers; 
• 	 . Provide high-quality professional development f~r all teachers and reward "good" teachers 

(including those identified as "master teachers"); I . 
• 	 Institute rigorous peer review of all teachers in the district, including student achievement as 

one performance measure; and I, . , 
• 	 Design a faster, but fair, system to improve or remove low-performing teachers (including 

I 

those identified as "low-performing" in their peer; review). ( , \ 

,I 
Initially the $1 million investment will be used to develop a rigorous peer review system, and in later 
years some portion of that money would be used to iinPliment that system. 

, 	 I 

2. 	 As a superintendent, I would be very tempted to deve'lop a system that almost all of my teachers 
would pass. This would allow me to essentially give lall of my teachers raises. How will we 
prevent this from happening? I 

• 	 Theoretically most superintendents might appreciate apeer review that helped them get rid of their 
worst teachers. The involvement of the business conimunity should help mitigate the potential for 
a sham somewhat, but overall the policy will be similar to other Ed grants in which we choose to' 
fund good proposals and rely on evaluation and hone$ty to ensure that the money is not being 

misused. . ,I. 	 . 

3. 	 Does your formula provide for districts to hire subs or staff as needed to enact the peer review? 
• 	 Yes, that is what the $1 million (or some portion ther~of) will be used for after the peer review 

system is developed. . I . 

4. 	 Does this program facilitate the dismissal of low qUal!ity teachers? If it is not a real possibility that 
low quality teachers will lose their jobs, why do we give all teachers so much money before they 
even pass the peer review? I' . 

• 	 The program facilitates the removal of low-performing teachers by both requiring that the district 
. implement a streamlined policy for removing bad teathers and by identifying teachers who should 
be removed through the peer review. I' . 

5.. We are spending a lot of money on teac~ers before aAy peer reviews takes place. What is,the 
rationale behind this decision? It seems to run countJr to the premise ofthis proposal to provided 
'raises to teachers who have only passed a minimum standard. . 

• . 	 One of the purposes of the program is to attract and r~tain high-quality teachers to high-poverty 
districts. In addition to being the political "price of aamission for this program; the up-front 
increase supp·orts the plan to attract high-quality teac~ers.·· ' 



6. 	 There is not enough money in this proposal to do wha.t it proposes. When we start supplementing 
tel;lcher salaries at the tune of $5000 per teacher, that'k a huge amount of money ih large school . 
districts. If we want to reach the high-poverty urban ~areas, this won't go too far. What happens 
when our program ends? Who makes up the difference in salary? 

• 	 The program is a demonstration that will fund from 110-15 districts (I'll be happy to walk through 
the math if anybody wants to call me). The Los Ang~les and Chicago districts of the country may 
not qualify, but the vast majority of districts would. i 

7. 	 Would districts that have already done this be eligibl1? For example, Cincinnati and Columbus, 
Ohio, Rochester, NY, and Seattle already have this kind of system in place. . 

• 	 They could apply, but since their application would ~ave'to show that their new proposed changes '. 
would substantially increase teacher quality above what their current policies are doing, I doubt 
they would receive funding. . . I 

8. 	 I'don't think ,we want to be suggesting that districts sJart testing new teachers. States are the ones 
who administer tests for state licensing. Districts sh~uld not be adding to this. We might want to 
encourage districts to develop rigorous performance-pased assessments for their new teachers that 
includes peer review, but we should not use the word "test" new teachers. . 

• 	 We will replace "test" new teachers with "evaluate" hew teachers, including a test in the subject 
they will teach, where appropriate. I 

I 

9. 	 This proposal should make reference to the proposal ~hat the Secretary put on the table in his State 
of American Education speech last February. He called on States to rethink their licensing and 
certification system to makethem more rigorous, butlalso more flexible. To start a national 
dialogue, the Secretary outlined a three-tiered licensing system for initial, professional, and 
advanced certification, with appropriate jumps in sal~ry for each stage. The professional license 

I 

required a rigorous assessment of performance in thelclassroomjudged by a panel of peers. 'To 
ignore the Secretary's proposal would be a serious mistake. We got lots of press attention to this 
when he made his speech. (The proposal is spelled 0l~t in our latest Information Kit on the 
Teaching Initiative and it's on our web site.) 

• 	 .If you have specific proposals for how this could be done, please give me a call to chat about them. 
I . 
I 

10. I'd also like to see us continue to push the concept of1knowledge and skills-based pay. The 
Secretary has been pushing this concept since his Back to School Address in 1998. It does a 
similar thing to this proposal, but does not just give ~cross the board raises to everyone. Again, we 
elaborated on this concept in the State of American Ed last year. 

• 	 Again, we'd be happy to discuss specific proposals f~r changing the program, although we all 
know the time constraints ofany changes that would be incorporated into budget docs. 

11. If we wanted to be really bold, we should be looking at the proposal that the Milliken Foundation 
put forward this fall on differentiated teaching salari~s based on knowledge, skills, and 
responsibilities of teachers on a faculty. Their propos1al includes a description of a typical 
elementary and high school and how this might wor~ without having to pour a tremendous amount 
of new money into the system. It's based on the medical field model. I don't know how the unions 
have reacted to this proposal, but I thought it was quite interesting. 

• 	 It' probably a little late for this kind of large-scale ch~nge.. . 	 , 

I 
I 



12. Competitive grants to high-poverty districts (suggesting that urban and rural are competing against 
each other, no priority for districts in teaching staff ctisis) How long are these grants for, , 
particularly if they include salaries? . I " ' 

• 	 The grants are indefinite at this point, but could be stepped down as the local match increases if 
that became appropriate. It is probably not neeess, to make this decision for the budget paper. 

13. Application that includes plan (as described before) for testing of new teachers (Is this just the test 
for initial certification/licensure? What benefit does i~ have besides ensuring compliance with state 
teaching standards?) professional development and Jentoring, streamlined system for teacher 
evaluation and removal 

• 	 See above. 

14. Salary increases--there seem to be three intervals at fhich teachers can earn up to $5,000 in salary 
increases. Are these to be added together, meaning up to $15,000 in salary increases per teacher? 
Is there any way of ensuriIlg that our dollars do not s~lpp.lant local dollars for salaries and salary 
increases? One increase is based on successful comp~etion of "a rigorous peer review." Does this 
mean when the district has put in place such reviews! or when the teacherhas undergone some peer 
implemented performance assessment?· I .' .'. 

• 	 The final $5,000 for becoming a master teacher is a.@onus, not an increase, so the total possible 
increase per teacher is $10,000. The second increas~ would be given to the teacher upon successful 
completion of the peer review described in the propdsal. We could put a supplement not supplant 
clause in (note: how is this done in class size?). 

15. Size and Number ofAwards. Considering the estim~ted costs of peer review ($1 million per site) 
and salary costs ($5-15,000 per teacher), these awards would be for $4 million-$12 million for each 
LEA, ~d not serve Leas with more than 800 teachek (5 awards to medium size districts?) I 
woul,d guess that the top 100 largest districts have ea~ilya couple of thousand teachers each. For 
which districts is ihis intended (Does it exclude big districts?) How many awards could be made? 
At what size? 

• 	 See above. ' 

16. Matching Requirement of25%;' Most of our matches are i~-kind, is that the case here as well? 
Otherwise, which, districts will contribute the $1-4 rtiillion? Do we have evidence to suggest that 
dis:ricts will do this?. .... .' I ' .' ' . 

• 	 ThIS match could be m-kmd (although thIS IS really qnly useful for the peer reVIew component, 
since the rest is straight dollars), and can be from any source, including the state, the district or the 
local businesses. involved in the program . 





THEY WILL SOON BEHispanics: , I ' ',' " , 	 AMERICA'S LARGEST 

MINORITY, HOLDING THE 

KEYS TO PROGRESS 

AND POWER IN THE NEWBeyond the ~yths CENTURY. 

• 	 , 
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• 
of the starling players were Hispanics, whose average salarics 
cxcced $7 million a ycar. Presidential aspirants are using 
Spanish-languagc sound bitcs in their stump sp~cches. 

Not only arc famous Hispanics gelling' attclltion, bm s6., 
too, the infamolls, Thc lIatioll's frollt pagcs aud tclevision 
screens focuscd relentlessly this sunliner on the facc of illegal 
immigram Ral:leI Rcscndez-Ramirez, the object of a six-week 
FBI manhunt. a lIIan thmiglll to be the ~railroad killer" 
responsible for eight hru­
tal slayings since 1997. 

Indced, Hispanics arc 
becoming a larger alld' 
morc promillell!, pan of' 
thc Amcrican polyglot,. 
Their numbcrs han: 
oeen bolstered b)' high 
birth rates and a rcmark­
able shift in imllligration 
pallerns since World War 
II, with Latinos making 

: up more thall II' percent 
of the U.S. population, a 
proportion that is pro­
jected to grow to onc in 
four by 2050. (The tcrms 
"Latino" and "Hispanic" 
seem to have become vir­
tually interchangeable,) 
They will ontnumber' 
non-Hispanic blacks 1)1' 
2005, laying claim to the 
title of America's largest 
minority gwup, 

Hispanics, however, 
arc not the monolithic 
minority sometimcs por­
trayed in thc media. With 
origins u:aceable to morc 
than a score of Spanish­
spcaking homelands, and 
complcxions that range 
in hue from white to 

brown to black, 'I-lispan­
ics are, as Mexican diplo­
mal- Carlos Flientes so 
aptly noted. "above all mixed. Illestil.o." 

r\ !11()!'e .\Ccurate portrait. of tile :~ I lIlil­
lion Hispanics in the United States \\'oliid 

, be equally mixed alld., indced, more COIll­
plex. Most Hispallics arc neither highl\' 
paid entcrtainers 1101' IlH:lllbcrs of a11 
impoverished, uuden:lass of illegal aliens. 

In rcality, I,he Hispanic ('olllltlllnil\' IS both mOlT and less' 
,succcssfui. and IlHH'caml.l'ess i'liq)OJ:talli.lhali popular opln,c 
. iotl· or; prcjlldice lIlighl' slIgg:est. It'is a \'ihrant ('Ollllllllllitv to 

be slire. anti, matl\:-pr()h"hl\,'lIlosl~IIl(:mr)ers are clivil'l)!; 
thcir Iliche ill Ihe nation's middle d,iss, JIISI as olher ethllic 
inltlli)!;rants did hefore them. Others. ho\\'('\'(:r. ;In: st'i'llg- , 

, gling to get il'l(O th~: work.illg ('lass, I'on:u\' i, a 's('riolls COIl­

(,:erll' Ii.!' OIIC I.at.ino ill,folli'. ' 
Ncither arc Hisl)<llIics a teemill!!; Illass of' illegal alld illil<:;'­

',ale aliens, Today's' I:IIsp;lIli('s an',llI:cd'ollliliallth: lIati\l··hol'll 
, (:it; IWl'u:llt), \NII(:II t,ho,,' \\'h<l h;I\'(' h,'('Il' II;tlllI;tliii,(!, or are 

Puerto Rico natives arc included, 70 pcrccnt are U.S. citizcns. 
A majority of the rcmainder I'cside here legally. Estimates 
vMy. but it appears thal no m6rt: than 13 perCcllt .to 14 per­
cent of Hispanics ill the United States are here unlawfull\'. 

Spanish is spoke II in Itlany L:atino houscholds, but Ih;cllcv 
in English is widespread, cspccially aHlong U.S,-horn ~hii­
dren exposed to tde\'isiotl programllling alld the U.S. edllca­
tional systcm. And hilingual educatioll. although CotllHwcr­

sial, is. in facl, rare. 
Two-thirds of Hispanl<: 
children who speak only 
Spanish receive instFlIc- , 
tim'l in Li .S. schools \,;here . 
onl), English is taught. 

ThOl;gh thcy ;Ire \'Ot­
ing ill larger numbers, the 
might of thc Latino elec­
tora tc-q \lad renll i a II y 
hyped as "a slumberillg 
gianC-h,ls proved illuso­
ry. Although one ill nine 
Americans is Hispanic, 
only about one in evcry 20 
votcs is cast by a Hispanic. 
Ncarly a, Ihird of Hispan­
ics canilot vote because 
the), arc not citizens, and 
more thall, 40 pcrcent of 
those who arc citizcns arc 
bclow \'Otin!; age. 

Politicians, howcver, 
call i II afford to igrH>I:e, 
the L.atino cOlllnllttlity, 
which ill recent vcars has 
bc)!;ulI to mature as a 
political fo'rcc alld to 
placc higher priority 011 

<lnaining Cilil.cllship. His­
panic \'owrs are particu­
larly im portallt because 
they arc concentratcd in 
a half·dozcn key electoral 
.states. III California. 
whose 54 electoral \'Oles 

, arc hy far the largest 
plum. In prcsidctillal" cOlltests.l-fispanics 
makc lip more thall a third of Ihe population 
and Glst'upward of 12 percctll of tht: \'otes ill 
t.hc 1~'~'6 election. III Texas. ~\'here :~~ elec· 
toral \'otcs are lip I(H' grahs III ~woo. I.atillos 
,\CCOIIIIWd for 17 percellt 0[' the I ~191i \·Ole. 

Hispallic ecollotllic pO\\'(~r is also m;Hllrill.~, 
The ma~al.itle Nis/I(lIIir 1I11S11II:.U: which anllually lists tlie ")00 
largcst Lltitlo-O\~'lIed c()lltpallies~ ,tltis year hailed (IIi: Ii rst' 
sucll compaltv to post allllual'IT\,(~llIleS ilt'"c)(cess ~)f S I hillioll: . 
tile Miami-hased COllstruct;oll·linll MasTcc Inc .. headed I", 
Jorge Mas.! r .. SOil or a <!(~ccascd (:lIhatl"<.:xik leader. 

~Iit like other illlllligTalll 1-:I'OUpS hefore theill. Hisp'lliio 
for the most pan arc fOlilld 011 the 1()\\'Cr rllllgs of the ('co­
t1ol11i( ladder. III (o<!;I\", hooilling eCOIlOIIIY, Hispallic 111(,11 
are participatillg ill rhe lahor force ,It a, higher ratc (11;111 

ei(hel', hla<ek or \\'itil(' IIlCIt. l\UI,1I0(' all \\'ho an: \\'OI'klllg an' 
gellill)!; ;tlwad: The'lIlcdi;ul LlIllil,' 11I(:Ollli:' ror U.S, 1'lisl',lIl­

, . 
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ics was $26.628 in 1997 and has been climbing slowly,,1t 
remains weir below that of whites ($38.972) and only slighl-
Iy higher than lhat of blacks ($25,050), " 

. Large Ilumhers of Latinos, bOlh nalive- and foreign-born. 
belong to the ranks of America's w(;rking poor. More than a 
lhird of Hispanic children 'are ht:ing raised in poverty­
defined as $16.700 a year for a family of fouf-and, dis­
llIrbingly large Jlumbers of lhem are (illiing. by the educa­
tional waysicle~ dropping OUI of school and-with increasing 
freqllcilcy-<lropping into the criminal juslice syslem, 

This more nuanced portrait' of Hispanics in America has 
given rise 10 a lively debate as to whelher Hispanics should be 
lreated as' a disEri,minated, againsl minoril)' emitled LO civil 
rights' !'eme'dies similar to those afforded blacks, or viewed'.' 

· simply as anOlliel' imllligr,lIlt group en rOllte to assimilatillg, , 
r', 

, into' the .US Inainslream. It's'<I debate tlta~ cOnlinlle~ today,,' 
in, sucll-states' as Ealifortl ia' and. Texas'; where quolalik<;" 

'approaches'to anil'tnative action' ' '., . 

have been rejected, but olher 
means are used to holster Latino, 
enrollment in stale colleges and 
universities; one such measure is . 
Texas' program of admilling',allY, 
studenl who grachiates, in the lOp 
10, percenl of his or her high 
schooL class, 

Political scientist· Peter Skerry 

ruffled feathers wilh his 1993 book, 

Mexican AmerirallS: 71u:'Ambivalent 

Minority, which criticized lhose who 

promote the idea' that Hispanics 

are an oppressed' lilinorit)', "It is 


':, the racial minority perspective lhat, 

· has fundamentally shaped Mexi. 


can-Anleric<lll politics," he '\TOle. 

· Such an apprO<I(~h, he: argued, Illav 

'be "emotionalk and prngranlln;lti­

cally gratitying ... to ito; elile practi­

tioners, hlll it offers Iinle hcl'p. {O 


newcomers struggling to make 

sense of lheir new lives," 


BUl other experts wan'l thaI if 
America wanb to enjoy continued 
prosperity 'and maintain a qualified 
work force, rellledi,tI governmenlal mea­
sures arc needed to ensure that today's 
youthful Hispallic population recei"es the 
educalional lools-including command of 

" the English language-neces;ar\, to compele 

sllccessfully in '<I ((,chlj(ilnI:,TY~lrivell ecoIHIIll)'. 


Susan F. Martill, eXenllive direElor of tht', 

. congressionalh' mandated illlmigr,lIion 1'1'101';11 ci.n'linissioll:, 
thatcolIlpleled: ilS w(id; ill 1,997: sa", !ha~ tlie' I'ed,cr.al:go\·e'nl';": 
nfeilt, sl'wuld'hiore ;Iggressivel'y,ad(iress' ~lteyi'obl(:ms of ne\\'~' 

· 	COItH:!'S, lISIlI),( nt'\\', 1Il1l1ligrant integ"atioll" policies th,Hgiv(' 
"t>aniclll.l!' afl{'nl:.i.I"lo.hcalth ('a'n: ;lIld,Englisli' sKills.~'(h(', 
gtl\'CI·IlIl\(:lIl.. ,Sir' acld~,. sho~lld' also pnl\'idc, aid i.i C(,Hllllllllli-', 
lies lIIost 'Inn.le(h hy 1lI11llIgl'ari(,.m (ISrI' ,i,["h" I,: /.'i, 2J,p.). " 

N()\,' at (;.:orgct(l\\·i, UlliH:t<i·i\', ~Lin1l1 at:~lI(:s thai if;1 
larg~:r propollioll 01: l:Iispalli~ illlllli~r;'lIl1s ;llld~llleil;citil<lr(~II':' 

,arc t<l' pF()Spn as' ,\IlH'·rirall. cHi;(,lIs ill Ihe :! ISI'(:(' III 11'6;, lhc' 
;ICCti' sp('Fiat. '<'I'\'in:> II ow,. illClil<iillg ,I' I:;sl<',r process 1'0';, 

ohtainillg ,ililCllship'liI<li ".;Hld ,Ib" 1''''111'1 ..t!lIC;l!c Ihclll" 
ahou,1 ,\III('Ficall (I\le ,,"lIlIr(': 

The elimination of naLUraliz;ltion backlogs is a high pri­

orily of Lalino advocacy groups and congressional critics of 

the Immigralion.'lIld NaLUrali1.ation Service. Mosl immi­

grants musl reside in 'lhe United SLates for five years before 

Lhey can apply for citizenship. bUl iL takes anolher 15 lo 24 

momhs lo process their applicalions .•iccording to Rep. 

Lamar S. Sniilh. R~Texas. chairman of·the HOllse Judiciary 

Immigralion and Claims Subcomllliuee., which oversees the . 

iNS. Smilh notes that the INS has <J' backlog of I.R million' 

naturalization petitions and 800,OOO'applicatiolls for penna­

nem residence, And the pressnre will verv likely not ease, 

any time 50011. Ahout 4:i0,000 Hispallics elller the ,United 


, Stales each, yeal:, illduding legal ,mel' illegal illlllligr;lIits. . 

":. 

Th:e: st(;liynf U,S,+lispa;iics-some' call them·Ameri~ 

'il,os,'-'d~tcs ba'ctHr'trH: Spa;iish (ro\\'II.\, spollsOFship or 

. Cllristopher Columbus:, 1492 voy­


age of disco\'ery.'His feat led'lO 

,the establi.shment,of a' Spanish 
empire in tile Weslern hemi- ' 
.sphere in thee;II'I:- 16th century, " 
Its fOOL soldiers were the conquis­
ladors and missionaries who left 
lheir language. their religion, and 
sometimes their progeny from 
Florida 10 Cafifornia, 

Fe\\' of IOdav's Lalinos trace their 
roots directlv to Spain, Some claiin 
bloodlines here long predating lhis. 
nation's fOlllldi ng, hut IllOSI arc of 
ilion' recent' vinlage and more 
closely related tq lhe nalive peoples 
of this hemisphere \vho came .... 
under Ihe Span iards' colltrol. 

:-.learlv lwo-thirds or "Ameri­

canm" are of ~kxican anceslry; II 

percenl are Puepo Rica'lI; 4 per­

cent Cuball; and the rest arc most­
ly from Celllral and Somh Ameri­

ca and OllieI' cOlltlti:ies of the 

C:aribb,c<ln, Nle'xicans first headed 

north in l'lrgc l!llillhers in lhe 

19205, ill a mo\'elllelll thaI was clll 


short ny the Depressioll and ,\Norld '"val' II. 

which "irluall~' halted immigration to Amer­

;,;\. From 1942-G4, 4. million 10 !> millioll 

~llppo~t'(H\' lemporan' farm \\orkers were 

sltuttlnti' i'n' from :Vic x in. under fire 

. "I\ra('(' r"," or "strollgarms," pl:ogralll, Many 

st<lH:d' illegallv a'nd' joined'lhe low-wage 


'. ndergrolllld, (,C<'II,"IIl~': 'III t;he,,l9IiOs,. <ll:'ti. 'a);!nll in l:he 

1",aII<11,911,Os'., rci'llg(:es rl'~llllrl,i't<i:'(:'lsi,n.,i:enlhlli(1ll ill' 


,lib .. washnLlSlii.i'(· iii· I'M);(:, nllmbers, ill, S(lllt Itern Florida, 

The d(I('i';" o ()(,lI;'d' 1l10!'{' widdv for Hispanics (alld 


Ii,s)" i'II' J9ii:" "'!'H:II:<;ollg'rcss reHlked resl,ricliH' and dis. 

. Filllill;lI'i,i\: ':SOllllll'\:' • ,I (lj'igil\," fj,l!otas '\l.I,d ;u,.f.'rl<>loed, C'5'.. 

IIII ni igl"u'i ("iLI:)(:)li;'~ ,:,ih trlc' pliillt'i I)I'{;;,.{:. l'i:'sl'etii (Ig: IJI'i,; r\hlll.i 1,(,-". 

LI'tiOIl or families'. \Iigralioll: frollt. SOIlI'!'1 ,,(lIle honk" 

\11(\(';ts(;(t:'fllf:tl'ler illl<'I' Ih~:(;lIanllle;l! ;,i' IIIXhl'egisLtI,i(.'lr 


"g;';illl;;lg';I'lIl;H'S;': 10 1I(:ad',':\ ;llilt'i,oll \l111:\\\'Iul illlllligT<llliS, 

\dwla[('I:hec;IIlIt' cligibfc to sClldili(.,IIl(.: !',il' thei!' \.\'I:\'('S 'ill'HI.., 


thii(h;clI.·(:i'il'i\arfal("~il,C:;lllral i\IIlnii':I:dlilillg' til(' PIKOs 

LiT;Hcel, ('H'II rtH;;'cWI'II"(,(,S, '. : ' 


, 	 ;' 
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REACHING MIDDLE CLASS 

:\IIIIIIlIgll Illi.' ,"""1['" 1'1['1':1111<".' <Ii<l' 
Ilot ;IITi\'l' till ILIII'·.\Il:tlltl( ,1111'" :1.' 1111'11" 

1-'.111'''1)(':111 (">11111,·[ 1',11'1' <I[d ":[1'i1l'1' Ih" 
('l" II II II'\', II",,' <III \"·,,·,,d.\,· III,' Uli, 1,1:1"e! 

1)\· L·.S.·hlllli Ili.'I':llIi .. ,. h:[<I i"",,,"," III 
("ce.'.' ed'S::'-',!1(1/1 (Ii' C)\\'IH,(IIIIl'II' (1\\11 ltellllt", 

111.1 I't'("('111 ill.l('I\·\{'\\·, I{Clc!I'i;":'I1I'/ :11'~llt'd 

111~tl \\·:I.,llillgl,'II', "11\·,1'1111("11I1/1'1'l'i'·III('(\" 

appr(l;lcil [I. lIlilll 'I"ilil'.' il;l~ (,1'(,;1It'<I :1 P(,I" 

illlllligr;lIlI:' ill IIIt·il' ,111\\" 11\11 'It',uk g"l"IIt'!"­

:lIi,,":tI :1<1-':11" ... 11\(',,1 "I' II\(' """""llIi(' :11Ie! 1'"lili,·:tll;l<lcI, .... 
ReI" I.II('ill,' R,,,.I',,tI.\II:[\'d. 1)·(.,1111. \"'1"";"11" ,I <1",,'11' 

,(()\,'II l.o.'" .\llgl'll'" lii'III,"' ,1(1j:(('('11I ((I !Ill' 1111(' 111.1111('1' \'l'\'" 

.\k"i(',,·hlll'il 1';[11,,'[ R"I', hl-',II'e! R. R",i.:d. "'I\('e! 1',,[' :111 
~·C;II·.' 1H.'l"lIl'l' n'lil'ill~ 111 Ity'I~. III :111 i'lIt'nil'\\. ,ht, "';II"C':'l'd 

Ih(' IllTd 1(1 p;lilll.1 Il,d,tllt'l'd .IIICIIIIIII'(· (,("~'II.I('~ IHellll(' fl/",:, 

1.:lIillo C{)lIlIllIlIlil\ 111.11 11.1.,111;111 '('I'i(lll.' 11':('d, :III(ILIII(\;.,hl(' 

.Il'(,(II'lIlli:.dllllt'III.'. 

"Tlll'l'l' ;11'(' 1'111'\ 'I IpHd, ill ,II<' 1.:1111111 ,III11111111,il\. ;lllcI 

pt·tlpl(· IHTd IWII(', 1111"," ,lit, ,.Iiel, "Hili \\'c 11,1\('1', IILlke 'lin' 

1I1~ll lIu'l)llhlll' i'II'1 1IIIdl'I tilt' ill'lH'I',:-;illll Ii 1.11 "\('1\ 1".1111141 i:-; 

;1 p,.CII' "'lllIi~I':I'11 (II -lIld,,, IIIII,tI('k, I.c'c ,III'" ,d II('~;II i\'(' 

Ill'tillicil\'-IiI:II \\'(' .11 c .tli t ':111111I.d, "I' dill;":' .!lldi, I'.' 

!\c.\h;!I· ..\ll:tl'd 11"lt·d '111,11 '11',(, 111'1';II,i, (1'llllllIllrlil~ I' \('1'\ 

'1'I'IIIId tlLII \\'(' 11.1\(' 1111'1" \1('(I,tI ttl 11'"1111 1,'1 iIHI'II" 111:111 

.111\ til 11('1" t'lll' lit :":'11 '111'. 111.1 [ \\'t· 11:1\'(' cI'II' I I II '. 1',1\\'\ ('!", 

It';I('III'I"', :111(1 Idlll I "II"!t·"111I1.1I"" 

(, 01'(';":'01"\" 1~(.eI 1'1:":'11"/ ',I I ("(\·,I.!!·ll 1,,1 L.\\ \\ III t. lilt· '1.'1 '1,'1 )("1'· 

'elilll' {·111\(·,.,'1\ ~I I'IHII Id I"lid,,· I'"II! \ III (" .. tlill.dlll.1 11:1' 

11":1('(,(1 lilt' ('(totlclllilc 111"'''':1 C'" .01 Ili'I.I,1I111·'·1I1 II\t, ~';'III'("I' 

(::~ltI'I,t'l,i", 111111[11" liu[ ,II' ",dlll~ II, till'" I~I'.'H'. ,'11'11'. \\(.,'(' 

111'111(' 1/ 1,1111" (. 111.111 .1 l.i! III d [lit' II lilt '11 ,. 1"11111,, 1.'''1'111.,1'I 

,it" I 1.11 ('11' I," I ';.:.' I'" \\.1' I," 11'1'1 ( II. III~. 
l'li, I'P"; ,"[',., "II'" 1:,",'[':-:'"[:-':' r ,[Ii,.[,; \I,il,II,:'1 :1.'''.'' 

!llllIld tll.ll .. lllli,d "I II,,: .11t .1'", II(]II,,·III.'(II, 11,',,,kll,ll\ 11'1"('1.'''':'11' 

I,.tlil 11;"'I!,lllit"" .111t1~,.h'...:.lllh IIH'I't' 111.111 Il.til:',oI 'III .... C. 11I··,ld.·.I' 

\'t'l':-;t' jltllilic:11 '\'1('111 1.11:11 "elLIIIIII'I, lilt' 

sp"il"" lit" I"S'T."Ii'lIlill""lil" 1'1""''',lh('\ :11',· ,i,·li"". II",,' 
g"l "pc('i:II hclp. Slich :11'1 :'I'I"'II;[ch, Ill' 11I;lilll:lIllI'd. 1I1;[k,·, 

lillie St'IISt' ;\1 :\ 11111t' \\'lIt'li 1'li'II;II'li('~ :11'(' 1I1:lkill.~ ,i~lldit ,1111 

polilic;d g:;I1IIS ill kt-~' ,LII,'" 1(~:t1il(lrlli:I'.' 1.1 (;C,\, ~rtll ,\1. 

BIISI:I'III:IIII,' :lIld SI:III' :\""1111>1, SI,e:lk, .... \III"[li" I{. \·il· 
Ltr;lig()s;1. I"t.1' t.';tI,ipl(', .11'(' IHIIII 1.;llillll',1 "II 11('('11111(" 

illt'(,"'gnlClIls It I \1St' lilt·.\ic'llllli/;llltlll .q1i)!'(),I('li \\'IH'II \1111'1'" 

·!lll' lit'lllt'II:"11 gt,\"l'rJltll·." IH' ',lid. 

RCldrigllt,/. likt'll' !(Ir!:I\', '1,;1111\11.' Itl.t'.II·li,'I' .~('llt'I.IIHII" cd 

Iri.'" ;lIld l(;tii:11I illlllligr:IIII." \\lltl'l' ('(:IIIIClllli( Ilrll~I"'" \\:" 

"1l111llig·(·!H'r;ttillll:t!. t'\'Ilkill~ 'I\('r lill1t' 1'1'1'"1 "l'IIt'I·I""(,-1 101­

1':11' III ", .. I "I' 1""·'·\"I'.illk""II:,,·· II,.' I ,,·('dll'l .. <I· 111.11 IIII' I',[,i, 
SI):!lli,II' 1(il'1111\\' \\·ill [II II f,!," ,1\\:1\,1 111 1 III dlltc·;tlk. 1 .. llltH I' \\ ill 

Ill' t 1-1'111'1.(,<1 It\ lilt· 11I.li'll,II·(,:1I11 "\\·ltt·\I.\I ~1I11111 1,,,"1 
i"HTdlll(' (;I;\'t'J'!ltlr'()(\",,\\, ,',,,'k," 1Il"';licl. "111.11', \\'11"111.""'­

plt'hl"\ ,'I:II'lt'<I idt'lIlihill.~ till' Iri~11 :1.' Ili,II' \ltI(Ti, .111' .. \tlll 

,tll':li I' ;t1t:t';I<I~'It;IPIH'lIll1g,\\itll·III'IUlli(·,," 
.\., lilt' :IIIIII( II: ()I: :1 1',','c'lll I "I)t III'. ""1 f '11,1 '1'\\.,1,11','" ! • .' 

\. t' \\' \ II' (' \' it'; III"," l)l tI d i ,lit,: d' II \. ! II (. \ \ .1· .... 111 ".1..:. I .'. II ·11.1 " .d 

\";lli,tll:d I III III i.\.!.i':11 1(111 '1"'1'11111 1~.ldli.,-!I1t·/ 1"'1,11"' I., dt·I'lll1k. 

tll(' '\"l'i'''I\11(' tI':11 111I,·lr:I\.' 111'1 •. 11111" .1' 1I11\\t1IIII:...:.'[1I I ItllllI 

:tll, ,["i IIId:,I,· ,lIld :,,1"1 ,I 1·:.II.:.:li,l[ '", 11,,·i [ 1.11 [''':",,''':'' "II,' 
ILI\(" If'J.lkc·Ii1C" <1,:1),:11,' .1\\.1\ !I'IIII 1.III'I,'!I-\\III,1..;, IIIIIiIII 1111111' 

:11"" ,llle I 11'1' "1 IIIII( I t,ll I' '11.111,1', ,I' \\, ·11 .1' !·I'·'III 11'1.' I I'~ III, 
\\'111;":' 11.t1I\j,[,," Ill' <lid.' III'dll 111,11 "II til Ikc·". 'Itl1'II"1I "."11'1 

1•• 1,'(,11' (.tl lilt, 1'11'~\'.l\d 111,,1'1,111\ I,d [IH''1' ::":'1"11111'. 
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Rodriguez's research on Southern California shows that, poorest of the poor. Tlie Puerto Ricans, who have the aclv,tIl-, 
as Latinos move inlothe middle class, they achieve increas- tage of U.S-' citizenship' and greater English proficiency, tend 
ing fluency in English while retaining "some lirlguisticand 1O have higher. earnings, she reports, while the Dominicans 
cultural continuity" in the home., Significantly, the majority "tend to make up for this diSadvantage by incre<l5ing lhe nuin­
of upwardly mobile Latinos choost; to reside in racially inle-ber of people per household who are in the labor market." 
grated middle-income communities where they often consti: Yet even when both parents in a Hi~panic family arc 
tllle a minoi-ity, the report states. Nearly a third" he found, working, their income often falls short of their needs. "One 
marry non-Hispanics, . of the really troubling things, ", says Sonia Perez, a dcputy 

A th ird-generation Mexican-American, Rodrigucz . vice president of the National Council of La Raza, a Hispall­
acknowledges that Hispanics have diffe'red from other . ie advoc.icy group, is that Latino families headed by intact 
immigrant groups in their reluctance, even after living here married couples arc more likcly to live in poverty than simi­
for decades, to: formally sever ties with·thei'r. homelands by 'Iar African-American or whitebm(lies. " .: . 
becoming: U.S. citizens. "There was a. nostalgia for home,. an. "Th.ere \s something wrong here," PCCrez argued ill, ,\,: 
idea thalone dal: theywOllld return to Mexico .to retire," hc': recent interview. "You havc'a mother: and· a filther and' 
said. B'lI~ thattendencyhas changed mai:kedly' sin'ce fonncr.: . s'olneone.wl'io, is.\'vlirkiIlK full time. This is what'cverybod) is 
Caiifornia: Gov; Pete Wilson" baGkecf a bailor initiative'iii 'SllppOsed"[~' be;doing. TI\ese are, the values. we are [tying'to ' 
1'994' t6den}' pliblic'education: and:other,bencfi~s tOJ jlleg~J'- :::i?roiri.Qte. T!;~y:are exemplified by this, community, bm it's" 
i;nmigrimts, and'COlig~css, two years; later, voted to strip • .': IJot w6~id,~gfo~ them.". . . • 
legal immigrants of their eligibility for key benefits. The· Census statistjcs support Perez, Hispani~ hOllseholdsare 
.nostalgia for home has diminished,. arid. Hispanics are seek- . , almost as likely as whIte households to be headed by married 

ing to naturalize ,in record numbers. couples-55 percent, compared with 56 ,percent for the lat­


ter. Only 32 percent.of non-Hispanic black households are 

STRUGGLING FOR A FOOTHOLD headed by married couples. Yet more than a founh .of lati ­


Yet while' many Hispanics arc achieving middl~-class sta~ no families (27.1 percent) are poor,andslightly more than a 
lUs, a sizable portion is not. In her recently published book,' third of America's total Hispanic populati.on lives in poven),. 
No Shame. in My Game: The Working Poor in the Urban Cily, soci- . 
ologist Katherine S. Newman of Harvard University'S Jol,ln' EDUCATION Is KEY 

F. Kennedy School" .of Government n.otes.that ."the largest. Perez and other experts \;ew educati.on as critical to over- . 
group of P.oO~ people in the United States are n.ot th.ose on . coming'Latino poverty~ particularly for large numbers of chil, 
welfare; They are the working P.oOI', whose earnings are so' dren who are growing ,up iiI Spanish-spe'lking homes and 
meager- that despite their best· efforts, they cannot afford; whose fluency in English is limited or nonexistent, The Urban; , 
decent housing, diets" 'healtlrcare. or child care. n . Institute, a: W<l5hinglOn think tanK; notes that thc number of 

Hispanics are more likely than any other group to be mem- ' school~age' childi'en whose. parents are immigrants has more 

bers· .of the working poor. Newman's study focuses on New, than tripled'since 1970 and nd\\' t.otals nearly 12 million, or 

York City, wher~ Puerto Ricans and ,Dominicans are among the . that !lumber, close to 7 million arc Hispanics, 


. The highly polarized debate over bilin­
gual education has not helped. II has 
masked' theJacl that such programs are 
offered to fewer than a third of imlll i­
gram children, and tl;al many language­
limited youngsters receive n.o special help 
at all. Rescarchers estimate that morc 
than 3 million public school students. 
three:fourths of wh.om are, Hisp<ln ics. 
have limited abilily to speak and Uildcr­
stand English. 

The dcbatc O\'er qilingual education 
has also hidden the nced for COlllilllling 
help with English for Hispanics in the 
·upper gradcs of clcrnenta,y school and ill 
middlc alld hi'gh schools. 

In all inlenic\\', Michael Fix. a sen in. 
· ~nalrst al,he ,Urhan I'nstilllte, said ''sOIll(, 

"" ~i,l,d.or:-lallguage instrllCtioil" i'savolilabll' 
.. to tli;'n': 01: rour ,elementary 'sllldcnls \\'11" 

lll'i:d i(' hUI I<:wer thall 'haW of studenlS i II, 

'higher grades \dlOse English is limited. 
rccciH" slIch assistancc. Hispanic SliP' 

· dCllts. he· added: <I'·c fa,: more likelv thall 
:'~\'liites or hlacks to attcnd schools \\ihe'" ;. 

third 0' lIlo'e "I' thc cnrollmClfl. cnllsi.s!.s' 
of' f:llgJish,del'icienl" sludenls,' Slid,:, ·f· 

~'. ,··,~s(ho(:)I;·..rll', ~I(:darnl; ':are, II01.jUSfctilli j." 
. 'c~tlh:, 'illli, 1i,;gl,!sfic;~lf~:. scg,cg;ucd.'" 

http:educati.on
http:populati.on
http:percent.of


• 
lIeed to make Slife thaI we pre­

lish proficiency" students have 
Studies show th,1l "limited £ng-, 

·pare [hem for lhe kinds of jobs 
beller atteudance ratcs than other lhat will have high demand, ~ she 
stlldenL~, hlll nonetheless ped-orm said. "We don'[ live ill lhe killd of' 
worse on tests, including those society any more in which people 
administered in Spanish, and are withOlIl a diploma can gel abc­
less likely to graduate fro III high tOl), job alld raise a family; " 

. schooL One of eveI)' live studenL, 
with limited English proficiency THE CRITICAL FEW 

drops oul of school-double lhe. America's Hispanics arc many 
nue for £nglish speakers, things-both risillg middle class 

Like other· school, dropouts, an(\. working pOOL Bllt one thing 
Latino youngsters· frequently . the)' arc not· is a Illonolithic; vote. 
become involved with gallgs and Florid;,'s Cubans have round a· 

. run afoul of the law, Although comfortahle home' in lhe Repub­
Hispanics make up 0111\> ahout lican ·I.';;rlv; ·Puerlo Ricans in th~~ 
l:l.5 percent: of the U.S, popula­ big cities of' the Northeast ;illd 
tion, they account f{lT' a larger­ !\'Iidwcst have' found solace in 
and steadily rising-share 61', the the social safet), net programs of 
nation's state and federal, prison the Democratic Pany. While lhe 
populations.Justice Depanment· growing electoral str~ngth of 
estimates indicate that 13,3 per­ Mexican-Americans in California 
cent of all prisoners ill 1990 has recently enhanced the 
were Hispanic, a figure that rose prospects of Democrats in lhe 
[0 15.8 percent by 1996. A Golden St;lte, Mexican-Ameri­
recent National Academy of Sci­ cans ill Texas 11<\\'e ele\'ated the 
ences report [hat focllsed on presiden ti·al prospeCts of tllei!' 
immigrants fOllnd tll'l! "n'onciti'zens are Spanish-spe<lking, Republican Governor. 
more likely to be in prison for dntg offens­ George W. BuslL, ' 
es, especially possession of drugs, ~ than for­ Indeed. the fan thm Iclispanics have voted. 
violem olTenses or properly'crimes. in mixed pallerns makes them highly sought 

frolll the ·perspective or: La Raz,l:s Perez, 
America can ill afford to ignore the problems associated with; 
low educatiOlI;11 achievemellt by large numbers of Hispanics. 
As of 1997. onlv 54.7 percelll of U.S. Latinos had graduated 
from high sc hool and on Iy 7.4 percenl from college. 

"These are 'the workers 1<11' the new millennium, and we 

---..,..-OlilerHispanic8.1 .', 

1.1 
1,2 
O,g 
O,g 
0.8 
0.6 

. Panama 0.4 
Other Central Amelita 0.3 
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, after hy hoth panics, and explains why Lati­
nos are so milch in pla~ (ClI' thi:: ~OOO eiectiOlis. 

Republicans next year \"ould love to· equal or beller the 
high-water mark set in 19R4 when .President Reagan 
recei\'ed 40 percent of the natiOlI\,'ide Hispanic vote in· his 
re-election sweep. Democrats. on the OIlier hand, crave, a 

repeal of 1996-whell 
COP COli tender Bob Dole 
\\'011 0111\' ~ I perC(:nl of rhe 
Lllino \'ote. 

Bllt in seeking Hispallic 
votes. the approaches of 
the two parties could IIOt be 
1II0re diffel:elll. Blish has 
chosell Linda Chavez as his 
leading ackiscr 011 immignl­
I ion iS~\les. S';c is a COlllro­
\'Crsial '1IId· oUlspokell 
opponellt of affirlllatin: 
;I([ioll \\'ho \,·as· Reagall's 
appointee to dlair the U,S. 
Co III III iss ion 011· Ci\'i I 
Rig-IllS... \ key ach'iser to Vict' 
I'n:sidelll ,.\1 Core \"ill he 
Maria Edl<ln:sw, ulI'rerlik 
a deplm' While H(luse chief 
of slalf. \dHl l1I;ide a lIame 
for herself ;11 IIH: 1.:Ii>or 
IkpanlllclIl cr;u:killg ·do\\,11 
Oil S\\'c;!\shop abuses !J\. I he 
);<11'111('111 indllstry 
. Cllan:z II':I('(:S hel' Lal;­SOURCE: 1990 census 
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father's side of the lamily hack to Sp,lin and the 16005. Her 
mother was English-Irish. Echaveste, by c.(llltrast, is the 
daughter of Mexican fartmvorkers who migrated first to 

Texas, then LO Califoi·nia. and now, ill retirement, have 
relllrned to their native Mexico. 

In separate illterviews, the two advisers argued that the 
traditional approaches of their respectil'e political' panics 
will hal't~ resonance with Hispanic I'oters·. 

Chavez pointed out thilt the Hispanics who "arc most 
likely LO. vote" are h,it'd-working clllrepreneurs "who are 
moving into that lower-middlc-cbss niche~ despite short­
comings ill forlllal education. for the most part, she said. 
they operate small: businesses, such as restaurants, g,lrden­
iog serviceS, or Illoin-and'-pop gi:oceries .. 

Repllillicans shollid be ahl~ ti) appeal to SlIdl voters by" 
addressing their 'concerns about crime and, s'aret>' and I'>y 
condemning government regulation'. "These are people 
who have problems 'with red. tape, problems ,with govern­
ment mandates for everythilig frolll health care \.() mandato­
ry parental leave." Chavez said. 

Echaveste. by contrast, said Democrats will appeal to His- , 
, panics as consumers of government services that will be in 
jeopardy if the GOP gains conlrol of the \Nhile HOllse. "One 
of the reasons that Hispanics are callght in 10iv-wage jobs is 
that they need beller COIllIll,lIHI of the language so they call 
move up.» she said. "But the Republican Pany has not been 
a friend of the Depanmellt of Education or of programs 
designed to get resources into poor neighborhoods." 

If Gore is the Democratic candidate. Echaveste predicled, 
Hispanic voters ,,,ill reward him for the Chilton Administra­
tiou's recent effons to restore welfare benefits for legal 
immigrants and for efforts to block the deportation of Cen­
tral f\mericans seeking political asylum here. 

Chavez and Echaveslc are prohahl), both correct. The polit­
ical faultlin(,:s thal divide Hispanic \'Owrs are largely economic' 

. and precisely the sallie as thosc that divide the rest of the elec­
LOrate. [I' that's the case, rising prosperit" among Latinos 
could. over timc. boostthc GOP's share of tlwir vow. 

Political scientist I-larrv 1'. "'lehon, who heads the Calil!)r­
nia-bascd Tomas Ril'era Policv [nstitutc. sal'S "the roots of 
partisan attachment are uot deep" ;ullong Hispanics. '"ho 
have Illostt'y voted Democr;l\ic bllt arc u)lllpai'ativcly Ilew 10 

the electoral proCt:ss. \,\,1)(:11 his institute polled Latinos in 
three states lasl year, :,;, pcrcent said that "neither party" 
does a belterjoh than thc other. 

Roybal-Allard, wlio, chairs the allcDelllocr,ltic COllgressiollal 
Hispanic Caucus (three' Latino Republic,illls in the I'lollse 
decline to join). notes that Los Angeles t\'layol' RIchard Rior­
dan. a Repllblican~ ,"docs "er~; \\'ell'vltlt Hispanic votcrs 
be<;aHse he' reached'ollt, w' tile COllllllllllitl' and, supported, 
important educational projccts': Ikl!xe nll'lIlillg for 'public 

,oflice. ' 
'Traditionally, Latillos arc morc c{lIIserl'alil'c, ", Roybal­

Allard explained, adding that Democrats will have to O"Ct' ­

come "the unfortunate perception thilllhel' are allti-b~rsiness" 
if they expect lO compete lix midclle<lass Hispanic votes. 

That competition could be crucial. Although Hispanic 
voter registration and turnout rates still lag behind those of 
other groups. they have increased dramatically in reCent 
elections. III the 1996 presidential election, 11.2 million 
Hispanics were eligible to vote, but onll' 6,li Illillion wcre 
registered and only 4.3 million actually I'owd, according to 
the National ;\ssociation of Lllino Elected Oflicials. Nexl' 
year. 'according to pr~jectiolls by Pachon, lhe n,HiOlllvide 
Hispanic "ote mal' reach 5.5 million. 

"It doesn't 'takc mall)' to be called 'the critictl few,' .. 
Republican political consultant V. Lance Tarrance.lr. recently 
observed, He nOled lhal wilh support for both panics el'clliv 
balanced nationwide. il is possible "Iill' the Hispanic vote to 

become lhe balance of power {or the next decade," • 
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DELAWARE'S HISPANIC Pl~ACE CO,RPS~• , - ~ :". , , , ,.'.,' '.


' : EORGETOWN, DEL- This working or sleeping, many loitered' on they help perform' a va'riely of lasks 

.. ""'. sleepy ~ourthouse co~mnu~ity street corners drinking beer and that help integrate lheCentral AllIed­

dates back to the presIdency of whiskey. Those who bought cars, were cans into their new Delaware home, 
George Washington. and has l:ieen frequently pulled o,ver for traffic viola· Initially, churches andsocial service 
'known for ,a century as a galeway to uons.. agencies were the only olles Hying to 
sOllthern Delaware's ocean beaches. "There was like a civil, war here, bridge the gaps between Ct:orge. 
'But change with a heavy Spanish because thetowri was accusing the town's Guatemalans ami the rest of 
accent has,come to' this unassuming pouluy indllSuy of bringing all-.these , the tOWI~, but their ;:fforts wel'e"piecc­
town 6f6,obo,soulS. problems and l!lefe \\~S llobodywho" meal. Martinez, all official of the 
,Si~~ti,l1;{ab:?ut :1989, Hispal~ ie' cOllld communicate with the Hispanic Inter-American Developmellt Bank il,l 

G

.: '. 

migrants began sliowilig up to seek' community because it had i)ole~ders/ ,WashingtonJor:, 23 years, entered the 
work at'lllc )1<ljf~dozell poultry and, recalls GOliz,;lo Martinez;.a ClJilean.~cenein the carl}';'1990s ane! emerged 
food proces~ing)lants that li!= within. born lawyer who lives in, nearbyl,ewes:' a,san ambitious pi·oblcnHolver. 
a 2O:miie' radills:of t'Own. \\-11at started 56 Martinez eased into the vacuum. 'A lawyer by tr<lde, Martinez did not 
as, a tricH~:s,9ci'n' 'Slow,y at first" and . 'intend to peli'Ollll good works for the 
becam:e a" steady, '" then jumping iri'with:l1ispanicpoor when he retired, to the 

, ~tr'cam.' ~.f6s't· eime" i both feet. he became 'Delaware ShOl;e. All art collector, 
'ir.~m."an;ii~'p·~~er~ ~ a fujI-time volunteer :;~h6se maternal graildmother came 
istl€d rUtal' ~egibn"' of' ~ coordinat;rbd~een,; :fr'oma wealthy Guatemalan family, he 
GJatemalaJ~hg: t6r:n ~ the growing Hispanic 'moved in 1989 to fashionable Lewes­
by ei\>il w?-r.',::;: '.' community aild the: ,25. miles north of Georgetown-to 

Forthec)(panaing towl!. rem6del~a large'hollseand hobnob 
c;hi<:¥en)ndti~uY",tfie Martinez is not~th Susse~,CouIllY's affluent arL,y seL 
devclo.pmert"is.i' unique, ·He is ferre-He lived, in the area several years 
godsend: J'hencwly" sen tative ofa ,phe- ,before becoming awal'e' of the isolated 
arrived Latin'os un· ' rlOnienon being seen an'd problem-plagued Hispanic popu­
colri'pJaininiily per- across lhe country in: laticmof Georgetown and surrounding 

,form ,ori.ero~~'-,'.and cities and towns strug·, Sussex' County, honle to all immigrant, 
s0!b~times'Jlazard- ' gling to integrate Hispanic population estimated, to ex· 
ous': .jobs iri,:m()stly poo.rly eduGitecll,.ati: '~eed 15,000. After assisting with small-
nonunion pr()cessing no immigrants from ~rprojects'sponsored by a local arts 
plants that:'ar,eun~ peasant,backgro\lnds i::oun~i1 and the COllllty:s AIDS, cmil­

. able l<>.reci'uii: suffi- ' into the U.S. middlehlittee, Ma,runez decided to plunge in 
de n t n umbe rs of class, Spailish·speak", ;is:i,full·time volunteer ill chief. 
American-b~lhworkers. ing professionals-most immigrants ,Since then, he has worked closelv 

Wiiliam Sat't:~rfidd,eKecutive direc- themselves-are stepping forward to with\"a remarkable assortm~ll( of Hi;­
tor of DelmarVa 'Poultry (ndustry, a bridge the gulfbetween new arrivals " papic allies. Early helpers included', 
Georgetown~basea trade association, and longtimeresidellts. They form a Avtonio Asi6n, a Cuban-born 
say,s "a lot ofpositives" came with the volunteer army that helps ameliorate, l)elaware state trooper, and Elba 
addition of the workers from Celltral Third World kinds of problems in' the 'Quiles, a former high school principal 
America. But, he adds. "The compa· United States, ftom San Juan, Puerto !{ico, who runs 
nies are not recruiting in Mexico or a program of free El{glish.lallguage 
Guatemala. It's a word-of-molltll net-, CAST OF CHARActERS ·instrUction at the community college, 
workthatissendingwork~rsllp'here,.",· Indee4, in tin)',Georgetown'"a' Quiles, who ICCt Puerw Rico in 

For the once, preponderalHly. white remarkable cast of helpe~s from all 1991, to be close to her SOil, a 'physi· 
community, however, the ar'r-i\-<ll of the o\'e~ the' Spanish·spea ki ng worl(1, cian practicing in Lew(~s, has rccently , 
Hispanics--'-who now cO.mprise 30'per~ Delaware, and all walks' of We has sur· 'eKpanded hel: program 10 inclllde. 
cent to 40 percent of G!,orgetown's 'faced, to pitch ,in: 501;le are U.S. cil'- Spanish classes for local Allg'los, 
population-was a rude shock. The zens raised near the Mexican border ., "Beciwse of the needs of professionals 
newcomers were, at first, 'mostly YOllng or in Puerto Rico. Others are foreign here" rml,10W gi\'lng IWO evening 

" men who settled in crowded hOllsing., . na~ion'~lls' froin·Bol ivia, ellile" Cuba,: ' classes t'Or people wito work with, His-' 
, in all older ileighborhood thatt;t:i;al1lt~ lh'c;Qo'minican, ReVlIbliy, ,tlld Spail!.' panidM)"stliden.is'incillde a' r;idioliJ-' 

" 	 litt~i:~d with'. ~r:I~h; Th~ys~oki::.'n~)Eng., Tlie}' indude d()~(\tors;; iilerchants, . , gisC'sevcral nurst's. and ;{collplc of" . 
lish and: had, little, formal' schoolillg in, le<idlers, police 'ofticers; and, clergy, socialwo[kers,~ shc II<*~S,. " 

Spanish:'Theircash;'v.:?-ges became ati " SOlllc:were brollght, iii Iwpll!se of theil;';,",\,;ilar..G6hlCl;. is,;llIO(i1er'llIcl1lbc·tda 
iI'l.vi Ii n'g: ·'la"rge,i., [Or,:'iIUlgg(; is, ,'lnd:'nIU:iICY \11 SI);iIlisll: ()IJi(~rs were alr'c,ldf:M'a l't!ncz,'{ Il Cl work " f all ies, 1\', 

ullscrupulous ,landh?H\s, When, Iwt!, "resi(li'ng., in, the a'rcii;,'F;iKen, toget,I,1cf'.;, "S'p;Hl\,{i:d!:'(;oim'AlllO\;ed' "wr'e at;l~1 
,.' '1,0' 	 ',' 
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,her h~band took a job in the area. , Georgetown 10 years ago as migrant ; [11 fact;, oneof the major missions 
She has since divorced and 
launched a career as the organizer 
for the United Food and' Commer­
cial Workers'lnternationaIUnion. 

Gomez iQi'tially worked' for an 
area landlord helping l:Iispanic ten­
ants who were l,nfamiliar with such 
basics as the use of modern house­
hold appliances. 'Tilat drew me to 
get mor,e involved, ~'she recalls. "I 
related to, them, because when 1 
firstarrive1. int/lis coupu-y, [ didn't 
know any English aild,nob.ody was 
there to heip·rne." '. 

The prese~ce;6f.s~.many Hispanic 
immigrants ,has.,~r~ught a demand 
for inore Spani;;h speakersip the pri­
vate sector ,as':~eil;'and ffi'any, of them 
are p,~of~s~!9?~ls;" ~Hk:~~d .to the 
town:s'r:n,iX:"~rn<:0~Jsihome to a 
large peri;liie.:~~~}f.I,~;.processing 
plant and tiisV:ib~4ori ,~eiHe,r,:.where 
nearly hair,the' w()rkers,:fu.e, Latinos. 
The plant's s~pervisorY'r~nks are 
dotted With co.lleg~.:educa:r~d Hispan­
ics, who h~yec becorn,e:p,#t oCthe 
town's profesSion,3,imidd)e:class. 

Even state\0& rrje<ii.~9udels are 
, bcginning:to noticewhat,is,happcn­

ing here. The 'sta~'s hu-gest ne....'Spa­
per, The News Journal in Wilmington. 
has assign!!.d B(jliVian~b(~rh·Patricia 
Rivera as its Geo:ge­
town corre~ponc i Georgetown com­
dent. Rivera'~.hl;ls~ ~ munity. 
band, a ~paniard,is' , Herrera has 
a superirltendertat , ~ something to cele­
the Perdue plant: brate, too. He was 
Another Spaniard. recently granted 
Jose M. Somalo" a, permanent legal 
Pe,rdue foreman, U5. residency after 
and his Mexican a multiyear struggle 
wife, Roclo Flores. ' to petition for polit­
publish a local bilin­ ical asylum. He had 
gual monthly news­ help in his legal 
paper, Hoy en ballie from Pilar 
Delaware. Gomez an d Jim 

Lewis, an Episcopal 
SUCCESS STORIES minister who has a 

Out of this syn­ grant from a du 

farm laborers. Both decided to stay 
and take year-round jobs in chicken' 
processing plants. After five years of 
poult'ry work, however, Mendoza 
quit to study English and pursue an 
associate degree in human 
resources at Delaware Technical 
and Commullity COllege. 
, The Mexican-born MelldolA!, 32, 
now works as a Vista Volunteer 
directing Engli~h literacy efforts to 

,the local Hispanic community and, 
more recently, conducting welfare­

. to·work seminars for 1I0n-English-· 
speaking recipients of government 
aid. After living for years in a trailer 
on rented land. she and her hus­
band, who still works for the poultry 
industry, have purchased theil' first 
home in a Georgetown subdivision. 
"Yes, we're getting a house: Men­
doza says with bare.ly conceal,ed 
glee. "We're so excited." 

Julio HelTera, 27, who came here 
from Guatemala five years 'ago, is also 
trying to hClp the newer arrivals. A 
quality control supervisor at a pOUltry 
plalll, Herrera helped found ~nd 
now heads a Guatemalan self-help 
association that, among other things, 
conducts trash collection 
drives as a gesture of good will 

'" toward the larger 

ergy between an 
earlier generation of Spanish-speak- . 
ing professionals alld the later work· 
ing-c1ass immigrants from Central 
America is emerging a middle c1a,$ 
of Hispanics who are, ill tum, help­
ing lheir more recently arrived col· 
leagues, One of Elba Quiles' prize 
sttideIlL~, forexalllple. is Maria Men­
dol.;!, She and her husballd came to 

Pont famil), founda­
tion to work 'with area immigranL<;. 
'This is not unusual among 

GeorgetowlI Hispanics, many of 
whom lied Ihe Guatemalan ci\'il war 
earlier this decade because they 
were persecuted for either opposing 
lhe govemmelll or declining to take 
sideN, Many, allhoughllOl all, come 
here illegally ,lIld try for asylulll, 

of L,a Espeninza.;one of two COIO­

munty cen,leis 'set up in Georgetown 
by Gon'za:Io Marti':lez. is to help 
Georgetown's Guatemalans fight 
deportation proceedings and seek 

'legal residency, Two. full-time 
experts at La Esperanza help with 
immigrauon problems., 

GIVlNG'AND GETTING 

Not on',y hav,ethe 'lives of the 
'immigr-.lI1tGuaterria[ansbeen trans­
fonned:t.htough,'lhis community 
outreacli,. so 100 have the lives of 
the outreathers.•. ' " 

Martinet looked to' Delaware for 
art.andJei~ur~·andJo.lmd, instead, a 
career as co~mun.itf:leader. The list 
of his' ~<;cqmp'!is!:t.~~~ts' 3;rid con tri­
butiohs:J~r,oug~'; a~~t:tIi~~~gh his 
"qrg«lnizatior\~rOf f~hd"niising tal­
enis, is'impre.~sive,:·.two community 
service. C'en'ters;';and the role of 
unpaiddirectof'of;the first; two state­
of-t\le-aI;t prySchPoUadlities; and dIe 
tl~n'ifo;Gt,tI~r31; an' arts organiza­

,tion that, st;ag~.s~J::firistmas pageanrs 
andari an'rt~ 'ceo<rgetown Hispanic 
Festival, ","": 

Marline.z~s:pidudest accomplish­
nlents, Howev~r>~re the early child­
hood dev.eJopment centers­
Primeros Pasos; opened in 1997 for 
children up t~.':the age of five, and 
Primeros P~$it()s.opened in 1998 
for, infants 'and'ioJidleis. Although 
the centers can'seive:only a fraction 
of G'eorgeto,~t1'S, Hispanic baby 

, boom, therar~itj.(jdels for the pub­
lic school'System .. : 

In this proce~s:of stumbling onto 
a second caieerf~Martinez has infil­

trated ri,elaware:s:'power structure, 

He has been aPl)oir'ted to guberna­

torial commissiori;:speaks frequent­

, Iy with the s~te'.s lieutenant gover­

nor, and socializes on a 'first-name 

basis with heads of area poultry 

companies. 

This arts aficionado turned social 
worker says he is happy with his new 
life, As a retiree, he has plenty of 
time to give, and he refuses any pay­
ment for his endeavors, A~ he sees it. 
<Till giving back the money my 
wealthy Guatemalan grandmother 
LOok 10 Chile." '. 

/{cSI!!lIcit for this :rlllr)' was su/1JOIted ill pmt /'J 
lilt Ur/Jfw Inslitule, 
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PROGRESS, YES, BUT 

LATINO INCOME STILL 

LAGS BEHIND THAT 

OF WHITES AND 

BLACKS,AND 

EDUCATION MAKES 

THE DIFFERENCE. 

The Economics ofBeing Hispanic 
III By JOHN MAGGS 

re Hispanics the new underclass of a 

prosperous America? Broad and detailed 

statistics on the economic status of 

Hispanics are in short supply, but what 

numbers there are indicate that His­

panics are increasingly stuck on the lowest rung of the 

economic ladder. And although this status is partly due 
10 a ~lcadv slrcar'lI of reccl1l i1ll1lligrants 
who lack lhe hasic tools to sllcceed in 
all Infor1llalion Age America. lhe rcla· 
lin: poSilioll of Lalinos economically 
seems 10 he droppi'lIg' en:1I as native­
horn Hispanics arc Illilking 1I1~ .\ 1;\I'ger 
share of !I\(: Hispanic popnbtioll, 

The (:;1\lSCS of lhis d!Spillity arc 
mall\", hlll chicI' among lhelll an: lower 
high sd.lOol alld collegc gliHlualion 
ral('S 1'0'1' 1·llspallir·AlIlcriC:lIls, alld a 
('hanging ('('ollom}, lhal lIl,irgin;tliZt:s 
lo\\'·skilled, 11I\\'-e<lIl(:,lIion \\'orkers, 
Despitc lhis had IICWS for L,lillOS" IIC\\' 
!'(,scarch 'shc,\\,s tl'l(\[ Sll(cc~si\'{' gCIl{'ra~ " 

tions of Hispanics Gm on:rcome mall\' 
of the disadv:tlllages f;ln:d I)\' their par­
elll~ ami grandparel\ls, And, despile 
popular ,slIspicions Ihat Hisp,lIlic i1llmi: 
grams an: taking ;\WiH' johs, depressing 
wages. alld drainillg lax dollars. lhe (,\'i· 
dence suggesls ,nl her\\'isc. 

THE NUMBERS 

Over thepasl t\\'o dccadn.... period of 
llllpn:cedcnted Hispallic illlllligr;itioll. 
the i'c!ali\'c ecolHlIlIic slallls of Hispallics 
in AI11('ricl has Il(:(:ll droppin)!; stcadih', 
Accordillg to the U,S, Ikp;\l'llllClll "I' 
LilloI'., IIlcdi;1I1. \\'cckk ('alll illgs ,i II' I~I~ It-\ 

for a full·li l11e worker 16 years of age or 
older were $5n. or aholll $30,000 a 
YCilr, The median for a Hispanic worker. 
in contrast. was $398, or about $21.()OO 
per year, just 695 percent of the median 
for all workers. This percentage has 
been fallill'g sleadily since 1980. ThaI 
year. when workers w'ere taking horne 
\\'eekly earnings of $292. Hispallics were 
earning S2:~O. 'or 78.7 percent of Ihe 
median. [II 198:;, ,,,hell median weekly 
earnings were lip 10 $378 for all workers, 
Hispanic earnings were only $292. or 
77.'!. percell! of the median. The relative 
earnings of Hispanic worker!' have hecn 
dedining e\'cr since. to lasl year's 09.:; 
percenl k"el. (,'i,,(, (/1(111. I), 2J60,) 

Thal's ;\11 II percent drop ill the 
eallling power 01 Hispanics. relalin: 10 

all Americans. ill I H years, The deplh 
of that declilll' se(,lIIs even more dra· 
matic ,\'IWII compared ,\'ill! lhe rclalin: 
earning power of anolher Illillority 
group-hlacks, Over lile sallie IX-\,ear 
period. ,dll,'11 lite rdali,'c carnillg 
1)(>\\'<:1' "f Hisp;lIlics \\'as bllill)!; 'lcadih', 
lhe r~:lalin' cantillgs of hlac:k workers 
\\'erc, \'irillally 1I1l!:hilllg'cd. ilild hanl'" 
fluctualed il,l all\' \Clr. 

,;ill:I~I!', \ ,\ '1'1,(1 :\\f.. .I (II, 11:\ ,\ I,
', .. '. 
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'. S PEe I A L R ,E P 0 R T 

In 1980. black workers had median 
weekly earnings of $232, amounting to 
79.4 percent of the $292 earned by all 
workers. Fast-forward to 1998. and the 
relative amount of black earnings has 
barely changed. rising slightly to 79.7 
percellt of thaI for all workers. 
Throughout tital period, the ratio of 
black earnings to Ihe nalional an:rage 
/lcver' changed by more Ihan a few 
temhsof a percentage poilil. 

But consider hO\~ Hispanics did COI\)­

pared with hlacks. III 19HO, hlack and 
Hispanic workers had almost exactlv 

. die same median weekly earuings'-:" 
$232 for blacks and $230 f()I' Hispanics. 
By 1985. a small gap had.' appeared­
blacks earned $300 and Hispanics 
earned $292, or 97.3 percent of black 
earnings. The gap widened. 
In 1990, Hispanic earnings 
were 94 percent of blacks': 
in 1998, Lhey \"ere 87 per­
cent. ThaL change, 12 per­
cent over 18 years, is almost 
exacLly Lhe sameillnollnt hy 
which Hispallic earnings 
declined compared with 
the naLional average durillg 
Lhe same period. ' 

So during a generaLion 

of great economic turmoil 

and growLh for the United 

SLales, although Hispanics 

emerged as Lhe ascendant 

eLhnic minor;tv. thev ,!Iso 

steadily lost ground eco­

nomically, compared wilh 

oLher Americans and with 

those previouslv stllck in 

that low rank. AlIlericans 

have prospered in those 

nearly 20 years. htlt some 

more than othns: Earnings 

by all Americans ami by 

blacks nearly doubled in 

that generalioll. Hispanic 

earnings rose 1"0, hUI 20 

percenl less Ihall IIt'1I of 

whites and hl'ICKs. 


EOUCATION LAGS 

Thefe <Ire ·nd eas\' 


answers for this plit'1I01lle­


non. It: is I<:lIIptillg' 1<> ('(HI­


elude that ITCt'11i \,',IV<:S of 

immigratioll, hoth legal 

and illegal. arc respollsihlt-. 

bec.:allse 1'('("('111 lIispallic 

illlllligraills an: IIIOSlh' poor 

alld t,lke Ihe IO\\'csl-payilli!: 

jobs whcn IlIc\' 'lI"I'in:. Bill' 


ag-aill~I Ihis hackdrop of ris­

ing Hispanic immigration in the 1990s 
has been a much larger i~lcrease in the 
overall population of native-born His­
panics, At current birthrates and levels 
of legal and illegal immigration. more 
than three limes as many Hispanics are 
born in tlie United States each year as 
are added from immigration. Simply 
blaming the lagging earnings or His­
pallics 011 the disadvantages of recent 
illlmigrants is lIot enough of <In expla­
nation. 

A llIai(~r faclOr seems to be edlka­
ribn", or tlie rack of il. According to a 
swdy ,ill the December 1998 PO/Ju[aLioll 
and Development Review, a New York­
based acad~mic journal', the propor­
tion of adult immigrants, without a, high 
school education has been rising since 

.1980 1985 1990 1995 1998 

1980: by I ~)94. they numbered about a 
third of all inllnigrants in the United 
States. or 5."1 million workers. That's a 
small proportion of the total U.s, work 
force of well over 100 million people. 
hut immigrants represent 30 percent of 
all U.S, workers wiLllOlil a high school 
diploma. 

Allother factol' hurting Hispanic 
earnings is the changing ecollomy, 
which demands Ihat workers 'have 
l1Iore education if they are.1O get 
ahead. Although some inllllig!',IIIlS are 
f(lreign-ilorH donors or campUler pro-' 
grammers hringing Lheir skills lO U,S. 
shores, !Host new arrivals a're part of: 
thc low-skilled w6rk force-indeed, 
they have come to dominate iL. 
Between 1980 and 1994. the number of 

native-born low-skilled 
workers dropped from 20 
Irlillion to ,13 ,million. 

And as improved living 
standards become more 
dependent on education 
and skills in an informa­
tion-based <:c'onom;, immi­
grants (half of them His­
panic) are falling further 
and further behind. In 
1980, the poverty rate for 
immigrants was, 15.6 per­
cent, not I1Il1ch more than 
the 1.2.2 percent poverty 
rate for native-born Ameri­
calis. By 1994, Lhe poverty 
rates for immigrants had 
grown to 22.7 percelll com­
pared to 13'.9 percent for 
natives, Here's \"h)': For 
iinmigrants without a high 
school diploma, tIlt: poverty 
rate rocketed frol1l 20 per­
cellt in 1980 to :~6 percent 
in 1994. Changes in the 
U,S. economy have made 
education and English-lan­
guage skills more vital Lhan 
ever. The lack of E'iglish 
rroliciellcv tends to work 
agai,i.~{ low-skilled workers 
in the 1III'0rmaiioli Age 
1II0re thall it did ill previ­
ous generatiolls. \\'hell 
niallufaclllrilig johs didn't 
necessarily n:quirc IlIIH:h ill 
the \\'ay of Iallguage ,kill,. 
Those illlllligr,tIlts \\'ithOIlI 
edllcation alld F.1l,tilisli are 
more likely 10 he .Irapped 
ill povcny. 

II is illll'ossihlt: 10 say 
exaeth' l"Iu\\' I1lil("11 ,,(, the 

80 
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low-skilled work forcc is made up of 
recent Hispanic illlllligr,lIlts, hut new 
research by Jeffrey S. l'<ls5el of the 
Urban Institute ill Washington indi­
cates that, Hispanics arc llluch lllore 
likely to lilCk basic education than the 
next-I;lrgest immigrant. ethnic group­

A.~ians. 
Passel said Ihal sharp diITercnces 

between Asian alld Hispanic immi­
grants' e,lrnings an: due almOSI eillirely 
to disparities in educatIOnal allalll ­
\Ilent. Hispanic immigrants earn ahoul' 
two-thirds or whal is earned I)\' "Ihird­
generatioll,'" white \\'orkers., whom Vas­
~ei defines as t!'lose \vhose p'arenls' wcre 
born in the United Statcs, Ibt Asian 
immigrants carn Illuch lIlore-9:'l per­
cent of \vhal ,,;hites cam. The source of 
lhis disparity is dear: Only 
41 percent of Hispanic 
immigrant workers arc 
high school graduates. "S, 

84 percent of Asian imllli­
gr,ults, Among third-gener­
<Ilion whiles, 92 percenl 
complete high school. 

The gulf is e"en more 
dramatic amollg the col­
Icge-edm:aled, Asiall immi­
waills have an e"cnhigher 
college graduation rate­
42 percent-than Ihird­
gencration \\'hiles' :~O PCI" 

• 	cellI. Only!) percent of 
Hispanic inlliligrallts grad­
uate from college, all hu t 
shutting oUI millions' or 
other Hispanics from the crcdent!i,1 
and skills thaI arc increasingly the 
IIlcallS for escaping poven~' in America. 

"<lsscI said then: is some good news 
If)!' Hispallics in his rcsearch, ho\\'cver. 
The dis;,dvalltagcs I hal plague H ispan­
ic immigranls rcn:tic sharph- for their' 
children alld gran,khildren, For U,S,­
ilorn (:hildn:1I or IlislJanic illllnigr'lIl1s: 
or for children \\'h" wcre It:ss Ihan 10 
y,:ars old \\'hclI I hc\' alTin:d, Ihe ht:lH:­
lils of ;Ill :\III(:ri(,;1l1 c<iur;lIion rlose the 
\,ag(: g;tp 10 (I(I litT("-1I1 or lin: earnillgs 
or third-g(:lIcr;lIioli \\'hites. Ullfortu­
nalely. Ihird-g"lIcra'li!>1I Hispallics 
dOIl't Illake funher progress. ('"rllillg 
Ih(' salllI' '10 P"IT('IlI, ;\Chin,,'t! I", Ilwir 
pan:ll!s. lie s;,id, ' 

• 

This .s agaill 11I;,illk <111(' 1<.> lite lag ill 


til(' ,oll"g!: gratill;lIioll L\I,: for !-lisp"Il' 

ICS. "'hidl is 011'" 1'1 I"T'''-II! '"'I' s"coIHI­

g"IH'r;lIi"lI I lisl';lIlies "lid 1:1 p('r("("11 
1,,1' IIIIrd·).;"'''·!';lIi"" Hi''1>;lIlirs, TI,,' 
\\';tgc ,gal' rd"',,!s ,h.. ,"(III(';\lioll g"p_ 
IllIrd·).;("I(";lIio" ",hiles ;'1'.. 1I1,,'r.. 1I,;t" 

• 


twicc' as likely to graduate from college. 
and third-generation Asians three 
times as likely, This huge difTel'ence 
seems to point 'to a continued lag and 
perhaps even a widening of the earn­
ings gap for Hispailics unless more of 
them can graduate from high school 
and college. Passel's rese<lrch will he 
detailed in it study to he published this 
fall by the Urban Institllle, 

THE BIGGER PICTURE 

A question separate froIll hO\\' well . 
Hispanics are doing is what. impact His­
panic (inmigranls have ()ll die U 

, economy. Some' Americans view illlllli­
gralits as a pool of cheap and conscien­
tiOlls workers in a tight labor markel­
one III whi'ch arduous or distasteful 

jobs are especially hard to fill. Others 
see immigrants taking away johs from 
Amcrican-horn. workers, depressing 
wages, and becoming a burden for fed· ' 
(~ral ,1I1d local go\'(~rnlllents, 

An influential work 011 this debate is 
n!r Nf'1(1 II me17rtltlS, a, 1997 stlldy Iw lhe 
g6\erllmt:nl's N;llional Rescarcll C(llIll ­

eiL The slud\' argiles that immigratioll 
pro\'ides dear hcm:fits to the U.s. cnlll' 
(lillY, Firs!. h\' boosting the slIppl\' of 
!;thor. illlllligr,lIioll adds 10 U,S, outpUI. 
prm'idillg mOIl' \,('alth for ,III AllIeri­
C'llIS 10 shart', :\bn, a larger lahor pool 
allows ,,'ork\'rs 10 'speciali/,(' and he IIs(:d 
Ilion: prmillniq:k. Ih .. "lI(h' sa\'s, 0",,1" 
;111. Ihe "CIlIal g"ill frol1l illllnigr,ulI 
lahor,ill an SH Irillion <:1:11110111\' is 
IlIillll\('\lk-I)('I\\'(,<:1I S I' billioll "lid S I(I 

IHlli'''I;' \'<:;11'-1.111;, dc;1I pillS,' 

Ther,<' are winners and losers from 
illlllligl',IIH labor. however. The winllcrs 
illdude business owners alld higher­
skilled workers whose pay is boosled; 
since low-wage immigrants allow capital 
to he uscd more produCi iveh'. More 
gellcralh', hellc!ils arc eXlended to all 
consumers who buy goo~ls and s(,lyices 
that arc cheaper hecause of il;lIl1igrallt 
(;lilOr. The losers are less-skilled work­

'ers who compete wilh immigrants for 
jobs and \\'ages, 

I-Iowen'r, empirical' research incti-, 
'dlles·that lh<; dalllag~ ,10 tht:' I(l;~ersi\ 
very sligYII. alHt' is O\'ci'~h~Ir'lied i'»):. tilt: ' 

, bcnefits 10 others, The NRC study esti­
mates that imllligrams deprcssed the 
W'lgCS of other lower-skilled workers hy 
onlr I percellt to 2 pcrcellLin the 

I ~HlOs, \dlile boosting 
wages for higher-skilled' 
\\'orkers and benefiting' 
conSUlllt~rs hy a milch larg­
er alllOUlll. 

E\'(:n ill Ihose areas 
\,here large Ilumbers of 
immigrants compete with 
olher Im\'er-skilled \\'ork­
e rs-i II I.os Ail ge les. 1'0 I' 

example-research sho\\" 
link impan Oil nativc-horn 
workers. Although some 
obsern~rs ha\'e argued thai 
hlaeks suffer disproportion­
ately rrom compelition with 
immigranls, ihis is not Irut:. 
according to the coullcil's 
study. In Lin, the main vic­

tims arc earlier waves of immigranls, 
Oespite suspiciolls that immigrants 

'are a 11;;cal l)lll'den on government. 
the~' are aClUalh' a liel i'e\,enlle genera­
tor. through the taxt:s Ihev pa\' Oil lheir 
income ;l1le! spt:ndillg. The r(:\,ellut: 
produced hv immigr;lIlls ill two immi­
graill-rich stines-Nt,\\, Jcrse~' and Cali ­
((,mia-reduced kd,:ral laxes by $2 10 

$4 a \'(~ar fi>r each Americall household 
lIati")iI\\'idl'. thl' studv roulld, (,V(:II 

allm"illg 1(lr Ihe ('OS( or I'ducalioll ;lIld 
\,cIEor\' l'anlH'llls, 

C;II'\" nun less, all tTOIIOn! i>l al I hI' 
Brookillgs Ii!slitlilioll, a (hillk tallk ill 
W;ISitiliglolL san he Il'lId" 10 Ihink Ihat 
(he disad\'all(;Ii'('S Hi"p;lIlics fan'-('\rll 
;11'11'1' s('n'ral gell('r;lli"",; ill Ihe l'"ilcd 
Slal('s-will <Iill.i"i,h "" .. I' lillie, Tit .. 
(;lIil('(1 SLltt:,;. allll"sl ;<I"IIl" alll"I'i' 
t!('\'('lop"d 1I.lIioll';. C""r'TS 011(' ;1(\,';111' 

t;1i'(' Iltal 1("HIs I" r..dlll!' ti\(' <Iis;I(II-;III' 
tagt', [;u:<:<I Il~' illlllligr;1I11 gnHlfl,-hdl 
cili~('II,hip f(II' all\'OII<' hnrn he ... ', "II IS 

a I low(,.f" I "'In'," ,;ojd !I"rik"s, • 
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Boomers, Say Hola 

• By JULIE KOSTEIU.ITZ 

t the same time that America IS getdng.. 

browner, it is also getting grayer. This may. 

not be a happy convergence. 

Here's why: The retirementofthe baby 

boomers will leave fewer workers to 

support the burgeoning costs of public programs for 

the eld~rly, such as Social Security and Medicare. At the 

same time, a growing share of those workers will be 
, minorities-especially Hispanics-who 

tend lO earn low, wages. That's bound to 

raise questions of fairness and of public 
priorities. 

Some futurist~ predict that ecollolllic , 
and liscal strains will take 011 cult ural 
and political overlOnes, resulting in a 
war between the generatiolls sufTused 
with racial tensions. . 

That provocative vision was first anie­
ulatcd by a new breed of Hisp<lnh" 
activist in the mid-1980s. In Califo1'l!ia. 
"what we will see from the year ~OIO 
onward is essentially an age-ethnic strati­
fication. Anyonc age 65 and older will 
likd~· be Anglo, whilcyounger peopk 
will likely be non-Allglos." David Haves­
BaLHista told the Los Angde,l Times ill 
19H7. Hayes-Bautisla, the director of the 
Center foc the SllIdy or Latino Health. 
al Ihe Unin:rsit), of California (Los 
Angeles), told Thr Sail /Jiegl! Union·Tn­
tllllle that "either' minorities arc going 10 

hav(' to have a greater income Icn:1 or 
Ihl' eklcrlv arc going 10 have'lo lake 
slIIaller pit:\:es 01 the ecollolllic pic." 

Fiscal Cllllscrvativcs. liherlariails, ami 
1'011111-( professionals quickly sei/.ed "11 

I h .. I\'arll iIII-( to ,II'I-(ue lor all ()\'erhaul of 
"lIlitlCllIClllS I()!' the ddedl', "Ill' tlte sec-, 
(llId decadc of the lIe:\1 CCllturv, ,"I 
ullprn:edcllted propuniull 01' lhe dder'" 
poPUbl!"" \\'ill, lack allY blood fel:iliull' 

ship to vounger Americans, and what's 
more. the generations ",ill be increasing­
h' estranged as well h~' differences of race 
,lnd clhnicily," I\TOtC il lhcn-31-year-old 
polilical anillysl, Phillip l.ongman, in a 
dire 19H7 book, Bam 10 "fly: nUl New Poli­
lin f1Agillg in AlIlnica. 

Longman argued tllal Social SecurilY 
ought to go only to the needy-an ap­
proach lhat has since f~llIen mit of favor 
amollg Social Securil)"s crilics, But cril­
ics LOday seize on the s,lInc demograph­
ic facts LO argue ror "pril'alizing" Social 
Security-that is. dil'CrLillg sOllle or all 
of pavrolltaxes inlo pri\'ate retirement 
<lccounts lhal call he illl'esled in the 
stock market. I\'hich promises greater 
n'tUrilS over the long haul. 

III a report issued Iasl year, William 
\\" t\each, director of tlte ·Cellter for 
Data Analysis ilt the e(lIlsen',uin! Her­
itage Foundation. cOlllellried that Social 
Seemit\' is <In e~pecialll' had deal for His­
IMllies hCGIlISC tile pa\'ol<ls arc geuing 
ncr morc mcag,:r r('latin' It, (axes, paid, 
alld hccause keepilll-( Iht' "stell! solvent 
",ould require eilher,major hcndit cuts 
(II' ;1 .1(1 percelll 1<1:\ illcrt';lse het\\'ecn 
,,(I'" alld ~O:i(), "Tht' deriillill)..: rales or 
r('tllrll ;111<1 Inolllltill)!, t<lX hurdells 
IIl1plied h\' the ('II I'I'C II I, SI'stt·1II <lispro­
pUl'lioll:Ilely 'allel't Ille cOlllparali\'(:h' 
1'<>111111111 Hisl';llIic 1"'I)II\;\t;oll,'· he 

H,ISPAN IC WORKERS 

IN THE NEXT CENTURY 

WILL BE CRUCIAL TO 

PAYING THE 

RETIREMENT COSTS 

OF BABY BOOMERS. 

wrote. In ~():iO. the report Iloted. the 
government estimates that Hispallics 
will comprise almost :!:, I'et'celll or the 
18-to-66-~'ear..old I)ol"lla(;oll, hut JUSt 17 
percent of those agt' til "lid O\'el'. 

Privatization ought 10 h"ld a special 
appeal for Hispanics, he argued. Ilot 
only because it could prol'ide tilelll 
more money in retirCIIll'lIl. hut also 
because it could olTer Illem a I'ilal 
opportullity to acqllirt' alld pass 011 

wealth-and lhus joill tile IIlainstrealll 
of American ecollOillic lik. 

Statistics do tend to ,110\\' Ihal Hispan­
ics retire with hll' [{;\\"'r ,IsseiS, Hispallic 
hOllseholds headed hy ;1t!lIhs OH:r age 
70, for example, han: (1I1h' (1Ilc-eighth 
the financial asselS or \\'Ii itcs (1I0[ includ­
ing the \'aillt: 01 it 11011It·i .. sa\'s .I <I lilt'S !" 
Smith, a senior eO>ll('lIIi$1 al RA0:D, a 
think mnk ill Sailia ",'IOIlIC!, Lllif. Smith 
argues that Social SC(,\lrit~ lIIay ill bn 
playa rok ill dis("ollr;l),(ill),( savillI-( 
among th"s~: wllh low wa),('s, 

Thus I'M, ho\\'el'er. til" I'rl\;ttizatioll 
push has failed to (';Itch lire \\'ith either 
unlina!'\' 1'lIspallics or tll(' major ;"I",,("a­
<:y groups. As rdalil'(: '1('\\TOlllers. His­
panics IClld [0 he 11\(>1'" PI'l'lIccllpil'!1 
wilh issll(:S lital alldn'" Ih"il' illllllcdi;lIe 
lIeeds alld l'ollccn"-I\'dLli't' 1',,1'01'111. 

affirlllative anio". <:dl1(;lIioll. illlllli),(r,,­
tioll. alld eil'il l'i)!,iI's, 

2362 :-: ,\ T 1'0" ,\ L' .I.tH.lt!\ ,\ I. X/llf"tj 



• from Social Sccurity, Fer­
nando Torres-Gil, associ­
ate dean of the School or 
Public PoliC\' and Social 
Research al UCl.A, calls 
Heritage'S comparisons 
hetween Soci;11 SeclIrill' 
;llId privatil.alioll ")!;ross 
ol'ersi 11\ phfica tion, .. 

Rodrigue7, !Cars lhal lu­
ting individuals illvest a, 
share of Iheir own \\'ages 
will mainly belldll Ihose 
with high salaries alld 
inl'estment saI'vy, Hispan­
ics, IIIOSt of wholll biOI,' 
lillIe of \\!all Street and 
whose ranks include llIilll\' 

immigrants deeply mis­
trustful or ballks alld 
fi n a nc ial ill sti III t io II s, 
would, he argues, be left 
behind, Lackillg other 
assets, he said, the\' simph' 
can't afford It> risk their 
old-agc securilY ill the 

Indeed, it was a 30-something white 
guy, Richard Thall, executive director of 
Third Millennium-the seU:styled lobby 
for Generation X-who convened the 
first lIl~lior conference of Hisl)anic advo­
cacy groups op Social Security reform, 
just a little mOre than two years ago, 

Although Third Millennium supports 
swecping reforms, inclllding partial pri­
vatization, Thau says his goal is not In 

proselytize but to be inclusive, ''I'd bcen 
attending any number of symposia, and 
came to the conclusion that those 
involl'ed in the discussion on aging \Verc 
almost exclusively Anglo men over the 
age of 50,"' he said, adding that Third 
Millennium held similar confcrcnccs 
with African-Amcrican and WOIl1C!I'S 

grollPs, among others" 
nut as Hisp~l!lic :!(h'ocacy )!;rollps 

he)!;in foclIsill)!; Oil the i~Slle, most of 
thelll-with the 'exceptioll of" hllsincss­
oriellted grollps-sa\' they oppose priva­
lizatioll and \,'allt rcf"()rlll~ tlt,ll preserve 
SOci,tI Seclirilv's basic slrllctul"e, . , 

• 
ThaI's hecause Hisp;\IIi('s aS,a group 

rely br more heavilv 011 So(:ial Sccllrit~, 
I'or ruircmenl ill(OIIl(" thall docs the 
populatioll as a will ,it:: ,1"';1 'I percell I of' 
all cOlipleS age 1;:-, and ol<ln I'dI' Oil Ihe 
progr,lIIl for "II oi: Iheir IIICOIII(', bUI 
lI("ark a q"artcr or Hi~p'lllic couples do, 

Alld, as a groul', Hi~I"lIIi,'s lelld 10 

get more ,frol\l Social Security-relative 
to what they paid ill-than eithcr whites 
or blacks, That's because the program is' , 
cOlllparatil'elv more' ).!;cnerous to low­
wage \\'orkers alld to Ihose with longer 
life expeCl<lncies, Hispanics, according 
to government statistics, live longer than 
other ethnic groups, alld thus collecl 
more benefits, Some Hispanic scholars 
displilc that, howcl'er, s<I)'ing the gov­
ernment's data on Hispanics life 
expectancl' must he lIawed, Hispanics' 
povenl', hazardous occupations, and 
poor acces~ to health care all snggest a 
shorter-thall-averagc life expet.:tall(:Y, 

The pri\'atizers' promise of grealcr 
riches ill retiremellt doe~ ha\"t~ some 
appeal to H ispan ic groups, Despitc Soci~11 
&~curil~', lIearl\" olle ill (illll' older Lllinos 
IiH~S ill po\"(:rl\"-;-more thall lwo and a 
half !imc~'lhl' POH:rtv ra!c for elderly 
whiles, alld ,illS! helm" tlte rate iiII' elderly 
hlacks"The claim I)~' cOllScl"Ya!i\'es th,11 
IIle Social Scolrity program is lIot a good 
deal "",s 1I0! cOlllplcleiv ulltrue," said Eric 
Rodrig-m·I., a sellior polin' allal\"st wilh 
the ;\:aliollal COllllcil ,,1'1.1 Rat.a, 

11111 til(" i-Icrita)!,l" allalysis h"s cOllie 
1Il1d..i ;1 harrage of crilicislIl frolll liiJer,,1 
a Il <I 1\"0; alld Soci;11 SCCII!"ill'" 0\,'11 actu­

aries «'1'" <l11I\'lIg ollieI' Ihillgs, o\'erslat­
illg, Ih(" po,sihle n"lllnl> !'roll; illdi\'idual 
a("('OUllI' alld 1I11<1("rSI<lI;lIg tile relllrll' 

stock market. "The fael 
that [Social Security] is guaranteed and 
lhat it is progressive is I'CI-Y imponant. 
because their sarnings and incomes art: 
vel)' low:" 

Still, Hispanic leaders praise (Ollser\"­
atin:s ("or reaching OUI 10 them ",hell 
others did not. "Though I do nol agree 
with them, Third MillellniulII and Her­
itage have pllt this isslle 011 the agenda, 
and [ appreciate that," said Torres-Gil. 
These leaders say thev are educalillg 
their'members 011 the issues and I"ill 
illsist on having morc say in the SOLial 

,Security rdorm deb'lte, 
But" Hisp,llIic leclders are also recasl­

ing tile gcnerational aq~lllll("!lIS to 

adl'cmce lheii' Oil/II priorilies, including 
beller health care, education, and joh 
trailling, In a sellse, thev'n: making 
Haves-Baul.isla"s original arglllll(:lIt all 

, O\'C r ag;li II ' 

""If the relired Anglo cOllllllllnil~ \\"ill 
nOl slippon education lil!' Hisp;lIlic chil­
dren, I,-Il}" should those Hispanio as 
\\'orKefs support generous" cosl .."I~lil'ilig 
ilH:reases for rctirees, asks I \a IT\" 1', 
PacilOll, presidelll of tlte TOIIl;is Ril'cr .. 
Polin' InSlilute, a Hispanic-f()Cllscd IhiliK 
1.lnk wilh olliees ill Cllili.ll"llia .lIld Tn:a", 

Illdeed, "'II:' l'achOll, Hisp,,"i!"';" 1'''''1' 
.io!. I'rospct"ls are "a 1'C(:ipe 1'''1' ill.«"1'''' 
cllillic ICllsiol!s ,illst Wilhill tI", \\"ork 
lore!" i"dl." • 

sf II !<I!I \.\ T I it " "\L .I (I L !(:-. \ L 



The Education Challenge 

• By SIOnHAN GORMAN 

he half-paved road that leads up to 
, , 

Kelly Elementary School is lined with 

single-bedroom, wood-frame houses, 

that sleep families of six to eight 

people and lack running water. 

Located in the Las Milpas colonia-an impoverished 
border community-in the city of Pharr, 
Tex,is, the neighborhood struggles with 
gangs, domestic vioicnce, and an unem­
plo:'11lent rate exceeding 45 percent. At 
Kelly, 99 percent of the students are His­
panic; few students enter pre-kinder­
garten speaking English; and 84 percent 
come from families with low·enough 
incomes to qualify for the free or 
reduced-price lunches olfcred under a 
federal program. But despite all their 
problems, inside the school walls. chil­
dren are learning, 

"It was an oasis comparcd to cvery­
thing around it: said Rosalic O'Don­
oghue, a former educator who was part 
of ,l team of evaluators who awarded 
Kdlv a 1997-91:1 national "distinguished 
school" aw,lrd, onc of tivc awarded 
to schools ill Texas by the U.S. 
Departlllellt of Edncation. 

Schools snch as Kelly, made up 
mainlv of immigrants' children, 
usually start miles hehind the start­
ing hlock. Each year. the\" face 
uilpreelictahlc enrollment l1umbers 
and flocks of swelellts who do not 
speak ,l word of English al homt'. 111 
addition. immigrant ("omllllillities 
lelld to han: I(.\v incomcs and arc 
lIot a popular destination ror leach­
e!'s. cspecialh' good OIH:S: 

Hut Kcllv's studenls are doing 
"'c!1. :viOl(: Iilall 90 percelll o,'lhelll 

an: pasSlllg Iht: Texas :\~ses'I1I(:1l1 or 
:\cul('!llic Skills lesl. The k('v seellls 

10 hl' Kdh'"s cncr~t:ti<; \(.'1' Ih-xihk 
",; "SOURCE: U.s. census Bureau' 

emphasis on basic "eading skills. fre­
quent diagnostic tests, increased 
parental involvement, a strollg principal. 
and a school distr'ict that has kept teach­
ers' salaries competitive. 

But the school's progress is recen t. 
FOllr years ago only 68 percellt of Kelly's 
students passed the Texas assessmcnt 
test, a result that prevented the 5cll061 
from achieving the second highest of 
four academic ratings 1'1'0111 the state. 
The explanation: Many of the kids just 

, couldn't read. With little sllpervision at 
home and no after-school options, most 
Kelly students weill home'to a television 
set. They would return lO school the 
next day lIlinus homework and books, 
but able to sllmm'arize the plot of that 

ONE TEXAS SCHOOL IS 

MAKING PROGRESS 

DESPITE LONG ODDS, 

BUT HISPANIC CHILDREN 

CONTINUE TO LAG IN 

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT. 

afternoon's novelas-Spanish soap 
operas. , 

Kelly faced other handicaps no difTer­
ent from those of man}' other schools 
that serve immigrant families. Anl1l1al 
budgeL~ are based on the number of stll­
dents enrolled the previous' year, so a, 

school with an unpredictable and gnlw. 
ing enrollment is perpetually underhud­
geted, said Rodolfo O. de la Carla, ,I 
University of Texas (Austin) government 
professor who specializes in Latino 
issues. At Kell)·. which the state n:gards 
as a "rapid growth" campus, the studCll1 

population s\yelled to 800 last year, final­
ly prompting the school district to move 
half of the children to another, newly 
created elementary school. 

[n communities stich as Las Mil­
pas, where Spanish is the onlv lan­
gnage spoken at home: schools 
need to adapt their curricula and 
budgets accordingly. They need 
SCL~ of books and teaching materi­
als in IWO languages, as well as 
teachers trained in teaching chil­
dren English while the\"r;: also 
tcaching them math, science, <lnd 
histor\" ,\lId dc la GaI7,:t has I(HlIld 
thai C\Tn when schools re(rlli! 
properh- lI'ain<:d bilillgual teachers. 
sotllui Illes those, teachers O\'CI'C( 1111­

pensa!(' ((II' lhe studclltS' prohl(:llls 
by expecting less from Ihclll, 

With slLIdents growin).; lIJl ;,'1 a 
Spanish-speaking COl1lll1llnil\', it 
also hcCtllllcS 1I10re difliclIlI In (nil'. 

2364 .\,\TI().\AI . .I(JI"1\.\,\L "/lt/!I!1 
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vince them lh;lt learning 
English is illlponam. ihey 
speak English here ill 
schooL but lhev go 
home and it"s Spall ish 
all the lime: said Trine 
Barron, the principal. of 
Kelly Elementary. "We 
have to do a 101 (Jf mOli; 
vating jusl to get them 
interested in Englisll." 

Aur<lcling gO(lCr teachers 
and retaining them are'also 
problems. "The holding 
power of a low-income 
school district makes it very 
dimcuit lO compele," said 
Oscar M. Cardenas, a 
senior director in the Texas 
Education Agelicy's Office 
for the Educatioll' of Spe­
cial, Populalions. 

Barron said her school 
11as been blessed with <I 

clislricl superintendent 
who has made teachers' 
salaries a priorit\' and has 
kept them competitive 
wilh those of slirrollildillg 
areas', The stanillg salary' 
in the Hi(l;ilgo Indepen­
dent School District is 
$28,240; teachers .lIso get 
bonuses every five years. 

Afler clilllhiligfor nearh' a decade, 
Kelly sttulenls' reading scores plateaued 
four veal's ago.•tnd curricuhnll linker­
ing, such as ,tdding a computer-based 
reading progl~lIn, had nOi helped much. 
Barron decided il was lime for drastic 
aClion, Hecallse reading \"as the school's 
weak poiu!. she dedicated'two hours of 
classroom ti.-II(: each day to reading. and 
starled using Reading RecO\'ery, a cur­
riculum Ihal has, hecn successful wilh 
malll' kinds of sllldl'!ll~ across the cOlin­
try. The progralli. which requires special­
ized Iraining for tcad'tcrs. cO!lsislS or 
daily intcnsin: -I:-'-minule, one-on-oue 
sessions with studellts, AI Kdlv lhn're 
usuallycondu('l('(1 ill Spanish, 

Sinn: lite ;'tdoPlioll of Reading Reco\,­
cry, the s,II","', passing ratc 011 Ihe 
Texas ;ISSCSSJlICIlI lest 1'0'1' reading h;IS 
shol lip 1'1'0111 t;~ perccnl 10 91 pern:ul. 
No,,' SOIllt' 01 I he kids who lagged far 
hehind ill re,ldilig arc ;Illiong the 
school's t"I' r('aders. Barron said, 

:\11.1 1\\'(1 "(';Irs ;tgo,' Ihe 1,lid;ligo 
'School I )i~al'in Il('gafl requirillg sci" ,ols 

to administer diagnostic ICslS ill reading, 
malh, writing, social sludies, and science 
e\'ery six \,'(;eks. Teachers repon b,tck LO, 

the district on each sllldeOl's progress 
and the areas in which children lIeed 
help. SLUdenl~ who show deficiencies on 
lhe le~L, a!lend daily after-school tutor­
ing lliat targ'ets the concepts thaI art: 
lfOllbling the'lIl, 

The lOt her major change at Kelly ",as 
an increased cmphasis on parents. Kclh' 
parenl Norma Dominguez started ;t 

parcntal ill\'()lvelllcnt program fOllr ycars 
ago, :l1ld il nlO\\' holds monthl\' mectings 
at Ihe school and at pareuLs' hOllies. ill 
addilion to "liering field lrips and Ellg- ' 
lish-langu:tgc I)rogr:l111s. 

III the first \'car.the lI11mber of parelll 
\'!llltll ttTI'S i II nom i IIguez 's progr;ull ;\1 

Kell\' grcw 1'''''11 t\\'O to I;), It has len:lcd 
"If al :!7). \\'h iell is still smalll()!" a sehool 
that h..d XOO students. Hut Dominguel 
S<1\'S th(: 1)"ogl~lm's outreach dl,lI'Is ha\'(' 
maLic lIIan' l"OlT parcnts cOlllfon;d,,," 
with tile seh",d, She estimates that 1'\11 

peru:1I1 ,,1'111<'111 arc illegal illlllligr;II1ts 
\d", karl'd Ih .. ' sch",,1 \\'ould COII(;,('I 

immigration officials. A few 
years ago, pal'enl~ would set 
foot on campus only when 
their children gOl ill trou­
hie, bUl now, Barron said, 
"they'vc bccome a lot more 
comfortable coming in, 
They sec !IS as partners:" . 

Perhaps olle of the keys 
10 Kelly's: success is the will­
ingness of adminislrators 
and tca'chers to try new 
things. This school ycar, 
which began on Aug, 10, 
Barron has a llelV experi­
mem in the works. She has 
restructured the day to 
allO\\l sludenls reading at 
lhe highesl levels lO go 
home an hour early, Har­
ron hopes thal the smaller 
number of studenlS for lhat 
last hour will enable teach­
ers 'to ofreI' Illore special-' 
ized <lllclltion to slower 
readers, 

\>Vllile Kelly Elementary's 
experience shows thal a 
focused effort can brill'g 
low-performing Hispanic 

l!1' children up 10 speed, it is 
~ the exception and not the 

rule. Throughout Ihe 
1990s, Hispanic sllIclenls in grades -I, H. 
and 12 have scored about I () percelll 
lo\\'er than lIoll-Hispanic white studelllS 
ill reading e)l1 the National AsseSSlllelll 
of Educalional Progress tesL 

;\nd the demographic ch,tllenges .\n: 
considerable, The Hispanic school-age 
populaliou is growillg I~tster lhall that or 
an)' other elhnic group, Census figures 
predicl the Hispanic school-age popula· 
tion will rise ;)-! percell! hetweell I <Jll':, 
alld 2010, <llld the while school-age pop­
ulalion will decline ahollt (i pcrcelll. 

But Hispanic kadel'S 110l(: Ihal illllllj· 
grallts cOl11e ht'rc lIot (illly for ,iohs hut 
also fiJi' the American promise of' 11IIi\'cr­
sal educalion, and the COlli Ill'\' \,'otdd do 
\,'1:1110 meet lhal Ilecd, 

"'Education has b(,l'1I lil(' ftlll<lal1lcn­
lal cOllsistent polin' (OIlC('1'I1 of :V!cXI­
call·Americans since tltt: I~lth n:lHurv,"' 
de la (;arza said, "'Their ;Ihilitv to n:;tlizc 
lhal ohjcctin:, has hcen limited, and 
1I,,:ir sueu'ss :11 n·;tlizi!lg th;1I "hlen'j,,!: 
has hn'n lillliled. htlt thl:\' han: ;d\\';,\', 
II'I<:d to j)llr~l1C il tk'l'itc tllCir o\,'n 1;I('k 
"I' ('(IiIGlli,,". - • 
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Not Enough GIJoses 

• By SY I) :\ F. \: I. FRI. II) 1\ F. R (; I R. 

ook at tllC names on lhe \lVall at the 

ViClIlClIll VcttTllllS Mellloriai. Or the 

.	11 <II 11es 01 the tlln:c soldicrs captured by 

the Serhs during the Kosovoqunpaigi1: 

Stolle, (;olllalcs, and R;\lllin::l. 

H,' 111(":->(' ;lIld'II\;Hl\" <dlll'l IIH',I-dUe ... , 

lIi'p;Ulj{,"'; drt" ol"H" tlf ,\IIH'n{';I', I,IH Ir(' 

"",rtialh· i" .. li",·" .. tlll'I< :':"""1". Iii,· 
1';II,i.. !cad!',." I-'"i II I 1"1>",111 I" 11i'I',I"· 
1("" nlllllllltltU'l1i In 1I1iliLII\ ,,('1\11 (', III 
(h'lt'II";\, lh'I':U'lltH'1I1 "lil\l',', 11,,!,.'I,ii' 
\ll\llh {"lIhi."';lt'lllh 11111i •. II(' ,dll.\("-.I\l'r­

,I:..!(' ililen'''';1 ill 1'ldi..:rlI1:,,:, 111t'le', IIL,I 

litH' 1>1'(.111(,111: Ili"'p,~,!i,,, ,111.' ;1( IILdh 
IIIHI,'I'!'('!II,("t·lllt·tl III rlji" 1,llll ... 

()III, 111(' \1:11 i 11{' <. \ II I ,,, I' II' ,lilt' 111 

III! ",{HIC lit Ii ('111.1,'':'" ,,1 11"11,11111'" ,\ ... 

11,« ,~('II .. r;d \\'111 k.11\,~ ,IL":'!' 1"'llIll.lfH'", 

1""1 11",1<·, I:! IW" "!II. .\11 lOr Ihe III he.. 
't'I'\ iet" l:dl ... !l,IFI. \:t'h' ('LI.''';c:' (II' 

I'~'('l tilt" {"lItlllIl,:.! ililt l III(' InillLln' ;lIT 

'(1~11t'\\11.11 I-tIiH'{' ({'f)i"l"('III:tll\'('-pn" 

1'lrtlirLlJ'\ Ilgil!"t'''' ... 1111\\ !Ill' \:;1\\-',' PI~;i"\ 

I ~ '( I'll iII r 1:-:' ( I. t ...... \ j( 'II It.of l t \ d I I't 'I )J'( '~(' i II;I~ 

II,*u-lllll till' .\1111\ ,'111.1, {"IH'C i:III\', !'Ill' 

\i, F."., 'lil.1 I.'e!, 
\1111.11 .1 lillie 10\ 1'.11:-:'1.' ,111I('ll':dl, iu' 

Illilll,!I\ ,II'(! 1111111:--:, III! Ifl\ ... I!.'I'\, (I,' 11,(, 

1I1I ...... !!!:..! ~cli"'II'I'"I' j, 1111 11.!1:..:,"( it!'t :111 

1"lll' ill "dlllli ('111111\, 11tH .1 lI:tlinll:d 

"'( 111;1\ IILdh'! .1' h('!1 i I'll' Illf,'1 111;\11' 

HISPANICS COULD 

FILL TH EMILITARY'S 

RECRU ITM ENT GAP,. I F 

THEY COULD FINISH 

HIGH SCHOOL IN 

GREATER NUMBERS. 

p () \\' t' r - i II I t'li ..: t \ (' ,(' 1'\ I (' t· t h t· ,-\ 1'111 \ , 

e"p"!'I' 1<' 1..11'";'1" lh,l1' 1,11011 ..,'('''";1'' 
~hnl'l Ihi, \{',It', '-':lid '\1'111\' ,"1'( !'('LIIT 

·1.,,111" <::.1",.,;1. 1,;111,.. 11 :, I.:l1i"I>: .. \\"." 
1)(· (H\',if h(' \\' ... r(' g('ltill~ fH11' I.tll' ,h:u'(, 
,dli\(" 111'11.,,,i.· .. \,;\(",.,. ,II' ''':llk,·I.·' 

Sll Id','I·' 11 ... 1'''''''''·11,: Ili'I',II';"". 
~lftci' :111. \\I'IC' IdIH,dd\ (1\t'I·l't'P!'("{,lI(­

l'cI III Ihe "It'IILtlll \\',11', ;H{IIUlllill~ II!I 

;\ qILI!'ICI (II I i:lIdt,11 (,I'II.lIl je .... HUI 

Itillik.~' Ill<' 1II,1"."j\C, 1111.,'11\ (il'.ill('(1 1"11('(' 

cd' IILlt 1'1,;: tll\' 1I11HII'I'II !I~illl;t!\ 
f('('rllih ,dIlH'" C'" 1\1'1\('" ,11110il,'..:. hl~ll 

:-;(:litlcd ~;.!I.!dll.II{'" :ttld <'11111 t· .... 111.!!1\ .. I 

[lit' 11("1 II!I\" hid! ;.111',", (d t cdl('~;' .tirL 
Tud.I\, !II!' 111·11I.f::..!lill !'cl{'( I, Ittll"" III.~II 

..;('IHlld dllOlllflli' IHII Id h.111I1 111.11 

1111';111", LIfIH'I,lcd R('II, (:111' 1{,Jldll:-!lli'/, 

I)·T.·"., ··,IL" 1",11 "I 11"1,,11"<' ',I" 1 

\"\'('111';1111' 1j,:II(',' IIi It"",' IHd.I!!.III'..:,I} 

...('IUIl.!'. "I IWI, till ;.1 'I I !''''p,1I II ... til"!' 
iltll: 11.111.<11\\111;, :~1I11\'1! ('Ill .It., 

lilt, l!.lld l.1i! I, 1I~,11 J 1,'1'.1111 ..... ,II,' 

:U(i(i '\ \ r 1" '\ \ I. II { !; " \ ! 1"'1 
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• the worst'Cducated group in the United 
Siates-,lIld today's military is the hest­
educated in American history. All\, seri­
OIlS solution must address that fUlle!;l­
mental mismatch_ 

Bllt how? There IS 110 COllseliSliS. 
evcn inside thc l'elll.II:(0Il_ The poiiii' 
mall 011 the issue is Caldera. a West 
Point graduate and fonner ArlllY ollie!:r 
who callie to the ,~)elcllse llepartmem 
after a career in Calil(lr!lia politics, The 
t'ClIllroversial ceHterpiece of his pro­
I:(ram: recruililll:( lIlore hil:(h school 
dropouts who possess GED certificates, 

,JOHNNY GeT YOUR GED 
The military docs 1101 take hil:(h 

school dropouts withou't creden tials, 
But'what it docs take. 
cautiollsly and in limited 
numbers-no more than 
10 percelll of recruits 
ullder Pcntagon poli­
cy-are holders of the 
Ceneral Educalional 
Developmelll cenificale, 
Devised for the military 
by the American Council 
on Education in 1942. 
the CED has hecome 
widely accepted in the 
cid lian world as a rOlll:(h 
equ,ivaien,t of a high 

'school diploma, Some 
800.000 people take the 
test every year. 

The Army has already incrcased its 
intake of CED re(;rllilS to the maxi­
mum, Bllt Caldera docs not wallt simplv 
to take more CED-holders: He Wanl'i to 

make more, For high 5d1001 dropoul~ 
with 110 (;riminal record. no dnlg prob­
lems. and 1:(00{1 scores 011 military Cllln' 
e"ams. a [)ilot Army progralll \\'ill pa~' 

for enrollment. ill CEI) programs-in 
rcturll for their enlisting ol1ce tllel' 
pass, The gO;l!. C;ddera"said. is "I;, 
c"p;lI1d thc markel tha. we are rccfuil­
iug ('rolll hy lookill); at illdl\'idllals ",1111 

tod<1I'\\'e GIII'I n:rrllil. and IIIrning 
Ihell! illiO indi\'iduals Iklt we GilL" 

l\ut on:r Ihe n:ars, Ihe,lIlilil<ln has 
had \VcIl-founded reasollS to limil 
recruitmcnl of (;EDs, 

Firs!, CXIH'!'IS disagree ;!il"'1I1 Ihe 

• 
CFD's ahililv 10 1II(,;lsno'(' acadclilic 
;(chicH·IIH:nt. 1'11(' :\lIleriCall C(',ltIH'il 
oil Eductl;on s.!ys ils I('SI is a glllld 
har"'lIclcr of skills: il boasts il r;,is("d 
sialld;tnls 1\\0 \'(:;!rsago so Iligl; Ihal a 

third of tnlditiollal high school I:(radu­
ales can't pass, But critics charge that 
Ihe test still takes a "Iowest-common­
del101l1il1at(ir~ approach, 

Wh,ll ('(:all\' worries the military. how­
el'er. is 110t illtellil:(en(;'e: but persis­
tence, Many dropouts arc bril:(ht. hut 
.111 arc provcn quillers. the logic goes, 
If the\' dropped out or high school. 
they'll prohably drop out or the mili­
wiT as' well. w,lsting recruilers', lime 
alld the armed l(,1rces' training dollars, 

Statistics support Ihis commOll-sellse 
(;OncillSiolL COl11hininl:( data from all 
Ihc armcd sel'l'iccs from 1988-94. the 
<lurition rate for' enlistees with high 
school diplomas-those who nunk 
basic training. get discharged. or other­

wise quit before 
thcir three-year term 
is up-is 29 perccnt. 
For enlistces with 
CElls. it's 49 per­
ccnt. 

But Rep, Rodrigllo, said that "a 
dallll! sun:ey" does nol.tcll the whole 
SC0l1' and thaI IIlldoubtcdh' sOllie GED­
holders han: the dedication 10 sllcceed 
ill the Illililary, Rodri!-:,lI{'·z should kIlOW, 
..\ nillth-grade dl:(JPOlil himself. he 
\,(,lIt on In collc!-:'c. 1101 10 lIIelltion 

,Collgress_ "Yoll'q: gOI to he able to 
look al the indil'idllal," he insistcd, 
"WI" re 1I0t askillg 10 lowel standards. 
bill we ,arc askillg th('111 to look al mul­
liple niteria," 

That is Caldera's Slr;llcgl, The Sene­
lan' lJdicl'(:S Ihe :\1'1111' C;lI! pick .111(1 
choose rroll! :!1Il€>lIg (;FIl-IIo1dcrs, "YOl! 

C;tIl segnH'1l1 Ih'l\ grollp," lie ,;tid, "<llId 
I;,kl' lhe ('rc;ulI "I' Ihe crop or lhe IlOII­

high-school gr;tdll;,i('s," Fsp,'Ciallr ill 

the Hispanic cOllllllunitl'. mau\' 
dropouts-far I"roll1 being ,'Iackers"':' 
left school to take a f"II-lilllc joh to 
help support theil' slntgglillg I;Ullilics_ 
The III il i,tarv can sort (.ut t hc 1II0SI 
motivated Iw looking <II kgal records. 
work hislO11'. psvcllOlogic<l1 exams. and 
aptitude tcst~, And. ullder tlte m'\\' pH.­
I:(ram, calldidates ClIllIot jllsl cralll for 
the CEI) exam. hccause the ;\1'111\- will 
require them 10 take rClll(~di<l1 coursl:s, 

AItIIt'lIlgh examillilll:( olher criteria 
shows "some promise," s;lid Janice H, 
Laurence, an analyst at lhe 1'llIlI1an Rc­
sources Rescarch Orgauizatioll in Alex­
andria. Va" "the ed~lca.iol1al credcn-' 
tial has been the single Ilest prcdictor" 
of whcther a recruil will quit or stick 

with it. Stalisticallv 
spcakiul:(. she said. el'elV­
thinl:( else is "in,_" 

But allswering "what­
iI's" is whl' exp<:riments 
arc COllducled in the 
first place, ami Congress 
is so far lelling Calekra 
proceed, -Tlwl'<: are Slill 
SOIllC pr('lI~' rigorous 
recruitillg stalldards," 
said Sell, \\'a\'ll(' Allard_ 
R-Colo" (;hairmall or the 
r\ I'llled Serl'ices I'ersoll­
IIcl Sl1bco!l1mille(', "I 

appro\'(: of Ihis pro­
gram. 11l\('1I1:(1t1 
we'll ha\'(: to watch 
it \TIT closeh', For 

, ' 

the limc bcing. 1'111 
satislied, " 

Hispanic melll­
bel'S of COllgress are 

more (hall satisfied with Caldcr;l's pro­
grail!. Of the 1'eX;lS dcicg;t1iol1's li\'(~ 

Hispani(; Delllocrats, Caldera's pro­

gram \\'(lI! plaudits ('Will ;t\1 I<Hlr inter­
,viewed: Rodrigue/.. Rep, Solollion I', 
Oniz, Rep, Sil\,(:sln: R(-\('s-all 111("111­
bel'S ,01' Ihe HOllse ;\rlll('d S('I'I'in:s 
COl11ll1illec-alld Rep, (:harlcs COllza­
leI., Hispanic anil'isls also prais.: 
Caldn<l's piau, Said Jess (,!lliIlICrO, 
11,11 iOIl<t I secrelM\' of lite 1,1 ispall ic n:l­
crans; g-rollp ...\lI1erie;1I1 (;1 Forlllll: 
"Olher li:;ldel"s han: Ltlked ,,1."111 iL hili 
hI' pili a pia II ilil" ;Inioll," 

Hut is Caldna 10\\'I'rillg ",alldan\';: 
"Colllpa!Td to \\'ltal:" resplllHkd 
Lal\'f('lIcc.I Kort., a fonller assi",.tlll 
secrel'IIT "I' Dcfclls" wil" is flO\\ \\'iill 
Ihe (:()IIII~'il 1111 h,r,-i~~11 Rd;,li"IIS, ;1 
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thillk tank in New York. "Compared to 
Ihe last couple of years. sure; but COnt­

pared to the force thaI won the Cold 
Will' and the Persian Gulf War. no.« 
The weaker economy and shrinking 
military of the early 19905 made 
rccruiLing easy. allowing the military to 
raise ils standards to historic highs. 
Korh argues that during Ihe 1980s. the 
mililary accepted more recruits who. 
had not finished high school and lHOIT 

people wilh lower entrance exam 
scorcs. "If yOll went back to the ... '80s 
quality [standardsj.." said' Korb."you 
c(iLlIc! solve this vcry. vcry quickly. ,,' 

GROUNDED 

Not .a chancc. said Ruby B. 
OeMesme. the Air Forcc assistant secre­
ta!'y for Illanpower. "We are not consid­
ering lowering our quality standards." 

Aild those standards hal'e plenty of 
room to drop. Although the Pentagon 
lets each service take as lIIany as 10 per­
cem of its recruits frolll the ranks of 

.GEO-holders-as the Army does~the 
Air Forcc takes less than I·percent. a 
number that upsets Hispanic lawmak­
ers. Complained Rodrigucz: "The hard­
est !lilt to crack is that Air Force." 

or all the sen·ices. the Air Force has 
thc bcst-cducated personnel and the 
I,'orst underrcpreselllatioll of Hispan­
ics: According to tlie' .:\ir Force's latest' 
figures. :).:~ percctll of enlistcd person­

up about 12 percentof,the milicir:y~. 
a far smaller share of the milit3.ry.' 

the Marine. <:=ofps_' . 

nel aud just :!.:! percent of 
officers arc Hispanic. 
Ikcatlsc it depends on tCIll­
peramental. Clllting.cdge 
tcchnology, Ihe st;rvice 
always insisted 011 high 
school· gradllates. aud it got 
them. drawn by the glam· 
our of that same tcchnolo­
g\'. For :!O years. thc Air 
Force fle\\' past every 
recmiting targcl. 

But thai ill itself was a 
prohlem. The Air Fon:c 
lIen:r dn'eloped a str;ltegl" 
10 rccrllit Illorc Hispanics. 
hn:allsc il Il('w:r nceded a 

stralegy 10 recruil anyone. 
The sen'icc did 1101 ('\'<:11 

a(\,'cnis(: Oil tdel'isi( '11. The 
:\ir For('(' cswnlialh leI Hoi· 
"''''00(\ and l\"ol'(l-.. r-lIIoluh 
do its ,,"ork for il ;llld 
rcaped Ill(' POPIII;lIio" Ihat· 
,,·;tlkcd ill th<: d"or. S:lid 
I k \iesn,w: "WI' ',·n.. :\('llIal­

PERCENTAGE OF HISPANICS AMONG: : ,'" ... ', .. 
,; Civilians 18-44 years old 

Marine enlisted personnel. 

Navy enlisted personnel. 
Army enlisted personnel. 

. All services enlisted personnel. 

Air Force enlisted personnel. 

Civilians IS-24 years' old . 

Marine recruits .. 

Navy recruits . 

Army recrUits ... 
Air Force recruits. 

. , 

was necessary to gel more people illler­
ested.~ 

That has changed. This vear. the Air 
Force might miss ils allnual quota for 

the first time ill 20 years. Challge is ill 
the air. ~The Air Force has not u'adi­
tionally uscd paid advertising." said 
OcMesme. ~We han: bcgun to. [iudud­
ingJ bilingual kinds of messages.... 
Vve ha\'ell't \!scd posters whcre YOII see 
Hispanics !lying airplalles a lot: "c're 
going to do more of thaI." 

But ~simf)ly advertising more ;Iggres­
sively ... is not g~)ing to tw pwdul::lllg 
'the ill1pri)\'e!llclll- and the ttlrnariHllld 
they should be striving for," fretted 
Norman Heitzman. a Defemc Depart­
melll analyst 011 loan to tltt· Hispanic 
advocacy group National COllncil of La 
Raza (itself a sign of ho....· seriously the 
Pentagon takes the isslIe). To change 
who comes in. said Heitzman. the mili­

. tary mllst commit to change itself. 

OPPORTUNITY OR EXPLOITATION? 

The Marine Corps' success. said 
Heitzman. begins at thc top. I"ilh a 
strong commitment 10. innOl',1I ion 1'1'0111 

senior service leaders. "vVllell I\'e gom: 
to meetings with the Marinc Corps thai 
have rocllsed on this." he said. "YOU'\'C 

had [Gen. Gharles C. Krlllak,l thc CO!ll' 

mandalll or the Marines. silting. right 
there.'" 

vVhile Hispanics' alIi!lit~: for the Ma· 

. 11.9% 

..11.6 

. .. 8.5 

. .. 70 
70 

.......... 4.S 


14.5 
. 12.3 
.10.2 

96 
..68 

SOURCES: Dcparune," of l:icfcnsc. National Council of La Raza.ly ha\'lug ht lurn a\\';IY pt'{I ­ from 1997 c\aLa .• 

pit-. so ,,'c didll't Ihink il 

rine Corps dates at least to Vietllalll~ 
"Hispanics want to be macho men. and I 
don't blame 'em: said Rep. OrtiZ-the 
four-year tenure of Gell. Krulak. which 
ended .Julle 30. saw a sharp increase. 

"The secret: said Krulak in an illler­
view. is "Ielling the Hispanic population 
know that we are not, I say again nOI. 
going in to take their kids from the edu­
cational srstem." Krulak asserts that par­
cnts I"ill not cncourage their childrcil 
io cnlislif they see the services as dead­
elidjollS' for d ropolll~;: but ir die}; viel'~ a 
HllH: of dIJ:w.as a b.rig;\lhki~I;'s \>!II\"t,. 
101"<11'<1 college and a good job. the par: 
elltswill be on the recruiters' side.· 

Although Krulak hesitates to criticize 
tltc Army. he is "worried" b}· the plan to 
target GEO-holders: 'The signalthcy're 
sending is. 'OK don't worry ahollt get­
ting out of school, because the Army' 
will come along and give you· the op­
portunity.' " 

But Hispanic members of Congress 
S<I)' that pursuing Krulak's logic to its 
extreme would mean not even having 
a CEO for dropouts. In the Hispanic 
community. those dropouts are alre<tch 
Ihere: opcning up opportunities to the 
nongradllatcs should hardly encour­
age more youths to' quil school. Rodri­
guc'z said. Indeed. both Ortiz-a 
dropolll himself-and Reres used the 
Army as their ladder up. 

Some critics have said that militan 
recruiting among Hispanics 
amounts to an exploitin: 
"economic draft" of Ihe 
unde rprivi leged. "The 
answer to those that would 
worry ahout exploitation." 
Reyes replied. is, "you get 
much more out of it thall 
you lose." Reyes and three 
of his five brothers joilled 
thc Army. If he hadn't, he 
said. "I probably still I\'oldd 
be on that farm." 

And the mililan' needs 
Hispanics as much as Ihl:1 

necd ir. "Sometimc carll' ill 
the next centw,y. a quarter 
or the nation's pO[>ltiatioll 
is going to bc Hispanic." 
s;lid elldcra. "A qllat:ler or 
the soldiers. sailors. air ­
IIlCII. Marines. (:O;'SI 

(;lIardmH:lI [\,'illl h;I\T Ie' 

unlll: fro III I h t: Hi" p:1I1 i ( 
'population. So it's illll",r ­
lani thaI ,,'e start figllrill\.! 
oul .ho,," 10 pellClI"all' tilal 

markel I. ,da~·." • 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAlA 

The National Council of La Raza 
The National Council of La Raza (NCLR) is a private, nonprofit, nonpartisan, tax-exempt !Jrganization 

established in 1968 to reduce poverty and discrimination, and improve life opportunities for Hispanic 
Americans. NCLR has chosen to work toward this goal through two primary, complementary approaches: 

'.:. Capacity-building assistance to support and strengthen Hispanic community-based organiza­
tions: providing organizational assistance in management, governance, program operations, and 
resource development to Hispanic community-based organizations in urban and rural areas nation­
wide, especially those which serve low-income and disadvantaged Hispanics . 

• :. Applied research, policy analysis, and advocacy: providing an Hispanic perspective on issues 
such as education, immigration, housing, health, employment and training, and civil rights enforce­
ment, to increase policy-maker and public understanding of Hispanic needs, and to encourage the 
adoption of programs and policies which equitably serve Hispanics. 

NCLR strengthens these efforts with public information and media activities and special and 
international projects. These include innovative projects, catalytic efforts, formation'of and participa­
tion in coalitions, and other special activities which use the NCLR structure and credibility to create other 
entities or projects which are important to the Hispanic community, and can sometimes be "spun off' as 
independent entities, 

NCLR is the largest constituency-based national Hispanic organization, serving all Hispanic 
nationality groups in all regions ofthe country. NCLR has over 220 formal affiliates who together serve 
37 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of ColumQia - and a broader network of more than 20,000 groups 
and individuals nationwide - reaching more than three million Hispanics annually, Capacity-building 
assistance to support and strengthen local Hispanic groups.- provided from NCLR's Washington, D.C., 
headquarters and its field offices in Los Angeles, Phoenix, Chicago, and San Antonio - focuses on resource 
development, program operations, management, and governance. NCLR provides services not only to its 
own affiliates, but also to other local Hispanic organizations; unlike organizations which serve only their own 
"chapters," NCLR welcomes affiliation from independent Hispanic groups which share NCLR' s goals and 
self-help philosophy. NCLR also assists Hispanic groups which are not formal affiliates through issue 
networks on HIV/AIDS, health, elderly, education, leadership, and other issue areas. 

NCLR's Policy Analysis Center is the pre-eminent Hispanic "think tank," serving as a voice for 
Hispanic Americans in Washington, D.C.; the Albuquerque Tribune has called NCLR "the leading 
Hispanic think tank in the country," and the Baltimore Sun routinely refers to NCLR as "the principal" 
Latino advocacy group. Its unique capacity to provide timely policy analyses, combined with its 
considerable advocacy expertise, a reputation for political independence, and an identifiable constituency, 
permits NCLR to play an important role in policy and advocacy efforts. Its policy-related documents 
command extensive press and policy maker attention, and NCLR is consistently asked to testify and 
comment on public policy issues such as immigriltion and education, as well as other issues of broad 
concern, from free trade to affordable housing, health policy, and tax reform. The synergistic and 
complementary approach between NCLR's capacity-building efforts and its advocacy-related activities 
is exemplified by its Census Information Center, which serves as a "clearinghouse" on Hispanic Census 
data and other information, and has begun to establish "local policy centers" at six of its 
affiliated Hispanic community-based organizations. N C L R 
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NCLR has a strong and stable leadership. The NCLR President, Raul Yzaguirre, has led the 
organization for 25 years, and is among the best known and most respected national Hispanic leaders; he 
serves on the Boards of such entities as the Enterprise Foundation, National Democratic Institute, National 
Hispanic Leadership Agenda, and the National Alliance of Business; was founding Chairperson of the 
National Neighborhood Coalition; and was the first minority Chairperson of the Independent Sector. He 
served as Chairperson ofPresident CI inton' s Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic 
Americans and is currently President of the Mexican and American Solidarity Foundation. 

NCLR's governing Board represents the constituency it serves. NCLR' s Board of Directors includes 
34 elected members; bylaws require that the Board include representatives of various geographic regions and 
nationality groups, that half the Board represent affiliates or have identifiable constituencies, and that the 
Board include approximately half men and half women. The current NCLR Chair is Ramon Murguia, an 
attorney from Kansas City, Kansas. 

NCLR works closely with the private sector and has a broad base of financial support. NCLR's 
credibility in the corporate sector is demonstrated by its active Corporate Board of Advisors, which includes 
senior executives from 25 major corporations and their liaison staff, who provide ongoing consultation and 
assistance on a variety ofefforts, from education and community health projects to visibility and fund raising. 
NCLR maintains a diverse revenue base; the organization receives two-thirds of its funding from corpora­
tions and foundations, and the remaining from government sources. 

NCLR believes in cooperation and collaboration. NCLR staff belong to many issue-focused coalitions 
and associations, cooperating with other nonprofit organizations and private-sector entities on issues ranging 
from welfare reform to energy. All ofNCLR's national-emphasis projects, which sometimes include pass­
through funding - health, housing and community development, employment and training, education, 
elderly issues, volunteer programs, and leadership - include efforts to educate mainstream organizations, 
public and private, about Hispanic needs and help them develop partnerships with Hispanic community­
based organizations. NCLR also carries out joint projects with other organizations; NCLR is a partner with 
the National Urban League Project PRISM (Partners for Reform in Science and Mathematics), a national 
education reform project funded by the Annenberg/CPB Project. 

Some of NCLR' s. major reports include: the third in a series of statistical analyses on Latino Education 
Status and Prospects: State of Hispanic America 1998; a comprehensive analysis of the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act's objective-related performance, Racing Toward Big Brother: Computer Verifi­
cation, ID Cards, and Immigration Control: State of Hispanic America, 1995; an analysis of the 
performance of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) in serving Hispanics, The Empty 
Promise: EEOC and Hispanics; a statistical "snapshot" of the status of the Hispanic population, State of 
Hispanic America: 1991; a report assessing the burden and fairness of federal, state, and local taxes for 
Hispanics: Burden or Relief? The Impact ofTax Policy on Hispanic Working Families: State ofHispanic 
America1996; a major analysis on Hispanic health status, Hispanic Health Status: A Disturbing Diagnosis; 
a report providing an empirical basis for comparing the magnitude of the effects of alternative anti-poverty 
strategies on Hispanics, State ofHispanic America 1993: Toward a Latino Anti-Poverty Agenda; and a 
report documenting the negative portrayal of Hispanics in the media and entertainment industry, and its 
effects on Hispanic and non-Hispanic public opinion, Out of the Picture: Hispanics in the Media. 

NCLR also publishes a quarterly newsletter, Agenda. NCLR's extensive series of policy reports and 
training modules are briefly described in its Publications Guide. 

NCLR, 1111 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1000, Washington, DC 20036· Phone: (202) 785-1670 • Fax: (202) 785-0851 



NeLR CENSUS INFORMATION CENTER 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAlt\ 

NOVEMBER 1998 	 HISPANIC WOMEN FACT SHEET 

Overview 
In 1998, the number of Hispanic women totaled 14.7 million, accounting for 48.6% of the total Hispanic population, 5.4% 

of the total U.S population, and I0.7% of all women in the United States. Since 1990, the number of Hispanic women has 
increased by about 3.6 million, or 32.4%. By 2005, the number of Hispanic women is projected to increase 22.4% to IS. million. 
In 1997, Mexican women represented the largest share of Hispanic women, at 9.0 million (62.1 % of all Hispanic women), with 
Central and South American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban women following at 2.1 million (14.7%), 1.7 million (11.4%). and 0.6 
million (4.0%). respectively. In general. Hispanic women tend to be younger and have lower educational levels and labor force 
participation rates than White and Black women. In addition. Hispanic women are more likely to have children, but less likely 
to be covered by private or government health insurance, than White or Black women. 

Family Characteristics 

.:. 	 Hispanic women are younger. and more likely than White and Black women to be under 18 years of 
age. In 1997, the median age for Hispanic women was 27 years, compared to 37 years forWhite women and 31 years 
for Black women. In addition, Hispanic women under .18 years of age accounted for more than one-third (35.1 %) of 
the Hispanic women population and one-seventh (14.8%) of the total U.S: women population under 18 years of age. 
By comparison, fewer than ori~-quarter (23.8%) of White women and fewer than one-third (29.7%) of Black women 
were under 18 years old . 

• :. 	 Hispanic women are more likely than White women, but less likely than Black women. to be single 
mothers. In 1997,10.6% of Hispanic women were single mothers, compared to 5.7% of White women and 18.3% of 
Black women . 

• :. 	 Hispanic young women have the highest birthrate of all adolescents. In 1995. Hispanic teenagers 15-19 
years old had a higher birthrate than African-American or White adolescents (106.7 per 1000 women. compared to 
96.1 and 50.1, respectively), a figure which has steadily increased since the 1 980s. Moreover. the birthrate for 
unmarried Hispanic, African American:andWhite young women ages 15-1,9 that same year was 78.7.92.8. and 35.5 
per 1000. respectively. 

Fertility 

.:. 	 The birth rate for Hispanic women is higher than that forWhite and Black women. In 1996, the birth rate 
for Hispanic women 15-44 years old was 104.9 per 1,000 women. Data show that the birth rate for comparable 
White and Black women was 64.7 and 71.1 per 1,000 women, respectively . 

• :. 	 'Hispanic women are more likely thanWhite women, but less likely than Black women, to give birth out 
of wedlock. In 1996, two in every five (40.9%) births to Hispanic women were outside of marriage. compared to 
one-quarter (25.6%) and seven~tenths (69.7%) of births to White and Black women, respectively. 

Education 

.:. 	 High school and college completion rates for Hispanic women are lower than those for White and 
Black women. In 1997, 54.6% of Hispanic women 25 years old and over had co~pleted high school and 10.1 % had 
completed four or more years of college. In comparison, 83.2% of White women and 76.0% of Black women had 
graduated from high school.while 22.3% of White women and 13.9% of Black women had completed four or more 
years of college. 

1111 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1000 • Washington, D.C. 20036 • Phone: (202) 785-1670 Fax: (202) 776-1792 
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.:. 'Young Hispanic females are more than twice as likely to drop out ofhigh school than theirWhite peers. 
In 1996. the event dropout rate for Hispanic women was 8.3%. That same year. the dropout rate was 3.8% for White 
women and 8.5% for Black women. 

Labor Force Status 

.:. 	 The number of Hispanic women in the labor force has incre~ed since 1990. In 1997. the labor force 
participation rate for Hispanic women 16 years old and over was 56.1%. an increase of three percentage points since 
1990. _In comparison. 59.5% of White women and 61.7% of Black women were working or looking for work. an 
increase of 2.1 percentage points and 3.4 percentage points. respectively. since 1990. 

• :. 	 Among Hispanic subgroups, Central and South American women have the highest labor force 
participation rates. Almost three-fifths (59.7%) of Central and South American women were working or looking 
for work in 1997. compared to more than one-half of Cuban (53.0%) and Mexican (54.0%) women. and almost 
one-half (49.0%) of Puerto Rican women . 

• :. 	 A smaller proportion of Hispanic women is working than either White or Black women. In 1997. the 
employment-to-population ratio f~r Hispanic women 16 years old and over was 50.2%. compared to 57.0% forWhite 
women and 55.6% for Black women . 

.:. 	 The unemployment rate for Hispanic women is higher than that for White women, but lower than that 
for Black women, while Puerto Rican women have the highest unemployment rate among Hispanic 
subgroups. In 1997. the unemployment rate for Hispanic women 16 years old and over was 8.9%. compared to 4.2% 
for White women and 9.9% for Black women of the same age group. In addition. the unemployment rate for Puerto 
Rican women 16 years old and over was 10.1 %. compared to 8.9% and 7.6% for Mexican and Cuban women. 
respectively . 

•:. Employed Hispanic women are more likely than White and Black women to be concentrated in 
technical, sales, and administrative support occupations, and less likely than White or Black women to 
be concentrated in either service occupations or managerial and professional occupations. In 1996, 
almost two in five (38.4%) HispaniC women worked in technical, sales. arid administrative support occupations, 
one-fourth (25.0%) in service occupations. and one-sixth (17,4%) in managerial and professional occupations. In 
comparison,41.9% of White women and 38,4% of Black women worked in technical. sales. and administrative support 
occupations. 16.3% and 25.4% in service occupations. and j 1.5% and 22.7% in managerial and professional occupations, 
respectively. 

+- -The economic force of Hispanic women has been growing since 1990.· The participation rate of Hispanic 
women in managerial and professional occupations increased 2.8 percentage points since 1990. In addition. a greater 
proportion of Hispanic ,#omen is employed in managerial and professional occupations in comparison to Hispanic 
males (17,4% compared to 12.1 % in 1996). 

Income and Poverty 

.:. 	 Hispanic women workers have lower median earnings than White women workers and median 
earnings similar to those of Black women workers. In 1997. the median earnings for Hispanic women 
year-round. full-time workers were $18,973, While those of White women workers were $25.331. Black women 
workers had median earnings of $22,035 that year . 

• :. 	 Hispanic women are more Iik~ly to be poor than theirWhite and Black counterparts,and Puerto Rican 
women are the poorest Hispanic women subgroup. In 1997, over one-quarter (29.8%) of Hispanic women 
_were poor, compared to 12,4% of White women, and 28.9% of Black women. Furthermore. in 1996,38.0% of Puerto 
Rican women lived below the poverty level, compared to 34.0% of Mexican women. (No such data exist for. Cuban. 
Dominican, and Central and South American women.) 

I The event dropout rate describes the proportion of students who leave school each year without completing a high school program. 
2The employment-to-population ratio measures the proportion of the population ~hat is employed. 



Health Sta~us 

.:. 	 Hispanic women are less likely to have private or government health insurance than White or Black 
women, but more likely than White women to be covered by Medicaid. In 1996,30.4% of Hispanic women 
lacked health insurance, while 24.9% were covered by Medicaid. In comparison, 13.1 % ofWhite women and 19.3% of 
Black women had no health insurance. and 10.6% of White women and 28.0% of Black women were covered by 
Medicaid. . 

.:. 	 Hispanic women are disproportionately affected by AIDS. In 1997. while 10.4% of the total U.S. women 
population was Hispanic, Hispanic women accounted for 20.3% of all AIDS cases reported to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention. . 

Sources 
u.s. Census Bureau,The Hispanic Population in the United States: 1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Income and 

Poverty Tables: 1959 to 1997; U.S. Bureau of the Census. Poverty in the United States: 1997; u.s. Census Bureau. U.S. Population 
Estimates by Age. Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1990 to 1998; U.S. Census Bureau. Population Projections of the United States 
by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1995 to 2050; u.s'. Census Bureau, Educational Attainment in the United States: March 
1997; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Employment Status of the Civilian Noninstitutional Population by Sex. Race. and Hispanic 
Origin: 1997; Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Characteristics of Black and HispanicWorkers: September 1997; National 
Center for Health Statistics. MonthlyVital Statistics Report.Volume 45. No. I O(S) 2:April 1997; and Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. ' 



NUR CENSUS INFORMATION CENTER 

NATIONAL COUNaL OF IA RAZA 

November 1998 	 HISPANIC POVERTY FACT SHEET 

Overview 
According to recently-released data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the number of Hispanics in povertydedined over the 

period 1996 to 1997. In pa~ticular. the declines in the poverty rates of both Hispanics and Blacks accounted for most of the 
decrease il1 the overall poverty rate in the United States over that period. 

Despite this recent drop. the poverty rate for Hispanics remains significantly higher than· the rates for other groups. 
Furthermore. the persistence of high poverty in the Hispanic community poses a serious threat to the overall economic 
well-being of Hispanics in the United States. 

Hispanic Poverty 
.:. 	 The poverty rate for HispaniCs remains high despite declines in overall U.S. poverty rates. In 1997, both 

the number of poor and the poverty rate decreased for Hispanics: from 29.4% (8.7 million) in 1996 to 27.1% (8.3 
million) in 1997. likewise, in 1997. the poverty rate for the United States was 13.3%. lower than the 13.7% reported 
for 1996. 

-:- The Hispanic poverty rate is at its lowest level in almost a decade. In 1997, the poverty rate for Hispanic 
persons was 27.1 %; the highest rate among all groups (the poverty rate for Blacks was 26.5%. whereas the poverty 
rate for Whites was I 1.0,,). By comparison, in 1989.26.2% of Hispanics were poor. 

Hispanic Family Poverty 

.:- The poverty rate for Hispanic families remains high despite a decrease over the time period 1996­
1997. The Hispanic family poverty rate fell from 26.4% in 1996 to 24.7% in 1997. However, the number of Hispanic 
families in poverty did not decrease from 1996 to 1997, numbering close to 1.7 million both years. By comparison, in 
1997.7.3 million, U.S. families were poor, down from the 7.7 million reported for 1996. 

-:- HispaniC: families remain the poorest ofAmerican families. In 1997, the poverty rate for Hispanic families was 
24.7%. Similarly. the Black family poverty rate was 23.6%. White families, however, had a poverty rate of 8.3%, the 
lowest of all ethnic and racial groups .. 

-:. 	 The poverty rate for Hispanic married-couple families is significantly higher than that of ~ither Blacks 
or Whites. In 1997, the poverty rate for Hispanic married-couple families was 17.4%. In comparison, the poverty 
rate for Black and White married-couple families was 8.0% and 4.8%, respectively. 

-:. 	 While poverty among Hispanic female-headed families is at its lowest level in this decade, Hispanic 
single-mother families are still the likeliest to be poor among all' groups. In 1997, the poverty rate for 
Hispanic female-headed families was 47.6%, compared to 39.8% for Blacks and 27.7% for Whites. In 19~0, 47.5% of 
these Hispanic families were poor. 

• :. 	 Poverty remains high for Hispanic families with children. The poverty rate for Hispanic families with children 
decreased 2.6 percentage points from 1996 to 1997 to 30.4%. its lowest level since 1989 (29.8%). Despite these 
recent declines. poverty for Hispanic families with children remains as high as the rate for Black families with children 
(30.5%), and more than double the rate for White families with children (13,0%). . 

-:. 	 Hispanic families, especially Hispanic families with children, continue to be more likely than any other . 
group to be "working poor." In 1997.8.2% of Hispanic families with at least one full-time. year-round worker were 
poor, compared to 2.2% of Whites and 4.6% of Blacks. Furthermore, Hispanic families with children are more than 
three times likelier to be poor than any other group. In 1997, 10.3% of Hispanic families with children with at least one 
full-time. year-round worker were poor. whereas for both White and Black families that figure was 2.7%. 

1111 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1000 ~ Washington, D:C. 20036 • Phone: (202) 785-1670 Fax: (202) 776-1792 ' 
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Hispanic Child Poverty 	
., 

.:. 	 In spite of small declines since 1990, Hispanic and Black children continue to suffe~ extremely high 
poverty rates. In 1997.36.8% of Hispanic children and 37.2% of Black children were poor, compared to 16.1 % of 
White children. This represents a 1.6 and 7.6 percentage point decrease in the child poverty rate for Hispanics and 
Blacks. respectively. and a 0.2 percentage point increase for Whites. since 1990. 

Hispanic Subgroup Poverty 

.:. 	 Puerto Ricans have the highest poverty rate of all Hispanic subgroups. Subgroup data for 1997 show that 
36. I % of Puerto Ricans lived in poverty. followed by 31.2% of Mexicans. 21.0% of Central and South Americans. and 
17.3% of Cubans. . 

.:. 	 Among Hispanic families, Puerto Ricans are the most likely to be poo'r. One in three (33.1 %) Puerto Rican 
families were poor in 1997. By comparison. more than one-quarter (27.7%) of Mexican families. one in five (19.0%) 
Central and South American families. and one in eight (12.5%) Cuban families were poor in 1997 . 

• :. 	 Child poverty is highest for Puerto Ricans and lowest for Cubans. In 1997. more than one-half (respectively. 
51.0% and 50.6%) of Puerto Rican and Mexican children. tWo in five (40.5%) Central and South American children. and 
more than one-fifth (20.9%) of Cuban children were poor. 

Sources 

.:. 	 Poverty ili,the United States: 1997. U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Departm.ent of Commerce 

.:. 	 Hispanic Population of the United States. Current Population Survey - March 1997. Detailed Tables. U.S. Bureau of the 
Census 
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January I 999 HISPANIC WORKING POOR AND THE 

leARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT (EITC) 

Overview 

The .Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is a government benefit designed t,o reduce the federal tax burden on low-income 
workers and thus provide economic assistance and relief for working poor families. The benefit is available to all families with 
at least one-full time worker who do not owe federal income tax. The EITC is income-tested. Single or married-coupled 
families with children. who earned less than $30,095 in 1998, may be eligible for the benefit. In addition. the EITC also allows 
some childless workers to receive the benefit (specifically. workers ages 25-65 who earned less than $10.030 in 1998). Workers 
~ho are eligible must complete the appropriate tax forms with the U.S. Internal Revenue Service (IRS). and may receive' the 
benefit in the form of a refund or in allotments throughout the year in their paychecks. Because Hispanics are a Significant 
proportion of working poor Americans, Hispanic families and households disproportionately bene,fit from the EITC. 

Hispanic Poverty 

.:. 	 A large proportion of Hispanic families with children are poor, In 1997. one-third (30.4%) of Hispanic families 
with children under 18 years old were poor - a situation comparable to that of Black families (30.5%). By contrast. just 
over one in eight (13.0%) White families with children was poor that year . 

• :. 	 Hispanic married-couple families with children have a higher poverty rate than comparableWhite and 
Black families. In 1997. more than one in five (21.0%) Hispanic married-couple families with children were poor. In 
comparison. one in 15 (6.7%) White married-couple families and one in eleven (9.0%) Black married-couple families 
were poor . 

• :. 	 Hispanic families with one or more workers are more likely to be poor than comparable White and 
Black families. In 1997. nearly one in five (19.3%) Hispanic families with one or more workers was poor. relative to 
one in 15 (6.6%) comparable White families and one in six (17.1 %) comparable Black families. 

Hispanic Household Income 

.:. 	 The median income of Hispanic households has declined since 1990. In 1997, the median income of His­
panic households Was $26.628. a decrease from $26.806 in 1990.* In comparison. the median income of White 
households was $38.972 and for Black households was $25.050. a decrease from $38.352. and an increase from 
$22.934 in 1990. respectively. 

<- The median income of Hispanic households with a year-round, full·time worker is lower than for simi· 
larWhite and Black households. The median income of Hispanic households with the hou'seholder working year­
round. full-time was $36.70 I in 1997. Similar data show that White household income that year was $53.045 and 
Black household income was $36.928 . 

• :. 	 The median income of Hispanic households with one earner is lower than .that for comparable White 
and Black households. In 1997. the median income forHispanic households with one earner was $20,464. while 
the median income for comparable White households was $3 1,412 and for comparable Black households was $21.319. 

(. 	 The median income of Hispanic male and female year-round, full·time workers is below that of their 
White and Black peers. The median income of Hispanic male and female year-round. full-time workers in 1997 was 
$21.799 and $19,676. respectively. By comparison. the median income for comparable White and Black male workers 
was $36.118 and $26.897. and for comparable female workers was $26.470 and $22,764. respectively. 

* Numbers are inflation-adjusted to allow for comparison. 
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Hispanics and th~ EITC 
<. 	 The proportion of Hispanic households that receive theEITC benefit has increased since 1993. In 1997, 

32.9% of Hispanic households received the EITC. an increase of 6.5 percentage points from 1993. In contrast, in 1997 
9.6% White households and 227% of Black households received the EITC (a decrease of 2.1 percentage points for 
White households and an increase of 2.1 percentage points for Black households from 1993). 

+) 	 The EITC continues to have a substantial impaCt on the income and poverty rate of Hispanic workers. 
The average EITC benefit distributed to Hispanic households was $1.750. while White households averaged $1.257. 
arid Black households averaged $1.561 in 1997. In fact. that same year the EITC helped reduce the overall after-tax 
Hispanic poverty rate by 4.1 percentage points. 

Sources 
u.s. Bureau of the Census. Money Income in the United States: 1997. Current Population Reports. P60-197;U.S.Bureau of the 

Census, Poverty in the Unh.ed States: 1997. Current Population Reports. P60-1998; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 
tabulations of March 1998 Current Population Survey. U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
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Overview 
In 1997. the Hispanic male population totaled 15.0 million. accounting for 5 1,4% of the total Hispanic population and 

5.6% of the U.S. population. The number of Hispanic men has increased by about 3.5 million. or 30.7%. since 1990. and is 
projected to increase 8.1 % to 16.2 million by the year 200 I, surpassing that of Black men at 16.1 million. In 1994, Mexican 
males represented the largest share of Hispanic men at 8.8 million (65.5% of the total Hispanic male population). with 
Central and South American. Puerto Rican, and Cuban males following at 1.9 million (14.1 %). 1.3 million (9.6%), and 0.5 
million (3.9%), respectively. Overall. Hispanic males tend to live within families. be younger. and be in the labor force. often 
working in less lucrative jobs than non-Hispanic males. In addition. Hispanic men have lower educational levels and are less 
likely to be covered by health insurance than non-Hispanic men. and the percent of Hispanic men in prisons has been 
steadily increasing over the past decade. 

Family Characteristics 

.:. 	 Hispanic males are generally younger than White and Black males. In 1997. the median age for Hispanic 
males was 26 years. compared to 35 years for White males and 28 years for Black males. In addition. 35.2% of the 
Hispanic male population was under 18 years old that same year. compared to 25.9% of the White male population 
and 34.0% of the Black male population . 

•:. 	 Hispanic men help head most Hispanic families. In 1996.67.6% of Hispanic families were headed by married 
couples. compared to 46.1 % of Black families and 81.3% of White families. 

Education 

.:. 	 Hispanic men are less likely than White or Black men, and as likely as Hispanic women, to graduate 
from high school or college. In 1996.53.0% of Hispanic men 25 years old and over had completed high school 
and 10.3% had completed four or more years of college. In comparison. 82.7% of White men, 74.3% of Black men, 
and 53.3% of Hispanic women had graduated from high school. and 26.9% ofWhite men, 12,4% of Black men, and 
8.3% of Hispanic women had graduated from college. 

-< 

.:. 	 Hispanic males are more likely than White or Black males, but less likely than Hispanic females, to 
drop out of high school. In 1994,8.4% of Hispanic males in grades 10-12 dropped out of high school. In 
contrast. the high school dropout rate was 4.6% for White males. 6.5% for Black males. and 10.1 % for Hispanic 
females. 

Labor Force Status 

.:. A higher percentage of Hispanic males are in the labor force and working than eitherWhite or 
Black males or Hispanic females. In 1996. the labor force participation rate for Hispanic males 16 years old 
and over was 79.6%. and the employment-to-population ratio was 73.3%. In comparison, 75.8% ofWhite males and 
68.7% of Black males were working or looking for work; their employment-to-population ratios were 72.3% and 
61.0%, resp,ectively. By contrast. more than one-half (53,4%) of Hispanic women had a job or were trying to find 
one that same year; their employment-to-population ratio was 47.9% . 

• :. Among Hispanic subgroups, Mexican males have the highest labor force participation rate and 
employment-to-population ratio. In 1996.81.4% of Mexican males participated in the labor force and 74.8% 
were working. In comparison. the labor force participation rate was 74.8% for Cuban and 69.2% for Puerto Rican 
males; the employment-to.population ratios were 70.0% and 63.2%. respectively. 

1111 19th Street. N.W.• Suite 1000. Washington. D.C. 20036. Phone: (202) 785·1670 Fax: (202) 776·1792 
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.:. 	 -rhe unemployment rate for Hispanic men is higher than that forWhite men, but lower than that for 
Black men, while Mexican males have the highest unemployment rate among Hispanic subgroups. In 
1996. the unemployment rate for Hispanic men 16 years old and over was 7.9%, compared to 4.7% for White men 
and 11.1 % for Black men. The unemployment rate for Mexican males was 8.2% that same year, compared to 8.6% 
for Puerto Rican males and 6.4% for Cuban males . 

• :. 	 Employed Hispanic males are more likely to work in labo....intensive. and less lucrative, occupations 
than non-Hispanic males. In 1996.27.7% of Hispanic males worked as operators. fabricators. or laborers and 
only 12.1 % worked in the high-paying managerial and professional specialty occupations. In comparison. 28.4% of 
White males and 16.9% of Black males worked in the managerial and professional specialty occupations. and 19.2% 
and 31.1 %. respectively. in operator. fabricator. or laborer occupations. 

Income and Poverty 
.:. 	 Hispanic male workers have lower median earnings than their non-Hispanic counterparts, and 

among Hispanic subgroups, Puerto Rican males have the highest median earnings. In 1996. the median 
earnings for Hispanic male year-round. full-time workers was $21.056. compared to $32.966 for comparable White 
workers and $26.404 for comparable Black workers. In 1993. the most recent subgroup data available showed that 
Puerto Rican men working year-round and full-time had median earnings of $23,792. while comparable Cuban men 
had median earnings of $23.749, Mexican men. $18,917.and Central and South American men $18.147 . 

• :. 	 Hispanic males are more likely to be poor than non-Hispanic males, while Puerto Rican males are 
the poorest orall Hispanic subgroups. In 1996.26.8% of Hispanic males were poor, compared to 9.8% of 
White males and 24.7% of Btack mates. Furthermore. 33.0% of Puerto Rican males lived below the poverty level 
that same year. compared to 28.4% of Mexican males. (No such data exist for Cuban and Central and South 
American males.) 

Health Status 

.:. 	 Hispanic males are less likely to have private or government health insurance than White or Black 
males, but more likely to be covered by Medicaid than White males. In 1996.36.6% of Hispanic males 
lacked health coverage. while 17.7% were covered by Medicaid. In comparison. 15.8% of White males and 24.4% of 
Black males had no health insurance and 8.3% ofWhite males and 21.7% of Black males were covered by Medicaid . 

• :. 	 Hispanic men are disproportionately affected by HIV/AIDS. In 1997,11.5% of the total U.S. male popula­
tion was Hispanic. and 83.1 % and 12.3% was White and Black. respectively. However, Hispanic men accounted for 
17.3% of all adolescent and adult male AIDS cases reported to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in 
,1997. while White and Black males accounted for 50.1 % and 31.4%. respectively. 

Crime 

.:. The proportion of Hispanic male prisoners has been steadily increasing over the past decade. From 
1985 to 1995. the percentage Hispanics comprise of aIJ prisoners under Federal or State jurisdiction increased from 
10.9% to 15.5%. Although these data were not disaggregated by gender. given that men constitute the majority of 
all prisoners (92.6% in 1995). it appears likely that the increase in the proportion of all Hispanic prisoners has been 
fueled by growth in the incarceration of Hispanic men. ' 

Sources 

Bureau ofthe Census; Bureau ofLabor Statistics; U.S. Department ofE.ducation; u.s. Department ofCommerce; U.S. Department of 
. Justice; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. · 
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Overview 

Hispanic children are a rapidly growing and increasingly poor population group in the United States. Since 1980. the 
Hispanic child population has nearly doubled. from 5.7 to 9.7 million. and as the number of Hispanic children has increased so 
has the number and proportion of Hispanic children living in poverty.1 

With the Social Security Act of 1935 and the anti-poverty programs of the I 960s. a number of federal programs were 
established to help combat child poverty. These include the now block-granted Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) program, which provided cash payments to families in which one parent was absent, incapacitated, unemployed. or 
deceased; Food Stamps, which increases the food purchasing power of eligible low-income households;Women.lnfants, and 
Children (WI C), which prOVides food and nutritional assistance to low-income pregnant and postpartum women. infants, and 
children under age five; Medicaid, which provides medical assistance to low-income persons who are aged. blind. disabled. and 
members of families with dependent children; and school lunch programs. However. while Hispanic children may benefit from 
these assistance programs. the state of Hispanic children in the U.S. continues to worsen. 

Population Profile 

.:. 	 Hispanic children are a significant portion of the total Hisp","nicpopulation. In I 995.over one-third (35.8%) 
of the total Hispanic population was estimated to be under age 18. a larger proportion than either the Black (32.4%) 
orWhite populations (25.0%)! . 

• :. 	 The Hispanic child population has risen dramatically since 1980, and will soon become the largest 
minority population under age 18. Between 1980 and 1995. the Hispanic population under age 18 increased by 
70.3%. while the number of Black and White children increased 13.4% (from 9.5 to 10.7 million) and 3.8% (52.5 to 54.5 
o"';illion). respectively, over the same period. Furthermore. the number of Hispanic children is projected to grow by 
28.9% (to 12.5 million) by 2005. as compared to 9.9% for Black children (to I 1.8 million).' 

Poverty 

.:. 	 Poverty among Hispanic children is severe and has been steadily increasing. In 1995. two-fifths (40.0%) of 
Hispanic children lived below the poverty level. compared to 16.2% of White children and 41.9% of Black children. In 
fact. since 1980 the number of poor Hispanic children has increased by an average of approximately 6.0% each year, 
compared to 1.7% annually for White children and 1.3% annually for Black children.1 Overall. since 1980 Hispanic child 
poverty has increased by 133.3% (1.7 to 4.1 million). compared to 25.1 % (7.2 to 9.0 million) for White children and 
20.2% (4.0 to 4.8 million) for Black children.' 

/ Percentages were computed by NCLR using Census numbers in thousands. 
2 Average annual increases were reacbed byfirst computing tbe percentage cbanges year·to-year, and tben dividing tbe total by tbe total 

number ofyears (16). 
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Hispanic Children" Poverty, and 
Federal Assistance Programs 

Poverty Cont. 

• :. 	 Hispanic families with children continue to experience substantially higher poverty rates than families 
without children. In 1995. over one-third (33.2%) of Hispanic families with children were poor. compared to 12.1 % 
of Hispanic families without children. In comparison. 12.9% ofWhite families with children and 34.1 % of Black families 
with children lived in poverty, compared to 4.0% and I 1.3% of White and Black families without children, respectively.' 

.:. 	 Regardless of family type and when compared to non-Hispanic families, Hispanic families with children 
are more likely to live below poverty. In 1995. 57.3% of Hispanic female~headed families with children lived in 
poverty, compared to 35.6% of comparable White families and 53.2% of comparable Black families. Likewise, Hispanic 
married-couple families with children (22.6%) are three times as likely as comparable White families (7.0.%), and twice 
as likely as comparable Black families (9.9%). to be poor. 

Federal Assistance Programs 

.:. 	 A large proportion of Hispanic children'received AFDC. In 1994.21.2% of AFDC recipient children. or 2.1 
million children, were Hispanic, compared to 33.0% for White children and 37.9% for Black children. Since 1990. the 
percentage of HispanicAFDC recipient children increased 3.5 percentage points. while the percentage of White and 
Black AFDC recipient children decreased 0.1 and 3.5 percentage points. respectively. < 

.:. 	 A substantial number of Hispanic mothers receive Food Stamps andWIC benefits.l In 1993.one in four 
(25.3%) or 1.1 million Hispanic mothers age 15 to 44 received Food Stamps, compared to about one in three (33.2%) 
or 1.9 million Black mothers and one in nine (I 1.2%) or 3.2 million White mothers. In addition. 12.3% of Hispanic 
mothers age 15 to 44 (or 0.5 million) were WIC recipients in 1993. compared to 10.3% of Black mothers (or 0.6 
million) and 6.1% ofWhite mothers (or 1.7 million). < < 

.:. 	 The majority of Hispanic school age children participate in school lunch programs. In 1994, more than 
one-half (55.2%) of Hispanic school age children. or 3.8 million children. received free or reduced-priced school 
<lunches. a proportion larger than that ofWhite school age children (23.6%) and similar to that of Black (57.4%). 

•:. While Hispanic children represent a significant number of Medicaid recipients, they are still more 
likely than any other racial group to lack health insurance. 4 In 1995, over one-third (37.4%) of Hispanic 
children received Medicaid benefits. a much higher proportion than White children (18.3%). and a lower proportion 
than Black children (45.4%). However. in 1995 more than one-quarter (26.8%) of all Hispanic children were not 
covered by any form of health insurance. compared to 15.3% of Black children and 13.4% of White children. 

Sources 

u.s. Population Estimates by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1990 to 1995, U.S. Bureau of the Census; Population 
Projections of the United States by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1995 to 2050, U.S, Bureau of the Census; 
Poverty in the United States: 1995. U.S. Bureau of the Census; AFDC Data, U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services; Statistical Briefs, U.S. Bureau of the Census; and Health Insurance Data, U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

3 	 Since Hispanic bousebolds are about tbree times more likely to be poor tball 1I001-Hlspalllc bousebol(Is, tbe recfplency rate tbat Is twice 
that ofnon-Hispanic housebolcls actually represents a relatively lower use of these benefits, Food Stamp and WIC data were brokell 
out by race and HispaniC origin separately. 

4 	 The term "health Insurance N refers to both governmental coverage, I.e., Medicaid and Medicare, and private coverage proVided by an 
employer, or union, or coverage purcbased by an employee. 
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Overview 

. Using income as an indicator of economic well.being. Census Bureau data show that Hispanics were better off in 1997 than 
they were in 1996.* Over that year. Latinos experienced a greater increase in household median income than either White or 
Black households. Incomes for Hispanic women rose most significantly., contributing to. a decrease in overall Hispanic poverty. 

Although Latinos have made important inco~e gains. overall i~come levels for Hispanics continue to lag behind those of 
non.Hispanics. For example. Hispanic households with a full-time, year-round worker 'are still more likely to be considered 

, "working poor." Moreover. compared to 1989 levels. data show that the per capita income of Latinos ~as remained statistically 
unchanged. as opposed to increases seen for both Blacks and Whites, With overall low income levels, Hispanic economic well­
being remains insecure. 

IT" 	 •Hispanic Women 

• :. 	 Median income increased significantly between 1996 and 1997 for Hispanic female-headed households, 
yet it is still below that of theirWhite and Black counterparts. In 1997. median income for Hispanic female­
headed households was $16,393. an increase in real median income of 10.3% from $14,535 in 1996. By comparison.. 
for the same time period. median income for Black and White female-headed households was $17,962 (an increase in 
real median income of 8.0% from $16,256 in 1996) .and $25.670 (an increase in real median income of 3.0% from 
$24.375 in 1996). respectively . 

• :. 	 Hispanic females working full-time, year-round have a lower median income than comparable White 
and Black females. In 1997, full-time. year-round Hispanic female workers had a median income of $19,676. Median 
income was higher for comparable White and Black females ~- $26,470 a~d $22,764. respectively. 

Hispanic Men 

.:. 	 Hispanic men working full-time, year-round have a lower median income than their non-Hispanic coun· 
·terparts. In 1997. median income for full-time. year-round Latino male workers was $21,799. ·Median income for 
comparable White and Black male workers in 1997 was $36.118 and $26,897, respectively . 

• :. 	 Median income for Hispanic men was significantly higher than that for Hispanic females. In 1997, median 
income of Hispanic men was $16.216 compared to $10,260 for Hispanic women. 

Married-Couple Families 

.:. 	 Median household income for Latino married-couple families is significantly lower than that of compa­
rable Black and White families. In 1997. median income for Hispanic married-couple families was $34.317. By 
comparison, median income for Black and White married-couple families was significantly higher, at $45.372 and 
$52,199, respectively. 

Hispanic Households 

.:- .	Over 1996 and 1997, the percentage by which median household income increased was greatest for 
Latinos and Blacks. The median income of Hispanic households increased 4.5% from $25.477 in 1996 to $26,628 
in 1997, a rate similar to that of Blacks who experienced an increase in median household income of 4.3% (from 
$24,021 to $25.050) during this time. Whites experienced a 2.~% increase in household income (from $38.014 to 
$38,972). . 

* All numb~rs are inflation-adjusted to allow for comparison. 
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.:. 	 In spite of recent increases, Hispanic median housel.1old income has declined since 1989. From 1989 to 
1997. the median income of Hispanic households declined 5.5% (from $28.192 to $26,628). For that same time 
period. the median income of White households declined 0.7% (from $39.2:41 to $38.972). whereas the median 
income of Black households increilsed 6.2% (from $23.583 to $25,050) . 

.:. 	 Hispanic households co~tinue to be more likely than White hOl:lseholds to be "working poor." In 1997. 
the median income of Hispanic households with at least one year-round, full-time worker was $36,70 I. Meanwhile, 
the income for comparable White and Black households in 1997 was $53.045 and $36,928. re.spectively. 

Hispanic Real Per Capita Income 

.:. 	 From 1989 to 1997. real. per capita income for Latinos has remained the same, whereas per capita 
income for both Whites and Blacks has increased significantly. From 1989 to 1997. Latinos experienced a 
1.6% increase in per capita income (from $10.605 to $10.773). During the same time period. Whites experienced a 
7.0% increase in per capita income (from $19.088 to $20.425) and Blacks experienced a 10.9% increase in per capita 
income ({rom $11.231 to $12.351 ).** 

Sources 

.:. 	 Money and Income in the United States: 1997, ~Burea!J of the Census. U.S. Department of Commerce 

.:. 	 Hispanic. Population of the United States, Current Population Survey - March 1997, Detailed Tables, U.S. Bureau of the 
Census 

** Per capita income reflects the mean, or average. income for every man, woman. and child in a particular group; in this case. 
by race and ethnicity. 
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HISPANIC EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FACT SHEET 
October 1997 

Oven'iew 

For the Hispanic community, economic well-being is directly related to employment, occupation, and 
earnings. Latino men continue to have the highest labor force participation rate and employment-to­
population ratio of any group in the U.S., yet tend to be employed in low-wage, low-growth jobs; are 
underrepresented in professional and managerial positions; and experience high rates of unemployment. 
Hispanic women, on the other hand, are better represented in professional and managerial positions than 
Hispanic men and represent one of the fastest growing segments of the workforce, but still maintain the 
lowest labor force participation rates, highest unemployment rates, and receive the lowest wages of any 
worker group. Moreover, two important economic indicators also show that the employment status 
among Latinos needs improvement. In 1996, Hispanics had the lowest median personal income and 
remained the poorest group ofAmericans (29.4% are poor, compared to 28.4% of Blacks and 
11.2% of Whites). 

Employment Status 

• 	 Hispanic men have the highest labor force participation rate and employment-to-population 
ratio of any group in the U.S. In 1996, 79.6% ofHispanic men 16 years and over were either 
working or looking for work, a higher percentage than that of White (75.8%) or Black (68.7%) men. 
Central and South American men had the highest labor force participation rate of any Hispanic 
subgroup (82.3%), followed by Mexican-American (81.4%),Cuban (74.8,%), and Puerto Rican 
(69.2%) men. In terms of employment, more Hispanic men (73.3%) than White (72.3%) or Black 
(61.0%) men were employed in 1996, and Central and South American men (76.5%) had a higher 
employment-to-population ratio than Mexican-American (74.8%), Cuban (70.0%), and Puerto Rican 
(63.3%) men. 

• 	 The labor force participation rate and employment-to-population ratio for Hispanic women 
has remained steady, but below the rates for non-Hispanic women. In 1996,53.4% ofHispanic 
women 16 years and over were in the labor force, compared to 59.1 % of White women and 60.4% of 
Black women. In 1990, the labor force participation rate for Hispanic women was 53.1 %, while the 
rates for White and Black women were 57.4% and 58.3%, respectively. In 1996, Central and South 
American women had the highest labor force participation rate (59.0%), followed by Cuban (53.3%), 
Mexican-American (52.8%), and Puerto Rican (48.5%) women. Hispanic women also had lower 
employment levels than either White or Black women, 47.9% compared to 56.3% and 54.4%, 
respectively, while Central and South American women had the highest employment-to-population 
ratio of all the Hispanic subgroups (54.1 %), followed by Cuban (48.9%), Mexican-American 
(47.0%), and Puerto Rican (43.2%) women. 

• 	 The Hispanic unemployment rate has declined in recent years, but the difference between 
Hispanic and White unemployment rates has remained relatively unchanged. Between 1992 
and 1996, the Hispanic unemployment rate fell 2.5 percentage points (from 11.4% to 8.9%), while 
the White rate decreased 1.8 percentage points (6.5% to 4.7%) and the Black rate 3.6 percentage 
points (14.1% to 10.5%). However, despite comparable levels of workforce participation, ~eC. L R 
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Hispanic unemployment rate" is still 1.90 times the White rate, slightly higher than in 1992 at 1.75 times. 
Hispanic men have experienced a significant decline in unemployment over the last five years, as have 
Black men, with their respective rates falling 3.8 (11.7% to 7.9%) and 4.1 (15.2% to 11.1 %), compared 
to a 2.3 percentage point decline (7.0% to 4.7%) in the White male rate. In contrast, the Hispanic 
female unemployment rate has dropped the least since 1992, 1.2 percentage points (11.4% to 10.2%), 
which is much less than either the males unemployment rates or the White (6.1% to 4.7%) and Black 
(13.2% to 10.0%) female rates. As a result, the Hispanic female unemployment rate is currently over 
twice (2.17 times) the White rate, compared to 1.88 times in 1992. 

Occupations 

• 	 Hispanic men are concentrated in low-wage occupations, which are expected to experience little or 
no growth over the next decade. In 1996, 27.7% of employed Hispanic men worked as operators, 
fabricators, and laborers, and 19.4% worked in precision production, craft, and repair occupations. 
Hispanic men have the lowest percentage (12.1%) of persons employed in managerial and professional 
specialty positions, with 28.4% and 16.9% of White andBlack men employed in this area, respectively. 
Furthermore, between 1994 and 2005, the share precision production, craft, and repair occupations and 
operators, fabricators, and laborers comprise of total occupations is expected to decline 0.8 and 1.1 
percentage points, respectively. 

• 	 The majority of Hispanic women are in lower-wage service and technical, sales, and 
administrative support occupations, but a growing proportion also hold managerial and 
professional positions. Nearly two-fifths (38.4%) of employed Hispanic women worked in technical, 
sales, and administrative support occupations in 1996, and one-fourth (25.0%) were employed in service 
occupations. The share ofHispanic women in managerial and professional specialty occupations 
(17.4%) was higher than that of Hispanic men (12.1%) in 1996, and higher than in J990 (14:7%). In 
contrast, 31.5% of White womenand 22.7% ofBlack women held managerial and professional 
positions. By 2005, administrative support occupations as a percent of total occupations are estimated 
to decrease 1.5 percentage points, and service occupations to increase 1.3 percentage points. 

Earnings 

• 	 Both Hispanic men and women have disproportionately low median earnings levels overall, and 
even within the same occupations. In 1996, median earnings per week for Hispanic men working full­
time were $356, two-fifths (61.4%) that of comparable White men ($580) and less than that of 
comparable Black men ($412). Furthermore, median weekly earnings for full-time Hispanic female 
workers were $316 in 1996, compared to $428 and $362 for comparable White and Black women, 
respectively. The earnings differential is even more apparent when contrasting weekly wages by 
race/ethnicity. A comparable percentage of Hispanic, White, and Black men and women are employed 
in technical, sales. and administrative support occupations, and yet the median weekly earnings for full­
time workers were $428 and $348; $584 and $396; and $430 and $374, respectively. 

Sources 
U.S. Bureau ofthe Census; Money Income in the United States: 1996, September 1997; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Labor Force Characteristics ofBlack and Hispanic Workers, September 1997; Unpublished labor force data provided 
by Jay Meisenheimer, Bureau ofLabor Statistics, September 1997; U.S. Department of Labor, Monthly Labor Review, 
November 1995. 
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I . What does the term "La Raza" mean? 
The term "La Raia" has its origins in early 20th Century Latin American literature, and translates into English most 
closely as "the people, " or, according to some scholars, "the Hispanic people of the New World." The term was 
coined by Mexican scholar jose Vasconcelos to reflect the fact that the people of Latin America are a mixture of 
many of the world's races, cultures, and religions - Europeans, Africans, and Native Americans; Arabs and jews; 
"old world" and "new world." Subsequent scholars built on this idea. pointing out that no other area of the 
world had experienced this unique mix of race and culture. Some people have mis-translated "La Raza" to 
mean "The Race." implying that it is a term meant to exclude others. 'In fact, the full term coined by Vasconcelos. 
"La Raza Cosmica." meaning the "cosmic people. II was developed to reflect not purity but the mixture inherent 
in'the Hispanic people. This is dearly an inclusive concept. meaning that Hispanics share with all other peoples 

" 	 of the world a common heritage and destiny, and that Latinos provide an example of a world in which traditional 
concepts of race can be transcended. 

2. How large is the Latino population? 
Hispanics are the third largest population group in the country. The Hispanic population (on the U.S. mainland) 
was estimated to total 28.3 million in 1996, which constituted 10.7% of the U.S. populatiori. In comparison, 
Whites and Blacks comprised 82.8% and 12.6%, respectively. of the total population .. 

3. How fast is the Hispanic population growing? 
The Hispanic population has grown faster than the overall u.s. population since 1990 ~nd is projected to become 
the largest U.S. minority group by 2005. The number of Hispanics increased 25.3% from 1990 to 1996, compared 
to 6.4% for the overall U.S. population. The Hispanic population is estimated to increase 27.5% between 1996 . 
and 2005, to reach a level of 36.1 million, while the non-Hispanic Black population is expected to grow 11.2%, to 
35·5 million, over the same period. Furthermore. the latina population is projected to be one-fourth (24.5%) of 
the total U.S. population by 2050. 

4. Why is the Hispanic population growing so rapidly? 
The extreme growth in the Hispanic popUlation is largely attributable to increased birth rates and a rise in the 
level of immigration. From 1990 to 1996. Hispanic women between the ages of IS and 44 were estimated to 
average 106.3 births per 1,000 women yearly, compared to 67.7 births for the total population. Moreover. 17.4% 
of all Hispanic births were to teenage mothers in 1995. compared to 12.8% of all births. In addition. the immigration 
rate for Hispanics was also higher between 1990 and 1996, with an estimated average of 15.1 immigrants for every 

t>!f 1,000 Hispanic persons per year, compared to 3.1 immigrants for all persons. 

5. What is the age breakdown of the Latino population? 
Overall, Hispanics are much younger than non-Hispanics, and a large proportion are children. 'rhe median age 
for Hispanics was estimated at 26.4 years in 1996, while the median age estimates for Whites and Blacks were 
35·7 years and 29.5 years, respectively. In addition, more than one-third (35.2%) of Hispanics were estimated 
to be under age 18 in 1996, compared to one-quarter (24.9%) of Whites and nearly one-third (32.0%) of 
Blacks. 

Hispanics may be of any race, and thus, White and Black families may also be Hispanic. The tenns Hispanic and Latino 
will be used interchangeably throughout this document. 



,J 

6. Who makes up the ,Hispanic population? 
Hispanics ar~ an ethnically and racially diverse population. In 1994. the Hispanic population on the u.s. mainland 
was comprised ot the following groups: Mexican-American, 64.1~; Puerto Rican~ 10.4~; Cuban. 4.2~; Central 
and South American. 14.0~; and Other HispaniC. 7.3~. While 91.2~ of the Hispanic population was estimated to 
be White in 1996. 5.6~ was estimated to be Black. 

, , 

, , 

7., 'What percentage of Hispanics are immigrants and 
citizens? 
The majority of the Hispanic population was born in the U.S. and have u.s. citizenship. Over three-fifths (62.1~) 
of u.s. Hispanics were native-born according to 1996 data. while less ,han two-fifths (38.0~) were foreign­
born. Furthermore, 69.0~ of Hispanics were U.S. citizens in 1996. Among chIldren. the data tor thatsame .year 

, indicate that 87.0~ of the Hispanic population under age 18 was native-born and had U.S. citizenship. Finally. 
persons born on the island of Puerto RiC? are also, U.S. citizet:1s. 

8. Does the U.S. Hispanic population and data,include 
'isl~nd PuertoRic~ns? 
-~Most data and other statistics rePorted on'the U.S. Hispanic population do NOT include data on Puerto Rico, 
although these data are somewhat similar to those of u.s. mainland Latinos. ,In 1996, 3.8, million persons lived in 
Puerto Rico. which represented a 7.4~ increase since 1990. According to the 1990 Census: 90.9~ of residents 
were born on the island. With regard to socioecc:momic status. less than one-half (49.7~) of island Puerto Ricans 
25 years old and over were high school graduates. although one in seven (14.3~) was a college graduate. a 
figure higher than that of mainland Latinos. Poverty rates in Puerto Rico are quite high. relative to both mainland 

.' 	 Latinos and the U.S: in general; over one~half (57.,3~) of the island population lived below the poverty level. as, 
did two-thirds (66. 7~) of Puerto Rican children. Finally. while one-fifth (20.4~) of island, residents were' 
unemployed at the time 'of the 1990 Census, that figure has declined to approximately 14.0~ (1996). 

9. ,Do most Latinos who speak; Spanish also sp~ak English? 
yes, 'the vast majority of Hispanics who speak Spanish are also proficient in English. In 1990. 91.5~ of the 17.3 
'million persons 5'years old and over who spoke Spanish at home also spoke English. In addition. almost three-
fourths (74.0~) of Spanish-speakers spoke English "very well'~ or "well." ",' , 

I O.Are most Hispanic- households "traditional" two-parent 
families? " ' 
The majority ofHispanic households are married-couple families; but a significant proportion are also female­
headed families. In 1995. over one-half (54.8~) of Hispanic households were married-couple family households; 
however, nearly one-fifth (19.2~) of Hispanic households were female-headed family households. In comparison, 
57.2~ of White households. and 33.0~ of Black households, were married-couple family households in 1995. and ' 
9·6~ and 31.9~. !espectively. were female-headed family households. ' 

I I.' Where do most Latinos in the U.S. live? 
The majority of the Hispanic population lives in select states. In 199{t. the five states with the largest Hispanic 
populations were: California, with a Hispanicpopulation estimated at 8.9 million (34.3~ of the total U.S.,Hispanic 
p~pulation); Texas, 5.0 million (19.3~); New York, 2.5 million (9.6~); Florida, 1.9 million (7.2~); and Illinois, 1.1 
million (4.0~). However, regions (states), which have historically had much smaller Latino populations. have 
experienced Significant growth in the last several years. For example, the Hispanic population in the Midwest 
increased 35.2~ between 1980 and i990 and is projected to increase an additional 43.6~ by 2000. 
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12. 	 What percentage of Latinos are high school and college 
graduates? 
Hispanics have a much smaller percentage of graduates than Whites or Blacks. In 1996. over one-half (53.1%) of 
Hispanics 25 years old and over had graduated from high school and 9.3% had graduated from college. In 
contrast. over four-fifths (82.8%) of Whites. and almost three-fourths (74.3%) of Blacks. 25 years old and over 
had completed high school in 1996, and 24.3% of Whites, and 13.6% of Blacks, had completed college. 

13. 	 Are most Hispanics in the work force? . 
A significant portion of Hispanics are participating in the labor force. In fact, Hispanic men were more likely 
than either White or Black men to be working or looking for work in 1996; 79.6%, compared to 75.8% and 68.7%. 
respectively. In addition. in 1996. 60.6% of the Hispanic population 16 years old and over. or 11.6 million persons. 
were employed. which was comparable to Whites (64.1%), and slightly more than Blacks (57.4%). Despite the 
fact that a comparable percentage of Hispanics. Whites, and Blacks were employed in 1996. the unemployment 
rate tor Hispanics was 8.9%. compared to 4.7% tor White workers and 10.5% for Black workers. 

14. 	 What types of jobs do most Hispanics have? 
Hispanics are generally employed in manual labor and service occupations. In 1996, almost one-half (47.1%) of 
Hispanic men 16 years old and ()ver were employed in either precision production. craft. and repair occupations 

, (19.4%) or as operators, fabricators. and. laborers (27.7%). The majority (60.7%) of Hispanic women were employed 
in either sales and administrative support occupations (35.7%) or service occupations (25.0%) in 1996. In 
comparison, both White men and women were concentrated in managerial and professional specialty occupations 
(28.4% and 31.5%, respectively). and sales and administrative support occupations (17.I%and 38.4%, respectively). 

, Black men and women were employed in similar occupations as Hispanic men and women in 1996. 

15. 	 What are the income levels for Latino families?' 
Hispanic median family income remains well below that of White families. and has declined since 1990. Hispanic 
median family income was $24,570 in 1995. compared to $42,646 for White families, and $25.970 for Black families. 
Between 1990 and 1995. real median family income levels fell 10.1% tor Hispanic families and 0.9% for white 
families, and increased 4.0% for Black families. 

16. 	 How many Latino families and Hispanic children are 
poor? 
Poverty rates for Hispanic families, working Hispanic families, and Hispanic children remain disproportionately 
high. In 1995. more than one-quarter of both Hispanic and Black families lived in poverty (27.0% and 26.4%. 
respectively), while the poverty rate for White families was 8.5%. Moreover. data show that povertY' among 
working Hispanic families is a serious problem; one-fifth (20.6%) of Hispanic families with at least one worker 
were poor in 1995. compared to 17.5% of comparable Black families and 6.4% of comparable White·families. 
Finally, two-fifths (40.0%) of Hispanic children were poor in 1995. compared to 16.2% of White children and 
41.9% of Black children. 

17. 	 What kind of impact does the Latino population have 
on the·U.S. economy? 
Hispanics are making significant contributions to the overall economy. The number of Hispanic-owned businesses 
are rising dramatically. In 1992, roughly 860,000 U.S. firms were owned by Hispanics, an increase of 76.1% since 
the last U.S. Census business survey in 1987; these firms generated over $76.8 billion in gross receipts in 1992. 
compared to $32.8 billion in 1987. In addition, new research has shown a large and growing latino middle class 
in certain areas of the country. In Southern California. for example. a recent study revealed that the,re were 
nearly four times more U.S. -born latino households in the middle-class than in poverty and over one-half 
(51.6%) of u.s. -born Hispanic households were owned dwellings. Furthermore, the buying power of the total 
Hispanic population is projected to be $350 billion in 1997, an increase of 65.5% since 1990. 
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18. What is the health status of Latinos? 

... Th~reare both hopeful and dist~rbing signs with regard to Hi~pimic health. On the positive side, smoking, . 

drinking, and illicit drug use are less prevalent among Hispanics than non-Hispanics. In 1996, 24.7% of Hispanics 
12 years old and over smoked, compared to 29.8% of Whites and 30.4% of Blacks; 42.0% of Hispanics used 
alcohol. compared to 54.0% of Whites and 43.0% of Blacks; and,5.2% of. Hispanics used illicit drugs. compared to 
6.1% of Whites and 7.5% of Blacks~ In addition, the infant mortality rate for Hispanics was relatively low. In 1995. 
the infant mortality rate was 6.1 per 1.000 live births for latinos, compared to 6.3 per 1,000 for white infants and 15·1 
per 1.000 for Black infants. However,. HIVIAIDS and diabetes are two of the most serious and troublesome health 
threats affecting the latino population. Hispanics are disproportionately represented among reported cases of 
AIDS; while Hispanics constitute 10.1% of the total U.S. population, they accounted for 17.7% of the reported AIDS 
cases through December 1996, and although they are only 14.5% of the child population, Hispanic children accounted 
for 23.2% of all pediatric AI~~ cases through December 1996. In addition. according to a 1982 - 1984 study, one out 
of four Mexican-Americans (23.9%) and Puerto R,icans (26.1%) 45 years old and over suffered from diabetes. and 
up to one-third (33.3%) of Hisp'anics 65,'y'ears o'id. and over were diabetiC compared to 17.0% of non-Hispanic' 
Whites. 

, ," 	 . 

19. 	 What· percentage of th~ Hispanic population is covered 
by health insurance? ' 

,A large percentage of Hispanics, ~peciallyHispanics who are poor and Hispanic children, lack health insurance 
"coverage. In 1995.one":third (33:3%) of HispaniCS. and 40.8% of Hispanics living in poverty. were not covered 
by health insurance. In contrast, smaller percentages of Whites (14.2%) and Blacks (21.0%), and poor Whites 
(33.3%) and Blacks (23.5%), did not have health insurance. Furthermore, over one-quarter (26.8%) of Hispanic 
children lacked, any form of health insurance. higher than both White (13.4%) and Black (15.3%) children... 

20. 	Are I-iispanics primarily homeowners or renters? 
Hispanics have relatively low homeownership rates., Mor,e than two-fifths (42.2%) of Hispanic households were 

.	owner;"occupied in 1993. which was much lower than the national average 0164.7% of all households. In addition, 
45.8% of Hispanic families lived in owner-occupied housing in 1993, which was significantly. less than the 
homeownership rates for all families (72.3%). Hispanics are also less likely to participate in federal low-income 
housing programs than non-Hispanics. In 1993. approximately 13.0% of public housing renters were Hispanic, 
while 37.0% were non-Hispanic White, and 47.0% were non:-Hispanic Black; similarly. roughly 13.0% of Section 8 
tenant-based renters, and.lo.o%of Section 8 project-based renters, were Hispanic, while 51.0% and 52.0%, 
respectively, were .non-Hispanic White, and 33.0% and 34.0%, respectively, were non-Hispanic Black. 

. , . , 

Sour~es: U.S. Bureau ofthe Census, U.S. Population Estimates by Age. Sex. Race. and Hispanic Origi~: 1990 to 1996, April 1997; U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, Population Projections afthe United States by Age. Sex. Race. and Hispanic Origin: 1995 to 2050. February 1996; Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, Monthly Vital Statistics Report, June 10, 1997; U.S. Bureau ofthe Census, Statistical Tablesfor the HispanicOriginPopula­
tion from the March 1994 Current Population SlfT"ey; U.S. Bureau of the CC!lSUS, "The Foreign-Born Population: 1996;" U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
Estimates ofthe Population ofPuerto Rico Munidpios. July I; 1996. and Demographic Components ofPopulation Change: April I. 1990 to July 1. 
1996. April 30. 1997; Data from the 1990 U.S. Census, April"t, 1990; and U.S. Bureau ofLabor Statistics, State and Metropolitan Area Employment 
and Unemployment: July 1997. August 26, 1997; U.S. Bureau ofthe Census. Language Spoken at Home andAbility to Speak Englishfor United States. 

. Regions andStates: .J99Q. April 28, 1993; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Income. Poverty. and Valuation ofNoncash Benefits: /994, 1996; U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, "Estimates of the Population ofStates by Race and Hispanic Origin: July I, 1994." August 20, 1996; Aponte, Robert and Marcelo Siles, 
Latinos in the Heartland: The Browning ofthe Midwest. Julian Samora Research Institute, November 19.94; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical 
Abstract ofthe United States 1996. Table No.lS, October 1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Edueati~al Attainment in the United States: March 
1996," July 1997; U.S. Bureau ofLabor Statistics, Labor Force Characteristics ofBlack and Hispanic Workers•. Septernber 1997; U.S. Bureau ofthe 
Census, Money Incomt; in the United States: 1995 (With Separate Data on Valuation ofNoircash Benefits). 1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in 

. the United States: 1995.1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census, "pove.rtyStiIIus o~ Families and Persons in Families in 1995," 1996; U.S. Bureau of the 
Census,·1992 Economic Census: Survey ofMinority-Owned Business Enterprises (Hisponic). June 1996; Rodriguez, Gregory, The Emeiiing Latino 
Middle Class. Pepperdine University Institute for Public Policy. October 1996; Hwnphreys, Jeffrey M., "Hispanic BuYing Power by Place ofResidence: 
.1990-1997," Selig Center for Economic Growth, University ofGeorgia, 1997; 1996National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Servi~Cs Administration, Department of Health and Hwnan Services; Report ofFinal Mortality Statistics. 1995, Centers for Disease 
Conllol and Prevention. National Center for Health Statistics; HlVlAIDS Surveillance Report. 1996, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 
National Center for Health Statistics; Diabetes Among Latinos,.NCLR.' 1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census. "Health Insurance Coverage: 1995." Septem­
ber 1996; U.S. Bureau of the Census. Supplement to the American Housing Survey for the United States in 1991, January 1996; Rental Housing 
Assistance at a Crossroads: A Report to Congress on Worst Case Housing Needs. Office of Policy Development and Research. U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, March 1996.· , 
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t OVERVIEW 

Hispanic Americans have taken a beating in publi~ policy terms in recent years; major. 
legislation such as welfare reform and immigration reform have taken an extraordinary toll on 
the economic well-being of the community. Indeed, Hispanic Americans are likely to be the' 
hardest hit of any group in the country by welfare reform, in part because of-their 
concentration in the' low-skilled, low-wage sectors of the economy and limited English 
proficiency and, in part, because the 'new law contained major cuts in services for legal 
immigrants. This negative trend has been echoed in other policy debates, including debates on' 
issues such as affirmative action, language, and other key policies, ~ncludingthe distribution of 
federal resources~' which are critical to improving the social and economic status of the 
community. 

While the policy outlook appears somewhat grim, it is also true that increasing political 
participation by Latinos has begun to change the way in which the community is viewed and' 
treated in policy circles. For example, RepUblicans are sensitive to the accusations that they 
drafted the worst legislative attacks on Hispanics, and have responded by attempting to 
rehabilitate both their i~dividual images and that of the party. In some cases this simply means 
conducting outreach and translating speeches into Spanish; in other cases, it has concrete 
policy implications. Similarly, some Democrats no longer appear to be taking Latino support 
for granted, and are attempting to fashion a policy agenda which they believe may be appealing' 
to Latino voters. Increased attention by both political parties may better position Hispanic 
organizations such as NCLR to propose -- and hopefully implement -- a concrete policy agenda 

. which can have a positive impact on the greatest challenges facing the community. 

II. SELECTED MAJOR TRENDS 

A. Negative Trends 

1. The Balanced Budget and Devolution 

Recent changes in the availability and allocation of federal funds have created an 
environment which severely limits the possibility of accomplishing positive policy objectives 
through the use of government programs. Similarly, it is much more difficult for Latinos to 
influence the way funding and programmatic decisions are made, particularly at the state level. 

For example, several years' worth of legislation restricting the use of federal funds for 
domestic programs, culminating in the enactment of the Balanced Budget Agreement in 1997, 
has created severe competition over the distribution of government resoiIrces. Any new policy 
initiative· must be funded at the. expense of existing programs, many of which are already 
shrinking, or by increasing taxes. The debate on the FY 1999 federal budget, which includes 
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Congressional priorities such as tax cuts and massive spending for highways and other public 
works projects, suggests a dramatically eroded 'resource base,making it more difficult if not 
impossible to accomplish key social policy objectives. I Moreover, the outcomes of 
upcoming debates over issues ,with enormous budget consequences', such as Social Security' and 
Medicare, could both significantly reduce the level of federal discretionary funding and 
exacerbate inequalities in the distribution of federal assistance. 

" . 

'Furthermore, in addItion to limiting the size and scope of potential policy interventions, 
federal budget constraints will make it increasingly difficult to achieve greater equity in the 
distribution of federal resources. Currently, Latinos are underrepresented in and/or ill-served 
by virtually every federal anti-poverty initiative, including most entitlement programs, Head ' 
Start"Title I Compensatory Education, TRIO higher education programs, school-to-work and 
Job Corps programs, housing assistance, trade adjustment/worker dislocation programs, etc. 
Attempts to increase the proportion of Hispanics served by these and other programs are likely 
to be met with stiff resistance by current beneficiaries, :particularly in a "zero sum" budget' 
scenario. 

In addition, the trend toward devolution expanded dramatically with the enactment of 
welfare reform in 1996, thrusting the states into the position of implemeIlting major social 
policy with strict new requirements. Organizations such as NCLR, whiCh have traditionally 
focused on influencing federal policy, are in a much weaker position to influence the way these 
new policies are implemented, in part because they are , implemented differently in each state.' 
In addition, such organizations' greatest influence is on the federal regulatory process and not 
on the individual actions of the state and local governments who are controlling the funds. 
Latino institutions in general are poorly equipped to influence state policy battles, which are 
now the key art:na in the fight to ensure equitable implementation of anti-poverty policies and 
to create economic opportunity for low-income Latinos. 

2. 	 Anti-ImmigrantIAnti-Latino Policies and Politics 

While the high tide of immigrant bashing appears to have crested, and there is a great 
deal of attention focused on "reversals" of these policies by Congressional Republicans, it is' 
also true that a negative policy trend continues disproportionately to harm fJispanic Americans, 
particularly those who are or who are perceived' to be imtnigrants. This is true for several 
reasons: 

• 	 Welfare recipients, are only just ,beginning to encounter time limits on the availability of 
services. Programs designed to assist these recipients inge~ting and keeping jobs tend to 
focus on those who are the easiest to serve, which means that Latinos with low skills or 
limited English proficiency are unlikely to be helped by these interventions, and could lose 
their benefits without securing jobs. Similarly, the lack of availability ofchild care is 

I See Attachment A, a recent edition of the Congressional Monitor which explains the, current budget battle. 
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especially likely to impede Latino welfare recipients from entering the workforce because 
of the high proportion of young workers and children in low-income Latino families. 

• The largest single piece of welfare reform legislation enacted in 1996 was a budget cut in 
services to immigrants who are legally in the U. S., of whom Latinos are a significant 

. proportion. 2 In addition,. according to the Urban Institute, one in 10 children in the United 
States lives in a household with a legal immigrant parent. These children have also lost 
access to services by virtue of their parents' status; even when the children themselves are 
eligible to receive services, they are likely to receive a smaller portion of assistance, if any. 
For example, as many as 600,000 U.S.-citizen children have less food because their 
immigrant parents have lost access to food' stamps as a result of welfare reform. Si~ilarly , 
many legal residents and U.S. citizens now fear 'receiving services that they are eligible 
for, such as health care, because of possible negative immigration consequences in the 

. future. 3 These provisions could seriously undermine the achievement of even relatively 
non-controversial objectives, such as assuring health care coverage for children. 

•. 	 There is increasing evidence of significant, arid perhaps growing, discrimination against 
Latinos in a variety of contexts; however, this has not been. accompanied by commensurate 
a~tention.to the need to reduce such discrimiriation. Recent research demonstrates that in 
many markets Hispanics are discriminated against in at least 20 % of their encounters with 
employers, and 50% of their contacts with real estate agents and landlords. Hispanic 
children are now, by far, the most segregated students in the U. S. In addition, based on 
reports received by NCLR, there appears to be a massive increase in the incidence of hate 
crimes, harassment, and law enforcement abuse against Latinos. Despite the fact that the 
civil rights enforcement system has, with few exceptions, failed adequately to address such 
discrimination, little attention .has been paid to policy interventions to remedy the situation. 

• 	 There is enormous potential for further harm to the Latino community in the form of policy 
proposals which are currently under consideration at the federal and state levels. For 
example, there is heated debate in several states as well as in Congress over affirmative 
action in employment and educational programs. The effects of California's recently 
enacted policy against affirmative ~ction in higher education are likely to be duplicated 
elsewhere if similar policies are adopted; that is, the presence of Latino students in elite 
state-funded institutions is likely to be severely diminished. Similarly, there are attacks on 
bilingual education programs in California as well as at the federal level; these proposals 
would limit school systems' ability to choose and "tailor programs to educate Latino 
students effectively, especially those wjth limited English proficiency. 

2 Though immigrants accounted for only 5% of welfare recipients at the time welfare reform became law, they 
had to bear over 40% of the total cuts in services in the legislation. 	 . 
3 For example, the Department of State and the INS have used data regarding use of medical care and other 
services in order to deny visas to hnmigrants seeking to join family members. These practices have had a dramatic 
chilling effect on the use of services bypeopl~ in immigrant families, even 'if they are eligible {or those services. .' 

, 	 . 
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• 	 NCLR has been at the forefront of the opposition to the trend toward expanded use of 

computer verification systems in the workplace. Purportedly designed to improve 

enforcement of employer sanctions and reduce discrimination, such systems have proven to 

be highly unreliable, inaccurate, and discriminatory. Computer verification techniques are 

now widely used to screen applicants for public benefits, as well. Moreover, Congress is 

poised to expand the use of immigration verification systems as a method of challenging the 

rights of ind~viduals with Hispanic surnames to register to vote and to participate in' 

elections. 


All of these policies constitute an ongoing assault on the rights of Hispanics in ways 

which further threaten ,their ability to improve 'their economic and 'political circumstances. 


3. 	 Racial and Ethnic Tensions 

Because the Latino community is growing quickly in numerical and' political terms, 
tensions with other groups are beginning to grow, and beginning to receive significant media 
attention: For example, each time the Census releases new information about the growing ':, 

, number of Latinos, the proportion of Latinos in the workforce, or the number of. immigrants in 
the United States, these stories make headlines. Often in these stories, Hispanics are framed as 
causes of ethnic division. Recent events such as the House of Representatives' consideration 
of a bill on the status of Puerto Rico, and the enactment of a recent policy in Mexico to allow 
dual nationality for Mexicans living in other countries, have been framed in the media as 
potentially major sources of contlict between Latinos and other groups . 

. Similarly, Latinos' expanding political and policy influence is causing tension with' 

other groups, particularly African Americans, in the policy-making world. The ongoing 

debate on the Higher Education Act over resources for Hispanic Serving Institu~ions -- which . 

for Latinos is a simple question of equity -- has become a major battle between these two 

groups over resources. ,Other similar battles over anti-poverty programs;which underserve 

Latinos could reach similar levels of conflict as other groups perceive "their" resources as 

being under attack. As the size and influence of the Hispanic community continues to grow, 

these tensions are likely to continue, and could easily worsen. 


One extremely disturbing trend in race relations that has yet to receive substantial 

media or policy maker attention is the fact that growing racial tensions increasingly involve the 


, Latino "rank and file" as well as advocates. For example, recent public opinion polls suggest 
that Hispanics harbor the same kinds of negative stereotypes of other racial and ethnic groups 
that such groups hold against Latinos. Similarly, ~ review of hate crimes statistics show that 
Latinos are increasingly represented as perpetrators, as well as victims, of race-related 
harassment and violence. Although understandable - Latinos are subject to the same cultural 
and media stereotypes affecting other Americans - these data reveal the considerable challenge 
faced by a society seeking racial reconciliation at a time of dramatic demographic change. 
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4. 	 Media 

Media coverage and portrayals of Hispanics in the policy context continue to be 
troubling. While overall attention to Latinos has undeniably increased, it is still 
disproportionately low. Furthermore,'much of this 'coverage is framed in ways that present 
Hispanics as the cause, as opposed to the victims, of socIetal problems." For example; although 
nearly two-thirds of Latinos are U.S. citizens, most political and policy-related coverage 
routinely assun:tes that Hispanics are largely recent immigrants. Similarly, stories describing 
Latinos' demands for increased political appointments, federal employment, or policy' attention 
almost invariably fail to include detailed enumeration of the underlying conditions prompting 
such demands, such as historic underrepresentation in the government or federal assIstance 
programs. 

Moreover; iUs increasingly common for "contrarians," such as former Reagan 
Administration official Linda Chavez or media critic Richard Rodriguez, to be among the most 
highly-visible Latino media spokespersons. While there is certainly a diversity of views within 

. the Hispanic community th~lt should be aired, given the historic failure of the media to cover 
: " conventional" or "traditional" Latino perspectives this trend has seriously distorted public 
and policy-maker perceptions of the community and its advocates~ These distortions continue 
to stimulate harmful policy proposals such as Proposition 187, and they undermine support for 

!'appropriate policy interventions' such as investments in education or affirmative action. '; 
, ' , . 	 • I. I 

B. 	Positive Trends 

1. 	 Growing Political Clout 

During the last several years, a number of indicators of civic and political participation 
have increased dramatically for U.S. Latinos. A combination of growing population, 
expanding naturalization rates, increased voter registration, and record-breaking voter 
participation in the 1994 and 1996 elections as well as in smaller, "off year" elections, has 
demonstrated what appear to be the early, indications of a trend in incre,ased political 
participation by Latinos. Recent events in California are the strongest indicators of such a 
trend: " 

• 	 The proportion of Latino registered voters in California has grown from 11.3 % in 1990 to 
13.7% in 1996.4 

• 	 The proportion of California Latinos who actually vote has grown even faster, from 8.7% 

of California voters in 1990 to 12.3% in 1996. 


4 Real Numbers: California Latino Voting in the 199Os, Ross Communications, Sacramento. Unless otherwise 

noted, all other "bullets" in this section refer to this analysis. 
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• 	 The gap between the levels of Latino voter participation and that of other voters in 

California has narrowed steadily, from 15% in 1990 to 7% 1996. 


• 	 The number of naturalization applicants nationwide has skyrocketed from 233,843 in 1990 
to 1,277,403 in 1996, an increase of over 500%.5 

• 	 Newly-naturalized and newly-registered Latinos voted at higher fates (67%) than all 

California voters (65 %) in 1996. 


• 	 Latino voter loyalty in California appears also to be shifting. In 1992, 40 % . of Latino 

voters voted for Republicans, and 52% voted for Democrats. In 1996, 21 % voted for, 

Republicans compared to 73% for Democrats. 


• 	 In 1996 President Clinton won the states of Florida and Arizona, the first time in recent 

memory that these states have supported the Democratic presidential candidate. This has 

been widely attributed to Latino voter participation, as well as strong support for the : 

Democrats by Latinos who had previously supported Republicans. Exit polling indicates 

that voter anger over welfare reform was a primary cause for this dramatic shift. 


While much attention has been paid to· the effects of increased Latino participation in 
the 1996 presidential race, perhaps even more notable is the growing presence of Latino voters 
on critical issues like school bond initiatives and other pressing ·local concerns; Hispanic voters 
have beeri decisive on. these issues in· Los Angeles and other parts of the country during "off 
year" elections. 6 

These changes have increased the level of attention being paid to Latino voters and 
Latino concerns at the local and national levels. They have also created opportunities to begin 
to frame a constructive policy debate which can affect the economic and educational status of 
Latinos, as well as to reconsider the state of public policy with respect to civil rights and 
equality of opportunity for this community. 

2. 	 Heightened Institutional Capacity 

Although not yet to a degree proportional to the size and importance of the community, 
it is clear that Hispanics now enjoy unprecedented access to policy makers in both the 
Administration and the Congress, and opinion leaders in academia and the media .. This has 
occurred in part through increases in the numbers of Latino elected officials and political 
appointments and the establishment or strengthening of institutions such as the Senate 
Democratic and Republic Hispanic Task Forces. 

In addition, although Latino advocacy organizations are still substantially smaller and 
. more fragile than their counterparts representing other communities, such groups:have grown 
in several respects. First, the absolute .number of policy analysts and other advocates 
representing Hispanic organizations in Washington, D.C. has increased in recent years, ~llbeit 

5 Immigration and Naturalization Service, Statistical Yearbook, 1997. 

6 See "Latino Turnout a Breakthrough," Los Angeles Times, April 10, 1997. 
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slowly relative to the growth of the Latino population. Second, such organizations are 
increasingly adopting more sophisticated advocacy strategies, incorporating a broader variety 
of tools: research, policy analysis, media, grassroots support, etc. Third, Hispanic 
organizations such as NCLR frequently are viewed now as leaders in important coalitions with 
other ethnic or mainstream organizations, as opposed to being viewed as the "junior partner" 
status they were relegated to in the past. 

, ' 

Finally, although by no means eliminated, intra-Latino ethnic and organizational 
tensions appear to be diminishing. At the organizational level, regional and sub-group 
competitive pressures, while still present, are more subdued than in the recent past. Whether 
this is more than a temporary reaction to a period of sustained attack is not yet clear, but this is 
a promising development. At least among certain subgroups, e.g., college students, there is an 
unmistakable, unified "Latino consciousness" that simply did not exist even a decade ago. 
The extent to which such a consciousness has penetrated the "grassroots"'is debatable, but the 
trend here also seems positive. 

3. Increased Policy Clout 

A direct result of the perception and the reality of increased Latino political influence, the 
environment is clearly ripening for Latino-specific public policy initiatives which can have a 
positive impact on the economic and educational status of Hispanic-Americans. For example, 
when the' Clinton Administration unveiled its budget proposal for FY 1999, it included an 
"Hispanic Education Initiative," a major investment of resources specifically aimed at 
improving the quality of education for Latino students. This initiative was announced with 
great fanfare and explicit ,commitments to ensure its enactment. And although Hispanic Serving 
Institutions will most assuredly not receive a fully' equitable share of federal funding under the 
Higher Education Act, they are likely to receive a much higher proportion of funding than 
could have been imagined even five years ago. As a result of a number of recent reforms 
supported by NCLR; Latino participation in certain key programs such as the Job Training 
Partnership Act and Title I Compensatory Education are nearing parity. 

Similarly, both the, Administration and Congress have been persuaded to reverse 
major pieces of the 1996 welfare and immigration reforms. Less then a year after their 
enactment, Congress had reversed a significant piece of its cuts in services to immigrants, in 
large part because of their vast negative effects on,Latinos. In addition, Congress acted to 
protect Central American,S who were negatively affected by the 1996, immigration law ­
although they did so in a way which egregiously singled out Nicaraguans and Cubans for full 
access to legal peimanent residence while applying a much more difficult residency standard 
for Salyadorans and Guatemalans - ,as part of an ove'rall effort to re1:labilitate their tarnished 
image among Latinos. , 
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While these changes are modest .in relation to the enormity of the challenge of achieving 
full equity for Latinos, they may reveal a shift in policy-maker attitudes toward highlighting 
key concerns and addressing them with policies tailored to the specific needs of Hispanic 
Americans. Policy makers in some circles are more likely to "get it," that an improving 
economy does not reach all coinmunities equally, and that explicit policies must be aimed at 
ensuring that Latinos benefit from positive economic trends and are not disproportionately . 
harmed by negative ones. 

III. SOME CHALLENGES 

Achieving measurable improvements in the social and economic condition of Hispanics 
through the public policy process poses numerous ~omplex, inter-related challenges to NCLR 
and other American institutions. Assuming the policy trends identified above are correct, the 
staff believes that three sets of "core" challenges are pre-eminent. 

First, the public image of Latinos must be revamped; however, promoting .more 
accurate and sensitive portrayals of Hispanics will be an increasingly complex task. For 
example, the many positive aspects of the community - e.g., strong work'ethic and family 
values - need to be highliglfted in ways that do not undermine support for policy interventions 
to address the fact that Latinos have the highest poverty rates of any major population group in 
the U.S. The idea that Hispanics are largely uninterested in or incapable of achieving greater 
levels of education have to be addressed in a context where Latinos have the lowest rates of , 
educational attainment in an increasingly educated society. The stereotype that most Latinos 
are immigrants who are resisting integration into American society needs to be replaced at a 
time when the percentage of Hispanics who are foreign-born is rapid~y increasing.' Similarly, 
calling attention to the need for interventions to improve the condition of Latinos must be done 
in a way that supports, rather than undermines, the image of the Hispanic as one of "us," 
instead of one of "them." Some of the staff believe that what is required is nothing less than a 
"new paradigm"describing the condition and status of U.S. Hispanics. 

Second, considerable effort will be required to translate Latinos' growing population 
into political clout. Exploiting the momentum of Hispanics' 1996 electoral impact will involve 
building and streng~hening a variety of institutions~ as well improving linkages between them. 
For example, greater cooperation and collaboration among national advocacy organizations, ' 
among such organizations and elected officials and other policy makers, and among national 
and grassroots g~oups is necessary. Similarly, the apparent trend toward gre~ter intra-Latino 
cooperation and collaboration should be nurtured and strengthened. Significantly greater 
resources, however, are needed both to sustain increasingly sophisticated national-level 
advocacy strategies, and simultaneously t.o build and strengthen a policy and advocacy 
infrastructure to shape policy development and implementation at the state and local levels. 
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· Third, Hispanic advocates and elected officials will have to navigate through an 
increasingly complex social and economic, political and ideological, and racial and ethnic 
landscape. New types of policy and program interventions may be necessary to respond to 
societal inequality in the context of a globalized economy, but such efforts may be more 
difficult to promote in an aging society. In the political and ideological context, Hispanics will 
need to consolidate newly-won political gains in the Democratic Party, while simultaneously 
reaching out to "big tent" segments of ~n increasingly diverse Republican Party. With respect 
to the question of race, it appears that Latinos will need to compete with African Americans, 
and increasingly Asians, for political power, policy attention, and public resources, while 
simultaneously working in coalition with them to promote increased public investments iil .. 
education, children, and workforce development, vigorous civil rights enforcement, and racial 
reconCiliation. . 

Previous strategic plans have charted the course through which NCLR has become the 
premiere :national Hispanic organization. Now,' at the dawn of a new millennium,. the 
community and the organization are faced with a series of formidable c~allenges. NCLR is 
uniquely positioned to lead the Hispanic community as it meets and overcomes these 
challenges; the next strategic plan should provide the "road map" for doing so. 
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. Comment on 
The lLlIino Civil Rights Crisis 
. A Research Conference 

By Raul Yzaguirre and Charles KamasakP 

I. Overview 

The papers submitted at this symposium correctly note the diminution of civil rights 
protections for Latinos, focusing principally on the Hopwood decision outlawing race­
conscious admissions policies at the University of Texas Law School; Ballot Proposition 209, . 
which overturned all state affIrmative action programs in California; a series of education­
related developments; and the welfare reform and immigration reform bills passed in the 
second session of the l04th Congress, which among other things reduced rights and 
protections available to legal resident aliens in the U,S. 

Although these and other policy developments undoubtedly diminish Hispanics' civil rights 
protections, we argue herein that Latinos have never enjoyed anything close to the full 
protection of the civil rights laws with respect to employment, housing, and the distribution 
of public services and benefits, despite serious and persistent discrimination in these areas. 
In addition to substantiating these claims, this comment will also explore broader 
explanations for the failure of the civil rights enforcement system to adequately serve 
Latinos. 

II. Extent of Discrimination 

A. Employment Discrimination 

Over the past 15 years, social scientists have produced substantial and persuasive evidence of 
the scope and degree of discrimination against Hispanic Americans with respect to . 
employment and housing. In the area of employment, several labor market studies based on 
survey research (Verdugo, 1982; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1982; James, 1982; 
DeFreitas, 1985; Reimers, 1985; Carnoy, et. aI., 1990; and Melendez, 1991) and using a 
"residual analysis" technique, have estimated that Hispanic workers earn lower wages and/or 
experience higher unemployment than similarly qualified White workers, and attribute some 
portion of the differential (10%-50% of the White-Latino wage gap, equal to about 4%-16% 
of Hispanic wages) to employment discrimination.2 

Beginning in 1990, a new technique known as the "hiring audit," which tests for differential 
treatment by having closely matched pairs' of testers, one from the majority group and the 
other from a minority group, inquire about or apply for the same job, was introduced. The 
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experiences of the testers are matched to detennine whether or not differential treatment 
- occurred; since the methodology attempts to control for "objective" human capital 

characteristics (e.g., age, education, and work experience), significant differences in 
treatment are attributed to discrimination. An Urban Institute study based on 360 hiring 
audits in San Diego and Chicago in 1989 found that Anglo applicants received 33% more 
interviews and 50% more job offers than equally qualified Hispanic applicants; overall, 31 % . 
of the Latino applicants encountered unfavorable treatment, compared to 11 % of Anglo 
applicants (Cross, et. a1.). A 1992 hiring audit in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area 
by the Fair Employment Council of Greater Washington found that Hispanic testers 
encountered discrimination about 22.4% of the time (Bendick, 'et. a1.).3 

Taken together, and despite a number of methodological issues and questions which remain 
to be resolved, these studies demonstrate that Latinos experience substantial labor market 
discrimination. Although a statistically precise estimate of the scope and degree of such 
discrimination remains elusive, suffice it to say here that the discrimination experienced by 
Latino workers appears to be of the same order of magnitude as that experienced by African 
Americans and women in comparable studies and markets. 4 

B. Housing Discrimination 

-The audit technique has been used to measure discrimination in housing for a much longer 
period than in the employment arena, although the inclusion of Hispanics in such studies is a 
relatively recent phenomenon. Perhaps the first use of real estate audits to measure housing 
discrimination against Latinos took place in Dallas in 1979. In this study, sponsored -by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), researchers found that the 

chance of dark -skinned Mexican Americans experiencing at least one instance of 

discrimination in a typical housing search was 96%, and the probability of light-skinned 

Mexica'n Americans experiencing similar discrimination was about 65% (Hakken, 1979). 

Other real estate testing studies including Latino samples have taken place in Denver, 

Boston, Washington, D.C., and other cities. 


The definitive study in this area, the Housing Discrimination Study sponsored by HUD and 
conducted by the Urban Institute, carried out paired tests of housing rental and sales markets 
in 40 metropolitan areas. According to this study, Latinos seeking housing experienced' 
discrimination in at least half of their encounters with both sales and rental agents; the 
incidence of discrimination was 56% 'for Hispanic homebuyers and 50% for Hispanic renters 
(Yinger, 1991; Turner, et. aI., 1991).5 

Analyses of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data and homeowners' insurance coverage have 

found significant discrimination against Latinos in the mortgage market and in the provision 

of insurance. One noteworthy study by the National Fair Housing Alliance found that 

Hispanic testers seeking insurance in Chicago experienced discrimination in 95 % of their 

encounters with insurance agents. 6 ' ­
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By way of comparison with other protected groups, the scope and degree of housing 
discrimination experienced by Latinos varies considerably by type', geography, and perhaps 
other factors as well; however, taken together, the data reveal that the housing' discrimination 
faced by Latinos is of the same order of magnitude, or in some cases slightly lower, than that 
faced by African Americans. 7 

C. Distribution ofFederal Benefits and Services 

A less well-known, but perhaps as important, area in which Latinos experience unequal 
treatment is in the distribution of federal means-tested assistance, benefits, and services. 
Given that Hispanics in 1995 constituted more than 22 % of all poor American families and 
about 28 % of American children who are poor, one might expect that Latinos would 
constitute approximately these percentages of participants in major federal anti-poverty . 
programs. Actual Hispanic participation in such programs, however, is almost uniformly 
lower than the expected participation, according to a summary issue brief compiled by the 
National Council of La Raza (Rodriguez, 1997).8 

For example, with respect to programs serving youth, instead of the "expected" 28% 
participation levels, Latinos constituted about 15 % of non-migrant, Head Start participants on 
the U.S. mainland in 1993; about 19% of participants in Job Training Partnership Act 
(JTPA) Youth Programs in 1994; about 16% of 1995 Job Corps partiCipants; approximately 
15 % of TRIO Higher Education Program participants in 1994; and less than 7 % of 
Apprenticeship/School-to-Work participants. . 

With respect to programs serving adults, in comparison to the "expected" 22 % participation 
levels, Hispanics constituted about 13 % of JTP A adult programs; 17.4 % of Medicaid 
recipients in 1995; 19% of Food Stamp recipients in 1995; 12% of housing assistance 
recipients in 1995; and less than 13 % of Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program 
participants (compared to the 17 % of AFDC recipients who were Latino). 

Although these data alone are not conclusive evidence of unlawful discrimination in the 
allocation of federal benefits and assistance, they at least raise serious questions about the 
extent to which federal resources are equitably distributed. I) 

III. Inequitable Allocation of Civil Rights Resources 

Despite the substantial discrimination faced by U.S. Latinos in employment and housing, and 
perhaps in the distribution of federal assistance, the record demonstrates that historically the 
federal civil rights enforcement infrastructure has not effectively protected Hispanics' civil 
rights. With respect to employment, an exhaustive analysis of data from the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) by the National Council of La Raza (NCLR) 
in 1993 (Gonzales, 1993) found that: . 
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• From FY 1985 through FY 1990, Hispanic charges alleging 
discrimination based on national origin accounted for only 4.2 % 
of the EEOC's caseload, while charges alleging discrimination 
based on race (Black), gender (female), and age, respectively, 
made up 31.6%,21.5%, and 17.9% of the caseload. 

• Over the same six-year period, lawsuits including a charge of . 
national origin.(Hispanic) discrimination were only 2% of the 
total number of lawsuits by basis filed by the EEOC. Lawsuits 
alleging charges of discrimination based on gender, age, and 
race made up 29%, 23%, and 17%, respectively, of the total 
EEOC lawsuits filed. 

• Hispanics routinely received significantly smaller average 
monetary awards in the few lawsuits litigated by the EEOC on 
their behalf. In 1990, for example, in the four suits based 
solely on national origin (Hispanic) discrimination, victims 
received an flverage of $5,796, compared to $29,228 for the 64 
suits alleging age discrimination,. $10,674 for the 55 suits 
alleging race (Black) discrimination, and $11,251 for the 82 
suits involving gender (female) discrimination. 

• From FY 1987 through FY 1990, EEOC reported the'resolution 
.of 48 major class action cases -­ 21 on behalf of victims of 
genc.~er (female) discrimination, 18 on behalf of age 
discrimination victims, and nine on behalf of Black victims; no 
major class actions were brought on behalf of Hispanic victims 

. during this four-year period. 10 

The situation with respect to housing discrimination is much the same. An early NCLR 
analysis of data from the division of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) at HUD 
found that, during the early 1980s, charges from Latinos typically constituted about 5% of 
FHEO's total caseload (Kamasaki, 1986). More recent data cited in NCLR Congressional 
testimony (Yzaguirre, 1994) reveal that: 

• 	 Over the FY 1989 to FY 1994 period, charges from Latinos 
ranged from a low of 2.8% to a high of 7.3%, in 1990 and 
1993, respectively, of the total FHEO caseload, compared to a 
low of 31.9% (1989) to a high of 46.8% (1994) of charges from 
African Americans. 

• 	 Over the same period, charges from Hispanics constituted 4.7% 
of the entire FHEO caseload, compared to charges filed by 
Blacks which constituted 40.6% of the caseload. 
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The authors note that NCLR's own analyses have suggested some cultural and institutional 
reasons which may partially explain the relatively low rate of charges filed by Hispanics. 
However, we also note that these factors are amenable to policy interventions, and note 
further that focus group research (Munoz, 1988; Luna and Perez, 1997) strongly suggests 
that a major -- and perhaps the major -- reason why Latinos who encounter discrimination 
tend not to file complaints is that they do not believe that civil rights enforcement agencies 
are likely to protect their rights. II Given this evidence, we argue that no reasonable person 
could credibly claim that Hispanics have enjoyed anything remotely resembling equitable 
treatment from the very federal government agencies charged with protecting their civil 
rights; as we wrote in 1992: . 

.. . for Hispanics, the current civil rights system is a sham. 
Indeed, if the civil rights enforcement system applied the same 
"disparate impact" standard it expects employers, realtors, and 
schools to adhere to, it would be forced to conclude that it is 
itself guilty of discrimination against the Hispanic community 
(Yzaguirre and Kamasaki, 1992). 

IV. Some Possible Explanations 

A. Overview 

The essential facts briefly summarized in this analysis have been known for at least a decade. 
The policy debate taking place on these issues, however, generally ignores perhaps the most 
intriguing question -- why, in the face of a growing body of social science evidence 
documenting discrimination against Latinos, growing poverty in the Hispanic community, 
and an active public debate on issues involving Latinos and other minorities, has there been 
so little attention to, and even fewer policy responses to address, what amounts to be a 
virtual complete failure of the federal enforcement infrastructure to protect the civil rights of 
a community that will soon become the nation's largest ethnic minority? 

While this symposium reflects the fact that some influential scholars and policy makers have 
begun to bring welcome attention to the civil rights crisis faced by the Hispanic community, . 
it, too, focuses principally on new and emerging policy developments rather than the 
fundamental question posed above. The authors believe that, notwithstanding the need to 
study and develop responses to address new and emerging policy developments affecting the 
civil rights of Hispanic Americans, the likelihood that appropriate policy responses actually 
will be adopted in response to such developments is dependent largely on whether the 
conditions which prevented the provision .of even basic civil rights protections to Latinos in 
the past are also identified and addressed. Toward that end, we discuss below some possible 
answers to the question posed above. 
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B. The "Problem is Exaggerated" Explanation 

A number of conservative scholars and advocates, joined, albeit with more subtlety, at times 
by otherwise "progressive" forces, have articulated a set of arguments which suggest that 
expanded civil rights enforcement efforts for Latinos are simply unnecessary. At its 
extreme, one conservative scholar has been known to suggest that because Hispanics are not 
a racial minority, they do not experience racial discrimination. He goes on to argue that, 
based on his. interpretation of the legislative history and intent of the civil rights laws, the 

'principal beneficiaries of civil rights enforcement and affirmative action should be African 
Americans; ergo, Latinos do not "deserve" special enforcement initiatives:2 Other, 
somewhat less extreme proponents of this view have suggested that while some modest level 
of discrimination against Latinos may exist, the social science research purporting to 
demonstrate significant housing and employment bias against Hispanics is exaggerated or 
methodologically flawed; is principally an artifact of high rates of Latino immigration (see 
below); is less deserving o(policy attention than discrimination faced by other groups; and/or 
that it is largely attributable to "group consciousness" promoted by civil rights groups 
themselves. Thus, according to this view, the discrimination experienced by Hispanics is not 
worthy of more, and may be alleviated by less, policy attention. 

The argument that no enforcement is necessary because discrimination against Latinos is not 
significant flies in the face of the above-cited evidence of discrimination. including survey 
research and empirical hiring and real estate audits. The argument that Hispanics do not 
experience "racial discrimination" because Hispanics are not a "race," strikes us as silly at 
best; it is in this context a classic example of a "distinction without a difference." 

Even the more serious methodological criticisms of the research advanced by these 
proponents are ultimately unpersuasive, for two reasons. First, they fail to address the fact 
that, taken together, the research documenting high levels of discrimination is quite robust. 
The fact that any single study has methodological weaknesses is not particularly compelling if 
other studies with somewhat different methodologies come to essentially the same 
conclusions. ll 

Second, the standard expressed by some of these critics is unreasoni:!bly high. While the 
question of "how much evidence is enough?" in order to justify policy intervention is an 
important one (Edley, 1993), for some critics, even evidence that a policy generated more 
than 100,000 new incidents of employment discrimination annually was insufficient to justify 
a reconsideration of that policy. 14 We conclude that, for most of these critics, no amount of 
evidence would ever be enough to justify any policy intervention in this area. 

C. The"Immigration" Explanation 

Some observers have suggested a variant of the explanation described in Section B, above, 

that focuses on immigration. They argue that the phenomenon of high Latino immigration 

largely explains either the appearance of significant discrimination against Hispanics, or the 
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lack of civil rights enforcement on behalf of Hispanics, or both." These observers note, for 
example, that previous European immigrant groups (e.g., Irish, Italians) experienced 
substantial discrimination, but that such discrimination was largely mitigated over time. 
lt is also argued that, even when discrimination occurs, because Latino immigrants are not 
knowledgeable about civil rights laws, perhaps fearful or wary of contact with the 
government, they fail to seek and are thus not entitled to redress. A variant of this argument 
suggests that new immigrants should not be afforded compensatory remedies such as 
affirmative action resulting from cenain civil rights enforcement actions. Thus, according to 
this perspective, because many Latinos (about 35% in the 1990 Census) are immigrants, 
some portion of the discrimination faced by Hispanics is transitory, the failure of the civil 
rights enforcement system to protect Latinos is based on their own failure to use the system 
properly, and in any event Hispanic immigrants are not entitled to cenain remedies including 
affirmative action. 15 

The "immigration explanation" perhaps has some merit, but not much. Indeed, some 
discrimination against Latinos may be based on immigration, "rather than national origin, 
status and may thus be viewed as transitory. Furthermore, it is undeniably true that many 
Hispanic immigrants may not be sufficiently knowledgeable about the civil rights" 
enforcement system to use it effectively. 

However, the argument has no explanatory power with respect to the two-thirds of Latinos 
who are native-born U.S. citizens. Moreover, as a group composed primarily of citizens 
who, despite their tenure in this country are widely perceived to be "foreign," a powerful 
argument can be made that immigration-based discrimination against Latinos is not transitory 
but permanent. One need look no further than the employment discrimination attributable to 
the employer sanctions provisions of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 
(IRCA) for substantiation of this claim. In the wake of IRCA's enactment, more than a 
dozen independent studies, including one by the General Accounting Office, concluded that 
nearly 900,000 employers adopted practices that discriminated against Latinos and others 
perceived to be "foreign" (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1990; Munoz, 1990). 

Regarding the correct argument that many foreign-born Latinos do not know how"to access 
the civil rights enforcement system, again we note this does not (or at least should not) apply 
to U.S. citizens and long-term residents. Ultimately, however, the argument is unpersuasive 
even with respect to newer immigrants because simple lack of knowledge is amenable to 
policy intervention through outreach programs, and because the system fails to work even for 
citizens and long-term residents (See Endnote 11). 

Depending on one's perspective, the argument that immigrants should not be eligible for 
affirmative action programs may be persuasive, although implementing such a restriction 
would be extraordinarily vexing. 16 In any event, it is difficult to stretch this argument to 
extend to basic civil rights protections as well. Should employers or landlords be allowed to 
discriminate openly against persons because they are immigrants? We think not, in part 
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because it is unlawful, but also because it would inevitably "spill-over" to affect U.S . 
. citizens as well, and because the moral case for doing so is weak at best. 

D. An"Accident ofHistory"? 

Perhaps the most benign explanation for the failure of the civil rights enforcement system to 
adequately protect the civil rights of Hispanics goes something like this: Although Latinos 
were involved in the civil rights movement, they were, or at least were perceived to be 
relatively minor players. 17 Historically, because discrimination against Hispanics was, or at 
least was perceived to be less formal and serious than that faced by African Americans, they 
lacked major institutions like civil rights organizations, professional associations, and 
colleges and universities to help generate, document, and support claims of discrimination, 
and to hold the government accountable. The rapid population growth of the Latino 
community, and the concomitant if not necessarily commensurate increase in community 
institutions and political power did not take place -- or at least was not recognized -- until 
sometime after the 1980 Census, which unfortunately coincided with the emergence of the 
"New Right" as a powerful political force and the beginning of a sustained attack on civil 
rights enforcement and affirmative action. With civil rights advocates in essentially a 
defensive posture during this period, there was simply no additional "political space" for 
major initiatives to protect the civil rights of Latinos. 

Thus, according to this explanation, it's not that any person or institution actually intended 
not to effectively serve Latinos, it sort of just happened; the confluence of a set of 
unfortunate historical, institutional, demographic, and political circumstances combined to 
prevent the kind of policy and program responses necessary to assure more effective 
protection of the civil rights of Hispanics. 

There is much merit to this hypothesis, at least until about the mid-1980 period. However, 
by that time, substantial social science research, some cited herein, was published which 
documented significant discrimination against Hispanics. Similarly, the results of the 1980 
Census -- the first Census to count Hispanics -- showed that the community was growing 
rapidly but also highlighted severe economic and social disadvantages. And while there is 
much truth in the notion that civil rights enforcement was under political attack in the 
Reagan-Bush era, it is also true that many major civil rights initiatives were enacted during 
that period. IS Moreover, if it were true that no "political space" existed to protect the rights 
of non-African Americans for historical reasons, then legislation to expand protections for 
persons with disabilities would not have been enacted, and the enforcement system would be 
as unresponsive to women and the elderly as it is to Latinos. Clearly, other factors are at 
work, as discussed below. 
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V. Conclusions 

A. A"Passive Conspiracy"? 

If none of the explanations listed above satisfactorily answers the fundamental question -­
why the current enforcement system fails to protect the civil rights of Hispanic Americans -­
then what is the answer? The authors have previously articulated one view that might be 
summarized as follows. It starts where the "Accident of History" hypothesis leaves off -­
with a civil rights enforcement system that for a variety of reasons never effectively served 
Latinos. However, we add that several conditions that might be termed a "passive 
conspiracy" worked to impede changes in policies, programs, and allocation of resources to 
address the growing Hispanic population. 

Initially, we note that Hispanics are severely underrepresented in the federal workforce 
overall, as well as within the civil rights enforcement agencies themselves (see Kamasaki and 
Yzaguirre, 1994-95; Merit Systems Protection Board, 1997). Moreover, until recently, 
Latinos lacked the political clout to effectively command attention by policy makers. 
Furthermore, we suggest that, notwithstanding the relative absence of merit to the "Problem 
is Exaggerated" and "Immigration" explanations discussed above, the attention these 
arguments receive in the press and policy debates provide comfortable rationalizations for 
those otherwise disinclined to take affirmative steps to improve civil rights enforcement on 
behalf of the Hispanic community. 

As a result, there is in effect a tacit, but conscious, acceptance of the status quo. We call 
this phenomenon a "passive conspiracy" because we do not believe that policy makers or 
civil rights enforcement officials actually get together to plan and design programs and 
policies to assure that Latino civil rights remain unprotected. Rather, we believe that, given 
the circumstances, the combination of simple inertia, the fact that improving services to 
Latinos would require some difficult resource allocation choices, the relative absence of 
sanctions for failing to equitably protect Hispanics, and the multiplicity of rationalizations 
and defenses available, have made and continue to make it politically acceptable to simply 
ignore the issue. 

We note above that inequities in the distribution of federal assistance, services, and benefits 
follows a similar pattern, and may be similarly explained. When the failure to fully include 
Latino interests is the rule rather than the exception with respect to the federal government, 
and not just confined to the narrow area of civil rights enfor<;:ement, we believe it likely that 
something other than a benign set of unfortunate circumstances (the "Accident of History") is 
responsible. 
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B. A "Paradigm Lost"? 

But if the "Accident of History" 'hypothesis is too benign, then perhaps the I~Passive 
Conspiracy" explanation has the opposite problem. We previously have argued quite 
forcefully that many in the civil rights community are either unwilling or unable to live up to 
the shared values of the civil rights movement (Kamasaki and Yzaguirre, 1994-95; Yzaguirre 
and Kamasaki, 1992). While we do not regret seeking to hold policy makers and our 
colleagues in the civil rights community accountable to uphold our shared standards and 
values, we are unsatisfied with the "Passive Conspiracy" as an exclusive or even principal 
explanation of the problem. One reason is that our experience confirms that at least some 
people of good will are willing to do the right thing if they're convinced it's right, even if 
it's hard to do; we think most policy makers and our colleagues in the civil rights community 
are people of good will. So again, the question recurs -- why this persistent lack of attention 
to Latino concerns? ' 

We believe, in short, that the "Accidents of History" have not been overcome, and that the 
"Passive Conspiracy" survives, because many in the civil rights and policy-making 
community, as well as the general public, are largely unaware of the scope and degree of 
discrimination against Hispanics, and are equally unaware of the virtual complete failure of 
the civil rights enforcement system to address such discrimination. Although this 
underscores the continuing need to scholars and advocates to continue to develop and 
disseminate information about Latinos, the problem is not so much the lack of information 
but the inability to "process" the information that is already quite widely available. 

The principal issue, we believe, is that the Hispanic experience in this country exists outside 
,the most widely understood paradigm about race. The traditional "black-white" paradigm 
rests on two concepts. The first is the legacy of slavery; the second is the "demarcation 
line" of skin color. In this paradigm, the rationale for discrimination has its roots in the 
practice of Slavery, and the continuing basis for discrimination is skin color. For Latinos, 
however, the rationale for discrimination has its roots in' conquest -- the acquisition of 
California and the American Southwest, possessions formerly held by Mexico in 1848; and 
Puerto Rico (and for a time, Cuba and the Philippines), from Spain after the Spanish- ' 
American War in 1898. The continuing basis for discrimination against Hispanics includes 
skin color in some cases, but also includes culture -- characteristics such as surname, 
language, and speech accent. 19 

The two concepts underlying the "Latino paradigm" -- conquest and culture -- thus fOrin the 
basis for past and continuing discrimination. More importantly for this discussion, because 
policy makers, the public, and even many of our colleagues in the civil rights community are 
unaware of or do not fully understand this paradigm, they lack both the philosophical and 
moral rationale to undertake and the pragmatic expertise to implement clear, effective policy 
responses to address discrimination against Latinos. In the starkest terms, when it comes to 
the Latino civil rights crisis, most Americans -- with an able assist from the media, which 
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consistently ignores or distorts portrayals of the condition of Hispanic Americans (Navarrete 
and Kamasaki, 1994) -- just "don't get it. "20 

If this hypothesis is correct, it has powerful explanatory value for those seeking to reconcile 
the existence of enormous discrimination on the one hand, and the failure of those 
responsible for addressing such discrimination to do much about it on the other hand. It 
helps explain why critics who blithely assert in the face of massive amounts of social science 
research that discrimination against Hispanics is simply not a serious problem are not widely 
dismissed and ridiculed. It helps explain why Latinos are pigeon-holed into outmoded 
paradigms which do not apply. It helps explain why the "Accidents of History" have not 
been reversed, and why the "Passive Conspiracy" remains alive and well. 

C. The Challenge 

If our analysis is accurate, advocates for policy interventions to address discrimination 
against Latinos face a formidable challenge. We need to go beyond merely documenting the 
size and scope of the problem, framing and analyzing policy options, and promoting and 
mobilizing support for the most promising interventions; while all of these are necessary, 
they are insufficient to address the problem unless the underlying rationale for doing so is 
better understood by policy makers and the public. Thus, a major challenge facing us is to 
help create not just the "political space" but the "intellectual space" necessary to identify, 
promote, enact, and implement serious, effective responses to address the Latino civil rights 

. crisis. 

Moreover, we need to go beyond simply explaining and promoting the "Latino paradigm." 
An exclusive focus on promoting one paradigm risks alienating not just the majority 
community but many of our potential allies within the civil rights community as well. In this 
connection, we recognize the need to characterize the "Latino paradigm" as one that is 
intended to complement, and not replace or supersede, the more familiar "melting pot," 
"black-white," and "immigrant" paradigms. As we indicated to the President's Initiative on 
Race, we need to help shape a new paradigm that " .. .is sufficiently broad to encompass the 
condition of all Americans, and our relationships to each other" (National Council of La 
Raza, 1997). 

We conclude with a plea for urgency. Discrimination against Latinos in the housing and 
labor markets, and in the distribution of federal assistance (and in other areas, e.g., 
education), is offensive to the principle of equal opportunity, and immediate and firm policy 
intervention is justified wholly on that basis. 

But equally important, there is substantial social science research that links discrimination 
with much of the growing and persistent poverty in the Hispanic community (National 
Council of La Raza. 1997a). Furthermore, such research demonstrates that even modest 
reductions in discrimination hold the potential for significant improvements in the economic 
status of Latinos in the U.S. (Perez and Martinez, 1993). Finally, we note that the failure of 
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the federal government to do more to assure equitable distribution of services and benefits 
further exacerbates the poverty by reducing Hispanic access to educational and job training 
programs which can help promote economic opportunity. At a time when the Hispanic 
poverty rate has reached record levels in both relative and absolute terms, improving the 
responsiveness of the civil rights enforcement system to address d,iscrimination against 
Latinos is thus not just a moral obligation but an economic imperative. 
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ENDNOTES 


1. The authors are President and Senior Vice President, respectively, of the National CounCil of La Raza. In 
preparing this brief comment, the authors relied heavily on previous research and analysis carried out by many 
past and present colleagues at NCLR; most of these are listed in the References which follow. Special thanks to 
Carmen Joge, Civil Rights Policy Analyst, and Concepcion Romero, Administrative Assistant, who compiled 
many of the source materials cited herein for a prior submission to the President's Initiative on Race. Policy 
Analyst Lillian Hirales assisted in editing this comment; Deputy Vice President Lisa Navarrete also provided 
helpful insights. The authors regret that time constraints prevented extending this analysis to cover other aspects 
of discrimination, particularly with respect to education. . 

This analysis was made possible in part by the Ford Foundation, the John D. and Catherine T. 
MacArthur Foundation, through its support of NCLR's Policy Analysis Center, and the Rockefeller Foundation, 
through its support of NCLR's Hispanic Employment Policy Project. The views and opinions expressed do not . 
necessarily represent those of any NCLR funders. 

2. Verdugo, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, James, Carnoy, et. aI., and Melendez estimated based on 
survey research that after holding key variables constant, employment discrimination may be responsible for 
10%-50% of the Hispanic-White "wage gap,~ with the lower bound based on Hispanic male-White male 
comparisons and the upper bound based on Hispanic female-White male comparisons. Reimers estimated that 
Hispanic males earn 5 % less than equally qualified White counterparts, a figure consistent with the other studies 
cited. DeFreitas found, also based on survey research, that Hispanics had a higher probability of experiencing 
unemployment than similarly qualified Whites. 

3. It should be noted that a 1991 study in the Denver metropolitan area involving both White-Hispanic and 
White-African American paired testers did not find statistically significant levels of employment discrimination 
(James and DelCastillo, 1991). See Fix and Struyk (1993) for a discussion of possible methodological 
explanations for the differences between these and the Urban Institute's studies. 

4. Compare, for example, results produced by Cross, et. aI. (1990) regarding job discrimination against 
Latinos with those reported by Turner, et. aI. (1991) regarding employment discrimination against African 
Americans. While hardly definitive, the net negative differential treatment for the two groups as reported by 
the .Urban Institute's similar sets of hiring audits (Cross, et. aI., 1990 and Turner, et. aI., 1991) is as follows: 

Net Unfavorable Treatment 

By Group and Stage of Hiring Process' 


B1acklWhite Hispanic! Anglo 
Audit (%) Audit (%) 

Application 2 4 

Interview 6 16 

Job Offer 4 16 

Source: Adapted from Mincy (1993). 

Were these data interpreted at face value and presumed to be nationally representative (which the authors would 
admit is a "stretch") one might conclude that Latinos encounter hiring discrimination at a rate three times higher 
than that faced by African Americans. While we do not proffer this argument, we do conclude that, at least in 



these markets (Chicago and San Diego), the scope and degree of hiring discrimination experienced by Latinos is 
at least of the same order of magnitude as that experienced by African Americans. As Mincy (1993) noted: 

Overall, the audit results show that blacks and Hispanics experience roughly 
equal treatment at the application stage; but at subsequent stages black, and 
especially Hispanic, applicants are more likely to encounter unfavorable 
treatment. 

5. The actual "net differential" in treatment attributable to discrimination as estimated by the authors and the 
Department varied by location and type of discrimination; there also have been a variety of methodological 
questions raised about the Housing Discrimination Survey. Some would argue that the cited figures amount to 
an upper bound of the level of housing discrimination faced by Latinos. 

6. These studies and others mentioned in this section are discussed in somewhat more detail in Raul Yzaguirre, 
"Testimony for Oversight Hearing on Fair Housing,· House Hearings: Oversight of the Office 'of Fair Housing 
and Equal Opponuniry, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights, 
September 28, 1994. 

7. With respect to real estate audits, a 1982 HUD-funded study in Denver, for example, found that 
discrimination against Latinos was substantially lower than that faced by Blacks in the same market, while a 
1981 telephone survey in Boston found essentially equal levels of discrimination. Similarly, the Fair Housing 
Council of Greater Washington found in one 1997 test that discrimination against Latinos was higher than that 
experienced by African Americans, and found the reverse in a second test. The Housing Discrimination Survey 
found that. overall, discrimination faced by Blacks was slightly higher than that experienced by Hispanics, 
although the results varied by market and levels of discrimination faced by the two groups overall' were 
comparable. 

Various analyses of HMDA data have also produced diverse results. Some studies have found 

substantially higher mortgage denial rates for African Americans than for Latinos, while others have found 

essentially similar denial rates. The results of the relatively few audits on homeowner insurance have also 

produced diverse results. 


8. Data in this section were calculated and/or compiled by NCLR from public sources; see Rodriguez, 1997. 

9. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination in the distribution of federal financial 
assistance, services, and benefits. Absent evidence of intentional discrimination, at least two additional sets of 
facts would need to be demonstrated for each specific program before any conclusive finding of discrimination 
under Title VI could be made. First, the disparity in assistance, benefits, or services would have to be 
attributable to a specific federal policy or practice 'that has a disparate impact on Latinos. Thus, if benefits were 
made uniformly available to all groups and.some eligible Latinos simply chose not to apply (as may be the case 
with respect to some entitlement programs), then no finding of disparate impact would be made . 

. Second, the specific policy or practice would be analyzed, under traditional disparate impact analysis. 

to determine whether "program necessity" justified the existence ofthe practice. e.g., whether "educational 

necessity" required that traditional (read: non-Latino) providers of TRIO programs be given preference in the 

distribution of program funds. . 


Having said that, the fact that Latinos are underrepresented, in virtually all federal programs, regardless 
.of type, nature, or purpose, would seem to suggest that something other than mere coincidence is taking place, 
as discussed later in the text. ' . 



10. The data cited above, based on NCLR calculations of EEOC data, are reported in Gonzales, 1993. 

11. The absence of knowledge about and understanding of the civil rights enforcement system, language 
barriers, and certain cultural factors undoubtedly affect the proclivity of Hispanics to file civil rights complaints; 
NCLR's focus group research has documented that these factors indeed deter many Latinos from filing formal 
discrimination complaints. Having acknowledged that, the authors would make three points. First, these same 
factors can be addressed through ·effective outreach and public education programs targeted to Latinos. Second, 
even where enforcement agencies have greater discretion to proactively pursue cases on behalf of Latinos 
without awaiting formal charges, they have failed to do so. Third, our focus group research also demonstrates 
profound mistrust among Latinos of the government overall and of civil rights enforcement agencies in 
particular, a mistrust that seems to be well-placed given such agencies' records. Put another way, if the 
agencies demonstrated a greater propensity to vigorously enforce the civil rights laws on behalf of Hispanics, 
then one would expect a concomitant increase in the proclivity of Latinos to enlist such agencies' help in 
seeking redress for acts of discrimination. ' 

12. Peter Skerry is perhaps the most forceful exponent of this view. Skerry's argument is almost a caricature 
of the "ivory tower" view of academic studies. Because the empirical research documenting discrimination 
against Latinos does not fit his racial paradigm, Skerry argues, we should ignore the real world evidence 
because it does not fit his theoretical model. Moreover, the somewhat tortured attempt to point to the legislative 
history of the civil rights laws ignores the plain language of the relevant statutes, which clearly state that 
discrimination on the basis of national origin is prohibited. 

13. With respect to the survey research (Verdugo, 1982; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1982; James, 
1982; DeFreitas, 1985; Reimers, 1985; Carnoy, et. al., 1990, and Melendez, 1991), for example, some of the 
studies control for region, others do not. Some control for a single broad measure of educational attainment; 

, others use multiple variables. 	 Some studies control for occupation by using an industry breakdown (e.g., 
agriculture, mining, retail), while others cite occupational status (e.g., white collar, blue collar). One study 
controls for marital status, others do not. Despite this diversity, all of the cited survey research studies 
conclude that discrimination accounts for between 10%-20% of the Hispanic male-White male wage gap and 
30%-50% of the Hispanic female-White male wage gap, or have findings consistent with these conclusions. 

With respect to hiring audits, with the single anomaly of the Denver study (James and DelCastillo, 
1991), the audits in Washington, D.C. (Bendick, et. al., 1992), Chicago, and San Diego (Cross, et. al., 1990) 
show a consistent pattern: about Latino testers experienced net, negative treatment 'about 20% of the time, 
compared to Anglo testers. With respect to the real estate audits, perhaps the most interesting pattern is that the 

.. 	 Housing Discrimination Survey (Turner, et. al., 1991) showed consistently higher levels of housing 
discrimination against Latinos than previous, less carefully-designed tests. 

14: See, for example. Kamasaki. 1993. Critics of the General Accounting Office (GAO) study on 
discrimination related to employer sanctions argued that methodological weaknesses in the GAO's study 
invalidated its finding of a "widespread pattern" ofdiscrimination attributable to the 1986 immigration law. 
(GAO found that at least 891,000 employers had' adopted discriminatory practices as a result of the employer 
sanctions provisions of the 1986 law.) We argued that in 1993 that, even if these, critics' arguments were 
accepted, and each of the alleged methodological problems reduced the discrimination attributable to employer 
sanctions by a factor of 50%, that the result would be at least 111,375 net. new discriminatory incidents 
annually. 

15. The authors note that most of these observers conveniently ignore substantial evidence that significant levels 
of employment discrimination against Latinos are attributable to attempts to enforce the immigration laws, ' 
affecting both immigrants and citizens perceived to be immigrants (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1990; 
Munoz, 1990). A related issue is the extent to which highly-charged public debates about immigration policy 



and the use of immigration as a political "wedge issue" are themselves responsible for civil rights violations 
against Latinos and/or the failure of the civil rights enforcement sy~tem to equitably enforce the laws on their 
behalf. 

16. Among other issues, the apparent moral power of the argument is not apparent with respect to long-term 
immigrants and naturalized citizens, who presumably have resided in the U.S. long enough to have experienced 
discrimination and thus ought to be considered as deserving of remedial action. Moreover, the mere existence 
of such distinctions. we believe. could generate employer sanctions-like responses, i.e., native-born Latinos 
being excluded from affirmative action programs because they are incorrectly perceived to be immigrants. 

17. The "civil rights movement," in this context, might be termed the "black civil rights movement.· There is 
a long history of civil rights activism within the Latino community. . 

18. These included, for example, the Civil Rights Restoration Act reversing the Grove City decision; the Fair 
Housing Amendments Act of 1988, which strengthened the enforcement system and extended Title VIII 
coverage to families with children and persons with disabilities; redress for Japanese American internees; the 
Americans with Disabilities Act; expansion of the Home Mongage Disclosure Act (FIRREA); expansion of 
language assistance under and extension of the Voting Rights Act; etc. In addition, attempts to repeal or 
weaken affirmative action, the appointment of several federal judges perceived to be "anti-civil rights," and 
similar measures were defeated. 

19. Similarly, as noted in the text, the "immigrant" paradigm in which Latinos are often pigeon-holed does not 
satisfactorily explain the Hispanic condition in the U.S. Moreover. because it reinforces the notion that 
Hispanics are "foreign," in many respects it also reinforces the legacy of conquest -- the idea that Latinos are 
"outsiders" no matter how deep their roots in this country. Funhermore, it provides "permission" to 
discriminate based on cenain characteristics -- surname, language, and speech accent -- that are inextricably 
linked to national origin. 

20. Although well beyond the scope of this brief comment, the role of the media in both perpetuating 
stereotypes which form the basis for discrimination and failing to promote public understanding of the condition 
of Latinos in the U.S. is enormously imponant. 
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Dear Ms. EcffiiVbte: 
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On behalf of the National Council of La Raza (NCLR), I write to share some information 
with you regarding Hispanic poverty, a serious and growing problem for both the Hispanic 
community and the nation as a whole. As you may know, recent data from the Census 
Bureau show that the poverty rate of Hispanics -- soon to be the largest minority group in the 
nation -- has reached 30.3%, a rate which is now higher than that of African Americans. 
Almost one in every three Hispanics and, equally, troublesome, two in every five Latino 
children, are poor. 

For at least a decade, NCLR has been documenting and calling attention to the issue of 
growing poverty in the Latino community. Our research has shown that poverty is a 
complicated issue for Latinos as well as for other population groups. Many factors 
contribute to the persistence of poverty within the Latino community, including low 
education levels, the decline of decent-paying blue-collar jobs, and the generally poor status 
of Latino immigrants. . 

The data suggest that Hispanic poverty can largely be explained by the socioeconomic status 
of four groups: 

• 	 The "working poor." Census data show that Hispanic men have the highest labor 

force participation rate of any group of workers, yet because of their inadequate 

preparation for the current labor market, Hispanics are a significant segment of the 

U.S. working poor. These working, low earners include not only immigrants, but 
also second-, third-, and fourth-generation Hispanics. 

• 	 Mainland Puerto Ricans. Partly because of the decline in manufacturing jobs (an 
industry in which Puerto Rican workers were concentrated); changes in family 
structure, and the uneven labor force activity of Puerto Rican women, the poorest of 
all ,Latino subgroups are U.S. citizens by birth. 
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. • 	 Female-headed households. An increase over the past two decades in families headed 
by single women, due to both divorce and unwed childbearing, has affected all 
groups, including Latinos. These families tend to be poor partly because of: one 
(usually low) income; low child support receipt rates; lack of high-quality, low-cost 
child care; and lack of health benefits common in low-wage work. 

• 	 Children. An especially important segment of the poverty population is Latino 
children. Currently, 40% of Latino children in the U.S. are poor. One of the 
consequences of child poverty including dropping out of school -- which perpetuates 
poverty. Poor Latino children also face other threats, including illness (since many 
live in families which lack health insurance); high rates of teenage pregnancy; and 
overall poor future outcomes. Also, while many might believe that poor Latino 
children are mainly immigrants, it is Puerto Ricans who have the highest child 
poverty rate (56 %). Child poverty has grown even among Cuban children: from 
1989 to 1993, their poverty increased by more than 50%, from 17.7% to 27.0%. 

Moreover, while many point to immigration as the sole or principal explanation for Latino 

poverty, almost two-thirds of Hispanics are U.S.-born. In fact, analyses of the Census 

indicate that, even when foreign-born Latinos are removed entirely from the data, 

native-born Hispanics are three times more likely than Whites to be poor. 


We believe that Hispanic poverty can be reduced through a sustained commitment from every 
sector and level of society. NCLR has developed a body of data, research, and knowledge 
regarding Hispanic families and their socioeconomic status, and is eager to work with the 
Administration to identify, develop, and implement appropriate public policy responses. We 
have enclosed for your review a sampling of NCLR poverty-related materials. We would 
appreciate the opportunity to meet with you to discuss these concerns in more detail. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/ ­. 	 ~.----
Raul Yzaguirre 

President 
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The Fair Housing Act: 

ALatino Perspective 

Raul Yzaguirre 
National Council of La Raza 

Laura Arce 
National Council of La Raza 

Charles Kamasaki 
National Council of La Raza 

The 30th anniversary of the Fair Housing Act is a bittersweet occasion for Hispanics. I It 
represents an important milestone in the Nation's journey toward the ideal of equal oppor~ 
tunity for all. However, a review of the legislation's history reveals that, for too long, 
housing discrimination against the Hispanic community has been unjustifiably ignored. 

In this article, we review briefly the importance of fair housing to the Hispanic commu­
nity, discuss emerging research documenting the scope and degree of housing discrimina­
tion against Latinos, describe recent developments in Federal enforcement of the Act on 
behalf of Hispanics, and conclude with a few recommendations. 

Many working-class and low-income Latinos face severe problems in obtaining "safe, 
sanitary, and decent" housing. Recent research shows that Hispanics are more likely than 
other American's to live in substandard housing and to experience overcrowding. The 
percentage of Latinos with "worst case housing needs"2 has risen dramatically in recent 
years. The link between low income and housing deprivation is well-established. Indeed, 
Hispanics now have the dubious distinction of being the poorest of Americans. Thirty 
percent of Latinos live below the Federal poverty level compared with 29 percent of 
African-Americans and II percent of Whites.3 Datil. (National Council of La Raza, 1995) 
reveal that Hispanics are about twice as likely as Whites with similar resourc~s to be 
inadequately housed and more than three times as likely to live in overcrowded 
conditions. 

Low incomes alone cannot explain completely the housing conditions in which many 
Latino families live. Clearly, factors other than income are at ieast partially responsible 
for the housing deprivation experienced by many Hispanics. Undoubtedly, .one of these' 
factors is unlawful housing discrimination. 

Beginning in the early 1980s the National Council of La Raza (NCLR) and other advo­
cates called for greater policy attention to the problem of housing discrimination against 
Latinos, Citing anecdotal evidence and a small but compelling body of research, these 
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advocates called for more outreach to the Hispanic community on fair housing issues and 
greater proactive efforts by Federal enforcement agencies.4 These efforts initially were 
unsuccessful. However, in recent years, they appear to have resulted in heightened policy 
attention to, and stepped-up enforcement efforts on behalf of, Hispanics. 

Early Hispanic-Focused Research 
Early studies on housing discrimimltion often did not include data on Latinos. When the 
studies did include this data, the findings were often inconclusive. Some early findings 
suggested that discrimination against Hispanics was less severe than discrimination faced 
by African-Americans.s Later studies, based on a somewhat standardized methodology 
using carefully matched, paired testers, increasingly showed that Hispanics and African­
Americans experienced the same degree of housing discrimination in most housing markets. 

In 1988 NCLR published Hispanic Housing Crisis, the first comprehensive study of 
housing issues facing Latinos. This study outlined the findings of many early housing 
discrimination studies addressing the effects of discrimination on Hispanics seeking 
housing. Some of the key findings of this research follow. 

In 1979 HUD conducted its first research on the extent of housing discrimination against 
by Hispanics by including one Hispanic site (Dallas) in a multistate national survey. Ini­
tially, researchers in the Dallas study assumed that Hispanics faced a lower incidence of 
discrimination than African-Americans for two reasons: Hispanics made up a smaller. 
portion of the population than African-Americans and HiSpanic renters had higher in­
comes than African-American renters. However, the study findings proved otherwise. 
According to those findings, a dark·skinned Mexican-American had a 96·percent chance 
of experiencing at least one instance of discrilnination. For light-skinned Mexican­
Americans, the chance of encountering discrimination was 65 percent. Dark-skinned 
Mexican-Americans were more than twice as likely to experience discriminatio~ than 
African-Americans or light-skinned Mexican-Americans. Dark-skinned Mexican­
Americans were more likely than' either African-Americans or light-skinned Mexican­
Americans to receive less favorable lease terms and conditions. (U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 1979).· . .. . 

In 1981 HUD funded a telephone survey of selected Boston .feat estate agents who adver· 
tised housing units for .rent. Three callers conducted 42 test calls. One caller could be 
identified by voice as White, one as Black, and one as Hispanic. In all 42 tests, White 
callers were invited to see a unit. In 31 of the 42 calls, Black and Hispanic callers were 
informed that no units were. available. During 23 of 47 site visits, White testers were 
shown units.while Black and Hispanic testers were told that nothing was available (U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1983). 

. . 

In 1982 HUD funded a Denver study that used White and Latino auditors to test the inci­
dence·of housing discrimination against Hispanics in the sales market. The study reported 
that Whites and Hispanics received significantly different information from real estate 
agents. When inquiring about homes available in a given community, 60 percent of His­
panic auditors were told there was notPing else available, while only 31 percent of White 
auditors were so informed. white auditors were offered considerably more information in 
their home search than were Hispanic auditors. 

The incidence of housing discrimination in Denver was found to be more prevaIent in the 
sales market than in the rental market. However, some differences intreatrnent did occur 
in the rental market. For example, Hispanic auditors were twice as likely as White audi· 
tors to be told that ad~ertised units were no longer available, and twice as likely as White 
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auditors not to be told of other available units. However, the findings were not statistically 
significant in either case due to small sample sizes (Colorado Civil Rights Division, 
1983). . 

In 1986 a HUD-funded study in Phoenix found evidence of discrimination against 
African-American and Hispanic renters. In 13 percent of the cases, African-Americans 
and Hispanics were charged higher rents than Whites, while Whites were given rental 
inducements (City of Phoenix, 1986). 

These early studies were the first to document incidences of discrimination against His­
panic renters and homebuyers and paved the way for future housing discrimination stud­
ies. Subsequent researcn has tended to include appropriate samples of Hispanics, thus 
documenting with greater precision the scope and degree of housing discrimination faced 
by Hispanic homebuyers and renters. 

Latino Housing Discrimination: Recent Findings 
In 1989 HUD sponsored the Housing Discrimination Survey, a national fair housing stu9Y 
audit conducted by the Urban Institute. This survey was based on 3,800 fair housing au­
dits conducted in 40 metropolitan areas using teams consisting of one White and one· 
minority tester. In each metropolitan area, team members responded separately to ran­
domly selected newspaper advertisements and tracked their experiences with real estate 
and rental agents. The survey reported a 56 percent discrimination rate for Hispanic 
homebuyers and 50 percent for Hispanic renters (Turner, 1991). 

The Housing Discrimination Survey was the first large-scale endeavor of its kind to in­
clude many Hispanic testers and to be conducted in multiple markets. The study validated 
what Latino and civil rights practitioners and smaller scale studies had been saying: His­
panics experience the same magnitude of housing discrirrunation as African-Americans. 
Several other local and regional studies reported similar findings. 

In 1995 the Fair Housing Council of Fresno County, California, conducted its first rental 
audit to document and quantify the incidence of discrimination against Hispanic, Asian, 
and African-American renters in the Greater Fresno area. The study was based on 58 
paired tests conducted in northern Fresno County and the city of Clovis. According to 1990 
census figures, the city is less than 5 percent minority, while the county as a whole is 49 
percent minority. The study found a 77-percent rate of discrimination against Hispanic 
renters seeking housing in predominantly White neighborhoods compared with 74 percent 
for African-Americans and none for Asian-Americans. The incidence of discrimination in 
these neighborhoods was 100 percent for Hispanic families with children seeking rental 
housing, while it was 80 percent and 50 percent, respectively, for African-American and 
Asian families with children (Fair Housing Council of Fresno County, 1995). 

In 1997 the San Antonio Fair Housing Council conducted a rental audit of the San Anto­
nio metropolitan area utilizing 66 paired testers who conducted surveys throughout the 
city of San Antonio and Bexar County. The study found that Hispanic renters faced dis­
crimination 52 percent of the time when seeking housing and received differential treat­
ment in lease terms and conditions (51 percent); information on availability (21 percent); 
a facially discriminatory policy (14 percent); access to appointments (7 percent); and 
access to rental application (7 percent) (San Antonio Fair Housing Council, 1997). 

That same year, the Fair Housing Council of Greater Washington conducted audits of 
housing discrimination in the Washington-area rental and real estate sales markets. The 
rental housing study found that the incidence of discrimination was 37 percent against 
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, Latino renters and 44 percent against African·American renters (Fair Housing Council of 
Greater Washington, 1997a). The real estate sales study found that Hispanic homebuyers 
experienced discrimination 42 percent of the time while African·American homebuyers 
faced discrimination 33 percent of the time (Fair Housing Council of Greater Washington, 
1997b). 

Other Housing-Related Discrimination 
While direct housing discrimination is a large problem in the Hispanic community. 

Latinos also face many other forms of housing discrimination, including lending dis· 

crimination, insurance redlining, and unequal access to credit. . 


Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data have shown differences in mortgage loan 
denial rates among Whites, African-Americans, and Hispanics. Low·income Whites (69 
percent) were about as likely as moderate-income Hispanics (68 percent) to obtain a mort­
gage, according to 1990 HMDA data, which also showed that low· income Whites had 
Significantly greater approval rates than upper income Hispanics for refinancing and home 
improvement loans. A 1993 study of 1991 HMDA data showed that denial rates for mort· 
gage loan applications were 50 percent higher for Latinos than for Whites of equal in­
comes (Avery, Sniderman, and Beeson, 1993). 

For years banks and other mortgage lenders have attributed these inequities to differences 
in credit histories, asserting that African-Americans and Hispanics have poorer credit 
ratings overall. However, a 1992 study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston found that, 
holding credit histories equal,' Hispanics and African-Americans were still 60 percent 
more likely to be turned down for a mortgage loan than their White counterparts (Munnell 
et al., 1992). . 

, In 1992 the California Reinvestment Committee conducted a study on the lending records 
of California's largest mortgage lenders. This study found that, overall, Latinos fared 
better than did African-Americans but much worse than Whites when seeking mortgage 
loans. However, it also found that the total number ofIoan applications received from' 
Latinos decreased by 16 percentfrom 1992 to 1993. Latinos who did apply for mortgage 
loans were twice as likely as Whites to have their application rejected (California Rein­
vestment Committee, 1995). . 

One often-ignored form of potential discrimination relates to the distribution of Federal 
housing assistance. BecaiIse Hispanics constitute about 23 percent of all poor families, 
and because Federal housing assistance is means·tested, one might expect that Latinos 
would constitute about 23 percent of families receiving Federal housing assistance: How .... 
ever, actual participation data reveal that Hispanics are severely underrepresented among 
Federal housing assistance recipients. For example, in 1996 Hispanics constituted less 
than 16 percent of renters living in public housing (13 percent), or receiving tenant·based 
Section 8 (13 percent) and project·based Section 8 (10 percent) assistance (U.S. Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 1996). 

These national Federal housing assistance data mask even more dramatic disparities in 
certain large metropolitan areas (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
1997). Other factors, such as the rapid growth· of the Hispanic population at a time of 
contraction in Federal housing assistance~ are clearly responsible for some of this dispar-' 
ity. However, focus group research and other data strongly suggest that discrimination in 
the distribution of housing assistance also plays arole (Luna and Perez, 1997). One com· 
pelling example of the discrimination hypothesis was presented by Latinos United, a 
coalition of community groups in Chicago that filed 'suit against HUD and the Chicago 
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Housing Authority alleging both intentional and disparate impact discrimination against 
Hispanics in the distribution of housing assistance in that city. 

In 1998 the Fair Housing Council of Greater Washington conducted an audit of race and 
national origin discrimination in the Washington area's mortgage lending market. The 
audit of almost 50 of the area's largest volume lenders used similarly situated African­
American, Latino, and White testers, controlling for income. The study found the inci­
dence of discrimination was 48 percent for Latinos and 37 percent for African-Americans 
(Fair Housing Council of Greater Washington, 1998). ' 

Insurance discrimination is another problem faced by Hispanic homeowners, although 
relatively little research has been conducted in this area. In 1994 the National Fair Hous­
ing Alliance (NFHA) conducted a number of neighborhood tests in four cities and uncov-· 
ered disturbing findings. For example, Hispanic testers seeking homeowners insurance in 
Chicago experienced discrimination in 95 percent of their encounters with insurance 
agents (Tisdale, Smith, and Cloud, 1994). In 1994 the Texas State Office of Public Insur­
ance Counsel conducted a review of homeowners insurance redlining guidelines used in 
six Texas markets (Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Lubbock, Houston, and San Antonio). The 
study concluded that the greater the concentration of Latinos and other· minorities i,n a 
community, the less likely that an owner-occupied home in that community will be cov~ 
ered by standard homeowners insurance (Kincaid, 1994). 

Latino Housing Discrimination: Fair Housing and Equal 
Opportunity Complaint Case Load. 
Until the 1990s Hispanics were severely underrepresented in the Office of Fair Housing 
and Equal Opportunity's (FHEO's) housing discrimination case load, despite advocate 
claims of and emerging research substantiating the high incidence of discrimination faced 
by Hispanic renters and homebuyers. Throughout most of the 1980s, complaints filed by 
Hispanics constituted less than 7 percent of the total FHEO case load. At this time His­
panics constituted between 7 percent and 9 percent of the total population and a much 
higher percentage of those protected by Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968.6 

The Federal enforcement record has improved dramatically in recent years. Between 1992 
and 1993 the case load for discrimination complaints based on national origin increased 
by 32.8 percent. Hispanics now account for almost 10 percent of the FHEO caseload,7 a 
figure that is approximately equal to their percentage of the U.S. population but lower 
than the percentage of All persons covered by Title VIII. Several factors account for 
HUD's improved performance. 

• 	 The growing body of evidence documenting substantial discrimination against 
Latinos may have encouraged more vigorous enforcement. Public awareness of this 
discrimination has been heightened by the release of Housing Discrimination Survey: 
A Synthesis in 1991 and policymaker attention to a growing and increasingly power­
ful Hispanic community. 

• 	 The emergence of the National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) and new Federal 
funding to support private fair housing groups8led to increased Latino-focused en­
forcement activity. This increased activity was due, in large part, to NFHA's strong' 
commitment to include Hispanics. For example, NFHA and NCLR collaborated in a 
series of outreach, enforcement, and advocacy activities throughout the early- and 
mid-1990s. In addition, NFHA nurtured a number of newly formed Latino-focused· 
fair housing groups during this period. 

Cityscape 165 



," 


Yzaguirre, Arae, and Kamasaki 

• 	 With the appointment of Housing Secretary Henry Cisneros in 1993, NCLR and 

other fair housing advocates sensed a substantial increase in policy attention to fair 

housing in general, and enf9rcement efforts on behalf of Hispanics in particular. 


. , 

Recent Department of Justice and HUD Litigation 
IfHUD' s fair housing enforcement efforts on behalf of Hispanics were inadequate until 
the early 1990s, the'performance of the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) was dismal. 
DOJ was charged with litigating cases against municipal governments and cases involving 
a "pattern or practice" of misconduct. For much of the early 1990's, however, DOJ did 
not have a single Latino-focused lawsuit in its housing discrimination case load.9 The 
situation has changed substantially in recent years. 

In 1995 DOJ settled a case against Security State B,ank of Pecos, Texas, which was found 
to be in violation of the Equal Credit Opportunity Act because it overcharged Hispanic 
borrowers in more than 300 separate incidents. These borrowers, on average, paid signifi­
cantly,higher rates for loans than equally creditworthy Whites (U.S. Department of Jus­
tice, October 1995). ., 

In 1996 HUD settled Latinos United v. Chicago Housing Authority and HUD. The Plain­
, tiff alleged that HUD knowingly condoned vanous policies and practices that illegally 
limited access to Chicago Housing Authority and HUD Section 8 benefits by Latinos. As 
part of the settlement, HUD earmarked 500 vouchers for Latinos; funded mobility coun­
seling, and promoted voucher use (Latinos United, 1994). . . 

" That same year HUD filed a complaint against the city of Waukegan; Illinois, citing alle­
gations that in 1994, after experiencing significant increases in its Latino popUlation, the 
city revised its housing code to include more restrictions on overcrOWding. DOJ alleged 
that Hispanic families often were asked to vacate their homes even when they did not live 
'in overcrowded conditio~s. Furthermore, city records indicated that all the families who 
were evicted from their homes' pursuant to the new city codes were Hispanic (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1996). . 

In 1997 DOJ and the village of Addison, illinois, settled a case involving allegations that 
'the village had violated the Fair Housing Act by illegiuly teanng down Latino neighbor­
hoods under the guise of urban renewal (U.S. Department of Justice, 1997). 

In March 1998 HUD settled a discrimination case alleging that managers and owners of 
El Granada Mobile Home Park in Moss Beach, California, discnminated against current 
and prospective Hispanic residents. Discrimination came in two forms: managers imposed 
higher qualifying standards for Hispanic tenants and made disparaging statements about 
Hispanic people living in the park (Project Sentinel, 1998). 

Conclusion 
Social science research has demonstrated conclusively that Latinos experience substantial 
housing discrimination. In recent years, Federal agencies and private fair housing groups 
have begun to carry out increased enforcement efforts to protect the civil rights of Hispan­
ics under the Fair Housing Act. Despite the progress outlined in this article, the Act has 
not lived up to its promise .. 

Given the magnitude of discrimination against Hispanics, African-Americans, and others, it 
is clear that simple, decisive remedies remain elusive three decades after the Fair Housing 
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Acting became law. There is, in short, no single magic wand that policymakers and advo­
cates can wave to eradicate housing discrimination. However, the goal of equal housing 
opportunity remains worthy of pursuit. Toward that end, we offer these recommendations. 

• 	 Educate the public about the problem of housing discrimination. We are not so naIve 
as to believe that a public education program alone will end housing discrimination 
or change the minds of policymakers opposed to stronger civil rights enforcement 
However, we are also not so cynical that we think that attitudes cannot be changed. 
We believe that few Americans are aware of the compelling social science research 
on housing discrimination. One useful step recommended by the advisory board to 
the President's Commission On Race would be to publish regular report cards docu­
menting the scope and degree of housing discrimination in American society. In 
addition, explaining how our entire society suffers as a result of discrimination 
against any on~ group might effectively appeal to the public's self-interest and 
conscience. 

• 	 Market discrimination data more effectively. This proposal was recommended by 
Marc Bendick, a pioneer in the field of paired testing to uncover discrimination. For 
example, television news magazines have carried several features on paired testing 
studies using hidden cameras. Greater use of these and other techniques might trigger 
a change in attitudes and behavior among many Americans. 

• 	 Continue to focus attention on funding issues. From an enforcement perspective, it is 
clear that both HUD and DOl need more resources to enforce the Fair Housing Act. 
The FY99 Federal budget includes a major increase in funding for civil rights en­
forcement agencies, including both HUD and DOl. This funding increase was 
achieved, in pan, as a result of public attention to President Clinton's race initiative 
and vigorous advocacy by several organizations led by the Leadership Conference 
on Civil Rights. To prevent this increase from becoming a one-time occurrence, 
policymakers and civil rights groups must maintain continued attention to the funding 
issue. 

• 	 Sustain and expand the increasing interest in protecting Latinos against housing dis­
crimination. This interest on the part of HUD, DOl, and the private fair housing en­
forcement community comes after decades of neglect. Early in the next century, 
Hispanics will become the Nation's largest ethnic minority. It is not unreasonable 
to expect civil rights enforcement efforts to reflect that reality. 

• 	 The Latino community must make fair housing a higher priority. Hispanic advocates 
need to pull their weight in coalition with other supporters of fair housing to strengthen 
the law so it works for all groups. Simultaneously they must work to assure that the 
Latino community's interests will never again be ignored. More work also is needed to 
educate Hispanics about their rights and legal options. Local Latino housing and civil 
rights organizations should work collaboratively with private fair housing groups . 
where they exist and try to fill the gap in areas that lack such capacity . 

If we can accomplish all of this by working together with the small but committed net­
work of fair housing enforcement officials, advocates, and practitioners, perhaps future 
generations will claim the Fair Housing Act as an unqualified, rather than bittersweet, 
success for Latinos and all Americans. 
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Notes 
1. 	 In compiling this article, the authors relied heavily on, and excerpted liberally from, 


previous research,' analysis, and congressional testimony produced by various past 

and present colleagues at·the National Council of La Raza. These documents are cited 

in the references. The terms Hispanic and Latino are used interchangeably in this 

report to refer to persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central and South Ameri­

. can, Spanish, and other Latin American descent. 

2. 	 Worst case housing needs refers to households that do not receive Federal housing 

assistance. pay more than 50 percent of their income for rent, and earn less than 50 

percent of the median family income for their areas. 


3. 	 These data, principally from HUD and the Bureau of the Census, are cited in Luna 

and Perez (1997). . , 


4. 	 See, for example, statement of Charles Kamasaki on the Fair Housing Amendments 

Act, House Hearings: Committee on the Judiciary, SubCommittee on Civil and Con­

stitutionaJ. Rights, July 17, 1986. 


5. 	 For example, a 1973 League of Women Voters study in Houston and a 1978 study in 

San Jose, California, found that Mexican-Americans encountered discrimination at a 

dramatically lower rate than comparable African-Americans. 


6. 	 Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits discrimination in the sale, rental, 

and financing of dwellings based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 


7. 	 Data provided by HUD's Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity by tele­

phone, August 1998. HUDIFHEO's national origin case load was 10.91 percent of its' 

total complaints in 1997 (National Fair Housing Alliance, 1998). 
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8. 	 The Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) provides funding to support outreach 
and enforcement activities carned out by private fair housing groups. 

9. 	 See also the article by Bill Lann Lee in this issue. 
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.' 
Overview 

The Hispanic population is currently 10.7% of the entire U.S. population and is projected to 
become the nation's largest ethnic minority group within the next decade. In fact, Hispanics are 
projected to constitute one-quaJ1er of the U.S. labor force by 2050, and have now surpassed 

. African Americans as the poorest U.S. population (With 30.3% and 29.3% poverty rates , 
respectively). Most troubling about these data is that many young Latinos, who represent a large 
proportion of the future U.S. labor force, are now growing up poor; two out ofevery five 
Hispanic children today live below the poverty line (40%). Despite this situation federal policies 
have failed to focus on, or even recognize, Hispanic poverty as a growing and important national 
problem. Moreover, federal programs designed to address and alleviate poverty and open up 
opportunities for all disadvantaged Americans continue to underserve and neglect Hispanics. 

Representation 

Given that Hispanics in 1995 constituted more than 22% ofpoor American families and about 
28%'of American children who are poor, Hispanics should constitute at least 22% of families and 
28% of children served by the major federal anti-poverty programs. Most programs listed below 
are means-tested, i.e., weigh individual and household income and poverty status as the most 
important criteria in determining eligibility for programs. 

Children and Youth 

Head Start. In 1993, Latinos constituted slightly more than one in six (15%) non-migrant, Head 
Start participants on the U.S. mainland, while almost two-fifths (36%) of enrollees were Black, 
and one-third (33%) were White. 

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) Youth Programs. In 1994, Latino youth accounted for 
one in five (19%) young persons served by ITP A title III employment and training programs for 
disadvantaged youth (which include Summer Youth employment services). In comparison, in 

.1994, Black and White youth a~counted for more than one-third (35%) and more than two-fifths 
(41 %), respectively, of participants served by ITP A youth programs. .N C L R 



Job Corps Youth Programs. In program year 1995, Job Corps, the nation's largest residential 
education and training program for disadvantaged youth, served more than 68,000 youth. Of 
those served Latinos constituted fewer than one in six (15.8%) Job Corps participants, while 
more than one-quarter were White (28.7%) and halfwere Black (49.4%). 

TRIO Higher Education Programs. In the 1993-94 school year, Hispanics accounted for 
slightly more than one in seven (15%) of those served in TRIO higher educational opportunity 
programs (which include programs like Upward Bound, Talent Search, and Ronald E. McNair 
Postbaccalaureate Achievement awards), a decrease from almost one-quarter of participants 
served by TRIO in 1978; 

Medicaid. In 1995, more than three in.five (61.8%) children receiving Medicaid were classified 
as White (including Hispanics), while fewer than one in three (31.7%) children receiving 
Medicaid were Black. When data are disaggregated, fewer than one-quarter (23.3%) of all poor 
children receiving Medicaid benefits In 1995 were Hispanic. . 

Apprenticeship/School:.to-Work. .In 1994,just one in fifteen (6.6%) newly registered 
apprentices in the U.S. were Hispanic, while one in ten (10.7%) were Black, apd nearly four out 
offive (79.2%) were White. 

Families and Adults 

Job Training Partnership Act Adult Programs. In 1994, Latinos comprised slightly more 
than one in eight (13%) participants ofTitle II-A adult JTPA employment and training programs. 
In contrast, White participants constituted half (50.8%), while Black participaIits made up fewer 
than one-third (30.6%) ofall JTPA adult participants. . 

Medicaid. In 1995, Latinos constituted slightly more than one in six (17.4%) of all Medicaid 

recipients, compared to White and Black participants, who constituted mpre than four in nine 

(45.5%) and one-quarter (24.8%), respectively, of all Medicaid recipients .. 


Food Stamps. In 1995, while fewer than one in five participant households (19%) receiving 
. Food Stamps were Latino, more than two in five (41%) participant households receiving Food 

Stamp were White anq one-third (33%) were Black. ,. 

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training program (JOBS). In 1992, Hispanics constituted 
slightly more than one in eight (12.8%) participants in JOBS -- the employment and training 
program for welfare recipients -- while they accounted for about one in six (17%) welfare 
recipients that year. In comparison, White and Black participants were 47.2 percent 32.4 percent, 
respectively, of JOBS participants, while they constituted 38.9 and 37.2 percent, respectively, of 
AFDC recipients in 1992.1 . . 

.. 	I Under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (welfare refonn act of 1996) the JOBS· 
program was abolished and funding for work programs was consolidated into the Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) Block Grant. 
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Housing Assistance. Latinos constitute about 12% of households receiving Jederal housing 
assistance (which includes Public Housing, Section 8, and H()using Voucher programs), even 
though they account for nearly 20% of poor households and 18% of households with "worst 
case" needs. . 

Civil Rights 

Federal Civil Rights Monitoring and Enforcement. The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) continues to fail to serve Hispanics adequately; for example, in 1996, 
Hispanic charges alleging discrimination based on national origin accounted for only 8.6% of the 
EEOC's combiiled charge caseload, while charges alleging discrimination based on race (Black), 
gender (female), and age,made up 33.8%, 30.6%, and 20.1 %, respectively, ofthe total charge 
caseload. In addition, cases involving Latinos typically constitute almost 10% ofthe caseload of 
HUD's Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity division's caseload of housing discrimination 
complaints. 

Employment 

Federal Employment. Hispanics constitute 6% of federal employees, although they were more 
than 9.5% of the civilian labor force in 1996. Moreover, data suggest that Hispanics are even 
more severely under-represented at the state-local level. As a result, one traditional "career 
ladder" for n:tinorities to escape poverty has been effectively blocked for Latinos. 

Conclusions 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Latinos are severely underrepresented by federal 
programs and services. Overall, these data show that, literally from "cradle to grave," poor and 
near-poor Hispanics are denied access to programs designed to alleviate poverty and improve 
economic opportunity. NCLR is far less concerned about underrepresent~tion in, say, 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) programs (welfare), which some have argued 
persuasively does not effectively promote opportunity. However, given the growing importance 
of Latinos to the nation's future economic well-being, all Americans should share NCLR's 
concern that Hispanics are denied fair access to education (Head Start, TRIO), job training 
(JTPA, School-to-Work), and similar programs designed specifically to improve long-term 
economic opportunities for disadvantaged Americans. 

. . ~ '. 

It has become fashionable in some quarters to suggest that f~deral government involvement' 
decreases opportunity and. worsens poverty. Whether or not this is true for other populations, it 
simply does not apply to Hispanic Americans, who have the dubious distinction of having the 
highest poverty rates of any major population group, despite having been ignored or neglected by 
federal anti-poverty initiatives for decades. In fact, the absence of fair treatment of Hispanics in 
the distribution of goveinment benefits and services -- particularly those tha~ build human capital 
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skills and support or encourage work -- appears to be a more persuasive explanation of the high 
and growing incidence ofLatino poverty. 

NCLR will provide citations for the data used in this Issue Brief. For more information contact 
Eric Rodriguez at (202) 776-1786. 

Sources 

Published and unpublished data were provided by the following agencies: Health Care Financing Administration (Medicaid); 
the Administration for Children and Families, Department of Health and Human Services; the Department ofLabor(ITPA, 
Apprenticeships); the Department of Agriculture (Food Stamps); the Qepartment of Education (Head Start, Bilingual Education. 
TRIO); and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (civil rights data). The following publications were used as source 
material: Poverty in the United States: /995, U.S. Bureau ofthe Census, October 1996 (poverty data); "Underrepresentation in 
Housing Assistance Programs", National Council ofLa Raza, 1997; and an Annual Report to Congress, Federal Equal 
Opportunity Recruitment Program, 1996 (federal employment data). 
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