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Abstract

This paper analyzes the effects of identity, assimilation and perception of discrimination on Latino political trust arguing that this combination of factors can help explain Latino distrust of the government using data from the Pew Hispanic Center/Kaiser Family Foundation 2004 National Survey of Latinos: Politics and Civic Engagement. Language assimilation was shown to negatively influence Latino trust in the government. Additionally, both at a group level and an individual level, discrimination was shown to have effects on trust in the government. Other unexpected findings are also highlighted.

Introduction:

Over the past 35 years, political scholars have seen a dramatic drop in the level of trust Americans put in their local and national governments. “Conventional wisdom” attributes this decline to a series of political mishaps and scandals that occurred during the 1960s and 1970s including the Vietnam War and Watergate (Michelson, 2007, 22; Michelson, 2003, 139-140). Because most research on political trust has focused on the causes of trust in the American majority, recent research has begun to focus on the less known consequences of declining political trust. Scholars have noted consequences such as an undermining of the capacity of government officials to work effectively, a decline in a support for government policies, and negative effects on the long-term survival of society (Michelson, 2001, 324; Michelson, 2007, 21; Michelson, 139-140; Hetherington and Globetti, 2002, 253-256; Wenzel, 2006, 1074). Political trust has also been found to affect individual political behavior—those who are more trusting of the government have higher levels of participation and civic engagement. (Michelson, 2001, 324). 

 
This paper is an analysis of Latino political trust and a number of factors that affect it.  Although it is reasonable to expect Latinos and African Americans to have negative and pessimistic views of the government because of their status as racial minorities, Latinos political distrust differs from that of African Americans because they do not share the same historical experience of slavery (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 110-113). Similarly Latino political distrust also differs from the political trust of the white majority, which often results from economic policies, military endeavors or partisanship (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 110-113). As the Latino population in the United States increases, however, it is becoming increasingly important to examine the factors that affect Latino political trust and how this, in turn, affects political participation or political alienation of this community. 


This paper will analyze the effects that self-identification, perceptions of discrimination, and assimilation have on Latino political trust by arguing that a combination of these three factors can explain the varying levels in Latino political trust. Specifically, I will argue that the level of English language assimilation of each individual can serve as an influencing factor on perceptions of discrimination because the “political attitudes and behaviors of Latinos are expected to differ depending on how they are being incorporated into American society” (Michelson, 2001, 324). To measure perception of discrimination from a variety of dynamics, both group level and individual level discrimination will be analyzed. The breakup of this variable is intended to measure the degree of internalization of racial identity discrimination each respondent has felt. 


After running a multivariate regression, the results generated were mixed. Contrary to what was originally hypothesized, self-identification was not shown to influence trust in the government. However, language assimilation confirmed my research hypothesis and was shown to negatively influence Latino trust in the government. Additionally, both group level and individual level discrimination was shown to have effects on trust in the government, also confirming my research hypothesis. Other unexpected findings are also highlighted.

Literature Review:
According to Marc Hetherington, 1998, political scholars have defined political trust as “a basic evaluative orientation toward the government founded on how well the government is operating according to people's normative expectations (791).”
 More clearly, Marisa A. Abrajano and R. Michael Alvere, 2010, suggest political trust to be “a belief that the government or elected officials possess the ability to perform a good job (113).” In recent decades, political trust scholars have noticed a decline in political trust. As a result of this, there has been a rising concern over lack of political trust because of the belief that political trust is “intricately linked” to political behavior where high political trust often results in higher levels of political participation (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 113). 

Political trust scholars are increasingly finding, however, that political trust varies between ethnic groups (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 115; Wenzel, 2006, 1074). For example, African Americans tend to be less trusting of the government when it concerns government efforts toward achieving racial equality reflecting distaste for government action (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 115; Hetherington and Globetti, 2002, 253). This includes policies concerning racial equality in education, employment, and housing, making it clear that African American political trust depends on the particular political issue at hand (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 115). Non-minorities, on the other hand, who distrust the government, tend to do so for other reasons such as affirmative action policies in education and employment or the spending of tax dollars for military endeavors (Hetherington and Globetti, 2002, 254). Additionally, Non-minorities also tend to distrust the government if they disagree with a political party as a result of differing political ideology for partisan reasons, which often adds to polarization in national politics (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 110). Although the existing political trust literature provides crucial insight into the causes and consequences of political trust, it only gives a partial explanation by virtue of the fact that it remains within a Black-White racial dichotomy leaving out other minority groups, most notably Latinos (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 115). As a result, less is known about the dynamics of political trust of the Latino community. 

Despite this limitation, the small amount of existing literature that focuses exclusively on Latino political trust has highlighted different theories of assimilation and acculturation to explain variations in political trust among Latinos. Most notably, research done by Melissa R. Michelson has contributed greatly to understanding political trust among Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans. Michelson (and others who cite her work)
 has examined Latino political trust through the use of acculturation and assimilation theories to explain the different factors that affect Latino trust in the government. Most clearly, acculturation theory refers “to the cultural learning that occurs when immigrants come into contact with a new culture (Michelson, 2003-2, 920).” According to Michelson, because individuals can change their norms (including beliefs and actions) when they come into contact with a new culture, acculturation can take two forms: complete assimilation or separation (2003-2 920). This paper hopes to build on what Michelson and others have contributed by analyzing the effects of self-identification and perceptions of discrimination on political trust. 

Traditional Assimilation Theory:
According to traditional assimilation theory, an individual begins to shed his/her culture while beginning to adopt the culture of the society in which they live (Michelson, 2003-2, 902). As such, immigrants who move to the United States begin to replace their own cultural traits with those of the white majority. This includes a new language, new customs, and new traditions (Michelson, 2001, 324; Michelson, 2003-2, 920). This process occurs in such a way that that racial and ethnic differences begin to fade as generations go by. 

As a result of this process, Latino immigrants become more skeptical of the government over time due to their increased exposure of the dominant culture (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 116). As Latinos become familiar with American culture, they begin to adopt similar views of the government that many Americans hold (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 116). In doing so, they become skeptical of the government in the same way and for the same reasons as the white American majority. This is possible as “members of minority subcultures gradually become like the majority group members as they overcome cultural and structural barriers (Michelson, 2001, 324).”

Because of this understanding of assimilation, classic assimilation theory expects the children of immigrants who were born in the host country (American citizens) to be similar to the white majority in their beliefs about the government because of the way they have been perceived to assimilate into the dominant culture (Michelson, 2001, 324). In this respect, classical assimilation theory expects immigrants who are citizens to be more cynical toward the government than those who are non-citizens (foreign born) as result of a perceived difference in the assimilation process (Michelson, 2001, 324-325). 
This process of assimilation has received much criticism for several reasons. First and foremost, this process has been criticized because it ignores the race of the immigrant (Alba and Nee, 1997, 833).  Michelson points out that one of the primary problems with assimilation theory is that external (or physical factors) tend to influence the ability of immigrant groups to assimilate effectively (Michelson, 2001, 325). She uses the example of phenotype to highlight this problem effectively. Michelson writes: “Latinos, like Asian Americans and African Americans, are a racialized group. Latinos give a clear message once they arrive here that being Hispanic means not being white (Michelson, 2001, 325).” Additionally, interaction with the white majority is extremely limited for many immigrants and their decedents (Michelson, 2001, 325). For example, many Latinos (such as Mexicans and Puerto Ricans) live in segregated neighborhoods, attend different schools, and work in industries that usually do not employ member of the Anglo majority. Additionally, M.V. Hood and Irwin L. Morris, 1998, point out that this limited interaction is even more pronounced for undocumented immigrants who usually do not interact with the white majority for fear of detection (1-15). Michelson’s observations echo many criticisms that Alejandro Portes and Min Zhou, 1993, have termed “source of vulnerability (Pg. 83).” The three major sources of vulnerability that Portes and Zhou highlight are color, location, and the absence of mobility ladders (more on this later). Both scholars conclude that factors give evidence to an assimilation process that is “segmented” in nature (Portes and Zhou, 1993, 83). 

Segmented Assimilation Theory:

Because of these criticisms, scholars have come up with a competing theory known as Segmented Assimilation Theory (also referred to as Ethnic Competition Theory) to account for the experiences of racial discrimination that continue to affect immigrant political attitudes (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 111). Most notably, the theories of Alejandro Portes, Richard Alba and Victor Nee have been predominant in this area. 

At a basic level, proponents of assimilation theory argue that Latino immigrants have not assimilated in the same way that European immigrants have and this could be due to the differences in phenotype (Michelson, 2001, 325; Portes and Truelove, 1987; Portes and Zhou, 1993; Portes, Paker, and Cobas, 1980).  According to segmented assimilation theory, 
…Immigrants who have experienced racial or ethnic discrimination in either their personal or daily lives are less likely to assimilate at rates comparable to immigrants with no experiences of racial or ethnic discrimination (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 111). 
This primarily results from immigrant groups and their descendents maintaining the “distinctive nature” of their ethnic group including “patterns and customs” that have been racialized in much the same way that their physical features have (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 117). As noted above, today’s immigrants make it very evident that they are nonwhite. According to Portes and Zhou, 1980, “many immigrants never experienced it [prejudice] in their native lands. It is by virtue of moving to a new social environment, marked by different values and prejudices, that physical features become redefined as a handicap (83).” In the case of Latinos, this can be present a particular problem because cultural ties are continuously reinforced through large concentrations of Latinos who have already settled in the United States (and possibly for several generations) and the continual influx of new immigrants from Latin American countries (Alba and Nee, 1997, 857-862). 

Scholars have found that these two factors affect the path of assimilation of Latinos. Because of this, immigrants may “choose” to resist complete assimilation and instead choose to maintain a separate ethnic identity despite advancements in the socioeconomic statuses of Latinos (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 117; Michelson, 2003-2, 921). This resistance can be the result of several reasons but most importantly this could result because of close contact with native-born minorities. As Portes and Zhou, 1993, point out, this close contact (particularly in urban areas) can lead the majority to identify both new immigrants and native-born minorities as the same leading to adversarial attitudes from the majority to Latinos (83). As with many native-born minorities who have experienced harsh conditions, animosity or hatred toward the new dominant culture can encourage resistance and the maintenance of a separate identity resulting in increased cynicism (Michelson, 2003-2, 921-922). According to Garcia, those who become more aware discrimination are likely to have encountered a “harsh reality” about race in the United States (Michelson, 2007, 23). In other words, by way of socialization, the process of assimilation has lead to consciousness of the inequality that exists in the United States (Portes, Parker, and Cobas, 1980, 203). 

Later generations are, in fact, aware of their “unequal position” and the realities that go along with discrimination (Michelson, 2003, 922). As such, the longer that Latinos live in the United States, the more likely they are to distrust the government (Abrajano and Alvarez: 2010: 112). For example, second and third generation Latinos will hold negative views about the political system because they are being given a message that they are different from “mainstream (Anglo) Americans” (Michelson, 2001, 325; Michelson, 2003, 922). These later generation Latinos have also achieved increased language and educational proficiency making them more understanding of how the American political system works (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 116). 
In contrast to this, segmented assimilation theory explains that non-citizens tend to trust the government in higher levels precisely because they are not a part of it and, therefore, idealize it out of eagerness to be a part of it (Michelson, 2001, 325). These newer immigrants may also have an idealized vision of the United States as a whole because the majority of them immigration for economic reasons which they perceive to be better than those found in their home countries (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 116).


Segmented assimilation theory suggests that Latinos do in fact become a part of American culture, but not in a way that is expected by classical assimilation theory. But because incoming immigrants are constantly replenishing the Latino immigrant community and creating a group that is visibly different from the majority, discrimination is consistently felt (Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010, 118).  
Theory:
My speculations concerning Latino distrust of the government comes as a three-part process that echoes many of the central premises set forth by segmented assimilation theory.  Using Hetherington’s, 1998, definition of political trust, I will argue that trust in government, for Latinos living in the US, is heavily influenced by individual and group perceptions of discrimination but that these perceptions are also influenced by self-identification and level of assimilation.  

First, I ask the following research question: What is the relationship between ethnic self-identification and level of assimilation? In terms of race and ethnic relations, it is important to examine the effects that ethnic self-identification has on assimilation for immigrants and their children. How an individual self-identifies becomes crucial to understanding how immigrants and their descendents view and affect the tensions among people groups in the United States (Schildkraut, 2005, 288; Rinderle & Montoya, 2008, 145). 

As Joane Nagel, 1994, points out, identity and culture are “fundamental” aspects of ethnicity with each working to construct boundaries and produce meaning (153). For Latinos, ethnicity is composed of cultural factors including familism, food and traditional celebrations. Additionally, ethnicity as identity is revealed through other factors that include taking pride in one’s heritage or roots (Rinderle & Montoya, 2008, 148). Nagel, 1994, continues by arguing that these boundaries often determine who is designated as a member of the ethnic group and who is not (154). 

Ethnic identities are particularly important and should be distinguished from other forms of self-identification because “one of their primary marks is cultural distinction (Rinderle & Montoya, 2008, 147).” As a result, an ethnic identity has the power to imply group marginalization. In the case of Latinos, self-identification as Latino/Hispanic implies a distinction from the core group in the United States, or that of the white majority. It is for this reason that different ethnic identities pose a risk for the individuals if they chose to identify in such a way because some identity labels are limited politically and socially with “varying degrees of stigma or advantage attached to them (Nagel, 1994, 156).” Ethnic identity, as a result, that can be influenced, not only by the views one holds concerning one’s own ethnic identity, but also by the views others hold as well (Nagel, 1994, 154). For Latinos, negative stigmas can be especially pronounced because of the visible “differences” that Latinos have from the white majority—things like language (English vs. Spanish) and in most cases, skin color.  

As a result, “the chosen ethnic identity is determined by the individual’s perception of its meaning to different audiences” (Nagel, 1994, 155). In this sense, experiences with discrimination and stigma help form a Latino/Hispanic identity because distinguishing traits (such as physical and cultural factors) can serve as the basis for discrimination from other groups (Rinderle & Montoya, 2008, 148-149). Therefore, the idea of self-identification, particularly ethnic self-identification for Latinos/Hispanics, implies group marginalization resulting from cultural difference to the dominant social group (Rinderle & Montoya, 2008, 147). From this, I will argue that those who self-identify as Hispanic or Latino show a different degree of assimilation into American society due to the fact that they have taken up an ethnic racial identity. By taking up such an identity, they will have reached a higher understanding of how American society works resulting in a heightened awareness of discrimination. 
Second, I will ask: What is the relationship between level of assimilation and perception of group discrimination or perception of individual discrimination?
Discrimination will be tested two different ways in order to better understand how it interacts with self-identification. On one hand, if the respondent has answered that they perceive group level discrimination to be a problem, I will suggest that the reason underlying this is because the respondent understands the stigmatization that comes along with their ethnic identity, indicating a high level of language assimilation. Alternatively, if the respondent has answered that he/she does not perceive group level discrimination, I will suggest that this is because he/she has not assimilated in a way that has allowed him/her to understand the stigmatization that comes with their ethnic identity or has chosen to ignore racism. 
On the other hand, if the respondent has answered that they perceive individual level discrimination, I will argue that this is because they have internalized the stigmatization that accompanies their ethnic identity, indicating a higher level of assimilation. For those respondents that answered that they have not experienced or do not perceive individual level discrimination, I will argue that they still have yet to become fully assimilated and do not understand how the out-group views their ethnic identity. Because of their ethnic identity awareness, these self-identifiers are more likely to perceive group and individual level discrimination, though each to varying degrees (Schildkraut, 2005, 290). Therefore, my research hypothesis will be the following: language assimilation will lead to higher levels of both perception of group discrimination and individual discrimination. 

Third, I ask: What is the relationship perception of group discrimination and individual discrimination to trust in the government?
According to segmented assimilation theory, Latinos who report feeling discrimination because of their ethnic identity will be less politically trustful than those who have reported not feeling being discriminated against (Abranjo and Alvarez, 2010, 111). In addition, many Latinos might find it particularly hard to trust the government if they feel like they have not benefited from existing policies supposedly aimed at the general public. As Schildkraut, 2005 points out “the ‘have-nots,’ are less likely to be involved than the ‘haves (287).’” As such, those who feel that they have experienced discrimination (either at the group or individual level) become more cynical toward the government because they understand the unequal realities under which they live (Michelson, 2001, 325) In line with segmented assimilation theory, I will argue that perception of group discrimination and individual discrimination will lead to low levels of trust in government. 

The implications of Latino distrust in the government are mixed and out of the scope of this paper. However, as outlined above, having trust in the government is crucial because it affects the likelihood that individuals will partake in political action such as voting and is important for the functioning of a healthy democracy (Schildkraut, 2005, 300-305).  It is important to note, though, that despite having mixed levels of trust in the government, Latinos continue to have low levels of political participation, though it is no hidden fact that “minority groups tend to have lower levels of generalized trust than whites (Schildkraut, 2005, 305).”
Methodology
Data:

To test my research hypotheses, I will be using the Pew Hispanic Center/Kaiser Family Foundation 2004 National Survey of Latinos: Politics and Civic Engagement.
 This is the third in a series of National Surveys conducted by the Pew Hispanic Center that examines the political views and varying attitudes about identity and assimilation of adult Latinos/Latinas. This survey focuses specifically on politics and civic engagement in order to better understand the Hispanic population. Between April 21 and June 9, 2004, Pew telephone surveyed 2, 288 Latino adults ages 18 and older. The sample population was selected randomly from a national sample.  
Dependent Variables:

Trust in government: Level of trust in government is operationalized as the level of trust the respondent has expressed in the government’s ability take correct actions. Trust in government will serve as the as the dependent variable for this study. Respondents were asked “How much of the time do you trust the government in Washington to do what is right - just about always, most of the time, or only some of the time? The variables were recoded to reversed to range from 1(never) to 4 (just about always). 

Independent Variables

Three independent variables were used. First, the independent variable used for ethnic self-identification is operationalized as whether the respondent identifies more closely with a “Hispanic” or “Latino” identity label.  Respondents were asked, “The terms Hispanic and Latino are both used to describe people who are of Hispanic or Latino origin or descent. Do you happen to prefer one of these terms more than the other? Which term do you prefer, Hispanic or Latino?” The variable was recoded and then two add two additional dummy variables were created for the “self identification” variable—one for those who responded that they preferred the label “Latino” category and another for the “No preference” category in order to use both in reference to those respondents who preferred “Hispanic” over the other two choices given. Both are shown in the final regression. Although being Hispanic/Latino was a necessary requirement to participate in this survey, this question is important because I am looking for how respondents identified themselves as an indicator of assimilation. 


Second, level of assimilation is operationalized as the extent to which the individual has integrated into American society.  The variable used to measure assimilation is composed of five separate questions with self-identified English language proficiency or the extent to which an individual prefers English in his/her everyday life to Spanish. English language proficiency was used to determine assimilation because studies have shown that the better immigrants understand the language of the host country, the more skeptical they can be of the social realities that face them as immigrants (Michelson, 2007, 26; Portes, Parker, and Cobas, 1980, 201-204, Portes and Truelove, 1987, 372-376). The five questions that are used are as follows: 

1-Would you say you can read a newspaper or book in English- - very well, pretty well, just a little, or not at all?
2-Would you say you can carry on a conversation in English, both understanding and speaking, -- very well, pretty well, just a little, or not at all?


3-What language do you usually speak at home?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?
4-What language do you usually speak at work?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?
5-In what language are the news programs you usually watch on TV or listen to on the radio?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?

 These questions were used in order to measure the level of English language assimilation from several different dynamics. The variable was recoded, collapsed and standardized using Alpha.
 

Third, the variables measuring perception of discrimination will be divided into two separate variables: perception of group-level discrimination and perception of individual level discrimination.
 Perception of group-level discrimination refers to the extent to which the respondent feels that their people group is discriminated against. Respondents were asked “In general, do you think discrimination against Latinos is a major problem, minor problem, or not a problem in preventing Latinos in general from succeeding in America?” The variable was recoded and respondent answers ranged from 1 (yes, it is a problem) to 2 (not a problem). Perception of individual level discrimination refers to the extent to which the respondent felt discrimination on a personal level either as occurring to oneself or to a relative. Respondents were asked: “In the past 5 years, have you or a family member experienced discrimination?” The variable was recoded and respondent answers ranged from 0 (yes) to 1 (no). 
Control Variables:
Several control variables are included that primarily deal with the socioeconomic status of respondents. These variables are gender, marital status, employment, religious affiliation and church attendance, highest level of education, age, income, and political party affiliation and citizenship status. These specific variables are included with the belief socioeconomic status influences social connectedness due to stigmatizing attitudes associated with certain identity labels (for example, being female, of low education, or a democrat) (Jackson, 2003, 339-366).

Results and Analysis


To test the influence of the independent variables on trust in the government, a multivariate regression was used where trust in the government served as the dependent variable and Latino and no preference self-identification, level of language assimilation, and individual and group discrimination served as the independent variables. All control variables were included.  The results from the regression were mixed and can be seen in the table below. 


First, contrary to the original hypothesis, the results show that both of the identity labels (Latino or no preference) failed to be a statistically significant indicating that these do not seem to significantly influence how respondents assimilate through language and how respondents perceive group and individual discrimination. Most importantly, however, this indicates that for this sample, neither identity label significantly influenced trust in the government. 

Second, in line with the original hypothesis, language assimilation was shown to be statistically significant indicator of group level and individual level discrimination generating a p value less than 0.05. This allows me to suggest that with higher levels of assimilation, individuals are more likely to perceive group and individual discrimination. Language assimilation was also shown to be a significant influence on trust in the government, generating a p value of 0.003 indicating that as language assimilation increases, trust in the government decreases. In line with Wenzel, 2006, this finding allows me to suggest that trust in the government is significantly influences by level of assimilation (1078-1084). 


Because of the way the assimilation variable is constructed, lowering levels of trust in the government could be the result of better English language proficiency. As such, it is possible that those respondents who identified as English-language proficient have reached a higher level of understanding about American society due to their ability to understand written or spoken English better than their counterparts (Portes, Parker, and Cobas, 1980, 201-204). These respondents may be better able to understand any discriminatory attitudes expressed by those outside the Latino community. However, it is important to note that this finding, although statistically significant, may not accurately reflect the level of English proficiency of the respondents who were surveyed. According to Portes and Truelove, 1987, it is often the case that “self-reports of English proficiency are often exaggerated relative to actual knowledge and that [these] language difficulties are not limited to the foreign-born (372).” Overall, literature suggests that the path of language acquisition among Latinos may not as straightforward as this data leads us to believe (Portes and Truelove, 1987, 372). 

Third, in line with the original hypothesis, both group-level discrimination and individual-level discrimination were shown to be statistically significant indicators of trust in the government, both generating p values less than 0.05. According to the results of this regression, both group level and individual level discrimination negatively influence trust in the government creating lower levels of trust for those that have perceived group-level and individual-level discrimination. It is important to note, however, that individual level discrimination generated a p value of 0.000 while group level discrimination generated a p-value of 0.021, allowing me to suggest that individual discrimination serves as a greater catalyst for distrust in the government (Michelson, 2003; Schildkraut, 2005)
TABLE 1: REGRESSION OF THE INFLUENCE OF LATINO AND NO-PREFERENCE SELF IDENTIFICATION, LANGUAGE ASSIMILATION, AND GROUP AND INDIVIDUAL LEVEL GROUP DISCRIMINATION ON TRUST IN THE GOVERNMENT

	Trust in the Government 

Independent Variables 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Latino Self-Identification 
	-0.0577
	-0.0735
	-0.0794
	-0.0823

	
	(0.0544)
	(0.0522)
	(0.0522)
	(0.0519)

	
	
	
	
	

	No Preference Self-Identification
	-0.0423
	-0.0345
	-0.0294
	-0.0406

	
	(0.0393)
	(0.0381)
	(0.0380)
	(0.0379)



	Language Assimilation 
	
	
	-0.0905**
	-0.0881**

	
	
	
	(0.0292)
	(0.0291)

	
	
	
	
	

	Group Discrimination 
Individual Discrimination 
	
	
	
	-0.102*

(0.0442)

-0.135***

	
	
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	
	-0.0137
	-0.0122
	-0.0126

	
	
	(0.0349)
	(0.0348)
	(0.0347)

	
	
	
	
	

	Marriage
	
	-0.0318
	-0.0370
	-0.0348

	
	
	(0.0354)
	(0.0354)
	(0.0352)

	
	
	
	
	

	Unemployment 
	
	0.00952
	-0.00672
	0.00799

	
	
	(0.0779)
	(0.0780)
	(0.0776)

	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	-0.00377
	0.0125
	0.0179

	
	
	(0.0193)
	(0.0200)
	(0.0200)

	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	0.00871
	0.00166
	-0.00982

	
	
	(0.0164)
	(0.0166)
	(0.0167)

	
	
	
	
	

	Not a citizen 
	
	-0.114
	-0.141*
	-0.156*

	
	
	(0.0711)
	(0.0715)
	(0.0712)

	
	
	
	
	

	Citizen Missing Variables
	
	-0.146***
	-0.0782+
	-0.0698

	
	
	(0.0375)
	(0.0437)
	(0.0435)

	
	
	
	
	

	Protestant
	
	0.117+
	0.107
	0.115+

	
	
	(0.0673)
	(0.0673)
	(0.0670)

	
	
	
	
	

	Catholic
	
	0.0714+
	0.0536
	0.0592

	
	
	(0.0408)
	(0.0412)
	(0.0410)

	
	
	
	
	

	Church Attendance 
	
	0.0164
	0.0178
	0.0203

	
	
	(0.0142)
	(0.0141)
	(0.0141)

	
	
	
	
	

	Importance of Faith 
	
	0.0530*
	0.0486*
	0.0479+

	
	
	(0.0247)
	(0.0247)
	(0.0245)

	
	
	
	
	

	Income between 30 and 50 thousand 
	
	0.0424
	0.0699
	0.0704

	
	
	(0.0465)
	(0.0472)
	(0.0470)

	
	
	
	
	

	Income 50 thousand plus 
	
	0.00529
	0.0453
	0.0443

	
	
	(0.0484)
	(0.0501)
	(0.0498)

	
	
	
	
	

	Income Missing Variables
	
	0.0858
	0.0879
	0.0870

	
	
	(0.0562)
	(0.0561)
	(0.0558)

	
	
	
	
	

	Party Identification-Democrat
	
	-0.523***
	-0.522***
	-0.485***

	
	
	(0.0470)
	(0.0469)
	(0.0474)

	
	
	
	
	

	Party Identification-Independent
	
	-0.454***
	-0.460***
	-0.427***

	
	
	(0.0490)
	(0.0489)
	(0.0491)

	
	
	
	
	

	Party Identification-Other
	
	-0.268***
	-0.288***
	-0.254***

	
	
	(0.0672)
	(0.0674)
	(0.0675)

	
	
	
	
	

	_cons
	2.537***
	2.684***
	2.648***
	2.767***

	
	(0.0464)
	(0.106)
	(0.107)
	(0.111)



	N
	2025
	2025
	2025
	2025


Standard errors in parentheses

+ p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
R-squared: 0.1123; Adjusted R-squared: 0.1123 


On an group-level, this finding suggests that as an individual that Latinos are discriminated against or feels negative stigmatization because they are Latino, the more politically alienated they become believing that the government cannot carry out correct actions because of discrimination against Latinos (Michellson, 2007). Remember that in order to be considered part of this survey, an individual needed to be Latino or of Latin-American origin. This is important because, for those respondents that answered “yes” they felt discrimination against Latinos, this also means that they feel discrimination against their own people group. 

 
Although this could be a reflection of cynicism on the part of the individual for not having benefited from certain policies, the wording of the original survey question asks specifically about discrimination against Latinos. This makes it safe to conclude that this negative relationship between perception of group discrimination and trust in government results from the fact that respondents see themselves as belonging to the Latino community. This conclusion is reached with caution, however, because both the Latino and Hispanic self-identification variables failed to be statistically significant. 

According the results of the regression, as perception of individual level discrimination increases trust in the government decreases. This regression demonstrates that as an individual feels that he/she is discriminated against or feels negative stigmatization on a more personal level, he/she is as likely (if not more) to be politically alienated. This could indicate that the individual has internalized the stigmatization associated with being Hispanic or Latino leading them to a heightened awareness when they or a family member are being discriminated against because of their ethnicity. Despite this finding, the way in which the variables are coded does not allow me to assess which level of discrimination influences distrust in the government the most. 


This conclusion should be approached with caution, however, because of the wording of the original survey question. Unlike the question used as a group-level discrimination variable, the question used for individual-level discrimination does not specify personal discrimination based on Latino/Hispanic identity. Again, the regression results failed to provide results that are statistically significant for both the Hispanic and no preference variables.  As such, it is possible that any individual level discrimination that led the respondent to answer “yes” could be the result of discrimination from another variable such as income or employment.


Additionally, it is important to note that several of the control variables proved to be statistically significant indicators of trust in the government. Specifically, variables measuring non-citizenship or refusal to answer the survey question concerning citizenship, importance of faith, and party identification generated statistically significant p values. The reason as to why these variables were shown to influence trust in the government or each of the independent are outside the scope of this paper.

Limitations

The regressions above generated mixed results and only allow me to accept 2 out of 3 of my research hypotheses. This could be the result of several factors that may exist with the model and data used to test each hypothesis. 


First, because the data used to test my hypotheses is not my own, it is not possible to concretely determine the original intent of each questions asked. Additionally, and more importantly, it is not possible to concretely determine the intention of the respondent’s answer. Several questions used to test each research hypothesis may have this problem. For example, the question dealing with individual discrimination and the question dealing with trust in the government may have this problem. Although the data allows me to suggest that trust in the government is influenced by perceptions of discrimination, I am not able to eliminate external reasons for trust in the government (i.e. a respondent did not trust the government because of the way tax dollars are spent vs. not trusting the government because of being discriminated against). Similarly, I am also not able to eliminate external factors that may have made a respondent feel discriminated against on an individual level (i.e. discriminated against in employment or lack of language acquisition). 


Second, again because the data used to test my research hypotheses is not my own, there were several questions that arose during the literature review conducted for this paper that could not be tested. Most notably, the data set did not include questions concerning the “generation” of respondent. Testing the influence of respondent generation could have added to understanding of what causes Latino distrust in the government. But, again, the data was limiting in this sense. This could be a possible area for future research. 

Third, the Latino/no preference variables may not be an accurate measure of an individual’s self-identification preference. The original intention in coding and creating dummy variables for both of these categories was to study the influence of  “Hispanic” self-identification on trust in the government. However, because this portion of my research did not generate statistically significant results, this proved to be an ill-fated effort. 

Conclusion

Because my regressions generated findings of distrust in the government for different variables, it is important to ask how does this lack of trust in the government and perceptions of discrimination influence Latino political behavior?

As research has indicated, a lack of political trust from perceived discrimination has critical political implications because this often results in political alienation and lower levels of participation (Schildkraut: 2005: 285-312, Jackson: 2003: 339-366; Cook and Gronke, 2005, 784-786). Political alienation, in this sense, means that those who distrust the government because of discrimination are less likely to be involved in the political process such as voting or community organizing. This would include those respondents who indicated that they did not trust the government to carry out the correct actions. If these respondents act in a way that is consistent with existing literature (low levels of political participation), the less likely that the United States government will meet their interests. Overall, this has the potential to perpetuate a continuing cycle of government unaccountability for minority populations (Schildkraut, 2005, 287-312). As noted above, the consequences of Latino distrust (regardless of the reason behind it) can impede the political effectiveness of government officials to win their trust back (Michelson: 2001: 331).

Additionally, a lack of political trust can influence the level of political knowledge that Latinos have about American politics. For those that have demonstrated low levels of trust in the government, a lack of political knowledge can have detrimental effects such as ill-informed voting choices, inability to articulate political interests, and a lack of ability to hold political leaders accountable (Nicholson, Pantoja, and Segura: 2006: 259-261, Jackson: 2003: 339-366).  For those respondents who had felt individual level discrimination (possibly because of their assimilation status), discrimination can be even more alienating. 

Despite this, the opposite of political alienation can also occur. These self-identifiers can also use their ethnic identity as a trigger for behavioral participation in American society, even though they express distrust in the government (Schildkraut: 2005: 291, 299-300). This may result a belief in their ability to change the situation of their people group, indicating a strong sense of collective identity and a need for “racial uplift (Schildkraut: 2005:291-292, Deaux et al.: 2006: 124-129). Latinos tend to express more feelings about collective group obligations, primarily due to in-group behavior and values resulting from their group membership and taking up of group membership identity (Rinderle & Montoya: 2008: 147-148, Deaux et al.: 2006: 124-129, Nagel: 1994: 163-164).  Individuals who participate in the political out of obligation to their ethnic group tend to have a stronger ethnic identity, better understanding English and how the political process works overall, indicating that later generations may have this feeling of collective identity than recent immigrants (Leal, 2002, 353-355).” It is possible that those who perceived higher group and individual discrimination are younger and of later generations. Because of this, it seems that strong ethnic identification can help mitigate the effect of discrimination (Schildkraut: 2005: 299).  As such, the adoption of Latino/Hispanic identity can be seen as “part of a strategy to gain…political…. advantage (Nagel: 1994: 159).” Later research should focus on identifying how a Hispanic/ Latino identity label affects the children of immigrants and how this serves as a catalyst for political action on their part. 
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Appendix
Code Sheet: 

All the variables used for this paper were coded in the following way using the italicized questions found in the Pew Hispanic Center/Kaiser Family Foundation 2004 National Survey of Latinos: Politics and Civic Engagement. 
Dependent Variable: 

Trust in Government: How much of the time do you trust the government in Washington to do what is right - just about always, most of the time, or only some of the time? 

Original coding: 
Recode and reversed to be ordered in the following way: 

1    Just about always




1=1 Never 
2    Most of the time




2=2 Some of the time 
3    Some of the time




3=3 Most of the time 
4    Never





4=4 Just about always 
8    Don't Know 




8=. Don’t know eliminated


9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 
Independent Variables: 
Independent Variable A—Self-Identification: “The terms Hispanic and Latino are both used to describe people who are of Hispanic or Latino origin or descent.  Do you happen to prefer one of these terms more than the other? Which term do you prefer, Hispanic or Latino?” 
Original coding: 




Recode:

1    Hispanic





1=1
Hispanic

2    Latino





2=2
Latino 

3    No preference




3=3 
No preference

Two additional dummy variables were created for the “self identification” variable—one for the “Latino” category and another for the “No preference” category in order to use both in reference to the “Hispanic” category. 

Latino dummy variable: 

2=1 

1=0 

3=0 

No preference dummy variable 

3=1 

1=0 

2=0 

Independent Variable B—Language Assimilation: The following questions were used to create one variable to measure the level of English language assimilation from several different dynamics. The variable was recoded, collapsed and standardized using Alpha (generated an Alpha coefficient of 0.91). 

Would you say you can read a newspaper or book in English- - very well, pretty well, just a little, or not at all?

1    Very well

2    Pretty well

3    Just a little

4    Not at all

8    Don't Know





8=. Don’t know eliminated
9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated

Would you say you can carry on a conversation in English, both understanding and speaking, -- very well, pretty well, just a little, or not at all?

1    Very well





 

2    Pretty well





 
3    Just a little






4    Not at all





 
8    Don't Know





8=. Don’t know eliminated
9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 
What language do you usually speak at home?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?
Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Only Spanish




1=2 Spanish

2    More Spanish than English



2=2 Spanish
3    Both equally




3=3 No preference  

4    More English than Spanish



4=1 English
5    Only English




5=1 English
8    Don't Know





8=. Don’t know eliminated
9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 
What language do you usually speak at work?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?

Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Only Spanish




1=2 Spanish

2    More Spanish than English



2=2 Spanish
3    Both equally




3=3 No preference  

4    More English than Spanish



4=1 English
5    Only English




5=1 English
8    Don't Know





8=. Don’t know eliminated
9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 
In what language are the news programs you usually watch on TV or listen to on the radio?  Only Spanish, more Spanish than English, both equally, more English than Spanish, or only English?

Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Only Spanish




1=2 Spanish

2    More Spanish than English



2=2 Spanish
3    Both equally




3=3 No preference     

4    More English than Spanish 



4=1 English
5    Only English




5=1 English
6    Do not watch TV or listen to Radio


6=. Eliminated    

8    Don't Know





8=. Don’t know eliminated
9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 
Independent Variable C—Perception of Discrimination: Two dimensions, group-level discrimination and individual level discrimination, were used to measure the respondent’s perception of discrimination.  

Perception of group-level discrimination: “In general, do you think discrimination against Latinos is a major problem, minor problem, or not a problem in preventing Latinos in general from succeeding in America?”

Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Major problem




1 =1
Yes a problem  

2    Minor problem




2 =1 
Yes a problem  

3    Not a problem




3 =2
Not a problem

8    Don't Know 




8 =.
Don’t know eliminated 

9    Refused





9=. 
Refused eliminated 

Perception of individual level discrimination: “In the past 5 years, have you or a family member experienced discrimination?” 

Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Yes






1=0 Yes
2    No






2=1 No 
8    Don't know





8=.

9    Refused





9=. 

Control Variables: 
Gender: Gender?                                                              

Original coding:  




Recode:
1    Male





1=0 Male 
2    Female





2=1 Female 
A dummy variable was created using this question in order to focus on those who were female and to use in reference to those that were male.

 Female dummy variable:

0=0

1=1
Marriage: “Are you currently married, living with a partner, widowed, divorced, separated, or have you never been married?” 

 Original coding: 



Recode: 

1    Married




1=1Married 

2    Living with a partner


2=0 Not married 


3    Widowed




3=0 Not married 

4    Divorced




4=0 Not married 

5    Separated




5=0 Not married 

6    Never been married



6=0 Not married 

9    Refused




9=. Refused eliminated  

Employment Status: “What is your employment status?  Are you.?” 

Original coding: 



Recode: 

1    Employed full time



1=0 Employed

2    Employed part time



2=0 Employed

3    A homemaker or stay at home parent

3=0 Other 

4    Retired




4=0 Other 

5    A student




5=0 Other 


6    Unemployed



6=1 Not Employed 

7    Laid off




7=0 Other 

8    Disabled




8=0 Other 

98  Don't know




98=. Don’t know eliminated
99  Refused




99=. Refused eliminated 
A dummy variable was created using this question in order to focus on those respondents who answered “unemployed” was created and used in the final regression. 

Final variable was coded the following way: 

1= Employed or Other 

2=0 Unemployed 

Religious Preference: “What is your religious preference?  Are you Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, some other religion, or no religion? 

Original coding: 



Recode: 

1    Protestant




1=1 Protestant 

2    Catholic




2=2 Catholic 

3    Jewish




3=0 Some other religion or no religion 
4    Some other religion



4=0 Some other religion or no religion 


5    No religion




5=0 Some other religion or no religion

9    Refused




9=. Refused eliminated 

Two dummy variables were created for the “religious preference” variable—one for the “Protestant” category and another for the “Catholic” category in order to use both in reference to the “Some other religion or no religion category” category

Protestant dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=1 

3=0 

4=0 

5=0 

Catholic dummy variable 

1=0 

2=1 

3=0 

4=0 

5=0 

Importance of Religion: How important is religion in your everyday life: The most important thing in your life, a very important thing in your life, somewhat important or not important at all?
Original coding: 
Recode and reversed to be ordered in the following way: 

1    The most important thing



4=1 Not important at all 
2    A very important thing



3=2 Somewhat important 
3    Somewhat important



2=3 A very important thing 
4    Not important at all




1=4 The most important thing
8    Don't know





8=. Don’t know eliminated 
9    Refused





9=. 
Church Attendance: “Aside from weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?  Would you say more than once a week, once a week, once or twice a month, a few times a year, seldom, or never”
Original coding: 
Recode and reversed to be ordered in the following way: 

1    More than once a week



6=1 Never

2    Once a week




5=2 Seldom 

3    Once or twice a month



4=3 A few times a year 

4    A few times a year




3=4 Once or twice a month 

5    Seldom





2=5 Once a week 

6    Never





1=6 More than once a week 

8    Don't know





8=. Don’t know 

9    Refused





9=. Refused 

Highest Level of Education: “ What is the last grade or class that you completed in school?” 

Original coding: 



 

1    None, or grade 1-8

2    High school incomplete (grades 9-11)

3    High school grad

4    GED

5    Business, technical, or vocational school after high school

6    Some college, no 4-year degree

7    College graduate

8    Post-graduate training/professional schooling after college

9    Refused

Recode:

1=1 High school or less
2=1 High school or less

3=1 High school or less 

4=1 High school or less 

5=2 Vocational school 

6=3 Some college 

7=3 College 

8=3 Post Grad 

9=. Refused eliminated 

Age: “What is your age?”                                              

Original coding: 




Recode: 
1    18-29





1= 1 18-29 

2    30-39





2= 2 30-39

3    40-54





3= 3 40-54

4    55+






4= 4 55+

9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 

Income: “ Is your total annual household income from all sources, and before taxes:” 
Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Less than $30,000




1=1 Less than $30, 000 

2    $30,000 to less than $50,000



2=2 $30,000-$50,000


3    $50,000 or more




3=3 $50,000 or more 
8    Don't know





8=4 Don’t know  

9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated
Three dummy variables were created for the “income” variable—one for those who answered their income was “$50,000 or more”, another for those who answered their income was “$30,000-50,000”, and a third category for those who answered “Don’t know”. This was done in order to use all three categories in reference to those who responded that their income to be “Less than $30,000.”

$50,000 or more dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=0 

3=1 

8=0 

9=. 

$30,000-50,000 dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=1 

3=0

8=0 

9=. 

Don’t know dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=0 

3=0

8=1 

9=. 

Party Identification: “ In politics today, do you consider yourself a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or something else?” 
Original coding: 




Recode: 

1    Republican





1=1 Republican

2    Democrat





2=2 Democrat

3    Independent





3=3 Independent

7    Something else




7=3 Other
 

8    Don't Know





8=4 Don’t know eliminated 

9    Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 

Three dummy variables were created for the “Party identification” variable—one for those who answered their party identification to be “democrat”, another for those who answered their party identification to be “independent” or “other”, and a third category for those who answered “Don’t know”. This was done in order to use all three categories in reference to those who responded that their party identification to be “republican”
Democrat dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=1 

3=0 

7=0

8=0 

9=. 

Independent or Other dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=0 

3=1

7=1

8=0 

9=. 

Don’t know dummy variable: 

1=0 

2=0 

3=0

7=0

8=1 

9=. 
Citizenship Status: Now we would like to ask you about US citizenship. Are you...?

Original coding: 




Recode:
1 A US citizen





1=1 Applying or is a US citizen
2 Currently applying for citizenship


2=1 Applying or is a US citizen 
3 Planning to apply for citizenship


3=1 Applying or is a US citizen
4 Not planning to become a citizen


4=0 Not a US citizen 
8 Don't Know





8=0 Not a US citizen 
9 Refused





9=. Refused eliminated 

Two dummy variables were created for the “citizenship” variable—one for those who answered they were not US citizens and another for those who refused to answer. This was done in order to use these categories in reference to those who responded that they were currently US citizens or in the process of becoming citizens. 

Not a US citizen dummy variable: 

1=0

2=0 

3=0 

4=1

8=1 

9=0

Refused dummy variable: 

1=0

2=0 

3=0 

4=0

8=0 

9=1

� Hetherington follows Stokes, 1962 and Miller, 1974 in the way he defines political trust. 


� This includes: Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010; Schildkraut, 2005; Wenzel, 2006.


� The Pew Hispanic Center and the Kaiser Family Foundation bear no responsibility for the interpretations offered, or conclusions made based on analysis of the Pew Hispanic Center/Kaiser Family Foundation 2004 National Survey of Latinos: Politics and Civic Engagement data.


� The specifics of how this variable was recoded can be found in the appendix. The collapsed variable generated an Alpha coefficient of 0.91. 


� This is done to keep in mind Schildkraut’s suggestion that perception of discrimination can be dynamic and that the difference between these two kinds of discrimination can be powerful determinants of attitudes and behavior (Schildkraut, 2005, 289-290). 


� Because the influence of these control variables are not the focus of this paper, I will not go into detail of how each variable was recoded or operationalized in this section. So as to increase the understanding of those who read this paper, the specific information on the control variables used can be found in the appendix. 
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