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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Scope 

A major assumption held by both minorities and 

non-minorities is that the placing of minority member in 

decision-making positions will insure sensitivity by the 

political system to the needs and problems facing minority 

members in our society. This presumes that minority 

members will typically safeguard and promote minority 

interests when given the opportunity. As Steward and 

Sheffield (1987) noted, many interest group tactics, such 

as litigation, are often assumed or asserted to have an 

impact without empirical evidence to support this notion. 

This may also be the case with minority representation. 

In a pluralist society in which many groups compete for 

the identification and commitment of the individual, it 

may be erroneous to presume that minority identification, 

for minority group members, will transcend all other 

possible forms of identification. Questioning the 

presence of minority identification results in uncertainty 

about the usefulness of minority representation. If 

minority identification is found wanting, then it can be 



argued that the intended goal of minority representation is 

in doubt. 

Efforts by the government and political system to 

recruit minority members can be interpreted as attempts to 

increase minority representation in both systems. In 

government, policies such as Equal Opportunity and 

Affirmative Action have increased the number of minorities 

holding government positions. Stein (1986) concludes that 

minority representation at the local level is mostly 

contingent on the size of the city's minority population, 

but the presence of a minority mayor aids the penetration 

of minorities into the work force. For the political 

system, recent endeavors by the Republican Party to recruit 

the Hispanic vote in the 1984 Presidential election are 

also testimony to these efforts. 

The incorporation of minority members by non-

minority groups is usually limited to the minority group's 

leaders or elites. It is assumed that the endorsement of 

these elites will result in the general support of the 

entire minority group. In return, minority elites expect 

gains for their respected groups. In this scenario, the 

commitment of the minority elites to their group is 

obvious. However, in situations in which a minority member 

has not given any vocal or tangible evidence of his or her 

commitment, how can the minority group be assured that 

their interest will be represented? 



It is my contention that Mexican American elites 

tend to minimize their public commitment to their ethnic 

group's political fortunes. Mexican Americans as a group 

have been described as a very conservative, quiet group 

(Donahue, 1984; Garcia and Garza, 1977; Grebler et al., 

1970; Hoberman, 1980; Segade, 1978), thus it would not be 

surprising to find that their leaders reflect the same 

characteristics. Furthermore, another possible reason for 

minimizing one's ethnic political commitment may be to 

reduce friction or confrontation with the dominant group. 

How is the public in general, and to some extent the group 

itself, going to know the extent of the group's ethnic 

political identification and commitment? This is what I 

propose to study, and these are the questions I will be 

addressing in this paper: whether there exists an ethnic 

group commitment among Mexican American elites, the extent 

of their commitment, and the factors that determine a 

person's level of commitment. 

Ethnic Politics Review 

Why should we concern ourselves with ethnic 

identification? It has been suggested that groups become 

reference points for the formation of attitudes and 

decisions about behavior (Bailey, 1969). There are many 

factors that affect a person's political behavior, such as 

age, social class, and ethnic background. In many 



instances, a person's political behavior can be 

significantly affected by these factors. To examine group 

membership within the context of political behavior is 

interesting, but by demonstrating how group membership 

precisely affects political behavior, we can be assured of 

the linkage between the two. Linking the cognitive process 

to active behavior, we can determine the extent of 

influence group membership has on individual behavior. 

In his collection of works, Bailey (1969) notes the 

significance primary groups play in socializing the 

individual. By primary groups, he is referring to 

"intimate, face-to-face relationships that tend to involve 

the individual as a whole person" (Bailey, 1969, p. 58). 

Party identification is just one of the many 

characteristics transmitted to the individual by his/her 

family. Bailey noted that over 70% of adults have the same 

party identification as their parents. What of ethnic 

identification, and the types of political behavior it 

affects? Bailey examines ethnic groups in terms of voting 

behavior. Since I am studying Mexican American elites and 

whether they represent the interest of Mexican Americans in 

general, I am interested in higher levels of political 

behavior. In this study, political behavior involving more 

effort than simple voting will be considered high levels of 

participation, with the highest level of participation 

being the holding of an office (Stone, 1974). 



Hechter suggests that ethnic identification is the 

result of non-incorporation of these new ethnic elites by 

the incumbent elites. Elites within minorities have three 

options open to them: join the majority, help the minority 

incrementally, or help the minority radically. If the 

incumbent elites refuse to coopt these new ethnic elites, 

Hechter paints a situation in which the rebutted ethnic 

elites are forced to organize along new line. Since the 

source of objection is assumed to be their ethnicity, 

elites within minority groups react by organizing along 

ethnic lines (Hechter, 1975). 

A different scenario is one in which new ethnic 

elites have been incorporated to some degree. However, 

since they are not fully incorporated, a "feeling of 

dislocation resulting from their rapid social mobility" 

usually results in a return to their ethnic roots as a 

shield against this feeling of dislocation (Beer, 1980; 

Hielsen, 1985). 

A third scenario reveals ethnicity as simply a 

convenient basis for political mobilization. For example, 

ethnicity provides political candidates with the use of 

easy, informal avenues to their constituents. 

The literature, then, suggests three perspectives: 

ethnicity as one concern of social representation in 

democratic political systems; ethnicity as a "group" 

forming both the attitudes and behavior of its members and 



a link for its members to the larger political arena; and 

ethnicity as an involuntary constraint on political 

mobility, forcing members of minority ethnic groups to 

adopt alternative paths to the political elite. 



CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 

Mexican American Political History 

Although Mexican Americans are among the oldest 

ethnic groups within the United States, they have been 

relatively unrecognized as a significant social, economic, 

or political segment of the society. But recently, 

because of their growing numbers, they have stimulated 

growing concern in the political system. 

To say that the political context in which Mexican 

Americans have had to operate is difficult is quite an 

understatement. The effects of racial, ethnic, and class 

discrimination have historically placed Mexican Americans 

in a subordinate position (Barrera, 1979; Garcia and De La 

Garza, 1977; McLemore, 1973; Morrisseey, 1983). Justin 

(1970) suggests that Mexican Americans are more likely to 

be discriminated against than any other group because of 

three factors. They are physically distinguishable. They 

tend to use a language that is different than the dominant 

group. And, their culture conflicts with the dominant 

group's culture. While no one makes the argument that 

discrimination can completely explain the variance found 

among Mexican American political participation, its past 
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and present effects cannot be ignored. As found by De La 

Garza and Vaughan (1984) discrimination is one of the major 

reasons Mexican American elites become politically active. 

Mexican Americans, as a group, tend to have low 

levels of political participation (Davis, 1981; Donahue, 

1984; Welch, 1977; Welch et al., 1973). The majority of 

research concerning Mexican Americans tends to focus on the 

causes of this low participation rate. The most commonly 

cited reasons have been the group's low socioeconomic 

status, low self-esteem, alienation, and the youthfulness 

of the group in general (Buehler, 1977; Donahue, 1984; 

Welsh et al., 1973). Yet, Mexican Americans have begun to 

view collective action as the only means open to them that 

will change their current condition (Garcia and De La Garza, 

1977). Also, there has been evidence to suggest that 

Mexican Americans are increasingly becoming aware of the 

relevance politics has in one's life, and are developing a 

general group attitude that favors ethnically based 

political activity (Ambrecht and Pachon, 1974). The low 

levels of political participation must be qualified, since 

Mexican Americans do tend to become more involved when 

political campaigns are polarized along racial rather than 

ideological lines (Lovrich and Marenin, 1976; Miller, 1975; 

Villarreal, 1979). Under such conditions, Mexican 

Americans exhibit high levels of political participation. 
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This seems to argue that when the group is politically 

threatened, Mexican Americans participate. 

Socialization Theory 

Socialization is the process through which people 

develop political attitudes and behavior. There are four 

models of political socialization: the lifelong 

persistence model, the lifelong openness model, the 

generational model, and the life-cycle model (Jennings and 

Niemi, 1981). Depending on the model one chooses to use, 

the results of one's inquiry will be effected, since each 

model has its own set of assumptions. I have chosen the 

lifelong persistence model to explain the persistence of 

latent ethnic identification. The lifelong persistence 

model suggests that early learning endures throughout an 

individual's life. Orientations developed early in life 

resist change and tend to be reinforced as the individual 

becomes accustomed to a certain set of beliefs. While 

models of change have relevance for explanations of many 

aspects of politicization, ethnicity is an involuntary 

characteristic, and there is reason to believe that one's 

reaction to one's ethnicity, as well as one's perception of 

others reactions to it, are formed early and remain stable. 

As with much of early learning, awareness of 

ethnicity is likely to arise in the context of the 

individual's first primary group memberships. During 
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childhood and early adolescence, the family tends to have 

the greatest amount of influence on the development of the 

individual (Dawson, et al., 1977; Holloway and George, 

1986; Jennings and Niemi, 1981). Information transmitted 

by the family tends to be informal, thus creating in the 

child diffuse support for the beliefs and attitudes 

conveyed by the family. An individual raised in a Mexican 

American family is likely to have been socialized by the 

Mexican American culture and language usually present in 

Mexican American families. The result of such 

socialization is likely to be continued identification with 

,Mexican Americans throughout one's lifetime. 

Adding to this basic model of persistence, the 

life-cycle model of socialization may enable us to suggest 

when an individual's latent ethnic identification is more 

likely to become active, if it becomes active at all. 

Jennings and Niemi state that "the life-cycle model holds 

that while persistence is the rule, certain orientations 

are very amenable to alternation at given life stages" (p. 

20, 1981). I will surmise that an individual, upon leaving 

the comfort and familiarity of the Mexican American 

culture, is more likely to develop an active identification 

with Mexican Americans to compensate for feelings of 

dislocation (Gordon, 1961). The time an individual is most 

likely to leave home is to attend college, to marry, or to 

enter the work force. But the college environment, 
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especially if the college attendance occurs outside of the 

familiar Mexican American environment, provides a uniquely 

powerful potentiality to stimulate an active, politicized 

ethnic identification. 

Group Theory 

Where Anglos are the dominant group, as is true in 

most higher education, ethnic identity can provide a "group" 

orientation that shields against feelings of dislocation. 

Group theory allows us to predict when the interests of the 

group will prevail over the interest of the individual. 

Olson (1965) argues that the rational choice for an 

individual to make is not to invest time and effort when 

the actions of others, and therefore the likely outcome, 

cannot be predicted. By not participating, the individual 

has minimized the amount of resources that can be lost 

through his/her participation. Yet, if other individuals 

make the same rational choice, the objective of the group 

will not be realized. For Mexican Americans and other 

minorities, however, simple group indentification may 

rationally serve various psychological needs. 

Taylor (1983) suggests that in order for group 

cohesiveness and solidarity to be maintained, the members 

of the group must adopt a group-serving attribution style, 

rather than a self-serving attribution style. But Taylor 

notes that the self-sacrifice is actually self-serving, 
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since if the group succeeds, all members of the group will 

benefit. 

In addition to the instrumental value of 

maintaining group solidarity, another factor that 

contributes to group solidarity is external threat (Giles, 

1985). Whether the threat is perceived or actual, threat 

to the interests of the group can enhance intragroup 

solidarity. Thus, the presence of a group mode of thinking 

and the presence of external threat are conditions in which 

we can expect the interest of the individual to become 

merged in the interest of the group. 

Process of MAPC 

Studying the process of Mexican American political 

commitment, henceforth referred to as MAPC, requires 

sensitivity to the socialization and group theories 

discussed in the previous sections. Consideration of both 

theories suggests that the evaluation of MAPC can be 

depicted as a kind of funnel of causality, beginning with a 

wide base of support from group identification. The funnel 

further narrows as one approaches group consciousness, and 

narrows even further as one moves from group consciousness 

to group commitment. Figure one illustrates the process. 

The funneling suggests the difficulty involved in 

moving from one level to the next, and also suggests that 

the process can be described as a continuum. Moving from 
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the group consciousness level to the group commitment level 

is in large part determined by perceptions of the amount of 

risk involved, possible retribution for advancing the 

interest of the group. 

The factor that distinguishes each of the levels 

from one another is the amount of active behavior present 

in each. Since mere group identification is the simplest 

of these cognitive processes, the effects on an 

individual's active behavior are likely to be minimal. 

Referring to the discussion of the lifelong persistence 

model of ethnic socialization, ethnic identification may be 

quite diffuse; an individual may not even be aware of the 

effects of his/her ethnic socialization on his/her 

perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs. 

However, at the group consciousness level, an 

individual is likely to evaluate and make decisions in 

terms of the group's interests, if there is a perception 

that the group's interest is involved. Thus, the presence 

of group consciousness means that an individual's active 

behavior is more likely to be affected than it would be at 

the group identification level. Yet, since it is difficult 

to determine whether an individual's decisions are based on 

group consciousness, I cannot predict the amount of active 

behavior group consciousness is likely to affect. Rather, 

I mention this level as a transitional level from group 

identification to group commitment. Its presence is 
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assumed, but the amount of active behavior it affects 

cannot be accurately predicted. 

At the final level of MAPC, an individual's active 

behavior is greatly affected by group commitment. By its 

very definition, group commitment must include some type of 

active behavior, making it the easiest level to observe. 

Group commitment may range from the spasmodic or the 

periodic to the continuous and total involvement of the 

individual in advocating the interests of the group. 
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Risk 

Group I d e n t i f i c a t i o n - > G r o u p C o n s c i o u s n e s s - > G r o u p Commitme"n 

Figure 1. The Process of MAPC. 



CHAPTER III 

HYPOTHESES 

Components of MAPC 

From the diagram, I have suggested that MAPC has 

three components: group identification, group con

sciousness, and group commitment. Identification is 

defined as the "recognition of shared values and 

interests. . . . " (Gurin, 1985). Group consciousness is 

the tendency to make evaluations/decisions in terms of 

one's group identification. Group commitment is defined as 

advocacy of the interests of one's group. The structure of 

MAPC suggests that it is unidimensional and cumulative. 

Thus, group identification is a dimension of group 

commitment. If group commitment is to be found anywhere 

among Mexican Americans, it should be present in the 

Mexican American elite. 

Group identification will be operationalized as the 

ethnic and social group to whom the respondents feel 

closest, non-Hispanics or Hispanics. Group consciousness 

will be measured as a respondent's evaluation of the 

condition of Mexican Americans, the priority given to the 

improvement of their condition, and the presence of 

16 
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personal plans to improve the condition of Mexican 

Americans. Group commitment is operationalized as elites' 

implementation of plans by their own account, to improve 

the condition of Mexican Americans. It is hoped that each 

of these items will reflect the process outlined in the 

evaluation of MAPC. 

I expect that the process of formation of Mexican 

American political commitment, as I have outlined it, can 

be empirically demonstrated. 

Formation Factors 

Assimilation is believed to affect the level or 

strength of one's ethnic identification (Gordon, 1961; 

Greenly, 1976; Sommerladat, 1970). While there are three 

models of assimilation, I have chosen the model that 

presents the largest threat to minority groups. The 

meeting of two or more groups which results in the complete 

absorption of the weaker group or groups would seem to hold 

the largest threat to coherent group existence. In the 

other two models, some aspect of the minority group's 

contribution to the joining remains. 

Assimilation is operationalized as a respondent's 

explanation of whether and why the Mexican American culture 

can or cannot be preserved. Since ethnic identification is 

the foundation of MAPC, I expect a respondent's level of 

assimilation to be related to MAPC. I also hypothesize 
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that assimilation and MAPC are negatively related. As 

one's level' of assimilation increases, I expect one's level 

of MAPC to decrease. 

Closely associated with the assimilation theory is 

the generational theory. According to Gordon (1961) a 

person's level of assimilation is affected by his/her 

generational status. Gordon explains that the first 

American-born generation, like its foreign parents, tend to 

use their ethnicity as a comfort against their perceived 

ackwardness. For the first generation, one would expect a 

person's primary and secondary groups to consist almost 

entirely of one's own ethnic group. In cities, evidence of 

this ethnic grouping can be seen in community neighborhoods. 

For the first generation, this ethnic grouping is expected 

to be voluntary. For the second generation, ethnicity is 

the symbol of rather than the cure for their awkwardness, 

and they thus reject all aspects of their ethnic background. 

They are seduced into believing that if they reject their 

ethnic roots and become more like the dominant society, 

they will be unconditionally accepted by the dominant 

group. Gordon envisions the second generation as always 

striving to be accepted by the dominant group, and 

socializing their children along these same lines. Once 

the third generation has done all that is expected of them 

to insure that they will be accepted, Gordon predicts that 

they will be disillusioned, since even with all they have 
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done, they will still not be completely accepted into the 

dominant group. The result will be dislocation of the 

third generation. They will not feel that they belong to 

either group. Gordon predicts a third generational return 

to an immersion of themselves in discovering their roots. 

Generation is operationalized in the following 

manner. "First generation" will consist of respondents 

whose parent were both born in a country other than the 

United States. "Second generation" respondents will be 

those whose parents were both born in the United States 

The "third generation" contains respondents with both sets 

of grandparents born in the United States. I am aware of 

the many permutations that exist for this variable, but for 

simplicity's sake I have decided to omit them here. My 

expectation is that respondents of the first and third 

generation will have a higher MAPC than respondents from 

the second generation. 

The location of one's residence is expected to 

affect one's level of MAPC. Miller (1975) suggested that 

the closer a Mexican American lives to the U.S.-Mexican 

border, the less likely he/she will develop identification 

with Mexican Americans. Since the overwhelming majority of 

Mexican Americans live along the U.S.-Mexican border, they 

are the majority group in many cities within this area. 

While their geographic concentration along the border may 

increase their political resources. Miller suggests that it 
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would also hamper organization along ethnic lines, since 

majority status in this case would prevent ethnic 

identification from acting as a differentiating factor 

within the population. 

Border proximity is operationalized as residence in 

the Rio Grande Valley or residence in the Texas Panhandle. 

These locations are the extreme southern and northern 

regions of Texas. I expect respondents from the northern 

region, where Mexican Americans are the distinct minority, 

to have a higher MAPC than respondents from the southern 

region, where they are the majority. 

A person's opinion on minority issues is likely to 

be related to his/her level of MAPC. Minority issues are 

defined as governmental policies that benefit or harm 

minority interests, and are operationalized as a 

respondent's opinion on civil rights, illegal immigration 

and affirmative action. I expect respondents favoring 

civil rights activism and affirmative action to have a 

higher MAPC than respondents who do not favor them, since 

those of high commitment will see such issues as furthering 

the cause of improving their people's status. Policies 

involving the restriction of illegal immigration will have 

a similar effect, since such a policy could be seen as 

rendering most Mexican Americans suspect, possibly 

influencing employment, housing, and other concerns. 

Therefore I expect respondents with higher MAPC to be more 



21 

suspicious of illegal immigration policies than those with 

lower MAPC. 

Socialization may also affect MAPC, since a 

person's early environment can provide a lasting impact on 

his/her ethnic identification. I regret that I do not have 

the data to test the hypothesis in this way. What I can 

explore is a person's socialization to political 

participation. Socialization to political participation 

refers to the type of participation environment present 

during an individual's early years. I am assuming that the 

greatest impact will come from the family (Dawson et al., 

1977; Holloway and George, 1986; Jennings and Niemi, 1981), 

and I expect that individuals who matured in families which 

had high levels of political participation will have higher 

MAPC than those who did not, and will use participatory 

means to further the interest of Mexican Americans. 

As is obvious from the MAPC model, I believe risk 

plays an important role in determining MAPC. Risk means 

the possible retribution an individual may face when making 

demands on the political system. Retaliation may come from 

the system, other advocates, or society in general. Thus, 

a person must gauge how receptive the system is to the 

demands he/she is likely to make upon it. If the group one 

is advocating for has a poor standing in the system, the 

risk is greater. The paradox is that one usually advocates 

on behalf of groups whose influence on the system is 
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questionable, meaning that the advocation of any group's 

interest tends to be risky. One may ask when a group is in 

good standing in terms of making demands. In my definition 

of risk, a low risk group is a group that is recognized as 

having the political power to influence the system at will. 

Whether they choose to do so is not essential to the 

perception of the group's standing in the system. What is 

required is the occasional exercise of their power to 

reinforce their position in the system; thus, a group does 

not have to be active constantly to maintain their 

perception of power. 

However, risk at the individual level may be 

different than risk at the group level. At the individual 

level, a high level of risk should inhibit the individual 

from advocating the group's interests. Olsen (1965) 

suggests that without knowing what the action of other will 

be, the rational choice for the individual would be not to 

participate and to hope that others will act for the 

benefit of all. If the standing of the group is unknown, 

then, the individual is faced with the possibility of high 

risk, and the rational choice would be not to act on the 

behalf of the group. 

Risk at the group level can have a quite different 

effect. Giles (1985) suggests that the external threat to 

the group will tend to enhance intragroup solidarity. The 

difference lies in the focus of the threat: is it directed 
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at the individual or the group? Risk is measured at both 

levels to test these hypotheses. 

At the individual level, risk is measure using two 

indicators. The first asks whether an individual has ever 

experienced discrimination. For my purposes, experiences 

of either ethnic or racial discrimination can be used. My 

second indicator is whether an individual believes the 

Mexican American culture is an obstacle to reaching the 

highest level of politics. It is hoped that both 

indicators tap the amount of personal risk involved in 

being associated with Mexican Americans. My expectation is 

that respondents experiencing discrimination will have 

lower MAPC, as will those who see the culture as a barrier 

to political mobility, since both represent significantly 

constraining individual risk. 

At the group level, an indicator of risk is an 

individual's perception of the group's overall standing in 

the nation and in the political system. An evaluation of 

poor standing would suggest high risk. This, contrary to 

the individual measures, should enhance intragroup 

solidarity. 

Finally, I must examine possible socioeconomic 

interactions. Income is measured as personal pretax income 

received in 1985. Class is measured by the respondent's 

self-perception. Education is indicated by the highest 

educational degree received, since I would argue, the 
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completion of a degree received will be accompanied by a 

particular feeling of accomplishment. For income and 

class, I expect no relationship to exist with MAPC, since 

ethnic socialization during the maturing years should 

persist despite later class or income changes. 

However, my expectation for education is quite 

different. I expect that as education rises, so will MAPC. 

One's frame of reference is broadened by an increase in one's 

level of education. This increased exposure according to 

the generational theory (Gordon, 1961), can result for 

ethnics in a feeling of uncertainty and dislocation. The 

tendency is to use one's ethnicity as a shield against this 

feeling of ambivalence, an ambivalence heightened by exposure 

to the mostly Anglo higher educational environment. 

All of these factors combine to explain MAPC. I 

expect respondents whose level of assimilation is low, who 

identifies him/herself as Mexican American or Chicano, who 

is from the first or third generation, who perceives civil 

rights and affirmative action as favorable and illegal 

immi-gration policies as unfavorable, who is socialized 

into par-ticipating, who has a college degree or above, who 

has a high group perception of risk and who lives away from 

the Mexican border to have a higher MAPC score. I am 

therefore suggest-ing that in addition to their bivariate 

relationship with MAPC, all of these factors have a 

combined impact on MAPC. 



CHAPTER IV 

DATA AND METHODS 

The Survey 

Because of the absence of research and theory on 

Mexican American political commitment, this study is 

basically exploratory. The main purpose was to gather 

preliminary data in which the development of MAPC could be 

discovered. With the use of related theories concerning 

the cognitive development of group indentification and 

motivational theories I had hoped to examine not only the 

existence- of Mexican American group identification, but 

also to illustrate how this cognitive process translates 

into active behavior, MAPC. A detailed explanation of the 

hypotheses, and the operationalization of concepts needed 

to test them, appeared in the previous chapter. This 

chapter explains data collection and statistical 

techniques. 

The historical political experiences of Mexican 

Americans are fully reflected in their experiences in New 

Mexico, California, and Texas. Of these three states, 

Texas is thought to be the last state in which Mexican 

Americans will exhibit political solidarity (Garcia and De 

25 
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la Garza, 1977). Thus, in restricting my survey to Texas, 

I can be assured that the level of MAPC found in Texas is 

likely to be even higher in New Mexico and California. 

I will subdivide Texas into Southern and Northern 

regions, as suggested by Miller's (1975) Border proximity 

theory, and as described in the previous chapter. Miller 

(1975) also suggested that the demographic population within 

cities can effect the formulation of ethnic identification 

among Mexican Americans. Using the 1980 U.S. Census data, 

I have selected these cities with the following Mexican 

American populations: Lubbock (18%), Harlingen (59%), 

McAllen (68%), and Brownsville (72%). These cities 

variously reflect the concept of minority and majority 

groups. 

My final obstacle was to identify Mexican American 

elites within each city. For each city, I began by using a 

list of elected city officials, and I identified officials 

that seemed to have a Spanish surname. Their Mexican descent 

was later confirmed at the conclusion of the interview. At 

the end of each interview, I asked each respondent to name 

as many community leaders as he/she would like to mention. 

The exact question was "Here in [city name], who do you 

consider community leaders?" If the interviewer was 

unfamiliar with the names given, the interviewer would ask 

what their position was and how they could be found. Only 

respondents of Mexican descent who were mentioned twice 



27 

were included in the data base. The reputational process 

(Hunter and Fritz, 1985; Hunter, 1953) was quite effective, 

since the majority of those so identified had an average of 

three mentions each, with a range of sixteen to one. One 

respondent who was not of Mexican descent was interviewed 

but later omitted from the analysis. The final number of 

sample cases was forty-five. 

Since a major part of my argument is that Mexican 

Americans may be reluctant to reveal their level of 

commitment to those outside the group, my first objective 

was to determine how I could overcome this possible 

problem. By factoring MAPC into components, separate 

questions addressing each component was used rather than 

directly asking respondents their level of MAPC. Such an 

indirect procedure was hoped to minimize a respondent's 

reluctance to discuss his/her commitment. 

The decision to use face-to-face interviews is 

based on the assumption that it tends to extract a maximum 

amount of information. Its weakness is the amount of time 

required to conduct each interview and its cost. By using 

face-to-face interviews, I hoped to maximize the completion 

rate. Because of changes in residence and refusals, the 

actual acceptance rate was 92%, representing forty-six out 

of fifty possible interviews, a very high rate for elite 

studies. 
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Each respondent was asked some of the questions 

used in the 1984 American National Election Study survey 

conducted by ICPSR, with a few added questions unique to 

this study and directed at Mexican Americans in general. A 

total of 117 questions on a number of topics was asked both 

to gain broad information and to defuse the potential 

sensitivity of such a study. Relevant questionnaire items 

are found in Appendices A and C. The typical interview 

lasted an hour, although varying responses to open-ended 

questions meant that some were as short as forty-five 

minutes and others were as long as two hours. The 

interviews were conducted on three separate occasions for 

two week periods. In August 1986 and January 1987, the Rio 

Grande interviews were conducted, while those done in 

Lubbock occurred in February of 1987. I was concern that 

respondents in the second wave of the Rio Grande Valley 

study would have been alerted, but the time period between 

visits seemed sufficient to have overcome any possible 

biases, nor did timing appear to affect any responses. The 

location of each interview was generally conducted in the 

respondent's place of business, except in one case, where 

the interview occurred at the respondent's home. General 

characteristics of the sample can be found in Tables 1 and 

2. In Table 2, since many respondents consider themselves 

to hold multiple occupations and/or positions, the total 

percentage many exceed 100%. 
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Statistical Measurement of MAPC 

The Existence of Mexican American 
Political Commitment 

As we see in Table 3, one factor, identified as 

ethnic political commitment, is largely responsible for the 

intercorrelations among the items used to construct MAPC. 

This result is somewhat unusual since most phenomena can 

only be explained by a complex model involving the 

relationships among many factors. Since one factor was 

found to explain much of the variance among the items 

hypothesized to create MAPC, I can be assured that the 

evolutionary process outlined for the acquisition of ethnic 

political commitment is justified. 

The eigenvalue of the first principle component was 

largely responsible for the common relationship among the 

items, and this single factor accounts for 52% of the 

variance found among the MAPC items. At this point, the 

objective was to establish the accuracy of the hypothesized 

process of development of ethnic political commitment, and 

the results of the factor analysis support such a 

hypothesis. I expect MAPC to increasingly load on Ethnic, 

Social, Improvement, Priority, Plans, and Implemented; but 

as Table 3 shows Priority has the largest loading. The 

scalability must be further examined using the Guttman 

scale technique. 
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Table 4 shows few Mexican American elites 

identified Hispanics as their closest social group. In 

terms of the remaining items, the order of Closest Ethnic 

Id, Improvement, Priority, Plans, and Implemented was 

predicted correctly. While the coefficient of 

reproducibility is high (0.92), the mediocre value of the 

coefficient of scalability (0.68) is probably due to the 

misplacement of the Social Id variable. The value tends to 

suggest that while the items are somewhat scalable, they 

are far from being a perfect scale in their present form. 

Thus, while the structure of the transition outlined for 

the achievement of ethnic political commitment is in slight 

doubt, the items selected to measure the different 

dimensions of ethnic political commitment do seem to 

associate strongly with one another and with the ethnic 

commitment dimension. 

To create a standardized measure of MAPC, I 

subtracted each item by its mean, divided the resulting 

score by its standard deviation, and then multiplied the 

resulting score by its factor score coefficient. These 

scores were then added together. The result was the MAPC 

variable, which I use as my dependent variable in the 

remaining analyses. The original scale for MAPC can be 

found in Appendix B. In its original scale, MAPC is 

difficult to interpret. Using the possible range of MAPC, 
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I collapsed the original scale into quadrants. The results 

are displayed in Table 5. 

The coding is interpreted as follows: 0 equals an 

extremely low MAPC, 1 equals a low to neither high or low 

MAPC, 2 equals a neither high or low MAPC to a high MAPC, 

and 3 equals an extremely high MAPC. While the majority of 

the cases (64%) fell within the fourth quadrant, the mean 

lies in the third quadrant, suggesting that on average, 

respondents had a mediocre MAPC. This is further supported 

when noting that the standard error (0.197) could cause the 

mean to lie between 1.98 to 2.38. Construction of a 95% 

confidence interval suggests that the true population mean 

would fall between 1.79 to 2.57. Since the mean is greatly 

affected by extreme values, the results suggests that there 

are a number of extremely low MAPC's in the first quadrant. 

Examination of the original MAPC scale confirm this 

suspicion. 



TABLE 1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 
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Variable Value Frequency 

Age 

Gender 

Party Identification 

Ideology 

Marital Status 

Income 

Class 

Years of Education 

Religion 

mean in years 

males 

democrats 

conservatives 

married 

$25,000-$34,999 

middle 

seventeen or more 

Catholics 

47 (45)" 

87% (40) 

74% (34) 

36% (16) 

91% (42) 

24% (11) 

39% (18) 

54% (25) 

89% (41) 

Numbers in parentheses are n's of cases. 
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TABLE 2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE CONTINUED 

Variable Value Frequency 

Position political 47% (18)* 

community 29% (11) 

governmental 42% (16) 

Occupation executive 42% (19) 

entrepreneur 40% (18) 

Numbers in parentheses are n's of cases. Due to multiple 
memberships, percentage totals may exceed 100%. 
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TABLE 3 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF MAPC ITEMS 

Variables 
Factor 1 
Loadings Communalities 

V56 Closest Ethnic 

V116 Closest Socid 

V93 Improvement 

V94 Priority 

V96 Plans 

VIOO I m p l e m e n t e d 

0.34906 

0.40088 

0.66660 

0.91952 

0.68694 

0.81445 

0.12184 

0.16070 

0.44436 

0.84552 

0.47189 

0.66334 

Eigenvalue 
Pet. of Var. 
Cum. Pet. 

3.012935 
52.2 
52.2 
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TABLE 4 

GUTTMAN SCALE OF MAPC ITEMS 

V56 V93 V94 V96 VIOO V116 

Pets. 97/3* 85/15 79/21 72/28 64/36 56/44 

Errors 0/0 0/4 0/1 1/3 2/1 6/0 

Coefficient of Reproducibility 0.9231 
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility 0.7564 
Percent Improvement 0.1667 
*Pass/Fail 
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TABLE 5 

CONDENSED MAPC FREQUENCIES 

Code Frequency 

0 20.5 (8)* 

1 5.1 (2) 

2 10.3 (4) 

3 64.1 (25) 

9 Mi s s i ng 

Mean 2.179 Std. Dev. 1.233 Std. Err. 0.197 

*Numbers in parentheses are n's of cases. The total n of 
cases is 46, with 7 cases missing on one or more component 
variables. 



CHAPTER V 

CORRELATES OF COMMITMENT 

The Border Proximity Hypothesis 

Table 6 shows the results of controlling MAPC for 

distance from the Mexican border. Lubbock, representing 

the northern region and most distant reaches of Texas, 

clearly has the highest mean MAPC score. Such a finding 

supports the border and geographic concentration theories. 

As Michael Miller (1975) suggested, proximity to the U.S.

Mexican border would affect the development of group 

identification for Mexican Americans. He hypothesized that 

Mexican Americans living in close proximity to the U.S.

Mexican border would have problems developing group 

identification. In other words, if a group's membership was 

large enough to encompass most of the people, it would 

cease to function as a differentiating factor. This could 

certainly be the case for the cities in the South, since 

Harlingen's Mexican American population is 59% of the total 

population, 68% for McAllen, 72% for Brownsville, and only 

18% for Lubbock, according to the 1984 U.S. Census Data. 

This finding is discouraging in terms of political 

mobilization, since it is most likely that geographic 

concentration of Mexican Americans along the U.S.-Mexican 

37 
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border encourages both the type and amount of resources 

needed for political efficiency. 

Background and Contextual Factors 

Despite strong support for the Border proximity 

hypothesis, findings suggest that Mexican American elites 

generally tend to have a neutral to high MAPC. 

Assimilation, generation, minority issues, socialization, 

risk, and socioeconomic factors have all been hypothesized 

to affect MAPC as well. 

Table 7 displays the results of controlling MAPC 

for background and contextual factors. Assimilation, 

whether measured by assimilation or ethnic label, was 

negatively related to MAPC. Both relationships can be 

interpreted as weak. Since there is some confusion as to 

how to address Mexican Americans, some (Garcia and De La 

Garza, 1977) have suggested that the name one uses to 

identify him-herself could be used to predict whether or 

not that individual identifies with the group. My findings 

weakly support this hypothesis, since it is more likely 

that Mexican Americans and Chicanes will have a higher MAPC 

than those who identify themselves as non-Hispanic, 

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish. Similarly, a respondent who 

leans toward assimilation is more likely to have a lower 

MAPC. The relationship between MAPC and assimilation is 

even stronger for the southern region with a Pearson's 
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coefficient of -.33, but the over all relationship is not 

terribly powerful. 

Closely linked to the Assimilation theory is the 

Generational theory. The Generational theory states that 

the first and third generation ethnics will most likely 

identify with their ethnic roots, while the second 

generation is expected to reject all ties and customs 

relating to their ethnic background (Gordon, 1961). My 

analysis does not support this hypothesis. Generation was 

found to be statistically insignificant for the entire 

sample, as well as for the southern region. A Pearson's 

coefficient of .63 was reported for the Northern region, 

but this was the result of low cell frequencies. Thus, the 

coefficient for the northern region was merely an artifact, 

and must be dismissed as evidence for a relationship 

between MAPC and generational difference at this time. In 

general, any Pearson's coefficient found for the northern 

region must be treated with extreme caution due to the 

problem of limited cases, but they are reported for 

information nonetheless. 

My expectations for the indicator of socialization 

to participate is based on the argument that a person 

raised in an environment that promoted high levels of 

political participation would also be inclined to use 

political participation to further the interests of Mexican 

Americans, A Pearson's coefficient of .32 suggests that 
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there is a relationship between the two variables, but the 

relationship is much stronger for the southern region, with 

an r of .49. Thus, especially for the Southern region, 

there does seem to be a positive relationship between MAPC 

and the willingness to engage in political participation. 

I expected that those who had a higher level of 

education would more likely have a higher MAPC, and my 

results support this hypothesis. Table 6 shows that 

education and MAPC are strongly and positively related, 

with Pearson's coefficients of .51 for the entire sample 

and .67 for the Southern region. Investigation of the 

contingency table reveals that 75% of the respondents whom 

received a low MAPC also had less than a college degree. 

Comments made by the respondents suggest that rather than 

the generational theory accounting for this difference, 

respondents' belief about Affirmative Action account for the 

finding. According to the respondents. Affirmative Action 

allowed them to receive a high level of education. Their 

sensitivity to this political issue along with the 

politicizing environment of college no doubt explains their 

scores. 

The next socioeconomic factor to be investigated 

was income. I expected no difference between those with 

high and low levels of income. Regardless of what their 

present income is, I expected the influence of being raised 

in a Mexican American environment to nullify any later 
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income effects. The Pearson's coefficient for the entire 

sample seems to support this hypothesis, except in the case 

of the southern region. Here, it may be that identifying 

oneself as Mexican American does not produce enough of a 

distinguishing factor within the Rio Grande Valley. In 

this case, income has become a weak differentiator of the 

population. 

Finally, I examined class, expecting the same lack 

of relationship and for the same reasons. For Whites, since 

their group encompasses the majority of the people in the 

entire nation, some other form of group identification such 

as class can be expected to be important. However, Mexican 

Americans comprise a small percentage of the national 

population, making their ethnic membership a differentiating 

factor much more important than class. The results seem to 

support my hypothesis, since a relationship was not found. 

The coefficient of association between MAPC and class is 

low and quite insignificant. 

Specific political issues' relationships to MAPC 

are also important, since commitment embodies a strong 

sense of protecting group interest and seeking change in 

group status. Table 6 shows the association of MAPC with 

illegal immigration policies to be .24 for the entire 

sample. This can be interpreted as meaning that 

respondents seeing illegal immigration's negative effect on 

Mexican Americans are more likely to have a higher MAPC. 
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Follow-up questions show that over 95% view illegal 

immigration as having a negative effect on Mexican 

Americans. The typical response identifies legislation to 

restrict the flow of illegal immigrants as the source of 

this negative effect. Responses such as "I use to think 

America was a melting pot, but the immigration laws have 

shown that we are not" and "Some people will push regula

tions to discriminate against us [Mexican Americans]. The 

only thing they are going to use this for is for racism" 

show the lack of confidence Mexican American elites have in 

the government's ability to implement this policy fairly. 

Even if it could be implemented effectively, the greatest 

fear Mexican American elites have is the extending 

repercussion for Mexican Americans. As one respondent 

put it "We will be suspect wherever we go. In effect, we 

have become second class citizens all over again." 

For the civil rights variable, a Pearson's 

coefficient of .33 for the entire sample and a .28 for the 

southern region was found. Here, respondents who felt that 

civil rights leaders were moving too slowly are likely to 

have a higher MAPC. Noteworthy is the smaller coefficient 

found for the Southern region. This may be the result of 

the higher concentration of Mexican Americans in this area 

where the fight for civil rights can be seen as outside 

their realm of interest. A better explanation is that 

Mexican American elites give a higher priority to the 
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pursuit of economic gains, rather than social rights. This 

divorce of the economic and social sphere is evident in 

remarks such as "once we gain our economic footing, the 

rest will follow." The results of the relationship between 

affirmative action and MAPC support such an explanat-ion. 

This division can also be seen in the relationship 

between MAPC and affirmative action, where coefficients of 

.49 for the entire sample and .50 for the southern region 

shows a strong association with commitment. Respondents' 

approval of this policy can be seen in statements such as 

"I would have never gone to college if it had not been for 

affirmative action." The result seems to be an increased 

identification with Mexican Americans, since it is under 

this category that many of them became eligible for the 

benefits of the affirmative action policy. Thus, while 

Mexican American elites stress economic gain through the 

use of education, they do not seem reluctant to use 

political means to achieve their goal. 

Risk, hypothesized to be an important intervening 

factor in the formation of political commitment, operates 

at both the individual and group levels. The results of 

its relationship are presented in Table 8. I found that 

93% of the respondents have experienced some form of 

discrimination. There were some follow-up questions to 

identify the type-of discrimination experience, and only 

seven respondents identified some form of discrimination 
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other than ethnic or racial as the most frequent type of 

discrimination they have experience. With 100% of the 

respondents identifying racial or ethnic discrimination at 

some point in their responses, lack of variation within the 

variable causes an inability to discern the relationship 

between discrimination and commitment. Since almost all 

have experienced discrimination, but not all develop 

political commitment, discrimination as a risk factor is 

not at all clear. 

On the other hand, respondents who believe they can 

preserve their culture and still reach the highest levels 

of politics are more likely to have a higher MAPC scores 

than those who do not. This would seem to suggest, in 

terms of risk, that only 13% of the respondents see high 

personal risk associated with preserving their culture, and 

those respondents tended to have a lower MAPC score. Thus, 

while the findings are mixed, risk tends to act as an 

inhibitor of political commitment at the individual level. 

However, at the group level, perceptions of risk 

tend to enhance MAPC scores, as predicted by group theory 

and theories of external threat (Giles, 1985). A Pearson's 

coefficient of .44 and .53 was found for the entire sample 

and the Southern region, respectively. Investigation of 

the contingency table reveals that respondents who felt that 

the overall position of Mexican Americans had not changed 
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at all and view the current political condition of Mexican 

Americans as very poor tended to have a higher MAPC. 

Hypotheses were generally supported even though a 

number of relationships are weak. The next step is to test 

for linear relationships between these variables and 

political commitment and to examine their impact in a 

multivariate climate. 

A Multivariate Model Explaining 
Political Commitment 

The following independent variables, family 

politics, affirmative action, border, education, 

generation, ethnic, and risk were entered into a regression 

model. Assimilation, civil rights, illegal immigration 

effects upon Mexican Americans, discrimination, income, and 

class were eliminated because of possible problems of 

multicollinearity, and because they had not been found to 

be substantively or statistically significant in earlier 

analysis. 

Table 9 reports the results of the original 

multivariate model. The combined effects of the 

independent variables explains 56% of the variation found 

in MAPC, and all relationships are in expected directions. 

Examination of the table entries reveals that only 

affirmative action and education are significant, with 

education having the largest impact. As with the 

correlational analysis, even the educational variable could 
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only be interpreted as having a mild relationship with 

MAPC. The remaining independent variables had an even 

weaker relationship. 

Even so, stronger Mexican American political 

commitment seems to develop in people who were raised in an 

environment that encourages political participation, who 

believe affirmative action helps minorities more than it 

harms them, and who live away from the U.S.-Mexican border. 

Education affects a person's MAPC, as does whether one is 

from the first or third generation. The name one uses to 

identify his/her ethnic background is also related with a 

person's level of MAPC. Persons who identify themselves as 

Mexican Americans or Chicanes are more likely to have a 

higher MAPC. Finally, those who evaluate the over-all and 

political condition of Mexican Americans poorly will tend 

to have a higher MAPC. Thus, as the level of group risk 

increases so will the level of commitment. 

But, it is only to be expected that these 

indicators would share some multicollinearity, partly 

because of the small n and partly because there are 

substantive, theoretical reasons for their interrelated-

ness. Although this does not make the multivariate model 

entirely suspect, finding an equation composed of 

relatively robust and independent indicators is worthwhile. 

Such a parsimonious model is presented in Table 10. 

Checks for multicollinearity and conclusions drawn from the 
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previous analysis suggest that most of the variance (R 

square =.45) in political commitment is explained by 

reactions to affirmative action, perceptions of risk to the 

group, and elites' level of education. Each variable 

comports very well with the hypothesized process of 

formation of Mexican American political commitment. 
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TABLE 6 

CONDENSED MAPC CITY AND REGIONAL MEANS 

C i t y / R e g i o n Mean S c o r e 

H a r l i n g e n 2 . 1 4 3 

M c A l l e n 2 . 0 0 0 

B r o w n s v i l l e 2 . 0 0 0 

L u b b o c k 2 . 8 8 9 

S o u t h 2 . 0 3 4 

N o r t h 2 . 8 8 9 
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TABLE 7 

THE ASSOCIATION OF CONDENSED MAPC WITH 
ISSUES, BACKGROUND, AND CONTEXT * 

MAPC with Entire Sample Region 

Assimilation Theory 
Assimilation -.25 -.33s 
Ethnic Label .21 

Generational Theory 
Generation -- .63n 

Minority Issues 
Civil Rights .33 .28s 
111 Immigration .24 
Affirmative Action .49 .50s 

Political Participation 
Socialization Theory 

Family Politics 6 .32 .49s-.50n 

Socioeconomic Factors 
Highest Educational Degree .51 .67s 
Income — .30s 
Class 

*Entries are Pearson's Product-Movement Correlations. All 
entries are significant at the p<.10. s=south; n=north. 
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TABLE 8 

THE ASSOCIATION OF CONDENSED 
MAPC WITH RISK* 

MAPC with Entire Sample Region 

Individual 
Discrimi nation 
Culture 29 .36s 

Group 
Risk 44 . 53s-.56n 

Entries are Pearson's Product-Movement Correlations. All 
entries are significant at the p<.10. s=south; n=north. 
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TABLE 9 

AN EXPLANATORY MODEL OF MAPC 

Variable b Beta Significance 

0.3797 

0.0870 

0.1443 

0.0347 

0.2519 

0.4632 

0.1493 

R Square = .56 Adjusted R Square = .43 n=31 

Family Politics 

Affirm. Action 

Border 

Education 

Generation 

Ethnic 

Risk 

0.26345 

0.18801 

0.57131 

0.19114 

0.34701 

0.21192 

0.16306 

0.14061 

0.29249 

0.23804 

0.35243 

0.17594 

0.11637 

0.22657 
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TABLE 10 

PARSIMONIOUS MAPC REGRESSION MODEL AFTER 
ADJUSTMENTS FOR MULTICOLLINEARITY 

Variable b Beta Significance 

Affirm. Action 0.21493 0.34747 0.0179 

Risk 0.18265 0.25536 0.0764 

Eduction 0.17340 0.32611 0.0268 

R Square = .45 Adjusted R Square = .40 n=35 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Development of Mexican American 
Political Commi tment: Its 
Political Implications 

Mexican American political commitment does exist 

among Mexican American elites. My analysis suggests that 

the level of ethnic political commitment among Mexican 

American elites is moderate, but Mexican American elites 

with college degrees or higher have the highest level of 

ethnic political commitment possible. An individual's 

level of assimilation, the ethnic label one uses, 

proximity to the Mexican border, one's perception of civil 

rights and illegal immigration policies, and one's 

socialization to participation, also explain one's level of 

commitment, albeit weakly. Presently, the three most 

important factors appear to be level of support for 

affirmative action, level of education, and the perceived 

risk that accompanies the advocacy of Mexican Americans' 

interests, the latter by strengthening group consciousness. 

In this, Mexican Americans appear to resemble other 

politically conscious groups. 

But results also seem to support Miller's (1975) 

theory of Border proximity, and in this case Mexican 
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Americans are different from other minority but may 

foreshadow other groups' future experiences. For the 

Southern portion of the state, the geographic concentration 

of Mexican Americans in the Rio Grande Valley has changed 

their status from a minority to a majority group. For 

issues that concern the local level of government, it would 

not be surprising to find that ethnic political commitment 

holds no explanatory power for us. Thus, depending on the 

level of participation in which a Mexican American elite 

functions, his/her level of commitment would most likely 

change. In other words, if an elite's interest is at the 

national or state level, he/she is likely to use an ethnic 

reference point for his/her decisions. Since the average 

level for MAPC for the southern region was only moderate, 

one could assume that the Mexican American elites in the 

Rio Grande Valley tend to have a local perspective. Since 

Mexican American in the northern region tend to be the 

minority group, even at the city level, their level of 

interest cannot be ascertained. It could easily be any one 

of the different levels, since they are the minority at 

each point. 

What does seem to explain their level of commitment 

is Giles' theory of external threat (1985). Whether 

perceived or actual, external threat seems to enhance 

in-group solidarity and identification. While Giles was 

examining external threat resulting from Blacks upon 
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Whites, he noted that one of the factors that contributes 

to this perception is the relative size of the threatening 

group. Higher concentration among the threatening group is 

likely to result in higher levels of perceived threat. 

This may be the case for Mexican Americans in Lubbock. 

Their small relative size in comparison to the White 

population must have resulted in this perception of 

external threat. 

In terms of our scenarios, does this high level of 

Mexican American political commitment favor one scenario 

over the others? In our first scenario, the rejection of 

Mexican American elites by the incumbent elites would 

likely be. answered by Mexican American elites re-organizing 

along ethnic lines. This would also result in a resurgence 

of ethnic identification and commitment by Mexican American 

elites. In our second scenario, Mexican American elites 

have been coopted into the incumbent elites to at least 

some degree. In this ambiguous state, a feeling of 

dislocation is usually followed by a resurgence of ethnic 

identification. In the third scenario, the use of 

ethnicity as a political vehicle is merely due to 

convenience. The results of my study cannot be used to 

select one of these scenarios over the others; rather my 

results seem to indicate that diffuse support for ethnic 

identification and commitment is amplified as one's frame 

of reference enlarges. Nevertheless, responses do seem to 
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suggest that Mexican American elites experience ethnic or 

racial discrimination from among their own professional 

peers, which provides some support for Hecther's (1975) 

argument of partial incorporation. If this resurgence of 

ethnic identification is the result of "a feeling of 

dislocation," how will this affect the long term goal of 

continued political mobilization of Mexican Americans in 

general? Will ethnic political commitment vanish once 

Mexican American elites have been fully incorporated, or 

once ethnic organization no longer serves as a political 

convenience? Will Mexican Americans be left without 

political leaders? Can it be that acculturation rather 

than assimilation is taking place among incorporated 

Mexican American elites, suggesting that ethnic political 

commitment will persist among Mexican American elites after 

they have been fully incorporated? Only further research 

can answer these questions for Mexican Americans and for 

other political minorities. 
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V56: Closest Ethnic Identification 

In addition to being American, what do you consider 

your main ethnic or nationality group [First Three 

Responses]. With which of these groups do you most closely 

identify with, out of those mentioned? 

V116: Closest Social Identification 

Now let's talk about some groups in society today. 

Please look at this card and tell me which groups you feel 

close to. You can name as many as you feel close to, and 

of course if there is a group not listed, just let me know 

[First Three Responses]. Of the groups that you selected, 

which one do you feel the closest to? 

V93: Mexican American Improvement 

Some people think that the social, economic and 

political position of Mexican Americans needs to be 

improved. Others feel that Mexican Americans' social, 

economic and political position does not need improvement. 

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 indicates the need for 

improvement and 7 indicates that Mexican Americans' social, 

economic and political position does not need improvement, 

where would you place yourself? 

V94: Priority of Mexican American Improvement 

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is the highest 

priority and 7 is the lowest priority, where would you 
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place the issue of improving the social, economical and 

political position of Mexican Americans? 

V96: Plans for Mexican American Change 

Have you considered any plans to create this 

change? 

VIOO: Implemented Plans for Mexican American Change 

Have you been able to do anything thus far towards 

achieving those plans? 
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MAPC Frequencies 

Code 

-2.124 
-2.046 
-2.017 
-2.014 
-1.950 
-1.657 
-1.430 
-0.718 
-0.653 
-0.391 
-0.327 
-0.034 
0.029 
0.260 
0.291 
0.294 
0.323 
0.357 

99.00 

Absolute 
Frequency 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

13 
6 
7 

Relative 
Frequency 

2.2 
2. 2 
2.2 
4.3 
4.3 
2.2 
4.3 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
4.3 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 

28. 3 
13.0 
15.2 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
5.1 
5.1 
2.6 
5.1 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
5.1 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 

33. 3 
15.4 
missing 

Cumulative 
Frequency 

2.6 
5.1 
7.7 

12.8 
17.9 
20.5 
25.6 
28.2 
30.8 
33.3 
35.9 
41.0 
43.6 
46.2 
48.7 
51.3 
84.6 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 46 100.0 100.0 

Mean -0.348 Std. Dev. 01948 Std. Err. 0.152 
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V6 

V8 

V16 

V44 

V50 

Were your parents born in this country? 

Were your grandparents born in this country? 

Were any members of your family active in politics? 

What is the highest [educational] degree that you 

have earned? 

Now we are interested in the income that you 

yourself received in 1985, not including any of 

income received by your spouse and the rest of your 

family. Please look again at this card and tell me 

the income group that includes the income that you 

yourself made in 1985 before taxes. This figure 

should include salaries, wages, pensions, 

dividends, interest, and all other income. 

V53/V54 

In addition to being an American, what do you 

consider your main ethnic or nationality group? 

[V53 is the first response and V54 is the second.] 
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V88 

V118 

VI 34 

What about Mexican Americans? Do you think there 

has been a change in the position of Mexican 

Americans in the past few years' a lot, some, or 

not much at all? 

How about Mexican Americans? [On a scale of one t( 

seven, where one is very poor and seven is 

excellent, where would you rate the current 

condition of Blacks in terms of our political 

system?] 

Some people believe that the Mexican American 

culture is an obstacle to reaching the highest 

levels of politics. Others think that Mexican 

Americans can be politically successful while 

preserving the Mexican American culture. On a 

seven point scale, where one indicates that Mexican 

Americans can preserve their culture and a seven 

indicates that Mexican Americans must become more 

Americanized, where would you place yourself? 

V135/V136 

Why do you think that? [In response to the above 

question. V135 is the first response while V136 is 

the second response.] 
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V143 

V147 

V157 

V162 

VI66 

Well, if you had to make a choice, would you call 

yourself middle class or working class? [The 

previous question was "There's been talk these days 

about the different social classes. Most say that 

they belong to either the middle class or the 

working class. Do you ever think of yourself as 

belonging in one of these classes?] 

In your own personal experience, do you think you 

have ever been discriminated against? 

Some say that the civil rights people have been 

trying to push too fast. Others feel that they 

haven't pushed fast enough. How about you: do you 

think civil rights leaders are trying to push too 

fast, are going too slowly, or are they moving at 

about the right speed? 

Do you see this issue [illegal immigration] as 

having an effect on Mexican Americans? 

Some people believe that affirmative action hurts 

minorities more than it helps them. Others feel 

that affirmative action has been quite helpful for 
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minorities. On a scale of one to seven, where one 

indicates that affirmative action has greatly 

helped minorities and seven indicates that it has 

greatly harmed them, where would you place yourself 

on this scale? 

Location respondent identified as his/her current 

place of residence. 
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