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The “color line” has long served as a metaphor for
the severe and enduring separation of whites and
blacks in the United States. The election of Barack
Obama to the U.S. presidency on November 4, 2008,
however, broke a barrier many thought would
never be breached. Yet while historic, this event’s
signi½cance for the color line remains unclear. If
one recalls W.E.B. Du Bois’s famous and pessi-
mistic prophecy from a century ago–that “the
problem of the twentieth-century [would be] the
problem of the color line”1–one might imagine
that a single century would span too short a time to
eradicate such a deeply entrenched barrier. Racial
realists today, perhaps like Du Bois, may well view
Obama’s election as merely indicating that an ex-
ceptionally talented and appealing individual who
just happened to be black was fortunate enough to
follow one of the most unpopular White House occu-
pants in recent history. Though Obama ran a terri½c
campaign and became president of the United
States, some analysts have thought the election alone
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Abstract: The “color line” has long served as a metaphor for the starkness of black/white relations in the
United States. Yet post-1965 increases in U.S. immigration have brought millions whose ethnoracial sta-
tus seems neither black nor white, boosting ethnoracial diversity and potentially changing the color line.
After reviewing past and current conceptualizations of America’s racial divide(s), we ask what recent
trends in intermarriage and multiracial identi½cation–both indicators of ethnoracial boundary disso-
lution–reveal about ethnoracial color lines in today’s immigrant America. We note that rises in inter-
marriage and multiracial identi½cation have emerged more strongly among Asians and Latinos than
blacks and in more diverse metropolitan areas. Moreover, these tendencies are larger than would be
expected based solely on shifts in the relative sizes of ethnoracial groups, suggesting that immigration-
generated diversity is associated with cultural change that is dissolving ethnoracial barriers–but more so
for immigrant groups than blacks.



signi½es little about the demise of the
black/white color line, arguing instead that
claims of a new postracial order in the
United States have been premature.2 Yet
even if there are reasons to view Obama’s
ascendancy as an anomaly, a number of
other developments suggest that the color
line in fact has begun to shift in recent
decades, at least for some groups.

Given the crushing burden that the
black/white divide has imposed on Afri-
can Americans throughout U.S. history,
questions about factors leading to possi-
ble changes in the old black/white color
line are of considerable importance. In par-
ticular, a tectonic shift in U.S. immigra-
tion over the past forty years has brought
millions of newcomers whose ethnoracial
status seems neither black nor white.3 At
present (counting both the foreign born
and their children), this group comprises
more than sixty million persons.4 The sheer
size of this new nonwhite population
raises the question of what the color line
means in today’s America. If such divi-
sions have not been reduced to irrelevance,
has the color line nonetheless shifted and
become replaced by new, multiple color
lines? If convincing reasons exist to think
that the old black/white divide has faded,
then the question of where the new im-
migrant groups fall in relation to it are
largely moot. Moreover, if this is the case,
the same forces driving the color line’s
dissolution would probably also be work-
ing to enhance the sociocultural and eco-
nomic incorporation of the new immigrant
groups, implying that their successful inte-
gration represents little in the way of a
public policy challenge. On the other hand,
if strong remnants of the historic black/
white color line persist, then questions
about where Latino and Asian immigrants
fall in relation to the divide matter a great
deal. 

As a lens through which to illuminate
today’s color line, we focus here on alter-

native past and current conceptualizations
of the color line and on evidence about
the nature and extent of intermarriage and
multiraciality among both blacks and the
major new immigrant groups. If our in-
quiries lead us to conclude that the new-
comers belong on the black side of a per-
sisting and sharp divide, then it is likely
that their sizable numbers over the past
thirty years, together with their continuing
high rates of entry, may be exacerbating
long-standing problems in U.S. race rela-
tions. But if Asians and Latinos are falling
largely on the white side of such a line,
then this would imply that the successful
integration of the new immigrants is not
only possible, but probably also likely.
This in turn would raise signi½cant ques-
tions about how the nonwhite diversity
brought about by immigration is contrib-
uting to the weakening of boundaries
between the new immigrants and native
whites, and whether Latinos and Asians
are involved in these processes in similar
ways and to the same degree. And even
more important, if growing diversity were
loosening the ethnoracial boundaries
that might constrain the life chances of
new immigrants, is this diversity, along
with rising familiarity and comfort among
native-born Americans with an ever-more
diverse nation, beginning also to erode
the black/white divide? 

When Du Bois predicted the problem
of the color line in 1903, the United States
was in the midst of its rise to become the
world’s leading industrial power. His
poignant statement foresaw that slavery’s
contradictions would become more con-
spicuous and that its legacy–the stain of
which was painfully apparent in the form
of Jim Crow racial discrimination, as well
as continuing rationalizations and stereo-
types put forth to justify its inequities–
would continue to plague the country.5
As perceptive as Du Bois’s insights were,
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they overlooked another (and more often
emphasized) de½ning theme in American
history: that of the “American dream,”
or the opportunity and prosperity prom-
ised by immigration and symbolized in
the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island in
nineteenth-century America.6 If slavery
represented the scar of race on America
and the country’s failure, immigration ex-
empli½ed hope and the prospect of success.
Such dreams became reality for many of
America’s nineteenth-century immigrant
settlers who fueled the expansion of the
westward frontier with the aid of the
Land Act of 1820 and the Morrill Act of
1862, which provided land and technical
assistance for America’s new arrivals.7

But as the western frontier began to
close at the end of the nineteenth century,
and as the United States increasingly
became an industrial society in the early
twentieth century, the nation found itself
in need of additional newcomers, but now
for a different reason: to ful½ll a demand
for workers in the burgeoning factories
of America’s quickly growing cities.8
Immigrants once again provided an answer.
These new arrivals, as had their predeces-
sors, (re)constructed themselves anew
through geographic mobility, eagerly em-
bracing the American tradition of seeking
opportunity and identity in “starting
over,” rather than remaining in Europe
where they and their governments faced
the challenge of trying to knit together
peoples torn apart by internecine conflict.9

Nation-building in America, at least
outside the South, involved new immi-
grant settlements and work opportunities,
not to mention dreams that encouraged
newcomers to recognize that they were
part of a “nation of immigrants.” By
World War I, American immigration had
thus served multiple purposes: the early
waves provided the country with settlers
eager to begin new lives in a land of op-
portunity; later waves, including those of

Du Bois’s era, provided sorely needed addi-
tions to the workforce. If American immi-
gration represented the optimistic side of
the country’s past and future, slavery and
its aftermath tainted the fabric of national
memory–a blot that many sought to
eradicate through denial and romantici-
zation.10 Indeed, a desire to transcend the
lingering contradictions of slavery’s legacy
even helped focus the myth-making atten-
tion on the country’s immigrant origins. 

Immigration and race thus played
strangely symbiotic and compartmental-
ized roles in shaping the founding mythol-
ogy of America. But in the early twentieth
century, the changing national origins of
immigrants began to undermine such con-
venient compartmentalizations. With the
arrival of America’s third wave of new-
comers from Eastern and Southern Europe,
agitated natives started to advocate the
“Americanization” of groups they viewed
as non-Nordic and thus hopelessly un-
assimilable.11 The new arrivals did not
resemble the Western and Northern Euro-
pean immigrants of the country’s past.
Moreover, they were Catholic or Jewish,
not Protestant, and they largely settled in
industrial cities outside the South. 

Thus, the tendency of the period to view
foreigners in reductionist terms that con-
flated national origin and race meant
non-Southerners also had to confront
and cope with persons of “races” different
from their own, a dilemma previously
faced in the case of the Irish but one that
now could not so easily be dismissed as
only a Southern problem.12 The attendant
tensions contributed to the rise of nativism
and the passage of restrictive national-
origins immigration legislation.13 But
denials both that racism existed and that
race relations involving blacks were less
than exemplary continued through the
Great Depression and World War II. It
was not until the 1960s–when the emer-
gence of the geostrategic exigencies of
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the Cold War and the not-easily-denied
claims for equal opportunity emanating
from post–World War II black veterans
dramatized the contradictions of race–that
substantial change ½nally began to occur.14

This dramatic shift involved Congress
passing two landmark pieces of legisla-
tion: the Civil Rights Act in 1964, making
discrimination against blacks illegal, and
the Hart-Celler Act in 1965, abolishing
national-origin quotas as bases for immi-
grant admissions.15 Scholars such as
Nathan Glazer thought the former would
quickly lead to the full incorporation of
blacks into American society.16 Supporters
of the latter generally expected it not to
generate much in the way of new immi-
gration, but rather thought it simply would
remove the embarrassment of the coun-
try’s prior discriminatory admissions
policies.17 The two laws thus shared the
prospect of generating improved racial/
ethnic relations in the United States. 

Neither prediction turned out as antic-
ipated, however. Blacks did not quickly
become economically incorporated, and
millions of new Asian and Latino immi-
grants, often seen as nonwhite, unex-
pectedly began to arrive in the country.18

Now, nearly a half-century after the passage
of those watershed pieces of legislation,
we are addressing two broad and inter-
related questions: to what extent has the
country’s contemporary immigration re-
de½ned race in America; and in turn, to
what extent has the country’s prior expe-
rience with race influenced its perception
of today’s nonwhite immigrants? 

Certainly, the United States is more
racially and ethnically diverse now than
at any time since World War II, and overt
racial discrimination is now illegal. But
to what degree have racial/ethnic rela-
tions, especially black/white relations, im-
proved? If race is declining in signi½cance,
as many have claimed, is it declining
equally for all nonwhite groups? Or is the

cancer of racial status, borne of the legacy
of slavery, so potent that it has metasta-
sized to include America’s nonwhite im-
migrant newcomers? Where did color lines
fall in the past and where are they drawn
today? Four major viewpoints have aris-
en to address these questions.

The disappearance of color lines altogether
is one common expectation. Perhaps no
event in U.S. history has generated so much
speculation that the color line might be
disappearing than Obama’s election as
president. During his campaign, Obama
presented a vision of a postracial America
in which racial status has declined in sig-
ni½cance and the country is strengthened
by its multiracial and multicultural diver-
sity. Obama’s message resonated with
many Americans, in part because he him-
self symbolized change, not only in his
progressive political agenda, but also in
his multiracial and multicultural heritage.
After his election, journalists and pundits
proclaimed that the color line had fallen
and that America was now a “post-race”
society in which anything was possible.19

Historian David Hollinger had sketched
such a society in his influential book,
Postethnic America, in which he proposes
that color lines might be fading, with the
United States moving into a new cosmo-
politan or “postethnic” era.20 In this sce-
nario, racial and ethnic identi½cation
adopts a character similar to that of reli-
gious af½liation: that is, individuals could
not only choose their af½liation, but also
preserve the “right to exit” from that group.
Critical to the concept of a postethnic
society is the element of choice in ethno-
racial identi½cation. Hollinger stipulates
that postethnic is not anti-ethnic nor is it
color-blind; rather, postethnic means indi-
viduals can devote as much or as little of
their energy as they choose to their com-
munity of descent.21 In short, descent is
not destiny.
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Hollinger claims that multiracial Amer-
icans are performing a historic role by
helping move the United States in a post-
ethnic direction since they are able to
freely choose “how tightly or loosely they
wish to af½liate with one or more com-
munities of descent.”22 In a similar vein,
sociologist Herbert Gans views rises in
multiracial identi½cation as harbingers of
progress because they reflect the dimin-
ishing signi½cance of racial rigidity.23 He
further predicts that today’s racial cate-
gories may become increasingly less rel-
evant in each generation until they fade
altogether. In other words, with the increas-
ing hybridization of “American stock,”
the country may be recon½guring itself
along nonracialist lines.24 Given recent
trends in intermarriage and a small but
burgeoning multiracial population, the
United States may indeed be moving in a
postethnic direction, where group bound-
aries no longer circumscribe ethnoracial
identi½cation and opportunity structures.
However, numerous commentators, espe-
cially after the onset of the recession in
2008, have noted that the disadvantages
of ethnoracial status, especially among
blacks and unauthorized nonwhite immi-
grants, remain too pronounced to conclude
that a postethnic society has yet arrived.25

Other observers believe that a white/
nonwhite divide is now crystallizing in the
country. Indeed, such a color line has
been legally enforced throughout much of
the nation’s history, with blacks, Asians,
and Latinos falling on the nonwhite side
of the divide. These groups have faced both
severe de jure and de facto discrimination
in the past, in the form of enslavement,
exclusion, segregation, incarceration, con-
½nement, and deportation. For example,
African Americans suffered two-and-a-half
centuries of slavery, followed by another
century of Jim Crow segregation. The Chi-
nese were barred from immigrating to

the United States for ten years beginning
in 1882, and Japanese Americans–regard-
less of nativity and citizenship–were in-
carcerated en masse during World War II,
resulting in more than 110,000 interns
between 1941 and 1947.26 In addition, Mex-
icans were apprehended and forcibly
deported during Operation Wetback in
1954 because of episodic fears of the Mexi-
can immigrant population, often with little
regard for legal status. As these examples
illustrate, blacks, Asians, and Latinos often
appear closer in status to one another than
to whites during much of U.S. history. 

A white/nonwhite divide was further
evident in the early twentieth century in
the state of Virginia, where the Racial
Integrity Act was passed in 1924, creating
two distinct racial categories: “pure”
white and all others. The statute de½ned a
white person as one with “no trace what-
soever of blood other than Caucasian,”
and it had the goal of legally banning inter-
marriage between whites and other races.
While blacks were clearly nonwhite under
the legislation, Asians and Latinos also
fell on the nonwhite side of the binary
divide. The statute reflected the Supreme
Court rulings of Takao Ozawa v. United
States (1922) and United States v. Bhagat
Singh Thind (1923); in both of these deci-
sions, persons of Asian origin were not
only classi½ed as nonwhite, but also con-
sidered unassimilable. 

In the case In Re Ricardo Rodríguez (1897),
Rodríguez, a Mexican-born man who lived
in San Antonio for ten years, petitioned
for U.S. citizenship in Bexar County, Texas,
in order to exercise his right to vote. As in
the Ozawa and Thind decisions, the district
court did not rule that Rodríguez was white.
What is notable in all three cases is that
none of the plaintiffs attempted to classify
themselves as “of African descent,” even
though Chinese, Asian Indians, and Mex-
icans at that time were often treated more
like blacks than whites; to have done so
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would have resulted in a drop in racial
status. Moreover, neither did the Court
consider classifying the plaintiffs as black,
because doing so would have given them
a route to citizenship. 

During the 1960s, however, in a report
to the President’s Committee on Civil
Rights, Asians and Latinos were of½cially
designated as minority groups alongside
blacks based on their color and distinctive
cultural characteristics. As groups who had
“suffered enough” to be perceived as
“analogous to black,” civil rights admin-
istrators extended af½rmative action bene-
½ts to Asians and Latinos in employment,
including self-employment.27 Latinos, in
particular, have garnered a great deal of
recognition as a disadvantaged minority.28

By grouping Asians and Latinos with Afri-
can Americans, civil rights administrators
presumed that their experiences with dis-
crimination were similar and stemmed
from their nonwhite racial status.29 An
unintended consequence of these policies
was that Latinos and Asians–who made
up, respectively, only 5 percent and 1 per-
cent of the country’s population in 1970–
were perceived and labeled as racialized
minorities, or “people of color,” whose
“color and cultural characteristics” would
continue to set them apart from whites,
thereby making them more akin to blacks.

By placing Latinos and Asians on the
nonwhite side of the divide, the country’s
policy-makers reinforced the perception
that these groups may be racially unas-
similable, unlike the European immigrants
who came before them. In a similar vein,
ethnic studies scholars Gary Okihiro and
Ronald Takaki contend that today’s immi-
grants from Asia, Latin America, and the
Caribbean will be unable to escape their
racial status and the caste-like treatment
that ensues because of their non-European
origins.30 Hence, rather than following
in the footsteps of their European prede-
cessors, many of today’s nonwhite immi-

grants may follow a path of assimilation
into a racialized minority status. In light
of these disadvantages, some immigration
and race/ethnicity scholars point to the
possible emergence of a white/nonwhite
divide, in which Asians and Latinos fall on
the nonwhite side of the color line, just as
they have done throughout much of U.S.
history. However, as we note below, sharp
differences between blacks and Asian and
Latino groups suggest that this perspec-
tive is more relevant to historical than
contemporary patterns of race relations. 

Other social scientists offer a different
possibility, a triracial strati½cation system sim-
ilar to that of many Latin American and
Caribbean countries. Sociologist Eduardo
Bonilla-Silva proposes that in the United
States a triracial divide is emerging, made
up of whites, honorary whites, and collec-
tive blacks.31 Included in the “white” cat-
egory are whites, assimilated white Latinos,
some multiracials, assimilated Native
Americans, and a few Asian-origin people.
“Honorary whites” include light-skinned
Latinos, Japanese, Koreans, Chinese, Asian
Indians, Middle Eastern Americans, and
most multiracial Americans. Finally, the
“collective black” category includes blacks,
Filipinos, Vietnamese, Hmong, Laotians,
dark-skinned Latinos, West Indian and
African immigrants, and reservation-
bound Native Americans. 

Because many of today’s new immi-
grants hail from Latin America and the
Caribbean, Bonilla-Silva argues that a
more complex triracial order naturally
½ts the “darkening” of the United States.
While a few new immigrants might fall
into the honorary white stratum and may
even eventually become white, the major-
ity will incorporate into a collective black
stratum, including most Latino immi-
grants, a category Bonilla-Silva labels as
“racial others” whose experiences with
race are seen as similar to those of blacks.
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In this regard, the triracial model is dis-
tinctive because Bonilla-Silva posits that
most Latinos are racialized in a manner
similar to African Americans, and there-
fore fall on the black side of the divide.

While there has been some support for
the Latin Americanization thesis, it has
not gone without criticism. For instance,
sociologists Edward Murguia and Rogelio
Sáenz argue that a three-tier system pre-
dated substantial Latin American immi-
gration to the United States.32 Moreover,
other social scientists contest the uniform
characterization of Latinos as a monolithic
group.33 Examining Latinos’ social atti-
tudes toward other racial/ethnic groups,
sociologist Tyrone Forman and his col-
leagues ½nd that Latinos fall into different
segments of the triracial hierarchy depend-
ing on national origin; Puerto Ricans differ
from Mexicans in their expressed feelings
toward blacks, with the former group
demonstrating greater variation depend-
ing on skin color.34 Mexicans, however,
are more uniform in their feelings toward
blacks and express attitudes closer to
those of non-Hispanic whites than those
of non-Hispanic blacks, perhaps as a result
of the history of racial mixing in Mexico,
which involved very few Africans, unlike
the history of mixing in Puerto Rico.35

Regardless of skin color, however, Latinos
fall closer to non-Hispanic whites in their
attitudes toward blacks than to non-His-
panic blacks. Such results suggest consid-
erable variation in the racialization expe-
riences of Latinos in the United States.
While Bonilla-Silva argues that a triracial
hierarchy is forming, it remains to be seen
whether most Latinos, and especially Mex-
icans, will fall into the collective black
category as he posits.

In the 1990s, social scientists began to
suggest the possible birth of a new racial
structure, one that differed from the
black/white divide, the white/nonwhite

divide, and the triracial hierarchy. This
was a new binary color line–a black/non-
black divide–highlighting the persistent and
uniquely strong separation of blacks, not
only from whites but also from other non-
white ethnoracial groups.36 The concept
of a black/nonblack divide surfaced in con-
junction with a flurry of research docu-
menting the processes by which previously
“nonwhite” immigrant ethnic groups, such
as the Irish, Italians, and Eastern European
Jews, became “white.”37 Once considered
an inferior “race” by the country’s Anglo-
Saxons, and regularly characterized in the
nineteenth century as “savage,” “low-
browed,” and “bestial,” the Irish eventu-
ally clawed their way into whiteness.38

Researchers have shown that European
immigrants are not the only groups to
have changed their status from nonwhite
to white. Asian ethnic immigrant groups
such as the Chinese and Japanese also man-
aged to change their racial status from
almost black to almost white. Sociologist
James Loewen, for example, documents
how Chinese immigrants in the Mississippi
Delta made concerted efforts to modify
their lowly racial status through economic
mobility, the emulation of the cultural
practices and institutions of whites, and
the intentional distancing of themselves
from blacks.39 Not only did they actively
distance themselves both physically and
culturally from blacks, but the Mississippi
Chinese also rejected their fellow ethnics
who married blacks as well as any multi-
racial children they bore. By adopting the
anti-black sentiment embraced by Missis-
sippi whites and by closely following the
region’s moral codes, the Chinese accepted
rather than challenged the existing racial
hierarchy and essentially crossed over the
black/white color line. As a consequence
of such deliberate efforts, the racial status
of the Chinese in the region changed from
almost black to almost white. Historians
have noted a similar process of change
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among Japanese Americans who, at the
beginning of the twentieth century, accom-
panied blacks at the bottom of the racial
hierarchy. 

Just as the boundaries of whiteness
have changed in the past, they may be
expanding yet again to incorporate new
immigrant groups such as Asians and
Latinos, reflecting the inconstant and
changing nature of racial categories, for all
groups except perhaps blacks.40 Pointing
to patterns of residential segregation, for
example, scholars ½nd that blacks are more
likely to be segregated than other racial/
ethnic groups, regardless of household
income.41 Moreover, research shows that
Asians and Latinos are marrying whites
at higher rates than are blacks marrying
whites, thereby enhancing the possibility
that the children of these unions will adopt
a nonblack identity.42 Sociologist France
Twine’s research on multiracial identi½ca-
tion reinforces this point; she ½nds that
the children of black intermarriages are
usually perceived by others as black, but
by contrast, the children of Asian and
Latino intermarriages are not similarly per-
ceived as monoracially Asian or Latino.43

Twine and fellow sociologist Jonathan
Warren posit that this is because Asians
and Latinos appear to “blend” more easily
with whites compared to blacks, at least
from the perspective of many Americans.44

Based on these trends, some scholars
hypothesize that Asians and Latinos are
the next in line to become white.45

While a number of immigrant ethnic
groups have changed their status from
nonwhite to white or almost white, black
immigrants and African Americans have
yet to be able to do the same. West Indian
and East African immigrants, for example,
distance themselves from black Americans
and do what they can to make sure that
they are not associated with black Amer-
icans.46 In fact, most West Indian immi-
grants feel superior to black Americans,

and therefore do not want to be identi½ed
as “black American” because this identity
connotes downward mobility into a stig-
matized status.47 However, after only one
generation, U.S.-born West Indians ½nd it
increasingly dif½cult to distinguish them-
selves from black Americans; more often
than not, they choose to identify as such,
both because they feel that their West
Indian ethnicity is no longer salient and
because others treat and identify them as
black American.48

The fact that African Americans are not
able to change their racial status is evi-
dence of a pattern of African American
“exceptionalism,” as described by Herbert
Gans.49 Other scholars document patterns
of more severe residential segregation and
intermarriage, arguing that the apartness
of blacks is real, and that the black racial
identity and social status is ½xed.50 Given
the unique history of African Americans
and the rigidity of the boundary surround-
ing blacks, some social scientists argue
that a black/nonblack divide has arisen,
in which Asians and Latinos fall on the
nonblack side of the divide. Hence, unlike
the white/nonwhite divide (which pre-
dicts the formation of a “people of color”
grouping against whites), a black/nonblack
divide suggests that blacks stand apart
from other nonwhite groups, pointing to
a unique pattern of “black exceptionalism”
in race/ethnic relations.

Even though scholars and other observ-
ers may differ over where they think today’s
color lines are drawn, and may disagree
about how strong these might be, there is
little question that as a result of immigra-
tion, the United States has rapidly become
a more ethnoracially diverse society.51

More immigrants come to the United
States than to any other country in the
world.52 According to the American Com-
munity Survey, by the year 2010, the for-
eign-born population in the United States
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(including both whites and nonwhites)
numbered almost forty million persons,
and their native-born children were nearly
as numerous, accounting for about another
thirty-½ve million.53

Unlike the waves of immigrants who
arrived in the early twentieth century,
today’s immigrants are mainly non-Euro-
pean. In 2010, only about 12 percent of
legal immigrants originated in Europe or
Canada, whereas about 80 percent came
from Latin America, Asia, Africa, or the
Caribbean.54 These new arrivals contribute
substantially to the size of the country’s
overall Latino minority (over 16 percent of
the national population in 2010, up from
less than 5 percent in 1970) and the coun-
try’s Asian population (about 5 percent,
up from less than 1 percent).55 And these
trends are likely to continue. According to
conservative projections from the National
Research Council, by the year 2050 Amer-
ica’s Latino and Asian populations will
make up, respectively, at least 24 percent
and 8 percent of the U.S. population.56

Unquestionably, contemporary immigra-
tion has altered the racial and ethnic terrain
of the United States.

Is this rising diversity helping dissolve
the old black/white color line? Several rea-
sons suggest that this might be the case, and
that growing ethnoracial diversity is indeed
helping increase tolerance among whites
of both new immigrant groups and African
Americans. One reason is simply that as
minority immigrant groups grow relatively
larger, the probabilities of contact between
the members of such groups and majority
natives increase, thus promoting familiar-
ity, respect, and greater liking across the
groups. These are the processes that psy-
chologist Gordon Allport noted in his
long-standing contact hypothesis, which pre-
dicts that greater interaction between the
members of different groups fosters famil-
iarity and increases affect and liking, espe-
cially under certain conditions.57

Second, the presence of a larger number
of different groups may tend to diminish
the signi½cance of any single group, if for
no other reason than that multiple minor-
ity groups may diffuse the intensity of neg-
ative affect and stigmatization.58 A third
reason is that greater diversity may yield
other positive psychological and social
dividends, such as increased creativity,
problem-solving capacities, social resilien-
cies, and interpersonal skills that result
from learning to cope with the differences,
challenges, and opportunities presented
by diversity. Such factors have been argued
to strengthen workplace and societal com-
munication, cohesion, and effectiveness,
especially in technology- and knowledge-
based economies.59 They have also been
observed to impart adaptive advantages to
second-generation persons growing up in
such environments.60

Such ideas are also similar to the notion
of heterogeneity as often more broadly
invoked in sociology.61 Increased diversity
(or heterogeneity, more generally) pro-
motes greater tolerance.62 Diversity thus
may contribute to increases in the likeli-
hood of exogamy and multiraciality to the
extent that diversity fosters the loosening
of ethnoracial boundaries and promotes
more flexibility in marriage and identity
options for the members of ethnoracial
minorities and their offspring.

On the other hand, larger nonwhite
minority groups may also give rise to per-
ceptions that these groups constitute a
threat to majority whites. But whites may
perceive some ethnoracial groups as more
threatening than others. In particular,
research evidence suggests that blacks
are seen more negatively than Asians or
Latinos. Whites in the United States have
often seen blacks as threatening, in part
because of worries about economic com-
petition and in part because the harsh
discriminatory tactics employed against
blacks for decades after slavery engen-
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dered white fears of reprisal.63 But be-
cause the new largely nonwhite immigrant
groups have not experienced similarly
crushing discrimination on such a wide-
spread scale for such a long period of time,
whites are not likely to perceive the new
immigrant groups in the same way as they
do blacks.64

Whites also view African Americans as
a less preferred source of unskilled labor
than immigrants.65 Asian immigrants, by
contrast, are not as numerous as blacks or
Latinos and are much more highly selected
for higher levels of education than most
Latino immigrants. Thus they may be
viewed more favorably and be more likely
to occupy higher positions in the Ameri-
can strati½cation system than Latinos and
blacks, and thus are unlikely to generate
negative group-threat effects. Such a
hierarchy of group-threat differences
accords with the tenets of queuing theory
and group position theory, both of which
imply that an ordering among groups char-
acterizes the extent to which they face
discrimination in the labor market and
other contexts in the United States.66

One way to gauge the consequences of
the country’s new ethnoracial diversity,
including its implications for color lines,
is to examine changes in those factors that
are especially good indicators of the dis-
solution of ethnoracial boundaries. Two
of the most important of these are ethno-
racial intermarriage and multiracial iden-
ti½cation. High and growing levels of these
suggest the possibility of boundary disso-
lution. For example, living among a large
coethnic community or residing in a puma
(Public Use Microdata Area) that is greater
than 20 percent Asian positively affects
the degree to which interracially married
Asians and whites identify their multi-
racial children as Asian.67 Furthermore,
comparing patterns of multiracial iden-
ti½cation in Hawaii and New Mexico,
social psychologists Cookie Stephan and

Walter Stephan ½nd that the higher rate
of multiracial reporting in Hawaii reflects
its greater multicultural environment;
while 73 percent of the Japanese in Hawaii
identify multiracially, only 44 percent of
Hispanics in New Mexico choose to do
so.68 Demographer Karl Eschbach, too,
discovers regional differences in the
choice of an American Indian identity for
American Indian/white multiracials, rang-
ing from 33 to 73 percent across the coun-
try.69 The results of all these studies sup-
port the hypothesis that ethnoracial diver-
sity will be positively related to exogamy
and multiracial identi½cation. 

That intermarriage and multiraciality
have been growing is also strongly evident
in recent data. By 2010, 11.8 percent of mar-
riages among young Americans (ages 20
to 34) were ethnoracially mixed, almost
one in every eight unions.70 Moreover, this
½gure was up from about one in eleven in
2000, a rise of almost a third in just a single
decade. This change is all the more notable
because it moves in the opposite direction
from what one would expect based merely
on increases in the number of Latino and
Asian immigrants. Such increases have
boosted the sizes of minority groups, thus
providing more, not fewer, potential co-
ethnic spouses. 

Higher levels of intermarriage have also
occurred in tandem with a growing multi-
racial population. For instance, 5.3 percent
of all children (ages 0 to 17) were identi½ed
as multiracial in 2010 (compared to only
1.1 percent of persons age 55 or older). For
whites, this ½gure was 6.4 percent, and
among blacks and Asians it was 14.6 per-
cent and 27.9 percent, respectively. (Com-
parable ½gures for Latinos are hard to
derive because Latinos report various
racial origins.)71 Recent research also
shows intermarriage and multiraciality
are highest in those parts of the country
that are the most diverse; this results in
part from more diversity per se, not just

132

Immigration
& the Color
Line at the

Beginning of
the 21st

Century

Dædalus, the Journal of the American Academy of Arts & Sciences



from larger minority populations.72 The
½ndings of in-depth qualitative interviews
also reveal that respondents see nonblack
exogamy and multiraciality in much more
favorable terms, and even refer to it as a
“nonissue,” than they do black intermar-
riage.73

America continues to confront the
long-standing challenge of reconciling the
myths of race and immigration. When
Congress passed the Hart-Celler Act in
1965, opening America’s doors to new
waves of non-European immigrants, new-
comers from Latin America, Asia, and the
Caribbean began to change the face of the
nation. Neither exactly black nor white,
Latino and Asian immigrants have ush-
ered in a new era of diversity, shifting the
country from a largely black/white society
to one consisting of multiple nonwhite
ethnoracial groups. These changes–legal
eradication of discrimination, new immi-
gration from Latin America and Asia,
new ways of measuring “race” in the U.S.
Census, increasing ethnoracial diversity,
rising rates of intermarriage, and a growing
multiracial population–seem to suggest
optimistic conclusions about the break-
down of America’s traditional black/white
color line. 

The indicators appear to signal that the
boundaries between all ethnoracial groups
are loosening, thereby paving the way for
a new era of cosmopolitan diversity in the
twenty-½rst century. Racial status seems
to be declining in signi½cance and loos-
ening its hold as an organizing principle
of opportunity in the United States, and
the tenacious black/white color line that
has long gripped the country appears to
be fading. Moreover, the country’s new
diversity appears to be contributing to the
breakdown of the color line for all groups.

However, when we examine differences
in patterns of intermarriage and multi-
raciality, as revealed both in large national

data sets and in-depth interviews, we arrive
at less sanguine conclusions about the
declining signi½cance of race for blacks.
Not only are rates of intermarriage with
whites much lower for blacks than for
Asians and Latinos, but blacks are far less
likely to identify multiracially compared
to Asians and Latinos. Such ½ndings pro-
vide evidence that legal and structural
changes alone–while of considerable
importance–are insuf½cient to explain
notable differences in rates of intermar-
riage and multiracial identi½cation when
we compare blacks to other nonwhite
groups. It seems that residues of the cul-
tural and behavioral frameworks that have
sustained the black/white divide for cen-
turies continue to linger. 

Thus, while the social distance between
blacks and other groups may be declining,
it is not diminishing at the same pace as it
is for Asians and Latinos. Also, the distance
among nonblack groups is far smaller than
that separating these groups from blacks.
Continued immigration from Latin Amer-
ica and Asia serves as a reminder that
Asians and Latinos are immigrant groups,
and most blacks are not. Because bound-
aries seem to be loosening for nonwhite
immigrant groups, it is tempting to con-
clude that “race” is declining in signi½cance
for blacks as well. But the bulk of recent
evidence runs counter to this notion, thus
contradicting the conclusion that because
ethnoracial status seems not much to
impede processes of incorporation for
Asians and Latinos, then it must not matter
much for blacks either. But it is also false
to conclude that because incorporation is
so dif½cult in the case of blacks, it must
be equally hard for Asians and Latinos. 

It is fallacious to think that “race” is
declining in signi½cance for everyone in
the United States. It would also be incor-
rect for policy-makers and the American
public in general to favor and endorse
“color-blind” policies that fail to consider
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that ethnoracial status still constrains
opportunity, most especially for blacks.
Recent research on intermarriage and
multiracial identi½cation points to a per-
sistent pattern of “black exceptionalism,”
one that also emerges in studies of resi-
dential segregation, educational attain-
ment, racial attitudes, and friendship net-
works. And while some blacks are closing
the gaps on some of these fronts, this body
of research forebodes the continued exis-
tence of barriers to full and complete incor-
poration of many blacks in the United
States. 

In short, while the disadvantage that
Asians and Latinos experience stems more
from their immigrant backgrounds than
ethnoracial ascriptions per se, the disad-
vantages that blacks experience stem from
the enduring stigma attached to the his-
torical signi½cance of blackness. Although
the United States is more ethnoracially
diverse than ever before, a consistent ten-
dency toward black exceptionalism is
nonetheless implied by the workings of
the marriage market and by patterns of
multiracial identi½cation, both of which
reveal a “diversity paradox” in America.
Even while the country exhibits a new
diversity, and although intermarriage and
multiraciality are projected to increase in
the foreseeable future, rates of intermar-
riage and multiracial reporting are occur-
ring at an uneven pace. Boundaries are
dissolving more rapidly for new immi-
grant groups such as Asians and Latinos
than they are for blacks, for whom these
boundaries remain very real.

There is another dimension to the
diversity paradox. Diversity in itself ap-
pears to independently foster the dissolu-
tion of boundaries, but this effect is dif-
ferentially offset by the degree to which
Asians, Latinos, and blacks appear to be
perceived as threatening. For example, the
positive effect of diversity for blacks is
trumped by a negative group-threat effect.

For Asians, however, no negative group-
threat effect emerges. While diversity also
has a positive effect on boundary-weak-
ening for Asians (as it does for blacks),
the places where Asians show larger group
sizes also have higher rates of multiracial
identi½cation. Latinos fall in between
blacks and Asians. While diversity has a
positive, independent effect for Latinos,
their increases in group size, while nega-
tive, are not large enough to offset the
positive effects of diversity. In sum, while
diversity is bene½cial, its signi½cance for
blacks, Asians, and Latinos is unequal.
Although paradoxical, it is critical to keep
in mind that even among blacks, the rela-
tionship between diversity and multiracial
reporting is a positive one, revealing that
rising diversity alone is helping break down
racial barriers to some extent, even in the
case of blacks.

134

Immigration
& the Color
Line at the

Beginning of
the 21st

Century

Dædalus, the Journal of the American Academy of Arts & Sciences



135

Frank D.
Bean,
Jennifer Lee
& James D.
Bachmeier

142 (3)  Summer 2013

endnotes
* Contributor Biographies: FRANKD. BEAN is Chancellor’s Professor of Sociology at the Univer-

sity of California, Irvine, where he is also Director of the Center for Research on Immigration,
Population, and Public Policy. His publications include The Diversity Paradox: Immigration and
the Color Line in Twenty-First Century America (with Jennifer Lee, 2010), America’s Newcomers
and the Dynamics of Diversity (with Gillian Stevens, 2003), and Immigration and Opportunity:
Race, Ethnicity, and Employment in the United States (edited with Stephanie Bell-Rose, 1999). 

JENNIFER LEE is Professor of Sociology at the University of California, Irvine. Her publications
include The Diversity Paradox: Immigration and the Color Line in Twenty-First Century America
(with Frank D. Bean, 2010), Asian American Youth: Culture, Identity, and Ethnicity (edited with
Min Zhou, 2004), and Civility in the City: Blacks, Jews, and Koreans in Urban America (2002). 

JAMES D. BACHMEIER is Assistant Professor of Sociology at Temple University. His research
focuses on Mexican migration to and within the United States, as well as the incorporation
of second- and later-generation Mexican immigrants, especially in the areas of education, the
labor market, and health. He has published articles in several journals, including Social Forces,
Social Science Research, and International Migration Review.

1 W.E.B. Du Bois, The Souls of Black Folk, ed. David W. Blight and Robert Gooding-Williams
(1903; Boston: Bedford Books, 1997), 45.

2 Michael C. Dawson, Not in Our Lifetimes: The Future of Black Politics (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2011); Michael C. Dawson and Lawrence D. Bobo, “Themes and Variations:
The Study of Immigration in the Era of the Obama Campaign,” Du Bois Review 4 (2007):
267–270; Jennifer Hochschild, Vesla Weaver, and Traci Burch, Creating a New Racial Order:
How Immigration, Multiracialism, Genomics, and the Young Can Remake Race in America (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2012); and David A. Hollinger, “Obama, the Instability of
Color Lines, and the Promise of a Postethnic Future,” Callaloo 31 (4) (2008): 1033–1037. See
also Dædalus 140 (2) (Spring 2011), in particular the essays by Lawrence D. Bobo, “Some-
where Between Jim Crow & Post-Racialism: Reflections on the Racial Divide in America
Today”; Taeku Lee, “Post-Racial & Pan-Racial Politics”; Douglas S. Massey, “The Past &
Future of American Civil Rights”; and Jennifer A. Richeson and Maureen A. Craig, “Intra-
minority Intergroup Relations.” 

3 Nancy Foner and George M. Fredrickson, Not Just Black and White: Historical and Contempo-
rary Perspectives on Immigration, Race, and Ethnicity in the United States (New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 2004).

4 Frank D. Bean, Susan K. Brown, and James Bachmeier, “Trends in U.S. Immigration: A Shift
Toward Exclusion?” in Nations of Immigrants: Australia and the USA Compared, ed. John
Nieuwenhuysen and John Higley (Camberley, U.K.: Edward Elgar Publishing, 2009), 42–55.

5 Ira Berlin, Generations of Captivity: A History of African-American Slaves (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 2003); and W.E.B. Du Bois, Black Reconstruction in America (New
York: Harcourt, Brace, 1935).

6 Oscar Handlin, The Uprooted: The Epic Story of the Great Migrations that Made the American People
(1951; Boston: Little, Brown, 1973); and Oscar Handlin, The Americans: A New History of the
People of the United States (Boston: Little, Brown, 1963).

7 Allan Nevins, The Origins of the Land-Grant Colleges and Universities (Washington, D.C.: Civil
War Centennial Commission, 1962).

8 Frederick Jackson Turner, “The Signi½cance of the Frontier in American History,” Annual
Report of the American Historical Association (Washington, D.C.: American Historical Associ-
ation, 1893); Frederick Jackson Turner, The Frontier in American History (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1920); and Kerwin L. Klein, Frontiers of Historical Imagination: Nar-
rating the European Conquest of Native America, 1890–1990 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1997).



136

Immigration
& the Color
Line at the

Beginning of
the 21st

Century

Dædalus, the Journal of the American Academy of Arts & Sciences

9 Aristide R. Zolberg, A Nation by Design: Immigration Policy in the Fashioning of America (New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2006).

10 David W. Blight, Race and Reunion: The Civil War in American Memory (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 2001).

11 Gary Gerstle, “Liberty, Coercion, and the Making of Americans,” in The Handbook of Inter-
national Migration, ed. Charles Hirschman, Josh DeWind, and Philip Kasinitz (New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1999), 275–293; Noel Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White (New
York: Routledge, 1995); Matthew Freye Jacobson, Whiteness of a Different Color: European
Immigrants and the Alchemy of Race (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998); and
David Roediger, “Running Steel, Running America: Race, Economic Policy and the Decline
of Liberalism,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 22 (1999): 1079–1080.

12 Zolberg, A Nation by Design; and Carl H. Nightingale, “Before Race Mattered: Geographies
of the Color Line in Early Colonial Madras and New York,” American Historical Review 113 (1)
(2008): 48–71.

13 John Higham, Strangers in the Land: Patterns of American Nativism, 1860–1925 (New York:
Atheneum, 1963); and Susan K. Brown, Frank D. Bean, and James Bachmeier, “Aging Soci-
eties and the Changing Logic of Immigration,” Generations 32 (4) (2009): 11–17.

14 Frank D. Bean and Stephanie Bell-Rose, Immigration and Opportunity: Race, Ethnicity and Em-
ployment in the United States (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1999); George M. Fredrick-
son, Racism: A Short History (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2002); and Aldon D.
Morris, Origins of the Civil Rights Movement: Black Communities Organizing for Change (New
York: Simon & Schuster, 1984).

15 Frank D. Bean and Gillian Stevens, America’s Newcomers and the Dynamics of Diversity (New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2003); David M. Reimers, Still the Golden Door: The Third World
Comes to America, 2nd ed. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1992); and John D. Skrentny,
The Minority Rights Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2002).

16 Nathan Glazer, We Are All Multiculturalists Now (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1997).

17 David M. Reimers, Unwelcome Strangers: American Identity and the Turn Against Immigration
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).

18 Richard Alba and Victor Nee, Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation and Contempo-
rary Immigration (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003); and Douglas S. Massey
and Karen A. Pren, “Unintended Consequences of U.S. Immigration Policy: Explaining the
Post-1965 Surge from Latin America,” Population and Development Review 38 (1) (2012): 1–29.

19 Michael Eric Dyson, “Race, Post Race,” Los Angeles Times, November 5, 2008; Thomas L.
Friedman, “Finishing Our Work,” The New York Times, November 5, 2008; Adam Nagourney,
“Obama Elected President as Racial Barrier Falls,” The New York Times, November 5, 2008;
and Abigail Thernstrom and Stephan Thernstrom, “Is Race Out of the Race?” Los Angeles
Times, March 2, 2008.

20 David A. Hollinger, Postethnic America: Beyond Multiculturalism (New York: Basic Books, 1995).
21 Hollinger, “Obama, the Instability of Color Lines, and the Promise of a Postethnic Future.” 
22 Hollinger, Postethnic America.
23 Herbert J. Gans, “The Possibility of a New Racial Hierarchy in the Twenty-First Century

United States,” in The Cultural Territories of Race: Black and White Boundaries, ed. Michèle
Lamont (Chicago and New York: University of Chicago Press and Russell Sage Foundation,
1999), 371–390.

24 Gary Gerstle, “Liberty, Coercion, and the Making of Americans,” in The Handbook of Inter-
national Migration, ed. Hirschman et al., 275–293; and Gary B. Nash, “The Hidden History
of Mestizo America,” The Journal of American History 83 (3) (1995): 941–964.



137

Frank D.
Bean,
Jennifer Lee
& James D.
Bachmeier

142 (3)  Summer 2013

25 Bobo, “Somewhere Between Jim Crow & Post-Racialism”; Hochschild et al., Creating a New
Racial Order; Massey, “The Past & Future of American Civil Rights”; Lee, “Post-Racial &
Pan-Racial Politics”; and Roger Waldinger, “Immigration: The New American Dilemma,”
Dædalus 140 (2) (Spring 2011): 215–225.

26 Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians, Personal Justice Denied
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1997).

27 John D. Skrentny, The Minority Rights Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
2002).

28 Hollinger, Postethnic America.
29 Hollinger, “Obama, the Instability of Color Lines, and the Promise of a Postethnic Future.”
30 Gary Y. Okihiro, Margins and Mainstreams: Asians in American History and Culture (Seattle:

University of Washington Press, 1994); and Ronald T. Takaki, Strangers from a Different Shore:
A History of Asian Americans (Boston: Little, Brown, 1989).

31 Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, “From Bi-racial to Tri-racial,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 27 (6) (2004):
931–950; and Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, “We Are All Americans,” Race and Society 5 (1) (2004):
3–16.

32 Edward Murguia and Rogelio Sáenz, “An Analysis of the Latin Americanization of Race in
the United States,” Race and Society 5 (1) (2004): 85–101.

33 Ibid.; and Tyrone Forman, Carla Goar, and Amanda E. Lewis, “Neither Black nor White?”
Race and Society 5 (1) (2004): 65–84.

34 Forman et al., “Neither Black nor White?”
35 Ibid.
36 Richard Alba, Ethnic Identity: The Transformation of White America (New Haven, Conn.: Yale

University Press, 1990); Gans, “The Possibility of a New Racial Hierarchy in the Twenty-
First Century United States”; Todd Gitlin, The Twilight of Common Dreams (New York: Met-
ropolitan, 1995); Glazer, We Are All Multiculturalists Now; David A. Hollinger, “Amalgama-
tion and Hypodescent: The Question of Ethnoracial Mixture in the History of the United
States,” American Historical Review 108 (5) (2003): 1363–1390; Joel Perlmann, “Reflecting the
Changing Face of America: Multiracials, Racial Classi½cation, and American Intermarriage,”
in Interracialism: Black-White Intermarriage in American History, Literature, and Law, ed. Werner
Sollors (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 506–533; Roger Sanjek, “Intermarriage
and the Future of the Races,” in Race, ed. Steven Gregory and Roger Sanjek (New Brunswick,
N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1994), 103–130; Mary C. Waters, Black Identities: West Indian
Immigrant Dreams and American Realities (New York and Cambridge, Mass.: Russell Sage
Foundation and Harvard University Press, 1999); and George Yancey, Who Is White? (Boul-
der, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 2003).

37 Richard Alba, Italian Americans: Into the Twilight of Ethnicity (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice
Hall, 1985); Richard Alba, Ethnic Identity: The Transformation of White America (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1990); Karen Brodkin, How Jews Became White Folks, and What
That Says About Race in America (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1998); Gerstle,
“Liberty, Coercion, and the Making of Americans,” in The Handbook of International Migration,
ed. Hirschman et al.; Ignatiev, How the Irish Became White; Jacobson, Whiteness of a Different
Color; and David Roediger, The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the Making of the American Working
Class (New York and London: Verso, 1991).

38 Roediger, The Wages of Whiteness.
39 James Loewen, The Mississippi Chinese: Between Black and White (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard

University Press, 1971).
40 Gans, “The Possibility of a New Racial Hierarchy in the Twenty-First Century United States”;

Charles A. Gallagher, “Racial Redistricting: Expanding the Boundaries of Whiteness,” in



138

Immigration
& the Color
Line at the

Beginning of
the 21st

Century

Dædalus, the Journal of the American Academy of Arts & Sciences

The Politics of Multiracialism: Challenging Racial Thinking, ed. Heather M. Dalmage (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 2004), 59–76; Gerstle, “Liberty, Coercion, and the Mak-
ing of Americans”; Ian Haney-Lopez, White by Law: The Legal Construction of Race (New York:
New York University Press, 1996); and Jonathan W. Warren and France Winddance Twine,
“White Americans, the New Minority?” Journal of Black Studies 28 (2) (1997): 200–218.

41 Camille Zubrinsky Charles, “The Dynamics of Racial Residential Segregation,” Annual Review
of Sociology 29 (2003): 167–207; Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton, American Apartheid:
Segregation and the Making of the Underclass (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1993); and Domenico Parisi, Daniel T. Lichter, and Michael C. Taquino, “Multi-Scale Resi-
dential Segregation: Black Exceptionalism and America’s Changing Color Line,” Social Forces
89 (3) (2011): 829–852.

42 Gerstle, “Liberty, Coercion, and the Making of Americans”; Hollinger, “Amalgamation and
Hypodescent”; Perlmann, “Reflecting the Changing Face of America”; and Joel Perlmann
and Roger Waldinger, “Second Generation Decline? Children of Immigrants, Past and Pres-
ent–A Reconsideration,” International Migration Review 31 (4) (1997): 893–922.

43 France Winddance Twine, “Brown-Skinned White Girls,” Gender, Place, and Culture 3 (2)
(1996): 205–224; and Hollinger, Postethnic America.

44 Warren and Twine, “White Americans, the New Minority?” 
45 Gerstle, “Liberty, Coercion, and the Making of Americans”; Hollinger, “Amalgamation and

Hypodescent”; Perlmann, “Reflecting the Changing Face of America”; and Perlmann and
Waldinger, “Second Generation Decline?”

46 Nancy Foner, In a New Land: A Comparative View of Immigration (New York: New York Univer-
sity Press, 2005); Waters, Black Identities; and Katja M. Guenther, Sadie Pendaz, and Fortu-
nata Songora Makene, “The Impact of Intersecting Dimensions of Inequality and Identity on
the Racial Status of Eastern African Immigrants,” Sociological Forum 26 (1) (2011): 98–120.

47 Waters, Black Identities.
48 Ibid.
49 Herbert J. Gans, “Race as a Class,” Contexts 4 (4) (2005): 17–21.
50 Glazer, We Are All Multiculturalists Now; and Yancey, Who Is White?
51 Jennifer Lee and Frank D. Bean, The Diversity Paradox: Immigration and the Color Line in 21st

Century America (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2010); and Michael C. Dawson and
Julie Lee Merseth, “Racial Pessimism in the Early Obama Era,” paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Seattle, Washington, September 1–
4, 2011.

52 Susan K. Brown and Frank D. Bean, “International Migration,” in Handbook of Population, ed.
Dudley L. Poston, Jr., and Michael Micklin (New York: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2005),
347–382.

53 Steven Ruggles, J. Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Matthew B. Schroeder,
and Matthew Sobek, Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0 [Machine-readable
database] (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2010).

54 U.S. Of½ce of Immigration Statistics, 2009 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2010).

55 Ruggles et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0.
56 Jennifer Lee and Min Zhou, Asian American Youth: Culture, Identity, and Ethnicity (New York

and London: Routledge, 2004); and James P. Smith and Barry Edmonston, The New Americans:
Economic, Demographic, and Fiscal Effects of Immigration (Washington, D.C.: National Academy
Press, 1997).

57 Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1954).



139

Frank D.
Bean,
Jennifer Lee
& James D.
Bachmeier

142 (3)  Summer 2013

58 Lee and Bean, The Diversity Paradox.
59 Yochai Benkler, The Wealth of Networks: How Social Production Transforms Markets and Free-

dom (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2006); Amy Chua, Day of Empire: How Hyper-
powers Rise to Global Dominance–and Why They Fall (New York: Doubleday, 2007); David
Singh Grewal, Network Power: The Social Dynamics of Globalization (New Haven, Conn.: Yale
University Press, 2008); Cedric Herring, “Does Diversity Pay? Race, Gender, and the Busi-
ness Case for Diversity,” American Sociological Review 74 (2) (2009): 208–224; and Scott E.
Page, The Difference: How the Power of Diversity Creates Better Groups, Firms, Schools, and Societies
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2007).

60 Philip Kasinitz, John H. Mollenkopf, Mary C. Waters, and Jennifer Holdaway, Inheriting the
City: The Children of Immigrants Come of Age (New York and Cambridge, Mass.: Russell Sage
Foundation and Harvard University Press, 2008).

61 Peter M. Blau, Inequality and Heterogeneity (New York: The Free Press, 1977); Peter M. Blau
and Joseph E. Schwartz, Crosscutting Social Circles: Testing a Macrostructural Theory of Inter-
group Relations (Orlando, Fla.: Academic Press, 1984); and Edward O. Laumann, Bonds of
Pluralism: The Form and Substance of Urban Social Networks (New York: John Wiley, 1973).

62 Hubert M. Blalock, Toward a Theory of Minority-Group Relations (New York: John Wiley, 1967);
Blau, Inequality and Heterogeneity; and Garth Massey, Randy Hodson, and Dusko Sekulic,
“Ethnic Enclaves and Intolerance: The Case of Yugoslavia,” Social Forces 78 (2) (1999):
669–693.

63 Blalock, Toward a Theory of Minority-Group Relations; Mark A. Fossett, “Urban and Spatial
Demography,” in Handbook of Population, ed. Poston and Micklin; and Mark A. Fossett and
Therese Seibert, Long Time Coming: Trends in Racial Inequality in the Nonmetropolitan South
since 1940 (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1997).

64 Zolberg, A Nation by Design.
65 Philip Kasinitz and Jan Rosenberg, “Missing the Connection: Social Isolation and Employ-

ment on the Brooklyn Waterfront,” Social Problems 43 (2) (1996): 180–196; Joleen Kirschen-
man and Kathryn M. Neckerman, “‘We’d Love to Hire Them, But . . .’: The Meaning of Race
for Employers,” in The Urban Underclass, ed. Christopher Jencks and Paul E. Peterson (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press), 203–232; Jennifer Lee, Civility in the City: Blacks,
Jews, and Koreans in Urban America (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2002);
Roger Waldinger and Michael I. Lichter, How the Other Half Works: Immigration and the Social
Organization of Labor (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2003); and
Mary C. Waters, “West Indians and African Americans at Work: Structural Differences and
Cultural Stereotypes,” in Immigration and Opportunity: Race, Ethnicity, and Employment in the
United States, ed. Frank D. Bean and Stephanie Bell-Rose (New York: Russell Sage Foundation,
1999), 194–227.

66 Stanley Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie: Blacks and White Immigrants since 1880 (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1980); Arthur Sakamoto, Jeng Liu, and Jessie M. Tzeng, “The Declining
Signi½cance of Race Among Chinese and Japanese American Men,” Research in Social Strati-
½cation and Mobility 16 (1998): 225–246; Lawrence Bobo, “The Color Line, the Dilemma, and
the Dream: Race Relations in America at the Close of the Twentieth Century,” in Civil Rights
and Social Wrongs: Black-White Relations since World War II, ed. John Higham (University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), 31–55; Lawrence Bobo, “Prejudice as Group
Position: Microfoundations of a Sociological Approach to Racism and Race Relations,” Jour-
nal of Social Issues 55 (3) (1999): 445–472; Lawrence D. Bobo, “Inequalities That Endure?
Racial Ideology, American Politics, and the Peculiar Role of the Social Sciences,” in The Chang-
ing Terrain of Race and Ethnicity, ed. Maria Krysan and Amanda E. Lewis (New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 2004), 13–42; Lawrence Bobo and Vincent L. Hutchings, “Perceptions of
Racial Group Competition: Extending Blumer’s Theory of Group Position to a Multiracial
Social Context,” American Sociological Review 61 (6) (1996): 951–972; Lawrence D. Bobo and
Mia Tuan, Prejudice in Politics: Group Position, Public Opinion, and the Wisconsin Treaty Rights



140

Immigration
& the Color
Line at the

Beginning of
the 21st

Century

Dædalus, the Journal of the American Academy of Arts & Sciences

Controversy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005); Jeffrey C. Dixon, “The Ties
That Bind and Those That Don’t: Toward Reconciling Group Threat and Contact Theories
of Prejudice,” Social Forces 84 (4) (2006): 2179–2202; and Michael W. Link and Robert W.
Oldendick, “Social Construction and White Attitudes toward Equal Opportunity and Multi-
culturalism,” Journal of Politics 58 (1) (1996): 149–168.

67 Rogelio Sáenz, Sean-Shong Hwang, Benigno E. Aguirre, and Robert N. Anderson, “Persis-
tence and Change in Asian Identity Among Children of Intermarried Couples,” Sociological
Perspectives 38 (2) (1995): 175–194; and Yu Xie and Kimberly Goyette, “The Racial Iden-
ti½cation of Biracial Children with One Asian Parent: Evidence from the 1990 Census,”
Social Forces 76 (2) (1997): 547–570.

68 Cookie White Stephan and Walter G. Stephan, “After Intermarriage: Ethnic Identity Among
Mixed-Heritage Japanese-Americans and Hispanics,” Journal of Marriage and the Family 51
(1989): 507–519.

69 Karl Eschbach, “The Enduring and Vanishing American Indian: American Indian Population
Growth and Intermarriage in 1990,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 18 (1) (1995): 89–108.

70 Ruggles et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0.
71 Ibid.
72 Lee and Bean, The Diversity Paradox.
73 Ibid.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck true
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <>
    /CHT <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF che devono essere conformi o verificati in base a PDF/X-1a:2001, uno standard ISO per lo scambio di contenuto grafico. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla creazione di documenti PDF compatibili con PDF/X-1a, consultare la Guida dell'utente di Acrobat. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 4.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die moeten worden gecontroleerd of moeten voldoen aan PDF/X-1a:2001, een ISO-standaard voor het uitwisselen van grafische gegevens. Raadpleeg de gebruikershandleiding van Acrobat voor meer informatie over het maken van PDF-documenten die compatibel zijn met PDF/X-1a. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 4.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Cadmus MediaWorks settings for Acrobat Distiller 8.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


