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ABSTRACT

There is considerable research on concepts of Blackness in America. Much of this
research is conducted within a Eurocentric as opposed to an Afrocentric perspective. Social
research has established that ideals, social norms, and values about Bladk grimgps may
be shaped by dominant culture premises and that the dominant culture of any society can
influence the attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors of minority group members coexisting within
that culture. Th&Vhite racial frameholds that over tima dominant cultural perspective in the
Uu. S. has installed a positive orientation to
orientation toward racial Aotherso, particul a
explores this phenomenon from Afrocentric perspective, assessing propinquity preferences of
non-native Immigrant and nativieorn American Blacks toward natiha®rn Blacks.

Utilizing data drawn fronThe National Survey on American L#@01-2003(Jackson,

2007) the study assessé@ tdegree oBlack propinquity(i.e., selfidentified feelings of
closeness and identity preferences with nabee Blacks) expresseuthin andbetween
subsamples afativeborn African Americarin = 3,464) andhon-native (chiefly Afre
Caribbean) Black¢n = 1,118). More specifically, it hypothesized that natveen Blacks
would display greater propinquity preferences than Immigrant Blacks for sfatnegican
Blacks depicted as moezonomicallychallengedas well asocially affluentandelite; also, it
expected they would report greater supporstmially undesirablas well asocially desirable
Blacks than would Immigrant Blacks.

A series of hierarchical regression analyses modeled the unique and joint predictive
variance of sociglemograhic, socieeconomic, and Black (derived) target characteristics within

each Black subpopulation against the primary outcome variable (propinquity). Overall



regression models for each Black group were highly similar in the proportion of explained
variance(27% for native Blacks; 26% for Immigrant Blacks) and weighted contributions of three
blocks of variables; derived variables for Black target characteristics contributed most of the

total variance within each group. No statistically reliable differefaeR score values were

found between the two Black subpopulations on these derived variables. Findings are discussed
in the context of the White racial frame perspective, secondary data methodology, and future

research.
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regression models for each Black group were highly similar in the proportion of explained
variance (27%dr native Blacks; 26% for Immigrant Blacks) and weighted contributions of three
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CHAPTER 1
| NRODUCTI ON

AThere was a timeiwhem fiBlaek wleeadamgs e@ dwh
was a clear fABlack agenda, 60 when we coul d
Bl ac k Adrbetnat anygnore. Not after decades of desegregation,
affirmative action, and urban dag; not after globalization decimated the
working class and trickiedlown economics sorted the nation into winners and
losers; not after the biggest wave of Black immigration from Africa and the
Cari bbean s(Rabigsen, 20104y. er y 0
Who are we? Ware all Black living in America but we are not the same. On one hand,
there is a common perceptiamong the dominant populatitimat there is anonolithic Black
communityin America; that all Blacks are alike and that there is little variaiiopercetions of
on what it means to be Black ins2dentury AmericgBurrell, Webb& White, 2014; Feagin,
2013; McAdoo, 2002) However, orthe other hand, this stereotypical assumption by the
dominant group in America does not hold a monolithic view regatimgr groupd such as
Asians or Hispani@s but it is clear that these groups, because of their diverse ancestral heritages
and backgrounds can be considered as diffef@ath distinctions are not readily made for
Blacks, and yet it is apparent to membdrthe Black community that Black membership
consists of Black people from a variety of ethnicities and backgrandibat all Blacks are not

the saméBurrell, 2009; Muhammad, 2003; Burrell, Webb & Whig014; Newby & Dowling,

2007; Springer, 2010).

To maintain clarity on distinct references to Black group members living in America there are three Black group
memberships related to this study are. TheyBiaecksd US nativé born African AmericansBlack Caribbean
immigrants; andOther Black immigrants (e.g. Blacks from Somalia, The Philippines, Nigeria, or other nations).



Purpose

This dichotomy theoutsidemonolithic perspective of the dominant group and the
insideperspectives on how each distinct Black group perceive themselves is central to this study.
However, his projectfocuses ontheinsideperspectiveseld byBlack group members from
different ancestral origins on their sense of closeness and identity ideatwande¢ach other.

The monolithic view, although important, is not ttentral theme Nonetheless, it presents an
historical context of American hegempthat is relative to the primary focus of this st@idy
Black propinquity. Black propinquityis defined as:1) Self identified ¢doseness in ideas and
feelings with natiei born Blacks, and 2mage ideatiostoward nativéborn Blacks living in
contemporaryAmerica

Boboand Hutchings (1996) postulated that most research mapping the basic distribution
of racial attitudes focuses almost exclusivelytmgoutsidemo no | i t hi ¢ vi ews of
Blacks inAmerica; that they are all aliielyman & Sheatsley, 1956; Taylor, Greely, &

Sheatsley, 1978; Kluegel, 1990; Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). Research on perceptions of closeness
among Blacksevealed that among those who are immigrant Blacks in Amen@ay do not

prefer to be identified aBlack,espe@lly the way this is viewed in the United States, which
suggests that there is no variation among Blacks (Orbe & Harris 2001; Snyder; 2012). In spite of
the presumptuous monolithic view mentioned earlier,ifgsheration Black immigrants to

America havaended to distance themselves from African Americans, stressing a stronger
affiliation to their national origins and ethnic identities as Jamaican or Haitian or Trimdadia
(Waters, 1994; Vickerman, 1999At the same time, however, tdeminant culturef any

group influences the attitudes perceptions, and behaviors of minority group members coexisting



within that social framework (Barbarian, 1993; Waters, 1994; Muhammad, 2006; Burrell, 1999;
Burrell & Webb, 2104).

Epst ei mexplsratiencof subprdete groups and ethnic identity illustrates the
effectiveness of time and generational influences on immigrant families living in dominant
societiegWilliams, 2009). His research advanced the thinking of intergenerational family
forms, and redefined thewrtext offunctioningin the American family. In addition, he revealed

that the host society controls the social dictionary. That is, first generation immigrant families

are in Oimmediate transitiond upor arurlitwale

t

defines, not only the reflective imagery of roles and actors in society, but also creates a model for

attitudes and behaviors (Williams, 2014. 2). Consequently, despite their owalf-definitional
perceptions of who they are, immigrant Blagksnediately face overwhelming pressures to
identify only ashi B | ahly thédominant White and other i@iack minority cultures residing
in the United States (Vickermah994 Waters, 1994; Brydd.aporte, 1972).

This skewed perspective is referred tgiag/h i t e r a c (Wdliamsf2014;mi n g o
Feagin, 200 ) . This concept, considered Acommon
to the early 1600s when North American slavery was established imttezl Btates. This
generic monolithiperspective incldes importanhegativeracial stereotypes, understandings,
images, anghegativeinclinations of White group members to act disparagingly toward minority
group memberbecause of negative perceptions originally toward Black staaes! later
extended by Whés to other racial groups such as Latinos. Currently, various forms of racial
framing exist among differemacial groug in the United Statebut a stronyVhite racial frame

has prevailed because Whites have long had the power and the resourcesddhimpeality.

S

o
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Racial framing is not the central focus of this study but it provides a conceptual
framework which explains how suétamingin contemporary America disrupassociations
between African Americans and Black immigrant group members,rsg@guently interrupts
progression in the identity process of Black group memberships in America. A hegemonic
situation occurs when people of color consent in various ways to this ideology. Williams (2011)
noted that such disruptions asported as lack of shared identification and thdés,d i vi si on o
pervades the literature in describing the nature of the relationship between different Black groups
in America. This is evidenced by how the United States culture among dominant group
memberdview of whatit means tdoe American (Burrell, 2009). Burrell (2009) further noted
that thie formationon the American dentityis woven into the social fabric as illustrated by the
American Citizens Handbogkoclaiming thatt is important that people who are to liaed
work together shall have a common nond like heritage of purpose, religious ideals, love of
country, beauty, and wisdom gouiideand inspire them The construct of hegemony is not
readily seen as a factor or goes unnoticed imbrés of culturalattitudeformulation,
specifically as iis related to racial identity formation and attaining the American way of life
(Burrell, 2009)

The racialized structures of this society imposed on Black group members by the
American slave past and the intets@ts of contemporary race and identity issues among Blacks
may be powerful enough to breed tensions between these ancestral&ibbtigs born
African Americans; Black Caribbean immigrants; @ither Black immigrants (e.g. Blacks from
Somalia, The Phitipines, Nigeria, or other natiodsbrothers of the American slave trade

(Williams, 2011; Feagin, 2013).



Despite the influences that White racial framing might present, this investigaixores
this phenomenon frorwithind from anAfroi centricperspectie. Asante (2009) defines afro
centricity as a paradigm base on the idea that people of African descent shasdétea sense
of agency in order to formulate novel ways of analyzing informatlmuttheir perceptionghat
is based on their own ideald his approactooksat i nf or mati on from fia BI
opposed to what had been considered the AWhit
American academy. Asante (20@3Mphasizedhat sincemmigrantBlacks came to America
from differert ancestral origins, geographical areas, and historical contexts, it should not be
assumed that their perceptions of ndth@n Black members are congruent or that they readily
identify with or have strong affiliations with natiMeorn Blacks. Asant&009) further
stipulated that since assimilation experiences were not the same that these variant experiences
might influence perceptions and attitudes across a plethora of life gaffatsing, for instance,
how closeBlack group memberfeel to each otlne To address these concerns this study
exploredthe followingoverarching research questiowhat are thgossibleinfluences
associated with natiVéorn Blacks and immigralack group members living in 2Century
America in theiirt ysoen(steh eo fs efinpsreo poifn gsuoci al di st a

other?
Significance of Current Research

The purpose of this dissation is to explore the rokatpropinquityplaysin the
perceptions oflivergent Black ancestral groups living in contemporary Ameliceavestigates
feelings of closeness and identity preferesoéimmigrant Blacks toward nativeorn Black$
such as how they prefer to be identifieds Black firstor as their national idé¢ities as

CaribbeanTrinidadian or Jamaicariirst (Vickerman, 2007).There is an abundance of



scholarlyliterature that examines Black group members from the perspective of ancestral
closeness. While it is true that the nativern and immigrant Blackin America share a

common ancestryhey have different historical experiences that shape their present attitudes,
perceptionsand identitypreferencesFor instance, # earlier internal migration of African
Americans out of the South coupled with emtrescalating immigration trends by Aifro
Caribbean, Africans, and other Blacks have made most large cities imited &tates

remarkable multiracial conglomerations (Waldinger, 1388bo & Hutchings, 1996) This has
subsequently raised sociologicahcerns related to the dichotomyamfoperationor competition
among Black group members sharing common space. The growing heterogeneity of urban areas
raisesquestionsaboutwhether different Black group memberships view one another as direct
competitors for scarce economic, political, and social resources. While respectirachamnd
ethnicidentity intersect in ways that impact self and group perceptions among mindrmiges,
examination goes another sbfemore specifically to address thessibleeffectsor correlate®f
such intersections uporative born Blacks and immigrant Blacks in America in terms of social
distance opropinquity.

One meaning gbropinquityisdéd i ned i n Websterds New Worl d
American Language agarness of relationship; kinsh{@uralnik, 1970).Bobo and Hutchings
(1996) and Olzak (1993) suggest ttiet degree of closeness and affinity ideations between
native born Blacks and Bck immigrants maprovide a possiblearrelation betweethe
potential for coalitioras well as the prospects of open antagonism and coriflettefore, this
researchocuses specifically on the importance of social distance and affinity ideaticexisiat

between these Black racial groups referred tBlask Propinquity.



Black Propinquityis defined ad) self identifiedcloseness in ideas and feelings with
nativel born Blacks, and 2)nage ideation toward nativeorn Blacks living in contemporary
Americaheld bythe participants in the surveyThese image ideations can be negative or
positive. They are depicted by the resporfis@a immigrant Blacks on measures relating to
perceptions of whether natiMeornBlacks are lazyyiolent, and give upasily; or if nativea born
Blacks arehardworking proud of themselvesy intelligent In addition,variables used in this
studyasses$fiow close immigrant Blacks felt twative Blacksare SES, age, region of the
country, and loadings from a confirmatory factor analys& saocially desirable, socially
undesirable, socially elite, economically challenged Blacks. They will be operationally defined
in the methods section of this documeihus,this investigation highlights the distinction
betweerphysical distancéhat is based on proximity arsdcial distancehat is based on
relationships, personal and professional interactiang social integration (Bobo & Hutchings,

1996; Robinson2010).
Rationale for the Study

The rationaledr this study idased on the fathat perceptions are directly linked to
attitudes and behaviors (McAdoo, 2002: Pet2898; Lawson, 1992; Umoh, 1984n short,
this study addresséise role that attituels and behavioggay in predictinghe climate of
propinquity among Blacks in America. Feelings aehs aboupropinquityincorporate sod,
physical, andognitiveexperiences. Saally, Black group membership experiences vary due to
environmentaforces that are imposed on all members of society; paillysiin that
race/ethnicity, skin tone emder and other factors presantque experiences within and across

Black group membershipand ideologicdy, in terms of individual or group perceptioois



socialcloseness mediatdyy educational achievement, pgadal affiliations, religiosity or
spirituality and other factors (McAdoo, 2002; Ha|ri9%).

This study exploresow or if theseconstructsare consistent amorgpntemporary
native born Blacls and other Blacks living in Americd&elatively speaking, thers a limited
amount ofresearcHhiteraturedealing withthe implicationf how Blacks view themselve#s
more Black immigrants come to America it is important thati racial associations between
thesenewcomers and nativborn Blacksare examined from within these divergent Black
membershipsPrevious research has not fully examined how the unique culistactive
within eachBlack groupfrom different ancesal origins are important in their perceptiarfs
each othernorhas it fully examinedhow social distance perceptioasross Black group®late
to ther collectivewell-being(Burrell, Webb, & White,2014;Constantine, Richardson,

Benjamin & Wilson, 198; Cross, 1978Helms, 1995; Baldwin, 1985; & Jackson, 1975).



CHAPTER 2
LI TERATURE REVI EW

Part One: Major Research Domain

Social scienehasdevoted muchattentionto Black group memberships in America
through different eras, including slavery, the civil right movemedfitmative action, and
present dayAmerican life. Some archaic perspectives continue to postulate a monolithic view of
the Black community and ignotke understanding that some Blackygp memberships do not
readily identify with a national perspectiviéeagin, 2013Burrell, 209; McAdoo, 2002). Some
social scientists contend that there is a division or disintegration across Black group
memberships based primarily on differing ethmiigins (CappsMcCabe, & Fix,2011;
Robinson, 2010; Dyson, 2005; Bobo & Hutchings, 1996)om either perspective, much of the
existing literatures rooted in the White hegemonic racialized structure of American society to
descri be A BI dankadceshaachaaswdiations,(Wilkams, 2011; Burrell, 2009;
Portes & Zhou, 1993). The recent historical shift in immigration patterns has adtdedltalog
on Black relationshipin America. Historically, African American history can be framed in
terms of 13 migrations. Only two were involuntary: the transatlantic slave traded which brought
the bulk of Africans to the New World, and the US domestic slave trade, which distributed slaves
from the original colonies throughout Southern and Wesesticas of the country OGthers
includethe great migration north after WWII and Caribbean immigration (Scruggs, 2007).
date, much research has been shaped by dthe
guestions regarding bias and theoretical anthaumlogical levels (Feagin, 2013)he majority

of scholarship threaded throughout the literature on ethnic kinship ties and racialtethtiyg



across Black group membershigsvia a hegemonic structural framing, that is to say, a domina
White ragal framing on Black group memberships in AmeriEaagin, 2013)

Part of this chapter reviews two primamymponentselated to the racial and ethnic
research on Black relatiomps Firstr esear ch on social distance or
Black propinquity) is the central concept of interest in this study. Second, it is essential to
address esearch and schol ar shi p o n hdiconstectilWmandt e r ac
effects of themonolithicview of Blacks in AmericgBurrell, Webb& White, 2014; Feagin,

2013; McAdoo, 2002).Consequently, the White racial framingsigffused throughouhis
chapterbecausets influence cannot be discounted as perhaps the most critical element in
promulgating tensions that mediate negative assoogtvithin and across Black group
membershipgWilliams, 2011; Schaefer, 2007; Wilson & Smelser, 200&ters 1994;
Semmes, 1992; Jackson, 1975).addition,this chapteitegratesow views on propinquity are
informed when framed through an Afroceafperspective (Williams, 2011; Asante, 2009).

White Racial Framing

The central concept of the White racial frame (Feagin, 2013) is one that helps in
understanding the operation of racial oppression as it is engaged by different elements of society.
Forsome population and groups, racial oppression has little to no effect on their daily lives. To
others, there is a much more profound effect on life and reactions to life events. Several
contemporary sciences, especially the cognitive, neurologicascamal sciences, have made
use of the idea & perspectival frame that getsleedded in the individual mind, as well as in
collective memories and histories, and helps people make sense out of everyday situations.

Peopl e drmre memuwl. tonumefonssfrgmel farwraerstanding and interpretation in
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their minds, and their frames vary in complexity from specific niilencel framing on situations
to a broad framing by society.

In examining US. racial oppression, Feagin (2013) extended concemsanétal framing
and emphasizghe central importance of a broad, long dominant White racial frame. Much
historical research demonstrates the existence in North America and elsefxdhdmminant,
Whitei created racial frame that provides an overarchimiygenerally descriptive worldview;
one that extends across all divisions of class, gender, and age. Since its early development in the
seventeenth century, this powerful frame has provided the vantage point from which White
Americans have constantly wed North American society. Its centrality in White minds is
what makes it a dominant frame throughout the county and indeed, in much of the Western
world and numerous other areas. Over time, this powerful frame has been elaborated by or
imposedonthemnds of most Americans, becoming there
minddo and Aframe of r ef e(Feagnc26l8; Thomps#adipa,r d t o r
2003; Robertson, 1988).

The White racial frame is broad and complex. Over time Whiter/gans have
included in it a beliefs aspetitat embracesacial stereotypes and ideologiescial
interpretations and narrativessual and auditory elementsaictialized images and language
accentsracialized emotionsand an inclination to actiénto discriminatgFeagin, 2013)
Moreover, through centuries of operation this dominant White framing has encompassed both a
strong positive orientation to White and whiteness and a strong negative orieiatasoial
Aot her so who ar ssede i gsdendiviely acabssesrma gositive iew ef White
superiority, virtue, moral goodness, and action. For centuries the White racial farinihg

groupsuperiority anduf groupinferiority has been part of a distinctive way of life that
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dominates majr aspects of society (Feagin, 2013). For most Whites, this racial frame is more
than just one significant frame among many; @ is liran@ that has routinely defined a way of
being, a broad perspective on life, and one that provides the languageespicktations that

help structure, normalize, and make sense out of our society. There is nothing subtle or
ambiguous about these performances that frame and target specific minority groups (Feagin,
2013).

Black American Identity, White Racial Framing and Economics

Greenwald (1988) notekat identity development is a process by which an individual
establishes a relationship with a reference group. When this process is actualized it has the
potential to influence attitudes and behaviors through adopfigroup values, mores, and
goals. Thus, it is important to understand the relationship between external social factors and
interactions and personal understandings that inform the idéhtigmpson & Akbar, 2003).

African American identity was buitin two criteria: African ancestry and an ancestral
connection to chattel slavery. Physical characteristics such as skin color, hair texture, and the
size of noses and lips use to be distinctionsrttedtthe first criterion. #or to the influx of
Black immigrans over the last 30 years, the second was assumed: If you were Black and living
in America, it was logical to assume that somebody in your family had been enslaved. Those
assumptions are now somewhat archaic or at least can be called into questiomalsthpda
depicting the Black community in America has drastically changed in terms of ancestry and
ethnicity. h the last 30 years, more than onidion people have come to thenited Stategrom
Africa alon® more tharthosebrought here during the trartkantic dave trade (Scruggs, 2007).
This influx raises the questions: To what group do immigrant Blacks identifg wiithir nativé
born Black ancestors or the dominant cuftureo what degree of affinity, if any, do they feel

toward nativéborn Blacks and, what factors or impositions spearheads their choice(s)?
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All Blacks, whether nativiborn or immigrant, are eventually faced with the reality of
assimilation within mainstream America. In additiontéas such as time, geograplygation,
gender, ski tone, educatim age and SESto name a fe@ havevarying influences on their
assimilation experiences, sgderceptions, and grouperceptions. One thing that is clearly
discernible is the distinction in the experiences of immigrants of White descetalAntgrica
and immigrants of Black descendants to America. Two such distisaleserve special
attention: color and economics.

Historically speaking, descendantskafropean immigrante/ho confronted dilemmas
associated with assimilation into the Amean culture were uniformly White. Although some of
them may have been of a darker hue than the natives, their skin color did not produce a major
barrier to entry into the American mainstream. For this reason, the process of assimilation
depended largglon individual decisions to lead the migrant culture behind and embrace
American ways. Such an advantage obviously did not and still does not exist for Black
immigrants (Portes & Zhou, 1993). Clearly, the history of African Americans in this country has
been characterized by oppression, subjugation, and discrimindighout a doubtthe color of
their skin had much to do with how they were received and perceived. A racist ideology that
paralleled the need to perpetuate slavery was developed tatsiiygpsubjugation of people of
African descent. This agenda was primarily based on the need to justify cheap labor carried out
on the backs of individuals of African descent who were characterized as subhuman,
irresponsible, lazy, and stupid (Thompso\Ebar, 2003; Robertson, 1988).

Sowhat relevance does this have ¢ontemporarymmigration activities? Feagin
(2013 noted that an association whikacknes®nsures that one can realistically assert that being

Black is negative, inferior, and pathologl. Thus, manifestations of racism and discrimination
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impinge on the fraewill choice of Black immigrant members. With whom and how Black

newcomers choose to identify with could possibly lead to abated social and economic

opportunities. Due to the colof their skin alone, economic mobility is reduced as racial and

ethnic inequalities that affect all Black group members persist and places added pressure on the
groups. In addition, suspicion and tension run high as someiradiveBlacks are concerned

with fisharing our gainso with interlopers now
county that they took no part in (Scruggs, 2007).

The structures of preséay economic opportunities have changed. Fifty years ago, the
United Statesvas the premier industrial power in the world, and its diversified industrial labor
requirements offered the opportunity to move up gradually through better paid occupations while
remaining a part of the working class. Moving forward, economic conditiawve drastically
changed in America. Higiech industries and professional occupations requiring college
degrees are disproportionately occupied by mesdfehe dominant White society; thus both
nativeé born and immigrant Blacks find themselves compedin@ playing field for limited
economical resources. National deindustrialization and global industrial restructuring has
decrease economic upward mobility and has left entrants to the American labor force confronting
a widening gap between the minimatigtid menial jobs that immigrant and natieern Blacks
commonly accept. Again, disadvantaged institutional structures beyond their control create a
dichotomy Black group members find themselves trying to negétied@peration or conflict
(Portes & Zhou1993).

So, where does that leave Blacks in America in terms of their perceptions, attitudes, and
affinity to each otkr? This investigatioaxamines to the degree to which these changing

conditions predict and possibly impacted the sense of propinugtityeen Black group
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members. As noted by Springer (2010) a continued increase of people of color migrating to
America including immigranBlacks increases the need for cooperation or competition, not
only among themselves, but with the native populougedls Survival then becomes
paramount. The natural tendency of competition and survival presents an alternative to
cooperation in view of the historical fracture in the Black diaspora, where African Americans
and African Caribbean still struggle to mi@im and solidify friendships. Springé&010)further
postulated that until race no longer matters, building racial and ethnic group solidarity are critical
to the survival of African Americans and African Caribbeans in the US:
AWe cannot dveildetransmationahidkntities without acknowledging the
power of racial and ethnic ties to unify and uplift marginal groups such as African
Americans and African Caribbean. Maintaining a sense of comndutiigydiaspora in
thiscasd and yourplacewiti n it are critical to under st
Maintaining a sense of community or solidarity is challenged by group member ideation
regarding theooperatioii ori conflictdichotomy. Without being redundant in details on the
implications of White racial framing and the Black community, it is logical to suggest that such
framing plays a role in how Black group members might choose to identify and associate with
each other After all, much of what immigration is about relates to survival needs, better
political and economic opportunities, and so on. And, of course, how newcomers are perceived
and received by the gatekeepers and the parameters imposed on them by domipant gro

members may undermine the cooperatmiconflict dichotomy (Thompson & Akbar, 2003).
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Propinquity
Propinquity and Recentimmigration Trends

The 2000 Census confirmed what many Americans already suspeatiauatic
demographic change was under way in the United SislteSlain et al, 2006. Interracial
contact is increasingly more common than ever before in the historg blnited Stateslt is
reasonable to suggest that living in close proximity has different ramificatiesysecially if
individuals or groups are uniquely different than youtsétfanwhen those members live far
from you. It is similar to talking to someone over the phoneghnds of miles away as opposed
to talking to someone across the fence or face to face. Closeness alters dymberiefre,
physical closeness may be relative to feeling of social distanwaeich refers to how immigrant
Blacks and nativieBlacks interat socially when competing for similar resources

Ha (2010) reported that the magnitude and persistence of trgriRlack immigrants
leads to two notable phenomena of contemporary American sdbaey being the wéll
reported antagonism against the neawe of immigrant®y nativea born Blacksn particular
and Americans in general. Popular commentators and scholars have depicted immigrants,
especially undocumented immigrants from Latin America, as a potdmwgalt to labor market
stability, culturalunity, and internal securityln addition, the racial composition of the new
immigrantsfrom the southern hemisphere coupl ed wi th segregat.
distinct racial group® Whites, Blacks, Latin®, and Asians is problematita, 2010) Kim
(2000) noteghat perceptionsf Black immigrantdy Americanbreeds antiforeigner sentiments
and multiracial segregation that ard pgoducts of recent immigration responses that expose

Blackimmigrants to discrimination and social ostracism.
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Propinquty and t he Racialized AOthero

One particular point of interest is that some immigrant groups, especially Asians, are
more likely to assimilate with White America and distance themselves from theiridsikeed
contemporaries and natiieorn Blacks. Thisocial distinction createdrew racial structure
that began to emerge in the 1990s. Social scientists began to notice a new racial structure that
differed from the BlackWhite divide What appeared to be forming was a new binary color
lined a Black nonri Black divide that highlighted the continuing and unique separation of Blacks.
Otherpreviouslynori White racial/ethnic groups such as Jews, the Irish, and Italians became
AWhiteo. | mmi grants from Chinese arom Japanes
almost Black to almost White (Lee & Bean, 2007). Loewen (1971), for example documented
how Chinese immigrants in the Mississippi Delta made conscious efforts to change their lowly
racial status by achieving economic mobility; emulating the cultuealtises and institutions of
Whites; intentionally distancing themselves from Blacks; and rejecting fellow ethnics who
married Blacks and their Chinggl ack chi |l dr en. Today, so extr.
racial hierarchy that Asians, now donningties of fAmodel mi norityo and
have become the measure against which othéniibiie groups are judged and often compared.
While nori Blackimmigrant groups have changed their status from Wénite to White or
almost White, African Ameriagss and immigrant Blacks have yet to be able to do the same (Lee
& Bean, 2007). Warren andvine (1997 p.208)said that this occurs because Blackness has
been constructed as the racialized Aothero ag
Because Bl acks represent the O6o0therdé6 again
backdrop to Whiteness is open to nBfacks. Slipping through the opening is, then, a
tactical matter for ndrBlacks of conforming to White standards, of distancing

themselve from Blackness, and of reproducing aBtack ideas and sentiments.

17



For Americads newl ys therguestionghen bBcoraes, lare thasemi gr an
immigrant group®ecoming racialized minorities who see their experiences as more akin to
those of Afrcan Americans or do theyefer todistance themselves from thdgaship
assumption® Some postulates that this reality moves them closer to the African American
community and others postulate the revé@rtigat there is not a sense of propinguaitgong
immigrant Blacks toward nativéorn Blacks. Alba and Nee (13)7suggests that insteadany
immigrantBlacks particularly the newly arrals tend to be reclusive in their @i enclaves for
their survival

Numerous studies have examined the conseqeais®cial distance (more specifically
defined agpropinquityin this study) between Black and White America and most recently, Black
and Hispanic America and even Asians Americafiscording to the 5. Censusforeigri born
people compose about 10 peeat of t he nationds popul ation, a
residents, about 51 percent are from Latin America and approximately 25 percent are of Asian
origin (Schmidley, 2001)McClain et al(2006) noted that consistent with this influx is the
setting of Latino immigrants in the South. Their study revealed that, for the most part, Latino
immigrants hold negative stereotypical views of Blacks and feel that they have more in common
with Whites than with Blacks. Yet, Whites do not reciprocate in fleeilings toward Latinos.

The presenstudy investigatesimilar concerns between natib®rn Blacks and immigrant
Blacks.

What is needetlutis missing from this discourse are potential consequences of
propinquity exclusively between natiieorn Blacks and immigrant Blacks that has been
investigated on an appreciable scale. Treg#mic contact among Black group members in

America is more common than it was during the 1280s, but still consists primarily of brief,
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superficial encountersnd reported via a Whitens (Asante, 200 ortes & Zhou, 1993;
Waters, 1994). Although some studies have examined the consequences of social distance
betweemativé born Blacks and immigrant Blacks, relatively little is known about the
determinants fosuch contact.The presenstudy probeshe extentand what mannethatthe

Black community those who selfidentify as Black has (a) changed over the past quarter
century and (b) more importantly, the influence of propinquity basgutmonal charactestics
that goes beyond ancestry among Black masttips, and (c) implications foompetition and
cooperation betweenl&k group membershipshe personal characteristiascludedin the
preseninvestigation are ageducationhousehold size, incomesgionof residence irthe
country,andSES. In addition, scale variables from a confirmatory féctaronomically
challenged, socially affluent, socially elite, socially undesirable, and socially desirable were
assessedThese are important and practidaimains to consider when analyzing relationship
matters within and across differing population groups (Thornton, Taylor & Chatters, 2013;
Williams, 2011;McAdoo, 2002Burrell, Webb, & White, 2014).

Propinquity and Social Distance

For the purposes of thdiscussionpropinquityand social distance are interchangeable
termsandcan be expressed in a variety of ways that include both affective and proximal
preferences among Black group membershigseresearcHiterature clearly indicates that some
Blackimmigrants desire to exclude themselves from direct ties or social contacianité
born Black Anericans.Numerous investigatiorfsave showrthat intrd racial tensions and
negative social distance perceptions pervade relations between commundaresyof horn
Blackimmigrants anadhative born Black Americanglackson2007). Jackson (2007) cautions
that such conceptualizations differ based on who is telling the story, how they are telling the

story, and the frame of referenakthe story teller For instance, Vickerman (1991999) and
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Waters (1991) reported thampirical research on Black immigrant groups consistently shows
the likelihood that they will identify with and share a sense of common fate with other Blacks
increases with theme spenin the United Stas. Consequently,.Bibor n Bl ack Car i bt
(second and later generations) will feel notably closer to African Americans than will their
immigrant (first generation) counterparts. Thereforepmquity, as related to the Black
comnunity in America can be looked at in several contexts. The most obvious context is
African ancestry. The sense of kinship base on common ancestral ties undergirds nearly every
study on Black group members in America. However, similarities in skin taharscestral
roots does not always equate to closeness; especially in terms of social disfanpequity.
Black group members can be close in cultural or ethnic identity and yet be quite distant in terms
of feeling and social contact with one another

Jackson (20075 i ti ng numerous studies which 111 umi
distance themselves from natimrn Blacks nted that these studies include a number of
immigrant groups, from Haitian immigrants who attempt to convince Whitethinatre
different from nativéborn Blacks, to West Indians who also appear swendearing toward
native born Blacks and resist fusion into Black America even to the point of exaggetagin
separatenes®érillo, 2000); to African students who fiftceasier to associate with Whites than
with native born African Americans (Becker, 1973). Beck&973) whose study was limited to
Black Africans and Black Americans on an American campus, concluded that there is basic
incompatibility between African ahBlack Americans thdeads to mutual rejectio@most
unanimously, Africans perceived the relation between themselves and Black Americans as
negative and used characterizations ranging f

define their sensef propinquity. However, before jumping to conclusions one must first be
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aware that this is not the case in all Blamti Black perceptions among Black community
members in America; and seconeimain aware othe relevance of the potential influence of
White racial framing mentioned previously.

Williams (2011)notesthat the White racial paradigm lends no consideration or
significance to the crossultural patterns of behavidrparticularly the Black experience which
resides farthest from the White experience within the continuum. Black experiences (and
behaviors) a not taken into consideration in the construction of instruments which assess or
evaluate this behavior. Williams (2011) and Baldwin and Bell (1985) further stipulated that in
their attempts at assessing and evaluating Black behavior and experienakzedamonstructs
and its corresponding instruments rooted in the dominate White paradigm are grossly
inappropriate. Thus, many of the previous studies focusedlamal factorsthat presented
Black group members in a generalized manner in terms i@l slistance dynamics. Conversely,
far less attention was given to the potential feasonal and sociatharacteristicanay account
for such behavior. For instance, Africans in general readily acknowledge ethnic/cultural
differences between themsehagsd other Blacks from different geographical regions from
which they originate; consequently, they readily acknowlédgesuch ethnic/cultural
differences also exist between themselves and African Americans. Williams (2001) suggests
that it is preciselyn such premises that much of the research focuses its attention and uses these
dimensions to characterize the whole of the relationship between immigrant andbmative
Blacks. In the process, such investigations failed to encapsulatelual charaderisticsthat
defined the meaning given to the behaviors of immigrant Blacks that is linked to never
previously encountered situational experiences in America. For immigrant Blacks, domestic

influences in America, especially when the iafaetor was cosidered, presented a different set
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of dynamics than those previously encountered in their predominantly Black home land. Black
identity and decisions on Black associations now take on a different hue that is based more on
environmenta(e.g.,socializatian) factors rather than cultural norms practiced thousands of miles
away.

In their study with second generation immigraRisites and Zhou (1998yported that
growing up in an immigrant family has always been difficult. Individuals are torn by conflicting
social and cultural demands while they face the challenge of entry into an unfamiliar and
frequently hostile world. And yet, the difficulties, challenges, r@adtions are not always the
same.Gaining a more salient idea of assimilation and other socialization experiences from
multiple perspectives of Black group members in the US is helpful in examining the sense of
propinquity 6ocial distanceamong themhat is based on their individualized realities. All
Blacks are not the same.

Propinquity and Black Assimilation Experiences

This study underscoréle importance of employing assimilatitreories that are robust
enough to capture the unique associatlmtsveen natividborn and immigrant Blacks as it
relates to their sense of propinquity irf'Zlentury American. Such constructs can view these
dynamics via a positive point of reference. These theoretical constructs provides a clearer
understanding for #hbasis of the social distance dynamics under consideration. Factoassuch
assimilation, social class, and feelings of closeheglsen not constructed under the influence of
negative racial frames in depicting interactions between Blemkpg in Americacan leave
room for positive associations between Blacks groups from different ancestral origin. This
approach can present alternative views that may be related to or diffuse puldposiedness
perpetuated by racialized structures that focus onlyubtomes that fuels and perpetuate

negative dispersions across Black group memberships (Williams, 2011).
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Other theretical perspectivesffer a different view. They account for potential
cooperationbetween these divergent groups. As a result of thé 12685 Immigration Act,
which signals the unprecedented arrival of new immigrants from parts of Asia, Latin America,
the Caribbean and Africa, US neighborhoods are undergoing changes that havedimpaete
than just their demographic. For instance, a recent influx of 100,000 West Africans into New
York City has created an enclave which Harl em
Accompanying these Muslim newcomers are their Islamic sshbokinesses, religious
practices, and associations that are essential for how they are integrating themselves into the
landscape of this predominately Black neighborho&ebrtes andhou (1999notesthat
whereas traditionassimilation theoriesaugh that newcomers entered theSUand followed a
Astriki gbd pat h i nt dAmericam cultuoencurrers scholaa dajni tlwat the
integration is not straight but segmented. T
into the Whitemiddle class, a Black and Latino underclass, or the ethnic community
characterized by tight group solidarity and rapid economic advancement. Such view suggests
that how immigrant Blacks are introduced to their Black ancestors has much to do with negative
or positive perceptions that the newcomers may bring to the table long beforsinhaasn
experience begins. Portes and Zp@O3)define this as thprel assimilationexperience If
pre assimilation experiences are tainted by negative stereqgtypested via the internet,
movies, and other mass media instruments (especially by White dominant group meambers)
negative tone may already have been embedded in the perceptions of Black immigrant
newcomers. For many Blacks coming to America prejudio®t intrinsic to a particular skin
color or racial type. Indeed, many immigrants never experienced it in their native lands (as they

may actually be from the dominant group within that setting). It is by virtue of moving into a
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new social environmentarked by different values and prejudices, that physical features
become redefined as a handicap (Portes & Zhou, 1993). Potential assimilation experiences such
as this earmark the stain of White racial framing previously visited.

Propinquity and Black History

Solidarity has long been fundamental to the survival of nigbimen Blackin America
However,in their efforts to assimilafe immigrants from predominately Black countries coming
to the US. in record numbers may be a potential threat to that social buffer. This perceived
threatagainst solidarity in the Black communityay not behe intended purpos# the
newcomersnor may the newcomers be aware that their presence creates a threat again
solidarity. Isthe threaborne out ohecessity rooted in the motivation for upward mobiitys
it a results obocial constraintdictated by the dominant culture that immigramase little
control ove? Assimilatiord unlike acculturatiod dictates conformity to the dominant group.
To be complete, assimilation must entail an active effort by the mingrayp to shed all
distinguishing actions and beliefs in order to gain acceptance within the dominant society. In the
United Stateshe pressweto conform b thedominant White societgimultaneously has the
potential to weaken bonds of solidarity between nabeen Black and immigrant Blacks
(Asante, 2009CappsMcCabe & Fix, 2011).

Kent (2007) shared that beginning in the 1970s senemldevelopments sparked
renewed immigration of Blacks from the Caribbean and African origins; to whit, the African
component of this Black foreigghborn population, though small, is growing rapidly: 41 percent
arrived between 2000 and 2005. New laws egddagal channels for people wanting to
immigrate to the US; cheaper and more frequent air travel reduced the physical and
psychological distances; better telephone, email and other technical advances connected

immigrants to their families back home, amthisnews of job opportunities to potiaht
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immigrants. Tis explosion alone contributed about 17 percent of the growth of. $§1&ldck
population in the 1990s, and at least 20 percent between 2000 and 2006. In 2005, two thirds of
the 2.8 million foreigi born Blacks were born in the Caribbean or another Latin American
country and nearly oiiéhird were born in Africa. Another 4 percent (about 113,000) were born

in Europe Canada, or elsewhere. Most of these farban Blacks settled in the.B.raise

families, and become part of tAenericansociety. Immigrant Blacks voluntarily come to

America in search of better economic, social, and political opportunities that are not accessible to
them in their country of origin. However, hegemonic construdisteeto assimilation and
socialization practices in the new county presented challenggeflack community in

Americad many of which the newcomers were not familiar @itthat necessitated choices

between competition or cooperation amdigck groups Burrell, Webb & White, 2014

Williams, 2011, Burrell, 2009C&pps, R., McCabe, K., & Fix, M201% Cashin, 2001; Bobo &
Hutchings, 199H

Propinquity, Stereotypes, and Identity Ideation

This studyexamineghe implications opropinquityacrosggroupmembers who are
perceived as Black in 21Century America. As noted in chapter one, some view that there is a
monolithic Black community in America with little variation among group members. However,
the literature revealed that the Black community asercomplex than this monolithic view
presents (Burrell, Webb & White, 2014; McAdoo, 200R)is apparent that the modern Black
community consists of people from a variety of ethnicities and backgrocmsequently
Blacks ardikely to interpret theiexperiences from different perspectives (Burrell, Webb &
White, 2014; Springer, 2010; Burrell, 2009; Newby & Dowling, 2007; Muham2a@a3;

McAdoo, 2002). Howeveraddressing propinquity issues among Black minority group members
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is somewhat problematic thiout touching on the impact of dominant grougacial attitudes
prevalent in American society.

As previously stated, the dominant culture of any society influences the attitudes,
perceptions, and behaviors of minority group members within that scaaéwork (Waters,
1994). We are living in a computeonnected, informatiamich global society where
information is available at lightning speed and has both positive and negative implications that
are often not readily examined. Unfortunately, inroeny cases, negative stereotypes of
African Americans are presented via mass media across the globe (Williams, 2011; Feagin,
2010; Vickerman, 1999). Not only does the American racial framing associate negative
stereotypes and images with Blacks and ople@ple of color, conversely, positive views and
characteristics are associated with whiteness (Feadif; ¥@lliams, 2011). Research on
relationships between mass media and ethnic perceptions suggests that the media shape
knowledge, beliefs, and stetgpes of the majority about minority groups and, in turn, influence
minority responses to the majority. Racial stereotypes are imbedded in the notion that Blacks, in
general are lazy; therefore immigrants seek to put as much distance between thenséhies an

associated stigma as possible (Williams, 2011; Vickerman, 1999).
Implications of Literature Review

Overall,the researchteratureon White racial framing and propinquity does not support
the idea of a monolithic community among Blacks in coparary America (Burrell, 2009;
Burrell, Webb, & White, 2014) but thatvarietyof viewsexists across Black groups that may be
relatedtoseifiper cepti ons; i .e., concepts about soci a
selfi concept of Blackness. ik evident that the Black community is not monolithic but

multidimensional in a variety of domains. For instamce, c i a | identity in Amer
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perceptions of self and others and how such perceptions relate to socialization, family dynamics,
and a host of other ideals (Schildkraut, 2007; McAdoo, 2002; Smith & Edmondson, 1997,
Semmes, 1992). Peters (1998) found similar results in her study as findings by Umo# (1981)
that there is a correlation between the way people perceive themselves rgper tieptions of
others. Their studies suggest that it may be safe to infer that Blacks would have positive
perceptions about other Blacks from different ancestral origins based on positive concepts of
themselves as Blacks. Socially speaking, it is desgrable and comfortable to live among or
near those that you identify with and have commonalities that bridge the gap between obvious
differences.Theoretical frameworks that reflect the notion that healthy racial identify
development is achieved whBlacks process through a series of linear stages that end with
internalized positive feelings about themselves, other blacks, and other racial and ethnic groups
(Constantine, Richardson, Benjamin & Wilson, 1998).

Jackson (2007) notesat although shiftingpoundaries existthat separate Black
Americans fromexperiencing a more inclusive Black community there are indications of the
possibility of such a view coming into fruition. However, it is a view which challenges the
pervasive status quo of Americaacialized structures. Threaded throughout the literaitgre
discussiongsbout social distancing that strongtyerred that the presenoé dysfunctionaBlack
communities antheir inability to get alongoonveys the impregsn that Black Americans are
incapable of functioning in a multicultal society (Jackson, 2007Williams (2011) suggests
that such characterizations are a direct inference of the White racial structuring of American
society that asserts that Black behavior is inferior and dysturadtbehavior.This pattern of
expression is detrimental to the collective good of the Black community, propagates tensions that

disrupt healthy associations between nétaen and immigrant Blacks, and further disrupts the
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identity procesgWilliams, 2011,2007). Feagin (2010) asserts that much of Western social
theory is handicapped by the racial socialization of its societal and historical comteatsn

(2010 further noteghat researcheninteractions between Diaspora Black group members from
different ancestral origins living in the US repeatddiyus on negativeensionsetween these

two Black groups. Such a narrdacus @) transmits théelief that the natividborn and

immigrant Blackintentionally elect to dissociate from each other and thus, lack a shared
identification with one anothe(b) that such notions perpetuate division between potentially
compatible groupsand(c) this focudisrupts subsequent progsesn in identity proesses

between biological, ancestral siblifgsativa born Blacks and immigramlacks
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Part Two: Conceptual Orientation, Definitions, and Hypotheses

Conceptual Orientation

In addition to the cultural/ethnic variations amaragive Blacks and immigranBlacks
there are also differing conceptual ideas about the sense ofdistaale that exist between
these groups. Also significant in this discourse is the importance of idieletttyonthatthese
Black group memberngerceive aboutach otherThornton, Taylor & Chatters, 2013).Finally,
immigrantBlacks soon discover that there isegemoniwiew in America which ultimately
imposes identity ideation upon all Blacks dwelling within American society (Williams, 2011:
Burke, 1991).

Identityideatiori or ideas about who, how, and why we choose to identifydwitdre
important in relationship matters (Cheney & Tompkins, 198 e Black experience is not a
static experience when it comes to identity ideation. Burke (1991) when alluddemnity
control theorysaid that the identity process as aissdfusting, looping system consisting of
several components constantly operating in wa
internalizeddentity standarawith input appraisals from the sumeding environment. Shaw
Taylor, (2007) illuminated the impact of this concept (identity standard) on immigrant Blacks
within the framework of Western wisdom and thinlénthat the identity of Blackness is too
often constructed gwoblematic Black idenity then becomes transfixed as an outlier identity
with associated behaviors and characteristics that are unable to receive confirming appraisals
rooted in the White racial frame (Burrell, Webb & White, 2014). Immigrant Blacks may not
have experienced su@n imposing social construct if they migrated to America from an
environment where they were the majority population; however, they soon came face to face

with these constraining social dynamics. Wi |
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/or any other people entering American society understand the consequences of association with
Blackness: they too will undergo the same distress as Afdcame r i cans o (Wi Il | i ams
Thus, Black immigrantseemporarilynegotiate an alternative identif¥achery, 2006) that
forgoes association with a fABlacko identity i
bl urring the standard to which they seek to a
study,Brothers of the Tradé€011):

A A mean iacial thinking, rigid in its designation of blackness and ascription of racial
status, fabricates a certain level of racial consciousness for all who cross its shorés (Shaw
Taylor, 2007: 20). Thus, while they appear to recognize that in Americaaifgecensequences
rooted in race for associations with Afri¢@&mericans, because they emerge from a home
culture (Feagin, 2ID) in their own land that lacks such negative racial experiences, they are
unaware of how to engage our coursiech experienceAs aresultf mmi gr ant sécome t C
United States with wélformed pré&migration, nonracial identities (Johnson 2008), seeking to
avoid racial experiences by establishing their foreignness from those with whom association may
lead to such experiengéWilliams, 2011: 6

Conceptual Definitions of Variables

It is imperative that the conceptual definitions in this research are clearly defined.
Intergroup affiliation and identity are especially critical for immigrant groups. Some
perspectives emphasize that migrants Blacks maintain a national identity to their country of
origin even while being dislocated from it (Thorntdmylor, & Chatters2013; Lee & Bean,

2007). Other studies reflect that immigrant Blacks do not prefer to be identified as African
American (Orbe & Harris 2001; Snyder; 2012). Itis in lieu of these perceptions that this study

investigates to what sense of closeness aithaéin do immigrant Blacks have with the larger

30



native born Black population in AmericaThe following conceptual definitions are specific to
the topic of discussion and are used throughout this study.

Propinquity/Black Propinquity.The outcome measeiin the present investigation is
Black Propinquity. Tis measure assess how close immigrant Blacks feel towardittime
Blacks. The root definition of propinquity isearness or proximitgGuralnik, 1970). However,
this investigation does not lintihe experience tphysical distancéut takes propinquity a step
further to includesocial distancemong Black group membetenceptualized aBlack
Propinquity:a sense of closeness and feelings and image ideation towardi hatimeBlacks.
Black propnquityis an abstract construct used to explicate the attitudes and behaBtaslof
group members in Americanward nativébornBlacks. Respondents are nativsorn Blacks
and immigrant Blacks who participated in the National Study on Americarslufeey (Jackson,
2007).

Nativa born Blacks.Nativel born Blacks refer to those respondents in the NSAL study
who were born in the U.S. and whelfi identify as Black or AfricarAmerican.

Immigrant Blacks Immigrant Blacksefer to individualsn this studywho are not
nativé bornmembes of the U.S. and who séitdentify as Caribbean, African, or Blacks from
other ancestral origins. Intergroup affiliation and identity are especially critical for immigrant
groups. Some perspectives emphasize tharants Blacks maintain a national identity to their
country of origin even while being dislocated fron{Tihornton, Taylor & Chatter2013; Lee &
Bean, 2007) With that in mind, he question for this study investigato what sense of
closeness andfdiation do immigrant Blacks have wittihelarger nativéborn Black population

in Americe?
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Group Status Group status isne ofthe predictor measuwséor this study. Itis a
composite measure defined by two elements (lIgrivup Status, and (2)uf group Status.

Ini group Status.Ini groupstatus refers to those individuals in the study &l
identify as nativéborn Blackswvho were born in the U.S.

Aged the actual age of the respondent ag gihtified in theNSAL survey. Participant
ages rangettom 18 years to over 65 years.

Education. The number of years of formal education respondent identified that they had
completed at the time of the NSAL survey

Household SizeHouse hold size refers to the number of persons sharing a common
dwelling at the time thakespondentparticipated in the NSAL survey.

Household IncomeHousehold income is a measure of the aggregate incomes of
respondents who shared a common dwellinglace of residence during the time of the NSAL
survey.

Region of Residencé&his refers to the region of the country the respondents lived in at
the time of the NSAL survey. There are four regions of residency identified in this sthely. T
areNortheast, Midwest, South, and West.

SocialEconomic &tus(SESP Social and economic position in relation to others, based
on income, education, and occupation.

Social distance Social distancés defined ashe distance between groups in socidty.
refersto the degree to which members of society agree to interact with each other (Scott &
Marshall, 2009).For this studythe focus is on the perceived sense of social distance between
immigrant Blacks andative’ born Blacksn the U.S.

Closenesslin thispresent study closeness and social distance are used interchangeably.
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Identity ideationsldeas about who, how, and why we choose to identify (@heney &
Tompkins, 1987).

White racial frame.The White racial frame is broad and compléx.its centréty this
dominant White framing has encompassed both a strong positive orientation to White and
whiteness and a strong negative orientation t
It assertively accesses a positive view of White superimiitiyye, moral goodness, and action.
For centuries the White racial framin§ini group superiority ancuti groupinferiority has been
part of a distinctive way of life that dominates major aspectswéricansociety (Feagin, 2013).

Hegemony.This refers to the dominance of one group over anotidthough
hegemony is not a variable in this study, it presents an historical context that illuminates the
importance of the White racial frame imposed on Blacks and other minority groups résiding
the U.S. A hegemonic vieweinforcesinclinations and acts &hite superiorityoverBlacks

and other minorities (Williams, 4Q).
Research Question and Hypotheses

Social scientists are often interested in what and how individuals form opinions and
perceptions about themselves and othdrse overarching researdbr this studyis: Whatis the
sense of fAopnativgborm Bjacks towadd natiidorn Blacksand immigranBlacks
toward nativéborn Blacks in 2% Century America?The research gséon and hypotheses
were developed to explicate perceptionpraipinquityheld by thewo distinct Black group
membergGroup Statusin this studythey are:

R1: To what extent is perceivé&troup Statugnativeborn Black vs. immigrant Blacksglated
to a sense of closeness and feelings among Black groups in the United States when social

economic status, age, economically challenged, socially affluent/elite, socially
undesirable/desirable traits, and region of the country are considered?
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This general research question led to the development of one central hypothe&simvith
subhypothesis that will wre explored in this investigation.
H1: Nativeborn Blacks will have a greater sense of closeness and feelings toward the Black
groups when smal economic status, age, economically challenged, socially affluent/elite,
socially undesirable/desirable traits, and region of the country are considered than will
Immigrant Blacks.

These hypotheses assume the presence of SES, age, and region as standard factors to be
considered along with the unique characteristics examined by eadhypokhesis.

H1a: Nativd born Blackswill have a strongesense of closeness and feelings tovhed
economically challenge@lacksthan will immigrant Blacks.

H1b: Nativd bornBlacks willhave a greatesense of closeness and feelings toviaed
socially affluent and eliteBlacks than wi i mmigrant Blacks

H1c: Native born Blackswill exhibit more support agocially undesirableéBlacksthan
immigrant Blacks will have toward socially undesirable Blacks.

H1q4: Nativa born Blackswill exhibit more support a$ocially desirableBlacksthan
immigrant Blacks will have toward socialfiesirable Blacks.
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CHAPTER 3
METH

Data Source

Data in this investigation were gleaned from The National Survey on American Life
(NSAL): Coping with stress in the 2Century, a study designed to explore racial and ethnic
differences in African American arfroi Caribbean populations in the United Stathi®. other
study has accessed such a wide range of psychological, political, and economic factors, in a
large, representative longitudinal national sample of Black Americans (Ja2k€Bh, The
NSAL datasethat includes survey information from over 6,000 respondents representing three
distinct Black groups (NativédornBlacks, Caribbean Blackand other Blacks) providem
extensive baseline from which to investigatefthais of the present studysaining an inside
(Afrocentric) perspective on how Black group memberships in America perceive each other
(regardless of their ancestral origins) can be an effective tool in stress reduction and conflict
resolution within and across Black Diaspora go(@haw Taylor, 2007 ;Schaefer, 2007
Findings may be used in educational, psychological, and sociological domains to foster positive
relations or gain better understand on perceptions about life in America from inclusive cultural
perspectives (Shawaylor, 2007).

Interviews occurred throughout the United States in urban and rural centers of the
country where significant numbers of Black Americans reside. A total of 6,082dafzEe
interviews were conducted with persons aged 18 or older. Resgsrabnsisted of 3,570
African Americans, 891 ndmispanic Whites, and, for the first time in a national survey, 1,621

Black respondents of Caribbean descent. However, thieHmgpanic Whites were omitted from
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this investigation, reducing the populatigize to 5,191 respondents who are soleynfBlack
descent groupsThe data collected through NSAL will be invaluable in providing a foundation
to shed light on the Black community in Amer&spart of anore socially, politically, and

economically comiex society (Schaefer, 2007; Moore, 1998; Smith & Edmondson, 1997).
Predictor Measures and Outcome Measure

Black Propinquityis the outcome measure in this analysis. In general, this measure
assesssthe sense of social distance and image ideation iexgged by Blacks residing in the
U.S. who participatedn the NSAL survey. The predictoreasureandoutcomemeasure are
described more concretely by their operational definitions:

Predictor Measures Operationally Defined

Group Statuss thekey predictor measure for this study. It is a composite measure
defined by two elements (Ii group Statusand (2)Oufi group Status.

Ini group StatugINGROUPY relatesto the perceptions of participarntsthe NSAL
studywho self identified as natividbornBlacks.

Outi group StatufOUTGROUPY relatesto the perceptions of participantsthe NSAL
studywho self identified as immigrant Blacks (i.e., Black Caribbean or other Blacks).

Later in the analysisni groupandouti groupperceptions are further examined by the
following additional predictorsSocial economic statuage,education, household income,
household sizesconomically challenged, socially affluent, socially elite, socially undesirable,
socially desirable, and ggon of the country Thesepredictorsare operationally defined as:

Age(AGE)d the actual age of the respondent ag shtified in the survey. Participant

ages ranged from 18 years to over 65 years.
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Education(ED4CAT)d thenumber of years of educationropleted. This wabased on
four categories: (1)iA1 years (2) 12 years (3) 115 years, and (4) greater than or equal t016
years.

Household mcome(HHINC)d Household income is a measure of the aggregate income
of respondents who shared a common dwellinglace of residence during the time of the
NSAL survey.

Household SizeHHSIZE)d defined by the number of people living in the same home

Socioeconomict8tus(SESP theeconomic and sociglosition in relation to others,
basedon income, education, and occupation.

Region of residence of the counfREGION)Y defined by the region of the residence
respondents live in during the time of the survey. There were four geographic regions. They
were also dummy coded as NORTHEAST, MID®WE SOUTH and WEST so that each could
be entered into the equation if necessary.

Derived Measures: Factor Analysis
Factor Analysis

A preliminary confirmatory factor analysis was run to test the relationship between
observed variables (that were belietedbe related to the concept) to generate the underlying
latent constructs that exists. Simple Factor Analysis using Maximum Likelihood Analysis with a
Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization extracted the factors. The analysis generated four
factors. These orthogonal latent factors indicated that the variables are independent of each other

othe® meaning that they are not correlaf€tklds, 2006). The factors are labeled as:
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Factor 10 Economically Challenged Blackgariables that loaded predominantly on

Factor 1 are measures©@EOSENESS IN IDEA/FEELING® Poor Blacks, Working

Class Blacks, and Black Opportunity.

Factor 2 Socially Affluent and Elite Blacks/ariables that loaded predominantly on

Factor 2 areneasires of CLOSENESS IN IDEAS/FEELINGSBIl@ck professionals,

Elected Blacks, and Upgarlass Blacks (Elite) Older Blacks, Younger Blacks, Religious

Blacks (Socially Affluent).

Factor 3 Socially Undesirable BlacksVariables that loaded on Factor 3 areaswees

of HOW TRUE BLACKS ARE lazy, violent, and give up easily.

Factor 49 Socially Desirable Blacks/ariables that loaded on Factor 4 are measures of

HOW TRUE BLACKS ARIEardworking, proud of themselves, and intelligent.

The CLOSENESSariables areaded as: (1) Very close, (2) Fairly close, (3) Not too
close, and (4) Not close at all. This means that low factor scores on Factor 1 indicate a closer
identification with noiaffluent Blacks. Likewise, low factor scores on Factor 2 indicate a closer
identification with affluent Blacks.

TheHOW TRUEvariables are coded as: (1) Very true, (2) Somewhat true, (3) A little
true, and (4) Not true at all. This means that low factor scores on Factor 3 indicate a stronger
identification with negative image idgon toward Blacks. Likewise, low factor scores on Factor
4 indicate a stronger identification with positive image ideation toward Blacks.

The greater the sense of closeness and positive image ideation that Black group members
have toward natividorn Backs suggests that they are more likely to value their association or
identity with that larger membership (Thornton, Taylor & Chatters, 2013). The interpretations

that individuals derive from what it means to share a sense of closeness with Bladlerand t
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image ideation toward Blackness provides instrumentation to measure perceppimsrafuity
between these distinct Black group memberships. Thoritymor, and Chatter013)
revealed that both African Americans and Caribbean Blacks repomed $eeling of closeness
to their own group, and while not as robust, they also demonstrated affinity to the other group.
Furthermore, empirical research on Black immigrant groups consistently revealed the likelihood
that Caribbean Blacks identify witimd share a sense of common fate with other Blacks as time
spent in the U.S. increases ¢Werman, 1994, 1999; Waters 1994

The second and third factors are treated as independent varmhlésey are grouped
becaus®f the original conceptualizatiorsed and is supported by the literature that would
suggested that separating these el@iwould be problematic (Seebla3.1).
Table3.1

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Depicting Loadings on the Factors of Propinquity.
Factor

1 2 3 4

Closenes# ideasfeelings to Black professionals .701
Closeness in ideas/feelings to Blacks 498
Closeness in ideas/feelings to elected Blacks .796
Closeness in ideas/feelings to older Blacks 704
Closeness in ideas/feelings to poor Blacks .648
Closeness in ideas/feelings to religious Blacks | .613
Closeness in ideas/feelings to upmbass Blacks .537
Closeness in ideas/feelings to workinotass .695
Blacks
Closeness in ideas/feelings to young Blacks .604
How true Blacks arbardworking .636
How true Blacks are proud of themselves 424
How true Blacks are intelligent 465
How true Blacks are lazy .694
How true Blacks are violent .676
How true Blacks give up easily .563
Extraction Method: Maximunhikelihood

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
b. These four factors account for 45.1% of the variance
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Scaled Variables

Scaled variable® the additional predictors, identified hereem®nomically challenged,
socially affluent, socially elite, socially undesirable, and socially desinable constructed
based on two things. In order to examine the predictor measures that were hypothesized in this
investigation it was necessary to construct scale variatdeapproximated the ideals that were
embodied in the subypotheses. First a factor analysis was done to see what elements
contributed toward these constructs. Second, scale variables were developed based on the initial
latent constructs identified ing¢Hactor analysis.

Economically challengedl Variables that loaded predominantly on measures of
CLOSENESS IN IDEA/FEELINGS3 Poor Blacks, Workiniclass Blacks, and Black
Opportunity from the confirmatory factor analysis.

Socially affluend Variables that laded predominantly on measuresChilOSENESS IN
IDEA/FEELINGSTOS8 Older Blacks, Younger Blacks, Religious Blacks from the confirmatory
factor analysis.

Socially elit® Variables that loaded predominantly on measur€3l@SENESS IN
IDEA/FEELINGSTOS8 Black prokssionals, Elected Blacks, and Upmaiss Blacks from the
confirmatory factor analysis.

Socially undesirabi@ Variables that loaded on measure$icfW TRUE BLACKS ARE
0 lazy, violent, and give up easily from the confirmatory factor analysis.

Socially degsiabled Variables that loaded on measure$iefW TRUE BLACKS AR&

hardworking, proud of themselves, and intelligent from the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Scale Construction

These factors were then used to construct scale variables that approximgtedphe
trait measured by these elements. The final result yield five variables that were tested using
Cr onb ac h 6 sodackdphe eesubtsindrabe 8281 | al phas are fiigoodo «

Economically ChallengedndSocially Desirable

Table3.2

Reported Means, Standard Deviations &d o n b Alghh $ceres and Number of Variak
for Each Scale for Selected Scaled Variables used in the Black Propinquity Model.

M SD U n of variables
Economic Challenged 1.90 .802 442 3
Socially Affluent 161 .582 122 3
Socially Elite 2.13 743 .819 3
Socially Desirable 1.43 454 526 3
Socially Undesirable 2.79 .780 .688 3

Rationale for Constructs

It critical to delineate the difference between natiarn Blacks and immigrant Blacks.
The reasoning behind these distinctions is that the lived experiences of individuals Wwho self
identified as Black but whdid notexperience the psychological and sociological impact
imposed on natividoorn Blacks who werdirect descendants of emancipated slaves in America
are substantively different than for those who did. As noted previously (Williakd; 20
Schaefer, 2007; Shawaylor, 2007; Cheney & Tompkins, 1987) natitbern Blacks who were
descendants of emancipatddves and/or who experienced Jim Crow racism, the Civil Rights
Movement, Affirmative Action, or other socialized encounters unique to the historical context
faced by nativiborn Blacks in American. These experiences created a different psychological

andsociological impact than experienced by other Black memberships who share phenotypical
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characteristics such akin color, hair texture, angho immigrated to this country (Washington,
2012; Schaefer, 2007).

Outcome Measure Operationally Defined

Black Ropinquity is a measure based onpha r t i cesporsatd agobal measure of
closeness in ideas and feelings toward Blacks as onedytbemotionof ini groupand ouit

group was not considered when this measure was developed and as a result pghoidegs a
viewpoint However this investigatia ultimately controls for group differences to see how the

groups perceived on this measure. This measure asked how close one felt to Blacks.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The primary interest of this quiry is to examine facts predictng perceptions of
propinquity across the two Black population groups in Américative bornBlacks and
immigrant Blacks. This chaptexplairsthe process used to examine the relationships between
these constructs. It is divided into four s&e$. Sectioroneprovides information about the
sample population derived from simple descriptive analySestiorntwo provides descriptive
statistics on the variables used in this analySisction thre@xamines the zerorder
correlations to asse#ise relationships between the measures of the outcome variable Black
Propinquityd this includeghe scaled variables usedassesshe hypothesized constructs.
Sectionfour shows the results dfierarchical Regression Analysis (HRA) to furtloififerentiate

the strength of the predictions.

Descriptive Statistics

General Overview

A general overview provides a window fordinvestigation. To begjrsimple
descriptive statistics were used to examine the data. From the original NSAL popiNation
6,082) fifty i nine percent (58.7%) werativa born Blacls; twenty four percent (23.6%) we
Caribbean Blacks; 3 percent (3.0%) are other Blacks and,; fifteen percent (14.7%)i &ainon

Whites 6ee Table 4.1).
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Table4.1

National Survey oAmericanLife (NSAL) Sample Groups.

Variable f %
Black (Nativezborn Blacks) 3,570 58.7
Caribbean 1,438 23.6
Other Black 183 3.0
Non-Latino White 891 14.7
TOTAL 6,082 100.0

Population SelectionCriteria from the NSAL Sample

For purposes of this research theigispanic Whites were removed from the research
sample. In addition, survey respondents wha ghdhtified as AfricanAmerican and were born
outsick of the Ut the time of the surveyexe also omitted from the sample. Finally, survey
respondents who séltientified as Black Caribbean otherBlacks who were borim the USat
the time of the survey were omitted from the research sanipis.process reduced the analysis
specifically b three Black group memberships, namehativé born Blacks (African
Americans), Black Caribbean immigrants, atler Black immigrants.This process reduced
the number of respondents in the sample to be analyzed from 6,082 respondents to 4,645
respondentthat now included only nativ@ornBlacks, Caribbean Blacks and Other Blacks.
This changed those who setfentified as nativieboorn Blacks from 58.7% to 74.6%; those who
selfi identified as Caribbean Blacks from 23.6% to 22.9%; Other Blacks changechfiesn t

percent 3.0% to 2.5 (see Table 4.2).
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Table4.2

NSAL Survey Population andl&sted NSAL PopulatioNeeting the Criteria for Analysis.

. Survey Propinquity Sample
Variable n f n f
Black (Nativezborn Blacks) 3,570 58.7 3,464 74.6
Caribbean 1,438 23.6 1,065 22.9
Other Black 183 3.0 116 2.5
Non-Latino White 891 14.7
TOTAL 6,082 100.0 4,645 100.0

The final step irsample selection used as criteriaregpondents whb (1) seli
identified asativa born Blacksborn in the US. of U. S. parents, and (Xelfi identified as
immigrant Blacks (i.e., Caribbean Blacks and Other Blacks) born outside ofShertb non
U.S. parents. @ simplify the analyticaprocess Caribbean Blacks and Other Blacks were
combinednto one group because both groups met the criteria for fareaynnon-Native or
Immigrant Blacks (see Table 4.3).

Table4.3

NSAL Sample Populatidvieeting the Criteria for InclusioBased on Natividborn Black and
Immigrant Black Populations.

Survey Propinquity Sample
Variable n f n f
Blacks(Nativezborn Blacks) 3,570 58.7 3,464 75.6
Immigrant Blacks (non-Native Blacks) 1,621 41.3 1,117 24.4
Total 6,082 100.0 4,581 100.0

aAdjustments for group identification and missing data results combined to lower overall numbers for each group.
The rationale to combine the two immigrant groups is that (1) Other Blacks lacked the

generational history with nativeorn Blacksdue totheir short lived experiences in thel)

and; (2 ) their relatively small number compared to Caribbean Blacks (n=1,065) was also a

consideration. In additiothe lived experiences of individuals whkelfi identified as Black but

who did notexperience the psychological and sociological impact imposed oniraiive
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Blacks who were direct descendants of emancipated slaves in America, are substantively
different than for those whaid (William, 2007; Schefer, 2007; Shaiwraylor, 2007; Cheney
and Tompkins, 1987). Overall, the supposition is that Black immigrants identify differently with
feelings of closeness to and image ideation toward ridtore Blacks (Washington, 2012).
From this point on, all angical measures were taken based orS&lected PopulatioriNativel
bornBlack participantsr( = 3,464; Immigrantsparticipantgn = 1,117 (see Table 4.3)The
final sample consisted of two sglmples Native bornBlacks and Immigrant Blacks.

Tables4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 providgeneral demographic information across the samples.
The samples seem relatively similar in terms of s&gproximately60% of both samples were
comprised of female respondeni®&ere are some unique differences in terms ofjggahic
location. Among nativiborn Blacks65.2% resided in the South compared to 30.2% of
Immigrant Blacks. Additionally, the Northeast region was the home of 68.8% or almost 70% of
Immigrant Blacks but only 11.3% of Native Blacks. These regionatitocdifferences are
linked to the social history of these two groups, particularly as it relates to their port éf entry
for Native Blacks who entered in as slawege South was the most dominant locati@woth
groupshave an average age of about 43 year

In order to better understand the relationship between the samples a series of difference
of meang(t) tests were conducted. The bivariate examination of data provide clues as to how the

data support the previous literature and offer preliminary@umb the hypotheses.
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Table4.4

NSAL Demographic Characteristics for Sample Population Meeting the Criteria for Inclusion in
the Analysis based on Nativ@rn Black and Immigrant Black Populations.

Native Blacks Immigrant Blacks
Variable Coding Scheme n f n f
Sex Male 1,222 35.3 438 39.2
Female 2,242 64.7 697 60.8
Region Northeast 390 11.3 768 68.8
Midwest 585 16.9 5 0.4
South 2,260 65.2 337 30.2
West 229 6.6 7 0.6
Propinquity Very Close 1,891 55.2 490 44.4
Fairly Close 1,243 36.3 443 40.2
Not to Close 240 7.0 145 13.1
Not Close at All 54 1.6 25 2.3

Table4.5

Reported Means, Standard Deviations and Median Scores for Age, Social, and Economic
Predictor Variables used in the Propinquity Model kativea born Blacks.

M SD Mdn n
Age 43.15 16.286 41.00 3,464
Education in Years 12.29 2.498 12.00 3,464
Household Size 2.50 1.463 2.00 3,464
Household Income $31,395 $28,604  $24,000 3,464

Table4.6

Reported Means, Standard Deviations and Median Sdoresge, Social, and Economic
Predictor Variables used in the Propinquity Model for Ndative Blacks.

M SD Mdn n
Age 42.42 15.318 41.00 1,117
Education in Years 12.89 2.872 12.00 1,117
Household Size 2.69 1.526 2.00 1,117
Household Income $40,529 $33,733  $30,000 1,117
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Difference of Means Testing

Bivariate Analysis

The data revealed that there were significant differebetgeen the groupe the means

SCOres

for t he

studyods

predictor

ahe d

out come

demographic measures there was no difference between the mean ages of the sample.

Table4d.7

Difference of Means betwedlativel born Black and Immigrant Black Respondents on Selected
Measures in the Propinquity Model.

Variable Opinion N M sd t n
Blacks 3,458 43.15 16.286 1.347 4,579
Age Immigrant Blacks 1,113 42.42 15.318
Blacks 3,464 12.29 250  -6.212** 4579
Education Immigrant Blacks 1,117 12.89 2.87
Blacks 3,464 2.50 1.463 -3.716%** 4,579
Household Size Immigrant Blacks 1,117 2.69 1.526
Household Blacks 3,464 $31,395.10 $28,604.550 -8.154** 4579
Immigrant Blacks 1,117 $40,429.01 $33,733.180
Income
Economicall Blacks 3,458 1.87 0.795  -4.042** 4,569
y Immigrant Blacks 1,113 1.98 0.820
Challenged
Blacks 3,447 1.57 0.574 -9.181** 4,555
Socially Affluent Immigrant Blacks 1,110 1.75 0.587
Blacks 3,443 2.10 0.750  -4.067** 4,548
Socially Elite Immigrant Blacks 1,107 221 0.716
Sociall Blacks 3,457 1.42 0.443 -2.393* 4,570
y Immigrant Blacks 1,115 1.46 0.486
Undesirable
Blacks 3,456 2.77 0.789  -4.160*** 4,568
Socially Desirable Immigrant Blacks 1,114 2.89 0.747
Propinauit Blacks 3,428 1.55 0.694  -7.003*** 4,529
pinquity Immigrant Blacks 1,103 1.73 0.772

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p< 001

Although Native BlacksNl = 43.15,sd= 16.286) were slightly older than Immigrant

Blacks M = 42.42,sd= 16.286) these differences were not significart 1.347,df, = 4579,p <
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n.s.). In generalnative bornBlacks reported less formal educatidvh € 12.29,SD = 2.500),

smaller household sizeMl(= 2.50,SD= 1.463) and less incomM (= $31,395SD =

$28,604.550) than Immigrant Blacks on Educatidn=(12.89,SD = 2.870), Household Sizey|(

= 2.69,SD = 1.526) and IncomeV = $40,429SD = $33,733.180). This trend continued for the
remaining scale measure indicators and the outcome méaBuwpinquity ¢ = -7.003,df =

4,529,p < .001). These differences, while important, offer only a partial egpamand because

they examine these measures separately cannot offer the picture that a multivariate analysis will

be able to provide.
Firsti Order Correlations

Firsti order correlations analyses were used prior to applying multiple regression concepts
to the analysis. It was necesstryassess the relationships between the predictor measures
controlling for the outcome measure befoomducting multivariatanalyss. In order to
determinethe strength and effect size relationstbpsveen the variablesn this dissertation
group membership was the basis for analysis, as such, correlations were conducted on each
group controlling for the outcome measures ¢an be seen in Table 4&jedisplayed reliable
associations witseven of the nine predictor measusesong Mtivel bornBlacks. In terms of
the most critical measuretherewere significant relationships between age and income (

.035,p < .05), eonomically challenged € -.051,p = < .01), socially affluent (r =095,p <

.01), socially eliter(=-0.76,p < .01) and socially desirable £ .064,p < .01) measures

49



Table4.8

First Order Correlation Matrix for InRGroup (Native Blacks) Ag&egion, Household Size,
Education, Income, Economically Challenged, Social Image, Elite Image, Socially Undesirable
and Socially Desirable Traits Controlling for Propinquity Acrossdnd OutGroup

Membership.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 1.00

-032  1.00

2
3 -290 -.029 1.00

4 -224" -.053 .009 1.00

5 -035 -.045 143" 3977 1.00

6 -051" .002 .050 -.072 -.080" 1.00

7 -095° -.073" -.018 .059" .023 .286" 1.00

8 -076" -.020 -.007 .050" .008 135" 5207 1.00

9 .006 .005 -.064" 227" 145" -074" .049° .046" 1.00

10 .064" -.044" -014 -.019 .026 097" 169" 147" -167° 1.00
**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at th@.05 level (2tailed).

1=Age2=Region3=Household Sizd= Education 5=Income 6=Economically Challenged 7=Socially
Affluent 8=Socially Elite 9=Socially Undesirabl®= Socially Desirable

Other measures where some expected findings were repwheded significant
relationships between education and income.G97,p < .01) and with all other meass on
closeness excepbcial desirability Income was negatively correlated with being economically
challengedr(=-.080,p < .01) and positivel correlated with socially undesirablex.145,p <
OlYas oneds income increased so too did their
Relationships among the closeness tanth traits scaled variablesesstrong significant,
and directimally appropriate. Among the scaled variables the relationships between socially
affluent and socially elite exhibited a very large and positive correlaten520,p < .01)as
might be expectedIn fact, sociahffluence and education € .286,p <.01) were among the

largest correlationsalso to be expectedOf particular interest was the relationship between
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socially desirable traits and undesirable traits where a strong negative correlation was expected
and reportedr(=-.162,p < .01).

Whenthe data wee examined for the owgroup, mmigrant Blacks, there were some
interesting contraswith those of the irgroup (see Table 4.9). For example, age was only
correlated with household size<{-.227,p < .01), educationr(=-.141,p < .01) andsocial
affluence ( =-.067,p < .05).

Table4.9
First Order Correlation Matrix for OutGroup (NonNative Blacks) Age, Region, Household
Size, Education, Income, Economically Challenged, Social Image, Elite Image, Socially

Undesirable and Socially Desioée Traits Controlling for Propinquity Across-4and Out
Group Membership.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.00

1
2 .056 1.00

3 =227 -.148 1.00

4 -141" -.087" -.037 1.00

5 -047 -150" 154" 367" 1.00
6

7

8

9

-016 -018 -028 -.022 .060 1.00

-067 -.003 -.005 .073 .035 .268" 1.00

-038 -015 -014 -005 -011 099" 497 1.00

-.004 -003 -.038 153" .141" -.016 -.005 .017 1.00

10 .056 .144" -086" -.07Z -.050 .053 165" .088" -193° 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelidled).
1=Age2=Region3=Household Sizd= Education 5=Income 6=Economically Challenged 7=Socially
Affluent 8=Socially Elite9=Socially Undesirablé0= Socially Desirable

Other relevant relationships that were examined included income and educati@67,
p < .01), household size € .154,p < .01) as well as the scaled asare of socially undesirable
(r =.141,p<.01). In general the correlations for both emd outgroups supported the use of

the variables in the proposed model of propinquity as conceptualized in this investigation. The
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next section of this analysis will focus on the multivariate relationship athesg variables and

how they can be used to address the hypothesis ardypotheses in this investigation.

Multivariate Analyses

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

In order to test the hypothesis and the-Bypotheses it was necessary to use a
multivariae technique, in this case hierarchical regression analysis. Thislpresgas used
because it allows assessmenthaf influence of three components on the outcome measure while
at the same time maintag the integrity othemodel. Employing these groups helped to
establish the usefulness and veracity of the model. All analysis were performed using SPSS
(Version 22).

A series of hierarchical regression analysesasonducted to determirtbeinfluence of
the predictors othe outcome measure of propinquity while controlling for group membership.
There were two regression analyses done for each hypothesis amgpstifteses. Each
equation had three blocks. The first group (Block 1) examined the influence of the bisic soc
demographic measures on the outcome measure. The second group examined the influence of
the socieeconomic measures and its influence on the outcome measure while accounting for the
presence of the soeaemographic variables. Finally the third grd@tock 3) introduced each
of the factors related to the specific dwjpothesis examined. These models were applied to the
separate groups. The summary regression tables show the unstand&)daretistandardized
(b) regression coefficients along withet standard erroS€) and theadjusted squareggression
(R%q) andchange irthe rsquare changedg(R) for each block as more variables are entered into

the model.
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Sub-Hypothesis Results

Because this studgxplores predictors gdropinquity this section examirgevidence
relating tothe subhypothesesThe hierarchical analyses used for the-Bypothesesillows
examinatiorof the influence of the scaled components and assisiddressing whether or not
the hypotheses should be sustained ectef. The overall linear regressidallows and
provides a general perspective that pulls together the elements in a coherent and logical fashion.

H2a: Nativa born Blacks will have a stronger sense of closeness and feelings toward the
economically challenge@lacksthan will immigrant Blacks.

For the first group it is clear that although the overdlisRsmall, there were important
contributions from Age, Region, and Household Size on Propinquity in this ifsegeTable
4.10). Block 2 for these data revealed that income and education were not strong predictors
when the demographic variables were preseimiike the analyses fdYativel bornBlacks, the
demographic variables of Age, Region, and Household Sixe were not reliable pseaficto
Propinquity among Nomnative bornBlacks. Indeed, the variable Economically Challenged was
the largest (and only) reliable predictorRybpinquity(Block 3) among Nomativeé born
Blacks, similar to its predictive strength angadativea bornBlacks(see Table 4.11)The
resultant R=.012, although still small, produced significant charsge (Table 4.)Zor overall
summary). The final Block 3 continued to show the influence of some of the demographic
variables Ageff=-.061, p <.001) and Regigp =-.060, p < .001) and the scaled variable of

Economically Challenged(= .348, p < .001).
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Table4.10

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age,iBegHousehold Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, and Economically
Challenged for Nativ@orn Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Block1
Age -.002 .001 -.054** 011 .011***
Region -.063 016 -.069***
Household Size .024 .008 .050**
Block2
Age -.003 001 -.061*** .012 .002*
Region -.065 016 -.071%**
Household Size .024 .009  .051*
Income .000 .000 -.023
Education -.009 .005 -.031
Block3
Age -.002 .001 -.037* 130 .119%**
Region -.055 015 -.060***
Household Size .014 .008 .030
Income .000 .000 -.006
Education -.002 .005 -.009
Economically Challenged 307 014 .348***

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001

These variables accounted for 1386 = .132,F(1.3419 = 473.246p < .001) that
revealed a significant increase in the overdltRangg &R .119,p <.001). These results
tend to support the hypothesis insofar as it reveals a relationship between the variables as
specified.

The results for the otgroup in terms of subypothesidHiafound in Table 4.11indicate

that the model explaining the retatiship garnered significance in terms of Block 3 when the
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scale variable, Economically Challenged was added to the eq(sgi®mable 4.11)The
amount of variance explained by the overall model was (R¥ = .144,F(1,1009 = 180.316p
< .001) witha significant increase in the Bhange( &R .140,p < .001). Although a similar
amount of variance explained is revealed between the two models the lack of substantial
contribution by the variables in Block 1 and Block 2 suggested some differencebéhse

groups §ee Table 4.12 and Table 413

Sub-Hypothesis H2a Outcome
In order to determine if the stitypothesis is support it is necessary to test the overall R

for both the ingroup and ougroup models. The Fischer Transformation test ntaet<riteria

and revealed that there were no differences between the overall results of the two regression
models £=-0.74,p < .459). The transformation test results can be found in Table 4.28 that
appears at the end of this chapter. These resditsaate that the hypothesis was not sustained.
In other words, we must reject the null and accept the alternative hypotheslatiligitborn
Blackshave no strongesense of closeness and feelings towhedeconomically challenged

Blacksthan mmigrant Backs
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Table4.11

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Region, Household Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Houselfilze, Income, Education, and Economically

Challenged for NotiNative Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Block1
Age .000 .002 -.006 .001 .001
Region .024 025 .029
Household Size .013 016 .025
Block2
Age -.001 .002 -.013 .004 .007
Region .014 .025 .017
Household Size .015 .016 .030
Income .000 .000 -.063
Education -.011 .009 -.041
Block3
Age .000 .001 -.007 144 140%**
Region .020 023 .024
Household Size .007 015 .014
Income .000 .000 -.030
Education -.009 .008 -.034
Economically Challenged .359 .027  .376%**

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001
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Table4.12

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model for Native Born Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 .108 012 011 13.473 .012%**
2 117 .014 012 3.467 .002*%*

3 364 132 131 473.246 119%x*

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Economically Challenged.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Table4.13

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model felaltore Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 .036 .001 .001 0.479 .001

2 092 .009 .004 4.021 .007*

3 .386° .149 144 180.316 140%**

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Economically Challenged.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Hon: Native born Blacks will have greater sense of closeness and feelings towaalctaky
affluent and eliteBlacksthan will Immigrant Blacks.

As in the first series, the model reflect small changes bet®eek 1 and Block 2 with
all of the social demographics measures contributing strongly toward the overall variance
explained, albeit very small. Nevertheless, there was a significant change between the two
Blocks (see Table 4.14). The final block intngods the scale variables of Social Affluenoe (
.370,p < .001) and Social Elitismb(= .141,p < .001) along with Household Size<(.060,p <
.001). The final model revealed that 228baj = .226,F(1,3419 = 474.494p < .001) that

resulted in a significant overalPRhange &R2 = .214,p < .00]) see Table 4.16.
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Table4.14

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Reditmusehold Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, Socially Affluent
and Socially Elite for Nativ@®orn Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age -.002 .001 -.053*** .011 .011
Region -.063 016 -.069***
Household Size .023 .008  .049**
Block2
Age -.003 001 -.061*** .012 .002*
Region -.066 016 -.072%**
Household Size .023 .009  .049**
Income -.009 .000 -.019
Education .000 .005 -.034
Block3
Age .000 .001 -.002 226  .214%**
Region -.026 .014 -.028
Household Size .029 .008 .060***
Income .000 .000 -.019
Education -.011 .005 -.039*
Socially Affluent 449 023 .370***
Socially Elite 131 017 141%%*

DependenVariable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001
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Table4.15

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Region, Household Size, Incoibeéumation
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, Socially Affluent
and Socially Elite for NofNative Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age .000 .002 -.006 .001 .001
Region .022 025 .027
HouseholdSize .013 016 .026
Block2
Age .001 .002 -.013 .004 .008*
Region .012 .025 .015
Household Size .015 .016 .030
Income -.000 .000 -.063
Education -.012 .009 -.043
Block3
Age .001 .001 .015 195 [191%**
Region 011 023 .014
Household Size 017 .014 .033
Income .000 .000 -.053+
Education -.014 .008 -.052+
Socially Affluent 445 .044  337***
Socially Elite .160 036  .148***

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001 + p <.10.

Data for the Immigrant Blacks yielded no meaningful results for Block 1 and Block 2.
The final Block revealed that Socially Affluerii € .337,p < .001) and Socially Eliteb(= .148,
p < .001) contributed to the final model (see TabléX.Overall, this series of equations
explained 20%R.q = .195,F(1,1009 = 130.558p < .007) resulting in a significant Rchange

(aR?=.191,p < .00]) see Table 4.17.
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Table4.16

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model for Native Born Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 107 011 011 13.233 0171 %**
2 11e 012 012 3.374 .002*%*

3 ATTF .280 226 474.494 .21 4%**

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income, Socially Affluent and Socially Elite.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Table4.17

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model featore Blacks.

Model R R? Adjusted??  F Change R2Change
1 .036 .001 .001 0.474 .001

2 094 .004 .004 4.148 .008*

3 A4F 195 191 130.558 197 ***

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income, Socially Affidedwcially Elite.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Sub-HypothesisH2, Outcome
The Fischer Transformation test showed no differences between the overall results of the

two regression modelg € 1.11,p <.267). The transformation test results can be found in Table
4.28 that appears at the end of this chapter. These results indicate that the hypothesis was not
sustained. In other words, we mastept thawll hypothesis thaiative bornBlackshave no
strongersense of closeness and feelings tovedfidence and elitism amor®jacksthan

Immigrant Blacks

Hac: Nativa born Blacks will exhibit more support edcially undesirabléBlacks than
immigrant Blacks will have toward socially undesirable Blacks.

The pattern of the demographic variables contributing heavily toward the final model
continues in Blocks 1 and 2 of the current model (see Table 4.18)
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Table4.18

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Ragibn
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Region, Household Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, and Socially
Undesirable for Nativdorn Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age -.002 .001 -.053** .010 .011***
Region -.061 016  .007***
Household Size .023 .008 .048**
Block2
Age -.003 001 -.061*** .012 .002*
Region -.064 016 -.070***
Household Size .023 .009  .049**
Income .000 .000 -.020
Education -.009 .005 -.031
Block3
Age -.002 .001 -.055** 025 .014***
Region -.061 016 -.066***
Household Size .019 .009 .041*
Income .000 .000 -.011
Education -.002 .005 -.006
Socially Undesirable -.107 015  -.122%**

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001

The final model, Block 3, revealed that these demographic measureb Ag@%5,p <
.01), Regionf§ = -.066,p < .001) and Household Sizle £ .041,p < .05) contributed toward the
outcome measure along with the scaled measure of socially undesirabl® traitk2,p <
.001). These overall measures accounted forR%; € .025,F(1.3419 = 48.996p < .00]) of the
variance explained. The overaff Bhange &R? = .014,p < .00]) presented only a small amount

of variance explained (see Table 4.20).
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Table4.19

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with AgegiRen, Household Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, and Socially
Undesirable for NosNative Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age .000 .002 -.005 .001 .001
Region .025 025 .030
Household Size 012 016 .024
Block2
Age -.001 .002 -.012 .004 .007*
Region .015 .025 .018
Household Size .015 016 .029
Income .000 .000 -.063+
Education -.011 .009 -.040
Block3
Age -.001 .002 -.012 .012 .009**
Region .016 025 .019
Household Size .012 016 .025
Income .000 .000 -.028
Education -.008 .009 -.052
Socially Undesirable -.099 .031 -.096**

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01l. **p<.001L+p<.10

For Immigrant Blacks the general model (see Table 4.19) generated little in terms of
explanation. Only social undesirability contributed toward the final model in a significant way
(b=-.096,p<.01). Little variance could be explained by this mo&8i4 = .012,F(1,1009 =
9.862,p < .00]). Yet despite significant changes from Block 1 to Blockd?(= .009,p < .007)

the model was not as meaningful as it was hypothesized to be (see Zaple 4.
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Table4.20

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model for Native Born Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 .106 011 .010 12.890 0171 %**
2 114 013 012 3.204 .002*

3 164 .027 .025 48.996 .014%**

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Socially Undesirable.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Table4.21

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model felaltore Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 .036 .001 .001 0.488 .001

2 .092 .009 .004 3.974 .007*

3 13Z% .017 .012 9.862 .009***

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Socially Undesirable.

*p<0.05. *p<.0l. ** p<.00L
Sub-Hypothesis Hc Outcome

The Fischer Transformation test showed no differences between the overall results of the
two regression modelg € 0.95,p <.342). The transformation test results can be found in Table
4.28. These results indicate that the hypothesis was not sustained. In other words, we must
reject the null and accept the alternative hypothesidNag@tel bornBlacksdemonstrated no
strorgersense of support towastcially undesirable Bcksthan did Immigrant Blacks

H2d: Nativé born Blacksexhibitgreater support o$ocially desirableBlacks than will
Immigrant Blacks.

The subhypothesis examining the influence of social desirakfitityNative Blacks
demonstrated that the so@lemographic measures along with the social desirability meagures (

=.217,p<.001) provided some useful data in helping to understand the outcome measure (see
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Table 4.22). In fact, the final model explairsabut 6% R = .058,F(1,3419 = 170.093p <
.001) of the variance in propinquity for this group. TRechange mesure indicated that there
was a significant change in varianed?? = .047,p < .00J) for the final model (see Table 4.24).

The finalsub-hypothesis for Immigrant Blacks revealed that only Social Desiratlity (
.186,p < .001) and to a lesser extent Incorhe ¢.061,p < .10) explained approximately 4%
(R2adj = .037,F(1,1009 = 38.341p < .00]) of the variance. The same patterrswavealed in the
amount of change from one Block to the next within the model. The model results (see Table
4.25) show that there was substantial and significant growth in the amount of variance explained

from Block 1 and Block 2 to the final BlockdR? = .034,p < .001).
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Table4.22

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Propinquity (Block1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Region, Household Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Ag&egion, Household Size, Income, Education, and Socially
Desirable for NativeBorn Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age -.002 .001 -.054** .010 .011***
Region -.061 016 -.067***
Household Size .023 .008 .048**
Block2
Age -.003 001 -.061*** .012 .002*
Region -.064 016 -.069***
Household Size .023 .009  .049**
Income .000 .000 -.020
Education -.009 .005 -.031
Block3
Age -.003 .001 -.070*** .058 .047***
Region -.052 015 -.057***
Household Size .023 .008 .048**
Income .000 .000 -.027
Education -.007 .005 -.025
Socially Desirable .340 026 .217**

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001
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Table4.23

Hierarchical Regression AnalysesRropinquity (Blockl1), Propinquity with Age, Region and
Household Size (Block 2), Propinquity with Age, Region, Household Size, Income and Education
and (Block 3) Propinquity Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education, and Socially
Desirable for NorNative Blacks.

Model B SE b R ad R
Blockl1
Age .000 .002 -.005 .001 .001
Region .025 025 .030
Household Size 012 016 .024
Block2
Age -.001 .002 -.012 .004 .007*
Region .015 .025 .018
Household Size .015 016 .029
Income .000 .000 -.063+
Education -.011 .009 -.040
Block3
Age -.001 .002 -.016 .037 .034***
Region -.005 .025 -.005
Household Size .020 .016 .040
Income .000 .000 -.061+
Education -.007 .009 -.026
Socially Desirable 295 .048  .186***

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001

Table4.24

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model for Native Born Blacks.

Model R R? Adjusted??  F Change R?Change
1 .106 011 .010 12.929 011 ***
2 114 .013 .012 3.160 .002*

3 245 .060 .058 170.093 .047%**

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors: (Constant)ge, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Socially Desirable.
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*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.00L

Table4.25

Adjusted R Squared for Sequential Regression for Propinquity Model fek &tore Blacks.

Model R R? AdjustedR>  F Change R?Change
1 .036 .001 .001 0.488 .001

2 .092 .009 .004 3.974 .007*

3 205 .042 .037 38.341 .034***

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region Household Size.
b. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, and Income.
c. Predictors(Constant), Age, Region, Household Size, Education, Income and Socially Desirable.

*p<0.05. *p<.01. **p<.001

Sub-Hypothesis HqOutcome
The Fischer Transformation test showed no differences between the overall results of the

two regression modelg € 1.22,p < .223). The transformation test results can be found in Table
4.28. These results indicate that the hypothesis was not sustained. In other wéaispwe
reject the nulhypothesis thalNativel born Blacksdemonstratedo stronger support of social

desirability than Immigrant Blacks.
Central HypothesisOutcome

H1  Nativeborn Blackswill have a greater sense of closeness and feelitoggrd the Black
groups whersocial economic status, age, region, and economicaligllenged, socially
affluent/elite, and socially undesirable/desirable trattsan will Immigrant Blacks.

While the hierarchical regression models were able to provide some clues as to how the
variables interacted with the outcome measure as suggsastiee fubhypotheses, the overall
guestion required the inclusion of all variables in one final regression model. Table 4.26
provides the data on the model that addressed the question. All indicators were within

acceptable standards of tolerance anchdidexhibit any untoward traits in terms of the final

model as was suggested in the initial correlational analyses.
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The measures that revealed the strongest relationships to the outcome measure in the
model were Agef{=.041,p < .01) and the scaled vakles of Economically Challenged £
.181,p < .001), Socially Affluentff = .284,p < .001), Socially Eliteff=.132,p < .001),
Socially Undesirablef(=-.086,p < .001), and Socially Desirabl £ .072,p < .001),
contributed to the overall percesftvariance explained. In fact, 27%%qj = .271,F(10,3419 =
127.988p < .001) of what accounts for propinquity among Native Born Blacks was revealed by
this model.

Among Immigrant Blacks (see Table 4.27) only the scale measures contributed toward
the final outcome. The overall results showed that Economically Challenge@49,p <
.001), Socially Affluentfy = .220,p < .001), Socially Eliteff = .149,p < .001), Socially
Undesirablef§ = -.055,p < .05), and Socially Desirablé € .073,p <.01) all had strong
relationships in the anticipated directions in the final model which explained about 26% of the

variance R2dj = .256,F(10,1089 = 38.709p < .001).
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Table4.26

Regression Analyses of Propinquity, Age, Region, Householdrgame, Education,
Economically Challenged, Socially Affluent, Socially Elite, Socially Undesirable and Socially
Desirable for NativeBorn Blacks.

Predictors B SE b
Age .000 .001 -.001
Region -.022 .014 -.024
Household Size .019 .007 .041**
Income .000 .000 -.004
Education -.001 .005 -.005
Economically Challenge .160 .014 181 %**
Socially Affluent .343 .024 284 x**
Socially Elite 122 .017 1 32%x*
Socially Undesirable -.075 .014 -.086***
Socially Desirable 113 .024 Q72%**
Constant 532%** 105
R? 273
RZai 271

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001

The overall results for Native Blacks explained 27% of the variance while the results for
the Immigrant Blacks accounted for 26%lo¢ variance explained. In order to verify the
hypothesis and its stiypotheses a comparison of the results had to be employed. This was
accomplished by using the Fisher Transformation test which allows the comparisons of Multiple
R (the initial correltion that is used to generate th®).RThe results of the test comparisons are
in Table 4.28. The results show the Multiple R actual scores and the resulting z transformations

as well as an indication of whether or not they hypotheses were suppondbeaftemparisons

were made.
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Table4.27

Regression Analyses of Propinquity, Age, Region, Household Size, Income, Education,
Economically Challenged, Socially Affluent, Socially Elite, Socially Undesirable and Socially
Desirable for NorNative Blacks.

Predictors B SE b
Age .000 .001 .010
Region .009 .022 .011
Household Size .012 .014 .024
Income .000 .000 -.026
Education -.009 .008 -.033
Economically Challenge .238 .027 249%**
Socially Affluent .290 .045 220%**
Socially Elite 161 .034 1 49%x*
Socially Undesirable -.057 .028 -.055*
Socially Desirable 116 .044 .073**
Constant A47* 190
R? .262
RZai .256

Dependent Variable: Propinquity.
*p<0.05. *p<.01. ***p<.001

Table4.28

Comparisons of Multiple Bcores for Inand OutGroups Using Fisher R to Z Transformation
Test for the Differences between Multiple R Correlation Coefficients.

In Group Out Group

Hypotheses Native Immigrant z p Hypothesis
Examined Blacks Blacks Supported
R R
Hia Economically Challenged .364 .386 -0.74 No
Hib Socially/Elite ATT 447 1.11 No
Hic Socially Undesirable .164 132 0.95 No
Hid Socially Desirable .245 .205 1.22 No
Overall Hi 523 512 0.44 No
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CHAPTER 5
DI SCUSAINDDNONCLUSI ONS

Overview

The aim of this studis to examine how Nativéorn Blacks pereive themselves and
how they ae perceived by Immigrant Blacks from different ancestral origins living in America.
These phenomena were guided by the overarching concept of Black Propinquity, which is
defined ad) a feltsense of closeness in ideas and feelings with fatva Blacks and 2)
positive imagedeationstoward nativéborn Blacks The final chapter discusses the results,
integration of findings, implications of findings, limitations and future directions for research.
In this research two groups are representegithe Ini group (which refers to Native
born Blacks)r Outi group (which refers to Immigrant Blacks) in the sampléhe following
research question was exploréawhat extent is perceived group status related to a sense of
closeness among Black groups in thated States when soegconomic status, agegducation
regionof residencehousehold sizehousehold incomend economically challenged, socially
affluent/elite, and socially undesirable/desirable traits are considered? The following hypothesis
and si-hypotheses were tested. Tiesults of each is reportéere and in Table 5.1.
H1  Nativeborn Blackswill have a greater sense of closeness and feeltoggard Black
groups whersocial economic status, ageducation, household income, householides,
region, and economically challenged, socially affluent/elite, and socially undesirable/desirable

traits than will Immigrant Blacks. (Not Supported).

H1a: Nativd born Blackswill have a strongesense of closeness and feelings tovhed
economically challenge@lacksthan will Immigrant Blacks. (Not Supported).

H1b: Native born Blacks willhave greatesense of closeness and feelings tovwhaed
socially affluent and eliteBlacks than will Immigrant BlackgNot Supported).

H1c: Nativel born Blackswill exhibit more support agocially undesirableBlacksthan
immigrant Blacks will have toward socially undesirable Bla¢ki®t Supported).
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H1q: Nativa born Blackswill exhibit more support a$ocially desirableBlacksthan
immigrant Blacks will have toward socially desirable Blagk&t Supported).

Hierarchical Regression Analysis (HRA) was use to describentiegs for the four
model® each with three stefdsfor each group which established the basis for compaofon
the results. To examine the general hypothesis all variables were included in the model without
regard to a hierarchical relationship because there was no implied order doetiiat
hypothess. Although the results showed tinane of the origial hypothesewere supported
they were not different from some of thesearcHiterature that suggested that there were no real
differences between how Blacks perceived each other because of the strong sense of cooperation
constructs (Burrell, Webb & What 2014; Feagin, 2013; McAdoo, 2002) that existed within the

community.
Connections to the Related Literature

In the models testethe null forms of the hypotheses were rejectatthough the data
revealed that there wedtferences between how bottativeé born Blacks and Immigrant
Blacks perceived Blacks the final statistical analyses revealed no significant difference between
the models. It is helpful to know that the variables used to explain the final outcome for the two
groups, although the vesymilar, differed in terms of which variables contributed to the final
model outcome. However, a comparison between the variables was not conducted and because
there were only a few differences it did not influence the overall results. Table 5.1 offers a
complete summary of the model comparisons across all ten regression models.

These results for hypotheses are not congruent with some of the extant literature which
suggested that there is no difference in how Natwe Blacks and Immigrants view the

generalized concept of Blackness as (Thornton, Taylor & Chatters, 2013; W,ilB@fds
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McAdoo, 2012). Other sources indicate the Immigrant Blacks are not favorably disposed in their
view of Nativeborn Blacks due to cultural influences and racial stereotypes that come to
influence how Blacks view each other (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1866;& Kluegel, 1993;
Robinson, 2010; Vickerman, 199%/illiams, 2011).

The absence of agreement in the literature suggests that the issues may be more complex
than the research on this topic has been able to capture. This resgguatis the notion tha
there areno statistical differences betweengroup and ougroup perceptions of Blacks, but
that there may be more subtle differences that were not revealed in the broad analysis conducted
here. Due to the limitations imposed by the data and the hypothesésinetiis research, it
would be risky to speculate further about the meaning of these results \pibtresthe
disposition of mmigrant Blacks toward Nativédorn Blacks without more idepth analyses
preferably one with a longeéerm focus and more $torical perspective.

The simple bivariate analysis might have suggested that the literature may be accurate
when it reported thagome immigrant Blacks do not want to be characterized as African
American. This speculation suggested that the root of immignt Bl acks & percept.i
stereotypes about African Americans were due to social and economic spheres such as
joblessness, welfare dependency, and family disorganization attributiedive-born Blacks
(Robinson, 2010; Hwang, Fitzpatrick & Hednml998,Wilson, 1987) The overall multivariate
analysis suggesthat such views are not neceslsaindicative of the overall concept of
propinquity that both groups exhibited toward one another. In short, previous investigations
which did not utilizea multivariate approacere prone to draw the same conclusions because

they were not able to see how these elements operated imtasiticeeach otherThisis
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perhaps why thbypotheses as written were not sustained. Perhaps there is a strongef sense
cooperation than competition despite what has been revealed in some previous investigations.
Table5.1

Comparisons of Multiple R Scores for and OutGroups Using Fisher R to Z Transformation
Test for the Differences between Multiple R Correlatioef@cents.

In Group  Out Group

Hypotheses Native Immigrant z p Hypothesis
Examined Blacks Blacks Supported
R R
Hia Economically .364 .386 -0.74 No
Challenged
Hib Socially/Elite AT7 447 1.11 No
Hic Socially Undesirable 164 132 0.95 No
Hid Socially Desirable .245 .205 1.22 No
Overall Hi 523 512 0.44 No
Summary

In summary, although a broader understanding of Black Propinquity emerges from the
inclusionof the study variables, theageno statisticaldifferences in how it is perceived based
on group membership. The data shows that betonp (Native-bornBlacks) and ougroup
(Immigrant Blacks) reflected similgerceptionsnd as a result had a very similar reaction to the
outcome measure. Althgh this is somewhat disappointing it is not surprising given the
strength of American hegemony and how it influences the concept of race and relations between,
among, and across groups within the United States (Burrell, 2019; Burrell, Webb, & White,
2014;Feagin, 2013).The fact that those variables entered the regression equation and remained
statistically significant demonstrates their contribution to this analysis.

Based on théterature, theassumption is that there is no difference in perceptions of
closeness in ideas and feelings and image ideation toward Blacks by eithewgsosypported

As with social science research therer@prevailing views among social scientists that social
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relationships between natioorn Blacks and Immigrant Blasknill resultin eithercooperation
or competitionbetween the two Black groups (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1956; Bob & Kluegel, 1993;
Robinson, 2010).

On the one hand, treoperationconstruct supports a monolithic image of Blacks; that
Blacks are more alike anbat there was variation or friction within the Black community
(Burrell, Webb & White, 2014Feagin, 2013; McAdoo, 2002). On the other hand, the
competitionconstruct insist that there is a splintering or disintegration within the Black
community in Amerta that affects the sense of closeness or social distance and image ideation
between natividborn Blacks and immigrant Blacks (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1956; Bob & Kluegel,
1993; Robinson, 2010).

The findings otthe current research indicate that both cooperatia competition
models may exist between these two groups. However, that is not as easily discerned as
suggested by the literature. The complex nature of race relations and the strong prevailing
hegemony can and does masks some of the outcomes biecsaunse possible to predict with
great accuracy why some feel the way they dothis case, the data could only account for
notions of propinquity for about 25% of the time.

The overall findings of this study suggest that the perceptions of nadirreBacks and
immigrant Blacks toward nativieorn Blacks are mixed, and yet there is no statistical difference
in the overall findings, further pointing out the conundrum that often face researchers when
addressing the complex issue of race in America.

According to theresearchiterature, perceptions are influenced by sociological and
psychological factors imposed on members of a given society. Not surprising, the results were

similar because the effects of living in America seemed to outweigh any cdiftee¢nces.
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This is perhaps because the general expersdncboth groups are similar because of the lack of
difference seen among them by the general American society. What was both surprising and to
an extent uplifting was that this investigation revealed that Immigrant Blacks $isirerega
sensdgoward themeasures of Black Propinquity dsativei born Blacks; further enhancing the

notion that the strong socialization that takes place in America is not lost on both Native and

Immigrant groups alike.
Limitations

While all investigations hee limitations, thee are some that were more unique to this
investigation than others. Clearly the use of secondary data analysis poses a problem, especially
if the research question demands a quality from the data that is marginal at best. In this case,
defining the outcme measure was problematic because the question as conceptualized required
a much more highly refined outcome measure than the existing data .sém ishort, although
the data aref excellent quality, thguestions g not as specific ame might predr, including
the critical demographic measures. Neverthetessitems did alloveome fundamental answers
to emerge about theesearch question.

Another troubling aspect of using secondary data is that many of the critical variables that
could have beeunsed for more detailed analysis were limited because of restrictions placed on
the data by the principal investigators when they released the information for public use. Still
another limitation of the data came about in terms of how the data weretehaea in other
words, how some of the data missed out on what | would have termed as key indicators about the
respondents. For instance, it would have been goodtoknove sour ce of respond
and beliefs about thiar group or outgroup. Athough there were general questions in this vein,

they wee not specific enough to allow @mo mine the datia the most useful way.
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The measure of propinquitgay not be the most appropriate one for extracting the subtle
differencedn ini group and otitgroup perceptionsn feelings of social distanc& here may be
many more highly refined concepts of how people view each other that go well beyond the
simple perception of group membership. Another factor may be the history between members of
the in and outgroups that was not acknowledged. It is clear that race and ethnicity are complex
issues, and when you add these to the current racial dynamic and history of Black people in the
United States it is easy to see how much more work must be done defiarve conclusions
can be drawn around the iand outgroup construct among Blacks.

The financial and economissues may be more importantease outhan thesocial
issues for some of the responddntthe sample This possiblyvould have helpetb identify
why and how some of the results appeared as they did. Because there was no such ways to
discern this in the present investigation some very powerful and important distinctions may have
been missedFinally, the preexisting datased in thignvestigation hd built in limitations that
did not always suit the focus of this investigation.

Implications

The lack of difference between these two groups must be considered. However, | would
caution against over interpreting the findings for three reasons. The current social history may
account for some closeness that had previously not been in existem@xafple, the presence
of prominent historical figures and the social mobility of many African Americans may engender
in both groups a certain sense of closeness and pride that heretofore had not beévhdean.
is tempting to assume that the résate externally valid across time is not prudent to do so

since it is clear that there are many more questions that were raised by this study than were
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answered by it. It must be pointed out that for both groups the influence of economics and
econonic status played a role in how people developed a sense of self.

There needs to be greater exploration of the influence of economics. The presence of the
influence of economics revealed there also some social class elements that could have had
some nfluence. Unfortunately, that was not the central focus of this investigation so it was not
explored in any greater depth other than to suggest that there were influences from these
measures.

In terms of the overall findings, one can see while th@mesavere not significant for
the overall model, there were some differences between and across measures that were not tested
but nevertheless did show that the groups had some differences in terms of values that were not
examined in this investigation.irfally, the lack of difference does not mitigate the findings from
other investigations, it only serves as a marker that more research is needed to understand the
complex way in which race and context coalesce in the lives of Black people in the United
Staes. Such findings could help develop and test a broader model on racial socialization that
relates to the effects of-group/outgroup relationships in familial, political, economic
enterprises, and the déyday events in the lives of Black Americassexisting in 2% century
America.

Future Research

Future research needs to examine in greater depth what it means to be close to or have an
affinity for members of oneds own group. I n
consideration of how #ile difference between and among groups works against the monolithic

viewpoint that others (both4{mand outgroup) have about group membership.

78



Studies that intend to examine Black life in America must also include components about
criminal justice ivolvement and how that influences images of people in this society. Social
scientists must also do a cluleexamination of the history of the groups not just in the country
but also consider the role regional location plays. Itis necessary to dovémsige overall
strength and massive harm involvement in the criminal justice system has had on the Black and
Hispanic communities in America.

The results of this investigation point toward the need to work more diligently on
uncovering the subtle yet ijestrong elements of socialization in American society that
influence how we see and respond to each other. To that extent, there needs to be further study
that examines how such concepts also come to play in the lives of the many Hispanic and Asian
American groups in the United States. The idea of the monolithic group may be more true for
those who have been here for more than two generations but not necessarily be true for those
here for less time. Additionally, researchers can examine what the tftissipport or reduce
the since of group membership are among all of these groups.

Another future study could look at all the different racial and ethnic groups in America in
an effort to see just how close they are to themselves and to others ansltivbaiverall effect
of such closeness. The idea of social distance is not a new one, but it is one that has not been
investigated, at least not on a national level with comprehensive samples; rather it is one that has
been accepted and just allowecktast because by its very nature it is thought to be logical and
correct, when it fact it is more a reflection of the hegemonic structure of America that has not

been challenged or explored.
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Conclusions

This inquiry examined propinquidydefined asloseness in ideas and feeliragsd
image ideationsowardamong nativeborn Blacks on specific sociadimensions as had been
discussd in the literatureModeling the dimensions using regression analysis for both groups
revealed that no significant deifences were reported although the models for both groups
explained about onquarter of the variance in propinquity. The use of a representative sample,
which has been different from other investigations, where much smaller numbers of Blacks were
available, could perhaps be the difference for why those findings were not sustained.

The central question asked, to what extent @resip Statud ini groupandouf
groupd inform on the sense of closeness and feelings and image ideations among Black groups
in the United States? It has long been believed and is often demonstrated in the literature that
Blacks as a group are different from Whites and others. The assuitiatidhere is a
monolithic Black community has been fed by our own history with slavery and other systems of
racial apartheid that led to this conclusidtowever, the literature revealed that the Black
community is much more complex than previously thdugs each construct (race, gender, and
ethnicity) is more multifaceted (Burrell, 2009%uch distinctions are not readily made for
Blacks, and yet it is clear that the modern Black community in America consists of Black people
from a variety of ethnices and ancestral backgrounds. In short, all Blacks are not thébsame
see and judge each other on the dimensions in similar (#aggin, 2013; McAdoo, 2002).
Earlier works on the relationships between racial identity attitudes and other racialasnstr
revealed that racial identity attitudes were significant in predictingesédfem, both collectively
and individually and that these identities had their roots in ancestral backgrounds (Bianchi, Zea,

Belgrave, & Echeverry, 2002).
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This study sed theNational Survey on American Life (NSAL) which consistdd,082
faceto-face interviews were conducted with persons aged 18 ordoRi&i70 African
Americans, 1,438 Black respondents of Caribbean descent, 8Hismamic Whites, and 183
other Blacks to élp me address this question. This marked the first time that African Americans
were so highly represented in a national survey. Given the interest of this investigation the data
were further refined to include onBlacks (3,461) and immigrant Blacks §21).

A confirmatory factor analysis generated five latent measures which were included in
final model for this investigationThe results revealed that for both Native Born BlacKsd(R
271 or 27.1% (Fo,3408= 127.988, p < .001) and Immigrant Bks (Ragj= .256 or 25.6% (fo,108s
= 38.709, p <.001) about 26% of the variance in propinquity could be accounted for using the
dimensions in this model. In addition, Fish¢oiz transformation showed no significant
differences between these finabees

There are three main issues that are important with the outcomes of thisFtsdy.
there is aneed to have clear concepts around how groups come to view themselves in American
society is important to both the sustainability and overall-etfig of these groupsSecondthe
issue of race and ethnicity continues to be an important construct and despite the belief that we
now live in a postacial society, there are many more issues that should and must be explored,
especially given our raciglicharged history and the new spate of racially based incidents that
are now coming to light in Americalhird, and although it may make us uncomfortable, the
issues of race and ethnicity must continue to be included in our social policy discussions and
must not be brushed aside by policymakers.

To date, theresino modeto date that has examined tbdeas presented in this

investigation. Thus, it is astarting point for helping to develop a more comprehensive or
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meaningful theory of what seems to beoae issue on welbbeing for familie® understanding

and concretizing their experiences into some meaningful paradigm that will allow us to process
the many important and subtle dynamics that make up the racial/ethnic dynamic in America.
This is underscorkby the many questions that could not ddrassd bythis investigation.

In conclusion, the measure of propinquity used may not be the most appropriate one for
extracting the subtle differences that we revealed in a previous investigation, nevettiegiess
point out that there are some underlying factors present. Second, while the z scores were not
significant effects were discoverddr the overall model, there were some differences éatw
and across measurgsggesting that with better measuresehmaight have been some real
differences; therefe, refinement of the concepssindicated. Finally, the lack of difference
does not mitigate the findings from other investigations, it only serves as a marker that more
research is needed to understar@ldomplex way in which race and context coalesce in the lives
of Black people in the United States. Such findings could help develop and test a broader model
on racial socialization that relates to the effects bfiaup/out group relationships in fanil,
political, economic enterprises, and the-tiayglay events in the lives of Black Americans co

existing in 2% century America.
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