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‘i:ss:gm each birth record to a Census block group based on its spatial
ocation when overlaid on top of the Census block groups. A count of

the number of births in each Census block group was then obtained and
rendered on a map.

In 2000, Latino mothers and their families tended 1o live in the east-
ern andl southwestern parts of Mecklenburg County, with a very small
pocket in the west as well. In some areas, such as the north and the
south/southeast, there were very few or no births at all. Smith and
Furuseth (2004) identify two main “clusters,” which is consistent with
the birth data.

Figure 1

2000-2004 Hispanic Births
by Census Block Group

2
B 200 - 393 Buths - — £
W <00~ Sictns
2007 Wesks
Source: Mecklenburg County Health Deparmment
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The data from 2004 reveal both significant growth and change (see
Figure 1). In particular, the Latno suburban sprawl expanded, ringing
the entire county, with the exception of the southeast, which has re-
mained predominantly white. The two clusters from 2000 grew, while
new anes were created. There continue to be almost no Latino births in
the city center. The vast majority of births in Charlotte’s city center are
to African American mothers (see Figure 2).

Latinos have increasingly moved to the north of the county, which
had previously been almost entirely white. The same is true in the west-
ern and southwestern parts of Mecklenburg County. Thus, whites live in
the outer areas of the county (especially north and southeast), but are

Figure 2
l 2000-2004 Black Non-Hispanic Births |
by Census Block Group
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Source: Merkienburg County Health Department
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N The relative separateness of these three major groups is iliustrated in
Figure 3. We found the top ten Census tracts in 2004 with respect to the
numbt?r of births to mothers of each race/ethnic group. Seven of the ten
top Hispanic tracts were not in the top ten for either blacks or whites
Fl}!e of the top ten black tracts were not in the top ten for either.
Hispanics or whites, and seven of the top ten white tracts were not in the
top ten for either blacks or Hispanics. By this type of index, if the map
showed only ten tracts, there would be complete overlap (no,evidence of
segregation}, whereas if there were 30 tracts there would be no overlap
(tlramplete separation of all three groups}. The map shows 24 tracts, con-
sistent with the general separation of groups. ,

Public Policy Consequences

These new demographic patterns of the Carolatinos are both a cause
and consequence of public policy and, in turn, they have forced Meck-
lenburg County’s leaders to quickly adapt to a new'dcmographic reality.
It has: been argued that immigration policy at the federal level has been.
a major driving force of the more rapid process of family unification.
We argue that this had led ro greater population growth, because women
and families are moving more quickly to the South than they did to older
gateway regions. This, in wurn, has left local governments in a difficult
position as they attempt to absorb the population growth, while exerting
no influence on federal policy.

IAdditionalIy, the nature of economic growth in Charlotte has creat-
ed incentives for Latinos to move directly to the suburbs, where jobs are
relatively plentiful and housing is inexpensive. This poses imﬁortant
questions ahout race relations, which in some areas of the country have
been conflictive following a period of immigration. But the combination
of I:apid growth and moving to the suburbs can be positive, since it
avoids an “enclave” situation—in which Latinos ive in a fcw, concen-
trated areas—and thereby forces all political actors to deal with the issue.

Thus, 2 majority of County Commissioners and City Council mem-
belrs are compelled to address immigration, rather than view it as some-
thing that is concentrated in only a small number of districts. This does
not mean they necessarily view immigrarion as positive; rather, they are
less able to assert it is someone else’s “problem.” A Commor;Iy noted
f:lilemrrtfa for Latinos has centered on the faet that, due to living in the

inner city, they “contend with the most deteriorated urban environments
and they send their children to schools that breed failure” (Suro 1998,

[atinols) Revancl Review

309). In Charlotte, this is less evident. One of the highest profile debates
over cducation has been the funding of urban compared to suburban
public schools. This has traditionally becn a dispute between African
American and white populations, but the Latino population changes the
dynamic, as it is generally both lower income and suburban.

Federal immigration policies played a significant role in encouraging
Latin American immigration, much of which in recent years has been
oriented toward new destinations in the South, But it is local govern-
ment that is charped with addressing the fiscal impact of an increasing
population. For although immigration policy is the exclusive domain of
the federal government, there is neither 2 blucprint nor a set of resources
for local governments to utilize. As one Democrat on the Charlotte City
Council argued, immigration policy is perceived as “schizophrenic,” be-
cause at the federal level there was no intention to enforce the law
(Interview with the first author, 3/29/06). A Republican labeled federal
policy “confused” (Interview with the first author, 2/13/06).

There is a contentious debate over whether immigrants {especially
Latino immigrants) constitute a net cost, through the use of schools,
social services, hospitals, or by “taking” jobs from native born workers in
the U.S. {for contrasting empirical views, see Rorjas 1990; Simon 1999;
and in North Carolina specifically, Kasarda and Johnson 2006). Tt is
beyond the scope of this article to delve into that debate, but there is no
doube that: a) any rapid population growth, regardless of race or ethnic-
iry, wili pose 2 challenge to local resources, at least in the short term, and
this is even more evident when the migrants are predominantly low
income, and b) local officials must address issues they have never en-
countered hefore, such as the necd for translation services in govern-
ment, and bilingual or English immerston classes in school.

"The fiscal impact on schools is the most visible, and has been the sig-
nificant across the South, where Latinos made up 4 percent of school
enrollment in the 2001-2002 academic year, but are estimated to reach
10 percent by 2007-2008, up from 184,000 to 571,000 Latino students
(Kochhar et al. 2005, 38). The most critical challenge, of course, is lan-
guage, as school systems must commit resources to teaching English and
overcoming the language barrier with parents.

Aside from the potential economic costs associated with rapid migra-
tion, the geography of Latino settlement also has an tmpact on public
policy. Although the phenomenon of Latino immigrants moving direct-
ly to the suburbs is very recent, we can pamt to the likely effects it will
have. Since Latinos are not concentrated in one area, their presence is
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far more visible, which accelerates the public reaction. Especially in a
southern city unaccusiomed to hearing Spanish, this can lead to backlash
and calls for immigration restrictien and local measures to deter more
arnvals. For example, in Charlotte one County Commissioner called for
limits on the number of people whe could live in a single home, and to
limit the amount of money that could be wired to other countries
{Ordofez 2006). On the other hand, greater initial visibility also provid-
ed the foundation for a vigorous public debate, which is arguably much
more tolerant than its western counterparts.

T'or example, in 2005 Charlotte’s mavor created a new Immigration
Study Commission, censisting of four different areas (public safety,
health care, education, and economic development) and chaired by a
well-known immigration lawyer. The purpose of the commission was 1o
gather information, and it released a report in January 2007 1o advise the
mayor and City Council about the impact of both legal and illega) immi-
gration on Charlotte. An early report given to the County Commission-
ers elicited praise from both Democrats and Republicans, indicative of
how the question of immigration is thus far being handled with some
equanimity (Levine 2006).

But in Charlotte dispersal also has problematic effects. A 2006 study
revealed that most social services aimed at Latnos were 1n the city cen-
ter, despite almost no Latinos living there (UNC Charlotte Urban
Institute 2006). With an underdeveloped public transportation system,
Latinos in the suburbs (especially in the northern part of the county)
have very limited access to necessary services.

Another potential effect of Latino suburbanization is that the city
core is likely ro be ignored more, since Latinos are on their way to
becoming the largest minority, and neither they nor whites live in the
city center. This raises the question of what the long-term relationship
will be between the black and Latino populations in the Sourh, where
race relations have always been binary. On the one hand, there may be
resentment at the attention Latinos receive, and the possibility of
siphoning off resources that might otherwise be aimed at the African
American community, which in other parts of the covntry has at tmes
heen a source of tension {Wood 2006) and an obstacle 1o the formation
of political coalitions between the two (Kaufimann 2003). A city council
member noted the perception that Latinos were “stealing the civil ights
limelight” (Intervicw with the first author, 3/28/06).

There are also charges that the arrival of immigrants in the South has
flattened wages for African Americans (Mohl 2003, 47). In a study of
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Latino labor relations and unionization in Marganton, North Carolina,
Fink (2003, 102) notes the perception on the part of African Americans
{as well as whites) that Latinos were taking jobs and not paying taxes.
There is some evidence that, especially in the northern part of the coun-
ty, where the Latino population is more impoverished, there 1s some
tension, resultng in some reported cases of physical assault agamst
[.Jatiﬁ[ms (UNC Chatlotte Urhan Institute 2006).

Qn the other hand, as an African American County Commissioner
argued, many blacks feel sympathy because they know whar it’s like to he
discriminated against (Interview with the first author, 1/11/06). In a
study of Alabama, Mohl notes that Latinos have settled in traditionally
black neighborhoads, where rents arc lower. Combined with high un-
employment, there is evidence of some resentiment, but averall “African
Americans have been accepting of new lLatino residents in their cor-
munities” (Mohl 2002, 272). A study of Durham, North Carolina, found
that the black commmmity had generally favorable impressions of
Latinos, though the opposite was not the case: Latinos tended ta have
relatively more negative views of African Americans (McClam 2006,
579). Thus far, we have mostly anecdotal accounts, without a clear sense
of how what one author has 1ermed the “presumed alliance™ actually
fanctions (Vaca 2004). This is especially relevant for Charlotte, since
most studies have focused an rural areas and smaller towns, so the urban
South remains largely unstudied (Winders 2003).

In addition, in Alabama many of the jobs Latinos took had been
available to everyone, but were deemed undesirable (both in terms al
pay and working conditions). In Mecklenburg County and surrounding
areas, the same likely holds true, so the competition for jobs is minimal.
Unemployment has remained low (at or under the national rate), so it is
less likely that many jobs are being “taken” from U.S. citizens and legal
residents. Interviews with local elected officials of both parties revealed
almost complete consensus that Latino immigration did not pose a
threat in terms of employment. Nonetheless, given strong economic
growth, it has not been possible to assess local reaction during a down-
turn, when jobs are scarcer.

In shart, the relationship between African Americans and Latinos in
the South requires more study. Studies show evidence of bath potential
discord and cooperation, but the phenomenon remains too recent to
develop longitudinal studies of the local reaction.
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Conclusion

The dynamics of Latino immagration to the South are very different
from traditional patterns, which involved initial settlement by males in
the city center, followed later by females and children, accompanied by
segregation and the development of enclaves. The case of Charlotte
demonstrates both these differences and the public policy effects that
both create and follow from them. Unlike settlement in western states,
women are coming more quickly, which has the cffect of increasing the
number of families and the number of Latno births.

In addition, Latino immigrants are choosing to live in suburbs rather
than the city center. The availability of inexpensive apartment housing,
in conjuncuon with suburban service and construction job opportun)-
ties, has preciuded the development of enclaves. Instead, the patern of
Latino settlement has been a ring, circling the city center.

Public policy has been a source of these changes, and a consequence.
Policy at the federal level contributed greatly o the seulement patterns
in the South, which took place after the implementation of the Immigra-
tion Reform and Control Act {(IRCA) in 1986, and further after the most
restrictive laws were put into place in the 1990s. Local political leaders
must then attend to the consequences (whether mtended or not) of
federal policy.

These new patterns have the potential to produce positive public
results, even in a region of the country histonically beser by racal
tension. The existence of a permanent population that lives in many
different parts of the county has pushed local policy makers to pursue
solutions to the challenges mnherent in rapid population growth.
Certainly, not all reactions are positive, but thus far in Charlotte the city
council and mayor, as well as the county commissioners, have engaged in
a healthy debate over the impact of immigration.

A critical question, however, is whether a focus on new suburban
residents will come at the expense of the African American comrmunity,
especially those in the center city. The history of racial conflict and dis-
crimination in Charlotte and other southern cities requires a concerted
effort 10 ensure that tension between the Latino and African American
populations remains as confhct-free as possible. If unemploymenr rises,
the potential for tension will increase.

Further rescarch should also examine whether large metropolitan
areas (like Mecklenburg County) have different characteristics than rural
towns and counties. CGeographically, small cities or towns will offer fewer
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housing options, which may encourage the development of cm;laves.
"That, in turn, can affect the political responsc by lacal elected ofﬁcwlsl‘ |
In Charlatte, “Carolatinos” are comning to stay. The public and politi-
cal reaction, though at times antagonistic, has in large part been_measurcd.
The Immigration Study Cammission’s work has been w§ll—rccc1v§d. M(.)re
rescarch should be conducted on whether constructive pubhf: policy
remains the norm, and what factors account for it. Despite a history of
rraubled racial and ethnic relations, the South may provide lessons to the

rest of the country.

University of North Carolina-Charlotte; ghuweeks @uncc.edu;
jobn.weeks@sdsu.edu; Amy. Weeks@ MeckienburgCountyNC.gov
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