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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Perceived threat is a central feature of theories of intergroup
behaviour, such as the minority threat perspective. Studies have
linked perceptions of Latinos as threatening the interests of
Whites to Whites’ support for more punitive policies in the U.S.,
especially in areas experiencing a recent growth in the Latino
population. This research, however, is limited in that researchers
rarely measure perceptions of Latino threat directly and have yet
to expand on the limitations of existing measures. To this end,
this study was designed to develop a 20-item Perceived Latino
Threat Scale (PLTS) and assess its association with relevant
external criteria, including several vehicles for the social control of
Latinos. The scale was administered to students attending a
Southwestern university during the Republican Party presidential
primaries (Study 1: N = 332) and just prior to the 2016 election
(Study 2: N = 259). Bifactor analyses indicated that perceptions of
Latino threat can be subdivided into four dimensions: economic,
political, criminal, and opportunity threat. Higher perceptions of
Latino threat, especially economic threat, were associated with
support for Donald Trump, being a Republican and politically
conservative, and harbouring punitive attitudes toward crime and
border control. Implications for theory and research are discussed.
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Introduction
Research has established that prejudicial attitudes toward minority groups exist,
especially with regard to Latinos and undocumented immigrants in America (Allport
1954; Blumer 1958; Blalock 1967; Quillian 1995, 1996; Stewart et al. 2015). These attitudes are particularly salient in President Trump’s political rhetoric. From the onset, his
presidential campaign was founded upon negative perceptions of Mexican immigrants
as stealing jobs from Americans, undermining the U.S. economy, and bringing drugs
and crime across the border (Lee 2015). These anti-immigrant sentiments have
served as a foundation for President Trump’s immigration-related policies and practices, such as increasing the policing of unauthorised immigrants in the U.S. and his
pledge to build a wall along the U.S.-Mexico border. Because 58 percent of the estimated 11.2 million undocumented immigrants in the U.S. are reportedly Latino
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(Passel and Cohn 2011), these perceptions have the greatest implications for Latinos
living in the U.S.
Several group-based theories have oﬀered explanations for the development of prejudicial attitudes and discrimination. Although the majority of these theories postulate
that the source of prejudice is rooted in the relative social position of a dominant
versus a subordinate group in society (Sherif et al. 1954; Blumer 1958; Blalock 1967;
Tajfel and Turner 1986; Sidanius et al. 2004), the impetus for prejudice varies across
theories. The minority threat perspective, in particular, argues that prejudice and intergroup hostility are largely defensive reactions to perceived threats that are elicited by a
large or increasing subordinate group (King and Wheelock 2007, 1255). Blalock (1967)
speciﬁes these perceived threats to be a product of group competition for coveted economic resources and political power (Quillian 1995, 589). More recent work extends Blalock’s (1967) positions to include threats to group safety and social order, given that
minorities are often viewed as synonymous with crime (Eitle, D’Alessio, and Stolzenberg
2002; Chiricos, Welch, and Gertz 2004; Bontrager, Bales, and Chiricos 2005). Together,
the perception of minorities as posing economic, political, and criminal threats is
theorised to function as the impetus for discrimination against minority group
members.
Although a number of studies have tested and supported minority threat premises,
two key limitations remain. First, despite its theoretical signiﬁcance in minority threat
theory, a multidimensional scale of perceived minority threat has yet to be developed.
This oversight is signiﬁcant given that the dimensionality of perceived threat is a
central feature of the minority threat perspective and intergroup relations research.
Without reliable and valid measures of perceived threat, minority threat research
has only illustrated, and rarely tested and advanced, the threat hypothesis (Liska
1992, 29).
Second, extant research examining minority threat has largely focused on Black threat
(Eitle, D’Alessio, and Stolzenberg 2002; Stolzenberg, D’Alessio, and Eitle 2004; Parker,
Stults, and Rice 2005; King and Wheelock 2007; Stults and Baumer 2007); less attention
has been paid to Latino threat. This is a notable oversight given that Latinos represent
one of the fastest growing populations in the U.S., with statistics projecting Latinos to
account for 29 percent of the population by 2060 and non-Latino Whites being projected to lose their position as the nation’s ‘majority’ group by then (Colby and
Ortman 2015). Thus, in light of the growing Latino population, the current political
climate, and the continuing debate on ‘crimmigration’ (Stumpf 2006; Light 2014),
research is warranted that investigates perceptions of Latinos that engender support
for punitive policies and for Trump, both of which may function as vehicles for the
social control of Latinos in the U.S.
Against this background, we seek to develop and validate a new multidimensional scale
of Latino threat, which we call the Perceived Latino Threat Scale (PLTS), across two
studies. Using a sample of students from a large Southwestern university, Study 1 tests
the structural and construct validity of the PLTS as encompassing three dimensions of
threat (economic, political, and criminal threat); Study 2 replicates and extends the
ﬁndings from Study 1 using a separate sample of students from the same university.
Overall, ﬁndings from both studies provide support for the validity of the PLTS and
aﬀord evidence for testing perceived Latino threat as a multidimensional construct.
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Minority threat perspective
The foundation of traditional conﬂict theory is rooted in the group dynamics resulting
from a large or increasing subordinate group and the threats they pose to the interests
of the elite (i.e. the majority group; Turk 1969). While threatening groups are largely conceptualised along racial, economic, and nativistic lines, studies examining these concepts
frequently operationalise group threat as the percentage of non-Whites in the population
(see Liska 1992), and further link minority population size to a number of outcomes conceptualised as tools to preserve the White advantage (Blumer 1958; Blalock 1967; Liska
1992). What lies at the heart of these arguments, however, are the threat perceptions
that theoretically link minority population size with these outcomes. Speciﬁcally, in his
theory of minority group relations, Blalock (1967) argues that an increasing minority
population size is associated with prejudice and discrimination due to speciﬁc economic
and power threats. In particular, growth in the minority population signals economic
threats insofar as the majority group feels that their group position and capitalisation of
resources is in jeopardy (Blalock 1967). Threats to power—conceptualised as a ‘fear of political power in the hands of the minority’—mobilise discriminatory behaviour to maintain
majority group political advantage over the rising minority group population (Blalock
1967, 147). More recent work extended Blalock’s (1967) positions to include criminal
threat, wherein threats to the safety and order of the majority group are evoked in
areas where minority group presence has increased (Eitle, D’Alessio, and Stolzenberg
2002; Chiricos, Welch, and Gertz 2004; Bontrager, Bales, and Chiricos 2005). Accordingly,
the majority group increasingly mobilises social control apparatus to minimise perceived
minority threat; thus, perceived economic, political, and criminal threats are hypothesised
to theoretically underlie the relationship between minority population size and social
control (Liska 1992; King and Wheelock 2007).

Measuring perceived minority threat
The minority threat perspective is one of the most empirically investigated theories in
criminological literature. Scholars have examined indicators of minority threat (e.g.
racial composition) and their associations with a wide range of outcomes, including
negative racial attitudes and prejudice (Quillian 1995, 1996; Taylor 1998), punitive attitudes (King and Wheelock 2007; Stewart et al. 2015, 2018), and formal social control
outcomes, such as arrests (Eitle, D’Alessio, and Stolzenberg 2002; Parker, Stults, and
Rice 2005) and sentencing (Wang and Mears 2010a, 2010b). While this body of work
has signiﬁcantly advanced scholarship and provided some support for the minority
threat perspective, this research is characterised by key weaknesses surrounding the
measurement of perceived threat. The majority of prior studies testing minority
threat have relied solely on minority population size as a proxy for minority threat
(e.g. Kent and Jacobs 2005; Caravelis, Chiricos, and Bales 2011; Feldmeyer et al.
2015; Wang and Mears 2010a, 2015), or have used aggregate-level data to calculate
ratios of majority-minority group voters, unemployment rates, and arrest/crime rates
to measure political, economic, and criminal threats, respectively (Eitle, D’Alessio,
and Stolzenberg 2002; Stolzenberg, D’Alessio, and Eitle 2004; Stults and Baumer 2007;
Wang and Mears 2010b). Further, the limited number of studies employing direct
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measures of minority threat perceptions have often relied on one or two items to
measure each form of perceived threat (King and Wheelock 2007; Johnson et al.
2011; Stewart et al. 2015), thereby limiting content coverage, restricting the variability
within each construct, and reducing the construct reliability and validity of threat perceptions. Moreover, studies have yet to develop a comprehensive measure of perceived
threat that encompasses all core dimensions of threat (economic, political, and criminal), and as such, an assessment of its psychometric properties has yet to be
conducted.1
Importantly, the aforementioned weaknesses also extend to other theories of intergroup
relations that focus on the salience of threat perceptions in relation to prejudice and discrimination. For example, Stephan and Stephan’s (2000) integrated threat theory, also
known as intergroup threat theory, argues that realistic and symbolic group threats are
key predictors of intergroup attitudes across several diﬀerent groups and contexts. Realistic group threats are conceptualised as ‘threats to a group’s power, resources, and general
welfare,’ while symbolic group threats encompass ‘threats to a group’s religion, values,
belief system, ideology, philosophy, morality, or worldview’ (Stephan, Ybarra, and Rios
2016). Based on this conceptualisation, both realistic and symbolic threat constructs
could be comprised of multiple dimensions of threat that are, while interrelated, arguably
distinct. However, prior studies often collapse multiple indicators of threat into unidimensional constructs without exploring the factor structure of each dimension (e.g. see
Stephan et al. 1998), which may mask important variation in the types of threat represented within each general threat construct. Thus, the development and validation of
a multidimensional scale of perceived threat is not only vital to minority threat research
but is also of value to intergroup relations literature and more broadly to research that
extends our knowledge of the more nuanced eﬀects of perceived threat on intergroup attitudes and behaviour.

Present research
The focus of this study is to develop and validate a multidimensional scale of Latino
threat, which we call the Perceived Latino Threat Scale (PLTS), across two studies.
Importantly, we collected data during the Republican Party presidential primaries in
April 2016 (Study 1) and one week prior to the presidential election in November
2016 (Study 2).2 Using data collected at these two time points provided us a rare opportunity to develop a measure encompassing negative perceptions of Latinos when these
perceptions took centre-stage during the 2016 presidential campaign. It also facilitated
the only examination to date of whether these perceptions might have inﬂuenced
voter preferences in the 2016 election.
Using a sample of college students from a large Southwestern university, Study 1
examines the structural validity and internal consistency of the PLTS as encompassing
three unique dimensions (i.e. economic, political, and criminal threat). We further
investigate the construct validity of the PLTS using measures capturing political aﬃliation, voting intentions, personality, perceptions of Latinos, and attitudes/beliefs. Using
another sample of college students from the same university, Study 2 replicates and
extends the ﬁndings from Study 1, providing further support for the validity of the
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PLTS by including additional measures capturing personality and attitudes/beliefs as
external criteria.

Study 1: development and initial validation
Method
Participants
Participants, including graduate and undergraduate students3 who were currently enrolled
in criminal justice courses, completed an online Qualtrics survey in April 2016. Data collection initially yielded a sample size of 606 students after screening for duplicate
responses. Because the focus of this study was to examine perceptions of Latino threat
by the majority group, the ﬁnal sample was restricted to 332 non-Hispanic Whites.4
The sample was predominantly female (63%), about 28 years old on average, and reported
between $30,000 and $34,999 on average for their annual household income (see Table 1).
Respondents came from 152 counties across 40 diﬀerent states; thus, the sample is relatively diverse in terms of geographic location.
Measures
Perceived Latino Threat Scale (PLTS). This scale consisted of 20 items tapping three theoretically interrelated dimensions—economic, political, and criminal threat. Based on theoretical premises of what these constructs should represent, we included a mix of both new and
existing measures of perceived threat (see Johnson et al. 2011; Stupi 2013; Stewart et al. 2015,
2018). Speciﬁcally, respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they personally
agreed on a number of statements about Hispanics5 (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 4 = ‘Strongly
agree’). Eight items assess economic threat that included statements indicating that Hispanics were over-utilizing government resources and taking jobs that should go to Whites.
Five items assess political threat that were designed to capture perceptions of Hispanics
as threatening the political power of the White majority and seven items assess criminal
threat that included statements capturing perceptions of Hispanics as endangering the
safety of the White majority via criminal pursuits.
Validating criteria
To investigate the construct validity of the PLTS, we also included a number of external
criteria that should theoretically be associated with the PLTS (see Table 1).
Demographics. Several demographic indicators were included, namely age (in years),
whether the respondent reported being male (1 = ‘Yes’, 0 = ‘No’), married (1 = ‘Yes’, 0
= ‘No’), a graduate student (1 = ‘Yes’, 0 = ‘No’), or employed (1 = ‘Yes, 0 = ‘No), as well
as his/her annual household income (1 = ‘Under $3,000’ to 18 = ‘Over $90,000’).
Political conservatism. Indicators of political conservatism include whether the respondent identiﬁed as a Republican, a Democrat, or an Independent (0 = ‘No’, 1 = ‘Yes’), and
as politically conservative vs. liberal (0 = ‘Liberal’, 1 = ‘Conservative’).
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 & 2 Measures.
Study 1 (N = 332)
%/M

N/SD

Range

Study 2 (N = 259)
α

%/M

N/SD

Range

α

Demographics
Age
27.70
8.96 18–62
27.70
9.66 18–62
Male
37.10% 123
35.10%
91
Married
30.10% 100
26.60%
69
Graduate Student
25.90%
86
32.00%
83
Household Income
12.14
5.12 1–18
12.37
5.41 1–18
Employed
78.30% 260
79.90% 207
Perceived Latino Threat Scale
Total Score
43.98
10.66 20–80 0.95 40.53
10.75 20–78 0.95
Economic Threat
11.87
3.64 5–20
0.93 10.54
3.59
5–20 0.94
Political Threat
9.79
2.58 5–20
0.84
8.75
2.54
5–18 0.85
Criminal Threat
14.76
4.06 7–28
0.91 14.14
4.05
7–28 0.90
Opportunity Threat
7.56
1.93 3–12
0.81
7.10
2.23
3–12 0.86
Political Aﬃliation
Republican
37.00% 123
44.80% 116
Democrat
21.10%
70
21.60%
56
Independent
37.00% 123
28.20%
73
Politically Conservative vs. Liberal
56.90% 189
58.70% 152
a
Voting Intentions
Trump
38.20% 100
44.50%
93
Cruz
42.00% 110
Clinton
22.50%
59
28.70%
60
Sanders
41.20% 108
Undecided
13.90%
29
Personality/Disposition
Agentic Extraversion
43.93
6.60 19–60 0.77
Antagonism
21.60
7.95 12–58 0.88
Cognitive Empathy
46.36
6.78 21–60 0.90
Aﬀective Resonance
49.71
6.51 33–60 0.88
Social Dominance Orientation
21.29
9.03 8–51
0.83
Hostility
15.99
6.05 8–38
0.86 15.94
5.78 8–36
0.82
Perceptions of Latinos
Increase in Latinos Living Near Home
43.70% 145
45.90% 119
% All Crime Committed by Latinos
27.23% 10.88 0–62
32.21% 15.71 5–89
% Violent Crime Committed by Latinos
27.30% 12.35 0–84
30.70% 15.54 3–85
% Latinos in U.S. Illegally
31.46% 20.87 0–100
31.95% 18.30 2–92
Attitudes/Beliefs
Negative Attitudes toward Latinos
13.84
3.84 7–28
0.88 12.76
3.49 7–27
0.87
Attitudes Favouring Harsh Criminal Sanctions
19.33
5.60 8–32
0.88 18.61
5.3
8–32
0.87
Attitudes Favouring Heightened Border
17.02
4.65 6–24
0.93 16.68
4.32 6–24
0.89
Protection
Denial of Racial Privilege
26.15
6.66 7–42
0.80
Denial of Institutional Discrimination
25.72
7.12 7–42
0.82
Denial of Racism as a Social Problem
15.19
4.92 6–29
0.76
Belief in Social Responsibility
30.95
7.13 11–49 0.75
Note. aDescriptives for indicators of voter intentions were presented only for those reporting that they plan to vote in the
2016 election (Study 1, N = 262; Study 2, N = 209).

Voting intentions. Respondents were asked to report the likelihood that they would vote
for the following four candidates (1 = ‘Not at all likely’ to 10 = ‘Very likely’): Donald
Trump, Ted Cruz, Hillary Clinton, and Bernie Sanders. Four dichotomous measures
were created6, one for each candidate that reﬂects the respondent was likely to vote for
Trump, Cruz, Clinton, and/or Bernie in the upcoming 2016 election (1 = ‘Yes’, 0 = ‘No’).
Personality/disposition. Blalock (1967, 28) emphasised the importance of personality
traits as an impetus for prejudice when combined with perceptions of threat. Thus,
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personality measures are central to inﬂuencing perceptions of threat that motivate prejudice and discrimination. One of the basic assumptions about group threat processes is that
intergroup hostility is a motivator of perceived threat (Quillian 1996). For this reason, we
assessed levels of the respondent’s hostility in his/her interactions with others using an 8item subscale (α = .86) from the Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss and Perry
1992). Respondents were asked the extent to which each statement described how they
interacted with other people (e.g. ‘Other people always seem to get the breaks’ and ‘I
wonder why sometimes I feel so bitter about things’; 1 = ‘Not at all like me’ to 5 = ‘Completely like me’). Because those individuals with a hostile disposition in general are also
more prone to a hostile view of outgroups, our hostility measure could capture intergroup
hostility.
Perceptions of Latinos. Several measures were used to assess perceptions of Latinos.
Increase in Latinos living near home is a perceptual measure of ethnic composition
(Pickett et al. 2012; Wang 2012). Respondents were asked how the Hispanic population
changed during the past ﬁve years in the neighbourhood they lived for the longest time
prior to moving out on their own. This measure was then dichotomised to indicate a perceived increase in Latinos living near home (1 = ‘Increased’, 2 = ‘Decreased/stayed the
same’). Percent crime committed by Latinos and percent violent crime committed by
Latinos measure the ethnic typiﬁcation of crime, and respondents were asked to report
what percentage of people who commit crime and violent crime they perceived to be Hispanic (Welch et al. 2011). In addition, percent Latinos in U.S. illegally asked respondents to
report what percentage of Hispanics living in America they perceived to be undocumented
immigrants.
Attitudes/beliefs. We included three measures capturing various attitudes and beliefs.
First, negative attitudes toward Latinos (α = .88) was slightly modiﬁed from a scale of
prejudice used in prior research (Wagner et al. 2006). Respondents were asked how
much they agreed on seven statements about Hispanics (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 4
= ‘Strongly agree’), including items such as ‘Hispanics enrich American culture’ and
‘There are too many Hispanics living in America’. Second, attitudes favouring harsh criminal sanctions (α = .88) asked respondents to report how much they agreed (1 = ‘Strongly
disagree’ to 4 = ‘Strongly agree’) on six suggested ways of dealing with crime in the U.S.,
such as ‘Making sentences more severe for all crimes’ and ‘Using the death penalty for
juveniles who murder’ (see Chiricos, Welch, and Gertz 2004). Third, attitudes favouring
heightened border protection (α = .93) asked respondents to report how much they
agreed (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 4 = ‘Strongly agree’) on six suggestions for dealing
with undocumented immigration in the U.S., including support for ‘Increased manpower
for border patrol’ and ‘Erecting a wall along the border’ (see Stupi, Chiricos, and Gertz
2016).
Data analysis
The analysis proceeds in three stages. First, to assess the factor structure of the PLTS, we
estimated a series of nested conﬁrmatory factor analytic (CFA) models and used mean and
variance adjusted weighted least squares (WLSMV) estimation, in Mplus 7, due to the
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Figure 1. Three-bifactor measurement model for the Perceived Latino Threat Scale.

ordinal nature of the items (Muthén and Muthén 2012). A single factor model was estimated—allowing all the items to load onto a general threat factor—and compared7 to a
three-bifactor model (see Figure 1). The bifactor model has an advantage over more
common unidimensional, correlated, and higher-order factor models in that it allows
the item covariance to be partitioned by both the general and individual threat dimensions
(also referred to as domain-speciﬁc factors; Chen, West, and Sousa 2006), which will facilitate a test of (1) whether a general minority threat factor or domain-speciﬁc threat factors
(economic, political, and criminal threat) can best account for shared variance among
threat items; and (2) whether domain-speciﬁc factors can account for unique variance
in threat items above and beyond the variance explained by a general threat factor.
Once identifying the best ﬁtting model using absolute and relative ﬁt indices8, the
second stage of the analysis investigated the internal consistency of the PLTS total score
and each of the subscale scores using Cronbach’s alphas (α >.70). The third stage of the
analysis assessed the construct validity of the PLTS by estimating bivariate and partial correlations between the PLTS total and subscale scores and theoretically relevant external
criteria.
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Table 2. Fit Indices Comparing Conﬁrmatory Factor Models for Study 1 & Study 2.
χ2

df

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

Δχ2

Δdf

Study 1 (N = 332)
Model 1: Single factor
1514.228
170
0.920
0.911
0.154
–
–
Model 2: Three-bifactor
634.115
150
0.971
0.964
0.099
643.851
20
Model 3: Four-bifactor
347.418
150
0.988
0.985
0.063
–
–
Study 2 (N = 259)
Model 1: Single factor
1984.458
170
0.890
0.877
0.203
–
–
Model 2: Four-bifactor
396.372
150
0.985
0.981
0.080
913.088
20
Note. CFI = Comparative ﬁt index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.

p-value
–
0.000
–
–
0.000

Results
Structural validity
The ﬁt statistics for a series of CFA models are presented in Table 2. Results demonstrated
that the single-factor model (Model 1) provided a relatively poor ﬁt to the data. The ﬁt
indices improved in the three-bifactor model with three domain-speciﬁc threat factors
(Model 2); however, the modiﬁcation indices recommended the inclusion of parameters
correlating residuals among three items tapping threats to occupational and educational
opportunities, suggesting a possible fourth dimension that we called opportunity threat.
Indeed, the inclusion of this fourth domain-speciﬁc factor in the bifactor model provided
a signiﬁcantly better ﬁt, with the CFI and TLI indicating good ﬁt and the RMSEA indicating acceptable ﬁt.
Table 3 presents factor loadings for the four-bifactor model. This model demonstrates
that the general factor (Latino threat) accounts for a greater proportion of item variance
than the individual threat dimensions. All the items demonstrated strong standardised
factor loadings on the general threat factor (range = .53–.92), with some residual item variance also being accounted for by the domain-speciﬁc threat factors. This suggests that
while the general threat factor explains item variance better than the individual threat
factors, some unique variance within each of the threat domains is not explained by the
general threat factor.
Internal consistency
The Cronbach’s alpha for the PLTS total score was .95; the reliability for each of the four
subscales was .93, .84, .91, and .81 for economic, political, criminal, and opportunity
threats, respectively (see Table 1).
Construct validity
To establish construct validity of the PLTS and its components, we estimated correlations
between these factors and relevant criteria (see Table 4). Indeed, the PLTS total and
respective domain-speciﬁc factor scores were signiﬁcantly related to a number of external
criteria in theoretically expected directions. Speciﬁcally, the PLTS total score was positively
associated with being a Republican and politically conservative as well as the likelihood of
voting for Donald Trump or Ted Cruz. Conversely, the PLTS was negatively associated
with being a Democrat and the likelihood of voting for Hillary Clinton or Bernie Sanders.
Furthermore, increased perceptions of Latino threat were associated with higher levels
of hostility in the respondent’s interactions with others and an increased percentage of
Latinos perceived to be involved in crime and residing in the U.S. as undocumented
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Table 3. Bifactor Models for Study 1 (N = 332) & Study 2 (N = 259).
Items

General
S1

S2

Economic
S1

S2

Political
S1

Hispanics get too much help from
0.85
0.88
0.24
0.38
government services.
Too much taxpayer money is spent
0.74
0.86
0.55
0.46
on public assistance for
Hispanics.
Hispanics use more than their fair
0.82
0.82
0.46
0.44
share of government services.
Hispanics take away economic
0.84
0.84
0.31
0.28
resources that should go to
others.
Welfare programmes assisting
0.78
0.79
0.50
0.34
Hispanics hurt the economy.
Hispanic president wouldn’t be in
0.72
0.64
0.23
the best interest of the country.
There are too many Hispanics
0.79
0.71
0.61
running for public oﬃce.
Hispanics are taking more public
0.73
0.66
0.33
oﬃces than they need to.
Hispanic politicians don’t care as
0.76
0.81
0.08
much about the needs of whites.
Hispanics are trying to dominate
0.69
0.68
0.37
American politics.
I worry about crime in places where
0.79
0.77
there are a lot of Hispanics.
Hispanics pose a greater threat to
0.83
0.87
public safety than whites.
Hispanics are more willing to break
0.83
0.87
the law than whites.
Too many Hispanics are
0.85
0.76
committing crimes.
Hispanics don’t care as much about
0.92
0.88
public order compared to whites.
When I see Hispanics in my
0.78
0.78
neighbourhood, I feel less safe.
The Hispanic crime rate is a serious
0.70
0.62
problem.
Hispanics are more likely to get
0.53
0.59
accepted into colleges because of
their ethnicity.
Hispanics are more likely to get
0.65
0.72
jobs because of their ethnicity.
Hispanics are more likely to get
0.54
0.57
scholarships because of their
ethnicity.
Note. S1 = Study 1; S2 = Study 2. Entries are standardised factor loadings.
Non-signiﬁcant factor loadings are italicised.

S2

Criminal
S1

S2

0.25

0.19

0.22

−0.05

0.29

−0.06

0.43

0.53

−0.06

−0.20

0.12

0.08

0.37

0.45

Opportunity
S1

S2

0.84

0.78

0.39

0.34

0.57

0.73

0.35
0.62
0.74
0.06
0.50

immigrants. The PLTS also demonstrated moderate to strong associations with negative
attitudes toward Latinos9 as well as attitudes favouring harsh criminal sanctions and
heightened border protection. Overall, perceived Latino threat as a unidimensional construct demonstrates signiﬁcant associations with a number of theoretically relevant criteria, supporting its construct validity.
Does each domain-speciﬁc factor, however, have unique associations with these same
criteria above and beyond the variance explained by the remaining factors, thus supporting the multidimensionality of the construct? To isolate the eﬀects of each of the domainspeciﬁc threat factors, we estimated a series of partial correlations which allow us to test
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Table 4. Bivariate and Partial Correlations between the Perceived Latino Threat Total and Subscale
Scores and External Criteria for Study 1 (N = 332).
Total
Score
r

Economic
r (pr)

Political
r (pr)

Criminal
r (pr)

Opportunity
r (pr)

Demographics
Age
0.01
0.04 (0.07)
0.04 (0.06)
−0.00 (−0.06)
−0.05 (−0.08)
Male
0.02
0.03 (0.04)
0.04 (0.04)
0.02 (−0.01)
−0.04 (−0.08)
Married
−0.01
0.00 (0.03)
0.03 (0.08)
−0.03 (−0.07)
−0.05 (−0.05)
Graduate Student
−0.12*
−0.08 (0.04)
−0.09 (0.01)
−0.13* (−0.08)
−0.10 (−0.05)
Household Income
−0.01
−0.01 (0.02)
−0.01 (0.04)
−0.06 (−0.11*)
0.07 (0.10)
Employed
−0.03
−0.02 (0.02)
−0.01 (0.02)
−0.03 (−0.03)
−0.04 (−0.04)
Political Aﬃliation
Republican
0.28***
0.30*** (0.16**)
0.22*** (0.00)
0.26*** (0.03)
0.17** (−0.01)
Democrat
−0.32*** −0.35*** (0.20***)
−0.27*** (−0.06)
−0.26*** (0.05)
−0.22*** (−0.04)
0.01 (0.04)
Independent
−0.02
−0.02 (−0.01)
−0.00 (0.04)
−0.03 (−0.05)
Politically
0.38***
0.41*** (0.23***)
0.31*** (0.03)
0.33*** (0.01)
0.24*** (−0.01)
Conservative vs.
Liberal
Voting Intentions a
Trump
0.47***
0.50*** (0.29***)
0.39*** (0.04)
0.41*** (−0.02)
0.31*** (0.02)
Cruz
0.34***
0.35*** (0.17**)
0.28*** (0.01)
0.31*** (0.04)
0.21*** (−0.00)
Clinton
−0.36*** −0.33*** (−0.05)
−0.32*** (−0.06)
−0.36*** (−0.13*) −0.22*** (0.01)
Sanders
−0.45*** −0.48*** (−0.28***) −0.36*** (0.01)
−0.41*** (−0.06)
−0.25*** (0.05)
Personality/Disposition
Hostility
0.23***
0.16** (−0.09)
0.25*** (0.11*)
0.24*** (0.10)
0.16**(0.06)
Perceptions of Latinos
Increase in Latinos
0.09
0.14** (0.17**)
−0.03 (−0.17**)
0.06 (0.00)
0.13* (0.08)
Living Near Home
% All Crime
0.38***
0.35*** (0.08)
0.33*** (0.03)
0.39*** (0.16**)
0.20*** (−0.03)
Committed by
Latinos
% Violent Crime
0.32***
0.28*** (0.05)
0.29*** (0.06)
0.32*** (0.13*)
0.15** (−0.05)
Committed by
Latinos
% Latinos in U.S.
0.46***
0.47*** (0.23***)
0.43*** (0.16**)
0.39*** (−0.04)
0.29*** (0.02)
Illegally
Attitudes/Beliefs
Negative Attitudes
0.81***
0.75***(0.33***)
0.75*** (0.33***)
0.75*** (0.20***)
0.49*** (0.03)
toward Latinos
Attitudes
0.48***
0.50*** (0.27***)
0.40*** (0.06)
0.42*** (0.02)
0.31*** (0.03)
Favouring Harsh
Criminal Sanctions
Attitudes
0.57***
0.60*** (0.34***)
0.45*** (0.01)
0.51*** (0.08)
0.36*** (0.01)
Favouring
Heightened Border
Protection
Note. pr = partial correlation between the indicated threat subscale and the target variable after controlling for the other
three subscales.
a
Indicators of voter intentions were correlated with each dimension of threat but only among those reporting that they
planned to vote in the 2016 election (N = 262). ***p ≤ 0.001, **p ≤ 0.01, *p ≤ 0.05 (two-tailed test).

the association between each threat dimension and relevant criteria independent of the
eﬀects of the remaining three threat dimensions. When accounting for shared variance
among the individual threat factors, several threat domains maintained signiﬁcant associations with theoretically relevant criteria in the expected directions. Economic threat, in
particular, demonstrated the strongest, most consistent associations with numerous external criteria. Increased perceptions of economic threat were associated with voting for
Donald Trump or Ted Cruz, being a Republican and politically conservative, perceptions
of an increasing Latino population and of a large percentage of Latinos as being
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undocumented immigrants, and more punitive attitudes toward crime and border control.
Political threat was positively associated with greater perceptions of Latinos as being undocumented immigrants, while an increased percentage of Latinos perceived to be involved
in crime (violent or otherwise) was signiﬁcantly associated with criminal threat. These
ﬁndings suggest that perceived Latino threat is a multidimensional construct, with meaningful dimensions of threat demonstrating unique associations with validating criteria.
Discussion
Findings from Study 1 provide initial support for the PLTS as an internally consistent
and structurally valid multidimensional scale of Latino threat, encompassing four
dimensions: economic, political, criminal, and opportunity threat. Results from the
bifactor analysis provide evidence for the utility of both a general Latino threat factor
and its components. While the general threat factor accounted for a greater proportion
of the variance in the threat items, the individual threat dimensions, especially economic
threat, explained unique variance in the threat items above and beyond the general
factor. When analysing the construct validity of the PLTS, the same pattern emerges
as we observed strong associations between the PLTS total score and measures of
voter intentions, perceptions of a large percentage of Latinos as being involved in
crime and residing in the U.S. as undocumented immigrants, as well as punitive attitudes
toward crime and border control. When examining the independent eﬀects of each
threat dimension, we see that all dimensions maintain unique associations with external
criteria, and many of the associations between the PLTS and external criteria are largely
driven by economic threat.

Study 2: validation and replication
Method
Participants
To replicate and extend the ﬁndings from Study 1, Study 2 collected new data from participants, including graduate and undergraduate students enrolled in criminal justice
courses, who participated in an online Qualtrics survey in November 2016, one week
prior to the presidential election. Data collection yielded a sample of 463 students after
removing duplicate responses. Similar to Study 1, the ﬁnal sample was restricted to 259
non-Hispanic Whites who were mostly female (65%) and about 28 years old on
average. Respondents, representing 132 counties from over 37 states, reported their
annual household income, on average, between $30,000 and $34,999.
Measures
Validating criteria
To further assess the construct validity of the PLTS, in addition to all the validating criteria
from Study 110, we included several new measures, discussed below, to examine whether
the PLTS exhibits associations with diﬀerent, theoretically-relevant external criteria in
anticipated directions.
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Voting intentions. Given that data collection for Study 2 occurred one week prior to the
2016 presidential election, we focused on voter preferences between the two presidential
candidates. Respondents were asked who they would vote for if the election were held
today, Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, or Undecided. Three dichotomous measures
were created from this categorical measure, including Trump, Clinton, and Undecided
(0 = ‘No’, 1 = ‘Yes’).
Personality/disposition. As mentioned previously, personality indicators are key moderators in Blalock’s (1967) conceptual model and are central to inﬂuencing perceptions of
threat that motivate prejudice and discrimination. Indeed, the eﬀects of perceived
Latino threat on prejudice and discrimination may be most pronounced among individuals displaying certain personality dispositions; thus, an exploration of which personality
dispositions are signiﬁcantly associated with perceived threat is of theoretical importance.
We included ﬁve additional personality measures, including indicators of narcissism,
empathy, and social dominance orientation, all of which have been shown to be related
to prejudice (Stephan and Finlay 1999; Bäckström and Björklund 2007; Hodson, Hogg,
and MacInnis 2009; Schnieders and Gore 2011), and could, by extension, be related to
threat perceptions. First, we included two measures, agentic extraversion and antagonism,
created from the Five Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI) short form (Glover et al. 2012;
Miller et al. 2016; Sherman et al. 2015). Respondents were asked how much they agreed on
several statements tapping various dimensions of a narcissistic personality (1 = ‘Disagree
strongly’ to 5 = ‘Agree strongly’). Items from the acclaim-seeking (e.g. ‘I am extremely
ambitious’), authoritativeness (e.g. ‘Leadership comes easy for me’), and grandiose fantasies (‘Someday I believe that most people will know my name’) subscales were summed to
create the 12-item agentic extraversion subscale (α = .77). Alternatively, items from the
arrogance (e.g. ‘Others say I brag too much, but everything I say is true’), entitlement
(e.g. ‘I deserve to receive special treatment’), and exploitativeness (e.g. ‘It’s ﬁne to take
advantage of persons to get ahead) subscales were summed to create the 12-item antagonism subscale (α = .88). Second, we included two indicators of the Aﬀective and Cognitive
Measure of Empathy (ACME) (Vachon and Lynam 2016). Cognitive empathy was a 12item subscale (α = .90) which asked respondents the extent to which they agreed on
several statements describing how good they are at knowing what people are feeling (1
= ‘Strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘Strongly agree’). Aﬀective resonance was a 12-item subscale
(α = .88) in which respondents reported their level of agreement on several statements
describing their empathic concern/compassion for others (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 5
= ‘Strongly agree’). Last, we included the 8-item social dominance orientation short
scale (α = .83; Pratto et al. 1994; Ho et al. 2015) which asked respondents to indicate
the extent to which they favoured a series of ideas describing a preference for groupbased dominance (1 = ‘Strongly oppose’ to 7 = ‘Strongly favour’).
Attitudes/beliefs. First, we included three subscales of the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes
scale (CoBRAS; Neville et al. 2000). Denial of racial privilege was a 7-item subscale (α
= .80) asking respondents to report their level of agreement on several statements describing the unawareness of White privilege in America (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 6 = ‘Strongly
agree’). Denial of institutional discrimination subscale included 7 items (α = .82) which
asked respondents to report their level of agreement on statements demonstrating an
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unawareness of the ill-eﬀects of institutional forms of racial discrimination. Denial of
racism as a social problem was a 6-item subscale (α = .76) which asked respondents
their level of agreement on statements describing the unawareness of widespread racial
discrimination (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 6 = ‘Strongly agree’). Second, we included a
belief in social responsibility scale (α = .75) (Pratto et al. 1994) assessing respondents’
agreement on several statements about feeling a social obligation to help those less privileged (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 7 = ‘Strongly agree’).
Data analysis
To replicate and extend Study 1, Study 2 followed a similar data analytic plan. Speciﬁcally,
we began by investigating the structural validity of the PLTS using a series of nested CFA
models comparing a single factor model to a bifactor model with four threat dimensions.
Once identifying the best ﬁtting model, we proceeded to examine the internal consistency
and construct validity of the proposed scale by examining Cronbach’s alphas of the PLTS
total score and subscale scores and their associations with theoretically relevant external
criteria.
Results
Structural validity
The ﬁt statistics for a series of CFA models from Study 2 are also illustrated in Table 2. The
four-bifactor model provided the best ﬁt for the data, with the CFI and TLI demonstrating
good ﬁt and the RMSEA showing acceptable ﬁt. In Table 3, we observe a similar pattern as
Study 1 wherein all the items demonstrated strong standardised factor loadings on the
general threat factor, ranging from .57 to .88, with each of the individual threat dimensions
still explaining some unique item variance.
Internal consistency
The coeﬃcient alpha for the PLTS total score was .95; for each of the four subscales, the
reliability was .94, .85, .90, and .86 for economic, political, criminal, and opportunity
threats, respectively (see Table 1).
Construct validity
Similar to Study 1, the PLTS total score demonstrated positive associations with being a
Republican, politically conservative, and voting for Trump and negative associations
with being a Democrat and voting for Clinton (see Table 5). The PLTS was also associated
with higher levels of hostility and narcissism (mainly antagonism), lower levels of empathy
(mostly cognitive), and a greater orientation for social dominance. As in Study 1, increases
in the percentage of Latinos perceived to be involved in crime and undocumented immigrants were positively associated with increased Latino threat perceptions. However,
unlike Study 1, the perception of an increasing Latino population was positively associated
with increased perceptions of Latino threat, which is consistent with what the minority
threat literature suggests. Attitudinal/belief-based criteria were also signiﬁcantly associated
with the PLTS much in the same way as Study 1. Negative attitudes toward Latinos as well
as attitudes favouring harsh criminal sanctions and heightened border control were
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Table 5. Bivariate and Partial Correlations between the Perceived Latino Threat Total and Subscale
Scores and External Criteria for Study 2 (N = 259).
Total
Score
r
Demographics
Age
Male
Married
Graduate Student
Household
Income
Employed
Political Aﬃliation
Republican
Democrat
Independent
Politically
Conservative vs.
Liberal
Voting Intentions a
Trump
Clinton
Undecided
Personality/Disposition
Agentic
Extraversion
Antagonism
Cognitive
Empathy
Aﬀective
Resonance
Social Dominance
Orientation
Hostility
Perceptions of Latinos
Increase in
Latinos Living
Near Home
% All Crime
Committed by
Latinos
% Violent Crime
Committed by
Latinos
% Latinos in U.S.
Illegally
Attitudes/Beliefs
Negative
Attitudes toward
Latinos
Attitudes
Favouring Harsh
Criminal Sanctions
Attitudes
Favouring
Heightened
Border Protection
Denial of Racial
Privilege
Denial of
Institutional
Discrimination

Economic
r (pr)

Political
r (pr)

−0.00
0.13*
0.10
−0.05
0.04

0.02 (0.06)
0.12* (0.05)
0.06 (−0.04)
−0.05 (0.01)
0.03 (0.00)

0.04 (0.06)
0.12* (0.06)
0.04 (−0.04)
−0.06 (−0.02)
0.03 (0.01)

−0.03 (−0.08)
0.10 (−0.02)
0.09 (0.05)
−0.07 (−0.06)
0.01 (−0.03)

−0.03 (−0.04)
0.09 (0.01)
0.16** (0.14*)
0.01 (0.07)
0.08 (0.08)

−0.06

−0.03 (0.05)

−0.08 (−0.06)

−0.06 (−0.02)

−0.06 (−0.03)

0.27***
−0.30***
−0.01
0.32***

0.28*** (0.14*)
−0.28*** (−0.11)
−0.04 (−0.07)
0.30*** (0.09)

0.24*** (0.09)
−0.33*** (−0.21***)
0.06 (0.11)
0.28*** (0.08)

0.20*** (−0.06)
−0.20** (0.12*)
−0.01 (0.01)
0.27*** (0.01)

0.20*** (0.05)
−0.24*** (−0.09)
−0.06 (−0.05)
0.24*** (0.06)

0.32***
−0.31***
−0.00

0.35*** (0.22**)
−0.31*** (−0.15*)
−0.01 (−0.01)

0.30*** (0.12)
−0.34*** (−0.23***)
0.02 (0.02)

0.23*** (−0.12)
−0.21** (0.16*)
0.01 (0.02)

0.23*** (0.05)
−0.24*** (−0.09)
−0.03 (−0.04)

0.09 (0.00)

0.16** (0.14*)

0.13*

0.07 (−0.10)

0.38***
−0.14*

0.34*** (0.06)
−0.17** (−0.13*)

0.35*** (0.14*)
−0.16** (−0.09)

−0.27***

−0.28*** (−0.14*)

−0.31*** (−0.19**)

0.51*** (0.12)

0.48*** (0.14*)

0.56***

Criminal
r (pr)

Opportunity
r (pr)

0.13* (0.07)

0.35*** (0.08)
−0.09 (0.08)

0.24*** (0.01)
−0.04 (0.06)

−0.20*** (0.07)

−0.12 (0.06)

0.51*** (0.12)

0.42*** (0.12*)

0.15* (0.07)

0.08 (−0.01)

0.14*

0.13* (0.01)

0.12 (0.02)

0.15*

0.13* (0.02)

0.16** (0.11)

0.10 (−0.05)

0.29***

0.25*** (0.00)

0.26*** (0.06)

0.32*** (0.19**)

0.13* (−0.08)

0.26***

0.21*** (−0.04)

0.25*** (0.09)

0.29*** (0.18**)

0.10 (−0.08)

0.46***

0.45*** (0.16**)

0.41*** (0.11)

0.43*** (0.10)

0.27*** (−0.03)

0.70***

0.69*** (0.34***)

0.66*** (0.31***)

0.62*** (0.08)

0.40*** (−0.08)

0.46***

0.49*** (0.30***)

0.38*** (0.07)

0.38*** (−0.05)

0.31*** (0.02)

0.51***

0.51*** (0.25***)

0.42*** (0.11)

0.41*** (−0.06)

0.42*** (0.16**)

0.28***

0.28*** (0.12)

0.27*** (0.12*)

0.21*** (−0.07)

0.22*** (0.08)

0.50***

0.52*** (0.30***)

0.32*** (−0.07)

0.40*** (−0.05)

0.49*** (0.28***)

0.13* (0.07)

(Continued )
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Table 5. Continued.
Total
Score
r

Economic
r (pr)

Political
r (pr)

Criminal
r (pr)

Opportunity
r (pr)

Denial of Racism
0.51***
0.49*** (0.19**)
0.40*** (0.07)
0.42*** (−0.00)
0.45*** (0.22***)
as a Social
Problem
Belief in Social
−0.44*** −0.46*** (−0.27***) −0.38*** (−0.12*)
−0.34*** (0.10)
−0.31*** (−0.06)
Responsibility
Note. pr = partial correlation between the indicated threat subscale and the target variable after controlling for the other
three subscales.
a
Indicators of voter intentions were correlated with each dimension of threat but only among those reporting that they
planned to vote in the 2016 election (N = 209). ***p ≤ 0.001, **p ≤ 0.01, *p ≤ 0.05 (two-tailed test).

positively associated with the PLTS. Increased perceptions of Latino threat were associated
with a greater denial of racial privilege, institutional discrimination, and racism as a
current social problem as well as a lower belief in social responsibility. Overall, in addition
to maintaining consistent associations with criteria from Study 1, perceived Latino threat
demonstrates meaningful associations with additional criteria in Study 2, thus further supporting the construct validity of the PLTS total score.
When examining partial correlations to isolate the independent eﬀects of each threat
dimension, we found several dimensions maintained unique associations with relevant criteria. As in Study 1, economic threat demonstrated the strongest associations with external
criteria among the four dimensions. Speciﬁcally, an increased perception of economic
threat was positively associated with being a Republican, politically conservative, voting
for Trump, perceptions of a large percentage of Latinos residing in the U.S. as undocumented immigrants, and punitive attitudes toward crime and border control. An increased
perception of political threat was negatively associated with being a Democrat and voting
for Clinton. Additionally, greater denial of institutional discrimination and racism as a
social problem were positively associated with economic and opportunity threats, while
lower belief in social responsibility was associated with economic threat. Last, and
similar to Study 1, an increased perception of criminal threat was positively associated
with an increased percentage of Latinos perceived to be involved in crime (violent or
otherwise). Therefore, while the PLTS total score demonstrated meaningful associations
with external criteria, ﬁndings from both the factor analysis and correlation analyses
support the PLTS as a multidimensional construct.
Discussion
Study 2 conﬁrms the ﬁndings of Study 1, providing further support for the PLTS as a
reliable and valid scale of perceived Latino threat comprised of four dimensions: economic, political, criminal, and opportunity threat. Similar to Study 1, the bifactor analysis
demonstrated that a general threat factor accounts for item-level covariation better than
individual threat dimensions; however, all four of the individual threat dimensions still
explain unique variance not accounted for by a general threat factor and maintain
unique associations with external criteria, suggesting that there is utility in testing the
eﬀects of both a general Latino threat factor and its components on key outcomes. Economic threat, in particular, displayed the strongest independent associations with external
criteria—much like Study 1. Speciﬁcally, while the majority of external criteria were
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strongly associated with the PLTS total score, economic threat was a driving force behind
voter intentions, perceptions of Latinos residing in the U.S. as undocumented immigrants,
and punitive attitudes toward crime and border control.

General discussion
Overall, the ﬁndings of both studies established the reliability and validity of the PLTS. The
CFA indicated that a four-bifactor model provided the best ﬁt to the data, suggesting that a
general Latino threat factor accounted for item variance better than unique dimensions of
threat. While a general threat factor explains a greater proportion of variance in the threat
indicators, the unique dimensions of threat (economic, political, criminal, and opportunity threat) still explain a proportion of variance not accounted for by a general Latino
threat factor. These ﬁndings indicate that individual dimensions of threat may exist
apart from a Latino threat construct, which was further supported when we examined
the associations between the total and individual threat scores and external criteria.
While the general Latino threat factor consistently demonstrated the strongest associations with external criteria, the individual dimension of economic threat maintained signiﬁcant associations with these same criteria, even after accounting for shared variance
among the other dimensions of Latino threat. This suggests that threat perceptions
shaping voter intentions, perceptions of the percentage of Latinos residing in the U.S. illegally, and punitive attitudes about crime and border control are largely economically motivated. Given this ﬁnding, one could speculate that perceptions of Latino illegality might give
rise to perceptions of this same group as being over-reliant on government services and
encroaching on the economic advantage of Whites, further perpetuating punitive attitudes
toward crime and border control and voter support for Trump. Although beyond the
scope of this study, this remains an important avenue for future research.
Interestingly, the PLTS was not consistently associated with demographic indicators,
and the distribution of these perceptions in both samples was approximately normal,
suggesting that perceptions of Latino threat were not exclusively held by a small, more
radical subset of the White population. Instead, these perceptions are more widespread
and commonplace, and thus may have much broader implications. If a large percentage
of the White (majority) population holds these views, the majority group may inﬂuence
outcomes on a large scale, such as a presidential election that can function as a vehicle
for the social control of Latinos.
The ﬁndings from both studies support a signiﬁcant association between heightened
perceptions of Latino threat, economic threat in particular, and voter support for
Trump. While prior research has found evidence of Whites becoming more politically
conservative when they perceive an increasing minority population (Craig and Richeson
2014; Major, Blodorn, and Blascovich 2018), it has yet to focus speciﬁcally on Whites’ perceptions of Latino threat and their voting preferences. Craig and Richeson (2018) found
evidence of a relationship between growth in the Hispanic population and conservative
political ideology, but among non-Hispanic racial minorities. Thus, our study is the
ﬁrst to highlight the association between perceived Latino threat mechanisms and
Whites’ voter preferences when these perceptions took centre-stage during the 2016
Republican Party presidential primaries and election. Given Trump’s focus on Latinos
as being ‘bad hombres’ and ‘rapists,’ one might speculate that perceived criminal threat
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was a driving force behind voter preference for Trump. Our ﬁndings, however, suggest
that support for Trump and for punitive crime and border control policies was not
driven by a fear of Latino crime, but by a fear of losing an economic advantage to an
increasing Latino population (either because Latinos are perceived to be directly competing for jobs, or overrelying on welfare to the detriment of White resources). Thus, our
study suggests that the dimensions of perceived Latino threat are distinct, and the type
of threat that is elicited may have unique implications for qualitatively diﬀerent outcomes
(e.g. voter preferences), which is an avenue not yet explored in minority threat research.
Our study was among the ﬁrst to incorporate personality constructs into minority
threat research. Speciﬁcally, we found that individuals who scored higher in narcissism
and social dominance orientation reported increased perceptions of Latino threat,
suggesting that Whites who hold a hierarchical view of society, wherein they consider
themselves as superior, are more prone to perceiving Latinos as threatening to their
power, status, and/or safety. Personality is a key factor in Blalock’s (1967) conceptual
model detailing how minority population size elicits threat which in turn facilitates prejudice and discrimination; thus, future research should continue to explore the role of personality in minority threat research, focusing speciﬁcally on whether personality
diﬀerences aﬀect individual susceptibility to minority threats.
This study is not without limitations. First, we recognise the weaknesses associated with
using a student sample, namely the lack of generalisability to a nationally representative
sample. However, the development of a more comprehensive measure of perceived
Latino threat is warranted to facilitate an analysis of its psychometric properties, and subsequently increase the reliability and validity of these core concepts; as such, the use of a
college sample to test and validate this proposed scale was essential in measurement development. Furthermore, we sampled college students currently enrolled in criminal justice
courses among both online and in-person, graduate and undergraduate students, who
came from over 130 counties across 35 states in each study. Thus, the samples were not
limited to individuals residing within the vicinity of the university (only about 40%),
but rather were diverse in terms of geographic location. Nevertheless, future research
should extend this work by testing the validity and reliability of the PLTS using a
sample more representative of the general population.
Second, the testing of the PLTS was limited to threats elicited by a singular ethnic
group, and thus questions surrounding its generalisability to other groups may arise.
Indeed, while the PLTS was validated as a scale measuring threats posed by Latinos,
each dimension of threat was intended to be general in nature and applicable to other
groups. We posit, however, that while indicators of these threats could be applied to
other groups, the types of threats that are most salient in inﬂuencing diﬀerent outcomes
may vary across groups. In particular, while economic threat for Latinos demonstrated
the strongest associations with external criteria and thus accounted for the largest proportion of variance explained in such outcomes as border control, diﬀerent ﬁndings may
emerge when examining Whites’ perceptions of threat posed by African Americans, for
example. Given that race is often viewed synonymously with crime, especially in communities with a high percentage of African Americans (e.g. Chiricos, Hogan, and Gertz
1997), we might expect perceived criminal threat from African Americans to be a
larger driving force inﬂuencing such outcomes as criminal justice sanctioning. Indeed,
Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) ﬁnd that African Americans are perceived to largely pose
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threats to the physical safety of Whites, which results in feelings of fear and anxiety,
whereas Mexican Americans evoke threats to reciprocity, prompting greater anger/
resentment and disgust. These ﬁndings suggest that diﬀerent groups pose qualitatively
diﬀerent threats that prompt unique aﬀective reactions. Future research should test
the generalisability of the PLTS across groups and explore the unique dimensions of
threat that may be more applicable to one group versus another, potentially resulting
in distinct outcomes.
Third, our measure of perceived Latino threat was by no means exhaustive of all forms
of threat discussed in the literature. Cultural threat, for example, represents perceptions of
immigrants as compromising the social fabric of America by undermining the country’s
predominant ‘White’ cultural identity (Zárate and Shaw 2010; Zárate et al. 2012). Cultural
threat perceptions have shown to be associated with punitive attitudes about border
control (Chiricos et al. 2014; Stupi, Chiricos, and Gertz 2016) and prejudice against
Mexican immigrants (Zárate and Shaw 2010; Zárate et al. 2012). Thus, future research
should work to incorporate other relevant dimensions of Latino threat, and continue to
reﬁne, develop, and test the PLTS.
In conclusion, our study represents the only of its kind to examine White Americans’
perceptions of Latinos during two signiﬁcant, politically-turbulent times in modern American history: the 2016 Republican Party presidential primaries and the week leading up to
the 2016 election. Therefore, it provides a rare opportunity to assess Latino threat perceptions when these perceptions were especially salient for voter decision-making and attitudes toward punitive crime and border control policies. Our ﬁndings also support the
idea that Trump’s political rhetoric surrounding undocumented immigrants, particularly
Latinos, and the accompanying economic threats they posed, may have fuelled support for
his candidacy and his anti-immigrant policies. As such, the PLTS shows promise as a valid
and reliable multidimensional scale of perceived Latino threat, not only for the advancement of group threat research, but also for understanding its implications for large-scale
collective outcomes that have far-reaching eﬀects for the livelihood of Latinos in this
country.

Notes
1. Only two studies to date have introduced subscales with multiple items to measure perceived
threats (economic and criminal threats). Though signiﬁcant, these scales are predominantly
unique to threats posed by ‘illegal’ immigrants and not necessarily applicable to minority
groups in general (see Chiricos et al. 2014; Stupi, Chiricos, and Gertz 2016).
2. Sample sizes were determined based on the suggested ratio of cases to items needed to assess
the reliability and validity of a new scale (DeVellis 2016; Gorsuch 1983); in this case we aimed
for 10 cases per item in the proposed scale (N >= 200) (Nunnally 1978, 276). G*Power 3.1
(Faul et al. 2007) revealed that a sample size of N = 84 was needed to detect a moderate correlation (r = .30; p < .05; 80% power).
3. For both studies, we recruited online graduate students and a mix of both online and oncampus undergraduate students.
4. After removing cases showing careless responding (N = 1 in Study 1 and N = 3 in Study 2), we
used listwise deletion for missing data in Study 1 (N = 15; 4.3%) and Study 2 (N = 2; <1%).
5. Respondents were advised throughout the duration of the survey that Hispanics include individuals whose ancestry can be traced back to Mexico, Central America, or South America.
We recognise that this distinction does not include Hispanics whose ancestry can be
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tracked to Puerto Rico or Cuba; however, we anticipate that when asked about Hispanics, the
majority of respondents likely conjured up perceptions of Hispanics of Mexican descent
because it is the group with which they share the most contact given that about 70% of
respondents in both studies come from the Southwest and Western regions of the U.S.
(Pew Research Center 2014).
Based on the distribution of each variable, a meaningful cut-oﬀ point for dichotomisation
indicating the likelihood of voting for each candidate was 5; thus, responses greater than
or equal to 5 were coded as 1 and responses less than 5 were coded as 0.
A corrected chi-square diﬀerence test was used to determine whether the three-bifactor
model ﬁt better than a single factor model (DIFFTEST procedure in Mplus 7).
For CFI and TLI, acceptable ﬁt was determined using cut oﬀ values of .90 or greater, and .95 or
greater to indicate a good ﬁt (Hu and Bentler 1999). RMSEA values between .05 and .10 indicate an acceptable ﬁt, while values less than .05 indicate a good ﬁt (McDonald and Ho 2002).
See supplemental material for more information regarding this relationship and other supplemental analyses.
See Methods section of Study 1 for more details about these measures and see Table 1 for the
descriptive statistics for all Study 2 variables.
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