
TABLE 2.1 / Mapping Discrimination: Actions and Actors

Source Housing and
Points Lending ↔ Education ↔ Labor Markets ↔ Criminal Justice ↔ Health Care

Access Steering; Acceptance; Interviewing; Racial profiling; Access to care;
redlining financial aid hiring arrests insurance

Progress Mortgage Tracking; Wages; Plea bargaining; Quality of care;
approval; grades; promotion; sentencing; price of care;
loan pricing; special education layoffs; parole violations referrals
resale value retention firing

Key actors Landlords; Teachers; Employers; Police; Health care workers;
sellers; administrators; customers; prosecutors; administrators;
lenders; fellow students coworkers judges; juries; insurance
neighbors parole boards companies

Source: Adapted from Blank, Dabady, and Citro (2004, 67).



in academic achievement—test scores and credentials—is central to understand-
ing poverty and income differentials across these groups in America today.

Approximately fifty years after the Brown decision, forty years after the Cole-
man report, and during a period of intense discussion of No Child Left Behind, con-
cern with these gaps is hardly new. What is new is recent evidence on the timing
and sources of these disparities in the early lives and school careers of children, an
example of which is presented in figure 5.1 (originally published in Farkas and
Beron 2004). This shows typical growth profiles of oral vocabulary knowledge
from three to thirteen years of age for four groups of children—whites and blacks
from low and high socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds. These have been cal-
culated from a regression analysis that separated the effects of race and SES on
both the starting value (score at three years) and growth rate of vocabulary
knowledge from three to thirteen.

The results show that race and SES each have a distinct effect on oral vocabu-
lary knowledge, with much of these effects occurring before age three. That is, by
thirty-six months of age, for two children of otherwise identical SES, the white
child has significantly greater oral vocabulary knowledge, and for two children of
the same race-ethnicity, the higher SES child has a significantly larger vocabulary,
with these effects being of roughly similar magnitude. Thus, the three-year vocab-
ulary knowledge of a lower SES white child is similar to that of a higher SES black
child, and the vocabulary gap between a higher SES white child and a lower SES
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Source: Reprinted from Social Science Research 33(3), George Farkas and Kurt Beron, “The De-
tailed Age Trajectory of Oral Vocabulary Knowledge: Differences by Class and Race,” pp. 464–
97, copyright 2004, with permission from Elsevier.



slope (Alexander, Entwisle, and Dauber 1993; Pallas et al. 1994; Marks 2000; Car-
bonaro 2005; Tach and Farkas 2006). Once ability and curriculum group place-
ment are in place to reinforce the higher academic performance and school en-
gagement of more advantaged students, the gap between their performance and
that of less advantaged students continues to increase as students move to higher
schooling levels (Kerckhoff and Glennie 1999).

Figure 5.2 summarizes the resulting theoretical perspective. Parental and family
resources, combined with family and neighborhood stressors and risk factors, de-
termine the child’s learning engagement and cognitive achievement during each
stage—preschool, elementary, middle, and high school. Learning engagement and
cognitive achievement during each of these periods also determine these variables
during the one that follows. These cumulate into trajectories of academic achieve-
ment, so that, by the end of high school, students from more advantaged back-
grounds are advancing much more successfully toward college, advanced degrees,
and highly placed and rewarding employment. The model emphasizes the stu-
dent’s engagement with learning in school, as well as actual achievement—mea-
sured by test scores—in grades K through 12, because studies have shown that
both are highly correlated with course grades during this time period, and that en-
gagement, achievement, and course grades are the primary determinants of high
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characteristic are found only among Hispanics (30.7 percent) and Asians (50.5
percent), and can be expected to depress the performance of children from these
groups. Reflecting the high share of immigrants from less developed countries
where educational attainment is low, 35 percent of Hispanic mothers did not com-
plete high school. For African Americans the figure is 18 percent, and for whites it
is 7 percent. Twenty-two percent of African Americans were teenage mothers. For
Hispanics the figure is 19 percent, and for whites, 10 percent.

Physical and mental health differences are also important. As table 5.1 shows,
fully 20 percent of African American mothers have symptoms of depression. For
Hispanics the figure is 13 percent, and for whites, 11 percent. Fifteen percent of
the African American children had low birth weight. This was true of 8 percent of
Hispanics and 6 percent of whites. Low birth weight is associated with health,
cognitive, and behavior problems, and increased chances of learning and emo-
tional disabilities (Reichman 2005). In a wide-ranging review, Janet Currie (2005)
reported on a number of childhood health conditions that likely explain portions
of the lower school readiness of low-income and African American children com-
pared to middle-income and white children. These include ADHD, asthma, lead
poisoning, chronic tooth decay, iron deficiency, and maternal depression. Each of
these conditions is more prevalent among low-income than middle class and
African American than white children, and each has been shown to reduce school
readiness, net of other variables.

When indicators of family hardship multiply, so do the problems experienced
by children. Greg Duncan and Katherine Magnuson (2005) considered the follow-
ing list of hardships—mother high school dropout, single parent, no or low-pres-
tige job, low-quality neighborhood, three or more siblings, residential instability,
spanking, few children’s books, low birth weight, teen mother, and mother de-
pressed—and tabulated, separately by race, the percentage of children experienc-
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TABLE 5.1 / Disparities in Family Circumstances When Schooling Begins, Selected
Estimates

White Black Hispanic Asian

Percentage single parenta 15 54 27 10
Percentage experiencing povertyb 10 42 37
Average socioeconomic status 0.2 –0.5 –0.4 0.5

(standard deviation)a (1.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.1)
Percentage non-English householda 1 1 31 51
Percentage mother high school dropoutb 7 18 35
Percentage teen motherb 10 22 19
Percentage mother depressedb 11 20 13
Percentage low birth weightb 6 15 8
Percentage four or more hardshipsb 4 29 18
Average number of booksa 93 40 53 56
Percentage own home computera 66 33 42 65

Source: a Lee and Burkam (2002); b Duncan and Magnuson (2005).



the student behavior variables (approaches to learning, internalizing and exter-
nalizing behavior problems, and self control) are included together in an equation
to predict later achievement, only the variable measuring approaches to learning
shows strong effects (Tach and Farkas 2006; Morgan et al. forthcoming). Further,
although Downey and Pribesh (2004) show that the white-black gap on the exter-
nalizing behavior scale is significantly higher when the teacher is white rather
than black, they find that the gap in approaches to learning is the same whether
the teacher is white or black. (In separate calculations, I have found the same re-
sult.) There is also a white-Hispanic gap, but of smaller magnitude, on the ap-
proaches to learning and self-control scales. The white-Hispanic gap on ap-
proaches to learning is explained by SES differences between the groups.
However, this is not the case for the white-black gap. After controlling SES, the
white-black gap declines only from 0.39 to 0.28 standard deviation, and remains
statistically significant (Tach and Farkas 2006, table 4).

Table 5.3 examines race gaps in these behaviors in greater detail, using
teacher’s responses to three items from the approaches to learning scale—persists
at tasks, seems eager to learn, and pays attention.

We see that 81 percent of Asian kindergartners are rated by their teachers as
persisting at tasks. Comparable figures are 75 percent for whites, 67 percent for
Hispanics, and 61 percent for blacks. Similar race gaps are observed for seems ea-
ger to learn and pays attention. These emotional and behavioral maturity mea-
sures—key features of school engagement—are quite important for success in
school. Indeed, in multivariate growth models I have estimated with the ECLS-K
data, the lower performance of blacks compared to whites on these measures of
learning-related behavior explains a very significant share of the widening white-
black achievement gap as students move up through the elementary school
grades.

Let us summarize what we have learned about race gaps in school readiness.
On the cognitive side, African Americans and Hispanics begin kindergarten ap-
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TABLE 5.2 / Reading, Mathematics, and Behavior Gaps When School Begins

White-Black White-Hispanic White-Asian

PPVT-R, NLSY79 1.15
PPVT-R, IHDP 1.63
Reading test, ECLS-K 0.40 0.43 –0.34
Math test, ECLS-Ka 0.64 0.72 –0.15
Approaches to learning, ECLS-K 0.36 0.21
Self-control, ECLS-K 0.38 0.13
Externalizing behavior, ECLS-K –0.31 0.01
Internalizing behavior, ECLS-K –0.06 –0.05

Source: Rock and Stenner (2005); a Fryer and Levitt (2004).
Note: Selected estimates in standard deviation units. PPVT-R: Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test—Revised. NLSY79: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979. IHDP: Infant Health and
Development Program. ECLS-K: Early Childhood Longitudinal Study—Kindergarten Cohort.



proximately 0.5 standard deviation below whites and Asians in reading and
mathematics. On scales measuring approaches to learning, African Americans be-
gin approximately 0.4 standard deviation below whites; the comparable figure for
Hispanics is 0.2. In a comprehensive previous multivariate study, Meredith
Phillips et al. (1998) concluded that for blacks, the early cognitive skills gap of 0.5
standard deviation grows to a full standard deviation by twelfth grade, so that
approximately half of the final gap occurs in the preschool period, and the other
half occurs after students begin schooling. In the following section, I focus on the
magnitudes and determinants of achievement growth trajectories after students
begin their schooling.

ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH

Table 5.4 shows the magnitude of the reading, mathematics, and science achieve-
ment gaps, in standard deviation units, that are observed for the different race-
ethnicity groups by the spring of third grade. These have been calculated from the
ECLS-K data. The largest gaps are for African Americans: the black score minus
the white score is –0.7 standard deviation in reading, –0.9 standard deviation in
mathematics, and –1.0 standard deviation in science. By contrast, Hispanics show
stronger achievement growth than blacks during this period, so that their gaps
with whites are only about half of these magnitudes. Gaps for Asians are much
smaller, and are essentially insignificant for reading and mathematics.

How important, in practical terms, are these gaps? One way to gain some per-
spective on this is to look at achievement on the specific skill measures underly-
ing the composite scales used in the ECLS-K data collection. One such measure is
mastery of multiplication and division, from the mathematics assessment. By the
spring of third grade, 84 percent of whites, 83 percent of Asians, and 75 percent of
Hispanics had achieved such mastery but only 58 percent of African Americans
had done so (Rathbun and West 2004). These are the sorts of important gaps in
practical skills, occurring for higher level skills at higher grade levels, which un-
derlie the important white-black and white-Hispanic achievement gaps.

Analyzing the ECLS-K data for the same children as they age from the fall of
kindergarten through spring of first grade, Douglas Downey, Paul von Hippel,
and Beckett Broh (2004) showed that attending school does matter for cognitive
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TABLE 5.3 / Percentage of Students Demonstrating Specific Learning-Related
Behaviors When Schooling Begins

White Black Hispanic Asian

Persists at tasks 75 61 67 81
Seems eager to learn 79 66 72 82
Pays attention 70 56 62 70

Source: West, Denton, and Reaney (2001, table 7).



achievement. They did so by using multivariate growth models to measure the
rate of student academic gains separately for the nine months during which
school is in session and for the three summer months when it isn’t. All students
learn significantly more when school is in session than during the summer. Addi-
tionally, individual achievement inequalities tend to increase less when school is
in session than during the summer; that is, they are decreased by schooling. As for
trends in race-ethnic group achievement gaps as children age, these calculations
show that, when school is in session, between approximately September and
June, these gaps tend to increase for blacks, decrease for Asians, and change little
for Hispanics.

The finding that the black-white cognitive skills gap is not only significant
when schooling begins, but also widens substantially as children move up
through the grade levels, was first reported by Meredith Phillips, James Crouse,
and John Ralph (1998), utilizing a variety of data sets. The ECLS-K calculations
presented by Downey et al. further corroborate this result. Both sets of authors
also report that the reasons for this finding are somewhat mysterious—most vari-
ables show little ability to explain the increasing gap. Yet some variables are obvi-
ous candidates for this task. To learn successfully, students need adequate basic
skills, a good quantity and quality of instruction, an appropriate level of attentive-
ness and effort, and parental support. Yet, compared to whites, African American
students begin school with lower basic skills and lower evaluations on attentive-
ness and effort. Their families typically have much lower SES, and they typically
go to lower quality schools. At least some of these factors likely account for the
lower gains of African American students during grades K through 12. However,
Downey and his colleagues report that little of this increasing white-black gap is
explained by school-level variables. Further, as Katerina Bodovski and George
Farkas (2007) reported, black kindergartners are not disadvantaged by the in-
struction they receive. Indeed, because full day kindergarten is more common in
schools with a high percentage of African American students, these students actu-
ally receive, on average, more hours of instruction than white students. An area
where school structure does contribute to the white-black gap is ability grouping.
Laura Tach and George Farkas (2006), analyzing ECLS-K data, found that, be-
cause of the lower reading and mathematics achievement with which black stu-
dents enter kindergarten, they are placed into lower ability groups than whites,
and this placement contributes to the widening white-black achievement gap as
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TABLE 5.4 / Reading, Mathematics, and Science Gaps with White Students in Spring,
Third Grade (Standard Deviation Units)

Black Hispanic Asian

Reading –0.70 –0.35 –0.05
Mathematics –0.89 –0.39 –0.06
Science –1.04 –0.52 –0.21

Source: Rathbun and West (2004, tables A-4, A-5, A-7, A-8).



that girls perform better than boys in reading, a pattern that is reversed for math-
ematics. But do these gender gaps differ across race-ethnicity groups? This ques-
tion is answered by table 5.6, which uses NAEP data to show the male-female test
score performance gap, separately for each race-ethnicity group.

We see that it is indeed the case that the gender gap favors girls in reading, and
boys in mathematics. However, the male advantage in mathematics is quite small,
whereas the female advantage in reading tends to be substantial across all race
and grade combinations. It is particularly large for twelfth grade whites, due to
the extraordinary high reading performance of twelfth-grade white girls. Al-
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TABLE 5.5 / Test Score Performance by Race-Ethnicity and Whether Student Is
Second-Language Learner

Reading Gap Mathematics Gap

Fourth grade (2005)
White

Second-language learner 201 27 229 17
Not second-language learner 228 — 246 —

Black
Second-language learner 186 42 208 38
Not second-language learner 199 29 220 26

Hispanic
Second-language learner 184 44 214 32
Not second-language learner 211 17 232 14

Asian
Second-language learner 203 25 233 13
Not second-language learner 233 –5 255 –9

Eighth Grade (2005)
White

Second-language learner 239 31 261 17
Not second-language learner 270 — 288 —

Black
Second-language learner 224 46 233 55
Not second-language learner 242 28 254 34

Hispanic
Second-language learner 220 50 238 50
Not second-language learner 253 17 269 19

Asian
Second-language learner 240 30 270 18
Not second-language learner 274 –4 299 –11

Source: Author’s compilation from National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data, calcu-
lated for public school students using NAEP data explorer, downloaded on January 2, 2006,
from http://nces.gov/nationsreportcard/nde.



though these are simple gender differences, calculated without controlling other
variables, multivariate results would likely be similar, because gender is uncorre-
lated with most other variables.

ACHIEVEMENT GAP TRENDS

Since publication of the papers in The Black-White Test Score Gap (Jencks and
Phillips 1998), and even more strongly since passage of the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act in early 2002, unprecedented attention has been paid to the details of
over-time trends in racial gaps in educational inequality. Since passage of the
NCLB, most of the more than 16,000 local school districts in the United States
have for the first time experienced strong pressures to narrow these gaps. Also,
following a report of the National Research Council (Snow, Burns, and Griffin
1998), there has been a nationwide emphasis, led by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, on the implementation of “evidence based reading instruction” in early el-
ementary school. This has been accompanied by efforts to improve the school
readiness instruction provided by Head Start and other preschool programs
(Whitehurst and Massetti 2004). Are these efforts having any effect in narrowing
the white-black and white-Hispanic achievement gaps for K through 12 students?
Evidence toward an answer is provided in table 5.7, which is based on results for
whites, blacks and Hispanics. Results for Asians were not reported in the histori-
cal trends analyses conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES).

The table reports the results of the long-term trends project conducted by the
National Center for Education Statistics, using its uniformly scaled NAEP exami-
nation data in reading and mathematics, administered to representative national
samples of students from 1973 to 2004. To provide scores that are comparable over
time, the NCES has kept the test relatively unchanged since its inception. Nine-
year-olds typically score in the 150 to 250 point range, thirteen-year-olds in the

How Educational Inequality Develops

/ 121

TABLE 5.6 / Male-Female Test Score Performance

White Black Hispanic Asian

Reading
Fourth grade (2005) –6 –10 –5 –7
Eighth grade (2005) –11 –12 –8 –9
Twelfth grade (2005) –15 –11 –11 –10

Mathematics
Fourth grade (2005) 3 –1 –6 2
Eighth grade(2005) 1 –1 2 1
Twelfth grade (2000) 3 1 4 2

Source: Author’s compilation from National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP Data, calcu-
lated for public school students using NAEP data explorer, downloaded on January 2, 2006, and
May 14, 2007, from http://nces.gov/nationsreportcard/nde.



200 to 300 point range, and seventeen-year-olds in the 250 to 350 point range. I
summarize the trends in these scores for three periods: 1973 to 1988, 1988 to 1999,
and 1999 to 2004.

Table 5.7 shows that during most of the 1970s and 1980s, the reading and math-
ematics gaps narrowed at all ages and for both blacks and Hispanics. For exam-
ple, between 1975 and 1988, the white-black reading performance gap fell from 35
to 29 points among nine-year-olds, from 36 to 18 points among thirteen-year-olds,
and from 52 to 26 points among seventeen-year-olds. Similar declines occurred
for the white-black mathematics gap, and for the white-Hispanic gaps in each
subject. Larry Hedges and Amy Nowell (1998) and David Grissmer, Ann Flana-
gan, and Stephanie Williamson (1998) undertook extensive analyses in an effort to
identify the forces that helped narrow these gaps. Their efforts, however, were rel-
atively fruitless. For example, demographic trends, such as those related to family
characteristics, do not explain the trends. Thus far, no clear explanation for these
declining white-black and white-Hispanic achievement gaps, supported by de-
tailed data analysis, has emerged. One possibility is that there were at least some
gains from school desegregation efforts during this period, but detailed regional
analyses fail to connect these decisively to minority achievement (Grissmer,
Flanagan, and Williamson 1998).

The 1990s tell a very different story. For both reading and mathematics, for both
blacks and Hispanics, and for all age groups, the achievement gap with whites ei-
ther remained unchanged, or increased somewhat. This is because black and His-
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TABLE 5.7 / Test Score Performance Gaps (Compared with Whites), Historical Trends

Age Nine Age Thirteen Age Seventeen

Black Hispanic Black Hispanic Black Hispanic

Reading
1975 35 34 36 30 52 41
1988 29 24 18 21 26 24
1990 35 28 21 24 29 22
1999 35 28 29 23 31 24
2004 26 21 22 24 29 29

Mathematics
1973 35 23 46 35 40 33
1986 25 21 24 19 29 24
1990 27 21 27 22 21 26
1999 28 26 32 24 31 22
2004 23 18 27 23 28 24

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP data, Long-Term Trend Reading and
Mathematics Assessments, downloaded on January 2, 2006, from http://nces.gov/nationsre
portcard/nde.



will have to increase substantially in size and scope if the program is to substan-
tially narrow white-black and white-Hispanic preschool academic readiness. Un-
fortunately, this is unlikely to occur as long as Head Start continues to have no na-
tional instructional curriculum, and to be viewed primarily as an employment
program for relatively unskilled adults in low-income neighborhoods.

As for the effects of Head Start on the problem behaviors, social skills and ap-
proaches to learning, or social competencies of four-year-olds, no significant ef-
fects were found. Here too, the program will have to improve its performance if it
is to play a significant role in reducing poverty and racial-ethnic disparities. Un-
fortunately, an important recent study finds that children who are placed in child-
care for more than thirty hours per week tend to demonstrate elevated levels of
problem behavior (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network 2003, 2005b). Fur-
ther, quality of care matters for both cognitive and behavioral outcomes, and most
low-income children are being cared for in relatively low quality facilities.

In efforts to improve on Head Start, a relatively large number of small, experi-
mental preschool intervention prototypes have been tried over the past forty
years. Some appear to produce larger effects than Head Start, including effects
that persist through to adulthood. However, the findings on these programs are
mixed, and sometimes contradictory. Further, most effects become smaller as chil-
dren age (Brooks-Gunn 2003). Although it is possible to view the evidence on
these programs in a positive light (Magnuson and Waldfogel 2005), it is disap-
pointing that forty years of research in this area have not produced greater suc-
cess in narrowing the school readiness gaps of children from low-income families.
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TABLE 5.8 / Significant Effects and Effect Sizes for Four-Year-Olds, Head Start Impact
Study, June 2005

Test Scores

Woodcock-Johnson letter-word ID .22
Letter naming .24
McCarthy Draw-A-Design NS
Woodcock-Johnson spelling .16
PPVT vocabulary NS
PPVT color naming NS

Problem behaviors
Total behavior problems NS
Hyperactive behavior NS
Aggressive behavior NS
Withdrawn behavior NS

Social skills and approaches to learning NS
Social competencies NS

Source: Head Start Impact Study, June 2005, downloaded on December 1, 2005, from http://www
.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/hs/impact_study/.
NS = Not significant



TABLE 6.1 / Poverty Level by Race-Ethnicity 

Poverty Near Poverty Moderate High Income Very High Income
(0 to 99 (100 to  Income (200 to (300 to (400 Percent 

Race-Ethnicity N Percent) 199 Percent) 299 Percent) 399 Percent) and Higher)

White 34,383 6.1 14.3 13.7 18.6 47.3
Black 2,498 20.9 21.5 16.3 15.3 26.0
Latino 11,840 32.4 31.1 14.0 10.8 11.6

Mexican 8,304 35.0 32.1 14.3 9.4 9.2
Central American 1,019 37.1 35.3 11.1 9.5 7.0
Puerto Rican 180 12.6 23.9 16.3 20.2 27.0
South American 275 18.4 23.7 17.5 14.9 25.4
Other Latino 788 16.8 22.4 12.0 17.4 31.4
Multiethnic Latino 1,155 19.8 25.9 15.1 18.0 21.2

Pacific Islander 189 11.5 20.8 22.1 20.0 25.6
American Indian 424 15.3 25.8 17.4 17.5 24.0
Asian 4,651 13.5 18.6 15.1 15.1 37.7

Chinese 1,227 14.0 18.0 11.9 12.2 43.8
Filipino 831 6.7 21.2 20.1 21.2 30.9
South Asian 381 4.6 10.6 14.8 11.6 58.4
Japanese 468 6.2 14.2 12.4 16.9 50.3
Korean 789 11.6 21.6 17.3 13.2 36.3
Vietnamese 821 33.0 23.3 13.9 12.1 17.7
Other Asian 281 26.5 17.7 10.7 17.0 28.1

Other race 181 8.3 21.0 16.7 12.8 41.2
Multiracial 2,104 10.4 18.8 14.7 20.5 35.5

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.



TABLE 6.2 / Poverty and Self Rated Ill-Health by Race-Ethnicity and National Origina

Poverty Near Poverty Moderate High Income VeryHigh 
(0 to 99 (100 to 199  Income (200 to (300 to 399 Income (400 
Percent) Percent) 299 Percent) Percent) Percent and Higher)

White .830(.03)** .565(.02)** .398(.02)** .262(.02)** (omitted)
Black .807(.05)** .446(.05)** .321(.06)** .148(.06)* (omitted)
Latino .997(.03)** .726(.03)** .494(.03)** .269(.03)** (omitted)

Mexican .998(.03)** .748(.03)** .510(.04)** .287(.04)** (omitted)
Central American .953(.11)** .530(.11)** .287(.12)+ .148(.13)** (omitted)
Puerto Rican .902(.25)** .205(.20)** –.019(.22)** .280(.20)** (omitted)
South American .929(.16)** .997(.15)** .767(.17)** .343(.17)+ (omitted)
Other Latino .875(.11)** .495(.10)** .409(.12)** .264(.11)+ (omitted)
Multiethnic Latino .614(.09)** .530(.08)** .371(.09)** .175(.09)** (omitted)

Pacific Islander .616(.30 )+ .430(.25)** .014(.25)** 1.093(.25)** (omitted)
American Indian .772(.19)** .503(.17)* .408(.19)+ .081(.19)** (omitted)
Asian .837(.04)** .415(.04)** .392(.04)** .224(.04)** (omitted)

Chinese .455(.07)** .228(.06)** .177(.07)+ .287(.07)** (omitted)
Filipino .684(.10)** .095(.07)** .379(.07)** .121(.07)** (omitted)
South Asian .962(.16)** .448(.11)** .180(.10)** .220(.11)+ (omitted)
Japanese .448(.17)* .552(.13)** .425(.13)* .047(.11)** (omitted)
Korean .614(.14)** .538(.11)** .454(.11)** .303(.12)+ (omitted)
Vietnamese .889(.10)** .786(.11)** .488(.12)** .619(.13)** (omitted)
Other Asian .948(.13)** .802(.15)** .647(.18)** .195(.15)** (omitted)

Other race .325(.30)** .350(.20)** .550(.23)+ .327(.24)** (omitted)
Multiracial .791(.13)** .611(.11)** .336(.12)* .187(.10)** (omitted)

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
aAdjusted for age and gender. 
* p < .01; ** p < .001; + p < .05



TABLE 6.3 / Race-Ethnicity and Health Conditions

Chronic
Self-Rated Ill-Health Emotional Distress Physical Limitations Health Conditions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Gender (women) .063 (.01)* –.030 (.01)* .516 (.04)* .380 (.02)* .451(.02)* .241 (.02)* .042 (.01)* –.003 (.01)*
Age .013 (.00)* .010 (.00)* .003 (.00)* –.002 (.00)+ .04 (.00)* .033 (.00)* .026 (.00)* .024 (.00)*

White (omitted)
Black .387 (.02)* .216 (.02)* .361 (.04)* .159 (.04)* .498 (.04)* .246 (.04)* .276 (.02)* .231 (.02)*

Latino
Mexican .769 (.01)* .321 (.00)* .322 (.02)* –.150 (.03)* .339 (.03)* –.252 (.03)* –.036 (.01)* –.151 (.01)*
Central American .776 (.03)* .328 (.03)* .482 (.05)* .003 (.05)* .336 (.06)* –.241 (.06)* –.090 (.02)* –.200 (.02)*
Puerto Rican .243 (.07)* .094 (.07)* .334 (.14)+ .181 (.14)* .248 (.16)* .072 (.16)* .139 (.06)+ .108 (.06)*
South American .245 (.06)* .116 (.06)+ .102 (.11)* –.061 (.11)* .038 (.13)* –.131 (.12)* –.155 (.05)* –.182 (.05)*
Other Latino .311 (.04)* .137 (.04)* .303 (.07)* .121 (.07)* .305 (.08)* .083 (.08)* .104 (.03)* .051 (.03)*
Multiethnic Latino .432 (.03)* .159 (.03)* .361 (.06)* .070 (.06)* .458 (.06)* .082 (.06)* .149 (.02)* .071 (.02)+

Pacific Islander .276 (.08)* .122 (.07)* .330 (.15)+ .168 (.15)* .588 (.17)* .396 (.16)+ .126 (.06)+ .089 (.06)*
American Indian .476 (.06)* .251 (.05)* .228 (.11)+ .073 (.11)* .600 (.12)* .328 (.12)+ .359 (.04)* .303 (.04)*

Asian
Chinese .284 (.02)* .230 (.02)* –.024 (.05)* –.103 (.05)+ –.316 (.05)* –.418 (.05)* –.237 (.02)* –.256 (.02)*
Filipino .133 (.03)* .122 (.03)* .075 (.05)* .033 (.05)* –.223 (.06)* –.256 (.06)* –.048 (.02)+ –.047 (.02)+
South Asian –.160 (.04)* –.025 (.04) –.163 (.08)+ –.069 (.08)* –.130 (.09)* –.007 (.09)* –.177 (.03)* –.146 (.03)*
Japanese .031 (.04)* .051 (.04)* –.242 (.09)+ –.242 (.08)+ –.322 (.10)* –.349 (.09)* –.057 (.03)* –.063 (.03)*
Korean .370 (.04)* .312 (.04)* –.028 (.08)* –.148 (.08)* –.216 (.09)+ –.371 (.09)* –.241 (.03)* –.266 (.03)*
Vietnamese .920 (.04)* .604 (.04)* .449 (.07)* .085 (.07)* .444 (.08)* –.016 (.08)* –.107 (.03)* –.197 (.03)*
Other Asian .418 (.05)* .212 (.05)* .378 (.10)* .106 (.10)* .295 (.11)+ –.055 (.11)* –.128 (.04)* –.193 (.04)*

Other Race .057 (.08)* –.011 (.08)* –.129 (.16)* –.214 (.15)* .042 (.18)* –.056 (.17)* –.003 (.06)* –.023 (.06)*
Multiracial .308 (.04)* .206 (.03)* .404 (.07)* .299 (.07)* .691 (.08)* .563 (.08)* .259 (.03)* .233 (.03)*

Income (poverty levels) –.123 (.00)* –.170 (.01)* –.176 (.01)* –.022 (.00)*
Education –.128 (.00)* –.084 (.01)* –.125 (.01)* –.035 (.00)*
Employment (employed) –.228 (.01)* –.403 (.02)* –.798 (.02)* –.187 (.01)*

Constant 1.597 (.02) 2.963 (.02) 5.52 (.04) 7.17 (.05) 3.02 (.04) 5.40 (.06) –.530 (.02) –.034 (.02)

R2 .107 .195 .023 .058 .103 .158 .252 .267

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
* p < .001; + p < .05



TABLE 6.4 / Poverty Levels by Race-Ethnicity and Nativity Status 

Poverty Near Poverty Moderate High Income Very High 
(0 to 99 (100 to Income (200 to (300 to 399 Income (400

Race-Ethnicity N Percent) 199 Percent) 299 Percent) Percent) Percent or Higher)

White native 38,818 5.9 14.2 13.8 18.7 47.4
White immigrant 2,565 8.1 15.5 12.5 17.4 46.6

Black native 2,373 21.6 21.6 15.3 15.7 25.8
Black immigrant 125 9.5 20.4 30.3 10.4 29.5

Latino native 5,104 18.0 23.2 17.1 17.9 23.8
Latino immigrant 6,736 40.3 35.5 12.4 6.9 4.9

Mexican native 3,171 18.9 22.6 18.8 17.7 22.0
Mexican immigrant 5,133 42.3 36.5 12.3 5.6 3.3
Central American native 106 19.3 33.9 9.2 19.6 18.0
Central American immigrant 913 38.9 35.5 11.3 8.5 5.9
Puerto Rican native 155 13.9 22.6 17.7 18.6 27.2
Puerto Rican immigrant 25 5.3 31.5 8.2 28.8 26.2
South American native 57 8.2 7.9 9.1 21.4 53.4
South American immigrant 218 20.6 27.0 19.3 13.5 19.6
Other Latino native 601 13.5 23.0 12.7 16.8 34.0
Other Latino immigrant 187 25.2 20.8 10.3 19.0 24.8
Multiethnic Latino native 931 17.7 25.1 15.0 18.6 23.5
Multiethnic Latino immigrant 224 27.5 28.6 15.6 15.7 12.6

Pacific Isle native 145 10.4 15.8 24.1 23.0 26.7
Pacific Isle immigrant 44 14.3 33.0 17.3 12.5 22.9



Asian native 879 8.4 14.2 15.3 17.3 44.8
Asian immigrant 3,772 14.9 19.7 15.0 14.5 35.8

Chinese native 275 5.8 9.4 12.3 15.3 57.2
Chinese immigrant 952 15.9 20.0 11.7 11.4 40.9
Filipino native 165 8.6 17.0 21.1 22.9 30.3
Filipino immigrant 666 6.2 22.2 19.8 20.4 31.4
South Asian native 37 8.3 25.8 14.0 10.1 41.8
South Asian immigrant 344 4.3 7.5 15.2 12.0 61.0
Japanese native 341 4.3 13.8 12.8 16.7 52.4
Japanese immigrant 127 12.6 13.8 12.0 15.4 46.1
Korean native 73 20.9 19.8 16.2 4.0 39.1
Korean immigrant 716 10.3 21.9 17.4 14.5 35.8
Vietnamese native 16 38.0 29.6 16.8 13.8 1.8
Vietnamese immigrant 805 32.8 23.1 13.7 12.0 18.4
Other Asian native 58 15.7 7.5 8.2 25.9 42.7
Other Asian immigrant 223 29.6 20.1 11.5 15.1 23.7

Other race native 137 7.1 12.0 21.6 15.5 43.8
Other race immigrant 44 10.6 39.0 7.0 7.5 36.0

Multiethnic native 1,990 10.9 17.9 14.6 20.7 35.9
Multiethnic immigrant 114 6.3 27.6 16.0 18.2 31.9

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.



TABLE 6.5 / Immigrant Status and Self-Rated Ill-Health and Emotional Distressa

Subjective Health Emotional Distress

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

White native (omitted)
White immigrant –.049 (.02)+ –.018 (.02) .085 (.04)+ .097 (.04)+

Black native .419 (.02)* .249 (.02)* .381 (.04)* .169 (.04)*
Black immigrant –.162 (.07)+ –.197 (.07)+ .188 (.14) .119 (.14)

Latino
Mexican native .412 (.02)* .164 (.02)* .155 (.04)* –.114 (.04)*
Mexican immigrant .925 (.01)* .418 (.02)* .409 (.03)* –.161 (.03)*
Central American native .518 (.08)* .218 (.08)+ .263 (.16) –.098 (.16)
Central American immigrant .797 (.03)* .357 (.03)* .512 (.05)* .018 (.05)
Puerto Rican native .282 (.08)* .139 (.08) .332 (.16)+ .171 (.16)
Puerto Rican immigrant –.003 (.19) –.123 (.18) .391 (.37) .285 (.36)
South American native –.096 (.14) –.045 (.13) .000 (.27) .032 (.26)
South American immigrant .311 (.06)* .155 (.06)* .131 (.12) –.071 (.12)
Other Latino native .344 (.04)* .185 (.04)* .325 (.09)* .148 (.08)
Other Latino immigrant .213 (.07)+ .030 (.07) .273 (.14)+ .077 (.13)
Multiethnic Latino native .393 (.03)* .150 (.03)* .323 (.06)* .050 (.06)
Multiethnic Latino immigrant .553 (.06)* .228 (.06)* .538 (.12)* .173 (.12)

Pacific Isle native .248 (.09)+ .104 (.09) .288 (.18) .139 (.17)
Pacific Isle immigrant .328 (.14)+ .183 (.13) .461 (.28) .265 (.28) 

American Indian .495 (.06)* .276 (.05)* .324 (.11)+ .103 (.11)



TABLE 6.5 / Continued

Subjective Health Emotional Distress

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Asian
Chinese native .124 (.06)+ .212 (.05)* .127 (.11) .196 (.11)
Chinese immigrant .313 (.03)* .234 (.03)* –.047 (.05) –.157 (.05)+
Filipino native .349 (.06)* .244 (.05)* .057 (.11) –.089 (.11)
Filipino immigrant .072 (.03)+ .078 (.03)+ .088 (.06) .075 (.06)
South Asian native –.285 (.13)+ –.449 (.13)* –.252 (.26) –.517 (.26)+
South Asian immigrant –.152 (.04)* .011 (.04) –.146 (.09) –.012 (.09)
Japanese native .022 (.05) .064 (.05) –.279 (.10)+ –.245 (.10)+
Japanese immigrant .047 (.09) –.001 (.08) –.100 (.17) –.196 (.17)
Korean native .146 (.15) –.024 (.11) .349 (.23) .098 (.23)
Korean immigrant .395 (.04)* .356 (.04)* –.072 (.09) –.171 (.09)+
Vietnamese native 1.157 (.17)* .667 (.16)* .584 (.33) –.047 (.33)
Vietnamese immigrant .904 (.04)* .611 (.04)* .450 (.07)* .097 (.07)
Other Asian native .190 (.11) .148 (.10) –.578 (.21)+ –.654 (.21)+
Other Asian immigrant .473 (.06)* .235 (.05)* .645 (.11)* .320 (.11)+

Other race native .095 (.10) .062 (.09) –.117 (.19) –.158 (.19)
Other immigrant –.032 (.14) –.155 (.13) –.133 (.27) –.301 (.27)

Multiethnic native .296 (.04)* .202 (.04)* .421 (.08)* .318 (.07)*
Multiethnic immigrant .376 (.12)* .276 (.11)+ .315 (.23) .190 (.23)

Poverty –.117 (.00)* –.170 (.01)*
Education –.123 (.00)* –.086 (.01)*
Employment –.233 (.01)* –.404 (.02)*

Constant 1.60 (.02) 2.93  (.03) 5.52 (.04) 7.18 (.05)
R2 .119 .199 .025 .059

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
a Adjusted for age and gender. 
* p < .001; + p < .05



TABLE 6.6 / Immigrant Status and Physical Limitations and Chronic Conditionsa

Physical Limitations Chronic Conditions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

White native (omitted)
White immigrant –.265 (.05)* –.243 (.05)* –.159 (.02)* –.150 (.02)*

Black native .519 (.04)* .245 (.04)* .294 (.02)* .238 (.02)*
Black immigrant –.160 (.16) –.211 (.15) –.203 (.06) –.205 (.06)*

Latino
Mexican native .300 (.04)* –.053 (.04) .079 (.01)* –.000 (.01)
Mexican immigrant .327 (.03)* –.407 (.03)* –.106 (.01)* –.264 (.01)*
Central American native .685 (.18)* .192 (.18) –.008 (.07) –.114 (.06)
Central American immigrant .277 (.06)* –.335 (.06)* –.113 (.02) * –.243 (.02)*
Puerto Rican native .239 (.18) .042 (.17) .053 (.06) .013 (.06)
Puerto Rican immigrant .156 (.41) .049 (.40) .540 (.15)* .516 (.15)*
South American native –.275 (.30) –.246 (.29) .059 (.11) .067 (.11)
South American immigrant .079 (.14) –.142 (.13) –.216 (.05)* –.258 (.05)*
Other Latino native .341 (.10)* .099 (.09) .125 (.03)* .070 (.03)+
Other Latino immigrant .136 (.15) –.064 (.15) .001 (.05) –.067 (.05)
Multiethnic Latino native .411 (.07)* .039 (.07) .186 (.03)* .103 (.03)*
Multiethnic Latino immigrant .534 (.13)* .088 (.13) –.046 (.05) –.151 (.05)*

Pacific Isle native .309 (.20) .118 (.19) .180 (.07)+ .137 (.07)+
Pacific Isle immigrant 1.20 (.31)* .982 (.30)* –.053 (.11) –.094 (.11)

American indian .622 (.12)* .333 (.12)+ .360 (.04)* .294 (.04)*



TABLE 6.6 / Continued

Subjective Health Emotional Distress

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Asian
Chinese native –.268 (.12)+ –.185 (.12) –.106 (.04)+ –.085 (.04)+ 
Chinese immigrant –.353 (.06)* –.497 (.06)* –.281 (.02)* –.310 (.02)*
Filipino native .097 (.12) –.124 (.12) .042 (.04) –.005 (.04)
Filipino immigrant –.332 (.06)* –.320 (.06)* –.087 (.02)* –.077 (.02)*
South Asian native .049 (.29) –.398 (.28) –.028 (.11) –.125 (.10)
South Asian immigrant –.172 (.10) .019 (.09) –.207 (.03)* –.157 (.03)*
Japanese native –.288 (.11)+ –.256 (.11)+ –.020 (.04) –.012 (.04)
Japanese immigrant –.522 (.19)+ –.711 (.19)* –.225 (.07)* –.261 (.07)*
Korean native –.220 (.26) –.603 (.25)+ –.122 (.09) –.203 (.09)+
Korean immigrant –.240 (.10)+ –.365 (.09)* –.272 (.03)* –.291 (.03)*
Vietnamese native .433 (.37) –.466 (.36) .127 (.13) –.066 (.13)
Vietnamese immigrant .422 (.08)* –.032 (.08) –.132 (.03)* –.229 (.03)*
Other Asian native –.357 (.24) –.471 (.23)+ –.168 (.09)+ –.191 (.08)+
Other Asian immigrant .447 (.12)* .023 (.12) –.132 (.04)+ –.218 (.04)*

Other native –.085 (.21) –.151 (.21) .128 (.08) .115 (.08)
Other immigrant .246 (.31) .073 (.30) –.302 (.11)+ –.342 (.11)*

Multiethnic native .773 (.08)* .645 (.081)* .275 (.03)* .246 (.03)*
Multiethnic immigrant –.333 (.26) –.501 (.247)+ –.036 (.09) –.071 (.10)

Poverty –.187 (.008)* –.031 (.00)*
Education –.129 (.008)* –.038 (.00)*
Employment –.790 (.022)* –.179 (.01)*

Constant 3.04 (.14) 5.46 (.06) –.521 (.02) .012 (.021)
R2 .105 .161 .257 .274

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
a Adjusted for age and gender.
* p < .001; + p < .05



TABLE 6.7 / Length of U.S. Residence and Health Conditions for Mexican and Central Americansa

Self-Rated Ill-Health Emotional Distress Physical Limitations Chronic Conditions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Mexican
U.S.-born (omitted) 
Less than one year .563 (.06)* .199 (.06)+ .683 (.14)* .275 (.12) .288 (.14)+ –.104 (.14)* –.115 (.04)+ –.163 (.05)*
Two to four year .673 (.04)* .332 (.04)* .374 (.09)* –.021 (.10) .160 (.09)* –.235 (.09)+ –.125 (.03)* –.188 (.03)*
Five to nine years .624 (.03)* .277 (.03)* .301 (.07)* –.118 (.08) .175 (.07)+ –.264 (.07)* –.174 (.02)* –.238 (.02)*
Ten to fourteen years .563 (.03)* .248 (.03)* .324 (.06)* –.003 (.06) .007 (.06)* –.312 (.06)* –.210 (.02)* –.263 (.02)*
Fifteen or more years .393 (.02)* .146 (.02)* .130 (.05)+ –.137 (.06)+ –.075 (.05)* –.304 (.05)* –.190 (.02)* –.226 (.02)*

Poverty –.138 (.01)* –.176 (.02)* –.166 (.02)* –.018 (.01)+
Education –.138 (.01)* –.107 (.02)* –.080 (.02)* –.022 (.01)*
Employment –.154 (.02)* –.412 (.05)* –.745 (.05)* –.130 (.02)*
Constant 1.82  (.04)* 2.91 (.05)* 5.12 (.09)* 6.63 (.12)* 3.61 (.08)* 5.47 (.12)* –.645 (.03) –.328 (.04)
R2 .102 .171 .031 .055 .068 .110 .276 .281

Central American
U.S.-born  (omitted) 
Less than one year .485 (.18)+ .235 (.18)* .928 (.42)+ .683 (.42)* –.101 (.36)* –.433 (.35)* –.219 (.11)+ –.254 (.11)+
Two to four year .703 (.13)* .320 (.13)+ .822 (.31)+ .400 (.32)* .662 (.26)+ .160 (.27)* –.116 (.08)* –.160 (.08)*
Five to nine years .243 (.11)* –.025 (.11)* .069 (.27)* –.151 (.27)* .009 (.23)* –.274 (.23)* .091 (.08)* .087 (.07)*
Ten to fourteen years .092 (.10)* –.059 (.10)* –.145 (.24)* –.272 (.24)* –.702 (.20)* –.850 (.20)* –.182 (.06)+ –.151 (.06)+
Fifteen or more years .010 (.10)* –.035 (.10)* –.037 (.23)* –.040 (.23)* –.650 (.20)* –.661 (.20)* –.079 (.06)* –.043 (.06)*

Poverty –.245 (.03)* –.158 (.06)+ –.241 (.05)* –.037 (.02)+
Education –.170 (.02)* –.109 (.06)* –.087 (.05)* .013 (.01)*
Employment –.212 (.06)* –.348 (.14)+ –.377 (.20)+ –.195 (.04)+
Constant 1.66 (.12)* 2.93 (.15)* 5.00 (.28)* 6.34 (.37) 3.18 (.23)* 4.78 (.31)* –.598 (.07) –.272 (.10)*
R2 .084 .172 .044 .057 .104 .132 .197 .209

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
a Adjusted for age and gender.
* p < .001; + p < .05



TABLE 6.8 / Length of U.S. Residence and Conditions for Chinese and Filipinosa

Self-Rated Ill-Health Emotional Distress Physical Limitations Chronic Conditions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Chinese
U.S.-born (omitted) 
Less than one year .415 (.12)* .337 (.13)+ –.354 (.25) –.543 (.25)+ –.314 (.23) –.524 (.24)+ –.265 (.08)* –.349 (.08)*
Two to four year .205 (.09)+ .110 (.09)* –.043 (.19) –.234 (.19)* .269 (.17) .080 (.18)* –.124 (.06)+ –.181 (.06)+
Five to nine years .435 (.08)* .351 (.09)* .263 (.17) .133 (.17)* .026 (.16) –.080 (.16)* –.189 (.05)* –.198 (.05)*
Ten to fourteen years .183 (.08)+ .133 (.08)* –.128 (.15) –.201 (.15)* –.041 (.14) –.098 (.14)* –.127 (.05)+ –.129 (.05)+
Fifteen or more years –.024 (.07)* –.034 (.07)* –.256 (.13) –.253 (.13)* –.217 (.12) –.197 (.12)* –.104 (.04)+ –.086 (.04)+

Poverty –.058 (.02)* –.066 (.04)* –.052 (.03)* .001 (.01)*
Education –.025 (.02)* –.044 (.03)* –.032 (.03)* .005 (.01)*
Employment –.067 (.05)* –.296 (.11)+ –.377 (.10)* –.198 (.03)*
Constant 1.29 (.10)* 1.84 (.15)* 5.96 (.21)* 6.96 (.30)* 2.63 (.19)* 3.6 (.28)* –.355 (.07)* –.124 (.09)
R2 .120 .132 .015 .025 .139 .150 .232 .246

Filipinos
U.S.-born  (omitted)
Less than one year –.624 (.15)* –.700 (.14)* –.551 (.30) –.793 (.30)+ .774 (.30)+ .608 (.28)+ –.069 (.11)* –.132 (.11)*
Two to four year –.574 (.11)* –.447 (.11)* .169 (.23) .302 (.23)* –.438 (.23)* –.207 (.22)* –.314 (.09)* –.262 (.09)+
Five to nine years –.406 (.10)* –.412 (.10)* –.368 (.19) –.412 (.19)+ –.177 (.19)* –.171 (.18)* –.272 (.07)* –.277 (.07)*
Ten to fourteen years –.294 (.09)* –.185 (.09)+ –.071 (.18) .106 (.18)* –.746 (.18)* –.484 (.17)+ –.104 (.07)* –.039 (.07)*
Fifteen or more years –.334 (.07)* –.213 (.07)+ –.221 (.15) –.002 (.15)* –.378 (.14)+ –.130 (.14)* –.288 (.06)* –.218 (.06)*

Poverty –.056 (.02)+ –.156 (.04)* –.059 (.04)* –.033 (.02)+
Education –.136 (.02)* –.119 (.04)* –.203 (.04)* –.039 (.01)+
Employment –.162 (.058)+ –.457 (.120)* –.606 (.114) –.169 (.045)*
Constant 2.02 (.10)* 2.85 (.13)* 5.57 (.20)* 7.01 (.26)* 3.71 (.19)* 5.16 (.25)* –.509 (.08)* –.093 (.10)*
R2 .090 .151 .023 .062 .123 .174 .348 .365

Source: Authors’ analyses of the California Health Interview Study, 2001.
a Adjusted for age and gender.
* p < .001; + p < .05



influence from friend homogamy—a project that requires longitudinal data or ex-
ogenous instrumental variables. We instead use this simple OLS regression of re-
spondent GPA on friends’ average GPA, though we improve on the early status
attainment literature by adding fixed effect variables for schools.4 Following the
loose rule of thumb from Kandel (1978) and Cathy Cohen (1983), we estimate that
friend influence is half of what we find here, translating to an increase in respon-
dent GPA of .19 to .22 with a one unit increase in the average GPA of friends.

Finally, table 7.3 uses this data to compare estimates of the GPA effects of
friends, or roommates in Bruce Sacerdote’s study (2001), to derive estimates of
the extent of racial difference in GPA that can be explained by average GPA of
friends. The Sacerdote estimates we present are likely too low for our sample, be-
cause we believe roommate influences are likely weaker than friend influences.
Xu Lin (2005) used the Add Health friendship data to estimate peer effects based
on an econometric model that borrows from the literature on estimating spatial
effects. His estimates varied greatly depending on controls in the model. Lin’s
weaker effects are similar to the effects we find, based on coefficients estimated
from table 7.2 and multiplied by .5 to represent an influence of homophily. Most
of these estimates suggest friend effects account for about 15 to 20 percent of the
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TABLE 7.1 / Average Characteristics of Named Friends by Race

Students With-
out a High School

Student Race All Students N Graduate Parent N

GPA of named friends
White 2.97 30,873 2.74 1,282
Black 2.65 7,382 2.51 475
Hispanic 2.62 7,474 2.56 1,711
Asian 3.15 2,465 3.12 108

Named friends with a 
parent with a college 
degree
White 41.0% 30,873 30.9% 1,282
Black 34.1 7,382 28.9 475
Hispanic 31.9 7,474 30.0 1,711
Asian 45.7 2,465 40.7 108

Named friends not living 
with a parent with a high
school degree
White 5.5% 30,873 9.4% 1,282
Black 8.2 7,382 9.6 475
Hispanic 12.5 7,474 14.8 1,711
Asian 7.7 2,465 8.3 108

Source: Authors’ compilation; Add Health in School Sample 1994–1995.
Note: Students of other races and multiracial students not included.



TABLE 7.2 / Regression of Respondent’s GPA on Friends’ GPA, Parental Characteristics, and School Characteristics

No School Fixed Effects With School Fixed Effects

Baseline GPA of Friends Baseline GPA of Friends

Coeffi- Standard Coeffi- Standard Coeffi- Standard Coeffi- Standard
Variable cient Error cient Error cient Error cient Error

Race 
White (reference) (reference) (reference) (reference)
Black –0.33 0.01*** –0.19 0.01*** –0.29 0.01*** –0.20 0.01***
Hispanic –0.29 0.01*** –0.17 0.01*** –0.25 0.01*** –0.17 0.01***
Asian –0.22 0.02*** –0.13 0.01*** –0.21 0.02*** 0.14 0.02***

Mother’s grades in school completed –0.04 0.00*** –0.03 0.00*** –0.04 0.00*** 0.03 0.00***

Neither parent has a high school degree (reference) (reference) (reference) (reference)
At least one parent high school, neither college 0.04 0.01** 0.03 0.01* 0.07 0.01*** 0.05 0.01***
At least one parent has college degree 0.22 0.02*** 0.15 0.02*** 0.23 0.02*** 0.18 0.02***

Mother not in a professional occupation (reference) (reference) (reference) (reference)
Mother in a professional occupation 0.03 0.01*** 0.02 0.01** 0.03 0.01*** 0.02 0.01**

Gender
Female (reference) (reference) (reference) (reference)
Male –0.15 0.01*** –0.08 0.01*** –0.17 0.01*** –0.10 0.01***

Born in United States (reference) (reference) (reference) (reference)
Foreign-born –0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.01*** 0.06 0.01***

Average GPA of friends 0.45 0.01*** 0.38 0.01***

School fixed effects No No Yes Yes

N 46,980 46,980 46,980 46,980

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: All models estimated with a constant but constant not shown.
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001



racial difference in GPA between white and black students and white and His-
panic students.

Combined with the evidence from many studies that like-beget-like peer effects
exist and may be reasonably important, the differences in average peer character-
istics across race that we observe here are large enough to be a contributing factor
to racial differences in school achievement. Our analysis suggests that peer effects
matter, though they are far from a complete explanation of racial differences in
schooling-related outcomes.

CONCLUSION

Social capital has become a catchphrase for the myriad ways in which social inter-
actions matter. The broad social capital framework has been useful in many re-
spects, but really understanding the importance of social capital involves going
beyond the metaphor to assess specific processes and explanations.
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TABLE 7.3 / Alternative Estimates of Peer GPA Effect

Percentage of Percentage of
White-Black White-Hispanic 
Difference Difference

Author Estimate Explained Explained Explanations

Sacerdote (2001) 0.125 11.3 10.4 GPA roommate effect 
among students at 
Williams College. 
Based on random 
roommate assign-
ment.

Lin (2005) .840; .221 76.2; 20.1 70.2; 18.5 Spatial Autoregressive 
Statistical Model us-
ing Add Health data. 
Second estimate in-
corporates school by 
grade fixed effects 
and is not statistically
signficant.

Quillian and Redd, .225; .190 20.4; 17.2 18.8; 15.9 Assumes half of peer 
table 7.2 effect spurious, fol-

lowing Kandel 
(1978). Second esti-
mate incorporates 
school fixed effects.

Source: Authors’ compilation.



the high risk of becoming involved in the criminal justice system and the dimin-
ished legitimate career prospects that follow from this involvement. The increas-
ingly long sentences for nonviolent drug crimes further contribute to the likely
importance of this explanation for racial disparities in poverty outcomes. Ongo-
ing research on this topic should help to better clarify the part that neighborhood
social capital plays in the nexus of crime, criminal justice, and racial inequality.

Our thanks to David R. Harris, Ann Chih Lin, Stephen Morgan, and Jeffrey Morenoff
for helpful comments on an earlier draft.

NOTES

1. This logic will not work in the special case of perfect or near perfect friendship ho-
mophily on GPA, but in practice homophily on non-race characteristics is almost never
strong enough to undercut the logic of this argument.

2. Robert Sampson, Jeffrey Morenoff, and Stephen Raudenbush, however, do not find
that collective efficacy accounts for racial disparities in committing violence—a distinct
measure from local area crime rates—although they find that other neighborhood so-
cial conditions can account for these disparities (2005). 

3. Another potentially important peer effect for racial differences in poverty results from
the peers that recruit individuals into delinquency. We view this argument as some-
what subsumed by our earlier discussion of neighborhood efficacy, a major factor in
controlling local adolescent peer groups. Peers play an important role in the micro-
process of participation in delinquency.
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TABLE 7.4 / Summary of Four Social Capital Theories of Racial Poverty Gaps

Effect on Overall Effect
Racial Stratification on Racial 

Explanation Difference Outcomes Poverty Disparities

Job-finding networks moderate small small increase
Neighborhood collective large moderate to large moderate to large 
efficacy increase

Ethnic social capital large for immi- moderate moderate reduction
among immigrants grants versus 

natives
School friendship small to moderate moderate small to moderate 
networks increase

Source: Authors’ compilation.



eas, suggesting a role for place. The table reveals two important findings. First,
racial differences in poverty rates are larger in rural and central city areas than in
suburbs, and this is especially true in 2000. Second, racial differences in poverty
rates have generally narrowed over time in all areas, but much more quickly in
rural and especially suburban areas than in central city areas. This is especially
true for black-white differences. For example, the racial poverty gap between
blacks and whites was about 30 percentage points in both the central cities and
suburbs in the 1960s. By 2000, this racial gap in poverty had declined to about 10
percentage points in the suburbs, but was at 17 percentage points in central cities.

The relative stability of central city poverty rates, especially for blacks, com-
bined with increasing suburbanization, raises questions about the extent to which
the poor are concentrated. Figure 8.1 documents the percentage of the metropoli-
tan area poor who live in central cities 1960 to 2000.5 The figure shows that within
metropolitan areas, the percentage of the poor living in central cites declined over
this period for most racial and ethnic groups.6 These declines were especially pro-
nounced for the Latino poor, and somewhat less so for the white poor. By 
contrast, the percentage of the black poor living in central cities has remained vir-
tually unchanged. These trends are consistent with evidence on the spatial con-
centration of black and Latino poverty, which has been shown to have increased
over the 1980s, but declined over the 1990s (Jargowsky 2003), and on blacks’
greater risk of exposure to and inability to migrate out of poor neighborhoods
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live in suburbs in the next decade, even though their presence in rural areas ap-
pears to be growing as well. Whites are the racial or ethnic group whose poverty
is largely suburbanized. This was true in 1960, and grew more pronounced be-
tween 1960 and 2000.

Results also show that despite growing racial and ethnic diversity in the United
States, central cities have become much more black since the 1960s, especially
among the poor. These patterns require further investigation, but they suggest
that the growth of the Latino and Asian populations in the United States is having
its greatest impact on poverty populations in suburban areas. Latinos and Asians
are suburbanizing at a much faster rate than blacks, and given that whites had al-
ready largely left central cities in the 1950s and 1960s, such immigration is leading
to slightly more diverse, yet blacker, central cities, and to much greater diversity
in suburbs.

Thus, at the national level, the trends observed here indicate that the old model
of place, race and poverty—poor chocolate cities and wealthy vanilla suburbs—
persists to some degree despite strong demographic changes. Chocolate cities are
becoming more chocolate even as they have grown somewhat more diverse, espe-
cially among the poor, and vanilla suburbs are becoming ethnically and racially
Neapolitan suburbs with poor people increasingly moving there.9

Even at this gross level of geography, these trends suggest the role of place in
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racial differences in poverty exist across place and whether they have changed over
time. To do this, we analyze U.S. Census data from 1960 to 2000 to examine racial dif-
ferences in poverty across place, looking more precisely at poverty rates within and
across places, how the poor are distributed across central cities and suburbs, and the
racial and ethnic distribution of the poor within central cities and suburbs. This in-
vestigation looks at these questions at the national level to understand general pat-
terns. We also use the old model of looking at place through the lens of central cities,
suburbs, and rural areas because of ease of data presentation and to discover
whether and how the old model of place fits the place, race, and poverty debate.

First, we look at the distribution of overall poverty across these measures of
place in 2000.2 Table 8.1 shows that on average, poverty rates are slightly higher in
rural than metropolitan areas in the United States. Of course, large concentrations
of rural poverty are found in Appalachia (for rural whites), the Mississippi Delta
(for rural blacks) and the Texas Borderland (for rural Latinos) regions. Although
research on rural poverty has lagged behind that of urban poverty in recent years,
it shows that this rural effect remains despite explicit controls for a wide variety of
factors including demographic characteristics and local economic context (Weber
et al. 2005). Whether this rural effect is causal, and what mechanisms drive this
rural effect on poverty, however, remain open questions.

But rural poverty rates are lower than those in central city areas of metropolitan
areas, and, as table 8.1 indicates, a majority of the poor are located in metropolitan
areas. Thus, though rural poverty rates are higher than those in metropolitan ar-
eas, rural areas contribute less to the poverty problem in the United States. More-
over, the population of poor people continues to shift from rural toward metro-
politan areas as the population in the United States continues to urbanize. Indeed,
from 1960 to 2000, the number of poor people in rural areas in the United States
declined significantly, from nearly 16 million to 9 million. On the other hand, the
number of poor people in metropolitan areas over this period grew from about 17
million to about 32 million, with a slight majority of these still living in central
cities in 2000.3 For these and other reasons, much of the recent U.S. poverty re-
search has tended to focus on metropolitan areas.

As noted throughout this volume, poverty rates are disproportionately higher
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TABLE 8.1 / U.S. Poverty by Metropolitan Area Type, 2000

Percentage
Poverty Total Poverty of Poverty

Rate Population Population Population

Total 14.8 281,421,906 41,650,442 100.0
Nonmetropolitan 18.0 49,963,594 8,993,446 21.6
Metropolitan 14.0 231,458,312 32,404,164 78.4

Central city 22.2 80,105,639 17,744,864 42.6
Suburb 9.7 151,352,672 14,747,230 35.7

Source: Author’s compilation.



among minorities for a variety of reasons. As other authors in the volume point
out, limited access to educational opportunities and inherited wealth, racial dis-
crimination in housing and labor markets, and a disconnect from networks that
generate economic rewards are major factors that account for some of the higher
poverty rates of minority groups. Does place also contribute to these differences?

Table 8.2 presents 1960 to 2000 U.S. Census data on poverty rates among racial
and ethnic groups in rural areas, central cities, and suburbs across the U.S. The
table reveals a few key patterns. First, in all areas and for all years, poverty rates
for blacks, Latinos, and Asians are higher than those of whites. It also reveals that
poverty rates for all groups in all years are higher in rural areas than suburban ar-
eas. These findings are consistent with the idea that place, even measured in this
geographically gross manner, may influence poverty (or opportunity) given that
in the United States, minority groups are more likely to live in rural and central
city areas in the United States. Still, as we note, racial differences in poverty are
not eliminated in any of these places, meaning that place cannot account for all of
the racial differences in poverty.

Second, table 8.2 also shows that for each racial and ethnic group, poverty rates
have fallen, in absolute terms or by percentage, most dramatically in rural areas,
and have fallen the least in central city areas over this period. The persistence of
poverty in the central city again reinforces the notion that place might matter in
influencing such poverty. Of course, the general decline in poverty for all groups,
but especially for blacks and other minorities over the 1960s and 1970s, is likely
accounted for by a variety of factors including the emergence of Great Society
programs, increasing civil rights for blacks and other minorities, a strong econ-
omy, and affirmative action (Jaynes and Williams 1989).

In metropolitan areas, these trends imply growing poverty rate gaps between
central cities and suburbs for all racial and ethnic groups. These trends are consis-
tent with growing suburbanization of the nonpoor or middle income during this
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TABLE 8.2 / U.S. Poverty Rates by Race and Metropolitan Area Type, 1960 to 2000

White Black Latino Asian Total

Rural
1960 26.6 79.1 62.4 36.7 33.1
1980 14.9 41.2 29.4 19.1 21.3
2000 15.6 42.3 31.6 23.7 20.1

Central city
1960 12.1 42.4 43.0 14.4 19.9
1980 9.5 30.4 27.9 16.5 16.9
2000 9.7 27.3 24.6 17.6 18.1

Suburbs
1960 10.9 44.2 30.7 12.7 13.9
1980 6.8 22.8 19.5 9.1 8.9
2000 4.8 13.4 14.4 7.9 6.7

Source: Author’s compilation.



period and with two important observations in the literature. First, the steep rise
in the poverty rate gap for blacks between central cities and suburbs from the
1960s through the 1980s is consistent with Wilson’s (1987) observation of the
movement of the black middle class out of central cities to the suburbs, though
the suburbs that blacks have been moving to are typically adjacent to central cities
(Galster 1991). It is important to note that from 1960 to 1990, the black suburban-
ization rate rose only about 9 percentage points, from about 23 percent to 32 per-
cent, and the white suburbanization rate rose by about 20 percentage points .4

Second, these trends are consistent with the literature on economic segregation.
This literature documents the growing degree of economic segregation between
the poor and nonpoor. This indicator rose during the 1970s and 1980s, and then
leveled off during the 1990s. Although structural economic transformations and
related factors likely explain some of this pattern, the full explanation is not yet
known (Swanstrom et al. 2004; Madden 2003; Jargowsky 1996).

Finally, table 8.2 reveals that although poverty has fallen across areas and for all
groups more generally over this period, the recent patterns in rural areas for Lati-
nos and Asians deviate from these trends. This evidence is consistent with recent
immigration research that has identified newly emerging patterns of Latino immi-
gration (Martin, Fix, and Taylor 2006; Singer 2004; Kandel and Cromartie 2004).
Latino immigration is increasingly shifting to rural areas (and nontraditional met-
ropolitan areas) for a variety of reasons including demand for agricultural and in-
dustrial workers. Whether this is true of Asian immigration and what the mecha-
nisms might be are largely unknown.

Table 8.3 presents 1960 to 2000 racial differences in poverty across central city,
suburban, and rural areas. As noted, place cannot account for all of the racial dif-
ferences in poverty because these differences are not entirely eliminated in any of
these places. Yet, racial differences in poverty vary considerably across these ar-
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TABLE 8.3 / Racial Differences in U.S. Poverty Rates within Metropolitan Area Type,
1960 to 2000

Black-White Latino-White Asian-White

Rural
1960 52.5 35.8 10.1
1980 26.3 14.5 4.2
2000 28.7 18.0 10.1

Central City
1960 30.3 30.9 2.3
1980 21.0 18.4 7.1
2000 17.6 14.9 7.9

Suburbs
1960 33.3 19.8 1.8
1980 16.0 12.8 2.3
2000 8.6 9.6 3.1

Source: Author’s compilation.



grams over the past four decades has led to an increase in both the number of
nonprofit service agencies and the total revenues of the nonprofit service sector.
Lester Salamon (2002) found that the total number of nonprofit human service or-
ganizations filing as tax exempt with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) increased
by 115 percent between 1977 and 1997. Including only nonprofits registering with
the IRS that are most likely to provide services to low-income working-age adults,
I estimate that the number of nonprofit human service and job training service
providers increased by about 65 percent between 1990 and 2003. Annual expendi-
tures by this set of providers totaled roughly $80 billion in 2003 (in 2006 dollars).
Like estimates of the public social service sector, these figures underestimate the
size of the nonprofit social service sector because they exclude nonprofit mental
health and substance abuse service providers, health-related services, youth de-
velopment programs, housing and shelter providers, and civil rights or legal aid
programs, as well as religious congregations and small nonprofits not required to
file with the IRS.3

Generating accurate estimates of total public and private social service expendi-
tures is challenging because of the difficulty in collecting accurate and detailed in-
formation from the thousands of governmental and nongovernmental agencies
that deliver services. Such challenges are compounded by the limitations of IRS
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other types of services, figures 9.2 and 9.3 can approximate the spatial distribution
of safety net assistance of all types in urban communities.

Consistent with explanations for mismatches in social service provision, figures
9.2 and 9.3 show that employment service providers tend to be located outside the
core central city. With the exception of the downtown Loop area of Chicago along
the eastern edge of the city, the central cities of Chicago and Los Angeles have
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very low levels of access to service providers. Access is much greater in the com-
munities outside of Chicago in the western portion of Cook County and in the
communities south and east of Los Angeles.

Predominately black neighborhoods like Washington Park on the south side of
Chicago or in South Los Angeles have particularly low levels of access. Although
these areas are labeled as having little access, the actual access scores are far below
the metropolitan mean. For example, the historically black neighborhoods of
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A snapshot of service provision in one New Mexico community highlights the
challenges. A large county agency had just relocated to new office space in a more
affluent neighborhood, on the opposite end of town from its previous location
near one of the poorest barrios in its part of the state. Suitable space was hard to
find in other parts of town and the new location provided more accommodating
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offices. Echoing comments that providers often made in each rural region, an ad-
ministrator from a nonprofit community agency in the barrio that formerly
housed the county agency explained it this way:

A lot of people don’t have a vehicle, for example, to come down [to receive assis-
tance]. The fact that we have our offices in the barrio, for me that is a very positive
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TABLE 9.1 / Access to Social Services by Race in Chicago, Los Angeles, and Washington, D.C.

Employment- Basic Needs Services Addressing 
Related Services Services  Personal Well Being

Type of Census Tract (1) (2) (3)

Percentage of tract population black
0 to 25 1.11abc 1.09ab 1.11abc

26 to 50 0.82a 0.93c 0.82a

51 to 75 0.63b 0.81a 0.67b

More than 75 0.62c 0.63bc 0.60c

Percentage of tract population Hispanic
0 to 25 1.08ab 1.10abc 1.12ab

26 to 50 0.98 0.89a 1.06c

51 to 75 0.82a 0.80b 0.79 a

More than 75 0.80b 0.85c 0.56bc

Percentage of tract population white
0 to 25 0.68abc 0.68abc 0.62ab

26 to 50 1.11ad 0.87ade 0.71cd

51 to 75 1.01be 1.07bdf 1.10ace

More than 75 1.21cde 1.28cef 1.43bde

Poverty rate 0 to 20 percent 1.09ab 1.05ab 1.10ab

Poverty rate 21 to 40 percent 0.81a 0.88a 0.76a

Poverty rate more than 40 percent 0.74b 0.85b 0.78b

Majority black census tracts with . . .
Poverty rate 0 to 20 percent 0.52a 0.63ab 0.59a

Poverty rate 21 to 40 percent 0.68b 0.68c 0.62b

Poverty rate more than 40 percent 0.81 0.81 0.68c

Majority Hispanic census tracts with . . . 
Poverty rate 0 to 20 percent 0.98 0.85 0.57d

Poverty rate 21 to 40 percent 0.78c 0.85d 0.69
Poverty rate more than 40 percent 0.59 0.82 0.76

Majority white census tracts with . . . 
Poverty rate 0 to 20 percent 1.14abc 1.18acd 1.30abcd

Poverty rate 21 to 40 percent 0.87 1.17b 0.99
Poverty rate more than 40 percent 0.97 1.15 1.44

Source: Allard (2006a).
Note: Numbers reported are mean service accessibility scores reflecting access to all social service
providers and controlling for potential demand in the surrounding area.
a, b, c, d, e, f Notations identify sets of paired cells where the mean difference in service access between the
two cells is significant at the .10 level or below.
N = 4,275.



prospects for improving their economic situation. Children and caregivers must
adjust to the removal of parents and the reduced household income from their
diminished employment prospects when released (Wakefield 2007). Further-
more, the spatial concentration of released prisoners, and the probationers and
parolees who remain under correctional supervision in their communities, en-
genders similar processes at the neighborhood level. Disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods face the difficult task of reintegrating large numbers of released prisoners
while dealing with the socially divisive impact of offending and victimization
(Clear 2007).

RACE, POVERTY,AND PUNISHMENT

As many social scientists have noted, rates of criminal punishment in the United
States have soared in the past thirty years. As shown in figure 10.1, all categories
of correctional populations—prisoners, parolees, probationers, and jail inmates—
have undergone dramatic increases. In 2005, some 7.1 million people were under
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As Becky Pettit and Bruce Western (2004) pointed out, more African American
men were imprisoned in 2003 than were attending college or serving in the mili-
tary that year. Incarceration has become so commonplace among young black
males that they liken it to a common life course event: “recent birth cohorts of
black men are more likely to have prison records (22.4 percent) than military
records (17.4 percent) or bachelor’s degrees (12.5 percent)” (2004, 164). Figure 10.3
illustrates this pattern by plotting changes over time in the percentage of all poor
African Americans and poor non–African Americans who are imprisoned. This
graph shows a dramatic increase in incarceration rates for poor blacks, rising from
slightly more than 2 percent in 1974 to more than 10 percent in 2002. The corre-
sponding percentage for nonblacks is far lower, rising from nearly 1 percent in
1974 to close to 3 percent in 2002.

These trends are wholly consistent with Pettit and Western’s (2004) argument
that incarceration increases have particularly affected the less educated, the less
skilled, and the poor. They estimated that 60 percent of African American men
born in the late 1960s with no more than a high school education have a prison
record by their mid-thirties. Considering these findings, it would be difficult to
overstate the importance of social class, race, and gender as risk factors for incar-
ceration. Although incarceration has also risen for men of other races and for
women, the increases for these groups have been more modest and the initial base
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ACCOUNTING FOR DISPARITIES IN 
CRIMINAL PUNISHMENT

Scholars of social control, punishment, and criminal justice policy have attributed
increases in the prevalence of imprisonment to numerous factors. State-level vari-
ation appears to coincide with homicide rates (Oliver and Yocum 2004). David
Greenberg and Valerie West (2001) find that state-level incarceration growth be-
tween 1971 and 1991 is partly a function of violent crime rates. During the period
of greatest prison growth, the mid-1970s to the late 1990s, however, crime rates
were mostly stable (Blumstein 1998), suggesting a tenuous correlation between
crime and punishment in the past thirty years. Rather, research has indicated that
criminal justice policy during this era has become more sensitive to political fac-
tors than in the past (Stucky, Heimer, and Lang 2005; Jacobs and Carmichael 2001;
Greenberg and West 2001; Beckett and Sasson 2000; Savelsberg 1994). The crux of
this argument is that crime control is a highly charged political issue on which
many candidates base their election campaigns. Such candidates may gain votes
by calling for increased sentences (especially for drug offenders), repeal of parole
programs, and mandatory minimum sentences (see, for instance, Mendelberg’s
2001 account of George H.W. Bush’s 1988 presidential campaign). Not only have
get-tough arguments been immune from political criticism, but few economic
limits have been imposed on punitiveness or public expenditures on punishment.

As previously mentioned, Malcolm Feeley and Jonathan Simon (1992) described
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For noncitizens, the most serious civic consequence of a felony conviction is the
possibility of deportation (Kanstroom 2000, 2005). Regrettably, many immigrants
who agree to a guilty plea (typically in exchange for a reduced period of confine-
ment) are never informed that they may face deportation as a consequence of
their plea agreement (Ferster and Aroca 2005). In 2003, the U.S. Bureau of Immi-
gration and Customs reported that of 11,317 immigrants held in federal and state
detention centers, 10,763 had been convicted of criminal offenses and 1,725 had
pending criminal cases (U.S. Department of Justice 2003a). The long-term trend in
deportation reveals sharp increases in recent years. Figure 10.6 is based on decen-
nial deportation data from 1908 to 1960 and annual information from 1960 to 2003
in U.S. criminal deportations (Immigration and Naturalization Statistical Year-
book, 1908-2003). Until the mid-1980s, there were fewer than 5,000 criminal de-
portations per year. By 1990, however, there were more than 8,500 such deporta-
tions, and by 2000, more than 40,000. Although many immigrants do not have the
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Source: Authors’ compilation.



CRIMINAL VICTIMIZATION, RACE,AND 
SOCIAL CLASS

Although we have argued that punishment may sustain or worsen racial inequal-
ities, it would be irresponsible to advance such arguments without also articulat-
ing the need to address the serious crime problems confronting disadvantaged
communities. Crime victims as well as offenders are also more likely to be drawn
from the ranks of racial minorities and the poor. Data from the National Crime
Victimization Survey, for example, show widely varying rates of victimization
across race and ethnicity. African Americans and, to a lesser extent, Hispanics, re-
port being victimized at higher rates than whites and non-Hispanics, particularly
for violent offenses. As shown in figure 10.7, African Americans report signifi-
cantly higher rates of serious violent victimization (homicide, rape, robbery, and
aggravated assault) than do whites (U.S. Department of Justice 2005).

Nevertheless, due to a declining rate of criminal violence, African American
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victimization rates for 2001 to 2003 are well below white rates from the 1970s to
the early 1990s. Hispanics were victims of overall violence at about the same rate
as non-Hispanics: Hispanic persons age twelve and older made up 13 percent of
the population and experienced about 14 percent of all violent crime.

Criminal victimization is also stratified by socioeconomic status. Figure 10.8
shows rates of violent and property victimization by income categories. For both
types of crime, the greatest victimization occurs among households earning less
than $7,500 per year. The personal victimization rate of 49.9 per 1,000 households
in the lowest income group is double that of households earning $25,000 to
$35,000 per year and almost triple that of households earning greater than $75,000
per year.

Similar to criminal punishment, however, criminal victimization also has collat-
eral effects. Ross Macmillan (2000, 2001) finds evidence that violent victimization,
especially during adolescence, exerts long-term effects on psychological distress,
future involvement in crime, and even educational and occupational attainment.
In an analysis of National Youth Survey data, for example, victimization is associ-
ated with a $1 per hour wage reduction, net of gender, age, race, family structure,
urban residence, family socioeconomic status, delinquency, and delinquent peers
(Macmillan 2000). This effect appears to be driven, in large part, by diminished
educational attainment and occupational status among crime victims. Any calls
for scaling back criminal punishment must therefore be made with the public
safety of disadvantaged communities in clear sight. We would argue that some
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TABLE 10.1 / Characteristics of Prison Inmates, Parolees, and Felony Probationers

Men 
Twenty-

Felony Five to
Prison Inmates Parole Probation Thirty-Five

1974 1986 1997 1999 1995 1997

Education
Years of education 9.9 10.9 10.7
Percentage with high school 
diploma or GED 21.1 31.9 30.6 49.2 54.4 87.3

Employment
Percentage full-time employed 61.6 57.3 56.0 77.0
Percentage part-time or occa-
sionally employed 7.3 11.6 12.5 12.1

Percentage looking for work 12.5 18.0 13.7 3.9
Percentage not employed and 
not looking for work 18.5 13.0 17.8 7.0

Sex (percent male) 96.7 95.6 93.7 90.1 79.1 100

Current age 29.6 30.6 34.8 34.0 31.9 29.7
(10.0) (9.0) (10.0)

Age at admission to prison 26.5 27.6 32.5
(9.3) (8.7) (10.4)

Race
Percentage black, non-
Hispanic 49 45 47 47.3 31 12.8

Percentage white, non-
Hispanic 39 40 33 35.4 55 68.9

Percentage Hispanic 10 13 17 16.1 11 13.2
Percentage other 2 3 3 1.2 3 5.0

Family status
Percentage never married 47.9 53.7 55.9 50.8 40.4
Percentage married 23.7 20.3 17.7 26.8 53.0
Percentage with children 60.2 60.4 56.0
Number of children 1.7 2.3 2.5

(2.0) (1.7) (1.9)

Conviction offense
Percentage violent 52.5 64.2 46.4 24.4 19.5
Percentage property 33.3 22.9 14.0 30.8 36.6
Percentage drug 10.4 8.8 26.9 35.3 30.7
Percentage public order 1.9 3.3 8.9 9.0 12.1
Percentage other 2.0 0.9 3.7 0.5 1.0

Source: Adapted from Manza and Uggen (2006). 
Note: Standard deviations for continuous variables in parentheses.
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TABLE 10.2 / Occupations Affected by Employment Restrictions in Florida (ACLU)

Statute Occupation Statute Occupation

F.S. 457.101 acupuncture F.S. 481.201 interior design
F.S. 458.301 medical practice F.S. 481.311 landscape architecture
F.S. 458.301 medical faculty F.S. 482.001 pest control
F.S. 459.001 osteopaths F.S. 483.101 clinical laboratories
F.S. 460.401 chiropractors F.S. 483.30 multiphasic health testing 

centers
F.S. 483.825 clinical lab personnel F.S. 483.825 clinical laboratory personnel
F.S. 461.001 podiatrist F.S. 483.825 medical physicists
F.S. 462.01 naturopathy F.S. 484.001 dispensing of optical devices
F.S. 463.001 optometry F.S. 484.0401 hearing aid specialist
F.S. 464.001 nursing F.S. 486.001 physical therapy practice
F.S. 465.001 pharmacy F.S. 489.101 contracting
F.S. 466.001 dentistry, hygiene, F.S. 489.501 electrical and alarm system 

and dental labs contracting
F.S. 467.001 midwifery F.S. 489.551 septic tank contracting
F.S. 468.1105 speech-language F.S.490.009 psychological services and

pathologist, clinical 
audiologist

F.S. 468.1635 nursing home F.S. 491.006 counseling and 
administration psychotherapy services

F.S. 468.201 occupational therapy F.S. 492.105 professional geology
F.S. 468.3001 radiologic technology F.S. 493.6105 private investigative, private 

security and repossessive 
services

F.S. 468.35 respiratory therapy F.S. 112.001 public officers and employees
F.S. 468.381 auctioneers F.S. 112.531 law enforcement and correctional

officers
F.S. 468.401 talent agencies F.S. 112.80 firefighters
F.S. 468.433 community associ- F.S. 494.0031 mortgage brokers 

ation management F.S. 494.0061 mortgage lenders
F.S. 468.451 athletes’ agents F.S. 469.009 asbestos abatement
F.S. 468.501 dietetics and nutrition F.S. 469.409 professional fundraising 

practice consultant
F.S. 468.520 employee leasing F.S. 496.410 professional solicitors

agency
F.S. 468.601 building code admin- F.S. 497.433 funeral and cemetery services

istrators
F.S. 468.70 athletic trainers F.S. 501.605 telephone sellers
F.S.468.80 orthotics, prosthetics, F.S. 516.05 consumer finance

pedorthics
F.S. 469.001 asbestos abatement F.S. 517.12 securities transactions
F.S. 470.001 funeral directing F.S. 320.27 motor vehicle dealers
F.S. 470.001 embalming F.S. 648.27 bail bond agents and runners
F.S. 470.001 direct disposition F.S. 310.071 (boat) pilots



According to research by the National Center of Education Statistics, black-
white racial gaps in high school completion and dropout have decreased in recent
years, though racial gaps in college attendance and completion have either re-
mained stagnant or worsened slightly (U.S. Department of Education 2001). Col-
lege attendance rates for African Americans between the mid-1970s and the late
1990s remained 83 to 85 percent of white rates. The racial gap in college comple-
tion, however, has actually increased during this period, rising from 13 percent to
17 percent (U.S. Department of Education 2001). The 1998 Reauthorization has
likely contributed to this widening gap.

A report by the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GOA) (2005) finds that
more than 142,000 federal education aid applicants were ineligible due to a drug
conviction for the 2001 to 2002, 2002 to 2003, and 2003 to 2004 academic school
years alone. The report also found that approximately 100,000 applicants who
would otherwise have received funding were denied on the basis of drug convic-
tions, totaling at least $341,000,000 dollars in lost higher education assistance. Al-
though we cannot determine how many of these individuals are minorities, it
seems plausible that this practice disproportionately affects African Americans.
Blacks are more likely than other groups to be convicted of drug felonies and
more likely to rely on federal assistance to help fund college tuition and expenses
(U.S. Department of Education 2001).2

In many states, those convicted of drug felonies also sacrifice their eligibility to
receive public assistance (Allard 2002). Such disqualifications exact a heavy toll
on felons in poverty and their families. Approximately two-thirds of female state
prison inmates are mothers of minor children and 64 percent reported living with
their children before incarceration (U.S. Department of Justice 2000b). Again, pub-
lic assistance disqualifications exacerbate racial inequalities, because African
American women face an incarceration rate over six times that of white women
(U.S. Department of Justice 2000a). Although far more information is needed to
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TABLE 10.2 / Continued

Statute Occupation Statute Occupation

F.S. 471.001 engineering F.S. 484.056 dispensing of optical devices and
hearing aids

F.S. 472.001 land surveying and F.S. 476.024 barbering
mapping

F.S. 473.301 public accountancy F.S. 477.012 cosmetology
F.S. 474.201 veterinary medical F.S. 478.41 electrolysis

practice
F.S. 475.001 real estate broker, F.S. 480.031 massage practice

salespersons, F.S. 481.201 architecture
schools and 
appraisers

Source: Authors’ compilation.



ciated with welfare for the black poor (Edsall with Edsall 1991), and attitudes to-
ward blacks became a key predictor of white Americans’ welfare policy prefer-
ences, partisan loyalties, and voting behaviors (Carmines and Stimson 1989;
Kinder and Sanders 1996; Gilens 1999).

This racial context played an important role in the political run-up to welfare
reform in 1996. Figure 11.1 shows the percentage of Americans who cited poverty
and welfare when asked to name the most important national problems, 1960 to
2000. Few Americans focused on welfare as an important national problem before
1992 or after 1996. Concern about this policy spiked between 1992 and 1996, with-
out a corresponding rise in concern about poverty. Kent Weaver (2000) outlined
the crucial political role that this aroused public played in constraining liberal op-
ponents of conservative reforms, raising the question of who was aroused.

Based on an analysis of panel data running from 1992 to 1996, Joe Soss (n.d.)
found a striking pattern. The aroused segment of the public did not have distinc-

The Colors of Poverty

298 /

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge

25

20

15

10

5

1960 1964 1968 1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000

Year

Poverty Is a Problem

Welfare Is a Problem

FIGURE 11.1 / Perceptions of Poverty and Welfare Policy as Important National
Problems

Source: American National Election Studies time series, 1960 to 2000.
Note: Lines indicate the percentage of respondents in each year naming poverty or welfare in re-
sponse to the open-ended question, “What do you think are the most important problems facing
this country?” 



can generate a full-family sanction, and TANF policy is controlled primarily at
the local level.

Indeed, if we treat these four policies as constituent elements of the overall
TANF regime designed by each state, we find a remarkable pattern of black-white
racial disparity. The horizontal axis of figure 11.3 indicates how many of the four
TANF policies (shown in figure 11.2) that a given state applies: seven have none;
fourteen have one; fifteen have two; seven have three; and four have all four pro-
gram elements. The bars on the left side of figure 11.3 show the average percent-
age black and white for clients in states with each regime type. White families av-
erage 69 percent of the caseload in states that have neither devolved TANF control
nor adopted any of the three restrictive rules, and black families average only 13
percent. As one moves to the right, toward the most stringent and devolved
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level controls include government ideology, AFDC participation rate, unmarried birth rate, un-
employment rate, party competition, increases in incarceration between 1990 and 1996, policy
innovation score, lower-class voter turnout,  and Hispanic percent of AFDC participants in 1996.



regimes, the white percentage falls as the black percentage rises. In regimes that
combine the most restrictive rules with local program authority, whites average
only 32 percent of the caseload and blacks 60 percent.

The right side of figure 11.3 extends the analysis to national patterns, address-
ing the question of what percent of all American families participating under each
type of TANF regime type are white and what percent are black? Once again, the
results are dramatic. Of all families participating under the most lenient regime
type (0 of 4 rules), 58 percent are white and only 25 percent are black. This 33
point gap evaporates immediately as one looks to the right. Black families become
more prevalent in a stair-step pattern, with the black-over-white gap rising from 0
points to 12, then 22, and finally 28. Of all TANF families participating under the
most stringent and localized regime type, blacks make up 59 percent and whites
only 31 percent. Here, we see a key dynamic related to racial inequality in the con-
temporary United States: large disparities emerge, not in the visible form of a sin-
gle decision, but instead from the less visible accumulation of smaller differences.
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regime stringency used earlier in figure 11.3. The bars correspond to the left-verti-
cal axis, indicating the average black percent of population for states with each
TANF regime type.9 The dots plotted in this figure show how the average level of
state corrections spending (as a percentage of total direct expenditures) changes
as TANF regimes become more stringent and localized. Such spending appears to
track closely with both the black percentage of state population and TANF regime
types. This apparent relationship is confirmed by the curved line in the figure—a
simple quadratic slope generated by regressing corrections spending on TANF
regime stringency and its square. The relationship between average state correc-
tions spending and TANF regime stringency is very strong: the R-squared for the
quadratic slope is .83.

Taken together, the results in this figure suggest a strong state-level pattern of
racialized social control. Looking across the American states, one finds a tightly
configured relationship consisting of rising black population rates, more stringent
and locally controlled TANF regimes, and higher levels of investment in incarcer-
ation.

This combination, we argue, is crucial for understanding the persistence of dis-
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advantage for poor people of color in the contemporary United States. The conse-
quences of rising incarceration are, of course, covered in greater detail elsewhere
in this volume (see Wheelock and Uggen, chapter 10, this volume). We address
them briefly here to clarify how rising incarceration intersects with welfare reform
to create a distinctive civic position for low-income racial minorities in the United
States.

Rising incarceration has, of course, affected poor communities most intensely
(Reiman 2004). Its greatest effects, however, have been concentrated in poor mi-
nority communities. Today, Latinos are almost twice as likely as whites to be in-
carcerated; blacks are about eight times as likely (Pettit and Western 2004). By
their early thirties, around 14 percent of white men lacking a high school diploma
can expect to have spent time in prison; the rate for black men in this educational
group is 59 percent (Pettit and Western 2004). These numbers are staggering, but
to grasp their import for poor blacks and Hispanics, one must consider how their
effects ripple through social networks, family trees, neighborhoods, and commu-
nity organizations. The transformation of criminal justice policy in the United
States is a palpable presence in the lives of large numbers of poor blacks and His-
panics. For white and most Americans, these policy changes are little more than
news dispatches from a distant front.
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