
vidual crime events. No matter that these events may become increasingly
rare—newspaper and television accounts feature enough examples of the kind
of crime people most fear that their extrapolated expectations are never chal-
lenged and reversed. Thus, the most astute observers of crime trends may have
caught on to the trend reversal, but for the majority who pay more attention
to daily crime stories, the assumed trend from the past continues to prevail.

House prices and crime rates illustrate two aspects of extrapolated expecta-
tions: our outlook for the future is often a mere extension of past trends, and
our perceptions of even the present can be colored by extrapolations from the
past. Once our expectations have been set and they are entrenched in our
common knowledge, they can be sustained by a relatively small amount of
confirmatory information. We simply filter out discordant information be-
cause it does not fit with what we believe.
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Figure 2.1 Extrapolated Versus Actual Rates of Violent Crime,
California and the United States, from a 1992 
Vantage Point

Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1970 to 2003.
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Even more exaggerated trends were experienced in California. Already by
1990, 21.7 percent of the population was foreign-born, up from 15.1 percent
ten years earlier. At that rate of growth, the foreign-born share might have
been extrapolated to reach 31.1 percent in 2000 and 92.2 percent by 2030, a
preposterously high level (see figure 2.2). In fact, at the time of the 2000 cen-
sus it was discovered that the foreign-born share in California was substan-
tially lower than most had expected, only 26.2 percent. This reflected a sub-
stantial slowdown in the rate of immigration to California (discussed in
chapter 5). If the 1990 to 2000 decade of growth became the new basis for ex-
trapolation, the foreign-born share in 2030 (46.2 percent) would be far lower
than the extrapolation from the earlier period (figure 2.2). In either case, pro-
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Figure 2.2 Extrapolated Increase in the Foreign-Born Share of Residents
in California and the United States, Comparing 1990 and
2000 Vantage Points

Source: Censuses of 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000; USC California Demographic Futures; Jef-
frey Passel (projections for United States); and extrapolations by author.

50%

45%

40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
Sh

ar
e 

in
 th

e 
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

19
70

19
80

19
90

20
00

20
10

20
20

20
30

50%

45%

40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
Sh

ar
e 

in
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

19
70

19
80

19
90

20
00

20
10

20
20

20
30

Extrapolated from 1990
Extrapolated from 2000

Year Year

Census and Passel

Extrapolated from 1990
Extrapolated from 2000
Census and CDF



These shifts in shares have major impacts: consider that 1 percent of the
U.S. population in 2010 will amount to 3 million people, or that 1 percent
of the California population will amount to 380,000 people. These impacts
are highly leveraged, because a shift of 1 percent from one category to another
means a loss of 3 million here and a gain of 3 million there. Just how great a
shift this represents is shown in figure 3.1 for the United States as a whole.
Over 30 million people were added in the age range of twenty to thirty-nine
in the first period, from 1970 to 1990, but population growth shifted to the
next older age ranges in successive time periods. In the coming time period,
growth above age sixty will dwarf all other age ranges, accounting for 62.6
percent of expected growth. As is often said, a squeaky wheel gets the grease,
and the age groups that are growing and making new demands are the ones
that get the most attention. This certainly has been the case for the baby
boomers throughout their lives.18

Looking ahead, the principal impact of aging is going to be the growing
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Figure 3.1 Share of Total U.S. Population Growth by Age Group

Source: U.S. Census Bureau decennial censuses and projections.
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employment. The economy depends on there being workers who can hold
jobs; filling those jobs is a matter of finding enough people who are old
enough to have acquired suitable training and who have not retired from the
labor force. Without these workers, the economy cannot grow and may in
fact shrink in certain sectors. Over recent decades we have witnessed dramatic
changes in the labor force, but the first half of the twenty-first century is likely
to see equally dramatic changes from the last half of the twentieth.

A recent study by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics offers fascinating in-
sights.20 Two major trends characterized previous decades, one of which was
the increase in labor force participation among women. The percentage of
women age sixteen and older who were employed or looking for work rose
from 43.3 percent in 1970 to 57.5 percent in 1990; a period of slower growth
is projected to follow, with the rate rising to 62.2 percent in 2010 and then
declining to 57.4 percent in 2030. Meanwhile, men’s participation has been
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Figure 3.2 Ratio of Seniors per 1,000 Working-Age (Twenty-Five to
Sixty-Four) Residents, California and the United States

Source: U.S. Census Bureau decennial censuses and projections; California Department of Fi-
nance Demographic Research Unit projections.
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their eventual retirement. These phases are clearly marked by the changes in
the generational composition of the growth. Between 1970 and 1990, the
high growth in labor force participation was sustained primarily by workers
under the age of forty-five (85 percent of the total growth in California and
90 percent in the United States). These young workers were more recently ed-
ucated and carried many of the newer skills demanded in the evolving econ-
omy, leading to enhanced labor force productivity. In the current period,
1990 to 2010, the growth in the younger labor force has slowed to a small
fraction of its prior level, amounting to only 20 percent in California and 18
percent in the United States of a much-diminished total increase in the labor
force. Instead, the great bulk of labor force growth consists of adults over age
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Figure 3.3 Annual Percentage Growth in the Labor Force During Each
Phase of the Demographic Transition, California and the
United States

Source: Data by Toossi (2002); California data from Current Population Survey (1970 to
2000) and projections by author (2005 to 2030).
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presence, 12.1 percent, and in total 22.7 percent of the state’s population was
identified in some group other than white non-Hispanic.28 In comparison, in
the United States as a whole Latinos were a much smaller share of the popu-
lation at that time, 4.7 percent, and instead African Americans were the
largest minority group, at 11.1 percent of the total.29 The overall share of the
national population formed by groups other than white non-Hispanic was
16.8 percent, somewhat less than in California.

Over the decades, the racial makeup of California and the United States
has shifted rapidly. The pace of change has been especially abrupt in Cali-
fornia, where the Latino share of the population had surged to 26.0 percent
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Figure 3.4 Changing Racial Composition of California and the United
States, 1970 to 2030

Source: U.S. Census Bureau decennial censuses and projections; California Department of Fi-
nance Demographic Research Unit projections.
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population will have lost its majority in the older age group, and its share
among the other age groups will range only from 29.0 percent at ages forty to
fifty-nine down to 21.3 percent among those under age twenty.

This is a dramatic change from the picture before 1990. Whereas whites
were once the majority in California, or at least the largest group at every age,
by 2010 they will be outnumbered by Latinos in the younger two age groups,
and by 2030 they will be outnumbered by Latinos in all age groups save the old-
est. Indeed, in the prime age range of twenty to fifty-nine, white residents will
amount to little more than one-quarter of the state’s population, while Latinos
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Figure 3.5 The Declining White, Non-Hispanic Population Share in
California, Texas, New York, New Jersey, Illinois, and the
United States, 1970 to 2030

Source: Decennial census of 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000; “Population Projections for States
by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1995 to 2025,” PPL 47 (Washington: U.S. Census
Bureau); extrapolations by author from 2025 to 2030.
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will amount to one-half. This shift underscores the previous findings about the
greatly slowed growth in labor force participation in the later phase of the de-
mographic transition. Not only will the group age sixty and older, largely re-
tired from the labor force, be predominantly white, but the prime working ages
in California will be filling with Latinos and, to a smaller degree, Asians.

Two of the most crucial questions in California are whether this future
generation of workers will be able to replace the highly skilled baby boomers
who are retiring and whether they will be able to carry the tax burdens re-
quired to support services for this large population of retirees. Similar ques-
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Figure 3.6 Racial Transition of Age Groups in California

Source: Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, population projec-
tions issued in 2004.
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dering Mexico makes it a natural port of entry and because the storied attrac-
tions of California have drawn many over the years to settle in the state. In
California the foreign-born percentage reached a high of 38.6 percent in
1860 following the Gold Rush, which brought new settlers from around the
world. Thereafter, the percentage of foreign-born steadily declined for one
hundred years, reaching its low point of 8.5 percent in 1960. From 1970 to
1990, with the resurgence of immigration in the first phase of the demo-
graphic transition, the percentage of foreign-born rocketed upward to 21.7
percent. It should not be surprising that some Californians found this sudden
rise in the foreign-born population startling and unsettling. No matter that
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Figure 3.7 Long-Term Trend in Percentage of Foreign-Born Residents
of California and the United States, 1880 to 2030

Source: 1850 to 1990: Campbell J. Gibson and Emily Lennon, “Historical Census Statistics on
the Foreign-Born Population of the United States, 1850–1990,” Population Division working
paper 29 (Washington: U.S. Census Bureau, 1999); U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 census PUMS
5 percent data; 2010 to 2020 California Demographic Futures projections by John Pitkin, ver-
son 5.0; final projections consistent with the 1990 census (NP-T5), “Projections of the Resi-
dent Population by Race, Hispanic Origin, and Nativity: Middle Series, 1999 to 2100” (Wash-
ington: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 2000). 
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Figure 3.8 Annual Immigration, Total and Legal, to California and the United States, 1960 to 2000

Source: Office of Immigration Statistics, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics 2004 (Washington: U.S. Department of Homeland Security), available at:
http://uscis.gov/graphics/shared/statistics/yearbook/Yearbook2004.pdf; Current Population Survey; PUMS data, 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 census.

1,000,000

900,000

800,000

700,000

600,000

500,000

400,000

300,000

200,000

100,000

0

N
um

be
r 

of
 I

m
m

ig
ra

nt
s

Year

California

Total—Census
Total—CPS
Legal

19
60

19
65

19
70

19
75

19
80

19
85

19
90

19
95

20
00

20
05

2,000,000

1,800,000

1,600,000

1,400,000

1,200,000

1,000,000

800,000

600,000

400,000

200,000

0
N

um
be

r 
of

 I
m

m
ig

ra
nt

s

Year

United States

Total—Census
Total—CPS
Legal

19
60

19
65

19
70

19
75

19
80

19
85

19
90

19
95

20
00

20
05



Perceived Trends and Opinions on Immigration
What is the meaning of illegal immigration in the perception of calamity or
lost control? Immigration is hardly as damaging as an earthquake or great fire
that takes many lives and costs billions in reconstruction. Yet the process of il-
legal immigration may, in the eyes of some citizens, be considered more
threatening to the soul of the nation. Illegal immigration violates the pre-
sumption of human control even more than an earthquake or great fire, even
though natural disasters cannot be prevented or made enforceable by the po-
lice and punishable by the law. Indeed, the very use of the commonly used ex-
pression “illegal immigration” emphasizes that violation of legality, even
though undocumented immigrants violate no state or local police ordinances.
They are termed “illegal” because their entry into the United States is unau-
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Figure 4.1 Extrapolated Versus Actual Annual Increase in Unauthorized
Immigrants in California

Source: Johnson (1996), series D in table 6.3, and extrapolations by author.
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fornia (as shown in figure 3.8). After 1990, however, this attraction rate fell
steeply, no doubt because of the relative absence of job opportunities during
California’s severe recession from 1991 to 1993. The fact that fewer immi-
grants chose California as their destination during those years should not be
surprising.

The puzzle is why California’s immigration trends did not rebound after
the economic turnaround took hold and employment opportunities im-
proved. We might have expected that immigration would resume its prior
course after the recession. Remarkably, however, California’s attraction in-
stead continued to decline even after the economy recovered. The share of
the nation’s total immigrants choosing California as their destination fell to
about 23 percent in the depths of the recession, but declined further to
around 21 percent in 1999, and then further still to about 20 percent in
2003 (see figure 5.1).

C a l i f o r n i a  Tu r n a r o u n d 9 1

Figure 5.1 California Share of Annual Immigrant Arrivals

Source: Censuses of 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000; Current Population Survey of 2000 through
2004; and Office of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics 2005.
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the foreign-born had lived more than ten years in the United States, by 2010
that share is expected to increase to 70 percent. In fact, the share of the for-
eign-born that is growing the most is the group that has resided in California
longer than twenty years (figure 5.2). By 2030 the majority of all foreign-
born are expected to have lived in California at least that long. Added to these
longtime residents will be the sizable numbers of children of immigrants,
amounting to more than 20 percent by 2030. At that time it is expected that
just over half of all California residents will be immigrant parents and their
children—the so-called immigrant stock or foreign stock. They will be very
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Figure 5.2 Immigrant Generation and Length of U.S. Residence,
California, 1970 to 2030

Source: California Demographic Futures database (version 5.0).
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1990s (see figure A.1 in appendix A). That abrupt shift jolted the established
migration networks off their beaten paths. No matter that housing became
cheaper in California during the 1990s; the shrinkage of employment oppor-
tunities in California, particularly in southern California, which had been the
major focus of immigration streams, forced new immigrants (and some set-
tled immigrants) to disperse elsewhere.11

The dispersal of immigrants has been widely reported in both news media
and scholarly accounts of the novel transformation of many small communi-
ties across the Midwest and the South.12 Table 5.1 gives us a systematic view
of the extent of dispersal, documenting as it does the change in selected states’
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Table 5.1 Change in States’ Immigrant Attraction Rates for Total U.S.
New Arrivals, 1990, 2000, and 2005

Change Change 
1990 2000 1990 to 2000 2005 2000 to 2005

California 37.6% 24.8% −12.8% 20.9% −3.9%
New York 13.7 11.8 −1.9 8.7 −3.1
Texas 8.3 10.1 1.9 10.6 0.5
Florida 7.6 7.8 0.2 9.2 1.3
Illinois 4.3 5.2 0.9 4.4 −0.8
New Jersey 4.4 4.7 0.2 4.4 −0.3
Georgia 1.0 2.6 1.6 3.2 0.6
Arizona 1.4 2.4 1.1 3.0 0.6
Massachusetts 2.6 2.4 −0.2 2.7 0.3
Washington 1.5 2.2 0.7 2.5 0.3
Virginia 1.8 2.0 0.2 2.3 0.3
North Carolina 0.6 2.0 1.4 2.5 0.4
All other states 
and D.C. 15.2 21.9 6.7 25.6 3.8

Total United 
States 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0

Source: 1990 and 2000: PUMS; 2005: American Community Survey.
Notes: “New arrivals” are defined as those who arrived in the ten years prior to 1990 and 2000
or in the five years prior to 2005. The twelve states identified are all those that had a 2.0 per-
cent or larger share of the U.S. immigrant arrivals in the 1990s.



that they will return to school for more education.16 They are too busy earn-
ing an income and raising families. A far higher level of high school comple-
tion is attained by second-generation (77.8 percent) or third-generation Lati-
nos (82.5 percent) because they have lived their lives in the United States and
have passed through the U.S. education system from first grade. Based on
these data, we would expect to see a rising average level of education among
Latinos when a greater share are native-born. Nonetheless, this level of high
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Figure 6.1 Latino Immigrant Status Attainment by Length of Residence
and Generation, California

Source: 2005 Current Population Survey Demographic (March) Supplement; 2004 CPS Vot-
ing and Registration (November) Supplement; 2000 Census Public Use Microdata Sample.
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Figure 6.2 Trajectories of Poverty Decrease for Latino Immigrants by Decade of Arrival and Lengthening
Settlement, 1970 to 2020

Source: Censuses of 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000, with projections by the author from 1990 to 2000 and beyond.
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to have a 16.3 percent homeownership rate in 1980, which rose to 33.6 per-
cent in 1990 and then climbed still further to 51.9 percent in 2000.32 Very
similar steep upward trajectories have been found for all the major immigrant
receiving states.33 There are some notable differences between Latinos and
other immigrants: Asians experience initially steeper upward trajectories, and
Latinos have more sustained upward trajectories from lower starting points.34

How is it possible for all groups of immigrants to improve their status so
much and yet have the average decline? An apparent paradox is that the ra-
pidity of immigrant progress into homeownership stands in sharp contrast to
the downward trend for homeownership among Latino foreign-born as a
whole. That trend drifted downward in California from 1970 (38.4 percent)

I m m i g r a n t  U p w a r d  M o b i l i t y 1 1 7

Figure 6.3 Progress into Homeownership of Native-Born and Foreign-
Born Households, by Decade of Arrival, Hispanic Only

Source: Decennial census, public microdata files.
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tion of these young adults will be part of the long-settled population. In con-
trast, Huntington’s implicit projections assume that the length of residency
profile in the future will look just like the past.

What constitutes the identity of “Latinos” or their language preferences
in 2030 will shift from what Huntington observed in 1990 or 2000 to a
very different profile. How might their language use be different? Our sec-
ond piece of evidence is provided by recent survey data on the current state
of the three-generation model of linguistic transition. The Pew Hispanic
Survey inquired in a national study about a range of different language uses,
asking not only about proficiency with the English language and language
use at home, the two foci of census questions on language, but also about
people’s comfort with and preference for using English in different tasks.
The survey results were used to code respondents into three groupings—
those who were Spanish-dominant, those who were bilingual with equal
preferences, and those who were English-dominant. Huntington fears that
a Spanish-dominant culture will emerge, and so I focus on those data here.
The Pew study found that 72 percent of foreign-born Latinos were Spanish-
dominant, but that this fell to 7 percent in the second generation and to 0
percent in the third. The startling shift in language use between immigrant
parents and their children is attributable to the children’s lifelong immer-
sion in U.S. culture and schools. Regardless of state policies that may or
may not promote bilingual education, parents themselves are strongly en-
couraging their children to learn English. A 2000 California poll asking
parents about language instruction for their children found that 90 percent
of foreign-born Latinos agreed “very strongly” that all children should learn
English in school.9

I m m i g r a n t  U p w a r d  M o b i l i t y 1 0 7

Table 6.1 Length of Settlement in California of Latino Residents Age
Twenty-Five to Thirty-Four, 2000 and 2030

Under Ten to Twenty Second- Third-
Ten Years Nineteen Years Years or More Generation Generation

2000 28.2% 29.1% 8.8% 17.9% 16%
2030 15.4 13.5 9.1 35.7 26.3
Change −12.8 −15.6 0.3 17.8 10.3

Source: USC California Demographic Futures, 2005. 



percentage of those registered turn out on election day. The hurdles to voting
for those not born in the United States are substantial and have been de-
scribed as “a three-step process—naturalization, registration and turning
out—that involves, at each turn, a set of costs”; as a consequence, there can
be substantial delays in achieving full voting participation.15 It bears empha-
sis that populations with predominantly older adults typically vote much
more heavily than those composed only of young adults. Both sets of adults
are of voting age, but the older citizens are much more active.

Seniority and Political Participation
Political participation involves other forms of activism besides voting, and
seniority emerges as a major factor here as well. It takes time for a group to
build up a sufficient number of political organizers to be competitive in local
politics. In the context of demographic transition, the longer-established
group holds a key advantage over the more numerous newcomers. One study
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Table 7.1 Shares of Total Population, Eligible Citizens, and Voters in
California and the United States

Age Eighteen Citizens Age Registered 
Total or Over Eighteen or Over Voters Voted

California
All 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
White 46.6 51.0 64.1 69.1 71.3
Black 6.4 6.2 7.8 7.5 7.1
Asian 11.1 11.6 9.3 7.5 7.0
Hispanic 32.3 28.0 17.7 14.8 13.8

United States
All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White 68.2 71.0 77.6 80.3 81.3
Black 11.8 11.0 11.9 11.4 11.2
Asian 3.7 3.7 2.5 1.9 1.8
Hispanic 13.7 12.1 7.1 5.8 5.1

Source: Current Population Survey, November 1998, 2000, and 2002, adjusted to 2000 census
population base.
Note: All percentages are ethnic shares of the specific category.



and spending, perhaps because they fear that the burden will fall on their
property taxes, but that effect dissipates once we account for perceived tax
wasting and other political opinions.

All of this underscores the sharp divisions in preference between voters
who are white, older, and native-born and those who are part of the rising
new generation—younger, foreign-born, and Latino. Homeowners may be
especially disinclined to support higher taxes and spending, but as we shall see
in later chapters, they have much at stake in cultivating investment in the ris-
ing new generation.

The Impact of the Perceived Immigrant Burden
What is it that makes white voters so much less supportive of higher taxes
and spending? Controlling for all other demographic and economic differ-
ences, and even controlling for political attitudes, we have found that white
voters are more resistant than others to raising taxes and increasing public
spending. Previously, we also have found that white voters are at least 20 per-
cent more likely than Asians and Latinos to judge immigrants as a burden. A
central theme in the demographic transition I have emphasized is that the
established white population dislikes the ongoing demographic transition
and is disinvested in the incoming population majority. The strong suspi-
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Table 7.2 Race Gap in Willingness to Support Higher Taxes and More
Services: Differences Between Other Groups’ and Whites’
Percentage Preference

Latinos Blacks Asians Whites

Total survey response 29.4 27.5 19.4 —

Adjusted for demographic 
and economic differences 18.3 20.6 11.0a —

Adjusted in addition for 
political attitudes 13.7 18.5 10.0a —

Source: Data pertain to regular voters and are drawn from the PPIC Statewide Survey (June
2003).
Notes: Entries are each group’s level of support minus the white level of support. Adjustment
for multiple factors is achieved through a linear probability multiple regression, as reported in
table B.4.
a. Unlike all other entries, not statistically significant.



commodate these valid concerns later in the chapter. Nonetheless, the com-
positional method captures the enormous effects on the likelihood of voting
as the population of each ethnic group shifts into segments that are generally
more senior and likely to vote. This includes not only the aging of the popu-
lation but also growing shares of Latinos and Asians in the future who will be
native-born and the lengthening residence of the foreign-born.

According to the composition-based projection, white voters can be ex-
pected to decline from 70.4 percent of the electorate in 2000 to 50.8 percent
in 2030 and will fall to the 50 percent majority line in 2031 (table 7.3). Lati-
nos, in contrast, are expected to increase their share of the electorate from 14.5
percent in 2000 to 29.0 percent in 2030, but will not reach 50 percent major-
ity status until 2073. Meanwhile, the share of African American voters will
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Table 7.3 Alternative Projections of Future Ethnic Shares of the
California Electorate

Year Reaching
2000 2010 2020 2030 50 Percent

Fixed voting rates, changing population mix
White 70.4% 63.5% 56.9% 50.8% 2031
Latino 14.5 19.1 24.2 29.0 2073
Asian 7.4 9.7 11.4 13.1 —
Black 7.8 7.7 7.4 7.0 —
Total 100 100 100 100 —

Accelerated voting rates, changing population mix
White 70.4 58.8 52.1 46.3 2024
Latino 14.5 25.1 30.6 35.3 2061
Asian 7.4 9.0 10.5 12.0 —
Black 7.8 7.1 6.8 6.4 —
Total 100 100 100 100 —

Source: Calculations by the author, with assistance from Seong Hee Min.
Notes: The fixed composition–based projection applies per capita voting rates to projected pop-
ulation from the California Demographic Futures project, detailing that population by ethnic-
ity, age, nativity, and duration in the United States. The accelerated alternative assumes what
would happen if two changes were introduced: the voting rates of all subgroups of Latino for-
eign-born double, and the voting rates of all subgroups of Latino native-born equal those of
native-born whites of the same age group. Per capita voting rates are derived from the CPS No-
vember voting supplements of  2000 and 2004.



Table 8.1 Multiple Strands in the Evolving Social Contract in the United States

Major Strands

Cultural Cohesion American Dream Collective
Minor Strands and American Creed of Unrestrained Upward Mobility Protections and Services

Accord of labor and capital

Military service rewards

Relief for victims

All who share in America's op-
portunities should conform
to a common linguistic, civic,
and consumer culture; all
who conform deserve equal
rights. Early expressions:
Americanization; suffrage
movement

Young adults who serve their
country in wartime deserve
reward for their sacrifice.

Upward mobility should be
unrestrained by class restric-
tions or government action
and is based solely on the
hard work of personal striv-
ing. Early expressions: rugged
individualism; social Darwin-
ism

Government has a duty to pro-
tect citizens from poverty and
economic disadvantage; society
members depend on each
other in the struggle against
threats. Early expressions:
Great Depression; New Deal;
World War II

Labor should share in eco-
nomic prosperity, and both
labor and capital can profit
by cooperation.

Young adults who serve their
country in wartime deserve
reward for their sacrifice.

Special assistance should be
granted to deserving victims
of natural disasters or of cur-
rent or past injustices.



Ample public services

Equality of subgroups

Entitlement of the middle
class

Limited government

Intergenerational public sup-
port (for children and the
elderly)

Equal opportunity and civil
rights must apply across
races, genders, religions, and
other differentiations.

Society requires the working-
age population to invest in
children (future workers) and
support the elderly (life
rewards).

The middle class should ex-
pect ever-increasing prosper-
ity and services.

Minimal government intru-
sion on economic freedom;
government should not be a
burden on the middle class
via taxes or regulations.

Society requires the working-
age population to invest in
children (future workers) and
support the elderly (life
rewards).

The middle class and the poor
deserve ample, high-quality
public services.

Equal opportunity and civil
rights must apply across
races, genders, religions, and
other differentiations.

The middle class should ex-
pect ever-increasing prosper-
ity and services.

Society requires the working-
age population to invest in
children (future workers) and
support the elderly (life
rewards).

Source: Author’s compilation.



their own members without public assistance. Family members of different
ages rely on specific services, while working-age adults contribute to the pub-
lic treasury that supports those services.

Figure 9.1 displays the asymmetry in taxation and service beneficiaries as
observed in 2000 in California.2 Per capita public expenditures soar among
children, fall to one-fifth that level among middle-aged adults, and then rise
again among the elderly. The very high state expenditures on children and
young adults are due to the age-concentrated costs of public education, which
consume 51 percent of annual state revenues in California.3 The moderately
high expenditures on the elderly stem from public pensions and Medi-Cal ex-
penses, which together amount to perhaps 15 percent of the annual state
budget.4 (The much greater federal government contribution to the elderly is
addressed in a later section on the federal budget.)

Conversely, taxation is nil for children (save via sales tax) and also low for
the elderly, but it soars in middle age (figure 9.1). Only 22 percent of annual
state revenues in California comes from business, borrowing, or other
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Figure 9.1 Spending and Taxes in California, by Age, 2000

Source: Lee, Miller, and Edwards (2003). Supplemental material provided by Ryan Edwards.
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cent by 2020. Within just a decade, federal spending will have overshot an-
ticipated annual revenue by more than 40 percent. Accordingly, without even
heavier borrowing in the future, there will be very little left over, the GAO re-
ports, for the bulk of government: “The category ‘all other spending’ includes
much of what many think of as ‘government’—‘discretionary’ spending on
such activities as national defense, homeland security, veterans health bene-
fits, our national parks, highways and mass transit, foreign aid, plus ‘manda-
tory spending’ on the smaller entitlement programs.”15

The outlook generated by this scenario is so extreme that it cannot actually
occur, even if it is generated by the most realistic current assumptions. As the
GAO observes, these
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Figure 9.2 Federal Budget Allocation as a Percentage of Projected
Federal Revenue

Source: GAO, August 2006 analysis—“More Realistic Simulation.”
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progress that we have expected, but once it does, that slowdown also will curb
the upward rise in the population’s BA share. Nonetheless, were the current
trends to prevail as long as through 2020, the overall BA share at ages twenty-
five to sixty-four would reach 39 percent, matching or exceeding the require-
ments forecast by employers.

That skill target would be achieved, however, at great social and economic
risk, for even greater polarization would be yielded in California. Should the
trends continue, a BA share of about 55 percent would be found among non-
Latinos, compared to about 11 percent among Latinos. The gap between
Latinos and others would have widened to forty-four percentage points, com-
pared to the gap in 1995 of about twenty-five percentage points. Such ex-
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Figure 10.1 Growing Achievement Gap Between Twenty-Five- to Sixty-
Four-Year-Old Hispanics and Non-Hispanics in Percentage
with a BA Degree or Higher, 1995 to 2005

Source: Current Population Survey.
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ings among consumers. As described later in the chapter, there also are clear
benefits for the public sector and fellow taxpayers because higher earnings
can support higher tax contributions. To forestall declines in these eco-
nomic capacities, all interests would prefer to see educational attainments
increase among Latinos. It also would be desirable to enhance the quality of
this education so that Latinos can command more equal pay based on their
credentials.
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Figure 10.2 Lifetime Earnings by Education and Race-Ethnicity

Source: Jennifer Cheeseman Day and Eric C. Newburger,  “The Big Payoff: Educational At-
tainment and Synthetic Estimates of Work-Life Earnings,” Current Population Reports, P23-
210 (Washington: U.S. Census Bureau, 2002), table 3. 
Note: Calculated from ages twenty-five through sixty-four, full-time year-round workers only,
assuming the wage rates at each age and education level continue in the future.
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Rising numbers of Hispanic young people will slow the nation’s overall popu-
lation aging and can partially offset the growing burden of dependency pro-
duced by an aging majority. But their success in doing so depends on the level
of their earnings, which in turn depends on their education and acquisition of
job-related skills.1

What makes these crisis issues are the abrupt impacts looming from the re-
tirement of the baby boom generation. Not only are large numbers expected
to exit the workforce in a very short time period, but this group also is much
better educated than previous rounds of retirees. In fact, members of this gen-
eration are better educated than other groups in the workforce today, and so
their departure will leave a particular gap in the skilled workforce. The baby
boom retirements will be hitting every state in the nation, and just as Califor-
nia’s skilled workforce is being sharply depleted, the nationwide competition
for replacements will be intense. It will not be easy to borrow replacement
workers from other locations. Every state will need to develop its own talent.

Already we can see in California that the skilled workforce is becoming
more homegrown than it once was, and this leaning will tip precariously in
the coming decade when the retirement-induced shortages begin to hit. Cal-
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Table 10.1 Disparities of Educational Attainment Among Adults Age
Twenty-Five to Sixty-Four, by Race and Nativity, California,
2000

Less Than High School BA Degree or Higher

Non-Hispanic white 7.5% 36.7%
Non-Hispanic black 15.6 18.0
Latino: Total 51.8 8.1

Native-born 24.2 13.7
Immigrants 66.0 5.3

Asian and Pacific Islander: Total 15.5 44.9
Native-born 6.1 51.2
Immigrants 17.2 43.8

Total 21.8 28.1

Source: Census 2000, PUMS 5 percent file for California.



will be strong in the rest of the United States. The obvious conclusion is
“therefore that the state’s economy may have to rely, in large part, on boost-
ing educational levels among the state’s current residents.”14

What has not been appreciated to date is the greater retention value of Cal-
ifornia’s homegrown workforce. Workers raised in California have strategic
importance because their attachment to remaining in the state is so much
stronger. In contrast, footloose workers who are imported to California may
not constitute as reliable a basis for building the state’s future workforce.
Consider these facts: of the college-educated residents living in California,
one in nine (10.9 percent) subsequently moved out of the state in just five
years’ time.15 This assessment is not based on newly minted college graduates
but on all seasoned adults age thirty to thirty-four, the prime age for building
a skilled workforce. The point deserving attention is the difference that Cali-
fornia birth makes. Of those college graduates who were born in other states,
fully 18.4 percent departed within five years. In contrast, the California-born
residents were much less footloose: only 6.1 percent out-migrated (table
10.3). A similar pattern is observable for each racial-ethnic group: California-
born college graduates were three times as likely to remain in California as
those who were born in other states. Cumulated over successive five-year in-
tervals, as much as half of the non-California-born skilled workforce could be
lost by the time they turn forty.

The implications for economic development strategies in both California
and other states seem clear. The expected shortage of skilled workers ensuing
from the baby boomer retirements will generate a battle for skilled workers.
California is already less able to rely on imported workers than was once pos-
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Table 10.2 California-Born Share of Labor Force with BA Degree or Higher, by
Age and Ethnicity, California, 2000

15 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 Total

Non-Hispanic white 52.8% 46.4% 42.7% 38.8% 30.3% 26.2% 40.5%
Non-Hispanic black 66.7 50.1 38.7 28.0 9.9 6.7 35.7
Latino 64.8 51.6 40.4 39.7 31.3 25.0 45.1
Non-Hispanic Asian 25.8 14.3 12.3 10.1 6.9 12.0 12.6

Total 48.4 39.8 36.2 33.6 26.1 23.7 35.3

Source: PUMS, 2000, California.



sible, and the trend should accelerate toward a higher degree of homegrown
dependence in the workforce. Moreover, as we have noted, skilled workers re-
cruited to California generally have more questionable attachments and can-
not be retained in the state as readily. They are easy targets for out-of-state re-
cruiters. For that reason, workers born out of state will provide a much less
reliable basis for building the economy. Immigrants from other countries and
states will bring highly valued vitality and innovation, but California-born
workers will constitute the core of the skilled workforce in California.

Call it favoritism, if you will, but an added objective seems justified in this
regard. It should go without saying that parents in California, who are also
the taxpayers, would surely prefer that it be their children who take on the
high-skilled and better-paid jobs being created in the state. From the public
perspective, if their children are going to remain in the state, as seems fairly
likely, it is better for all if they become high-earning taxpayers rather than be
cast aside in favor of newcomers who arrive with better preparation. For all
these reasons, the state needs to focus more on developing a skilled workforce
that is homegrown.

Will the Workforce Decline in Quality?
A major question is whether or not California, or any state, can produce
workers of sufficient quality to sustain a continued increase in its skilled
workforce. Grave concern about this has been expressed in many quarters,
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Table 10.3 Rates at Which College-Educated Workers Migrated from
California to Other States Between 1995 and 2000

All Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic Asian and 
Races White Black Pacific Islander Latino

Total 10.9 12.5 13.4 7.2 7.0
Born in other 
states 18.4 18.6 20.2 14.2 15.7

Born in other 
countries 8.2 10.6 20.9 7.1 7.0

California-born 6.1 6.7 4.0 4.3 4.1

Source: Census 2000, PUMS 5 percent file for California and the United States.
Notes: Migration period is 1995 to 2000; “college-educated” is BA degree or higher; the se-
lected age cohort was thirty to thirty-four in 1995 and thirty-five to thirty-nine in 2000.



Latino educational achievement, all these different subsets of Latinos are
mixed together, with their average achievement weighted by the respective
sizes of the different subgroups.

The distorting influence of the large concentration of immigrant newcom-
ers has been a theme throughout this book. Here in the education data, those
newcomers are subsumed in the general category “Hispanic” and mixed with
other Latinos who may have lived in the United States for more than twenty
years, who were born in the United States, or whose parents were born here.
Under conditions of rising immigration, more and more of the Hispanic cat-
egory takes on the character of new immigrants. When immigration stabi-
lizes, as it has in California, the longer-settled immigrants take on greater
weight and begin to sway the averages for all Latinos. These dynamics are
masked within most education data and prevent us from seeing the underly-
ing trend that enables us to make a more reliable forecast.

In fact, there is a substantial bonus in higher educational attainment that
is likely to derive from the growing length of settlement of adults and youth
from immigrant families. This can be seen when we apply the population
forecasts by generation and length of settlement that were developed by the
California Demographic Futures project.44 Data reported in table 6.1 de-
scribe the growing length of settlement among California Latinos ages
twenty-five to thirty-four. In 2030 there will be roughly half as many recent
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Table 10.4 Educational Attainment of California Latinos at Age
Twenty-Five to Thirty-Four, by Length of Settlement

High School or Higher BA Degree or Higher

Foreign-born
Zero to nine years 37.1% 4.4%
Ten to nineteen years 39.1 3.4
Twenty years or more 61.6 8.0

Native-born
Second-generation 83.5 15.1
Third-generation or more 82.4 11.5

All persons 55.4 7.3

Source: Current Population Survey, 1998, 2000, and 2002 pooled.



evated through late middle-age and elderly years, approximately doubling the
sell rates of Latinos. The implication is that the baby boom generation will
soon be passing into an age span where white homeowners have especially
high likelihood of selling their homes.

The net result of buying and selling by different groups can be projected
for future years. Our data cannot speak to the effects of cyclical changes in in-
come growth, employment or interest rates, but they indicate the underlying
demographic basis for housing demand that would be activated by those
short-term conditions. Thus the data reported here pertain to the long-term
potential demand that supports house values. A snapshot of the underlying
demand likely to exist in California in a single year, 2020, is provided in fig-
ure 11.3.17 Steep losses of white homeowners in older ages are produced by
the excess of sellers over buyers. In the single year of 2020 this amounts to a
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Figure 11.1 Average Annual Rates of Buying and Selling, per 100
People of Each Age, California

Source: PUMS 5%, 1990 and 2000.
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Figure 11.2 Average Annual Rates of Buying and Selling by Race and Ethnicity, California

Source: PUMS 5%, 1990 and 2000.
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net loss of 74,006 homeowners at ages seventy-five and above and an addi-
tional loss of 22,139 at ages sixty-five to seventy-four. African Americans,
Asians, and Latinos among baby boomers contribute additional losses of
homeowners as they pass further into their senior years.

The total number of buyers and sellers expected in 2020 more than breaks
even due to the large gains of buyers over sellers at young ages, with Latinos
accounting for at least half this gain. White and Asian homebuyers in these
young ages are each expected to be less than half as numerous as Latinos.
Thus the net shift in demand is away from older white homeowners who have
ridden the recent boom to higher house values than others. Instead, the
growth is now among the young and especially among Latinos who have
lower purchasing potential on average, given current patterns. An additional
factor that could undermine house values of existing homeowners in the fu-
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Figure 11.3 Projection of Excess of Buyers Over Sellers, by Age and
Ethnicity, California in 2020

Source: Census 2000, PUMS 5 percent file for California.
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Figure 11.4 Education Effects on Homeownership Rates at Age Thirty-five to Forty-four Among
the Native-Born and Immigrants, Observed at Age Thirty-five to Forty-four, by
Race-Ethnicity, California, 2000

Source: 2000 PUMS. 
Note: California: immigrants include only those who arrived in the United States before age ten, that is, those who were
young enough to enroll in elementary school. 1999 dollars.
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Figure 11.5 Education Effects on the Value of Owned Homes at Ages Thirty-Five to Forty-Four, Among
the Native-Born and Immigrants, Observed at Ages Thirty-Five to Forty-Four, by Race-
Ethnicity, California

Source: 2000 PUMS.
Note: California: immigrants include only those who arrived in the United States before age ten, that is, those who were young enough to
enroll in elementary school. 1999 dollars.
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competition at the bottom of the price distribution, where the homes of these
racial-ethnic groups are often located. In fact, among white non-Hispanic
homeowners, the median house value increased only 119.6 percent (and
among Asians 121.7 percent). It might seem curious that every group experi-
enced a greater gain than the average. The explanation is that the median in
2005 included proportionally more Latino homeowners than in 2000, and
even though all groups made gains, the growing weight of Latinos held down
the average increase. Between 2000 and 2005, Latino homeowners accounted
for 40.4 percent of the total growth in the number of homeowners in Califor-
nia, and as a result they increased their share of current homeowners from
17.4 to 21.2 percent. Thus, even during the boom, in which Latinos have
prospered more than most, their growing presence is placing downward pres-
sure on house prices overall.

More than race and ethnicity is involved in shaping disparities of home-
ownership and house value. Older households have much higher attain-
ments in these categories than younger members of the same racial-ethnic
group. For example, among white, non-Hispanic households, the home-
ownership rate is only 35.2 percent at ages twenty-five to thirty-four, rising

S h a r i n g  t h e  A m e r i c a n  D r e a m 2 3 1

Table 11.1 Disparities of Homeownership and House Value, by Race and
Nativity in California

Ratio to Median Ratio to Number of 
Owners White Value White Households

Non-Hispanic white 66.7% — $516,142 — 6,785,794

Non-Hispanic black 40.2 0.60 408,151 0.79 823,257

Latino: Total 47.0 0.71 388,016 0.75 3,350,996
Native-born 52.2 0.78 408,920 0.79 1,322,934
Immigrants 43.7 0.66 374,784 0.73 2,028,062

Non-Hispanic Asian: Total 56.9 0.85 555,173 1.08 1,504,517
Native-born 59.5 0.89 562,583 1.09 314,316
Immigrants 56.2 0.84 553,178 1.07 1,190,201

Total 58.3 477,546 12,750,694

Source: American Community Survey 2005 PUMS.
Note: Homeownership is expressed as a percentage of households.
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Figure AF.1 The Intergenerational Social Contract

Source: Author’s compilation.

mistaken assumption that different groups have unique self-interests unre-
lated to those of others. What we are beginning to rediscover, however, is that
the interests of different groups change as they pass through the different life
stages and that these changing interests need not be mutually exclusive but
rather can be mutually served by intergenerational partnerships, as illustrated
in the diagram.

In this partnership of mutual self-interest, today’s working-age adults in-
vest in education and other supports for children so that they can grow into
tomorrow’s productive workers, taxpayers, and home buyers. In turn, today’s
older adults can expect to draw on various sources of support when they re-
tire, including government-subsidized health care and private buyers for their
homes. As everyone’s position in the life cycle changes, so do their interests.
With the aging of the baby boomers and the changes in the ratio of seniors to
working-age residents, the realization is spreading that we should be more
grateful than ever for the ways in which young people—many of whom come



Figure A.1 Trends in Unemployment, Poverty, Income, and House Values, California and the United States,
1980 to 2005
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Figure A.1 (Continued)

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Current Population Survey; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis; National Association of Realtors; California Asso-
ciation of Realtors.
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Table B.1 Pessimism About Future Quality of Life: Factors Explaining the
Probability That California Voters Believe Living Conditions
Will Be Worse Rather Than Better or No Change in 2025

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Belief Due to Each Factor

Race
Asian −13.7**
Black −16.9***
Hispanic −3.9
White non-Hispanic (ref ) —
Other −0.1

Age
18 to 24 −16.0***
25 to 34 −4.5
35 to 44 −5.2
45 to 54 (ref ) —
55 to 64 −1.1
65 or over 0.4

Gender
Male (ref )
Female −4.9**

Nativity
Native-born (ref ) —
Foreign-born (citizen) −4.4

Education
Less than high school 11.2*
High school (ref ) —
Some college 4.4
BA degree or higher 5.8*

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref ) —
$20,000 to $39,999 −8.6*
$40,000 to $59,999 −5.4
$60,000 to $79,999 −6.2
$80,000 or more −5.0

Homeownership
Owner  −6.9**
Renter (ref ) —
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Table B.1 (Continued)

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Belief Due to Each Factor

Expected population growth
Rapidly 16.4***
Other (ref ) —

Public education system
Get worse 20.6***
Other (ref ) —

Air quality
Get worse 18.3***
Other (ref ) —

Job opportunities and economic condition
Get worse 16.2***
Other (ref ) —

Traffic conditions
Get worse 9.5***
Other (ref ) —

Affordable housing
Get worse 9.1***
Other (ref ) —

Confidence in state planning
Low confidence 2.1
Other (ref ) —

Confidence in local planning
Low confidence 8.4***
Other (ref ) —

Political leaning
Liberal 1.0
Moderate (ref ) —
Conservative −2.4

Intercept 4.8
Observations 1,462
R-squared 0.273

Source: PPIC Statewide Survey (August 2004): subsample of regular voters defined by those
who indicated they always or usually vote.
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1



Table B.2 Undesirable Population Growth: Factors Explaining the
Probability That California Voters Believe Population Growth Is
a Bad Thing Rather Than a Good Thing or of No Consequence

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Belief Due to Each Factor

Race
Asian −1.2
Black −9.7**
Hispanic −8.0**
White non-Hispanic (ref ) —
Other −1.9

Age
18 to 24 −10.7**
25 to 34 −9.3**
35 to 44 −1.8
45 to 54 (ref ) —
55 to 64 1.1
65 or over −1.4

Gender
Male (ref ) —
Female 5.5**

Nativity
Native-born (ref ) —
Foreign-born (citizen) −7.2*

Education
Less than high school 2.6
High school (ref ) —
Some college −4.5
BA degree or higher −7.1*

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref ) —
$20,000 to $39,999 4.7
$40,000 to $59,999 8.8*
$60,000 to $79,999 9.2*
$80,000 or more 2.6

Homeownership
Owner −2.3
Renter (ref ) —

Expected population growth
Rapid 2.6
Other (ref ) —



2 7 8 I m m i g r a n t s  a n d  B o o m e r s

Table B.2 (Continued)

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Belief Due to Each Factor

Public education system
Get worse 2.8
Other (ref ) —

Air quality
Get worse 3.2
Other (ref ) —

Job opportunities and economic conditions
Get worse 7.7***
Other (ref ) —

Traffic conditions
Get worse 5.9
Other (ref ) —

Affordable housing
Get worse 6.6**
Other (ref ) —

Place to live
Get worse 20.0***
Other (ref ) —

Confidence in state planning
Low confidence 2.6
Other (ref ) —

Confidence in local planning
Low confidence 4.0
Other (ref ) —

Political leaning
Liberal 4.3
Moderate (ref ) —
Conservative 2.6

Intercept 34.7***
Observations 1,456
R-squared 0.139

Source: PPIC Statewide Survey (August 2004): subsample of regular voters defined by those
who indicated they always or usually vote. 
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Table B.3 Undesirable Immigrants: Factors Explaining the Probability
That California Voters Believe Immigrants Pose More of a
Burden Than a Benefit or Make No Difference

Percentage Point Increase or 
Decrease in Belief Due to Each Factor

Factor 1998 2004

Intercept 45.2*** 37.0***
Race

Asian −3.4 −21.5***
Black 1.3 6.4
Hispanic −17.2*** −22.2***
White non-Hispanic (ref ) — —
Other −8.4 −9.0

Age
18 to 24 −6.3 9.8
25 to 34 0.1 −4.2
35 to 44 0.9 −2.1
45 to 54 (ref ) — —
55 to 64 1.1 6.0
65 or over 2.6 −6.8

Gender
Male (ref ) — —
Female 6.5** 3.1

Nativity
Native-born (ref ) — —
Foreign-born citizen −16.9*** −6.8

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref ) — —
$20,000 to $39,999 −1.1 5.2
$40,000 to $59,999 −3.8 7.3
$60,000 to $79,999 −4.9 10.0*
$80,000 or more −6.1 4.6

Political leaning
Liberal −4.6 −12.3***
Moderate (ref ) — —
Conservative 9.1*** 18.4***

Observations 1,246 1,157
R-squared 0.059 0.131

Source: PPIC Statewide Survey (April 1998 and February 2004): subsample of regular voters
defined by those who indicated they always or usually vote.
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Table B.4 Support for Higher Taxes and Spending: Factors Explaining the
Probability That California Voters Want to Expand Support for
Services Rather Than Lower Taxes and Spending or Don’t
Know Response

Percentage Point Increase or 
Decrease in Support Due to Each Factor

Model 1 Model 2
(Based on Demographics (Also Factoring in 

Factor and Economics) Political Opinions)

Political leaning
Liberal 20.1***
Moderate (reference) —
Conservative −17.8***

Trust in government
Trust 3.5
No trust (reference) —

Waste taxes
Waste taxes a lot −16.6***
Other (reference) —

Race
Asian 12.0* 10.0
Black 20.6***  18.5***
Hispanic 18.3***  13.7***
White (reference) — —
Other 3.9 3.5

Age
18 to 24 26.6*** 18.3***
25 to 34 10.1** 8.6**
35 to 44 −4.7 −2.0
45 to 54 (reference) — —
55 to 64 −6.1 −2.2
65 or over −13.4*** −5.1

Gender
Female 11.7***  6.6**
Male (reference) — —
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Table B.4 (Continued)

Percentage Point Increase or 
Decrease in Support Due to Each Factor

Model 1 Model 2
(Based on Demographics (Also Factoring in 

Factor and Economics) Political Opinions)

Children
Present 4.2* 8.5**
Not present (reference) — —

Nativity
Foreign-born citizen 9.5* 9.4*
Native-born (reference) — —

Education
Less than high school 4.2 1.6
High school (reference) — —
Some college −6.6 −7.2*
BA degree or higher 3.0 −4.2

Income
Less than $20,000 (reference) — —
$20,000 to $39,999 3.0 4.9
$40,000 to $59,999 −3.2 −0.9
$60,000 to $79,999 −5.5 −4.4
$80,000 or more −9.7* −5.9

Homeownership
Owner −11.0*** −6.6
Renter (reference) — —

Constant 45.2*** 51.5***
Observations 1,064 1,064
R-squared 0.161 0.300

Source: PPIC Statewide Survey (June 2003): subsample of regular voters defined by those who
indicated they always or usually vote.
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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Table B.5 The Effect of Perceived Immigrant Burden on Willingness to
Pay Taxes: Factors Explaining the Probability That California
Voters Will Support the Proposition 55 Statewide School
Bond Measure

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Support Due to Each Factor

Political leaning
Liberal 8.3**
Moderate (reference) —
Conservative −9.3**

Waste taxes
Waste taxes a lot −7.7**
Other (reference) —

Immigrants are burden
Burden −8.5***
Benefit or other (reference) —

Race
Asian 1.5
Black 1.3
Hispanic 7.7
White (reference) —
Other −14.7*

Age
18 to 24 0.4
25 to 34 −6.6
35 to 44 −3.9
45 to 54 (reference) —
55 to 64 −7.4
65 or over −8.8*

Gender
Female 8.6***
Male (reference) —

Children
Present 10.8***
Not present (reference) —
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Table B.5 (Continued)

Percentage Point Increase or 
Factor Decrease in Support Due to Each Factor

Nativity
Foreign-born citizen −0.6
Native-born (reference) —

Education
Less than high school −4.4
High school (reference) —
Some college −5.7
BA degree or higher −0.6

Income
Less than $20,000 (reference) —
$20,000 to $39,999 −12.2**
$40,000 to $59,999 −11.9**
$60,000 to $79,999 −20.1***
$80,000 or more −15.8***

Homeownership
Owner −5.7
Renter (reference) —

Constant 74.8***
Observations 1,066
R-squared 0.096

Source: PPIC Statewide Survey (February 2004): subsample of regular voters defined by those
who indicated they always or usually vote.
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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