
Figure 1.1 Los Angeles County: Racial-Ethnic Concentration, 1980

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Figure 1.2 Los Angeles County: Racial-Ethnic Concentration, 1990

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Figure 1.3 Los Angeles County: Racial-Ethnic Concentration, 2000

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Figure 1.4 Los Angeles County: Index of Racial Diversity, 1980

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Figure 1.5 Los Angeles County: Index of Racial Diversity, 1990

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Figure 1.6 Los Angeles County: Index of Racial Diversity, 2000

Source: GeoLytics (2003).
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Table 1.1 Racial-Ethnic Composition of Los Angeles County, 1990–2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

White Black Latino Asian

Year Population Percentage Population Percentage Population Percentage Population Percentage

1990 3,634,722 40.70% 990,406 11.17% 3,306,116 37.96% 928,710 10.48%
2000 2,959,614 31.09 930,957 9.78 4,242,213 44.56 1,137,500 11.95
Change from
1990 to 2000 −18.57 −6.00 +28.31 +22.48



the City of Los Angeles (27 percent). By the year 2000, the number of for-
eign-born residents in Los Angeles County had nearly doubled, totaling
nearly 3.5 million—more than one-third of the total population. Accord-
ing to the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the majority of foreign-born resi-
dents are Latin American, followed by Asian immigrants; in 2000 Latin
America and Asia accounted for 62.1 and 29.6 percent of foreign-born
Angelenos, respectively. European immigrants were a distant third, ac-
counting for roughly 5.6 percent of foreign-born residents in 2000, down
from 15 percent in 1980 (see table 1.3). 

The rapid change in L.A.’s population composition has had a major
impact on the geographic distribution of racial-ethnic groups. Figures 1.1,
1.2, and 1.3 illustrate patterns of racial-ethnic concentration in 1980, 1990,
and 2000, showing the predominant racial-ethnic group within census
tracts over the two-decade period. (Tracts are identified as being over half
non-Hispanic white, black, Latino, or Asian or as having no single major-
ity.) Glancing at these figures, one can easily see the dramatic increase in
the Latino population during this period, as well as the Latino movement
into the historically African American South Central portion of the
county. In addition to these areas, however, Latinos also remain concen-
trated in the historically Mexican American area of East Los Angeles and
further east into El Monte and Downey. By the year 2000, Downey and
the surrounding area had also become overwhelmingly Latino, as had a
portion of south Los Angeles just west of Long Beach. The Latino popula-
tion also increased in the San Fernando Valley area, where a substantial
number of tracts became majority Latino.

Most of the change in the distribution of the black population in Los
Angeles County from 1980 to 2000 is best described as a decrease in the
number of predominantly black tracts, apparently the result of Latino set-
tlement in the South Central portion of the area. Otherwise, the only no-
ticeable change is a slight increase in the number of majority-black tracts
just north of Pasadena, in the northern part of the county. Overall, the size
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Table 1.2 Native-Born and Foreign-Born Population in Los Angeles
City and Los Angeles County, 1980 to 2000

1980

Percentage
Native- Foreign- Foreign-
Born Born Born Total

Los Angeles City 2,162,032 804,818 27% 2,966,850
Los Angeles County 5,812,710 1,664,793 22 7,477,503



of the black population remained fairly constant as blacks continued to be
concentrated in the South Central area but were a majority in an increas-
ingly smaller number of tracts.

There was also a clear and significant increase in the number of major-
ity-Asian areas between 1980 and 2000. Concentrations of Asians in-
creased in the San Gabriel Valley area and emerged in several new areas
in the southeastern and eastern portions of the county, closer to Orange
and San Bernardino Counties. For the most part, however, pockets of
Asian concentration are not adjacent to areas in which blacks predomi-
nate, and the newer, easternmost areas of Asian concentration are also
distant from Latino areas. Thus, it appears that blacks and Latinos may be

Los Angeles 11

Table 1.3 Foreign-Born Population by Place of Birth, Los Angeles
City and Los Angeles County, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000, table P21.

Los Angeles City Los Angeles County

Percentage Population Percentage Population Percentage

Latin America 996,996 65.9% 2,143,049 62.1%
Asia 376,767 24.9 1,022,289 29.6
Europe 100,252 6.6 194,503 5.6
Africa 20,730 1.4 43,024 1.2
North America
(not Latin America) 13,859 0.9 34,003 1.0
Oceania 4,104 0.3 12,560 0.4
Born at Sea 12 0.0 16 0.0
Total 1,512,720 3,449,444

Table 1.2 (Continued)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census: 1980, tables 172, 116; 1990, tables 167, 138, and 27; 2000, table
P21.

1990 2000

Percentage Percentage
Native- Foreign- Foreign- Native- Foreign- Foreign-
Born Born Born Total Born Born Born Total

2,148,733 1,336,665 38% 3,485,398 2,182,114 1,512,720 41% 3,694,834
5,968,098 2,895,066 33 8,863,164 6,069,894 3,449,444 36 9,519,338
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income. Note too the greater proclivity toward small-business ownership
found among Latinos and Asians compared to blacks. The so-called eth-
nic niches or enclaves that provide additional labor market opportunities
for immigrants have historically been more illusive for blacks (Bobo,
Oliver, Johnson, and Valenzuela 2000).

Racial-ethnic groups in Los Angeles, as in the nation as a whole, also

Los Angeles 17

Table 1.4 Race and Poverty in Los Angeles County, 2000

Source: United Way of Greater Los Angeles and Los Angeles Urban League (2005).

Poverty Rate

Racial-ethnic group
Non-Hispanic white 8.5%
African American 24.4
Latino 24.2
Asian 13.9

Total 17.9

Table 1.5 Economic Indicators and Index of Economic Inequality in
Los Angeles, 2005

Source: United Way of Greater Los Angeles and Los Angeles Urban League (2005, 26).

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Key indicator
Median household income in
2000 $53,798 $31,905 $33,820 $47,631
Median family income in
2000 69,396 37,190 33,363 54,108
Per capita income in 2000 35,785 17,341 11,100 20,595
Household income less than
$35,000 32% 53% 52% 38%
Household income greater
than $100,000 23 8 7 17
Unemployment rate 6 14 10 6
Adults in the labor force 64 59 59 59

Adults unemployed or not in
labor force 40 49 47 44
Persons below poverty line 9 24 24 14
Own business 489,284 38,277 136,678 114,462
Own business with paid
employees 127,345 3,359 16,757 37,596

Weighted economic index 1.00 .55 .54 .79
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Table 1.6 Black, Latino, and Asian Segregation from Whites in the Fifty Largest Metropolitan Regions, 1980 to
2000

Blacks Latinos Asians

Metropolitan Area Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure

Western areas
Los Angeles, Long
Beach 68 (−14) 34 (−26) 16 (0) 63 (+6) 63 (+13) 17 (−17) 48 (+1) 29 (+14) 31 (−17)
Riverside, San Ber-
nadino 46 (−9) 15 (−5) 38 (−17) 43 (+4) 50 (+17) 36 (−23) 38 (+7) 11 (+8) 46 (−27)
Orange County 37 (−9) 3 (−2) 48 (−17) 56 (+13) 54 (+21) 31 (−28) 40 (+12) 26 (+19) 46 (−29)
San Diego 54 (−10) 15 (−12) 38 (−6) 51 (+9) 44 (+16) 38 (−20) 47 (+1) 22 (+11) 45 (−17)
Seattle, Bellevue,
Everett 50 (−18) 14 (−15) 59 (+4) 31 (+11) 8 (+6) 70 (−16) 35 (−5) 19 (+7) 65 (−8)
Oakland 63 (−11) 35 (−21) 26 (−2) 47 (+11) 30 (+12) 36 (−25) 42 (+4) 29 (+17) 41 (−22)
Portland, Van-
couver 48 (−21) 16 (−16) 67 (+7) 35 (+14) 15 (+12) 74 (−17) 32 (+3) 9 (+6) 78 (−12)
San Francisco 61 (−7) 23 (−18) 31 (−3) 54 (+8) 34 (+12) 36 (−17) 49 (−2) 40 (+10) 38 (−12)
San Jose 41 (−8) 4 (−3) 38 (−18) 52 (+6) 41 (+9) 30 (−23) 42 (+9) 38 (+27) 37 (−28)
Sacramento 56 (−3) 18 (−4) 44 (−13) 40 (+5) 21 (+7) 52 (−17) 49 (+1) 20 (+7) 48 (−19)
Western area
average 52 (−11) 18 (−12) 41 (−7) 47 (+9) 36 (+13) 42 (−20) 42 (+3) 24 (+13) 48 (−19)

Southwestern areas
Houston 68 (−9) 47 (−19) 22 (−1) 56 (+5) 49 (+13) 31 (−19) 49 (+6) 15 (+9) 45 (−26)
Dallas 59 (−19) 42 (−26) 33 (+9) 54 (+5) 45 (+21) 37 (−23) 45 (+6) 11 (+9) 60 (−22)
Phoenix, Mesa 44 (−18) 9 (−14) 51 (+4) 53 (0) 46 (+12) 44 (−13) 28 (+1) 4 (+3) 70 (−13)
Denver 62 (−7) 24 (−19) 47 (+4) 50 (+1) 38 (+9) 50 (−13) 30 (+4) 5 (+3) 70 (−9)



Fort Worth,
Arlington 60 (−18) 35 (−28) 40 (+10) 48 (0) 37 (+11) 46 (−17) 42 (+5) 8 (+6) 61 (−25)
San Antonio 50 (−12) 20 (−15) 34 (+1) 51 (−7) 66 (−1) 27 (−2) 32 (+2) 4 (+2) 49 (−13)
Las Vegas 43 (−20) 19 (−31) 48 (+7) 43 (+20) 34 (+23) 49 (−30) 30 (+9) 9 (+6) 62 (−20)
Salt Lake City,
Ogden 37 (−20) 3 (−6) 74 (−1) 43 (+8) 22 (+12) 70 (−15) 30 (+5) 6 (+4) 76 (−13)
Austin, San
Marcos 52 (−13) 21 (−22) 40 (+5) 47 (0) 40 (+4) 45 (−7) 41 (+6) 9 (+7) 63 (−13)
Southwestern area
average 53 (−15) 24 (−20) 43 (+4) 49 (+4) 42 (+12) 44 (−15) 36 (+5) 8 (+5) 62 (−17)

Midwestern areas
Chicago 81 (−8) 73 (−10) 16 (+5) 62 (−2) 48 (+10) 38 (−13) 44 (−3) 15 (+6) 63 (−12)
Detroit 85 (−3) 79 (0) 17 (−2) 46 (+4) 19 (+12) 62 (−13) 46 (+5) 8 (+6) 76 (−8)
Minneapolis, St.
Paul 58 (−10) 23 (−6) 58 (−4) 47 (+10) 10 (+6) 67 (−20) 43 (+13) 12 (+10) 68 (−25)
St. Louis 74 (−9) 65 (−9) 32 (+8) 29 (0) 4 (+2) 77 (−4) 43 (+1) 5 (+3) 80 (−8)
Cleveland, Lorain,
Elyria 77 (−8) 71 (−7) 25 (+5) 58 (0) 17 (+4) 65 (−9) 38 (+3) 5 (+3) 80 (−7)
Kansas City 69 (−9) 53 (−14) 38 (+9) 46 (+5) 17 (+7) 64 (−13) 35 (+1) 4 (+2) 77 (−7)
Cincinnati 75 (−4) 58 (−6) 39 (+4) 30 (−1) 2 (+1) 81 (+1) 42 (+2) 4 (+3) 82 (−5)
Indianapolis 71 (−9) 53 (−12) 41 (+7) 44 (+15) 7 (+6) 70 (−14) 39 (0) 3 (+2) 79 (−8)
Columbus 63 (−10) 48 (−9) 47 (+6) 38 (+9) 6 (+5) 71 (−12) 42 (−3) 7 (+5) 78 (−10)
Milwaukee,
Waukesha 82 (−2) 67 (−2) 25 (−2) 60 (+4) 33 (+17) 51 (−20) 41 (+10) 5 (+4) 65 (−25)
Midwestern area
average 74 (−7) 59 (−8) 34 (+4) 46 (+4) 16 (+7) 65 (−12) 41 (+3) 7 (+4) 75 (−12)

Southern areas
Washington, D.C. 63 (−7) 59 (−8) 28 (−1) 48 (+16) 20 (+15) 45 (−25) 39 (+7) 14 (+9) 57 (−18)
Atlanta 66 (−11) 63 (−10) 28 (+2) 53 (+21) 20 (+18) 49 (−27) 45 (+9) 8 (+7) 59 (−27)

(Table continues on p. 26.)



Table 1.6 (Continued)

Blacks Latinos Asians

Metropolitan Area Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure Dissimilarity Isolation Exposure

Baltimore 68 (−7) 66 (−7) 29 (+4) 36 (+3) 4 (+2) 66 (−7) 39 (+1) 7 (+5) 71 (−10)
Tampa, St. Peters-
burg, Clearwater 65 (−14) 43 (−16) 42 (+7) 45 (−5) 23 (+4) 61 (−9) 34 (0) 4 (+3) 75 (−12)
Miami 74 (−7) 62 (−5) 11 (−7) 44 (−9) 71 (+13) 18 (−16) 31 (+3) 3 (+2) 29 (−29)
Orlando 57 (−17) 41 (−21) 41 (+5) 41 (+10) 27 (+21) 55 (−30) 36 (+4) 5 (+4) 62 (−26)
Fort Lauderdale 62 (−22) 53 (−18) 31 (+6) 32 (+4) 23 (+17) 55 (−29) 28 (+1) 4 (+3) 59 (−30)
Norfolk, Virginia
Beach, Newport
News 46 (−13) 52 (−9) 42 (+5) 32 (+1) 5 (+2) 60 (−11) 34 (−4) 6 (+2) 63 (−14)
Charlotte, Gasto-
nia, Rock Hill 55 (−8) 45 (−10) 44 (+2) 50 (+18) 13 (+12) 55 (−18) 43 (−4) 4 (+3) 65 (−19)
New Orleans 69 (−2) 71 (0) 24 (−2) 36 (+9) 8 (+2) 61 (−10) 48 (−3) 11 (0) 51 (−7)
Greensboro, Win-
ston-Salem, High
Point 59 (−8) 49 (−11) 41 (+3) 51 (+19) 11 (+10) 58 (−16) 46 (+3) 4 (+3) 67 (−19)
Nashville 57 (−9) 46 (−10) 48 (+5) 46 (+23) 9 (+8) 68 (−12) 42 (−1) 4 (+3) 75 (−12)
Raleigh, Durham,
Chapel Hill 46 (−6) 43 (−11) 46 (+1) 43 (+19) 12 (+11) 55 (−19) 41 (0) 7 (+5) 70 (−14)
Southern area av-
erage 61 (−10) 53 (−10) 35 (+2) 43 (+10) 19 (+10) 54 (−18) 39 (+1) 6 (+4) 62 (−18)



Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research.
Notes: Due to space limitations, indices and changes are rounded to the nearest whole number. Change from 1980 to 2000 is in parentheses.

Eastern areas
New York 82 (0) 60 (−3) 11 (−4) 67 (+2) 46 (+6) 21 (−10) 51 (+1) 27 (+11) 40 (−15)
Philadelphia 72 (−6) 62 (−7) 28 (+2) 60 (−3) 27 (+5) 43 (−7) 44 (+3) 10 (+7) 66 (−12)
Boston 66 (−11) 39 (−14) 40 (+4) 59 (+3) 21 (+9) 54 (−13) 45 (−3) 13 (+1) 71 (−7)
Nassau, Suffolk 74 (−3) 41 (−8) 34 (−8) 47 (+10) 23 (+13) 56 (−22) 36 (+5) 8 (+6) 75 (−14)
Pittsburgh 67 (−6) 47 (−7) 50 (+6) 30 (−1) 1 (0) 84 (−3) 49 (+3) 5 (+4) 85 (−7)
Newark 80 (−3) 67 (−3) 17 (−4) 65 (−2) 36 (+9) 36 (−11) 35 (+4) 9 (+7) 69 (−11)
Bergen, Passaic 73 (−7) 36 (−10) 27 (−6) 58 (−3) 39 (+11) 38 (−13) 36 (+2) 16 (+13) 65 (−20)
Providence, Fall
River, Warwick 59 (−13) 13 (−10) 56 (−5) 68 (+18) 32 (+24) 48 (−31) 43 (+10) 6 (+5) 69 (−20)
Eastern area
average 72 (−6) 46 (−8) 33 (−2) 57 (+3) 28 (+10) 48 (−14) 42 (+3) 12 (+7) 68 (−13)

Overall average 62 (−10) 41 (−12) 37 (+1) 48 (+6) 27 (+10) 51 (−16) 40 (+3) 11 (+6) 62 (−16)



and debts; these data allow us to consider whether and how racial differ-
ences in accumulated wealth have an impact on housing outcomes. To
address adequately the role of immigration in the social and economic
well-being of Latinos and Asians, we also gathered information on nativ-
ity status, citizenship or residency status, length of time in the United
States, and English-language proficiency.

The LASUI also gathered a considerable amount of information on peo-
ple’s beliefs about neighborhood and community issues. Some of it is es-
pecially pertinent to the purposes of this volume, such as amount spent
each month on housing, whether respondents rent or own their current
residence, and level of experience with public housing. In addition, re-
spondents shared their beliefs about the prevalence of housing market
discrimination against specific minority groups and their own neighbor-
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Table 1.7 LASUI Sample Characteristics, by Race

Source: 1993–94 Los Angeles Survey of Urban Inequality.

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Sex
Female 49.07% 54.21% 49.73% 51.04%
Male 50.93 45.79 50.27 48.96

Nativity status
Native-born 100 100 26.27 11.96
Foreign-born 0 0 73.73 88.04

Mean age 44.96 42.08 36.78 44.43
Mean years of education 14.01 12.73 9.58 13.27
Mean family income $53,714 $36,241 $27,284 $43,410
Mean net financial assets 10,561 2,753 1,304 6,383

Neighborhood poverty
Less than 20 percent 96.43 60.44 52.78 79.44
20 to 40 percent 3.48 34.04 43.70 20.21
Over 40 percent 0.19 5.52 3.52 0.34

Neighborhood racial composition
Mean percent white 63.42 23.57 23.27 41.29
Mean percent black 4.37 40.36 7.21 4.18
Mean percent Latino 21.54 28.25 59.27 28.05
Mean percent Asian 9.97 7.00 9.61 25.90
Mean percent same-race 63.42 40.36 59.27 25.90

Total number of cases 739 1,075 914 1,045
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Table 1.8 LASUI Sample Characteristics, by National Origin for
Latino and Asian Respondents

Source: 1993–94 Los Angeles Survey of Urban Inequality.

Central
Mexican American Chinese Korean Japanese

Sex
Female 48.51% 54.54% 46.80% 53.20% 55.68%
Male 51.49 45.46 53.20 46.80 44.32

Nativity status
Foreign-born—five
years or less in U.S. 10.97 28.77 26.08 24.94 4.89
Foreign-born—six to ten
years in U.S. 14.54 17.81 14.32 36.18 1.74
Foreign-born—over ten
years in U.S. 42.24 50.70 54.80 38.15 45.80
Native-born 32.25 2.72 4.80 0.73 47.58

Mean age 36.94 36.15 45.65 44.85 41.16
Mean years of education 9.57 9.65 12.87 12.84 14.93
Mean family income $29,070 $20,244 $40,088 $35,698 $64,463
Mean net financial assets 1,680 −177 6,383 931 16,480

Language of interview
English 39.72% 19.32% 33.83% 25.88% 99.80%
Other 60.28 80.68 66.17 74.12 0.20

Mean English proficiency
(0 to 5 scale) 2.29 1.66 2.18 2.01 3.85

Neighborhood poverty
Less than 20 percent 59.81% 25.06% 77.33% 71.77% 97.96%
20 to 40 percent 37.03 70.01 22.67 27.39 1.92
Over 40 percent 3.16 4.93 0 0.84 0.12

Neighborhood racial com-
position
Mean percent white 25.25 15.49 33.04 42.53 55.78
Mean percent black 7.16 7.41 2.57 6.39 3.36
Mean percent Latino 57.73 65.32 30.58 28.77 21.56
Mean percent Asian 9.24 11.09 33.28 21.53 18.94
Mean percent same-race 57.73 65.32 33.28 21.53 19.94

Total number of cases 689 225 527 353 165
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Figure 2.1 Farley-Schuman Neighborhood Cards for White and
Black Respondents: 1992 to 1994 Multi-City Study of
Urban Inequality

Notes: For multiethnic modification, shading is altered. Hispanic houses are always dark
gray, and Asian houses are always light gray for both respondent and target-group repre-
sentations.
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Table 3.1 LASUI Respondents’ Housing-Related Characteristics, by Race and Nativity Status

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

White Black Latino Latino Asian Asian Total

Housing characteristics
Monthly housing costsab $705 $592 $608 $636 $896 $968 $679

(35) (34)† (65) (28) (118) (35)††† (17)

Home ownershipb

Own or buying 51.84% 36.20% 45.08% 19.84% 76.96% 41.13% 39.90%
Renting or other 48.16 63.80 54.92 80.16 23.04 58.87 60.10

Housing as percentage of incomeb 26.03 47.72†† 24.74 57.33††† 23.19 51.22††† 38.98
(2.39) (7.40) (2.82) (4.01) (2.52) (5.03) (2.07)

Homeowners 16.22 19.57 19.95 40.93††† 23.26† 47.76††† 22.67
(1.66) (2.98) (4.25) (6.88) (3.00) (5.00) (1.50)

Non-owners 36.14 63.73† 28.40 61.47††† 22.98† 53.54† 49.43
(3.97) (11.14) (3.53) (4.81) (5.19) (7.67) (2.93)

Public housing experienceb

Never 95.67 80.87 87.88 94.75 96.33 97.04 92.82
In the past 3.88 13.94 11.66 4.52 3.67 0.70 5.93
Currently 0.45 5.19 0.46 0.73 0 2.26 1.25



Source: Author’s compilation.
a. The monthly housing expenditures of homeowners may or may not include taxes and insurance. Respondents were asked to respond with only princi-
pal and interest for all mortgages (including second mortgages and the like). A follow-up question confirms whether their response includes taxes, insur-
ance, both, or neither.
b. Standard deviation values are listed in parentheses. p < .001. Where means differ significantly from whites, †††p < .001, ††p < .01, and †p < .05.

Neighborhood characteristics
Proximity to non-Hispanic whitesb

Less than 10 percent 1.38 48.02 25.67 41.78 4.73 15.27 21.80
10 to 25 percent 3.24 9.99 11.47 24.59 22.81 14.97 11.67
26 to 50 percent 12.55 21.29 32.30 24.35 29.76 24.15 19.71
51 to 70 percent 45.52 17.69 24.16 7.53 29.89 32.43 28.44
Over 70 percent 37.31 3.01 6.39 1.76 12.81 13.17 18.38
Mean proximity to non-Hispanic whites 63.42 23.57††† 34.88††† 19.13††† 45.67†† 40.67††† 41.74

(1.64) (2.26) (3.52) (1.40) (6.71) (2.31) (1.27)

Median household income $44,695 $29,564††† $33,892††† $27,118††† $47,705 $37,996††† $36,456
(1,865) (982) (903) (772) (6,396) (1,032) (966)

Median home value 264,022 181,793††† 182,872††† 173,057††† 271,240 275,579††† 221,112
(11,282) (9,641) (7,518) (4,758) (33,477) (9,726) (5,968)

Poverty rateb

Less than 20 percent 96.43% 60.44% 72.96% 45.58% 95.11% 77.30% 74.30%
20 to 40 percent 3.38 34.04 26.35 49.89 4.89 22.31 23.57
Over 40 percent 0.19 5.52 0.69 4.53 0 0.39 2.13
Mean poverty rate 8.28 19.26††† 13.49††† 22.20††† 8.30 13.43††† 14.36

(0.45) (0.90) (1.07) (0.87) (1.05) (0.83) (0.45)



Table 3.2 Factors Influencing Respondents’ Monthly Housing
Expenditure: OLS Regression Coefficients (with Robust
Standard Errors)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 3,579. Monthly housing expenditure is measured as rent plus utilities for renters;
for owners, respondents were asked for the amount of the principal and interest for all
mortgages. In a follow-up item, homeowner respondents were asked to confirm whether 

Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE

Constant 662.82*** 23.77 450.97*** 66.46
Race or nativity status
White (ref) — — — —
Black −169.14*** 29.36 −164.31*** 29.52
Native-born Latino −76.05 44.04 −44.52 44.94
Foreign-born Latino: ten years or
more in the U.S. −9.30 43.42 116.19* 52.25
Foreign-born Latino: six to ten years in
the U.S. −121.39*** 26.80 30.35 51.36
Foreign-born Latino: five years or less
in the U.S. −170.18*** 32.54 −4.92 58.27
Native-born Asian 3.09 58.05 7.34 58.96
Foreign-born Asian: ten years or more
in the U.S. 364.29*** 55.75 471.98*** 66.47
Foreign-born Asian: six to ten years in
the U.S. 203.83*** 55.73 335.88*** 64.94
Foreign-born Asian: five years or less
in the U.S. 159.87** 45.84 291.69*** 59.07

English Ability (0 to 5 scale) 46.90** 13.16
Housing characteristics
Homeowner (1 = yes)
Years at residence (/5)
No public housing experience (ref)
Past public housing experience
Currently in public housing

Financial characteristics
Income (dollars/5000)
Missing income (1 = yes)
Net financial assets (dollars/5000)
Missing net financial assets (1 = yes)

Sociodemographic characteristics
Age in years
Age squared
Degree attainment (0 to 4 scale)
Married with children (1 = yes)
Household size

Interactions
Homeowner × assets

R-Squared .10 .11



Table 3.2 (Continued)

the monthly housing expenditure included taxes and/or insurance. Models 3 through 6
control for whether homeowners included taxes, insurance, or both in their monthly hous-
ing expenditure (the reference category is principal and interest only). 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

B SE B SE B SE B SE

741.9115*** 65.53 656.35*** 59.60 198.48* 75.56 204.71** 76.28

— — — — — — — —
−97.24*** 25.55 −36.39 21.15 −40.79 21.32 −41.57 21.43
−74.64 41.80 −66.98 37.87 −67.96 40.29 −69.24 40.75

23.13 44.97 44.97 42.62 −26.39 39.56 −28.59 39.85

−64.81 48.33 −44.54 43.13 −109.64* 42.98 −111.46* 43.06

−120.74* 55.34 −103.23* 49.30 −137.06** 46.15 −137.94** 46.06
3.02 50.16 16.94 48.44 1.15 45.64 2.96 44.97

323.79*** 57.66 261.40*** 50.38 218.00*** 47.61 214.38*** 48.06

189.51** 59.20 170.44** 56.70 108.60* 53.81 105.51 53.63

127.35* 51.67 127.15* 49.39 76.71 46.60 70.45 46.46
25.99* 11.85 0.09 11.58 −8.04 9.80 −8.58 9.84

335.44*** 35.79 218.78*** 37.21 191.36*** 36.19 209.48*** 38.83
154.90*** 11.25 −138.97*** 11.14 −120.12*** 11.91 −119.80*** 11.96

— — — — — — — —
−53.73* 22.87 −36.14 19.77 −37.25 20.08 −36.58 20.06

−261.87*** 33.53 −192.11*** 31.99 −140.61*** 21.74 −139.23*** 21.60

26.86*** 2.58 21.12*** 2.65 21.30*** 2.61
−51.49 29.64 −32.89 28.15 −33.43 28.29
−13.19** 4.00 −10.41** 3.95 −0.68 3.98
26.35 31.98 13.76 30.74 15.14 30.97

18.38*** 2.50 18.12*** 2.47
−0.20*** 0.03 −0.20*** 0.03
34.81*** 9.09 34.84*** 9.01
73.99*** 20.67 73.22*** 20.65
24.69*** 5.14 24.71*** 5.17

−15.29* 7.02
.26 .32 .35 .35
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Table 3.3 Factors Influencing Homeownership: Logistic Regression
Coefficients (with Robust Standard Errors)

Model 1

Odds
B SE Ratio

Constant −0.12 0.12 —
Race and nativity status
White (ref) — — —
Black −0.59*** 0.16 0.55
Native-born Latino −0.39* 0.19 0.67
Foreign-born Latino: ten years or more in the U.S. −0.94*** 0.20 0.39
Foreign-born Latino: six to ten years in the U.S. −2.57*** 0.37 0.08
Foreign-born Latino: five years or less in the U.S. −3.82*** 0.55 0.02
Native-born Asian 0.90*** 0.23 2.46
Foreign-born Asian: ten years or more in the U.S. 0.27 0.18 1.30
Foreign-born Asian: six to ten years in the U.S. −0.81** 0.28 0.44
Foreign-born Asian: five years or less in the U.S. −1.06*** 0.23 0.35
English ability (0 to 5 scale)

Public housing experience
Never lived in public housing (ref)
Lived in public housing in the past

Financial characteristics
Income
Less than $20,000 (ref)
$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $89,999
$90,000 or more
Missing income (1 = yes)

Net financial assets
Negative or none (ref)
Up to $5,000
$5,001 to $10,000
Over $10,000
Missing net financial assets (1 = yes)

Sociodemographic characteristics
Age
21 to 29 (ref)
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 to 69
70 and older

Degree attainment (0 to 4 scale)
Married with children (1 = yes)
Household size

Log pseudo-likelihood −2,143.76
Pseudo R-Squared .08
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 3,587. Respondents currently living in public housing are excluded from this
analysis.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Odds Odds Odds
B SE Ratio B SE Ratio B SE Ratio

−1.80*** 0.23 — −2.73*** 0.25 — −5.50*** 0.32 —

— — — — — — — — —
−0.56*** 0.16 0.57 0.37† 0.19 1.44 0.36* 0.18 1.44
−0.15 0.20 0.86 0.38 0.24 1.46 0.53† 0.28 1.70
0.01 0.21 1.01 0.69** 0.23 2.00 0.94*** 0.24 2.55

−1.42*** 0.39 0.24 −0.88† 0.46 0.41 −0.10 0.49 0.91
−2.57*** 0.59 0.08 −1.84** 0.56 0.16 −0.79 0.59 0.45
0.96*** 0.24 2.60 0.44* 0.22 1.56 0.72** 0.26 2.05
1.11*** 0.22 3.03 0.71** 0.25 2.03 0.90** 0.26 2.45
0.17 0.32 1.18 0.06 0.33 1.07 0.45 0.35 1.57

−0.05 0.28 0.95 −0.55† 0.30 0.58 0.16 0.33 1.17
0.37*** 0.04 1.45 0.11* 0.05 1.12 0.33*** 0.06 1.39

— — — — — —
0.22 0.18 1.25 0.10 0.19 1.10

— — — — — —
0.81*** 0.10 2.24 1.01*** 0.12 2.75
1.40*** 0.16 4.07 1.78*** 0.17 5.94

2.57*** 0.17 13.01 2.90*** 0.20 18.23
1.98*** 0.25 7.25 2.25*** 0.24 9.45

−0.12 0.12 0.88 −0.19 0.14 0.83
— — — — — —

.38** 0.13 1.46 0.32* 0.15 1.38
1.47*** 0.16 4.37 1.39*** 0.17 4.02
2.01*** 0.12 7.43 1.59*** 0.14 4.92

−0.12 0.13 0.89 −0.19 0.15 0.83

0.66*** 0.17 1.93
1.20*** 0.18 3.31
2.01*** 0.18 7.46
2.29*** 0.20 9.87
2.86*** 0.21 17.43

−0.07 0.06 0.93
0.53*** 0.13 1.71
0.18*** 0.03 1.19

−2,100.15 −1,689.21 −1,520.70
.10 .28 .35



Table 3.4 OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting LASUI Respondents’ Neighborhood Proximity To Non-Hispanic
Whites, by Race

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

B SE B SE B SE B SE

Constant 28.09*** 4.93 10.85*** 2.71 15.68*** 3.12 11.79* 5.03
Homeowner (1 = yes) 3.21 2.36 −5.32* 2.19 −2.61 2.28 4.44† 2.25
Public housing experience
Never (ref) — — — — — — — —
In the past −4.95 3.96 −0.80 1.59 6.31* 2.69 4.05 4.52
Currently −9.52† 4.88 0.79 2.54 −3.45 3.59 3.96 4.50

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref) — — — — — — — —
$20,000 to $39,999 11.05*** 2.64 2.19 1.27 5.56*** 1.36 4.62* 2.10
$40,000 to $59,999 16.20*** 3.39 6.81** 2.20 14.59*** 2.95 13.23*** 2.82
$60,000 to $89,999 16.15*** 3.50 9.69** 2.93 22.13*** 5.70 18.94*** 3.63
$90,000 or more 15.91** 4.74 13.47** 4.33 13.98* 6.70 18.95*** 3.50
Missing income (1 = yes) −0.26 2.68 0.56 1.49 0.76 1.75 2.36 1.44

Net financial assets
Negative or none (ref) — — — — — — — —
$1 to $5,000 −0.41 2.77 1.18 1.01 0.71 1.56 1.22 2.00
$5,001 to $10,000 2.96 2.97 −0.04 1.75 0.30 3.26 1.19 2.73
Over $10,000 5.82** 2.17 2.05 1.89 0.20 4.46 2.76 2.46
Missing net financial assets (1 = yes) −8.03** 2.74 −0.88 1.52 −1.94 1.78 −4.75* 2.20

Age
21 to 29 (ref) — — — — — — — —
30 to 39 −3.83 2.41 −1.01 1.49 2.13 1.28 −0.19 2.16
40 to 49 −4.84* 1.94 −2.45 1.53 5.45** 1.91 0.72 2.33
50 to 59 −4.38 3.17 −2.54 1.67 7.26** 2.20 0.27 2.63
60 to 69 0.07 3.16 −1.01 2.27 6.30* 2.72 −3.93 3.30
70 or older −1.56 3.30 −1.54 2.13 7.15 4.75 1.67 3.38

(Table continues on p. 86.)



Table 3.4 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Education
Less than high school (ref) — — — — — — — —
High school graduate or GED 12.22*** 3.33 1.40 1.11 0.31 1.10 5.83** 1.89
Some college 10.88** 3.59 0.48 1.17 4.51 3.57 8.79** 3.00
Bachelor’s degree 9.48* 4.17 2.75 2.06 6.90 3.57 11.72*** 2.54
Advanced degree 13.39** 3.88 16.03** 4.76 19.66* 7.35 8.65* 3.64

Household structure
Married with children (1 = yes) 1.48 2.33 1.92 1.47 2.11 1.28 0.13 1.92
Household size 1.49* 0.74 −1.24** 0.35 −0.90** 0.30 0.94 0.57

Nativity status
U.S.-born (ref) — — — —
Foreign-born: over ten years in the U.S. −8.14** 2.82 4.05 3.44
Foreign-born: six to ten years in the U.S. −7.30* 3.21 5.50 3.84
Foreign-born: five years or less in the U.S. −6.27† 3.35 4.65 4.00

English language ability
None (ref) — — — —
Low 3.56** 1.28 0.21 1.78
Medium 4.84* 1.86 0.87 2.17
High (English only household) 8.90† 4.86 −1.92 3.60

National origin
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American −2.55† 1.36
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese −4.22† 2.43
Korean −3.64 3.41

R-Squared 0.22 0.10 0.28 0.28
Nunber of cases 739 1,075 914 1,045



Table 3.5 OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting LASUI Respondents’ Neighborhood Socioeconomic Status, by
Race

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

B SE B SE B SE B SE

Constant 18,534*** 2,940 19,011*** 1,396 22,992*** 1,834 23,537*** 4,192
Homeowner (1 = yes) 6,351*** 1,465 1,515 1,271 1,807 1,227 5,890** 1,903
Public housing experience
Never (ref) — — — — — — — —
In the past −3,596 1,948 521 689 3,982* 1,662 4,560 4,186
Currently −7,361* 3,712 −5,043** 1,454 −5,465† 2,929 −9,754** 3,400

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref) — — — — — — — —
$20,000 to $39,999 5,550*** 1,452 4,120*** 897 3,606*** 652 2,792† 1,417
$40,000 to $59,999 8,604*** 1,774 7,985*** 1,776 7,603*** 1,489 7,460** 2,367
$60,000 to $89,999 11,647*** 2,500 9,258*** 2,127 10,164*** 2,178 12,496*** 2,680
$90,000 or more 16,633*** 3,469 16,011*** 3,315 11,219** 3,510 19,369*** 3,641
Missing income (1 = yes) 4,371 2,935 −307 1,069 261 945 1,921 1,360

Net financial assets
Negative or none (ref) — — — — — — — —
$1 to $5,000 550 1,391 365 794 566 573 −541 1,463
$5,001 to $10,000 4,614 2,703 1,090 1,300 −2,422 1,968 2,928 2,134
Over $10,000 5,689** 2,049 1,320 1,473 −450 1,748 7,078** 2,544
Missing net financial assets (1 = yes) −2,269 2,333 371 1,060 320 891 −3,490* 1,712

Age
21 to 29 (ref) — — — — — — — —
30 to 39 −2,910 1,692 −367 1,016 −216 729 −3,654* 1,830
40 to 49 −5,040* 1,970 −1,074 1,062 1,385 952 104 1,871
50 to 59 −4,362 2,388 −1,615 1,195 3,376** 1,133 −3,305 2,166
60 to 69 3,597 3,477 −900 1,621 2,285 1,566 −3,844 2,497
70 and older −2,516 2,614 −2,212 1,352 3,690 3,151 −964 2,713



Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Coefficients and standard errors are rounded to the nearest whole dollar.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Education
Less than high school (ref) — — — — — — — —
High school graduate or GED 6,040*** 1,617 1,638** 505 114 840 2,349 1,629
Some college 7,834*** 1,879 1,083 788 −98 1,530 5,894* 2,274
Bachelor’s degree 7,208** 2,457 3,071* 1,334 2,938 1,747 8,405*** 1,896
Advanced degree 12,967*** 3,237 8,515* 3,181 11,752** 4,202 8,998** 3,207

Household structure
Married with children (1 = yes) −2,938 1,672 −712* 882 513 610 −232 1,448
Household size 2,083** 590 −234 222 −46 200 1,602** 576

Nativity status
U.S.-born (ref) — — — —
Foreign-born: over ten years in the U.S. −3,442** 1,236 −1,522 3,090
Foreign-born: six to ten years in the U.S. −3,967** 1,410 −797 3,353
Foreign-born: five years or less in the U.S. −3,896* 1,465 −1,232 3,142

English language ability
None (ref) — — — —
Low 1,295† 737 190 1,581
Medium 2,053* 945 −2,745 1,693
High (English only household) 5,473** 1,775 −6,686† 3,412

National origin
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American −3,234*** 792
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese 852 1,700
Korean 1,164 2,371

R-Squared 0.34 0.27 0.35 0.35
Number of cases 739 1,075 914 1,045



whites of roughly $8,000. Also noteworthy are the predicted outcomes for
poor immigrant Latinos: compared to poor native whites (the closest
comparison group), poor, foreign-born Latinos reside in neighborhoods
that are about 10 percent less white but about equally affluent.

The general story is slightly different for Asians, who experience less
proximity to whites but greater neighborhood affluence. Poor natives
have a predicted level of neighborhood affluence that slightly exceeds
that of comparable whites; however, their neighborhood contact with
whites lags substantially behind that of similar whites and Latinos, at 10
percent. Likewise, affluent native Asians are also predicted to reside in
neighborhoods with fewer whites relative to the contact with whites ex-
perienced by white and Latino respondents, while at the same time they
have the highest predicted level of neighborhood affluence, with a me-
dian neighborhood household income of over $64,000. Poor immigrant
Asians’ predicted proximity to whites is similar to that of similarly situ-
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Table 3.6 Predicted Values of Neighborhood Proximity to Non-
Hispanic Whites and Neighborhood Median Household
Income, by Race

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Poor immigrants have five years or less in the United States, speak little English, do
not own their homes, and are in the lowest categories for income, assets, and education (less
than $20,000 in income, zero or negative assets, and less than high school). Poor natives are
comparable to poor immigrants, except that they are U.S.-born and have high English abil-
ity. Affluent natives are U.S.-born, have high English ability, are homeowners, and place in
the highest categories for income, assets, and education ($90,000 and over in income, over
$10,000 in assets, and an advanced degree). Affluent immigrants are comparable to affluent
natives, except that they have been in the United States more than ten years and report hav-
ing “medium” English ability. All other characteristics are standardized to the overall sam-
ple mean.

Neighborhood Outcome Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Proximity to non-Hispanic whites
Poor native 27.63% 4.65% 26.88% 10.32%
Poor immigrant — — 15.27 17.10
Affluent native 65.96 30.88 58.11 45.12
Affluent immigrant — — 45.91 51.96

Median household income
Poor native $20,013 $16,894 $29,304 $22,979
Poor immigrant — — 21,230 28,623
Affluent native 61,652 44,255 53,632 64,315
Affluent immigrant — — 46,770 66,733



and nativity-status category reporting negative stereotypes and feelings
of social distance across target groups (difference scores greater than 1).
What is probably most remarkable about the results reported in these two
figures is that Asians—not whites—emerge as the group most likely to
adhere to negative stereotypes of blacks and Latinos. Just over 60 percent
of native-born Asians and almost two-thirds of their foreign-born coun-
terparts held negative stereotypes of blacks. Both groups of Asians were
even more likely to view Latinos negatively compared to their own
group. Conversely, fewer than 5 percent of both Asian categories expressed
negative stereotypes of whites.

Especially compared to Asians, whites’ rates of anti-black and anti-
Latino stereotyping painted a more optimistic picture of dominant-group
racial attitudes. In general terms, whites and Asians were similar in their
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Figure 4.1 Respondents Holding Negative Stereotypes of 
Out-Groups, by Race and Nativity Status

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Measures are stereotype difference scores greater than 1.00. p < .001 for all except neg-
ative stereotyping of whites (p < .01).
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ratings of out-groups relative to themselves. Like Asians, a clear majority
of whites’ stereotype difference scores reflected negative views of both
blacks (54 percent) and Latinos (63 percent); still, whites were signifi-
cantly less likely to hold negative views of these two groups than Asians
were. Again, keep in mind that without the English ability item, blacks
and Latinos were equally likely to be negatively stereotyped by whites
and that the English ability item may have been viewed differently (and
less pejoratively) in relation to Latinos than it was in reference to blacks.
Whites were least likely to adhere to negative stereotypes of Asians—
fewer than 15 percent of whites did so. Still, whites were two to five times
more likely to adhere to negative stereotypes of Asians than vice versa.

Blacks and Latinos were least likely to adhere to negative stereotypes
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Figure 4.2 Respondents Perceiving Social Distance Between Their
Own Group and Various Out-Groups, by Race and
Nativity Status

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Measures are social distance difference scores greater than 1.00. p < .001 for all except
social distance from whites (p < .05).
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Figure 4.3 Perception That Blacks, Latinos, and Asians Face Various Housing Market Barriers
“Sometimes” or “Very Often,” by Respondent Race: Summary Statistics

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: For black target group, p < .001 for individual whites won’t sell or rent and banks won’t lend money; p < .01 for real estate agents
won’t show or sell. For Latino target group, p < .001 except for individual whites won’t sell or rent (p < .01). For Asian target group, p < .001
for individual whites won’t sell or rent; p < .01 for real estate agents won’t show or sell; p < .05 for banks won’t lend money.
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nos, and, to a far lesser extent, Asians are more inclined to invoke expla-
nations rooted in structural barriers, such as the persistence of racial dis-
crimination in society or a lack of opportunity to receive a good educa-
tion (Bobo 2001).

Another natural outgrowth of persisting antiminority stereotypes and
clear-cut differences in opinions about racial discrimination and inequal-
ity is their impact on political attitudes, including support for progressive
social policies like affirmative action. James Kluegel and Elliot Smith
(1982, 1986) conclude, for instance, that the more whites’ explanations for
inequality are rooted in cultural or volitional deficiencies rather than
structural barriers, the less likely they are to support government inter-
vention, such as affirmative action. Thus, whites’ support for affirmative
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Figure 4.4 The Belief Among LASUI Respondents That They
Experienced Housing Market Discrimination, by
Respondent Race and Nativity Status

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: p < .001.
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The measures of neighborhood racial composition preferences presented
here—percentage white, percentage black, and so on—are simply the
sum of each group represented on a respondent’s completed card, di-
vided by the total number of houses (including the respondent’s own),
and then multiplied by 100.

Table 4.5 offers summary information for all respondent- and target-
group pairings. The first row of each target-group panel provides the
mean percentage of that group in each respondent’s ideal neighborhood,
and the second row provides the percentage in each respondent category
who preferred a neighborhood without any target-group members. For
ease of interpretation and comparison, preferences for same-race neigh-
bors are located in the bottom panel of the table; the first row of the panel
shows the mean percentage of same-race neighbors, and the second row
is the percentage in each respondent category who preferred an entirely
same-race neighborhood.13

This experiment reveals patterns of preferences that reflect decidedly
more aversion to integration among Los Angeles–area residents than was
previously thought, while at the same time suggesting that they would 
be more tolerant of greater interracial residential contact than currently
exists.14 All of the racial and nativity-status groups tended to prefer sub-
stantially integrated neighborhoods, but ones in which in-group repre-
sentation always exceeded that of any single out-group. A number 
of other distinct patterns are also apparent. First, though all groups
preferred neighborhoods dominated by coethnics, this preference was
strongest for whites: their average ideal neighborhood was over half
same-race (53 percent). Following just behind whites, however, were for-
eign-born Latinos and foreign-born Asians, whose mean same-race pref-
erences neared the 50 percent mark (48 percent and 46 percent, respec-
tively). The ideal neighborhoods of blacks and native-born Latinos were
just over 42 percent same-race; native-born Asians appeared least inter-
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Figure 4.5 Multiethnic Neighborhood Experiment Showcard

Source: 1993–94 Los Angeles Survey of Urban Inequality.
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common-fate racial identity, yet there are also substantial racial and nativ-
ity-status group differences. For instance, nearly two out of five blacks ex-
pressed “a lot” of common-fate racial identity (37 percent) compared to
fewer than one in four native-born Latinos (18 percent). Native-born
Asians were the least likely to express a strong sense of common fate
identity (6 percent). Whites and foreign-born Latinos and Asians fall be-
tween these extremes, though foreign-born Latinos were more likely than
either of the other two in this category to express “a lot” of common-fate
racial identity. At the same time, between 17 and 38 percent of each group
professed that their racial-group membership had nothing to do with
their own life chances.

It should not go unnoticed here that among both Latinos and Asians
the foreign-born expressed a stronger sense of common fate identity than
did their native-born counterparts. A comparison of means by national
origin within the foreign-born groups and separately by race found no
significant differences among Asians. Among Latinos, however, Central
Americans expressed a significantly higher sense of common fate than
did Mexican-origin Latinos (p < .05). These patterns of difference, by both
nativity status and to a lesser extent by national origin, suggest that im-
migrants used the common-fate racial identity query as an opportunity to
express what may more likely be a national ancestry or ethnic identity
(see Bobo and Johnson 2000).1 Mean values for this item (bottom row of
table 4.1), which range from 0 (none) to 3 (a lot), nicely summarize these
overall trends.

In short, while the majority of Los Angeles–area adults expressed some
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Table 4.1 Common Fate Identity, by Respondent Race and Nativity
Status: Summary Statistics

Source: Author’s compilation.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; †† Mean value is significantly different from whites, p < .01

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

Sense of
common fate***
None 27.12% 21.60% 38.20% 27.97% 17.16% 22.69%
Not very much 9.26 6.19 7.51 5.31 24.05 9.51
Some 43.38 35.24 36.59 35.69 52.92 47.19
A lot 20.23 36.97 17.70 31.03 5.87 20.61

Mean** 1.57 1.88†† 1.34 1.70 1.48 1.66
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Table 4.2 Perceived Social Class Disadvantage, Racial Stereotyping,
Social Distance, and White Discrimination, by Respondent 
Race and Nativity Status and Target-Group Race: Summary
Statistics

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Target Group and Traits Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

Whites
Social class disadvantage
Poverty 3.63 2.87 3.10 2.35 3.28 3.00
Difference score — −2.21 −1.64 −3.12 0.11 −0.61

Racial stereotyping
Unintelligent 3.05 3.45 3.59 2.88 3.31 3.09
Prefers welfare 2.47 2.88 2.81 2.93 2.38 2.74
Poor English 1.95 1.95 1.76 1.42 1.76 1.37
Drugs and gangs 3.01 4.01 3.55 3.56 2.92 3.46
Absolute rating 2.62 3.08 2.93 2.70 2.59 2.67
Difference score — −0.63 −1.35 −1.58 −0.04 −0.21

Social distance
Hard to get along with 3.21 3.98 3.66 3.67 3.08 3.82
Difference score — 0.87 0.83 0.95 0.23 0.90

Discrimination
Discriminates 4.05 5.31 4.71 4.97 4.62 4.60

Blacks
Social class disadvantage
Poverty 5.21 5.09 5.03 4.92 5.29 5.36
Difference score 1.57 — 0.29 −0.55 2.13 1.74

Racial stereotyping
Unintelligent 3.82 3.39 4.05 3.90 4.03 4.44
Prefers welfare 4.16 4.04 5.04 5.63 4.27 5.25
Poor English 3.42 2.71 3.36 2.51 2.94 2.06
Drugs and gangs 4.60 4.68 5.21 5.36 4.90 5.01
Absolute rating 4.00 3.71 4.41 4.35 4.04 4.19
Difference score 1.38 — 0.14 0.07 1.41 1.32

Social distance
Hard to get along with 3.83 3.11 3.69 4.54 3.45 4.35
Difference score 0.62 — 0.87 1.83 0.61 1.42

Discrimination
Discriminates 4.70 3.96 4.92 4.94 4.81 4.13
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Table 4.2 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: p < .001 except poverty for black target group (p < .01), drugs and gangs for Latino target
group (p = not significant), and social distance difference score for white (p < .05) and Latino target
groups (p < .01).

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Target Group and Traits Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

Latinos
Social class disadvantage
Poverty 5.37 5.30 4.74 5.47 5.32 5.50
Difference score 1.73 0.21 — — 2.16 1.89

Racial stereotyping
Unintelligent 3.98 3.93 3.87 3.55 4.04 4.59
Prefers welfare 3.96 4.19 4.29 4.41 4.15 5.25
Poor English 4.70 4.83 4.05 4.50 4.45 4.53
Drugs and gangs 4.59 4.74 4.90 4.66 4.97 4.65
Absolute rating 4.31 4.42 4.28 4.28 4.40 4.76
Difference score 1.69 0.72 — — 1.77 1.88

Social distance
Hard to get along with 3.69 3.40 2.83 2.72 3.27 3.76
Difference score 0.48 0.29 — — 0.43 0.84

Discrimination
Discriminates 4.38 4.40 4.08 3.41 4.57 3.48

Asians
Social class disadvantage
Poverty 3.61 3.12 3.14 2.87 3.16 3.61
Difference score −0.02 −1.97 −1.60 −2.60 — —

Racial stereotyping
Unintelligent 2.88 3.30 3.13 2.75 2.67 2.85
Prefers welfare 2.30 2.72 2.67 2.87 1.88 2.36
Poor English 3.83 4.84 4.62 3.87 3.05 3.69
Drugs and gangs 3.19 3.99 3.46 3.32 2.91 2.59
Absolute rating 3.05 3.71 3.47 3.20 2.63 2.87
Difference score 0.43 0.01 −0.81 −1.08 — —

Social distance
Hard to get along with 3.64 4.29 4.12 4.17 2.84 2.92
Difference score 0.43 1.17 1.29 1.46 — —

Discrimination
Discriminates 4.33 5.19 4.69 4.51 4.45 3.53

Number of cases 739 1,075 177 737 127 917



discrimination as a more substantial and pervasive obstacle to obtaining
housing—for their own group, for one another, and for Asians—than ei-
ther whites or Asians did. This was most true for blacks, who were more
likely to believe that Latinos face substantial barriers than Latinos them-
selves were. Thus, when considering their own experiences, between 80
and 90 percent of blacks believed that they face discriminatory barriers at
least sometimes, compared with 56 to 74 percent of Latinos reflecting on
their housing market experiences.

These patterns are further highlighted by an index item summarized in
table 4.3 for all respondent- and target-group pairings. This measure cap-
tures respondents’ beliefs about the prevalence of housing market dis-
crimination across all three domains—individual whites, real estate
agents, and banks—for each target group. Values are simply the average
of responses to the three items; they range from 1 (the target group “al-
most never” experiences any discrimination) to 4 (the target group expe-
riences all three types of barriers “very often”).9 Mean values reinforce the
patterns presented in figure 4.3 and illustrate the high degree of consen-
sus regarding beliefs about the existence of housing market barriers and
about which groups are most (and least) likely to face one or more barri-
ers among Los Angeles County residents. Finally, nativity-status compar-
isons indicate that foreign-born Asians and Latinos tended to perceive
less housing market discrimination across target groups. The single ex-
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Table 4.3 Overall Belief That Blacks, Latinos, and Asians Face
Housing Market Barriers, by Respondent Race: Summary
Statistics

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Comparisons are by respondent race, within target group. Overall index measure is
the average of the three individual items. Scores range from 1 (almost never) to 4 (very of-
ten). Cronbach’s alpha is .79 for the black and Latino target groups and .81 for the Asian tar-
get group.
*** p < .001; where mean values differ significantly from whites, ††† p < .001, †† p < .01, and
† p < .05

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Housing market barriers faced by:
Blacks 2.76 3.20††† 2.79 2.40††
Latinos 2.51 2.87††† 2.81†† 2.23†
Asians 2.01 2.14 2.14 1.74††



spondent race and nativity status and target-group race, is presented in
table 4.4; the bottom row of each target-group block reports a mean over-
all threat index score, which is the average of responses to both items.

In general, perceptions of racial-group competition were moderate to
substantial, ranging from 24 to 64 percent of respondents depending on
respondent race, target-group race, and type of threat. Whites, interest-
ingly, tended to express the lowest levels of perceived racial-group com-
petition and appeared slightly more concerned about a loss of political in-
fluence than about shrinking economic opportunities. And though it
appears that whites viewed Asians as more of a threat than either blacks
or Latinos, target-group differences on the overall threat measures are not
statistically significant for white respondents. These patterns are consis-
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Table 4.4 Perceptions of Blacks, Latinos, and Asians as Competitive
Threats to Economic Opportunities and Political Influence,
by Respondent Race and Nativity Status: Summary
Statistics

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: Percentages are for respondents reporting that they “generally” or “strongly” agreed
that the group posed a threat. Mean overall threat is the combined average of respondents’
scores on individual items, measured as a 1–5 scale where 1 indicates no perceived threat, 
5 indicates strong perceived threat, and 3 is a neutral category. Cronbach’s alpha is .78 
for blacks, .76 for Latinos, and .80 for Asians. For percentages, p < .001 except black po-
litical threat (p < .01). For mean overall threat values significantly different from whites, 
††† p < .001, †† p < .01, and † p < .05.

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Target Group Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

Blacks
Job threat 26.61% — 27.58% 30.57% 13.96% 25.96%
Political threat 30.47 — 26.46 42.10 11.59 36.34
Mean overall threat 3.51 — 3.63 4.51††† 2.66 3.81

Latinos
Job threat 26.59% 52.37% — — 10.13% 32.20%
Political threat 34.56 44.56 — — 18.68 48.01
Mean overall threat 3.67 4.65††† — — 2.35 4.26†

Asians
Job threat 31.89% 63.67% 41.99% 49.92% — —
Political threat 31.99 54.10 46.88 58.20 — —
Mean overall threat 3.74 5.31††† 4.32 6.02††† — —



ested in coethnic neighborhoods, expressing a preference for an average
ideal neighborhood that was just over one-third same-race. Whites were
also the group most likely to prefer entirely same-race neighborhoods (12
percent)—a rate three to four times that of native-born Latinos (4 percent)
and African Americans (3 percent) and more than sixteen times that of na-
tive-born Asians (1 percent). Indeed, only the foreign-born groups came
close to having same-race preferences similar to those of whites, and their
preference for same-race neighbors may have had more to do with an im-
migrant-specific need for the comfort and familiarity of compatriots than
with anti-out-group sentiments.

Another noteworthy pattern is that blacks were always the least pre-
ferred out-group neighbors. This is seen in two ways. First, blacks were
the most likely to be completely excluded from the ideal neighborhoods
of other groups. One-fifth of whites and nearly as many native-born Lati-
nos preferred neighborhoods with no black households; native-born
Asians were least likely to exclude blacks from their ideal neighborhoods,
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Table 4.5 Neighborhood Racial Composition Preferences, by
Respondent and Target-Group Race: Summary Statistics

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: p < .001.

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Target-Group Race Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

White neighbors
Mean percentage — 21.52% 26.18% 24.50% 27.52% 30.62%
No whites — 8.71 5.67 15.81 0.74 8.34

Black neighbors
Mean percentage 14.91% — 15.39 11.74 16.29 9.38
No blacks 20.04 — 18.97 38.07 14.83 44.44

Latino neighbors
Mean percentage 15.82 19.83 — — 19.76 13.54
No Latinos 18.46 9.36 — — 8.76 29.38

Asian neighbors
Mean percentage 16.29 16.25 16.05 15.71 — —
No Asians 17.78 16.78 18.61 25.12 — —

Same-race neighbors
Mean percentage 52.97 42.39 42.37 48.04 36.43 46.46
All same-race 12.35 3.02 3.84 8.39 0.74 8.13
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Table 5.1 Racial Attitudes and Neighborhood Racial Composition
Preferences, by Respondent Race: Correlations

Source: Author’s compilation.
a. Competitive threat items also relied on an experimental ballot, such that roughly one-third
of whites considered blacks (N = 234), Latinos (N = 241), and Asians (N = 228); about half of
each nonwhite group considered group competition from the remaining two groups (for
blacks, 512 got the Latino ballot and 523 the Asian ballot; 441 Latinos considered blacks, and
467 responded to Asians as competitive threats; among Asian respondents, 505 considered
whether or not blacks pose a competitive threat, while 509 responded to the Latino items). 
b. For same-race neighbors, racial attitudes combine responses for all out-groups (for exam-
ple, for white respondents, attitudes toward blacks, Latinos, and Asians are combined for
perceived SES, stereotype, and social distance measures and for competitive threat). 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Target-Group Race Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

White neighbors
Social class disadvantage — 0.140*** 0.035 0.039
In-group attachment — −0.145*** −0.088** 0.091**
Racial stereotyping — −0.079* −0.069* 0.033
Social distance — −0.276*** −0.211*** −0.180***
White discrimination — −0.216*** −0.110** 0.031

Black neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.051 — 0.034 −0.227***
In-group attachment 0.004 — −0.046 0.002
Racial stereotyping −0.360*** — −0.051 −0.115***
Social distance −0.270*** — −0.182*** −0.102**
Racial-group threat (blacks)a −0.213*** — −0.034 −0.309***

Latino neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.035 0.014 — −0.179***
In-group attachment −0.062 0.021 — −0.092**
Racial stereotyping −0.248*** −0.057 — −0.193***
Social distance −0.186 −0.043 — −0.051
Racial-group threat (Latinos)a −0.280*** −0.022 — −0.092*

Asian neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.103** 0.109*** −0.009 —
In-group attachment −0.053 −0.066* −0.039 —
Racial stereotyping −0.261*** −0.078* −0.016 —
Social distance −0.202*** −0.263*** −0.130*** —
Racial-group threat (Asians)a −0.303*** −0.192*** −0.122** —

Same-race neighborsb

Social class disadvantage 0.080* −0.045 −0.080* 0.073*
In-group attachment 0.049 0.124*** 0.112*** 0.022
Racial stereotyping 0.343*** 0.090** −0.006 0.032
Social distance 0.245*** 0.236*** 0.233*** 0.049
Racial-group threat 0.317*** 0.146*** 0.112*** 0.167***
White discrimination — 0.093** 0.111*** −0.040



Table 5.2 Effects of Various Racial Attitudes on Whites’ Preferences for Black, Latino, Asian, and Same-Race
Neighbors: Selected OLS Regression Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 705. Models control for sex, age, education, income, political ideology, homeownership status, public housing experience, household struc-
ture, and the presence of target-group members in actual neighborhoods. 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Black Latino Asian Same-Race
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors

B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.44 0.30 0.05 −0.14 0.28 −0.02 −0.42 0.47 −0.04 0.35 0.89 0.02
In-group attachment
None or low (ref) — — — — — — — — — — — —
Medium 0.17 0.89 0.01 0.68 0.39 −0.03 −0.89 0.83 −0.04 0.66 2.00 0.01
High 0.30 0.85 0.01 −1.19 0.85 −0.05 −0.89 0.74 −0.04 1.66 1.61 0.03

Racial stereotyping −1.92*** 0.46 −0.19 −1.36*** 0.34 −0.15 −2.23** 0.71 −0.15 5.00*** 1.11 0.18
Social distance −0.75** 0.27 −0.11 −0.69* 0.31 −0.10 −1.15** 0.36 −0.15 1.95** 0.68 0.11
Racial group threat −0.56* 0.22 −0.10 −0.62** 0.18 −0.12 −0.61** 0.21 −0.11 1.83*** 0.40 0.16

Constant 25.12*** 2.87 18.53*** 2.72 18.67*** 2.56 28.63*** 5.23
R-squared 0.28*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.23***



Table 5.3 Effects of Various Racial Attitudes on Blacks’ Preferences for White, Latino, Asian, and Same-Race
Neighbors: Selected OLS Regression Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 1,038. Models control for sex, age, education, income, political ideology, homeownership status, public housing experience, household struc-
ture, and the presence of target-group members in actual neighborhoods.  
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

White Latino Asian Same-Race
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors

B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.33† 0.19 0.06 −0.09 0.35 −0.01 0.51** 0.15 0.10 −1.11** 0.33 −0.09
In-group attachment
None or low (ref) — — — — — — — — — — — —
Medium 1.82** 0.60 0.08 −0.14 0.65 0.01 −0.00 0.56 −0.00 −1.97* 0.97 −0.05
High −1.20 0.76 −0.05 −0.60 0.88 −0.02 −0.50 0.82 −0.02 2.47† 1.61 0.06

Racial stereotyping −0.72* 0.35 −0.08 −1.06* 0.46 −0.09 −0.53* 0.26 −0.06 2.68*** 0.60 0.13
Social distance −0.73*** 0.19 −0.14 −0.32 0.20 −0.05 −0.54** 0.14 −0.12 1.11** 0.34 0.11
White discrimination −0.50* 0.26 −0.07 — — — — — — 0.26 0.34 0.02
Racial-group threat — — — −0.16 0.13 −0.04 −0.28† 0.15 −0.07 0.45† 0.24 0.06

Constant 20.37*** 2.02 19.00*** 2.15 13.97*** 1.47 43.92*** 4.33
R-squared 0.12*** 0.06*** 0.09*** 0.13***



creased preferences for same-race neighbors; however, this was again
only true among immigrants—especially the most recently arrived, but
also the longest-term migrants. In each case, the impact of English ability
was consistent with immigrant acculturation—that is, the impact of lan-
guage acquisition was generally greatest for those with the shortest time
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Table 5.4 Effects of Immigration-Related Characteristics and Various
Racial Attitudes on Latinos’ Preferences for White, Black,
Asian, and Same-Race Neighbors: Selected OLS
Regression Coefficients

White
Neighbors

B SE Beta

Immigration-related characteristics
Mexican (ref) — — —
Central American 3.53* 1.42 0.09
U.S.-born (ref) — — —
Foreign-born: five years or less in the U.S. 6.28* 2.84 0.14
Foreign-born: six to ten years in the U.S. 5.33* 2.05 0.12
Foreign-born: over ten years in the U.S. 4.59** 1.40 0.14
English proficiency 0.89 0.52 0.08

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.18 0.29 0.02
In-group attachment
None or low (ref) — — —
Medium 0.00 1.18 0.00
High −0.63 1.05 −0.02

Racial stereotyping −1.40** 0.49 −0.11
Social distance −0.72*** 0.21 −0.11
White discrimination −0.66* 0.27 −0.08
Racial-group threat — — —

Interactions
Five years or less in the U.S. × English 2.82* 1.35 0.09
More than ten years in the U.S. × English — — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × stereotyping 3.21*** 0.91 0.17
Five years or less in the U.S. × class disadvantage — — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × high in-group — — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × social distance — — —

Constant 13.27*** 3.91
R-squared 0.19***
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Table 5.4 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 908. Models control for sex, age, education, income, political ideology, homeown-
ership status, public housing experience, household structure, and the presence of target-
group members in actual neighborhoods. 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Black Asian Same-Race
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors

B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta

— — — — — — — — —
0.89 0.78 0.03 −0.34 1.00 −0.01 −3.74* 1.44 −0.07

— — — — — — — — —
−0.78 1.96 −0.02 −3.68* 1.65 −0.11 13.97*** 3.40 0.24
−2.65 1.85 −0.08 −0.02 1.76 −0.00 2.46 3.13 0.04
−2.92* 1.24 −0.12 0.44 1.38 0.02 6.65 3.77 0.15
0.94** 0.33 0.11 0.10 0.43 0.01 −0.26 1.06 −0.02

−0.65* 0.32 −0.07 −0.21 0.21 −0.03 −0.18 0.47 −0.01

— — — — — — — — —
0.19 0.89 0.01 2.35* 0.33 0.09 −2.79† 1.46 −0.06
0.36 0.86 0.01 −0.96 0.92 −0.04 2.63† 1.46 0.06

−0.50 0.34 −0.04 −0.81* 0.36 −0.07 0.65 0.52 0.03
−0.90*** 0.22 −0.18 −0.44** 0.18 −0.08 1.17*** 0.32 0.10

— — — — — — 0.74* 0.33 0.06
0.06 0.20 0.01 −0.32 0.24 −0.05 0.31 0.44 0.03

— — — — — — −5.61*** 1.08 −0.13
— — — — — — −2.80** 1.06 −0.15
— — — — — — — — —
1.55* 0.61 0.09 — — — — — —

−5.60** 1.80 −0.15 — — — — — —
0.98* 0.44 0.11 — — — — — —
13.15*** 2.58 10.43*** 2.59 41.62*** 6.95

0.15*** 0.14*** 0.23***
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Table 5.5 Effects of Immigration-Related Characteristics and Various
Racial Attitudes on Asians’ Preferences for White, Black,
Latino, and Same-Race Neighbors: Selected OLS
Regression Coefficients

White
Neighbors

B SE Beta

Immigration-related characteristics
Japanese (ref) — — —
Chinese −2.92 2.16 −0.08
Korean 16.68* 6.74 0.43
U.S.-born (ref) — — —
Foreign-born: Five years or less in the U.S. 0.79 4.37 0.02
Foreign-born: six to ten years in the U.S. 8.35** 3.16 0.18
Foreign-born: over ten years in the U.S. 6.62** 2.30 0.18
English proficiency 0.82 0.81 0.06

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.47 0.57 0.03
In-group attachment
None or low (ref) — — —
Medium 1.40 1.23 0.04
High −2.78† 1.46 −0.07

Racial stereotyping −0.15 0.78 −0.01
Social distance −0.70† 0.38 −0.07
White discrimination −0.83† 0.45 −0.07
Racial-group threat — — —

Interactions
Korean × five years or less in the U.S. −15.56* 7.34 −0.23
Korean × six to ten years in the U.S. −20.66** 7.59 −0.34
Korean × more than ten years in the U.S. −19.72** 7.11 −0.39
Chinese × more than ten years in the U.S. — — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × English ability 3.61* 1.47 0.17
Six to ten years in the U.S. × high in-group — — —
Six to ten years in the U.S. × social distance — — —
More than ten years in the U.S. × social distance — — —

Constant 27.51*** 4.93
R-squared 0.22***
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Table 5.5 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 1,014. Models control for sex, age, education, income, political ideology, home-
ownership status, public housing experience, household structure, and the presence of tar-
get-group members in actual neighborhoods.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Black Latino Same-Race
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors

B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta

— — — — — — — — —
−1.42 1.02 −0.08 −2.31* 1.07 −0.11 2.70 2.15 0.06
−9.44*** 2.56 −0.49 −11.86** 4.21 −0.54 6.97* 2.95 0.14

— — — — — — — — —
−3.42* 1.54 −0.15 −2.76† 1.49 −0.10 7.91† 4.73 0.14
−3.34* 1.62 −0.14 −6.08*** 1.75 −0.23 5.42 3.40 0.09
−4.05** 1.33 −0.22 −3.62** 1.35 −0.17 −4.25 2.92 −0.09
0.38 0.39 0.06 0.73 0.40 0.10 −1.94* 0.87 −0.12

−0.82*** 0.23 −0.12 −0.44† 0.25 −0.05 1.21** 0.48 0.05

— — — — — — — — —
−1.02† 0.57 −0.05 0.05 0.82 0.00 −0.13 1.51 −0.00
1.09 0.67 0.06 −0.81 0.70 −0.04 3.40* 1.31 0.07

−0.79** 0.29 −0.08 −0.89* 0.39 −0.08 0.53 0.90 0.02
−0.41** 0.14 −0.08 −0.96** 0.31 −0.16 0.36 0.53 0.02

— — — — — — 0.70 0.46 0.04
−0.25 0.18 −0.05 −0.08 0.22 −0.01 0.05 0.35 0.00

10.41*** 2.81 0.30 11.31* 4.41 0.29 −8.98* 4.18 −0.10
12.87*** 2.47 0.42 15.64*** 4.37 0.45 −11.10** 4.27 −0.15
9.92*** 2.75 0.40 12.02** 4.36 0.42 — — —

— — — — — — 8.03* 3.10 0.15
— — — — — — −4.16** 1.46 −0.15

−4.25** 1.35 −0.16 — — — — — —
— — — 1.00* 0.47 0.08 — — —
— — — 0.91* 0.46 0.11 — — —

18.41*** 2.54 17.58*** 2.82 34.26*** 6.02
0.20*** 0.15*** 0.31***



contact with whites similar to those of their U.S.-born counterparts.11 Across
national-origin categories, nativity-status groups tended to express rela-
tively similar preferences for integration with whites; these were highest
among Japanese and lowest among Koreans (with the exception of na-
tive-born Koreans). In absolute terms, these differences are quite modest;
however, they also run counter to traditional acculturation models, which
posit that immigrants tend to prefer fewer white (or any other out-group)
neighbors than their native-born counterparts. Under the traditional sce-
nario, then, we would expect all national-origin groups to look like Kore-
ans, among whom the native-born preferred substantially more white
neighbors than the foreign-born. English-language ability matters only
among the most recent immigrants, for whom, as hypothesized, in-
creased proficiency strengthens desires for neighborhood integration
with whites (see table 5.5).
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Table 5.6 Impact of National Origin and Nativity Status on Asian
Respondents’ Preferences for White, Black, Latino and
Same-Race Neighbors: Selected Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 1,014. Coefficients are the sum of relevant results from table 5.5. The reference
category is U.S.-born Japanese.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

White Black Latino Same-Race
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors

Japanese
Five years or less in the U.S. 0.79 −3.42* −2.76† 7.91†
Six to ten years in the U.S. 8.35** −3.34* −6.08*** 5.42
Over ten years in the U.S. 6.62** −4.05** −3.62** −4.25
U.S.-born (ref.) (ref.) (ref.) (ref.)

Chinese
Five years or less in the U.S. −2.13 −4.84* −5.07† 10.61†
Six to ten years in the U.S. 5.43** −4.76* −8.39*** 8.12
Over ten years in the U.S. 3.70** −5.47** −5.93** 6.48*
U.S.-born −2.92 −1.42 −2.31* 2.70

Korean
Five years or less in the U.S. 1.91* −2.45*** −3.31* 5.90*
Six to ten years in the U.S. 4.37** 0.09*** −2.30*** 1.29**
Over ten years in the U.S. 3.58** −3.57*** −3.46** 2.72
U.S.-born 16.68* −9.44*** −11.86** 6.97*



Table 6.1 Factors Influencing Neighborhood Proximity to Non-
Hispanic Whites: 3SLS Regression Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians
Preference for
white neighbors 0.52*** 0.82*** 0.43*** 0.21†

Education
Less than high school (ref) — — — —
High school graduate 10.79** 2.09 −0.21 4.39*
Some college 6.86 0.79 1.74 7.30**
BA or BS degree 5.78 2.62 6.53* 10.04***
Graduate or professional
degree 15.02*** 18.58*** 17.00** 5.68

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref) — — — —
$20,000 to $39,999 11.39*** 1.56 4.34*** 4.29*
$40,000 to $59,999 16.34*** 4.81*** 10.34*** 12.23***
$60,000 to $89,999 16.91*** 6.38** 14.69*** 16.69***
$90,000 and over 18.75*** 6.79* 10.83* 18.33**
Missing income −0.78 1.79 −0.87 2.77

Net financial assets
Negative or none (ref) — — — —
$1 to $5,000 −1.58 0.65 0.67 1.14
$5,001 to $10,000 1.59 0.49 1.95 0.25
Over $10,000 3.16 2.01 4.05 2.27
Missing net financial assets −5.64* −0.38 −0.72 −4.30**

Homeowner 2.33 −3.30* −0.73 6.56***
Married with children 4.14 −2.15 −0.46 1.12
Public housing experience
Never (ref) — — — —
In the past −5.59 −1.02 4.23 6.10
Currently −7.69 −2.66 −6.04 3.89

Years at residence −0.06 −0.23*** −0.34*** −0.42***
National origin
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American −3.17* —
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese — −4.10
Korean — −3.54

Nativity status
U.S.-born (ref) — —
Foreign-born: five years or less
in the U.S. −11.15*** 0.79
Foreign-born: six to ten years in
the U.S. −12.17*** 2.19
Foreign-born: over ten years in
the U.S. −10.23*** 2.25

English-language ability 0.70 −0.24
Constant 5.48 −7.54* 11.89*** 14.10***
X2 199.17*** 149.94*** 335.18*** 429.21***
Number of cases 704 1,038 908 1,014
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Table 6.2 Factors Influencing Preference for White Neighbors: 3SLS
Regression Coefficients

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians
Racial Attitudes
Social class disadvantage 1.12 0.25† 0.12 0.73
In-group attachment (ref = none
or low)
Medium 1.45 1.13* −0.29 0.70
High −0.09 −0.89 −0.58 −2.59*

Racial stereotyping 4.05*** −0.52* −1.05** 0.20
Social distance 1.71** −0.52*** −0.63*** −0.77**
Racial-group threat 1.65*** — — —
White discrimination — −0.31† −0.47* −0.79*

Immigration-related characteristics
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American 3.73** —
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese — −2.39
Korean — 17.25*
Time in the U.S. (ref = U.S.-born) — —
Foreign-born: five years or less 9.41** 1.55
Foreign-born: six to ten years 9.00*** 7.99**
Foreign-born: over ten years 7.38*** 5.98*

English-language ability 0.36 0.85
Interactions
Korean × five years or less in
the U.S. — −16.26*
Korean × six to ten years in
the U.S. — −21.13**
Korean × over ten years in
the U.S. — −19.48**
Five years or less in the U.S. ×
English ability 2.49* 3.12**
Five years or less in the U.S. ×
stereotyping 2.78** —

Potential intergroup contact
Percentage white in neighbor-
hood −0.03 0.26** 0.46*** 0.21*
Public housing (ref = never)
In the past −0.37 0.91 −0.93 −3.84
Currently −1.70 3.84*** 7.09 1.59

Social background characteristics
Male 2.98* 0.65 −1.23 −2.06
Age (ref = 20 to 29)
30 to 39 −4.55* 0.35 −0.06 2.10
40 to 49 −4.08 0.79 0.00 3.11
50 to 59 −0.87 1.75 4.90* −0.58
60 to 69 3.71 2.46* 6.06* −2.98
70 and over 6.33* 2.90* 5.16 −2.85



their neighbors, compared to those who answered the question. Still, this
accounts for only a small fraction of white respondents; therefore, the
general conclusion to be made is that other racial attitudes outweigh
class-based concerns in whites’ calculations regarding the preferred racial
composition of their neighborhoods. Similarly, Asians who refused to rate
whites as either tending to discriminate against other groups or tending
to treat other groups equally preferred about 8 percent fewer white neigh-
bors compared to coethnics who provided valid responses. Finally, note
that there was a tendency among Asians and, to a lesser extent, Latinos to
respond differently to the stereotype items, depending on whether they
were asked to rate group males or females instead of evaluating the
group as a whole. In each instance of a significant difference, gendered
evaluations tended to be more negative.
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Table 6.2 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Education (ref = less than high
school)
High school graduate 0.08 −1.29 0.26 0.59
Some college 3.32 −0.59 3.35 1.77
BA or BS degree 2.58 −1.30 −1.43 1.56
Graduate or professional
degree −5.07 −6.43 2.46 4.06

Homeowner 2.10 2.13* 0.05 1.09
Married with children −0.13 0.59 1.06 −1.07
Political conservatism −0.57 0.10 0.84* 0.39

Other controls
Missing social class disadvantage 8.64* −3.59 −4.87 1.16
Missing racial stereotyping −4.46 1.15 0.39 1.00
Missing social distance 12.98* −5.84† 1.40 −1.42
Missing white discrimination — −0.42 −5.67 −7.82**
Non-race-matched −14.73*** 4.53** 1.98 −6.18
Female ballot 2.04 −0.48 −1.73 −4.61***
Male ballot 0.54 0.35 −2.64* −5.69***

Constant 40.85*** 17.87*** 7.67† 26.07***
X2 231.03*** 203.99*** 216.43*** 264.08***
Number of cases 704 1,038 908 1,014



Table 6.3 Factors Influencing Neighborhood Proximity to (Out-
Group) Minorities: 3SLS Regression Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Preference for (out-group)
minority neighbors 0.52*** 1.50*** 0.92*** 0.25**
Education
Less than high school (ref) — — — —
High school graduate −10.51** −2.48 −2.03 −1.40
Some college 6.68 −2.98 −5.33 −4.33*
BA or BS degree −5.46 −1.93 −8.90* −6.99***
Graduate or professional degree −14.83*** −11.67 3.87 −5.48*

Income
Less than $20,000 (ref) — — — —
$20,000 to $39,999 −11.29*** −3.82* −0.56 −3.97**
$40,000 to $59,999 −16.29*** −6.06* −8.19** −10.67***
$60,000 to $89,999 −16.79*** −6.04* −8.75* −14.91***
$90,000 and over −18.50*** −9.16* −2.46 −14.59***
Missing income 0.93 −0.97 3.42 −1.18

Net financial assets
Negative or none (ref) — — — —
$1 to $5,000 1.63 −0.72 −0.03 1.27
$5,001 to $10,000 −1.49 −2.95 −2.50 0.31
Over $10,000 −3.12 −1.05 −2.15 −1.94
Missing net financial assets 5.61* 3.30* 3.11 2.76*

Homeowner −2.27 −4.44* 8.71*** 0.16
Married with children −4.31 0.45 1.00 −1.04
Public housing experience
Never (ref) — — — —
In the past 5.37 0.07 −4.04 −1.59
Currently 7.84 −8.16** 4.33 10.62***

Years at residence 0.06 0.01 −0.12 0.31***
National origin
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American 0.53 —
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese — 0.33
Korean — 7.83***

Nativity status — —
U.S.-born (ref) — —
Foreign-born: five years or less in the U.S. 14.90*** −1.34
Foreign-born: six to ten years in the U.S. 9.44** −0.40
Foreign-born: over ten years in the U.S. 8.77*** −1.84

English-language ability 0.37 0.37
Constant 41.42*** −10.61 −11.66† 33.31***
X2 197.27*** 99.15*** 74.76*** 364.76***
Number of cases 704 1,038 908 1,014
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Table 6.4 Factors Influencing Preference for (Out-Group) Minority
Neighbors: 3SLS Regression Coefficients

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage −1.13 −0.01 0.26 −1.15**
In-group attachment (ref = none
or low) — — — —
Medium −1.42 −0.09 1.92† −0.57
High 0.10 0.39 −1.95† 1.25

Racial stereotyping −4.03*** −0.87* 0.13 −1.71**
Social distance −1.70** −0.13 −0.52* −0.60†
Racial-group threat −1.66*** −0.06 −0.24 −0.40

Immigration-related characteristics
National origin
Mexican (ref) — —
Central American 0.41 —
Japanese (ref) — —
Chinese — −3.53*
Korean — −19.52**

Time in the U.S. (ref = U.S.-born) —
Foreign-born: five years or less −4.94 −6.40*
Foreign-born: six to ten years −1.10 −6.30†
Foreign-born: over ten years 0.85 −6.62**

English-language ability 0.65 1.00†
Interactions
Korean × five years or less in the U.S. — 19.81**
Korean × six to ten years in the U.S. — 27.40***
Korean × over ten years in the U.S. — 18.77**
Six to ten years in the U.S. × high
in-group attachment — −8.46**

Potential intergroup contact
Percentage (out-group) minority
in neighborhood −0.03 0.18 −0.05 0.02
Public housing (ref = never) — — — —
In the past 0.37 −0.42 −3.44 12.46**
Currently 1.65 3.00* 1.73 0.85

Social background characteristics
Male −3.01* 0.01 0.71 2.62*
Age (ref = 20 to 29) — — — —
30 to 39 4.53* 0.52 0.43 −1.28
40 to 49 4.06 1.28 −1.27 −2.30
50 to 59 0.91 0.67 0.68 −3.01
60 to 69 −3.66 1.48 −5.00 −5.80**
70 and over −6.22* 1.56 −8.14* −9.76***



that black respondents who were not race-matched to a black interviewer
were extremely likely to be interviewed by a Latino interviewer.)

Racial attitudes were a bit more influential for Latinos than for blacks.
In-group attachment was a marginally significant predictor of Latino
preferences—a high level of attachment had the anticipated negative ef-
fect on preference for integration with blacks and Asians, but a moderate
level increased preferences for integration with other-race minorities. One
reason a moderate amount of in-group solidarity actually increases pref-
erences for integration with other minority groups may be that those with
more centrist views are also more inclined toward coalition-building or
are at least better able to see similarities among disadvantaged minority
groups, irrespective of their racial-group membership. Or perhaps the as-
sociation between a high degree of common fate identity and preferences
for integration is a simple expression of ethnocentrism. An alternative,
more pessimistic view is that this subset of Latinos is expressing the con-
sequences of tense relations with both blacks and Asians. Furthermore,
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Table 6.4 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Whites Blacks Latinos Asians

Education (ref = less than high
school) — — — —
High school graduate −0.06 1.57 −0.15 0.74
Some college −3.29 1.75 0.94 1.05
BA or BS degree −2.53 2.34 1.68 3.04
Graduate or professional degree 5.12 5.97 −6.81 0.94

Homeowner −2.14 1.61 −0.61 −0.52
Married with children 0.16 2.05 −0.08 −1.03
Political conservatism −0.57 0.02 0.38 −0.66†

Other controls
Missing social class disadvantage −8.74* 2.26 −6.67* −0.40
Missing racial stereotyping 4.51 0.34 −2.39 −0.65
Missing social distance −12.99* 0.28 1.86 −1.89
Non-race-matched 14.88*** 9.38* 10.71** 8.67*
Female ballot −2.05 0.05 1.20 0.63
Male ballot −0.56 −0.46 −0.08 0.85

Constant 62.48*** 23.34*** 28.46*** 34.54***
X2 232.09*** 492.94*** 151.73*** 261.58***
Number of cases 704 1,038 908 1,014



Appendix
Table A.1 Racial Attitudes and Neighborhood Racial Composition Preferences, by Respondent Race and Nativity

Status: Correlations

Native- Foreign- Native- Foreign-
Born Born Born Born

Target-Group Race Whites Blacks Latinos Latinos Asians Asians

White Neighbors
Social class disadvantage — 0.140*** 0.123 −0.006 0.058 0.053
In-group attachment — −0.145*** −0.166* −0.059 −0.031 0.096**
Racial stereotyping — −0.079* −0.172* −0.048 0.094 0.035
Social distance — −0.276*** −0.36*** −0.179*** −0.112 −0.192***
White discrimination — −0.216*** −0.173* −0.091 0.148 0.019

Black neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.051 — −0.130 0.017 0.174 −0.305***
In-group attachment 0.004 — 0.017 −0.040 −0.001 0.016
Racial stereotyping −0.360*** — −0.055 −0.056 −0.134 −0.128***
Social distance −0.270*** — −0.216** −0.147*** −0.264** −0.054
Racial-group threat (blacks)a −0.213*** — −0.116 0.035 −0.102 −0.295***

Latino neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.035 0.014 — — 0.051 −0.223***
In-group attachment −0.062 0.021 — — 0.025 −0.092**
Racial stereotyping −0.248*** −0.057 — — −0.118 −0.197***
Social distance −0.186 −0.043 — — −0.192* −0.024
Racial-group threat (Latinos)a −0.280*** −0.022 — — −0.428*** −0.002

Asian neighbors
Social class disadvantage −0.103** 0.109*** −0.051 −0.001 — —

(Table continues on p. 191.)



Source: Author’s compilation.
a. Owing to a split ballot, roughly one-third of whites considered blacks (N = 234), Latinos (N = 241), and Asians (N =228); about half of each nonwhite
group considered group competition with each remaining group (512 blacks got the Latino ballot, and 523 got Asians; 96 native-born and 345 foreign-
born Latinos got the black ballot, 78 native-born and 389 foreign-born Latinos got Asians; 58 native-born and 447 foreign-born Asians considered blacks,
65 native-born and 443 foreign-born Asians considered Latinos). 
b. For same-race neighbors, racial attitudes combine responses for all out-groups (for example, for white respondents, attitudes toward blacks, Latinos,
and Asians are combined for perceived SES and stereotype difference measures, social distance, and competitive threat; for nonwhites, these and the sec-
ond instance of housing discrimination are pooled). 
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

In-group attachment −0.053 −0.066* −0.120 −0.015 — —
Racial stereotyping −0.261*** −0.078* 0.025 −0.029 — —
Social distance −0.202*** −0.263*** −0.154* −0.124*** — —
Racial-group threat (Asians)a −0.303*** −0.192*** −0.283* −0.084 — —

Same-race neighborsb

Social class disadvantage 0.080* −0.045 −0.014 −0.050 −0.166 0.120***
In-group attachment 0.049 0.124*** 0.192* 0.073* 0.009 −0.034
Racial stereotyping 0.343*** 0.090** 0.113 −0.022 0.022 −0.032
Social distance 0.245*** 0.236*** 0.410*** 0.188*** 0.198* 0.018
Racial-group threat 0.317*** 0.146*** 0.161* 0.074* 0.179* 0.126***
White discrimination — −0.093** 0.070 0.113** −0.010 −0.043



Table A.2 Factors Influencing Whites’ Preferences: OLS Regression
Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 705.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Blacks Latinos Asians Race

Constant 25.12*** 18.53*** 18.67*** 28.63***
Social background
Sex (1 = male) −1.33 −0.93 −1.38 3.81
Age (ref = 20 to 29)
30 to 39 1.11 0.30 1.06 −2.81
40 to 49 −1.48 1.40 1.51 −1.91
50 to 59 −1.13 −0.11 −1.12 2.41
60 to 69 −3.10 −1.05 −0.71 5.11
70 and over −5.24*** −3.63* −0.55 9.68**

Education (ref = less than high school)
High school graduate −2.34 −0.06 2.74 0.33
Some college −4.54* −0.33 1.91 3.54
BA or BS degree −4.48* −1.92 2.69 4.09
Graduate or professional degree −2.19 1.57 4.51* −3.32

Income (ref = less than $20,000)
$20,000 to $39,999 0.46 2.49* 1.55 −3.48
$40,000 to $59,999 −1.66 0.26 −1.18 3.58
$60,000 to $89,999 0.24 −0.18 0.30 0.43
$90,000 and over 1.41 1.63 2.23 −3.89

Homeowner (1 = yes) −1.38 1.61 −0.05 0.13
Married with children (1 = yes) 0.35 0.61 −1.00 0.07
Political ideology −0.22 −0.20 −0.29 0.76

Potential intergroup contact
Past public housing resident −0.65 0.66 −0.45 0.22
Current public housing resident 1.46 1.89 −0.07 −3.97
Percentage target group in neighbor-
hood 0.14*** 0.10*** 0.08* 0.04

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.44 −0.14 −0.42 0.35
In-group attachment (ref = none or low)
Medium 0.17 0.68 −0.89 0.66
High 0.30 −1.19 −0.89 1.66

Racial stereotyping −1.92*** −1.36*** −2.23** 5.00***
Social distance −0.75** −0.69* −1.15** 1.95**
Racial-group threat −0.56* −0.62*** −0.61** 1.83***

Other controls
Missing income −2.33* −0.35 2.90 0.15
Missing social class disadvantage 1.60 −2.46 −2.27 8.51
Missing racial stereotyping −3.00 1.76 −1.59 −1.03
Missing social distance −0.50 −3.65 −3.09 8.06
Non-race-matched 0.59 1.27 3.36*** −6.34***
Female ballot 0.76 −0.31 −0.97 0.87
Male ballot −0.16 0.58 −1.20 0.75

R-squared 0.28*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.23***



Table A.3 Factors Influencing Blacks’ Preferences: OLS Regression
Coefficients

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 1,038.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Whites Latinos Asians Race
Constant 20.37*** 19.00*** 13.97*** 43.91***
Social background
Sex (1 = male) −0.19 0.28 −0.34 0.30
Age (ref = 20 to 29)
30 to 39 0.81 0.32 0.87 −2.40
40 to 49 1.99 −0.25 1.94 −4.14*
50 to 59 2.86 0.17 1.88 −5.29*
60 to 69 2.58 −0.74 2.01 −4.10
70 and over 2.65 1.04 2.20 −7.06*

Education (ref = less than high school)
High school graduate −1.67 1.36 0.81 −0.65
Some college −1.13 0.58 1.79 −1.31
BA or BS degree −1.68 1.24 2.43* −2.07
Graduate or professional degree −3.04 0.56 6.97** −4.66

Income (ref = less than $20,000)
$20,000 to $39,999 2.82** −1.76* −0.20 −1.03
$40,000 to $59,999 1.83 −2.72* 0.99 −0.69
$60,000 to $89,999 3.55* −0.91 0.44 −3.43
$90,000 and over 3.08 −1.20 0.44 −3.09

Homeowner (1 = yes) −0.04 −0.05 −0.24 0.54
Married with children (1 = yes) 0.39 1.60 1.45 −3.46*
Political conservatism 0.25 −0.01 0.32 −0.57

Potential intergroup contact
Past public housing resident 1.11 −0.56 0.07 −0.37
Current public housing resident 3.71** 0.85 0.04 −4.69**
Percentage target group in neighbor-
hood 0.09*** 0.05 0.06 0.05

Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.33† −0.09 0.51** −1.11**
In-group attachment (ref = none or low)
Medium 1.82** 0.14 −0.00 −1.97*
High −1.20 −0.60 −0.50 2.47†

Racial stereotyping −0.72* −1.06* −0.53* 2.68***
Social distance −0.73*** −0.32 −0.54*** 1.11**
White discrimination −0.50* — — 0.26
Racial-group threat — −0.16 −0.28† 0.45†

Other controls
Missing income 1.96 0.39 0.10 −1.94
Missing social class disadvantage −2.08 1.80 −0.95 −2.11
Missing stereotyping 1.41 3.26 −0.58 −1.02
Missing social distance −5.82 −1.75 0.99 2.66
Missing white discrimination −4.11 — — 3.44
Non-race-matched 1.38 1.57 0.96 −4.64
Female ballot −1.34 −0.86 1.40 0.90
Male ballot −0.54 0.12 0.21 0.36

R-squared 0.12*** 0.05*** 0.09*** 0.13***
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Table A.4 Factors Influencing Latinos’ Preferences: OLS Regression
Coefficients

Same-
Whites Blacks Asians Race

Constant 13.27*** 13.15*** 10.43*** 41.62***
Social background
Sex (1 = male) −1.26 1.65 0.13 −0.43
Age (ref = 20 to 29)
30 to 39 −0.76 0.22 1.42 −1.27
40 to 49 −2.05 1.69 −0.08 −0.59
50 to 59 4.05 2.39 3.43** −11.03***
60 to 69 4.61 −2.17 −1.21 −2.01
70 and over 2.38 −0.81 −6.15* 3.88

Education (ref = less than high school)
High school graduate 0.25 0.14 0.99 −0.92
Some college 4.07 −0.59 1.89 −5.59
BA or BS degree 1.59 1.01 1.66 −4.48
Graduate or professional degree 9.08 −5.39 1.29 −7.52

Income (ref = less than $20,000)
$20,000 to $39,999 1.82 0.61 −0.15 −3.08
$40,000 to $59,999 3.61 0.03 −0.11 −5.03*
$60,000 to $89,999 −2.93 3.30 1.34 −3.97
$90,000 and over 4.65 −5.91 −3.44 3.02

Political conservatism 1.11* −0.05 0.40 −1.52**
Homeowner (1 = yes) 0.13 −1.83* −0.12 2.71
Married with children (1 = yes) 0.78 −0.71 0.46 −0.54

Potential intergroup contact
Past public housing resident −0.09 −0.86 −1.05 2.02
Current public housing resident 6.43 −2.89 2.18 −5.68
Percentage target group in neighbor-
hood 0.21*** 0.12*** 0.21*** 0.10**

Immigration-related characteristics
Central American 3.53* 0.89 −0.34 −3.74*
Time in the U.S. (ref = U.S.-born)
Five years or less 6.27* −0.78 −3.68* 13.97***
Six to ten years 5.33* −2.65 −0.02 2.46
Over ten years 4.59** −2.92* 0.44 6.65

English-language ability 0.89† 0.94** 0.10 −0.26
Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.18 −0.65* −0.21 −0.18
In-group attachment (ref = none or low)
Medium 0.00 0.19 2.35* −2.79†
High −0.63 0.36 −0.96 2.63†
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Table A.4 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 908.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Same-
Whites Blacks Asians Race

Racial stereotyping −1.40** −0.50 −0.81* 0.65
Social distance −0.72*** −0.90*** −0.44** 1.17***
White discrimination −0.66* — — −0.74*
Racial-group threat — 0.06 −0.32 0.31

Interactions
Five years or less in the U.S.
× English ability 2.82* — — −5.61***
Over ten years in the U.S. × English
ability — — — −2.80**
Five years or less in the U.S. × racial
stereotyping 3.21*** — — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × social
class disadvantage — 1.55* — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × high
in-group attachment — −5.60** — —
Five years or less in the U.S. × social
distance — 0.98* — —

Other controls
Missing income −3.57* −0.73 −1.27 6.63*
Missing social class disadvantage −6.59 −0.04 −2.26 5.80
Missing stereotyping 1.29 −3.82** −1.46 1.17
Missing social distance 2.83 0.05 −1.01 −4.09
Missing white discrimination −7.98* — — 15.11**
Non-race-matched −1.16 0.49 1.67 −3.78
Female ballot −1.29 −1.45 2.07* 0.94
Male ballot −2.48* −0.54 0.49 2.60

R-squared 0.19*** 0.15*** 0.14*** 0.23***



Table A.5 Factors Influencing Asians’ Preferences: OLS Regression
Coefficients

Same-
Whites Blacks Latinos Race

Constant 27.51*** 18.41*** 17.58*** 34.26***
Social background
Sex (1 = male) −1.19 1.08† 1.04 −0.37
Age (ref = 20 to 29)
30 to 39 2.37 −0.89 −0.54 −0.43
40 to 49 3.04 −1.38 −0.77 −0.40
50 to 59 −1.06 −2.13 −0.89 4.20
60 to 69 −2.63 −3.83** −2.68 9.60***
70 and over −3.76 −5.14*** −5.15** 14.20***

Education (ref = less than high
school)
High school graduate 1.01 0.44 0.85 −3.00
Some college 2.29 0.58 0.61 −4.37
BA or BS degree 2.19 1.79† 1.34 −6.56**
Graduate or professional degree 3.89 1.41 −0.90 −6.84*

Income (ref = less than $20,000)
$20,000 to $39,999 0.24 −1.10 −0.79 1.20
$40,000 to $59,999 0.73 −0.25 0.01 −2.04
$60,000 to $89,999 2.21 −1.04 0.50 −3.99
$90,000 and over 4.26 0.54 1.30 −7.76*

Political conservatism 0.33 −0.45* −0.04 0.22
Homeowner (1 = yes) 1.36 −0.51 −0.01 −0.79
Married with children (1 = yes) −1.41 −0.73 −0.41 2.92*

Potential intergroup contact
Past public housing resident −3.29 6.13** 6.46** −9.62*
Current public housing resident 1.71 −0.62 0.44 0.43
Percentage target group in neigh-
borhood 0.13*** 0.01 0.03 0.13**

Immigration-related characteristics
Chinese −2.92 −1.42 −2.31* 2.70
Korean 16.67* −9.44*** −11.86** 6.97*
Time in the U.S. (ref = U.S.-born)
Five years or less 0.79 −3.42* −2.58† 7.91†
Six to ten years 8.35** −3.34† −6.08*** 5.42
Over ten years 6.62** −4.05*** −3.62** −4.25

English-language ability 0.82 0.38 0.73 −1.94*
Racial attitudes
Social class disadvantage 0.47 −0.82*** −0.44† 1.21*
In-group attachment (ref = none
or low)
Medium 1.40 −1.02 0.05 −0.13
High −2.78† 1.09 −0.81 3.40*
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Table A.5 (Continued)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes: N = 1,014.
*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; † p < .10

Same-
Whites Blacks Latinos Race

Racial stereotyping −0.15 −0.79* −0.89* 0.53
Social distance −0.70† −0.41** −0.96** 0.36
White discrimination −0.83† — — 0.70
Racial-group threat — −0.25 −0.08 0.05

Interactions
Korean × five years or less in
the U.S. −15.56* 10.41** 11.31* −8.98*
Korean × six to ten years in
the U.S. −20.66** 12.87*** 15.64*** −11.10**
Korean × more than ten years in
the U.S. −19.72** 9.92*** 12.02** —
Chinese × more than ten years in
the U.S. — — — 8.03*
Five years or less in the U.S.
× English ability 3.61* — — −4.16**
Six to ten years in the U.S. × high
in-group attachment — −4.25** — —
Six to ten years in the U.S. × social
distance — — 1.00* —
Over ten years in the U.S. × social
distance — — 0.91* —

Other controls
Missing income −0.99 −0.44 −0.99 2.97
Missing social class disadvantage 0.86 −0.35 −0.24 −2.72
Missing stereotyping 0.93 0.44 −0.28 −0.95
Missing social distance −0.99 −0.98 −1.43 3.80
Missing white discrimination −7.89* — — 9.10*
Non-race-matched −9.42** 3.65 3.82 2.17
Female ballot −4.55** −0.04 0.71 3.86**
Male ballot −5.90*** 0.59 0.30 5.13***

R-squared 0.22*** 0.20*** 0.15*** 0.31***
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