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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
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How democratic nation-states deal with racial and nativity diversity is critical in understanding 

membership in a world where immigration is salient and populations are becoming more 

heterogeneous. Although the extant literature provides some evidence that diversity is linked to 

decreased civic engagement and social trust, far less research investigates the effects of 

ethnoracial and nativity diversity simultaneously and within a multi-racial and multi-ethnic 

context. Data from the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey are used in this study to 

examine the simultaneous effects of ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity in Los 

Angeles, California. The analyses examine the effects of neighborhood diversity on civic 

engagement and trust, and further unpacks the individual-and neighborhood-level factors that are 

associated with social cohesion. The results offer some support that within contexts such as Los 
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Angeles, nativity diversity, and not racial diversity, is important to examine and should be taken 

seriously in future research. Results here also provide further evidence that neighborhood 

economic disadvantage, as well as individual-level residential mobility and friendship social ties, 

are critically important factors in predicting civic engagement and trust.  
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Introduction  

 The growing immigrant-driven racial and ethnic diversity of industrialized developed 

nations is not without challenges. Global cities like Los Angeles, California represent the future 

of metropolitan areas with a heterogeneous population by race/ethnicity, legal status, nationality, 

language, and culture. Some observers are optimistic in the ability of the United States to 

integrate its diverse population. For example, Schlesinger (1991) argues that the genius of 

America lies in its historic ability to fold immigrants from distant parts of the globe into its 

community. Historically, according to Schlesinger, United States’ trajectory is a movement from 

exclusion to inclusion, building a stronger, more diverse nation via the incorporation of 

immigrants (Schlesinger 1991).  

The recent empirical literature on the effects of immigration-induced diversity finds that 

civil society is challenged by diversity. A consistent finding in the literature is that increasing 

population diversity by race/ethnicity, nativity, nationality, and socioeconomic status decreases 

various outcomes of social importance to a democratic nation-state—mainly the social bonds and 

cohesion existing in the population. The findings regarding the negative effects of diversity range 

from decreased public good expenditures inversely related to an area’s ethnic fragmentation 

(Alesina et al. 1999; Harris et al. 2001; Vigdor 2001), low rates of group participation in areas 

characterized by ethnic, racial and income fragmentation (Alesina and La Ferrera 2000; Costa 

and Kahn 2003), and low levels of trust in areas with racial and nationality fragmentation 

(Glaeser et al. 2000). In fact, empirical findings from both the United States and Europe have led 

some researchers to label this finding regarding the—negative effects of heterogeneity—as an 

“empirical regularity” (Costa and Kahn 2003). 
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The research on the effects of population diversity is limited in a number of specific 

ways. First, although the research on diversity is largely examined at large aggregate geographic 

areas (e.g., countries, states, counties), more studies need to examine the effects of diversity at 

the neighborhood level, which captures the lived social interaction reality of individuals (for 

exceptions see Lancee and Dronkers 2011; Stoll et al. 2008). Neighborhoods, as a unit of 

contextual analysis, are arguably critical in understanding the effects of diversity because they 

capture the “racial and socio-economic realities that individuals face on a day-to-day basis” 

(Stolle et al. 2008). Second, although studies consistently document the effects of diversity on 

social cohesion and social bonds, less is known about the types of environments that respond to 

population diversity. Third, the existing research provides evidence of the association between 

diversity and various social outcomes, but does not fully explore the multiple mechanisms that 

might explain these associations.  

 This dissertation addresses some of the limitations of the existing literature and 

specifically examines the structural and individual factors that account for patterns in civic 

engagement and trust. Specifically, I examine the effects of ethnoracial and nativity 

neighborhood diversity on civic engagement and social trust. I focus on neighborhood diversity 

by race/ethnicity and nativity  because they represent two salient dimensions of potential social 

distance caused by immigration. Civic engagement conceptually captures the involvement by 

individuals in communal activities that have some purpose or benefit beyond a single individual 

or family's self-interest (Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad 2008). Neighborhood trust conceptually 

captures faith in others and is measured in this study by the trust individuals have for their 

neighbors. Trust and civic engagement capture the values and behaviors that are necessary for a 
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healthy democracy and community (Putnam 2000, 2007; Verba and Nie 1987; Verba, 

Schlozman, and Brady 1995).  

 This dissertation project contributes to the study of civic engagement, social trust, and 

immigrant incorporation. The simultaneous examination of diversity within a multi-racial and 

multi-ethnic context is a contribution to the literature because it demonstrates that ethnoracial 

heterogeneity is unlikely to predict civic engagement and trust in all contexts and that nativity 

diversity is a key factor to examine. This study uniquely contributes to the growing literature that 

examines the effects of diversity at the neighborhood level. Lastly, this work contributes to the 

immigrant incorporation literature by examining how diverse social contexts affect civic 

integration and social trust by nativity status.  
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CHAPTER 1: THE EFFECTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD DIVERSITY ON CIVIC 

ENGAGEMENT: A MULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF CIVIC PARTICIPATION AND 
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Introduction 

Civic engagement and the effects of neighborhood diversity on civil society have 

important implications for understanding ethnoracial relations, the incorporation of immigrants, 

and the state of democracy in the United States. The election of Donald Trump, a candidate who 

openly espoused anti-immigrant and anti-black views, and the post-election wave of protests and 

hate crimes raise concern as to the persistence of ethnoracial conflict (Frej and Murdock 2016; 

Yan, Sgueglia, and Walker 2016). The impact of the election of 2016 will be discussed and 

researched for years to come, though some mainstream sources have argued that immigration—

in rhetoric and demographics—played a central role. Specifically, commentators have argued 

that areas with increasing racial and immigrant diversity were more likely to support Donald 

Trump (Adamy and Overberg 2016). Previous work in this area suggests at least some 

connection between racial and ethnic population and political and policy outcomes on 

immigration. (Huntington 2008; but see Ramakrishnan and Gulasekaram 2013; Rodriguez 2008). 

Beyond the political sphere, understanding the possible effects of diversity in the civic 

sphere is vital to understanding the state of ethnoracial relations and immigrant integration. In 

this study, engagement in the civic sphere covers a range of behavior from broad-based activism 

to organizational membership. Specifically, civic engagement here is differentiated between 

socially-oriented participation, such as volunteering in a neighborhood organization and 

attending a parent-teacher association meeting, and participation in more professionally-oriented 

activities, such as attending a business group meeting or a state political organizational meeting. 

In this sense, civic engagement is distinct from other forms of activities and institutional 

participation that encompass activities with state, family and market actors (Ramakrishnan and 

Bloemraad 2008). Civic engagement is vital to the functioning of modern nation-states as 
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activities such as organizational participation develop society members’ capacity for the 

collective action in civic and political settings that is necessary for democratic societies (Fung 

2003; Putnam 2000; Tocqueville ([1835] 2003; Verba and Nie 1987; Verba, Schlozman, and 

Brady 1995).  

Two central developments further contextualize the need to examine engagement in the 

civic sphere. One, engagement in civil society, has been decreasing, which is a concern for the 

vitality and health of democracy of the United States (Putnam 2000, 2007; but see Sampson et al. 

2005). Second, contemporary migration streams introduced “a new diversity,” whereas, unlike 

previous waves of migration flows from Europe, migration flows since the 1960s have been 

predominantly from Latin American and Asian countries (Kessler and Bloemraad 2010). As a 

consequence, American society is increasingly diverse, and this diversity is not homogenously 

varied across the country, with urban areas being more diverse than rural areas (Stepler and 

Lopez 2016; Uslaner 2012).  

Related to these two developments are substantial, yet mixed, empirical correlational 

findings demonstrating that population diversity by race, ethnicity and nativity is associated with 

decreasing levels of social cohesion as measured by civic engagement activity and attitudes on 

social trust (Alesina, Alberto, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly 1999; Alesina and La Ferrara 

2000; Costa and Kahn 2003; Glaeser et al. 2000; Kesler and Bloemraad 2010; Putnam 2007; 

Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006; Vigdor 2001). Whether immigration undermines 

social cohesion is not just relevant to the United States; all immigrant-receiving societies 

confront a similar phenomenon. The negative association between population diversity and 

social cohesion has been demonstrated in the Netherlands (Lancee and Drokers 2010), Australia 

(Leigh 2006), and the United Kingdom (Letki 2008). These critical developments in the United 
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States and globally highlight the need to examine the effects of ethnoracial and nativity diversity 

on civil society. 

The United States is more racially and ethnically diverse now than it has ever been due, 

in large part, to diversity induced by immigration (Cohn 2015; Pew Research Center 2015). The 

immigrant population in the United States has grown tremendously from approximately 24 

million people in 1995 to 37 million a decade later (Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad 2008). For 

some ethnic groups, the increase in terms of population growth has been particularly significant. 

Due in part to immigration, and in part to high birthrates, Latina/os accounted for 40 percent of 

the country’s population growth from 1980 to 2000, while the number of Asian Americans grew 

to approximately 20 million by 2000 (Stoll and Wong 2007). These demographic changes and 

increases in the foreign-born population are not evenly distributed across the United States. In 

some regions, such as the West and Southwest, immigration has profoundly altered the racial and 

ethnic make-up (Logan and Zhang 2010; Stepler and Lopez 2016; Stoll and Wong 2007). 

The changing demographic make-up and the perception of the impact of those changes 

challenges ethnoracial relations between dominant and marginalized racial and nativity groups. 

Immigration and the perceived threat to the identity of the nation state (Soysal 1994), as well as 

the consequences immigrants have on economic competition and on the cultural identity of the 

nation state, further elevate the importance of ethnoracial relations (Huntington 2004; Zolberg 

and Woon 1999). Drawing from immigration and birth rate data, Harvard political scientist 

Samuel Huntington, in 2004, argued that Latina/os, especially Mexican and Mexican-Americans, 

were the biggest threat to the identity of America (Huntington 2004).  Recently, during the 2016 

presidential campaign, President Donald Trump advanced nativist and racist rhetoric against 

immigrants and Muslims that garnered enough support to catapult him to the White House. After 



 8

being elected, Donald Trump advanced and signed a string of executive orders such as a policy 

to build a wall along the southern border and a ban on people from seven majority-Muslim 

countries coming into the United States, fulfilling his campaign promises to “make America 

great again” (Exec. Order No. 13,767; Exec. Order No. 13,769).  

The state of ethnoracial relations is important to monitor as it is related to the adoption of 

public policies that affect the relative standings of racial and native groups (Omi and Winant 

2014). Public debates in how to deal with “immigrants” have centered on varied policy proposals 

deploying xenophobic and exclusionary tactics.  Policy measures have varied from “anti-Latino” 

ballot measures in California to “[c]harges of police brutality in the Latino community, English-

only workplace policies, school segregation, [and] the roundup of undocumented immigrants” 

(Barreto 2007:427). The debates and policy decisions undertaken by some state and local 

governments have been met by massive protest, such as the high turnout for protests in Dallas, 

Texas, where immigrants and their allies carried banners such as “Latinos unidos jamas seran 

vencidos,1” (Zlolniski 2008:352-353) to recent youth activism led by immigrant youth known as 

Dreamers (Gonzalez 2008). These events highlight the social conflict between dominant and 

marginalized ethnoracial and immigrant groups and challenge the notion that the history of the 

United States is one of incorporating racially and culturally distinct groups (Schlesinger 1991).  

Given the extant literature finding that greater diversity is correlated with decreased 

social cohesion, more work needs to analytically examine the individual-level factors, such as 

racial and ethnic background and legal status as well as neighborhood structural circumstances, 

to truly advance claims regarding the effects of diversity. For example, Abascal and Baldassari 

(2015) replicated Putnam’s (2007) influential study and found that racial diversity per se does 

                                                      

1 Translation: Latinos united will never be defeated. 
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not negatively affect social cohesion.  Rather, factors such as residential stability, race and ethnic 

composition, and economic inequality produce that effect. Additionally, the authors argue that 

racial and ethnic differences exist, finding that it is Whites who are negatively affected by racial 

diversity. Abascal and Baldassari's (2015) work is limited to the extent that the authors examine 

only social trust. Further, racial diversity captures the racialization of immigrants and how this 

might create group differences, but neglects diversity that captures more precisely the differences 

that might be created due to immigration: cultural.  Nativity diversity, however, captures cultural 

differences that might arise between native and foreign-born groups.  

The reasons ethnoracial diversity might lead to diminished social cohesion should be 

considered apart and in combination from nativity diversity. Ethnoracial diversity might lead to 

less cohesion given the history of race relations in the United States and the persistence of racial 

discrimination (Bonilla-Silva 1997, 2013; Omi and Winant 2014). Nativity diversity implicates a 

distinct set of mechanisms that potentially affects engagement in civil society. Cultural similarity 

or lack thereof serves as an alternative rationale as to why nativity diversity is associated with 

engagement in civil society. Additionally, engagement in civil society is also based on the logic 

of participation as members: born and raised with an understanding of what it means to be a 

member and participate in America’s political, civic, and social life. This assumption, however, 

ignores the social logic of participating in American civil society for immigrants and, 

importantly, neglects the consequences and implications of living with a tenuous or non-existent 

legal status (Alexander 2001).  

Lastly, the structural circumstances of individuals’ lived realities and time must be 

accounted for. Neighborhood structural conditions, such as racial composition and poverty, as 

well as individual-level neighborhood social ties, should be accounted for in the study of 



 10

diversity and civic engagement. Although some studies explore in-group friendship ties as 

moderating the effects of diversity (Phan 2008), few have looked at whether having social ties 

within the same neighborhood social context matters.  Further, most studies on the effects of 

diversity focus only on one time period. As Putnam argued without supporting evidence, the 

effects of immigration-related diversity might be a short-term phenomenon (Putnam 2009). This 

study is able to uniquely address the question of whether diversity matters over time by 

examining two time periods in the same social context.   

Civic engagement and the neighborhood mechanisms that drive the rate of engagement 

despite, or in light of, diversity must be fully explored. This study has three main research goals. 

First, I ask whether civic engagement is associated with ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood 

diversity. Given the multi-racial/multi-ethnic social context of Los Angeles, will a positive 

association persist between engagement in civil society and population diversity once individual- 

and neighborhood-level demographic traits are accounted for? Second, the vast literature on 

social trust suggests racial and ethnic group differences in civic engagement.  Once individual-

level demographic and economic traits as well as neighborhood-level structural factors are 

accounted for, will racial/ethnic differences persist? Third, I ask broadly how social ties—

friendship and kin social ties—are associated with engagement in civil society. 

 

Background 

The empirical literature on the effects of immigration-induced diversity presumably 

demonstrates that civil society is challenged by diversity. Methodologically, most of the studies 

make use of the Herfindahl index2, which reflects the probability that two randomly selected 

                                                      
2 The literature also refers to Herfindal index as fragmentation, fractionalization, or diversity index. All of these 
measures are all conceptually equivalent. 
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individuals from the population belong to different groups (Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Putnam 

2007). The findings regarding the negative effects of diversity range from decreased public good 

expenditures being inversely related to an area’s ethnic fragmentation (Alesina, Baqir, and 

Easterly 1999; Harris, Evan, and Schwab 2001; Vigdor 2001), low rates of group participation in 

areas characterized by ethnic, racial and income fragmentation (Alesina and La Ferrera 2000; 

Costa and Kahn 2003), and low levels of trust in areas with racial and nationality fragmentation 

(Glaeser et al. 2000). In fact, empirical findings from both the United States and Europe have led 

some researchers to label this finding regarding—the negative effects of heterogeneity—as an 

“empirical regularity” (Costa and Kahn 2003: 108). 

In the context of the United States, scholars have demonstrated that diversity, or 

heterogeneous community, as measured by race, nationality, and income have negative effects 

on social cohesion.  For example, Costa and Kahn examined four major data sets, the General 

Social Survey (GSS), the Current Population Survey (CPS), the DDB Lifestyle Survey (DDB), 

and the American National Election Survey (ANES) between 1974 and 1998. Multivariate 

analyses of the effects of community heterogeneity show that diversity is associated with 

declines in the propensity to engage in civil society. Specifically, community heterogeneity—

measured in terms of race/ethnicity, birthplace/nationality, and income—affects and depresses 

engagement in society as measured by volunteerism, membership, and social trust (Costa and 

Kahn 2003).  

The findings from the above-cited works are correlational at best and lack a strong 

theoretical foundation as to why this relationship exists. Implicit in these studies is that diversity 

of any kind is the source of the declines in social cohesion and do not specify the distinct 

pathways different types of diversity take in affecting social cohesion. Ethnoracial diversity 
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might lead to less cohesion given the history of race relations in the United States and the 

persistence of racial discrimination (Bonilla-Silva 1997, 2013; Omi and Winant 2014). The 

pathway as to why ethnoracial diversity might lead to diminished social cohesion should be 

considered apart and in combination from nativity diversity.  

Some scholars have argued that nativity diversity induced by persistent immigration in 

the United States leads to fragmented communities due either to economic competition and or 

cultural differences between native and foreign-born individuals (Huntington 2004). Others 

argue that immigration-induced nativity diversity does not necessarily lead to diminished civic 

engagement. Kessler and Bloemraad (2010) argue that, although nativity diversity had a slight 

negative effect only in some advanced countries, there was “nothing inevitable about decline 

collective-mindedness in the face of increasing diversity…[demonstrating]…that countries with 

an institutional or policy context promoting economic equality and recognition and 

accommodation of immigrant minorities experience less dramatic or no declines in collective-

mindedness” (320). In effect, depending on institutional or policy context, the effects of diversity 

are not a given. 

Given the racial and nativity diversity that characterizes the demography of Los Angeles, 

this chapter examines both the independent and simultaneous effect of ethnoracial and nativity 

neighborhood diversity on civic engagement. Although the research on diversity is largely 

examined in large aggregate geographic areas (e.g., countries, states, counties), neighborhoods 

are arguably more critical in understanding the effects of diversity because they capture the racial 

realities that individuals face on a daily basis (Lancee and Dronkers 2011; Stolle, Soroko, and 

Johnston 2008).  

Theories of Group Relations and Dynamics 
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There are competing hypotheses that predict how groups from different racial and 

cultural backgrounds interact within society when facing increasing population heterogeneity. 

The two most prominent hypotheses are the contact and conflict hypotheses. Alternatively, 

Putnam (2007) advanced the constrictive or “hunkering down” hypothesis to explain the 

association between diversity and civil society. The contact hypothesis suggests that contact with 

out-group members, such as someone of a race different from one’s own, leads to tolerance, 

trust, and engagement in civil society (Allport 1954). For contact hypothesis advocates, it is 

exposure to out-group members that leads to increased social trust and engagement in civil 

society. In contrast, the conflict/competition hypothesis suggests that increasing ethnic and racial 

heterogeneity is negatively associated with social trust and engagement in civil society because 

groups compete for the consumption of limited resources (Hooghe et al. 2008). However, the 

perceived threat or competition from groups does not necessarily have to result from competition 

over scarce resources. The resulting competition between two groups might be “status struggles 

between minority and majority groups” (Hooghe et al. 2008: 201: Paxton and Mughan 2006). 

Additionally, as Hooghe et al. argue, “[t]hreats arising from immigration are also often based on 

cultural identity and the perceived cultural distance between immigration groups and majority 

cultures” (Hooghe et al. 2008: 201; Sides and Citrin, 2007). Group competition and/or group 

threat resulting from increasing heterogeneity is assumed to lead to less social trust and 

engagement in civil society. 

The constrictive or “hunkering down” hypothesis, alternatively, claims that increasing 

racial and ethnic heterogeneity leads people to look inward (“hunker down”) and further isolate 

themselves from their own communities (Putnam 2007; Portes and Vickstrom 2011). According 

to this hypothesis, community heterogeneity leads individuals to retreat from all forms of civic 
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and social activities as well as share a distrustful and pessimistic view of their neighbors and 

communities. In part, engaging and interacting with people from different racial and ethnic 

backgrounds imposes costs (Costa and Kahn 2003). These costs are due to the tendency of 

individuals to have strong preferences to interact and engage with individuals who are similar to 

them in terms of race, ethnic and or socioeconomic background (Alesina and La Ferrerra 2000; 

Campbell 2006; Costa and Kahn 2003; Lin 2001). This social preference tendency (also referred 

to as the homophily preference or “like-me” preference) implies that individuals in diverse 

communities will be less likely to interact or have some shared understanding or sense of 

obligation that would encourage them to civically engage. Although not fully explored in the 

extant literature, there is some evidence that “hunkering down” behavior does not apply to all 

racial and ethnic groups (Abascal and Baldassari 2015). 

The contact and conflict hypotheses seem to rely on interaction-driven social contact or 

exposure, and/or perceived social distance to explain the effect of diversity on civic engagement 

and social trust. Although the hunkering down hypothesis seems to suggest that all racial and 

ethnic groups “pull-in” like turtles when confronted by diversity, at least some research suggests 

this is applicable only to Whites (Abascal and Baldassari 2015). As argued above in moving 

beyond the White-Non-White context, it is critical that we examine the effects of diversity in 

varied context to attest to the salience of the competing theories advanced above. 

Social Ties 

Although the contact and conflict hypotheses capture social interactions, social ties are 

deeper and more meaningful in the lives of individuals. Kin and friendship ties within 

neighborhoods might be a source of social support for residents. Additionally, neighborhood 

contexts might affect social ties. Specifically, Mario Smalls (2007) finds that neighborhood 



 15

poverty is significantly associated with residents having social ties. With regard to neighborhood 

diversity and the role that social ties potentially play, Phan (2008) finds that having more in-

group (racially) friendship ties moderates the effects of city-level racial diversity. In effect, 

individuals who have friends of similar race moderate the negative effects of living in a racially 

diversity city. Unclear in Phan’s examination is whether those friendship ties reside within the 

respondent’s neighborhood. This might or might not matter. Social ties within neighborhoods, 

however, have been shown to lessen the negative impact of diversity. Specifically, Stolle and his 

co-authors find that respondents with social ties in their neighborhood are less affected by their 

neighborhood’s racial and ethnic fragmentation (Stolle et al. 2008).3  This chapter looks at 

whether kin and friendship ties are important in understanding the relationship between diversity 

and civic engagement. Unique in this examination is that social ties here exist within the 

respondent’s neighborhood, and, therefore, these ties are structurally confined to the 

neighborhood.  

Neighborhood Context and Civic Engagement 

 

This study is uniquely situated to examine the effects of diversity in an ethnoracial and 

immigrant context. Los Angeles is ripe for examining how diversity affects civic engagement, as 

it is a vast urban setting diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, nativity, and legal status. Unlike other 

studies situated in settings that demographically involve a majority-White racial context, as 

evidenced in Figure 1-3, Los Angeles and its long history of migration pushes us to think about 

racial dynamics in a majority-minority city (Cohn 2015; Stepler and Lopez 2016). Figure 1-3 

compares two different racial contexts. On the one hand, the average heterogeneous census 

                                                      
3 Phan (2008) and Stolle et al (2008) provide conflicting results as to the effect of neighborhood racial and ethnic 
diversity. Phan (2008) find no effect of racial diversity at the city, nor at the neighborhood level for social trust, 
while Stolle et al. (2008) find an effect of neighborhood  
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track4 in the United States as evidenced by Abascal and Baldasarri’s study (2015) is 58% White. 

On the other hand, the average heterogeneous census tract in Los Angeles is only 31% White, 

compared to 38% Latino. Where nationally the average homogenous tract is 84% White, in Los 

Angeles, the average homogeneous tract is 71% Latino/a. In effect, this study examines the 

effect of diversity in a majority-minority ethnoracial context; reflecting the future of 

metropolitan areas with a heterogeneous population (Stepler and Lopez 2016). Los Angeles is 

also 40% foreign-born, adding yet another form of diversity that complicates the nature and 

dynamism of ethnoracial relations (Cohn 2015).  

INSERT FIGURE 1-3 HERE 

Other than the multi-ethnic and multi-racial context of Los Angeles, structural 

circumstances are considered to further examine the factors that predict engagement. 

Neighborhood inequality, residential segregation, and residential turnover have been 

demonstrated to affect individuals’ civic engagement (Huckfeldt 1979, 1980, 1983; Huckfeldt 

and Sprague 1987).5 Oliver demonstrates that net of individual-level characteristics, city median 

household income, is significantly and positively related to civic activities such as attending 

community board meeting or organizational meetings (Oliver 2001). Oliver also finds racial 

segregation affects civic participation such that living among one’s co-ethnics is positively 

associated with certain civic activities, such as involvement in local organizations and voting 

                                                      

4 In Abascal and Baldasarri (2005), the median value to determine what qualifies as a homogeneous or 

heterogeneous neighborhood is 28% of the racial heterogeneity index. If the census tract is over 28%, then it’s 
classified as a heterogeneous tract, below that value, a homogenous census tract. In this study, the median value for 
the ethnoracial heterogeneity index is 43.5% and the value is 47.8% for the nativity heterogeneity index. 
5 For example, Huckfeldt demonstrates that the socioeconomic status of the context, as measured by high levels of 
education in a neighborhood encourages participation for some and not others, specifically for higher status 
individuals. For Huckfelt, the social status of a neighborhood was operationalized by levels of educations (over 12 
years) and with individuals over 25 years old.  For a higher social status neighborhood was one where individuals in 
the neighborhood were over 25 and had a high level of education. Giles and Dantico4 (1982) also demonstrate using 
the 1972 American Election study also find that socioeconomic status of the neighborhood is significantly related to 
civic participation. 
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(Oliver 2001).6 Residential stability might also positively affect civic participation because 

higher residential stability of a neighborhood makes it more likely that local ties and 

opportunities for social networking occur for that neighborhood’s residents (Sampson and Graif 

2009).7  Regardless of individual length of residence in neighborhoods, Sampson finds that 

inhabitants of residentially stable neighborhoods are more likely to form friendships and 

civically engage when compared to individuals who live in neighborhoods with frequent 

residential turnover (Sampson 1988).   

Neighborhood residential stability and racial and ethnic composition might be particularly 

salient for immigrants.  Immigrants, to a large extent, live in states and metropolitan areas with 

higher concentrations of co-ethnics (Portes and Rambaut 2006; Ramakrishnan 2005). 

Additionally, neighborhood inequality affects the organizational opportunities for individuals to 

participate in civil society. Immigrants’ participation in civic organizations might be hampered if 

they are concentrated in less affluent, resource-deprived neighborhoods.  Ramakrishnan and 

Bloemraad (2008), for example, have found that Mexicans, “who despite constituting the largest 

immigrant group, had a disproportionately lower number of organizations and [as a 

consequence] enjoyed considerably less political presence than their Vietnamese, Korean, 

Armenian, Indian, Chinese, and Filipino” (45).  

Individual-Level Factors and Civic Engagement 

 

Individual-level characteristics are also important factors for civic engagement. For 

example, research has repeatedly demonstrated that education is positively associated with 

                                                      
6  Using the Current Population Survey, Ramakrishnan’s research at the county and metropolitan level, suggest that 
living in areas with high proportions of coethnics does lead to greater participation among first-generation 
immigrants (Ramakrishnan 2006). 
7 Sampson’s study of 238 British localities demonstrates that residential stability is positively related to various 
outcomes such as the rates of visits to friends and relative in the community and participation in sporting events 
(Sampson 1988: 773).  Further, Sampson finds that “long-term community stability engenders collective use of local 
facilities—despite SES, urbanization and auto use” (Sampson 1988: 773).  
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higher rates of civic and political participation (Ramakrishnan 2005; Rosenstone and Hansen 

1993; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).  Income also predicts civic participation, but to a 

modest extent compared to education (Ramakrishnan 2005; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). 

With regard to ethnic differences, some scholars have found a civic engagement gap between 

Latinos/as and other racial and ethnic groups, even after controlling for individual-level 

education and socioeconomic status (Lien 1994; Ramakrishnan 2005).  For example, researchers 

have found that Latinos/as have a lower likelihood of civic skills, civic engagement, and 

recruitment into civic activities (DeSipio 1996; Geron and Michelson 2008; Verba, Schlozman, 

and Brady 1995). Some have also argued that legal status explains some of the difference 

observed among Latinos/as. Specifically, DeSipio found that naturalized Latinos/as were less 

likely to register and vote than were U.S.-born Latino citizens (DeSipio 1996; Geron and 

Michelson 2008). Several scholars have also argued that age and life course factors are relevant 

in explaining associational participation (Putnam 1992; Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 

2006).  

Research Questions 

This chapter address three main questions in light of the mixed evidence that the extant 

literature demonstrates on the effect of diversity on civic engagement. First, does ethnoracial 

neighborhood diversity affect individual-level civic engagement? Does this effect remain once 

neighborhood and individual level factors are accounted for and consistent over time? Second, 

does nativity diversity affect individual-level civic engagement? Does this affect remain once 

neighborhood and individual level factors are accounted and consistent over time? Third, do kin 

and friendship ties moderate the relationship between diversity and civic engagement? Related to 

these three main questions, I ask whether the effects of ethnoracial and nativity diversity differ 
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by the type of civic engagement. Specifically, I examined and operationalize two types of 

organizations respondents might engage in: socially oriented civic organizations (SOCO) and 

professionally oriented civic organizations (POCO). 

Data and Methods 

 

The present study uses data from Wave One and Wave Two of the Los Angeles Family 

and Neighborhood Survey (L.A. FANS) and models the mechanisms through which 

neighborhood diversity by ethnoracial and nativity correspond to patterns of civic engagement. I 

account for individual-level demographic characteristics—age, income, and education—and 

contextual factors—such as neighborhood inequality and residential stability—that explain and 

potentially mediate the association between neighborhood diversity and civic engagement. 

Neighborhoods in this study are operationalized by census tracts, which contain a population of 

approximately 4,000 individuals. Census tracts represent small geographic units, allowing one an 

opportunity to examine how individuals respond to diversity and more fully capture the social 

interactional context that people experience on a daily basis.  

 Wave One of the Los Angeles Neighborhood Family and Neighborhood Survey (L.A. 

FANS) is a longitudinal probability sample of individuals, families and neighborhoods in Los 

Angeles County.  Wave 1 of the survey was fielded between April 2000 and January 2002. I 

primarily focus on the adult respondents and combine contextual data from the 1990 and 2000 

census tract level data. A total of 65 census tracts were sampled and between 40 and 50 

households were sampled within each census tract. L.A. FANS was designed to capture detailed 

information at the individual, family, and neighborhood level (Pebly and Sastry n.d.; Peterson 

2003). These original 65 census tracts serve as the sampling units for L.A. FANS as defined by 

the 1990 census tract boundaries. L.A. FANS uses census tracts to define neighborhoods and 
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uses a multi-stage, clustered stratified sample where the 1,652 census tracts of Los Angeles were 

divided into very poor, poor, and non-poor strata based on 1990 census poverty rates (Peterson et 

al. 2003).  An advantage of L.A. FANS is that it over-samples poor neighborhoods, making it 

useful for studying immigrants and their integration processes.   

 For Wave 1, within each household, L.A. FANS randomly sampled one adult for an 

interview, with a total of 2,623 adults in the sample, which is also known as the “Adult Sample” 

(Peterson et al. 2003). This study constructed a sample from the Adult Sample and excludes 

adult respondents not asked the civic engagement questions and excludes respondents who were 

missing on the civic engagement, weight, and legal status variables for a total of 202 respondents 

excluded. The total final sample for Wave 1 consists of 2,421 adult respondents.  

 For Wave 2 of the survey was fielded between August 2006 and December 2009. I 

primarily focus on the adult respondents and combine interpolated contextual data from 2008 

census tract level data. For Wave 2, L.A. FANS's sample design consist of three main groups: 1) 

respondents who were interviewed during Wave 1 and still reside in Los Angeles County; 2) 

individuals who were interviewed during Wave 2, but reside outside Los Angeles County; and 3) 

new respondents (“new entrants”) who live within the 65 original sampled census tracts but did 

not live in them during the time that Wave 1 was fielded (Peterson et al. 2001).  To maximize 

sample size, the Wave 2 analytical sample is a cross sectional sample that includes all eligible 

adult respondents residing in Los Angeles County at Wave 2, which includes respondents 

residing in the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts, plus respondents who are in Los Angeles County, 

but outside the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts at Wave 2.  

 The Wave 2 sample was constructed from the Adult Sample and excludes adult 

respondents not asked the civic engagement battery of questions along with those for whom the 
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civic engagement variable, L.A. weight variable, and legal status were missing, for a total of 473 

respondents excluded. The total final sample for Wave 2 consists of 1,399 adult respondents 

living in 391 census tracts. 

Analytical Approach 

 

 I use Wave 1 and Wave 2 of L.A. FANS to examine the changes in the association of 

neighborhood diversity and civic engagement. The analyses proceed in three steps in assessing 

the relationships displayed in Figures 1-1 and 1-2. I first examine descriptively the association 

between ethnoracial diversity and civic engagement and nativity diversity and civic engagement, 

establishing that type of diversity, whether in race or nativity, matters for assessing the level of 

civic engagement in neighborhoods (Figures 1-1 and 1-2). Second, I build nested multi-level 

varying intercept statistical models that assesses the impact of both neighborhood-level and 

individual-level factors on overall civic engagement (Tables 1-7 and 1-11).  Third, I build nested 

multi-level varying intercept statistical models that assess the impact of both neighborhood-level 

and individual-level factors on SOCO and POCO civic engagement, respectively (Tables 1-8 to 

1-9, Tables 1-12 to 1-13). Fourth, I introduce kin and friendship social ties in an additional 

nested model to assess the moderating impact of social ties on the relationship between diversity 

and civic engagement (Tables 1-10 and 1-14). 

 

INSERT FIGURE 1-1 HERE 

INSERT FIGURE 1-2 HERE 

Dependent Variables 

 

In this study, I operationalize a dichotomous dependent variable that captures whether 

respondents participated in any civic organizations (CE). I also differentiated between two 
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different types of organizations in which residents participate: socially orientated civic 

organizations (SOCO) and professionally orientated civic organizations (POCO).  These 

measures of civic engagement are all behavioral measures variables drawn from a battery of 

questions asked in both waves of L.A. FANS. For Wave 1, L.A. FANS asked respondents 

whether, within the previous 12 months, they participated in various activities: 

neighborhood/block organization meetings, business/civic groups, nationality/ethnic pride clubs, 

local/state political organizations, volunteering with a local organization, veterans group, labor 

union, literary, art, discussion group, fraternity, sorority or alumni group. For Wave 2, L.A. 

FANS included additional questions, specifically whether respondents participated in a group 

seeking to change something in their community or in their neighborhoods. Further, a grab-all 

question asked whether respondents identified another type of local group organization. These 

specific responses were re-coded to be integrated in overall civic engagement if they met the 

conceptual construct of civic engagement. Specifically, the civic engagement variable included 

respondents who indicated participation in the following groups/organizations: sport, hobby, 

school, charity, and miscellaneous. I excluded responses that indicated church and alcohol-

related group participation.  

For Wave 1 and Wave 2, the variable civic engagement (CE) is coded as a dummy 

variable with 1 representing “participated in civic organization/group” and 0 representing “did 

not participate in civic organization/group.” Operationalizing civic engagement as dichotomous 

variable not only accounts for all the varied activities that individual might engage in, but it is 

parsimonious. Additionally, having civic engagement as a dichotomous variable comports with a 

multitude of studies that do the same, and, therefore, the results of this study could be compared 

with past work. For example, studies such as Costa and Kahn (2003), using the Current 
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Population Survey and DDB Lifestyle Survey, operationalize civic engagement as a dummy 

variable pertaining to whether individuals engaged in volunteer work in the previous 12 months 

and, using the General Social Survey and the American National Survey, operationalize 

associational membership as a dummy variable.  

A critical assumption made when operationalizing civic engagement as a dichotomous 

variable is that it assumes that individual and contextual-factors equating attending a 

neighborhood block meeting with joining a business association. Common sense dictates that 

there are distinct pathways of associational participation. Specifically, civic organizations are not 

monolithic social organizations; rather, they have distinct organizational missions and values 

(Ramakrishnan 2005). Individuals also have varied motivations and incentives to engage in a 

particular form of organizational participation (Knack and Keefer 1997; Putnam 2000; 

Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006). 

I account for the different pathways to engage in civil society by operationalizing two 

types of potential respondent engagement: socially oriented civic organizations (SOCO) and 

professionally oriented civic organizations (POCO). Advancing these two measures not only 

allows me to account for the limitations of using a dichotomous civic engagement measure, but 

also recognizes that civic organizations serve varied purposes for individuals. Other scholars 

have recognized that organizations might provide different values and norms and ,therefore, 

individuals might be motivated for different reasons to join and participate (Knack and Keefer 

1997; Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006). For Wave 1, I classify respondents in SOCO 

engagement if the respondent indicated that they participated in one of the following activities 

and organizations: 1) neighborhood/block organization; 2) nationality/ethnic pride club; 3) 

volunteering with a local organization; 4) literary, art, or discussion groups; and 5) fraternity, 



 24

sorority or alumni group. For Wave 2, I classify respondents in SOCO engagement if the 

respondent indicated that they participated in one of the following activities and organizations: 1) 

neighborhood/block organization; 2) nationality/ethnic pride club; 3) volunteering with a local 

organization; 4) literary, art, or discussion groups; 5) fraternity, sorority or alumni group; 6) 

group involved in bringing change in the community/neighborhood; 7) sports-related groups; 8) 

hobby-related groups; 9) other civic groups (charity, school, miscellaneous). For Wave 1, I 

classify respondents in POCO engagement if they indicated participation in one of the following 

organizations: 1) business/civic group; 2) local/state political organization; 3) veterans group; 

and 4) labor union. For Wave 2, I classify respondents in POCO engagement if they indicated 

they participated in one of the following organizations: 1) business/civic group; 2) local/state 

political organization; 3) veterans group; and 4) labor union. 

Independent Variables 

Ethnoracial and Nativity Diversity 

 

Neighborhood diversity, also known as neighborhood heterogeneity, is widely measured 

by a fragmentation measure, computed as one minus the Herfindahl index of racial/ethnic/native 

group share and reflects the probability that two randomly selected individuals from the 

population belong to different groups. This measure varies from 1, with values closer to 1 

representing an increase in diversity (heterogeneity) and a decrease in diversity when values inch 

towards zero. In the case of two equally represented groups, 50% White and 50% Latino/as, the 

ethnoracial diversity will be at its maximum (Abascal and Baldassari 2015; Alesina, Baqir, and 

Easterly 1999). A value of 0 under the diversity indices represents complete homogeneity. I 

operationalize two diversity indices to examine the effects of diversity on civic engagement: 
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ethnoracial diversity and nativity diversity.8 As previously mentioned, higher values on each of 

these indices represent more diversity within the neighborhood. The two diversity indices are 

operationalized as follows: 

Ethnoracial Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of racial and ethnic group k (Whites, Blacks, Latino/a, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and Other) in census tract i.  
 
Nativity Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of foreign-born group k (foreign born and native born) in census tract i. 
 

For Wave 1, I differentiated between ethnoracially diverse and non-diverse 

neighborhoods by taking the median value of the ethnoracial diversity index for the sample of 65 

neighborhoods (median value=0.4357) and classified neighborhoods at that value and above as 

ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods (heterogeneous) and neighborhoods below that value as 

non-ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods (homogenous). Similarly, to differentiate between 

immigrant diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods, I took the median value of the nativity 

diversity index for the sample of 65 neighborhoods (median value=0.4685) and classified 

neighborhoods at that value or above as immigrant diverse neighborhoods and neighborhoods 

below that value as non-immigrant diverse neighborhoods.  

For Wave 2, I constructed neighborhood level estimates of percent White, percent Black, 

percent Latino/a, percent Asian/Pacific Islander, and percent Other by using linear interpolation 

to estimate these characteristics in Los Angeles County census tracts using census data for 2000 

                                                      
8 I also examined nationality fragmentation but the nationality and nativity fragmentation indices are highly 

correctly (0.75) and for simplicity, I chose to utilize the nativity fragmentation index. 
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and 2010.  Since Wave 2 was field between August 2006 and December 2008, I used estimates 

for the racial/ethnic make-up for the 391 census tracts that correspond to the Wave 2 cross 

sectional analytical sample 

Further, for Wave 2, I followed a similar procedure, but accounted for the 391 census 

tracts encompassed within the Wave 2 sample. I took the median value of the ethnoracial 

diversity index for the sample of 391 neighborhoods (median value=0.474) and classified 

neighborhoods at that value and above as ethnoracially diverse (heterogeneous) and 

neighborhoods below that value as non-ethnoracially diverse (homogenous). Similarly, I took the 

median value of the nativity diversity index for the sample of 391 neighborhoods (median 

value=0.4617) and classified neighborhoods at that value or above as immigrant diverse and 

neighborhoods below that value as non-immigrant diverse. 

Social Ties 

For social ties, I draw upon two questions from both waves of L.A. FANS that ascertain 

whether relatives and friends live in the respondent’s neighborhood, but not in the respondent’s 

home.9 The responses were categorized under the following: a) none; b) a few; c) many; and d) 

most or all.  For social ties, I operationalize kin social ties and friendship social ties collapse the 

responses to these questions into three categories: a) none; b) few social connections; and c) 

many and most or all.  

Individual-Level Factors 

 

For Waves 1 and 2, I control the following individual level characteristics: ethnoracial 

status, nativity, gender, age, education, marital status, employment, household income, 

residential stability, and legal status. Ethnoracial status is coded in the following mutually 

                                                      
9 The two specific questions are: a) How many of your relatives or in-laws live in your neighborhood?; b) How 
many of your friends live in your neighborhood? 
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exclusive groups: White, Black, Latino/as, Asian and Pacific Islander, Native American and 

Other. Nativity is coded as a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent was born in the 

United States or abroad. Education is coded in the following manner: less than high school (0-

11), high school graduate (12 years), some college (12-15 years), college degree plus (16 years 

or more of education). Employment is a dichotomous variable capturing employed and not 

employed. I log household income and include a dummy variable regarding whether the 

respondent has moved within the last 2 years. 

Neighborhood-Level Factors 

 

For Waves 1 and 2, I control for three neighborhood characteristics: economic 

disadvantage, residential stability, and racial/ethnic composition. For Wave 1, I used the measure 

of neighborhood economic disadvantage as the percentage of households receiving public 

assistance from the 2000 Census. For Wave 1, neighborhood residential stability,10 also taken 

from the 2000 Census, is measured by the percentage of the population in the neighborhood that 

occupies the same dwelling in both 1995 and 2000 (non-movers).11 I use the percent of African-

Americans in the census tract to measure the ethnoracial composition of neighborhoods taken 

from the 2000 Census. 

For Wave 2, I constructed neighborhood-level estimates of disadvantage, residential 

composition, and racial composition. Using census data for 2000 and 2010, I used linear 

interpolation to estimate the characteristics annually and used estimates for 2008 for use of Wave 

2 cross-sectional analytical sample. For Wave 2, I used the percentage of the population living in 

                                                      
10  I also considered other measures such as percent of the population that lives in residences that owner-occupied 
from the 2000 Census.   This measure though was highly correlated with both non-move and neighborhood median 
household income. 
11 The measure for residential stability was kept as a continuous variable when used in estimating the multilevel 
models.  Additionally, an inspection of scatter plots for the association between residential stability, as measured by 
non-mover, and participation showed that the relationship does not reveal any thresholds or non-linearities.    
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poverty to measure neighborhood disadvantage. Neighborhood residential stability is measured 

by the percentage of the estimated population that occupies the same dwelling. I use the 

percentage of African-Americans in the census tract to measure ethnoracial composition. 

Results 

 

Descriptive Profile 

 

Table 1-1 provides the weighted individual characteristics for my analysis sample for 

Wave 1. Approximately 37% of my respondents self-identify as Latino/a and 38% identify as 

White. Over 40% of the respondents are foreign-born, and approximately a quarter of them have 

tenuous legal status, such as permanent resident, temporary visa holder, and or undocumented. 

Roughly a third of the sample changed residence within the last two years. The average 

household income of the entire sample is $26,628.  

Table 1-2 provides the weighted individual characteristics for my analysis sample for 

Wave 2. Approximately 40% of my sample respondents self-identify as Latino/a and 35% 

identify as White. Over 46% of the respondents are foreign-born, and approximately a quarter of 

them have tenuous legal status, such as permanent resident, temporary visa holder, or 

undocumented. Roughly 38% of the sample changed residence within the last two years, and the 

average household income of this sample is $31,922.  

 

INSERT TABLE 1-1 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 1-2 HERE 

 

Descriptively for Waves 1 and 2, there is higher average civic engagement in 

ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods, whereas the reverse is true in immigrant diverse 
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neighborhoods, with higher average engagement in organizations in non-diverse neighborhoods 

by nativity. Figures 1-1 and 1-2 indicate the average organizational participation in LA 

neighborhoods by ethnoracial diversity and nativity diversity. As indicated earlier, the median 

value for the ethnoracial heterogeneity index in Wave 1 is 0.4357 and 0.474 in Wave 2. The 

median value for Wave 1 nativity heterogeneity is 0.4685 and 0.4617 for Wave 2. Depending on 

the heterogeneity index—whether ethnoracial or nativity—neighborhoods above these median 

values are classified as heterogeneous, and those below this value are deemed homogenous. 

Specifically, the average level of engagement in ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods found in 

Wave 1 is 37.54% compared to 25.24% in ethnoracially homogenous neighborhoods. In contrast, 

the average level of civic engagement in immigrant diverse neighborhoods is 22.05%, compared 

to 40.83% in homogenous neighborhoods (Figure 1-1).12  For Wave 2, a similar pattern occurs in 

that the average level of engagement in ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods is 36.68% compared 

to 32.50% in ethnoracially homogenous neighborhoods. In contrast, the average level of civic 

engagement in immigrant diverse neighborhoods is 40.57%, compared to 28.62% in 

homogenous neighborhoods (Figure 1-2).   

This descriptive analysis suggests greater differences in the observed civic engagement 

patterns by ethnoracial and nativity diversity in Wave 1 than in Wave 2. In fact, differences in 

average civic engagement between diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods declined between 

Waves 1 and 2. There is almost no difference in average civic engagement in ethnoracially 

diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods in Wave 2. Similarly, for immigrant diverse and non-

diverse neighborhoods, the difference in average engagement in Wave 1 is approximately 

                                                      
12

 Additional analyses not shown here demonstrate substantial variation in civic engagement across neighborhoods. 

Frequency histogram analysis demonstrate variation in the distribution of the proportion of individuals civically 
engaged by the number of census tracts, displays this variation.   
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18.78%, whereas that difference is 11.95% in Wave 2. Further, whereas most of the empirical 

literature suggests a negative association with ethnoracial diversity, descriptive results here 

suggest otherwise.  

Descriptively, there is variation in overall civic engagement, as well as SOCO and POCO 

engagement, by ethnoracial and nativity status. Tables 1-3 and 1-4 display the level of civic 

engagement by ethnoracial and nativity status groups for Waves 1 and 2. Of the respondents in 

the Wave 1 sample, 37.17% participated in a civic organization during the past 12 months.  

Whites have the highest level of civic engagement (49.72%), followed by Asian-Americans 

(41.89%), African-Americans (39.84%), those who identify their race as Other (39.73%), and 

Latino/as (20.70%). With regard to nativity, 75.47% of native-born respondents indicate that 

they participated in a civic organization within the past 12 months, whereas 24.53% of foreign-

born respondents indicate so. More respondents indicate participating in SOCO versus POCO 

organizations, with 32.80% participating in SOCO and 16.16% in POCO organizations. For 

Wave 2, approximately 41.97% of respondents participated in civic groups during the past 12 

months. The racial hierarchy of engagement changed during Wave 2. Although Whites have the 

highest level of engagement (57.92%), they are followed by African-Americans (47.04%), 

Asian-Americans (43.23), Latino/as (27.40%), and those who identify their race as Other 

(17.32). Native-born respondents civically engaged at 70.16% compared to 29.84% of foreign-

born respondents. Similar to Wave 1, there is a higher level of engagement in SOCO (37.60%) 

versus POCO (23.00%).  

INSERT TABLE 1-3 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 1-4 HERE 
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With regard to social ties, Tables 1-5 and 1-6 demonstrate neighborhood kin and 

friendship social ties by ethnoracial and nativity status for Waves 1 and 2. When comparing 

between kin and friendship ties, on average, respondents in Waves 1 and 2 indicate having more 

friendship ties than kin ties in their neighborhoods. Specifically, in Wave 1, 15.64% of 

respondents indicate having “many or most of all” their friendship ties in their neighborhoods 

compared to only 4.83% indicating the same for kin ties. This same pattern is observed when 

comparing friendship and kin ties among the foreign-born. Specifically, 15.5% of foreign-born 

respondents indicate having “many or most of all” their friendship ties in their neighborhood 

versus only 5.92% of foreign-born indicating the same with regard to kin ties. Similarly, in Wave 

2, 14.17% of respondents indicate having “many or most of all” their friendship ties in their 

neighborhoods compared to 4.94% indicating the same for kin ties.  

There also seems to be some variation between ethnoracial groups in the extent of social 

ties within their neighborhoods. Specifically, in Wave 1, approximately 40.59% of Latino/a 

respondents report having “a few” and “many or most of all” kin ties in their neighborhoods 

versus 20.67% of Whites indicating so. With regard to friendship ties, the differences between 

Latino/as and White respondents are smaller. Approximately 73% of Latino/a respondents report 

having “a few” and “many or most of all” friendship ties in their neighborhood compared to 

approximately 70% of Whites indicating so. For Wave 2, we see a similar pattern between 

Whites and Latinos with the biggest difference in social ties existing with kin ties versus 

friendship ties. When comparing Waves 1 and 2, we observe a marginal decrease in the number 

of friendship ties in respondents’ neighborhoods over time, and a marginal increase in kin ties in 

respondents’ neighborhoods over time. 

INSERT TABLE 1-5 HERE 
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INSERT TABLE 1-6 HERE 

 

Multivariate Findings 

 

 For this section, I first discuss the statistical findings in Wave 1 and then proceed to 

discuss the findings for Wave 2. 

Multivariate Findings--Wave 1 

 

Multi-level logistic regression results for Wave 1 for overall civic engagement are 

presented in Table 1-7. Table 1-7 presents a series of estimated models (Models 1-5) in which 

ethnoracial and nativity diversity are used to predict individual-level civic engagement. I 

estimate varying-intercept logistic regression models in which respondents are nested within 65 

neighborhoods. Model 1 provides the baseline model where, contrary to previous studies (Costa 

and Kahn 2003; Putnam 2007), I find that greater ethnoracial diversity predicts greater level of 

civic engagement. Model 2 models ethnoracial and nativity diversity and was used to predict 

civic engagement. Model 3 examines the main effects and three main neighborhood factors that 

the extant theoretical and empirical literature have shown to affect civic engagement. Model 4 

presents the main effects and includes individual-level factors known to be associated with civic 

engagement. Model 5 presents the fully saturated model from the multilevel logistic regression 

predicting any civic engagement.  

To select the model that best fits the underling sample data, I examined three model fit 

statistics, included at the bottom of Table 1-7. To obtain the Deviance statistic, I used the 

formula -2*log likelihood. Across these three fit statistics, AIC, BIC, and Deviance, the smaller 

the value of the respective statistic, the better the fit of the model. The AIC and BIC fit statistics 

both suggest that Model 4 is the preferred model with the largest difference between models 4 

and 5 of 22.096 in the BIC fit statistic. Contrary to both the BIC and AIC fit statistics, the 
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Deviance statistic suggests that model 5 is the preferred model, although the difference in the 

Deviance statistic between models 4 and 5 is only 1.28. Given the theoretical importance of 

neighborhood factors in shaping civic outcomes, the result of the Deviance statistic, and the 

small difference in the AIC statistic between models 4 and 5, I prefer Model 5 and interpret the 

result of said model. 

INSERT TABLE 1-7 HERE 

Table 1-7 provides the fully saturated model and the demonstrated coefficients are the log 

odds of organizational participation. Specifically, under Model 5, we can observe that a unit 

increase in the nativity diversity index is associated with a -2.139 decrease in the expected log 

odds of civic engagement. This coefficient is statistically significant at the 0.01 statistical 

significance level. Noteworthy is that ethnoracial diversity is not significant at conventional 

statistical levels. This result, however, must be taken with caution because the nativity diversity 

effect could be an immigrant neighborhood composition effect. Nativity diversity and 

neighborhood immigrant composition are highly correlated (>0.70). Given my existing measures 

and research design, it is very difficult to decipher which effect--nativity diversity vs. immigrant 

composition--is driving the negative association with neighborhood trust. 

Individual-level factors such as ethnoracial group membership, nativity, education, 

household income, residential stability, and undocumented legal status are statistically 

significant. With regard to the effect of education, having more than 16 years of education 

increases the log odds of being civically engaged (versus having less than a high school degree) 

by 1.275. The t-test for education suggests we reject the null hypothesis that having 16 years of 

education is zero. Included in the model estimation is the strength of racial and ethnic group 

differences in civic participation. For example, being a Latino/a versus being White reduces the 
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log odds of being civically engaged by 0.333. This result, however, is only statistically 

significant at the 0.05 significance level.13 Interestingly, Model 5 captures the differences in 

engaging in civic participation by legal status. Specifically, being undocumented, versus being a 

U.S. citizen, reduces the log odds of being civically engaged by 0.459. This result is statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level, net of other covariates.  

Individual-level residential mobility and household income also play a role in explaining 

the variation in organizational participation. Moving between homes decreases the log odds of 

civically engaging by .303 net of other factors. This result is statistically significant at the 0.01 

level. A unit increased in logged household income increases the log odds of organizational 

participation by 0.049, a result also statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 

Three neighborhood factors were controlled for in Model 5 given the theoretical 

importance and prior evidence on the role that social context plays in predicting civic 

engagement. Noteworthy is that none of the neighborhood factors—residential stability, 

ethnoracial composition, and economic disadvantage—are statistically significant given the 

cross-sectional sample used to test these factors. 

To further understand the different pathways to organization participation and the effects 

of diversity, two different types of organizational participation were examined: socially oriented 

(SOCO) versus professional oriented (POCO) participation. Multi-level logistic regression 

results for engagement in SOCO and POCO activities are presented in Tables 1-8 and 1-9, 

respectively. With regard to Table 1-8 and given the above reasons for which we cannot simply 

compare across nested models, I used fit statistics demonstrated below in Table 1-8 to choose the 

                                                      

13
 Additionally, analyses were performed to examine the interactions between nativity diversity and ethnoracial 

group membership. None of these interactions were statistically meaningful. 
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best model given the data sample. In line with the reasoning above, I prefer Model 5 as it 

accounts for neighborhood factors and the marginal difference between Model 4 and 5 given the 

Deviance fit statistic.  

Similar to results presented in Table 1-7, a unit increase in the nativity diversity index 

decreases the log odds of participation in socially-oriented organizations by 1.731. This result is 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Similarly, this result must be taken with caution because 

the nativity diversity effect could be an immigrant neighborhood composition effect. The main 

effect of ethnoracial diversity fails to rise to the level of statistical significance. Additionally, 

neighborhood factors do not seem to play a significant role as suggested by the t-tests of the 

coefficients for the variables of residential stability, ethnoracial composition, and economic 

disadvantage. Given the t-tests for these neighborhood factors, we fail to reject the null 

hypothesis that the effects are zero. 

Individual level factors, such as ethnoracial group membership, education, household 

income, and residential mobility, affect the log odds of participation in socially-oriented 

organizations. Specifically, being Latino/a versus being White decreases the log odds of socially 

oriented civic engagement by 0.421, a result that is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 

Similar to the results of Table 3, household income and residential stability play a role in 

explaining the variation in SOCO participation. The log odds of socially-oriented organizational 

participation were reduced by 0.325, net of other factors, when a respondent indicated that they 

had moved, a result that is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. There are no apparent effects 

of legal status on the log odds of engaging in socially oriented organizations. Lastly, 

neighborhood factors accounted under Model 5 in Table 1-8 do not contribute to understanding 

the observed variation in engaging in socially oriented civic organization. 
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INSERT TABLE 1-8 HERE 

Table 1-9 presents the multi-level logistic regression results for engagement in 

professionally-oriented civic organizations (POCO).  I prefer Model 5 given the Deviance fit 

statistic and the theoretical importance of including neighborhood factors. The main effect of 

nativity diversity, net of other factors, is negatively associated with engaging in POCO activities. 

The effect size as captured by the coefficient (-2.803) under Model 5 demonstrates that, net of 

other factors, nativity diversity depresses engagement in professionally-oriented activities. 

Similar to analyses presented above, neighborhood factors do not contribute to understanding the 

observed variation in engaging in professional oriented civic organizations. Nativity, age, 

education, employment, and residential stability contribute to understanding the variation in 

engaging in professionally oriented activities. Specifically, being employed versus not being 

employed increases the log odds of engaging in POCO activities by 0.901, a result that is 

statistically significant at the 0.001 level. Being foreign-born versus native born reduces the log 

odds of engaging in professional-oriented activities by 0.930, a result that is significant at the 

0.001 statistically significant level.  

INSERT TABLE 1-9 HERE 

In further attempts to understand the factors that explain the variation in organizational 

participation, Table 1-10 presents additional analyses to examine the effects of social ties. Table 

1-10 consists of 3 panels: panel A predicts any civic engagement; panel B predicts any SOCO 

engagement; and panel C predicts any SOCO engagement. I have included Model 5 from Tables 

1-7, 1-8, and 1-9 from the previous analyses to be included side-by-side by Model 6 under each 

panel that includes the social ties factors. At the bottom of each panel, the Deviance, AIC, and 

BIC fit statistics are included. Consistent across the three panels, all three fit statistics suggest 
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that Model 6 is preferred. Specifically, under Panel A, Model 6, a unit increase in friendship 

social ties increases the log odds of organizational participation by 0.395. This result is 

statistically significant at the 0.001 significance level. Kin ties, however, do not contribute to our 

understanding in the observed variation in civic engagement since according to the t-tests we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis that the effect of kin social ties is zero. Similar to the results in Panel 

A, under Panel B a unit increase in friendship ties increases the log odds of engaging in socially-

oriented activities by 0.432; a result that is statistically significant at the 0.001 level.  

INSERT TABLE 1-10 HERE 

Multivariate Findings--Wave 2 

 

Multi-level logistic regression results for Wave 2 for overall civic engagement are 

presented in Table 1-11. Table 1-11 presents a series of estimated models (Models 1-5) in which 

ethnoracial and nativity diversity are used to predict individual-level civic engagement. I 

estimate varying-intercept logistic regression models in which respondents are nested within 391 

neighborhoods. Similar to my analysis in Wave 1, I assessed and determined the best model 

given the deviance statistic, AIC, and BIC, demonstrated below in Table 1-11. The AIC and BIC 

fit statistics both suggest that Model 4 is the preferred model with the largest difference between 

models 4 and 5 of 16.412 in the BIC fit statistic. Contrary to both the BIC and AIC fit statistics, 

the Deviance statistic suggests that model 5 is the preferred model, although the difference in the 

Deviance statistic between models 4 and 5 is only 5.3. Given the theoretical importance of 

including neighborhood factors and the mixed evidence regarding which model fits best, I 

conclude that Model 5 is the preferred model and will interpret the results of said model.  

Model 5 in Table 1-11 provides the fully saturated model and the demonstrated 

coefficients are the log odds of organizational participation. As we can observe from Model 5, 
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there are no statistically significant main effects of ethnoracial diversity or nativity diversity. 

This result in Wave 2 contrasts with the result obtained in Wave 1 where we observed a negative 

association between nativity diversity and civic engagement. 

Education and residential model are the only individual-level factors that contribute to 

explaining the association in civic engagement in Wave 2. Specifically, having more than 16 

years of education increases the log odds of being civically engaged (versus having less than a 

high school degree) by 1508. The t-test for education suggests we reject the null hypothesis that 

having 16 years of education is zero. Individual-level residential mobility also plays a role in 

explaining the variation in organizational participation in that it decreases the log odds of 

civically engaging by -0.444, net of other factors. This result is statistically significant at the 0.01 

level. Noteworthy is that none of the immigrant-related variables, such as nativity status and 

legal status, explain the variation in civic engagement. This contrasts with the results for Wave 1. 

Neighborhood disadvantage, as measured by the percentage of the population living in 

poverty in the neighborhood, is the only factor that is statistically significant at a conventional 

significance level. A unit increase in neighborhood disadvantage decreases the log odds of civic 

engagement by -1.763. Given the prior evidence indicating the role that residential stability and 

racial composition of neighborhood play, I have included them in the model estimation, but these 

two factors do not explain the variation in civic engagement.  

INSERT TABLE 1-11 HERE 

Tables 1-12 and 1-13 present the multi-level logistic regression results for any 

engagement in socially-oriented civic organization/group (Table 1-12) and any engagement in 

professional-oriented civic organization/group (Table 1-13). In terms of Table 1-12, I prefer 

Model 5 given that both the deviance and AIC fit statistics indicate that model 5 best fits the 
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underlying data. Unlike in Wave 1, there is no effect of nativity diversity on civic engagement. 

The result is the same for ethnoracial diversity. Education, residential stability and ethnoracial 

status are the individual-level factors associated with civic engagement. Specifically, being 

Latino, versus being White, depresses the log odds of SOCO engagement by 0.383, a result 

statistically significant at the 0.05 statistical significance level. At the neighborhood level, a unit 

increase in neighborhood disadvantage depresses the log odds of SOCO engagement by 2.154, 

significant at the 0.05 statistical significance level.  

INSERT TABLE 1-12 HERE 

Similar to Table 1-12, we observe in Table 1-13 that there are no main effects of 

ethnoracial and nativity diversity in predicting engagement in POCO groups. I prefer Model 5 

given the deviance fit statistic, theoretical importance of including neighborhood factors and the 

small difference in the AIC in the fit statistic. Age, education, and employment are the only 

individual-level factors that are associated with engagement in POCO groups. Specifically, being 

employed, versus not being employed, increases the log odds of engaging in POCO groups by 

0.594, a result significant at the 0.01 level. Further, an increase in age by one year increases the 

log odds of engaging in POCO groups by 0.031, a result significant at the 0.001 level.  

INSERT TABLE 1-13 HERE 

The data Table 1-14 pertain to the role of social ties in explaining the variation in 

engaging in any civic organization/group (Panel A), SOCO engagement (Panel B) and POCO 

engagement (Panel C). Given the fit statistic evidence with both deviance and AIC measures 

preferring the fully saturated models that includes social ties, I will interpret Model 6 in Panel A, 

B, and C. Under Panel A, Model 6, we can observe that social ties, specifically friendship social 

ties in the respondent's neighborhoods, are positively associated with civic engagement. 
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Specifically, increasing friendship ties from a few to many and or most within respondents’ 

neighborhoods increases the log odds of any civic engagement by 0.266. This result is significant 

at the 0.05 level. Similarly, under Panel B, Model 6, we observe that increasing friendship social 

ties in respondents’ neighborhoods is positively associated with greater SOCO engagement, a 

result significant at the 0.05 level. Under Panel C, Model 6, we can observe that friendship ties 

are positively associated with engagement in POCO groups. Specifically, increasing friendship 

ties from none to a few in respondents’ neighborhood increases the log odds of engagement in 

POCO groups by 0.247, a result significant at the 0.05 level. 

INSERT TABLE 1-14 HERE 

Discussion and Conclusion  

This study examines the effects of ethnoracial and nativity diversity on civic engagement 

in a multi-racial and multi-racial context. Multivariate analyses examine the effects of 

statistically accounting for the simultaneous effects of ethnoracial and nativity diversity. 

Findings here demonstrate that, in contrast with extant literature, ethnoracial diversity does not 

play in role in in Wave 1 or Wave 2 in accounting for the observed variation in civic 

engagement. This result is consistent with the main finding by Abascal and Baldassari (2015) 

that racial diversity is not undermining social cohesion. 

Unique in this study is the examination of diversity at two time periods in the same social 

context. By examining the effects of diversity at two cross-sectional time periods, this study 

examines whether the effect of diversity is observed at different time point. By using Waves 1 

and 2 of L.A. FANS, this study observes that the effects of diversity are inconsistent over time. 

In Wave 1, analyses here demonstrate that nativity diversity undermines engagement in civic 

engagement, net of neighborhood disadvantage and various individual-level factors, such as 
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education and legal status. This effect, however, is non-existent in Wave 2. This result in Wave 1 

is limited to the extent that the observed nativity diversity effect could be an immigrant 

neighborhood composition effect. Given my existing measures and research design, it is very 

difficult to decipher which effect--nativity diversity vs. immigrant composition--is driving the 

negative association with neighborhood trust. 

The simultaneous examination of diversity within a multi-racial and multi-ethnic context 

is a contribution to the literature because it demonstrates that ethnoracial heterogeneity is 

unlikely to predict civic engagement in all contexts and that nativity diversity is more likely to 

matter in places like Los Angeles. The effects of nativity diversity in Wave 1 analyses of L.A. 

FANS persist even after controlling for individual-level and neighborhood-level factors. This 

effect, however, is not present during Wave 2. In effect, immigration may lead to “hunkering” 

down in the short term. Although Putnam argued that the effects of immigration-related diversity 

matter for the short term, his empirical evidence provides no basis to support such a claim 

considering he only analyzed one-cross sectional time period (Putnam 2007). This study 

provides evidence to suggest that diversity, such as nativity diversity, may matter for only a 

period of time. Similar to Kessler and Bloemraad (2010), immigration-related diversity does not 

necessarily need to affect social cohesion as they find that nation-state policies regarding 

integration ameliorate any negative consequences that nativity diversity might introduce. 

The lived-realities of individuals need to be more fully accounted for in the study of 

diversity and social cohesion. Results here demonstrate that neighborhood friendship ties are 

positively associated with greater civic engagement, despite the negative effects of nativity 

diversity. These findings suggest that civic organization should be further invested in examining 

and recruiting the friendship networks of their members to increase participation. Unique to this 
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study is the examination of social ties within the respondents’ actual neighborhoods. Further 

research needs to situate social ties within the lived social contexts of study respondents, and 

findings here demonstrate that they matter. 

Individual-level factors significantly account for the observed variation in civic 

engagement. Education, residential stability and household income affect the log odds of 

civically engaging in Wave 1, while education and residential stability account for the variation 

in Wave 2. Further, Wave 1 analyses of L.A. FANS data finds that individual factors have an 

impact on the log odds of engaging civically in the same direction as the literature on civic 

engagement has repeatedly demonstrated. As demonstrated by the findings, legal status, 

residential stability, nativity, and ethnoracial status matters more so for predicting engagement in 

socially-oriented civic organization (SOCO), while household income and employment status 

figures predominantly in predicting engagement in professionally-oriented civic organizations 

(POCO). These findings are important in considering policy interventions to increase 

engagement in civil society; reversing recent trends of less engagement in the United States 

(Putnam 2000). For Wave 2, education and residential stability play a significant role in 

predicting civic engagement. We can observe over these two cross-sectional periods that 

education and residential stability at the individual-level exert a persistent and significant effect 

on predicting civic engagement. 

This study also finds that the type of civic engagement matters and future work needs to 

account for the specific types of individuals’ behaviors. Specifically, in Wave 1, nativity 

diversity seems to depress engagement in POCO activities, as well as in SOCO activities. These 

effects are not present in Wave 2.   
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Future research needs to account for varied social contexts in terms of race and for 

geographic unit of analysis that better integrates the lived-reality of individuals in diverse and 

non-diverse contexts.  Longitudinal analyses are also necessary to make a strong case for a 

causal relationship between population heterogeneity and civic and social engagement.  
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Figure 1-3: National and Los Angeles Ethnoracial Diversity 

 

National Context: White versus Non-White 

 
 Source: Abascal and Baldassarri (2015)  

 

 

Los Angeles Context: Brown versus Non-Brown 

 

 

 

 

 Average Heterogeneous Tract: 38% Latino, 31% White, 11% Black, 20% Asian/Other 
 Source: 2000 Census 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Average Homogenous Tract: 71% Latino, 17% White, 6% Black, 6% 
Asian/Other 
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CHAPTER 2: THE EFFECTS OF NEIGHBORHOD DIVERSITY ON SOCIAL TRUST: 

A MULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL TRUST  

AND INTERGROUP RELATIONS IN A MULTIRACIAL AND  

MULTIETHNIC CONTEXT  
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Introduction 

Renewed interest in the study of social trust is due to concern with demographic changes 

in Western nation-states driven by immigration from developing economies. Understood as an 

attitude and/or a belief in the integrity and faith individuals have for each other (Ross et al. 

2001), social trust is linked to social outcomes such as community vitality (Putnam 2000), 

economic development (Putnam 1993; Tabellini 2010), civic engagement and political activity 

(Brehm and Rhan 1997; Zmerli 2010), volunteerism (Ulsaner 2002), and as argued by some, is a 

central ingredient to modern societies’ social functioning (Jamal and Nooruddin 2010). 

Relatedly, the Third Demographic Transition posits that countries like the United States are 

undergoing social transformation from a low-fertility, native-born population to a high-fertility, 

racial and ethnic immigrant population (Lichter 2013). This transformation will have lasting 

consequences pertaining to modern nation-states’ identities and structures. Variation in social 

trust serves as an attitudinal barometer to assess how societies deal with the influx of ethnically 

and economically diverse migrants. Prominent scholars argued that, at least in the short-term, 

population diversity induced by immigration has a negative effect on social trust (Alesina, 

Alberto, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly 1999; Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Costa and Kahn 

2003; Putnam 2007). Consequently, these studies uncritically and indirectly comment on the 

perils of too much immigration. 

In the case of the United States, the link between population diversity and social trust 

must be historically contextualized. Research from various national surveys suggests that social 

trust is at a historic low, while, at the same time, the country is the most diverse (Desmond and 

Emirbayer 2016; Pew Research Center 2014: 7). The General Social Survey and the National 

Election Survey both document a downward trend in social trust from a high of approximately 
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69% of Americans who believed people are fair in 1964 to only 49% indicating the same in 2002 

(Paxton 2005). Coinciding with this evidence are declines in social trust by generations. 

Specifically, when Millennials (between the ages of 18 and 33 in 2014) were asked if "most 

people can be trusted or that you can be careful in dealing with people," only 19% indicated that 

people can be trusted, in contrast to 31% of Gen Xers (ages 34 to 49 in 2014), 40% of Boomers 

(ages 50 to 68 in 2014), and 27% of Silents (ages 69 to 89 in 2014) (Pew Research Center 2014: 

7). Coincidentally, Millennials are also the most diverse generation compared to other 

generations, as approximately 43% of them are non-White. In sum, social trust is at a historic 

low when the country is most diverse, and the most racially and ethnically diverse generation, 

Millennials, exhibits the lowest level of social trust. 

 Underlying the generational differences in social trust is that trust is not evenly 

distributed among racial and ethnic groups. Some studies indicate that whites are the most 

trusting and Hispanics the least trusting of others (Taylor et al. 2007). Additionally, some 

scholars argued that racial group membership is one the most important determinants of trust 

(Smith 2010, Ulsaner 2002), affecting several outcomes such as employment (Smith 2010) and 

child care (Sampson et al. 1999). 

Given the historical context and recent assessment of the effects of diversity on social 

trust, renewed attention on this phenomenon must focus on the structural circumstances of the 

social context as well on individual-level factors that drive social trust. More studies need to be 

conducted in varied social contexts to examine when, where and why population diversity 

matters for social trust. For some scholars, it is economic inequality and segregation that drives 

declines in social trust (Abascal and Baldassari 2015; Uslaner 2012).  Given disagreement in the 
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extant literature and the potential implications to immigration rhetoric and policy, it is timely to 

examine the tension between population diversity and social trust.  

This paper examines neighborhood diversity and its association with neighborhood trust 

during two time periods in multi-ethnic/multi-racial Los Angeles, California. Most studies 

examine the effects of trust and population diversity during one time period and are, therefore, 

unable to comment on change in the association over time. Social trust is examined and defined 

as trust among neighbors. This chapter argues that social trust cannot be understood solely as an 

individual phenomenon. Neighborhood context serves as a determinant of neighborhood trust in 

three distinct ways. First, neighborhoods serve as important social spaces where individuals 

interact with one another; therefore, population diversity in neighborhoods might affect 

interactions given individual preferences to trust in-group racial/ethnic members versus out-

group members. A plethora of recent research articles advance empirical analyses demonstrating 

that locales with high levels of population diversity are also places where people trust less 

(Alesina and La Ferrara 2002, Putnam 2007). Second, neighborhoods are differentiated by the 

structural circumstances (employment, education, and housing) that might either advantage or 

disadvantage their residents. These structural circumstances, such as residential turnover, affect 

individuals’ faith in their neighbors (Ross et al. 2001; Sampson and Groves 1989; Sampson and 

Wilson 1995; Sampson et al. 1997; Sampson 1999; Sampson and Raudenbush 1999, 2004; Smith 

2010). Third, neighborhood contexts are not only spaces where individuals might form new 

connections with neighbors, but they are also where social ties come together. Friendship and kin 

social ties within an individual's neighborhood social context may mediate the relationship 

between neighborhood structural circumstances and social trust (Phan 2008; Stolle et al. 2008). 
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 This study has three main research goals. First, I ask whether neighborhood trust is 

associated with ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity. The extant empirical research 

suggests that population diversity is negatively associated with social trust and, stated in another 

way, positively associated with neighborhood trust. Given the multi-ethnic/multi-racial social 

context of Los Angeles, will a positive association persist between trust and population diversity 

once one accounts for individual- and neighborhood-level demographic traits? Second, the vast 

literature on social trust suggests racial and ethnic group differences in social trust.  Once 

individual-level demographic and economic traits as well as neighborhood-level structural 

factors are accounted for,  will racial/ethnic differences persist? Third, I ask broadly how social 

ties-—friendship and kin social ties—are associated with neighborhood trust.  

Background 

Social Trust and Population Diversity  

 The concept of trust is amorphous and applied in various contexts ranging from business 

transactions, politics, and among people. In general, trust has been understood as the faith one 

has in strangers. This type of trust is referred to as generalized trust and is distinguishable from a 

specific type of faith that one has for individuals in one’s in-group, also known as particularized 

trust (Uslaner 2012, 2002). Trust in neighbors, the main outcome examined in this chapter, 

demonstrates properties of both generalized and particularized trust. Specifically, Uslaner (2002) 

in The Moral Foundations of Trust uses factor score analysis on various trust measures from the 

1996 Pew Philadelphia Study and finds that “trust in neighbors” exhibited a high factor loading 

on both generalized trust (e.g., trust in strangers) and particularized trust (trust for in-group 

members). Uslaner reasons that this finding makes sense since we know some neighbors well 

and some neighbors not so well (Uslaner 2002).  
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 Immigration-induced population diversity has been linked to declines in social trust in 

Western nation-states that received a good share of new immigrants. Specifically, scholars have 

argued that immigration from developing economies to Western democracies challenges the 

native populations’ sense of community and social cohesion (Phan 2008; Putnam 2000). In 

effect, trust in others is undermined by increasing heterogeneous population. Utilizing the 

General Social Survey, Costa and Kahn (2003) examine general trust as measured by whether 

most people can be trusted and find that, especially among 25- to 54-year-olds, trust is lower in 

heterogeneous communities.  

Putnam (2007), using data from the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey, finds 

that ethnic heterogeneity is correlated with lower levels of trust, echoing similar findings by 

Alesina and La Ferrara (2002). Alesina and La Ferrara (2000, 2002) argue that individuals trust 

those who are not part of their racial/ethnic or economic in-group, finding that, in the United 

States, the most economically or ethnically fragmented localities are the most distrustful.  

 Although some studies demonstrate a salient negative association between diversity and 

social trust, other factors are also correlated with social trust. For example, social and income 

inequality, some argue, is the underlying cause for the association between trust and social 

diversity (Uslaner 2012). According to Uslaner, there is a causal chain of events stemming from 

segregation which lead to the negative association between social trust and diversity. In 

summary, scholars argue that racial and ethnic differences in social trust are not due to diversity 

per se. Rather, they are driven by heightened levels of inequality and residential segregation 

(Hooghe et al. 2009; Portes and Vickstrom 2011; Uslaner 2006; Uslaner 2012). Putnam, 

however, argues that, in the case of economic segregation and inequality, diversity exerts an 
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independent effect: when comparing two equally poor or two equally rich neighborhoods, greater 

ethnic diversity is associated with less trust (Putnam 2007). 

Racial and Ethnic Differences in Social Trust 

 As mentioned earlier, significant variation exists between racial and ethnic groups in 

terms of social trust. Taylor et al. (2007) divided respondents into groups of those with high, 

moderate, and low levels of social trust after they answered three questions designed to measure 

their level of social trust. The authors find that 40% of whites reported high levels of trust, as 

compared to 20% of blacks and 12% of Hispanics who reported similar levels (Taylor et al. 

2007). Some scholars have argued that racial group membership is one the most important 

determinants of trust (Smith 2010, Ulsaner 2002) and a consequence of structural opportunities 

and the rendering of services such as child care (Sampson et al. 1999; Smith 2010). The extant 

literature points to the role of discrimination and persistent racial inequality driving the observed 

racial gap in social trust (Alesina and La Ferrera 2002; Patterson 1999; Tylor and Huo 2002). 

Individual-level factors such as education and income, however, have been demonstrated to 

decrease the gap in social trust between racial and ethnic groups and to independently exert an 

influence on trust (Smith 2010).  

 With regard to population diversity, racial and ethnic groups might vary in terms of social 

trust depending on their neighborhood diversity. Abascal and Baldassari (2015) replicated 

Putnam’s (2007) influential study and found that it is whites who are negatively affected by 

racial diversity. Other than Abascal and Baldasarri (2015), few scholars have examined that 

racial and ethnic group difference varies with population diversity. Additionally, it is unclear 

whether racial and ethnic group difference will surface in a multi-racial and multi-ethnic context 

since most studies have examined this question in a white versus non-white racial context. 
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Social Ties and Diversity 

 Scholars have argued that faith in others is related to social connectedness between 

individuals. In general, an individual’s level of trust toward friend and kin networks will be 

greater than that toward complete strangers. In fact, most studies on social trust examine faith in 

strangers and/or neighbors. However, the effects that friend and kin social ties have on 

neighborhood trust in diverse or non-diverse neighborhoods are unclear. Few studies have 

examined the lived neighborhood realities of individuals in the face of population diversity. Two 

studies have argued that social ties have the effect of mediating the association between 

population diversity and trust. Specifically, Stolle and his co-authors find that respondents with 

social ties in their neighborhood are less affected by their neighborhood’s racial and ethnic 

fragmentation (Stolle et al. 2008). The location of the friend and kin ties might not matter, as 

Phan’s study (2008) suggests that just having friends and social connections regardless of where 

these ties are in relation to respondents might be sufficient in moderating the negative effects of 

neighborhood diversity.  

Research Questions 

This paper addresses three main questions in light of the mixed evidence in the extant 

literature on the role of population diversity on social trust. First, do ethnoracial and nativity 

neighborhood diversity affect individual-level attitudes of neighborhood trust? Do these effects 

remain once neighborhood and individual level factors are accounted for? Second, are there 

racial and ethnic group differences in neighborhood trust? Third, are kin and friendship social 

ties within the respondent’s neighborhood associated with neighborhood trust? 

Data  
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The present study uses data from Wave One and Wave Two of the Los Angeles Family 

and Neighborhood Survey (L.A. FANS) and models the mechanisms through which 

neighborhood diversity by ethnoracial and nativity correspond to neighborhood trust. Wave One 

of the Los Angeles Neighborhood Family and Neighborhood Survey (L.A. FANS) is a 

longitudinal probability sample of individuals, families and neighborhoods in Los Angeles 

(Pebly and Sastry n.d.; Peterson 2003).  Wave One of the survey was fielded between April 2000 

and January 2002. I primarily focus on the adult respondents and combine contextual data from 

the 1990 and 2000 census tract level data. A total of 65 census tracts were sampled, and between 

40 and 50 households were sampled within each census tract. I account for individual-level 

demographic characteristics—age, income, and education—and contextual factors—such as 

neighborhood inequality and residential stability—that explain and potentially mediate the 

association between neighborhood diversity and trust. Neighborhoods in this study are 

operationalized by census tracts, which contain a population of approximately 4,000 individuals 

(Peterson et al. 2003).  Census tracts represent small geographic units, allowing one an 

opportunity to examine how individuals respond to diversity and more fully capture the social 

interactional context that people experience on a daily basis.  

  For Wave 1 of L.A. FANS randomly sampled one adult within each household for an 

interview. This “Adult Sample” consisted of 2,623 adults (Peterson et al. 2003). This study 

constructed a sample from the Adult Sample and excludes adult respondents not asked the trust 

question and were missing on the weight, and legal status variables, for a total of 206 

respondents missing. The total final sample for Wave 1 consists of 2,417 adult respondents.  

 Wave 2 was fielded between August 2006 and December 2009. I primarily focus on the 

adult respondents and combine interpolated contextual data from 2008 census tract level data. 
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For Wave 2, L.A. FANS's sample design consist of three main groups: (1) respondents who were 

interviewed during Wave 1 and still reside in Los Angeles County; (2) individuals who were 

interviewed during Wave 2, but reside outside Los Angeles County; and (3) new respondents 

("new entrants") who live within the 65 original sampled census tracts but did not live in those 

census tracts during the time that Wave 1 was fielded (Peterson et al. 2001).  To maximize 

sample size, the Wave 2 analytical sample is cross-sectional and includes all eligible adult 

respondents residing in Los Angeles County at Wave 1, which includes respondents residing in 

the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts plus respondents who are in Los Angeles County but outside 

the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts at Wave 2.  

 The Wave 2 sample was constructed from the Adult Sample and excludes adult 

respondents not asked the trust question and/or who were missing on the neighborhood trust 

variable, the L.A. County weight variable, and on legal status, for a total of 473 respondents 

missing. The total final sample for Wave 2 consists of 1,399 adult respondents living in 391 

census tracts in Los Angeles County. 

Methods and Analytical Approach 

 

 I use Wave 1 and Wave 2 of L.A. FANS to examine the changes in the association of 

neighborhood diversity and neighborhood trust. The analyses proceed in three steps in assessing 

the relationships displayed in Figures 2-1 and 2-2. I first examine descriptively the association 

between ethnoracial diversity and trust and nativity diversity and neighborhood trust (Figure 2-1 

and 2-2; Tables 2-3 to 2-10). Second, I build nested multi-level varying intercept statistical 

models that assess the impact of both neighborhood-level and individual-level factors on 

neighborhood trust. Additionally, I introduce kin and friendship social ties in additional nested 
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models to assess the impact of social ties on moderating the relationship between diversity and 

neighborhood trust (Tables 2-11 to 2-12). 

Dependent Variables 

 

I operationalize the main dependent variable from a question asked in exactly the same 

fashion in Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS. Specifically, adult respondents were to choose from 

one of five choices when asked, “people in this neighborhood can be trusted.” The choices were 

(1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) unsure, (4) disagree, and (5) strongly disagree. Although the 

descriptive analyses make full use of the data provided by the respondents’ answers, the 

statistical analyses consolidate these responses to model neighborhood trust. Similar to other 

studies, neighborhood trust is coded as a dummy variable with 1 representing “neighbors can be 

trusted,” and 0 representing “neighbors can’t be trusted.” In effect, this study models the 

probability of neighborhood trust.  Respondents who indicated “strongly agree,” or “agree,” on 

the original item received a value of 1 and individuals who indicated “disagree,” “strongly 

disagree," or "unsure," received a value of 0.14  

Independent Variables 

Ethnoracial and Nativity Diversity 

Neighborhood diversity, or neighborhood heterogeneity, is widely measured by a 

fragmentation measure, computed as one minus the Herfindahl index of racial/ethnic/native 

group share and reflects the probability that two randomly selected individuals from the 

population belong to different groups. This measure varies from 1, with values closer to 1 

representing an increase in diversity (heterogeneity) and a decrease in diversity when values inch 

towards zero. In the case of two equally represented groups, 50% white and 50% Latino/as, the 

                                                      
14 General criticism regarding survey trust questions is that survey responses vary according to the manner in which 
questions are phrased, and who is asking them (Glaeser et al. 2000). 
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ethnoracial diversity will be at its maximum (Abascal and Baldassari 2015; Alesina, Baqir, and 

Easterly 1999). A value of 0 under the diversity indices represents complete homogeneity. I 

operationalize two diversity indices to examine the effects of diversity on civic engagement: 

ethnoracial diversity and nativity diversity.15 As previously mentioned, higher values on each of 

these indices represent more diversity within the neighborhood. The two diversity indices are 

operationalized as follows: 

Ethnoracial Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of racial and ethnic group k (Whites, Blacks, Latino/a, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and Other) in census tract i.  
 
Nativity Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of foreign-born group k (foreign born and native born) in census tract i. 
 

In order to differentiate between ethnoracially diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods in 

Wave 1, I took the median value of the ethnoracial diversity index for the sample of 65 

neighborhoods (median value=0.4357) and classified neighborhoods at that value and above as 

ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods (heterogeneous) and neighborhoods below that value as 

non-ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods (homogenous). Similarly, to differentiate between 

immigrant diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods, I took the median value of the nativity 

diversity index for the sample of 65 neighborhoods (median value=0.4685) and classified 

neighborhoods at that value or above as immigrant diverse neighborhoods and neighborhoods 

below that value as non-immigrant diverse neighborhoods. 

                                                      
15 I also examined nationality fragmentation but the nationality and nativity fragmentation indices are highly 
correctly (0.75) and for simplicity, I chose to utilize the nativity fragmentation index. 
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For Wave 2, I followed a similar procedure to different between ethnoracial and 

immigrant diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods. I first, though, needed to construct 

neighborhood-level estimates of percentages of whites, Blacks, Latino/as, Asian/Pacific 

Islanders, and those of other ethnicities by using linear interpolation to estimate these 

characteristics in census tracts of Los Angeles County using census data for 2000 and 2010.  

Since Wave 2 was field between August 2006 and December 2008, I used 2008 estimates for the 

racial/ethnic make-up for the 391 census tracts that correspond to the Wave 2 cross sectional 

analytical sample 

To differentiate between ethnoracial and immigrant diverse and non-diverse 

neighborhoods, I accounted for the 391 census tracts encompassed within the Wave 2 sample. I 

took the median value of the ethnoracial diversity index for the sample of 391 neighborhoods 

(median value=0.474) and classified neighborhoods at that value and above as ethnoracially 

diverse neighborhoods (heterogeneous) and neighborhoods below that value as non-ethnoracially 

diverse neighborhoods (homogenous). Similarly, I took the median value of the nativity diversity 

index for the sample of 391 neighborhoods (median value=0.4617) and classified neighborhoods 

at that value or above as immigrant diverse neighborhoods and neighborhoods below that value 

as non-immigrant diverse neighborhoods. 

Individual-Level Factors 

 

I control the following individual level characteristics for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS: 

ethnoracial status, nativity, gender, age, education, marital status, employment, household 

income, residential stability, and legal status. Ethnoracial status is coded in the following 

mutually exclusive groups: white, Black, Latino/as, Asian and Pacific Islander, Native American 

and Other. Nativity is coded as a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent was born in 
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the United States or abroad. Education is coded as less than high school (0-11), high school 

graduate (12 years), some college (12-15 years), and college degree plus (16 years or more of 

education). Employment is a dichotomous variable capturing employment and not employed. I 

log household income and include a dummy variable of whether the respondent has moved 

within the last 2 years. I also coded four legal statuses drawn from a battery of questions asked in 

both waves of L.A. FANS meant to ascertain individuals’ legal status. The four legal statuses 

operationalized are US citizen, permanent resident, temporary visa/asylum, and undocumented. 

Tables 2-1 and 2-2 provide the weighted descriptives for the analytic samples for Waves 1 and 2 

of L.A. FANS.  

Neighborhood-Level Factors 

 

For Waves 1 and 2, I control for three neighborhood characteristics: neighborhood 

economic disadvantage, neighborhood residential stability, and racial/ethnic composition. For 

Wave 1, the measure of neighborhood economic disadvantage used is the percentage of 

households in poverty from the 2000 Census. Neighborhood residential stability,16 also taken 

from the 2000 census, is measured by the percentage of the population in the neighborhood that 

occupies the same dwelling in 2000 as in 1995 (non-movers).17 I use the percent Black in the 

census tract to measure the ethnoracial composition of neighborhoods. 

For Wave 2, I constructed neighborhood-level estimates of neighborhood disadvantage, 

neighborhood residential stability, and racial composition of neighborhoods. Using census data 

for 2000 and 2010, I used linear interpolation to estimate the characteristics annually and used 

                                                      
16  I also considered other measures such as percent of the population that lives in residences that owner-occupied 
from the 2000 Census.   This measure though was highly correlated with both non-move and neighborhood median 
household income. 
17 The measure for residential stability is a continuous variable when used in estimating the multilevel models.  
Additionally, an inspection of scatter plots for the association between residential stability, as measured by non-
mover, and participation showed that the relationship does not reveal any thresholds or non-linearities.    
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estimates for 2008 for use of Wave 2 cross sectional analytical sample. For Wave 2, I used the 

percentage in poverty to measure neighborhood disadvantage. Neighborhood residential stability 

is measured by the percentage of the estimated population in the neighborhood that occupies the 

same dwelling. I use the percent Black in the census tract to control for the ethnoracial 

composition of neighborhoods. 

Analytic Sample 

Table 2-1 provides the weighted individual characteristics for my analysis sample For 

Wave 1. The final analytic sample consisted of 2,417 adult respondents. As observed from Table 

2-1, approximately, 35% of my respondents self-identify as Latino/a and 36% identify as white. 

Over 40% of the respondents are foreign-born, with approximately a quarter of them with 

tenuous legal status, such as permanent resident, temporary visa, and or undocumented. Roughly 

one-third of the sample has residentially moved within the last two years, and the average 

household income of for the entire sample is $22,400.  

Table 2-2 provides the weighted individual characteristics for my analysis sample for 

Wave 2. The final analytical sample was made up of 1,399 adult respondents. Approximately 

40% of my respondents self-identify as Latino/a and 35% identify as white. Over 46% of the 

respondents are foreign-born, with approximately 23% of them having a tenuous legal status, 

such as permanent resident, temporary visa, and or undocumented. Roughly 38% of the sample 

has residentially moved within the last two years, and the average household income of for the 

entire sample is $31,922.  

INSERT TABLE 2-1 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-2 HERE 
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Results 

 

Descriptive Profile 

 

Descriptively for Waves 1 and 2, there is greater variation in neighborhood trust and 

neighborhood diversity in Wave 1 than Wave 2 (Figures 2-1 and 2-2). Figures 2-1 and 2-2 

demonstrate the average level of neighborhood trust in LA neighborhoods by ethnoracial 

diversity and nativity diversity. For Wave 1, there is higher average level of neighborhood trust 

in ethnoracially diverse neighborhoods, whereas the reverse is true in immigrant diverse 

neighborhoods with lower average neighborhood trust in diverse neighborhoods by nativity. As 

indicated earlier, the median value for the ethnoracial heterogeneity index in Wave 1 is 0.4357 

and 0.474 in Wave 2. The median value for Wave 1 nativity heterogeneity is 0.4685 and 0.4617 

for Wave 2. Depending on the heterogeneity index—whether ethnoracial or nativity—

neighborhoods above these median values are classified as heterogeneous neighborhoods, and 

those below this value are deemed homogenous. What is clear from comparing Waves 1 and 2 is 

that there is less variation in neighborhood trust in Wave 2 than in Wave 1. Second, for Wave 2, 

there are overall lower levels of neighborhood trust in both diverse and non-diverse 

neighborhoods when compared to Wave 1. Finally, unlike Wave 1, neighborhood trust is higher 

in homogenous neighborhoods by ethnoracial and nativity diversity. 

INSERT FIGURE 2-1 HERE 

INSERT FIGURE 2-2 HERE 

Tables 2-3 and 2-4 illustrate descriptively racial and ethnic differences in neighborhood 

trust. Overall, between Waves 1 and 2, there is a decrease in respondents who disagreed with the 

statement, “people in this neighborhood can be trusted,” from 17.05% percent in Wave 1 to 

7.49% indicating the same in Wave 2. Latino/as a group disagreed with the statement, “people in 
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this neighborhood can be trusted” more in Wave 1 (23.68%) than in Wave 2 (12.07%), a 14.61% 

decrease. Whites have the highest level of neighborhood trust (79.7%) indicating “Agree” or 

“Strongly Agree," followed by Asian Americans (74.12%), Other Race (69.59%), African 

Americans (65.24%), and Latino/as (64.96%). With regard to nativity, 72.79% of natives 

indicated they “agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement “people in this neighborhood can 

be trusted,” whereas 70.52% of foreign-born respondents indicate the same. For Wave 2, 

approximately 61.97% of respondents indicated they “strongly agree” or “agree” with the 

statement “people in this neighborhood can be trusted.” In other words, neighborhood trust 

declined from 68.87% in Wave 1 to 61.97% in Wave 2. Although the levels of mistrust, as 

captured by responses of "strongly disagree," and "disagree," decreased between Waves 1 and 2, 

the level of trust also decreased in part because a greater percentage of respondents chose 

"unsure," in Wave 2. Specifically, 27.90% of respondents responded "unsure," when asked if 

"people in the neighborhood can be trust," in contrast to only 8% of respondents indicating so in 

Wave 1. 

The racial hierarchy of engagement changed during Wave 2 where Asian Americans 

expressed the highest level of neighborhood trust (69.59%), followed by whites (66.44%), 

Latino/as (58.54%), and African Americans (51.86%). With regard to nativity in Wave 2, 

62.18% of natives indicated they “agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement “people in this 

neighborhood can be trusted,” whereas 61.70% of foreign-born respondents indicated so.  

INSERT TABLE 2-3 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-4 HERE 

 As mentioned in the review above, education is a determinant of social trust. Tables 2-5 

and 2-6 illustrate neighborhood trust by educational level for Waves 1 and 2. Respondents with 
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less than a high school degree or with a high school degree were more likely to “strongly 

disagree” or “disagree” with the statement “people in this neighborhood can be trusted.” 

Conversely, highly educated respondents were more likely to “agree” or “strongly agree” with 

that statement in both Waves 1 and 2. Specifically, 84.18% of respondents with some college or 

a college degree either “agree” or “strongly agree” with that statement. This contrasts with 

61.81% of respondents with less than a high school degree who indicated so in Wave 1. The gap 

in neighborhood trust between respondents with high and low levels of education decreases 

between Waves 1 and 2. Specifically in Wave 2, 68.65% of respondents with some college or a 

college degree either “agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement versus 58.97% of 

respondents with less than a high school degree who indicated the same. This result is in part 

explained by the fact that a greater percentage of respondents in Wave 2 decided to choose 

"unsure," when asked that statement, "people in this neighborhood can be trust." 

INSERT TABLE 2-5 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-6 HERE 

 Tables 2-7 and 2-8 demonstrate neighborhood trust by legal status. In general, there is a 

gradient observed between trust and legal status. The more secure you are in your legal status, 

the less likely you are to indicate lower levels of trust. For example, Table 2-7 illustrates that in 

Wave 1, 18.2% of citizens, 21.8% of respondents who are legal permanent residents, 28% of 

respondents with temporary protected status, and 32.22% of individuals without legal status 

responded that they either “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with the statement “people in this 

neighborhood can be trusted.” The same pattern is repeated for Wave 2 as illustrated in Table 2-8 

with the exception of individuals with no legal status. Specifically, 8.85% of citizens, 14.41% of 

respondents who are legal permanent residents, and 29.94% of respondents with temporary 
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protected status responded that they either “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with the statement 

“people in this neighborhood can be trusted.” 

INSERT TABLE 2-7 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-8 HERE 

With regard to social ties, Tables 2-9 and 2-10 demonstrate neighborhood kin and 

friendship social ties by neighborhood trust for Waves 1 and 2. Overall, both tables illustrate that 

the more social ties you have in your neighborhood, the more likely a respondent is to “agree” or 

“strongly agree” with the statement, “people in this neighborhood can be trusted.” This is more 

so the case with friendship ties than kin ties. Specifically, for Wave 1, 81.31% of respondents 

with “many or most of their friendship” ties in their neighborhoods responded that they “agree” 

or “strongly agree” with the statement versus only 63.35% of respondents with no friendship ties 

in their neighborhoods. We observe a similar pattern for Wave 2 with 72.47% of respondents 

with “many or most of their friendship” ties in their neighborhoods responding that they “agree” 

or “strongly agree” with the statement versus only 54.66% of respondents with no friendship ties 

in their neighborhoods who indicated the same. 

INSERT TABLE 2-9 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-10 HERE 

Multivariate Findings 

Multi-level logistic regression models predicting neighborhood trust for Wave 1 and 

Wave 2 are presented in Tables 2-11 and 2-12. By examining two waves of data, we can 

ascertain the strength of association between population diversity and neighborhood trust over 

two periods. Tables 2-11 and 2-12 presents a series of estimated models (Models 1-6) in which 

ethnoracial and nativity diversity are used to predict individual-level neighborhood trust. For 
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Wave 1, I estimate varying-intercept logistic regression models in which respondents are nested 

within 65 neighborhoods. For Wave 2, I follow the same analytical strategy, but respondents are 

nested within 391 neighborhoods. Model 1 for both Wave 1 and 2 provides the baseline model 

where, contrary to various studies (Costa and Kahn 2003; Putnam 2007), I do not find that 

greater ethnoracial diversity is associated with neighborhood trust in either wave. In Tables 2-11 

and 2-12, Model 2 models ethnoracial and nativity diversity and was used to predict any 

neighborhood trust. Model 3 examines the main effects and three main neighborhood factors that 

the extant theoretical and empirical literature has shown to affect trust. Model 4 presents the 

main effects and includes individual-level factors known to be associated with trust. Model 5 

presents the fully saturated model from the multilevel logistic regression predicting 

neighborhood trust. Lastly, Model 6 introduces kin and social ties in the multilevel logistic 

regression predicting neighborhood trust. 

INSERT TABLE 2-11 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 2-12 HERE 

To assess and determine the best model, I examined three model fit statistics, included at 

the bottom of Tables 2-11 and 2-12. In order to obtain the Deviance statistic, I used the formula -

2*log likelihood. Across these three fit statistics, AIC, BIC, and Deviance, the smaller the value 

of the respective statistic, the better the fit of the model. For Wave 1 in Table 2-11, it is clear 

from all three of the fit statistics that Model 6 is the preferred model. Therefore, I will use this 

model to address the three main research questions. For Wave 2 in Table 2-12, the Deviance 

statistic as well as the AIC suggest that I should prefer Model 6. The BIC statistic for Model 6 is 

marginally different from that of Model 5 and, given the conceptual importance of including 
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social ties as well as the Deviance and AIC fit statistic, I will choose Model 6 as my preferred 

model to address the main research questions for Wave 2.  

Research Question 1: Do ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity affect 

individual-level attitudes of neighborhood trust? Do these effects remain once neighborhood and 

individual level factors are accounted for?  

When comparing Waves 1 and 2, it is clear that the association between population 

diversity and neighborhood trust has weakened over time. Specifically, in Table 2-11, we can 

observe that a unit increase in the nativity diversity index is associated with a 3.535 decrease in 

the expected log odds of neighborhood trust. This coefficient is statistically significant at the 

0.01 statistical significance level. Noteworthy is that ethnoracial diversity is not significant at 

conventional statistical levels, contrary to the extant literature suggesting that racial diversity is 

associated with trust. Model 6 in Table 2-11 demonstrates that the effect of nativity diversity 

persists even when accounting for neighborhood- and individual-level factors. Nativity 

neighborhood diversity exerts an independent effect of neighborhood trust, but ethnoracial 

diversity does not. This result, however, must be taken with caution because the nativity 

diversity effect could be an immigrant neighborhood composition effect. Nativity diversity and 

neighborhood immigrant composition are highly correlated (>0.70). Given my existing measures 

and research design, it is very difficult to decipher which effect--nativity diversity vs. immigrant 

composition--is driving the negative association with neighborhood trust. 

Notably, neighborhood structural factors exert an independent effect on trust. 

Specifically, neighborhood disadvantage is negatively associated with neighborhood trust. A unit 

increase in household on public assistance is associated with a 0.058 decrease in the expected log 

odds of neighborhood trust. Further, residential stability is positively associated with trust. A unit 
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increase in neighborhood residential stability is associated with a 1.932 increase in the expecte4d 

log odds of neighborhood trust. This result is significant at the 0.05 statistical significance level.  

With regard to individual-level factors, very few factors are associated with 

neighborhood trust in Wave 1. Gender and age both exert an independent effect on neighborhood 

trust. Being female versus being male is associated with a 0.229 decrease in the log odds of 

trusting your neighbor. This result is significant at the 0.05 statistical significance level.   

In Wave 2, we can observe that neither ethnoracial diversity or nativity diversity is 

associated with neighborhood trust. Once you account for individual- and neighborhood-level 

factors, there are no main effects of neighborhood diversity on neighborhood trust. Similar to the 

Wave 1 analysis, neighborhood economic disadvantage is associated with neighborhood trust. 

Specifically, a unit increase in the percentage of households in poverty is associated with a 3.215 

decrease in neighborhood trust, a result statistically significant at the 0.001 level. With regard to 

individual-level factors, age and residential instability are associated with neighborhood trust. 

Specifically, respondents who indicated that they have moved versus respondents who indicated 

otherwise is associated with a 0.410 decrease in the expected log odds of trusting your neighbor. 

This result is significant at the 0.01 statistical significant level. 

Research Question 2: Are there racial and ethnic group differences in neighborhood 

trust?  

The extant literature is replete with evidence suggesting racial and ethnic group 

differences in social trust. Certainly, the descriptive analyses encompassed in Tables 2-3 and 2-4 

suggest racial and ethnic group differences in neighborhood trust. The statistical analyses across 

both waves demonstrated in Tables 2-11 and 2-12 provide little evidence suggesting racial and 

ethnic group differences in neighborhood trust. The exception is for Wave 2 where belonging to 
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other racial/ethnic group versus being white is associated with a 1.897 unit decrease in 

neighborhood trust, a result marginally significant at the 0.05 statistically level. I would caution 

against putting much weight on this finding considering the low number of cases in the other 

racial/ethnic group.  

Research Question 3: Are kin and friendship social ties within the respondent’s 

neighborhood associated with neighborhood trust? 

For Waves 1 and 2, friendship social ties within respondents’ neighborhood is positively 

associated with neighborhood trust. Specifically, in Wave 1, having “many or most of their 

friendship” ties versus "few" friendship" ties is associated with a 0.498 unit increase in the log 

odds of neighborhood trust, a result statistically significant at the 0.001 conventional level. 

Similarly, in Wave 2, having “many or most of their friendship” ties versus "few" friendship" 

ties is associated with a 0.424 unit increase in the log odds of neighborhood trust, a result 

statistically significant at the 0.001 conventional level. Noteworthy, kin ties in both waves do not 

exert an independent effect on neighborhood trust. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 Findings from this paper have important implications for understanding the relationship 

between neighborhood diversity and social trust. By examining two separate cross-sectional 

samples within the same social context, we can observe the changing association, and/or strength 

thereof, between population diversity and trust. In fact, this paper provides evidence for the 

suggestion by some scholars that immigration-induced diversity might only exert a short-term 

effect on trust (Putnam 2007).  

 Does population diversity negatively affect trust? It depends. Not all diversity is the same 

and, in fact, the analyses here indicate no evidence that ethnoracial diversity exerts an 
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independent effect on trust in either time period. More research needs to explore the dynamic 

between the existing racial and ethnic make-up context and the persistent (or lack) of population 

diversity in said context. Given the longevity of racial and ethnic diversity in Los Angeles, racial 

neighborhood diversity might not matter in predicting and influencing social outcomes of interest 

such as trust and civic engagement.  

 Nativity diversity exerted an independent influence on trust, controlling for individual-

and-neighborhood-level factors. This effect, however, was only present during Wave 1 as the 

Wave 2 analyses demonstrate that, once you account for individual- and neighborhood-level 

factors, no effect remains. Caution is warranted with this finding as the research design and the 

measures used are limited to the extent that they cannot definitely decipher whether this effect is 

due to nativity diversity or neighborhood immigrant composition. Further research needs to 

explore more closely the relationship between neighborhood immigrant composition and the 

probability of out-group contact within neighborhoods. Regardless, this finding of negative 

diversity exerting a strong effect on trust in Wave 1 and not Wave 2 further pushes scholars to 

think about macro- and or micro-level processes that occurred during the two time periods that 

might have affected the attitudes on trust in the presence of nativity diversity.  

 Neighborhood structural circumstances weigh heavily on individual-level attitudes on 

trust. In both waves, it is clear that neighborhood economic disadvantage exerts a significant 

influence on neighborhood trust. The findings here further strengthen the argument advanced by 

scholars such as Abascal and Baldassari (2015) that it is, in fact, economic inequality that drives 

attitudes on social trust. In both waves of the analyses above, poverty is negatively associated 

with neighborhood trust. Additionally, Wave 1 analysis also demonstrates that residential 

stability at the neighborhood level exerts a positive influence on neighborhood trust. Further 
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research needs to examine the point at which neighborhood economic disadvantage starts to 

exert an influence on trust. In other words, is there a tipping point where too much poverty has 

unintended consequences on social trust? 

 The findings in this paper also point to the need to further integrate the individuals’ social 

networks to understand the effects on population changes to various social outcomes such as 

social trust and civic engagement. For both waves of the analyses, friendship ties independently 

exert an influence on neighborhood trust. Having more friends within one's neighborhood is 

good for neighborhood trust. It is not only important to examine the in-group/out-group 

connections individuals have or opportunities that some social contexts might provide them, but 

existing friendship connections also potentially exert an influence on the trust/mistrust 

individuals have toward others.  
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Introduction 

 
 The growing immigrant-driven racial and ethnic diversity of industrialized developed 

nations is not without challenges, as can be observed in the public arena of politics, sports, and 

entertainment (Putnam 2007). In Italy, Cecile Kyenge, the government’s first black cabinet 

member, attempted to advance legislation to ease the path for second-generation immigrant 

children to gain automatic citizenship when born in Italy, but faced racial and xenophobic 

insults. An Italian parliament member likened Cecile Kyenge to an orangutan, and some anti-

immigrant groups accused her of introducing “tribal” traditions in Italy (Paggoli 2013; 

SangBender 2013). Black Italian soccer player, Mario Balotelli, also known as Super Mario, has 

been greeted with monkey imitations and faced soccer fans chanting to him, “[t]here’s no such 

thing as a black Italian” (Poggioli 2012). During the 2013 Major League Baseball’s All-Star 

Game, Marc Anthony, a singer born and raised in New York, faced attacks on social media after 

he sang “God Bless America” during the opening ceremony (Moreno 2013). Some of the 

published twitter attacks by baseball fans included statements such as, “Why is a Mexican, Marc 

Anthony, singing God Bless America? Doesn’t he know this is AMERICA’s song?” and “Marc 

Anthony singing God Bless America on the MLB Allstar Game..........am I the only person that 

finds that unAmerican” (Moreno 2013). 

 What these three public incidents demonstrate is racism on the one hand and, on the other 

hand, a nativist expression of exclusion. Kynge not only faced racial insults likening her to an 

orangutan, but the fact that she was accused of introducing “tribalism” speaks to her perceived 

cultural difference from Italians. Likewise, Mario Balotelli faced chants that his blackness is 

antithetical to being “native” of Italy. In the United States, Marc Anthony, legally a U.S. native 
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since he was born in the New York City, is perceived as a non-native vis-a-vis his non-

whiteness. 

 These three examples drawn from Italy and the United States highlight the ways that 

immigrant-receiving democracies are challenged as to what it be “native” and look “American” 

as in the case of Marc Anthony. These examples demonstrate that identity and who belongs 

within nation-states, “still express particularity and are conceived of as being territorially 

bounded” (Soysal 1994: 159). These public incidents also raise questions as to how democratic 

nation-states are to deal with the increasing racial and ethnic diversity induced by past and 

current immigration. Specifically, immigration since the 1960s in the United States brought 

migrants from Latin America and Asia differentiated by race/ethnicity, nationality, and culture 

(Putnam 2007; Schmidley 2003).  

 Many scholars focused on the effects of population diversity on social cohesion and, in 

doing so, focused primarily on the main effects of racial/ethnic diversity on a host of outcome 

measures that capture social cohesion (Alesina, Alberto, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly 1999; 

Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Costa and Kahn 2003; Glaeser et al. 2000; Kesler and Bloemraad 

2010; Putnam 2007; Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006; Vigdor 2001). Additionally, some 

scholars focused on ethnoracial group differences and merely controlled for citizenship. 

Specifically, Abascal and Baldassarri find that racial diversity triggers out-group division among 

whites only: “living among nonwhites—not in diverse communities per se—negatively predicts 

trust among whites. No other ethno-racial group exhibits a similar association between out-group 

contact and trust” (2015: 724). Putnam, however, finds that racial diversity triggers social 

isolation of people living in diverse neighborhoods, regardless of race/ethnicity: “Rather, 
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inhabitants of diverse communities tend to withdraw from collective life, to distrust their 

neighborhoods, regardless of the colour of their skin” (2007: 150-151).  

 Although both Abascal and Baldasarri (2015) and Putnam (2007) consider racial and 

ethnic between-group differences, they fail to account for immigration-related factors and 

altogether ignore that diversity might further aggravate out-group divisions based on nativity 

status. Controlling for citizenship status is insufficient in accounting for the complexity involved 

in public incidents where nativity is perceived and used a basis of exclusion and/or out-group 

division. This paper examines a neglected area in the diversity extant literature to provide a 

within-group analysis of nativity to further unpack how the effects diversity might be different 

for both groups.  

Additionally, the population heterogeneity literature assumes that the manner in which 

one comes to engage in civil society or one comes to have faith in strangers is based on an equal 

social footing: the notion of being born and raised with an understanding of what it means to be a 

member of and to participate in America’s political, civic, and social life. This assumption, 

however, ignores the social logic of participating in American’s civil society for immigrants and, 

importantly, neglects the consequences and implications of living with a tenuous or non-existent 

legal status (Alexander 2001). Specifically, immigrant characteristics such as legal status are 

salient given the civil and political context. If one thing differentiates the first wave of 

immigration from the second wave (post-1965), it is that so many immigrants today faced and 

continue to face little to no venue to formal citizenship. As noted by various studies, legal 

immigrants make up a small proportion of immigrants to the United States, where approximately 

11 million residents are undocumented immigrants (Jasso et al. 2000). In light of the inability of 

some immigrants to adjust their status, immigrant characteristics make for an important 



 
107

dimension in determining who is a member. These characteristics, in effect, are mechanisms to 

exclude/include, determining who “belongs” and rather, who is “fit” to be a member.  

 This study has three main research goals. First, I ask whether civic engagement and 

neighborhood trust are associated with ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity for both 

native and foreign-born groups. Given the multi-ethnic/multi-racial social context of Los 

Angeles, will diversity association persist once one accounts for individual-and-neighborhood-

level demographic traits? Second, are there national origin and legal status differences in civic 

engagement and social trust for foreign-born respondents? Once individual-level demographic 

and economic traits and neighborhood-level structural factors are accounted for, will these 

differences persist? Third, I ask broadly how social ties—friendship and kin social ties—are 

associated with civic engagement and neighborhood trust for native and foreign-born groups. 

Background 

Racial/Ethnic and Nativity Diversity 

The empirical literature on the effects of immigration-induced diversity demonstrates that 

civil society is challenged by diversity. Methodologically, most of the studies make use of the 

Herfindahl index18, which reflects the probability that two randomly selected individuals from 

the population belong to different groups (Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Putnam 2007). The 

findings regarding the negative effects of diversity range from decreased public good 

expenditures being inversely related to an area’s ethnic fragmentation (Alesina, Baqir, and 

Easterly 1999; Harris, Evan, and Schwab 2001; Vigdor 2001), low rates of group participation in 

areas characterized by ethnic, racial and income fragmentation (Alesina and La Ferrera 2000; 

                                                      
18 The literature also refers to Herfindal index as fragmentation, fractionalization, or diversity index. All of these 
measures are all conceptually equivalent. 
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Costa and Kahn 2003), and levels of trust in areas with racial and nationality fragmentation 

(Glaeser et al. 2000).  

It is still an open and contested question as to whether the effects of diversity are per se 

real or whether these effects are driven by structural and individual-level characteristics. 

Although there is a plethora of empirical research providing evidence that diversity diminished 

social cohesion, other studies, such as Abascal and Baldassarri (2015) find that racial diversity 

per se does not negatively affect social cohesion.  Rather, factors such as residential stability, 

race and ethnic composition, and economic inequality produce that effect. Ethnoracial diversity 

might lead to less cohesion given the history of race relations and the persistence of racial 

discrimination in the United States (Bonilla-Silva 1997, 2013; Omi and Winant 2014). Further, 

the reasons ethnoracial diversity might lead to diminished social cohesion should be considered 

apart and in combination with nativity diversity. Some scholars argued that nativity diversity 

induced by persistent immigration in the United States leads to fragmented communities due to 

economic competition and/or to cultural differences between native and foreign-born individuals 

(Huntington 2004). Others argue that immigration-induced nativity diversity does not necessarily 

lead to diminished civic engagement. Kessler and Bloemraad (2010) argue that, although nativity 

diversity had a slight negative effect only in some advanced countries, there was “nothing 

inevitable about decline collective-mindedness in the face of increasing 

diversity…[demonstrating]…that countries with an institutional or policy context promoting 

economic equality and recognition and accommodation of immigrant minorities experience less 

dramatic or no declines in collective-mindedness” (320). In effect, depending on institutional or 

policy context, the effects of diversity are not a given. 

Nativity Differences and Immigrant-Related Factors 
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 Immigrants to the United States are not homogenous. Immigrants from different national 

origins are embedded in varying neighborhood contexts and vary in their immigrant-related 

demographic characteristics like legal status (Stoll and Wong (2007). Nationality and legal status 

are understudied in the extant literature examining the effects of diversity on social cohesion. 

The role of legal status is, in fact, not explicitly examined as a mediating variable or used as a 

control variable. Citizenship status—whether respondent is a citizen or not—is a control variable 

in Putnam’s analysis that examines the determinants of trust among neighbors (Putnam 2007). 

Putnam’s results indicate that citizenship status marginally affects the probability of trusting 

neighbors, holding individual and contextual variables constant. There is no discussion as to the 

role of citizenship status or whether it affects the relationship between diversity and other 

outcomes besides trust, such as civic engagement. What is clear from the literature examining the 

effects of diversity is that legal status is ignored in all but one study where citizenship is 

accounted for as a control variable. 

Research Questions 

This paper addresses three main questions in light of the neglect in the extant literature of 

how native and foreign-born groups might be differently affected by ethnoracial and nativity 

diversity. I first ask whether ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity affect individual-

level civic engagement behavior and attitudes of neighborhood trust for native and foreign-born 

individuals and whether these effects remain once neighborhood and individual-level factors are 

accounted for. Second, are there nationality and legal status group difference in civic 

engagement and neighborhood trust for foreign-born respondents? Third, are kin and friendship 

social ties within the respondent’s neighborhood associated with civic engagement and 

neighborhood trust for foreign-born and native-born individuals? 
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Data 

Using data from Wave 1 and Wave 2 of the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood 

Survey (L.A. FANS), this chapter models the mechanisms through which neighborhood diversity 

by ethnoracial and nativity correspond to patterns of civic engagement and neighborhood trust 

for native and foreign-born groups. I account for the individual-level demographic characteristics 

of age, income, and education as well as for contextual factors, such as neighborhood inequality 

and residential stability, that explain and potentially mediate the association between 

neighborhood diversity and social cohesion. Neighborhoods in this study are operationalized by 

census tracts, which contain a population of approximately 4,000 individuals.  

 Wave 1 of the Los Angeles Neighborhood Family and Neighborhood Survey (L.A. 

FANS) is a longitudinal probability sample of individuals, families and neighborhoods in Los 

Angeles County.  Wave 1 of the survey was fielded between April 2000 and January 2002. I 

primarily focus on the adult respondents and combine contextual data from the 1990 and 2000 

census tract level data. A total of 65 census tracts were sampled and between 40 and 50 

households were sampled within each census tract. L.A. FANS was designed to capture detailed 

information at the individual, family, and neighborhood levels (Pebly and Sastry n.d.; Peterson 

2003). These original 65 census tracts serve as the sampling units for L.A. FANS as defined by 

the 1990 census tract boundaries. L.A. FANS uses census tracts to define neighborhoods and 

uses a multi-stage, clustered stratified sample where the 1,652 census tracts of Los Angeles were 

divided into very poor, poor, and non-poor strata based on 1990 census poverty rates (Peterson et 

al. 2003).  An advantage of L.A. FANS is that it over-samples poor neighborhoods, making it 

useful for studying immigrants and their integration processes.   
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 For Wave 1, within each household, L.A. FANS randomly sampled one adult for an 

interview, with a total of 2,623 adults in the sample, which is also known as the Adult Sample 

(Peterson et al. 2003). This study constructed two samples—native and foreign-born—from the 

Adult Sample and excludes adult respondents not asked the civic engagement battery of 

questions along with those for whom the civic engagement variable, neighborhood trust L.A. 

weight variable, and legal status were missing. In all 202 respondents were excluded. The total 

final sample for Wave 1 consists of 1,286 foreign-born and 1,135 native-born adult respondents.  

 Wave 2 of the survey was fielded between August 2006 and December 2009. I primarily 

focus on the adult respondents and combine interpolated contextual data from 2008 census tract 

level data. For Wave 2, L.A. FANS’s sample design consists of three main groups: (1) 

respondents who were interviewed during Wave One and still reside in Los Angeles County; (2) 

individuals who were interviewed during Wave Two, but reside outside Los Angeles County; 

and (3) new respondents (new entrants) who live within the 65 original sampled census tracts but 

did not live in them during the time that Wave One was fielded (Peterson et al. 2001).  To 

maximize sample size, the Wave 2 analytical sample is a cross-sectional sample that includes all 

eligible adult respondents residing in Los Angeles County at Wave 2, which includes 

respondents residing in the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts plus respondents who are in Los 

Angeles County, but outside the original 65 L.A. FANS tracts at Wave 2.  

 The Wave 2 sample was constructed from the Adult Sample and excludes adult 

respondents not asked the civic engagement battery of questions along with those for whom the 

civic engagement variable, neighborhood trust, L.A. weight variable, and legal status were 

missing, for a total of 473 respondents excluded. The total final sample for Wave 2 consists of 

742 foreign-born and 657 native-born adult respondents living in 391 census tracts. 
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Methods and Analytic Approach 

 Although the analyses in the previous two chapters control for nativity status, this chapter 

splits the analytic samples for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS and examines the effects of 

ethnoracial diversity and nativity separately for native and foreign-born individuals. Table 3-1 

demonstrates the weighted descriptives of the foreign-born sample for Wave 1, while Table 3-2 

does the same for the native-born group. Tables 3-3 and 3-4 demonstrate the foreign-born and 

native-born sample characteristics for Wave 2. 

INSERT TABLE 3-1 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-2 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-3 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-4 HERE 

With both the foreign-and-native-born samples, I use Wave 1 of L.A. FANS to examine changes 

in the association of neighborhood diversity, civic engagement, and neighborhood trust. Second, 

I build nested multi-level varying-intercept statistical models that assess the impact of both 

neighborhood-level and individual-level factors on overall civic engagement as well as 

participation in socially oriented civic organizations and professionally oriented civic 

organizations for both samples over two waves of data (Tables 3-17 and 3-18).  Third, I build 

nested multi-level varying-intercept statistical models that assess the impact of both 

neighborhood-level and individual-level factors on neighborhood trust for both samples over two 

waves of data (Table 3-19).  

Dependent Variables 

In this study, I operationalize a dichotomous dependent variable that captures whether 

respondents participated in any civic organizations (CE) and their level of neighborhood trust. I 
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also differentiated between two different types of organizations in which residents participate: 

socially oriented civic organizations (SOCO) and professionally oriented civic organizations 

(POCO).  These measures of civic engagement are all behavioral measures variables drawn from 

a battery of questions asked in both waves of L.A. FANS. For Wave 1, L.A. FANS asked 

respondents whether, within the previous 12 months, they participated in various activities: 

neighborhood/block organization meetings, business/civic groups, nationality/ethnic pride clubs, 

local/state political organizations, volunteering with a local organization, veterans group, labor 

union, literary, art, discussion group, fraternity, sorority or alumni group. For Wave 2, L.A. 

FANS included additional questions, specifically whether respondents participated in a group 

seeking to change something in their community or in their neighborhoods. Further, a grab-all 

question asked whether respondents identified another type of local group or organization. These 

specific responses were re-coded to be integrated in overall civic engagement if they met the 

conceptual construct of civic engagement. Specifically, the civic engagement variable included 

respondents who indicated participation in the following groups/organizations: sport, hobby, 

school, charity, and miscellaneous. I excluded responses that indicated church and alcohol-

related group participation.  

For Wave 1 and Wave 2, the variable civic engagement (CE) is coded as a dummy 

variable with 1 representing “participated in civic organization/group” and 0 representing “did 

not participate in civic organization/group.” Operationalizing civic engagement as a dichotomous 

variable not only accounts for all the varied activities individuals might engage in, but it is also 

parsimonious. Civic organizations, however, are not monolithic; rather, they have distinct 

organizational missions and values (Ramakrishnan 2005). Individuals also have varied 

motivations and incentives to engage in a particular form of organizational participation (Knack 
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and Keefer 1997; Putnam 2000; Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006). Therefore, I also 

account for the different pathways to engage in civil society by operationalizing two types of 

potential respondent engagement: socially oriented civic organizations (SOCO) and 

professionally oriented civic organizations (POCO). Other scholars have recognized that 

organizations might provide different values and norms and, therefore, individuals might be 

motivated to join and participate by different reasons (Knack and Keefer 1997; Rupasingha, 

Goetz, and Freshwater 2006). For Wave 1, I classify respondents in SOCO engagement if the 

they indicated participating in one of the following activities and/or organizations: (1) 

neighborhood/block organization; (2) nationality/ethnic pride club; (3) volunteering with a local 

organization; (4) literary, art, or discussion groups; and (5) fraternity, sorority or alumni group. 

For Wave 2, I classify respondents in SOCO engagement if they indicated participating in one of 

the following activities and/organizations: (1) neighborhood/block organization; (2) 

nationality/ethnic pride club; (3) volunteering with a local organization; (4) literary, art, or 

discussion groups; (5) fraternity, sorority or alumni group; (6) group involved in bringing change 

in the community/neighborhood; (7) sports-related groups; (8) hobby-related groups; (9) other 

civic groups (charity, school, miscellaneous). For Wave 1, I classify respondents in POCO 

engagement if they indicated participation in one of the following organizations: (1) 

business/civic group; (2) local/state political organization; (3) veterans group; and (4) labor 

union. For Wave 2, I classify respondents in POCO engagement if they indicated they 

participated in one of the following organizations: (1) business/civic group; (2) local/state 

political organization; (3) veterans group; and (4) labor union. 

Additionally, I operationalize the trust dependent variable from a question asked in 

exactly the same fashion in Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS. Specifically, adult respondents were 
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to choose from one of five given choices when asked, “people in this neighborhood can be 

trusted.” The choices were (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) unsure, (4) disagree, and (5) strongly 

disagree. Although the descriptive analyses make full use of the data provided by the 

respondents’ answers, the statistical analyses consolidate these responses to model neighborhood 

trust where the variable is coded as a dummy variable with 1 representing “neighbors can be 

trusted” and 0 representing “neighbors can’t be trusted.” In effect, this study models the 

probability of neighborhood trust.  Respondents who indicated “strongly agree” or “agree” on the 

original item received a value of 1 and individuals who indicated “unsure,” “disagree,” or 

“strongly disagree” received a value of 0.  

Independent Variables 

Ethnoracial and Nativity Diversity 

Neighborhood diversity, or heterogeneity, is widely measured by a fragmentation 

measure computed as one minus the Herfindahl index of racial/ethnic/native-group share and 

reflects the probability that two randomly selected individuals from the population belong to 

different groups. This measure varies from 1, with values closer to 1 representing an increase in 

diversity and a decrease in diversity when values inch towards zero. In the case of two equally 

represented groups, 50% white and 50% Latino/as, the ethnoracial diversity will be at its 

maximum (Abascal and Baldassarri 2015; Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly 1999). A value of 0 under 

the diversity indices represents complete homogeneity. I operationalize two diversity indices to 

examine the effects of diversity on civic engagement: ethnoracial diversity and nativity 

diversity.19 As previously mentioned, higher values on each of these indices represent more 

diversity within the neighborhood. The two diversity indices are operationalized as follows: 

                                                      
19 I also examined nationality fragmentation but the nationality and nativity fragmentation indices are highly 

correctly (0.75) and for simplicity, I chose to utilize the nativity fragmentation index. 



 
116

Ethnoracial Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of racial and ethnic group k (whites, blacks, Latino/a, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and Other) in census tract i.  
 
Nativity Diversity Index  

 
Where Ski is the share of foreign-born group k (foreign-born and native-born) in census tract i. 
 

To differentiate between ethnoracially diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods in Wave 1, 

I took the median value of the ethnoracial diversity index for the sample of 65 neighborhoods for 

both the foreign-born and native-born samples and classified neighborhoods at that value and 

above as ethnoracially diverse and those below that value as non-ethnoracially diverse. Similarly, 

to differentiate between immigrant diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods, I took the median 

value of the nativity diversity index for the sample of 65 neighborhoods and classified 

neighborhoods at that value or above as immigrant diverse and those below that value as non-

immigrant diverse. Tables 3-1 and 3-2 demonstrate the median values for the racial and nativity 

heterogeneity indices for the foreign-born and native-born samples.  

For Wave 2, I followed a similar procedure to differentiate between ethnoracial and 

immigrant diverse and non-diverse neighborhoods. I first, though, needed to construct 

neighborhood-level estimates of percentages of whites, blacks, Latino/as, Asian/Pacific 

Islanders, and those who identify as Other ethnicities/race by using linear interpolation to 

estimate these characteristics in Los Angeles County census tracts using census data for 2000 

and 2010.  Since Wave 2 was field between August 2006 and December 2008, I used 2008 

estimates for the racial/ethnic make-up for the 391 census tracts that corresponds to Wave 2 

cross-sectional analytical sample. 
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To differentiate between ethnoracial and immigrant diverse and non-diverse 

neighborhoods, I accounted for the 391 census tracts encompassed within the Wave Two sample. 

I took the median value of the ethnoracial diversity index for both the native-born and foreign-

born samples and classified neighborhoods at that value and above as ethnoracially diverse and 

those below that value as non-ethnoracially diverse. Similarly, I took the median value of the 

nativity diversity index for the native-born and foreign-born samples and classified 

neighborhoods at that value or above as immigrant diverse and those below that value as non-

immigrant diverse. Tables 3-4 and 3-5 demonstrate the median values for the racial and nativity 

heterogeneity indices for the foreign-born and native-born samples for Wave 2. 

Individual-Level Immigrant Factors 

 

For the foreign-born sample, I account for nationality and legal status individual-level 

characteristics for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS. Specifically, I differentiated among the 

following national origin groups: Mexican, Central American, East and South Asian, and all 

other nationalities. Similar to Chapters 1 and 2, I observe the following legal statuses: citizen, 

permanent resident, temporary visa or asylum recipient, and undocumented. 

Individual-Level Factors 

 

I control the following individual-level characteristics for the native-group sample for 

Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS: ethnoracial status, gender, age, education, marital status, 

employment, household income, and residential stability. Ethnoracial status is coded in the 

following mutually exclusive groups: white, black, Latino/a, Asian and Pacific Islander, Native 

American and Other. Education is coded in the following manner: less than high school (0 to 11), 

high school graduate (12 years), some college (12 to 15 years), college degree plus (16 years or 

more of education). Employment is a dichotomous variable capturing employment and not 
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employed. I log household income and include a dummy variable of whether a respondent has 

moved within the last 2 years. Tables 1B and 1D provide the weighted descriptives for the 

analytic samples for the native-born group for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS.  

I control the following individual-level characteristics for the foreign-born group sample 

for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS: gender, age, education, marital status, employment, household 

income, and residential stability. Education is coded in the following manner: less than high 

school (0-11), high school graduate (12 years), some college (12-15 years), college degree plus 

(16 years or more of education). Employment is a dichotomous variable capturing: employment 

and not employed. I log household income and include a dummy variable whether respondent 

has moved within the last 2 years. Tables 3-1 and 3-3 provide the weighted descriptives for the 

analytic samples for the foreign-born group for Waves 1 and 2 of L.A. FANS, respectively.  

Neighborhood-Level Factors 

 

For Waves 1 and 2, I control for three neighborhood characteristics: economic 

disadvantage, residential stability, and racial/ethnic composition. For Wave 1, the measure of 

neighborhood economic disadvantage used is the percentage of households in poverty as 

presented in data from the 2000 census. Neighborhood residential stability,20 also taken from the 

2000 census, is measured by the percentage of the population in the neighborhood who occupy 

the same dwelling in 2000 as in 1995 (non-movers).21 I use the percentage of African Americans 

in the census tract to measure neighborhoods’ ethnoracial composition. 

                                                      
20  I also considered other measures such as percentage of the population who live in residences that were owner-
occupied from the 2000 Census. This measure though was highly correlated with both non-move and neighborhood 
median household income. 
21 The measure for residential stability is a continuous variable when used in estimating the multilevel models.  
Additionally, an inspection of scatter plots for the association between residential stability, as measured by non-
mover, and participation showed that the relationship does not reveal any thresholds or non-linearities.    
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For Wave 2, I constructed neighborhood-level estimates of neighborhood disadvantage, 

residential stability, and racial composition. Using Census data for 2000 and 2010, I used linear 

interpolation to estimate the characteristics annually and used estimates for 2008 for the Wave 2 

cross-sectional analytical sample. For Wave 2, I used the percentage in poverty to measure 

neighborhood disadvantage. Residential stability is measured by the percentage of the estimated 

population in the neighborhood who occupy the same dwelling. I use the percentage of African 

Americans in the census tract to measure ethnoracial composition. 

Analytic Samples 

Table 3-1 provides the weighted demographic characteristics for my foreign-born sample 

for Wave One. The final analytic sample consisted of 1,286 adult respondents. As observed from 

Table 3-1, approximately, 45% of respondents are Mexican nationals, 13% are Central 

American, and 25% are from East and South Asia. Approximately 40% of respondents are 

citizens, and the rest of the foreign-born sample indicated tenuous legal status, such as permanent 

residence, temporary visa, or undocumented. Roughly one-third of the sample has residentially 

moved within the previous two years. The average household income of the entire sample is 

$17,000. Additionally, foreign-born respondents predominantly live in Latino and immigrant 

neighborhoods. Table 1C provides the weighted demographic characteristics for my foreign-born 

sample for Wave Two. The final analytic sample consists of 742 adult respondents. As observed 

from Table 3-3, approximately, 50% of respondents are Mexican national, 15% are Central 

American and 21% are from East and South Asia. Approximately 51% of respondents are 

citizens, and the rest of the foreign-born sample indicated tenuous legal status, such as permanent 

resident, temporary visa, or undocumented. Roughly 40% of the sample has residentially moved 

within the previous two years. The average household income of the entire sample is $23,500. 



 
120

Additionally, foreign-born respondents predominantly live in Latino and immigrant 

neighborhoods. 

Table 3-2 provides the weighted individual characteristics for the native-born sample for 

Wave One. The final analytical sample consists of 1,286 adult respondents. Approximately, 18% 

of respondents identify as Latino/a and 55% identify as white. Roughly 26% of the sample 

residentially moved within the previous two years. The average household income of the entire 

sample is $29,300. Native-born respondents live in predominantly white and Latino 

neighborhoods. Table 3-4 provides the weighted individual characteristics for the native-born 

sample for Wave Two. The final analytical sample consists of 657 adult respondents. 

Approximately, 16% of respondents self-identify as Latino/a and 59% identify as white. Roughly 

36% of the sample has residentially moved within the previous two years. The average 

household income of the entire sample is $39,000. Native-born respondents live in 

predominantly white and Latino neighborhoods. 

In summary, over the two waves of data, we can observe that foreign-born and native-

born respondents live in dramatically different neighborhood contexts. Native-born individuals 

are more likely to live in affluent neighborhoods with less residential turnover. Additionally, the 

foreign-born sample is less educated and has a tenuous legal presence in the United States.  

Results 

 

Descriptive Profile 

Table 3-6 illustrates descriptively racial and ethnic differences in civic engagement for 

the native-born respondents while Table 3-5 demonstrates the national origin and legal status 

differences in civic engagement for the foreign-born respondents. Tables 3-7 and 3-8 similarly 

display these differences for Wave Two. For both foreign-born and native-born, there is an 
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increase in overall engagement between Waves 1 and 2. Mexicans and Central Americans tend 

to have lower levels of engagement compared to respondents of other national origin groups. 

Whites and Asians tend to have higher levels of engagement in the native-born group.  With 

regard to legal status, in Wave One, temporary status and undocumented respondents indicated 

the lowest level of engagement when compared to citizens and permanent residents. Specifically, 

36.15% of foreign-born citizens indicated that they civically engaged in the previous year 

compared to 10.37% of undocumented foreign-born respondents. In Wave Two, the major 

differences in engagement is between citizen foreign-born respondents and everyone else. 

Specifically, 37.87% of citizen foreign-born respondents indicated they engaged civically, 

compared to 21.70% of permanent residents, 20.97% of temporary residents, and 22.50% of 

undocumented foreign-born respondents. Across all respondents in both waves, there is higher 

level of engagement in SOCO activities than in POCO activities.  

INSERT TABLE 3-5 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-6 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-7 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-8 HERE 

 

Tables 3-9 through 3-11 demonstrate differences in neighborhood trust by national origin 

and legal status for the foreign-born respondents (Tables 3-9 and 3-11) and by race and ethnicity 

for the native-born respondents (Tables 3-10 and 3-12) for both waves of data. For Wave 1, 

Central Americans tend to indicate the lowest levels of neighborhood trust when compared to 

other national origin groups; similarly, undocumented foreign-born respondents indicated the 

lowest level of trust. As indicated in Table 3-10, whites tend to report the highest level of 
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neighborhood trust in the native-born group. For Wave 2, approximately 11.5% of foreign-born 

respondents indicated they “strongly disagree” or “disagree” with the statement, “people in this 

neighborhood can be trusted,” compared to 8.88% of native-born respondents who indicated the 

same. In Wave 2, native-born Asian Americans (68.5%) and whites (68.2%) expressed the 

highest level of neighborhood trust. With regard to legal status, temporary status respondents 

reported the lowest level of neighborhood trust (33.3% indicating they “strongly agree” or 

“agree”) compared to citizen foreign-born respondents who indicated the highest level of trust 

(66.08% indicating they “strongly agree” or “agree).  

INSERT TABLE 3-9 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-10 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-11 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-12 HERE 

With regard to social ties and for both waves of data, Tables 3-13 and 3-15 demonstrate 

neighborhood kin and friendship social ties by national origins for foreign-born respondents and 

Tables 3-14 and 3-16  by race/ethnicity for native-born respondents, respectively. In general, 

across both samples and across both waves of data, respondents tend to report more friendship 

ties and kin ties in their neighborhoods. Central Americans and Mexicans report higher levels of 

kin and friendship ties in both waves of data compared to foreign-born respondents from South 

and East Asia. Latino/as tend to also report higher levels of kin and friendship ties in their 

neighborhoods in both waves of data when compared to white and black native-born 

respondents. 

INSERT TABLE 3-13 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-14 HERE 
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INSERT TABLE 3-15 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-16 HERE 

Multivariate Findings 

Multi-level logistic regression models predicting any civic, SOCO, and POCO 

engagement for Wave 1 are presented in Table 3-17. The left-hand panel presents the results for 

the foreign-born sample while the right-hand panel presents the results for the native-born ample. 

Table 3-19 presents the results for Wave 2. By examining two waves of data, we can ascertain 

the strength of association between population diversity and social cohesion over two periods. 

Table 3-17 and 3-17 present, for each wave, a summary table of the main findings. The 

Appendix Tables 3-1 to 3-6 present the detailed statistical analyses for Wave 1 and Appendix 

Tables 3-7 to 3-12 are the complete series of estimated models for Wave 2. For each wave of 

analysis and for each sample—foreign-born and native-born—I estimate varying-intercept 

logistic regression models in which respondents are nested within neighborhoods. As an 

analytical strategy, I started with a baseline model looking only at ethnoracial diversity and built 

from that baseline model by first adding nativity diversity followed by neighborhood factors, and 

then only adding individual-level control. Finally, Model 6 is the fully saturated model that 

includes kin and friendship ties. I follow the same strategy for both waves and for both foreign-

born and native-born samples.  

INSERT TABLE 3-17 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 3-18 HERE 

Multi-level logistic regression models predicting neighborhood trust for Wave 1 and 

Wave 2 are presented in Table 3-19. The left-hand panel presents the results for Wave 1. The left 

sub-panel demonstrates the results for the foreign-born sample, and the right sub-panel presents 
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the results for the native-born sample. The right-hand panel presents the results of Wave 2, the 

left sub-panel presents the foreign-born sample results, and the right sub-panel presents the 

native-born sample results. Appendix Tables 3-13 to 3-16 provide the full results obtained by 

following the analytical strategy mentioned above.  

INSERT TABLE 3-19 HERE 

I determined which model best fits the underlying sample data given the fit statistics 

(Allison 1999; Karlson et al, 2012). To assess and determine the best model, I examined three 

model fit statistics, included at the bottom of the respective tables. To obtain the Deviance 

statistic, I used the formula -2*log likelihood. Across these three fit statistics, AIC, BIC, and 

Deviance, the smaller the value of the respective statistic, the better the fit of the model. Across 

all the models for Waves 1 and 2, Model 6 is the preferred model and, therefore, I use Model 6 

from each of the individual complete analyses to address the three main research questions.  

Research Question 1: Do ethnoracial and nativity neighborhood diversity differentially 

affect individual-level civic engagement behavior and attitudes of neighborhood trust for native 

and foreign-born individuals? Do these effects remain once neighborhood and individual-level 

factors are accounted for?  

Civic Engagement Analysis: As mentioned in the literature review, most studies focus on 

ethnoracial group differences and not on nativity differences when examining the effects of 

diversity on social cohesion. The results from Wave 1 analysis suggests that native-born 

respondents are negatively affected by nativity diversity, not racial diversity. Specifically, a unit 

increase in nativity diversity is associated with an expected decrease in the log odds of any civic 

engagement by 1.755 for the native-born sample, a result significant at the 0.05 significant 
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level.22 When we examine different types of engagement, nativity diversity seems to affect only 

engagement in POCO activities. Specifically, a unit increase in nativity diversity is associated 

with an expected decrease in the log odds of engagement in POCO activities by 3.178. This 

result is statistically significant by 0.001 level. Interestingly, ethnoracial diversity tends to 

depress engagement in POCO activities for foreign-born respondents. Specifically, a unit 

increase in ethnoracial diversity is associated with an expected decrease in the expected log odds 

engagement in POCO activities by 1.805, a result significant at the 0.05 significance level.  

For Wave 2 as demonstrated in Table 3-18, nativity diversity differentially affects 

foreign-born and native-respondents. Unlike the analysis in Wave 1, nativity diversity is 

associated with depressing engagement for foreign-born respondents. Specifically, a unit 

increase in nativity diversity is associated with a decrease in the log odds of any civic 

engagement by 4.016 for the foreign-born sample. Unlike the foreign-born sample, nativity 

diversity is not associated with any type of civic engagement for the native-born sample.  

Neighborhood Trust Analysis: As demonstrated in Table 3-19, the results from Wave 1 

analysis suggests that native-born respondents are negatively affected by nativity diversity, not 

racial diversity. Specifically, a unit increase in nativity diversity is associated with an expected 

decrease in the log odds of neighborhood trust by 4.156 for the native-born sample, a result 

significant at the 0.05 significant level and controlling for individual- and neighborhood-level 

factors. Ethnoracial and nativity diversity are not associated with neighborhood trust for Wave 2. 

Across both waves and across both foreign-born and native-born samples, neighborhood 

disadvantage is significantly associated with neighborhood trust. Specifically for Wave 2, a unit 

                                                      

22 This result, however, must be taken with caution because the nativity diversity effect could be an immigrant 

neighborhood composition effect. Nativity diversity and neighborhood immigrant composition are highly correlated 
(>0.70). Given my existing measures and research design, it is very difficult to decipher which effect--nativity 
diversity vs. immigrant composition--is driving the negative association with neighborhood trust. 
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increase in neighborhood economic disadvantage is associated with an expected decrease in the 

log odds of neighborhood trust by 5.068 for native-born respondents and is associated with an 

expected decrease in the log odds of neighborhood trust by 3.605 for foreign-born respondents. 

Research Question 2: Are nationality and legal status group difference in civic 

engagement and neighborhood trust for foreign-born group?  

Immigrant-related factors such as nationality differences and legal status are associated 

with civic engagement and neighborhood trust. As Wave 1 analysis demonstrates, being a 

Mexican national, versus being a national of Central America or Asia, is associated with an 

expected decrease in the log odds of civic engagement by 0.600, a result significant at the 0.05 

level (Table 3-17). Similarly, being undocumented, versus a U.S. citizen foreign-born 

respondent, is associated with a decrease in the expected log odds of engagement by 0.651, a 

result significant at the 005 level. 

Additionally, Wave 2 analysis for neighborhood trust demonstrates that being a Mexican 

national, versus being a national of Central America or Asia, is associated with an expected 

increase in the log odds of trust by 0.986, a result significant at the 0.05 level (Table 3-19). 

Similarly, having a temporary legal status versus a U.S. citizen foreign-born respondent is 

associated with a decrease in the expected log odds of trusting your neighbors by 1.140, a result 

significant at the 005 level. 

Research Question 3: Are kin and friendship social ties within the respondent’s 

neighborhood associated with civic engagement and neighborhood trust for foreign-born and 

native-born individuals? 

For Waves 1 and 2, friendship social ties within respondent’s neighborhood is 

consistently and positively associated with civic engagement and neighborhood trust for native-
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born respondents and at times associated with neighborhood trust and civic engagement for 

foreign-born respondents. Specifically, in Wave 1 for native-born respondents, having “many or 

most of their friendship” ties versus “few” friendship” ties is associated with a 0.307 unit 

increase in the log odds of civic engagement, a result statistically significant at the 0.01 

conventional level (Table 3-17). Similarly, in Wave 2 for native-born respondents, having “many 

or most of their friendship” ties versus “few” friendship” ties is associated with a 0.302 unit 

increase in the log odds of civic engagement; a result statistically significant at the 0.05 

conventional level. For Wave 2 and for the foreign-born sample, friendship ties are not 

associated with predicating any civic, POCO, or SOCO engagement (Table 3-18). For both 

waves and across both samples, friendship social ties are positively associated with 

neighborhood trust. Noteworthy, kin ties in both waves and across both samples do not exert an 

independent effect on civic engagement or neighborhood trust (Table 3-19). 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This study examines the effects of ethnoracial and nativity diversity on civic engagement 

and neighborhood trust in a multi-ethnic and multi-racial context separately for foreign-born and 

native-born groups. Multivariate analyses examine the differential effects ethnoracial and 

nativity diversity have on social cohesion for foreign-born and native-born respondents. Unlike 

the extant literature, this study is one of the first of its kind to separately examine nativity-related 

within-group differences. Findings here demonstrate that native and foreign-born groups 

experience diversity differently. 

Nativity diversity matters for different groups at difference times. For examples, nativity 

diversity is not associated with any type of civic engagement for foreign-born respondents in 

Wave One, but does matter for native-born respondents. In Wave Two, nativity diversity matters 
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for foreign-born respondents, but is not associated with any type of civic engagement for native-

born respondents. These results demonstrate that the effects of diversity vary over time. While 

native-born groups are associated with avoiding civic life during Wave One, the same seems to 

be occurring for foreign-born respondents during Wave Two. The reasons motivating 

withdrawals from civic life in the context of nativity diversity should be further examined. 

Specifically, scholars should take note of the out-group divisions that might occur given 

immigrant diverse contexts by nativity group membership. With the exception of racial diversity 

depressing engagement in POCO activities for foreign-born respondents during Wave One, there 

is minimal evidence here to suggest that racial diversity operates in a manner to negatively affect 

social cohesion in the context of Los Angeles. This finding is an important contribution to the 

extant literature suggesting that racial diversity is negatively associated with social cohesion. 

Racial diversity in multi-racial and multi-ethnic contexts such as Los Angeles matter less where 

nativity diversity seems to exert a significant, yet limited, influence on social cohesion. The 

results here provide evidence to suggest that nativity diversity may matter for only a period of 

time. Similar to Kessler and Bloemraad (2010), immigration-related diversity does not 

necessarily need to affect social cohesion, as they find that nation-state policies regarding 

integration ameliorate any negative consequences that nativity diversity might introduce. 

Further, findings here demonstrate that diversity does not affect social cohesion outcomes 

per se. Specifically, findings here demonstrate that, across time and samples, structural 

conditions such as neighborhood disadvantage exert a powerful and consistent effect on social 

cohesion. This result is consistent with the main finding by Abascal and Baldassarri (2015) that 

structural factors undermine social cohesion. 
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