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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Effects of Neighborhood Diversity on

Civic Engagement and Social Trust

by

William Estuardo Rosales
Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology
University of California, Los Angeles, 2017
Professor Roger Waldinger, Co-Chair

Professor Robert Denis Mare, Co-Chair

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

i



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).



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



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.



CHAPTER 1: THE EFFECTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD DIVERSITY ON CIVIC
ENGAGEMENT: A MULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF CIVIC PARTICIPATION AND
INTERGROUP RELATIONS IN A MULTIRACIAL AND
MULTIETHNIC CONTEXT



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



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



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



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

JED)

vencidos, ” (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.



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



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 index?, 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
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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).> 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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track? 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).° 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 Dantico* (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).° 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).” 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

¢ 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. 1
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. 1
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

Tuse 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,
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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. |

operationalize two diversity indices to examine the effects of diversity on civic engagement:
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ethnoracial diversity and nativity diversity.® 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

fi =1_ZSEE
k

Where Sy 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
fi=1- Z ki
k

Where Sy 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.’ The responses were categorized under the following: a) none; b) a few; ¢) 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,'* 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).!' 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

10T 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.

' 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).!? 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*1og 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

32



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.'® 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

38



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.

42



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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Table 1-1: Wave | Weighted Descriptives of Analyvtic Sample

Individual-Level YVariables (N=2.421)

Independent Variables
Ethnoracial Groups (%)

White 3636
Latino/as 35.44
Black 1076
Asian 15.57
Other 2.4
Mativity (% Foreign-born) 41.24
Gender (%% Female) 46 38
Age (mean) 30 T5
Education

Less than HS 22.43
HS Graduate (12 vears) 2195
sSome College (12-15 years) 30.52
College Degree+ {16+ vears) 25.10
Married (% married) 46.97
Employed (% emploved) 0664
Houzehold Income {median) 522310
Fesidential Stability (% mowved within last 2 vears) 28.45

Legal Status (o)

S Citizen 74,84
Permanent Resident (LPE) 12.74
Temp Visa/Asyium 348
Undocumented .41

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 1
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Table 1-2: Wave 2 Weighted Descriptives of Analvtic Sample

Individual-Level Variables (N=1.399)

Independent Wariahles
Ethnoracial Groups (%)

Whirte 33.21
Latino/as 40,14
Black B.17
Asian 14.95
Other 1.52
Mativity {%e Foreign-born) 46.01
Cender (%% Female) 4369
Age (mean) 3wz
Education

Less than HS 23.05
HS5 Graduate { 12 vears) 18,93
Some College (12-15 vears) 26.12
College Degree= (16+ vears) 31.90
Married (% married) 52.97
Employed (% emploved) G719
Household Income {mean) 331,922
Fesudential Stability (% moved within last 2 vears) 3805

Legal Status (%)

'S Citizen 7728
Permanent Resident (LPE) 11.93
Temp Visa/Asylum 1.95
Undocumented .32

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 1-3: Wave 1 Civic Engagement, SOCO, and POCO Engagement by Ethnoracial and
Mativity Status (N=2.421) (Weighted)

Civically SOCO POCO
Engaged (percent) Engaged (percent) Engaged (percent)

Whites 4972 4490 2295
Blacks 3084 LAY 18.53
Latino/as 20,70 17.11 517
Asian 41.59 3508 16.52
Other Race 303 34.95 14.91
Mative Bom 75.47 7919 9217
:;:}T:]'S‘" 2453 20,81 7.83
Total 37 3260 16.16

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Table 1-4: Wave 2 Civic Engagement, S00CO, and FOCO Engagement by Ethnoracial and Nativity Status
(N=1,399) (Weighted)

Civically S0C0 FOCO
Engaged (percent) Engaged (percent) Engaged (percent)

Whites 3782 5199 33.63
Blacks 47.04 4554 137
Latino/as 27.40 23.00 12.12
Aslan 4323 40.53 15.39
Other Race 17.32 1648 16.68
Native Bomn T0.16 1286 5E.00
Forgign Bom 29.584 2714 12.00
Tatal 41.97 37.60 23.00

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 1-5: Wave 1 Neighborhood Kin and Friendship Social Ties by

Ethnoracial and Nativity Status (Weighted) (N=2.421)

Kin Ties
MNone (%) A tew (Ya) Many or Most of ALl (%)

Whites Te33 17.23 G4
Blacks 75.49 20.19 432
Latino/as 39.4 34.03 6.56
Asian T4 .46 20.49 5.05
Dther Race 8568 14.32 O
Foreig

orelgn .46 29.62 5.92
Borm
Total 7117 24.01 4. .83

Friemdship Ties
MNomne {(%h) A few (o) Many or Most of All {%4h)

Whites 30.45 52.83 16.72
Blacks 3891 48.8 12.3
Latino/as 27.15 35.98 16.86
Asian 29.35 57.58 13.07
Other Race 2804 G2.33 963
Foreign 29.9 54.95 15.15
Bom
Total 2985 54.51 15.64

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey., Wave 1

Table 1-6: Wawve X MNeighborhood Kin and Friendship Social Ties by Ethnoracial and
MNativity Status (Weighted) (N=1.39%9)

Kin Ties
None (Fa) A few () Mlany or MMost of All (%6
Whites TT.76 17.45 4,78
Blacks 7116 7.al .92
Latino/as 50.6 87 T.53
Asian T7.54 A LR
‘Other Race 41.38 795 .67
Foreign - = o
B-tll'n-\- o A4 27.83 573
Total G935 25.72 4,94
Friendship Ties
A few (%) Mlany or Most of ALl (%6

Whites 51.27 1647
Blacks 57.91 4.37
Latino/as 29 86 53.82 16.32
Asian 53 040 IT.2T Q.73
Other Race 231 T6H.23 .67
Foreign - = -

= 35.59 S0.07 14 54
Borm
Total 34.71 3112 14.17

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Figure 1-1: Wave 1 Average Neighborhood Civic Engagement by
Ethnoracial and Nativity Neighborhood Diversity
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Figure 1-2: Wave 2 Average Neighborhood Civic Engagement by
Ethnoracial and Nativity Neighborhood Diversity
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Figure 1-3: National and Los Angeles Ethnoracial Diversity

National Context: White versus Non-White

ML,

Average Homogeneous Tract: 84% Whites, 9% Others, 7% Blacks

Source: Abascal and Baldassarri (2015)

Los Angeles Context: Brown versus Non-Brown

Average Homogenous Tract: 71% Latino, 17% White, 6% Black, 6%
Asian/Other

AR o

Average Heterogeneous Tract: 38% Latino, 31% White, 11% Black, 20% Asian/Other
Source: 2000 Census
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Table 1-7: Wave | Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civic Engagement (N=2,421)

Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel §
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Dversity 1.543== 0.6%3 0512 0021 M5
10.545) 10.435) 10.424) (0.317) (0.354)
Nativity Diversity - SRE*** T R -2.372%* -2 139%*
{09907 10.921) (0.736) (0.762)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 0589 0. 189
(0.724) (0.594)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) 0052 0.0l6
(0.893) {0.762)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) -0.04G** -0.009
(0.013) (0.011)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.342* -0.333*
(0.152) (0.153)
Black -0.296 -0.245
(0.179) (0.193)
Aslan-American -0.174 -0.177
(0.195) (0.195)
Other -0.119 -0.101
{0.370) (0.371)
Nativity { 1I=Foreign-born) -0.387* -0.376*
(0.150) (0.151)
Ciender | 1=Female) 0050 0040
(0.102) (0.103)
Age 0.5 0.5
(0,004 (0.004)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.068 0.062
{0.162) {0.162)
Some College 0.708=*= 0.aRG=*=
(0.156) {0.158)
College or More 1.305=== 1.275%=*
(0.174) (0.177)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -0.075 -0.087
(0. 104) (0.105)
Employed ( I=emploved) 0079 0.071
(0.114) (0.115)
Household Income (logged) o.n4a== 0.o4a==
{0.015) {0.015)
Residential Stability { 1=moved) 0. 30 7*** -0.303**
(0.117) (0.117)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen}
Permanent Resident (LEP) -0.203 0,196
(0.181) (0.181)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0.157 -0.147
{0.272) (0.274)
Undocumented -.528* 511*
{0.216) {0.217)
Constant -1 . 5h2%** 1.aR7="* 1.127 -0.379 -0.459
{0.269) 10.524) 10.640) (0.468) {0.598)
& 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2
Log likelihood -1421.944 -1404.845 -1395.795 -1293.367 -1292.727
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 2843 8RR 2B05.6590 2791 .590 2586.734 2585.454
AlC 2B49 BER 2EB17.69 28035590 2628.734 2633455
BIC 2867264 2840.857 2846.133 2750.365 2772.4461

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 1

MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
003 *Fp=0.01 *** pe 0]
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Table 1-8: Wave | Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any SOCO Civic Engagement (N=2.421)

Model 1 Maodel 2 Madel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.667=*= LUR TR 0,677 0. 162 0174
10.561) 10.469) 10.4659) (0.337) 10.374)
MNativity Diversity . ITEEEE -4 5TR¥EE -1.983* -1.731*
(1.059) (1.014) (0.777) (0LE00)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 0423 0. 164
(0800 10.626)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) -0.049 -0.230
(0.986) (0.814)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) = (g 5%* -0.010
10.015) 10.012)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -1.433%* -1.42]1%*
(0.157) (L158)
Black (.22 (. 149
(0.183) (0.197)
Aslan-American . 2687 -0.271
(0.199) (0.199)
Other -0.030 -0.004
(0.373) (0.375)
Nativity { 1I=Foreign-born) -0.332* -0.3272*
(0.156) (0.156)
Ciender | 1=Female) 0144 0.142
(0. 1046) 10,1046
Age 0001 0.0
(0.004) (0.004)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0099 0.091
(0.172) 10.173)
Some College 0. 7= == 0. 7a5=="
(0.164) 10.166)
College or Maore 1L.4101=== 1.374===
(0.182) 10184
Married ( 1=married) (%) -0.074 -(L.O87T
(0. 108) (0. 109)
Employed ( I=emploved) -0.064 -0.073
(0.118) (L11E)
Household Income (logged) oga== odE==
(0.015) (0.015)
Residential Stability { 1=mowved) -0 3TE** -(1.325%*
(0.121) (0.121)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident { LEP) (1156 . 149
(01907 10.191)
Temp. Visa'Asylum 0,067 0037
(0.284) (0.Z85)
Undocumented =-(1.399 -0.379
(0.226) (0.227)
Constant St .3 | s 1.2749= 0529 0684 -(.744
10277 {10.560) 10.705) (0.4E9) 10627
oy 0.7 0.6 .4 0.2 0.2
Log likelihood -1349 648 -1335.437 -1328_364 -1234.167 -1233.343
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 26599 206 2670.874 26356.728 2468 .334 2466680
AlC 2T05.292 2678.874 2670.727 2510.335 2514.687
BIC 2722.671 27T02.041 2711.271 263 1.9635 2653693

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |

MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=l0s #¥p=0.01 *** po W]
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Table 1-9: Wave | Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any POCO Civic Engagement (N=2.421)

Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Model 3 Maodel 4 Model 5§
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.346%= 0.438 0.022 -0.357 -0.449
(0.632) (0.492) (0.461) (0.442) (0.492)
MNativity Diversity - BQ e -4 HAseEE -3 236%* -2 BO3**
(1.015) (0.882) (0.934) (0.951)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 1.545% 0983
(0.750) (0.782)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) 1.747 1.295
(1.006) (1.074)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) “LGREseE 0017
(0.016) (0.017)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as 0177 0179
(0.205) (0.206)
Black 0.2%6 0.247
(0.233) (0.254)
Aslan-American 0425 0407
(0.259) (0.259)
Other 0.028 0.0
(0.484) (0.484)
MNativity { 1=Foreign-born) (.95 7> -(.930***
(0.218) (0.218)
Gender { 1=Female) -(.258 -0.247
(0.137) (0.137)
Age 0.023=== 0.022===
(0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate -0.176 -0, 189
{0.269) {0.270)
Some College (LR 0.583%
{0.248) {0.250)
College or Maore 1.034=== lL.olg==*
{0.260) (0.266)
Married ( 1=married) (%) 0.125 0106
(0. 1446) (0.147)
Employed ( 1=emploved) nopz=== 090 ===
{0.184) {0.184)
Household Income (logged) 0048 0040
{0.021) {0.0Z1)
Fesidential Stability ( 1=moved) -0.213 -0.197
{0,170} {0.170)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident (LEP) 0219 0127
{0.298) {0.299)
Temp. Visa/Asylum 0.1635 0213
(0.442) (0.443)
Undocumented -ald -(L.5T78
(0.399) (0.401)
Constant 2. TThEE* 0.648 -0.456 -2 540%%* -3.133%%*
(0.319) (0.534) (0.629) (0.642) (0.807)
oy 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.2
Log likelihood -875.492 -861.454 -849.214 -T764.899 -763.067
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1756.984 1722908 1698 428 1529798 1526.134
AlC 1762 984 1730.908 1712.429 1571.798 1574134
BIC 1780.35%9 1754.076 1752.972 1693 429 1713.14

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=0.05 #*¥p=0.0] *** p={). 0101

52



Table 1-10: Wave | Social Ties Analvsis—Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civic,
SOCO, and POCO Engagement (N=2.421)

Panel A: Any Civic
Engagement (N=2.421)

Panel B: Any S(CC
Engagement (WN=2.421)

FPanel C: Any POCCr
Engagement (N=2.421)

Model 5 Model 6 Model 5 Model 6 Model 5 Model & |
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity .S 0049 o.174 0229 -0.449 -.322
10354 10.343) 10.374) {L358) 10492 104ER)
Mativity Diversity -2 139%* -2 105** -1_731* -1.6G53*% -2_BQ3** -2 _B55%*
10.T6BI) 10.735) (0RO (0.7G1) 10.951) 10944 )
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 0111 -0.103 0.0%s
10.085) {0LO8R) 10.119)
Friends Social Ties h3g5=== h432=== h.326%=
10.076) 00799 (0L 105)
Neighborhood Factors
Fesidential Stability (%% Non-mowving) LLA B 0. 164 - 164 o139 0953 1.038
10,594 10.574) 10.626) {0.597) {0.782) {0.776)
Ethnoracial Composition (2% Black) 0016 o115 -(1.230 -(1L135 1.295 1.272
10.76BI) 10.741) 1081 {0.7E4) 11.074) 11.066)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst. ) -0.009 -0.008 -0.010 -0.008 0017 0,016
10011y 10.011) 10.012) (001 1) 10017 10017
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as -.333* -.337* S R - 434%* o.17e 0.162
{0.153) {0.153) {0.158) {0157 (0.206) (0.206)
Black -0.245 -0.222 - 149 -0L1Z1 0247 0279
10.193) 10.194) (0.197) {0LL98) 10.254) 10.256)
Aslan-American -0.177 -0l 146 -0.271 -0.243 0407 0445
10.195) 10.195) 10.199) {0.199) {0.259) {02607
Other -0.101 -0.101 =004 -0.008 0.00E 0031
10.371) 10.372) 10.375) {0.377) 10.484) 10.485)
Mativity { I=Forecign-bormn) -.376* -{.359* -0_322* -0 306** h930=== SR
10L151) 10.151) 10,1 56) {LLST) {0LZLE) 10.219)
Gender { 1=Female) LER T 0041 0.142 135 -0.247 <. 260
10U 103) 10.103) (0.1 06y (0L T06G) 10.137) 10.137)
Mpge LR 1 0005 0001 .0 ao22=== ho24===
10,004 ) 10.004) {0.00) {0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS}
HS Graduate .62 0067 0.091 o.o9T - 189 -.193
10U 16I) 10, 163) 10.173) {L173) 10270 10270
Some College haEa=== h.oE4=== 0. 765%== o.T7a1==" 0583 572"
1L1SE) 101 58E) [ ETEY ] ELU EETEN] (02500 10250
College or More 1.275%== 1.287=== 1.374=== 1.3g5=== Lo1g=== 1.O012%==
{0.177) {0_177) (0.1 8y {0.184) (0.266) (0.267)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -0.087 -0.0946G -0L0RT -0.101 010G 0OEs
(0.105) 10.105) (0.109) {01097 10.147) 10.147)
Employed { l=emploved) 0.071 a.101 -L.073 -0.043 LLR ) s Do4g===
10.115) 10.115) 10.118) (0L 18] {0.184) {0.185)
Household Income (logged) 0.049== .o4a== hO4E== 045== 0049 hOaE==
10.015) 10.015) 10.015) 10.015) 10.0Z21) {0.0Z1)
Fesidential Stability [ 1=mowved) -0.303%* -0.251* 0. 325%* =0 267* -0.197 -0.154
10.117) 10.117) 10.121) (0122 {0170y {0170
Legal Status (reference=LUL5_ Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LREP) -0.1986 -0.184 -0.149 -0.129 0127 0097
(0.181) {0_181) (0.1917) (0.193) (0.299) (03007
Temp. Visa'Asylum -0.147 -0.195 0057 -0.105 0213 o180
(0.274) {0.275) {0_.2R5) {0.2RG) {0.443) (0.445)
Undocumented -5 -.516* -.379 -0.379 -.5T78 -.545
10.217) 10.217) (0.227) {0.22R) 10401 ) 10.402)
Constant -0.459 =829 =744 =1.177* =3.133%%* =3O THEE
{0.598) 10.591) 10.627) 10.613) {0807 ) {ELE)
oy 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 .2
Log likelihood =1292 727 =1279.147 =1233.343 -1218.173 =T6H3.067 =756.932
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 2585.454 2558.294 2466 686 2436346 1526.134 1513 864
AlC 2633 455 2610.293 2514.687 ZARE. 345 1574.134 1565 865
BIC 2772461 2760 884 2653 .693 2638.936 1713.14 1716456

Source: Los Angeles Family and NMeighborhood Survey., Wawve 1

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
P05 #*p=0.0]1 *** pea0 M ]
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Tahle 1-11: Wave 2 Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civic Engagement (N=1,39%)

Madel 1 Madel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5
Mauain Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0903 0.324 -0.Z1%9 DLOEE (L2044
(0.441) (0.433) (0.494) 10.374) 10.453)
Mativity Diversity -4 BHS*E* =3 .464%%* -1.957* -1.589
(0.993) (0.989) (0.E6E) (0.892)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%o Non-moving) <0748 -0.732
(0.934) (0.E1T)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) -0.481 -0.267
(0.843) (0.E1E)
Econ. Disadvantage (% in Poverty) =3.544%* -1.763*%
(1.033) (0.928)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -.245 -0.Z12
(0.Z01) (0.201)
Black -0.1Z1 0,039
10.234) (0.256)
Aslan-American -L.3EE -0.404
10.265) (0.2635)
Oither -0.495 0412
10.679) (0.677)
Mativity ( I=Foreign-bormn) -0.309 -(.297
(0.185) (0.154)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.199 -0.193
(0.132) (0.132)
Age LR L3
(0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HES Graduate 339 0318
(0. 19E5) (0. 19E)
Some College 0.714=== aal==
(0.196) (0.197)
College or More 1.G15==*= 1.308===
(0.Z1EK) (0.222
MMarried (1=married) (%) 0070 0056
(0. 129) (0.129)
Employed ( 1=emploved) 0,066 -0.073
(0.145) (0.145)
Household Income {logged) LURL 0.HE
(0.013) (0.013)
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) D428 -.444%
(0.135) (0.134)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident (LEP) -0.077 L0776
(0.Z13) (0.213)
Temp. Visa'Asylum 0055 -0.091
(0.376) (0.373)
Undocumented [LRTCE -0.51
(0.588) (0.246)
Constant =1.034%%* 1.316% 2.179* .63 0915
(0.204) (0.515) (0.E99) (0.58E8) (0.E92)
& (LR ] 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.2
Log likelihood -BEE.351 -R77.002 -BH6.655 -E09.948 -B07.289
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1776.702 1754.004 1733310 1619896 1614578
AlC 1782.701 1762003 1747310 1661897 1662578
BIC 1795 431 1782977 1784015 1772.011 1788 423

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2

MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
fp=l0s #¥p=0.0]1 *** po W]
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Tahble 1-12: Wave Z Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any SOCO Civic Engagement (N=1,39%)

Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Model 5§
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.756 0.216 -(.362 0.136 =0.306
(0.448) 10.447) 10.504) (0.361) (0.441)
Nativity Diversity -4 GTO*EE* =3.237** -1.452 -1.116
(1.003) {L995) (0.836) (0.E7E)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) -1.397 -1.264
10.945) (0.803)
Ethnoracial Composition (e Black) -(.587 =110
(LETL) (0.833)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) -3 BgwEx -2.154%
{1.059) (0.929)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.415* -0.383*
(0.200) (0.201)
Black -0.276 -0.114
(0.232) (0.256)
Aslan-American -0.447 -0 4bH4
(0.263) (0.264)
Other -(L.E24 -0.715
(0.714) (0.716)
Nativity { I=Foreign-born) -0.136 -0.122
{0.186) {0.187)
Gender ( 1=Female) -0.021 -0.017
(0.134) (0.134)
Age .00 1 0,001
(0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0387 0.370
(0.206) (0.207)
Some College 0.784=%= 0.733===
(0.202) (0.204)
College or More 1.a9y=== 1.579===
(0.219) (0.225)
Married { 1=married) (%) 0.029 0.024
(0.130) (0.132)
Employed ( 1=emploved) 0119 -0.123
(0.146) (0.147)
Household Income (logged) 03 02
(0.013) (0.013)
Fesidential Stability ( 1=moved) -0 465%* - 4EG***
(0.135) (0.121)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen})
Permanent Resident (LEP) 0141 -0.152
{0.222 (0.223)
Temp. Visa/Asylum o177y 0214
(0.378) (0.378)
Undocumented 0167 0214
(0.249) (0.251)
Constant =l 1Ghg*e* 1.054= 2.427== -0.167 1.156
(0.206) (0.519) (0L908) (0.577) (0.BE5)
& 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood -R6ILT1E -B50.296 -837.772 -7E3_RE7 =779.294
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance 1721.436 1704592 1675.544 1567.774 1558.588
AlC 1727.436 1708.593 1693 544 1607.774 oG, 58
BIC 1743. 166 1729.567 1730.249 1717.887 1732.434

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey., Wave 2
MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
=003 **p=0.01 *** pe ]
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Table 1-13: Wave 2 Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any POCO Civic Engagement (N=1,399)

Model 1 Maodel 2 Model 3 Muodel 4 Model 5
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.955 0.231 -0.033 =0.199 -0.193
(0.565) 10.541) 10.61I) (0.502) 10.594)
Nativity Diversity 5. 743 %% ~d GRIEEE -IR1T** -2.TEER
(1.104) (1.114) (1.0350) (1.099)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%% Non-moving) -0.098 -0.549
(1.146) (1.080)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) -1.22 -1.112
(1.14a) (1.189)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) =2.718* -L6E1
(1.31Z) (1.276)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups { Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.002 0.0z4
(0.251) (0.250)
Black <0201 <0018
(0.296) (0.324)
Asian-American -0.380 -(.383
(0.357) (0.357)
Other 0.491 0.594
0.755) (0.759)
Nativity { I=Foreign-born) -0a13* -0 G09%
(0.248) (0.248)
Gender ( I=Female) -0.434% “0.436%
(0. 169) (0. 169)
Age LIRTE] Rt LIRTE] Rt
(0.007) (0.007)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0. yag== 078"
(0.299) (0.301)
Some College 0.973== 0.a3g==
(0.298) (0. 166)
College or More 1.347=== 1.272%==
(0.309) 0.317)
Married [ 1=married) (%) LLRL I .02
(0.172) 10.174)
Employed ( I=emploved) 0.5958== 0.594==
0.213) 0.213)
Household Income (logged) 0022 0022
(0.017) (0.017)
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) -0.242 -0.244
[LIRE.2N (0L18Z)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LEP) 0.3 0023
(0.329) (0.329)
Temp. Visa/Asylum =0.244 -0.22
(0.649) (0.649)
Undocumented 0313 0367
(0.386) (0.390)
Constant -2 42IEEE 0398 0711 -IGT9%E -2.124
(0.277) (0.573) (1.06E) 10.769) (1.169)
oy (LR} [LX .5 .3 .3
Log likelihood -384.057 =372.070 -363.971 -320.942 -319.948
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 168,114 1144, 140 1131.942 10415584 1039 596
AlC 174,114 1152, 140 1145941 1083 885 1087.896
BIC 1189 845 1173.114 11826040 11493, 998 1213.740

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey., Wave 2
MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
=003 **p=0.01 *** pe ]
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Table 1-14: Wave X Social Ties Analyvsis—Farameters from NMultilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civie,
SOCO, and POCO Engagement (N=1.399)

Panel A: Any Civic

Engagement (N=1.399)

Fanel B: Any SOCC

Engagement (N=1,399)

Fanel C: Any POCO

Engagement (N=1.399)

Maodel 5 Madel & Maodel 5 Maodel 6 Maodel 5 Maodel 6 |
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity -0.204 0110 -.306 -0.200 -0.193 -L0E3
10.453) 10.452) 10.441) 10444 10.594) 10601
Mativity Diversity -1.589 -1. 706 -1l 16 -1.246 -2.TEB -2.892
(0.892) (0.893) {0.ETE) {0.8E6) 1 L.099) 11.115)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 0.015 .00z 005G
(0. 10E) (0110 10.145)
Friends Social Ties 0.266%% 0.334== 0.247=
(0095 0.097) 10.126)
Meighborhood Factors
Fesidential Stability (%% Non-mowving) -0.732 -0.743 -1.264 -1. 288 -0.549 568
{0LEL7) 10814 (0.803) {0.807) 1 L0800y 110O8R)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) -0.267 0245 -1 -0L0G2 -1.112 -1.075
(0LELE) 10.ELS) 10.833) 10,834 1L 189) 11.195)
Econ. Disadvantage (%4 HH on Public Asst.) -1.763* -1.701 -2.154* -2.079* -DGE] -.629
(0.928) 10.926) 10.929) 10,934 11.276) 11.289)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.212 -0.220 -0.383* -.380* -0002 O
(0,201 (0.202) (02017 10.204) 10.251) 10.254)
Black 0039 0079 -1 14 -0L0G2 -0.201 o017
10.256) 10.256) 10.256) 10,834 10.296) 10.327)
Asian-American -0.404 -0.356 -464 -0.406 -D.3E0 -0.323
10.265) 10.265) 10.264) 0.266) {0.357) 10.359)
Other 0412 -0.404 -.71S 0695 0.491 0.585
10.677) 10.679) (0.7 164) {0719 10.755) 10.763)
Mativity { I=Foreign-borm) -0.297 -0.291 -.122 0113 -G13* -DGl6*
(0. 1E4) 10.184) 10.1ET) {0.LET) 10.248) 10.249)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.193 -0.182 -7 -0.004 -434% -0.433%
10.132) 10.132) 10.134) (0.135) (0. 16G9) (01700
Age 0.3 0003 -0l -0l ao3|=== o032===
10.00E) 10.D0E) 10.00S) L0.005) 10007 10007
Education (reference=less than HS)
HE Graduate 0318 0318 0370 0375 0.78G=* 0.787=*=
(0. 198) 10.199) 10.207) {0.208) 10301 10.302)
Some College 0.661== G53== 0.733=== 0.720=== 0n.a3g== 0.a931="
10.197) (0. 198) 10,2047 {0.205) (0. 16G6) 10.3202)
College or More 1.508%== 1.508%== 1.57g=== 1.58g=== 1.272%=== 1.270===
(0.222 10.223) 10.225) {0.226) 10.317) (0.319)
Married ( 1=married) (%) 0056 0049 0024 ool 0002 -0L0Z0
10.129) 10.129) 10.132) {0.133) 10.174) 10.175)
Employed ( I=emplowved) -0.073 -4 -.123 -DLDET 0.504== 0.635==
10.145) 10.145) 10.147) (0. 145) 10.213) 10.215)
Household Income (logged) 0.00E OL00E 0002 0002 0022 0021
(0.013) (0.013) (0L013) (001 3) 10017 (0LDLE)
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) SR T SLU Bl QL RGEEs - 4GEeE -0.244 -0.22
10,134 10,134 10.121) (013 7) {0.182) {0.183)
Legal Status (reference=UL5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LRP) -0.076 =0.072 -.152 0149 0023 0052
(0.213) 10214 10.223) 10.224) 10.329) 10.331)
Temp. Visa/Asylum =0.091 0079 0214 0202 -0.224 -0.244
(0.375) 10.376) {0.378) {0.3TE) (0.649) 10.652)
Undocumented -.51 0113 0214 0. 165 0.367 0.347
10.246) 10.246) 10.251) {0.252) (0390 10.392)
Constant 0915 0662 1.156 0.847 -2.124 2441+
{0.E92) {0.E95) {0.EES) {0.E95) L. 16%9) 1L.184)
o 0.2 o1 o0 o0 o3 0.3
Log likelihood -E07.289 -B02_989 -779.294 -772.977 -519.948 -517.305
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance 1614578 1605978 1558.588 1545954 1039 896 1034610
AlC 1662578 1657.979 1606589 1597953 1087 896 1086610
BIC 1788.423 1794 310 1732 434 1734284 1213.740 1222942

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Sp=0.05 #*p<0.01 *** pe0 M ]
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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

[ 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 O representing “neighbors can’t be trusted.” In effect, this study models the
probability of neighborhood trust. Respondents who indicated “strongly agree,” or “agree,” on

9 ¢¢

the original item received a value of 1 and individuals who indicated “disagree,” “strongly
disagree," or "unsure," received a value of 0.!4
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

4 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.!> 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

fi =1_ZSEE
k

Where Sy 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
fi=1- Z ki
k

Where Sy 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.

151 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,'® 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).!” 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 T 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, [ 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

80



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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Table 2-1: Wave | Weighted Descriptives of Analvtic Sample

Individual-Level Variables (N=21.417)

Independent Variables
Ethnoracial Groups (o)

White 36.32
Latino/as 35.58
Black 10.29
Asian 154
(Other 2.41
Mativity (% Forelgn-born) 40,98
Crender (%% Female) 46.16
Age (mean) 3975
Education

Less than HS 2227
HS Graduate (12 vears) 22035
Some College (12-15 years) 3066
College Degree+ ( 16+ years) 25.02
Married (% married) 46.90
Employed (% emploved) 06,93
Household Income (median) 22 4
Residential Stability (% moved within last 2 28.37

Legal Status (%)

US Citizen 73.52
Fermanent Resident {LFE) 12.36
Temp Visa/Asylum 349
Undocumented B.02

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |

88



Table 2-2: Wave 2 Weighted Descriptives of Analvtic Sample

Individual-Level Yariables {(N=1.399)

Independent Variahles
Ethnoracial Groups (%)

White 35.21
Latino/as 40014
Black 517
Aslan 14.95
(Other 1.52
Mativity (%6 Foreign-borm) 46.01
Gender (% Female) 43 69
Age (mean) iz
Education

Less than HS 23.05
HS Graduate (12 wvears) 18,93
Some College (12-15 years) 26.12
College Degree= {16+ years) 31.90
Married (% married) 297
Employed (%6 emploved) ar. 1%
Household Income (mean) 530,922
Fesidential Stability (% moved witl 3B.05

Legal Status (o)

US Citizen 7128
Permanent Resident (LPE) 11.93
Temp Visa/Asylum 1.95
Undocumented 432

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 2-3: Wave 1 Neighborhood Trust by Ethnoracial and Nativity Status (N=1.417)

t-ﬂr-.mgl:;I Fhsugrcc Disagree (%) Unsure (%) Agree (%) h1|‘nn__ullg.i' Agree

%) i i (%)
Whites 243 11.41 044 T0.95 8.73
Blacks 348 1934 .94 308 344
Latino/as 311 23.68 823 60,79 417
Aslan 1.95 1422 872 0. 59 7.23
Other Race .44 1231 B.61 R4 1118
Mative Bom 426 15.52 742 04,24 8535
Foreign Bom .40 19.23 §.54 3. 72 380
Total 309 17.05 8.0 63.26 6.61

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wawve 1

Table 2-4: Wave I Neighborhood Trust by Ethnoracial and Nativity Status (N=1.399)

Strongly Disagree
b ‘L“{'"_] = Disagree (%) || Unsure (%o) | Agree (%) Strongly Agree (%)
]
Whites 363 2.20 27.71 35.43 10,949
Blacks 24 16,349 2835 4340 .4
Latino/as 1.8 12.07 26.59 33.02 6.52
Aslan 281 3449 24.1 6. 1 349
Other Race .30 0D 46,74 1.96 ALY
Mative Bomn 2.26 663 28.91 32.87 431
Foreign Bom 3.09 840 26.72 35.28 (.43
Total 264 7.449 27.940 3397 RG]

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 2

Mote: The percentages for "Other race” scems odds, but it's because there are only
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Table 2-5: Wave | Neighborhood Trust by Education (N=2,417)

Strongly Disagree (%) || Disagree (%) Unsure (%o} || Agree (%) || Srongly Agree (Yo)

Less than High

s Tl e 2.9% 2533 9,58 57.82 3.99
School

High School . 46 21.68 .19 39.03 .64

Some College 2.29 15.16 598 67.75 582
College 1.2 4 .72 7432 956

Total 30 17.05 LRLY 6:5.26 f.61

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |

Table 2-6: Wave I Neighborhood Trust by Education (N=1,399)

Strongly Disagree (%) || Disagree (%) Unsure (o) Agree (%o) | Strongly Agree (%)

Less than High

e T e 3.26 11.76 26.00 53.02 5.95
School

High School 138 171 28.63 54.19 4.08

Some College 2.66 127 30.95 4996 %16
College 293 2.06 26.33 57.82 10,83

Total 2.64 744 26.35 3782 8.

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Figure 2-1: Wave 1 Neighborhood Trust by
Ethnoracial and Nativity Diversity
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Figure 2-2: Wave 2 Neighborhod by
Ethnoracial and Nativity Diversity
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Tahle 2-T: Wave | Neighborhood Trust by Legal Status (N=21,417)
Strongly Digagree (%) || Disagree (%) Unsure (%) Agree (%) Strongly Agree (%)
Citizen 350 14.62 B.08 63,78 §.02
LFR 1.93 19.57 7.24 67.92 3.05
Temporary .59 27.11 5.05 6450 245
Undocumented 2.06 006 2.6l i L.00
Total 3.0 17.05 B0 3,26 6.61

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Table 2-8: Wave I Neighborhood Trust by Legal Status (N=1,399)

Strongly Disagree (%) || Disagree (%o) Unsure (%) Agree (%) Strongly Agree (%n)
Citizen 2.58 (.27 2780 5497 838
LFR 3.4 11.41 217 3319 4.63
Temporary 2.63 2731 2133 20.52 272
Undocumented 2.58 816 29.54 3.8 791
Total 204 7.49 27.90 33497 .00

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 2-9: Wave | Neighborhood Trust by Social Ties (N=2,417)

Kin Ties Strongly Disagree ()|  Disagree (%) Unsure (%) Agree (o) Strongly Agree (Ya)
Maone (%) 232 16.53 &0 6. 01 T3
A few (o) 3.50 149,03 .79 62.1% 549
Many or Most of
Ay or Vst o 231 14.83 7.79 69.42 5.6

all of them (%)

Friendship Ties Strongly Disagree (%)| Disagree (%) Unsure (%a) Agree (%) Strongly Agree (o)
Mone (%) 347 211 12.08 61.11 224
A Tew (o) 283 16.33 709 64,57 6. 76
Many or Most of
zl.n}. o m. ’ 328 1.8 343 6718 14.31
all of them (%)
Total 309 17.03 a.00 63.26 6.61

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |

Table 2-10: Wave 2 Neighborhood Trust by Social Ties (N=1,399)

them {%4)

Kin Ties Strongly Disagree (%) | Disagree (o) Unsure (%) Agree (%) || Strongly Agree (%)
Maone (%) 3.52 648 26.03 5731 063
A few (o) .69 %04 345 4343 11.74
Many or Most of all of
iy ar Aostatate 0.41 1037 19.53 62.02 7.66

Friendship Ties Strongly Digagree (%) || Disagree (o) Unsure (%) deree (o) || Strongly Agree (M)
Mone (%) 254 792 3487 45.51 615
A few (M) 333 7.33 510 3710 6.91
[:s:]n}';:]m“ atallot 0.42 6.16 20.93 56.07 16.42
Total 2.64 749 27.90 53.97 B

Source: Los Angeles Famuly and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 2-11: Wave | Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Neighborhood Trost (N=2.417)

Maodel 1 Madel 2 Madel 3 Madel & Madel § Madel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.490 0.524 0.6ED 0.737 0862 LR
10.6ES) 10.629) 10.542) 10.594) 10.537) (0.529)
Mativity Diversity R K S -3 Hq5ee - 32REwE -3 651 -3.535%*
11.535) {1.283) 11.512) 11.304) 11.284)
Social Ties
Ein Social Ties LR
008D
Friends Social Ties 4ug===
{0.076)
Meighhorhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 2017 1.947= 1.932=
10.935) 10.924) {0.908)
Ethnoracial Composition (7% Black) -1.498 =1.176 -1.043
1 1.069) 1 1.065) 11.048)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) “(LHIEE* “(LsE*** “(LsE***
{0.016) {0.016) {0.016)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.005 -0.037 -0.107
{0.1E5) 0. 1E4) {0.1ES)
Black -0.236 -0.129 -0.136
10.214) 10.214) {0.216)
Aslan-American -0.321 -0.356 -0.359
{0.238) 10.235) 10.237)
Other -06G3E -0.636 -0.675
10.403) 10.403) 104109
Mativity { I=Foreign-bormn) o101 0133 0181
{0.168) {0.167) 10, 169)
Ciender | 1=Female) -0.231* -0.231* -.229%
10.102) (0. 102) (0. 103)
Age 0.022=== no2)=== 0O22===
(0004 (0,004 (0,004
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate -(L0O8S =094 =094
{0.138) {0 138) (0. 139)
Some College 0171 0138 0145
10.149) (0. 149) {0.151)
College or More 288 0.25% 0.298
10.192) (0. 190) 10.192)
Married ( 1=married) (%) LURI ] LER 0056
(0.102) (0. 102) (0. 103)
Employed ( I=emplowved) o169 o158 o83
(0. 109) 10109 (0.1 10y
Household Income (logged) LR R 0ola ooL3
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) -0.216* -.214* -0.1432
(0. 10E) (0L 10E) (0109
Legal Stams (reference=ULS. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LEFP) 132 o146 . el
{0.173) {0.172) {0.175)
Temp. Visa/Asylum 326 0334 0289
10.244) 10.243) 10.247)
Undocumented 321 0351 0348
10.191) (0. 190) 10.193)
Constant 0071 J.519=== 1.776* 2. 0.507 =0.009
{0L6ES) {0LE19) {0.E61) {0.E32) {.E98) {.EE9)
LTI o9 .8 0.5 o7 0.5 0.5
Log likelihood -1433.661 -1424 405 -1406.665 -1386.552 1370948 -1348.153
Model Fit Statisties
Deviance 2867322 2E48.810 2813330 2773104 2741.896 2696306
AlC 2873323 2856.810 2827330 2815104 2TR9. 897 2748306
BIC 290,694 2879971 2B6T.B62 2936, T 2928, 864 2RUE. 853

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey. Wave 1

Motes: Standard errors im parentheses
*p=0.05 **p<0.01 *** p=0.001
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Table 2-12: Wave 2 Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Neighborhood Trust (N=1,399)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model &
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity -0.365 -0.739 -0.993 0.365 -0.670 -0.571
(0459} (0.467) (0.537) (D.434) (D.521) (0.573)
Mativity Diversity -3.176"" -1.702 -2.932== -1.835 -2.060
(1.109) (1.095) (1.068) (1.081) (1.099)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties -0.116
(D.108)
Friends Social Ties 0.424%*=
(D.097)
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%% Non-mowving) 0.287 0.352 0.397
(1.033) (D.989) (1.004)
Ethnoracial Compaosition {2 Black) -1.604 -0.752 -0.731
(D.865) (D.885) (D.894)
Econ. Disadvantage [% in Powverty) -3.577=" -3.337=" -3.215%*
(1.087) (1.073)) (1.088)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference}
Latino/as 0.022 0.105 0.114
(0.218) [0.Z16) (0.219)
Black -0.838=" -0.539*= -0.492
(0.254) [0.265) (0.268)
Asian-American 0.018 -0.023 0.035
(D.286) (D.283) (D.285)
Other -2.131*~ -1.955" -1.897"~
(D.851) (D.851) (D.858)
Mativity [1=Foreign-born) 0028 004 00611
(0.192) (D.189) (D.191)
Gender | 1=Female} -0.199 -0.185 -0.155
(0.132) (D.131) (0.132)
Ape 0.019%*= 0.017** 0.016**
(0.0as) (o.oas) (0.0a0s)
Education {reference=less than HS5}
H5 Graduate -0.089 -0.129 -0.134
(D.186) (D.185) (0.187)
Some College 0.085 0.145 0.139
(o.191) [0.227) (0.193)
College or More 0.308 0.145 -0.012
(0.227) (0. 227) (0.193)
Married {1=married) (%) 0.285* 0.225 0.225
(D.126) (D.128) (0.127)
Employed {1=employead) 0052 0.030 0.072
(0.142) (D.141 (D.142)
Household Income {logged) 0003 0000 0000
(0.013)) (D.013) (D.013)
Residential Stability [1=mowed) -0.391=*= -0.439== -0.410%*
(0.139) (D.138) (0.138)
Legal Status (reference=L.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident [LRP) -0.105 -0.079 -0.091
(0.196)) [o.195) (0.197)
Temp. Wisa/ Asylum -0.371 -0.288 -0.329
(0.353) (0.351) (D.355)
Undocumented 0.227 0.318 0.256
(D.224) (D.223)) (D.225)
Coanstant 0.303 1.829%* 1987+ 0.925 1.208 0.881
(D.Z210) (0.575) (D.993) (0.672) (1.037) (1.055)
(a7 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5
Log likelihood -923 801 -919.784 -901.421 -B83.663 -B71_888 -533.010
Model Fit Statistics
Devianee 1847.602 1839.568 1802.842 1767.326 1743.776 1066.020
Al 1853.601 1847.567 1816.841 1809.326 1791. 777 1776.043
BIC 1869.332 1986.541 1853.5465 1919.44 1917.621 1912.374

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 2
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
*p=0.05 **p<0.01 *** p=0.001
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CHAPTER 3: CIVIC "FITNESS": THE EFFECTS OF NATIVITY IN SHAPING
NEIGHBORHOOD CIVIC OUTFCOMES AND TRUST
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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 [ 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,

105



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
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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 index!®, 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;

'8 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.

110



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

112



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 O 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, Bagqir, 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.!® As previously mentioned, higher values on each of these indices represent more

diversity within the neighborhood. The two diversity indices are operationalized as follows:

191 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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Ethnoracial Diversity Index
fi=1- Z ki
k

Where Sy 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
fi=1- Z ki
k

Where Sy 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,? 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).?' [ use the percentage of African Americans

in the census tract to measure neighborhoods’ ethnoracial composition.

20 T 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.
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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, [ 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, [ 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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1.22 When we examine different types of engagement, nativity diversity seems to affect only

leve
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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Table 3-1: Wave 1| Weighted Descriptives of Foreign-Born Analviic Sample

Individual-Level ¥Variables {(MN=1.286)

Ethnoracial Groups (o)

White oG
Latino/as 6058
Black 2.28
Asnan Z7. 16
Other 092
Country or Fegion of Birth
hexican 44 59
Central American 12.85
East and South Asia 24 .81
All Onher FB 17.45
Cender (%% Female) 45 42
Age (mean) 39T
Education
Less than HS 40,95
HS Graduate (12 wvears) 17.37
Some College (12-15 yvears) 2099
College Degree= ( 16+ years) 2045
Married ("% married) 5014
Employed (%% emplowved) G67.76
Houschold Income {median) 517,04
Fesidential Stability (%o mowved within last 2 years) 32.1
Legal Status [%o)
IS Citizen 3985
Permanent Resident { LPR) 305940
Temp Visa'Asyium 545
Undocumentad 2082
MNeighborhood Characteritics of Foreign-Born Sample
MNeighborhood Turnover (%0 occupying same dwelling as in
1905 i tract) (median) 409 77
Meighborhood Disadvantage (%% of HH receiving public asst) (m 10011
Meighborhood Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) (mean) 7.68
(% Latinoafa) {(mean) 63.38
%0 White ) {mean) 17.03
%0 APL (mean) o600
Immigrant Composition (% foreign-born in tract) (mean) 45.80
Facial Heterogeneity Index (medman}) .40
MNativity Heterogeneity Index (median) .48

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey., Wave 1
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Table 3-2: Wave | Weighted Descriptives of Native-Born Analytic Sample

Individual-Level Variables (N=1.135)

Ethnoracial Groups (%)

White 35.53
Latino/as I7.78
Black 16.23
Aslan T.03
Other 344
Gender (% Female) 47 .06
Age (mean) 3T
Education

Less than HS .38
HS Graduate (12 vears) 25.03
Some College (12-13 years) T.22
College Degree+ (16+ years) 2836
Married (%o married) 44.72
Employed (% emploved) 635 86
Household Income {median) 520300
Residential Stability (% moved within last 2 years) 259

Neighborhood Characteritics of Foreign-Born Sample

Meighborhood Turnover (% occupying same dwelling as in 1995

in tract) (median) 53.40
Neighborhood Disadvantage (% of HH receiving public asst) (me: 7.28
Neighborhood Ethhnaracial Composition (% Black) (mean) 8.91
(% Latino/a) {mean) 43.52

(%0 White) (mean) 3340

(% APL (mean) 11.04

Immigrant Compaosition (% foreign-bam in tract) (mean) 3288
Racial Heterogeneity Index (median) .51
Mativity Heterogeneity Index (median) .45

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1
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Table 3-3: Wave 2 Weighted Descriptives of Foreign-Born Analytic Sample

Individual-L.evel Variables (N=742)

Ethnoracial Groups (%)

White T.32
Latino/as GR.24
Black .35
Msian 22.52
Orther 1.57

Country or Region of Birth

hexican S04
Central American 15.14
East and South Asia 2088
All Other FB 13.35
Gender (%% Female) 44 20
Augme (mean) 44 51
Education

Less than HS 43 B0
HS Graduate { 12 wvears) 17.80
Some College (12-15 vears) 14.77
College Degree~ ( 16+ wvears) 23.62
hlarried ("o married) 52.13
Employed (%% employved) 65 .45
Household Incoime (meamn) 523,540
Fesidenuial Stability (%o moved within last 2 vears) A0.8B5

Legal Stams (o)

LIS Citizen S.62
Fermanent Resident {LPERE ) 2593
Temp Visa Asylom 228
Undocumented 20.27

Neig;hhurhuud Characteritics of Fureign-Bnrn Sample (N=X50)

Meighborhood Turnover (% occupying same dwelling as

i 1995 in tract) (median) G4 .65

Meighborhood Disadvantage (% of HH receiving public assi 19.88
Meighborhood Ethnoracial Composition (%6 Black) (mean) 9.02

(2= Latino/a) {mean) E1.57

%0 White) {mean) 20445

% APL}{mean) 11.53

Immigrant Composition (%o foreign-borm in tract) (mean) 3016
Facial Heterogeneity Index (median) .45
Mativity Heterogeneity Index (median) .47

Source: Laos Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey., Wawve 2
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Table 3-4: Wave I Weighted Descriptives of Native-Born Analytic Sample

Individual-Level Yariables (N=657)

Ethnoracial Groups (%)

White 38.97
Latino/as 16.2
Black 14.53
Asian 8.3
Other .48
Gender (% Female) 43 18
Age (mean) 300
Education
Less than HS o.8e
HS Graduate (12 vears) 19 89
Some College (12-15 years) 3579
College Degree~ ( 16+ years) 3896
Married (% married) 308
Employed (% emploved) 63.13
Household Income (mean) 539,004
Residential Stability (% moved within last 2 years) 35.67

Neighborhood Characteritics of Foreign-Born Sample (N=131)

Meighborhood Turnover (% occupying same dwelling as

in 1995 in fract) {median} 64,04
Meighborhood Disadvantage (% of pop. In poverty) (mean) 17.74
Meighborhood Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) {mean) 10.67
[% Lating/a) {mean) 49.71

%0 White ) (mean} 29.32

(% APL) {mean} 12.76

Immugrant Composition (% foreign-horn in tract) {mean) i34
Racial Heterogeneity Index (median) 49
Mativity Heterogeneity Index (median) .44

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 3=-5: Wave | Foreign-Born Civic Engagement. SCCCO, and PORCCO
Engagement by Nationality and Legal Status (N=1.286)

Civically S0C0 FOCO
Engaged {percent) {;‘;“I'E;f]:ﬂ Engaged {percent)
1936 1534 243
hexican 13.63 105 469
East and Souwth Asian 3567 2842 1337
Adl Orther FBE 4058 3733 12.02
Citizen 3G 15 3037 12.08
LFR 21.51 17.55 .08
Temp 15.70 1581 5.50
Undocumented 1037 1020 323
Total 24.54 2082 T.B3

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Tahle 3-6: Wave | Mative-Born Civic Engagement, SOC0O, and POCO
Engagement by Ethnoracial Status (N=1,135)

Civically

Engaged (percent)

SOCCY

Engaged (percent)

POCO)

Engaged (percent)

Whites 51.25 4594 24.72
Blacks 41.72 399 18.58
Latino/as 32.19 27.3 15.89
Asian 53.76 46.43 26.4%
Other Race 3511 32.42 17.05
Total 46.04 32.80 22.01

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |
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Table 3-T: Wave I Foreign-Born Civic Engagement. SOCCy, and FOWCCy
Engagement by Nationality and Legal Status (N=T42)

Civically S0 POy
Engaged
Engaged (percent) 1_[::?1::]11} Engaged (percent)

Mhlexican 26.25 2222 12.14
Central Aamerican 15.72 14.62 2.50
East and Sowuth

=hand ol 39.10 35.96 10.08
Asian
All Oriher FB 4515 41.61 2542
Citizen IT.RT G433 13.04
LPR 21.70 1887 T .46
Temp 20.97 2097 LA |
Undocumented 22.50 16,42 13.75
Total 20 54 2714 12 1+

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wawve 2

Table 3-8: Wave I Native-Born Civiec Engagement, SOCO, and POCO
Engagement by Ethnoracial Status (N=657)

Civically SOCO POCO
Engaged (percent) i';';‘lg“:f;ﬂ Engaged {percent)

Whites 57.37 51.12 I8.08
Blacks 46.74 43.67 24.07
Latino/as 3048 32.2 15.93
Aslan 54.62 45.79 32.99
Other Race 33 3l.41 3.T9
Total 52.30 46.51 32.37

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 3-9: Wave | Foreign-Born Neighborhood Trust by
Nationality and Legal Status (N=1,286)

Meighborhood
Trust {percent)

Central American 02.44
Mexican 63,38
East and South Asian 716.67
All Other FB 76.17
Citizen 77.38
LPR 68.57
Temp (.93
Undocumented 813
Total 69.77

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave |

Table 3-10: Wave | Native-Born Neighborhood Trust by
Ethnoracial Status (N=1.135)

MNelghborhood
Trust {percent)

Whites 79,39
Blacks 03.6Y9
Latino/as 0343
Aslan 08,860
Other Race 0387
Total T2.8

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1
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Table 3-11: Wave 2 Foreign-Born Neighborhood Trust by Nationality and Legal Status (N=742)

Strongly

Disagree (“o)

Unsure [%a)

Agree (%)

Strongly Agree

Disagree (o) [0
Central American 1.61 12.58 21.24 5601 8.55
Mexican 2.39 519 28.27 54,49 6,65
East and South Asian 438 4.34 22.54 G1.21 7.53
All Other FB 5.41 11.11 34.05 47.65 1.77
Citizen 3.31 536 2525 50 54 .24
LFPR 3 11.41 2177 53,19 4.63
Temp 4.9] 47 .86 15,9 25.54 2,78
Undocumented 258 8. 16 2954 5l.a T.91
Total 3,04 546 26,72 5528 6,45

Sowrce: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2

Table 3-11: Wave I Native-Born Neighborhood Trust by Ethnoracial Status (N=657)

Strongly

Disagree (%)

Unsure (%)

Strongly Agree

Disagree (Ya) (%)
Whites 299 1.54 27.05 56.06 12.06
Blacks 244 16.66 29.49 4379 1.61
Lating/as 0.61 15.41 28.41 47.08 548
Aslan 0.0 1.32 341 0631 2.14
(Other Race 248 {100 93.79 3.73 01.00
Total 2.26 (.03 2891 52.87 .31

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
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Table 3=-13: Wave 1 Foreign-Born Meighborhood Kin and Friendship Social Ties
by MNationalityv/Region of Birth (VWWeighted) (N=1.286)

Kin Ties

Mone (%) A few (o) Mlamy or Most of Adl (%40
Central American 357 3257 3. 86
Mexican 56.56 3647 G. 97
South and East Aslan 7602 18,8506 .12
Oither FB Born G901 2513 580
Total Gl A6 29 652 592

Friendship Ties

MNone (%) A few (o) Mlamy or Most of All (%)
Central American 20 91 5T.85 16.25
hlexican 20 87 5627 13 .86
South and East Asian 31446 5314 15.4
Other FB Born 30.72 1.7 17.31
Total 29 85 54.51 15.64

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wawve 1

Table 3-14: Wawve | MNative-Born Meighborhood Kin and Friendship
Social Ties by Ethnoracial Status (VWeighted) (MN=1.135)
Kin Ties

None (%0 Ao few (o) Mlany or Most of ALl (%)
W hites s =4 16,349 2.77
Blacks 7361 21.52 4. 87
Latino/as G51.51 3062 T.RT
Asian F4.42 20 86 4,72
Oither Face =53 .64 16.346 LR
Total T5.87 20 .07 4 MG

Friendship Ties

None (%n) A few (o) Mhlany or lost of ALl (%)
W hites 30 93 53.249 15.78
Elacks 386 4T 62 13.78
Lartino/as Z21.21 5604 2275
Asian Z 1.5 T1.MG =87
Dither Race 3258 55 0 10 .44
Total 29 851 542 15 00

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey., Wawve 1
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Table 3-15: Wave 2 Foreign-Born Neighborhood Kin and Friendship
Social Ties by Nationalitv/Region of Birth (Weighted) (M=T42)

Kin Ties
- . R hlany or Most of
MNone (%) A few [(Yo) All (%)
Central American Gl 8 2524 O 06
MMexican 55,54 34 73 6,93
South and East Asian TT. 80 1922 3.049
Oither FB Bormn al.6 17.74 .66
Total GG, 44 2782 G923

Friendship Ties

hlany or Most of

MNone (%) A few (o) All (%)
Central American 2411 33.39 22.5
hMexican 31.64 55.73 12.63
South and East Asian 53298 30.41 15.61
Oither FB Born 363l 53,85 o El
Total 35.59 S0.07 14 34

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wawve 2

Table 3-16: Wave X NMative-Born Meighborhood Kin and Friendship
Social Ties by Ethnoracial Status (Weighted) (MN=657)

MNone | %0l

Kin Ties

A fewe (o)

hlanmy or Most of

AUl ()
W hites T7.43 17.94 4.63
Blacks T TG 283 .94
Lanno/as S6. 14 35.al1 &5.25
Asian 7177 27 .86 .37
Other Race 31.19 G753 1.2%
Total T1.82 23 o2 4 26

Friendship Ties
. . s hlanmy or Most of

MNonme { %) A fewr (o) All (%8)

W hites 32 .34 51.61 165 MG
Blacks 723 S8.37 4 A
Latino/as 2895 47 .95 2310
Asian 7T.21 51.11 1.68
Other Race A4 03 54 649 1.28
Total 33.95 52 02 1403

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wawve 2
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Table 3-17: Wave | Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civic, SOCO, and POCO
Engagement by Foreign-born and Native-born Samples

FOREIGN-BORN SAMPLE (N=1.2806)

NATIVE-BORN SAMPLE (N=1.135)

Fanel A: Fanel B: Fanel C:
Any Civie Any SOCO Any POCO
Engagement Engagement Engagement

Fanel A: Fanel B: Fanel C:
Any Civie Any SO0 Any POCO
Engagement Engagement Engagement

Maodel 6 Maodel 6 Maodel 6 Maodel 6 Madel 6 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity -0.707 LXK -1 .805* 0.524 0265 040z
(0.574) (0.603) (OLETS) (0.443) (0.451) 10.542)
MNativity Diversity -2 444 -1.915 1.458 -1.755% -1.279 =3 I TE***
(1.487) (1.552) (Z.ORK) (0809 (0.815) (0.944)
Social Ties
Ein Social Ties -0.075 -0.045 LU I B 0162 0191 oLAsT
(0.126) (10.132) (0.214) (0.119) (0.123) (0.144)
Friends Social Ties 0D.5R3=== haZER=== . SE0=== 0307 H335== n.275%
(0.123) (0.129) 10.205) (0.099) (0.102) (0.123)
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% NMon-moving 0267 0201 2993 0.408 0396 LLRE
(0.944) (1.047) (1.562) (0.695) 10.695) (D.R00)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) 0264 0579 34358 o.115 o424 o218
(1.198) (1.130) (1.731) (0.995) (1.024) (0.279)
Econ. Disadvantage 0264 0.00S 0028 0013 -0z =0.000
(1.198) (0.017) (0L02T) (0.015) (0.016) (0.020)
Immigrant Individual Factors
Mationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
hexican -0.G00* -0.6Z9* =0.390
(0.282) (0.310) (0.468)
Central American 0456 -0.355 -0_870
(0.303) (0.3 10) (0.596)
South and East Asian -0 248 =0.401 n214
(0.270) (0.279) (0.392)
Legal Status {reference=1U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident (LREP) -0.239 -(.185 0131
(0.196) (0.207) (0.331)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0_385 -0.039 V222
(0.305) (0.319) (0.507)
Undocumented -0.651* -0.516 -G48
(0.264) (0.279) (0.502)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.447% -1.533%* o150
(0.183) (0189 (0.226)
Black 0183 -0069 233
(0.222 (0.226) (0.279)
Aslan-Aamerican 003l -0.057 0472
(0.328) (0.327) (0.373)
Other -0.079 -0008 (LR Ei)]
(0.424) (0.430) (0.534)
Gender { 1I=Female) -0.092 -0.039 -0.570* ooEl LU Br -0 137
(0. 168) (0.178) (0.276) (0.135) (0.137) (O.16G1)
Age =0.001 -0.003 0ozl QLX) oDz DOz3===
10007 ) 0,007 ) (001 Z) 10.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0. 162 0361 -0.598 -0.076 -0.132 -0, 109
(0.235) (0.245) (0.519) (0_249) (0_265) (0370
Some College 0. 76aE=== 0. 752%== LA ¥ O S0 hGa33= 0.524
(0.238) (0.253) (0.412) (0.240) 10.252) 10.349)
College or hore 1.252%=== 1.430 O g 1.Z001=== 1.294=== 1.3 ===
(0.274) (0.287) (0.448) (0.270) (0.Z79) (0.371)
harried ( 1=married) (%) -0.147 0178 0113 0065 -0045 o156
(0.163) (0.172) (0.283) (0.143) (0.143) (0.172)
Employed { I=emploved) -0.107 -0 346 0.945= 0239 LR | oaln===
(0.179) (O.187) (0,283 (0.157) (0.159) (0.215)
Household Income (logged) 00565 DO7y=== o.o7Te= 039 LUK Uiedes 0
(0.024) (0.026) (0.041) (0.019) (0.019) (0.024)
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) -0.139 -0 Z08 0316 <0 344% -0.322* -0.296
(0.181) (0.192) (0.315) (0.157) (0.161) (0.202)
Constant 0526 ~1.298 =5 _2RGEr =1.166 ~1.153 -3 S54G%es
(1.080) (1.135) (1.687) (0.721) (0.T28) (0.E96)
1y 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood =575.50%9 -529.578 =236.42Z1 -692 543 675106 =511.Z11
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1151018 1059156 472 842 13850806 1350.212 1022 422
AlC 1199 018 1107.155 SZ0.541 1429 087 1394212 1ro6.421
BIC 1322.841 1230.978 644 664 1539, 843 1504, 969 1177178

Source: Los Angeles Family and NMeighborhood Survey., Wawve 1
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=l0S #*p=0.0]1 *** p=0.0101]
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Table 3-18: Wave 2 Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Civic, SO0C0, and POCO
Engagement by Foreign-born and Native-born Samples

FOREIGN-BORN SAMPLE (N=T742)

NATIVE-BORN SAMPLE (N=657)

FPanel Ac: FPanel B: Pamel C: Fanel A: FPanel B: Anyv Pamel C:
Amny Civic Any SOCO Any POCO Any Civic SO0 Any POCO
Engagement Engagement Engagement ] Engagement Engagement Engagement
Maodel & Maodel & Maodel & Model & Madel & Maodel &
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0947 -0.7EQ -1.492 0629 231 o.Boe
(0.623) (0.645) (1.000) (0.652) (0.649) (0.TRE)
=4.016* =4 403%* - B95** 0777 0026 =2.065
11.618) (1.658) {2.228) (1.069) 11.067) {1.271)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 0.o076 0031 0357 -0.048 -0.030 0002
0.152) (0.158) 10.246) (0.155) (0.157) (0.187)
Friends Social Ties 0249 0369 [LXE) B .30z on.2oa= A4z3==
(0,137 10.143) (0222 (0.137) (0.137) (0.161)
MNeighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%% Non-mowving) -1.78Z -1.987 ST 0131 -0.847 -0.590
(1.1586) (1.232) (1.9584) (1.098) (1.092) (1.308))
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) 0527 =0.203 1.136 =1.026 =(.255 =2 TGE
(1.157) (1.243) (1.819) (1.167) (1.180) (1.684)
Econ. Disadvantage -1.457 -0.203 0374 -1.654 -2.212 -0.311
(1.277) (1.332) 2.075) (1.335) (1.354) (1.702)
Immigrant Individual Factors
MNationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mhexican -.273 0218 -0 269
10.343) 10.353) 10.510)
Central Aamerican 0308 -0 226 0771
10.372) {0.383) 10.593)
South and East Asian -.315 -0.258 -0 380
03710 (0.3T8) 10.542)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
FPermanent Resident (LEP) 0199 -0.271 as
(02200 (0.231) 10.359)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0.503 -0.356 =0 B
10498 (0.505) (1.114)
Undocumented -0 184 -0.091 02046
(02700 (0.Z80) 10.447)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference}
Lartino/as 0165 ~0 A4 o054
(0.245) 10.247) 10.293)
Black 0297 0056 0266
(0.295) 10.296G) {0.358)
Aslan-Aamerican 0124 -0.391 LU B 5]
(04037 (0.407) 10.467)
Other 0143 =0 Z90 1.30:0
(0.751) (0.765) 10.534)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.097 -0.0Z1 0398 0251 0026 0441 *
10,193 10,2007 10.301) (0. 186) (0L 18T) (0.213)
Age =004 =0.006 0032 LR =0.001 034===
(0L00E) (0.00E]) (001 3) 10,007 ) 10007 (0U00E)
Education (reference=less than HS})
HES Graduate 0514 .A8G= 1.461=== LEX iR O 305 -0.293
102467 (0.Z58) 10.404) (0.368) (0.406) 10.463)
Some College 355 0382 1.457== 0.e97T= LURE S =004
(0.286) (0.298) 10.461) (0.339) 10.376) 10.424)
College or More 1.471=== 1.o01=*= 1. 457=" 1.51F=== 1.729=*= A8E
03310 (0.339) (0.538) (0.371) (0.401) 10.445)
Married ( 1=married) (%) 0,107 -0.205 L08R 0.202 0243 0045
(0.185) (0.192) 10.302) (0. 18T (0. 188) (0222
Employed { I=employed) L 0016 0. 744= 0198 -0.Z6 Do60e=
102067 (0.214) (0.386) (0.Z18) (0.219) (0.271)
Household Income (logged) LX) el o010 (LR | LUK <0l (R
(0.019) (0.020) (0.032) (0.019) (0.019) (0022
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) -0.241 -0.276 0O73 0. 547%* - SET** -.333
10194 (0.202) 10.324) (01907 10.192) 10.231)
Constant 2.616 2.7TEE =1.56G0 0514 0173 2415
(1.384) (1429 (2.087) (1.225) 11.238) (1.498)
oy 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.3
Log likelihood =395 K18 =379 584 186401 =396.397 =392 164 -316.135
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance TO1.636 T3 168 ITZ.R0Z TRZ. 794 THA 328 G3IZZT0
AlC BIG.6306 TR 168 42008 836,794 B2H.323 676267
BIC as50.261 0179z 531.425 G35.523 QZ27.057 TT4.909

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wawve 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
=p<l.05 **p<=0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 3-19: Wawves 1 and 2 Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Neighborhood Trust by
Foreign-born and Native-born Samples

WAVE 1 WAVE 2
Foreign-bhormn Mative-horn
Sample Samlel Foreign-born Mative-bhorn Sample
(N=1.Z86) (N=L1,135) Sample (N=T4Z) (N=6B5T)
Model G Madel 6 MNlodel & Madel &
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.67TE . 740 -0.352 295
(0_497) (07447 (OB (O953)
MNativity Diversity -1.657 . 156* -5.315 ~-1.384
1463 11.603) 2.9384G) 11.753)
Social Ties
Ein Social Ties LR ] -004s -0.047 -L1L7
0. 105) (0.135) (L1899 {0.Z12)
Friends Social Ties e2ZF=== . a3=== 358" 37E==
L0102 (0119 (O_171) (0203
MNeighborhood Factors
Fesidential Stability (% Non-mowving) 1.568 2179 1.8517 1.21%
L0861 (1.214) {1.538) 11.590)
Ethnoracial Composition (2% Black) -(1.392 1624 -2.081 ~1.497
(0.958) 11.474) 11.433) 11.317)
Econ. Disadvantage = 39w SIS B -3.604* ~S.0GE*
(0.0 1) (0023 (1.612) {1.736)
Immigrant Individual Factors
MNationality DVifferences (ref=All other FB)
hdexican o169 0.986*
(0268 10457
Central Aamerican -0.170 . Bol
(0. ZE4) 10477
South and East Asian o259 o503
(O ZRG) (0_565)
Legal Status (reference=0U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident { L) 113 -.103
10.175) (0.273)
Temp. Visa/Asylum LUK i) =1 140%
{0.Z55) (0_456)
Undocumente-d -0.119 o139
L0205 (0322
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -0.232 LERTE S |
10.2Z26) 10.374)
Black LR -0.0a7
(0.264) (0402
Asian-Aamerican -0.261 oS0
(0405 (OT1S)
Other -.T798 -0.972
10484 {0907 )
ender { 1I=Female) 119 - 225 e 2 MY
L0209 10.162) (0.239) {027 T)
Age LK E] Bl HOZ5=== oG LR
L0_006) (0006 0011y (001 1)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate - 145 0324 0135 LR
LO.1TE) 102510 10294 {0 3E9)
Some College -0L0E1 LENCRE LUK 0.978==
L0208 10.254) (0.351) 10.367)
College or More =103 r2a2=== T2 1.504==
(0259 (0.319) (0504 {04659
Married ( 1=married) (%) G2 -7l 243 338
(0129 1. 174) 02200 {0 279)
Employed { I=emploved) o115 259 LR A =00G1
LLEN S ] 1OL182) 10244 A0 306G)
Household Income (logged) 0013 o034 005 7T* 003286
(0019 10.0Z4) 10.025) A00Z9)
Fesidential Stability ( 1=mowved) =074 -1.23% LR B =0 4TE
(031590 (01T (0239 L0272
Constant 0193 -0 204 2683 LUR=L
10 9E4) L1180 Z.091) 11.797)
oy .3 .6 .4 oo
Log likelihood ~TED. 491 -549 984 -301.955 -221.260
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance ISTH. 982 1099 968 G603 .91 442 520
AT 1626 951 1143 967 G351.911 4F6.52
BIC 1750 . 504 1254.724 TH2.535 SH5.249

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNMeighborhood Survey. Waves 1 and 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
P05 FEp<0.0]1 *** p<n, 001
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Appendix Table 3-1: Wave |1 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any Civic Engagement (N=1,286)

Maodel 1 Model 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Model 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.11 0.244 0388 LG22 -1.547 -0.707
10,619 10.573) 10.599) 10.531) 10.588) 10,574
MNativity Diversity - GRESeEs e 20 LT R =2.422 -2.457 =2.444
11.505) 11.523) 11.421) 11.520) 11.487)
Social Ties
Fin Social Ties -0.075
10.126)
Friends Social Ties h.5n3===
10.123)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 0735 0.29% 0267
11.067) (1021 10.944)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) -1.409 -.230 0264
{1.311) 11.229) {1.198)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) -0.024 0004 0.264
10.015) 10.017) 11.198)
Immigrant Individual Factors
Nationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mexican -0.619* -.626* =0.600*
10.274) 10.280) 10.282)
Central American 0500 0,504 <456
{0.286) 10.302) 10.303)
South and East Asian -(.298 -1.302 -.248
10.268) 10.270) 10,2700
Legal Status (reference=1U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LRP) -0.241 -0.237 -0.239
10.193) 10.194) 10.194)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0.271 -0.265 -0.385
10.297) 10.301) 10.305)
Undocumented -[.58E* -.582* -L651*
10.259) 102600 10.264)
Individual Factors
Gender ( I=Female) -0.071 -.069 -0.092
10.164) 10.166) 10.165)
Age 000 0.0 0001
10.006) 10,007 10,007
Education (reference=less than HS})
HE Graduate 0161 0.162 0162
10.233) 10.234) 10.235)
Some College 0.751==" 0.754=== 0.76R===
10.236) 10.237) 10.238)
College or More 1.223=== 1.223=== 1.252===
10.271) {0.272) 10.274)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -L121 -0.121 -0.147
101600 101607 10.163)
Employed ( I=emploved) -0.122 -0.120 0,107
10.178) 10.178) 10,179
Household Income (logged) 0.055* LLR Uil 0.056*
10,024 10.024) 10.024)
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) -0.22 -0.22 -0.139
10.179) 10.179) {0181
Constant =1 B52%ws 1518 8RR 00202 - 166 -.526
10.299) 10.792) 1 1.005) 10881 {1087 1 1.080)
LT 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3
Log likelihood -637.323 -H28. 252 -624 850 -587.271 -SE7.215 -575.509
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1274646 1256.504 1249 7040 1174.542 1174.43 1151008
AlC 1280648 1264504 1263.700 1212.542 1218.43 1190018
BIC 1296125 1285.143 1299 815 1310.568 1331.934 1322.841

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 1
Maotes: Standard errors in parentheses
Sp0.03 **p<0.0] *** p 001
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Appendix Table 3-Z: Wave 1 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any SOCO Engagement (N=1,286)

Muodel 1 Model 2 Muodel 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.550= 0.796 1.032 -0.039 0.164 0.009
{0.6E0) 10.648) (0.6TE) 10.565) (0.619) 10.603)
MNativity Diversity =5.906%%* -4 Qi3wes -1.814 =1.976 -1.915
11.662) (1.695) 11.534) (1.585) (1.552)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties -0.045
10.132)
Friends Social Ties 0.62"==
10.129)
Meighborhood Factors
Fesidential Stability (% Mon-moving) 0522 0.220 0.201
{1.198) (1.077) 11.047)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) =2.277 =1.121 -.579
(1.511) (1.334) (1.130)
Econ. Dvsadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) 0018 0008 0005
(00207 (0.015) 10,017
Immigrant Individual Factors
MNationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mexican -.655* -0.640* -0.629*
10.284) (0.289) 10310
Central American -0.399 -.391 -(.355
10.307) (03109 10310
South and East Asian -0.446 -0.449 -0.401
10.277) 10.277) 10.279)
Legal Status (reference=1U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LRFP) -0.204 -0.195 185
10.205) {0.206) 10.207)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0.251 -0.239 -.039
10.311) (10.314) 10.319)
Undocumented 0460 -(.452 -.516
10.274) (0.276) 10.279)
Individual Factors
Gender { 1=Female) 0015 -0.019 -0.039
10.176) (0.176) 10.178)
Age -0.001 =0.001 0003
10007 (0.007) 10007
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.356 0.357 0.361
10.243) (0.243) 10.245)
Some College 0.731=== 0.735%== 0.752%==
10.252) (0.252) 10.253)
College or More 1.300%== 1.3500=== 1.430
{0.283) (0.284) {0.287)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -0.147 -0.144 0178
10,169 (01700 10.172)
Employed ( I=emploved) -1.358* 358" <0346
10.186) (0. 186 10.1ET)
Household Income (logged) 0.076=" 0.07g=== 0.077===
10.026) {0.026) 10.026)
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) -0.297 -(.292 -0.208
{0.190) (019607 10.192)
Constant -2 252www 0,748 0282 -0.727 -.E58 -1.298
10.332) {0.ET76) {1.122) 10.925) (1.143) {1.135)
L 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4
Log likelihood -585.912 -579.988 -576.792 -542.459 -542.101 -529.578
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1171.824 1159976 1153.584 1084918 1084.202 1059156
AlC 1177823 1167.975 1167.585 1122918 1128203 1107.155
BIC 1193.301 1I88.613 1203.700 1220.945 1241.707 1230.978

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1

MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fpl0s FHp=0u0] *** pelh M

143



Appendix Table 3-3: Wave 1 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any
POCO Engagement (N=1,286)

Model 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Model 5 Muodel 6

Main Effects

Ethnoracial Diversity 0.548 0410 (LG58 -1.469 -1.76E* -1.805*
{0.838) {0.732) 10,757 10787 (0.866) 10875
MNativity Diversity . QTIees -3 _EE0* -2.859 -1.333 1.458
{1.858) {1790 11.974) 2.053) 20ER)
Social Ties
Fin Social Ties 0112
10.214)
Friends Social Ties 0.580%==
10.205)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% NMon-moving) 3 345" 2873 25993
11.413) {1.538) 11.562)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) 1.913 2976 F. 438"
{1.646) {1.711) {1.731)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst) 0067 0027 0028
10.028) (0.028) 10,027

Immigrant Individual Factors
Nationality Differences (ref=All other FB)

Mexican 01340 (1460 -1.390
10.464) (0.464) 10.468)
Central American 0975 -0.974 (L8700
10.592) (0.596) 10.596)
South and East Asian 0.125 0126 0214
10.384) (0384 10.392)

Legal Status (reference=0U.5. Citizen)

Permanent Fesident (LEF) 0114 0. 108 -0.131
10.324) (0.327) {0.331)
Temp. Visa/Asylum 0248 -0.336 0.222
10.496) (0.499) 10.507)
Undocumented .709 -(1L.582 (L6485
10.489) (0.496) 10.502)
Individual Factors

Gender ( 1=Female) -(LG0E* -[1.596*% -.570*
10.272) (0.518) 10.276)

Age 0.023= 0.023= 0.021

10,01 1) (0011 10.012)
Education (reference=less than HS)

HS Graduate -(.552 -0.596 -0.598
(0.517) (0.518) (0.519)
Some College 0701 0695 0716
(0.410) (0.409) (0.412)
College or More 0964 n.93z= 0.949=
(0.442) (0.443) (0.448)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -(0.033 -0.108 -0.113
(0.279) (0280 (0.283)
Employed ( 1=emploved) 0.905" 0.EE3" 0945
(0.370) (0.443) (0.283)
Household Income (logged) 0.07R [LRLEY B o.07e=
(0.042) (0.041) (0.041)
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) 0184 0241 0316
(0.310) (0.312) (0.315)
Constant =3 154w 0422 -2.024 -3.815% = T4THEEE 5 266%E*
(0.414) (0.665) {1.238) {1.288) (1.629) {1.687)
&y 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood -283.422 277416 -269.237 -244.503 -240.504 -236.421
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 566,844 554,832 53474 AB9.006G 48 1.008 472.842
AIC 572844 562831 552474 52700 325.00009 520841
BIC -588.322 S83.46%9 SEE.SEG 6G25.032 638513 G4 604

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 1
Maotes: Standard errors in parentheses
Sp0.05 **p=0.01 *** p=0 001
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Appendix Table 3-4: Wave 1 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models
Predicting Any Civic Engagement (N=1,135)

Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.207= 0.625 0.107 0480 0.390 0.524
(0.545) (0.480) 10.462) {0.376) (0.430) (0.443)
MNativity Diversity -4 BiTees -2 ETQE* -2 147 -1.794% -1.755%
(0.989) {0.875) 10.766) (0.803) (0.809)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 162
{0.119)
Friends Social Ties o.307==
{0.099)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) -0.307 409 408
{0.736) (0.691) {0.695)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) 0.535 0.297 0115
10.986) {0.987) (0.995)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) SUHTCY B 018 .013
10.016) (0.015) (0.015)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as -.452% -0.440* -0.447*
{0L179) {0.181) {0.183)
Black -(.287 -0.207 . 183
{L1E9) (0.221) {0.222
Aslan-American -(.029 -0.022 0.031
{0.326) (0.326) {0.328)
Other -.132 -0.089 -0.079
10.414) (0.420) (0.424)
Gender { 1=Female) 0.08 0.08 0.081
(0.134) (0.134) (0.135)
Age 0.006 0.0 000G
(0,004 (0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate -0.07 0087 -0.076
10.247) (0.248) (0.249)
Some College 0.556" 0.512= 0509
{0.236) (0.239) (0.240)
College or More 1.254==#= 1.IR3=== 1.201==*
{0.260) {0.268) (0.270)
Married { 1=married) (") (028 -0.052 0065
{0,141} (0.142) (0.143)
Employed { I=emploved) 0227 0210 0239
{L155) (0.156) {0.157)
Household Income (logged) 0044 0044 0039
(0L019) (0.019) (0.019)
Residential Stability (1=moved) -0.387* -0.379* -0.344*
{L155) (0.156) (0.157)
Constant (1. 947** 1.382%% 1.413= -(.699 -(.845 -1.166
{0.283) {0.518) {0.625) {0.539) (0.704) (0.721)
LT 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood =T58.348 =747.707 ~738.7T88 69K 695 697 542 =692 543
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1516.69%6 1495 414 1477.576 1397 390 1395.084 1385.086
AlC 1522696 1503 .413 1491.577 1431.391 1435.085 1429087
BIC 1537 800 1523.551 1526818 1516.976 1535.772 15349 843

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave |

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses

=005 **p=0.01 *** p<0.001
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Appendix Table 3-5: Wave 1 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any SOCO Engagement (N=1,135)

Madel 1 Madel 2 Madel 3 Madel 4 Madel 5 Madel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.057 486 . 184 . 3H 0124 0.265
(0.563) 10.507) 10.492) (0.392) (0.d4da) (0.451)
MNativity Diversity «} TlIwEs =2.506%* =1 .BOE* =1.343 =1.279
10.547) 10.931) (0.803) (0.807) (0L815)
Social Ties
Fin Social Ties 0191
(0.123)
Friends Social Ties 0.335%=
(0.102)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%o Non-moving) -0.39 0304 0396
10.776) (0.691) (0.695)
Ethnoracial Composition (%6 Black) 1.121 0614 0424
11.053) (1.015) (1.024)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst) (L0GG*EE .027 (.02
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as -(.549%% -[.52E** -(1.533%*
(0. 186) (0. 18a) (018D
Black 0.192 0,094 0,069
(0194 (0.224) (0.226)
Aslan-American «{.122 00113 =057
(0.326) (0.325) (0.327)
Other 0083 0019 0005
(10.421) (0.426) (0.430)
Gender { I=Female) 0171 0. 16% 017
(0.137) (0.137) (0.137)
Age 002 0002 0002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.123 0144 -0.132
(0.264) (0.264) 10.265)
Some College LR 633" 633"
(0.249) (0.251) (0.252)
College or More 1.3a9=== 1.272%== 1.294===
(0.271) {0.278) (0.279)
MMarried [ 1=married) (%) 0002 -0.032 0045
(0.143) (0. 144) (0.143)
Employed { I=emploved) 03s 014 0141
(0L158) (0L158) (0.159)
Household Income {logged) 0.027 =(.027 0022
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019)
Fesidential Stability ( 1=maved) 0369 -0.358* -0.322%
(0.159) (0.159) (0.161)
Constant =1OTE*E* 1.187= 1.272% 0706 1.812 -1.153
(0.292) 10.547) 10.657) (0.559) (0.711) (0.728)
LN LIX 0.5 0.3 .1 LAY .0
Log likelihood ~741.293 =732.007 ~723.378 -HE2.ET1 ~OR0.E92 675
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1482 586 1464.014 1446.756 1365.742 1361.784 1350.212
AlC 1488.586 1472014 1460.756 1399742 1401. 784 1394.212
BIC 1503689 1492152 1495 9% 1485.326 1502.472 1504, 969

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=0.05 FEp=0.01 *** pei W
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Appendix Table 3-6: Wave 1 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any POCO Engagement (N=1,135)

Moadel 1 Model 2 Madel 3 Madel 4 Maodel 5 Madel &
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 683 216 0107 o170 0. 195 0402
10.554) 10.474) 10.494) (0.456) (0.535) 10.542)
Mativity Diversity 4 550%**  JI2]1FEE UELIFEE . S0061FFF 0 S TEEE*
10877 10.86I) (0LEER) (0.938) 10.944)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 0187
(0144
Friends Social Ties n.275%
(0.123)
Meighborhood Factors
Fesidential Stability (% MNon-moving) 0361 0.551 0600
10.767) (0.799) (0L800)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) 0475 0379 0218
(1.152) (1.270) (0.279)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) SNggeeEs 0,004 0,000
(0LOLE) (0.019) (0.020)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as 0. 198 0.192 0.150
(0.221) (0.223) (0.226)
Black 0227 0205 0233
(0.241) (0.277) (0.279)
Aslan-American 0411 0400 0472
(03700 (0.371) (0.373)
Oither 0111 .04 0. 101
(0.453) (0.534) (0.534)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.137 -{.133 -0.137
(0. 1607 (0. 1607 (0161
Age 0022 oozp=== nzi===
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0112 118 -0.109
(0.369) (0.370) (0.370)
Some College .533 0527 0.524
(0.346) (0.349) (0.349)
College or Mare 0.oa0"=" ooy3==s= 1.o03===
(0.359) (0.369) (0.371)
Married { I=married) (%) 0. 194 0182 0.156
(0.169) (0.171) (0.172)
Employed { 1=emploved) hEGI=== LE3g=== 0apn===
(0.213) (0.213) (0.215)
Household Income (logged) 0,040 0,040 0040
(0.024) (0.024) (0024
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) <0341 -.334 -0.296
(0.201) (0.201) (0.202)
Constant =l BZgwe .3 0,006 =ZO50%FE L OQTERE L3 540%%
(0.298) 10.448) 10.626) (0.685) (0.869) (0.896)
a0y 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood -508.677 -557.373 -5352.002 =313.744 =3 15.446 =511.211
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1137.354 1114.746 1 108 01 1031488 1030892 1022.422
AlC 1143 353 1122.745 1118.003 1065 488 1070.892 10646.421
BIC 1158.456 1142882 1153244 1151.072 1171.580 1177178

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 1

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp0s FFp=il0] *#+* el M
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Appendix Table 3-7T: Wave 2 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any Civic Engagement (N=T42)

Madel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0404 -.217 -01.54 -0.523 -.953 -0.947
10.456) 10,474 {0.587) 10.507) {0622 {0623
Mativity Diversity = 25eex =S.183%* =4 166** -3 B9R* -4.016*
11.458) {1.539) {1.539) 1L.611) 11.61E)
Social Ties
Fin Social Ties 0076
(0.152)
Friends Social Ties 0.24%
{0.137)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%0 Non-moving) -0.935 -1.705 -1.782
{1.158) (L. 180} 11.186)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) 1812 0.4 0527
11.124) 11.154) {1.157)
Econ. Disadvantage (% of Pop in Fov.) -2.251 -1.507 -1.457
11.251) 11.273) 11.277)
Immigrant Individual Factors
MNationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
MMexican -0.243 -0.221 -0.273
{0.337) 10.341) 10.343)
Central American <0284 0. 267 -0_.308
10.334) 10.369) 10.372)
South and East Asian -1.354 -0.337 -1.315
{0.372) {0370 {0.371)
Legal Status (reference=L0U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LEP) -0.191 S et -0.199
{0.2Z18) 10.219) (0220
Temp. Visa/Asylum 0519 -0.522 -0.503
{0.498) 10.497) 10.498)
Undocumented -0 149 -0.154 . 184
10.267) 10.269) 10270
Individual Factors
Giender { 1=Female) 011 0117 0097
{0.192) 10.192) 10.193)
Age -0.004 -0.004 -0.004
(0L00E) 10L00E) 10LD0E)
Education (reterence=less than HS}
HS Graduate 0.530% 0.525% .514=
10.247) 10.245) 10.2446)
Some College 351 0326 0355
{0.Z290) {0.286) {0.286)
College or More 1. 492=== 1. 480=== 1.47]===
10.334) {0.331) {0.331)
Married ( 1=married) (%) -0.127 -0 109 -0 107
{0.1E3) {0.184) {0.1ES)
Employed ( 1=emploved) 0030 0.036 0064
10.205) 10.205) 10.206)
Household Income (logged) ool O R o012
0.019) (00197 {0019y
Residential Stability { 1=moved) -0.242 -0.257 -0.241
10.194) 10,194 10.194)
Constant =l 174w 1.794= 2.695= 1.389 2.802 2.616
10.195) {0.738) 11.195) {0.995) {1.376) 11.384)
oy 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 o0 0.0
Log likelihood -431.293 -422 651 -4 18 BE7 -399.056 -397 878 -395 818
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 862586 545302 B37.774 TaR. 112 TR5.756 79636
AlC B6E.5EE 553301 B51.774 236,113 B3IQ 756 230636
BIC BR2.416 §571.739 BE4.039 923 .691 941.162 950261

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey., Wave 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Spl0s **p<0U] % peal 0]
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Appendix Table 3-8 Wave 2 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models
Predicting Any SOCO Engagement (N=74Z)

Model 1 Madel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.404 0126 -0.356 -0.460 -0.7TE4 -0.TE7
{0484 10.4986) 10.597) {0.532) {0.643) {0.645)
Mativity Diversity S K S =4 3Q| e =4 367** -4 197 =4 403%*
11.478) 11.543) {1.573) 11644 11.658)
Social Ties
kin Social Ties 0031
{0L158)
Friends Social Ties 0.36%
10.143)
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% NMon-moving) -1.187 -1.870 -1.987
{1.180) 11.224) 11.232)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) =1.5399 -{1.350 =203
11.193) (1.239) 11.243)
Econ. Dvsadvantage (% Pop. In Pov.) -2.311 -1.663 -0.203
11.281) 11.326) 11.332)
Immigrant Individual Factors
Mationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mexican 0226 0156 0218
10.348) 10.351) 10.353)
Central American -0.234 0. 179 -(.226
{0.378) 10.381) (0383
South and East Asian -0.313 -0.29Z -{.258
{0.381) {0.376) {0.378)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LEP) -0.269 -N.284 -0.271
(02300 10,2307 10.231)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -0 388 -0.386 -0.356
10.503) 10.503) 10.505)
Undocumented 0067 0048 -0.091
{0.276) 10.277) {0.2E0)
Individual Factors
Giender { 1=Female) -0.050 0048 -0.021
10.199) (0.199) 102007
Age -0.004 0005 =0.006
{0.00E) {0L0E) {0L008)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.531" 0.512= .46
{0.258) {0.256) {0.258)
Some College 039 0,342 0382
10.305) 10.297) {0.298)
College or More 1.643=== 1.603=== 1.601===
10.345) {0.338) {0.339)
Married { 1=married) (%) -0.22 0211 -0.205
(0.191) {10.191) 10.192)
Employed { 1=emploved) 0029 -0.024 LR T
10.213) 10.213) 10.214)
Household Income (logged) QLR 007 ool
0,019 {0019 {0020
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) -0.279 -0.293 -.276
{0.203) 10.202) 10.202)
Constant 1. 347w 1.684= 2.822= 1.39% 2.086% 2.78E
10.208) 10.749) 11.Z11) {1.025) 1L.416) 11429
oy 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Log likelihood -411.637 -403.041 -397.703 -376.962 -375.240 -3179.584
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance §23.274 B 082 TS5 G 753924 T50.48 TS 168
AlC 520234 514.082 209 405 TO1.923 704 481 TOL.168
BIC 543.101 832.519 541.671 B79.503 BO5 . B86 901.792

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
S5 Fp=ii0] 2 ped i
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Appendix Table 3-9: Wave 2 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models

Predicting Any POCO Engagement (N=T742)

Madel 1 Madel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0187 -0.772 -0.962 -1.319 -1.545 -1.492
10.723) 10.751) 10,9207 {0.815) 10.997) 110007
Martivity Diversity -R.2Q e =T 309%ex -fH.H53%* S - o5
1 1.E50) {2.032) 12050 {2.222 12.228)
Social Ties
kin Social Ties 357
10.2446)
Friends Social Ties LR )
{0.222
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%0 Non-moving) 0.226 -0.559 -0.644
1 1.846) 11.975) 11.984)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) o.07e 1.043 1.136
11.667) 1 1.806) {1.819)
Econ. Disadvantage (% Pop. In Pov.) -1.551 0.29% 0374
{1.948) 2.064) 2.07%)
Immigrant Individual Factors
Nationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
MMexican -0.132 0191 -0.269
10.496) 10.505) {0510
Central American -0.584 -0.667 -0.771
{0.576) {0.588) 10.593)
South and East Asian -.385 -.354 -.380
10.535) 10.537) 10.542)
Legal Status (reference=U.5. Citizen)
Fermanent Resident { LEFP} 00492 0020 LR
10.356) {0.358) (0.359)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -(.736 -.791 -(.844
L0944y 11.103) 11.114)
Undocumented 0279 0.20% 0206
10441 10447 10447
Individual Factors
Giender { 1=Female) -.381 -(.388 -0.398
{0.299) {0.299) 10.301)
Age 0029 o.029= on03z=
{0013 {0013 {0013
Education (reference=less than H5}
HS Graduate 1.42]1%== 1. 448=== 1.46]1===
10,4000 10.402) 10404
Some College 1. 434%= 1.465%= 1 457==
10.456) {0.458) {0.461)
College or More 1.426%= 1.478== 1. 487==
10.527) 10.533) {0.538)
Married ( 1=married) (%) 0095 0078 -0L08E
{0.298) 10.302) 10.302)
Employed { 1=emploved) 0. 746" o748 0.744=
{0.384) 10384 {0.386)
Household Income (logged) 0054 0056 Gl
(0032 (0.032) (0.032)
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) 0041 0034 0073
{0.318) {0.321) {0.324)
Constant S 1.544 1.392 -1.683 -1.324 -1.560
10.331) 10.928) (1.747) 11.436) 12.067) 12087)
L 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Log likelihood -217.399 -208.145 =207 487 -1 E7. 843 -1 87.502 =1 86401
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance 434,795 416,290 414974 3T75.680 375004 372802
AlC 440,797 424 289 428977 413 685 419,005 420, 8500
BIC 454.626 442,726 461.242 301.263 520411 331.425

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey., Wave 2

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
S5 Fp=ii0] 2 ped i
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Appendix Table 3-10 Wave 2 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting

Any Civic Engagement (N=65T7)

Maodel 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0938 0651 0028 0.771 0.451 0.629
(0.629) (0.632) (0.697) (0.538) 10.674) (0.652)
MNativity Diversity -2.520% -1.018 -1.025 -0.674 0777
(1.259) (1.227) (1.033) (1.048) [ 1.069)
Social Ties
kin Social Ties -0L045%
(0.155)
Friends Social Ties 0.302=
(0.137)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) -0.737 -0.179 <0131
(1.241) (1.088) (1.098)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) =0.671 =1.060 =1.026
(1.117) (1.163) (1.167)
Econ. Disadvantage (% on Poverty) =3.967%* =1.716 -1.654
(1.464) (1.321) (1.335)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as 0191 0,179 165
10.242) (0.239) 10.245)
Black -0.032 0243 0.297
10.256) 10.294) (0.298)
Aslan-American -(.189 -0.197 -.124
10.405) (0.399) (0.403)
Other -0.014 0076 0143
10.751) 10.745) (0.751)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.273 -0.258 -0.251
(0.185) (0.185) (0.186)
Age 0009 0007 0007
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.076 LRI 0069
(0.365) (0.366) (0.36E)
Some College 0.788" 0.726= 0.697=
(0.336) (0.337) (0.339)
College or More lari=== l.alg=== l.a1g===
(0.361) (0.368) (0.371)
Married { 1=married) (") 0.268 0.227 0.202
(0L 184) (0L185) (0L187)
Employed { I=emploved) -0.207 -0.237 (L1198
(0.215) (0.215) (0LZ18)
Household Income (logged) 0.011 0010 X
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019)
Residential Stability (1=moved) .501%* .571** “[1.547%*
(0L 189) (0L18E) (01907
Constant -GI5* 0.546 1.476 0777 -(.183 1514
(0.306) (0.653) (1.16da) (0.7ET) (1.203) (1.225)
LT 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.1
Log likelihood =439 862 =437.909 =430.922 ~401.246 -395.899 =396.397
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance BT T24 BYS.HIB 5ol 844 502492 THT.T9R T92.794
AlC HE5.724 LEERARY 875 845 B30.493 BAT.TUR 836,794
BIC BOw 187 901,769 7258 12,784 27.551 B35.523

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=0.05 FHp=ii0] 4 pei i
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Appendix Table 3-11: Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any

SOCO Engagement (N=65T)

Madel 1 Maodel 2 Madel 3 Madel 4 Model 5 Madel &
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.740 0453 -0.343 0.527 0.052 0.231
10.633) (0.644) (0.717) (0.529) (0.641) (0.649)
Mativity Diversity -2.593* -0.944 0318 0058 -0.026
(1.272) (1.255) (10107 (1.059) (1.067)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties -(.030
(0L157)
Friends Social Ties 0.2599=
(0.137)
Neighborhood Factors
Eesidential Stability (%% Mon-moving) =1.654 -(.895 -(.847
(1.272) (1.088) (1.092)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) -0.279 -0.297 -1L.255
(1.148) (1.183) (1.180)
Econ. Disadvantage (% of Pop. In Fov.) =4 44 5% -2.Z83 -2.212
(1.514) (1.348) (1.354)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)
Latino/as 0.467* <0452 <.444
(0.242) (0.242) 10.247)
Black -0.194 0.00E 0.056
0.251) 10.294) 10.296)
Aslan-American -0.448 -0.474 =-0.391
(0.405) (0.407) (0.407)
Other 0448 -0.346 -0.290
10,7607 (0.763) 10.765)
Gender { I=Female) 0010 0018 0026
(0L185) (0L 186G) (0L1ET)
Age .01 -0.001 0001
10.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.317 0.297 0309
(0.402) (0,404 (0.406)
Some College 1.037== ha74== 948"
(0.371) 10.374) (0.376)
College or Maore 1.5Q3=== 1.725%== 1.720===
(0.389) (0.398) (0.401)
Married [ 1=married) (%) 0298 0.271 0243
(0L 184) (0L187) (0L188)
Employed ( 1=emploved) -0.Z87 -0.304 <0262
0.215) (0.217) (0.219)
Household Income (logged) 0. 0001 -0.001
(0LO1E) (0.019) (0.019)
Fesidential Stability (1=maved) -.504%% .G]12%* -[.SET**
(0. 189) (0.191) (0.192)
Constant -0 TRS* 0412 15995 -[.988 0184 0173
10.309) (0.656) (1.191 (0.790) {1.222 (1.238)
LN .5 .8 0.6 LAY LAY .0
Log likelihood ~436.774 ~434. 688 -}28.358 -396.631 -394.636 -392.164
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance B73.548 569376 B56.716 793 262 TR0 272 TE4.328
AlIC 270548 BIT.3T6 870717 B27.262 529272 B2H.323
BIC #93.011 B95.327 2131 3,553 919026 927.057

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
fp=ll5 *#+p=0.01 *** p=2ll (W]
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Appendix Table 3-12: Wave 2 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models
Predicting Any POCO Engagement (N=657)

Model 1 Model 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Model 5 Model &

Main Effects

Ethnoracial Diversity 0.545 0222 0.161 0.350 0.532 0. 809
(0.673) 10.658) {0.730) (0.6446) {0.763) (0. 7TEE)

MNativity Diversity =3.011* -2.090 -1.828 -1.954 -2.065
11.Z214) {1.179) (1.209) {1.280) (1.271)

Social Ties

Kin Social Ties 0002
{0.187)
Friends Social Ties 0.423==

(0.1al)
Neighborhood Factors

Residential Stability (% Non-moving) -(1.354 =0.666 =0.590
(l.z64) (L.ZE1])) (L.308))

Ethnoracial Composition (26 Black) 2771 -2.BE9 =2.THE
(1.336) (1.674) (1.654)

Econ. Disadvantage (% of Pop. In Fov.) -2.366 A.432 -0.311
(L.179) (1.666) (1.702)

Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)

Latino/as 0.025 0.034 0.054
(0.286) (0.285) (0.293)
Black -0.167 019G 0266
{0.311) (0.352) {0.358)
Aslan-American 0037 0.059 18
(0.464) (0.462) (0.467)
Other 1.031 1. 1%9% 1.300
{0.819) {0.837) (0.534)
Gender { 1=Female) -0.440* -0.441* -0.441*
(0.210) (0.211) (0.213)
Age 0.033==* 0.033==* 0.034===

(0.009) (0.009) (0L008)
Education (reference=less than HS)

HS Graduate -0.315 0315 -0.293
(0.454) (0.457) (0.463)
Some College 0025 0012 -0.044
(0.413) (0.417) (0.424)
College or More 0.566 0451 488
(0.4Z5) (0.439) (0.445)
Married [ 1=married) (%) 0099 0087 0.045
(0.215) (0.219) (0222
Employed { I=employved) 0.335% 339 h609=
(0.268) (0.268) (0.271)
Household Income (logged) 0013 0012 0008
(0.022) (0.022) (0022
Residential Stability ( 1=maved) -0.373 -0.368 -0.333
(0.228) (0.228) (0.231)
Constant =l 7 2ees -(.257 324 =2 515%* -1.80Z -2.415
(0.347) {0.635) (L.179) (0.9260) (1.456) (L.498)
oy 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3
Log likelihood -352.747 349927 -343.197 -322 198 -319.935 -316.135
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance TO5.494 699554 GOG34 044 396 63T ETO 632270
AlC TLL.493 TOT.R55 T39S 673906 GTSE6Y 676.267
BIC T13.956 J25.805 J31.509 754687 769623 774599

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp=0.05 #Fp=0.01 *** p=i
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Appendix Table 3-13: Wave 1 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from NMultilevel Logistic Regression Models

Predicting Any Neighborhood Trust (N=1.286)

Maodel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel £ Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 1.195%= 0.720 0.854 0612 0.782 0678
{0.517) {0.525) {.488) 10.494) 10.490) 10.497)
MNativity Diversity -3.811* -1.540 -3.292% -1.706 -1.657
11.527) 11.416) 11.529) 11.445) 11.463)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 050
10.105)
Friends Social Ties .e23===
10.102)
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%% Non-moving) 2. 148% 1.559 1.568
{0.B65) 10.847) 10.861)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) -(.E56 -(.758 -(.392
10.968) (0.938) 10.958)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst) =004 1%+ “(LO3E*F* =1 3QIE*
{0.EE4) (0013 10014
Immigrant Individual Factors
Nationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mexican 0084 0127 o169
10.269) 10.266) 10.265)
Central American 0251 (.22 0170
10.286) (0.281) 10.284)
South and East Asian =0.13%9 0158 259
10.286G) 10.282) 10.ZEG)
Legal Status (reference=L1.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LREP) -0.139 111 0113
10.172) 10.172) 10.175)
Temp. Visa’Asylum 0.0EG LU T o027
10.251) {0.250) {0.255)
Undocumented -0.1 14 -0.072 -01e
10.206) 10.205) 10,2097
Individual Factors
Ciender { 1=Female) 0198 -1.195 0119
10.136) (0.1386) 102097
Age 0olG=== LR o LERTD Bk
10.006G) (00086 10006 )
Education (reference=less than HS)
HE Graduate -0.109 -.137 -0.145
{0.175) {0.175) 10.178)
Some College -0.06G3 -L0ED -0.081
{0.206) 10.205) 10.208)
College or More -0.06G7 114 <0103
10.255) 10.254) 10.259)
Married ( 1=married) (%) 0128 0.0EG 0.G2
{0.128) 10.127) 10.129)
Employed ( I=emplowved) o108 o104 115
{0.152) 10.142) 10,1449
Household Income (logged) 0,005 -0.009 0013
10019y (0.019) 10019
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) 0176 175 -0.074
10.137) {0.137) 10.319)
Constant 0.or7 1.993= 0315 1.332 0.302 -0.193
{0240 {0.802) {0.EE4) {0.E71) 10.968) 10.984)
[T 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3
Log likelihood -B39.162 -E36035 -£23.372 -B31.008 -B10.659 -TEDQ. 491
Maodel Fit Statistics
Deviance 1678.324 1672.070 1646, 744 1662 0016 1621.318 1578.982
AlC 1684.325 1680.070 1660.744 1680017 1665318 1626981
BIC 1699 803 1700, 707 L& 850 1778.043 1778.822 1750 804

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 1
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Spl05 **p=0.01 *** p=0.001
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Appendix Table 3-14: Wave 1 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models

Predicting Any Neighborhood Trust (N=1,135)

Model 1 Model 2 Muodel 3 Model 4 Maodel 5 Model 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 2. 199 0.74%9 06060 0.585 0.339 0.746
(1.002) (0.904) (0.821) (0.784) (0.752) 10.744)
Mativity Diversity S T -5.024%** =7.346%%* -4 202* -4 156*
2132 11.774) {1.900) (1.625) (1.603)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties 0,045
(0.135)
Friends Social Ties 0.403===
(0.119)
Neighhborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%% Non-moving) 2387 2193 2179
11.354) (1.231) (1.214)
Ethnoracial Composition (%% Black) =1.081 =1.336 =1.624
11.582) (1.490) (1.474)
Econ. Dhsadvantage (% HH on Public Asst.) (193w SR i R T
11.216) (0.024) (0.023)
Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups ( Whites=reference)
Latino/as -(.133 -0.162 -(.232
{0.227) (0.224) (0.226)
Black -0.301 <0002 0,008
(0.254) (0.263) (0.264)
Aslan-Admerican «(1.3Z8 «.312 .261
{0.415) (0404 ) (0.405)
Other (L899 0. 780 (. 798
{0.475) (0.472) (0.484)
Gender { 1=Female) (.22 .22 (.22
{0L162) (0.141) {0.162)
Age 0.025==* 0.024=== 0.025==*=
{0L006G) (0.006) (0.006)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HS Graduate 0.308 0.30% 0.324
(0.251) (0.250) (0.251)
Some College 0.647= L3RE= .600=
10.254) (0.252) (0.254)
College or More hag2==* 0.a14==* 0.96G2%="
{0.232) (0.318) (0.319)
Married [ 1=married) (%) -0.034 0065 -0.071
(0.174) (0.173) (0.174)
Employed { I=emploved) D272 0.223 0.25%
{0181} (0.180) (0.182)
Household Income {logged) 00446 0039 0034
(0,024 (0.024) (0,024
Residential Stability ( 1=moved) -(1.25E0 -(.ZR0 -0.239
(0,179} (0.177) (0.179)
Constant -(.355 4. 577=== 2.503= 1.854 0.302 -0.204
(0.492) (1.143) 11.216) (1.087) (1.185) ({1.180)
LT 1.3 1.1 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.6
Log likelihood -0i{15 9862 -597.072 -581.765 -30K.603 -555.918 =349 984
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 1211.972 1194144 1163.530 1137206 1111.836 1095 965
AlIC 1217.973 1200.152 1177.529 1171.206 1151.835 1143 967
BIC 1233.076 1220.29 1212.770 1256.791 1252.523 1254.724

Source: Los Angeles Family and Meighborhood Survey, Wave 1
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
TS5 FFp=0] *#*H pe ]
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Appendix Table 3-15: Wave 2 Foreign-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models
Predicting Any Neighborhood Trust (N=742)

Madel 1 Maodel 2 Maodel 3 Maodel 4 Maodel 5 Maodel 6
Main Effects
Ethnoracial Diversity 0.24 -(1.325 -0.6G50 -0.355 -0.340 -0.352
10.596) {0.616) {0.B08) {0.657) {0.E877) {0884
MNativity Diversity -5.683* -4 376 -5.377* -4 952 -5.315
2.501) 2771 2.585) 2.905) 12.936)
Social Ties
Kin Social Ties =0.047
{0189
Friends Social Ties 358"
10.171)
Meighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (% Non-moving) 1.754 1.703 1817
11.433) 11.531) 11.538)
Ethnoracial Composition (2% Black) -1.523 =2 162 -2 081
1-1.314) 1L.421) 11.433)
Econ. Disadvantage (% Pop.in Pov.) =3.497*% =3 72T =3.604%
{1.522 1 1.604) 11.612)
Immigrant Individual Factors
Nationality Differences (ref=All other FB)
Mexican LUR Y e 0.972= 986"
10.434) 10.453) 10.457)
Central American 453 0.8550 .86
10.461) 10.475) 10.477)
South and East Asian 497 435 0503
(0.555) 10.475) 10.565)
Legal Status (reference=1.5. Citizen)
Permanent Resident {LRP) 0156 -0 106 -0.103
{02700 10.271) 10.273)
Temp. Visa/Asylum -1.252%* -1.130* -L.140*
10.454) 10.454) 10.456)
Undocumented o023 0204 o139
{0.317) {0.317) {0322
Individual Factors
Ciender { 1=Female) -0.06G1 0045 02
{0.235) 10.237) 10.239)
Age o021* LURTI R 0.oLG
10,0107 102011 (001 1)
Education (reference=less than HS)
HE Graduate -0.072 -0.143 -0.135
{0.289) {0.293) 10.294)
Some College 006 -0.036 0.0ls
10.345) 10.347) {0.351)
College or More 0.829 0,693 0729
10.494) 10.501) 10.504)
Married ( 1=married) (%) o310 0232 0.243
10.216) 10.219) {02200
Employed ( I=emplowved) 045 O HES 0049
10,2427 10.242) 10244
Household Income (logged) ~0.04E* -0057* -0.057*
10,0247 {0025 (0025
Residential Stability ( 1=mowved) o.029 0017 LURT) R
10,234 10.237) 10.239)
Constant 1.66G2=== 4.456%== 3.B2R" 3.085" 2904 2.683
10.256) 11.265) {17997 {1.521) 12.071) 12.091)
o 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4
Log likelihood -232.749 -329.743 -317.587 -315.473 -304.197 -301.955
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 665498 G50 486 G35.174 G30.946 608 394 603,91
AlC 671499 667 485 649174 GOR. 9406 652,394 651.211
BIC G85.327 G85.923 G81.439 756.524 753 80 T62.535

Source: Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, Wave 2

MNotes: Standard errors in parentheses
Sp0.0S FEp=0.01 ** pead 001
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Appendix Table 3-16: Wave 2 Native-Born Sample Parameters from Multilevel Logistic Regression Models Predicting
Any Neighborhood Trust (N=657)

Madel 1 Madel 2 Madel 3 Model & Model 5 Madel &

Main Effects

Ethnoracial Diversity 1.201 0.532 0111 070G -0.032 0295
(0.167) (0LE5T) (0.875) (0.707) 10.945) 10.953)
MNativity Diversity -5.085* -1.968 -2.035 -1.138 -1.354
(1.992) (1.678) (1.569) (1.728) (1.753)
Social Ties
Ein Social Ties 0117
10.212)
Friends Social Ties 378"
10.203)
Neighborhood Factors
Residential Stability (%o Mon-moving) 0556 1.101 1.21%
(1.478) (1.567) (1.590)
Ethnoracial Composition (% Black) =1.822 =1.307 =1.497
(1.136) (1.291) 11.317)
Econ. Disadvantage (% HH on Public Asst) -Hh ] 5¥E -S5.093%* -S.00E**
(1.637) (1.706) 11.734)

Individual Factors
Ethnoracial Groups (Whites=reference)

Latino/as 0.075 0096 00871
(0.357) (0.367) 10.374)

Black -0.E10* -0.158 -0.067
(0.335) (0.398) 10.402)

Aslan-American 0.611 0481 .50
(0L6ET) (0.707) 10.715)

Other -1.086 -1.033 -0.972
(0,907 (0.900) 10.907)

Gender { 1=Female) -0.131 -0.047 IR
(0.266) (0.273) 10.277)

Age 0.024% 0018 0017

(0.024) (0011 (001 1)
Education (reference=less than HS)

HS Graduate (LR E A R 0.776% 0. 769=
(0.372) (0.385) 10.389)
Some College 1.205== 1.040== oa7E==
(0.351) (0.362) 10.367)
Caollege or More 1.91G5%== 1.556%% 1.504%=
10.447) (0.466) 10.469)
Married [ 1=married) (%) 0550 0398 338
(0.266) (0.275) (0.279)
Employed { I=emploved) <0025 L1112 <0061
10.294) (0.300) 10.306)
Household Income {logged) -0.024 -(.032 0036
(0L02E) (0L02E) 10.029)
Fesidential Stability (1=maved) 0464 -.523% -0.478
(0.2600) (0.268) 10.272)
Constant 1.404%= 3. 775%== 3509 0817 1.365 LR IE
(0.424) (1.042) (1.547) (1.108) (1.752) (1.797)
[ H 1.2 1.1 .1 0.0 .0 LLR1]
Log likelihood -283.524 -205.177 -242.072 -236.902 -225.596 =221.260
Model Fit Statistics
Deviance 571048 530.354 454, 144 473 804 451.192 442,520
AlC 543,049 538.355 498,156 SO7.803 491193 486.52
BIC 556.513 556305 529570 584004 580946 585.249

Source: Los Angeles Family and MNeighborhood Survey, Wave 2
Motes: Standard errors in parentheses
Fp0.05 Frp=0.01 ** pi ]
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