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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Role of Race/Ethnicity in the Spatial Construction of Neighborhoods and Housing Choice

by

Christina Aujean Lee
Doctor of Philosophy in Urban Planning
University of California, Los Angeles, 2018

Professor Paul M. Ong, Chair

This dissertation examines how race/ethnicity impact the spatial construction of
neighborhood and housing choice. I organize the dissertation into three essays that answer
related methodological and empirical questions about segregation and racial concentration. The
first essay presents a surname methodology to examine Asian ethnic group differences in
individual-level data records. The second essay uses a surname method and models homeowner
defaults and foreclosures to assess housing outcomes of middle-class coethnic neighborhoods.
The third essay describes Latino and Asian homeowners who live in these neighborhoods and
their experiences in the homebuying process and how it relates to socioeconomic mobility.

These papers inform theories on American immigrant incorporation and their families’
outcomes. Housing literature describes racial segregation from a deficit perspective, highlighting
the negative consequences of non-White neighborhoods. However, my research presents the
housing benefits associated with middle-class immigrant and minority concentration. I find

homeowners in Latino and Asian middle-class neighborhoods had lower predicted rates of
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default and foreclosure relative to low-income immigrant or minority neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods also offer an alternative pathway for socioeconomic mobility. Latinos and Asians
in coethnic neighborhoods described a preference for and greater access to using familial
housing support, and found greater social mobility in non-White areas. In contrast, their
counterparts in White neighborhoods had a preference for proximity to White neighbors and
improved public amenities relative to their childhood neighborhood.

My dissertation demonstrates how race shapes neighborhood choice and preference for or
access to coethnic resources. Racial concentration does not always equate to declining housing
and socioeconomic opportunities. The findings have implications for planners who are adjusting
to changing demographics and different groups’ associated needs that may differ from the
dominant group. The dissertation also provides nuances in methodology and framework to
examine racial/ethnic group differences by income. This nuance is important because immigrants
are bifurcated by income as a result of immigration policies that favor professionals and low-

income workers—these differences are pronounced along and within ethnic groups.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This dissertation examines how race/ethnicity impact the spatial construction of
neighborhood and housing choice. I organize the dissertation into three essays that answer
related methodological and empirical questions about racial segregation and concentration using
multiple methods and triangulating data sources. The first essay presents a surname methodology
to examine Asian ethnic group differences in individual-level data records. The second essay
uses a surname method and models homeowner defaults and foreclosures to assess housing
outcomes of middle-class coethnic neighborhoods. The third essay describes the experiences of
Latino and Asian homeowners who live in these neighborhoods to understand their homebuying
process.

My research focuses on Latino and Asian Americans because it engages with theories on
American immigrant incorporation and their children. Much of housing literature describes
segregation patterns as a dichotomy between these two frameworks. However, these theories do
not explain the growth or middle- and upper-class ethnoracial neighborhoods. The dissertation
demonstrates that there is an alternative pathway for immigrant families to move into the middle-
class for socioeconomic mobility beyond White suburbs. The following summarizes the three
subsequent chapters, including the research questions, methods, and major findings.

Chapter 2: Methodological Issues with Understanding Racial/Ethnic ldentity

Racial/ethnic identity helps understand group characteristics and opinions, yet many data
do not have information on ethnicity. Using individual voter registration records in Los Angeles
County, the study assesses the Prominent Ethnic Surname Method (PESM) and tests the
representativeness of these surnames of an ethnic group. I examined whether “Chen,” “Nguyen,”

“Kim,” and “Patel” are representative of Chinese, Koreans, Vietnamese, and Indians,



respectively. PESM has been used for Koreans, and has yet to be extended to other ethnic
groups.

Using County voter records, I first narrowed down the sample to foreign-born registered
voters with an identified place of birth. Then, I focused on individuals who indicated that they
were born in China, India, Korea, and Vietnam. I identified the most prominent surnames per
country. To assess PESM effectiveness, I created three comparison groups per target country of
origin: A) all foreign-born registered voters with each surname, regardless of the place of birth;
B) foreign-born registered voters with the surname and from the target country; and C) foreign-
born registered voters from the respective country with any surname. If the surname is
representative, no statistically significant differences would be expected between groups A and
C. For each group, I tested the uniqueness, prevalence, false positive rate, and false negative rate
for demographic, ideological, behavior, and neighborhood context variables.

The study found that Kim and Nguyen are the most well-representative in Los Angeles
County because they are unique and prevalent among their group in this geography. These
findings may not apply to other geographies with different ethnic group composition. Yet, PESM
allows researchers the flexibility to adjust the prominent surname based on the target geography.
PESM also worked more effectively for demographic variables, a consideration for future
applications of PESM.

PESM is useful for policymakers and survey developers with minimal resources. For
example, survey administrators can target individuals with a specific surname to understand
ethnic group trends if the name proves to be representative of the group with fewer imputing
errors. Other surname methods not only require more resources and time to develop a dictionary,

but they also introduce false positive and false negative errors depending on the geographic



target and threshold used. PESM can additionally enhance existing surname dictionaries for
racial imputation.

Chapter 3: Quantitative Analyses of Economic Consequences of Coethnic Middle-Class
Neighborhoods

Building on the previous chapter, Chapter 3 uses a surname method to analyze individual
housing records in Los Angeles County. This paper tests if neighborhood racial concentration by
class affects default or foreclosure outcomes for homebuyers. Neighborhoods with large
proportions of non-Whites are oftentimes linked to negative homeownership outcomes, including
higher subprime or predatory lending rates and foreclosure rates. Since the Great Recession,
minority neighborhoods have also been slow to recover in home prices. However, middle- and
upper-income ethnic neighborhoods have grown over the past 20 years due to a concentration of
immigrants, federal policies favoring professionals, ethnic-specific resources, and affluence.
Existing literature has proven that middle-class ethnic neighborhoods benefit residents with
educational resources, reprieve from White discrimination, professional connections, and job
opportunities. This is the first study to examine homeowner outcomes for residents in coethnic
middle-class neighborhoods.

I used DataQuick records of homeowners who purchased homes between 2000 and 2006,
and traced homeowner outcomes, or if they defaulted or foreclosed in 2008 and 2009. To
develop the neighborhood typology, I first implemented local Moran’s I to identify tracts with
statistically significant racial concentration in the county. Among these tracts, I then used
American Community Survey data to identify tract median household income, median home
value, and nativity. Neighborhoods that were above the median of the Los Angeles County were

categorized as coethnic middle-income neighborhoods. Tracts that were below the county



median were categorized as low-income and separated by nativity—areas with high native-born
residents were “communities of constraint,” and areas with high foreign-born residents were
called “enclaves.” According to this classification, about 37% of Los Angeles Latino tracts and
53% of Asian tracts in 2007 were middle-class. A number of homebuyer characteristics were
also gathered from DataQuick, including number of loans borrowed, type of mortgage interest,
sale price, and year of purchase.

After, I calculated bivariate analyses, logistic regressions, and predicted probabilities to
compare default/foreclosure outcomes by neighborhood typology. This study found that
homeowners in coethnic middle-class neighborhoods had lower default/foreclosure rates and
predicted probabilities than resides in other neighborhoods. Asian middle-income neighborhoods
had the lowest predicted probabilities of default or foreclosure, followed by Latino middle-
income and White middle-class neighborhoods. These patterns were statistically significant and
persisted after controlling for other household and neighborhood characteristics.

The findings demonstrate that coethnic middle-class neighborhoods have beneficial
material outcomes related to housing. Racial concentration does not always equate to declining
housing values when disaggregating class effects. It is thus imperative for housing studies to
examine racial and class effects on homeowner outcomes. Finally, the study contributes to an
asset rather than deficit perspective of minority and immigrant concentration, particularly when
these neighborhood patterns arise out of choice rather than forced segregation policies.

Chapter 4: Qualitative Study of Homeowner Lived Outcomes and Neighborhood Choice
Processes
This qualitative paper supplements the previous chapter by exploring individual decision-

making processes and perceptions of their neighborhood choice. Spatial assimilation and place



stratification also assume that immigrant and minority homeowners will move to Whiter
neighborhoods when they can afford to do so for socioeconomic mobility. What factors
contribute to homeowners moving instead to coethnic middle-income neighborhoods? This study
uses 36 interviews with Latino and Asian homeowners in middle-class Latino, Asian, and White
neighborhoods to examine the lived experiences, motivation, and choices involved in the
homebuying process. In particular, the study examined the factors that homeowners used to pick
White or coethnic neighborhoods, and how these factors contributed to socioeconomic mobility.
I also identified resources to help with homebuying because property values play a significant
role in wealth accumulation.

I recruited potential participants using multiple steps. First, I used two clusters of three
adjacent cities with similar middle- or high-socioeconomic status: 1) Lakewood, Downey, and
Cerritos, and 2) Pasadena, Baldwin Park, and San Gabriel. The three adjacent cities had
predominantly White, Latino, and Asian residents, respectively. These cities were identified as
coethnic middle-class neighborhoods in the previous chapter.

Interviewees were recruited from April 2016 to May 2017. I used several recruitment
strategies to identify potential participants: random, snowball, and convenience sampling. For
random sampling, I sent a solicitation letter to homeowners in the target areas using DataQuick
records. I focused on single-family homebuyers in zip codes with spatial concentration in the
target cities who purchased homes between 2000 and 2016 and have surnames that are likely to
belong to individuals of Latino or Asian background. Additional interviewees were recruited in
Nextdoor, snowball sampling, and convenient sampling.

Homeowners were asked about their experiences of purchasing a home. Each interviewee

was also asked to rank ten homebuying factors related to previous studies on housing choice and



the research questions, including home price, design, proximity to family or friends, school
quality, safety, and neighborhood composition. Homeowners overall prioritized home price,
neighborhood safety, and commute/job factors across the neighborhoods. Entertainment options,
coethnic businesses, and neighborhood racial/ethnic composition were least important. There
were some distinctions between coethnic and predominantly White neighborhoods. Residents in
coethnic neighborhoods ranked proximity to family/friends as more important in their
homebuying process than those in White neighborhoods. School quality was also more important
for homeowners in coethnic areas than their counterparts in White neighborhoods.

I found that these discrepancies arose out of their perceptions of neighborhood racial
composition and family assistance. While homeowners ranked racial composition as relatively
unimportant in their decision-making process, homeowners still revealed strong opinions.
Participants in White neighborhoods saw proximity to White residents as increasing their social
mobility and assumed that White areas have better amenities. On the other hand, homeowners in
coethnic neighborhoods saw proximity to Whites as lowering their social status. The findings
also included varied levels of family dependence, based on homeowners’ understanding of
family expectations and assistance. Residents in coethnic areas readily used familial networks
more than those in White areas, in part because family assistance was welcomed and expected as
part of cultural assumptions.

I propose ethnospatial advantage as a theory to explain how coethnic neighborhoods
form beyond coethnic preference and are a means for immigrant/minority homeowners to
achieve socioeconomic mobility by concentrating race- and class-based resources. My findings
illuminate how race and culture shape their expectations of family support and how

neighborhood choice contributed to their socioeconomic status. The study also outlines



parameters of ethnospatial advantage as another pathway for immigrants and their children to
search for neighborhoods that reflect their class and racial identities without problematizing

coethnic residential preference for non-Whites.



CHAPTER 2: EXTENDING THE KIM METHOD: USING THE PROMINENT ETHNIC
SURNAME METHODOLOGY TO EXAMINE ASIAN AMERICAN ETHNIC GROUPS
C. Aujean Lee & Paul M. Ong
Introduction

Ethnic identity plays an important role in shaping group characteristics, outcomes, and
opinions. Portes and Zhou (1993) described how ethnicity impacts one’s ability to access
material resources and opportunities over a lifetime. For example, ethnic group stratification
affects residential segregation patterns (Alba et al. 1999; Iceland and Nelson 2008); political
views (Wong et al. 2011); health outcomes (Alegria et al. 2007; Chae et al. 2008); educational
disparities (Chang et al. 2007); and economic opportunities (Kim, Hurh, and Fernandez 1989;
Zambrana and Dorrington 1998). It is critical for researchers to understand the nuances of how to
measure and examine ethnic population trends to identify what groups experience social
inequalities, which affects public resources. At times, minorities and immigrants require more
assistance from their local government because they may need in-language materials, translators,
and greater outreach efforts (Frasure-Yokley 2015; Frey and Farley 1996; Holloway, Wright, and
Ellis 2012).

In particular, data collected by the Census Bureau have also been important for allocating
public funds, or more than $675 billion (Fuchs 2017). An accurate Census count is critical for
particularly immigrants and minorities because these data are used for health care, education,
transportation, housing assistance, and other social and economic programs. For example, the
California Department of Finance estimated that the 2010 Census failed to include 1.5 million

residents (Mehta 2010). Asian American and Pacific Islander groups have historically been



undercounted because of factors including language barriers, immigration status, residence in a
hard-to-count tract, and/or housing tenure (Leadership Conference Education Fund 2017).

Yet, the Census Bureau has already faced a number of challenges in preparing for the
2020 Census. The nonpartisan U.S. Government Accountability Office (2017) has ranked the
2020 Census as a federal program that has a high risk of failure due to several issues, including:
increasing implementation costs, the introduction of new online and telephone responses, issues
with testing, the cancellation of field tests last year, and risks to information security.
Concurrently, Congress has severely limited funds to pay for the Census, forcing the Census
Bureau to cut costs (Shapiro 2017). There have also been issues with leadership and management
of the Census Bureau. John Thompson, the director of the 2000 Census, had unexpectedly
resigned in June 2017 (Sharpio 2017). He is likely to be succeeded by Thomas Brunell, who has
provided expert testimony to support gerrymandering (Bahrampour 2017).

In addition to these political challenges, there are also methodological challenges in
identifying ethnic groups in government data. First, a number of public data sets include racial
categories, but not ethnic groups, such as the Survey of Income and Program Participation and
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act. The second challenge for researchers is then to distinguish
ethnic group information among racial groups, particularly among Asian Americans and Pacific
Islanders.' Third, some government data suppress data on smaller ethnic groups based on
population thresholds or to protect individual privacy.

Asian Americans demonstrate the importance of differentiating between ethnic groups.
Asian Americans include more than 40 ethnic groups with important distinctions in immigration

patterns, socioeconomic status, health outcomes, and civic engagement, which require data

! While the Census includes detailed ethnic group categories such as Thai, Pakistani, or Samoan, it does not report
individual records in publicly available data.
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disaggregation (Asian Americans Advancing Justice 2011). In response to these disparities,
California Governor Jerry Brown signed Assembly Bill 1726 in June 2016, which requires the
Department of Public Health to collect data on detailed Asian American and Pacific Island
groups, such as Bangladeshi, Hmong, Fijian, and Tongans (AB. 1726 2016).

Consequently, researchers have used micro-individual data and Big Data to examine
ethnicity. While these data are becoming more readily available in voter records, house
transaction data, or health records, these data oftentimes do not include self-reported
race/ethnicity. Researchers are then using surnames to impute or estimate ethnic group
identification. These techniques include using a surname dictionary, thresholds in probability, or
adjusting for local geographic racial/ethnic composition. This technique has been widely applied
to public health (Adjaye-Gbewonyo et al. 2014; Elliott et al. 2009; Grundmeier et al. 2015;
Taylor et al. 2011) and political science studies on voting (Abrahamse, Morrison, and Bolton
1994).

We test and evaluate a surname method that uses the most predominant surname to
estimate ethnic group characteristics—or what we call the Prominent Ethnic Surname
Methodology (PESM). We use Los Angeles County voter registration data and place of birth to
assess PESM. Our study tests the representativeness of the most prominent surname on
naturalized foreign-born voters from the same country of origin.

PESM has been used for Koreans, and we extend it to Chinese, Indians, and Vietnamese
using the most prevalent surnames in Los Angeles County—Chen, Patel, and Nguyen—because
these are the largest Asian groups in the United States.” These surnames may not be the most

prominent in other geographies, but we provide a template for how others can apply PESM.

* While Filipinos are the third largest group, we excluded them because there are more than 12,000 surnames tied to
Filipinos, with many surnames overlapping with other racial groups such as Latinos or Pacific Islanders (Lauderdale
and Kestenbaum 2000).
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Other studies have examined surname sampling techniques for Chinese (Quen et al. 2006; Shah
et al. 2010), Indians (Shah et al. 2010; Singh-Carlson et al. 2016), and Vietnamese (Swallen et al.
1998; Taylor et al. 2011). These studies assumed individuals with the prominent surnames are
similar in characteristics with the ethnic group. However, this is the first study to test if
registered voters with the prominent surname for each group are similar to registered voters from
the same place of birth.

This study also extends previous research by testing several group characteristics. While
other studies focus on demographics, we test the method for other variables important for social
science researchers—political party, behavior, and neighborhood ethnic context. By
understanding the prevalence and uniqueness of a surname, researchers can determine whether
PESM is effective. The following describes other surname methods and PESM. After, we detail
our findings and analysis of PESM. We conclude with implications for researchers in multiple
disciplines.

Surname Methodologies

There are several techniques that examine ethnic identity using surnames. The following
three methods vary in effectiveness and demonstrate the importance of considering the benefits
and consequences of each based on data quality and available resources. The first approach
utilizes a dichotomous surname dictionary that provides a list of surnames to impute an ethnic
identity. The second strategy builds on the first approach and limits surnames to those that meet
high probabilities to determine which surnames represent a specific ethnic group. The third
method is the focus of this study, and utilizes PESM to understand ethnic group patterns. We
focus on PESM because of its practical expediency and value for researchers with limited

resources.
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Dichotomous Surname Dictionary

Previous studies have developed or used an established surname dictionary that matches a
surname with a racial/ethnic group. These dictionaries may or may not include the probability
that a surname is of a specified racial/ethnic group. For example, the 1990 Census Spanish
surname list includes surnames that are presumed to belong to individuals who are Latino
without probabilities (Word and Perkins Jr. 1996). Studies that have created dictionaries used
health administrative data (Eicheldinger and Bonito 2008) or business directories (Shin and Yu
1984; Taylor et al. 2011). These studies rely on self-reported racial/ethnic identity and need large
sample sizes.

Depending on how these dictionaries are applied, they can introduce type I errors (e.g.,
classifying a non-Latino person incorrectly as Latino) or type II errors (e.g., not classifying a
Latino person as Latino). For example, the Census Bureau surname list leads to higher false
positives when used to identify racial groups because the list was designed to pre-identify racial
groups (Abrahamse, Morrison, and Bolton 1994). These surname dictionaries are not as effective
for some segments of the population. For example, Eschbach, Kuo, and Goodwin (2006) noted
that foreign-born Latinos were more accurately identified than native-born Latinos in California
death records. Wong, Palaniappan, and Lauderdale (2010) used medical records and the 1990
Census Spanish surname list, and they discovered the surname list worked better for men and
older individuals (65 years of age or older).

Thresholds in Probability

With these errors, a second method develops probabilities that a surname represents a

racial/ethnic group. This approach uses probabilities in two ways. The first weighs groups by the

local geographic racial/ethnic composition to develop probabilities that an individual belongs to
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a racial/ethnic group based on the surname. For example, Elliott et al. (2009) created the
Bayesian Improved Surname Geocoding (BISG) method, which calculates the probability of a
race/ethnicity using the Census Bureau surname probabilities and an individual’s address to
ascertain the race/ethnicity. BISG calculates the updated probability of a person’s race/ethnicity i
with surname j given the census block residence & for the 6 major racial groups—Hispanic,
White, Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, or Multiracial—using

the following equation:

uli,j, k)
ull,j, k) +ul2,j, k) + (3,j,k,)+ (4,7, k) +ul5,j, k) +u(6,j,k)

qlilj. k) =

where ¢ (i}, k) is the updated probability. BISG can be tedious and resource-intensive, as the
user would need to calculate these probabilities for all target surnames per ethnic group.

The second technique prioritizes surnames that meet or exceed a predetermined
probability level to ensure the accuracy of the racial/ethnic group match using a surname
dictionary. For example, Grofman and Garcia (2014) categorized any individual as Latino if they
have a surname that has at least a 50% likelihood of being Latino according to the 2010 Census
Bureau list of common U.S. surnames. There is no consistent threshold used. For example, while
Lauderdale and Kestenbaum (2000) also used 50% to develop their Asian surname list, Ong,
Pech, and Pfeiffer (2014) used 70% threshold to impute racial/ethnic groups as a stricter
criterion.

The first and second methods require more resources and time to develop a dictionary
and test the representativeness of the larger group. Dictionaries also introduce type I and type 11
errors depending on the dictionary or threshold used. Researchers who use a dichotomous
surname dictionary do not know the accompanying false positive or false negative rates of each

surname. If the dictionary includes probabilities, each surname has different probabilities that
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introduce error. For example, according to the 2010 Census Bureau surname dictionary, “Kim”
has a 95% probability of belonging to an Asian or Pacific Islander.’ Alternatively, “Park” has a
73% probability of belonging to an Asian or Pacific Islander. Thus, by including both surnames
based on a threshold, Park introduces more error than Kim. If using BISG, surnames would have
different error probabilities based on the local geographic context.

Prominent Ethnic Surname Methodology (PESM)

PESM focuses on the most frequent last name for an ethnic group as a subsample to
represent the overall ethnic group. Shin and Yu (1984) developed the “Kim” method, which
presumes that individuals with the last name “Kim” are representative of other Koreans because
of its prevalence among Korean surnames. Shin and Yu (1984) first found that Kim can be used
to estimate the total Korean population in a given area. More recently, Kim et al. (2014)
extended this method to the other four most prevalent Korean surnames—Lee, Park, Choi, and
Chung—to test how representative they are of Koreans in Korea and in the U.S. for demographic
characteristics and health outcomes, including marital status, religion, homeownership, and selt-
rated physical and mental health. They found that the other four Korean surnames were also
highly representative in Korea and U.S., demonstrating additional benefits of using prominent
surnames in research.

PESM is beneficial for several reasons. First, it reduces the cost of surveys. If a
prominent surname adequately represents an ethnic group, survey administrators can target
individuals of a surname to understand the broader group with lower administrative costs and
fewer imputing errors. Researchers can also use one surname to understand ethnic groups in

large administrative records. By focusing on one surname subgroup, researchers can spend fewer

? The other prominent surnames had the following probabilities of being Asian or Pacific Islander—Chen with 96%,
Patel with 95%, and Nguyen with 97% (United States Census Bureau 2016).

14



resources in time and cost to extract ethnic group information and reduce the problem of false
positives from other less representative surnames.

Second, this method enhances studies that use the Census Bureau surname dictionary, the
most common dictionary for racial imputation. Using 2000 or 2010 Decennial Census self-
reported individual data, the Bureau counts the surnames for each major racial group and
calculates the proportion that a surname is linked to a person who is White, Black, Asian/Pacific
Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, or Hispanic origin (Word et al. 2008).* Consequently,
researchers can impute race using the Census surname list first, and then use PESM for that
racial group to understand ethnic group characteristics. This two-step process can decrease false
positive errors. For example, the Census dictionary can be used to first identify individuals who
are most likely of Asian descent. Then, researchers can identify the most prominent surname for
individuals from a specific country to identify group characteristics. Then, non-Asians from an
Asian country would be excluded in the analysis.

Third, PESM allows flexibility in geographic adjustments. Surname dictionaries use a
specific geography to estimate surname probabilities, which can introduce errors when applied if
the target geography differs in racial/ethnic composition. For example, the Census Bureau is
based on the national Decennial Census racial probabilities. However, national demographics
differ from most local geographic contexts. Thus, the surname dictionary probabilities will
produce more errors the greater the differences there are between the local geography and the
U.S. racial/ethnic composition.

The surname, “Hahn,” provides an illustrative example. According to the 2010 Census
surname dictionary, Hahn is 92% likely to be a person who is White and is 5% likely to belong

to a person who is Asian or Pacific Islander. Hahn is also a common Korean surname. If a

* The Census dictionary only includes surnames with a least 100 counts (N = 151,671 names).
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surname dictionary is developed for Koreatown Los Angeles, the probability of Hahn being
White will drop and the probability that Hahn is an Asian person will increase. PESM addresses
these errors because it does not have any predetermined surname probabilities and allows the
user to determine the geographic target. As long as micro-level data include surnames,
researchers can assess the uniqueness and prevalence of the most common surnames for any
geography to determine if the surname represents the ethnic group.

There are some limitations to note for using PESM. First, it has not extensively been
applied to other ethnic groups, particularly those with a greater number of surnames. Shah et al.
(2010) found that South Asian last names were more varied than Chinese surnames, which made
using South Asian surnames less accurate than Chinese surnames. For ethnic groups with more
numerous surnames, PESM will not be as effective because one surname will not be as
representative of the population. Also, some ethnic groups have overlapping surnames. For
instance, Spanish surnames are common with Filipinos, some Pacific Islander populations, and
numerous Latino groups because of a history of colonization. It will then be challenging to
distinguish which prevalent surname can be used to understand group characteristics. The
following provides a template for how others can use PESM for different target geographies and
ethnic groups that have more representative and unique surnames.

Methodology
Data Source and Variables

We used Los Angeles County voter registration data, which have individuals who
registered as of October 2014. Data were purchased from the Los Angeles County
Registrar/Clerk. It includes a number of variables, including full name, place of birth, gender,

birth date, political party, voter turnout in the most recent election, and registration date.
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Among those registered to vote, about 20% were born outside of the U.S. Of foreign-born
registered voters, 45% had an identified place of birth. We focused on these voters with a known
country to identify the most prominent surname for our target countries: Chen for China, Patel
for India, Kim for Korea, and Nguyen for Vietnam. These last names are consistently the top
surnames for Asian or Pacific Islanders in the 2010 Census surname dictionary (United States
Census Bureau 2016) and 2000 Census surname dictionary (Falkenstein 2002).” Then, we
created three comparison groups per target country of origin: A) all foreign-born registered
voters with each surname, regardless of the place of birth; B) foreign-born registered voters with
the surname and from the target country; and C) foreign-born registered voters from the
respective country with any surname. Table 1 lists the total populations by target country and
surname for each group that are used for the remainder of the study.

Table 1. Frequency by Surname, Country, and Comparison Group

Surname | Target All with Surname | Surname for | All Voters from Target
Country Regardless of larget Country Regardless of
Country Country Sumame
A B C
Kim Korea 7.030 6,743 34.623
Chen China 2.731 2.545 49435
Patel India 519 418 7.270
Nguyen [Vietnam 3.075 2931 18977

Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Calculated by authors.

Voter registration data do not have self-reported race/ethnicity. Thus, we used place of

birth as a proxy for ethnic group because the overwhelming majority of people from these

> According to Falkenstein’s (2002) analysis of the complete Decennial 2000 file, Nguyen comprised about 15%,
Kim comprised about 10%, Patel 7%, and Chen 5% of all Asian and Pacific Islander surnames.
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countries identify as the target ethnic group.® Here, we categorized if an individual arrived from
China (includes Hong Kong and Taiwan), Korea, India, or Vietnam as being Chinese, Korean,
Indian, or Vietnamese, respectively. These groups include individuals who were born to
American citizen parents or naturalized as U.S. citizens. (Hereon after country of origin and
ethnic group are used interchangeably for simplification.)

For the three comparison groups (see Table 1), we focused on characteristics related to
demographics, political party, behavior, and neighborhood ethnic context:
DEMOGRAPHICS:

o Gender
o Age

POLITICAL PARTY
o Party affiliation: Democratic, Republican, Declined to State (includes no party
preference), and minor parties

BEHAVIOR
o Years registered to vote
o Voted in last election

NEIGHBORHOOD ETHNIC CONTEXT (SPATIAL ASSIMILATION)
o Percentage that a comparison group resides in highly concentrated ethnic zip
codes to test spatial assimilation.’
To understand neighborhood ethnic context, we rely on the theory of spatial assimilation
(Massey and Denton 1985). They hypothesized that racial/ethnic groups will transition from
enclaves to more diverse neighborhoods once they obtain the economic means to gain access to

improved public resources. We first used 2014 ACS 5-year estimates to identify which zip codes

in Los Angeles County had the top 5-percentile concentration of Chinese, Indian, Korean, and

% In an analysis of 2011-2015 American Community Survey (ACS) in Los Angeles County, we examined the ethnic
identity of citizens who were born in China, India, Korea, and Vietnam. About 92% of people born in Korea self-
identified as Korean, 89% of people born in China and India identified as Chinese and Indian, and 79% of people
born in Vietnam identified as Vietnamese. Ong, Pech, and Pfeiffer [2014] also used this technique.

" The Los Angeles County Registrar data only provides zip codes associated with each registered voter.
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Vietnamese residents.® We then calculated the percentage of each comparison group in these
high-ethnic zip codes. A higher proportion of residence in high-ethnic zip codes signifies less
spatial assimilation. We repeated these calculations for the other target surnames and countries of
origin.

Analytical Plan

We used several steps to understand how representative a surname was for each target
ethnic group. First, we determined how unique a surname was by calculating the frequency of a
surname for the target country relative to registered voters of the same surname from other
countries. We then calculated the prevalence of a surname by determining the frequency of a
surname among registered voters from the same country. These estimates demonstrated how
representative a prominent surname was for an ethnic group.

After, we used bivariate analyses for each variable and the three comparison groups by
surname and country. For age and years registered to vote, we calculated the mean. For gender,
political party affiliation, voter turnout in the last election, and residence in a high-ethnic zip
code, we calculated the frequencies. We also performed statistical tests to measure differences
between comparison groups. We used t-tests for mean age and mean registered years and chi-
square tests for the other variables: gender, political party, voter turnout, and neighborhood
ethnic context to compare the frequencies between the comparison groups.

We used the t-tests and chi-square tests to examine differences between groups A and C

for several reasons. Group A includes foreign-born registered voters with the prominent

¥ For example, the top 5 percentile of zip codes with Chinese residents had about 24% Chinese. We categorized the
13 zip codes with more than 25% Chinese as having a high proportion of Chinese, or “high-ethnic” Chinese zip
codes. Additionally, the 11 high-ethnic Korean zip codes had more than 12% Koreans; the 13 high-ethnic Indian zip
codes had at least 3% Indians, and the 12 high-ethnic Vietnamese zip codes were comprised of at least 4%
Vietnamese. For comparison, the average zip code in Los Angeles had 4% Chinese, 0.1% Indian, 3% Korean, and
0.1% Vietnamese.
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surname. Group C encompasses all foreign-born registered voters from the target country. Thus,
if a surname is representative of an ethnic group, group A should be similar to group C. Group B
should produce values that are between group A and C because it only includes individuals from
the target country and surname. If the prominent surname is prevalent and unique, group B
results should have fewer differences from group A.

For political party affiliation, we also calculated the dissimilarity index (DI) to
understand patterns of registered voters across multiple political parties. DI measures evenness
or segregation between two groups. It is frequently used to quantify neighborhood segregation
(see Iceland and Weinberg 2002; Massey and Denton 1988; Sakoda 1981), but has been also
applied to occupational segregation to identify job distribution between males and females
(Duncan and Duncan 1955; Jacobs 1989; King 1992). The formula for DI used was:

DI=1/5 B, | (A= B;)| 100
where A; was the percentage of group A in political party i, B; was the percentage of group B in
political party i, and n was the number of political parties. The DI index varies from 0 to 100,
where 0 indicates that the two groups are identically distributed, while 100 represents completely
unequal group distribution (Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz 2002).
Results

First, Table 2 displays the frequencies for the surname and country for each comparison
group. It also includes the percentage that a prominent surname is unique to the specific country
(e.g., the percentage of Kims that are from Korea and not other countries) and the prevalence or
coverage of a surname among all registered voters from the target country (e.g., the percentage

that Korean Kims comprise of all Korean registered voters).
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Table 2. Uniqueness and Prevalence of Prominent Sumames in Target Country of Origin

Sumame. Target " of Surname not s of Surname from " of Target Country with
Country from Target Country| Target Country Surname (Prevalence of
(Unigueness of Surname) | Surname)
(A-B) A 1 -({A-B)/ A)) B/C
Kim, Korea 4% G6% 19%
Chen, China T% 93% 5%
Patel. India 19% R1% 6%
Nguyen, Vietnam 5% 95% 15%

Note: Frequencies are for foreign-bom registered voters with a known country of origin
Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Caleulated by authors.

The surnames were varied in their uniqueness and prevalence. Overall, Kim, Nguyen, and
Chen were unique for the target country—more than 90% of foreign-born registered voters with
these surnames came from the respective country of origin. Kims had the highest frequency
among prominent surnames and comprised almost 20 percent of all Korean voters—thus, this
surname was predominantly unique to Koreans and had a high frequency among registered Los
Angeles County voters. In comparison, Patel was not as unique to India—almost 20% of Patels
came from another country of origin besides India.” Chen was not as prevalent among Chinese—
Chen comprises 5% of the nearly 50,000 Chinese registered voters. Nguyen represented the
second highest proportion of voters from the respective country (Vietnam), or about 15%.

Tables 3 through 6 include the bivariates for each surname and country for the
demographic, political party, behavior, and spatial assimilation variables. The first column (A)

contains information on group A (registered foreign-born voters with the prominent surname);

? A small percentage of Asian immigrants with these surnames may also not have originated from the designated
country of their ethnicity due to secondary migration. For example, the parents of a person with the surname “Chen”
may have migrated from China to another East Asian country, and the registered voter would then not be listed as
born in China. Foreign-born Patels also indicates that they were born in the United Kingdom, Kenya, and Zambia,
which follows patterns of British colonialism. Patels are from the Patidar caste in Gujarat and were appointment key
administrative government duties during British colonial rule, and have migrated to former British colonies (Pocock,
1972).
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column B has information for group B (registered foreign-born voters with the surname from the
target country); and column C displays data for group C (registered foreign-born voters from the
target country). If the prominent surname methodology is well representative of the ethnic group,
then column C should be similar to column A. T-test and chi-square test p-value significance is
between column A and column C.

Table 3 displays information for Kim (column A) and Korean registered voters (column
C). When examining the mean or frequency for each variable, there were few differences
between the three columns. However, there were some statistical differences in the results. For
example, gender differences between registered Kims and Korean voters were statistically
significant (p < 0.05), even though there was a quantitative difference of 1% in percent female
(56% and 57%, respectively). There was also a 0.62 difference in the mean age of registered
voters who had a Kim surname and voters who were from Korea (a mean age of 57 years old, p
< 0.01). The DI value is 0.5 for political party—there was about a 1% difference between the
41% of all Kims who declined to state their political party and the 40% of all Koreans who
declined to state their political party (p not significant [NS]). Finally, there was little difference
between the percentage of Kims and percentage of Koreans who lived in high-ethnic zip codes—
or about 22% for both groups (p NS). While there were some statistically significant differences
between Kims and Korean voters, there was little practical difference for these variables.
Consequently, we confirm Shin and Yu’s (1984) original findings that Kim is well-representative

of Koreans.
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Table 3. Kim/Korea Bivariate Results

| AllKim (A) | Korean Kim (B) | All Korean (C)
DEMOGRAPHICS
Female** 55.6% 55.6% 56.9%
Mcan Age*** 57.2 57.7 56.6
POLITICAL PARTY
Democratic | 35.1% 35.1% 35.4%
Republican | 21.8% 21.8% 21.7%
Declined to State | 40.9% 40.9% 40.5%
Minor Parties 2.2% 2.2% 2.4%
BEHAVIOR
Mcan Registered Years 10.8 10.9 11.0
Voted in Last Electiont 45.6% 45.4% 46.6%
SPATIAL ASSIMILATION
% in Top 11 Zip Codes | 22.0% 22.3% 21.6%
N 7.030 6,743 34,623

Note: ** = p < (L5 *** = p < (.01, T-tests and chi-square tests are two-tailed. Top 11 zip codes were determined by
taking the top 5% of percent total Korean population by zip code in Los Angeles County. T-test and chi-square test
significance values are between group A and C.

+ N for All Kim (A) = 6,107 N for Korean Kim (B) = 5,860; N for All Korean (C) = 29,966

Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Calculated by authors.

Chens were relatively well-representative of Chinese, but with greater practical
differences than Kim and Koreans (see Table 3). Chens (column A) were more similar to
Chinese Chen (B) than registered voters from China (column C). For example, there was a 0.24
difference in mean age between all Chens and Chens from China while there was a 0.93
difference in mean age between all Chens and all Chinese registered voters (p < 0.01). Yet, there
were small real-world differences between registered Chen and Chinese voters—the mean
registered years was about 11 years for both groups (p < 0.05). Approximately 47% of registered
Chen and Chinese Chen voters lived in high-ethnic zip codes, higher rates than registered
Chinese voters (43%). Thus, Chens tended to be less spatially assimilated than all Chinese
registered voters (p < 0.01). The largest percentage difference was in political party, where Chen
voters declined to state political party (65%) more than Chinese voters (60%). Between these

two groups, they had a DI value of 5 for political party affiliation.
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Table 4. Chen/Chinese Bivariate Results

| All Chen {A) | Chinese Chen (B) | All Chinese (C)
DEMOGRAPHICS
Female 53.9% 53.8% 56.0%
Mcan Age*** 52.5 52.7 534
POLITICAL PARTY***
Democratic | 20.0% 19.4% 22.4%
Republican | 12.3% 12.2% 15.0%
Declined to State | 64.6% 65.4% 59.7%
Minor Parties 3.4% 3.1% 2.9%
BEHAVIOR
Mcan Registered Years** 10.8 10.8 11.2
Voted in Last Electiont 48 4% 48.4% 49.5%
SPATIAL ASSIMILATION
% in Top 13 Zip Codes*** | 46.9% 46.8% 43.1%
N 2,731 2.545 49 435

Note: ** = p < (L5 *** = p < (.01, T-tests and chi-square tests are two-tailed. Top 13 zip codes were determined by
taking the top 5% of percent total Chinese population by zip code in Los Angeles County. T-test and chi-square test
significance values are between group A and C.

1 N for All Chen (A) = 2,469, N for Chinese Chen (B) = 2,303, N for All Chinese (C) = 44,148

Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Calculated by authors.

Nguyens (column A) were relatively well-representative of Vietnamese (column C, see
Table 5). About 54% of all Nguyen and all Vietnamese voters were female (p NS). Also, Nguyen
voters (column A) had similar characteristics as Nguyen voters from Vietnam (column B) and all
Vietnamese registered voters (column C) for mean registered years, spatial context, and political
party. For instance, the average Nguyen, Vietnamese Nguyen, and Vietnamese voter were
registered for about 12 years. Nguyens were more spatially assimilated than Vietnamese
voters—while 27% of Nguyens and 28% of Vietnamese Nguyens lived in high-ethnic zip codes,
about 38% of Vietnamese voters lived in high-ethnic zip codes (p < 0.01). The next largest
percentage difference between Nguyens and Vietnamese for political party was between
Republican voters—about 28% and 22%, respectively (p < 0.01). For other variables, Nguyen
and Vietnamese registered voters had similar statistics. The calculated DI value for political

parties between Nguyen and Vietnamese voters was 6.
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Table 5. Nguyen/Vietnam Bivariate Results

[ All Nguyen (A) ] Vietnamese Nguyen (B) All Vietnamese (C)
DEMOGRAPHICS
Female 53.5% 53.2% 54.1%
Mcan Age*** 50.8 51.2 50.8
POLITICAL PARTY***
Democratic 30.5% 30.1% 33.5%
Republican 28.1% 28.5% 22.1%
Declined to State 36.2% 36.2% 39.4%
Minor Parties 5.2% 5.2% 5.0%
BEHAVIOR
Mcan Registered Years*** 11.5 11.6 12.4
Voted in Last Electiont 51.3% 51.6% 52.1%
SPATIAL ASSIMILATION
% in Top 12 Zip Codes*** 27.2% 27.5% 37.9%
N 3.075 2,931 18,977

Note: ** = p < (L5 *** = p < (.01, T-tests and chi-square tests are two-tailed. Top 12 zip codes were determined by
taking the top 5% of percent total Vietnamese population by zip code in Los Angeles County. T-test and chi-square
test significance values are between group A and C.

1 N for All Nguyen (A) = 2.745: N for Vietnamese Nguyen (B) = 2,619, N for All Vietnamese (C) = 17,018
Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Calculated by authors.

Patel registered voters were well-representative of Indian registered voters for gender and
mean registered years. However, there was greater variation for percentage of registered Patel
and Indian voters who voted in the previous election (or 44% and 57%, respectively, p <0.01).
Patels were less spatially assimilated than foreign-born Indians; about 27% of Patels lived in
high-ethnic zip codes while 20% of Indians lived in high-ethnic zip codes (p < 0.01). Indian
Patels did not have similar bivariate means as Indian voters, which emphasizes the diversity
among Indian surnames. For example, the mean age of Patels was about 48.5 while the mean age
of Indian Patels was 49.1 and the mean age of Indian voters was about 47.1. For political party,
Patels and Indians had the highest DI value among the four groups (or 9.5). However, since the
dissimilarity index is from a scale of 0 to 100, the political party affiliation is relatively similar in

distribution.
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Table 6. Patel/India Bivariate Results

| All Patel (A) I Indian Patel (B) | All Indian (C)
DEMOGRAPHICS
Female 50.3% 50.0% 48.5%
Mcan Age** 48.5 49.1 47.1
POLITICAL PARTY***
Democratic | 33.0% 32.1% L 41.2%
Republican | 13.9% 12.7% | 8.1%
Declined to State | 51.6% 54.1% L 47.7%
Minor Parties 1.5% 1.2% 2.9%
BEHAVIOR
Mcan Registered Years 6.6 5.9 6.4
Voted in Last ElectionT*** | 44 4% 41.1% 57.0%
SPATIAL ASSIMILATION
% in Top 13 Zip Codes*** | 26.8% 27.8% L 20.3%
N 519 418 7.270

Note: ** = p < (.5 *** = p < (.01, T-tests and chi-square tests are two-tailed. Top 13 zip codes were determined by
taking the top 5% of percent total Indian population by zip code in Los Angeles County.

1 N for All Patel (A) = 417; N for Indian Patel (B) = 341, N for All Indian (C) = 5,712

Source: 2014 Los Angeles County Registrar/Clerk. Calculated by authors.

Discussion of Findings

Our study has several important findings. First, there were distinctions in whether a
surname was well-representative of the ethnic group based on the uniqueness and prevalence of
the surname. Our study also confirms that Kim was well-representative of Koreans when
researchers have limited resources to identify ethnic group trends and without self-identified
race/ethnicity data. Chen and Nguyen were representative for most variables. In developing
surname lists from Social Security Administration records, Lauderdale and Kestenbaum (2000)
found that there were fewer than 400 names among Koreans and Vietnamese, while there were
more than 3,500 surnames for Japanese and 12,000 for Filipinos. If a target group has too many
surnames, the most prominent surname will not be representative of the target ethnic group.
Finally, Patel was the least representative of the respective ethnic group relative to the other three
surnames.

Second, we found that PESM was useful for our demographic variables (gender and age)

and voting behavior (mean registered years and voter turnout). There was greater variation in
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political party and spatial assimilation, depending on the ethnic group. Third, while the t-tests
and chi-square tests produced statistically significant differences, there were few practical
differences for most of the variables depending on the comparison group. For example, the
practical difference between comparison groups was relatively small for Chen relative to
Patels. "

It is important to note limitations to surname methods. First, we focused on voters who
are foreign-born from a known country of origin. There may be distinctions between first, 1.5,
and second-generation individuals from the same ethnic group for some socioeconomic
characteristics. For example, Charles (2006) found that native-born Asians were more spatially
assimilated and lived in Whiter neighborhoods than foreign-born Asians. Thus, the analysis may
not be generalizable to individuals of different generation status. Second, other studies have
documented the limitation of using the surname method for women because of outmarriage with
changing surnames (Kim et al. 2014; Taylor et al. 2011)."!

Third, the study used Los Angeles County as a case study. The findings may not be the
same in other regions. These surnames may not be the most prominent and/or ethnic group

composition will vary in other places, which would affect PESM effectiveness. For example, if a

' These differences may also result from South Asians have a greater diversity among surnames than Chinese. For
example, Shah et al. (2010) identified 9,950 South Asian surnames and 1,133 Chinese surnames. Singh (1992)
found that there were more than 450 tribal groups in India, which contributes to the diversity among Indians in the
United States. Patels are also different from other Indian immigrants because they are predominantly of Gujarat and
Hindu background. A large number of Patels have become entrepreneurs and business owners, and they tend to be
conservative in social and religious issues relative to other Indian groups (Jain 1989; Pocock 1972; Sheth 2001). In
contrast, Chen is one of top five most common surnames in China (Liu et al. 2012), particularly in the southeastern
provinces (Schiavenza 2013). Chen is a common surname because descendants of the state of Chen adopted the state
name as their last name around 476BC; an ethnic minority also changed their surname from Houmochen to Chen
around 500AD (People’s Daily, 2006).

" We used the 2011-2015 American Community Survey Public Use Micro Sample (PUMS) data to estimate the
rates for females who married a non-Asian spouse and were born in China, India, Korea, and Vietnam. Among
naturalized citizens and married women from these countries in Los Angeles County, we found that about 13% born
in China, 9% born in India, 19% born in Korea, and 10% of women born in Vietnam married a non-Asian spouse.
The PUMS analysis shows a comparable sample to the Los Angeles County voter registration data.
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city has a lot of residents from Western India, there may also be a significant number of
individuals with the surname Patel. PESM may be more useful in this city than in geographies
with more diverse Indian populations.

Policy Implications

In a time of challenges to government data and the growth of big data, surnames are
important to examine beyond a methodological tool. PESM can help policymakers who have
minimal resources to examine other applications of this method. This study used voting
registration data, and PESM can identify which groups may need more targeted outreach. For
instance, if “Kim” registered voters are less likely to consecutively vote, policymakers may then
choose to increase resources for Korean residents in their local jurisdiction.

Additionally, PESM is relevant for addressing discrimination. There is still evidence of
discrimination across the U.S. for potential Asian renters whose race is identified through
name—they were more likely denied an appointment with a landlord than those whose name
sounded more White (Turner et al. 2013). With PESM, local policymakers can do their own tests
of potential renters and homebuyers who send in applications with different surnames.
Alternatively, residents of different surnames can be surveyed to learn more about their housing
search experience and potential barriers they face.

People may also discriminate in hiring based on a person's presumed ethnic identity.
Thanasombat et al. (2005) found that employers discriminated against supposed South Asian and
Arab Americans based on resumes with presumed South Asian or Arab surnames. More recently,
Widner and Chicoine (2011) found that individuals with Arab-sounding surnames had to send
two resumes to hear back from an employer for every one resume sent by a White male. Local

policymakers can consider sending resumes to companies with the prominent surname to test if
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some groups experience more challenges, which can then be used to develop anti-discrimination

workshops or resources for local employers.

PESM can also strengthen existing records that do not require self-reported
race/ethnicity. For example, prison and incarceration data can include individual race/ethnicity,
but are not consistently collected or are missing race/ethnicity. Thus, studies such as Bales and
Piquero (2012) used surnames to identify more Latinos who were sentenced to incarceration. If
local policymakers have data with a large number of missing self-reported race/ethnicity, they
can use PESM to strengthen their demographic analysis of individuals in other sectors. Thus,
surnames can be used to not only identify individuals, but also understand people’s behaviors
and areas of disparities that policymakers and researchers can address to make our cities and
neighborhoods more inclusive.
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CHAPTER 3: HETEROGENEITY IN INCOME:
EFFECTS OF RACIAL CONCENTRATION ON FORECLOSURES IN LOS ANGELES
Introduction

The United States continues to be defined by racial concentration, where most
racial/ethnic groups live apart from each other. The average White person lives in a
neighborhood with more than 75% Whites (Frey, 2014). Bader and Warkentien (2016) also
found that many integrated neighborhoods were unstable and gradually transitioning into racially
concentrated neighborhoods (see also Friedman, 2008). Metropolitan areas with a mix of
racial/ethnic groups across the region also have racially concentrated spaces on smaller
geographic levels in cities (Lichter, Parisi, & Taquino, 2015) or within a tract (Friedman, 2011).

Racial concentration or segregation is oftentimes linked to negative housing outcomes for
homeowners. This association is important because homeownership is still the largest asset for
minorities (Taylor et al., 2011). Racially segregated neighborhoods have been tied to lower rates
of mortgage origination (Kuebler, 2012); increased subprime and predatory lending (Hyra et al.,
2013; Rugh & Massey, 2010); and higher default and foreclosure rates (Chan et al., 2013; Hall,
Crowder, & Spring, 2015a; Crump, 2013; Molina, 2012). Higher-income borrowers in Black and
Latino neighborhoods were more likely to go into foreclosure relative to their counterparts in
White neighborhoods in Prince George’s County, Maryland (Anacker et al., 2012). Minority
neighborhoods have also seen slow recovery of home values after the Great Recession (Mellnick
et al., 2016; Raymond, Wang, & Immergluck, 2016).

Many studies focus on Black neighborhoods because of the history of institutional
discrimination and resource deprivation associated with Black segregation. Asian and Latino

ethnic enclaves for the most part do not share the same history in large part because of post-1965
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immigration laws.'” These neighborhoods may benefit residents with employment and
educational opportunities, social support, and in-language services (Chiswick & Miller, 2005;
Spencer & Chen, 2004; Zhou, 2007). Different histories and resources may explain why Black
neighborhoods have become less prevalent while Latino and Asian neighborhoods have
increased in number or remained stable (Clark et al., 2015; Frey, 2014; Glaeser & Vigdor, 2012;
Tienda & Fuentes, 2014).

Among ethnic enclaves, the reason for group concentration differs based on class.
Immigrants who have less capital may settle into poorer, coethnic enclave neighborhoods
associated with structural and institutional disadvantage, similar to Black neighborhoods that
were created by discrimination (Portes & Zhou, 1993). In contrast, wealthier immigrants may
choose to live in racially-concentrated areas for socioeconomic benefits that are in-language and
ethnic-specific—these middle- and high-income ethnic enclaves have recently been termed
resurgent neighborhoods (Logan, Alba, & Zhang, 2002; Walton, 2012; Wen et al.,, 2009).
Resurgent neighborhoods differ from enclaves because they may be comprised of individuals
who are foreign- and/or native-born (Walton, 2015). These neighborhoods also have a substantial
concentration of a non-white group, but the population does not need to comprise the majority of
the neighborhood (Li, 1998; Walton, 2015). Based on the constraints, resources, and/or
advantages available in ethnic enclaves, residents’ default and foreclosure rates could differ.
Resurgent areas may follow other middle- and high-income areas that overall had lower rates of

foreclosures than lower-income neighborhoods (Aalbers, 2009).

2 There are instances of housing discrimination that formed historic ghettos, such as San Francisco’s Chinatown in
the 19™ century (Kroll-Smith & Brown-Jeffry, 2013). Diaz (2005) also details discriminatory policies that have
created or reinforced Chicano segregation before 1965. However, the U.S. passed several exclusionary laws that
banned migrants from Latin America and Asia throughout its history. After 1965, the surge of Latino and Asian
immigrants has helped to establish many contemporary Latino and Asian neighborhoods (Gibson & Jung, 2006;
Logan & Stults, 2014).
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I connect the growing studies on resurgent neighborhoods with default and foreclosure
outcomes. While other studies have examined the health and educational benefits associated with
resurgent neighborhoods (Lee & Zhou, 2015; Walton, 2012), this is the first study to test if
resurgent neighborhood residents have improved housing outcomes in default or foreclosure.
First, I trace the housing outcomes for 2007 homeowners based on their purchase date in Los
Angeles County. Because housing records do not include race/ethnicity, I impute these variables
using the 2000 Bureau of Census surname probability list. After, I assess the impacts of living in
a racially concentrated neighborhood and the likelihood that a homeowner will default or
foreclose in 2008 or 2009 using DataQuick and Los Angeles County Assessor data. Third, I test
whether the effects of resurgent neighborhoods persist after accounting for individual
homeowner and other neighborhood characteristics using multiple logistic regressions.

The study finds that homeowners in Asian and Latino resurgent neighborhoods had
similar or lower rates of default or foreclosure as compared to Black or White high-income
neighborhoods. However, Asian resurgent neighborhoods had the lowest rates and predicted
probabilities for default/foreclosure. Similar to other studies, low-income neighborhoods also
had higher rates of default/foreclosure (Grover et al., 2008; Immergluck & Smith, 2006;
Laderman & Reid, 2008). After controlling for homeowner and neighborhood factors, borrowers
in particularly high-income racially concentrated neighborhoods had lower predicted
probabilities of default/foreclosure than homeowners in lower-income neighborhoods. There
were also discrepancies in nativity for Asian neighborhoods—Asian enclaves with higher
proportions of foreign-born residents had lower predicted probabilities of default/foreclosure
than those in Asian communities of constraint with higher rates of native-born homebuyers.

Background
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Segregation and Housing Outcomes from the Great Recession

The United States is still recovering from the Great Recession in part because of the
disproportionate impacts that foreclosures have had on minority neighborhoods. Hall et al.
(2015b) found that neighborhoods with high proportions of Latinos and/or Blacks had large
shares of foreclosures across all U.S. regions. In their other study, Hall et al. (3015a) also found
that foreclosure rates increased in neighborhoods with increasing out flight of White residents.
Using Baltimore, Maryland as a case study, Rugh et al. (2015) also noted that homeowners in
majority Black neighborhoods had higher monthly payments and lots more home equity than
counterparts in White neighborhoods, with increased disparities among more affluent borrowers.

After the Recession, Black and low-income neighborhoods have experienced stagnant or
slow recovery in home prices. Mellnick et al. (2016) found that Black zip codes were two times
more likely than White zip codes to have homes worth less in 2015 than in 2004. Even in
neighborhoods with low poverty rates, Raymond, Wang, and Immergluck (2016) found that
Black neighborhoods in Atlanta have only modestly recovered or not at all. In contrast,
predominantly White and middle- or —upper-income neighborhoods have recovered in home
value, and were less volatile during the crisis and beyond (Raymond et al., 2016).

There is evidence that Latino neighborhoods followed similar patterns as Black
neighborhoods after the Recession. Raymond et al. (2016) found that zip codes in Atlanta with
more Latinos had depressed home value appreciation—however, Black neighborhoods still had
the fewest gains in property values. Molina’s (2016) study of Los Angeles County and the Inland
Empire, California demonstrated that foreclosed vacant properties in Black and Latino
neighborhoods were also more likely to remain vacant for more months than properties in Asian

neighborhoods (see also Li and Walter’s (2013) study of Broward County, Florida).
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There are also differences among Latino neighborhoods based on class and ethnic group.
Pfeiffer and Molina (2013) noted some distinctions among majority Latino neighborhoods in
Southern California—foreclosed properties in Latino neighborhoods with more Black residents
and lower income took longer to sell than properties in Latino neighborhoods with fewer Blacks
and of higher income (Pfeiffer & Molina, 2013). Other studies have also found differences in
housing outcomes based on ethnic group, where Cubans experience lower rates relative to
Mexicans and Puerto Ricans (Cahill & Franklin, 2013; Kuebler & Rugh, 2013; Rugh, 2014).

Few studies have examined how Asian neighborhoods have fared during or after the
Recession. The exception is Rugh and Massey’s (2010) study that found Asian segregation had a
negative association with foreclosures. They attributed this finding to concentrated affluence
among Asian Americans. While little is known about Asian neighborhoods, a number of studies
have examined Asian American homeowners. Asian American homeowners had lower
foreclosure rates than other racial minorities (Bocian, David, Garrison, & Sermons, 2012; Reid
& Laderman, 2008). Rugh (2015) also found foreclosure rate differences among Asian American
ethnic groups—Vietnamese and Koreans had higher foreclosure rates than Chinese, Japanese,
and Taiwanese homeowners (see also Ong, Pech, & Pfeiffer [2013]). Also, Patraporn, Tran, and
Ong (2015) examined the affluent and racially diverse neighborhoods of East San Gabriel
Valley, California, and explained that Asian Americans had lower default and foreclosure rates
than other groups in part because Asian homeowners were less likely to have subprime loans or
variable interest loans.

Commupnities of Constraint versus Resurgent Neighborhoods
Minority neighborhoods have unevenly recovered because they were formed by different

historical contexts and reasons. These distinctions are tied to income and immigration policies.
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For low-income minorities and immigrants, they have fewer options in neighborhood choice and
may live in racially segregated neighborhoods called communities of constraint—these areas are
linked to concentrated disadvantage and limited neighborhood resources (Walton, 2015).
Alternatively, immigration laws favor professionals and wealthier individuals, which have
brought immigrants with significant economic means to the United States. These individuals
have more options in where they can afford to live. Many of these households can decide to live
in a resurgent neighborhood because of ethnic group-specific resources or in-language resources.
The following describes the origins of communities of constraint and resurgent neighborhoods as
related to homeownership.
Formation of Communities of Constraint

Housing policies and informal discrimination have created communities of constraint.
For example, Black segregation is in large part caused by historic government policies that
sanctioned or encouraged racial discrimination (Crossney & Bartelt, 2005; Gotham, 2000;
Immergluck, 2009; Schwartz, 2014). Though de jure discrimination has ended, there are several
factors that contribute to de facto discrimination in the housing market, which constrain where
individuals can live. Relative to White homeowners, racial minority groups were informed and
shown fewer homes in a national audit study (Turner et al., 2013). For example, Blacks were told
about 17% fewer homes than Whites, and Asian homebuyers were shown 19% fewer homes than
Whites (Turner et al., 2013). This study also found that perspective homebuyers whose race was
identifiable because of name or English-language speaking ability experienced similar
discrimination. Because of exclusion and discrimination, communities of constraint have been

linked to a combination of negative housing outcomes, such as lower home values, higher
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vacancy rates, and poorer housing quality—these disparities persist for middle-class Black
neighborhoods (Adelman, 2004; Friedman, Gibbons, & Galvan, 2014).

The origins of Latino and Asian residential concentration differ from Black segregation
because of how these groups migrated to the United States, impacting resources available in
ethnic enclaves. Many of these neighborhoods were a starting point for employment, particularly
for immigrants who were not proficient in English (Bates, 1997; Chiswick & Miller, 2005; Diaz,
2005). Studies of Chinese enclaves in New York showed that kinship and family networks
further established these neighborhoods (Hum, 2014; Zhou, 1992). Ethnic enclaves have
historically been viewed as communities of constraint. For example, enclaves oftentimes were
linked to poorer housing conditions (Diaz, 2005; Logan & Stults, 2011).

However, ethnic enclaves have become economically diverse with recent immigrant laws
that favor immigrants with more capital. While low-income enclaves are still prevalent in cities,
there has been a growth of middle- and upper-income ethnic neighborhoods that are oftentimes
located in suburban areas, or resurgent neighborhoods. The following provides a more detailed
description of resurgent neighborhoods.

Formation of Resurgent Neighborhoods

Variations of resurgent neighborhoods have become more recognized in literature over
the past couple of decades. Li’s (1998) seminal work on ethnoburbs, or suburban ethnic
communities in the San Gabriel Valley, described places of significant residential and business
concentration of Asian immigrants. Since then, Logan et al. (2002) termed a similar
phenomenon, ethnic communities, where residents have the socioeconomic means and greater
residential choice to live in Whiter neighborhoods but choose to live among coethnic residents.

Vo and Danico (2004) also explore the concept of postsuburban spaces in Orange County, where
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Vietnamese and Korean communities have political and economic independence and
concentration.

More recently, resurgent neighborhoods have been used to describe middle-class
coethnic residential concentration (Brown & Chung, 2008; Walton, 2015; Wen et al., 2009).
While ethnoburbs and postsuburban spaces focus on suburban areas, resurgent neighborhoods
include non-suburban communities. In addition, resurgent neighborhoods can include residents
who comprise of the same racial/ethnic background, but can also be of different nativity status
(Walton, 2015). In contrast, ethnic enclaves or ethnoburbs are typically characterized as
comprised of large immigrant populations (Li, 1998).

Resurgent neighborhoods exist for several reasons. First, some immigrants arrive with
greater socioeconomic resources and can afford to directly move to middle-class suburbs (Li,
1998; Logan et al., 2002; Singer, 2008; Zhou, 1992). Second, individuals use familial or social
networks to decide where to live (Alba et al., 1999; Chung & Brown, 2007). Consequently,
immigrants who move to resurgent neighborhoods bring other family and friends. Third, these
neighborhoods offer residents other benefits, including reprieve from White discrimination (Hunt
et al., 2007; Lacy, 2004; Pickett & Wilkinson, 2008; Walton, 2012), as well as access to ethnic
businesses and institutions that White neighborhoods do not have, such as educational
institutions (Zhou, 2007) and health providers (Spencer & Chen, 2004).

These neighborhoods may also provide class-based resources that are not available in
low-income enclaves. Lee and Zhou (2015) detail how immigration selection impacts the growth

of resurgent neighborhoods for Asian Americans."” Immigration policies favor Asian immigrants

" Hing (1993) also describes the role of U.S. immigration policy and how it has shaped Asian American
communities. While historic immigration laws sought cheap Asian labor in the 19™ century, new laws in the 20™
century favored Asians who are professionals with higher incomes, in large part because of the 1965 Immigration
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who oftentimes are more educated or wealthier than their counterparts who stay in the home
country; these immigrants may also have more education or skills than the average American
(Lee & Zhou, 2015). As a result, this hyperselected group of Asian immigrants has the capital to
create and support resurgent neighborhood-based resources that are class-based. They contrast
Chinese immigrants with Mexican immigrants, where Mexican immigrants are oftentimes less
educated than their counterparts in Mexico—consequently, Mexican neighborhoods may not
have a concentration of residents who have the economic means to set up neighborhood-based
institutions (Lee & Zhou, 2015).

Additional literature has similarly focused on the benefits of Asian American resurgent
neighborhoods. For example, De la Roca, Ellen, and O’Regan (2014) found that Asians are more
likely to live among highly educated neighbors in Asian neighborhoods than their counterparts
who live in Whiter neighborhoods. Li (1998) also found that ethnoburbs have an
overrepresentation of Chinese residents in banking, real estate, and finance than Los Angeles
County. In contrast, there is a dearth of literature on the benefits of Latino resurgent
neighborhoods, as much of the literature still describes the deleterious effects from Latino
segregation. The exception is Vallejo (2012), who examined how a professional organization in
Santa Ana, California promoted middle-class ethnic capital and economic mobility for Latina
business owners.

Benefits from resurgent and enclaves in health, education, and employment may extend
to homeownership. There are no studies that connect resurgent neighborhoods to housing
outcomes. While housing discrimination policies have contributed to concentrated poverty, lower

home values, poorer housing quality, and higher rates of foreclosures, homeowners who choose

Act and Immigration Act of 1990 (Hing, 1993). More recently with the EB-5 program, Asian investors have been
granted green cards after they substantially invest and create at least 10 jobs (Simons et al., 2016).
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resurgent neighborhoods would potentially have access to institutions that impact lending, credit,
and housing.'* Higher-income neighborhoods have lower subprime mortgages, fewer
foreclosures, and/or faster recovery from the recession (Aalbers, 2009; Grover et al., 2008;
Immergluck & Smith, 1999; Mellnick et al., 2016). I predict that resurgent neighborhoods will
similarly have low default/foreclosure rates because they converge class and ethnic advantages,
even with higher minority racial resident concentration.
Research Questions
This study examines the default and foreclosure outcomes of homeowners who live in
racially concentrated neighborhoods based on class, focusing on the effects of resurgent
neighborhoods. I examine homeowners and whether their default and foreclosure rates differ
based on neighborhood racial composition and class. .
The following questions guide the study:
1. What are the default and foreclosure rates for homeowners by neighborhood type in 2008
to 2009 for Los Angeles County?
2. Does living in resurgent neighborhoods reduce homeowners’ likelihood of default and
foreclosure relative to neighborhoods without racial concentration?
3. Do the effects of resurgent neighborhoods persist after accounting for other individual
homeowner and neighborhood characteristics?
I test these questions for homeowners in Los Angeles County because the Southern

California region has a sizable Latino and Asian population who are forming middle-class

' Ethnic banks are an example of lending institutions in resurgent neighborhoods. Informal and formal forms of
ethnic lending has existed in minority and immigrant neighborhoods since early U.S. history to fill the credit needs
of these groups that could not access mainstream banks (Hum, 2011). However, the growth of large Asian banks has
contributed to the growth of resurgent neighborhoods with the globalization and deregulation of the financial sector
(Dymski & Mohanty, 1999). Dymski and Mohanty (1999) also argue that large formal Asian financial institutions
have helped clients move from enclaves to ethnoburbs by supporting residents and businesses. Zonta (2015) traces
the growth of Chinese and Korean banks into increasingly suburban areas in Los Angeles and New York. She also
found that Los Angeles Chinese banks have increasingly originated mortgages in wealthier suburbs
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neighborhoods. San Gabriel Valley has seen a concentration of middle-class Asian and Latino
residents from the 1990s (Li, 1998). Carcamo (2015) also describes the growth of middle-class
Latino neighborhoods in Los Angeles, including Downey, Whittier, and Van Nuys. Clark et al.
(2015) similarly demonstrates that Latino and Asian residential preferences shape the
neighborhood landscape in Los Angeles because of the decline of White and Black residential
concentration.

Methodology
Data Sources

The study utilizes proprietary and public data to answer the research questions. First, I
used DataQuick, a proprietary dataset that collects single-family residential property information
on home purchase and housing transactions, including defaults and foreclosures.'” These data
also include borrower names, loan information, property address, sale price, home value, and
other household information. However, DataQuick does not include borrower self-reported
race/ethnicity.

Second, I used the Decennial 2000 Census surname dictionary to impute the
race/ethnicity of homeowners. The Census Bureau counted the surnames for each racial group
and calculated the proportion of the time that the surname was linked to a person that was White,
Black, Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander, and American Indian (Word, Coleman, Nunziata, &

Kominski, 2008). For surnames with at least 100 counts, the Census developed the surname

" DataQuick defines defaults as when a homeowner receives a legal Notice of Default document, which is at least
30 days after the lender contacted the homeowner about foreclosure avoidance assessment. Foreclosures are
recorded as the date that a homeowner receives the Notice of Sale, or that the property can be sold at public auction.
Homeowners who received multiple notices were counted only once unless the homeowner name changed in 2007,
in which they were then excluded. The study focuses on homebuyers of single-family homes, and does not cover
condominiums because single-family homes comprise the largest share of foreclosures (Foote et al., 2008). Hartley
(2014) also proved that single-family and multi-family housing markets are affected by foreclosure differently in his
analysis of supply and dis-amenity mechanisms. While there are exceptions (Foote et al., 2008; Rugh, 2015), most
foreclosure studies focus on single-family homes (Biswas, 2012; Immergluck & Smith, 2006; Ong & Pfeiffer, 2008;
Rugh & Massey, 2010; Schuetz et al., 2008).
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dictionary (N = 151,671 names). The 2000 Census surname list is the most widely used surname
dictionary in several disciplines, including public health (Adjaye-Gbewonyo, Bednarczyk, Davis,
& Omer, 2014; Derose, Contreras, Coleman, Koebnick, & Jacobsen, 2013; Elliott et al., 2009),
political science (Collet, 2005; Grofman & Garcia, 2014), and housing studies (Ong et al., 2014;
Patraporn et al., 2015; Rugh, 2015).'

Third, I used 2005-2009 5-year American Community Survey data to identify tract
socioeconomic characteristics: median household income, median home value, percentage of
foreign-born, and percentage of homeowners. The first three data are used to construct the
neighborhood typology (see “Neighborhood Typology” section for more information). These
variables are averaged across the time period.

I use this time period rather than 2000 data for several reasons. First, this study examines
housing outcomes leading up to 2009. At-risk homeowners do not look for resources at the time
of purchase, but instead when they are experiencing challenges. Thus, neighborhood
characteristics around time of risk are more relevant than the neighborhood at time of purchase.
Second, it takes time for social networks and neighborhood resources to develop after a
population moves into an area. Third, I also tested if there were major changes in neighborhoods
over time using 2000 tract data, and found consistent results.'” The rest of the section describes

how variables were constructed and the logistic regression models.

'® While useful when race/ethnicity is unavailable in a dataset, there are several issues to consider when

implementing surname methods. First, The Census Bureau surname list can lead to higher false positives when used
to identify racial groups because it was designed to pre-identify groups (Abrahamse et al., 1994). Additionally,
surname dictionaries is more effective for some segments of the population, such as foreign-born individuals
(Eschbach et al., 2006), men and older people (Wong et al., 2010), and groups that have more discernable surnames
including Latinos and some Asian groups (Fiscella & Fremont, 2006).

"1 conducted robustness tests using 2000 Census tract data to examine if there were differences in the results. Of
the 6 regressions, the coefficient for neighborhood typology, household factors, and tract owners were similar in
magnitude and signs as models using 2010 Decennial data to determine resurgent neighborhoods. These tests
indicate consistency among data sources.
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Homeowner Cohort

I focus on sample of 2007 Los Angeles County homeowners using Los Angeles County
Assessor parcel data, and created two groups based on purchase date: 1) between 2000 and 2003
(pre-housing boom), and 2) between 2004 and 2006 (housing boom) using DataQuick.'® Each
group was assigned a dummy variable to understand temporal effects of home purchases. I
imputed homeowner race using the 2000 Census dictionary—homeowners were assigned to a
racial group if the surname had at least a 70% probability for a racial group."’
Neighborhood Typology

I created several types of neighborhoods to test the effect of resurgent neighborhoods on
default and foreclosures. I adopted Walton’s (2015) typology, which categorized neighborhoods
based on spatial concentration, nativity, and socioeconomic status. Walton (2015) first identified
areas of group concentration using a local Moran’s I test of contiguous edges, which measures
local spatial clustering. Moran’s I describes patterns of spatial autocorrelation based on the group
concentration in each tract relative to the county (Anselin, 1995). In other words, the statistic

accounts for unusually high racial concentration in a tract and also takes into consideration high

' 1 created these categories based on Ong et al.’s (2014) findings, in which Los Angeles County home prices rose
slowly until 2003; between 2003 and 2006 home prices increased more than 50 percent. Los Angeles home prices
also began to fall after they peaked in 2006. Purchase year is important because there were of dramatic changes in
home prices that affected negative equity. Palmer (2015) found a 6.5% difference in default rates when simulating
2006 homebuyers if they had the same price path as 2003 borrowers. Also, in 1999, the housing market was still
recovering from the first boom in high-risk lending and recession from the 1990s (Immergluck, 2009). Thus, I am
focusing on homeowners who purchased homes during the housing cycle that began after the smaller recession
during the 1990s and ended before the most recent Great Recession. By focusing on homeowners in 2007, my
sample excludes those who may have purchased during the 2000s housing bubble and may have moved before 2007
or lost their home. Among homeowners who were unable to prevent foreclosure, they were more likely to have had
high-risk loans (Avery et al., 2008).

' The dictionary uses the national decennial census to estimate racial probabilities. However, the dictionary may
underestimate the probabilities for certain racial/ethnic groups for smaller geographies with varying racial
composition. For example, the 2000 Census dictionary identifies that 40% of individuals with the surname “Lee” is
White, 17% is Black, and 38% is Asian or Pacific Islander. These probabilities are based on the national population,
which was 75% White, 12% Black, and 4% Asian in 2000. However, Asian Americans are overrepresented in Los
Angeles—in 2000, they comprised 12% of the county, compared to about 43% Whites and 10% Blacks. If the
Census dictionary was constructed for Los Angeles, it is likely the probability that the surname “Lee” belongs to an
Asian or Pacific Islander would be higher than 38%.
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populations in contiguous tracts. I designated tracts with a significantly high spatial
autocorrelation (a < 0.05) of Whites, Blacks, Latinos, and Asians as neighborhoods of
concentration using the 2010 Decennial Census. A single tract can be categorized as statistically
significant concentration if the proportion of the group is high relative to other tracts in the
county.

Among the neighborhoods with racial concentration, I categorized them into one of four
groups based on nativity and socioeconomic status: resurgent, community of constraint,
immigrant enclave, and not-concentrated neighborhoods (see Table 1). Resurgent neighborhoods
include areas of high socioeconomic status regardless of nativity. Walton (2015) then
distinguished low-income neighborhoods by nativity. Tracts with a higher proportion of native-
born residents are a “community of constraint,” and tracts with more foreign-born residents are
an “enclave.” I added “not concentrated” neighborhoods, which do not have a statistically
significant concentration of a racial group relative to nearby tracts.

Table 1. Neighborhood typology

Type Dominant Nativity Status Dominant Socioeconomic Status
(threshold: 36%) (threshold: $55,000 income, 3567,000
home value)
Resurgent Native/Foreign-born High
Community of constraint Native-born Low
Enclave Foreign-born Low

Not concentrated - -

Note: Tracts that had a statistically significant concentration of a racial group were categorized as “not
concentrated” if the racial group had less than 50 residents in the tract.
Source: 2009 ACS 5-year Estimates, 2010 Decennial Census.

I used ACS data on household income and mean home value to classify neighborhoods

by socioeconomic status. Walton (2015) used the county average to determine what is considered
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high and low socioeconomic status.? I similarly used the median county average to categorize
neighborhoods. The county’s median household income was about $55,000 and the median
home value was $567,000 in the 2009 5-year ACS estimates (adjusted to 20138$). Tracts with a
median household income and home value above these thresholds were categorized as “high”
socioeconomic status.

If tracts did not meet these thresholds, they were then designated based on the nativity
indicator. Walton (2015) used one threshold for all counties in California to categorize which
ones had high concentrations of foreign-born residents. I similarly use the average percentage of
foreign-born for the county for all tracts, which was 36%.>' Tracts with more than 36% were
classified as having a disproportionately higher percentage of foreign-born residents (enclave),
and the remaining tracts were defined as having more native-born residents (community of
constraint). I applied these typologies to Asian and Latino neighborhoods. Blacks and Whites in
Los Angeles County are primarily native-born (or 93% and 82%, respectively, in the 2009 5-year
ACS estimates). Thus, neighborhoods with Black or White concentration were only categorized
by socioeconomic status (e.g., “Black high socioeconomic status” or “White low socioeconomic
status™). “White” is used to denote non-Hispanic Whites hereon after. Non-Hispanic Blacks and

Asians were used for the analysis.

T conducted a sensitivity analysis on income using the top quartile rather than the 50% cut-off in household
income and home value. I found that the top 75% income threshold produces qualitatively similar results as the 50%
criteria in direction and magnitude of coefficients. The analysis produced lower odds ratios across the neighborhood
typologies, which is expected because homeowners who live in areas within the 50% to 75% upper threshold in
income were then categorized as enclaves and communities of constraint.

2! T tested if there were differences in results when using the county proportion of foreign-born by race to test an
alternative classification of enclaves. According to the ACS 2009 5-year estimates, about 68% of Asian Americans
and 44% of Latinos were foreign-born. Among tracts with a concentration of Latinos, 44% foreign-born rate was
approximately the top quartile threshold in nativity. There were no Asian tracts with more than 68% foreign-born
residents. Thus, I used the top quartile of foreign-born residents among Asian neighborhoods (41%). With this new
criterion of 44% foreign-born for Latino enclaves and 41% for Asian enclaves, there were no qualitative differences
in results for statistical significance, direction, and magnitude, which support consistency of my findings.
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Table 2 displays the number of tracts in Los Angeles County and homeowners by
purchase date and neighborhood typology. About 44% of tracts did not have a significant racial
concentration. Clark et al. (2015) found similar trends in Los Angeles, where the magnitude of
Latino and Asian residents has corresponded to a decrease of homogenous White and Black
neighborhoods and an increase of mixed neighborhoods. The remaining tracts had a statistically
significant concentration of a group—20% were categorized as White neighborhoods (or 449
tracts), followed by 20% Latino neighborhoods (464 tracts), 9% Asian neighborhoods (217
tracts), and 7% Black neighborhoods (171 tracts). Resurgent neighborhoods are fairly prevalent
between Asian and Latino neighborhoods. A majority (53%) of Asian tracts were classified as
resurgent, while about 37% of Latino tracts were resurgent.

Table 2. Los Angeles homebuyers and number of tracts per neighborhood typology

Neighborhood Type # of % of # of % of
tracts tracts homeowners homeowners
Latino
Resurgent 156 7% 6,192 9%
Enclave 216 9% 4,374 6%
Community of constraint 92 4% 3,308 5%

Asian American

Resurgent 115 5% 4,483 6%

Enclave 66 3% 1,529 2%

Community of constraint 36 2% 2,273 3%
Black

High SES 66 3% 2,771 4%

Low SES 105 5% 2,159 3%
White

High SES 222 10% 7,955 11%

Low SES 227 10% 6,091 9%
Not concentrated 1,029 44% 29,110 41%
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TOTAL 2,330 70,245

Note: SES = socioeconomic status.
Source: DataQuick, 2009 ACS 5-year Estimates, 2010 Decennial Census.

Table 3 includes the socioeconomic characteristics and racial composition of the
neighborhood types. As expected, resurgent neighborhoods had higher median household
incomes and home values than enclaves and communities of constraint. Residents in Asian
resurgent neighborhoods had the highest average household income than residents in other
neighborhoods; homeowners in Latino and Asian resurgent neighborhoods also had the highest

median home value. Latino and Asian resurgent neighborhoods, on average, had a majority

White population with a statistically significant concentration of Latinos or Asians, respectively.

White and Black low socioeconomic neighborhoods did have a majority Latino population—as
Clark et al. (2015) found, Los Angeles’ significant Latino population has contributed to the
decline of White and Black segregation.

Table 3. Average socioeconomic characteristics by neighborhood typology

Neighborhood Type Income Home % Yo ) % % %
Value Foreign- | Homeowner | Latino | Asian | Black | White
born
Latino
Resurgent $87,328 | $673,167 28% 63% 23% 17% 1% 52%
Enclave $44,379 | $450,249 47% 39% 73% 11% 4% 8%
Comm. of constraint $48,951 $428,416 27% 55% 50% 5% 44% 9%
Asian American
Resurgent $97,202 | $680,582 29% 66% 23% 17% 0.1% 54%
Enclave $49,628 | $461,375 46% 47% 70% 16% 1% 10%
Comm. of constraint $56,118 $379,196 25% 60% 50% 8% 1% 24%
Black
High SES $78,666 | $630,050 27% 65% 30% 15% 1% 45%
Low SES $40,488 | $440,149 38% 33% 57% 9% 26% 12%
White
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High SES $95,179 | $653,758 28% 69% 25% 22% 0.5% 46%
Low SES $49,692 | $464,709 42% 42% 58% 14% 1% 20%
Not concentrated $65,141 $549,660 35% 50% 49% 11% 4% 30%
Los Angeles County $55,476 | $508,800 36% 49% 47% 13% 9% 29%

Note: SES = socioeconomic status.
Source: 2009 ACS 5-year Estimates.

Figure 1 displays a map of resurgent and high socioeconomic neighborhoods in the

county. Most of the Asian and Latino resurgent neighborhoods fall outside of the City of Los

Angeles boundaries and are geographically dispersed throughout the county. Many of the White

high socioeconomic neighborhoods are located throughout the city and the northern side of Los

Angeles County, which aligns with Logan et al.’s (2012) finding of the heavy suburbanization of

immigrants and minorities in Los Angeles. In contrast, about half of the Black high

socioeconomic neighborhoods are centrally located in the county, which had become established

middle-class Black neighborhoods after the Supreme Court outlawed racially restrictive

22
covenants.

*2 Restrictive housing covenants had limited Black homeowners in the central city. After they were outlawed in the

late 1940s, middle-class Black residents moved to further western parts of the city to access improved public

amenities (Chapple, 2010). However, the county has seen a decline of Black residents, with many moving to further
inland counties particularly since the 1965 Watts Riots and recently due to housing affordability (Pfeiffer, 2012).
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I estimated the probability that a homeowner defaulted or foreclosed in 2008 or 2009
based on neighborhood typology and purchase date using logistic regressions. (Ong, Pech, and
Pfeiffer [2014] found that foreclosures peaked in Los Angeles in 2008). Logistic regressions are
used to test associated odds with binary dependent variables—defaults and foreclosures were
coded as dummy variables.

Then, the models estimated the associated odds of default or foreclosure after controlling
for household and tract variables (see Table 4). Homebuyer characteristics included the
homeowner’s imputed racial identity using the surname methodology. Other variables were
collected or calculated from DataQuick:

e Number of loans borrowed
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* Loan to home value ratio, which uses sale price to approximately home value, and
set at a maximum of 1.1.7%

* Type of mortgage interest, which is set as a dummy variable where 0 equals fixed
interest and 1 equals variable interest. DataQuick does not include interest rate.
Thus, loans were not assessed as subprime or not. However, fixed-rate loans
comprise a declining proportion of the subprime market (Quercia et al., 2004).%*

e Sale price (adjusted to 2013$),”

* Year of purchase, and

« Owner-occupied home (dummy variable).?

These variables used were consistent with previous studies (Coulton et al., 2008; Ferreira &

Gyourko, 2015; Molina, 2016). I used the 2009 5-year ACS to identify the percentage of

homeowners in the tract. Finally, the neighborhood typology was incorporated as dummy

> The sale price was used because of the data challenges in identifying the home values. First, county tax assessor
information does not have home values under California’s Proposition 13. This Proposition was passed in 1978 and
limits property assessment to no greater than 2% each year since the home’s 1975 base year value of assessment.
The only time that a home property value is reassessed is when the homeowner changes or if new construction
occurs. Zillow offers estimates of home value, but only recently offered its microdata to the public. However, Zillow
has been critiqued because of user-contributed data (see Gelman & Wu, 2011; Hagerty, 2007). Thus, sale price
offers the closest approximation of home value in Los Angeles. There were a small number of outliers that were
above 1.1 (0.4% of homeowners in my cohort), which may result from clerical errors or individuals with significant
assets put towards their loan. Without additional data, it is impossible to differentiate between artificial or real
outliers. If there are some individuals with significant loans, these are the exception and represent a small percentage
of homeowners, which is not the focus of the analysis.

* While Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) does include interest rates, there are a number of issues with
joining HMDA and DataQuick. Other studies have linked individual data with Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data
on credit and subprime loans for the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) level (see Rugh & Massey, 2010),
subprime lending per 10,000 homeowners (Ong & Pfeiffer, 2008), or tract level (Ong, Pech, & Pfeiffer, 2014).
However, HMDA does not include individual property identification variables that can be linked to DataQuick.
Instead, HMDA has individual loans with the tract geography. Thus, the only way to link HMDA and DataQuick
would be to use the loan values, which is fraught with challenging data link errors such as differences in reporting
loan and houses that may have similar loan amounts in the same tract. HMDA also only recently will require lending
institutions to report loan borrower debt, but the rule will not be enacted until January 2018 (Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau, 2017). Newman (2010) also outlines additional issues with linking foreclosure data to HMDA.

*> Sale price was also taken out of the model to understand if adjusting to 2013$ did not add statistical significance.
While sale price did not inflate over time, the coefficients were similar and sale price added statistical power, as
assessed by likelihood ratio tests.

*6 The majority of homeowners in the cohort live in their home (or 85%). Those who do not live in their homes were
also included for a couple of reasons. First, homeownership is the significant driver of asset building among
minorities (Taylor et al., 2011) Thus, it is important to include these properties for homeowners, even if they are
purchasing homes for reasons other than residence to understand how they investments are affected because they are
located in these areas. Also, previous studies have found that minority neighborhoods have a larger share of
investment properties than non-minority areas, which may affect nearby properties and the odds of default or
foreclosure outcomes in enclaves and communities of constraint (for example, see Ellen et al., 2013; Hwang, 2015;
Pfeiffer & Molina, 2013).
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variables in the regression to test if they had a statistically significant effect on the odds that a

homeowner defaulted or foreclosed relative to neighborhoods without a statistically significant

con

centration of a racial group.

Table 4. Logistic regression model variables

Variables Source
Neighborhood typology
Latino
Resurgent 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS
Enclave 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Community of constraint

2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Asian
Resurgent 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS
Enclave 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Community of constraint

2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Black
High SES 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS
Low SES 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS
White
High SES 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS
Low SES 2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Not concentrated

2010 Decennial Census, 2009 5-year ACS

Hou

sehold variables

Race DataQuick, 2000 Census Bureau surname dictionary
Loan: Home Value DataQuick
Number of Loans DataQuick
Type of interest (fixed or variable) DataQuick
Sale Price DataQuick
Purchase Year (2000-2003; 2004-2006) DataQuick
Owner-occupied (dummy) DataQuick

Tract variables

% Homeowners

2009 5-year ACS

Dependent Variables
Likelihood of Default DataQuick
Likelihood of Foreclosure DataQuick

Note: SES = socioeconomic status.

Table 5 provides summary statistics for the homeowners. Of the 70,245 homeowners in

the County, about 40% are identified as Latino, 26% as White, 8% as Asian American, and 0.4%
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as Black using the surname imputation method.”” About 61% of homeowners had variable
interest loans. A majority (72%) purchased their home between 2004 and 2006 and are owner-
occupied units (85%). The average loan to home value ratio was 0.862, which means that most
homeowners took out loans that were valued less than the sale price of the home, though the
average number of loans taken out was 1.54. Finally, the average sale price was about $597,000
(the median was $508,000).

Table 5. Variable summary statistics for cohort

Variables Frequency/Mean SD
Categorical Variables
Homeowner race
Latino 40%
Asian 8%
Black 0.4%
White 26%
Variable Interest 61%
Purchase Year (2004-2006) 72%
Owner-occupied units 85%
Continuous Variables
Loan: Home Value 0.862 0.214
Number of Loans 1.54 0.549
Sale Price (scaled by 10,000) 597,242 438,472

Source: DataQuick

This study used three logistic regression models to calculate the odds that a homeowner is
likely to default or foreclose based on their individual or neighborhood characteristics:

Model 1: Ln (P / (1-P)) = By + Bi(neighborhood typology);

Model 2: Ln (P / (1-P)) = By + B;(neighborhood typology); + B, (household
characteristics),

*7 The surname method also undercounts Black and White homeowners based on surname, in large part due to the
historic legacies of slavery (Inscoe, 1983). According to the 2009 ACS 5-year estimates, about 7% of homeowners
in the county were Black, and 47% were non-Hispanic White. Many surnames that are associated with Whites or
Blacks do not meet the threshold over 70%. For example, “Williams” has a 49% chance of being White and 47% of
being Black. Thus, interpretations of household racial identification for Blacks and Whites should be analyzed with
caution in the logistic regressions.
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Model 3: Ln (P / (1-P)) = By + B;(neighborhood typology); + B, (household
characteristics), + B3 (neighborhood % owners);

The models add variables in each subsequent step, and each model is used to calculate the odds
of default and foreclosure, respectively—thus, a total of 6 models are used. The first model
examines the effect of neighborhood typology and whether higher income and racial
concentration contribute to higher or lower odds of default or foreclosure. Model 2 adds in
household characteristics to test if neighborhood typology is still statistically significant after
accounting for these variables. The third model adds in neighborhood percentage of homeowners
to see if this additional neighborhood variable impacts the associated odds of neighborhood type
and default or foreclosure. The models then test if neighborhood racial concentration and class
have a statistically significant association with odds of defaulting or foreclosure, over and above
the effect of household and neighborhood characteristics. Predicted probabilities were also
calculated to compute the probabilities of default/foreclosure for a homeowner by type of
neighborhood to help interpret the practical significance of the results (Williams, 2012).
Limitations

It is important to note several limitations to the methods used in this analysis. First, the
variables used are restricted to those that are available and can be linked to DataQuick. While
other omitted variables related to homebuyer or loan characteristics such as income, employment
status, debt, loan interest rate, and loan servicer are proven to contribute to foreclosures
(Laderman & Reid, 2008; Quercia et al., 2007), these data in ACS and Home Mortgage

Disclosure Act (HMDA) cannot be linked to individual home records in DataQuick,” Thus,

** Additional tract variables were included in the original models such as educational attainment, unemployment
rates, racial composition, vacancy, and loan delinquency rates from ACS and U.S. Housing and Urban
Development. Nearest school Academic Performance Index scores were also included. The full model had
insignificant likelihood ratio tests relative to a more parsimonious model that is used in the paper. These additional
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these omitted variables may affect the findings and are important areas of future research.
Second, the models cannot assess direction of causality—whether resurgent neighborhoods offer
protections for homeowners and/or if the homeowners already have a lower propensity for
default/foreclosure. Still, the findings will provide important nuances into the effects of class and
race on default and foreclosure outcomes.
Findings

Default and Foreclosure Outcomes for Homeowners by Neighborhood Typology

The findings demonstrate that homeowners in resurgent neighborhoods have lower rates
of default or foreclosure relative to their counterparts in other neighborhoods. Figure 2 shows the
percentage of homeowners in a neighborhood who defaulted or foreclosed out of all homeowners
in the cohort. Asian resurgent neighborhoods had the lowest default and foreclosure rates among
all neighborhood types (or 15% and 7%, respectively). Latino resurgent neighborhoods had the
second lowest default (17%) and the third lowest foreclosure rate (9%). Moreover, White and
Black high-income default and foreclosure rates were also low. However, Black high-income
neighborhoods had the highest default rate among higher income neighborhoods (or 20%).

Consistent with other studies, higher income neighborhoods had lower rates of default
and foreclosure than poorer neighborhoods (Lee, Rosentraub, & Kobie, 2010). Also, the values
are similar to Ong et al.’s (2014) study of Los Angeles County, which found that 8% of
homeowners who purchased houses between 1999 and 2004 foreclosed. However, the
foreclosure rates vary significant for lower-income neighborhoods because the analysis focuses
on those who live in neighborhoods with racial concentration rather than foreclosure rates by

homeowner race regardless of neighborhood.

tract variables from the original model did not add statistical power because these variables are endogenous with the
data used to construct the neighborhood typology.
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Figure 2. Default and Foreclosure Rates by Neighborhood Typology
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Asian neighborhoods had both the greatest class differences in default and foreclosure
outcomes. For example, there was a 24% difference in default rates between Asian resurgent and
communities of constraint. In contrast, Latino resurgent neighborhoods had a 16% difference in
default rates relative to Latino enclaves. The class distinctions are then particularly pronounced
among Asian neighborhoods than for other racially concentrated neighborhoods.

Nativity may also matter more for Asian areas than Latino neighborhoods. For example,
three was a 14% difference in foreclosure rates between Asian enclaves and communities of
constraint. In contrast, Latino enclaves and communities of constraint had a 1% difference in

foreclosure rates.
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The findings demonstrate that homeowners in resurgent neighborhoods have lower rates
of default and foreclosure, similar to other high-income neighborhoods. There are also important
class distinctions by race. However, these analyses are limited because resurgent households and
neighborhoods have higher socioeconomic statuses. How do the odds of default/foreclosure
differ by neighborhood typology, after controlling for other neighborhood and individual
characteristics?

Logistic Regression Model Results

Tables 6 and 7 display the results of the models by default and foreclosure, respectively.
To test differences in effects of class and racial concentration, the odds ratios for neighborhood
typology are relative to neighborhoods without racial concentration. The models demonstrate
that homeowners in resurgent neighborhoods have a lower likelihood of default or foreclosure
across the models.”” Model 1 in Table 6 shows that the odds a Latino resurgent homeowner will
default is 0.64 times the odds that a homeowner in a not-concentrated neighborhood will default
(p <0.01). Asian resurgent homeowners also have lower odds of default than homeowners in
not-concentrated neighborhoods (0.55, p < 0.01). In contrast, the odds that homeowners in
Latino enclaves would default was 1.58 times the odds that homeowners in not-concentrated
neighborhoods (p < 0.01). For homeowners in Asian communities of constraint, the odds of
default were more than 2 times the odds of default for homeowners in not-concentrated
neighborhoods. (See Appendix for information about additional tests for robustness.)

Latino resurgent homeowners had lower odds of foreclosure than their counterparts in

not-concentrated neighborhoods (see Table 7). The odds that homeowners in Asian resurgent

** Logistic regressions model factors that influence the probability of an outcome. These regressions also produce
odds ratios, which compare the odds one subgroup of homeowners to default/foreclose by the odds of another
subgroup. If the odds ratio is 1, then both subgroups are equally likely to default/foreclose. Odds ratios less than 1
suggest that when other factors are equal, the odds of default/foreclosure for the first subgroup is less than the odds
of default/foreclosure for latter subgroup while odds ratios greater than 1 show the opposite pattern.
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neighborhoods will foreclose is 0.49 times the odds that homeowners in not-concentrated
neighborhoods will foreclose (p < 0.01). There were also class differences. The odds that
homeowners in Latino communities of constraint would foreclose was 1.46 times the odds that
homeowners in not-concentrated neighborhoods would foreclose (p < 0.01). The odds of
foreclosure for Asian communities of constraint homeowners was 2.68 times the odds of
foreclosure for homeowners in not-concentrated neighborhoods.

Table 6. Odds ratios predicting homeowner likelihood of default

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Neighborhood Typology
Latino Resurgent 0.64 *** 0.79 *** 0.78 ***
Latino Enclave 1.58 *** 1.18 *** 1.23 ***
Latino Community of Constraint 1.43 *** 1.17 *** 1.18 ***
Asian Resurgent 0.55 *** 0.76 *** 0.73 ***
Asian Enclave 1.34 *** 1.10 1.12 **
Asian Community of Constraint 2.02 *** 1.44 *** 1.43 ***
Black High SES 0.80 *** 0.83 *** 0.82 ***
Black Low SES 1.43 *** 1.14 ** 1.21 ***
White High SES 0.66 *** 0.85 *** 0.82 ***
White Low SES 1.50 *** 1.19 *** 1.19 ***
Not concentrated Omitted Omitted Omitted
Household Factors
Race
Latino 1.92 *** 1.92 ***
Asian 0.89 *** 0.89 ***
Black 1.21 1.22
NHW Omitted Omitted
Year of Purchase
2000-2003 Omitted Omitted
2004-2006 2.38 *** 2.37 **
Other Variables
Owner Occupied 0.78 *** 0.78 ***
Sale Price 1.00 *** 1.00 ***
Loan: Home Value Ratio 8.81 *** 8.91 ***
Number of Loans 1.16 *** 1.16 ***
Variable Interest 2.07 *** 2.08 ***
Neighborhood Factors
% Owners 1.33 ***
Observations 70,242 70,215 70,191

Note: Sale price, median household income, and home value are scaled by 10,000. Loan: Home Value has a
maximum set at 1.1. SES = socioeconomic status.
*k* =p <0.01, **=p<0.05, *=p<0.1
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Table 7. Odds ratios predicting homeowner likelihood of foreclosure

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Neighborhood Type
Latino Resurgent 0.63 *** 0.78 *** 0.76 ***
Latino Enclave 1.35 *** 1.04 1.09 *
Latino Community of Constrair 1.46 *** 1.23 *** 1.24 ***
Asian Resurgent 0.49 *** 0.66 *** 0.64 ***
Asian Enclave 1.15 * 0.96 0.99
Asian Community of Constraint 2.68 *** 1.94 *** 1.93 ***
Black High SES 0.69 *** 0.72 *** 0.70 ***
Black Low SES 1.35 *** 1.10 1.18 ***
White High SES 0.58 *** 0.75 *** 0.72 ***
White Low SES 1.88 *** 1.54 *** 1.55 ***
Not concentrated Omitted Omitted
Household Factors
Race
Latino 1.69 *** 1.69 ***
Asian 0.88 ** 0.87 **
Black 1.64 *** 1.65 ***
NHW Omitted Omitted
Year of Purchase
2000-2003 Omitted Omitted
2004-2006 2.70 *** 2.69 ***
Other Variables
Owner Occupied 0.69 *** 0.69 ***
Sale Price 1.00 *** 1.00 ***
Loan: Home Value Ratio 9.38 *** 9.47 ***
Number of Loans 1.34 *** 1.34 ***
Variable Interest 3.00 *** 3.01 ***
Neighborhood Factors
% Owners 1.46 ***
Observations 70,245 70,217 70,193

Note: Sale price, median household income, and home value are scaled by 10,000.
Loan: Home Value has a maximum set at 1.1. SES = socioeconomic status.
¥k =p <0.01, ¥* =p <0.05, *=p<0.1

Model 2 incorporates individual household characteristics to estimate homeowner
likelihood to default or foreclose. These household factors help to explain homeowner defaults
and foreclosures. For example, the odds that Latino homeowners default is 1.92 times the odds
that White homeowners will default (p < 0.01, see Table 6). The odds that individuals with
variable interest mortgages would foreclose was 3 times the odds that homeowners with fixed

interest would foreclose (p < 0.01, see Table 7).
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After accounting for these household factors, resurgent neighborhoods are still
statistically associated with lower odds of default or foreclosure relative to not-concentrated
neighborhoods. For example, the odds that Asian resurgent homeowners would default was 0.73
times the odds that homeowners in not-concentrated neighborhoods would default (p < 0.01).
The odds that Latino resurgent homeowners would foreclose was 0.76 times the odds that
homeowners in not-concentrated neighborhoods would foreclose (p < 0.01).

Predicted probabilities were also calculated because they are easier to interpret and can
test if there are statistically significant differences by neighborhood types for the average
homeowner (Williams, 2012). The following predicted probabilities were calculated for
neighborhood typology at the mean value for the remaining independent variables and are
statistically significant (p < 0.01, see Table 8). Overall, the predicted probability of
default/foreclosure is lowest for higher income neighborhoods and follows the other patterns
presented in the analysis. The predicted probability of defaulting is lowest for Asian resurgent
neighborhood homeowners (0.1563), followed by Latino resurgent homeowners (0.1647).

Table 8. Predicted probabilities of default/foreclosure by neighborhood typology from logistic
regression analysis

Neighborhood Type Predicted Probability | Predicted Probability
Default Foreclosure

Latino resurgent 0.1647 0.06947
Latino enclave 0.2372 0.09652
Latino community of constraint 0.2297 0.1087
Asian resurgent 0. 1563 0.05887
Asian enclave 0.2204 0.08831
Asian community of constraint 0. 2657 0.1589
Black high SES 0.1710 0.06395
Black low SES 0.2333 0.1037
White high SES 0.1711 0.06563
White low SES 0.2312 0.1317

Note: Predicted probabilities were calculated for the mean of number of loans, loan to home value ratio, type of
interest, sale price, year of purchase, owner-occupied, homeowner race, and percentage of homeowners in the tract.
All of the predicted probabilities were significantly different at p <0.01.
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As with default/foreclosure rates, there were differences based on nativity based on racial
composition. Among lower-income Latino neighborhoods, the predicted probability of default
was similar, or 0.2372 for enclaves and 0.2297 for communities of constraint. On the other hand,
there were larger differences among lower-income Asian neighborhoods. Asian communities of
constraint had higher predicted probabilities of default (0.2657) than enclaves (0.2204).
Additionally, Asian neighborhoods had the highest and lowest predicted probabilities. For
example, Asian resurgent neighborhoods had the lowest predicted probability of default, while
Asian communities of constraint had the highest predicted probability of default among all
neighborhood types. Overall, the predicted probabilities of foreclosure follow similar patterns
based on neighborhood typology and were also statistically significant (p < 0.01).

In summary, the logistic regressions and predicted probabilities demonstrate that
homeowners in resurgent neighborhoods follow similar patterns as others in high-income
neighborhoods after accounting for household and neighborhood variables. While all wealthier
neighborhoods had lower predicted probabilities of default, Asian resurgent homeowners in
particular had the lowest predicted probabilities of default/foreclosure. The intersection of class
and racial advantages may contribute to these patterns. However, these effects do not extend to
low-income Latino or Asian neighborhoods. Communities of constraint and enclave
homeowners had higher predicted probabilities of default/foreclosure relative to other
neighborhoods.

Implications and Conclusions

The study finds that racial and class concentration has different default and foreclosure

outcomes for homeowners. While neighborhood segregation has historically been associated

with higher homeownership risks, it depends on the class and racial background of the area.
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Other studies have found that borrower race and class (Bocian et al., 2012); spatial dimensions of
race and class (Lee et al., 2010); and particularly Black and Latino segregation contributed to
increased foreclosure rates (Hall et al., 2015a; Hall et al., 2015b; Molina, 2012; Rugh & Massey,
2010). However, this study illuminates nuances in housing literature by demonstrating that racial
concentration can benefit some homeowners, particularly those in Asian and Latino resurgent
neighborhoods. The results also contribute to our understanding of why racial segregation
persists. Racial minorities may choose these neighborhoods because they offer housing benefits
and coethnic resources, even as the United States is becoming more racially diverse.

Future studies can build on the findings in several ways. While the results show a
statistically significant difference in predictive probabilities of default/foreclosure between
resurgent and lower-income neighborhoods, the findings cannot distinguish the direction of
causation. Thus, the neighborhoods may attract homeowners with lower borrower risk and/or if
the neighborhoods could offer additional resources that may protect homeowners. These
homeowners may have lower borrower risk because they are of higher income background and
may quality for prime loans. It is likely that both factors are influencing the outcomes because
higher-income neighborhoods were not targeted for subprime loans as frequently as low-income
neighborhoods (Laderman & Reid, 2008; Immergluck, 2009).

Alternatively, resurgent neighborhood may have lending institutions or real estate
resources that are available in ethnic enclaves, but are class-based. For example, Hum (2017)
describes the Asian minority banks that offer niche loan products, which are predominantly
given to coethnic clientele and contribute to rise of Asian high-income homebuyers and investors
in New York Asian neighborhoods. There is also some evidence of informal social networks that

provide residents with housing resources. In their analysis of household decisions, Smith et al.
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(1991) explained how an Asian Sacramento resident helped sponsor and resettle Southeast Asian
residents into the neighborhood because of employment opportunities. This individual then
helped to not only provide them with housing, but also contributed to the area become
increasingly Asian. In these examples, ethnic neighborhoods may have institutionalized or
informal networks that offer housing resources that either draw on existing residents or bring
additional coethnic households.

Second, homeowners in resurgent and high-income neighborhoods overall had lower
rates of default and foreclosure. However, Asian resurgent neighborhoods had the lowest rates of
default or foreclosure than other neighborhoods, including White high-income neighborhoods.
While Latino resurgent neighborhoods had lower rates of default and foreclosure relative to other
neighborhoods, they still had higher rates than Asian resurgent neighborhoods. These outcomes
may result from differences in migration and capital. As previously explained, hyperselected and
hyposelected immigrants affect individual and neighborhood capital (Lee & Zhou, 2015). The
findings do not preclude that there are Latino middle-class homeowners. However, as Vallejo
(2012) described, middle-class Mexicans may have more ties to poorer family members or more
likely may be the financial safety net of other family members. With more resources going
towards family members, it may take longer for Mexican institutions to form in Latino resurgent
neighborhoods. Additional research on homeownership resources in Asian and Latino resurgent
neighborhoods can further our understanding of different outcomes and immigrant integration
pathways.

Third, the model did not disaggregate by ethnic group or national origin for Latino and
Asian homeowners. It is important for future studies to distinguish among ethnic groups because

of significant differences in socioeconomic status based on immigration and migratory histories,
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which affect housing outcomes (for example, see Cahill & Franklin, 2013; Kuebler & Rugh,
2013; Rugh, 2015; Ong, Pech, & Pfeiffer, 2014). However, it is difficult to differentiate between
Latino groups without self-reported national origin because of the similarities in surname.
Among Asian ethnic groups, additional analyses may need to be conducted on the block group
level because of the few number of Asian ethnic-group tracts that could be classified as resurgent
neighborhoods.*® An ethnic group analysis may also explain the differences by class and nativity
among Asian neighborhoods. Disparities in default/foreclosure rates may result from divergent
Asian immigration policies, which favor highly skilled professional from Asia and less-educated
refugees and family (Hing, 1993; Ong et al., 1994). Fourth, the results may not apply to other
geographies. It is common for foreclosure studies to focus on a single county or state because of
the different foreclosure laws (see Newman, 2010). Immergluck (2010) found significant
geographic variation in real estate-owned foreclosed properties across the country. Metropolitan
areas with greater drops in home values or newer suburbs were associated with a growth of these
properties. While Los Angeles houses at risk of foreclosure could sell faster in a hotter housing
market, more recent ethnic neighborhoods in other states with weaker markets may function
differently (Immergluck, 2010).

Furthermore, Los Angeles County has a sizable Latino and Asian populations that have
steadily grown since World War II in large part because of ongoing immigration (Singer, 2008).
Other metropolitan areas with low proportions of foreign-born, Latino, and/or Asian residents
will not have resurgent neighborhoods. In a preliminary analysis, more recent immigrant
gateways with resurgent neighborhoods have higher foreclosure risk scores than those in more
established immigrant metropolitan areas, which may suggest that newer immigrant regions do

not offer the same class- and racial-specific resources.

30 Preliminary analyses identified 14 Indian, 12 Korean, 37 Chinese, and 1 Vietnamese resurgent tract.
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The findings add to growing literature on benefits related to minority neighborhoods and
housing. While housing studies oftentimes highlight the benefits associated with White resident
concentration, resurgent neighborhoods offer a framework to understand minority neighborhoods
as an asset rather than a liability. Wright et al. (2005) critique the normative framework of White
neighborhoods as the zenith of homeownership outcomes because it implicitly problematizes
immigrant or minority residents wanting to live with coethnic neighbors. In this case, Asian
resurgent and Latino neighborhoods also had either lower or comparable default and foreclosure
risks as high-income White neighborhoods. As racial concentration continues to shape the
housing market in cities and suburbs (Logan, 2014; Logan & Stults, 2014), future studies can add
to understand the intersection of race and class by understanding these linkages between housing
and socioeconomic resources in resurgent neighborhoods.

Appendix

To test the robustness of these results, additional models were estimated. The typology
separates neighborhoods by income and nativity among low-income neighborhoods. To
understand if these categories added statistically significant power in predicting default and
foreclosure, I calculated a logistic model using neighborhoods of racial concentration categorized
by income regardless of nativity. As with Model 1, low-income Asian or Latino neighborhoods
had statistically greater odds of default/foreclosure than neighborhoods without concentration.
However, a likelihood ratio test between this model and Model 1 showed that parsing out
nativity among low-income neighborhoods added more statistical power in predicting the
likelihood of default/foreclosure than the parsimonious categorization of neighborhoods only by

income and racial concentration.
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Logistic regression models were also tested with tract variables for racial concentration,
household income, home value, and nativity. These models tested whether the neighborhood
typology (Model 2) was robust relative to a model that only had tract variables of similar
socioeconomic characteristics. A logistic model using only these tract variables to predict
default/foreclosures with household characteristics had similar statistically significant
associations with the likelihood of default/foreclosure. However, a likelihood ratio test of Model
2 produced a higher value than the model with tract variables—thus, the goodness of fit for
Model 2 is stronger than using separate tract variables. In contrast, a likelihood ratio test of tract
and neighborhood typology variables did not produce statistically significant results—the
neighborhood typology variables were collinear with tract variables.

Finally, Model 3 was tested for robustness. The goodness of fit between Model 2 and 3
showed that adding in tract percentage of homeowners was statistically significant (p < 0.01).
These tests strengthen the argument that the combinations of variables that comprise the
neighborhood typology are robust, and that they have a stronger relationship with
default/foreclosure than measuring tract socioeconomic variables separately.
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CHAPTER 4: PATHS TO AMERICAN INCORPORATION:
ETHNOSPATIAL ADVANTAGE OF MIDDLE-CLASS LATINO AND ASIAN
HOMEOWNERS IN LOS ANGELES

Introduction

Homeownership remains a keystone to achieve the American Dream and a pathway to
social inclusion. First, homeownership is important for families of color because it is their largest
form of wealth (Taylor et al., 2011). Second, homeownership is associated with social inclusion
and citizenship, where citizenship is not necessarily tied to legal immigration status (Saegert et
al., 2009). While debated, homeowners are still largely presumed to be more invested in their
neighborhoods because their property taxes pay for local amenities and public goods — or the
“homevoter hypothesis” (Fischel, 2009). McCabe (2016) also outlines how the U.S. government
and real estate industry have made significant investments to link homeownership with American
citizenship, promoting wealth, and neighborhood stabilization. American society has thus been
structured to prioritize homeowners over renters. Accordingly, immigrants and people of color
use homeownership to cement their place in society.

While homeowners are perceived as good citizens, minority and immigrant concentration
has been associated with risks for wealth accumulation because houses in non-White
neighborhoods do not appreciate in value (Flippen, 2004) or are slow to recover from the Great
Recession (Mellnick et al., 2016; Raymond et al., 2016). Minority neighborhoods have also been
linked with higher rates of subprime lending, predatory lending, and foreclosures (Immergluck,
2009; Mayer & Pence, 2008; Wyly et al., 2006). These studies support place stratification theory,
which asserts that minorities and immigrants are spatially sorted based on their racial position in
society. Consequently, minority and immigrant neighborhoods fall below White neighborhoods

in housing quality and property values. These studies also uphold spatial assimilation theory,
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which describes how immigrants and minorities will assimilate into Whiter neighborhoods to
access higher quality amenities when they have the socioeconomic means to move (Alba &
Logan, 1993; Charles, 2003; Friedman & Rosenbaum, 2004; Intrator et al., 2016). There are also
non-economic factors that contribute to minorities and immigrants choosing to live in Whiter
areas, including race-based stereotypes that associate particularly Black or Latino neighborhoods
with poorer quality public amenities and resources (Charles, 2003).

However, some studies have problematized these theories. First, Wright et al. (2005)
critiqued spatial assimilation as debasing “the citizenship and rights of naturalized and native-
born non-White persons” because it uses proximity to White middle-class suburban homeowners
as the sole indicator of “membership and belonging” (Wright et al., 2005, p. 113). Li (2009) also
identified issues in place stratification, which presents minority areas as resource-deficient and
temporary. White neighborhoods do concentrate advantage, but these theories do not account for
empirical evidence of growing middle-class ethnic neighborhoods and affiliated “middle-class
ethnic capital,” including professional networks, political agency, culturally-sensitive health
services, lower barriers to employment, and reprieve from White discrimination (Chiswick &
Miller, 2005; De la Roca et al., 2014; Fang & Brown, 1999; Lacy, 2004; Li, 2009; Vallejo, 2012;
Walton, 2015; Zhou, 1992). Spatial assimilation also ignores evidence that larger coethnic
communities have a positive effect on homeownership rates (Flippen, 2010).

To address the limitations of spatial assimilation and place stratification, studies have
used several terms to describe coethnic residential preference in middle- and upper-income
neighborhoods, including “ethnic community” (Logan et al., 2002), “ethnoburb” (Li, 2009), and
“resurgent ethnicity” (Walton, 2012; Wen et al., 2009). These theories counter the notion that
minority or immigrant neighborhoods are inherently associated with socioeconomic problems.

However, there are limitations to these terms. “Ethnic community” is vague and can encompass
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neighborhoods of varying income levels, while “ethnoburb” focuses on suburban neighborhoods
and does not encompass urban coethnic concentration (Li, 1998). The origins of “resurgent
ethnicity” are unknown and the term is a misnomer because it inaccurately suggests that
race/ethnicity has recently emerged as a driver for residential patterns. Resurgent ethnicity also
argues that coethnic concentration can form from greater choice in residents and not from
institutional disadvantage or constraints (Walton, 2012).

I conceptualize a new theory: ethnospatial advantage, which builds on these previous
theories.*' Ethnospatial advantage argues that immigrants and minorities move into coethnic
middle-class neighborhoods for socioeconomic mobility because these neighborhoods offer race-
and class-based resources that are unavailable in Whiter neighborhoods. This theory adds nuance
and multiple pathways for residential patterns. Spatial assimilation prescribes a linear model—as
groups accumulate socioeconomic means and become more incorporated into American society,
minority and immigrant residents will move into Whiter or more integrated areas. Instead,
ethnospatial advantage explains how increasing socioeconomic status and greater acculturation
does not always lead to ethnic dispersion among non-Whites, but can instead lead to coethnic
concentration.

Existing literature on middle-class minority neighborhoods has examined Black
homeowners (Lacy, 2004; Pattillo, 2005). The emergence of Black middle-class neighborhoods
reflected class-based resources that contributed to these residents moving out of poorer Black
areas. However, these middle-class neighborhoods were constrained by racial restrictive

covenants, discriminatory lending practices, White rejection of racial integration, and other

3! Ethnospatial advantage does not distinguish between racial and ethnic preferences. Similar to ethnic enclaves,
ethnospatial advantage can include either members of the same racial group (e.g., a neighborhood of Asian
Americans) or ethnic group (e.g., a neighborhood of Chinese residents). For brevity, ethnoracialspatial was not used.
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formal and informal structures; consequently, middle-class Black neighborhoods still lag behind
White neighborhoods in amenities and resources (Cashin, 2000; Pattillo, 2005).

In contrast, Asian and Latino middle-class neighborhoods have mostly formed after the
1965 Hart-Cellar Immigration Act, which changed preferences for national origin to family
reunification, education, and skills; the Immigration Act of 1990 strengthened these preferences
for high-skilled professionals. These laws changed migrant composition— the majority of
immigrants now arrive from Latin America and Asia rather than Europe (Hing, 1993). With
more socioeconomic resources, some immigrants move directly to middle-class suburbs and
develop class-based ethnic institutions (Lee & Zhou, 2015). These coethnic middle-class
neighborhoods provide other benefits, including reinforcing coethnic group identity (Aguilar-San
Juan, 2009), access to highly educated neighbors (De la Roca et al., 2014), lower default and
foreclosure rates (see Chapter 3), and protection from White discrimination (Lacy, 2004).

This study formulates the framework for ethnospatial advantage using interviews of
Latino and Asian homeowners in Los Angeles County middle-class coethnic and White middle-
class areas to understand how homeowners choose where to live. This comparison illuminates
differences in neighborhood choice factors and how these factors contribute to homeowner
perceptions of socioeconomic mobility. I found that homeowners moved to their neighborhoods
for their family’s socioeconomic mobility. However, homeowners described differences in
perceptions in familial expectations and neighborhood racial composition and how it relates to
socioeconomic mobility, which shaped if they chose a coethnic or White neighborhood.
Furthermore, the results counter the assumption that minorities and immigrants must rely on
White neighborhoods to access higher-quality neighborhoods and provide insights about how
policymakers and planners can develop non-White areas and resources.

Spatial Assimilation and Place Stratification
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Spatial assimilation and place stratification are prominent theories that have been used for
several decades to understand immigrant and minority residential patterns. These theories
emphasize different elements of racial and economic residential segregation. Yet, both highlight
the aggregated affluence and higher quality goods found in White neighborhoods, which
inadvertently dismisses resources available in ethnic areas.

Spatial assimilation posits that first-generation households live in low-income ethnic
enclaves upon arrival. The subsequent generations relocate into Whiter neighborhoods when they
become more familiar with American institutions and/or can afford to move, granting them
access to improved resources and amenities including higher-performing schools, lower crime
rates, and improved municipal services (Alba et al., 1999; Denton & Massey, 1988; Intrator et
al., 2016; Massey & Denton, 1985; Wright et al., 2005). In contrast, enclaves have been
characterized as economically depraved and barriers to American assimilation (Li, 2009; Wen et
al., 2009). Minority and immigrant integration into White suburbs is perceived as a solution to
decrease neighborhood inequality (Intrator et al., 2016).

There is evidence supporting spatial assimilation. Native-born Latinos and Asian
Americans tend to live in Whiter neighborhoods than immigrants, particularly among those of
higher socioeconomic status (Alba & Logan, 1993; Charles, 2003; Denton & Massey, 1988;
Lichter et al., 2015). Residence in Whiter neighborhoods has been associated with higher
housing quality for Latino and Asian residents (Charles, 2003). However, spatial assimilation
depends on context. Ethnic groups have different segregation patterns. For instance, Puerto
Ricans tend to live in more segregated areas than Mexicans or Cubans (Denton & Massey, 1988;
Jargowsky, 1997). Studies on Los Angeles have also found that Mexicans are more spatially

assimilated than Chinese, Koreans, and Filipinos (Wright et al., 2005; Yu & Myers, 2007).
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Additionally, segregation patterns depend on the time of arrival. More recent immigrants are
more likely to live in middle-class coethnic neighborhoods than immigrants who arrived
earlier—as some middle-class coethnic neighborhoods develop, they are also self-reinforcing
and become increasingly non-White over time (Allen & Turner, 1996; Wright et al., 2005).

Furthermore, spatial assimilation does not explain enduring segregation. Place
stratification focuses on structural barriers and discrimination that persist in the housing market,
and has predominantly examined Black-White segregation (Alba & Logan, 1993). While the Fair
Housing Act of 1968 outlawed housing discrimination, minorities and immigrants still
experience informal housing constraints. For example, the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development found that minority homeowners were informed of fewer houses and
apartments than Whites in paired audit tests (Turner et al., 2013). Furthermore, potential
homebuyers or renters who were readily identifiable as minorities or immigrants through name
or speech experienced discrimination (Turner et al., 2013).

Place stratification asserts that groups are residentially sorted based on their group’s
relative position in society; groups with the least power experience the most discrimination and
least residential mobility (Alba & Logan, 1993; Freeman, 2000). Even after controlling for
income, studies have found that particularly Blacks and Latinos live in segregated areas with
poorer housing conditions than Whites (Charles, 2003). For example, middle-class Latinos were
more likely than White counterparts to live in neighborhoods with abandoned buildings and
barred windows (Friedman et al., 2014).

A New Framework: Ethnospatial advantage

Emerging studies have called for a reframing and modification of spatial assimilation and

place stratification (Li, 2009; Wen et al., 2009; Wright et al., 2005). While these theories may

explain European immigrant assimilation patterns in the early 20" century and some Latino and
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Asian residential patterns (Massey & Denton, 1985), there are growing middle-class ethnic
neighborhoods across the country (Aguilar-San Juan, 2005; Carcamo, 2015; Li, 2009; Lung-
Amam, 2017; Pfeiffer, 2016; Vallejo, 2012; Vo & Danico, 2004). Most of the literature on
middle-class ethnic neighborhoods has focused on Latinos and Asians.*

As previously described, scholars have used inconsistent terms to describe middle-class
coethnic neighborhoods. Similar to strategic assimilation, resurgent ethnicity describes minority
or immigrant coethnic residential preferences that are not restricted based on income or result
from housing discrimination (Chung & Brown, 2007; Wen et al., 2009). Resurgent ethnicity
builds on literature that separates in-group preferences from racial prejudice or preserving White
status (Charles, 2003) and can include foreign-born or native-born residents (Walton, 2012).

I propose a new theory, ethnospatial advantage, which explains how ethnic
neighborhoods form beyond coethnic preference. Ethnospatial advantage differs from resurgent
ethnicity because the latter describes coethnic middle-class preferences, but does not theorize
about resident outcomes. Additionally, ethnospatial advantage builds on spatial assimilation
because middle-class coethnic neighborhoods can similarly be used as a tool for class mobility as
with middle-class White neighborhoods. Similar to spatial assimilation, ethnospatial advantage
theorizes that minorities and immigrants will move to neighborhoods for higher quality
amenities. However, the target population is members of the same racial or ethnic group rather
than White residents. Instead of a singular pathway out of racial concentration, residents can
increase their socioeconomic status and stay among coethnic neighbors.

Ethnospatial advantage also differs in how it frames racial/ethnic resources. Spatial

assimilation and place stratification acknowledge that there are race-based resources and

32 However, Lacy (2004) theorized about middle-class Black homeowners moving into White neighborhoods as
“strategic assimilation,” or middle-class Blacks who selectively choose to live in White areas and are not restricted
to stay in low-income Black neighborhoods.
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opportunities, yet they assert that White resources are the ones that matter for socioeconomic
mobility. Thus, proximity to middle-class White homeowners is used to measure success and
progress and reinforce a deficit framing of minority and immigrant neighborhoods (Intrator et al.,
2016; Wright et al., 2004). In contrast, ethnospatial advantage asserts that coethnic preferences
can be tied to quality ethnic resources that are not affiliated with White neighborhoods. Existing
research on ethnic neighborhoods has also proven a number of middle-class benefits. Lee and
Zhou (2015) found that Chinese suburbs provide resources for Chinese and Vietnamese residents
to assist young adults in accessing higher education institutions. Lung-Amam (2017) explains
how Silicon Valley has become a hub for high-income Asian immigrants whose families benefit
from high-performing schools and ethnic businesses. Vallejo (2012) similarly describes middle-
class professional networks that help Latina business owners.>® These resources can be of similar
or higher quality than those in White areas.

The following are parameters of ethnospatial advantage. This theory includes middle-
class coethnic neighborhoods in urban areas and suburbs.** Similar to ethnoburbs, ethnospatial
advantage refers to neighborhoods with a sizable concentration of a racial/ethnic minority or
immigrant population—these groups do not need to comprise the majority of a neighborhood
because a significant concentration can still congregate class- and race/ethnic-based resources
(L1, 2009; Vo & Danico, 2004). These middle-class coethnic neighborhoods can also include
individuals of any nativity status to include homeowners who gained socioeconomic resources

through successive generations in the U.S. or from migrating with middle- or high-income. In the

3 While there are existing studies on ethnic banks (Zonta, 2012) that support homeownership, these banks largely
do not fund home loans.

** Li’s (2004) work on San Gabriel, California ethnoburbs is instrumental to ethnospatial advantage, but focuses on
suburbs. Suburbs do not consistently offer higher quality resources or homeownership opportunities, particularly in
declining inner-ring suburbs (Wright et al., 2004; Yu & Myers, 2007).
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next section, I summarize existing literature on Latino and Asian American homeownership and
neighborhood choice and then introduce the research questions and expected results.
Latino and Asian Neighborhood and Housing Choice

Existing literature on U.S. neighborhood selection describes homebuyers maximizing
property value with commute time, public goods, taxes, and/or other local expenditures (Alonso,
1964; Cho, 2001; Tiebout, 1956). Public amenity preferences depend on lifecycle, including
public school quality, proximity to shopping centers, and public transportation or car-oriented
design (Myers & Gearin, 2001). Homebuyers also use social networks to identify neighborhoods
and learn about public amenities (Lareau, 2014).

Studies on non-White residential location have primarily focused on Black and
immigrant low-income renters or homebuyers. Immigrants tend to select coethnic neighborhoods
if they are recent migrants who are not as fluent in English (Toussaint-Comeau & Rhine, 2004)
and want access to public transportation and entertainment (Loo, 1986). These groups also
heavily rely on family and friends in their housing search (Basolo & Nguyen, 2009). Chinese
immigrants also used neighbors for ethnic and social capital for employment, and their
neighborhoods became a refuge and source of social mobility (Zhou, 1992).

However, as these groups move into suburbs, their residential preferences may change.
For instance, Darrah and DeLuca (2014) found differences in residential preferences over time
for housing voucher recipients who moved into suburbs and those who did not move. Movers at
first chose neighborhoods based on housing price and familiarity of the neighborhood. After
living in the suburbs, these households later stated a quiet environment, safety, green space, and
specific indicators of quality schools such as individualized attention and music programs

became more important.
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Limited literature has begun to examine middle-class Latino and Asian residential
choices. For example, Buendia et al. (2017) found that Latinos moving into suburbs primarily
used family and friend networks to decide where to relocate, in particular people who had
already established themselves in the area. Using these networks, these families first tried to
secure housing and employment and did not spend time to investigate the new suburb or social
institutions. After living in a neighborhood for two years, these families then began to think
about school quality and focused on keeping their children in the same schools. The study also
noted that it was important for residents to live close enough to the school for their children’s
safety. Asian American homebuyers also sought suburbs using social networks to find
neighborhoods with high-performing schools, quiet areas close to jobs, ethnic amenities, and
newly built affordable housing stock (Kalita, 2005; Lung-Amam, 2017).

These examples do not compare middle-class Latino and Asian homebuying factors and
do not distinguish if there are differences in neighborhood choice between White and coethnic
areas. Previous literature also does not include how homebuying factors contribute to
homeowners’ understanding of their socioeconomic mobility. This study fills in these gaps, and
illuminates different immigrant family pathways into American incorporation and the lived
experiences of these homeowners.

Methodology and Data Collection
The study aims to answer the following research questions:

1. What factors influence Asian and Latino homeowner neighborhood choice in middle-class White
or coethnic neighborhoods?

2. How do these factors contribute to socioeconomic mobility for homeowners in these
neighborhoods?

For the first question, I predict that the homeowners will value safety, schools, and social
networks for homeowners in the middle-class White and coethnic neighborhoods based on
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existing literature. However, the way that they use these factors may differ. Homeowners in
coethnic neighborhoods may rely more on ethnic institutions because they have a stronger
preference to live near these amenities and these institutions would be more readily available in
their neighborhoods; in contrast, their counterparts in White neighborhoods may not need to use
or live near these amenities. To compare spatial and ethnospatial advantage patterns, I will assess
how homebuying factors contribute to socioeconomic mobility. Additionally, I focus on
resources used to buy a house because homeownership plays a significant role in building
wealth. I hypothesize that residents in coethnic neighborhoods will use more ethnic resources or
coethnic social networks to assist with socioeconomic mobility than those in White
neighborhoods. In contrast, I predict that residents in White neighborhoods will use more
mainstream resources or White residents to assist with home purchases.

To answer these questions, I first used spatial statistics and secondary socioeconomic
Census characteristics to define target areas. Then, I recruited Latino and Asian homeowner
participants through random, snowball, and convenience sampling. I interviewed 36 of these
homeowners to understand reasons why these homeowners chose their neighborhood and how
these homebuying factors affect their social mobility.

Site Selection

I selected two clusters of adjacent cities: 1) Lakewood, Downey, and Cerritos, and 2)
Pasadena, Baldwin Park, and San Gabriel.*® Several steps were taken to choose the six target
cities in Los Angeles County. I adopted Walton’s (2015) typology to narrow down areas with

spatially concentrated middle-class racial groups. Walton (2015) first identified areas of racial

T chose adjacent cities because distance to work would not vary as much between the cities. For example, a
homeowner choosing between Lakewood and Cerritos is likely to not select one area over the other because of
significant differences in commute time. I can then ascertain what other factors helped homeowners to select one
city over the adjacent city.
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concentration using a local Moran’s I test of contiguous edges, which measures local spatial
clustering.* Tracts with a significantly high spatial autocorrelation (o < 0.05) of Whites, Latinos,
or Asians according to the 2010 Census were designated as neighborhoods of concentration. A
single tract was categorized as a statistically significant concentration if the proportion of the
population was high relative to other tracts in the county.?’

Among tracts with racial concentration, I found those located in adjacent cities with
comparable high socioeconomic status. I used American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-2009
data on household income and mean home value to classify neighborhoods by socioeconomic
status. Similar to Walton (2015), I used the county average to determine middle-class areas.
Tracts with a median household income above $55,000 and a median home value of more than
$522,000 were categorized as middle-income areas. Among adjacent cities, I chose two clusters
with predominantly White, Latino, and Asian tracts. While imperfect, this criterion can help to
eliminate differences in housing prices for choosing one city over another city. Figure 1 displays
the two clusters of target areas, which are located on the eastern side of the county.

Tables 1 and 2 provide additional characteristics of the six cities in which the target tracts
are located relative to Los Angeles County. For the Latino and Asian cities, the target racial
group increased between 2000 and 2010—the exception is Baldwin Park, which had about 80%
Latinos in both years (see Table 1). In 2010, Lakewood and Pasadena White populations
decreased over time, which follows trends in the County. Cerritos, Baldwin Park, and San
Gabriel have higher proportions of foreign-born residents compared to Los Angeles County (see

Table 2). However, the clusters have relatively lower rates of linguistically-isolated households

%% Moran’s I describes patterns of spatial autocorrelation based on the group concentration in each tract relative to

the county (Anselin, 1995). The statistic accounts for unusually high racial concentration in a tract and also takes
into consideration high populations in contiguous tracts.

37 While the entire city may not have a predominant racial group, I only sampled from tracts with the statistically
significant concentration of Latinos, Asians, or Whites.
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compared to the county, except San Gabriel City. Additionally, the Latino areas had the lowest
socioeconomic characteristics than the other target areas, which may reflect the more recent
emergence of Latino middle-class areas relative to Asian middle-class neighborhoods. The
Latino cities also have a lower mean age and greater percentage of households with children.

Figure 1. Map of Middle- and Upper-Income Racially Concentrated Neighborhoods and Target
Areas
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Table 1. Target Area Racial Composition

Cluster 1 Cluster 2
Latino Asian White Latino Asian White Los Angeles County
Downey Cerritos Lakewood Baldwin San Gabriel  Pasadena
Total | 107,323 S1,488 79,345 75,837 39 804 133936 9519338
Black | 4.028 4% 3432 7% 5825 7% | 1.219 2% 420 1% 19319 14% 930957 10%
2000 Asian 8,308 8% 30,091 58% 10,716 14% | 8.826 2% 19470 49% 13,399 10% 1,137,500 2%
Latino | 62,089 58% 5349 10% 18,071 23% | 59,660 79% 12,223 31% 44,734 33% 4242213 45%
NHW | 30851 29% 11.040 21% 41,577 52% | 5,508 ' 7% @ 6930 17% 52381 39% 2959614 31%
Total 111,772 49,047 80,048 75,390 39718 142013 9,818,605
Black | 4329 4% 3388 7% 6973 9% 913 1% 388 1% @ 14,650 10% 856.874 9%
2010 Asian 7.804 % 30,363 62% 13,115 16% 10,696 14% 24091 61% 19,595 14% 1,346,865 14%
Latino | 78,996 71% S883 12% 24,101 30° | 60,403 80% 10,189 26% 46,174 33% 4. 687 889 48%
NHW | 19786 ' 18%  S8.141 [ 17% 32774 41% | 3.232 4% 4539 11% 53,135 37% 2,728,321 28%

Sources: 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census.
Note: NHW = non-Hispanic White.

Table 2. Target Area Socioeconomic Characteristics

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Les Angeles
Latino Asian White Latino Asian White County
Downey Cerritos Lakewood | Baldwin Park San Gabriel Pasadena -
Nativity
% Borm outside the U.S. 34% 45% 21% 46% 54% 28% 35%
% Linguistically All ' 12% 14% 5% 20% 26% 8% 16%
Isolated - Spanish 18% T% 13% 22% 18% 20% 29%
APl 29% 25% 18% 30% 42% 22% 34%
Socieoconomic Characteristics
% B.A .+ 18% 46% 25% 10% 27% 43% 26%
% Owner 53% 82% 73% 63% 47% 46% 49%
Median Income $58K $36K $76K $51K $55K $62K $55K
Median Home Value $554K $637K $525K $376K $559K S648K $522K
Other Characteristics
Mean Age 318 417 36.6 30.3 x4 36.6 338
7a Houscholds w/ Children | ge0r | 4300 | 419 57% 17% 27% 38%
(under 18 years)
% Married 48% 59% 52% 48% 53% 43% 45%

Source: 2005-2009 American Community Survey.

Linguistic isolation rates are for all households and households that speak Spanish or Asian and
Pacific Islander (API) languages, not among all households. Dollar amount is adjusted to 20098$.
Homeowner Recruitment

To be eligible for the study, participants had to meet the following three criteria:

* Identify as Latino or Asian American
* Live in one of the targeted areas

* Be a first-time homebuyer or be younger than 45 years old
The third criterion was added as a result of six practice interviews with homeowners at different

lifecycle stages. Respondents who were older were looking for homes to downsize because their
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adult children were no longer living at home. As a result, these homeowners used different
homebuying factors than other homeowners who purchased their first home (see also Chen &
Lin, 2011).

Interviewees were recruited between April 2016 and May 2017. I used random, snowball,
and convenience sampling to identify potential participants. First, I used DataQuick, a
proprietary data set that aggregates individual-level home purchase data and includes
homeowner name, mailing address, and type of property. I randomly selected single-family
homebuyers with Latino and Asian surnames who purchased homes between 2000 and 2016 in
tracts of racial concentration within the target cities.”®

I mailed letters to this random sample, inviting them to participate in an interview; letters
included the researcher’s contact information. If participants were interested, they were asked to
contact the researcher through phone, email, or mail. Of 1,300 letters sent, 10 letters were
returned because homeowners no longer lived at the address or the property was vacant. Thirty-
six potential interviewees replied to the letter, and 16 participants were available to participate in
an interview. The mailed information was in English with Institutional Review Board (IRB) and
university information. While the low response rate (3%) does not make the findings
generalizable to Latino and Asian homeowners in middle-class areas, this recruitment method
helped to identify random homebuyers in the target areas.

Other interviewees were recruited by posting study information in Nextdoor, a mobile

app and website where neighbors add information relevant to their community, such as crime

*¥ I used the Decennial 2000 Census surname dictionary to impute homeowner race/ethnicity. For surnames with at
least 100 counts, the Census Bureau counted the racial group and calculated the proportion of the time that the
surname was linked to a person that was White, Black, Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander, and American Indian
(Word et al., 2008). I used surnames with a probability of at least 50% belonging to Latinos or Asians.
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reports, community events, or recommendations.” If Nextdoor members were interested in the
study, they would contact the researcher through email or phone; the researcher did not approach
individual Nextdoor members. Eight participants contacted the researcher and were recruited
through NextDoor—four lived in Cerritos, three lived in Pasadena, and one lived in Lakewood.
Twelve other interviewees were recruited through snowball or convenience sampling.*
Analysis Strategy
The study focuses on experiences of individuals and how they understand the factors that

contributed to their homebuying decision-making process and socioeconomic mobility (Corbin
& Strauss, 1990). Thus, I used semi-structured interviews to ask what factors affected their
decision to purchase a house in their neighborhood (see Appendix 1 for the interview guide).
Interviews ranged from 30 to 60 minutes in length. First, I asked each interviewee to rank ten
factors in order of importance:

e Home Price

* House Design/Form

* Neighborhood Safety

¢ Commute/Job Considerations

* Neighborhood Public School Quality

* Investment Value

* Proximity of Family/Friends

¢ Coethnic Businesses

%% Nextdoor requires participants to verify their mailing address to make it a private and secure neighborhood-based
app through the telephone, mail, or credit cards. Interviewees volunteered to post information about the study in
their local Nextdoor page with researcher information and study eligibility, but were not asked to endorse the study.

* Participants received a $25 Amazon.com gift card for their participation. If interviews were conducted in-person,

they were given the gift card at the end of the interview. Interviewees who opted for phone or online interviews
received the gift card through mail and provided their preferred address to the interviewer.
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* Neighborhood Racial/Ethnic Composition

* Entertainment Options
While factors intersect, respondents were instructed to rank each separately without repeating
numbers. They could also describe other factors not listed.*' These rankings were used to
quantify differences between residents in the neighborhoods. Interviewees were also asked to
describe each factor in detail. I also inquired about housing resources they used or gave to others
(see Appendix 1). After each interview, | wrote memos to summarize the interview.

I used a deductive approach to code interviews and analyze interviewee responses based
on these ten factors using MaxQDA. Additional themes emerged from the interviews to identify
nuances within or between these ten factors (Joffe, 2012). Pseudonyms are used in the following
reported findings to protect participant confidentiality. If quotations used in the analysis were
edited, they were only altered for clarity.

There are several limitations to the methodology. First, the findings are not generalizable
to all Latino and Asian homeowners in middle-class coethnic or White neighborhoods.
Homeowners who responded to the mailed letters or were recruited through Nextdoor are more
likely to be interested in their neighborhoods than others who did not respond to the solicitation.
For example, while there is limited data on Nextdoor users, an early study (Masden et al. 2014)
interviewed participants who were homeowners and found that users were already engaged in
their neighborhoods through existing civic organizations or informal events. Thus, respondents
from Nextdoor may be more invested in their neighborhoods than those who are not using
Nextdoor. Also, interested homeowners who found out about the study through the mailers may

feel more comfortable with government or educational institutions because of the formal IRB

*I About 44% of respondents included an “other” factor, but with few commonalities. Some of the “other” factors
included proximity to specific amenities or institutions such as parks (n = 2), a hospital (n = 1), an airport (n=1), or a
specific church (n = 1). Two respondents added that the quality of their neighbors and living around people they
liked was important. One interviewee was concerned about municipal spending and city management.
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letters. This group may not have the same experiences as homeowners who may be of lower
educational attainment and/or less familiar with university research studies.

In addition, interviews were conducted in English. Potential interviewees were given the
option to participate in Spanish, but Asian participants may be biased because in-language
interviews were not available. All participants elected to participate in English. As a result, they
may be more acculturated to the U.S. than homeowners who did not participate in the study.

Third, the researcher’s identity as an Asian American female may have affected
interviews conducted in-person or online—some interviewees may have related to the researcher
due to their own identity. At the end of a few phone interviews, participants inquired about the
researcher’s racial identity, which may indicate the importance of the researcher’s positionality
(see Chavez (2008) for a review of inside and outsider biases related to researcher identity).

Fourth, sampling from spatially concentrated neighborhoods in Los Angeles may not be
generalizable to other White neighborhoods. Spatial assimilation literature typically examines
White or integrated neighborhoods that are isolated from coethnic neighborhoods. However, Los
Angeles is a metropolitan region with a minority White population, and all neighborhoods are
located in close proximity to non-White ethnic concentration.

Furthermore, I use a qualitative approach because of its strength in describing the
experiences, choices, and motivations for homeowners’ neighborhood choice. While the
previous paper provided an empirical analysis of the economic benefits of middle-class coethnic
areas, it did not explain why these residents live in their neighborhoods. Qualitative methods are
also beneficial in how these choices are constructed and shaped by respondent perception. At the
same time, there are drawbacks to qualitative methods because respondents may have implicit
biases or may not fully know how they feel about sensitive topics, including race. Thus, findings

need to be interpreted by the researcher if participants give contradictory information.
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Nevertheless, the study provides insights into ethnospatial advantage and the growth
and/or persistence of middle-income ethnic neighborhoods. The findings include an in-depth
analysis of homeowner choice with a comparison group in coethnic and White neighborhoods to
distinguish class- and/or ethnic- incorporation in American suburbs. Los Angeles patterns may
also have future implications for other regions that are experiencing demographic and class
concentration. Ethnospatial advantage thus provides a greater diversity of understanding class
and racial mobility that is in relation to the coethnic group rather than to White residents.
Findings
Participant Characteristics

Table 3 (with Appendix 2) summarizes the socioeconomic characteristics of homeowners
who lived in middle-class coethnic or White neighborhoods. Participants in coethnic areas were
younger than those in White neighborhoods. Female homebuyers comprised the majority of
interviewees (about 70%). Interviewees were also highly educated, and a majority received at
least a bachelor’s or associate’s degree. However, a higher proportion of respondents in White
neighborhoods did not finish college. Seven respondents in coethnic neighborhoods and six
interviewees in White neighborhoods earned a graduate or professional degree. Respondents had
much higher educational attainment than the average person in their cities (see Table 2).

Table 3. Interviewee Characteristics by Neighborhood Type

Characteristics Coethnic | White

# Latino 8 8

# Asian 12 8

Mean Age 36.42 41.94

% Female 70% 69%
n=14) | (n=11)

% B.A. degree or higher 80% 63%
(n=16) | (n=10)

% with children 65% 75%
n=13) | (n=12)

Average # of children (among those with children) 1.62 2.17

% Born outside of U.S. 20% 38%

(n=4) (n=06)
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Mean Age Moved to US (among those born outside of US) 7.25 5.17
% Married 95% 94%
n=19) | (n=195)
Mean Home Value $660,000 | $780,000
% First-time Homebuyer 86% 75%
n=17) | (n=12)
Average Home Purchase Year 2011 2008

There were more interviewees in White neighborhoods who had children (75%)
compared to those in coethnic neighborhoods (65%); on average, interviewees with children in
White neighborhoods also had more children than participants with children in coethnic
neighborhoods. About 38% of respondents in White neighborhoods were born outside of the
U.S. and migrated on average at the age of 5; in contrast, about 20% of homeowners in coethnic
neighborhoods were not born in the U.S. and came around the age of 7. The foreign-born rate of
respondents in White neighborhoods was higher than the average person in Lakewood and
Pasadena, while the foreign-born rate of respondents in coethnic neighborhoods was lower than
the average person in the coethnic areas (see Table 2).

Homeowners in White neighborhoods lived in homes of higher home value (about
$780,000) than those in coethnic neighborhoods ($660,000). On average, the interviewees owned
homes of higher value compared to residents in their cities. While a majority of respondents were
first-time homebuyers, there were some respondents who bought their first house at an early age.
Homeowners in White neighborhoods also bought their homes earlier (around 2008) than those
in coethnic areas (around 2011).

Homebuying Factors

Figure 2 summarizes the average importance of homebuying factors by neighborhood
typology. As expected from existing literature, homeowners prioritized home price,
neighborhood safety, and commute/job factors. In contrast, entertainment options, coethnic
businesses, and neighborhood racial/ethnic composition were least important. There were some
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distinctions by neighborhood typology. Home design or form was not as important for
homeowners in coethnic neighborhoods. However, the ranking may be impacted because some
of the coethnic neighborhoods were older suburbs and homeowners knew that houses tended to
be smaller in square footage. Residents in coethnic neighborhoods also considered proximity to
family/friends (5.4) more important than those in White neighborhoods (4.3).

Also, homeowners ranked school quality differently by their neighborhood choice.
Interviewees in White neighborhoods ranked neighborhood schools of less importance than those
in coethnic neighborhoods. One potential reason for these findings is that one White area is
known for high-quality private schools, and these interviewees perhaps did not value the local
public schools as highly. Some of the Asian neighborhoods are also well-known for their high-
quality schools. These areas may attract families who care more about school quality (see also
Lung-Amam’s (2017) study of Asian families in Silicon Valley).

The neighborhoods offer different alternatives and resources based on homeowner
preferences. While safety and school quality were relatively important factors for all
interviewees, residents had different perceptions of how their neighborhoods provided these
amenities. The following describes how these amenities offer different alternatives that explain
these choices. Respondents were asked their self-identified race/ethnicity, which is also reported

after each quotation.
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Figure 2. Average of Homebuying Factor Importance and Neighborhood Typology
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Neighborhood Safety

Neighborhood safety was ranked as one of the most important factors in neighborhood
choice. Homeowners overall used online resources to identify information about crimes.
However, some homeowners in White areas did not search for information because of their
preconceived notions that these neighborhoods were safe and an improvement from their
childhood areas. In contrast, homebuyers in coethnic neighborhoods sought safe areas based on
advice from their networks.

Homeowners in both types of neighborhoods used online resources to look up crime
statistics. Jake described how he and his wife “looked at, there were some websites that had the

crime maps, we looked up LA in general, and that’s how we started narrowing cities, and here,

109



we kind of checked the box that it was okay for crime” (Chinese, Asian neighborhood). Miguel
similarly used crime websites and police department reports “where you could plug in an
address, and it would give you, like what types of crime happened there at a certain given time, if
you input a certain amount of time” (Mexican, White neighborhood). A few homebuyers also
checked Megan’s Law for sex offenders in the neighborhoods.

However, some residents in White neighborhoods ranked safety as a major factor for
homebuying and assumed the area was safe, although they did not search for additional
information. For example, Penelope admitted, “To be honest, I didn’t really check [for safety], I
just kinda knew from going there a lot on the weekends, that it was just a very quiet area we
wound up settling in” (Chinese, White neighborhood). These homeowners had established
impressions of the target neighborhood and took safety for granted. Isabella grew up in a nearby
lower-income neighborhood and also “didn’t really look into these statistics... I just knew as a
child we wouldn’t come on this side of town. So just from experience I just knew that it wasn’t
what it used to be anymore” (Mexican, White neighborhood). Lang knew about neighborhood
watch and social media groups—however, she did not consult these resources and responded, “I
know that mostly the neighbors in my neighborhood typically watches [sic] out for each other.
Other than that, that’s all I know about safety here” (Chinese, White neighborhood).

In addition to online searches, coethnic neighborhood residents viewed safety in relation
to coethnic residents, family, and friends. Santiago describes feeling safe with Latino neighbors:
“We have a couple Latinos in our neighborhood and they’re like very cool. They come over, they
talk to us about their day, so I think that’s one the things that makes it feel more welcoming”
(Mexican, Latino neighborhood). Emma received information about the safety of the area from
her realtor, who is a family friend: “I ask the realtor in her face, how’s the area, and I trust what

she had to say because she herself had a house in [the neighborhood], so said it was a pretty safe
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neighborhood and so it was mostly word of mouth” (Taiwanese-Japanese, Asian neighborhood).
She trusted her realtor and relied mostly on her to assess safety.
Some homebuyers in coethnic neighborhoods did not view their neighborhoods as safe.
Yet, Irene still chose her area because of proximity to family and work, which would allow her
to reach her children quickly if a situation happened at her children’s school:
Proximity to family and friends for having our children being picked up or being watched
while we’re away at work is priceless... Well I live in this area so I know the safety is not
best, now however once we really started looking for homes in the further areas, we were
traveling 40 to 45 minutes because of traffic so, although the school district isn’t the best,
it is easier access. I am only ten minutes away, my husband, is only five minutes away,
my sister and my mom live down the street literally, so we had to take those into
consideration, and that’s why we ended up purchasing here (Mexican, Latino
neighborhood).
Thus, Irene prioritized access to her children’s neighborhood school as a way to define safety

and comfort for her and her family (Buendia et al., 2017).

School Quality

Similar to neighborhood safety, a fourth of interviewed homeowners used online
resources to assess school quality. While homeowners in coethnic areas once again used their
social networks to gather information, some homeowners in White areas had the option of
sending their children to private schools if they became dissatisfied with their public schools.

Interviewee online searches relied mostly on Redfin, a real estate site that includes
estimated school service boundaries based on the property address and a school rating.** The
scores range from 1 through 10, where a score of 10 is the highest quality school. Truong
searched for houses in three cities because “the school district mainly,” focusing on “the school
grades and those places that had at least an 8 or above [on Redfin]” (Vietnamese, Asian

neighborhood). Lorenzo used the same rating threshold to pick schools and neighborhoods: “I

2 Redfin (2018) uses an aggregate rating score from GreatSchools, which incorporates state test scores, student
progress ratings, college readiness, advance course enrollment, and equity issues.
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looked online and saw what ratings the schools had and made sure my children could attend the
schools with the highest ratings...we ended up picking like an 8” (Mexican, Latino
neighborhood). To supplement online materials, Mackenzie was the exception and looked
beyond test scores, searching for:

...GATE (Gifted and Talented Education) programs, and if they have dual-language

immersion, things like that are the types of things that I’'m looking for, because I just

want to see the type of curriculum that my child will have, so there, I’'m not concerned
about test scores because they have the support at home...it’s more about what the school
has to offer (mixed Asian-Pacific Islander, White neighborhood).

Homeowners in White and coethnic neighborhoods also differed in how they describe
neighborhood schools. Similar to safety, some homeowners in White neighborhoods were not as
concerned about school quality. For example, Isabella lives in the White neighborhood with
high-performing private schools, and described how:

The city is on moving to the right direction. I think I’'m happy right now...A lot of the

public school systems are trying to collaborate and a lot of the higher income families are

trying to get back into the public system and to bring up the quality of education

(Mexican, White neighborhood).

Though Isabella has children in public schools, she was not as concerned about their outcomes.
While Lang explained that schools were important, she described how “I actually didn’t know
anything about the school at the time we were searching...We’re looking like ‘oh okay well the
school next to our neighborhood’s not too bad’” (Chinese, White neighborhood).

If the public schools were not suitable, these homeowners discussed opting for or having
the choice of private school. For instance, Pari explained, “Schools didn’t quite match our needs,
but that’s just I think an LA county issue, so we actually chose a private school for our child”
(Indian, White neighborhood). These homeowners resemble Kimelberg’s (2014) middle-income

families who chose to live in urban school districts because they have the financial means to

change to private schools if they became concerned about their child’s outcomes.
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In contrast, some homeowners in coethnic neighborhoods began their search using school
as a top priority. For example, Jake described how his search for houses spanned the Los
Angeles region based on school rankings:

Our list was narrowed down to cities with well-known school districts...Um I think our

biggest priority was school so we picked an area that has like the top elementary because

obviously that’s the nearest to us...so we definitely picked based on the zoning. We made
the purchase like you know, based on rankings, we’re not even near a point where we go,
what’s the curriculum they offer because the landscape can change a lot in three years

(Chinese, Asian neighborhood).

Similarly, Emma emphasized the school districts as what she values the most about her
neighborhood: “It’s a nice suburb, they have nice schools... that’s really great, the school
system, that would be the best for kids, so yeah I mean [the neighborhood] had a good reputation
for having good schools in the area” (Taiwanese-Japanese, Asian neighborhood). Sara explained
her knowledge of school ratings relative to her parents’ experiences:

I do know that my parents’ generation when they would purchase a home they weren’t

exactly aware of school ratings. I guess they all assumed that all schools are okay, they

didn’t really know about ratings, but now our younger generation is aware of ratings and
all that (Mexican, Latino neighborhood).
Sara is more accustomed to American school systems and understands how to access and assess
school ratings—information that may not have been available or prioritized by her parents.

Coethnic neighborhood homeowners also used their social networks to assess schools.
For example, Thomas explained how “the reason why we knew this area, is because it’s next to
an elementary school called X Elementary School, and we were familiar with that because [my
wife’s] sister taught there and she spoke highly of that school. I mean I wasn’t even aware of that
particular school, so it’s like “it’s perfect!” So we decided to take a deeper look into this
particular area” (Chinese, Asian neighborhood).

Homeowners in White and coethnic neighborhoods used online resources to gather more

information about neighborhood amenities. There were also some distinctions in how they
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discussed neighborhood safety and school quality. Some homeowners in White neighborhoods
assumed these amenities were of high quality or did not conduct much research on their own, in
part based on their impressions of the area from previous experience. These homeowners could
not always articulate why they had these ideas, which may reflect unconscious or implicit biases
related to their neighbors’ racial composition. In contrast, homeowners in coethnic areas relied
on their networks or primarily used these homebuying factors as a way to narrow down their
neighborhood search. The interviews elucidate how they chose their homes and how they
describe these experiences. However, further analysis would need to be conducted on whether or
not their decision-making processes correspond to objective measures of neighborhood schools
and crime. (For example, Lung-Amam’s (2017) study found that Asian homebuyers sought
neighborhoods with schools with increasing test scores.)

The next section explains how residents perceive their homebuying decision as tied to
socioeconomic mobility. I focus on perceptions of White neighbors and social networks. These
examples elucidate how spatial and ethnospatial advantage offer different pathways for
immigrants and their children.

Socioeconomic Advancement

Homeowners saw their neighborhood choice as tied to socioeconomic mobility because
they were moving into middle-class neighborhoods. Interviewees tied these conceptions of
mobility with homeownership and what it means for their family’s betterment and American
incorporation. Matthew stated that homeownership “means, hey we’re working towards a better
future for ourselves and our family...it’s preparing a way to move forward in life, to aspire to do
better in life than both of our families have done” (Mexican, White neighborhood). Thomas
expressed similar thoughts about using homeownership to achieve a status that exceeds his

parents’ background (Chinese, Asian neighborhood). He was motivated to buy a house because:
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I did not want my kids to grow up in the setting that I grew up in. You know I’m a second

generation Asian American. My parents both immigrated [sic] here from Asia, and it was

a struggle for them. It’s the American Dream just to have a home, just to own a home. So

you grow up, you hear about all these things and it’s a goal that I’ve always wanted. And

I mean don’t get me wrong the apartment was great, but to actually own a home and say

that it’s yours, and you know that when you’re paying money it’s going towards you as

an individual or as a family.
Consequently, homebuying was viewed as an achievement for interviewee families. Truong felt
that buying a house meant for his parents: “I’ve made it, I have a house, I'm grateful that you did
everything for me and here I am, you know, I didn’t fail” (Vietnamese, Asian neighborhood).

At times, these ideas were indirectly transmitted. Sara did not recall a conversation with
her parents about homeownership. Yet, she knew that her “mom’s philosophy is that your
children have to have more success than the parents, more education, and better careers so with
that it’s just assumed that also a better home” (Mexican, Latino neighborhood). Kenneth
indirectly learned similar messages about homeownership:

It was just kind of one of those things that’s like a progression of Pilipino life. You know

go to college, get a degree, get a good job, marry, you know get a house, and then get

your kids to college, it’s always that straight narrative to success. We never talked about
it, it was just implied, cause everyone says like, oh so and so bought a house, which
again, is this meta narrative of boot strapping, picking yourself up and being successful

(Pilipino, White neighborhood).

Homeowners also perceived their homebuying decision into these neighborhoods as an
improvement from their childhood neighborhoods. Santiago and his wife grew up in lower-
income neighborhoods. Santiago described his wife’s perception of their neighborhood choice:

My wife had these high hopes for this neighborhood being the next step up...she’s

always lived in a working class community so when this neighborhood came up, she

liked the idea mostly because these are middle class families that are doing a little better

(Mexican, Latino neighborhood).

Ben grew up in a working-class minority neighborhood. He expressed how his home purchase

was tied to “the goal to move out of the not so great area and move on up. You’re not going to be

making money and saying, I’'m going to move back next door to where my parents are”
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(Vietnamese, White neighborhood). These findings help to understand the homebuying factors
that homeowner used by neighborhood. The following section describes direct links between
neighborhood choice and socioeconomic mobility, particularly as it relates to spatial assimilation
and ethnospatial advantage.

Social Status and Perception of White Neighbors

The following explains distinctions in how this advancement was described in relation to
having White neighbors. While neighborhood racial composition was typically ranked low in
importance (1.7. or 2.3 for coethnic and White neighborhood residents, respectively),
interviewees had strong opinions about their perception of White residents. Homeowners in
White neighborhoods saw living with White residents as increasing their social mobility. In
contrast, those who lived in coethnic neighborhoods described increased social status because
they did not have to live in proximity to Whites. These perspectives may reflect implicit biases
that both groups have towards other racial groups.

A number of respondents expressed that living in a White neighborhood reflected a
higher socioeconomic status because of the people and amenities tied to a predominantly White
neighborhood. These perspectives align with the spatial assimilation framework. Lang grew up
in a working-class ethnic neighborhood and compared its safety with her current area:

I just know that it’s not as bad as where I grew up. I mean because I hear it in the news

and you don’t hear much here. And I think it’s because of the racial... [whisper] Like you

see more Whites and you don’t see as much Black or Hispanic people in the
neighborhoods, mostly Caucasians and then you see the occasional Asian people in the
neighborhood (Vietnamese, White neighborhood).
Matthew also attributed better public amenities to his White neighborhood. He mentioned how
“some of the ethnic neighborhoods unfortunately trend with higher crime, higher poverty levels

and so on” (Mexican, White neighborhood). Mia connected White neighborhoods with class in

contrast to Latino neighborhoods: “I think that Latinos that stay together don’t always progress. I
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think the ones that are in the White neighborhoods, as you say, the more classier [sic]
neighborhoods, they strive for something better” (Hispanic, White neighborhood). She is then
distancing herself from other Latinos, and instead is associating her experiences with the latter
group because of her neighborhood choice. Similar to spatial assimilation, Mia is describing how
staying in a coethnic area will hinder her ability to “progress,” and she believes her move to a
White neighborhood will her succeed.

Ben shared that he perceived White neighborhoods to have higher amenities because
White residents are more invested in maintaining the neighborhood:

I’'m trying to be, trying to think of how I want to say this. In some ways, [ have a
preconception that White people care about their neighborhood more than other
cultures... so, because of that, that neighborhood is better because everyone in that
neighborhood is making sure that neighborhood is better...I think White people, they’re
going to try and take care of their property definitely a lot more. There’s a difference
between making your property better and making the neighborhood better, so you can
care about your neighborhood and say I’'m going to make sure my grass is green but you
don’t care if the next door neighbor does. But my preconception is that with White
people, I care that my next door neighbor is crappy and I’m going to bring it up at the
next neighborhood meeting (Vietnamese, White neighborhood).

For many reasons, homeowners tied their status to having White residents in their areas.

On the other hand, residents in particularly Asian neighborhoods felt socially more
comfortable because they did not have to think about White residents’ judgment. Aditi described
in-depth the importance of feeling accepted in her neighborhood, which she associates with the
existence of coethnic institutions:

When there’s ethnic foods, then there’s people around then there’s people around that are
more accepting of people of color, so that would be important...I don’t know if I can
speak for all Asian Americans, like my husband grew up in a totally White community,
his parents clearly did not care that there were no Asians around. For me, I grew up in an
Asian community and I loved growing up in an Asian community...it gave me a stronger
sense of self and stronger sense of like I never had that kind of insecurity or inferiority
that maybe other people have that didn’t grow up in Asian dominated communities...I
don’t care about White people’s acceptance because that’s not a priority in my life, it’s
just where I’m happier (Indian, Asian neighborhood).
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Aditi felt more comfortable with her coethnic neighbors, but she also found elevated social status
by not being made to feel inferior. Jake expressed similar values and shared that there is “just
kind of familiarity, that kind of feeling you just, you’re with the same type of people, so you
would imagine that you have kind of the same priorities or importance” (Chinese, Asian
neighborhood). Jessica described feeling comfort with living in an ethnic neighborhood, adding
ideas about being an outsider: “When I’'m in spaces where it’s just Whites, I feel very much like
an outsider and uncomfortable so I think living in those communities with all Whites, I think I
might, I might be a little concerned” (Chinese, Asian neighborhood).

These homeowners are shielded from White discrimination and judgment, which helps
them to perceive themselves beyond inferior to White residents (Lacy, 2004). Consequently,
their social mobility was elevated in the coethnic neighborhoods. They also found other benefits
as described including quality schools, low crime, and being able to purchase a house. These
interviewees then follow ethnospatial advantage because they aim to live with neighbors of
similar racial/ethnic background for improved neighborhood amenities.

However, these perspectives were primarily among Asian residents in coethnic areas. As
previously described, Los Angeles has a longer history of middle-class Asian neighborhoods
compared to Latino neighborhoods. Some of these Asian neighborhoods also had higher home
values than nearby White areas, such as Cerritos and Lakewood (see Table 3). Thus, these
residents may more readily see their neighborhood choice as associated with socioeconomic
mobility than Latino homeowners. Los Angeles Latino neighborhoods are currently developing,
and Latino homeowners may have similar experiences in years to come. While their homes were
not worth as much as other neighborhoods, as previously discussed, Latino interviewees still
shared how purchasing a home was to help advance their family and live in neighborhoods that

were better than where they lived as a child.
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Social Networks and Housing Resources

In large part, respondents did not use formal coethnic institutions to assist with
homeownership. For financing, homeowners used mainstream banks and did not report any
challenges to access a lender or broker; only one respondent used an ethnic bank. While minority
and immigrant-serving homebuying organizations exist in Los Angeles, none of the interviewees
used these institutions. Aditi was the exception and used ethnic media for housing—she used a
Chinese realtor and Chinese newspapers to advertise when she was subletting her home (Indian,
Asian neighborhood). Interviewees were then of higher socioeconomic means because they
either had the means to purchase a home using their own resources and/or could rely on their
social networks for financial support and connections to mainstream lenders.

Rather than formal ethnic resources, interviewees used informal social networks to help
with homeownership. These networks gave advice, references, and financial support. Of all the
social networks, family members were the most frequent form of support. The majority of
respondents consequently gave and/or received familial assistance, even though proximity to
family/friends was ranked as of middle importance. One interviewee did not use family for
assistance nor give family support.

Respondents gave or received housing assistance in one of three ways: financial support,
lodging, and/or referrals to organizations or individuals in the real estate industry. There were
some distinctions in assistance given or received based on the neighborhood. A majority of
homeowners in coethnic neighborhoods received money to help with homebuying, while only a
few of them gave money. Though interviewees in coethnic neighborhoods did not give as much
financial support, about a third of them provided family members with lodging. On the other
hand, a third of interviewees in White neighborhoods received money from family and a

majority financially supported family members.
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These patterns resulted in part from different expectations of family and interdependence.
First, residents in White neighborhoods had more of an independent perspective of money and
family than residents in coethnic neighborhoods. A number of interviewees shared that they do
not ask family for money. For example, Daniela explained that Latinos “turn to family, usually
it’s always first.” However, she distanced herself from these Latinos and continued, “As opposed
to me, I’ll try to get to the banks first, go to the bank institutions and see if they can assist me”
(Mexican, White neighborhood). She is thus comfortable using banks and knows how to
navigate them if she were to need them. Charles similarly did not view himself as similar to other
Asians. He stated that he was:

...not financially connected to [his family], I am pretty independent...whereas I feel like

a lot of other Asians that I do know, family, it’s that support system, I think that they feel

like it gives them a safety net whereas I don’t need that support system (Vietnamese,

White neighborhood).
These quotations reflect similar sentiments as respondents in White neighborhoods who saw
their neighborhood choice as a way to disassociate from other coethnic residents. While they
attribute relying on family to expectations, they describe how they instead do not follow these
supposed cultural values. Unconsciously, these homeowners may associate financial
interdependence as a barrier to their own socioeconomic mobility and independence, which may
be more valued among their White residents. Hazel was persistent to not borrow money: “I made
it a rule not to, I’ve been asked, but I made a rule not to ever do that” (Mexican, White
neighborhood). Lang attributed her perspective of money to pride rather than cultural values:
“I’m really prideful. I don't ask for money from my parents, even if they offer. I say no, [ don’t
need it, [ don’t want your money” (Chinese, White neighborhood).

In contrast, interviewees in coethnic neighborhoods were open to borrowing or receiving

gifts of money from family. Lorenzo described a struggle to get money for the down payment:
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“We had to scrounge every savings, we had to take money out of our retirement. Grandma
helped too, my parents loaned me money to start this too” (Mexican, Latino neighborhood).
However, he perceived it as a collective accomplishment rather than negative feelings about
relying on family. Chanthy also needed her parents’ support: “I mean I think cost is a huge
factor. I don’t think we could’ve moved [here] if my parents didn’t help us. So you know, just
cost wise we probably would’ve ended somewhere else close by, but not [here]” (Thai, Asian
neighborhood). Truong explained his interdependent relationship with family and money:
I mean, unlike Western culture where once you’re 18 you’re pretty much on your own,
Asian families typically stick together very much and for me personally if I ever had to
run into financial problems I’m sure my parents would help me out immensely. Whether
that’s for everyone I’m not sure but I’'m still very certain that Asian parents will not
abandon their kids in times of stress. If they have the means, then yeah (Vietnamese,
Asian neighborhood).
Truong then found strength and pride in familial connections, which he attributes to cultural
values, in contrast to his strong comparison to Western parents who “abandon” their children.
Homeowners in White neighborhoods also relayed this cultural expectation, even if they
did not use these connections. Rather, it was an expectation that family members would help
with homebuying if need be, and these expectations were shaped by respondents’ understanding
of their racial or cultural background. Isabella attributed interdependency to culture and
generational aspects. Her husband is third generation Mexican and “far removed from his
Hispanic culture.” She continued, “I’ve learned that there are differences. We don’t see the same
family values, it’s not about extended family anymore, it’s about raising your own family and
what values you can pass down to your own family” (Mexican, White neighborhood). She found
that acculturated Latinos are more independent, such as her husband. Addison similarly shared:
Americans tend to have more of that nuclear family. Latinos tend to stick together, and
you can pick each other up together... and once you start moving off into the second and

the third generations, you know they grow up here, and they live more in a nuclear type
of model (Mexican, White neighborhood).
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In this explanation, Addison is attributing “Americans” to Whites. Latino and Asian homeowners
in coethnic neighborhoods felt more comfortable to use some of these familial resources because
of cultural expectations. While these connections were also made for those in White
neighborhoods, they did not access these resources because they took pride in their independence
from family and financial self-sufficiency.

Implications and Conclusion

This study illuminates potential aspects of ethnospatial advantage, which posits that
middle- and high-income coethnic neighborhoods form as a means for immigrant/minority
socioeconomic mobility by providing residents with race- and class-based resources.
Homeowners chose middle-class coethnic or White neighborhoods for socioeconomic mobility
and to access their preferred neighborhood amenities, including schools, safety, or coethnic
institutions and neighbors.

However, these homebuyers described their perceptions of and preferences for these
amenities differently. Interviewees in White neighborhoods presumed that the area offered
quality schools and lower crime, at times without much information beyond their impressions of
the area because they associated White neighbors to these amenities. In contrast, residents in
coethnic neighborhoods relied more on social networks to gather information, which confirms
my first hypothesis. They preferred to use these connections and accepted values that they
attributed to cultural background, including family interdependence. Middle-class Latino and
Asian homebuyers also considered their purchases in different ways to improve their status.
Those who did not want to live socially below Whites intentionally selected coethnic areas.
Interestingly, neighborhood racial/ethnic composition and ethnic businesses were consistently

ranked as one of the least important homebuying factors. Yet, they may have unconscious
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understandings of neighborhood choice and neighborhood racial composition that were
explicated during interviews.

My hypothesis about formal ethnic institutions in coethnic neighborhoods was not
supported. While there is evidence they knew of some ethnic resources related to real estate, they
mostly used family connections. Homeowner perceptions of familial expectations were shaped
by connections to their own racial/ethnic or cultural background, which varied among
interviewees. Lee and Zhou (2015) describe similar mechanisms that affected parents’
expectations of educational attainment among Chinese and Vietnamese families. The interview
questions also did not allow enough data collection on reliance of ethnic institutions—
respondents could be asked to identify locations of places and businesses they have frequented in
the last month to provide more concrete analyses of these connections.

Additionally, interviewees may not have required formal institutional support because
they were able to purchase a house using their own and/or familial resources. Housing nonprofits
typically serve lower-income homebuyers, either because of restricted program requirements
and/or these clients may not have the social connections to help with homebuying. Future studies
can examine more formal real estate institutions and interactions with Latino and Asian
homeowners, which may be more important for middle- or higher-income households, to assess
how these institutions play a larger role for less advantaged homebuyers in these neighborhoods.

The study also offers areas for future research. These findings may not currently apply to
metropolitan regions with newer waves of migrants. Los Angeles has a significant concentration
of ethnic resources and institutions because of its long history of immigration. Thus, respondents
in White neighborhoods were able to access ethnic businesses outside of their neighborhood by
driving, at times 15 to 20 minutes distance. Cities with recent migrants such as Atlanta or

Portland may not have as many options for Asian or Latino homebuyers. Also, Los Angeles has
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an expensive housing market, and homebuyers need access to significant capital. In other
regions, homeowners encompass a broader range of socioeconomic statuses and may experience
greater disparities in public and private amenities. However, Los Angeles may reflect patterns
that may emerge in other geographies that have increasingly non-White populations.
Homeowners in diverse ethnic neighborhoods across the country can be interviewed to better
ascertain if the findings reflect growing patterns in the U.S.

Second, the study does not disaggregate by ethnic or racial groups. Those in Asian
neighborhoods have higher home values than those in Latino areas. Also, the majority of
respondents were of Mexican, Chinese, and Vietnamese background because they comprise the
majority of the target neighborhoods. It would be important for future studies to examine if there
are distinctions by national origin or racial/ethnic group background because of existing
literature that has demonstrated impacts of differing migration histories on housing outcomes
(for example, Cahill & Franklin, 2013; Ong, Pech, & Pfeiffer, 2014; Rugh, 2015). Also, Latino
middle-class neighborhoods may still be increasing in socioeconomic status, and studies can
examine neighborhood changes over time.

Other studies can also compare the findings with middle-class Black neighborhoods
(Cashin, 2000; Lacy, 2004; Pattillo, 2005). The findings may be applicable to other middle-class
Black families because all of the respondents spoke English and were 1.5 or second generation.
These respondents were acculturated and were not as restricted as other immigrants due to
English proficiency. On the other hand, the findings may not apply because of differences in
immigration histories. Those who migrated or whose parents were immigrants may have come to
the U.S. with more capital because of changing visa laws, particularly those from Asia.

The study was unable to test whether these residential choices improved a family’s status

over time. Interviews are constrained in that they rely on participant accounts. If interviewees
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have implicit biases or make decisions unconsciously, they may not be able to describe these
phenomena (Greenwald & Krieger, 2006). Other studies can build on these findings and follow
homeowners before and after they move to examine socioeconomic changes.

Still, the findings offer a framework for understanding ethnospatial advantage and why
middle-class ethnic neighborhoods are growing in the Los Angeles region. The interviewees
offer a deep account of why homeowners are looking for neighborhoods that reflect their class
and racial identities and biases. The singular path of moving up in status and out of a coethnic
concentration does not always apply—coethnic areas do not always equate with poorer
neighborhoods. These diverse middle-class neighborhoods offer homeowners options, depending
on their connections to their cultural values and ethnic social networks.

Planners and policymakers may experience conflict in balancing racial integration and
designing neighborhoods that may indirectly reify class and racial segregation. Much of housing
programs work to desegregate minority and immigrant neighborhoods because of previously
described evidence of concentrated poverty. Thus, planners and policymakers may not know
how to best support areas of racial concentration without institutional disadvantage out of
concern that concentration will result in poverty.

Planners may also experience contestation as residents evolve, particularly when a
dominant group created the structures that shaped the neighborhood. For example, Lung-Amam
(2017) describes tensions in Fremont, California over building codes that reflect older White
resident post-World War II aesthetics versus the “monster homes” of new Asian immigrants who
sought to build homes that reflect multigenerational households, busy lifestyles, and modern

aesthetics.” In the end, planners and policymakers normalized standards that prioritized

* In contrast, see Nicolaides and Zarsadiaz’s (2017) study of Los Angeles San Gabriel Valley suburbs, in which
some of the neighborhoods work to preserve White resident aesthetics through regulatory bodies, White resident
political actions, builders, and Asian residents who associate these designs with elevated socioeconomic status.
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preserving the existing neighborhood character, which was set by White residents, and
inadvertently marginalized non-White residents who could afford to live in this area.

As the study finds, racial concentration is not always analogous with concentrated
poverty. Thus, policymakers and planners can no longer assume that all homeowners will buy
into White neighborhoods, particularly as the country continues to diversify. Rather, public
institutions can work to build more inclusive neighborhoods by implementing actions that would
benefit a broader public and be proactive in supporting ethnic-based resources. There are a
number of studies that already demonstrate the challenges with planning for diversity and when
planners fail to be inclusive (Cheng, 2010; Harwood, 2005; Lung-Amam, 2017; Saito, 1993;
Watson, 2006). These challenges are exacerbated when planners and policymakers have a
different background than new residents. If residents choose to live with coethnic neighbors, they
may feel more empowered in the planning process and greater acceptance.

Yet, planners and policymakers should also work to acknowledge class divisions in these
neighborhoods. As with other middle- and upper-income neighborhoods, there may be residents
who are unable to afford to stay or buy into these areas. Local planners and governments should
work to acknowledge income inequalities while supporting the growing diversity of residents.

Racial composition is still an important factor for what a neighborhood has to offer its
residents and neighbor interactions. Ethnospatial advantage offers a new framework to
understand how class and race intersect, as some homeowners have a preference for people or
businesses that reflect their background and/or have interdependent relationships with their
families. The study findings also identify how race still has an important role in everyday
interactions (Vazquez, 2011), including the homebuying process, which socializes and helps

individuals build their families and establish their place in American society.
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Appendix 1. Interview Guide

Homeowner Experience and Neighborhood Choice Survey
Interview #
A. WARM-UP QUESTIONS
To start, I’d like to ask a few general questions.

1. When did you purchase your home?
2. Can you tell me what you value the most about your neighborhood?
3. What would you like to change about your neighborhood?

B. HOMEOWNERSHIP EXPERIENCE
4. Have you previously owned a home?
a. [Ifyes] How did it affect this home purchase experience?
b. [Ifno, move to next question]

Now I’d like for you to think back to [year of purchase], just before you made your move. In the next few
questions, let’s talk about your home purchase experience.

HOME SEARCH PROCESS
5. Where were you living in [year of purchase]?
6. Where did you look for housing?
a. What about each area attracted you?
7. Did you receive advice about choosing where to live?
a. [If yes] What advice did you receive?
i. From whom did you receive this advice?
b. [If no, move to next question]
8. Did you face any constraints in choosing a neighborhood? That is, did you want to live
somewhere, but could not for some reason?
a. Could you elaborate on these constraints you faced?
. If you did not have these constraints, where would you ideally live in Los Angeles County?
10. Please rank the following factors 1 through 10 and their importance in deciding where to buy
your home. 1 indicates the most important factor, while 10 indicates the least important factor. [If
interviewing with spouse/partner, clarify to fill out individually.] We will discuss each in more
detail after:
Price
Housing design or form
Safety
Commute time/job considerations
School quality
Investment value
Proximity of family/friends
Location of co-ethnic businesses
Entertainment options
. Racial/ethnic composition
11. Are there other factors besides these 10 factors that were also important in your home buying
decision?
12. Was there a specific type of housing design or size you were looking for? For example, certain
square footage, # of bedrooms and bathrooms, accessory dwelling unit, backyard space, etc.
13. When was your house built?
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a. How did the age of the house influence your homebuying decision, if at all?
14. Did you hear about the safety or crime in the neighborhood before purchasing your home?
a. Could you elaborate on where you heard this information, and what the source said?
15. When searching for a home, what was your occupation?
16. Where was your job located?
17. How long was your commute?
18. Now let’s talk about the schools in your neighborhood. Did you search for neighborhood school
information when searching for a home?
b. [if yes]: What information did you find out?
i. From whom/where did you find this information?
c. [If no, move to next question]
19. When you were searching for a home, did you have children?
d. [If yes] How many children did you have at the time?
i. How old were they?
e. [If no, move to question 23]
20. Did having children impact the type of house you were looking for?
f.  [If yes] Could you elaborate?
g. [Ifno, move to next question]
21. Were any of your children attending school at the time?
h. [If yes] What school(s) did they attend?
i. [If no, move to next question]
22. When searching for your home, did you use a realtor?
a. [Ifyes, ask a-d] How did you find this person?
b. What was the racial/ethnic background of this person?
c. What did you like about the realtor?
d. What did you dislike?
e. [If no, move to next question]

HOME FINANCE PROCESS
Now, I’d like to talk about different organizations or institutions that may have helped you while
purchasing your current home.

23. Did you receive advice on the homebuying process?
a. [Ifyes] What advice did you receive?
ii. From whom did you receive this advice?
b. [Ifno, move to next question]
24. Did you need financial help to buy your home? For example, did you receive any assistant from
your family?
j- [if yes, continue on. If no, skip to question 30.]
25. Did you need to get financing to buy your home? [If yes, continue on. If no, skip to question 31.]
26. What kind of loan do you have?
k. Does your loan have any restrictions that affected your home purchase experience?
27. Did you have any difficulty obtaining financing?
|.  What in particular was the trouble?
28. Did you use any financial institutions or companies in the homeownership process?
a. [Ifyes, ask a-d.] Which one(s) did you use?
b. [If ethnic institutions] Could you describe why?
a. Could you also explain how you used the financial institution(s)?
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b. What were the benefits of doing so? E.g., what service did they offer or if there
were helpful experiences.
c. Did you experience any drawbacks?
c. [If mainstream institutions] Could you describe why?
a. Could you explain how you used the financial institution(s)?
b. What were the benefits of doing so? E.g., what service did they offer or if there
were helpful experiences.
c. Did you experience any drawbacks?
d. [If no, move to next question]
29. Did you seek help from a housing counseling agency or nonprofit?
a. [Ifyes, ask a-d] What was the organization?
b. Why did you choose to use them?
c. What were the benefits of doing so? E.g., what service did they offer or if there were
helpful experiences.
d. Did you experience any drawbacks?
e. [If no, move to next question]

C. PARENT/FAMILY HOMEOWNERSHIP EXPERIENCES
Let’s move onto talking about your parents’ and family experiences with homeownership.

30. Did your parents own a house when you were growing up?
m. [If yes] Did your parents fix up the house, renovate? (How did they take care of their
house?)
n. Did your parents ever talk to you about homeownership while you were growing up?
31. How would you describe your parents’ economic class while you were growing up?
32. Did you imagine you would own a home while growing up?
o. Can you elaborate why?
33. Have you ever assisted family members because of housing difficulties? [PROBE: Housing
difficulties can include difficulties with paying rent or a mortgage or providing a place to stay. |
p. [If yes] What was the particular trouble?
i. In what ways did you assist them?
g. [Ifno, move to next question]
34. Have you ever asked family members for help with housing difficulties?
r. [If yes] What was the particular trouble?
i. In what ways did they assist you?
s. [If no, move to next question]

D. ASIAN/LATINO HOMEOWNERSHIP EXPERIENCES
The next couple of questions relate to [Asian/Latino] homeownership experiences and their
neighborhoods.

35. What would you say are the main factors that [Asians/Latinos] use when choosing where to live?
a. What would you say at the main factors that [Asians/Latinos] like you who are middle-
class, [1, 1.5, 2"] generation, in their 30s and 40s, and English speaking?
36. Overall, would you say that [Asians/Latinos] who live in ethnic neighborhoods are better off,
worse off, or about the same as those who move to similar middle-class non-ethnic
neighborhoods?
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The next few questions relate to understanding how ethnic neighborhoods may protect homeowners
during times of economic stress.
37. During financial difficulties, what resources do you think [Asians/Latinos] utilize to help them
with housing issues?
38. Have you had coworkers or friends who experienced housing challenges?
a. [PROBE: This can include financial (difficulty paying rent/mortgage) or non-financial
(experienced foreclosure and needing a place to stay)
b. [If yes] What resources did they turn to for assistance?
c. [Ifno, skip to next question.]
39. To your knowledge, was your neighborhood affected by the recent recession?
d. [PROBE: For example, were there homes that foreclosed, did home values decline, or do
you know any neighbors who had difficulty paying their mortgages?]
e. [Ifyes] How was your neighborhood affected?

E. ROLE OF ETHNIC NETWORKS
I want you to think about your connection to [Asian/Latino] or co-ethnic networks and resources that are
inside and outside of your neighborhood relevant to housing.

40. Do you have family that live in your neighborhood?
a. Ifso, who?
b. Ifyes, how often do you visit your family?
c. How did family affect your decision to [move to/stay in] your neighborhood?
41. Do you have friends that live in your neighborhood?
a. Ifyes, how often do you meet with these friends?
b. How did friends affect your decision to [move to/stay in] your neighborhood?
42. How would you describe your relationships with your neighbors?
f.  [PROBE: For example, would you feel comfortable asking any of them for a favor, like
to look after your house if you were out of town?]
43. Do you participate in any social organizations or recreational activities?
a. Ifyes, could you elaborate on your involvement?
b. Ifno, do you participate in these organizations outside of the neighborhood? Could you
describe your involvement?
44, Do you participate in a religious organization?
a. Ifyes, could you elaborate on your involvement?
b. Ifno, do you participate in these organizations outside of the neighborhood? Could you
describe your involvement?
45. Do you participate in any professional organizations?
a. Ifyes, could you elaborate on your involvement?
b. Ifno, do you participate in these organizations outside of the neighborhood? Could you
describe your involvement?
46. [If have children] What different activities do your children participate in?
g. Where are these activities located?
47. If you encountered financial issues, would you feel comfortable using these social connections
already described (family, friends, professional organizations, religious organizations, etc)?
b. [If yes] Which would you use and why?
c. [if no, move to next question]
48. Have you previously lent money to individual(s) in these networks (family, friends, professional
organizations, religious organizations, etc)?
h. [Ifyes] Could you elaborate on the situation?
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i. [If no, move to next question]

E. PARTICIPATION IN OTHER ACTIVITIES/SERVICES
49. Where do you predominantly bank?
a. Which location do you bank at? [PROBE: what are the nearest major cross streets?]
50. Do you participate in any housing-related activities? For example, a homeowner association or
neighborhood watch program?
j- [Ifyes] can you describe your involvement?
51. Where do you predominantly go for grocery shopping?
k. Where is the grocery store located?
52. Where do you predominantly go retail shopping?
|. Where are the shops located?
53. Do you use ethnic services (e.g., hair salon/barber shop, ethnic grocery store)?
a. Ifyes, what kind?
b. Where are these ethnic services?
54. When you go out for fun, what do you usually do? This can include eating out, watching movies,
recreational sport, and other activities.
Let’s discuss each of these individually:
a. For [activity 1] where do you typically go?
b. For [activity 2] where do you typically go?
c. [If applicable] For [activity 3] where do you typically go for these activities?
d. [Ifapplicable] For [activity 4] where do you typically go for these activities?

F. CONCLUDING QUESTIONS
We are almost done. The next few questions relate to reflecting on the future of your home and
homeownership experience.

55. Do you foresee living in this neighborhood for the next 5 years?

a. What in particular makes you say so? [if purchased more than 4 years ago]: If you had to
sell your home, do you think you would get about what you paid for it, including major
improvements or additions, more than what you paid, or less than what you paid?

[if purchased within 4 years]: If you had to sell your home in 5 years, do you think you
would get about what you paid for it, including major improvements or additions, more
than what you paid, or less than what you paid?

a. How would this compare if you lived in an [ethnic/White] neighborhood?

56. [If live in a White neighborhood] Did you consider a mostly [Latino/Asian] neighborhood?

a. [Ifyes] Can you tell me what attracted you to an ethnic neighborhood?

b. [Ifno] Can you elaborate on why not?

c. Why did you eventually choose [neighborhood]?

57. [If live in an ethnic neighborhood] Did you consider a White neighborhood?

a. [Ifyes] Can you tell me what attracted you to a White neighborhood?

b. [Ifno] Can you elaborate on why not?

c. Why did you eventually choose an ethnic neighborhood?

58. If you had to choose between a predominantly [Latino/Asian] neighborhood and a predominant
White neighborhood, where would you live and why?

59. If you could re-do the homebuying process, would you change anything?

60. To summarize our conversation, what has homeownership meant to you?

G. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS

To conclude, I’d like to ask you a few questions about your background. [Only ask questions that weren’t
answered during the interview; fill out the other questions that were answered during the interview. ]
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61.
62.

63

68.

. What language do you prefer to speak at home?
64.
65.
66.
67.

How would you describe your race or ethnicity?
Family composition:
Married/domestic partner? Y N

Where were you born?
[IF NOT NATIVE-BORN] When did you move to the United States?
Where did you grow up?
What the highest level of education you have completed?
[ ] Did not graduate from high school
[] High school graduate
[ ] Completed some college, no degree
[ ] Bachelor’s degree/Associate’s degree
[ ] Graduate or professional degree
How old are you?

That’s all of the questions I have for you.

69.

Are there any other comments/questions that you would like to discuss before we conclude the
interview?

[Turn off recorder]|

The formal part of the interview is finished. I have turned off the recorder. Thank you for talking with me
about your experiences living in Los Angeles. [ have a few housekeeping questions before we conclude
the interview.

1.
2.

[TF PHONE/ONLINE INTERVIEW] Where would you like me to send the $25 gift card?
Would you be available to do a follow up interview if I have other questions?

a. What is the best way to contact you?
Do you know of any [Asian/Latinos] who currently live in Los Angeles County who would be
interested in participating in an interview about their homeownership experiences? If so, could
you provide me with their contact information?
Would you like to receive a summary of the research study’s main findings?

a. How should I send it to you?
Do you have any questions or suggestions for me?
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Appendix 2. Detailed Information about Interviewees

Interviewee | Age | Sex | Racial/Ethnic Married | Children, | 1* time UsS Highest
Name Group ? (# of homebuyer | Born | Degree
children) ?
ETHNIC NEIGHBORHOOD
Santiago 35 M Mexican Y Y (2) Y Y Graduate
Sofia 29 F Latina Y Y (D Y Y Bachelor’s
Julia 41 F White-Hispanic Y Y (1) Y Y High School
Elizabeth 26 F Mexican Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Irene 41 F Mexican Y Y (2) Y Y Bachelor’s
Lorenzo 42 F Mexican Y Y (3) N Y Associate’s
Luna 43 F Guatemalan Y Y (2) Y N Associate’s
Sara 33 F Mexican Y Y (1) N N Bachelor’s
Jessica 37 F Chinese Y N Y Y Graduate
Thomas 39 M Chinese Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Angela 40 F Chinese N Y (2) Y N Bachelor’s
Chanthy 40 F Thai Y Y (1) Y Y Graduate
Aditi 42 F Indian Y Y (2) Y Y Graduate
Alicia 30 F Chinese Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Emma 49 F Taiwanese- Y Y (2) Y Y Graduate
Japanese
Jake 32 M Chinese Y Y (1) N Y Graduate
Truong 32 M Vietnamese Y N Y Y Graduate
David 30 M Korean Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Harper 32 F Pilipina Y Y (1) Y N Bachelor’s
WHITE NEIGHBORHOOD
Isabella 46 F Mexican Y Y (3) Y N Some College
Daniela 41 F Mexican N Y (2) Y Y Bachelor’s
Matthew 43 M Mexican Y Y (1) Y Y Some College
Mia 55 F Hispanic Y Y (7) Y Y High School
Mateo 57 M Chicano Y Y (2) Y Y Some College
Addison 37 F Mexican Y Y (2) Y N Some College
Ben* 31 M Vietnamese Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Pam* 31 F Vietnamese Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Penelope 44 F Chinese Y Y (1) Y N Graduate
Leah 38 F White-Japanese Y N Y Y Some College
Lang 35 F Chinese Y N Y Y Bachelor’s
Maya 34 F Chinese- Y Y (3) N Y Graduate
Vietnamese
Pari 43 F Indian Y Y (1) N N Graduate
Charles 38 M Vietnamese Y N Y Y Graduate
Miguel 39 M Mexican Y N Y Y Graduate
Hazel 45 F Mexican Y Y (1) N Y Bachelor’s
Mackenzie | 40 F Guamanian- Y Y (2) N N Bachelor’s
Pilipino-Japanese
Kenneth 36 M Pilipino Y Y (1) Y N Graduate

Note: *married to each other. Names are pseudonyms to protect homeowner identities.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

My dissertation provides evidence of an alternative immigrant pathway, in which
minorities and immigrants can increase their socioeconomic status without moving out of
coethnic spaces. This trajectory to American incorporation contrasts other literature that
emphasizes coethnic dispersion or proximity to Whites to preserve home values and access to
high-quality neighborhood amenities. Instead, these middle-class coethnic or White
neighborhoods can offer options for homeowners, depending on their preference for amenities.
Additionally, my findings show that there are housing benefits associated with coethnic middle-
class neighborhoods. Residents have lower rates of default and foreclosure, and these home
values may be similar or higher in value than residents in more predominantly White areas. My
project also provides nuances in both methodology and analytical framework to examine
racial/ethnic group differences by income. This nuance is important because immigrant
communities are bifurcated by income as a result of immigration policies that favor professionals
and low-income workers—these differences are pronounced along and within ethnic groups.

It is important to note several overall limitations and areas for future research. First, in
examining neighborhood and housing choice, my project does not follow homeowners while
they are buying a house. Thus, it does not trace their decision-making process and how they are
working with real estate agents, lenders, and social networks. It also does not include household
socioeconomic indicators before they moved. Thus, I am relying on participant recounting their
experiences and/or associating socioeconomic status with default/foreclosure outcomes and
neighborhood indicators. Future studies can examine households before and purchasing a home,
to identify changes in socioeconomic status and the homebuying process. Lareau’s (2014) study

of middle-class families and school and housing choice found that homebuyers discussed the
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importance of school quality but instead chose neighborhoods based on information from family
and friends who were of similar “status culture” (p. 172). A similar study of immigrant middle-
class households would also inform literature on neighborhood choice.

The study can also be extended to middle-class Black neighborhoods and households.
However, there are several factors to consider. Surname methods are not effective for
distinguishing Blacks (see Chapter 2). Thus, analyses of Black neighborhoods typically focus on
predominantly Black neighborhoods (for example, Raymond et al., 2015). Ethnospatial
advantage stipulates that the target group does not have to comprise a majority of the area, but
instead has a sizable concentration. This distinction would affect the racial composition of
examine neighborhoods, as ethnospatial advantage can occur in more integrated and diverse
neighborhoods.

Additionally, there are likely different mechanisms that create or sustain minority middle-
class neighborhoods—Black middle-class areas may be externally reinforced, while Latino or
Asian middle-class neighborhoods may be internally reinforced. There are consistent findings
that show how Blacks prefer more integrated neighborhoods relative to other groups, yet other
racial groups prefer to live in areas without a sizable number of Black residents (Charles, 2006;
Clark, 1991, 1992; Ellen, 2000; Farley et al., 1978; Massey & Denton, 1993). In contrast,
previous literature has shown that Latino or Asian neighborhoods form out of language needs,
ethnic goods and resources, and coethnic preferences (Charles, 2006; Chiswick & Miller, 2005;
Nguyen, 2004; Zhou, 1992). These dynamics may affect not only community formation, but also
housing benefits associated with minority and immigrant middle-class neighborhoods and how

households access class- and group-specific resources. A comparison study would illuminate if
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there were racial group differences and minority or immigrant access to socioeconomic
opportunities.

Finally, a comparison case study of another metropolitan area is warranted to
understand if the findings are unique to Los Angeles or also extend to other diverse or
diversifying regions in the United States. Los Angeles has a more expensive housing market than
most areas in the country (see Chapter 3). The Southern California region also has had a
significant immigrant population since World War II; other emerging gateways have seen a
growth of immigrants after the 1990s due to economic expansion and refugee resettlement
programs (Singer, 2008). These areas have mixed evidence of residential segregation. Park and
Iceland (2011) found that immigrants are less segregated in newer gateways than established
immigrant gateways; in contrast, Hall (2013) found that immigrants in new areas were more
likely segregated. These regional effects may affect whether racial concentration is associated
with more improved housing outcomes with class- and ethnic-based social networks.

These areas of future research can expand our understanding of minority and immigrants
achieving economic parity without spatial assimilation or racial dispersion. In the traditional
understanding of White suburbs as the pinnacle of homeowner success, planners may
inadvertently support the public amenities and resources that exist in these areas over minority
neighborhoods. They may also push for other neighborhoods to imitate these resources with the
intention of helping communities of color. However, planning can move beyond reinforcing the
privilege or stereotyping of space based on the racialization of residents. If practitioners are open
to non-White methods of community economic development, the field can improve how it
supports minority and immigrant neighborhoods while addressing the perpetuation of

neighborhood inequality.
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