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Abstract
Longitudinal data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics are used to examine patterns and
determinants of migration into neighborhoods of varying racial and ethnic composition. Consistent
with spatial assimilation theory, higher income and education facilitate moving into neighborhoods
containing proportionally more non-Hispanic whites and, among Latinos, the native-born move to
“more Anglo” neighborhoods than immigrants. Consistent with place stratification theory, blacks
move to neighborhoods with significantly fewer Anglos than do comparable Latinos, and the effect
of income on migration into more Anglo neighborhoods is stronger for most minority groups than
for Anglos. Latinos differ only slightly from Anglos in their migration into neighborhoods with large
black populations, and blacks do not differ from Anglos in the migration into neighborhoods with
large Latino populations.

Justified by the pernicious consequences of residing in predominantly minority or otherwise
disadvantaged urban communities, the patterns and determinants of residential segregation
among U.S. racial and ethnic groups has been a venerable topic of social science investigation.
Countless studies have examined the degree to which minority groups are residentially
segregated from the dominant white majority (e.g., Farley and Frey 1994; Frey and Farley
1996; Iceland 2004; Wilkes and Iceland 2004; Logan, Stults, and Farley 2004). Studies in this
tradition paint a vivid portrait of American residential apartheid (Massey and Denton 1993).
However, because the most common analytical approaches to examining determinants of racial
and ethnic segregation are cross-sectional, strong inferences regarding the individual-level
causes of segregation remain elusive. At their core, theories of residential segregation and
spatial assimilation imply processes of inter-neighborhood migration, as individuals of a given
race or ethnicity move—or fail to move—between neighborhoods of varying racial and ethnic
composition. Yet, few studies explicitly examine the patterns of inter-neighborhood migration
that sustain or attenuate levels of racial and ethnic segregation.
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This study goes beyond prior work on the patterns and determinants of racial and ethnic
residential segregation in three main ways. First, rather than relying on cross-sectional data,
we use nationally-representative, longitudinal survey data to examine the actual patterns of
inter-neighborhood migration that preserve or diminish residential segregation. Given the
possibility that neighborhood racial and ethnic composition influences some of the
characteristics of individuals and households that predict segregation—the “neighborhood
effects” issue (Sampson et al. 2002)—longitudinal studies enhance confidence in our ability
to identify the causal forces underlying segregation.

Second, we systematically compare the inter-neighborhood migration patterns of the nation's
largest racial and ethnic groups. Although some recent work has begun to explore these racially-
and ethnically-differentiated migration patterns (Quillian 2002), no study has yet contrasted
simultaneously the segregation-relevant inter-neighborhood migration patterns among blacks,
Latinos, and Anglos (i.e., non-Latino whites). South, Crowder, and Chavez (2005) explore the
inter-neighborhood migration patterns of various Latino groups, but do not compare and
contrast these with the inter-neighborhood migration patterns of blacks or Anglos.

Third, we take a multidimensional approach to measuring neighborhood ethno-racial
composition. Virtually all prior studies in this area have focused on minorities' ability to attain
spatial proximity with the white, non-Hispanic majority. For example, South, Crowder and
Chavez (2005) examine the determinants of Latinos' migration into neighborhoods defined by
the percentage of their population that is non-Hispanic white; Crowder, South, and Chavez
(2006) perform a similar analysis for African Americans. However, given the rise of multi-
ethnic cities and neighborhoods (Fong and Shibuya 2005), the conceptualization and
measurement of neighborhood racial and ethnic composition using only the proportional
representation of a single racial or ethnic group (almost always non-Hispanic whites) likely
obscures important variation in inter-neighborhood migration patterns. High levels of
migration into predominantly Anglo neighborhoods beget the question as to what types of
neighborhoods—e.g., predominantly black or predominantly Latino—these migrants are
avoiding. And, low levels of migration into predominantly Anglo neighborhoods beget the
question as to what types of neighborhoods these migrants are moving into. Analyzing ethno-
racial patterns of geographic mobility into neighborhoods defined by these latter characteristics
allows us to determine not only how inter-neighborhood migration contributes to the residential
separation of minorities and Anglos, but also to the residential separation of Latinos from
African Americans.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
Two broad frameworks dominate current theorizing on the determinants of racial and ethnic
residential segregation. The classical model of spatial assimilation essentially posits that
members of minority groups seek to convert financial and human capital into geographic
proximity with the dominant ethnic majority (Massey 1985). Because predominantly Anglo
neighborhoods also exhibit higher property values, socioeconomic resources are required for
minorities to purchase residence in these areas (Logan, Alba, and Leung 1996). Minorities'
incentive to reside near the Anglo majority is also thought to increase with advanced
socioeconomic attainment (Alba and Nee 2003).

Prior research has explored this issue primarily by examining levels of residential segregation
of minorities from Anglos within income and education categories (e.g., Adelman 2004;
Fischer 2003; Iceland, Sharpe, and Steinmetz 2005; Iceland and Wilkes 2006; Massey and
Fischer 1999; St. John and Clymer 2000). In general, these studies find that high-SES racial
and ethnic groups are less segregated than low-SES groups from non-Hispanic whites, but that
this effect is weaker among African Americans than among other minority groups. Roughly
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similar findings emerge from cross-sectional, individual-level models of minority locational
attainment (Adelman 2005; Logan, Alba, and Yeung 1996). Of course, cross-sectional studies
of the effect of income on locational attainment are likely hampered by the endogeneity of
individual SES to neighborhood racial composition. Income is likely to be a consequence, as
well as a cause, of residence in a neighborhood with a particular racial and ethnic composition.
Cutler and Glaeser (1997) find significant effects of neighborhood racial composition on
blacks' socioeconomic attainments, even after adjusting for the effect of socioeconomic status
on location choice.

A second driver of ethnic residential integration that figures prominently in the spatial
assimilation account is nativity (or immigrant status). In the classical narrative, immigrants
settle primarily in ethnic residential enclaves, where the presence of co-ethnics can most easily
assist them with housing and employment (Logan, Alba, and Zhang 2002). The children of
these immigrants, in contrast, are presumably more acculturated to U.S. society, and strive to
convert this cultural capital into residential proximity with the Anglo majority. Although
immigrants are more and more settling directly into suburban areas, where segregation is
usually lower than in central cities (Alba et al. 1999), the spatial assimilation model nonetheless
anticipates continued residues of this pattern, with native-born members of minority groups
residing in, or moving to, neighborhoods with proportionally more Anglo residents compared
to their foreign-born co-ethnics.

Despite the potential for studies of nativity differences in minorities' neighborhood exposure
to Anglos to enhance our understanding of locational attainments (Charles 2006), such
differences have not been fully explored. Iceland and Scopilliti (2006) have recently computed
segregation scores by nativity and by the timing of immigration, and find qualified support for
the spatial assimilation model. For most racial/ethnic and country-of-origin groups, the native-
born are less segregated than the foreign-born from whites. This difference is somewhat more
muted among blacks than among Hispanics and Asians, perhaps due to the advantaged
locational status of Afro-Caribbeans (Crowder 1999). Studies of nativity differences in inter-
neighborhood migration are also rare. South, Crowder and Chavez (2005) find that Mexicans
of the 1.5 generation and later move to neighborhoods with proportionally more Anglos than
do earlier generations, but the reverse pattern is found for Puerto Ricans.

A third hypothesis derivable from the canonical account of minority spatial assimilation is that
differences in locational attainment among racial and ethnic groups—not only between
minority groups and the Anglo majority, but also among different minority groups themselves
—are at least partially attributable to group differences in socioeconomic status and nativity.
That is, equalizing racial and ethnic groups on the key determinants of their spatial proximity
to the white majority should attenuate gross differences among these groups in their
neighborhood attainments. There is only modest evidence for this claim regarding the
segregation of blacks from whites; as noted above, even high-status blacks remain highly
segregated from the Anglo majority. Less is known, however, about the degree to which
differences between Latinos and Anglos, or between Latinos and blacks, in their spatial
proximity to whites results from groups differences in socioeconomic status or country of birth.

These and other empirical challenges to the spatial assimilation theory have led to the
development of an alternative perspective on minority spatial assimilation—the place
stratification model (Charles 2003; Logan and Alba 1993). The place stratification model
essentially describes how powerful groups manipulate space to maintain their physical and
social separation from groups they view as undesirable. This model draws attention to the
barriers to residential mobility faced by members of minority groups, and African Americans
in particular. The discriminatory practices of real estate agents (Yinger 1995), local
governments (Shlay and Rossi 1981), and mortgage lenders (Squires and Kim 1995) are posited
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to create a racially-segmented housing market that obstructs the mobility aspirations of
minorities. White stereotyping of, and hostility towards, minorities may also impede minorities'
migration into mixed or predominantly white neighborhoods (Emerson, Yancey, and Chai
2001; Krysan and Farley 2002).

The place stratification model implies several hypotheses regarding racial and ethnic
differences in the attainment of spatial proximity to the white majority. First, by highlighting
the unwillingness of whites to share neighborhoods with minority residents, the place
stratification model suggests that whites will be more likely than members of minority groups
to move into neighborhoods with large Anglo populations, and that whites will especially avoid
neighborhoods with large black populations (Crowder 2000; Krysan 2002).

Second, with its emphasis on the unique disadvantages suffered by African Americans (Massey
and Denton 1993), the place stratification model posits that blacks are less able than Latinos
to attain spatial proximity with the white majority, even after adjusting for group differences
in the established socioeconomic, demographic, and geographic determinants of inter-
neighborhood migration. Although housing discrimination against, and whites' stated desire
to avoid living near, Latinos is nontrivial, these levels generally fall below those experienced
by blacks (Ross and Turner 2005). Higher levels of residential segregation between blacks and
Anglos than between Latinos and Anglos (Logan, Farley, and Stults 2004) support this idea,
but they provide far from a conclusive test because they fail to take into account other
differences between blacks and Latinos that could account for differences in their spatial
proximity to whites.

Third, the place stratification model implies differences among racial and ethnic groups in the
effects of socioeconomic characteristics on their spatial proximity to whites. Logan and Alba
(1993) propose two versions of the place stratification model that speak to such differences.
In the “strong” version, minorities receive lower locational returns than the white majority to
their human capital and other endowments, largely because housing discrimination prevents
minorities from successfully converting their resources into desirable neighborhood amenities.
In what Logan and Alba (1993) call the “weak” version of the place stratification model, it
costs minorities more than the majority to enter predominantly white neighborhoods, and hence
the effects of socioeconomic characteristics are stronger among minorities. At the same time,
however, minority group members never attain the level of neighborhood resources enjoyed
by comparable majority group members.

The relative applicability of these models seems to depend partly on the type of neighborhood
resource examined. Logan and Alba (1993) generally find greater support for the strong version
in their study of racial and ethnic differences in access to suburban places characterized by
their median incomes. However, in both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of access to
neighborhoods defined by their racial composition, greater support is found for the weak
version. Both Alba and Logan (1993) and Bayer, McMillan, and Rueben (2004) find that,
among blacks, income is strongly related to neighborhood racial composition, and Crowder,
South, and Chavez (2006) observe stronger effects of socioeconomic status on mobility into
more Anglo neighborhoods among blacks than among whites. However, studies of inter-
neighborhood migration have yet to compare systematically the effects of socioeconomic
resources among blacks, Latinos, and Anglos, so whether blacks are more or less able than
Latinos, and whether Latinos are more or less able than whites, to convert SES into spatial
proximity with Anglos is unknown. The weak version of the place stratification model, with
its emphasis on the unique barriers to desirable neighborhood attainments faced by African
Americans, implies a stronger effect of socioeconomic status among blacks than among
Latinos.
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The spatial assimilation and place stratification models of minority locational attainment focus
almost exclusively on the ability of minority groups to achieve residential integration with the
white majority. As such, these perspectives are virtually silent on the patterns and determinants
of migration between neighborhoods characterized by varying representations of specific
minorities. In a multi-ethnic world, however, the sustainability of ethnically diverse
neighborhoods requires not only a willingness for the majority group to share neighborhoods
with minorities (and vice versa), but also a willingness for various minority groups to share
neighborhoods with one another.

The existing literature presents somewhat conflicting images regarding the willingness of
various minority groups to have each other as neighbors and, indirectly, the inter-neighborhood
migration patterns that create residential segregation among different minority groups. Given
strong preferences for neighbors of the same race and ethnicity (Clark 2002), it is expected
that members of each ethno-racial group will be most likely to move to neighborhoods with
larger shares of their own race and ethnicity. It is also clear that non-black racial and ethnic
groups are least willing to have blacks as neighbors (Charles 2006). Less clear is how blacks
differ from Anglos in their propensities to move to neighborhoods with a given representation
of Latinos, and how Latinos differ from Anglos in their propensities to move to neighborhoods
with a given representation of blacks. Levels of segregation between Latinos and blacks are
on the whole fairly similar to levels of segregation between blacks and whites, though they
vary substantially by specific Latino ethnicity and across metropolitan areas (Logan 2002). At
least in Los Angeles, native-born Latinos differ little from whites in their stated preferences
for black neighbors, although foreign-born Latinos express significantly greater aversion to
black neighbors (Charles 2006).

Of course, complicating the translation of these residential preferences into actual geographic
moves are socioeconomic differences in neighborhoods of varying racial and ethnic
compositions. On the one hand, greater socioeconomic similarity between predominantly
Latino and predominantly black neighborhoods than between either of these and predominantly
Anglo neighborhoods may generate higher levels of black (than Anglo) migration into “Latino”
communities and higher levels of Latino (than Anglo) migration into “black” communities.
The simple affordability of neighborhoods with a given racial-ethnic composition may partially
govern ethno-racial differences in this dimension of inter-neighborhood migration. On the
other hand, once group differences in socioeconomic resources are controlled, the effects of
racial animus between minority groups are likely to emerge. Although such animus is
admittedly not overwhelming in the neighborhood preferences of Los Angeles residents
(Charles 2006; see also Bobo and Zubrinsky 1996), evidence from other metropolitan areas
frequently indicates considerable tensions between Latinos and African Americans (Mindiola,
Niemann, and Rodriguez 2002; Wilson and Taub 2006) that may rival those between Anglos
and both Latinos and blacks. Both blacks and Latinos frequently hold negative stereotypes
about, and perceive competition from, the other group (Bobo and Hutchings 1996).
Accordingly, Latinos may be equally if not more averse than Anglos to moving to
neighborhoods with comparatively large black populations, and blacks may be equally if not
more averse than Anglos to moving to neighborhoods with comparatively large Latino
populations.

We also anticipate differences among the main Latino ethnic groups in their migration into
neighborhoods with large black or Latino populations. Because of a greater sharing of racial
identity with African Americans, Puerto Ricans are perhaps less likely than Mexicans or
Cubans to shun neighborhoods with large black populations. At the other extreme, high levels
of antipathy between Cubans and blacks (Stepick and Grenier 1993) may find Cubans
exceptionally averse to moving into neighborhoods with large black populations. Within these
ethnic groups, we further expect differences by nativity. In particular, we expect foreign-born
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Latinos, relative to their native-born counterparts, to shun neighborhoods with large black
populations and, instead, to be especially likely to gravitate to neighborhoods with large Latino
populations, where co-ethnics can provide social and economic support.

DATA AND METHODS
To address these issues, we use longitudinal data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
(PSID) for the period 1990-1995, in conjunction with data on census tracts from the decennial
census. Begun in 1968 with approximately 5,000 families, the PSID sample has been
interviewed annually, and new families have been added to the sample as children leave home
to form new households (Hill 1992). In 1990 the PSID added a new sample of 2,043 Latino
families. This sample was originally drawn as part of the Latino National Political Survey.
From 1990 to 1995, the PSID interviewed on an annual basis the members of those households
and, as with the PSID core sample, followed those members who left the original household.

We use census tracts to represent neighborhoods. Attaching census data on the tract-level
percentages of the population that is non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, and Latino at
each annual interview allows us to track prospectively which PSID respondents move between
neighborhoods of varying racial and ethnic composition.

Sample Selection
To examine residential moves made by Latino, black, and Anglo families, our sample includes
PSID respondents who were classified as heads of the household either at the beginning or at
the end of an annual mobility interval. By including family members who were not the
household head at the beginning of the interval but become the head at the end of the interval
—e.g., when a child leaves the parental home or when an ex-spouse establishes a new residence
—we incorporate “spinoff” households. To align our results more closely with studies of
residential segregation, we restrict the sample to PSID household heads who began and ended
a mobility interval in a metropolitan area. Applying these selection criteria results in a sample
of 9,605 PSID respondents. They are distributed across a total of 313 metropolitan areas
(though not all race/ethnic/nativity groups are represented in all areas).

Dependent Variables
Our dependent variables are the percentages of the population in the census tract of destination
that are non-Hispanic white (i.e., Anglo), non-Hispanic black, and Latino. These variables are
constructed only for respondents who moved out of their census tract of origin between
consecutive PSID interviews. We include both intra-metropolitan moves (about 80% of all
moves) and inter-metropolitan moves (and 20% of all moves) because preliminary analyses
found similar results for both types. Tract-level census data are drawn from the Neighborhood
Change Database, which normalizes 1990 and 2000 census information to 2000 census
boundaries. The restricted-use PSID Geocode data provide 2000 census tract identifiers for
observations in all years of the study, thereby eliminating the possibility that changes in tract
boundaries could be misconstrued as a change in residential location. We use linear
interpolation to estimate the racial and ethnic composition of census tracts during intercensal
years.

Independent Variables
We distinguish among eight racial/ethnic/nativity groups: non-Hispanic whites (hereafter
“Anglos”), non-Hispanic blacks (hereafter simply “blacks”) and, separately, respondents of
Mexican origin, Puerto Rican origin, and Cuban origin. Because the spatial assimilation model
posits fundamental differences between the locational attainments of immigrants and native-
born minorities, we further distinguish between the foreign-born and native-born members of
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the three Latino groups. (Latinos of other origins, members of racial groups other than black
or white, and foreign-born whites and blacks are represented in too few numbers in the PSID
to sustain analysis.) Given the restrictions described above, our effective total sample includes
4,325 Anglos, 3,134 blacks, 579 foreign-born Mexicans, 604 native-born Mexicans, 307
island-born Puerto Ricans, 112 mainland-born Puerto Ricans, 472 foreign-born Cubans, and
72 native-born Cubans. (Although island-born Puerto Ricans are technically internal migrants
rather than immigrants, we consider them immigrants in this analysis in order to draw
comparisons with foreign-born Mexicans and Cubans.)

We include four other variables in our substantive models. Family income refers to the total
taxable income of husband and wife, measured in thousands of constant 1990 dollars.
Education is measured by years of school completed. Home ownership is a dummy variable
scored 0 for renters and 1 for owners. Because families with children might be especially likely
to seek out neighborhoods with a particular ethno-racial composition, we include the total
number of children in the household. These variables are measured annually at the beginning
of each migration interval and are treated as time-varying covariates.

Analytical Strategy
We have information on the ethno-racial composition of respondents' census tract at each
annual interview and thus it is possible to observe more than one residential move for each
respondent between 1990 and 1995. To exploit this information, we structure the data file in
“person-year” format, each observation pertaining to the year between annual consecutive
interviews. Each PSID respondent in our sample could contribute a maximum of 5 person-
years to the analysis. The 9,605 PSID respondents in our sample contributed 32,867 person-
year observations to the analysis. Because the same PSID respondent can contribute more than
one person-year to the analysis, and because inter-neighborhood mobility is a repeatable event,
the usual assumption of the stochastic independence of error terms underlying tests of statistical
significance is violated. We correct for this non-independence of observations by computing
robust standard errors.

Because our dependent variables—measures of the racial/ethnic composition of destination
neighborhoods—are unobserved for respondents who do not move from one neighborhood to
another between successive PSID interviews, sample selection bias may adversely affect our
results. Accordingly, we estimate our models using a maximum-likelihood Heckman
procedure (Stolzenberg and Relles 1997). In our application of the Heckman procedure, the
“selection” equation includes all of the regressors described above as well as several
socioedemographic characteristics that predict selection into the category of “mover.” Age is
measured in years, and its squared value is included to capture nonlinear effects on the
propensity to migrate. Sex and marital status are captured by dummy variables for females and
married or long-term cohabitors. Residents of public housing are distinguished from residents
of private sector housing by a separate dummy variable. Household crowding is measured by
the number of persons per room. We also include measures of the tract of origin racial
composition and the metropolitan area of origin racial composition, since both factors are likely
to influence the probability of moving. Because the Heckman method is sensitive to underlying
assumptions (Winship and Mare 1992), we also explored alternative estimation strategies,
including estimating the models only on the subcategory of movers. Our findings were quite
robust across these different strategies. Because the variables that appear only in the selection
equation are of minor interest, we do not present descriptive statistics or coefficients for them.

RESULTS
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the key variables used in the analysis, separately for
the eight race/ethnic/nativity groups. Members of these groups exhibit sharp differences in the
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percentage of the destination tract population that is non-Hispanic white. Not surprisingly, the
most marked differences are between non-Hispanic whites and the minority groups. Anglo
inter-tract movers relocate on average to a census tract that is 81.42% non-Hispanic white. The
corresponding mean “percent Anglo” in the tracts that members of the other groups move to
ranges from 26.68% (for foreign-born Cubans) to 48.62% (for native-born Cubans). With an
average of 31.22% of the population in their destination tracts being Anglo, blacks exhibit the
second smallest percentage Anglo in their tracts of destination (after foreign-born Cubans).
They are followed, in ascending order, by foreign-born Mexicans (32.66% Anglo), island-born
and mainland-born Puerto Ricans (41.44% Anglo and 42.47% Anglo, respectively), native-
born Mexicans (47.53% Anglo), and the native-born Cubans (48.62% Anglo). Thus, with the
exception of foreign-born Cubans, blacks appear unduly disadvantaged in attaining residential
proximity to whites relative to most Latino groups, a result that is largely consistent with a key
postulate of the place stratification model of minority location attainment.

These groups also differ substantially in the percentages of the destination tract population that
are black and Latino. Blacks move to tracts whose population is on average almost 58% black,
compared to only 6.37% black among Anglo migrants. Among the Latino groups, Puerto
Ricans move to tracts that are more heavily black (about 17%) than the tracts that Mexicans
or Cubans move to (between 6% and 10% black). Within the Latino groups, differences by
nativity are slight, although foreign-born Cubans move to tracts with moderately fewer blacks
(6.0%) than do their native-born co-ethnics (10.12%).

Further reflecting the tendency for racial and ethnic groups to move to neighborhoods
dominated numerically by their own group, Latinos move to neighborhoods with substantially
larger shares of Latinos than do either blacks or Anglos. On average, blacks and Anglos relocate
to neighborhoods in which 7% of the population is Latino. Latinos, in contrast, move to
neighborhoods that are between 33% Latino (for mainland-born Puerto Ricans) and 65% Latino
(for foreign-born Cubans). As anticipated by the spatial assimilation model, native- (island-)
born members of the three Latino groups move to neighborhoods that have proportionally fewer
Latinos than do their foreign- (mainland-) born counterparts, although the difference among
Puerto Ricans is small.

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 1 also reveal sharp differences among these groups
in the key indicators of socioeconomic status—family income and educational attainment.
Anglos have the highest mean family incomes ($40,550), followed by native-born Cubans
($32,250). At the low end of the income distribution are island-born Puerto Ricans ($11,420),
followed in ascending order by foreign-born Mexicans ($17,270), mainland-born Puerto
Ricans ($17,880) and non-Hispanic blacks ($17,910). With regard to educational attainment,
non-Hispanic whites have completed the most years of schooling (13.29) and foreign-born
Mexicans the least (8.05). Anglos enjoy the highest rate of homeownership (66%), while island-
born Puerto Ricans are least likely to own their homes (18%). Mexicans and Puerto Ricans
have more children in the households than do the other groups.

Table 2 presents a series of linear regression models designed to examine the effects of the
explanatory variables on the percentage of the population that is Anglo in the destination tract.
Model 1 presents the gross differences in the percentage Anglo in the destination tract among
the eight groups. All seven of the minority groups move to tracts that are substantially and
significantly less Anglo than the tracts that non-Hispanic whites move to. At one extreme,
foreign-born Cubans move on average to tracts that are 55 percentage points less Anglo than
the tracts that whites move to. They are followed closely by blacks, who on average move to
tracts that are 50 percentage points less Anglo than the tracts that whites move to. At the other
extreme, native-born Cubans move to tracts that are 33 percentage points less Anglo than the
tracts that non-Hispanic whites move to, and they are followed closely by native-born
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Mexicans, with a difference of 34 percentage points. For Mexicans and Cubans, differences
between immigrants and the native-born correspond well with the tenets of the classical spatial
assimilation model: Compared to their native-born counterparts, foreign-born Mexicans and
Cubans move to neighborhoods that are 15 percentage points less Anglo (b for foreign-born
Mexicans = -49, b for native-born Mexicans = −34) and 22 percentage points less Anglo (b for
foreign-born Cubans = −55, b for native-born Cubans = −33), respectively. In contrast,
mainland-born and island-born Puerto Ricans are quite similar—both groups move to tracts
that are 39-40 percentage points less Anglo than the tracts that non-Hispanic whites move to.
Thus, on a purely descriptive basis, Puerto Ricans conform the least well of the three Latino
groups to the spatial assimilation model's prediction regarding differences between the native-
born and foreign-born in their ability to attain spatial proximity with the white majority, a
finding consistent with South, Crowder, and Chavez (2005).

It is likely that gross differences among race/ethnic/nativity groups in their propensity to move
to neighborhoods with a sizable proportion of Anglos are influenced by the distribution of these
groups across different metropolitan areas. For example, groups that are clustered in
metropolitan areas with comparatively few Anglos will have lesser opportunity to move to
Anglo neighborhoods than groups concentrated in more heavily Anglo metropolitan areas. To
account for these differences, Model 2 of Table 2 adds dummy variables for the metropolitan
areas of destination to Model 1 (coefficients for dummy variables not shown). These
metropolitan fixed-effect models thus partial out the effects of all metropolitan area
characteristics.

Controlling for the metropolitan area characteristics modifies considerably the gross
differences shown in Model 1. Although differences in the destination tract percent Anglo
between Anglos, on the one hand, and all seven minority groups, on the other, remain
statistically significant and substantial, some differences are diminished substantially by the
introduction of a control for metropolitan area characteristics. For example, the difference
between Anglos and foreign-born Cubans drops from 55 percentage points (Model 1) to 25
percentage points (Model 2), and among the six Latino groups, all of the differences are reduced
by at least 20 percent. In contrast, the difference between Anglos and blacks in the percentage
of the destination population that is non-Hispanic white drops less precipitously—from 50
percentage points to 43 percentage points. A key reason for these differences between blacks
and Latinos is that Latinos tend to be much more concentrated than blacks in metropolitan
areas with comparatively few non-Hispanic whites. These findings demonstrate that, relative
to Latinos, even immigrant Latinos, African Americans are uniquely disadvantaged in their
ability to become the neighbors of non-Hispanic whites—a result consistent with the place
stratification model of minority locational attainment.

Model 3 of Table 2 adds the four additional variables that are thought to influence minorities'
spatial proximity to the white non-Hispanic majority. The coefficients for both family income
and educational attainment are, as hypothesized, positive, and both are statistically significant.
But neither effect is strong. A difference of $1000 in family income translates into a difference
of only .08 points in the percentage of the destination tract that is Anglo. And, a difference of
one year in completed schooling translates into a difference of only 1 point in the percentage
Anglo in the destination tract. Net of other factors, home ownership is not significantly
associated with the percentage of the destination tract population that is Anglo. Perhaps
surprisingly, number of children is significantly and inversely associated with percent Anglo
in the destination tract. This effect may result from the tendency for families with children to
move to larger dwellings in less expensive neighborhoods, which also tend to have fewer
Anglos.
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Controlling for these individual and family characteristics diminishes only slightly differences
between Anglos and minority group members in the percentage of the destination tract
population that is Anglo. Most differences drop only a few percentage points. And, among the
minority groups, blacks continue to stand out as moving to neighborhoods with the fewest
Anglo residents.

As noted above, a key hypothesis derivable from the place stratification model is that minorities
will differ from the Anglo majority in their ability to convert socioeconomic resources into
residence in “more Anglo” neighborhoods. Drawing on the weak version of the place
stratification model, we anticipate that the positive effect of income on the percentage of the
destination tract population that is Anglo will be stronger among the minority groups than
among non-Hispanic whites. Model 4 of Table 3 tests this hypothesis by adding to Model 3
the appropriate product terms that allow the effect of income to vary among the racial/ethnic/
nativity groups.

The results are partially consistent with the hypothesis. The effect of family income on
destination tract percent Anglo among non-Hispanic whites, as indicated by the main effect of
family income, is positive (b = .035) and statistically significant, but fairly weak. As indicated
by the coefficients for the product terms, the effect of income is significantly stronger among
four of the seven minority groups. Among blacks, native- and foreign-born Mexicans, and
mainland-born Puerto Ricans, the effect of income is significantly more positive than among
Anglos. The effect is strongest among mainland-born Puerto Ricans: every $1000 of family
income translates into an increase of .317 (.035 + .282 = .317) in destination tract percent
Anglo. They are followed closely by foreign-born Mexicans (b = .035 + .267 = .302). Blacks
do not appear to stand out greatly from the other minority groups in their ability to convert
income into residential proximity to Anglos. Among blacks, the effect of income (b = .035 + .
232 = .267) is weaker than the corresponding effect among mainland-born Puerto Ricans and
foreign-born Mexicans, but stronger than the effect among the other Latino groups. On this
score, then, blacks do not appear to be uniquely disadvantaged relative to at least some Latino
groups, a finding that seems inconsistent with the place stratification model.

Within the Latino groups, nativity inconsistently moderates the relationship between family
income and the percentage of the population that is Anglo in the tract of destination. Among
Mexicans, the positive effect of income is stronger among immigrants than among the native-
born. But among Puerto Ricans the effect is stronger among the mainland-born than among
the island-born. And, the effect of income on destination tract percent Anglo differs only
slightly between foreign-born and native-born Cubans.

Moving into Minority Neighborhoods
As noted above, high levels of migration into neighborhoods with relatively large Anglo
populations raise the issue of what types of neighborhoods these migrants are avoiding, and
low levels of migration into “more Anglo” neighborhoods raise the issue of what types of
neighborhoods these migrants are moving to. The preceding analyses, of course, tell us that
these neighborhoods have relatively large minority (i.e., other than non-Hispanic white)
populations, but they fail to reveal the specific racial and ethnic composition of these
neighborhoods. The analyses presented in Tables 3 and 4 explore the determinants of migration
into neighborhoods defined by the percentages of their population that are non-Hispanic black
and Latino.

The first model in Table 3 presents the gross differences among the eight race/ethnic/nativity
groups in the percentage of the destination tract population that is black. The overwhelming
effect of race on inter-neighborhood migration patterns is readily apparent in this model.
Compared to non-Hispanic whites, blacks move to neighborhoods that are on average 52
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percentage points more black. Perhaps surprisingly, neither Mexicans nor Cubans (regardless
of nativity) differ significantly from Anglos in the percentage of the destination tract population
that is black. In contrast, both groups of Puerto Ricans move to neighborhoods that are
significantly more black than the neighborhoods that Anglos move to—a difference of about
10 percentage points. These migration patterns reinforce the slightly lower levels of segregation
between blacks and Puerto Ricans relative to segregation between blacks and other Hispanic
groups.

Model 2 of Table 3 adds the metropolitan-area dummy variables. Taking into account the
differential distribution of these groups across metropolitan areas alters the results somewhat.
The difference between blacks and Anglos declines slightly but remains pronounced (42
percentage points). Differences between native-born and foreign-born Mexican and native-
born Cubans, on the one hand, and Anglos, on the other, grow larger such that all three
differences are now significant. But while the gap between blacks and Latinos has shrunk, the
differences remain large. Blacks move to neighborhoods that are at least 33 percentage points
more black than any of the Latino subgroups, and these differences dwarf the much smaller
differences between Latinos and Anglos in the percentage of the destination tract population
that is black (.5 to 9 percentage points). Foreign-born Cubans move to tracts that are modestly
less black than the tracts that the other Latino groups move to, but differences among these
groups are quite small. Thus, we find little evidence that the different Latino ethnicities vary
in their aversion to black neighbors (relative to blacks themselves). And, within the three Latino
ethnicities, differences between the foreign-born and the native-born are also modest; the
largest difference—6 percentage points—is between foreign-born and native-born Cubans.

Model 3 adds the four sociodemographic predictors. For the sample as a whole, both income
and education are inversely and significantly associated with the percentage of the destination
tract population that is black, while the number of children is significantly and positively related
to this dimension of tract ethno-racial composition. Controlling for these factors reduces
somewhat the gap between Latinos and Anglos in the percentage of the destination tract
population that is black. In particular, the previously significant differences between Anglos,
on the one hand, and foreign-born Mexicans and island-born Puerto Ricans, on the other, are
now rendered nonsignificant. The pronounced difference between Anglos and black is reduced
only slightly.

Model 4 examines whether the effect of income on migration into neighborhoods defined by
relative black population size differs across the racial/ethnic/nativity groups. Among Anglos
(the reference category) the effect of income is virtually nil (b = −.012). In contrast, the income
coefficient for blacks (−.012 − .277 = −.289) differs significantly from the coefficient for
Anglos (as well as from zero). But none of the coefficients for the product terms involving
Latinos attains significance (nor do any of the income coefficients for these individual
subgroups). Thus, blacks use higher incomes to avert moving into neighborhoods with
relatively large black populations, as the classical assimilation model would seem to suggest.
However, Anglos and Latinos avoid moving into “more black” neighborhoods regardless of
their own incomes. Among these groups, rich and poor alike avoid moving to neighborhoods
with large black populations.

Table 4 presents the analogous analyses of migration into neighborhoods characterized by the
percentage of their population that is Latino. As shown in Model 1, non-Hispanic blacks do
not differ significantly from Anglos in the percentage of the destination tract population that
is Latino. But all of the Latino groups move to neighborhoods that are significantly more Latino
than the neighborhoods that Anglos (or blacks) move to. Among Latinos, foreign-born Cubans
move to tracts having the largest proportional representation of Latinos (67% = 8.848 + 58.007),
while mainland-born Puerto Ricans move to tracts having the fewest Latinos (35% = 8.848 +
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25.747). And, consistent with spatial assimilation theory’s emphasis on the importance of
immigration for subsequent locational attainments, for each Latino subgroup the percent Latino
in the destination tract is lower among the native- (mainland-) born than among the foreign-
(island-) born, although the difference for Puerto Ricans is quite small.

Model 2 adjusts for group differences in the structure of metropolitan areas by adding dummy
variables for these areas. This adjustment modestly affects the difference between black and
whites; blacks now move to neighborhoods that are significantly, albeit only slightly, more
Latino than the neighborhoods that Anglos move to. Controlling for metropolitan area
characteristics attenuates, but does not eliminate, differences between Latinos and Anglos in
the percentage of the destination tract population that is Latino. All of the gross differences are
reduced by at least one-quarter, and in some cases by much more than this. Supplementary
analyses revealed that much of gross differences results from differences between Latinos and
Anglos in the racial/ethnic composition of their metropolitan areas. Compared to Anglos,
Latinos tend to reside in metro areas with much larger Latino populations, and residing in such
areas sharply increases the percentage of the destination neighborhood that is Latino. Within
the Latino ethnicities, differences by nativity continue to conform to expectations, although
again the difference among Puerto Ricans is miniscule.

Adding the four sociodemographic predictors (Model 3, Table 4) has little influence on these
differences. Income and education are significantly and inversely related to, and the number
of children is significantly and positively related to, the percentage of the destination tract
population that is Latino. But controlling for these factors does little to alter group differences;
the sole exception is that the difference between blacks and Anglos becomes negative but non-
significant. This model, in conjunction with prior results, yields two important results. First,
even after adjusting for group differences in metropolitan location and sociodemographic
characteristics, blacks do not differ from Anglos in the propensity to migrate into
neighborhoods containing large numbers of Latinos. Second, although Anglos avoid both
largely black and largely Latino neighborhoods, they move to neighborhoods with fewer blacks
than Latinos (compare Model 3, Table 3 with Model 3, Table 4), a finding consistent with the
place stratification model.

Model 4 of Table 4 adds the product terms representing the interaction between racial/ethnic/
nativity group and income. Among Anglos, higher income is associated with migration into
neighborhoods with significantly fewer Latinos (b = −.021). But this effect differs significantly
from the corresponding effect among four of the racial/ethnic/nativity groups. Among blacks,
the effect of income on destination tract percent Latino is significantly less negative—indeed
slightly positive (.007 = −.021 + .028). And among Mexicans and mainland-born Puerto
Ricans, the effect of income on destination tract percent Latino is significantly more negative
than among Anglos. These Latino groups, then, tend to use higher income to avoid moving to
Latino neighborhoods in order to purchase residence in more Anglo neighborhoods (as
indicated by Model 4 of Table 2), consistent with a central tenet of spatial assimilation theory.
Perhaps surprisingly, the negative effect of income is strongest among foreign-born Mexicans,
who have been portrayed as resistant to assimilation (Huntington 2004).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Theories of racial/ethnic segregation and spatial assimilation invoke processes of inter-
neighborhood migration, as members of different groups move, with varying propensities, to
neighborhoods of particular racial and ethnic compositions. Yet, most tests of these theories
neglect these migration patterns, focusing instead on the static aggregate population
distributions that define segregation (e.g., Farley and Frey 1994) or on the cross-sectional,
individual-level correlates of neighborhood racial and ethnic composition (e.g., Alba and
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Logan 1993). The few studies that have examined these inter-neighborhood migration patterns
(e.g., Quillian 2002; South, Crowder, and Chavez 2005) have failed to compare simultaneously
the experiences of multiple racial and ethnic groups, and have thus failed to consider how, via
migration, members of different minority groups attain, or fail to attain, spatial proximity with
the white non-Hispanic majority and with other minority groups.

Consistent with the key tenets of the spatial assimilation theory, among blacks and some Latino
subgroups, we find that higher income and education facilitate migration into neighborhoods
with relatively large Anglo populations. Consequently, the oft-observed cross-sectional
associations between these indicators of socioeconomic status and the percentage of the
neighborhood population that is Anglo do not appear to reflect entirely reverse causation—
i.e., higher minority attainments as a result of residing in largely Anglo neighborhoods. Also
as anticipated by the classical model of spatial assimilation, patterns of inter-neighborhood
migration among Mexicans are differentiated by nativity, with immigrants, relative to the
native-born, moving to neighborhoods that have fewer Anglos, even after controlling for other
determinants.

But our analysis also reveals several findings that are seemingly incompatible with, or at least
unanticipated by, spatial assimilation theory, and that appear more consistent with hypotheses
derived from the place stratification model of minority locational attainment. Consistent with
the place stratification model's emphasis on the unique disadvantages of African American
racial status, after adjusting for socioeconomic and geographic determinants of inter-
neighborhood migration, whites avoid black more than Latino neighborhoods, and blacks move
to neighborhoods containing proportionally fewer Anglos than the neighborhoods that Latinos
move to. And, while higher income generally facilitates the migration of blacks and Latinos
into “more Anglo” neighborhoods, high income is not a requirement for Anglos to make such
moves. Rather, non-Hispanic whites of all income levels move to neighborhoods that are
predominantly Anglo.

Theories of minority spatial attainment and attendant empirical analyses focus almost
exclusively on minorities' ability to achieve spatial proximity to the white, non-Hispanic
majority. Consequently, we know little about how inter-neighborhood migration leads to the
residential segregation of minorities from one another. But the sharing of neighborhoods
among different minority groups is likely to foster primary group ties (Brown 2006), pan-ethnic
organizations (Okamoto 2003), and other forms of social integration (Blau 1977). We explore
this issue here by examining the racially- and ethnically-differentiated patterns of migration
into neighborhoods characterized by the proportions of their population that are black and
Latino. A key finding from this part of our analysis is that Latinos tend to move to
neighborhoods that are only slightly, if at all, more black than the neighborhoods that Anglos
move to. While white avoidance of neighborhoods with large black populations is undoubtedly
a key proximate cause of racial residential segregation (Quillian 2002), whites' aversion to
moving near blacks is only slightly more pronounced than Latinos' aversion to black neighbors.
Moreover, blacks tend to move to neighborhoods whose proportional representation of Latinos
does not differ from the neighborhoods that Anglos move to. Patterns of inter-neighborhood
migration, then, tend not only to separate minorities from Anglos; they also work to separate
the two largest minority groups in the U.S. from each other. In addition to confronting the
discriminatory behaviors that ostensibly impede the migration of minorities into predominantly
Anglo neighborhoods, the quest for stable, multi-ethnic neighborhoods will also need to
address the inter-neighborhood migration patterns that reflect minority groups' apparent
aversion to having each other as neighbors.

Finally, our results may have implications for the future of residential segregation between
Latinos and Anglos. We find that a substantial proportion of the difference in inter-
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neighborhood migration patterns between Latinos and Anglos is attributable to the differential
distribution of these groups across metropolitan areas, in particular the clustering of Latinos
in heavily Hispanic areas. As Latinos move to metropolitan areas in which they have
historically been underrepresented and where levels of Latino-Anglo segregation are relatively
low (Fischer and Tienda 2006), overall levels of segregation between Latinos and Anglos are
likely to decline. Although these declines may be tempered by increases in segregation within
metropolitan areas, the geographic dispersal of Latinos to new destinations is likely to enhance
the sharing of neighborhoods between Latinos and Anglos.

Acknowledgments
This research was supported by grants to the authors from the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (RO1 HD40835) and grants to the University at Albany Center for Social and Demographic Analysis
from NICHD (R24 HD044943) and the National Science Foundation (SBR-9512290).

REFERENCES
Adelman, Robert M. Neighborhood Opportunities, Race, and Class: The Black Middle Class and

Residential Segregation. City & Community 2004;3:43–63.
Adelman, Robert M. The Roles of Race, Class, and Residential Preferences in the Neighborhood Racial

Composition of Middle-Class Blacks and Whites. Social Science Quarterly 2005;86:209–28.
Alba, Richard D.; Logan, John R. Minority Proximity to Whites in Suburbs: An Individual-Level Analysis

of Segregation. American Journal of Sociology 1993;98:1388–1427.
Alba, Richard D.; Logan, John R.; Stults, Brian J. The Changing Neighborhood Contexts of the Immigrant

Metropolia. Social Forces 2000a;79:587–621.
Alba, Richard D.; Logan, John R.; Stults, Brian J.; Marzan, Gilbert; Zhang, Wenquan. Immigrant Groups

in the Suburbs: A Reexamination of Suburbanization and Spatial Assimilation. American Sociological
Review 1999;64:446–60.

Alba, Richard D.; Nee, Victor. Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation and Contemporary
Immigration. Harvard University Press; Cambridge, MA: 2003.

Bayer, Patrick; McMillan, Robert; Rueben, Kim S. What Drives Racial Segregation? New Evidence
Using Census Microdata. Journal of Urban Economics 2004;56:514–35.

Blau, Peter M. Inequality and Heterogeneity: A Primitive Theory of Social Structure. Free Press; New
York: 1997.

Bobo, Lawrence; Hutchings, Vincent L. Perceptions of Racial Competition in a Multiracial Setting.
American Sociological Review 1996;61:951–72.

Bobo, Lawrence; Zubrinsky, Camille L. Attitudes on Residential Integration: Perceived Status
Differences, Mere In-Group Preferences, or Racial Prejudice. Social Forces 1996;74:883–909.

Brown, Susan K. Structural Assimilation Revisited: Mexican-Origin Nativity and Cross-Ethnic Primary
Ties. Social Forces 2006;85:75–92.

Charles, Camille Zubrinsky. The Dynamics of Racial Residential Segregation. Annual Review of
Sociology 2003;29:167–207.

Charles, Camille Zubrinsky. Won't You Be My Neighbor? Race, Class, and Residence in Los Angeles.
Russell Sage Foundation; New York: 2006.

Clark, William A. V. Ethnic Preferences and Ethnic Perceptions in Multi-Ethnic Settings. Urban
Geography 2002;23:237–56.

Crowder, Kyle D. Residential Segregation of West Indians in the New York/New Jersey Metropolitan
Area: The Roles of Race and Ethnicity. International Migration Review 1999;33:79–113. [PubMed:
12294982]

Crowder, Kyle D. The Racial Context of White Mobility: An Individual-Level Assessment of the White
Flight Hypothesis. Social Science Research 2000;29:223–57.

Crowder, Kyle; South, Scott J.; Chavez, Erick. Wealth, Race, and Inter-Neighborhood Migration.
American Sociological Review 2006;71:72–94.

South et al. Page 14

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Cutler, David M.; Glaeser, Edward L. Are Ghettos Good or Bad. Quarterly Journal of Economics
1997;112:827–72.

Ellen, Ingrid Gould. Sharing America's Neighborhoods: The Prospects for Stable Racial Integration.
Harvard University Press; Cambridge, MA: 2000.

Emerson, Michael O.; Yancy, George; Chai, Karen J. Does Race Matter in Residential Segregation?
Exploring the Preferences of White Americans. American Sociological Review 2001;66:922–935.

Farley, Reynolds; Frey, William H. Changes in the Segregation of Whites from Blacks During the 1980s:
Small Steps Toward a More Integrated Society. American Sociological Review 1994;59:23–45.

Farley, Reynolds; Steeh, Charlotte; Krysan, Maria; Jackson, Tara; Reeves, Keith. Stereotypes and
Segregation: Neighborhoods in the Detroit Area. American Journal of Sociology 1994;100:750–80.

Fischer, Mary J. The Relative Importance of Income and Race in Determining Residential Outcomes in
U.S. Urban Areas. Urban Affairs Review 2003;38:669–96.

Fischer, Mary J.; Tienda, Marta. Redrawing Spatial Color Lines: Hispanic Metropolitan Dispersal,
Segregation, and Economic Opportunity. In: Tienda, Marta; Mitchell, Faith, editors. Hispanics and
the Future of America. National Academies Press; Washington, DC: 2006. p. 100-137.

Fong, Eric; Shibuya, Kumiko. Multiethnic Cities in North America. Annual Review of Sociology
2005;31:285–304.

Frey, William H.; Farley, Reynolds. Latino, Asian, and Black Segregation in U.S. Metropolitan Areas:
Are Multiethnic Metros Different. Demography 1996;33:35–50. [PubMed: 8690139]

Hill, Martha S. The Panel Study of Income Dynamics: A User's Guide. Sage; Newbury Park, CA: 1992.
Huntington, Samuel P. Who Are We? The Challenges to America's National Identity. Simon & Schuster;

New York: 2004.
Iceland, John. Beyond Black and White: Residential Segregation in Multiethnic America. Social Science

Research 2004;33:248–71.
Iceland, John; Scopilliti, Melissa. Immigrant Residential Patterns in U.S. Metropolitan Areas, 1990-2000;

Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Population Association of America; Los Angeles, CA.
March 30-April 1; 2006.

Iceland, John; Sharpe, Cicely; Steinmetz, Erika. Class Differences in African American Residential
Patterns in U.S. Metropolitan Areas. Social Science Research 2005;34:252–66.

Iceland, John; Wilkes, Rima. Does Socioeconomic Status Matter? Race, Class, and Residential
Segregation. Social Problems 2006;53:248–73.

Krysan, Maria. Whites Who Say They'd Flee: Who Are They, and Why Would They Leave. Demography
2002;39:675–96. [PubMed: 12471849]

Krysan, Maria; Farley, Reynolds. The Residential Preferences of Blacks: Do They Explain Persistent
Segregation. Social Forces 2002;80:937–80.

Logan, John R. Hispanic Populations and Their Residential Patterns in the Metropolis. Lewis Mumford
Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research; Albany NY: 2002.

Logan, John R.; Alba, Richard D. Locational Returns to Human Capital: Minority Access to Suburban
Community Resources. Demography 1993;30:243–68. [PubMed: 8500639]

Logan, John R.; Alba, Richard D.; Leung, Shu-Yin. Minority Access to White Suburbs: A Multiregional
Comparison. Social Forces 1996;74:851–81.

Logan, John R.; Alba, Richard D.; Zhang, Wenquan. Immigrant Enclaves and Ethnic Communities in
New York and Los Angeles. American Sociological Review 2002;67:299–322.

Logan, John R.; Stults, Brian J.; Farley, Reynolds. Segregation of Minorities in the Metropolis: Two
Decades of Change. Demography 2004;41:1–22. [PubMed: 15074122]

Massey, Douglas S. Ethnic Residential Segregation: A Theoretical Synthesis and Empirical Review.
Sociology and Social Research 1985;69:315–50.

Massey, Douglas S.; Denton, Nancy A. American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the
Underclass. Harvard University Press; Cambridge, MA: 1993.

Massey, Douglas S.; Fischer, Mary J. Does Rising Income Bring Integration? New Results for Blacks,
Hispanics, and Asians in 1990. Social Science Research 1999;28:316–26.

Mindiola, Tatcho, Jr.; Flores Niemann, Yolanda; Rodruguez, Nestor. Black-Brown Relations and
Stereotypes. University of Texas Press; Austin, TX: 2002.

South et al. Page 15

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Okamoto, Dina G. Toward a Theory of Panethnicity: Explaining Collective Action among Asian
Americans. American Sociological Review 2003;68:811–42.

Quillian, Lincoln. Migration Patterns and the Growth of High-Poverty Neighborhoods, 1970-1990.
American Journal of Sociology 1999;105:1–37.

Quillian, Lincoln. Why Is Black-White Residential Segregation So Persistent? Evidence on Three
Theories from Migration Data. Social Science Research 2002;31:197–2002.

Ross, Stephen L.; Turner, Margery A. Housing Discrimination in Metropolitan America: Explaining
Changes between 1989 and 2000. Social Problems 2005;52:152–80.

Sampson, Robert J.; Morenoff, Jeffrey D.; Gannon-Rowley, Thomas. Assessing ‘Neighborhood Effects:’
Social Processes and New Directions in Research. Annual Review of Sociology 2002;28:443–78.

Shlay, Anne B.; Rossi, Peter H. Keeping Up the Neighborhood: Estimating Net Effects of Zoning.
American Sociological Review 1981;46:703–19.

South, Scott J.; Crowder, Kyle D. Leaving the ‘Hood: Residential Mobility Between Black, White, and
Integrated Neighborhoods. American Sociological Review 1998;63:17–26.

South, Scott J.; Crowder, Kyle; Chavez, Erick. Migration and Spatial Assimilation among U.S. Latinos:
Classical versus Segmented Trajectories. Demography 2005;42:497–521. [PubMed: 16235610]

Squires, Gregory D.; Kim, Sunwoong. Does Anybody Who Works Here Look Like Me: Mortgage
Lending, Race, and Lender Employment. Social Science Quarterly 1995;76:823–38.

John, Craig; Clymer, Robert. Racial Residential Segregation by Level of Socioeconomic Status. Social
Science Quarterly 2000;81:701–15.

Stepick, Alex, III; Grenier, Guillermi. Cubans in Miami. In: Moore, Joan; Pinderhughes, Raquel, editors.
In the Barrios: Latinos and the Underclass Debate. Russell Sage Foundation; New York: 1993. p.
79-100.

Stolzenberg, Ross M.; Relles, Daniel A. Tools for Intuition about Sample Selection Bias and Its
Correction. American Sociological Review 1997;62:494–507.

Wilkes, Rima; Iceland, John. Hypersegregation in the Twenty-First Century. Demography 2004;41:23–
36. [PubMed: 15074123]

Wilson, William Julius; Taub, Richard P. There Goes the Neighborhood: Racial, Ethnic, and Class
Tensions in Four Chicago Neighborhoods and Their Meaning for America. Knopf; New York: 2006.

Winship, Christopher; Mare, Robert D. Models for Sample Selection Bias. Annual Review of Sociology
1992;18:327–50.

Yinger, John. Closed Doors, Opportunities Lost: The Continuing Costs of Housing Discrimination.
Russell Sage Foundation; New York: 1995.

South et al. Page 16

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 17

Ta
bl

e 
1

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

St
at

is
tic

s f
or

 K
ey

 V
ar

ia
bl

es
 U

se
d 

in
 th

e 
A

na
ly

si
s o

f I
nt

er
-N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
by

 R
ac

e,
 E

th
ni

ci
ty

, a
nd

 N
at

iv
ity

: P
an

el
 S

tu
dy

 o
f I

nc
om

e
D

yn
am

ic
s, 

19
90

-1
99

5

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n
M

ex
ic

an
s

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n
M

ex
ic

an
s

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
R

ic
an

s

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n

Pu
er

to
R

ic
an

s
N

at
iv

e-
B

or
n

C
ub

an
s

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n
C

ub
an

s
N

on
-H

is
pa

ni
c

bl
ac

k
N

on
-H

is
pa

ni
c

w
hi

te

V
ar

ia
bl

es
M

ea
n

S.
D

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

M
ea

n
S.

D
M

ea
n

S.
D

.
M

ea
n

S.
D

.
M

ea
n

S.
D

.
M

ea
n

S.
D

.
M

ea
n

S.
D

.

D
ep

en
de

nt
 V

ar
ia

bl
es

Pe
rc

en
t A

ng
lo

 in
de

st
in

at
io

n 
tra

ct
a

47
.5

3
27

.9
9

32
.6

6
26

.9
1

42
.4

7
29

.8
1

41
.4

4
29

.7
8

48
.6

2
31

.0
2

26
.6

8
22

.9
7

31
.2

2
29

.8
7

81
.4

2
18

.5
8

Pe
rc

en
t b

la
ck

 in
de

st
in

at
io

n 
tra

ct
a

7.
02

10
.4

4
8.

11
14

.1
1

16
.5

5
22

.0
7

16
.7

8
20

.4
8

10
.1

2
14

.1
2

6.
01

14
.1

1
57

.9
3

34
.0

8
6.

37
10

.9
8

Pe
rc

en
t L

at
in

o 
in

de
st

in
at

io
n 

tra
ct

a
39

.2
0

29
.1

9
51

.2
0

29
.2

6
32

.8
9

24
.3

9
35

.7
3

26
.9

7
37

.2
8

32
.7

6
65

.0
9

28
.0

8
7.

03
12

.5
6

7.
34

12
.0

2

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

Fa
m

ily
 in

co
m

e
(in

 $
1,

00
0s

)
22

.2
7

25
.5

7
17

.2
7

17
.0

5
17

.8
8

22
.0

8
11

.4
2

16
.2

6
32

.2
5

34
.1

5
18

.7
6

21
.2

2
17

.9
1

21
.3

9
40

.5
5

60
.8

3

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
(y

ea
rs

)
10

.9
0

3.
67

8.
05

3.
98

11
.5

8
3.

03
9.

01
4.

03
11

.8
4

3.
13

10
.7

9
3.

88
11

.6
6

2.
66

13
.2

9
2.

61

H
om

eo
w

ne
r

.5
6

.5
0

.4
2

.4
9

.2
1

.4
1

.1
8

.3
8

.5
8

.4
9

.5
0

.5
0

.3
4

.4
7

.6
6

.4
7

N
um

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n
1.

19
1.

39
1.

80
1.

51
1.

23
1.

42
1.

15
1.

33
.6

5
.9

7
.6

0
.9

2
1.

09
1.

32
.7

8
1.

09

N
 o

f P
er

so
n-

Y
ea

rs
21

35
20

57
38

9
10

79
26

7
17

53
10

48
2

14
70

5

N
 o

f P
er

so
ns

60
4

57
9

11
2

30
7

72
47

2
31

34
43

25

a Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s o

f t
ra

ct
 ra

ci
al

/e
th

ni
c 

co
m

po
si

tio
n 

ba
se

d 
on

 m
ov

er
s o

nl
y.

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 18

Ta
bl

e 
2

C
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

s f
or

 L
in

ea
r R

eg
re

ss
io

n 
M

od
el

s o
f t

he
 P

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
of

 th
e 

D
es

tin
at

io
n 

Tr
ac

t P
op

ul
at

io
n 

Th
at

 is
 N

on
-H

is
pa

ni
c 

W
hi

te
: P

an
el

 S
tu

dy
 o

f I
nc

om
e

D
yn

am
ic

s, 
19

90
-1

99
5 

a

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

 b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

 b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

R
ac

e/
E

th
ni

ci
ty

/N
at

iv
ity

:

A
ng

lo
 (r

ef
.)

--
--

--
--

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
B

la
ck

−5
0.

09
2*

**
(.8

67
)

−4
3.

11
5*

**
(.9

61
)

−3
9.

51
8*

**
(1

.0
03

)
−4

4.
20

0*
**

(1
.1

71
)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

−3
3.

84
9*

**
(1

.7
98

)
−2

2.
41

0*
**

(1
.7

40
)

−1
8.

79
9*

**
(1

.7
14

)
−2

2.
47

9*
**

(2
.2

91
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

−4
8.

95
0*

**
(1

.8
52

)
−3

4.
30

5*
**

(1
.7

76
)

−2
6.

00
8*

**
(1

.8
34

)
−3

1.
74

6*
**

(2
.3

82
)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−3

9.
19

4*
**

(4
.5

68
)

−2
9.

67
0*

**
(4

.0
46

)
−2

5.
67

9*
**

(3
.7

55
)

−3
1.

59
9*

**
(4

.8
39

)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−4

0.
40

2*
**

(3
.2

97
)

−2
8.

12
2*

**
(2

.9
69

)
−2

0.
70

2*
**

(3
.0

80
)

−2
0.

66
0*

**
(3

.9
71

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−3

2.
71

2*
**

(5
.9

30
)

−2
2.

11
7*

**
(2

.9
66

)
−2

1.
23

6*
**

(2
.7

63
)

−2
0.

77
1*

**
(3

.6
55

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−5

5.
07

4*
**

(1
.9

44
)

−2
4.

85
7*

**
(2

.9
32

)
−2

0.
41

6*
**

(2
.9

93
)

−2
0.

98
3*

**
(3

.6
07

)

O
th

er
 In

de
pe

nd
en

t V
ar

ia
bl

es
:

Fa
m

ily
 in

co
m

e 
($

19
90

)
.0

80
**

*
(.0

12
)

.0
35

**
*

(.0
09

)

Ed
uc

at
io

n
1.

14
7*

**
(.1

45
)

1.
05

5*
**

(.1
45

)

H
om

eo
w

ne
r

.4
78

(1
.0

35
)

.2
70

(1
.0

32
)

N
um

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n
−1

.3
38

**
*

(.2
82

)
−1

.2
89

**
*

(.2
80

)

In
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 o
f F

am
ily

 In
co

m
e 

w
ith

:

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
B

la
ck

.2
32

**
*

(.0
37

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

.1
32

*
(.0

67
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

.2
67

**
(.0

86
)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
.2

82
**

(.0
85

)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−.

09
9

(.1
50

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−.

00
1

(.0
55

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−.

02
2

(.0
68

)

La
m

bd
a 

(λ
)

1.
51

9
(1

.4
98

)
1.

89
1

(1
.0

01
)

1.
42

3
(1

.2
64

)
1.

54
9

(1
.2

52
)

C
on

st
an

t
79

.4
94

**
*

(2
.0

03
)

10
3.

86
9*

**
(7

.5
70

)
84

.5
43

**
*

(7
.5

88
)

86
.1

88
**

*
(7

.3
20

)

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 19

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

 b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

 b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

B
IC

76
17

4.
02

77
19

8.
02

77
02

6.
95

77
02

5.
37

N
 o

f U
nc

en
so

re
d 

O
bs

er
va

tio
ns

54
84

54
84

54
84

54
84

N
 o

f C
en

so
re

d 
O

bs
er

va
tio

ns
27

38
3

27
38

3
27

38
3

27
38

3

N
 o

f P
er

so
n-

ye
ar

s
32

86
7

32
86

7
32

86
7

32
86

7

N
 o

f P
er

so
ns

96
05

96
05

96
05

96
05

N
ot

es
:

* p<
 .0

5;

**
p<

 .0
1;

**
* p<

 .0
01

a M
od

el
s w

er
e e

st
im

at
ed

 w
ith

 m
ax

im
um

-li
ke

lih
oo

d 
H

ec
km

an
 se

le
ct

io
n 

us
in

g 
th

e f
ol

lo
w

in
g 

va
ria

bl
es

 in
 th

e s
el

ec
tio

n 
eq

ua
tio

n:
 ra

ce
/e

th
ni

ci
ty

/n
at

iv
ity

, f
am

ily
 in

co
m

e,
 ed

uc
at

io
n,

 h
om

eo
w

ne
r, 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n,
ag

e,
 a

ge
 sq

ua
re

d,
 se

x,
 m

ar
ita

l s
ta

tu
s, 

pe
rs

on
s p

er
 ro

om
, t

ra
ct

 o
f o

rig
in

 ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n,
 a

nd
 m

et
ro

po
lit

an
 a

re
a 

ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n.

b M
od

el
s 2

-4
 in

cl
ud

e 
du

m
m

y 
va

ria
bl

es
 fo

r m
et

ro
po

lit
an

 a
re

as
 o

f d
es

tin
at

io
n.

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 20

Ta
bl

e 
3

C
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

s f
or

 L
in

ea
r R

eg
re

ss
io

n 
M

od
el

s o
f t

he
 P

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
of

 th
e 

D
es

tin
at

io
n 

Tr
ac

t P
op

ul
at

io
n 

Th
at

 is
 N

on
-H

is
pa

ni
c 

B
la

ck
: P

an
el

 S
tu

dy
 o

f I
nc

om
e

D
yn

am
ic

s, 
19

90
-1

99
5 

a

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

B
(s

.e
.)

R
ac

e/
E

th
ni

ci
ty

/N
at

iv
ity

:

A
ng

lo
 (r

ef
.)

--
--

--
--

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
bl

ac
k

51
.5

98
**

*
(.8

96
)

42
.4

30
**

*
(1

.0
00

)
40

.0
15

**
*

(1
.0

45
)

45
.3

59
**

*
(1

.2
37

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

.6
64

(.6
94

)
5.

39
9*

**
(.9

53
)

3.
23

4*
*

(.9
98

)
4.

31
7*

*
(1

.3
90

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

1.
67

9
(.9

55
)

6.
83

6*
**

(1
.1

76
)

1.
63

0
(1

.3
23

)
1.

84
0

(1
.6

61
)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
10

.0
95

**
(3

.2
86

)
9.

35
7*

*
(2

.9
77

)
6.

54
2*

(2
.8

97
)

9.
16

0*
(4

.0
02

)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
10

.2
61

**
*

(2
.4

35
)

6.
01

7*
(2

.5
14

)
.8

77
(2

.7
40

)
2.

52
6

(3
.1

27
)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
3.

78
9

(1
.9

64
)

6.
52

3*
*

(2
.1

49
)

6.
10

6*
*

(2
.1

32
)

6.
33

5*
(3

.1
12

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−.

47
6

(1
.0

79
)

.5
30

(2
.0

77
)

−2
.5

80
(2

.2
25

)
−3

.0
14

(2
.3

88
)

O
th

er
 In

de
pe

nd
en

t V
ar

ia
bl

es
:

Fa
m

ily
 in

co
m

e
−.

05
3*

**
(.0

12
)

−.
01

2
(.0

07
)

Ed
uc

at
io

n
−.

69
8*

**
(.1

36
)

−.
61

2*
**

(.1
35

)

H
om

eo
w

ne
r

−1
.5

85
(.9

91
)

−1
.3

01
(.9

76
)

N
um

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n
.7

05
*

(.2
83

)
.6

41
*

(.2
79

)

In
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 o
f F

am
ily

 In
co

m
e 

w
ith

:

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
bl

ac
k

−.
27

7*
**

(.0
41

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

−.
01

9
(.0

33
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

.0
49

(.0
54

)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−.

09
5

(.1
05

)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−.

02
3

(.1
34

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−.

01
5

(.0
43

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
.0

74
(.0

44
)

La
m

bd
a 

(λ
)

.5
34

(1
.1

90
)

.1
84

(.9
08

)
1.

33
9

(1
.2

40
)

1.
12

6
(1

.2
07

)

C
on

st
an

t
5.

69
2*

**
(1

.5
43

)
−1

3.
87

8*
(5

.5
15

)
−2

.6
74

(5
.7

98
)

−3
.1

34
(5

.7
42

)

B
IC

75
33

1.
94

76
90

8.
52

76
85

6.
44

76
83

6.
60

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 21

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

B
(s

.e
.)

N
 o

f U
nc

en
so

re
d 

O
bs

er
va

tio
ns

54
84

54
84

54
84

54
84

N
 o

f C
en

so
re

d 
O

bs
er

va
tio

ns
27

38
3

27
38

3
27

38
3

27
38

3

N
 o

f P
er

so
n-

ye
ar

s
32

86
7

32
86

7
32

86
7

32
86

7

N
 o

f P
er

so
ns

96
05

96
05

96
05

96
05

N
ot

es
:

* p<
 .0

5;

**
p<

 .0
1;

**
* p<

 .0
01

a M
od

el
s w

er
e e

st
im

at
ed

 w
ith

 m
ax

im
um

-li
ke

lih
oo

d 
H

ec
km

an
 se

le
ct

io
n 

us
in

g 
th

e f
ol

lo
w

in
g 

va
ria

bl
es

 in
 th

e s
el

ec
tio

n 
eq

ua
tio

n:
 ra

ce
/e

th
ni

ci
ty

/n
at

iv
ity

, f
am

ily
 in

co
m

e,
 ed

uc
at

io
n,

 h
om

eo
w

ne
r, 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n,
ag

e,
 a

ge
 sq

ua
re

d,
 se

x,
 m

ar
ita

l s
ta

tu
s, 

pe
rs

on
s p

er
 ro

om
, t

ra
ct

 o
f o

rig
in

 ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n,
 a

nd
 m

et
ro

po
lit

an
 a

re
a 

ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n.

b M
od

el
s 2

-4
 in

cl
ud

e 
du

m
m

y 
va

ria
bl

es
 fo

r m
et

ro
po

lit
an

 a
re

as
 o

f d
es

tin
at

io
n.

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 22

Ta
bl

e 
4

C
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

s f
or

 L
in

ea
r R

eg
re

ss
io

n 
M

od
el

s o
f t

he
 P

er
ce

nt
ag

e o
f t

he
 D

es
tin

at
io

n 
Tr

ac
t P

op
ul

at
io

n 
Th

at
 is

 L
at

in
o:

 P
an

el
 S

tu
dy

 o
f I

nc
om

e D
yn

am
ic

s, 
19

90
-1

99
5

a

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

 b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

 b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

B
(s

.e
.)

R
ac

e/
E

th
ni

ci
ty

/N
at

iv
ity

:

A
ng

lo
 (r

ef
.)

--
--

--
--

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
bl

ac
k

−.
38

9
(.4

60
)

1.
11

1*
(.4

40
)

−.
42

8
(.4

69
)

−.
74

3
(.5

64
)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

31
.8

33
**

*
(1

.8
30

)
16

.1
26

**
*

(1
.5

23
)

14
.5

00
**

*
(1

.4
97

)
17

.7
36

**
*

(1
.9

53
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

44
.0

11
**

*
(2

.0
02

)
27

.0
46

**
*

(1
.8

30
)

23
.3

00
**

*
(1

.8
55

)
29

.1
30

**
*

(2
.5

34
)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
25

.7
47

**
*

(3
.4

07
)

17
.8

24
**

*
(3

.3
85

)
16

.1
49

**
*

(3
.2

99
)

20
.6

18
**

*
(4

.1
34

)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
28

.7
29

**
*

(3
.3

85
)

21
.0

84
**

*
(2

.9
74

)
17

.9
19

**
*

(2
.9

98
)

16
.5

20
**

*
(3

.6
64

)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
29

.8
77

**
*

(6
.0

41
)

15
.5

90
**

*
(3

.0
62

)
15

.1
06

**
*

(2
.9

81
)

14
.4

21
**

*
(4

.0
16

)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
58

.0
07

**
*

(2
.3

73
)

25
.6

34
**

*
(2

.9
35

)
23

.8
12

**
*

(2
.9

32
)

24
.5

33
**

*
(3

.4
96

)

O
th

er
 In

de
pe

nd
en

t V
ar

ia
bl

es
:

Fa
m

ily
 in

co
m

e
−.

02
8*

**
(.0

06
)

−.
02

1*
**

(.0
06

)

Ed
uc

at
io

n
−.

53
0*

**
(.1

04
)

−.
51

9*
**

(.1
06

)

H
om

eo
w

ne
r

−.
08

7
(.6

04
)

−.
13

0
(.5

96
)

N
um

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n
.6

98
**

*
(.1

64
)

.7
12

**
*

(.1
63

)

In
te

ra
ct

io
ns

 o
f F

am
ily

 In
co

m
e 

w
ith

:

N
on

-H
is

pa
ni

c 
bl

ac
k

.0
28

*
(.0

13
)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

−.
13

9*
(.0

55
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
M

ex
ic

an
s

−.
32

7*
**

(.0
82

)

M
ai

nl
an

d-
B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
−.

24
8*

*
(.0

87
)

Is
la

nd
-B

or
n 

Pu
er

to
 R

ic
an

s
.1

10
(.1

69
)

N
at

iv
e-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
.0

14
(.0

72
)

Fo
re

ig
n-

B
or

n 
C

ub
an

s
−.

03
6

(.0
82

)

La
m

bd
a 

(λ
)

−1
.1

90
(1

.2
24

)
−1

.4
10

(.5
07

)
−1

.4
42

(.6
60

)
−1

.4
11

(.6
42

)

C
on

st
an

t
8.

84
8*

**
(1

.6
30

)
5.

91
1

(4
.1

72
)

14
.8

13
**

*
(4

.2
40

)
13

.5
61

**
*

(3
.7

56
)

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

South et al. Page 23

M
od

el
 1

M
od

el
 2

 b
M

od
el

 3
 b

M
od

el
 4

 b

In
de

pe
nd

en
t V

ar
ia

bl
es

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

b
(s

.e
.)

B
(s

.e
.)

B
IC

71
67

0.
66

70
99

6.
69

70
91

4.
30

70
90

7.
85

N
 o

f U
nc

en
so

re
d 

O
bs

er
va

tio
ns

54
84

54
84

54
84

54
84

N
 o

f C
en

so
re

d 
O

bs
er

va
tio

ns
27

38
3

27
38

3
27

38
3

27
38

3

N
 o

f P
er

so
n-

ye
ar

s
32

86
7

32
86

7
32

86
7

32
86

7

N
 o

f P
er

so
ns

96
05

96
05

96
05

96
05

N
ot

es
:

* p<
 .0

5;

**
p<

 .0
1;

**
* p<

 .0
01

a M
od

el
s w

er
e e

st
im

at
ed

 w
ith

 m
ax

im
um

-li
ke

lih
oo

d 
H

ec
km

an
 se

le
ct

io
n 

us
in

g 
th

e f
ol

lo
w

in
g 

va
ria

bl
es

 in
 th

e s
el

ec
tio

n 
eq

ua
tio

n:
 ra

ce
/e

th
ni

ci
ty

/n
at

iv
ity

, f
am

ily
 in

co
m

e,
 ed

uc
at

io
n,

 h
om

eo
w

ne
r, 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
hi

ld
re

n,
ag

e,
 a

ge
 sq

ua
re

d,
 se

x,
 m

ar
ita

l s
ta

tu
s, 

pe
rs

on
s p

er
 ro

om
, t

ra
ct

 o
f o

rig
in

 ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n,
 a

nd
 m

et
ro

po
lit

an
 a

re
a 

ra
ci

al
 c

om
po

si
tio

n.

b M
od

el
s 2

-4
 in

cl
ud

e 
du

m
m

y 
va

ria
bl

es
 fo

r m
et

ro
po

lit
an

 a
re

as
 o

f d
es

tin
at

io
n.

Soc Forces. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2009 December 14.


