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Because of a lack of data, the locational attainment literature has not incorporated docu-
mentation status into models examining group differences in neighborhood quality. I fill
this void by using the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, which permits the
identification of undocumented respondents, allowing a reexamination of the ethnic struc-
ture of locational attainment in this important immigrant-receiving city. Results first sug-
gest that while undocumented Latinos live in the poorest quality communities, blacks live
in neighborhoods that are similar to native-born Latinos and better than foreign-born
Asians and Latinos. Second, the effects of education are strongest for blacks, allowing the
highly educated an opportunity to reside in communities that are of better quality than
educated Latinos and Asians. Thus, undocumented Latinos replace blacks at the bottom
of the locational attainment hierarchy, allowing educated blacks in Los Angeles to reside
in better neighborhoods than blacks in the nation at large.

� 2011 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Over the last 15 years, scholars have focused on the patterns and determinants of residential segregation among whites
and minorities (Farley and Frey, 1994, 1996; Iceland, 2004; Logan et al., 2004; Quillian, 2002), generally concluding that be-
tween 1990 and 2000, black segregation levels somewhat declined (Iceland et al., 2002; Massey and Denton, 1992, 1993),
while Latino segregation has been steadily rising (Massey and Fischer, 1999; Wilkes and Iceland, 2004). These patterns
accompany a dramatic surge in immigration to the US, where migrants are visible minorities from Asian, African, West
Indian, and Latin American nations. Importantly, a nontrivial proportion of Latin American immigrants are undocumented
(Passel, 2006; Passel and Cohn, 2008), an impediment which likely complicates a journey towards socioeconomic incorpo-
ration and residential integration, goals which are already difficult to achieve for darker-skinned documented immigrants
(Denton and Massey, 1989; Massey and Bitterman, 1985; Massey and Denton, 1992).

While there has been an intense focus on the type or quality of neighborhoods in which native and foreign-born whites,
blacks and Latinos currently reside and move to, a lack of survey data has prevented an examination of how undocumented
Latinos fare in this quest for high quality neighborhoods. Including undocumented Latinos in studies of neighborhood quality
is important because they make up a significant proportion of the fastest growing immigrant population in the United States
and because once here, many participate in the same activities their documented counterparts participate, such as forming
families and raising children who attend neighborhood schools. Since school quality is directly related to neighborhood qual-
ity, results focused on undocumented Latinos’ locational attainment outcomes have potentially important implications for
how well the next generation of an important and growing segmented of the population are educated. Examining the
. All rights reserved.
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contexts in which important activities such as living and schooling occur for such a vulnerable population is therefore a
worthwhile, but understudied research activity. In this paper, I begin to fill this void in the literature.

Scholars (Friedman and Rosenbaum, 2007; South et al., 2005, 2008; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001) have examined
group differences in segregation outcomes between native-born whites and other native and foreign-born minorities. Their
goals are twofold. Using models collectively known as locational attainment (Alba and Logan, 1991, 1992, 1993; Alba et al.,
1999; Logan and Alba, 1993; Logan et al., 1996), they first seek to determine the extent to which native and foreign-born
minority groups have access to the same desirable neighborhoods (most often defined in the literature as a majority white
neighborhood) as their native-born white counterparts, net of critical characteristics. Second, they wish to determine the ex-
tent to which minority groups receive lower or higher locational returns to their human and financial capital endowments
than whites, and whether these relationships vary by nativity status. Their results collectively suggest an ethnic gradient
with regard to locational attainment: whites have access to the best neighborhoods, followed by Asians, native-born Latinos,
foreign-born Latinos, and then blacks (Alba et al., 1994; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001). In addition, analysts more or less
agree that the ethnic gradient extends to the role of socioeconomic resources in minimizing or expanding these group dif-
ferences. Whites, Asians, and Latinos are better able to leverage their economic and human capital resources to access the
best neighborhoods than native-born blacks (South et al., 2005, 2008).

While illuminating, these findings are largely based on national data and therefore represent an average of many place-
specific results. The ethnic hierarchy of locational attainment noted above may look very different in a city like Los Angeles
where the immigrant population is larger, more socioeconomically diverse, and where residential location is partly deter-
mined by place-specific structural factors. For example, Los Angeles is a city that contains a diverse set of immigrants (i.e.
many impoverished undocumented Latinos as well as many financially stable Blacks, Latinos and Asians). It also contains
Latinos who have stated preferences for living in their own communities, while being averse to living among native-born
blacks (Charles, 2006). It is also a place where new immigrants likely desire neighborhoods near co-ethnics who can help
ease the transition to a new environment (Portes and Rumbaut, 1996). Moreover, even though Los Angeles contains segre-
gated neighborhoods, it also has many integrated neighborhoods, giving residents ample opportunities to live alongside peo-
ple with varying backgrounds (Waldinger and Bozorgmehr, 1997). Place-specific structural factors may thus rearrange the
ethnic gradient in locational attainment detected in national-based samples, allowing native-born blacks to perform as well
or perhaps even outpace many of their minority counterparts.

A reexamination of the nature of this ethnic gradient in Los Angeles is therefore potentially revealing. Such a case-study
would provide a valuable update to the literature regarding blacks’ performance vis-à-vis vulnerable groups such as undoc-
umented Latinos, while clarifying our theoretical understanding of groups’ placement in the attainment hierarchy. I begin to
fill these theoretical and empirical voids using the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LA–FANS), a newly avail-
able data source from Los Angeles that allows for the identification of undocumented immigrants and a city specific analysis
of ethnic gradients in neighborhood mobility patterns.

This study goes beyond prior work in two ways. First, analysts who study locational attainment have consistently focused
on racial (Adelman, 2005; Alba and Logan, 1993; Alba et al., 2000; Massey and Denton, 1993), ethnic (South et al., 2005,
2008), and nativity status differences (Friedman and Rosenbaum, 2007; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001) in neighborhood
quality outcomes. However, given the rapid influx of undocumented Latinos into the United States (Passel, 2006; Passel and
Cohn, 2008), documentation status is potentially an important understudied background factor in the locational attainment
and status attainment processes more generally. Second, part of the locational attainment literature (Logan and Alba, 1993;
South et al., 2005, 2008) involves examining the extent to which groups differ with regard to the effects of socioeconomic
status on neighborhood quality outcomes. Logan and Alba (1993) developed the theoretical apparatus for this exercise,
and are joined by Scott South and colleagues (South et al., 2005, 2008) in empirically testing these ideas. I add to this body
of work by examining how the effects of socioeconomic status on neighborhood quality outcomes for undocumented Latinos
differ from their documented black, white, native, and foreign-born counterparts.
2. Background and theory

2.1. Spatial assimilation

Analyses focusing on group differences in ethnic residential segregation are generally organized around two theories of
locational attainment: spatial assimilation and place stratification. The spatial assimilation model (Massey, 1985) is used to
describe and explain groups’ placement in the spatial hierarchy. It is conceptually similar to the status attainment model
(Blau and Duncan, 1967) in that both are concerned with the social process by which individuals convert their ascribed
and achieved statuses into placement in a social hierarchy. However, while the status attainment model is concerned with
individuals’ placement in high status occupations, the spatial assimilation model focuses on individuals’ placement in high
quality neighborhoods. As argued in this literature, an important part of moving up the socioeconomic hierarchy involves
attaining residence in a desirable community. As such, when individuals leave undesirable neighborhoods for more desirable
ones, this is a social process similar to earning more education, income, or job status, and is therefore an important topic for
social analysis.
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The spatial assimilation model posits that members of minority groups such as blacks and Latinos seek to turn their finan-
cial and human capital endowments into geographic proximity to whites and into residence in middle class neighborhoods
(Massey, 1985). They do so because white neighborhoods and those whose residents earn middle class incomes generally
have the best schools, the highest property values, better quality groceries, lower crime, and better social amenities in gen-
eral, making them more desirable to residents.1 These are exactly the resources that are desirable to individuals and families.
In a meritocratic society when minorities acquire more human and financial capital, their chances of living in these desirable
neighborhoods should increase. Therefore, any gross differences between whites and minorities in locational attainment out-
comes may be explained by individual-level resources such as income, educational attainment, and wealth. These factors, once
controlled, should eliminate gross minority-white differences (Alba and Nee 1997, 2003).

The model has also been used to examine nativity and intra-ethnic differences (Friedman and Rosenbaum, 2007; Logan
et al., 2002; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001; South et al., 2008). Scholars recognize that upon arrival, immigrants initially
reside in ethnic residential enclaves where co-ethnic minorities aid in socioeconomic assimilation by assisting them with
housing and employment.2 However, those who are native-born do not need such assistance and can therefore be conceptually
considered an advantaged group relative to their foreign-born counterparts. They are expected to live closer to whites and re-
side in wealthier communities than the foreign-born. Moreover, some ethnic minorities like Cubans receive more structural
assistance for assimilation (Portes and Bach, 1985; Portes and Stepick, 1985; Portes et al., 1986) than other groups like Mexicans
(Portes and Rumbaut, 2001). As such, specific immigrant and minority groups may be better able to acquire residences in desir-
able communities than others. But once more, controls for financial and human capital should diminish nativity status differ-
ences. In short, differentials in human and financial capital explain nativity status differences in locational attainment, just as
they explain minority-white differences.

Scholars have concluded that an ethnic hierarchical structure in locational attainment exists (Friedman and Rosenbaum,
2007; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001; South et al., 2008). Whites have the best chances of accessing the most advantaged
neighborhoods, followed by Asians, native-born Latinos, foreign-born Latinos, and then blacks. In short, not only does race
and ethnicity serve as an impediment to acquiring safe neighborhoods, but so does being foreign-born. This ethnic gradient
surfaces using nationally-based samples (see South et al., 2008) as well as in New York (Friedman and Rosenbaum, 2007;
Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001). While these results are clear and consistent, place-specific factors in cities may mean that
this pattern likely look different within certain cities than in the nation on a whole.

Los Angeles is a place that contains city-specific factors that could produce different patterns than the nation on a while.
Four such factors may make Los Angles special and capable of producing anomalous local ethnic gradient. First, Los Angeles
is a city that contains a diverse set of immigrants. There are many impoverished undocumented Latinos as well as many
financially stable Latinos and Asians. Second, within the city, Latinos are noted as having strong preferences for living in their
own communities, while being averse to living among native-born blacks (Charles, 2006). Moreover, the city’s immigrants
likely desire neighborhoods near co-ethnics who can help ease the transition to a new environment (Portes and Rumbaut,
1996). As such, undocumented Latinos may be likely to live near their more financially secure documented counterparts in-
stead of residing in the poorest black communities alongside native-born blacks. Third, even though Los Angeles contains
segregated neighborhoods, it also has many diverse neighborhoods, giving residents ample opportunities to live alongside
people with varying backgrounds (Waldinger and Bozorgmehr, 1997). For example, the city is home to many neighborhoods
where specific ethnic groups may be the majority, but where strong pluralities of other ethnic groups also reside. As such, the
city likely contains neighborhoods that are racially and ethnically diverse, while also containing many of the desirable ame-
nities that middle-class whites seek out. Fourth, Los Angeles was and still is a very expensive housing market, pricing many
middle-class families out of the rental and housing markets in predominantly white neighborhoods. As such, these families
may well make certain housing compromises, living in neighborhoods that are more diverse than they would have otherwise
considered. These realities may ease whites’ reluctance to live alongside minorities. It may also provide blacks with oppor-
tunities to reside in communities outside of those in the poorest sections of the inner-city.

Collectively then, these four factors may indeed produce an ethnic locational attainment hierarchy that is quite different
from the nation on a whole. However, a lack of survey data within Los Angeles that permits the ability to estimate documen-
tation status has prevented scholars from testing this logic. If the ethnic pattern of locational attainment is replicated in Los
Angeles, then this would provide strong evidence that it is a finding that is robust to city of residence, regardless of the fac-
tors that exist within cities. However, if the pattern is rearranged, then this would provide evidence that national results are
likely to vary from place to place for locally-based reasons. Such city-specific structural factors may produce a rearrangement
of the ethnic gradient detected in past work. However, whatever the nature of these differences, the spatial assimilation the-
ory predicts that they are likely explained by individual-level differentials in financial and human capital. Using the logic of
the spatial assimilation model, I pose the following hypothesis to test the model within Los Angeles:
1 It is important to stress that although this model has been used extensively in past scholarship, the logic undergirding it is not without problems.
Specifically, the idea that moving to a white neighborhood is preferable to another type of neighborhood indirectly supports an argument suggesting that to
improve neighborhoods, one needs to make them ‘‘whiter’’ because, as the theory argues, white neighborhoods have more resources, better schools, and more
amenities in general. Indeed, analysts and theorists would be wise to consider whether the-taken-for-granted assumptions undergirding spatial assimilation
theory ought to be reexamined.

2 Alba et al. (1999) also argue and demonstrate that first-generation immigrants are increasingly settling in suburban areas, which contain higher
concentrations of non-Hispanic whites.
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H1: Initial group differences between whites and minority groups (including undocumented Latinos), between native-
born and undocumented Latinos, and between blacks and Latinos exist. However, these differences are likely to be elim-
inated once controls for financial and human capital are applied.

2.2. Additive processes of place stratification

While the spatial assimilation model is concerned with the individual-level factors that account for group differences in
locational attainment outcomes, the place stratification model (Logan and Molotch, 1987; Logan and Alba, 1993; Charles,
2003) focuses on the structural factors responsible for group residual differences. According to this model, places are hier-
archically ordered and are therefore associated with more or less favorable life chances for those who reside in them. Be-
cause desirable neighborhoods are scarce resources, advantaged groups like whites do what they can to protect access to
those places. To do so, they actively prevent minority groups such as blacks and Latinos from attaining residence in desirable
neighborhoods through discrimination. The structural mechanisms linked to this discrimination include acts of violence
(Farley et al., 1994), restrictive zoning (Shlay and Rossi, 1981), and lending and housing discrimination (Squires and Kim,
1995; Yinger, 1995). Scholars also point to the possibility that whites stereotype minorities and actively resist living near
them (Emerson et al., 2001; Farley et al., 1994; Krysan and Farley, 2002). Together, these structural factors increase minor-
ities’ psychological, social, and economic costs of living in predominantly white communities. All told then, proponents of
this model argue that the individual-level factors implicated in the spatial assimilation model will not eliminate gross dif-
ferences in locational attainment between whites and other minorities.

The conceptual arguments undergirding the tenets of the place stratification model and findings related to tests of the
model (Alba et al., 1994; Logan and Alba, 1993; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001) suggest that whites are expected have
the best opportunities to live in the communities that are wealthier and where they are the majority. While this logic
and the empirical expectations derived from them are clear, no work has established whether undocumented Latinos join
their documented minority counterparts (i.e. blacks and native-born Latinos) in failing to gain access to neighborhoods of
the highest quality relative to whites. It stands to reason that the same structural factors that prevent other minority groups
from attaining parity with whites would also disadvantage undocumented Latinos, but this has never been empirically
verified.

As I previously noted, analysts have found that whites have access to the best neighborhoods, followed by Asians, Latinos,
and then blacks. However, the extent to which this pattern is replicated in Los Angeles is an open question. I mentioned that
there are several city-specific reasons why the ethnic pattern in locational attainment detected in national work would be
different in Los Angeles. As such, whether Los Angeles blacks continue to underperform their Asian and Latino counterparts,
as well as their undocumented counterparts is an unanswered question in the literature. Los Angeles blacks could underper-
form their Latino, as past research finds, they could underperform only selected Latino groups such as the undocumented, or
they could actually over perform all types of Latinos. This seems plausible because the central demographic distinction in Los
Angeles is not black–white but Latino–white. As we will see in a few moments African American’s are advantaged even rel-
ative to Native Latinos on a number of socioeconomic dimensions in Los Angeles.

Again, proponents of spatial assimilation theory would argue that any ethnic hierarchical pattern of locational attainment
detected in Los Angeles should be explained by controls for financial and human capital. However, proponents of the place
stratification model argue that regardless of the pattern of group differences, the differences themselves will be maintained
in the face of controls for these theoretically relevant controls. Using the logic of the place stratification model, I hypothesize
that:

H2: Initial group differences between whites and minority groups (including undocumented Latinos), between native-
born and undocumented Latinos, and between blacks and Latinos exist. These differences are likely to remain, even after
controls for financial and human capital are applied.

2.3. Non-Additive processes of spatial assimilation and place stratification

The spatial assimilation model, on the one hand, explains how controls for socioeconomic resources and other important
individual-level characteristics could equalize groups with respect to residence in desirable communities. On the other hand,
the place stratification model proposes mechanisms that might be responsible for any net or leftover racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in locational attainment outcomes. Framed in this way, both of these theories are useful for understanding additive
processes of residential segregation. However, Logan and Alba (1993) also discuss ways in which groups could differentially
utilize their socioeconomic resources to gain access to desirable communities, even if they are statistically similar on all
other factors. Thus, using elaborations of the spatial assimilation and place stratification models, they develop empirically
testable scenarios under which non-additive or interactive relationships between group status and socioeconomic resources
occur. These scenarios rest on two foundational assumptions. First, even after socioeconomic resources are controlled,
minorities lag behind their white counterparts. Second, all groups receive positive locational returns for their socioeconomic
status endowments (i.e. the effect of socioeconomic status is positive for everyone). If these two situations occur, then, Logan
and Alba (1993) theorize three testable scenarios.
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In the first scenario, whites with few socioeconomic resources live in communities that are substantially more desirable
than minorities with few resources. However, as both groups attain more resources, whites’ disadvantages disappear. This is
so because minorities’ returns to socioeconomic status are so strong that they are able to erase differences with whites, a
scenario that supports spatial assimilation theory. Logan and Alba (1993) term the second scenario the ‘‘strong’’ version
of the place stratification model. Here, minorities receive lower locational returns than whites for their socioeconomic status
endowments, preventing them from successfully converting this valuable resource into desirable neighborhoods. As such,
the effects of socioeconomic status on locational attainment outcomes are expected to be weaker for minorities than whites.
In the third scenario, termed the ‘‘weak’’ version of the place stratification model, minorities receive locational returns to
their socioeconomic status that are larger than whites’ returns. However, because they start out at such a disadvantage
and because their returns are not large enough, minorities never catch up to their white counterparts. In this scenario,
the slope lines for minorities are greater than those for whites, but minorities’ slopes are not steep enough to allow them
to close the gap with whites.
2.4. Elaborations to theory: returns to socioeconomic status

These theoretical possibilities have produced clear pathways for tests of the models. Analysts examining the locational
attainment returns to socioeconomic status for blacks and whites have found that indeed, blacks’ returns are substan-
tially greater than their white counterparts (Alba and Logan, 1993; Bayer et al., 2004; Crowder et al., 2006; Iceland
et al., 2005; Iceland and Wilkes, 2006). However, while blacks need substantial amounts of education and income to gain
access to white communities, whites do not. As such, although educated blacks are able to close the locational attain-
ment gap with whites, they are not able to completely erase it. Importantly, even when all groups, including Latinos,
have high levels of education, the ethnic structure of locational attainment is still preserved (South et al., 2008), with
educated whites living in the best neighborhoods, followed by Asians, native-born Latinos, and then blacks. While these
results are clear, no work has examined whether undocumented Latinos (the conceptual disadvantaged group) who have
substantial socioeconomic resources at their disposal would still lag behind their documented counterparts (the concep-
tual advantaged group) who also have such nontrivial resources. Moreover, no work has specifically examined whether
the ethnic hierarchical pattern of locational attainment mentioned above is maintained when it is reexamined for groups
who have high levels of socioeconomic status within immigrant-receiving cities such as Los Angeles. The extensions of
the spatial assimilation and place stratification theories provide a means of testing these ideas as they relate to undoc-
umented Latinos’ and blacks’ returns to socioeconomic status in Los Angeles. Several possible results could surface from
these analyses.

First, while one could reasonably expect that undocumented Latinos’ returns would be far smaller than all other docu-
mented groups, it is quite possible their returns could match those of foreign-born documented Latinos. This could happen
because those who grant access to higher quality neighborhoods (i.e. landlords) are unable to differentiate between foreign-
born documented and undocumented Latinos. In such an immigrant-rich environment like Los Angeles, landlords may treat
all foreign-born Latino applicants as equivalent. As such, regardless of socioeconomic status, these two groups’ returns could
be identical. Second, it is possible that undocumented Latinos’ returns could be higher than their foreign-born documented
Latino counterparts. This could happen because the drive or desire to utilize these resources is greater in undocumented Lati-
nos than the documented, given that undocumented Latinos understand the precarious nature of their own disadvantage.
This result could also surface because undocumented Latinos who have substantial socioeconomic resources are able to en-
ter neighborhoods that are less segregated, but still relatively diverse. That is, although they may still live among their doc-
umented and undocumented Latino counterparts, they are able to use their education to enter communities where the
neighborhoods are of better quality.

Third, it is possible that in Los Angeles, blacks’ returns also exceed whites’ returns. However, even though blacks’ high-
er returns may not be enough to allow them to surpass whites, it may be sufficient to rearrange the ethnic hierarchical
structure, such that blacks with substantial socioeconomic resources are able to live in higher quality neighborhoods than
their educated minority counterparts. As such, educated blacks would no longer be at the bottom of the ethnic hierarchi-
cal structure, they would be near the top. This could occur because even though Los Angeles has segregated neighbor-
hoods, it also has many neighborhoods that are ethnically diverse, containing many of the amenities that families
desire. This gives blacks with many resources more options within Los Angles than has been observed in national
samples.

Hypothetically then, support for the elaboration of the spatial assimilation model would be found if the returns to socio-
economic status for undocumented Latinos and blacks exceeded those of their more advantaged counterparts and if those
returns (i.e. the slope lines for socioeconomic status) were sufficient to eliminate locational attainment disparities with
advantaged groups who have substantial socioeconomic resources. Support for the weak version of the place stratification
theory would be found if blacks and undocumented Latinos’ slope lines for socioeconomic status were steeper than advan-
taged groups’ slopes, but because undocumented Latinos and blacks start out at such disadvantages, they are never able to
catch up to their more advantaged counterparts, even if their socioeconomic resources are substantial. Finally, support for
the strong version of the place stratification theory would be found if the returns to socioeconomic status for blacks and
undocumented Latinos are weaker than those of their advantaged counterparts.
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3. Data, variables, and methods

3.1. Data

The data come from Wave 1 (2000–2001) of the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LA–FANS). The LA–FANS is
a representative sample of neighborhoods and the families (i.e. households, adults, and children) who lived in 65 randomly
selected census tracts within Los Angeles County.3 Beginning in 2000 and ending in 2002, interviewers went into the homes of
randomly selected Los Angeles families, collecting current and retrospective information from adults, children, and caregivers.
Retrospective information included questions about events that occurred in respondents’ lives for the two years prior to the
interview date. These retrospective questions, contained in an Event History Calendar, allowed me to identify the neighborhood
of respondents current (at the time of interview) neighborhood of residence. Interviewers also queried adult and primary care-
giver respondents about their citizenship. Specifically, respondents were asked a series of questions that I used to estimate doc-
umentation status. For example, interviewers asked respondents whether they were citizens, had a green card, refugee status, a
student visa, or any other form of documentation permitting residence in the US. If respondents answered in the negative to all
of these filter questions, I assumed that they were undocumented. All other respondents who had some form of documentation
permitting legal residence were treated as documented Los Angeles County residents. In all, my analytical sample contains 2513
randomly selected adults and adults who are also the primary caregivers of children in the household. I use census tracts as my
analytical definition of neighborhoods. Through the use of restricted LA–FANS data, I merge census tract data from the 2000
census onto the individual-level LA–FANS, allowing me to create neighborhood-level dependent variables and model them
as functions of individual-level covariates.4

3.2. Variables

My dependent variables are the percentages of non-Hispanic whites and the median household income in the census tract
of respondents’ neighborhood of current residence, variables that have been used extensively in locational attainment re-
search (Logan and Alba, 1993). Although these variables have been used extensively, results may not be necessarily identical.
It is quite possible that certain ethnic groups, such as native-born Latinos, could live in neighborhoods that contain fewer
whites than the city on average, but also contain residents whose median incomes are at or above average. Moreover, Los
Angeles contains many non-white, non-poor communities (i.e. Filipino Eagle Rock, Asian Alhambra, and black Baldwin Hills),
making the care with which the subsequent results are interpreted extremely necessary.

The independent variable of interest is a classification measuring race, ethnicity, and documentation status. I group
respondents into one of nine categories: native-born non-Hispanic whites, foreign-born non-Hispanic whites, native-born
non-Hispanic blacks, native-born Latinos, foreign-born documented Latinos, undocumented Latinos, foreign-born Asians, na-
tive-born others, and foreign-born others.5 I use native-born whites as the reference category in all the main analyses and in-
clude three sets of control variables. Demographic controls include age and sex. I also include a group of variables measuring
family structure which include the presence of children in the household and marital status. Finally, I measure socioeconomic
status using five variables: educational attainment, family income (measured in thousands of dollars), employment status, use
of public assistance, and homeownership status.6

3.3. Methods

To explore the cross-sectional relationship between the dependent variables and the independent variables of interest, I
adopt two models used extensively by past scholars of locational attainment (Alba and Logan, 1991, 1992, 1993; Alba et al.,
1999; Logan and Alba, 1993). The first model can be specified as follows:
3 The
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Further
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native-b

6 In p
Given t
Yj ¼ aþ b1X1ij þ b2Y2ij þ eij
The first model states that individuals, subscripted by ‘‘i’’ are clustered within neighborhoods, subscripted by ‘‘j’’. Second,
the model says that the dependent variable, Yj, is modeled as a function of a set of dummy variables (X1ij) measuring race,
ethnicity, and documentation status, with ‘‘a’’ representing the omitted category. Third, the effects of these group character-
istics are explained by a set of individual-level variables (Y2ij) measuring demographic factors, family structure, and socio-
economic status. Importantly, in analyses that follow, I wish to contrast the experiences of whites to all other minorities,
data contain a weight to ensure that the data are representative of Los Angeles County. Specifically, although the respondents in the sample reside in
census tracts, the cluster sampling design ensured that residents in all Los Angeles neighborhoods had equal chances of entering the sample.

more, the data contains respondents from poor, near poor, and non-poor neighborhoods. The weight included with the data ensure that even though the
g techniques are complex, the data are representative of the entire county. In all subsequent analyses, I include this weight.
LA-FANS data contain 1990 tract boundaries. To utilize 2000 census data, I ensured that the census tracts that switched boundaries between censuses

d the LA-FANS data.
data contain very small numbers of foreign-born blacks and only 16 native-born Asians. I respectively group these people into the foreign-born and
orn other categories.
reliminary models, I include time spent in the US as a measure of assimilation. This variable produced results that were identical to controlling for age.

hat I do not run separate models for nativity status, I control for age instead.
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blacks to all Latinos, native-born Latinos to foreign-born Latinos, and foreign-born documented Latinos to the undocu-
mented. To do this, I utilize four separate reference categories: non-Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic blacks, and native-born
Latinos, and foreign-born documented Latinos. The use of whites as the reference category is standard in the locational
attainment literature, while the use of blacks, native-born Latinos, and especially undocumented Latinos serves as an update
to the literature and is in line with the conceptual framework outlined above.

When I examine the locational returns to socioeconomic status, I use the following non-additive model:
7 I es
techniq
models
theoret

8 Foll
Hispani
Hispani
Yj ¼ aþ b1X1ij þ b2Y2ij þ b3Z3ij þ b4XZ4ij þ eij
The model states locational attainment (Yj) is modeled as a function of the non-additive effects of dummy variables for
group status (X1ij), controls for demographic factors and family structure (Y2ij), a measure of socioeconomic status (Z3ij), and
interaction effects between socioeconomic status and group status (XZ4ij). In this non-additive model, Z3ij represents the ef-
fect of socioeconomic status for whites (the omitted category), while XZ4ij represents the additional effects of socioeconomic
status for individual groups.

Finally, I follow Adelman (2005) and Rosenbaum and Friedman (2001) in recognizing that spatial autocorrelation can oc-
cur in models of locational attainment. The problem is that when the dependent variable is an aggregate measure and the
covariates are individual or household-level measures, respondents within the same ‘‘context’’ or neighborhood in this case,
have the same value on the dependent variable, potentially producing correlated error terms. This may be an important issue
in analyses of only one city were the number of contexts is appreciably less than in the nation as a whole. Spatial autocor-
relation can underestimate or overestimate the size of regression coefficients and standard errors in analytical model,
depending on the number of respondents within the context. To address this issue, I utilize feasible generalized least square
regression analysis to estimate the models. This technique produces coefficients and standard errors that account for spatial
autocorrelation.7

My analytic plan is straightforward. First, I describe the bivariate differences in spatial proximity to whites, and then dis-
cuss the extent to which these differences are attenuated by controls for demographic factors, socioeconomic status, and
family structure. Second, I ascertain whether the relationship between socioeconomic resources and the spatial proximity
to whites and Latinos varies by race, ethnicity, and documentation status. Specifically, I directly compare the size of the loca-
tional returns to socioeconomic status for blacks and all Latino groups. In all, I pay attention to group differences that have
not been emphasized in past work and point out the extent to which results support the various hypotheses previously
outlined.
4. Results

4.1. Bivariate analyses

In Table 1, I present means for all dependent and independent variables for each racial and ethnic group. Most of these
descriptive results have been highlighted in previous work and are therefore not surprising. However, since this study is the
first to examine issues of locational attainment for undocumented Latinos, those results are worth noting. Undocumented
Latinos live in communities that have the next to lowest concentration of whites and the lowest household median income.
Specifically, they live in communities that are almost 35% less white and where the median household income is roughly
$27,000 less than native-born whites. In addition, undocumented and foreign-born Latinos live in communities that are very
similar, suggesting that undocumented Latinos may be living in communities where they can find support and help from
peers, as suggested by Clark (2002).8 All told, bivariate analyses suggest that this group appears to reside at the bottom of
the locational attainment hierarchy in Los Angeles. It is also important to note that similar to national findings, blacks reside
near the bottom of the locational attainment hierarchy, depending on the measure of locational attainment used.

Bivariate findings also suggest that there indeed appears to be an ethnic and nativity status gradient with respect to loca-
tional attainment. However, this ethnic locational hierarchy depends on the measure of locational attainment examined. On
the one hand, if percent white is used as the measure of neighborhood quality, all Latinos live in neighborhoods that are less
white than blacks. On the other hand, if the median household income is used, all groups except foreign-born Latinos live in
neighborhoods that are wealthier communities than blacks. As such, although blacks tend to reside near the bottom of the
locational attainment hierarchy, their gross outcomes are roughly similar to native-born Latinos, but better than foreign-
born Latinos.

These results for Los Angeles contrast with past findings (Alba et al., 1994; Logan and Alba, 1993; South et al., 2008)
in two ways. First, foreign-born Latinos, including those who are undocumented, live in the poorest quality communities
timated preliminary models using standard OLS techniques with no cluster adjustment. I re-estimated those models, this time using FGLS estimation
ues. Results showed that parameter estimates across techniques were similar, but not identical. However, the level of statistical significance across the
varied, primarily because of differences in the standard errors. While most of the older literature relies on simpler OLS models, I have fairly strong

ical reasons for using FGLS models. As such, I prefer coefficients and standard errors that are estimated with those techniques.
ow-up analyses indicated that foreign-born documented Latinos and undocumented Latinos live in communities that have very similar percentages of
cs. The former group lives in neighborhoods that are on average 68.43% Hispanic, while the latter group lives in communities that are on average 67.28%
c.



Table 1
Means, Los Angeles adults. Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey, wave 1.

Variables Everyone NB NH
Whites

FB NH
Whites

FB Asians NB NH
blacks

NB Latinos FB Doc.
Latinos

Undoc.
Latinos

NB othersa FB others

Dependent variablesb

Percent White 31.41 48.75 53.80 30.80** 24.47** 19.46** 13.33** 13.98** 30.56** 28.28**

Median
Household
Income

46789.58 59829.11 52914.98* 47823.36 40686.14** 41148.72** 34922.65** 32427.91** 45296.35** 42647.45**

Family structure
No children .62 .73 .52** .54** .65 .65 .44** .53** .72 .48**

Children 0–
5 years

.16 .10 .13 .16 .15 .17 .22** .28** .12 .24

Children 6–
17 years

.22 .17 .35** .30* .20 .18 .34** .19 .16 .28

Married .51 .54 .65 .67 .30** .40** .58 .42** .47 .62

Socioeconomic status
Education

(years)
13.06 14.92 15.02 15.38 13.94** 12.82 9.10** 8.74** 14.82 14.26

Family income
(thousands)

52.17 79.26 69.58 54.92* 38.66** 38.59** 29.05** 17.66** 58.32 37.36**

Employed .67 .65 .69 .59 .61 .74 .67 .74 .70 .79
On public

assistance
.04 .03 .05 .004 .07 .04 .03 .03 .04 .11

Home is owned .48 .64 .48 .53 .41** .55 .41** .07** .53 .42

Demographic factors
Males .51 .52 .47 .46 .47 .49 .51 .62 .53 .43
Age 40.94 45.89 46.00 43.92 40.42** 33.49** 40.92** 29.04** 38.60** 41.17
Weighted

sample sizes
2513 845 101 223 226 246 404 264 123 81

P < .05; P < .01 (two-tailed tests for differences from native-born whites’ means).
* P < .05.

** P < .01.
a Contains sixteen (16) native-born Asians.
b Measures neighborhood quality of current neighborhood of residence.

1528 D.A. Cort / Social Science Research 40 (2011) 1521–1533
in Los Angles. Second, while past analyses show that whites have access to the best neighborhoods, followed by Latinos and
then native-born blacks, findings here suggest that at least preliminarily, blacks appear to be holding their own in Los
Angeles. Their initial access to quality neighborhoods consistently outpaces most types of Latinos, except those who are
native-born. As such, the preliminary evidence suggests that separating Latino groups by documentation status and exam-
ining patterns specifically for Los Angeles matters. Doing so is likely to lead to different conclusions than those reported in
past work concerning the ethnic hierarchy of access to high quality neighborhoods. In subsequent analyses, I confirm
whether differences between blacks and Latinos remain even after theoretically relevant controls are applied. It is also
the case that Native Blacks have much higher educational attainment than all three Latino groups. Although their family
incomes and rate of home ownership are similar to native born Latinos, they are less likely to be married.

4.2. Additive processes: access to desirable neighborhoods

Multivariate analyses are meant to determine whether these patterns remain in the face of control variables. I present
these results in Table 2. The table contains additive and multiplicative results and is divided by type of dependent variable.
For each dependent variable, the first model contains fully specified additive equations which are meant to ascertain the nat-
ure of net group differences in Los Angeles. The second set of models are meant to ascertain the differential effects of edu-
cation on the dependent variables, while the third set of models are meant to estimate the differential effects of family
income on the dependent variables. Importantly, the first set of models for each dependent variable, I report coefficients that
treat blacks, native-born Latinos, and foreign-born Latinos as the omitted categories.9

To begin, I examine, in the first set of models, net white-minority and intra-minority differences in the spatial proximity
to whites and the median household income in neighborhoods. Three theoretically important results are noteworthy. First,
significant differences between whites and minorities, between blacks and foreign-born Latinos, and between native-born
Latinos and foreign-born Latinos exist, even after theoretically relevant controls are applied. While significant attenuation
does occur relative to the gross differences described in Table 1, these results provide strong support for the tenets of place
stratification theory and hypothesis #2, implying that structural factors are still responsible for enduring patterns of segre-
gation in Los Angeles.
9 I do not report the coefficients for control variables from models containing these additional group contrasts because they do not change.



Table 2
Effect parameters for additive & non-additive feasible generalized least square regression equations of neighborhood quality.a

Independent variables Percent White
additive

Percent White education
interactions

Percent White income
interactions

Median HH income
additive

Median HH income education
interactions

Median HH income income
interactions

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Group statusb

FB NH Whites �1.63 1.78 25.99** 6.24 �5.09** 2.05 �6886.12** 1619.10 1819.97 5797.06 �9849.09** 1881.18
FB Asians �15.98** 1.27 4.24 5.57 �17.50** 1.47 �11728.33** 1162.38 104.86 6099.55 �13330.48** 1347.51
NB NH blacks �10.53** 1.15 �34.60** 6.49 �14.93** 1.61 �6346.04** 1046.25 �18027.24** 6026.76 �7497.84** 1474.68
NB Latinos �10.69** 1.15 .58 4.86 �12.69** 1.68 �6402.97** 1046.66 �936.53 4513.62 �7824.20** 1533.52
FB Doc. Latinos �19.53** 1.26 �.65 3.15 �19.76** 1.58 �13381.36** 1145.92 �3400.33 2918.80 �13176.45** 1437.17
Undoc. Latinos �19.38** 1.42 �.81 3.47 �19.09** 1.80 �12673.36** 1295.14 �4325.45 3216.32 �12018.99** 1646.99
NB othersc �9.46** 1.33 12.20 8.38 �9.62** 2.25 �712539** 1214.52 2521.04 7784.44 �7534.76** 1753.24
FB others �16.98** 1.77 .80 7.19 �16.95** 2.26 �12886.40** 1614.11 �6812.56 6680.93 �14459.95** 2065.70

Socioeconomic status
Education (Years) .76** .00 1.71** .18 .77** .09 438.69** 83.83 902.29** 163.39 446.81** 85.55
Income (Thousands) .02** .004 .02** .004 .01** .004 17.76** 4.01 16.83** 4.00 11.41** 4.57

Family structured

Children 0–5 years �.22 .88 �.50 .87 �.05 .89 �568.65 806.82 �732.69 805.89 �516.79 813.51
Children 6–17 years �1.76* .76 �1.98** .75 �1.62* .76 �1365.62* 693.97 �1512.98* 695.78 �1244.18 697.58

Interaction effects
FB NH Whites �1.91** .41 .05** .01 �607.29 378.75 45.87** 14.60
FB Asians �1.36** .42 .02 .01 �795.22* 393.32 28.48* 13.58
NB NH blacks 1.73** .44 .09** .03 838.24* 416.83 20.40 23.81
NB Latinos �.75* .45 .04 .03 �369.10 327.18 28.29 26.81
FB Doc. Latinos �1.48** .23 �.01 .03 �812.27** 216.36 �20.74 25.94
Undoc. Latinos �1.48** .28 �.05 .06 �644.42** 261.36 �61.43 57.45
NB others �1.50** .56 .002 .02 �675.93 520.38 5.29 21.42
FB others �1.22** .49 �.01 .04 �421.37 455.40 35.75 34.47
Intercept 30.93** 1.79 18.01** 2.29 31.27** 1.82 43452.38** 1629.11 37179.85** 2590.85 43685.55** 1668.87

Blacks as reference
NB Latinos �.16 1.38 �56.93 1262.04
FB Doc. Latinos �9.00** 1.49 �7035.32** 1359.16
Undoc. Latinos �8.85** 1.61 �6327.31** 1467.17

NB Latinos as reference
FB Doc. Latinos �8.84** 1.49 �6978.39** 1355.40
Undoc. Latinos �8.69** 1.61 �6270.38** 1461.33

FB Doc. Latinos as reference
Undoc. Latinos .15 1.15 708.00 1046.19
Sample size 2513 2513 2513 2513 2513 2513

* P < .05.
** P < .01.
a Models contain controls for sex, age, employment status, public assistance status, home ownership status, and marital status. Coefficients from these controls are largely non-significant and omitted to

preserve space in Table 2.
b Native-born non-Hispanic whites omitted.
c Contains a few native-born Asians.
d Those with no children omitted.
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Table 3
Explaining locational returns to family income and educational attainment.a

Groups Education categories Income percentile categories

Returns to
Education

9
Years

12
Years

16
Years

Change Returns to
Income

24
Ptile

50th
Ptile

75th
Ptile

Change

Percent White in neighborhood
NB NH Whites 1.71** 32.92 38.05 44.89 11.97 .01** 41.05 41.19 41.47 .42
FB NH Whites �.20** 41.72 41.12 40.32 �1.40 .06** 36.36 37.42 39.11 2.75
FB Asians .35** 24.92 25.97 27.37 2.45 .03 23.82 24.22 25.06 1.24
NB NH blacks 3.44** 13.89 24.21 37.97 24.08 .10** 27.32 28.64 31.45 4.13
NB Latinos .96** 26.75 29.63 33.47 6.72 .05 28.90 29.56 30.96 2.06
FB Doc.

Latinos
.23** 20.25 20.94 21.86 1.61 .00 21.16 21.16 21.16 .00

Undoc. Latinos .23** 18.79 19.48 20.40 1.61 �.04 21.30 20.77 19.65 �1.65

Median household income in neighborhood
NB NH Whites $902.29** $48,899 $51,606 $55,215 $6316 $11.41** $53,045 $53,195 $53,516 $471
FB NH Whites $295.00 $45,253 $46,138 $47,318 $2065 $47.28** $43,805 $44,562 $46,171 $2366
FB Asians $107.07** $41,847 $42,168 $42,596 $749 $39.89* $40,092 $40,620 $41,741 $1649
NB NH blacks $1740.53* $38,416 $43,637 $50,599 $12,182 $31.81 $45,818 $46,238 $47,132 $1314
NB Latinos $533.19 $44,640 $46,240 $48,373 $3733 $39.70 $45,596 $46,121 $47,237 $1641
FB Doc.

Latinos
$90.02** $44,988 $45,258 $45,619 $631 �$9.33 $39,593 $39,469 $39,207 �$386

Undoc. Latinos $257.87** $38,774 $39,547 $40,579 $1805 �$50.02 $40,210 $39,549 $38,143 �$2067

* P < .05.
** P < .01.
a Non-additive models used to calculate predicted outcomes.
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Second, foreign-born Latinos (including those who are undocumented) have the largest locational attainment disparities
with whites, living in communities that are on average 20% less white and $14,000 less wealthy. Statistically, these groups
live in communities that are virtually identical, suggesting that in Los Angeles, they are the ethnic groups that are most seg-
regated from whites. Third, the ethnic structure of locational attainment in Los Angeles appears to be quite different to the
one detected nationally. I find that not only do blacks reside in communities that are of similar quality to native-born Latinos,
but their locational attainment outcomes are significantly better than foreign-born Asians. For example, across both mea-
sures of locational attainment, blacks outperform foreign-born Latinos and Asians.10 This result suggests that while blacks
may lag behind most ethnic groups nationally, they appear to be more than holding their own in Los Angeles. The ethnic hier-
archical structure of locational attainment is such that native and foreign-born whites have access to the best neighborhoods,
followed by blacks and native-born Latinos, Asians, and foreign-born Latinos.

Collectively, these additive findings bring two pieces of new knowledge to the literature. First, the ethnic hierarchy in
locational attainment outcomes detected in past scholarship does not appear in Los Angeles. Blacks are no worse off than
native-born Latinos with regard to their access to the best quality neighborhoods, and are better off than foreign-born Asians
and Latinos. Second, while this finding may appear to be good news for blacks, it suggests foreign-born Latinos, are more
isolated from other ethnic groups In Los Angeles. The evidence suggests that they live in poor communities that are largely
poor and highly segregated. This finding raises serious questions about the degree to which these newcomers, especially the
undocumented, can associate with other ethnic groups and find pathways to socioeconomic incorporation.

4.3. Non-additive processes: access to desirable neighborhoods

Logan and Alba (1993) suggest that the locational returns to socioeconomic status are likely to vary by race and ethnicity.
Past work has demonstrated that whites are better able than minorities to leverage their socioeconomic resources to access
better quality neighborhoods. Moreover, Latinos are also better able than blacks to utilize their socioeconomic status to achieve
residence in desirable communities. However, we don’t know how undocumented Latinos fare in this regard, nor do we know if
blacks in Los Angeles lag behind all Latinos in utilizing their socioeconomic resources to access better communities.

To answer these questions, I estimate, for both dependent variables, models that include interaction terms between group
status and socioeconomic status and present them in two tables. Again, these models are shown in the second and third col-
umns of each panel in Table 2. Importantly, I present the parameter estimates from these non-additive models primarily to
determine the statistical significance of interaction effects. I directly compare the size of groups’ locational returns to socio-
economic status in Table 3. I calculate each group’s return to socioeconomic status (i.e. the actual effect of socioeconomic
status) by adding the main effect of socioeconomic status (i.e. family income or educational attainment) to the interaction
effect for each group. In addition, I calculate, for each group, the predicted outcome for theoretically meaningful categories of
family income and educational attainment (using the non-additive models for all calculations) and also calculate the differ-
10 Significance tests for black-Asian differences not shown but are available upon request.
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ence or change between extreme predicted values of each category of family income and educational attainment. Presented
in this way, these results help to understand the extent to which increases in educational and financial resources alter the
ethnic hierarchical pattern of locational attainment detected in additive models. For example, I wish to demonstrate whether
increases in these resources widen or diminish the gaps between whites and other groups, especially undocumented Latinos
or whether they magnify intra-ethnic disparities that were eliminated by theoretically relevant controls.

Three findings surface from the non-additive results presented in Table 2. First, results suggest that the differential effects
of educational attainment appear to be stronger than the differential effects of family income. Quite simply, educational
attainment is the resource that matters more for helping groups gain access to desirable communities. Consequentially,
many more statistically significant interaction effects for education are evident than interaction effects for family income.
Second, native-born whites appear to benefit universally from both types of socioeconomic resources (as reflected by the
‘‘main effects’’ for family income and completed education). For example, a one-year increase in educational attainment
is associated with a 1.71% increase in whites’ spatial proximity to their own ethnic group and a $1141 increase in the median
household income of the neighborhoods in which they live. Third, undocumented Latinos also appear to benefit from in-
creases in educational attainment. However, these effects are weak. For every year increase in the educational attainment
of undocumented Latinos, their spatial proximity to whites increases by .23% (1.71–1.48) and the median income of their
neighborhoods increases by $90 ($902.29–$812.27). As such, the returns to education for whites and undocumented Latinos
are both statistically significant, but education matters much more for whites than it does for undocumented Latinos, a find-
ing that supports the tenets of the ‘‘strong’’ version of the place stratification model.

While additive findings indicate significant intra-minority differences in locational attainment outcomes which alter the eth-
nic structure of locational attainment in Los Angeles, the evidence presented in Table 3 indicates that increases in socioeconomic
resources further alter this ethnic hierarchical pattern and the patterns detected in past work. In fact, results suggest that for the
most part, native-born blacks’ locational returns to socioeconomic status are stronger than every other ethnic group, including
native-born whites. In short, socioeconomic resources help blacks much more than they do for all other groups, but are unable
to completely erase black–white gaps. This finding provides support for the weak version of the place stratification model.

For example, blacks’ spatial proximity returns to education are almost ten times larger than Asians, four times larger than
foreign-born Latinos, three times larger than native-born Latinos, and twice as large as native-born whites. In addition,
blacks’ median household income returns to education are nineteen times larger than foreign-born documented Latinos, six-
teen times larger than Asians, seven times larger than undocumented Latinos, three times larger than native-born Latinos,
and again, twice as large as whites. Put differently, the black–white gap in spatial proximity to whites for poorly educated
blacks and whites is 19.03 percentage points, while it is 6.92% points for highly education blacks and whites. Similarly, the
gap in median household income for poorly educated blacks and whites is $10,483, while it is $4.616 for highly education
blacks and whites. These findings pertaining to black–white differences in the locational returns to education are similar to
those reported by other scholars, who find similar results for locational returns to household wealth, parental wealth, and
family income (Crowder et al., 2006; South et al., 2008).

These results are especially important in the context of past findings which report significant black disadvantages relative to
most other ethnic groups. While past work suggests that native-born blacks lag behind whites and Latinos in their ability to
access to desirable neighborhoods, results from Los Angeles are quite different. Because the effects of education are so much
stronger for blacks than other groups, highly educated blacks are able to outpace their foreign-born Latino and Asian counter-
parts in gaining access to desirable communities. As such, poorly educated blacks are near the bottom of the ethnic hierarchy of
locational attainment, falling sixth or seventh in line when both measures of locational attainment are examined. However,
blacks with 16 or more years of education are actually second or third in line in the ethnic hierarchy of locational attainment,
behind whites, but slightly ahead of native-born Latinos and significantly ahead of foreign-born Asians and Latinos.

Collectively, these non-additive findings update our understanding of the ethnic hierarchical pattern of access to advan-
taged neighborhoods, as it pertains to Los Angeles. While blacks appear to reside at the bottom of the ethnic hierarchical
structure of locational attainment nationally, undocumented Latinos replace blacks at the bottom in Los Angeles. Educated
blacks appear to be holding their own in the quest for access to quality neighborhoods in Los Angeles. Furthermore, they are
able to utilize their human capital resources to alter their placement in the locational hierarchy. As such, although blacks still
lag behind their white counterparts, educational attainment provides them a special benefit, allowing them to outpace many
of their Latino and Asian counterparts and close gaps between themselves and whites.
5. Discussion and conclusion

5.1. Discussion

The goals of this paper were twofold. First, I sought to bring documentation status into the fold of background factors that
scholars use as explanations of locational attainment outcomes. Indeed, past work has examined racial, ethnic, and docu-
mentation status differences in locational attainment outcomes, but no work to my knowledge has examined these pro-
cesses by race, ethnicity, nativity status, and documentation status. I argue that such an examination is important
because undocumented Latinos are a growing segment of the population. Moreover, locational attainment is a social process
intricately linked to status attainment. As such, determining how undocumented Latinos, an arguably vulnerable population,
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fare in this process is a worthwhile research endeavor. Second, I sought to determine whether the ethnic hierarchical pattern
of locational attainment detected in nationwide studies is replicated in Los Angeles, a city where place-specific factors could
well produce an alteration of the ethnic structure of locational attainment detected for the nation as a whole.

Bivariate results indicated that even though blacks, foreign-born documented Latinos, and undocumented Latinos under-
perform their white counterparts across both measures of locational attainment, controls for individual-level factors were
sufficient to rearrange the ethnic structure of locational attainment detected in past literature. Net of controls, blacks and
native-born Latinos reside in similar communities, while blacks reside in whiter and wealthier communities than all for-
eign-born Latinos and Asians. All told, my findings imply that in Los Angeles, undocumented Latinos replace blacks at the
bottom of the ethnic locational hierarchy. While scholars (Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2001; South et al., 2008) report that
white households live in the best neighborhoods, native-born blacks in the worst, and native and foreign-born households
in the middle, I find that blacks are equal to native-born Latinos and better off than foreign-born Latinos and Asians. They
appear to be holding their own in a housing market that is increasingly competitive, yet historically segregated. Therefore,
while the majority of the attention in the literature has been on black–white differences, evidence from Los Angeles suggests
that undocumented Latinos merit the attention of scholars and policy experts who wish to equalize access to the best types
of neighborhoods. Simply, they deserve just as much attention as native-born blacks have received in past scholarship.

While the additive results point to a residential landscape that still segregates whites from all other minorities, non-addi-
tive results imply that despite this segregation, native-born blacks in Los Angeles are in a strong position to utilize education
as a resource to escape segregated neighborhoods. Specifically, blacks’ locational returns to education are substantially
stronger than the locational returns to education for all other groups, a result that strongly supports the arguments put forth
by proponents of the weak version of the place stratification model (Logan and Alba, 1993). Highly educated blacks are there-
fore able to minimize net disparities with whites and are also able to acquire residences in better communities than their
foreign-born Latino and Asian counterparts. Thus, the evidence once again suggests that Latinos do not consistently do better
than native-born blacks in accessing high quality neighborhoods. Los Angeles blacks who have a college education have
opportunities to significantly narrow gaps with their more advantaged white counterparts.

5.2. Conclusions

Collectively, these results indicate that living in poor neighborhoods is a fate disproportionately borne by minorities. In-
deed, they are segregated into neighborhoods that are poorer and spatially further away from whites. As such, academics and
policy experts should be concerned because a growing body of work suggests that residing in neighborhoods lacking in re-
sources can compromise the assimilation prospects of minorities, especially new immigrants. However, the results provide
empirical support for spatial assimilation theory: native-born blacks and Latinos in Los Angeles who are able to obtain an
education place themselves in positions to escape the most segregated communities.

While my results are clear, I am only able to make educated guesses concerning the place-specific factors responsible for
Los Angeles blacks’ improved position relative to blacks in the nation on a whole. As I previously noted, Los Angeles contains
many neighborhoods that are not only ethnically diverse, but economically diverse. As such, blacks with higher than average
socioeconomic resources may be able to find neighborhoods that are less segregated than those found in the inner-city, and
contain many of the amenities they require for their children. These types of neighborhoods are likely more numerous in Los
Angeles than in the nation on a whole.

I also find that the returns to socioeconomic status for foreign-born documented and undocumented Latinos are virtually
identical. I suggested that this might happen because those who have the ability to allow access to higher quality commu-
nities (i.e. landlords) are unable to differentiate between the two groups. This explanation, in addition to the one posed for
blacks’ returns to socioeconomic status, are indeed plausible. However, I am only able to suggest that these mechanisms
might be at play, I am unable to prove that this is the case. I suggest that future research might push this line of thinking
further, by including measures of proposed these mechanisms in statistical models.

Importantly, my findings are able to show strong associations between ascribed characteristics and locational attainment
outcomes, they are unable to answer questions regarding the types of neighborhoods to which residents move. While there
may be racial, ethnic, nativity, and documentation status differences in the neighborhoods in which residents currently re-
side, unless I can address issues related to changes in neighborhood quality, my ability to identify causal connections be-
tween the variables is highly compromised. However, results serve as a precursor to that type of analysis. They are
important because they provide foundational results that can be verified as causal in future work.

Finally, I regard this article as a first step toward incorporating documentation status in models of locational and status
attainment. In addition to examining issues related to neighborhood mobility, future work ought to interrogate the idea that
documentation status is an ascribed factor, something that can change over time. With the release of Wave II of LA-FANS, not
only will there be possibilities of examining changes in neighborhood quality, but the data release will permit analysts to treat
documentation status as a factor that changes over time, adding valuable information and insight to the current literature.
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