TABLE 2-1

Trust and Social Ties in the United States: Social Capital Benchmark Survey

Dependent Variable Independent Variable tau-b / tau-c
Generalized trust Have black friend .015
Have Hispanic friend .037
Have Asian friend .072
Have white friend 122
Number friends different background .046
Trust own ethnic group Have black friend -.022
Have Hispanic friend -.017
Have Asian friend .045
Have white friend .044
Number friends different background .008
Trust blacks relative to own group Have black friend .094
Have Hispanic friend .042
Have Asian friend .054
Trust whites relative to own group Have Hispanic friend .085
Have Asian friend .066
Have white friend .073
Number friends different background .087
Trust Asians relative to own group Have black friend 11
Have Hispanic friend .077
Have Asian friend 133
Have white friend .102
Number friends different background .138
Trust Hispanics relative to own group Have black friend 112
Have Hispanic friend .120
Have Asian friend .105
Have white friend .044

Number friends different background 113



TABLE 2-2

Trust and Social Ties: UK, Canada, Sweden, Australia

Independent Variable Group tau-b / tau-c
UK Citizenship Survey 2007

Have friends of different ethnicity All .008
Whites .059
Non-whites .064
Black .051
African .050
South Asian 074
Muslim .037

Canada Equality Security Community Survey 2000 and 2002 (national sample)

Have friends of different ethnicity All .093
Anglophones .068
Quebecois .103

Sweden Ersta Skonal Survey 2009

Friends of different religion All .058
Swedish ethnicity .081
Other Nordics 113
European/North American ancestry .023
Minority .033
Identify as Swedish .073
Not identify as Swedish .016
Friends speak different language All .047
Swedish ethnicity .073
Other Nordics .004
European/North American ancestry .048
Minority .044
Identify as Swedish .060

Not identify as Swedish -.024



TABLE 2-2 (CONTINUED)

Australia Scanlon Foundation Survey 2007

Visit friends of different ethnic group

Host friends of different ethnic group

Visit friends of different religion

Host friends of different religion

All

Majority Respondents
Minorities

All

Majority Respondents
Minorities

All

Majority Respondents
Minorities

All

Majority Respondents

Minorities

.062
.075
.018
.062
072
.032
077
.082
.035
.065
.068
.049
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Segregation, Integration, and Contact




FIGURE 2-2
Diversity and Segregation
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FIGURE 2-3

Tust by Ethnic Segregation
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TABLE 2-3

Cross-National Model of Trust:
Segregation as an Instrument for Inequality

Model for Trust (Second Stage)

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t Ratio
Gini Index UNDP 2003 (instrumented) -.0Q9%HH* .002 -4.70
Proportion Protestant in Population 002 H* .001 3.93
(Former) Communist dummy - 123 %% .037 -3.30
Constant 27 HH AN .084 7.44

Model for Gini Index (Instrumental Variable Estimation)

Ethnic segregation 30.759%* 13.254 2.32
Ethnic tensions (ICRG) 3.045%* 991 3.07
Informal sector (World Economic Forum) 3.165%* 1.068 2.96
Nordic dummy -20.393**** 5.984 -3.41
Proportion Protestant in Population J132%* .069 1.93
(Former) Communist dummy -6.525%** 2.654 -2.46
Constant 12.317%* 6.099 2.02

*p <.10 ** p<.05 #** p< .01 **** p< 0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants) N =51

Equation R? S.E.E. F Statistic
Trust .601 .089 20.00
Gini Index (instrument) 571 7.227 9.77

Sargan test for overidentification of instruments: 4.582, p = .205



TABLE 2-4
Effects of Segregation and Diversity on Inequality for United States SMSAs

Model for Minority/White Income Level

Variable Coefficient Standard Error t ratio

Segregation - 436% Ak .041 -10.78
Diversity -.004 .015 -24
Percent minority high school degree .001** .0005 2.17
Percent minority homeowners L0Q2 %k .0004 4.36
Percent suburban SMSA 007 #** .0002 2.72
Percent minority English speakers L0071 %** .001 2.63
Constant 553k Ak .049 11.09

RMSE=.061 R’>=.473 N=323

*p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p<.0]1 #*** p<.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)

Model for LaFerrara Gini Index”

Variable Coefficient Standard Error t ratio

Segregation 0868 **** .014 6.22
Diversity .006 .005 1.03
Percent minority homeowners -.0004 .0002 =32
Percent suburban SMSA =00 FA* .0001 -7.02
Percent minority English speakers -.0004** .0002 -1.73
Constant Q4T AE* .019 23.01

RMSE =.061 R?=.473 N=323
*p <.10 ** p <.05 **F* p<.01 **** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)

" Percent minority high school degree dropped because of collinearity in this subsample.



FIGURE 2-4

Effects of Segregation and Diversity on Crime inUS SMSAs
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TABLE 2-5

The Effects of Segregation and Diversity on Well-Being in American Communities

Model for Segregation

Variable Coefficient Standard Error tratio
Segregation -2.270%* 1.188 -1.91
Percent minority high school degree L092% 3k 017 5.51
Percent incomes 150 percent and 4.505%#* 1.807 2.49
above poverty level

Average hourly wage .002%* .001 2.03
Constant 44 658H*H* 7.951 5.62

RMSE =1.103 R*=.460 N=113

*p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p < .01 #*** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)

Model for Diversity

Variable Coefficient Standard Error tratio
Diversity 495 494 1.00
Percent minority high school degree 1 Q5H ek 015 6.92
Percent incomes 150 percent and 4.322%* 1.871 231
above poverty level

Average hourly wage .001 .001 1.21
Constant 48.65] H*H* 8.2890 5.87

RMSE=1.116 R*=.447 N=113

*p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p < .01 #*** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)



FIGURE 2-5

Trust by No Aid to Preserve |dentity
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FIGURE 2-6

Trust and Ethnic Identity in the United States
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FIGURE 2-7

Trust and Ethnic Identity in Canada: Second Generation
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FIGURE 2-8

Trust and Ethnic Identity in Canada: Current Generation
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FIGURE 2-9

Trust by Source of Identity
LK Citizenship Survey 2007 by Ethnicity
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FIGURE 3-1

Trust and Friendship Mix by Race

US General Social Survey
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FIGURE 3-2

Segregation in American SMSAs
lceland Data for 325 Areas
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FIGURE 3-3

Probit Effects for Segregation, Diversity, and Social Networks in the US: Social Capital Benchmark Survey
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FIGURE 3-4

Probit Effects on Particularized Trust
Social Capital Benchmark Survey
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FIGURE 4-1

Trust and Friendship Mix by Race and Ethnicity

General Social Survey Canada 2008
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FIGURE 4-2

Organizational Membership Mix by Race and Ethnicity

General Social Survey Canada 2008
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FIGURE 4-3

Probit Effects for All, White, and Anglo Respondents for Trust and Segregation
General Social Survey 2008 Canada
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FIGURE 4-4

Probit Effects for Francophone, Euro pean. and SouthernEuropean Respondents for Trust and Segregation
General Social Survey 2008 Canada
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FIGURE 4-5

Probit Effects for Visible Minority, Asian, and Black Respondents for Trust and Segregation
General Social Survey 2008 Canada
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FIGURE 5-1

Trust and Mix with Friends of Different Background by Ethnicity
UK Citizenship Survey 2007
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FIGURE 5-2

Diversity of Population Within Walking Distance
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FIGURE 5-3

Probit Effects for Diverse Friendship Networks on Trust by Ethnic/Racial Group
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FIGURE 5-4

Prohbit Effects for Diverse Social Networks: Muslims
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FIGURE 6-1

Swedish Segregaton by Ethnicity and Identity
Ersta Skondal Social Capital Survey 2009

Segregation by Ethnicity

Swedish

Other Mordic

Europeans MAmMerican

Minonty

.00z 004
Weighted Segregation

e o

Segregation by |dentity

Mot [dentify Swedish

|dentifies Swedidh

00z 004
Weighted Segregation

&

Segregationin Diverse Commmunities by Bthnicity

Swedsh
Other Mordic
European/ MAmMerican

Iinarity

002 004
Weighted Segregation
Fawer than 20% Swedes inama

Segregationin Diverse Swedish Communities by |dentity

Mot [dentify Swedish

| dentifies Swedish

002 004
Weighted Segegation
Fawer than 20% Swedecinasa

& —



BECOm

FIGURE 6-2

Trust and Friendship Mix by Ethnicity and Identity

Ersta Skonal Social Capital Survey Sweden 2009
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GURE 6-3
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FIGURE 6-4
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8 Probit Effects for Truncated Mocdels for Diverse Cities
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Trust, Friendship Mix, and Segregation All Respondents

Scanlon Foundation Survey 2007
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FIGURE 6-6

Neighborhood Segregation, Diversity, and Inequality in Australia
Scanlon Foundation Survey 2007
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Probit Effects for Segregation, Diversity, and Trust Austrdia
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TABLE 7-1

Segregation, Diversity, and Volunteering Rates Across American Communities:

Instrumental Variable Estimation

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t Ratio
Segregation/Diversity Interaction - 282k % .081 -3.49
(Segregation) (-.200)*** (.067) (-2.97)
(Diversity) (-.125)** (.056) (-2.21)
Mean age of community -.010%*** .002 -5.78
Mean level of education in community 036%*** .009 3.93
Population/(100,000) -.005 .050 .01
Minority homeowner percentage -.002%* .001 -2.75
Overall home ownership percentage -.014%%* .004 -3.33
Constant 37 HE .109 5.84

RMSE =.378 R*=.378 N=145

*p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p < .01 #*** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)



TABLE 7-2

Segregation, Diversity, and Rates of Charitable Giving Across American Communities:

Instrumental Variable Estimation

Variable

Segregation/Diversity Interaction
(Segregation)

(Diversity)

Mean age of community

Mean level of education in community
Population

Minority homeowner percentage
Overall home ownership percentage
Percent Jews in community

Percent evangelicals in community

Constant

Coefficient Std. Error

-.023%* 011
(-.013)** (.008)
(-.005) (.005)
-.00] .000
002%%* 001
016%%* 005
.000 .000
-.000 .000
066%%* 026
028%* 004
550% 078

RMSE =.083 R*=.251 N=223

t Ratio
-2.20

(-1.82)

(-1.06)
-4.85
3.02
2.93
.96
-1.09
2.53
6.68
7.14

*p <.10 ** p <.05 *** p < .01 #*** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constants)



FIGURE 7-1

Percentages of Altruism in the U.S
Social Capital Benchmark Survey
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FIGURE 7-2

Probit Effects for Altruism: All Respondents

Social Capital Benchmark Survey
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FIGURE 7-3

Probit Effects for Voluntesring All Respondents
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FIGURE 7-4

Proait Effects for Charitalde Gving All Respondents
Social Capit @ Berchrrark Survey
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FIGURE 7-5

Prdat Effects for Vidunteering: Mainline Rrdtestants
Socid Capital Berchrrark Suvey
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FIGURE 7-6

Prahit Effects for Charitalde Giving Mainline Pratestants
Socidl Caital Berchrrark Survey
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FIGURE 7-7

Probit Effects for Vduntesring Evangglicals
Socid Capital Benchrrark Survey




FIGURE 7-8

Prabit Effects for Charitable Giving Evangglicals
Social Capit d Benchrark Survey
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FIGURE 7-9

Probit Effects for African-Americans on Altruism in the U.S
Social Capital Benchmark Survey
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FIGURE 7-10

Percentages of Altruism in the U. K.
UK Citizenship Survey 2007
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FIGURE 7-11

Probability Very Satisfied with Community by Ethnicity
Pew Race Survey 2010
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FIGURE 8-2

Racial Sterectype Bias Determinants by Ethnicity
Pew Race Survey 2010
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FIGURE 8-3
The Neighborhood Card (General Social Survey)
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FIGURE 8-4

General Social Survey 2000
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FIGURE 8-5

Effect of Segregation/Friendship Diversity on Trust in UK
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TABLE 9-1

Minority/White Income Ratio and Black-White Contact in Schools

Variable Coefficient Standard Error t ratio

Black-white contact in schools 0071** .0005 2.30
Segregation - 420 HA* .078 -5.37
Constant T66H A .036 21.54

RMSE =.089 R*=.292 N=321

*p <.10 ¥* p <.05 *** p <.01 **** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constant)

TABLE 9-2

Minority/White Income Ratio and African-American Isolation in Schools

Variable Coefficient Standard Error t ratio

African-American isolation in schools -.002%*H* .0003 -5.40
Segregation - 27 1A .073 -3.71
Constant .844 012 67.59

RMSE =.087 R*=.324 N=321

*p <.10 *¥* p <.05 *** p <.01 **** p <.0001 (all tests one tailed except for constant)



