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Summary

While the nation is projected to become a people-of-color majority by the year 

2044, Los Angeles reached that milestone in the 1980s. Since 1980, Los Angeles 

has experienced dramatic demographic growth and transformationıdriven, in 

part, by an influx of immigrants from Latin American and Asia. Today, 

demographic shiftsıincluding immigration trendsıhave slowed. 

Los Angelesĳ diversity is a major asset in the global economy, but inequities and 

disparities are holding the region back. Los Angeles is the seventh most unequal 

among the largest 150 metro regions. Since 1990, poverty and working poverty 

rates in the region have been consistently higher than the national averages. 

Racial and gender wage gaps persist in the labor market. Closing racial gaps in 

economic opportunity and outcomes will be key to the regionĳs future.

To build a more equitable Los Angeles, leaders in the private, public, nonprofit, 

and philanthropic sectors must commit to putting all residents on the path to 

economic security through equity-focused strategies and policies to grow good 

jobs, build capabilities, remove barriers, and expand opportunities for the people 

and places being left behind.
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an annual basis. The Atlas will be an ongoing 

resource for stakeholders seeking to develop 

collective strategy, support advocacy, and 

measure progress.

For the WeingartFoundation, advancing equity is 

both a moral and economic imperative. We are 

not alone in our commitment, and are encouraged 

by colleagues and peers who are leading a 

conversation to advance equity in philanthropy. In 

order to make further progress, we will need to 

bring together key stakeholders from all sectors, 

including community members and nonprofit 

leaders, government, philanthropy, the business 

sector, and labor.

As the demographics of the United States shift to 

look more like Southern California, we are 

increasingly a bellwether for the nation. Our 

values demand a total focus on equity, and this 

moment calls for action. Our shared future rests 

on our ability to work together to create a region 

of inclusion and opportunity. 

Fred Ali

President and CEO

WeingartFoundation 

Foreword by Fred Ali, WeingartFoundation

Southern California is a place practically built on 

hopes and dreams. For decades, our region has 

offered the promise of education, jobs, homes, 

and healthy lifestyles. People seeking opportunity 

have journeyed hereıfrom across the country 

and around the worldıhoping for a better future 

for their families. 

But many who saw Southern California as a place 

of opportunity have been disappointed. 

Throughout the region, people are struggling daily 

for the things some take for grantedısafe streets, 

good jobs, access to health care, affordable 

housing, and a quality education for our families.

In 2016, the WeingartFoundation announced a 

full commitment to equityıa long-term decision 

to base all of our policy and program decisions on 

achieving the goal to advance fairness, inclusion, 

and opportunity for all Southern Californiansı

especially those communities hit hardest by 

persistent poverty.

As part of this commitment, we understand that 

our strategies need to be guided byactionable 

data that can serve as a basis for dialogue about

the challenges and opportunities of creating

equity in Southern California and beyond. It is

precisely this type of dataıactionable and 

grounded in communitiesıthat has been the 

hallmark of work by both PolicyLink and the 

University of Southern Californiaĳs Program for 

Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE). 

The 2017 Equity Profile of the Los Angeles Regionı

prepared by PolicyLink and PEREıis an invaluable 

tool for the WeingartFoundation as we develop 

our grantmakingstrategies. The scope of the 

profile is comprehensive in terms of the indicators 

it examines, reflecting both our foundationĳs 

broad funding interests as well as the holistic 

framework the researchers have developed in 

order to fully assess true inclusion and equity. In 

addition, parts of the report specifically highlight 

three geographic areas of special interest to the 

Foundation: the South Los Angeles Transit 

Empowerment Zone (SLATE-Z), the Southeast Los 

Angeles County cities, and the community of 

Watts and Willowbrook. 

The report also represents the beginning of the 

Southern California Regional EquityAtlas, a joint 

project of PolicyLinkand PERE that will result in 

the publication of equity reports and analysis on 
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Overview

Across the country, regional planning 

organizations, local governments, community 

organizations and residents, funders, and 

policymakers are striving to put plans, 

policies, and programs in place that build 

healthier, more vibrant, more sustainable, and 

more equitable regions. 

Equityıensuring full inclusion of the entire 

regionĳs residents in the economic, social, and 

political life of the region, regardless of race, 

ethnicity, age, gender, neighborhood of 

residence, or other characteristicıis an 

essential element of the plans.

Knowing how a region stands in terms of 

equity is a critical first step in planning for 

greater equity. To assist communities with 

that process, PolicyLink and the Program for 

Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE) 

developed an equity indicators framework 

that communities can use to understand and 

track the state of equity in their regions. 

Introduction

This document presents an equity analysis of 

the Los Angeles region. It was developed to 

help the WeingartFoundation and other 

funders effectively address equity issues 

through its grantmaking for a more integrated 

and sustainable region. PolicyLink, PERE, and 

the WeingartFoundation also hope this will 

be a useful tool for advocacy groups, elected 

officials, planners, and others. 

The data in this profile are drawn largely from 

a regional equity database that includes data 

for the largest 150 regions in the United 

States. This database incorporates hundreds 

of data points from public and private data 

sources including the U.S. Census Bureau, the 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Behavioral 

Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), and 

Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. See the "Data 

and methods" section of this profile for a 

detailed list of data sources.
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Defining the region
Introduction

For the purposes of the equity profile and 

data analysis, the Los Angeles region is 

defined as Los Angeles County.

Unless otherwise noted, all data presented in 

the profile use this regional boundary. Some 

exceptions due to lack of data availability are 

noted beneath the relevant figures. 

Information on data sources and 

methodology can be found in the ĵData and 

methodsĶ section beginning on page 89.
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Why equity matters now
Introduction

Los Angeles has an opportunity to lead.

Los Angeles experienced demographic change 

and economic shocks before much of the rest 

of the nationıand it has emerged with a 

realization that leaving people and 

communities behind is a recipe for stress not 

success. Making progress on new 

commitments to inclusion can inform policy 

making in the rest of the nationĳs metros, 

many of which are playing catch-up to 

changes experienced here in the last few 

decades. 

1 Manuel Pastor and Chris Benner, Equity, Growth, and Community: What the 
Nation Can Learn from Americaĳs Metropolitan Regions (University of 
California Press, 2016); Randall Eberts, George Erickcek, and Jack Kleinhenz, 
ĵDashboard Indicators for the Northeast Ohio Economy: Prepared for the 
Fund for Our Economic FutureĶ (Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland: April 
2006), https://ideas.repec.org/p/fip/fedcwp/0605.html.

2   Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, Patrick Kline, and Emmanuel Saez, ĵWhere is 
the Land of Economic Opportunity? The Geography of Intergenerational 
Mobility in the U.S.Ķ 
http://obs.rc.fas.harvard.edu/chetty/website/v2/Geography%20Executive%
20Summary%20and%20Memo%20January%202014.pdf

3 Vivian Hunt, Dennis Layton, and Sara Prince, ĵDiversity Matters,Ķ (McKinsey 
& Company, 2014); Cedric Herring. ĵDoes Diversity Pay?: Race, Gender, and 
the Business Case for Diversity.Ķ American Sociological Review, 74, no. 2 
(2009): 208-22; Slater, Weigand and Zwirlein. ĵThe Business Case for 
Commitment to Diversity.Ķ Business Horizons 51 (2008): 201-209.

4    U.S. Census Bureau. ĵOwnership Characteristics of Classifiable U.S. 
Exporting Firms: 2007Ķ Survey of Business Owners Special Report, June 
2012, http://www.census.gov/econ/sbo/export07/index.html. 

The face of America is changing. 

Our countryĳs population is rapidly 

diversifying. Already, more than half of all 

babies born in the United States are people of 

color. By 2030, the majority of young workers 

will be people of color. And by 2044, the 

United States will be a majority people-of-

color nation.

Yet racial and income inequality is high and 

persistent.

Over the past several decades, long-standing 

inequities in income, wealth, health, and 

opportunity have reached unprecedented 

levels. And while most have been affected by 

growing inequality, communities of color have 

felt the greatest pains as the economy has 

shifted and stagnated.

Strong communities of color are necessary 

for the nationĳs economic growth and 

prosperity. 

Equity is an economic imperative as well as a 

moral one. Research shows that equity and 

diversity are win-win propositions for nations, 

regions, communities, and firms. For example:

ÅMore equitable nations and regions 

experience stronger, more sustained 

growth.1

ÅRegions with less segregation (by race and 

income) and lower income inequality have 

more upward mobility.2

ÅCompanies with a diverse workforce achieve 

a better bottom line.3

ÅA diverse population better connects to 

global markets.4

The way forward is an equity-driven 

growth model. 

To secure Americaĳs prosperity, the nation 

must implement a new economic model 

based on equity, fairness, and opportunity. 

Metropolitan regions are where this new 

growth model will be created.

Regions are the key competitive unit in the 

global economy. Metros are also where 

strategies are being incubated that foster 

equitable growth: growing good jobs and new 

businesses while ensuring that allıincluding 

low-income people and people of colorıcan 

fully participate and prosper.
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Regions are equitable when all residentsıregardless of their 

race/ethnicity and nativity, gender, or neighborhood of 

residenceıare fully able to participate in the regionĳs economic 

vitality, contribute to the regionĳs readiness for the future, and 

connect to the regionĳs assets and resources. 

What is an equitable region?

Strong, equitable regions:

ÅPossess economic vitality , providing high-

quality jobs to their residents and producing 

new ideas, products, businesses, and 

economic activity so the region remains 

sustainable and competitive. 

ÅAre ready for the future , with a skilled, 

ready workforce, and a healthy population.

ÅAre places of connection, where residents 

can access the essential ingredients to live 

healthy and productive lives in their own 

neighborhoods, reach opportunities located 

throughout the region (and beyond) via 

transportation or technology, participate in 

political processes, and interact with other 

diverse residents. 

Introduction
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Equity indicators framework

Demographics: 

Who lives in the region and how is this 

changing?

ÅRacial/ethnic diversity

ÅDemographic change

ÅPopulation growth

ÅRacial generation gap

Economic vitality:

How is the region doing on measures of 

economic growth and well being?

ÅIs the region producing good jobs?

ÅCan all residents access good jobs?

ÅIs growth widely shared?

ÅDo all residents have enough income to 

sustain their families?

ÅIs race/ethnicity/nativity a barrier to 

economic success?

ÅWhat are the strongest industries and 

occupations?

Introduction

Readiness: 

How prepared are the regionĳs residents for the 21st

century economy?

ÅDoes the workforce have the skills for the jobs of 

the future?

ÅAre all youth ready to enter the workforce?

ÅAre residents healthy?

ÅAre racial gaps in education and health 

decreasing?

Connectedness: 

Are the regionĳs residents and neighborhoods 

connected to one another and to the regionĳs assets 

and opportunities?

ÅDo residents have transportation choices?

ÅCan residents access jobs and opportunities 

located throughout the region?

ÅCan all residents access affordable, quality, 

convenient housing?

ÅDo neighborhoods reflect the regionĳs diversity? Is 

segregation decreasing?

ÅCan all residents access healthy food?

The indicators in this profile are presented in five sections. The first section describes the 

regionĳs demographics. The next three sections present indicators of the regionĳs economic 

vitality, readiness, and connectedness. The fifth section highlights three neighborhoods that are 

priorities for Weingart. Below are the questions answered within each of the five sections. 

Neighborhoods: 

Are the residents of Southeast Los 

Angeles County, Watts and Willowbrook, 

and the South Los Angeles Transit 

Empowerment Zone (SLATE-Z) prepared 

for and connected to the regionĳs 

opportunities?

ÅHow are demographics changing?

ÅHow are residents doing on measures of 

economic opportunity and readiness?

ÅAre residents connected to 

opportunities?
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Demographics
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Highlights

ÅLos Angeles County is the ninth most 

diverse region.

ÅThe region has experienced dramatic growth 

and change over the past several decades, 

with the share of people of color increasing 

from 47 percent to 73 percent since 1980.

ÅPeople of color will continue to drive growth 

and change in the region, but the pace of 

racial/ethnic change will be slower for the 

nation overall.

ÅThere is a large racial generation gap 

between the regionĳs White senior 

population and its diverse youth population, 

but Los Angeles is one of the few regions 

where this gap is on the decline.

ÅThere is growing diversity in the suburbs 

with the people-of-color population 

increasing most rapidly in the San Gabriel 

and San Fernando Valleys, as well as other 

inner-ring suburbs in the county.

People of color:

Demographics

Diversity rank 
(out of largest 150 regions):

73%

#9

Who lives in the region and how is this changing?

The year by which Latinos 
will become a demographic 
majority:

2020
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White, U.S.-born
White, immigrant
Black, U.S.-born
Black, immigrant
Latino, U.S.-born
Latino, immigrant
Asian or Pacific Islander, U.S.-born
Asian or Pacific Islander, immigrant
Native American
Mixed/other

The people-of-color population is predominately Mexican 

and the area has a diverse Asian population

One of the most diverse regions

Seventy-three percent of residents in Los 

Angeles County are people of color. Latinos 

(48 percent) are the single largest group 

followed by non-Hispanic Whites (27 percent) 

and Asians (14 percent).

The Latino population is predominately of 

Mexican ancestry (65 percent) with the 

second largest group being of Salvadoran 

ancestry (7 percent). 

The Asian American and Pacific Islander 

population is diverse with Chinese/Taiwanese 

(26 percent), Filipino (20 percent), and Korean 

(15 percent) being the largest ethnic groups. 

Los Angeles is majority people of color

Demographics

1. Race/Ethnicity and Nativity , 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

2. Latino and API Populations by Ancestry, 2014

Asian or Pacific Islander (API)

Ancestry Population % Immigrant

Chinese 363,812 71%

Filipino 286,694 70%

Korean 208,971 74%

Japanese 98,189 35%

Vietnamese 85,344 68%

Indian 67,972 76%

All other Asians 289,924 63%

Total 1,400,906 67%

Latino

Ancestry Population % Immigrant

Mexican 3,125,469 39%

Salvadoran 356,970 62%

Guatemalan 230,138 64%

Honduran 45,698 64%

Nicaraguan 34,089 69%

Peruvian 30,207 67%

Puerto Rican 28,716 0%

Cuban 28,433 48%

All other Latinos 919,652 34%

Total 4,799,372 42%
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Vallejo-Fairfield, CA: #1 (1.45)

Los Angeles County: #9 
(1.29)

Portland-South Portland-
Biddeford, ME: #150 (0.36)

One of the most diverse regions

Los Angeles County is the nationĳs ninth most 

diverse metropolitan region out of the largest 

150 regions. Los Angeles has a diversity score 

of 1.29; only a handful of regions throughout 

the country are more diverse.

The diversity score is a measure of 

racial/ethnic diversity a given area. It 

measures the representation of the six major 

racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Latino, 

API, Native American, and other/mixed race) 

in the population. The maximum possible 

diversity score (1.79) would occur if each 

group were evenly represented in the 

regionıthat is, if each group accounted for 

one-sixth of the total population. 

Note that the diversity score describes the 

region as a whole and does not measure racial 

segregation, or the extent to which different 

racial/ethnic groups live in different 

neighborhoods. Segregation measures can be 

found on pages 68-69.

Los Angeles is the ninth most diverse region

Demographics

3. Diversity Score in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

(continued)
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Dramatic growth and change over the past several decades

Los Angeles County has experienced 

significant population growth since 1980,

growing from 7.5 million to 10.0 million 

residents. 

In the same time period, it has become a 

majority people-of-color region, increasing 

from 47 percent people of color to 73 percent 

people of color.

People of color have driven the regionĳs 

growth over the past three decades, 

contributing all net population growth, while 

the White population has experienced a net 

decrease in each decade.

The population has rapidly diversified

Demographics

4. Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

People of color have driven the regionĳs growth since 1980

5. Composition of Net Population Growth by Decade, 

1980 to 2014
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-1%
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22%
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-8%

Mixed/other

Native American

Asian or Pacific Islander

Latino

Black

White

-93,564

665,104

Latinos and Asians are leading the regionĳs growth

Since 2000, Los Angelesĳ Latino population 

has grown by 13 percent adding 571,540 

residents. In the same period, the Asian 

population has grown by 22 percent, adding 

another 246,139 residents. The regionĳs 

Native American, African American, and non-

Hispanic White populations have all 

decreased.

Immigration has been a driver in the growth 

of the Asian population: 58 percent of the 

growth in the Asian population between 2000 

and 2014 was from foreign-born APIs. The 

growth in the Latino population has been due 

to U.S.-born Latinos. There has been a net loss 

in the number of foreign-born Latinos in the 

county.

The Latino and Asian populations experienced the most 

growth in the past decade, while the Native American 

population experienced the largest decline

Demographics

6. Growth Rates of Major Racial/Ethnic Groups, 

2000 to 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Latino population growth was solely due to an increase in 

U.S.-born Latinos, while immigration spurred over half the 

growth in the Asian population

7. Net Change in Latino and API Population by Nativity, 

2000 to 2014

38%

62%

Foreign-born Latino

U.S.-born Latino

64%

36%

Foreign-born API

U.S.-born API
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Los Angeles

8%
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27%

11%

Orange

Los Angeles

People of Color

Total population

People of color are driving growth throughout the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area
Both Los Angeles and Orange Countiesıthe 

two counties that form the Los Angeles 

Metropolitan Statistical Areaıexperienced 

population growth over the past decade, and 

in both counties, the people-of-color 

population grew at a faster rate than the 

population as a whole.

While the population of color in Los Angeles 

County grew at double the rate of the 

population overall, it grew at more than triple 

the rate of the overall population in Orange 

County. 

The people-of-color population is growing faster than the overall population in both Los Angeles and Orange counties

Demographics

8. Percent Change in Population by County, 2000 to 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Decline or no population growth

Less than 14% increase

14% to 31% increase

31% to 67% increase

67% increase or more

Demographic change varies by neighborhood

Mapping the growth in people of color by 

census block group illustrates variation in 

growth and decline in communities of color 

throughout the region. The map highlights 

how the population of color has declined or 

experienced no growth in many 

neighborhoods in the core of downtown Los 

Angeles, South Los Angeles, and Northeast 

Los Angeles. 

Areas highlighted in the map including the 

South Los Angeles Transit Empowerment 

Zone (SLATE-Z) area, the Southeast Los 

Angeles County cities, and the community of 

Watts and Willowbrookall include 

neighborhoods in which the people-of-color 

population has declined or grown very slowly 

over the last decade. 

The largest increases in the people-of-color 

population are found in the far-flung outer 

suburbs of Lancaster, Palmdale, and Santa 

Clarita, as well in the less remote suburbs of 

the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valleys, 

along with other inner-ring suburbs of the 

county as well.

Significant variation in growth and decline in communities of color by neighborhood

Demographics

9. Percent Change in People of Color by Census Block Group, 2000 to 2014 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, GeoLytics, Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMapcontributors, and the GIS user community. 

Note: One should keep in mind when viewing this map and others that display a share or rate that while there is wide variation in the size (land area) of the census 

block groups in the region, each has a roughly similar number of people. Thus, a large block group on the regionĳs periphery likely contains a similar number of 

people as a seemingly tiny one in the urban core, so care should be taken not to assign an unwarranted amount of attention to large block groups just because they 

are large. Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Suburban areas are becoming more diverse

Diversity is spreading outwards

Demographics

10. Racial/Ethnic Composition by Census Block Group, 1990 and 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, GeoLytics, Inc.; TomTom, ESRI, HERE, DeLorme, MaymyIndia, © OpenStreetMapcontributors, and the GIS user community. 

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Since 1990, the regionĳs population has 

grown by over one million residents. This 

growth can be seen throughout the region, 

but is most notable in the outer suburbs of 

Lancaster, Palmdale, and Santa Clarita, as well 

in the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valleys. 

The Latino and API populations have been the 

fastest growing groups in the region overall, 

and their increasing numbers are seen in 

many parts of the region. Strong increases in 

the Latino population are seen virtually 

throughout the whole region with the 

exception of coastal cities such as Santa 

Monica and Redondo Beach, as well as the 

western portion of South Los Angeles in 

places that are still largely African American 

such as the City of Inglewood, and the 

Baldwin Hills and View Park-Windsor Hills 

areas. The API population has increased most 

noticeably in the San Gabriel Valley as well as 

in the southeast portion of the County near 

Anaheim, including the suburban cities of 

Lakewood and Cerritos.
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At the forefront of the nationĳs demographic shift

Los Angeles County has long been more 

diverse than the nation as a whole. While the 

country is projected to become majority 

people of color by the year 2044, Los Angeles 

passed this milestone in the 1980s. By 2050, 

81 percent of the regionĳs residents are 

projected to be people of color. This would 

rank the region 11th among the 150 largest 

metros in terms of the percentage people of 

color.

Looking forward, the region is projected to 

change demographically at a much slower 

pace than the nation overall.

The share of people of color is projected to increase through 2050

Demographics

11. Racial/Ethnic Composition, 1980 to 2050

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
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A shrinking racial generation gap

Youth are leading the demographic shift 

occurring in the region. Today, 83 percent of 

the Los Angeles Countyĳs youth (under age 

18) are people of color, compared with 56 

percent of the regionĳs seniors (over age 64). 

This 27 percentage point difference between 

the share of people of color among young and 

old can be measured as the racial generation 

gap, and has actually declined since 1980

while it has grown sharply in most other parts 

of the nation. This reflects the fact that Los 

Angeles experienced rapid racial/ethnic 

change much earlier than much of the 

country. 

Examining median age by race/ethnicity 

reveals how the regionĳs fast-growing Latino 

population is much more youthful than its 

White population. The median age of the 

Latino population is 29, which is 16 years 

younger than the median age of 45 for the 

White population. The regionĳs other/mixed 

race population is also younger than average. 

The racial generation gap between youth and seniors has 

declined since 1980

Demographics

12. Percent People of Color (POC) by Age Group, 

1980 to 2014

The regionĳs people of mixed racial backgrounds and 

Latinos are much younger than other groups

13. Median Age by Race/Ethnicity, 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. 

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Naples-Marco Island, FL: #1 (49%)

Los Angeles County: #52 (27%)

Honolulu, HI: #150 (6%)

A shrinking racial generation gap

Los Angeles Countyĳs 27 percentage point 

racial generation gap is similar to the national 

average (26 percentage points), ranking the 

region 52nd among the largest 150 regions on 

this measure. 

Los Angeles County has an average racial generation gap

Demographics

14. The Racial Generation Gap in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

(continued)
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Economic vitality
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Decline in wages for 
workers at the 10th

percentile since 1979:

-25%

Highlights

ÅLos Angeles Countyĳs economy was hit by 

the downturn of the early 1990s and job 

growth and economic output has lagged the 

national average since then. 

ÅIncome inequality has sharply increased. It 

is driven, in part, by a widening gap in 

wages. Since 1979, the highest-paid workers 

have seen their wages increase significantly, 

while wages for the lowest-paid workers 

have declined.

ÅSince 1990, poverty and working poverty 

rates in the region have been consistently 

higher than the national averages. Latinos 

and African Americans are far more likely to 

be in poverty or working poor than Whites.

ÅAlthough education can be a leveler, racial 

and gender gaps persist in the labor market. 

At every level of educational attainment, 

there are racial and gender wage gaps.

Economic vitality

Income inequality rank 

(out of largest 150 regions):

#7

Wage gap between college-
educated Whites and 
people of color:

$6/hr

How is the region doing on measures of economic growth and well being?
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Weak long-term economic growth

Measures of economic growth include 

increases in jobs and increases in gross 

regional product (GRP), the value of all goods 

and services produced within the region. 

By these measures, economic growth in Los 

Angeles County kept pace with and surpassed 

the national average in the 1980s. The 

downturn of the early 1990s hit the region 

more drastically  than the nation as a whole 

and since then economic growth in Los 

Angeles County has lagged the national 

average. 

From 1979 to 2014, the number of jobs 

increased by 64 percent in the U.S. and by 

only 42 percent in Los Angeles County. Over 

the same period, real GRP has increased by 93 

percent in the U.S. and by only 62 percent in 

Los Angeles County. 

Job growth has fallen behind the national average since 

the early 1990s

Economic vitality

15. Cumulative Job Growth, 1979 to 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Gross regional product (GRP) growth has fallen behind the 

national average since the early 1990s

16. Cumulative Growth in Real GRP, 1979 to 2014
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Economic decline through the downturn

Since the 1990s, the unemployment rate in 

Los Angeles County has been consistently 

higher than the national average. During the 

2006 to 2010 economic downturn, 

unemployment increased more sharply than 

the national average. Since then, 

unemployment rates have fallen to 6.7 

percent in Los Angeles County and 5.3 

percent nationally in 2015.

Unemployment has surpassed the national average

Economic vitality

17. Unemployment Rate, 1990 to 2015

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Universe includes the civilian noninstitutional population ages 16 and older.
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Job growth is not keeping up with population growth 

While overall job growth is essential, the real 

question is whether jobs are growing at a fast 

enough pace to keep up with population 

growth. Since 1979, job growth in Los 

Angeles County has not kept up with 

population growth and has lagged the 

national average. The number of jobs per 

person in Los Angeles County has increased 

by only 4 percent since 1979 as compared to 

an increase of 16 percent for the nation 

overall. 

Job growth relative to population growth has been lower than the national average since 1979

Economic vitality

18. Cumulative Growth in Jobs-to-Population Ratio, 1979 to 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Unemployment higher for people of color

Another key question is who is getting the 

regionĳs jobs? Examining unemployment by 

race over the past two decades, we find that, 

despite some progress, racial employment 

gaps persist in Los Angeles County. Blacks and 

Native Americans have the lowest labor force 

participation rates as well as the highest 

unemployment rates. Since 1990, all racial 

groups have experienced higher 

unemployment. 

African Americans and Native Americans participate in 

the labor market at lower rates

Economic vitality

19. Labor Force Participation Rate by Race/Ethnicity, 

1990 and 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian 

noninstitutional population ages 25 through 64. 

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes the civilian 

noninstitutional population ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Most communities of color have higher unemployment 

rates than Whites

20. Unemployment Rate by Race/Ethnicity, 

1990 and 2014
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Increasing income inequality

Household income inequality has increased in 

Los Angeles County over the past 30 years. 

The sharpest increase occurred in the 1990s. 

It has since leveled off but still remains higher 

than for the nation as a whole. 

Inequality here is measured by the Gini 

coefficient, which is the most commonly used 

measure of inequality. The Gini coefficient 

measures the extent to which the income 

distribution deviates from perfect equality, 

meaning that every household has the same 

income. The value of the Gini coefficient 

ranges from zero (perfect equality) to one 

(complete inequality, one household has all of 

the income). 

In Los Angeles County, the Gini coefficient 

was 0.41 in 1979 and rose to 0.50 by 2014. 

Household income inequality has increased steadily since 1979

Economic vitality

21. Gini Coefficient, 1979 to 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT: #1 
(0.54)

Los Angeles County: #7 (0.50)

Ogden-Clearfield, UT: 
#150 (0.40)

Increasing income inequality

In 1979, Los Angeles County ranked 19th out 

of the largest 150 regions in terms of income 

inequality. Today, it ranks 7th between New 

Orleans, LA (6th) and McAllen, TX (8th). 

Compared with other metro regions in 

California, the level of inequality in Los 

Angeles County (0.50) is higher than the Bay 

Area (.48), San Diego (0.47), and San Jose 

(0.46). 

Los Angelesĳ inequality rank is 7th compared with other regions

Economic vitality

22. Gini Coefficient in 2014: Largest 150 Metros Ranked

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).

Note: Data represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

(continued)

Higher ă Income Inequality Ą Lower  
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Declining wages for low-wage workers

A widening gap in wages is one of the drivers 

of rising income inequality. After adjusting for 

inflation, wage growth for top earners in Los 

Angeles has increased by 13 percent between 

1979 and 2014. During the same period, 

wages for the lowest earners fell by 25 

percent. Wages for lower-wage workers in Los 

Angeles fell at a greater rate than their 

counterparts in the nation overall.  

Wages grew only for higher-wage workers and fell for middle- and low-wage workers

Economic vitality

23. Real Earned Income Growth for Full-Time Wage and Salary Workers Ages 25-64, 1979 to 2014

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian noninstitutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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Uneven wage growth by race/ethnicity

Wage growth for full-time wage and salary 

workers has been uneven across racial/ethnic 

groups between 2000 and 2014. African 

American and Latino workers not only earn 

the lowest median hourly wages but their 

wages have declined.

Median hourly wages for Blacks and Latinos have declined since 2000

Economic vitality

24. Median Hourly Wage by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 and 2014 (all figures in 2010 dollars) 

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes civilian noninstitutional full-time wage and salary workers ages 25 through 64.

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.
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A shrinking middle class

The share of middle-class households declined since 1979 

Economic vitality

25. Households by Income Level, 1979 and 2014 (all figures in 2010 dollars)

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Universe includes all households (no group quarters).

Note: Data for 2014 represent a 2010 through 2014 average.

Los Angeles Countyĳs middle class is 

shrinking: Since 1979, the share of 

households with middle-class incomes 

decreased from 40 to 37 percent. The share of 

upper-income households also declined, from 

30 to 26 percent, while the share of lower-

income households grew from 30 to 37 

percent. Most of the decline in middle-income 

households occurred between 1989 and 

1999, with a slower pace of decline during the 

2000s.

In this analysis, middle-income households 

are defined as having incomes in the middle 

40 percent of household income distribution. 

In 1979, those household incomes ranged 

from $31,267 to $78,122. To assess change in 

the middle-class and the other income ranges, 

we calculated what the income range would 

be today if incomes had increased at the same 

rate as average household income growth. 

Todayĳs middle class incomes would be 

$36,321 to $90,750, and 37 percent of 

households fall in that income range. 




