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ABSTRACT 

 

Living in the suburbs is thought to provide access to higher-quality schools, 

better housing and reduced crime rates.  For these reasons, public interventions have 

promoted suburban living through a variety of subsidies at every level of 

government.  At the same time, barriers to minority groups’ access to the suburbs 

have weakened as Civil Rights legislation and court decisions have decreased 

discrimination in housing markets. 

As the suburbs grow increasingly diverse, it is important to consider whether 

suburban living truly confers benefits, and whether all households share these 

benefits equally.  If conventional notions of the suburbs - that they are areas of 

opportunity and moving to them represents assimilation with the majority culture - 

are true, these neighborhoods should not only be of better quality, but gaps in 

neighborhood quality between minority and white households should attenuate there 

as compared to cities.   
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This paper examines whether this is the case by evaluating racial and ethnic 

differences in neighborhood conditions for residents of cities and suburbs.  Using 

data from the 2005 panel of the American Housing Survey (AHS), I examine 

neighborhood conditions across two measures, neighborhood crime and odor 

pollution, and find evidence contrary to expectations about the benefits of suburban 

living.   

Specifically, I find that black households are disadvantaged relative to whites 

in terms of both of my indicators of neighborhood quality in cities after controlling 

for available social, economic and life-cycle characteristics. Moreover, this 

disadvantage persists in suburbs.  While Hispanic households are equally as likely as 

whites to experience odor pollution in both urban and suburban locations and crime 

problems in cities, they are actually more likely than whites to experience crime 

problems in suburbs.  Lastly, Asian households represent an important exception to 

the pattern of minority disadvantage, as these households are either equally as likely 

or less likely to experience problems in both residential locations. 

Finally, while the relative position of these minority households compared to 

whites does not improve in the suburbs, it is important to note that in absolute terms, 

households of all races and ethnicities experience more neighborhood problems in 

cities than in suburbs. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

Suburban residence plays a central role in narratives about the “American 

Dream.”  Conceptions of the suburbs invoke notions of higher-quality schools, better 

housing and reduced crime rates.  The suburbs also provide better access to jobs, with 

suburban job growth fast outpacing city-center job growth in most metropolitan areas 

(Hill and Brennan 1999).  The larger stock of single-family homes in the suburbs is 

also important, as detached homes with private yards are perceived to be the most 

favorable environment for family life.  For these reasons, moving out of the city and 

into the suburbs is thought to be an important step for many Americans. 

Because of positive notions about homeownership and suburban living, public 

policy has played a strong role in promoting ownership, particularly in the suburbs.  

The mortgage interest tax deduction, valued at nearly $65 billion in 2006 (Dietz 2006), 

encourages individuals to buy more expensive houses on bigger tracts of land by 

lowering the cost of housing relative to other goods.  Because suburban communities 

are better able to supply large lots containing large houses, the deduction has 

magnified trends in metropolitan decentralization for those who can afford it (Voith 

1999). 

Infrastructure policies of local governments likewise promote suburban living 

by subsidizing the cost of new construction on undeveloped land outside the urban 
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core.  Though land use policies vary greatly by city and region, several studies using 

local data have found that developers do not pay the full cost of providing supportive 

infrastructure such as roads, sewer and water hook-ups, police, fire and sanitary 

services and drainage (Knapp and Talen 2003; Bullard, Johnson and Torres 2000; 

Coyne and Imus 2003). 

These policies have been quite successful in promoting homeownership and 

movement out of cities.  Indeed, the rate of population growth for suburbs was twice 

that of central cities between 1990 and 2000 (Katz 2006).  At the same time, the 

suburbs have also grown increasingly diverse, going from 85 percent white in 1990 to 

81 percent white in 2000 (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004).   

Research is unclear, however, about whether the minorities who have moved to 

the suburbs in increasing numbers have access to the same good schools and housing 

and safe neighborhoods as whites.  Proponents of the spatial assimilation model 

contend that minorities will have equivalent access to these amenities and that any 

persisting differences in neighborhood conditions by race or ethnicity are simply a 

function of socioeconomic resources, acculturation and life-cycle factors.  According 

to this perspective, as minorities come to more closely resemble whites along these 

dimensions, they will move into better quality settings which will be, more often than 

not, located in the suburbs.  As a result, the spatial assimilation theorists suggest that 
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suburban minority households will be more assimilated with majority group members, 

will be less segregated and will have more formal and informal contact with whites 

than similar minority households in cities (Alba and Logan 1991; Massey 1985).  

Because of this increased intermingling in the suburbs, race and ethnicity are 

hypothesized to become less salient predictors of neighborhood outcomes and gaps 

between minority and white households should diminish in the suburbs relative to 

cities (Alba and Logan 1993). 

Some research has supported this theory, at least in part.  Alba, Logan and 

Leung (1996), for instance, found that for black households, several measures of 

socioeconomic status were positively associated with living in more racially integrated 

neighborhoods in the suburbs.  Other studies have shown that minorities in the suburbs 

are not only more likely than minorities in cities to live in neighborhoods with a higher 

concentration of whites, but also live in neighborhoods with higher median incomes 

(Alba et al. 1999; Logan et al. 1996).   

However, while minorities in suburbs fare better than minorities in cities, 

research has not substantiated that minority disadvantages relative to whites are 

necessarily diminished in the suburbs (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004; Alba, Logan 

and Stults 2000).  In light of these persistent disadvantages, an alternate perspective, 

known as the place stratification theory, emerged.  Its proponents argue that majority-
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group members may be using their status to prevent minorities from accessing the best 

neighborhoods.  This may occur uniformly both in cities and suburbs or may be 

exacerbated in a particular residential setting (Alba, Logan and Stults 2000; Friedman 

and Rosenbaum 2004).   

The strongest evidence in support of place stratification theory comes from an 

examination of black Americans.  Though studies have demonstrated that blacks in the 

suburbs generally enjoy better neighborhood conditions than blacks in cities, research 

has shown that blacks are disadvantaged relative to whites regardless of location, even 

after controlling for socioeconomic characteristics (Alba, Logan and Stults 2000; 

Adelman 2004; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004).   

For Hispanics, research has generated conflicting results.  Available evidence 

demonstrates that many obstacles remain for Hispanics in finding and purchasing a 

home in a high-quality suburban neighborhood (Turner et al. 2002).  However, once 

living in the suburbs, some findings suggest that gaps in neighborhood quality relative 

to white households can be explained by socioeconomic differences (Alba, Logan and 

Stults 2000) while in other studies disadvantages in neighborhood quality persist even 

after individual-level characteristics are controlled (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004). 

The place stratification theory has not proved to be a reliable description of the 

experience of Asians, as studies have demonstrated that they generally experience the 
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same, or better, neighborhood conditions as compared to whites across both cities and 

suburbs after controlling for the socioeconomic profile of households (Alba, Logan and 

Leung 1996; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004). 

The extent to which all households can access and enjoy good neighborhoods 

within the suburbs remains unclear.  To date, much of the literature on this subject has 

focused on minorities’ proximity to whites, an incomplete measure of neighborhood 

quality.  Since racial integration is not a direct measure of the physical or perceived 

state of the living environment, it is less powerful descriptor of neighborhood quality 

than actual indicators of social disorder (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004). 

Research on this topic has also heavily relied on data at the census tract level, 

which is arguably too wide a unit of analysis for studies considering neighborhood 

conditions.  Since large variations can exist in where white and minority households 

reside within census tracts, differences in neighborhood quality by race and ethnicity 

can appear smaller than they actually are.  Indeed, research has demonstrated that 

segregation levels can be high on a block-by-block basis even when the census tract as 

a whole appears integrated.  Lastly, most studies on the topic have relied upon older 

data, often taken from decennial censuses (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004). This fact 

means that less information is known about current trends in neighborhood quality by 

race and ethnicity in cities and suburbs. 
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The current study improves upon these shortcomings by using measures taken 

from the 2005 panel of the American Housing Survey (AHS).  The AHS asks both 

about the physical state of the neighborhood and perceptions about its quality.  I 

consider two of these factors, crime and odor pollution, and construct indexes ranging 

from zero to three to measure the incidence of these problems for various racial and 

ethnic groups.  Problems are reported for the half-block radius surrounding the housing 

unit, a much smaller level of analysis than the census tract.  Therefore, variations not 

captured at the census tract level will be apparent when using a more tightly defined 

geographic area. 

This research will consider whether variations by race and ethnicity in 

neighborhood crime and odor pollution exist independent of a set of socioeconomic, 

acculturation and life-cycle measures and, if so, if they are consistent between cities 

and suburbs.  Whether suburban living truly offers returns in terms of neighborhood 

quality for all minority groups will inform a discussion on the fairness of privileging 

suburban homeownership via various policies at the local, state and federal levels. 
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Chapter 2.  Literature Review 

Two main theoretical models have been forwarded to explain differences in 

neighborhood quality by race and ethnicity.  The first, the spatial assimilation model, 

contends that variation in residential location is the result of group differences in 

resources (Alba and Logan 1991; Massey 1985).  Implicit in this model is the notion 

that as differences by race and ethnicity in socioeconomic measures narrow, so shall 

differences in the quality of residential locations.  Therefore, over time, one could 

expect minority households to live in neighborhoods of the same or similar quality as 

whites, conditional on them having comparable socioeconomic profiles (Alba and 

Logan 1991). 

This model was developed in light of the experiences of European immigrants 

over the course of the 19th and 20th centuries.  As these minority group members 

became more assimilated with majority American culture, and gained education and 

income, they tended to move out of ethnic neighborhoods and into more integrated and 

better quality settings, typically in the suburbs (Alba, Logan and Leung 1996; Massey 

1985). 

 This movement to the suburbs has come to define the process of assimilation 

for minority households.  The suburbs have played an important role in narratives 

about success in America, featuring prominently in the history of the country and in 
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pop culture.  Indeed, few things signify achievement in the U.S. like the purchase of a 

detached, single-family home on a private lot away from the noise and chaos of the 

urban center. 

 In addition to the status gains afforded by suburban residence, the suburbs 

provide greater advantages and more amenities than central city locations. Importantly, 

crime rates in cities remain much higher than those in their surrounding suburbs.  In 

New York and Los Angeles, for instance, crime rates are four times higher in the city 

centers than in the respective greater metropolitan areas (Glaeser and Sacerdote 1999).  

Central cities also experience much higher levels of concentrated poverty than 

suburban locations, as measured by the number of neighborhoods with poverty rates of 

40 percent or higher (Jargowsky 2003).  Living in the suburbs also provides better 

access to a growing number of jobs, with one study of 92 metropolitan areas finding 

only 17 places where city job growth outpaced suburban job growth during the middle 

of the 1990s (Hill and Brennan, 1999).   

In light of these advantages, it is important to consider whether the spatial 

assimilation model is still an accurate way of explaining variation in neighborhood 

conditions by race and ethnicity.  Recent research has demonstrated that it is still 

relevant, at least in part. Significantly, studies largely support the notion that 

socioeconomic status is positively related to improved residential outcomes for all 
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racial and ethnic groups (Alba, Logan and Leung 1996; Alba et al. 2000; Rosenbaum 

et al. 1999; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2001, 2004).  Alba, Logan and Leung (1996), 

for instance, found that both income and having some college education were 

positively associated with living in closer proximity to white households for all 

minority groups in most of the metropolitan regions they considered. Additionally, the 

positive relationship between socioeconomic status and neighborhood quality has been 

substantiated using outcome measures other than minorities’ proximity to whites.  

Socioeconomic status has been associated with neighborhood quality improvements for 

minorities including lower crime, poverty and teen fertility rates and better school 

quality (Rosenbaum et al. 1999; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2001, 2004).   

Though socioeconomic status has been linked to improved neighborhood 

outcomes, and better neighborhoods are more likely to be in the suburbs (Alba, Logan 

and Stults 2000; Glaeser and Sacerdote 1999; Jargowsky 2003), it is unclear whether 

the spatial assimilation model is still applicable to the experience of minority group 

members.  For instance, settlement patterns of new, largely non-white immigrants have 

challenged the model’s assumptions, because these groups are increasingly likely to 

bypass traditional central city enclaves and move directly to the suburbs (Frey 2001).  

Despite these deviations from the assumptions of the spatial assimilation model 

(Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004), these geographic mobility patterns show wide 
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variations by region.  Immigrants in large cities on the East and West coasts tend to 

follow traditional patterns of city-to-suburb migration while the propensity to move 

directly to the suburbs is more common in areas in the South and West (Roberts 2007).   

Differentials in these patterns are also observed across the income distribution 

as well as by country of origin.  Specifically, poorer new immigrants are more likely to 

locate in the inner city and are more likely to be black or Hispanic (Alba, Logan and 

Stults 2000).  In contrast, new immigrants from Asia are the most likely to move 

directly to the suburbs and are also the most similar in socioeconomic measures to 

native-born whites (Frey 2001).    

Recent patterns of immigrant settlement are potentially an important caveat to 

traditional notions of spatial assimilation.  But perhaps the largest exception to the 

traditional spatial assimilation model is the experience of families of African ancestry. 

That is, disparities in the residential situations of black families relative to whites 

cannot be fully explained by income and assimilation factors alone. Blacks may be 

afforded less opportunity than whites to leverage gains in income and education into 

residence in more affluent neighborhoods with more amenities (Alba, Logan and Stults 

2000; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004). 

The place stratification model emerged as an alternate way to explain the black-

white residential quality gap. Like the spatial assimilation framework, this model 
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assumes that income, education and other related factors contribute to differences, but 

the place stratification model acknowledges the saliency of race as an additional and 

important explanatory variable (Alba Logan and Stults 2000; Adelman 2004; Friedman 

and Rosenbaum 2004).  Alba, Logan and Stults (2000), for example, found that for 

blacks, the returns of socioeconomic status on neighborhood quality, as measured by 

proximity to whites, was modest across most levels of income, with no substantial 

gains realized until the highest income and education levels were reached.  Their 

research indicates that a black household must achieve an income level of $100,000 

per year in order to see improvements in the racial integration of their neighborhoods.  

Conversely, Hispanic and Asian households experience gains in racial integration 

incrementally across the range of income levels. 

Using a measure other than proximity to whites, Adelman (2004) found that, on 

average, middle-class blacks lived in neighborhoods with substantially higher rates of 

poverty, more boarded-up homes, more female-headed households and fewer college 

graduates than neighborhoods inhabited by middle-class whites.  Rosenbaum et al. 

(1999) likewise found that blacks lived in neighborhoods with higher proportions of 

persons receiving public assistance as compared to similar whites.   

Conditional on living in the suburbs, differences in neighborhood quality 

persist.  Blacks tend to be concentrated in inner-ring suburban areas, or older suburbs 
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just outside of the urban core that tend to be poorer, denser and more distressed than 

other suburban communities (Alba, Logan and Stults 2000; Pattillo-McCoy 1999).  

Though these neighborhoods are more racially mixed than the inner-city 

neighborhoods available to blacks, they are disadvantaged compared to the 

neighborhoods where whites of similar socioeconomic status reside (Alba, Logan and 

Stults 2000). 

The mechanisms through which the place stratification model works are still 

unclear. However, central to most interpretations of this model is the idea that 

deliberate actions by majority-group actors perpetuate these gaps (Massey 1985; 

Friedman et al. 1999).  In the broadest sense, this suggests that more advantaged 

groups within society use their economic and political power to maintain physical 

distance from less advantaged groups (Massey 1985; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004).  

This has the effect of limiting housing choices for minorities, as higher-quality 

neighborhoods are essentially closed off to them. 

Significant evidence has been found to support this notion.  Studies using 

paired testing, whereby two potential homeowners with identical socioeconomic 

profiles but of different races or ethnicities visit mortgage-lending institutions, have 

suggested that black and Hispanic homebuyers face a risk for receiving less 

information about financing options as compared to whites (Turner et al. 2002).  Other 
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research investigating steering, or the practice of real estate agents guiding potential 

homeowners of different races or ethnicities to different properties, has found that this 

process remains a potent factor in determining the range of housing market choices 

available to minority households, particularly blacks (Galster 1990).  Steering in home 

sales has been uncovered both in terms of real estate agents’ propensity to show black 

clients properties in neighborhoods with large numbers of black residents and the 

agents’ failure to show white clients options in neighborhoods with high proportions of 

black residents, despite the fact that federal law prohibits such practices (Galster 1990). 

Support for the place stratification model extends beyond studies of private 

sector actors.  Municipal governments also played a strong role in the exclusion of 

minority residents from higher-quality, white neighborhoods through zoning 

regulations.  Though the U.S. Supreme Court ruled race-based zoning unconstitutional 

in 1917 (Buchanan v. Warley, as cited by Pendall 2000), many jurisdictions continued 

to adopt and implement land use controls with the potential to exclude minorities.  

Though these exclusionary policies did not explicitly codify segregation, they often 

served as a “very thin cover for racial bias” (Pendall 2000).   

Naturally, one may ask if differences in residential location by race or ethnicity 

may exist independent of explicit policies or actions on the part of public or private 

sector actors.  Could it be that the desire to live among co-ethnics is driving these 
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differences in neighborhood quality?  Though it is impossible to dismiss the possible 

effect of these preferences, it is important to note that research has found that black 

residents prefer to live in neighborhoods with equal numbers of blacks and whites, and 

would move into neighborhoods with a minority black presence.  Conversely, whites 

show strong reluctance to move into neighborhoods with more than a few black 

households (Farley and Krysan 2002), suggesting that whites’ disinclination to live 

among blacks may be more important than black preferences to live in majority-black 

neighborhoods. 

 The place stratification model is most appropriate for describing the experience 

of black households in the housing market, as blacks have faced unique racial 

discrimination throughout American history.  However, Hispanics, too, have faced 

discrimination in instances such as paired testing demonstrations (Turner et al. 2002), 

though research indicates that their experiences more closely fit with the spatial 

assimilation model than those of blacks (Alba, Logan and Leung 1996; Friedman and 

Rosenbaum 2004).  This is supported by research on white neighborhood preferences. 

While white households do not prefer to live among Hispanics, whites’ disinclination 

to live among Hispanics is weaker than their disinclination to live among blacks 

(Zubrinsky Charles 2000). 
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The place stratification model has not been found to be particularly effective in 

describing the experiences of Asian households (Alba, Logan and Leung 1996), who 

tend to follow the traditional model of spatial assimilation.  Research points to the fact 

that white households are willing to live in neighborhoods with a substantial Asian 

presence as a way to partially explain this pattern (Bobo and Zubrinksy 1996). 

Finally, for both Hispanic and Asian groups, some have suggested that the 

broadly defined categories are less important than sub-sets of the racial groups.  

Indeed, the experiences of Mexicans and Puerto Rican households or Chinese and 

Vietnamese households may be largely different, though little research has been done 

to examine differences among sub-groups (Alba, Logan and Leung 1996). 
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Chapter 3.  Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses 

Conceptual Framework 
Trying to understand how differences in neighborhood quality by race and 

ethnicity play out across city and suburban locations is difficult, since quality could 

feasibly be measured in innumerable ways.   Some research has tried to capture quality 

indirectly, by focusing on minorities’ proximity to whites and the median household 

income of the neighborhoods in which they live.  Implicit in these models is the idea 

that whiter and wealthier neighborhoods are of higher-quality.  Other studies have 

attempted to directly capture the quality of neighborhoods by looking at measures such 

as crime, poverty and teen fertility rates, school quality and the physical condition of 

neighboring lots and homes (Rosenbaum et al. 1999; Friedman and Rosenbaum 2001, 

2004). 

The AHS provides a range of neighborhood outcomes that could theoretically 

be used as a multidimensional measure of the latent construct “quality of 

neighborhoods.”  However, a factor analysis of the full set of indicators failed to 

identify a single and coherent index.  From the full range of characterizations of 

neighborhood quality, only two small groupings were found to share sufficient levels 

of variance to be considered latent factors. Each was comprised of 3 variables.  The 

first, an index of crime problems, was comprised of responses to the questions: 1) are 
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there crime problems within a half-block of your housing unit; 2) is crime bothersome 

to you; and 3) are crime problems so bad as to make you want to move. Respondents 

were asked to respond to an identical series of questions about “odor.” I used these 

questions to construct indexes for crime and odor pollution, each with a range of zero 

to three. 

Crime problems are an obvious indicator of neighborhood quality.  They can 

affect firms’ decisions on whether or not to locate in an area, meaning that 

neighborhoods with crime problems could also experience a lack of nearby commercial 

establishments (Greenbaum and Tita 2004).  Neighborhood crime also presents a 

barrier to children getting outdoor physical activity (Gomez et al. 2004) and can also 

breed suspicions among neighbors, cause stress, inhibit cooperation and undermine the 

formation of strong community networks (Moore 1999). 

Odor pollution, while perhaps a less obvious hazard or nuisance within 

neighborhoods, is also an important contributor to neighborhood quality.  Indeed, most 

people have an innate aversion to certain odors and are likely to react badly in the 

presence of unpleasant smells (Shusterman 1992).  Odor pollution represents one of the 

top three complaints to air quality regulators and government bodies in the U.S. and 

approximately 70 percent of air pollution complaints submitted to the Environmental 

Protection Agency related to odor concerns (McGinley and McGinley 1999).  
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Odor pollution might be the consequence of a number of problems that reflect 

overall neighborhood quality.  The presence of unpleasant odors might be the result of 

having nearby sewage treatment plants or industrial facilities, being close to 

agricultural sites that use pesticides or having poor municipal services, including 

irregular garbage pick-up (Shusterman 1992).   While these problems are annoying and 

have the potential to drive down the property values of homes, the presence of certain 

odors may also result in various adverse health outcomes, including headaches, nausea, 

asthma aggravation, eye and throat irritation, shortness of breath and sleep disturbance 

(McGinley and McGinley 1999). 

Hypotheses 
When trying to predict the incidences of crime and odor pollution, I 

hypothesize that aspects of both the spatial assimilation and the place stratification 

models will be confirmed.  Consistent with the spatial assimilation model, I expect that 

in both cities and suburban locations, income and education will be positively related 

and public assistance receipt will be negatively related to crime and odor pollution.  

Foreign-born status of the householder will be negatively related to these problems. I 

predict this to be consistent for all racial groups in the sample. Presumably, as 

households acquire higher levels of education, earn more income and become more 

acculturated, they will reside in neighborhoods with less crime and odor pollution. 
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Life-cycle factors, including age and the presence of children, will likewise be 

negatively related to neighborhood problems, along with the household being headed 

by a married couple and by a male.  As households undergo demographic transitions, 

such as marrying or having a child, it is presumed that they will prefer to live in 

neighborhoods with better quality schools and streets and less social disorder and 

pollution.  The length of time the householder has owned their home, in contrast, will 

be positively related to neighborhood problems. I hypothesize that these more long-

term homeowners are more likely to be “trapped” in problematic neighborhoods as 

compared to households who recently purchased their home. 

The place stratification model contends that even after controlling for life-

cycle, socioeconomic and acculturation measures, differences in neighborhood 

conditions by race or ethnicity will remain for certain minority groups relative to 

whites.  Consistent with the place stratification model’s emphasis on the unique 

discrimination faced by black households, I expect the effect of being black to be 

positively related to the likelihood of experiencing crime or odor pollution, even after 

controlling for all other individual-level factors.  I expect this effect to persist in cities 

and suburbs.  In fact, the positive effect of being black on the likelihood of 

experiencing crime and odor pollution may be stronger in the suburbs if majority group 
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members have a heightened desire to maintain physical distance from minorities within 

suburban neighborhoods. 

I expect there to be a positive effect of being Hispanic on the propensity to 

experience crime or odor pollution in cities, though I expect this effect to be smaller 

than the effect of being black.  Because of the growing number of Hispanic immigrants 

settling directly in the suburbs, I expect this effect to persist in suburban locations.  

Finally, as most other research suggests, I expect Asian households to exhibit no 

neighborhood disadvantages relative to whites in both residential locations. 
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Chapter 4.  Data, Analysis Sample and Methodology 

Data 
The AHS is an ongoing national survey of housing units collected by the 

Census Bureau for the Department of Housing and Urban Development every other 

year.  The survey samples about 56,000 units, including apartments, single-family 

homes, mobile homes and vacant housing units.  The sample of housing units is 

determined by the decennial Census and is updated every other year with information 

obtained from building permits (reflecting new construction) to include housing added 

since the original sample was selected.  The AHS collects data related to unit and 

neighborhood quality, the cost and size of housing and a variety of questions related to 

the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of household members.   

The analysis here is based on information collected in the 2005 wave of the 

AHS.  Despite the large sample size and the range of the variables measured, the AHS 

has several limitations.  The biggest, perhaps, is the exclusion of variables identifying 

the metropolitan area of respondents for 40 percent of the housing units sampled, due 

to the Census’ desire to maintain confidentiality.  Previous research has demonstrated 

that factors operating on the supra-neighborhood level, including the overall 

homeownership rate of the neighborhood, construction and vacancy rates and 

information regarding the socioeconomic status of residents in the supra-neighborhood, 
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can shape neighborhood quality (Crowder and South 1997; Friedman and Rosenbaum 

2004).  Because of this data limitation, only four geographic codes are provided.  

These include the Northeast (9 states), the Midwest (12 states), the South (16 states and 

the District of Columbia) and the West (13 states). 

Additionally, though the survey began asking respondents for information 

related to their nativity status (defined by birth place and citizenship) in 2001, the AHS 

is still constrained by the lack measures for English language proficiency.  In this 

analysis, this has the potential to overstate the impact of nativity status and other 

acculturation variables on neighborhood quality (Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004), 

though for Asians, this impact has been found to be statistically insignificant (Alba and 

Logan 1991, 1993). 

Analysis Sample 
Race and ethnicity are the key variables of interest in predicting crime and odor 

pollution.  I have combined race and ethnicity responses to create a series of dummy 

variables, with categories for each of the following groups:  1) Non-Hispanic whites; 

2) non-Hispanic blacks; 3) Hispanics; 4) Non-Hispanic Asian/Hawaiians, Pacific 

Islanders.  I also include a control for whether or not the household is foreign-born. 

Other controls have been introduced for variables measuring life-cycle and 

socioeconomic status.  Life-cycle factors include a continuous variable measuring the 
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householder’s age and two dummy variables indicating whether the householder is 

married and whether or not children under 18 are present in the household.  

Socioeconomic status is measured as household income, three dummy variables 

indicating educational attainment (these include whether the householder has less than 

a high school education, a high school diploma or at least some college education) and 

a dummy variable identifying whether anyone in the household received public 

assistance in the last 12 months (including housing vouchers or other government 

rental assistance, Food Stamps, Aid for Families with Dependent Children, 

Supplemental Security Income or other welfare). 

Location is defined as residence in four broadly defined regions:  North, West, 

Midwest and South.  Homeowners are divided into city and suburban categories, with 

city-dwellers living in central cities within metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and 

suburban residents living either inside MSAs in urban or rural areas or outside MSAs 

in urban areas. 

Finally, because of the unique benefits associated with homeownership, and the 

large number of public subsidies that promote ownership, particularly in the suburbs, 

the sample has been restricted to those householders who own their homes.   
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Methodology 
Bivariate analyses will be conducted to see how crime and odor pollution in 

cities and suburbs vary by race and ethnicity.  Race and ethnicity differences across 

life-cycle, acculturation and socioeconomic measures will also be identified across all 

locations and disaggregated into city and suburban locations. I will conduct tests to 

determine whether differences by race and ethnicity are statistically significant (with 

whites as the reference group). 

To explore the relationship between race and ethnicity variables and crime and 

odor pollution, while controlling for all available and theoretically relevant 

characteristics of the respondents, I will model eight separate logistic regressions:  for 

each of the two indexes for crime and odor pollution, I will first specify regressions for 

city and suburban residents without controls for social, economic and life-cycle 

characteristics.  I will then re-run the models and include these control variables. 
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Chapter 5.  Results 

Descriptive Results 
To understand differences in neighborhood quality by race and ethnicity and to 

assess whether these differences vary across urban and suburban locations, I first ran 

descriptive statistics for each racial group for cities and suburbs.  Tables 1A and 1B 

present the percent of householders of various racial and ethnic groups that report the 

presence of crime or odor pollution within a half-block of their housing unit in cities 

and suburbs, respectively.  

As shown, all respondents in cities report greater problems with crime and 

odors than householders in suburbs.  Taken as indicators of neighborhood quality, this 

provides evidence that the suburbs indeed provide access to better quality residential 

settings.  However, it is also important to consider the relative neighborhood quality of 

racial and ethnic minorities compared to whites as well as whether relative advantages 

or disadvantages diminish or are accentuated across urban and suburban settings. 

The results in Tables 1A and 1B indicate that black householders report the 

greatest levels of neighborhood problems and show the greatest discrepancy with the 

experiences of whites.  These households are about 60 percent more likely than their 

white counterparts to cite crime problems in both locations, are almost twice as likely 
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as whites to experience odor pollution in cities, and are almost 40 percent more likely 

to experience odor pollution in suburbs.  

Hispanic households are also troubled by neighborhood quality issues more 

often than whites.  In general, Hispanic householders are about 50 percent more likely 

than whites to say that they experience crime problems. When disaggregated by urban 

versus suburban status, Hispanics living in suburbs are 40 percent more likely than 

their white counterparts to cite problems related to bad odors and those who dwell in 

cities are 25 percent more likely to have these problems than whites.  Contrary to the 

tenets of the spatial assimilation model, suburban residence actually appears to 

accentuate neighborhood problems for Hispanic households.  Finally, whites do not 

experience any advantages relative to Asian households.  In fact, Asians are 

significantly less likely to report either crime or odor pollution in both locations. 

These descriptive findings provide evidence that blacks and Hispanics are 

disadvantaged relative to whites in terms of both crime and odor pollution.  Further, it 

appears that differences are not smaller in the suburbs and are even accentuated in 

suburban locations when we consider Hispanic households.  Of course, opportunities 

and choices related to living in the suburbs versus a city are functions of more factors 

than race and ethnicity.  The data in Tables 2A and 2B allow us examine racial and 

ethnic differentials in a variety of socioeconomic factors associated with residential 
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location. Using whites as the reference group, I conducted t-tests to evaluate whether 

differences between white and minority households were statistically significant.   

As these tables demonstrate, while whites do have advantages across a number 

socioeconomic status, acculturation and life-cycle factors, they do not experience 

advantages consistently across all measures and relative to all racial groups.   

The most consistent evidence of white advantage is seen when they are 

compared to black householders.  Whites have significantly more income, are less 

likely to receive public assistance and have higher levels of education as compared to 

blacks.  These differences play out across both cities and suburbs, though it appears 

that gaps narrow in the suburbs across a number of measures. 

For example, whites are about 20 percentage points more likely than blacks to 

have some college education in cities but are not statistically significantly more likely 

to have this level of education in suburbs. As for public assistance receipt, blacks are 

about three times as likely to have received it in the last 12 months compared to whites 

in the suburbs, but are about six times as likely to have received it in the city (city-

suburban differences for blacks in public assistance receipt are statistically significant).  

An exception to this pattern is seen when we examine the age of the head of household, 

as white householders are older than blacks in the suburbs but are younger than blacks 
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in cities.  Interestingly, blacks in the city are about equally as likely as whites to be 

foreign-born, though in the suburbs, they are more than twice as likely.   

Patterns of white advantage are also detectable in comparison to Hispanics, 

with white households having more income, being older, being more likely to have a 

college education and being less likely to have received public assistance in the last 12 

months.  Hispanic households, however, are more likely to be headed by a married 

person in both cities and suburbs. 

As was the case when contrasted with black households, the white advantage 

over Hispanics is present in both locations but narrows in the suburbs relative to the 

city.  While white household income is about $7,000 more than Hispanic household 

income in the suburbs, the gap doubles to about $14,000 in the city (city-suburban 

differences in Hispanic income are statistically significant).  Also noteworthy is the 

fact that white advantages over Hispanics across income measures are statistically 

significantly smaller than white advantages over blacks. This could be due to fact that 

Hispanic households have more extended family in the residence that can contribute to 

total income.  Interestingly, Hispanics are equally as likely to be foreign-born in both 

residential locations. 

There are no clear patterns of advantage for whites in either cities or suburbs 

when compared to Asian households.  On one hand, Asian householders are younger 
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and are more likely to be foreign-born in comparison to whites in both cities and 

suburbs.  However, Asians are also more likely to be married and have greater levels of 

education than whites. 

Significantly, the Asian advantage becomes larger in the suburbs across 

education measures.  While white and Asian householders are about equally likely to 

have some college education in the city, Asians are 14 percentage points more likely to 

have this level of education in the suburbs.  Interestingly, Asians are also significantly 

less likely than whites to receive public assistance in the suburbs, but are significantly 

more likely to receive it in the city.   

Multivariate Results 
Thus far, we have established preliminary evidence that whites and Asians are 

less likely than blacks and Hispanics to report problems of neighborhood quality.  Yet 

the descriptive results also documented notably more favorable socioeconomic 

circumstances for the latter two groups and these same factors influence the propensity 

to live in suburbs versus cities. Consequently, it is critical to assess whether these 

racial and ethnic differences in crime and odor pollution persist net of these other 

factors. It is also important to determine whether our urban versus suburban 

comparisons hold up in a multivariate context. 
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To determine whether the white advantage in terms of neighborhood conditions 

persists in the face of controls, I ran eight separate logistic regressions:  for each index 

(one for crime and one for odor pollution), I first specified regressions for city and 

suburban residents without controls for social, economic and life-cycle characteristics.  

I then re-ran the models and included these variables.  Tables 3A and 3B present 

logistic regression coefficients and standard errors for city dwellers and suburban 

residents, respectively.  Tables 4A and 4B present odds ratios for race and ethnicity 

variables. 

My examination of these results begins by focusing on the coefficients for the 

race and ethnicity variables for each of the models predicting crime problems.  In a 

model without controls for social, economic or life-cycle factors, race is a salient 

predictor of crime problems for blacks and Asians in cities and for all races in suburbs.  

In cities, being black increases a householder’s likelihood of experiencing crime 

problems while being Asian decreases a householder’s propensity to experience these 

problems.  Hispanics in cities are no more likely than whites to experience crime 

problems, while in the suburbs, being Hispanic is positively related to experiencing 

these problems. 

For blacks, after controlling for all available social, economic and life-cycle 

characteristics, these householders are still more likely to experience crime problems 
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relative to whites.  Countering the hypotheses suggested by the spatial assimilation 

model, this disadvantage persists in both cities and suburbs, with blacks being 65 

percent more likely to experience crime problems in cities and 86 percent more likely 

to experience crime problems in suburbs.  Significance tests reveal that the effect of 

being black on the propensity to experience crime problems is statistically the same in 

both locations.  

When looking at Hispanic households, it appears that being Hispanic is not a 

salient predictor of crime problems in cities, with or without controls for other 

characteristics.  In suburbs, however, being Hispanic is positively related to a 

householder’s propensity to experience crime problems, with Hispanics being about 30 

percent more likely to have these problems in the suburbs. 

Models without controls for socioeconomic factors suggest that being Asian 

has a negative effect on the propensity to experience crime problems in both cities and 

suburbs.  When controls are introduced to the models, the Asian advantage in cities 

falls away.  In suburbs, the Asian advantage persists, with these households being 33 

percent less likely to experience crime as compared to whites.  In short, while Asians 

in cities fare equally relative to whites, they actually gain an advantage in the suburbs. 

For odor pollution, similar patterns emerge.  In a model without controls for 

city dwellers, being black is positively related to the propensity to experience 
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problems, but being Hispanic or Asian has no effect.  In the suburbs, a model without 

controls indicates that the effect of being black is still positively related to odor 

pollution.  The same is true for Hispanics.  Finally, in a model without controls for 

other variables, the effect of being Asian on the propensity to experience odor 

pollution is negative. 

When controls are added, the positive effect of being black on the incidence of 

odor pollution remains positive in both cities and suburbs.  Blacks are 91 and 64 

percent more likely to experience odor pollution in cities and suburbs, respectively.  As 

was the case when we considered crime problems, the effects are statistically equal 

across both residential locations.  

As a contrast, the positive effect of being Hispanic on the propensity to 

experience odor pollution in the suburbs falls away when we control for social, 

economic and life-cycle factors.  Again, in a model without any controls for 

socioeconomic characteristics, there was no relationship between being Hispanic and 

experiencing odor pollution in the city. 

Asians were also equally as likely as whites to experience odor pollution in 

cities.  The relative advantage they experienced on the odor index in suburbs fell away 

when the model controlled for relevant characteristics of the householder and 

residential region. 
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With regard to the effect of social, economic and life-cycle factors, I generally 

find support for the effects hypothesized under the spatial assimilation model.  Older 

householders are less likely to experience crime and odor pollution, as are married 

householders.  Income and having some college education are also negatively related 

to both problems, while having received public assistance in the last 12 months is 

positively related to these problems.  The number of years that the householder has 

owned their unit is also positively related to crime and odor pollution. 

One caveat to my support for the spatial assimilation model comes with an 

examination of nativity status.  I find that the relationship between being foreign-born 

and experiencing crime and odor pollution is actually negative in both cities and 

suburbs.  It is difficult to determine what is driving this, though research has found that 

foreign-born Asians, a large proportion of the Asian population in this sample, are less 

likely to experience certain neighborhood conditions relative to native-born whites 

(Friedman and Rosenbaum 2004).  Friedman and Rosenbaum (2004) also found that 

foreign-born blacks generally experience better neighborhood conditions than native-

born blacks, an important exception.  One hypothesis used to explain this phenomenon 

is that foreign-born blacks often have outward markers, such as accents, that 

distinguish them from native-born blacks.  These factors may signal to private market 

actors that foreign-born households are “different” and therefore allow them to avoid 
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the traditional discrimination faced by black, native-born households (Friedman and 

Rosenbaum 2006).  
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Chapter 6.  Discussion 

This paper sought to examine differences in neighborhood quality by race and 

ethnicity and evaluate whether these differences persisted in suburban locations, 

particularly in light of the suburbs’ perceived link to improved residential settings and 

better opportunities.  And while households in the suburbs do experience less crime 

and odor pollution than households in the cities, minority disadvantages relative to 

whites did not attenuate in the suburbs.  For black households, disadvantages in crime 

and odor pollution relative to whites persisted in suburban locations.  Moreover, for 

Hispanic households, while they were equally as likely as whites to have crime 

problems in cities, these problems were actually exacerbated in the suburbs.  Asian 

households, in contrast, experienced no disadvantages relative to whites and actually 

experienced an advantage across crime problems in suburbs. 

Certainly, this analysis is limited by the fact that only two measures of 

neighborhood quality – crime and odor pollution – were considered.  These two 

indexes do not begin to capture how households fully experience their neighborhoods 

or assess its condition.  However, given the saliency of crime and odor pollution as 

measures of the general concept of “neighborhood quality,” this analysis does provide 

insight into how households may perceive their living environments. 
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I am also constrained by the fact that data on the neighborhood or census level 

was unavailable, meaning I had no way of measuring factors such as poverty, vacancy 

or construction rates.  Without this data, I am likely overstating the effects of 

individual level characteristics on the propensity to experience neighborhood 

problems. 

Finally, my analysis cannot single out the mechanisms through which these 

differences occur.  However, previous research suggests that discrimination may be 

underlying at least some of the disadvantages experienced by blacks in both residential 

locations and Hispanics in suburbs (Massey 1985; Turner et al. 2002; Galster 1990).  

From a public policy perspective, this suggests that efforts to improve neighborhood 

conditions should be targeted to racial and ethnic minorities, specifically black and 

Hispanic households.  Programs could either seek to improve the neighborhoods in 

which black and Hispanic households already live or could focus on reducing barriers 

to black and Hispanic entry into the best-quality neighborhoods, particularly those in 

the suburbs. 

Regarding the former, support for minority communities could be expanded 

through vehicles such as the Community Reinvestment Act, which has been effective 

in bringing trillions of dollars in loans, investments and services to low income 

communities (National Community Reinvestment Coalition 2008).  Property 
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rehabilitation programs in both cities and inner-ring suburbs could also be 

strengthened, as federal housing policy has traditionally favored new development over 

maintenance and renovation subsidies (Orfield and Puentes 2002).  In light of the 

recent subprime lending crisis, it will be increasingly important to target resources to 

vulnerable minority homeowners in cities and distressed suburbs in an effort to prevent 

property abandonment and neighborhood deterioration. 

Policy-makers could also focus on increasing black and Hispanic access to the 

best-quality neighborhoods, which are most likely located in the suburbs.  As the 

results of the 2002 paired testing demonstration have shown, the residential choices of 

black and Hispanic homebuyers are still constrained by mortgage-lending practices, 

despite the existence anti-discrimination legislation (Turner et al. 2002).  This suggests 

that a stronger government role in enforcement and education about fair housing laws 

is needed. 

Federal housing policy could also improve black and Hispanic access to high-

quality suburban neighborhoods by improving incentives to construct affordable 

housing in these communities.  For instance, while the Low Income Housing Tax 

Credit (LIHTC) has encouraged the construction of over a million affordable units, the 

housing created under this program is disproportionately located in central cities and 

neighborhoods with high poverty rates (Katz 2006).  The same patterns emerge when 
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looking at units funded by the Home Investments Partnerships (HOME) Program, as 

about two-thirds of the units developed with HOME funds are located within central 

city jurisdictions of metropolitan areas (Herbert et al. 2001). 

Both of these programs could be retooled so that incentives are aligned with the 

goal of building affordable housing in the best-quality neighborhoods.  This could 

include eliminating the bonuses given to developers who propose LIHTC projects in 

the lowest-income tracts of a city (Gustafson, Walker and May 2002) or making 

LIHTC or HOME funding contingent on complying with regional housing strategies 

(Katz and Turner 2001). 

On the state and local level, governments could encourage affordable housing 

production in high-quality suburban areas by reducing regulatory barriers.  This could 

include eliminating provisions such as minimum lot and floor sizes, construction 

material requirements and special regulations that make the construction of multi-

family, or affordable single-family, housing expensive or difficult (Orfield 2002).  

State and local governments also have the option of adopting inclusionary housing 

ordinances, which require that developers make a certain share of the housing units 

they construct affordable to low-to-moderate income residents. 

 In short, if subsidies for suburban living are continued, policymakers must also 

reduce barriers to minority access to the best suburban neighborhoods.  These 
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measures must also work hand-in-hand with investments in vulnerable minority 

communities, particularly urban and distressed suburban neighborhoods that 

experience the highest levels of problems. If executed effectively, this mix of policies 

holds the promise of improving existing minority communities, increasing black and 

Hispanic access to the best suburban neighborhoods and diminishing differences in 

neighborhood quality by race and ethnicity. 
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Table 1A:  Neighborhood Characteristics of Households by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location, 2005  
         
 City Dwellers  

Percent of householders          
reporting neighborhood 
problem within a half-block 
of housing unit: Total      White     Black        Hispanic  

        Asian/Pacific   
        Islander  

         
Crime Problem 21.93 20.52 32.46 *** 19.75  14.74 *** 
         
Odor Problem 5.48 4.77 8.72 *** 6.00 *** 3.86 ** 
         
N 6499 4367 972  871  289  
         
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10 -- indicates difference between whites and the group is significant  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1B:  Neighborhood Characteristics of Households by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location, 2005  
         
 Suburban Residents  

Percent of householders          
reporting neighborhood 
problem within a half-block 
of housing unit: Total      White     Black        Hispanic  

      Asian/Pacific    
       Islander  

         
Crime Problem 9.86 9.30 14.50 *** 13.83 *** 5.78 *** 
         
Odor Problem 3.96 3.89 5.41 *** 5.46 *** 2.45 *** 
         
N 17518 14509 1084  1346  579  
         
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10 -- indicates difference between whites and the group is significant  
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 Table 2A:  Householder Characteristics by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location, 2005  
         
 City Dwellers 

Household Characteristic Total   White    Black  Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander  
         

Mean Age 
52.62   

(16.39) 
53.72   

(16.77) 
54.16   

(15.76) 
*   47.31   

(14.62) 
*** 47.29   

(13.91) 
*** 

         
Percent Male 57.16 58.44 45.58  61.19  64.71  
         
Percent Foreign-Born 16.41 7.33 8.02 * 50.86 *** 81.66 *** 
         
Percent Married Households 56.97 57.52 40.74  66.48 * 74.74 *** 
         
Percent with Children                    
Under 18 Present 33.31 27.27 36.32 *** 53.73 *** 51.21 *** 
         

Median Total Household 
Income in Thousands of Dollars 

54.00   
(72.66) 

59.96   
(78.00) 

  38.24   
(53.44) 

***   45.80   
(57.30) 

*** 70.60   
(72.55) 

 

         

Percent Received Public               
Assistance in Last 12 Months 2.30 1.08 6.48 *** 3.56 *** 1.73 *** 
         
Percent with Education Levels         
        Less Than High School 14.28 8.47 19.75 *** 38.00 *** 12.80 *** 
        High School Diploma 22.60 21.00 29.73 *** 22.96 *** 19.38  
        At Least Some College 63.12 70.53 50.51 *** 39.04 *** 67.82  
         
Percent in Region         
        Northeast 16.09 15.91 19.03 *** 13.20 *** 21.11 *** 
        Midwest 23.93 26.38 26.03  13.66  12.46  
        South 33.75 31.81 46.91  37.77 * 13.49  
        West 26.23 25.90 8.02  35.36 ** 52.94  
         
Mean Number of Years                
Owned/Received Unit 

14.91   
(13.72) 

15.34   
(14.10) 

17.90   
(14.36) 

   11.06   
(10.86) 

*** 10.47   
(9.60) 

 

         
N 6499 4367 972  871  289  
         
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10 -- indicates difference between whites and the group is significant  
Standard errors in parentheses        
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 Table 2B:  Householder Characteristics by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location, 2005 
         
 Suburban Residents 

Household Characteristic Total White     Black  Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander  
         

Mean Age 
52.58   

(15.95) 
53.54   

(16.10) 
  50.80   
(14.66) 

*** 
                

46.39        
(14.39) 

***    46.95   
(13.39) 

*** 

         
Percent Male 60.20 60.96 46.03  60.92  66.67  
         
Percent Foreign-Born 11.32 4.86 10.33 *** 50.52 *** 84.11 *** 
         
Percent Married Households 65.67 66.06 48.62 ** 71.10 ** 78.76 *** 
         
Percent with Children                    
Under 18 Present 36.51 33.54 42.80  56.32 ** 52.16 *** 
         

Median Total Household 
Income in Thousands of Dollars 

60.00   
(77.12) 

60.00   
(79.78) 

  48.20   
(52.21) 

*** 52.80        
(62.22) 

*** 82.00   
(76.30)  

         

Percent Received Public               
Assistance in Last 12 Months 1.54 1.23 3.60 *** 3.64 *** 0.52 *** 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
       

 Percent with Education Levels         
        Less Than High School 11.42 9.21 16.61 *** 32.76 *** 6.22 *** 

         High School Diploma 25.72 26.74 24.45  21.62  15.03 *** 
        At Least Some College 62.86 64.06 58.95  45.62 * 78.76 *** 
          
Percent in Region         
        Northeast 21.18 22.77 10.42 *** 9.21 *** 18.83 **          Midwest 23.73 27.02 12.92  9.14  11.74  
        South 34.79 32.59 68.73 *** 40.49 *** 23.49  

         West 20.30 17.62 7.93  41.16 *** 45.94 ** 
         

 Mean Number of Years                 
Owned/Received Unit 

14.38   
(13.10) 

15.03   
(13.38) 

 13.48   
(12.79) 

  10.64     
(10.69) 

    9.39   
(8.35) 

** *** *** 

         
 

 

 

N 17518 14509 1084  1346  579  
         
***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10 -- indicates difference between whites and the group is significant  
Standard errors in parentheses        
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Table 3A:  Logistic Regression Coefficients of Models Predicting Neighborhood Conditions   
                 by Residential Location, 2005        
         

City Dwellers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Crime Problems Odor Problems 

Variables Model 1:          
Without Controls 

Model 2:          
With Controls 

Model 1:          
Without Controls 

Model 2:          
With Controls 

Race                 
0.621   

(0.079) 
0.536   

(0.084) 
0.649   

(0.135) 
0.481   

(0.145) 
        Black *** *** *** *** 

-0.048   
(0.093) 

3.17 e4   
(0.108) 

0.243   
(0.160) 

0.278   
(0.186) 

        Hispanic         

-0.401  
(0.171) 

-0.211   
(0.190) 

-0.222   
(0.316) 

0.175   
(0.348) 

        Asian **       

-0.016   
(0.003) 

-0.012   
(0.005) 

Age *** ** 
--- --- 

0.041   
(0.066) 

-0.210   
(0.120) 

Male   * 
--- --- 

-0.306   
(0.101) 

-0.647   
(0.204) 

Foreign-Born *** *** 
--- --- 

-0.259   
(0.070) 

0.067   
(0.130) 

Married ***   
--- --- 

0.070   
(0.075) 

0.192   
(0.134) 

Children Under 18 Present     
--- --- 

Total Households Income          
(Thousands of Dollars) 

-2.700 e4   
(4.76 e4) 

-0.001   
(0.001) 

    
--- --- 

Received Public Assistance       
In Last 12 Months 

0.380   
(0.186) 

0.465   
(0.273) 

** * 
--- --- 

Education Levels                 
0.139   

(0.100) 
0.536   

(0.160) 
        Less Than High School   *** 

--- --- 
-0.050   

(0.078) 
0.038   

(0.142) 
        High School Diploma     

--- --- 
Percent in Region                 

-0.001   
(0.100) 

0.057   
(0.166) 

        Midwest     
--- --- 

-0.110   
(0.094) 

-0.377   
(0.167) 

        South   ** 
--- --- 

0.023   
(0.100) 

-.233   
(0.180) 

        West     
--- --- 

Mean Number of Years              
Owned/Received Unit 

0.015   
(0.003) 

0.008   
(0.005) 

***   
--- --- 

Intercept -1.354 -0.570       -2.993 -2.300 
  N 6499       

***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses      
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 Table 3B:  Logistic Regression Coefficients of Models Predicting Neighborhood Conditions 

                     by Residential Location, 2005    
          

Suburban Residents  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Crime Problems Odor Problems 

Variables Model 1:          
Without Controls 

Model 2:          
With Controls 

Model 1:          
Without Controls 

Model 2:          
With Controls 

Race                  
0.503   

(0.091) 
0.361   

(0.096) 
0.500   

(0.145) 
0.401   

(0.141) 
        Black *** *** *** *** 

0.448   
(0.084) 

0.261   
(0.100) 

0.355   
(0.128) 

0.179   
(0.154) 

        Hispanic *** *** ***   

-0.514   
(0.182) 

-0.400   
(0.202) 

-0.476   
(0.274) 

-0.310   
(0.301) 

        Asian *** ** *   

-0.014   
(0.002) 

-0.018   
(0.003) 

Age *** *** 
--- --- 

-0.063   
(0.056) 

-0.088   
(0.084) 

Male ***   
--- --- 

-0.450   
(0.106) 

-0.274   
(0.159) 

Foreign-Born *** * 
--- --- 

-0.127   
(0.061) 

0.089   
(0.093) 

Married **   
--- --- 

0.185   
(0.063) 

0.052   
(0.096) 

Children Under 18 Present ***   
--- --- 

Total Households Income          
(Thousands of Dollars) 

-0.002   
(4.56 e4) 

-0.005   
(0.001) 

*** *** 
--- --- 

Received Public Assistance 
In Last 12 Months 

0.923   
(0.147) 

0.825   
(0.204) 

*** *** 
--- --- 

Education Levels                 
0.171   

(0.086) 
0.303   

(0.124) 
        Less Than High School ** ** 

--- --- 
0.123   

(0.062) 
-0.024   

(0.095) 
        High School Diploma **   

--- --- 
Percent in Region                  

0.314   
(0.090) 

0.233   
(0.118) 

        Midwest *** ** 
--- --- 

0.527   
(0.083) 

-0.065   
(0.119) 

        South ***   
--- --- 

0.998   
(0.087) 

0.292   
(0.127) 

        West *** ** 
--- --- 

Mean Number of Years 
Owned/Received Unit 

0.014   
(0.003) 

0.008   
(0.004) 

*** * 
--- --- 

Intercept -2.277 -2.063 -3.207 -2.152   
N   17518       

   ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses   
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 Table 4A:  Odds Ratios for Models Predicting Neighborhood Conditions by Residential Location, 2005 
     

 City Dwellers  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Crime Problems Odor Problems 

Model 1:            
Without Controls 

Model 2:            
With Controls 

Model 1:            
Without Controls 

Model 2:            
With Controls  

Black 1.861 1.709 1.914 1.617 
Hispanic 0.953 1.000 1.275 1.320 
Asian 0.669 0.810 0.801 1.191 
Shading indicates statistically significant difference between whites and racial/ethnic group at p<0.05 

Table 4B:  Odds Ratios for Models Predicting Neighborhood Conditions by Residential Location, 2005 
     

Suburban Residents  
 Crime Problems Odor Problems 

Model 1:            
Without Controls 

Model 2:            
With Controls 

Model 1:            
Without Controls 

Model 2:            
With Controls  

Black 1.653 1.434 1.649 1.493 
Hispanic 1.564 1.298 1.426 1.196 
Asian 0.598 0.671 0.621 0.733 
Shading indicates statistically significant difference between whites and racial/ethnic group at p<0.05 
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