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Preface

There is little doubt that neighbourhood effects exist, but after decades of research
we seem no closer to knowing how important they are. Neighbourhood effects
research is academically intriguing, but also has high policy relevance. Area-based
policies, and especially mixed communities policies, are a direct response to the
idea that the neighbourhood where you live can have a negative effect on your well-
being. It is therefore important to establish how influential such effects really are,
what causal mechanisms produce them, and under which circumstances and in
which places neighbourhood effects are most significant. Answering these ques-
tions helps to develop more effective policy interventions.

The research that is reported in the chapters of this book addresses many of the
key issues in the neighbourhood effects debate. The book reviews theories about
how neighbourhoods might shape individual lives, exploring the potential causal
pathways between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes. Given that one
of the main challenges in neighbourhood effects research is the identification of true
causal neighbourhood effects, special attention is paid to causality. The book also
presents new empirical research on neighbourhood effects, highlighting various
methodological problems associated with investigating these effects. Finally, the
book increases our understanding of data and methods suitable to analyse neigh-
bourhood effects.

Collectively, the chapters in this book offer new perspectives on this field of
research, and refocus the academic debate. It enriches the neighbourhood effects
literature with insights from a wide range of disciplines and countries. The introduc-
tion of the book summarises seven ways forward for neighbourhood effects research:
development of clear hypotheses; empirically testing explicit hypotheses; investi-
gating neighbourhood selection; integrate models of neighbourhood selection and
models of neighbourhood effects; investigate various spatial scales; development of
better longitudinal data; and the use of mixed methods research.

Many of the contributions in this book were presented at the seminar
Neighbourhood effects: theory and evidence on 4 and 5 February 2010 at the
University of St. Andrews. The seminar was part of a wider ESRC Seminar Series:
Challenges in neighbourhood effects research: does it really matter where you live
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and what are the implications for policy (RES-451-26-0704). The seminar series
was a collaboration between the Centre for Housing Research (CHR) at the
University of St Andrews (lead), Urban Studies at the University of Glasgow, and
the Cathie Marsh Centre for Census and Survey Research (CCSR) at the University
of Manchester.
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Chapter 1
Neighbourhood Effects Research:

New Perspectives

Maarten van Ham, David Manley, Nick Bailey, Ludi Simpson,
and Duncan Maclennan

Introduction

Over the last 25 years a vast body of literature has been published on neighbourhood
effects: the idea that living in deprived neighbourhoods has a negative effect on
residents’ life chances over and above the effect of their individual characteristics
(van Ham and Manley 2010). Neighbourhood effects have been reported on
outcomes such as educational achievement, school dropout rates, deviant behaviour,
social exclusion, health, transition rates from welfare to work, and social and
occupational mobility (see for a review Ellen and Turner 1997; Galster 2002; Dietz
2002; Durlauf 2004). The concept of neighbourhood effects — as an independent
residential and social environment effect — is academically intriguing, but has also
been embraced by policy makers. Area-based policies aimed at socially mixing
neighbourhood populations through mixed tenure policies are seen as a solution
to create a more diverse socio-economic mix in neighbourhoods, removing the
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Fig. 1.1 Number of hits in Google Scholar including the words “neighbo(u)rhood effects” by year
and the number of hits including the words “The Truly Disadvantaged” combined with “Wilson”

potential of negative neighbourhood effects (Musterd and Andersson 2005). Mixed
housing strategies are stated explicitly by many governments including those in the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Finland and Sweden (Atkinson
and Kintrea 2002; Kearns 2002; Musterd 2002).

To illustrate the popularity of the neighbourhood effects discourse we performed
a simple Google search on the term “neighbourhood effects” ! which yielded 203,100
hits (on 24 Feb. 2011). To get more insight in the academic literature we performed
a similar search in Google Scholar (on 24 Feb. 2011). Figure 1.1 gives a breakdown
of these Google Scholar hits since 1987.% In the first year, Google Scholar returned

'Tn our search we used both the UK and US spelling of “neighbo(u)rhood effect”, excluding the
pluaral “neighbo(u)rhood effects” to avoid double counting documents which mention both singu-
lar and plural forms (we found a total of 27,500 hits on “neighbo(u)rhood effect”). Counting both
hits in UK and US spelling will potentially also result in some double counts as both spellings can
occur in the same document as reference lists typically use the original spelling of a title, regard-
less the spelling of the document.

21987 was chosen because this was the year Julius Wilson published his famous book The Truly
Disadvantaged. Google Scholar also returned publications containing the words “neighbo(u)rhood
effects” from before 1987, since Wilson’s book was by no means the starting point of the debate.
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772 documents (books, journal articles and reports) that included the words
“neighbo(u)rhood effects”. In 2010, 23 years later, the number had increased to
17,420 documents. Figure 1.1 clearly shows that measured in publications, the inter-
est in neighbourhood effects has accelerated over the years and is still growing fast.

Although the neighbourhood effects literature can be traced back to the work of
the American sociologist Herbert Gans (1968) in the 1960s, the current popularity
of the concept is largely driven by the work of William Julius Wilson and his book
“The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Underclass and Public Policy”” (Wilson
1987). In this book Wilson used ethnographic research to provide an in-depth and
detailed account of the effects of living in concentrations of poverty in Chicago and he
concluded that the “local conditions and the social practices of residents of poor areas
cannot be understood independently of the macro social and economic forces which
shape them” (Darcy and Gwyther 2011). The popularity of the book by Wilson can be
illustrated by a Google Scholar search on a combination of “The truly disadvantaged”
and “Wilson”. A breakdown by year shows a steady and growing interest in the book,
starting with 33 references in 1987, and growing to 9,880 references (on 24 Feb. 2011)
in 2010. The very high volume of references to Wilson’s book illustrates the impact of
the work on the neighbourhood effects discourse. It is interesting to note that since
2004 the volume of work on neighbourhood effects is growing faster than the number
of references to Wilson’s book, which suggests that many more recent publications on
these effects are moving away from Wilson’ original work.

The large volume of work on neighbourhood effects not only reflects the interest
in the topic, but possibly also reflects the fact that we are still a long way from
answering the question how important these effects actually are (see also Small and
Feldman 2011, in this volume). Sampson and colleagues have described the search
for neighbourhood effects as the “cottage industry in the social sciences” (Sampson,
et al. 2002 p. 444). There is little doubt that these effects exist, but we do not know
enough about the causal mechanisms which produce them, their relative importance
compared to individual characteristics such as education, and under which circum-
stances and where these effects are important.

One of the main challenges in neighbourhood effects research is the identifica-
tion of true causal effects (Durlauf 2004) and many existing studies fail to do this
convincingly. This leaves the impression that neighbourhood effects are important,
while in reality many studies just show correlations between individual outcomes
and neighbourhood characteristics (Cheshire 2007; van Ham and Manley 2010).
Critics® have even stated that “there is surprisingly little evidence that living in poor

3Some go a lot further in criticizing the neighbourhood effects literature and reject the whole
concept of neighbourhood effects by suggesting that they are the product of an ideological dis-
course. Bauder (2002) presents a strong critique of the neighbourhood effects literature, and notes
that “neighbourhood effects are implicit in the culture-of-poverty and underclass concepts” (2002,
p-88) through the pathologising of unwed pregnancies, high school dropouts, number of female
headed households as de facto societal ills. Bauder argues that “the idea of neighbourhood effects
can be interpreted as yet another episode in the on-going discourse of inner-city marginality that
blames marginal communities for their own misery” (ibid). Bauder accuses those who research
neighbourhood effects of reproducing the very notions of marginality that they seek to understand.
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neighbourhoods makes people poorer and erodes their life chances, independently
of those factors that contribute to their poverty in the first place” (Cheshire 2007,
p. 2). It is in the interest of those involved in the neighbourhood effects discourse
and in policy development, to develop a better understanding of the current
evidence base for neighbourhood effects, the problems associated with the empiri-
cal testing of the neighbourhood effects hypothesis, and to explore new directions
for future research.

This book is specifically designed to offer new perspectives on neighbourhood
effects research with the aim to further the academic debate on neighbourhood
effects and to aid the development of effective policies. It will enrich the neigh-
bourhood effects literature with views from various disciplines and countries. The
book will address three key issues. First, it will review theories about how neigh-
bourhoods might shape individual lives, exploring the potential causal pathways
between neighbourhood context and individual behaviour. Specific attention will
be paid to the issue of causality. Surprisingly, given the awareness of (self) selec-
tion processes, the neighbourhood effects literature pays scant attention to the
literature on selective residential mobility into and out of neighbourhoods. Second,
the book will provide new empirical research on neighbourhood effects. Subsequent
chapters will explore various problems associated with investigating neighbour-
hood effects. Third, the book will increase our understanding of data and methods
suitable to analyse neighbourhood effects — free of bias — and the limitations of
these methods.

Identifying Causal Neighbourhood Effects

There is a substantial divide in the neighbourhood effects literature between
evidence from studies that use qualitative methodologies and the evidence from
those studies using quantitative techniques. Studies using qualitative methods,
which focus on the experiences and perceptions of residents, have tended to report
stronger and more consistent evidence of neighbourhood effects than those that use
quantitative methodologies. For instance, using qualitative techniques, neighbour-
hood effects of poor reputations of neighbourhoods have been repeatedly identified
on employment outcomes (see Atkinson and Kintrea 2001), and on social processes,
including social networks, acting on other socio-economic outcomes of residents
living in deprived neighbourhoods (Pinkster 2009).

This is in stark contrast to the quantitative literature where there has been much
less clarity in outcomes. Taking as an example work on labour market outcomes
and the effects of the neighbourhood context, there are some papers that claim
they have identified causal neighbourhood effects (see for instance Musterd and
Andersson 2005; Galster et al. 2008; Overman 2002), while other studies conclude
that there may be other mechanisms (such as neighbourhood selection) driving the
apparent correlations between poor individual labour market outcomes and neigh-
bourhood context variables (see for instance Oreopoulos 2003; Bolster et al. 2007;
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Van Ham and Manley 2010). This critical literature argues that policies designed to
tackle poverty should target individuals rather than the areas within which they live
(see also Cheshire 2007), without dismissing the importance of area-based policies
to direct funding to those individuals who most need it.

The divide in evidence between methodologies is not overly surprising given the
epistemological differences between qualitative and quantitative approaches.
Qualitative work explicitly draws on real world experiences, while quantitative
studies require “abstractions of the world [...] and thus are inherently once-removed
from empirical reality” (Small 2008, p. 170). Ideally quantitative research aims to
identify independent generalizable causal mechanisms, although it has to be
acknowledged that many quantitative studies operate within a ‘black box’ approach
without explicitly identifying specific causal mechanisms. Qualitative studies ide-
ally aim to identify plausible causal mechanism (from residents’ perceptions or
from other sources) and then investigate what evidence there is that they are operat-
ing. Many qualitative studies seek to give voice to individuals and their perceptions,
and if an individual perceives that they have experienced negative outcomes because
of their neighbourhood situation, such as difficulty getting employment because of
neighbourhood stigma, then this is of interest in itself.

The qualitative literature emphasises richness and depth of participants’ life
courses and can use theoretical constructions to move from the one to the many
and to generalise findings. Conversely, generalizability in the quantitative litera-
ture is gained through the use of samples that reflect the structures of the wider
population. In this literature (ideally), proof of a causal neighbourhood effect can
only be accepted once a set of analytical and econometric principles have been
met and all other possibilities have been controlled for in the modelling approach.
Small and Feldman (2011, in this volume) argue that for neighbourhood effects
research to move on, qualitative and quantitative methods should meet within
one and the same research design (see also Galster 2011, in this volume). Deluca
and colleagues (2011, in this volume) offer an empirical exemplar using such a
mixed method approach. They use qualitative methods to help to understand
some of the unexpected findings of quantitative work from the Moving to
Opportunity program.

The main challenge in the quantitative literature is the econometric identification
of real causal neighbourhood effects (Moffitt 1998; Durlauf 2004). Sceptics
could argue that using quantitative methods it is not possible to identify real causal
effects, as there will always be the potential of omitted variable bias and selection
bias. A lot can be done to reduce such biases, but many studies do not make an effort
to do so. Maybe even more importantly, many studies do not discuss how bias can
affect their modelling results, and what the potential implications of bias are for the
interpretation of the study outcomes. As a result, many studies which claim to have
found causal neighbourhood effects cannot rule out the possibility that some or all
of the results are actually a consequence of omitted variables or selection effects.
The most obvious examples of quantitative studies which cannot make any claims
about causality are ecological studies (see Graham et al. 2009). Such studies can
only show correlations between area characteristics and have the potential to fall foul
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of the ecological fallacy (Robinson 1950). Also quantitative studies using individual
level data suffer from a number of problems which may inhibit the identification
of causal effects. The most noticeable are omitted (context) variable bias, the
simultaneity problem and the endogenous membership problem (Moffitt 1998;
Durlauf 2004).

Omitted variable bias occurs when a key explanatory variable is not available in
the data used and other variables in the model, which serve as statistical proxies for
the missing variable, pick up the effect. A well-known example of an omitted context
variable problem is the racial proxy hypothesis (Harris 1999), where race serves as
a proxy for economic deprivation (see van Ham and Feijten 2008; Feijten and van
Ham 2009). One way to avoid omitted variable bias is to decide which data to
collect on the basis of explicit theory and hypotheses (see Galster 2011 in this
volume for an example), although it has to be acknowledged that there will always
be relevant factors not included in data. The simultaneity problem (also known as
the reflection problem, see Manski 1993) is concerned with the fact that measures
of neighbourhood characteristics are not independent from the individuals living in
neighbourhoods. When testing the hypothesis that the level of unemployment in a
neighbourhood has a negative effect on individual unemployment, the individuals in
the model should not simultaneously be included in the neighbourhood level measure.
An empirical solution is to use longitudinal data and to associate neighbourhood
characteristics from a previous point in time to current outcomes. The endogenous
group membership problem mainly refers to the issue that households do not select
their neighbourhood at random. This is a problem in neighbourhood effects research
when the selection mechanism is related to the outcome under study, which is often
the case. Pinkster (2009) argues that selection bias is less of a problem in qualitative
studies as such investigations focus on the mechanisms through which the neigh-
bourhood context may mediate individual outcomes. Neighbourhood selection is
highly structured by demographic and socio-economic characteristics of household,
and characteristics of the local housing market (see Hedman et al. 2011). As a
result, many quantitative studies of neighbourhood effects suffer from selection
bias. The literature offers several econometric techniques aimed at overcoming
selection bias, but it is probably realistic to say that selection bias can never be
fully ruled out in observational studies.

An approach which can potentially overcome the problem of selection bias is the
use of experimental data instead of observational data. Prime examples of such an
approach are derived from the poverty deconcentration programs in the US includ-
ing the Gautreaux project in Chicago and the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) and
HOPE VI programs (see Deluca et al. 2011 in this volume). However, although the
experimental research design is often seen as the gold standard within the social
sciences, in reality many experimental settings still suffer from selection bias.
Participation in the deconcentration programs was never completely random as
households had to nominate themselves for inclusion in the programs. Often strict
selection criteria were used, and there is also some evidence, especially in the
Gautreaux project, that some of the allocations were based on judgements of whether
or not households were considered as deserving (Rosebaum 1995).
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Interestingly, the outcomes of the experimental data analyses are as mixed as
those from the observational data. Durlauf (2004) reports that quasi-experimental
studies, such as Gautreaux and the Moving to Opportunity program (Rosebaum
1995; Ludwig et al. 2001; Goering et al. 2002) or randomised education studies (see
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2004) find little impact on adults’ outcomes. Conversely,
work by Popkin and Cunningham (2009) reported that, following the HOPE VI
program, there were dramatic improvements in social wellbeing for residents who
had been moved into neighbourhoods with lower levels of poverty. Clark (2008)
reported that many of the studies that had reported an advantage for movers were
poorly conceived or failed to take into account the appropriate populations for com-
parison. Clark concluded that the gains attributed to the deconcentration programs
were more likely to be the result of structural improvements, for instance through
economic conditions improving, rather than effects directly relating to changes in
the neighbourhood and the social environment.

Neighbourhood Effects Research at a Crossroads?

According to Small and Feldman (2011, this volume), neighbourhood effects
research is at a crossroads since current empirical and theoretical approaches to the
topic do not seem to be moving the debate forward. The body of research is increasing
at such a rate that it has become impossible for anyone to gain an overview of
the whole literature, and to systematically assess where and under which circum-
stances neighbourhood effects are important or not, and how important they are
compared to individual characteristics. Many studies suffer from a lack of clarity
about causality and fail to set out clear hypotheses on the causal mechanisms under
investigation.

One of the problems in the quantitative neighbourhood effects literature is that
progress has almost exclusively focussed on statistical techniques to overcome selec-
tion bias. While these techniques are important, they will never be able to overcome
these, or other econometric problems, completely. Moreover, as observed by Rubin
(2008), there are potentially greater gains in terms of casual inference to be made
through good study design rather than through complex statistical modelling tech-
niques. The emphasis on statistical techniques has also hampered our understanding
of why certain households move to certain neighbourhoods and how this is related to
neighbourhood effects. More importantly, the emphasis on technical solutions to
solve selection bias has distracted us from a much more important issue: the theoreti-
cal and empirical identification of potential causal pathways which may lead to
neighbourhood effects (see both Galster 2011 and Small and Feldman 2011 in this
volume). Many studies simply search for correlations between neighbourhood char-
acteristics and individual outcomes, control for a range of econometric problems (if
at all) and, when some correlation remains, conclude that they have (most likely)
found a neighbourhood effect. There is a lack of research that starts from a clear
theoretical framework, and searches for robust and defensible causal mechanisms.
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Jencks and Mayer (1990) concluded that in many studies neighbourhood effects
are essentially treated as a “black-box” term identifying a set of unexplained
relationship(s) to be further investigated rather than an entity that can be used to
explain a set of outcomes. Over 20 years later, that criticism is still relevant.

It is apparent that there is a real need for a re-evaluation of the way in which we
research neighbourhood effects. The chapters in this book offer multiple ways
forward. First of all, future work should concentrate on deriving and testing clear
hypotheses on causal neighbourhood effect mechanisms. Small and Feldman (2011)
in this volume identify a need to integrate ethnography more effectively in neigh-
bourhood effects research to generate explicit, testable hypotheses that guide
quantitative research. Second, studies should explicitly investigate the relationship
between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes. Are there duration
effects? Are there thresholds? (see Galster 2011 in this volume). Third, future work
should also concentrate on understanding mechanisms behind neighbourhood
selection. Simply controlling for selection is not enough as selection is at the heart
of understanding why certain households end up in certain neighbourhoods (Hedman
and van Ham 2011 in this volume). Fourth, instead of treating neighbourhood selec-
tion as a nuisance which needs to be controlled away, future work should attempt to
incorporate models of neighbourhood selection in models of neighbourhood effects
(Manley and van Ham 2011 in this volume). Fifth, future work should acknowledge
that neighbourhood effects might operate at various spatial scales and include multiple
scales in the empirical investigation of neighbourhood effects (Lupton and Kneale
2011. in this volume). A specification of scale should be incorporated in the hypoth-
eses set out. Sixth, better data are needed to test neighbourhood effects hypotheses.
Longitudinal data are crucial in investigating causal mechanisms, but such data
should also contain a richer array of individual level and spatial context variables
than is now the case. The seventh and final way forward as identified in this volume
is mixed methods research. Ethnographic research is crucial in exploring and
identifying potential causal mechanisms. Quantitative analysis of large scale longi-
tudinal data enriched with contextual data are crucial in testing the generalisability
of causal mechanisms, but the combination of qualitative and quantitative work is
very powerful when it comes to understanding the unexpected (see Deluca et al.
2011 in this volume).

Book Structure and Contents

The remainder of this book is organised around 11 chapters by researchers from
Australia, Finland, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States of America.
The first three chapters by George Galster, Mario Small and Jessica Feldman, and
Lina Hedman and Maarten van Ham offer theoretical contributions to the literature.
The next five chapters by Kathy Arthurson, Ruth Lupton and Dylan Kneale, David
Manley and Maarten van Ham, Gindo Tampubolon, and Stefanie DeLuca, Greg
Duncan, Micere Keels, and Ruby Mendenhall report empirical work using case
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studies from five different national contexts. In the third part of the book, Venla
Bernelius and Timo Kauppinen, and Michael Darcy and Gabrielle Gwyther present
data collection proposals aimed at overcoming some of the challenges mentioned
earlier in this introduction, from a quantitative and qualitative perspective. In the
final chapter, Paul Cheshire provides a critique of mixed communities policies
through analyzing the evidence base for neighbourhood effects.

There are several important links between chapters in different sections of the
book. For example, both Galster and Small and Feldman call for more mixed methods
research where qualitative techniques are used to interrogate the broad findings
produced by quantitative neighbourhood effects studies. In Chap. 9, Deluca and
colleagues provide an exemplar of how such research should be undertaken. In a
similar vein, the chapters by Galster, Bernelius and Kauppinen, and Darcy and
Gwyther all present designs of new data collection projects. The work of Darcy and
Gwyther also has links with the work of Arthurson, as both highlight the lack of
voices from individuals living in deprived neighbourhoods in the majority of neigh-
bourhood effects work. Finally, the work of Hedman and van Ham points to the
importance of considering selective mobility in neighbourhood effects research, a
theme picked up again in the chapter by Manley and van Ham. The remainder of this
introduction provides a detailed overview and summary of all the book chapters.

In Chapter 2 George Galster posits the idea that although there is now a large
body of empirical research on neighbourhood effects, we know relatively little about
the causal mechanisms responsible for relationships between neighbourhood attri-
butes and individual outcomes. Without an in-depth understanding of these mecha-
nisms and an understanding of the circumstances under which neighbourhood
effects matter, scholarship on neighbourhood effects cannot advance, and public
policy cannot be adequately directed (see Small and Feldman 2011 in this volume).
Galster offers a list of 15 potential causal pathways which may lead to neighbour-
hood effects, grouped into four categories: social-interactive mechanisms, environ-
mental mechanisms, geographical mechanisms, and institutional mechanisms.
Social-interactive mechanisms refer to social processes endogenous to neighbour-
hoods, which are generally seen as the core of the neighbourhood effects argument
(social contagion, collective socialisation, social networks, social cohesion and
control, competition, relative deprivation, and parental mediation). Environmental
mechanisms operate through natural and human-made attributes of neighbourhoods
that may affect directly the mental and/or physical health of residents without affecting
their behaviours (exposure to violence; physical surroundings; and toxic exposure).
Geographical mechanisms refer to effects of the relative location of neighbourhoods
(spatial mismatch of jobs and workers and a lack of quality public services). And
finally institutional mechanisms which are related to the behaviour of actors
external to neighbourhoods, who control the resources available and access to housing,
services and markets for neighbourhood residents (stigmatisation, local institutional
resources, and local market actors).

Galster continues his argument by stating that the ultimate goal of neighbourhood
effects research is not only to identify which mechanisms are responsible for neigh-
bourhood effects, but also to ascertain quantitatively their relative contributions to
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the outcome of interest. He uses the pharmacological metaphor of “dosage-response”
to understand how the theoretical mechanisms could be causally linked to individual
outcomes. He formulates 17 questions regarding the composition of the neighbour-
hood dosage, the administration of the neighbourhood dosage, and the neighbour-
hood dosage-response relationship which need to be answered to fully understand
how the neighbourhood context affects residents. Neighbourhood residents can be
exposed to a certain composition of mechanisms, over a certain time, with a certain
frequency, and intensity. The relationship between the “dosage” of neighbourhood to
an individual and certain outcomes may be nonlinear (thresholds), be temporary or
long-lasting, take time to have an effect, and only have an effect in combination with
other factors.

Existing qualitative and quantitative studies have not been able to adequately
answer the 17 questions and uncover the dominant neighbourhood effect mecha-
nisms at work. There is no definitive, comprehensive study of neighbourhood effect
mechanisms. No study examines more than one or two of the 17 questions for an
array of potential causal mechanisms and many of the questions have not been
addressed explicitly in the theoretical or empirical literature. Field studies have
yielded important insights on potential mechanisms, but are often limited in their
ability to discern the relative contributions of alternative causes. Multivariate statis-
tical studies often look for average effects (see also Small and Feldman 2011 in this
volume) and are very limited in their ability to distinguish multiple mechanisms and
dosage-response relationships for a variety of cities, neighbourhoods and groups of
individuals.

Galster concludes by stating that, despite the ever growing literature on neigh-
bourhood effects, there is far too little scholarship to make many claims about which
causal links dominate for which outcomes for which people in which national
contexts and any conclusions on the existence of neighbourhood effects should be
treated as provisional at best. Galster calls for more, but especially different research
(see also Small and Feldman 2011). Mixed method strategies should be embedded
within the same study design; studies should explore residential histories; studies
should consider a wider range of neighbourhood conditions and characteristics; and
studies should collect more data on social interactions and mobility within neigh-
bourhoods. Those developing public policy on health, employment and housing are
urged to be careful when basing public policy responses on neighbourhood effects
research as the causal pathways are not yet not clear.

In Chapter 3 Small and Feldman begin with the observation that research on
neighbourhood effects is at a crossroads. After decades of qualitative and quantita-
tive empirical studies (including Moving To Opportunity) aiming to ascertain how
much neighbourhoods affect life chances, we seem nowhere near a coherent answer.
They identify three concerns from the literature on neighbourhood effects.

The first concern is that most quantitative empirical studies into neighbourhood
effects most likely suffer from selection bias (see also the chapters by Hedman and
van Ham 201 1; Cheshire 2011; and Manley and van Ham 2011 in this volume). The
second is that much of the neighbourhood effects literature is searching for average
effects: a single answer to the question whether neighbourhood effects exist, for any
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given outcome, regardless of location, context, or other conditions. They argue that
“an entire generation of researchers concerned themselves with answering either a
yes-or-no question (do neighbourhoods matter?) or a question of degree (how much
do they matter?)—rather than a conditional question (under what circumstances do
they matter?).” The third concern is that it is unclear how much progress has been
made on the question of which mechanisms potentially causing neighbourhood
effects matter (see also Galster 2011 in this volume). Small and Feldman use the
three concerns to evaluate the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) randomized trials,
which are generally seen as a turning point in neighbourhood effects studies. Despite
MTO’s claim of providing a solution to the selection bias problems, it failed to do
so convincingly. Small and Feldman draw two important lessons from the MTO
work, which will guide future work on neighbourhood effects.

The first is that it is often assumed that neighbourhood effects operate homoge-
neously across subpopulations and across treatment settings. Small and Feldman
argue that future work on neighbourhood effects should move away from a perspec-
tive focused on average effects to one that expects and explains heterogeneity:
whether neighbourhoods matter is conditional on the characteristics of individuals,
neighbourhoods, and cities. To illustrate this point they test the de-institutionaliza-
tion hypotheses that concentrated poverty undermines organizational density. This
hypothesis is derived from work primarily done in Chicago, which is generally seen
as alaboratory where phenomena occurring in the average large city can be observed.
Small and Feldman show that Chicago’s poor neighbourhoods are substantially less
organizationally dense than not only the average poor neighbourhood in U.S. cities
and but also the average for Rustbelt cities. So Chicago cannot be seen as a repre-
sentative city and hypotheses derived from Chicago might be place-specific rather
than general. This is not to say that neighbourhoods do not matter, but that whether
and how they matter may depend on the context.

The second lesson from the MTO work is that future work should better integrate
ethnographic research into the quantitative empirical research program. Ethnographic
research has the capacity to help explain the often contradictory results of previous
neighbourhood effect studies, and to generate hypotheses for future studies. Many
findings from previous work cannot be understood without talking to residents of
poor neighbourhoods to find out how they make decisions under their circumstances.
Neighbourhood effects research would benefit from ethnographic research specifi-
cally designed to generate explicit, testable hypotheses that guide quantitative
research. Such research should study neighbourhood effects for different cities,
neighbourhoods, and types of individuals to explain heterogeneity. Study sites should
be selected in cities other than the conventional locations, particularly Chicago.

To conclude, Small and Feldman call for integrating ethnography more effectively
in neighbourhood effects research, accompanied by a reorientation of practical and
theoretical assumptions behind the work, and a reorientation from homogeneity and
average effects toward heterogeneity and conditional relationships.

Chapter 4 by Hedman and van Ham argues that the most severe problem in
the identification of causal neighbourhood effects is selection bias as a result of
selective sorting into neighbourhoods. People sort themselves into and out of
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neighbourhoods and selection bias occurs when the selection mechanism into
neighbourhoods is not independent from the outcome studied. Many studies do not
control their models of neighbourhood effects for selection bias. As a result it is
impossible to say whether correlations between neighbourhood characteristics and
individual outcomes are causal effects, or the result of neighbourhood selection.
For example, unemployed people are more likely to move into deprived neigh-
bourhoods than employed people. If this selection mechanism is not adequately
controlled for in modelling the effect of living in a deprived neighbourhood on
unemployment, a correlation between unemployment and neighbourhood depri-
vation might be mistaken for a neighbourhood effect. The chapter argues that to
better understand mechanisms behind neighbourhood effects, more knowledge
is needed about residential mobility and the selective sorting into and out of
neighbourhoods.

Using data from three neighbourhoods in Stockholm, Sweden, Hedman and van
Ham show that selective mobility of neighbourhood residents can either change the
neighbourhood population or reproduce existing patterns. If, in a neighbourhood
with relatively low employment levels, those who get a job leave the neighbour-
hood, and are replaced by others without a job, it is not the neighbourhood which
causes unemployment, but the neighbourhood housing stock which attracts unem-
ployed people who cannot afford to live elsewhere. This is not the same as conclud-
ing that neighbourhood effects do not exist. Instead, the conclusion is that the
selection mechanisms outlined above must be accounted for in empirical models.
The chapter proposes a conceptual model linking neighbourhood choices made by
individuals and households with individual level outcomes. Both real causal effects
and selection effects are featured in the model.

The chapter continues to argue that in order to further our understanding of
neighbourhood effects we should incorporate neighbourhood sorting into our
models of neighbourhood effects. Many approaches to deal with selection bias
treat neighbourhood sorting as a statistical nuisance and reveal nothing about the
processes behind the potential bias. Neighbourhood sorting is of interest in its
own right and surprisingly few studies focus on why certain households ‘choose’
certain neighbourhoods. A better understanding of neighbourhood sorting is also
central in understanding residential segregation and the production and reproduc-
tion of neighbourhoods of different characteristics and status. Neighbourhood
effect studies are thus in the situation where the processes behind one of its key
methodological problems (selection bias) are also critical to fully understand the
neighbourhood context itself.

Moving the focus towards empirical investigations, Chapter 5 by Kathy
Arthurson explores some of the debates about poor reputations and stigmatisa-
tion of neighbourhoods in which social housing is concentrated. She argues that
living in a neighbourhood with a poor reputation can have a negative effect on
individual outcomes, over and above other neighbourhood characteristics. For
example, employers may discriminate against neighbourhood residents based on
the postcode area in which they live. Residents of neighbourhoods with a poor
reputation can also adopt self-defeating behaviours linked to the place in which
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they live. The reputation of a neighbourhood is not necessarily based on current
attributes, but can be rooted in the history of a place. Neighbourhood regenera-
tion programs often have as one of their aims changing the reputation of a neigh-
bourhood. Despite the debates about the potentially harmful effects of living in a
neighbourhood with a poor reputation, in-depth knowledge and understandings
of the dynamics of stigma and whether the situations are improved post-neigh-
bourhood regeneration with changes to social mix are limited, especially from
residents’ perspectives. Arthurson’s chapter aims to get more insight in how
neighbourhood residents see their neighbourhood and how they think others see
their neighbourhood. Data are collected from three neighbourhoods across the
city of Adelaide, Australia, using a questionnaire and in-depth interviews. Results
are presented on four neighbourhood dimensions — house condition, attractive-
ness, safety and density. Overall, when analysing the differences between inter-
nal and external ratings within four housing tenure groups, on all four measures
respondents’ internal (self) ratings from their own perspectives, were more
favourable than their judgements of how they felt that people from outside the
area would view the neighbourhoods. It is hypothesised that this negative exter-
nal perception might influence the behaviour of neighbourhood residents. The
interview results show that interviewees overall expressed the view that, post-
regeneration, their neighbourhoods were more attractive and the condition of
housing was much improved. In general, the findings support those of other stud-
ies, which suggest that introducing homeowners onto social housing estates as
part of regeneration initiatives to some extent improves the external reputation of
the neighbourhoods.

In Chapter 6, Ruth Lupton and Dylan Kneale investigate neighbourhood and
place effects on the likelihood of becoming a teenage parent in England. They argue
that government policies to reduce teenage parenthood are in part informed by a
persistent belief in neighbourhood effects. They also identify that current evidence
for neighbourhood effects on teenage parenthood is remarkably weak. The chapter
is designed to make a dual contribution to this volume. First, it highlights some of
the conceptual problems in much existing neighbourhood effects research around
the role of place and the importance of geography. Lupton and Kneale critique the
lack of theoretical basis to much of the existing literature on neighbourhood effects.
Their critique closely matches some of the points made in the chapters by Galster
(2011) and Small and Feldman (2011): many studies search for more general evi-
dence of neighbourhood effects without formulating specific hypotheses on causal
mechanisms, and often without detailed knowledge of the dependent variable under
study. Lupton and Kneale also critique the lack of attention to what is the most
appropriate spatial scale to study specific neighbourhood effects (see also the chap-
ter by Manley and van Ham 201 1). Many studies use geographical units without any
particular logic or theoretical justification, simply because a certain level of geogra-
phy is available in the data. They call for a much closer and also a more critical
collaboration between quantitative and qualitative researchers so that qualitative
understandings of place are better reflected in quantitative models (see also the
chapter by Small and Feldman 2011)
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Second, the chapter offers an empirical investigation into neighbourhood effects
and adds to the evidence base on teenage parenthood. They use data from the British
Cohort Study (BCS70), a longitudinal study of people born in 1970, with unique
postcode geo-coding of neighbourhood characteristics. In many studies of neigh-
bourhood effects it is usual that only one neighbourhood geography is tested. To
extend their analysis Lupton and Kneale test several geographies (see also chapter
by Manley and van Ham 2011 for a study using multiple geographies). They use the
standard geographies available in the data in combination with bespoke geographies
designed to more closely represent the spatial scales over which they believe the
relevant mechanisms operate. The bespoke geographies are based on newly created
spatial units, for example around clusters of contiguous similar areas, and on con-
siderations of the characteristics of neighbouring units. They found some evidence
of value-related place effects at the neighbourhood level and labour market struc-
tural effects at the sub-regional level. The results suggested that place effects on
values around fertility operate at a relatively fine spatial scale. The study empha-
sises the limitation that it did not take into account selection of people into neigh-
bourhoods, which is likely to have lead them to overestimate the propensity to
experience a teenage birth in certain types of neighbourhoods. The overall conclu-
sion is that although in principle a theory-driven approach that identifies and tests
specific mechanisms is the right one, in practice it may be impossible to separate the
social processes leading to early parenthood from one another using quantitative
methods and data. A second conclusion is that neighbourhood effects research
should move towards more explicit and transparent considerations of geography in
order to make a stronger contribution to knowledge of place effects.

In Chapter 7, Manley and van Ham explore labour market outcomes for indi-
viduals living in concentrations of unemployment using data from the Scottish
Longitudinal Study (SLS). They highlight a number of serious shortcomings in
much of the existing literature on neighbourhood effects, which leads them to ques-
tion the current evidence base for neighbourhood effects. Many existing studies
suffer from selection bias in their results as they are not able to control for selective
mobility into deprived neighbourhoods. As a result, they are likely to show correla-
tions between individual outcomes and neighbourhood characteristics, instead of
real causal effects. They pay special attention to the outcomes of (quasi)-experimen-
tal studies, which should (in theory) be able to overcome the selection bias issue.

The empirical section of the chapter investigates whether the level of unemploy-
ment in a neighbourhood is related to the employment outcomes of residents. Using
logistic regression models they estimate the probability that an unemployed person
in 1991 has a job in 2001, and the probability than an employed person in 1991 still
has a job in 2001. The models control for a wide variety of individual and household
contexts and clearly show a correlation between neighbourhood characteristics and
individual employment outcomes. The results suggest that living in a concentration
of unemployment is harmful for getting or keeping a job.

Most studies of neighbourhood effects would stop at this point and claim to have
found evidence for neighbourhood effects. Manley and van Ham argue that at this
point it is important to further explore the data and run models for sub-populations
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(such as age groups, gender, housing tenure). The only sub-populations to yield
interesting results were separate models by housing tenure: the models showed clear
“neighbourhood effects” for homeowners, but not for social renters. Manley and
van Ham argue that this can be explained by selection bias for homeowners, which
was largely absent for social renters. In 1991 most social renters were allocated a
dwelling and neighbourhood by housing officers. Although this allocation process
was not entirely random, it approximated a random assignment of neighbourhoods
to households. Owner-occupiers on the other hand where “free” to choose where to
live. For them, neighbourhood selection was closely associated with their earnings
and earning potential, affected their ability to get a mortgage. Those with a low
income, or without job security selected themselves into the most deprived neigh-
bourhoods, where cheap (affordable) housing could be found. These were also the
workers who were most of risk of losing their job.

The main substantive conclusion of the chapter is that (self-) selection should
be more fully explored in studies of neighbourhood effects. Wherever possible,
models investigating the impact of neighbourhood contexts on individual out-
comes should take into account the different routes through which households
enter neighbourhoods.

Chapter 8 by Tampubolon is an example of a formal econometric approach to
neighbourhood effects research, which uses complex econometric solutions in an
attempt to identify causal neighbourhood effects. He identifies a recent and strong
interest in neighbourhood effects from within the literature on public health and
social epidemiology, which focuses on neighbourhood effects on individual health
outcomes such as obesity, mental health, physical health and health-related quality
of life. In his chapter Tampubolon focuses on the relationship between neighbour-
hood social capital and individual mental health. The current empirical evidence on
this relationship is divided.

Based on the literature, the chapter identifies four mechanisms linking neigh-
bourhood social capital and individual health. First, more cohesive neighbourhoods
are better equipped to disseminate information and mobilize collective action.
Second, more cohesive neighbourhoods are better equipped to enforce and maintain
social norms. Third, collective efficacy and informal control in preventing crime
and violence reduce environmental stresses suffered by residents in their day to day
activities. Fourth, high levels of neighbourhood social capital enable communities
to be more responsive to national and local organisations that seek involvement and
engagement at the local level.

Tampubolon contributes to the literature on neighbourhood effects and health
outcomes by proposing an extension of the influential Grossman model of health
with the explicit inclusion of interactions within the neighbourhood context. He
draws upon the Blume-Brock-Durlauf social interaction model to study the effect of
neighbourhood social capital on mental health, using data from the Welsh Health
Survey 2007 (WHS) and the Living in Wales 2007 (LiW) survey. He proposes vari-
ous instrumental variables to identify causal effects, uses objective measures of
neighbourhood social capital for small geographies, and uses a measure of mental
health derived from the SF36 (Short Form Heath Survey). Using his approach, and
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contrary to some other studies, Tampubolon concludes that neighbourhood social
capital is generally being benificial to individual mental health.

Chapter 9 by DeLuca, Duncan, Keels, and Mendenhall provides a unique
contribution to the neighbourhood effects literature by demonstrating that data from
in-depth interviews is capable of revealing some of the mechanisms behind unex-
pected quantitative findings of how the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) program did
and did not affect outcomes for individuals. Such a mixed methods approach is
regarded a major step forward in neighbourhood effects research (see the chapters
by Galster 2011 and Small and Feldman 2011 in this volume who call for such a
mixed methods approach). The study by DeLuca and colleagues was triggered by
the observation that whereas the earlier Gautreaux residential mobility program
documented dramatic improvements in the lives of people placed in more affluent
neighbourhoods, the results of the MTO program were not nearly as positive.

The chapter begins with a review of the process model behind the MTO experi-
ment, which assumes that program participants make rational choices and that
neighbourhood improvement would be a sufficient condition to enhance outcomes
for children and their families. The MTO program was designed to understand the
long-term effects of moving poor families out of subsidized housing in high-poverty
communities and into low-poverty neighbourhoods in five cities: Baltimore, Boston,
Chicago, Low Angeles, and New York. Families were randomly assigned to three
groups to minimize the effects of selection bias.

DeLuca and colleagues highlight how MTO researchers encountered a mixed
bag of program effects (using mainly quantitative analysis) and use evidence from
mixed methods studies and their own data collection to understand some of the
program’s outcomes. They subsequently describe and attempt to explain unex-
pected findings (mental health improvements which were not originally anticipated
in the MTO program); a weak ‘treatment’ effect for many families (initial and
subsequent moves to segregated, economically declining areas instead of higher
opportunity neighbourhoods); “null” findings where large effects on individual
outcomes were expected instead (MTO was primarily designed to enhance the
employment prospects of adults and to improve the educational outcomes of chil-
dren, but no effects on employment and education were found); and a set of con-
flicting findings (moves to low poverty neighbourhoods were found to be beneficial
to girls, but harmful for boys).

The mixed-method approach adopted by DeLuca and colleagues enabled them to
extend MTO’s original process model to a broader model which is better capable of
understanding how individual actions and (historical) social conditions reinforce or
limit the effects of neighbourhood interventions on individual outcomes. They con-
clude that it is too early to label MTO-based policy approaches as ineffective, and
that neighbourhood interventions are more likely to be one part of a wider solution
for solving the problems of poor families, rather than the ultimate solution per se.
The use of mixed methods has allowed DeLuca and colleagues to show how the
potential of MTO-based policy approaches is limited by structural barriers, and the
dynamics of poor families’ beliefs, backgrounds and constraints. They showed that
some of the assumptions underlying the original MTO process model were off base
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and that many families are not able to relocate to higher opportunity neighbourhoods,
or to utilise the higher quality services in those communities.

Chapter 10 by Bernelius and Kauppinen investigates neighbourhood effects
on educational outcomes in Finland. They critique the common perception that
Finland is a country with equal opportunities for education. Studies consistently
show that the Finnish educational system is one of the best in the world with only
small variations in educational outcomes between pupils and schools. They argue
that these observations at the country level hide variation in equality within the
country: when educational outcomes are studied for the Helsinki Metropolitan area,
large variations can be found between neighbourhoods, schools, and individuals.
Recent research suggests that the differences between neighbourhoods and schools
are growing, which makes the Helsinki Metropolitan area an attractive “urban labo-
ratory” for research as neighbourhood effects are generally assumed to intensify as
socio-spatial segregation increases. The aim of the chapter is to explore the possibil-
ity of neighbourhood effects in the Finnish context. The chapter starts a presentation
of results from a study on neighbourhood effects and educational outcomes, using
data for Finland. It then highlights some of the weaknesses of this study. The chap-
ter ends with the presentation of the design of a new research project funded by the
Finnish National Research Council, and the Academy of Finland, which should be
able to overcome some of the shortcomings of previous research. The study will
collect longitudinal data on a large sample of pupils with detailed information about
individuals, households, schools and neighbourhoods. This design will allow the
use of multilevel models to estimate neighbourhood effects.

Chapter 11 by Darcy and Gwyther also presents a new approach and research
design to study neighbourhood effects, but from a completely different methodologi-
cal and epistemological angle than the previous chapter. Although the language of
the chapter is very different to the language used in many of the other chapters in this
book, one of the messages is surprisingly similar: current neighbourhood effects
research falls short on delivering convincing evidence of causal neighbourhood
effects. They argue that most studies simply show unsurprising correlations between
neighbourhood characteristics and individual outcomes, without adding to our under-
standing of the mechanisms behind these correlations. Many of the mechanisms are
assumed rather than discovered. In essence, this argument is similar to the ones made
by Galster (2011) and Small and Feldman (2011).

Darcy and Gwyther go one step further and critique what they see as the dominant
discourses of place and disadvantage as well as the epistemology underlying this dis-
course. They see the current attention given to neighbourhood effects as part of a larger
‘spatial turn’ in social science, which attempts to explain the disadvantage of poor
households concentrated in poor neighbourhoods. They critique the ‘culture of poverty
explanation’ of disadvantage and the associated policy response of de-concentrating
poverty through the creation of mixed income neighbourhoods. If there is little
evidence of neighbourhood effects in the first place, then creating mixed neighbourhoods
will lead to little benefit for the neighbourhood residents, a large proportion of who will
be displaced as a result of the policy. This argument is very similar to the one made in the
chapters by Manley and van Ham (2011) and Cheshire (2011) in this volume.
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Darcy and Gwyther further critique quantitative research for ignoring the voice
and perspectives of neighbourhood residents. They state that conventional positivist
epistemology systematically excludes important aspects of community life as
experienced by those most affected. Not everyone will agree with this viewpoint,
and many researchers will not see such a “black and white” distinction between
epistemologies. It is true however, that most neighbourhood effects research searches
for ‘effects” without an understanding of the (assumed) underlying mechanisms.
This is why Small and Feldman (2011) call for integrating ethnography more effec-
tively in neighbourhood effects research to identify the mechanisms underlying
causal associations and generating the hypotheses that should inform future (quan-
titative) studies. Darcy and Gwyther distance themselves completely from positivist
epistemology and propose an alternative approach based on phenomenological
epistemology and participatory action research. Their research is based on a
‘collaborative university — community research’ design to understand residents’
perspectives of their neighbourhood and concentrated public housing and the policy
proposals for mixed housing in Australia.

Finally, Chapter 12 by Cheshire assesses the evidence base underlying mixed
communities policies, which are now firmly established in the national policies of
most OECD countries. Mixed communities policies are partly based on a firm
belief in neighbourhood effects. The idea behind mixed communities policies is
that creating neighbourhoods in which populations are mixed will take away these
negative effects. Cheshire argues that such policies are essentially faith-based since
there is still scant evidence that making communities more mixed significantly
improves the life chances of the poor.

The main challenge in neighbourhood effects research is the identification of
causal neighbourhood effects. As Cheshire puts it “do poor neighbourhoods make
residents poorer, or do poor people simply live in poor neighbourhoods because
living in affluent ones costs too much?” There is overwhelming evidence that the
attributes which make neighbourhoods attractive are capitalised into house prices/
rents. The result is that poor people cannot afford to buy into nicer neighbourhoods
and have to concentrate into deprived neighbourhoods where housing is cheap.
Cheshire extensively reviews the evidence relating to why social segregation
develops and generates specialised neighbourhoods in cities and why this pattern is
more obvious the larger a city is and the more unequal a country’s society is.

The question is whether living in a poor neighbourhood is a separate, indepen-
dent cause of poverty? Cheshire reviews the evidence from a range of neighbour-
hood effects studies designed to overcome problems with selection bias: studies
based on quasi-experimental data (the US Moving to Opportunity experiment) and
longitudinal individual level data from a variety of countries. He concludes that the
evidence supporting the significance, even the existence of neighbourhood effects
is remarkably thin when subjected to rigorous evaluation (see the chapter by
DeLuca and colleagues, 2011 for a more nuanced view on the MTO results and a
mixed methods approach to understanding why MTO did not find clear evidence of
neighbourhood effects).
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Based on this review of evidence Cheshire argues that policies for mixed
neighbourhoods treat the symptoms rather than the causes of poverty and that
efforts to improve the lives of the poor would be more effectively directed towards
people themselves rather than moving people around to mix neighbourhoods.
Moreover, he also finds that there are real welfare and productivity benefits of
living in specialised neighbourhoods. Mixed neighbourhood policies run the risk
of destroying these and these possible losses need to be balanced against any
potential benefits of reduced negative ‘neighbourhood effects’.

Cheshire ends with the remark that his chapter does not argue that neighbourhood
effects do not exist and that he is open to the idea that living in the most deprived
neighbourhoods can have negative effects on individuals. But up to now there is not
enough convincing empirical evidence to justify spending substantial resources to
use policy to force neighbourhoods to be mixed. However, the lack of evidence for
neighbourhood effects does not imply that it is not useful to target neighbourhoods
with people-targeted policies aimed at reducing societal inequality. It is in the poor-
est neighbourhoods that those who most need help are concentrated.
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Chapter 2

The Mechanism(s) of Neighbourhood
Effects: Theory, Evidence, and Policy
Implications

George C. Galster

Introduction

Although there has been a burgeoning literature on quantifying the relationship
between various aspects of the residential environment and numerous outcomes
for individual adults and children residing in that environment, comparably less
attention has been given to uncovering empirically the causal mechanisms that
yield these relationships. There have been many discussions of the potential causal
connections between neighbourhood context and individual behavioural and health
outcomes; see especially Jencks and Mayer (1990), Gephart (1997), Ellen and
Turner (1997), Wandersman and Nation (1998), Friedrichs (1998), Green and
Ottoson (1999), Atkinson and Kintrea (2001), Booth and Crouter (2001), Small
and Newman (2001), Sampson (2001), Ellen et al. (2001), Haurin et al. (2002),
Sampson et al. (2002), Ellen and Turner (2003), Ioannides and Loury (2004),
Pinkster (2008), and Phibbs (2009). Though often in these works the listings of
potential mechanisms differ in labelling and categorizations, there is a broad
consensus about how the underlying causal paths are thought to operate in theory.
Unfortunately, there are few tentative conclusions, let alone any consensus, about
which mechanisms demonstrate the strongest empirical support. The following
quotes are illustrative. “In general research findings...are too scant to draw any firm
conclusions about the potential pathways through which neighbourhood effects
may be transmitted...” (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2000, p. 322). “The causal
pathways that underlie hypotheses about the effects of neighbourhood social factors
are often not explicit...This clearly is an important next step for understanding
the relationship between neighbourhood and health” (Pickett and Pearl 2001,
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p. 117-120). “One important question is how a less advantaged neighbourhood
increases the risk of low birth weight and of children developing behavioural
problems...Understanding of the causal chains in both of these areas is...incomplete”
(Sellstrom and Bremberg 2006, p. 553).

Given this lack of scholarly consensus, my purposes in this paper are four-fold:
(1) offer a comprehensive listing of 15 potential causal pathways between
neighbourhood context and individual behavioural and health outcomes, which
synthesizes both sociological and epidemiological perspectives; (2) provide a new
conceptualization of dimensions of neighbourhood effect mechanisms that uses a
pharmacological analogy to clarify the empirical challenges of this field of enquiry;
(3) provide an updated, international review of empirical studies related to neigh-
bourhood effect mechanisms; and (4) draw provisional conclusions about the
dominant neighbourhood effect mechanisms operating and implications from this
review for scholarship and public policy. The paper is organized as follows. I begin
with an overview of the numerous possible neighbourhood effect mechanisms that
have been hypothesized, and group them into four categories. Next I will examine a
variety of issues that render the identification of neighbourhood causal mechanisms
particularly challenging for social scientists, and the two methodological approaches
that have been adopted thus far. These issues are brought into clear relief by use
of a pharmacological metaphor: dosage-response. I will then synthesize the inter-
national evidence related to the four categories of mechanisms, each in its own
subsection, in an effort to assess the state of empirical scholarship and offer some
provisional conclusions. Finally, I close the paper by drawing implications for future
scholarship and public policy.

How Might Neighbourhood Effects Transpire?

Prior scholarly works addressing this question have been distinctly segregated,
with social scientists focusing on behavioural outcomes and epidemiologists focus-
ing on health outcomes. However, within each subset there is broad theoretical
agreement about potential causal pathways of neighbourhood effects. I therefore
will list these mechanisms and describe them only briefly here. My synthesis of
these disparate literatures suggests that fifteen (15) distinctive linkages have been
advanced. I think it is most useful to group these 15 mechanisms of neighbourhood
effects under four broad rubrics: social interactive; environmental; geographical;
and institutional.’

<«

'By contrast, Manski (1995) groups them into “endogenous,” “exogenous,” and “correlated”
categories. Ellen and Turner (1997) group them into five categories: concentration, location,
socialization, physical, and services. Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2000) use the rubrics “institu-

”

tional resources,” “relationships,” and “norms/collective efficacy.”
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Social-Interactive Mechanisms

This set of mechanisms refers to social processes endogenous to neighbourhoods.
These processes include:

Social Contagion: Behaviours, aspirations, and attitudes may be changed by
contact with peers who are neighbours. Under certain conditions these changes
can take on contagion dynamics that are akin to “epidemics.”

Collective Socialization: Individuals may be encouraged to conform to local
social norms conveyed by neighbourhood role models and other social pressures.
This socialization effect is characterized by a minimum threshold or critical mass
being achieved before a norm can produce noticeable consequences for others in
the neighbourhood.

Social Networks: Individuals may be influenced by the interpersonal communi-
cation of information and resources of various kinds transmitted through neigh-
bours. These networks can involve either “strong ties” and/or “weak ties.”
Social cohesion and control: The degree of neighbourhood social disorder and
its converse, “collective efficacy” (Sampson et al. 1999), may influence a variety
of behaviours and psychological reactions of residents.

Competition: Under the premise that certain local resources are limited and not pure
public goods, this mechanism posits that groups within the neighbourhood will
compete for these resources amongst themselves. Because the outcome is a zero-sum
game, residents’ access to these resources (and their resulting opportunities) may be
influenced by the ultimate success of their group in “winning” this competition.
Relative Deprivation: This mechanism suggests that residents who have achieved
some socioeconomic success will be a source of disamenities for their less-well off
neighbours. The latter, it is argued, will view the successful with envy and/or will
make them perceive their own relative inferiority as a source of dissatisfaction.
Parental Mediation: The neighbourhood may affect (through any of the mecha-
nisms listed under all categories here) parents’ physical and mental health, stress,
coping skills, sense of efficacy, behaviours, and material resources. All of these,
in turn, may affect the home environment in which children are raised.

Environmental Mechanisms

Environmental mechanisms refer to natural and human-made attributes of the local
space that may affect directly the mental and/or physical health of residents without
affecting their behaviours. As in the case of social-interactive mechanism, the
environmental category can also assume distinct forms:

Exposure to Violence: If people sense that their property or person is in danger
they may suffer psychological and physical responses that may impair their
functioning or sensed well-being. These consequences are likely to be even more
pronounced if the person has been victimized.
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Physical Surroundings: Decayed physical conditions of the built environment
(e.g., deteriorated structures and public infrastructure, litter, graffiti) may impart
psychological effects on residents, such as a sense of powerlessness. Noise may
create stress and inhibit decision-making through a process of “environmental
overload” (Bell et al. 1996).

Toxic Exposure: People may be exposed to unhealthy levels of air-, soil-, and/or
water-borne pollutants because of the current and historical land uses and other
ecological conditions in the neighbourhood.

Geographical Mechanisms

Geographic mechanisms refer to aspects of spaces that may affect residents’ life courses
yet do not arise within the neighbourhood but rather purely because of the neighbour-
hood’s location relative to larger-scale political and economic forces such as:

Spatial Mismatch: Certain neighbourhoods may have little accessibility (in either
spatial proximity or as mediated by transportation networks) to job opportunities
appropriate to the skills of their residents, thereby restricting their employment
opportunities.

Public Services: Some neighbourhoods may be located within local political
jurisdictions that offer inferior public services and facilities because of their lim-
ited tax base resources, incompetence, corruption, or other operational challenges.
These, in turn, may adversely affect the personal development and educational
opportunities of residents.

Institutional Mechanisms

The last category of mechanisms involves actions by those typically not residing in
the given neighbourhood who control important institutional resources located there
and/or points of interface between neighbourhood residents and vital markets:

Stigmatization: Neighbourhoods may be stigmatized on the basis of public
stereotypes held by powerful institutional or private actors about its current
residents. In other cases this may occur regardless of the neighbourhood’s
current population because of its history, environmental or topographical dis-
amenities, style, scale and type of dwellings, or condition of their commercial
districts and public spaces. Such stigma may reduce the opportunities and
perceptions of residents of stigmatized areas in a variety of ways, such as job
opportunities and self-esteem.

Local Institutional Resources: Some neighbourhoods may have access to few and/
or high-quality private, non-profit, or public institutions and organizations, such as
benevolent charities, day care facilities, schools, and medical clinics. The lack of
same may adversely affect the personal development opportunities of residents.
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* Local Market Actors: There may be substantial spatial variations in the prevalence
of certain private market actors that may encourage or discourage certain behav-
iours by neighbourhood residents, such as liquor stores, fresh food markets, fast
food restaurants, and illegal drug markets.

Conceptual Issues in Uncovering and Measuring
Mechanism(s) of Neighbourhood Effects

I begin this discussion with the premise that the ultimate goal of social science is to
not only identify which mechanisms are responsible for creating a designated effect
on residents but to ascertain quantitatively their relative contributions to the out-
come of interest. For the purposes of this discussion it is useful to employ a pharma-
cological metaphor: “dosage-response.” There is substantial empirical evidence that
several sorts of variables measuring neighbourhood-level indicators are correlated
with a variety of behavioural and health outcomes for children, youth, and adults;
for reviews see: Haveman and Wolfe (1994), Duncan et al. (1997), Van Kempen
(1997), Gephart (1997), Ellen and Turner (1997), Friedrichs (1998), Leventhal and
Brooks-Gunn (2000), Booth and Crouter (2001), Atkinson and Kintrea (2001),
Ellen et al. (2001), Pickett and Pearl (2001), Haurin et al. (2002), Dietz (2002),
Sampson et al. (2002), Musterd (2002), Friedrichs et al. (2003), Kawachi and
Berkman (2003), Galster (2005), Sellstrom and Bremberg (2006), and Schaefer-
McDaniel et al. (2009). The question here is “Why?” I find it revealing to employ a
pharmacological metaphor here and frame the questions as follows: What about this
“dose of neighbourhood” might be causing the observed individual “response?”
The challenges in answering this deceptively simple question are legion, and my
purpose here is to present some of the major ones.? If we are to deeply understand
why aspects of the neighbourhood context affect residents we ultimately must
answer 17 questions arrayed under three overarching rubrics regarding the composi-
tion, administration, and response to the neighbourhood dosage.

The Composition of the Neighbourhood Dosage

e What are the “active ingredients” that constitute the dosage? What is it about
this space in terms of internal social interactions, environmental conditions, geo-
graphic attributes, and reactions of external institutional drivers that is (are) the
causal agent(s) and how can it (they) be measured precisely? If neighbourhood is
a multi-dimensional package of causal attributes, as is likely, each part of the
package will need to be identified and measured directly.

*Note that this discussion is related to but distinct from the question of how to accurately measure
the magnitude of this dosage-response relationship, about which I wrote in Galster (2003; 2008).
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The Administration of the Neighbourhood Dosage

*  Frequency: How often is the dosage administered? For example, does a particular
form of social interaction occur only rarely or (as in the case of air pollution) is
the exposure occurring during each inhalation?

e Duration: How long does the dosage continue, once begun? Certain social inter-
actions can vary dramatically in their length, whereas the dosage of unrespon-
sive public services and non-existent facilities can be omnipresent.

o Intensity: What is the size of the dosage? How concentrated are the toxins? How
weak are the local services? In the case of social interactive causes, the answers
to the frequency, duration and intensity questions will be related to the amount of
time that the individual spends in the neighbourhood and outside of the home in
“routine activities.”

e Consistency: Is the same dosage being applied each time it is administered?
Do pollutants or the threat of victimization vary daily based on meteorological
conditions or time of day?

o Trajectory: Is the frequency, duration, and/or intensity of dosage growing, declin-
ing, or staying constant over time for the resident in question? Do the individuals
in arising trajectory context evince fewer effects because they get more “immune”
or evince more effects because their resistance is “weathered?”

e Spatial Extent: Over what scale does the dosage remain constant? How rapidly
does the frequency, duration, intensity and/or consistency of dosage decay when
the subject travels away from the residence? Do any of these gradients vary
according to the direction of movement away from the residence?

e Passivity: Does the dosage require any action by residents (cognitive or physi-
cal) to take effect? l.e., do residents need to engage in any activities or behav-
iours, or even be cognizant of the forces operating upon them for the effect to
transpire? In the case of endogenous local social interactions, the answer is prob-
ably yes, but not in the case of the other categories of mechanisms.

*  Mediation: Is the dosage received directly or indirectly by the resident in ques-
tion? For example, neighbourhood influences on children may be mediated by
parents who are directly affected by the neighbourhood.

The Neighbourhood Dosage-Response Relationship

o Thresholds: Is the relationship between variation in any dimension of dosage
administration and the response nonlinear? Are there critical points at which
marginal changes in the dosage have non-marginal effects?

e Timing: Does the response to the dosage occur immediately, after a substantial
lag, or only after cumulative administration? For example, you might become
stigmatized as soon as you move into a certain neighbourhood, but eroded health
due to lack of local recreational facilities may not show up until an extended
period has elapsed.
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* Durability: Does the response to the dosage persist indefinitely or decay over
time slowly or quickly? The developmental damage done by lead poisoning is,
for illustration, indelible.

e Generality: Are there many predictable responses to the given dosage admin-
istration, or only one? Peers may influence a wide variety of adolescent
behaviours, whereas certain environmental toxins may have rather narrowly
defined health impacts.

o Universality: Is the relationship between variation in any dimension of dosage
administration and the particular response similar across children’s develop-
mental stages, demographic groups, or socioeconomic groups? The same dosage
of neighbourhood may yield different responses depending on the developmental
or socioeconomic status of those exposed.

o Interactions: Are dosages of other intra- or extra-neighbourhood treatments also
being administered that intensify the given dosage’s expected response ? Different
dimensions of neighbourhood may not be additive but multiplicative.

* Antidotes: Are dosages of other intra- or extra-neighbourhood treatments also
being administered that counteract the given dosage’s expected response? For
example, efforts to improve residents’ health by building new clinics and out-
reach facilities in the neighbourhood may founder if environmental pollution in
the area gets worse.

* Buffers: Are people, their families, and/or their communities responding to the
dosage in ways that counteract its expected response? Because residents indi-
vidually and collectively potentially have agency they may engage in compensa-
tory behaviours that offset negative neighbourhood effects, such as when parents
keep their children in the home when certain violent youngsters are using the
local playground.

Past Investigative Responses and Their Limitations

There are two broad sorts of approaches that social scientists have employed in an
attempt to answer the above questions and uncover the dominant neighbourhood
effect mechanisms at work: (1) field-interview studies of people’s social relations
and networks within neighbourhoods and non-residents’ opinions about neighbour-
hoods, involving both quantitative and qualitative analyses of the data collected
thereby; and (2) multivariate statistical studies estimating models of how various
neighbourhood indicators are correlated with a variety of individual outcomes for
children, youth, and adults. Field-interview studies try directly to observe potential
mechanisms. In this vein, there have been numerous sociological and anthropologi-
cal investigations, but they are often limited in their ability to discern the relative
contributions of alternative causes because of their qualitative nature and their typi-
cal focus on only one set of mechanisms to the exclusion of others. Nevertheless,
several have been revealing and remarkably consistent in their findings that allow us
to rule out certain potential causes. Moreover, this style of investigation is more
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appropriate for probing many of the questions noted above, such as active ingredients,
passivity, mediation, and buffering of dosages.

The multivariate statistical approach tries to draw inferences about neighbourhood
effect mechanisms from the statistical patterns observed. It has its own challenges,
akin to a physician making a differential diagnosis on the basis of a patient’s
symptoms and only a partial, poorly measured medical history. One inferential
notion that has been used is that if particular sorts of descriptors of a neighbourhood
prove more statistically and economically significant predictors of resident outcomes
they may hint at which underlying process is dominant. For example, if the variable
“percentage of poor residents in the neighbourhood” was not to prove significant
but the variable “percentage of affluent residents in the neighbourhood” was to in a
regression predicting outcomes for low-income residents, it would suggest that a
positive social externality from the affluent group like role modelling, not a negative
social externality from the poor group like peer effects, was present. Unfortunately,
an overview of the research record typically does not produce such unambiguous
results for coefficients. Moreover, most of this statistical literature is of little help to
us here because it does not disaggregate findings by economic or demographic
group (though see Galster et al. 2010). For example, how is one to interpret the
finding from a regression model estimated over youth from all income groups that
there is a negative correlation between the percentage of poor households in the
neighbourhood and an individual’s chances of dropping out from high school? One
cannot make the deduction that non-poor youth are positively influencing poor
youth through role modelling. A second inferential notion often employed draws
upon the assumption that different types of neighbourhood social externalities yield
distinctive functional forms for the relationship between the percentage of
disadvantaged and/or advantaged residents in a neighbourhood and the amount of
externality being generated. For example, collective social norms and social control
likely come into play only after a threshold scale of the population group thought to
be generating this effect has been achieved in the neighbourhood. This logic can be
used to draw out implications for underlying mechanisms of neighbourhood effects
if the statistical procedures used to investigate the relationship between neighbour-
hood indicator(s) and individual outcome permit the estimation of non-linear
relationships. Unfortunately, few extant empirical studies test for non-linear rela-
tionships between neighbourhood indicators and various individual outcomes.
Moreover, even if thresholds and other distinctive non-linearities are observed, it
need not uniquely identify only one causal mechanism.

In the review that follows I will organize the presentation in subsections corre-
sponding to the foregoing mechanisms of neighbourhood interaction,® bringing to
bear evidence from the two approaches as relevant. Before turning to this empirical
evidence, however, I note as preface that no definitive, comprehensive study of
neighbourhood effect mechanisms exists; none examines more than one or two of

3T combine the competition and relative deprivation mechanisms because, to my knowledge, there
is little extant statistical evidence that can distinguish between them.
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the above questions for an array of potential causal mechanisms. Indeed, most of the
questions to my knowledge have not been addressed explicitly in the theoretical or
empirical literature. Thus, most empirical conclusions regarding neighbourhood
effect mechanisms should be treated as provisional at best.

Evidence on Social-Interactive Mechanisms
of Neighbourhood Effects

Social Contagion and Collective Socialization

There have been numerous studies that have examined in detail the social relation-
ships of youth from disadvantaged neighbourhoods. They have identified links
between deviant peer group influences and adolescents’ grade point average (Darling
and Steinberg 1997), mental health (Simons et al. 1996), anti-social behaviour,
school attainment, and substance abuse (Dubow et al. 1997). One of the most nota-
ble, because of its sophisticated efforts to avoid statistical bias, is Case and Katz’s
(1991) investigation of youth in low-income Boston neighbourhoods. They find that
neighbourhood peer influences among low-income youth are strong predictors of a
variety of negative behaviours, including crime, substance abuse, and lack of labour
force participation. For more supportive evidence on the importance of role models
and peer effects in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, see Sinclair et al. (1994), Briggs
(1997a), South and Baumer (2000), Ginther et al. (2000), South (2001), and
Oberwittler (2004). To me this body of (primarily) U.S. work suggests that negative
social externalities are often being generated through peer effects and role models
among disadvantaged young neighbours.*

However, the extent to which such negative socialization would be diminished,
or replaced by positive socialization, were more higher-income youth to be present
is unclear. Rosenbaum (1991, 1995) and Rosenbaum et al. (2002) have provided a
series of studies related to black families living in public housing in concentrated
poverty neighbourhoods who were assisted (with rental vouchers and counselling)
in finding apartments in majority white-occupied neighbourhoods of Chicago and
its suburbs as part of a court-ordered remedy for the Gautreaux public housing
discrimination suit. Though he provides one of the most optimistic portraits of the
benefits that such moves can provide to black adults and their children, he does not

“However, it is not definitive about the extent to which such negative socialization is general across
races. Turley (2003) probes beyond her discovery of overall positive correlations between median
family income of neighborhood and youths’ behavioral and psychological test scores to see
whether there were interaction effects with proxies for number of peer interactions and time spent
in neighborhood. She found such strong interaction effects for white but not black youths in her
sample, and concluded “differences in neighborhood socializing may explain why neighborhood
income affects black and white children differently” (2003: 70).
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find a great deal of social interchange or networking between these new in-movers
and the original residents. Rosenbaum (1991) concludes by stressing instead the
importance of role models and social norms in middle class suburban environments
for generating positive outcomes for those participating in the Gautreaux Program.
However, this optimistic conclusion has been challenged by recent qualitative case
studies revealing limited role modelling between upper-income and lower-income
blacks in gentrifying neighbourhoods (Boyd 2008; Freeman 2006; Hyra 2008).

The threshold notion embedded in both the social contagion and collective social-
ization (norm) mechanisms potentially allows them to be identified by regression-
based studies that allow for non-linear relationships between the measure of
neighbourhood. My review (see Galster 2002) of the U.S. literature (Vartanian 1999a, b;
Weinberg et al. 2004) suggests that the independent impacts of neighbourhood
poverty rates in encouraging negative outcomes for individuals like crime, school
leaving, and duration of poverty spells appear to be nil unless the neighbourhood
exceeds about 20% poverty, whereupon the externality effects grow rapidly until the
neighbourhood reaches approximately 40% poverty; subsequent increases in the
poverty population appear to have no marginal external effect. Analogously, the
independent impacts of neighbourhood poverty rates in discouraging positive behav-
iours like working appear to be nil unless the neighbourhood exceeds about 15%
poverty, whereupon the effects grow rapidly until the neighbourhood reaches roughly
30% poverty; subsequent increases in poverty appear to have no marginal effect. This
evidence supports the social contagion and/or collective socialization processes.

As far as non-linear relationships between individual outcomes and neighbour-
hood percentages of affluent residents, the work of Crane (1991), Duncan et al.
(1997), and Chase-Lansdale et al. (1997) is relevant. Unfortunately, though they all
suggest the existence of a threshold of neighbourhood affluence they differ on where
this occurs. Crane’s (1991) analysis finds strong evidence of epidemic-like effects on
both secondary school leaving and teenage childbearing of the share of affluent (pro-
fessional-managerial occupation) neighbours. For whites and blacks there is a thresh-
old at 5% affluent neighbours, below which dropout rates skyrocket; for blacks not
living in large cities there is another threshold at 20%, above which affluent neigh-
bours cease having a positive impact. These thresholds are more dramatic for black
males than females. A similar threshold at low percent affluent neighbours is observed
for both black and white teen women’s childbearing, especially in large cities. Crane
(1991, pp. 1234-1241) interpreted these findings as consistent with intra-
neighbourhood social interactions, but was unable to distinguish whether the high-
status neighbours created an endogenous effect (such as serving as positive role
models) or a correlated effect (such as bringing resources that made local institutions
and services better). Duncan et al. (1997) find a different sort of nonlinear neighbour-
hood effect for educational attainment and the percentage of affluent neighbours.
Here the threshold does not seem to occur at a small percentage of affluent, as in
Crane’s study.’ The positive effect of the latter becomes dramatically stronger when

*Duncan et al. (1997) did not explicitly test for a threshold at a below-average percentage of
affluent, however.
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the percentage exceeds the national mean for the neighbourhood (for black men and
women, and white women). Chase-Lansdale et al. (1997) examine how the percent-
age of affluent neighbours relates to a variety of intellectual and behavioural develop-
ment test scores for youth. They find, controlling for family influences, that the
percentage of affluent neighbours is positively associated with higher intellectual
functioning scores for black children and female children only when the percentage
exceeds the 25th percentile and is less than the 75th percentile; for other children the
effect is linear. Both the Duncan et al. (1997) and Chase-Lansdale et al. (1997) find-
ings support the notion of collective social norms taking hold only after a substantial
share of the affluent group is present in the neighbourhood.®

Most Western European evidence related to potential non-linear neighbourhood
effects focuses on labour market outcomes as they relate to percentages of disadvan-
taged neighbours. Here the findings are inconsistent in the extreme. Several studies
did not observe any strong nonlinear relationships. Ostendorf et al. (2001) com-
pared “income-mixed” neighbourhoods in Amsterdam with “homogeneous” ones,
to ascertain whether this aspect of neighbourhood was related to an individual’s
chances of living in poverty. Bolster et al. (2004) compared 1-, 5- and 10-year
income growth trajectories of British individuals living at the beginning of the
period amid different degrees of disadvantage (measured by a composite index).
Finally, McCulloch’s (2001) multi-level analysis of British Household Panel Study
data also failed to identify any strong non-linearities between a ward-level index of
disadvantage and such outcomes as employment status, current financial situation,
financial expectations, health status, or receipt of social support. Musterd et al.
(2003) related the proportion of neighbouring households on social benefits to the
chances of Dutch individuals’ being employed consistently or not during the 1990s.
Over a vast variation in neighbourhoods they found no relationship. Though argu-
ably some non-linearities were evinced at the extreme values of neighbourhood
conditions, they involved few neighbourhoods.

Other studies detected non-linear relationships, but of highly inconsistent
natures. Buck’s (2001) analysis of British Household Panel Study data (but, unlike
McCulloch, using unemployment rate as the neighbourhood characteristic) identi-
fied substantial non-linearities with the probability of not starting work and the
probability of not escaping from poverty, which suggested that the worst results for
individuals occurred when the share of neighbourhood residents unemployed
exceeded 23-24% (i.e., the highest 5% of all wards). Diametrically opposed results
were generated by Musterd and Andersson (2006), who analyzed the Swedish

°Turley (2003) analyzes behavioral and psychological test scores for youth as measured in a
special supplement of the PSID. She relates these scores to the median family income of the census
tract, so one cannot be certain whether the relationship is being generated by share of affluent or
share of poor. She tests for non-linearities by employing a quadratic version of neighborhood
income variable and finds that its coefficient is statistically significant and negative for the
self-esteem outcome, implying that improving the economic environment of youth has a much
greater psychological impact for those initially in disadvantaged neighborhood circumstances.
Unfortunately, quadratic specifications are not precise in identifying thresholds.
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national register database for the three largest metropolitan areas in Sweden to
ascertain the relationship between the odds that an individual remained unem-
ployed in both 1995 and 1999 and the percentage of unemployed residents in their
neighbourhood in 1995. They (like Buck) found a strong positive relationship until
the neighbourhood percentage unemployed exceeded 16%; thereafter there
appeared to be no further marginal impact (instead of increasing marginal impact,
as per Buck). Van der Klaauw and van Ours (2003) found, using data from
Rotterdam (NL) administrative records, that the neighbourhood unemployment
rate had no statistically significant negative impact on the probability of exiting
welfare into work for Dutch job losers or school leavers until it surpassed 11%,
though there were no neighbourhood effect for non-Dutch job losers.

Only two studies using Western European data have investigated the potential
nonlinear effects of affluent neighbours. Kauppinen (2004) used categorical vari-
ables to delineate neighbourhood affluence in Helsinki and, like Duncan et al.
(1997), found that only in neighbourhoods with above-average educational levels
does the neighbourhood seem to make a difference in individuals’ post-secondary
level of educational attainment.

Galster et al. (2008) study the effects of both disadvantaged and advantaged
neighbours on individual earnings of adults using Swedish urban data. In the case of
men who were not employed full time, it was the neighbourhood with the highest
possible share of middle-income neighbours that was most conducive to their earn-
ing more. The fact that even a few low-income neighbours eroded these benefits
suggested to the authors that a negative role modelling or peer effect was transpiring
here. Replacing middle-income with high-income neighbours also had negative
impacts on these less-advantaged males, implying that the former provided positive
role models and/or resource rich networks but the latter did not, perhaps because the
social distance between the groups was too great for social interactions. The collec-
tive socialization model of interaction was not supported by their findings, because
no minimum threshold of low-income neighbours was observed past which their
negative impacts began and because such would imply no distinctions between
shares of middle- and high-income neighbours under the assumption that both pro-
vided comparable norms and social controls.

In sum, this Western European evidence on non-linear neighbourhood effects is
so inconsistent that no clear implications can be drawn regarding social contagion
and collective socialization causal mechanisms. Nevertheless, it is fair to say that it
does not appear to evince non-linear neighbourhood effects similar to those more
consistently appearing in the U.S.-based research.

Social Networks

Tiggs et al. (1998) investigate the social networks of blacks in U.S. urban areas.
They find that, controlling for personal income, those in areas of concentrated
poverty typically are more isolated within their households; they have fewer close
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external ties, especially with those who are employed or well-educated. These
findings replicate those of Fernandez and Harris (1992), who also found that the
volume, breadth and depth of social relationships in poor neighbourhoods were
especially attenuated for black females. Coupled with consistent evidence that
job-seekers in U.S. high-poverty areas rely upon neighbours for potential employ-
ment information, and the situation appears ripe for neighbourhood effects in
disadvantaged U.S. places working through resource-poor social networks.

Two statistical studies provide further support to the hypothesis that the “social
network” mechanism of neighbourhood effect has veracity when it comes to finding
employment in the U.S. Bertrand et al. (2000) consider the impact of local social
networks on welfare participation. They find welfare participation was enhanced
not only by geographic proximity to others on welfare, but especially if these proxi-
mate others on welfare spoke the individual’s language. Bayer et al. (2004) examine
the degree to which people who live on the same census block also tend to work on
the same census block. They find that individuals indeed interact very locally when
exchanging information about jobs, even when controlling for personal characteris-
tics. However, given the typical high degree of class and race segregation in
American neighbourhoods it is not clear how much of the observed local social
networks span across groups. Indeed, consistent with sociological field evidence
above, Bayer et al. (2004) find that interactions are stronger when pairs of individu-
als are more likely to interact because of common education.

Evidence also suggests that the social networks established in disadvantaged
U.S. neighbourhoods may be so influential that they are difficult to break even after
moving away. Briggs (1998) examined the social networks of black and Hispanic
youth who participated in a court-ordered, scattered-site public housing desegrega-
tion program in Yonkers (NY) during the 1990s. He found few differences in the
network diversity or types of aid provided by networks comparing youth who moved
to developments in white, middle-class neighbourhoods in Yonkers and those who
remained in traditional public housing in poor, segregated neighbourhoods. The
former group did not leverage any benefits of living in more affluent and racially
diverse areas, and their social ties typically remained within the common race-class
confines of their scattered-site developments. Popkin et al. (2002) and Rosenbaum
et al. (2003) found that families participating in the Moving To Opportunity demon-
stration in Chicago were likely to maintain close social ties with their former, pov-
erty-stricken neighbourhoods even after they moved a considerable distance away
to low-poverty neighbourhoods. More than half indicated that their social networks
were located someplace other than their new neighbourhood.

A complementary view is provided by U.S.-based field studies, which consistently
show that the social interaction among members of different economic groups is quite
limited, even within the same neighbourhood or housing complex. Members of the
lower-status group often do not take advantage of propinquity to broaden their “weak
ties” and enhance the resource-producing potential of their networks, instead often
restricting their networks to nearby members of their own group. Schill (1997) inves-
tigated relationships between different classes of residents living in a newly modern-
ized public housing complex in Chicago that intentionally tried to mix employed,
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moderate-income households amid unemployed, poor households. Few social ties
developed between the groups in the development. Similar conclusions were reached
by Clampet-Lundquist (2004) in her study of residents displaced from a revitalized
Philadelphia public housing development and Kleit (2001a, b, 2002, 2005; Kleit and
Carnegie 2009) in a series of mixed-income housing developments in Maryland and
Washington. Several European-based studies have probed this topic as part of restruc-
turing of social housing estates (Atkinson and Kintrea 1998; Jupp 1999; Van
Beckhoven and Van Kempen 2003; Duyvendak et al. 2000) or post-war neighbour-
hoods (Blokland-Potters 1998; Pinkster 2008) and reached similar conclusions.’

Several multivariate studies based on European data contribute as well to our
understanding of neighbourhood networks. Buck (2001) uses British Household
Panel Study data to ascertain a positive relationship between the probability that
individuals have no close friends employed and neighbourhood unemployment
rates or disadvantage index scores. When coupled with the aforementioned positive
relationship Buck observed between these neighbourhood indicators and an indi-
vidual’s probability of not starting work and remaining in poverty, the totality of
results are supportive of the importance of local job information networks as a
mechanism of transmitting a neighbourhood effect. Farwick (2004) finds that
Turkish individuals’ contacts with native Germans decline rapidly once the percent-
age of Turks in the apartment complex exceeds 20%. In turn, this lack of contact
increases Turks’ chances of having an unstable employment history. Galster et al.
(2008, 2009) show that Swedish individuals with a weaker labour market position
apparently benefited more from middle-income than high-income neighbours, con-
sistent with the view that the resource-enhanced job information networks provided
by better-off neighbours was only influential if the class divide (“social distance”)
was not too extreme (see van Ham and Manley 2010 for a Scottish labour market
study of neighbourhood effects). Pinkster’s (2008) study of networks in deprived
neighbourhoods in The Hague (in the Netherlands) discovered that localized social
ties helped low-income residents in the short-term find jobs but over the longer-term
locked them in to these dead-end options and adversely affected their work ethic
and expectations. Pinkster suggested that one possible explanation for these effects
was that processes of social control limited residents’ ability and willingness to
interact with residents in the other groups and to look for opportunities outside of
the neighbourhood (Pinkster 2008).

Social Cohesion and Control

The importance of social control has been emphasized in a number of studies by
Sampson and his colleagues (Sampson 1992; Sampson and Groves 1989; Sampson
et al. 1997; Morenoff et al. 2001). To understand the effects of disadvantaged

’See review in Kleinhans (2004).
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neighbourhoods, they argue, one must understand their degree of social organization,
which entails the context of community norms, values and structures enveloping
residents’ behaviours (what he has labelled “collective efficacy’’). Sampson’s work
has empirically demonstrated that disorder and lack of social cohesion are associ-
ated with greater incidence of mental distress and criminality in neighbourhoods
(see the review in Sampson et al. 2002).

In this regard there is a good deal of trans-Atlantic commonality of findings related
to crime outcomes. Hirschfield and Bowers (1997) identify a strong relationship
between neighbourhood social control and assault and robbery in their study using
Merseyside (England) data. Veysey and Messner (1999) examine British Crime Survey
data and find that unsupervised peer groups and weak organizational participation in
the neighbourhood was associated with greater victimization. Markowitz et al. (2001)
analysis of British Crime Survey data showed that neighbourhood cohesion mediated
some, though not all, of the neighbourhood socio-economic status effects on burglary.

There also has been suggestive work in both North American and Western
European contexts demonstrating that social control and disorder potentially have
affects on a wider array of outcomes. Aneshensel and Sucoff (1996) find that
neighbourhood social cohesion explains a large portion of the relationship between
neighbourhood socioeconomic status and adolescent depression. Kohen et al.
(2002) find in Canada that neighbourhood disorder is negatively related and neigh-
bourhood cohesion is positively related to children’s verbal ability, and that neigh-
bourhood cohesion (though not disorder) is negatively associated with child
behavioural problems. Steptoe and Feldman (2001) surveyed London adults and
found that the effect of neighbourhood socio-economic status on individual psy-
chological distress was mediated by social cohesion and informal control. Blasius
and Friedrichs (2004) also found in Koln (Germany) that collective efficacy was a
valid construct that was correlated with several individual outcomes.

Finally, Galster and Santiago (2006) provide a unique perspective on the issue by
asking low-income parents what they thought the main mechanisms of neighbour-
hood effects upon their children were. The dominant plurality (24%) cited lack of
norms and collective efficacy. By contrast, peers (12%), exposure to violence (11%),
and institutional resources (3%) were cited much less often. Of interest, one-third
reported that their neighbourhoods had no effect either because their children were
too young or that they were able to buffer the impacts.

Competition and Relative Deprivation

Though the U.S statistical evidence (already cited) overwhelmingly suggests that
affluent residents convey positive externalities to their less-well of neighbours, there is
at least one dissenting study: Ginther et al. (2000) analyze U.S. high school graduation
probabilities and total years of education attained. For the white subsample (only) they
found that a larger percentage of high-income neighbours was negatively related to
graduation probabilities, while a larger percentage of low-income families was
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positively related to educational attainment. The qualitative evidence from the U.S. is
less clear, with some case studies indicating that upper-income gentrifiers can some-
times mobilize and compete in ways that can work to the detriment of the original,
lower-income residents; cf: Hyra (2008), Boyd (2008) and Freeman (2006). The impor-
tance of these effects is, of course, impossible to quantify from these qualitative works.

The statistical evidence on the effect of affluent neighbours on less-fortunate
ones is decidedly more mixed in Europe, with a non-trivial literature indicating that
effects are negative. A hint of a social conflict-type of neighbourhood mechanism is
embodied in the finding by Sampson and Groves (1989) in Britain that neighbour-
hood ethnic heterogeneity was associated with more unsupervised peer groups and
lack of participation in local organizations. McCulloch’s (2001) analysis of British
data finds that disadvantaged women are more likely to experience a variety of
negative outcomes if they live in affluent areas, indicative of relative deprivation or
competition mechanisms. This is consistent with two other British studies that found
that health issues for poor individuals were more problematic when they lived in
more affluent areas (Duncan and Jones 1995; Shouls et al. 1996). Finally, Oberwittler
(2007) observed that German adolescents living in households receiving welfare
recipients scored substantially higher on an index of relative deprivation when
they resided in neighbourhoods with the lowest overall welfare receipt rates. Finally,
I note the Atkinson and Kintrea (2004) qualitative study of key informant opinions
in Glasgow, in which some espoused the relative deprivation consequence of extreme
social mixing within neighbourhoods.

It is less clear whether this potential relative deprivation effect in Europe extends
to outcomes related to education. Kauppinen (2004) reports a strongly positive influ-
ence of affluent neighbours on educational achievement of individuals in Helsinki.
Gibbons (2002) used the British National Child Development Study to examine the
relationship between educational levels of neighbourhood experienced during ado-
lescence and educational attainments by age 33. He found that, controlling for paren-
tal and school characteristics, the neighbourhood percentage of highly educated
adults was strongly positively correlated with the probability that the children would
be highly educated as young adults, and negatively correlated with the probability
that they would fail to obtain any credentials, and that these relationships persisted
similarly for various groups of children stratified by early childhood test scores.
However, the marginal gains from more educated neighbours clearly attenuated
within the highest quartile of neighbourhoods. Indeed, for children living in social
housing the probability of not gaining any credentials was slightly greater in the
most-educated quartile of neighbourhoods than in more modestly educated ones.

Parental Mediation

Few would argue that parents’ mental and physical health, coping skills, sensed
efficacy, irritability, parenting styles, and socio-psycho-economic resources loom
large in how children develop. Thus, if any of the above elements are seriously
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affected by the neighbourhood (by whatever causal path), child outcomes are likely
to be affected, though in this case the neighbourhood effect for children is indirect
(Klebanov et al. 1997; Spencer 2001). For example, as I will explore in the follow-
ing section, certain neighbourhoods generate much higher exposures to stress-
generating events for parents that, in turn, has been shown to adversely affect
children (Elder et al. 1995; Linares et al. 2001). Such neighbourhoods may also vary,
however, in their degrees of social support networks that might serve to defuse the
negative effects of stress. As another example, parenting styles related to respon-
siveness/warmth and harshness/control have been observed to vary across aspects of
neighbourhood disadvantage (Klebanov et al. 1994; Earls et al. 1994; Simons et al.
1996; Briggs 1997a). Such variations, in turn, have been related to, among other
outcomes, adolescent boys’ psychological distress (Simons et al. 1996). Finally,
riskier neighbourhoods have been linked to lower-quality home learning environ-
ments on many dimensions, resulting in lower reading abilities, verbal skills, and
internalizing behaviour scores (Greenberg et al. 1999).

Evidence on Environmental Mechanisms
of Neighbourhood Effects

In the U.S. it is clear that exposure to violence has reached epidemic propor-
tions for low-income, minority youths (Martinez and Richters 1993; Richters
and Martinez 1993; Aneshensel and Sucoff 1996). The Yonkers (NY) Family
and Community Survey and Moving To Opportunity demonstration have pro-
vided strong support for the perceived importance of this factor, since safety
concerns were cited as a prime reason for participating in these programs by
most public housing families (Briggs 1997b; Goering and Feins 2003). One of
the most significant results of the Moving To Opportunity demonstration was
the substantial reductions in stress and other psychological benefits accrued by
parents and children who moved from dangerous, high-poverty neighbourhoods
to safer ones (Katz et al. 2001; Goering and Feins 2003). Other work also has
demonstrated that youths and adults who have been exposed to violence as wit-
nesses or victims suffer increased stress and declines in mental health
(Aneshensel and Sucoff 1996; Martinez and Richters 1993; Ceballo et al. 2001 ;
Hagan and Foster 2001). Exacerbated stress, in turn, can produce a variety of
unhealthy stress-reduction behaviours such as smoking (Ganz 2000) and over
the long term can reduce the efficacy of the body’s immune system (Geronimus
1992). Exposure to violence has also been linked to higher risks of pregnancy
(Linares et al. 2001), poorer pregnancy outcomes and low birth weight (Zapata
et al. 1992), poorer educational outcomes (Hagan and Foster 2001; Lord and
Mahoney 2007), more aggressive behaviours (Linares et al. 2001; Guerra et al.
2003), and reduced social cognition (Guerra et al. 2003), though some of these
effects appear substantially mediated by the stress levels of parents (Linares
et al. 2001).
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Several aspects of the physical environment of the neighbourhood have been
probed for their potential health impacts. A major proponent of the physical decay
dimension is Ross et al. (2001), whose work suggests that prolonged exposure to a
badly deteriorated environment weakens residents’ sense of efficacy. A variant on
this approach is the “broken windows” hypothesis in criminology, which suggests
that physical symbols are strongly correlated with deviant and criminal behaviours
in the neighbourhood (Kelling and Wilson 1982). It is less clear whether it is the
decay that creates an effect in its own right, however, or whether it merely serves as
proxy for lack of collective efficacy. Clearer links to health have been identified for
another physical aspect of the environment: noise (Stansfeld et al. 2000; Schell and
Denham 2003; Van Os 2004). Others have argued that the physical design of
neighbourhoods (presence of sidewalks, local land use mixes, cul-de-sacs, etc.) can
affect the amount of exercise that residents get, which in turn affects obesity rates
and other health outcomes (Lopez and Hynes 2006), though the body of empirical
evidence is small thus far. Results from the Moving To Opportunity demonstration
found, however, that those moving from disadvantaged to low-poverty neighbour-
hoods had reduced rates of obesity, which supports the view that some (unspecified)
physical feature(s) of the neighbourhood environment were at play (Goering and
Feins 2003).

As for toxic exposure to environmental pollutants, there is a large body of U.S.-
based literature that documents a common pattern whereby lower-income and
minority-occupied neighbourhoods are exposed to higher concentrations of air-,
water-, and soil-borne pollutants (Anderton et al. 1994; Bullard 1994; Hamilton
1995; Vrijheid 2000; Perlin et al. 2001; Kawachi and Berkman 2003; Ash and Fetter
(2004); Litt et al. 2009; Saha 2009). In turn, air pollutants have been linked in many
international epidemiological studies to lower life expectancy, higher infant and
adult mortality risks, more hospital visits, poorer birth outcomes, and asthma
(McConnochie et al. 1999; Brunekreef and Holgate 2002; Ritz et al. 2002; Clancy
et al. 2002; McConnell et al. 2002; Kawachi and Berkman 2003; Chay and
Greenstone 2003; Neidell 2004; Currie and Neidell 2005; Brook 2008; Hassing
et al. 2009). Proximity to hazardous waste (‘“brownfield”) sites has been linked to
higher rates of mortality from cancer and other diseases (Litt et al. 2009). Potential
physiological mechanisms by which pollution can create health risks have been
elucidated by Holguin (2008) and Mills et al. (2009). All of these studies can be
challenged on one or more methodological grounds, however (Vrijheid 2000).
These include failure to control for many confounding personal factors, lack of
precision in the local-area estimates of pollution concentrations, high sampling vari-
ability due to the small number of toxic waste sites, and potential selection bias
where unobserved personal characteristics affect both their exposure to pollutants
and their health outcomes. For fuller critical review, discussion and evaluation of
this vast research literature on pollution and health, see Bernstein et al. (2004),
Stillerman et al. (2008), Ren and Tong (2008), Chen et al. (2008), and Clougherty
and Kubzansky (2009).

The one area where the health effects of exposure to environmental toxins seem
incontrovertible is in the realm of lead poisoning. It has been shown that even small
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amounts of lead poisoning (typically produced by residue from deteriorated lead-
based paint formerly used in homes) can produce harms to infants (Reyes 2005).
Lead poisoning also harms the mental development, IQ, and behaviours of older
children (Needleman and Gastsonis 1991; Pocock et al. 1994).

Evidence on Geographical Mechanisms
of Neighbourhood Effects

Numerous rigorous empirical studies have investigated the issue of racial differen-
tials in accessibility to work (the “spatial mismatch” hypothesis) in the U.S. context
(for reviews see: Kain 1992). This literature generally suggests that mismatch can
be an important aspect of spatial opportunity differentials in at least some metro-
politan areas. Ethnographies (Sullivan 1989; Newman 1999) have shown that low-
income youths can benefit greatly from part-time employment (by gaining resources,
adult supervision, and routinized schedules), yet there neighbourhoods typically
have few such jobs (Newman 1999; Wilson 1997). Evaluations of the Gautreaux
program in Chicago showed that low-income black youths moving to the suburbs
were more likely to hold jobs and earn more than their counterparts who stayed
within the city (Rosenbaum 1995). Nevertheless, there is considerable statistical
evidence that this spatial mismatch is of less importance to economic outcomes than
the social-interactive dimensions of neighbourhoods (Weinberg et al. 2004; Dawkins
et al. 2005). Spatial mismatch typically is not seen as major issue in Europe, perhaps
because of lower levels of ethnic and income segregation, less concentration of work-
sites, and more comprehensive public transportation systems (Gobillon et al. 2007).
Nevertheless, the few studies have come to divergent conclusions (cf. Dujardin and
Goffette-Nagot 2007; and Gobillon et al. 2010).

By contrast, what little evidence exists on the mechanism of neighbourhood stig-
matization tends to be idiosyncratic, qualitative, and (with one exception) hard to
evaluate or quantify. Nevertheless, considerable case study evidence suggests that
place-based stigmatization is an often occurring process in Western Europe. The
work of Wacquant (1993), Power (1997), Taylor (1998), Atkinson and Kintrea
(1998), Dean and Hastings (2000), Hastings and Dean (2003), and Martin and
Watkinson (2003) is noteworthy. This body of work does not, of course, help us to
quantify the degree to which neighbourhood stigmatization diminishes the life-
chances of residents or restricts the various public or private resources or institu-
tions flowing into these areas. To my knowledge, only one study has attempted
statistically to relate measured perceptions of key actors about neighbourhoods to
socioeconomic or demographic indicators measured in those places. Permentier
etal. (2007) asked households and real estate agents to evaluate on multiple grounds
a variety of neighbourhoods in their city of Utrecht (NL) in which they did not live.
They found that neighbourhood reputations were significantly correlated with their
socio-economic characteristics, while their physical and functional features were of
less importance. Unfortunately, these authors did not test for threshold points where
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the perceptions dramatically changed in response to neighbourhood social mix.
Perhaps even more crucially, it is unclear the degree to which the reputation of a
long-stigmatized neighbourhood can change as a consequence of more advantaged
households being added to the social mix (Cole et al. 1997; Pawson et al. 2000;
Beekman et al. 2001).

Evidence on Institutional Mechanisms
of Neighbourhood Effects

Many U.S.-based studies have documented the vast differences in both public and
private institutional resources serving different neighbourhoods (e.g., Condron and
Roscigno 2003; Lankford et al. 2002). Though there has been considerable debate
on this subject, the current consensus seems to be that measurable educational
resources are strongly correlated with several aspects of student performance in
both the U.S. (Jargowsky and El Komi 2009) and the U.K. (Bramley et al. 2005).
Although the evidence linking these geographic differences to various outcomes for
children has been subject to challenge (e.g., Morenoff et al. 2001; Popkin et al.
2002), there is increasing evidentiary prominence of some institutions, such as the
public schools, serving as important mediators of neighbourhood context (Teitler
and Weiss 1996). Moreover, it is clear that many parents believe that a paucity of
local resources can adversely affect their children (Galster and Santiago 2006;
Phibbs 2009) and often try to compensate for this lack by seeking them from outside
of their neighbourhoods (Jarrett 1997).

There is also substantial evidence from the U.S. regarding the large spatial varia-
tions in many sorts of market actors whose proximity may affect health-related
behaviours of neighbourhood residents. Several studies, for example, have docu-
mented distinctive race and class patterns in supermarket food store locations
(Morland et al. 2002; Block et al. 2004; Zenk et al. 2005) and others have done the
same for dietary habits (Diez-Roux et al. 1999). As another illustration, in his study
of Latino and Black youth moving from concentrated poverty neighbourhoods in
Yonkers, Briggs (1997b) finds that they had much less access to liquor stores in their
non-poverty destinations and that their reported alcohol usage was lowered.
Quantifying a convincing causal link between such contextual variations and
individual’s diets and consumption patterns and, ultimately, health, has proven
more challenging, however; see Gallagher (2006, 2007) and Morland et al. (2002).

In the Western European context the effect of institutional and public service
differentials across space are probably less severe, given that these welfare states
have a more centralized funding mechanism and often try to provide compensatory
services to disadvantaged neighbourhoods (Powell and Boyne 2002). However,
Atkinson and Kintrea (2001), Buck (2001), and Hastings (2007, 2009b) offer several
more subtle mechanisms about how such effects may be imparted nevertheless:
(1) low expectations by residents of disadvantaged places create self-fulfilling
prophecies; (2) inter-neighbourhood competition for scarce public services, skilled
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employees, and facilities; (3) “rationing” of public services in ways that are insufficient
to equally meet needs in different locales; and (4) direct place-based discrimination by
institutional actors controlling allocations of resources. Hastings (2009a) provides a
comprehensive conceptual framework of a variety of endogenous relationships of
relevance here.

The Western European evidence on these points is suggestive but hardly defini-
tive. Lupton (2004) finds that schools in disadvantaged UK districts have a more
difficult time attracting highly qualified, experienced teachers. Some studies have
found that teachers in disadvantaged UK neighbourhoods expect less from their
students (Atkinson and Kintrea 2001; Gillborn and Youdell 2000). Hastings’
(2009a) case studies of 12 UK neighbourhoods suggest qualitatively that environ-
mental service provision fails to compensate for higher levels of need in certain
neighbourhoods, thereby setting in motion a mutually-reinforcing downward spiral
of reactions by residents and service providers alike.

A Provisional Synthesis Regarding Evidence
on Neighbourhood Effect Mechanisms

What does the foregoing evidence suggest about the importance of various neigh-
bourhood effect mechanisms in the U.S and Western Europe, when all is said and
done? With the mandatory caveat that firm conclusions are elusive here given the
state of scholarship and the complexity of the topic, my evaluation provisionally
suggests the following.?

First, in both the U.S. and Western Europe high concentrations of poverty or
socially disadvantaged households (which typically are heavily Hispanic- and espe-
cially black-occupied neighbourhoods in the U.S. and immigrant-occupied neigh-
bourhoods in Western Europe) have been consistently empirically linked to weaker
cohesion and structures of informal social controls in their neighbourhoods. This
situation produces, in turn, negative consequences like increased youth delinquency,
criminality, and mental distress, although this mechanism has not yet been linked to
other important outcomes like labour market performance. However, in both U.S.
and Western European research the aforementioned concentrations of poverty or
disadvantage retain their relationship with a variety of child and adult outcomes
even after intra-neighbourhood levels of social control and cohesion are taken into
account. Clearly, more than this mechanism is at work.

Second, the fact that neighbourhood poverty rates in the U.S. appear consistently
related to a range of outcomes in a non-linear, threshold-like fashion further suggests

8T recognize that practitioners who deal directly with deprived neighborhoods hold divergent
and conflicting opinions about which neighborhood effect mechanisms are most important
(Atkinson and Kintrea 2004). The same can be said of low-income minority parents (Galster
and Santiago 2000).
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that the social contagion (peers) and/or the collective socialization (roles models,
norms) forms of causal linkages are transpiring. There may also be some selectivity
involved, as some socially weaker groups in the U.S. seem more vulnerable to these
contexts than stronger ones. I do not believe that the evidence can clearly distinguish
the respective contributions made by the latter two alternatives.’ Unfortunately, with
highly inconsistent evidence regarding non-linearities of neighbourhood impacts in
the Western European evidence, there is no certainty about the relative importance of
such processes there.

Third, in the U.S. the presence of affluent neighbours appears to provide positive
externalities to their less-well off neighbours, seemingly working through social
controls and collective socialization. Social networks and peer influences between
the affluent and the poor, by contrast, do not appear as important in this vein. The
outcomes for individuals that are most strongly related to affluent neighbours
seem to be different that those most strongly related to disadvantaged neighbours.
There is consistent U.S. empirical evidence to suggest thresholds here as well,
though the precise threshold is unclear and likely varies by outcome being consid-
ered. The Western European evidence is much less definitive, and indeed inconsis-
tent, in all these aforementioned regards. Finally, most U.S. and Western European
evidence indicates that the influence on vulnerable individuals of advantaged neigh-
bours is smaller in absolute value than the influence of disadvantaged neighbours,
whatever the mechanism(s) at play.

Fourth, in U.S. neighbourhood contexts there is little evidence suggesting that
the competition or relative deprivation mechanisms are operating in a meaningful
way. The same cannot be said of Western European evidence, however, where the
preponderance suggests that mixing of extremely dissimilar low- and high-income
groups results in little benefit or even harms for those who are most disadvantaged.

Fifth, a large number of U.S. studies have consistently found that there is rela-
tively little social networking between lower-income and higher-income households
or children in the same neighbourhood, and this lack is compounded if there are also
racial differences involved. Thus, there is little to support the version of neighbour-
hood effects that advantaged neighbours create valuable “weak ties” for disadvan-
taged ones. I could identify no Western European evidence on this point.

Sixth, local environmental differences appear substantial and likely produce
important differentials in mental and physical and mental health on both sides of
the Atlantic. There are huge differences in exposure to violence across U.S. neigh-
bourhoods and this undoubtedly produces important and durable psychological
consequences for children and adults that, in turn, likely have numerous but hard-
to-quantify other effects. Exposure to environmental pollutants and (especially in
the U.S.) to violence undoubtedly produces significant consequences for the health
of children, youths and adults, though evidence on the links for many toxins besides

° After their review, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2000) similarly concluded that the strongest support
seems to be for the combined role of norms, collective efficacy (informal social controls), and peers as
major neighborhood influences on adolescent behaviors.
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lead is often sketchy. The longer-term consequences of these health impacts on
subsequent educational outcomes, behaviours, and economic outcomes have not
been adequately explored, however.

Seventh, geographic disparities related to differential accessibility to work and
quality public services (especially education) are likely more severe in the U.S.
than in Western Europe. At least in the U.S context, these mechanisms likely play
a non-trivial role in explaining labour force and educational outcomes.

Eighth, institutional processes involving place-based stigmatization, local
institutional quality and behaviour, and local market actors likely exist but quan-
tification of their spatial variations have not been accomplished in a way that
permits generalizations in either the U.S. or Western Europe. Moreover, convincing
statistical models of the relationship between measured variations in these potential
causal mechanisms and a wide range of behavioural or health outcomes have not
been completed.

Finally, there is probably a substantial, indirect effect on children and youth
than transpires through the combined effects of the social-interactive, environmen-
tal, geographic, and institutional dimensions of the neighbourhood context on their
parents. This mediation of neighbourhood effects through parents is likely to affect
a broad range of outcomes for their offspring, though there have been no attempts
to measure comprehensively such effects.

Implications for Scholarship and Policy

Advancing Scholarship on Neighbourhood Effect Mechanisms

I return once again to a theme that introduced this paper and that echoed through-
out: given the complexity of the topic there is simply far too little scholarship to
make many claims about which causal links dominate for which outcomes for
which people in which national contexts. I recognize that calling for “additional
research” is a shop-worn conclusion for an academic paper; nevertheless, it remains
unusually valid and significant in this case.

How might such additional research proceed? Given that both qualitative and
quantitative approaches have different inherent strengths and limitations here, I
would argue for mixed-methods strategies, ideally embedded within the same study
design so the same populations, local neighbourhoods and overarching contexts can
be held constant. Given the likelihood that many causal mechanisms may act cumu-
latively and with some durability of impact, there is a need for studies that explore
residential histories and patterns of exposure to a wide variety of community condi-
tions, not just current exposure to a narrow palette of neighbourhood measures
(Rauch et al. 2001). Because there is such a wide range of potential mechanisms,
quantitative studies should not satisfy themselves with easily accessed census indica-
tors for neighbourhoods, but should strive to obtain: (1) administrative data about



46 G.C. Galster

neighbourhood conditions (e.g., crime, low birth weight rates, child maltreatment
rates); (2) data about local institutions, facilities, and schools (both their existence
and quality); (3) pollution measures at a fine-grained spatial scale. In addition, I urge
moving beyond distal proxies for causal processes and more efforts to collect social
process data from community surveys and systematic social observations (Leventhal
and Brooks-Gunn 2000; Sampson et al. 2002). Finally, there is a need for datasets
that measure the amount of time spent and routines of activity in the neighbourhood
and the degree to which social interaction patterns are concentrated in the neigh-
bourhood (South 2001; Sampson 2001). Of course, these studies must also collect
detailed information about family circumstances to accurately develop controls or,
possibly, measures of parental mediation of neighbourhood impacts on children.

Though these data requirements represent an intimidating menu, there is one
emerging study that offers unprecedented breadth in this realm. My Case Western
Reserve University Mandel School colleague, Professor Anna Santiago, and I are now
beginning analysis of information gathered from a natural experiment in Denver, CO.
The research aims to quantify how and why a variety of outcomes (health, education,
employment, behavioural and demographic) for low-income, Black and Latino chil-
dren and youth residing in Denver public housing for a substantial period are statisti-
cally related to conditions in the neighbourhoods in which they were raised. Data
analyzed come from surveys we conducted with 765 current and former residents of
the Denver (CO) Housing Authority (DHA) whose 1,995 children met study eligibil-
ity criteria. For decades, DHA has operated public housing located units throughout
the City and County of Denver. Because the initial allocation of households on the
DHA waiting list to units mimics a random assignment to a wide range of neighbour-
hood environments, this program represents a natural experiment for overcoming
parental location selection bias in estimating neighbourhood effects. We have gath-
ered life histories for all participating children and their families, relating a wide range
of outcomes to individual developmental stages. To this residential history we have
merged time-coincident data from: (1) census tract indicators of socioeconomic,
demographic and housing characteristics; (2) administrative data on crime, low birth
weight rates, and school quality; (3) survey-based, parental-identified measures of
local institutions and facilities; (4) survey-based, parental-assessed social disorder,
collective efficacy, and social networks. We hope to soon add information on air qual-
ity and location of hazardous waste sites. In addition, we conducted follow-up inter-
views with selected children in our sample who have become young adults and their
parents, to query them about their perceptions of neighbourhood effect mechanisms,
parental buffering attempts at same, etc.

Implications for Public Policy

Obtaining a clearer understanding of the pathways through which neighbourhoods
exert their effects is crucial for public policy formulations in at least three major
domains: health, employment, and housing. Put bluntly, it is risky for policy-makers
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to naively observe a correlation between neighbourhood indicators and individual
outcomes of interest and design programmatic strategies as if neighbourhood were
a “black box.” At best, inefficiencies and, at worse, negative unforeseen conse-
quences, are all-too-likely to follow in these circumstances.

In the health domain, it is obvious from an epidemiological perspective that
understanding causal pathways is of “critical importance in determining how
[public health] interventions should be designed” (Sellstrom and Bremberg 2006,
p- 553). In the employment domain, distinctive programmatic implications follow
from alternative conclusions about why some able-bodied are not employed. Perhaps
they: (1) lack information networks about job opportunities; (2) try to apply for
work but are turned away by employers who stigmatize their neighbourhoods; (3)
try to find work but cannot access jobs due to local transport inadequacies; (4) do
not try to work because of negative neighbourhood peer influences; or (5) are too
sick to work because of sever local pollution levels. In the housing domain, the
current Western European fascination with “social mix” strategies (Galster 2007a, b)
could be helpfully guided by definitive explorations about what processes are
thought to follow from social mix: social-interactive, geographic, and/or institu-
tional? (Joseph et al. 2006; Joseph 2006) If it were to prove the case that, for instance,
social networks among the various neighbouring classes were the dominant mecha-
nism of positive influence, urban design strategies designed to maximize interpersonal
contacts and “community-building” activities within the mixed estates would be rec-
ommended. On the other hand, if mixing served only to remove the former external
stigmatization of residents, such micro-level social processes could well be ignored by
policy-makers. Finally, there are some implications that overarch particular policy
domains. For example, if it were to prove the case that the vast portion of neighbour-
hood impacts on children occurred indirectly through mediation of parents, then it
would follow that interventions designed to minimize negative neighbourhood effects
should target parents, even if the ultimate goal is child development.
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Chapter 3

Ethnographic Evidence, Heterogeneity,
and Neighbourhood Effects After Moving
to Opportunity

Mario Luis Small and Jessica Feldman

Introduction

Research on neighbourhood effects is at a crossroads. Through the 1990s and early
2000s, researchers in sociology, demography, and economics were overwhelmingly
concerned with estimation problems, particularly the problems associated with
selection into neighbourhoods (Jencks and Mayer 1990; Goering and Feins 2003;
see Small and Newman 2001; Sampson et al. 2002). By the late 1990s, the Moving
To Opportunity study—a multi-million dollar randomized control trial that tracked
the effects of moving to non-poor neighbourhoods—promised to address many of
these concerns and give new life to the neighbourhood effects research program
(Goering and Feins 2003). To the surprise of many, the results have been inconsis-
tent, prompting disagreement over the direction the literature should take, and even
over whether studying the effects of neighbourhood conditions remains a viable
research agenda (see Clampet-Lundquist and Massey 2008; Ludwig et al. 2008;
Sampson 2008).

In what follows, we take stock of this work and of the implications of the recent
experimental studies. We argue that the first wave of neighbourhood effects research
suffered from at least two problems: it assumed that the effect of neighbourhood
poverty was homogeneous across subpopulations and across treatment settings, and
it failed to integrate effectively ethnographic research into the quantitative empirical
research program. These are separate points, but together they help make sense of
the findings of MTO and pave the way for a more informed and better-targeted
research agenda in neighbourhood effects.

We begin by providing a brief and broad overview of the research on neighbour-
hood effects up to the MTO experiments. Next, we review several recent studies that
suggest that researchers should have expected heterogeneity, not homogeneity in
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the effect of neighbourhood poverty—that is, that whether and how neighbourhoods
mattered depended substantially on individual-, neighbourhood-, and city-level
conditions. Then, we turn to the role of ethnographic evidence, arguing that the
better integration between qualitative and quantitative research on poor neighbour-
hoods can help scholars generate clearer research expectations and interpret
seemingly inconsistent findings. We suggest that an assumption of heterogeneity
should permeate all aspects of the work, from how questions are asked, to how
hypotheses are formulated, to how ethnographic research is conducted and
interpreted. We conclude by discussing the implications of our argument for future
quantitative and qualitative research on neighbourhoods.

The First Twenty Years of Neighbourhood Effects Research

The start of contemporary research on neighbourhood effects can be traced to the
publication of Wilson’s The Truly Disadvantaged (1987), which argued that
American cities had experienced an economic restructuring during the 1970s and
1980s that prompted the departure of both manufacturing jobs and middle class
people from the central cities, resulting in urban neighbourhoods with a greater
concentration of poverty. Concentrated poverty, in turn, undermined the life chances
of the poor. In the years following the book’s publication, thousands of studies
devoted themselves to addressing one or another of its hypotheses, and many
studies specifically tested the proposition that neighbourhood poverty indepen-
dently affected life chances. As Mayer and Jencks (Mayer and Jencks 1989a, b,
p. 1441) wrote in an important early paper, the core hypothesis was that “poor chil-
dren living in overwhelmingly poor neighbourhoods find it harder to escape poverty
than poor children living in more affluent neighbourhoods.” Over the years, research-
ers investigated the consequences of not merely neighbourhood poverty but also
other neighbourhood conditions, such as disadvantage and racial homogeneity.
The ensuing neighbourhood effects literature has been canvassed many times
and in great detail, obviating the need for an extensive review (Mayer and Jencks
1989a, b; Jencks and Mayer 1990; Brooks-Gunn et al. 1997; Small and Newman 2001;
Sampson et al. 2002; Sampson 2008). Nevertheless, several concerns in the literature
are worth noting that will prove crucial to our discussion. From its beginnings and
through its first 20 years, the literature exhibited three notable concerns: a concern with
selection bias, a concern with effects on average, and a concern with mechanisms.

Selection Bias

From the beginning, sceptics have argued that the effort to determine whether neigh-
bourhood poverty affects life chances is threatened by the problem of selection bias
(Jencks and Mayer 1990; see also chapters by Manley and van Ham 2011 and
Hedman and van Ham 2011 in this volume). Most quantitative tests of neighbourhood
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effects were (and continue to be) based on observational survey data, often collected
at one point in time. These data rarely contain the information required to determine
with certainty why different individuals live in different neighbourhoods. For
this reason, in statistical regressions, the coefficients for the effect of neighbour-
hood poverty may be biased due to unobserved conditions (Jencks and Mayer 1990;
Tienda 1991; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997; Small and Newman 2001; Goering
and Feins 2003; Harding 2003a, b; Ludwig et al. 2008; DeLuca and Dayton 2009).
In Clampet-Lundquist and Massey’s (2008, p. 109) words, it has been difficult to deter-
mine whether “poor places make people poor, or... poor places attract poor people”
(Tienda 1991). While, in the early years, researchers differed in the extent to which
they worried about this issue, over time the problem became impossible to ignore.

As work in econometrics and causal inference penetrated the field, the selection
bias problem came to be understood increasingly within the counterfactual model of
causality (e.g. Harding 2003a, b; see Rubin 1974; Morgan and Winship 2007;
Morgan 2001). In this model, experiencing neighbourhood poverty is conceived as
a treatment, and each individual is assumed to have a potential outcome under the
treatment state (living in a poor neighbourhood) and under the control state (living
in a non-poor neighbourhood). The causal effect of the treatment for a given indi-
vidual is simply the difference between her outcomes in the two treatment states.
Since it is impossible to observe an individual under two different treatment states—
a person cannot simultaneously live in a poor and in a non-poor neighbourhood—
causal effects are estimated on average for populations (Morgan and Winship 2007,
pp. 4-6). To properly estimate an average causal effect using non-experimental data
one must be certain that an unobserved process did not systematically assign differ-
ent kinds of individuals to different treatment states (or that those differences are
ignorable). No solution is better than randomly assigning a large sample of indi-
viduals to treatment and control conditions. This approach helped generate schol-
arly support for randomized control trials, such as Moving To Opportunity, in the
context of neighbourhood and housing research. At the same, it convinced many
that in the absence of such trials, it was impossible to rule out that all neighbour-
hood studies that did not employ or approximate random assignment had reported
spurious findings (Ludwig et al. 2008).

Effects on Average

In their attempts to discern the true effects of neighbourhood poverty, most studies
implicitly assumed that the neighbourhood treatment effect was homogeneous
across subpopulations and settings. For Wilson (1987) “concentration effects” were
a kind of social fact believed to operate in inner cities across the nation, regardless
of local political or cultural context. The early influential papers of Jencks and
Mayer (1990; Mayer and Jencks 1989a, b) helped cement this orientation. Reviewing
published papers and performing some analyses on their own, the authors tried to
ascertain whether the findings collectively suggested that neighbourhoods do, in
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fact, affect life chances on average. The issue, as the authors framed it in one of their
titles, was “Growing up in Poor Neighbourhoods: How Much Does it Matter?”
(Mayer and Jencks 1989a, b). The question presupposed the existence of a single
answer for any given outcome, regardless of location, context, or other conditions:
either neighbourhoods mattered much or they did not. (There was an important
exception: the authors speculated that neighbourhood SES would affect people of
different SES differently.)

Following these and other early works, an entire generation of researchers con-
cerned themselves with answering either a yes-or-no question (do neighbourhoods
matter?) or a question of degree (how much do they matter?)—rather than a condi-
tional question (under what circumstances do they matter?) (Small 2004). This ori-
entation seemed sensible. From the perspective of the traditional, regression-based
statistical models that characterized the early literature, it translated into a primary
concern with estimating direct, rather than interaction, effects. Furthermore, few
theories in the early literature gave researchers reason to pursue a different strategy:
neither the early works of Wilson (1987), Jencks and Mayer (1990), Massey and
Denton (1993), Sampson and Groves (1989), or others, nor the early ethnographic
studies of Liebow (1967), Anderson (1978, 1990, 1999), Duneier (1992), or others
gave researchers reason to be substantially concerned with the possibility that the
effects of neighbourhood poverty depended on context, that neighbourhood poverty
might substantially affect life chances in some but not other circumstances.

Mechanisms

A third overarching concern was to specify the mechanisms through which neigh-
bourhoods affect life chances (Tienda 1991; see also chapter by Galster 2011 in this
volume). Researchers have introduced scores of models. In an early review, Mayer
and Jencks (Mayer and Jencks 1989a, b; Jencks and Mayer 1990) proposed three.
First, having disadvantaged neighbours may affect the poor through either conta-
gion or through the weaker ability to maintain social order. Second, having advan-
taged neighbours may make the poor feel relative deprivation that encourages an
oppositional or deviant subculture. Third, living in a disadvantaged neighbourhood
may affect the poor by limiting access to strong institutions and resources. Small
and Newman (2001, p.32) reviewed the literature and argued that researchers have
proposed two sets of models for how neighbourhood poverty affects life chances:
socialization mechanisms, which describe how neighbourhoods socialize young
residents, and instrumental mechanisms, which describe how neighbourhoods limit
or otherwise affect people’s ability to exercise their agency. Through socialization
mechanisms, neighbourhood poverty is said to help spread negative behaviour
through contagion; expose young people to fewer role models; subject them to dis-
couraging treatment by teachers, officers, and other institutional actors; isolate them
linguistically from the mainstream; and encourage them to develop an oppositional
culture. Through instrumental mechanisms, neighbourhood poverty is said to limit
the number of middleclass people available to meet, the amount of job information
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available to acquire, and the number of resources available to access. Sampson and
colleagues (2002) reviewed over 40 peer-reviewed articles and identified a similar
list of mechanisms, in addition to those affecting norms enforcement, collective
efficacy, and routine activities.

Other researchers have argued that we should think about mechanisms differ-
ently. In a review of MTO findings, Sampson (2008) argued that mechanisms must
take into account lifecycle factors—neighbourhoods are likely to matter most among
young children, among those who are children and grandchildren of others who
lived in poor neighbourhoods, and among those who are exposed for long periods
of their life. Galster (2011) argues in his chapter in this volume that neighbourhood
effects mechanisms should be thought of in terms of both how they operate and their
“dosage.” He groups their operation into four broad categories: social-interactive
mechanisms, environmental mechanisms, geographical mechanisms, and institu-
tional mechanisms. He then proposes that a pharmaceutical metaphor of “neigh-
bourhood dosage” can help explain how these mechanisms produce individual
responses. For example, if we take the proposed social-interactive mechanism of
behavioural contagion, the dosage would refer to how often children are exposed to
negative behaviours, how long the exposure occurs, and how intense the behaviours
are to which children are exposed.

In spite of all this work, it is unclear that much cumulative progress was made on
the question of mechanisms. First, researchers disagreed on what constitutes a
mechanism. For example, while many of the mechanisms reviewed by Sampson and
colleagues (2002) operate at the neighbourhood level (e.g., collective efficacy and
informal social control), many of those reviewed by Small and Newman (2001)
operate at the individual level (e.g., isolation and oppositional attitudes). Second,
these disagreements were largely implicit, as the literature did not debate what
constituted a properly specified mechanism or how they should be observed (see
Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998; Hedstrom and Ylikoski 2010). Third, given the
inability of many earlier studies to account for the selection problems, it was unclear
which set of proposed mechanisms—and which set of variations on how mecha-
nisms operate—to give greatest attention to or how.

The three concerns we have identified—with selection, with effects on average,
and with mechanisms—did not receive equal focus. The first was an initially
neglected issue that soon became an obsession; the second, more a running assump-
tion than an intellectual preoccupation; the third, a persistent worry that never
arrived at resolution. Nevertheless, the three help understand both how researchers
viewed and how we ought to respond to an important study that marks a turning
point in the literature, the Moving to Opportunity randomized control trials.

A Turning Point: The Moving to Opportunity Studies

Largely due to the significance of the selection problem, researchers eagerly awaited
results of experimental studies, particularly of the Moving to Opportunity randomized
control trials. MTO is a voucher-based housing mobility experiment that intervenes
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at the level of the household. Beginning in 1994, over 4,600 families living in public
housing projects (in neighbourhoods with a poverty rate of at least 40%) in Baltimore,
Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York City were randomly assigned to one
of three experimental conditions: (a) the treatment group received vouchers and
counselling assistance to move to “opportunity” neighbourhoods — in which the
poverty rate was less than 10%; (b) the “Section 8 group” received a voucher but no
mobility counselling or restrictions on their movement; (c) and the control group
received neither vouchers nor counselling. (For comprehensive reviews of MTO
design, history, interim and long-term results, see Goering and Feins 2003; Orr et al.
2003; Kling et al. 2007; Briggs et al. 2010; Sampson 2008; Ludwig et al. 2008;
Clampet-Lundquist and Massey 2008). The MTO team collected data on several
outcomes: economic self-sufficiency, mental health, physical health, education and
risky behaviour (Orr et al. 2003). MTO promised to provide the most compelling
test of the effects of neighbourhood poverty.

However, the results were inconsistent (see Orr et al. 2003; Kling et al. 2007,
Ellen and Turner 2003; Briggs et al. 2010). While the number of outcomes is too
large and the results are too diverse to summarize here, a few findings are worth
noting. The interim studies found robust effects on adult mental health outcomes,
but limited effects on physical health. On average, movers made few educational
gains, and no gains overall in reading and math test scores. King et al. (2007)
reported no gains to economic self-sufficiency, a composite of employment, earn-
ings, and welfare use measures (see also Orr et al. 2003). In addition, while female
youth saw gains in education, risky behaviour, and physical health outcomes,
male youth experienced worse outcomes in all three measures. However, families
who moved with vouchers reported greater levels of satisfaction with their living
conditions, including neighbourhood attributes such as litter, graffiti, loitering and
abandoned property. Voucher movers (both experimental and section 8) reported
living in improved quality housing and feeling safer in their neighbourhoods (Orr
et al. 2003).

Responses to the findings have ranged widely. For some, the findings confirmed
what many had suspected, that early researchers greatly exaggerated the extent to
which neighbourhood conditions independently affect life chances (Ludwig et al.
2008). In their mind, the selection bias problem had been as serious as believed by
sceptics. (This position, in turn, obviates the need for research on mechanisms,
since there is not much of an effect whose internal processes demand attention.)
For others, the study violated the assumption of no interference between units, the
idea that a participant’s value depends only on the treatment to which the partici-
pant was assigned, not on that assigned to others. People were sampled from within
housing projects in which people are assumed to interact with others with different
treatments, leading to misleading results (Sobel 2006). For still others, MTO was
not especially informative about neighbourhood effects; rather, it provided evi-
dence to asses a policy intervention of voucher-based housing assistance. For
example, Sampson (2008) suggested that the MTO results cannot rule out that
neighbourhoods matter: only that neighbourhood poverty, for an extremely
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disadvantaged and limited sub-sample of the population, in a handful of cities, did
not affect a particular set of outcomes during the early 2000s. Furthermore, since
movers often either relocated to areas that resembled their previous neighbour-
hoods or failed to stay in lower-poverty areas, the MTO may understate the true
treatment effect. Clampet-Lundquist and Massey (2008) argued that the experi-
mental intervention in the MTO may not have been appropriate, as the definition of
“opportunity” neighbourhood was simply one in which less than 10% of the resi-
dents were poor, and experimental and voucher movers still ended up in predomi-
nantly African American neighbourhoods.

We do not believe that the Moving To Opportunity studies provide evidence
that neighbourhood conditions are unimportant. Some findings, such as the
effects on mental health and feelings of safety, are robust, consistent, and easily
interpretable. Other findings, such as limited effects on unemployment, do not
seem surprising, given that changing neighbourhoods does not alter an adult’s
skill set and the intervention did not require residents to change job markets. Still
other findings, such as the improvement in conditions for girls but their worsen-
ing for boys simply seem perplexing, particularly because they had not been
previously hypothesized.

The principal lesson from the first round of neighbourhood studies through the
early findings of MTO seems to be that whether neighbourhood poverty matters
depends. The second lesson seems to be that the literature requires more informa-
tion to interpret these results and more refined hypotheses to focus future research.
These two lessons inform our argument that future work should be oriented toward
expecting and explaining heterogeneity and that it should better integrate ethno-
graphic fieldwork when generating hypotheses and explanations. We begin with the
first of these propositions.

Moving Forward: From Homogeneous
to Heterogeneous Treatment Effects

We argue that researchers should assume that neighbourhood poverty has different
effects not merely (as many have shown) on different outcomes but also, and more
importantly, on different kinds of individuals, in different neighbourhoods, and in
different cities (Small 2004, pp. 75-89; Harding et al., forthcoming; also, Sobel
2006). In the traditional regression framework, this argument calls for paying greater
attention to the interaction between neighbourhood poverty and individual-, neigh-
bourhood-, and city-level variables. In the counterfactual framework, it calls for
assuming that treatment effects are heterogeneous across subpopulations and across
settings (see Morgan and Winship 2007; Hong and Raudenbush 2006; Morgan
2001; Angrist 2004). Consider several recent studies demonstrating that whether
neighbourhoods matter depends on conditions at the individual, neighbourhood,
and city levels.
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Individual Level

Several quantitative studies have shown that neighbourhood poverty may affect
different individuals differently. For example, using data from the Panel Study of
Income Dynamics, Turley (2003) found that higher neighbourhood income was
associated with better test scores and behaviour among white children but not among
black children. Similarly, as we discussed briefly, the initial evaluation of the MTO
found that moving from a poor to non-poor neighbourhood helped females more
than males: teen female movers were less likely to get arrested than the control
group for violent or property crimes; teen male movers were actually more likely to
get arrested for property crimes (Kling et al. 2005, 2007).

Ethnographic studies have also found that neighbourhood poverty may affect
different residents differently. Small (2004) studied how neighbourhood poverty
affected community participation in a predominantly Puerto Rican housing
complex in Boston. He found that whether residents became strongly involved or
remained uninterested depended substantially on how they perceived their neigh-
bourhood—those who perceived it as a ghetto found little justification to partici-
pate. After conducting in-depth qualitative interviews with a subsample of MTO
movers, Briggs and colleagues (2010) found that respondents differed in their
orientations to family—some were “kin-centered,” others “kin-avoidant” or more
oriented to the world of friends and acquaintances. Whether movers were more or
less integrated into their new neighbourhoods depended on their familial and social
obligations and on the location of those obligations. Along these general lines,
Harding and colleagues (forthcoming) proposed that whether neighbourhoods affect
life chances depends on the extent to which families have many or few resources.
Collectively, these works call for models in which researchers better theorize and
then test explicitly the presence of heterogeneity in the effects of neighbourhood
conditions across subpopulations.

Neighbourhood Level

Poor neighbourhoods differ, for systematic and non-systematic reasons. For exam-
ple, some poor neighbourhoods, because of the outmigration of the middle class,
exhibit very low population densities; others, because of immigration by the poor,
exhibit very high density (e.g., Small 2008). If the treatment is neighbourhood
poverty, then the conditions under which the treatment is administered varies sub-
stantially across settings—and for reasons related to many outcomes of interest—
threatening the validity of statistical inferences.

Several recent studies have made clear that neighbourhood-level differences
of this kind are important. In the aforementioned study, Turley (2003) found
that, for black children, higher neighbourhood incomes sometimes were related
to test scores—only when they lived in those neighbourhoods with a high pro-
portion of blacks. That is, the effect of neighbourhood income was conditional
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on the neighbourhood proportion black. In a study using data from the Zip Business
Patterns and the U.S. Census Small and McDermott (2006) examined the relation-
ship between neighbourhood poverty and the level of organizational density, the
number of banks, credit unions, childcare centres, grocery stores, pharmacies, and
other everyday establishments. They found that the negative association between
neighbourhood poverty and organizational density depended on the proportion of
residents in the neighbourhood who were black—the greater the proportion black,
the greater the negative association. In fact, the study found that in the statistically
average neighbourhood, there was no relationship between neighbourhood poverty
and the presence of most of these establishments.

City Level

Finally, several studies suggest that the effect of neighbourhood poverty depends on
the city. Burdick-Will and colleagues (forthcoming) reanalyzed student test score
data across the five MTO demonstration sites. On average, it appeared that students
in the experimental mover conditions fared no better than the control group students
on tests of math and reading (evaluated 4—7 years after baseline; see Sanbonmatsu
et al. 2006). However, when they disaggregated the educational test results by city,
the results differed. The authors compared the treatment-on-treated effect of moving
on children’s verbal test scores in the full MTO sample, and then separately for
Chicago and Baltimore and for New York, Boston, and Los Angeles. While the full
sample showed no statistically significant effect, the differences between the first two
cities and the latter three were substantial. In fact, in Chicago and Baltimore the
effects were strong, with movers performing 0.3 standard deviations better than the
control group. While differences in math test scores were not statistically significant
between movers and non-movers for either set of cities, the difference between the
sets of sites was large, of comparable magnitude, and in the same direction as the
results of the verbal scores. That is, neighbourhood effects on children’s performance
were more likely to be found in Chicago and Baltimore. Burdick-Will and colleagues
noted that in Chicago and Baltimore, residents of poor neighbourhoods were more
likely to be exposed to extreme levels of violence (see also Sharkey 2009).

Our own research also demonstrates the extent to which the effects of neighbour-
hood poverty depend on city-level conditions. For this chapter, we prepared a test of
the de-institutionalization hypotheses that produces similar results and makes clear
the importance of heterogeneity across treatment settings. Wilson (1987) and others
hypothesized that concentrated poverty undermines organizational density—the
number of banks, clinics, bowling alleys, churches, recreation centres, and other
commercial and non-profit establishments within a neighbourhood. As Wilson
has argued, “poverty in ghetto neighbourhoods has sapped the vitality of local busi-
ness and other institutions, and it has led to fewer... movie theatres, bowling alleys,
restaurants, public parks and playgrounds, and other recreational facilities” (1995,
pp. 9-10; also Wilson 1987, 1996; Wacquant 2007; Messner and Rosenfeld 2001).
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However, Wilson and others derived their hypothesis based on work primarily in
Chicago, without considering whether other cities would exhibit different relation-
ships. In fact, as we discuss later, a long standing tradition has conceived of Chicago
as a laboratory where phenomena occurring in the average city, or the average large
city, or the average Rustbelt city, can be observed with clarity. A perspective taking
heterogeneity seriously would question that assumption.

We tested Wilson’s hypothesis based on data on the presence of a range of
establishments for all metropolitan statistical areas of the continental United States.
Based on an extensive review of the literature, we selected small establishments
(fewer than 20 employees) and large ones (100 or more). Among small establish-
ments, we identified five general types: day-to-day establishments (hardware
stores, grocery stores, convenience stores, pharmacies, banks, credit unions, full- and
limited-service restaurants, childcare centres, snack centres, laundries, grooming
centres); small medical establishments (physicians’ clinics, mental health physicians’
clinics, dentists’ offices, and other small offices of mental health), social service
establishments (childcare centres, child and youth services, services for the elderly
and disabled, and other individual and family services); recreational establish-
ments (movie theatres, fitness and recreational sports centres, and bowling alleys);
and social establishments (religious institutions, full- and limited-service restau-
rants, cafeterias, book stores, childcare centres, snack centres, and bars). Among
large establishments we studied large hardware stores (100999 employees), large
grocery stores (100499 employees), and large medical establishments (100 or
more employees).

Consider Table 3.1, which exhibits the number of establishments per 100,000
residents in poor neighbourhoods in Chicago, and in other cities. Poor neigh-
bourhoods are defined as zip codes in which 30% or more of the population is
poor. Items in bold are composites based on the sum of the non-bold items imme-
diately below them. The table shows that poor neighbourhoods in Chicago have
fewer establishments per 100,000 than poor neighbourhoods in the average city.
In fact, poor neighbourhoods in Chicago are consistently below the mean for
each of the major establishment types and almost every one of the sub-types. For
example, the numbers in bold indicate that the average Chicago poor neighbour-
hood has 120 day-to-day establishments per 100,000 residents, while the average
poor neighbourhood in the average city has 220; with respect to small medical
establishments, the figures are 36 for Chicago and 104 for the average city. The
pattern holds for social service establishments (29 in Chicago vs. 50 in the aver-
age city), small recreational establishments (less than one in Chicago, 4 in the
average city), small social establishments (99 vs. 217), large grocery stores
(slightly less than 1 vs. slightly more than 1), and hospitals (2.6 vs. 3.5). In short:
Chicago poor neighbourhoods are substantially less organizationally dense than
the average poor neighbourhood. Perhaps surprisingly, poor neighbourhoods in
Chicago also differ from those in Rustbelt cities, the subcategory of cities that
many scholars suggest Chicago represents and resembles most. The Chicago fig-
ures most resemble the ten largest cities, but its poor neighbourhoods are still
less organizationally dense on average.



Table 3.1 Mean number of establishments per 100,000 residents, high poverty zip codes, 2000

Ten largest Rustbelt
Chicago All cities cities cities
Small day-to-day establishments 120.21 219.85 179.67 209.04
Hardware stores 3.55 3.46 3.32 2.57
Grocery stores 32.78 33.11 37.38 35.39
Convenience stores 4.70 14.29 11.82 16.16
Pharmacies 10.04 11.47 11.57 10.91
Banks 0.83 2.97 1.45 3.03
Credit unions 227 11.21 4.62 12.71
Childcare centers 16.00 23.07 14.67 21.64
Full-service restaurants 11.82 43.68 32.67 36.70
Limited-service restaurants 23.18 46.07 34.64 41.68
Cafeterias 0.13 2.18 1.40 1.83
Snack and non-alcoholic beverage centers 3.30 9.32 8.22 8.65
Laundries 8.31 4.94 7.08 4.81
Grooming centers 3.31 14.08 10.83 12.96
Small medical establishments 36.00 104.35 79.61 87.44
Offices of physicians (exc. mental health) 25.99 74.69 59.66 62.52
Offices of physicians, mental health 2.27 4.44 2.94 3.70
Offices of dentists 6.87 22.13 16.04 18.31
Offices of other mental health practitioner 0.86 3.09 0.97 291
Small social service establishments 29.30 50.29 32.51 55.40
Childcare centers 16.00 23.07 14.67 21.64
Child and youth services 3.97 5.84 4.32 7.88
Services for elderly and disabled persons 2.20 6.28 4.38 7.02
Other individual and family services 7.13 15.10 9.13 18.87
Small recreational establishments 0.39 3.93 2.73 3.72
Movie theaters 0.00 0.53 0.59 0.78
Fitness and recreational sports centers 0.22 3.18 1.92 2.50
Bowling alleys 0.17 0.23 0.22 0.44
Small social establishments 98.96 216.79 145.12 228.88
Religious orgs (e.g. churches, mosques) 34.03 60.16 33.79 77.23
Full-service restaurants 11.82 43.68 32.67 36.70
Limited-service restaurants 23.18 46.07 34.64 41.68
Cafeterias 0.13 2.18 1.40 1.83
Book stores 0.99 4.44 3.11 4.77
Childcare centers 16.00 23.07 14.67 21.64
Snack and non-alcoholic beverage centers 3.30 9.32 8.22 8.65
Alcoholic beverage drinking places 9.52 27.86 16.61 36.39
Large hardware stores 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
Large grocery stores 0.74 1.33 0.98 1.03
Large medical establishments 2.57 3.48 2.54 3.48
HMO medical centers 0.26 0.09 0.06 0.17
General medical and surgical hospitals 2.31 2.98 1.85 3.15
Other specialty hospitals 0.00 0.42 0.63 0.16

Source: Zip Business Patterns, 2000. U.S. Census. Zip code-level data GIS-matched to 331 metropolitan areas.
Figures limited to zip codes smaller than 100 square miles with more than 100 residents, and no more than
1,000 day-to-day establishments per 100,000 residents, and those in which 30% or more of all persons are poor.
There are 10 such zip codes in Chicago; 517 in all cities combined; 128 in the 10 most populous metro areas; and
124 in cities that are located in Rustbelt states (IN, IL, WI, OH, MI, MO, MN, IA, KY, WV). Small establish-
ments have fewer than 20 employees. Large hardware stores have between 100 and 999 employees; large grocery
stores have between 100 and 499 employees; large medical establishments have 100 or more employees.
Categories listed in bold font are additive indices of the establishments listed beneath the category heading
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Table 3.2 Difference in organisational density between poor and non-poor zip codes, 2000

Number of establishments per 100,000 persons in poor
zip codes minus non-poor zip codes

Chicago Allcities Ten largest cities  Rustbelt cities

Small day-to-day establishments -66.22 37.61 -16.94 44.23
Small medical establishments -78.08 13.23 -43.85 16.72
Small social service establishments 4.60 21.72 3.50 28.94
Small recreational establishments -7.53 -4.62 -6.20 -4.28
Small social establishments -76.79 33.44 -26.37 36.47
Large hardware stores 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01
Large grocery stores -2.56 -1.27 -1.86 -1.17
Large medical establishments 1.72 2.38 1.47 247

Source: See Table 3.1

Table 3.2 compares organizational density between poor and non-poor neigh-
bourhoods. It displays, in summary form, the number of establishments per
100,000 in poor zip codes minus the number in non-poor zip codes for Chicago,
the country, Rustbelt cities and the ten largest cities. As shown in the table, small
and large establishments differ. With respect to small establishments, poor neigh-
bourhoods in Chicago exhibit lower organizational density than non-poor neigh-
bourhoods. In the average U.S. city, however, the opposite is true, as is the case
in Rustbelt cities. That is to say, Wilson and others accurately observed condi-
tions in Chicago, but these observations were improperly thought to be represen-
tative of the average U.S. city and Rustbelt cities. Researchers should have
hypothesized that the effect of neighbourhood poverty on organizational density
depends on the city.

In sum, there is abundant evidence to suggest that heterogeneity across sub-
populations and treatment settings should be a starting assumption, rather than
an afterthought, in neighbourhood effects research. The MTO results can be read
as confirming this fundamental thesis. Do neighbourhoods matter? The only
sensible answer at this juncture is that it depends. The next phase of the literature
should be devoted to understanding under what conditions neighbourhood
poverty matters.

Moving Forward: Better Integrating Ethnographic Research

In addition to encouraging a concern for heterogeneity, the new phase of neighbour-
hood effects research calls for integrating ethnographic research more tightly into
the research agenda. By “ethnographic research” we refer to both open-ended inter-
views and participant observation conducted by researchers interacting one-on-one
with people, organizations, and public places in urban neighbourhoods. In the
neighbourhood effects field, ethnographers often cite demographers or economists
and vice versa. Nevertheless, we argue that building the cumulative knowledge that
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overcomes past limitations in neighbourhood effects research requires developing a
more symbiotic relationship between quantitative and qualitative research, a rela-
tionship that, over the long run, should resemble a mixed method, rather than merely
multi-method, enterprise (Tashakkori and Teddlie 2003).

Two Roles for Ethnographic Research

Ethnographic work should be integrated into the research agenda in at least two
general forms: to help explain the results of prior to studies and to help generate
hypotheses for future ones. We discuss each in turn.

First, ethnographic studies should be deployed to help explain the results of prior
quantitative work, since only such studies provide direct access to the conditions of
poor neighbourhoods and their residents’ interpretations of these conditions. To the
extent that researchers seek to identify the mechanisms that produced an observed
effect or account for the absence of an expected relationship, they require access to
how residents of poor neighbourhoods make decisions about their circumstances, a
process impossible to capture fully without fieldwork. The first phase of neighbour-
hood effects research, culminating in the MTO studies, has produced a plethora of
findings, many of them inconsistent and even contradictory, in need of explanation.
Why did girls fare better than boys? Why was organizational density lower in black
poor neighbourhoods but not in other poor neighbourhoods? Why did movers
improve test scores in Baltimore and Chicago but not in New York, Boston, and Los
Angeles? Why was neighbourhood income positively associated with white but not
black children’s test scores? Hundreds of findings call for explanation.

Ethnographic studies have played a rather limited role in that undertaking. Many
quantitative researchers have relied less on ethnographies than on existing theory to
explain their results, and many qualitative researchers have neglected to propose
explanations for the results of quantitative studies. In fact, most of the ethnographic
studies produced in the 1990s and early 2000s did not propose interpretations of the
collective, accumulating findings of the neighbourhood effects literature (but see
Pattillo-McCoy 1999; Small 2004: Harding 2010). And with the notable exception
of Briggs and colleagues (2010; see also DeLuca et al. 2011 in this volume), most
ethnographers did not design their research projects to help explain the particular
results of previous large-scale studies, in spite of the contradictions in the quantita-
tive findings that were arising early on. Fully making sense of the current slew of
quantitative neighbourhood effects findings will prove difficult without deeply
observing and interviewing people in their neighbourhoods and cities.

Second, ethnographic studies should play a central role in the process of devel-
oping hypotheses, since hypotheses based strictly on theoretical reflection, rather
than at least some empirical engagement, face the risk that anthropologists have
long attributed to arm-chair theories: they generate expectations that, after the fact,
appear to be obviously misguided. For example, the fact that the MTO studies found
no effects on unemployment seems unsurprising in retrospect, since participants
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were not required to change job markets. At the same time, however, no ethnographic
studies had suggested that low-income job seekers would find the job hunt easier
if they moved to neighbourhoods that had lower poverty rates but not necessarily
more jobs. Prior fieldwork has proven repeatedly to help discipline the theorist’s
imagination.

To date, ethnographies have not been integral to the specific hypotheses tested in
neighbourhood effects research. To be sure, several ethnographic studies have
played some role. For example, Wilson (1987) explained that many of his ideas
about the effects of concentrated poverty on organizational capacity derived from
his personal observations of the South Side of Chicago (also Wacquant and Wilson
1989). In addition, the more systematically ethnographic studies of Edin and Lein
(1997), Duneier (1992), Klinenberg (2002), Newman (1999), Pattillo-McCoy
(1999), and Venkatesh (2000), have also been cited in much of the work on neigh-
bourhood effects (see Newman and Massengill 2006; Sampson et al. 2002).
Nevertheless, many of the hypotheses tested in the first wave of neighbourhood
effects research, including those tested by MTO, did not seem to have much
grounding in ethnographic fieldwork. For example, when proposing the mechanisms
through which neighbourhoods should affect life chances, Jencks and Mayer (1990)
referred to few ethnographies (in part because these lacked the comparative assess-
ments being reviewed in their study). Similarly, in their paper generating hypotheses
for why neighbourhoods might matter, Ellen and Turner (2003) proposed mecha-
nisms such as lower quality of local institutions, weaker norms and collective
efficacy, and ineffective social networks, but cited virtually no ethnographies to
inform these conjectures. Along these lines, when hypothesizing the possible
pathways through which neighbourhood poverty may affect youth outcomes in their
New York City MTO evaluation, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2003) relied on
well-established theoretical models but not on ethnographic field research. And in
their studies of the effects of neighbourhood disadvantage on collective efficacy and
other outcomes, Sampson and colleagues derive their hypotheses less from current
ethnographic studies than from prior theories and large-n studies of the neighbour-
hood-level precursors of crime (Shaw and McKay 1942; see Sampson et al. 1997).

We must also note, however, that ethnographic studies had only rarely produced
concrete hypotheses for quantitative studies to evaluate. On the contrary, while
many ethnographers dating back to the 1960s and 1970s painted vivid pictures of
conditions in poor urban neighbourhoods (Liebow 1967; Hannerz 1969; Stack
1974; Anderson 1978), few of them structured their work with the express purpose
of generating the explicit, testable hypotheses that guide large-n research. At this
juncture, the field beckons for such hypotheses from fieldworkers.

We see little hope of progress in the neighbourhood effects literature unless these
two approaches to qualitative work—accounting for the results of prior quantitative
research and generating hypotheses for future quantitative studies—become more
central than they have been to the larger enterprise. The contradictory findings of
MTO and prior studies call for a coherent interpretation, or set of interpretations,
which require a strong grounding in carefully targeted ethnographic research.
Furthermore, the cacophony of ideas about how neighbourhood matters—including



3 Ethnographic Evidence, Heterogeneity, and Neighbourhood Effects... 71

Table 3.3 Role of ethnographic research under different assumptions about nature of neighbourhood

effects
Homogeneity assumption Heterogeneity assumption

Explain existing results ~ Explain observed effects Explain why effects are observed
(post quantitative in some settings but not others,
work) and for some populations but

not others

Generate new Hypothesise how neighbour- Hypothesise for which popula-
hypotheses hood poverty will affect life tions and under which settings
(pre quantitative chances neighbourhood poverty will
work) affect life chances

a large and ever-growing set of notions about how to conceive of the underlying
mechanisms of neighbourhood effects—has greater chances of arriving at some
harmony if it is disciplined by a strong engagement with the field. Of the (now)
scores of extant hypotheses about how neighbourhoods matter, those supported
by targeted fieldwork should be prioritized strongly by researchers.

Ethnographic Data and Heterogeneity

Nevertheless, while the findings of the first major wave of neighbourhood effects
research call for integrating ethnography more effectively, this integration is unlikely
to prove useful unless researchers also change their practical and theoretical assump-
tions toward a model in which, until proven otherwise, treatment effects are assumed
to be heterogeneous and relationships are assumed to be conditional. This reorienta-
tion affects what questions are asked, what answers are expected, how cities and
neighbourhoods and individuals are selected for study, how hypotheses are produced,
what kinds of hypotheses are generated, and, in general, how neighbourhoods are
expected to affect behaviour.

Consider Table 3.3. The left column represents the orientation toward neighbour-
hood effects that, from both quantitative and qualitative perspectives, has character-
ized most of the literature until recently. Under that model, if ethnographies were
more tightly integrated to quantitative research, they would take the following form.
When developing explanations for observed neighbourhood effects, ethnographers
would begin with the discovery of direct effects (such as greater fear of safety), find
an assumed representative city (such as Chicago), select an assumed representative
poor neighbourhood (such as Woodlawn on the South Side) or population (such as
black poor mothers), and try to find the mechanisms linking neighbourhood poverty
to the outcome (the reasons those who feel unsafe seem to do so).

From the perspective on the left column, only this procedure would ensure an
explanation likely to be applicable regardless of context. When generating hypoth-
eses for future quantitative studies, researchers would also find an assumed repre-
sentative city, select an assumed representative poor neighbourhood, housing
project, or population; and generate hypotheses about how neighbourhood poverty
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affects a given outcome—for example, neighbourhood poverty would be hypothe-
sized to increase social isolation (outcome) by increasing distrust (mechanism).
From the perspective on the left column, this procedure would help ensure the
generalizability of the proposition.

The core assumptions behind that model, particularly the idea that researchers
should begin by identifying a representative city, are deeply entrenched in the litera-
ture. First, that model is a manifestation of one of the tenets of the Chicago School of
Sociology: cities take form as a result of inherent ecological processes, and the city of
Chicago is an ideal “laboratory” for observing them. Because of this assumption, and
the long-standing tradition of urban research at the University of Chicago, an over-
whelming number of studies in the neighbourhood effects literature are based in the
city of Chicago. Most of the ethnographic research cited in the neighbourhood effects
literature was conducted, like Wilson’s work, in Chicago (Wacquant and Wilson 1989;
Duneier 1992; Pattillo-McCoy 1999; Venkatesh 2000; Klinenberg 2002). In fact,
some of the most highly used datasets to examine neighbourhood effects are sited in
Chicago. The important Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods
(PHDCN) has been used to support many of the propositions that neighbourhoods
matter (Sampson et al. 1997). The earlier Urban Poverty and Family Life Survey,
which was the basis of Wilson (1996) was also fielded in Chicago. In fact, many of the
multi-city studies, such as the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality, MTO, and the
Three-City Study, included Chicago in their samples. No American city has been
studied more carefully by urban social scientists, in part because of the idea that it
exhibits universal phenomena. Second, the idea that researchers should identify a rep-
resentative neighbourhood is a natural extension of the logic of demographic quantita-
tive research—select a sample that is representative—applied to ethnography (e.g.
King et al. 1994; for a critique, see Small 2009). In the ethnographic tradition, research-
ers have rarely selected neighbourhoods presumed to be representative in a statistical
sense (but see McDermott 2006); most commonly, they have studied neighbourhoods
that seemed to typify concentrated poverty, such as large public housing projects or
predominantly black poor neighbourhoods (e.g., Venkatesh 2000; Wacquant 2007,
see Small 2004, 2007, 2008). Either way, the model has been to look for cases that
appear to be typical poor neighbourhoods.

Despite its popularity, continuing to operate under that model for producing
explanations and hypotheses will help neither the integration of ethnographies nor
the progress of literature, since it remains mired in the assumptions of homogeneous
treatment effects, unconditional relationships, and inherent neighbourhood poverty
forces that led researchers to overestimate what the MTO would show and has left
them at a loss to explain a slew of disparate findings.

By contrast, consider the right column of Table 3.3, which illustrates the hetero-
geneity assumption that, we argue, is called for by the most recent wave of research
on neighbourhood effects and should inform ethnographic study. Rather than centre
solely or even primarily on direct effects, researchers would probe the extent to
which the effects of neighbourhood poverty depend on city-, neighbourhood-, or
individual-level conditions. From the traditional regression perspective, it may seem
curious to pursue what appear to be interaction effects in favour of direct effects, but
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the first 20 years of work clearly suggest that whether neighbourhood poverty
matters depends on the circumstances. From the counterfactual perspective, our
proposition probably appears more straightforward; it calls for assuming heteroge-
neity across subpopulations and across treatment settings unless proven otherwise.
This heterogeneity—e.g., that poor neighbourhoods affect boys and girls differently,
that some neighbourhoods are depopulated while others overcrowded, that those in
New York differ from those in Chicago—which once appeared secondary, can no
longer be considered unimportant; it should form the foundation of ethnographers’
efforts to provide explanations and identify the mechanisms underlying observed
associations. Ethnographers should begin, for example, with the fact that the MTO
treatment group improved verbal scores in Baltimore and Chicago but not in New
York, Boston, or Los Angeles (Burdick-Will et al. forthcoming). As Small (2004,
p. 176) argued based on research in a Puerto Rican housing complex in Boston,
researches should “use heterogeneity in responses to neighbourhood poverty as the
starting point rather than [something] to ignore....” Observed differences between
populations, neighbourhoods, and cities should constitute the point of departure for
those developing explanations.

Furthermore, as we indicate in the bottom right panel of Table 3.3, ethnographers
generating new hypotheses should abandon altogether the effort to produce hypoth-
eses about how neighbourhoods (universally) affect life chances, and instead hypoth-
esize for which kinds of individuals and in which kinds of neighbourhoods or cities
neighbourhood poverty should matter (Small 2004). The question of how to generate
hypotheses based on fieldwork gains poignancy when selecting sites for analysis. An
ethnographer operating under the old model would seek neighbourhoods and cities
that appeared representative. The fact that ethnographies, by necessity, are usually
limited in scope to one or two neighbourhoods in one or two cities resulted in the
persistent worry that the cases might not be representative or typical.

An ethnographer operating under the heterogeneity model differs in several
respects. First, the ethnographer who assumes that effects, to greater or lesser
extent, depend on conditions at the city, neighbourhood, and individual levels must
seek comparisons at one or more of those levels. Comparative designs become
favoured. Second, since no city, neighbourhood, or individual is assumed to cap-
ture the essence of neighbourhood effects, the ethnographer would abandon the
notion that any site or kind of actor is representative. Rather than studying Chicago
on the assumption that it bears evidence to universal phenomena, the researcher
would study under-explored cities such as Memphis, Pittsburgh, Phoenix, Eugene,
New Haven, or Denver, under the assumption that conditions may differ substan-
tially from oft-repeated stories and that these differences may condition the effects
of neighbourhood poverty. Rather than studying, or only studying, predominantly
black housing projects in areas losing low-skilled manufacturing jobs, the researcher
would study, or also study, comparatively under-explored sites such as Chinese-American
neighbourhoods with high proportions of poor immigrants, predominantly white
poor neighbourhoods with high levels of drug abuse, or aging multi-ethnic
neighbourhoods with high proportions of residents on fixed retirement incomes.
These differences form the bases for new hypotheses about how neighbourhoods
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matter. Third, the ethnographer adopting this model would generate a different kind
of hypothesis. Since the objective is to hypothesize the causes behind differences,
the hypotheses would necessarily focus on the mechanisms through which either
different kinds of individuals respond to the stimulus of neighbourhood poverty (in
the case of heterogeneity across subpopulations) or different kinds of neighbour-
hood or city contexts alter the stimulus (in the case of heterogeneity across settings).
Rather than providing expectations about inherent descriptive traits, they would
provide expectations about the mechanisms generating differences.

Conclusion

We have argued that the conflicting and inconsistent results of the first wave of
studies on neighbourhood effects call for placing heterogeneity at the centre of the
research agenda and for better mobilizing ethnographic research to explain these
results and generate new expectations. We have also argued that better integrating
ethnographies requires that this process, too, be structured toward heterogeneity,
toward explaining why different kinds of actors respond differently to neighbour-
hood poverty, why poor neighbourhoods of different kinds exhibit different
patterns, and why poor neighbourhoods in different cities vary so substantially and
appear to affect individuals differently. In this endeavour, the old notion that
particular kinds of neighbourhoods or cities—notably Chicago—represent ideal
laboratories to observe universal social processes is increasingly unhelpful.

The early phase of neighbourhood effects research posed a clear set of ques-
tions—does neighbourhood poverty affect life chances (net of selection bias), and,
if so, how?—that provided a clear target for a diverse set of sociologists, geogra-
phers, developmental psychologists, demographers, and economists to pursue. The
first of these questions helped generate strong academic support for an ambitious
randomized control trial whose results were eagerly awaited. It seems increasingly
clear, however, that much of this work would be better served if informed by clearer
theories and stronger fieldwork, and that the greater empirical payoffs would have
been found in the search for conditional relationships. As researchers pursue new
kinds of questions, they would do well to transcend the limitations of the past.
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Chapter 4
Understanding Neighbourhood Effects:
Selection Bias and Residential Mobility

Lina Hedman and Maarten van Ham

Introduction

The number of studies investigating neighbourhood effects has increased rapidly
over the last two decades. Although many of these studies claim to have found
evidence for neighbourhood effects, most ‘evidence’ is likely the result of reversed
causality. The main challenge in modelling neighbourhood effects is the (econo-
metric) identification of causal effects. The most severe problem is selection bias
as a result of selective sorting into neighbourhoods (Jencks and Mayer 1990;
Tienda 1991; Duncan et al. 1997; Galster 2008; Hedman 2011). Selection bias
occurs when the selection mechanism into neighbourhoods is not independent from
the outcome studied. For example, unemployed people are more likely to move into
deprived neighbourhoods than employed people. If this selection mechanism is not
adequately controlled for in modelling the effect of living in a deprived neighbour-
hood on unemployment, a correlation between unemployment and neighbourhood
deprivation might be mistaken for a neighbourhood effect.

The selection bias problem is well-known and many recent studies on neighbour-
hood effects attempt to correct for it in one way or another, often using econometric
modelling techniques. This chapter argues that selection bias in neighbourhood
effects research is more than a statistical error and that understanding selection into
and out of neighbourhoods is at the heart of understanding neighbourhood effects.
Neighbourhood selection is the result of residential mobility choices made by
households within a restricted choice set (van Ham and Feijten 2008; Feijten and
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van Ham 2009; van Ham and Clark 2009). These residential choices sort households
with different characteristics into different (types of) neighbourhoods, producing
and affecting patterns of residential segregation. The sorting process can either
reproduce or alter neighbourhood characteristics over time. Especially neighbour-
hoods with high levels of population turnover may experience high levels of change
within relatively short time frames.

If we are to understand mechanisms behind neighbourhood effects, more knowl-
edge is needed about residential mobility and the selective sorting into and out of
neighbourhoods (see also Hedman 2011). Residential mobility should be an inte-
gral part of the conceptual framework which we use to understand neighbourhood
effects. This chapter will empirically and conceptually illustrate the connections
between the problem of selection bias and selective mobility patterns and pro-
cesses. We will argue that a better understanding of mobility and neighbourhood
sorting is key in understanding neighbourhood effects and that processes of selec-
tive mobility should be incorporated into models of neighbourhood effects. The
remainder of this chapter is organised as follows. First, we will illustrate the impor-
tance of selective mobility using data for three neighbourhoods in Stockholm,
Sweden. Second, we will discuss theories of residential mobility and the results of
existing empirical studies. Third, we present an approach to incorporate residential
mobility in models of neighbourhood effects. The final section offers a conclusion
and discussion.

An Empirical Illustration of Selective Mobility Patterns

There are several ways in which patterns of residential mobility can be described
as ‘selective’. For instance, the propensity to move for different groups within
neighbourhoods is not the same: younger adults tend to be more mobile than older
adults. According to Andersson (2000), half of the moves the average Swede makes
during his or her life time (about ten) take place between the ages of 18 and 34.
Other features associated with mobility are household composition (single house-
holds move relatively often) and housing tenure (renters move more often than
homeowners). In the context of understanding neighbourhood effects, we are not
so much interested in the differences between groups in mobility rates, but more in
mobility patterns and their causes: who moves to (or stays in) certain types of
neighbourhoods and why?

The sorting of people with different characteristics into and out of different types
of neighbourhoods is one of the main causes of residential segregation. Selective
mobility can cause the neighbourhood population composition to change dramati-
cally within a relatively short period of time. This has been illustrated by studies of
white flight in the US (see Ellen 2000). They argue that ethnic segregation is partly
caused by the “flight” of white people from neighbourhoods where the share of
black inhabitants has reached a critical point. The overrepresentation of whites
among out-movers results in the neighbourhood concentration of “black” residents
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increasing, in turn continuing and even accelerating the out-mobility of white inhab-
itants. It is more common however, that selective mobility patterns reproduce exist-
ing neighbourhood characteristics. For example, neighbourhoods with high
concentrations of immigrants often attract new immigrants. This mechanism can
partly be explained through residential preferences (they want to live in these neigh-
bourhoods because of, for example, ethnic specific services), and partly through
restrictions within the local housing markets (the ethnic concentration neighbour-
hoods are relatively affordable and thus available for low-income groups). The rela-
tive weight of these two explanations will differ between (ethnic and socio-economic)
groups and between housing markets.

This section of the chapter provides some empirical examples of selective mobility
patterns and their relations to neighbourhood change or reproduction. We present
moving patterns and neighbourhood trends for the 1990-2008 period for three
neighbourhoods in Stockholm, Sweden. These neighbourhoods are by no means
representative for the city as a whole but they are chosen because of their different
characteristics and mobility patterns. The three neighbourhoods are Bjursdtra,
located in the south of Stockholm and part of the relatively deprived larger area of
Régsved; Angbylunden, which is a villa neighbourhood known for its green spaces,
located in the west of Stockholm and part of the larger area Bromma; and Rinkeby,
one of Sweden’s best-known deprived and immigrant-dense neighbourhoods located
in the North West of Stockholm. The data used for this study is derived from the
GeoSweden database, which is a longitudinal micro-database of the entire Swedish
population drawn from a number of different administrative registers. This data is
unique, as it consists of linked annual demographic, geographic and socio-economic
data for each individual living in Sweden, for the whole 1990-2008 period. With
the data it is possible to follow people over the full 18 year period and to study
their residential histories, including their neighbourhood histories.

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the share of foreign born people and the share of
employed people (aged 20-64) in the three neighbourhoods for the 18 year period,
and the averages across all neighbourhoods in Stockholm municipality. The data
clearly illustrates how some neighbourhoods can change dramatically over time.
The data shows that there are substantial differences in the share of foreign born
inhabitants among the three neighbourhoods, from 7% in Angbylunden in 2008 to
61.7% in Rinkeby. Over the 18 year period, the share of foreign born inhabitants has
increased in the municipality as a whole and in two of the three neighbourhoods;
Rinkeby and Bjursitra. The increase in Rinkeby is fairly modest, 5.7 percentage
points, while Bjursitra has witnessed a dramatic increase of foreign born people:
over the 18 years, the share of foreign born in the neighbourhood has more than
doubled, from 20.1% in 1990 to a level where almost half the population was born
in another country. In Angbylunden, the share of foreign born has actually declined
over the period.

Figure 4.2 shows that employment levels have increased in Stockholm munici-
pality since 1994 (due to a change in the measurement of employment in 1993, data
for that year and earlier was left out the figure). Employment levels were relatively
low in the early 1990s because of the economic recession in Sweden. However,



82 L. Hedman and M. van Ham

100+
—— Bjursatra
90 --- Angbylunden
— — Rinkeb
80 y
= Stockholm municipality
& 70+
2
& 60 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T e - -—--"
kel -
)
9]
= 50
£
1]
a
c 40
=
o
£ 30-
20
—
—
101
0_ T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Year

Fig. 4.1 Share of foreign born residents, 1990-2008
100

90

80

/_
. /\

o

Employed residents aged 20-64 (%)

50
/’—’——5"‘ _____ T T
40 _-7
=== ~_—_— -
30 1 I
— Bjursatra
204 --- Angbylunden
— — Rinkeby
107 — Stockholm municipality
T T T T T T T T 1
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

Year

Fig. 4.2 Share of employed residents (aged 20-64), 1994-2008



4 Understanding Neighbourhood Effects: Selection Bias and Residential Mobility 83

Table 4.1 Number of inhabitants and turnover rates, 1990 and 2007/2008

Bjursitra Angbylunden Rinkeby
Number of inhabitants
1990 9,022 4,505 13,222
2008 10,576 5,227 14,996
Turnover rate*
1990 0.13 0.08 0.13
2007 0.13 0.08 0.11

*The turnover rate is based on the number of out-movers from the neigh-
bourhood. 2007 is the last year for which a turnover rate can be
calculated.

Source: Author’s calculations using data from GeoSweden

while the municipal average signals a substantial increase in employment levels, the
trends in Bjursitra and Angbylunden are quite stable, albeit at different levels.
While Angbylunden had an employment rate of 86.3% in 2008, the equivalent for
Bjursitra was 62.0%. Rinkeby is the only one of the three neighbourhoods that
experienced an increase in employment levels similar to the average, but the
neighbourhood remains at a level well below the municipal average. In 2008, the
employment level in Rinkeby was 45.3% (Stockholm average 78.7%). The ranking
of the three neighbourhoods remains the same over the 18 years: Angbylunden is
the neighbourhood with the highest employment levels and Rinkeby is the neigh-
bourhood with the lowest employment levels. In other words, employment patterns
in these three neighbourhoods are reproduced during the period. This is important
in the context of understanding neighbourhood effects: these neighbourhoods most
likely receive people with employment characteristics similar to those who are
already living there.

There are several mechanisms which can explain the patterns in the share of
ethnic minorities and employment levels in these three neighbourhoods. For
example, the share of ethnic minorities in a neighbourhood could change because of
demographic events (see Finney and Simpson 2009) but also due to selective mobility
of the majority and minority population. Similarly, changes in the employment rates
in a neighbourhood could be explained by labour mobility (in and out of employ-
ment) of neighbourhood residents, but also by selective mobility of employed and
unemployed residents into and out of neighbourhoods. If employment rates in a
neighbourhood stay relatively low over a longer period of time, which is the case in
Rinkeby, this might be caused by in-mobility of people with similar employment
characteristics as the neighbourhood population.

Table 4.1 shows population turnover rates for the three neighbourhoods, based
on the number of people leaving the neighbourhood. A move is defined as a change
of neighbourhood between 2 years, so within-neighbourhood mobility is not
included in the figures. Table 4.1 shows us that population turnover rates are fairly
similar (between 8 and 13%) in the three areas, despite their very different charac-
teristics, and turnover rates are very stable over time. Angbylunden, the villa neigh-
bourhood, has the lowest level of population turnover with 8% a year. All three
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Fig. 4.3 Share of foreign born among in-movers and out-movers, 1991-2007 (Source: Author’s
calculations using data from GeoSweden)

neighbourhoods experienced an increase in population over the 18 year period,
which suggests that the out-movers were replaced by in-movers. Differences in
characteristics between out-movers and in-movers, and natural change of the neigh-
bourhood population are responsible for changes in the population composition of
the neighbourhoods.

To better understand the changes in ethnic composition and employment levels
(Figs. 4.1 and 4.2) we show the shares of foreign born and employed people among
in- and out-movers to the three neighbourhoods during the same time period
(Figs. 4.3 and 4.4). Figure 4.3 clearly shows how the share of foreign born among
in-movers in both Bjursitra and Rinkeby consistently exceeds the share of foreign
born among out-movers. This produces the increase of immigrants in the two areas
as observed in Fig. 4.1. The stable ethnic composition of Angbylunden is explained
by similar shares of foreign born among in- and out-movers. We can also see that
the most immigrant-dense area (Rinkeby) attract the highest share of immigrant
in-movers while few move to the Swedish majority neighbourhood of Angbylunden.
The share of immigrants moving to Bjursitra is constantly increasing during the
period indicating a positive relationship between the share of immigrant in-movers
and the share of foreign born in the neighbourhood. Whereas Rinkeby and Bjursitra
both had a positive “immigrant gap”, both neighbourhoods experienced a negative
employment gap; the share of employed people is higher among those leaving the
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Fig. 4.4 Share employed (age 20-64) among in-movers and out-movers, 1994-2007 (Source:
Author’s calculations using data from GeoSweden)

respective neighbourhoods than among those moving to the neighbourhoods
(Fig. 4.4). Thus, the low levels of employment in especially Rinkeby are repro-
duced through selective moving patterns. This is an important observation as it
shows that selective mobility is likely to explain (at least part of) the correlation
between individual level unemployment and neighbourhood unemployment levels.
There is also a very small employment gap between in-movers and out-movers in
Angbylunden, but going in the opposite direction. This is not surprising given that
moving to Angbylunden requires more financial resources than moving to any of
the other two areas.

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 clearly illustrate how the characteristics of in- and out-movers
can affect the neighbourhood population composition in terms of ethnic composi-
tion and employment levels. Selective mobility can result in either reproduction of
existing characteristics, or in a change in characteristics over time. To further illus-
trate how individuals with different characteristics sort into different neighbour-
hoods, the characteristics of in-movers to each of the three neighbourhoods in 2008
are described in Table 4.2. The table shows no large differences in terms of age and
gender composition but in-movers to Angbylunden have a substantially stronger
socio-economic position than in-movers to the other two neighbourhoods, and espe-
cially Rinkeby: they have higher levels of education, higher levels of employment,
higher incomes, and are less dependent on social benefits. Thus, in accordance with
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Table 4.2 Characteristics of in-movers, 2008

Bjursitra Angbylunden Rinkeby
Age
Mean age 304 27.6 28.1
Share children (0-18) 17.5 20.9 21.0
Share elderly (65+) 4.3 2.8 1.6
Sex
Share females 48.9 45.7 49.1
Family composition (20+)
Share singles 63.6 50.8 57.1
Share with children 24.4 35.0 27.2
Education (20+)
Share compulsory school (-9 years) 19.3 44 36.3
Share high school (10-12 years) 42.1 30.3 32.1
Share higher education (13+year) 339 64.8 21.6
Employment level (20-64)
Share employed 66.9 80.1 45.3
Income (20-64)
Mean annual disposable income (*100 kr) 1,533 2,741 1,141
Mean annual work income (*100 kr) 1,471 2,527 839
Share social benefits (all ages) 19.2 1.5 36.0
Country of birth
Share Swedish born 49.5 89.1 23.0
Share non-western 32.1 5.6 63.7

Source: Author’s calculations using data from GeoSweden

many previous studies, the results show that individuals with stronger socio-economic
positions move to more affluent neighbourhoods, while those with less resources
move to more deprived areas. These mobility patterns reproduce the neighbour-
hoods’ relative status and patterns of urban socio-economic segregation over
time. A similar conclusion can be drawn for ethnic patterns, where nine out of ten
in-movers to the Swedish majority neighbourhood Angbylunden are Swedish
born, while the respective figures for the more immigrant-dense areas of Bjursétra
and Rinkeby are 49.5% and 23.0%.

The above data analyses clearly show how mobility patterns are selective and
how this selectivity reproduces or changes neighbourhood characteristics. Selective
in-mobility of people into neighbourhoods is an issue that needs to be addressed in
studies of neighbourhood effects. If in a neighbourhood with relatively low employ-
ment levels those who get a job leave the neighbourhood, and are replaced by others
without a job, it is not the neighbourhood which causes unemployment. It is the
neighbourhood housing stock attracts unemployed people who cannot afford to live
elsewhere. If the share of employed people among in-movers is much lower than
among out-movers, this will seriously bias models of neighbourhood effects if not
adequately controlled for.

Selective mobility and the resulting residential patterns would cause serious
problems in neighbourhood effects studies if segregation was extreme, for example,
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when all low income residents live in the most deprived neighbourhoods. In such
a case there would be no variation and therefore no control groups. Such extreme
segregation would make it impossible to assess the effect of living in certain types
of neighbourhoods. This is however rarely the case so at least in theory, selective
mobility should not be a problem if we can adequately measure the selection
mechanisms. Both the ethnicity and employment status, as used in the above
examples, of in- and out-movers are easily measureable. However, selective
mobility patterns become a problem if they are caused by unmeasured character-
istics (characteristics not available in the data used) that are correlated with the
outcomes of a neighbourhood effect study. Examples of such characteristics are
soft skills, initiative, risk taking behaviour, which can all be expected to be also
related to the probability to find and keep a job. To better understand how people
decide whether to move or not and where to move to we must look into theories
and studies of residential mobility.

Selective Mobility and the Selection Problem

Understanding why people end up in certain types of neighbourhoods is compli-
cated by the fact that housing is a composite good (see van Ham 2012a). A dwell-
ing can be described by its various characteristics such as tenure, size, style, quality,
and (relative) location. One cannot buy a single aspect of a dwelling separately as
dwellings are bundles of characteristics, including the neighbourhood (van Ham
2012a). The type of housing available in certain neighbourhoods, in terms of ten-
ure (rented or owner-occupied) and price is important in understanding how house-
holds sort over neighbourhoods. Some neighbourhoods will never be considered
by some types of households because they are either beyond their financial means,
or because they do not offer the right types of dwellings. It is important to be
critical of the concept of choice here as most households choose their dwelling,
and associated neighbourhood, within a very constrained choice set (van Ham
2012a, b). In fact, some households have no choice at all, especially when they
depend on housing offered by social landlords, which is often concentrated in a
limited number of neighbourhoods within a city. Notwithstanding the above, it can
be argued that self-selection also plays a role in the choice of neighbourhoods.
Households also choose their neighbourhood based on the reputation of the place
(Permentier et al. 2009), and based on other personal preferences. So both struc-
tural factors (the housing market) and individual preferences sort households into
neighbourhoods.

Some of the factors which influence neighbourhood choice are easily observable
using standard surveys. Others are more difficult to measure and are often not
observed in the data (see earlier in this chapter). In neighbourhood effect studies a
problem arises when these unobserved characteristics also influence the individual
outcome under study, which will lead to biased estimates. Several authors list selec-
tion bias as one of the most urgent issues to solve in the field of neighbourhood



88 L. Hedman and M. van Ham

Mobility Neighbourhood —— ? —> Outcome Individual level
decision choice T
L |
! ?
1
1
T
\
Selective moving=========== > Neighbourhood Neighbourhood
patterns characteristics level

Fig. 4.5 An illustration of the relationship between selective mobility and the selection problem

effects research (Jencks and Mayer 1990; Tienda 1991; Duncan et al. 1997; Galster
2008; van Ham and Manley 2010; Hedman 2011). However, not everyone agrees
on the direction of selection bias. Jencks and Mayer (1990) and Tienda (1991) argue
that selection bias results in overestimated neighbourhood effects while Brooks-
Gun et al. (1997) suggest that the opposite could also occur. This would, for exam-
ple, be the case if those being the most negatively affected by a neighbourhood
factor also are the first ones to leave. The extent of selection bias is also unclear.
Some authors (e.g. Dawkins et al. 2005; Galster et al. 2007, 2008) find statistically
significant evidence of neighbourhood effects even after controlling for selection.
Others argue that their results indicate that selection explains all the correlation
between neighbourhood characteristics and individual outcomes: in other words,
what scholars believe to be a neighbourhood effect is nothing but a selection effect.
For example, Oreopoulos (2003) found a positive correlation between living in
wealthier areas or Toronto and income, employment and welfare participation, but
only for those living in private housing. He found no such evidence for those
living in social housing. He explained this by arguing that the housing allocation of
those in social housing is more or less random (housing officers allocate housing
based on need and waiting lists), while the choice of neighbourhood for those in
private housing is strongly related to their socio-economic status. Oreopoulos (2003)
concluded that he did not find evidence for causal neighbourhood effects. Van Ham
and Manley (2010) found similar results using longitudinal data for Scotland. They
only found correlations between neighbourhood characteristics and individual
labour market outcomes for homeowners, but not for social renters. The results by
Oreopoulos and van Ham and Manley do not show that neighbourhood effects do
not exist, but they clearly show that selection effects are a significant problem when
estimating neighbourhood effects.

The problem of selection bias is illustrated by Fig. 4.5. A correlation between
neighbourhood characteristics and an individual level outcome can either be the
result of selective mobility, or of neighbourhood characteristics (see the chapter by
Galster 2011 in this volume for an extensive list of mechanisms through which the
neighbourhood can affect individual level outcomes). To be able to draw the conclu-
sion that the neighbourhood has a real causal effect on individual level outcomes,
the selection effect has to be accounted for. Figure 4.5 also illustrates how mobility
decisions of individuals and groups result in selective mobility patterns (the dashed
arrows). Such mobility patterns do in turn affect the composition and characteristics
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of neighbourhoods and potentially also the entire urban neighbourhood hierarchy,
as illustrated by our own empirical analysis earlier in this chapter.

To understand why selection bias may occur, and to understand the possible
extent and direction of bias, we must look into the issue of neighbourhood sorting;
how and why do households sort themselves into different types of neighbourhoods.
Although there is a very large literature on residential mobility choices in terms of
the type and tenure of dwellings chosen, the literature studying neighbourhood
choices is relatively small. One reason is that the most common framework for
studying residential mobility treats housing choice as the result of interaction
between household needs, demands and preferences and the characteristics of dwell-
ings. Neighbourhood choice is in such a framework a by-product of the distribution
of available and attractive dwellings. A relatively recent set of studies are however
arguing that more attention must be directed to the role of the neighbourhood in the
residential choice process (Lee et al. 1994; Kearns and Parkes 2003; Clark et al.
2006; Clark and Ledwith 2006; van Ham and Feijten 2008; Feijten and van Ham
2009; van Ham and Clark 2009). Two sets of (interrelated) literatures are of special
relevance for understanding neighbourhood choice; the literature focusing on how
residential mobility choices are made, and the literature focusing on understanding
residential segregation and how it is maintained by selective mobility patterns.

Factors Affecting Neighbourhood Choice

In their now classical study on residential mobility, Brown and Moore (1970)
divide the mobility decision into two separate choices: the decision to leave and the
choice of destination. Both of these decisions are undertaken within a set of needs,
preferences, and constraints. The choice of destination is often biased to certain
areas. Brown and Moore use the concept of awareness space to refer to those places
the household had knowledge of before the search process began. The search space,
they argue, is often found within this awareness space; “[t]he household will search
only those areas contained within its awareness space that satisfy the environmental
and locational criteria of its aspirations, i.e., its search space” (Brown and Moore
1970, p. 9). In other words, some areas are excluded from the search space. This
exclusion, as well as the ultimate choice, is based on needs, preferences and con-
straints. Households preferring an owner-occupied detached dwelling will only
search areas where such housing is available. Households which cannot afford to
buy their own house will only search in neighbourhoods where rental dwellings
are available. Furthermore, Brown’s and Moore’s argument claims that household
will primarily search in neighbourhoods that are familiar to them, so information
about alternatives plays an important role in the choice process (see also van Ham
2012a, b).

Besides information, financial resources are another important factor determin-
ing the outcome of the residential choice process. The more one earns, the larger the
choice set of dwellings and neighbourhoods. Banks and other mortgage lenders
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have a large influence on the resources available to households to buy property on
the market. And, as discussed earlier, the structure of the local housing market has
an important effect on the residential choice process. People can only move to
neighbourhoods where there is vacant housing available. The constraints faced by
some households are so severe that is misleading to talk about housing choice (van
Ham 2012a, b). For example, households in desperate and urgent need of housing
are often forced to accept the first available option, often in less desirable neigh-
bourhoods (van Ham and Manley 2009). Most cities are spatially (and socially)
segregated along socio-economic lines, and the purchasing power of households is
an important factor in neighbourhood sorting (Hedman et al. 2011). The most
attractive and expensive areas are inaccessible for a large share of the population.
Several studies have shown how people leave the most distressed areas as their
incomes increase, leaving vacancies that are filled by those whose options are very
limited (e.g. Skifter Andersen 2003; Andersson and Brama 2004; Sampson and
Sharkey 2008).

Although some households face severe constraints in the housing market, most
households have some degree of choice. A household’s choice set may be con-
strained to cheap dwellings in less attractive areas but if there are vacancies in a
variety of such neighbourhoods, households can still choose the alternative which
best matches their specific (locational) needs and preferences, even if none of the
alternatives is considered very good. Many factors have been suggested to affect the
choice of destination (and also the decision to move). Brown’s and Moore’s (1970)
review list five categories: accessibility (to city centre, communications, service,
green areas etc.), physical characteristics of the neighbourhood (physical condition
of street and sidewalk, layout, beauty), services and facilities (quality and accessi-
bility), social environment (socio-economic, ethnic, and demographic composition,
friends and friendliness), and individual site and dwelling characteristics (costs,
housing size etc.). Obviously, households differ in terms of which aspects they find
most important and how they value these aspects, and their attitudes and preferences
change over time. In general, families with children tend to value child friendliness
and access to good quality schools while young singles often move toward the city
centres.

In a recent survey' (spring 2009) among a sample of “movers” and “stayers™ in
four neighbourhoods in Uppsala, Sweden, respondents in the age group 28-55 were

'The survey is part of the project “Den etniska segmenteringens mekanismer - exemplet bostads-
marknaden” [Ethnic housing segmentation and discrimination — a study of institutional practices
and preferences], sponsored by the Swedish Council for Working Life and Social Research, and
conducted by Roger Andersson, Irene Molina, and Lina Hedman at the Institute for Housing and
Urban Reseach, Uppsala University, and by Asa Bram4 at the Centre for Municipality Studies,
Linkoping University.

2All respondents had stayed 2 years (2005-2007) in one of the four selected neighbourhoods
(Luthagen, Svartbacken/Tunabackar, Stenhagen, Gottsunda). About 50% (where possible, other-
wise the entire moving population) had moved to a different neighbourhood in 2008 while the
other 50% remained in the same neighbourhood. The total number of respondents was 1,257, the
response rate was 48.2%.
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Fig. 4.6 Share of respondents ranking different neighbourhood factors to be “important” or “very
important” (4 or 5 on scale 1-5) (Source: Own survey, all respondents, ages 28-55)

asked how important certain neighbourhood features were to them when thinking of
potential destinations. Those that seemed most important to the respondents were
neighbourhood safety, cleanliness, aesthetic beauty, access to green spaces, quiet
neighbours, and a more general provision of services such as grocery stores and
public transport (see Fig. 4.6). Previous studies support these results as they have
found neighbourhood satisfaction and attachment to be correlated with physical
conditions and appearance, quality and amount of services, safety, and stigmatiza-
tion (Burrows and Rhodes 2000; Parkes et al. 2002; Kearns and Parkes 2003;
Permentier et al. 2009). Some minor differences were found among the different
age categories, where the youngest age groups (aged 28-35) placed more impor-
tance on good access to schools and their working places where the older respon-
dents (aged 45-55) found access to green areas and neighbourhood cleanness to be
more important. Families with children found neighbourhood reputation, neigh-
bourhood safety, child friendliness, access to schools, sports facilities and parking
lots more important than singles, who in turn favoured access to restaurants and
cafés and public communications more than did the families. However, there was no
difference between the age categories in terms of which of the factors were the most
important.

No major differences regarding the most important neighbourhood characteris-
tics were found between the “mover” and “stayer” categories in the survey. Other
studies have shown that neighbourhood satisfaction and neighbourhood attachment
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are correlated with moves and moving intentions where those who are the most
satisfied are the least likely to (want to) leave (Galster 1987; Lee et al. 1994; Clark
and Ledwith 2006; Guest et al. 2006; van Ham and Feijten 2008; Feijten and van
Ham 2009; Permentier et al. 2009). The previous discussion indicates that those
living in safe, clean, quiet neighbourhoods with good access to services and a good
reputation are the least likely to have a desire to leave. Distressed neighbourhoods
are the least likely to have all these attributes and they also tend to have the highest
turnover rates, although it is unclear whether this is due to neighbourhood charac-
teristics or population composition (see e.g. Bailey and Livingston 2007; van Ham
and Clark 2009). Moving plans are also affected by neighbourhood change, where
households experiencing change, or believing that their neighbourhood will decline
(in their opinion) will be more likely to express a wish to leave (Galster 1987; Lee
et al. 1994; Kearns and Parkes 2003; van Ham and Feijten 2008; Feijten and van
Ham 2009; van Ham and Clark 2009). The survey did not find any large differences
in neighbourhood characteristics regarded as important among inhabitants of differ-
ent neighbourhoods, with the exception of how respondents valued neighbourhood
population diversity. The inhabitants of the most immigrant-dense neighbourhood
expressed stronger preferences for both ethnic and demographic diversity compared
to the residents of other neighbourhoods. These preferences were also stronger
among “stayers” compared to those who had left the area.

The role of ethnic preferences (among both majority and minority groups) in
relation to ethnic residential segregation has been a topic that has received much
attention since the publication of Schelling’s (1969, 1971) seminal papers in which
he demonstrated that small differences in preferences between two groups could
cause high levels of segregation due to adjusted, ethnically selective mobility patterns.
Schelling’s hypothesis was confirmed by Clark (1991) who even argued that the
differences in preferences of ethnic composition between whites and blacks were
much larger than those hypothesized by Schelling and that especially white people
expressed strong preferences for ethnic homogeneity in the neighbourhoods (see
also Clark 1992). Ethnic preferences (of the majority population) are an important
explanation for the ethnically selective mobility patterns creating ethnic residential
segregation as demonstrated by the white flight/white avoidance theories. White
flight theory suggest that the white/native population leaves neighbourhoods when
the share of minorities becomes too high; white avoidance theories hypothesise that
when whites choose a neighbourhood they avoid areas with high shares of minority
inhabitants (Ellen 2000). The theories have found empirical support in both the U.S.
(e.g. Crowder 2000; Quillian 2002) and in European countries. For example, van
Ham and Feijten (2008), Feijten and van Ham (2009), and van Ham and Clark
(2009) have found for the Netherlands that native Dutch people express stronger
wishes to leave when the percentage of ethnic minorities in their neighbourhood
increases, and Brama (2006) shows that native Swedes tend to avoid immigrant-
dense neighbourhoods.

The Schelling argument emphasizes within-group preferences with regard to
living among similar others, whereas the white flight/avoidance theories also touch
upon attitudes towards other groups. Several scholars have tried to explain the
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aversion of especially whites (or natives) towards living in ethnically mixed
neighbourhoods. Some studies suggest that race’ is an independent factor, and thus
that racism (frequently of the white population towards minority groups) is an
important variable explaining ethnic segregation (e.g. Zubrinsky and Bobo 1996;
Emerson et al. 2001). Other studies argue that it is not race per se that makes whites
less willing to move into black neighbourhoods but that race is a proxy for other
attributes, such as housing prices, crime levels or general neighbourhood standards
(e.g. Clark 1992; Harris 1999; Crowder 2000). Ethnic minorities are more likely to
be poor, and are therefore also more likely to live in poverty areas. So according to
the race-proxy argument, whites do not avoid ethnic minority areas, but they avoid
poor neighbourhoods which are often also ethnic minority areas. The spatial assim-
ilation model argues that ethnic segregation is the outcome of differences in socio-
economic resources together with a lack of cultural assimilation of minorities.
According to the theory, the residential mobility patterns of ethnic minorities will
become increasingly similar to those of the majority population as they become
more integrated and their socio-economic position becomes stronger. A comple-
mentary theory is the place stratification model, which emphasises the importance
of other forms of constraints than economical and cultural ones. It argues that, for
example, discrimination and housing availability or housing allocation rules restrict
the opportunities for ethnic minorities to have housing careers similar to natives
and that these differences will remain even after immigrants have become more
integrated (see Bolt and van Kempen 2003 for an overview of the place stratifica-
tion and spatial assimilation models). Studies have found evidence of housing
market discrimination for several countries (for the U.S. see Turner et al. 2002).

An alternative theory argues that ethnic segregation is the result of the voluntary
clustering of ethnic minorities. This literature emphasises how minorities can gain
benefits from living together, such as keeping their own language and culture, having
access to ethnic specific services such as specialised stores or places of worship, and
having access to a local economic system. It has also been suggested that ethnic
clustering is used as a means of defence against a hostile host society, but also that
ethnic clustering might help to integrate into the host society (see for example Portes
and Manning 1986). Bowes et al. (1997) have found that the Pakistani population in
Scotland accepted living in a deprived neighbourhood if that enables them to live
with more co-ethnics. Theories of voluntary clustering rely on relatively homoge-
neous ethnic concentration neighbourhoods. In Sweden (and many other parts of
Europe) such neighbourhoods do not exist; some immigrant-dense neighbourhoods
in Sweden contain between 50 and 100 different nationalities, making theories of
voluntary clustering less applicable. Molina’s (1997) study found that ethnic minor-
ities living in an immigrant-dense area in Uppsala, Sweden, had the same housing
and neighbourhood ambitions as the native population but were less able to realize
them, thus pointing at different forms of constraints.

3The U.S. literature consistently refers to “race” while the European literature refers to “ethnicity”
and “immigrant status”.
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The above literature review suggest that the selective in- and out-mobility
patterns found for Bjursitra, Angbylunden and Rinkeby are most likely the result of
a complex mixture of constraints of various forms and preferences for different
types of dwellings and neighbourhoods. Existing studies provide knowledge of how
different dwelling characteristics are related to mobility but we know less about
how factors at the neighbourhood level affect neighbourhood choice and sorting.
We know that some groups are more likely to move to, for example, ethnic concen-
tration neighbourhoods than others but there is less knowledge on how households
value ethnic composition in relation to, for example, socio-economic status of
neighbours, neighbourhood safety, or reputation. There is also a need of research
looking at how households choose between neighbourhoods: why does a household
choose one “safe” neighbourhood over another, and how do households with very
restricted choice sets rank neighbourhoods and dwellings available to them?

To further explore the neighbourhood dimension in mobility processes is not
only an important task for the residential mobility literature but also something
that would be of great importance for studies on neighbourhood effects. Such studies
would provide us with a better knowledge of neighbourhood sorting processes and
thus the problem of potential selection bias. It would make it possible to better
incorporate sorting into models and measurements of neighbourhood effects.

Methods for Dealing with Neighbourhood Sorting
and Selection Bias

In this section of the chapter, we argue that studies on neighbourhood choice and
neighbourhood sorting would benefit from using alternative modelling strategies. We
also discuss how these strategies can be incorporated into models of neighbourhood
effects to control for the bias caused by selective mobility to neighbourhoods.

Most quantitative studies of neighbourhood sorting use logistic regression models,
binary or multinomial, to model the probability that households move to a certain
type of neighbourhood. These models treat neighbourhood choice as a function of
the characteristics of individuals or households: for example, the models estimate
how different individual characteristics, such as income, employment status or
ethnicity, affect the likelihood of moving to neighbourhoods in category A relative
to those in category B. Binary logistic regression models are by definition restricted
to using only two outcome categories (for example whether or not a neighbourhood
is deprived or ethnically concentrated). Multinomial logistic regression models can
handle more alternatives but these become impractical to work with if the number is
too large. The need to reduce the number of alternatives means that neighbourhoods
need to be categorized based on, for example, poverty levels, levels of ethnic
concentrations, housing tenure, or combinations of these. The models are of limited
use to understand neighbourhood choice because they can only take a limited
number of neighbourhood characteristics into account and neighbourhoods typically
need to be grouped using a simple categorisation. In other words, studies using
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binary or multinomial logistic regression models teach us a lot about simple
processes of neighbourhood sorting (where do people go) but little about how
different neighbourhood factors affect the sorting process.

A type of model that can include multiple neighbourhood characteristics simul-
taneously is the conditional logit model,* introduced in the context of social
sciences and residential mobility by McFadden in 1974. The conditional logit
treats choice as a function of the characteristics of the alternatives within a choice
set. In a residential mobility setting, this means that each individual can choose
from a number of neighbourhood alternatives based on a large range of character-
istics of these neighbourhoods. In a recent paper Hedman et al. (2011) modelled
neighbourhood choice where each moving household was assumed to choose
between 10 alternative neighbourhoods. Their model estimated the probability that
households choose their actual destination (the other nine are random alternative
neighbourhoods) based on neighbourhood characteristics such as the share of for-
eign born, the share of public renters and the median neighbourhood income. A
weakness of the conditional logit model is that it cannot include individual charac-
teristics directly because these do not vary within choice sets of neighbourhoods
(only the characteristics of the neighbourhoods within a choice set vary, not the
characteristics of the households making the choice). Individual characteristics can
only be included when interacted with neighbourhood characteristics. The condi-
tional logit model is well known in, for example, the transport choice literature, but
is rarely used to estimate neighbourhood choice. To our knowledge, only three
(very recent) studies have used it to estimate neighbourhood choice: Ioannides and
Zabel’s (2008) study on neighbourhood effects on housing structure demand;
Quillian and Bruch’s (2010) study modelling neighbourhood choice in relation to
race and class; and Hedman et al. (2011) estimating neighbourhood sorting in
Sweden.

We have so far in this chapter argued that neighbourhood sorting processes are a
major source of selection bias in studies of neighbourhood effects and that more
knowledge is needed on these processes to fully understand the selection problem
(see also Sampson and Sharkey 2008). Most neighbourhood effect studies still do
not adequately take neighbourhood sorting into account but an increasing number
of studies attempt to address the issue. Oreopoulos (2003) and van Ham and Manley
(2010) both argued that selection bias in models of neighbourhood effects is only a
problem for those groups who have some degree of choice over where they live.
Both studies found no neighbourhood effects for those in (to some extend randomly
allocated) social housing, but did find ‘effects’ for those in private housing. They
concluded that these ‘effects’ are most likely the result of reversed causation. By
comparing those in private housing and those in social housing, Oreopolous and van
Ham and Manley simulated an experimental setting. The best known examples of
quasi-experiments are Chicago’s Gatreaux assisted housing program and the

“For formal descriptions of the conditional logit model and how it differs from the multinomial
logistic model, see McFadden (1974), Hoffman and Duncan (1988).
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American Moving to Opportunity (MTO) program. These programs allocated house-
holds to dwellings and neighbourhoods more or less randomly, thereby attempting to
overcome selection bias. Although these studies are seen as the gold-standard in
neighbourhood effects research, it has been argued that they still suffer from selec-
tion bias as allocation to neighbourhoods was not completely random.

For most studies it is not possible to execute large random trials and these studies
often depend on register or survey data. A number of approaches can be used to
limit the effects of selection bias when using such data. One approach is the use of
sibling data to control for unmeasured parental characteristics by measuring
differences in outcomes if the siblings have experienced different neighbourhood
environments during their life-time (e.g. Aaronson 1998). Instrumental variable
approaches are also used to control for selection bias, which requires instruments to
replace the variable that is correlated with the outcome of interest (Galster et al.
2007). Difference models are also popular as they eliminate all time-invariant
unobservable individual characteristics (see Galster et al. 2008). All these tech-
niques theoretically remove bias, at least to some extent. However, unfortunately,
they do not address the issue of selective mobility.

A classic technique to take selection mechanisms into account is the Heckman
two-step model. It involves a first step in which the probability of sorting into a
group is estimated, and a second step in which the outcome of interest is estimated
for the specific group, thereby correcting for potential bias caused by the selection
mechanism. In the setting of a neighbourhood effect study, step one could be to
model the probability of living in a certain neighbourhood and step two could be a
model of neighbourhood effects. Although the two-step model has some disadvan-
tages and has been criticized in the econometric literature (e.g. Puhani 2000), it has
the enormous benefit of including real measures of selective mobility and neigh-
bourhood sorting. To our knowledge, only one study has attempted a two-step tech-
nique to account for bias in modelling neighbourhood effects: Ioannides and Zabel’s
2008 paper in which they estimate how the neighbourhood context affects housing
demand. The paper is highly technical, but uses a promising advanced method to
estimate neighbourhood sorting and to control for bias. The approach not only tack-
les the urgent problem of selection bias in the neighbourhood effect literature but
also gives insight into neighbourhood sorting. It is thus a technique that benefits
two literatures separately while also incorporating them methodologically into a
holistic framework that increases our general understanding of neighbourhoods and
residential segregation.

Concluding Remarks

This chapter has argued that in order to further our understanding of neighbourhood
effects we should incorporate neighbourhood sorting into our models. Many
approaches for dealing with selection bias treat neighbourhood sorting as a statis-
tical nuisance. These approaches might do the job, but reveal nothing about the
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processes behind the potential bias. Neighbourhood sorting is of interest in its own
right and surprisingly few studies focus on why certain households ‘choose’ certain
neighbourhoods. An understanding of neighbourhood sorting is also key in under-
standing residential segregation and the production and reproduction of neighbour-
hoods of different characteristics and status. In other words, an understanding of
neighbourhood sorting is important to understand the dynamic contexts (neighbour-
hoods) that neighbourhood effect theory assumes affect inhabitants.

Neighbourhood effect studies are thus in the situation where the processes behind
one of its key methodological problems (selection bias) are also critical to fully
understand the neighbourhood context itself. It is thus remarkable that residential
mobility and neighbourhood sorting have been almost completely ignored in neigh-
bourhood effects research. This chapter has demonstrated how selective mobility
patterns affect the neighbourhood context and have the potential to cause selection
bias when modelling neighbourhood effects. In line with previous studies, we
recognize the need for more studies focusing on neighbourhood sorting, especially
how neighbourhood factors influence mobility decisions. Furthermore, most studies
looking at neighbourhood choice focus on a range of general neighbourhood
characteristics, such as employment rates and the percentage of ethnic minorities.
More research is needed on the factors that cause households to choose, for example,
one deprived neighbourhood over another. This point is important as some theories
assume that processes and transmission mechanisms behind neighbourhood
effects are neighbourhood-specific.
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Chapter 5
Social Mix, Reputation and Stigma:

Exploring Residents’ Perspectives
of Neighbourhood Effects

Kathy Arthurson

Introduction

This chapter focuses on reputation as a neighbourhood characteristic which may
have important effects on individual residents’ opportunities and experiences and
social inclusion. In other words it explores the debates about neighbourhood effects,
specifically through viewing the role of stigma or reputation of an area as a key
independent mechanism for affecting the life chances of residents. Australian
debates, in part, cite lack of ‘social mix’, whereby social housing neighbourhoods
consist of large concentrations of homogenous housing and tenants experience high
levels of disadvantage, as a significant part of the problem in contributing to the
negative reputations. The media has played an active role in supporting and embel-
lishing pathological depictions of social housing estates as sites of disorder and
crime, drawing on explanations that cite individual agency and behaviour as the
problems (Arthurson 2004). Residing in neighbourhoods with poor reputations is
thought to have numerous impacts on residents’ prospects and opportunities. The
range of pertinent factors mentioned in the literature include, access to employment
and educational opportunities and the shaping of residents’ social networks and
reactionary behaviours (Atkinson and Kintrea 2001). In turn, the perceived reputa-
tion of the neighbourhood is an important predictor of residents’ intentions to leave
the neighbourhood. Findings such as this question the sustainability of urban
renewal policy directions that artificially create mixed tenure neighbourhoods with-
out focusing on enhancing neighbourhood reputation (Permentier et al. 2009).
Those with choice may move out of the neighbourhood leaving only the most
disadvantaged residents behind, in effect working against improvement to the
neighbourhood reputation (Permentier et al. 2009; van Ham and Manley 2010).
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The remaining residents may then feel trapped in the neighbourhood adding to the
problematic reputation (Kearns and Parkinson 2001). A related literature is also
developing that explores the effects of experiencing stigma on residents’ health and
wellbeing (Scrambler 2009; Warr 2005; Palmer et al. 2004, 2005).

A stigmatised neighbourhood is seen to affect residents’ access to employment
as some employers, for instance, discriminate against potential employees residing
in neighbourhoods with poor reputations on the basis of ‘postcode’ (Bradbury and
Chalmers 2003; Palmer et al. 2005; Ziersch and Arthurson 2005). Businesses may
be reluctant to locate in or near these stigmatised neighbourhoods reducing the
availability of quality retail outlets and local employers (Atkinson and Kintrea
2001). Other related adverse implications raised in the debates are about the sub-
standard local services and amenities, including schools that may have difficulty
attracting quality teachers or a diversity of pupils (Galster 2007). A counter argu-
ment is that within some impoverished neighbourhoods specialised services are
often available based on the high concentrations of residents in need that otherwise
may not be available if this need falls below a certain service level ‘threshold’
(Atkinson and Kintrea 2001).

Related arguments are that the experience of living in an ill reputed neighbourhood
may cause residents to adopt self-defeating behaviours. For instance, educational
horizons and personal ambitions may be curtailed by fatalistic values linked to place
of residence and the effects of experiencing spatially concentrated disadvantage or
what some argue constitutes ‘a culture of poverty’ (Murray 1994). Murray argues that
a ‘culture of poverty’ is sustained through the workings of the welfare state, in this
instance through the development of concentrations of homogenous social housing
that facilitates sameness and tenants’ dependency and feckless behaviour rather than
building individual agency, aspirations and capacity for change.

In a more structural conceptualisation of the issue of neighbourhood reputation
that considers some of the broader societal determinants of poverty and inequality,
Maclntyre and Ellaway (2000, p. 343) identify the reputation of an area as a sepa-
rate dimension. Reputation is viewed as one of two “collective social functionings
and practices” that are “socially patterned” but nonetheless impact on the availabil-
ity of material or infrastructure resources. Within this framework they conceptualise
these latter features as ‘opportunity structures’. By ‘opportunity structures’ they
refer to the features of the physical and social environment, factors that are envis-
aged as outside of individual control, which may be health enhancing or health
damaging’. From this viewpoint the way that residents, policy makers and the busi-
ness sector perceive the reputation of the neighbourhood has potential impacts on
opportunity structures and behaviours of residents. The reputation affects the self-
esteem and morale of the residents, the available infrastructure and who is likely to
move into or out of the neighbourhood. There are other pertinent examples of how
‘collective social functionings and practices’ impact in a practical sense. Hastings
(2009) found, for instance, that staff may vary the quality of the services provided,
depending on their perception of the reputation and subsequent merit of the neigh-
bourhood, suggesting that stigma has detrimental consequences for peoples’ lives.
Likewise, experiencing fear of crime (without necessarily being a victim of it) and
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the negative perceptions of lack of safety that are often associated with stigmatized
neighbourhoods, are linked to lowered health and wellbeing outcomes for residents
(Ziersch and Baum 2004; Warr 2005).

Interconnected with these debates is the proposition that the perception of control
that residents have over the processes of experiencing stigmatisation is an important
factor impacting on health and well being (Marmot and Wilkinson 2001). In neigh-
bourhoods with poor reputations harsh judgements are made about residents, includ-
ing depictions about the receipt of welfare by an ‘undeserving poor’ (Palmer et al.
2005; Warr 2005). Residents often have little control over these processes and the
resultant feelings of shame, blame, devaluation and depictions of deviating from the
‘normal’ are interrelated with the health related effects of stigma, including decreased
morale and self-esteem and increased anxiety levels (Scrambler 2009). The feelings
associated with the occurrence of stigma are likened by some to the experience of
racial prejudice and may have analogous detrimental effects on health (Krieger et al.
2005; Kelaher et al. 2008). In totality, in current debates about neighbourhood effects,
residents’ experiences of living in neighbourhoods of concentrated social housing
with poor reputations that are viewed as ‘dysfunctional’ places are thought to doubly
reinforce many of the difficulties of already socially excluded individuals and their
ability to reach their full potential and become socially included.

The association of social housing neighbourhoods with stigma and poor reputa-
tions has important damaging ramifications not only for social housing residents but
for other eligible individuals and families experiencing housing affordability prob-
lems. Recent social surveys undertaken in Australia by Burke et al. (2005) report
that as many as 46% of Australian households, living in private rental accommoda-
tion and in receipt of Commonwealth Rental Assistance', claim they would never
consider applying for public housing because of its poor reputation.

Thus, an overall but often understated aim of contemporary social housing
estate regeneration projects, in Australia, is to improve the reputation of the neigh-
bourhoods. This aim is thought to be achievable, in part, through changing the mix
of housing dwellings in terms of quality, size and tenure type along with physical
upgrading of social housing. Regeneration involves demolition, subdividing exist-
ing large backyards into a number of smaller allotments to construct two or more
houses or a group of units, where there may have once been a single dwelling,
thereby increasing the density of housing in the neighbourhood. Related initiatives
seek to change the socioeconomic mix of the estates. Key approaches include
building new housing for private sale to attract home owners into the neighbour-
hood and permanently relocating many social housing residents to other neigh-
bourhoods, in effect attempting to rebalance neighbourhood social mix. Some
studies suggest that increasing the balance of home owners in areas of concentrated
social housing through regeneration activities is associated with enhanced reputa-
tions of the overall neighbourhoods (See for instance, Beekman et al. 2001;

!Commonwealth Rental Assistance is an income support payment for low income households to
assist in meeting their housing costs when renting in the private market.
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Atkinson and Kintrea 2001; Martin and Watkinson 2005). Likewise studies of long
established mixed tenure neighbourhoods, which were originally planned that way,
rather than being created through estate regeneration activities suggest that social
housing residents in these types of ‘mixed’ neighbourhoods do not identify them-
selves as stigmatised. This seems in part due to residents’ awareness that people
residing outside of the neighbourhood and the wider public do not directly associ-
ate the neighbourhoods with social housing (Ruming et al. 2004). However, on
some estates with long histories of poor reputations, despite changes implemented
to social mix and other regeneration activities the problems of stigma appear more
intractable to change (Robertson et al. 2008; Hastings and Dean 2003).

This chapter seeks to contribute to knowledge and understandings of the dynamics
of neighbourhood stigma and reputation from residents’ perspectives and whether the
situations are improved post regeneration, especially with changes made to social
mix. Despite the growing debates about neighbourhood effects and the question of
whether living in disadvantaged areas contributes to or compounds social exclusion
for already socioeconomically disadvantaged residents, little is known about the way
residents perceive the reputations of their neighbourhoods (Permentier et al. 2009). As
Link and Phelan (2001, p. 365) argue, much of the research is uniformed by the lived
experiences of people who are deemed as stigmatised. In particular, little is known
about the extent to which the experiences and dynamics of neighbourhood reputation
and stigma differs between housing tenure groups (Permentier et al. 2009). Throughout
history the middle classes have tended to speak for the disadvantaged as if they know
what is best for them with some exceptions such as the work of Mark Peel (2003),
which has enabled people to tell their own stories (see also Darcy and Gwyther 2011
in this volume). With these discrepancies in mind, while this chapter draws first on
survey data it also utilises qualitative findings from in-depth interviews conducted
with social housing, tenants, home owners and private renters to inform the spectrum
of residents’ perceptions of changes to social mix and the impacts on neighbourhood
reputation. The exploration focuses on reputation as a neighbourhood characteristic
which may have effects on individual residents’ opportunities and outcomes. In other
words it explores some of the debates about neighbourhood effects, specifically
presenting the role of stigma or reputation as an independent factor.

The Case Study Neighbourhoods

The data collection for the research was conducted in three neighbourhoods,
Mitchell Park, Hillcrest and Northfield all located within the metropolitan region of
Adelaide. Prior to the regeneration projects commencing, all three neighbourhoods
were characterised by high levels of socio-economic disadvantage and concentra-
tions of social housing. The housing in the neighbourhoods was highly identifiable
as social housing, concentrated and in run down condition. As shown in Table 5.1,
post-regeneration the concentrations of social housing were reduced by as much as
50%. The neighbourhoods were extensively revitalised over the past 15-20 years
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Table 5.1 Changes in concentrations of social housing in the three regenerated neighbourhoods

Social housing concentration

Before (%) After (%) Before (n) After (n)
Mitchell Park 75 35 1,000 350
Hillcrest 60 10.2 350 118
Northfield 27 19.9 226 238

Source: City of Port Adelaide Enfield (2010a), City of Port Adelaide Enfield (2010b), South
Australian Housing Trust (2005), Phillips (1994)

with changes made to the social mix of the areas through demolition and sales of
public housing, urban infill and building of new housing for private sale to attract
homebuyers into the neighbourhoods. At Northfield, although as in the other two
case study areas the concentration of social housing within the neighbourhood was
reduced (27% to 19.9% respectively), it differed in that the overall number of social
housing dwellings increased slightly (from 226 to 238), (Table 5.1). This was due to
the specific project focus on urban consolidation and utilisation of vacant land that
was released for new housing construction.

A questionnaire survey was posted to a random sample of 800 households across
the three case study neighbourhoods and 325 surveys were completed and returned.
Respondents consisted of 117 males (37%) and 199 females (63%) and there was no
significant association between tenure and gender (Chi-squared=4.080, df=3,
n=299, p=.253, Cramer’s V=.117). After accounting for the non-deliverables (i.e.
insufficient address; empty house, non-residential, n=78) the overall response rate
was 45%.

Participants for the in-depth interview phase of the study were recruited through
an expression of interest form that was included with the survey questionnaire.
Sixty-five people returned the forms indicating their interest in participating in an
interview. Forty interviews were conducted. Of these, 16 were classified as home
owners living in homes that they either ‘owned outright’ or were ‘owned with a
mortgage’, 14 lived in social housing and 10 were renting in the private sector. The
interviews were recorded and transcribed providing insights into residents’ under-
standings of social mix and the relationship to neighbourhood reputation. The tran-
scripts were collated by drawing together thematic issues in order to identify
patterns, similarities and differences (Rice and Ezzy 1999).

Survey Findings
Stigma and the Neighbourhood

In reflecting on the gaps in the neighbourhood effects literature it was considered
important in the current study to explore the internal dynamics of social mix and
stigma for home owners (owned outright and owned with mortgage) and public
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(social housing) and private renters. This addresses the specific point identified that
little is known about whether there are any differences in residents’ perspectives
about neighbourhood reputation across the individual housing tenure groups,
Studies also indicate that residents’ perceptions of the neighbourhoods are strongly
influenced by how they think others from outside the area will view it (Permentier
et al. 2008, 2009). It seems that residents may internalise similar representations of
their neighbourhoods as those of outsiders and give similar rankings (Blockland
2008; Curtis and Jackson, 1977 in Permentier et al. 2008). Thus, if residents feel
that from the viewpoint of outsiders the neighbourhood has retained a negative rep-
utation, despite efforts at urban renewal and changes to social mix, then we have to
question whether much has improved (Permentier et al. 2009). Permentier et al.
(2008) argues that for these reasons it is not only important to explore how residents
understand their neighbourhood (internal perceptions) but also how they think oth-
ers will assess their neighbourhood (external perceptions). In the current study it
was therefore considered important to assess internal and also external perceptions
of how residents thought outsiders would view their neighbourhood. Outsiders are
more likely than residents to assess the reputation on a limited number of charac-
teristics. Physical features including general aesthetics, building density, housing
condition and the availability of green spaces are all important factors that influence
their perceptions of the reputation of an area (De Decker and Pannecoucke 2004;
Wassenberg 2004). These sorts of objective neighbourhood characteristics have
been found to be more important in explaining perceived reputation than neighbour-
hood satisfaction but subjective assessments of neighbourhood attributes are more
important in explaining neighbourhood satisfaction than perceived reputation
(Permentier et al. 2010).

To this end residents were not asked the direct question of how people would rate
the ‘reputation’ of the neighbourhood. Instead questions were posed to residents
about four aspects of the neighbourhood related to stigma and then they were asked
what outsiders think. Respondents were asked to rank their neighbourhood (on a
scale of 1 unfavourable to 7 favourable) on four measures that encompassed the
features of the housing and quality and safety of the neighbourhood. The four
aspects were concerned with House Condition, Attractiveness, Safety and Density.
The first two characteristics were particularly functional and physical and utilised
because they generally have an obvious and immediate visual impact on both resi-
dents and non-residents perceptions of stigma. The perceptions of safety as detailed
are interconnected to the health related aspects of experiencing stigma. Studies sug-
gest that the density or assessments of how crowded the neighbourhoods are, is also
implicated, as increased density is associated with lower quality of more stigma-
tised neighbourhoods (Permentier et al. 2008).

The ranking had two aspects as respondents were first asked to rate their neigh-
bourhood on how they viewed it (Self-rating), and second how they thought people
who lived outside of the area would rate it (External Rating). Both the internal and
external rankings were included to address the point identified in the literature that
the internal representations held by residents and what they consider outsiders think
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Table 5.2 Self-rating of house condition by tenure groups

Q21 House condition — self rating

Poor condition Good condition

(1-3) Neutral (4) 5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Private rental 6 11.3 8 15.1 39 73.6
Owned outright 4 12.9 3 9.7 24 77.4
Owned with mortgage 10 8.5 18 154 89 76.1
Total 9 9.0 24 24.0 67 67.0

29 9.6 53 17.6 219 72.8

Table 5.3 External rating of house condition by tenure groups

Q22 House condition — outside rating

Poor condition Good condition

(1-3) Neutral (4) 5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Private rental 7 14.3 8 16.3 34 69.4
Owned outright 4 13.8 8 27.6 17 58.6
Owned with mortgage 14 12.3 24 21.1 76 66.7
Total 21 21.2 17 17.2 61 61.6

46 15.8 57 19.6 188 64.6

of the neighbourhood are highly interrelated. The difference between the two says
something about the reputation of the place as perceived by residents. Consequently,
stigma may seem much reduced when residents are asked for their internal percep-
tions but if they still feel that the neighbourhood is highly stigmatised from the
viewpoint of outsiders then they may experience some of the negative health effect
or other negative effects of stigma. For instance, whilst estate residents consider the
presence of home owners as beneficial for the reputation of the neighbourhood,
owners often express the view that outsiders still see the estates as negative (Atkinson
and Kintrea 2001; Hastings 2004). In view of these sorts of findings it was impor-
tant to ascertain not only whether residents thought the neighbourhoods were no
longer stigmatised but whether they thought outsiders still attached stigma to the
neighbourhoods despite the substantial changes undertaken to the tenure mix.

The Condition of Housing

Across the different housing tenure groups the majority of respondents gave favour-
able internal and external ratings when asked what they thought was the condition of
the housing in their neighbourhood (Tables 5.2 and 5.3). No significant associations
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Table 5.4 Self and external rating of house condition by tenure

Social Private Owned Owned with
Overall housing rental outright mortgage
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Self-rating 5.32(1.39) 5.33 (1.69) 5.07 (1.44) 5.56 (1.31) 5.13 (1.23)
External rating 4.89 (1.51) 5.04 (1.73) 4.79 (1.47) 5.04 (1.45) 4.74 (1.34)
t value (df) 7.536 (304) 1.886 (48) 1.612 (28) 5.596 (112) 3.927 (98)
p value (%) <.001 (.16) .065 (.07) 118 (.08) <.001 (.22) <.001 (.14)

Note: Critical alpha with Bonferroni adjustment is o.=.01

were found between tenure and internal rating of house condition and external rating
of house condition.

When rating the condition of the housing from their own perspective (Table 5.4),
owned outright gave the most favourable mean rating (5.56), whereas private renters
allocated the lowest mean rating (5.07). Likewise, in evaluating how people outside of
the area would rate the condition of the housing (Table 5.4), the most favourable rating
was also provided by owned outright (5.04), along with social housing tenants (5.04).
The least favourable ratings were from owned with mortgage (4.74) and private renters
(4.79). However, none of these findings differed significantly. Respondents generally
rated the condition of the housing (5.32) significantly more favourably than they thought
people living outside of their area (4.89) would. However, self-rating was significantly
higher than external rating only for owned outright and owned with mortgage.

Attractiveness of the Neighbourhood

Within each tenure group the majority of respondents also gave favourable internal and
external ratings when asked about the attractiveness of their neighbourhood (Tables 5.5
and 5.6). The exception was private renters, where fewer respondents than in other ten-
ures thought that outsiders saw their area as attractive, and more respondents thought that
outsiders would rate their neighbourhood as unattractive (Table 5.6). There was no sig-
nificant association between tenure and internal and external ratings of neighbourhood
attractiveness.

When providing self and external ratings on neighbourhood attractiveness (Table 5.7),
respondents in social housing gave the most favourable mean ratings (5.23, 5.00, respec-
tively), while respondents in private rentals gave the lowest mean ratings (4.59, 4.00,
respectively). No significant differences were found in the mean internal self-rating
scores across the four tenure groups but the mean external rating scores were signifi-
cantly different although the actual differences in mean scores between the tenure
groups were quite small. The mean for private rental (4.00) differed significantly
from that of own home (4.68) and from social housing (5.00).
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Table 5.5 Self-rating of attractive neighbourhood by tenure groups
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Q21 House condition — self rating

Poor condition

Good condition

(1-3) Neutral (4) 5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Private rental 6 11.8 9 17.6 36 70.6
Owned outright 7 22.6 5 16.1 19 61.3
Owned with mortgage 10 9.0 22 19.8 79 71.2
Total 15 15.0 17 17.0 68 68.0

38 13.0 53 18.1 202 68.9

Table 5.6 External rating of attractive neighbourhood by tenure groups

Q22 House condition — outside rating

Poor condition

Good condition

(1-3) Neutral (4) (5-7)
Count % Count % Count %
Private rental 6 12.5 9 18.8 33 68.8
Owned outright 11 37.9 7 24.1 11 37.9
Owned with mortgage 21 18.4 27 23.7 66 57.9
Total 23 23.2 17 17.2 59 59.6
61 21.0 60 20.7 169 58.3
Table 5.7 Self and external rating of attractive neighbourhood by tenure
Social Private Owned Owned with
Overall housing rental outright mortgage
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Self-rating 5.06 (1.48) 5.23 (1.63) 4.59 (1.74) 5.22 (1.40) 4.93(1.29)
External rating 4.72 (1.55) 5.00 (1.62) 4.00 (1.54) 4.83 (1.47) 4.68 (1.47)
t value (df) 5.835 (300) 2.040 (47) 2.999 (28) 4.665 (109)  2.128 (98)
p value (%) <.001 (.10) .047 (.08) .006 (.24) <.001 (.17) .036 (.04)

Note: Critical alpha with Bonferroni adjustment is a.=.01

As in the ratings for house condition respondents on average rated the attrac-
tiveness of the neighbourhood (5.06) more favourably than they thought people
living outside of their area (4.72) would. Self-ratings were significantly higher than

external ratings only for owned outright.
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Table 5.8 Self-rating of safe neighbourhood by tenure groups

Q21 Safe neighbourhood — self-rating

Dangerous (1-3) Neutral (4) Safe (5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Social housing 11 20.8 11 20.8 31 58.5
Private rental 7 22.6 8 25.8 16 51.6
Owned outright 10 8.7 24 20.9 81 70.4
Owned with mortgage 10 10.0 25 25.0 65 65.0
Total 38 12.7 68 22.7 193 64.5

Table 5.9 External rating of safe neighbourhood by tenure groups

Q22 Safe neighbourhood — outside rating

Dangerous (1-3) Neutral (4) Safe (5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Social housing 10 19.6 13 255 28 54.9
Private rental 10 345 7 24.1 12 41.4
Owned outright 21 18.8 30 26.8 61 54.5
Owned with mortgage 30 30.3 28 28.3 41 41.4
Total 71 24.4 78 26.8 142 48.8

Table 5.10 Rating of safe neighbourhood by tenure

Social Private Owned Owned with
Overall housing rental outright mortgage
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Self-rating 4.99 (1.47) 4.80 (1.71) 4.48 (1.46) 5.17 (1.48) 4.97 (1.28)
External rating 4.54 (1.62) 4.73 (1.73) 4.21 (1.84) 4.69 (1.53) 4.29 (1.53)
t value (df) 6.617 (305) .574 (50) 969 (28) 4.312 (110) 5.682 (98)
p value (n?) <.001 (.13) .569 (.01) 341 (.03) <.001 (.14) <.001 (.25)

Note: Critical alpha with Bonferroni adjustment is a=.01

Safety of the Neighbourhood

The majority of respondents within each tenure group gave favourable internal and
external ratings when asked to rank their neighbourhood on safety (Tables 5.8 and
5.9). There was no significant association between tenure and the internal ratings or
external ratings.

When providing the internal and external ratings of their neighbourhoods on safety
(Table 5.10), respondents that owned their home outright gave the most favourable
mean ratings (5.17; 4.69 respectively), and respondents in private rentals gave the low-
est mean ratings (4.48; 4.21 respectively). None of these differences were significant.

Overall, however, respondents rated the safety of their neighbourhood (4.99) sig-
nificantly more favourably than they thought that people living outside of their area
(4.54) would. Self-rating was significantly higher than external rating for owned
outright and owned with mortgage respondents but not for social housing or private
renters (Table 5.10).
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Table 5.11 Self-rating of crowded neighbourhood by tenure groups
Q21 Crowded neighbourhood — self-rating

Crowded (1-3) Neutral (4) Uncrowded (5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Social housing 5 10.0 14 28.0 31 62.0
Private rental 4 13.3 6 20.0 20 66.7
Owned outright 14 12.4 24 21.2 75 66.4
Owned with mortgage 14 14.0 18 18.0 68 68.0
Total 37 12.6 62 21.2 194 66.2

Table 5.12 External rating of crowded neighbourhood by tenure groups

Q22 Crowded neighbourhood — outside rating

Crowded (1-3) Neutral (4) Uncrowded (5-7)

Count % Count % Count %
Social housing 7 14.3 10 20.4 32 65.3
Private rental 7 24.1 4 13.8 18 62.1
Owned outright 20 17.5 31 27.2 63 55.3
Owned with mortgage 18 18.2 28 28.3 53 53.5
Total 52 17.9 73 25.1 166 57.0

Table 5.13 Rating of crowded neighbourhood by tenure

Social Private Owned Owned with
Overall housing rental outright mortgage
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Self-rating 5.01 (1.49) 5.06 (1.60) 4.93 (1.62) 5.02 (1.49) 4.93 (1.45)
External rating 4.74 (1.50) 4.98 (1.55) 4.59 (1.70) 4.69 (1.52) 4.64 (1.42)
t value (df) 4.637 (301) .551 (47) 2.069 (28) 3.047 (110) 3.216 (98)
p value (n?) <.001 (.07) .584 (.01) .048 (.13) .003 (.08) .002 (.10)

Note: Critical alpha with Bonferroni adjustment is a=.01

Tenure and Neighbourhood Density

Most respondents gave favourable internal and external ratings when asked about the
density of the neighbourhood (Tables 5.11 and 5.12). There was no significant associa-
tion between tenure and internal rating or external rating of neighbourhood density.

When rating their neighbourhoods on density (Table 5.13) respondents in social
housing gave the most favourable mean internal and external ratings (5.06, 4.98
respectively), and private renters gave the lowest ratings (4.93, 4.59 respectively).
No significant differences were found in the mean internal and external self-rating
scores across the four tenure groups.

Respondents generally rated the density of their neighbourhood (5.01) signifi-
cantly more favourably than they thought people living outside of their area (4.74)
would view it. Self-rating was significantly higher than external rating only for
owned outright and owned with mortgage.
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Summary and Discussion of Survey Results

In summary, the majority of respondents gave favourable ratings when asked to rate
their neighbourhood internally (from their own viewpoint) and externally (from
how they thought people outside of the neighbourhood viewed it) on four measures
related to stigma — House Condition, Attractiveness, Safety and Density. The excep-
tion was private renters where fewer respondents than expected thought that outsid-
ers saw their area as attractive, and more than in the other housing tenure groups
rated their neighbourhood as unattractive to outsiders (external rating). The findings
pose the question of why the private renters gave the least favourable rankings on
attractiveness of their neighbourhood.

Overall, when analysing the differences between internal and external ratings
within the four housing tenure groups, on all four measures respondents’ internal
(self) ratings from their own perspectives, were more favourable than their external
judgements of how they felt that people from outside the area would view the neigh-
bourhoods. However, for those in social housing tenure, the internal and external
ratings were never significantly different while for owned outright the differences
were significant across all four measures. For owned with mortgage the findings
were significant for house condition, safety and density but not for attractiveness
while for private renters the internal and external ratings were only significantly
different for attractiveness. These differences may reflect the situation whereby
home owners (owned outright and owned with mortgage) unlike renters chose to
purchase in particular neighbourhoods and are more likely to have a commitment to
making the most of living there (Brown et al. 2003) or consider it acceptable for
other reasons such as affordability of the housing or a location close to the city.
Hence, they may view the neighbourhood favourably for a variety of reasons but
still perceive that it is probably less attractive to outsiders. Conversely, social hous-
ing tenants have limited choice about where they live so may adapt to the local
neighbourhood. Post regeneration most social housing tenants receive improved
housing that is generally no longer easily identifiable as social housing and this may
reflect the similarity in their internal and external ratings across the four charac-
teristics. In order to see if further light could be shed on these findings the more
nuanced accounts of social mix and stigma were drawn on from the in-depth
qualitative interviews with residents.

Interview Findings

In supporting the findings of the survey, interviewees overall expressed the view
that post regeneration the neighbourhoods were more attractive and the condition of
the housing was much improved. Responses in relation to ‘attractiveness of the
neighbourhood’ and ‘condition of the housing’ are discussed in tandem as the two
aspects were inextricably linked. The findings on safety and density were more
independent but still linked to the other aspects and each is discussed in turn.
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Attractiveness of the Neighbourhood
and Condition of the Housing

Interviewees commonly cited the upgrading of the housing, landscaping and other
physical improvements as enhancing the attractiveness of the neighbourhoods. The
names of the areas were changed, for instance, one precinct of the old Mitchell Park
social housing neighbourhood was re-branded as ‘The Vines’. Nevertheless, they
also argued that despite these changes the stigma of the neighbourhoods had not
completely dissipated, especially from the perspective of people living outside of
the neighbourhoods:

I know a lot of people would say you wouldn’t want to go and live there [Mitchell Park] but
er, I think it is just wonderful the development that has happened.......... The houses that
are obviously privately owned and the trust houses that I would imagine that have come into
private ownership they all seem to be blending in so well together and taking pride. I think
it’s wonderful. I say ‘I live at Mitchell Park’ and people sort of raise an eyebrow and then
suddenly they remember ‘ah that’s right there’s been a huge development going on there
hasn’t there?” and you say ‘yes it’s so good, it’s like living at Mawson Lakes> with all the
fancy houses! (Mitchell Park, participant 2, public housing).

In other instances it was suggested that although the density of social housing
was reduced its presence lowered the attractiveness of the neighbourhood:

Cause I can tell you going down my street which ones are the housing trust, which ones are
the rentals by the rubbish they are leaving out in the street. Dumping it alongside the road,
that sort of attitude, and what it actually does is actually instead of pulling up those who are
in the lower socio-economic group it actually dumbs down, it drags down the neighbour-
hood (Mitchell Park, participant 7, owned outright).

There are one or two streets that I wouldn’t want to live in. That’s mainly probably
because they are Housing Commission homes and you might find that obviously the peo-
ple that live in those homes are maybe of a poorer quality of life or something like that but
that I suppose is being judgemental. It might be a very nice street to live in but I wouldn’t
live in it. When you look at the home and the way it has been let go, you wouldn’t want to
live next to somewhere like that I think (Mitchell Park, participant 118, private rental
resident).

The problem with it [public housing] is that there are still pockets. Like that street oppo-
site me, it is a pocket of housing trust people and you can tell it. I think they need to be more
in between and the houses need to look the same like my house and my neighbour’s house.
But you know they don’t, they look run down, shabby. And so, you get a little group of
those types of houses where these people live and they don’t look after them because they
don’t have to. Whereas if they had houses that look the same as everyone else’s there might
be more incentive to look after them if the people around them were actually homeowners
(Mitchell Park, participant 9, owned outright).

They [South Australian Housing Trust] are all mixed in everywhere but they’re not as
noticeable now as they used to be. They’ve blended them in so that you really don’t know

2Mawson Lakes is an extensive new housing development North of Adelaide that this respondent,
and many other South Australians, consider a desirable place to live.
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which ones are the housing trust homes and which are the bought ones. They’ve done it that
way on purpose I think, so they don’t stand out. But I know how they stand out. You look for
the black numbers on the walls. So you really can’t tell until you get to see the pattern as you
drive around and you look and you really pay attention then you get to know which ones are
which, but overall they blend in really well (Hillcrest, participant 98, owned outright).

At Hillcrest and Northfield the improved attractiveness of the neighbourhoods
was linked specifically to the influx of home owners along with the association of
the regeneration projects with the marketing and promotion of the adjacent and
desirable new private sector housing development of Oakden:

[Oakden] was a very upmarket sort of sales promotion thing and that. They then started
Hillcrest advertising when they did the redevelopment right next door to Oakden. They
attached it to that. You saw it becoming more pleasurable, more likeable, more upmarket as
things progressed (Hillcrest, participant 35, public housing).

If I say I live at Hillcrest they kind of look down their nose, but as soon as I tell them it’s
on the border of Oakden they go ahh... because it’s trendy and new and modern and more
expensive. Whereas they think Hillcrest is still old and crusty.... I know most of the houses
in my street and in my block are new but people seem to think it’s still the old Housing Trust
homes and the dilapidated old homes that were here before. Perhaps because they haven’t
been here for a long time (Hillcrest, participant 7, owned with mortgage)

An unexpected finding was the belief, expressed from home owners (both owned
outright and owned with mortgage) and social housing residents that the increased
mix of private renters in the neighbourhood was detracting from the attractiveness
of the neighbourhoods. In particular, reference was made to investors purchasing
newer houses for sale and the older non refurbished social housing without a
commitment to upgrading it, but merely to rent on the private rental market:

Probably we have more trouble with the private rental ones, of the old transportable ones
—one down the street here. We’ve had problems with various people who have been in there
(Hillcrest, participant 35, public housing).

We have one next door [private rental] and they don’t look after it, he couldn’t care less
(Northfield, participant, 161, owned outright).

This may shed some understandings on why there were differences in the survey
findings between the internal and external ratings for owned outright and owned
with mortgage on attractiveness of the neighbourhood and the condition of hous-
ing. Atkinson and Kintrea (2001) found that post regeneration owners still thought
outsiders viewed the neighbourhood as more negative. On the other hand for social
housing residents any stigma related to the condition of housing is likely to be
substantially reduced as efforts are made to blend in the regenerated or new social
housing with private housing. A tenant at Mitchell Park, for instance, reported that
one of her neighbours in their group of units did not want others in the neighbour-
hood to know that the units were public housing and that this was now possible
because of the extensive refurbishments:

¢

And he said ‘ah I'd never tell anyone this is housing trust’, I said ‘really why?’. ‘Ah no he said’.
But there’s nothing, no one would know, you know, they’d just think, ah a nice group of units.
All the garden out the front was established by the trust and it’s all nice and neat and tidy. We’ve
each done our own things in our back yard and I thought that’s really sad ...It’s a beautiful unit.
How lucky are we, how lucky are we! (Mitchell Park, participant 2, public housing).
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This supports the findings by Reutter et al. (2009, p. 298) that people living in
poverty have a profound awareness of stigma and a sense that in some ways they are
culpable for their predicament. Their coping strategies include concealing their dis-
creditable status and managing the sense of dislocation between how they think they
are perceived (virtual) and how they feel (actual). The changes to social housing
meant that it was no longer recognisable as social housing at least for these tenants.
In turn, this may help to explain why social housing residents’ internal and external
ratings were never significantly different in the survey as they now felt more able to
conceal the fact they were living in social housing. Thus, it is not surprising that
residents on the whole experience greater contentment with their homes and for
social housing residents the stigma attached to the condition of their housing in the
newly regenerated neighbourhood is lessened (Baker and Arthurson 2007).

Safety

While the survey found that respondents overall gave favourable ratings for the safety
of the neighbourhoods, in interviews concerns were raised about safety in some spe-
cific areas where social housing was still concentrated post urban renewal. Home
owners at Mitchell Park, for instance, highlighted two particular streets of social hous-
ing concentration describing it as the problematic part of the neighbourhood where
they would not want to live. These streets were singled out as being ‘danger zones’,
and ‘bad places’ where you would not walk down at night and were also commonly
known as ‘the South Australian Housing Trust part of the neighbourhood’:

[I] don’t like to stereotype or whatever but there are some bad areas, streets I don’t like to
walk down at night [name of street] being one of them...I have heard of people, there’s a
lady riding her bike has had things thrown at her as she rides her bike she works at night as
she works as a cleaner up at Flinders (Mitchell Park, participant 3, owned with mortgage).

One day it was like being in New York. I looked out my window, and I could see these
cars and these police officers in vests with guns, and swarming around the outside of the
house. Then there was this big attack, and they grabbed the girl and dragged her, and she bit
someone, and they had the ambulance. And it was like the streets of New York here!
(Mitchell Park, participant 9, owned outright).

Density

Interviewees mostly reported the density of the neighbourhood as favourable as in
the survey findings. One older couple talked about how they moved to Hillcrest
specifically in order to purchase a house on a bigger than average size block of land.
The original housing at Hillcrest (and the other case study neighbourhoods) was
constructed on single land parcels of 725 square metres or larger and this was a
common characteristic of the neighbourhood before urban renewal. As this couple
home owners and had purchased prior to the renewal project commencing they were



116 K. Arthurson

little affected by the subdivision of social housing blocks into smaller allotments to
increase the density of the neighbourhood. They described their previous experi-
ence of living in a higher density neighbourhood as too noisy, too close to the neigh-
bours and without enough land for gardening and other activities. These were
common themes for other respondents that did not approve of the higher density of
the neighbourhoods. Another family renting social housing had only decided to
move to Hillcrest after they were offered a house on a similar size large block of
land. Some of the other home owners that also still had access to larger land hold-
ings expressed the view that they did not favour the higher density parts of the
neighbourhoods:

I would not want to live in the areas where the houses touch each other (Hillcrest, partici-
pant 40, owned outright)

The negative aspect of the neighbourhood is having twice as many people and putting
two houses on one block (Hillcrest, participant 55, owned with mortgage)

There is more traffic than before which makes it a lot nosier (Northfield, participant 282,
owned with mortgage)

I do not like the urban consolidation ....there is not enough space the houses are too
close together (Northfield, participant 149, owned with mortgage)

Conclusions

In general, the findings support those of other studies on neighbourhood effects, at
least from the internal viewpoint of residents and across the four measures considered.
Introducing home owners onto social housing estates as part of urban renewal initia-
tives to some extent appears to improve the overall reputation of the neighbourhoods
(e.g. Beekman et al. 2001). In turn, this should help to moderate the impact of reputa-
tion in structuring opportunities and experiences for residents. A limitation of the
current study was that it was not possible to conduct a before or after measure of the
reputation of the neighbourhoods. Nevertheless, in the in-depth interviews many of
the original social housing residents that had relocated temporarily and then moved
back into the neighbourhoods talked about how the stigma previously attached to the
neighbourhoods before the urban renewal projects was much improved. Likewise,
home owners reported that they would not have considered living in the areas before
the urban renewal projects were implemented due to the poor reputations.

The findings also add to our understandings of residents’ perspectives about
neighbourhood reputation across individual housing tenure groups; for owned out-
right, owned with mortgage, and public and private renters. The majority of respon-
dents across housing tenure groups did not perceive their neighbourhoods as having
poor reputations, although as many of them articulated all of these neighbourhoods
were stigmatised prior to regeneration taking place. However, as Atkinson and
Kintrea (2001) found in a study of three Scottish estates, where owner occupation
was introduced in the 1990s, whilst the stigma was reduced it had not completely
disappeared. The more nuanced accounts in the interviews suggested that owned
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outright and owned with mortgage residents still associated specific clusters of
social housing in particular streets and parts of the neighbourhood as stigmatised
and with safety issues. The current findings were similar to those of Beekman et al.
(2001) study of ten case study estates with diversified tenure, in that owners were
associated with an enhanced area reputation but in turn owners were more likely to
identify problems, such as inappropriate social behaviour, as due to public housing
tenants. This is not surprising given that individuals entering public housing are
increasingly high need and complex tenants. In view of this situation the stigma
attached to social housing is likely to increase rather than dissipate. On the whole
social housing tenants did not seem overly concerned about stigma as the condition
of their new improved housing meant to some extent they could not be as readily
identified as social housing tenants as they had been in the past.

In general respondents felt that outsiders would rate their neighbourhoods more
negatively than they themselves did. The differences were significant across all four
measures of reputation for owned outright and owned with mortgage with the excep-
tion for the later of attractiveness. Although on the whole the ratings were positive
it does indicate as suggested by other findings (Permentier et al. 2010) that success-
ful urban renewal policies need to focus attention on making sure that the neigh-
bourhoods are also seen as attractive to those living outside of them.

An unexpected finding was the issue raised about the increasing numbers of
tenants in private rental as contributing to lowered attractiveness of the neighbour-
hood. This finding may to some extent explain the differences in internal and exter-
nal ratings of private rental tenants on attractiveness of the neighbourhood.
Respondents noted that often the houses in private rental were not well maintained
as the function was merely to obtain a rental income for an absentee landlord. The
findings suggest that from the viewpoint of many of the residents interviewed, the
private rental tenure is increasingly becoming associated with stigma in regenerated
neighbourhoods. This finding raises questions as the balance of housing assistance
in Australia is moving to favour provision of subsidies for private rental assistance,
and affordable rental housing funded through private landlords as opposed to social
housing supplied and administered through government.
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Chapter 6

Theorising and Measuring Place

in Neighbourhood Effects Research:
The Example of Teenage Parenthood
in England

Ruth Lupton and Dylan Kneale

Introduction

This chapter is designed to make a dual contribution to this volume on neighbourhood
effects. In one respect, it can be read as an empirical investigation of neighbourhood
effects on the likelihood of becoming a teenage parent in England. Policies to reduce
teenage parenthood have been a prominent element of government policy on social
exclusion since the late 1990s, and are apparently informed in part by the purported
existence of neighbourhood effects, although evidence of these effects is remark-
ably weak. Here we test for such effects by matching neighbourhood data for the
first time to a longitudinal study of people born in 1970. Using this rich data source
enables us to take account of the antecedents and circumstances of people who
become parents in their teens, as well as their neighbourhood characteristics at the
age of 16.

The chapter also aims, however, to highlight some of the conceptual problems in
much existing neighbourhood effects research around the role of place and the
importance of geography, and to illuminate in a transparent way some of the diffi-
culties in putting these right. We hope that the chapter will prompt further concep-
tual and methodological advances in the measurement of neighbourhood effects in
general, as well as adding to the evidence base on teenage parenthood.
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Some Problems with Neighbourhood Effects Research

In a previous paper (Lupton 2003), which reviewed the state of ‘neighbourhood
effects’ research and its usefulness for policy purposes, Lupton concluded that the
field was hampered by two significant problems. One was its disciplinary divide.
Qualitative researchers have for many years been interested in understanding the
ways in which neighbourhoods work as social and physical spaces; the idea that
neighbourhoods have ‘effects’ on individuals is implied, although the term is rarely
used. Many studies only focus on one neighbourhood so are not in a position to com-
pare whether some neighbourhoods have greater ‘effects’ than others — the purpose
is to describe the processes at work. More recently, a substantial body of quantita-
tive research has emerged, testing the extent to which neighbourhood characteristics
influence measurable individual outcomes i.e. whether (all other things being equal)
it makes a difference being in one kind of neighbourhood versus another. The paper
argued that whilst in theory the former (qualitative) kind of research has the poten-
tial to generate sophisticated understandings of neighbourhood/individual interac-
tions which could then be quantitatively tested, in practice quantitative research
tends to use very simple measures of neighbourhood, usually driven by the data
available, and often fairly meaningless in terms of the hypotheses being tested.
A further difficulty is that both qualitative and quantitative researchers whose pri-
mary interest is in neighbourhood effects may explore multiple ‘outcomes’ within
the same studies — for example school drop-out, teenage parenthood and unemploy-
ment. This generalist approach means that the importance of neighbourhood for any
given ‘outcome’ is tested without an in-depth knowledge of those particular special-
ist fields which could inform an understanding of the mechanisms at work and the
ways in which they operate spatially. Specialists in these issues, by the same token,
are not necessarily interested in neighbourhood dimensions.

The second problem was that inappropriate spatial scales are often used for the
mechanism ostensibly being tested, usually because researchers are limited by the
boundary data available to them, but also for the reasons given above — researchers
may be operating without any theoretical underpinning for testing particular vari-
ables at particular spatial levels. A by-product is that different studies use different
geographies, making it very hard to discern consistent patterns emerging as the
volume of research findings expands. The paper concluded that these difficulties
contribute to inconclusive and contradictory results which do not yet provide a
convincing evidence base. It argued for a much closer and also a more critical col-
laboration between quantitative and qualitative researchers so that qualitative
understandings of place are better reflected in quantitative models.

Before and since this paper was written, others have come to some of the same
conclusions. Galster’s (2011) chapter in this volume argues that the field needs to
advance from tests for evidence of neighbourhood effects to specific testing of
particular mechanisms, and it is notable that the seminar series on neighbourhood
effects which has spawned this volume has explicitly aimed to bring together
qualitative and quantitative contributions. So progress is being made. However,
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we should not underestimate the conceptual and methodological difficulties in
overcoming these problems. Our hope is that in laying some of these difficulties
bare within this chapter, we can encourage others to tackle them explicitly.

The approach we take is as follows. Taking the issue of teenage parenthood,
which is a specialist area of research for one of us, we approach an enquiry into
neighbourhood effects from a review of the existing (qualitative and quantitative)
literature on the social and economic processes which affect the timing of parent-
hood. We ask to what extent these processes could be spatialised, and at which
spatial levels. Using the British Cohort Study (BCS70) we then test for evidence
that spatial differences matter, first using the standard geographies available and
then using bespoke geographies designed to represent better the spatial scales over
which we believe the relevant mechanisms operate. We describe in a transparent
way the difficulties we face in matching theory and data, and assess the implications
this has for the meaning of our findings.

Influences on Teenage Parenthood

Since the 1960s, Britain has seen declining birth rates, increased childlessness, and
more out-of-wedlock births, along with a growing divergence in fertility patterns
between women in different social classes (Joshi 2002). Middle class women have
increasingly delayed fertility while patterns of young parenthood have persisted
more strongly among working class women.

This divergence is typically explained in terms of the opportunity cost of child-
bearing. Women who face the highest levels of wage penalties and missed chances
for career progression through taking time out of the labour market as mothers
(opportunity costs) will be those who delay this process the most (Becker 1991;
Joshi 1998, 2002). Several studies have consistently outlined the link between
higher educational levels and delayed parenthood (for example Kiernan and Hobcraft
1997; Lappegard and Ronsen 2005; Rendall et al. 2005; Rendall and Smallwood
2003; Smith and Ratcliffe 2009).

An alternative theory is that early parenthood reflects non-normative values around
fertility. In recent years, this position has been framed within a discourse of ‘social
exclusion’ (Burchardt et al. 2002) which posits that exclusion from mainstream social,
productive and consumptive activities in society may lead to the adoption of values or
behaviours (such as early motherhood) that reject or render impossible approved or
normative routes towards ‘inclusion’. However, other authors prefer an analysis that
suggests that value differences around fertility between social classes are shaped not
only by current labour market opportunities but also by historic patterns, gender roles,
and attitudes towards family and community. The social exclusion perspective tends to
assume that early parenthood is ultimately unwanted, privileging the values of the
included class as normative and desirable, although some existing literature finds early
motherhood to be specifically desired (Afable-Munsuz et al. 2005; Kiernan 1997), and
early mothers to be strongly tied to the activities of motherhood (Holmlund 2005).
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Table 6.1 Influences on teenage motherhood: potential place effects and scales

Influence How place might have an effect Relevant scale
Opportunity cost The state of the local labour Labour market
market
School quality School attended by respondent
Social class, values and ~ Transmission of social class values Probably neighbourhood,
social exclusion in which early motherhood is although likely that social
seen as a valued transition into class norms and values also
adulthood operate over larger areas:
Perceptions of opportunity costs localities, and perhaps even
cities and sub-regions
Characteristics of social ~ Peer group characteristics Probably neighbourhood,
networks Levels of community efficacy although characteristics of
and social control wider and neighbouring
Intergenerational support and high areas possibly important
social capital
Other neighbourhood Levels of residential turnover, Probably neighbourhood. For
factors levels of neighbourhood some measures (e.g. labour
change, quality of local youth, market change, larger scales
health and advisory services may be necessary)

A further theoretical perspective on fertility emphasises that ideas are diffused
across social networks, and that both socioeconomic changes and changes in attitudes
are necessary before new ideas on fertility are adopted (Casterline 2001; Lesthaeghe
and Neels 2002; Seltzer et al. 2005). Applying this to the case of early parenthood is
analogous to saying that women are choosing to become early parents because this is
sanctioned within their social network. Clearly part of the sanctioning will come from
shared values around motherhood, contraception and abortion among people of the
same social class who occupy the same networks. Class differences in the structure of
social networks may also be influential. For example, the closer geographical proxim-
ity of generations within traditional working class communities may enable stronger
transmission of attitudes. However, the nature of social networks can vary by locality,
independent of class, and is partly conditioned by neighbourhood design, community
facilities, housing market conditions, level of population turnover and so on. These
factors may also be important in their own right. Institutional theories emphasize the
role of schools, businesses, political organizations and social service agencies, and
their moderating effects. South and Crowder (1999) outline the case for the behaviour
of external (institutional) adults within the neighbourhood, for example teachers, the
police and so on, in predicting early parenthood. This has also been discovered in UK
empirical studies of early parenthood, where the educational expectations of teachers
were found to be significant predictors of teenage parenthood (Kneale 2010).

Evidently all of these influences on teenage parenthood could be expected to
vary across space, although not all at the same spatial scale. Social networks are
most likely to operate at the neighbourhood level, labour market effects and socio-
cultural effects at a variety of different geographies (Table 6.1)
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In a companion paper to this chapter (Lupton and Kneale 2010) we review what
the existing literature tells us about place effects at these different spatial levels.
Two UK studies that examine the effect of generalised neighbourhood poverty do
not find significant neighbourhood deprivation effects on teenage parenthood after
taking account of individual predictive factors (McCulloch 2001; Sloggett and Joshi
1998). Sloggett and Joshi used an electoral ward-level deprivation measure,
McCulloch a composite of local authority districts (a much larger scale). McCulloch
did suggest that a place effect remained that was not specifically related to neigh-
bourhood poverty. A number of US studies do find associations between genera-
lised poverty and teenage parenthood even within small areas (see for example:
Crane 1991; South and Crowder 1999). Galster et al. (2007), however, do not, once
instrumental variables were used to minimise selection effects and endogeneity.
Importantly this study only examined births up to and including age 17, a particular
subset of those considered in the wider literature.

Some studies have looked at place effects at a larger geographic level in tests for
labour market effects. Using a limited range of family background controls (family
of origin income and structure), Ermisch and Pevalin (2003), found that the 1-year
lagged unemployment rate in the travel-to-work area (TTWA) was positively related
to the hazard of becoming a teenage mother. Similarly, Del Bono (2004) also used
the employment rate at the county level in her study, which was found to be signifi-
cant in increasing the risk of non-marital fertility.

Quantitative tests of the influence of ‘cultural” or social class values are relatively
rare in the UK literature, perhaps because direct measures of attitudes at sub-national
level are hard to find. Some studies have explicitly explored the impact on early par-
enthood of living in places with different social networks and social capital. Driscoll
et al. (2005) found that both community opportunity and efficacy influenced the
transition to teenage birth, with higher levels reducing the likelihood of parenthood
occurring. Haveman and colleagues’ study (1997) found the proportion of young
adolescents belonging to religious organisations in a census tract area lowered the
likelihood of teen childbearing, controlling for individual characteristics. This was
alongside other neighbourhood characteristics, including state expenditure on family
planning policies and so on. Outside the immediate teenage parenthood field, there is
also a large number of studies looking at neighbourhood influences on adolescent
sexual behaviour. For example, Cleveland and Gilson (2004) included the proportion
of single parent families as an indicator of social control and found this to be associ-
ated with the number of sexual partners for both males and females, although less so
for females where the effect was mitigated by individual level family structure.
Browning and colleagues found a similar dynamic between family-centred processes
and neighbourhood as was the case for males in Cleveland and Gilson’s study,
although in their study this applied to both men and women and collective efficacy
was only effective where individual family level processes were weaker (Browning
et al. 2005). More specific mechanisms are outlined in Bell’s UK study of teenage
fertility. Here, an algorithm of a ‘carnivalistic’ attitude of young people towards sex
as a reaction to the temporary nature of the surrounding local population led to higher
engagement in risk behaviours for early pregnancy. Seasonal employment patterns in
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these areas led many young people to shift their goals away from becoming a good
employee to becoming a good parent, and this resulted in a wider neighbourhood
acceptance of early parenthood and a low acceptance of abortion (Bell et al. 2004).
Bell’s findings tie in with the social disorganisation/community efficacy theory
proposed by several studies of inauspicious fertility events.

We can thus see that existing work comprises some generalist studies (testing
teen parenthood alongside other outcomes) and some that attempt to test specific
hypotheses, with labour market and network explanations most fully tested amongst
these. Often the choice of geography is not explicitly justified, being dependent on
the data available. It is unusual for more than one geography to be tested in the same
study, or at least to be reported. It is possible that ‘non-results’ at other geographies
are not reported, although these may tell an important story in themselves.

Testing for Place Effects on Teenage Parenthood
in the UK Using the BCS70

In this chapter, we attempt to test specific influences on teenage parenthood. We use
data from the British Cohort Study (BCS70), which started following around 17,000
people from their birth in 1970 to the present day, collecting detailed information about
all major domains of life, including health, intelligence and cognitive function, educa-
tional attainment, family and socio-economic circumstances, occupational history,
parenting and social attitudes (Elliott and Shepherd 2006; Wadsworth et al. 2003).
Follow-up sweeps were undertaken at 5, 10 and 16, and at 26 (a postal survey), 30
and 34. We look at whether the characteristics of the cohort members’ neighbourhood
at 16 is related to their likelihood of becoming a parent before the age of 20, after con-
trolling for other factors. We are interested in age 16 data as this is a key transition point
into adulthood, being the age at which young people can legally leave schooling.

In line with most studies on this topic, we confine our enquiry to teenage mothers,
rather than fathers. We use retrospective fertility data collected at age 30 and 34 to
construct 6,065 fertility histories for female cohort members (some of the approxi-
mately 8,500 original female members did not continue with the study). In total at age
16 years, 88% of records had a valid postcode!, enabling us to match to neighbour-
hood data, and more had a local authority recorded, although not a postcode. Because
of the additional computational difficulty of mapping data for Scotland and Wales,
we limit the sample to those living in England. Sample size is also reduced when we
include only those cohort members for whom all relevant background information
was collected at relevant ages. While one of the great advantages of using this data
source is the wide range of data available to control for individual and family back-
ground characteristics, some of the data are missing in some years. To deal with this,
we adopted multiple imputation techniques (see Goldstein 2009 for an example using

'For this chapter we also returned to the original survey paper copies to re-transcribe mis-
transcribed postcodes in order to improve the quality of the data.
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Table 6.2 Sample size reductions

Total in BCS70 at birth 17,000 (approx.)
Total females 8,500 (approx.)
Total females for whom fertility information is known 6,065
Total females for whom fertility information is known and local authority 4,865

recorded, and for whom relevant information is known or can be

imputed
Total females for whom fertility information is known and postcode 3,631

recorded, and for whom relevant information is known or can be

imputed

the cohort studies; Royston 2004; Royston 2005), facilitated by using the same
measurements from earlier time points, as well as other predictors, to estimate values
for missing data across 21 replicate sets. After multiple imputation, we are able to
include 4,865 female cohort members for analyses at large scale geographies (local
authority level and above) and 3,631 for analysis using smaller geographies. Eight
percent of the English cohort members gave birth before their 20th birthday. We show
these sample size reductions in Table 6.2 to illustrate the sample size problem with
enquiries like this. By their nature, disadvantageous outcomes are experienced by a
minority of the population, which means that very large sample sizes are needed to
model predictors with any degree of methodological sophistication.

To analyse place effects, postcodes were matched? to Census boundaries using GIS
software, enabling Census data to be matched to the individual records. Note that the age
16 sweep of the survey does not coincide with a Census. The closest Censuses occurred
in 1981 and 1991. The inability to match data in corresponding years is a common prob-
lem working with any UK data prior to 2000 when much better inter-censal data became
available. In this case, we decided to use the 1981 Census data to represent 1986 neigh-
bourhood characteristics. Rather than using general measures (such as overall poverty or
deprivation rates) we selected Census variables which reflected as closely as possible the
theoretical propositions identified in the literature. Unusually, we were also able to draw
on attitudinal data from the survey itself from parents and children about educational
expectations and the desire to have children. Table 6.3 shows the measures we use, and
also where there were no measures available. It demonstrates that this data source
enables testing of opportunity cost and value mechanisms much better than it does social
networks or other characteristics of neighbourhood.

We were also able to control for a wide range of other characteristics (other than
neighbourhood ones) that are known to effect teenage parenthood, using data from
the survey itself.*> Based on previous literature including systematic reviews by
Harden et al. (2006) and Imamura et al. (2007), and other studies including those

2Since postcoded data cannot be released for confidentiality reasons, the matching process was
done by staff at the Centre for Longitudinal Studies, to whom we are immensely grateful.

3In theory it should also be possible to minimise ‘selection effects” — the notion that people with
certain characteristics select into certain neighbourhoods - by constructing residential histories
linked to other events such as unemployment, loss of income or change in health status, although
we do not do so in this chapter.
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Table 6.3 Place measures used
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Mechanism

Relevant measures of place

Actual measures used

Opportunity cost

Social class, values
and social
exclusion

Characteristics of
social networks

Other neighbourhood
factors

Census measures of labour
market opportunities

School quality indicators

Social class composition of
neighbourhood

Attitudes to early parenthood
and abortion

Measures of labour market
expectation and
participation

Levels of educational
participation in local areas

Whether other young people
are married and have
children

Attitudinal variables reflecting
neighbourliness and social
participation and control

Measures of intergenerational
network

Including Census data on
housing, migration data,
intercensal change (e.g. in

(i) Industrial structure (% males in
each industrial sector)

(i) % economically active young
people 25-34 not in employment
(see note a)

(iii) % economically active adults
seeking work

No measures available for school
quality

% households headed by each social
class group (Census)

No measures available

(i) Parental and child expectations
(BCS 70 — see note b)

(ii) % of married women with children
0—4 who are employed (Census)

(i) % of women aged 16-24 who are
students (Census)

(i1) % of children disliking school or
playing truant (BCS70)

% of women aged 16-19 and 20-24
who are married.

No measures available

No measures available

% households in social housing
Other census measures e.g. migration
could be explored in the future

employment), local data on
service provision

Note: (a) “not in employment” in the Census includes students, so data for the 1624 age group is
likely to reflect educational participation rather than non-employment. For this reason we use older
age groups. (b) Attitudinal data available in BCS70 includes parental and children’s expectations
of further education and parental attitudes to maternal employment, “high value of children”, “a
better life for women”, and “child independence”. We derive these data from the average values in
sub-region. Sub-regions are a bespoke geography used in this chapter to represent contiguous old
counties; we describe their derivation later in this chapter

that have used data from the cohort studies (Hobcraft 2008; Hobcraft and Kiernan
2001; Kiernan 1997; Sigle-Rushton 2004), we developed a set of individual predic-
tors including:

* FEducational Expectation Measures: expectations reflective of leaving school at
the minimum age, leaving school at 18, entering higher education and being
uncertain about the future educational trajectories.
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* Socioeconomic Factors: measuring having a father in a manual social class
(Ermisch and Pevalin 2003), living in social housing (Hawkes et al. 2004), and
living on state supported benefits (Harden et al. 2006).

* Educational Measures: Early maths and reading ability, dislike of school and
truancy/school attendance.

* Behavioural and Philoprogenitive Measures: Behavioural tendencies at age 16,
and philoprogenitive tendencies (as measured by the importance to a cohort
member of having their own family in the future, collected at age 16).

* Home Learning Environment and Demographic Measures: Family structure at
age 16 and age of the cohort member’s mother at birth, as well as parental interest
in children’s education.

Of course, it might well be argued that some of these measures are influenced by
people’s home neighbourhoods. If this is the case, the effect is likely to underesti-
mate neighbourhood influences, although selection effects, as discussed later, have
the opposite effect.

We model the probability of becoming a teenage mother versus not becoming a
teenage mother using binary logistic models. In these models we include all the
family level and individual level predictors listed above, as well as the specific char-
acteristics of place shown in Table 6.3. We do this for several different geographies,
an approach we explain as the chapter unfolds. For the higher geographies that we
test (labour market and sub-region) we also adopt a multi-level modelling approach
(Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008; Rasbash et al. 2004; Snijders and Bosker 1999)
to establish how much of the variation in the probability of becoming a teenage
mother is accounted for by place (simply the difference between living in one place
rather than another, rather than the specific characteristics of the places). At our
smallest geography, the electoral ward, such an approach is inappropriate, since
fewer than 7% of the sample lived in a ward where another four or more cohort
members were present, and less than half of the sample lived in a ward with even
one other cohort member present. For wards, therefore, we do not attempt to estab-
lish place effects per se, but concentrate on the effect of specific ward characteristics,
as suggested in Table 6.3.

Initial Results and Further Geographic Investigations

To begin with, we adopt what might be regarded as a traditional approach to neigh-
bourhood geography. We matched our survey data to the existing Census geogra-
phy most closely approximating to ‘neighbourhood’: the electoral ward. Wards in
England are typically of around 5,000 people in size. Those which contained cohort
members in our sample had an average population of 8,140, although some wards
contained as many as 38,000 in the population and some as few as 390.

This reveals some apparent neighbourhood effects (Table 6.4). Young women in
wards with higher proportions of manual social classes were more likely to become
teenage mothers, as were those in wards with high marriage rates among young
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Table 6.4 Odds of becoming a teenage mother for BCS70 women for selected ward level charac-
teristics controlling for individual level factors (see Table 6.5 for full controls)

Standardised proportion ~ Standardised
of females aged 16-24 proportion of males  Standardised

Neighbourhood in further or higher in social class proportion of women
characteristic education IV&V aged 16—19 married
Odds ratio (t-statistic) — 0.768%*%* 1.180* 1.210*

(-3.04) (1.97) (2.31)

*p<0.05; **p<0.01

women, and those in wards with a low proportion of young women progressing to
further education. These results suggest the influence of values around fertility. The
latter two results were robust to the social class structure of the ward, suggesting
that there can be localised patterns of education and marriage among working class
communities: local formations of class. An increase of one standard deviation above
the mean in the proportion of female students was associated with an odds of 0.77
(23% reduction) of becoming a teenage mother. The higher the proportion of mar-
ried women in a ward, the higher the odds of becoming a teenage parent — an
increase of one standard deviation above the mean of the proportion of married
women across all wards resulted in a 21% increased odds of teenage motherhood.

If we were to take these results at face value without any further investigation, we
might draw the conclusion that that at the neighbourhood level, localised values
influence fertility patterns. Some policy makers would interpret this as an impera-
tive to encourage young women to pursue education and perhaps to defer marriage.
Others (in the spirit of the “Moving to Opportunity” demonstration programme see
Goering et al. 2003),would argue that individual interests would be best served by
facilitating moves away from wards with low female education and high marriage
rates. However, what if wards do not represent a meaningful geography but simply
a convenient one? Variations in ward characteristics may reflect differences between
bigger geographical units, such as cities, labour markets or sub-regions, at which
differences in the propensity to become a parent, marry early or continue in educa-
tion are structured by historic patterns of industry and employment, religion or cul-
ture. This would not mean that ward differences are unimportant, merely that we
would not look to this geographical unit to provide explanation or action.

It might also mean that we could miss significant place effects. If for example,
very weak labour demand within a labour market area deterred young women from
entering the labour market, this effect would not necessarily be influenced by the
behaviour of others in the immediate neighbourhood: people might be equally
deterred whether they lived in a high marriage or low marriage rate neighbourhood.
The absence of ward differences in this case might lead us to conclude that there
was no labour market effect, but ward is the wrong geography to capture labour
market effects.

To address some of these difficulties, we therefore develop our analysis by test-
ing for place effects at higher geographies. To test for wider labour market effects
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we first use another existing geography — the Travel to Work Area (TTWA). These
are areas in which the majority of the working age population actually worked in the
area. The minimum size is 3,500 and the largest accounts for several million work-
ers. In 1981, in UK wide terms 334 travel to work areas existed, although the num-
ber has since reduced as commuting distance increased. In our data, 228 English
TTWAs are represented. TTWAs are commonly used as a standard labour market
geography and reflect the geography of work opportunities better than, for example,
administrative geographies such as local authorities. However, they are by no means
perfect in reflecting the work horizons of many youth. Firstly, for large cities with
well developed public transport systems, TTWAs become very large, governed by
commuting into the centre. London, for example is one TTWA, although it would
be very unusual for someone in the outer South West of the city to travel across it to
the far North East. More localised commuting flows become subsumed in the defi-
nition process by in-out flows. Second, we know that many young people with low
skills or from manual social class backgrounds will have very limited ‘travel-to-
work’ areas, partly because of the cost of transport relative to wages and partly
because of traditional expectations of local employment (Green and White 2007).
Third, it might be argued that some TTWAs are too small for our purposes. Attitudes
to work and fertility might be influenced, for example, not by the fact of being in a
particular labour market around a large town, but by wider cultural and industrial
heritages — being in the peripheral and rural agricultural East of the country, for
example, rather than being in a particular town and its hinterland. In our sample the
average number of cohort members per TTWA was 17 with the smallest containing
just one and the largest 245.

To tackle these issues, we experimented with two approaches. One was to develop
bespoke geographies, in other words to divide the country into bounded smaller
units, not necessarily of the same size, that represent clusters of areas which were
similar in terms of the variables we were interested in. This approach seeks to create
real named places, ideally with enough cohort members in them to enable testing of
any one against any other. Initially we constructed a sub-regional geography by
combining contiguous local authorities in order to build 29 areas which had suffi-
cient cohort members within them to provide robust sample sizes for statistical test-
ing, while reflecting as closely as possible real geographical and topographical
divisions (according to our existing knowledge). These areas averaged 211 cohort
members each in our sample, with up to 378 in the largest (Outer London). We then
attempted a number of more complex approaches to the ‘bespoke geography’ ques-
tion, building up from wards by joining contiguous wards with similar characteris-
tics to create clusters — for example clusters of high manufacturing wards, which we
also named (for example ‘Pennine Textile Belt’). These attempts did not produce a
convincingly better geography than the existing ones. A principal difficulty is that a
contiguous boundary approach can lead to long thin areas covering many miles.
Although the areas at each end have more in common with each other on single
variables than they do with the areas around, it becomes hard to argue that they
represent in any sense a geography of shared identity. We therefore did not persist
with the clusters.
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Our second approach was more intuitive: to maintain the existing geographies
(i.e. wards), but to take into account their surroundings by weighting the ward
values on any variable according to the values of the surrounding wards. For the
purposes of this chapter we adopted a simple approach to this, following work by
Rae (2009). Using GIS software we identified each ward’s first order neighbours
(those with which it shares a boundary) and calculated a mean neighbour score for
the variables we were interested in. We then inserted these scores into our regres-
sion model, thus addressing the question “does it matter what kind of neighbour-
hoods surround a person’s own neighbourhood?”.

Results

To summarise, these geographical investigations left us with two geographies to test
in addition to ward (Sub-region and TTWA) and a new set of variables (nearest
neighbour scores) at the ward level. We present the results as odds ratios in Table 6.5.
These show the odds of experiencing teenage motherhood (versus not experiencing
it) for one characteristic relative to another, or for continuous measurements for
each additional unit increase. A value over one indicates a higher likelihood of teen-
age motherhood, and a value under one that the likelihood of teenage motherhood
is reduced. Beneath the values in Table 6.5, the t-values are displayed in brackets.
We show the full output in Table 6.5 to allow the reader to view the effect of all
covariates on the probability of teenage motherhood. Model 2 in Table 6.5 shows
that low parental education expectations, residence in social housing, residence in
the North of England, having parents with little interest in education, family receipt
of unemployment or sickness benefits, being aggressive and having a younger
mother are all predictive of teenage motherhood; other factors are also included in
the model. For example, living in social housing is associated with a 70% increased
probability of teenage motherhood (OR: 1.702) compared to living in owner occu-
pied housing. For simplicity, we do not show the full models again after Table 6.5
for reasons of parsimony, only the effect of the neighbourhood factors*.

Sub-Regional Results

At the sub-regional level, an empty model (Model 1) with no individual predictors
suggests that only a moderate amount of the variance (3%) in teenage parenthood
can be attributed to the sub-regional level. The introduction of explanatory variables

*While there are no large changes in the patterns of the individual and family level predictors with
the addition of other neighbourhood factors, some variation does occur. Full output is available on
request from d.kneale @ioe.ac.uk/dylankneale @ilc.org.uk
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on the individual and family level reduced this effect even further to less than 2%
(not shown) and less than 1% with the addition of region (Model 2). When we look
at the specific characteristics of sub-regions (Models 2-5) we find that some of
these are significant, namely:

* Proportions of men employed in manufacturing in the sub-region (more manu-
facturing increased the probability of teen motherhood — borderline significant).
The sub-regional employment rate (not shown) was, however, not significant,
suggesting that industrial structure rather than current strength of the labour mar-
ket is important.

e The proportion of married women in full-time employment® (more married
women working predicting lower odds of teenage motherhood).

Both of these findings point to the influence of opportunity costs on fertility
decisions. Interestingly attitudinal variables (philoprogenitive tendencies and edu-
cational expectations) were not significant, even in simple bivariate models. Greater
proportions of privately rented housing were also generally associated with a greater
likelihood of occurrence. The latter could be taken as an indication of transience and
possibly lower levels of community ties, although it is hard to isolate the mecha-
nisms at work and for this reason we decided not to pursue this avenue of enquiry
further. We looked for non-linear patterns in the data through initially dividing the
variables into quartiles, and also through spline analyses, although we found no
evidence for non-linear effects at this level.

In terms of targeting sub-regions, these results suggest that those sub-regions
with an industrial structure based around manufacturing, with high levels of tran-
sient housing tenure and low levels of women who combine family life and
employment, are likely to be those areas with elevated levels of teenage parent-
hood. In this case, these characteristics do amount to ‘area effects’ to a certain
extent, representing relationships between individual behaviour and area charac-
teristics that are not explained by individual attributes. However, they remain
relatively weak predictors at this level next to individual characteristics. Again,
this may be a problem of scale. We originally constructed sub-regional areas for
the purposes of creating areas large enough to examine attitudinal variables
(derived from the cohort data itself). However, they may be too small to capture
large scale cultural influences. For example, Joshi and Hawkes (2006) found that
motherhood in Wales occurred earlier than in the remainder of the UK, and found
that this correlated with different intergenerational and childcare structures. On
the other hand, the sub-regions may be too large to capture labour market effects
with any great precision. For example, our sub-regional classification groups
parts of deprived and industrial Lancashire with parts of rural and wealthy
Cheshire. Therefore, we do not explore area effects at the sub-regional level any

>This variable actually reflects the proportion of married women with children who are Economically
Active. However, we often refer to this as married women working.
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further, but take forward the notion that manufacturing and married women in
employment may be important features of an area and move to explore these
characteristics at smaller geographies.

Travel to Work Area and Ward Nearest Neighbour Analyses

Examination of lower level geographies reveals some rather different results.
Surprisingly, the TTWA geography yielded few significant effects. There were sig-
nificant differences between TTWAs. However the amount of variance accounted for
by changes in TTWA were small in magnitude and the intraclass correlation coeffi-
cient suggested that only 5% of the shared variance in teenage motherhood was due
to cohort members being resident in the same travel to work areas. This halved with
the addition of family and individual covariates into the model. These coefficients
were of similar order of magnitude as for the sub-regional level. However none of the
variables reflecting area characteristics that we found to be significant at the sub-
regional level or at the ward level were significant at the TTWA level. The proportion
of workers in different industries did not significantly predict teenage parenthood
(not shown), and neither did the proportion of married women with children who
were economically active, or the patterns of post-compulsory educational uptake
among young women (although the latter did achieve borderline statistical signifi-
cance (p<0.08)). The absence of significant labour market effects was surprising
given that the TTWA level was designed to reflect the local labour market.

Using the ward nearest neighbour scores, the proportion of men working in manu-
facturing was also not a significant predictor of teenage parenthood. However, this
may not be of great surprise when we consider that the ward level is unlikely to cap-
ture labour market characteristics. We repeated the analyses by splitting the distribu-
tions of the proportion in manufacturing by ward and contiguous ward into quartiles
to examine non-linearities but were unsuccessful in finding any statistically signifi-
cant results. Finally, we divided both ward and ward nearest neighbour measures into
quartiles and grouped both middle quartiles into a ‘middle’ category with a remain-
ing ‘high’ category and ‘low’ category, and created groups based on the differences;
again there was little evidence that this was significant. The evidence indicates that
manufacturing seems to be an important predictor at higher level geographies,
although is not a significant explanatory component at a lower level. As was the case
for the models with manufacturing, the proportion of married women with children
under 15 who were economically active (as a proportion of married women with
children under 15) was a weak predictor using the ward nearest neighbour score. We
went through the same process as was the case for manufacturing to test for non-
linear effects, and found little evidence to support the hypothesis that the proportion
of married women working is important at the small area level (not shown).

We also tested for the effect of the proportion of young women in full-time education
using the ward nearest neighbour scores. The results are shown in Fig. 6.1 which shows
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High prop in ward and high in area {———
High prop in ward and medium in area —————

High prop in ward and low in area

Medium prop in ward and high in area | ———
Medium prop in ward and medium in area —{——— Model 6: p = 0.022

Medium prop in ward and low in area -{ +—————

Low prop in ward and high in area —{ {
Medium prop in ward and medium inarea { F————

Low prop of women in education in ward and low in area (Ref)

Females in further education in contiguous ward (Q4) — —_—

Females in further education in contiguous ward (Q3) { ————

Model 5: p = 0.027
Females in further education in contiguous ward (Q2) — P

Females in further education in contiguous ward (Q1 Ref)

Females in further education in ward (Q4) | ————
Females in further education in ward (Q3) | ——~——

Model 4: p = 0.024
Females in further education in ward (Q2) — —

Females in further education in ward (Q1 Ref) |

Std prop of females in further education in contiguous ward — —
Model 3: p = 0.024

Std prop of females in further education in ward —| —

Std prop of females in further education in contiguous ward ~| — Model 2: p=0.024

Std prop of females in further education in ward ~| | Model 1: p = 0.024
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Fig. 6.1 Models showing odds of becoming a teenage mother with area level proportion of young
women in further education and travel to work area neighbourhood effect (see notes). Notes: Chart
shows odds ratios for the proportion of females 16-24 in further education based on ward and
contiguous ward values from models with full controls. Odds ratios in Models 1-3 represent the
change in the probability of teenage motherhood for a one standard deviation increase in the pro-
portion of females 1624 in further education. Models 4—6 represent the change in the odds of
teenage motherhood relative to the baseline category (Ref). Error bars represent the confidence
interval. Rho values (p) represent the intraclass correlation coefficient for Travel to Work Area. N
for all models: 3,631
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the odds ratios for area characteristics from models with full individual, family and
regional controls as. The vertical line indicates an odds ratio of 1 which indicates that the
characteristic has no effect in either raising or lowering the probability of becoming a
teenage mother — for variables that are treated as categorical (including those that repre-
sent the quartile of a characteristic), the baseline category is set to one and all other effects
are interpreted relative to this baseline category. Although at the ward level the proportion
of young women in full-time education was a significant predictor of becoming a teenage
mother, this was not the case for the ward nearest neighbour score, the odds of the latter
being closer to one (Model 2, Fig. 6.1). However, when we divide both the individual
ward score and the variables into quartiles reflecting their respective distributions, we find
that a possible reason for the non-significant result in the case of the contiguous ward
value may lie in the non-linear effect it appears to exert (Model 5, Fig. 6.1). Relative to
living in an area that had the lowest quartile of the proportion of women in further educa-
tion, those in either of the middle quartiles thereafter were significantly less likely to
become teenage mothers, although there was no significant advantage in terms of a reduc-
tion of risk through living in an area with a proportion in the highest quartile.

When we explore whether the ward effect differs by the value of contiguous
wards through creating a variable depicting the relationship between the ward and
contiguous value, we find only limited evidence that the pattern in contiguous area
matters beyond the pattern in the cohort member’s own ward (Model 6, Fig. 6.1; we
also looked at interaction terms and found similar results). For those living in wards
with low levels of post-compulsory participation in education, having contiguous
areas with high levels was most protective against teenage parenthood; for those in
wards which themselves had high levels, the protective effect attenuated and even
reversed slightly. However, when we explicitly test the effect of contiguous areas
stratified by our different ward categories, the differences were no longer significant
with the addition of individual level covariates.

A final step was to combine the evidence from sub-regional, ward and ward near-
est neighbour models in the same model. When we combine the results from the
sub-regional models and the ward and contiguous ward models we find that only the
variable reflecting the proportion of young women in further education in the ward
and nearest neighbourhoods remains significant (Fig. 6.2). Holding all other factors
constant, we see that relative to women who were living in wards with a low propor-
tion of women in further education in the ward and in contiguous wards, those living
in wards with a ‘medium’ level (quartile 2 and 3) in their own ward and in contiguous
wards were around half as likely to become teenage mothers. Those in wards with a
high level of women in full-time education but where the contiguous wards had a
medium level had an even lower odds of becoming a teenage mother compared to the
baseline (OR: 0.4), where the odds ratio bar being much lower than one and the error
bars not crossing the red line (which represents no effect). The results for the effect
of males employed in manufacturing and married women in employment in the sub-
region were no longer significant in the combined model; this is shown by the odds
ratio bars being closer to one, with the error bars crossing the vertical line.

In summary, we find that some variables seem to be important at the most local
(ward) level — in particular the social class composition of the ward, the marriage
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|
High prop in ward and high in area {———
High prop in ward and medium in area 71—1
High prop in ward and low in area f]
|
Medium prop in ward and high in area —_
Medium prop in ward and medium in area —{——— Model 6: p = 0.008

Medium prop in ward and low in area —_—

Low prop in ward and high in area —{
Low prop in ward and medium in area — A

Low prop of women in education in ward and low in area (Ref) —

Std prop of married women economically active in sub-region —| —

Std prop of males employed in manufacturing in sub-region —
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Fig. 6.2 Annotated output from model showing odds of becoming a teenage mother with the
sub-regional effect, selected sub-regional characteristics and the proportion of women in further
education (see text). Notes: Chart shows odds ratios for the neighbourhood characteristics based on
ward, contiguous ward and sub-regional values from models with full controls. Odds ratios repre-
sent the change in the probability of teenage motherhood for a one standard deviation increase in
the proportion of sub regional characteristic or the change in the odds of teenage motherhood rela-
tive to the baseline category (Ref). Error bars represent the confidence interval. Rho values (p)
represent the intraclass correlation coefficient for Sub-region Area. N for the model: 3,631

rate and the proportion of young women progressing to further education. These
suggest differential values around gender, education and fertility. These results
develop the existing literature for the UK. Sloggett and Joshi (1998), using a depri-
vation score at the ward level rather than specific variables, found no neighbourhood
effect. Growing up in areas which have a high proportion of women in further edu-
cation may mean a higher exposure to positive role models and opportunities. Our
study appears to suggest that only specific components of deprivation matter, and in
terms of our final models, the results suggest that it is a lack of positive role models
and a deprivation of opportunities that form the crucial elements of neighbourhood
deprivation for teenage parenthood.

At the sub-regional level, industrial structure was seen to be important, with
higher proportions in manufacturing being important as well as the proportion of
married women in full time employment. This suggests that opportunity costs are
also influential, although looking for these at the most local level would mean that
they are missed. Interestingly, both our attempts to refine geographies so that they
better reflect labour markets yield very few results. There is some evidence of non-
linear effects when nearest neighbours of individual wards are considered, but these
are not conclusive. Here our results contradict earlier UK work (Ermisch and
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Pevalin 2003) which did find labour market effects at the travel to work area level,
although this study looked at the strength of the contemporaneous labour market
rather than its historical structure. Looking at the strength of the labour market was
less suitable for our study, where a 5 year lag appears between labour market mea-
surement and age 16, than looking at industrial structure, which can be argued to be
less fluid. However, Ermisch and Pevalin (2003) also used a more limited set of
controls, opening up the suggestion that our stronger set of controls for individual
factors has eliminated what might have appeared to be neighbourhood effects.

In common with other studies, all the neighbourhood effects we find are small in
magnitude. While some of the limitations of our approach are discussed earlier and
are made transparent throughout, and others are discussed in the next section, it is
important to emphasise that all of our results are ‘gross’ of selection effects. In other
words, we have taken no measures to control for the fact that some effects that gov-
erned the selection of the parents of cohort members into neighbourhoods may also
govern the cohort member’s propensity to experience a teenage birth, so that when
modelling the influence of neighbourhood type, the estimate may be inflated (see
Galster et al. 2007; Harding 2003 for further description). However, examining this
is beyond the scope of the current chapter, where we maintain focus on issues of
mechanisms and scale.

Discussion and Conclusion

We approached this enquiry from two critiques of much existing neighbourhood
effects research. One was that some studies do not originate in the existing literature
about the topic in hand and thus have no theoretical basis. The other was that geo-
graphical units are sometimes used without any particular logic or justification. Just
because a certain level of geography exists and can be matched to the data source
does not mean that it has any theoretical relevance or that conclusions about the
scale of action can be drawn from it.

Using teenage parenthood in the UK as an example and drawing on a rich longi-
tudinal data source, we have attempted to design a study that explicitly tackles and
attempts to overcome some of these difficulties, in order to make the process of
enquiry into neighbourhood effects rather more transparent than is often the case in
academic journal articles.

Drawing on the existing teen pregnancy literature enabled us to identify three
hypotheses about what influences early fertility (in short, opportunity costs, values
and networks) and how place might have an effect in each of these. This enabled us
to identify measures and scales that could test these. One important conclusion from
this process was that the social processes leading to early parenthood cannot entirely
be separated from one another. For example, class identity or parental trajectories or
social networks may influence calculations of opportunity costs. Once place is
introduced, the interactions become even more complex, since the same character-
istics of place that influence one mechanism may also influence another. This rather
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suggests that although in principle a theory-driven approach that identifies and tests
specific mechanisms is the right one, in practice it may be impossible ever to do this
adequately with quantitative methods and data. Much greater integration of qualita-
tive and quantitative approaches is needed to get to the answer: a solution that is not
facilitated by the strong disciplinary boundaries that still exist in most UK universi-
ties. That said, our own attempt to test specific place mechanisms at the scales at
which they might be expected to operate does shed more light than previous studies
that have used more generic measures of place. We discover some evidence of val-
ues-related place effects at the neighbourhood level (the social class composition of
the ward, the marriage rate and the proportion of young women progressing to fur-
ther education) and labour market structural affects at the sub-regional level.
Attitudes to education and childbearing, which we could only test at the sub-regional
level because of sample size (these were variables derived from the survey) were not
significant at this level, which may suggest either that they are not influential, or that
they operate at smaller geographies.

In addition to testing at different spatial levels for mechanisms that are hypoth-
esised to work at these levels, we have also attempted to go beyond the use of existing
geographies and develop bespoke geographical units that would better reflect the
spaces over which the social processes in which we are interested might operate. We
suggested that there are essentially two approaches that might be adopted. One is to
draw new boundaries, creating new units, for example around clusters of contiguous
similar areas. In this case, this approach proved problematic both for conceptual and
technical reasons, although there may be other social processes where bespoke
geographies are obviously appropriate and easier to construct (for example measur-
ing education outcomes by the characteristics of school catchment areas), and
indeed there are examples of this kind of work (for example Gibbons 2002). A sec-
ond approach is to work with existing geographies but consider the characteristics
of neighbouring units, either by simply creating a new variable to capture this or by
weighting the scores of existing units according to what is around them. In our view
there is scope for the neighbourhood effects field to develop a lot further in the ways
it theorises and measures geography. In scratching the surface in this chapter we
have merely aimed to illustrate some of the issues not to solve them. Interestingly,
our own ward nearest neighbour measurements yielded few significant results,
which tends to suggest that place effects on values around fertility do indeed operate
at a relatively small spatial scale.

Perhaps most importantly, we have attempted to show that robust investigation of
neighbourhood effects demands deliberate testing of specific mechanisms at spe-
cific scales. This is particularly important given that policy interventions may be
made at different scales. Results may indicate that a mechanism is or is not impor-
tant, or they may indicate that it does not operate at that particular scale. While there
remain considerable conceptual and technical hurdles (not least data availability), it
seems important to us that the neighbourhood effects field, including both quantita-
tive and qualitative researchers, moves towards more explicit and transparent con-
siderations of geography in order to make a stronger contribution to knowledge of
place effects.
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Chapter 7
Neighbourhood Effects, Housing Tenure
and Individual Employment Outcomes

David Manley and Maarten van Ham

Introduction

Many academics and policy makers believe in neighbourhood effects: the idea that
living in a poor neighbourhood can severely reduce an individual’s life chances with
respect to their health outcomes, educational achievement and labour market perfor-
mance (for an overview of the literature see Ellen and Turner 1997; Dietz 2002;
Galster 2011). The literature suggests a wide range of theoretical pathways by which
the neighbourhood context can influence individual outcomes (see Durlauf 2004).
These pathways include a lack of positive role models, negative socialisation, a
physical disconnection from job-finding networks, a culture of dysfunctional values
and disconnection from mainstream society, discrimination by institutions and
employers from outside the neighbourhood, access to low quality public services,
and an exposure to high levels of criminal behaviour.

There is a large body of qualitative and quantitative research showing evidence
of negative neighbourhood effects of living in deprived neighbourhoods. Qualitative
research has contributed greatly to the development of theory and hypotheses and
has mostly found evidence in favour of the neighbourhood effects hypothesis. But
by its very nature, qualitative research does not produce generalisable outcomes as
very specific cases are studied. The body of quantitative studies is inconclusive with
regard to the question whether neighbourhood effects exist, and if they do, which of
the causal pathways are the most important. Much of the quantitative work has been
criticised for failing to address a series of econometric problems — most importantly
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selection bias — related to the identification of causal relationships (Durlauf 2004;
Cheshire 2007; van Ham and Manley 2010).

There is no doubt that neighbourhood poverty and individual disadvantage are
strongly correlated, but it is much less certain that there is a causal relationship
between the two. The main challenge in the study of neighbourhood effects is
identifying causal pathways, directly relating neighbourhood context to individual
outcomes (Cheshire 2011). It has been argued that the apparent relationship between
the neighbourhood context and individual outcomes may not be causal, and might
merely be a reflection of the ability of different groups in society to select a good
neighbourhood in which to live (van Ham and Manley 2010; and see the chapter by
Hedman and van Ham 2011 in this volume). It is highly problematic to identify
causal neighbourhood effects while using observational data (Durlauf 2004) as in
such data households are normally not allocated to neighbourhoods randomly. Even
in (quasi) experimental data, for instance from the Gautreaux Project in Chicago or
the wider Moving To Opportunity Programs (Rosebaum 1995; Katz et al. 2001;
Ludwig et al. 2001; Goering et al. 2002) allocation to neighbourhoods is not com-
pletely random. Studies using observational and experimental data reach conflicting
conclusions, with some studies positively identifying neighbourhood effects, while
other report no (causal) effects. The question whether the effects found are selection
effects or causal effects is highly relevant in the context of formulating policy
responses to concentrations of poverty and associated problems. This chapter aims
to give more insight into the potential effects of selection bias on estimates of neigh-
bourhood effects. The chapter builds on studies by Oreopoulos (2003) and van Ham
and Manley (2010) which analysed neighbourhood effects separately for social
renters and homeowners. The use of separate models is motivated by the fact that
the entry route for social renters into a dwelling and therefore into a neighbourhood
is very different to the entry route of owner occupiers. Homeowners choose their
dwelling and neighbourhood based on preferences, resources (income and ability to
get a mortgage) and what is available in the market. The more resources a household
can use for housing, the larger the choice set. As a result, the choice of neighbour-
hood is strongly related to the labour market status and potential of households.
This is not the case for households in social renting where the choice set is limited
to those properties that the household qualifies for within the administrative
structure. In the social sector, households are allocated a dwelling by a housing
officer, and although this process is not completely random, it can be argued that the
allocation mechanism is largely independent from the labour market situation and
potential of the household and approaches a quasi-experimental setting. This was
especially true for 1991, the first data point in our analysis, when choice-based let-
ting was not yet widely used in Scotland. Given the different selection mechanisms
of owner-occupiers and social renters, it can be argued that associations between
neighbourhood characteristics and individual outcomes for social renters are more
likely to be free of selection bias — and therefore more likely to be real causal neigh-
bourhood effects — than any such associations for owner occupiers.

In this chapter we explore the tenure split approach by testing the hypothesis that
living in a neighbourhood with high levels of unemployment has a negative effect
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on individual labour market outcomes. Based on the theoretical literature it would
be expected that those living in neighbourhoods with high levels of unemployment
are less likely to be in contact with positive role models, are more likely to have
unemployed friends and neighbours which might cause negative socialisation, are
less likely to know people who can help finding a job, and are more likely to be
stigmatised by outsiders. This study will investigate the following two questions: To
what extent does living in a neighbourhood with a high level of unemployment
reduce an individual’s chances of having work in 2001 if they were unemployed in
19917; To what extent does living in a neighbourhood with a high level of unem-
ployment reduce an individual’s chances of having work in 2001 if they were
employed in 1991? We used unique data from the Scottish Longitudinal Study
(SLS) which is a 5.3% anonymised sample of the Scottish population linked through
time by matching census records from 1991 and 2001. Using this data, we are able
to link 1991 neighbourhood characteristics to 2001 labour market outcomes. The
data is not without limitations, but it is one of the best longitudinal datasets available
to study neighbourhood effects.

Background

Theoretical Considerations

There is a large and growing literature investigating how the neighbourhood con-
text can influence individual life chances (see for literature reviews Ellen and
Turner 1997; Friedrichs 1998; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2000; Dietz 2002;
Sampson et al. 2002; Durlauf 2004; Bolster et al. 2007). Galster (2011, in this
volume) posited 15 different mechanisms through which the neighbourhood con-
text can influence individual level outcomes. We summarise these mechanisms into
two categories: internal neighbourhood mechanisms and external neighbourhood
mechanisms.

The first group of mechanisms are internal to the neighbourhood and the best
known example of such a mechanism is derived from the work of Wilson (1987)
who documented the outcomes of individuals living in high poverty neighbour-
hoods in Chicago during the 1980s. He concluded that increasing concentrations of
poverty in large public housing projects were creating a negative environment for
residents, which was directly leading to further disadvantage and increased the pro-
pensity of unemployment. This is a so-called social-interactive mechanism (see
Galster 2011 this volume): if a neighbourhood environment lacks individuals with
higher levels of education or employment other residents may lower their expecta-
tions about what they could achieve, or accept unemployment as a norm (see Manski
2000; Blume and Durlauf 2001; Brock and Durlauf 2001; Bolster et al. 2007).
Wilson’s (1987) study is viewed by many as the starting point for much of the cur-
rent neighbourhood effects research and the conclusions of his ethnographic research
in Chicago are widely cited in the neighbourhood effects literature. However, Small
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and Feldman (2011, in this volume) questioned whether the theoretical pathways
which have been developed in Chicago can be translated to other cities or national
contexts as Chicago is an atypical rust-belt city in the USA.

The second group of mechanisms are external to the neighbourhood. Examples
of these include the spatial mismatch hypothesis and stigmatisation based on neigh-
bourhood reputations. The spatial mismatch hypothesis (Kain 1968) suggests that
individuals living in inner city neighbourhoods are unable to find employment
because employment opportunities are inaccessible from the locations in which
they live. Gobillon and colleagues (2005) identified seven mechanisms related to
the spatial mismatch, four of which relate to the accessibility of employment for
workers and include commuting costs, information access, incentive to search for
work over large distances and high costs of searching beyond the immediate neigh-
bourhood. As with the work of Wilson (1987, 1991) the spatial mismatch hypothesis
was developed in the context of Afro-American workers in the USA. However,
research by van Ham (2002) and Houston (2001, 2005) has shown that the hypothesis
can also be applied to other national contexts such as the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom. The second external mechanism relates to neighbourhood reputations.
Employers, banks, and other external agents tend to form opinions on the abilities
and suitability of individuals based on the reputation of the neighbourhoods in
which they live. Research has shown that individuals living in certain neighbour-
hoods are excluded from finance (see Aalbers 2009) reducing their ability to obtain
loans or mortgages for purchasing a car or a house. In terms of labour market out-
comes, research has shown that neighbourhood reputations can detrimentally affect
an individual’s chances of getting a job (see Dean and Hastings 2000), because
employers refuse to hire residents from certain neighbourhoods (see Wilson 1991;
Wacquant 1993; Permentier et al. 2007). Stigma can become a structural barrier to
gaining or keeping employment when it is institutionalised.

Methodological Considerations

Studies consistently find that people living in deprived neighbourhoods are less
likely than people in affluent neighbourhoods to do well in life. However, this does
not necessarily mean that living in deprived neighbourhoods causes people to do
less well. A major challenge in the empirical investigation of neighbourhood effects
is the identification of causal relationships. Many studies which claim to have found
causal neighbourhood effects are likely to have only found correlations between
neighbourhood characteristics and individual outcomes, without clear evidence of
the direction of causation. The literature distinguishes several econometric prob-
lems in the investigation of neighbourhood effects (see Moffitt 2001) which are
summarized in Table 7.1.

The simultaneity problem, also referred to as Manski’s reflection problem
(Manski 1993), arises when a researcher tries to infer whether the average behaviour
in some group influences the behaviour of the individuals that make up the group.
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Table 7.1 Econometric problems in neighbourhood effects research

Problem Example

Simultaneity problem In neighbourhoods with a high overall level of unemploy-
ment individuals are de facto more likely to be
unemployed

Omitted-context-variables Neighbourhood context information that is omitted: for

instance neighbourhood ethnicity and deprivation are
frequently correlated. Omission of deprivation could
result in ethnicity being falsely identified as the driver
of individual outcomes

Endogenous membership Characteristics of the individual that are either not collected
or not included in analysis but are related to the outcome
of interest

Problems with simultaneous causation may arise because the contextual conditions
themselves may be the result of respondents’ behaviour (endogenous effect). For
example, if we are interested in whether a high level of unemployment in a neigh-
bourhood causes residents to be more likely to be unemployed, an econometric
problem arises because unemployed individuals in the neighbourhood contribute to
the overall neighbourhood unemployment level. One solution is to relate past neigh-
bourhood context (unemployment levels) to current (unemployment) outcomes. A
second issue is the omitted-context-variables problem, also called the correlated
unobservables problem. This problem refers to the omission of important context
characteristics from a regression model which are correlated with included vari-
ables (at the neighbourhood level). If important variables are omitted, researchers
might draw the wrong conclusions from the estimated effects of context variables
which are included. A clear example of this is apparent in the racial proxy hypoth-
esis (Harris 1999) whereby it appears that the proportion of ethnic minority groups
in a neighbourhood is the cause of out migration by the native population, where-as
in reality the out migration is caused by correlated neighbourhood deprivation. A
third problem is the endogenous membership problem. This problem also involves
omitted variables, but this time relating to the individual. The core of this problem
is self-selection into and out of neighbourhoods. Sorting into neighbourhoods is not
based on a random process and if unobserved individual characteristics are corre-
lated with both the location decision and the dependent variable, endogeneity
occurs. In most studies it is likely that selective mobility into neighbourhoods leads
to biased estimates of neighbourhood effects.

Hedman and van Ham (2011, this volume) suggest that neighbourhood mobility
is highly structured and neighbourhood selection is strongly related to individual
characteristics: individuals tend to move into neighbourhoods with populations
which are similar to themselves. Individuals with greater financial resources will, all
other things being equal, enter a neighbourhood in which the income of other resi-
dents is also relatively high. Those with a high income avoid neighbourhoods with
a low average income or high levels of crime, anti-social behaviour or poor access
to services. Hedman and colleagues (2010) used Swedish data on moves over a
10 year period to show that neighbourhood self-selection is a key determinant of
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neighbourhood composition. As a result, it is likely that much previous evidence of
neighbourhood effects is at least in part, attributable to selective mobility into and
out of neighbourhoods. Cheshire (2007, p. 2) succinctly summed up the problem by
asking the question: “do poor people live in poor neighbourhoods because living in
affluent ones costs too much? Or does living in a poor neighbourhood make poor
people significantly poorer?”

The gold standard in avoiding selection bias is the use of (quasi) experimental
data in which households are randomly assigned to neighbourhoods. There have
been several poverty deconcentration programs in the US since the 1970s which
operated a (quasi) experimental design. The best known are the Chicago Housing
Association Gautreaux, the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) and Hope VI programs.
Whilst the operational details of the programs differ, the overall idea behind the
programs was similar: households living in concentrations of poverty in large scale
housing projects were offered a number of different ‘treatments’ which included
relocation from their current poor neighbourhood to a more affluent one using hous-
ing vouchers to access the private rental market, counselling for moving from
welfare to work, and relocation in a regenerated neighbourhood. The idea behind
the programs was that households who received ‘treatment” would do better as a
result of their move than they would have done had they remained living in their
original neighbourhoods. Theoretically, participation in the relocation schemes was
random with open selection criteria for households wishing to participate. As such,
the relocation programs should provide an ideal test of whether or not neighbour-
hood characteristics affect the outcomes of individual life courses.

Some have criticised the findings of the large randomised trials discussed above,
and have urged caution regarding the interpretation of research findings of these
trials (see Moffitt 2001; Clark 2008). In all programs only a small proportion of the
households living in concentrations of poverty were given the means to move to
more affluent suburban locations. In conjunction with the moves, households were
offered counselling and support to assist with the move and finding employment
and other opportunities in their new neighbourhoods. However, the main criticism
relates to the selection into the programs and the support received. In all programs
there were a number of criteria that residents had to fulfil in order to qualify for
participation. For instance, in the Gautreaux program residents had to nominate
themselves, and were not accepted if they had “more than four children, large debts
or unacceptable housekeeping” (Rosenbaum 1994, p. 4). In addition the managers
and counsellors of the program identified the families they felt were more likely to
succeed and placed them in the better neighbourhoods, leaving the less suitable
locations for less deserving families (Goering et al. 2002). This process placed self
and institutional selection criteria on program participation neither of which are
independent of the outcomes that the program sought to improve. Of the three proj-
ects, the MTO comes closest to an experimental design, with the fewest constraints
on recruitment, although the selection was still far from random. It should also be
noted that there is evidence that, although households changed their residential
location, many tended to maintain contacts and use their old networks for education
and employment opportunities and even return to their original neighbourhoods
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rather than integrate into their new neighbourhood locations and networks (Boyd
et al. 2006). So although theoretically experimental designs are ideal for the study
of neighbourhood effects, in practice they are very expensive and difficult to
execute.

An additional challenge in neighbourhood effects research is the identification of
the most appropriate spatial scale at which to measure neighbourhood characteris-
tics. The meaning of neighbourhoods is highly contested (see Galster 2001;
Flowerdew et al. 2008), although the issue of scale is frequently omitted from dis-
cussions in the empirical literature. Theoretical contributions highlight that the scale
at which the neighbourhood is conceptualised is an important component of the
neighbourhood effects thesis. Important questions relating to scale and neighbour-
hood boundaries are often not asked because administrative units are used as prox-
ies for neighbourhoods driven by the availability of data. This is a problem because
spatial scale should be driven by the mechanism and hypothesis under investigation.
For example, testing hypotheses on the effect of neighbourhood reputation or neigh-
bourhood stigma might require larger neighbourhood units than studies testing
hypotheses on peer group effects. If models searching for neighbourhood effects
incorrectly specify the spatial scale of neighbourhoods then it is possible that the
modelled outcomes are unable to identify any effects simply because they do not
operate at the scale chosen for the analysis (Manley et al. 2006).

Neighbourhood Effects and Labour Market Outcomes

Musterd and Andersson (2005) used data from the Netherlands to investigate the
impact of neighbourhood context on unemployment. They found that employed
individuals living in neighbourhoods with a high proportion of people in receipt of
welfare benefits were more likely to experience unemployment than individuals in
neighbourhoods with a lower proportion of people in receipt of benefits. Their
study gives some support to the hypothesis of negative socialisation as a source of
neighbourhood effects. Repeating the analysis with Swedish data, Musterd and
Andersson (2006) found similar results. After controlling for a range of individual
characteristics they found that the probability of an individual remaining unem-
ployed increased as the proportion of neighbourhood unemployment increased
beyond a neighbourhood unemployment threshold of 16%, the probability of
remaining out of work did not increase further. Using data from the 1991 Population
Census of Great Britain, including information the individual level Sample of
Anonymised Records, Clark and Drinkwater (2002) studied neighbourhood effects
on employment outcomes for ethnic minorities in England and Wales. They
reported that employment outcomes for ethnic minorities are related to the ethnic
composition of the neighbourhood in which they live. Ethnic minority individuals
living in ethnic enclaves are at a greater risk of experiencing unemployment com-
pared to ethnic individuals in less ethnically concentrated areas. However, although
Clark and Drinkwater were able to use individual data in the analysis, they note
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that they were unable to control for self-selection into areas with differing levels of
ethnic concentration and that this may be behind some of the correlations found.

The quasi-experimental studies discussed above have produced a wealth of
neighbourhood effects research on a wide range of outcomes (see for instance:
Venkatesh, et al. 2004 for Gautreaux; Elhassan et al. 1999 for MTO; Ciseros and
Engdahl 2009 for HOPE VI). Popkin and colleagues (1993) investigated outcomes
for the Gautreaux programs and assessed how well black women from inner city
housing projects performed in the labour market after moving to suburban neigh-
bourhoods in Chicago. They found that residents who moved to the suburbs had an
increased probability of finding employment, even when that individual had experi-
enced long term unemployment in the past. However, although the probability of
employment was higher, no differences were found in the wages of working women
in the inner city and the suburb as the types of employment were similar in both
locations. In a follow-up paper Mendenhall and colleagues (2006) concluded that
the outcomes observed by Popkin and colleagues (1993) were maintained in the
longer term: women who had relocated to suburban locations as a result of the
Gautreaux program spent less time out of work, and were less likely to claim welfare
assistance.

Assessing outcomes for the more extensive HOPE VI project, Popkin and
Cunningham (2009) reported a mixed picture. Using data from the HOPE VI panel
study they showed that the program resulted in dramatic improvements in the levels
of well-being, including reduction in fear of crime and violence, for those residents
who had moved to different neighbourhoods using housing vouchers to rent in the
private market. The well-being outcomes contrast with the employment outcomes,
where “there were no changes in employment or self-sufficiency for private market
renters, the few HOPE VI movers, or those who remained in traditional public hous-
ing” (Popkin and Cunningham 2009, p. 197), with unemployment remaining at 48%
throughout the panel period.

The third of the major deconcentration programs, Moving to Opportunity (MTO),
was initially assessed at 4 and 7 years after the randomised neighbourhood reassign-
ment of participants. The interim study found that although there were improve-
ments in satisfaction, perceptions of neighbourhood safety, and participant’s mental
health, there were no positive benefits for participation in the labour market.
Moreover, for the male youth cohort there were reports of negative effects on behav-
ioural outcomes despite the moves to neighbourhoods with lower concentrations of
poverty (Orr et al. 2003). In a separate study, King, Liebman and Katz (2007) found
similar labour market results to those of Orr and colleagues (2003) for individuals
who had moved through the MTO program. The fact that the employment status of
many relocated individuals did not improve over time, even when relocated to
significantly better neighbourhoods in terms of violence, crime, unemployment and
housing quality, raises doubt over the neighbourhood effects hypothesis in relation
to employment outcomes.

Unfortunately, experimental and quasi-experimental data is rarely available, so a
number of authors have attempted to use alternative methods to address the problem
of selection bias while using observational data (see Oreopoulos 2003; Bolster et al.
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2007; van Ham and Manley 2010). Oreopoulos (2003) used administrative data
from Toronto to investigate labour market outcomes of adults who were assigned
into various social housing projects during their childhood. The households the chil-
dren lived in were assigned to dwellings in neighbourhoods which varied in levels
of crime, unemployment and poverty. It can be argued that the selection mechanism
was largely independent from the characteristics of the child and that the data is
therefore quasi-experimental. Oreopoulos did not find any evidence of neighbour-
hood effects for adults who had grown up in social housing. However, for the control
group, consisting of individuals in private housing in the same neighbourhoods,
significant ‘neighbourhood effects’ were found. Oreopoulos concluded that those in
private housing self-selected into neighbourhoods and that the correlations found
were most likely selection effects and not causal neighbourhood effects. Similar
results were found by Bolster and colleagues (2007), using data from the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS). They found small neighbourhood effects for
those living in the private housing but no effects for those in social housing, although
they do not explicitly discuss this outcome in their paper. Van Ham and Manley
(2010) investigated the effect of living in deprived neighbourhoods and mixed ten-
ure neighbourhoods on labour market outcomes using data from the Scottish
Longitudinal Study. They found that living in a deprived neighbourhood is corre-
lated with employment outcomes for those living in private housing, but not for
those in social housing. They also concluded that self-selection into deprived neigh-
bourhoods by homeowners with poor labour market prospects most likely caused
the correlations found.

This chapter builds on the work of van Ham and Manley (2010). Instead of using a
composite measure of neighbourhood deprivation we test a more specific hypothesis
based on the effects of living in neighbourhoods with high levels of unemployment
(see Wilson 1987; Musterd and Andersson 2005). As discussed in the introduction,
according to the neighbourhood effect hypothesis it can be expected that those living
in neighbourhoods with high levels of unemployment are less likely to be in contact
with positive role models, are more likely to have unemployed friends and neighbours
(which can lead to negative socialisation), are less likely to know people who can help
finding a job, and are more likely to be stigmatised by outsiders. Thus, living in a
neighbourhood with a high level of unemployment might make it harder for individu-
als out of work to get a job, and for those in employment to keep their job.

Data and Methods

We used individual level longitudinal data from the Scottish Longitudinal Study
(SLS). The SLS is an anonymised 5.3% sample of the Scottish population with
matched census records from 1991 to 2001 (Boyle et al. 2008). The sample gives
approximately 274,000 SLS members available for analysis. The SLS members are
geocoded which allows researchers to link individual records to neighbourhood
characteristics at a low geographic scale. The longitudinal structure of the data is
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highly appropriate for neighbourhood effects research as it enables researchers to
follow individuals and investigate the effects of 1991 characteristics on their 2001
outcomes.

For the analysis presented in this chapter, the SLS population is restricted to
include only those individuals aged between 15 and 50 years old in 1991, and only
those individuals who were available for paid employment in both 1991 and 2001.
This means that those who were students, retired or permanently ill in 1991 were
excluded from the analysis. For employed individuals, part time and full time
work are coded as employed with no distinction made between the two categories.
We have also included individuals who had secured a job but not yet started it as
employed. A restriction of the data is that we have no information on what an
individual’s employment situation was between the data points in 1991 and 2001.
So, for example, if an individual was unemployed for the 1991 and 2001 Census
days but had employment for the whole of the period in-between they would
appear identical in our employment variable as an individual who had been unem-
ployed through the whole time. Although this is a serious limitation of the data,
we feel that size of the data set, the low level geocoding, and the longitudinal
nature of the data outweigh the problems posed by the lack of information between
the time points.

The outcome variables used in this study measure employment status in 2001. In
the first set of models we investigated the probability of having a job in 2001 for
those individuals who were unemployed in 1991. Those individuals who remained
unemployed in 2001 were coded 0 and those who had a job in 2001 were coded 1.
In the second set of models we investigated the probability that those individuals
who were employed in 1991 are unemployed in 2001. Thus, from those who were
employed in 1991 the outcome of still being employed in 2001 is coded 0, while
those individuals who were unemployed in 2001 are coded 1. Since both dependent
variables are binary we have used logistic regression models, with a correction for
the clustering of individuals in neighbourhoods.

Quantitative studies using secondary data rely on administrative spatial units
when making neighbourhoods operational (see Galster 2001; Manley et al. 2006).
In many neighbourhood effects studies there is a mismatch between the spatial
level at which the theoretical causal mechanism is thought to operate and the spa-
tial level at which neighbourhoods have been made operational. Many studies use
relatively large neighbourhoods because lower level geocoding was not available
in the data used. In this study we investigate the effect of neighbourhood unem-
ployment levels on individual employment outcomes. The literature identifies sev-
eral causal mechanisms through which the neighbourhood context can have an
effect on employment outcomes and these mechanisms can operate on different
spatial scales. For instance, (negative) role model effects can be expected to oper-
ate on a relatively low spatial scale. Direct neighbours are probably more important
than those living a few blocks away. Local networks through which people might
find employment can also be expected to operate on a relatively low spatial level as
these networks often need face-to-face interaction. Stigmatisation of neighbour-
hood residents by outsiders based on the reputation of the neighbourhood is likely
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to operate at the level of larger neighbourhood units. Because of the variety of
spatial scales at which causal mechanisms might be at play we use two definitions
of neighbourhoods (see also Graham et al. 2009; van Ham and Manley 2010). The
first neighbourhood scale uses Output Areas (OAs), which contain around 119
people on average. The second neighbourhood scale uses Continuous Areas
Through Time (CATTs) which are much larger and contain around 503 people on
average.

Two neighbourhood characteristics are included in the models, both of which are
measured in 1991 at the OA and CATT level. We measured neighbourhood charac-
teristics in 1991 to minimise problems with reversed causality: in our design, indi-
viduals lived in their neighbourhoods prior to any change in their labour market
status. Although we cannot be certain of identifying causal pathways this way, we
can be relatively confident that any neighbourhood effects we observe are more than
merely correlations. The main neighbourhood level characteristic in the models is
the percentage of unemployed individuals in the neighbourhood in 1991. This is
calculated by dividing the number of 16-64 year old people who are looking for
employment by the total number of people available for work in that age group. The
neighbourhood effects literature suggests that, when unemployment levels reach a
certain critical level (threshold), it is more likely that individuals will be affected by
negative socialization and negative role models. It has also been suggested that
neighbourhoods with high levels of unemployment are more likely to suffer from
negative external reputations and that individuals searching for work whilst living in
such neighbourhoods are less likely to find work because employers are reluctant to
employ them. Neighbourhood unemployment is categorized into 5 groups: 0—1.9%;
1.9-3.6%; 3.64-6.0%; 6.0-10.1%, and; 10.1-54.9% (for reference the national
average level of unemployment recorded in the 1991 Census for Scotland was
6.2%). We have used categories for the variable to account for the possibility that
any relationship is non-linear.

The second neighbourhood characteristic included in the models is an urban-
rural classification which serves as a proxy for access to job opportunities (see
also van Ham 2002). The urban-rural classification is based on population size
and access to concentrations of population (Scottish Executive, 2004) and mea-
sured in six categories: (i) cities (over 125,000 people); (ii) urban areas (10,000—
125,000 people); (iii) small towns (3,000—10,000 people or within 30 min from
towns with 10,000 people or more); (iv) remote towns (3,000-10,000 people over
30 min from settlement of over 10,000); (v) accessible rural (less than 3,000 peo-
ple and within 30 min from places with over 10,000 people); and (vi) remote
(settlements with under 3,000 people, over 30 min from places with over 10,000
people).

We also included a range of individual level control variables in our models.
These include dichotomized variables for gender, ethnicity, limiting long term ill-
ness, household status, housing tenures and educational outcomes. An individual’s
age is included as a continuous variable. To minimise causality issues, all control
variables are measured for 1991. Summary statistics of all variables can be found in
Table 7.2.
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Table 7.2 Variable summary statistics

Unemployed in 1991 Employed in 1991
N =13,639 N = 60,048
OA CATT OA CATT

Percentage employed in 2001 71.7% 97.5%

Neighbourhood level variables

Neighbourhood unemployment 1991 8.4 6.8 23.5 22.2

(ref = 0-1.9%)
1.9-3.5% 13.5 12.3 25.5 21.6
3.6-5.9% 19.5 18.1 21.2 21.1
5.9-10.0% 28.8 24.2 17.9 19.5
10.1-54.9% 29.8 38.7 12.0 15.7
Urban-rural classification 1991 4.4 4.4 5.2 5.2
(reference = remote)*

Accessible rural areas 10.2 10.2 13.5 13.5
Remote towns 1.9 1.9 2.7 2.7
Small towns 10.0 10.0 10.7 10.7
Urban areas 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Cities 42.3 42.3 36.7 36.7

Individual and household level variables

Qualifications 1991 (reference = none) 85.3 76.2
Less than degree 2.6 10.6
Degree or better 2.6 8.4
Not stated 5.2 2.2

Tenure 1991 (reference = owners) 34.7 69.5
Social renter 58.1 24.3
Private renter 7.2 6.2

Age (average age in 1991) 28.9 years 32.9 years

Female (reference = male) 332 44.3

Ethnic (reference = non ethnic) 0.9 0.7

Partner works 1991 (reference = not work) 55.9 77.1

Change in health (reference = no LLTI) 88.5 92.6
LLTI91 & 01 1.1 0.8
LLTIO1 2.1 0.9
LLTIO1 8.3 5.7

Change in household type (reference = 55.4 73.9

couple)
91 & 01 single 9.4 4.8
91 single/01 couple 4.4 3.7
91 couple/01 single 30.8 17.6
Change in presence of children 24.4 25.6
(reference = children)
91/01 no children 41.1 33.1
91 no child/01 child 14.9 16.7
91 child/01 no child 19.6 24.6
Moved (reference = not moved) 69.5 62.1

“The Urban-rural classification is the same for CATTs
Source: Calculations done by the authors using data from the SLS
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Modelling Results

Table 7.3 reports models of the probability that those who were unemployed in 1991
also had a job in 2001. Models 1 and 2 include neighbourhood characteristics on the
CATT level and Models 3 and 4 include neighbourhood characteristics measured at
the Output Area level. Model 1 shows that the probability of having a job in 2001
decreases as the level of unemployment in the 1991 neighbourhood of residence
increases. Those living in neighbourhoods with more than 10% unemployment are
the least likely to have a job in 2001. Although we use longitudinal data, we cannot
be certain that the effects found are causal effects. A major cause of potential bias is
the self-selection of residents into neighbourhoods prior to 1991.

Model 2 also controls for a large range of individual and household characteristics
and includes a job access proxy in the form of an urban to rural classification
scheme. Including all these control variables in the model reduces the size of the
neighbourhood unemployment parameters, but the general pattern stays the same.
The model results show that unemployed women in 1991 are much more likely than
unemployed men to have a job in 2001. We did not find an effect for ethnicity. One
possible explanation is that the number of individuals in the data who belong to
ethnic minority groups is very low and that we combined all individuals who were
indentified in the Census as non-white in one category. Differences in labour market
performance between ethnic minorities might therefore average out. With increas-
ing age, unemployed people are less likely to have a job 10 years later.

Individuals who were unemployed in 1991 and who are single in both 1991 and
2001 are the least likely to get a job in 2001. This is probably an example of reversed
causation where unemployed people are also less likely than employed people to
find a partner. Also those who split up from their partner between 1991 and 2001
have a reduced probability of being employed in 2001. People without children in
both years are less likely than others to have a job in 2001. Again, this is probably a
case of reversed causality. As expected, level of education is an important predictor
of 2001 employment. Having at least basic school level qualifications or better,
compared with individuals without qualifications, significantly improves an indi-
vidual’s chances of having a job in 2001. The effects of individual level education
are relatively large compared with the effects of the neighbourhood level character-
istics. Finally, social renters and private renters are less likely to have a job in 2001
compared with homeowners. Model 3 and 4 in Table 7.3 include neighbourhood
level variables at the Output Area level. As explained before, Output Areas are
much smaller spatial units than CATTs. Interestingly, the overall results for the
Output Area level analyses are very similar to the CATT area analyses. Most other
research using more than one spatial level in their modelling reported stronger
effects at the lower geographies.

Table 7.4 reports models of the probability that those who were employed in
1991 are unemployed in 2001. Again, Models 5 and 6 include neighbourhood char-
acteristics for the CATT neighbourhoods and Models 7 and 8 include characteris-
tics for neighbourhoods represented by Output Areas. Model 5 shows a strong
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correlation between neighbourhood unemployment levels and the probability of
being unemployed in 2001. The higher the neighbourhood unemployment levels,
the less likely employed people are to still have a job in 2001. Adding control vari-
ables in Model 6 does not alter the overall pattern of the main variable of interest,
but the parameters are much smaller and not all significant.

Model 6 also includes a range of control variables. Females are less likely to be
out of work than males. Those belonging to ethnic minority groups are more likely
than non-ethnic minority individuals to be out of employment in 2001. With increas-
ing age the probability of being out of employment in 2001 increases. Those who
were single in both 1991 and 2001 and those who became single between the two
Census years are the most likely to be unemployment in 2001. Those without chil-
dren in both Census years are more likely than those with kids to be out of employ-
ment in 2001. Having qualifications greatly reduces the probability of becoming
unemployed. Those with degrees are the least likely to be out of employment.
Private renters and especially social renters are much more likely than home owners
to be out of employment in 2001. A possible explanation is selection into tenures
where those with better employment prospects are the most likely to be homeown-
ers in the first place. As expected, individuals with poor health in both Census years,
along with those whose health deteriorates between 1991 and 2001, are more likely
to be out of work than those with good health. Again we repeat the models including
Output Area level variables. Model 7 shows that the results of the models including
Output Area level neighbourhood characteristics are very similar to the results of
the models including CATT level neighbourhood characteristics.

Stopping the analysis here could lead to the confirmation of the neighbourhood
effects hypothesis as we have found significant ‘effects’ of neighbourhood unem-
ployment levels on individual employment outcomes. However, earlier in this chap-
ter we have argued that modelling employment outcomes separately for social
renters and homeowners can provide more insight in whether the correlations found
are indeed causal effects (see Oreopoulos 2003; van Ham and Manley 2010).
Tables 7.5 and 7.6 presents tenure split models including neighbourhood character-
istics at the CATT level (the results at the OA level were very similar). Models 9-12
(Table 7.5) estimate the probability of having a job in 2001 for those who were out
of work in 1991. Models 9 and 10 only include social renters and models 11 and 12
only include owner occupiers. The main difference between the models for social
renters and the models for owner occupiers is that we found hardly any significant
effects of neighbourhood unemployment levels for social renters, while for owner
occupiers the significant effects seen previously in Table 7.3 are still present. For
social renters we only found a significant effect on employment outcomes of living
in neighbourhoods with the highest levels of unemployment. Models 13-16
(Table 7.6) estimate the probability that those with a job in 1991 are out of employ-
ment in 2001. Models 13 and 14 only include social renters and models 15 and 16
only include owner occupiers. Again we find that there are more significant effects
of living in a high unemployment neighbourhood on labour market outcomes for
owner occupiers than for social renters. The overall pattern in Tables 7.4 and 7.5 is
that we find relatively strong correlations between neighbourhood unemployment
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levels and employment outcomes for owner occupiers, but not for social renters. It
is unlikely that neighbourhood effects only influence owner occupiers and that
social renters in the same neighbourhoods are immune to neighbourhood effects. As
a result, alternative explanations must be explored, including the possibility that the
effects of selection bias are stronger for owner occupiers than for social renters.

Discussion

In this chapter we investigated the hypothesis that living in neighbourhoods with a
high level of unemployment can negatively affect the labour market prospects of
neighbourhood residents. Several theoretical causal pathways were suggested
through which the neighbourhood context could influence individual outcomes:
those living in neighbourhoods with high levels of unemployment are less likely to
be in contact with positive role models, are more likely to have unemployed friends
and neighbours which might cause negative socialisation, are less likely to know
people who can help finding a job, and are more likely to be stigmatised by outsid-
ers. We used longitudinal data to study the effect of 1991 neighbourhood character-
istics on 2001 labour market outcomes. As expected, we found a strong correlation
between neighbourhood unemployment levels and individual labour market out-
comes 10 years later, even after controlling for a range of individual and household
characteristics. These results could lead to the conclusion that there are strong causal
neighbourhood effects at play.

However, the data used from the Scottish Longitudinal Study did not allow us to
control our results for self-selection of individuals into neighbourhoods prior to
1991, a process that is likely to be correlated with individual level labour market
outcomes. To overcome this restriction and to gain greater insight into potential
selection mechanisms we estimated tenure split models which showed significant
effects of neighbourhood unemployment levels on labour market outcomes for
owner occupiers, but not for social renters. Previously, similar effects were found by
Oreopoulos (2003) and van Ham and Manley (2010). Intuitively, one would expect
negative neighbourhood effects for social renters and not for owner occupiers. It
was suggested that the effects found are related to the differences in mechanisms
through which social renters and owner occupiers ‘select’ their neighbourhoods. In
Scotland, social renters in the early 1990s and before were largely randomly allo-
cated a dwelling by a housing officer, without the option to express any choice with
regard to dwelling or neighbourhood. We do acknowledge however that allocation
was not completely random as ethnicity, household size, and household structure all
played a role in the allocation process (Duke 1970; Simpson 1981; Henderson and
Karn 1984; Clapham and Kintrea 1984; Malpass and Murie 1994; Peach 1996;
Somerville 2001; Sarre et al. 1989). As a result of the allocation process in social
housing, it is reasonable to argue that selection bias is less likely to influence model
outcomes for social renters than for owner occupiers. Owner occupiers had greater
freedom in choosing where they wanted to live within the restrictions of their own
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budget and the constraints of the local housing market. Mortgage providers play an
important indirect role in neighbourhood selection by homeowners as they deter-
mine how much an applicant can borrow and therefore which houses in which
neighbourhoods are affordable (see Aalbers 2009). Mortgage providers look at indi-
vidual and household income, but also at job security and potential career develop-
ment. Those with the least secure jobs get the lowest mortgages and therefore select
themselves into the cheapest neighbourhoods, often neighbourhoods with high
unemployment levels. Thus, labour market outcomes are also driving the selection
of neighbourhoods by households in the owner-occupied sector.

The tenure split models suggest that the correlations found between neighbour-
hood unemployment levels and individual unemployment are, at least in part, the
result of selection bias. To enable neighbourhood effects research to move forward,
it is necessary to incorporate the neighbourhood selection process into models of
neighbourhood effects. Such an approach requires richer longitudinal data than cur-
rently available in most datasets. Where it is not possible to model neighbourhood
selection before modelling the impact of neighbourhood characteristics on individual
outcomes, an approach such as the one explored in this chapter is recommended.

Moving beyond the question of whether or not correlations between neighbour-
hood characteristics and individual outcomes are the result of causal pathways or
selection effects, it is important to remember that concentrations of unemployment
and poverty in neighbourhoods are real. The question of whether and how to tackle
these concentrations of poverty is more than an academic and methodological ques-
tion. It is also a question of social and spatial justice (Smith 1994; Soja 2010). The
lack of a causal pathway between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes
does little to solve the problems of uneven neighbourhood resources. Nevertheless,
the realisation that individual outcomes, in the case of this chapter individual unem-
ployment, are not exacerbated by living in concentrations of unemployment is
important. Policy prescriptions, such as reducing the concentration of social hous-
ing to deconcentrate poverty, and by default unemployment, will most likely not by
itself lead to significant improvements in individual outcomes. This argument does
not mean that neighbourhoods with high concentrations of poverty or other per-
ceived social problems should not be invested in or offered regeneration. Rather, it
is necessary to recognise the limitations of such policies with respect to the impact
they will have on individuals and the limited potential they have to improve indi-
vidual outcomes. The empirical results shown in this chapter highlight the impor-
tance of, amongst other things, an individual’s educational achievement as a means
through which their chances of employment increase significantly. As a result, poli-
cies that specifically target individuals are more likely to offer real outcomes and
tangible changes in individual life courses.
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Chapter 8
Neighbourhood Social Capital and Individual
Mental Health

Gindo Tampubolon

Introduction

It has been claimed that neighbourhood effects have been found to be important for
a wide range of outcomes, including schooling, housing and health (Durlauf 2004).
Many of the empirical works reviewed by Durlauf claim to present evidence of the
importance of neighbourhood effects and identified some of the underlying causal
mechanisms such as peer group effects and (lack of) information effects. Durlauf
also noted that a significant part of the existing body of evidence does not deal with
identification problems or selection problems, thus potentially weakening claims
about causal neighbourhood effects. (Econometric) identification of causal mecha-
nisms is the main challenge in neighbourhood effects research and in recent years
major advances have been made in this field. Durlauf (2004) also noted that a tighter
link between empirical work and substantive theory (human capital theory or hous-
ing demand theory or health capital theory) is needed in order to transform the
promise of neighbourhood effects research into real advances. Such advances will
spur more fruitful theoretical works and more relevant policy input. For policy
responses to assumed neighbourhood effects it is crucial to identify causal pathways
which link neighbourhood characteristics with individual level outcomes.

Relatively recent but intense efforts focusing on neighbourhood effects originate
from within the body of literature on public health and social epidemiology. There
is a fast growing body of literature which focuses on neighbourhood effects on indi-
vidual health outcomes such as obesity, mental health, physical health and health-
related quality of life. This literature has identified two neighbourhood attributes
potentially relevant for individual health: physical/environmental deprivation of the
neighbourhood and neighbourhood social capital.
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The claim that neighbourhood social capital matters seems intuitive; yet
supporting evidence remains elusive. Studies in the US show that neighbourhood
social capital correlates with individual health (Kawachi et al. 1997, 1999;
Subramanian et al. 2005; Viswanath et al. 2006; Farquhar et al. 2005; Perry et al.
2008). In the UK however comparable evidence is difficult to find. The few existing
studies of social capital and health in the UK failed to find a general association
between social capital and health outcomes (Duncan et al. 1993; Sloggett and Joshi
1998; Mohan et al. 2005; Propper et al. 2005; Stafford et al. 2008). The nearest to
find a negative effect of neighbourhood social capital on individual mental health is
a study by Stafford et al. (2008: 304). They report a negative association “between
social capital and common mental disorders which was limited to economically
‘stressed’ residents and neighbourhoods.” Studies from other countries such as New
Zealand and Sweden have failed to settle the issue (Blakely et al. 2006; Islam et al.
2006). Kawachi and Berkman (2003) have identified some of the mechanisms which
are thought to link neighbourhood social capital and individual health (see the next
section for an overview).

Despite the identification of potential mechanisms, studies on social capital and
health fail to connect with a theoretical model of health production, particularly the
Grossman health model (Grossman 1972a, b), thereby depriving them of formal
grounding. In this influential model of health demand, Grossman posits that health,
like human capital, is produced using various market and non-market inputs. Initially
endowed with health stock at birth, individuals maintain or produced the level of
health desired by consuming various inputs including time, medical care, housing,
exercise, education and other goods.

Conversely, studies in health economics which follow Grossman’s model largely
ignore the potential of neighbourhood social capital in influencing individual health
decisions. How neighbourhood social capital produces a better quality of life
through health benefits for neighbourhood residents is left unspecified. Another
potential shortcoming of studies on neighbourhood social capital and individual
health outcomes is that they often rely on respondents’ reports of their neighbour-
hood social environment. The assessment of social capital was obtained from the
same respondents whose health outcomes were measured and this raises a potential
reflection problem (Manski 1993), which might prevent the identification of causal
effects. Also, the level of spatial aggregation to define ‘neighbourhoods’ has varied
across previous studies. For example, many studies in the UK, admittedly by neces-
sity rather than by design, use the administrative units of wards as a proxy of ‘neigh-
bourhoods’ — which many consider to be too large and heterogeneous for studying
the impact of neighbourhood social environments on health outcomes (e.g. Mohan
et al. 2005). In 2009 the population of wards ranged from 90 in Walbrook to 32,373
in Sparkbrook with a mean of 5,945 (Office of National Statistics www.statistics.
gov.uk/statbase/ Accessed 29 October 2010). Finally, rarely does a study on the
effects of neighbourhood social capital on health outcomes use a widely validated
health instrument.

This chapter contributes to the literature on neighbourhood effects and health
outcomes by proposing an extension of the influential Grossman model of health
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(Grossman 1972a, b), by explicitly including interactions with the neighbourhood
context. The extended model elaborates on social interactions and their effects on
individual decisions, particularly health maintenance and health risk decisions.
I shall draw upon the Blume-Brock-Durlauf social interaction model which will
be discussed below (Blume 1993; Brock 1993; Durlauf 1997; Brock and Durlauf
2001a, b; Durlauf 2002; Blume and Durlauf 2005) to study the effect of social
capital on mental health, using data from the Welsh Health Survey 2007 (WHS)
and the Living in Wales 2007 (LiW) survey.

Instruments or exclusion restrictions that are theoretically motivated within the
extended Grossman model are readily obtained from other studies in public health,
epidemiology, and economics using the Grossman model within a neighbourhood
context. For this study neighbourhoods are defined as lower super output areas
(LSOA), a geography purposefully designed for social research, with a mean popu-
lation of about 1,500. For comparison, wards have a mean population of about 2,500
people in Wales and a general practice or ‘primary care doctor practice’ has a catch-
ment area with a mean population of 5,600 (Department of Health 2006). LSOAs
are thus a finer scale for delineating neighbourhood for the purpose of health
research. Moreover, this standardised geography enables independent measures of
neighbourhood social capital and neighbourhood deprivation, obtained from admin-
istrative sources, to be linked to the data.

This study uses a widely validated instrument of health related quality of life,
Short Form-36 (SF36), to measure mental health (Ware 2004; Wilkin et al. 1992).
SF36 is the most frequently used measure of generic health status across the world
(Bowling 2005: 63). It consists of 36 item health status questions and has been
widely psychometrically validated. The items measure eight health dimensions
including physical functioning, social functioning, role limitations due to physical
problems, role limitations due to emotional problems, mental health, energy/vital-
ity, pain and general health perception. Two summary scores are derived from these
eight dimensions: the physical component summary and the mental component
summary. It is the latter summary that is used here.

Neighbourhood Social Capital and Health

The concept ‘social capital’ is the result of a crystallisation of ideas that have been
around since researchers began to examine systematically the relationships between
society, especially neighbourhoods, and individual outcomes. A definition that will
suffice for our purpose comes from Putnam (1993: 167): “social networks and
norms and trust” residing in a neighbourhood. It is obvious that social networks,
norms and trust grow out of and circulate in social interactions; see also the discus-
sion by Woolcock (1998). The literature on models of social interactions will be one
of the main sources of econometric modelling ideas drawn upon in this study.
Recent works in social epidemiology have attempted to be more specific about how
social capital in the neighbourhood can influence health and well-being (Berkman and
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Kawachi 2000; Kawachi and Berkman 2003). Kawachi and Berkman (2003) write
about three mechanisms linking neighbourhood social capital and individual health.
First, more cohesive neighbourhoods are better equipped to disseminate information
and mobilize collective action, for example, to prevent fast food outlets to open in a
neighbourhood. Second, more cohesive neighbourhoods are better equipped to enforce
and maintain social norms, and hence to maintain residents’ sense of health. However,
it is now also recognised that social norms can influence health in negative ways, as
shown in the case of obesity (Christakis and Fowler 2007). The third mechanism is
indirect; collective efficacy and informal control in preventing crime and violence
reduce environmental stresses suffered by residents in their day to day activities and
increases the take up of health maintenance behaviour such as physical exercise.
Finally, Marmot et al. (2010: 136) note that high levels of neighbourhood social capital
also enable communities to be more responsive to national and local organisations that
seek involvement and engagement at the local level. The above overview of mecha-
nisms reminds us that social processes remain to an important extent rooted in places.

The Grossman Model of Health and Its Extensions
to Neighbourhood Effects

The formal model of neighbourhood social capital and individual health outcomes
developed in this chapter draws on the Grossman model (Grossman 1972b; see also
Grossman 1972a). In the Grossman model, health is produced using various market
and non-market inputs. Initially endowed with health stock at birth, individuals pro-
duced the level of health desired by consuming various inputs including medical
care, housing, exercise, education and other goods. Following the notation of Case
and Deaton (2005), assume there is an instantaneous felicity function to represent
the utility of consumption for an individual where  is age, J,is consumption, and H,
is the stock of health. Health is produced according to:

H,, =6m +(1-5)H, (8.1)

where m, is the decisions and behaviours for maintenance of health (including
medical care bought and health behaviours like regular physical exercise (m, ), and
smoking (m, ), positive and negative behaviours respectively), 8 is the efficiency or
conversion factor which is affected by education (and other socioeconomic status
indicators) and § is the rate of health deterioration at #. People maximise a life cycle
welfare function:

U= (+p)vic,H,) (8.2)
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where P expresses time preference, and 7 is the length of life. The welfare function is
optimized subject to full wealth constraints incorporating both wealth and time limits:

T T T
H
> R, =W, + 2(H) (8.3)
o (L+r) T (1+r) o (1+7r)

where r is the market rate of interest, P,, is the price of medical care and other health
behaviours, W, is initial assets, and y,(H,) is earnings, itself a function of health.

Optimising the welfare function subject to the constraints (3) and the changes in
health stock (1) gives insights into the role of education and inequalities in health.
These have been widely tested empirically by assuming functional forms of the
elements of the theory (often of Cobb-Douglas form). Wagstaff (1986) provides some
example assumptions which enable empirical estimation. On estimation, Van Doorslaer
(1987) recommends a focus on the health production function to avoid problems when
estimating the health demand function. Equations for health production function and
for health maintenance suitable for estimation are:

H=HM,W,X,u,) (8.4)

and
M=MW.Y,u,) (8.5)

where W is wealth, X and Y include age, education and other exogeneous vari-
ables; and the y’s are residuals.

This is emphatically a recursive or triangular system as M, in turn, enters the
health production function. Maintaining or neglecting health is affected by various
determinants including access to wealth and individual resources; in turn, health
maintenance ultimately affect individual health stock or health status. This system
is also known as multiprocess system. Recently, for example, Balia and Jones (2008) '
estimated a similar recursive system of health maintenance behaviour, health out-
comes and mortality. Their recursive structure is intuitively and formally in this
order: health maintenance, health outcome, mortality.

I propose an extension broadening the formal model to include neighbourhood
effects. This extension acts as a bridge between the economics of health and epide-
miology and public health. In the Grossman model, demand for the maintenance of
health, M, is narrowly defined for each individual. However, if we construe main-
tenance to include the general maintenance of health and the avoidance of health
risks then we are in a position to include neighbourhood effects. As explained ear-
lier, the neighbourhood context can be expected to influence individual health out-
comes. The inclusion of neighbourhood effects have the potential to better explain
health outcomes, and offer scope for policy intervention.

' The published version dropped citation to Grossman and introduced a typographic error com-
pared to the working paper version.
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Statistical Mechanics of Social Interactions, Social
Capital and Health

The theoretical justification for including broader actions, specifically neighbours’
actions, on a resident’s individual health is grounded in works on social interaction and
its identification (Blume 1993; Brock 1993; Manski 1993; Durlauf 1997; Young 1998;
Becker and Murphy 2000; Manski 2000; Brock and Durlauf 2001a, b; Glaeser and
Scheinkman 2001; Durlauf 2002; Glaeser et al. 2002; Glaeser and Scheinkman 2003;
Cutler and Glaeser 2005; Durlauf and Fafchamps 2005; Blume and Durlauf 2005).

Blume, Brock and Durlauf in a series of papers cited earlier draw upon statistical
mechanics to understand the process of social interactions and how individual choices
within them give rise to interesting aggregate behaviours.” In our context, social
interactions facilitate the various forms of social capital which give rise to aggregate
or widespread health behaviours such as jogging in the neighbourhood or smoking.

I follow closely Durlauf (1997) and Brock and Durlauf (2001b) which consider
a binary choice setting.® This setting allows all parameters to be given their struc-
tural interpretation and facilitates econometric identification. Other works (Brock
and Durlauf 2001a; Durlauf 2002) discuss identification in a linear-in-means setting
as discussed below. Each individual is set in a population N where social interac-
tions are present. Each individual resident chooses a binary action m, with support
{—1,1} . This support, instead of the usual {0,1}, is common in a social interactions
model and shows its provenance in statistical mechanics. There the support is typi-
cally ‘spin up’ and ‘spin down’ and the aggregate behaviour of the ‘population’ of
interest is typically macroscopic magnetization. Intuitively, these spin directions
map onto jogging or not while macroscopic magnetization maps onto neighbour-
hood health activity.

Individual utility V(m,) is assumed to consist of three terms: private utility
associated with a choice, u(m,) ; social utility associated with the choice, S(.,.);
and a random utility term which is independently and identically distributed,
&(m,); in the following equation:

V(m,) = u(m,)+S(m,, 1 (m,))+e(m,). (8.6)

The term H; (m;) denotes the conditional probability that resident i puts on
the choice of others at the time of making his or her own decision. In case of
indiscriminate or total strateglc complementarlty, this social utility depends solely
on W =(N-1) z WL . » where wi . denotes the subjective expected value
from the perspective of resident i of remdent J choice.

2The closely related field of spatial statistics which is interested in spatial interactions also draws
upon the same statistical mechanics literature, see Ripley (1990).

3 Their model parallels the probability structure of the so-called Curie-Weiss model in statistical
mechanics (Brock and Durlauf 2001b: 240). They refer to Ellis (1985, chap. 4) though Parisi
(1988: 24) and Baxter (1982: 39) give more accessible accounts of Ising model with mean field
which result in similar aggregate behaviour of magnetization m .
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Brock and Durlauf assume parametric forms for the social utility term and the
probability density of the random utility term.* They consider forms of social utility
which exhibit indiscriminate strategic complementarity, as above, and are constant.
The social utility then obeys oS (m,, w;) — J > (- These forms allow capture of the

om,ow;
degree of dependence across residents’ choices in a single parameter. With the
constant degree of dependence, two forms of social utility suggest themselves.
First, S(m,,w;) = Jm,w; which exhibits proportional spillovers (strength of depen-
dence). Second, S(m,,w!)=—<(m, —w’)* which exhibits conforming or restraining
norms. The latter penalises deviations from the mean more strongly than the former.
Additionally, the two forms differ in levels.

With € assumed to be independent and extreme-value (Gumbel) distributed, the
differences in the errors become logistically distributed. This widely used assump-
tion in discrete choice literature, see e.g. Maddala (1983), allows a direct link
between the theoretical model and its econometric estimation. To derive an equilib-
rium condition, we assume that decisions are made in noncooperative fashion, that
is, each resident makes a choice without strategic communication or coordination.
It follows from the extreme-value distribution assumption that:

exp(Bu(m,) +Jm,w;)) (8.7)
> exp(Blun)+In i)

ne{-1,1}

Prob(m,) =

The parameter gives the extent to which the deterministic components of utility deter-
mine actual choice. Because of independence, the joint probability over all choices is:

exp(BCY, (ulm,)+ Jm 7))

Prob(m) = (8.8)

D e DL ep(BOY (un)+JInwv)))

me{-1,1} ny (=11} 1

In the absence of a social interaction effect, J =0, the probability above is
proportional to logistic density; in its presence, J #0, it captures interaction
influence on behaviours in the neighbourhood. They then linearise the private
utility u(m,) = hm, + k with a further inspiration from statistical mechanics.” With
this linearization, and using the definition of hyperbolic functions, the expectation
becomes:

E(m,) = tanh(B(h+J(N =1y m¢ ). (8.9)

i#]

4 Physicists, instead, start with the working assumption that the coordinates and momenta in the
equation of motion, at equlibria, follow the canonical distribution given by the so-called Boltzmann
formula. See Parisi (1988: 2, Eq. 1.5) or Baxter (1982: 8, Eq. 1.4.1).

5 Again see Parisi (1988: 2) on /& the magnetic field and k the Boltzmann coefficient.
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Furthermore, self-consistent and symmetric beliefs of residents (no residents are
privileged compared to any other resident) give E(m,) = E(m,)Vi, j . Together with
the last equation, these guarantee there exists at least one expected choice level m”
[1, Proposition 1]:

m’ = tanh(B(h+Jm")) (8.10)

Demonstrating the existence of equilibrium is one thing; achieving identifica-
tion is another. Identification has always been a fraught issue in social interaction
models. Manski (1995) and Durlauf (2002) have done a lot of work on deriving
the conditions necessary for identification in linear and non-linear models of
social interaction. Manski (2000: 129) lists a number of possibilities for identifi-
cation including time lags and spatial lags of individual behaviours, non-linear
models such as Brock and Durlauf’s above, or other non-linearities (such as
median neighbourhood behaviour), and the use of instrumental variables which
affect the outcomes of a subset of the neighbours. The last possibility is the most
relevant here. Durlauf (2002: 468, proposition 3) demonstrates that two or more
instruments are needed to estimate the effect of neighbourhood social capital on
an individual outcome; see also Brock and Durlauf (2001a) on linear-in-means
model identification.

In sum, social interaction models lay the foundation for understanding the effects
of social interaction in neighbourhoods on individual behaviour. With suitable
instruments the effect of social capital, facilitated by social interaction on individual
health, can be estimated. In fact, the formal model shows that ignoring social
interaction may lead to an under-specified model, as leaving out social interaction
effectively assumes such interactions to be negligible, J =0, and omits any possi-
bility of it being beneficial or harmful, J #0.

Somewhat more prosaically, the effects of social interaction on health can be
illustrated with an example on obesity. Food portions in America have increased
over the last three decades (Nielsen and Popkin 2003). Finishing your meal and
leaving an empty plate while dining out with friends, can be seen as an effect of
social interaction influencing health behaviour in a negative way, m, . What one
orders to begin with (“Just a salad for me.” Or “The full monty, please”) and what
one finishes are not unrelated to what everyone else around the table orders or how
much they eat. This mechanism can be extended to the neighbourhood social con-
text over time. For instance, Christakis and Fowler (2007) suggest that in
Framingham, part of the greater Boston area, a network of friends acted as the
conduit of an acceptable norm of body weight. Operating over 30 years, interac-
tions in this network of friends led to an increase in obesity through their social
interactions. The authors were careful to account for individual socio-demographic
factors and other place-based factors. Across the Atlantic, Tampubolon et al. (2009)
found, using data from Wales, that friendly neighbours and neighbourhoods
can also lead to an increase in obesity. They also separated out the effects of indi-
vidual sociodemographic and geographic factors in a multilevel multiprocess
model which simultaneously explained consumption, physical exercise and obesity.
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Both these empirical studies go some way towards revising the notion that social
capital is always or primarily associated with positive benefits as read by Durlauf
and Fafchamps (2005).°

Glaeser and Scheinkman (2003: 352) show that the so-called moderate social
influence condition holds. It means the effect of one’s action on one-self must be
greater than the induced effect through social interaction on one’s neighbours.
Again, using obesity as an illustration: jogging, a health maintenance behaviour,
by an individual should improve the individual’s body mass composition. Ceteris
paribus, this improvement should be greater than induced improvement in the body
mass composition of the neighbours. Some neighbours were inspired to take up
jogging while others were not. Alternatively, consider smoking, a well-known
health risk. Smoking by an individual harms the individual’s health. This deleteri-
ous effect should be more severe for that individual than the harm induced in the
health of the neighbours through either passive smoking or through social interac-
tion or social norm effects. The cases of excessive drinking and social drinking
work similarly. In these cases, the moderate social influence condition is satisfied.
Because social interaction can produce discrete multiple equilibria in health behav-
iours, it is not surprising to observe that different neighbourhoods in greater Boston
(for instance, Framingham versus Backbay) possess different obesity rates. The
discreteness, and hence the possibility of estimating them, is guaranteed by the
moderate social influence condition.

Notably, this moderate social influence condition is consistent with the basic
tenet of epidemiology or public health research in the form of ‘population strategy’.
In the words of Rose (1992: 135) “A 10% lowering of the population’s levels of
blood cholesterol can be expected to reduce coronary heart disease by 20-30%, and
such a reduction of a condition that now kills one-quarter of the population would
be a benefit indeed. A reduction of one-third in the nation’s salt intake, ... might
also reduce by up to one-half the number of people requiring drug treatment for
hypertension.” It is well known that neighbourhood effects on health behaviour are
usually much smaller, often an order of magnitude smaller, than the effects of
individual characteristics (in individual level regression or multilevel regression
models). The threshold for effect magnitude in a public health setting can be lower
than that in a clinical setting. An intervention bringing a 2% decrease in the average
population body mass index is already considered important though a larger
effect by an order of magnitude is perhaps needed for a clinically obese individual.

In this connection, none other than Brock and Durlauf (2001a, p. 166) would welcome such
empirical studies. “... this hardly means that these literatures [under-theorised empirical studies in
the sense below] are incapable of providing useful insights. In this respect, we find arguments to
the effect that because an empirical relationship has been established without justification for aux-
iliary assumptions such as linearity, exogeneity of certain variables, etc., one can ignore it, to be far
overstated. In our view, empirical work establishes greater or lesser degrees of plausibility for dif-
ferent claims about the world and therefore the value of any study should not be reduced to a
dichotomy between full acceptance or total rejection of its conclusions. Hence the determination
of the plausibility of any exclusion restriction is a matter of degree and dependent on its specific
context.”
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NEIGHBOURHOOD: Z: Deprivations w

m

INDIVIDUAL: M: Smoking, Drinking |

X, Y: Age, sex, educ, employ, social class, housing I H: Mental health

Fig. 8.1 Health maintenance (M) and production (H) in their individual and neighbourhood
contexts

This lower threshold for population or higher sensitivity is accepted because one
bears in mind that the ultimate effect is for the whole population and not confined to
a single individual.

In parallel to theoretically recognising the importance of social interaction, it
is practically acknowledged that built (physical) and social features of neighbour-
hood can induce benefits as well as pose risks to health (Srinivasan et al. 2003). In
sum, the recursive system (Eqgs. 8.4 and 8.5) incorporating insights from social
interaction (Eq. 8.10) is modified by including neighbourhood effects. These
include effects such as neighbourhood social capital and neighbourhood depriva-
tion (to capture lack of leisure space for social interactions), Z , in the health
production function. This is estimated as a reduced form using instrumental vari-
able estimation.

The extended model can also be presented as in Fig. 8.1 where it is depicted that
processes determining health are not circumscribed entirely within the individual but
are also affected by neighbourhood social capital and deprivation. By implication,
although this extended model is conceived to explain mental health, its application is
broad and encompasses other health outcomes such as obesity. The demonstration
below shows promising ways of examining how individual and neighbourhood
factors bring about healthy outcomes.

Instruments for Estimating Neighbourhood Effects

The moderate social influence condition is not a constructive condition; it does not
show how to estimate the effect of individual and neighbourhood factors. In the
absence of a randomised experiment moving residents from one neighbourhood to
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another, instrumental variable estimation is deemed the most appropriate technique
to avoid biased estimates. Instruments, v, must satisfy both exclusion restriction
E(v,€) =0, and relevance condition E(v,Z) >> 0 . It is well known that the exclu-
sion restriction is essentially untestable due to unobserved € hence a strong theory
like the extended Grossman model is needed; whereas the strength of the correlation
is routinely judged using a rule of thumb of F statistics greater than ten (Angrist
and Pischke 2009; Cameron and Trivedi 2005).

Two instruments are proposed: ethnic diversity and length of stay in the neigh-
bourhood. Neither the original Grossman model nor the proposed extension has any
role for neighbourhood ethnic diversity, hence E(diversity,e)= 0 . Ethnic diversity
as an instrument thus satisfies the exclusion restriction. Furthermore, Putnam (2007)
demonstrates that ethnic diversity can erode social capital. This motivates the instru-
ment’s relevance, a test of which is provided below. The second instrument, length
of stay in the neighbourhood acts as a proxy for individual attachment to the neigh-
bourhood. Thus, the longer an individual stays in the neighbourhood the greater the
intensity of any effect. Transient residents may not be affected one way or another
by changes in neighbourhood ethnic diversity or social capital; long-time residents are.
In summary, neighbourhood ethnic diversity and average length of stay in the neigh-
bourhood are the instruments.

Data

The Welsh Assembly Government provided two independent surveys: Welsh Health
Survey 2007 (WHS) and the Living in Wales 2007 (LiW) survey. The WHS selected
a random sample of postcode sectors from the Post Office Postcode Address File.
The sample was stratified by the 22 unitary authorities within Wales and 30 addresses
were selected in each of them. Health measurements were requested by health care
professionals for adults and all children aged between 2 and 15 years old living at
the selected addresses. Written consent, in English and Welsh, for these measure-
ments was obtained in advance. Interviewers, who speak English or Welsh, carried
out the interviews and measurements according to a standardised written protocol
(Fuller and Heeks 2008). More than four in five (82.1%) of adults selected responded
to the survey. Further details are available in the WHS technical report (Fuller and
Heeks 2008).

The neighbourhood here is defined as the lower super output area (LSOA), a geog-
raphy purposefully designed for social research (The Cabinet Office 2009; The Office
for National Statistics 2004; the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 2005). Such a
definition of a neighbourhood compares favourably with other studies using larger
or more heterogeneous areas as proxies for neighbourhoods. Neighbourhood and indi-
vidual variables were selected to conform to the extended Grossman model. The
2005 Index of Multiple Deprivation for Wales (WIMD) provided a measure of
neighbourhood deprivation and was also used as a proxy measure for (the lack of)
access to various facilities in neighbourhoods. Neighbourhood social capital measures
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capture the ‘trust’ and ‘network’ social capital available in neighbourhoods. The LiW
survey collected information on trust, sense of community and friendliness of neigh-
bours with the following questions:

*  Would you say that you trust ‘most of the people in the neighbourhood’, ‘many’,
‘afew’, or ‘do not trust people in the neighbourhood’?

*  What do you like most about living in this neighbourhood? What else? Options
include: ‘I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood’, ‘The friendships and asso-
ciations I have with other people in my neighbourhood mean a lot to me’.

The information for these questions was averaged for each neighbourhood to con-
struct neighbourhood social capital measures. The instrument of ethnic diversity is
constructed using the Herfindahl index scaled to range between 0 and 1 as is common
in the literature on ethnic diversity and social capital (Putnam 2007; Letki 2008). The
average length of residency is constructed from the LiW survey accordingly since
respondent was asked how long someone has been resident in the neighbourhood.

Linking the Welsh Health Survey and Living in Wales Survey

Neighbourhood social capital information from the LiW is linked to the WHS using
the LSOA code assigned to each respondent. Data for a total of 1,152 neighbour-
hoods was matched to 13,917 respondents. In our data there was an average of
approximately 19 residents per neighbourhood, with a minimum of 1 and a maxi-
mum of 56. Some respondents did not provide sociodemographic information
required by the extended model, hence they were excluded from the analysis. The
final dataset included 13,557 respondents with information on health, sex, social
class, education, and tenure, plus neighbourhood information such as social capital
and deprivation.

Results

Table 8.1 gives some summary statistics for the sample used. The Table shows that
the data are gender balanced, but that the older age groups are overrepresented.
Trust is quite abundant since residents tend to trust many people around them.
Residents tend to agree with the statement that local friendships mean a lot to them
and with the statement that they belong to the neighbourhood (from the potential
categories of completely agree, agree, indifferent, and completely disagree).

The results of the instrumental variable estimation are given in Table 8.2. I elabo-
rate on the neighbourhood deprivation and social capital effects first. Over and
above individual determinants and behaviours, neighbourhood effects matter siz-
ably and are significant at 10%. Neighbourhood deprivation reduces mental health
quality. However, two forms of neighbourhood social capital more than compensate
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Talfle'S.l Summary Variable Mean/mode*
statistics for the sample SF36 physical summary 180
Women 54%
Age (5 year group)* 55-59,75+
Employed 47%
Unemployed 1.4%
Professional 35%
Intermediate 19%
Degree educated 15%
Tenure own 78%
Tenure private 7.4%
Neighbourhood deprivation: WIMD 2005 20.88
Trust people in the neighbourhood 2.2 (Many)
Local friendships mean a lot 1.0 (Agree)
I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood 1.1 (Agree)
Table 8.2 Neighbourhood social capital and individual mental health (SF36)
B P B p § p
Individual
Female -1.959 0.000 -1.977 0.000 -1.957 0.000
Age -0.578 0.000 —-0.535 0.000 -0.574 0.000
Age? 0.054 0.000 0.051 0.000 0.054 0.000
Class: professional 1.002 0.000 1.171 0.000 1.046 0.000
Class: intermediate 1.004 0.001 1.170 0.000 1.083 0.000
Degree educated 0.091 0.715 0.062 0.814 0.086 0.729
Tenure: owner 3.098 0.000 3.174 0.000 3.035 0.000
Tenure: private 1.120 0.056 1.416 0.024 1.103 0.057
tenant
Last year subj. -3.574 0.000 -3.552 0.000 -3.556 0.000
health
Alcohol 0.530 0.000 0.529 0.000 0.537 0.000
consumption
Smoking 1.008 0.000 0.990 0.000 1.024 0.000
Neighbourhood
Deprivation -0.021 0.277 —-0.040 0.001 —-0.040 0.000
Trust 1.415 0.098
Friendly place 6.660 0.105
Belong to 1.118 0.065
neighbourhd
Constant 53.807 0.000 54.066 0.000 55.840 0.000
J atiiics 1.002 0.317 0.001 0.979 0.573 0.449
F aiiaics 12.491 3.217 31.636
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for this deleterious effect. Living in a trusting neighbourhood (compared to living in
a less trusting neighbourhood) independent of whether the resident is trusting of
other people, increases the resident’s mental health by 1.4 points. To gain a sense of
magnitude, SF36 (the Short Form Heath Survey frequently used to assess medical
outcomes) is constructed to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of ten
(Bowling 2005: 65). The second largest benefit for mental health outcomes is related
to a sense of belonging where it improves mental health by 1.1 point. The generous
level of significance is perhaps excused by the overall significance of two forms of
social capital as well as the inefficiency of the estimator. Furthermore, given the
predominantly null findings in the literature (Duncan et al. 1993; Sloggett and Joshi
1998; Mohan et al. 2005; Propper et al. 2005; Stafford et al. 2008), the overall pat-
tern of significant effects of different forms of social capital is encouraging.

Tests of strength and relevance for the instruments ( F, Hansen J and its P
value) confirm the usefulness of the instruments in identifying the effects of social
capital. In this context, one should not read too much into the substance of the rela-
tionship between the instruments and social capital (as captured in the implicit “first
stage’ regression). There is nothing inevitable nor immutable about the relationship
between ethnic diversity and residence length on the one hand and social capital on
the other. For contrasting views about this, see Putnam (2007) and Letki (2008).

Individual Effects

The model in Table 8.2 also includes a range of control variables. The results show
that overall men are more likely to report that they are healthier in comparison with
women. As age increases people report that they are less healthy. The results show
clear health inequality between occupational classes. Manual workers (compared to
the intermediate and professional workers) tend to be less healthy. Another measure
of socioeconomic status, education, appears not to stratify mental health in the pop-
ulation. Homeowners and private renters report better mental health than those liv-
ing in social housing such that homeowners’ health is a full three points better that
that of social renters. Housing tenure is the second best predict or of mental health,
an unsurprising result. Wealth, represented through housing is well known to
improve health since it enables access to healthier foods and more active leisure
activities along with other advantages. However, reverse causality is also likely to
play a role as healthy people are more likely to be home owners.

Last years subjective health condition (i.e. the individual’s assessment of their
general health in the previous year) is the strongest predictor of mental health. If
mental health was poor, then the current state of health is also likely to be poor.
Respondents who smoke and drink alcohol report better mental health than non-
smokers and non-drinkers (Lasser et al. 2000; Hughes et al. 1986). There is a size-
able literature on these behaviours which discusses these behaviours as somehow
mentally ‘comforting’. For instance, Lasser et al. (2000) elaborates on the relation-
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ship between smoking and mental health. Notably, the sizes of the effects are
comparable to those of social capital. In other words, a similar improvement in
mental health can be gained by smoking/drinking (generally accepted as a health
risk) as is obtained by living in a trusting neighbourhood.

Discussion and Conclusion

This chapter contributes to the literature on neighbourhood social capital and
health by extending the Grossman health model by explicitly including interac-
tions between individuals within a neighbourhood context. The extended model
draws upon the Blume-Brock-Durlauf social interaction model and includes
social interactions and their effects on individual mental health. Compared to
recent studies on neighbourhood social capital and health in developed countries
such as Sweden, New Zealand and England (Blakely et al. 2006; Islam et al.
2006; Duncan et al. 1993; Sloggett and Joshi 1998; Mohan et al. 2005; Propper
et al. 2005; Stafford et al. 2008) the study reported in this chapter finds contra-
dicting evidence with neighbourhood social capital generally being beneficial to
individual mental health.

The evidence presented here is obtained using a combination of an extended
theoretical model and an instrumental variable (IV) method for causal estimation.
The extended theoretical model allows causal effects of neighbourhood social
capital on health to be estimated. It achieves this by motivating the strong instru-
ments of ethnic diversity and length of residence in the neighbourhood which help
to recover the effect of neighbourhood social capital on individual health related
quality of life. Various aspects of neighbourhood social capital, such as social
cohesion aspects (trust, a sense of belonging) are effective in improving individ-
ual health. Each of these aspects of social capital is shown to more than compen-
sate for the deleterious effect of overall neighbourhood deprivation. These causal
effects help to identify entry routes for public health interventions involving the
neighbourhood as well as the individual and could include, for instance, interven-
tions to make neighbourhood spaces friendlier for interaction.

Given that the effect of neighbourhood social capital on individual health
has so far proved elusive in other industrial countries, why is Wales different?
It might be tempting to explain this result in the commonly accepted argument
of egalitarian society (Islam et al. 2006). In highly unequal societies, neigh-
bourhood social capital tends to be effective to fill in the vacuum of needed
health services that are not provided by the state or other organisations. Yet
this is not the case with Wales since the UK National Health Service provides
such services.

The extended Grossman health production function combined with independent
neighbourhood social capital measures may have uncovered the elusive effect of
neighbourhood social capital. Previous studies have not benefited from recent
methodological development nor have the fortune of access to independent data
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(e.g. neighbourhood data are often derived from the same individual sample). Mohan
et al. (2005) for instance desired for the latter to address their null finding on the
effect of social capital.

This study indicates that the extended Grossman model is applicable in settings
other than health quality of life such as obesity (Tampubolon et al. 2009) and it
facilitates the tracing of the mechanisms by which neighbourhood effects improve
individual health. The last words should probably go to Geoffrey Rose, the emi-
nent public health educator. Despite the difficulties, anticipated by prominent
economists (Arrow 2000; Dasgupta 2000; Solow 2000), facing researchers setting
out to examine the effects of social interactions in the neighbourhood on individ-
ual health, one should not be disheartened. Ultimately, as Rose (1992: 161)
insisted, “The primary determinants of disease are mainly economic and social,
and therefore its remedies must also be economic and social. Medicine and poli-
tics cannot and should not be kept apart.”
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Chapter 9

The Notable and the Null: Using Mixed
Methods to Understand the Diverse Impacts
of Residential Mobility Programs*

Stefanie DeLLuca, Greg J. Duncan, Micere Keels, and Ruby Mendenhall

Introduction

The first study of the impacts of the Gautreaux residential mobility program was
conducted nearly two decades ago.! It documented dramatic improvements in the
lives of low-income African-American families placed by the program in Chicago’s
mostly white suburbs. Many interpreted these results as showing the power of
neighbourhood context and demonstrating that families growing up in ghetto
neighbourhoods can take advantage of the opportunities provided by residence in

* Authors are listed in alphabetical order. Parts of this chapter were presented at the 2009 meeting
of the American Sociological Association, San Francisco. We are grateful for comments from
David Harding and Larry Katz. The opinions expressed here are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the position of the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. This
manuscript was completed while the first author was a William T. Grant Foundation Scholar and
the fourth author was a Postdoctoral Fellow at the National Center for Institutional Diversity at the
University of Michigan.

'"For a comprehensive review of the history of the Gautreaux lawsuit, the implementation of the
program, and early research results, see Rubinowitz and Rosenbaum (2000).
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much better neighbourhoods. Gautreaux results also helped to inspire the Moving
to Opportunity (MTO) program, an ambitious residential mobility experiment
launched by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in
the mid-1990s.? Unfortunately, interim results from the MTO experiment, drawn
4-7 years after families entered the program, were not nearly as positive as the
early Gautreaux research would have led one to believe.?

More recent research tries to reconcile the mixed Gautreaux and MTO results,
noting important differences in the way the programs were implemented and the
historical context of the programs (e.g. DeLLuca and Rosenblatt 2010.; Rosenbaum
and Zuberi 2010). Extensive qualitative research conducted with both Gautreaux
and MTO families shows surprising agreement regarding the likely mechanisms
behind little-noticed program successes and the well-documented but heretofore
unexplained null findings. This chapter focuses on the contributions of MTO’s
mixed methods studies and on the highly productive synergies that have arisen
between MTO’s structured and rigorous quantitative research and a collection of
qualitative studies fielded shortly after and then several years after the program first
began (both the chapters by Galster 2011 and by Small and Feldman 2011 in this
volume call for such a mixed methods approach). Our chapter provides a unique
contribution to the literature on neighbourhood effects in several ways. First, we
explore the results from a large scale federal housing experiment designed to directly
test the effects of offering poor families a chance to move to better neighbourhoods.
Most studies of neighbourhood effects can only examine the outcomes of families
who live in different communities, but (owing to individual selection and structural
constraints) rarely move between them (DeLuca and Dayton 2009). Second, we
demonstrate that the data from in depth interviews reveals the mechanisms behind
the quantitative experimental estimates of how the housing intervention did and did
not lead to better social and economic outcomes for mothers and children. Last, we
highlight how the mixed methods approaches used to examine MTO outcomes

2Starting in the mid-1990s, HUD began a massive public housing revitalization effort known as the
HOPEVI program (see Popkin et al. 2004). Cities across the country have been using HOPEVI
funding to demolish substandard public housing projects and replace them with a mixed income
communities comprised of subsidized rental units and market rate home ownership units. In the
process of redeveloping these communities, many original public housing project residents had to
move from their apartments to other rental units in the private market using Section 8 vouchers. It
is important to note that the moves families made through the Gautreaux and MTO programs are
fundamentally different from the HOPEVI induced moves. First, Gautreaux and MTO were volun-
tary programs, while families in housing projects slated to be torn down were forced to relocate.
Second, Gautreaux families and MTO experimental group families were given housing counseling
and assistance to secure housing in higher opportunity neighborhoods, while HOPEVI residents
were only given the traditional Section 8 voucher and no additional relocation assistance. Therefore,
the results from the Gautreaux and MTO research cannot be generalized to the families who moved
involuntarily because their project was being redeveloped under HOPEVI.

30rr et al. (2003) is the official report. Other MTO papers using the interim data are listed on www.
nber.org/mtopublic. See also the July, 2008 issue of the American Journal of Sociology for an
exchange on the meaning of the interim MTO results.
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provide a window into the mechanisms through which neighbourhoods are theorized
to affect families.

There are few guidelines for combining evidence obtained from different research
methods into a comprehensive picture of why social programs succeed and fail
(Borkan 2004; Small 2011). In the case of interventions such as MTO, studies that
capitalize on different ‘design and analysis’ approaches can help to describe how
interventions interact with the individuals they are meant to help, further basic
research, inform the implementation of future interventions, and make the case for
or against future investments in particular policies (Borkan 2004).*

Our synthesis of the mixed methods work done with the MTO program begins
with a review of the experiment’s process model — its “theory of change” — outlining
the most important ways in which program impacts were expected to come about.
We then highlight several key unexpected findings and utilize the evidence from
mixed methods and qualitative studies to illuminate the processes that may account
for some of the program’s unexpected outcomes. Throughout our account, we
attempt to generalize MTO’s qualitative findings with those emerging from qualita-
tive studies of the two rounds of the Gautreaux residential mobility program.’

Taken together, our mixed-method evidence enables us to extend MTO’s original
logic model (and its assumption that neighbourhood improvement would be a suf-
ficient condition to enhance child and family outcomes) to a broader model of how
individual actions and larger social conditions reinforce or limit the power of neigh-
bourhood interventions to bring about change. An important strength of mixed
methods approaches to evaluating social interventions is their ability to show how
changing opportunities operate within the realities and constraints of people’s lives
as well as the dynamics of social structure.

Background

The Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing demonstration program was designed
to answer the question: What are the long-term effects of moving poor families out
of subsidized housing in high-poverty communities and into low-poverty neigh-
bourhoods in five cities: Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Low Angeles, and New York?
(Orr et al. 2003) Families were randomly assigned to three groups: experimental,
Section 8, and control. The experimental group received vouchers to relocate to
areas with less than 10% poverty, assistance in finding a unit, and housing counselling

*Gibson-Davis and Duncan (2005) make a similar argument for the value of mixed methods based
on the evaluation of the New Hope work support program.

5In addition to early qualitative work conducted by Rosenbaum and colleagues (Rosenbaum et al.
2005; Rosenbaum et al. 2002), Mendenhall and Keels conducted interviews with a stratified subset
in 2000-2001. A new round of Gautreaux moves began in 2001, with qualitative interviews
conducted by a team led by Kathryn Edin.
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to help them prepare for the move to the private rental market. Section 8, or the
Housing Choice Voucher Program, provides a subsidy so that very low income
families can choose and rent a unit in the private market.® The Section 8 group
received the conventional Section 8 counselling and assistance but could relocate to
any type of community. The control group received no vouchers, only the usual
project-based assistance. About 4,600 families were part of the MTO program
across all five cities, and over 1,700 were randomly assigned to the group offered
the low poverty vouchers. We concentrate on the contrasts between families in the
experimental and control groups.

MTO’s random-assignment design provides a strong basis for estimating the
causal consequences on families’ lives of being offered the chance to move to
“better” neighbourhoods. It avoids selection bias — perhaps the most significant
threat to the internal validity of neighbourhood effects research (Shadish et al.
2002; DeLuca and Dayton 2009). But experiments are not without problems
(Ludwig et al. 2008), one of which is the external validity — the generalizability of
results — when unique historical or policy events occur at the same time as the treat-
ment. We argue below that historical circumstances are vital for understanding
MTQO’s labour market effects.

Experiments provide limited information on the processes behind the experi-
mental impacts. In the case of MTO, HUD and its advisers developed a general
logic model of hypothesized pathways — at both the community and individual/
family level — through which the move to low-poverty neighborhoods should have
an effect on family outcomes (see Fig. 9.1, which is adapted from Orr et al. 2003).
Logic models represent the underlying assumptions about how policies affect out-
comes. In the case of MTO, a convincing demonstration of mediation requires
causal estimation of both the effect of the MTO program on the mediator and the
effect of the mediator on the family and individual outcomes. An experimental
design is ideally suited to produce the first, but not second, of these estimates.’

Underlying the MTO logic model is the assumption that program participants
make rational choices regarding voucher take-up and the selection of destination
neighbourhoods, based on a comparison of the payoffs of a given set of possible
moves against their monetary and psychic costs (Kennedy and Finkel 1994; Shroder
2002). As aresult, HUD’s MTO logic model envisions that families moving to low-
poverty neighbourhoods will encounter and engage with a range of community,
family, and individual factors that could affect — for good or ill — the six outcome
domains listed on the right side of the figure. We elaborate on MTO’s logic model

®The Housing Choice Voucher covers the difference between 30% of the household’s monthly
income and the locally determined payment standard for rent. (see: http://www.hud.gov/offices/
pih/programs/hcv/about/fact_sheet.cfm).

"It should be noted that non-experimental estimates of mediation typically fail to provide arguably
unbiased estimation of either of these two meditational components. And it is also the case that
experiments such as MTO can be used to estimate instrumental variables models of the effects of
mediators on outcomes (e.g., as in the Ludwig and Kling 2007 analysis of the effect of neighbour-
hood poverty on crime).
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17 MTO Intervention — Relocation to Low - Poverty Neighbourhoods

Community - Level — > Person - and Family - Level — > Outcomes

Mediators Mediators l
® Housing market ® Adult social networks ® Housing mobility and
conditions assistance
® Child/youth peer
® Economic opportunities networks, peer behaviour ® Adult education,
employment and earnings
® Social and physical ® Home environment
environment (including parenting behaviour) ® Household income and
public assistance
® Social norms and values ® Parent attitudes towards
own and children’s ® Adult/youth/child mental
® Schools education, achievement and physical health
(after Orr et al., 2003) ® Child/youth attitudes ® Youth/child social
towards own education, well-being
achievement (including delinquency and
risky behaviour)
Exhibit 1.1 ® Child/youth educational
performance

Hypothesized Pathways of MTO Impacts

Fig. 9.1 Process model of the moving to opportunity experiment

for multiple outcomes — adult mental health, employment, youth delinquency, and
children’s educational performance — which provides the basis for understanding
some of the contributions of MTO’s mixed-method research we describe below.

Mental Health

MTO’s logic model for health outcomes (Orr et al. 2003: 70, Exhibit 4.1) posits that
moving to a safer community with less crime and violence should have direct, posi-
tive impacts on psychological distress, depression, and anxiety. In addition, more
affluent communities may provide access to more and better quality jobs, which
could also improve movers’ mental health. On the other hand, the mental health of
MTO movers may decline as they leave their old communities, social networks, and
organizations and experience cultural and social isolation.

Employment

Orr et al. (2003, p.124) suggest pathways through which relocation to wealthier
communities should improve employment prospects for parents. First, more afflu-
ent neighbourhoods, compared to poorer areas, will likely have less unemployment
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and faster job growth. These conditions may lead to steadier employment, higher
earnings and better fringe benefits for MTO families. Second, residential proximity
to jobs may reduce costs associated with looking for work and daily commuting to
and from work. Third, leaving violent communities may decrease participants’
stress and anxiety and thus improve their mental health and sense of self-efficacy.
These improvements in personal well-being may increase efforts to find work thus
leading to higher employment and earnings. Fourth, living in more affluent areas
may also positively affect physical health because of lower risk of exposure to envi-
ronmental hazards or receipt of better health care. Fifth, the lower transportation
costs and time saving benefits of residential proximity may induce some otherwise
nonemployed MTO participants to accept low-pay jobs (i.e., reduce their reserva-
tion wages) because they have fewer work related expenses. On the other hand,
community norms that emphasize the importance of employment at any cost may
decrease MTO families’ reservation wages, leading to lower wages and fringe ben-
efits. Moves may also rupture long-standing pre-existing informal childcare, job
network, and employment relationships.

Education

MTO’s logic model for children’s educational pathways (see Exhibit 6.1, Orr et al.
2003, p. 102) envisions that moves to better neighbourhoods will increase children’s
academic achievement owing to more time spent with peers who value educational
success, and increased safety and access to community institutional resources such
as after-school and park district programs. Moves to more affluent neighbourhoods
are expected to provide students with access to zone schools that have higher quality
teachers, more rigorous courses, smaller class sizes, and higher expectations for
learning and achievement. On the other hand, while an increase in school quality
may foster students’ commitment to education, it might also elevate grading stan-
dards which in turn might lead MTO children to become discouraged and lose
self-confidence if these standards differ appreciably from their old schools.

Community-level mediators such as increased safety could also affect educa-
tional outcomes by decreasing counterproductive authoritarian parenting, as parents
experience lower levels of stress and anxiety and higher levels of personal control.
It was also expected that if children feel safer in these communities, the benefits will
carry over into their academic and personal lives as they feel comfortable walking
to school and less worried about being victimized in school. A final community
hypothesis is that families will have access to greater economic resources (like bet-
ter paying jobs) and this may allow the family to invest more in educational items
like books, computers, etc.

On the individual and family level, the educational logic model predicts that
changes in attitudes and behaviours of both students and parents serve as key media-
tors in improved educational outcomes. The model hypothesizes that academic
achievement will be influenced by students’ beliefs and attitudes (e.g., ideas about
themselves as successful students, whether teachers care about them, and their
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peers’ and parents’ school beliefs). Also important are students’ behaviours like
taking challenging courses, committing to studying, and participating in school
activities. The hypothesized parental mediators (attitudes and behaviours) include
expectations about school success, the level of support for and active involvement
in the school, involvement in homework completion, and parenting practices around
students’ actions and consequences.

Youth Delinquency and Risky Behaviour

The logic model proposes three community level mediators likely to promote
changes in problem behaviours and substance abuse among the youth who moved
to more affluent neighbourhoods with the MTO program: community norms and
values; social and physical environment; and economic opportunities (Orr et al.
2003; Exhibit 5.1). For example, exposure to more peers and local adults in the new
neighbourhood who value and encourage education and employment might decrease
involvement in drugs and criminal activity. Higher quality schools with more after-
school programs and a wider array of neighbourhood recreation centres could also
provide an alternative to delinquent behaviour. If the local job opportunities are
plentiful and appealing, youth might perceive payoffs to their school efforts and
stay more engaged in school and less likely to engage in risky behaviours that could
get them into trouble. Safer neighbourhoods with less drug trafficking reduces both
the anxiety from exposure to violence and the pressure to get involved in the drug
trade. All of these neighbourhood level benefits can directly reduce substance use
and risk behaviour through socialization and the provision of local opportunities,
but also indirectly through improving the mental health of the young men and
women who relocated with the MTO vouchers.

On the other hand, these neighbourhood level processes might work in the oppo-
site direction. For example, Orr et al. (2003) suggest that competition with higher
performing peers in more challenging schools can provoke a sense of inadequacy
and anxiety, which can lead to behaviour problems or substance use. In addition,
relocation to an unfamiliar neighbourhood could lead to social isolation, or an
attempt to fit into the wrong crowd — both leading to an increase in depression,
anxiety, substance use or problem behaviours.

When MTO researchers tested these and other hypotheses for the Interim Impacts
Evaluation, they encountered a mixed bag of program effects, including: unexpected
findings (mental health benefits); a weak ‘treatment’ for many families (initial and
subsequent moves to segregated, economically declining areas); “null” findings
where large changes in family and child well-being were expected instead (no
effects on employment and education); and a set of conflicting findings (low poverty
moves were beneficial for girls, but harmful for boys). Using the mixed methods
and qualitative studies conducted on the heels of the interim experimental impacts
evaluation, we describe what was learned about the MTO program, the potential
for neighbourhood interventions and the challenges of social programs meant to
improve the lives of very disadvantaged families.
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The “Unexpected” Finding: Mental Health Improvements

Although blindingly obvious in retrospect, MTO’s potential for improving the
mental health of families who move from violent, socially disorganized neighbour-
hoods into much safer ones would not have been investigated carefully had it not
been for mixed methods research conducted by economists willing to cross disci-
plinary boundaries. As defined by its authorizing legislation, MTO’s purpose was to
reduce neighbourhood poverty, enhance the employment prospects of parents and
improve the educational outcomes of children.® There was no mention of improving
mental health, although it may have been considered as a way in which hoped-for
improvements in work and schooling may have come about.

Shortly after MTO was launched, but before it conducted the 5 year interim study
mandated by MTO authorizing legislation, HUD funded pilot studies in all five
of the MTO sites. A mixed methods approach was taken by Larry Katz, Jeffrey
R. Kling and Jeffrey B. Liebman in the Boston site, which consisted of observing
orientation sessions for participants, conducting open-ended interviews with coun-
sellors and 12 participants chosen at random from the experimental and Section 8
groups and conducting a full-scale conventional survey of all families in the Boston
site.” The striking responses from the early qualitative interviews in Boston of the
experimental respondents indicating they had moved to “tranquillity” (rather than to
“opportunity”’) motivated the team to add some mental health questions to the short-
run impacts Boston survey done in 1997-1998. Survey-based results in Boston
(Katz et al. 2001) found strong improvements in indicators for mental health, which
motivated an expanded mental health module implemented across all five sites in
the Interim Evaluation survey (analyzed in Orr et al. 2003; Kling et al. 2007).

Abundantly clear across these various sources was the importance to participat-
ing families of getting away from neighbourhood violence and the potential for
moves to improve mental health. The burden of neighbourhood violence was soon
confirmed when MTO’s baseline surveys were tabulated. Some 82% of MTO
families across all five cities reported that “getting away from drugs and gangs” was
either their first or second most important motivation for signing up for the chance
of getting a program voucher (Orr et al. 2003). In distant second and third places
were getting a better apartment or better schools, both of which were a first or
second mention of 49% of respondents.

Victimization rates in origin neighbourhoods were high. Based on the general
survey of Boston MTO families, Kling et al. (2005) report that one fourth of their
respondents said that someone who lived with them had been assaulted, beaten,

8For example, as it geared up to launch the MTO demonstration, HUD characterized MTO’s long
term assessment goals as consisting of the “housing, educational, and employment outcomes of
families assisted through the program.”

°The survey results are reported in Katz et al. (2001), while the mixed-methods are described in
Kling et al. (2007). HUD also funded a larger qualitative study conducted by the Urban Institute,
which is reported in Popkin et al. (2001) and contributed to the design of the interim survey.
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Table 9.1 MTO impacts on neighbourhood conditions and mental health

Control group  Impacts for

mean (%) movers (%)
Census neighbourhood poverty rate in 2000 37 -18%
Adult report:
Feels safe at night 55 +30
Likely neighbours would do something if children misbehaving 54 +24
Depressed in last year 22 -8

“Control group mean” entries are mean values for control group members at the point of the
interim survey. “Impacts for movers” are “treatment on the treated” estimates of differences
between those who moved in conjunction with the program and the subset of control-group members
who would have moved had they been offered the chance

Source: Orr et al. (2003)

stabbed, or shot within the past 6 months and an added quarter reported that
someone had tried to break into their home, or that someone who lives with them
had been threatened with a knife or a gun or had their purse or jewellery snatched in
the past 6 months. Comparisons with data from a national survey showed that these
victimization rates for MTO families were four times higher than among a national
sample of public housing residents.

Kling and colleagues’ (2005) qualitative interviews with a randomly chosen
subset of MTO families were filled with chilling descriptions of parents’ fear that
their children would become the victims of violence if they remained in the high-
poverty housing projects. In one case a mother reported on how the neighbourhood
crime affected her family:

(O)ne night they had a drive by shooting. The kids had to jump on the floor. Even the baby,
she was under two year old. And then my son was coming home from school the next day
— and because they didn’t hit their target, they wanted to come back. I hear pow-pow-pow.
My baby was laying on the bed sleepin’. It was like a quarter to two. And I knew my son
was comin’ round the corner. And I went outside and I didn’t see him...(T)hen my son,
instead of him comin’ down the street his usual way, he came down the street where the
person who was shootin’ went up the street. And he like clashes between ‘em. And I said,
“Oh my god, I got to move out of here.” (p. 252)

MTO successes in improving neighbourhood quality were striking (Table 9.1,
taken from Orr et al. 2003). Four to seven years after baseline, program movers
enjoyed neighbourhood poverty rates that were half those of control-group families
—19% vs. 37%. The lower poverty rates translated into many more (85% vs. 55%)
of program movers who reported feeling safe at night as compared with controls. A
question about collective efficacy (whether it was likely that neighbours would do
something if children were “doing graffiti on local buildings”) produced a 24-point
differential favouring the experimental movers.

What about mental health impacts? Qualitative accounts provided by experimen-
tal families suggested transformative changes. Kling et al. (2007) quote one of their
qualitative respondents as saying that, after enrolling in MTO, “the doors opened on
my behalf.” She went on to describe her new neighbourhood as follows: “It’s so
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beautiful. So nice. The neighbours are very friendly.... I like the peace and quiet ...
I have peace of mind. I'm closer to the stores, and the transportation, too.”

A mother in the Popkin et al. (2001) qualitative study'® provided a similar account
of her new neighbourhood: “[It’s] totally different. It’s a totally different neighbour-
hood because there is no drug activity, no kids hanging on the corner, not kids fight-
ing each other. It’s totally different from the city. It’s somewhere you can call home.
You can just sit down and be comfortable and have no worries at all” (Popkin et al.
2001, p. 42).

Largely in response to the Boston work, considerable interviewing time was
devoted to a comprehensive depression measure (the CIDI-SF Major Depressive
Episode scale) in the Interim Impacts Evaluation. At the time of the follow-up inter-
view, 22% of control-group adults reported experiencing at least one depressive
episode in the 12 months prior to the interview. MTO moves lowered this to 14% —a
difference that compares favourably with medical trials of best practice depression
care (Orr et al. 2003). Favourable impacts were found for most other components of
mental health included in the follow-up survey.

All in all, mental health improvements emerged as one of the most important
personal changes wrought by MTO moves. Had it not been for the mixed method
work in the Boston site, far less effort would have been devoted to assessing mental
health in MTO, and this key result might have been missed altogether.

“Weak Treatment’: Why Weren’t MTO Families
in Higher Opportunity Neighbourhoods?

Relocation to more affluent neighbourhoods was the primary lever behind why
MTO was expected to improve the life chances of adults and children, and experi-
mental movers experienced dramatic decreases in neighbourhood poverty. However,
across all five cities, more than 40% of the experimental movers had used their
vouchers to move to neighbourhoods where the poverty level was already increasing
during the 1990s. Four to seven years after beginning the program, while experi-
mental movers were living in neighbourhoods that were significantly better than
those of controls on a number of measures (Orr et al. 2003), their neighbourhoods
were above the 10% low-poverty threshold and racially segregated. Why weren’t
the MTO families living in higher opportunity neighbourhoods?

To answer this question, Rosenblatt and DeLuca (2010) conducted a mixed
methods study in Baltimore to examine how the MTO families considered neigh-
bourhood choices and the different barriers they encountered in the search for

1"Popkin et al. (2001) interviewed 58 adults and 39 children, sampled across all five cities within
the following strata: MTO Experimental Movers to Higher Poverty Areas, MTO Movers to Lower
Poverty Areas, Section 8 Movers, and In Place Controls (families still located in their original
public housing project).
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housing with their experimental vouchers. Combining the Census, GIS, and interim
MTO address data, Rosenblatt and DeLuca first conducted a ‘choice set analysis’
to examine where families could have used their voucher in the central Maryland
area. In 1990, there were 419 tracts that were low-poverty (less than 10% poor) in
central Maryland; the 146 experimental mover families leased up in only 55 of
these 419 available tracts (an additional seven families leased up in tracts that were
more than 10% poor according to the 1990 census). This represents only 13% of
the available tracts they could have moved to. However, interviews revealed the
majority of families who moved with MTO did not have a car. This meant that they
had to rely on public transportation for everything from shopping to getting to
work to visiting friends. As Cookie explains, she ultimately decided not to use her
MTO voucher because:

The buses only run a certain time and then they cuts off. So I don’t believe nobody
dictating to me that I gotta move here, and no transportation even though I have driver
license but I don’t have a car. If my child gets sick you can call an ambulance, but if I
need to get to the store I gotta walk down the road...Like right now my job hours are 1-9
so if I’'m out way in the county, and the bus stop running at 5 o’clock that’s not good to
me right now.

When Rosenblatt and DeLuca (2010) excluded census tracts that are not serviced
by bus lines, the number of low-poverty tracts in central Maryland drops by 100, to
318. Fifty-four of the 55 experimental families who moved to low-poverty tracts
moved to ones that were serviced by bus. When Rosenblatt and DeLuca further
considered tracts with a rental vacancy rate above 6% (a common measure of tight-
ness), there is even less available housing to choose from, leaving only 111 (out of
419) low-poverty, bus line accessible tracts for families to lease-up in. By the time
of the interim survey, experimental movers only lived in 16 of the 111 low-poverty,
public transportation accessible, slack rental market tracts, down from 26 of these
tracts at first move. In other words, structural constraints like access to public trans-
portation or rental availability explain some of the reasons families ended up where
they did. Yet subsequent moves still brought families to neighbourhoods that were
not as opportunity rich as those in which they could have potentially used their
vouchers, even among places with bus lines and available housing. The in-depth
interviews help to further explain why MTO families were not living in less poor,
higher quality neighbourhoods.

Landlords

Across the interviews, families talked of frequent mobility and the desperate search
for their next home when they had to move. Landlords emerged as a primary cause
for some of this instability. In addition to encountering many landlords not wanting
to rent to voucher holders, common complaints involved landlord neglect that
resulted in structural damage, plumbing malfunctions, or rodent infestations.
Other families had the houses they were living in sold out from underneath them.
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In the face of landlord neglect, some families saw no other choice but to leave,
while others were forced to leave after the house failed to comply with Section 8
inspection standards. Candy, who had lived almost all of her life in a high rise
housing project, described this house below to which she and her four children
moved with her MTO voucher as her “dream house.”

The landlord didn’t have, you know, when things needed to be fixed, he didn’t couldn’t
come and fix what needed to be fixed and then the garage would flood from the rain so it
caused rats to come inside the basement through the window. So the Section 8 inspector
came out here and inspected the whole house. I cried because I really didn’t want to leave
the house because I was so excited to have that house, you know, so after he came to inspect
the house and told me: ‘Ms. Jackson, I'm sorry to disappoint you but you have to find
another house.

Affordability and Space Trump Neighbourhood Quality

In addition to the instability of landlords, families had to weigh a number of
concerns when thinking about where to move. Over half of the sample mentioned
a need for space (such as additional bedrooms or storage) as something that
attracted them to a particular unit, kept them in their current unit, or as a reason to
think about moving out. This is not unlike what most families look for in a place to
live. However, an interesting finding across the interviews was that families often
conflated their housing units with their neighbourhoods. These poor families were
not selecting neighbourhoods, they were selecting apartments and townhomes
based on amenities and space, with little attention to the quality of the neighbour-
hood (which is very different from middle class housing search considerations).
Unfortunately, the need for space was often balanced against what was affordable,
leading to serious tradeoffs in neighbourhood quality. Jane, a mother of four boys
who has worked numerous part time jobs to support her family, explains how she
renewed her lease in public housing because it meant more space for less money
than she would pay elsewhere:

I thought about renting at first but I knew for a fact, anywhere I would have inquired big
enough to hold me and my family would have run me at least 700 dollars a month or
more. And it was like, oh no, I found a place big enough to hold everybody comfortably
even if they get bigger, still enough space regardless. This was perfect for my income
and for you know enough room for my kids. And then I’m like well I’m getting central
air, I'm getting 2 bathrooms. If I go anywhere else trying to get all this I'm really going
to pay for it.

It may be surprising to think of affordability as a problem for families when that
was what the voucher was designed to ameliorate. However, some experimental
movers eventually forfeited their voucher during later moves when they couldn’t
find a place to rent within the window of Section 8 search eligibility, and were sub-
ject to regular market rents which were often far too high in low poverty neighbour-
hoods. For others, private market rent also meant having to pay utility bills, which
were not an issue in public housing.
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“We Don’t Live Outside, We Live in Here”

Mothers’ considerations of neighbourhood quality were also often filtered through
prior experiences living in unsafe neighbourhoods. After years of living in high
crime public housing developments, many MTO families had developed strategies
for negotiating neighbourhoods that were unsafe. A number of women felt that
knowing neighbours and having neighbours know them made spaces safer and oth-
ers avoided certain blocks or made sure to be inside after a certain time of night.
Mothers kept closer reins on kids by implementing curfews, keeping in regular cell
phone contact, or designating areas where kids could and could not play. As one
parent explained:

Yeah, and they fight up in the next block, I mean big, huge fights where the police come and
mace people...you probably would hear the ambulance or the police around here, you
might hear it every night or whatever. But this is about the quietest the block is, this block
right here is nice, don’t get me wrong. I wouldn’t change the block I live on for the world,
this is a nice block. But these surrounding blocks is a mess. And my kids never wanna stay
on this street, they always somewhere else...And I keeps them in the house and they be so
mad. I find everything to keep them in the house.

These strategies were employed in their original public housing projects, but also
in neighbourhoods to which MTO families moved. More than 40% of the MTO
experimental movers broke down their neighbourhood by blocks when talking about
safety. Like the focus on the housing units, this restricted focus on the block face
was common; both practices meant that families were less likely to consider the
larger neighbourhood to which they were moving and whether it provided the kinds
of resources that could improve their employment and their children’s education.
“Minding one’s own business”, or physically avoiding unsafe areas meant that
families rated neighbourhoods that might appear dangerous to outsiders as safe or
manageable. Jane, who grew up in public housing, explains how her ability to nego-
tiate space gave her confidence that she could “live anywhere”:

It’s pretty much the same because it’s still living in the city...If push come to shove, yeah I
could live there, I could pretty much live anywhere. And I tell people all the time, as bad as
people make it seem, this is not that bad living in the projects. It’s really not.

Another neighbourhood outlook that emerged from the interviews was the belief
that violence could be encountered in any neighbourhood. As Sharon put it, “it’s
trouble everywhere, it’s not where you live, it’s how you live. You mind your busi-
ness, you don’t have to worry about nothing”.

Rosenblatt and DeLuca’s (2010) mixed methods analysis makes it clear that
MTO families made a set of constrained choices when they moved and looked for
housing and that the ‘treatment’ of a low poverty neighbourhood rested on assump-
tions about how families find and select housing. A family’s search for neighbour-
hoods or apartments takes place within a context shaped by landlords and Section
8 regulations, as well as the availability of transportation and affordable units
with enough space for the family. MTO families didn’t just move back to poorer
areas to be with family or because they preferred to live there; there were serious
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structural constraints that shaped where they could live. The MTO families were
also making trade-offs between affordability, unit space and neighbourhood quality,
with the latter usually at the bottom of the list of priorities. However, the interviews
also revealed that many families ended up in poorer areas because of coping mech-
anisms developed in response to years of living in violent neighbourhoods. By
focusing on the quality of the housing unit or the condition of the block face, fami-
lies were less likely to consider the larger neighbourhood context. By believing
they could ‘live anywhere’ and that most neighbourhoods were unsafe, they settled
for higher poverty and higher crime neighbourhoods that often lacked important
institutional resources.

“Nuance-Ing the Null”’, Part 1: Why
Didn’t MTO Boost Employment?

Boosting employment has always been seen as a key potential benefit of offering
families living in public housing the chance to move to better neighbourhoods. The
earliest research on the Gautreaux housing mobility program found that partici-
pants living in the suburbs worked 25% more than those living in the city (Popkin
et al. 1993). However, more recent research using administrative data from a much
larger subset of Gautreaux families found no significant differences in either earn-
ings or welfare receipt between families placed in the city or suburbs (Mendenhall
et al. 2006)."

Consistent with the more pessimistic evidence on employment gains in Gautreaux,
the MTO interim evaluation showed that experimental and control families differed
little across a range of employment and earnings measures, some of which are listed
in Table 9.2. Qualitative evidence, as well as a consideration of the policy context in
which MTO was implemented, helps to illuminate mechanisms hidden from the
MTO logic model.

Historical Policy Context and Employment Qutcomes

For Elder (1998:3), the “life course of individuals are embedded in and shaped by
the historical times and places they experience over the lifetime.” In the case of
MTO, four events and conditions unfolding during the early years of the experiment

"'While the city/suburban difference was not important, neighborhood quality still appeared to
matter somewhat: participants placed in Black segregated areas with the lowest level of commu-
nity resources (safety, jobs, family income, and education) spent significantly less time (6-9%)
employed and had lower earnings ($2,400 and $2,900 per year) when compared to participants
placed in more integrated (11-60% Black) or predominantly White (0-10% Black) areas with
higher levels of resources in both city and suburban neighborhoods.
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Table 9.2 MTO impacts on employment

Control group mean Impacts for movers
Currently employed 52% ns
Currently employed full time 39% ns
Annual earnings $8,899 ns

% employed % employed in

in control group experimental group
At the point of random assignment 31 31
4-7 years after random assignment 49 48

“Control group mean” entries are mean values for control group members at the point of the
interim survey. “Impacts for movers” are “treatment on the treated” estimates of differences
between those who moved in conjunction with the program and the subset of control-group mem-
bers who would have moved had they been offered the chance. “ns” means that the estimated
impact was not statistically significant at p <.05

Source: Orr et al. (2003)

pose a major threat to the generalizability of its findings. The HOPE VI program
tore down public housing in control neighbourhoods (1993 Pub.L. 102-389), while
the 1996 welfare reforms, a major expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit and
an extremely tight labour market were pushing or enticing low-income single
women — both experimental and controls in the case of MTO mothers — into paid
employment.

The HOPE VI program ushered in dramatic changes in the urban landscape of
many of the neighbourhoods where MTO families lived, especially with its demoli-
tion of severely distressed public housing. The MTO program targeted families in
public housing who lived in extremely poor (40% or more) neighbourhoods. Nearly
one-fourth (22%) of MTO families lived in some of the first public housing develop-
ments scheduled for demolition under HOPE VI. This likely affected the relocation
behaviours of the control group. At the time of interim evaluation, 70% of the con-
trol group moved from their original location. On the face of it, the disruptions for
control families caused by the demolitions might be expected to increase the
employment advantages for experimental movers.

The passage of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act produced “the single greatest break from past [welfare] policy”
(Grogger 2003, p. 394). Welfare agencies began transitioning poor single-parent
families — the kind enrolling in MTO — from welfare to work. Between 1994 and
2000, welfare caseloads plunged by 59% (Grogger 2003). At the same time, labour
markets tightened up and a major expansion of the EITC provided as much as
$4,400 in refundable tax credits to this same group of workers.

What was the net result of these shifting structural forces? For control-group
women whatever disruptions that might have been caused by HOPE VI appeared to
have been overwhelmed by the make-work-pay conditions of the late 1990s —
employment rates of women in the control group jumped from roughly 30% to 50%
(Table 9.2, bottom two rows; Orr et al. 2003, p. 131). The employment rates of
women in the experimental group also increased dramatically and identically — from
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about 30% to 50%. MTO’s experimental impact on employment, based as it is on
the difference between experimental and control mothers, was essentially zero.

Undoubtedly, contextual changes contributed to the big employment gains
enjoyed by both experimental and control families. How employment would have
changed differentially for the two groups of women in a more “normal” policy
and economic environment is impossible to say, hindering attempts to generalize
MTO policy results. Results from MTO’s qualitative studies suggest at best a
modest impact.

Human Capital Barriers

Turney et al. (2006) examine employment patterns from the MTO Baltimore site
using data from both the interim impacts survey and the 2003-2004 embedded
qualitative study of families in Baltimore.!? They discover several reasons why the
experimental movers might not have benefited from their new communities, relative
to the controls, and why controls might have experienced some advantages from
remaining in the city.

First, they found that experimental-group women who moved in conjunction
with the program often perceived their neighbours as working in jobs (office work-
ers, police officers, lawyers, etc.) that required more education than they currently
possessed. While nearly 40% had either 2- or 4-year college degrees or training
certificates (e.g., as home health aides, pharmacy technicians, etc.), these percep-
tions about their neighbours’ employment often made the experimentals reluctant to
ask them about job information. This hesitation may have led these movers to miss
beneficial opportunities in their new communities.

Second, for some movers, ill health interfered with their ability to obtain and/or
maintain employment. All of the long-term unemployed experimentals cited debili-
tating health issues, often several at the same time, as the causes of their lack of
labour market participation. One woman in the experimental group reported suffer-
ing from panic attacks in addition to having HIV, diabetes and depression. Another
woman reported having a nervous breakdown and suffering from depression, and
others complained of severe arthritis. Although MTQO’s positive impacts on mental
health may have enabled some experimental to take jobs, the striking set of health
problems undoubtedly limited the scope of MTO’s potential employment impacts.

2The Baltimore based qualitative studies described in this chapter are all derived from the same
fieldwork period and sample. Interviews were conducted in 2003 and 2004, following the interim
survey which was done in 2002. A stratified random subsample of 124 heads of household from all
three treatment groups (experimental, Section 8 and control) were interviewed for the Baltimore
study. The heads of household are all female and African-American, and many had low incomes at
the time of the interim survey. Interviews lasted between 3 and 5 h, and covered a range of topics
from family history and neighborhood issues to employment, welfare use and children’s schools.
Refer to each individual paper for specific details on the analyses conducted.
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Limited Access to Job Networks

Both control and experimental families (79% and 60%, respectively) in the
qualitative study reported hearing about or getting their jobs through ties to people
with similar educational levels and jobs as MTO participants (Turney et al. 2006).
Although women in the control group had lower numbers of employed social ties in
their communities, they were more likely to run into these individuals as they went
about their daily routines (work, commuting to work or school, shopping, etc.) than
experimental movers. '

While experimental movers were surrounded by employed families, they were
less likely to encounter neighbours with similar training and employment that might
help refer them to an available job. Gautreaux qualitative interviews showed similar
results, especially in terms of how respondents reported getting job information
from people they already knew, such as co-workers or teachers (Mendenhall 2004).
One difference was that more affluent suburban neighbours did provide some infor-
mation about jobs to Gautreaux mothers. However, the information was mostly
about entry-level jobs and helped participants with the least education more than
those with certificates (Mendenhall 2004).'*

Reverse Spatial Mismatch and Inadequate
Public Transportation

Experimental families’ new neighbourhoods were also further away from the jobs
they would typically apply for based on their education and skill levels. This seems
to contradict the employment logic model (and spatial mismatch hypothesis) that
experimental movers may be closer to jobs." In addition to living further away from
jobs, some experimental movers reported a lack of adequate public transportation as
an employment barrier. When interviewed for this study, MTO experimental families
lived, on average, 5.8 miles from their original public housing units and a similar
distance from many of the local city jobs their social ties knew about. Getting to
these jobs often required families to juggle several bus schedules and routes. In
addition, the distance from their original neighbourhoods put families farther away
from their social support networks, which were important for providing some of
their transportation and child care in the past.

3For additional qualitative research on the specific nature of MTO families” social networks, as
well as a consideration of the costs and benefits to these social ties, see Kissane and Clampet-
Lundquist 2010.

"“Prior Gautreaux qualitative research found that, while mothers did not mention getting direct job
assistance from suburban neighbors, these acquaintances supported their efforts to find work by
sharing cars, helping with child care and encouraging mothers’ efforts to go back to school
(Rosenbaum et al. 2005).

'3See Turney et al. 2006 for a detailed discussion of job mapping in Baltimore County.
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“Nuance-Ing the Null”’, Part 2: How Housing Choice
Relates to Schooling Opportunity

The first results from MTO‘s Baltimore site suggested that moves to better
neighbourhoods led to improvements in children’s test scores and school behaviours
(Ludwig, et al. 2001). But the interim data, collected 4—7 years later, and providing
a direct measure of test scores, showed that there were no educational benefits for
youth in the experimental group and surprisingly small improvements in school
quality (Table 9.3; Orr et al. 2003; Sanbonmatsu et al. 2006).

Solving the mystery of the missing educational effects was an important priority
for the Baltimore qualitative team when it entered the field in 2003. Fieldwork
involved talking to the teachers of the experimental mover and control children,
observing classrooms, and asking parents about homework and school quality.
However, when researchers began to analyse these interviews, the question the
qualitative data seemed more suited to answer was not so much “why test scores
didn’t improve?”, but rather, “why didn’t school quality improve?” In a mixed
methods study, DeLuca and Rosenblatt (2010) combined surveys, GIS and in-depth
interviews to examine one of the main assumptions of the MTO program and
the primary mechanism through which educational effects was theorized to occur:
that better housing opportunities would lead to access and attendance at better
schools.

While a handful of the Baltimore MTO children attended high performing,
affluent schools in surrounding suburban counties, the vast majority either remained
in their original city schools or relocated to other low performing schools (a result
more or less replicated in all five MTO cities). While there was a significant differ-
ence in the poverty rates of experimental movers’ schools relative to controls (54%
vs. 70% poor), school reading test score rankings were abysmal for both groups
(Table 9.3; the 26th percentile for experimental movers and the 15th percentile for
controls). Why didn’t school quality improve more for experimental children after
their moves?

Residential Change Does Not Mean School Change

Analyses of the Baltimore site of MTO show that not only were some children
attending their original city schools or low performing suburban schools at the
interim evaluation, but that this was the case for many of the children in the period
directly following their families’ moves. In other words, some parents kept their
children in their original city schools, even if they moved elsewhere in the city or to
another county. Additionally, other moves to low poverty neighbourhoods did not
yield attendance in high quality schools. Keels (2009) found a similar pattern among
parents who moved with the second round of the Gautreaux program. These results
are surprising, given that the violence and poor academic records of the original
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Table 9.3 MTO impacts on neighborhood conditions, school quality and achievement

Control group mean Impacts for movers

Census neighbourhood poverty rate in 2000 46% -25%

Whether state rank of neighbourhood poverty 12% +45%

rate is >20th percentile

State percentile rank of school attended 15th percentile +9 percentiles
Woodcock-Johnson test scores (mean 0, sd =1) 0 ns

Age 6-10 ns

Age 11-14 ns

Age 15-19 ns

“Control group mean” entries are mean values for control group members at the point of the
interim survey. “Impacts for movers” are “treatment on the treated” estimates of differences
between those who moved in conjunction with the program and the subset of control-group mem-
bers who would have moved had they been offered the chance. “ns” means that the estimated
impact was not statistically significant at p<.05

Source: Sanbonmatsu et al. (2006)

schools could be expected to push most mothers to transfer children out of those
districts and into the higher performing county schools outside of Baltimore. Why
didn’t this happen?

First, DeLuca and Rosenblatt (2010) discovered that about a third of the parents
were resistant to transferring their children because they thought it would be too
disruptive for them and that it would be hard for them to be away from familiar
faces. One MTO mother said, “I can’t keep pulling them from school to school...
moving them from house to house because I don’t like this house or I don’t like that
house,...What am I going to do keep dragging them out of school letting them catch
the bus? I'm not going to do it to my child.”

Second, despite the fact that some families did relocate and send their children to
schools in suburban counties with very low poverty rates and much higher test
scores, most residential moves didn’t place families in the suburban communities
with the highest quality schools (following the discussion above on neighbourhood
change). For example, DeLuca and Rosenblatt show that even though there were
over 400 census tracts with fewer than 10% poor residents in the central Maryland
and Baltimore metropolitan region, MTO families only moved to only 46.' Half of
the 46 were experiencing increases in poverty between 1990 and 2000, and most
were majority black. This meant that even though the average reading exam scores
across the central Maryland counties (outside of Baltimore city) were close to the
60th state-wide percentile, the zone schools in the census tracts to which MTO
families moved were at the 33rd percentile.

1°This number is slightly smaller than the number of tracts cited in the Rosenblatt and DeLuca
(2010) study described above. The difference is due to the fact that the DeLuca and Rosenblatt
(2010) paper analyzed only those families who had school aged children (6 years or older) at the
time of random assignment.
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At the same time, the average African American concentration in the zone
schools across the other counties ranged from 2 to 26%, but the zone schools in
the areas where MTO families moved averaged about 70% African American stu-
dents. While the Baltimore MTO families moved to more affluent communities
(11% poor on average), the zone schools in these communities averaged about
45% free or reduced lunch students. Possibly the most important reason why the
MTO housing opportunity did not translate into large increases in school quality
is that families did not relocate to the communities with the highest performing
schools. In other words, their residential choice in large part determined their
school choice.

School Choice Does Not Equal School Quality

Despite structural impediments, MTO mothers could have translated their residen-
tial moves into higher increases in the quality of their children’s school. DeLuca
and Rosenblatt’s in-depth interviews suggested that poor information, low expecta-
tions and parenting practices explained the paradox. Parents lacked critical infor-
mation, such as understanding their options when a school is put on probation or
how to transfer a child to a new school.'” Many had low expectations about what
schools in general were able to accomplish, or were discouraged by obdurate
school bureaucracies and persistent problems and less likely to push for a higher
quality school setting. Still others left the decision about where to attend school up
to their children.

Most striking of all, DeLuca and Rosenblatt found that, despite the poor condi-
tions in their children’s neighbourhood schools, two-thirds of the parents in the
qualitative study believed that school quality mattered much less for learning than a
child’s work effort and “good attitude.” These attitudes undoubtedly stemmed in
part from little personal experience with high performing schools. Parents like
Tisha, an experimental mover and mother of two children who attended the zone
school back in their city neighbourhood, explained:

That school is crazy. I have to pray for her, it’s like I send my child to hell every day and
then I expect her to get good grades and learn. But like I said it’s up to the individual
‘cause she could separate herself from that and she could get what she needs. And she
could keep going or she could fall into that crowd to which she’s a follower and she’ll
mess herself up.

Kim, a control mother who has lived in public housing on Baltimore’s West Side for
13 years, had a similarly optimistic attitude about what children can accomplish:
I just don’t care for that school much, but like I say, it all depends on how the children make

it. If you go up there and you’re willing to learn, then you’re gonna learn. If you ain’t willin
to do nothin, then you’re gonna do nothin.

7Keels’s (2009) qualitative interviews with Gautreaux families found similar results.



9 The Notable and the Null: Using Mixed Methods to Understand the Diverse... 215

Similarly, Tisha dismisses private schooling in light of what children contribute:

Interviewer: Did you ever think about sending him to another school?

Tisha: Mmm, not really...a lot of parents think if they, if I send my child to a private
school, he would learn better. Well, you can send a hard head to a private
school and it’s not gonna make a bit of difference. You can send a good child
to what you might think a not so good school and as long as they focus and pay
attention it’ll benefit them.

Parents’ decisions about schooling often had little to do with academic quality.
For many poor families, moving priorities began with proximity to transportation,
family members, and mothers’ jobs—with schools sometimes coming after that, if
at all. For almost 70% of the Baltimore mothers in the qualitative study, what makes
a good school had less do with academics, and more to do with proximity to work
and whether teachers care about children. Even when parents did take school char-
acteristics into account, they sought a sense of comfort and a welcoming atmo-
sphere rather than academic rigor. Some parents simply wanted to be allowed to
visit or be given “some general idea that you know, my child is in this school some-
where here.” Many mothers valued such non-academic aspects of their children’s
schools as uniforms, security guards and disciplinary policies. These considerations
make sense given that children were coming from chaotic, violent city schools.
However, school decisions based on these characteristics were unlikely to result in
higher academic quality.

DeLuca and Rosenblatt also found that continued poverty and the myriad chal-
lenges facing these families before they entered the program made it difficult for
them to fully benefit from the initial moves to new communities, or to prioritize
schooling decisions. While most parents emphasized the importance of school and
wanted better things for their children, these good intentions and hopes were often
thrown off course by constant instability and chaos. It is jarring how frequently
severe substance use and death entered into already disrupted young lives. Parents
were in and out of jail, rehab, and abusive relationships; children were shuffled
between caregivers and homes. Troubles with landlords and the irregularity of part
time low-wage work all contributed to frequent mobility and affected the context in
which schooling decisions took place.

What about the children who did attend the higher performing suburban schools
through their MTO moves? The few Baltimore interviews with the caregivers of
these children suggested that they enjoyed the benefits of a richer academic environ-
ment and more attention from their teachers. One mother who used her voucher to
move to Howard County makes this point clearly:

In county schools, the classrooms are not overcrowded. The teachers are willing to work
with you and help you and tutor you after school, before school. They were more concerned
than the teachers in city public schools. So I would prefer any child to go to a county
school... They’re there to help you in the county schools.

Unfortunately, these success stories were rare among the MTO families, and chil-
dren encountered other challenges after relocating to higher performing schools. For
example, interviews with the Gautreaux II children showed that even when families
successfully transfer their children into high performing schools, the mismatch
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between children’s previous schooling experience and their own characteristics can
interfere with academic achievement (Keels 2009).

The isolated nature of inner-city public housing communities and the high
poverty urban schools that the majority of these children attended led many of those
who relocated to the suburbs to be cultural outsiders. This in turn fuelled behaviour
problems in both the MTO and Gautreaux II programs, especially for the boys
(Keels 2009; Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011). Children who transferred to high-
achieving schools in the second round of the Gautreaux program also had sub-
stantial difficulties bridging the curriculum gap between their old and new schools
(Keels 2009), which produced alarming post-relocation drops in classroom grades,
and difficulties managing classroom assignments and homework. In Gautreaux I
(and II), some children in predominantly white suburban schools were racial
outsiders. They experienced discrimination in the form of suspensions from school
or special education placement because they fought back when other children hit
them or called them racial slurs (Mendenhall 2004).

“Conflicting Findings”’: Why Boys and Girls Respond
Differently to New Neighbourhoods

Some of the most intriguing findings from the MTO research were the differ-
ences in how young men and women responded to