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Abstract: Drawing on a range of different literatures, this article identifies a link between 

neighborhood public goods context and the development of individual-level social capital.  The 

study utilizes a 2014 geocoded survey of New York City residents to connect respondent-

observed neighborhood attributes to a social capital factor and its component variables.  Social 

capital and perceived public goods quality are analyzed using spatial analysis and regression 

models.  Results support a theory that how people evaluate and interact with their neighborhood 

goods context affects social interactions, behaviors, and attitudes—an effect that appears to be 

particularly strong among lower-income residents.  The results have implications for how people 

think about public goods provision: they show that variation in the implementation of local 

policy can have critical social externalities that play a vital role in civil society.  
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Across a range of disciplines, scholars of urban affairs and local government have paid 

close attention to local service delivery and public goods.  The primary focus of that research has 

been on understanding the drivers and quality of production and provision.  What has received 

less attention is the full scope of benefits for what many would count among the central policy 

responsibilities of American local government.  Levy, Meltsner, and Wildavesky wrote in their 

essential 1974 book Urban Outcomes that, “to inquire about the impact of an outcome is to ask 

how the lives of individual citizens are altered by government action in the future” (p. 2).  

Accordingly, a full understanding of local service delivery and public goods provision involves 

assessing how their presence and quality affect people. Indeed, recent research – including that in 

public policy and public health – strongly hints at a wide range of potential public benefits.  One 

potential benefit is social capital – the capacity of people to engage effectively with the world in 

communally productive ways.  Social capital is an essential characteristic that has critical 

implications for the success of civil society and the functioning of local government (Musso and 

Weare 2015, Putnam 2000, Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1994).  

This article extends the theoretical thinking from a range of literatures to explain the 

potential for positive social externalities from local policy production.  The argument made is 

that the attributes and quality of neighborhood environments as constructed by goods and 

services stand to structure the critical interactions, experiences, and attitudes that contribute to 

social capital development.  Spatial analysis is used to examine data from a unique survey of 

New York City, providing insight into the geographical distributions of the quality and usage of 

goods and services.  Regression analyses then reveals the ways that neighborhood quality does 

and does not help to explain individual-level variation in social capital.  The combination of 

theory and evidence adds depth to the understanding of the foundations of neighborhood life and 
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can help to justify government commitments to improving myriad services and amenities.    

 

Social Capital: The Concept and Its Consequences 

Brehm and Rahn have described social capital as a multi-faceted concept “that has its 

basis in individual behavior, attitudes, and predispositions” (Brehm and Rahn 1997, p. 1000).  

Notably, social capital scholar Robert Putnam defined it as the, “features of social organization, 

such as networks, norms, and social trust, that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual 

benefit’’ (Putnam 1995, p. 67).  For Putnam and others, social capital is about a collection of 

human connections and attitudes people have that combine to facilitate the individual resources 

necessary for a healthy civil society.  While most scholarship on social capital has studied it in 

the aggregate (e.g. at the country, state, or community level), Brehm and Rahn note, 

“communities do not join the PTA or enlist in farming organizations, parents and farmers do. 

The collective manifestation of social capital must be sustainable at the level of individual civic 

engagement and in individual attitudes towards others” and their research shows that social 

capital “manifests itself in individuals as a tight reciprocal relationship between levels of civic 

engagement and interpersonal trust” (Brehm and Rahn 1997, p. 1001).   

The importance of social capital has been well-documented. Coleman writes that, “like 

other forms of capital, social capital is productive, making possible the achievement of certain 

ends that would not be attainable in its absence” (1990, p. 302).  Areas with more social capital 

are able to coordinate better, communicate better, and solve collective action problems more 

effectively (Putnam 1995, Putnam 2000, Coleman 1988, Ganapati 2012, Doh 2014, Putnam, 

Feldstein, and Cohen 2004).  Thus, the stock of social capital in an area can result in better 

performing government institutions (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1994), economies that are 
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more productive and fair (Knack and Keefer 1997), more successful child development, and 

more effective schools (Putnam 2000, Coleman and Hoffer 1987).    

 

Linking Neighborhood Context to Social Capital 

It is clear that individual and contextual factors drive the development of social capital.  

Individual factors are those attributes that are person-specific and include variables like income, 

race, education, and gender (Alesina and La Ferrara 2000, Brehm and Rahn 1997).  Contextual 

factors are all of things around people including their families, social-networks, workplaces, and 

– as is the focus here – their neighborhoods.  Advancement on questions related to the 

connection between context and social behavior has been substantial over the last several 

decades (Baybeck and Huckfeldt 2002, Huckfeldt 2007, Tam Cho, Gimpel, and Dyck 2006, 

Lyons 2011), but the consequences of neighborhood-level policy context have not been as 

thoroughly explored.   

One lens through which to understand this potential connection is policy feedback. Policy 

feedback occurs when policies have consequences for politics – both behavioral and 

governmental, planned and unplanned.  As Mettler puts it: policy feedback “views policy as an 

independent variable” (2002, p. 352).  In the individual context, policies effect the resources and 

information that people have both of which effect patterns of behavior (Pierson 1993, Mettler 

2002, Skocpol 1992, Mettler and Soss 2004, Wichowsky and Moynihan 2008). Soss (1999) 

shows that this occurs via an “educative effect”.  In his analysis of welfare recipients, Soss writes 

that, “Program designs structure clients' experiences in ways that shape their beliefs about the 

effectiveness of asserting themselves… Because clients associate the agency with government as 

a whole, these program-specific beliefs, in turn, become the basis for broader orientations toward 
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government and political action” (Soss 1999, p. 364).  Indeed, his results show that “directive” 

welfare polices reduces political participation and external efficacy.  Another instructive study is 

Mettler’s (2002) research on the U.S. GI Bill’s impact on the civic engagement of veteran.  She 

shows that the, “resources bestowed on citizens through policy, whether in the form of payments, 

goods, or services, have distinct resource effects on individuals' material well-being and life 

opportunities and, thus, directly affect their capacity (meaning ability, aptitude, or faculty) for 

participation” (p. 352).   

Neighborhood attributes (some the result of policy, some not) have a number of 

consequences, or what might be called “social externalities,” related to public health, mental 

health, and social engagement.  Residents of economically disadvantaged neighborhoods are at 

an increased risk of heart disease, stress, and mortality (Roux et al. 2001, Haan, Kaplan, and 

Camacho 1987, Elliott 2000). Roux et al. (2001, p103) explains that, “Living in various types of 

neighborhoods may be associated with exposure to sources of chronic stress (such as noise, 

violence, and poverty itself) and to sources of social support, both of which may be linked to the 

risk of cardiovascular disease.”  Studies by Macintyre and her various colleagues have also 

identified that access to amenities and perceptions of neighborhood problems impact mental 

health and body size (Ellaway, Anderson, and Macintyre 1997, Ellaway and Macintyre 1998, 

Macintyre, MacIver, and Sooman 1993). 

The built environment of neighborhoods have social consequence as well. For example, 

more walkable communities tend to have higher levels of social capital (Leyden 2003, Rogers et 

al. 2011) – Leyden (2003) attributes this finding to the increases in human interaction that come 

from walking places (see also Wood et al. 2008).  Sidewalks themselves serve as important 

social meeting spaces (Whyte 1988).  Oldenburg (1999, 2001, Oldenburg and Brissett 1982) 
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argued that the availability of “third places” or non-work and non-home locations (such as cafés, 

community centers, restaurants, bars, etc.) can be essential for individual social development and 

the social cohesion of the community.  Subramanian, Lochner, and Kawachi (2003) examined 

responses to a Chicago survey and found that neighborhood-level variance contributed to 

explaining differences in individual-level social capital.  However, their models do not identify 

the specific neighborhood-level attributes that might drive these differences.  Other research has 

focused on neighborhood-level socio-economic explanations of social capital and social 

engagement including income (Campbell and Lee 1992), race and ethnicity (Lee, Campbell, and 

Miller 1991, Logan and Molotch 1988), homeownership (Campbell and Lee 1992, Gerson, 

Seuve, and Fischer 1977), and residency length (Sampson 1988, Gerson, Seuve, and Fischer 

1977).   

Some of the most in-depth research on the effect of neighborhoods on behavior has 

focused on urban, segregated, impoverished communities.  Scholars have developed numerous 

models for understanding the neighborhood effects of urban poverty.  Together, these models 

show the ways in which constrained social networks, non-resident authority figures (e.g. the 

police), lack of access to quality education and standard English, crime, and alternative cultural 

norms reinforce the problems of concentrated poverty (for a review of this literature, see Small 

and Newman 2001).  Perhaps the most prominent research in this vein is Wilson’s The Truly 

Disadvantaged (1987) which identified the social isolation that comes as a result of concentrated 

urban poverty, isolation that can lead to increased mental distress and social detachment (Ross 

2000, Aneshensel and Sucoff 1996, Elliott 2000).  Likewise, considerable scholarship shows that 

social isolation and diminished resources lead to political disengagement (Alex-Assensoh 1997, 

Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995, Cohen and Dawson 1993).   
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The scholarship supports the idea that citizens are aware of the services that government 

is providing and that those who live in jurisdictions with superior services – or where there is a 

perception of superior services – are more satisfied with their local government (Lyons, Lowery, 

and DeHoog 1993, Swindell and Kelly 2005, Van Ryzin et al. 2004, Licari, McLean, and Rice 

2005, Bickers and Engstrom 2006).  However, people want different things from government 

(Hatry et al. 1998) and are often dissatisfied with what government has to offer (Vigoda-Gadot 

and Yuval 2003, Nye, Zelikow, and King 1997).   DeHoog, Lowery, and Lyons’ (1990, 1993) 

surveys of Lexington and Louisville show that satisfaction with government services stems both 

from individual-level characteristics (e.g. homeownership, community attachment, political 

attitudes, etc.) and jurisdiction-level characteristics (e.g. racial composition, governmental 

structure, service quality, etc.).  Not surprisingly, community attachment and high quality 

provision lead to increased satisfaction (see also: Beck et al. 1987, Sharp 1984, Stipak 1977, 

1979, Brown and Coulter 1983).   

Swindell and Kelly’s (2005) multi-city, multi-neighborhood study shows that 

neighborhoods with more minority residents and lower incomes tended to be less satisfied with 

police, garbage, recreational, street repair, and emergency services.  Looking at New York City, 

Van Ryzin et al. (2004) identify sequential causal links between perceptions of service quality, 

satisfaction with government, and trust in government.  They find that certain services are highly 

rated but do not particularly affect overall assessments of city services and trust (e.g. fire, library, 

recreation), other services are highly rated and impactful (e.g. police), and still other services are 

low-rated and impactful (e.g. street conditions, schools, and public transportation). 

 

 



8 

 

Theoretical Approach 

The theoretical approach taken here is one that starts with the consideration of overall 

neighborhood effects, then moves to the effects of goods and service evaluation and usage, and 

then moves to the interaction between neighborhood evaluation and income.   

Based on the aforementioned literature, the first expectation is that “neighborhood 

context” (broadly construed) contributes significantly to social capital development (Hypothesis 

1).  In other words, without identifying specific neighborhood attributes, a statistically significant 

portion of the variance in social capital (and its component variables) across individuals can be 

explained by which neighborhood a person lives in.  This expectation does not offer insight into 

what it is about a neighborhood that influences social capital.   

Socio-economic contexts are the most obvious neighborhood-level candidates that could 

affect social capital – socio-economic variables have long been linked to civic engagement 

variables which are imbedded in social capital.  But context is unlikely to end with income, 

education, and race.  With the understanding that people are, at least somewhat, in tune with 

service provision and other attributes of their neighborhood, the expectation is that having 

quality government provided goods in a neighborhood (clean streets and sidewalks, safety, 

enjoyable parks and playgrounds) positively affects individual social capital (Hypothesis 2).  In 

neighborhoods where individuals evaluate goods and amenities to be of a higher quality, people 

will spend more time engaging with their neighbors, be more trustful, and be more disposed 

toward organizational involvement.  As the policy feedback research shows, people learn from 

the policy contexts that surround them.  People are more likely to trust and engage with other 

people if their physical environment is not in a state of disrepair or dangerous.  Spaces that are 

undesirable can induce apathy and fail to reveal the value of community engagement while 
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places that are desirable show that community engagement is worthwhile.  Undesirable spaces 

are often socially isolating while places that are desirable are lively.  Desirable public spaces 

facilitate the informal social interactions that lead to the build-up of social capital.1 

While just about everyone experiences the physical condition and safety of their 

neighborhood—all one has to do is leave their home—not everyone experiences neighborhood 

amenities (e.g. parks) so naturally.  In order to gain the full potential benefits of parks, 

playgrounds, and any other cultural amenity, one must experience them directly.  The 

experiences people have when they visit public space and attend neighborhood events may 

facilitate the social connections and community attachment that contributes to a build-up of 

social capital.  Thus, the expectation is that increased usage of neighborhood spaces (parks and 

playgrounds) also increases social capital (Hypothesis 3).     

Finally, low-resource individuals may benefit more from good neighborhood conditions 

                                                      

1 One critique of this theory might be that there is a reverse causality problem where those with 

more social capital are actively choosing to live in places that are in better condition and take 

more advantage of parks.  These are both certainly possibilities – it would be folly to suggest 

otherwise.  People with more social capital, political interest, and engagement are very possibly 

the same people who would incorporate neighborhood condition into their moving decisions and 

work to make their neighborhood a better places to live.  They may also be people that are likely 

to take more advantage of neighborhood amenities.  This research cannot state definitively that 

an endogenous relationship is not at work and, in all likelihood, there is some amount of 

endogeneity.  However, the notion that the relationship runs singularly from social capital to 

condition and usage is theoretically suspect. 
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and amenity usage than high-resource individuals will.  Those who lack financial resources often 

also lack social resources and have fewer quality places to engage with neighbors so the 

expectation is that the effect size of the public goods environment will vary by income.  Those 

who have fewer financial resources should benefit more from what amounts to a successful 

policy state than those with more financial resources (Hypothesis 4).    

 

The 2014 New York City Neighborhood Survey 

The data for this study come primarily from a survey conducted by the author in 2014.  

The 2014 New York City Neighborhood Survey (NYCNS) was a 20-minute internet survey of 

1,104 New York City residents that ran in October and November of 2014.  The survey was 

designed by the author and conducted by the survey research firm Qualtrics.  For a study of how 

the spaces that people live in affect their political and social lives, geographic information is 

critical.  Consequently, a feature of the survey was the collection of geographic identifiers for 

respondents in the form of the nearest cross-streets to the respondent’s home.  While providing a 

location was optional, 920 of the 1,104 respondents provided it.  Appendix 1 provides more 

detail about the survey and its representativeness.  The sample is over representative of white 

respondents, under-representative of very poor respondents, and over-representative of those in 

households making $50,000 to $100,000 per year.  However, the survey is quite spatially 

representative.  For example, the percent of the survey in a given zipcode is correlated with the 

percent of the city population in that zipcode at 0.72.  While the effects of the sample bias cannot 

be eliminated, appropriate weighting techniques (discussed below) are implemented to increase 

representativeness.   
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Measuring Social Capital 

Much of the work on social capital has relied on aggregate level indicators aimed at 

measuring “the stock of social capital in a geographic space” (Subramanian, Lochner, and 

Kawachi 2003, p. 34).  In Bowling Alone (2000), Putnam relied on aggregated state-level 

measures of organizational membership (e.g. percent involved in clubs), engagement in public 

affairs (e.g. election turnout), community volunteerism (e.g. nonprofits per 1,000 people), 

informal sociability (e.g. average time spent with friends), and social trust.  However, others 

have approached measurement differently (see Fukuyama 2001, Snijders 1999, Macinko and 

Starfield 2001).  Individual social capital – which is the focus of this project – has been 

examined as separate component concepts (e.g. Aguilera 2002) and as an agglomeration of 

(typically) ordinal survey questions into a single scale (Onyx and Bullen 2000, Narayan and 

Cassidy 2001, Sudarsky 1999).  For this analysis, a single measure of social capital was 

developed based on six variables but the component variables are also examined separately.   

Table 1 contains the six component variables in addition to sources that support the 

component’s inclusion in the measure. Each of these concepts has a corresponding question and  

Principal-Component factor analysis was used to develop a single individual-level measure of 

social capital.  That factor analysis reveals a single strong factor (the full factor results are 

presented in Appendix 2). Van der Gaag and Snijders (2004, p. 25) endorse the use of factor 

analysis or Item Response Theory (IRT) as a means to develop measures of social capital noting 

that, “empirically found associations between item responses [can] correct the prior expectations 

of the researcher and help determine more precisely the variables used to express a substantive 

theory.”  Regression scoring gives each respondent a social capital score weighted based on the 

factor loadings.  Importantly, no variable loads particularly low (below 0.40).  In fact, the 
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loadings are all quite similar: ranging from 0.58 to 0.64.  This strongly suggests that a single 

concept underlies all of the variables.2   

[Table 1 About Here] 

Measuring Perceptions of Neighborhood Quality 

The first step toward developing measures of neighborhood quality is another principal-

component factor analysis; this time of the neighborhood evaluation questions on the 2014 

NYCNS.  These questions asked respondents to evaluate aspects of their neighborhood including 

the streets, sidewalks, trees, waste collection, overall cleanliness, parks, playgrounds, cultural 

amenities, crime control, emergency services, police-community relations, and personal safety. 

The principal-component analysis identified underlying factors in these respondent 

neighborhood evaluations—the extent to which individuals are identifying different quality 

issues commonly.  Oblique Promax rotation was used for the principal-components analysis.  

Oblique rotation methods, unlike the more commonly used orthogonal rotation methods (e.g. 

Varimax), allow for correlation among the factors.  Orthogonal rotation methods force 

orthogonality on the factors – this was determined not to be an appropriate assumption for 

distinguishing between evaluation categories.  Allowing for covariation between factors 

recognizes the ways in which neighborhood evaluations may geographically overlap.  See 

                                                      

2 Because only a single factor loads, the rotation method used is of no consequence as the 

predicted factors will be perfectly correlated with one another. Factor scores are measured in 

terms of standard deviations from the mean so those with average factor scores are zero, below 

average social capital scores are negative, and above average social capital scores are positive. 
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Appendix 2 for the complete factor analysis results.3 

The factor analysis identifies three common factors as representative of neighborhood 

conditions: (1) general condition, (2) public safety, and (3) parks and recreation.  The general 

condition factor is driven by the quality of the streets, sidewalks, trees, waste collection, and 

overall cleanliness.  The public safety factor is driven by the quality of the emergency services, 

crime control, police-community relations, and personal safety.  And the parks and recreation 

factor is driven by the quality of the parks, playgrounds, and cultural amenities.  Thus, the factor 

scores represent each respondent’s overall evaluations of each of these three neighborhood 

elements. 

 

Spatial Analysis 

Examining the spatial distribution of the dependent and independent variables provides 

necessary background for thinking about a potential relationship between the neighborhood 

goods environment and the development of social capital.  The Moran’s I test statistic is used to 

identify spatial clustering by measuring the linear relationship between a variable’s value at a 

given location and the values of that variable at nearby locations.  Positive and significant values 

indicate spatial clustering.  Table 2 provides the Moran’s I statistics for the social capital factor, 

                                                      

3 Respondents were asked: “Neighborhoods in New York City can be very different places.  

Please rate each of the following as they apply to your neighborhood. [Poor, Fair, Good, 

Excellent].”  An exception was the personal safety question: “How safe do you feel walking 

alone on a street in your neighborhood? [Very Unsafe, Somewhat Unsafe, Somewhat Safe, Very 

Safe].”   
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each of its components, and the neighborhood goods environment factors.  A row-standardized 

inverse distance spatial weights matrix that includes the five closest respondent neighbors within 

one mile was used (11% of respondents do not have five respondent neighbors within 1 mile); 

this assumes that near respondents are more similar than far ones and thus should be weighted 

more heavily in the test (Tobler 1970).  

[Table 2 About Here] 

The social capital factor is spatially clustered with a Moran’s I test statistic of 0.07 

(p<0.01).  With the exceptions of neighborhood discussion and civic participation, all of the 

social capital component variables are also significantly (or very nearly significantly) clustered.  

This means that the social capital of survey respondents is positively correlated with the social 

capital of nearby respondents.  The neighborhood environment variables are also clustered – all 

of which have positive and significant Moran’s I tests.4   

How similar responses are within a given space can also be examined by looking at the 

relationship between each respondent’s factor scores are their neighbors’ scores.  For the social 

                                                      

4 The magnitude of these statistics should be considered in the context of the data: the average 

distance between a respondent and his or her closest five respondent neighbor is about two-fifths 

of a mile as the crow flies.  In a city of over 8 million people and 300 square miles, having 

respondents that close together provides good coverage for the survey but the distance between 

respondents is long enough that you would not expect a very high Moran’s I.  Thus, a positive 

statistically significant relationship is a good indicator that respondents who are nearby to one 

another are more likely to be similar than would be the case if social capital were randomly 

distributed about the city. 
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capital factor and the perception of neighborhood goods variables, the average difference 

between a respondent score and the average of their closest five neighbors’ scores was between 

1.02 and 1.09 units (which is about 15% to 22% of the respective variable ranges).  Using 

randomization tests, these differences were determined to be significantly different from what 

would be expected given a random spatial distribution of responses.5   

The social capital factor and the observed conditions are mapped in Figure 1 (Maps A 

through D) using interpolation.  Interpolation involves estimating the value of a variable at an 

unobserved space using nearby observed values.  For this analysis, the interpolation maps 

estimate the level of social capital and each of condition variables for all the space between 

respondents using same inverse-distance approach as was used with the Moran’s I tests.  These 

maps assume that the collected data are representative of the spaces they are in so they should be 

understood as instructive though not definitive. A visual inspection of Map A shows that social 

capital is lower in lower-income parts of New York City (e.g. Bedford-Stuyvesant and the South 

Bronx) and higher in higher-income parts of the City (e.g. Upper West Side, Manhattan and 

Riverdale, Bronx).  However, the relationship is not perfect: the correlation coefficient for the 

social capital factor and Census tract-level median income is 0.22 so other aspects of one’s 

neighborhood are also contributing to this clustering.   

                                                      

5 To test the significance, five random respondents were identified as “neighbors” for each 

respondent and the average difference was computed for each of the four variables. This was 

repeated 500 times with the observed differences being compared to the distribution of simulated 

differences.  The observed difference was lower than 99% of the simulated differences for all 

four tested variables.     
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Maps B, C, and D show something similar for the three neighborhood evaluation factors.  

For example, much of the South Bronx and western Queens evaluate the general condition of 

their neighborhood poorly while residents on the southwest sides of Manhattan and Brooklyn 

view conditions as consistently very good.  Collectively, the neighborhood evaluation maps 

reveal two key things.  First, and most importantly, they demonstrate that the spatial distribution 

of evaluations vary across the city but are clustered within parts of the city.  Second, they show 

that the spatial distribution of neighborhood quality is not the same for the three factors.  While 

there are certainly areas that are poor across the three factors (e.g. South Bronx and Brownsville, 

Brooklyn) and areas that are very good across the three factors (e.g. West Village, Manhattan 

and Park Slope, Brooklyn) there are plenty of spaces within the city that are different across the 

factors.  

[Figure 1 About Here] 

 

Regression Analysis 

The regression analysis involves estimating the effect of individual and neighborhood 

variables on the social capital factor described at length above.  Because social capital is an 

aggregated concept, the analysis also involves estimating separate models for each of the six 

social capital component variables.  On the right-hand side, each model includes the independent 

variables sex (female), age, household income, education, has children under 18, religiosity, 

ideological intensity, race (black, Asian, Hispanic), and how long the respondent has lived in 

their neighborhood.  The effect of “neighborhood” (broadly construed) is estimated using 

neighborhood-level fixed-effects and neighborhood-level Census indicators.  The New York City 

Planning Department divides the entire city up into agglomerations of Census tracts called 

Neighborhood Tabulations Areas (NTA).  There are 187 NTAs in the city with an average 
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population of about 43,000 people (though they range from about 15,000 to over 136,000).  

While NTAs are by no means perfect, delineations they do better reflect historical and cultural 

geographic distinctions within the city than other potential areal units such as zip codes.  NTA 

Census data offer objective members of neighborhood socio economic status and residential 

context via household median income, percent non-white, and population density.6   Finally, the 

four individual-level neighborhood evaluation and usage variables are estimated: general 

condition, public safety, parks and recreation, and parks usage.   

The combination of dependent variables of different metrics and independent variables 

measured at different levels (individual and neighborhood) present modeling decisions. In 

particular, the spatial nature of the data means that a multi-level model, a single-level model, or a 

spatial error model could be used.  Likewise, an ordinal GLM could be used for the social capital 

component dependent variables.  Results are consistent across estimators so in the interest of 

simplicity and comparability, OLS with and without fixed effects is used.  As previously 

documented, lower-income and non-white people are under-represented in the NYCNS sample.  

To make the sample more reflective of New York City’s population, individual income-based 

probability weights were used.7 

Regression results are presented as three model-sets, which are described in Table 3.  The 

primary regression results are presented in Table 4. To ease interpretation, Table 4 only includes 

                                                      

6 Excluded from the 189 NTA count are NTAs for prisons, cemeteries, and airports.  When 

drawing the neighborhood boundaries the Planning Department set a population minimum of 

15,000 people; as a result, some historically defined neighborhoods were combined together. 

7 Multi-level, spatial error, ordered logit models available upon request.    
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the direction and significance of the independent variables of interest.  The complete results for 

Model Set C can be found in Appendix 3.   

[Table 3 About Here] 

Results 

Prior to considering the hypotheses, it is important to note that the non-neighborhood 

individual-level variables perform in keeping with the literature.  Resources (income and/or 

education) are positively associated with social capital and its components (the exceptions being 

discussion and care for the neighborhood).  Race and ethnicity have a limited impact while 

religiosity and ideological extremity significantly boost the social capital factor and most of its 

components.  The time the respondent has lived in the neighborhood has a significant positive 

effect for the social capital factor, neighborhood discussion, care for the neighborhood, and 

social bonds.    

[Table 4 About Here] 

The next step of the regression analysis is to see if “neighborhood” contributes 

significantly to explaining the variance of social capital and each of the component indicators 

using NTA fixed-effects.  Model set A includes the results of F-tests conducted to see if a 

respondent’s NTA significantly contributes to explaining the variance of the dependent variables 

(the full model results can be found in Appendix 3, Table A3-1).  The tests are significant across-

the-board which supports Hypothesis 1 by indicating that a broad, all-encompassing measure of 

neighborhood significantly helps to explain social capital development.     

 The NTA-level Census variables serve as objective measures of context for each 

respondent. As can be seen in Model Set B, only neighborhood median income has a consistent 

significant effect such that, controlling for respondent’s household income, higher income NTAs 
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average higher levels of social capital, civic participations, social trust, care for the 

neighborhood, and social bonding.  Full results for Model Set B are available in Appendix 3, 

Table A3-2.  When the adjusted R-Squares are compared across Model Set A and Model Set B, 

the fixed-effects models perform 15% to 18% better than models using NTA-level Census data.  

Consequently, the more conservative approach is to estimate the effect of the individual-level 

neighborhood evaluation variables with the NTA fixed-effects rather than NTA-level Census 

variables as covariates (though the results are substantively the same using either approach).  

These results are presented in Model Set C (full results in Appendix 3, Table A3-4)    

Focusing first on the social capital factor in Model Set C, the coefficients for each of the 

three neighborhood evaluation variables are significant and in the expected positive direction 

(general conditions at the p<.10 level and public safety and parks and recreation at the p<.05 

level).  All three of the coefficients are of moderate to strong magnitude and are not sensitive to 

the presence of the fixed effects.  For all three neighborhood evaluation variables, the effect of 

going from a very negative evaluation of the neighborhood to a very positive evaluation of the 

neighborhood increases social capital about one-half of a standard deviation.  Thus, the models 

indicate support for Hypothesis 2 as it pertains to social capital: people who live in 

neighborhoods that they perceive to be of higher quality tend to have higher individual-level 

social capital.     

For the social capital component models, the Model Set C estimates reveal that condition, 

parks quality, and safety variables are significant for the more trust and reciprocity-oriented 

dependent variables (social trust, care for the neighborhood, and social bonds) and participation 

while they are insignificant for the more active dependent variables (notably political interest).  

The only significant neighborhood quality variable for the participation dependent variable is the 
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one for public safety.  It appears that the effects of the public goods environment on social 

capital seem to be working more through attitudes than through actions.  While the response to a 

deficient goods environment may not be to engage less with one’s neighbors, it still effects how 

people think about their neighborhood and the people in it.     

The parks usage variable is significant and positive across-the-board.  It has a positive 

impact on the social capital factor and each of the components – support for Hypothesis 3.  The 

effect size is such that a person who is a frequent park user is about ¼ standard deviation higher 

on the social capital factor than those who do not use them at all.  Overall, these results are 

consistent with the idea that, when used, public spaces induce human connectivity and help 

people to see the value in community involvement.    

The NTA fixed effects remain significant in all of the Model Set C equations indicating 

that the neighborhood effects are not limited to those related to the public goods environment.  

This is to be expected: Model Set B showed that neighborhood median income and, to a lesser 

extent race, were significant predictors of most of the dependent variables and the fixed effects 

parameters are capturing these effects.  Moreover, the scope of neighborhood effects likely 

extends beyond those identified in this article.   

 

Income Interaction Effects 

The neighborhood goods and services environment story appears to be more nuanced 

than a simple positive relationship between the condition of neighborhood goods and social 

capital.  Appendix 3 (Table A3-4) presents models where the condition and usage variables have 

been interacted with the respondent’s income level (for collinearity reasons, there is a separate 

model for each interaction).  Figure 2 displays these marginal effects for each interaction holding 
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the other variables in the model at their mean and treating the neighborhoods as balanced.  For 

the condition, parks quality, and parks usage variables, negative changes in the effect are 

observed (though the effect for condition is on the border of the 95% confidence interval).  

Those in higher income households will be less responsive to the goods environment than those 

in lower income households (supporting Hypothesis 4).  For example, the estimated positive 

effect of the parks and recreation evaluation on social capital is 0.20 for a respondent with a 

household income of $15,000 to $20,000 but about 0.05 for a respondent with a household 

income of $80,000 to $100,000.  The same is true of parks usage; wealthy respondents gain 

about a 0.25 standard deviation increase from frequenting the park regularly while the gain is 

nearly a full standard deviation for poor respondents. The exception to this finding is the public 

safety interaction, which indicates that the effect of how safe a neighborhood is on social capital 

is slightly stronger for wealthier respondents.   

[Figure 2 About Here] 

Putting the Results in Context 

All of the neighborhood evaluation models include appropriate non-neighborhood 

individual-level and context variables.  While individual socio-economic attributes affect 

perceptions and behaviors, the constellation of results emanating from the models indicates that 

it is unlikely that neighborhood perceptions and behaviors are functioning as a proxy for socio-

economic neighborhood-level differences.  In the models where the neighborhood evaluations 

had an effect, they had that effect holding both respondent socio-economic status and the average 

socio-economic status of the people that live near the respondent constant.   

It is also important to situate the above results within the context of who is most likely to 

experience low and high quality neighborhood environments.  Analysis of data from the NYCNS 
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mostly conforms to both the popular narrative and prior research (e.g. Swindell and Kelly 2005). 

Table 5 presents the results of regression models that estimate indicators of the neighborhood 

evaluation variables (full results in Appendix X, Table A3-5).  What the models show is that the 

most consistent and strongest indicators are Census tract-level income and Census tract-level 

race: people in wealthier and whiter areas of New York City report experiencing cleaner, safer, 

and more enjoyable neighborhoods than people in poorer and less white areas of the city.   

[Table 5 About Here] 

The connection between these results and the primary results of the article is important.  

The environments people live in affect their social capital, social trust, engagement with the 

community, and other attributes and these environments are not socio-economically random.  

While there is variation in neighborhood quality even among high socio-economic status 

neighborhoods, neighborhoods do tend to be perceived to be worse in poorer and non-white 

areas.  Thus, improving the quality of goods and amenities in areas where they are seen as 

unsatisfactory has the potential to produce a map with higher social capital more evenly spread 

about the city and less intertwined with socio-economic dynamics.  

 

Conclusion 

Social capital and the various qualities that comprise it are essential to governing 

institutions – particularly local ones.  In this article, the focus is not on the consequences of 

social capital but the role that cities – and, in particular, the goods they provide – play in its civic 

and social development.  Evidence was presented that individual-level social capital is partly 

grounded in attributes of the neighborhood environment.  The theory that was used to develop 

the research can be seen as an integration of policy feedback theory and social context theory.  In 

particular, the policy feedback literature argues that first-hand engagement with policy 
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environments have the ability to shape attitudes about government.  The policy environment and 

behavior consequences explored here are broader than has been traditionally examined in the 

policy feedback research.   Nevertheless, the idea that the policy environment has real 

consequences beyond the scope of the policy itself is essential regardless of whether the contact 

is with a welfare caseworker or a neighborhood park.     

Notably, the various components of social capital appear to be impacted differently by 

perceptions of the public goods environment.  The trust and reciprocity aspects of social capital 

are more affected by the perceived public goods environment than the more action-oriented 

aspects of.  Though these differences across aspects of social capital are important, the broader 

picture that the results paint is one where the quality of the public goods environment matters.  

The results also strongly indicate that the effect of the public goods environment is moderated by 

one’s socio-economic status.  Lower-income residents who may lack alternative spaces in which 

to engage neighbors and learn about their communities are at a geographic disadvantage that is 

likely an obstacle in the way of generating the skills necessary to engage with civil society.   

Not observed in these models are any negative results for the condition variables.  There 

is no evidence that people respond to a sub-standard neighborhood environments by being more 

politically interested or getting more involved with neighborhood organizations.  While this was 

not predicted by the policy-feedback and social-context based theory presented here, it does 

counter the idea that in democratic societies people may rally in the face of a declining state.  

Indeed, there is not a single piece of evidence in the models that suggests as much.      

The geography of cities can be complicated and the geography of New York City is 

especially complicated – a reality that creates myriad challenges for policy-makers.  It is easy to 

say that cities should keep their infrastructure in better shape and build more parks but doing so 
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takes space and money. Likewise, policing communities effectively is a challenge of 

monumental proportions.  Nevertheless, it is important that practitioners and scholars alike 

understand the full scope of social externalities for public goods provision.  In doing so, it 

becomes clear that the built environment is not an end in and of itself but a critical variable for 

helping cities to function.  Clean streets, quality parks, and safe neighborhoods do more than just 

improve lives, they also protect civil society.   
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Appendix 1. The 2014 New York City Neighborhoods Survey [Potentially 

Online Only] 

The 2014 New York City Neighborhood Survey (NYCNS) was conducted online through 

the internet survey research firm Qualtrics in October and November of 2014.  Qualtrics uses a 

variety of methods to obtain its non-probability samples including recruiting people through 

social-media and marketing lists. Survey-takers are incentivized to complete surveys with cash, 

vouchers, airline miles, and other gifts.  Internet surveys can obtain large samples at a 

significantly lower cost than mail or telephone surveys.  However, internet surveys can lack the 

randomness and representativeness of other more expensive survey methodologies (Cameron and 

DeShazo 2005, Frippiat, Marquis, and Wiles-Portier 2010).     

Despite the limitations, efforts were made to achieve as representative of a sample as is 

possible given the realities of internet survey research.  For example, quotas were instituted to 

ensure that at least 40% of the survey was non-white and 40% were parents. To be certain that all 

of respondents live in one of New York City’s five boroughs, the survey began by asking them to 

provide their borough and ZIP Code without knowing that the survey was only for New York 

City residents.  Non-residents were then removed from the survey.   

Table C.1 compares the racial and income breakdown of the survey respondents with the 

racial and income breakdown of New York City (as of the 2010 Census).  As is evident, the 

survey is whiter and a bit wealthier than the city as a whole.   The 40% non-white quota that was 

used is lower than the actual percentage of New Yorkers that are non-white but above typical 

internet survey standards.  With respect to income, the survey is under-representative of those 

with the very lowest household incomes (primarily those in families making less than $20,000) 

and over-representative of those in the middle and upper ends of the spectrum (primarily families 
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making between $50,000 and $150,000).  The most glaring difference actually comes with the 

gender breakdown: nearly 60% of the survey’s respondents are female.  This is typical for 

recruited internet surveys like this one.  See Yeager et al. (2011) and Chang and Krosnick (2009) 

for more on the representativeness of non-probability internet samples.  With these caveats in 

mind, we are cautious to avoid making strong claims about the degree to which we can 

generalize to distributions of opinions in New York City as a whole.   

[Table A1-1 About Here] 

The sample can also be examined for geographic representativeness. There was slight 

under sampling in the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens and slight over sampling in Manhattan and 

Staten Island. Boroughs, however, are not a distinction of much governmental meaning in 

contemporary New York City. Though boroughs have developed some cultural identities, the 

reality is that all five boroughs are big enough to be highly diverse cities in and of themselves—

Brooklyn and Queens both have well over 2 million residents (alone they would be the third and 

fourth biggest cities in the country respectively).  More important than the borough breakdown 

for this study is the neighborhood breakdown. The question is then whether neighborhoods (or 

parts of the city) are represented in the survey in proportion to their actual population 

breakdown.  ZIP Codes—a geographical unit that the Census Bureau tabulates data for—can be 

used to approximate neighborhood and the percent of the survey in a given ZIP code is correlated 

with the percent of the city population in a ZIP Code at 0.72 (p<.01). ZIP Codes with more of the 

city’s population have more respondents in the survey and ZIP Codes with less of the city 

population have fewer respondents in the survey so respondents are not concentrated in some 

unexpected part of the city.  Figure C.1 shows the actual tract-level population density of New 

York City with the survey respondents overlaid.  The map demonstrates that the spatial 
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distribution of respondents conforms well to the actual spatial-distribution of the population.  A 

few areas including western Staten Island and some of the more business-oriented parts of 

Manhattan do appear to be over-represented in the survey.  And a few areas including the more 

suburban parts of Queens tend to be slightly under-represented in the survey. 

[Figure A1-1 About Here] 

 

Appendix 2. Social Capital and Neighborhood Evaluation Factor Analysis 

[Potentially Online Only] 

 

[Table A2-1 About Here] 

[Table A2-2 About Here] 

Appendix 3. Regression Analysis: Complete Results [Potentially Online Only] 

[Table A3-1 About Here] 

[Table A3-2 About Here] 

[Table A3-3 About Here] 

[Table A3-4 About Here] 

[Table A3-5 About Here] 
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Figures and Tables 

Table 1. Social Capital Variable Measurement 

Concept Measurement 

Political 

Interest 

Average of Ordinal Interest Variables: Average of interest level in national 

and local politics [not interested, slightly interested, somewhat interested, or 

very interested].  Range: 0 to 3. 

Sources: Putnam (2000), La Due Lake and Huckfeldt (1998), Onyx and 

Bullen (2000) 

Neighborhood 

Discussion 

Ordinal: How often the respondent has in-person conversations with people 

in their neighborhood who are not family members.  [Possible responses go 

from almost never to most days.] Range: 0 to 7 

Sources: Putnam (2000), La Due Lake and Huckfeldt (1998), Onyx and 

Bullen (2000), Sudarsky (1999) 

Civic 

Participation 

Participation in 0, 1-2, 3-4, or more than 4 of the following: neighborhood 

organizations, charity organizations, religious organization, senior 

organizations, parents’ organization, community project. Rage: 0 to 3. 

Sources: Putnam (2000), Brehm and Rahn (1997), Onyx and Bullen (2000), 

Narayan and Cassidy (2001), Sudarsky (1999) 

Social Trust 

Average of Ordinal Trust Variables: Average of how much respondent 

trusts people (not at all, only a little, some, or a lot) from the following 

groups: people generally, their neighbors, people at their workplace, and 

people of a different race. 

Sources: Putnam (2000), Brehm and Rahn (1997), Coleman (1988), Onyx 

and Bullen (2000), Narayan and Cassidy (2001), Sudarsky (1999) 

Care about 

Neighborhood 

Average of Ordinal Response Variables: Average of care statements (Agree 

with the statements “I care about my neighborhood” and “I care about both 

New York City”) and a water conservation statement (“If City officials 

asked everyone to conserve water or electricity because of some emergency, 

how likely is it that you would cooperate?” Unlikely or likely to conserve v. 

Very likely to conserve”)  

Sources: Perkins and Long (2002), Onyx and Bullen (2000), Sudarsky 

(1999) 

Social Bonds 

Average of Ordinal Response Social Bonds Variables: Agreement with 

statements: “I have the social life that I want to have” and “I have friends or 

family that I can discuss difficult decisions with.”  Range: 0 to 4. 

Sources: Kawachi and Berkman (2000), Brehm and Rahn (1997), Narayan 

and Cassidy (2001), Sudarsky (1999) 

Social Capital Factor Score: See Appendix 2 for loadings. Range: -4.2 to 2.17. 

 

 

 

 

 



36 

 

Table 2. Global Moran’s I Tests 

 

  Moran’s I P-Value 

Social Capital Variables   

Social Capital Factor 0.05 0.003 

Political Interest 0.06 0.001 

Discussion with Neighbors 0.00 0.826 

Civic Participation -0.01 0.778 

Social Trust 0.10 0.001 

Care About Neighborhood 0.04 0.063 

Social Bonds 0.09 0.001 

Neighborhood Evaluation Variables   

General Condition Factor 0.08 0.001 

Parks and Recreation Factor 0.14 0.001 

Public Safety Factor 0.21 0.001 

Parks Usage 0.13 0.001 

*Moran’s I statistics based on an inverse distance spatial weights 

matrix that captures the five closest neighbors within 1 mile. 
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Figure 1. Social Capital and Neighborhood Environment Interpolation Maps  
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Table 3. Model-Set Independent Variables 

Model 

Set 

Neighborhood 

Fixed-Effects 

Neighborhood-

Census Data 

Neighborhood 

Perceptions 

Individual 

Controls 

A ✓   ✓ 

B  ✓  ✓ 

C ✓  ✓ ✓ 

 

 

 

Table 4. Direction and Significance of Regression Results: Effect of Neighborhood 

Variables on Social Capital 

A. Neighborhood (NTA) Fixed Effects 

 
Social 

Capital 

Political 

Interest 

Neigh 

Disc 

Participa-

tion 

Social 

Trust 

Care 

Neigh 

Social 

Bonds 

NTA Fixed Effects (F-test) *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

R-Squared 0.42 0.40 0.32 0.35 0.41 0.31 0.42 

Adjusted R-Squared 0.27 0.24 0.14 0.18 0.25 0.14 0.27 

        

B. Neighborhood (NTA) Census Data 

 
Social 

Capital 

Political 

Interest 

Neigh 

Disc 

Participa-

tion. 

Social 

Trust 

Care 

Neigh 

Social 

Bonds 

NTA Median Income +***   +*** +*** +*** +** 

NTA Percent Non-White    +*    

NTA Density        

R-Squared 0.24 0.17 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.08 0.08 

Adjusted R-Squared 0.23 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.17 0.07 0.07 

        

C. Neighborhood (NTA) Fixed Effects & Individual Evaluations 

 
Social 

Capital 

Political 

Interest 

Neigh 

Disc 

Participa-

tion. 

Social 

Trust 

Care 

Neigh 

Social 

Bonds 

General Condition Eval +*    +* +***  

Public Safety Eval +***   +** +*** +*** +*** 

Parks & Rec Eval +***    +** +** +*** 

Parks Use +***  +*** +*** +*** +***  

NTA Fixed Effects (F-test) *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

R-Squared 0.52 0.40 0.35 0.37 0.49 0.40 0.39 

Adjusted R-Squared 0.39 0.24 0.17 0.19 0.35 0.24 0.23 

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01, empty cells are insignificant 

All 21 models were estimated with OLS and contain the following independent variables not shown above: female, 

age, income, education, children under 18, folded political ideology, years lived in the neighborhood, black, Asian, 

and Hispanic. All models use the same sample (N=925), respondents weighted by household income.  
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Figure 2. Marginal Effects of Neighborhood Evaluation X Income Interaction (95% CI) 
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Table 5. Direction and Significance of Regression Results: Estimates of Neighborhood 

Goods Evaluation and Usage 

 

 

General 

Condition 

Parks & 

Recreation 

Public 

Safety 

Parks 

Usage 

Female   -**  

Age   +*** -*** 

Income   +*  

Education     

Kids at Home    +*** 

Min Walk to Park 

(log)  -***  -*** 

Black +**    

Hispanic     

Asian +*  -**  

Tract Median Income +** + ***  +** 

Tract % Black -*  -***  

Tract % Hispanic -** -** -***  

Tract % Asian   -*  

Tract Pop Density -* +***  +*** 

N 920 920 920 920 

R−Squared 0.053 0.113 0.203 0.174 

Adjusted R−Squared 0.039 0.100 0.191 0.161 

 p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01;  

All models estimated with OLS; respondents weighted by household income. 
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Table A1-1. Population v. Survey Respondent Breakdown: Income and Race 

Household Income NYC Survey Under/Over Sample 

Less than $14,999 16.7% 7.1% −9.6% 

$15,000 to $19,999 5.3% 5.1% −0.2% 

$20,000 to $29,999 9.8% 8.1% −1.7% 

$30,000 to $39,999 8.4% 6.8% −1.6% 

$40,000 to $49,999 7.7% 5.2% −2.5% 

$50,000 to $69,999 12.3% 14.9% 2.5% 

$70,000 to $79,999 5.2% 8.4% 3.2% 

$80,000 to $99,999 8.6% 11.6% 3.0% 

$100,000 to $149,999 12.7% 18.1% 5.4% 

$150,000 to $199,999 5.7% 7.7% 2.0% 

$200,000 or more 7.6% 7.2% −0.4% 

Race and Ethnicity NYC Survey Under/Over Sample 

White 32.9% 55.4% 22.5% 

Black 22.6% 14.7% −7.9% 

Hispanic (of any Race) 28.8% 17.4% −11.4% 

Asian and Pacific Islander 13.1% 10.1% −3.0% 

Native American 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 

Other 4.1% 2.1% −2.0% 
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Figure A1-1. Tract-Level Population Density and NYCNS Survey Respondent Distribution 
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Table A2-1. Social Capital Factor Analysis 

 

Variable Factor Loading Uniqueness 

Political Interest 0.573 0.672 

Discussion with Neighbors 0.583 0.660 

Civic Participation 0.571 0.674 

Social Trust 0.642 0.588 

Care for Neighborhood 0.637 0.594 

Social Bonds 0.621 0.615 

Factor Eigenvalue 2.196   

Note: The analysis only produced a single factor. 

 

 

Table A2-2. Neighborhood Evaluation Factor Analysis 

 

Variable 
Rotated Factor Loading* 

Uniqueness Condition 

Factor 

Safety  

Factor 

Parks & Rec 

Factor 

Street Trees 0.727 0.059 0.206 0.323 

Waste Collection 0.466 0.382 0.120 0.471 

Street Condition 0.818 0.109 0.077 0.228 

Sidewalk Condition 0.812 0.130 0.085 0.217 

Overall Cleanliness 0.533 0.374 0.180 0.351 

Cultural Amenities 0.005 0.052 0.791 0.349 

Parks 0.153 0.125 0.835 0.140 

Playgrounds 0.204 0.166 0.765 0.188 

Emergency Services 0.160 0.711 0.169 0.302 

Police−Community Relations 0.112 0.753 0.113 0.310 

Crime Control 0.116 0.821 0.092 0.207 

Personal Safety 0.118 0.565 0.118 0.576 

Eigenvalues 3.873 3.846 3.252  

*Factors rotated using Promax (oblique) rotation, loadings greater than 0.4 are shaded gray. In order 

to reduce the amount of missing data, the respondents who did not provide an evaluation for a given 

attribute were re-coded based on a question that asked for their overall evaluation of their 

neighborhood (which had a 99% response rate).     
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Table A3-1. Model Set A Complete Regression Results: Estimates of Social Capital and Components (OLS with NTA Fixed Effects)  

 

 Social Capital Political Interest 
Neighborhood 

Discussion 
Participation Social Trust 

Care for 

Neighborhood 
Social Bonds 

 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Female -0.06 0.07 -0.14** 0.07 -0.34** 0.14 0.04 0.07 -0.08* 0.05 0.13** 0.05 0.02 0.06 

Age 0.01** 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00* 0.00 -0.00 0.00 

Income 0.04*** 0.01 0.03* 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.05*** 0.01 

Education 0.08*** 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.05* 0.03 0.07*** 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Kids at Home 0.13 0.08 0.17** 0.08 0.43*** 0.16 0.27*** 0.08 -0.05 0.05 0.01 0.06 -0.10 0.07 

Religiosity 0.15*** 0.03 0.06** 0.03 0.11* 0.05 0.22*** 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.05*** 0.02 0.07*** 0.02 

Ideological Intensity 0.21*** 0.05 0.20*** 0.05 0.00 0.11 0.12** 0.05 0.08** 0.04 0.13*** 0.04 0.06 0.05 

Years in Neigh 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.01** 0.01 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00* 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 

Black -0.13 0.13 0.02 0.12 -0.64** 0.25 0.13 0.14 -0.13 0.10 0.02 0.09 -0.07 0.12 

Asian -0.39*** 0.11 -0.51*** 0.11 -1.01*** 0.29 -0.11 0.12 -0.07 0.07 -0.07 0.08 0.03 0.10 

Hispanic -0.15 0.11 0.04 0.10 -0.49** 0.21 -0.22** 0.10 -0.08 0.08 0.12* 0.07 -0.11 0.10 

Constant -0.76*** 0.24 1.14*** 0.36 3.17*** 0.74 0.45 0.46 1.59*** 0.15 3.29*** 0.18 2.42*** 0.32 

NTA Fixed Effects F−Test ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  

N 925  925  925  925  925  925  925  

R−Squared 0.42  0.40  0.32  0.35  0.41  0.31  0.35  

Adj. R−Squared 0.27  0.24  0.14  0.18  0.25  0.14  0.18  

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01 
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Table A3-2. Model Set B Complete Regression Results: Estimates of Social Capital and Components (OLS with NTA Census 

Variables) 

 Social Capital Political Interest 
Neighborhood 

Discussion 
Participation Social Trust 

Care for 

Neighborhood 
Social Bonds 

 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Female -0.05 0.06 -0.17*** 0.06 -0.32** 0.13 0.04 0.06 -0.07 0.05 0.14*** 0.05 0.05 0.06 

Age 0.01** 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 

Income 0.05*** 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.02* 0.01 0.02** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05*** 0.01 

Education 0.08*** 0.03 0.10*** 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.09*** 0.02 0.05*** 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.00 0.02 

Kids at Home 0.15** 0.08 0.15** 0.07 0.54*** 0.15 0.26*** 0.08 -0.06 0.05 0.01 0.06 -0.05 0.07 

Religiosity 0.18*** 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 0.14*** 0.05 0.21*** 0.02 0.03* 0.02 0.07*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.02 

Ideological Intensity 0.26*** 0.06 0.22*** 0.05 0.14 0.10 0.11** 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.17*** 0.03 0.14*** 0.05 

Years in Neigh 0.01** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00* 0.00 0.00* 0.00 

Black -0.13 0.12 -0.00 0.11 -0.36 0.23 0.14 0.12 -0.24*** 0.09 0.03 0.08 -0.04 0.11 

Asian -0.28*** 0.10 -0.44*** 0.11 -0.98*** 0.26 -0.08 0.11 0.03 0.07 -0.05 0.07 0.09 0.10 

Hispanic -0.10 0.10 0.02 0.10 -0.36* 0.19 -0.19** 0.09 -0.09 0.07 0.10 0.07 -0.02 0.09 

NTA Median Income 0.06*** 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.04*** 0.01 0.03*** 0.01 0.04*** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 

NTA Percent Non-White 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00* 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

NTA Population Density 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Constant -2.04*** 0.22 0.81*** 0.22 3.29*** 0.46 -0.45** 0.21 1.03*** 0.16 2.19*** 0.17 1.78*** 0.20 

N 923  925  925  925  925  925  925  

R−Squared 0.24  0.17  0.13  0.17  0.18  0.08  0.08  

Adj. R−Squared 0.23  0.16  0.11  0.16  0.17  0.07  0.07  

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01 
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Table A3-3. Model Set C Complete Regression Results: Estimates of Social Capital and Components (OLS with Neigh Quality 

Variables & NTA Fixed Effects) 

 Social Capital Political Interest 
Neighborhood 

Discussion 
Participation Social Trust 

Care for 

Neighborhood 
Social Bonds 

 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Female 0.02 0.06 -0.13* 0.07 -0.28** 0.14 0.07 0.07 -0.03 0.05 0.18*** 0.05 0.06 0.06 

Age 0.01** 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00* 0.00 -0.00 0.00 

Income 0.04*** 0.01 0.03* 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02* 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.05*** 0.01 

Education 0.07** 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.06*** 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Kids at Home 0.05 0.07 0.16** 0.08 0.27* 0.16 0.22*** 0.08 -0.08 0.05 -0.05 0.06 -0.11* 0.06 

Religiosity 0.15*** 0.02 0.06** 0.03 0.11** 0.05 0.22*** 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06*** 0.02 0.07*** 0.02 

Ideological Intensity 0.17*** 0.05 0.20*** 0.05 -0.05 0.10 0.10** 0.05 0.06* 0.03 0.10*** 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Years in Neigh 0.01** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00** 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 

Black -0.14 0.13 0.02 0.12 -0.65** 0.25 0.13 0.13 -0.13 0.09 0.01 0.08 -0.07 0.11 

Asian -0.32*** 0.11 -0.50*** 0.11 -0.96*** 0.27 -0.09 0.12 -0.02 0.07 -0.03 0.08 0.08 0.10 

Hispanic -0.13 0.09 0.04 0.10 -0.48** 0.20 -0.22** 0.10 -0.07 0.07 0.13* 0.07 -0.09 0.09 

General Condition 0.07* 0.04 -0.00 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.05* 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 0.02 0.03 

Public Safety 0.24*** 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.08** 0.04 0.17*** 0.03 0.14*** 0.03 0.14*** 0.03 

Parks and Rec 0.10*** 0.03 -0.02 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.06** 0.02 0.07** 0.03 0.11*** 0.03 

Parks Usage 0.18*** 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.32*** 0.07 0.09*** 0.03 0.07*** 0.02 0.11*** 0.02 0.04 0.03 

Constant -1.34*** 0.35 1.07*** 0.37 2.17*** 0.83 0.16 0.52 1.37*** 0.24 2.88*** 0.24 2.26*** 0.34 

NTA Fixed Effects F−Test ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  

N 925  925  925  925  925  925  925  

R−Squared 0.52  0.40  0.35  0.37  0.49  0.40  0.39  

Adj. R−Squared 0.39  0.24  0.17  0.19  0.35  0.24  0.23  

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01
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Table A3-4. Complete Regression Results: Condition X Income Interaction (OLS with 

Robust Standard Errors) 

 General Condition X 

Income 

Public Safety X 

Income 

Parks & Rec X 

Income 

Parks Usage X 

Income 

 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Female 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06 

Age 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 

Education 0.07*** 0.03 0.07** 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 0.07*** 0.03 

Kids at Home 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.07 

Religiosity 0.16*** 0.02 0.15*** 0.02 0.15*** 0.02 0.15*** 0.02 

Ideological Intensity 0.16*** 0.05 0.17*** 0.05 0.15*** 0.05 0.17*** 0.05 

Years in Neigh 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 

Black -0.14 0.13 -0.14 0.13 -0.14 0.13 -0.14 0.13 

Asian -0.32*** 0.11 -0.32*** 0.11 -0.33*** 0.11 -0.32*** 0.11 

Hispanic -0.13 0.09 -0.13 0.09 -0.13 0.09 -0.13 0.09 

General Condition 0.04*** 0.01 0.04*** 0.01 0.04*** 0.01 0.07*** 0.03 

Income 0.13 0.08 0.07* 0.04 0.07* 0.04 0.07* 0.04 

Public Safety 0.24*** 0.04 0.19*** 0.07 0.24*** 0.04 0.24*** 0.04 

Parks and Rec 0.09*** 0.03 0.10*** 0.03 0.21*** 0.08 0.10*** 0.03 

Parks Usage 0.18*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.03 0.18*** 0.03 0.25*** 0.07 

Interaction -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.02* 0.01 -0.01 0.01 

Constant -1.34*** 0.35 -1.36*** 0.34 -1.32*** 0.34 -1.51*** 0.37 

Neigh Fixed Effects 

F−Test 
***  ***  ***  ***  

N 925  925  925  925  

R−Squared 0.52  0.52  0.52  0.52  

Adj. R−Squared 0.39  0.39  0.39  0.39  

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01 
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Table A3-4. Regression Results: Estimates of Neighborhood Goods Evaluation and Usage 

 

 
General Cond Parks & Rec Public Safety Parks Usage 

 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Female -0.07 0.07 -0.04 0.07 -0.16** 0.07 -0.06 0.08 

Age -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 -0.01*** 0.00 

Income -0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.03* 0.01 0.02 0.02 

Education -0.00 0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.03 0.05 0.03 

Kids at Home -0.02 0.08 0.02 0.08 -0.02 0.08 0.50*** 0.09 

Min Walk to Park (log) -0.01 0.04 -0.15*** 0.04 0.01 0.05 -0.16*** 0.05 

Black 0.32** 0.14 0.10 0.15 -0.04 0.13 0.13 0.13 

Hispanic 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.11 -0.06 0.10 0.03 0.11 

Asian 0.23* 0.14 -0.12 0.15 -0.29** 0.12 -0.06 0.14 

Tract Median Income 0.04** 0.02 0.07*** 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04** 0.02 

Tract % Black -0.00* 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Tract % Hispanic -0.01** 0.00 -0.01** 0.00 -0.01*** 0.00 -0.00 0.00 

Tract % Asian -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00* 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Tract Pop Density -0.02* 0.01 0.03*** 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.06*** 0.01 

Constant 0.10 0.26 -0.07 0.25 -0.02 0.26 2.52*** 0.30 

N 920  920  920  920  

R−Squared 0.053  0.113  0.203  0.174  

Adjusted R−Squared 0.039  0.100  0.191  0.161  

* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01;  

All models estimated with OLS, respondents weighted by household income. Median income measured in tens of thousands of 

dollars; density measured in tens of thousands of people per square mile 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


