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Abstract

Using longitudinal data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), | examine
race and ethnic differences in the likelihood of reporting unfavorable housing, neighborhood, and
local services along with whether individuals move upon expressing residential dissatisfaction.
The first portion of the analysis looks at the relationship between individual socio-demographic
statuses and place characteristics on the residential dissatisfaction of Whites, Blacks, and
Hispanics. Housing tenure, duration of residence, home equity, and social and economic
characteristics are included as measures of individual statuses. The second section of the analysis
focuses on the impact of individual statuses, place characteristics, and residential dissatisfaction
on the migration behavior of these race and ethnic groups. Census tract of residence combined
with aggregated tract data on neighborhood socioeconomic status and housing supply from the
American Community Survey (ACS) serve as place characteristics.

Introduction

The residential environment, defined broadly as the housing unit, neighborhood, and local
community, plays an important role in shaping economic opportunities, health, social
relationships, and exposure to crime and disorder (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2000; Diez Roux
2001; Sampson et. al. 2002). Therefore, understanding how frequently individuals move out of
neighborhoods lacking in economic opportunities or neighborhood instability has broad ranging
policy implications.

A longstanding observation in the social sciences is that race and ethnic minorities frequently
live in lower quality housing units and neighborhoods than non-Hispanic Whites, and these
vulnerable groups are less likely to escape these circumstances by moving (for example, see
South and Deane 1993; South and Crowder 1997; Freeman 2005). However, the recent collapse
of the housing market and subsequent economic recession has had widespread impacts on access
to credit, homeownership, and rental market prices. Additional historical systemic barriers
including discriminatory and predatory lending have impacted homeownership access for
minority groups. These impacts have created a rapidly changing housing market, necessitating
the need for timely data on the housing and mobility patterns of all groups, and particularly those
who might be most impacted by these changes.

Initial evidence suggests that Blacks and Hispanics, who benefited greatly from increased access
to credit during the housing boom of the early 2000s, also faired the worst during the housing
bust (Kochhar et. al. 2009). However, this evidence is limited to comparisons of homeownership
and mobility rates before and after the collapse of the housing market. While these studies are
useful, they provide limited information on who wants to move, how frequently they move, and
what social demographic, housing, and neighborhood characteristics moderate the relationship
between wanting to move and moving. This project uses longitudinal data from the 2008 panel of
the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) linked to tract-level data from the 2006-
2010 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates to understand how frequently
residentially dissatisfied individuals of differing race and ethnic groups move.



Research questions

1. Are there differences in reported residential dissatisfaction between Whites, Blacks, and
Hispanics?

2. How do the socio-demographic, economic, housing and tract characteristics of
dissatisfied householders vary by race and ethnic status?

3. Are there differences in the moving rates of dissatisfied Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics?

4. How do the socio-demographic, economic, housing, and tract characteristics of
dissatisfied householders vary by race, ethnicity, and mover status?

5. Which factors are most important for explaining race and ethnic differences in residential
dissatisfaction and mobility behavior?

Data

The 2008 SIPP follows an initial sample of about 50,000 households for a 4-year period provided
they remain in non-institutionalized residential settings in the continental U.S. during this time.
Respondents are interviewed every 4 months and core data on the characteristics of respondents
at the time of the interview, including sex, age, presence of children, race, ethnicity, nativity,
education, income, and tenure, are collected. In addition to core characteristics, SIPP also
collects detailed information during topical modules, which are typically asked only during one
or two interview periods over the course of the panel. Data on residential satisfaction are
included in the 2008 Wave 6 Adult Well-Being Topical Module. Data on self-reported home-
equity are obtained from the Wave 4 Assets and Liabilities Topical Module. Residence
information prior to the start of the SIPP panel is collected in the Wave 2 Migration History
Module. Detailed address information is collected for the interview residence during each SIPP
interview period. While only state of residence is released in the public use files, this project uses
restricted-access information on census tract of current residence linked with aggregated tract
information from the 2006-2010 ACS as proxies for residential quality. *

! The ACS s designed to be a nationally representative yearly survey with an initial sample of about 3 million
addresses. Data is collected monthly, overthecourse of 1 year, and thencombinedinto one file and weighted to
independentsubcounty population estimates for July 1st ofthe survey year. Estimates fromthe ACS dataare
produced forsingle-year, three-year, and five-year time periods, with many of the same characteristics released for
each period. The five-year file produces representative estimates for all Census geographies on a number population
and housing characteristics.



The universe for this project is all non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, and Hispanic
householders who answered the Wave 6 Adult Well-Being Topical Module and had valid
residence information on the restricted-access SIPP files that could be coded to the Census tract.
About 3 percent of households were missing tract-level geography; these householders were
excluded from the analysis.

Because our analysis focuses so largely on race and ethnicity, correctly defining the groups

under analysis is important. Federal surveys now give respondents the option of reporting more
than one race, which means that two basic ways of defining a race group are possible. First, a
group such as Blacks may be defined as those who report that they are Black and no other race —
the race-alone or single-race concept. Alternatively, the group may be comprised of those who
reported that they were Black, regardless of whether they also reported another race — the race-
alone-or-in-combination concept. The body of this paper (text, figures, and tables) uses the race-
alone concept, and therefore reports data for people who reported that they were White or Black
alone. People who reported any of those races in combination with another race, as well as
people who reported another race alone, are excluded from the analysis.?

Although Hispanics may be of any race, data in this paper for Hispanics do not overlap with data
for the Whites and Blacks — in other words, all race/ethnicity categories are mutually exclusive.
In the text of this paper, the groups “White alone, non-Hispanic,” and “Black alone, non-
Hispanic” are referred to as “White” and “Black”.

Key Variables

Residential dissatisfaction — respondents who answered yes to one of the following questions are
considered to be highly dissatisfied with their residential environments: (1.) Are conditions in
your home undesirable enough that you would like to move? (2.) Overall, is the threat of crime
where you live undesirable enough that you would like to move? (3.) Is your neighborhood
undesirable enough that you would like to move? and (4.) Are the public services undesirable
enough that you would like to move? For descriptive purposes, this group is called the “wants to
move” group. Respondents who did not answer “yes” to one of these questions are classified in
the “did not wantto move” group, indicating they did not want to move because of residential
dissatisfaction. However, those in this group may still be dissatisfied with their residential
environments, just not to the extent that they report wanting to move.

Migration Behavior - Respondents who changed residences from the first month of Wave 7 to
the fourth month of Wave 9 are considered movers (the one-year period following the Wave 6
Adult Well-Being Topical Module. In the event that a respondent left the survey, data on the
reason the respondent left the survey was used to classify the respondent’s migration status.

> The Wave 6 Adult Well-Being Topical Module was administered from May to August 2010.

¥ Use ofthe single-race populations does notimply that it is the preferred method of presenting or analyzing data.
The U.S. Census Bureauusesa variety of approaches. Forfurtherinformation, see the Census 2000 Brief Overview
of Race and Hispanic Origin: 2000 (C2KBR/01-1) at <www.census.gov/prod/2001pubs/c2kbr01-1.pdf>.



Results

Table 1 reports frequencies for Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics, on the four variables that were
used to calculate the residential dissatisfaction measure primarily used in this paper: (1.) Are
conditions in your home undesirable enough that you would like to move? (2.) Overall, is the
threat of crime where you live undesirable enough that you would like to move? (3.) Is your
neighborhood undesirable enough that you would like to move? and (4.) Are the public services
undesirable enough that you would like to move? The results indicate that White householders
reported lower instances of residential dissatisfaction so bad that they wanted to move than
Blacks and Hispanics. * For example, Whites were about half as likely to report dissatisfaction so
severe they wanted to move for any reason compared to Blacks. Moreover, Black householders
were the most likely to indicate dissatisfaction with multiple aspects of their residential
environment.

Table 2 reports the demographic and neighborhood characteristics of race and ethnic groups by
residential dissatisfaction. The results indicate that there were substantial differences in the
characteristics of householders who report wanting to move because of residential

dissatisfaction. Across all three groups, female-headed family households were more likely to be
found in the “wanted to move for housing, safety, neighborhood, or services” group than the “did
not want to move group”. The presence of children in a household may both heighten awareness
of negative aspects of the residential environment and discourage moving out of concerns for
disrupting schooling. 50.7 percent of Blacks and 46.4 percent of Hispanics in the “wanted to
move” group had annual household incomes under $25,000. Those with lower incomes may not
be able to afford to live in higher quality homes and neighborhoods. Hispanics who reported
wanting to move because of residential dissatisfaction were more likely to be found in the West
than other regions. Metropolitan areas in the West were hit hardest by the housing market
collapse, and Hispanics living in these areas may be enduring widespread foreclosures and
tightened access to quality rental units. Interestingly, Black homeowners in the “wanted to
move” group had longer median residential durations (median months lived in the unit) than
those in the “did not want to move” group. While lengthy residential durations alone might
indicate satisfaction with the housing unit and neighborhood, the aforementioned finding for
Black homeowners is striking and may indicate an inability to escape poor residential
circumstances for this group.

Table 2 also provides some evidence of the objective neighborhood conditions around the
housing units of race and ethnic groups through reported tract of residence characteristics. The
results for this section suggest that Whites in the “wanted to move” group frequently live in
Census tracts with more favorable characteristics than Blacks and Hispanics in the “did not want
to move group”. For example, Whites in the “wanted to move” group live in census tracts with
lower poverty, higher median incomes, and fewer vacant units than Blacks in the “did not want
to move” group.

* The estimates in this paper (which may be shown in text, figures, or tables) are based on responses froma sample
of the population and may differ from the actual values because of sampling variability or other factors. Asaresult,
apparentdifferences between the estimates for two or more groups may notbe statistically significant. All
comparative statements have undergonestatistical testingand are significant at the 90 percent confidence level
unless otherwise noted.



Table 3 reports residential satisfaction by 1-year mobility status and tenure and provides initial
evidence for who moves and who does not. It appears that Whites who wanted to move because
of residential dissatisfaction did so at higher rates than the overall White population. However,
dissatisfied Blacks and Hispanics did so at lower rates than the average group member.

In Tables 4 and 5 | move to the multivariate analysis of wanting to move and actual mobility.
Race and ethnicity are includes as controls in models predicting both dissatisfaction and
mobility. Tenure status, socio-demographic characteristics, tract characteristics, and region are
also included in a series of stepwise regressions as potential explanatory factors.

Table 4 presents the weighted logistic regressions predicting wanting to move. While Blacks and
Hispanics were more likely than Whites to report wanting to move because of residential
dissatisfaction, this was explained largely by differences in individual and tract characteristics
between the groups. That is, after controlling for relevant individual and location characteristics,
the results indicate Blacks and Hispanics are less likely to report residential dissatisfaction than
are Whites (Model 6). In other words, a Black or Hispanic householder with similar socio-
demographic characteristics to a White householder, living in similar census tract, in a similar
region of the country, is less likely to report wanting to move than the White householder.

Tables 5 and 6 present the weighted logistic regressions predicting a move. Though individual
and locational characteristics explain a significant proportion of race/ethnic differences in reports
of wanting to move for residential dissatisfaction, these characteristics did not account for
race/ethnic differences in actual moving behavior. After controlling for tenure status, dissatisfied
Whites, Blacks and Hispanics are significantly less likely to move than are dissatisfied Whites.
This result implies that the socio-demographic and locational characteristics used in this paper
are unable to account for differences in mobility rates between dissatisfied Whites, Blacks, and
Hispanics.

Major Findings

The descriptive results suggest that Blacks and Hispanics were far more likely to report
dissatisfaction with at least one aspect of their residential environment so severe they wanted to
move than are Whites. Yet, dissatisfied Black and Hispanic householders were less likely to
move over the course of one calendar year than the average group member. Only dissatisfied
Whites had higher mover rates compared to the overall White mover rate.

The multivariate results indicate that the higher reports of residential dissatisfaction among
Blacks and Hispanics compared to Whites are the results of differences in socio-demographic
and locational characteristics. A Black or Hispanic householder with similar socio-demographic
characteristics to a White householder, living in similar census tract, in a similar region of the
country, was actually less likely to report severe residential dissatisfaction than the White
householder.

However, these socio-demographic and location characteristics did not account for differences in
the mover rates of dissatisfied White, Black, and Hispanic householders. Both dissatisfied Black



and Hispanic householders remained significantly less likely to move than dissatisfied White
householders after controlling for these factors.
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Accuracy of the Estimates

Statistics from surveys are subject to sampling and nonsampling error. All comparisons
presented in this report have taken sampling error into account and are significant at the 90-
percent confidence level unless otherwise noted. This typically means the 90-percent confidence
interval for the differences between the estimates being compared does not include zero.

Nonsampling errors in surveys may be attributed to a variety of sources, such as how the survey
IS designed, how respondents interpret questions, how able and willing respondents are to
provide correctanswers and how accurately the answers are coded and classified. The Census
Bureau employs quality control procedures throughout the production process including the
overall design of surveys, the wording of questions, the review of the work of the interviewers
and coders, and the statistical review of reports to minimize these errors. The SIPP weighting
procedure uses ratio estimation whereby sample estimates are adjusted to independent estimates
of the national population by age, race, sex and Hispanic Origin. This weighting partially
corrects for bias due to undercoverage, but biases may still be present when people who are
missed by the survey differ from those interviewed in ways other than age, race, sex, and
Hispanic origin. How this weighting procedure affects other variables in the survey is not



precisely known. All of these considerations affect comparisons across different surveys or data
sources.

For further information on statistical standards and the computation and use of standard errors,
go to http//www.census.gov/sipp/source.html or contact Tracy Mattingly of the Census Bureau’s
Demographic Statistical Methods Division on the internet at Tracy.l.Mattingly@census.gov.
Additional information on the SIPP can be found at the following websites:
<www.sipp.census.gov/sipp/> (the main SIPP website),

<www.sipp.census.gov/sipp/wor kpapr/wp230.pdf> (SIPP Quality Profile), and
<Www.Ssipp.census.gov/sipp/usrguide/sipp2001.pdf> (SIPP User’s Guide).



€¢ 86¢ 0L L16 0L 016 08 090°T L9 1788 gel €eLT 9TT | 8¥ETT | 000T | CBO'ET | uoireuIGIOd Ul o Suoje ‘adel Aue Jo ‘OledsiH
Ty 695 68 81Z'T €6 1827 TOT | €8T g6 20e'T €91 | 982C LTT | 98v'TT | 0007 | ¢zL'eT auofe ‘aluedsiH-uou ‘yoe|g
A 910'7 9¢ 906' L 66T'C ) 106 T¢ 15T gL 91’9 L9L | OyT'SL | 0°00T | L9278 3uofe ‘OlUedSIH-UOU ‘SJIYM

uiblo a1uedsiH pue aJey
LT 188'7T LYy 90 Ty 16y 6S €' 14 TeLY €6 | G600T | L06 | v.6'.6 | 0°00T |0L0°0T [ejoL

Wadlad | JaquinN | adlad | Jequiny | Wediad | JaquinN | uadled | JaquinN | wsdiad | Jequiny | Usdiad | JaquinN | uadled | Jequiny | wsdad | Jaquiny
U0Seal 89Wag  |uoseal pooyloqubiaN|  uoseal Aales uoseal fuisnoy suoseal a|dniniy uoseal Auy anslieioerey)
paysitessip JoN feloL

10} BAOLL 0 SIUEM Y "UONJBISITESSID [NUapISay

T0IUG13 pUe 308y Aq UORIEISHESSIq [eRUapISaY PaerRq T oldeL




Erd 9T Ve 6v0'T el a4 1T vIv'e 6L°TC SEET 10’61 S8TYT 6061 LT6'T 18t 8vL'LT a[ewsa) - pjoyasnoy Ajiy-uoN
00, Tt ST OTET 90°ST LEE VE'LT 66T T8°€T 9v8 0S'ST LY9'TT w6 YOE'T 9¢'stT 67671 aew - pjoyasnoy Ajiy-uoN
76T 01S 69T 616°T LE6E 088 ¥0'9¢ 166°C 1097 186 0S8 16€9 6v'€C TLET €S°TT TOETT afews) - ployasnoy Ajiwes
LL'6 69T 0L'8 186 99's LZT 91’9 L0L 8's 9€e L€ S8LT S¢9 €9 LSV o144 afew - ployasnoy Ajiurey
18°ey 6SL E€v'es €909 8T°0C 1354 €T6C 8GE‘E 6€CY 165T TO'€S €€8°6E vLLE 018°€ £LT°0S YSC'6l 9|dnod paurew - pjoyasnoy Ajies
adA1 pjoyasnoH
89'9C 9V SE°0C 60€C 90°Sy £00°T LLEE 6/8°c 6C°€C LTy'T LEST 75STT 89'8C S68C 781 ovL'LT paLrew JanaN
[4R4 ov ov'LT 786'T 9€'9C 685 80°€C 199C 6v'SC 1957 €081 00L'€T T€'SC SSST TL8T 4314 pareredag/pasionia
aT'v [44 89S S¥9 0L9 0sT 8€'TT LOE'T IaT'L 8ev mna 1016 ¥S'9 099 8C'TT €50'TT pamopIM
€6'SY 96L 0595 f43 4] 88'TC 687 LLTE 619°€ 907 00L°C 8TYS 88L°0V Li'6E S86°€ 06'TS 8v8°0S pauen
sneis [ejleiN
19°8C 154 9L'8C v9T'e 1524 80T Lry €TS 0T 149 89T 97T oL Ll ST'S 70°S
6591 88¢ 86'8T ¥ST'C 65t €0T 8€L 878 S6°C 18T 67 129°C 99'S TS LS T29's uaznio
oT'sy 8L /A4 8Iv's 049 01C S8'TT T9ET 661 90€ JARS S88°€ S8'CT 867'T 8801 €99°0T wog-ubiaio
06'7S 56 9T'ts 0€6's 0906 920°C S1'88 Ser'ot 10°'s6 128'S €876 SSTTL ST'/8 86L'8 68 T1€'L8 wog-aniteN
diysuaznip pue AlianeN
0S'6€ S89 88'CS 1009 SS'0€ €89 £9'8€ wr'y 344 009°C T8y £TT'9€ 0£'6€ L96'€ 9Ly 0£9°9% SN
0S°09 6v0'T Ly LYE'S S'69 €95°T €ET9 0L LS'LS £T5'€ 6L'TS €T6°8€ TL°09 8719 LETS Y0E‘TS dlewsd
xas
879 60T wer 607'T 8€0T (434 0z'8t 160C 87T 181 02'9¢ 689°6T LT'TT 8CI'T L9°EC 681€C Jano pue sreak g9
or'or 08T 89°CT 6EV'T 8T'LT 8¢ 99°LT 870C 991 L20°T 861 T687T 9L°ST 165°T vL°8T 8SE8T sieak 19 01 G§
8T'TC £9¢ L0°€T 819'C 87T €05 wee 9T Y0¥ €LV'T 65°TC €291 (a4 we'e €6'TC 81T sieaf ¥§ 01 G
€59¢ 09 9T 8L6°C T6°8T jxa4 85°0C ¥9€'C SS6T 86T'T SE9T S8TTl 19°0C 080T 66'LT L2941 sreak v 01 G¢
80'6C 05 9T'1C 10V LLET T€S 69T €V6°T ¥51C 0zeT 6T°€T 116'6 €EET SSE'C SSYT 9sT'vT sieaf yg 01 52
€59 €T 144 0S 6TL €91 we 104 9T's [443 S8 wi'e €6'S 665 (483 190°€ sieaf g 01 GT
aby/|
0018 008 00677 00°0CT 009TT 00°6¢T 00°0TT 00vCT Jaumo
00°s€ 00°€€ 00'8C 000€ 00°LT 00'sC 00'8C 00'8C Jeiay
SUIUOW Ul 9DUBPIS3I JO UONEINP URIPIN
099 1144 6898 SST'S €98 (4 988 v9T's 8LL8 16T 67°€6 EVP'ES v8'LE 618°€ 80'99 T9L'€9 Aunba anijebaN
(V414 91 Trer 8LL 89°€T 8L ST L9 wa 4 L9 918°c 09 019 s L6T'S Aunba annisod
86'0€ LES 8C'CS €€6'S 19'S¢ €LS €8°0S 8€8'S 6T'vS oze's v¢9L 68C°LS 88ty 6y 6V°0L 09069 sumo
2069 96TT oLy STY'S 6EVL €99°T LT'6V 8Y9'S 18'sy £08°C 9L°€C 7S8°LT €199 999 T9'6C ST6'8C 1a1uay
ainuay
00°00T €€L'T 00°00T 8YE'TT 00°00T 9€TT 00°00T 98Y'TT 00°00T 971’9 00°00T ovT'sL 00°00T S60°0T 00°00T v.6'L6 [elol
U214 | JaquinN | uddidd | JequnN | uddidd | JequinN | uadidd | JequinN | usdidd | JequinN | uadidd | JequinN | uddidd | Jaquiny U034 | Jaquiny
ssia 10N ssia ssIp 30N ssia ssIp 10N SSIp 30N S
Joelg S1YM |eloL

1 [enuapisay pue ‘AidIuyi3 pue adey Agq sonsualoerey) aiydelbowsq :z a|qeL

10



L8 [7X°14 ¥£'9¢ 8Y'ST 8'€C 0z'€T 91'ST JR74 plo sreak g1 Uey) ssa| Juadiad
¥8'92 oL'sT 86T 6C°CT wTr we 98'vT SLTT uiog-uBiaio} Jusdiad
vZ'1T 66'ST 0z'ze TT°LT P ET 2001 L9t €0°CT (uoreindod +8T) Auanod ul Jusdiad
¥Z'0 8€0 920 9€0 SE0 f340] 1€0 0 8.6T-1s0d )ing syun Buisnoy reak ueipaiy
89°0T 08'6 SS'ST ¥6'CT 96'0T L0°0T 98'TT 7501 (snun Buisnoy |fe) syun Juede Juddlad
9,8y 95°LS oT'6% 0S'LS 61°€9 98'TL €T°LS 0529 (SHUN-paidnao |fe) Paldnvv0-IBUMO JUBIBd
80°0950F 6EvLT6Y 69°'TT8LE SSLSY ST°£960S S6'SELO9 W TrY9Y £5'06595 aWodu| UeIpay
LETT ST6 €TVl ST'TT 158 80°L 10T 08 (uorreindod 8210} Joge| 8ys Ul +9T) pakojdwiaun juadiad
9L'8C €ELE 99'92 S8'9€ 8169 9L 6878 LL'99 a)Iym oluedsIH-UoU JuBdJed
€26 9601 10TT 8S'TT TTET 6C1T 86'TT €T +59 abe Juadlad
sonsiiaoeIReYd |9A3|-10el) palehalbby
€9°9% 808 LS8 LLEY 18°L SLT 69'8 866 T6°€C S9v‘T LS'6T SOLYT ST 87T 05'0C 080°0C 1s8M
€L'8C 86v 90°'8€ 6IEY v0'€S 981'T €565 L€8'9 09°0€ S/8°T €LVE 6092 ST'SE 655€ 20'8€ 0SZ'LE uinos
v1'6 85T 6L8 L66 667C v EV'LT 100T €6'%C 8751 5092 SLS'6T 6LTC 002°C Y0'€C 78844 1SaMPIN
0S'ST 69¢ 8SvT S59°T 9191 T9€ SEVT 6v9°T §5°0C 65C'T S9'6T L9L'YT TL'8T 688'T A 0£0°8T 1seayuoN
9ouapisay Jo uolbiay
08'16 T65'T 68'68 10201 90'T6 9€0'C 86'68 SEE0T 1978 190°S €108 €1209 9098 8898 wee 6vL08 ueyjodonay
0z'g wi TT°0T LYT'T v6'8 00z 20°0T 1ST°T 6ELT S90°T L8'6T LT6'YT ¥6'ET LOV'T 85T 9zT'LT ue)ljodoslaw-UoN
snels ueljodonain
878 T 66°€T £85T €EVT oze LT'TT VT [2%4 Ty'T 8L'VE €ET'9C £8'8T S06°T 8L°0E TST0E Jaybiy 1o saiBap sJojpydeg
€€'9C 95t 89'8C SST'E 60"t 986 9L'6€ 195 LyEy €99'C v8'vE LLT'9T 190V SOty 0L'vE 666'€E aba]|0 BWoS
TL'8T 861 ¥T'92 196'C 06'ST 6LS ¥8'ST 896°C TL'€T €SY'T SL'€T 6v8LT 90°'sT 675T 8TT ¥8L'EC j00y2s ybiH
£9'9€ 9€9 8T'TE 6€S‘E 89'ST 16€ [44) 61S°T 0€'6 0LS €9'9 1867 w'sT 985°T SToT 6£0°0T @a1B3p [00Y9s ybIY © ey} SSa
luswuleny |euoneonp3y
6v'LT 9Ly 96°'€C 61LC 6CVE 191 €L°0E 0€S'E €0'6C 6LLT v9°TE SLL'ET €6'67 Te0e ¥9'0€ ¥20°0€ 1eak snowaid 8y ul spom Jou pip ‘pakojdwis-uou Apuaid
0€'6 191 96'S LL9 L6'L 8.1 65°L us LE'S 6C€ 08'v 609°€ 799 699 9T'S 8sT's Teak snowaid ay ur pastiom ‘pakojdwa-uou Apuaiind
44 960'T 80°0L TS6°L €L'LS 16¢°T 89'T9 ¥80°L 65'59 8107 95°€9 9SLLy Sv'€9 Sov‘9 609 T6L79 pakojdw3
snyels juswAhojdwg
6T'S 06 W6 vL0'T oL'S Ji43 116 LY0'T v9'TT €1L 6€°0C vZe'sT we 0€6 08'LT YryLT aI0W 10 000°00T$
SS°S 96 LS8 ue 6CY 96 86'L L16 126 895 9T 99€'6 €5°L 09 6v'TT SSCTT 666'66$ 01 000°GL$
6C°€T 0€Z 6€LT vL6'T 8607 574 66'vT wT L8°LT S60°T 9v°8T 0L8'€T 95'ST TLST €6'LT 995'LT 666'7.$ 01 000°05$
95'6C s 95°Z€ S69°€ 62'8C €9 26'6C 9EV'E €5°LT £89'T ST S60°6T S0'8C 43:44 LL'9T 9z2'9C 666'6v$ 01 000'G2$
ov'9y 08 20°TE vE9'E SL'0S GET'T 00°'8€ S9EY 69°€€ ¥90'C LT€T 98yLT S9'6€ €007 10'92 S8Y°ST 000°G2$ Japun
QWOodu| p|oyasnoH |enuuy
98'6T YrE 8S'ET ST ST'TT 374 YL 08 169 LTy 651 87'E TT°0T 0Z0'T €6'S 608°S LT-9 pue g-0 8by
68'9C 99¢ ¥0'ST we'T 0z'TT vLY S8'LT 050C 05'9T TI0'T ¥0'ST €0E‘TT ze6T 156 €5°9T S6T9T 11-9 9by
0L'TT €0C 8E'6 ¥90°T or'g 181 19°S Sv9 956 585 6L'S 8YE'Y 09'6 696 8T'9 £50"9 §-09by
95Ty ozL 0028 106'S 5565 TEET 6€'69 TL6°L £6'99 €0Ty 8SvL T70°95 £6'09 SST9 9E'TL 71669 juesaid JoN
8T 1apun uaip|iyd umo
JuU3213d JaquinN Juadiad JaquinN 1uadiad JaquinN 1uadiad JaquinN Ju3213d JaquinN Juadiad JaquinN 1uadiad JaquinN Juadiad JaquinN
ssia 10N ssia SSIp 10N ssia 10N ssia SSIp 10N nsuEIRRYD
»e|g UM |eroL

(panunuo?) u

1 [enuapisay pue ‘AIdIuyl3 pue adey Aq sansualoereyd alydelBowsaq g a|gel

11



Table 3: Tract-level characteristics by Tenure, Race and Ethnicity, and Residential Dissatisfaction

Owner
Total White Black Hispanic
Characteristic
Not diss Diss Not diss Diss Not diss Diss Not diss Diss
Aggregated tract-level characteristics
Percent age 65+ 13.97 12.51 14.47 13.24 11.86 11.06 11.14 9.53
Percent non-Hispanic white 72.09 60.42 79.13 71.92 37.65 23.53 37.89 28.68
Percent unemployed (16+ in the labor force population) 7.44 9.46 6.91 8.20 10.98 15.16 9.00 11.12
Median income 60823 51206 62921 53946 49297 42156 51874 43917
Percent owner-occupied (all occupied-units) 73.98 68.23 75.60 69.81 65.84 62.61 66.22 64.42
Percent vacant units (all housing units) 10.06 11.32 9.86 10.69 12.53 15.92 9.47 10.26
Median year housing units built post-1978 0.44 0.39 0.45 0.40 0.41 0.34 0.43 0.38
Percent in poverty (18+ population) 10.15 13.67 9.18 11.94 15.09 19.15 14.69 18.55
Percent foreign-born 9.93 11.35 8.39 9.53 10.56 9.77 24.18 24.23
Percent less than 18 years old 24.12 25.54 23.61 24.58 25.78 27.20 27.43 29.71
Renter
Total White Black Hispanic
Characteristic
Not diss Diss Not diss Diss Not diss Diss Not diss Diss
Aggregated tract-level characteristics
Percent age 65+ 12.68 11.56 13.70 12.95 11.30 10.99 10.77 9.09
Percent non-Hispanic white 58.83 47.45 72.76 67.25 36.02 27.74 36.72 28.80
Percent unemployed (16+ in the labor force population) 8.70 10.86 7.61 8.86 11.33 13.78 9.53 11.48
Median income 50084 42389 53723 47444 42072 36316 46426 39053
Percent owner-occupied (all occupied-units) 55.50 49.26 59.85 55.35 48.89 44.45 48.08 41.73
Percent vacant units (all housing units) 11.15 12.42 10.75 11.27 13.36 15.42 10.17 10.87
Median year housing units built post-1978 0.35 0.25 0.37 0.29 0.30 0.23 0.33 0.18
Percent in poverty (18+ population) 14.87 19.11 12.73 15.22 19.19 23.26 17.42 22.45
Percent foreign-born 15.21 16.61 11.88 13.22 14.08 14.08 27.36 28.01
Percent less than 18 years old 23.28 25.13 21.87 22.93 25.17 26.58 25.94 28.27
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Table 5: Weighted Logistic Regressions Predicting Residential Dissatisfaction

Dependent: Residential
Dissatisfaction®

Covariates
Point |95 Percent C.I (Odds
Estimate ratios)

Demographic (person-level)
Age (ref 15-24):

25-34 1.17 1.05 1.30

35-44 1.00 0.90 1.12

45-54 1.06 0.95 1.18

55-64 0.94 0.84 1.06

65+ 0.49 0.43 0.55
Female (ref - male) 1.27 1.21 1.33
Race and Hispanic origin (ref - non-Hispanic white)

Non-hispanic black (ref - non-Hispanic white) 0.90 0.84 0.96

Hispanic (ref - non-Hispanic white) 0.80 0.74 0.86
Nativity and Citizenship (ref - native-born)

Foreign-born, Citizen (ref - native-born) 0.80 0.72 0.88

Foreign-born, Non-citizen (ref - native-born) 0.76 0.70 0.84
Married (ref - not married) 0.91 0.87 0.96
Presence of Children (ref - no children present)

Child between the ages of 0 and 5, only 1.38 1.27 1.51

Child between the ages of 6 and 17, only 1.17 1.10 1.24

Children ages 0 to 5 and ages 6 to 17 1.36 1.24 1.48
College degree (ref - less than college degree) 0.73 0.69 0.77
Household income (ref - less than $25,000)

$25,000 to $49,999 0.85 0.81 0.90

$50,000 to $74,999 0.83 0.78 0.89

$75,000 to $99,999 0.69 0.63 0.75

$100,000 or more 0.65 0.59 0.71
Tenure

Renter (ref - owner) 1.89 1.79 1.99

Owner, negative home-equity (ref - owner) 1.52 1.38 1.67
Objective neighborhood (tract-level)
Percent non-Hispanic white 0.99 0.99 0.99
Percent unemployed 1.03 1.02 1.03
Percent owner-occupied (all occupied-units) 0.99 0.99 1.00
Median year units built post 1978 0.81 0.77 0.85
Percent vacant units (all housing units) 1.01 1.01 1.01
Percent of population age 17 and under 1.02 1.01 1.02
Region and metro status
Nonmetro (ref - metro) 0.69 0.62 0.77
Micropolitan (ref - metro) 0.98 0.90 1.05
Region (ref - North)

Midwest 1.00 0.93 1.07

South 0.91 0.85 0.98

West 1.08 1.01 1.16
Somer's D 0.46

1. Sample includes all White, Black, and Hispanic, householders eligible for the adult

well-being module with address information.
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Table 6: Weighted Logistic Regressions Predicting Mover Status

Dependent: Moved®
Covariates
Point |95 Percent C.1 (Odds
Estimate ratios)

Demographic (person-level)
Age (ref 15-24):

25-34 0.73 0.67 0.80

35-44 0.52 0.47 0.57

45-54 0.35 0.32 0.39

55-64 0.30 0.27 0.34

65+ 0.31 0.28 0.34
Female (ref - male) 1.09 1.04 1.14
Race and Hispanic origin (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white)

Dissatisfied Non-hispanic black (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white) 0.73 0.64 0.84

Dissatisfied Hispanic (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white) 0.43 0.36 0.50

Satisfied Non-hispanic white (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white) 0.54 0.50 0.58

Satisfied Non-hispanic black (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white) 0.41 0.37 0.45

Satisfied Hispanic (ref- dissatisfied non-Hispanic white) 0.50 0.45 0.55
Nativity and Citizenship (ref - native-born)

Foreign-born, Citizen (ref - native-born) 0.88 0.79 0.97

Foreign-born, Non-citizen (ref - native-born) 0.88 0.80 0.96
Married (ref - not married) 0.81 0.77 0.85
Presence of Children (ref - no children present)

Child between the ages of 0 and 5, only 0.99 0.91 1.08

Child between the ages of 6 and 17, only 0.85 0.80 0.92

Children ages 0 to 5 and ages 6 to 17 0.89 0.81 0.97
College degree (ref - less than college degree) 0.99 0.93 1.04
Household income (ref - less than $25,000)

$25,000 to $49,999 0.86 0.82 0.91

$50,000 to $74,999 0.83 0.77 0.89

$75,000 to $99,999 0.78 0.71 0.86

$100,000 or more 0.84 0.77 0.92
Tenure

Renter (ref - owner) 4.37 4.13 4.63

Owner, negative home-equity (ref - owner) 1.26 1.12 1.42
Objective neighborhood (tract-level)
Percent non-Hispanic white 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent unemployed 1.00 1.00 1.01
Percent owner-occupied (all occupied-units) 1.00 1.00 1.00
Median year units built post 1978 1.20 1.14 1.26
Percent vacant units (all housing units) 1.00 1.00 1.01
Percent of population age 17 and under 1.00 1.00 1.01
Region and metro status
Nonmetro (ref - metro) 0.81 0.73 0.90
Micropolitan (ref - metro) 0.86 0.80 0.94
Region (ref - North)

Midwest 1.46 1.35 1.58

South 1.57 1.46 1.69

West 1.49 1.38 1.61
Somer's D 0.53

1. Sample includes all White, Black, and Hispanic, householders eligible for the adult well-being module
with address information.

Note: Mowe period is 1 year.




