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… A 1–standard deviation decline in neighborhood poverty 

(13 percentage points) increases subjective well-being by an 

amount equal to the gap in subjective well-being between 

people whose annual incomes differ by $13,000—a large 

amount given that the average control group income is 

$20,000.  

Subjective well-being is more strongly affected by changes 

in neighborhood economic disadvantage than racial 

segregation…  
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4,604 households in high-poverty public housing in 5 cities: 

 Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York 

 

Assigned to groups by lottery from 1994 to 1998 

 Low-poverty voucher group – Housing voucher usable in 

Census tracts with poverty rates <10%; mobility counseling 

 Traditional voucher group – Housing voucher with 

unrestricted use  

 Control group – No new assistance 

 

Follow-up 12-16 years later; effective survey response rate of 90%  



 



  

  



  



 

Subjective wellbeing measure is based on responses to the 

following question from the General Social Survey:  

 

“Taken all together, how would you say things are these 

days—would you say that you are very happy, pretty happy, 

or not too happy?”  

 

A summary measure of the overall impact of neighborhood 

conditions on people’s lives, this measure has been shown to be 

correlated in expected ways with objective indicators of well-

being such as life events and biological indicators (such as smiling 

frequency and brain activity). 

  



  



(1) Y = Zπ11 + Xπ12 + e1 
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(2) Y = Wπ21 + Xπ22 + e2 
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(2) Y = Wπ21 + Xπ22 + e2 

 

(3) W = Zπ31 + Xπ32 + e3 



 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

Relationship between 

Subjective wellbeing and two Census tract characteristics 

Table S10 2SLS LIML Fuller  
(c=4) 

F 
statistic 

Share poor  
Controlling for share minority  
(duration-weighted) 
 

-.26 
(.09) 

-.28 
(.10) 

-.27 
(.10) 

14.2 

Share minority 
Controlling for share poor 
(duration-weighted) 
 

.28 
(.17) 

.32 
(.19) 

.29 
(.18) 

4.6 

P-value of test that 
coefficients 
are equal 

.03 .04 .03  

 

  



 
 

Unpacking Neighborhood Influences on 
Education Outcomes:  
 
Setting the Stage for Future Research  
 
 
Duncan and Murnane, eds. (2011) 

 

Shift focus to social, economic, and cultural processes that create associations 

between the compositional or demographic characteristics of neighborhoods 

 

Collect data that measure how individuals and families of different types 

allocate their time between different places 

 

Use research designs that can unpack the causal effects, if any, of specific 

neighborhood characteristics as they operate through well-specified 

mechanisms 

 



Example: Effects of exposure to violence on academic achievement 

 

Recruit individuals from the neighborhoods with high levels of 

neighborhood violence 

 

Select a target set of additional neighborhoods with high neighborhood 

violence and match each of them to neighborhoods that are 

comparable in terms of poverty, race, and educational levels but have 

lower neighborhood violence 

 

Design an intervention that is non-academic, but involves engagement 

with the neighborhood – such as working on a local clothing drive 

 

Randomly assign these youth to teams in different locations outside of 

their own neighborhoods  



 

 

 

For more information, see: 

www.mtoresearch.org 

 

http://www.mtoresearch.org/

