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Figure 2.1

Violent Crime Rates for Neighborhoods of Different Colors
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

Figure 2.2

Property Crime Rates for Neighborhoods of Different Colors
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
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Figure 2.3

Cities in the National Neighborhood Crime Study

Source: ESRI (2006).

region, the NNCS sample cities differ, on average, by at most 10 percent
from the population of places with over 100,000 residents. The regional
distributions of our sample and of all large U.S. cities are relatively comparable. Our sample slightly overrepresents places in the Northeast and
Midwest and somewhat underrepresents cities in the West.
In this book, we examine 8,931 census tracts across 87 cities for which
complete information is available for the crimes analyzed. (See table 2A.1
for a list of the cities included.) Given our primary interest in comparing
crime patterns across local areas with distinct ethno-racial compositions, we categorize neighborhoods as predominantly white, predominantly African American, predominantly Latino, minority, or integrated.
Neighborhoods are defined as predominantly white, African American,
or Latino if the respective group constitutes at least 70 percent of the tract
population. With these classifications, whites and African Americans
include only non-Latinos; Latinos include people who identified with any
census racial category.17 Areas are designated as minority when the combination of African Americans and Latinos makes up 70 percent or more
of the population, but neither group alone is more than 70 percent. All
other tracts are considered integrated neighborhoods because they have
a greater balance of racial and ethnic groups. The sample includes 3,115
white neighborhoods, 1,467 African American neighborhoods, 679 Latino

12032-02_Ch02_rev2.qxd

5/13/10

11:18 AM

Page 43

Racial Structure, Segregation, and Crime
Table 2.1
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Mean Values for Selected Characteristics of U.S. Cities with
Populations over 100,000 and NNCS Sample Cities, 2000

Characteristic

All Large U.S. Cities

Index crime rate per 100,000
Black-white segregation
Poverty rate
Percentage white
Percentage African American
Percentage Latino
Region
Northeast-Midwest
South
West

NNCS Cities

6,104.4
43.9%
15.1
53.9
17.4
19.8

6,374.5
47.5%
15.4
54.8
18.6
19.1

28.2
32.7
39.2

36.3
35.2
28.6

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the National Neighborhood Crime Study
(Peterson and Krivo 2010), the 2000 census (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007), Federal Bureau
of Investigation (2001), and the Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and
Regional Research (2009).

neighborhoods, 645 minority neighborhoods, and 3,025 integrated neighborhoods. Note that there are almost as many integrated areas as there
are predominantly white areas. The group of integrated neighborhoods
is also larger than any of the three types of predominantly nonwhite
(African American, Latino, or minority) neighborhoods. Readers may be
concerned that integrated areas include a “mishmash” of many distinct
types of communities. Indeed, such neighborhoods vary in terms of
which groups reside together. About 40 percent each are dominated by
either African Americans and whites or Latinos and whites; the remainder are more diverse. Despite these differences in population composition, the three types of integrated communities are extremely similar to
each other in levels of disadvantage, residential instability, and external
investments. They differ, however, in that African American–white areas
have a much lower presence of immigrants than all other integrated
neighborhoods. There is also variation in crime rates: the most violent
crimes and property crimes occur in integrated contexts that have more
African Americans. However, the overall pattern of results and the story
emanating from the findings about race and crime are essentially the
same for the three types of integrated areas as for the combined set.

Measures of Crime and Context
We examine the racialized social context of crime in urban neighborhoods using average annual counts of violent and property crimes
reported to the police over the three-year period from 1999 to 2001.
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Appendix
Table 2A.1

Cities Included in the National Neighborhood Crime Study

Akron, Ohio
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Alexandria, Virginia
Arlington, Texas
Aurora, Illinois
Austin, Texas
Boston, Massachusetts
Buffalo, New York
Carrollton, Texas
Chandler, Arizona
Charlotte, North Carolina
Chicago, Illinois
Chula Vista, California
Cincinnati, Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio
Columbus, Ohio
Coral Springs, Florida
Dallas, Texas
Dayton, Ohio
Denver, Colorado
Des Moines, Iowa
Detroit, Michigan
Eugene, Oregon
Evansville, Indiana
Fort Collins, Colorado
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Fort Worth, Texas
Fullerton, California
Garden Grove, California
Glendale, Arizona
Hampton, Virginia
Hartford, Connecticut
Hialeah, Florida
Houston, Texas
Inglewood, California
Irving, Texas
Jacksonville, Florida
Kansas City, Missouri
Knoxville, Tennessee
Lexington, Kentucky
Lincoln, Nebraska
Livonia, Michigan
Long Beach, California
Los Angeles, California

Louisville, Kentucky
Madison, Wisconsin
McAllen, Texas
Memphis, Tennessee
Miami, Florida
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
Minneapolis, Minnesota
Naperville, Illinois
Nashville, Tennessee
New Haven, Connecticut
Newport News, Virginia
Norfolk, Virginia
Oakland, California
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
Ontario, California
Overland Park, Kansas
Pasadena, California
Pasadena, Texas
Pembroke Pines, Florida
Phoenix, Arizona
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Plano, Texas
Portland, Oregon
Rockford, Illinois
San Bernardino, California
San Diego, California
Santa Rosa, California
Seattle, Washington
Simi Valley, California
St. Louis, Missouri
St. Petersburg, Florida
Stamford, Connecticut
Sterling Heights, Michigan
Tampa, Florida
Tempe, Arizona
Toledo, Ohio
Topeka, Kansas
Tucson, Arizona
Virginia Beach, Virginia
Waco, Texas
Washington, D.C.
Waterbury, Connecticut
Worcester, Massachusetts

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

12032-02_Ch02_rev2.qxd

Table 2A.2

Operationalizations of Variables

Variables

Residential loans
Immigrant prevalence (α = .96)

(Table continues on p. 48.)
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Residential instability (α = .69)

Dummy variables for type of area
White neighborhood, 1 = 70% or more non-Latino white (else = 0) (reference)
African American neighborhood, 1 = 70% or more non-Latino black (else = 0)
Latino neighborhood, 1 = 70% or more Latino (else = 0)
Minority neighborhood, 1 = 70% or more Latinos and non-Latino blacks (else = 0)
Integrated neighborhood, 1 = any other race-ethnic combination (else = 0)
Average of the standard scores for two variables
Percentage of occupied housing units that are renter-occupied
Percentage of population age five and over who lived in a different residence in 1995
Total dollar amount of loans issued in 2000 (in thousands of dollars)
Average of the standard scores of the following three variables
Percentage of the total population that is foreign-born
Percentage of the total population that is foreign-born and arrived in the United States in
1990 or later
Percentage of households in which no one age fourteen or over speaks English well

11:18 AM

Independent variables
Tract level (N = 8,931)
Neighborhood ethno-racial
composition

Three-year (1999 to 2001) average number of homicides and robberies per 1,000 tract population
Three-year (1999 to 2001) average number of burglaries, larcenies, and motor vehicle thefts per
1,000 tract population

5/13/10

Dependent variable
Violent crimes
Property crimes

Operationalizations

12032-02_Ch02_rev2.qxd
5/13/10

Continued

Variables
Disadvantage (α = .93)

Disadvantage (α = .95)

Average of the standard scores for six variables
Percentage of population age sixteen to sixty-four who are unemployed or out of the labor
force (joblessness)
Percentage of employed civilian population age sixteen and over working in professional or
managerial occupations (reverse-coded in index)
Percentage of population age twenty-five and over who are college graduates (reversecoded in index)
Percentage of households that are female-headed families
Percentage of employed civilian population age sixteen and over employed in the six
occupational categories with the lowest average incomes (low-wage jobs)
Percentage of population that is below the poverty line
Percentage of the population that is male and age fifteen to thirty-four
Index of Dissimilarity across census tracts within the city between non-Hispanic whites and
non-Hispanic blacks
Average of the standard scores for six variables
Percentage of population age sixteen to sixty-four who are unemployed or out of the labor
force (joblessness)

Page 48

Percentage of young males
City level (N = 87)
Segregation

Operationalizations

11:18 AM

Table 2A.2

11:18 AM
Page 49

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
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Population
Percentage African American
Percentage movers
Percentage foreign-born
Percentage young males
South
West

12032-02_Ch02_rev2.qxd

Manufacturing jobs

Percentage of employed civilian population age sixteen and over working in professional or
managerial occupations (reverse-coded in index)
Percentage of population age twenty-five and over who are college graduates (reversecoded in index)
Percentage of households that are female-headed families
Percentage of employed civilian population age sixteen and over employed in the six
occupational categories with the lowest average incomes (low-wage jobs)
Percentage of population that is below the poverty line
Percentage of employed civilian population age sixteen and over working in a manufacturing
industry
Total city population
Percentage of the population that is non-Latino black
Percentage of the population age five and over who lived in a different residence in 1995
Percentage of the population that is foreign-born
Percentage of the population that is male and age fifteen to thirty-four
1 = South (0 if else)
1 = West (0 if else)
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Figure 3.1
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Whites, African Americans, and Latinos Living in Each of
the Five Ethno-Racial Neighborhood Types
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

Only 15 percent of African Americans live in neighborhoods with a
large representation of Latinos (minority or Latino areas); 18 percent of
Latinos live in areas in which African American residents are numerous
(minority or African American areas). Although neighborhood ethnoracial segregation is typical for whites and African Americans, notable
portions of all three groups live in integrated neighborhoods. More than
one-third of whites and one-quarter of African Americans reside in such
areas, while 40 percent of Latinos live in integrated neighborhoods.
Nearly forty years ago, the report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (1968)—the so-called Kerner Commission
Report—warned that we were moving toward two societies, one black
and one white. More recently, Massey and Denton (1993, 15) have
described the U.S. residential system as an “American apartheid” in
which actions and practices systematically isolate African Americans,
as happened to South Africans, “within a narrowly circumscribed portion of the urban environment . . . [that] forces blacks to live under
extraordinarily harsh conditions.” Unlike in South Africa, America’s
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Figure 3.2
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Whites, African Americans, and Latinos in Neighborhoods
with 90 Percent or More of the Same Race-Ethnicity
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

the next section, we turn to a description of just how consequential segregation is in the U.S. racial context.

Ethno-Racial Neighborhood Inequality
Table 3.1 shows the dramatic ethno-racial inequality associated with residential separation for six widely used indicators of social and economic
status—poverty, joblessness, low-wage jobs, female-headed families,
professional workers, and college graduates. The table presents average levels of these characteristics separately for the white, African
American, Latino, minority, and integrated neighborhoods in our study.
The results show three overarching patterns of neighborhood differentiation. First, white neighborhoods are especially privileged across all
aspects of disadvantage. Fewer than 10 percent of residents of white
areas are impoverished, and only about one-quarter of the working-age
population lacks a job (either voluntarily or involuntarily).1 In addition, levels of low-wage employment (12.2 percent) and female headship (8.6 percent) are modest. At the same time, high-status workers
and college graduates are prevalent in white communities. Somewhat
fewer than half of those who are employed work in high-status jobs, and
a full 40 percent of all adults are college graduates.
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Figure 3.3

Neighborhood Types with Varying Levels of Poverty
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

these three types of nonwhite areas has a low poverty rate. For African
American areas, a very similar number have extreme poverty as have low
poverty. Fewer Latino and minority areas (16 and 15 percent, respectively)
than African American neighborhoods (25 percent) have extreme poverty
levels. Further, a clear majority of all three nonwhite neighborhood types
are highly impoverished. Overall, a paltry 7 percent of white communities are highly or extremely poor, while fully three-quarters of African
American, Latino, and minority areas reach these high levels. Integrated
neighborhoods are more like white neighborhoods, although poverty is
more pervasive there than for the most privileged population in the United
States. Nearly two-thirds of integrated areas have low poverty, and only
5 percent are extremely poor. Still, a sizable 31 percent (compared to 6 percent for white areas and well over 50 percent for each of the predominantly
nonwhite neighborhoods) fall into the high poverty category.
Figure 3.4 presents the data for the prevalence of workers in professional occupations. Here we again see the unquestionably privileged
status of white communities: nearly 60 percent reach the threshold of
having many professional workers (40 percent or more), and only 7 percent have few professionals (fewer than 20 percent) living in the area.2
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57

Neighborhood Types with Varying Levels of
Professional Workers
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

The contrasting patterns for African American, Latino, and minority
neighborhoods are pronounced: at most, 4 percent of these communities
have a large number of professionals. At the other extreme, half of
African American neighborhoods, 60 percent of minority areas, and a
whopping 89 percent of Latino neighborhoods are characterized by a
low number of high-status workers. The integrated neighborhoods are
situated between the levels of this aspect of advantage (or disadvantage)
found in white and nonwhite areas.

Constellations of Disadvantage
To this point, we have described the different social worlds found in
white, African American, Latino, minority, and integrated neighborhoods
for individual dimensions of disadvantage. In reality, however, poverty,
joblessness, high-status work, and other conditions do not exist apart
from one another. Rather, they overlap, albeit to varying degrees, across
ethno-racial groups and local communities. We take this point into account
by examining how all six characteristics come together to create contexts
of overall disadvantage (or advantage) that vary across neighborhoods.
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Figure 3.5

Disadvantage Distributions for White and
African American Neighborhoods
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.

The portrait drawn when looking at constellations of community conditions reveals that the divergent residential worlds of whites, African
Americans, and Latinos are even more distinct than we have already seen.
Figures 3.5 through 3.8 illustrate the comparative disadvantage distributions for white versus African American, white versus Latino,
white versus minority, and white versus integrated neighborhoods. Disadvantage is measured for each neighborhood as an index that combines
poverty, joblessness, low-wage jobs, female-headed families, nonprofessional workers, and noncollege graduates. A value of 0 on the disadvantage index represents average disadvantage relative to the mean
for all neighborhoods in the large cities studied here. More negative values (to the left of 0) reflect an increasingly lower prevalence of adverse
conditions. As the index becomes more positive (to the right of 0), the
values symbolize an ever greater complex of disadvantages.
The white–African American neighborhood comparison shown in
figure 3.5 indicates that very few white areas have above-average disadvantage (greater than 0). We find an increasing percentage of white
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Figure 3.6

Disadvantage Distributions for White and
Latino Neighborhoods
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.

neighborhoods as we move toward lower and lower levels of disadvantage; over one-quarter of these communities have extremely low levels.
African American communities are in the exact opposite situation. Most
have above-average disadvantage (greater than 0), and as we move
toward the higher end of the disadvantage distribution we generally see
an increasing proportion of African American areas. A striking 26 percent of black neighborhoods have the most extreme level of disadvantage. In fact, the figure has a decidedly V-shaped appearance because
the largest share of white neighborhoods have very low levels of disadvantage while the largest share of African American neighborhoods
have high to extremely high levels of overlapping disadvantages.
Figure 3.6 compares white and Latino communities. As already shown
in figure 3.5, white areas have levels of disadvantage that are mainly in
the low end of the disadvantage distribution. Conversely, most Latino
neighborhoods have above-average disadvantage. Both Latino and
African American areas are much more disadvantaged than white communities, but the circumstances of these two nonwhite populations are far
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Figure 3.7

Disadvantage Distributions for White and
Minority Neighborhoods
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.

from identical. (See figure 3A.5 for a direct comparison of the distributions
for African American and Latino neighborhoods.) A very large portion
of African American neighborhoods are represented at the most extreme
disadvantage levels, while Latino communities are heavily clustered at
high levels and only modestly represented among extremely disadvantaged levels. At the same time, fewer Latino areas than African American
areas are privileged in having below-average levels of the index. A total
of 5.5 percent of the African American neighborhoods versus only
1.3 percent of the Latino neighborhoods are in the lowest five categories
of disadvantage. Such African American–Latino differences loom large
in recent discussions seeking to account for crime rates that are lower in
Latino areas than in African American areas. Martinez (2002) and Vélez
(2006) point to lower levels of concentrated disadvantage among Latino
neighborhoods compared with African American neighborhoods as one
possible explanation for this pattern.
Figures 3.7 and 3.8 compare white neighborhoods with minority and
integrated areas. The distribution of disadvantage for minority areas is
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Disadvantage Distributions for White and
Integrated Neighborhoods
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Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.

more similar to those for predominantly African American and Latino
neighborhoods than to that for heavily white areas. The pattern for communities with a substantial mix of the two nonwhite groups reflects the
blending of the populations, with disadvantage concentrated at very
high levels, but not the most extreme levels. Figure 3.8 shows that integrated neighborhoods are more similar to white communities than to
predominantly nonwhite areas. A notable portion of integrated neighborhoods have below-average disadvantage, as is common for white
areas. Yet the conditions of integrated neighborhoods are affected by the
presence of nonwhites; nearly half have above-average disadvantage
compared to only about 11 percent of white areas.
On the whole, racial and ethnic groups reside in qualitatively distinct
social worlds in the United States. Therefore, any description of the
social and economic character of neighborhoods that ignores the role of
race and ethnicity is highly distorted. Indeed, it is quite misleading to
describe neighborhoods in terms of “average” disadvantage because the
vast majority of areas do not have values near 0. Rather, neighborhoods
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Table 3.1

Mean Values for Socioeconomic Variables for Neighborhoods
of Different Colors

Neighborhood
Characteristic
Poverty
Joblessness
Low-wage jobs
Female-headed families
Professional workers
College graduates
Number of cases

White
Areas

African
American
Areas

Latino
Areas

Minority
Areas

Integrated
Areas

8.6%
23.5
12.2
8.6
44.2
39.8

31.7%
47.8
26.3
35.7
21.2
9.9

28.9%
47.1
25.1
18.6
13.1
6.7

28.3%
45.0
25.1
24.8
18.9
10.2

17.9%
32.4
18.4
14.7
31.6
24.4

679

645

3,115

1,467

3,025

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

Second, there are dramatic consequences for those living in areas with
large concentrations of subordinate-group members (African American,
Latino, and minority neighborhoods). Average levels of low-status
characteristics are generally two to three times higher in the three types
of nonwhite neighborhoods (African American, Latino, and minority)
compared to white neighborhoods. Almost one-third of residents in the
typical African American community are poor. Poverty rates approach
this level (approximately 28 percent) in average Latino and minority
areas. Even more dramatically, nearly half of the working-age population in the nonwhite areas has no job, and about one-quarter of those
who work have positions in the lowest-wage occupations. Reflecting societal differentials in family structure, African American neighborhoods
stand out in the high prevalence of female-headed families (36 percent).
The two remaining indicators show the opposite side of this portrait.
Professional workers are half as common in areas populated by African
Americans as in white areas, and there are only one-quarter as many college graduates in the former as in the latter. Latino neighborhoods are
even worse off in terms of these two characteristics. Only 13 percent of
employed residents work in professional jobs, and a mere 7 percent are
college graduates. Minority areas are more similar to African American
communities in their average levels of the high-status characteristics.
Third, integrated neighborhoods provide environments that are a combination of those found in white and predominantly nonwhite areas; levels of social and economic characteristics fall between those evident in
these two sets of communities. Detrimental conditions are more widespread in integrated neighborhoods than in predominantly white neighborhoods but are notably less prevalent than in African American, Latino,
and minority communities. They also have a dearth of high-status indi-
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Table 3.2

Number of Extreme Disadvantages for Neighborhoods of
Different Colors

Neighborhood Color

None

Only One

Two or Three

Four or More

White areas
African American areas
Latino areas
Minority areas
Integrated areas

88.9%
2.8
3.2
5.9
56.4

4.6%
12.3
3.8
15.0
16.5

5.5%
28.6
41.5
31.5
18.4

1.0%
56.4
51.4
47.6
8.7

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

commonly are either white and possess few disadvantages or nonwhite
(African American, Latino, or minority) and possess many disadvantages. “Average” levels of deprivation are found mainly in integrated
areas. This type of neighborhood is by no means rare (about one-third
of the sample); nevertheless, it is far from the norm.
We also compare the number of disadvantages that are extremely high
across the five ethno-racial community types (table 3.2). At one end of
the spectrum, most white areas (89 percent) do not have extreme levels
for a single disadvantage characteristic. Integrated neighborhoods are
also well off in this regard: 56 percent have no extremely high disadvantages. Only about 3 percent of African American and Latino communities and 6 percent of minority areas are privileged enough that they have
no extreme disadvantages. At the other end of the spectrum, we reveal
a common pattern of hyperdisadvantage—at least four of the six aspects
of disadvantage are extreme—among predominantly nonwhite urban
neighborhoods. This is the case for over half of African American and
Latino neighborhoods and 48 percent of minority communities. In addition to hyperdisadvantaged communities, 29 percent of African American
areas, 42 percent of Latino areas, and 32 percent of minority areas
have two or three disadvantages that are extremely high. Thus, a full
85 percent of all African American areas are extremely disadvantaged
in at least two ways, as are 93 percent of Latino communities, and this
is the case as well for nearly 80 percent of minority neighborhoods.
Such entrenched disadvantage is rare among white and integrated
communities. Virtually no white and very few integrated communities
are hyperdisadvantaged. In fact, a mere thirty-one of the over three
thousand white neighborhoods in our sample are extremely disadvantaged in four or more ways. And only 7 percent of white and 27 percent of integrated local areas are either hyperdisadvantaged or nearly
so, having at least two characteristics at the extreme. Clearly, it is no
exaggeration to conclude that minorities and whites live in divergent
social worlds.
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
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Appendix
Figure 3A.1

Neighborhood Types by Levels of Joblessness
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

Figure 3A.2

Neighborhood Types with Varying Levels of Low-Wage Jobs
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Neighborhood Types with Varying Levels of
Female-Headed Families
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

Figure 3A.4

Neighborhood Types with Varying Levels of
College Graduates
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Figure 3A.5

Disadvantage Distributions for African American and
Latino Neighborhoods
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.
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Figure 3A.6

Disadvantage Distributions for African American and
Minority Neighborhoods
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Note: Disadvantage Index values represent the midpoint of equal-size categories.
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The results for disadvantage reported so far for the NNCS data appear
to be consistent with these earlier findings. Broadly speaking, we have
shown that disadvantage: (1) differentiates neighborhoods of distinct
colors such that not all types of areas are found throughout the disadvantage distribution; and (2) has a relationship with violence that changes
across its own levels. Combining these two facts leads us to expect different effects of disadvantage on violence across the differentially situated ethno-racial neighborhoods, with the relationship being strongest
for white areas and weakest for African American locales. Here we will
assess this hypothesis and elucidate how the results increase our understanding of the structural dynamics that lead to inequality in neighborhood violent crime.
To do so, we modified the model of violent crime (from the last row
of table 4.2) to allow the impact of disadvantage to vary across the five
types of neighborhoods of color (coefficients not reported, but see figure 4.1).5 The relationship of disadvantage with violence indeed differs
across the types of areas. As expected, this linkage is most substantial
for white neighborhoods, consistently the weakest for African American
areas, and in between for the other types of communities. Further,
in African American, Latino, and integrated neighborhoods, the influ-

Figure 4.1

Predicted Violent Crime Rates for Observed Levels of
Disadvantage for Ethno-Racial Neighborhood Types
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

1.5

2.0

12032-04_Ch04_rev3.qxd

5/13/10

11:19 AM

Page 73

Racialized Community Structures and Crime
Table 4.1
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Effects of City and Neighborhood Characteristics on
Neighborhood Violent Crime Rates

Characteristic

Percentage Change in
Neighborhood Violence

City conditions
Segregation
Disadvantage
Percentage manufacturing
Population size
Percentage African American
Percentage movers
Percentage foreign-born
Percentage young males
South
West

28.9%*
3.7
−12.5*
6.9*
30.2*
0.5
7.1
1.4
−21.7*
12.2

Neighborhood conditions
Percentage young males
Residential instability
Residential loans
Immigration
Disadvantage (at the mean)

2.0
29.8*
−8.8*
−11.2*
58.9*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Values represent the percentage change in the neighborhood violent crime rate for
a one-standard-deviation unit change in the characteristic for all variables except South
and West. For the region variables, values represent the percentage difference in the neighborhood violent crime rate between the South or West and other areas of the country.
Ethno-racial neighborhood type is controlled.
*p < .05

both important contributors to violence in local areas. Neighborhoods
located in cities where black-white segregation is greater have notably
higher levels of violent crime. Thus, segregation of urban environments
adds to violence over and above the ways in which it concentrates
deleterious conditions in African American and other nonwhite neighborhoods and advantageous circumstances in white areas. Specifically,
a one-standard-deviation-higher level of segregation (18 points on a
100-point scale) is associated with a nearly 30 percent higher rate of
neighborhood-level violence. Thus, the typical neighborhood in a place
such as Kansas City, Missouri, or Dallas (segregation value = 66) would
have 30 percent more violence than the same neighborhood in a city like
New Haven (segregation value = 48). This connection is sizable and suggests that racial residential segregation is indeed harmful to the creation
of safe communities. As we argued earlier, city segregation undermines
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Ratios of Violent Crime Rates for African American, Latino,
Minority, and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods

Accounting For:
Baseline model
Plus residential
instability
Plus residential
loans
Plus immigration
Plus disadvantage

African
American Area/
White Area

Latino
Area/
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

4.27*
3.82*

2.49*
2.46*

3.45*
3.12*

2.25*
2.02*

3.28*

2.13*

2.80*

1.92*

3.26*
1.65*

2.25*
1.29*

2.87*
1.53*

1.95*
1.36*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: The baseline model includes ten city characteristics (segregation, disadvantage,
manufacturing, population, percentage African American, percentage recent movers,
percentage foreign-born, percentage young males, South, and West) and neighborhood
age-sex structure. Shading highlights the substantial degree of change in the violence ratios
from the baseline model to the final model that includes neighborhood disadvantage.
*p < .05

racialized social conditions contribute to ethnic and racial inequality in
violent crime, the reported violence ratios should fall closer to 1 as each
additional neighborhood factor is taken into consideration.
Beginning with the baseline model, differentials in violent crime rates
are striking when aspects of the city context and the percentage of young
males in the neighborhood are controlled. For the average city, violent
crime in African American neighborhoods is just over four and a quarter times that for white neighborhoods (row 1). This very large gap is
only slightly less than the differential in mean rates without any factors
controlled, where the violent crime rate for African American areas is
five times that for white areas (reported in figure 2.1). For the other three
neighborhood colors, the excess of average violence compared to whites
is also large and barely altered from that for the gross means reported
in figure 2.1. Violent crime in Latino areas is about two and a half times
higher than in the average white neighborhood. The ratio is similar for
integrated areas, where mean violence is about two and a quarter times
that for white areas. Minority areas have three and a half times as much
violence as typical white neighborhoods.
How much does each neighborhood condition account for these differentials in violent crime? We answer this question first for residential
instability (row 2). Although this factor has a strong relationship with
neighborhood rates of violent crime (see table 4.1), residential instability
accounts for only a small share of differences from white area violence
for each distinct neighborhood color. When this community condition
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Effects of City and Neighborhood Characteristics on
Neighborhood Property Crime Rates

Characteristic
City conditions
Segregation
Disadvantage
Percentage manufacturing
City population
Percentage African American
Percentage movers
Percentage foreign-born
Percentage young males
South
West
Neighborhood conditions
Percentage young males
Residential instability
Residential loans
Immigration
Disadvantage (at the mean)

Percentage Change in
Neighborhood Property Crime
4.1%
6.6
−5.8
4.7
1.3
2.2
−1.5
1.0
−7.5
−6.0

1.0
27.2*
−9.4*
−14.7*
15.2*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Values represent the percentage change in the neighborhood property crime rate for
a one-standard-deviation unit change in the characteristic for all variables except South
and West. For the region variables, values represent the percentage difference in the neighborhood property crime rate between the South or West and other areas of the country.
Ethno-racial neighborhood type is controlled.
*p < .05

accounting for variation in city context? In examining these questions,
we use the same type of multivariate models we used for neighborhood
violence. Table 4.3 presents percentage changes in rates of neighborhood property crime for a one-standard-deviation unit change in each
predictor variable.
The first point of note is that none of the city characteristics has a statistically important association with neighborhood property crime.
Thus, it appears that these types of offenses are equally prevalent in all
types of cities. The second general pattern is that all of the central neighborhood factors are related to property crime rates in the same way as
with criminal violence. Offense rates are higher in areas that are more
unstable and disadvantaged. Rates are notably lower for neighborhoods
that receive greater infusions of loans and have more immigrants. The
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Ratios of Property Crime Rates for Black, Latino, Minority,
and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods

Accounting For:
Baseline model
Plus residential
instability
Plus residential
loans
Plus immigration
Plus disadvantage

African
American Area/
White Area

Latino
Area/
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

1.58*
1.47*

1.03
1.04

1.34*
1.27*

1.30*
1.21*

1.32*

0.94

1.17*

1.17*

1.28*
1.10

1.20*
1.08

1.30*
1.11*

1.25*
1.08*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: The baseline model includes ten city characteristics (segregation, disadvantage,
manufacturing, population, percentage African American, percentage recent movers, percentage foreign-born, percentage young males, South, and West) and neighborhood agesex structure. Shading highlights the substantial degree of change in the violence ratios
from the baseline model to the final model that includes neighborhood disadvantage.
*p < .05

rank ordering of mean property crime rates across neighborhoods of
distinct colors does not correspond well with the ordering of the levels
of social conditions thought to underlie crime. Here we assess whether
the roles of neighborhood factors in race-ethnic differences in property
crime are masked by not simultaneously controlling for local conditions
and city characteristics. Table 4.4 reports these findings from the same
type of multivariate model presented in previous tables. As with violent
crime, values represent the ratio of the neighborhood property crime
rate for the average African American, Latino, minority, or integrated
area to that for the average white area. The relevance of neighborhood
conditions in generating ethno-racial inequality in property crime is
reflected in the degree to which the ratios fall closer to 1 as each neighborhood factor is taken into account.
The baseline model shows that property crime rates for neighborhoods
in the average city are nearly 60 percent higher for African American
than white areas (row 1). The gaps are smaller when comparing minority or integrated neighborhoods to those where whites predominate.
In both cases, property crime is about one-third higher than for their
white counterparts. In contrast, Latino areas do not differ substantially
from white neighborhoods. The net similarity in property crime rates
for these two types of areas mirrors that found for the gross rates in
figure 2.1. After adding residential instability (row 2), gaps in rates relative to white communities are reduced somewhat for all types of
areas except where Latinos predominate; in those areas, comparable
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Table 4.5

Ratios of Violent Crime Rates for African American,
Latino, Minority, and Integrated Versus
White Low-Poverty Neighborhoods

Accounting For:
Baseline model
Plus residential
instability
Plus residential
loans
Plus immigration
Plus disadvantage

African
American Area/
White Area

Latino
Area/
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

3.26*
3.40*

1.71*
1.90*

2.55*
2.61*

1.76*
1.71*

3.17*

1.76*

2.45*

1.65*

3.12*
2.12*

1.89*
1.39*

2.54*
1.70*

1.69*
1.34*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: The baseline model includes ten city characteristics (segregation, disadvantage,
manufacturing, population, percentage African American, percentage recent movers,
percentage foreign-born, percentage young males, South, and West) and neighborhood
age-sex structure. Low poverty is defined as less than 20 percent poor. Shading highlights
the substantial degree of change in the violence ratios from the baseline model to the final
model that includes neighborhood disadvantage.
*p < .05

The NNCS data allow us to examine the validity of the conclusions
from these two cities for a large number of U.S. neighborhoods that are
white, African American, Latino, minority, or integrated and comparatively advantaged. Specifically, we focus on the subset of neighborhoods
with low rates of poverty (less than 20 percent).6 Of the 5,495 low-poverty
areas in the 87 cities studied here, 326 are African American, 149 are
Latino, and 171 are minority. These low-poverty nonwhite areas include
between one-fifth and one-quarter of each type of predominantly nonwhite area. Reflecting the overall sample and U.S. society, 2,890 of the
low-poverty neighborhoods are white and 1,959 are integrated.
Table 4.5 reports the nonwhite-to-white ratios of violent crime among
low-poverty neighborhoods. Despite their low poverty, violent crime
rates are significantly higher for all predominantly nonwhite communities than for their white counterparts. This is unexpectedly consistent
with the picture for the full set of neighborhoods. The baseline gap is
greatest when comparing African American to white local areas. Rates
are three and a quarter times higher for the former communities than for
the latter. Minority low-poverty areas have about two and a half times
as much violence as similar white neighborhoods, while Latino and integrated communities have about 70 to 75 percent more criminal violence
than white areas. These differentials are substantial, but notably smaller
than for the full sample of neighborhoods, where the gaps in violent
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Ratios of Property Crime Rates for African American,
Latino, Minority, and Integrated Versus
White Low-Poverty Neighborhoods

Accounting For:
Baseline model
Plus residential
instability
Plus residential
loans
Plus immigration
Plus disadvantage

African
American Area/
White Area

Latino
Area/
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

1.42*
1.49*

0.94
1.06

1.24*
1.28*

1.15*
1.13*

1.40*

0.98

1.21*

1.09*

1.34*
1.17*

1.19*
1.06

1.33*
1.10

1.16*
1.05

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: The baseline model includes ten city characteristics (segregation, disadvantage,
manufacturing, population, percentage African American, percentage recent movers,
percentage foreign-born, percentage young males, South, and West) and neighborhood
age-sex structure. Low poverty is defined as less than 20 percent poor. Shading highlights
the substantial degree of change in the violence ratios from the baseline model to the final
model that includes neighborhood disadvantage.
*p < .05

crime range from two and a quarter to four and a quarter times those for
white areas.
Looking down each column, differences across the distinct ethno-racial
communities in residential instability, residential loans, and immigration
are not very important in accounting for gaps in violence from white
areas. Indeed, when these local conditions are included in the model, differentials in average rates of violent crime are nearly as large—or even
larger for the Latino-white comparison—as when only city characteristics
and neighborhood age-sex composition are controlled. Differences in disadvantage within these supposedly comparable neighborhoods are responsible for a notable portion of the remaining ethno-racial inequality in
violence. Yet they by no means account for all of the gaps in violent crime.
Even when only low-poverty neighborhoods are examined, African
American areas have more than twice the average violent crime rate as
their white counterparts. Latino, minority, and integrated neighborhoods
have 1.4, 1.7, and 1.3 times as much violence, respectively, as white communities. These net gaps are even larger than those found for the full set
of neighborhoods.
Table 4.6 presents the results for property crime among low-poverty
neighborhoods. Among advantaged areas, ethnic and racial inequality
in property crime is considerably less than for rates of violence. Latino
and white neighborhoods have similar levels of property crime, except
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Spatial Census Tract Variable Construction Examples
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and ESRI (2006).
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Figure 5.2

Predicted Rates of Violent Crime for Neighborhoods of
Different Colors
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0.0
No Spatial Variables

With Spatial Variables,
Including Violence

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Predicted values hold the city and all other neighborhood characteristics constant
at white mean levels.

border them was equalized (and at white levels). Rates of violent crime
would vary from just 1.0 per 1,000 population in white neighborhoods
to 1.2 in minority and integrated areas.
It is hard to overestimate the importance of this finding. Urban neighborhoods are racially and ethnically divided in ways that form the basis
for highly differentiated levels of involvement with violent crime. White
neighborhoods benefit from the dual privileges of low internal disadvantage as well as embeddedness within a context of other white and advantaged areas. African American, Latino, and minority neighborhoods suffer
a type of double jeopardy. On the one hand, they are at risk of greater violence stemming from their own internal—often highly disadvantaged—
character. On the other hand, they bear the brunt of very substantial
isolation from violence-reducing structures and processes because they are
surrounded by areas with high levels of disadvantage and few whites.
Thus, the findings reported here make plain that neighborhood racial composition in itself is not the key to neighborhood differences in violent crime.
Rather, segregation into racially distinct communities provides a mechanism for meting out and channeling differentiated societal resources into
neighborhoods that are highly unequal in internal character, spatial location, and hence the social problems, like violence, that these produce.
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Figure 5.3

Predicted Rates of Property Crime for Neighborhoods of
Different Colors
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Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Predicted values hold the city and all other neighborhood characteristics constant
at white mean levels.

the influences of adjacent area residential instability, residential loans, and
disadvantage are reduced, indicating that these associations operate partially or wholly through the ways in which they modestly increase property offending in adjacent neighborhoods.
Figure 5.3 displays visually how the spatial relationships contribute
to inequality in property crime across neighborhoods of different colors.
The figure presents predicted rates of property crime for the five raceethnic community types when no spatial factors are taken into account
(on the left) and after adding the spatial variables (on the right). As with
violence, we assume that all areas have average white levels for all characteristics. The bars on the left show visually the modest amount of net
race-ethnic variation in property crime that exists after we take into
account internal neighborhood conditions.9 On the right, we see that this
small amount of differentiation is reduced even more when variation in
the spatial character of community locations is taken into account.

Conclusion: Completing the Tale
In this chapter, we have put forth the argument that cross-area relationships are a critical part of the racialized structural sources of differentiation in crime rates. Neighborhoods of varying colors are located in
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Table 5.1

Mean Values for Spatial Variables for Neighborhoods of
Different Colors

Neighborhood
Characteristic
Disadvantage
Residential
instability
Residential loans
(in thousands
of dollars)
Immigrant
characteristics
Percentage white
Violent crime rate
Property crime rate

African
American
Areas

Latino
Areas

−.582
−.123

.820
−.193

.641
.150

$20,908

$5,638

$7,925

−.375

−.609

1.607

White
Areas

77.16
2.46
59.68

11.21
10.19
83.75

13.28
5.50
59.03

Minority
Areas
.562
.097
$10,934

.506
17.81
6.88
70.06

Integrated
Areas
−.045
.160
$14,794

.213
46.47
4.64
71.64

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).

residential instability, but not to as great a degree as African American
areas. Not surprisingly given segregation patterns, white neighborhoods
are located next to areas with a very high prevalence of other whites.
Violent and property crime are also low in areas near white communities. However, they are not as well positioned with respect to immigration as many other neighborhood types. Only African American areas
are surrounded by neighborhoods with fewer immigrants. Areas that
surround all other types of neighborhoods tend to be worse off (more
disadvantaged, more residentially unstable, fewer loan dollars received,
and fewer whites) than areas near white communities. As with internal
characteristics, the contrast for nearby areas is most extreme when comparing white to African American areas, especially for disadvantage,
investments, and crime. The conditions that surround integrated neighborhoods are somewhat more favorable than for African American,
Latino, and minority areas for key characteristics like disadvantage, residential loans, and white presence.

Violent Crime
To provide an initial assessment of which aspects of surrounding neighborhoods may be critical in generating differentials in local violent
crime, we incorporate the spatial measures of neighborhood characteristics into our model one at a time. The results are presented in table 5.2.
The values represent the ratios of the neighborhood violent crime rate
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Ratios of Violent Crime Rates for African American, Latino,
Minority, and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods When
Accounting for Single Spatial Neighborhood Characteristics

Accounting For:
No spatial variables
Spatial residential instability
Spatial residential loans
Spatial immigration
Spatial disadvantage
Spatial percentage white
Spatial violent crime rate

African
American
Area/
White
Area

Latino
Area/
White
Area

Minority
Area/
White
Area

Integrated
Area/
White
Area

1.65*
1.64*
1.60*
1.68*
1.49*
1.05
1.43*

1.29*
1.31*
1.23*
1.27*
1.16
0.91
1.21*

1.53*
1.55*
1.51*
1.55*
1.41*
1.08
1.42*

1.36*
1.34*
1.34*
1.35*
1.30*
1.10
1.32*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: City variables and all other neighborhood factors are controlled in all models (see
table 4.1 for the full list of variables).
*p < .05

in the average African American, Latino, minority, or integrated area
compared to that for the average white area. For the sake of comparison,
the first row reproduces the ratios from the analysis that included the
full set of internal neighborhood characteristics and aspects of city context (see the last row of table 4.2). Even before considering conditions in
adjacent neighborhoods, violent crime is an average of 29 to 65 percent
higher in nonwhite than in white areas.
The next three rows in table 5.2 present the violence ratios when residential instability, residential loans, and immigration for surrounding
areas are individually taken into account. The differential spatial distributions of these three characteristics across varying neighborhoods of
color are not important in accounting for race-ethnic inequality in community-level violent crime; the violence ratios of nonwhite to white areas
change by at most a very small degree when each factor is added. In
contrast, nearby disadvantage and percentage white are important for
understanding why violence in nonwhite areas is higher than in white
neighborhoods. Violence in African American, minority, and integrated
areas would be 49, 41, and 30 percent higher, respectively, than for white
neighborhoods if the areas were all similarly situated with regard to
disadvantage levels in adjacent neighborhoods. This is a reduction in the
violence gap from white areas of about 25 percent for African American
and minority neighborhoods and about 17 percent for integrated areas
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Ratios of Violent Crime Rates for African American, Latino,
Minority, and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods
When Simultaneously Accounting for Sets of Spatial
Neighborhood Characteristics

Accounting For:
No spatial
variables
Plus four spatial
variablesa
Plus spatial violent
crime ratea

African
Latino
American Area/
Area/
White Area
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

1.65*

1.29*

1.53*

1.36*

1.19*

1.01

1.21*

1.16*

1.13

1.02

1.19*

1.17*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: City variables and all other neighborhood factors are controlled in all models (see
table 4.1 for the full list of variables).
a
Spatial variables for neighborhood residential instability, residential loans, disadvantage,
and percentage white are included.
*p < .05

concentration of the four community conditions (row 2). However, the
gaps are relatively modest overall (between 16 and 21 percent) when
compared to the scenario where the social and economic character of
neighboring areas is not controlled. For African American, minority,
and integrated areas, differentials in violent crime from white neighborhoods are 56 to 70 percent lower than observed when no spatial factors are incorporated. Conditions in spatially proximate neighborhoods
have even more impact in accounting for higher levels of violence in
Latino compared to white areas: the Latino neighborhood excess in violence declines by 97 percent to essentially no difference when spatial
factors are considered. Taking violence in neighboring communities
into account does not appreciably alter the crime differentials (row 3),
although the African American–white gap is no longer meaningful. Thus,
the role of nearby violence may result from its connections with the
spatial concentration of other community conditions, most notably disadvantage and the prevalence of white residents.
How large are the relationships of the spatial factors with neighborhood violence, and how do they compare with those for their nonspatial counterparts? Table 5.4 presents the magnitudes of influence of the
neighborhood internal and spatial factors before and after controlling
for levels of violence in proximate areas as percentage changes in violence for a one-standard-deviation unit change in each characteristic.4
Without controlling for violence in neighboring areas (model 1), we find
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Table 5.4

Effects of Neighborhood Internal and Spatial Characteristics
on Neighborhood Violent Crime
Percentage Change in
Neighborhood Violence

Characteristic
Neighborhood conditions
Young males
Residential instability
Residential loans
Immigration
Disadvantage (at the mean)
Spatial neighborhood conditions
Spatial residential instability
Spatial residential loans
Spatial disadvantage
Spatial percentage white
Spatial violent crime rate

(1)

(2)

0.2%
22.2*
−6.1*
−13.2*
47.1*

1.1%
18.3*
−6.9*
−10.7*
46.4*

17.7*
−2.9
8.3*
−17.5*

10.0*
4.1
1.0
−16.1*
25.3*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Values represent the percentage change in the neighborhood violent crime rate for
a one-standard-deviation unit change in the characteristic. The models include ten city
characteristics (segregation, disadvantage, manufacturing, population, percentage African
American, percentage recent movers, percentage foreign-born, percentage young males,
South, and West).
*p < .05

that more disadvantaged and residentially unstable focal areas have
more violent crime; rates of violence are lower in neighborhoods with
larger immigrant populations and greater home loan investments. As
shown before we considered spatial relationships (see chapter 4), levels
of disadvantage and residential instability within neighborhoods have
the strongest connections with violent crime.5 Still, all internal factors
except age-sex composition have statistically meaningful associations
with local violence.
Controlling for the influences of internal neighborhood conditions,
three characteristics of proximate areas—residential instability, disadvantage, and the percentage of white residents—have important
associations with rates of violent crime. Residential instability in neighboring areas has a sizable impact, even though this relationship is not
important for race-ethnic differences in violence (see table 5.2). Indeed,
residential instability in proximate areas is nearly as influential as instability in the focal community; the spatial and internal area indicators
increase the rate of violence by 18 and 22 percent, respectively, per one-
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Ratios of Property Crime Rates for African American, Latino,
Minority, and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods When
Accounting for Single Spatial Neighborhood Characteristics

Accounting For:
No spatial variables
Spatial residential instability
Spatial residential loans
Spatial immigration
Spatial disadvantage
Spatial percentage white
Spatial property crime rate

African
American
Area/
White
Area

Latino
Area/
White
Area

Minority
Area/
White
Area

Integrated
Area/
White
Area

1.10
1.10
1.07
1.12*
1.01
0.85*
1.07

1.08
1.09
1.04
1.06
0.99
0.88*
1.05

1.11*
1.12*
1.09
1.12*
1.04
0.91*
1.08

1.08*
1.07*
1.06*
1.07*
1.04
0.96
1.07*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: City variables and all other neighborhood factors are controlled in all models (see
table 4.1 for the full list of variables).
*p < .05

Property Crime
Assessment of how conditions in nearby neighborhoods affect rates of
property crime proceeds in the same manner as that just discussed for
violence. Table 5.5 provides results from analyses that incorporate each
substantive spatial measure one at a time. The first row presents ratios
of criminal inequality with only internal neighborhood characteristics
and city conditions controlled (from table 4.4). Ethno-racial differences
in property crime are nowhere near as great as for violence, averaging
just 8 to 11 percent higher in nonwhite and integrated neighborhoods
than in white neighborhoods.
Higher levels of residential instability, residential loans, and immigration in bordering areas are not consequential for neighborhood raceethnic differentials in property offenses (rows 2 to 4). The ratios of white
to other area property crime change at most very modestly when each of
these factors is taken into account. In contrast, disadvantage in adjacent
areas has some impact on property crime differentials. Rates would
be the same in white, African American, and Latino neighborhoods if
these types of areas were all surrounded by comparable levels of disadvantage. Property offenses would be just 4 percent higher for minority
and integrated communities than for white communities, a difference
that is not statistically meaningful. Proximity to whites is more important for criminal inequality. Property crime rate ratios would be lower
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Table 5.6

Ratios of Property Crime Rates for African American, Latino,
Minority, and Integrated Versus White Neighborhoods
When Simultaneously Accounting for Sets of Spatial
Neighborhood Characteristics

Accounting For:
No spatial
variables
Plus four spatial
variablesa
Plus spatial
property crime
ratea

African
American Area/
White Area

Latino
Area/
White Area

Minority
Area/
White Area

Integrated
Area/
White Area

1.10

1.08

1.11*

1.08*

0.97

0.98

1.02

1.02

0.95

0.95

1.00

1.01

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: City variables and all other neighborhood factors are controlled in all models (see
table 4.1 for the full list of variables).
a
Spatial lag variables for neighborhood residential instability, residential loans, immigration,
disadvantage, and percentage white are included.
*p < .05

for the nonwhite and integrated neighborhoods if they were surrounded by white populations of similar size. This is because location
near more heavily white areas reduces property crime rates, and all
areas that are not white themselves are relatively distant from high
concentrations of whites (see table 5.1). Finally, location near areas
with more property offenses does little to reduce the crime ratios relative to the analysis with no spatial factors.
Table 5.6 presents race-ethnic property crime ratios when all of the
substantive neighborhood spatial factors are included simultaneously
and when property crime in adjacent areas is added. Internal neighborhood and city characteristics are controlled. Once characteristics in the
surrounding neighborhoods (the social conditions and property crime)
are considered, there are no meaningful differences in rates of property
offending across the five types of communities. Clearly, providing a
complete story regarding the racialized structural foundations of criminal inequality involves understanding the roles of both internal and
external community dynamics.
To illuminate how spatial factors compare to internal neighborhood
characteristics in their contribution to neighborhood patterns of property crime, we report percentage changes in rates for a one-standarddeviation unit increase in each condition (table 5.7). Before considering
the influence of property crime in bordering communities, all the internal features of neighborhoods except the presence of young males affect
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Effects of Neighborhood Internal and Spatial Characteristics
on Neighborhood Property Crime
Percentage Change in
Neighborhood Violence

Characteristic
Neighborhood conditions
Young males
Residential instability
Residential loans
Immigration
Disadvantage (at the mean)
Spatial neighborhood conditions
Spatial residential instability
Spatial residential loans
Spatial immigration
Spatial disadvantage
Spatial percentage white
Spatial property crime rate

(1)

(2)

−0.6%
24.0*
−7.1*
−14.8*
5.9*

−0.2%
22.3*
−7.3*
−14.3*
4.2

10.1*
−4.3*
−1.9
13.2*
−3.8

4.0*
−0.6
0.9
10.7*
−4.9*
1.4*

Source: National Neighborhood Crime Study (Peterson and Krivo 2010).
Note: Values represent the percentage change in the neighborhood property crime rate for
a one-standard-deviation unit change in the characteristic. The models include ten city
characteristics (segregation, disadvantage, manufacturing, population, percentage African
American, percentage recent movers, percentage foreign-born, percentage young males,
South, and West).
*p < .05

levels of property crime. Residential instability and immigration have
the strongest connections with rates. A sizable increase in residential
instability (one standard deviation unit) results in a 24-percent-higher
rate of property crime. A similar increase in immigration is associated
with nearly 15 percent fewer such crimes. External investments and disadvantage in local communities are also statistically meaningful in affecting the extent to which thefts occur.8
For violence, we found that residential instability and percentage white
in neighboring areas have the strongest relationships with crime. For property crime, however, adjacent area disadvantage is somewhat more influential than the spatial indicator of residential instability, and proximity to
whites is unrelated to property offenses. A standard deviation increase in
disadvantage and residential instability in proximate areas results in 13
and 10 percent more theft, respectively. Acquisition of more residential
loans in neighboring communities contributes modestly to reductions in
property crime. When such offending in nearby communities is controlled,

