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Executive Summary 
Over the past quarter century, social 
scientists have taken a renewed interest 
in neighborhood ecology.  After the 
classic era of ecological studies—most 
associated with the early twentieth-
century “Chicago school” of sociology—
neighborhood-level studies entered a 
period of doldrums, during which 
scholars questioned the utility of 
“neighborhood effects” as a concept and 
turned to more individualistic research 
designs.  Beginning with the scholarly 
debate over the “urban underclass” in 
the 1980s, the idea that neighborhood 
context has a measurable effect on 
individual behavior has made a 
comeback.  Robert Sampson has 
proposed the term ecometrics to 
describe the empirical investigation of 
neighborhood effects. 

 
1 The author wishes to thank Emily Dowdall and Ira Goldstein for comments on an earlier draft. This paper reports results of 
analyses completed during the fall of 2021. The Oak Foundation and the William Penn Foundation supported the research on 
which this paper is based. 

This paper undertakes several tasks.   

First, we construct multi-dimensional 
models of social wellbeing for 
Philadelphia at two points in time (2010-
12 and 2018-20) to estimate changes in 
social wellbeing across the city. In both 
years, we conducted grouping analyses 
that classified block groups as either 
advantaged, middle (or “diverse and 
struggling”), or disadvantaged. Although 
few block groups became disadvantaged 
during these years, 37 percent of 
concentrated disadvantaged block 
groups moved to the middle or 
advantaged strata, and 26 percent of 
block groups that had been middle in the 
earlier year became advantaged by 
2018-20.



 i 

Although many block groups improved their social wellbeing status, these shifts did not 
conform to the typical gentrification narrative.  Indeed, both stable Black and stable 
diverse block groups were overrepresented among those that moved from 
disadvantaged to middle.  

We then take an “ecometric” approach to examine two contemporary phenomena—
involuntary residential movement (household eviction) and the concentration of cultural 
assets within neighborhoods—to examine how they might influence individual 
dimensions of social wellbeing and patterns of social wellbeing across the city. 

Previous analyses of evictions by Reinvestment Fund note the extent to which Black 
tenants are more likely to face eviction than other racial or ethnic groups. What is more, 
Reinvestment Fund’s analysis provides partial support to the idea that Black and 
Hispanic tenants in rapidly gentrifying areas are more likely to find themselves facing 
eviction. 

Controlling for the influence of per capita income and percent non-Hispanic White in 
2012, the household eviction rate was negatively correlated with changes in school 
effectiveness, face-to-face connection, and personal security.  

By contrast, when controlled for income and percent non-Hispanic White, the cultural 
asset index had a significant positive relationship with several dimensions of social 
wellbeing: school effectiveness, community health, and personal security.  

The complexity of the social processes of place often gets flattened in popular discourse.  
Twenty years ago, when private developers of new and substantially rehabilitated 
market-rate housing entered the Philadelphia real estate market for the first time in 
generations, it was hailed for its novelty.  But before long, this novelty—a pattern that 
has not spread to much of the city—became reified into the gentrification narrative of 
the city’s neighborhoods.  

There certainly are data that support this narrative.  The recent history of Point Breeze 
and Southwest Center City and to some extent the neighborhoods around Penn, Drexel, 
and Temple  fit nicely into it.  Yet, other shifts examined in this paper—especially the 
improved social wellbeing of a set of stable Black neighborhoods—are occurring with 
hardly a comment by observers of the city.



 

Introduction 
This paper undertakes two tasks.  First, we construct multi-dimensional models of social 
wellbeing for Philadelphia at two points in time (2010-12 and 2018-20) to estimate 
changes in social wellbeing across the city.  We then take an “ecometric” approach to 
examine two contemporary phenomena—involuntary residential movement (household 
eviction) and the concentration of cultural assets within neighborhoods—to understand 
how they might influence individual dimensions of social wellbeing as well as patterns of 
social wellbeing across the city. 

Over the past quarter century, social scientists have taken a renewed interest in 
neighborhood ecology.  After the classic era of ecological studies—most associated with 
the early twentieth-century “Chicago school” of sociology—neighborhood-level studies 
entered a period of doldrums, during which scholars questioned the utility of 
“neighborhood effects” as a concept and turned to more individualistic research foci.  
Personally, as a doctoral student in the 1970s, I learned that the study of aggregated 
characteristics was an example of ecological fallacy, which could undermine the study of 
individual-level phenomena.2 

Since the 1980s, interest in neighborhood-level phenomena has increased, sparked to 
some extent by the “urban underclass” debate.3  First, the development of geographic 
information systems and spatial statistics has provided a set of tools for undertaking 
ecological analysis accessible to a wide range of scholars.  Second, Rob Sampson, his 
students, and collaborators have revived the Chicago ecological tradition through the 
development of ecometrics—the elaboration of measures of neighborhood-level social 
phenomena, the most influential of which has been the concept of collective efficacy. 

Sampson has noted barriers to the development of ecometrics, including the lack of 
rigorous definition of concepts relevant to neighborhood ecology and the paucity of 
systematic data-gathering to measure those concepts.  With the exception of variables 
regularly gathered by the census bureau, we have relatively few measures for important 
ecological features—both behavioral and attitudinal—of neighborhood life.  Here, 
Sampson and his colleagues have recommended neighborhood survey data and direct 
observation of the environment and social behavior as alternative sources of 
information.4 

This paper draws on Penn’s Social Impact of the Arts Project (SIAP) and Reinvestment 
Fund’s work on neighborhood conditions in Philadelphia over the past decade.  
Influenced by the capability approach literature, SIAP and Reinvestment Fund (RF) have 
developed multi-dimensional estimates of neighborhood social wellbeing for 2010-12 
and 2018-20. These indexes allow us to examine change over time both in individual 
dimensions—like community health or school effectiveness—as well as changes in how 

 
2 Robert J. Sampson, 2012. Great American City: Chicago and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press). 
3 Michael B. Katz, ed., 1993. The “Underclass” Debate: Views from History. New York: Russell Sage Foundation Press. 
4 Stephen W. Raudenbush and Robert J. Sampson, 1999. “'Ecometrics’: Toward A Science of Assessing Ecological Settings, with 
Application to the Systematic Social Observation of Neighborhoods.” Sociological Methodology 29: 1-41. 
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the various dimensions cluster in different patterns in particular neighborhoods. The 
construction of these multi-dimensional estimates of social wellbeing are discussed 
elsewhere.5   

As part of its more recent work, the SIAP/RF collaboration has focused on two 
dimensions of community life that lay outside the measures available from the census or 
other typical sources.  RF has used court records to develop estimates of eviction rates 
(as a measure of involuntary geographic mobility). SIAP has used its quarter-century of 
work on the role of culture and the arts in Philadelphia’s neighborhoods to develop a 
cultural asset index (CAI) in order to estimate the level of cultural engagement across the 
city and its change over time. 

Conceptually, these two dimensions of community life can be seen as mirror images of 
one another.  Since the publication of Matt Desmond’s Evicted, an expanding body of 
literature has demonstrated the negative spillover effect of evictions on a variety of 
individual and neighborhood conditions. 6  In contrast, researchers assessing the role of 
community cultural engagement have made a strong case that it has a positive spillover 
effect on other neighborhood conditions. 7 

Because the data on these two phenomena require sustained database construction, 
most of the work to date has focused on correlational analysis at a single point in time—
finding that neighborhoods with fewer evictions and more cultural resources do better 
on social wellbeing than those with many evictions and fewer cultural resources.  Here, 
we make use of the nearly decade-long spread in our data to test a stronger hypothesis: 
that the presence of higher evictions and higher cultural resources have value in 
predicting changes in social wellbeing over time. 

Our analysis generally supports these hypotheses, when we control for economic 
standing (per capita income) and racial and ethnic composition (percent non-Hispanic 
White). Eviction rates in 2010 are negatively associated with trends in several measures 
of neighborhood social wellbeing over the next decade.  Likewise, the 2010-12 cultural 
asset index (CAI)—our measure of cultural resources—is positively associated with 
changes in wellbeing.   
After a description of our data and methods, we undertake two analyses.  First, we use 
cluster analysis to analyze neighborhood patterns of social wellbeing in 2010-12 and 
2018-20 as well as to examine change-over-time in social wellbeing between the two 
years.  Second, we use correlation analysis to examine the association between changes 
in several measures of social wellbeing and levels of evictions and cultural assets. 

 
5 Mark J. Stern and Susan C. Seifert, 2013. “Cultural Ecology, Neighborhood Vitality, and Social Wellbeing—A Philadelphia 
Project” (Philadelphia: SIAP). https://repository.upenn.edu/siap_cultureblocks/1/ 
6 Matthew Desmond, 2016. Evicted: Poverty and Profit in the American City (New York: Broadway Books). 
7 Mark J. Stern and Susan C. Seifert, 2017. The Social Wellbeing of New York City Neighborhoods: The Contribution of Culture 
and the Arts (Philadelphia: SIAP). https://repository.upenn.edu/siap_culture_nyc/1/ 
 
 

https://repository.upenn.edu/siap_cultureblocks/1/
https://repository.upenn.edu/siap_culture_nyc/1/
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Data and Methods 
This paper pulls together Philadelphia data from a variety of sources.  Where possible, 
we estimated the data for census block groups (approximately 6-8 city blocks).  Often, 
we used a quarter-mile buffer around each block group.    

 
Evictions 

For this report, we used the cleaned eviction filing database constructed by 
Reinvestment Fund based on municipal court records.  To calculate an eviction rate by 
census block group for 2010-12, we calculated the number of evictions within a quarter-
mile buffer of the block group divided by the number of renter households within the 
same buffer.8 

 
Cultural assets 

SIAP has developed a cultural asset index based on four measures of cultural assets at the 
block group level: number of nonprofit cultural providers, number of for-profit cultural 
firms, number of resident artists, and level of cultural participation. 

SIAP curates its estimate of nonprofit cultural assets by integrating a variety of sources, 
including the IRS list of exempt organizations, Foundation Center’s Foundation Directory 
Online, and several smaller databases, as well as a scan of web-based and newspaper 
mentions of resources. Our measure of for-profit cultural firms is derived from 
Reference USA business directories.  

We estimate the number of resident artists in a block group by integrating two census 
sources: 1) block group estimates of the percent of residents employed in the census 
occupational category Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations; and 
2) the public use microdata estimates of the percent of workers in that occupational 
category who were specifically in individual artists’ occupations for each public use 
microdata area (of which there are 11 in the city of Philadelphia). Our estimate of artists 
as a percent of all workers is the product of those two percentages.  Finally, our 
estimates of cultural participation are based on TRG Arts’ data for nonprofit cultural 
organizations for 2015-19. 

Social wellbeing  

Our social wellbeing index is derived from data on 12 dimensions of social wellbeing. 
The availability of data varies from dimension to dimension (Table 1).9  In both the 2010-
12 and 2018-20 estimates, we used ArcMap’s grouping analysis procedure to determine 
how the different dimensions of wellbeing covary across space.  

 
8 We use quarter-mile buffers to provide a more stable estimate of evictions.  Because evictions are still a relatively rare 
phenomenon, the number per block group is subject to greater variability, with one block group having a high rate while those 
next to it having lower rates.  Using buffers smooths these variations, which provides a more consistent representation of 
neighborhood patterns. 
9 In 2010-12, we included a measure of social stress that included data on cases of child abuse and neglect.  We were unable to 
obtain these data for 2018-20, so that dimension was excluded from the later analysis. 
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Dimensions of wellbeing Sources of data 

Community health PHMC Community Health Databases (2008, 2010, 
2014-15, and 2018) 

Cultural assets SIAP cultural asset index (CAI) (2010-12 and 
2018-20) 

Economic diversity American Community Survey ( 2008-12, 2015-19) 

Economic wellbeing American Community Survey ( 2008-12, 2015-19) 

Environmental amenities 

Land cover (LIDAR 2009, 2018 imagery); 
temperature variation (National Centers for 
Environmental information, July, August maximum 
temperature 2019)  

Ethnic diversity American Community Survey ( 2008-12, 2015-19) 

Face-to-face connection PHMC Community Health Databases (2008, 2010, 
2014-15, and 2018) 

Health access (insured) American Community Survey ( 2008-12, 2015-19) 

Housing opportunity American Community Survey ( 2008-12, 2015-19) 

Institutional connection IRS list of exempt organization  2010, 2019 

Personal security Uniform Crime Reports ( 2010-12, 2015-19) 

School effectiveness Pennsylvania test scores (2010, 2017-18) 
 
Table 1. Dimensions of social wellbeing and data sources, Philadelphia 2010 - 2020 
 

 

Findings 
 
Neighborhood social wellbeing, Philadelphia 2010-20 
Social wellbeing clusters in 2010-12 

Using the ArcGIS grouping analysis procedure, we identified four social wellbeing clusters 
in the city in 2010-12.  Center City advantage combines high economic wellbeing and 
several dimensions closely associated with economic status with uniquely high levels of 
CAI and institutional connection.  Neighborhood advantage neighborhoods—either 
surrounding Center City or in the quasi-suburban parts of Northwest and Northeast 
Philadelphia—display generally desirable scores across the board, while concentrated 
disadvantage neighborhoods display undesirable scores.  Finally, we identify middle or 
“diverse and struggling” neighborhoods, a set of mixed neighborhoods that are typically 
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economically challenged (although not as challenged as the concentrated disadvantage 
areas) but show strength on some other measures of social wellbeing.10 

 

Table 2 shows the results of the grouping analysis for 2010-12.  Variables are listed in 
order by their importance in differentiating the clusters.  In the penultimate column, 
we’ve highlighted those dimensions where the middle neighborhoods stand out.  Their 
economic standing was near the citywide average, but they showed strength on personal 
security, school effectiveness, and community health, as well as higher levels on the two 
diversity measures—economic and ethnic. 

 

 All block 
groups 

Concentrated. 
Disadvantage 

Neighborhood 
advantage 

Center City 
advantage 

Middle 
neighborhoods R2 

Social stress 0.260 -0.296 1.217 1.455 0.334 0.649 

Institutional connection -0.001 -0.179 -0.055 4.069 -0.186 0.639 

Cultural assets -0.001 -0.353 0.237 3.901 -0.096 0.629 

Economic wellbeing -0.001 -0.766 1.130 1.570 0.216 0.612 

Community health 0.000 -0.757 1.010 1.930 0.237 0.604 

Personal security 0.265 -0.159 0.884 0.367 0.477 0.578 

School effectiveness -0.001 -0.697 0.978 0.245 0.360 0.445 

Face to face connection -0.003 -0.529 1.057 1.030 -0.011 0.375 

Environmental amenities -0.003 -0.399 1.222 -0.460 -0.116 0.370 

Health access (insured) 0.242 -0.077 0.906 1.213 0.185 0.348 

Economic diversity 0.248 -0.072 0.563 0.439 0.481 0.244 

Ethnic diversity 0.267 0.182 0.037 0.309 0.511 0.055 

Housing burden 0.277 0.158 0.509 0.243 0.309 0.049 

 
Table 2. Grouping analysis, dimensions of social wellbeing 2010-12, Philadelphia block groups 
  

 
10 Because of the increased importance of economic and ethnic diversity in 2018-20, we identified these middle neighborhoods 
as “diverse and struggling” in the later analysis. See page 6.   
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Figure 1. Social wellbeing clusters, 2010-12, Philadelphia block groups 
 
The map of the 2010-12 clusters (Figure 1) displays the large expanse of disadvantaged 
neighborhoods in North and West Philadelphia, which contrasts with the advantaged 
neighborhoods in and near Center City as well as in the Northwest and Northeast. 
Middle neighborhoods often serve as buffers between advantage and disadvantage and 
predominate as well in the “river wards” of east Philadelphia and South Philadelphia. 

Social wellbeing clusters in 2018-20 

By 2018-20, the role of economic and ethnic diversity in differentiating clusters 
increased, with their r-square moving from .24 and .06 respectively in 2010-12 to .34 
and .32.  Because of the increased importance of economic and ethnic diversity, the 
“middle” category from 2010-12 was rebranded as “diverse and struggling” in the latter 
years.  These neighborhoods remained at or above average in personal security and 
school effectiveness but slipped below the citywide average in community health. 
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Variable All block 
groups 

Diverse and 
struggling 

Center City 
advantage 

Concentrated 
disadvantage 

Neighborhood 
advantage R2 

Institutional 
connection -0.001 -0.025 -0.124 -0.163 5.994 0.634 

Cultural assets -0.005 0.107 -0.269 -0.154 5.754 0.612 

Personal security 0.019 0.495 -0.800 0.257 0.590 0.475 
Economic 
wellbeing -0.002 0.768 -0.780 -0.100 1.706 0.473 

Face-to-face 
connection -0.476 0.179 -0.843 -0.755 0.014 0.360 

Economic diversity  0.001 0.374 -0.883 0.398 0.204 0.339 

Ethnic diversity 0.001 -0.288 -0.586 0.717 0.246 0.320 

Health access -0.062 0.605 -0.625 -0.216 0.958 0.306 

Community health -0.382 0.162 -0.829 -0.529 0.693 0.303 
Environmental 
amenities -0.051 0.544 -0.088 -0.483 -0.996 0.221 

Housing 
opportunity 0.000 0.335 -0.393 0.033 0.059 0.095 

School 
effectiveness 0.003 0.072 -0.169 0.123 -0.788 0.027 

 

Table 3. Grouping analysis, dimensions of social wellbeing 2018-20, Philadelphia block groups 
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Figure 2. Social wellbeing clusters, 2018-20, Philadelphia block groups  
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The 2018-20 map of clusters demonstrated both change and continuity since 2010-12.  
The concentrated disadvantage areas in North and West Philadelphia persisted, although 
they were challenged by the increase in advantaged areas around the universities in 
West Philadelphia and the expansion of diverse and struggling neighborhoods in North 
Philadelphia and the near Northeast.  South Philadelphia showed both an expansion of 
advantaged areas and a shrinking of mixed areas. 

 

Changes in social wellbeing, 2010 to 2020 

These map features, shown on Table 4 and Figure 3, are reinforced by a crosstabulation 
of the 2010-12 clusters by their change of status between 2010 and 2020.  Few block 
groups became disadvantaged during the decade. However, 37 percent of concentrated 
disadvantage neighborhoods had moved up to middle or advantaged, while 26 percent 
of middle neighborhoods had become advantaged. 

 

2010-12 SWB 
cluster 

Stable 
advantaged 

Became 
advantaged 

Stable 
middle 

Became 
middle 

Stable 
concentrated 
disadvantaged 

Became 
disadvantaged 

Number of 
block 
groups 

Concentrated 
disadvantage 0 50 0 170 374 0 594 

Neighborhood 
advantage 202 0 0 48 0 0 250 

Center City 
advantage 43 0 0 6 0 0 49 

Diverse/middle 
neighborhood 0 144 264 0 0 26 434 

Total 245 194 264 224 374 26 1327 
 
Table 4. Change in social wellbeing status, 2010 to 2020 by social wellbeing status in 2010-12, Philadelphia 
block groups 
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Figure 3. Change in social wellbeing status, 2010 to 2020, Philadelphia block groups 
 

We can restrict our maps only to block groups that changed their status over time to 
highlight those sections of the city that experienced the most profound change in their 
overall wellbeing (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Change in social wellbeing status, 2010 to 2020, Philadelphia block groups 
 

Table 5. Change in social wellbeing status in 2018-20 by change in ethnic composition status 2012 and 2019, 
Philadelphia block groups, American Community Survey five-year file 
 
Changes in social wellbeing status were associated with changes in ethnic composition, 
but not in a way that conformed to the gentrification narrative.  More than half of the 
block groups that became advantaged by 2018-20 remained stable Black neighborhoods 

 Change in social wellbeing 2010-20     

Change in ethnic 
composition 2012-19 

Stable 
advantaged 

Became 
advantaged 

Stable 
diverse 
middle 

Became 
middle 

Stable concentrated 
disadvantage 

Became 
concentrated 
disadvantage 

Total 

Stable White 46.1% 13.9% 11.4% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 13.6% 

White to diverse 15.5% 3.6% 10.2% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 6.6% 

Stable Black 3.7% 52.1% 3.4% 10.3% 60.7% 65.4% 29.1% 

Black to diverse 1.6% 2.6% 1.5% 10.3% 7.0% 11.5% 4.9% 

Stable Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 5.3% 0.0% 1.6% 

Hispanic to diverse 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 4.0% 3.5% 0.0% 1.7% 

Diverse to White 6.9% 2.6% 4.9% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 

Diverse to Black 0.4% 2.6% 2.3% 3.1% 5.3% 7.7% 3.1% 

Diverse to Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 3.2% 0.0% 1.2% 

Stable diverse 25.7% 22.7% 65.9% 55.4% 15.0% 15.4% 35.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

N block groups 245 194 264 224 374 26 1327 
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over the decade. Stable Black and stable diverse block groups were overrepresented 
among those that moved from disadvantaged to middle.  The block groups that moved 
from Black or Hispanic to ethnically diverse were overrepresented in the became-middle 
category as well.  However, few of the Black or Hispanic block groups that shifted to 
ethnically diverse moved to advantaged social wellbeing by 2020. 

Social wellbeing change-over-time grouping analysis 

Our final cluster analysis was based on changes-over-time in individual social wellbeing 
dimensions between 2010-12 and 2018-20.  As we would expect, a dimension’s score in 
2018-20 was highly correlated with its score in the earlier time period.   

 

 
Figure 5. Scatter plot of economic wellbeing in 2010-12 and 2018-20, Philadelphia block groups 
 
As a result, we chose to calculate the change in each social wellbeing measure as the 
standardized residual of the regression of the earlier measure on the later one.  In other 
words, we first calculate the “predicted” score for 2018-20 based on the 2010-12 data.  
We then take the residual—that is, the variation of each block group from its predicted 
value. Because the residual is standardized (with a mean of zero), all changes are relative 
to the rest of the city. A positive residual means the block group’s score is relatively 
higher than we would predict based on its 2010-12 value, and a negative residual means 
a relatively lower than predicted score.  

We then ran a grouping analysis based on these residual scores to examine how changes 
in one dimension of wellbeing were associated with changes in other dimensions.11 After 

 
11 We excluded the environmental amenities dimension from this analysis because it appeared that the year-to-year variation 
was attributable to data availability rather than actual environmental change. 
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some experimenting with different numbers of clusters, we settled on a five-cluster 
solution. One cluster highlighted increasingly diverse sections of the city with declines in 
several other dimensions of wellbeing. It’s notable that these increasingly diverse 
sections of the city also recorded declines in community health and health access.  There 
are at least two explanations of the association of increasing diversity and declining 
health (both associated with the Affordable Care Act): 1) it could represent an actual 
decline in community health in these areas because of the exclusion of many immigrants 
from ACA coverage; 2) indirectly, the lack of healthcare could increase the proportion of 
the population never told they had diabetes, hypertension, or heart disease, whether 
they had the condition or not.   

The two broad improvement clusters were differentiated by the relative decline in 
cultural assets and institutional connection in one and a relative increase in the other. 
The final two clusters represent moderate decline and moderate improvement in 
wellbeing.  Most strongly associated with change-over-time clusters were the two 
dimensions based on the Philadelphia Health Management Corporation (PHMC) 
community health data—face-to-face connection and community health—followed by 
the two diversity dimensions. Other dimensions had a more modest influence on 
distinguishing the clusters. 

 

 All block 
groups 

Increased 
diversity, 
declining 
health, 

face-to-
face 

connection 

Broad 
improvement, 

except 
cultural 
assets, 

institutional 
connection 

Moderate 
decline 

Moderate 
improvement 

Broad 
improvement 

with 
increased 

ethnic 
diversity 

R2 

Face to face connection 0.041 -0.956 0.538 -0.132 0.371 0.869 0.425 

Community health 0.045 -0.929 0.806 0.184 0.169 0.600 0.376 

Ethnic diversity 0.000 0.505 0.199 -0.372 -0.779 0.762 0.353 

Economic diversity -0.003 0.242 0.055 -1.079 0.399 0.276 0.311 

Personal security 0.009 0.156 0.462 -0.899 0.110 0.422 0.256 

Cultural assets -0.006 0.074 -1.295 0.201 0.014 0.474 0.245 

School effectiveness 0.000 -0.031 1.088 -0.222 -0.344 0.099 0.237 

Housing opportunity 0.000 0.068 0.386 -0.859 0.285 0.236 0.199 

Economic wellbeing -0.001 -0.136 0.415 -0.714 0.247 0.391 0.171 

Health access  -0.005 -0.433 0.747 -0.356 0.088 0.391 0.166 

Institutional connection -0.001 -0.070 -0.771 0.114 0.089 0.346 0.095 

  331 153 271 345 225  

Table 6. Grouping analysis, change-over-time social wellbeing dimensions, 2010-12 to 2018-20, Philadelphia 
block groups 
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These change-over-time clusters were concentrated in particular neighborhoods. The 
two clusters that experienced broad improvement dominated Center City and its 
surrounding neighborhoods, including neighborhoods around Drexel and Penn in West 
Philadelphia.  The concentrated disadvantaged neighborhoods of North and West 
Philadelphia split into two groups—one that experienced broad decline in social 
wellbeing and another that was generally stable with some moderate improvement.   
 
 

 
Figure 6. Change-over-time clusters 2010 to 2020, Philadelphia block groups 
 

 

 

 

 
  

Improvement except culture & institutions 
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Change in ethnic composition 
Increasing 
diversity, 
declining health 

Improvement, 
except 
institutional 
connection and 
CAI 

Broad decline 
Stable with 
moderate 
improvement 

Broad 
improvement Total 

Stable White N 45 44 1 66 25 181 

 row% 24.9% 24.3% 0.6% 36.5% 13.8% 100.0% 

 col% 13.6% 28.8% 0.4% 19.2% 11.1% 13.7% 

White to diverse N 40 22 0 2 24 88 

 row% 45.5% 25.0% 0.0% 2.3% 27.3% 100.0% 

 col% 12.1% 14.4% 0.0% 0.6% 10.6% 6.6% 

Stable Black N 30 1 152 159 44 386 

 row% 7.8% 0.3% 39.4% 41.2% 11.4% 100.0% 

 col% 9.1% 0.8% 56.1% 46.1% 19.5% 29.1% 

Black to diverse N 20 2 13 2 28 65 

 row% 30.8% 3.1% 20.0% 3.1% 43.1% 100.0% 

 col% 6.0% 1.3% 4.8% 0.6% 12.4% 4.9% 

Stable Latinx N 10 0 9 2 0 21 

 row% 47.6% 0.0% 42.9% 9.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

 col% 3.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.6% 0.0% 1.6% 

Latinx to diverse N 13 0 7 0 3 23 

 row% 56.5% 0.0% 30.4% 0.0% 13.0% 100.0% 

 col% 3.9% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 1.3% 41.0% 

Diverse to White N 10 6 2 21 2 41 

 row% 24.4% 14.6% 4.9% 51.2% 4.9% 100.0% 

 col% 3.0% 3.9% 0.7% 6.1% 0.9% 3.1% 

Diverse to Black N 7 0 11 22 1 41 

 row% 17.1% 0.0% 26.8% 53.7% 2.4% 100.0% 

 col% 2.1% 0.0% 4.1% 6.4% 0.4% 3.1% 

Diverse to Latinx N 2 0 9 5 0 16 

 row% 12.5% 0.0% 56.3% 31.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

 col% 0.6% 0.0% 3.3% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 

Stable diverse N 154 78 67 66 99 464 

 row% 33.2% 16.8% 14.4% 14.2% 21.3% 100.0% 

 col% 46.5% 50.9% 24.7% 19.1% 43.7% 35.0% 

Total N 331 153 271 345 226 1326 

 col% 25.0% 11.5% 20.4% 26.0% 17.0% 100.0% 

 N 331 153 271 345 226 1326 

Table 7. Change-over-time social wellbeing clusters by changes in ethnic composition 2012-19, Philadelphia 
block groups 
 
Table 7 analyzes the relationship of changes in race and ethnicity to changes in social 
wellbeing clusters.  This analysis provides a bit of support for the role of gentrification, 
but underlines this as only one of a number of neighborhood change patterns. Stable 
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Black block groups were evenly split between broad decline and modest improvement, 
while the 65 block groups that shifted from Black to diverse were overrepresented in the 
broad improvement category.  If we map the block groups that shifted from Black to 
diverse (Figure 7), they identify several foci of potential gentrification—Point Breeze in 
South Philadelphia, around three universities (Penn, Drexel, and Temple), and sections of 
Mount Airy and Germantown with declining segregation—yet hardly the tidal wave of 
gentrification that urban commentators often portray.  

 
Figure 7. Philadelphia block groups that shifted from homogeneous Black to diverse, 2012-19, by change in 
social wellbeing from 2010 to 2020 
 

In summary, our analysis of change in social wellbeing during the 2010s fits a “tale of 
two cities” narrative in which both regeneration and decline were occurring at the same 
time.12  Although some neighborhood dynamics were clearly associated with race—e.g., 
few homogeneous White block groups experienced broad decline—many stable Black 
neighborhoods witnessed improvement in their social wellbeing.  While reading local 

 
12 Pew Research Center, 2016. Philadelphia’s Changing Neighborhoods: Gentrification and Other Shifts since 2000 (Philadelphia: 
Pew Research Center). 
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news would lead one to expect that gentrification is the only neighborhood dynamic in 
the city, the data present a much more complex narrative.  

 

Eviction, culture, and social wellbeing  

We now shift our focus to examine how two social phenomena—evictions and cultural 
assets—influence change in neighborhood social wellbeing over time. First, we use partial 
correlation to examine the relationship of the two independent variables to individual 
changes in social wellbeing. Next, we use regression analysis to confirm the correlation 
results. 

Previous analyses of evictions by Reinvestment Fund note the extent to which Black 
tenants are more likely to face eviction than other racial or ethnic groups. What is more, 
this analysis provides partial support to the idea that Black and Hispanic tenants in 
rapidly gentrifying areas are more likely to find themselves facing eviction.13 

 
Figure 8. Eviction rate 2010-12 (buffered), Philadelphia block groups 

 
13 Ira Goldstein et al, 2021. “Evictions in Philadelphia: Race (and Place) Matters.”  (Philadelphia: Reinvestment Fund). 
https://www.reinvestment.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/ReinvestmentFund_PHL-Evictions-Race-and-Place-Matters.pdf 
 

https://www.reinvestment.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/ReinvestmentFund_PHL-Evictions-Race-and-Place-Matters.pdf
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The cultural asset index (CAI), which includes measures of nonprofit cultural 
organizations, for-profit cultural firms, resident artists, and cultural participants, is highly 
correlated with economic standing, although during the period of this study, that 
correlation declined somewhat.  Still, when the color ramp is reversed, the map of the 
CAI is similar to that of evictions. Certainly, one needs to take both income and 
race/ethnicity into account in examining the relationship of social wellbeing to cultural 
assets or eviction. 

 

 
Figure 9. Cultural asset index 2010-12, Philadelphia block groups 
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Correlations    

  
Percent non-
Hispanic White 
2008-12 

Per capita income 
2008-12 

Cultural Asset Index 
2010-12 

Pearson 
Correlation 0.278 0.469 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0 

 N 1329 1328 

Household eviction rate 
2010-12 

Pearson 
Correlation -0.535 -0.458 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0 

 N 1329 1328 

Table 8. Correlation coefficients, Cultural Asset Index and household eviction rate 2010-12 with percent non-
Hispanic White and per capita income 2008-12, Philadelphia block groups 
 

 

Partial correlation 

Overall, the correlation analysis shows that evictions had a negative effect and the 
presence of cultural assets in 2010-12 had a positive effect on changes social wellbeing 
during the 2010’s. Controlling for the influence of per capita income and percent non-
Hispanic White in 2012, the household eviction rate was negatively correlated with 
changes in school effectiveness, face-to-face connection, and personal security. School 
effectiveness had the strongest effect, while those for face-to-face connection and 
personal security were weaker.  Community health’s correlation with the eviction rate 
was not significant. 

By contrast, when controlled for income and ethnicity (that is, percent non-Hispanic 
White), the cultural asset index had significant positive relationships with several 
dimensions of social wellbeing: school effectiveness, community health, and personal 
security. The one cultural asset finding inconsistent with our hypotheses is face-to-face 
connection.14 

 

 

 
14 We reanalyzed these data including tenure (percent renter occupied) as a covariate, which did not change the substance of 
the analysis.   
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Independent 

variable Control Variables School 
effectiveness 

Personal 
security 

Face-to-face 
connection 

Community 
health 

Eviction rate Uncorrected Correlation -0.303 -0.196 -0.161 -0.023 

  Significance 
(1-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.203 

  df 1007 1326 1331 1331 

 Income/Non-
Hispanic White Correlation -0.173 -0.067 -0.056 0.040 

  Significance 
(1-tailed) 0.000 0.007 0.020 ns 

  df 1001 1324 1324 1324 

Cultural asset 
index Uncorrected Correlation 0.365 0.192 0.086 0.175 

  Significance 
(1-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 

  df 1007 1326 1331 1331 

 Income/Non-
Hispanic White Correlation 0.299 0.047 -0.063 0.096 

  Significance 
(1-tailed) 0.000 0.044 ns 0.000 

  df 1001 1324 1324 1324 

Table 9. Uncorrected and partial correlations, changes in social wellbeing dimensions with cultural asset index 
and household eviction rates 2010-12, controlling for non-Hispanic White and per capita income. (Statistically 
significant coefficients in bold.) 
 

We can get a sense of the shape of the relationship between eviction and cultural assets, 
on the one hand, and changes in social wellbeing, on the other, through a series of 
regression analyses.  Here we convert eviction and cultural assets into ordinal variables  
(quintiles). 
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Looking first at eviction, Figure 10 shows the overall decline in school effectiveness as 
eviction rates increase. 

 

 
Figure 10. Average change in school effectiveness scores by household eviction rate (2010-12), controlling for 
per capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
 

 

We find a similar pattern for personal security. 

 
Figure 11. Average change in personal security scores by household eviction rate (2010-12), controlling for per 
capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
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Although face-to-face connection had a negative relationship with evictions, the graph 
of corrected means suggests that this relationship was at best marginal. 

 

 
Figure 12. Average change in face-to-face connection scores by household eviction rate (2010-12), controlling 
for per capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
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Turning to cultural assets, we find more significant and positive relationships with the 
three social wellbeing indexes noted above. Much of the variance in school effectiveness 
is a result of the very high corrected scores among sections of the city with the highest 
concentration of cultural assets. In previous analyses, we have attributed this nonlinear 
pattern to the effect of a critical mass of cultural assets on social wellbeing.  

 

 

 
Figure 13. Average change in school effectiveness scores by cultural asset index (2010-12), controlling for per 
capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
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For personal security, in contrast, the positive relationship we observed is a product of 
steady increases in personal security among neighborhoods with a moderate 
concentration of cultural assets.  In fact, the score for areas with the highest CAI is 
somewhat lower than those with near the median CAI. 

 

 
Figure 14. Average change in personal security scores by cultural asset index (2010-12), controlling for per 
capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
 

Community health scores rose steadily with CAI with the exception of the middle 
quintile. 

 
Figure 15. Average change in community health scores by cultural asset index (2010-12), controlling for per 
capita income and percent non-Hispanic Whites. 
 

Taken together, the multivariate analysis suggests that, as we hypothesized, evictions 
generally had a negative association with changes in social wellbeing while cultural 
assets had a positive relationship.  
Certainly, the analysis reveals a number of dimensions of social wellbeing that don’t 
conform to the hypothesis.  Future work will need to assess whether both the consistent 
and inconsistent findings are a product of measurement issues, specification of our 
models, or a need to refine our conceptualization of these relationships. 

 

Conclusion  
This working paper sought to assess the relationship between two potentially important 
neighborhood effects—eviction rate and concentration of cultural assets—and the overall 
social wellbeing of a neighborhood. In estimating changes in social wellbeing in 
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Philadelphia at two points in time, we discovered that between 2010 and 2020 many 
sections of the city improved their social wellbeing. Overall, a neighborhood’s eviction 
rate around 2010 was negatively associated while its concentration of cultural assets 
was positively associated with better social wellbeing. 

Urban neighborhood change is not a simple process—either as lived experience or 
conceptual model.  First, a neighborhood is the result of the aggregation of a multiplicity 
of individual and household decisions, as the lives of stable residents change while some 
other residents move out and new residents move in.  In addition to the aggregate effect 
of these individual decisions, there are a variety of neighborhood effects that can push a 
neighborhood one way or another. 

For a city like Philadelphia that has experienced several generations of economic decline, 
changing neighborhood wellbeing is a bit like turning around an ocean liner. The 
processes of decline deeply embedded in the life cycles of neighborhoods maintain their 
influence even as new people and new patterns of life emerge.  At the same time, 
broader social realities—like the national increase in economic and social inequality—
complicate these community level processes. 

This paper seeks to acknowledge this complexity while still probing general patterns of 
neighborhood change.  Following the work of the “new” Chicago sociologists, we 
adopted their concept of ecometrics to use hard data to track slippery concepts like 
involuntary mobility and cultural engagement.  In addition, we’ve employed the idea of 
spillover to capture how changes in one social domain can influence other aspects of 
community life. 

The complexity of the social processes of place often gets flattened in popular discourse.  
Twenty years ago, when private developers of new and substantially rehabilitated 
market-rate housing entered the Philadelphia real estate market for the first time in 
generations, this event was hailed for its novelty.  But before long, this novelty—a 
pattern that has not spread to much of the city—became reified into the gentrification 
narrative of the city’s neighborhoods.  

There certainly are data that support this narrative.  The recent history of Point Breeze 
and Southwest Center City and to some extent the neighborhoods around Penn, Drexel, 
and Temple campuses fit nicely into it. 15 Yet, other shifts examined in this paper—
especially the improved social wellbeing of a set of stable Black neighborhoods—are 
occurring with hardly any comment by observers of the city. 

Of course, community wellbeing does not fully capture all aspects of neighborhood 
change.  In future work, we want to bring additional factors into the discussion—in 
particular, change in housing markets and the influx of foreign-born residents.   

Finally, it’s notable that the data in this analysis are relevant primarily to the period 
before March 2020, when the COVID pandemic rocked the world.  The data needed to 
judge COVID’s impact are only just beginning to emerge.  Even then, the pandemic itself 

 
15 Meghna Chandra, “The Black Worker and the Knowledge Economy in Philadelphia: University-Led Displacement vs. 
Homeowner Democracy.” Unpublished PhD dissertation (University of Pennsylvania, 2022). 
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was not just one thing.  The mass unemployment of spring 2020 had been replaced two 
years later by tight labor markets, rapidly increasing real estate prices, and fears of 
inflation and gun violence.  The portrait of community wellbeing described here will 
provide a baseline by which we can assess the short- and long-term socio-economic 
impacts of the pandemic. 
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