Asian Neighborhoods in the New York Metropolitan Area:

An Application of the Park/Burgess Model

Methodology

Introduction

A contentious topic in the United States, immigration has Employing the census tract as my spatial unit of analy-

ses of ethnic concentrations and human capital, I use the
“Select by Attribute” tool to create a separate layer,
“Expected Correlation,” that identifies tracts that have a low/
high ethnic concentration and high/low human capital. I fur-
ther use the “Grouping Analysis” tool to create six groups of
census tracts that share common ethnic and human capital
attributes, and I see to what degree these automated groups
exhibit a negative correlation.

I test my first hypothesis by examining how human capi-

sparked a heated debate over border control and who should sis, I first calculate Asian concentration by computing the tal and ethnic concentration ranges change across concentric

proportion of the tract’s population that is Asian. I then

be allowed to legally enter the country. Immigrant assimila- zones. These zones are modeled using the “Multiple Ring

tion, however, 1s lesser dis- measure human capital by aggregating information on (a) Buffer” tool. Then, I use the clipping tool to isolate regions in-

F WAL E A i tract median income and the proportion of the tract that (b)

cussed yet still a subject of to each zone and tabulate statistics for the ethnic and human

equal import. Assimilation has a bachelor’s degree or higher and (c) speaks poor English. capital characteristics of each zone.

can be measured across mul- After these calculations, I map the ethnic concentration and

I next test the hypothesis that human capital is negative-

human capital levels in six classes. ly correlated to ethnic concentrations. Based on the six clas-
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tiple dimensions, but this

project will focus on residen-
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metric of choice. USll’lg the 2 0.12 0.14 0 0.87 2 14.04 4.00 5.5 21
Park/Burgess sociological model to frame my analysis, I ex- 3 015 | 0.17 0 1 3 1238 | 3.09 | 45 21
: : : : 4 0.11 0.12 0 1
amine: (a) how ethnic concentrations and human capital lev- 4 | 1515 ] 3.2 | 55 | 21
. , , , 5 0.10 | o0.11 0 0.73 5 1717 | 3.05 6 21
els (1.e. socioeconomic status) vary as distance from the cen- p 007 | o000 0 045 p 608 | 372 | 75 Y

tral city increases, and (b) the degree to which ethnic concen-
trations and human capital are negatively correlated. I limit
my analysis to the New York metropolitan area and study the
Asian population in particular.

In 1925, Park and Burgess pioneered the concentric zone
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are defined as a series of concentric

zones expanding from the central

business district (CBD). The further N
one moves from the CBD, the better
the socloeconomic conditions are. 120 0 15 30 60 90 120
Economists have built upon this mod-
el, theorizing that ethnic enclaves are located close to city a Human Capital and Ethnic Concentration: Grouping AnahlSIS Concl usion
centers. However, as immigrants acquire more human capital Gr;‘\'(Pninng Anallysis ": Expected Correlation Mean Asian | Mean Human
. . . . . i t it . . ; ;
(1.e. improve their socioeconomic status), they have the tools " SHOpOTTan Ares Group # | Concentration | Capital Level : Altbough there is some alf)erratlon Moving to the second hypothesis,
to succeed in mainstream society and will consequently dis- Gr. Anal. Cat.  Exp. Correl. 3 0.03 0.75 1n t}.le first three zones, ethnic coneen- although some areas and Group 2 from
perse residentially into more suburban areas. Two testable l B - > 0.06 19' 07 trations gene.)rally do decrease with the grouping ana.ly81s exhibit a strong
hypotheses emerge from these theories: . . each successive zone. Nonetheless, pat- negative correlation, there are plenty
3 0.59 11.22 terns are not uniform within these of census tracts within the NY metro
: : : ‘ . : indeed th th-west f ' ion.

(1) Ethnic concentrations weaken and human capital 4 0.25 16.59 z}cines indeed the }81011)1 west corner o area that defy this expectation
increases the further the neighborhood is from the > 0.29 11.31 tt}i n.aetro are? e}t{' ' IZS afvex}'ly strong On the whole, this mixed evidence
city e 3 6 0.05 14.57 © I.nc CONCENLIALton. AS 10T um.an for the Park/Burgess model suggests

@ A dinelv. othni Ethnic Suburb: Chinato capital, although the m.ap does visually that social scientists studying ethnic

ccordingly, ethnic concen- 5 suggest low human capital levels are neighborhoods must be cautious of the
trations are negatively corre- o : concentrated in the center, the zonal locational and soc; :
lated with human canital levels CAUEEEE: £ o . ocational and socioeconomic nuances
a p [¢@: J statistics do not show a consistent pat- underpinning them
tern.
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