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| NTERURBAN OOWPAR SONS OF THE QUALITY OF LI FE

Quality-of-life conparisons of nmetropolitan areas are typically based on
the wei ghted summati on of a specific set of attributes that characterize an
urban area. Recent studies by Bl omguist, et al. (1988) and Roback (1982) have
focused on devel opi ng theoretical |y consistent weights by estinmating inplicit
prices for individual urban attributes. These prices are derived from
equilibrium | ocati on nodel s where househol ds pay for urban attributes in the
formof wages and rents. By focusing on the val ue of individual attributes,
however, these studi es have overl ooked a much sinpler and nore direct nethod
of constructing quality-of-life indexes--by valuing the total bundl e rather
than its parts.

This alternative nmethod, which is used in this paper, follows the same
theoretical nodel as Bl onguist, et al. and Roback but recognizes that in the
sane way that househol ds reveal their preferences for individual attributes
through their | ocation decisions, they also reveal their preferences for the
entire bundl e of attributes that characterize an urban area. Consequently,
gual ity-of -1ife (QOL) i ndexes can be constructed by sinply estinating wage and
rent differentials across netropolitan areas. Then, by using Bl onqui st, et
al.'s and Roback's wei ghting net hodol ogy, we can use the differentials to
determne the inplicit price of the full bundle of attributes. Therefore,
there is no need to unbundl e the attributes, value themindividually, and then
rebundle themin order to determne the full price of all the attributes of a
city. The full price can be deternined directly frominterarea wage and rent
differentials.

In addition to being nore direct, our approach avoi ds sonme of the
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probl ens of estination and interpretati on associated w th conpari sons
based on individual attributes. Unless all attributes are considered, it
is uncl ear whether an index based on a subset of attributes is
representative of the overall QL. UWndfortunately, theory does not provide
a basis for determning the optimal list of attributes, and as Bl ongui st,
et a. note, even if data were available, problens of collinearity prevent
the inclusion of all urban attributes. Furthernore, even though a "true"
index reflects the value of all attributes, increasing the nunber of
attributes considered does not necessarily result in an index that is nore
representative of the "true" ranking. *

Anot her problemw th QOL conparisons is that preferences nay vary
anong individual s. Like previous indexes, our basic index assunes
identical individuals. To the extent that individuals differ in their
valuation of an area’'s anenities and in the anount paid in the form of
wages and rents, the rel ative rankings of urban areas can vary across
househol ds. V¢ address this question by constructing and conpari ng
alternative i ndexes of the overall quality of life for different segments
of the population, reflecting differences in age, education, and famly

st at us.

I.  Franmework

The nethod used to evaluate the relative quality of life across
netropolitan areas directly follows the nodel s Bl ongui st, et al. and
Roback used to val ue individual urban attributes. In these nodels utility
depends, in part, on the attributes of the city in which an indivi dual
lives, s. The only difference between our approach and that of Bl ongui st,

et al. and Roback is that we consider s to be the full bundl e of
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attributes rather than a vector of distinct attributes. The rel evant
features of the nodel can be summarized as fol | ows. ?

I ndividual s are assuned to be identical in tastes and skills and
conpl etely nobil e across cities. Each worker supplies one unit of |abor,
i ndependent of the wage rate, to produce a conposite commodity, X
I ndi vidual s naxi mze utility, which depends on consunption of the
conposi te commodi ty, on housing, and on urban attributes, subject to an
i ncone constraint.

Equi li briumfor workers requires that utility be the sane at all

| ocations or, stated in terns of an indirect utility function,

(1) V(W,r;s) = VOQ

where wis the wage rate, r is the price of housing, and s is the bundl e
of urban attributes. The mgration of workers in response to interarea
differences in utility wll ensure that wages and rents adj ust to

conpensat e workers for differences in urban attri butes across areas.

Dfferentiating equation(l) wth respect to |ocation yields

(2) dV/ds = 0 = Vu(dw/ds) + V.(dr/ds) *+ V.

Wsing Roy's identity and rearranging,

(3) Vs/Vw = ps = h(dr/ds) - dw/ds

or, inlog form
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(&) ps/w = k(dlogr/ds) - dlogw/ds,

where h is the per-person consunption of housing, k is the budget share of
housi ng, and ps is the nonetized val ue of the margi nal eval uation of the
area's attributes. Equation(3) states that in equilibrium the price
that individuals inplicitly pay in the formof wages and rents to live in
an area is equal to their narginal valuation of the area' s attributes.

This observable inplicit price can then be used to nake i nferences
concer ni ng the unobservabl e val ue of an area's attributes. A high
inplicit price, reflected inrelatively | owwages and high rents, inplies
that an area possesses attributes that households value. S mlarly, a | ow
inplicit price for an area, reflected in relatively high wages and | ow
rents, reflects conpensation to households for a relatively lowquality of
life.

The derivation of equation (4) assunes identical individuals. If al
individual s in an area, independent of their valuation of an area's
attributes, devote the same share of their income to housing and face the
sane relative prices, ps wWll be the sane for all individuals in the
area, and individual differences wll result in inframarginal rents.
However, if individual differences that affect the valuation of area
attributes also affect relative prices and the denmand for housi ng, the
inplicit price paid for a location can vary w th individua
characteristics.

V¢ assune that all workers in an area conpete in the sane housing
nmarket; therefore, dlogr/ds is independent of individual characteristics.
The share of incone spent on housing, k, and rel ati ve wages, dlogw/ds,

however, may vary with individual characteristics.® In this case,
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inplicit prices of various |locations--and therefore, relative rankings of
urban areas based on these prices--can vary wth indivi dual
characteristics. In order to examne these potential differences,
alternative i ndexes for broadly defined groups based on age, educati on,
and famly status are presented, in addition to the overall index, in
section III.

Quality-of-1ife conpari sons based on narket val uations rmay differ
fromthe househol d' s valuation of a |ocation for several reasons. First,
to the extent that individual preferences differ even wthin a specified
subgroup of individuals, individual s who val ue a |l ocation nore than the
marginal worker will receive inframarginal rents. * Second, transaction
costs, including infornation costs and noving costs, nay al so cause a
di vergence between the prices paid and a resident's valuation of a
location. Third, any other factors or shocks that may cause the | ocal

nmarkets to be in disequilibriumw Il bias the valuation of urban areas.

IT. Data and Estination

The data used to estinate the wage and rent equations are fromthe
Public Wse Mcro Sanpl e (PUMS) of the 1980 Gensus of Popul ati ons, conbi ned
A and B sanples. Included in the sanple are individual s who |ived and
worked in a SSandard Metropolitan Statistical Area SMBA in 1980 and who
changed addr esses between 1975 and 1980. This subsanpl e of novers was
chosen so that the data woul d nore accurately reflect current |and narket
condi ti ons.

Specification of the wage and rent equations foll ows B ongui st, et
al.(1988) as closely as possible. The rent equation includes both

owner - occupi ed and rental units for which positive values of unit or gross
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contract rents are reported. Mnthly housing expenditures are the
dependent variable in the rent equation. Mnthly rent for owner-occupied
dwel lings is cal cul ated based on the val ue of the home using 7.8 percent
as the discount rate. > Total housing expenditure is the sumof this
inputed nonthly rent and nonthly utility expenditures. For renters,
nont hl y housi ng expenditure is gross rent--contract rent plus utilities.

The housi ng regression includes various structural characteristics
and central city status as reported in the Gensus. Al housing
characteristics are interacted wth rental status in order to capture any
differences in the value of these characteristics between owners and
renters.

The dependent variable in the wage equati on is average weekly
earni ngs, cal cul ated by dividi ng annual wage and sal ary i ncone by the
nunber of weeks worked. In addition, individuals included in the sanple
are between the ages of 25 and 55, work nore than 25 hours per week, are
not sel f - enpl oyed, and have positive wage and sal ary i ncone and positive
total incone

Included in the wage regression are Census neasures of individual
characteristics that are thought to influence their wage. In addition to
these individual characteristics, a neasure of industry unionization from
Kokkel enberg and Sockell(1985) is included as a proxy for union status.

V¢ cal cul ate quality-adjusted wages and rents for individual workers
and housing units by subtracting the predicted wage and rent from the
actual wage and rent. Quality-adjusted wage and rent differentials for
netropol itan areas are then obtai ned by averagi ng these individual val ues
over all workers and housing units in a particular netropolitan area. By

construction, these quality-adjusted wages and rents are expressed



relative to the sanpl e aver age.

In order to assure a sonewhat reliable sanple at the individual city
| evel , quality-adjusted wages and rents and quality-of-life indexes are
calculated only for SMBAs that have at |east 100 observations. The
qual i ty-adj usted wages and rents for these 38 SVBAs rel ative to the sanpl e

average are presented in table 1

IITI. Quality-of-Life | ndexes

The inplicit prices that individuals pay to live in each of the 38
SVBAs in our sanple conpared wth the "average" city, along with the
relative rankings of SVBAs based on their quality-of-life estinates, are
presented in the |ast two colums of table 1L  These are the prices
individuals inplicitly pay through | abor and |and narket adjustments to
live in each SVBA and are used to conpare the quality of life across
netropol i tan areas.

According to table 1, residents of Mam on average pay $1, 949
annual Iy, in the formof higher housing prices and forgone wages, to live
in Mam rather than in the "average" city. Because this is the hi ghest
inplicit price for any of the 38 SMBAs, we infer that Mam's anenities
are valued nore highly than those of the other S\BAs. At the other end of
the scale, lower rents and hi gher wages represent an inplicit paynent of
$2, 144 annual ly to residents of Detroit. |In our franework this is assuned
to reflect conpensation for the lowvalue of this area' s attributes.

The rank ordering of the quality of life for urban areas in this
study varies considerably wth the rankings by Liu (1976), Boyer and
Savageau (1982), Roback (1982), and Bl ongui st, et a. (1988), as shown in

table 2 The rankings in these studies vary substantially. This variance
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is due in part to the use of selected attributes in the construction of
the other indexes, in part to the arbitrary wei ghts used by Boyer and
Savageau and Liu, and in the case of Liu's and Roback's rankings, to
differences in the tine periods considered.

Qur ranking is nost highly correlated with the rankings of Bl onqui st,
et al. and Roback, both of which use preference-based weights derived in a
manner simlar to the weights used here. Wile our ranking is nost highly
correlated with Blomquist, et al., there are still notable differences in
the rankings. New York Gty, for exanple, is ranked much higher in our
study, and Washington, DC is ranked much lower. These disparities
suggest that other characteristics of these SMSAs, such as cul tural
events, or interactions between characteristics affect the prices
individuals are willing to pay to live in these cities.

Qur ranking is least correlated wth that of Boyer and Savageau,
which is constructed using arbitrary weights for attributes. The
correl ati on between these two indexes is in fact negative (-.29). This is
not surprising, because in their ranking, lowrents and hi gh wages are
viewed as indications of a high quality of life. |In contrast, lowrents
and hi gh wages are assumed to refl ect conpensationfor a |lower quality of

life in indexes |like ours, which are based on equilibriumlocation nodel s.

Quality-of-Life Rankings by Age, Education, and Famly Status

The quality-of-life rankings presented above assune that al
i ndi vidual s pl ace the same rel ative value on |locations. There is no
reason, however, to believe that this is the case. For exanpl e,
househol ds with children may place different weights on urban attributes

than those without children. And, as noted earlier, if the budget share
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of housing or interarea wage differentials are also related to these
i ndi vidual characteristics, then the price households inplicitly pay for a
| ocation, and rel ative rankings of the quality of |life based on these
inplicit prices, may vary w th individual characteristics.

These potential differences are examned by constructing separate
quality-of-l1ife i ndexes for broad subsets of the popul ati on.
Quality-of-life rankings by age, education, and famly status are
constructed using the sane net hodol ogy and data sources di scussed above.
These rankings are presented in tables 3, 4 and 5, respectively. ® Since
the nunber of observations in each SMBA for these subgroups is limted,
sone cities with as fewas 50 observations for a group are report ed.

These cities are noted in the tables.

There appears to be sone consistency in the ranking of cities across
these broad groups, at least at the extremes. For exanple, Mam, Tanpa,
and Boston are ranked in the top 10 for alnost all groups, while Detroit,
Houston, and O evel and are near the bottomfor nost groups. Despite these
simlarities, the correlation across rankings is fairly low-.5 between
the two age groups, .45 between the two education groups, and .41 between
househol ds wi th and wi thout children

A nunber of interesting differences in rankings emerge across
groups. In conparing the rankings for age groups, we find Sacramento and
Anahei mto be consi derably higher in the ranking for the younger age group
than for the ol der age group, while the opposite is true of Col unbus,

M | waukee, and Seattl e.

Conparing the rankings based on educational attai nment indicates

consi der abl e di sagreenment about the rankings of Portland and | ndi anapolis,

whi ch are both ranked in the top 10 for those who have attended col | ege
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but in the bottomhalf for those who have not attended. S mlar
di sagreenent is found for M| waukee, Denver, and Los Angel es, which are in
the bottomhal f of the ranking for those who have attended col |l ege but in
the top 10 for those who have not.

Finally, the rankings of individual SMSAs al so depend on famly
status. Househol ds with children appear to value the attributes of Salt
Lake dty, Portland, New York Qty, and Kansas dty nore than househol ds
w thout children; while househol ds w thout children showa stronger
preference for R verside-San Bernardino, Sacranento, Phoeni x, and San

Ant oni o.

V.  Summary

Quality-of-life conparisons based on the val uation of individual
attributes are typically plagued by tw problens: omtted attributes and
multicollinearity. This paper suggests a nethodol ogy that circunvents
these problens by valuing the full bundle of an area's attri butes.
Gonparing i ndexes based on our approach w th indexes constructed fromthe
other nethod reveal s differences, which nay be attributable to the ad hoc
way in which attributes are included in the anal ysis and to differences in

i ndi vi dual pref er ences.



Foot not es

1 Qur reference to a "true" index conbi nes both unbi ased estinates and a
conpl ete list of urban characteristics. The effect of adding or
subtracting individual attributes froma set of attributes can be
illustrated using the inplicit prices of individual attributes for the top
15 cities reported in table 2 of Bl ongui st and Berger (1986), whi ch draws
fromthe sane anal ysis as found in Bl ongui st, et al. (1983). Based on
these data, we constructed four alternative rankings. The first included
only two attributes(crime and teacher/pupil ratio); the remaining

i ndexes were constructed by adding attributes until all five reported
attributes were included. B onguist and Berger's overall index, which was
based on 15 attributes, was nost highly correlated with the i ndex based on
only two attributes. Mreover, the rank correlation tended to decline as
the nunber of attributes considered increased, which of course was due to
the order in which we chose to add attributes. This suggests that if one
wanted to construct an index that reflected Bl ongui st and Berger's overal |
ranki ng but had data on only these five attributes, the nost
representative index that could be constructed woul d not include all of
the avail abl e infornation.

2 See either Bl onguist, et al. or Roback for a fuller description of the
nodel . Bl omgui st, et al.'s nodel differs fromRoback's in the assunptions
of intracity location and land that are used to close the nodel. Wiile
these differences affect sone of the inplications of the general |ocation
nodel , they are not relevant for the valuation of anenities di scussed here.

3  Beeson(1987) discusses how differences in worker characteristics that
affect the demand for anenities relative to housing can be reflected in
relative wage differences related to these worker characteristics.

4 Dfferences in tastes also have inplications for the interpretation of
the hedonic estinmates of wages and rents. These inplications are
di scussed in Eppl e(1987) and Bartik (1987).

5 The discount rate is froma study of the user cost of capital by
Pei ser and Smth(1985).

6. To conserve space, estimates of the wage and rent equations and the
qual i ty-adj usted wages and rents by netropolitan areas for these groups
are not presented, but are available fromthe authors on request.
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Table 1. Quality-Adjusted Wages and Rents and Inplicit Prices of
Met ropol i tan Areas

Inplicit
SVBA \ges Rent s Price Rank
Anaheim CA .078 .281 -33.0 20
Atlanta, GA .014 ~.145 -780.2 31
Bal ti nore, oD .031 -.075 -752.3 28
Bost on, MA -.001 .220 884.5 3
Chi cago, IL .081 .104 ~-778.3 30
dncinnati, AH .064 -.082 -1266.5 34
d evel and, (H .108 -.053 ~-1789.9 36
Col unbus, CH -.074 -.126 594.5 10
Dal | as, TX 001 -.103 -430.6 24
Denver, QO -.013 .036 336.9 14
Detroit, M .149 .013 -2144.0 38
R. Lauderdal e, FL -.029 .039 578.8 11
Houst on, TX .142 .023 -1989.1 37
I ndi anapol i s, IN .041 -.172 -1288.3 35
Kansas dty, MD -.037 -.155 -67.8 21
Los Angel es, CA .049 .261 314.2 15
Mam, FL -.112 .076 1948.9 1
M | waukee, W -.002 .100 434.7 13
M nneapol i s, N .065 .073 -671.9 27
Nassau, NY .077 .239 -181.4 22
New O | eans, LA -.079 -.110 726.2 7
New Yor k, NY .036 .145 42.3 19
Newar k, NJ 045 .195 111.4 18
Phi | adel phi a, PA .017 -.013 -304.3 23
Phoeni x, Az -.047 -.029 572.3 12
Pi ttsburgh, PA 047 -.078 -999.8 32
Portl and, R -.027 .059 638.3 9
R versi de, CA -.008 .016 183.5 16
Sacranento, CA -.047 -.014 639.0 8
S. Louis, MD .019 -.085 -619.6 26
Salt Lake Aty, UT -.081 ~-.099 802.6 4
San Antonio, TX -.105 -.202 734.7 6
San Diego, CA -.014 .148 797.0 5
San Franci sco, CA .073 .308 149.4 17
San Jose, CA .125 .269 -769.7 29
Seattle, WA 047 .048 -500.8 25
Tanpa, FL -.119 -.142 1191.1 2
Washi ngt on, DC .103 .116 -1062.2 33

Source: Data are fromUS GCensus of Popul ation, 1980 (PuMs files Aand B).
The wage equation has 22,539 observations, and the rent equation has 18, 224
observat i ons.

Note: Inplicit prices are conputed using equation(4) in the text and are
eval uated at the nean annual earnings, p=[k(logr)-logwlw. Average annual
earni ngs equal $14,705. The average budget share of housing (k) equals .27.
Negat i ve nunbers i ndi cate conpensation required to live in an SVBA



Table 2 Conparison of Quality-of-Life Rankings Across Studi es

SVBA QL BBH Roback BS Liu
(1980) (1980) (1973) (1980) (1970)
M | waukee, W 1 5 8 15 8
Los Angel es, CA 2 3 1 17 10
San Franci sco, CA 3 4 3 8 2
Newar k, NJ 4 8 12 19 11
New Yor k, NY 5 12 10 12 13
Anaheim CA 6 1 2 6 9
Nassau- Suf fol k, NY 7 2 6 18 —
Phi | adel phi a, PA 8 6 13 4 7
Dal l as, TX 9 14 4 5 5
Seattle, WA 10 9 18 3 1
S. Louis, MD 11 19 7 11 5
M nneapol i s, MN 12 13 9 10 4
Baltinore, D 13 15 5 13 12
Chi cago, IL 14 16 15 9 17
P ttsburgh, PA 15 11 19 2 18
Washi ngt on, DC 16 7 11 1 3
d evel and, CH 17 10 17 7 14
Houst on, T¥ 18 17 14 14 6
Detroit, M 19 18 16 16 16
Rank Gorrelation with QO . 66 .63 -.29 .26
Note/Source: QI is the ranking based on table 1; BB refers to the B omqui st

and Berger (1986) ranking; BSis the Boyer and Savageau (1982)
years in parentheses refer to the year the data were col |l ected
rankings. Liu s (1976) study did not include Nassau- Suffol k.

ranking. The
to construct the



Table 3 Rankings Of the Quality of Life by Age G oups

SVBA Al Ages Ages Ages
(QOLI) 20- 30 31-55
Mam, FL 1 1 3
Tanpa, FL 2 6 5
Bost on, NA 3 3 14
Salt Lake Aty, UT 4 18 2%
San Diego, CA 5 2 17
San Antoni o, TX 6 7 8
New O | eans, LA 7 12 4%
Sacranent o, CA 8 5 22
Portland, R 9 9 7
Col unbus, H 10 31 1
R. Lauderdal e, FL 11 8 10%
Phoeni x, AZ 12 10 11
M | waukee, W 13 20 6
Denver, QO 14 11 15
Los Angel es, CA 15 13 20
R versi de, CA 16 14% 18%
San Franci sco, CA 17 22 13
Newar k, NJ 18 16 12
New Yor k, NY 19 23 16
Anaheim CA 20 4 32
Kansas dty, MD 21 15 19
Nassau, NY 22 25 21%
Phi | adel phi a, PA 23 21 23
Dal | as, TX 24 27 25
Seattle, WA 25 33 9
S. Louis, MD 26 17 33
M nneapol i s, MN 27 26 28
Bal tinore, D 28 19 35
San Jose, CA 29 30 24
Chicago, IL 30 29 30
Alanta, GA 31 28 27
Pittsburgh, PA 32 34 29%
Washi ngt on, DC 33 24 37
dncinnati, CH 34 37 26
I ndi anapol is, IN 35 32 31
d evel and, AH 36 35 34
Houst on, T¥% 37 36 38
Detroit, M 38 38 36

Rank Correl ati on(Ages 20-30, Ages 30-55) =.50

Source: Data are fromUS GCensus of Popul ation, 1980 (puMs files A and B).

Note: An asterisk (%) indicates 50-75 observations. SVBAs with fewer than 50
observations in a category are not included in the ranking. Mre than 100
observations for all SVBAs are included in the overall ranking (QOLI).



Table 4 Rankings of the Quality of Life by Education G oups

SVBA All No A t ended
(QoLI) ol | ege ol | ege

Mam, FL 1 4 1
Tanpa, FL 2 3 6
Bost on, MA 3 5 9
Salt Lake Gty, UT 4 16% 3
San Diego, CA 5 15 4
San Antonio, TX 6 6 12
New Ol eans, LA 7 1% 18
Sacranent o, CA 8 - 8
Portland, R 9 21 2
ol unbus, H 10 10%* 13
R. Lauderdal e, FL 11 14 5
Phoeni x, AZ 12 8 10
M | waukee, W 13 2 30
Denver, QO 14 9 20
Los Angel es, CA 15 7 27
R verside, CA 16 13% 16%
San Franci sco, CA 17 18 14
Newar k, NJ 18 11 22
New Yor k, NY 19 12 25
Anaheim CA 20 20 17
Kansas Aty, MD 21 19 11
Nassau, NY 22 23 21
Phi | adel phi a, PA 23 17 29
Dal |l as, TX 24 25 23
Seattle, WA 25 30 19
S. Louis, MD 26 32 15
M nneapol i s, MN 27 29 24
Bal ti nore, MD 28 26 32
San Jose, CA 29 24 33
(hicago, IL 30 27 31
Atlanta, GA 31 22 34
P ttsburgh, PA 32 33 26
Véshi ngt on, DC 33 28 36
dncinnati, CH 34 35 28
I ndi anapol i s, IN 35 37 7%
d evel and, H 36 36 35
Houst on, TX 37 31 38
Detroit, M 38 34 37

Rank Gorrelation(No ol l ege, Ml lege) = .45

Source: Data are fromUS GCensus of Popul ation, 1980 (puMs files A and B).

Note: An asterisk (%) indicates 50-75 observations. SVBAs with fewer than 50
observations in a category are not included in the ranking. Mre than 100
observations for all SVBAs are included in the overal |l ranking (QOLI).



Tabl e 5. Rankings of the Quality of Life for Househol ds Wth and Wt hout

Children
S\VBA A | Househol ds Househol ds Househol ds
(QoLI) Wth Children Wthout Children

Mam, FL 1 1 1
Tanpa, FL 2 8 3
Bost on, MA 3 9 7
Salt Lake Aty, UT 4 6 20%
San Diego, (A 5 11 8
San Antonio, TX 6 19 2
New O | eans, LA 7 5% 11
Sacranento, CA 8 20% 6
Portland, (R 9 2 21
Col unbus, CH 10 3% 17
R. Lauderdal e, FL 11 4% 16
Phoeni x, AZ 12 21 4
M | waukee, W 13 16 9
Denver, QO 14 22 10
Los Angel es, CA 15 14 13
R versi de, CA 16 27* 5%
San Franci sco, CA 17 18 14
Newar k, NJ 18 13 18
New Yor k, NY 19 7 27
Anahei m CA 20 12 29
Kansas dty, MD 21 10 26
Nassau, NY 22 23 23
Phi | adel phi a, PA 23 24 19
Dal | as, TX 24 26 28
Seattle, WA 25 15 33
S. Louis, M 26 33 12
M nneapol i s, MN 27 17 34
Bal tinore, ™MD 28 31 24
San Jose, CA 29 29 31
Chi cago, IL 30 28 32
Atlanta, GA 31 32 22
Pi ttsburgh, PA 32 35 25
Véshi ngt on, DC 33 34 30
Gncinnati, (H 34 30 36
I ndi anapol i s, IN 35 36 15
d evel and, AH 36 25 38
Houst on, T¥X 37 37 37
Detroit, M 38 38 35

Rank Correlation(Children, No Children) = .41

Source: Data are fromUS GCensus of Popul ation, 1980 (puMs files Aand B).

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates 50-75 observations. SVBAs with fewer than 50
observations in a category are not included in the ranking. Mre than 100
observations for all SMSAs are included in the overall ranking(Q).



