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Miami‟s „Little Havana‟ is known by many for its famous Southwest 8
th

 Street, 

the Calle Ocho festival, and for the many Latin people, particularly Cubans, that live in 

the area. However, the current name of the neighborhood hides all of the dynamics of 

neighborhood change and creates the notion that Little Havana is a static monoculture 

neighborhood. This study measured people‟s perception of Little Havana by surveying 

153 residents to identify the cultural associations and to capture the participant‟s spatial 

perceptions of Little Havana. This study found that survey participants from inside the 

study area associated Little Havana more with Cuban culture and had more positive 

things to say about the neighborhood. Finally, this study suggests that the core of Little 

Havana was encompassed by West Flagler Street on the north, Southwest 8
th

 Street on the 

south, Southwest 27
th

 Avenue on the west, and Southwest 4
th

 Avenue on the east.
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Setting 

Miami‟s „Little Havana‟ is known by many for its famous Southwest 8
th

 Street 

(Calle Ocho), the Calle Ocho festival, and for the many Latin people, particularly 

Cubans, that live in the area. Recent historical events and media coverage of the 

neighborhood have promoted all of these elements. The Latin imprint is a cultural layer 

that represents the current demographic state of the neighborhood, but it also hides the 

neighborhood‟s complete history, demographic change, and change in its spatial extent. 

„Little Havana‟ has been a common ground for the native Indians, white settlers, 

Bahamian immigrants, Jewish immigrants, Greek immigrants, Cuban refugees, and 

immigrants almost from every Latin American country. Before there was „Little Havana‟, 

the area was known as Riverside and Shenandoah, and before there was Calle Ocho there 

was Orange Glades Road. The current name of the neighborhood hides the dynamics of 

neighborhood change and tells little about the geographic extent of the area, thus creating 

the notion of Little Havana being a static monoculture neighborhood with little to no 

boundary change over time. In reality, a great number of Cubans have moved out of the 

neighborhood, while other Latin Americans groups have moved into the area. The 

perceptual boundary of the area has indeed changed through recent decades. 
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1.2 A Decreasing Cuban Population 

The name Little Havana gives the impression that the neighborhood still 

resembles the demographic makeup of the period between 1960 and 1980 which was 

when the area was mainly populated by Cubans (Cordoba & Carrillo 76). During this 20 

year period, three major migratory events consistently brought Cubans to Miami. The 

first event was between 1959 and 1962, when the „golden exiles‟ began arriving in great 

numbers disappointed by the drastic social policies implemented by Fidel Castro. They 

are known as the „golden exiles‟ because of the human capital that they brought with 

them; many had high levels of education and business experience. Furthermore, many 

settled in Little Havana and established businesses and social organizations (Alberts 233). 

The second wave of Cuban migration took place between 1965 and 1973. The 

Cuban missile crisis put an end to the first wave of Cuban immigrants in 1962. However, 

in 1965 the Castro regime allowed those Cubans that wanted to leave the island to reunite 

with their relatives in the U.S. to emigrate through the port of Camarioca. Many of these 

boatlift operations encountered rough seas and inclement weather, and Cuba and the U.S. 

eventually negotiated the air transportation of 3000 to 4000 Cubans per month to the 

U.S., with preference given to those Cubans who had relatives abroad. It is estimated that 

more than 260,000 Cubans came into the U.S. during this period (Alberts 235). The last 

major wave of Cuban migration was in 1980 when a group of six Cubans stormed the 

Peruvian embassy in Habana and demanded political asylum. However, given that the 

Peruvian government refused to return the six Cubans to the Castro regime, Fidel 

announced that those who wished to leave the island could assemble at the Peruvian 



3 
 

embassy and should contact their relatives abroad. The multitude of people that 

assembled at the Peruvian embassy became known as the „Habana 10,000‟ and the chaos 

being created by those seeking asylum led many to organize a second boatlift with a 

departure point at the port of Mariel (Alberts 237).  Based on 1980 Census data, the 

Cuban population of Little Havana reached its peak with 95,522 people of Cuban origin 

(Cordoba and Carrillo 72). 

The Cuban population of Little Havana however has not only decreased in 

number, but the area of concentration for Cubans shifted west of the heart of the 

neighborhood where Nicaraguans and Hondurans have taken their place (Cordoba and 

Carrillo 75-76). Between 1970 and 2000 the percentage of Cubans among Hispanics 

decreased from 93.3% to 55.2% while the percentage of Nicaraguans between 1990 and 

2000 dropped from14.3% to 10% of Hispanics. Hondurans being the third ethnic group 

with the highest population among Hispanics in Little Havana increased their percentage 

among Hispanics from 3.1% to 4.9% between 1990 and 2000 (Cordoba and Carrillo 74-

80). This demographic change is exemplified in a 1994 article in the Miami Herald where 

a business owner recounts the scene of Central Americans moving into the neighborhood 

and comparing it to what Cubans did 30 years earlier to the Anglo Americans that 

inhabited the neighborhood: 

“I had a great business in Little Havana for years; in 1993 I lost $16,000”, says 

Mastercake owner Gerardo Moreno. “I decided the time had come for me to do 

what all the American business owners did when the Cubans moved into the 
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neighborhood. They left their shops to us and moved. Now it's our turn to go” 

(Martin 1J). 

It should be noted that this demographic change was due to Cubans moving to the 

western boundaries of Little Havana and to other parts of Miami, and not because the 

boundaries of the neighborhood shrunk in size and therefore fewer Cubans were within 

the boundaries of Little Havana. 

1.3 Inconsistent Boundaries 

 Little Havana does not have an official boundary that defines its geographic 

extent. The area has merely existed with loose boundaries based largely on cultural 

perception. According to the many boundary descriptions suggested by the city of Miami 

Planning Department, the borders of the area known as „Little Havana‟ not only have 

continued to change, but they have continued to shrink in size. Refer to Figure 1, and 

Table 1 for a description of the different boundaries that define Little Havana. 

The boundaries described by George (“Image” 7) encompass a bigger area than 

the other three boundaries defined by the City of Miami. In fact, the NET 2006 

boundaries are almost five times smaller in area (4.7 times to be exact). Also, the 

southern and western boundaries of Little Havana as described by the City of Miami have 

shifted north and east, respectively, but the overall area of the neighborhood has become 

smaller. The NET 2006 boundaries, (which is the most current definition of Little Havana 

according to the City of Miami), has an area of 2.237 square miles. This is a 68.92% 

reduction in size from the boundaries described by the City of Miami Planning 

Department in 1976 (the area was 7.198 square miles). The NET 2006 boundaries mainly 
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cover the area that is known by some residents of the neighborhood as „East Little 

Havana‟, which extends from 12
th

 Avenue east to the Miami River.  

Figure 1. Boundaries of Little Havana 
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Table 1. Boundary Description of Little Havana 

City of Miami 

Planning 

Department 

1976 

“Planning District D is coterminous with the Little 

Habana Community. The planning district is bounded 

on the north by N.W. 7
th

 St. and on the south by 

Coral Way. The F.E.C. Railroad forms the 

easternmost boundary while the city limits along 37
th

 

Ave.” (7) 

City of Miami 

Planning 

Department 

1990 

“The neighborhood [Little Havana] is bounded by 

NW 7
th

 Street to the north, SW 11
th

 and 17
th 

Streets to 

the south; Metrorail, the Miami River and 12
th

 

Avenue to the east and NW/SW 27
th

 Avenue to the 

west.” (1) 

Neighborhood 

Enhancement 

Team (NET) 

(City of Miami) 

2006 

Northern boundary: the 836 dolphin expressway and 

Miami River; Eastern boundary: Southwest 4
th

 

Avenue; Southern boundary: Southwest 11
th

, 9
th

, and 

13
th

 Streets; Western boundary: 22
nd

 Avenue. 

South Florida 

Historian Dr. 

Paul George 

2006 
“stretching from the Miami River west to Thirty-

seventh Avenue and from another segment of the 

same stream south to U.S. Highway 1” (7) 

 

1.4 Objectives 

Given that there is not an agreed upon formal boundary that defines the 

neighborhood of Little Havana, and the stereotypical association that the neighborhood 

has with the Cuban culture, this thesis has two objectives. The first one is to analyze the 

residents‟ cultural perceptions of Little Havana. Previous researchers that have done 

studies on topics such as, measures of neighborhood perception, neighborhood 

boundaries, and neighborhood change, argue that because each individual in the 

community experiences the world, or for that matter, the city and the community in a 

different way, her/his mental boundaries and perceptions of an area are going to be 

shaped in response to various social and physical aspects as well as their own individual 
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experiences (Lynch (1-13), Lee (87-108), Gould (1-24), Francescato and Mebane (131-

147), Orleans (115-130), Haney and Knowles (201-214), Cho (21-28),Guest and Lee (32-

56)).  

The second objective is to identify the core area of the neighborhood. In other 

words, it is not the objective of this study to define the boundaries of Little Havana but 

rather identify the area that most residents of the neighborhood agree upon as being Little 

Havana. The purpose for doing this is to provide a new perspective on what constitutes 

Little Havana since the boundaries described by city officials have been fluid and 

inconsistent. This is important since the literature suggests that there is new enthusiasm 

and interest about using resident defined neighborhood boundaries as more meaningful 

delimiters for research instead of census defined neighborhoods (Coulton et al (371-383), 

Jenks and Dempsey (153-178)). Furthermore, there is also interest in using resident-

defined neighborhood boundaries in the planning field to provide professionals with 

insight about the people with whom they deal with on a day-to-day basis (Wridt (129-

147), Minnery (471-493)). Finally, the literature also argues that because many ethnic 

neighborhoods are experiencing change in their demographic makeup, meaning, identity, 

and role, it is imperative that community level planning geared towards preserving these 

communities be devised to identify neighborhood cores instead of defining exact 

boundaries (Abramson, Manzo and Hou 341-360). 

Hence, this study hopes to accomplish these objectives by answering the 

following research question: What are people‟s perceptions of „Little Havana‟? In other 

words, what do the people who interact (interact is defined as people who work, study, 
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shop or live in the study area) with the neighborhood see as the boundaries of Little 

Havana?  And, what are their perceptions of the term „Little Havana‟? 

1.5 Organization of the Thesis 

The remainder of this thesis is organized into five further chapters. Chapter 2 

provides the historical background by briefly describing the main historical periods from 

pre-colonization to the present in the Miami area. Therefore, the emphasis is placed more 

on recounting the different groups that have gone through the area and the events that 

have attracted these people and caused them to emigrate. Chapter 3 establishes the 

theoretical framework from which the blueprints of the study were created. First, a 

review of different studies that have attempted to measure neighborhood perception will 

be described, and then the three main paradigms in the literature that explain why and 

how neighborhoods change will be reviewed. Chapter 4 describes the methodology in 

detail from the creation of the questionnaire to the tabulation of the data. Chapter 5 

discusses the four phases of analysis that were applied to the survey data as well as the 

results that were obtained from these analyses. Finally, in chapter 6 the findings of the 

study are put into context with some of the comments that were made by the survey 

participants. Lastly, future research considerations are presented as well as future events 

that might have an impact on the neighborhood.    
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II. A BRIEF HISTORY OF MIAMI 

2.1The First Settlements 

2.1.1The First Miamians (10,000 years‟ ago-1500s) 

People have been living in the Miami Region for at least 10,000 years, but the 

first historical description of Florida‟s native people came in 1513 when the Spanish first 

encountered the Tequesta Indians (Parks 2). South Florida‟s native Indians lived in large 

villages by both sides of the Miami River banks; the Tequesta were described by the 

Spaniards as being tall, handsome and well developed natives (Parks 2). According to 

George (“Tour” 2) the Tequesta Indians are considered to be the earliest South Florida 

natives and were scattered all over South Florida including Palm Beach County, the 

Everglades, and the Keys.  

2.1.2The Spanish Conquest (1513-1763) 

In the early sixteen century Juan Ponce de Leon discovered Florida; he sailed into 

today‟s Biscayne Bay and stated in his journal that he had reached Chequesha; this was 

Miami‟s first recorded name. The Spanish tried to colonize southwest Florida for several 

decades but would be unsuccessful due to the powerful Tequesta Indians who were 

strong warriors; even Ponce de León was mortally wounded during the numerous battles 

between the Tequesta and Spanish. Fifty years had passed without a single Spaniard 
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trying to claim Florida until Pedro Menéndez de Avilés became the first governor of 

Florida (Parks 4). After Avilés‟ son was lost in a shipwreck near South Florida he 

decided to come down to the region to look for him. However, instead of finding his lost 

son, he found a stranded Hernando d‟Escalanate Fontaneda (Parks 5). Fontaneda who had 

been stranded in South Florida for the past 17 years became fluent in the Tequesta 

language, knew the names of different Indian villages, and had traveled all over the area. 

With Fontaneda as interpreter and guide to Avilés the conquest of South Florida became 

feasible. Avilés also met Chief Carlos who was the principle chief of the South Florida 

Indians; Chief Carlos was impressed with the Florida governor and even gave his sister to 

Aviles to marry (Parks 6).  

Miami‟s first Europeans were not ordinary pioneers but rather mutineers who 

were on the run from Spanish authorities; when Spanish officials found these runaways 

they (Miami‟s first Europeans) were enjoying their new life in South Florida with the 

native Indians. Chief Carlos treated mutineers like family and honored guests because of 

the marriage bond that Avilés and Chief Carlos sister had, this special treatment was 

commonly experienced by the Spaniards. Chief Carlos even wanted more Spanish to 

come and live in his village. Pedro Menendez de Aviles decided to send more men to the 

South Florida region to join the mutineers who would later stay permanently in exchange 

for amnesty. Among the men who stayed in South Florida were missionaries and soldiers; 

missionaries in particular played an important role in helping the Spanish take control of 

South Florida.  By converting several Tequesta Indians to Christianity the Spaniards dealt 

with a more pacified group of natives (Parks 9). Aviles continued to create a series of 

outposts where soldiers and missioners lived in order to establish Spanish hegemony 
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(George, “Tour” 5). The Spanish and the Tequesta became close allies throughout this 

time period and treated each other as friends.  

Even though all was peaceful between the Spanish and the natives, serious trouble 

was brewing for the Indians. European diseases such as smallpox killed thousands of 

Indians; also the Creeks (another Indian tribe from Georgia and the Carolinas) were 

driven out by the British colonists and crossed the border into Spanish Florida. The 

Creeks were able to destroy Tequesta villages as well as enslave many of the South 

Florida natives. By the end of these occurrences there were only 180 Tequesta Indians 

left. Many Tequesta Indians had also decided to leave South Florida for Havana in order 

to escape the Creeks maltreatment and European diseases, but those who left would later 

die from alien diseases in Cuba (Parks 11). Spanish settlements were again attempted in 

the Miami Region. Twenty years later the Spanish abandoned the Miami Region and also 

Florida. In 1763 at the Treaty of Paris, Spain used Florida to bargain for the return of 

Havana from the English who had taken control over the island of Cuba a year earlier; 

Florida after two centuries of Spanish rule became an English colony.  After the English 

took over Florida South Florida Indian families who had survived all of these occurrences 

left for Cuba with the Spanish and never returned (Parks 12).   

2.1.3The Short British Rule (1763-1783) 

After the Treaty of Paris many of the Spaniards who lived in Florida had the 

option to depart or stay; many chose the latter and Florida became almost completely 

absent of people (Parks 14). The only two groups left in Florida were the runaway Creeks 

who later became known as the Seminoles and the Bahamian wreckers and fishermen 
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who frequently visited South Florida and considered it a good meeting place. In order to 

populate Florida the British government placed advertisements in London newspapers 

offering free land to proprietors who promised to bring settlers to Florida. The Crown 

gave several proprietors huge grants that included what is now considered Greater Miami 

(Parks 15). Surprisingly the proprietors who were given free land never confirmed their 

grants and there are no records of British settlers in South Florida during the British rule 

(parks 17).  

 South Florida was soon to receive a large number of British settlers, however 

once the American Revolution began Florida was considered a safe haven for Loyalists 

who refused to rebel against the crown. Many Loyalists flooded to Florida but their stay 

was short lived; during the American Revolution the Spanish took control of the 

Bahamas and the British had to decide whether to keep Florida or exchange it for the 

Bahamas. The British chose the latter and gave Florida back to Spain. Many of the 

English Loyalists who moved to Florida decided to leave Spanish Florida for the 

Bahamas (Parks 17).  

2.1.4 The Second Spanish Rule of the Miami Region (1784-1821) 

The Spanish decided to adopt a more liberal land policy in order to gain more 

settlers to the area and allowed foreigners as well as non-Catholics to receive land grants 

if they pledged their loyalty to the Spanish crown (Parks 17). Even though the rest of 

Florida was under Spanish rule, Miami seemed to be under Bahamian hands; there were 

many people now living in the South Florida area. In the early 1800s many Bahamian 

families and discontented Loyalists moved to the Miami Region and settled along the 
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Miami River and Key Biscayne. Several Bahamians considered South Florida as part of 

the Bahamas and many merchant ships had thriving businesses in the area; such as selling 

venison, hams and alligator skins. Bahamians also came to South Florida to salvage the 

increasing number of shipwrecks that landed on the reef. The shipwrecks allowed 

Bahamians to take the goods that were left on the ships back to Nassau. Another group 

who was populating the South Florida region was made of up runaway slaves who 

entered Spanish Florida and joined the Indians in freedom. The Spanish would allow 

them to stay; but some would later end up leaving for the Bahamas (Parks 18). The 

Spanish soon faced major problems with the Americans who were infringing upon 

Spanish Florida from the north. After much American harassment and agitation for the 

annexation of Florida the Spanish were ready to leave and gave Florida to the United 

States formally in 1821 (Parks 18). 

2.1.5The First American Settlers in the Miami Region (1821-1870s) 

American settlement was not immediate in the Miami Region mainly due to the 

Seminole Wars of the 1820s where several Indian chiefs and their villages decided not to 

leave Florida after Congress passed the Indian Removal Act of 1830 (George “Tour” 9). 

In December 1835, Seminole Indians killed and ambushed Major Francis Langhorne 

Dade and 109 of his men while marching between Tampa and Ocala; eventually in honor 

of Major Dade a bill passed in Florida naming the new county in South Florida, Dade 

County (Parks 28). Many Seminoles were directly attacking American settlers in Florida 

and because of their aggressive stance the Indians were able to control the South Florida 

mainland (Parks 29). After many complaints about settlers who lived in South Florida the 
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United States army decided to establish Fort Dallas and send soldiers to protect the land 

from the Indians; however even after the establishment of Fort Dallas, the U.S. could not 

get rid of the Seminole Indians and the soldiers soon left the South Florida region 

(George “Tour” 11).  

Desperate to populate South Florida, Congress passed the Armed Occupation Act 

of 1842 where families could acquire 160 acres of free land along Miami and Little 

Rivers (Parks 33). The most prominent settler of this era was William English who 

purchased from his uncle Richard Fitzpatrick a 640 acre tract on the northern bank of the 

Miami River. William English also began to build the Village of Miami on the south 

bank of the Miami River, and even rebuild his uncle‟s slave plantation (George “Tour” 

12). Others soon followed English to Miami including Dr. R.R. Fletcher who opened a 

store and trading post on the south bank of the river and converted his own home into a 

courthouse; George and Thomas Ferguson built another store and trading post at the 

rapids of the river as well as a water powered mill. The Seminole Indians were still a 

constant problem for settlers in South Florida and the Third Seminole War ensued (1855-

1858). Fort Dallas was reopened to serve the U.S. military but even with this attempt the 

Indians still had a firm control of Miami (Parks 36). Many families were not willing to 

stay in the area because of the Seminoles violent behavior; an 1860 census reported only 

60 individuals in what is now known as Miami (Parks 39). Indians were the least of 

America‟s problem as another war was soon ensued.    

The Civil War was gripping the nation with Florida joining the Confederates. 

Florida settlers tried to remain neutral in the fight but many Confederates used Florida as 
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a safe haven and Union Blockade (Parks 40). After the Civil War was over numerous 

types of individuals came to Miami many of whom were confederates fleeing away from 

the Union Army (Parks 43). With the Civil War over the U.S government was 

considering Miami as a site for a large agricultural colony for freed men (recently freed 

slaves) and Wily William H. Gleason, a member of the reconnoitering party was asked to 

survey the land for the project (Parks 45). Gleason filed Miami as unsuitable for the 

project; perhaps with the intention of keeping the South Florida land for himself and 

moved his whole family as well as best friend, William H. Hunt, and his family to Miami 

in 1866 (George “Tour” 15). Gleason soon became a political figure in Dade county 

becoming county clerk, county surveyor, tax assessor, school board member and even 

claimed himself governor refusing to step down when he lost to Harrison Reed in the 

1866 race; he was immediately impeached (Parks 45). Gleason soon lost popularity with 

local residents for his unscrupulous ways of dealing with government; appointing many 

of his friends to political offices as well as stealing land from others.  Even with all of his 

illegal dealings, Gleason helped Miami gain more settlers by informing many of the 

Homestead Act and attracting others to the area (Parks 47). In the 1870s many more 

homesteaders were coming to Miami, such as William Barnwell Brickell and Ephraim T. 

Sturtevant; Sturtevant in particular was important to the development of Miami. 

Sturtevant was the father of Julia Tuttle (the mother of Miami), who „discovered‟ this 

area after visiting her father (Parks 49).   
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2.2 Social and Physical Transformations  

2.2.1The Beginnings of a City (1880-1900s) 

The Seminoles were still present in Miami but without the violent lashings that 

were witnessed a few decades earlier, they lived in the Everglades peacefully and would 

even trade with American settlers. Indian families would camp out in the trading post and 

trade their venison, alligator skins, and egret plumes for cloth, hats, beads, watches, silver 

coins and liquor; this was especially done with the Brickell family who were particularly 

prosperous traders (Parks 50).  

The Brickells were an influential family in Miami and purchased about 2,000 

acres that stretched south along Biscayne Bay and as far inland as Little Havana. Little 

Havana was first known as Riverside, Shenandoah, and other adjacent neighborhoods. 

Southwest 8
th

 street, known back at the start of the 20
th

 century as Orange Glade Road, 

was the divide between Riverside and Shenandoah. Riverside is located north of 

Southwest 8
th

 Street, while Shenandoah is located south of it. Furthermore, Riverside 

acquired its name due to its close proximity to the Miami River; in fact, it was Mary 

Brickell who came up with the name of „Riverside‟. Shenandoah on the other hand, was 

farmland until the beginning of the 1920‟s but it was not until the late 1930‟s when 

Shenandoah really surfaced. Some of Shenandoah‟s earliest residents consisted of the 

Belcher Family who moved from the Cocoa and Titusville area in 1891 to homestead 140 

acres of land located roughly between what is known today as Southwest 17
th

 and 22
nd

 

Avenue. Another pioneer of the Shenandoah area was Union Army Veteran Capt. Charles 
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Josiah Rose who arrived from Ohio in 1890 to also homestead 160 acres of land around 

the area of Coral Way and Southwest 22
nd

 Ave (George “Images” 13) 

  More people continued to arrive, many of whom were operating trading posts 

with Indians, Northerners who were interested in planting tropical plantations and others 

who wanted to take advantage of cheap land (Parks 52). Miami was also becoming a 

winter haven for Northern Americans who were trying to avoid and escape the brutal 

winter. Coconut Grove was also becoming more populated with places such as the 

Peacock Inn. A vacation hotel built by Charles and Isabella Peacock, as well as Flora 

McFarland, the first South Florida female homesteader who created the Housekeepers 

Club for women in the Coconut Grove community (Parks 68). Lemon City was also 

progressing with three short business streets and thriving black communities. Lemon City 

was the first place in Miami to be connected to another part of the state by road in 1892 

(Parks 71).  

By 1895 both Coconut Grove and Lemon City were established communities 

while the City of Miami still seemed to be nothing more than wilderness. While everyone 

seemed to have forgotten Miami, Julia Tuttle saw things differently and had big dreams 

of creating a city on the Miami River (Parks 74). After selling everything in Ohio she 

moved with her two daughters and purchased Fort Dallas (George “Tour” 17). Julia 

Tuttle was active in trying to bring a railroad system to Miami and turned to Henry 

Flagler to build a railroad, but was rejected several times.  A great freeze hit Northern 

Florida all the way down to West Palm Beach where Flagler‟s railroad system ended and 

destroyed the tropical plants in the area. Julia Tuttle exploited the situation and 
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mentioned to Flagler how South Florida was unaffected by the freeze and sent leaves of a 

tropical plant to Flagler (George “Tour” 18). Flagler reconsidered Tuttle‟s offer and 

agreed that the railroad system should be extended to Miami due to the rich farming area 

the land could offer. In addition to the railroad system Flagler also decided to build a 

luxury hotel for tourists and would provide a city for Miami with all the amenities and 

services needed (George “Tour” 19).  

Once word got out that Flagler‟s railroad system was extending to Miami, 

hundreds of families who had suffered from the great freeze of 1894-1895 and job 

seekers moved to the South Florida area; particularly Miami (George “Tour” 20). Many 

African American men also traveled via the East Coast Railway Company and a large 

number of black residents populated the Miami area. Many Bahamian men and women 

also came to Miami seeking work due to a declining job market in the Bahamas at the 

time. South Florida provided Bahamians with an opportunity for obtaining higher paying 

jobs than farther north in the United States as well as the possibility of land ownership 

(Shell-Weiss 32). Many Bahamian men worked in the tropical agricultural fields while 

Bahamian women worked as domestics and laundresses (Shell-Weiss 34). The railroad 

project was finally finished and entered Miami on April 15, 1896. There was great 

excitement in the city which now had a newspaper, The Miami Metropolis, which would 

later be known as The Miami News, as well as finally opening their first bank. The City 

of Miami was incorporated in 1896 and Miami‟s population had finally increased from a 

small group of settlers to several hundreds people by the summer of 1896 (George “Tour” 

21).  
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2.2.2 The Miami Migration (1920s-1940s) 

As Miami‟s economy was growing individuals were attracted to the city to find a 

better life. Many individuals came from neighboring states while others were from the 

Caribbean basin (Shell-Weiss 42). Transportation facilitated the move to the city 

allowing many African American women and men to travel from other states; Miami 

now had a large black working class. Besides working class individuals, Miami saw a 

great share of wealthy individuals settle into the area building palatial homes and hotels, 

such as architect Stanford White, developer Carl Fisher and well known populist William 

Jennings Bryant (Shell Weiss 43). By 1920 the population of Dade County had 

quintupled in just a span of 10 years with an astonishing growth of black residents; even 

though the number of native born white population doubled it still was outnumbered by 

the rise of blacks in the area. Miami seemed not to attract many white foreign born 

individuals as it did foreign born black population (Shell Weiss 45). The growing number 

of industries that provided work for the black community was a major cause for the 

population rise with construction, ongoing extension of the Florida East Coast railway, 

agriculture, and the further development of Miami‟s port being among the companies 

hiring black workers (Shell-Weiss 46-47).  

There were also a growing number of Jewish residents who were living in the 

Downtown area; the Jewish migration to Miami was part of a wave of Jewish migration 

to the United States that occurred between 1880 and 1920 (Shell-Weiss 62). Many of the 

Jewish residents who lived in Miami were from Eastern Europe and spoke Yiddish; men 

were usually the first to arrive in Miami bringing their wives and families to the area 
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later. Some of the first prominent settlers in Miami were Jewish; particularly Isidor 

Cohen, Joseph and Ida Schneidman who were among the founding members of the city 

(Shell-Weiss 63). The Jewish population was drawn to Miami by the promise of cheap 

land, rapid growth and warm climate (Shell-Weiss 64).  

During this time period, Riverside saw the construction of many apartment 

buildings in order to accommodate the housing needs for the great number of Jews, and 

other small groups, that moved in from the northeastern section of the United States. 

Consequently, Riverside and Shenandoah were strongly settled and influenced by Jews 

until the 1950‟s when the first wave of Cubans escaping the Batista dictatorship arrived 

in Miami. Riverside and Shenandoah were home to a great number of synagogues, 

Sunday schools, Jewish senior homes, and influential leaders like Mark Orovitz, who 

arrived in Miami in 1925 from Pelham, Georgia (George “Images” 7, 105-108). By 1919 

Miami had a diverse group of people ranging from Jewish, African Americans, West 

Indian, Italian, Greek, Chinese, a few Cubans, and native born Anglo American residents. 

Even though the city was quite diverse the color lines and division were clearly visible 

and diversity seemed not to make any changes to the racially driven city (Shell-Weiss 

65).  

In 1925 Pan American World Airways became the primary carrier of mail to 

Latin America, and as a result the airline became the primary transporter of Miami 

products allowing Miami businesses to reach the Latin American countries. With 

businesses in Miami booming two more large international airlines were added: Eastern 

Airlines and National Air Lines in 1938 (Shell-Weiss 103). Jewish business-men were 
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also included in improving Miami‟s economy; after the hurricane in 1926 many Miami 

businessmen decided to add more Jewish millionaires as business partners or clientele to 

prevent financial disasters. The Miami Jewish community grew from 1915-1940 from 

only fifty people to nearly 8,000 (Shell Weiss 104). Many laborers from the Caribbean 

basin also came as a result of the companies moving into Miami.  Besides looking for 

work, some Caribbean countrymen came to Miami for political refuge, such as when 

hundreds of Cubans who followed President Mario Menocal to Miami after being ousted 

by Gerardo Machado in 1930 (Shell-Weiss 105). 

By the 1940s fewer West Indians and African Americans migrated to Miami due 

to the racial tension that was occurring in the city. With segregation and violent backlash 

on the black community, the proportion of black residents fell dramatically and many 

instead went north or west in the United States in search of work (Shell-Weiss 122). 

Through 1941-1953 the greatest source of population was coming from northern states 

and GIs who had trained or been stationed in Miami and decided to stay and bring their 

families with them (Shell-Weiss 129). Even with the racial tension in full effect, the 

number of Jews and Latinos was still increasing steadily, along with the number of native 

born whites. This created a concern for the Miami white population who believed that 

foreign born residents were diluting the city (Shell-Weiss 122).  

2.3 Contemporary Times 

2.3.1 Miami: Gateway to the Americas (1950-1960s) 

Miami was gaining a large number of businesses with the trading and tourism 

endeavors it had gained with Northern Americans, Caribbean countries and Latin 
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Americans. Twenty Latin American consulates and a branch of the Venezuelan Chamber 

of Commerce were opened in Miami; Miami‟s location allowed it to be the epicenter for 

friendly relationships between the United States and the Latin American countries (Shell-

Weiss 127). Even though Miami was portraying an image of friendly tolerance with other 

nationalities its local politics were still segregated and violent towards minorities and 

other nationalities (Shell-Weiss 129). By the 1950s, black communities, saloons, and 

manufacturing centers were restricted and relocated to the outer fringes of the city and 

suburbs, while the center of Miami was reserved only for palatial homes, its ports, hotels 

and high-end service industries. This allowed the city to portray an image of Miami 

without any poverty or slums, allowing many vacationers and middle class residents to 

believe it was true (Shell-Weiss 133). 

As many northern manufacturing companies moved south looking for cheaper 

labor, no unions and lower rent; Florida‟s population grew (Shell-Weiss 139). Many of 

these manufacturing companies, like the garment industry, recruited Puerto Ricans who 

would work for low wages and fulfilled unskilled industrial and service jobs (Shell-Weiss 

143). A growing number of Latinos began coming to Miami drawn by the increasing job 

opportunities in manufacturing, expanded transportation routes, and the cultural ties their 

home countries had with Miami (Shell-Weiss 148). By the 1950s local officials estimated 

that 46,000 Cubans, 30,000 Puerto Ricans, 3,500 Colombians, 2,000 Venezuelan, 1,200 

Ecuadorians, 800 Mexicans and an additional 2,000 people from elsewhere in Central 

America made their homes in Miami Dade County (Shell-Weiss 152).  
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Tension soon arose between the Latino and Black communities because of the 

privileges afforded to white English and Spanish speaking groups. African Americans felt 

that they were once again stuck in the bottom of a three-tiered hierarchy where Spanish 

speakers, regardless of skin color, received better treatment than English-speaking black 

citizens (Shell-Weiss 155). By December 1960 the number of Cuban immigrants arriving 

in the United States was capturing headlines (Shell-Weiss 170). The Cuban flood of 

immigrants was the single largest massive migration to the United States and certainly 

the largest in history for Miami. Miami was welcoming to the Cuban arrivals, and many 

local social services organizations and aid groups helped them (Shell Weiss 172-173). 

During this time, Riverside and Shenandoah became known as Little Havana. All 

the apartment buildings once occupied by Jews and Anglo Americans were now being 

occupied by the newly arrived Cubans. Also, many of the synagogues were converted 

into Catholic churches, and the elementary schools were now imparting classes in 

Spanish (George “Image” 105-108). The Spanish language became an important skill to 

learn for local businesses and their employees; Miami Senior High School began offering 

classes in the language due to the massive number of Cubans that arrived in the city 

(Shell-Weiss 173). County public schools began creating adult training courses in 

merchandising, airline reservations, ticketing, and travel agency procedures for Cuban 

exiles that needed job training (Shell-Weiss 172). Even with all of this aid, Cubans still 

did not attend many of the classes offered to them nor agreed with what the community 

of Miami believed they needed (Shell-Weiss 173). Cubans saw themselves as exiles and 

believed that they were just visiting for a short period until Fidel Castro was kicked out of 

office; which they believed would be soon (Shell-Weiss 174). But after the Bay of Pigs 
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disaster and the Cuban missile crisis it was obvious that the Cuban exiles were not going 

home anytime soon. Many Cuban exiles who were teachers and lawyers found 

themselves working as janitors and cab drivers; even women who had never worked 

before had to find occupations as seamstress (Shell-Weiss 176).  

African Americans were complaining of the high unemployment rates they 

experienced because of the Cuban exiles who they felt were taking all of their jobs; the 

overwhelming aid and resources that were given to Cuban immigrants left many African 

Americans angry for the lack of help they received from the U.S. government (Shell 

Weiss 178). Much of the job loss was due to Cubans doing the same jobs for lower 

wages; even Latinas such as Cuban Americans and Puerto Ricans resented the hiring of 

newly arrived Cuban men as supervisors whom they felt would talk to and treat them in 

inappropriate ways (Shell-Weiss 180). Cuban immigrants were also disliked by many 

groups in Miami because they kept their cultural traditions and would not assimilate to 

the North American cultural practices or native born expectations; many native born 

whites expressed concerned over the Cuban dominance by expression such as “I want to 

live in the United States, not in Havana” or “It‟s Cuban invasion!” (Shell-Weiss 182).  

2.3.2 New Arrivals (1970s-Today) 

Florida was becoming the largest immigration destination in the country; with the 

national quotas lifted when many individuals and families began asking for political 

asylum and populating the city (Shell-Weiss 213). Soviet Jews and Vietnamese refugees 

came to Florida fleeing communist countries and were welcomed with open arms to the 

United States. There were others who were also escaping brutal conditions from their 
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homelands. By the 1970-80s a large number of Haitians had been making the dangerous 

and illegal trip to the coast of Miami. About 50,000 Haitian women and men have come 

to the United States since 1972. It was common to see boatloads of Haitians wash ashore 

the South Florida beaches everyday in the 1980s; unlike Cubans, Haitians were to be 

intercepted by U.S. officials and returned to Haiti without any trial or opportunity to have 

their cases heard (Shell-Weiss 212). Because the United States was on friendly terms 

with Haiti‟s president, Jean-Claude Duvalier, Haitians were not being allowed to stay 

even with the police brutality and murders being committed in Haiti under the president‟s 

rule. The number of Haitians coming to the U.S. only constituted a few thousand 

compared to the hundreds of thousands of Cubans who had arrived with no prior 

authorization (Shell-Weiss 214). Other groups of people were also being treated 

differently and more fairly than Haitians such as the Indochinese, Nicaraguans, and 

Salvadoran immigrants who fled socialist or communist revolutions in their homeland. It 

was questioned by organizations like Miami‟s Haitian Refugee Center why immigrants 

from Haiti were being treated and held to a different standard compared to all other 

groups; even Bahamians and West Indian countrymen were specified by city officials to 

be treated differently than Haitians when their boats were intercepted (Shell-Weiss 216). 

As Haitians kept battling to stay in the U.S. another wave of Cuban immigrants were 

heading to Miami. On April 4, 1980 Fidel Castro opened the doors once again for any 

Cuban who wished to leave the country but this time Castro also emptied out Cuba‟s jails 

and mental hospitals and sent these individuals to the United States (Shell-Weiss 217). It 

is estimated that 70 percent of Cubans who arrived in 1980 were criminals; at the same 
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time 224 Haitians reached shore in Miami and were not provided any aid or promise of 

staying in the country, unlike the Cuban immigrants (Shell-Weiss 219).  

Finally, in October 1980 the federal courts restored the rights of Haitian 

immigrants to hold jobs in Florida and ruled that the maltreatment of Haitians immigrants 

was a violation of their due process rights and the 1965 immigration and nationality act 

(Shell-Weiss 220). By 1987, it was estimated that there were 60,000 Haitians living in 

Miami-Dade County and many newcomers settled in Opa-locka, Homestead, Florida 

City, and Miami Gardens. Soon after the previously known „Lemon City‟ was 

transformed into Little Haiti where many Haitian newcomers built businesses, 

restaurants, groceries, and small retail shops (Shell Weiss 225). Many other immigrants 

followed the same trend in moving into localized areas and making them their own. 

Nicaraguans who came to Miami mostly settled in the southwest corner of Miami, along 

the Miami River. The neighborhood is dubbed „Little Managua‟. Other Nicaraguans 

moved to Little Havana or settled along the eastern edge of Coral Gables near the Miami 

International Airport, by Hialeah and in Sweetwater (Shell Weiss 226).  

With the major moves of Latino and Caribbean immigrants to Miami the number 

of Anglo Americans living in Miami-Dade County plummeted by 25%. Even with this 

dramatic shortage of Anglos the city approached its 1 million mark with Latinos 

outnumbering any other ethnic group including Anglos and African Americans 

combined. As previously mentioned, Bahamians were the largest population from the 

West Indian groups that lived in Miami for several centuries, but by the 1980s and 1990s 

Jamaicans were outnumbering Bahamians. Miami‟s Cubans were the majority of any 
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other country represented in Miami with 80% but a substantial number of Puerto Ricans, 

Colombians, Venezuelans, Mexicans, Salvadorians, and Nicaraguans were also 

contributing to the Latino community (Shell-Weiss 226).  

The increasing diversity of immigrants changed the economic and industrial 

landscape of Miami. In the 1970s Cubans launched a number of garment manufacturing, 

food processing and transportation companies. By the mid 1990s immigrants from Cuba, 

Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela and other countries in the Americas were opening 

businesses in telecommunications, banking, high tech industries and many other 

professionals were relocating to Miami from their native Latin American countries 

(Shell-Weiss 226). More and more multinational firms have also moved to Miami 

including Exxon-Mobil, Gulf Oil, Texaco, Dow Chemical, International Harvester, ITT, 

DuPont, Alcoa, General Electric, Goodyear, Uniroyal, Lockheed-Martin, and American 

Express (Shell-Weiss 227).  
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III. LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1 Spatial Perception 

 Psychologists have been using the concept of „imagery‟ since the late 19
th

 century 

(Stea and Blaut 52). However, this concept is different from the one that Kevin Lynch 

uses in urban planning (Gould 185). According to Stea and Blaut imagery in psychology 

refers to “the ability to visualize precisely a stimulus once seen-and imageless thought” 

(52). Kevin Lynch defines „imageability‟ as “the quality in a physical object which gives 

it a high probability of evoking a strong image in any given observer. It is the shape, 

color, or arrangement which facilitates the making of vividly identified, powerfully 

structured, highly useful mental images of the environment” (9). Peter Gould mentions 

that this is the type of imagery that is the closest to the type of „environmental perception‟ 

or „mental maps‟ that interest geographers (52). He also adds that Charles Trowbridge 

was one of the first to talk about the idea of how people perceive landmarks and places in 

the environment, but that his point of view on „mental maps‟ is the one that aligns the 

most with geographers (185). Fortunately, psychologists and geographers seem to credit 

Kevin Lynnch‟s The Image of The City for reviving the interest in the topic of 

„environmental perception‟ after a long dormant period in both disciplines (Stea and 

Blaut 53, Gould “Mental Maps” 11).  
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 In the Image of The City Kevin Lynch was interested in finding out the „mental 

image‟ that urban residents had of their city in order to improve the design elements of 

urban environments (2). He accomplished this by implementing a survey to the residents 

of the cities of Boston, Los Angeles, and Jersey City, where he asked them to sketch a 

map of the city and answer a series of questions in the form of interviews. He also had 

„trained observers‟ go in the field to look at buildings and had them record what emotions 

they felt when they looked at buildings or what specific area of the city they remembered 

the most after having gone on a bus ride (140). Out of this pioneering research Lynch 

came up with five elements of design that he acquired from the sketch maps of the people 

he interviewed: paths, edges, districts, nodes, and landmarks. (46-48). 

 As mentioned earlier, this groundbreaking study captured the interest of many in 

different disciplines and as a result, a plethora of studies where map sketching as a tool 

was utilized to study the form of neighborhoods (Cho 22). One of the first to study 

peoples‟ perceptions of their neighborhood boundaries was Terence Lee in 1964. He 

asked residents of the city of Cambridge to map the boundaries of what they considered 

to be their neighborhood and then he questioned them about the different places that they 

go in the neighborhood in order to explore their involvement with the area (as cited in 

Cho 22). Lee argued that “the duality of physical and social neighborhoods can be joined, 

not by a statistical approach, but rather by a phenomenological approach” (as qtd. in Cho 

22). The main contribution by Lee to the urban planning field was the creation of a 

neighborhood quotient or Nh.Q. The Nh.Q. is a ratio of the physical properties of the 

environment where the higher values indicate that the resident is involved in the physical 
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and social environment of the neighborhoods; the opposite holds true for lower values (as 

cited in Cho 22). 

3.1.1 Variables Affecting Spatial Perception 

Peter Orleans suggested that our perceptions of the environment are a function of 

our experiences in the environment and these perceptions are affected by our 

socioeconomic status and location. He argues that although city officials like to portray 

their cities to the world in a specific way and hence we might store this image in our 

minds, the reality is that the people who interact with the city on a daily basis will have a 

different perception (116). In his study, Orleans employs sketch mapping to acquire the 

perception of the city of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area from four groups that each 

lived in a different area and were from different socioeconomic levels. He categorized the 

four groups as follows “Type A…nonethnic population, skilled and urban… Type 

B…nonethnic population, skilled and familistic…Type C…nonethnic population, 

semiskilled and familistic…Type D…racially distinct population, semiskilled and 

familistic” (122-125). From his results he suggests that the populations that had the 

highest skills, and therefore more opportunities, depicted the metropolitan area with 

greater detail. The opposite occurred with those groups that had the lowest skills and no 

extensive social connections (groups C and D)-the maps drawn by these participants were 

not as detailed and mainly depicted the boundaries of their neighborhoods (126). He 

makes a key suggestion in the conclusion of his study with regard to the sketch mapping 

technique “It might well be that a series of partially completed base maps-maps showing 
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for example, major streets, civil divisions, geologic features, important landmarks, and 

the like-would elicit a more detailed, coherent, and consistent imagery” (129).  

Francescato and Mebane followed one of Lynch‟s recommendations to explore 

the image of two places that were different in urban form, Milan and Rome. They hold 

that Lynch suggested “it would be interesting to study very different metropolitan areas 

ranging from the very old artistic (Rome) and the old industrial (Milan)” (133). 

Furthermore, part of their objective was to find out whether the sketch maps drawn by 

participants varied according to age, gender, socioeconomics, and length of residency 

(132). The schema of cities is also something that they set out to study in addition to the 

„image‟; Stea and Wood define Schema as “the overall cognitive representation or 

conceptual organization of a city, including symbols, beliefs, and activities” (as qtd. in 

Francescato and Mebane 133). After creating a composite map based on all the sketch 

maps drawn by participants, they conclude that both cities are „legible‟ by people where 

Milan is depicted more in terms of its road networks and Rome more in terms of its 

landmarks (137). Based on the different variables analyzed, they found that younger 

participants tended to emphasize more the roads and not landmarks (unlike the older 

participants); also, based on socioeconomic status, middle income participants 

emphasized the boundaries of districts more than roads (the opposite of the lower income 

group); finally, with regard to gender, they did not find any considerable difference in the 

maps sketched (145-146). 

Haney and Knowles argue that previous studies that have compared the resident‟s 

perceptions of their neighborhood boundaries based on location have selected 
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neighborhoods that can be considered to be of the same type, inner city neighborhoods. 

Therefore, in this study they select three neighborhoods where not only the location of 

each neighborhood is different, but their place in the urban system is different as well. 

They chose three different types of neighborhoods:  inner city, suburban, and another 

located in between (201). Employing the sketch mapping technique, they first read to 

participants the definition of neighborhood, and then asked them to draw the boundaries 

of their neighborhood on a blank sheet of paper. Afterwards, they asked participants to 

verbally describe their neighborhood (204-208). They collected their length of residency, 

gender, and location. From their results they were able to conclude that inner city 

residents had more negative things to say about their neighborhood than suburban 

residents. Also, in terms of size, suburban residents drew bigger neighborhoods than 

inner city residents, while those participants that were located in the neighborhood 

situated in between the inner city and the suburbs seemed to agree on the boundaries of 

their neighborhood but disagreed on the name of their neighborhood (206-210).  

Chun Man Cho provides a great review of  studies that explore the effect of 

similar variables on resident‟s perceptions of their neighborhood boundaries. For 

instance, Everitt and Cadwallader, Orleans and Schmidt, as well as Guest and Lee, found 

gender differences on the sketch maps drawn by their participants. They found that 

women drew larger areas of their neighborhood than men, and that women tended to 

draw neighborhood boundaries with their house located in the center (as cited in Cho 26). 

Maurer and Baxter, and Ladd found racial differences in the neighborhood boundaries 

drawn by participants especially in size and detail (as cited in Cho 26). Pieg, et al studied 

how the cognitive perception ability in children improved by age when asking kids of 
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different age groups to draw maps of their neighborhood (as cited in Cho 27). Appleyard 

and Delvin found differences in the maps drawn by people according to their length of 

residency. They found that participants with a lower length of residency tended to draw 

maps that were oriented based on the location of their home and that the amount of 

information they included of their surrounding environment increased with the length of 

residence (as cited in Cho 27). 

3.1.2 Defining Neighborhood Boundaries 

In this section of the literature those studies that use a resident defined 

neighborhood boundary for implementing planning policies and the more recent studies 

that seem to contest the census based units as neighborhoods for research will be 

reviewed. Hogan and Kitagawa argue that since the 1980‟s researchers have questioned 

adopting census defined neighborhoods because of the effect that they can have on the 

unit of analysis. Hence, they mentioned that units such as census tracts, zip code areas, 

and other administratively defined neighborhood boundaries cannot be consider real 

neighborhoods (as cited in Cho 24). 

 Coulton, Korbin, Chan and Su‟s pilot study investigated how neighborhood 

boundaries can be defined by residents and how they differ to those created by census 

based units. The study also compares neighborhood maps created by local residents to 

those done by the Census Bureau. This study had 140 residents from seven census 

defined block groups of Cleveland to create their own neighborhood maps (372). Coulton 

et al. found in their study that the seven block group residents had great variation in the 

size of the maps and the shape of their boundaries (376). It was also found in this study 
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that the census maps were only similar to residents‟ maps in terms of square miles of 

neighborhood area (377). In conclusion Coulton et al. suggest that there is a lack of 

similarity between resident and census defined neighborhoods. It is important to note that 

boundaries created by the census are not an accurate representation of residents‟ 

neighborhood perception (382).  

In Jenkins & Dempsey‟s study, the definition and interpretation of 

„neighborhood‟ is investigated by comparing the neighborhood boundaries created by 

planners or policy makers with those of residents. A mapping exercise was administered 

to residents and comparative analysis was used to test the results against administrative 

maps. Six neighborhoods in Oxford and Sheffield, United Kingdom were selected for the 

study (163).  The mapping exercise required residents to indicate the area they considered 

to be their neighborhood and draw the boundaries; a total of 105 residents participated in 

this study (167). Jenkins & Dempsey found that residents in urban areas had a difficult 

time indicating boundaries of their neighborhood (172-173). In conclusion the 

researchers note that locating boundaries for neighborhoods is not perfectly derived by 

administrative units like the census nor can it be accomplished by instinctive drawings 

from locals (173).  

Wridt‟s study on children‟s perception, access, and use of community spaces and 

how they affect levels of physical activity worked with children to create GIS maps that 

showcased the barriers found in their community preventing physical activity. Twenty-

two 10 and 11 year old students from Columbine Elementary created data for GIS maps 

that outline various characteristics of their community, such as neighborhood boundaries, 
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play spaces, and transportation routes. Wridt found that there were various interrelated 

variables that influence how children use their neighborhood for physical activity such as 

sidewalks, their access to public places, and parenting approaches (142). Wridt concluded 

that engaging children in mapping their communities demonstrated that children‟s local 

knowledge should be valued and solicited for community level planning on promoting 

physical activity (143).   

 In a study by Minnery, Knight, Byrne & Spencer a survey was administered to 

residents of Kelvin Grove Urban Village in Brisbane, Australia where locals were asked 

to distinguish their neighborhood boundaries and what landmarks they use to locate these 

boundaries. A survey was conducted by telephone and a map was mailed to all those who 

completed the survey. Residents were to indicate on the map their house location and a 

total of 516 residents participated (478). The Minnery et al. study found that common 

indicators for neighborhood boundaries were based on abstract forms; boundaries not 

based on roads or physical barriers (485). The study concludes that local residents cannot 

easily determine the boundaries in their neighborhood are (489). It is suggested by 

Minnery et al. that city planners and policy makers need to be cautious in assuming that 

residents can define the boundaries of neighborhood; this can especially affect plans for 

boundary defined interventions (490). 

3.2 Paradigms of Neighborhood Change 

 3.2.1 Ecological Perspective 

 The literature recognizes three major schools of thoughts with regard to 

understanding how and why neighborhoods change; ecological, subcultural, and political 
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economy (Pitkin 2). According to Temkin and Rohe (160), the Ecological perspective 

derives from the University of Chicago School of Sociology, also known as human 

ecology, and the main premise of this perspective is that neighborhoods are pre-

determined to change; in other words, neighborhood change is an inevitable natural 

process. However, there are three main variations among the ecological perspective in 

what causes neighborhood decline: urban spatial structure, residential location, and social 

disadvantage (Pitkin 3-6). The first group consists of zonal models that concentrate on 

describing and explaining the urban structure. The second group of models focuses on 

residential location decisions in households. The third group bases their theories on the 

premise that failure to intervene and resolve basic problems of social disadvantage set in 

motion more complex urban problems contributing to the decline of neighborhoods 

(Pitkin 3-6).  

 Knox and McCarthy explain that “the emergence of Industrial City brought about 

radical transformation of urban space, resulting in a broad framework of sector and zones 

of specialized land use” (311). This was true especially in the city of Chicago where 

sociologists Robert Park, Ernest Burgess, and Roderick McKenzie noticed “A mosaic of 

little worlds that touch but do not interpenetrate” (Knox & McCarthy 311). In other 

words, the city of Chicago had different neighborhoods throughout the city that, although 

next to each other, never intermingle. Consequently, their observations led them to 

formulate what is known as Human Ecology, where “each of these little worlds…could 

be thought of as ecological units, a particular mix of people that had come to dominate a 

particular niche [or natural areas] in the urban fabric…with social interactions governed 

by a struggle for existence…competition for living space…[and] through the physical 
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and demographic changes imposed by the occupancy of particular groups with distinctive 

demographic mixes and ways of life, the ecological process of invasion and succession 

brought modifications to the pattern of natural areas” (Knox & McCarthy 311).  

 Ernest Burgess conveyed these concepts together in his Concentric Zone Model 

of “residential differentiation and neighborhood change” (Knox & McCarthy 314). His 

model consists of five concentric rings: the innermost ring is the CBD where all 

economic activities are located. The second ring, which surrounds the CBD consist of 

factories and warehouses or „zone in transition‟. The third ring surrounding the zone in 

transition is comprised of deteriorating residential neighborhoods where workingmen 

have their homes. These workingmen were second generation immigrants who had 

established their economic and social status. Finally, beyond the third ring is the 

residential area and ring four which consists of “high-class apartment buildings or of 

exclusive restricted districts of single family dwellings… [and] still farther, [the fifth 

ring] out beyond the city limits, is the commuters‟ zone-suburban areas, or satellite cities-

within a thirty to sixty minute ride of the central business district” (as cited in Harris & 

Ullman 13).   

 Homer Hoyt in his Sector Model  of 1933 builds on Burgess‟s model by applying 

economic theory to argue that “neighborhoods naturally decline as property owners 

invest less in aging properties due to rising maintenance costs and move to new housing 

on the periphery” (Pitkin 4). Therefore, “neighborhood decline is a function of the aging 

housing stock as well as the construction of more appealing housing on the periphery, 
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and not as the result of a push mechanism from the inner circles as in Burgess‟s model” 

(Temkin & Rohe, 160). 

 In 1945 Harris and Ullmann published The Nature of Cities where they described 

their Multi-Nuclei Model. This model, unlike their two predecessors, suggests that a city 

may have more than one nuclei/center apart from the CBD, from which zones develops. 

They explained that while the CBD was still the major center of commerce, specialized 

sectors of activity would develop according to specific requirements of those activities, 

such as rent values, and economic activity. Furthermore, the Multiple Nuclei Model also 

describes a competing atmosphere among the other urban centers; for example, the 

industrial sites and areas of immigrants compete with the CBD and the many small 

centers of suburbanization (as cited in Polyvechok 9-10).  

 However, it was around this time that the Chicago School of Human Ecology 

came under heavy criticism. According to the critics, Human Ecology ignored the 

sentiments and sense of attachment that people can have for their community (Temkin & 

Rohe 162). As a result, two major events happened: one was the creation of the second 

perspective of neighborhood change, Cultural Perspective, with a reformulation that 

eliminated the biological analogies and a change from Human ecology to Urban Ecology. 

Consequently, from this reformulation came the exploration of the urban structure 

through the statistical analyses of socioeconomic data; Factorial Ecology-which uses 

statistical tools such as correlation, regression, factor analysis, and principal component 

analysis (Knox & McCarthy 314).  
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The result of the first studies applying factor analysis to socioeconomic data led to 

the recognition of three social patterns that were different spatially; socioeconomic status, 

family status, and ethnicity (Knox & McCarthy 314-316). Geographer Robert A. Murdie 

applied a factor analytic model to census data from the metropolitan area of Toronto and 

suggested that “family status is a concentric phenomenon, economic status is primarily 

distributed sectorially, and ethnicity tends to form groupings which can be superimposed 

upon the cellular structure created by combinations of sectorial and concentric patterns” 

(Murdie 7). Finally, Murdie pointed out that the urban and physical structure of cities-

roads, land use, rivers, mountains-will play a major role in determining the social patterns 

(Knox & McCarthy 314-315)  

 The last model within this subdivision of ecological perspective is the Vacancy 

Chain Hypothesis. This model contends that “the dynamic construction of new housing 

for wealthy households sets in motion a chain of vacancies. The vacancy chain causes 

households to move into higher status neighborhoods than the ones they leave, and 

housing units to be successively occupied by lower and lower status occupants” 

(Polyvechok 11). Therefore, at the end of the chain will remain only the least desirable 

neighborhoods, and housing stocks which will ultimately lead to the abandonment of 

housing units. 

 The second subdivision of the ecological perspective focuses on residential 

location decisions of households (Polyvechok 11). According to the Neoclassical or Bid 

rent Theory “urban residents make a tradeoff between land, housing, and transportation 

costs” (Polyvechok 11). That is to say, “this approach is based on the economic analysis 
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of residential location, whereby families exchange proximity to the central business 

district for housing services (Temkim & Rohe, 161). Therefore, as families‟ income 

increases they place more significance on services rather than a short commute to work; 

hence, “higher income families forsake small dwellings units near the city center for 

larger houses in more distant neighborhoods” (Temkin & Rohe 161). The Border or 

Tipping Models of neighborhood change focuses on the residential location decisions of 

households but instead of only using economic variables, they also include variables such 

as race (Pitkin 5). Proponents of these models explain that “the racial transition of a 

neighborhood will have an impact on existing residents and increase out migration” 

(Pitkin 5). Consequently, residents of a particular neighborhood will be affected by these 

changes through their perceptions of surrounding neighborhoods, especially in border 

areas (Polyvechok 11).  

 The third subdivision of the ecological perspective consists of theories that stress 

the solution of social issues in order to avoid more advance urban problems (Polyvechok 

11). The first theory is that of The Cycle of Disadvantage, which contends that “spatially 

concentrated physical, economic, and social handicaps reinforce one another to ensure 

life-cycle and intergenerational multiple deprivation” (Polyvechok 12). For example, 

concentration of poverty reinforces poverty; concentrations of criminal activity aggravate 

immoral activities. Therefore, neighborhoods play a major role in the residents‟ 

educational attainment, criminal involvement, and employment (Polyvechok 12).  

  The second theory known as Broken Windows argues that “signs of physical and 

social disorder provoke criminal activity that progressively breaks down community 
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standards and ultimately invite criminal activity” (Polyvechok 12). The third theory is 

Urban Underclass. According to this theory, people do not want to improve their 

economic and social conditions; “they have a lifestyle that conflicts with mainstream 

values and creates or helps to drive area decline” (Polyvechok 12). For instance, 

according to this theory the typical people that belong in this perspective are those who 

live in poor neighborhoods, depend on welfare, are involved in criminal acts, and do not 

do anything to improve their conditions.  

 The Pull and Obsolescence hypothesis argues that “Obsolescence in the inner city 

pushes people out… [and] the suburban characteristics pull” (Polyvechok 13). In other 

words, the outmoded housing stocks located toward the center of cities are unattractive to 

people while newer suburban developments are viewed as attractive. Finally, the last 

theory is very similar to the rest of the theories. Environmental Determinism‟s basic 

premise is that “control and manipulation of the physical environment has a direct effect 

on social behavior” (Polyvechok 13). That is to say, our social behavior is determined by 

our surroundings, where physical environment is independent and human behavior is 

dependent. 

 3.2.2 Sub-cultural Perspective 

 The second school of thought regarding neighborhood change is the Subcultural 

perspective. As mentioned earlier, the Subcultural perspective group were the main 

opponents of the Ecological perspective and their argument against the highly 

deterministic Human Ecologists was that if all neighborhoods are meant to decline, how 

can it explain neighborhoods that remain stable, or that, are on the rise (Temkin & Rohe 
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162). Subculturalist argue that “noneconomic factors such as social networks, socially 

determined neighborhoods reputations, and the degree to which neighborhoods feel a 

sense of attachment to their community influence a neighborhood‟s stability over time” 

(Temkin & Rohe, 162). One of their main and earliest opponents of the Human Ecologist 

was Firey who suggested that “urban space was made up of symbolic areas that evoked 

strong emotions, and so the symbolism of communities and the sentiment of certain 

residents towards their neighborhoods were important factors in shaping urban areas.” (as 

cited in Temkin & Rohe 162).  

 A second argument against ecological models of the Human ecologist was that of 

exogenous forces. Pitkin explains that “whereas the ecologists contend that rational, 

economic choices related to the metropolitan real estate market drive neighborhood 

change, the subculturalists add endogenous variables to the equation” (7). For instance, 

because neighborhoods are made up of people, the willingness of the residents to remain 

in the neighborhood and work to improve their neighborhood will determine the fate of 

the neighborhood and not the physical structure of the neighborhood, as Human 

Ecologists contend. Finally, Subculturalists contend that cultures vary across 

neighborhoods and neighborhoods themselves are not homogenous like Human 

Ecologists assume (Pitkin 7). Therefore, ethnographic studies, like those done by Whyte 

(1963), Gans (1962), and Suttles (1972) emphasize “the role of ethnic identities in 

helping stabilize neighborhoods… [and] defend the neighborhood from outside threat (as 

cited in Pitkin 7).  
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3.2.3 Political Economy Perspective 

The third paradigm within neighborhood change is the political economy 

perspective. According to Plitkin, this school of thought includes the disciplines of 

Sociology, Geography, and Political Science, and has been the most influential in the last 

thirty years (8). Unlike the Subculturalists who have been opposing Human Ecologists 

since earlier times, Political Economists have more recently developed their own 

criticism against both paradigms. Nevertheless, Pitkin explains that “political economists 

retain the ecologists interest in neighborhood change driven by economic relations and 

forces from outside the neighborhoods, but they focus more directly on the social 

relations of production and accumulation” (8). Consequently, there are two streams of 

interest within this perspective: “one focusing on the role of urban growth machines in 

urban neighborhood change and another that recognizes that cities have undergone a 

restructuring process over the past thirty years as the world has become increasingly 

globalized” (Pitkin 9).  

 The Urban Growth Machine formulation was first created by Molotch (1976) but 

developed and finalized by Logan and Molotch (1987). This theory contends that 

“coalitions of urban elites seek to capture and retain economic power primarily by 

promoting real estate and population growth” (as cited in Pitkin 9). According to this 

theory some of the members that belong to the „Growth Machine‟ are: real estate agents, 

entrepreneurs, newspapers, labor unions, professional sports teams, universities and 

religious groups. That is to say, “members of growth machine include people who 

directly benefit from increases in population and land values” (Pitkin 9). Furthermore, 
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because this theory places a lot of emphasis on members of societies, unlike Human 

Ecologists that hold that ecological process bring change to the urban fabric, growth 

machine theorists “posits a primary role in human agency in neighborhood change” 

(Pitkin 9).  Additionally, one of the major components of this theory with regard to 

neighborhood change is the interaction between „exchange‟ and „use‟ values. Pitkin 

explains that “Logan and Molotch theorize place as a commodity, one that is socially 

constructed through competition between those who value the neighborhood for the rent 

they can gain (i.e. exchange value) and those who value it for non-economic reasons (i.e. 

use value)” (9). Consequently, “growth machines seek to maximize the exchange value of 

urban space, often leading to land speculation and the encouragement of population 

growth to drive up property values and, accordingly, their return on rent” (Pitkin 10).  

 The second variation within the Political Economy perspective is known as urban 

restructuring or globalization. According to political economists working in this 

subdivision there are two major events that have dictated urban restructuring: one is the 

restructuring of capital and the restructuring of labor (Pitkin 11). The restructuring of 

capital has caused “a rise in the economic power of transnational corporations, creating a 

more pronounced oligopolistic structure of world capitalist production” (Pitkin 11). 

Additionally, new information technology has accelerated this globalization process and 

allowed dominant firms to globalize production in real time (as cited in Pitkin11). As a 

result, financial markets not only operate at the national level but at the global scale, and 

have created world or global cities where most of this information is being processed 

(Pitkin 11-12). Finally, the restructuring of labor alongside the restructuring of capital has 

caused labor markets to become decentralized or in many cases globalized through 



45 
 

subcontracting and self employment (Pitkin 12). Lastly, the economy has shifted from 

Fordist manufacturing to sector service and high technology which in turn has “shifted 

the spatial patterns of production, both regionally and within urban areas” (Pitkin 12).  
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IV. METHODS 

4.1 Questionnaire Design 

This study measured people‟s perception of Little Havana by implementing a 

survey that consisted of 10 questions; 6 questions that involved fixed responses and 4 that 

involved open ended answers. See Appendix A for a copy of the survey. The objectives 

of the survey were:  1) To identify the cultural associations that people made with Little 

Havana 2) To capture the participant‟s spatial perceptions of the boundaries of what they 

considered to be Little Havana.  

The first seven questions on the first page of the survey consist of demographic 

variables designed to describe the survey respondents and to structure the analysis of the 

survey data. These variables include gender, age, ethnicity, zip code, length of residence 

at the current location, length of residence in the City of Miami, and housing tenure. The 

rest of the questions targeted the specific research objectives of this study. Question 8 

was designed to measure the associations that survey respondents made with „Little 

Havana‟. The goal behind this question was to identify whether survey respondents 

associated Little Havana strictly with Cuban culture or whether they include any other 

cultures or any other attributes.  

Question 9 was designed to help identify the core and peripheral areas of Little 

Havana by asking survey respondents to list the names of places and/or landmarks they 
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considered to be located within the boundaries of Little Havana. Therefore, these places 

and/or landmarks were used together with the boundaries drawn by participants in 

question 10 to have a better idea of the location of the core area and the extent of the 

neighborhood. Question 10 asked survey participants to draw what they considered to be 

the boundaries of „Little Havana‟. This question was designed to measure the perception 

that survey respondents had of the boundaries of Little Havana. The map used for this 

task depicts the major streets of the area and the location of some well known landmarks. 

These landmarks were used for orientation purpose only, although it is understood that by 

doing so a personal bias was introduced in the survey; the same holds true for the 

selection of major streets. However, it should be mentioned that some of these landmarks 

were drawn from the list of landmarks listed by participants in a pilot test of this survey. 

Finally, given that approximately 89.3% of the residents in the study area described 

themselves as Hispanic or Latino in the 2010 U.S. Census, and given the author‟s 

familiarity of the area, the survey was translated into Spanish for those participants that 

felt more comfortable filling out the survey in Spanish or simply did not understand 

English. Yet the names of streets and landmarks on the map were left in English since 

that is the language in which they are found on the streets.   

4.2 Pilot Test 

A pilot test of the survey was implemented in June, 2010 with 20 respondents 

who were representative of the target group to verify the clarity of the instructions, layout 

of survey, and for any suggestions to improve the survey. Ten of these respondents were 

either friends and/or acquaintances of the author, while the other 10 were unfamiliar 
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respondents. After having completed the pilot test, issues were encountered with 

questions 8, 9 and 10. Most of these problems had to do with the structure of the survey. 

For instance, in question 8 people felt overwhelmed by feeling that they had to fill out 

every line on the page. In question 9, people did not know where to write the responses or 

how many items to list. In question 10, it was noted that some of the landmarks placed on 

the map did not help some of the participants orient themselves on the map (which was 

the intended purpose) the font size was too small, and the line color of the roads were too 

light for older participants. Therefore, a variety of landmarks that were listed in question 

9 by survey participants were used to replace those landmarks that proved to be 

meaningless. Also, a darker color and bigger font size was selected for the roads and 

street names. All these changes have already been implemented to the survey found in 

Appendix A. 

4.3 The Sample 

The target population for this study was people 18 years of age and above, who 

either spoke English and/or Spanish, and who interacted with the area known as Little 

Havana. Interacting was defined as: people that either lived, or worked, or studied, or that 

for any other reason at the time of the survey were found within the study area or its 

vicinity. As a basis for this study, the boundaries of Little Havana described by South 

Florida historian Dr. Paul George (“Images” 7) were used to define the study area. Please 

see Figure 2. 
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A letter explaining the objectives of the survey, together with a copy of the 

questionnaire, were e-mailed to neighborhood associations and faith based organizations 

that were acquired from the City of Miami Neighborhood Enhancement Team (NET) 

website for Little Havana, Coral Way, West Flagler, and Downtown. This method is 

described by (Bernard 90-91) as cluster sampling and it makes easier when dealing with a 

large heterogeneous population like the one found in this study area.  

Figure 2. Boundaries of Study Area 
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sample groups of different age and socioeconomic backgrounds. Hence, students who 

were 18 years of age or above from a social studies class in a high school, and students 

from two biology classes in a community college were surveyed as well. Also, two adult 

education classes (a citizenship class, and an English as a second language class) 

imparted at night in an elementary school, were surveyed to account for recently arrived 

immigrants, which represent a big part of the study area. In summary, a group of 

parishioners from church „A‟, a senior housing from church „B‟, two neighborhood 

associations, a social studies class from high school „C‟, two biology classes from 

community college „D‟, and two adult education classes from elementary „E‟, 

participated for a total 153 survey respondents.  

4.4 Interviews with Survey Participants 

The survey was carried out between December, 2010 and February, 2011. Each 

facility that decided to participate was surveyed after having received a written approval 

from the official authority of each institution. Therefore, out of the nine groups that 

participated, seven of them were surveyed as a group, the residents of the senior housing 

were surveyed door to door, and one neighborhood association decided to administer the 

surveys on their own to protect the privacy of its members. In eight of the nine groups 

where the author was present to administer the survey, a verbal consent statement was 

read out loud (when dealing with groups) and individually when going door to door in the 

senior housing. The verbal consent statement was e-mailed to the neighborhood 

association that decided to administer the survey on their own, and was asked to please 

attach a copy to the survey of each survey participant. 
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Survey participants at each institution were given the option to fill out the survey 

in English or Spanish, or to have the surveyor write their verbal responses for them. With 

the exception of the residents of the senior housing, and one elderly parishioner of church 

„A‟, all survey participants filled out the surveys on their own. Given the difficulty that 

the first two participants of the senior housing had with writing out their responses, and 

with interpreting the map in question 10, the author decided to switch from a self 

administer method to a personal interview. By choosing this latter method, elderly survey 

participants felt more at ease in simply responding to the question being asked, instead of 

having to look for their glasses and worry about having good penmanship. When dealing 

with questions 10, the map was shown and explained to the participant by identifying the 

major streets and landmarks, and the question to “draw what they considered to be the 

boundaries of Little Havana” was asked at the end. If after explaining the map in question 

10 the participant still could not make sense of the map, then they were simply asked to 

verbally describe what they considered to be the boundaries of Little Havana. Their 

verbal descriptions were drawn by the author on the map. 

Finally, it should be noted that there was not any time limitation on survey 

participants and their option to participate was always voluntary. In total, seven people 

refused to participate in the survey representing all age ranges. Also, while administering 

the survey at the senior housing, the length of the interviews ranged between 20 minutes 

up to an hour. The reason for this was the fact that survey participants were eager to tell 

their personal perspective on Little Havana, and in some cases their personal stories on 

how they arrived into this country and how they have seen the neighborhood change. The 

interviews at the other participating organizations were straight forward and ranged from 



52 
 

10 to 20 minutes. The author was always present to answer any questions or ambiguities 

about the survey. 

4.5 Tabulating Survey Results 

4.5.1 Coding Responses 

 Two different code charts were created to record the responses from questions 1 

through 8. The code chart in Table 2 was created for the first seven demographic 

questions on the survey, and for three other variables used to structure the analysis of the 

data. As noted, three of the ten variables (Age, Time_Curre, Time_Miami) are ordinal 

variables and the rest are nominal. The format described by (Bernard 348-354) was 

followed. 

A second code chart was created to simplify and quantify the responses of 

question 8. In other words, given the variety of comments provided by respondents in 

question 8, and the similitude of comments and topics found among the surveys, it was 

necessary to identify the main topics embedded in the responses and then count the 

comments to relatively measure their frequency.  First, all the comments written down by 

respondents in question 8 were recorded on a list and then grouped based on the 

similarity of their topics. As noted in Table 3, six main categories were created. The 

„positive‟ category is made up of comments that are complementary of the neighborhood 

but also is made up of comments that are ingredients in creating a sense of community. 

The „negative‟ category has three different types of negative comments: those that 
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describe a sense of insecurity, those that depict the area as being neglected, and those that 

describe the neighborhood as being of lower socioeconomics.  

Table 2. Code Book for Demographic Variables 

Question 

# 

Variable Name Description 

1 Gender 
The gender of the participant as described by the 

respondent; Male=1, Female=0 

2 Age 

The age group to which the participant belongs as 

described by the respondent; 18 to 25= 1; 26 to 35=2; 

36 to 55=3; 56 plus=4 

3 Ethnicity 

The ethnicity or race as described by the respondent; 

White(Non-Hispanic)=1; Black(Non-Hispanic)=2; 

Hispanic=3; Other=4 

4 Zip_Code The zip code written down by the respondent 

5 Time_Curre 

The length of time that the respondent has been living 

at the current location; less than a year=1; between 1 

and 2 years=2; between 2 and 5 years=3; between 5 

and 10 years=4; more than 10 years=5 

6 Time_Miami 

The length of time that the respondent has been living 

in Miami; less than a year=1; between 1 and 2 

years=2; between 2 and 5 years=3; between 5 and 10 

years=4; more than 10 years=5 

7 Housing_Te 
Whether the respondent rents or own the place where 

he/she currently lives; own=1; rent=0 

N/A Language 
The language in which the respondent filled out the 

survey; English=1; Spanish=0 

N/A Survey_Num Survey number from 1 to 153 

N/A Study_Area 

Based on the zip code provided by the respondent, was 

the respondent inside or outside the study area? In= 1; 

Out= 0; These zip codes are the only ones found 

within the study area (33125, 33128, 33129, 33130, 

33135, 33145). If the respondent‟s zip code was 

different than any of these six zip codes, then he/she 

was outside the study area. 

. 
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Table 3. Categories Created from Question 8 

Positive Good food, Cheap place to eat, Restaurants, Bars, Coffee, Small businesses, Mom  and 

pop businesses, Small stores run by families, Exciting place, Lots of color and 

liveliness, Parks, Big families, Fun, Culture, Music, Historical houses, Architecture, 

Art, History, Nice, Sense of home, Friendly people, Quiet place, Home, Family 

oriented neighborhood, Close knit community, Small place, Nice people, Helpful 

people, Peaceful place, Peaceful neighborhood, Good families, Beautiful place, Sense 

of community, Everything is close, A good place for people that don‟t have a car, 

Good transportation, Central location, Everything is close, Street Cafes, Festival on 8
th

 

Street, Carnivals, Cultural Fridays, 3 kings parade 

Negative Dirty streets, Broken down homes, Ghetto, Disorder, Streets need to be cleaned, A 

little abandoned, Area needs to be beautified, Run down houses, Little organization, 

Streets are not well maintained, People need to keep it up more clean, Semi blighted, 

Ok place not the best, Poor neighborhood, People with low economic resources, Lower 

class, Lower standard of livings, Lower socioeconomics, Poverty, Low income 

families, Needs more culture, Houses with bars on the windows, Bad, Not secured, 

Drunkies, Crime, Not a good neighborhood, Thugs, Gangs, Dangerous place, Lots of 

delinquency, Drugs, Not safe, teenagers hanging out on the streets doing nothing good 

with their lives, A neighborhood that seems to have a horrible reputation 

Cubans Place where Cubans started, Lots of Cubans live there, Coffee, Pan con Bistec (bread 

with beefsteak), pastelitos de guava (guava pastries), Cuban businesses, Cigar Shops, 

Cigars, Cubans playing dominoes, Cuban culture, A place similar to Cuba, Times when 

Cubans were the majority of residents, Cuban neighborhood, Cuban people, Old 

Cubans, Cuban-Americans, 8
th

 bus full Cubans, Cuban Food, Cuban coffee, Cuban 

shops, Cuban elderly men outside talking, The area where people from the Mariel 

boatlift arrived 

Latin-

American 

Area 

Hispanic food, Pastries, Latin Music, Central American food, Non English businesses, 

Hispanic owned businesses, Hispanic stores, Many type of Hispanics, Hispanic 

Culture, Hispanic area, Area occupied by Hispanics, Hispanic neighborhood, People of 

different countries, Not just a Cuban neighborhood, Latinos, Central Americans, Latin 

community, Latinoamericano, Lots of Hispanics, Small Hispanic neighborhood, Latin-

American flavor, Latin quarter, Central American people, Diversity, Latin America, 

Spanish speakers 

Immigration  Variety of immigrants, Freedom, Immigrants, Many immigrants, A place where poor 

immigrants live, A place of poor undocumented immigrants, A sense of being in your 

own country, Wetbacks, Migrants, A start of a new life, A place where my family grew 

up in when they came from Puerto Rico, The place where Hispanics live when they 

come from their countries 

Others Loud Music, People talking loud, People walking, People roaming the streets, People 

having parties, Old people, Small homes, Lots of people on the streets, Busy streets, 

People all over the place, Baseball, 8
th

 Street, Old men playing dominoes, Alive streets, 

Lots of traffic, Men whistling and honking at girls, Lots of car lots, I was not afraid to 

move here even though I heard some things about the area, I was sad to find out that 

people that don‟t live here think of poverty and have bad things to say about this 

neighborhood, It  has a bad reputation  but reputation is not reality 
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The „Cuban‟ category is made up of descriptors that relate Little Havana to Cubans 

and/or Cuban Culture. In contrast, the „Latin-American area‟ category list comments that 

describe the neighborhood as being more mixed with people from different Latin 

American countries. The „immigration‟ category lists comments that associate the area to 

immigrants, a migratory event, or a migratory experience. The last category „others‟ 

contains comments that either are not related at all to any of the previous five categories, 

or that required too much of a subjective input on behalf of the author to categorize it. 

Therefore, although the author recognizes that some of these comments could have been 

classified into any of the other categories, those comments that are in any of the five 

specific categories were comments that stood out and did not require a strong subjective 

judgment to classify. 

These six categories were turned into two different types of variables for further 

statistical analysis. First, each category became a nominal variable where they could only 

take two values; 1 for „yes‟, and 0 for „no‟. If a survey participant made a comment from 

any of the six categories listed in the table, then a 1 was recorded under that specific 

variable. If a survey participant did not make any comments about a specific category, 

then a 0 was recorded for that specific variable. For instance, if survey participant #4 

made the following comments: Cuban coffee, dirty streets, and Hispanics, then under the 

Cuban, Negative, and Latin-American Area variables a 1 was recorded. For the rest of the 

variables (Positive, Immigration, and Others) a 0 was recorded. By recording the data 

into this bivariate format, it opened the door for cross tabs analysis which will be 

discussed later. 
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However, these categories were also converted to ordinal variables, where instead 

of recording a yes or no value, the number of comments about each specific category was 

recorded. For instance, if a survey participant made three comments about Cubans, and 

one about immigration, a 3 and a 1 were recorded under its respective variable. This 

format allowed for a correlation analysis among all the ordinal variables. The details of 

this analysis will be discussed later as well. 

4.5.2 Geocoding Landmarks 

The names of places listed by survey respondents in question 9 were recorded in 

an attributes table in ArcMap 10 together, with the address, zip code, frequency, and its 

respective survey number. The address for each place was searched using the websites 

www.yellowpages.com and www.google.com/maps. The frequency was recorded by 

simply creating a summary report in ArcMap 10, where the software records the number 

of times that each place is repeated. After having completed the attributes table, an 

address locator was created using Dual Ranges as the style, and a roads shapefile 

acquired from Miami Dade County GIS as the reference data. Finally, using the geocode 

addresses tool from the Arc Toolbox, the places were geocoded (assigned a unique spatial 

location on the map). Basically, this tool matches the addresses of the places located on 

the attributes table to the address locator (which uses the Miami Dade County roads as a 

reference). The end result is a point feature class with each point depicted as a point on a 

map. However, it should be mentioned that although the geocoding process was very 

straight forward, the difficulty was in distinguishing businesses that have more than one 

store in the neighborhood.  
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For instance, businesses such as McDonald‟s, Sedanos, and Walgreen‟s, have 

more than one store in the area, and in many cases the respondents did not specify to 

which store they were referring. When encountered with this problem, the respondent‟s 

mental path and the location of the other places listed were used as a reference of the 

general location that the participant was describing. In the majority of the cases, by 

simply identifying the location of two other unique places, the location of the 

„Walgreen‟s‟ or „McDonald‟s‟ the participant was referring to became very obvious. For 

example, if the survey respondent listed “Mcdonalds” as a place that is found within 

Little Havana, but did not specify which one, the order in which he/she began listing 

places was followed to see if there was a pattern in the listing. In many instances there 

was a pattern and it was very easy to follow the respondent‟s mental path. When there 

was not a clear pattern of the respondent‟s mental path, then the location of other places 

found in the vicinity was used as a reference. In other words, if the listing was as 

followed: El Pub, McDonalds, Tower Theater, Lilly‟s record…..etc. there is only one 

area in Little Havana that has all these places within a very close proximity of each other. 

The likelihood that the survey respondent was referring to a different McDonalds is low. 

In the majority of the cases there was either a pattern, or other unique places listed in the 

vicinity of the place in question, or both. When it was hard to distinguish the specific 

store being described, it was not recorded or mapped. Also, for those places that an 

address could not be found using Yellow Pages or Google Maps, they were not included. 

Thirteen out of 189 different places were not recorded or mapped.  
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4.5.3 Digitizing Boundaries 

The boundaries drawn by survey participants on the map found in question 10 

were digitized using the construction tools that are enable at the start of an edit session. 

Only 129 out of a total of 153 survey participants drew boundaries on their respective 

maps. Therefore, a polygon feature class was created to keep all surveys with maps in the 

same file. Each boundary drawn by participants was carefully digitized in ArcMap 10 

using the digital version of the survey map as a background. Consequently, the 

boundaries drawn by the respondents were followed very carefully in order to make an 

identical copy of the boundaries found on the hard copy of each map. Due to the intricate 

shape of some of the boundaries, different snapping options and constructions tools were 

used. All boundaries were digitized in the span of five days and each digitized map 

became a new record. 

Similar to the geocoding process of landmarks listed by survey respondents in 

question 9, there were also problems encountered in the digitization process of the 

boundaries. The main issue here was incomplete boundaries. 8 out of the 129 survey 

participants with maps drew incomplete boundaries. Please refer to Figures 3 and 4 for 

examples of this issue. Survey participants simply drew lines partially demarcating what 

they considered to be a boundary but failed to draw a complete polygon. To solve this 

issue, the extreme end of each line was extended until the lines intersected each other. 

Once the polygon was closed, this new boundary was digitized. The objective of these 

procedures is to close the polygon by using the elements drawn by the survey respondent 

as a guide without having a strong personal input on the creation of the boundary. Those 
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incomplete maps that required a stronger involvement to determine the boundaries were 

not digitized.  

Figure 3. Mapping Uncertainties- Incomplete Polygon I 

Lines drawn by participant 

Extended lines to complete polygon 
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Figure 4. Mapping Uncertainties- Incomplete Polygon II 

 Line drawn by participant 

Extended lines to complete polygon 
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4.6 Summary 

After having collected all the data from each participant, each survey was 

assigned a number at random from 1 to 153. Then, the data were manipulated and 

recorded in three separate softwares. First, it was recorded in a geodatabase using 

ArcMap 10 to link it with the spatial attributes. Therefore, the digitization process of the 

boundaries was done first. Subsequently, the demographic information from questions 1 

through 7 and the qualitative information from question 8 were recorded with its 

respective map. Second, the landmarks were geocoded and then related to the 

geodatabase based on the survey number since it was the common key between each 

landmark, map, and qualitative information.  The data were then transferred to Microsoft 

Office Excel 2010 to sort the data based on different demographic attributes and 

qualitative categories created from question 8.  At last, the data were transferred to SPSS 

20 for statistical analysis. The spatial and statistical analysis will be described and 

discussed in the following chapter. 
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V. ANALYSIS & DISCUSSION 

This chapter describes the four different stages of analysis applied to the data. It 

will start with a descriptive analysis where all 153 surveys participants are described with 

the demographic variables collected. Then a bivariate analysis is applied to the responses 

from question 8, where the open ended comments were categorized into six categories. 

Afterwards, a rank correlation analysis was also applied to the open ended comments. 

Finally, a series of choropleth maps created from the boundaries drawn by survey 

participants, together with the geocoded landmarks, will be analyzed.  

5.1 Describing the Survey Sample 

 As previously stated, a total 153 people participated voluntarily in the survey 

from seven different institutions. However, based on the zip code provided by each 

participant, it was determined that only 99 of these respondents actually lived within the 

study area (as defined by George “Images” 7); the remaining 54 participants lived 

outside. As noted in Figure 5, six zip codes were considered to be part of the study area 

(33125, 33128, 33129, 33130, 33135, and 33145) and 35 of these 99 respondents lived in 

zip code 33135. Also, there were respondents who, despite living in both southern and 

northern ends of Miami Dade County, still participated in this study because the 

institutions that they were involved with were in a close proximity of the study area. The 

majority of these respondents were recruited from high school „A‟ and community 
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college „B‟, and hence belonged to the 18 to 25 age group. Consequently, given the two 

different sample groups, it was decided to analyze the „outside group‟ separate from the 

„inside group‟. The demographic variables describing each sample group can be 

compared in tables 4, 5, and 6.  

Figure 5. Zip-Code Frequency Distribution 
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Table 6. Frequency Distribution of Demographic Variables- Data Outside Study 

Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Frequency Distribution of Demographic Variables- All Survey Data 

Table 5. Frequency Distribution of Demographic Variables- Data Inside Study 

Area 

COlle Langua- Gen- Study Housing
ge (leI' Area Tenure

0 61 79 54 89

1 91 73 99 63

COlle Age Etlllli- Time Time
Group city Current Miami

1 65 22 27 9
2 19 5 18 5

3 26 121 22 12

4 43 5 31 22

5 54 104

Code Langua- Gen- StlHly Housing
ge del' Area Tenure

0 54 54 0 65

1 44 44 99 33

Code Age Etlllli Time Time
Groul) -city ClIlTent Miami

1 21 14 15 5
2 17 0 14 3

3 24 84 14 10

4 37 1 21 18

5 34 62

Code Langua- Gen- Study Housing
ge del' Area Tenure

0 7 25 54 24

1 47 29 0 30

Co(le Age Etlllli- Time Time
Group city Current Miami

1 44 8 12 4
2 2 5 4 2

3 2 37 8 2

4 6 4 10 4

5 20 42
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Three facts stand out the most in the comparison of these tables. One, the high 

number of survey participants found in the 18 to 25 age group; 42.5% of all survey 

participants were in this age bracket. However, when the data is divided based on 

location of the study of the area, 21. 2% of the survey respondents from inside the study 

belong to this age group versus 81.5% of the survey respondents that live outside. As 

mentioned earlier, this is due to recruiting participants from high school „A‟ and 

community college „B‟ as a way to balance participants from older age brackets that were 

being recruited from the other institutions. Given the age disproportion in the first age 

bracket, and the relatively low number of survey participants found in the second and 

third age brackets, a homogeneity test was carried out to test the claim that the survey 

sample has the same proportion of ages as the proportion in ages found in the population 

of Little Havana. Table 7 was set up with Little Havana data from the 2000 U.S. Census. 

It should be noted that the age brackets in the census data are one year younger; for 

instance, the 18 to 25 age group in the census is 18 to 24; the same holds true for the rest 

of the categories. Hence, the tested claim was the following: 

H0: The proportions of ages in the population of Little Havana are the same as the 

proportion of ages in the survey sample. 

H1: The proportions are different. 

The Chi-Square statistic was used to test the claim  





E

EO
X

2

2 ; where „O‟ is the 

observed value (the survey sample); „E‟ is expected value (the value for Little Havana); 

and 2X is the statistic to be compared with the critical value. The degrees of freedom= (r-

1)(c-1); where „r‟ is the number of rows and „c‟ is the number of columns (Triola 533).
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Table 7. Age Proportions 

Gender Survey=Observed 

Little Havana=Expected 

18 to 25 26 to 35 36 to 55 56 + Total 

Female Survey 33 7 10 29 79 

Little Havana 5,632 10,021 19,848 26,130 61,631 

Male Survey 32 12 15 14 73 

Little Havana 6,340 11,400 19,984 19,582 57,306 

Total Survey 65 19 25 43 152* 

Little Havana 11,972 21,421 39,832 45,712 118,937 

  * 1 missing value 

The test statistic equals 1.219756 with 3 degrees of freedom. Therefore, under a two tail 

test with an alpha of 0.05, the critical value is 7.815. As such, given that the test statistic 

does not fall within the critical region (1.219756 < 7.815), we fail to reject the null 

hypothesis. It appears that the proportions in ages of the population of Little Havana are 

the same as the proportion in ages found in the survey sample.  

Going back to tables 4, 5, and 6, the second fact that stands out is that 79.1% of 

all survey participants described themselves as Hispanic. This is obviously due to the 

overall high number of Hispanics found not only in Little Havana, but throughout Miami-

Dade County; 89.31% and 65.05%, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). A similar 

proportion of Hispanics can be found when the data is separated on the basis of being 

inside or outside the study area; 84.8% and 68.5%, respectively. Therefore, in the rest of 

the analysis the „ethnicity‟ variable will not be included due to the disproportion that 

exists with the other three descriptors.  
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The third fact that stands out in these tables, is also the disproportionate number 

that exists in the number of years that people have been living in Miami (the name 

„Miami‟ is being used here as in reference to the whole Miami-Dade County and not just 

the City of Miami). Approximately 68% of the survey respondents have been living in 

Miami for more than 10 years. This is a satisfying number because at least the majority of 

respondents have had a chance to either hear about Little Havana with the help of the 

news or friends, or perhaps visited the neighborhood during one of the local festivals or 

driven past the area. Furthermore, 84.7% of the survey respondents that lived inside the 

study area have been living at their current residence at least more than a year which 

indicates that they have had some time to at least associate with the area. Thirty four 

percent of the survey participants that are within the study area have been residing at their 

current address for more than 10 years. The five categories were collapsed down to three. 

Categories 1 and 2 became category 1 now representing 9.2% of all survey respondents, 

and categories 3 and 4 became category 2 now representing 22.2% of all survey 

respondents. Category 5 became category 3 but it still represents 68% of all survey 

participants.  

5.2 Testing Relationships with Nominal Variables 

 As was stated in the methods chapter, the open ended comments received from 

question 8 were classified into six categories in a bivariate format. If the respondent‟s 

comments were positive, then a „1‟ was recorded for the positive category, and a „0‟ was 

recorded in the rest of the categories indicating that no comments were made. By storing 

the data in this format a comparison between two variables at a time was done to better 
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understand what‟s going on with the data and to test for any relationships between the 

two variables. Therefore, in this second phase of the analysis, contingency tables were 

created using the demographic variables as the independent variables and the categories 

created from question 8 as the dependent variables. In this manner, the survey 

respondents were broken down according to their demographic descriptors and whether 

they made a comment or not about any of the six categories created from question 8. 

Hence, the claim tested for each contingency table was the following: 

H0: Whether a person makes a comment about (dependent variable) is independent of the 

person‟s (independent variable) 

H1: Making a comment about (dependent variable) is dependent on the person‟s 

(independent variable).
 
 

Again, the Chi-Square statistic was used to test the claim  
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2 ; where „O‟ is the 

observed value (the observed number of respondents); „E‟ is the expected value (the 

expected number of respondents); and 2X is the statistic to be compared with the critical 

value. The degrees of freedom= (r-1)(c-1); where „r‟ is the number of rows and „c‟ is the 

number of columns. The expected number of respondents= (row total)(column 

total)/(grand total); where the grand total equals to the sample „n‟. Also, for every cell in 

the contingency table the expected number of respondents „E‟ is at least 5 (Triola 527-

528). 

 
Furthermore, given that Chi-Square only tested for independence, it was also 

necessary to measure the strength of that dependence or association in those cases where 

a dependency was found to be statistically significant. Therefore, given the nominal state 
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of the variables, a proportionate reduction in error (PRE) or Lambda (λ) was determined 

to be the adequate measure of association (Bernard, 1988). PRE works in a similar 

manner that linear regression works in prediction. Where linear regression predicts the 

value of the dependent variable based on the information provided by the independent 

variable (instead of just using the sample mean as the best estimator), PRE tells you by 

how much the error in predicting the dependent variable is reduced (the number of 

respondents making a comment about any of the six categories) given the information of 

the independent variable (the respondents‟ age, gender, time in Miami, etc.). For 

example, if according to the information presented in Table 8, it was necessary to guess 

the number of persons that made a comment about Cubans without knowing the language 

in which they filled out the survey, the best guess would be that nobody made comments 

related to Cubans since 62 out of 99 persons did not make comments about Cubans. By 

making that assumption, 37 mistakes were made.
 

Table  8. Hypothetical Crosstab between Cubans & Language 

  Language Total 

  Spanish English  

Cubans No 42 20 62 

Yes 12 25 37 

Total  54 45 99 

 

However, if the information about the language in which the survey was filled out 

would have been known, then the best guess is that all the people that filled out the 

survey in Spanish did not make comments about Cubans (since 42 out of 54 did not make 
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comments about Cubans) and that all the people that filled out the survey in English 

made comments about Cubans (since 25 out of 45 made comments about Cubans). With 

this new information only 32 mistakes were made; 12 from the first assumption and 20 

from the second assumption. Therefore, PRE= (old error – new error)/old error (Bernard 

380). In this hypothetical example, the PRE will equal (37 – 32)/37= 0.135; that is to say 

that the number of respondents that made comments about Cubans can be guessed 13.5% 

more of the time than if no information was provided about the language of the survey. 

The PRE ranges between 0 and 1, with values closer to 1 indicating a stronger association 

between the two variables, and vice versa (Bernard 380).  

In the following sections, a series of contingency tables will be presented for each 

dependent variable, together with the results from the Chi-Square test and the PRE value 

for only those cases where Chi-Square was significant. The data used for this analysis 

only includes the survey respondents that live inside the study area. The analysis was 

done in SPSS 20.  

 5.2.1 Cubans & Demographic Variables 

As can be noted in the partial SPSS outputs that are in Tables 9 through 14, 47 out 

of 98 respondents (approximately 48%) made at least one comment about Cubans. The 

majority of the participants (52%) did not. Furthermore, the Chi-Square test only found 

two demographic variables to be significantly associated with the Cubans variable; 

language and gender. However, despite Lambda not being statistically significant, it 

measured a weak association with the Cubans variable; .213 and .170, respectively. 
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Interestingly enough, 57.4% of those respondents that made comments about Cubans 

filled out the survey in English and 55.3% were males. Therefore, the people that did not 

make comments about Cubans were more often women and those that felt more 

comfortable in the Spanish language; 64.7% and 66.6%, respectively. Finally, even 

though there was not a statistically significant relationship between the number of people 

that made comments about Cubans and the time that people have been living in Miami, 

there is one interesting observation between these two variables. The ratio between the 

number of people that made comments about Cubans and the total number of people 

under each respective column (specific time interval in Miami) decreases as the time that 

people have been living in Miami increases; 0.75, 0.5, and .435, respectively. In other 

words, it seems that the longer that people have been living in Miami, the less they made 

a comment about Cubans, and vice versa.
 

Table 9. Crosstab: Cubans & Language 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 10. Crosstab: Cubans & Gender 

 

  

 

 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  5.749 1 .017 

Cubans 0 34  17 51 λ Sig. 

1 20 27 47 .213 .127 

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  3.965 1 .046 

Cubans 0 33 18 51 λ Sig.  

1 21 26 48 .170 .224  

Total  54  44 98 α 0.05  
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Table 11. Crosstab: Cubans & Age 

  

 

 

 

 

Table 12. Crosstab: Cubans & Time in Current Residence 

 

 

Table 13. Crosstab: Cubans & Time in Miami 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 14. Crosstab: Cubans & Housing Tenure 

 

 

 

 

   

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4  7.764 3 .051 

Cubans 0 8 8 10 26 52 λ Sig.  

1 13 9 14 11 47 .213 .200  

Total  21 17 24 37 99 α 0.05  

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4 5  2.645 4 .619 

Cubans 0 8 6 7 14 16 51 λ Sig.  

1 7 8 7 7 18 47    

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3  2.874 2 .238 

Cubans 0 2 14 35 51 λ Sig.  

1 6 14 27 47    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  3.188 1 .074 

Cubans 0 38 13 51 λ Sig.  

1 27 20 47    

Total  65 33 98 α 0.05  
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5.2.2 Latin American Area & Demographic Variables 

 Despite the fact that none of the demographic variables were statistically 

significant with the Latin American Area variable, there is one observation that needs to 

be mentioned. More survey participants associated Little Havana with Cubans or Cuban 

culture than they associated it with a more mixed Latin American people or culture. For 

instance, 30 respondents described the neighborhood as being more mixed with Latin 

American people compared to 47 respondents that associated the neighborhood with 

Cubans. Furthermore, 34 out of the 47 (72.3%) strictly associated Little Havana with 

Cubans or Cuban culture, while only 17 of the 30 (56.6%) associated Little Havana 

strictly with a more mixed Latin American culture. Thus, only 13 respondents (13.1%) 

associated Little Havana with Cuban and Latin American cultures. 

Table 15. Crosstab: Latin-American Area & Language 

 

 

 

Table 16. Crosstab: Latin American Area & Gender 

 

 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 0 1  2.420 1 .120 

0 41 27 68 λ Sig. 

1 13 17 30   

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 0 1  .055 1 .815 

0 38 30 68 λ Sig.  

1 16 14 30    

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  
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Table 17. Crosstab: Latin American Area & Age 

 

 

 

Table 18. Crosstab: Latin American Area & Time in Current Residence 

 

Table 19. Crosstab: Latin American Area & Time in Miami 

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 1 2 3  2.300 2 .317 

0 7 17 44 68 λ Sig.  

1 1 11 18 30    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 20. Crosstab: Latin American Area & Housing Tenure 

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 0 1  .173 1 .677 

0 46 22 68 λ Sig.  

1 19 11 30    

Total  65 33 98 α 0.05  

 

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 1 2 3 4  .571 3 .903 

0 14 13 16 26 26 λ Sig.  

1 7 4 8 11 11    

Total  21 17 24 37  α 0.05  

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

Latin-

American 

Area 

 1 2 3 4 5  2.482 4 .648 

0 11 10 8 13 26 68 λ Sig.  

1 4 4 6 8 8 30    

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  
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5.2.3 Positive & Demographic Variables 

 A total of 45 survey respondents made at least one positive comment with regard 

to Little Havana. Twenty-eight out of the 45 (62.2%) respondents filled out the survey in 

English, while 37 out of 53 (69.8%) respondents that did not make positive comments 

filled out the survey in Spanish. Also, this is the only demographic variable that was 

statistically significant with the Positive variable (indicating an association between the 

two) but that Lambda described the relationship as weak (.267), and not statistically 

significant. Furthermore, the cross tabulation between Positive and Time in Miami shows 

the ratio between the number of people that made a positive comment about Little 

Havana, and the total number of survey respondents under each specific column (specific 

time interval in Miami) increases as the time that people have been living in Miami 

increases as well; 0.375, 0.428, and 0.483, respectively. Hence, at least for this survey 

sample, the longer the people have been living in Miami the more likely they made a 

positive comment about Little Havana.  

Table 21. Crosstab: Positive & Language 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  10.094 1 .001 

Positive 0 37 16 53 λ Sig. 

1 17 28 45 .267 .066 

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  
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Table 22. Crosstab: Positive & Gender 

 

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .241 1 .624 

Positive 0 28 25 53 λ Sig.  

1 26 19 45    

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 23. Crosstab: Positive & Age 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 24. Crosstab: Positive & Time in Current Residence 

 

Table 25. Crosstab: Positive & Time in Miami 

 

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3  .486 2 .784 

Positive 0 5 16 32 53 λ Sig.  

1 3 12 30 45    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

 

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4  1.260 3 .739 

Positive 0 11 10 11 22 54 λ Sig.  

1 10 7 13 15 45    

Total  21 17 24 37 99 α 0.05  

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4 5  .992 4 .911 

Positive 0 8 9 7 12 17 53 λ Sig.  

1 7 5 7 9 17 45    

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  
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Table 26. Crosstab: Positive & Housing Tenure 

 

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .628 1 .428 

Positive 0 37 16 53 λ Sig.  

1 28 17 45    

Total  65 33 98 α 0.05  

 

 

 5.2.4 Negative & Demographic Variables 

Thirty-two survey respondents made a negative comment with regard to Little 

Havana, where 50% of them were women and 50% of them filled out the survey in 

Spanish. Also, the only demographic variable that was statistically significant with the 

dependent variable „Negative‟ was „Time in Current Residence‟. However, Lambda 

describes this association as very weak (.094), and not statistically significant. In 

addition, 14 out of the 32 (43.8%) respondents strictly made negative comments about 

Little Havana without any mention of positive comments. On the other hand, 27 of 45 

(60%) respondents only made positive comments about Little Havana without any 

mention of negative comments. Consequently, 18 respondents made both positive and 

negative comments about the neighborhood. Similar to the comparison between Cubans 

and Latin-Americans, survey respondents have mixed views about Little Havana with 

more of them describing a positive and Cuban oriented neighborhood. 
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Table 27. Crosstab: Negative & Language 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .500 1 .480 

Negative 0 38 28 66 λ Sig. 

1 16 16 32   

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 28. Crosstab: Negative & Gender 

 

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .500 1 .480 

Negative 0 38 28 66 λ Sig.  

1 16 16 32    

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 29. Crosstab: Negative & Age 

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4  4.485 3 .214 

Negative 0 16 8 16 27 67 λ Sig.  

1 5 9 8 10 32    

Total  21 17 24 37 99 α 0.05  

 

Table 30. Crosstab: Negative & Time in Current Residence 

 

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4 5  12.740 4 .013 

Negative 0 10 14 9 9 24 66 λ Sig.  

1 5 0 5 12 10 32 .094 .512  

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  
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Table 31. Crosstab: Negative & Time in Miami 

 

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3  2.042 2 .360 

Negative 0 7 17 42 66 λ Sig.  

1 1 11 20 32    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 32. Crosstab: Negative & Housing Tenure 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.5 Immigration & Demographic variables 

 No demographic variable was statistically significant with the dependent 

variable „Immigration‟. Part of the reason is the fact that only 11 respondents made 

comments about this variable. Out of these 11 respondents, 4 made comments about 

Cubans and Latin American people, 7 made positive comments and 5 made negative 

comments. 

Table 33. Crosstab: Immigration & Language 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .002 1 .969 

Immigration 0 48 39 87 λ Sig. 

1 6 5 11   

Total  54 44  α 0.05  

 

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .010 1 .918 

Negative 0 44 22 66 λ Sig.  

1 21 11 32    

Total  65 33 98 α 0.05  
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Table 34. Crosstab: Immigration & Gender 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 35. Crosstab: Immigration & Age 

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4  1.618 3 .655 

Immigration 0 20 15 20 33 88 λ Sig.  

1 1 2 4 4 11    

Total  21 17 24 37 99 α 0.05  

 

Table 36. Crosstab: Immigration & Time in Current Residence 

 

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4 5  5.311 4 .257 

Immigration 0 13 14 14 17 29 87 λ Sig.  

1 2 0 0 4 5 11    

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 37. Crosstab: Immigration & Time in Miami 

 

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3  .021 2 .990 

Immigration 0 7 25 55 87 λ Sig.  

1 1 3 7 11    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

 

 

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  1.759 1 .185 

Immigration 0 50 37 87 λ Sig.  

1 4 7 11    

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  
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Table 38. Crosstab: Immigration & Housing Tenure 

 

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  .770 1 .380 

Immigration 0 59 28 87 λ Sig.  

1 6 5 11    

Total  65 33 98 α 0.05  

 

 

5.2.6 Others & Demographic Variables 

The „Others‟ variable was composed of a series of comments that could have each 

become a category of their own, but due to their low numbers, they were lumped into one 

category. These comments were mainly characteristics that described the environment of 

Little Havana and could have been classified either as positive or negative depending on 

the perspective of the interpreter. Therefore, a total of 28 survey respondents made at 

least one comment under this category. The only demographic variable that was 

statistically significant with the variable „Others” was language, where 18 of those 

respondents filled out the survey in English and 20 of them were women. However, 

Lambda measured this association at zero or basically non-existent. Again, given the 

variety of comments found under this category, the statistical analysis was meaningless; 

yet, it was necessary from the perspective of the cross tabulation to describe the 

respondents who actually made comments in other than the five previous categories. Out 

of these 28 respondents, 10 made comments about Cubans or Cuban culture, 8 about 

Latin-American people or culture, 15 made positive comments, 9 made negative 

comments, and 2 made comments about immigration. 
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Table 39. Crosstab: Others & Language 

 

  Language Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  5.956 1 .015 

Others 0 44 26 70 λ Sig. 

1 10 18 28 .000 .c 

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 40. Crosstab: Others & Gender 

 

  Gender Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  4.224 1 .040 

Others 0 34 36 70 λ Sig.  

1 20 8 28 .000 .c  

Total  54 44 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 41. Crosstab: Others & Age 

 

  Age Group Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4  3.331 3 .343 

Others 0 13 15 17 26 71 λ Sig.  

1 8 2 7 11 28    

Total  21 17 24 37 99 α 0.05  

 

Table 42. Crosstab: Others & Time in Current Residence 

 

  Time Current Residence Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3 4 5  1.805 4 .772 

Others 0 10 10 12 15 23 70 λ Sig.  

1 5 4 2 6 11 28    

Total  15 14 14 21 34 98 α 0.05  
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Table 43. Crosstab: Others & Time in Miami 

 

  Time Miami Total 2x  df Sig. 

  1 2 3  1.143 2 .565 

Others 0 7 20 43 70 λ Sig.  

1 1 8 19 28    

Total  8 28 62 98 α 0.05  

 

Table 44. Crosstab: Others & Housing Tenure 

 

  Housing Tenure Total 2x  df Sig. 

  0 1  2.855 1 .091 

Others 0 50 20 70 λ Sig.  

1 15 13 28 .000 .b  

Total  65 33  α 0.05  

 

 

5.3 Testing Relationship with Ordinal Variables 

 While in the previous section of the analysis the emphasis was on comparing the 

demographic variables versus the categories created from the comments, this section 

focuses on comparing these categories with one another. In the methods section it was 

mentioned that the number of comments made by the survey respondents were counted 

and recorded according to the type of comments (Positive, Negative, Latin American, 

Cubans, Immigration, or Others). Therefore, instead of having nominal variables with yes 

or no answers, ordinal variables were created and compared across ranks. In other words, 

the number of comments made by survey participants was used to rank each respondent 

based on the six categories.  
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As such, a participant had the highest rank for the positive category if he or she 

made the highest number of positive comments about Little Havana out of all the 

respondents. Furthermore, a participant had the 3
rd 

highest rank for the Cubans category if 

he or she made the third highest number of comments about Cubans out of all survey 

respondents. Hence, two assumptions were made. First, it was assumed that all comments 

had an equal weight. For example, if a survey participant made the following comments: 

dirty streets, unattended neighborhood, and lots of robberies, it can be argued that „lots of 

robberies‟ are worse than the previous two comments and should be counted as a stronger 

negative descriptor. However, because this required too much of a subjective 

involvement when it came to categorizing each comment, all comments were regarded 

the same regardless of their strength. Instead, a more conservative path was taken with 

the second assumption; the more comments made about one specific category, the more 

inclined the survey participant felt about that specific category, and therefore the higher 

his or her rank. 

Consequently, a correlation analysis was carried out in SPSS 20 with all the 

ordinal variables (including some demographic variables that are ordinal). In this manner 

each variable was compared to one another to see if there was an association between the 

two variables. Spearman‟s rank correlation test 
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. Where rs is Spearman‟s rank correlation 

coefficient; n is the number of pairs of sample data (the number of survey participants); d 

is the difference between ranks for two values of the same pair (difference in ranks based 

on the number of comments for each category); and z is equivalent to the significance 
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level. The correlation coefficients range from -1 to 1, with values closer to zero indicative 

of poor association, and no association at all if equal to zero (Triola 492-495). The claim 

tested was the following: 

H0: rs = 0 (There is no correlation between the two variables)  

H1: rs ≠ 0 (There is a correlation between the two variables) 

Some of these statistically significant correlations found in Table 45 were 

expected. For instance, „time in current residence‟ and „time in Miami‟ have a strong 

positive correlation (.603), as it does „age‟ with „time in current residence‟ and „time in 

Miami‟ (.372, and .419, respectively). These relationships are obvious since it makes 

sense to have the time at your current house increase with the time that you have been 

living in the city; the longer you have been at your house, the longer you have been in the 

same city, and probably the older you are. All of these are characteristics of established 

residents, which, as described at the beginning of the analysis, 62% of survey participants 

from inside the study area have been living in Miami for more than 10 years. 

 Interestingly enough, the „Cubans‟ variable showed a statistically significant 

negative correlation with „Age‟ (-.265). That is, as the number of Cuban comments 

increased, the age of the survey participant decreased. Despite being a weak association, 

at least in this survey sample it seems that the younger survey participants made more 

comments about Cubans than their older counterparts.  
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Table 45. Correlation Analysis Among Ordinal Variables 
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Initially, it seems counterintuitive to have younger people relate the neighborhood to 

Cubans. After all, the number of Cubans has been decreasing in the area and there are 

other Latin American groups in the neighborhood as well. So if anything the younger 

generation should perceive the neighborhood more mixed. However, the older more 

established people are the ones that have seen the neighborhood change, and perhaps this 

is the reason why their frequency of comments about Cubans or Cuban culture was lower 

as they noticed the mixed population more. 

The „Latin American Area‟ variable was also statistically significant with the „Positive‟ 

and „Negative‟ variables (.298, and .242, respectively). In other words, as the number of 

comments about Latin American people or culture increased, so did positive and negative 

comments about the neighborhood. These two weak but statistically significant 

associations are indicative of the mixed views that the survey participants have of Little 

Havana. It appears that many survey participants made one of these three types of 

comments: Latin American and Positive, Latin American and Negative, or Latin 

American plus Positive and Negative.  

 In summary, survey participants from inside the study area made a total of 287 

comments with an average of approximately 3 comments per participant. Eighty-two 

(28.6%) of them were positive, 60 (20.9%) negative, 55 (19.2%) were about Cubans or 

Cuban culture, 35 (12.2%) were about Latin American people or culture, 11 (3.8%) were 

related to immigration, and 44 (15.3%) were a mix of comments categorized as others. 

The numbers change however when the survey participants from outside the study area 

are included.  
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One of the facts that stand out from Table 46 is the proportion of the number of 

comments about Cubans or Cuban culture to the total number of comments that survey 

participants from outside the study area made. When compared to the proportion of 

comments of the same category made by participants from inside the study area, it is 

obvious that participants from outside the study area associated Little Havana more with 

Cuban culture. Almost thirty-one percent (30.9%) of the comments of survey participants 

from outside the study area were Cuban related, versus 19.2% from participants inside 

the study area. Also, participants outside the study area made more negative comments 

than positive comments about Little Havana; the opposite of participants from inside the 

study area. It should be noted again that the majority of the survey respondents from 

outside the study area (81.5%) are in the 18 to 25 age category and as such is probably 

unfair to compare them to the survey participants from inside the study area that have a 

more balanced distribution in the other age categories.  

Table 46. Frequency & Type of Comments Made by Survey Participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Survey 

Participants-

Inside Study Area 

(99) 

Survey 

Participants-

Outside Study Area 

(54) 

All Survey 

Participants 

(153) 

Cubans 55 50 105 

Latin-American 

Area 

35 24 59 

Positive 82 16 98 

Negative 60 28 88 

Immigration 11 7 18 

Others 44 37 81 

Total Comments 287 162 449 
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5.4 Perceived Boundaries of Little Havana 

 In this last phase of the analysis the frequency of each geocoded landmark was 

recorded based on different demographic variables and the type of comments made by 

the survey respondent. In this manner, the landmarks were examined based on these 

different criteria in order to look for patterns. Also, an overlay analysis was performed on 

the boundaries drawn by survey participants with the Overlay-Union tool from the Arc 

toolbox. By doing this, ArcMap calculated the geometric intersection of all the digitized 

boundaries and then fragmented each digitized boundary into smaller polygons based on 

those geometric calculations. The end result was a new feature class with an attributes 

table indicating whether or not the digitized boundary overlapped or not with another 

polygon, and indicated the polygon they overlap with. A value of -1 indicated that there 

was not overlap and a value of 0 indicated an overlap.  

Consequently, all the negative values for each polygon were summed to get the 

total number of digitized boundaries (the same as the number of survey participants since 

each digitized boundary is equivalent to one survey participant) that did not overlap a 

specific polygon. Then, the actual number of digitized boundaries that did overlap each 

polygon was calculated by subtracting the total sum of negative values from the number 

of participants included in the Union-Overlay. Here is a summary of the performed 

arithmetic: N-[(-1)*(P)]; where N is the number of survey participants included in the 

Union-Overlay, and P is the total number of survey participants that did not overlap a 

specific area or polygon. Therefore, an area (a polygon) with the highest overlap value 

represented an area that was identified the most (overlap the most) by survey participants 
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to be within the boundaries of Little Havana; on the contrary, an area (a polygon) with 

the lowest overlap value was indicative of an area that was identified the least (overlap 

the least) by survey participants to be within the boundaries of Little Havana. 

Finally, the survey participants and their respective digitized boundaries included 

in each Union-Overlay analysis were selected based on the demographic descriptors from 

each participant and the type of comments that they made about Little Havana. Hence, 

numerous maps were created from these many Union-overlay analyses performed. For 

this reason, the mean center of each Union-Overlay analysis was calculated in ArcMap to 

aid in the comparison of the maps. The total number of overlapping values was used as 

the weight in the computation of the mean center. In the following subsections a series of 

maps depict the results of all these spatial analyses.  

5.4.1 Boundaries of Little Havana and Survey Participants Inside and Outside the 

Study Area 

It is obvious in both Figures 7 and 8 that the overall area described by survey 

participants as Little Havana is bigger than those described by any of the boundaries 

described by the City of Miami and by South Florida historian Paul George (“Images” 7). 

The area that survey participants from inside the study area agree the most to be Little 

Havana is encompassed approximately by Southwest 4
th

 Avenue to the east, Southwest 

27
th

 Avenue to the west, Southwest 8
th

 Street (Calle Ocho) and Southwest 9
th

 Street to the 

south, and West Flagler Street to the North. The area with the most agreement to be Little 

Havana according to survey participants from outside the study area is slightly smaller, 

especially on the eastern front. On the east limits with Southwest 12
th

 Avenue, to the west 
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with Southwest 27
th

 Avenue, Southwest 8
th

 Street to the south, and West Flagler to the 

north.  

The overall difference in both maps is perhaps best described by their mean 

centers. The mean center of boundaries drawn by survey participants inside the study area 

is found approximately at the intersection of Southwest 16
th

 Avenue and Southwest 5
th

 

Street; while the mean center of the boundaries drawn by survey participants outside the 

study area is found at the intersection of Southwest 17
th

 Avenue and Southwest 7
th

 Street.  

This is roughly a two block shift (one block south and block one west) from the mean 

center of survey participants inside the study the area. However, they are still relatively 

closer to Southwest 8
th

 street than they are to West Flagler Street; the two main roads 

running east and west through the area which are also the two main commercial 

thoroughfares. The mean centers are also close to the area described by the City of Miami 

as the „Latin Quarter‟ which is along Southwest 8
th

 Street and between Southwest 17
th

 

Avenue and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue. The „Latin Quarter‟ is an area that the City of Miami 

has targeted for economic redevelopment since 1990 and now has become the main 

tourist attraction of the neighborhood by being the home of many art galleries, Cuban 

theme stores, restaurants, cafeterias, cigar stores, Maximo Gomez Park (Domino Park), 

the Tower Theater, the walk of fame for Latin American stars, and the Cuban Memorial 

in honor of brigade 2506 that invaded the Bay of Pigs on April 17, 1961.  

As noted in both figures 6 and 7, the „Latin Quarter‟ is also one of the two areas 

where the majority of landmarks mentioned by survey respondents are found; the other 

area being the intersection of West Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue. The main 
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difference between these two areas was mentioned above; the „Latin Quarter‟ is the main 

tourist destination of the neighborhood, while the intersection of Flagler Street and 12
th

 

Avenue is where many of the day-to-day activities are carried out by the residents of the 

area. Within a two block radius residents can find anything from gas stations, pharmacies, 

health clinics, churches (and other religious centers), supermarkets, dollar stores, 

mechanic shops, barber shops, a variety of ethnic restaurants, hardware stores, bus stops, 

banks, schools, clothing stores, and the big chain stores such as McDonald‟s, Walgreen‟s, 

Payless Shoes, and Foot Locker. 

Furthermore, the top 5 places mentioned by survey respondents from inside the 

study area were: Sedanos Supermarket, Presidente Supermarket, Riverside Elementary 

School, Navarro Discount Pharmacy, and San Juan Bosco Catholic Church. On the other 

hand, the top 5 places listed by survey respondents outside the study area were: Miami 

Senior High School, Versailles Restaurant/cafeteria, the Orange Bowl (which is now the 

location of the Florida Marlins stadium), Presidente Supermarket, and Riverside 

Elementary School. Three out of the top five locations listed by survey participants from 

inside the study area are places that are frequented the most by residents of the area 

(Sedanos supermarket, Presidente supermarket, and Navarro Discount Pharmacy); on the 

other hand, three out of the top five places listed by survey participants outside the study 

area are places that are well known landmarks not just in Little Havana but throughout 

Miami-Dade County: the first high school, a stop for politicians and demonstrators, and 

the host of major sport events (Miami Senior High School, Versailles Restaurant, and the 

Orange Bowl, respectively).  
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Figure 6. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants Inside the 

Study Area 

    

  Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 80 
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Figure 7. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants Outside the 

Study Area 

    

  Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 49 

 

 5.4.2 Boundaries of Little Havana & Age of Survey Participants 

 There are two facts that stand out in Figures 8 through 11. One is the extent and 
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concentrate this area more between West Flagler Street and Southwest 8
th

 Street, which is 

more similar to the overall distribution from all survey participants from inside the study 

area. Finally, the oldest age group further reduces and shifts the area slightly to the west, 

and depicts it in a more rectangular fashion that is encompassed by West Flagler Street to 

the north, Southwest 8
th

 Street to the south, Southwest 22
nd

 Avenue to the west, and 

Southwest 4
th

 Avenue to the east. The overall shift in direction is best described by the 

mean centers depicted in Figure 12, which migrated from approximately the intersection 

of Southwest 22
nd

 Avenue and Southwest 8
th

 Street to the intersection of Southwest 13
th

 

Avenue and Southwest 3
rd

 Street. The second observation that stands out in Figures 9 

through the 12 is that the older age groups mentioned more landmarks along Southwest 

8
th

 Street than the younger groups; 18, 19, 38, and 30, respectively. 
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Figure 8. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants between 18 

and 25 Years of Age 

 

 

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 20 
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Figure 9. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants between 26 

and 35 Years of Age 

  

 Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 13 
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Figure 10. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants between 36 

and 55 Years of Age 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 19 
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Figure 11. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants older than 55 

Years of Age 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 28 
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of gravity. The second observation to note is the fact that the group that has been in 

Miami for less than two years lists the lowest number of landmarks. This is expected 

since they are probably less familiar with the area. Nonetheless, the location of the 

landmarks that they listed still gives a good indication of the popularity of Sedanos 

Supermarket (the landmark with the highest frequency) and the intersection of West 

Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue since it is where the majority of the landmarks 

are located. 

Figure 12. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Have 

Been Living in Miami for Less than 2 Years 

    

 

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 8 
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Figure 13. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Have 

Been Living in Miami between 2 and 10 Years 

    

 Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 22  
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Figure 14. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Have 

Been Living in Miami for More than 10 Years 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 50  
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American culture. Therefore, these Figures depict the boundaries drawn by survey 

participants that made at least one comment about the variable „Cubans‟ or at least one 

comment about the variable „Latin American Area‟. 

In Figure 15 it is clear that those survey participants that associated Little Havana 

with Cuban culture listed more landmarks along Southwest 8
th

 Street, especially in the 

area known as the „Latin Quarter‟, than they did along the intersection of West Flagler 

Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue. This is also noted in the location of the mean centers 

calculated from the union-overlay analyses. The mean center of those survey participants 

that associated Little Havana with Cuban culture and not with Latin American culture is 

located farther west than the mean center of those survey participants that associated 

Little Havana with Cuban and Latin American cultures. Furthermore, both of these mean 

centers are closer to Southwest 8
th

 Street than those that did not associate the 

neighborhood with Cuban culture; their mean center is located closer to the intersection 

of West Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue, which is farther east and north. 

Almost the opposite situation occurs with the landmarks and mean centers of 

those survey participants that associated Little Havana with Latin American culture. The 

number of landmarks listed by these survey participants is higher around the intersection 

of West Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue, and a slightly lower number of 

landmarks can be found along Southwest 8
th

 Street, especially in the section known as the 

„Latin Quarter‟. The location of the mean center of those survey participants that did not 

associate the neighborhood with Latin American culture is very close to the location of 

the mean center of those survey participants that associated the neighborhood with Cuban 



104 
 

culture. Also, the eastern boundary of the area with the most overlaps extends further east 

to Southwest 4
th

 Avenue, than the eastern boundary of the area with the most overlaps 

described by those that associated the neighborhood with Cuban culture. Yet, the 

southern boundary of the area with the most overlaps only extends to Calle Ocho, while 

those that associated the neighborhood with Cubans goes past Southwest 8
th

 Street. 

Figure 15. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that 

Associated the Area with Cuban People or Culture 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 44 
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Figure 16. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that 

Associated the Area with Latin American People or Culture 

   

 Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 28 
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analyses include survey participants that made at least one positive comment or at least 

one negative comment. 

The three observations to note are the following. First, the area that is agreed the 

most as Little Havana by survey respondents who made positive comments extends as far 

east to Southwest 8
th

 Avenue, while the area described the most as Little Havana by those 

respondents who made negative comments extends further east to Southwest 4
th

 Avenue. 

Second, the mean center of those survey respondents that made negative comments about 

Little Havana are further north, and closer to West Flagler Street, than the mean centers 

of those participants that made positive comments. Finally, those that made positive 

comments mentioned more places that are located on Southwest 8
th

 Street when 

compared to those who made negative comments whose listed landmarks are higher 

around the intersection of West Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue. 

All three observations seem to resemble the associations found in the previous 

two phases of the analysis; more survey participants made more positive comments than 

negative comments, and more of them associated the neighborhood with Cuban culture 

than with Latin American culture. Also, the „Latin American Area‟ variable had a 

statistically significant positive correlation with the „Positive‟ and „Negative‟ variables. 

Hence, so far in this part of the spatial analysis, the mean centers of survey participants 

that made comments about Cubans are closer to Southwest 8
th

 Street, so are the mean 

centers of those that made positive comments. On the other hand, those that associated 

the neighborhood with a more mixed Latin American culture have their mean centers 
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closer to the intersection of West Flagler Street and Southwest 12
th

 Avenue, as well those 

that made negative comments about Little Havana. 

 

Figure 17. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Made 

Positive Comments about the Area 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 38 
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Figure 18. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Made 

Negative Comments about the Area 

    

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 28 
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survey respondents that made comments about immigration are fairly distributed between 

Southwest 8
th

 Street and the area near the intersection of West Flagler Street and 

Southwest 12
th

 Avenue. 

Figure 19. Boundaries of Little Havana Drawn by Survey Participants that Made 

Comments about Immigration 

     

Note: Number of boundaries included in the union-overlay analysis = 10 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Bringing Context 

The survey participants from inside the study area associated Little Havana more 

with Cuban culture and had more positive things to say about the neighborhood. The 

proportion of Cuban-related comments, as well the proportion of negative comments, was 

stronger among survey respondents from outside the study area than from those 

respondents that were inside the study area. These negative comments from outsiders 

provide some explanation for the comments about reputation made by survey participants 

from inside the study area; specifically, about „bad reputation‟. Three survey participants 

from inside the study area acknowledged the fact that they knew the area had a bad a 

reputation but that it was not as bad as it was portrayed. According to a Cuban survey 

participant who has been living in Little Havana for more than 40 years, the area began to 

decline in the 1980s with the arrival of Cubans from the Mariel boatlift. The survey 

participant mentioned that during this time period crime began to rise and residents began 

moving out to other areas that were newer and better. Yet, he thinks that Little Havana 

has gotten better but that still needs more work. 

The mixture of comments such as this one was present in several participants‟ 

responses. Thirty-one survey participants made both positive and negative comments and 
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associated the neighborhood with both Cuban and Latin American cultures. For instance, 

many respondents acknowledged some of the negative aspects of the neighborhood, but 

they also mentioned that it had some things that were nearly irreplaceable. One of these 

irreplaceable aspects of Little Havana was its centrality. One survey participant narrated 

the story of how in the area of Kendall (the city in which she used to live with her 

daughter before she moved to Little Havana) only ducks were seen walking along the 

canals and everywhere she needed to go she had to get into a car. She mentioned that this 

solitude on the streets was what motivated her to move to Little Havana, despite her 

daughter‟s warnings of the area not being safe. She adds that everything in Little Havana 

is within walking distance and that public transportation is very good. 

The centrality of Little Havana is one of the most overlooked qualities that helps 

explain why this area has been the landing ground for many immigrants and continues to 

be the residence of choice of many seniors. As noted by the location and the variety of 

the landmarks listed by survey respondents, businesses along Southwest 8
th

 Street and 

West Flagler Street not only prevent residents from having to go outside the 

neighborhood, but also makes it easy to live in the area without relying on a car. 

Furthermore, the area is less than a mile away from downtown Miami (the transportation 

hub of the city), and there are multiple bus routes that take passengers to the nearby train 

stations and the airport. Hence, all of this access to transportation is ideal for senior 

residents in particular that no longer wish to drive, but also for newly arrived immigrants 

that either cannot afford to own a car or simply lack the documentation to drive one 

legally.  
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This centrality also goes hand in hand with the fact that Little Havana is in the 

vicinity of higher income areas and these are the workplace for many immigrants that live 

in the neighborhood. For instance, areas like Brickell, Coconut Grove, Key Biscayne, and 

Miami Beach, are communities with lots of condominiums, extravagant homes, and 

hotels that provide the opportunity for many of these immigrants to work as maids, 

gardeners, and construction workers. Therefore, not only is the workplace close to home 

but it is easily accessible via public transportation. 

From the perspective of perceived neighborhood boundaries, given the boundaries 

drawn by survey participants from inside the study area, this study suggests that the core 

of Little Havana is very legible. This would be encompassed by West Flagler Street on 

the north, Southwest 8
th

 Street on the south, Southwest 27
th

 Avenue on the west, and 

Southwest 4
th

 Avenue on the east. It was very interesting to note how the area with the 

most overlaps many times was limited by these four roads. After all, the landscape 

changes beyond these points. For instance, Southwest 8
th

 Street is the division between 

the two historic neighborhoods of Shenandoah (single family residential neighborhood 

located south of Southwest 8
th

 Street) and Riverside (an area with multi-family apartment 

buildings located north of Southwest 8
th

 Street-the current location of the core of Little 

Havana). West Flagler Street divides the city north and south, which has big implications 

since Little Havana is referred to by many local residents as the „sagues‟-the Spanish 

name for southwest. Southwest 4
th

 Avenue is where the overpass of Interstate 95 is 

located and the point from which the downtown buildings and the condominiums in the 

Brickell area are more noticeable. Finally, Southwest 27
th

 Avenue is where wider streets 
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with fewer pedestrians are found and where Southwest 8
th

 Street and West Flagler Street 

become wider with two way traffic. 

Last, from the perspective of „imageabiliy‟ described by Lynch (9), Little Havana 

has a unique character and structural arrangement that was clearly evoked in the variety 

of comments made by the survey respondents. Among these were especially the 

comments related to the cafeterias on the corner of the streets, lots of pedestrian activity, 

loud music, small businesses, men whistling and honking at girls, parties, and Calle 

Ocho. All these comments not only give Little Havana a unique identity but they are also 

part of the imagery that people carry with them and tap into every time they think of this 

neighborhood. 

6.2 Considerations for Future Research 

 This study is limited mainly by its sample size. One hundred and fifty-thre survey 

participants do not represent a sample big enough to be able to make inferences about the 

population of Little Havana. With a 95% confidence level, a 4% margin of error, and a 

total population of 161,951 people, the required sample size was approximately 600 

residents. Furthermore, despite having residents that lived inside and outside the study 

area, this study is not able to fairly compare both groups due to the disproportion in ages 

found among the outside group. 

Therefore, a larger sample ought to be considered if more generalizations are 

going to be made about the residents of Little Havana. However, despite the limitation 

presented by the sample size of the study, the data reflected trends that merit further 
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exploration. For instance, future research should look into testing whether outsiders have 

a more negative perspective on Little Havana than the actual residents of the area. Former 

residents of the neighborhood should be included in the study, not only because they can 

provide a description of the situation of the neighborhood during the time they were 

there, but also because many of these former residents still maintain some level of 

attachment with the area. For many previous residents, this is the place where they got 

married, their kids went to school, or their grandparents lived. For many immigrants 

Little Havana is the place where they started a new life and began the long process of 

acculturation. Furthermore, a spatial component should be added to this investigation to 

test whether some of these comments obtained in this study are distance dependent.      

In a similar manner, future research should expand the Cuban association that 

survey participants from inside the study area made with Little Havana to tourist and 

outsiders, and see if these perceptions are related to the places they visited? For example, 

places with a Cuban theme, such as Versailles, La Carreta, the Cuban Memorial, and 

many Cuban associated stores are located along Southwest 8
th

 Street, and tours of the 

neighborhood take place along Southwest 8
th

 Street, especially in the Latin Quarter. 

Therefore, there is the possibility that tourist and outsiders associate the neighborhood 

more with Cuban culture than with a more mixed Latin American culture, mainly because 

of the places they visited. 

Finally, related to neighborhood change, future research should ask why other 

areas of Little Havana have not been targeted for redevelopment. Or why haven‟t 

Craftsman Bungalow homes prevalent in Little Havana been the target of historic 
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preservation in Miami? From the perspective of neighborhood change, the possible 

impact of three major events should be monitored and analyzed: 1) the impact of the 

newly built Marlins stadium on the grounds of the former Orange Bowl 2) the impact of 

numerous empty parcels of land throughout Little Havana waiting to be developed and 3) 

the impact that river communities like Little Havana will see and experience change with 

the planned redevelopment of the Miami River corridor. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A- Questionnaire 
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Appendix B- Questionnaire in Spanish 

 

INSTRUCCIONES

Por favor complete las siguientes preguntas. Sus respuestas son confidenciales y su

participaci6n es voluntaria.

1) leual es su sexo?

3. Masculino

2) lA que grupa de edad pertenece?

b. Femenino

a. 18 a 25 b. 26 a 35 c. 36a55 d. 560 mayor

3) lPor favor indique c6mo se describe usted?

a. Blanco (No~Hi5pano)

4) lCual es su c6digo postal?

Codigo Postal

b. Negro (No-Hispano) c. Hispano d.Otro

5) lPor cuanto tiempo ha estado usted viviendo en su residencia actual?

a. Menos de 1 ana

b. Entre 1 y 2 alios

c. Entre 2 y 5 aAos

d. Entre 5 y 10 aiios

e. Mas de 10 ai'ios

6) lPor cuanto tlempo ha estado usted viviendo en Miami?

a. Menos de 1 ana

b. Entre 1 y 2 alios

c. Entre 2 y 5 aiios

d. Entre 5 y 10 arias

e. Mas de 10 aiios

7) lUsted es dueiio 0 inquilino dellugar en donde vive actualmente?

a. Inquilino b. Duena
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8) LQu6 pensilmlentos se Ie v1enen e 101 mente cuando usted 6CUm.. el nombre -La ~uel\a Hahan....?

91 Escrlbil los nombres de 10 lugares que est6n en -La Pequena Hilbilnilw
• Por eJemplo,los nombres de

negodosos, escuelas, centros m~dlcos, establedmientos relillosos, parques, supermercados, etc.

Continue
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