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Preface

As the American people look ahead to the remainder of this decade,
they should be aware that important constructive changes in race re-
lations have been under way for the past quarter of a century.

First, there has been a wide and apparently deep shift in the view-
point of whites toward a more positive view of the black population.
Support for equal opportunity in employment, education, housing,
voting, and many other areas now marks white attitudes. To illustrate,
the percentage of the white population willing to say that they are
prepared to accept black neighbors has moved up from less than 40
percent to nearly 80 percent.

Second, by authority and example, the federal government has
supported the removal of social inequalities between the races. All
branches of government—legislative, judicial, and executive—have
played significant roles in providing this support. On many fronts,
the courts have acted to compel the correction and elimination of
social inequalities. In the civil rights acts, as well as in other legisla-
tion, Congress has moved in the same direction. The executive
branch, not only in the enforcement of particular legal requirements
but by the example it has sought to set in the armed services, the
civil service, and in contractual arrangements, has also provided
authoritative sanction for equal treatment of minorities.

v
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vi PREFACE

Third, the income and occupational differences between the white
and black populations have been significantly reduced (although cer-
tainly not in all respects) since the end of World War II. Black family
incomes have been rising more rapidly than those of the white popu-
lation. More black young people than ever before are graduating from
high school and going on to college.

Fourth, white awareness of the structural barriers faced by the
black population has increased. Whites have become much more
conscious of the impediments to equal access to employment, to
education, and to housing faced by blacks, as well as to the conse-
quences of these inequalities.

Fifth, white stereotypes of the black population have been eroded
as white Americans have developed a growing capacity to view mem-
bers of that minority as individuals. Objective changes in the status
of blacks have helped in this regard, as have more frequent contacts
in a variety of situations. Increasingly, blacks are seen as individuals
differing widely in income, education, and occupational status.

Support for the reduction of racial inequities is not limited to the
federal government. State and local governments are taking affirma-
tive action that, in some instances, goes beyond the national initia-
tives. While these actions derive support from the major shifts in
white attitudes and perceptions now under way, they also serve to
endorse and undergird the continued movement toward acceptance
of equal access to the full range of social, economic, and political
opportunities provided by the society without regard to race.

Continued movement is vital; in many specific situations, equal
access is not yet a firmly grounded reality. In some fields, existing
institutional networks diffuse responsibility in a manner that per-
mits the continuation of practices based on presumptions about
public attitudes that are no longer as valid as they were a decade or
two ago. For example, many real estate markets seem to be of this
character. Subtle forms of discrimination continue, which seem to
find support in the presumption that prejudice is as widely prevalent
as it once was.

Partial success in reducing social inequities associated with race
raises new issues. Having attained some access, the black population
will certainly seek full equality of access to housing as well as to em-
ployment and education. Changes in white attitudes suggest a much
higher degree of receptivity to this development than was present
earlier. But before equal opportunity can be achieved, still further
changes in the behavior of the white population will have to take
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PREFACE vii

place. Individually, whites may have to accept more responsibility
for ensuring that the institutions of society operate in a nondis-
criminatory fashion.

The papers that make up the body of this volume were originally
prepared for the Social Science Panel brought together by the Divi-
sion of Behavioral Sciences of the National Research Council at the
request of the National Academy of Sciences-National Academy of
Engineering’s Advisory Committee to the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development. The abstracts were prepared by the staff
of the Panel. The task of the Panel was to bring the existing behavioral
and social science knowledge to bear on the question of the feasibility
and desirability of “social mixing” in residential areas and, more par-
ticularly, in the Operation Breakthrough sites.

At the very outset of its discussion, the Panel agreed on the neces-
sity of commissioning several papers to pull together the empirical
knowledge bearing on social mixing. While sensitive to the important
interrelationships between them, the Panel also agreed that racial and
socioeconomic mixing could best be dealt with separately. In defin-
ing the areas to be covered in the commissioned papers, the Panel
brought to bear an appreciation of the research that had been con-
ducted and its relevance to the public policy issues faced by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. With respect to
race, three areas were identified: attitudes toward race and housing,
institutional and community factors that affect choice in housing,
and experience in mixed residential neighborhoods. In the limited
body of research bearing on socioeconomic mixing, the topic of
population redistribution within metropolitan areas was identified
as feasible for a state-of-the-knowledge paper. One Panel member,
Cora B. Marrett, agreed to review the literature on social stratifica-
tion in urban areas.

As the papers were completed, each was read and discussed by the
Panel. When possible, the authors participated in these discussions.
The state-of-the-knowledge papers played a critically important role
in the deliberations of the Panel. Though drawn from work in several
different disciplines, the papers provided a common body of em-
pirical knowledge essential to the Panel in reaching collective judg-
ments. In a number of instances, the papers served to correct or ex-
tend views previously derived from partial information. As a result
of discussions with the authors, the issues to be addressed were
sharpened and elaborated. As the papers were reviewed, they were
also made available to key officials in the Department of Housing
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viii PREFACE

and Urban Development. In this way, they played an important part
in creating an informed environment for receiving the Panel’s report
and findings and the recommendations of the NAS-NAE’s Advisory
Committee to HUD, Freedom of Choice in Housing: Opportunities
and Constraints (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences,
1972).

The papers are being made available in full both because of their
intrinsic scientific interest and because of the background they pro-
vide for issues that will continue to concern policy-makers and the
public for years to come.

The editors wish to express their appreciation to Dr. Henry David,
Executive Secretary of the Division of Behavioral Sciences, for his
constructive suggestions and to Dr. John Laurmann, Executive Sec-
retary of the Advisory Committee to HUD, for his cooperation.

Mrs. Kay C. Harris provided indispensable administrative support
throughout the undertaking, and Mrs. Gilda Nimer assisted in the
final preparation of the manuscript.

AMOS H. HAWLEY
Panel Chairman

December 1972
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Introduction

The process by which scientific knowledge may be brought to bear
on public policy has become a subject for systematic inquiry only
in recent times. Frequently, moreover, perceptions of the process
by scientists and policy-makers are neither explicit nor congruent.
Although the papers in this volume are primarily intended to make
a substantive contribution, their preparation and utilization illus-
trates one of the ways in which the scientific advisory process may
be made to work with some effectiveness.

In 1969, the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) entered into a contract with the National Academy of Sci-
ences that led to the creation of a standing advisory committee to
the Department. Earlier, at the Department’s request, two comple-
mentary reports on research needs in the housing and urban-devel-
opment area had been prepared, one by the Division of Behavioral
Sciences, the other by the Division of Engineering.! At the out-

14 Strategic Approach to Urban Research and Development: Social and Behavioral Con-
siderations. A report by the Committee on Social and Behavioral Urban Research, Division
of Behavioral Sciences, National Research Council to the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C., 1969; Long-Range Planning
for Urban Research and Development: Technological Considerations. A report by the Com-
mittee on Urban Technology, Division of Engineering, National Academy of Sciences,
Washington, D.C., 1969.
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2 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

set, however, the new standing Advisory Committee (ACHUD)
was concerned primarily with the technical aspects of “Operation
Breakthrough”—a major, HUD-sponsored experiment in indus-
trialized housing.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has been
charged by the Congress to direct its various housing and urban de-
velopment programs so as: (1) to provide an adequate supply of good
housing and a suitable living environment for every American family;
(2) to give special attention to the housing needs of lower-income
groups; and (3) to assure equal access to housing for all races. As is
customary, however, in stipulating these objectives the Congress left
the Department the task of designing specific policies, programs,
and procedures for achieving them.

The most appropriate instruments for attaining the Department’s
social policy objectives are far from self-evident. Operation Break-
through, for example, was conceived as a large-scale, experimental
effort to overcome some of the existing technical barriers to creat-
ing an expanded supply of mass-produced housing of good quality.
Yet, the program has inevitably been concerned also with such issues
as restrictive building codes, land-use problems, trade union practices,
and the small scale on which many developers currently operate.
Moreover, for each Breakthrough site, such questions as the effect
of market factors on the economic and racial composition of the
ultimate residents have had to be carefully considered.

In all its activities, the Department has tried to devise policies that
are both feasible and in accord with its legislative mandates. Pro-
moting “‘social mixing,” including both racial and economic mixing,
in residential areas is a policy whose feasibility could be examined
and assessed as part of the Operation Breakthrough experiment.
HUD, therefore, asked the NAS Advisory Committee for advice on
ways to implement such a policy in neighborhoods of the size con-
templated by the Breakthrough experiment. The Committee, in turn,
asked the NRC’s Division of Behavioral Sciences to establish a small
panel to inquire into the contribution that the social sciences would
make to the Department’s understanding of the issues and oppor-
tunities involved.

Formation of the Social Science Panel was accomplished in several
steps. Following its usual practice, the Division of Behavioral Sciences
first identified those disciplines and fields best prepared to respond to
the question at hand, namely: What is known about the feasibility
and desirability of “social mixing” in residential areas? The areas
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INTRODUCTION 3

identified included demography, economics, history, law, political
science, psychology, and sociology. A list of possible panel members
was developed for each area. In the final selection, individuals were
chosen from the lists who could bring to the panel not only substan-
tive competence but also familiarity with the policy processes asso-
ciated with government housing and urban development programs.

At its first meeting, the Panel was briefed by officials of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development. From the Panel’s
point of view, the three most important questions then and in its
subsequent deliberations were the following:

1. On what specific policy questions was scientific advice being
sought?

2. What was the most appropriate way to formulate those ques-
tions, so as to bring existing knowledge to bear on answering them?
3. What knowledge already available would help to answer the
questions posed, and how might it best be gathered and sifted in the

time available?

The Policy Context

In defining the relevant policy questions, the Panel requested and ob-
tained the full cooperation of the Department’s top staff. Individuals
outside the Department concerned with, and knowledgeable about,
housing and urban development policy were also interviewed. As a
result, the Panel gained an understanding of the operational context
in which the request for advice had been made, as well as a rich ap-
preciation of the diversity of perspectives from which HUD s broad
social policy objectives are viewed by persons and groups committed
to them.

In the course of the several exchanges, it was pointed out that to
meet the needs of its present and expected population, for example,
the United States, between now and the year 2000, will have to build
housing equivalent to that required by a community of 70,000 peo-
ple each week. In effect, the annual level of housing production will
have to be raised from about 1.5 million to 3.0 million units. To
achieve the higher level, innovative approaches to various aspects of
housing construction, ranging from land acquisition through indus-
trial building technologies to marketing arrangements, will be essential.

Given the Department’s estimate of present and future housing de-
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4 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

mand, the catalytic role of Operation Breakthrough as a learning ex-
perience for both HUD and the housing industry becomes apparent.
Operation Breakthrough is a major research and development effort
intended to stimulate a more rapid rate of improvement and moderni-
zation of all elements of the housing-production system—technology,
design, manufacturing, marketing, land-use planning, and management.
As part of the experiment, criteria are being developed that permit
evaluation of technological innovations from the point of view of
consumer needs. State laws are being enacted to overcome the bar-
riers that local building codes pose to the widespread use of indus-
trialized housing technologies. A new consciousness is being stimu-
lated among developers and government officials of the need to create
community-reinforcing environments. In its emphasis on a systems
approach to housing and residential development, Operation Break-
through seeks to accelerate already noteworthy trends in community
planning and construction management. Moreover, changes in produc-
tion technique are only part of the picture. Some authorities predict
that before the end of the present decade, industrialized housing will
dominate the market, accounting for two thirds to three fourths of
all housing production. Hence, technological innovation is likely to
be associated with, and even to require significant alterations in the
roles and functions of the many institutions presently involved in
housing production, thereby exerting a profound influence on evolv-
ing patterns of urban living.

In the Breakthrough experiment, site-selection issues have been of
considerable concern to the Department, because of the resistance en-
countered in some communities where sites have been proposed or
selected. Breakthrough sites range in size from 80 to 500 housing
units. In each case, the managers of the Breakthrough program have
recognized the need to establish marketing or tenant-selection cri-
teria that ensure enforcement of the fair housing standards to which
HUD is committed, as well as help to ensure occupant satisfaction
with the total living environment. However, local opposition appears
to center around the idea of ‘““federally subsidized housing.” Although
subsidy in one form or another is implicit in a substantial portion of
new housing construction, there has been a tendency to compound
the experimental character of the program, in this case, with negative
images of “‘public housing.”

In the course of its attempt to gain an understanding of HUD poli-
cies and programs, the Panel learned that the site-selection issues faced
by Operation Breakthrough were not unlike those faced by other pro-
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INTRODUCTION 5

grams of assisted housing. HUD’s responsibilities in all such programs
are not only to prevent discrimination but also to promote equal op-
portunity. Hence, the Department must be as much concerned with
the allocation of federal funds for housing construction and services
as it is with the equitable distribution of access to the existing hous-
ing supply. The two considerations are, of course, closely related, but
they can also have somewhat different action implications.

Improving the quality of urban services available to people wher-
ever they choose, or feel obliged to live, must be a complementary
concern of residential policy. Urban services include education,
health, transportation, and security, as well as an adequate supply
of low- and moderate-income housing. However, a more equitable
distribution of access to housing may also be attained by increasing
the capacity of the disadvantaged or of minorities to exercise market
options, for example, increasing their residential mobility. The Fair
Housing Act of 1968 covers 55 million of the 70 million currently
available housing units in the United States. HUD shares with the
Department of Justice responsibility for vigorous implementation
of the equal opportunity sections of that law. Nonetheless, as a grow-
ing number of middle-income minority families has become attracted
to suburban living, and as employment opportunities have become
more numerous in the urban rings of large metropolitan areas, zoning
restrictions and local referenda have served to impede orderly expan-
sion of the housing supply and, thus, to hinder the access of particu-
lar income or racial groups to housing and jobs.

HUD’s responsibilities extend to the development of urban sys-
tems as a whole, but all relevant policy instruments are not under
its control. It may, with its limited funds, support sites that enhance
equitable access, but autonomous units of government may bar bal-
anced development. Roads and freeways may act to facilitate or ob-
struct equitable access. Federal programs may be deployed to either
strengthen the cohesion of metropolitan areas or reinforce their
existing fragmentation, as is the case with sewerage and water sys-
tems. Orderly annexation, for example, is more likely to ensue when
a city is supported in its efforts to provide sewers for the surrounding
areas. Annexation, in turn, might promote more balanced attention
to the need for low- and moderate-income housing. At present, such
housing is frequently viewed diametrically—by the central city as an
urgent need and by the suburbs as an undertaking to be avoided.

Mutual reinforcement of technology and social policy can be
sought by several methods. One method would require, in order to
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6 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

qualify for federal support, that plans be comprehensive and take
into account social as well as physical needs. Another would chip
away at all the individual specific barriers to housing and dispersal
and individual mobility rather than attempt to actively plan the
pattern of urban development.

Despite its relative inexperience with the process of relating
knowledge and policy, the Department has begun to perceive the
advantages that an empirical and scientific assessment can bring
to its programs. More particularly, it has begun to explore effective
interface with the social sciences, which it views as underutilized
and underfunded. The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Re-
search and Technology seeks to provide a successful model for the
utilization of social science knowledge in government.

HUD hoped to find microsocial engineering knowledge available
in the social sciences. In the course of the Panel’s work, however,
it became clear that, while accumulated research can provide much
information useful in formulating more effective social policy, social
technology per se that is applicable to particular situations is in short
supply. Thus, in responding to HUD’s interest, the Panel sounded a
note of caution. Science itself is intrinsically a body of fundamental
knowledge. The behavioral and social sciences lack an accompanying
engineering tradition.

It is also important to note that apparently discrete programmatic
questions such as the feasibility of residential mixing are embedded
in a larger social context, which must be taken into account. For
example, the thicket of fragmented governments in metropolitan
areas may have an important bearing on the feasibility of mixing in
particular localities.

Policy-makers must equip themselves with people trained to search
for reliable information, which they then translate into terms appli-
cable to particular situations. The critical importance of timing in
consulting the social sciences must also be stressed. For once initial
policies are set, the range of feasible alternatives that might be sug-
gested is sharply curtailed and the utility of the sciences drastically
reduced.

Question Formulation

Formulating its own program of inquiry, the Panel was asked to ad-
dress three questions: What is meant by the term *“‘social mixing”’?

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.
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INTRODUCTION 7

Is it feasible and desirable? What knowledge exists in the behavioral
and social sciences that bears upon these questions?

The Panel’s search strategy involved five interrelated lines of in-
quiry and discussion. First, what ongoing trends and patterns of
urban life should be taken into account? Second, viewing the Oper-
ation Breakthrough demonstration as a social rather than techno-
logical experiment, what can one learn from it? Third, what are the
analytical categories from which a discussion of the primary ques-
tions can proceed? Fourth, the analytic elements must be ordered
and related to policy from the standpoint of normative operational
considerations. Finally, how can the conceptual framework be as-
sessed? The need for information obtained by systematic surveys
of the state of research knowledge was identified. Out of the search
dynamics, an agreed-upon set of findings gradually evolved.

Trends and Patterns

National demographic data suggest that the population continues to
sort itself out economically and racially by place of residence. But
within metropolitan areas, how does the population redistribute it-
self? What significantly differentiates the central city from its sub-
urban rings? Is it possible that both are more heterogeneous than
is conventionally believed? In what critical aspects do residential
distribution trends for race and those for socioeconomic class
diverge? What has been the historical experience of the black mi-
nority as contrasted with that of other ethnic groups? Will new
“life styles” significantly alter existing patterns? In sum, what
knowledge of the broad social context should be taken into ac-
count in assessing alternative strategies of intervention?

Modern urban society is characterized by specialization and di-
versity. Occupations have multiplied. Patterns of family life have
become more varied. Distinct new life styles are in evidence. Goods,
services, and recognition are exchanged among diverse groups, this
exchange providing a basic element of cohesion for the society as
a whole.

The salience of status in our complex and highly differentiated ur-
ban systems has been mitigated. Yet some individuals, occupations,
and communities continue to be accorded higher status than others.
Perception of class distinctions associated with income and occupa-
tion, for example, is apparent in the patterns of urban residential
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8 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

distribution where Americans have long sifted and sorted themselves
by socioeconomic class.

Similarity, not differences, characterizes residential neighborhoods.
People of like income, occupation, and stage of the family life cycle
tend to cluster together. As has been widely noted, families tradi-
tionally select homes in areas that will bring their children in contact
with others of similar, or perhaps slightly higher, economic status.
The heterogeneity of the society at large may even foster increased
homogeneity in residential neighborhoods.

Historically, ethnicity and race have also played a role in shaping
the pattern of residential distribution of the population. In varying
degree, immigrant groups retained a sense of communal solidarity
derived from a common language and culture. These groups tended
to cluster together until their members were ready to disperse amid
the larger society.

Historical analogies between the blacks in America and these other
ethnic groups are inappropriate in several respects. Since color is visi-
ble, blacks are more effectively barred from open access to housing.
Separate, identifiable black communities have persisted over a longer
time and on a larger scale than those of any other ethnic group. To-
day, socioeconomic differences among blacks are nearly as varied as
those among whites. The absolute number of poor whites is much
greater, but the proportion of poor among blacks exceeds that among
whites by a large margin. At the same time, the number of middle-
class blacks is large and growing. Their income is rising and their oc-
cupations are becoming more diverse. Family residential requirements
parallel those of whites in many respects, and status needs are similar.

Some black spokesmen seek the development of community power
and the improvement of housing and other services in central city
areas with large concentrations of low-income groups. Yet middle-
income blacks appear to seek access to housing of their own choosing
wherever it may be located. Given access to a good-quality living en-
vironment, people of similar socioeconomic status do not make
choices reflecting either racial solidarity or racial prejudice.

In short, the objectives of racial mixing as contrasted with socio-
economic mixing may derive from very different motives and meet
very different needs. Policies that attempt to deal simultaneously
with both components may be very difficult to formulate. It also
seems apparent that the institutions that must be harnessed to ac-
complish economic mixing are more extensive than those on which
racial mixing may depend.
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Operation Breakthrough Insights

Operation Breakthrough, viewed as a social rather than a technologi-
cal experiment, served as a didactic model for exploring some of the
practical aspects of “social mixing” questions. The experiment con-
cretely illustrates several facets of the problem of designing an effec-
tive policy to achieve social mixing. Opposition was encountered from
several communities selected for the location of Breakthrough sites.
The opposition appeared to be fed by the stigma widely attached to
federally supported housing. The negative image of public housing
blocked perception of the differences between it and this experi-
mental effort. Breakthrough helped to highlight the critical impor-
tance of site selection and the quality of housing in relation to social
policies. Again, an examination of the location of Breakthrough sites
revealed that, while some sites might be racially mixed at the outset,
others might rapidly move in the direction of renewed residential
segregation.

There was a play of economic forces too. Operating largely within
existing financial policies, Breakthrough could only provide a rela-
tively narrow range of housing prices, which, in turn, would confine
the opportunities for economic mixing. On the other hand, the close
working relation between HUD and the developers pointed to the
possible importance of various kinds of managerial intervention in
achieving social objectives. The experiment also provided insights
into a range of possible trade-offs between the objective of increased
production of quality housing, metropolitan growth policies, and
racial or socioeconomically mixed residential areas.

Since almost one third of the annual production of new housing
involves federal funds, the lessons to be learned from Breakthrough
could have much wider significance. Systematic feedback from the
Breakthrough experiment could provide valuable lessons with re-
spect to site selection and tenant selection. Over time it could also
provide information about the stability of mixed residential neigh-
borhoods once created. Breakthrough is also a laboratory of govern-
ment-developer and government-producer relations. Of course, in a
broader sense, it has an influence on existing restraints on construc-
tion, on the aggregation of markets, and on project management
techniques. Breakthrough may also help to illuminate the processes
of technological diffusion in urban systems. As insights are acquired
by government and industry, they can be applied to succeeding stages
of housing-systems programs.
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10 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

To capitalize on these opportunities, systematic designs, both for
research and program evaluation, are necessary. Here the choice be-
tween the flexibility needed to adapt to the circumstances of a par-
ticular site and the desirability of comparability among the sites
needs to be carefully weighed. Similarly, a balance must be achieved
between the short-run interest of the policy-maker in improving per-
formance of a program and the longer-run concerns of the scientist
in increasing knowledge of basic social processes.

Structure of Knowledge

What are the relevant considerations in addressing the question of the
feasibility or desirability of a policy of racial or socioeconomic mix-
ing? The Panel’s discussions were anchored in an understanding of the
policy context, in a preliminary appreciation of ongoing trends, and
in the concrete questions posed by the Operation Breakthrough ex-
periment. Even so, the several disciplines represented on the Panel
provided a multiplicity of perspectives and contributed to a spirited
examination of the alternatives.

Issues of scale, stability, level, and range all enter into assessing
the feasibility of residential mixing. Are there significant differ-
ences depending on whether one thinks of mixing family by family,
block by block, or census tract by census tract? For example, are
the implications of mixing within an elementary school area signifi-
cantly different from those in a high school area? In addressing the
question of scale, can the issue of optimum size in effect be ignored
and all sizes encouraged? Would this in turn permit analysis of the
greater acceptability of particular patterns, so available subsidies
could be used to enhance preferred patterns? Currently, one prob-
lem is that most of the data relevant to racial socioeconomic
mixing are at the census tract level. In small development projects,
such as those of Operation Breakthrough, the question posed is the
optimum pattern of family clusters within a particular neighborhood.

Stability of mixed residential areas once achieved is a different,
albeit related, issue. Stability is a function of housing demand and
supply and is influenced by the level of prejudice and discrimination
or other factors. Instability in the composition of an area technically
occurs when racial or economic ratios among new residents of an
area differ significantly from those of the present occupants. Pre-
sumptively, the causes of instability are complex and not well
understood.
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Level and range—often used to refer to the spread of housing costs
in an area—are related categories. At what income or social level, one
may ask, is racial mixing in residential areas most feasible? Do the
various attributes associated with social level tend to compete and
perhaps cancel their significance for the feasibility of social mixing?
For instance, is middle-class acceptance of mixed neighborhoods off-
set by greater mobility potential? Since residence is a status indicator,
to what extent does range reflect the feasible income or status spread?
Generally, the question of feasible levels of mixing is addressed to
race, while issues of feasible range focus on socioeconomic mixing.

Although mixing is frequently discussed in terms of minority move-
ment into majority residential areas, a multiplicity of other possible
patterns may be envisioned. Actual housing choice is exceedingly
complex. For instance, black middle-class families may indeed seek
to move into white suburbs, or they may seek out other black middle-
class areas and thus form black suburban enclaves. Similar behavior
may characterize the increasingly mobile blue-collar workers. Con-
currently, white families may be moving back into mixed neighbor-
hoods in the central city. Which policy more effectively promotes
socioeconomic mixing: subsidizing the poor to enable them to live
among those of moderate income, or subsidizing the well-to-do to
induce them to move to less affluent neighborhoods? At issue in
these and other alternatives are questions of relative cost and rela-
tive advantages. Clearly, there is a whole range of “mixes’ to which
policy might be directed. The question may not be so much “how
to mix,” but rather “what kind of mix is being sought.” Conceivable
social objectives in race mixing can extend from cultural and political
dominance, on the one hand, to interactive cultural pluralism, on the
other.

ATTITUDES

Prejudice obviously is a critical factor in the feasibility of racially
mixed residential areas. Both in the United States and Europe, mi-
grants have characteristically been people who were upwardly mobile
and who did not, for the most part, manifest social disorganization
in their communities of origin. Rural American Negroes in the cities
and rural Portuguese in Paris had strikingly similar encounters with
conditions for which they were not fully prepared. The task posed

is to seek to understand the problems attendant on these kinds of
migrations and to work to create a more constructive urban en-
vironment.
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12 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Attitudes toward desegregation have changed in recent years in
both majority and minority communities. A growing number of
blacks may perceive the advantages of a central city power base,
while at the same time an even larger number elect to live in the
suburbs. Policy formulation should take cognizance of the change
and of the distinctions among various groups of blacks: i.e., those
who want full integration, those who want no part of the dominant
social group, and those in between. What should be the government’s
response, for example, to opposition to social mixing voiced by black
militants? Distinguishing between attitudes and behavior is useful. It
may be that political rhetoric has only marginal effects on voting be-
havior. In sum, those attitudes, both minority and majority, that af-
fect the feasibility of alternative residential patterns need definition.

INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS

What are the institutional barriers to the growth of mixed residential
areas? A ghetto, as perceived both by the people who live in it and by
outsiders, is an area that owes its existence, in part, to impediments
to its inhabitants’ moving elsewhere and, in part, to the inhabitants’
lack of the skills essential to mobility. This involuntary racial/ethnic
community, concentrated in a demarcated area, is a volatile one.
With some urgency, then, governmental efforts have moved in two
directions—facilitating movement for minority families with the
means to move and seeking to locate low- and moderate-income
housing outside the ghettos—in what has become known as the
“dispersal” policy.

Conversely, large-scale withdrawal of populations from the central
cities may not connote ‘“flight” in the customary sense of the term.
In some jurisdictions, local laws have created a situation in which land
owners cannot rent units profitably. Housing is being abandoned pri-
marily because of the rigidity of the price structure relative to the cost
of operating certain kinds of housing. The process of turnover from
residential to other uses has been going on for many decades. Now,
however, industry and services are moving to the outer parts of metro-
politan areas, weakening the demand for more intensive land use in
the central city. But while enterprise may relocate with relative ease,
its potential employees face substantial barriers when they, in turn,
seek new residential locations.

However, the typical glacial movement outward of central city
populations may not significantly increase the number of mixed resi-
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dential areas in the short run. Even when a mixed residential area
achieves a degree of stability, its future stability is not assured. Tran-
sitional neighborhoods are common in urban areas. It is to be ex-
pected that each year formerly stable neighborhoods turn transi-
tional as others achieve increasing degrees of stability. Environmental
changes, such as highways, may affect neighborhood stability, but so
also may the character of effective demand for residential space.

Whether homes are owned or rented may be a factor in the feasi-
bility of social mixing. Rental properties represent the least risk to
the home seeker and thus provide an easier transition for many fami-
lies, assuming rental management is favorably disposed to mixing.
Home ownership by minorities may be constrained not only by the
resistance of present owners, but also by the reluctance of potential
buyers to accept unnecessary risks. Once established, of course, com-
munities in which ownership is high may be relatively stable. In large
new developments, the marketing practices of developers may play
a critical role in preventing or enhancing the establishment of mixed
neighborhoods. In subsidized low- and moderate-income housing,
eligible white families may balk at moving into projects with a sizable
proportion of minority families. While location of such projects may
facilitate integration at the project scale, the entire project is fre-
quently resisted, through restricted zoning and other devices, by the
local community.

A simulation approach may eventually prove most fruitful in
examining the institutional barriers to mixed residential areas. The
operation of a complex network of public and private institutions
results in differential access to housing services for various racial and
economic groups. But complexity itself causes responsibility for the
resulting discrimination to be diffused to the point that individuals
can disclaim personal involvement.

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM

Housing, unlike services such as education, is produced and marketed
primarily by the private sector of the economy. Housing transactions
are mainly between a single seller and a single buyer. However, hous-
ing is negotiated within a wider institutional context. Choices of
housing by individual families reflect their economic capacity and
their preferences in housing and neighborhood amenities. The eco-
nomic capability of an individual includes his acceptance on equal
terms by the lending agencies as well as his income and savings.
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14 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Choice of housing takes account not only of the characteristics of
the individual unit, but suitability of the neighborhood. Significant
factors in neighborhood choice include school quality, access to
employment, and the general attributes of the residents. The choice
may also take into account salient characteristics of surrounding
areas. For example, are the adjacent neighborhoods substantially
populated by minority groups? At a given moment, supply of hous-
ing is relatively fixed. The annual increment of new units is usually
a relatively small percentage of the existing stock. However, the oc-
cupancy of new units may generate several other moves creating a
ripple effect.

Supply and demand in the housing field are mediated by an array
of private individuals and institutions, including owners, brokers, real
estate boards, lending agencies, and developers. “Effective’ supply in
a market depends very much on the efficiency and equity exercised
by this institutional array. For example, the housing supply for mi-
norities is significantly affected by broker willingness to bring homes
in white neighborhoods to the attention of minority clients. Subtle
practices implicit in the operation of the housing institution network
may reduce “effective” demand. Members of the minority may be
reluctant to face discriminatory practices of “institutional gate-
keepers.”

The role of mediating institutions differs depending on whether the
housing is a rental property, an old house up for sale, or a new devel-
opment. In rental properties and new developments, managerial re-
sponsibility is likely to be relatively explicit. Once a commitment to
racial mixing is made, capacity to implement it is more likely to be
adequate. In the case of rental properties, the management is fre-
quently in a position to maintain stability of a mix once achieved.
Moreover, rental properties may be open to a broader band of de-
mand and represent less risk for the client than purchase. Sale of old
housing is complicated and less subject to effective intervention since
it is likely to involve not only an individual owner and a broker, but
the multiple-listing system of a real estate board. Large-scale devel-
opers of new housing may have the greatest potential to satisfy the
fair-access requirements of all groups.

In a still wider context, the supply of housing is influenced by the
actions, both positive and negative, of local governments. Land-use
planning, zoning, and other measures shape the pattern and character
of housing development and utilization in a metropolitan area. Scar-
city of suitable land for housing in the central city may compel move-
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ment outward. Suburbs seeking to maintain their present status may
act to restrict the creation of moderate- and low-cost housing in their
midst. Costs of complying with local standards of rehabilitation and
maintenance may lead to abandonment of properties. And, in the on-
going process, the weakness of metropolitan government, coupled
with many parochial autonomous units, may intensify the fragmen-
tation of the housing market, resulting in unequal distribution of the
public costs and benefits of metropolitan living.

The federal government acts within the 200-odd SMSA’s (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas)—each a unique constellation of forces—
not only to increase the housing supply, but also to achieve more
equitable balance in that supply and foster more equal opportunity
in access to it.

A systematic analysis of the dynamic multifaceted urban housing
system sketched above would be valuable in responding to questions
concerning the feasibility of mixing and in suggesting reliable policy
options. But policy must also be concerned with the level and scale
at which these options are sought. How important, for example, are
policies that begin to deal with specific classes of cities? And at what
scale should the emphasis be placed—the neighborhood, the local units
units of government, or the metropolitan area as a whole?

In sum, factors that may determine the feasibility and stability of
mixing include:

e Levels of tolerance and prejudice;

e Relative demand for housing among the white majorities and
the minorities;

e Supply of housing, both the actual physical supply and the
“effective” supply taking into account an array of institutional bar-
riers to equal access;

e Local, state, and federal government policies and programs that
may impede or facilitate the creation of an adequate supply of hous-
ing and equal access to it; and

e Quality of housing and neighborhood amenities.

Normative Operational Considerations

Assuming the feasibility of racial and/or socioeconomic mixing, one
must raise questions bearing on its desirability and range. From the
separate perspectives of the minority and majority, what are the ad-
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vantages and disadvantages of racially mixed residential areas? Long-
run benefits might accrue to both groups. More economical use of
community facilities could result. On the human level, residential
contact would afford people the opportunity to judge others on in-
dividual merit rather than racial stereotypes, resulting in fuller utili-
zation of manpower and leadership resources. In addition, reduction
of prejudicial attitudes toward the minority group would provide
them with benefits ranging from increased proximity to work to
better-quality education, housing, and other services. Costs to both
groups in the early stages could include such factors as the risk of
pressure from one’s group members, intergroup hostility, and loss
of support of familiar institutions such as churches and schools.

Expanding the scope of concern, is it possible to estimate the
social costs of various degrees of mixing? Not all costs may be re-
flected in actual market prices. Can they be assessed by simulations
of more inclusive markets? Using simulation, can one determine
whether revenue source—state, federal, or local—influences the de-
cisions by whites to move to the suburbs? How much of the move-
ment across jurisdictional boundaries is to escape financial and
social responsibility? Are actual and perceived costs of services lower
in the suburbs? If migration to the suburbs is being subsidized by the
present price structure for public services, could a reverse flow to the
central cities be stimulated by modifying the pattern of subsidy? Or,
is it possible that the prices associated with public services and en-
vironmental amenities are not salient in the residential selection pro-
cess? Perhaps urban cultural anthropologists could provide more
useful insights than either demographers or economists.

The differences between integrated and segregated residential areas
may be more complex than a simple dichotomy. When a place is char-
acterized statistically as “integrated,”” what does that mean? It can
simply mean that some statistical artifact has captured within its box
some blacks along with some whites. What are the social characteris-
tics of heterogeneity when it does in fact exist? Is a school or neigh-
borhood “integrated” if little or no communication between the
races takes place? Integrated residential areas may facilitate inter-
racial associational contact. Is it a requirement? Clearly, where such
contact arises in the pursuit of common objectives and produces pos-
itive outcomes, it is desirable. However, it may not be intrinsic to
public policy. The objective may be the limited one of less racial
homogeneity in the proximity of households. Even limited in this
way, however, public policy may be perceived as unduly manipu-
lative.
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Housing preferences are not uniform among either the minority
or the majority populations. Some blacks may choose to remain in
the central city when it provides access to community power. Others,
seeking the various amenities of the suburbs, may nevertheless opt
to live in an ethnic enclave. Integration-minded blacks may purchase
an older home in a formerly all white neighborhood only to find that
similar choices by others have resulted in resegregation. Whites may
seek homes elsewhere not because the area is heterogeneous, but
because they anticipate eventual black homogeneity. Eligible white
families may choose not to move into central city low- and moderate-
income developments where there are substantial proportions of mi-
nority families. Moreover, it is unlikely that many families, black or
white, move into a neighborhood because it is integrated. Rather,
they seek services and amenities. Families look into the opportuni-
ties that derive from residence just as they take account of oppor-
tunities that may be associated with community power.

In light of the multiplicity of behaviors, the only tenable public
policy objective would seem to be one of creating options. With
respect to blacks and other minorities, actions that eliminate arti-
ficial barriers to residential choice would be of the greatest signifi-
cance. Of course, the problems of discrimination will not all be re-
solved. Simultaneous advances will still have to be made in the
occupational, educational, and other opportunity fields. The ap-
propriate government action, whether it be even-handed, vigorous
enforcement of the law, enactment of measures to improve the
delivery of varied urban services, or the production and suitable
location of low- and moderate-income housing, may all be assessed
according to their contribution to equitable access to opportunity.

Arriving at a Consensus

When called upon to provide scientific advice for policy purposes, a
responsible group soon finds that two criteria should be applied to
its recommendations: truth and utility. In human affairs, there are
always areas of uncertainty. Judgments on the degree of certainty
will differ. The process of arriving at a consensus is subtle and com-
plex.-Yet, if scientific advice is to be effective, the effort must be
made. The necessity is implicit in the process itself.

Policy-makers seek to deal with problems in a rational way. Sci-
entists have information acquired by research and analysis. Rarely,
if ever, is the fit between the two self-evident. Even if the relevance

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://lwww.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783
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of some information seems apparent, that of other knowledge equally
valid and useful may not be so self-evident.

Selection of a group to provide advice, of course, is the initial act.
Typically, half a dozen or more domains of knowledge are repre-
sented. Initially, the group explores the policy context that generated
the request for advice. Concommitantly, out of their own individual
background and experience and by other means, they must review
the research findings that may bear upon the questions posed. (The
assessments presented in the state-of-the-knowledge papers prepared
for the Social Science Panel played a critically important part in this
review.)

An appreciation of the problem and an awareness of the relevant
research provides a necessary foundation for the provision of sci-
entific advice. But it is not sufficient. The group must also construct
a common conceptual structure through which problem and knowl-
edge can both be viewed.

Creating such a structure is seldom accomplished to the complete
satisfaction of all who are involved in the process. The structures of
knowledge for the separate disciplines provide rather different per-
ceptions of significance and, indeed, of reality. Attention may be
directed to different aspects of the policy context, depending on the
previous experience of individuals. Similarly, the weight given to dif-
ferent kinds of research evidence may vary. Despite these impedi-
ments, it is necessary to arrive at a basic understanding about the
structure in terms of which research knowledge and policy questions
are to be related. The validity and usefulness of the advice depends,
in considerable part, on the success of this transformation process.

Where advisory groups work well, this process is assumed, and all
the participants are found not only searching for a common under-
standing of problems and research but for a common synthesis in
terms of which their findings will be organized.

The search for consensus, originating in the exploratory discus-
sions of the group, must finally be made explicit in the form of a
draft report. As each participant responds to the draft, judgments
are sharpened, and the supporting explanation strengthened. The
process is iterative. Several rounds of discussion and several drafts
may be involved, as was the case with the report of the Panel. While
a final consensus on all points is not essential from the viewpoint of
effectiveness, general agreement on the principal findings is usually
desirable.

This Panel ultimately agreed on 19 findings. Without reproducing
the supporting arguments, it may be of interest to list them.
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1. For both blacks and whites the quality and convenience of
housing and neighborhood services take precedence over racial
prejudice in housing decisions.

2. To be successful, a marketing strategy should emphasize the
positive racial attitudes that do exist and should take into account
the variations in these attitudes. At the same time, the marketing
strategy should recognize that there are no clearly identifiable groups
holding distinctive racial attitudes with respect to housing.

3. Attitude changes are affected where the physical and social
conditions encourage and support behavioral changes.

4. There is no ratio of blacks to whites that is known to ensure
success in racial mixing. The ratios or proportions must be adapted
to the particular populations involved.

5. Any fragmentation of the housing market constitutes a basis
for segregation. Existence of multiple autonomous governments and
private institutional barriers contribute to fragmentation.

6. Even in the absence of multiple autonomous governments, the
lack of adequate mechanisms for the distribution of housing informa-
tion among realtors and home seekers tends to fragment a housing
market.

7. Experience demonstrates that success in racial mixing in rental
properties is influenced in considerable degree by the attitudes, skill,
and wisdom of property managers.

8. New, large-scale developments of residential properties for sale
have been more amenable to racial mixing than have been older hous-
ing units widely scattered in established neighborhoods. Factors of
importance in this respect appear to be (a) the central control of sales
policy, (b) the strong market orientation of the home building indus-
try, and (c) the absence of precedent in the newly created develop-
ments.

9. Mortgage financing institutions have had separate lending poli-
cies for blacks and for whites. They have been timid in developing
policies for realizing mixed residential areas.

10. Despite the Supreme Court decision concerning the nonen-
forceability of restrictive covenants, there is reason to believe that
such covenants continue to have some effect in preventing the de-
velopment of interracial neighborhoods.

11. Itis unlikely that a policy of racial mixing can be consistently
applied in metropolitan areas where there are two or more autono-
mous governments. For any one locality to serve in the total social
interest, it must put itself in a position to be beggared by others who
do not accept similar responsibility voluntarily.
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12. While the low-income status of blacks is a factor in their segre-
gation, race prejudice exerts a strong independent influence on the
separation of the races.

13. In general, socioeconomic status rises with distance from the
center of the metropolitan area. However, there are many contextual
variations. The stratification process and the pattern that results are
not as yet well understood. Thus, the effect of efforts to alter the
process is uncertain.

14. At present, the desirability of intervention to foster socio-
economic mixing in residential areas is uncertain. In question are not
only the possible benefits, but untested assumptions concerning the
amount and kind of present interaction across socioeconomic lines.

15. There is no evidence from field studies that socioeconomic
mixing is feasible. The trend in the movements of urban population
is toward increasing separation of socioeconomic categories—a ten-
dency manifested among blacks as well as among whites.

16. A more adequate knowledge base is needed in order to deter-
mine the feasibility of socioeconomic residential mixing. More infor-
mation is needed about why people live where they do—specifically,
(a) housing preferences and attitudes; (b) “real costs” for different
socioeconomic groups; (c) public sector costs and benefits, both per-
ceived and actual; (d) alternative approaches to correcting public
sector costs and changing individual “real costs’’; and (e) the ‘“human
costs’ of socioeconomic stratification.

17. Stratification by socioeconomic characteristics, as with segre-
gation by race, tends to raise the employment opportunity costs of
workers least able to bear costs. Such costs are being lowered, how-
ever, by the suburbanization of blue-collar workers.

18. Local government autonomy in metropolitan areas results in
an uneven distribution of public sector costs; some government units
are forced to assume the costs of decisions and policies adopted by
other units.

19. Experiments in socioeconomic mixing at a number of different
scales could help to provide a better basis for policy formulation. The
same procedure would be valuable with respect to racial mixing.
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Attitudes on Race
and Housing: A Social-
Psychological View

THOMAS F. PETTIGREW

ABSTRACT: White attitudes toward open housing have become increasingly
more favorable over the past generation. However, the trend appears to be the
result of factors largely outside the housing realm. Black attitudes favoring open
housing have remained stable, perhaps even strengthening in recent years. The
attitudes of both whites and blacks are more derivative than causal in the total
process of how access to housing is distributed in the United States. Behavioral
change typically precedes, rather than follows, attitude change, Pettigrew con-
cludes. Support for the view that interracial living will itself effectively erode
opposition to open housing to the degree that it satisfies Gordon Allport’s four
situational criteria is found in the research literature. These criteria are equal
status of the groups in the situation, common goals, group interdependence,
and social sanction. Achievement of open housing requires that undue emphasis
not be placed on hostile white opinions, that there be effective enforcement pro-
cedures for existing laws, and that government act in a consistent fashion on a
broad front with a view to achieving the necessary institutional changes. Finally,
an instructive simulation model is discussed, which could provide a very useful
tool for practical planning in the future.

Thomas F. Pettigrew is Professor of Social Psychology, Harvard University.
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FIGURE 1 Leastsquares trend line in percent total white respondents who would not mind if Negro with same income and
education moved on same block, 1942-1965. Adapted from Schwartz (1967, p. 55).
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Over the past generation, the attitudes of white Americans toward
interracial neighborhoods have become markedly more favorable and
the ability of black Americans to move to interracial neighborhoods
has increased; yet, the nation’s housing since 1940 has become more,
not less, segregated by race. The contradiction between these facts

is actually more apparent than real. It is the purpose of this paper

to explore these recent trends and the complex and subtle relations
between them.

Together with a general reduction in antiblack sentiments in nu-
merous realms, the attitudes of white Americans toward interracial
housing have definitely become more positive over the past three
decades. Figure 1, adapted from Schwartz (1967, p. 55), shows the
trend in white responses to the standard race and housing query of
the National Opinion Research Center (NORC): “If a Negro, with
just as much income and education as you have, moved into your
block, would it make a difference to you?”’! The trend from 1942
to 1968 is quite clear; the percentage of white respondents who re-
port that they would not mind black neighbors at all more than dou-
bles from 35 to 76 percent. As we shall see in the next section, a
variety of other survey questions asked at different times by other
agencies lead to the same conclusion.

Similarly, there can be little question that the ability of black
Americans to afford housing in predominantly white areas has
greatly increased in recent years. After remaining at just over half
that for whites—around $3,000—for some years, the median family
income of Negroes rose in the late 1960’s to roughly 60 percent that
of whites and thus over $5,300 (United States Departments of Labor
and Commerce, 1970, p. 15). These figures, however, are sharply re-
duced by southern data as evidenced by comparable data in 1968 for
the Midwest (75 percent and $6,900) and for the West (80 percent
and $7,500). Using the crude rule of thumb that a family can afford
to purchase a home costing about 2% times their gross annual in-
come, one interprets this to mean that the median black family in
1968 in the Midwest could have considered purchasing a $17,000-
$18,000 home or an $18,000-$19,000 home in the West.

The other black factor needed to reduce racial segregation by
residence—the willingness to move to interracial areas—is less clear,
and we shall explore this topic at some length later.

IThe simplified wording in the 1944 NORC survey read: “Would it make any difference to
you if a Negro family moved in next door to you?”
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The trend toward greater housing segregation by race has been
challenged by some observers;? but there is no debate over the fact
that residential patterns within central cities have become consid-
erably more segregated by race since 1940 (Taeuber & Taeuber,
1965). A significant rise in black penetration of the suburbs did not
occur until the close of the 1960’s. And Taeuber and Taeuber (1966,
p. 133-134, 136) have shown for metropolitan Chicago how most of
the scant Negro suburban population is itself concentrated in either
overwhelmingly black suburbs or in black pockets within suburbs.

To unravel this apparent contradiction between the potential for
more interracial living and the harsh facts of growing racial separa-
tion, we need, first, to carefully examine the available trend data for
attitudes on race and housing; second, we must place these attitude
data in their social context. Finally, we shall attempt to draw some
policy implications from our discussion.

Trends in Attitudes on Race and Housing

WHITE ATTITUDES

As Figure 1 has already shown, the attitudes of white Americans on
race and housing have changed fundamentally over the past three
decades. This clear trend emerges regardless of the type of question
asked or the survey agency conducting the study (Table 1). Coupled
with survey data concerning discrimination in other realms, these
results indicate that a basic shift toward favoring black rights evolved
between World War II and the mid-1950’s. This shift was fueled in all
probability by economic prosperity over these years together with
the resounding decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in 1954 against
de jure segregation of public schools. In any event, the race and
housing opinions of white Americans appear to have remained rela-

2See, for example, Bradburn et al. (1970, p. 207): “While our data on the number of inte-
grated neighborhoods do not in and of themselves tell us whether there have been similar
trends in behavior, the general non-systematic evidence suggests that the country is making
some progress toward increasing residential integration.” The discrepancy between this
statement and the position taken in this paper may involve only a difference between an
absolute and a relative judgment. There is good reason to agree with Bradburn and his
colleagues that the absolute number of interracial neighborhoods is on the increase, while
also maintaining that the relative percentage of black Americans residing in such neighbor-
hoods is not increasing.
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TABLE 1 White American Attitudes toward Race and Housing®

a. If a Negro, with just as much income and education as you have, moved into your block,
would it make any difference to you?
Survey Agency: NORC

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes, make a difference
June 1942 National 62
June 1956 National 46
May 1963 National 39
Dec 1963 National 35
May 1964 National 36
June 1965 National 32
Apr 1968 National 21

b. If colored people came to live next door, would you move?
Survey Agency: AIPO, Gallup

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes, definitely, or might move
Oct 1958 National 46
June 1963 National 45
May 1965 National 35
July 1966 National 34
Aug 1967 National 35

c. Would you move if colored people came to live in great numbers in your neighborhood?
Survey Agency: AIPO, Gallup

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes, definitely, or might move

Sept 1958 National 77

May 1963 National 78

May 1965 National 69

July 1966 National 70

Aug 1967 National 71

d. ...tellmeifyou personally would or would not object to: Having a Negro family as

your next door neighbor.
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Would object

Aug 1963 National 5§

Oct 1963 National 51

Oct 1965 National 37

Aug 1966 National 51

e. Do you think [that] (i) there should be laws compelling Negroes t o live in certain dis-
tricts; or (ii) there should be an unwritten understanding, backed up by social pressure,
to keep Negroes out of the neighborhood where white people live; or (iii) Negroes should

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Hous
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

26 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

TABLE 1 (continued)

be allowed to live wherever they want to live, and there should be no laws or social pres-
sure to keep them from it?
Survey Agency: Roper

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement

Alternatives

@) (ii) (iii)
1939 National 41 42 13

f. White people have a right to keep Negroes out of their neighborhoods if they want to,
and Negroes should respect that right.
Survey Agency: NORC

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Agree that whites have right to exclude
Dec 1963 National 56
Apr 1968 National 54
Apr 1970 National 43

g. Which of these statements would you agree with: (i) white people have a right to keep
Negroes out of their neighborhoods if they want to; (ii) Negroes have a right to live
wherever they can afford to, just like white people.

Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Alternatives

Sept-Oct 1964  National® @ (i)
Strongly Strongly
24 28
Not strongly Not strongly

6 22

Alternative

Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities® (i) (ii)
30 62

h. Negroes are not ready to live in better neighborhoods.
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Agree
July 1963 National 61

i. Would you favor a Federal law forbidding discrimination in housing against Negroes?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Oppose law

Oct 1963 National 56

Aug 1966 National 52

Oct 1966 National 51

June 1967 National 63
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TABLE 1 (continued)

j. Do you favor or oppose laws to prevent discrimination against Negroesin . . .
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Favor Oppose Don’t know
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities®
job hiring and promotion 67 23 10
buying or renting houses and
apartments 40 51 9

k. In your own words, what is “open housing”’—what does this term mean? [If answers
correctly] Would you like to see Congress pass an “‘open housing” bill or reject it?
Survey Agency: AIPO, Gallup

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Answers correctly

Apr 1967 National 59
Pass Reject No opinion
35 54 11

1. Would you be willing to live in the same general neighborhood with members of the
other race?
Survey Agency: Gaffin

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes No No opinion
May 1958 National? 52 44 4

m. Would it make any difference to you if a Negro family moved in next door to you?
Survey Agency: NORC

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Qualified or
Yes No no opinion
May 1944 National 69 22 9
n. Would you be willing to live next door to members of the other race?
Survey Agency: Gaffin
Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes No No opinion
May 1958 National? 41 53 6
o. Suppose a Negro family moved next door to you. What would you do?
Survey Agency: AIPO, Gallup
Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Would dislike, move, or Depends on
wouldn’t socialize family
June 1965 National 24 9
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TABLE 1 (continued)

p. As far as your own personal feelings go, would you be personally concerned or not if a
Negro neighbor moved in next door?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Concerned
Oct 1966 National 56

q. Now I want to give you a list of groups and institutions. Do you think [real estate com-
panies] have tended to help Negroes or have tended more to keep Negroes down?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement

Helping Keeping down Not sure
Aug 1963 National 22 44 34
Aug 1966 National 30 34 36

r. Now on each of the following I'd like to ask you, if you were in the same position as
Negroes, would you think it justified or not to protest against discrimination in:
Survey Agency: Harris

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Justified Not justified  Not sure
Aug 1966 National
jobs 59 30 11
education 60 30 10
housing 49 36 15

s. Doyou think that in [central city] many, some, or only a few Negroes miss out on good
housing because white owners won’t rent or sell to them?
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Many Some Fewor none
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities° 38 30 26

t. On the average, Negroes in [central city] have worse jobs, education, and housing than
white people. Do you think this is due mainly to Negroes having been discriminated
against, or mainly due to something about Negroes themselves?

Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Discrimination Themselves Both
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities® 19 56 19

u. If a Negro family with about the same income and education as you moved next door to
you, would you mind it a lot, a little, or not at all?
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement

Mind

A lot A little Notat all
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities 19 25 49

v. Suppose there are 100 white families in a neighborhood. One white family moves out
and a Negro family moves in. Do you think it would be a good idea to have some
limit on the number of Negro families that move there, or to let as many move there
as want to?

Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date White Sample Percentage of Agreement
Some limit No limit Don’t know
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities® 48 40 12

@Sources: Schwartz (1967), Erskine (1967, p. 482-498), Brink & Harris (1967), Sheatsley
(1966, p. 303-324), Campbell & Schuman (1968, p. 1-67).

bData adjusted slightly from those published by Survey Research Center to correct for inclu-
sion of nonwhites in sample.

CThe fifteen cities sampled include, with few exceptions (e.g., Los Angeles and Dayton,
Ohio), all of the larger cities outside of the South with significant black populations: Balti-
more, Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit, Gary, Milwaukee, Newark, New York
City (Brooklyn only), Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, St. Louis, and Washington, D.C.
dGaffin provided data by regions only; thus, the national data shown represent an extrapola-
tion based on the fact that southern respondents represent roughly one fourth of the nation’s
white adults.

tively stable into the sixties, only to become more pro-desegregation
between 1963 and 1965 (see items b, ¢, d, n, o of Table 1). This was
the fateful period of the assassination of President John Kennedy fol-
lowed by the passage of the sweeping Civil Rights Act of 1964.3

The much publicized “white backlash” of the mid- and late-1960’s
did not, in fact, materialize in survey data in any manner similar to
its lurid descriptions in the mass media of the period (Pettigrew,
1971b). Neither is it to be noted in the data shown in Table 1, ex-
cept possibly for the 1966 results of item d; rather, these and other
opinion findings covering this period indicate that possibly some
polarization occurred with whites of many different persuasions
adopting stronger positions in the direction they already leaned, but

30ther survey data analyzed by the author and his associates demonstrate clearly that it was
indeed the murder of Kennedy that motivated the shift, and that this shift was in turn fur-
thered by the fait accompli effects of the resulting passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
However, this Act was not so sweeping as to include measures against residential discrimi-
nation, for these would have to wait four more years before becoming law (Pettigrew, Riley,
& Ross, in preparation).
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that the overall effect led to little change in racial views similar to the
1958-1963 period. Indeed, the most recent results on items a and f
suggest the possible resumption of the trend since 1968, the year of
the murder of Dr. King and the issuance of the Kerner Commission
Report.

Within these broad trends, Table 1 enables us to obtain a sense of
the order of magnitude of present white opposition to open housing.
About a fourth of the nation’s white adults object to a Negro family
of the same social class as themselves moving into their block (item a),
and this proportion rises to over two fifths if the Negro family were
to move into a house immediately next door (items d, o, p, u). In-
deed, one third claim that if Negroes of unspecified class background
moved next door, they would move (item b). And the fear of ‘“‘great
numbers” of black families coming to the neighborhood causes seven
in ten to report that they would move, a percentage that has declined
only slightly in recent years (item c, 77 percent in 1958 and 71 per-
cent in 1967). In key central cities of the North and West, this fear
leads half of the white respondents to favor limits being placed on
the number of Negro families who could come to a single, previously
white neighborhood (item v).

Most white Americans are well aware that racial discrimination in
housing exists. Two thirds of the urban northern respondents realize
that at least “some Negroes miss out on good housing’ because of
discrimination (item s). And in a list of 14 white institutions, ranging
from “Congress™ and ‘“local government” to ‘“retail stores” and “la-
bor unions,” “real estate companies” comprise the only institution
rated by whites in 1966 as “keeping Negroes down’’ more than
“helping Negroes” (item q). Moreover, half the whites believe black
protest against housing discrimination to be “‘justified,” though this
proportion is 10 percent below that thinking protests against job and
education are justified (item r). Yet only a minority of whites favored
laws against housing discrimination prior to the passage of such fed-
eral legislation in 1968 (items i, j, k). Note in the urban northern re-
sults (item j), too, that while only 40 percent favored antidiscrimina-
tion legislation for housing, two thirds did so for employment. This
huge difference would seem to point to a joint function of how em-
ployment and housing differ in racial opinions (as also in item r) as
well as the fait accompli effect we shall discuss shortly, In 1968, at
the time of this 15 city survey, federal legislation against job dis-
crimination was 4 years old and gaining increasing acceptance, but
such legislation for housing was under debate at that point with
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prestigious national figures opposing it with such seemingly legiti-
mate and nonracial arguments as its constitutionality.*

A conflict in two widely held beliefs undergird these white atti-
tudes on race and housing. On the one hand, many whites feel
strongly that they should have the right to restrict Negroes from
their areas (items e, f, g). On the other hand, a rapidly growing
number of whites believe that Negroes as American citizens have
a right to live where they wish and can afford (items e, g). What is
more, many of the same white Americans hold both of these be-
liefs. One study in a New Jersey suburb set out to confront directly
its middle-class survey respondents with this conflict, and found
both the conflict and similar means of handling it to be widespread
(Friedrichs, 1959). Often white Americans assume that their values
are different from those of Negroes. We shall return to this critical
phenomenon later. But at this point note how it operates to ease
the belief in consistency of many white respondents: 61 percent
in 1963 thought ‘“Negroes are not ready to live in better neighbor-
hoods” (item h), and 75 percent of urban Northerners in 1968 be-
lieved that Negroes have “worse jobs, education, and housing than
white people” at least in part because of ‘“‘something about Negroes
themselves” (item t).5

Interestingly, a similar dilemma between the urge to discriminate
and a basic sense of fairness emerged in a recent survey in Great
Britain (Rose, 1969, p. 576-579; Bagley, 1970, p. 15-18). Respon-
dents in five English boroughs with above-average percentages of
colored immigrants were asked if they thought ““ ... the authorities
should let or refuse to let a Council house [or flat]”” to an immi-
grant family. About 44 percent said, “No.” But then these resisters
were asked if the authorities should *. . . still refuse if the family
had been on the waiting list the right length of time.”” Faced with
this clear contradiction of “fair play,” only 20 percent of the full
sample still maintained that the immigrants should be refused.

The millennium, then, has not arrived. Despite steady erosion of

*Intensive analyses of survey data of the 1960’s suggest that such periods of civil rights
legislative debates coincided with increased anti-integration sentiment among whites
(Pettigrew, Riley, & Ross, in preparation). Consistent with this view are the results for
item i in Table 1. Observe the large 12 percent jump in white opposition to an act in
this area following its defeat in 1966 (51 percent in 1966 and 63 percent in 1967).

In a follow-up item, however, only 6 percent thought that ‘“Negroes are born that way,”
compared to 66 percent who believed ‘“‘changes are possible’” (Campbell & Schuman,
1968).
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TABLE 2 Percentages of Whites with Experience on Interracial Blocks, 19657

Region and Education (%)

South North
Negro Family Lived Grade  High Grade  High
on Same Block School  School College School School College
Yes, live there now 6 3 S 15 10 15
Yes, used to 21 27 14 24 25 22
No, never 73 70 81 61 65 63

aAdapted from Schwartz (1967, p. 61).

white attitudinal resistance to interracial residential patterns over the
past generation, there remains an enormous degree of fear, reluc-
tance, and downright opposition. Part of this resistance stems from
not having experienced interracial living, for we shall later see that
attitudes often follow behavior rather than precede it. Table 2 re-
veals how few white respondents in 1965 report ever having lived
on a block together with a Negro family. Observe that while there
is a regional difference there is little or no difference by education.”
A closer look at white attitudes on interracial housing can be
achieved by seeing how they range across geographic and demo-
graphic categories. Two of the most important controls are region
and education. Whites in the South are consistently more opposed
to housing desegregation than other whites. This fact, of course, is
consistent both with other racial attitudes of southern whites and
with the greater degree of residential segregation in the urban
South.® More surprising, however, is the relationship with educa-
tion. As Figure 2 illustrates, there was little or no association be-
tween education and housing opinions in 1956, especially in the

Bradburn et al. (1970, p. 248) have shown how previous integrated experience, as a child
and as an adult, are related to selection of an integrated neighborhood in which to live.
Thus, 44 percent with both experiences chose integrated neighborhoods, compared to about
32 percent with one; only 18 percent of those who had not had previous interracial experi-
ence as either a child or as an adult chose an integrated neighborhood.

Opportunities to reside in a racially mixed neighborhood also vary widely across cities in
the North and West: They are relatively available in San Francisco and Boston and unavail-
able in Chicago and Cleveland (Schuman & Gruenberg, 1970).

This is particularly true of the newer cities in the South, such as Atlanta and Miami. There
still lingers a trace of the old master-slave quarters pattern in such older southern cities as
Macon, New Orleans, and Charleston, South Carolina, giving them slightly lower indices of
residential segregation by race.
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FIGURE 2 Least squares trend lines by region and education in percent who
would not mind if Negro with same education and income moved on same block,
1956-1965. Adapted from Schwartz (1967, p. 56).

North. But the shift in attitudes by 1965 had created significant
differences between the college-educated in both regions and other
whites, though high-school-trained Southerners remained the most
opposed to accepting equal status Negroes on their block. In short,
while Figure 2 shows that all six regional and educational groups
participated in the increasing favorable white attitudes toward inter-
racial living from 1956 to 1965, the college-educated throughout the
country disproportionately contributed to the shift.

Campbell and Schuman (1968, p. 35) unravel this phenomenon
in their 1968 study of 15 northern cities by relating both age and
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FIGURE 3 Relation of racial housing attitudes to educational levels among
white men. A: “How about laws to prevent discrimination against Negroes in
buying or renting houses and apartments? Do you favor such laws?”’ B: “If a
Negro family with about the same income and education as you moved in next
door to you, would you mind a lot, a little, or not at all?”’ From Campbell &
Schuman (1968, p. 35).
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education to two measures of white racial attitudes concerning hous-
ing. Figure 3 supplies the Taeubers’ results for white males. Witness
the virtually flat education percentage line for those 40 years or
older on both graphs. By contrast, see the remarkably more favor-
able opinions on both graphs of those under 40 who had attended

at least a few years of college. Figure 3 deserves perusal, for its
findings bear important and interesting implications. They suggest,

as Campbell and Schuman point out, that schools at all levels through
World War II accepted the prevailing culture in race relations and pos-
sessed little or no potential for changing the racial opinions of their
products. Indeed, this situation holds generally for the nation’s ele-
mentary and secondary schools even after 1945. But the colleges
appear to have changed as noted by Campbell and Schuman (1968,

p. 35):

Since World War II those white students who have gone on to college have evi-
dently been exposed to influences which have moved their attitudes away from
the traditional pattern in the directions we have observed. We cannot say whether
this resulted from specific instruction regarding questions of race or from a gen-
eral atmosphere of opinion in the college community but it is clear that a sizable
proportion of these postwar generation college students were affected.

In other words, age seems to be critical only for the college-
educated as a predictor of racial housing attitudes. Even sex is not
a critical predictor. In general, white women are only slightly less in
favor of neighborhood integration than white men. Similarly, Brad-
burn and his colleagues could find no consistent relation between the
belief that whites have the right to keep Negroes out of their neigh-
borhood (item f of Table 1) and such variables as central city versus
suburbs, size of metropolitan area, and ownership (Bradburn et al.,
1970). There was some evidence to suggest that renters and those
living in ““open neighborhoods,” with two or more Negro families
but less than 1 percent Negro, were more likely to disagree with the
right of whites to exclude Negroes (Bradburn et al., 1970).

Somewhat more interesting predictors are the particular city and
ethnicity. Schuman and Gruenberg (1970) have demonstrated with
ingenious analyses that the city variable itself in the Campbell-
Schuman 15 city study constitutes an interesting predictor for par-
ticular racial variables. It relates to the belief of whites that there is
much housing discrimination in their city, but less so than to whether
the respondent had ever moved to get away from Negroes.
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Robin Williams (1964, p. 34, 67) found wide differences in racial
attitudes between his samples from four widely scattered small cities.
His most deviant pattern was found in tradition-bound Savannah,
Georgia. Here in the early 1950’s, 26 percent of the white respon-
dents lived within one or two blocks of Negroes, but only 16 percent
said they did not “mind the idea of Negroes living in my neighbor-
hood’’; only 4 percent would not find it “distasteful”” to have a Negro
family living next door, and only 3 percent approved of racially
mixed neighborhoods.

Two more recent studies point to differences between white eth-
nicities in reactions to residential integration in the urban North.
Harris in his 1966 Newsweek survey found Polish-Catholic respon-
dents particularly “upset” by the thought of Negroes moving into
their neighborhoods, followed by Italian-Catholics and Irish-Catholics
(see Table 3) (Brink & Harris, 1967, p. 108-110). This rank order was
confirmed by Crawford and Rosenberg in an intensive study of
church-going Roman Catholics in Chicago; 40 percent of their
Polish-American respondents favored residential integration by race,
compared to 54 percent of Italian-Americans, 58 percent of Irish-
Americans, and 59 percent of German-Americans (Crawford &
Rosenberg, 1970, p. 6). One is tempted to speculate that the under-
lying variable here is the degree to which each ethnic group maintains
its own relatively homogeneous neighborhoods; the more this is true,
it seems to follow that the greater the opposition is to all “outsiders”
moving in. It is known that Polish-Americans are one of the most
residentially segregated of all white ethnic groups, while Irish-
Americans are one of the least (Lieberson, 1963). Moreover, Polish-
Americans have had a relatively small college-educated sector until
recently.

TABLE 3 Ethnicity and Attitudes toward Neighborhood Integration®

Ethnicity

Would it upset you. .. Total for
if Negroes moved into Polish- Italian- Irish- National
this neighborhood? Catholic (%) Catholic (%) Catholic (%) Sample (%)
A lot 40 24 36 24

Some 15 24 21 16

Only a little 24 14 2 12

Not at all 21 38 41 48

aAdapted from Brink and Harris (1967, p. 109, 209).
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In sum, significant shifts in white American opinions on racial
residential mixing have come about over the past generation. De-
spite the growing percentage of those who favor open desegregated
housing, however, there remains a large and critical minority who
oppose it. A number of related phenomena seem to underlie this
pattern. First, the shift in opinion, while reflected in all regional
and educational groups, is particularly strong among those who
have received their college training since World War II. Second, this
leaves particularly intense opposition to interracial neighborhoods
among many white Southerners, relatively homogeneous groups of
ethnic Northerners, the old, and the poorly educated. Third, oppo-
sition to black neighbors is often just one part of a conflict with
national and religious values of fair play and equal opportunity for
all. On the abstract level of what is “right,” an overwhelming num-
ber of white Americans believe a black family should be able to live
where it wishes and can afford. But, in the face of their own block
and the house next door, many of these same whites shift ground
and believe whites have the right to exclude blacks. It is more than
a simple fear of lowered property values that motivates this threat-
ened response on the concrete level. Many white Americans assume
“blacks aren’t ready yet,” that they are typically of a different and
lower social class. We shall return to this phenomenon later; but
recall at this point that few whites have ever experienced interracial
neighborhoods in their past, and this adds to their unease and fear.

One further point of caution requires mention. A stable pattern
over the years in white racial thought involves the intimacy of black-
white contact: that is, the more intimate the contact, the more white
opposition to it. At the extremes, interracial dating and marriage are
still opposed by a large majority of white adults, but casual inter-
racial contact in such formal situations as hotels and restaurants is
now overwhelmingly approved. Table 4 shows this pattern for white
Texans before and after the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King
in April 1968. Note that housing integration is perceived as relatively
intimate and is well down the list in approval. Note also that the dra-
matic increase in the acceptance of interracial contact following
King’s murder was confined largely to the realms of formal and in-
formal contact perceived as less intimate than residential contact.

In other words, King’s death seems to have created positive changes
in the racial attitudes of white Texans socially, but had relatively little
effect on attitudes toward interracial neighborhoods. In short, the

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of H¢
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

38 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

TABLE 4 Racial Attitudes of White Texans before and after King Murder’

(May + Aug) - (Nov + Feb)

Area of Nov Feb May Aug 2
Desegregation 1967 1968 1968 1968 Raw Change
Formal contact

Same buses 62.9 64.5 74.3 69.7 +8.3

Same jobs 66.8 69.1 76.1 76.4 +8.2

Same restaurants 579 59.9 66.8 66.4 +7.7

Same hotels 53.0 53.8 60.2 59.6 +6.5
Informal contact

Same schools 53.7 57.6 614 61.7 +5.8

Same churches 574 60.0 62.5 654 +5.2

Teach your child 494 51.2 543 55.6 +4.7
Intimate contact

Same social

gatherings 39.3 38.9 41.8 44.2 +3.9
Live next door 29.5 32.1 32.0 36.6 +35
Same swimming

pools 30.9 27.1 29.5 346 +3.1

Same house party 26.2 26.2 26.5 29.0 +1.5
College roommate
of your child 17.4 17.8 17.1 18.0 0.0

aAdapted from Pettigrew (1971b, p. 309).

shift served to accentuate the degree of intimacy pattern.’

The taboo against intimate racial contact, as perceived by many
white Americans, acts as a formidable barrier to rapid change in
racial attitudes on housing. This is not a surprise, even if one assumes
that the trends of Figures 1 and 2 will continue unabated. It would
not be until the start of the twenty-first century that 90 percent or

9There is, however, an interesting upturn in the acceptance of a Negro neighbor in Table 4
between May and August 1968. We have named this a “ripple effect,” since change appears
to have come for the nonintimate realms first and then “rippled” or percolated down to the
less-accepted intimate realms. In any event, the effect is a small one compared to the domi-
nant pattern under discussion (Pettigrew, 1970, p. 59-81). National survey data bear out
these Texas findings concerning the manner in which most whites perceive housing integra-
tion as relatively intimate contact. In the 1963 and 1965 surveys, Harris asked white re-
spondents if they “would object to” interracial intimacy ranging in degree from ‘“‘working
next to a Negro on a job” to “having your daughter dating a Negro.” “Having a Negro
family as next door neighbors™ was one of the most objected to, surpassed only by two
sexually related items involving marriage and dating (item d of Table 1) (Schwartz, 1967).
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more of noncollege white Southerners would not object to Negroes
of comparable class living on their block (Schwartz, 1967, p. 117).1°

HOW ACCURATE ARE SURVEY DATA?

Before we turn to reviewing black American attitudes on the subject,
we should first consider a standard reaction to the survey data pre-
sented so far. Some observers, unfamiliar with competent survey re-
search, doubt whether the poll interview can fathom the full depth
of racial prejudice. What has really changed over recent decades,
they argue, is not prejudice or unwillingness to have a black neigh-
bor, but the respectability of prejudice and segregationist attitudes.
Even if only this standard of respectability had changed, that would
itself be noteworthy. For what is “real’” prejudice? A change in
verbal behavior is certainly “real”” in a most important sense.

In any case, need we be so limiting? No doubt the open espousal
of antiblack attitudes became markedly less respectable during the
past generation. But this change would seem to be only one among
many symptoms of a deeper, more meaningful lessening of prejudice.
Indeed, there are a number of reasons for accepting the major shifts
reported by the opinion polls as genuine, at least in large part.

First, rapport in the survey situation is generally far greater than
those unfamiliar with the technique realize. A pleasant, attentive
stranger who has gone to some trouble to record your opinion on
vital-issues, and who does not provide any cues of disagreement, is
often a much safer and more rewarding confidant than acquaintances.

Second, the remarkable consistency of the trends in attitudes
toward minority groups extends to a wide variety of questions, asked
by different polling agencies. Presumably, the questions vary con-
siderably in “respectability bias’ (or, to use the parlance of modern
testing theory, in “social desirability’’); thus, if the results were largely
a reflection of “respectability bias,” we would not expect the con-
sistency noted previously in Table 1.

Third, certain questions tapping prejudice and attitudes toward
discrimination, which appear to involve a built-in “respectability

' i question c of Table 1 concerning not moving if large numbers of Negroes moved
into the neighborhoods, the 90 percent figure would not be reached for grade-school
Southerners until 2102; high-school-educated Northerners, 206 7; and college-educated
Southerners and Northerners, 1997.
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bias” as great as those of Table 1, have not changed over the past
few decades. For example, the National Opinion Research Center
has repeatedly asked representative nationwide samples if they
“think most Negroes in the United States are being treated fairly
or unfairly.” The responses have remained stable for a decade; in
both 1946 and 1956, 63 percent answered, ‘“fairly” (Erskine,
1962, p. 139).

Fourth, the typical way for survey interviewees to avoid a diffi-
cult or threatening question is merely to say that he has no opinion
on it or “‘does not know.” In fact, many questions in survey results
provoke large percentages of these ““don’t know’ responses—usually
a sign that the question has little salience for the respondents or is
in some manner threatening. Race questions of all types, however,
typically provoke far fewer “don’t know” responses than the average
survey question. The issue is salient for the vast majority of American
respondents; as a result, there seems to be little tendency to “leave
the field” by answering, “don’t know.”

Finally, election results have borne out the evidence from surveys
on intergroup attitudes. Ithiel de Sola Pool and his associates (1964)
attempted to simulate the 1960 Presidential election using only data
from polls gathered before 1959. To predict the crucial anti-Catholic
vote against John F. Kennedy, Pool used the simple and straightfor-
ward question, “Would you be willing to vote for a qualified Catholic
for President?”’—surely as frontal a measure of prejudice as any em-
ployed to explore attitudes toward race and housing. Yet, for all its
obviousness, the question produced a response that proved remark-
ably accurate and useful in simulating the actual 1960 election. As
the authors state in their intriguing volume (de Sola Pool et al.,

1964, p. 115):

Millions of Protestants and other non-Catholics who would otherwise have voted
Democratic could not bring themselves to vote for a Catholic. In total—so our
model says—roughly one out of five Protestant Democrats or Protestant Inde-
pendents who would otherwise have voted Democratic bolted because of the
religious issue. The actual number of bolters varied with the voter-type and

was determined in the model by the proportion of that voter-type who had
replied on surveys that they would not want to vote for a Catholic for President.
What our model tends to show is that the poll question was a good one. The
model suggests that the number of people who overcame the social inhibitions
to admitting prejudice to a polltaker was about the same as the number who
overcame the political inhibitions to bolting their party for reasons of bias.
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Furthermore, attitudes concerning housing integration directly
have proved effective predictors of voting in elections with racial
significance. For example, a survey of 250 white voters in Gary,
Indiana, conducted in October 1968, just prior to the Presidential
election, found those who supported residential segregation were
much more likely than other respondents to be planning to vote
for Governor George Wallace for President (Pettigrew, 19710,

p. 244). Thirty-seven percent of those who agreed that “whites

have a right to keep Negroes out of their neighborhood’ supported
Wallace, while only 19 percent of those who disagreed supported
Wallace. Also, 46 percent of those who “would mind a lot if a Negro
family with the same income and education moved next door’ sup-
ported Wallace in contrast to 27 percent of those who would “mind
a little” and only 21 percent of those who would “not mind at all.”!!

Figure 4 presents additional prediction examples. In 1965, 317 of
Boston’s white voters were twice interviewed concerning their voting
intentions for or against Mrs. Louise Day Hicks, a local politician
who has gained a national reputation for strong resistance to racial
change not unlike that of Governor Wallace (Pettigrew, 1971b, Ch. 9).
Within each of the three educational categories shown in Figure 4,
white Bostonians who supported Mrs. Hicks for both the school com-
mittee and for mayor are in all cases more opposed to housing inte-
gration than those who supported her for just the school committee,
who in turn, are in all cases more against housing integration than
those who opposed her for both offices. Indeed, of all the attitude
variables measured by this Boston survey, those items tapping atti-
tudes toward interracial neighborhoods proved the best predictors
of the “Hicks phenomenon.” Such a finding prompts the speculation
that the often-heard theme of Mrs. Hicks for “neighborhood schools’
represents less a fear of interracial education than it does interracial
living; the adjective “neighborhood” is more critical than the noun
“schools.” This possibly is consistent, too, with the ordering of
racial attitudes in Table 4, indicating that housing integration is
more resisted than school integration.

114 could be argued that verbally indicating your voting preference is merely an attitude,
too, so that these relationships are attitude-to-attitude associations rather than attitude-
to-nonverbal-behavior associations. This is true; but the same study, sampled by precinct,
found that the projections for the vote by precinct based on the respondents’ reports
were extremely close to the actual votes cast.
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FIGURE 4 Attitudes toward interracial housing and support for Mrs. Hicks
among white voters in Boston. A: “White people have a right to keep Negroes
out of their neighborhoods if they want to.” B: ‘““Negroes certainly have their
rights, but it is best to keep them in their own districts and schools and to
prevent too much contact with whites.”” Adapted from Pettigrew (1971b,

p. 224-225).
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A final example derives from a late 1970 survey of 296 white
voters in Gary, Indiana (Pettigrew, 197 1a). Each respondent was
asked about his voting intentions in that city’s 1971 mayoralty race
as well as an array of other questions, including the standard query—
“Would you mind if a Negro family with about the same income and
education as you moved next door?”’ The results are clear-cut. Among
those white respondents who supported incumbent Richard Hatcher,
Gary’s famous black mayor, none would mind “a lot,” only 12 per-
cent would mind “a little,” and 88 percent would not mind at all.

Among those who could consider voting for Hatcher but who are
not now among his followers, 17 percent would mind “a lot”; 39
percent, ‘“a little”’; and 44 percent, “not at all.” Among the intensely
anti-Hatcher white respondents, 23 percent would mind “a lot”;

28 percent, “a little’’; and 50 percent, “not at all.”

To return to the basic query of this paper, why, then, have white
attitudes toward residential mixing been improving over recent dec-
ades, while housing segregation grows more severe? Our discussion
so far eliminates in large part two possible answers. First, the atti-
tude trend itself could be questioned; yet, as we have seen, this
trend is reflected in the results of many different questions posed
by avariety of survey agencies. To be sure, a critical mass of re-
sistance and ambivalence remains, but the trend toward greater
acceptance is strong and definite. Second, attitude results them-
selves can be derogated. But, we have just reviewed a number of
reasons why survey data need to be taken seriously as relatively
accurate reflections of the nation’s racial attitudes. Now we turn
to inspect survey data relevant to a third possibility: White Ameri-
cans have become increasingly more willing to live on interracial
blocks, but black Americans have become less willing to do so;
thus, the ever mounting segregation by residence goes largely un-
challenged by blacks.

BLACK ATTITUDES

Table 5 summarizes a variety of survey findings concerned with black
attitudes. When presented with a meaningful choice between an all-
black neighborhood and a mixed neighborhood (items a, e, g, h, k),
black respondents overwhelmingly favored the latter. This trend is
clearest for respondents outside of the South; yet, in 1969, 63 per-
cent of even low-income black Southerners favored desegregated
residential areas. Those who favored mixed areas made it clear that
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TABLE 5 Black American Attitudes toward Race and Housing?

a. Inliving in a neighborhood, if you could find the housing you want and like, would you
rather live in a neighborhood with Negro families, or in a neighborhood that had both
whites and Negroes?

Survey Agency: Newsweek

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Both Negro
Negro and white Not sure

Aug 1963 National 20 64 16
Aug 1966 National 17 68 15
May 1969 National 16 74 10

By Category
1963 South 27 55 18
1966 26 57 17
1969 21 67 11
1963 Non-South 11 75 14
1966 8 79 13
1969 11 80 9

South
1969 Low income 24 63 14
1969 Low middle 20 69 11
1963 Middle income 6 69 25
1966 17 70 13
1969 23 69 8

Non-South
1963 Low income 19 75 6
1966 10 79 11
1969 10 76 14
1963 Low middle 11 75 14
1966 7 78 15
1969 9 84 7
1963 ‘Middle income 12 69 19
1966 6 80 14
1969 11 81 8
1966 Under 35 yr 12 75 13
1969 18 71 7
1966 3549 yr 17 67 16
1969 15 73 11
1966 50+ yr 21 63 16
1969 16 75 10

b. [Of those who answered item a “both whites and Negroes] Why do you feel this way?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Races Quieter,

should mix cleaner, etc. Other
Aug 1963 National 49 26 25
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TABLE 5 (continued)

c. [Of those who answered item a “Negro families”] Why do you feel this way?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Get along Less tension, Can'’t get used
better conflict to rival groups
Aug 1963 National 52 14 24

d. If both neighborhoods were equally well kept up, would you rather live in a neighborhood
that was mostly Negro or mostly white?
Survey Agency: Marx

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Mixed or no
Mostly Negro  difference Mostly white
Fall 1964 Non-southern metro-
politan areas? 55 38 4
New York 52 35 9
Chicago 68 25 5
Atlanta 74 18 5
Birmingham, Ala. 69 27 1
Total 62 31 4

e. Would you personally prefer to live in a neighborhood with all Negroes, mostly Negroes,
mostly whites, or a neighborhood that is mixed half and half?
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Mixed
All Mostly Mostly  half and No dif-
Negro  Negro white half ference
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities” 8 5 1 48 37

f. [Of those who answered item e “‘mixed half and half”’] Why do you feel that way?
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Learn to

get along Less crime, Better

together quieter, etc. services Other
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities’ 44 24 10 22

g. Would you be willing to live next door to members of the other race?
Survey Agency: Gaffin

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes No No opinion
(whites) (whites) (whites)
May 1958 National®
Total 87 R 8
@“41) (53) (6)
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes No No opinion
(whites) (whites) (whites)
South only 79 8 13
(19) (78) A3)
Non-South only 97 1 2
(48) “5) O

h. Would you be willing to live in the same general neighborhood with members of the
other race?
Survey Agency: Gaffin

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Yes No No opinion
(whites) (whites) (whites)
May 1958 National
Total 91 4 5
(52) 44) “4)
South only 86 6 8
32) (65) A3)
Non-South only 98 1 1
(59) 37 4)

i. Do you think that most Negroes want to live in white neighborhoods, or in Negro neigh-
borhoods, or that it doesn’t matter to them?
Survey Agency: Gaffin

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Negro White Doesn’t
neighborhoods neighborhoods matter
(whites) (whites) (whites)
May 1958 National
Total 17 8 68
52) (18) (23)
South only 24 3 65
(74) (12) (10)
Non-South only 9 13 73
(449) (20) (26)

j. Would you prefer to live on a block with people of the same race or of every race?
Survey Agency: Center for Urban Education

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Every race
Summer 1968 Bedford-Stuyvesant
(Brooklyn, N.Y.) 80

k. Would you rather live in a neighborhood with only Negro families or in a neighborhood
that had both Negro and white families?
Survey Agency: Meyer
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Both Negro
Only Negro and white Don'’t know
Aug 1967 Detroit 17 61 22
Sept 1968 Detroit 13 75 12

1. Which do you think is more important now—to get more and better housing in and
around where Negroes already live, or to open housing for Negroes in other parts of
the city and suburbs?

Survey Agency: Meyer

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Moreand  Openup
better interracial  Both Don’t
housing housing equally vital know
Sept 1968 Detroit 44 41 14 1

m. An owner of property should not have to sell to Negroes if he doesn’t want to.
Survey Agency: Marx

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Agree Disagree Don’t know
Fall 1964 Non-southern metro-
politan areas® 50 47 3
New York 33 64 3
Chicago 58 37 5
Atlanta 50 47 3
Birmingham, Ala. 53 43 4

n. An owner of property should not have to sell to Negroes if he doesn’t want to.
Survey Agency: Meyer

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Agree Disagree Don’t know
Sept 1968 Detroit 38 54 8

0. On the whole, would you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with your housing situation?
Survey Agency: Gallup

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Satisfied Dissatisfied No opinion

(whites) (whites) (whites)
1949 National 59 32 9

(67) (28) &)}
Oct 1963 National 43 54 3

(76) (¢2)) 3)
Sept 1965 National 29 66 5

an (20) 3)
Nov 1966 National 51 44 S

an a19) “4)
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Satisfied Dissatisfied No opinion
(whites) (whites) (whites)
May 1969 National 50 48 2
(80) (18) )

p. Let me read you some situations you might find yourself in. Suppose in each situation
you had to see a white person. Tell me . . . if you think you would be likely to be given
a hard time by the white person or not.
Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Not a
Hard time hard time Not sure

Feb-March 1970  National

Looking for new housing 66 25 9

Applying for a job in a big company 59 26 15

Applying for a loan in a bank 48 38 14

Enrolling child (self) in integrated

school 33 49 18

q. Ingeneral, if you were to get a house or apartment (flat) the same as a white person, do
you feel you would pay more rent or the same as the white person would pay?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
More rent Same rent Not sure
Aug 1963 National 53 30 17

r. Believe “many” or “some” Negroes in this city miss out on good housing because of
racial discrimination.
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center
Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities 76

s. Believe thereare “many” places in this city where they could not rent or buy a house
because of discrimination.
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center
Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities’ 43

t. Believe that racial discrimination in housing is increasing or not changing.
Survey Agency: Survey Research Center

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Jan-March 1968 15 key central cities® 54
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TABLE 5 (continued)

u. As far as your being able to live in neighborhoods with whites, if you want to, do you feel
you are better off today than you were three years ago, worse off, or about the same as
you were then?

Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
About Not
Better off Worseoff  the same sure
Aug 1966 National
Total 50 4 32 14
By Category
South 54 4 25 17
Non-South 44 N 40 11
Under 35 yr 44 6 36 14
3549yr 49 4 33 14
50+ yr 56 3 28 13

v. As far as your housing accommodations go, do you feel you are better off today than you
were three years ago, worse off, or about the same as you were then?
Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
About Not
Better off Worseoff  the same sure
Aug 1963 National 43 11 42 4
Aug 1966 National 43 8 44 5
Feb-March 1970  National 41 11 46 2
By Category

1963 South 45 11 41 3
1966 45 8 41 6
1970 47 9 42 2
1963 Non-South 41 11 44 4
1966 39 9 47 N
1970 35 12 50 3
1966 Under 35 yr 44 8 43 5
1966 3549 yr 40 9 47 4
1966 S0+ yr 45 6 44 5
1970 Rural 47 10 38 5
1970 Small urban 45 9 44 2
1970 Large urban 35 12 51 2
1970 Family income

< $3,000 44 12 41 3
1970 $3,000-6,999 39 12 48 1
1970 $7,000-9,999 36 10 52 2
1970 > $10,000 47 7 43 3
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TABLE 5 (continued)

w. As far as you personally are concerned, what do you feel are the two of three biggest
problems facing Negro people that you feel something should be done about?
Survey Agency: Gallup

Date Black Sample " Percentage of Agreement
Jobsand pay  Schools Housing
May 1969 National 60 38 33

Xx. Do you or does any member of your immediate family now have contact or not with a
white person who is (listed below)? And do you feel this relationship with this white is
generally pleasant and easy, or is there sometimes trouble due to difference in race?

Survey Agency: Harris

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement

Yes, Contact Pleasant and easy
Feb-March 1970  National

A friend socially 39 88
A neighbor 29 81
Employer or supervisor at work 68 66
Co-worker at work 59 69
A landlord or rent collector

where you live 22 67
A policeman in the neighborhood 24 59

y. Now I want to give you a list of different people and groups that are run by white people.
Do you think real estate companies have been more helpful or more harmful to Negro
rights?

Survey Agency: Newsweek

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Helpful Harmful Not sure
Aug 1963 National 15 44 41
Aug 1966 National 22 29 49
May 1969 National 22 43 35

2. In your neighborhood, do you think that the merchants in the following kinds of busi-
nesses treat Negroes fairly or unfairly?
Survey Agency: Meyer

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Unfair

Aug 1967 Detroit

Sept 1968 Detroit 1967 1968
Real estate 47 34
Home improvement 47 42
Furniture stores 40 43
Insurance 39 27
Grocery 54 57
Loan offices 48 41
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TABLE 5 (continued)

aa. People have different ideas about what causes riots like the one in Detroit last summer.
Let me read you a list of possible riot causes . . . . Please tell me whether it might have
a great deal to do with causing a riot, something to do with causing a riot, or nothing
at all to do with causing a riot.
Survey Agency: Meyer

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
A great deal to do with causing a riot

Aug 1967 Detroit
Sept 1968 Detroit 1967 1968

Police brutality 57 71

Poor housing 54 61

Poverty 44 60

Lack of jobs 45 57

Overcrowded living conditions 5S 5S

Dirty neighborhoods 44 43

bb. Which of the following do you think is a *“‘big problem” for Negroes here?
Survey Agency: Meyer

Date Black Sample Percentage of Agreement
Big Problem

Feb-March 1968 Miami

May-July 1968 Miami Winter 1968 Summer 1968
Too many school dropouts 80 82
Rents too high 63 78
Poor housing 57 75
Overcrowded living conditions 58 75
Too much crime 71 74
Dirty neighborhoods 67 73
Poverty 41 73

@Sources: Erskine (1967), Brink & Harris (1967), Campbell & Schuman (1968), Marx
(1969), Goldman (1970), Gallup (1969, p. 11), Harris (1970), Meyer (1967, 1968, 1969).
bThe “non-southern metropolitan area’ sample of blacks was drawn by the National Opinion
Research Center apart from the special probability samples of blacks drawn for the four cities
studied in detail and listed separately.

CThe fifteen cities sampled include, with few exceptions (e.g., Los Angeles and Dayton,
Ohio), all of the larger cities outside of the South with significant black populations: Balti-
more, Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit, Gary, Milwaukee, Newark, New York
City (Brooklyn only), Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, St. Louis, and Washington, D.C.
dGaffin provided data by regions only; thus, the national data shown represents an extrapola-
tion based on the fact that southern respondents represent roughly one fourth of the nation’s
white adults.

they did so for positive reasons of racial harmony even more than
for the obvious advantages of good neighborhoods (items b and f).
Similarly, those who preferred all-black areas made it equally clear
that their reasons center around a desire to avoid interracial tension
and strife (item c).
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Where, then, is the turn to black separatism heralded by the mass
media as the chief black shift of the late 1960°’s? These housing data
are actually consistent with a host of other survey data that demon-
strate the media have grossly exaggerated this trend. Campbell and
Schuman (1968), for example, show that the basic black ideological
shift stresses cultural emphasis far more than racial separatism. They
show that what little attention is given to separatism is concentrated
among young Northerners, though even for them integration was
the overwhelming choice. This trend is evident in the present results
in an age and region interaction (Goldman, 1970). In the 1969 sur-
vey, young respondents in the North were the strongest segment in
their desire for all-black neighborhoods—though this still came to
only 17 percent compared to 77 percent desiring mixed neighbor-
hoods.

Important for our discussion is that these black attitudes favoring
interracial housing do not appear in the aggregate to be declining. In-
deed, the results foritem a in Table 5 suggest that, if any trend is
occurring, it is toward greater willingness to live in mixed areas. It
is also clear, however, that there is no widespread desire among
black Americans to live in “mostly’’ or overwhelmingly white areas.
Marx (1969) asked his question d of Table 5 by giving only the two
alternatives, “mostly Negro’ and “mostly white.”” Although this in-
adequate wording greatly enhances the percentages selecting “mostly
Negro,” two remarkable findings emerge from his results. First, rela-
tively large percentages of his black respondents said “mixed” or
“it does not matter,” even though these alternatives were not even
offered by the question. Second, the percentages favoring “mostly
Negro” for the four cities are almost linearly related to the Taeubers’
1960 indices of racial segregation by block for these central cities.
New York, of the four sampled, has, by far, the lowest index
(79.3) and the lowest percentage wanting “‘mostly Negro™ areas,
while Chicago (92.6) and Birmingham, Alabama (92.8), are rela-
tively intermediate and Atlanta is the most segregated (93.6)
(Taeuber & Taeuber, 1966, p. 39-41). This suggests that there is
a “reality” factor involved: Separatist attitudes are often formed
after the harsh facts of racial discrimination and segregation in
housing.

Such a conclusion is supported by a special survey of black
opinion conducted in 1968 in Bedford-Stuyvesant in New York
City (Center for Urban Education, 1968). As item j in Table 5
shows, four fifths of the respondents in this relatively dense ghetto
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area would still prefer to live on a multiracial, rather than a uni-
racial, block. Significantly, however, the most favorable group to
heterogeneous living in the entire sample were the black residents
of a still-desegregated public housing development, 88 percent of
whom favored multiracial blocks. We shall return to this important
point in the next section.

Naturally, a desire for better housing undergirds these data. This
becomes apparent as soon as we compare the findings of items a, j,
and k with 1in Table 5. When the choice is simply between all-black
or genuinely mixed areas, roughly four-to-one majorities preferred
the latter. But when the hard policy choice is presented between
improving ghetto housing and opening up housing for blacks outside
of the ghetto, a clear split in the Detroit sample (item 1) occurs with
a seventh of the respondents who realistically argued for both even
though the question did not list this response alternative. The find-
ings of item i in Table 5 bear this out further. Whites in both the
North and South tended to comfort themselves with the idea that
“most Negroes want to live in . . . Negro neighborhoods,” but the
overwhelming majority of blacks in both regions believed that it
“does not matter.”

Conservative notions about property rights are not limited to
white Americans. As the data for items m and n reveal in Table 5,
close majorities of urban blacks, save for New York City and Detroit,
believed in the 1960’s that ‘“an owner of property should not have to
sell to Negroes.” This finding is made all the more remarkable when
we inspect the results for item o in Table 5. About half of the nation’s
blacks remained dissatisfied with their housing throughout the 1960’s.
This situation contrasts sharply with white dissatisfaction with hous-
ing, which has steadily declined from 28 percent in 1949 to only 18
percent in 1969. Note, too, that black dissatisfaction with housing
increased sharply between 1949 and 1963 —from 32 percent to 54 per-
cent—even though we know from considerable census data that black
housing significantly improved in the aggregate throughout the 1950’s.
This interesting situation affords yet another example of the phenom-
enon of rising aspirations and relative deprivation as a source of grow-
ing dissatisfaction; beyond survival levels, the difference between
aspiration and achievement is socially and psychologically more critical
than absolute deprivation itself (Pettigrew, 1964, Ch. 8, 1968; Gesch-
wender, 1964; Runciman, 1966; Hyman & Singer, 1968).

One might naively ask at this point why blacks do not seek better
housing in presently white areas now that many of them have rising
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incomes. One answer, of course, is that blacks are keenly aware of the
the discrimination and possible abuse they face in such efforts. Item
p in Table 5 shows that blacks throughout the nation anticipated “a
hard time” from whites more in “looking for new housing” than in
any of twelve situations offered by the Harris survey question. Only
“applying for a job in a big company” and *. . . for a loan in a bank”
rival the search for new housing, and looking for a suitable mortgage
from a bank is itself likely to be involved in seeking to purchase new
housing. By contrast, only one third of the black respondents antici-
pated “a hard time’’ over seeking integrated schooling, conflict-
ridden as that process has been, compared to the two thirds who
anticipated it in the house-hunting process.

Additional data round out this view of black perceptions of hous-
ing discrimination. A definite majority were correctly aware in 1963
of the “race tax” they must pay in higher rents compared to those
paid by whites (item q in Table 5).!? In their 15-city study for the
Kerner Commission (items r, s, and t), Campbell and Schuman (1968)
found in 1968 that three in four blacks believed that numbers of
blacks “miss out on good housing’ because of racial discrimination;
and three in seven believed that many parts of their cities were closed
to them because of discrimination—a proportion that might have well
been higher had “suburbs’ been included in the item wording.
Roughly half believed that the pervasive pattern of racial discrimina-
tion in housing is not eroding (items t and u)—a belief that, apart from
its validity, probably acts to discourage black attempts to grapple with
white officials and real estate dealers for housing outside of the ghetto.
A policy implication of this possibility immediately emerges: Success-
ful efforts at decreasing racial discrimination in housing must, among
other things, be made widely known among black Americans. It
should be observed, too, in the results for item u in Table 5, that it
is the young and northern blacks who are the most skeptical—the very
segments who otherwise are the most likely to take advantage of new
interracial housing opportunities.

Black estimations of how they are personally faring in the housing
market did not change in the aggregate much over the 1960’s (item v
of Table 5). When these data are disaggregated, however, we find di-
verse trends by region, which, again, suggest the operation of the rela-

20ne rigorous study of race and housing conducted in 1956 in Chicago concluded that
for roughly equivalent housing, nonwhites had to pay about $15 more a month than
whites (Duncan & Hauser, 1960).
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tive deprivation process. Black Southerners consistently perceived
more progress in their housing conditions than black Northerners,
whose percentage reporting “‘better off”’ declined 6 percent over the
7 years from 1963 to 1970. Furthermore, in 1970, rural and small
city blacks reported far greater housing improvements than big city
blacks, and both the poorest and richest blacks reported more prog-
ress than the middle-income ($3,000-9,999). Finer analyses than
shown in Table S unravel these findings. The poor blacks who saw
advances in their personal accommodations are found largely on
the farm and in smaller communities in the South—a phenomenon
that is a comment on the incredibly bad living conditions for these
Americans in the past rather than a comment on the status of their
present living conditions. The well-off blacks who saw advances in
their personal accommodations are found largely in the larger cities
of both regions, a phenomenon that largely reflects their ability to
rent and purchase housing in the central city vacated by suburban-
bound whites.

Housing, together with schools, was rated by a national sample
of blacks as one of the “biggest problems facing Negro people
that . . . something should be done about” (item w in Table 5).
Yet, 60 percent listed “jobs and pay,” compared to only one
third listing housing. This difference probably reflects the pressing
immediacy of economic problems for many blacks as well as the
prior need for greater income in order to seek better accommoda-
tions.

Two questions on interracial contact (item x in Table 5) provide
suggestive results. Only 29 percent of a 1970 national sample of
blacks reported family contact with a white neighbor. But 81 per-
cent of those with such contacts reported them to be “pleasant and
easy’’ —the second highest percentage of twelve types of contact
presented by Harris and surpassed only by that for “a friend so-
cially.” At the other end of the scale, 22 percent reported family
contact with a white landlord or rent collector, and only 67 per-
cent of these contacts were described as “‘pleasant and easy’’—a
percentage reflecting tension surpassed only by contact with an
“employer or supervisor at work’ or “‘a policeman in the neigh-
borhood.” These findings, though hardly surprising, bear reflection,
too, by those who are concerned about generating greater racial
harmony in our torn society. Interracial contact on a neighborly
basis is reported by blacks themselves as typically achieving the
type of interaction (to be discussed in the next section) necessary
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for reducing intergroup prejudice. The contact with landlords and
collectors is understandably often unpleasant and likely to generate
greater intergroup intolerance and conflict. Obviously, we must
have effective housing policies that expand the former type of con-
tact while they shrink the latter type.

The next two items of Table 5 (y and z) narrow this point further.
By 1969, two out of every three blacks with an opinion on the sub-
ject think real estate companies were more harmful than helpful “to
Negro rights.” If Rose Helper’s research (1969) on the real estate
industry can be generalized nationally, this dominant black view is
correct. Indeed, of the twelve white groups and institutions em-
ployed in the Newsweek surveys, real estate companies were rivaled
only by “the local police” for a negative black view. Again, this
negative view is held strongest by those segments of black population
most likely otherwise to seek housing in interracial areas: i.e., North-
erners, those under 30 years of age, and those with higher incomes
(Goldman, 1970, p. 255-256).

Item z in Table 5 illustrates with 1967 and 1968 survey data from
Detroit how real estate dealers in the neighborhood were viewed rela-
tive to five other types of business. Local grocery stores drew partic-
ular fire as “unfair’’ both years. While there is some improvement as
more time passes after the 1967 Detroit race riot, four types of busi-
nesses—related, in part, to housing—all continued to be rated as “un-
fair” by sizable minorities of black respondents: real estate brokers,
home improvement companies, furniture stores, and loan offices.

The six leading causes of race riots cited by Detroit blacks from
a list of 25 are shown under item aa in Table 5 (Meyer, 1968). “Po-
lice brutality,”” as might be expected, leads the list in both surveys.
But three of the six perceived chief causes of race riots relate di-
rectly to housing: “poor housing,” “overcrowded living conditions,”
and “dirty neighborhoods.” Clearly, in the minds of Detroit’s blacks,
housing needs have a high priority in assessing the conditions under-
lying the type of racial riot they witnessed.

The final item of Table 5 (bb) attempts to show changes among
Miami’s blacks over the brief and tragic spring of 1968 that saw Dr.
Martin Luther King assassinated, a new rash of race riots, and the
issuance of the forthright report of the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Civil Disorders (the Kerner Commission Report) (Meyer,
1969). Interestingly, some of the biggest shifts in rating the issues
that are “‘a big problem” involve housing. “Rents too high’ rose
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from 63 percent to 78 percent over the spring of 1968; “‘poor
housing,” from 57 percent to 75 percent; “overcrowded living con-
ditions,” from 58 percent to 75 percent; and ‘“‘dirty neighborhoods,”
from 67 percent to 73 percent. By the summer of 1968, then, four
of the seven issues considered by Miami blacks as “‘big problems”
for them involved housing—yet another indication of the special im-
portance granted this realm by black Americans.

In summary, black Americans rate better housing as one of their
most pressing needs. They would be more than willing to obtain it
in racially mixed neighborhoods if they could, though typically, they
do not wish to reside in an overwhelmingly white area. In fact, their
willingness to move to genuinely interracial neighborhoods appears
motivated by a desire to live in racial harmony as well as to achieve
better housing and services. As it is, blacks are far more dissatisfied
with their present housing situation than whites; and only a mi-
nority feel “better off”’ personally from recent improvements in
the housing stock of blacks. Yet they are reluctant to seek housing
in presently white areas, in part, because of the discrimination and
abuse they anticipate they would suffer. Furthermore, it is pre-
cisely those blacks—the young, well-off, and living in the North—
who otherwise are most likely to seek interracial housing, who most
often harbor these fears as well as the belief that residential discrimi-
nation is not receding.

In conclusion, one important dimension must be added. Although
we are concentrating in this paper on the factor of race for both
whites and blacks, race is only one of many factors involved in resi-
dential choice—one that is often not critical to either whites or
blacks. Thus, we should not let our focus on race cause us to over-
look the many other factors that people do actively take into ac-
count in housing selection. This point is underlined by data from
Bradburn and his University of Chicago colleagues (1970, p. 242-
244, 261-263). They sought information on what families thought
were the chief advantages causing them to move to their present
home. When they compared these factors for whites and blacks who
had moved into either integrated or segregated neighborhoods, ex-
tremely similar patterns emerged for both groups. Of these, four
dominant advantages emerged: convenience to work; the dwelling
unit was of appropriate size; specific features of the dwelling other
than size (e.g., presence of a garage, fencing, or a particular archi-
tectural style); and financial advantages. Mention of these essentially
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nonracial, but often decisive, factors impresses on us the need to
place the attitude data just reviewed in their socially meaningful
context.

The Social Context of Attitudes on Race and Housing

Other papers commissioned by the Academy deal directly and in de-
tail with the many critical social and economic factors that govern
the racial patterns in housing in the United States. Consequently,
this section will focus on only a few of these factors selected for
their importance to understanding the role of racial attitudes in

the larger process. This section will also introduce a number of
social-psychological concepts and theories that enable us to relate
the attitude level of analysis to the larger societal level.

The dilemma posed at the start of this paper between the rising
approval of interracial living by whites over the past generation and
the increased degree of housing segregation over these same years
is, of course, more apparent than real. The trends in white attitudes
toward favoring open housing are real enough. Surveys have proven
their ability to measure with predictive accuracy racial beliefs and
attitudes, and black attitudes favoring open housing have remained
stable, perhaps even strengthened. But, the dilemma dissolves as
soon as we accept that attitudes, as such, are not primarily causal
but rather largely derivative of basic market considerations in hous-
ing. There is, to be sure, an interface between the two levels of
analysis that is in some ways causal in both directions; and we shall
probe this interface in this section. It is, however, the contention of
this paper, to repeat, that the attitudes of both whites and blacks are
more derivative than causal in the total process of how shelter, as a
resource, is distributed by race in the United States.

The survey results just reviewed provided evidence for this con-
tention. Recall that whites are far more likely to move into an inter-
racial neighborhood if they have experienced integration previously
as a child or as an adult—particularly, if both. Recall, too, that blacks
across four cities preferred all-black neighborhoods in direct relation
to the degree of residential segregation by race within these cities and
that the most pro-desegregation blacks in the Bedford-Stuyvesant
study were those who resided in one of the few remaining interracial
developments in the area. These findings coincide with those of a
1966 survey study of the urban North and West designed by the U.S.
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Commission on Civil Rights (1967, Vol. I, 108-113; Vol. 11, 221-241)
to test this phenomenon explicitly. It found that white adults who
had attended interracial schools as children expressed more willing-
ness to reside in an interracial neighborhood, as well as other more
positive attitudes towards blacks, and were, in fact, more likely to
be living in interracial neighborhoods and to have close black friends
than comparable whites. Also, it found that black adults who had
attended interracial schools as children were more trusting of whites
than comparable blacks, more eager for their children to attend de-
segregated schools, and more willing to live in an interracial neigh-
borhood, even if they would have to “pioneer” to do so. What is
more, the biracially educated blacks were more likely to be living

in mostly white neighborhoods, to be sending their children to de-
segregated schools, and to have close white friends. Thus, interracial
experience is a cumulative process for both races and even spans
generations.

According to this model, then, behavior change typically precedes,
rather than follows from, attitude change. There is considerable so-
cial psychological evidence to support this principle (Pettigrew,
1971b), although it is almost precisely the opposite process from
that popularly assumed to be true. One practical corollary of this
thesis is that an effective way to alter opposition, white and black,
to interracial housing is to have them live successfully in such hous-
ing. Extensive research in social psychology supports this conten-
tion (Pettigrew, 1971b), and at once raises two problems. First,
how can we ensure that the interracial living will in fact be “suc-
cessful,” rather than a reenactment of the painful American drama
of racial confrontation and conflict? Second, how can we overcome
the hostile attitudes in order to achieve the interracial housing in
the first place? Let us consider each of these questions in turn.

Many well-meaning Americans have expressed the opinion that
if only blacks and whites could experience more contact with each
other, the nation’s racial difficulties would solve themselves. Un-
fortunately, the case is not so simple. Black and white Americans
have more contact in the South than in any other region of the
nation; yet, the region is not conspicuous for its interracial har-
mony. It appears almost as if contact between the two peoples
exacerbates, rather than relieves, intergroup hostility; but this
conclusion would be just as hasty and fallacious as the naive as-
sumption that contact invariably lessens prejudice.

Increasing interaction, whether it be of groups or individuals,
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intensifies and magnifies the processes already under way. Hence,
more interracial contact can lead either to greater prejudice and
rejection or to greater respect and acceptance, depending on the
situation in which it occurs. The basic issue, then, concerns the
types of situations in which contact leads to distrust and those

in which it leads to trust.

Gordon Allport, in his review of the relevant research (1954), con-
cludes that four characteristics of the contact situation are of utmost
importance. Prejudice is lessened when the two groups (1) possess
equal status, (2) seek common goals, (3) are cooperatively dependent
on each other, and (4) interact with the positive support of authori-
ties, laws, or custom.

If groups are of widely different social status, contact between
them may do little more than reinforce old and hostile stereotypes.
In the typical southern situation of interracial contact, most blacks
encountered by white Southerners are servants and other low-status
service workers. Many whites eventually conclude that these are the
types of jobs best suited for blacks, that somehow this is the black’s
“proper place.” To be sure, there are black professionals in the South,
but, as noted above, segregation has forced them to stay deep within
the black ghetto where whites rarely meet them. The segregationist
who boasts that he “really knows blacks” is usually referring to his
casual encounters with blacks of lower status. This is a principal
reason that the plentiful black-white patterns of contact in the
South have not led to better interracial understanding.

Many whites are convinced that blacks do not share their in-
terests and values, a belief that compounds racial prejudice with
assumed value conflict. Equal status contact attacks this problem
in two ways. First, people of equal status are more likely than
others to possess congruent outlooks and beliefs simply by virtue
of their common positions in society. Second, equal status situa-
tions provide the optimal setting in which this congruence can be
mutually perceived.

When groups work together toward common goals, further op-
portunities are presented for developing and discovering similarities
of interests and values. The reduction of prejudice through general
contact requires an active, focused effort, not simply intermingling
for its own sake. Athletic teams furnish a pertinent example. In
striving to win, interracial teams not only create an equal status
contact situation, but one in which black and white team members
cannot achieve their common goal of winning without the assistance
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of each other. Under such conditions, race loses importance.

Not only must groups seek common goals, but the attainment of
these goals must be a mutually dependent effort involving no com-
petition along strictly racial lines. For instance, if the San Francisco
Giants were an all-white baseball team and the Los Angeles Dodgers
were all black, they could probably play indefinitely and not be-
come more racially tolerant. Though equal status and common goal
conditions would prevail, the lines of competition would make race
important. The contact situations that lead to interracial harmony
must involve cooperative interdependence.

The final factor concerns the auspices of the contact. If the situa-
tion has explicit social sanction, interracial contact is more readily
accepted and leads to more positive effects. Though the situation
may be a bit awkward at first, the support of authorities helps make
it seem “right.” Failure of local authorities, law, and custom to bol-
ster even minimal desegregation in much of the South is a chief rea-
son for the failure of many white Southerners to respect federal
court orders.

Research literature abounds with examples of these contact prin-
ciples in operation. One study found that white merchant marines
tended to hold racial attitudes in direct relation to how many voy-
ages they had taken with equal status Negro seamen—the more de-
segregated voyages, the more positive their attitudes (Brophy, 1945-
1946).13 Another investigation noted that white Philadelphia police-
men who had personally worked with Negro colleagues were far more
favorable toward the desegregation of their force than other white
policemen (Kephart, 1957, p. 188-189). A third study of white gov-
ernment workers, veterans, and students found that those who had
known Negro professionals were far less prejudiced toward Negroes
than those who had known only unskilled Negroes (MacKenzie,
1948).

Evidence appears even in times of crisis. While Negro and white
mobs raged during the Detroit race riot of 1943, co-workers, univer-
sity students, and neighbors from integrated sectors peacefully car-
ried on their lives side by side (Lee & Humphrey, 1943, p. 97, 130,
140). Mention of neighborhood integration introduces the most
solid research evidence available. Repeated studies have found that

B0one possible explanation for the results of this study and others cited below is that the
people who were the least prejudiced to begin with sought out interracial contact. Most of
these studies, however, rule out the operation of this self-selection factor.
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integrated living in public housing developments, which met all four
of Allport’s contact criteria, sharply reduces the racial prejudice
among both black and white neighbors. These same studies demon-
strate that living in segregated, but otherwise identical, housing de-
velopments, if anything, enhances racial bitterness.

One major study by Deutsch and Collins (1951) took advantage
of a made-to-order social experiment in the late 1940’s. In accor-
dance with state law, two public housing projects in New York City
were desegregated; in all cases, apartment assignments were made
regardless of race or personal preference. In two other comparable
projects in Newark, New Jersey, the two races were assigned to
separate buildings. Striking differences were noted between the
attitudes toward blacks of randomly selected white housewives in
the desegregated and the segregated developments. The desegre-
gated women held their black neighbors in higher esteem and were
considerably more in favor of interracial housing (75 percent to 25
percent). They had more direct contact with blacks in situations
meeting Allport’s four criteria—e.g., contact as neighbors in the same
building, outside on benches, and at laundry and grocery facilities.
When asked to name the chief faults of blacks, they mentioned such
personal problems as feelings of inferiority and oversensitivity; by
contrast, the segregated women listed such group stereotypes as
troublemaking, rowdy, and dangerous (Deutsch & Collins, 1951).

Basically, these differences in attitude center upon the fact that
the desegregated housewives viewed blacks as individuals more often,
as people like themselves. Witness these sample quotations from
Deutsch and Collins (1951):

Living with them my ideas have changed altogether. They’re just people . . .
they’re not any different.

I started to cry when my husband told me we were coming to live here. I cried
for three weeks. . . . Well, all that’s changed. I’ve really come to like it. I see
they’re just as human as we are.

I was prejudiced when I moved in here but not any more. . . . I find there is no
such thing as “my kind.”. . . I know the people. I have been in their homes . . .
been to church with them. . . . I know they’re not dirty.

Wilner, Walkley, and Cook (1955; see also Jahoda & West, 1951)
conducted a later investigation of four other public housing projects,
replicating the Deutsch and Collins findings and extending them.

They found physical proximity to blacks to be even more impor-
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tant than whether the individual building was officially desegregated
or not. This was true because intimacy of contact and consequent
behavior change was directly dependent on proximity. Thus, favor-
able attitudes toward blacks, in general, developed among only one
third of the white tenants who did not interact with their black
neighbors beyond casual greetings, compared to almost half of those
who had extended street conversations with blacks and three fourths
of those who behaved like neighbors with blacks in numerous ways.
In short, those who acted like neighbors, felt like neighbors. Herein
lies the fundamental reason why optimal contact can lessen preju-
dice; it generally leads first to changed behavior that, in turn, results
in attitude change. In these housing projects, this changed behavior
most often had its most dramatic effects on the attitudes of those
initially most bigoted.!4

Both of these public housing researches also established the im-
portance of the intricate relationship between a person’s attitudes
and his perception of what other people expect of him. Underlining
once again the need for social sanction, Deutsch and Collins noted
that the white housewives in the desegregated projects anticipated
approval from their neighbors for their friendly interaction with
blacks, while housewives in the segregated projects feared social
ostracism for such behavior. The racial policy of the housing devel-
opment thus fixed a social climate that influenced the expectations,
behavior, and attitude change of the occupants. Wilner and his as-
sociates concluded (1955, p. 106): “Contact and perceived social
climate tend to reinforce each other when their influence operates
in the same direction, and to cancel each other out when their influ-
ence works in the opposite direction.”

The vital role played in race relations by social climate is difficult
to overemphasize. At this point, it is interesting to observe its power
in the Republic of South Africa. Patterned after the public-housing
studies in the United States, research on a racially mixed neighbor-
hood in Durban uncovered subtle differences (Russell, 1961). One
half of the neighborhood consisted of whites (largely working class),
20 percent of coloureds (working class and white collar), and 30 per-
cent of Indians (white collar and professional)—a rare South African
example of close contact between lower-status whites and relatively
upper-status nonwhites. Even in South Affrica, this situation led the

14Eor a theoretical and methodological critique of this finding, see Brehm and Cohen
(1962, p. 274-277).
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whites to develop positive attitudes toward their coloured and Indian
neighbors; but, unlike the public-housing results in the northern
United States, these favorable attitudes did not extend beyond the
immediate neighborhood to nonwhites in general. Indeed, the South
African whites in this unusual situation were defensive about their
interracial contacts, some of them even attempting to avoid contact
as much as possible. Moreover, the contact that did take place was
not truly equal and reciprocal. Whites received neighborly aid from
nonwhites and entered nonwhite homes far more frequently than the
other way around. In fact, the whites rationalized their interracial
contact in terms of the mildly exploitative aspects of the relationship.
Both the whites and nonwhites were fully aware that the social cli-
mate of South Africa does not support, in fact punishes, equal status
contact between races, an atmosphere that poisons true neighborliness
at the core.

While housing research has concentrated on the attitudes of whites
toward blacks, one investigator focused on the attitudes of blacks
toward whites. Do the same principles of contact and change apply
in reverse? Works (1961, p. 47-52) demonstrated that they do. He
noted that increased equal status interaction with whites in a public-
housing project was related both to more positive feelings and to
attitudes toward whites. Furthermore, this result held for husbands
as well as wives, though the wives experienced more interracial con-
tact in the project. Ninety-nine percent of the black wives in the de-
segregated part of the development, for example, had favorable feel-
ings toward whites, compared to only 44 percent of those in the
segregated part. Sample statements by desegregated husbands pro-
vide the flavor of the changed attitudes (Works, 1961, p. 50-51):

I thought they were going to be a lot worse than they are.

When I first came in . . . I thought they were going to be like some other people
I have had dealings with. They have not been like that at all.

They’re nice. Can tell by the way they come over and talk with my wife.

One important qualification attends attitude change through inter-
racial contact: At least in the early stages, the change is often limited
to the specific situation involved. Consider the apparent inconsis-
tencies of a neighborhood group of white steel workers in the Chicago
area (Reitzes, 1953). These men were all members of the same
thoroughly desegregated union and all worked in desegregated plants.
In fact, blacks held elected positions, such as shop stewards, execu-
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tive board members, and vice president of the union, and shared with
whites the same locker rooms, lunch rooms, showers, and toilets in
both the union hall and the plants. Of the 151 whites studied, only
12 percent evidenced “low acceptance’ of blacks in theé work situa-
tion; and the deeper their involvement in union activities, the greater
their acceptance of blacks as co-workers. Neighborhood acceptance,
however, was a vastly different matter to these men. Bolstered by a
neighborhood organization that opposed desegregation, 86 percent
of the white workers rejected the idea of allowing blacks to live near
them; those men most involved in the collective existence of the
neighborhood tended to reject the idea most adamantly. The effects
of optimal interracial contact at work did not extend to housing. No
relationship existed between acceptance of blacks as fellow workers
and acceptance of them as neighbors.

The important key to understanding this process is the operation
of the organizations in each of these situations."Most of the steel
workers, like members of mass society in general, conformed to what
was expected of them, even when these expectations countered one
another. Thus, the inconsistency is more apparent than real; it appears
conflicting to the observer, but to the person involved their behavior
is perfectly reasonable. In both situations, they are living by the
norms of the groups to which they refer their behavior—their reference
groups. 1t is these group norms that may act to restrict the generaliza-
tion of contact-induced attitude change.

To sum up, interracial living itself will effectively erode racial oppo-
sition to open housing to the degree that it is characterized by All-
port’s four key criteria: equal status of the groups in the situation,
common goals, group interdependence, and social sanction. The rap-
idly changing neighborhood, with whites selling low in panic, is a
classic urban housing situation that grossly violates all of Allport’s
factors and generates intense hostility on both sides of the color
line. Stable interracial neighborhoods—which are far less publicized,
but were found by Bradburn and his associates (1970) to be more
numerous than many thought—illustrate the positive operation of
Allport’s factors and are, in fact, characterized by greater interracial
acceptance and tolerance. Desegregation in other realms, even when
successful, does not necessarily generalize to housing, however, as
shown in the study of white steel workers.

An understanding of this social psychological process helps to ex-
plain a number of otherwise puzzling phenomena in the area of race
and housing. For example, Bahr and Gibbs (1967) have shown that
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residential segregation is not an accurate indicator of other urban
racial phenomena. Analyzing 1960 data from 33 randomly selected
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA’s) throughout the
nation, they note no relationship between residential segregation
and racial discrepancies in education, occupation, and income. This
contrasts to the consistently positive correlations across cities be-
tween educational, occupational, and income differences of blacks
and whites. Indeed, for their subsample of 13 southern cities, Bahr
and Gibbs discovered that residential segregation is actually slightly
negatively correlated with racial educational (-.32), occupational
(-.12), and income (-.14) differences. Consistent with this southern
finding, Schnore and Evenson (1966) noted that the age of southern
cities is negatively associated with residential segregation.'® They
believe that this is a twentieth century carry-over of old urban
slavery patterns, where lower-status blacks live near upper-status
whites in a type of ‘“backyard desegregation.” Of course, these
same legacies of slavery also make for wide discrepancies between
blacks and whites on such indices as education, occupation, and
income.!”

The Bahr-Gibbs aggregate phenomenon, when looked at from
the individual level, is easily accounted for by the social psychologi-
cal model of contact proposed here. The South’s older cities prob-
ably have more actual contact between the two races than the re-
gion’s newer cities. Yet this contact between blacks and whites of
sharply different social status is likely to violate Allport’s key cri-
teria and vitiate any positive, prejudice-reducing effects. More
likely, this unequal status contact serves largely to reinforce hostile
stereotypes on both sides. This process, combined with the stronger
influence of traditional racial norms, allows us to understand readily
how greater residential desegregation can be directly related to
greater racial disparities in the South’s older cities.

The attitude-contact model as presented, however, remains ob-
viously incomplete. If, as it has been indicated, pro-desegregation
attitudes in housing are generated easiest by actual experience in

16Thus, of the Taeubers’ Gini-type index (1965, p. 40-41) of 1960 residential segregation,
old cities, such as Charleston, South Carolina (79.5), Macon, Georgia (83.7), and New
Orleans (86.3), tend to boast lower indices than modern cities, such as Atlanta (93.6),
Dallas (94.6),and Miami, Florida (97.9).

g addition, Winer (1964) has shown that the newer and more prosperous southern cities
were the first to initiate and enlarge the process of racial desegregation of their public
schools.
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interracial neighborhoods as characterized by Allport’s four condi-
tions, how is it that these attitudes have been improving steadily

for whites (Table 1) while residential segregation was increasing?
This is the reverse order of our original question, and the answer

is similar. Housing is not a closed system. Attitudes toward inter-
racial housing have been subject to considerable influence and
change by other factors. To be sure, as the steelworker investiga-
tion indicated, these other factors are likely to possess less potential
for changing white opinions about interracial housing than has op-
timal neighborhood experience. Cumulated over an entire generation
as part of wider racial attitudes, race and housing attitudes have
slowly altered. Recall the results presented earlier on the delayed
shift in the interracial housing opinions of white Texans following
Dr. King’s murder. Presumably, the dramatic racial events of recent
years have repeatedly served this function together with the optimal
interracial contact that has been increasing in employment and
higher education.

Supportive of this interpretation is the fact that white attitudes
toward interracial housing, in general, have not improved as fast as
they have in those realms where optimal contact has been becoming
more widespread. Remember from Table 1 that large numbers of
white Americans are still resistant to neighborhood mixing. Two ad-
ditional reasons for this resistance are also apparent. The first one
we have already discussed. Housing contact is perceived as far more
intimate than many other areas of contact, as illustrated in the Texas
data. Critical sexual and status fears underlying American race rela-
tions make perceived intimacy an important barrier to change.

The other reason for resistance involves what is known in social
psychology as acquaintance and similarity theory. Newcomb (1965)
states the fundamental tenet as follows:

Insofar as persons have similar attitudes toward things of importance to both or
all of them, and discover that this is so. they have shared attitudes; under most
conditions the experience of sharing such attitudes is rewarding, and thus pro-
vides a basis for mutual attraction.

Rokeach (Rokeach & Mezer, 1966; Rokeach et al., 1960) has ap-
plied these notions to American race relations with some surprising
results. He maintains that white American rejection of black Ameri-
cans is motivated less by racism than by assumed belief and value
differences. In other words, whites generally perceive blacks as
holding contrasting beliefs, and it is this perception, and not race
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per se, that leads to rejection. Indeed, a variety of subjects (Smith
etal., 1967; Stein, 1966; Stein et al., 1965; Hendrick et al., 1971)
have supported Rokeach’s ideas by typically accepting in a social
situation a black with similar beliefs to their own over a white with
different beliefs.

Additional work specifies the phenomenon more precisely. Tri-
andis and Davis (1965) have shown that the relative importance of
belief and race factors in attraction is a joint function of the inter-
personal realm in question and personality. Belief similarity is most
critical in more formal matters of general personal evaluation and
social acceptance, where racial norms are ambiguously defined. Race
is most critical in intimate matters of marriage and neighborhood,
where racial norms are explicitly defined. For interpersonal realms
of intermediate intimacy, such as friendship, both belief and race
considerations appear important. Moreover, there are wide individual
differences in the application of belief similarity and race, especially
in contact realms of intermediate intimacy.

Seen in the light of this work, racial isolation has two negative ef-
fects. First, isolation prevents each group from learning of the com-
mon beliefs and values they do in fact share. Consequently, blacks
and whites kept apart come to view each other as so different that
belief dissimilarity typically combines with racial considerations to
cause each race to reject contact with the other. Second, isolation
leads in time to the evolution of genuine differences in beliefs and
values, again making interracial contact in the future less likely.

Thus, one investigation found that racially isolated, white ninth-
graders in California assumed an undescribed black teen-ager to be
similar to a black teen-ager who is described as being quite different
from themselves; but they assumed an undescribed white teen-ager
to be similar to a white teen-ager who is described as being quite
similar to themselves (Stein et al.,, 1965). A number of other replica-
tions of this phenomenon have been completed; one such study
indicates that it operates strongly only for racially prejudiced sub-
jects (Hendrik et al., 1971). If this finding can be extrapolated for
white Americans in general, it provides another important link in our
argument. Thus, a new white neighbor who moves onto a white block
may typically be assumed to be similar in values and outlook until he
proves otherwise. But a new black who moves onto a previously
white block may typically be assumed to be different in values and
outlook until he proves otherwise. Riots and media coverage of Black
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Panthers and other militant blacks probably add to this “assumed
dissimilarity factor.

The paucity of optimal interracial contact at the neighborhood
level, the perceived intimacy of housing, and the assumption of dis-
similarity erode the more abstract beliefs in equality held by most
white Americans when the issue of race and housing is made directly
relevant to the individual white. Once combined with fears of de-
clining house values, these factors help account for the voting data
on the subject to date. Despite the attitude trends and data shown
in Table 1, civil rights referenda on housing in Akron, Detroit,
Seattle, and California during the 1960’s lost by roughly two-to-one
margins. The most interesting and important of these votes was that
cast in 1964 for California’s Proposition 14, an initiative constitu-
tional amendment that precluded state and local fair-housing legis-
lation. It carried by a handsome 65.4 to 34.6 percent margin of
2,130,000 votes (Eley & Casstevens, 1968, p. 237-284).18 At the
same election, the Democratic Party’s ticket of Johnson and Hum-
phrey swept the Goldwater-Miller ticket by 59 to 41 percent, in-
dicating that a minimum of one in every four Californian voters
in 1964 cast his ballot against fair housing and the conservative Re-
publican candidates at the same time. Nevertheless, surveys demon-
strated that white support for Proposition 14 was strongest among
Protestants, Republicans, men, homeowners, and the middle class,
weakest among Jews and renters. Age, interestingly, did not pre-
dict opinion on the issue. Social class variables provided complex
results: In general, the more prosperous whites backed Proposition
14, but it was the moderately educated (i.e., high school graduates
plus those with one or two years of college) who backed it (Eley &
Casstevens, 1968, p. 275-281). There is, then, the suggestion that
those whose status was marginal and inconsistent—high income,
but modestly educated middle-class homeowners—were particularly
enthusiastic over the discriminatory measure.

Voting, of course, is an imperfect guide to attitudes, since it is
also importantly determined by the political structure and situation
in which it occurs. Indeed, referenda of all types with racial signifi-
cance often go in the conservative direction by the same two-to-one
majorities. The Civilian Review Board of New York City’s police
force, which was resoundingly defeated at the polls in 1966, is a

18This volume offers the best available overview of this issue below the federal level.
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dramatic case in point (Abbott et al., 1969).'? In this New York
referendum, fear of crime more than anti-black sentiment was the
key; in the housing referenda, fear of lowered property values and
the traditional American view of the rights of private individuals to
own and control their property more than anti-black sentiment were
the key. The real estate industry aids this process vociferously in the
fair-housing campaigns. Indeed, virtually all of the industry’s efforts
can be seen as attempts to heighten these fears and the traditional
view that the authority of the state ceases at the doorstep of the
home, while deemphasizing the equally traditional principle of fair
play for all Americans.

Small wonder, then, that laws whose avowed purpose is the elim-
ination of racial prejudice in private housing have triggered long and
bitter conflict across the nation. Once again the gains in this realm
underscore the importance placed by this paper on the fait accompli
effects upon attitudes of structural alterations. In spite of the fierce
opposition, between December 30, 1957, when New York City’s
historic ordinance was passed, and July 1, 1967, some 40 cities, 22
states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
a metropolitan county adopted and often later strengthened fair-
housing laws covering at least part of the private housing market
(Eley & Casstevens, 1968). Admittedly, as other papers document,
these laws have not as yet been typically administered in an effec-
tive manner. Nonetheless, they set the national political scene that
enabled the nation’s first act on this issue to be passed in 1968. Their
momentum has accumulated over time into increasingly broader and
more effective legislation. For example, the fair-housing ordinance
of Oberlin, Ohio, once sanctioned by the state supreme court, led
directly and quickly to asimilar 1965 law at the state level after at-
tempts at such a statute had failed in 1961 and 1963 (Hale, 1968,

p. 149-185).2° Similarly, Ann Arbor, Michigan, another college
town, witnessed a bitter struggle for many years over a fair-housing
ordinance; but, once it finally was adopted in 1963, it gained wide-

19lnterestingly, the survey pattern of social correlates for this vote in Brooklyn resembles
that of Proposition 14. Catholics, the moderately educated, those with middle-range in-
comes, and males were most opposed to civilian review, college-educated Jews most in
favor, and age again does not predict opinion.

Significantly, the Republican Governor, James Rhodes, joined Democratic legislators
in influencing Republicans to accept a modest bill and in dissuading realtors from mount-
ing another massive referendum campaign to defeat the enactment.
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spread acceptance in the community and led to gains in other areas
of civil rights (Eley, 1968, p. 285-351).

The most striking example of this cumulative legislative process
and its influence on white attitudes comes from Flint, Michigan.
Governmental responses to the rising pressure for fair-housing poli-
cies, according to Walker (1968, p. 353-382), had to bypass the
clogged legislative process. These end-runs included an abortive at-
tempt at administrative regulation and a sweeping interpretation of
the civil rights provision in the new state constitution. In the late
1960’s, fair-housing laws were enacted in Detroit, Muskegon, Lan-
sing, Flint, and other cities in the state. Most significant as an indi-
cation of altered white views, however, is the fact that the Flint law
was approved in a public referendum in February 1968. This marked
the first time in the nation that a fair-housing statute was approved
at the polls, a feat made all the more remarkable by the fact that
Flint was a northern stronghold for George Wallace in his presidential
race months later.

THE ACHIEVEMENT OF INTERRACIAL HOUSING

Mention of the cumulative nature of legislative support for open
housing introduces this second problem posed by the model ad-
vanced here. If attitudes on race and housing are more derivative
than causal, the clear policy implication is to achieve more inter-
racial housing without placing undue emphasis on hostile white
opinions. How is the question.

Our discussion to this point has touched on a number of factors
relevant to this problem. Thus, we have noted that black and white
attitudes concerning open housing are not in a vacuum; they are sub-
ject to alteration by dramatic events as well as the national tide in
public opinion about civil rights in general. Indeed, the openness of
these attitudes to influence by nonhousing events accounts in large
part for the definite, if slow, trend in white opinion toward favoring
fair housing (Table 1). In turn, this trend has aided the process of
increasingly rigorous legislative attempts to open private housing
racially just reviewed—a process that feeds back to furthering the
favorable trend itself. Obviously, then, the achievement of inter-
racial housing requires additional gains on these legislative and
judicial fronts.

These additional gains would be most strategically effective if
they came more in terms of more effective enforcement procedures
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rather than in terms of simply more statutes modeled after our
present, largely unsuccessful laws. Mayhew (1968) provides a criti-
cal example of such a shift.?! He demonstrates with both employ-
ment and housing data on discrimination in Massachusetts how
class, rather than individual action, is essential. In general, local and
state fair-housing statutes apply a case-by-case approach, relying on
individual complaints; yet complaint cases are largely nonstrategic.
The problem has such deep structural roots—ranging from zoning
ordinances to land use planning—that only direct confrontation of
these fundamental issues and the housing industry as a whole prom-
ises truly effective enforcement. That is, racial discrimination in
housing is institutionally patterned; consequently, only patterned
enforcement offers hope for success.

One of the basic problems at the attitude level is that the thorough
separation by residence of the races has conditioned both whites and
blacks to think largely in terms of two separate housing markets.
Many in both races come to expect it as “‘the way things are done,”
as the “right” as well as the normal pattern of housing. Status con-
siderations have naturally developed around this idea that the real
estate industry blatantly advertises as the desirability of exclusive
areas. Once such a process has been given force for decades, even by
leading agencies of the federal government, it is not surprising that
it is difficult to reverse.

Hidden in this sad national history, especially since-the building
boom of suburbia following World War 11, is a key principle: Fed-
eral government policy, even more than the regressive policies of
the real estate industry, is itself largely responsible for the extreme
situation of dual housing markets in which we find ourselves today.
It would seem that a pattern established largely by federal policy
could be disestablished if altered federal policy led the way. What
the law giveth, the law can taketh away!

Moreover, it is not an exaggeration to say that inspiration for the
shape these new federal policies could take can be gleaned directly
from simply reversing 180 degrees some of the policies of former
years. Consider, for instance, the consistent policies of the Federal

22

21Eor documentation of blatant discrimination even in a small city (Schenectady, New
York), which has a tiny black population and operates under a relatively well-adminis-
tered state antidiscrimination statute, see Mercer (1962).

For evidence for this point, see Abrams (1966, p. 512-524) and Grier (1966 p. 525-
554).
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Housing Authority (FHA) in the late 1940’s and 1950’s, which
not only biased its mortgage programs in favor of whites but also

in favor of new housing in the rapidly growing suburbs rather than
old housing in the central city. This policy, like many of the FHA’s
discriminatory policies of the period, furthered racial segregation

and established the present pattern of ‘“white nooses’ around the
increasingly black central cities. Why not reverse the incentive?

Why not bias federal mortgages, including those granted by the Vet-
erans’ Administration, in favor of whites seeking to rehabilitate older
housing in the central city and blacks seeking to purchase new homes
in the suburbs? Other papers in this volume develop more comprehen-
sively such policy and structural changes necessary to alter today’s
racially dual markets in housing. Until such policy changes are
adopted and rigorously applied, however, concern over the attitudes
of Americans about race and housing is misplaced and fruitless.

THE INTERFACE OF ATTITUDES AND SOCIETAL FACTORS

Attitudes, although more derivative than causal in the housing segre-
gation process, are not completely derivative. It remains, then, to
discuss the two-way causal interface of attitudes on the individual
level with the powerful market factors on the societal level. Here,
we can greatly benefit from an ingenious and valuable computer
simulation of the varieties of residential segregation by Freeman and
Sunshine (1970).

These investigators begin by viewing the residential segregation
process as the output of the confluence of (a) market income fac-
tors, (b) economic interest factors, (c) ethnic proximity-proportion
factors, and (d) racial prejudice. These four classes, argue Freeman
and Sunshine, control the degree of residential segregation both
by preventing blacks from buying houses in white areas and by en-
couraging whites to move out of, or not to move into, areas con-
taining blacks. This organization of the problem coincides closely
with the best social science research available on the subject at
present, and it provides the framework for the simulation of the
process.

In more detail, the researchers reduce the issue to five steps of a
cycle: Can blacks compete economically for houses in good quality
white neighborhoods? Are brokers willing to bring homes in white
neighborhoods to the attention of black clients? Are white home-
owners willing to sell to prospective black buyers? Can a black who
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has successfully bought a home in a white area actually live peace-
fully in his house? Finally, how likely is it that whites will move
out of, or refuse to buy a home in, a racially heterogeneous neigh-
borhood? Freeman and Sunshine maintain that the prejudiced atti-
tudes of whites enter into each of the answers to these questions.
Their simulation employs all four classes of factors in order to shed
light on the interface of prejudiced attitudes with other factors for
each of these five queries.

To simulate the first step in the cycle, Freeman and Sunshine
distinguish in their model between two kinds of economic diffi-
culties for blacks: their inferior position in the economy and racial
discrimination in lending. This distinction is important, for the
Taeubers (1965) have shown that the reduced economic resources
of blacks account for only a small portion of racial separation by
residence compared to the enormous effects of direct discrimination
in all its forms.

For the second step in the cycle, Freeman and Sunshine intro-
duce the fact that the probability of a black being shown a house
by real estate brokers is a function of the proportion of houses on
the market in the neighborhood and of the mean level of white
prejudice in the neighborhood. Five specific axioms are applied
that attempt to provide reasonable approaches to the complex
relations between these factors. Thus, in the limiting case of vir-
tually no prejudice in the neighborhood, the two researchers assume
that the other two factors are inoperative. Also, when there is con-
siderable prejudice, the model assumes that a large proportion of
vacant houses will “open up” the neighborhood to black families
and sets the occasion for panic selling and a quick racial turnover.
More interesting is the difficult situation in which there are no blacks
in the neighborhood and only moderate levels of prejudice. As the
proportion of houses on the market increases to the assumed tipping
point of 33 percent, the broker will feel pressure to sell. However, the
white prejudice of the area is likely to direct hostile reactions to the
broker for his activities on behalf of black clients. The broker is thus
placed in a conflict between his short- and long-range interests, and
the model predicts that he will more often show homes to black ap-
plicants as vacancy rates rise and prejudice levels decline.

The third step concerning white willingness to sell to blacks pre-
sents a similar problem to that of broker reactions. The two extremes
here involve a bigoted builder selling new suburban homes in his de-
velopment, on the negative end of the continuum, and, on the posi-
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tive end, an unprejudiced owner of a home in an interracial neighbor-
hood who wants to obtain the best sale price and who is relatively
oblivious to his neighbors. In an attempt to capture these situations
in their model, Freeman and Sunshine set white willingness to sell to
blacks as a function of four factors: prejudice of the owner, the num-
ber of cycles the house has been on the market, the acquisitiveness
level of the owner, and the proportion of black households in the
neighborhood. Five axioms are established similar to those for broker
reactions.

The probability that a black “‘pioneer family” will be “‘pushed out”
of a white neighborhood—the fourth step relevant to the cycle—is
considered a function of three factors: the neighborhood’s mean
prejudice level, the number of other black households in the neigh-
borhood, and the number of previous attempts made to push this
black family out (““fatigue factor’). The first of these heightens the
probability; the others reduce it in the model.

The final step in the cycle involves the likelihood that whites will
move out of, or refuse to move into, a mixed neighborhood. By an
ingenious formula, Freeman and Sunshine (1970) derive a reasonable,
though necessarily arbitrary, measure that taps both proximity to,
and proportion of, black neighbors for each house of a neighborhood.
Thus, a next door neighbor is assumed in the model to have a saliency
of 25, while that of a house in the next block is assumed to have a
saliency of only four. For simplicity of their trial model, they omit
from their model such variables as sentimental ties to the neighbor-
hood, perceptual awareness of the density and proximity of blacks,
and the realistic alternatives that are available. Consequently, they
establish probabilities of whites leaving or refusing to buy into an
interracial neighborhood as functions of personal prejudice levels
and their proximity and density measure.

We have described this simulation by Freeman and Sunshine of
the residential segregation process in some detail so that their results
can be appreciated and evaluated. Despite obvious simplification of a
complex social process into 20 variables, this early effort at a serious
simulation of this realm is able to generate in a series of 150-cycle
“experiments’ many of the phenomena noted in the research litera-
ture as well as new possibilities. Hence, a color-blind neighborhood,
where prejudice is nonexistent and both races have the same pur-
chasing power, naturally responds like a one-race neighborhood, ex-
cept that the ratio of blacks to whites grows as the experiment con-
tinues until it reaches the black proportion of these seeking housing.
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“The social class ghetto” results when there is no prejudice, but the
black purchasing power mean is realistically set at only 72 percent
of the white mean. Fewer blacks are able to enter this neighborhood
and higher vacancy rates obtain, but those who can are not segre-
gated within the neighborhood.

The model can also simulate the more common case of ‘“‘invasion,”
panic, and racial succession (Duncan & Duncan, 1957; Wolf, 1957).23
This occurs when white prejudice is set at moderately high levels and
black buying power is set at 72 percent that of whites. At the onset
of this experiment, blacks have a difficult time entering the neighbor-
hood; blacks do not become established until the twenty-sixth cycle.
As indicated earlier, it is the combination of individual and neighbor-
hood-wide prejudice that causes this delayed entry; the social class
ghetto experiment is identical to this, save for no prejudice existing
and has blacks entering from the beginning.

Once the black penetration of the neighborhood is achieved, how-
ever, it becomes rapidly easier for blacks to enter. Freeman and Sun-
shine write (1970, p. 64-65):

Whites begin to leave, those with the highest prejudice levels and living closest to
Negroes leaving first. And, although some whites continue to enter the commu-
nity, prejudice exercises inhibitory effects so that demand cannot be maintained
by new white purchasers. The upshot is that the vacancy rate builds up and
prices turn downward.

The process is cumulative and irreversible. The fall in prices brings the houses
within the range of the Negro purchasing power distribution. Simultaneously,
the fall in price increasingly inhibits whites from entering through the price-to-
low-bid constraint. Then, as the proportion of Negroes builds up to rather large
values, even relatively unprejudiced whites are unwilling to enter. The final re-
sult at Cycle 150 shows a neighborhood with 197 non-whites, 4 whites and 39
vacancies. This clearly is a case of invasion and succession. Furthermore, as one
might expect, the segregation index achieves rather large values. Thus, segrega-
tion is maintained both within the neighborhood and in the larger community
by the device of “turning this neighborhood over” to the Negroes. If equality
in purchasing power had been allowed, the situation would be altered only in
minor detail. . . .

The fact that this critical succession pattern is not influenced more
by purchasing power differentials is an interesting output of the

By the practical case of succession, black demand is so pent up that it more than substi-
tutes for white demand. Prices thus rise if white panic does not ensue (Laurenti, 1959).
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model that is consistent with our discussion earlier of belief similarity:
In prejudiced communities, whites prefer whites as neighbors, even
though this results in considerable “‘social-class desegregation.” Or
put in our earlier terms, the strongly prejudiced choose race over be-
lief similarity, especially for the relatively intimate area of housing.

When white prejudice is set at extremely high levels with differen-
tial buying power, ““a South African neighborhood type’ is generated
by the model. In 150 cycles, no blacks secure a home under these
conditions. Prices and vacancies are determined wholly by white de-
mand and blacks are shut out of the market. Interestingly, home
values find a range somewhat lower than in the color-blind neigh-
borhood. “This is a consequence,” write Freeman and Sunshine
(1970, p. 67), “of the restricted demand that results from excluding
Negroes from competing for homes. As a matter of fact, prejudice
always reduces demand—either by excluding Negroes or through the
refusal of whites to enter a mixed neighborhood—so there is always
an economic cost to prejudice.”

What about the possibility of a stable interracial neighborhood?
Freeman and Sunshine produce one of several possibilities for this
goal by assuming moderately low prejudice, high white demand, and
moderate black demand combined with the black buying power again
set at 72 percent that of whites. In this experiment, blacks enter the
neighborhood from the beginning. Some are pushed out, but most
remain. Those whites with the highest prejudice levels leave and
prices drop somewhat. Unprejudiced whites still buy into the neigh-
borhood, internal segregation does not develop, prices recover much
of their lost ground, and the black proportion stabilizes around cy-
cle 100. Bradburn and his colleagues (1970) apparently uncovered a
number of interracial neighborhoods throughout the nation that re-
semble this experiment.

This work by Freeman and Sunshine marks an important beginning
of the application of sophisticated computer simulation methods to
the realm of residential segregation, demonstrating the complex inter-
face of prejudiced attitudes with social and market factors. Moreover,
some of the policy implications of the model are interesting and not
necessarily obvious (Freeman & Sunshine, 1970, p. 77-78):

First, we note that equality of purchasing power alone does not prevent a condi-
tion of intra-neighborhood segregation; in the face of local prejudice such equality
merely speeds up the process of population turnover. If there is no residential
prejudice, and ethnic inequality in purchasing power exists, there will still be seg-
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regation, this time by the systematic exclusion of Negroes from “better” neigh-
borhoods. It follows, then, that equal access to decent neighborhood and hous-
ing conditions requires equality across the board. . . .

Second, the model indicates density and spatial distribution factors should be
related in an ameliorative policy. Specifically, if prejudice obtains and the non-
white population is segregated in a certain area of a neighborhood, houses on the
perimeter of the non-white area are offered for sale. Since these will be filled by
newly entering whites only with difficulty, they are likely to be sold to Negroes.
This wave process culminates in a more or less complete turnover of the popula-
tion. On the other hand, if the same initial number of non-whites could be dis-
persed, the turnover process would be slowed. This has not been demonstrated
experimentally so far, but it appears to be a reasonable conclusion.

Third, there is a class of “administrative” solutions implied by the model.
Negro demand could be cut off at a certain point, and in conjunction with this,
white demand could be maintained—if need be—by subsidies. Perhaps, it would
be possible to arrange the addresses of incoming white applicants judiciously so
that the distance of a prejudiced white from the closest Negro is proportional
to his prejudice level.

Naturally, it is hard to see how these principles could be invoked without
weakening the doctrine of consumer sovereignty. There is some reason to sus-
pect, however, that if Negro demand can be kept fairly low and white demand
high, that unprejudiced whites would tend to form a “buffer zone” between
Negroes and prejudiced whites. This might well result from a “natural” process,
and require only the manipulation of demand through the control of alterna-
tives. . ..

There are a number of ways this and comparable models can be
made more realistic in addition to more research facts needed to fill
in gaps in our present empirical knowledge. Thus, future models
could simultaneously treat three or more contrasting neighborhoods
to include competing alternatives for buyers as part of the experi-
ments. New models could also attempt to deal with contagion pro-
cesses that collectively encourage panic and flight, harsh resistance,
or adaptation. Most important from the viewpoint of this paper,
however, is that future models must treat prejudiced attitudes as
derivative as well as causal. The Freeman-Sunshine simulation treats
prejudice as a static variable; hypothetical individuals in their study
are assigned a prejudice score that does not change at all over the
150 cycles of the experiment. This feature of their model is unreal-
istic. Furthermore, it seems likely that inclusion of prejudice as a
dynamic property that becomes significantly better or worse under
a wide range of interracial housing patterns would serve to increase
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greatly the span of conditions that could produce stable and suc-
cessful biracial neighborhoods as well as those that could produce
rapid racial succession. In other words, the cumulative quality of
the effects of optimal and far-from-optimal intergroup contact
would serve as a catalyst in speeding up whatever neighborhood
process is under way.

Summary and Policy Implications

The chief points of this paper can be briefly summarized and their
policy implications indicated by the following assertions:

1. White American attitudes toward open housing have become
increasingly more favorable over the past generation. This definite
trend appears to result largely from factors outside of the housing
realm, e.g., dramatic racial events, the general trend in racial atti-
tudes apart from housing, and increasing racial desegregation in
other realms. The rapid growth of fair-housing legislation over the
last decade and a half appears to have had an especially important
influence on this trend; but the most direct technique for improving
white attitudes on this subject—actual neighborhood contact be-
tween the races under optimal conditions—has not been widespread
enough to account for the attitude trend.

2. Black American attitudes favoring open housing have remained
stable, perhaps even strengthening in recent years. Now that the black
middle class is making significant economic gains, it appears that fear
of a hostile white reception together with binding ties with, and “a
stake and status’ in, the black community is primarily responsible
for black reluctance to move into previously all-white areas (Watts
etal., 1964).

3. The attitudes of both whites and blacks are more derivative
than causal in the total process of how shelter as a resource is dis-
tributed by race in the United States. Desegregation is a cumulative
process for both races: The more optimal intergroup contact you
have had, the more you favor and seek it in the future. Behavior
change, then, typically precedes rather than follows attitude change.
The practical implication of this principle is that an effective way to
alter opposition, white and black, to interracial housing is to have
them live successfully in such housing. But, what constitutes ‘“‘suc-
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cessful’’? How does one achieve such housing before the attitudes
are altered?

4. Interracial living will itself effectively erode racial opposition
to open housing to the degree that it is characterized by Gordon
Allport’s four situational criteria: equal status of the groups in the
situation, common goals, group interdependence, and social sanc-
tion. This principle has considerable research support for both blacks
and whites, with many of the best studies having been conducted in
public-housing developments. The policy imperative for the housing
planner is clear: We need not only more interracial living, but efforts
to achieve more mixed neighborhoods must also strive to ensure the
operation of Allport’s four optimal conditions in these neighborhoods.

S. The actual achievement of interracial housing requires: (a) that
undue emphasis not be placed upon hostile white opinions, that af-
firmative efforts not be inhibited by initial opposition or wait until
“educational” programs for attitude change can be mounted; (b) ad-
ditional gains on the legislative and judicial fronts, gains less in terms
of simply more statutes and rulings and more in terms of more effec-
tive enforcement procedures (e.g., patterned class actions rather than
nonstrategic, case-by-case complaints); and (c) vigorous federal action
that sharply contrasts with federal housing practices of the past (e.g.,
mortgage incentives for whites to buy in the central city and blacks
to buy in the suburbs). Other necessary structural alterations are
discussed in detail by others in this volume.

6. Finally, the interface of prejudiced white attitudes and racial
residential patterns are explored through an ingenious, 20-variable
simulation model constructed by Freeman and Sunshine. White
prejudice enters into every step of a housing cycle, according to this
model, from the ability and willingness of blacks to seek good hous-
ing in white neighborhoods to whites who move out of, or refuse to
buy into, an interracial neighborhood. Realistic facsimilies of “the
color-blind neighborhood,” ‘“‘the social class ghetto,” the classic pat-
tern of invasion and rapid succession, ‘“‘the South African neighbor-
hood” of total black exclusion, and the stable ‘“racially mixed
neighborhood” are simulated. The model leads to a number of not-
so-obvious policy implications. This model, with extensions such as
the addition of the property of attitudes to shift with various types
of intergroup contact, offers great promise as a needed tool both
for theory on the subject as well as for practical planning for the
future.
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Institutional and
Contextual Factors
Affecting the
Housing Choices of
Minority Residents

DONALD L. FOLEY

ABSTRACT: Institutional barriers to freedom of choice in the housing market
may be grouped into three main classes: (a) private institutional practices in the
rental, sale, and financing of housing; (b) public institutional practices in urban
planning and land use controls for urban renewal and the financing, development,
and managing of housing; (c) the array of activities that form the community
context for housing choice. Within this last class are the distribution of employ-
ment, welfare policies, the school system, transportation, and such intangibles
as community leadership.

This paper focuses on opening up housing choice for minorities and the
prospects of this choice being extended by “dispersal” beyond the main inner-
city communities. Institutional practices that serve to limit or block housing
opportunities are impersonel and bureaucratic in character. Any single repre-
sentative of some part of the organization can blame others and does not have
to accept direct responsibility for blocking opportunities. In other words, there
exists a web of institutional discrimination in which virtually no one is obliged
to accept direct responsibility for hindering access to housing.

Comprehensive, up-to-date research on institutions that provide or block
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Berkeley.
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access to housing is difficult to locate. Typically, scholarly research is neither
sustained over time nor fully representative of the changing situations in urban
America. Reports of governmental commissions and advocate organizations are
more current and comprehensive, but of varying reliability. Change is rapid,
but the question remains: What has changed and what remains the same,
nationally as well as in particular areas?

It has long been common knowledge that blacks and other disad-
vantaged minorities are denied free choice of housing. Typically,
they have been segregated in black or ethnic communities, usually
in the inner city. Although segregation has been exercised de facto,
schools and other local services have functioned as though de jure
segregation exists. The result has been a low level of service to mi-
norities and a high level of indifference by unaffected majority-
whites. Rapid metropolitan growth and the migration of large
numbers of blacks, Puerto Ricans, Mexican-Americans, and
American Indians to inner districts have brought about a signifi-
cant change in the dimensions or residential segregation—from small
ethnic enclaves to vast ghettos that constitute a substantial part of
the inner city in many metropolitan areas. In contrast, most of the
outer districts in these metropolitan areas have remained overwhelm-
ingly white. The result is an inner city-suburban difference that
threatens to perpetuate itself and to create two societies within
each metropolis.

We focus on the opening up of housing choice as the antidote to
housing discrimination and on the prospects that this housing choice
can be extended beyond the main black or minority inner-city com-
munities. We might term this extension “‘dispersal,” since it suggests
opportunities to find housing in sections other than the ghetto or its
immediately surrounding gray areas. This might also be termed
“macrointegration,” as contrasted to microintegration within a
social block or a small neighborhood. We believe it is more impor-
tant to focus on macro- than microintegration.

First, research evidence suggests that although most minority resi-
dents support the principle of integration, they seem to interpret it
as ““the right to live in integrated situations’ rather than asanend in
itself. Indeed, minority households (like majority households) look
for features that constitute good housing and a good neighborhood
with an associated high level of services. The desire for high-quality
schools, for example, is consistently emphasized (Watts et al.,
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1964; Schermer & Levin, 1968; Billingsley, 1968; Mack, 1968).

Second, housing market decisions are so decentralized that micro-
integration is beyond the control of individual governmental or pri-
vate managements. Integration is a particular situation in which an
open market is at work and in which minority households have
moved into a district and majority-white households have refrained
from moving out. (Theoretically, this could be reversed—i.e., there
could be an ethnic or racial majority in the district and an influx of
majority-whites). In general, it would appear that majority-white
residents control the integration process. They can prevent or dis-
courage minorities from entering, or they can flee if they feel that
the district is being overrun. Only in specific instances, such as
within apartment buildings or other rental projects or in large tract-
housing developments, however, can a single owner ‘““manage’ inte-
gration by means of benign quotas or some other method.

Third, some minority households, perhaps at certain points in
their life and mobility-cycles, may choose housing that in “micro”
terms is not integrated, such as a racial or ethnic enclave in a sub-
urban area. There is evidence that many minority households are
not prepared to move from an inner-city segregated neighborhood
to a suburban integrated neighborhood in one jump. The household
is more likely to move in stages; in this manner, no single move simul-
taneously combines all of the various possible changes. Thus, a house-
hold may move from the inner city to an intermediate situation—
possibly into the older, more urban suburbs or into a black or ethnic
enclave. This may then provide a staging point for a subsequent move
into an integrated or a preponderantly majority-white residential
district. Similarly, a minority household may move from inner-city
to suburban rental housing (if it can be obtained) and only later to
a suburban-owned home (Bullough, 1969; Watts et al., 1964,
Grodzins, 1958).

This by no means denies the significance of successful microinte-
gration of specific housing projects or subdivisions. Above all, it can
provide a successful experience in integrated living; and success may
beget further success as direct contact among different ethnic groups
breaks down stereotypes and prejudices. Unless integration at a micro-
level of social environment is successful, continuing efforts to change
attitudes are unlikely to succeed. However, this paper focuses on
those larger-scale aspects of housing choice and residential integra-
tion that are affected by institutional practices.
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Household Characteristics Bearing on Open-Housing
Choice by Minorities

We restrict our discussion to three considerations: income, employ-
ment, and welfare; the interrelations of income, class, and race; and
household composition and stage in the family cycle. These are all
related to our subsequent main focus on institutional practices as
they affect housing choice.

INCOME, EMPLOYMENT, AND WELFARE

It has been demonstrated that minority families are less well-off than
majority families. For example, much larger percentages of black
families than of majority-white families have low incomes or are
below the poverty level. Furthermore, minority income may be
irregular, and the meager assets of many minority families do not
provide reserve funds. A national survey in 1962 (Lansing et al.,
1969, p. 49) showed that the average net worth of Negro families
was less than one fifth of that of white families; this was true at all
age levels. A large and growing number of households are headed

by females, and a large number are composed of older persons. Such
households are likely to have income problems (Downs, 1970; U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1970b; Bernstein, 1970).

The employment situation is directly related to minority choice
of housing. As a result of deficient education, lack of professional or
technical skills, and a tradition of occupational discrimination, mi-
nority workers typically receive lower earnings, both in absolute
terms and in relation to their educational and experience levels, than
do majority-white workers. Although low wages, by and large, are a
greater contributor to poverty than is unemployment, unemploy-
ment remains distressingly high for minorities in ghetto areas
(Gwartney, 1970; Riessman, 1969; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1970a; Grebler et al., 1970).

The system of welfare assistance is also related to housing choice.
Forceful arguments have been made to establish a base minimum in-
come level (Tobin, 1968; Downs, 1970; Haggstrom, 1968; Miller &
Roby, 1970). In the words of a recent Presidental Task Force (U.S.
President’s Task Force on Urban Renewal, 1970, p. 8):

Increased incomes would give lower income families the means for better satisfy-
ing their individual needs, in particular for acquiring better housing on the private

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

FACTORS AFFECTING THE HOUSING CHOICES OF MINORITIES 89

market. The Task Force therefore urges the enactment of income maintenance
and job training programs to increase the incomes of lower income families.

To which a dissent by Messrs. Muth and Tolley from the same report

(p. 11) adds:
. . . We would emphasize more strongly than does the Report [of the Task
Force] the need for measures directly attacking poverty. . . . Income mainte-

nance strikes directly at the heart of the poverty problem rather than nibbling
at its edges as many other programs have attempted to do.

Another recent report (Birch, 1970, p. 38) suggests, ““it should be
clear that any program that raises the incomes of the poor will accele-
rate the out-migration of the present city population and thereby
facilitate the growth of the new [i.e., the suburbs].”

THE RELATION OF INCOME, SOCIAL CLASS, AND RACIAL OR ETHNIC STATUS

The great American dream is that, over time, households will raise
both their income level and their social-class position. Expectation
of upward mobility also extends to educational attainment, to occu-
pational niche, and to life style. But social climbing meets both overt
and covert resistance by those who have already arrived. Distinctions
based on racial or, less sharply perhaps, on ethnic or nationality lines
may provide bases for blocking upward mobility. Insofar as the racial
distinctions approach castelike differentiation, the ensuing system-
atic discrimination, however impersonal or institutional, severely
impedes upward social mobility by a minority member. Different
households may be limited by different factors. A household may
simultaneously lack money and social-class position, as well as be of
minority-group status. In such a case, it faces several serious barriers
to mobility. Or it may have the money without the social position.
Or it may have the money and the social-class position, but still be
limited by its minority-group status.

As minority households continue to share in rising incomes, im-
proved education, and better occupations, they also may be expected
to increase their social-class position. Such households will overcome
the income and social-class barriers and will be in a significantly im-
proved position to consider housing in suburban or other residential
districts previously closed. For such households, however, racial or
ethnic prejudice persists as a final hurdle. It seems reasonable to
believe that minority households confronted with only one major
barrier—race or ethnic status—are in a relatively better position than
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those minority households faced by resistance on the grounds of race,
social class, and lack of money (Simpson & Yinger, 1965; Drake,
1965; Billingsley, 1968).

Movement to a new residential district can take on great social
significance, to both the household moving and those households
already residing there (Rossi, 1955, p. 184).

Residential mobility is often the spatial expression of vertical social mobility.
As families rise in social class positions, they often change their residence to
accord with their class destination. Inferential data on this aspect of mobility
were shown in this study; more direct research is necessary to show the extent
of this type of movement and its significance for the American social structure.

It follows that middle- or upper-middle-class residents, once estab-
lished in a district, will be concerned about any ‘““‘potential deteriora-
tion of class image” (Werthman et al., 1965, p. 114).

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND STAGE IN THE FAMILY CYCLE

Minority households, like majority-white households, differ in com-
position. There are, for example, single-person households, especially
young persons and elderly persons; young married couples without
children; households with children, including (particularly among
lower-income households) a considerable number with very large
families. We have already alluded to the importance of female-head
families with children among black households. These households
vary in their interest in considering housing in districts other than
those already heavily settled by fellow minority members. Some of
these households (e.g., elderly persons and young people, or couples
without children) may find that residential location in the central
city offers the greatest advantages on balance, even though they
might find other advantages to moving out of ghetto areas. Other
households, particularly those with young children, may seek the
advantages of good schools and other improved services and the
physical amenities of housing at much lower density than those in
the inner city. Each household has its own preferences and judg-
ments as to desirable residential location.

General sociological and housing literature suggests that a com-
bination of several factors would be necessary before a household
would consider a move to the suburbs: The household would need
to have the money; it would need to be at a stage of its family cycle
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that made it inviting to find different housing; it would need to hold
attitudes favoring integration or, at a minimum, not to remain firmly
attached to its present neighborhood; and, presumably, it would need
to have become sufficiently middle class to be drawn to the features
offered by a suburban-like district. We lack an adequate research
literature about such families. As Watts et al. (1964, p. 110) have
putit:

. .. there is but limited information about the middle-class Negro family in
Boston, or for that matter, in the whole United States. Since the classic work
of Frazier on material now two decades old, there has been little systematic
examination of the stake and status of the middle-income or middle-class
Negro family. Many of those we studied are of a different type and genera-
tion of Negroes. They grew up during and after World War II, and their ex-
periences in the armed forces, their education, inspired and prolonged by
veterans’ legislation, the changed climate of opinion, and the new definitions
of appropriate community responsibility toward minorities makes of them a
group in transition. . . .

More recently, Billingsley (1968) has suggested a current typology
of black families that helps to fill this knowledge void.

Minority Attitudes toward Housing

From Rossi’s study of why families move, we can draw inferences
about how any family—majority or minority —approaches moving.
Families may have reactions to their present housing and their pres-
ent neighborhood that “push” them to seek other housing; they
develop certain specifications that narrow their search and apply
criteria as bases for their choice of new housing—the “pull” factors.
Rossi (1955), however, deliberately avoided the complexities con-
fronting minority households, and no Negro families were interviewed.

Presumably, there is a great range of outlook and consideration
among minority households. One extreme is a middle-class outlook
comparable to that of other middle-class Americans (Mack, 1968).
In Billingsley’s words (1968, p. 181-182):

Ask almost any Negro family head what he (or she) wishes most for his family,
and the response would be ‘““a decent house in a decent neighborhood.” Ask
that same parent what he wishes most for his children and the response would
be ““a decent and effective education.”. . .
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A 1968 national poll of blacks resulted in this identification of needs
(Beardwood, 1968, p. 41):

More education for my children 97%
More desegration in schools, neighborhoods, jobs 93
A better job 87
Some kind of special training 77
Better police protection 69
More education for myself 62
Making neighborhood a better place to live 60
More money to spend 53
Moving out of the neighborhood 20

Blacks and other minorities may not wish to leave their present
district. This has been explained in terms of the social ties and the
familiar patterns and contacts for coping with life that are available
in their neighborhood (Hartman, 1963; Fried & Levin, 1968). A per-
ceptive study made in the Boston area resulted in the observation
(Watts et al., 1964, p. 11):

... we wish again to emphasize that the middle-income Negro family sees itself
as having a personal stake in Washington Park [from which urban renewal was
about to displace a number of families] . It must be borne in mind that non-
discrimination is not the same thing as integration. . . . The family willing to
support the Negro rights organizations in striving for wider choice in housing
may perhaps be personally committed to life in Washington Park, at the same
time regarding it as a social responsibility to fight for the opportunity not to live
there. One must recognize that the individual Negro family will decide for itself
the right and the wrong and the appropriateness or unsuitability of moving out,
the same decision as other ethnic groups in the city must make.

Outlying residential areas, particularly those in the suburbs, may
seem uncongenial and remote. Some minority families, like some
majority families, may just not care much for suburban living. Some
may like some of its physical features, but be wary about moving
into an overwhelmingly white area (Schermer & Levin, 1968, p. 20):

A few market surveys conducted among middle- and moderate-income Negro
households indicate a strong preference for detached houses, individual lots,
and other features that are more characteristic of suburbia than central city.
However, there appears to be considerable resistance to outlying suburbs. Many
Negroes would like suburban-style living, but they do not trust the suburbs.
They feel unwelcome and unwanted. They are likely to continue feeling that
way until there are affirmative programs to help them feel otherwise.
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Some researchers have reported that only a small proportion of minor-
ity households are willing to make a persistent search for housing in
neighborhoods completely separated from concentrated minority areas.
Determination and self-confidence are needed to carry a household
into unfriendly territory and likely rebuffs. In the case of Washington
Park in the Boston area, “less than five percent of the families in a
ten-month period actually inspected a dwelling outside of Roxbury
and the families used public and voluntary bodies very little to assist
them in hunting outside. . .”” (Watts et al., 1964, p. 10). In a recent
Los Angeles study, most Negroes still living in concentrated Negro
areas had made no attempt to look for housing outside these areas.
Some “‘characteristically told of a single experience in which they
looked and were rebuffed or decided they really preferred the central
city” (Bullough, 1969, p. 61). Of those who finally succeeded in
moving into white areas in the San Fernando Valley, many reported
negative experiences along the way (Bullough, 1969, p. 61):

... most of the discrimination encountered was not overt. Only occasionally
were people met with open refusals. More often they were faced with a long
series of evasions and deceit, including realty salesmen who were “out” or ran
to hide from them in the other room, managers who had no authority to rent
apartments, owners who could not be located, forms that could not be pro-
cessed, returned deposits, and so on. The persistence shown by some of the
families in the sample in the face of one disappointment after another is
worthy of note.

Some generalizations about what types of family are most likely
to move into white neighborhoods have been made. The Negro
‘‘pioneers” tend to be relatively young, of above average economic
and occupational status, well educated, and of lighter skin color.
Most have had previous experiences with integration (Northwood
& Barth, 1965; Bullough, 1966; Weinstein & Giesel, 1962). They are
less alienated and more committed to the idea of integration than
those remaining in minority areas. And, as Bullough in particular
(1969, p. 103) has emphasized, there is an inevitable circularity be-
tween experience and attitudes.

Past segregation is related to present alienation, and present alienation is re-
lated to segregated housing patterns. . . . [Those Negroes who succeeded in
moving to a suburban location] were able to escape the ghetto because they
were not as alienated. They tended to reflect less of the powerlessness and
feelings of separation and despair. . . . The integrated subjects in this study
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had not necessarily grown up with more socioeconomic advantages than ghetto
subjects, but they did report more past experience with integration.

Residential desegregation was anything but a sudden or isolated incident in
the lives of the people studied. It was a part of a total overall pattern which had
developed over a long period of time. . . .

To consider moving from the concentrated minority area is to risk
not only discriminatory responses from majority persons, but compli-
cations in relations with fellow minority persons and ambivalence of
psychological identification. Clark’s observations (1965, p. 194-195)
provide an articulate summary:

The Negro who dares to move outside of the ghetto, either physically or psycho-
logically, runs the risk of retaliatory hostility, at worst, or of misunderstanding,
at best. To do so requires strength and individualism. It may reflect, in addition
a desire to escape a negative racial identification and an urgent, anguished, real-
istic desire to affirm himself as an individual without regard to the white or the
Negro world, without regard to the tendency of whites to shackle or imprison
his spirit, or the tendency of Negroes, in a different but just as effective way, to
do the same. Yet escape, whatever the motive, can never be complete as long as
racial oppression exists. The Negro, no matter how successful his flight may ap-
pear, still remains in conflict, a conflict stemming from his awareness of the am-
bivalence of other Negroes toward him and from his awarenesss that the larger
white society never accepts him fully. He is in conflict within himself, with
whites, and with Negroes, confronted by a sense of guilt, alienation, resentment,
and random bitterness directed as much against Negroes as against whites.

Integration—A Two-Way Street

It is often presumed that integration occurs when minority families
move into the residential territory of the majority. Efforts to facili-
tate integration have concentrated on making it possible for minority
or moderate-income families to move to the suburbs. But integration
may also be brought about by the move of majority families into mi-
nority areas or be preserved by their determination to remain in
mixed areas in spite of a rising proportion of minority residents.
Thus, Watts and colleagues (1964, p. 11) wrote:

.. . an implication of our study is that the cause of integration in housing may
best be served by private and public organizations, actively encouraging the
moving of white families into Washington Park, in addition to striving to bring
Negroes freer access to housing.
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Selectively, some majority-white households seek inner-city resi-
dence locations for a variety of reasons. Urban renewal has often
sought to reintroduce higher-income housing into districts that had
been deteriorating. But the overwhelming trend is for majority house-
holds, particularly at certain points in their family cycles, to consider
outward moves, sometimes in stages, toward suburbia.

Sudman and colleagues (1969) reported a higher proportion of
American households living in integrated situations than is commonly
believed. This suggests that there are other, more haphazard, meth-
ods of achieving integration than the more dramatic focus on
‘“pioneering” minority families implies. Other researchers have
claimed that the Sudman study uses measures that overstate the
amount of stable residential integration by including neighborhoods
that are in the path of imminent black residential invasion and suc-
cession (Pascal, 1970).

We need research relative to the significance of assured high level
of services and amenity in maintaining stable integrated residential
districts. Friedman (1968) has, for example, suggested: ‘“Mixed in-
come neighborhoods would be stable if they were highly desirable
neighborhoods.”

Institutional Barriers to Free Choice in the Housing Market

Although barriers to integration have been lowered in “‘realms of rela-
tively formal contact,” they have remained high in “realms of inti-
mate contact—desegration of social gatherings, housing, swimming
pools, house parties and college dormitories” (Pettigrew, 1969, p.
54). Housing remains a sensitive sphere, reflecting various mutually
reinforcing socioeconomic considerations.

In the United States, there is widespread acceptance of the idea
that one’s residence is an indicator of social status as well as physical
housing (Warner et al., 1949). Consistent with a concern about status
and prestige, residents may resist encroachment by lower-status
households. This is based mainly on social class considerations; it
may also include broader presumptions by majority-whites that mi-
nority members are, ipso facto, of lower social status. Or the argu-
ment may run that the acceptance of middle-class minority house-
holds will inevitably lead to further ““invasion” by minority members
of lesser social status.
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Resistance to minority households may also be couched in eco-
nomic terms. Home owners, in particular, may view their house as an
investment from which they fully expect to make a capital gain. They
may therefore be frightened by any suggestion, valid or not, that the
economic value of this investment is threatened by an influx of house-
holds with lesser income or minority status (Werthman et al, 1965;
McEntire, 1960; Simpson & Yinger, 1965).

Individual prejudice toward minority members, while significant,
may be mainly covert. Majority-whites may simply avoid personal
contact with minority persons, unless the contacts are an integral
part of everyday work or service. This is conveniently reinforced by
a spatial pattern of residential segregation. Even the verbal liberal,
for all his professed open-mindedness, may live and operate in essen-
tially majority-white social circles as a result of de facto segregation
(Daniels & Kitano, 1970).

Majority-whites also rely on certain gatekeeper mechanisms to
“guard their turf.” These mechanisms include the various institu-
tionalized arrangements for maintaining law and order (the police),
dealing with matters of poverty and family problems (the social
welfare system), channeling students into expected occupational
niches (the school system), etc. Gatekeeper mechanisms have also
been used to maintain the housing market—or, more accurately, to
maintain appropriate submarkets for minority families or low-income
families. Most such families are kept from full and open access to the
main market, which is presumably reserved for majority families with
the economic, social, and ethnic status to take full advantage of it
(Daniels & Kitano, 1970).

The institutional web that blocks the minority family from the
main housing market comprises a great many interlocking compo-
nents, among which are the outlook and social behavior of residents
(and, often, homeowners); the services of realtors, mortgage lenders,
appraisers, and developers; the laws, government regulations, and
administrative and political behavior of government officials; and
the relevant patterns and practices related to employment, schools,
transportation, and community services. As a young Negro scholar
expressed it (Hastie, 1970) in an unpublished appraisal:

... The foundations of exclusion [of the large majority of blacks from the open
housing market] are found in institutional practices like restrictive zoning, real-
tor practices, governmental inadequacies, and other subtle, conscious and un-
conscious actions. Standing alone any one of these procedures might be short-
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lived, but co-existing they become mutually supportive creating what Harold
Baron has called the “web of urban racism.”

We now discuss private institutional practices and governmental
practices, respectively, in the next two main sections. This is a divi-
sion merely for convenience in our presentation, for the interlocking
of private institutional, governmental, and personal behaviors is an
essential characteristic of the phenomenon we are seeking to identify.

Private Institutional Practices in the Rental, Sale, and
Financing of Housing for Minority Families

A recent significant report on real estate practices in the San Francisco
Bay Area concludes that a hierarchy of discrimination in the housing
market exists. It is most difficult for minorities to rent housing, less
difficult to buy older houses, and least difficult to buy new housing

in tracts (Denton, 1970).

RENTAL HOUSING

Various studies support the conclusion by Denton that Negroes and
other minorities have the greatest difficulty in obtaining rental
housing outside established minority areas (Watts et al., 1964; NCDH,
1970; Meyer et al., 1965). A 1965 mail questionnaire, to which 164
members of the Greater Pittsburgh Board of Realtors responded,
found that 72 percent of these realtors had never shown housing
to, and 79 percent had never completed rental arrangements with,
black prospects in predominantly white areas (Biochel et al., 1969).
In part, this reflects the selectivity of landlords, apartment mana-
gers, and real estate agents, whether or not in nonminority residential
areas. For example, a 1960 survey in Schenectady, New York, re-
ported the following objections stated by 200 landlords of vacant
apartments: 65 percent objected to renting to Negroes (compared
with 75 percent, 1951 survey of same city), of which 36 percent
would “under no circumstances” rent to Negroes and 29 percent
would prefer not to rent to Negroes; 55 percent objected to renting
to families with children; 53 percent objected to renting to families
with pets; and 6 percent objected to renting to non-Christians
(Mercer, 1962, p. 49). Landlords, either apartment owners or
managers, may be gatekeepers to their apartment building and the
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immediate neighborhood for various reasons: They may live there
themselves and wish to screen their own prospective neighbors; they
may seek to protect what they take to be the interests of present or
prospective majority-white tenants; they may be unfavorably in-
fluenced by stereotypes about housing maintenance by minority
tenants; and they may believe that minority households, once ad-
mitted, will stimulate pressures for further minority tenancy.

A great increase in construction of new apartments has taken
place in the suburbs since the late 1950’s. This has meant that new
rental housing has become readily available in the suburbs; such
housing has often been attractively designed and located, sometimes
in well-landscaped settings. Better housing and more services for the
rental dollar were offered than were available in the central city.
Generally, however, such apartments, located in predominantly or
all majority-white residential areas, are even more likely to discrimi-
nate against prospective minority tenants than older apartment
buildings in or closer to the inner city (Neutze, 1968).

Unfortunately most research on housing discrimination does not
make a clear distinction between rental and owner housing. The
most illuminating recent research we could uncover that deals sepa-
rately with the practices of apartment owners and managers is that
by John Denton, cited above. We do not know if his findings apply
to other geographic regions. We need further work that sharply dif-
ferentiates between various parts of the housing market. Denton, in
his conclusion—quoted at length because of its significance (1970,
p- Jb23-Jb24)—implies that one important service of the real estate
broker is his ability to cope with minority prospects.

Our conclusion from our research is that the vast majority [of apartment
owners] discriminate, and almost all believe that their white tenants will leave
if they rent any of their apartments to minority families. Their usual tactics for
avoiding integration are delay and red tape, i.e., the minority prospect gets de-
lay and red tape and the white prospect gets the apartment. Where housing is
as tight as it is in the Bay Area, discrimination becomes very difficult to prove
and easy to practice. If a minority prospect can be held off for as little as four
hours, it is usually time to get a bona fide white tenant signed up in time. . . .

Time is bought in all kinds of ways by setting requirements almost no one
can meet: by forms; by demanding references; by myriad uncertainties, even
by failing to call back when an initial phone inquiry suggests that the prospect
may be of a minority ethnic group. . . . Actually, most minority prospects are
easily turned away. They are too proud to force the issue, and also very worried
about the amount of time it takes to follow through a complaint.
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Some of the data suggests that because of their determination to discriminate,
more mamma-poppa operations are using agents than was formerly the case. The
obvious reason is that [real estate] brokers have developed skills to fend of f mi-
nority prospects and can do this more clearly than an owner. Moreover, where
all else fails, it can turn out that “the owner had already rented the apartment
and forgotten to tell the broker.”. . .

As will be further discussed below, the broker has become more
sophisticated in the performance of this “service” in the face of
fair-housing laws and other anti-discrimination legislation (NCDH,
1970; Denton, 1970).

It is essential for minority households that the rental market be
opened up. Because of severe housing shortages, fierce competition
for rental housing, and the restrictions imposed by discriminatory
practice, minority households are victims of an unusually tight mar-
ket or submarket. It has long been understood that minority house-
holds get less housing for the money than do majority households,
and this discrepancy may be widening (Abrams, 1965; Kerner Com-
mission, 1968; Douglas Commission, 1969; Kaiser Committee,
1968; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1967; New York City
Rand Institute, 1970; Grebler et al., 1970, Ch. 11). No matter how
advantageous and desirable home ownership may be in the long run,
rental housing remains the immediate prospect for most minority
families. Available rental housing in the suburbs could facilitate the
staging of moves, so that the family could face up to the spatial
move before taking the next step of a tenure change. Moreover, a
rental base in an outer locality would provide an advantageous base
for the search for a house to buy.

SALE OF OLDER HOUSING

Most slum clearance and relocation transactions are handled through
real estate brokers. The broker paired with an owner may provide a
formidable gatekeeping arrangement. The seller may feel a sense of
responsibility on behalf of his majority-white neighbors and may
determine, almost as a matter of course, to instruct the realtor not
to consider ‘“‘undesirable” prospects. The real estate broker, in addi-
tion to a loyalty to the seller, may have an eye to future business
and may interpret such a dictum as his “professional’ responsibility
to maintain the stability of the neighborhood. While the National
Association of Real Estate Boards (NAREB) has openly stated that
all realtors are expected to conform to the fair-housing laws, there is
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evidence that the brokers have continued their screening responsibili-
ties, but with greater care in order not to be caught openly in viola-
tion of the new legislation.

In the San Francisco Bay Area study, Denton (1970, p. JbS)
concluded:

... by and large, the vast majority of realtors still believe in residential segre-
gation and believe that to maintain their control of the market for used homes
they must find ways to prevent minority prospects from finding housing in all-
white neighborhoods.

Of the sample of Pittsburgh realtors studied in 1965, 53 percent
had never shown housing for sale and 79 percent had never com-
pleted housing sales to black prospects in predominantly white areas
(Biochel et al., 1969). In the Washington, D.C., area, realtors had
at one time been instructed not to sell (or rent) to “colored people.”
Later this instruction was modified, but the realtors still tend to
urge sellers to specify terms of the sale as to whom they would not
want to sell or would not sell (Simpson & Yinger, 1965, p. 332).

In understanding discriminatory practices in the sale of houses,
it is essential to distinguish between specific mechanisms and the
underlying spirit and outlook that pervade the setting in which
transactions are carried through. Regarding these transactions,
Denton (1970, p. Jb6-Jb7) reports:

Our conclusion about how discrimination takes place is that every routine
act, every bit of ritual in the sale or rental of a dwelling unit can be performed
in a way calculated to make it either difficult or impossible to consummate a
deal. Everyone in real estate recognizes how easily deals are killed by poor
salesmanship, ignorance and ineptitude on the part of the intermediaries,
failure to show property to good advantage, and other non-purposive errors.
Yet no one has made an analysis of how these devices are intentionally used
to destroy the interest of minority people in looking for housing in all-white
neighborhoods. Perhaps this is because most of these devices can not be
reached by law. . ..

Since brokers almost invariably act as agents for landlords and homesellers,
the general rule of law is that they are under no obligation to renters or buyers
to offer them service. Theoretically, California solved this problem with the
Unruh Act, passed in 1959, which requires all business . . . to provide every
prospective customer with the same services. However, in recent years, there
has been so little attempt to enforce this act, that we discovered that many
salesmen and brokers make frank verbal avowals of their unwillingness to serve
minority prospects. It should be noted that we found no evidence of outright
refusals, but we think this is a specious difference. . . .
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Denton goes on to show that since negotiated bargaining is so crucial
to the typical real estate transaction, it is difficult for a minority
client (or for someone seeking to police fair-housing laws) to know
whether the broker has at critical points failed to represent the
client’s interest with integrity. It is safe to speculate that minority
buyers are more likely to settle for the full asking price rather than
jeopardize the purchase by bargaining.

Majority-white persons are able to spend a long period searching
for housing and can expect the cooperation of a real estate broker;
they are not screened until financial negotiations begin. Minority
prospects, however, may be screened at the very start before a broker
even expresses willingness to be of direct assistance. Various dis-
couraging or delaying tactics may be employed by the broker; if
delaying tactics fail, the broker may delay the submission of a client’s
order or find technical difficulties (Denton, 1970; NCDH, 1970;
McEntire, 1960; Helper, 1969).

Real estate brokers are also in a position to foster “panic” selling,
although this may be more characteristic of the central city than the
suburbs (Leacock et al., 1965, p. 32).

When it becomes apparent that a particular neighborhood is undergoing change,
[real estate agents] are in a position either to speed up or slow down the process.
It has been the pattern throughout the country for real estate interests to play
an extremely destructive role in relation to interracial communities. They spread
mis-information about declining values in changing neighborhoods, using it to
manipulate desegregation and “‘re-segregation” by causing a rapid turnover once
Negro families have started to move in. In some cases they simply do not show
houses in one section to prospective Negro buyers, nor houses in another section
to whites; at times they use genuine scare tactics to speed up turnover to their
own advantage.

THE SALE OF NEW HOUSING

In earlier periods, the sale of new housing, particularly tract housing
built by large developers, was also subject to prevalent discriminatory
practices. The cases of exclusion of minorities from the Levitt’s large
suburban developments are generally known; once forced, the New
Jersey Levittown was smoothly integrated (Gans, 1967; [U.S.]
HHFA, 1964). Large firms of homebuilders, in particular have been
changing their practices. The Denton survey in the Bay Area (1970,
p. Jb20)
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.. . tends to show that minority prospects get much better treatment from tract
builders with their own sales forces than from realtors. To some extent this is
due to the differences in marketing factors, i.e.,
1) the prospect transports himself to the site and needs very little service
from the sales agent on the premises.
2) the price and terms are usually fixed and widely advertised, so that there
is very little room for bargaining.
In addition, there seems to be no organized resistance from the homebuilding
industry, as there obviously is within the fields dominated by NAREB. In our
judgment, the different attitudes of white realtors and white homebuilders is
at least partially a reflection of the fact that the National Association of Home-
builders has a more favorable attitude toward residential integration than does
NAREB. ... [We] made trips to new subdivisions and were pleasantly surprised
to find that most of those in modest price brackets had at least a few minority
homeowners. . . .

New homes for sale are increasingly provided in large-scale tracts
and, as we have just indicated, there is evidence that practices have
shifted considerably during the past few years. But most of the gen-
eral research literature is based on earlier studies and may provide
outdated conclusions. Ten years ago the McEntire study (1960,

p. 176-177) could report:

The combination of large-scale building methods with racial discrimination has

given rise to the phenomenon of the totally white community. . . . [The] de-
veloper has the power and generally uses it, to exclude unwanted minority
groups completely.

But just as the large developers had the monolithic power to exclude,
s0, too, have they the power to institute changes in policy. We judge
this to be a needed area of research; it is important to monitor the
practices and experiences of the tract builders. Indeed, it would be
valuable to know about their initial sales to minority households
and to follow through the impact of the pattern thus created on
attitudes and practices with respect to resales in subsequent years.
McEntire reported (1960, p. 177), “. .. as several experiences have
demonstrated, a pattern of total minority exclusion, once estab-
lished, is extremely difficult to change.”” We could hypothesize,
alternatively, that a pattern of racial mixture, once established,
would make it more likely that integration within the develop-
ment would continue.

We need to research the role and effectiveness of black builders
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and contractors. This should include information on types and loca-
tion of housing built, marketing and financing arrangements, and
the characteristics for the buyers. Does this lead to black enclaves?
Does it promote dispersal to suburban areas?

One additional research approach deserves particular note. In this
approach, a sample survey of the sale of new homes is coupled with
an analysis of the chain of moves into the housing successively left
vacant. This approach was suggested in earlier work by Kristof
(1965) and used in a significant national study by Lansing and his
associates (1969). The Lansing study concluded that only six tenths
of the number of Negroes that one would predict on the basis of
income actually occupied new dwellings. In the national sample, of
all the Negro families moving into new homes, only one third moved
into owned homes, whereas of all white families moving into new
homes, over one half moved into owned homes. This lower fraction
for Negro families appears to reflect both a relative dearth of assets
among Negro families and the impact of discrimination. Applying
the filter theory of housing, the Lansing study concluded that the
building of new housing is of less indirect help to Negro families
than to white families in opening up other vacancies along chain-
of-moves paths and that it is of even less assistance to poor families
(of either race).

Real estate boards cut across real estate brokers’ involvement in
the rental of housing and in the sale of both old and new homes.
They have typically resisted taking in minority persons as brokers.
In the San Francisco Bay Area, real estate board membership has
gradually opened to minorities in the core cities (only after law suits,
however, still pending as recently as 1966), but memberships have
not been generally available ‘“to nonresident minority brokers in
all-white suburban real estate boards” (Denton, 1970).

Sale of housing to minorities is also affected by the multiple-
listing practices of real estate boards. In the San Francisco Bay
Area, at least, a broker is on the distribution list for listings pro-
duced by his own real estate board, but he only has access to the
listings produced by other boards if he can establish his own
reciprocity with brokers in these other boards or if he can take
out a nonresident membership in these areas. A minority broker
who is a member of a core-city real estate board thus may find it
difficult or impossible to have access to listings of suburban real
estate boards. He therefore has great difficulty in providing the full
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range of listings in suburban areas to a minority client, and the client
is at the mercy of majority-white brokers in these suburbs. In Den-
ton’s words (1970, p. Ja31),

The conclusion we have drawn from our survey of listing practices is that they
effectively bar minority people looking for housing from having access to in-
dispensible information about what is offered. Moreover, so long as multiple
listing is voluntary in most Bay Area cities there is no way it can be made into
area wide ‘“‘exchange” of homes for sale. . . .

RESTRICTIVE COVENANT OR DEED RESTRICTION

Probably no institutional device has been more insidiously woven
into the web of practices bearing on the rental and sale of real estate
than the restrictive covenant or deed restriction. Weaver (1948), for
example, was able to show that in the period just before and after
World War II these covenants carried much, and probably the brunt
of, discriminatory restrictions. A very large number of urban and sub-
urban residential properties were at that time covered by covenants.
Real estate boards and property owners’ associations had vigor-
ously campaigned to get signatures or resignatures on the covenants.
That very year, the Supreme Court in Shelley v. Kraemer withdrew
any role for courts in enforcing restrictive covenants, although it did
not outlaw the covenants as such. We lack full up-to-date evidence
about how these millions upon millions of covenants, still part of
deeds, are interpreted by prospective sellers and buyers and by the
real estate brokers and others involved in the complex process of
transferring property. Some participants may act as though the cove-
nants had no force. Some participants who believe in fair-housing
and integration may avoid the purchase of such properties or take
pains when selling to see that an open market is maintained. But it
is quite possible that a large number of persons use the covenants to
maintain discrimination. Drawing upon a report issued in 1962 by
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Simpson and Yinger (1965,

p. 331) argued that covenants were still being effectively used:

In the Washington D.C. area, builders in at least 13 communities utilize [restric-
tive covenants] . Their effectiveness is seen in the racial composition of the
census tracts covering these communities. It is not clear why they continue to
be effective despite the fact that they are no longer enforceable in the courts,
but one pgssibility is that some homeowners are not aware of the 1948
Supreme Court decision. Also, it has been suggested that those who have
entered into these agreements feel under moral pressure to keep them. The
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U.S. Commission on Civil Rights thinks that the best explanation for the effec-
tiveness of these covenants in the District of Columbia and environs is that
simple exclusion is used to enforce the policy they declare.

Perhaps beyond the purview of social scientific research—for it in-
volves judicial and political considerations—is the question of whether
it is reasonable that restrictive covenants be permitted to persist. Al-
though Shelley v. Kraemer implied that such covenants based on race,
creed, or color were legal, critical differences in views remain. One
observer has said, ‘““Most commentators today are of the opinion that
such a covenant is illegal and should be so regarded, rather than
accepting the incongruous fiction that it is legal but unenforceable”
(Robinson, 1964, p. 36). We believe research should be done on cove-
nants—their prevalence, their use in new housing, and their meaning
to the various persons concerned with the sale and rental of housing
and the sale and development of residential land.

MORTGAGE FINANCING
In 1960, McEntire reported (p. 218-219):

Mortgage credit is the key to acquisition of good housing via home ownership. . . .
Whites and nonwhites of comparable economic status and owning similar proper-
ties seem to receive, on the whole, similar treatment from most lending agencies,
with the crucial exception: institutional lenders traditionally have required
properties for nonwhite occupancy to be located in recognized minority resi-
dence areas, and many lenders continue to enforce this special requirement. By
making mortgage credit available to minorities in certain areas and withholding

it in others, lending agencies help to maintain segregation.

Simpson and Yinger (1965, p. 332), drawing upon evidence sub-
mitted to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1962 report) sug-
gested that this practice was continuing:

A spokesman for the Mortgage Bankers Association of Metropolitan Washington
wrote [to the Commission] : “Applications from minority groups are not gener-
ally considered in areas that are not recognized as being racially mixed, on
the premise that such an investment would not be attractive to institutional
lenders.”

Denton, in his recent San Francisco Bay area study, said (1970,
p. Jb32):

Based on our discussions with black brokers and fair housing brokers we believe
it is fair to say that minority people trying to move out of the ghetto have even
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more trouble than formerly in obtaining mortgage loans. Earmarking ‘“minority
mortgage money” for loans on so-called ghetto property means that minority
applicants are more likely than ever to find it hard to get loans for purchase

in suburban areas.

He stresses that, just as there are no minority suburban real estate
firms, there are no Bay area minority-group mortgage bankers. He
doubts that there are any in the entire United States, but he is care-
ful to state he lacks conclusive evidence.

We are advised that Fred Case (Graduate School of Business,
University of California, Los Angeles) has been engaged in a large
study of mortgage lending practices as they bear on minority housing
choices; this study has apparently not yet been published.

REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS

It is reported that in the Bay area there are very few minority real
estate appraisers of minority status. We presume this may also be the
national situation; we found no other relevant studies. Admission to
the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers is contingent upon
approval by a mail ballot sent to every member; this system clearly
offers an opportunity for black-balling. The theory and interpretations
of real estate appraisers strongly influence the channeling of minority
loans into areas where minority families already live. Title companies,
in the San Francisco Bay area, still have a very small percentage of
minority work force, although one major company now has at least
one black office manager (Denton, 1970).

We have sought to identify separate phases of the operation of the
market for residential real estate and to report on different groups of
functionaries and institutional mechanisms. It is important to remem-
ber, however, that discrimination results from the interaction of a
number of attitudes and practices. Change in the total situation re-
quires more than change in specific single factors. In a spirit similar
to that pervading the Kerner Commission report, Carter (1965, p.
108-109) provides this summary of his impressions:

Discrimination against Negroes was and is a part of the fabric of American life
in New York, Chicago, and San Francisco, as well as in Jackson, Mississippi;
Little Rock, Arkansas; and Birmingham, Alabama. It inheres in the housing
market and service of real estate brokers, landlords, builders, developers
(private and public), city planners, banks, and mortgage loan companies. . . .
Past practices have virtually solidified housing segregation in the North, and
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as yet no major break in the iron ring enclosing the Negro ghetto has been
effected.

Denton pessimistically concludes (1970, p. Jb40) *. . . that by pre-
venting the minority person from being able to shop for housing in
the way that is normal for his white peers, a permanent barrier to
residential desegregation has been created which may be beyond the
power of positive law to reach.”

Public Institutional Practices in Urban Planning and Land Use
Controls, in Urban Renewal, and in the Financing, Development,
and Management of Housing

We must necessarily be selective in discussing the many govern-
mental policies and practices that affect the housing choices open
to minority families. Our main presentation will be in this order:
(a) land use plans and general development policy; (b) zoning and
other precise land use and building regulations; (c) urban renewal;
(d) support or incentives for private housing; (e) public housing;
(f) fair-housing regulations; and (g) public taxation.

Certain very broad questions rise out of these facets of govern-
mental institutional practices. The first question is whether resi-
dents and citizens get from their local governments what they want.
This is not easy to determine, but there are few signs of serious dis-
satisfaction. Ironically, perhaps, our system of suburban government
tends to give its residents a remarkably direct voice in policy deter-
mination (Wood, 1958; Davidoff et al., 1970).

A second question is whether each local government can take into
account regional considerations as well as its own more provincial
interests. The general conclusion is that it can not. This raises diffi-
cult problems as to providing a broader policy framework and
establishing review procedures. Planning and fiscal issues, in par-
ticular, call for vigorous exploration of possible regional government
and for the determination of appropriate state and federal roles in
urban and regional affairs. Until recently, at least, there has been a
tendency to assume the validity of local self-determination, but this
is increasingly coming under legislative and judicial review (Douglas
Commission, 1968; Hawley & Zimmer, 1970).

A third question, and the one that probably relates most directly
to our inquiry, is how the rights of minorities can be fully protected
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and, equally important, how the twin objectives of dispersal from
inner-city minority areas and integration into other areas within the
metropolis can be carried into effect. We conclude that to account
for these urgent social objectives, traditional public institutional
mechanisms must be changed (Kerner Commission, 1968; Kaiser
Committee, 1968).

We are not certain how helpful social scientific knowledge about
public institutional practices can be in bringing about attitudinal
changes and political changes. In situations where the practices (e.g.,
exclusionary zoning or an unwillingness to create a public housing
authority) are what the residents want, it will take far more than
knowledge of institutional practices to bring about basic changes.
Ironically, citizens and politicians may appropriate institutional prac-
tices introduced at earlier times by civic reformers and change them
into mechanisms for preserving majority and status-quo interests.
This has particularly been true of zoning (Babcock, 1966; Piven,
1970; Brooks, 1970; Toll, 1969; Ylvisaker, 1970). Indeed, it must
be recognized that urban planning has sometimes become a hand-
maiden for the stabilizers. On the other hand, urban planning has
been caught squarely in the middle of battles among irreconcilable
parties and interests—aggressive developers, ambitious elected offi-
cials, career-concerned professional staff members, and a diverse
citizenry. City planners have often sought valiantly to control de-
velopment under heavy pressures and within a political setting re-
flecting all of the crossfires of contemporary America (Scott, 1969;
Fraser, 1970). In such a context, the vigorous introduction of changes
designed to open up suburban communities adds a further set of
pressures to the political battlefield (Lilley, 1970).

LAND USE PLANS AND DEVELOPMENT POLICY

The land use plan of a municipality, a county, or a metropolitan-
level government or quasi-government identifies certain community
or regional goals (possibly social and political as well as physical) and
presents a maplike diagram of the arrangement of future land uses
that will foster or incorporate these goals. It may suggest a program
and time table for working toward the goals (Kent, 1964). As of
1968, there were within U.S. metropolitan areas the following local
governments with planning boards and with plans as presented in
Table 1. About 65 percent of suburban governments have fewer than
5,000 residents. Of communities with 5,000 or more population,
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TABLE 1 Local Governments—Planning Boards and Plans (within Metropolitan Areas as of 1968)

Percent with Land Use Plans

Governments within No. of Percent with Of All Of Governments with
SMSA'’s (1960 population) Governments Planning Boards Governments Planning Boards
Total 7,609 65.2 n.d. n.d.
County governments 404 80.0 nd. nd.
Municipalities

50,000+ population 314 98.4 87.6 89.0

5,00049,999 1,303 92.9 65.8 70.8

Under 5,000 3,360 54.9 nd. n.d.
New England-type townships

5,000+ population 765 79.1 58.7 74.2

Under 5,000 1,463 45.7 nd. n.d.
Total municipalities and New

England-type townships
5,000+ population 2,382 89.2 66.4 74.4

aSource: Adapted from Manvel (1968, p. 24, 31).
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about 9 out of 10 have planning boards, and 2 out of 3 have land
use plans. The smaller communities are less apt to have planning
boards.

There is relatively little careful research on the character and im-
pact of suburban land use plans, and it would seem particularly rele-
vant to the purposes of this paper that systematic studies of these
plans be undertaken. We conclude from such studies of land use plans
as have been made (whether or not suburban communities) that, ex-
cept for unusual and recent examples, these plans have focused almost
completely on physical objectives, and that social and political pre-
sumptions and goals have not been openly stated or related to the
physical plans (Altshuler, 1965; Gans, 1967). Further, most metro-
politan planning efforts have not been any more explicit in openly
identifying social policy objectives or in working toward them
(Downs, 1970; Dunleavy and Associates, 1970). We also conclude
that many plans suffer from undue generality, jargon, and lack of
specific proposals about how they might be carried out (Spatt,
1970; Altshuler, 1965). Land use plans may not be taken seriously
by most residents, since the plans appear to be advisory in tone and
sometimes not even submitted for the approval of the city council
or other elected body (Denton, 1970).

Most land use plans appear to represent established interests and
to take either a conserving or preserving approach. Land use plans
may concentrate on the major goal of “‘orderly development” and
such further subgoals as the control of residential densities, the
preservation of open space, and the deliberate containment of com-
mercial and industrial land uses (Davidoff, 1965; Marcuse, 1969).
Either deliberately or by default, the plans have rarely sought to
contend with the serious housing situation confronting disadvantaged
families. This may reflect various reasons: (a) community sentiment
and leaders’ commitment to prevent the influx of minority house-
holds or, perhaps more common, to discourage the influx of low- and
even moderate-income households; (b) the structure of local govern-
ment in which a housing authority and a renewal agency may be
operating relatively independently from the planning department—
in such a situation, the planning department may leave it to the
other agencies to promote or introduce appropriate housing; (c) a
tendency of land use plans to be more concerned with the elimina-
tion of blight than with the positive provision of housing for
families not well served by the private housing market (Altshuler,
1965).
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As a result of these shortcomings in land use plans, the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968 required all local communities
to identify and to take into account “‘the housing needs of both the
region and the local communities,” with a subgoal of encouraging
each community to do its share in providing housing for disadvan-
taged households. It will be particularly important to examine
whether the preparation of these housing element reports brings
substantial change to the land use plans and, subsequently, to the
outlook and programs of the community. There is some initial evi-
dence that suburban communities will continue to protect the status
quo (Denton, 1970). It will also be important to pay careful atten-
tion to HU D-sponsored research that is coordinated by the National
Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)
(Nenno, 1969; Spicer, 1970; Beckman, 1970).

ZONING AND OTHER PRECISE REGULATIONS

Zoning is unquestionably at the very center of the process of land
use control (Leary, 1968). It is thus at the center of major value
conflicts, for, as some gain what they seek, others must lose (ASPO,
1968). Zoning has been so completely incorporated into the local
political process and has become so well understood by the citizenry
(at least with respect to its broad possibilities) that it is probably the
major mode of land use regulation relied on by politicians and resi-
dents (Table 2).

A slightly larger number of communities have zoning ordinances
than have planning boards and a considerably larger number have
zoning ordinances than have land use plans. Of those local govern-
ments with population 5,000 or more that do have zoning ordi-
nances, 42.9 percent passed their first zoning ordinance after 1950,
33.0 percent have at least some use districts prescribing residential
lots with minimum size of one acre or more, and 14.8 percent do not
permit any new apartments (of three units or more).

Zoning is certainly the suburban community’s perfect tool if it
wants to maintain essentially single-family housing and if it wants
to exclude other land uses (and, as we shall discuss, to exclude vari-
ous types of households) (Babcock, 1966). Zoning purports to con-
trol the character of physical development and to ensure orderly
development on behalf of the community as a whole. Thus it regu-
lates type of land use, lot size, set-back, parking requirements, etc.
Indirectly, it controls density of development and thus assists in
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TABLE 2 The Extent of Zoning, as of 1968, among Local Governments in Metropolitan Areas in the United States?

Percent with Percent Not
Precent with Percent with Any 1-Acre Permitting

Governments within Zoning First Ordinance Minimum Lot Any New
SMSA’s (1960 population) No. Ordinance since 1950 Size Apartments
Total 7,609 68.3 n.d. nd. n.d.
County governments 404 49.3 n.d. n.d. n.d.
Municipalities

50,000+ population 314 98.7 16.7 24.2 3.5

5,000-49,999 1,303 97.0 45.2 240 11.0

Under 5,000 3,360 54.0 n.d. nd. n.d.
New England-type townships

5,000+ population 765 81.0 514 54.6 28.2

Under 5,000 1,463 44.8 n.d. n.d. n.d.
Total municipalities and townships

5,000+ population 2,382 92.1 429 33.0 14.8

aSource: Adapted from Manvel (1968, p. 24, 31-32).
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ensuring that services can be properly related, that traffic can be
accommodated, and that timing of development can be effectively
controlled. By its very nature, zoning is exclusory: A zoning ordi-
nance excludes various land uses, permitting only designated land
uses, within any given district of a community. Most studies rank
zoning as a very significant device for exclusion, pointing particu-
larly to zoning ordinances that prohibit residential development on
lots of less, say, than an acre or a half acre (Brooks, 1970; Babcock,
1966; NCDH, 1970; Funnyé, 1970). Only Denton (1970, p. Jc6)
concludes that in the San Francisco Bay area, large-lot zoning, at
least, does not seem to be a serious discriminatory tool, except in
a few bedroom communities.

Particularly, in exurbia, residents may be antagonistic to devel-
opment of any sort. In one study (Raymond and May Associates,
1968, p. 71) it was found that

They frequently sought a secluded natural environment in spite of the increased
costs in travel, time, and discomforts. Any invasion or change is therefore ac-
tively resisted. Clustering is viewed as an invasion and destruction of the security
which large-lot zoning has created. This innate opposition to urbanization of
any sort is generally as strong, and sometimes an even stronger factor in such
areas than fear of invasion by lower-income groups or nonwhites. In such areas,
a significant proportion of the resident population is composed of older resi-
dents who are farm laborers, craftsmen, factory workers, etc. . . .

The nature of zoning is such that it is difficult to disentangle its
control over physical development and land use, per se, from its in-
fluence over the economic status of prospective residents and its use
to discriminate against specific ethnic or racial groups (ASPO, 1968,
p. 36-37):

Discrimination through the use of zoning at present must be done by indirect
means. It is difficult to prove that discrimination is an objective of the zoning
action. For obvious reasons, exclusion of a particular ethnic group will never
appear in any record nor will it be admitted by responsible public officials.
Intemperate remarks by citizens at public hearings will be the only overt
indications that might be discovered. . . .

. . . because true racial zoning is forbidden, the exclusion has been de facto
and based on economic status—against families with low income. Economic
discrimination will operate against any disadvantaged minority. . . .

Perhaps the most significant clues to the use of land-use controls for dis-
crimination are public statements of intent to “preserve the character” of the
community by “‘maintaining high standards’’; occasional frank statements about
not wanting low-income families who will create a “tax burden”’; and moves to
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prevent construction of nondiscriminatory developments in exclusively white
communities. . . .

The zoning device most frequently cited as one used for racial exclusion is
the specification of unusually large lots. However, this is the common device
for economic exclusion. Large lots are also used for limiting urban expansion
or for setting up holding zones.

Another zoning action that can be used to exclude minority groups is the
prohibition of industry, especially heavy industry, from a community. . . .

In any event, a certain amount of double talk can be expected.
For example, prevention of apartment construction can be a way
of excluding certain types of households. The “‘shouted” reasons
for opposing apartment developments in the suburbs include the
following: Apartments will not pay their way in taxes; apartments
will cut off light and air; apartments will turn into slums; apart-
ments will reduce property values; apartments will injure the
character of the community. The “whispered” reasons are that
the apartments will attract lower-class tenants, transient house-
holds not in the community’s interest, and Negroes (Babcock &
Bosselman, 1963). Judicial review has legitimized zoning on such
bases as detrimental effects of apartments on single-family uses and
harmful impact on property values. Babcock concludes (1966, p. 185)
his long treatment of zoning with the judgment that ““ . . . social in-
fluences, far more than economic considerations, motivate the public
decision-makers in zoning matters.”

Zoning, along with other institutional devices used by local gov-
ernments, is often justified by fiscal necessity (Brooks, 1970, p. 3):

Most suburban governments contend that their intention is not to exclude low-
income families but to cope with fiscal reality. Because of their heavy depen-
dence on local property taxes, suburban governments have traditionally sought
land uses which yield higher taxes and require fewer public dollars to service.
Whether or not the intent is to meet fiscal reality, the contention of the sub-
urbs is no longer being accepted at face value. Suburban governments are being
challenged to broaden the narrow considerations they have used in making land-
use decisions by considering problems in both regional and socio-economic
terms. These challenges take different forms, with a number aimed at the
practice of exclusionary zoning.

. . . For purposes of this report, exclusionary zoning is defined not in terms
of intent or motive, but in terms of results.

Traditionally, as we have already indicated, the right of a com-
munity to determine its own land use has been accepted. This has
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meant that its zoning could be completely local in outlook [ Ander-
son (1970) quoted in Brooks (1970, p. 18)].

The cases are rare which expressly require that the zoning municipality consider
the extraterritorial effect of a zoning restriction. Indeed, the very propriety of
such consideration may be questioned. . . . [M] ost courts have respected the
power of each municipality to seek its own solutions, to fashion its own charac-
ter, and to prescribe its own exclusions, without regard (or with small regard)
to the needs of its neighbors of its larger community. . . .

It may also be difficult (Raymond and May Associates, 1968, p. 47)
for individual suburban communities to

.. . deal effectively with social problems of a metropolitan scope. The problem

is the result of general housing discrimination against Negroes in the metropoli-
tan area. In the few suburban areas where housing, such as these apartments [in
the case study of authors present], is open to Negroes the rapid influx of Negroes
creates massive fears and resentments, as expressed in some of the interviews.

As we have noted, an acknowledged problem is how to create the
intergovernmental arrangements by which a broad policy framework
can be established into which local community zoning could be ex-
pected to fit.

Another important type of land use control used by local gov-
ernments is subdivision regulation. The planning commission must
approve of the proposed design of a subdivision; thus, it can exer-
cise control over the process by which land is converted into build-
ing sites (Green, 1968). Something over 80 percent of the communi-
ties having zoning also have subdivision regulations (Table 3).

TABLE 3 The Extent of Subdivision Control, as of 1968, among Local
Governments in Metropolitan Areas in the United Statesd

Percent with

Governments within Subdivision
SMSA’s (1960 population) No. Regulations
Total 7,609 59.3
County governments 404 62.9
Municipalities

50,000+ population 314 92.7

5,000-49,999 1,303 90.0

Under 5,000 3,360 47.7
New England-type townships

5,000+ population 765 74.0

Under 5,000 1,463 44.0

@Source: Adapted from Manvel (1968, p. 24).
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Although it is recognized that subdivision regulations are part of
the family of regulations controlling new subdivision and construc-
tion, there is little direct research evidence on the impact of sub-
division regulations, as such, on housing opportunities for minority
families. As noted by Green (1968, p. 449), restrictive covenants or
deed restrictions

... are of interest to the agency regulating subdivisions, because they are cus-
tomarily filed with the plat of a subdivision. Knowing this, the plat approval
agency may through a process of negotiation persuade a developer to include
detailed regulations governing the siting of structures, landscaping, architectural
design, and so forth, tailored to the particular needs of his subdivision, which it
could not easily require in its general [public] regulations.

We need to research the attitudes of local officials and planning staffs,
in particular, toward covenants that restrict ownership or tenancy to
majority whites and how these covenants have been handled in the
process of subdivision control.

Literature identifying regulations contributing to discrimination
against minority families typically mentions building and housing
codes. Probably their main impact is to promote economic dis-
crimination. Codes may prevent or discourage the greatest possible
economies in housing construction and maintenance. It is alleged
that inspectors are in a position to block construction. Banfield and
Grodzins (1958, p. 97) concluded:

Local [building] inspectors sometimes use the [building] code as a weapon
against builders who do not “play ball” with a political machine, who sell to
Negroes or other “undesirables,” or who are felt to be outsiders creating un-
warranted or unfair competition. The inspector’s unquestioning acceptance of
the canons of the local community and especially of its dominant builders is
as likely as venality to be the problem here.

Schermer and Levin reported (1968, p. 14) more recently that:

[L]arge city zoning and licensing officials were not found to be particularly
obstructive because of racial policy. But there is almost universal feeling that
such officials in white suburban areas can and do effectively impede develop-
ments that are likely to be integrated.

The Manvel-U.S. Census Bureau survey (Manvel, 1968) showed in
considerable detail the recency of codes and the proportion of local
jurisdictions that have adopted various standardized codes. The direct
bearing on discrimination against minorities is, however, unclear.
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URBAN RENEWAL

Urban redevelopment and, later, urban renewal have acquired greater
responsibility in their two decades of operation. Until 1967, the
criticism was that little attention was paid to the effective relocation
of displaced households in the project areas or elsewhere (Greer,
1965; Anderson, 1964 ; Wilson, 1966). Since the HUD regulations of
1967 and the Housing Act of 1968, new projects must focus on pro-
vision of housing for low- and moderate-income families.

Other aspects of the urban renewal program bear on the question
of housing choice for minority families. The published research litera-
ture does not bring us completely up to date on these, and some
points made here may be out of date by now.

Urban renewal has been aimed chiefly at large blighted areas, and
the projects have been disproportionately located in larger cities,
particularly in central cities (Douglas Commission, 1968). Urban re-
newal has had various stated objéctives, not necessarily compatible,
and local communities have had considerable leeway in calculating
relative priorities. Communities have chosen to get taxable real estate
back on the rolls, to recapture the city center, to reattract upper-
middle-income households, and to combat physical blight. Direct
concern for disadvantaged households has been a low-priority ob-
jective. As of 1967, only 8 percent of families housed on urban
renewal sites were low income (Grigsby, 1964 ; Greer, 1965; George
Schermer Associates, 1968; National Housing and Development Law
Project, 1969-70).

The process by which dispossessed households—a preponderance
of which housed minority-group persons—are rehoused in good,
reasonably priced housing is central to open-housing. More often
than not, judging from research reports, this has been an inequitable
if not brutal process. And yet, along with relocation from private
development and other public programs—highway construction,
public housing construction—relocation in the course of urban re-
newal could have been the point of opening housing opportunities.
It now seems to be recognized that a dislocated household should,
if possible, be given a choice of staying in the immediate area or of
moving to another area. This opportunity for the constructive use
of relocation has not been utilized to full advantage. The most criti-
cal studies have judged the relocation process to be woefully inade-
quate and particularly hard on minority families already caught in a
discriminatory market situation where their opportunities are, in any
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event, severely limited (Watts et al., 1964; Hartman, 1964; Schorr,
1963). A minority of research findings suggests that the relocation
process has not been so demoralizing (Key, 1967).

A number of cities are reported to be making successful uses of
centralized (i.e., consolidated) relocation service (Groberg, 1969).

If this service could include cooperative arrangements with various
suburban communities, it might open up a greater geographic range
of housing choice. [In Britain, for example, such a pattern exists,
known as “‘over-spill”’ housing, with central city (sender), outer
community (receiver), and central government (sponsor); the central
city and the central government pay a negotiated sum to the outer
community for provision of the agreed-upon housing.]

Most studies report that an increase in racial concentration has re-
sulted from the relocation caused by urban renewal. In some in-
stances, urban renewal has been reported as a deliberate means of
resegregation (Lowi, 1970). Only for Columbus, Ohio, and Topeka,
Kansas, have reports suggested that displacement from urban renewal
projects may have contributed to desegregation (Redwood, 1970).
The desegregation described in these two studies took place within
the cities rather than into the suburbs.

PUBLIC INCENTIVES FOR PRIVATE HOUSING

The most widespread governmental support for housing (apart from
tax policy, treated in a later section) has been through FHA and VA
mortgage insurance. From 1935 to 1967, “more than 2,750,000 new
one-family dwellings, and 4,600,000 existing one-family dwellings
have been purchased with the assistance of FHA financing” (Gold &
Davidoff, 1968, p. 381-382). We need not recount the overwhelm-
ing impact of FHA-devised procedures and policies on metropolitan
America. The Federal Housing Administration has also contributed
systematically to residential discrimination against minority families.
FHA not only recognized the place of restrictive covenants, but it
openly recommended them during early years. Even during the
period between 1948 (the Shelley v. Kraemer decision) and 1962
(the Executive Order on Equal Opportunity), the FHA was granting
mortgage insurance in situations where it knew minorities were being
excluded from purchase. Miller notes (1964, p. 68) that, until 1962,

FH A had played a major role in setting a style that resulted in ringing every
American city with a necklace of white suburbs, some of them great cities in
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their own right, all of them bearing eloquent witness to the efficacy of govern-
mental sanction and support of popular prejudice.

The Veterans’ Administration, too, in its post-World War II pro-
gram, tolerated written restrictive covenants until 1950. Even after
this, VA never took steps to eliminate discriminatory practices by
homebuilders. As a result, projects were segregated, either white or
Negro, the latter characteristically “‘on the edges of existing Negro
Ghettos™ (Miller, 1964, p. 68). Because of its somewhat more liberal
provisions, VA mortgage insurance enabled more veterans with lower
incomes to buy homes than did FHA mortgage insurance. At its peak
in 1955, VA insurance covered one fourth of all mortgage loans, but
the program subsequently declined rapidly in coverage. As of 1967,
FHA insurance covered 11 percent and V A insurance 5 percent of all
new nonfarm housing units.

In recent years, the FHA has greatly liberalized its policies; this has
been followed by a marked increase in defaults, so that by 1964 (the
peak year for defaults) losses amounted to three fourths of FHA
income (Douglas Commission, 1968, p. 102):

. .. a group of financially conservative Members of Congress . . . demanded
greater caution in insuring. On the other hand, Congressional liberals . . . wanted
FHA to take more chances. . . . FHA was caught between two fires. It was
damned if it did and damned if it didn’t.

Recently, Congress has broadened the scope of FHA insurance, and
by 1969 there were nearly one million applications for FHA mort-
gages (some five times the volume of VA mortgage applications).
Inexorably, the mortgage loan programs of both FHA and VA are
seeking broader coverage, both in reaching families of minority
status and of lower income and in reaching into geographic areas
(e.g., inner-city districts) that formerly would have been considered
ineligible for mortgage insurance.

There apparently remains some gap between acceptance of non-
discrimination and positive leadership in the direction of integrated
housing in the FHA and V A organizations. The following reactions
to FHA officials from developers seeking to build integrated projects
illustrate this point (Schermer & Levin, 1968, p. 12, 13):

It was one long contest between FHA wanting to conform people to a narrow
and fixed formula on the one hand and our wanting to adapt the formula to the
needs and abilities of people who needed housing, were earnest in their desire to
live in a real community, and prepared to accept integration. . . .
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I wouldn’t say FHA is opposed to open occupancy—they are just afraid of
innovation. They didn’t understand the co-op. They couldn’t understand open
occupancy. . . .

The FHA ought to take some leadership in this kind of thing, but it doesn’t.
There is no commitment there. They are neutral. The developer has to have all
the ideas, ask all the questions, dig out all the answers. They deal in stereotypes.
Negroes and whites are supposed to behave in certain ways, so they make their
decisions accordingly. . . .

Unsympathetic treatment by FHA local officials in dealing with
proposals for moderate-income housing, under such newer programs
as Sect. 221(d)(3), has been reported (Douglas Commission, 1968,
p. 150-151):

Some [sponsors of this housing] were repelled by what they regarded as cold,
bureaucratic, and at times actually hostile treatment at the hands of FHA.

We are confident that this was not the intention of top FHA officials. They
seem to have tried to be helpful. But as testimony before our Commission re-
vealed, the rank and file officials in district and local offices were, in many cases,
highly unsympathetic. They were accustomed to dealing with the conservative
real estate and financial community. They did not feel at home in having busi-
ness dealings with churches and philanthropists whom they tend to regard as
soft and impractical. Nor did they welcome having the poor as their constituents.
This was a social class whom they have never served and who seemed alien to
their interests and associations. After these attitudes were increasingly revealed
by our hearings, the head of FHA reacted vigorously. He called his field repre-
sentatives together and instructed them to pay special attention to such appli-
cations. . . . This produced a decided change of attitude in many offices,
although the old indifference and antagonism linger among many of the
personnel.

Despite liberalization of policy, FHA regular financing does not
help low- and moderate-income families. As of 1965, only 8 percent
of new FHA homes and 24 percent of existing FHA homes were
priced below $12,000, and only 5 percent of the new-home fixed
monthly costs and 4 percent of the existing-home monthly costs
were less than $125. These figures indicate an economic discrimi-
nation, which indirectly affects the availability of homes for mi-
nority families (George Schermer Associates, 1968).

Various federally subsidized housing programs (in addition to
public housing per se, which we treat later) were begun during the
1960’s. These have included rent-supplement programs for families
in the public-housing-income range and have aimed, particularly, at
providing housing for families in the range between the upper-income
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limits of public housing and the lower-income limits of decent private
housing. Notable among these programs has been the Sect. 221(d)(3)
program, which provided rental and cooperative housing for low- and
moderate-income families and individuals by subsidizing mortgage
rates above 3 percent; about 74,000 housing units were approved
from 1961 through 1967, and over 100,000 housing units were
approved January 1968 through September 1970. The Sect. 235
program subsidized mortgage rates on home purchase, and about
90,000 housing units were approved November 1968 through Sep-
tember 1970. For 1969, these median characteristics were reported

as shown:
Annual gross income of purchaser $ 5,669
Assets of purchaser $297
Age of household head 32yr
Family monthly adjusted income $371
Acquisition cost of home $15,110
Mortgage $14,954
Mortgagor’s share of mortgage payment $80
Mortgagor’s monthly subsidy $s5

The Sect. 236 program subsidized rental and cooperative housing so
that monthly rentals could be brought to alevel no less than 25 per-
cent of the tenant’s adjusted monthly income; nearly 140,000 hous-
ing units were approved April 1969 through September 1970. For
1969, the median rent paid by tenants was $124 (U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, 1970a,b; Douglas Commission,
1968). Some of these programs, being very recent, probably deserve
more time to get under way before being submitted to research.

A few preliminary generalizations can be made about these new
federal programs: The construction of new housing has been slow.
Delays are common. Local resistance to housing for low- and
moderate-income families, particularly by immediate neighbors,
has been formidable. For obvious reasons, the programs are more
heavily concentrated in the cities than in the suburbs. The Douglas
Commission report stated (1968, p. 149):

One of the basic, though unavowed, purposes of the rent-supplement program
was to promote in a constructive fashion a greater degree of economic and
racial integration. . . .

It was also hoped that these buildings, with their mixed occupancy, could
be diffused through a city and not confined to the slums or gray areas.
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These latter purposes were not explicitly avowed but were soon detected.
Those who were generally hostile to racial integration were therefore success-
ful in persuading the House to require that the consent of a locality was neces-
sary before rent supplements could be put into effect there. Unfortunately,
this virtually barred the program from the suburbs.

We find little, if any, current research literature reporting on these
varied, but mainly recent, housing programs, especially on their
operation in suburban areas. We need answers to questions like these:
Have the local suburban governments and their planning, renewal, and
housing agencies taken any initiative? What particular points of resis-
tance have emerged? How effectively have the programs worked? Do
small scattered-site developments prove more susceptible than large
single-site projects? We should ascertain which types or patterns of
subsidized housing are turning out to be the most acceptable and the
most effective.

PUBLIC HOUSING

The distinctively American version of public housing, dating from
the late 1930’s, has been governmentally built and managed rental
housing, usually in project form, and often separated and architec-
turally different from its community setting. Such housing projects
were built in both central cities and other smaller cities, the latter
presumably independent cities rather than suburbs. Partly because
the initial purpose was interlocked with slum clearance and partly
because the projects tended to be built in areas already inhabited by
the poor, the projects came to be associated with run-down areas,
with the poor, and increasingly, with black or other minority occu-
pants. Public housing in the United States, in contrast to that in
Britain and the Scandinavian countries, tends to bear a stigma
(Huttman, 1970). Friedman (1967, p. 362-363) writes of this
anathema, public housing.

.. .[P] ublic housing in the big cities is more and more the home of the most
despised and dispossessed group in America: the urban, problem-family Negro.
The more this happens, the more others abandon public housing—physically,
by moving out, and politically, by despising it. The worst thing about big-city
public housing is not that it is shoddy and dreary. The worst thing is that it is
despicable to live there, and that degraded, hopeless people, the victims of
weakness, fate, and prejudice, make their homes there. And the more this is
true, the more the white community reacts with hostility. The very mention
of public housing in the suburbs or in middle class areas is political death. . . .
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Significant variations in the shape of public housing have been in-
troduced during the past few years. New large projects are rarely
built. Scattered-site housing is being substituted where feasible.
Under Turnkey and leased-housing schemes, housing authorities
are turning to private construction and to the leasing of newly built
or older housing in order to provide housing for individual eligible
families. Housing exclusively for elderly persons has become more
important.

Scattered public housing, however, brings new difficulties. This
is true even in the central city, and certainly far more so in suburban
communities. Meyerson and Banfield (1955) provided the classic
study of an earlier situation in Chicago where each alderman could,
through log-rolling politics, gain support for the “veto” of public
housing in his ward. The opportunity for veto is enhanced by the
prevalence of local referenda. A federal law, the “Phillips Amend-
ment,” of 1954 (National Housing and Development Law Project,
1969-70: Ch. 1V, Pt. II-13 and 14)

purports to permit any local governing body in the nation to authorize a refer-
endum in the community to determine whether a public housing project is
needed in their community. . . . [in addition], referendum requirements exist
in at least thirteen states. . . .

The most common form of referendum requirement is illustrated by Article
34 of Calif ornia’s state constitution . . . , which prohibits any local governing
body or housing authority from constructing or acquiring a federally financed
low-income housing project without a majority vote to the population in the
affected area. The effect of requiring majority approval has been to sharply
curtail the construction of decent and adequate low-income housing units.
Such voter approval is required for housing f or low-income persons but not
for any other income group.

Leased housing has been excepted from the referendum requirement
by the California Attorney General.

Whatever the intent of the Congress or the administrative officers
in HUD, the local housing authority exercises considerable initiative
and judgment of what is best for the local community. One recent
study of the make-up and attitudes of housing authority commis-
sioners concludes that local authorities are “a principal hindrance
to increased activity in the housing field.”” Hartman and Carr (1969,
p. 49) elaborate further in their portrait:

This survey gives a picture of housing commissioners as male, white, in the
middle and upper-middle income ranges, well educated, heavily weighted

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://lwww.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

124 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

toward business and professional occupations, and with even distribution
among the middle and elderly age ranges.

In reply, commissioners explained that more public housing had
not been built in their communities partly because of their own
evaluation of need; other “reasons given were neighborhood hos-
tility to public housing, community reluctance to use scarce land
and lack of support from public officials (Hartman & Carr, 1969,
p. 50).

One highly significant datum that we failed to uncover was the
quantitative distribution of public-housing authorities, projects, and
housing units in suburban areas. Published Department of Housing
and Urban Development summaries do not show this, and even the
Douglas Commission was unable to report this information. This gap
could readily be closed, and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development should release and feature such information as a way
of documenting the situation within metropolitan areas.

A major consideration in the introduction of public housing into
suburban communities is the degree to which it is associated simul-
taneously with low income, with heavy concentration of minority
persons, and with likely inclusion of problem families. This combi-
nation of associations ensures greater resistance than might occur if
the potential tenants did not differ from the rest of the suburban
population in so many ways.

Traditional public housing has been shifting toward housing for
the elderly. By the mid-1960’s, about half of all new public housing
was in this category. Significant questions arose as to the suitability
of suburban sites for such housing, and, yet, restriction of housing
for the elderly mainly to central cities may reinforce social demo-
graphic segregation between central city and suburb.

A suburban community that does not want public housing has
available several lines of defense (or inaction). It can refuse to estab-
lish a housing authority. Many suburban communities do just that;
nationwide, half of the cities in the 25,000-50,000 class have no
housing authorities. Even if it had a housing authority, it could *“fail
to”” complete and submit a workable program for many years, so that
it disqualified itself from eligibility for public housing. All this has
changed, however: A workable program is no longer required as a
prerequisite for eligibility. If the suburban community has an author-
ity and goes through the motions of keeping it active, it can take a
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conservative, custodial view and plan for little additional housing.

As is the case with zoning, the local housing authority can settle
forits interpretation of its own local needs. Generally, we lack a
metropolitan arrangement for identifying the full complementarity
that could exist between a suburban community and the central city.
The recent cooperative agreement among suburban communities in
the Dayton, Ohio, area was newsworthy, precisely because this had
not previously happened elsewhere in the United States (Herbers,
1970; Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, 1970). But,
until there are governmental mechanisms at the metropolitan or
state level and until such mechanisms beget metropolitan-wide
housing policy, it remains unlikely that separate suburbs will feel
obligated to consider broader needs than their own. As of 1968, the
Douglas Commission was able to conclude (1968, p. 130):

... [T)he public housing program has been slowed to a faltering walk largely

by economic~class and racial antagonisms. Other conditions and influences have
played considerable parts, but they have been and are relatively secondary. Only
more confusion and frustration can come from evading this fact. It would be
equally futile either to pretend that some new twist or gimmick in the subsidy
formula would make much difference or to condemn out-of-hand all changes

in law or administrative procedure. . . .

The Commission reported that a noticeable improvement seemed to
be taking place. But the acceptance of public housing in the suburbs
remains in doubt.

Some studies conclude that future efforts to provide housing for
low-income families must place primary reliance on income mainte-
nance or a system of subsidies to the families in question, rather than
dependence on an institution such as public housing, which, however
able its architecture, may be caught up in bureaucratic management
(Glazier, 1967; George Schermer Associates, 1968). Schermer Associ-
ates have argued (1968, p. 83):

A great many low-income families are quite capable of being good tenants and
many can benefit from purchasing and owning homes. All that is required is
provision for rent supplements, interest subsidies, or other arrangements through
which the family is assisted in meeting the cost of the shelter. . . .

Such systems place much greater responsibility upon the private sector of the
housing industry and upon the individual family, reduce the need for institu-
tional-type public housing, and would probably stimulate the rehabilitation and
maintenance of the existing housing stock. . . .
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FAIR-HOUSING LEGISLATION AND FAIR-HOUSING GROUPS

As we have already stated, and as Eley and Casstevens (1968, p. 6-7)
describe, residential segregation reflects deep-seated and complex
attitudes and prejudices.

Most whites simply do not want Negroes living next door or in white neighbor-
hoods. Buttressing this prejudice is the traditional American view of the rights
of private individuals to own and control the use and disposition of property.
... Americans have historically thought of the authority of the state as ceasing
at the doorstep of the home. . . . Reinforcing white America’s dedication to the
abstract principle of property rights—and perhaps underlying it—has been the
firm belief that racial integration in housing depresses property values. And
pervading the entire issue are considerations of social status—the belief on the
part of many whites, especially those in the lower and lower-middle classes,
that their status is seriously diminished if Negroes move into the neighborhood.

In this social and political context, the introduction and halting
spread of fair-housing legislation from 1957 to the present has repre-
sented a logical expansion of civil rights from earlier efforts to curb
governmental discrimination in housing and to ensure governmental
integration in schools. But there is an essential difference: Fair-housing
legislation bears on the “private’ decisions of the sellers and renters
of housing, clearly a highly sensitive area, whereas the earlier focus
was on ‘“‘public’’ (governmental) decisions.

The spread of fair-housing legislation has been accompanied by
many local campaigns; some legislation has been fought through
and supported, and some has been resisted and defeated. Until very
recently, the real estate interests have been stubbornly opposed to
such laws. The voter approval of Proposition 14 in California was, of
course, a major setback for fair-housing proponents; Proposition 14
reversed the Rumford open-housing act and ensured that no further
open-housing laws would be enacted. The recent situation seems to
be that more support has been available for fair-housing laws, per-
haps partly because this permits a token support of the idea but does
not commit individual homeowners (Eley, 1969, p. 60):

The ironic political fact of fair-housing legislation at this time [as of 1969]
seems to be that such laws have won lukewarm public acceptance, but most
whites are still unprepared to change their housing practices to permit real in-
tegration. At the same time, the decreasing momentum of the civil-rights revo-
lution and the surging Negro drive for independent black power reinforce Negro
and white separation, at least in the short run. One may speculate that fair-
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housing laws are being passed with greater ease and frequency today mainly
because their supporters want them for psychological and symbolic reasons, and
opponents and moderates are now persuaded that such laws do not threaten
present practice. The function of a fair-housing law is today mainly symbolic
and ritualistic. Its existence holds aloft the explicit standard of equal opportu-
nity in housing, confirming the American creed for all of us; but parties on both
sides tacitly realize that provisions will not be enforced in a way that basically
threatens white neighborhoods. Supporters have the public policy they desire,
and opponents have the practice they want to preserve. . . .

Circumstantial evidence supporting this gloomy verdict is not difficult to find.
For one thing, and most important, social scientists and other careful observers
have found no direct relationship between the presence or absence of a fair-
housing law and the extent of racial integration in a given community or state.
Other factors such as the general economic health of the community seem to
have greater influence. At the same time, the movement for fair-housing legis-
lation has helped to make integrated housing a subject of attention and concern.
The public agitation has apparently improved the general climate in much of
the country for acceptance of black families in white neighborhoods. Upper- and
middle-class whites seem increasingly disposed to accept black neighbors of simi-
lar socioeconomic status. This is still token integration, however, and does not
relieve the ghetto conditions in which most Negroes live.

This compromise character of fair-housing legislation, and the dis-
crepancy between what is declared illegal and what can in practice
continue, is further analyzed by Friedman (1967, p. 366-367):

... [G)overnment faces a real dilemma. Negroes demand integrated housing.

Many white liberals agree, with varying passion and commitment. Other whites
violently disagree, particularly small householders in the suburbs and in urban
ethnic enclaves. From the standpoint of government, the best solution is to

place an ordinance or statute on the books which proclaims the rights of

Negroes to live everywhere; and to do nothing further. Actually, the form of

these ordinances represent a quite typical compromise. Those in favor are

not strong enough to ram through fair housing laws which really sting; those
against are not strong enough to block passage. The compromise takes the form
of a ringing symbolic declaration, coupled with flabby enforcement provisions. . . .

One difficulty in enforcing fair-housing legislation is that each case
must be brought to trial separately, except for those situations in
which class actions can be brought. A minority family seeking housing
may decide that the cost and delay of going to court are not worth
the effort. There are ways in which the laws can be made more effec-
tive, such as by sharpening the definition of “discrimination” to in-
clude provisos that the applicant qualifies as having an appropriate
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income, a reasonable credit rating, and a family size within the current
housing laws for the space involved (Kolben, 1969). But this is a
matter of legal tactics and beyond the purview of social science
research.

The courts have played an important part in the extension of civil
rights. In Jones v. Mayer (1968), the Supreme Court, applying an
1866 civil rights law, provided a basis for a more extensive coverage
of fair housing than has been achieved by the 1968 Civil Rights Act.
We do not know if judicial leadership in the sphere of fair housing
will continue. The Court’s role may change with changes in their
composition.

It is difficult to assess the extent to which changes can be brought
about by fair-housing legislation. Optimistically, attitudes, with time
and the rise of a new generation, will, indeed change. The pessimistic
view, perhaps not inconsistent, suggests that “It is evident that
discrimination in housing, as well as in other areas of life, operates
subtly and cannot be stopped by legislation alone” (Watts et al.,
1964, p. 35).

A considerable number of local nonprofit fair-housing groups have
been seeking to carry fair housing beyond antidiscrimination into
effective positive action. The national organization for this purpose
is the National Committee against Discrimination in Housing (NCDH).
Studies vary in their assessment of the effectiveness of these local
organizations. Many fair-housing organizations achieve some small
successes, in the sense that they operate house-listing services, run
tests of discriminatory practices, and lobby for stronger enforcement
procedures.

But observers are far less convinced of the broader effectiveness
of these organizations. The following self-evaluation by a strong fair-
housing organization in the San Francisco Bay area is illustrative
(Midpeninsula Citizens for Fair Housing, 1969, Appendix B, p.
9-10).

It is clear that the housing market cannot be opened by fair-housing groups. The
local fair housing group is the largest and most effective . . . in the Bay Area and
appears to be among the top local groups in the nation. Yet five years of persis-
tent and often imaginative work have failed to produce a perceptible improve-
ment in housing market discrimination practices, although many of the local,
fair housing leaders believe that the community climate is more favorable to fair
housing than it was five years ago.

After reviewing activities by fair-housing groups in the Bay Area,
Denton concluded (1970, p. Jb65):
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Most local fair housing groups are trying to reduce the effects of institutional
racism but are not trying to initiate major social change to eradicate its causes.
Given this ameliorative outlook, their goals are necessarily limited to informa-
tion campaigns and placement of token minority persons in white neighborhoods.

Some observers have particularly emphasized the importance of
authentic real estate brokerage service and reassuring salesmanship
and have questioned whether this can be offered by amateurs.

Based on our research on the fair housing groups we are more than ever con-
vinced that the location service offered by them is not an adequate substitute
for the services of a broker; that most buyers need the services [furnished by a
bona fide broker] and cannot obtain them other than through [a real estate]
agent. Of course one might think that a really neutral adviser—such as a worker
in a Fair Housing Project—would be preferable to an interested intermediary
such as an agent. This, however, overlooks the need of most buyers for the
application of straightforward salesmanship. [Denton (1970, p. Ja32)]

It is true that suburban fair housing groups have been promoting sales and
rentals of houses to Negroes, with moderate success. Some such groups have
said that response from Negroes has been disappointing, causing them to wonder
whether Negroes really are interested in suburban locations. However, this is a
great deal of difference, psychologically, between being wooed by a salesman
who wants to sell a product and being urged by an ideological group to become
a pioneer and examplar. There are too few instances in which homes in sub-
urban developments have been affirmatively merchandized to Negroes to permit
any generalizations. [Schermer & Levin (1968, p. 20-21)]

LOCAL TAXATION AND FISCAL POLICY

Some scholars have noted that, particularly within metropolitan
areas, separate municipalities or other local governmental units de-
port themselves like business firms. That is, their officials weigh
public actions on behalf of these communities so as to create the
most favorable balance between returns from revenue and expendi-
tures for services. It has also been suggested that the municipalities
ensure a range of choice for metropolitan residents, who can choose
the particular level and character of services they want and can afford
(Duggar, 1956; Tiebout, 1956; Mace, 1961).

Some communities offering high levels of service may have such a
favorable property tax base (e.g., high valuation of commercial, in-
dustrial, or residential property) that they can maintain relatively
low tax rates. Where tax disparities exist between local communities,
the ones with low taxes sometimes succeed in attracting even more
economic activity, thereby reinforcing their favorable situation
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(Netzer, 1968; [U.S.] Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, 1969).

Since local communities depend heavily on local taxes, particu-
larly the property tax, they may, for fiscal reasons, seek to limit the
loads imposed on expensive programs. For example, prospective in-
creases in loads on the community’s school and welfare systems may
be avoided. Thus, the local community may inevitably be led to dis-
criminatory policies. Policies purporting to preserve the character of
the community and to order its physical arrangement subtly fuse
into less openly stated policies designed to keep out low-income or
minority families.

In other words, the culture of local governments equates respect
for fiscal considerations with responsible leadership. This may enable
a local community to use fiscal reasoning to justify exclusion of
families against whom there may also exist prejudices. Given the
current pattern, it may be extremely difficult to disentangle fiscal
responsibility from prejudice against unwanted newcomers.

Under such conditions, we may ask how communities can be en-
couraged or forced to alter such policies. Margolis (1961) has ob-
served that voters, “rather than acting as hard-headed shoppers,
adopt ideological positions” toward public programs in question.
Thus they are open to political persuasion;in effect, this permits
the substitution of a sense of public responsibility for self-interest.
Various researchers (Brazer, 1964) have studied the impact of in-
creasing governmental size and complexity and the imposition on
localities of political judgments made by state or federal government.

Some of the most pressing and expensive local services (e.g., edu-
cation and welfare) could be more fully financed by states or the
federal government according to formulas that would take into
account both the total population of a community and the burdens
placed upon it by its income distribution, its property base mix, and
the numbers of children to be educated (U.S. President’s Task Force
on Urban Renewal, 1970). Revenue sharing is currently proposed,
but unless it were to incorporate compensatory fiscal support, ob-
servers argue that it could be used by local communities to fortify
their discriminatory policies.

The burden of residential property taxes has been extensively
studied. In brief, such taxes fall heavily on housing consumers.
Further, these taxes are regressive in character, taking a larger per-
centage of income from lower-income families than from higher
and falling proportionately more heavily on renters (as increased
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rents) than on home owners who may be able to take offsetting
income-tax deductions (Netzer, 1968; Douglas Commission, 1968).

Income taxes are not typically used by local governments, al-
though there is a trend toward their use, especially by cities. Income
taxes, by whatever jurisdiction levied, have an impact on housing.
They favor owners of housing; conversely, they discriminate against
renters. Because of the depreciation formulas permitted, income tax
provisions also favor the owners of rental property. Gains in property
transactions can be taxed at capital-gains rates, and losses can be fully
deductible. In his report to the Douglas Commission, Slitor (1968)
outlined various proposals for tax reform, while still respecting the
overall value of the income tax. A major consideration for local com-
munities is the extent to which the income tax can be used to sup-
plement the property tax (Douglas Commission, 1968; [U.S.] Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1969).

In general, fiscal and tax policies relate directly to economic dis-
crimination and only indirectly to discrimination against minority
families as such. However, one study of assessment practices for one-
family residences in Forth Worth found that Negro-owned homes
were assessed for a greater percentage of sales prices than were white-
owned homes (Hendon, 1968).

Other institutional practices affect housing choices. Incorporation
and annexation are important ways by which local areas exercise
their options, often in ways closely related to fiscal policy (Denton,
1970). School policies are significant as is police behavior. It must be
continuously kept in mind that specific practices are directed by com-
munity attitudes and values, however subtle the dictums.

Local communities presumably have great freedom in determining
their own affairs. Even the courts are reluctant to question local pre-
rogatives. The federal government, to an increasing extent, and some
state governments (the situation varies strikingly from state to state)
are assuming responsibility for guiding the actions of local govern-
ments. The strongest actions are those implied by suggestions, such as
that by the U.S President’s Task Force on Urban Renewal (1970, p. 7)
‘“that federal aids of all sorts be withdrawn from communities unless
they undertake a program to expand the supply of low and moderate
housing within their boundaries.”” More moderate proposals include
schemes for fiscal assistance, review of development and zoning
policies, and increased incentives for participation in programs.
There is great need for research on federal and state program guide-
lines. Much of it should be closely linked to the programs being
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observed in order to foster thorough and objective observation,
evaluation, and reporting.

The Community Context: Employment, Community Services,
and Transportation

This section is brief partly because it is assumed that the Schnore
paper deals with changing ecological patterns and partly because

we chose to place our main stress on those private and public institu-
tional practices that seem to bear most directly on the degree of
housing choice open to minority households. Our coverage is
selective.

It is convenient and tempting to oppose ‘“‘central city”’ and
“suburb,” and, as a heuristic device, it has merit. But we should
exercise great caution: Both a central city and a suburban ring may
exhibit internal heterogeneity. Central cities may have their problem-
laden inner-city districts; they may also have other types of districts
with different characteristics. Suburbs, too, deserve to be differ-
entiated. Some older suburbs are now running into problems similar
to those confronted in the central cities (Labovitz, 1970). Such older
suburban cities, for obvious reasons, may provide housing for mi-
nority families. In any literal sense, such movement from the central
city constitutes dispersal; but, by different measures, it can also rep-
resent an expansion of the central city itself rather than dispersal
and thus be construed as a continuation of an already established
pattern of residential segregation. It has been suggested that age and
growth rate of a community (or, for closer analyses, of a residential
district) be used as major classificatory devices rather than to rely on
only a central city-suburb dichotomy (Foley et al., 1965; Duncan
etal, 1962).

EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION

A great deal of evidence has been published on the shift in the dis-
tribution of employment within metropolitan areas. In every area
studied, almost all employment growth has taken place in the sub-
urban ring and not in the central city (Newman, 1967;NCDH, 1970;
Kain, 1968; Mooney, 1969; Dunleavy and Associates, 1970). Close
analysis shows serious imbalance results from this shift (Chinitz,
1964, p. 28-29).
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As many types of jobs move into the periphery, the central cities are becoming
more and more specialized in functions which require chiefly professional, tech-
nical and clerical workers—a skilled and literate labor force. But the skilled and
literate groups are precisely those segments of the population which are increas-
ingly choosing to live outside the urban center. The slum dwellers, on the other
hand, are poorly suited to fill the city’s office and service jobs; the jobs for which
they are suited—the less skilled occupations involved in many types of manu-
facturing, wholesaling, and household service operations—are moving farther

and farther away from them.

The importance of one’s housing as the locational base from which
one has access to employment and other services is stressed by various
reports. As the Kaiser Committee (1968, p. 13) put it:

The location of one’s place of residence determines the accessibility and quality
of many everyday advantages taken for granted by the mainstream of American
society. Among these commonplace advantages are public educational facilities
for a family’s children, adequate police and fire protection, and a decent sur-
rounding environment. In any case a family should have a choice of living as
close as economically possible to the breadwinner’s place of employment.

One researcher (Weber, 1964, p. 80) has concluded: “There is little
doubt . . . that segregated residential patterns impair the effective
operation of the labor markets.”

WELFARE POLICIES

Various features of welfare policy have direct bearing on housing
choices of low-income families. These features may be widespread
or imposed differentially, local area by local area. They include the
amount and categories of benefit, the residence requirements, the
duration of benefits, and the degree to which the welfare recipients
are openly known as such. It would be important to understand the
interplay between welfare policies and housing policies, especially
housing for welfare families.

SCHOOLS

There are various relations between the nature of schools and the
opening of housing opportunities for minorities. Various researchers
stress the great importance of high quality of public education to
both minority and majority-white families. It is essential to the suc-
cess of any program to promote racial or ethnic residential integra-
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tion. It can help draw minority families to new areas, and it can help_
keep white families in areas into which minority families are moving
(Potomac Institute, 1968; Simpson & Yinger, 1965).

The attitude of the school administration toward integration also
affects residential integration. Desegregration of a school system may
reinforce a trend toward integration of residential areas (U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, 1967). One study has suggested that the
Negro families seeking desegregated schools for their children are
similar to those shown by Bullough (1969) and Weinstein and Geisel
(1962) to seek desegregated housing (see p. 162).

Whether suburban schools should be granted specific subsidies as
incentives for taking in larger numbers of minority-family students
remains to be researched. We should also examine whether the use
of tracks or ability groups in schools has a direct bearing on residen-
tial integration.

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation is an integral feature of the spatial structure of a com-
munity, providing both services within the community and links to
more distant points. In recent years, it has become clear that trans-
portation facilities do not offer equal services to advantaged and dis-
advantaged persons. The advantaged either have automobiles for their
own use or are situated as to take advantage of public commuter sys-
tems; the systems have traditionally been geared to bring people from
outer residential districts to the metropolitan center. It is the disad-
vantaged who must rely on public transportation systems that do

not serve their needs. In particular, commuter systems that satis-
factorily bring people into the metropolitan center are not geared

to take people in the opposite direction with equal effectiveness.

This discrepancy is largely due to the spatial spread of possible desti-
nations, such as places of employment, in the suburban area (Kain &
Meyer, 1970; Foley et al., 1970; Oakland City Planning Department,
1970).

Some studies suggest that in suburban areas where the density is
too low to support a conventional public transit system, or in some
inner areas where automobile ownership is unusually low, there is
evident need for new systems of service. An interview study of resi-
dents of poverty areas in Long Island counties concluded that these
families deserve to ‘“‘be compensated for by a more personalized type
of service than a conventional bus system, if a mobility more closely
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allied with car ownership is to be provided” (Pignatoro & Falcocchio,
1969, p. 525).

Residential dispersal, then, would be advantageous to minority
families by enabling workers to live near their jobs, thus lessening
dependence on an inadequate and expensive transportation system.
Once such dispersal takes place, however, it is important that ade-
quate public transportation become available in suburban areas and
thus reduce dependence on the automobile.

Access to transportation points to the importance of conveniently
located residences in the suburbs, and not unnecessarily isolated resi-
dential sites (unless the family deliberately seeks other amenities in
lieu of accessibility). Residential dispersal, in turn, points to the ad-
vantage of integration, if it can mean sharing accessibility to good
schools and other community services.

INTANGIBLES OF COMMUNITY SETTING AND SERVICES

The obvious considerations—access to work, access to shopping,
quality of stated services—can only partially account for what one
actually takes into account in making a residential location decision.
Status may be a consideration, so may be the amenities of the area.
As Smith (1970, p. 26) has put it,

It is in the nature of housing . . . that the immediate physical environment and
the society about the household qualifies the kind of enjoyment which the
household can expect from its dwelling. The appearance of neighboring houses,
the activities of neighbors, and the reputation of the neighborhood within
the larger community may add to or detract from the ultimate housing satis-
factions to be enjoyed by the occupant household. The expectations of change
in any of these factors must also be significant for the household’s own evalua-
tion of the dwelling.

Researchers have stressed the fact that considerations relating to
the character and convenience of the setting may be more important
to minority members faced with a housing-location decision than
philosophy about residential integration (Potomac Institute, 1968,
p.- 79):

Persons who would prefer integration and those who would prefer segregation
tend to place physical considerations and convenience ahead of their racial
preferences.

Convenience of location, quality, price, and safety, in that order, are the
major factors in attracting white families to racially inclusive center city devel-
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opments. Next in importance are attractive design and community amenities
which set a given neighborhood apart and give it character. In the suburbs,
physical factors are less relevant to integration than affirmative marketing and
community relations.

COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP

It remains to stress the pivotal role of leadership in the local commu-
nity. Since the governmental process, however central, radiates to
include the operation of varied interest groups, the research net must
be broadly spread. We need to understand where support for or re-
sistance to residential dispersal and integration is most likely to be
generated—whether from elected governmental officials, governmental
staff members, nongovernmental organizations, or selected individual
citizens.

We have already dealt at some length with the gatekeeper roles of
realtors. It would also seem very important to examine thoroughly
the role of the realtor in reflecting and shaping community opinion.
A study of Kalamazoo (although not a suburban city) showed that
realtors were able to exercise a degree of influence—in defeating a
proposal to create a city housing commission—beyond their pre-
sumed legitimated place (Bouma, 1970). What other key groups
are in a position to ‘“make or break’ programs that would liberal-
lize housing choices for minority families?

The metropolitan level of political leadership constitutes a par-
ticularly challenging situation. Councils of government, havine spread
rapidly during recent years, characteristically lack political muscle
and may, in fact, be better geared to vetoing potentially more power-
ful metropolitan governments than to asserting leadership. We have
alluded to the Dayton housing plan as a great exception. Yet the
allocation of housing responsibility to all suburban communities is
a metropolitan matter. The federal and state governments may initiate
programs and provide financial support, but the allocation within a
given metropolitan area remains a local, albeit metropolitan, matter.

Conclusions and Implications

Our final observations are impressionistic, in view of the volume of
research examined. We have some reactions about the character of the
problem faced by those who seek to widen the opportunities for mi-
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nority families to disperse their residences, and we have some re-
actions about the state of knowledge bearing on this problem. Several
conclusions can be drawn from the research literature:

1. Institutional practices that serve to limit or block housing op-
portunities are impersonal and weblike in character. Any single rep-
resentative of some part of this web can pass blame to another and
does not have to accept direct, open responsibility himself for block-
ing opportunities.

2. It is difficult to disentangle deliberate discriminatory practices
from a larger fabric of practices and purported reasons why decisions
are made. For example, it is particularly difficult to separate certain
physical development controls, like zoning, from discrimination.

3. The planning, actual production, and subsequent sale and re-
sale or rental of housing is a complex set of subprocesses with in-
numerable constraints, regulations, and negotiations among various
parties at sequential points. Given this complexity and the number
of points at which behind-the-scenes negotiations and decisions may
occur, it is dif ficult to pinpoint discrimination, as such, in order to
take steps to eliminate it.

4. The most visible spot at which discrimination can take place
is the actual point of sale or rental of the housing. A real estate
broker or a management agent may become a crucial gatekeeper at
that point, and it is the point at which fair-housing laws seek to
eliminate discrimination. But for all of its importance, it is merely
the most visible step in a much larger institutional structure.

5. Available research literature does not show clearly the most
effective points at which discrimination can be attacked and sub-
urban communities encouraged or forced to admit minority house-
holds. There are no simple strategies. The web of discrimination is so
complex that a multifaceted attack—using fiscal, legal, and political
means—must be made.

6. Fair-housing (antidiscrimination) legislation must be bolstered
by concerted enforcement programs. Political officials and enforce-
ment personnel will need to bring positive commitment.

7. Other approaches are needed that go well beyond antidiscrimi-
nation. These programs, positive in character, must be carefully
thought out and patiently put into effect. Many aspects must be
taken into account; minority households must be sold on the ad-
vantages of participating; plans must be laid to prepare for success-
ful adjustments between newcomers and earlier residents. The
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programs must be carried forward with enthusiasm and determina-
tion. The alternative is continued apathy.

8. The social psychology of housing choice deserves attention.
Selectively, minority families may bring themselves to the point
where they are ready and willing to seek dispersed housing and to
cope with the frustrations and inequities of the institutional mecha-
nism by which housing is provided.

9. Open information—about the institutional system, about hous-
ing openings, about the hows of homeowning, about financing, etc.—
is an important ingredient in the successful dispersal of minority
households. If a real estate listing system is not completely open,
alternative information systems should be developed with govern-
ment assistance.

10. Inevitably, local leadership is essential in moving a commu-
nity of f dead center from apathy or resistance to positive, even
enthusiastic, support. Metropolitan leadership, characteristically
urgently needed, is a particularly difficult challenge.

11. Given the strong place of fiscal rationales in local commu-
nity management, two general approaches bear consideration: (a)
Some major functions such as education and welfare should per-
haps be financed directly by state or federal governments so as to
ease the need for reliance by local communities on discrimination
for fiscal reasons; (b) the state or federal governments should offer
local communities direct financial incentives to provide more hous-
ing for minority and moderate- or low-income families.

12. Despite some impatient interest in achieving rapid results in
the fight to widen housing opportunities and to eliminate discrimi-
nation, we must realize that there remains a long and discouraging
struggle to change attitudes and to affect thorough institutional
change. Indeed, success may not come until a fresh generation moves
into positions of responsibility.

In general, it is difficult to locate comprehensive, up-to-date re-
search on the institutions that provide or block housing opportuni-
ties. The more scholarly the research, the greater the likelihood that
it is selective in coverage, unsustained over time, and only question-
ably representative of the heterogeneous and changing situations
comprising the American scene. More current and comprehensive
reports come from governmental review commissions and from
those advocate organizations with research capabilities, but one
cannot rely on the disinterestedness of such groups or their desire
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to make a scholarly contribution to social science knowledge. A
fascinating facet of this problem is the growing literature produced
by legal scholars and advocates, in which the presentation may be
an integral part of a brief.

Events have been moving with such force and rapidity in the
United States that one must question the value of reports written
a half-dozen years ago, which have been based on research done a
decade before. The question is precisely what changes have occurred.
In some cases old values and attitudes may still be applied to new
situations. In that diverse patterns and responses may co-exist simul-
taneously, in what proportions and under what conditions may we
expect these alternate practices?

A further problem lies in the difficulty of conducting sophisticated
research on institutional practices. The researchers must be very famil-
iar with the institutions and have access to behind-the scenes opera-
tions and decisions. In such research, it may be extremely difficult
for others to appraise the researcher’s objectivity and comprehension.

We probably need more analyses of situations where we are care-
fully shown the divergent roles and viewpoints of varied participants.
Interestingly, Babcock’s The Zoning Game, although written in a
breezy style and not pprporting to be social science, comes as close
as any of the research literature to being a deliberate report of how
one phenomenon, zoning, is viewed from different vantage points.
Bullough’s Social-Psychological Barriers to Housing Desegregation
provides insights on the outlook of minority persons who have
sought housing. The Northwood-Barth study also reports, from the
vantage points of various participants, the process in which Negroes
pioneered into white residential areas.

The Denton consultant report to the San Francisco regional office
of NCDH, from which we have quoted at length, is a remarkable
study of the workings of real estate institutions. It does have its
limitations: It is, admittedly, mainly descriptive; it deals with the
San Francisco Bay area (so that we are not sure of its national ap-
plicability); and it may reflect Denton’s own biases and his role as
consultant to NCDH.

Some dispersal of minority households will inevitably occur as
suburbs continue their vigorous growth. However, very serious block-
ages will persist—reflecting economic disadvantage and social-status
gaps, the outlook and preferences of minority persons, the dearth of
homes within reach of moderate- or low-income families, and deeply
rooted institutional practices that provide an intricate web of dis-
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crimination. This web, as we have seen, results from actions of many
people—homeowners; developers; real estate brokers and others as-
sociated with the sale, rental, and financing of housing; government
officials (elected and staff); and the citizenry at large.

In such a situation it may prove exceedingly difficult to measure
degree of success in dispersal efforts. One is tempted to rely on
quantitative measures of the size of the group induced to move. But
we must also assemble qualitative evidence, so as to determine how
successful the experience has been for the participants. In the long
haul, it may be the favorable feedback from successful experience
that will most effectively catalyze sustained institutional and atti-
tudinal change.
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Factors Affecting
Racial Mixing in
Residential Areas

JAMES S. MILLEN

ABSTRACT: What conditions favor continuing movement into a neighborhood
by members of different racial categories and what proportions are necessary to
retain a neighborhood that is racially mixed? There is only limited sociological
research in the area of housing and mixed neighborhoods. Insofar as many mixed
housing situations have appeared to be without acute problems, they have not
commanded attention. Existing research provides useful, but limited knowledge
of the totality of the racially mixed housing experience.

There is considerable evidence that racial mixing in any given neighborhood is
most easily achieved when residents are of similar socioeconomic status. In a
mobile society, considerable instability is to be expected. However, there is no
consistent evidence of a particular ratio or “tipping point” at which whites will
move out of a neighborhood or refuse to enter. Stability depends on the total
constellation of local circumstances. In some situtations, instability may ensue
at very low levels of nonwhite occupancy, in others, stability may persist with
nonwhite occupancy approaching 50 percent.

This paper is based on a survey of sociological evidence on racial
mixing in residential areas. Its chief concern is to identify the factors
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that influence the appearance and stability of racially mixed neigh-
borhoods and to assess their relative importance. It is directed toward
the issues that must be considered by those who wish to facilitate
racial mixing in the future. Accordingly, it is not primarily concerned
with the present distribution of minority group residence, except in-
sofar as this offers clues to continuing influences on racial mixing.
Attention is concentrated on the housing market and the actions of
those who may be directly concerned with it, whether as buyers,
sellers, tenants, managers, or administrators. The actual progress of
racial integration in housing will be greatly affected, on a national
level, by economic and political conditions outside the housing mar-
ket. It may well be that income levels and job opportunities among
minorities and local or national political circumstances will have a
great impact on integration in housing, but the focus here is nar-
rower. At the same time, it is recognized that racial mixing in hous-
ing is seen by many as one means by which more general racial
equality can be pursued, though its effectiveness in that respect is
not examined.
The central problem dealt with can be stated briefly as follows:

- What conditions favor continuing movement into a neighborhood
by members of different racial categories in such proportions that
it will remain racially mixed? These conditions include social inter-
action and the degree of racial harmony in mixed neighborhoods,
but these are considered mainly as they may affect stability as de-
fined above in the narrower sense of multiracial entry. The reason
for this emphasis is that the chief concern of public policy in the area
of race and housing is taken to be the assurance of equal rights and
opportunities for the acquisition of satisfactory homes. Our interpre-
tation of what must be done to secure equal rights to different races
must be influenced by observation of the apparent consequences of
segregated and integrated living patterns, as the problem of equal
educational opportunity has demonstrated. However, it would prob-
ably not be widely regarded as practicable or even desirable for the
government to try to determine the patterns of residence or inter-
racial association that may result from equality of opportunity in
housing. Hitherto, the formal and informal operations of the housing
market have restricted freedom of choice for minority group mem-
bers. To enlarge their freedom is to permit greater diversity, not to
seek a new uniformity in interracial living patterns. This is not to
deny the need for affirmative action to overcome the effects of past
inequality, but it does seem that the greatest scope for action is in
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creating opportunities for individuals to choose homes, without
giving primary attention to the racial factor.

There has been a great deal of sociological research in the area of
race relations, and much of it has an indirect bearing on the prob-
lems of racial mixing in housing. The amount of systematic research
directly concerned with these problems, and in particular with the
question of entry into mixed housing areas, however, is much smaller.
The acute social problems of predominantly black urban neighbor-
hoods have compelled the attention of government and of scholars
by their visible costs in violence, crime, and poverty. The growing
self-consciousness of black communities has drawn interest to pro-
grams designed to increase the resources of those communities. The
possibility of reversing the modern trend toward residential concen-
tration of the black population (Taeuber & Taeuber, 1965) through
efforts to promote individual opportunities in the housing market
may seem small, while economic inequality remains so great. More-
over, the residential dispersal of blacks could hamper the growth of
their political resources on the basis of communal organization.
Finally, the opportunities for federal government action in the hous-
ing market may, in practice, be too restricted for programs in this
area to offer a quick route to improving the situation of racial
minorities.

Racial mixing in housing is, by its very nature, a dispersed process
less easy to focus on than the concentrated problems of the ghetto,
which helps account for the limitations of the literature on the sub-
ject. Many mixed housing situations have appeared without acute
problems and, as a result, have not demanded attention. Where these
situations have been studied, their small scale and diversity inhibit
generalization. Furthermore, what has been written is often descrip-
tive, impressionistic, and strongly committed to particular policies.
Hence, it is cumulative only to a limited extent. Another difficulty
is that many factors that influence mixed housing have not been
stable. Laws forbidding discrimination in housing have been intro-
duced, national and local government policies have been modified,
the policies and conduct of many groups engaged in the housing
market have changed, and the attitudes of buyers and residents
toward racial mixing have changed (Hecht, 1970). Although there
is a good deal of evidence concerning these changes, especially the
more formal ones, their impact on behavior in regard to mixed hous-
ing has not been studied systematically on a large scale. The diversity
and complexity of the issues make this far from simple, but more
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could certainly be done, particularly in comparing the situation in
different areas and types of communities and in studying the progress
of racially mixed areas over time.

Three examples of the kind of research that is helpful for informal
policy-making can be cited in this area. The first is the series of studies
carried out for the Commission on Race and Housing in the late
1950’s and summarized in McEntire’s Residence and Race (1960).
These studies, several of which are cited in this paper, cover a wide
range of issues, though not always on a systematic national basis. The
second example is the more recent survey of racially integrated neigh-
borhoods—using a national sample, though concentrating on private
housing—undertaken by Sudman and his associates (Sudman &
Bradburn, 1966; Sudman et al., 1969). Sudman’s work is a guide to
the national situation at one point in time, the result of factors
operating over a long period in the past. It is thus of limited value
as a clue to recent changes or the prospects of further racial mixing
of residence. But, like the studies done for the Commission on Race
and Housing, it does emphasize the range of situations and variables
in racially mixed housing. This is important, whatever the gaps or
defects of particular studies. Finally, the work of the Taeubers
(1965), though not concerned mainly with the problems of racially
mixed housing, deserves notice because it does examine the devel-
opment of the Negro housing situation over time as well as nation-
ally, using data from the 1940, 1950, and 1960 Censuses.

These comments are not intended to belittle the competence of
many more restricted studies or the need for intensive treatment of
single issues or neighborhoods. They are simply made to emphasize
that broad generalizations of the kind made in this paper must be
regarded as very tentative in view of our limited knowledge of the
whole universe of racially mixed housing situations to which they
apply.

The factors affecting residential mixing of racial categories will
be dealt with here under a number of general headings. These repre-
sent an effort to distinguish the main issues or problem areas, though
in practice the issues are interrelated. Under these headings a number
of propositions or conclusions are offered, but these are not very spe-
cific, being rather an attempt to indicate the general trend of findings
on each point. It should perhaps be emphasized that, in focusing on
the topic of racial mixing in housing, one imposes a somewhat artifi-
cial unity and exclusiveness on a series of problems and situations
that need not be experienced or conceived of as predominantly racial
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in character. In particular, the process of racial differentiation in the
housing market overlaps that of differentiation on the basis of income
and social status. Although it cannot be explained solely on economic
grounds, without regard to race, the character of many housing
choices would not be drastically altered by the elimination of racial
prejudice and discrimination.

Definition and General Character of Racial
Mixing in Residential Areas

Discrimination in housing, as well as segregation based on occupation
and economic status, has affected members of all non-Caucasian
groups living in the United States. In addition, Mexican-Americans,
Puerto Ricans, and some ethnic groups of European origin have suf-
fered in the past and often continue to suffer from racial discrimina-
tion (McEntire, 1960, Ch. 4). The effects of racial discrimination,
economic status, and voluntary clustering in an alien environment
are intertwined. Americans of European origin have generally been
able to exercise free choice in housing as their economic status and
assimilation to the larger society increased, although attachment to
ethnic identity and communities has often persisted through several
generations (e.g., Gans, 1962).

Widespread discrimination and, hence, enforced limitation of
racial mixing in housing have continued to affect some groups even
when they are far removed from immigrant status and in spite of
improvements in economic status. The situation of Jews and of
Japanese-Americans reveals the operation of continuing discrimina-
tion in the face of economic success. However, the most serious
obstacles to racial mixing in housing, in view of their pervasiveness,
rigidity, and the numbers involved, have affected black Americans.
Most of the evidence dealt with in this paper concerns the mixing of
blacks with whites of all ethnic groups. Nonetheless, the factors that
affect this process apply for the most part to the residential mixing
of any group commonly identified as a minority and possessing in-
ferior social status in some degree. The extent to which individuals
can be identified as members of a minority group and the nature of
majority stereotypes applicable to that group vary widely. Individ-
uals of many minority groups may “pass’ as members of some
larger or more acceptable category if their appearance is not too
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distinctive and they choose to suppress the cultural traits of their
group.

Defined rather broadly to include any situation in which mem-
bers of white and black America are so distributed that no visible
or imaginary boundary can be drawn on the ground so as to separate
the residences of each category into a distinct neighborhood, racial
mixing of these categories has always been widespread in the United
States. This does not mean that members of different racial categories
have ever been similarly distributed. In their study of Negroes in
American cities, the Taeubers found, using census tract data, that
in every city studied a majority (usually a large majority) of Negro
residents would have to shift from one block to another in order to
achieve an even, unsegregated distribution. More crucially, the segre-
gation of other ethnic groups and of different occupational groups,
measured in the same way, has been found to be much less than that
of Negroes (Taeuber, 1965, Ch. 3). Similarly, the degree of racial
mixing defined by any spatial definition tell us little about the
nature of social contacts between neighbors.

The survey by Sudman et al. did identify a sample of neighbor-
hoods, defined as such by residents and local leaders, in which racial
mixing of residents existed. Generalizing from this sample to the
whole population, they estimated that, in April 1967, 19 percent of
all U.S. households lived in racially mixed neighborhoods. However,
the majority of these racially mixed neighborhoods contained quite
small proportions of Negroes and so were integrated only in a very
limited, though still important, sense. Of all households estimated
to be living in racially mixed neighborhoods, 42 percent lived in
neighborhoods with less than 1 percent Negro households and an-
other 26 percent in neighborhoods that were 1-5 percent Negro.
Because of this prevalence of slightly integrated neighborhoods, a
smaller percentage of all Negro than of white households was esti-
mated to be living in integrated neighborhoods in the nation as a
whole. Eighty percent of the white households living in integrated
neighborhoods were in ones containing less than 10 percent Negro
households; two thirds of all Negro households living in integrated
neighborhoods were to be found in those containing over 10 percent
Negro residents. Less than 1 percent of white households living in
integrated neighborhoods were living in those with majority Negro
occupancy (Sudman et al., 1969).

In spite of problems of definition and sampling, these figures do
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suggest some important points to be borne in mind when specific
instances and problems of racial mixing are considered:

1. Most whites who “experience” racial mixing by living in a
neighborhood containing nonwhites are in overwhelmingly white
neighborhoods. They may have no contact with nonwhite neigh-
bors and in some cases may not acknowledge their neighborhood
as mixed. Very few whites live in neighborhoods containing more
than 10 percent nonwhites.

2. Most nonwhites who experience racial mixing do so in neigh-
borhoods with substantial, often predominantly, nonwhite occupancy.

3. Token integration is probably more widely accepted than the
troubles of some pioneers would suggest, but it cannot provide ra-
cially mixed residence for many nonwhites. This would require that
many more white households be willing to enter and remain in neigh-
borhoods where 10 percent or more of the residents are nonwhite.
This is particularly true of those metropolitan areas where much of
the nonwhite population now lives.

The level of racial mixing between 10 and 30 percent of nonwhites
in a neighborhood—which many proponents of integrated housing
have seen as ideal because it would permit dispersed nonwhite resi-
dences while encouraging whites to remain, it is hoped, by preserving
their numerical predominance—is therefore an uncommon experi-
ence, even for those living in racially mixed neighborhoods. If we
add the requirement of stability—the continuation of both whites
and nonwhites to enter the neighborhood in such proportions as to
keep the racial balance of residents relatively stable—this “ideal
type’ of integrated neighborhood becomes even more unusual. It
is, however, on this type of neighborhood that attention must be
concentrated.

Token integration is a necessary stage in the enlargement of mi-
nority group opportunities. Although token integration appears to
have made considerable progress, it is not an adequate solution and
does not assure swift or smooth advance to more substantial integra-
tion. Racial mixing in neighborhoods with 50 percent or more non-
white occupancy but including a substantial and stable white minority
offers considerable potential for integration. It could be achieved by
whites entering previously black neighborhoods, especially in the
inner cities, a form of redistribution that would account for present
economic limits on black movement. It would preserve the communal
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institutions and political strength of black people, while reducing
their isolation and perhaps upgrading neighborhoods physically.
Unfortunately, the widespread experience of racial transition and
the tendency for whites to move out of public housing where non-
white demand is high (McEntire, 1960, Ch. 18) do not suggest that
such mixed neighborhoods will attract enough white residents. The
exceptions to this are in limited categories, especially the young or
old without children, in some older inner city areas with special
social or physical attractions, or at high rental or subsidy levels.
These possibilities deserve to be pursued, as they have been in some
cities, but they cannot provide a substitute for racial mixing in those
suburban areas, of varying price level and social character, where a
large proportion of white America now lives. Such areas have attracted
white people for positive reasons (better housing, more space, new
communal facilities, access to employment), not predominantly as a
refuge from black invasion of the cities. It must be expected that
they will appeal to many more black people for the same reasons.

In the strength of this appeal to members of different racial cate-
gories lies both the need and the hope of success for more substan-
tial racial mixing.

The “ideal” type of stable, substantially mixed neighborhood
must then become quite common if equal opportunity in housing
is to be realized. The ideal, however, should not be defined too
narrowly. The dynamism of the housing market, continuing diversity
of income and individual needs and tastes, and the maintenance of
racial identity must all limit the stability and uniformity of neigh-
borhoods.

The process of “filtering,” wherein homes successively meet the
needs of less affluent occupants as the more affluent move into new
property, is widespread, though not universal (Smith, 1964). As long
as there is inequality of income between races, this process must be
expected to result in a changing racial mixture in some neighbor-
hoods. Elimination of discrimination against nonwhites may make
racial transition slower and less complete in these instances, but it
cannot entirely prevent it. Areas undergoing social or racial transi-
tion cannot be expected to display as much social cohesion as some
more stable neighborhoods. The process of transition may indeed be
marked by loss of the former identity of the neighborhood and
modification of the boundaries recognized by residents, especially
if racial transition is occurring.

Individual variations in attitudes and style of life will influence
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entry and social interaction in racially mixed neighborhoods. They
must also be expected to permit neighborhoods with very different
ratios of white to nonwhite occupancy. Consequently, no single
ratio can properly be regarded as ideal, assuming—and this will not
usually be the case—that anyone is really in a position to fix the
ratio. The wide dispersal of black people into predominantly white
neighborhoods is something that white people have the greatest
power to promote or resist, hence the weight of attention given to
white behavior in this paper and elsewhere in the literature on resi-
dential mixing. It represents, though, a more demanding social re-
adjustment for blacks and a possible sacrifice of communal solidarity
that many may not be willing to make. It is right that white people
should seek to provide more opportunities for nonwhites to live
where they choose, but the response that most nonwhites will make
to those opportunities remains problematic and may alter the future
character of racially mixed neighborhoods.

Racial mixing in residence is therefore feasible; it exists quite
widely and can be expected to increase, provided the reduction of
discrimination and economic progress and differentiation in the
nonwhite population continue. However, substantial increase will
require considerable readjustment by both whites and nonwhites
and will produce a great variety of outcomes for reasons already in-
dicated. How factors more specific to the housing situation may
operate to channel this increase will be discussed in the remainder
of this paper.

Type of Housing as a Factor in Racial Mixing

1. Stable racial mixing is more easily achieved in rental housing
than in areas of entirely owner-occupied housing, provided that
management supports it.

Two general arguments appear to support this proposition. First, the
influence of central management of a group of rental properties can
be used to facilitate entry by members of different racial groups, to
help create an atmosphere in which racial mixing is regarded as nor-
mal and initial prejudices or frictions are overcome, and to maintain
a housing environment that will attract different races on grounds of
quality or value for money. Second, the fact that occupants of rental
housing do not have to undertake a large financial investment makes
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it easier for both whites and nonwhites to overcome the element of
risk or uncertainty that many are likely to feel in entering a mixed
neighborhood. Whites, in particular, are often deterred from owner-
ship in a mixed neighborhood by fears about property value. Non-
whites are more likely to be deterred from ownership by shortage of
capital and by discrimination in the selling and financing of housing.

The proportion also requires qualification. First, the policy of
management in rental housing has frequently been hostile to racial
mixing. Such a policy, applied on a large enough scale, has helped
create almost totally segregated neighborhoods. Information discrimi-
nation is still widely prevalent in the letting of rental property. Even
where some mixing is accepted, racial quotas or selectivity, ‘“benign”
or otherwise, is common (McEntire, 1960; Potomac Institute, 1968).
Second, the turnover of occupants in rental property is usually
greater than in owner-occupied housing so that, where demand is
racially unbalanced, where management is dispersed or ineffective,
or where management decides to promote a transition from white
to nonwhite occupancy, extreme instability is more likely than in an
owner-occupied area. Management policy is thus a crucial factor, and
the affirmation of this proposition rests on the expectation that an
increasing proportion of managements will be persuaded to accept
racial mixing because of legal requirements, social climate, and eco-
nomic interest. Managers of rental property are more open to per-
suasion and pressure than the multitude of home owners, and once
racial mixing is accepted they can do much to make it stable. Some
of these arguments require further comment and illustration.

The potential effect of management and the fact that high turn-
over can be used to restore racial balance are illustrated by one of
the studies carried out by the Griers (1960, Ch. 13). “Hillview,” a
private rental tract in California, was let from the start on an open-
occupancy basis, but was not filled and became almost entirely
Negro in occupancy. Under new management, following financial
difficulties, however, white tenants were attracted in large enough
numbers to fill the tract with two thirds white and one third Negro
tenants, a considerable degree of physical and social mixing being
achieved. Such a turnaround gives no assurance of stability (the
tract was only 5 years old when studied), but the management
planned to maintain this ratio. Their success in restoring racial
mixing suggests that this could be achieved, as it has been for
quite long periods in other well-managed rental developments
(Potomac Institute, 1968).
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The Griers do stress some other important elements in the situa-
tion: The area as a whole contained only 6 percent nonwhites so that
demand from that group was limited; there were numerous white in-
migrants to the area, who sought rental accommodation and were
ignorant of the past history of the tract; the tract was well located
and offered good value for money in a medium price range. These
factors will affect the stability of any mixed housing area, rental or
owner-occupied. Central management, either in rental housing or in
developments newly built for sale, can manipulate the above stated
factors, but not with complete freedom.

Much of the recorded experience of racial mixing in rental housing
has been in public housing. Public-housing authorities in the North
and West adopted open-occupancy policies in many places before
legally required in private housing (McEntire, 1960). Public housing
for low-income tenants has been concentrated in central city areas
and has been exposed to heavy nonwhite demand. Therefore, sub-
stantial nonwhite entry has followed from open occupancy, not
token representation of nonwhites resulting from high rents or in-
formal selectivity as in some private rental developments (Grier &
Grier, 1960, Ch. 9). Finally, the policies of public-housing authori-
ties have attracted attention because of their visibility and potential
influence. Consequently, some of the earliest and most systematic
studies of reactions to racial mixing were made in public-housing
projects (Deutsch & Collins, 1951; Wilner et al., 1955).

These studies compared segregated to fully integrated projects
containing a minority of nonwhites. In both studies, it was found
that integration led to more interracial contact and to more favorable
attitudes toward racial mixing. Wilner et al. (1955) noted the effect
of management policy in promoting a social climate that legitimized
and aided racial mixing. In spite of such findings, public housing has
not in the past contributed as much as it might have to racial inte-
gration in housing. Many projects have been formally or informally
segregated, others have become predominantly or entirely nonwhite
under the pressure of nonwhite demand and accelerated white with-
drawal. The concentration and limited scale of public housing, re-
sulting from local pressures and low national priority, indicate that
racial mixing has not been spread very widely. Its potential impor-
tance remains high, though, as a source of housing for low-income
groups and so for many nonwhites, who are ill placed to seek new
housing on their own. The subsidized rents of public housing can
make it exceptional value for money and so attract low-income
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whites to mixed developments, particularly if these are dispersed in
predominantly white or mixed neighborhoods.

The role of management as an aid to racial mixing in rental hous-
ing can be matched to some extent in new housing developments built
for sale. These are often large and controlled by a single management,
subject to the support of planning and financial agencies, which have
often obstructed racial mixing. If the obstacles are overcome and the
builder decides to sell on an open-occupancy basis, large sources of
new housing will open up to minority group members who can afford
to buy. This is now happening in many areas, and the volume of
housing thus made available for mixed occupancy should help to
overcome the problem of concentrated demand from middle-income
nonwhites who faced pioneer developers of private mixed neighbor-
hoods in some instances (Grier & Grier, 1960). The influence of
the large developer as a maker and an executor of policy in this
area is shown in the case of Levitt and Sons. In the sale of homes in
Levittown, Pennsylvania, this very large builder maintained a policy
of excluding nonwhites, but decided, under legal pressure, to sell
to them in its next development in the suburbs of Philadelphia,
Levittown, New Jersey. The influence of the developer on white
residents who had opposed the efforts of nonwhites to enter the
Pennsylvania development, careful planning, and public relations
work resulted in the peaceful integration of the newer Levittown
(Gans, 1967, Ch. 14). Nonetheless, the developer claimed to have
lost white customers, in spite of the fact that the cost of the houses
restricted nonwhite entry to a low level and ensured that those non-
whites who did enter were of relatively high economic and occupa-
tional status.

This example leads us back to the questions of property value,
cost, and value for money as they are perceived by potential and
actual residents in racially mixed neighborhoods.

The expectation that property values would decline steeply as a
consequence of nonwhite entry in a neighborhood was long the
common view among those professionally engaged in the housing
market (Laurenti, 1961, Ch. 2). There is widespread, though scat-
tered, testimony to its currency among homeowners. This ortho-
doxy has been attacted by a number of studies (Laurenti, 1961;
Rapkin & Grigsby, 1960; Smith, 1964) and by many less systematic
but well-informed observers, including professional real estate men.
The circumstances of nonwhite entry are so various, as are the fluc-
tuations of races, that precise conclusions are hard to draw. It ap-

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

160 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

pears, however, that in comparison to all-white neighborhoods of
otherwise similar character (age, location, housing quality, etc.),
property values in neighborhoods entered by nonwhites do not
generally fall and have sometimes risen because of the concentration
of nonwhite demand. In many instances, of course, neighborhoods
entered by nonwhites have been old and declining in physical attrac-
tiveness; investment in property in such areas is likely to be insecure,
whether or not their social and physical decline is linked to the race
of occupants. Furthermore, sharp fluctuations in house prices have
occurred following nonwhite entry in some instances. The fears of
some white residents and the efforts of some unscrupulous real
estate salesmen have led to panic selling and individual losses
(turned most often to the middle man’s profit, not the eventual
buyer’s). This is not the inevitable pattern, though; panic selling has
not been general, even in those areas where racial transition has been
progressing (Rapkin & Grigsby, 1960; Wolf & Lebeaux, 1969).

The argument that white people will be less willing to buy than
to rent in racially mixed areas does not, therefore, rest on the
certainty of declining values and should not be pressed too far.
Clearly, whites do remain in areas entered by nonwhites and sell
without panic or loss; some buy property in older mixed areas
(Rapkin & Grigsby, 1960), and many buy in new developments en-
tered by some nonwhites. Nonetheless, white entrants appear to be
extremely sensitive to the presence of a substantial number of non-
whites in an area; and, where the alternative of buying in all-white
areas exists, a moderate degree of sensitivity or uncertainty about the
safety of so large an investment as a house can dry up or divert white
demand. Rental property is not immune to such sensitivity, but the
factors noted here of low investment by occupants, higher turnover,
and central management appear to make it less vulnerable and there-
fore an important channel for the spread of mixed occupancy. In the
long term, the property value issue, whose effect on potential buyers
has not been examined on a large scale, should be reduced to its
proper perspective. White buyers and residents (or nonwhites) will
neither cease to be anxious about property values, nor are they likely
to be convinced by academic studies of the subject; real estate bro-
kers and other prafessionals, however, can have much more influence.
However, the spread of some nonwhite residents to a larger propor-
tion of neighborhoods of all age and price levels will reduce the pos-
sibility of white choice on purely racial grounds and encourage judg-
ment of value on a variety of criteria, even though racial proportions
may continue to be one of these.
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The advantage of rental housing from the point of view of non-
whites seeking to live in mixed neighborhoods can be expected to
decrease with the elimination of discrimination in sales and financ-
ing policy and with improvements in their economic circumstances.
In the past, the unwillingness of most financial institutions to advance
money to nonwhites for the purchase of homes in mainly white areas
has created a second barrier beyond the reluctance of most owners
and their agents to sell. The claimed experience of those who did lend
to nonwhites has varied (McEntire, 1960, Ch. 13; Helper, 1969).
Apart from racial prejudice and the desire of whites to maintain
segregation, the difficulty of nonwhites in raising capital for house
purchases, and sometimes in meeting repayments, springs from the
level of nonwhite incomes, shortage of assets and credit records, in-
security of employment, and reliance on more than one earner in a
family. Increasing numbers of nonwhites are able to compete effec-
tively with whites for financing, and large numbers have, in the past,
bought homes, though mostly older and cheaper houses in areas al-
ready nonwhite or undergoing transition. It remains true, though,
that rental housing can provide an accessible way for many non-
whites to obtain newer homes in mixed neighborhoods. This view
gains some support from the finding of Sudman et al. (1969) that
integrated neighborhoods have a higher proportion of renters than
segregated ones and that nonwhites are more likely than whites to be
renters in these neighborhoods. The integrated neighborhoods located
in Sudman’s survey tended to be older than segregated white areas
and were not necessarily stable. However, in the narrower field of
planned racially mixed housing developments, the survey carried out
by Schermer and Levin found 91 rental projects and a number of
mixed rental and owner occupied areas in a total of 154 developments.
[This survey was wide ranging and claimed to be representative of
successful, substantially mixed developments, but was not a system-
atic national example (Potomac Institute, 1968).]

2. Racial mixing is feasible at all price or rental levels, but stable
and substantial mixing is most likely in the middle price range.

In the higher price range, minority group residents tend to be few at
present; because of this and the likelihood that they will not fit white
stereotypes, acceptance by whites should be easier. There are, however,
many examples of resistance to nonwhites buying high priced homes
(Hecht, 1970; Rosen, 1962), which cannot anyway satisfy mass de-
mand. In low-cost housing, especially in the larger cities, nonwhite
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demand is much greater and white fears of declining amenities, crime,
and racial conflict likely to be sharper. These obstacles to the mainte-
nance of racial balance in demand can be overcome if the supply of
new low-cost housing is sufficient and dispersed in location and

if management of housing and neighborhoods is effective. The
studies of private interracial housing by the Griers (1960) and

the Potomac Institute (1968) both describe developments at a
variety of price levels, and reference has already been made to
racial mixing in low-rent public housing. The Potomac Institute
study (Potomac Institute, 1968, p. 67) concludes that: ‘“Partially
subsidized moderate income housing seems to offer the best pros-
pects for integration. It is at this level that the greatest overlapping
of the white and non-white market occurs.”

In addition to stressing the importance of those sections of the
housing market in which strong demand from majority and mi-
nority groups can be sustained, this conclusion points to a further
proposition.

3. Good quality and value for money are means of overcoming
resistance to racially mixed housing.

An underlying theme of this paper has been that the effects of preju-
dice and discrimination in the housing market cannot be overcome by
appealing to the ideals of tolerance and racial equality. These ideals
exist and can be used to break down formal and informal barriers to
racial mixing. However, they are not alone in most people’s minds
when they make decisions about housing, anymore than is prejudice,
and they are balanced by strongly held values concerning freedom of
choice and property rights, which apply more immediately to mem-
bers of the majority group. Therefore, more material sanctions are
needed to secure acceptance by the great majority who have not been
exposed to substantially integrated housing situations. Law and of-
ficial policy, firmly applied, can influence the professional ‘“‘gate-
keepers’’ of the housing market through negative sanctions. The
positive inducements of housing and neighborhood quality are more
easily applied to the mass of individual customers for housing. Since
they apply to members of all racial categories they can be the basis
of common interests where mixed neighborhoods have been estab-
lished (Northwood & Barth, 1965; Wolf and Lebeaux, 1969).

Value for money is, of course, a major factor in the success of any
housing development, but in the past discrimination and pressure of
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demand have compelled nonwhites to pay more than whites for com-
parable accommodation (Duncan & Hauser, 1960). If mixed housing
areas are to attract white as well as nonwhite demand, it is important
that they offer better and not worse than average value for money.
In this way, both racial mixing and the improvement of minority
group housing can be pursued. Studies of white buyers of housing

in racially mixed areas indicate that they are attracted by the suit-
ability of location, price, and quality to their requirements and not
generally distinguished by unusual attitudes toward racial mixing.
This was true of those who bought in the unpromising situation of
older neighborhoods of Philadelphia entered by nonwhites (Rapkin
& Grigsby, 1960, Ch. 8). It also applied to white buyers in the inter-
racial developments studied by the Griers (1960), where white de-
mand threatened to outbalance nonwhite demand in some instances,
although the policy of racial mixing was uncommon at that time.

4. Location and neighborhood facilities are a major factor in hous-
ing choices and will influence the success of racial mixing.

The issue of location and neighborhood quality is in many instances
linked to the presence or proximity of racial minorities, but it plays a
large part in individual housing choices for reasons other than race
and status. Customers will judge locations on the basis of physical
appearance, proximity to work, friends, shops, and public facilities.
They will also be concerned with the quality and cost of public ser-
vices, especially the quality of education and, in some areas, the level
of crime (Potomac Institute, 1968, Ch. 3 and 6; Wolf & Lebeaux,
1969; Grier and Grier, 1960). The association between low neighbor-
hood quality in these respects and the presence of large numbers of
nonwhite residents has probably done as much to deter whites from
entering or staying in mixed neighborhoods as any distaste for inter-
racial contacts, which are common in other contexts. While low
neighborhood quality does not necessarily result from nonwhite or
mixed occupancy, and can be avoided in such neighborhoods in
inner-city areas, mixed developments in the suburbs do offer posi-
tive attractions of location to both whites and nonwhites; further,
they enjoy some advantage in remoteness from the stereotyped image
of the black neighborhood.

Proximity to existing nonwhite areas will also tend to influence
nonwhite demand for housing and the expectations of white people
concerning nonwhite demand. The effects of discrimination are hard
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to disentangle from those of choice, but the pattern of nonwhite
movement into neighborhoods, adjoining those they already occupy,
will not be altered quickly by a wider range of choice, especially in
the face of economic inequalities. While this is true, the social charac-
ter of such areas may change enough to discourage white entry,

even where the quality of property and public services is well main-
tained and many white residents stay (Wolf & Lebeaux, 1969). On the
other hand, nonwhites may hesitate to move to neighborhoods re-
mote from existing nonwhite communities and their social institu-
tions, even if they do not face active discrimination (McEntire, 1960,
p. 187-188).

The force and uniformity of these attitudes is by no means clear,
though, since the opportunities open to members of different racial
categories have been shaped by institutions responsible for the con-
struction and sale of most housing. The choice of location by devel-
opers, generally influenced by the attitude of planning authorities
and sources of finance in favor of segregated housing (Grier & Grier,
1960, Ch. 6 and 7; McEntire, 1960, Part 3), has reinforced discrimi-
natory marketing practices (Helper, 1969; McEntire, 1960, Part 3;
Hecht, 1970). Deliberate efforts to attract occupants from different
racial categories can succeed both in the suburbs and in inner-city
areas (Potomac Institute, 1968, Ch. 3). The question then becomes,
who are these people and in what numbers will they live together?

Social Characteristics of the Market for Racially
Mixed Housing

1. The market for racially mixed housing is not restricted to those
with very distinctive social characteristics or racial attitudes.

This view has been implied by the preceding discussion that argued
that positive advantages in a home or neighborhood can outweigh
any negative expectations linked to racial mixing. Discrimination
and economic inequality have commonly distorted the balance be-
tween these positive and negative factors. Where the positive advan-
tages of housing and neighborhood quality do coexist with racial
mixing, they are neither ignored nor destroyed; but the balance can
only operate fairly if demand from minority group members is not
artificially concentrated. Thus problems in attracting demand from
all racial groups tend to be experienced most strongly, while racial
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mixing is spreading but still not general. Even at this stage, the ex-
perience of pioneering mixed developments indicates that efforts to
appeal to customers with specially favorable attitudes to racial in-
tegration—through organizations favoring such policies—are neither
successful nor required (Grier & Grier, 1960, Ch. 9 and 10). Although
a few individuals will avoid or leave mixed areas because of strong
prejudice, most will evaluate nonwhite neighbors on a less stereo-
typed basis and make pragmatic judgments of their impact on the
area, without making any special effort to seek interracial friend-
ships (Northwood & Barth, 1965; Williams, 1964 ; Wilner et al.,
1955). In established neighborhoods where minority group mem-
bers have entered, a small number of residents who are particularly
hostile or sympathetic to the minority group can, however, guide
the reaction of the hesitant majority and so impede or facilitate
racial mixing (Rosen, 1962; Hecht, 1970).

Entry into a mixed neighborhood is more demanding in some re-
spects for nonwhites than for whites, since the former are more likely
to be a small minority of residents and have to face discrimination
and hostility. Nonwhites entering new mixed developments are also
likely to differ more from the average member of their racial category
than do whites in this situation. In a study that compared Negroes in
mixed to those in segregated areas in the Los Angeles region, Bullough
(1969) found that those who lived in the mixed neighborhoods ranked
considerably higher than the rest of the nonwhite population in in-
come, education, and occupation. This is to be expected in view of
the gap between average nonwhite and white rank on these criteria.
Bullough (1969) also found that nonwhites in mixed neighborhoods
scored lower on measures of anomie, powerlessness, and feeling of
social distance from other ethnic groups than nonwhites of similar
socioeconomic status living in segregated neighborhoods. If this is
true, then persuasive marketing and efforts to spread information
about mixed neighborhoods will be needed if nonwhites are even to
take full advantage of the opportunities that their current economic
status allows them.

Evidence concerning the effects of education and social status on
racial prejudice and discriminatory behavior is complex (Williams,
1964). Though there is evidence that prejudice declines with in-
creased educational attainment and that discrimination is low in
some high status contexts, the housing market allows those of higher
socioeconomic status to avoid contact with nonwhites more easily
than those of lower status. Thus, in a study of white attitudes in a
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racially changing area of New Jersey, Fishman (1961-1962) found
that, although high status whites expressed more favorable attitudes
to nonwhites, they were also more likely than lower status whites to
move out of the area; they saw its relative quality and social standing
declining, and they had the money to move elsewhere.

It should be noted that any type of housing, mixed or not, will
attract residents with distinctive social characteristics in respect to
age, family compositoin, income, and other criteria. Insofar as par-
ticular types of housing are suited to stable racial mixing at present,
and this was argued above, then the market among whites and non-
whites for each development will be socially distinctive. The empha-
sis, though, is on the appeal and accessibility of these types of hous-
ing, not on the appeal of racial mixing.

2. Stable racial mixing is most easily achieved where residents from
the different racial categories are o f corresponding socioeconomic
level.

This proposition does not rest on the assumption that homogeneity in
respect to the socioeconomic status of residents is a desirable charac-
teristic of all neighborhoods. Although many areas accommodate resi-
dents of disparate status as close neighbors, the trend in modern de-
velopments has been away from this. Individual attitudes to this
factor vary, and, for some, heterogeneity, including racial hetero-
geneity, in a neighborhood is an attraction (Sudman & Bradburn,
1966). Nonetheless, to the degree that sensitivity about the effect

of racial mixing on the quality and status of a neighborhood remains
widespread, it can be reduced by homogeneity in other social charac-
teristics. A number of studies of the reactions of white residents to
nonwhite entrants in a neighborhood record the effect of perceived
similarity of status and life style in overcoming initial reserve (Grier
& Grier, 1960; Meer & Freedman, 1966-1967; Northwood & Barth,
1965; Wilner et al., 1955; Wolf & Lebeaux, 1969). Direct observation
of the status characteristics of other entrants of a different race is

less easy for customers evaluating a new development; uniformity in
the cost of housing units can have the same effect here in allaying
anxiety about association with low-status neighbors.

It is possible that resistance by whites to racial mixing would be
lowest where nonwhite neighbors were of higher socioeconomic
status than themselves; this is a characteristic of some nonwhite
pioneers (Northwood & Barth, 1965). However, it would be unrealis-

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

FACTORS AFFECTING RACIAL MIXING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS 167

tic to expect this to be true of any large-scale movement of nonwhites
into mixed housing. Given equal opportunity, nonwhites are likely

to evaluate neighborhoods according to the same criteria as whites
and to choose the best housing they can afford. Racial mixing for its
own sake is not the chief goal of either group and dual racial stan-
dards will become increasingly unacceptable. In the past, nonwhites
of relatively high socioeconomic status have been compelled to
accept such a dual standard. In search of better housing, they have
entered mixed neighborhoods, but these have mostly been in areas
whose attraction for higher status whites was declining. Consequently,
these neighborhoods have not been homogeneous in respect to the
socioeconomic status of the two racial groups, nonwhites often out-
ranking white residents (Taeuber & Taeuber, 1965, Ch. 8). Hetero-
geneity in such circumstances is a situation forced on both racial
groups. Desired improvements in race relations will follow from mix-
ing on an equal basis in all cultural areas, not just from contact as
neighbors on the restricted basis of proximity and concern for the
neighborhood.

influence of Racial Proportions on the Stability
of Mixed Housing

It has already been stated that the stability—and so in the long run
the existence—of racially mixed neighborhoods depends on the rela-
tion between racial proportions among existing residents and among
new entrants. If a higher percentage of new entrants than of residents
come from one racial category the neighborhood is, in this crucial
sense, unstable. Racial transition is not inevitable where such a situa-
tion exists. The prospect of stabilization at a new level depends on
the balance of demand from different racial groups over a long period.
The important factor here is the reaction of residents and, even more,
of prospective entrants belonging to the racial category that formerly
provided most entrants. The establishment of equal access to housing
for nonwhites, growth of the nonwhite population in many areas, and
improvements in its economic status must lead to many unstable situ-
ations of the kind defined above. Complete racial transition can only
occur if the demand for homes from the entering group is large
enough to absorb all the property in the neighborhood; for this to
occur when the entrants come from a minority group, their demand
must be concentrated. Substantial transition has taken place in many
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inner-city neighborhoods in the past, but it must become less fre-
quent as nonwhite demand is dispersed over more areas and price
levels. Eventually, therefore, stability in racially mixed neighbor-
hoods should be achieved at many different proportions of non-
white occupancy.

This outcome requires that white customers should not avoid
housing that represents good value for money just because of non-
white entry. In the study of changing neighborhoods in Philadelphia
quoted earlier, Rapkin and Grigsby (1960, Ch. 4) found that white
purchases, though not stopped, fell of f sharply in most cases in com-
parison with the level of demand a few years earlier. The difficulty in
evaluating this and other examples of white response is that many
factors other than the racial situation affect demand. If the overall
weight of these factors of housing quality and competing supplies
does not ensure continuing white demand at a reasonably high level,
then even moderate nonwhite demand can take up all housing units
coming on the market, create even less favorable expectations among
whites, and so accelerate the transition process. This can occur, as
Rapkin and Grigsby show, at very low levels of nonwhite occupancy.
Accordingly, it seems that no level of occupancy by the minority
group is low enough to ensure stability. On the other hand, if demand
from the minority group falls off, is diverted elsewhere, or is con-
trolled, then stability can ensue with any racial proportions. Demand
from whites may often drop as the proportion of nonwhites rises,
but no proportion of nonwhites is so large as to make social harmony
within a development impossible, and there is no consistent evidence
to identify a particular ““scare point” at which whites will flee or re-
fuse to enter; too much depends on local circumstances (Grier &
Grier, 1960, Ch. 4).

Theoretically, it can be suggested that whites will respond differ-
ently to levels of minority group occupancy approaching 50 percent
than to low levels. Low levels of minority group presence represent
mainly a status threat to whites, and this type of threat can be over-
come, as suggested above, by interpersonal contact and by evidence
that the quality of the neighborhood is not likely to decline. However,
if the minority group approaches the point of being a majority in the
neighborhood, then it is more likely to be seen as representing a cor-
porate power threat to local whites (Blalock, 1967). How far this
proves true depends on the political organization of the area and of
the racial groups in it and on the importance of the local institutions
that may be threatened with take-over. In a small housing develop-
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ment, the perceived threat need not be great, especially if some out-
side management of the housing exists. In a larger neighborhood,
given the current political climate, it may be very strong.

As a numerical minority, black people (and other racial minorities)
must accept an inferior power position in many situations, insofar as
these are defined on racial lines. They cannot, however, be expected
to discard the advantages of communal social and political organiza-
tion that other ethnic groups have exploited. Consequently, strategies
for controlling racial proportions to ensure that neighborhoods re-
main mixed must be politically as well as ethically controversial. Even
if legal equality of access to all housing is ensured to different races,
the policies of those who sell or manage housing and of public agencies
will greatly influence racial proportions in different neighborhoods.

Control of racial proportions appears to be commonplace in mixed
rental developments. It can be maintained without the use of formal
quotas by the screening of applicants, or, more acceptably, by vary-
ing the level of promotion to different racial groups (Potomac Insti-
tute, 1968). When a policy of this kind merely involves the reversal
of the more usual practice of marketing to only one racial category,
no objection is likely. More deliberate manipulation of demand may
be accepted by members of all racial categories if they are anxious to
maintain racial mixing (Grier & Grier, 1960). However, such prac-
tices may well be unresponsive to the demand for housing from dif-
ferent races and too responsive to doubtful generalizations about
the effect of minority group presence. Their use in small numbers of
pioneer interracial projects is not a serious limitation on equal op-
portunity; their general use would be.

A stronger case can be made for the dispersal, not of racial mi-
norities as such, but of publicly supported low-income housing out-
side the central city areas in which it has generally been concentrated.
This would, in practice, lead to more racial mixing in suburban neigh-
borhoods and would involve some control of racial proportions in
these neighborhoods through the price mechanism that will operate,
in any case, as long as racial economic inequality persists. A further
gain for racial mixing might be that these developments would prove
more attractive to white families who qualified for such housing than
those in some inner-city neighborhoods. Limitation of the size of
such projects would reassure existing local residents and help main-
tain high quality public services, especially education, while spread-
ing tax burdens widely. This argument, which has been stated co-
gently by Anthony Downs (1970), depends on the assumption that
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low-income whites and nonwhites aspire to a middle-class suburban
life style. This is uncertain, though suburbs are diverse and not all
middle class; moreover, many nonwhites have entered them in recent
years. Implementation of this policy would face serious political
obstacles as well, but it has the strong appeal of linking efforts to
deal with racial and socioeconomic inequality.
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Social Stratification
in Urban Areas

CORA B. MARRETT

ABSTRACT: In general, the evidence supports the view that urban areas tend to
be segregated by socioeconomic status. Incomes, for example, do tend to increase
as one moves toward the urban fringe. At the same time, considerable hetero-
geneity among suburbs exists. Not all outlying areas are uniformly of higher eco-
nomic status than the city they surround. Yet disparities between the central
city and suburb persist for virtually all large metropolitan areas. Moreover, the
degree of social class heterogeneity lessens as the unit under study is reduced.
Five different rationales have been advanced in support of action to reduce
socioeconomic stratification in urban areas. First, such action, some argue,
would serve to increase the possibility of racial integration. Racial segregation,
however, occurs for blacks at all economic levels; it is not the plight of low-
income blacks alone. Reducing socioeconomic stratification need not facilitate
racial integration. In fact, it might tend to increase it. Second, socioeconomic
integration would improve job opportunities for the poor. Movement of low-
and moderate-income families closer to job opportunities in the suburbs is
persuasive, but it may not necessarily result in economically mixed neighbor-
hoods. Proximity to jobs does not inevitably require neighborhood diversity,
although it could mean greater heterogeneity among suburbs. Third, disper-
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sion of low-income families will facilitate educational and social upgrading of
lower socioeconomic groups. Research findings, though limited, suggest, on
the one hand, that some low-income groups adjust more easily to middle-class
ways and, on the other hand, that socioeconomically mixed communities do
not necessarily upgrade the poor. Fourth, reducing stratification may be neces-
sary to increase the supply of low- and moderate-income housing. While the
supply of low-cost housing is below the level of need, the issue is territorial
rather than social. Production is impeded by lack of availability of suitable
sites. Space for low-income housing may require municipal heterogeneity,

not necessarily socioeconomic mixing at the neighborhood level. Fifth, social
class balance has been proposed as a means of improving interpersonal rela-
tionships in society. However, research indicates that neither home purchasers
nor tenants seem to want heterogeneity. Moreover, a few studies point to the
strains likely to become evident in mixed communities. Socioeconomic classes
may differ in life styles and values, as well as income. In sum, a close examina-
tion is needed of the assumption that communication is improved and social
relations are strengthened by heterogeneous residential areas.

One conclusion, however, is evident. The various ends sought in mixed socio-
economic developments imply different strategies. For example, action to sta-
bilize inner-city neighborhoods may require emphasis on improved services and
facilities for middle-class residents. The character of the schools, for example,
may be a major concern. Alternatively, appropriate financial incentives may be
essential to open up sites in the suburbs for low- and moderate-income hous-
ing. For attainment of some objectives, there is also need to explore mechanisms
through which neighborhood homogeneity and suburban heterogeneity can be
simultaneously accomplished. Recognition that low-income residents have not
consciously chosen to live in homogeneous communities is essential. Measures
that widen their options may disclose a rather different pattern of preference
than that presently evident. It cannot be assumed that greater heterogeneity
would produce a more tolerant society.

In recent years a substantial body of literature has appeared on the
“urban crisis.”” Generally, the crisis referred to involves the concen-
tration of low-income and minority groups in declining central cities
and an attendant dispersal of the more affluent throughout other
parts of the metropolis. According to a number of observers, efforts
must be made to redress the racial and economic imbalances charac-
teristic of many metropolitan areas. The call has been for a greater
mixture of socioeconomic and racial segments in urban communities.
The movement against racial segregation can be easily understood
given the heightened sensitivity to race in the society. An attack on
the exclusion of low-income persons from particular communities,
however, is a somewhat different matter, because there are no strong

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

174 SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

historical and judicial precedents opposing such exclusion. In fact,
socioeconomic segregation in residential patterns has been an ac-
cepted fact in American life. In view of the support such patterns
have received, it is pertinent to review the current attempts to alter
the distribution of socioeconomic groups. A central question in the
present discussion is: What are the ends to be accomplished through
mixed community development? Although this presentation is by
no means an exhaustive analysis of a very complex subject, some
of the reasons why socioeconomic integration has been proposed
are examined. The inquiry further discusses the social science
knowledge relevant to the stated objectives, laying particular stress
on those findings that may be appropriate to evaluating the given
objectives.

The metropolis as portrayed in many discussions consists of a
central city, heavily populated by the dispossessed, and a series of
outlying areas that are politically independent of and economically
different from the central city. Although the residents of these
suburban jurisdictions have access to the facilities and resources
of the city, the inhabitants of the inner core find their own geo-
graphic mobility strictly limited. This is the picture often given.

To what extent is it consistent with the demographic analyses of
urban America? What is the historical development of residential
patterns by social class?

Social Class Distribution

In general, urban areas do tend to be segregated by socioeconomic
status. Indeed, studies of social stratification have often used place
of residence as both an indicator of and appendage to social class.
As Schnore reports (1965a,b), income levels tend to increase as
one moves toward the urban fringe. This patterning of incomes
does not deny the heterogeneity that may be seen among suburbs.
As Berger (1960) and Dobriner (1963) have found, not all outlying
areas are uniformly of higher economic status than the city they
surround.

There is some disagreement on whether the current socioeconomic
distribution has always been characteristic of American cities.! Sev-
eral references (Burgess, 1925; Warner, 1962) depict the pre-auto,

1The Pinkerton (1969) article is the primary source for this section.
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pre-streetcar period as one in which the central city was rather het-
erogeneous. With the advent of improved transportation systems,
middle-income persons left the inner city to the indigent, and the
suburbs tended toward increased homogeneity. A second perspective
challenges that portrayal, however. Greer’s study (1962), which as-
serts that suburban homogeneity was characteristic before the trans-
portation revolution, argues that the greater mobility of the popula-
tion has tended to produce more suburban diversity.

What inferences can be drawn from this research? Are urban areas,
especially suburban locations, becoming ever more homogeneous? Or
has the outward movement of the entire population made the urban
fringe more diverse than ever? The research, Pinkerton (1969) notes,
may appear contradictory and hence unclear until several circum-
stances are considered. First, different time periods have been used
in the historical analyses. Thus, the findings need not be inconsistent,
but may reflect instead change over time. Second, the unit of analysis
has not always been the same. Some studies have been of an entire
metropolitan area; others have centered on portions of that area.
Moreover, the definition of metropolitan area is not identical through-
out the studies. Third, some incongruity may be a function of dif-
ferent approaches to social class. Although there is convergence toward
the use of income, education, and occupation as measures of social
class or socioeconomic status, not all research uses the same dividing
lines for each of these measures. Also, the number of class levels re-
ported has been variable.

While there are undoubtedly some irreconcilable differences in the
research on urban class patterns, the material does tend to support the
conclusion offered in a 1965 report from the U.S. Advisory Commis-
sion on Intergovernmental Relations: The social and economic dis-
parities between central city and suburb do not hold true throughout
the country, but they do apply to virtually all the large metropolitan
areas and to northeastern urban areas. The present patterns have not
always obtained for all locales, although they seem firmly established
in many. It also appears as if the degree of social class heterogeneity
lessens as the unit under study is reduced. When the entire metropoli-
tan area is the scale for analysis, then notable diversity may be seen.
But tendency has not been toward a mixed class situation within a
given neighborhood (Pinkerton, 1969, p. 503).

It is against this background that attempts to increase socioeco-
nomic mixture are being launched. Although social class ‘“‘balance”
could be attained by a reciprocal move of suburbanites into the core
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and the inner-city residents to the outer communities, greater em-
phasis has been placed on the latter movement than on the former
one.

Objectives of Social Class Balance

The assault on socioeconomic segregation is being waged from very
different vantage points and for markedly different reasons. One can-
not assess fully the costs and benefits of socioeconomic integration
without understanding the variety of goals with which it has been
associated. The discussions on the topic suggest that greater income
integration should serve to (a) increase the possibility of racial inte-
gration in the society; (b) improve the job opportunities of the poor;
(c) upgrade low-income people educationally, socially, and cul-
turally; (d) increase the supply of low- and moderate-income housing;
and (e) improve interpersonal relations in the society.

As will be seen in the subsequent analysis, mechanisms other than
socioeconomic integration may be more appropriate for achieving
some of these objectives. Moreover, it is doubtful whether certain
of the aims would be accomplished even if more economic integra-
tion were to occur.

RACIAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION

It is frequently maintained that socioeconomic segregation exacer-
bates the problem of racial segregation in the society. Because dis-
proportionate numbers of blacks are poor, policies and practices that
limit the mobility of the poor are thereby seen as circumscribing op-
portunities for black Americans. Discussions on restrictive land use
controls propose that since the vast majority of Negro families are
part of the low-income housing market, only token racial integration
will occur as long as no change occurs in the economic factors affect-
ing housing. The challenge to zoning ordinances typifies the view
that economic discrimination, whether intentionally or not, is highly
similar to racial discrimination. As an opinion handed down in a re-
cent court case holds (cited in Plager, 1970, p. 340):

Zoning ordinances have long been used to contain particular racial groups inside
the ghetto. This has been true in school zoning as well as property zoning. . . . It
is critically important to classify these zoning practices for what they are: so-
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phisticated means of invidious racial discrimination; invidious because racial
discrimination is difficult to prove in this otherwise acceptable means of city
planning.

Efforts to link problems of poverty with those of race are under-
standable given the inferior economic status of many blacks and the
attentiveness in the society to problems of racial discrimination. Un-
doubtedly, racial and economic factors can and do converge. Frieden
(1968) contends that income segregation would probably have be-
come weaker had it not joined forces with attitudes about race. Since
World War II, large numbers of migrants to the central city have not
only been poor but also have been black.

For many purposes racial and class analyses need not be separate.
But the effect of both on residential patterns is not necessarily con-
sistent. From their study of residential segregation in cities, the
Taeubers (1965, p. 94-95) conclude:

. . . the net effect of economic factors in explaining residential segregation is
slight. . . . Clearly, residential segregation is a more tenacious social problem
than economic discrimination. Improving the economic status of Negroes is

unlikely by itself to alter prevailing patterns of racial residential segregation.

The basis for these assertions is their finding that racial segregation
occurs for blacks at all economic levels; segregation is not the plight
of low-income blacks alone. Research on the ten largest metropolitan
areas by Kain and Persky (1969) confirms the Taeubers’ conclusion.
That research shows that existing patterns of residential segregation
cannot be explained by socioeconomic status alone. In Detroit, one
of the cities included in the analysis, the researchers found that 45
percent of the poor white families lived in the suburbs, but only 11
percent of the poor blacks.?

In moving from studies of residential segregation to programs de-
signed to achieve neighborhood integration, the need for distinguish-
ing between class and race is again made evident. Based on a nation-
wide examination of attempts to attain racial balance, a recent report
from the Potomac Institute (1968) reasons that moderate-income
housing seems to offer the best prospects for integration. That as-
sertion is consistent with Nathan Glazer’s (1967) contention that
the mixture of races of the same economic level may be workable,

ZZelder (1970) is highly critical of studies such as the Taeubers’ and Kain and Persky’s in
which tract data are basic. The conclusions of these studies, he posits, are more pessimistic
than the facts would warrant.
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but integration across economic lines is enormously difficult. In the
same vein Wolf and Lebeaux regard efforts to reduce racial and class
segregation as of ten diametrically opposed. ‘“The most stable, and

[to the participants] the most satisfactory instances of racial mixture
are those where social class is fairly uniform and comfortable’” (Wolf
& Lebeaux, 1967, p. 111).

Taeuber (1968, p. 11) points out that altering low-income residen-
tial patterns without eliminating racial discrimination could tend only
to increase racial segregation: “Income improvements or housing sub-
sidies enable additional white families to emulate the segregated resi-
dential patterns enjoyed by middle- and high-income whites.”” Simi-
larly, if racial discrimination and any other race-connected factors
that affect housing choice were removed, segregation along economic
lines could still persist.

It appears, then, as if socioeconomic integration need not facilitate
racial integration, nor is racial desegregation, if taken as a goal, de-
pendent on the attainment of an economically mixed community.
Resolving problems of economic segregation would not simultane-
ously reduce racial discrimination.

EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION

The isolation of the poor is thought to have serious economic as well
as racial implications. From this perspective, the current pattern of
income stratification “‘deprives the poor and members of minority
groups from living within a reasonable distance of jobs”” (Romney,
1970, p. 8). The problem has been made acute by the increasing
tendency of industries to locate their plants in outlying regions.
During the 1960’s, more than 50 percent of all new jobs created in
the standard metropolitan areas were outside the central city (Michi-
gan Law Review, 1970, p. 340).

The view that the impoverished should have the chance to reside in
the areas where jobs are emerging is a highly persuasive one. Those un-
moved by the contention that socioeconomic segregation is undemo-
cratic may well be affected by the argument that, unless housing pat-
terns are changed, the vicious cycle of poverty in which so many are
caught is not likely to be broken. The need to locate near job oppor-
tunities is a compelling reason for dispersing the poor, rather than
improving the physical environment of the inner city.

This movement of low- and moderate-income families closer to
job opportunities, however, would not inevitably produce econom-
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ically mixed neighborhoods. If access to jobs is the sole intent, such
could be attained through income-segregated neighborhoods. For
advocates of mixed suburban development who base their position
on the need for more employment opportunities, improved job pos-
sibilities could take precedence over social class balance. If the desire
is for the opening of suburban housing chances to the nonaffluent,
then it matters little if the housing is so situated that interaction
among diverse groups occurs.

Heterogeneity within suburban communities, although not neces-
sarily within each suburban neighborhood, is the aim of those who
stress the importance of greater accessibility to jobs. Thus, this per-
spective differs from those for which success is indicated by the
interchange of different groups within a neighborhood. Greater
social class balance in suburban communities could improve job op-
portunities for the poor, but the attainment of greater proximity to
jobs does not inevitably call for neighborhood diversity.

UPGRADING THE LOWER CLASS AND INTEGRATION

Closely related to the notion that the economic improvement of low-
income families is dependent on their residential dispersion is the view
that dispersion is also likely to result in the educational and social
upgrading of the lower class. The view is indicated by Frieden (1968)
who asserts that economic segregation into low-income neighborhoods
produces social and cultural isolation into an environment that fosters
defeatism and perpetuates poverty. From this standpoint, continued
socioeconomic segregation can only aggravate current social problems;
polarization will increase as long as opportunities for contact between
different income groups are restricted.

In a paper that regards some of the tendencies toward income strati-
fication in communities as legitimate, Downs (1970) emphasizes the
injurious effects such stratification has on the poor. He remarks
(1970, p. 21) that “major improvements of the conditions and char-
acteristics of the socially, economically, and culturally most deprived
households in our society require their removal from neighborhood
environments where certain highly deleterious influences predomi-
nate.” His supposition that the upgrading of the lower class requires
the interaction of various income groups is a popular one among some
scholars.

The social and cultural improvement of the lower class as seen from
this point of view does not make the suburbanization of the nonaf-
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fluent mandatory; interaction could be achieved if the more pros-
perous could be attracted to the central city. Whatever the direction
of the movement, the position indicates that low-income households
must be mixed with middle- and higher-income ones if the life chances
of the lower class are to be bettered. Downs proposes that within these
mixed areas low-income neighborhoods should not predominate since
that would drive out the upper-income households and diminish the
likelihood that a middle-class way of life would prevail.

In an essay highly critical of Downs’ thesis, McKinney (1970) sets
forth an alternative to the scattering of low-income families as ad-
vanced by Downs. “This alternative road is the development and
evolution of the indigenous minority neighborhood sub-community
within a cohering larger minority community where the reality of
achievement, prestige, and power come into being and are recognized
both by the minority community and the majority community”
(McKinney, 1970, p. 9). What McKinney is opposed to is the seem-
ing cultural imperialism of an approach that imposes on the upper
classes the task of uplifting their inferiors. The improvement of the
ghetto, favored by McKinney and others, is supported because of
the belief that the interaction of lower- and upper-income groups
cannot, and indeed should not, compel the former to different life
styles.

Although not extensive, there are some social science findings
relevant to this issue. First, the research suggests that some low-
income groups adjust more easily to middle-class ways than do
others. In fact, in some instances the only difference between two
families will be an economic one, not one of life style. Success in
socioeconomic integration may be achieved through the selection
of lower-class families who are socially compatible with the more
affluent. Hartman suggests that this is essentially what has occurred
in some of the newer housing programs. After describing programs
involving leased housing and rent supplements, Hartman (1969,

p. 439) concludes: “In virtually all cities where these newer pro-
grams have been tried, the amount of meaningful social and eco-
nomic integration has been minimal, and in some cases non-existent.”
Where mixing has occurred, ‘“‘the utmost care has been taken in ten-
ant selection. . . .” The programs “skim the cream off the top of the
public housing population and in effect provide no information. . .
about the impact of and prospects for this kind of mixing.”

Second, the research suggests that whether planned or unplanned,
socioeconomically mixed communities do not necessarily upgrade
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the poor. Form (1951, p. 121) questions whether geographical prox-
imity enhances social interaction and improves social life: ‘“The hope
to encourage interaction and cooperative experiences among socially
heterogeneous people is not likely to be realized anywhere.”” The cur-
rent state of knowledge on this problem is summarized by Keller
(1966, p. 504):

The evidence gathered from new towns and housing estates throughout the world
suggests that mixing groups may actually lead to hostility and conflict rather
than to a more interesting and varied communal life, that the better off, no mat-
ter how defined or measured, refuse to live side by side, not to say cooperate in
community clubs and projects, with those they consider inferior to them, and
that those whose conceptions of privacy and friendship, sociability and neigh-
bouring are opposed will soon find themselves pitted against each other in re-
sentment or withdrawing into loneliness. Social contrasts do not, apparently,
automatically foster either creative self- or community-development.

If it is a change in the life style of the nonaffluent that is the goal,
then evidently some means other than social class balance must be
sought. Balance could aggravate the very problems many wish to
obliterate from communal life.

INCREASED HOUSING AND INTEGRATION

It is a well-established fact that the supply of low-cost housing is far
below the needed level. Although a number of technological and la-
bor breakthroughs may improve the potential for constructing more
low-cost housing, actual construction cannot occur if sites cannot be
obtained. The problem of site selection explains the support for mixed
economic development issuing from certain sectors. As Stegman
(1971, p. 5) notes:

...at the very time that a number of factors have combined to produce a sup-
portive climate for initiating and sustaining high levels of production, diffi-
culties in obtaining adequate and/or appropriate sites for proposed develop-
ments seem to be increasing in geometric proportion to output.

The ruling in Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority has in some
ways compounded the site selection problem, for it suggests that the
courts are inclined to look with disfavor on the choice of locales in
racially compacted central cities.

The need to enlarge the housing market, while simultaneously
meeting the actual or potential demands of the courts, has resulted
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in a challenge to the socioeconomic homogeneity of suburban Amer-
ica. The appropriate locations, if they are to be outside areas of mi-
nority concentrations, are in suburban jurisdictions. But these are
the very areas that have resisted the intrusion of the city’s problems.
In order to enlarge their base of support, those whose need is, in
fact, territorial join in the cry against homogeneity. Apparently,
greater interest is likely to be engendered if the struggle is against
segregation than if it is for low-cost housing.

But this objective does not require the mixing of the rich and the
poor; nonaffluent islands within prosperous suburbs could prove the
much needed space. The scale at which socioeconomic integration
would be observable, were this objective to be reached, would be
the entire municipality, not the neighborhood. Although socioeco-
nomic integration could be attained with a substantial in-migration
of suburbanites, without some modification in suburban housing
patterns, the results could be an even more limited housing market
for the poor. Thus, the achievement of mixed neighborhoods is not,
in fact, the central thrust of the argument among some who chal-
lenge suburban exclusiveness: The goal is space for low-income
housing.

IMPROVED RELATIONSHIPS AND INTEGRATION

Social class balance has also been proposed as a means for improving
interpersonal relations in the society. The physical separation typical
of metropolitan areas has supposedly decreased the ability of people
from different backgrounds ‘“‘to communicate with each other about
the problems which clearly affect everyone’ (Romney, 1970, p. 4).
In contrast to the concern for uplifting the lower class, this objective
postulates mutual benefits of integration. As Gans (1961, p. 177)
points out, those who support this view see socioeconomic hetero-
geneity as promoting tolerance of social and cultural differences,
thus reducing political conflict and encouraging democratic prac-
tices. Bauer (1951, p. 23) sees segregation along economic lines as
problematic, not just for the low-income person shut off from
employment opportunities or inadequately housed, but for the
society as a whole. Socioeconomic segregation is to her objection-
able because it is ““alien both to our traditions and our concept of
social progress.”

Research suggests that mixed communities are difficult to achieve.
Gans (1961) states that neither home purchasers nor tenants seem to
want heterogeneity, and the housing market is not organized to pro-
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vide it. He reports an instance in which, once the difference of about
20 percent in the cost of adjacent homes was passed, the developers
found unsalable homes on their hands. It may be difficult to build
the kind of neighborhood that can attract the full spectrum of socio-
economic groups found in the metropolis.

A few studies also point to the economic strains likely to become
evident in mixed communities. In his analysis of the Levittowners,
Gans found that the upper-middle-class residents desired extensive
school facilities while the working class rejected these as expensive
frills (cited in Michelson, 1970). The low-income family may incur
a number of added costs by its move to the suburbs. Moreover, the
facilities it regards as adequate may be thought totally unsatisfactory
by the other residents.

Socioeconomic status does not tend to be purely a matter of in-
come; classes may differ in their life styles and values as well. It is
this contrast that apparently renders heterogeneity problematic.
Keller (1966) notes that unequal groups tend to pull apart; the
better-off, more respectable, or more ambitious shun contact with
those they regard as their inferiors. Michelson (1970, p. 79) cites
a study that supports Keller’s view. In a mixed-class suburb, the
research found that the working-class wives had difficulty adjusting,
for they lacked the social skills necessary for informal interaction
with the middle-class women. Similarly, Gans reports (cited in
Michelson, 1970) that the working-class residents of Levittown with-
drew to themselves, feeling uncomfortable in interaction with their
more affluent neighbors.

Despite continued support for mixed communities, the efforts
have not been impressive. Thus, a very close examination of the
assumption that communication is improved and social relations
strengthened by the establishment of economically heterogeneous
communities is needed. It is not concluded here, however, that
nothing can be accomplished through the alteration of neighbor-
hood patterns. Rather, this paper argues that we must be clear on
the disadvantages as well as on the advantages that mixed com-
munities might bring. Heterogeneity is not totally good or bad.

Mixed Communities: Remaining Issues

Throughout, the discussion has submitted that a variety of motives
exist for greater socioeconomic heterogeneity. Some of the motives
are concerned primarily with improving the life of the nonaffluent.
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Consequently, they neither inevitably require the intermixture of
different social classes within a given neighborhood, nor do they
necessitate the outward flow of inner-city residents. But other mo-
tives would be thwarted were the ghettos rebuilt, rather than oblit-
erated. Kain and Persky (1969, p. 77) remark that two possibilities
currently exist: the improvement of the ghetto—or ‘“‘ghetto gilding’—
and ghetto dispersal. Of the two, “only the latter is consistent with
the stated goals of American society.”” Kain and Persky argue for
dispersal on a pragmatic basis: ‘“‘As long as the ghetto exists, most
of white America will write off the central city.” Thus, their oppo-
sition to ghetto gilding is not ideological; it is based on the position
that, given current conditions, the ghettos will not be gilded.

Evidently, the various ends sought in mixed development require
different strategies. If it is an improvement of opportunities for the
nonaffluent that is envisioned, then the attraction of upper-income
groups to the central city may be as critical as the suburban migra-
tion of the poor. Thus, the problem would become: How can the
central city become more heterogeneous? Relevant here would be
the social science findings on the factors affecting housing choice
among population groups. The programs that have been undertaken
to stabilize inner-city neighborhoods may be particularly insightful.
These efforts stress the importance of good services and facilities to
middle-class residents. The flight to the suburbs has often taken
place because of the deterioration of neighborhood services.

The nature of the schoolsis likely to be a major concern. As the
Potomac Institute study (1968, p. 18) observes, “If family-type
housing is involved, neither white nor Negro middle-class families
will remain in an area that does not provide high quality schools.”
Wolf (1965) reviews the data on school and residence and reports
that parents with high educational aspirations for their children
would like to avoid classroom situations where teachers must spend
time compensating for educational deficiency. Middle-class parents,
she notes, are reluctant to have their children in classrooms with
too many children from lower social strata.

If the problem is that of bringing back to the city those with sub-
stantial economic resources, not the interaction of the rich and the
poor, then the community may have to be so structured as to meet
the interests of the more prosperous. This could result in the isola-
tion of the middle- and upper-income residents from the other in-
habitants. The consequence would be heterogeneity at the tract
level, but little interaction among the various socioeconomic groups.

Different strategies would be required if it is assumed that low-
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income residences must be created on the urban periphery. The argu-
ment has been made that the poor are desired by neither the central
city nor the suburb. Changes in residential patterns are not likely if
the appeal is only to the suburbanite’s sense of fair play. Instead,
various incentives may be needed to induce outlying jurisdictions to
admit low- and moderate-income housing. In order for dispersal to
occur, financial arrangements must be made in which the expenses
incurred in a middle-class suburb as the result of low-income migra-
tion would be shared by the city.

Although the available evidence does not tend to show greater
harmony resulting from heterogeneity, it does not deny that eco-
nomic and housing improvements may accompany changed patterns
of suburbanization. Moreover, there are other qualifications that
should be borne in mind. First, the scale of development is significant.
Michelson (1970) concludes that heterogeneity within the city block
is difficult to sustain, for it is among neighbors that social interaction
is likely to occur and that social evaluations are made. A homoge-
neous block need not require total community uniformity, however.
Keller (1966) suggests that there may be certain mechanisms through
which neighborhood homogeneity and community heterogeneity
could be simultaneously accomplished. Facilities and services could
be so arranged as to necessitate some social class interchange. For
this to succeed, however, the services must be essential to all groups.

Second, as Gans (1961, p. 182) acknowledges, the acceptance of
economic homogeneity should not serve as justification for racial
discrimination. Persons with economic resources cannot be denied
residence in a neighborhood because they differ in skin color from
most of the residents. But is racial heterogeneity any more justi-
fiable than economic diversity? Should not the desire for a racially
homogeneous area be as seriously regarded as an interest in main-
taining economic exclusivity? Gans argues that there is a difference,
that there is governmental support for the individual who chooses to
move into a neighborhood where the residents are of a different ra-
cial background. If his move disturbs the community’s life, “it is an
unfortunate but irrelevant consequence. Freedom of choice, civil
rights, and the protection of minority interests are of higher priority
than peaceful social life or consensus’ (Gans, 1961, p. 182). Gans’
statement implies that, in many instances, policies cannot be based
on the stated preferences of segments of the population: Some
larger good must be considered. There are those who have applied
this argument to the economic situation, maintaining that the so-
ciety can ill-afford to regard only the wishes of the more affluent.
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At present, Gans’ position is well-founded, because economic inte-
gration has low priority in the society. This is not so for racial inte-
gration.

Third, it should be noted that the homogeneity that occurs
voluntarily in suburban areas is not equivalent to the enforced ho-
mogeneity in dilapidated areas. After citing some of the factors
retarding mixed communities, Michelson proceeds to discuss some
of the social class similarities that exist. Such an analysis is a worth-
while corrective to the position that maintains that the poor are as
desirous of retaining their current situation as are the rich. Low-
income persons may not aspire to be pioneers in middle-income
neighborhoods, but this does not connote total satisfaction with
their circumstances. It must be continually recognized that low-
income residents have not consciously chosen to live in homogeneous
communities; they have not deliberately selected as neighbors those
who reflect their own values and concerns.

Continued homogeneity at the level of the city block should not
spell inadequate housing for the impoverished. The quality of hous-
ing is a different issue from the composition of the neighborhood.

Some final remarks are in order on the nature of social science
research in this area. At present, many of the arguments both for
and against mixing are based more on ideology than on concrete
evidence. More intelligent policies can be made and more informed
decisions reached when substantially more study is given to the issue.
Analyses of the nature of interaction in mixed communities, as well as
of the changes individuals have undergone as they move into hetero-
geneous areas, could be highly significant. The arguments have been
notably stronger than the empirical data. Unquestionably, balance
is a complex issue, and persons would be misled if they assumed that
heterogeneity would necessarily produce a more tolerant society.
Failure to attain a given end through mixing does not mean that
none of the goals associated with mixing are unrealistic. The selec-
tion of attainable ends would be greatly facilitated if the current
work on socioeconomic diversity were to be augmented.
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Social Classes
in Cities
and Suburbs

LEO F. SCHNORE

ABSTRACT: City-suburban differentiation represents another manifestation of
the three dimensions of segregation according to which urban Americans have
sorted themselves out in space—that is, color or ethnicity, socioeconomic class,
and type of family. Very little work has simultaneously considered color and
class. Moreover, the research literature reflects confusion about the main trends
in the relationship of cities and suburbs. However, one important point does
tend to emerge from the material: The social class structure of our metropolitan
areas appears to be more varied and complex than many have tended to believe.
In northern metropolitan areas, for example, the percentage of higher-income
nonwhite families is found to rise with distance from central cities just as it does
for white families. Socioeconomic residential differentiation for both groups is
continuing.

The knowledge available that bears on the probable success of a policy of
socioeconomic mixing is limited. There is need for an enlarged and coherent
research effort along the following lines: replication of prior research using the
1970 Census data; longitudinal studies of historical trends; simultaneous obser-
vation of both color and class segregation; metropolitan-wide analyses; and
special attention to changes introduced by annexation. Also needed is more
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intensive examination of suburbanization of the population at large, the func-
tions of individual suburbs, and segregation of family type.

The “urban crisis” is multifaceted; the prominent theme espoused by
policy-makers and social scientists involves a marked polarization of
cities and suburbs according to color and class. Cities, it is said, are
increasingly left to the blacks and the poor, while the white middle
class continues to abandon the center in a mass exodus to the sub-
urbs. The Nixon administration has made it clear that these apparent
trends must be altered. In the absence of heroic measures, it would
seem, we will soon see only poverty-stricken black cores surrounded
by white rings of affluence. Urban and rural “community develop-
ment”’ must occur, but without force or extreme measures. Even the
Congress has taken cognizance of the problem. As Representative
Ashley (1969, p. 1) observed at the first hearing (June 3, 1969) of
the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Urban Growth of the House Banking
and Currency Committee,

By the end of this century our nation will have another 100 million people,
according to most demographers. . . . First we will examine the dimensions of
this growth. Where will the growth take place? In rural, innerity, or suburban
areas? Where do people want to live? Do they move to large metropolitan areas
because they prefer them or because of job opportunites? What will be the future
of the core city, the suburban ring, the rural small towns?

The city-suburb polarization theme has received considerable at-
tention in the urban research literature. Surveying the available
empirical material, one concludes that this citysuburban differen-
tiation simply represents another manifestation of the three principles
of segregation according to which American urbanites have long been
“sifted and sorted” in space. These three principles are color or eth-
nicity, social class, and type of family. Evidently the greatest atten-
tion has been given to color and ethnicity and the least to family type.
As for socioeconomic status, a substantial amount of effort has been
directed toward describing the residential location of social classes.
Regrettably, very little work has involved simultaneous consideration
of color and class; it is commonly believed that a certain fraction of
segregation by color is attributable to economic (class) factors, but
it is becoming increasingly evident that this is a small fraction indeed
and that black disadvantages in educational attainment, occupational
achievement, and income account for only a modest amount of their
observable segregation in urban space. It is the force of discrimina-
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tion on the basis of color that is the principal factor underlying segre-
gation. The blacks simply have sharply limited options, with respect
to housing “choices,” and nothing is to be gained by ignoring or
minimizing that fact.

In any event, the problem of polarization by color and class has
vitally important implications. Segregation in our schools, for ex-
ample, follows residential segregation wherever a “neighborhood”
pattern of districts is followed. Less demonstrable is the possibility
that segregation by color is a potent factor in generating the kind of
racial unrest that exploded with such devastating force in Watts,
Hough, Newark, and Detroit. Clearly, more careful research is
needed; in the meantime, however, there is a body of facts at our
disposal that cannot be dismissed.

City-Suburban Status Differences: Cross-Sectional Evidence

1950 EVIDENCE

The first hint of the fact that suburban populations are not inevitably
higher in status than those of the cities they surround was presented
in a doctoral dissertation based on census materials (Schnore, 1955,
Ch. 3). Data for 1950, based on all three measures of status, showed
a clear-cut association between city size and the direction of city-
suburban status differences. When cities (roughly grouped in three
size classes) and their metropolitan rings were examined, it was found
that higher “suburban’ status occurred only around large cities, i.e.,
those of 500,000 or more inhabitants in 1950. Smaller cities ex-
hibited higher values on all three status measures than their sub-

urbs (Table 1).

The 1950 Census materials were also useful in delineating the
complications caused by color in the comparison of city and sub-
urban socioeconomic status. Table 2 illustrates the kind of paradox
that may emerge when color and class are considered simultaneously.
In the Chattanooga Standard Metropolitan Area (SM A), the median
family income of ring inhabitants was clearly higher than that of all
city dwellers. Examination of city-suburban income differentials by
color, however, revealed that city incomes were higher—on the aver-
age—for both whites and nonwhites (chiefly Negroes)! The explana-
tion is simple: Chattanooga’s ‘‘ring”’ was overwhelmingly white, and
nonwhites were much more heavily represented in the city itself.
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TABLE 1 City-Suburban Status Differences by City Size, 19502

Large Cities
(500,000 Middle-Sized Cities Small Cities
Status Measure or more)(%) (100-500,000)(%) (50-100,000)(%)
Median family income
Ring higher 95 37 19
City higher 5 63 81
Median school years
completed
Ring higher 74 40 24
City higher 26 60 76
Proportion of employed
males in professional
occupations
Ring higher 68 35 15
City higher 32 65 85
Number of SMA’sb 19 75 74

@A dapted from Schnore and Varley (1955).
bEquals 100 percent for each panel.

Nonwhites comprised only 4.8 percent of the ring population, but
30.0 percent of the city population. The higher average income of
the more numerous suburban whites raised the overall suburban aver-
age income to a point above that of the city, while the lower incomes
of the city nonwhites depressed the city average.

1960 EVIDENCE

Much more detailed studies of city-suburban status differences were
conducted on the basis of 1960 Census data for urbanized areas (UA).
(Asnoted above, the outlying portion of the UA is a more satisfactory
areal unit than the metropolitan ring for representing the ‘“‘suburban”

TABLE 2 Median Family Income, by Color and Residence, Chattanooga

SMA, 19509
Median Family
Income, Entire Median Family Median Family
Color SMA ($) Income, City ($) Income, Ring ($)
White 1,840 1,918 1,768
Nonwhite 985 1,015 819
Total 1,642. 1,609 1,691

@Source: Schnore (1962a).
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situation.) Four investigations will be summarized, the second, third,
and fourth of which are more detailed studies of the first.

The first study to be summarized was entitled “The Socioeconomic
Status of Cities and Suburbs’ (Schnore, 1963b). It covered 200 ur-
banized areas, used ‘“advance reports” from the 1960 Census, and
was basically concerned with characterizing city-suburban status
differences in the United States (without regard for regional loca-
tion) for the total UA population (without respect for color). Beyond
that, it represented an attempt to assess the role of population size
and age of city in affecting the direction of city-suburban status dif-
ferences, while exercising some control over the boundary problem.

The data were manipulated in two complementary ways: via
simple cross tabulations and by means of multiple-regression analy-
sis. Table 3 shows the results of the analysis for city-suburban com-
parisons by population size and age of city. It is clear that the popu-
lar view of the city-suburban differentials is derived mainly from the
experience of larger and older areas (the upper half of the table is
concerned with population size). While none of the cities in the two
largest size classes exceeds its suburbs in income or educational

TABLE 3 City-Suburban Differentials in Socioeconomic Status, by Size of
Urbanized Area and Age of Central City, 19602

Size of Urbanized Percent of Urbanized Areas with Higher Suburban Values in:

Area and Census in Those in
Which Central City Median Family Those Completing White-Collar Number
First Reached 50,000 Income, 1959 High School Occupations of Areas
Size
1,000,000 and over 100.0 100.0 87.5 16
500,000-1,000,000 100.0 100.0 86.4 22
250,000-500,000 79.3 75.9 55.2 29
150,000-250,000 72.1 62.8 48.8 43
100,000-150,000 70.3 64.9 40.5 37
50,000-100,000 56.6 49.1 30.2 53
Census year
1800-1860 100.0 100.0 100.0 14
1870-1880 100.0 100.0 100.0 17
1890-1900 86.1 75.0 58.3 36
1910-1920 75.0 75.0 54.2 48
1930-1940 71.9 56.3 31.3 32
1950-1960 50.9 47.2 245 53
All areas 74.0 68.5 50.5 200

@Source: Adapted from Schnore (1963b).
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standing, increasing proportions do so as one moves down the size
range to the very smallest areas. A similar pattern emerges in the
third column devoted to occupational comparisons. The lower half,
devoted to age of city, as determined by census year when city first
reached 50,000 yields even more clearcut patterns. A detailed analy-
sis of this table follows (Schnore 1963b, p. 79-80):

The first column reveals that suburban fringes consistently register higher median
family income in the older areas; none of the 31 cities reaching a size of 50,000
in 1880 or earlier has a higher average income than its suburbs. In contrast, the
newer Urbanized Areas tend consistently to show larger and larger proportions
of central cities with higher income. When the measure of educational status is
employed, as in the second column, the results are generally the same. The pro-
portion of persons completing at least a high school education is consistently
higher in the suburbs of older cities, while newer cities tend to show the oppo-
site pattern. Similarly, the occupational measure suggests that age is clearly
associated with city-suburban differentials in socioeconomic status. Examining
the third column, we find that none of the 31 oldest cities exceeds its suburban
fringe in the proportion of white-collar workers. At the other extreme, three out
of every four of the newest cities contain higher proportions of white-collar
workers than their adjacent suburbs.

Size and age, of course, are themselves correlated, and to assess their
predictive abilities we turned to partial correlation techniques.

For each of the three measures of socioeconomic status for each
urbanized area, we assigned arbitrary numerical values—a O if the
central city was higher on the measure and a | if the suburban fringe
was higher. As an additional check, we supplemented this “dummy
variable” treatment by repeating the analysis using suburb-city ratios,
i.e., dividing the suburb’s value on each of the three status measures
by the city’s respective value. Besides age and size, however, we took
care to add a third “independent’ variable: the percentage of the
total urbanized area’s 1960 population found within the central city.
This proportion seemed to us a rough, but useful, measure of the ex-
tent to which a city had been successful in extending its official
boundaries to keep up with the physical spread of urban develop-
ment within its immediate vicinity. Inspection of the data for the
200 urbanized areas under study indicated that those with a high
proportion of the total UA population in central cities tended to
show higher city values on income, education, and occupation; they
also tended to be smaller and newer. Six years later, Hadden made a
similar point (1969, 281-282):
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[O]ne should be skeptical of research that indicates there is a positive relation-
ship between the size of Urbanized Areas and the socioeconomic status of their
suburbs, since the direction of this relationship is the same as the administrative
boundary bias. What is apparently happening here is that the smaller Urbanized
Areas have a greater proportion of the high status families living near the periph-
ery of the city being included in the Central City, and this has the effect of sys-
tematically inflating the socioeconomic characteristics of the Central City and,
in turn, reducing the differential between the Central City and “‘suburb.”

The fact that we controlled this factor would seem to render Hadden’s
point moot with respect to this study.

In any case, the results were extremely clear. In sum, it was con-
cluded (Schnore, 1963b, p. 82) that

the predictive ability of population size is substantially reduced when the other
two variables—age and annexation—are taken into account. ... By contrast, age
continues to serve as a highly significant predictor of city-suburban differentials
in socioeconomic status; when size and annexation are held constant, age con-
tinues to exert a large and measurable influence upon the direction of the differ-
ences between cities and suburbs.

There are unquestionably other variables worthy of consideration,
and subsequent research had identified at least some of them.

COLOR AND REGION AS CONFOUNDING VARIABLES

The importance of controlling color in the course of making city-
suburban comparisons has been alluded to already. Neglecting the
varying balance between the whites and nonwhites, two main color
groups recognized in the 1960 Census, is especially likely to compli-
cate matters when regional location is also ignored. Consequently, a
follow-up study (Palen & Schnore, 1965) looked closely at variations
in city-suburban status between color groups within two broad
regions—the South and the non-South. Comparisons of city and sub-
urban status were possible for 180 urbanized areas when looking at
the white populations only and for 131 areas when examining non-
white populations separately. The same three status measures were
employed, i.e., median family income, percent completing high
school, and proportion of the employed labor force in white-collar
occupations. We shall not show all the findings here, but we will
simply illustrate the major results by reference to those concerning
family income, since they are typical of the configurations discern-
ible in the other two measures.
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TABLE 4 City-Suburban Differentials in Median Family Income in 1959, by Size of Urbanized Area and Age of Central City, for

Color Groups and Regions, 19602

Percent of Urbanized Areas with Higher Suburban Median Family Income in 1959

Total United States South Non-South
Total Nonwhite White Total Nonwhite White Total Nonwhite White
Sizeofurbanized area
1,000,000 or more 100.0 75.0 1002
500,000-1,000,000 100.0 59.1 1005 100.0 38.5 100.0 100.0 80.0 100.0
250,000-500,000 79.3 60.7 75.9 60.0 40.0 50.0 89.5 72.2 89.5
150,000-250,000 72.1 62.1 67.5 64.7 73.3 529 76.9 50.0 78.3
100,000-150,000 70.3 68.4 47.1 92.3 83.3 46.2 58.3 429 476
50,000-100,000 56.6 64.7 46.2 529 90.0 18.8 58.3 29.6 65.2
Age of central city
1800-1860 100.0 71.4 1000
1870-1880 100.0 929 1005 100.0 60.0 100.0 100.0 87.0 100.0
1890-1900 86.1 78.3 87.1 100.0 75.0 100.0 82.1 80.0 82.6-
1910-1920 75.0 50.0 76.1 70.6 58.8 70.6 774 400 79.3
1930-1940 71.9 50.0 50.0 76.5 60.0 47.1 66.7 20.0 533
1950-1960 50.9 60.7 333 60.9 86.7 18.2 433 30.8 50.0

@Source: Adapted from Palen and Schnore (1965).
bLargest and oldest classes collapsed in regional panels due to limited number of cases.
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Table 4 shows that whites—in the south and non-South—continue
to show the city-suburban status differences by both size of ur-
banized area and age of city. On the other hand, nonwhites in cities
and suburbs manifest differences according to region. Outside the
South, their patterns are very similar to those of the whites; that is,
city-suburban status differences tend to be like those of the whites,
with higher-status populations in the older and larger urbanized
areas. In the South, however, the pattern is precisely reversed. In
that broad region, suburban nonwhites display higher status in the
newer and smaller areas. (The education and occupation measures
do not display such a perfect reversal, but it is clear that the previ-
ously observed tendencies for the total population, without respect
to color and region, do not operate for southern nonwhites.)

We could only speculate concerning this divergence from the domi-
nant pattern (Palen & Schnore, 1965, p. 91):

Some of the unusual features of the Southern nonwhite findings are probably
due to the effects of housing segregation, which recent research [by Taeuber
and Taeuber for the 1950-60 intercensal decade] shows to be increasing in that
section of the country while decreasing in the North and West. However, the
most probable reason why the Southern nonwhites fail to show the usual city-
suburban status differences is that in the South, as opposed to the North, the
poorer and less advantaged nonwhite residents traditionally lived on the periph-
ery of the city. Although there are indications that this pattern is changing,
there still exists many nonwhite areas at the edges of Southern cities, large and
small, old and new. This “historical survival” of low status neighborhoods on
the Southern city’s periphery, as well as in its central core, may be confounding
the pattern of city-suburban status differentials found in other populations. The
Southern nonwhite population, in short, may be in a state of transition between
the traditional residential pattern of the Old South, and the contemporary
American urban pattern seen in both white and nonwhite neighborhoods in the
rest of the country.

CLASS SEGREGATION WITHIN THE BLACK GHETTO

Reference to ‘“‘neighborhoods” in the foregoing passage reminds us
that a finer areal grain than ‘““cities versus suburbs’’ is sometimes neces-
sary and useful. Segregation by color is a “fact of life’” within large
cities in all parts of our country (Taeuber & Taeuber, 1965). The fact
that urban populations are residentially segregated according to social
class (Duncan & Duncan, 1957) leads to some interesting questions:
Does residential segregation according to social class exist within

color groups? More particularly, are the social classes segregated
within the nonwhite ghetto? Does the pervasive force of color segre-
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gation today operate to oblige nonwhites of widely different social
status to live “‘side by side” in the ghetto?

The 1960 Census provided partial answers in a study of ghettos in
two dozen metropolitan centers (Schnore, 1965b, Ch. 16). Census
tract statistics were employed, from which only those tracts that con-
tained at least 400 nonwhites and were contiguous to the main areas
of nonwhite concentration, i.e., the major ghettos were selected.
Then, those tracts with unusual population characteristics, such as
those with large populations in “group quarters’ —people living in
“rooming houses, dormitories, military barracks, or institutions”
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962, p. 3)—were eliminated. Finally,
we tabulated the data for nonwhites only—generally following a
tradition of the “Chicago school’’ of urban ecology and of Ermest W.
Burgess, in particular—by combining tracts within radial distance
zones based on a 1-mile interval and, except in New York City,
centered on the heart of each ““central business district.”” Some of the
results (for family income only) are presented in Table 5 in the form
of weighted averages for the nonwhite families of the various distance
zones.

Although only income patterns are shown in Table 5, they are
reasonably representative of the results for the educational and
occupational measures of the ‘“‘social class.”” The cell entries show
the percentage of all nonwhite families in each zone representing
an aggregate income of $7,000 or more in the calendar year preceding
the 1960 Census. Following is a descriptive analysis of this table
(Schnore, 1965b):

The various metropolitan centers have been grouped according to the broader
regions in which they are located. It will be seen immediately that these are
not the “regions” traditionally recognized in census publications over the years.
Note that a “border” region is designated in the tables. The “border” cities are
those which have been repeatedly identified as “‘way stations” in the literature
dealing with northward migration of southern Negroes over the years, or as
cities “caught between North and South” as far as social and cultural influences
are concerned. The four main quadrants have been arranged in a way that per-
mits a quick grasp of the major findings. In each column of figures—zonal
percentages for each named metropolitan center—the highest percentages have
been underscored.

As expected, the Burgess pattern was found to be quite general as far as
Northern metropolitan centers were concerned. . . . In general, there is an
upward-sloping gradient with increasing distance from the center. If we ignore
minor deviations, it is safe to say that the nonwhite ghettos in large northern
cities still tend to display the pattern observed earlier in considering Chicago.
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That is,as distance increases from the center of the city, the socioeconomic
status of nonwhite neighborhoods goes up. Nonwhite family income is
higher, nonwhite educational levels mount, and the relative number of non-
white males in “‘white-collar”’ employment increases.

If we turn now to the data for the “border” cities—represented in the lower-
left quadrant—we see the Burgess pattern manifested again. In five out of the
six cities, the highest value appear in the outermost distance zones. Again, there
is generally an upward-sloping gradient. Washington, D.C., is a clearcut excep-
tion, showing three out of three deviations from the pattern found in the other
five border cities. In general, however, nonwhite ghettoes in large border cities
tend to resemble those in cities of the North, insofar as internal ‘‘class segre-
gation”’ is concerned.

As for Washington itself, the widely noted influx of nonwhites into the city,
especially since World War II, is apparently the main cause of the deviation from
a perfect zonal pattern. Nonwhites have spread from “traditional Negro neigh-
borhoods” into formerly white neighborhoods through much of the city. The
changes that have occurred there do not represent a steady progression away
from the center and toward the periphery in only one or two directions, as in
most other Northern and border cities.

When we turn to the large cities of the South, where most nonwhites are
Negroes, quite a different pattern appears. Examination of the lower-right
quadrant . . . reveals that four out of five cities display a certain consistency:
moving away from the center of the city, nonwhite areas show a rise in socio-
economic status, followed by a decline. . . .

Up to this point, we have talked only about *“southern” versus “northern”
patterns of class segregation within nonwhite subcommunities, noting that
“border” cities tend to resemble cities in the North. We should probably be
surprised if clear-cut differences didn’t exist between North and South. But
some of the dangers attending easy and casual “explanations” of such mate-
rials as these are suggested by the remaining quadrant in the table.

The upper-right quadrant shows data for five metropolitan centers. The first
two are in the “Southwest”—Dallas and Houston. In both cases, the patterns of
class segregation within nonwhite areas are clearly more similar to comparable
areas in Southern cities than to Northern nonwhite ghettos. Perhaps this will
come as no surprise to those who are familiar with these two cities, but the re-
sults do tend to contradict assertions to the effect that developments of the
’forties and ’fif ties had made both Dallas and Houston much less “Southern”
and more “Northern” and/or “Western.”

As for the metropolitan centers of the Far West, the same upper-right quad-
rant gives a summary characterization of Los Angeles and the San Francisco-
Oakland “Bay Area.” Superficially, they would appear to resemble the south-
western and southern cities as far as class segregation within major nonwhite
areas is concerned. Actually, the data are not unequivocal. In the case of Los
Angeles, there are a number of problems of interpretation because of the many
peculiarities in the legal city limits. A long series of annexations of territory, and
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TABLE 5 Percent with Family Income of $7,000 or More in 1959, by Distance from Central Business District,

Nonwhite Families, 24 Selected Cities, 19603,0

North Southwest West
N * % b é = .g '§
3 N T B - T
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0-1 3.3 82 118 114 135 7.9 42 296 143
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23 128 ' 118 107 154 191 161 338 221 79 196 328 263 = 193
34 136 162 157 261 293 259 374 323 55 72 267 213 218
4-5 188 204 212 262 360 460 5.0 86 408 310 298
5-6 188 279 237 298  46.1 108 505 378 343
6-7 225 268 213 315 272 356
7-8 150 277 308 2.1
8-9 113 412 16.3
9-10 - 50.4 29.5
10-11 256 456
11-12 400  54.6
12-13 469
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2-3 24.4 94 17.4 21.2 18.1 12.7 10.6 104 10.3 10.5 5.4
34 35.1 15.7 17.3 21.5 29.1 16.1 14.9 104 8.7 8.0 8.0
4-5 41.0 214 28.7 7.0 6.7
5-6 28.0 8.2 40

@Source: Schnore (1965b, p. 131).

N
S bUnderscoring represents highest percent in column.
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the persistence of enclaves like Beverly Hills, would make an analysis of city
tracts alone very difficult, and the results wouldn’t be very meaningful. But ig-
noring the city’s legal boundaries, as in this study, requires the use of many
odd-shaped census tracts. In the Bay Area, we have given separate consideration
to San Francisco and Oakland. In any case, the situation can be summed up very
briefly: (1) San Francisco reveals the “northern” pattern in only one out of three
instances. (2) Oakland’s three “‘deviations™ from the same pattern seem almost
entirely due to the influence of the University of California at Berkeley, Oak-
land’s “‘neighbor.” The Berkeley ghetto is included in the data for Oakland,

and even though tracts with large numbers of students were eliminated, the
impact of the university’s presence is still quite evident.

One last point: The “nonwhite areas” in metropolitan centers of the Far
West are not at all like the “Negro ghettoes” in some other parts of the coun-
try. The same thing can be said for Dallas and Houston. For one thing, ethnic
minority groups other than Negroes are present in large numbers. In Dallas and
Houston, there are substantial numbers of Mexican-Americans, most of whom
are white according to census terminology; the areas most heavily occupied by
persons of Mexican descent in these two cities happen to overlap the nonwhite
areas of concentration rather considerably. The same can be said of Los Angeles,
with the added qualification that nonwhite persons of Oriental descent are also
present in large numbers; this complicates the question of “class segregation”
considerably. Finally, all these groups are well represented in the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Area. This caveat is inserted to prevent possible misunderstandings
concerning the implications of the observed patterns in these five cities. . . .

We found a pattern of class segregation within a number of nonwhite areas
that is very familiar to all students of the American city; it can be summed up
as “The higher up the social ladder, the farther out you live.” Perhaps even more
important, however, is the fact that we found variations.

Is the ghetto, which is itself a manifestation of segregation accord-
ing to’color, also segregated along social class lines? In northern and
“border” cities, the socioeconomic status of nonwhite neighborhoods
tends to rise regularly with increasing distance from the center of the
city. This pattern, however, is not generally observed in southern,
southwestern, and western cities, where an alternative configuration
appears. Socioeconomic status tends to rise and then to decline with
increasing distance from the central business district. Once again,
then, important regional variations are observed; cities in all parts of
the country do not manifest precisely the same patterns.

A CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDY WITH A FOCUS ON EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENT AS OF 1960

Of all the cross-sectional studies of 1960 data with which we have
been involved, the paper with perhaps the richest research implica-
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tions seems to be the one that appeared in Demography under the
title “Urban Structure and Suburban Selectivity’ (Schnore, 1964).
The elements of “‘urban structure” examined were such variables as
population size of the urbanized area in 1960; age of the central city,
in terms of decades since reaching 50,000 inhabitants; population
growth, as crudely indexed by proportions of the 1960 population
living in housing built between 1950 and 1960; and annexation ex-
perience, as represented by the proportions of the central city’s
population living in territory that was annexed between 1950 and
1960.

The “suburban selectivity” that was of interest involved the extent
to which various social strata were dissimilarly distributed between
cities and their suburbs, as the latter were crudely identified as the
outlying portions of 200 urbanized areas wherein a sufficiently large
noncentral population resided. For certain phases of the analysis—to
be stressed below—only 180 areas could be studied. This reduction in
the N was necessary in order to exercise an imperfect, but still useful,
statistical control over varations in color composition between the
cities and their suburbs.

The focus of this paper was a classic problem in ecological analysis;
it dealt with variations in the residential distribution of socioeconomic
strata in urban areas. A large part of the literature dealing with this
topic treats it as a longitudinal problem, i.e., variations over time are
stressed, as in the Burgess theory concerning The Growth of the City
(1925). The paper under discussion, however, was largely cross sec-
tional in approach and stressed variations from place to place at a
given point in time, i.e., 1960.

While we continued to work with the gross distinction between
“city”” and “suburbs,” we turned to a single indicator of socioeco-
nomic status—the number of school years completed by the popu-
lation age 25 years or older. The earlier study discussed—*“The
Socioeconomic Status of Cities and Suburbs’’ (Schnore, 1963b)—
simply compared the populations in cities and suburbs completing
at least 12 years of schooling. Rather than continuing to work with
this single value, however, we examined the residential distributions
of eight detailed educational classes.

The first basic question posed was: What is the current residential
distribution—city versus suburbs—of each educational class? The pro-
cedure is set out in Table 6, where data for males in the four largest
metropolitan areas [Standard Consolidated Areas (SCA’s and
SMSA’s)] are shown in detail. The fifth column shows the propor-
tion of each detailed educational class that resides in the city, and

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://lwww.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

204

TABLE 6 Residential Distribution of Educational Groups in Four

SEGREGATION IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Metropolitan Areas, 19602

Males, 25 Years of

Age or Older, by Number in

Years of School SMSA or Number Number Percent Index of

Completed SCA in City in “ring” in City? Centralization®

New York SCA 4,283,823 2,319,679 9.964,144 54.1 100
None 150,864 110,211 40,653 73.1 135
Grade: 14 201,047 126,994 74,053 63.1 117
Grade: 5-6 277,119 162,260 114,859 58.5 108
Grade: 7-8 1,009,038 575,609 433,429 570 105
High: 1-3 870,075 468,266 401,809 53.8 99
High: 4 851,210 433,729 417,481 509 94
College: 1-3 379,374 188,722 190,652 49.7 92
College: 4 + 545,096 253,888 291,208 46.5 86

Chicago SCA 1,897,558 1,029,007 868,551 54.2 100
None 36,518 26,963 9,555 738 136
Grade: 14 99,114 68,796 30,318 69.4 128
Grade: 5-6 117,439 76,651 40,788 65.2 120
Grade: 7-8 455,124 269,211 185913 59.2 109
High: 1-3 390,603 220,291 170,312 56.3 104
High: 4 402,146 192,772 209,374 479 88
College: 1-3 194,801 95,303 99,498 489 90
College: 4 + 201,813 79,020 122,793  39.1 72

Philadelphia SMSA 1,199,583 565,652 633,931 471 100
None 26,714 18,238 8,476 68.2 148
Grade: 14 61,301 37,554 23,747 61.2 130
Grade: 5-6 94,840 53,525 41,315 564 120
Grade: 7-8 288,925 149,809 139,116 519 110
High: 1-3 263,492 132,900 130,592 504 107
High: 4 244,043 99,418 144,625 40.7 86
College: 1-3 89,414 33,395 56,019 373 79
College: 4 + 130,854 40,813 90,041 31.2 66

Los Angeles SMSA 1,868,644 721,264 1,147,280 38.6 100
None 28,355 15,420 12,935 544 141
Grade: 14 61,745 28,380 33,365 46.0 119
Grade: 5-6 85,312 37,527 47,785 440 114
Grade: 7-8 318,880 118,302 200,578 37.1 96
High: 1-3 377,263 134,431 242,832 35.6 92
High: 4 468,183 172,726 295,457 369 96
College: 1-3 286,725 113,146 173,579 39.5 102
College: 4 + 242,081 101,332 140,749 419 109

a@Source: Schnore (1964).
Percent in city shows the proportion of a given educational class in the entire SMSA (or

SCA) that resides in the central city.

CThe index of centralization is the above value for each educational class divided by the
proportion for the total male population aged 25 and over.
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the last column shows a simple “index of centralization,” which
consists of the proportion living in the city for each educational

class in the metropolitan area in question divided by the proportion
living in the city among all males 25 years of age or older in the same
area. The resulting ratios can be interpreted as variations around the
hypothetical “‘expected value” of 100 that would obtain if each class
exhibited exactly the same balance between city and suburbs. Values
above 100 indicate over-representation in the city; values below 100
indicate over-representation in the suburbs.

The last column of Table 6 shows some rather interesting patterns.
In the first three instances—New York, Chicago, and Philadelphia—
the ratios descend regularly from a high value for those with no formal
schooling to a low value for those who have completed 4 years of
college or more. This is the precise pattern that one would expect
on the basis of contemporary discussions of “the flight of the elite to
suburbia,” ‘““the loss of city leadership,” etc., and we can take it as the
“expected” pattern. But observe the deviant pattern presented in the
case of Los Angeles; here, we find persons at the top and at the bot-
tom of the educational ladder over-represented in the city itself.

(We shall return to the Los Angeles case below.)

The guiding hypothesis was that ‘“‘suburban selectivity” is a func-
tion of “‘urban structure.” In addition to size and regional location,
it appeared worthwhile to examine the role of such variables as the
age of the city, its color composition, and changes therein, with at-
tention to housing, population growth, and annexation history. Since
we are dealing with residential segregation, albeit on a gross scale,
color differences are especially deserving of further attention.

Table 7 shows that a number of rather distinctive patterns can
be discerned when one examines the residential distribution (city
versus suburbs) of the detailed educational classes represented in
the census data. Examination of 200 urbanized areas revealed the
existence of six detailed types of suburban selectivity, together with
the need for recognizing the fact that some areas show no patterned
selectivity whatever. The concrete examples shown in Table 7 are the
largest areas showing each pattern.

Type “A” (exemplified by Tucson) is perhaps the most interesting
of all, since it represents a perfect reversal of the ‘“‘expected” pattern
previously mentioned. In other words, persons with no formal school-
ing or with very little education are under-represented in the city it-
self. Those who have completed high school and those who have
attended college are slightly over-represented in the city. This means

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing
http://lwww.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

90¢

TABLE 7 Examples of Six Patterns of Residential Distribution of Educational Classes Based on Indexes of Suburbanization
for Selected Urbanized Areas, 19602

4. Intermediate

2. Both Highest and Educational
Pattern of 1. Highest Educational Lowest Educational Classes Over- 5.No
Residential Classes Over-Represented Classes Over-Represented 3. Lowest Educational Classes Represented Systematic
Distribution in the City in the City Over-Represented in the City in the City Variation
Pattern label: A B C D E F X
Name of area
used in example:  Tucson Albuquerque  Los Angeles Baltimore New York Miami Memphis
School years
completed
None 90 85 131 128 129 83 98
Grade: 1-4 93 81 113 124 119 137 101
Grade: 5-6 96 88 110 117 111 136 101
Grade: 7-8 99 93 99 104 107 115 101
High: 1-3 100 97 94 98 100 100 100
High: 4 101 103 97 86 91 89 99
College: 1-3 102 106 102 86 87 84 100
College: 4 + 103 110 106 87 84 81 100
Number of areas
represented by
example shown 14 10 70 23 67 4 12

aSource: Schnore (1964).
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that the suburbs of Tucson, and those of 13 other areas like it,
showed a systematic selection of persons at the bottom, rather than
at the top, of the educational ladder in 1960, which is the exact re-
versal of the common image of suburbia.

Type B (ten cases, of which Albuquerque is the largest) is very
much like Type A, though there is a minor but systematic tendency
in the direction of a reversal at the lower end of the educational
ladder. (In later discussions, the Tucson and Albuquerque types will
be combined.)

Type C is one with which we are already acquainted; Los Angeles
is the largest example. Persons at both extremes are over-represented
in the city. While the earlier encounter with this pattern suggested
that Los Angeles might be a ‘“‘deviant’ case, Table 7 shows that C is
actually the modal type for 1960, for fully 70 out of 200 urbanized
areas showed this pattern.

Type D (exemplified by Baltimore) almost achieves the expected
pattern, i.e., a systematic decline in index values as one reads down
the column, but there is a slight reversal at the upper end of the edu-
cational ladder. In subsequent discussions, the Baltimore and New
York City types will be combined.

The expected pattern is here labeled E, and it is perfectly illus-
trated by New York City. The pattern consists of a series of continu-
ously declining values, indicating that the city in 1960 was character-
ized by an over-concentration of persons with minimal education and
that the suburbs of New York were populated by a larger than ex-
pected proportion of persons with higher educational standing.

Type F represents only four cases, of which Miami was the largest
in 1960. It is basically like Type E, but there is a lower than expected
number of persons without formal education in the city itself.

Finally, Memphis (Type X) exemplifies the fact that there were a
dozen urbanized areas (out of 200 under study for 1960) that could
not be classified as falling into one or other of the six basic types.

Our research was then directed toward discovering those general
factors that might underlie the systematic variations observed in sub-
urban selectivity. The search involved examining certain broad charac-
teristics of whole urbanized areas that may be fairly regarded as basic
structural features—e.g., location, size, age, and rate of growth. Since
our earlier work documented the commonsense observation that the
scope of the city’s boundaries (and changes therein) will affect city-
suburban comparisons, we also looked into this factor as a source of
variation in apparent suburban selectivity. More particularly, we tried
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to deal with the “annexation factor,” recognizing that political
boundaries are not rigid and impermeable.

There are also a number of reasons for wanting to take account of
variations in color composition. For one thing, urbanized areas in the
United States vary considerably with respect to the proportion of
nonwhites they contain. More important, the residential patterns
of whites and nonwhites are known to be highly dissimilar. Finally,
whites and nonwhites exhibit substantial differences in terms of
educational attainment.

In any case, Table 8 has been prepared to show the associations
between selected characteristics of urbanized areas and the patterns
revealed by their white populations considered alone. While the
same associations are revealed in the table for total and white popu-
lations, they are displayed in somewhat sharper form when attention
is confined to the white population only; that is, “control” of color
seems to bring out even more clearly the operation of the second
principle of residential segregation, viz., socioeconomic status.

Perhaps the most intriguing possibility raised by all these mate-
rials is suggested by the data related to two variables—size and age
of urban areas. This is the basic source of what we shall here call the
“evolutionary hypothesis.” The regularities exhibited suggest that
cities evolve in a predictable direction, e.g., pattern A through
pattern E. (One of the longitudinal studies taken up below was an
attempt to test this hypothesis.)

In the case of size, the larger the area the more likely the appear-
ance of the expected pattern (column 3). Similarly, age appears to
be associated with the patterns under examination. The age panel
shows that areas with older central cities are more likely to show the
“expected’ pattern. The first column shows that the ‘“unexpected”
patterns (Types A and B) were most frequently found in 1960 in the
urbanized areas with the newest central cities, i.e., those that only re-
cently achieved a size of 50,000 or more inhabitants.

The two remaining panels in Table 8 throw further light on the
patterns under investigation. Percent in housing units built since 1950
suggests that the rate of recent population growth was at least
roughly associated with the type of suburban selectivity. Column 1
indicates that urbanized areas rapidly growing in the 1950’s were the
most likely to exhibit the “unexpected’ pattern, wherein higher
status groups are seemingly over-represented in the central city. The
proportions set out in the third column, however, do not show the
same sort of regularity.
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Percent of central city population in area annexed (Table 8) again
suggests the importance of annexation. Seven out of every ten cities
that failed to annex nearby territory over the last intercensal decade
(1950-1960) showed the expected pattern. Conversely, cities that had
been very actively annexing surrounding territory of that decade show
the unexpected pattern. This may mean nothing more than that they
succeeded, more often than not, in annexing “high-status’ areas,
though we can only speculate on this matter at the moment.

SMITH’S AREAL REFINEMENT OF THE 1960-BASED STUDIES

An important study has been subsequently published by Joel Smith
(1970). A few selected quotations from this lengthy and ambitious
work will convey the essence of his approach and findings, at least
for present purposes (Smith, 1970, p. 421-422, 430-431):

Schnore’s findings [for 1960] suggest that ring population superiority is not
uniform for all urbanized areas, but is a direct and orderly function of such
measurable independent attributes of the central city and total urbanized area
as size and age. . . .

In his analysis, Schnore designated as suburbs all that part of the census-
defined urbanized area lying outside of central cities and made no distinctions
between suburbs and fringes, although he did indicate the possible desirability
of such a distinction. We were particularly concerned with the possibilities that
(a) earlier generalizations about city-suburb differences might still be valid for
central cities and suburbs only; (b) very different patterns might exist for city-
fringe differences; and (c) Schnore’s data may work out as they do because the
proportion of the urban fringe population may increase as the age of urbanized
areas decreases. . . .

Our ultimate aim was to retest the hypothesis tested and rejected by
Schnore: that suburban populations will show a higher average than central city
populations on any measure of socioeconomic status irrespective of size or age
of urbanized area. The crucial alteration in the retest is the revised designation
of suburbs as only incorporated places.

Smith then proceeded to employ data for incorporated places of
2,500 and over as suburbs, designating the residential area remaining
as the “fringe” population. He was able to secure “fairly accurate
estimates of fringe and suburb population socioeconomic attributes”
(Smith, 1970, p. 432) for 113 urbanized areas. What were his results?
Although Smith’s work went well beyond our own in many respects,
with regard to detailed treatment of additional variables, he did con-
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TABLE 8 Patterns of Suburban Selectivity by Selected Characteristics of Urbanized Area, White Population Only, 19603

1. Highest 4. Intermediate

Selected Educational 2. Both Highest and Educational Total
Characteristics, Class Over- Lowest Classes 3. Lowest Educational Classes Over- 5. No. Number
Urbanized Represented Over-Represented Classes Over-Represented Represented Systematic of Areas
Areas, 1960 in the City in the City in the City in the City Variation (equals 100%)
Size of urbanized area

1,000,000 or more - 12.5 87.5 - - 16

500,000-1,000,000 - 273 59.1 9.1 4.6 22

250,000-500,000 6.9 27.6 58.6 - 6.9 29

150,000-250,000 15.0 37.5 35.0 5.0 1.5 40

100,000-150,000 20.6 412 324 - 59 34

50,000 -100,000 28.2 46.2 154 26 7.7 39
Census year in which

central city or cities
first reached 50,000

1800-1860 - 143 78.6 - 7.1 14

1870-1880 - - 133 80.0 - 6.7 15

1890-1900 - 22.6 64.5 - 129 31

1910-1920 10.9 39.1 43.5 22 43 46

1930-1940 15.6 53.1 15.6 9.4 6.3 32

1950-1960 38.1 40.5 16.7 24 24 42

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housing

http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Percent in housing units
built since 1950

40.0 or more
35.0-39.9

30.0-34.9

25.0-29.9

20.0-24.9

Less than 20.0

Percent of central city
population in area
annexed 1950-1960

30.0 or more

20.0-29.9

10.0-19.9
5.0-9.9
0.14.9

=
— None

333
29.2
18.2
29
6.8
4.0

43.5
23.8
13.5
10.0
10.0

20

333
41.7
318
40.0
29.6
36.0

30.4
524
40.5
45.0
333
225

20.0
250
50.0
514
50.0
48.0

17.4
238
324
40.0
433
67.4

10.0

29

4.0

44

217

33
4.1

33
4.2

2.9

13.6
8.0

44
10.8

10.0
4.1

30
24
22
35
44
25

aSource: Schnore (1964).
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clude (1970, p. 449-450) that the retest tended to support our earlier
work:

The data have to be taken as confirming Schnore’s broadest findings. They also
indicate that the total urban area is a city/suburb/fringe mosaic and that there
are circumstances when simple inside-outside descriptions of differentiation will
hide a more complexly differentiated reality. If, as some observers suspect, urban
renewal programs will not substantially raise the status of city populations in the
future, it might be suggested that the differentiation that already exists and will
develop further in the ring, will become greater than that which urban sociologists
in the past have described as characterizing the central city. In dealing with this
as a scientific question, size and age may continue to be important and useful
variables, but it would seem essential also to introduce other variables, some of
which will have additional value and others of which will come somewhat closer
to revealing the effective social realities which city size and age may represent.

Smith himself has indicated what some of the “‘other variables”
should be (e.g., the economic base of the city), but an even more
pressing need is to move away from purely cross-sectional inquiries,
such as his and ours, and to develop research that is oriented to the
study of trends over time. It is for this reason that we now turn to
the results of two longitudinal studies that attempted to get at city-
suburban status trends in urbanized areas and metropolitan areas.

City-Suburban Status Changes: Longitudinal Evidence

We have completed and published two studies using longitudinal
modes of analysis. Both involve the 1950-1960 intercensal decade,
represent attempts to deal with the 1950’s, and were designed to
avoid the familiar problem of making longitudinal inferences from
purely cross-sectional data.

The first longitudinal study to be discussed (Schnore & Jones,
1969) was motivated by curiosity about the results that might be
obtained from an examination of education data for the urbanized
areas in the United States that were delineated in connection with
the 1950 Census of Population. Some of our previous theoretical
and empirical work (with 1960 data) suggested that an evolutionary
sequence of urban residential patterns might exist. It indicated that
an urban area might show a certain pattern of city-suburban status
differences when it is relatively small and young but evolve toward
another, predictable pattern of differences as it grows and ages.

More specifically, this earlier work suggested that smaller and
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younger central cities in the United States tend to be occupied by
the local elite, while their peripheral, suburban areas contain the
lower strata. Second, with growth and the passage of time, however,
this work implied that the central city comes to be the main resi-
dential area for both the highest and lowest strata, at least tempo-
rarily, while the broad middle classes are over-represented in the
suburbs. A subsequent stage in this evolutionary process is achieved
when the suburbs have become the semiprivate preserve of both the
upper and middle strata, while the central city is largely given over
to the lowest stratum. In a very rough fashion, of course, this last
stage corresponds to the way in which the various social classes are
arrayed in space according to the original Burgess (1925) zonal hy-
pothesis.

The study reported here was designed as a kind of replication of
the earlier work, “Urban Structure and Suburban Selectivity”
(Schnore, 1964). As noted, that report was a direct follow-up to
“The Socioeconomic Status of Cities and Suburbs,” and it con-
sidered city-suburban status differences in the same urbanized areas.
It, however, was essentially cross sectional and dealt only with 1960
data. Using Census data on school years completed, it was originally
designed to measure the frequency of essentially two types of resi-
dential configuration; for the moment, we may simply label them
as the expected and the unexpected. Following the broad implica-
tions of the Burgess hypothesis, the expected pattern for United
States urban areas would show a predominance of the lowest social
classes in the central city. Any other pattern or patterns showing
some deviation from that type, whether or not they were perfect
reversals of the expected pattern (as in the classic Latin American
city), would be unexpected.

In the 1964 Schnore study, only five independent variables were
used in the analysis, but they were selected to represent some poten-
tially relevant characteristics of whole cities or urbanized areas. Such
basic features as location, size, age, and rate of growth were examined.

The traditional Census divisions afforded a rough measure of loca-
tion, though the various divisions differ in many respects insofar as
the characteristics of their constituent urban areas are concerned. As
a result, divisional location is a difficult variable to handle analyti-
cally; it is neither some kind of “pure’’ locational measure, nor can
it be readily regarded as a “‘structural’ variable. Nevertheless, it
seemed to yield some hints regarding the relation between general
location and patterns of city-suburban status differences.
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We have already shown that population size and the age of a city
(as measured here) are correlated with each other (Schnore, 1955),
and we have gone so far as to suggest that they can be important
determinants of a city’s social structure (Schnore, 1966). In any
case, these two variables could hardly be neglected in an investiga-
tion of characteristics related to ‘“‘suburban selectivity’’ as we have
conceived it. Population growth was considered as a third structural
variable of some importance in this work. Since the scope of a city’s
political boundaries (and changes therein) will clearly affect all types
of city-suburban comparisons, a fourth factor was added as a pos-
sible source of variation in suburban selectivity. In the 1964 study,
it was labeled ‘“‘the annexation factor’” and consisted simply of the
percent of the 1960 central city population residing in areas annexed
between 1950 and 1960.

The results of the work with 1960 urbanized areas were previously
shown in Table 7. The three main evolutionary types discussed in
this paper were identified in Schnore (1964). In all, these three types
accounted for 92 percent of the cases under study.

Be that as it may, the really crucial problem with this crude type
of examination is that we are dealing with a set of interdependent
variables. Larger areas usually have older cores; they tend to be
growing somewhat more slowly; and their central cities ordinarily
encounter greater obstacles when attempting to expand their politi-
cal limits. Smaller areas, on the other hand, are much more frequently
characterized by an opposite set of circumstances. In addition, only
200 cities clearly makes for difficulties if one is using a cross-tabular
mode of analysis; for example, there is literally no possibility of in-
troducing appropriate controls.

What led us to replicate this 1960 work with 1950 data? Despite
numerous and obvious problems of comparability, it seemed reason-
able to expect that the 1950 data would allow at least a few mean-
ingful comparisons with 1960 patterns. First, one might see if the
same or similar cross-sectional associations appeared in the 1950 data.
Second, one might also see what changes occurred in residential dis-
tribution patterns and—more important—what direction these changes,
if any, took. The analysis, it seemed to us, might provide some ad-
ditional evidence for or against an evolutionary view of city-suburban
status differences.

At the outset, of course, we were faced with the fundamental in-
comparability of the 1950 and 1960 urbanized areas. Urbanized areas
with the same names in 1950 and 1960 are not really the same areas,
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and this is so for a variety of reasons. The outer boundaries of all but
one urbanized area (Portland, Maine) changed rather substantially be-
tween 1950 and 1960. Undergoing the rapid growth created by na-
tionwide trends in migration and natural increase, urbanized areas
spread outward during the 1950’s as suburban sprawl continued at
an accelerated pace. Some grew by only a few square miles, but
others expanded by more than 150 square miles. Indeed, the Dallas
urbanized area in 1960 was 504 square miles larger than the ‘“‘same”
urbanized area in 1950. But not all of these areal increases reflected
“real” suburbanization.

The fact is that the very criteria for inclusion of territory in an
urbanized area were changed between the 1950 and 1960 Censuses
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1962, p. ix; italics added by author).

In 1950, urbanized areas were established in connection with cities having 50,000
inhabitants or more according to the 1940 Census of Population or a later special
census prior to 1950. In 1960, urbanized areas were established in connection
with cities having 50,000 inhabitants or more according to the 1960 Census.

The boundaries of the urbanized areas for 1960 will not conform to those for
1950, partly because of relatively minor changes in the rules used to define the
boundaries. The changes in the rules were made in order to simplify the process
of defining the boundaries; as a result of the changes, the area classified as ur-
banized tends to be somewhat larger than it would have been under the 1950
rules.

These procedural changes—which were not always “relatively minor”
in their effects—had an impact in every part of the country. Actually,
the most important change relates to the new density criterion that
was established for unincorporated territory. In 1950, the minimal
density figure was 500 dwelling units per square mile. In 1960, this
was converted to 1,000 persons per square mile. As a result, the out-
lying portions of the 1960 urbanized areas contain much more of
what is conventionally labeled rural-urban “fringe” territory and

do not include only suburbs as they are commonly conceived. (This
is the main point of Joel Smith’s work so far.)

It is also important to remind ourselves that the core cities of
many urbanized areas underwent drastic changes in area between
1950 and 1960. Central city boundaries experienced marked revision
between the end of World War II and the 1960 Census. During the
Depression and War years, very few cities extended their boundaries;
annexations became quite frequent, however, during the post-War
period. But annexation was far from uniform in its impact. As a re-
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sult, the several Census divisions witnessed a wide variety of change.
For example, the larger and older cities, most frequently found on
the Atlantic seaboard and in the north central region, were those
most frequently surrounded by established, already incorporated
suburbs. These central cities were thereby forced into an absolute

or virtual “freeze’” on annexation. Cities in most other parts of the
country, however, were in a better position to carry on extensive
annexations, and most of them did so quite freely (Schnore, 1962b).

A final point concerns our procedures in this study. We set out to
use the same set of rules that were developed for the analysis of the
1960 data. As in the earlier study, “Urban Structure and Suburban
Selectivity” (Schnore, 1964), three independent coding judgments
were made in order to ensure more objective categorization. The
essential purpose of the rules was to identify various types of resi-
dential location patterns in 1960. These patterns were based on a set
of index values for each area and were derived by dividing the pro-
portion living in the city for each educational class in the urbanized
area by the proportion living in the city among the total population
25 years of age or older in the same area. The resulting ratios were
interpreted as variations around the hypothetical expected value of
100, which would have appeared if each class had exhibited exactly
the same balance between city and suburbs. The overall pattern for
each area was examined and independently classified by the three
coders working with the 1960 rules.

In order to make the two studies as comparable as possible, the
1960 rules were strictly applied to the 1950 data. The results were
extremely disappointing, however, for the rules did not work very
well. To be sure, a large number of 1950 areas were easily “typed”
according to the 1960 rules. In 45 out of 142 cases, however, the
following difficulties emerged: (a) The three main types—represent-
ing the evolutionary stages—did not appear; (b) there were ambi-
guities that could not be readily resolved by the use of the 1960
rules; (c) there were deviations that were not even hinted at in the
1960 data. We could not help wondering if a more lenient interpre-
tation of the 1960 rules would affect the results. We therefore re-
peated the procedure, giving more attention to the overall config-
uration for each area and less attention to the minor deviations
within each apparent pattern. [See the appendix to “Urban Struc-
ture and Suburban Selectivity’’ (Schnore, 1964) for the 1960 rules.]

The main objective of the study presently under discussion is
to see if there were any changes between 1950 and 1960. More
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importantly, to test the evolutionary hypothesis, the direction of
any changes must be known. Thus a cross-tabulation, comparing
each urbanized area’s 1950 type with its 1960 type (see Table 9),
was prepared.

The first notable item in this table is that a large proportion (64
percent) of the areas considered exhibited exactly the same type of
residential patterning (or lack of patterning) (italicized diagonal en-
tries) in both 1950 and 1960. Areas of type 1, type 2, and, particu-
larly, type 3 showed the same configurations of residential distri-
bution by educational attainment in 1960 as in 1950. This is hardly
surprising, since a single decade is a very short period of time in the
history of most cities of the size studied. A number of other areas
(27, or 19 percent) moved in the predicted direction;i.e., they ap-
pear above the diagonal and represent shifts from type 2 to type 3
and from type 1 to type 2. Why it is that the five areas below the
diagonal underwent an evolutionary reversal, or a ‘“‘devolution,” is
not entirely clear. (See the positions of Asheville, Greensboro, New
Haven, Kalamazoo, and Brockton.) Here, a very close look at each
of the cases involved might prove to be helpful, though there are
obvious hazards in such post factum inquiries. For example, we do
not know the particular factors involved in these five instances. Fur-
ther, some peculiar historical circumstances might well be the crucial
factors in these cases; however, we are not aware of them at this time.

Initially, it appears that the results shown in Table 9 for the nine
areas exhibited no systematic variation in 1950 and then turned up
in the expected category (Table 9, column 3) in 1960. On closer ex-
amination and after considering each of the 45 problem cases, a de-
tailed examination of all the individual ratios for 1950 was under-
taken. This review suggested that still another difference in the Census
methods employed at the two dates may be one more reason for the
difficulties encountered with the coding rules and those in the cross-
sectional findings. The 1950 Census data on education (school years
completed by persons 25 and over) were acquired by means of a 20
percent sample, which was then expanded by a constant factor of
five to represent the universe. The data we used included a sample-
based estimate of how many persons aged 25 and over did not report
on their education for one reason or another. In the calculations, this
nonresponse was ignored because there was no defensible way to al-
locate it to the various categories. In the 1960 Census, the education
data were again acquired by means of a sample (25 percent), but non-
responses were differentially weighted and automatically allocated to
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TABLE 9 Summary of Changes in Type of Suburban Selectivity between 1950 and 1960 for 142 Urbanized Areas®

1960 Type
2. Both Highest
and Lowest 4. Intermediate
Educational Educational
1. Highest Educational Classes Over- 3. Lowest Educational Classes Over- 5. No Total
Classes Over-Represented Represented Classes Over-Represented Represented Systematic Number
1950 Type in City in City in City in City Variation of Areas
1. Highest educational classes
over-represented in city 9 8 3 - 4 24
2. Both highest and lowest 2 30 16 - 2 50
educational classes over- Asheville
represented in city Greensboro
3. Lowest educational - 3 49 - - 52
classes over- New Haven
represented in city Kalamazoo
Brockton
4. Intermediate educational
classes over-represented
in city - - 1 1 1 3
5. No systematic variation - 3 9 - 1 13
Total number 11 44 78 1 8 142

%Source: Schnore and Jones (1969).
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one or another of the school-year categories in the course of the actual
tabulation of the data. For the core cities, we suspect that there was

a serious underestimate of the number of those without any formal
schooling in the 1950 Census, but there may have been another bias
(in the opposite direction) in the handling of the same category in

the 1960 Census. In any case, this is another striking instance of
noncomparability, offering even more reason for placing limited
confidence in the results of this study.

There are two views of these rather ambiguous data. First is the
negative interpretation. In brief, the 1950 findings do not strongly
confirm the idea that an evolutionary trend in socioeconomic resi-
dential patterns is or has been under way in urban areas of the United
States. It is ture that the expected residential configurations (a la
Burgess) were again found to appear most frequently in larger and
older cities and that unexpected patterns were displayed in smaller
and younger cities as of 1950. Based on the change data (1950-
1960) in this analysis, however, the evidence for any evolutionary
tendency is far from convincing, to say the least. Many of the prob-
lems encountered in this investigation stemmed from the following:
changes in the procedures and rules for the delineation of urbanized
areas between the 1950 and 1960 Censuses; modifications in the
treatment of the sample data on school years completed; and changes
in the handling of Census of Housing data relating to the age of phys-
ical structures. More important, the complexities of different and
ever changing annexation laws and policies, the changing frequency
of annexation over the post-War years, and the idiosyncratic factors
making for growth (or lack of it) in every urbanized area in the coun-
try have posed difficulties that are virtually impossible to overcome
in an analysis with limited scope such as this one. Working with such
a small number of cases complicates the cross-tabular analysis of
every variable, and even a multiple-regression analysis, using dummy
variables, does not appear to be very promising.

Urban history is an extremely difficult field of inquiry if one wants
to be both quantitative and comparative, whether the latter term is
taken to mean cross-cultural or not. A case-by-case analysis of changes
within each of the 142 areas under study here would be an immense
undertaking and would actually lose sight of the original intent of the
work—to provide a comparative framework within which a limited
number of case studies might be carried out. In other words, the avail-
able number is too small for many statistical purposes, yet too large
for detailed historical scrutiny.
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The results of this study have not added very impressive weight to
the work already completed, and in some key respects it casts some
doubt on the validity of the longitudinal inferences previously drawn
from the cross-sectional 1960 data for urbanized areas. But there is
another interpretation, and it should be noted here. A positive view
was suggested that the original personal conclusions are overly pes-
simistic. /n fact, it was argued that the evolutionary hypothesis is
given a large measure of support. It can be argued that Table 9—the
principal test of the evolutionary hypothesis—does not represent a
disconfirmation. If the 90 areas that did not change pattern are
counted, together with those 27 above the diagonal that shifted in
the predicted direction, over 82 percent of the 142 cases under study
are consistent with the hypothesis. Moreover, the other cell entries
involving types 4 and 5 take care of another 21 instances, or almost
15 percent; again, these can be understood by reference to all of the
many procedural changes that were introduced between the 1950
and 1960 Censuses. This leaves only five cases that are truly discon-
firmations of the evolutionary hypothesis.

THE RESIDENTIAL REDISTRIBUTION OF SOCIOECONOMIC
STRATA IN METROPOLITAN AREAS

The last research to be reported in this summary is based on the work
of Schnore and Pinkerton (1966). The paper—‘‘The Residential Re-
distribution of Socioeconomic Strata in Metropolitan Areas”—was
longitudinally designed to get at the 1950-1960 trends in the resi-
dential location of three broad strata based on the educational mea-
sure of class status. The features of the analysis are unique and thus
warrant a rather lengthy discussion of its aims, areal units, methods,
and results.

This report was an ecological analysis of changes in the spatial dis-
tribution of socioe¢onomic strata within 363 standard metropolitan
statistical areas (or substituted units) in the United States. The cen-
tral hypothesis gurdmg the study is that certain population subgroups
in and around the larger urban areas are shifting their residential lo-
cations in predictable directions. Changes in the distribution of edu-
cational classes between the central city (or cities) and their surround-
ing rings from 1950 to 1960 are traced by using Census data. A
special feature of the analysis is the inclusion of 163 “‘quasi-metro-
politan areas” centered on cities that had 25,000-50,000 inhabitants
in 1960.

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

Segregation in Residential Areas: Papers on Racial and Socioeconomic Factors in Choice of Housi
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=18783

SOCIAL CLASSES IN CITIES AND SUBURBS 221

The results indicate that residential redistribution according to
“social class” is occurring in all these metropolitan areas and that
the pattern of change varies systematically. Regional differences are
pronounced, and, as prior research has suggested, age of the city and
population size appear to be important factors. The percent of adults
in the high school and college categories in the rings of older and
larger metropolitan areas generally increased disproportionately com-
pared to the central cities. A variety of patterns of change, however,
occurred among the younger and smaller metropolitan areas.

That men of practical affairs are not entirely clear about urban
issues—especially about questions pertaining to cities and suburbs—
should come as no great surprise. The plain truth is that the scholarly
community is even more confused about the main trends. A recently
completed review of the literature demonstrates this confusion in
embarrassing detail (Pinkerton, 1969). Most of the difficulties in
determining the nature of recent trends in the redistribution of so-
cial classes stem from a lack of consensus regarding the appropriate
areal units, time intervals, and measures of ‘‘social class’’; an obtuse
reliance on cross-sectional data for testing inherently longitudinal
propositions; and a heavy dependence on case studies of individual
urban areas, usually larger and older metropolitan complexes.

It is clear that urban studies would benefit by simultaneous atten-
tion to three requirements:

1. Studies should be comprehensive in scope, that is, the largest
possible number of areas should be investigated simultaneously.

2. Investigations should be comparative in design, that is, a full
range of metropolitan areas by size and different types of areas
should be represented.

3. Explicitly longitudinal studies should be executed, that is, we
should no longer rely on static or cross-sectional information to test
ideas that are intrinsically concerned with trends over time.

The “sample” of areas considered in this study is the largest yet
examined in any study of this subject. It consists of 200 standard
metropolitan statistical areas (or substituted units, as described
below) having central cities of 50,000 or more inhabitants in 1960,
together with 163 quasi-metropolitan areas, specially devised for
this study and centered on cities containing 25,000-50,000 people
in 1960. These latter areas had an aggregate population of almost
13.4 million, or about 8 percent of the total population of the
United States in 1960.
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TABLE 10 Indexes of Disproportionate Change for Three Educational Classes in the Chicago Metropolitan Area, 1950-1960:
A Methodological lllustration®2

Population

(Aged 25 and 7. Indexes of

over) by Level 1. Percent of 2. Percent of 3. City-Ring 4. Percent of S. Percent of 6. City-Ring Disproportionate

of School City Population, Ring Population,  Difference, City Population, Ring Population, Difference, Change, 1950-
B Completed® 1950 1950 1950 1960 1960 1960 1960
- Grade 46.80 40.35 -6.45 42.92 30.13 -12.79 -6.34

High 39.99 4141 +1.42 42.80 47.90 + 5.10 +3.68

College 13.21 18.24 +5.03 14.28 21.97 + 7.69 +2.66

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

9Source: Pinkerton (1965).
bThe 1950 standard metropolitan area (and its equivalent, the 1960 standard consolidated area) for Chicago and northwestern Indiana.

¢“Grade” = 0 through 8 years; ‘“High” = 1 to 4 years of high school; ‘“‘College” = 1 to 4 or more years of college.
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Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas The 200 larger units con-
sist of 1950 standard metropolitan areas, 1960 standard metropolitan
statistical areas, 1950-1960 state economic areas in New England, or
specially created areal substitutions for the foregoing types of units.
We assume that the “rings’ of most of these areas provide at least a
fair representation of ‘“‘suburbia’ as the latter is commonly discussed
in the urban literature.

Quasi-Metropolitan Areas The 163 smaller areas developed for this
study consist mainly of ‘“‘central cities” between 25,000 and 50,000
inhabitants, together with the countries in which they are located.

Methods The basic technique employed in this report consists of a
detailed comparison of changes in the relative numbers found in three
broad educational groups in cities and rings between 1950 and 1960.
From these changes, six exhaustive types or patterns are distinguished.
The relative frequencies of these patterns are then related to three
selected independent variables—location, population size, and age of
the urban center.

The basic measure of socioeconomic status—educational attain-
ment—has been divided into three classes: those adults who have
completed 0-8 years of grade (elementary) school, those who have
completed 1-4 years of high school, and those who have completed
one or more years of college. Most of the previous studies dealing
with the residential redistribution of social strata have discussed
such changes in terms of two or three classes. The educational data
show heavy clusterings of persons in the categories ‘“‘grade school:

8’ and “‘high school: 4”’; therefore, it is reasonable to believe that
these serve as important breaking points for dividing the population
into “social classes.”” A three-category classification of the popula-
tion in the central city and surrounding ring also provides the basis
for showing a wide variety of possible patterns of residential shif'ts.

Table 10 shows the technique that has been used in this study
for measuring city-ring changes in the location of socioeconomic
strata between 1950 and 1960. The indexes are derived by taking
the differences between the city and ring proportions in each edu-
cational class in 1950 and 1960 and then subtracting the results for
1950 from those for 1960. Table 10 has been arranged so that the
indexes of disproportionate change apply to the ring, as has been
the procedure throughout this study. These same figures, however,
with opposite signs, apply to the central city. For example, the in-
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dexes for Chicago reveal that between 1950 and 1960 the percent
of the ring’s adult population in the grade school class decreased
disproportionately relative to the changes in the percent of the
central city’s adult population in that class. In other words, in 1950
the ring’s grade school proportion was 6.45 percent lower than that
of the city. By 1960, it had become 12.79 percent lower, for a net
difference of —-6.34 percent.

This technique indicates the extent to which the 1960 educational
profiles for city and ring differ from those of 1950. The indexes of
change do not measure the absolute changes that have occurred in
the proportions in the various educational classes. For example,
Table 10 reveals that the proportions in both the ring and city high
school and college categories increased between 1950 and 1960 and
that the proportions in their grade school categories decreased. The
fact that both the city and ring experienced increases in the higher
educational classes is almost certainly the result of the general up-
grading in educational levels that has been occurring for many years
throughout the United States. The technique used to derive the in-
dexes of change, however, provides a control on changes of this kind
that are common to both the city and ring, because it only reveals
how the class structures of the two areas changed in regard to their
similarity to each other.

Changes that result from general educational upgrading are not re-
flected, except for any specific and differential upgrading between the
city and ring that has occurred. Some differences in the class struc-
tures of the two areas may also be the result of fertility and mortality
differences in each class in the ring compared to the same class in the
city. Net migration, however, has probably been the most important
influence in bringing about changes in the class composition of the
city and ring.

Classifying Types of Change: Six Possible Patterns Using the above
technique with a trichotomous classification of educational groups
allows the identification of six patterns of disproportionate change.
The upper panel in Table 11 shows the six possible patterns of change,
viewed from the standpoint of the metropolitan ring. The first pat-
tern of change (1)—or minus, plus, plus—indicates a decrease in the
ring’s grade school component and increases in its high school and
college components. It may be regarded as the expected pattern of
change. The remaining five possible types of change are also identi-
fied by number and by signs; note that the array is ordered, reading
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TABLE 11 Six Possible Patterns of Residential Redistribution of Three Educa-
tional Classes, Based on Indexes of Disproportionate Change for the Metropolitan

Ring, 1950-19607
Type of Pattern 1 2 3 4 N
Grade - - - + +
High + - + -
College + - + - + - Total
Number of metropolitan
areas by type 216 100 12 16 9 10 363
13.0
Percent of metropolitan
areas by type 29.5 27.5 33 44 2.5 2.8 100.0

2A minus sign (-) indicates a disproportionate decline in the ring; a plus sign (+) indicates a
disproportionate increase in the ring.
bSource: Schnore & Pinkerton (1966).

from 1 through 6, with 6 appearing as the mirror image of 1, and
SO on.

The lower panel in Table 11 shows the numbers and proportions
of areas found to exhibit each individual pattern. The expected type,
previously identified as pattern 1, is found in six out of every ten
cases. However, pattern 2 is exhibited by almost three out of every
ten areas and thus represents a significant deviant pattern—one in
which only the high school group is increasing in the ring, while the
grade school and college classes are declining. Finally, over one out
of every ten areas is found in one or the other of the four remaining
types. These results suggest that the expected pattern—the product
of what has been called “the great exodus of the middle and upper
classes’ from the city—is not nearly so common as one might sup-
pose on the basis of the existing urban literature. What are the
correlates of these different patterns?

Independent Variables The measure of size shown here refers to the
aggregate population of the metropolitan area in 1960; i.e., the com-
bined populations of central cities and rings are employed. The mea-
sure of ‘“‘age” is the number of decades that have passed since the
central city (or cities) first reached 10,000 inhabitants, as reported
in the decennial Census. This indicator seems preferable to others
that could be used, such as the date of incorporation or the first
date at which the place was reported in the Census.

Table 12 shows the results of the tabulation of variations in pat-
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TABLE 12 Patterns of Residential Redistribution of Educational Classes in
Metropolitan Areas, 1950-1960, by Size of Metropolitan Area in 19607

Type of Pattern 1 2 3 4 ) 6
Population Size of Grade - - - + + +
Metropolitan Area, High + + - + - - Total
1960 College + - + = + - (=100%)
Percent distribution by type s i
500,000 and over 84 8 8 49
250,000-500,000 82 8 10 49
150,000-250,000 58 27 15 52
100,000-150,000 54 36 10 72
75,000-100,000 51 35 14 49
50,000-75,0000 47 39 14 62
<50,000 40 37 23 30

%Source: Schnore & Pinkerton (1966).

tern of social class redistribution by size of the metropolitan area
in 1960. It is quite evident that size is a fairly good predictor of
patterns of change. At the very least, the proportion of metropolitan
areas displaying the expected pattern declines rather markedly as one
descends the size scale. Over eight out of every ten very large areas
exhibit the expected pattern (type 1), but this fraction falls to half
that figure in the very smallest areas (under 50,000 inhabitants). The
“deviant” patterns do not fall out in equally clear-cut fashion. It is
true that type 2 tends to become increasingly frequent with smaller
size, but types 3 to 6 (combined) do not show the same sort of pat-
terned variation. The exceptions to an ordered series are numerous.
Finally, Table 13 exhibits our results according to age of the cen-
tral city. The format employed is the same as that in the preceding
table, and the results are very clear: The older the city, the greater
the likelihood that the expected pattern (type 1) will be found in
changes occurring between 1950 and 1960. Indeed, almost nine out
of every ten of the very oldest places (those that reached 10,000
prior to 1840) reveal the expected patterns; this contrasts sharply
with the very newest places, where only one out of every three mani-
fests the type 1 configuration. The progression is quite marked from
one age class to the next. Moreover, the relative frequency of the
type 2 pattern tends to increase as one reads down the second column,
that is, with decreasing age. At the same time, it should be pointed
out that there is no such regularity in the appearance of the remaining
types (3-6, taken together). Compared to size of the metropolitan
area, however, the age of the city appears to be a somewhat more
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TABLE 13 Patterns of Residential Redistribution of Educational Classes in
Metropolitan Areas, 1950-1960, by Age of Central City or Cities?

Census Date at Which Type of Pattern ! 2 3 4 5

Central City or Cities Grade - - - + +

First Reached 10,000 High + + - + - - Total

Population College + - + - + - (=100%)

Percent distribution by type e —
1790-1830 87 0 13 15
1840-1850 72 7 21 28
1860-1870 68 27 5 66
1880-1890 62 30 8 94
1900-1910 55 30 15 76
1920-1930 49 35 16 63
1940-1950 33 33 33 21

@Source: Schnore & Pinkerton (1966).

effective predictor of the type of change under examination here.
Our goal in this whole enterprise is to determine whether or not
there is an “‘evolutionary sequence” in the redistribution of social
classes in American cities (Schnore, 1965b). Although our results
tend to contradict some of the assertions in the urban literature,
we have found clearly patterned differences in the residential re-
distribution of socioeconomic strata in 363 metropolitan areas be-
tween 1950 and 1960. Age and size have again emerged as apparently
important factors. While other variables warrant close attention, these
two should certainly continue to be studied in detail.

Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research

Our conclusions are fairly obvious, from the standpoint of research
that is needed immediately. The detailed findings of each of the
studies reviewed and summarized in the foregoing sections need not
be repeated. This survey of the present state of knowledge is already
overly long and perhaps unnecessarily repetitious.

1. Prior research using the 1970 Census data, should be replicated.
There is not a single study, of all those reviewed above, that does
not merit replication and (hopefully) improvement. Full recourse to
computerization of the Census data, if all goes according to official
plans, would permit fairly early processing of the data by interested
researchers; one need not depend on “handcrafted” treatment of
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TABLE 14 Indexes of Centralization for the Detroit Metropolitan Area, 1940-1960°

Males, 25+ Years

0ld, by Years of Percent in City Index of Centralization Differences in Index

School Completed 1940 1950 1960 1940 1950 1960 1940-1950 1950-1960 1940-1960
None 76.5 73.7 69.3 109.9 116.2 147.7 6.3 31.5 37.8
Grade 14 72.1 71.3 64.9 103.6 1124 138.3 8.8 25.9 34.7
Grade 5-6 71.5 69.3 59.3 102.7 109.3 126.4 6.6 17.1 23.7
Grade 7-8 69.1 62.8 514 99.3 98.8 109.5 -0.5 10.7 23.7
High 1-3 69.0 62.2 459 99.1 98.1 97.8 -1.0 -03 -13
High 4 70.4 61.2 40.5 101.2 96.5 86.3 4.7 -10.2 -14.9
College 1-3 69.9 63.3 40.1 100.4 99.8 85.5 -0.6 -143 -14.9
College 4+ 69.0 59.2 349 99.1 93.3 74.4 -5.8 -18.9 -24.7

Total 69.6 63.4 46.9 100.0 100.0 100.0

%Source: Schnore (1964).
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published tabulations if currently available computer hard- and soft-
ware are intelligently utilized. There will remain some difficult .
choices—particularly with respect to areal units and measures of so-
cial class standing—but the promise seems great in the continued
search for the kind of observed regularities we have been seeking.
Such regularities promise to enhance both formal “‘theories’’ regard-
ing urban phenomena and policy formulation.

2. There is a need for more longitudinally oriented or historical
studies of trends. Early use of 1970 Census materials, when appro-
priately combined with 1960 data, should permit a far more accurate
assessment of trends for the 1960’s than we have for the 1950’s. The
imbalance between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies must be
already evident to the reader; it can be seen’in the pages devoted to
the relatively large number of “‘snapshot” studies, compared to the
two that involve a study of trends in class residence patterns in the
1950’s.

3. The simultaneous observation of both color and class segrega-
tion should be carried out wherever it is feasible. Many of the fore-
going empirical regularities with respect to class, set out in the main
body of this paper, may be a function of color differences between
cities and suburbs. Table 14, for example, implies a marked class
polarization of Detroit city and its metropolitan ring, particularly
during the 1950-1960 decade. The very last column, however, sug-
gests that the entire 20-year interval represented in the table was
characterized by a distinctly patterned sifting and sorting of the
various educational classes between Detroit and its suburbs. Yet,
anyone familiar with the metropolitan Detroit situation will recog-
nize that color plays an important role in that area’s residential pat-
terns (see Sharp & Schnore, 1962, for a detailed discussion of De-
troit, especially pages 182-184).

4. A metropolitan-wide context must be maintained. Although
we have opted for use of the urbanized area at many points, it
seems clear, from the foregoing reference to Detroit, that much
would be gained by a sustained focus on the SM SA and analogous
units; this also would include those designated as quasi-metropolitan
areas centered on cities of 25,000-50,000 inhabitants. (A number of
those that have been delineated on quite arbitrary geographic bases
have actually been added to the list of 230 SMSA’s recognized in the
preliminary 1970 Census reports.) The SMSA is not the ideal areal
unit, of course, but it has distinct advantages. For one thing, many
series of federal statistics are available for it. For another, it seems
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reasonable to assume that the study by Smith, which used urbanized
areas, could be profitably extended to cover the SM SA and its areal
subparts—including suburbs, rural-urban fringe, and outright rural
territory—and to deal with trends over the 1960-1970 intercensal
decade.

S. The problem of annexations by metropolitan central cities (and
perhaps established suburbs as well) must be confronted directly. These
“political’” actions, however reasonable from a local standpoint, serve
only to confuse the nonlocal researcher or policy-maker. It seems clear
that most annexations are decidedly beneficial to the political unit
‘““capturing” the new territory. Table 15 is a clear demonstration of
this tendency among those large cities (with 250,000 or more inhabi-
tants in 1960) that annexed substantial territory (3.0 or more square
miles) during the 1950’s. For all 29 cities concerned, Table 15 shows
that the central city median income was raised in each and every in-
stance. In four cases, where unusual income patterns prevailed both
before and after the adjustment for annexation, the suburban ring
medians were also raised. But in 25 out of 29 cases, as might be ex-
pected, the suburban ring lost ground as far as median income was
concerned. In any case, it might be desirable to recommend that the
U.S. Bureau of the Census make widely available any feasible compi-
lations of data on the characteristics of population in annexed areas.

These five recommendations certainly do not exhaust the problems
that might be discussed. Problems of metrics occupy a prominent
place in our thinking, based on our own research experience with
Census data. Many vexing problems of areal units and measures of
social class have yet to be resolved (Schnore, 1967). With respect to
the final recommendation concerning annexation, for example, both
research and policy goals would be more readily achieved if the U.S.
Bureau of the Census were persuaded to publish data on the socio-
economic and demographic characteristics, as well as the sheer num-
bers of persons in areas annexed by larger cities and suburbs. Data on
the numbers of inhabitants in areas annexed between 1950 and 1960
was an innovation of the 1960 Census that proved to be very helpful,
in a research context, in evaluating the true extent of suburbaniza-
tion in the 1950’s (Schnore, 1962a).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The major trends of the 1960’s by reference to 1960 and 1970 Cen-
sus data need to be discerned and documented. Preliminary analysis
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(Schnore & Klaff, 1971) already indicates that suburbanization con-
tinued on a grand scale during the 1960’s, though much of it was
masked by annexation.

More adequate treatment of segregation by color will be possible
if all 1970 Census innovations work as planned. The pioneering work
of Taeuber and Taeuber (1965) can be replicated, and even improved.
As in their prior work, however, carefully selected case studies of
places chosen on a reasoned basis will augment the findings of com-
parative research.

The promising beginnings in the analysis of characteristics of an-
nexed populations and areas (see Table 15) deserve high priority,
but can only be carried out if the proper mix of computer tabulation,
adequate research time, and budgetary provisions can be solved.

In conclusion let it be noted that no direct attention has been
given to suburbanization of the population at large (Schnore, 1965,
Pt. 2), functions and types of individual suburbs (Schnore, 1956,
1957, 1963a), the age-sex structure of cities and suburbs, or segre-
gation according to family type. Two former students, however, are
currently engaged in research in the latter areas: James R. Pinkerton,
who has already contributed a valuable review of the literature on the
topic of this paper (Pinkerton, 1969), is working on the age-sex com-
position of cities and suburbs, and Avery Mason Guest, who has tested
the Burgess hypothesis with available Canadian data (Guest, 1969),
has completed his dissertation, Families and Housing in Cities; publi-
cations will be forthcoming in the near future.

We have also neglected to integrate very valuable lines of research
by other teams of investigators, notably Anderson and Egeland (1961),
Hoover and Vernon (1962), Nam and Powers (1965), and Goldsmith
and his colleagues (Goldsmith & Lee, 1966; Goldsmith & Stockwell,
1969). Some of this work inspired our efforts at many points, while
in other cases the scholarly debt would seem to be reversed. A full-
scale treatment of the topic, however, would have to take account
of the accomplishments of these other investigators.
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TABLE 15 Summary of the Impact of 1950-1960 Annexation on City-Suburban Median Family Income Comparisons of
29 Large Cities and Their Metropolitan Rings, 19607

Median Family Income, 1959 ($)

Before and After the Annexation Adjustment

Central City Central City Metro Ring Metro Ring
without with without with Central City Metro Ring
City Annexed Area Annexed Area Annexed Area Annexed Area Annexed Area Median Income Median Income
ﬁ Atlanta 5,029 4,182 6,581 6,320 6,376 +847 - 56
N Birmingham, Ala. 4,949 4,826 7,506 5,283 5,398 +123 -115
Cincinnati 5,701 5,673 7,521 6,793 6,803 + 28 - 10
Columbus, Ohio 5,982 5,789 6,923 7,543 7,354 +193 +189
Dallas 5,976 5,875 6,333 5,844 5,968 +101 -124
Dayton 6,266 6,144 7,034 6,913 6,921 +122 - 8
Denver 6,361 6,185 8,367 6,749 6,876 +176 -127
El Paso 5,211 4,594 5,886 4,758 5,663 +617 -905
Fort Worth 5,484 5,230 6,772 5,794 5,967 +254 -173
Houston 5,902 5,496 6,853 6,430 6,627 +406 -197
Indianapolis 6,106 5,905 7,554 7,786 7,768 +201 + 18
Kansas City, Mo. 5,906 5,766 7,231 6,631 6,676 +140 - 45
Long Beach 6,570 6,174 8,364 7,237 7,270 +396 - 33
Louisville 5,280 4,934 6,959 6,303 6,416 +346 -113
Memphis 4915 4,531 6,832 4,849 5,719 +384 -870
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Milwaukee 6,664 6,504 7,343 7,776 7,693 +160 + 83
Nashville 3,816 3,805 4,116 6,364 6,290 + 11 + 74
Norfolk 4,894 4,552 5,504 5,229 5,299 +342 - 70
Oklahoma City 5,600 5,467 6,076 5,604 5,730 +133 -126
Omaha 6,315 6,103 7,665 6,036 6,374 +212 -338
Phoenix 6,117 5,365 6,356 5,379 6,001 +752 -622
Portland, Ore. 6,335 6,295 7,615 6,344 6,372 + 40 - 28
San Antonio 4,691 4,250 6,067 5,424 5,871 +441 -447
San Diego 6,614 6,522 7,216 6,465 6,565 + 92 -100
Seattle 6,942 6,833 7,469 6,853 6,935 +109 - 82
Tampa 4,667 4,019 5,202 4,395 4,575 +648 -180
Toledo 6,299 6,182 7,739 7,042 7,177 +117 -135
Tulsa 6,229 5,544 7,118 4,958 5,832 +685 -874
Wichita 6,121 5,825 6,728 6,287 6,503 +296 -216

4

W
W  %gource: Original calculations by Vivian Klaff from data provided in Miller & Varon (1962).
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