DOCUMENT RESUME ' |

ED 111 890 ’ gD 015 404

AUTHOR ' Feagin, Joe R. , ' PR

TITLE Ghetto Social Structure: A Survey of Black '
Bostonians, . N ' ’

PUB DATE 74 . ‘ X \

NOTE 155p. .

AVAILABLE FROM R & E Research Associates, 4843 Mission Street, San
Fradcisco, California 94112.($9.00, paper) . .

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$8.24 Plus Postage
DESCRIPTORS Black Comnrunity; *Females; *Ghettos; Group Structure;
Income; Hetropolitan Areds; *Negroes; Networks;
Social Integration; Social Organizations; Social
Relations; *Social Structure; Social Systens; ; _ L
*Surveys; Urban Areas; Urban Environment; Voluntary

( Agenciegs
IDENTIFIERS Massachusetts (Boston)
ABSTRACT

This report on ghetto social_ structure, surveying a
sample of 120 black women from Boston, is an examination of the
extent to which black urbanites maintain, personal ties within the
ghetto area. Nine chapters listed as foliows constitute the document:
social organization in the black ghefto; Boston-the city and the
sample, primary social ties, voluntary associations, tertiary
participation, the relationship bétween social integration- indices,
income, status, and social participation, and a summary with !
corclusions. The sample interviewed was said@ not to fit into the A
stereotype of the isolated ghetto dweller who has no concern for, or
contact with his or her fellow residents. It pointed to the
importance of both the kinship system and that of other primary ties
such as friends and neighbors. Two logical and important extensions
to this urban network research are said to include a study of' the
social networks moving out beyond the individual black respondent and
her immediate circle of friends and relatives, and a controlled
longitudinal mobility research study of black families inm alternate
housing--with an interview before the move and followed by a series
oflrepeafed interviews subsequent to the move. {(Author/AH)

J

e 2 ok e o e o ok ok ok ok ok o ek ok ok dk ok ok ok 3k ok ok o ok ok ok ok ok o sk ok 3k ok ok K o ok o ok 3 o ok ok ok ok % 3 3 Ak KK ook K ok K ok ok ok ok 3K

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other -sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *
_* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality =*
" * of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the guality of ‘the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the origimnal.
3 e o ok o o ok ok ok o o o o ok o ok ok o ok o ok ok ok ok sk o ok ok ok ko ok ok ok ok ok ok o ok ok ok kR oK oK sk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok oK

\




“ED111890

-

’
-

. Joe R. Feagin

(Y




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

GHETTO SOCIAL STRUCTURE: A SURVEY OF :
BLACK BOSTONIANS : '
B . ‘ 8
Joe R, Feagin -

-

. - University pf Texas at Austin

US OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EOUCATION L WELFARE
. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF .
EOQUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT MHAS BEEN REPRO

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN

ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED OO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF .
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Copyrighted by the author.

1974 :




> Printed in 1974 by .

R AND E RESEARCH ASSOCIATES
N 4843 Mission Street, San Francisco 94112
18581 McFarland Avenue, Saratoga), California 95070

F

Publishers and Distributors of Ethnic Studies
Editor: Adam S. Eterovich
Publisher: Robert D. Reed

-

Library of Congress Card Catalog Number

74-21138 '

ISBN

- 0-88247-308-5

Copyright 1974

by
Joe R. Feagin

4

PEAMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS COPY
RIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Joe R.

_Feagin
1O ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERATING
UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN
STITUTE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO
DUCTION OQUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE-
OQUIRES PERMISSION OF THE COP‘vam
QWNER

4




PREFACE

This book is a revised Version of my Harvard Ph.D. dissertation entitled
The Social Ties of Negroes in an Urban Envirooment (1966). In preparing the
dissertation for publication I have made numerous editorial changes, but because
of time and space limitations I have not undertaken a thorough revision of
the literature discussion or an expansion of the data analysis. Surprisingly,
and unfortunately, little empirical or survey research on the social structure
of ghetto communities has been conducted since 1966; most of the further
research proposed in this monograph remains to be done. Those readers interested
in an updated review of the literature on the gocial structure of black communi-
ties may refer to David Perry and Joe Feagin, '"Stereotyping in Black .and White,"
in People and Politics in Urban Society, edited by H. Hahn (Beverly Hills:
Sage, 1972), pp. 433-463.1 Those readers interested in the fimal research
report on the larger Boston Housing Study, the research study from which the
data in this monograph were taken, may refer to Joe Feagin, Charles Tilly, and
Constance Williams, Subsidizing the Poor (Boston: D, C, Heath and Co., 1972).
Bibliographical references to the low income housing literature will be found
in this latter volume.

Most of the data analyzed in this monograph were obtained through my
participation in an evaluation study of a low-income housing demonstration
Project carried out by the Boston Housing Authority and financed by the Low-
Income’ Housing Demonstration Program in what is now the U, S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). I am grateful to Mr. George B. Nesbitt
of the Low-Income Housing Demonstration Program and Mr. .Ellis Ash of the'
Boston Housing Authority for permission to use in this monograph some of the
interview results from that evaluation study.

.T am also indebted to the Social Science Quarterly, Social Forces, and
the International Journal of €ontemporary Sociology for permission to publish
here the original chapters on which articles for those journals were based. 2

I would particularly like to acknowledge the wise guidance and counsel
of Charles Tilly, my Ph.D. disgertation adivser, and of Thomas F. Pettigrew
and Harrison White in shaping the original research plan behind this mono-
| graph. And I would like to thapk my wife, Clairece Bopher Feagin, and Nancy
g Becker, for their gracious typing assistance, without which this monograph
| would never have been published. .

vo recent studies not included in that review might also be noted:
William C. Hays and Charles H., Mindel, '"'Extended Kinship Relations in Black
and White Families,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, 35 . (February, 1973),
. 51-57; Marvin Olsen, "Social and Political Rarticipation of Qlacks," American -
! Sociological Review, 35 (August, 1970), 682-697. A few general studies are .
also of relevance to the comprehensive study off¥ocial organization in black
communities, such as Gerald Suttles, ;The Social ¥rder of the Slum (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1968).




*

230e R. Feagin, "The Kinship Ties of Negro Urbanites,'" Social Science .
Quarterly, 49 (1968), 660-665; Joe R, Feagin, "A Note on the Friendship Jies

of Black Urbanites," Social Forces, 49 (1970), 303-308; Joe R. Feagin '"Social
Organization of the Black Ghetto," International Journal of Contemporary

Sociology, 9 (1972), 108-116.

31 am also greatly indebted to the dedicated research staff of the
Boston Housing Study. T
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CHAPTER I

\ . . SOCIAL ORGANIZATION IN THE BLACK GHETTO . -

' For geveral decades now obituary notices coucerﬁing the demise of personal
social ties in modern urban communities have -been appearing in the writings of
some sociologists and other social scientists. Certain classical sociologists,
such as Louis Wirth and Georg Simmel, some time ago presented a picture of urban
anonymity and the absence of binding social ties, beyond “the formal association
level, for urban dwellers. In a famous essay,,"Urbanism as a Way of Life,! Louis
Wirth set forth a number of identifying characteristics of the city, such as ' ,
density and hetqrogeneity1 and the impacti that such “Factors have had upon the

"gocial ties of urbanitess In this very influential statement of his position
he argues that the emerging urban, way of life, more, particularly the yrban soci
way of life, is characterized by

4 . . - .
".- the substitution ef secondary for primary contacts, the :L/ .

weakening of bonds of kinship, and the declining social

significance of theffamily, the disappearance of the neighborhood,2

and the undermining 'of the traditional basis of social solidarity.

Contemporary writers on community life and urban society have absorbed’
these rather specific ideas about urbanization and have perpetuated them in
sometimes mpre subtle, sometimes more .grandiose, forms. 1In a recent book
dealing with studies of American community life, Maurjce Stein takes a
neo-Whrthian position on the effects of urbanization.” He argues that urbani-
zation has been essentially a disorganizing force ‘and that most modern
urbanites are.cdught up in an impersonal world of intense competition and
interpersonal manipulation. Depersonalizing trends have transformed personal
social relationships into object relationships valued only as source® of
status and ,material reward. As individuals have become increasingly dependent s
upon impersonal bureaucracies and formal organizations, personal loyalties,
such as neighborhood and family ties, have generally declined or disappeared.
Alienation” and anoni¢ predominate in "our hugp'impersonal cities,—where most

human encounters are mediatedhy superficial amenities .4 .

This neo-Wirthian theme o the "eclipse of, community," Jf isolation, ' ,~
impersonality, and disorganization; has also stayed with.us in the more . .
general literature bemoaning. the alienation and anomie.of modern.urban .
civilization. Herbert Marcuse, in eff "believes that Orwell' 8 1984

has already arrived. Centralized auth ties and impersonal manipulators,
such as mass media administrators, have already replaced traditional socjal
controls, presumably those*controls once furnished by the, laté lamented ) .
kinship, friendship, and local community ties. The removal of these pernicious
centtalized authorities would only "plunge the individual into a traumatic void."?

‘- >
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Arguing ip a similax vein, Robert A. Nisbet views with alarm the decline of
intimate personal ties 'in an increasingly urban society. He argues that
"alienation from place and property turns'\out to be, at bottom, estrangement

from close personal ties which .give lastink identity to each. "6 He alsp

* notes an intense ''quest for community," uest which has succeeded only in °
the formatidn of ''pseudo-intimacy" with othgrs, a pathetic reliance on super-
ficial symbols of friendship and association‘furnished by Hollywood and the °
other-mass media. In general, Nisbet sees coﬁtemporary urbanites as a mass

of insecure, lonely, and Jhattached individuals, whose ordinary social relation-

ships -- where they do exist -- are devoid of psychological meaning. The ///
social ties generated under the umbrella of bureaugratic authority and impersonal «
formal organizations are devoid of effective meaniﬁé and cannot replace the

"loss of '"small social and local groups within which the cravings for psycho-
logical security and identification could be Eatisfied "7  These themes of
impersonality, anonymity, agd disorganization can also be found as undercurrents
in writings in other areas, but the aforementioned studies should suffice
to show how subtle, and not-sq-subtle, versions of Wirth's original position
have remained with us in the general literature on community life and urban

o society. i .
Other students of community life and urban society have challenged .this -
general point of view, presenting general evidence for the extensiveness of
primary group life in all urban areas, including substantial.ewidence for
1 the persistence of neighboring patterns, Rinship networks, friendship cliques,
) and family life. In addition, recent studies of voluntary association member-
ships of Americans have indicated that a majority belong to nd secondary
organizations except, perhaps, a church; even formal work settings seem to

rxl

) ’ be conducive to primary group behavior, such as friendship and cliques.
s Extensive documentaticn for these points can be found in Greer, Bell -and
Boat, and Hausknecht, among others, and will not be elaboratedphere.

Wirth-like arguments about urbanization and urbanism have also had a
heavy influence on views of slum and ghetto subcommunities within urban
complexes. Some researchers have seen the slum as accentuating the woxrst
features of urban life, particufgrly its {solation, anonymity, and social
disorganization. Burgess and his fellow ecologists early adopted a view,of
the city as a geries of concentric circles or zones. Zone I, encompassing
the central business district of the city, is surrounded by a zone of transition;
this zone of transition is the slag heap®of urban gociety, characterized by '
deteriprated housing, high juvenile delinquency rates, high morbidity, and
excessive crime. This picture of social disorganization in the zone of transition
was substantiated in the gtudies of Shaw and Zorbaugh. 11 1n his classical
study of Chicago' s North Side, Zorbaugh found an. area of anomie, isolated urban
dwellers, and social disorganization.12 R: D. McKenzie's comments indicate
the tone of much of the early thinking about social structure‘zp the slum;

\l

Slums have been characterized as '"areas of lost souls and missions,"

areas where individuals and family groups are living in enforced

4 intimagy with people whom they naturally shun and avoid; areas where

there are no standards of decency or social conduct’ except those imposed

by outside authority. In such an envirénment the individual ha? no ' .
status, there is no representative citizen, the human desires for

recognition and security remain unsatisfied. )

N ‘ 13 v |
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- C. C. North has argued in similar fashion that the lower socioeconomic
brackets operate within a sphere of mizéal isolation and preoccupation with

"the more trivial interests of life." Knupfer brings some data to bear

on this question and argues that lower status persons are quite limited in
face-to-face contacts. ’'Informal social activities, such as visiting friends,

are more infrequent .among them."13 She concludes that low status produces a

lack of interest in social activities, formal and informal; a concomitant

lack of self-confidence results in a withdrawal from participation in these

soclal areas and a greater dependence on the mass media for their ties to the
community. Even today one finds that some urban renewal administrators and

their Chamber of Commerce propagandists, arguing for the demolition of slum

areas, emphasize their anonymity, juvenile delinquency, and crime, as Gans

suggests in his discussion of urban renewal in Boston's West End.16

Although somewhat less influential, another view of the §um is radically , ,

different. Some time ago William F. Whyte raised some very sejious doubts

about the general view of the slium as an urban jungle.17 He argued that
the.Chicago "sociologists, such as Burgess and Zorbaugh, based their specu-

lations about the slum on ad hoc impressions rather than upon systematic obser-
vation. His own procedure was to do a participant observatiop stu in a
~ 8lum area; it was an underlying impulse of Street Cornmer Society to show that
extensive social organization does exist in the slum.l® Whyte did not find an
. urban jungle, but a well-organized slum area. On the basis of his own research

he further argues that there are different types of slum areas, ranging from
highly individualized rooming-house districts to highly organized immigrant ghettos.
A recent study of Boston's West End was motivated by a purpose similar to that

of Whyte: to show thé extent of organization in an area termed "blighted"

and destined for slum clearance. Participant observation in the West End

revealed to Gans an "urban village," populated by Italian immigrants adapting

their institutions to urban life.lé Gans concludes that .

the basis of adult West End life is peer group sociability....

West Enders live within the group; they do not like to be alone.

Thus, what has been noted earlier about teenagers -- that they are
quiet and passive by themselves and burst into activity only

with their peers -- is true almost as much among adults. Indeed,

for most West Enders, people who have been trained from childhood

to function solely within #he group, being alone brings discomfort

and ultimately fear. The discomfort was expressed by housewives

who got their housework done quickly so as to be able "to visit'"zo

For some people the West End had all the earmarks of a slum: old, somewhat
deteriorated, some fire hazards, a low-rent area housing a heterogeneous
collection of poor people. But Gans emphasized thatone must distinguish
between a low-rent area which is an urban village, that is, which is poor
but proud and organized, and an urban jungle which is poor and disorganized.
In like manner, students of other ethnic slums, such as Jewish ghettos, have
emphasized the intimate kinship and friendship ties which proliferate within
a low-status area encapsulated by law and custom. These two radically
different views of the slum can be summarized as follows: (1) one sees the .
slum as a jungle, emphasizing the worst features of Wirth's picture of urban
life; and (2)}t e other sees the slum as a village, emphasizing the intimate
social ties among its residents and usually distinguishing an ethnic slum,
or ghetto, from other slum areas.

14
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At a time when some are beginning to look beyord the soc hology; -

of ethnic (white) slum life to its social organizati on, others are gtill’

writing one-sided accounts of the black ghetto. Some time ago in An American

Dilemma Myrdal argued that the characteristic traits of the Negro community.

were forms of social pathology: the unstable, black family, the insufficient

recreational activities, the narrowness of interests of the average black

American. Even the social organization which he did find, "the plethora of

Negro sociable organizations," was viewed as little more than a pathologicsal e
reaction to caste pressures. 2 Some recent students of the black ghettos

have not modified this view of the ghetto as institutionalized pathology.

Kenneth Clark in his booK on Harlem contends that

R

the dark ghetto is institutionalized pathology; it is chronic,
self-perpetuating pathology; and it is a futile attempt of those
with power to confine that pathology so as to prevent the spread
of its contagion to the larger community. It would follow that
one would find in the ghetto such symptoms of- social disorgari-
zation and disease as high rates of juvenile delinquency, veneral
disease among young peggle, narcotic addiction, illegitimacy,
homocide, and suicide. S\\\

AN

And he comments on the established and sect churches:

Established Negro churches, the many storefront churches and the
sporadic Negro qua51religious cult groups, like F;Ehgr Divine's
and the late Daddy Grace s followers, play chiefly a tathartic
role for the Negro. :

. Partially influenced by this Harlem study, a recept federal government report,
* The Negro Family: the Case for National Action, moves in non sequitur fashion
from an analysis of the family instability of a minority of families within -
black ghettos to a description of the whole black community as disorganized and
"in a state of "massive deterioration."25 It seems that the authors of this

. report, along with others, let the disorganization of a minority obscure

their view of the organization of the majority. One-quarter of black families
may be "broken,'" but the other three-quarters are intact. Certainly family
problems, as well as other types of social problems, do exist to a dispropor-
tionate degree in black ghettos. But surely it {s an exterme exaggeration to
statte as a matter of fact that ) - '

s

to those living in the 'heart of a ghetto, black comes to mean not

just '"stay back," but also membership in a community of. persons ' . )

who think poorly of each other, who manipulate each other, who » ; .

give each other small comfort in a desperate world.

) ’

Such views of life in a black ghetto seem one-sided and overstated. They
tend to depict the whole of ghetto life as nothing more than a pathological
reaction to White segregation and discrimination. This distortion overlooks
important organizational aspects of a black community. Are thete no unbroken
homes in a ‘ghetto? No  ordinary friemdships? No functioning kinship networks?
Could it be that for a hundred years Negroes have only been reacting? Does
not ordinary social life exist, even, in a poor black ghetto, for'a majority of
the residents?,
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An adequate answer to this latter quéstion would be eritical for several
_reasons. In the first place; such an answer would help correct the "ghetto
—a4 disorganization" image usually applied to black areas, Of the two radically
differeﬁf/;IEgg of theslum in the literature the "slum as jungle" has usually
been applied to“black ghettos, while“the "glum as village" has generally
not been used in regard to these same ghetto$., - I -the-gecaond place, certain
_ research evidence suggests that existing social organization within a black
ghetto may be useful in explaining, in part at least, non-migration phenomena.
A recent study of the Boston ghetto revealed that most of a. group of middle-
income families who could afford to moveout of the ghetto had not seriously
explored the possibility.27 Just when some good housing is becoming available
» for Negroes in certain areas of Boston, many of them expressed unexpected
reticence toward leaving the ghetto.28
In 1965 I interviewed twenty black "leaders" in the Boston ghetto
probing for their thoughts on the general housing situation in Bost:on.é9 Some
of them gave explanations of this non-migration phenomenon which further
suggested the importance of systematically studying the social ties of a
representa“‘ve group of ghetto families. In addition to the expected explana-
tions of fear of discrimination and vested interest, I was surprised that"
half of the leaders who gave explanations for the ron-migration gave answers
largely in terms of social ties. Some answers to the question fell into- the
general category of "attachment to the community." One of the black politi-~
cians put it this way: . : .
I don't see how Roxbury can become desegregated.” People like to
live in this area. Some Negroes have even been making complaints
about the whites in 221(d)3 projects taking the-place of Negroes
. Who are site tenants.
The past president of a civil rights organization, ddamant about the right
* . - of blacks to move out of the ghetto, still felt that
Negroes.like where they are living. It is the individual Negro's
prerogative to move. Plenty of Negroes are moving out -- to
places like Randolph. But people like me don't want to move
anyplace. My daughter has decided to live nearby because of
transportation and the quality of the housing. But the masses
(sic) "of Negroes don't want to move. They stay where their
roots are.

This last metaphor wag used by several leaders with whom I talked; one
young civil rights leader, a militant who sees herself as a leader of lower-
class blacks, said that she wants her child "to hav¢ roots," this being
given as one of the reasons why she never intends E§ move out Qf the Roxbury
area. '
Proximity, either of mother and child or friend and friend, results

‘more often than not in continued proximity. Coupled with this proximity

is the accumulation of shared experiences, opinions, and values. The growth
of such sharing and communication increases the cohesiveness of the social
» force between two or‘more units. One of the forces which keeps blacks

(who are potentially able to move) in the Roxbury area may well be the same
as that which tends to keep East Boston predominantly Italian and South
"Boston substanti'ally Irish: intimate kinship and friendship networks. -

"All my friends," concluded a newspaperman, "live in the ghetto." He went on:

4
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' Some young collegiates with fewer attachments are moving out to
the suburbs. The strongest ties to the ghetto are friends and
~ relatives. Relative ties are strong on a relative basis, and
. also on a race basis. There is strength in such bunches.

In regponse to a probe on what brings migrants to Boston, he further
suggested that "migrants come-to Boston mostly because of friends and
relatives, But, if I were in Detroit, I would say they mostly came because
of work." Others, including leiders of lower-class (oriented) organizations, did
mention in discussing the question of why they personally would not move,
their fear of breaking community ties, of being out of touch with their friends,
and of having to commute to see their relatives and attend organizational functions. .
Admittedly, other major reasons for this reticence to move were suggested -
by the leaders. Several mentioned the vested interest of Negro businessmen,
professionals, and politicians; a certain preference for "urbanity" was also
suggested as a reason, that is, preference for easy transportation, for the
bustle of life in the city, for the night 1life and entertainment facilities.
Nevertheless, the comments which leaders made to me in these unstructured
interviews -- at the very least -- suggest that it is time .that positive
social forces in urban ghetto8 were systematically investigated.
Although there has been a general failure to study systematically these
positive social forces within black communities, some studies in the area
of race’relations have touched, usually indirectly, upon the social contacts
of blacks. The direct concern of most of the studies has been with interracial
contacts. One large group of studies have focussed upon discrimination in
rather small, and usually southern, towns. For example, one classic study,
Deep South, primarily deals w}&h the interracial contact patterns and segre-
gation of a Mississippi town; other typical studies, such as Caste and Class
in a Southern Town and_After Freedom, deal similarly with caste patterns in
education, politics, and religion.®l Each of these three studies does spend
some time examining the internal class structure of small southern towns.
Only Deep South goes into any detail on the social contacts and cliques of
some of the black residents; and this analysis of cliques is hampered by its
being used primarily as a tool for the analysis of class differentiation.
Studies of black communities in large urban areas also concentrate
on interrac}gl contacts, segregation, and social disorganizgtion; two works,
Dark Ghetto”“ and Beyond the Melting Pot:,33 focus on discrimination patterns
in Harlem's job, housing, and school arenas, the former emphasizing its
essential pathology and the latter its lack of internal community organization.
Partial exceptions to the preoccupation with discrimination and disorganiza-
tion can be noted. St. Clair Drake and Horace Cayton in their classic study
+ of Negro life in Chicago have given us_a significant glimpseginto the class
system of a northern, urban communit:y.3 Although they are primarily concerried
with the history of segregation, its contemporary patterns, and class structure
in Chicago, they also mention the organizational life of Negro urbanites.
More will be said about their view of black associational life in a later chapter.
Following their lead, Babchuk and Thompson have completed the only systematic
«-study of the voluntary associational memberships of blacks.3 And Meadow,36
although primarily concerned with black-white differences, has reported some
data on thé informal social ties of blacks in Detroit. Thus Meadow and
Babchuk do provide s3me data on the social ties of blacks in urban ghettos,
data which will be used in later chapters for comparative purposes. Certain
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" studies of housing and migration, although only indirectly concerned with the
internal integration of the black community, can also be milked for some
useful comparative data.3% 1In general, as of the mid-1960's, it appears *
that there has been a preoccupation in the race relations literature with
discrimination against blacks and disorganization or pathology’within black
ghettos. At a time when it has become fashionable to discuss the disorganization
of urban black communities, we have to admit that we know little about
the ordinary social organization and social integration of those same
communities; that is, few have systematically investigated the integration of
black families into the urban social fabric.

In the literature of the social sciences one can find several different
meanings given to the term '"social integration.' 1In the field of race
relations it is often synonymous with racial integration, the bringing of
black Americans into positions of equal status with whites in American society.
This is pot the sense in which I am using the term. In a suggestive theoretical
paper Werner Landecker specifically answers the question "What is éntegration?"
and attempts to suggest how social integration might be measured He suggests
four types of integration: cultural, normative, functional, and communicative.
"Cultural integration” refers to the degree of consistency or .inconsistency
among the standards of a culture, while "normative integration" relates to
the degree of conformity of individuals to these cultural standards. "Func-
tional integration" 1s integfation in the sense of,economic interdependence
and division of labor. More péfflhéﬁt"fd”zs pifpoee here is Landecker's
conception of "communicative integration." This type of social integration
concerns the way in which people are integrated in relation to one another,
that is, the extent of interpersonal interaction. One quantitatfve index
of communicative integration, Landecker spggests, would be the percentage of
the members of a particular group who are in social isolation,

The, importance of interpersonal interaction, or communicative integration, ,
has been emphasized by Lazarsfeld and Katz:

"
Interpersonal relations seem to be r"anchorage" points for
_ individual opinions, attitudes, habits and values. That is,

interacting individuals seem collectively and continuously

to generate and to maintain common ideas and behavior patterns

which they are reluctant to surrender or to modify unilaterally.

They go on to assess the significance of small, intimate groups in terms of
the intervening role they play in the influence process; small group inter-
vention between the mass media and the individual is of central concern.
Their survey of extant research substantially supports the importance of
communicative integration in urban social 1life; communications do proceed
along informal interpersonal networks. Opinions are anchored in such net-
works. Communicatjon between individuals and families need not be construed
only in terms of messages, opinions, or "news." Broadly conceived, communi-
cation can be seen as including the exchange of help, money, and aid between
relatives or friends, the exchange of marriage partners between families
which have for a long time been friends, or the exchange of job favors
between relatives or friends. And, in socio-psychological terms, interpersonal
relations often provide for the exchange of affectual support and emotional
gecurity. .

e




Conclusion

’

The general neglect of social organization within black ghettos strongly
suggests the need for an intensive examination of this organization, including
interpersonal relations in both formal and informal settings. The "jungle"
image of the slum has, as noted earlier, been criticized by several researchers,
although it is still the prevailing image of the black ghetto. To offset this
undue emphasis on social disorganization, this monograph will investigate the
extent to which urban black residents maintain interpersonal ties, even within .
the Boston ghetto. Landecker, Lazarsfeld, and Katz -- among others -- suggest
the profound significance of interpersonal relations as anchorage points for
individual attitudes, habits,.and values and as media for the exchange of
those important communications which provide the cchesiveness of the urban
social fabric. It is the general premise of this report that interpersonal
relationships are of the same basic significance for black Americans as they
are for other urban residénts, including those living in other racial-ethnic
"slums." The specific indices of interpersonal relationships which will be
used in this report are as follows: (1) the extent, intensity, and sources of
friendship contacts; (2) the extent and intensity of neighboring; and (3)
the extent and intensity of kinship contagts. Two further types of social
participation will be examined in order to give a fuller picture of the social
integration of these black families: (1) the extent and intensity of v@luntary
association memberships; and (2) tertiary participation through the mass media
and junkets into the city. 1In addition to examining the structure of social
participation in a black community, it is a major purpose of this monograph
to look at two types of variation in such patterns: wvariations due to incomd

and to the effects of a short-range move into new housing within the Boston
black community.
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CHAPTER II

BOSTON: THE CITY AND THE SAMPLE

¢

The City ¢ ;

Boston is a remarkable' city in that many ethnic communities have persisted
for a long time beyond the first surges of 1mmigrant settlement. In the mid-
1960's South Boston is still distinctively Irish; East Boston, Italian;. Matta-
pan, Jewish. Just south of the preponderantly Yankee Back Bay section of Bos-
ton and southwest of the downtown district is the Roxbury-South End-North
Dorchester area, a section of the city now containing most of Boston's black
population. Beginning at the middle of the nineteenth century the South End was
settled by white upper-class families. 1In the 1860's the northern part began.to
see an invasion of working class families, while the rest was rapidly becoming
middle class and upper-class families were beginning to leave. Some fifty years
later the black population began to filter into this area from their original
residences nearer the core of the city.l "Over the next few decades Negroes
led. by those of their group of the higher income brackets moved first into
the suburbs of Roxbury below Dudley Station and slowly and deliberately, fol-
lowing the main traffic arteries, expanded into Upper Roxbury and Dorchester."2
Much of the housing in this area, being abandoned by the former Irish and
Jewish inhabitants, had begun to deteriorate. "The homes available to them
were either inadequate buildings or adequate buildings on inadequate land, .
and even before Negroes arrgged Roxbury had become a neighborhood of houses
divided to keep each family™s rent bill small."3 Black Americans came to
replace the Jewish population of the area, which in. its turn had generally re-
* placed the Irish. )

Toward the beginning of World War II a significant influx of blacks from
southern and border states into the Boston area began to swell the size of the
ghetto community. 1In 1940 the black population in Boston was about 24,000;
from 1940 to 1960 the black population increased nearly threefold. As of the
1960 census, blacks were about 3% of the Boston SMSA population. However,
this percentage is by no means distributed equally over all of the SMSA census
tracts. About 817 of the metropolitan area's black residents live in the city
of Boston proper; and about 98% of this number live in concentrated tracts in
the Roxbury area of Boston.) Included in the "Roxbury area" designation are
those disproportionately minority census tracts of the South End (including -
the Back Bay edge) "and North Dorchester which border on Roxbury proper. In
these three districts approximately 61,000 of Boston's 63,000 black residents
reside.6 The core census tracts in Roxbury are more than 90% black; those
surrounding the core are disproportionately black. .

The Roxbury area ghetto reflects the effects of both historical and
contemporary discrimination on’the part of whites. The current focal point
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CHAPTER II .

BOSTON: THE CITY AND THE SAMPLE 3 ) '
( . . . » '

// The CiEz ¢ e

Q‘
Boston is a reniarkable city in that‘'many ethnic communities have persisted
for a long time beyond the first surges of imhigrant settlement. In the mid- ,
1960's South Boston is still distinctively Irish; East Bogton, Italian; Matta-
Pan, Jewish. Just south of the preponderantly Y#nkee Back Bay section of Bos- T
ton and southwest of the downtown district is the Roxbury-South End-North
Dorchester area, a section of the city now containing most ‘of Boston's black
population. Beginning at the middle of the nineteenth century the South End was
settled by white upper-class families. In the 1860's the northern part began to
see am irnivasion of working class families, while the rest was rapidly becoming
’ middle class and upper-class families were.beginning to leave. Some fifty years
later the black population began to filter "into this area from their original ’
residences nearer the core of thie city.*, "Over the next few decades Negroes
led by those of their group of the higher 4ncome brackets moved first into .
the suburbs of Roxbury below Dudley Station and slewly and deliberately, fol= ., °*
. lowing the main traffic arteries, expanded into Upper Roxbury and Dorchester."?2
Much of the housing in this area, being abandoned by the former Irish and "
Jewish inhgbitants, had begun to deteriorate. "The homes available to .them
were either inadequate buildings or adequate buildings on inadequate land,
and even before Negroes qrrived‘koxbury had become a neighborhood of houses
divided to keep each family's rent bill small."3 Bllack Americans came to )
replace the Jewish population of the area, which in its turn had generally re-
placed’ the Irish. - ~
\\\"/ Toward the beginming of World War II a significant influx of blacks from
gsouthern and border states into the Boston area began to swell the size of the
ghetto community. In 1940 the black population in Boston was about 24,0003
from 1940 to 1960 the black population increased nearly threefold. As of the
/7 1960 census, blacks were about 3% of the Boston SMSA populatidn.4 However, *
this percentage is by no means, distributed equally over all of the SMSA census
tracts. About 817% of the metropolitan area's blaek residents live in the city
of Boston proper; and about 987 of this number live in concentrated tracts in
the Roxbury area of Boston.? ‘Included-in the "Roxbury area" designation are
those disproportionately minority census tracts of the South End (including
the Back Bay edge) and. North Dorchester' which border on Roxbury proper. In
these three districts approximately 61,000 of Boston's 63,000 black residents .
reside.6 The core census tracts in Roxbury are more than 90% black; ' those
surrounding the core are digproportionately black.
The Roxbury area ghetto reflects the effects of both historical and
contemporary discrimination on the part of whites. The curtent focal point .
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* of the substandard dwelling units. These very units are also ovarcrowded.?

»
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.13 .

‘of controversyobetween the miaority subcommunity amd the white power structure
is de facto school segre%pti S On occasion the black ghetto is viewed in
"slum as jungle" terms by whites both inside and outside this city poher .
structure. If such a label refers to certain pressing social problems which '
characte&ize the lives of some of the minority poor, in general the area
partially fits the label. It does have a disproportionate $Rare of Boston's
housing dilapidation, school deterioration, reportegd crige, Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, and reported juyenile delinquency.  For example,
for the city as a whole, 49% of nonwhite dwelling units are in deteriorated
“or dilapidated condition (according to the 1960 Census of Housing), ‘while 21%
of all dwelling units in the city are in such condition: Although nwnwhites
make up one-tenth of the city's population, they occuﬁ& gore than one-fifth

Moreover, according td a data sheet published by the Boston Nofthern Student
Movement, a private association providing tutorial and educational programs
for disadvantaged children and their parents, the tuberculosis rate and infant
mortality rate for the Roxbury area are ahong'the highestr in theestate, as
are the ¥ates of juuvenile delinquency and crime. Too often, however, an
impression of persomal and social disorganization, of anomie anq,social

¥ isolation, has come to dominate the image of the area. It is ite probabley
though often overlooked, that a majority of {the black workKing-class populatdon

carry on reasonably normal social lives, relatively unaffe d by crime, .
juvenile de1in8ue , and \apomie, and in spite of some housing d school
dilapidation. r does soctal isolation characterize their iaggi,_- such

is the geheral argumqnt of this monograph .

LI

The Samgle t » .

This report utilizes interview data obtained when I participated in an
evaluation stydy of a low-income housing demonstration program in the Roxbury
area carried out by the Boston Housing Authority with the financial assistance
of the Department of Housing and Urban Development. Under the demonstration
program a number of large low-income families displacéd by urban renewal
were enabled to move into new nonmprofit, middle-income housing financdd under
FHA Section 221(d)3, a section which provides mortgage insurance for
at a below-market interest rate. The low-income tenants pay rents
to their incomes; the difference between the rent charged and th
they can afford is covered by the low-income housing demonstrat#on grant.

"  Originally a matched set design was chosen for the evaluation; each of
+ the rent supplementation families was to+be matched with a similar family
in two alternative Roxbury area housing markets, private housing®and public®
housing, and also with a middie-income family moving into 221(d)3 housing at
the same time as the supplementation family. Private housing names were
secureéd from the.Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA); rent supplementation
and public housing names, from the Boston Housing Authority (BHA); middle-income
" pames from. the private developers. The three low-income samples, publi
private, and 221(d)3, were each to be matched on race, age, income, family type
and size; the middle-income sample was to be matched on the same variables
except, of~coﬁrse, income. The original interviewing design was as follows:
each wife (wife of head ¢or female head) in the four samples was to have been
interviewed three times: before moving, approximately six weeks after, and
six months after.
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Some serious technical problems did arise. Two major ones developed
in'regard to the matching design. Since our original rent supplementation
sample was to be selected by the Boston Housing Authority according to the
rules governing the demonstration program, we had' no control.over the .selection
of the sample, which was intentionally composed of relatively large low-income g
families. Because of this we had decided .on the aforesaid matching design in
order that our alternative housing samples would be comparaﬁle to our basic
sample, at least in regard to the major independent variables on which we
could obtain preliminary data. Thus, wg needed to obtain preliminary matching
information on public housing families from the BHA, on middle-income families
from 221(d)3 developers, and on private housing familiés from the BRA as soon
as possible.Pefore such families were to move; this was in order that we might
have at least three weeks for matching and for getting a successful interview,
"with those inevitable callbacks, before the family was actually in the trauma of
moving.' . ¢ ) ) ) "
Establishing regular channels for securing this information from diverse,
and occasionally competitive, agencies in enough time before the anticipated
move became a major difficulty. By the time fairly regular procedures for
securing these names had been set up a number of possible matches were lost.
To prevent as many losses as possible it was necessary to do some anticipatory
matching, that is, to select a family coming into the private or public .
housing market before we received notice of the exact characteristics of the
supplementation family. Thia is just one of the methodological‘problems
involved in doing research in conjunction with public agencies. ~ Such agencies
are generally not oriented toward research, and their processing procedure
seldom allow for the extra time needed for research intervention (particulérly
in before/after longitudinal studies). An additional restriction on the number
of possible matches was the initial character of the basic rent supplementation
"sample; the number of large low-income Negro families in the BRA, BHA, and

- private developer pools for matchlng with the basic sample was usually

insufficient. This fact primarily accounts for the reduced size of the
public housing, private housing, and middlé-income samples (see Table 2:1).

The original interviewing design, a "before" interview and two "after"
interviews, was too optimistic. Although most wives were successfully
interviewed one to three months before thé move, two serious problems
developed in regard to the "after" interviews. The 1nterviewing design, as
well as the hiring of interviewers and coders, was originally based upon a
. time~schedule set out by the housing officMals at the beginning of the
‘study:” rent supplementation and® middle-income families would be moving in
from August to October, 1964 and again from March to May, 1965; private movers
and public housing movers would also be moving at that time. Unlike one .
previous longitudinal study, that of Wilner and his associates, we had no
control over the move-in dates of any of our sample families.l 1 Private ’
developers set themve-in dates for middle income and rent supplementation.
families; similarly the public housing authority and the Boston Redevelopment,e
Authority had ;control over the move- in dates of the public housing and private
hougpng families. These agencies were generally unable to coordinate their
operations (and the move-in dates). Of course,. respondents themselves \
sometimes varied their own move-in dates from those set by the agnecies, .
occasionally disrupting the intesviewing time-schedule. These factors combined
to produce an overall move-in pattern of families moving at several different
times. The original plan was also vitiated by tardy construction completion

\j
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and delays in selection procedures. Most of the samples actually moved between
August and November, 1964 and between June and October, 1965; but some were
moving in a few of the months in between. Since the largest group of families
moved in about four to five months late, well.past the original period .
designated for interviewing and well into the original tabulation stage,
the final follow-up interviews an these particular families usually took R
" place from one to ten weeks after their moves. For this reason and because of
the problem, of scheduling "after" interviews at (many) staggered intervals,
the idea of a short six weeks "after" interview was discarded at a relatively
early date, and during the months of July to October, 1965 all families were
givén one long "aftet" interview, which included the extensive questions on
.social participation used in most of this analysis. An additional problem
also developed: some of the families who had been predicted to move on the
basis of preliminary information from agencies decided not to move. This
resulted in the group of private non-movers now included in the general |
sample.

Such research'problems are generated by the nature of intervention in
'real social processés, particularly those (an increasing number) under the
sponsorship of public agencies. Longitudinal research on the. effects of
job retraining, of literacy programs, or of poverty programs would undoubtedly
face similar methodological problems. , ~
) Since it is not the,purpose of this report to provide a general .
discussion of the implications of these methodological problems for socio- -
logical research, the basic characteristics of the black samples actually
interviewed before and after their moves can now be examined. For the purposes
of this report the original matched set design will not be used. The reduced
sample of rent supplementation families with completely matched sets is -or the
order of four or five. Since the selection of families for the alternatiye
housing samples was aimed at matching them with large low-income rent supple-
mentation families, I will be dealing mainly with roughly matched housing
subsagpies rather than with matched individuals when I-examine the effects
of a move on the social participation of these Negroes. The chapters on
social participation will deal mainly with the collected sample of all four
original housing samples, togethif with a fifth group consisting of non-movers
who remained in private housing. Altogether this collected sample includes
120 black wives. Table 2:1 indicates the numerical breakdown by the housing
subsamples.

The representativeness ‘of this black sample can be examined in two ways:
(1) What proportion of large black families in these housing markets in August
to November, 1964 and June to October, 1965 does .the sample comprise? (%)
How does the sample compare with what can be ascertained about the Boston
Negro population from the 1960 census?

oo

TABIE 2:1.

R BOSTON BLACK SAMPLES

b _ Number
Rent supplementation sample 35 ‘ /
Middle-income sample- , 29
Public housing sample . ) 24

) Private housing sample (movers) 16

Private housing sample (non-movers) . 16 ¢

Total . 120
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Z ' The housing subsamples comprise, as measured by the available lists at

he time of selection, the following approximate proportions of their corre-

spozjzzg housing markets: (1) 80% to 90% of those large black families moving
Yinto/221(d)3 housing in the Roxbury area;' (2) 70% to 80% of those large low-
-income black families directly forced to find housing in the private market
because of urban renewal; (3) 70% to 80% of those large black families seeking
public housing accomodations. These estimates exclude families in the various
markets duxing the months we were not interviewing between August, 1964 and
October, 1965. At ‘the specific time we entered the housing markets, and for

‘ the population of large black families in those markets, our Roxbury area
sample is more than just representative, including some 70% to 90% of the
families in each of those markets at that time. Although reference will
henceforth be made to the Roxbury area "sample,” the group is in this sense ‘a
specialized (nearly total) population. One housing market is represented

by only a few respondents in the sample of private movers: those moving into’
private housing in the Roxbury area during this time but not under the .

~QE:§ES of urban renewal.
An argument can also be made for the representativeness of this sample
vis-a-vis the Boston black population./ The original matching design
under the guidance of which these 120 réspondents were chosen included four
demographic variables: family type, age of wife, number of children, and
. income. It will be useful to examine the distribution of each of these
variables for the Boston 'black population and to compare them with the
Roxbury area sample's characteristics s well as with the Boston white .
population, :
Since the sample is composed of wives only, it is of interest to note the
‘differences in age distribution between nonwhite and white females in the
Boston area. About 40% of the nonwhite women in Boston are under twenty .
- years of age, as compared with 30% of white women. 13 Approximately 47% of *
nonwhite females, compared to 437 of white females, fall into the '"20 to 54"
bracket. In the "over 54" bracket are 13% of nonwhite females and 27%
" of white females. These stadistics are by way of introduction to Table 2:2,
The figures there indicate the age distributions of the Boston nomwhite popu-
. lation and the Roxhury area sample. As can be seen, the housing sample was
drawn predominantly from the younger age brackets, i.e., those women who
are most likely to have large numbers of children still living at home.

. >
! TABLE 2:2 o
> AGE DISTRIBUTION OF NONWHITE WOMEN
* - L 3 - a
Sample Adult Females Boston Adult Females <
(N=119) T (N=20,938) v
. . '
Between 20-34 617% 407 .o 7
Between 35-54 36 39
Over 54 ' 3 21
<9 ]
o £
" Total - 100% 100%

)
1]

"85.S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit.,
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The housing” subdivisions of the Boston Negro sample were generally
matched for marital status. Table 2:3 indicates that the Boston nonwhite
population has a greater percentage of women who are no longer married than
the white population. This differentiation is accentuated by the data on the -
sample. Since all the respondents in the housing subsamples were selected
so that they would be comparable to the remt supplementation respondents, and
since these respondents were somewhat more likely to be in ,.the no-longer- N
married category, the overall sample is composed of a larger percentage of .
"broken homes' than the general Boston white or nonwhite populations.

The housing subsamples were also matched on the number of children in
the household. There are about 1.12 children per household head in the city
of Boston as compared with 1.58. children per nonwhite househoéld head.l4 The
data on the black sample indicate a ratio of 4.5 children per household head,
a figure dramatizing the large family character of the Boston.sample.

TABLE 2:3

-

WOMEN OVER 14 NO LONGER MARRIED AND ONCE MARRIED ’

Boston Black Boston Nonwhiteb Boston Whiteb
. ) Sample Population Population

Number? Percent Number Percent Number Percent .

2 z

Total now married 63 53% 11,987 637% 123,901 71%

. Total separated, '
) widowed, and . ]
divorced ' 56 47 6,849 37 51,685 29
: Total o« 119 1007% 18,836  100% 175,586 100%

80ne respondent listed herself as "single"; no evidence of
marriage was indicated flsewhere in the interview.
. bU.S. Bureau of the Census, op., cit., p. 52,
~ N
The last variable on which the housing samples were matched was income.
Sharp differences in income between the white and nonwhite populations are
> indicated in Table 2:4. Nonwhites make up about one-fifth of Boston families
in the under $2,999 income bracket, although they are only 9% of the Boston
3 population. Moveover, they comprise approximately one-twentieth of the families
earning over $6,000. The Roxbury area sample's median income ($4,100) for
the year 1965 is somewhat less than the 1959 figure for Boston nonwhites ($4,235),
while the percentage of sample families with incomes undexr $3,999 is comparable
to the percentage for the ponwhite population. However, the sample has a larger

1
.

-

30




18 .
percentage in the under $5,999 bracket than the city population of nonwhites'
and a smaller percentage under $2,999.

TABLE 2:4

FAMILY INCOME (YEARLY)

. Boston Negro Boston NonwhiteP Boston WhiteP'
) Sample - Population Population
Income .
Number? Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Under 2,999 24 21% 5,060 33% - 22,299 15%
3,000-3,999 29° 25 2,206 14 14,050 9
4,000-5,999 43 38 3,859 25 40,778° 27
Over 6,000 18 , 16 Y 4,341 28 t 71,622 48
Total 114 100% 15,466  100% 148,749  99%

A . %These figures are for the year 1964 and were taken from verified
agency records. Six income figures were not obtainable.
b : o )
Calculated from U.S., Bureau of the Census, op. cit., pp. 14, 165,
Figures are for the year 1959.

0f course, the relatively low-income character of the sample would be dramatized
even more if it could be compared to 1964-1965 census data, currently not
available. (The national median is up approximately 20% over the 1959 figure.)
Chapter VII will analyze status variations within the sample. It should be
noted at this point that the sample is composed, with a few exceptions, of
working-class families. Thus, the nonwhite population of Boston is a younger
‘one than the white population and has a greater number of female-headed families,
and families with low incomes. It was from the black portion of this nonwhite
population that the Roxbury area sample was drawn. As can be seen from the
tables above, the collected sample is representative of the larger, younger,

and poorer of these black families, The sample does not contain representatives
_of the unmarried portion of the black populatiqp, nor does it include
respondents from the best paid portion of that minority population; it also
contains 10%~more female-headed families than the nonwhite population taken

as a whole. ’ -

Research Procedures :31.

A

The wives in our sample of black Bostonians were interviewed, in the
cases of those who afgually moved, before and after their move into a new
housing environment. Non-movers were interviewed twice, using the '"before"
and "after" schedules. All black respondents were interviewed by black inter-
viewers. The "after the move" interyiew schedules, completed on all respondents
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between- July 15 and October 15, 1965, contained the most extensive battery of

items on social participation. Data on social participation presented in
subsequent chapters are drawn from these schedules except for the before-after
comparisons in Chapter VIII. A copy of this schedule may be secured by writing

the author. Standard research procudures were followed in training interviewers

and in coding the interview data; the error rate for coding was about .7% for fixed-
response items and about 1.7% for openended qucstions. The tabulation of the

data was accomplished with the aid of the Harvard Computation Laboratory.
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y FOOTNOTES

(Chapter II)

theable M. Edwards, Laura B. Morris, and Robert M. Coard, "The Negro
in Boston' (Action for Boston Community Development, 1961), p. 18. (Mimeo-
graphed.) Sam B. Warner, Jr., Streetcar Suburbs (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press and The M. I. T, Press, 1962), pp. 68-97.

2Edwards, Morris, and Coard, op. cit., p. 10

31bid., p. 11.
4U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.8. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960.

Census Tracts: Boston, Mass. Final Report PHC(1){18. (Washington:
Printing Office; 1962), p.14.

Government

v

’Ibid.; and Edwards, Morris, and Coard, op. cit., p.48. In addition, 39%
of the 14,616 Negroes living outside the city of Boston live in the half-century

old Cambridge ghetto; another 31% live in predominantly Negro tracts of Lynn,
Everett, Malden, Medford, and Newton.

6Edwards, Morris, and Coard, op. cit., p.48. Lo

‘ 7U.S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., pp. 14ff. and pp. 165£f. For
additional d3td on the concentration of Negrces in a few census tracts vide

' Charles Tilly, '"Metropolitan Boston's Social Structure," Social Structure and
'Human Problems in thé Boston Metropolitan Area. Metropolitan Area Planning

! Council, Commorwealth of Massachusetts (Cambridge: Joint Center for Urban
Studies, 1965), pp. 1-3l.

i .
; For a discussion of this important problem vide Massachusetls State
'Board of Education, Becauge It Is Right -- Educationally: Report of the

|Advisory Committee on Racial Imbalance and Education (Boston, 1965),
egpecially pp. 27-28, 63, B7ff. 0

'% 9U.S. Bureau ofthe Census, op. cit. Tabulated by districts in Edwazds,

orris, and Coard, op. cit., pp. 49, 228ff. Negroes make up 92% of the

oston nonwhite population. Y

‘ 1oThis should not be construed as playing ddwnithg importance of rémoving

the restrictive barriers of racial and economic oppression. . . N
i -

|

11Wilner et al., op. cit.

124ereafter this collected sample will be referred ito as the "Roxbury
area sample." A few white families, also interviewed {for the evaluation
study, have been excluded from the following analysis, except where noted.

lsﬁ.S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., p. 52. IQ shou}h be noted that
thege 1960 census figures are based on data collected six years ago.

T
-
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14Calculated from ibid., pp. 14, 165. The figures report "children ‘
under 18" per "head of a primary family."

15A11 of the 120 families resided in the Roxbury area when they were -

selected. By the "after" interview three of the private movers had moved to
the fringe of the area (Jamaica Plain, South Dorchester), and two of the
public housing families were placed in an East Boston project. They have
been retained in the sample because their respective samples are rather small
and because they maintain ties to the ghetto.




CHAPTER III

-

'PRIMARY SOCIAL TIES v

Social ties can be loosely grouped into three ranked categories:
primary, secondary, and tertiary. Primary interaction, such as friendship,
tends to involve more of an individual's whole personality than secondary
or tertiary ties involve; that is, an individual's innermost self and
desires are more likely to be known by his close friends than by his fellow
PTA member or museum director. As noted earlier, Lazarsfeld and others have
emphasized the importance of primary ties in the communication of basic
social values and norms. In this sense, primary ties, such as friendship
and kinship, are more important sources of communicative integration than
secondary and tertiary ties. At the very least, primary ties filter communi-
cations received through other channels, This chapter will focus upon three
basic types of primary relationships -- friendship, kinship, and neighboring.
The two following chapters will examine secondary ties, that is, membership in
voluntary agsociations, and teritiary ties,‘a\variety of less intimate links
into the urban social grid. ’ ,' ‘ .

The general questions to which the subsequent data on primary¥ social
participation are addressed can be stated as follows: (1) What is the extent
of intimate social interaction for black urbanites? (2) What is the intensity
(frequency) of this interaction? (3) How does this extensiveness and intensity
of participation compare with otheér relevant studies of white and black samples?

" and (4) To what degree is this intimate social interaction restricted to the

.Friendship

black ghetto and its fringes? The analysis,6f theoretical issues and current
reésearch, presented in Chapter I, suggested these substantive questions. Each
question will be examined in somé detail in the specific discussions of the
Boston data to follow. The conclusion to this chapter will summarize the
general answers suggested by the Boston data.

C

One important type of communicative integration into the urban-social
fabric is friendship, @ social tie usually characterized by its high degree
of intimacy. The friendskip patterns of urban dwellers, slum dwellers and
otherwise, have been investigated by several researchers, Two classic studies,
of friendship patterns can be mentioned, Over a decadde ago Lazarsfeld and
Merton did an analysis of friendship networks in two housing projects, one in
New Jersey and one in Western Pennsylvania, Respondents were asked to designate
their three closest friends, whether they lived nearby or not. About 10% in
both communities reported no close friends; the remaining 90% (some 1350
families)' listed approximately 2,000 friemnds. Another study done in the

L7y
.

‘ 35




23

*
1930's by Lundberg and Lawsing found only three people completely isolated
from friends in a New England Village of 256, using a,sociometric type of data
collection patterned after the method of J.L. Moreno. In addition, several
English and Australian researchers, particularly Mogey, Oeser, Hammond,
Willmott, and Young, have completed research on friendship and §inship links
in the urban (largely working-class) areas of the Commonwealth. For example,
in his Family and Neighborhood Mogey briefly examines fiendship patterns in’
the central city of Oxford.? He found that 60% of the families, interviewed
there reportéd no friends, 30% reported one friend, and 10% reported more’
than one. However, only 30% of a group of comparable families who moved out
to a new housing development ("housing estate") in the suburbs reported no
friends. These figures suggest that, at least for the socioeconomic levels
investigated, British urbBanites tend to be more isolated from friends than
Americans so far studied. .

What do we know about the social and geographical extent of friendsgip
in a black community? Very little, unfortunately. Babchuk and Thompson
have reported one guite condensed breakdown on the extensity of friendship but
not its intensity. Their data can be seen in column two of Table 3:1. The
classic community studies, north and south, generally neglect the subject of
friendship networks in black communities, although Deep South does discuss
informal bliqués.7 Keeping a tally from newspaper records of social affairs,
lists of church and association members, and field observation records, they
counted twenty-six cliques in the black community of Natchez, Mississippi
(5,000 persons). They were primarily interested in the "value homiphily"
of friends, as Merton and Lazarsfeld call it; hence, their data tell us little
about the extensiveness of friendship cliques in the Negro community.

Our study of black Bostonians in Roxbury and the surrounding area was
designed to investigate in some detail both friendship intensity and extensity
for individual. blacks in a ghetto .area.8 Table 3:1 compards the distribution
of the Roxbury sample with that of the black community in Lincoln, Nebraska.
Since all previous studies, to my knowledge, have found at least a few
isolates, the Lincoln sample is quite unusual. " All of their respondents
reported at least one "intimate friend"; in addition, a majority of the
Lincoln respondents had four or more intimate friends. Such an extremely
high degree of intimacy and friendship interlinkage was not found in the
Boston ghetto. Four of the 120 respondents reported no friends; two-thirds
of the rest reported three or fewer friendship links. They average three
friends apiece. When compared with pessimistic prophecies of few primary
contacts and high individualization for urbanites, the extent of friendship
ties, foremost examples of. primary links, is substantial. Of the 120 res-
pondents 116 are tied into friendship networks, that is, are not isolated
from at least this one major type of primary social contact.
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TABLE 3:1 . , ' :

’

- S
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FRIENDSHIPS

1

. Number of Boston . Lihcoln ,
Friends Black Sample? Black Sampleb , )
(N=120) (N=120) - i
'

0 3.3% 0,0%
1-3 68.4 45,0 ' .
4-5 20.8 35.0° // .
6 or More 7.5 20.0

Total 100.0% 100.0% , ’

‘ -

4The Boston sample is composed os 120 ‘ f\ ‘
female respondents. ' ’ S o,

bAdap,ted from Babchuk and Thompson, op. cit., "~ . .
p. 652. Their sampte was composed of 60 males and 60 )
females, ' ; '

~

Although she did not examine friendship extensity, Meadow did investigate
the friendship sources for a Detroit sample of black families. Table 3:2
indicates her breakdown of friendship sources, compared with the Roxbury

area sample sources. i \ .
TABLY) 3:2 ’ - ‘ \
’ SOURCES OF FXIENDSHIPS , ]
Boston Detroit?
Sources Blacks Blacks

As neighbors . 33.3% 35.1%
Through friend 6.4 16.2 NI
" Through organization 11.7 21.6 g
Grew up together (school) 16.5 8.1
\\ At work 10.2 5.4
Through husband 3.8 10.8
Through children 3.5 n.d
) Through relative ‘ 3.2~ n.d
) R Other (vague references) ¢ 11.7 2.7 .
. 37 ’ - ’ )
Total” N 100.3% 99.97% T
Q 8pdapted from Meadow, op,cit., p.329. Female household C

g [ERJf:( heads were the "preferred:respondents." N.d. means "no data." S "'{;
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The percentage of respondents making friends because of physical proxiﬁity,
i. e., as neighbors, is about the same for the Detroit-and Boston Negro
samples. 'The other percentages differ, with 10% more of the Detroit sample
making friends "through a friénd" and "through an organization." The blaék
Bostonians reported a larger percentage of friendships made because the. pair
grew up together. They also reported 5% more friendships through their own'
work contacts and 7% less through the husband or his job. Since the Detroit
sample was not coded for the possible source "through children,"” an important
link into city life for many housewives, or for "through relatives," no
comparison can be drawn in this respect. It is interesting to note that
3.5% of the friends reported by these urbanites had been made through their
children and 3.2% through other relatives. The residual category. is higher
for the Roxbury housing study because vague codes, such as "at sg-and-so.'s
house," were classified«here rather than placed in friends or neighbors
categories. If this were done, it might eliminate the 10% difference between
thé two samples on previous frierids as sources. )

Another important question concerning friendship interlinkage is:
What is the intensity of contact with friends? 1In this country "social area"
analysts have undertakenr several detailed studies of frinedship interaction
and its variation from one economic or familistic area to another. Greer
and Kube selected four Los Angeles communities which were alike in relatively
high social rank, but varied Ain degree of  familism (a composite of the
fertility ratio, women in the labor force, and number of single-family dwelling
units).9. They discovered that at least 70% of the female residents in each
of the four areas visited with friends as ofter as once a month or more. .
Bell and Boat completed & similar study in Jan Francisco; however they allowed |
social ragk to vdry as well as familism. Axelrod conducted a comparable study
in Detroit. 11 At'legst two-thirds of each of the Detroit q$d San Francisco
samples’, as with,the previously mentioned Los.Angeles sampl'es, reportedly
get together with friends once a month or more. The level of isolation from
friends (12. 5%) for the high socioeconomic area in San Francisco corresponds
with studiegysuch as those of Merton and Lundberg. The San Francisco data
also present a general Impression .of the extent of friendship in relatively
low-income, large family areas, comparable, to the RoxBury area of Boston. Even
in the low socioeconomic area of San Francisco two-thirds of the subjects

. are in contact with friends once a month or more, although about one-fifth

are quite isolated from friendship contacts. ~For black families, however,
there is as yet little published data on friendship contact frequency. Thus
Meadow reports tersely.that ?g% of her black respondents visited with friends
at least;thrée times a week.

Eath of the Roxbury area respondents was asked to list.her friends
until she ceaséd naming any. Each friend's detailed address was secured,
together with the friéndship source, the ''getting together" contact frequencyg
and the phone contact frequency. One aside is worth inserting here. Any
doubt as te whether respondents were listing friends or just "acquaintances"
should be dispelled by the fact that all friends had to be listed by name

"and with a full and detailed ~eddress. Approximately 95% of these addresses

were readily locatable on a Boston city map. Frequencies of "getting together"
and phone contact qere scored from 0 ("never see") to 6 (''three times a week

or more often"). Then the intensity scores for the friends in each respon-
dent's set were summed to get an overall friendship contact score, Table 3:3
gives the distribution of intensity scores for each of six proximity categories,
each of the proximity categories is mutually exclusive, that is, "friends

e o

i
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living within a 2000-foot radius" excludes those living within a 500-foot

‘radius, Only 4.27% of the Roxbury respondents did not interact at all with
friends.’ . . s = N
TABLE 3:3 3 i
, . R e D ., . \’;&...q.‘,;;";t.
- R INTENSITY OF FRIENDSHIP CONTACTS CLASSIFIED ; ¢ Q%”wfi
. ) BY PROXIMITY: BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
’ . Intensity Score
e ¢ ¢ '
None S5or 6-15 16 or Total .
Less More
.r &
Friends Living
Within .
500' radius 70.8% 6.7 17.5 5.0 100.0% ,
2000' radius 75.0% 13.3 9.1 ,2.5  99.9%
1 mile radius 54.1% 16:7 23.3 6.0 100.1% -
" "2 mile radius 65.8% 14.2 20.0 0.0 100.0% o
In Boston SMSA 73.3% 15.0 °10.9 .8 100.0%
Outside Boston' SMSA 97.5% 1.6 .8 0.0 99.9%
' Total Area (All 4.2% 141  52.5 229.2 100.0%

Brackets) \

’

About 827 had an intensity score of at least 6 (one friend seen three times
a week or the equivalent), and 297 had a score greater than 16 (three friends
seen twice a week or the equivalent). The mean contact score for the whole
sample was a sizable 13.2, while the mean number of friends is three. Scanning
the interview schedules reveals that such a score typically means that a ,
given respondent has intensive contact (several times a week) with two friends
and a tenuous ("seldom see") relationship with another. Although not
directly comparable with the Detyxoit and San Francisco data, these figures
suggest a level of friendship interaction at least as intensive as the earlier
studies of whiteg and blacks, if not more intensive.l4 1In any event, these
Boston women are hardly isolated from intimate primary ties even in the
midst of an ethnic slum area. They fit neither the stereotype of the isolated
urban or the anonymous slum dwelle;, in fact, at least three quarters of them
seem to be engaged in weekly (or nearly daily) friendship relations.

Several studies of neighboring have substantiated_the contention that
families neighbor with others most accessible to them. This suggests

the following' hypothesis'
who live close to them.

urbanites tend to maintain friendships with persons
Or, better, the overwhelming majority of friend-

ships for a given group of urban residents wiil be drawn from the local
tesidential communigy Table 3:4 demonstrates this fact. For the whole

/ "distribution of 342° friendships one- -third fall within a four-block radius
(2000 feet) and two-thirds within a one-mile radius. As the distance from
, , ] .- v
Q +39 - : e

2

&
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. the respondents is roughly doubled * (and the area is much more than doubled),
the percentage of all friendships dFawn from increasingly distant areasg

declines substantially, as does the mean number of friends. for each successive
category 5

.~

TABLE 3:4 p
" NUMBER OF FRIENDS CLAQSIFIED BY DISTANCE FROM RESPONDENT
! LD BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
Total Number Cumulative Mean Number ¢
—~ . of Friends Percent Percent of Friends
b Per Respondent

I

Friends Li;ing

Within A
2000' radius 116 34.0% 34.0% .97
1 mile radius . 108 31.6 . 65.6 .90
2 mile radius 69 20.2 85.8 . .58 *
*In Boston SMSA . 43 12.6 98.4 . .36 2
Outside Boston . g
SMSA ‘ -6 '1.8 100.0 -.05 T
* 3 . ‘ Y °
 Total N 342 - 100.2% , ,
I L , -

-

Since the area circumscribed by a circle with a radius of two miles and its
center on a respondent would include virtually the entire Boston ghetto,

and since some 867 of the friends of the Roxbury sample live within such

a two-mile radius,,the o helming majority of friends seem to live .
within the ghetto area. Plottifig the addresses of all 342 friends listed by
these black respondents definitely revealed that approximately '95% reside
within ‘the Roxbury-Dorchester-South End area.

Even within the ghetto, the areas nearer, the respondent tend to provide
the larger percentage of intimtate friends. The mean intensity of friendship
contact also varies inversely with the distance, with the fiean contact under
one bhygk equal to 5.64 and th&contact for each increasingly larger area
decreasing as one moves gway from dﬁitespondeht e

L | \.
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TABLE 3:5 v
MEAN INTENSITY CONTACT PER FRIEND . - . -~
! ¢ - BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) -
Y .
Mean Contact
- Per Friend , tome
Friend Living '
. . Within . . ) -
. . 500" radius . 5.64 :
2000' radius 4.54
1l mile radius 4.41
» 2 mile radius +4.21
‘ In Bostorn SMSA ' 4,16 y
Outsife Boston SMSA 2.17 ' =:

® ‘ »
Summarizing these data, it is evident that these black urbanites draw their
friends primarily from propinquant areas. The relationship between physical
proximity and intensity of interaction also seems to be borne out;- those
friends who live farther away are less likely ‘to be seen as often as those
who live nearby. . , :
Several of us who interviewed early,in the Roxbury Study came to the

1clugion that "getting together" 'is not the exclusive form of communicative
contact between friends. Some of the first respondents commented to the
effect that; "I'don't see her much, but we talk every day on the phone."
Thus, the follow-up interviews on which this chapter on primary ties is
based ipcluded a listing of phone contact with all friends. The distri- -
bution of fhis contact can be seen in Table 3:6. - Since intensity of phone
communication was coded in exactly the same categories as visiting frequency,
the mean amount of contact in each instance can be directly compared. "The
mean vigitation score was 13.8, while the mean phone contact was somewhat “
less at™8,4«(6 is equivalent-tof one friend, called.three-plus times a week),
which is stil] high for these relatively low-income and low-middle-income
"slum" families. Fewer low-income familfes have phones than others in the )
gcity. Phone installment ‘rates are exorbitantly high in the Roxbury area;

~"very large money deposits are required. In‘spite g this,; the:average

~

black wife in our sample called some friend daily or at least several times’
. a week. .
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TABLE 3:6 Q .
- ’ PHONE CONTACT WITH FRIENDS CLASSIFIED BY

DISTANCE~OF FRIENDS FROM RESPONDENT
BOSTON BLACK SAMPLE (N=120)

P

. -

Percentage of Respondents ..
’ . - Mean Phone
. ,  Contact
Never Phone - Total Per Priend
Phone - )
ENES = : :
Friends Living
Within i a
500" radius & 91.77,‘ * 8.3-" 100.0% 1.25
2000' radius ¢ " 86.7% 13.3 100.0% ©2.16
1 mile radius 66.7% _ 33.3 . 100.0% - 3,51
2 mile radius 71.7% , 28.3 ' 100.0% 4.00.
In Boston SMSA 83.3% 16.7 100.0% 2.98
Outside Boston

.~ SMSA 100.0% . 0.0 100.0%" 0.00

]

One hypothesis which suggested itself prior ‘to the collaction of this’
telephone data was as follows: the farther friends live away from the
respondenf, the more frequent will be the telephone interattion between them.
Early theorists of primary group interaction emphasized its face-to-face charactes,
but the telephone has become a communications link for primary group inter-
action, even though it does not involve face-to-face confrontation. The
significance of this communications link for respondents separated from their .
friends by increasing distances can be seen in column five. The afore-’
mentioned hypothesis is supported by the data up to a paint. Within the ‘,
two-mile radius friends living farther away have more phone contact with
the respondents, on the average, than friends living c%oser. For example,
the sixty-four friends living within 500 feet @f the respondents had a
rdean contact of 1.25, a figure representing a Yery low level of phone inter-
action for friends living within one block of each other. The figure for
interaction goes up by increments for friends l%ving within each increZsingly ,
distdnt cutoff point, at least up to two miles. This phenomenon may be due /
to the fact that many in the sample have in the last few months moved from ,
one to two miles away from their previous residences; the fairly high (4.0)
average for theoneto-two-mile bracket may indicate continuing phone {nteraction
between friends now living at an inconvenient distance from one another. Phone
contact within the Xwo-mile-to-SMSA radius is less intensive than in the one-
to-two-mile bracket, thus going against the direction of association suggested
by the hypothesis. However, even in this most distant bracket mean phone .
" contact per friend is higher than for the two brackets closest to the respondent.

s
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The distribution of total contact with frjemds, including phone contact
and visiting together, can be seen below. o

[} - Al

TABLE 3:7

.

TOTAL CONTACT WITH FRIENDS: SUM OF PHONE CONTACT - L
AND "GETTING TOGETHER" FREQUENCY ‘ Coeo T T
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) -

Jdy

>3

e G

L ]

- T » Intedsity Score. '
Nome ~ 155  6-10 - 11-15 16-24 25+
3.3% - 7.5%  20.8% 11.7% 207 36,..7%

(Mean contact = 21.6)

/ , ] P ‘.

A majority of the sample falls at a gcore of 16 or above, indicating substantial
‘contact, in person and by phone, with friends in this particular black community.
Approximately two-thirds of the sample have a contact intensity of 11 or
greater. This is especially notable since a majority of the sample have lived
in Boston less than fifteen years; in fact, three-quartérs have come to Bgston
since World War II. ~
Summarizing, the general picture of black friendship fies seems to be

quite normal, if “normal" meand "similar to that presented\by other studies -

of friendship." These hodSewives, either in spite of or p;;haps because of
their large numbers of children and low income, seem to have aé'hany friends

and as intensive friendship contacts as other urbanites, or for that matter,
rural citizens. Certainly there are internal variations, as will be seen

in a later chapter. On,the whole, however, an average of nearly three friends
and of daily to weekly contact with them does suggest that McKenzie was incorrect
when he described the slum as an area where "individuals and family group;

are liY%ng in enforced intimacy with people whom they naturally shun and
*avoid, n

Neighboring . ’

s

About one-third of the Roxbury area sample's friendships came into being
as a result of residential proximity; the respondent and her friends at some
time lived in contiguous apartinents or houses, The importance of such neighbors
has long been recognized in the western world: the medieval Anglo-Saxon owed
his loyalty to his "kith and kin," that is, his neighbors and his relatives.
For' sevéral decades some rural and urban sociologists have contended that
rural-urban migration has meant the disappearance of neighborhoods (in the
rural meaning of the term).17 They have said that the meaning of neighbor-
hood is only residential for urbanites; neighbors are no more than nigh-dwellers.
"Thus, if the city.dweller speaks of somebody as his neighbor, he means that

r

’
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the person referred to happens to live near him, perhaps within walking
distance, but he does not recognize any specific social obligations in
relation to this person."l8 Heberle goes on to argue that the "mutual aid"
type of neighboring characteristic of. rural 'areas is virtually non-existent

in urban areas. This is an interesting hypothesis. Undoubtedly there is some
truth here: at least the content of '"neighboring" may change from rural

to urban areas. Since urban neighboring is predicted to be on the decline

in general, one supporting this .position would undoubtedly predict that
neighboring in a Negro slum is virtually extinct. Mutual aid should virtually
be unheard of. The Roxbury areas respondents were asked, "Do you think of this

' area where you live as a neighborhood?" Three-rquarters of them replied yes;

an additional 11% did not give an unequivocal "no." 1In addition, three-quarters .
of all responses to a follow-up question on why they did (or did not) consider

“the area a neighborhood indicated that they were thinking in terms of such

-

social considerations as mutual helpfulness, friendliness, and visiting
patterns, Prompted by Heberle's contention that the norm of mutual aid no
longer prevails in urban neighborhoods,.I included a direct question on this
point: 'Do you feel you owe it to a neighbor to help out when he or she is
sick?" Eighty-eight percent replied 'yes'" uncopditionally; another 5% gave a
conditional "yes" answer. Admittedly, this question does not directly
measure behavior. But it does suggest what the norm is: the overwhelming
majority of these Negroes feel that they have a duty to aid their neighbors.
At the very least this does suggest that the rural-urban contrast drawn by
Heberle and others needs much further examination.

Commenting on the social phenomenon of neighboring, various journalists
and sociologists have spoken of it as an essentially middle-class phenomenon.,
A strong argument in the literature runs something like this: other-directed
men in grey-flannel suits, Whyte's "organization men," live primarily in the .
suburban areas bordering on our cities‘19 These men and their wives, persuaded
by the social ethic, intensively (and usually superficially) engage in clubbing
and neighboring. Some empirical support for this phenomenon has been adduced,
usually in the form of a case study of a suburb. Fava.has, however,. presented
evidence for more and less urban areas.20 Using the Wallin neighboring scale,
she found that neighboring' was distributed in gradient fashion, with the
outer suburbs having the highest average neighboring score. She argues that
the physical intimacy, low density, and homogeneity of the. suburb favors
neighboring.

Shuval has argued that casual neighboring is affeeted by both class
position and ethnic origin, as have Knupfer and others,2l The suggestion
has been that economic restraints, such as no facilities or monies for
entertaining, and the physical exhaustion of unskilled laborers, limit the
time and resources which a lower-class family has for social interaction.
In addition, several case studies, such as Middletown and Working-Class Suburb,
have found that working-class holsewives have a certain suspiciousness of
others and are not very well socialized to the informal clubbing and neighboring 22

Using a sample of husbands and wives drawn from an Israeli housing
community, Shuval examined predisposition toward neighboring and found that
52% tended to enjoy it and 48% were at.least a bit negative about it.
The percentage which was positively oriented went down with class.position;
the lower-status respondents were the most negative. With regard to ethnicity
she found that "the Europeans indicate a lower predisposition to interpersonal




contact (45%) than do the non-Europe
tial.23 Europeans and non-Europeans
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ans “(57%) ,"- probably a cultural differen-
1ikewise show a consistent decline in

actual neighboring behavior as one moves down the status scale.

Several important studies which
of neighboring in the lower socioeco
article cited previously, Bell and B
for families in different areas of §
in the high-familistic, low=-economic
neighbors; 31.5% of the males in the
area did not get together with their

go more inmto detail.on the extent
nomic brackets should be noted. In an
oat report the extent of neighboring
an, Francisco. About 41% of the males
-status area never visifed with their
high-familistic, high-economic-status -
‘peighbors at all.2% The low-familistic

areas had 50% or more respondents in the "never neighbor' bracket. For a sample

of female respondents Greer and Kube

found a similar phenomsnod in Los Angeles.

High-familistic areas had mote neighboring than low=familistic ones.2” One

of the most important of these neigh
and Wallace.26 They investigated th
in twenty-five barrios in San Juan,

low-income areas. One major difficu
a neighborhood. Some view neighborh
residential block; others conceptual

interacting nigh-dwellerscentered on an individual resident. In the San RN

boring studies is that of Caplow, Stryker,

e extensiveness and interdsity of neighboring
Puerto Rico, most of which were relatively
1ty in such research 1is the definitfon of
oods as a physical unit such as a

ize socially in terms of a network of

Juan study a neighborhood was arbitrarily defined as twenty physically
contiguous dwellings. A family's knowledge of and interaction with the

other nineteen families were the cri
intensity. They found that only 3%

teria for neighboring extensity and -
of their 500 female household heads were

completely isolated from their neighbors; that is, they .did not know either

their neighbors' names or their face

about the level of '"stopping and tal
ennumerated.

The studies cited above give some idea of the greatly varyingingmber .'

s. The mean amount of neighboring on a

. scale running from O to 6 was 2.4, representing an average level of neighboring

king regularly" with each neighbor

of respondents (from 39, of females in San Juan to 41% of the males -in one
area of San Francisco) who are completely insulated from their neighbors; but,

the studies done in the continental
{s from 32% to 50% and that responde

United States suggest that the range
nts with large families (in "high-

familism" areas) consistently have higher levels of neighboring. However,
these studies have generally dealt with white or mixed ethrnic samples. Up

to this point in time, only two stud
neighboring for black respondents al

jes have shed light on the extent of
one. Meadow asked her Detroit sample

"How many neighbors do you know well enough to call on?" The mean number

of neighbors.given by blacks was 2.5

8; fewer were named by those who had

resided in the community less than nine months than by those who had been

there longer than nine months.

This difference did not exist for the white

families in the sample. Baseﬁ on extensive interviews with black housewives,
another study in a Baltimore glum revealed that 279 of them did no visiting

with their neighbors.
Table 3:8 indicates the questio

ns asked of and answers given by the

Roxbury area subjects. The questions are ordered from less (A.) to more c.)
intimate levels of neighboring; respondents tend to know more names than

people and talk more often with neighbors than visit in their homes. , As

can be seen, 34% of thege housewives have done no visiting of their neighbors --

at least in their neighbor's homes.

Twenty-three percent have not talked with

any of their neighbors and 21% do not know the names of any qof their neighbors.

ey
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These data seem to jibe relatively well with those for the Baltimore sample
just noted above. The data suggest that two-thirds of the Roxbyry area
vespondents know at least one or two of their neighbors well enough to have
vigited in their homes; this may mean an average number of neighbors some-
what- lower than that "found by Meadow in her Detroit study.

®
x

- . .. ,' s ‘ TA’BL? 3.:5 ’ - . .v . oo v ’ . - i‘ -
* NEIGHBORING ITEMS o
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
- ————r— = — . ' : ;
Percentages .
Answers
- Question A2 Question BP Question C°
None _ 20.8% 23.3% 34.27%
1-2 . 33.3 45.0 35.8
3-5 24.2 18.3 . 16.7
6 or more 20.0 13.3 12.5
No answer given 1.7 ~ 0.0 .8
Total , 100. 0% 99.9% . 100. 0%

y

" %Question A: "How many of the nameé of your neighbors do you know?"
bQuestion B: "How many of your neighbors do you talk with often?"

CQuestion C: "How many of your neighbors® apéftments (or houses) have you
been in since you moved here?" .

The items are clearly ordered, and tHMeir coded scores can be sumed
to create a total neighboring scale. The figures in Table 3:9 indicgte the
overall distribution of scores on a gcale which can range from 3 (no
neighboring whatever) to 12 (extremely intensive neigh oring)

TABLE 3:9 -

TOTAL NEIGHBORING SCORES
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120). .

‘ Neighboring Score Percentfage"

None) /incomplete

a

&

3
4
6-
8
10

]
[ ad “2 B N

-12

Total s . _ o
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The mean score for.the 120 blagk respondents was 6.6 Such an averagé score

might mean for a typical respondent that she knows the names of, talks with,

and has visited in the homes of two of her neighbors, .
Approximately two-thirds of the entire Roxbury area sample have visited

‘in their neighbors' homes, a neighboring figure which is all the more

significant since it does not include visiting with neighbors in one's own «

home. Since the issue of ,status differences in neighBoring is an important

one in the literature, it-is important to mote, that 63% of the low-income e
respondents in thé Roxbuty area sample have visited with thefr neighbors and ;
that 75% of the middle-income respondents have so vigited. But the order

of magnitude of this visiting figure for the lower income -respondents is . .
reughly equivalent to that which Bell and Boat found for respondents in their
high-familistic, high-economic-status heighborhood.30 7Tt is actually higher

than. that which they found for their low-income area. It is also about the

same as the percentage (62%) which Greer and Kube found for their highest~
familistic, high-income area in Los Angeles.31 The overall 66% visiting figure

for the combined Boston sample is not greatly different from the figure which _
Smith, Form and Stone found for their white midwestern sqmple.32 These :
comparisons indicate that these black respondents are probably as well inte-

‘grated with their neighbors as whites in various socioeconomic areas of our

urban complexes. Most urbanites do have regular and relatively frequent
contacts with some of their neighbors, and it would seem that the black
families are no exception.

Kinship

-

A third type of primary social contact forrurban residents is with
relatives. Various classical sociologists,such as Simmel and Durkheim, have
noted that the isolated (from extended kin) nuclear family is essential to
geographiical and social mobility in urban sogieties with a high degree of
division of labor. More recent sociologists, such as Parsons, similarly argue
that the independent and isolated nuclear fggily is a requisite for the
development of 'an urban industrial society. Tenuous ties with some extended
kin may still exist, but they are of no major significance to the functioning
of the nuclear family, since they no longer meet the prominent needs of the Lo
typical urban family.34 This point of view suggests that urban families
should seldom be involved with extended kin -- at least not regularly. And
there should be a substantial difference between rural and urban kinship
interaction. Until recently little empirical work had been done' to sub-!
stantlate or refute this point of view. Since the early 1950's, however,
research has revealed that the extended family still exists in urban areas
and performs a heterogeneous variety of services for the urban nuclear family,
whether it be working-class or middle-class. Sussman and Burchinal have

summarized the existing literature as follows:
, . ?

L

(1) Disintegration of the extended family in urban areas because of
lack of contact is unsuppor;ed and often the contrary situation is
found.... (2) Extended family get<togethers and joint recreational
activities with kin dominate the leisure time pursuits of urban
working-class members. (3) Kinship vigiting is a primary activity

of urban dwelling and outranks visitation patterns found for friends,
neighbors, and co-workers. (4) Among urban middle tlasses there is an

- 47
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almost universal desire to haveinteraction with extended kin. ... (5) The
family network extends between generational ties of conjugal units.
Some structures are-identified as sibling bonds, "occasional kin roups,"
family circles .and cousin clubs. These structures perform important’
recreational, ceremonial, mutual.aid, and often economic functions 35
The Bell and “Boat study and the Axelrod study (previously cited) both point
up the continuing significance of these urban kipship ties. The differentiated
(by economic status) samples of Bell and Boat do not differ substantially
from Axelrod's general Detroit sample in extent of kinship interaction. From
427 to 49% of each of the three samples met with relatives weekly, if not more
frequently. . From two-thirds to three-quarters saw relatives once-a month or
more often. In a study of four differing Los Angeles samples Greer found
that from 49% to 55% of his female subjects had interpersonal contacts with
kin at least yeekly; corresponding figures for once a month or more were
from 65% to 83%.36 All of his samples were relatively high income; and
the areas with larger families and fewer working women had the larger amount
of kin contact. In a study in Wilmington, Delaware Charles Tilly -found
comparable figures: 47% of his white- collar respondents and 54% of hig
blue~collar respondents reported one or more visits per week with kin. 7 Thus,
the Detroit, Los Angeles, San, Francisco and Wilmington studies have visiting
figures of roughly the same magnitude, with lower-status respondents tending
to have somewhat greater kin contact. More generally, Suséman and Slater
report findings on a random sample in the Cleveland SMSA; about 81% of their
families were found to be socially integrated with some kin in the Cleveland
area. No more than 25% of the families were isolated froem kin with regard
to any 41mens}on of interactign: telephone communications, visits, letters,
help received, or help given. :
Studies of blue-collar and working-class families have emphasized
the overwhelming importance of kin to such families. A graphic picture
of a kin-dojinated society can be seen in Gans' The Urban Villagers, Kerr's
The Beople of\Ship Street, Berger's Working-Class Suburb, or Dotson's New
Haven study.3? For example, Dotson found that 30% of his working-class .
families spent all of their szare time with kin; over half tegularly visited
with some of their .relatives. Berger's extensive study of a working-class
suburban area revealed that kin contacts comprised the bulk of sociability
activities; about half of his sample vlsited with their kin "very often."
In fact, he quotes’ one blue-collar respondent who said: "I don't think it
pays to have a lot of friends -- maybe because we have so many relatives.”
Moreover, studies of urban areas in Europe have also found extensive kin
.relations persisting among urban working classes. 42 Tyo studies of English
working-class families have indicated that 70% to IOOA have regular or
occasional meetings with their kindred. Mogey found that regular kinship
contact/ was most extensive in the inner city of Oxford. In a study of an
East*London working-class borough researchers found very extensive particis
pation in kin groups. E?r example, 31% of the men in their sample and 55%
of the women had seen .their mother in the last twegﬁx_fpyr hours. Contact .
with /fathers and siblings was almost as extensive.
. But what of research on kinship tieg of black families? Blumberg and
Bell report & study of 133 recent black migrants (females) to Philadelphia. 45

v
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About 88% of the respondents had relatives in the Philadelphia area; in
. fact, nearly two-thirds said they migrated there because of friends and
relatives. Nearly half of these recent migrants reported that they visited
with close relatives at least ohce a week, slighly less than two*tbirds said
they saw them at least once a month or more often. Relatjves were very
important in their move; 37% named relatives as first sources of information
about housing.46 Likewise Kiser found that relatives and friends were impor-
tant 8ponsors of migration for blacks from St. Helena.4’ Iilly and Brown
found that nearly half of their nonwhite respondents had migrated under the
auspices of friends and relatives; approximately one-third mentidned relatives
as very important reasons for their migration to Wilmington, Delaware,48
One Detroit study, previously noted, explicitly examined.the extent .

of kinship contacts for urban Negro respondents. In Detroit 89% of the black
sample had relatives living there, and about 65% of the total sample saw

them weekly. Proximity was also found to be relakad to contact; "of the
respondents with relatives living in Highland Park 85 percent of whites and
Negroes see relatives at least once a week." L - ’

Essentially similar to the Detroit findings, 84.2% of the Roxbury area

sample has relatives in the Boston area (Table 3:10). Somewhat:less than
two-thirds had from one to three relatives in the area, while nearly a )
quarter had four or more here. While 16% of the Boston Negro sample had no
relatives in the Boston area, 11% of the Detroit Negro. sample and 12% of

the Philadelphia Negro sample reported no relatives in their respective
areas.?0 These figures show a remarkable similarity.

TABLE 3:10

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBWTION OF RELATIVES
BQSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

. [y . D
Number of Relatives in Boston Percentage of Respondents
0 15.8%
1-3 - . 61.7
4-5 ) 8.3
6 or more 14.2
Total 100.0%

The mean number of relatives in the Boston area was 2.6 This is quite
surprising in view af the fact that, of all urban ethnic families, blacks in
northern areas tend to be recent arrivals. Approximately half of the sample
have migrated to the Roxbury area sihce 1950; three-quarters have come since
the beginning of World War II. If any families could be expected to be isolated
from their kin, these predominantly southern and relatively recent migrants
would be the ones. The data do not support this expectation; im fact,
. ngy seem to refute the contention that the typical black (nuclear) family is
olated from its kin.o-

The intensity of these kinship ties is of ‘utmost importance. The weaker
the bonds are, the more weighty the social change argument about "the weakening
of the bonds of kinship. n31l° of .course, a better way to examine change would be

¢
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a before-and-after (inter-city) migration study of kinship contacts, but

this has so far proved impracticable. Table 3:11 indicates the intensity of
kinship contacts cross-tabulated by proximity for the Qbston respondents. The
coding for contact‘with each relative listed by the respondent was similar

.to that fer friends, running from O (!'never see'") to 6 ("three times a week

or more often"). The codes far cach relative .were summed* to get total »
bracket,. scores (such as all kin withln 500 feet) and to get an overall

* intensity score. .

TABLE 3:11 . - .
PERCENTAGE OF BOSTON RESPONDENTS AT SEVERAL LEVELS OF ¢
INTERACTION WITH KIN: BY DISTANCE OF KIN FROM RESPONDENT ,
‘ ' (N=120) .
N

Intensity Score

. a
None 5 or 6-15 lﬁ.or Total
' Less - More
n. t
Kin Living
Within .
500' radius ) 90.87% 0.0 8.3 .8 99.9%
2000' radius 80.0% 9.2 10.0 .8 +100.0%
1l mile radius 61.7% 10.8 22.5 5.0 100.0%
2 mile radius . - 58.3% 19.2 19.2 3.3 100.0%
In Boston SMSA 80.8% 10.0 6.7 2.5 100.0%
Outside Boston SMSA 0.0% 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0%
v .
Total Area (All .
Brackets) 18.3% _17.5 38.3 25.8 99,9%-

The overall mean contact was 11.17; in the case of a typical respondent this
usually means more than weekly contact with one relative and weekly or
monthly contact with several other relatives. 52 " About a quarter of the sample
are involved in extensive kinship networks, a few with as many as ten
relatives seen quite often. The bulk of the sample falls into the 6-15
intensity of interaction level, and about one-fifth are truly isolated from
kin. Only one family actually had kin in the area with whom they did not
interact at all.

* It is rather difficult to compare these data in ,any detail with the
findings of Blumberg and Bell or Meadow. The only way to compare these
. black Bostonians is to use the comparable intensity score for one weekly
contact or more with one relative; this would be a score of 5 or 6., Since
a 5 or 6 score could be gained by seeing two (or more) relatives less often
than weekly, perhaps it would be bgst just to compare those who had a score of

[}
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6 or greater. The number of those with a 6 which means Tess than weekly
contact with two or more relatives is likely to be offset by the number with
a 5 score who should be counted as seeing kin weekly. In any event, 64% of
the sample had an iftensity score of 6 or greater This figure is roughly
the same percentage as Meadow found in Detroit.' In both cases, ‘nearly
two-thirds saw relatives once a week or more often; about 19% of the Boston
sample and 14% of the Detroit sample seldom, or never, met with their relatives. 53
The latter figures include those who have no relatives in either area,
Regearch by Meadow and Sussman, among others, indicates that the closer
the relatives live, the more intensive the interaction; or, perhaps, the more
intensive, the greater the_propinqui;y.5 In any event, the proximity corre-

., . lation does seem to be borne out for the Boston sample. Table 3:12 indicates

unspecified for this, predominantly‘w&{ff\jjéple

that the average intensity of contact is greatest for those r&latives in the .
one-block bracket. Mean intensity declines somewhat beyond that point.. The
proximity phenomenon becbmes a bit clearer when the number of relatives is
percentaged cumulatively|across the spatial categories, pe

TABLE 3:12

PROXIMITY AND NUMBER OF KIN ﬁk
BOSTON BLACK SAMPLE (N=12p)

T

Number Cumulative Mean Intensity of
of Kin Percentage Contact
Per Relative

.
Kin Living . ’
Within :

500' radius 14 4.8% 6.0
2000'. radius 37 17.5 4.9
1 mile radius 102 ¢ 52.5 4.4
2 mile radius . 90 83.3 4.2
In Boston SMSA . 49 100.0 3.9
0.0

Outside Boston SMSA R 0 100.0%

A majority of all kin living in Boston live within a one-mile radius of the
respondent; only 177 of the relatives live beyond the two-mile limit. Plotting
the addresses of the 292 relatives listed by these Roxbury area respondents
revealed that only ten live outside the Roxbury-Dorchester-South End area; -
thus% about 97% of the kin of these Boston Negro families live within the
ghetto ahd its immediate fringe.

" It hds been found that the giving and receiving of aid between relatives
is very important. - Important types of aid given and received have included
baby-sitting,help during illness, financial aid, help with housework, and
business advice. One Detroit study reported that 3Q7% of their female re-
spondents had given financial aid to a relative; 12% had reteived buginess
advice.?? The time period within which this aid was exchanged was left

~
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. TABLE 3:13
K : RELATIVES AND MUTUAL AID
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) ' \
.
0y Question A2 ’ Question,Bb ’ “\
Number of Times . — ‘
' ] Number of ' Number of
: { Respoqdents Percentage Respondents Percentage
i‘ ' "
None . T 9% 78.3% 91 75.8% i
Oncé 6 . 5.0 9 7.5
Two or more times 20 16.7 20 16.7
Total 120 160.0% 120 100.0%

F 4 . . \

%Question A; "How many times in the last year have you given money
to a relative who was in financial trouble?".

Question B: "How many times in thgilast year have you gotten personal
or business advice from a relative?"

The Roxbury area subjects were asked how many times they hsg given financial
aid and received personal or business advice from a relative; '"in the last
year" was the time span specified. Twenty-two percent reported having given
aid at least once to a relative in financial trouble; 247% reported having
received personal or business advice. The figure for financial aid does
not appear to be greatly different from that of Sharp and Axelrod, The
lower percentage. having given financial aid may be a function of the shorter
time period specified.for the Roxbury area sample; the difference on giving
advice between the Boston sample and the Detroit sample may be due to the
inéIhgion of personal .advice in the question. In regard to these two rather
specific -- by no means ‘exhaustive -- types of interpersonal aid the Roxbury

. area sample seems to be almost as involved with their kin as the general
Detroit sample. One additional piece of information also suggests that

relatives are important in times of a minor crisis, such as a move: about B
487 of the Roxbury area respondents received aid from their kin in moving into
their present home or apartment. ) N

That ethnic slum, or ghetto, dwellers are enmeshed in 'peer group"
sociability is the suggestion of Herbert Gans from his research in Boston's
West End. By "'peer group" he means a group based primarily on ties of
kinship and composed of relatives of roughly the same age and life cycle.56
Siblings and cousins of the bdsic married couple, gether with their husbhands -
and wives, are the centrgl nucleus of the\péer grdup. Godparents and friends'
are members, but participate less, frequently. _Gans' illuminating account of

.. 52 ,
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the peer group gives no indication of either Ehe percentage of West End kin
. groups which were predominantly compofed of "peer" relatives ‘or the extent
of participation in such groups by the.Italian population.
A rélevant tabulation drawn from the Roxbury area data on kinship”
can be seen in Table 3:14. . . N\ : ' ‘ N

] L d

. . TABLE 314 ., . ' o

""NONPEER'" VERSUS "PEER" RELATIVES
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

1]

4

Number Seen ' Number Seen Once
,Once a Month Percent a Week or More Percent
Peer Relatives” - 163 647, 114 62%
Nonpeer Relatives .91 36 70 38
- Total * ' 254 100% 1184 100%

\ - g \ v &

'These black respondents listed 254 relatiyes as being seen once a month or
‘more; 184 were listed as being seen once a week or more. In each case
nearly two-thirds,of those relatives listed were "peer" relatives in Gans
sense of the term, that is, of roughly the same ‘age and generation as the

, respondent., In addition, individual tabulations indicated that a majority
of the Boston respondents were involved in a kinship network composed of.
60% or more peer relatives; over one-third of the respondents were involved
in a group which was 75% to 100% "peer" group in character. -These data on
black (primarily working-class) respondents would seém to’ bear out Gang'
contention that kin-centered peer group society is a reflection of working-
class orientation rather than just an Italian value system. ‘

Conclusion ,

Four important research questions, noted at the beginnning of this
chapter, can now 'be re-examined: (1) What is the extent of intimate
social interaction for black residents? (2) What-is the intensity (frequency)
of this interaction? (3) How does this extensiveness and intensity of parti-
cipation compare with other relevant studiqs of white and black samples? and
(4) To what degree is this intimtate social interaction restricted to the
black ghetto and its fringes? These are very important empirical questions,
since various theorists of the city and of its black subcommunities have
spoken of both in terms of their anonymity, impersomality, and social dis-

' organization. The data on the Boston sample; composed of relatively large, |
low- and middle-income black{families, clearly argue against this contention.
Whether one examines friendshiﬁ,fneighboring, or kinship patterns, it must
be admitted that these urban respondents are generally not isolated.from
intimate social ties. -They average about three friends apiece; and they
typically see two of these three several times a week, if not daily. In fact,
several have a very large number of friendship ties, a féw with as many as

-
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ten or eleven friends. These data compare quite favorably with studies of whites.
In addition to this iendship interaction, these same black respondents also
maintain regular ties with, on the_ average, 2.6 relatives beyond their immediate
family; they usually see these relatives rather frequently, one or two typically
being visited at least weekly. Surprisingly enough, in light of what is often -
said about isolation from kin of cofitemporary urbanités, Well over three-guarters
of these black families do .have relatives in the Boston area; and nearly half of
them received aid from these reletives in moving into their current apartments.
The data on kinship ties presentia picture broadly similar to' that of studies
of working-class whites. Nor is ‘meighboring nonexistent for these female re-
spondents .Two-thirds of them have] done some visiting in their neighbors' homes,
and they appear to be even less ipolated from their neighbors than whites in
certain higher-income areas have peen found to be. Three-quarters consider their
area a neighborhood and tend to ske it in personal terms, while nine-tenths
of them believe it to be their dufy to come to the aid of a nigh-dweller when he or
she 1is incapacitated by illness. ‘

» The fourth question, "To whaf extent is this informal interaction restricted
to the ghetto area and its fringep?", ;aises the basic issue of the effect™of a
ghetto area upon its inhabitants. In,ﬁggton s. West End, Gans found that his
Italian working-class respongents were intimately involved in informal social
relationships, centered around kih-based peer group societies. But these_were
, whites whq are not as likely to hemmed, in by discrimination as black families.
In addition to heing working-class, the Roxbury area sample is Negro. Although
Gans gives little indication of the exiBtence of friendship and kinship ties
beyond the West End, it is likely} that they did exist to a greater extent than
they do for Negro respondents, are more severely red by. their color. -
It is plausibte, then, to see thg black ghetto as intensi ying those sqQciability
characteristics of working-class {l1ife which Gans, and others, have discovered.
This is borne out by two importart statistics from the Roxbury ‘area sample.
Approximately 95% of the 350-pl friends of these black respondents reside
within the Roxbury-Dorchester-Soyth End area, an area with a core of extremely
‘segregated census fracts surroun ed by somewhat less segregated, but still
concentrated, tracts. And approjimately 97% of the 300-plus relatives of these
Negro families also live within the general ghetto area.

Both of these figures stiongly suggest the effect of segregation and
concurrent proximity factors upoh the social ties of black families. Iheir
friendship and kinship ties are fargely encapsulateg*~but ghetto restriction
should not be construed to mean solation, impersonality, or disorganizatioﬁ’
Intimate personal ties are mainfained even within the ethnic slum. The failure
to see these positive aspects of ghetto social life, particulafiy friendship and
kinship interlinkage, can seriously bias the attitudes of those" who anl at a

¥

policy level with what is usually termed "slum disorganfzation." For example,

in a Puerto Rican slum ‘the gctivities of social workers, insensitive to slum

social organization, actuafT}\increased the distress and social disorganization /
of the families involved. 58 Thus policy based on the "slum as disgrganization"
pictures of Knupfer, Myrdal, or Clark can itself act as a self- fulfilling

prophecy .. ae . . ) '
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CHAPTER IV

' VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS

a
-

X Ever since Alexis de Tocquevilke reported on the fhportance of voluntary
associations in the United States in the 1830's, social historians and sociol~ -
ogists have devoted important time to studying ‘the proliferation of such"
igsOCiations. One of the significant issues with which sociologists inferesteq

secondary organizations have been concerned is the argument that secondary

ties, including voluntary associational ties, have replaced primary social relation-
ships for the typical urban dweller.l As noted previously, Wirth's contention

that the urban social ‘way of 1ifé ‘is characterized by the "substitution of secon-
dary for primary contacts" has been echoed by various writers on community life
and urban 80ciety.2 Many such writers see. contemporary urbanites as caught up
in a complex world of sécoﬁdary ties, including participation in a plethora of
voluntary associations. However, national sample surveys-have presented evidence
which geriously challenges this point of view, generally suggesting the direct
opposite: that a majority of contemp0k3£y urbanites do not maintain extensive
- associational ties. . ‘ . R '

Hausknecht has reported in great|detail the results of a 1955 NORC poll.

His figures indicate that the often cited extensiveness of associational member-
ship in this country cannot, on the w ole, be substantiated with survey data.

Only 36% of the national sample belonged to one or more voluntary associations,
including ancillary church organizatidns; only 16% belonged to two or more.
However, it should be noted that this |poll excluded formal church memberships

and labor union memberships in its tabulations. An AIPO poll conducted a year
earlier turned up similar results.3 The foregoing data are based upon a national
sample of respondents from all types of raral and urban aread. Hausknecht has
also analyzed the AIPO poll data by size of community. Contrary te what one .
might predict from the Witth pogition about the increasing extensiveness of
voluntary association membership as the character of an area becomes increasingly
urban, ‘the AIPO data indicate that as the size and urbanism of a community
‘increase, the percentage of residents involved in associations actually decreases.
Of metropolitan dwellers 53% belong to no associations'; but-only 32% of small ]
town citizens are not s0 inclined.# At this point the relatively'low degree of
urbanite contact with voluntary associations is evident; integration into the
social grid through this type of secondary contact does not exist for a ma jority
of metropolitan residents. ! : .

For our purposes here two further réclassifications Qf the poll data are
important: (1) What do the poll data indicate about the associational ties of
low-income metropolitan residents? (2) What do the poll data show about black
contacts with volungéry aggociations? Fortunately both classifications have been
- made by Hausknecht.’ Hausknecht's data indicate cleaxly, that the pocket of

’
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least interest in voluntary associations is to be found.in the lower income sections
of urban areas. Of metropolitan residents (those in cities with populations of
50,000 or more) making less than $3,000, some 63% of low-income persons do not N
belong to voluntary associations. The figure is 42% for smaller urban areas. >
Since ghetto areas, such as the Roxbury area, include a predominance of low-
income families, one would predict from these poll data that associational link}
of Roxbury area residents would be less than for more affluent Americans, 50-70%
of whom Hausknecht found involved in voluntary asgsociations. ’

It is also instructive to examine national poll data by race and-tommunity
gize, as well as by income and community size, However, cross-classifications
of this type have not been done. The only cross-tabulation which exists is a
breakdown by race.of respondent. Table 4:1 indicates the findings of a 1955
NORC survey of individual ‘memberships,

TABLE 4:1

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIP
(NORC 1955)2

/ : Pegeeﬁé Belénging to

g None One or More Total
For Individuals (NORC, 1955) - -
] Black . 73% 27 . 100%

" White : ‘ 63% 37 100%

2Condensed and adepted from Hausknecht, op. cit., p. 62.

¥

It can be seen from these national data that in the mid-1950's 10%
more black individuals ghan whites belong to no associations at all. The
percentage of black individuals who belong to no associations is very high .
(73%). Data from a comparable AIPO poll also indicate this same direction of.
difference, although the magnitude of the difference is less.® If the data were
available for black respondents, one would also expect to find membership to vary
with community size and income, effects noted previously for the general sample.
Several studies of black commiinities, such as Black Metrqpolis, Deep South,
and Blackways of Kent, have touched on the question of voluntary association
memberships of Negroes. In Deep South Davis and the Gardners virtually
neglect social organization beyond classes and cliques, except for an occasional
reference to the existence of fraternal clubs and churches.’ No data are provided

v — - ' 60 \ ' - . ,




on either the intensity or the extensiveness of these memberships. Blackways
of Kent is a study of a small black community in the South. There some general
obgervations on the extent of voluntary association are made:  more than two-
thirds of the black:. adults had no organizational ties-other than the church;
those really active in assoclations were even fewer. Abdut 60% held active
church memberships.8 . oo , 3.

Black Metropolis, a study of Chicago's black comnunity, allocates somewhat
more space to an impressionistic discussion of voluntary associations within -
the black community. The predominant concern there is with the "black bour-
geoisie,”" the rather small middle class:

. ¥ Middle-class individuals aref great "joiners" and "belongers," and these
organizations assume a special importance in a community where family
backgrqund is not too important. They are organs by which aggressive
individuals rise in-the world and confirm their status.?- )

The authors discuss the proliferation of middle-class clubs and the extensivenbss

of lower-class sect-churches in €Chicago's Bronzeville, as well as upper-class

domination of the NAACP and the Urban League. However, the extent of associational
membership in the community is difficult to assess on the basis of their un-
focussed analysis. On the order of 307 of lower-class adults in Bronzeville seem
to be affiliated with churches. Otherwise, the lower class belongs to very few
formal organizations.l0 No estimate_is\made for the extent of middle-class parti-
cipation in social clubs, but the impression is that the ma jority of middle-class
blacks are affiliated with s¥ch social clubs; no data are provided for other

types of associational ties. 1 The data for the upper class are even more- hazy;

most of them seem to belong to upper-class ¢lubs, fraternities, sororities, and

he NAACP.12 0on the whole, the organizational picture aof the lowest-income

groups in Kent and Bronzeville does appear to agree with the poll data for

Negroes in the 1953 and 1955 national samples (NORC). .

, Only two studies, to my knowledge,.have attempted to syStematically in-
vestigate voluntary association memberships for black Americans and provi@e'

some statistical detail. One of these two studies was devoted to the questions

of (1).the extent to which blacks affiliate with formal voluntary associations ’

and (2) the variations in patterns of membership by social categories.l3 Using

a sample randomly chosen from the Negro ghetto, Babchuk and Thompson found that

three out of every four blacks interviewed were affiliated with at least one

voluntary association, even excluding church and union membership. Only 20%of
black skilled workers and 35% of unskilled workers were non-members, as compared
with the NORC poll's 737 figure for black respondents (excluding church and union
membership) .14 Babchuk and Thompson suggest, that the striking differences

between their results and the NORC poll may be due to the inclusion of rural

respondents in the national sample. They conclude that thefr findings strongly

support Myrdal's point that Negroes belong to more voluntary associations than
whites.®> 'A second study of associational memberships was done in the Highland

Park area of Detroit, Michigan. Agdin emphasizing black-white comparisons,

Meadow found that her small sample of predominantly female heads of household

distributed their memberships (including church and union memberships) as follows:

(1) no memberships, 31.6%; (2) one bership, 34.2%; (3) two memberships,

23.7%; and (4) three or more, 10.5%7 She found that church or church-related

organization memberships accounted for 60% of the memberships of the blacks in )

the Detroit gample.16
61 Va

.




49

The questiOnnaires given to black respondents in Boston included questions
on both wife's and husband's organizations. Babchuk and Thompson report number
of memberships by sex, but they do not report on the intensity of the member-
ships or in any detail on the types of organjzations; and Meadow does not report
on gsekx differentiation or intensity, although™she does report a breakdown on
the types of organizational memberships.

Table 4:2 summarizes “the findings of five studies which included black
respoqgents The two AIPO and NORC national samples include both urban and
rural blacks, while the other three samples included only urban residents.

It should be noted that the definition of "voluntary association membership"
varies from sample to sample. Table 4:4 is arranged in order of inclusivenéss,
the ‘studies with the least inclusive definitions at the bottom. The NORC p011
and the Lincoln, Nebraska study did npt include church%or union affiliations
as constituting memberships.: The AIPO poll.included union memberships but
excluded church affiliation. The Detroit étudy and our Boston study included
'96th church and union memberships as types of associational membership

An additional complication in interpreting Table 4:2 is the varying sexual
character of the sdmples. The national polls and .the Lincoln study included
males and females in the sample,.while the Detroit sample included a few males.
Only female respondents were interviewed in the-Boston study. However, even
with this complication four of the samples seem to have roughly the same order
or magnitude of non-membership.- The Boston and Detroit samples are the closest
in character and in distribution of memberships, with 72% of the former and 68%
of the latter maintaining associational ties. The AIPO poll flas a somewhat
larger figure for non-membership. The inclusion of church membership in its
survey probably would have brought its non-membership percentage down around
the level of that for the Boston and Detroit samples. Had the NORC poll included
church and union membership, its large percentage of non-membership would
also have been reduced, perhaps down to the same order as that for the AIPO,
Boston- and Detroit samples

Aj ’
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- TABLE 4:2 .

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIPS OF BLACK INDIVIDUALS:
EVIDENCE FROM FIVE SAMPLES ;

. ) Percent Belonging to’ J Lo
None One Two or Total ’
. More
NORC National Poll? : 737 18 9 100% .
Lincoln, Nebraska‘St:udyb 25% --~ 75--- 100% - ‘
AIPO National Poll€ a4 ' 46% 36 18 100%°
Detroit, Michigan Study 32% - 34 34 100%
Boston Studye ' ' 28% 46 26 100%
: #Hausknecht, op. cit., p. 62. Excludes church and union

memberships.

bBabchuk and Thompson, op. cit., p. 650% Excludes church and '
union memberships. :

9Hausknpcht, op. cit., .p. 63. Excludes church memberships.
dMeadow, op. cit., p. 326. Incluées church and union member-
ships. -

eIncludes church and union memberships. ’

Taking these various factors into consideration, it appears that the samec
~rough order of magnitude for non-membership characterizes these four sampléds.
* The one notable éxception to this pattern is the Lincoln, Nebraska sample,
The figure of 25% non-membership in the Table 1 the lowest for all five
samples. Even this percentage is misleading, since it excludes church and:
tnion membership. Acéording to Babchuk and ?Ezzziggf%gly—IZ.S% of the Lincoln
sample were not members of a church organizati his finding does not - °
jibe very well with any of the other findings on associational membership;
it may be that the black community of Lincoln is unique in its organizational
structure. It is, at the very least, substantially smal%gr (c. 3,000) than
the Negro populations of Detroit and Boston (c. 60,000) . :
. The Lincoln study, however unique it may be, did examine sexual differences
in associational membership. Males were more likely than females to belong to
- one or more associations.l In the Boston sample, by contrast, the males werc
somewhat less likely.than femalcs to have one or more associational member- /
ships: males, 56.8%; females, 71.7%. However, the Boston data on male
participation comes from the wife's report on her husband's organizations;
wives may have underestimated the estent of their husbands' participation,
perhaps through ignorance. g ¢ '
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Most of the research on voluntary associations has dealt primarily with

the number or extensity of memberships. The crucial relationship of extensity
to intensity has only occasionally becen measured even for whites; a few studies
of white samples give some clues to the intensity of orgarizational ties for °
urbanites. For example, Scott found in his Vermont sample that the frequency
of attendance for each associational membership held was about one time per
month. Other measures of intensity indicated an associational "elite': the
holding of officerships and committeeships was the work of only a few in the
community; and 6% of the members paid about 49% of the total expenditures of their
organizations.20 The Detroit Area Study also found that 24% of their associa-
tional members did not even attend meetings; and 72% had not given any time

to their organizations within the last three months.2l The Boston study seems
to be the first research attempt to investigate intensity of activity in -
organizations for an adult sample of black respondents, As noted previously,
over two-thirds of these female respondents belonged to one or more organiza-
tions. However, the impact of organizational participation upon opinions,
norms, and behayior of the individual probably varies directly with the amount
of time which he or she spends in the organization. , In coding the Boston

study data each organization listed by the respondent was scored one point for
membership, two points for attendance, three points for monetary contribution,
and four points for holding some associational office. 22 Thus the maximum intensity
score for any one organization would be ten. .

, ~ Perhaps a comparison with a study using a similar measure of parti-
cipation is in order. A recent study of Wilmington, Delaware gives g rough

idea of the average intensity of organizational contact for an urban sample
which included whites and nonwhita2s; the median participation score was 10.9

for the whole Wilmington sample, 6.5 for the blue-collar respondents and Do
21.4 for white-collar respondents.23 For the predominantly blue-collar

Boston sample the mean organizational participation score for individual female
respondents was 6.4, and for families (including husband's intensity scores)

it was 9.1. Thus, the magnitude of these participation scores is roughly
similar to that which Tilly found for his sample of blue-collar workers in
Wilmington, only S0% of whom were black. An intensity level of 6.4 typically
would mean that the respdndent was a member of one organization, attended its
meetings fa1r1y regularly, and regularly made some monetary contribution to

it. Generally she Would not be an officer in that organization. The mean exten-
sity score for the sample of black Bostonians was 1.09 -organizations per
respondent; an "average" female respondent in the Roxbury area sample would
' belong ‘to only one organization. The type of organization which reccives the
greater proportion of participation time is religious; activity,in the church
and its ancillary organizations consumes the overwhelming proportion of time
these Roxbury blacks have available for formal associations. This can be scen
in Table 4:3, which indicates the types of organizations in which the Boston
saiple were active. '
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TABLE 473

TYPES OF VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIPS
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

Type of Organization Mean Intensity Mean ExtensiEy
- Score ) Score
. Religious 4.0 0.68
Civic R 1.1 0.21
Business, Union
Professional 0.3 0.06 ,
Social, Recreational 0.9 0.13 j>

The mean number of membership in church and related organizations is .68 member-
ships; ‘the means for civic, business and social organizations are much smaller,
indicating their lesser significance in the social lives of these black re-
spondents. This point is further substantiated by data from another question
which asked for the extent of their contact with certain specified associa-
tional settings within the local community. Of the 120 respondents 947
reported that they had not gone to a local tavern in the last two months; and
97% of them had not 'visited an important local 'jazz joint".in the last two
months. In reply to' a question concerning participation in civil rights
meetings, 84% reported no participation at all., These percentages, indicating
a high degree of non-participation in certain types of secondary settings,
corroborate the data on participation in civic, business and social organi-
zations. ]

The previously mentioned Detroit study also examined types of organi-
zations for blacks urbanites. Using the Boston study categories, 60.5% .
of Detroit memberships _were religious, 16.27% were civic, 0% were business,
and 21% were "social."24 The Roxbury area sample was broadly similar, with
63.2% religious, 19.3% civic, 5.4% business, and 12.3% "social affiliations.23
Significant differences between the two appear in the business and social
categories, the Boston blacks having somewhat more business memberships and
somewhat fewer ''social' affiliations. ''Business' memberships include a few
Boston wives who are members of a union. - ‘

These findings on the types of organizations to which blacks in Detroit
and Boston belong suggest that,one contention made by B-bchuk and Thompson
in regard to associational memberships may be in error. On the basis of
their Nebraska data they have argued, following Myrdal,' that blacks are morc
active in associations, particularly "expressive' associations, than whites
because they are restricted from participation in the rest of society.
The data on associational ties in the Detroit and Boston studies give partial
support to this point. The Detroit sample figure for ope plus associational
membsrships (including church and union) for blacks was) 68%, and for whites,
59%. The Boston figures were similar: 72% for blackE, and for eighteen
comparable whites interviewed in connection with the hoﬂsing st?dy, 56%.

\
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It does seem for these three studies that blacks tend to belong to associations
somewhat more often than do whites. But Babchuk and Thompson, as well as Myrdal,
also contend that blacks are involved, beyond the church, almost exclusively

in expressive organizations, such as social-set clubs and recreational assoc-

iations. Neither Babchuk nor Myrdal gives/ more than impressionistic.data
to support this position.28 The Boston data suggest that a majority of
association%l ties are not to expressive organizations. In addition to
church membirships there were 48 other associational memberships listed by
members of the Roxbury housing sample. About two-thirds of these member-
ships were in instrumental associattoms, such as the PTA, Marksdale Tenants'
Association, and the Boardman parents' group, while one-third (excluding
church ties) were in associations which were primarily expressive, such as
social clubs and recreatioral leagues. Thus, memberships were two-to-one
in favor of instrumental associations. 1In addition, a reading of about firty
weeks' issues (August, 1964 to August, 1965) of the Roxbury Gity-News, now
called the Boston City-News, revealed the following breaKdown of voluntary
associations in the Roxbury area: (1) 30 c¢hurches and 4 church-related
organizations; (2) 45 civic and welfare organizations, including 11 civil
rights organizations; (3) 20 "social' ‘and recreational organizations, including
6 fraternities and sororities; and (4) 2 union or business organizations,
Altogether approximately 100 voluntary associations were mentioned, most
only two or three times over the whole year, although a few civil rights
organizations such as the NAACP and CORE were mentioned quite often. About one-
third of these associations were churches; 45% were welfare or civic organi-
zations, such as the South End Federation of Citizens' Organizations,
or civil rights organizations., Only 20% had a strictly "social' or recreational
cast. Again "instrumental" associations significantly outnumbered "expressive"
associations, if church memberships are excluded.

The argument in reference to membership in a church is more.difficult
to assess. Presumably church organizations are both instrumental and expres-
sive; the main-line Protestant and Catholic churches are certainly interested
in changing the outside world, as well as their own members. In addition, -
they provide an opportunity for their members to expresé%tﬁeir religious
emotions and gratify their own interests., Babchuk and Thompson assert that
rank-and-file blacks are more active in churches than whites; this they suggest
is due to the restrictive social environment. That black Americans are more
active is borne out by the studies cited above. In addition, they and others .
have argued that church attachments are made largely for expressive reasons;
often the extreme emotional self-expression indulgéd in by certain sect members
is taken taq be characteristic of the religious life of black Americans.30
However, the types of churches to which these urbanites belong have not been
systematically investigated. Impressionistic accounts have becn written
toncerning the proliferation of sects within minority communities, but little
systematic data are ‘available on the extent of participation on a community-
wide basis. Only 35% of chufch members in the Boston sample bé}ong to the
more expressive sectzf while 507% belong to the more traditional Catholic and
and Protestant churches. The sect members comprise a substantial proportion of
all church members, but they are not a majority, even of this, predominantly
low-income sample. Be that as it may, the question of the function of any
church membership, whether in a _sect or an orthodok phurch; for black Americans
is still open. Church services may or may not serve a morg expressive or

it
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cathartic function for blacks than they do for- comparable whites. This remains

to be investigated. . )

AN

Conclusion

. .
. .
: ¥ R

P
. .

The discussion in this chapter has come to grips with one very important
secondary link.into the urban ‘social life: , voluntary association membefship}
Such membership, or the lack of it, has been a point of controversy, both
for students of urban life in general and for students of black communities.
The general problem can be stated as follows: Is the typical urbanite caught
up in a complex world- of associational ties? The general evidence indicates -
that a majority of urbanites are not members of voluntary assoeiations, with’
the possible exception of a church.,K Associations may abound in the city, but
their members are usually a minority of a .given urban population. In addition
to the general issue, other researchers, such as Babchuk and Myrdal, have’
argued that black Americans are the greatest "joiners" of all urbanites.

The Boston data do offer someé support for the argument that black .
urbanites’ belong tG‘somewhag more associations than white urbanites; but the
differential is not striking, nor is it in the few other studiaes of black '
and white urbanites. Otherwise the overall picture of asgsociational activity .
for these black regpondents is comparable with the one cqnveyed by Komarovsky's
and Hausknecht's data on urban whites -- general non-participation. Excluding
church membership, a majority do not beYong to voiuntary agsociations. In .
fact 287% belong to no associations'whatever; and the ‘membershipg of the
remaining 72%-are predominantly church affiliations, a ¥act supporting the gen-
eral argument about the significance of the church for black respondents. Ex-
cept for the church, voluntary associations seem-. to play a much less important ' .
role in the lives of a majority of the blaék‘ieéponqedfs thar the primary social
ties discussed in the previous chapter; this points up the greater communica-
tive significance of those primary ties. ) e ‘

Myrdal and Babchuk, amopg others, have also argued' that the characteristic- ,
type of association to which black, joiners belong'is "expressive," a. term : .
" almost equivalent to "pathological' in thei%‘discussions{ Some impressionistic
data have been presented in suppd?t of this argument, but’ the gignificgnce ¢ *f
of expresSive organizations in the overall associational life of the whole ’
black community is still a-moot,questi{n- At least’ for the Boston sample,
representative as it is of relatively large families in the low- and low- -
middle income brackets, data on non-church affiliations indicate a two-to-one X
ratio in favor of memberships which are pximérily instrumental. ,In contrast
to the arguments of Myrdal and Babchuk, it appears more probdble that the
characteristic associational membership in a black community, bracketing,the
question of church membership, is primaril& instrumental.’ the argument in
regard to expressive significance of .church memberships is more difficult to
assess. Admittedly, a majority of the church members in the Boston sample
do not belong to fhe‘extremely expressive gects but to main-line Protestant
and €atholic churches. This fact at least points up the need to reexamine .
the uspal image of black American religious life in urban areas. S

An additional issue, also raised in the preceding chapter, relates to
the degree of encapsulation of the social ties of blacks within a ghetto’
community. Plotting the addresses of those organizations listed by the .
respondents ingofar aé_theirtnrecisenqu alloys it to be done fndicates that - .
almost all associational memberships are limited to the Roxbury-Dorchester.-

South End area. Although the data on this point are 'not complete, they do

67 ' '

¥

’
. . )




N
o

convey the image ofgblack housewives limiting their assaciational memberships’

the ghetto area. ne are members .of cify-wide Democratic political commi-
ttees or civic asso \ia ions,

Theiy assotiational ties appear to"be encap-
sulated and dutside |

ty-wide centers of decision-making. Additional, and’
usually more tenuous, contacts with secondary organizations, including more
impersonal settings han the typical voluntary association’meeting, will K
be examined in the neﬂt chapter; the data there corroborate this phenomenoa ]
of the general restriction of activities to the black community, There is a

' great need for further research on the extensiveness of Negro associational
ties and particularly on the sgggificance which these ties have in the lives
of black respondents and in the associational life of the city as a whole.
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FOOTNOTES j

S~ -+ (Chapter IV) ' T

11t should be noted that voluntary aséociaqional membefbhip.represents

only one importadnt type of secondary contact., A list of other types would
include participation in a work setting, participation in government, contact
with social agencies, and contact with such prganizations as libraries and
museums. Nevertheless, voluntary association ties do seem to be one of the most
important types of secondary coBtact for female respondents in tifat such contact
often provides'an‘environment for the making (and sustaining) of strong inter-
personal ties; in this sense associations can occasiodhlly be a bridge to
primary sociai ties. (Vide Bell and Boat, op. cit,) An additional justi- |,

- fication for focussing upon this type of secondary’ tie is the growing body I

" of literature available for comparative purpose . . Chapter V will examine
certain other types of secondary contact for which dafa are available.. .

' ‘ZWirth, "Urbanifsm as a Way of Life,”" loc. cit., pp.20-21;.Stein, op. cit.,; ~%h\‘
Nisbet, op. cit.; apd Marcuse, op. cit.  _
: ) -

-

3Hausknecht, 02.>cit., P. 23. ' } . ' . \

4 ‘.

'Ibi3¥, P. 26. Komarovsky's data for New York City are similar. Vide
Mirra Komarovsky, '"The Voluntary Associations of. Urban Dwellers," American -

Sociological Review, 11 (1946), 686-698. )

,,SHausknecht, op. cit.
. t >
®bid., p. 62. . o i

. B “ i
. 7Davisr, Gardner, and Gatdner,,op. cit., pp.' 249ff., - .

8 }
L LeWiS, OQ. Cit-, ‘ppl 285ff-
9Drake and Cayton, op. cit., IL:“669. ,

101bid. " pp. 612¢f.

< - llibid., pp. 688ff.

121b1d., pp. 5338, © . - ' /
: ) 13Babchuk éhd Thompson, op, cit. ‘
., 41b1d., p. 650. . ] ) '
Lo1bid., pp. 652£f. \ ’
. ’ igM;a§ow;-oE. cit.; p. 326.

’

lJBabchuk and Thdmpson, op. cit., p. 651. .




181p14d., p. 649.

Vrbid., p. 652. . , .-

. ] ! . .
20John Scott, Jr., "Membership and “Participation in Voluntary Associations,'

American Sociological Review, 22 (1957), 324f.

2lpetroit Area Study, A Social Profile of Detroit (Ann Arbor: “ Yniversity
of Michigan Press, 1952), cited in Babchuk and Thompson, op. cit., p. 649.

221he organizational scale used in the follow-up interviews is a revised
Qersion,qf Cbapinfs original social participation'scalej F. Stuart Chapin,
"Social Participation and Social Intelligence," American Sociological Review,
4 (1939), 157-168. . .o

i 23Tilly, Migratidn to a American City,-lod.‘cit., p. 33. Tilly's scoring
'of this scale allowed a few extra points for committee members who were also
officers; otherwise the scoring was the same. This method of scoring would
give higher scores for only a few Boston respondents and consequently would
not significantly affect the mean.

4

'24Meadoﬁ, op. cit., p. 327. . - -
- .
25The figure for church membership, as well as for non-participation,
which Rubin reports for a mixed (white-Negro) Roxbury sample appears to be
roughly equivalent ta ours. Morton Rubin, '"Negro Migration and Adjustment
in Bostop" (unpublished manuscript, Northeastern University, 1963), pp. 4-3
and 4-5, ° - . . .

\ .
26Babchuk‘and Thompson, op. cit., pp. 652ff. The term "instruméntal" is .
defined by Babchuk to refer to groups which are formed to achieve "a change
in some segment of society'; "expressive" groups are organized to "express
or satisfy the interests of their members."

%
27Meadow, op. cit., p.326.

szébchuk and Thompson, op. cit., pp.‘652ff; and Myrdal, op. cit.,
II, 953ff. ’ ' )

¢
-

291bid., pp. 654E. . o

30¢ct, blark, op. cit., pp. 174f; to a certain extent Myrdal (loc. cit.)

shares this position. :
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CHAPTER V

' TERTIARY PARTICIPATION ‘

¢

N s

The social contacts of urbanites range from intimately perédnal Eies
with friends and relatives, through yvoluntary association links, to a variety
of less intimate contacts with other people in relgtively ephemeral and
impersonal situations "Tertiary participation" will hereafter be used to

® refer to two basic types of urban participation involving such tenuous social

contacts: (1) commercial trips and recreational ventures, including such
things as shopping and visiting mhseums,l'and (2) para-sscial contact with
the mass media. The term “tertiary," admittedly covering a potpourri of
social contacts, is. used here primarlly as an organizing device,, although it
.does have some theoretical justification. Stein and other contemporary neo-
"Wirthians have been préﬁccupied Q§§h an image of the .impersonal city.“ As
‘they have viewed it, impersonal and ephemeral social contacts are the lot of.
the typical urban res{dent‘ for them such contacts are of central, not ter-
tiary significance’ .

However, recent rejections of the Wirthian view, citing extensive research
evidence, have pointed up.the predominant significance of intimate personal
relationships for urban dwellers .3 These. social contacts involve strong bonds
of mutual interdependence and mutual obligations, such as the Sharing'bf aid
and advice. Voluntary agsociational ties tend to be of secandary importance
to these same urbanites, although they too provide the milieu in whiech mutual
obligations develop between individuals and persist over time. The suggestion
Jere i8'that tertiary ties arxe, as their name suggests, of third importance
in the social lives of urbanites. 'They usually provide weak and ephemeral con-
tacts between individuals; they seldom allow individuals to develop continuing
strong mutual obligations to one- another as individuals. One example of the
lesser significance of these .ties would be the ephemeral reaction.of an individ-
ual to a message of approval (or disapproval) from someone in these impersonal

.., 81tuations, such as a museum visitor or TV personality, as compared with his
“more profound reaction to a similar message from a close friend or relative.

Certainly some communication occurs in these tertiary situations; and the

“active individual does at least become familiar with the sights and geography .
"~ of his community and city. This being the case, guch activity can be seen ,

as an additional bond tying the urbanite into the broader urban social fabric.
A’ survey of these contacts, for the Boston sample is in order, both to indicate
their degree of ‘contact with less personal social situations and to give a
fuller overall pilcture of their integration into the urban social fabric.

One way that the individual urbanite is integrated 1nto this social .
fabric is through his or her regular Ventures into the larger city area.
These ventures and activities undoubtedly have some information-gathering
and status-conferral ‘furittion. They may also be very important aleerqative

-
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sourceg of interpersonal contact, however tenuous, for those few who are com-
pletely isolated frpm primary contacts and voluntary associations. Certainly
a strong argument fpr this point of view has been made in regard to the mass
media; but it is also possible that ‘trips into the ¢ity ‘may have a similar
function for those ptherwise socially insulated. =~ - . - . .
Foley has suggested that the classical view of urban dwellers included an
implication that, urban residents make little use of local facilities. Urbanites
were seen as "less [locally self-sufficient in their use of facllities."4 This
w3s usually coupled with the idea that city dwelggrs went beyond the local
area for facilities, such-as stores, doctors' offices, and recreation, parti-
cularly since they become 'so very interdependent and unable to be self-supporting.
Foley's data, taken from interviews with both sexes, indicated that the use
of local facilities in St. Louis was quite substantial for most, types of
activities, but that different types of activities varied in the degree of
encapsulation within the immediate locality. For example, 96% of food
shopping was done in the local vicinity, although only 38% of doctor visits
and 25% of shopping for clothes and’ furniture was dofie within the local
vicinity.5 The meflian distance for facility use was 1.2 miles, and 47%
of facility uses were within one mile of the respondent's home,6 Riemer and
McNamara found thap this figure was somewhat larger for housewives in Los
' Angeles; the mean distance for all social and commercial contacts there .was
2.8 miles.’ . . ‘ , -
The significange of. the local community might conceivably be more important
for black residents) 1In addition to the pull of the localiQy on the avérage
urbanite, a force dilscovered "in the studies reported by Foley and others,
the strong primary ties of the black Bostonians, on .the positive gide, and
subtle discriminatio \by whites, on the negative side, might encourage these
black families to confine their commercial and recreational ventures to -
the local community area. The Roxbury area study went beyond the few other
studies on lecality use to include a number of questions on local and city-wide
ventures beyond the household. o -
Table 5:1 reflects the distribution of responses on a battery of questions
about recreational ventures into the broader urban area beyond the local
black community. These women were asked how many times in the last two months
they had done certain activities. With two exceptions at least eight out of
'~ ten replied that they had not done the mentioned activity. .

L4




. TABLE 5:1

VENTURES INTO THE CITY i o
h BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) A
) A P e
Not at . Once or . Total
All . N More N Percentage
Broader Urban Participation i . B '
Gone downtown to movie . 674 ( 80) 33., (o) - 100%
Gone downtown. to public ) I
library - . 887 (106) .',12 (14) 100%
Gone to Fine Arts ‘ .. . S
A museum . - 9I%  (109) . 10 (11) . 101%
Gone to. Museum of ) . .
Science ., - . - : © 917 (109) 10 (i) 101%
Gone to racetrack - 93% (112)° 7 (8) 100%
Very Limit&l Contact T
. Gone riding around in . . o, . . .
. " car for, pleasure . 42% (50) 58 (70) . 100%

w ‘ E]

Whether Et was a trip to the racetrack or a trip-‘to the Fite Arts Museum, the
" overwhelming majority had not made such a venture at all.  Two of the more .
important activities for them include going downtown t¢ the movies and riding
around in the car for Pleasure. Generally these activities involve the least
‘interpersonal contact of all, at least beyond the kin and- friends.who occasion- |
ally accompany réspondents in these activities. Undoubtedly ‘the 8%.who had gone
tiding around for pleasure once and tHe 50% who had dohe so twice or more do-
their "joy riding" with friends or relatives... With regard to the movies a
full two-thirds had not gone to the downtown area in tHe previous. two month's.
These activity data suggest, on the whole, that these black respondents make
very few ventures into the broader urban community. Moreover, the préviously
cited data on participation in local commurifty associations, with the excep-.
tion of ‘chufch contacts, confirm this picture of general non-contact with a
variety of secondaty organizations. :

- The data on metropolitan ventures: indicate that thHesc black respondents .
seldom yenture beyond the household for the types of recreational activitirs
indicated. Many factors undoubtedly enter into this phenomenon, including
their relatively low incomes, Eheirftypically‘large families, their locality
orientation, and-fear of discrimination., Be that as it may, further light
1g shed on this restrictjon of travél to the Roxbury area by related data
on commercial trips (Table 5:2). The data indicate that a substantial majori;y"
'of these houséwives have not gone on a business or medical trip in the last
two to four weeks. Nearly one-tenth have not even gotten out for grocery
shopping, and one-fifth have not ventured out for other types of shopping.
Those pr,do g0 out seem to' confine their shopping predom;nantly to the

w
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black ghetto, 1. e., their local community. About 40% of all respondents maﬁiﬁg
medical trips limit them to the Roxbury area ghetto. Approximately two-thirds

of .all respondents making business trips made them within the Roxbury area.

Only in regard to other shopping, such as shopping for ¢clothing or furniture,

.do, Roxbury area residents seem to travel beyond the local ghettd area very

often. Moreover, the overwhelming majority of respondents (77%) confine their
grocery shopping to the local areas These figures are roughly comparable to -
the ones presented by Eoley,8 except that grocery shopping is not quite as
confined for the Boston respondents. : ' -

L3

. © " TABIE 5:2

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS TAKING CERTAIN TYPES '
“ OF TRIPS TO DESIGNATED AREAS OF BOSTON . ‘

BOSTGN SAMPLE (N=120) ‘ S
: P
Part of Boston ) Grocery Other Business Medica
; , N Shopping?  Shopping Trips Trips
No Trips . 9. T - 20.8%  79.1% . 65.8%
Trips to L )
“Roxbury Only . 60.8 22.5 4.2 9.2
Roxbury and Contiguous
Area Only (South
* , End, Jamaica Plain, . . ) )
_Dorchester) . . 15.8 3.3 0.0 6.7 1,
Downtown Only 0.0 35.0 T 3.3 4.2
Suburbs Only . 6.7 . 5.8 0.0 5.0
Combinations of Above, ‘
Arggs“and/or Other
Places . * 7.5 12,60 . 304 9.1
y Total 100.0% _ 100.0%' ‘ 100.0% \\\ .100.0%
%he time period specified was "in the last two weecks."
b . Lo R
The time period specified was "in the last month." s - Mg

14

The data,” at least for these black women, refute the argument that the local
‘area is of little importance to urban dwellers. Of course, these respondents

are, also discriminated against; but the pull of the local community even on

white residents is testified to by the Foley study. There is no reason to suppose
that black Americans are unlike other urbanites in this respect. And, in general,
the restriction of most recreational and commercial trips to the locality

jibes with the encapsulation of friendship, kinship, and associational ties
indic¢ated in previous chapters. . . . .

.l
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Little data specifically on the habits of black families vis-a-vis any
w of the mass media seem to be available as of the mid-1960s. Newspaper reading
on the part of urbanites, largely white urbanites, has been a subject for in-
vestigation by numerous researchers. Such studies can provide a few points
of reference for analyzing the Roxbury area findings. Bogart reports one study
which showed that daily newspaper reading is extensive among U.S. citizens,
regardless of their education. Daily reading was the rule for 53% of grade school
graduates, 65% of high school graduates, and 77% of the college educated,9
“Another investigator collected extensive data on local’newspapers and readers
in Chicago. 1Indicating by their mere existence the vitality of local communi-
ties in a sprawliag metropolis, such local papers numbered eighty-two in
Chicago in 1950. Janowitz argues persuasively that these papers, and
other urban mass media as well, have contributed substantially to what concensus
and social integration do exist in urban areas. '"Mass media contributed to -
the growth of urban centers by providing the channels of integration and
symbolism required for the integration and social solidarity of vast aggregates
of the population."!l Lacally speaking, Chicago community papers provide one
of the mechanisms for community integration. Only 16% of his subjects were non-
readers; gfminority (11%) were heavily committed fans. Community press reader-
ship corr€lated positively with high levels of exposure to city-wide mass media,
including the metropolitan newspapers.12 Tables 5:3 and 5:4 give, for the
whole Roxbury area sample, the percent reading a metropolitan newspaper and the
percent reading the local ghetto tabloid.

R TABLE, 5:3

CONTACT WITH MASS MEDIA: CITY-WIDE NEWSPAPERS (DAILIES) '
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) 7
' Frequency of Reading Percentage of Respondents
. Every day ‘ - 64.72%
Several times a week 14.2 - ‘
Once a week or less often P 15.8
Not at all . 5.0 ’ ) ’
v Othér answer/No answer . .8
. ’ Tokal - 100.0%

The percentage of the black respondents who read the Boston papers daily is .
similar to the figure which Bogart found for a general sample of high school .
graduates (65%); indeed, they do not appear to differ gregtly from other urbanites
of roughly their same educational 'level. A comparison of Table 5:3 with Table

3:4 reveals that’in regard to regularity of newspaper reading the sample is
substantially more cosmopolitan-oriented -than locally-oriented. Nearly two-

thirds are regular readers of the metropplitan dailes, while only a quarter

are regular readers of the two local'qgeklies. In fact, although only six
respondents never read the metropolitan papers, forxty-six do not read the

local tabloids.
g '

-

7S -
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TABLE 5:4

CONTACT WITH MASS MEDIA: LOCAL ROXBURY NEWSPAPERS (WEEKLIES)

s

Frequency of Reading\

Once a week or more often
Every few weeks or less often
Not at all

el
Other answer/No answer

Total

BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

Percentage of Respondents -
) o

25.8%
35.0
© 38.3
.8

99.9%

_the Roxbury area data.

Every week the Roxbury City-News devotes its fifteen to twenty pages to
news of the local ghetto, Organizational and social life reports often dominate,
particularly on the activities of local civil rights and church-related -
organizations. The newspaper is middle-class in orientation and has been
relatively militant in the local controversy against the Boston School Commit-
tee. Still, our findings suggest that it does not" reach nearly as large a
proportion of the local community as do the white-controlled and white-oriented
metropolitan newspapers. Janowitz's finding that loZEpraper readership tends
to vary'directly with attention to broader community media is corroborated by .
The proportion of respondents who read the Boston paper
daily rises as one goes from the group which does not read the local paper at
all to the group which reads it weekly. This seems to support a cumulative
hypothesis: as contact increases in_one sphere, it also tends to increase in
another. This general hypothesis will be examined in some detail in the next
chapter. .

TABLE 5:5 a

LOCAL PAPER READERSHIP BY CITY PAPER READERSHIP2
. ' BOSTON SAMPLE (N=118)

x

~ Local Roxbury Paper

N\ ./

)

Boston Paper . Never Read Read Occasionally Read Weekly

N s

. Percent N " Percent N Pefcgnt N;

Read Occasionally ® . : .
of‘Less Often _46.7% (21) 35.7% ' (15) - 16.1% ( 5)
Read Daily 53.3  (24) 64.3  (27) 83.9  (26)
Total 100.0%  (45) 100.0% (42) 100.0%  (31)

x? = 7.58 p-<.05.

*
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TABLE_E}E\Rcont.) ’

8For this and all subsequent tables which relate to questions of association
between two variables the chi-square statistic has been calculated and appended.
"No response" codes have usually been omitted.

® Fl

What about the salience of newspaper reading? One section of the interview
recorded the amount of time which respondents spent reading newspapers and -
magazines. When looked at| this way, 79% of the sample did not read long
enough for it to register when they were asked.to give a time' budget account
of their day in fifteen-minute intervals. 1In this reggrd newspaper reading
is apparently less significant than TV watching. S

The importance of television viewing and radio listening for most Americans
has been documented in numerous ‘studies, although the former has been increasing
at the expense of the latter. De Grazia, Meyersohn, Graham; and Komarovsky
have reported that TV is the leisure-time activity in which Americans most |
frequently indulge.l3 Syeetser's study of TV watching for a general sample
of Bostonians (usually'mothers) revealed that nine-tenths of his respondents
reduced the time devoted to radio listening when they bought a TV set; a
substantial proportion also cuz down on time spent at the movies, time with
friends, and/or timp’reading.l The varying impact of television on indivi- .
dual opinions and behavior has also been testified to'in several studies.l5 .
Most important to this thesis is the contention of Horton and Wohl that tele- ©
vision gives the illusion of face-to-face social relationships with the
performer(s): ) ¢ . . ’ .

i3

The media present opportunities for the playing of roles to which the
spectator has -~ or feels he has -- a legitimate claim, but for which
. he finds no opportunity in his social environmeht, This funqgion of
para-social then can properly be called compensatory, inasmuch ds it
provides the socially and psycholggically isolated with a chance to ¢
. enjoy the elixir of sociability. SR )
Commenting on the média and ndrmal individuals, Horton and Wohl emphagize the
significance of the mass media for the exploration of new roles. For most _ -~
people the para-social complements normal social interactions; it reaffirms
the assumptions and norms of everyday primary éontacts. Yet for those deprived
of primary contacts the media may have a vicarious function. The extent of ‘

‘this covariation will be examined in the mext chapter.

For' a general sample »f the U, S. population Meyersohn reports that the
average time watching TV per day, per person, is one-hour and forty-five
miqutes.lz This was also the figure for persons aged eighteen to fifty, thé
approximate range of ages in 'the Roxbury-:area sample,’ A’ paper by Sweetser,
analyzing data collected ir the Boston .SMSA, reports a somewyhat higher figure
than this. For respondents aged twenty-one and over he found, on the average,
two hours and thirty-odg minutes of telgvision watching daily. The blue-collar

.

" mothers in his sample reporjted an average of twd hours and forty-seven minutes

a day, a figire somewhat hipher than for the sample as a whoie.18 1 his
book\ The People Look at Tellevision, Steiner reports that education correlated

’ 4 .

w
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negatively with television viewing. He found that those with zero to eight years .
of education spent an average of 4.3 hours a day before "the tube"; the comparable
figure for high school graduates was 4.2 hours. For those with gome college
education the' figure was 2.9 houts daily.l9 The discrepanciés between these
three studies are quite substantial and may be due to the fact that Steiner's
sample excludes non-viewers. However, two points do seem to be clear. First,
the less well educated and blue-collar respondents spend the most time watching
television; and second), the amount of time sperit by the Bostonians and Steiner's
sample in all categories averaged more than two and one-half hours a day.

Included among the diverse questions asked of the black women in our
Boston sample was a time budget schedule. This required the respondent to
detail her dominant activities for each of seventy-two fifteen-minute time segments
from 6 A.M. until midnight; the day asked for was "yesterday" (or the last
wek day). In addition, she was asked "from when to when" she did any subsidiary
activities., This question was particularly important in regard to the mass
medid, since most occasionally carry out multiple activities, such as "eat
and watch TV,! "sew and watch TV," etc. This method of detailing one's time
seems to be more reliable than asking "how much time do you spend daily," as
sevéral studies have done. The data for the Roxbury area sample are quite

. striking (Table 5:6). About 68% of these respondents had spent one and one-

uarteér hours or more before the TV set on the last weekday preceding the
interview. A full 42.5% had thus spent three and one- quarter hours or more.
For'a majority of the respondents this time spent watching TV was a major
activity at the time of viewing, that is, no other activities were listed

as going on at the same time. The mean amount of time watching TV for these
women was about two hours and fifty-four minutfes; this figure is very close to
that which Sweetser found for his blue-collar whites in Boston. It 1s sub-
stantially greater than the figure which Meyersohn quotes for a national survey
completed several years ago, and a bit less than’ that which Steiner reports for
his grade school and high school graduates

¥

TABIE 5:6 ' . »
PERCENTACE OF RESPONDENTS SPENDING TIME WITH MASS MEDIA
' BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
-

' . - .. Quarter Hours Spent in Contact
. b . (Time ‘Budget Day)

- 2

Mass Media Contact ) .
. 0-4" 5-12 13 or Total

- ‘ . . More
Watching TV - ' .. 32.5% 25.0° . 42.5\ 100.,0%
Listening to Radio 76.7%. 12.5 ° 10.8 100.0%
Reading Newspaper o o .
" or Magazine . 95.0% 5.0 0.0 100.0% >
Total Contact with i ) E
Mass Media ) . 18.3% 25.0 66.7  100.0% |
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The lesser significance of radio listening for typical respondents, noted
by Bogart and Graham, also seems to be borne out by the Roxbury area data,20 ' .

The mean amount of time spent listening to the radio was Labout fifty-four
minutes daily. For the weekday specified by the interviéﬁer, nearly 70% of the
sample ‘reported that they had not listened to the radio dt all.

The summary data indicate that two-thirds of these black respondents spent
three and one-quarter (or more) hours in contact with the four types of mass
media (radio, TV, magazines, newspapers). Of this time TV watching was by far
the largest consumer, Needless to say, the mass media ar# important in the
lives of black. women. ‘ ! .

"However, the degree of significance, particularly in the para-social sphere
" suggested by Horton and Wohl, of the media for these respéndents is unknown.
" The impression one gets from reading our detailed interview schedules is that
the TV (or radio) is, on octasion, only a backdrop for other household acti-
vities. And it may also be the case that TV watching is often a sociability
arena for black Americans, just as it was in a study of Italians in the West
End section of Boston.?l Gans found that primary groups (bpeer groups')
composed mainly of relatives often congregated around the TV set, selectively
admiring and ridiculing what was going on. For black Americans this important
‘issue has yet to be investigated. ) ‘ .

Another type of contact with the¢ mass media takes the form of reading books.
De Grazia found that 18% of his sample had done some book readingl"yesterday,f
devoting on the avera§e some forty-two minutes to this activity and to the
reading of magazines.Z42 Meyersohn reports that from 277 to 31% (depending on
age) of the high school graduates in one sample had read a book in the last
month.23 1In striking contrast, nearly two-thirds of the black .respondents
in the Roxbury area sample had done some reading in a book At least once in
the last two months. Replying to a question "How many times have you read a.
book in the last two months?" nearly one-third said "once o twice." Another '
one-third had read a book from three to twenty-one times in|the last two months.
. The data on activities,noted in the first part of tiis chapter, indicate the .
importance of movies, another type of mass media, in the lives of the black
respondents. Several studies have indicated that movies are now the least
important of the mass media for the average adult; for example, Berger
found that only 15% of his working-class sample attended moJies very often. 24
At least in regard to downtown movies two-thirds of the Roxlury area sample had
not been out to see a movie in the last two months. If this were also true for
the local theaters, 'it would be clear that the TV, -the radio|, the newspaper, . and,
even books are thuch more important in the lives of these relatively low-income

black Americans than Hollywood's films. . .~ e
Conclusion ’ . . ‘ -

Several issues dbncé}ning more tenuous forms of integration into
the urban social fabri¢ have been considered in this chapter. The declining -
social significance of the local community within urban arcas has been posited
by some students of urban life. In general, Foley's rescardh contradicts this-
argument and bespeaks an alternative position: that for cedtain given types
of tertiary participation, such as commercial and recreational e xcursions, the
use of local facilities is quite predaminant. This substantiated contention makes
even more sense when applied to a black community which is cbncentrated in one
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area of an urban complex, since residents of that sub-community are also
hemmed_in by discrimination.
'ﬁgoking at the Boston data on black urbanites, the general tendency to
use local facilities was found in the data indicating few recreational and
. commercial trips beyond the general Roxbury area. These findings tend to,
confirm a picture of social encapsulation, although one must not exaggerate
this generalization. The overall impression is one of few trips at all, Z)
beyond grocery and other shopping excursions. On the whole, this type of
social activity does indeed seem to be of lesser significance than other types
of social activity, at least for these women in relatively large blue-collar
families. ‘ : |
The mass media prowide tenuous links between persons in urban areas, at
least in the sense of para-social ties and subliminal interaction. That the
mass media have become a habit for most urbanites is borne out in several-
research studies. Comparisons with data on other black samples are generally
_not possible in this.area of mass media contact, as well as in theé area of
empirical studies of local facility use. In comparison with some findings on
white samples, however, the Boston women do not appear to be greatly different.
They tend .to read newspapers, watch TV, and see movies about as often as whites
. , do ~-- particularly those whites who are most comparable in occupational status.
T The previous data indicating relatively strong primary ties, together with
these findings of normal media contact,” also argue against a conténtion that
some students of ghettos and slums might well make: that being isolated from
primary contacts would force them into spending an unusual amount of time
absorbed in the mass media.
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1Technically speaking, these trips are often made to "secondary" organizations,
such as businesses and libraries. The point in callinf them "tertiary" is to
suggest that they are not as sighificant in the average individual's social
life as the type of "secondary" tie examined in the last chapter, {.é., parti-
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kS

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOCIAE_INTEGRATION INDICES

2 P ’ s » . :./(
Up to this point three major areas of social integration have been
examined. Tookimg at primary, secon@ary,‘and tertiary social ties, I\hayé' ,
« + Getailed ‘fhe extent to which these black Bostonians, are integrated into the «
ssocial phenomenon which is the city. In the area of primary ties the ex sity
and “intensity Jf friendship, neighboring, and kinghip have been investigated; "
the area of ‘secondary participation was examined in térms' of ties to volunt < e
“@ssociations. The terkiary area, admittedly a potpourri, was delineated in . ;
tertis of .such measures as excursions into the city and contact with the mass * ,
media. This chapter will condentrate on’certain important types of covarjiation
between indices from each of these three,participatior axeas.
Why is the examination of covariation important? ‘'Basie¢ to.the {ssdes
s here are several hypotheses’abqu; the whole area of social contact which have
been hinted at by several authors cited in earlier chapters. For example,r
" Lundberg and his assoéiates have argued for a "iump_of sociabildty" hypothesis:
. . i N Bk s & - . .

4

‘ 1f,we assume that there is a limit to émotional or social expan- . “\\\ .
; siveness, it'is to be expected that as the nuhﬁ%i of contacts in- ‘ ’
) j ’crease, at least beyond a certain peint, their intensity depregses.l_f
' © . g ! .o
ThiSSuggests the,hypothesis that extensity and intensiEy sheuld vary inversely: s
that is, :the more individuals contacted in one's social rounds, the weaker -0
the intensity of the socio-emotional bond with each individual. Lundberg o
extends this conception from the number of individuals_and mean intensity .

per individual to fhe idea of covariation betweén different areas of socia-
bility. On, the one hand, it may be that the diffusion of one's energies “yo
among ‘primary attachments decreases the possibility of (and/or weakens the
,inéquiﬁy,of) one's bonds with secondary groups,“guch as voluntary associa- o
..tions. Or, on the other hand, a person active in juch voluntary associations .
is nat likély to "cultivate as intense, self-suffiéient and narrow friendships .
as the.person who dgvotes'all his emotional and social enmergies’ to primary = - .t
groupsinteraction,'t . L s .
" Caplow, Stryker, and Wallace_have suggested a different hypothesis .
about neighboring intensity and extensity, one which is incompatible with . ..
. the "lump of sociability" view. This is what they call the "Rotarian" T
hypothesis, which can be‘generaliged beyond neighboring as ‘follqws; there .
" will be a positive correlation between activity in one area of social | . ’
interaction and activity in another.3 A person who 1s very active, for example,
An voluntary associations is likely to have more .close friends “(or more ’
primary relationships) than someone who is not so active .Several studié§ . :
of rurad areas suggest that there is just 3uch a relationship between associa-
tional mgmbership4gnd neighborﬁogg actilv_it:y,4 as do a few studies of middlé-clags
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subdrbs.i Moreover, such a hypothesis points to another: a person whe 1is

active in secondary associations and has numereus, primary contacts also will have
. more tertiary (tenuous social or parasocial) contacts, such as ‘excursions into

the city, book and newspaper reading, and even TV watching. And according to

the "Rotatian" hypothesis those less active in one area of participation tend

to be lese active in othér areds. .

"In mrt, the following discussion will exa.mine the applicability of these

two contrasting hypotheses to several types of covariation, some of which

have arisen as side issues in previous chagters. Data from several sotirces

will be compared with the Boston findings. ' ) ’

Extensity ahd Intensity: Primary Contacts

In a San Juan study Caplow, Stryker, and Wallace found that families
who had a high intensity of neighboring interaction were likely to associate
with few neighbors; and,.in general, the mean interaction intensity decljined

as the number of relati ps increased.?7 This lends support for one versio

of the "lump of sociability" hypothesis. Further examination indicated another *
striking phenomenon: "A family which widens its‘%Z&cle of acquaintances may

.hope to incréase the number of friends, but the intrement of friendship, so. V//

to speak, ig less than proportiofiate to each-added increment of acquain- .~

tanceship.' Thus, as the number of neighbors visited increases, the decline

i mean intensity occurs because of a decline in the Qrogortion of higher

intensity relationships, not because of the decreasing number of intimate

ties, . . !

. Since our neighboring data are not of a kind which can ‘be used to test ,

the Caplow finding in regard to neighboring, it is best to look at our data

on other kinds of informal association, i.e., interaction with friends and

kin. - -The table’ for kin revealed that respondents with many relatives were just

as likely as respondents with few relatives to hgve a high mean intensity of

contact per relative; this similarity also held up at low and medium”eén in-

tensity of contact. . On the one hand, the number of rclatives seen seems to

" have little effect on the mean intensity of contact for the Boston respondents.
' On the othet hand, Table 6:1 conveys the iﬁpression that there is some .

coincident variation between the number of friends a rcspondent has and her

mean frequency of interacting with those friends. .
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» TABLE 6:1
NUMBER OF FRIENDS SEEN BY MEAN INTENSITY OF CONTACT
. BOSTON. SAMPLE (N=116) N
‘ . v
. Number of Friends
. |
Mean\Intensity Score Few (0-2) Many (3-14) Total . ,
Per Friend ’ - e o
o ’ ¥
Percent N Percent N . Percent N
: Vs
. ) g . "
'Low? (0-4.0) . 37.7%  (20) 31.7%  (20) 34.5%  (40)
Medium (4.1-5.0) ©32,1%  (17)  50.8  (32) 42:2%  (49)
)’ - ‘
High (5.1-6.0) 30.1% (16) -17.5 , . (11) 23.3% Q@7
N I
‘r . . - b > .
Total ) . 99.9%  (53) 100.0% (63). 100:0% (116)

- -

x? = 4.691. p<.10. .,

i #'Low," "medium" and "high" breaks in this and subsequent tables were"
made at the' (possible) points on the ‘variable which best divided the set
of scores into thirds. The bunching of respondents at some.points allows”
6nly an approximation of thirds. ’

. About 307% of tho§é with zero to two friends fall into the highest mean intensity
level (upper.third), as compdred with 17.5%-of those who have three to fourteen
friends. At the other end of the spectrum, however, there is a 6% differencé -
between those with few and those with many friends, but‘'the difference is in
the same direction; that is, the lowest level of intensity draws a greater
percentage of those with few friends .than of those with many friends. There
is a somewhat greater tendency for those with larger numbers of friends to .
fall into the medium range of avérage contact than those with few friends.

Thus the "lump of sociability" hypothesis is given a little support byt the
finding that a larger proportion of se with few friends than those with
many friqus, had a high mean interaction sdore. It may well be that the +
percehitage distributiorn for those.with, many friends hides a phenomenon similar

' to that which Caplow et al. found in regard to neighboring: a decline in mean |
intensity becaise of a decline in the proportion (not the number) of more

rintimate ties, f ) . "




Primary Covariation

’ A t

Investigating neighboring patterns, researchers have found that neighbors

on ogccasion become close friends. Approximately one-third of the friendships | ‘o
of urbanites sgem be due, to mere propinquity 9 This certainly suggests that
there shbould be some positive associatjon ‘between neighboring in general and *
friendship contacts. Data from a study by Smith, Form, afd Stone indicdte that
respondents ip areas of more intensive neighboring dre more likely to dpaw
friends from tha? area than those who live in areas with less local intimacy,
of this type.l0 This finding also suggests that the "Rotarian“ hypothesis holds
for friendship’ and neighhoring, i.e., that there should ,be a posi ive correla-
tion between neighboring and - friendship To my knowledge, no one has yet
examined this question for black respondents. The working-class status. of
the Boston sample might lead one.Td expect lower levels of neighboring than
have been found in middle-class areas; however, in a previous chapter it was
found that’they do a fair amount of neighboring, roughly comparable to that '
found for white samples. Thus, there séems to be little reason not to ‘predict ‘
a positive association of neighboring and friendship contact for the Boston
sample. This expectation is confirmed by the data (Table 6:2). On the one
hand, 60% of the respondents who interact most extensively with friends also have

a high level of neighboring, while only 10% of these same subjects have a '
quiEe low 'level of neighboring. . N
S . . .. U TABIE 6:2 ¢ A ‘
FRIENDSHIP CQNTACﬁvBY NEIGHBORING .
. i BOSTON, SAMPLE (N=119) ' N R
L ) - v M “ “ N M AR ’

Friendship Contact (Total Pntensity,Score)

’ Y
= S . ¢

TOU@:]. . N N A N e 0 N
Neighborimg' . ° ®Low Medium " High .Total . L.
Score - * . L <7
“\n: ; < . ' . ,
- . "Percent N  Pexcent N . Percent . N Percent N
Low ost.o% (22)  46.3%  €19)  10.0% (&) 37.8%  (45)
Medium  26.3%, (10) 22.0 ' (9) 30.0 ° (12) 26.1% (31)
High . 15.8% ( 6) 31.7  (13) 60.0 -(24) 36.1% (43) '
~ 3 .- .
Total 7

100.0% (38) 100.0% (41) 100.0% (40) 100.0%& (119)

= 24.41. p <.00L.

>
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- There 4s .a very strong tendency for blacks with a high level of friendship
contact to have a h@ghflevel of neighboring contdct. On the other hand,
about 58% of those with a relatively low level of friendship interaction also
fall into the lowest third in degree\@f neighboring, while only 19% of these
same subjects fall into the highest level 'of neighboring. This positive
relationship between friendship and neighboring holds at about the same level,
.. when"visiting with neighbors #s plotted, against the friendship intensity

scores. , In general, these results strongly support the cumulative or "Rotarian' ~
hypothesis, < . . . s
In regard to primary covariation another issue has been.raised directly ‘

. or indirectly by several researchers: the relationship of kin contact to ° .

fiend contact. A logical hypothesis. suggested by the zero-sum point of view would'
be: individuals with a lot of intimate friends will have less contact™with
relatives than peoplé with' few friends. Commenting on his kin-oriented working- -
class respondents, Berger has argued that friends can serve as the functional
equivalent of kin particularly for upwardly mobile (middle-class) nuclear
o families.ll He provides no data for this contention. Conversely, this general
point of view might lead one to expect that individuals with a lot of kin
contact will interact with fewer friends than those with little kit contact.
Only- a few studies shed much light on this particular .relationship, and apparently
only one specifically deals with these.hypotheses. .Bott's intensive case
studies of twenty Brit#sh families do furrish some hints that families with
less intimate (or no) %in contacts make up for them by. intimate friendship ties.
However, an East London study suggests .that, at the other end of the spectfum,
those with.extensive kinship.ties do mot decrease;'the extent of their friend-
ship. interactiign;, in faft %thosd most sociable-inside” the family were also the . \
" mé%t sociable outside."ld Yet two-thirds of their respondents did not exchange ' =
(visits with any' friends. . ~ v . . \ i
Babchuk has bpecifically imvestigated the aforementioned hypotheses, one
of which he states as follows: '"Couples who have more extensive aTd.frequent
contact with kin will visit with primary friends less frequently.” 4" His
K "sta;istihal datéﬁ howgver, give no gﬁpport to this hypothesis. In general,
the pattern is one of no' correlation; those with no, few, oi many kin contacts
. were equally liKely to have extensive <¢ontacts with friends.!? Although none
of- these'studies have been done on Negro families in a ghetto area, there
|, Seems little ‘reason not to predict, following Babchuk"s empirical study, a
random relationship between kin centact and friend codtact for the Roxbury
Area sample. Looking at the data in Table 6:3 reveals little or no associa-
tion between the two variables, Those ‘housewives with high levels of frien-
ship contact are no-more likely than' those with low levels of friendship contact )
to have a high degree of contact with relatives. 1In fa t, the table esgentially .
supports a random distribution hypothesis of no, linear or curvilinear, relation-
ship between these two measures of primary group participation. Knowing the
extent of kinship contact for an jindividual black adult. tells us’ nothing about
friendship contacts. This finding corresponds tb that which Babchuk found for
‘his white cquples. . ’ ~ ’ ’
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TABLE 6:3 - :
. P .\)
FRIENDSHIP CONTACT BY CONTACT WITH RELATIVES
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
J ) . ) -
Contact With Friends
Contact _ |
with | Low Medium | High . Total
Relatives
’ ?‘ "+ . Percent lﬁ Percent N Percent _N Percent N
Low - 42.1%. (16)  31.8% (13) 34.1%  (14)  35.8%  (43) .
Medium - 26.3% (10)  .34.1 (14) 31.8 (13) 30.8% (37)
High 31.6% (12) 341 (14) 342 (14) 333K (4. N
< e . L s s g AT .
“  Total " 100.0% (38) 100.0% (41) 100.0% ‘(41)  99.9% (120)
x2 = 1.10. m.s. ' * (/
. *Primaty and Tertiary Covariation - e

]

Turning from an internal analysis of primary intégration into uxban social
life, we can move into the area of covariation between the different types of .
gocial integration: primary to secomMary, secondary to tertiary, and primary
to tertiary. First, the questiﬁn of the relationship between a main type of
tertiary interaction, mass media contact, and ﬁrimary interdction will be ex-
amined. , Various studies of radio ‘and TV have pointed out the para-social i 4
function(s) which the mass media can have in the.lives of those weakly in-
tegrated into social groups. T?g Rileys have engaged in“vesearch upon the
social integratioh of children. Some children were found .to have weak
primary ties with others; in a compensatory reaction they came to the radio
and other mass media looking for fagtasy and escape, while children who were
better integrated, judged the mediaaghbterms of its contributions to group
life. * This is essentially the argument of Horton and Wohl in their stimulating
article on '"Mass Communication and Para-social Interaétion.'17 They point out
titat the mass media, particularly TV, can provide compensatory social relation-

. ships for the socially isolated, the socially inept; the timid, or the ageds'
Many mdss media personalities and their directors are quite aware of this
compensatory relationghip and intentfonally play the "persona" for the isolated.
"Most characteristic is the attempt of the persona to duplicate the gestures,
conversational style, and q&lieu of an informal face-to-face gathering.'18
N 4
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This suggests the following hypothegis: respondents who are isolated from
friendship and kinship networks will rely more extensively upon the mass media
for communication and socio-emgtional reasons than those who are not isolated.
Sweetser suggests, on the basis of his research, that this hypothesis holds

up in reverse fashion, i.e., some.of those who watch the TV a lot (for
whatever reason), inevitably have to cut down on visiting friends.19 Such a
position is essentially proposing a variation of the general "lump of socia-
bility" hypothesis: people have so much time for sociability and time spent
in para-social interaction cuts down on time available for social interaction.
Combining friendship and kinship interaction scores to get a general primary
interaction measure, I plotted these new scores against the measure of mass
media interaction (radio, newspaper, TV, and magazines) gleaned from the Rox-
bury area respondents' 'yesterday' time budgets. The figures in Table 6:4

do not offer support for the hypothesis. There is no significant tendency for
those who are more isolated from primary social contacts to spend more time
with the mass media. The compensatory theory is not bornme out. In fact, those
in the lowest primary contact group also had the largest percentage at the low
mass media contact level (41%). 1In addition, separate tables for friendship-
mass media, and kinship-mass media were also tabulated. In neither case does

,*-»a significant association occur. Thus, there is evidence neﬁther for a "lump

-

‘Medium
(2%‘§% ’ . -
hotrs) 25.6%°° (10) 37.5 " (15) 39.0 , (16) 34.2% (4l

q ’ . .
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S, :
H

.
/ v ’\ N . \ .
. .

‘of sociability" hypothesis nor for a "Rotarian" hypothesis in regard to this

particular type of primary-tertiary covariation. ]

For the great majority of the mass media audience, Horton and Wohl have
anphasized, the para-social is complementary to normal social interaction.
"It provides the social milieu in which the every day assumptions and\under-
standings of Egimar& group interaction and sociability are demonstrated and
re-affirmed." A more adequate statement of the situation might be the
reverse.

v \ . TABLE 6:4

-~

INFORMAL SOCIAL PARTICIPATION (FRIEND-KIN) BY MASS MEDIA CONTACT
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

Informél4Soéial Partteipation (Primary)

)

Mass ’ .
Media Low Mediim - . High Total
Contact X ' i
(One Day) ‘ ) ,
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N
Low ° \

(0-2 houfsz -, 41:10% ~ (16)  30.0% ¢12) 26.8% (11) 32.5% (39)

.

(Table 6:4 continued on next page)
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Table 6:4, Informal éocial Particibation (Friend-Kin) by Mass Media Contact (Cont.)

Percent N ~Percent N Percent N Percent N
High ) ’ " : -,
(4 3/4-15% N . ' * .
hagurs) 33.3% (13) 32.5 (13) 34,1 (14) 33.3% ¢40)
Total 99,97% (39) 100.0% (40) 99.9% (41) 100.0% (120)
xz = 2.6l. n.s. , ) . )

A

That isy primary groups provide the social milieu within which the majority of
Americans receive the messages of the media. This fatt has been testified to
by a few studies. Notable is the finding that Italians in the West End of
Boston enjoyed the media, but largely within kin-based peer groups ‘which
filtered out whatever was alien to the values of the group. ‘Katz and
Lazarsfeld also testify to this point in their study of pcrsonal influence.
The evidence from the Roxbury area study does mot, at least, contradict
these contentions about the relationship between primary groups and the mass
media. Table 6:4 indicates that, regardless of the level of primary inte~
gration, approximately/one-third of the subjects spend a quite substantial
amount of time -- over four and three-quarters hours -- with the mass media.
Another two-thirds at each level of informal imtegration spend a more moderate
amount of time in contact with the media; and the‘overwhelming majority of the
'sample spend some time in contact with the various media. The question which
is crucial here is the function which the TV, radio, newspaper, or magazine '
plays in the lives of those who are (or are ndt) social isolates. , This question
cannot be answered from the Roxbury area data, although further analysis of the
time budget schedules may reveal the social setting(s) in which respondents
had contact with the mass media. . o ’_)
’ AN A . }

Secondary and Primary Covariation ot N . -

Al

So far I have raised several questions abodt primary and tertiary contacts.
What about the relation of secondary 'affiliation and primary interaction? Or
secondary association and mass media contact? The first question is one which = o
has been intimated by numerous opservers and has been- ogenly asked by a‘few ’
researchers. Axelrod's important ‘study of urban socfal'structure in Detroit .
indicated that the number of primary contacts were dssociated positively with.
membership in formal associations. Cumulating contacts with friends, relatives,
and neighbors for a two-month period he szgi that those with thirteen or more
such contacts were more likely to hold membership in formal associations than
those with “welve or fewer such contacts.“” - Over two-thirds of those in the. .
""13 contacts or more' bracket, as opposed to 447 of those in the "0-4 contacts"
bracket belonged to at least one voluntary association. No breakdown is

»
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indicated by extent of formal asspciation, beyond this-yes-no dichotomy, nor
is any evidence presented on the issue of neighboring and associational member-

ship or friendship and membership. ‘ .
Bell and Boat present some brief ¢vidence on this question of friendship and .
h associational membership; they suggest that attendance at associational meetings

in the area brings men together in inter-personal contacts which can be. primary
in nature. Over 51% of associational members in each of their low-status and
high-status neighborhoods reporteg that they had several friends who were also
* members of the same assoeiations.?* "Thus-most individuals_find the formal
association by n? means as impersonal as is often assumed."4’ Similarly,
Hay found, for a' sample of 138 rural households, that the extent of formal
association membership correlated +.52 with the number of family friendships.26 3
Citing evidence from their Lincoln, Nebraska study, Babchuk and Thompson have
presented some of the relatively little available data on the covariation of
social participation for black adults. In their sample of 120 adult males and-
females a strong positive correlation between associational membership and the
number of intimate friends turned up.27 About 40% of those who held four or
more memberships in associations reported six or more friends, as compared with
17% of those with one to three memberships and 13% of those with zero member- ~
' ships. All of the foregoing studies therefore support a "Rotarian" hypothesis:
" friendship interaction will vary directly with dssociational activity for both
black and white adults, - e
.. Table 6:5 shows the cross-tabulation of associational participation with- .
levels of friendship interaction for the Roxbury drea sapple. The 'data corro- .
” borate the aforementioned studies of whites. The hypothesis of a positive
correlation between friendship, qne major type of primary social integration,
and associational activity is borne out) About 58% of those women with a high
degree of associational participation also had a high level of friendship:
Anteraction, while only one-fifth of those with“little or no associational
contact had a high level of friendship contact. The other end of the spectrum
appears as expected: 11% of thése who have high associational participation
and/ 437 of those who have low associational participation fall into the lowest .
third on the distribution of friendship contact’ intensity. . N

Several rural 'studies have turned up evidence that neighboring activity -
| is positively correlated with\participat}on in voluntary associations. .
R “o* i & * ¢ " ‘A\ B g
. ’ . . . . ” .
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TABLE 6:5 .
ASSOCIATIONAL PARTICIPATION BY FRIENDSHIP CONTACT
| . : BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
PR : , . /
‘ A . Associational Participation ) , -
Friendship .
ContacF Low Medium High . Total
Intensity ) ' ) , -
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N
Low 42.5% (17)  40.5% (17)  10.5% ( &)  31.7% (38)
% | Mediun 37.5% (15)  33.3° (14) 3156 (12)  34.2% (41)
High | 20.0% (8) . 26.2 (11)  57.9  (22)  34.2% (41)
Total 100.0% (40) 100.0% (42) 100.0% (38) 100.1% (120)

\

€

= 17.48. p <.01.

For example, in an article entitled "The Behavioral Correlates of Membership
-~ in Rural Neighborhoods' Christiansen reports that neighboring correlates
,/f”‘. positively with extent of participation in a variety of types of rural
associations.28® This points to a "Rotariap', or cumulative hypothesis, similar
to the one which holds between friendship and associational activities. Table
6:6 indicates the degree of relationship bgtween neighborly interaction and
associational participation for the Boston respondents. . The evidence indicates
a curvilinear relationship. It is the case that those with the highest associa-
"tion scores have the. largest percentage in the upper third of the neighboring
scores and the smallest percentage in the lower third. This would support
the cumulative hypothesis. However, those with the largest percentage in the
lover tﬁigd of neighboring scores and ghe smallest percentage in the upper,
third are not the most infrequent associationa; participatorg. It is those
at the medium level of associational participation who seem to do the least
neighboging,;whifé the least frequent pgrticipators fall in between the
- medium’and high level participators on thé;Epectrum of neighboring.

” \
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(~ TABLE 6:6 \

NEIGHBORING £¥1ASSOCIATIONAL PARTICIPATION
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=119)

\
g ' Associational Participation
Total .' e
Neighboring s Low Medium High Total
Score , i}
(3-12) . . .
Percent N  ‘Percent N Percent N Percerit N
4, - ~ !
Low . 40,07 (16)  48.87  (20) 23.7% (9) 37.8% (45) :';, {
! . 4 . % » ' ‘
Medium 25.0% (18)  24.4 - (10). 28.9° (11) .26.1% (L. <
. High 35.0% (14) 26:8 }(llf- 47.4 (18)- % 36.1% (43) 3
3 -
Total 100.%%5 (40) * 100.0% (41) 100.0% J (38) 100.0%  (119)
x2 = 5.87. n.s. : / ”

el

Secondary and Tertiary Covariation "

The cumulative or "Rotarian“vhypothesis‘SEems to be supported by the A )
Roxbury area data on friendship interaction and partially by the data on -
neighboring. But what about the relationship between activity in voluntary
« . asgociations and para-social participation in the mass media? The compensatory
’ theory of the function of the S “media implies that there would ‘be a nega-

't tive-association between particiRation in secondary groups and tertiary

PP

participation; this is another vedsion of e "lump of sociability" hypothesis,,
Queen found this to be.the case in his study; these:two measures of social
participation-were negatively porrelated.29
o, ' ™ ]
3 S ’ . .
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TABLE 6:7
ASSOQfATIONAL PARTICIPATION BY MASS MEDIA CONTACT , .~
BO SAMPLL (N—lZO) A o :
Associlational Participation Q
Mass Media Ty , ,
Contact Low . Medium High Total
(One Day) . L .
' Percent N Percent N Percent N Perce&f q
@

, Low . 32.5% €13) - 35.7% (15) 28.9% (1) 32.5% (39)
Medium 22.5% (9)  26.2 &(11) 1) 34.2% (4D
High 45,0% (18) 38.1 (16) 15.8 (\6) 33.3% (40)
-Total ‘ 100.07% <40) 100.0% (42) lO0.0i (38)\. LOO;O% (120)

= 13.0. p <.02. ~ : e ‘

Ly cL .
Although no research'hasayet been reported for a black sample, there
seems to be little reason not to expect some negative assbdciation between
. the two for the Roxbury area sample, Observing the data, one readily sees
that the relationship.is‘'a complex one. It is true that there is some evidence
for the "lump of sociability" hypothesis. The high associational contact *
group does have the smallest percentage.of the three associational groups
falling into this'high level, while the lowest associational group has a full
45% of its members falling imto this high mass media bracket. This suggests
that for some of the 1solates from voluntary association activity the TV set,
tie radio, and/or thé newspaper may be £ulfilling a para-social function.
However, those in the highest associational group also have the_smallcst
perceptage falling dt the "little or no" mass media contact lcvel, and compared
to th other associational groups.they have the largest percentage [alling into
. the‘medium level of mass media contadt. It seems that these rgspohdents are
more likely,to watch TV or have contact with the mass media than the othér
ssociafional levels, but are the least 11kely to spend a2 lot of time with
thé media. This suggests that there is some negative. asspociation batween media
' contact and associational activit , particularly when a minimal level of
contdact is surpassed. I{ also lerds support to the viey, mentioned earlier,
that the media are important in tie lives of most normal people, operating
in a complementary fashion and w a- cbncrége soc1al milieu.
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Conclusion L ) .

In this relatively complex chapter I have analyzed certain hypotheses
which have come up in regard to the relationship between %ge several types of
social participation. These hypotheses have arisen iﬁéear ier discussions,
here-and elsewhere, of individual variables; and ig eemed appropriate to

-combine them §§stematica11y i chapter. Having summary measures from
each of the three areas of paftic ion on'the same respondent's, white or

. black, is a rarity in the literature, Examination of these relationships for
the black sample in Boston's ghetto has revealed some interesting types of
covariation and has shed . some light on the social integration of these
respondents. In summary: .

1. Some.evidence for edch of the “following "Rotarian" hypotheses
(suggested. in the literature) is provided by the data on the
sample:

a) Friendship contact will correlate positively with neighborin

) »b) | Frienship coftact will correldte positively with associational

’ ; participation. N ) ’ : .
c¢) Associational participation will vary directly with neighboring

: . (partially supported). o . "

"+ - 2. The following "lump of sociability" hypotheses {suggested by the
: literature) are gener;}ly not supported by the Boston findings:

S a) Informal interactfon will correlate negatively with mass media !
, ' contact. o . ’ .
- ] b) Friendship contact will correlate negdtively with kin contact. s
3. Evidence from the Boston data is provided far two qualified "lump . .
of sotiability" hypotheses (suggested by the literature): . ;

a) Associational participation will vary inversely with mass media ..
contact, once a -certain threshold level. of media contact is .
exceeded, . ) : , ’

b) Mean intensity of friendship contact will correlate negatively
with the number of friends a respondent has, once a certain

¢

) threshold of interaction'is surpassed. v ~
, s The substant{afed hypotheses in ‘section one and the udsubstantiated .
’ "hypotheses in section, twe argue against the general "lump.of sociability"
, point of view, the view that respondents who participate a one
. area are forced to cut back on. their activities im ano least
this is not the case for these black women in Felativel low-income

and low-middle~income families. 1In general, there is some tendency for those
who are more active in voluntary associations to maintain more active friend™
ship and neighboring links; and it.also seems tg-be the case that those who =
: maintain very active friendship and neighboringf ties are just as likely as .
. ,-others to hayé.a certain mimimal level of ‘contact with the mass media and to_
‘maintain ties with their relatives. Those women who are not as active in
" associations tend to participate somewhat lEss widely in-friendship.and neighbor-
ing behavior, and'at the lowest .level of ‘associational contact, -to have -
greater than average contact with the mass media. The .partial confirmation of
hypothesis 3-b indicates that they may make up for this relative lack of ;
‘extensive informdl contacts by somewhat more intensive, intenaction with. the
friends and kin they do have. R f | Co
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. One further point is in order. Hypothesis 2-b is not supported by the

Roxbury area data. Those with a low el of friendship contact were just as

likely as those with a high level of frfendship contact to sustain'regular

interaction with their kin. This agrees with the general picture of non-

isolation presented in Chapter III. Either kin or friends or both are importa

links into the social fabric of the city; and 97% of the respondents are

integrated through these ties, either singly or in combination,

2
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CHAPTER VII :

INCOME, STATUS, AND SOCIAL PARTICIPATION

.

As indicated“in Chapter II, the general sample upon which this analysis has
so far been based comprises three different housing and two different income .
groups. It dAncludes a low-income sample from bub@ic housing and two similar sam-
ples from the privaté market (movers and nion-movers), a middle-income sample from
221 *(d)3 housing in the Roxbury urban renewal area, ‘and a sample of low-income

rent supplemeritation families also living in the same 221 (d)3 housing.l ‘This
chapter and the one following will examine‘differences in social participation

among these samples, as well as analyze the effects .of the move on each of the L
four mobility samples. This chaptér will focus specifically upon the social in- \ ‘
tegration of these black families as it is influenced by their somewhat differing
socipeconomic status. ) ) . .

"Poverty'" is an ambiguous term; different researchers and policy makers use
different definitions. Of particular importance is the breaking point on the in-
come scale which one chooses. The Lampman report, a study paper of the Joint
Economic Committee of Comgress, uses a poverty line of $2,500 (for a family of

four). Keyserling and others have used a $4,000 level, sametimes relating this
e . to a family of four and sometimes not specifying family size.3 . . /
! . TABLE 7:1 ;
. /
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ‘ON LOW-INCOME AND MIDDLE-INCOME ADULT FEMALESa. /
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) . /
. ‘ /
“ ’ v - Low-Income Middle-Income v ;
. ' Group Group - /
1. Number . 91 29 Ty
. 2. Mean income _ $3900 . $5300 A
. 3. Mean age of wife ’ 33 33
4. Mean number of children . . 4.7 . 4.0
5. Percentage of female-headed
families s, . - 50% 597%
6. Percentage on welfare ©33% 7%
7. Mean education , . . Y
, Husband 9.7 ) 11.2
' Wife . 10.3 ir.1 /
8. Percentage of husbands in blue- A/ /
collar positions 947, 80% /
: /
Table 7:1 Continued on next page ,/
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TABLE 7:1 CONTINUED

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ON LOW-INCOME AND MIDDLE- -INCOME ADULT FEMALES
. . BOSTON SAMPLE (N—120) .

Low-Income Middle-Income
Group‘ Group . <
9. Percentage oﬁ wives considering . ) e
themselves . "
Lower class . 20% 4%.-
Working class 53% 78% <
ayith one exception the data in this table are taken from the "after-move"
interviews; income figures are from administrative records. Since we were un-
able to get. income figures on six of the low-income respondents, the figure
given is based on an'N of 85. . ‘e
“ 3

t
’

Whatever the defintion of poverty, the families in four of the Roxbury area sub-
samples are definitely at the lower end of the economic spectrum. For the pri-
vate movers and the rent supplementation sample the mean incomes are approximate-
ly $4,500 and $4,100; the other two low-income samples, private non-movers and
public housing, have .mean incomes of $4,000 and $3,100. Thé mean income, for the
four combined samples is $3,900 per family; dnd the mean number of children per
family is 4.7. In subsequent comparisons these subsamples combined,will be con-
sidered as one large-family, low-income sample representing threevaifferent hous-
ing groups in the Boston Negro community. If ‘the  $4,000 for a fﬁmily of four -
guideline is used, these families are well down into-the povefty 1eve1

Composed of twenty-nine economically better-off families, ¢hie non- subsidized
tenants in the '"middle-income" 221(d)3 projects will be ug@ﬁ'as a middle-in-
come comparison group. Their mean income was substantiaLly higher than for thc
low-income group Yet it is lower than the national averﬁﬁy for all families.4
The exact figure, rounded to hundreds as in all the above figures, is $5,300.

Their mean family size, mean age of housewife an¢#percentage of female—
headed families are roughly the same as for the Iow—income group, since the sev-
eral housing groups were originally matched on Ehose Variables. Thus ‘they are
a group of low-middle-income to middie-income familiea of ugl&tively,{arge size.
Source of income is also an important variable; almost afﬂ 9f the middle-income
families, 93% of them, are not receiving any public, aid. Most do not receive
aid, often c¢onsidered non-respectable in the higher-status segments of the black
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community, from the federgl and state welfare programs. One-third of the low-
income families are at leasdt partially dependent on public aid.

" The two groupswdiffer in regard to the education. received by both husbands
and wives. The lower-income housewives average hgarly one grade lower in educa-
‘tional attainment than the middle-inéomé“group. e mean educational attainment
for low-income wives is 10.3, while for middle-income respondeats it is 11,1. .
For husbands the difference is“a bit more, The mean educational attainment for
middle-income husbands is 11.2, while for the low-income groups it is 1.5 grades’
less. One-fifth of the low-income wives reported that their husbands did not
finish the eight grade; none of the middleZincome husbadds had less than an
eighth -grade education. ‘ I : . ‘ T .

‘In addition to income and education, it is important te examine occupational
differencés between the two income groups. Unfortunately, no data on spouse's
occupation are available Yor some of the female-based'families; data on husband's

.occupation were secured from only 71 of the 120 familied. One-fifth of the low-"

income husbands ate employed in service or unskilled labor jobs, as compared with
one-seventh of the middle-income sadple. One-fifth of the middle-income husbands
aré employed in white-collar job%, compared with 6% of those in the low-income
sample. While none of the middle-income males are currently unemployed, one-
seventh of the low-income. husbands are out of work. However, the bulk (60-67%)
of both sdmples age currently employed in stable blue-collar positions, as
craftsmen, foremen, or operatives.- . )

A The low-income sample is_composed of a larger number of poor families who_

* face ifregular econgmic circumstances. Although the employed husbands in both

samples are predominantly blue-collar by occupatioral status; the middle-income
families have somewhat higher and more stable incomes. This is because of gheir
better paid blue-collar jobs and their wives, many of whom are employed part-

time. : ‘

In regard to warking wives the*middle-income sample has a larger number em-~ -

Ployed than the low-income group. Only'ten of the ninety-one low-income wives,

as compared with sixteen of the twenty-nine middle-incdme wives, are currently
ipployed. Undoubtediy, tpe fact that 557 of the middle-income wives are in the

abor force accounts in part for théir higher family incomés. Their ability to
save, usually considered a characteristic of the middle classes, is illustrated
by responses to the following question: 'Are you saving any money right now?"
This was followed by'‘'a question asking for what they were saving. Twenty-six of
the 120-black wives indicated that they are saving for a house, their children's
education, or emergencies. Of these twenty-six thirteen are in the non-subsidized
middle-income housing group. About 18% of the low-income sample are saving
‘for the future, as compared with 45% of the middle-income sample. Doubtless, this
is a function of their higher incomes. Moreover, these low-middle-income women
consider theqselves to be working class. On a self-placement question 82% of
these women placed themselves as lower class or working class, as compared with
747 of the low-income wives. Thus, the two subsamples are similar in terms of
occupational level. However, the middle-income group iI's largely composed of
the higher-status members of the working clasg, Their husbands' occupations are
of somewhat higher status, although generallysﬁiug-collar; theiz. incomés are =
higher and more stable, probably because more wives are working; tbefr education

is somewhat greater; and their orientation to the {gfure seems more optimistic.
h¥n

In addition, they are residing in better housing t the low-income subsample,
taken as a whole, since all of them live in a 221(d)3 project-type development
designed for moderate-income families. ’
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Some Comparisons,. It i§ the intent of this chapter to examine variation in
primary, secondary, and tertiary participation .by status;-this will be accom-
plished py comparing the low-income group with the middle -income group in the
Boston shmple.

‘What do we know about status differences in primary group interaction,
such as friendship, neighboring, and kinship contact? The available data. on
status differendes in the extent of friendship arc almost.exclusively based
on whites and inyolve a variety of definitions of status.
sample that friendship participation correlated positlvely with socioeconomic
status: higher status families congregated with friends more often. 5 This
finding has been replicated by the Lynds.in Middletown, by Williams for South
Carolina housewives, by Axelrod gor his urban Detroit sample, and by Bell .and
Boat for a San Francisce sample. In all cases the higher status groups had ~
somewhat more contact with friends or more friends on the average than lower
status gtoups. Dotson's finding that 40% of his workingvclass families had no
intimate friends (outside of relatives) fits well with these findings, as do
the suggestions of Mogey, Berger, and Willmott that most of their
working-class families had few social- contacts outside of kin ties.’ .

Only one study seems to contradict these findings. Reiss' careful time budget
analysis revealed that high-status urban men had slightly less frienship
contact, measured in terms of per diem minutes spent with "close intimate"

and . "good" friends, than did lowét-status urban men.

Few studies have ‘carefully examined internal differences within the lower
or working class. Axelrod's three Zowest status levels, and the percentage
of respondents at‘eacb level seeing friends (excluding co-workers) at least a

. few times a month, can be paralleled with the findings of Williams in South
Carolina.
status and friendship contact holds up to some extent even for the three lowest
status levels in a set of six status levels. Unfortunately, no data seem to

* be available for black respondents.
the general picture presented by these studies of whites, to posit the
following: lower-income (or lower-blue-collar) blacks will have less contact
with-friends than middle-income (or upper-blue-collar) blacks.

The ‘tabulations in Table 7:2 suggegt that this is the case for the
Roxbury area sample. Ovér six-tenths of the middle-income respondents had a
high level of ,contact with friends as compared with one-quarter of the low-
income respondents. Only 147 of the middle-income wives fall into the lowest
level of frien@ship contact, while 377% of the low-income respondents are quite
low in terms of friendship interaction.
with friends ahd the extent of friend help in-moving ‘correlates positively with
economic status. Thus, integration into city life by means of friendship is,
to some degree, more substantial for the somewhat higher-status respondents in
the Boston sample.
more often, and depended upon for help a bit more often.

%

Friends are seen somwwhat more often, called somewhat

L d
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Hay found for a rural

These data suggest that the positive correlation between socioeconomic

Yet it does seem plausible, on the basis of

In addition, the amount of phone contact




| ' . 90" _ - .

[N - '
.

. TABLE 7:2 Lo L ’ .
A} 4
« FRIENDSHIP CONTACT\BY STATUS g
.~ BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)
* Al N * -~ '
N\ \ v . M
[y * ; ' - . e ’e ’ .
Contact With Lo®-Income Group Middle-In;pme Group// Total
Friends 5 ) .
. Percent N Percent N Percent ' N
f’”‘ Low : 37.4%  (34) 13.8%  ( 4) 31.7%  (38)
i ‘iiedium . 37.4%  (34) 24.1 (.7) 34.27%, (41)
High 25.3%  *(23) 62.1  (18) 34,2%  (41) z
T T Tothl ‘ 100.1% - (91) 100.0%  (29) 100.1%"  (120)

'

x2 = 13.40. p <.0L,

”
Y

Since friendship interaction has been found to go hand-in-hand with
neighboring, one might well predict that the higher-status wives would neighbor -
the most. The hypothesis is warranted on the basis of some previous data.

The aforementioned San Juan study, which included a number of non-~white
families, found that higher-status families were 8ubstantia11y more intimate -
with their neighbors than lower-status familjes.l Tilly found that white-
collar respondents, native or recent migrants, neighbored more than blue-collar
respondents.ll Likewise, the research of Fava, Whyte, and Smith, Form and
Stone also sugge§ts that neighboring should be widespread for higher-status
respondents.l . .

However, others have reported divergent findings. Cohen and Hodges
report that the lower-lower-class subjects made more visits for borrowing and ex-
change to their neiﬁhbors than did members of the upper-lower class and the
lower middle class.!3 1In his Detroit study Axeltod found that the lowest
status group neighbored more than some higher status groups, but substantially
less than the status group just above it; and Bell and Boat found that res-
pondents from a large-family, low-economic~statu§ area actually got together
with their neighbors significantly more igten than did respondents from a- ~
large-family, high economic-status area. Such conflicting findings suggest
that neighboring is not a unified phenomenon. Cohen and Hodges' findings
propose a possible explanation. They found that lower-status rcspondents made
more visits to their neighbors for borrowing than did higher-status respondents,
but, fewer visits for "pure" socializing; that is, they did less entertaining and
had fewer parties than did higher-status families.l

" The data in Table 7:3 indicate that the higher-status Roxbury area
respondents do neighbor somewhat more than the rest, although the relationship

-
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is' not statistically significant. ' ,

TABLE 7:3 ' ‘Ill -

° NEIGHBORING BY STATUS
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=119)2.

Low-Income Gr&up Middle-Income Group Total

Neighboring .

' Percent: N ) ' Percent N Percent N
Low - : 140.0% - (36) - 31:0%7 (9) 37.8%  (45)
Mediym 27.8%° (25) 20.7 ( 6) 26.1%  (31)
High - - 32.2%  (29) 48,3 (14) 36,17 S¢43) -

Total. 100.0%  (90) 100.0%  (29)  100.0%  (119)

.

. x2 = 2,45 n.s. ' ' \
¢ . N
~. %An N in this table (or elsewhere) not equal to 120 indicates that ,
respondents were omitted because of incomplete answers to the question(s)
at issue.

About 487 of the low-middle-income group had a high level of neighboring as
compared with one-third of the low-income group. Correspondingly, -31% of the
low-middle-income group and 407 of the low-income group- fell in the lowest
. third of neighboring scale scores, To some extent these findings suggest
tht -- even for ghetto residents -- neighboring 18 more extensive for the
higher-status members of the blue-collar class. It should be kept in mind
that all of the low-middle-inceme sample are now living in 221(d)3 housing,
a physical setting which may encourage neighboring. Only about two-thirds of
. the low-income families are currently residing in a comparable projett or
quasi-project milieu. .

A third type of’ primary integration into urban social 1ife is through
kinship networks. The evidence on status differences in kin contact is
‘conflicting. Several studies have found greater contact for blue-collar,
versus white-collar, respondents. Blue-collar respondents in Wilmington,
Delware reported more contiguous kin and more frequent kin contact- than
white-collar respondents.l6 Moreover, blue-collar respondents were more
likely to have migrated exclusively under the auspices of kin than white-
collar respondents. Certainly one gets an impression of a kin-dominated
working class society in_the various case studies, including those of Willmott,
" Younpg, Mogey and Bergér.l8 In addition to Tilly's study, cited above, the

’
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detailed,findingg of Reiss give some support to such status differences in kin .
.contact.19 A caution is, however, in order. Litwak's several articles have '
demon%trated that the extended family is still important even for the more mo-
bile members of the middle class.20 1In ope study he reports that extended
family orientation'increases as one moves up the .status scale, although he
does not have evidence indicating a concomitant increase in kin contact,- Other - ~
researchers have found kin contact to be quite similar at almost all status
levels. Axelrod found that, except for one of his middle classes which was
somewhat more kin-oriented, about 607 of each status level associated with rela-
tives at least a few times a month.2l Based on a survey of social areas in
* San Francisco, Bell and Boat found that the intensity of interaction with rela-
tives was roughly the same for respondents in a high familism, low economic K
area and in a high familism, high economic area. “ For these several white |
samples the data indicate no consistent pattern; and no data appear to be
available on black families. ) T
What was the finding for the sample of black Bostonians. ‘Table 7:4 pre- . -
sents the evidence. A somewhat greater proportion of the low-middle-income
group than of the low-income group fall at the highest level of kin contact.
About 41% of the higher-status housewives had a high intensity of kin contact,
while 31% of the, lower-status group had a high level of contact. Approximate-
ly 24% of the higher-status respondents fell into the low~r third of intensity
scores; 15% more of the lower-status respondents fell into this lower lével of.
kin contact. It can be seen, however, that the relationship between status and
kin contact is rather weak. An overall impression of differences between the
higher-status group and the lower-status group is‘gained from looking at the
three types of primary interaction. 1In all three‘b{izzry areas the higher-
status group seems to be a little more active in the cial life of the black -
ghetto community. Especially in the area of friendship -do they appear to have
an advantage. In the case of kinship and neighboring the postive relationship -
between status and contact is rather weak. Yet this conclusion should: not be . e
misconstrued, for most of the low-income respondents fell at moderate to. high
levels of social interaction. ’

R *
TABLE 7:4
KINSHIP CONTACT ‘BY STAZUS B
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) «
Low-Income Group Middle—Inco@e Group - Total
Kin Contact ' . Nl
- Percgnt N Percent N Percent N

Low . 39.6%  (36) ©24.1%, (7) 35.8%  (43)
‘ Medium 29.7%  (27) 34.5% (10) <?o.s‘z, 37)
High 30.8% (28) 41,47 (12) 33.3%  (40)
| Total 100.1%  (91) 100.0% (29) 99.9%  (120)

A2=2,37. n.s. /
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. Does this advantage for the’low-middle-income respondents extend to’,the .
sphere of secondary associations? In an analysis of the NORC poll data for
urban areas Hausknecht found that voluntary association membership varied di-
rectly with socioeconomic indices.23 Using three major status variables, in- .
come, occupation, and education, he found that "the better paid and better ed-
ucated respondents tended to belong to more,secondary organizations than their

_less well-off counterparts. Professionals and skilled workers belonged to

.3gore orgghizations than semi-skilled and unskilled workers. .

Many?ﬁther_resggggbers, such as Zigmer, Axelrod, Chapin, Hay, Scott) and
Tilly have also discovered a positive correlation between association member-
ship end socioeconomic status.24 Focussing s ecificﬁlly on a blue-collar sample,

- Cohen and Hodges found a substantial difference in associational participation

(including churches and unions) between a lower-blue-collar §roup and

an upper-blue-collar group, thé latter being far more associationally inte-

grated than the former. 22 They argue that the lower status group lacks the

skills and resources for extensive associational activity. The data analyzed
by Hamilton reveal a similar difference in associational part%gipation between
the higher and lower status members of the blue-collar class. Although hé
discovered a differential in favor of the upper-blue-collar class, he found
that this sub-class was closer to the lower-blue-collar class in assocfation
participation than to a white-collar comparison group.

Again, little systematic information is available for black communities.

A study of a Lincoln, ‘Nebraska community found that home-owning blacks partici-

pate more actively in secondary associations than those who are renters; other

status variations were not explored.2/ One does get the impression from cer-
tain case studies, such as Black Metropolis and Blackways of. Kent, that higher-
status families are more active in secondary associations than lower-status
ones.28 However, this impression is fogged by the accompany%ng reports of ex-
tensive religious participation, albeit sect participation, of the lower

classes. » .

The Boston data seém to confirm, to some extent, the previous findings on
whites, as well as the data of Babchuk, Drake, and Lewis on black respondents
(Table 7:5). About 48% of the higher status group had a high level of organi-
zational participation; about one-quarter of the lower status. group had a cor-
respondingly high level of association. Likewise, the Ilow er-income group had
a substantially greater percentage (37.4%) than the higher-income group fall-
ing at the lowest participation level. Even for this black sample it seems
clear that the economically better-off respondents tend td be better integrated.
into the local urban subcommunity through secondary or associational ties than
their lowincome counterparts. Cohen and Hodges' explanation of this differen-
- tiation seems plausible for this Boston sample. They argue that people join

organizations (1) because they have a stake in its goals and (2) because
of social relationships.29 Since the goals of most community and city-wide
organizations are oriented to the status ‘levels above the poverty line, it is
reasonable to expect low-income respondents to avoid such organizations, with
\ the exception of churches. It is also important to consider the possibility
L— ’ that the low-middle-income respondents may have more time for such pursuits.

™ ‘ oy
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TABIE 7:5

ORGANIZATIONAL PARTICIPAFION BY STATUS
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

ha Y

; Low-Income Group Middle-Income Grduﬁ Total'
Organizational _— .
Participation Percent N Percent N Percent N
Low 37.4% "(34) - 20.7% (6) - 33.3% (40)
High 36.3 (33) 31.0 (9 35.0 (42)
Medium 26.4  ~(24) 48.3 (14) 31.7 (38) %
Total 100.1%  (91) 100.0% (29) 100.0%  (120)

x2 = 5,34, p_<.10.

Should one also expect status differences in the area of tertiary participation?
The lack of previous data makes predictions difficult. Using the measure of
activities described in an earlier chapter, Roxbury area interviéwers-quizzed
each respondent on the frequency of her trips into the local community as well
as into downtown and the greater Boston area. It should be remembered that 80%
to 90% of the whole sample had never done any of the activities listed except
"going riding around in the car for pleasure" and "gone downtown to a movie."
The two status groups are quite similar on all activities except for going
downtown to a movie and for attendance at a civil rights meeting. Although
only 24% of the total sample, the middle-inCOmg respondents were about 37%
of those who had gone downtown to a movie or to a civil rights meeting ‘
in the last two months. Their likelihood of venturing out to a downtown
movie 1s greater probably because they are more likely to have the requisite
financial resources. This figure on movie-going and civil rights meeting '
attendance jibes with the small difference in, favor of the higher status group
found in regard to associational activity. Comparisons of the two groups on
the number of and destination of shopping, business, and medical trips, revealed
ﬁo'surprises. Comparing the percent who made no trips, the percentage differences
were 10% or less in all cases, favoring the low-income group in regard to shépping
trips. With regard to the geographical range of shopping the two groups are
similar in their dependence on the ghetto area, | .

Newspaper reading has been found to vary directly with status measured .
in terms of education. Bogart reports geveral studies which indi¢ate that
newspaper reading is greatest for those with a college pducation and goes -
down as education decreases: 53% of grade school graduates were found to read
a newspaper daily as compared with 65% of high school graduates and 77% of
college graduates/30 an occupational breakdown did not turn up any significant
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differences between semi—gkilled, skilled, or professional workexrs in the
extent of newspaper readership; the unskilled were Enly a little less likely .

to read a newspaper on an average weekday.

.
» <

> { TABIE 7:6 . o »
BOSTON PAPER READERSHIP BY STATUS, : N
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=119) - ¢ )
‘ - & N
‘Low-Income Group Middle-Income Group Tota}
Frequency of . . .
- Newspaper . . et -
Reading | Percent N Percent ° N  Percent N o i
PR - —~ N ’
Less than
daily : 37.8% (34) 27.6% (8) 35.3% (42)
’ -~
t. . .
© Daily 62.2 (56) 72.4 (21) 64.7 (7 ‘ o
Total 100.0%  (90) 100.0%  (29) 1°°f°%r1 (1g)° .
! :- i - .

~ - \V4 - j

v x2 = .998. n.s. 7 ' : .

) - \
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The data for the Boston sample reveal that the middle-income respondents are
"a bit more likely to read a metropolitan paper daily than their lower-income
counterparts, although the overwhelming majority of both groups are daily ‘ i
readers. About 72% of the higher status group and 62% of the lower status )
group read one of the Boston papers daily. This agrees with the minor
difference in readership which Bogart reports. With regard to local community
newspapers Janowitz t Rorted that 847% of his Chicago Tespondents were readers
of their local paper. Bogart- reports a study showing that grade and high
school, graduates are much more interested in city news than in international
news as contrasted with the more internationalist minded college graduates.32
Consideration®of this finding and the fact that thc Roxbury area respondents
have a mean level of education of 10.3to 11.1 suggests that both status
groups, if-blacks parallel whites, should have a large number of local news-
paper fans. The findings tabylated in Table 7:7 do not support this expecta-
tion. The majority of both siypsamples do not regularly read either of the %ggal
papers. - The differ ces betwden the two socioeconomic groups are not strikifg;
and they actually wquld offer a.little iiz;ort to the hypothesis that middle-

i

income, families are more interested in T news than their low-income
counterparts. . .

As noted in an earlier chapter,.the importantce of television-viewing
.and radio listening for Americans -- at least white Americans -- has been
documented in several |studies. With regard to status differences in mass
mediq\sgpzac Bogart %eports ata indicating that operatives and laborers

*




tend to33eport higher levels of exposure to television than other occupational
groups. Clarke 4nd Komarovsky report that.lower-status (or blue-collar)
respondents prefer TV watching to other forms of leisure.34 In the afore-
mentioned ,study of Boston whites, Sweetser found that his white-collar,

~ TIespondents spent an average 6fJZ.16 hours a weekday watchin§ TV and his
blue-collar ‘respondents had a weekday average of 2.52 hours.3?

. .. TABLE 7:7

-
4 >

ROXBURY PAPER READERSHIP BY STATUS '4(/
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=119) : :

o

Low-Income Group MiddIe-Income Group  Total
Frequency of ‘ - )
Newspaper , 7
Reéading Percent N Percent N .Percent * N,

Not at all 40.0%  (36) 34.5%  (10) 38.7%  (46) £
. ' ‘.

Occasionally 35.6 (32) 34.5 (10) . 35.3 (42)
"Weekly 24.4 (22) 3107 (9 . 2610 (31)

Total 100.0%  (90) 100.0%  (29) 100.0% . (119)

T

x2 = .546. n.s. ’ 1 - o,

8

These findings certainly sugge?% that d blue-collar sample would spend more
time before the television set than white-collar families. However, only
one study seems to have examined internal variations within the lower

-- and working -- classes. Using the ISC index, White found that females
in the upper-Zlower class spent ggmewhat more time, watching television

than lower-lower-class females. The following hypothesis would follow .

from this: ‘the higher-status blue-collar group in the general Roxbury
area sample should be more oriented to the TV than their lower-statls
counterparts. For the type of status division used in analyzing the
Roxbury area.findings there is no support for this hypothesis (Table 7:8).

-
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TABLE* 7:8
TV WATCHING BY STATUS
BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

2

‘Low-Income Group Middle-Income Group Total
Time Spent ° .
Watching TV . . . k
o Percent N Percent N Percent N
: /
Low -~ ,
€0-1% hours) 33.0% (30) 34.5% (10) 33.3% (40)
Medium ¢ .
(1%-3% hours) 29.7 27 27.6 ( 8) ©.39.2 (35)
i ' -
High S g .
(3% hours or . .. )
more) 37.4 . (34) 37.9 (11) .\37.5 (45)
Total 100.1% (91) 100.0% (29)  ,100.0%  (120)
2 ¢

x- = .05/ n.s. . .
. M ’ . -

.The distributions for:the two incdme’groups are virtually identical.
When the amount of time allocated in the time budget question to all -

types of mass media contact (TV, radio, newspaper, magazines) is computcd,

. small differences between the two groups do appear. Table 7:9 indicates that

. low-income respondents are more likely than middle-income respondents to
maintain a high level of media contact. 'About 36% of the low-income group
sustained a high level of contact with the radio’and TV, while less than a
gparter of the middle-income wives reported contact of a comparablelevel.
However, the middle-income wives also had the smallest percentage in the
"tow~contdct third. The obvious reason for this is that nearly ﬁalf’of them

“fell into the middle range, from two and one-quarter hours to four and one-
‘half hours of TV and radio contact. The overall differences appear to be

" agcounted for by the greater amount of radio listening of the lower-blue-
collar housewives. '




R - _ TABLQ 7:9

©w 7" . .MASS MEDIA CONTACT BY STATUS o
oA .o BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120) C ‘
. Low-Income Group Middle-Income Group Total 3
Mass Media . :
+ Contact R ‘ -* i
Percent N Percent N Percent N
Low’ ,
(0-2'Kours) 34.1 (31) 27.6% ( 8) 32,5% ., (39) T e
N . IR
Medium . ‘ v
(2%-4% hours): ‘ 29.7 @n 48.3 +(14) 34.2 . (41 R
High Lo C S - )
(4-15% hours) - 36,3 - (33) 24*&\ (D . 33.3 4o - _
¢ ) — Vi ) N ) ’. , L’ o, ¢ -
. ) \ " « N Y
Total 100.1%  (91). 100.0% (29)Q 100.0% , (120),

x% = 3.48. n.s. - . ,

" Conclusion

The status differential between the low-income group, &omposrd of familics
in public, private, and 221(d)3 housing, and the low-middlec-income group,’
composcd only of families in 221(d)3 housing, seems to be primarily one of
income. Each of the subsamples is predominantly blue-collar, both in tcrms
of husbands' occupation and subjective class .placement. -

Participation differences have previously been found betwezn lower-blue-
collar respondents and upper-blue-collar respondents, usually favoring the
latter. On the whole, the data on the Boston sample suggest, paralleling
most of these studies, that upper-blue-collar respondents are somewhat better
integrated into the urban social fabric than the lower-blue-collar respondents.
A summary™E thé data indicating the direction of difference substantiates thig
point. However, it should be noted that only one of the chi-squares for the
differedtials was significant at the .03 level. 1iIn the area of primary contacts :
the low- piddle-income groups is, to some degrze, better integrated than the
low-income subjects, whegther the.comparison be neighboring,friendship contact,
or kin contacts Likewise they are better integrated in' tcrms of the extent
of their participation in voluntary associations. Even in the area of
tertiary partigipation the-middle~-income ‘group has somewhat greater contact
with the metropolitan and local newspapers, and about th~ same degree of
contact with the TV, _ ) .

However, the differences are not very great; and the low-income group
did make a few mowe trips into the éity gnd have somewhat greater ¢ontact

]
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with all the mass media taken together than did the middle- income respondents.

Thus one must not press these small differentials very hard. More evidence
is needed. Thus Table 7:10 gives some confirmation of the expectations,
suggested by previous studies, of status differences in sotial participation.

Additional variation in participation will be examined in the next chapter;
there the focus Wwill be on the effects of a short-range move.

'

TABLE 7:10

SUMMARY OF DATA TABLES
. BOSTON SAMPLE (N=120)

Numb~r of Times

Direction of Diffe;ence

, " Ptimary Secopdary Tertiary
’ Contact Contact ContaFt
Middle-income group . i
Somewhat better integrated
than low-income group . 3 1 2
’ ;ow:income group . | -
Somewhat better integrated | .
than middle-income group 0 . .0 1 ‘
Neither better integrated than o ’
the other™ 0 . 0 1
£ A "" »
, \
9‘ 1
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FOQTNOIES

(Chapter 7) ‘1

s .-
\

' \
lSection 221(d)3 of the 1961 Housing Act provides for below-market

FHA financing for organizations which will build new housing in urban renewal
areas. "221(d)3 housing" in the text refers to such (quasi~-project) housing
built in the Roxbury urban renewal area.

2Robert J. Lampman, The Low Income Population and Economic Growth (Joint
Economic Committee of Congress, Study Paper, No. 12; Washington: Government

Printing Office, 1959).

3Conference on Economic Progress, Poverty and Deprivation in the United
States (Washington, 1961). Cited in S, M. Miller, "The 'New' Working Class,"
Blue-Collar World, eds. Arthur B. Shostak and William Gomberg (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), p.3. This report is sometimes
called the "Keyserling report." ‘

v ]
bThis average oi $5,30Q for these relatively large families is sub- o -
stantially less than the cunrent national average (1964: $6,570). Consideringér %
this and the fact that these\are predominantly blue-collar families, it AN
E RS

might be more appropriate to |term these families "upper-blue-collar" or
"stable-working-class" rather than "middle-income." 1In any case, "middle-
income," a term used by the uilders ‘of their 221(d)3 housing, should not
necessarily be taken to mean "middle-class."

5

i

Hay, op. cit., pp. 285ff.

6Lynd and Lynd, og: cit., pp. 272ff.; Axelrod, op. cit.}‘p. 728; Bell
and Boat, op. cit., p. 394; and James H. Williams, "Close Friendship Relations
of Housewives Residing in an Urban Community," Social Forces, 36 (1958),
358-362. ‘ B

7Dotson,’og. cit., p. 691; Berger,/og. cit., pp. 55ff.; Mogey, op. cit.,
P. 96 and passim; Young and Willmott, op. cit., passim.

8Albert J. Reiss, Jr.,™'Rural-Urban and Status Differences in Interpersonal
Contacts," American Jog%ggl of Sociology, 65 (1959), 188.

. 2y
9 Axelrod, op. ci%.; p.728; Williams, op., cit., p.359.
10 ,

2

Caplow, Stryker, and Wallaée, op. cit., pp. 162-163.

11 Tilly,‘MLgration to an American City, loc. cit., p. 34.

12Willia@ H. Whyte, Jr., op. cit.; Smith, Form and Stone, op. cit.; and
Fava, op. cit. .

13cohen and Hodgef?}og. cit., pJ.313ff.
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14Axelrod, op. cit., p. 728; and Bell and Boat, op, cit., p.394.

15cohen and Hodges, op. cit., p. 314.

16Tilly, Migration to an American City, loc. cit., p. 35.

17Tilly and Brown, op. cit., pp. 17—18?

18Young and Willmott, op. cit.; Mogey, op. cit.; Berger, op. cit. However,
Blum, takes issue with this view and presents a little evidence to the contrary.
Alan F. Blum, "Social Structure, Social Class, and Participation in Primary
Relationships,”" Blue-Collar Worfﬁ, eds. Arthur B. Shostak and William Gomberg
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: [Prentice-Hall, 1964), pp. 203-204.

19

Reiss, op. cit., pp. l88ff.
2011 twak, op. cit., p. 17.

3\
21pxelrod, op. cit., p.728.¥

22Bell and Boat, op. cit., p. 394.
23

Hausknecht, op. cit., pp. 27-30.

24Basil G. Zimmer, "Participation of Migrants in lirban Structures,"
Cities and Society, eds. Paul K. Hatt and Albert J. Reiss, Jr. (New York:
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1957), pp. 732-733; Axelrod, op. cit., p.725;
Chapin, op. cit., p. 160; Hay, op. cit., p. 291; Scott, op. cit., p. 321; and
Tilly, Migration to an American City, loc. cit., p. 33. Cf. also Blum, op.
cit., p. 202. ’

25Cohen and Hodges, op. cit., p. 315.

26Ric_hard Hamilton, "The Behavior and Values of Skilled Workers;"
Blue-Collar World, eds. Arthur Shostak apd William Gomberg (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), p. 48.

27 abchuk and Thompson, op. cit., p. 652,

28
For example, Drake and Cayton, op. cit., p. 669; and Lewis, op. cit.,

pp. 256-267,
29Cohen and Hodges, op. cit., p. 31$.
30pogart, op. cit., p. 425.

31Janowitz, op. cit., p. 208,

32Bogart, op. cit., p.425. ’
33Ibid., p. 420. Cf. also Steiner, op. cit. P
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3{’Alf’red C. Clarke, "The Usz of Leisure and Its Relation to Levels of -
Occupational Prestige," American,Sociological Review, 21 (1956), 304; and
Komarovsky, Blue-Collar Marriage, loc. cit., p. 324,

3SSwgetser, op. cit., p..82,
\ 365, Clyde White, "Social Class Differences in the Uses of Leisure,"
Mass Leisure, eds. Exric Larrabee and Rolf Meyersohn (Glencoe, Illinois:
Free Press, 1958), p. 202.
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p CHAPTER, VIII

MOBILITY AND SOCIAL PARTICIPATION
3 - N .

.

Short-range geographical mobility has generally been neglected by students
of migration; the predominant concern has been with inter-country or rural-urban
migration, In addition, few studies dealing with intra-urban mobility have
been longitudinal, examining the effects of a move with "before" and "after"
interviews. Housing researchers have conducted longitudinal investigations
of intra-urban moves, but even they have not examined the effect of the move
per se, as distinguished from the effect of the housing ‘environment.

What is the general view of the effects of intra-city migration on the
social ties of urban families? Two basic questions seem to be suggested
by available data: one view is that geographical mobility is essentially a
process characterized by social disorder and disorganization, severance of
important interpersonal ties, and grief. This has been the view presented
by several studies done in Lagos, Nigeria, Oxford, England, and London, England.
The net effect of changing neighborhoods was a general decline in inter-
personal contacts. Marris' study of housing estate families who moved out
of central 'Lagos revealed a low degree of contact with relatives compared
to families still in the central area.l Willmott and Young investigated a

.

housing estate in East London and found a similar phenomenon iff regard not 7

oﬁly to relatives but also to other social contacts.? Mogey's data on Oxford
(England) housing estate families also support this same argument for the
disruptive effects of ngighborhood change, at least in regard to the severance
of ties with relatives.” But he did find more extensive friendship activity
in the estate than in his comparable central city sample. Some published

data are also available on American respondents. Fried's study of Italian- .
Americams displaced by urban renewal from Boston's West End revealed that

many were overcome with grief as a result of the disruptive effects of a move
out of an area charactgrized by intimate social ties.4 Fried implies that such
an involuntary move me)nt for the average respondent, a net loss of inter-
personal interaction, %t least in the short run.

By contrast, mobility has been seen by others as basicatly an orderly
process in which centripetal social forces predominate. For example, residen-
tial mobility is viewed by Gans, at least the voluntary move of an middle-class,
family, as an orderly process foreseen and specifically chosen by the family.
Gans argues that middle-class movers to suburbs are usually looking for and /
generally find increased sociability. Thus, changing neighborhoods is not

/

.only not disruptive but pften means & net gain in interpersonal contacts.

Similarly, research on public housing (working-class) families in Baltimore
and Minneapolis found that a move from a deteriorated neighborhood to a etter
quality housing environment .stimulated an increase in sociability as me sured
by questions on neighboring patterns and associational ties. 6 .

'
»

-
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None of the aforementioned studies diffcrentiates between the short-term
and the long-term effects of short-fange residential mobility. It may be
that the disruptivé effects of intra-urban mobility are initial and that
most families reestablish social ties in a relatively short time in the
new environment. If they move into a substantially improved socio-physical
environment they may even surpass their previous level of social intgraction.
The basic model might be as follows: Mobility is a two-step process which
involves traversing physical distance and breaking or temporarily severing
current social ties. ‘The short-term impact of the move may be to sever (or
at least ta stretch) established social ties. Depending on the type of
tie and the distance moved, the first few weeks after the move will gencrally
show a net decrease in social interaction. .In the same €irst few weeks new
social ties also begin to form, and the long-term effect of the new housing
environment is either a regaining of the previous level of social interaction .
or & net increase in social interaction if the new housing environment is
one which promotes interaction. Such a model combines insights from the
two general wiews of, mobility and partially reduces the apparent conflict
between them. T . .

The Boston Samples

In earlier chapters I have focussed upon the social participation patterns
of the sample of black Bostonians, paralleling their profile with that of
other samples on which comparable research has been done. An original
purpose of study was an intecrest in the effects which geographical mobility
would have upon these links into urban social, life. As noted in Chapter II,
the overall Roxbury area sample actually includes four groups of movers,
families who moved generally within the ghetto area of Boston. Although
the original matched set desigh had to be given up, the four samples are
roughly matched in regard to race, age of wife, number of children, family
type, and income (except for the low-middle-income group). The initial pools
were not large enough to pick thirty-five matched sets of four; and some of
those originally in the successfully matched sets did*not move. These factors
affect the overall matching, although the samplq% are still roughly similar
as can be seen in Table 8:1., There are three significant differences which
should be noted. Although all four samples are composed of large families,
the rent supplementation sample has the largest mean number of children;:
and the public housing sample is different ‘in two respects. . It has fewer,
male-headed families and a lower mean income. Of course, the middlec-
income sample does havé the highest mean income, as expected. All of
these famjlies'were administered an "after-move" questionnaire which in-

* aluded a proad range of social participation questions; but the "beforc-

Ty S

move" interview inclided fewer participation items. However, 5gwleast one
index in each of the general areas of primary, secondary, and tértiary
participation is available from both interviews and will be usc% in the
following analysis,

Before looking at the data on social participation, it is necessary
to examine three preliminary questions which bear upon the social inte-
gration of families on the’move: (1) How far were the moves? (2) Were

the moves involuntary? (3) Is the new housing environment really an
improved one? ;

-

o
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4+ TABLE 8:1
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ON FOUR MOBILITY SAMPLES
: *(N=104) ' C
. Age of Number Percentage
Number, Wife of Income Male-headed
(Mean) Children (Mean) Families
(Mean)
Private housing a
sample 16 32 3.9 $4500 50%
Public housing ) )
sample . 24 30 3:8.., $3100 " 38%
Rent supplementation 3
. sample - 35 30 5.6 . $4100 597%
Middle-income sample 29 33 . 4.7 §5300 ~ 60%

How far were the moves? Tgble 8:2 indicates the distances moved by -
respondents in each of the four Roxbury area housing samples. On the average,
the rent supplementation sample, all of whom were forced to move because of
urban renewal, moved the shortest distance: approximatelx,gig city blocks.

¢
b TABLE, 8:2
t
MEAN DISTANCE MOVED '
. BOSTON SAMPLES N
Number Mean (in Miles)
Rent supplementation sample 35 .57
Middle-income sample 29 .86
Public housing sample . 24 2.05 )
Private housing sample . “ 19 1.01 ,
All samples 104 1.01

The low-middle-ineome sample moved about nine city blocks on thc average,
while the private housing group averaged approximately one mile. The public
housing group traversed the greatost distance by far of all the housing group::
a mean of about two miles. Thus, on the averagc, th:sc Roxbury arca respondcnts
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moved only a moderate distance away from their old neighborhoods. Such a
distance is substantially shorter than that travelled by the housing estate
respondents in the British and African studies, some of which found the move
~disruptive for their kinship ties.8 1t probably approximates the, relatively
shorter distances moved by the low-income families whom Wilner ;ZG Chapin
studied; these two studies found an increase in social participsion with

a move into an improved housing environment. The relatively moderate
distances travelled by the Boston movers would incline one to accept the order
view of geographical mobility for predictive purposes.

Table 8:3 reports information obtained from the respondents in reply to
questions concerning why they had moved; in cases where direct replies were
inadequate, data from other questions becaring on housing cxpericnces or from
housing agency records were used to fill in the gaps. All of the subsidy
tenants, most of the privatc tenants, and a majority of the middle-income sampl
were more or less forced to move, either by the Boston Redevelopment Authority's
site clearance procedures or by deteriorating housing often on the fringe of
reneval areas. Only 38% of the public sample were forced to move in this scnsc.
These data emphasize the difference between these black samples and certain other
white (and usually white-collar) samples which haye been studied.

TABLE 8:3

REASONS FOR MOBILITY -,

Reasons

Number Because of Because of
Urban Deteriorated Other Total
Renewal Housing
Lo
Rent supplementation
sample 35 1007% 0 0 1007
Middle-income sample 29 287 31 41 100%
Public housing
sample 24 17% 21 62 100%
Private housing
sample 16 75% 12 13 100%

N\

For such a sample, Rossi argues that the life c

of housing complaints, mo
‘from a growing family,
of their own. When sgace
from such residences.10

bility desires,

ycle is the important generator
Under pressure
2 ce and a house
1s no longer neceded, older couples tend to move away
Gans has noted that certain (white) middle-class
families voluntarily move out to suburbs for the additional purpose of
increasing their social interaction;ll

‘ and actual mobility.
young families move toward increased spa

4

this selectivity phenomenon, he avers,

partially accounts for the higher degrec of sociability in the suburbs.
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However, most of the Boston sample can under no circumstances be
considered voluntary movers seeking to follow the family cycle or to satisfy
their longings for increased sociability. About 57% were forced to move by
urban renewal and an additional 15% because of deteriorated or dilapidated
housing. Thus, at least 727% were forced to enter the housing market whether
or mot they actually wanted to do so; the comparable figure for mobile
families in general is 2% to 3%. Selectivity may still have played a part
in whether they chose to apply to a projectior to move again in the private
housing market. But the supply of proximate Private housing had been sub-
stantially decreased by discrimination and By urban renewal, and many of the
families undoubtedly had no choice but to apply to public housing, or, if
they could afford it, to the 221(d)3 projects. Thus, selectivity -- in the:
sense of a person choosing a project solely in order to increase social
ingpraction -- does not seem to be an important factor in the h%Psing choices
of most of these Negro families.

. ]

TABLE 8:4

HOUSING IMPROVEMENT (BUILDING CONDITION)?2
_BOSTON SAMPLE

Mean Mean Net
Number Before After Change
Rent supplementation sample 35 1.54 4.57 +3.03
. Middle-income sample 29 1.85 4.65 +2.70
Public housing sample 24 1.25 3.17 +1.92
Private housing sample 16 1.31 2.37 - +1.06

-

aRespondent:s' housing structures were classified by the interviewers into
five ranked categories from +l=very poor housing (three or more basic structural
items needing repair) to +5=excellent (high quality construction, well cared
for). K Note that the "mean before" for all groups is very low, indicating that
the bulk of the respondents-lived in deteriorating housing before the move.

e
»

Table 8:4 indicates the significant housing improvement which the three
project groups experienced and the slight improvement which the privatc housing,
group experienced. The amelioration is most substantial in regard to the
rent supplementation group, followed in order by the middle-income, public
housing, and private housing groups. The improvemenf of the private housing
group is not as significant as the others; it should be noted that they are
still residing in housing which is somewhat dilapidated, needing one or two
structural repairs on the average. The aforementioned studies of families
moving out of dilapidated slum housing -- those studies lending weight to
the non-disruptive model of mobility -- argue strongly for the positive
effects that a substantially meliorated housing environment can have upon the
social lives of families. Following their line of argument, one would predict
that the Boston families, especially those in the three project groups,
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should become incteasingly enmeshed in intimate social ties as a result of a
change in housing from slum residences to better guality housing.

Social Participation Variables

v

Because of the difficulties mentioned in Chapter II the Boston respon-
dents were interviewed at varying intervals after their moves from one
neighborhood to another. .As a result "after-move'" interviews were campleted
from one week to one year after the move. This, of cours®, poses a problem
in any direct comparisons of thc several ho sing groups. However, thts diffi-

‘culty can be made a virtue; within ea¢h of he thousing groups respondents have

been in their new housing environments for varying lengths of.time. A change
score ("after" score less the "before" score) was computed for“each of these
respondents, The figures on subsequent pages plot mean change scores for
each of the several housing groups at four different points in time after

the move-in. This was done to get around the problem of selectivity involved
in the arbitrary dividing of each housing group into four subdivisions.

These figures were set up as follows: The three samples of project
movers, were combined, and the combined group was divided into approximate
quartiles according to the number of weeks which had elapsed between the
date of "move-in" and the date of the folléw-up interwlew. Then the members
of each.of the three project samples'which fell within each quartile were

“treated as a distinct group for the purposes of the graphs. Fortunately the

several project samples were.c:pdely m tched for date of move. Each time
point has, on the average, a quarter of each of the subsamples within its

\limits, although the range is from 17% te*33%. There are several points which

should be kept in mind when reflecting on the graphs. The number of respon-

- dents in each of the '"time-in'" groups is rather small, ranging from five to

twelve depending on the size of that particular, subsample. Because of the
difficulty of selecting a control group of priuéte movers, the matching on
"time-in" was generally not possible; the total group of private movers
-available was only sixteen. This group could not, therefore, be divided

into groups comparable to those for the project samples; the private sample
was split into two subgroups, approximately at the median time elapsed

since the move. These two groups (two time points) are plotted on the graphs
for comparison purposes. On the whole, this procedure seemed to be the only
way to diffgmentiate, however tentatively, between the effects of the move
itself and socio-physical housing environment. At best this kind of

Yet they are inherently interesting.

Thus, the change scores represent net increases and decreases in social
participation. What the figures present, beyond the (lodgitudinal) before- .
after time compgrison involved in the change scofes themselves, is a diachronic
simulation usingﬂ&;gss-sectiqnal data. Preceding each of the figures will be
a brief table indigdting the absolute mean scores on each of the housing
samples before and after the move. ‘ : B ‘

The first type of primary participation to be cxamined will be:
neighboring. On the basis of previous rescarch what did we expect? , The
finding$s of a longitudinal study of Baltimorc respondents moving into public
housing units suggested‘the forecast that the Roxbury arca respondents
moving into project 'housing would gain in neighboring.1 However, the gain for

"analysis’ is suggestive, and the j;;ph?"should be interpreted with caution.

.
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. the black families in Baltimore was measured at the end of a three-year
period; no evidence was resented on the short-run effect of the move
per se. What were the Bdstofi fihdings?

“Before looking at the nelghborhood curves in Figure 8 1 it is worth
examining the absolute mean scores in Table 8:5. Simple comparisons of
"before'™ and "after" means (or percentages) is the usual analytical ‘ 2
procedure in the few extant longitudinal studies.of housing and mobility.

4 . TABLE 8:5 L v
MEAN NEIGHBORING SCORES N ‘
)
l Rent Middle~ Public A Private -
Supplemen- , Income - Housing = Housing
tation-Sample Sample  Sample - Sample
’ - Q- "
q' ’ . ) M o ’
Score N Score N Score N Score N '
.\ N » s
- - T "
"Before" mean ~ _. 7.0 (35) 7.9 (28) 7.6 7.4  (15) |
5.8 (15) ,

"After" mean *3.9 (35) 7.6 (29) 6.1

Using this type of compag¥ison, inspection of the data in Table 8:5 reweals

a decrease in mean neighloring scores with the move for each of the sub-
samp}es. However, this simple comparison may well be hiding a decrease with
the.move and an increase with "time-in,".as would be predicted on the basis
of the model suggested earlier. For this reason the neighboring curve over
time must be examined.l2
. Plotting the neighboring curves for the three prOJect samples and the
smaller sample of private movers reveals the most consistent phenomenon

in all of the figures for the gsocial participation variables (Figure 8:1).

For each of the samples we find a sharp drop-off in neighboring during the
first one to threc weeks of residence, Neighboring, of the several types of N
secial participation examined in this chapter, seems to be the most closely

tied to, and affected by, the locality., , Obviously one's relations with
neighbors, qua neighbors in the sending neighborhood are usually seyered

even by a rather short- range;move The data in figure 8:1 strongly support

this interpretation.l3 Respondents in all four of the housing groups. expericnced
a net loss in neighboring as a consequence of shifting from.one locale to
another. After all, neighbors in the new neighborhood géncrally are social
strangers; and there seems to be some.reticence on the part of recent

‘migrants toward neighboring in a new environment during the first few

weeks, the "sgettling-in" period. In fact, several of the Boston houswives
éxpressed a desire to put their house in order before they did much neighboring.

»
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NEIGHBORING: CHANGE SCORES FOR FOUR BOSTON SAMPLES
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beyond the level sustained in the sending neighborho It should be noted
that there is a real difficulty in differentiating th ect of the physical ,
. environment (space, proximity, etc.) and the effect of " social environ- o

-

" ' (courts, etc.) which fosters neighboring;
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Gradually, however, proximity comes into play, and chats occur between
neighbors As familiarity grows, the casual interaction graduates to reciprocal
visiting and exchange of favors. This neighboring phenomenon eventually,
for the 221(d)3 residents at later points in time, increasecs significantly

ment. In the case of these samples the new housing environment combines
social and physical aspects which tend to defy attempts to separate them.
A combination of such social and spatial factors may help to account for
the net increase in neighboring for 221(d)3 families:
1. The relative homogeneity of the tenant popuiation;
) 2z Thé greater probability of contact with residents in
projects of relatively high density and/or of an architecture

3. The increase in space and facilities for entertaining;
4. The common experience of adjusting to quite a new and substantially
improved housing environment.
All of these bear in one way or another upon the impact which the socio-
physical locale has upon the social lives of urban families and their
neighboring patterns.

The public housing and private housing movers, by.contrast, also
experienced an initlial decrease in neighboring just after the move. How-
ever, with time their level of neighboring, although rising above the nadir,
does not at any point come up to their original level of neighboring. The '
initial drop-off in’ neighboring for the private movers is explicable in terms '
of the locale-based character of neighboring. The failure of the curve to
rise as rapidly as that of the 221(d)3 families may be due to the absence of B
some of the social and/or spatial factors noted above. Certainly they did not
experience as radical an improvement in housing as the 221(d)3 groups. . .

In any event, the last time point includes families who have been in their
new residences at most forty weeks. With additional time their level of
neighboring may approximate or even exceed the "before-move" level. The
movement of the curve for the public housing families, beyond the initial
decrease, is unexpected. It 'directly contradicts the findings of the
Baltimore study. One possible ex post facto explanation for this may be in
the fact that the public housing environment for many of these Boston
regpondents, although spatially somewhat of an improvement may be socially
distressing and may foster distrust of some neighbors f6r some respondents.
Plotting the change scores for a housing preference question (size, rent,,
schools, etc.) included in both the "before' and "after" interviews does
reveal a gradual decrease in housing satisfaction, over time, for the public
housing tenants as compared with a gradual increase in satisfaction for
comparable respondents in the rent supplementation sample. In any case,
the patterns for the two 221(d)3 groups at all, stages and the pattern of
the private and public housing groups in the first nine weeks support the
contention that neighboring is the social participation phenomenon most
affected by the very move itself, the change of locale, as distinguished -
from the particular type of housing environment; and the movement of the
curves for the two 221(d)3 samples from the tenth weck onward lends support
to the argument that substantial improvements in the socio -physical environ-
ment can accelerate neighboring. ‘

-
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The effect of intra-city mobility on friendship contacts has not been
systematically investigated. Mogey's data do indicate that former central
city residents now residing out in housing projects ('housing estates"
have more contact with friends than comparable families still residing in
the central city.l4 1In a study of working-class families Berger found a
small increase in friendship interaction with the move to 4 suburb,l>
These studies indicate that the order model of mobility holds true over
time and in improved housing environments in regard to friendship ties; but

. they offer no suggestions for the short-term effects of the move. However;
it was expected for moves of a moderate distance, such as the one mile
averaged by the Roxbury area respondents, that friendship interaction would
not be affected as systematically as ties with neighbors were.

Table 8:6 preseits the mean absolute scores for friendship contact

before and after the move. ) .
TABLE 8:6
MEAN CONTACT WITH FRIENDS
/
T [
Rent %iddle- Public Private
Supplemen- ncome Housing Housing
tation Sample ?ample Sample’ Sample
Score ‘N Score N Score N Score N
"Before" mean 8.1 (35) .12.0 (29) 12.1 (24) 9.6 (16)

"After" mean 11.9 (35) 17.0 (29) 13.0 (24) 11.7 (16)

r

As noted previously, several longitudinal studies do comparisons of bdfore
and after indices. These "before" and "after" mean scores indicate a net
increase in friendship contact for all housing groups in the Boston sample.
Nevertheless, examination of the neighboring data has suggested_that making
simple comparisons may lead to overlooking 'internal variations gﬁe to varying
lengths of time in the new residence. Such would appear to be the case in
regard to friendship contact, as can be seen in Figure 8:2, 'Figure 8:2
presents the graph of friendship contact for each of the several housing
groups, again at different intervals from the date of the "move-in." The
pattern, although somewhat more erratic than that of neighboring, is one

of general increasgs. But this is reasonable. Unlike ties to neighbors,
friendship ties are not necessarily locale-based. Geographical mobility,
even the one-mile moves of the Boston respondents, undoubtedly increases

the physical distance between the respondents and some of their friends.
Increased distance, particularly if there are no convenient transportation
links, .does make interaction with some friends (especially those in old
neighborhoods) more difficult and, at the least, more erratic. Since the
transportation facilities in the areas fin which the Boston respondents live
are usually quite good, it is unlikely that transportation is an insuperable
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problem for most friends now living a somewhat greater distance apart. In
other cases the move diminishes physical distance between friends and en-
courages increased contact, .

The middle-income group shows a slight drop-off in contact in the first
few weeks after the move and an uneven but predictable rise in friendship
contact above the level sustained prior to the move. The decline is
not as significant for friendship as it was for neighboring, perhaps
because friendship is not tied as closely to the locale as neighboring.
However, the fact that there was some decrease offers a little support for
the contention that a move can be disruptive; in other words, friendship is
partly affected by physical distance and physical containment, but is also
capable of transcending physical barriers. The graph for the subsidy sample
presents a gomewhat similar pattern, except for the fact that the initial
drop-off occurs in the second time period after a glight rise in the first
time period. )

At both time points the private housing movers show some net gain R
in friendship contact, when compared with the level of friendship interaction
sustained before the move. This suggests that a move into a new housing
environment, even if not a greatly improved one, has an initial and éenerally
positive effect upon friendship interaction. 0ld friends carry over; and
new ones are being made locally. It should also be noted that their increasé
in friendship interaction is not as great, on the average, as it is for

v those respondents moving into 221(d)3 housing.

The curve for the public housing movers is quite erratic, a gain re-
flecting the instability of figures for small subsamples. They experienced
a small increase in the first three weeks and then a decrease in the next
six, while those who had been in for ten to thirty weeks showed a sizeable
average decrease. This uneven development seems to defy explanation; the
small N in the subdivisions used in this type of analysis may well account
for this unevenness. In any event, the public housing sample moved, on
the average, twice as far from their sending neighborhoods as the private
families and three to four times as far as the 221(d)3 families moved. This
fact suggests that their interpersonal contacts, particularly those in the

. sending -neighborhoods, might be sustained in a more unsystematic fashion

than for families moving a shorter distance. 1In general, with a few excep-

tions Figure 8:2 reinforces the impression gained from a simple comparison

of the mean absolute scores -- a significant net gain in friendship contact

in jthe new housing enviromment. The net gain appears to be the greatest for

the rent supplementation and middle-income respondents, that is, those living ..
in 221(d)3 developments the architecture of which fosters tenant contacts.

The third type of primary tie examined in earlier c¢hapters was contact
with relatives. This type of contact seems logically to be one step farther
than neighboring or friendship links away from being strictly locale-based --
at least for the distances under consideration here. Previous gtudies of
intra-urban mobility and its effect upon kin ties have been done, using a
cross-sectional design in which working-class respondents in "before'" and
"after" areas were interviewed. TFor the rather long distances involved these
studies have found a consistent decrease in kin contact with a move from the
central area out to housing estates.l6 One pliece of longitudinal evidence
also suggests that the families moving out to the estates sharply curtail their
relationships with relatives in the central city.1l7 Contacts, primarily
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because of substantially incregsed distance (four to twenty miles), become
fewer and less regular. On the basis of these findings, it is difficult to
predict the effect of the move on families moving, on the average, one ‘
mile from their previous neighborhoods. Some may move closer to”their rela-
tives and some farther away.

The mean absolute scores for kin contact are tabulated in Table 8:7.
Again, it is useful to make simple comparisons of these mean scores prior
to examining the change scores for each of the subdivisions at the four
points in time after the move.

TABLE 8:7

MEAN CONTACT WITH RELATIVES

Rent Mjddle- Public Private
Supplemen-~ Income Housing Housing
tatiomrSample Sample Sample Sample
Score N Score N Score N Score N
"Before" mean. . 10.3 (35) 147 (29) 12.3 (24) 9.4 (16)
"After" mean 9.7 (35) 14.8 (29) 9.7 (24) 11.0 (16)

* &
The general impression which one gets from Table 8:7 is that the net change,
whether it be a decrease or an increase, is not as great as it was for
friendship contact; nor ig it consistently an increase as it was for friend-
ship oontact. Figure 8:3 enables one to examine the distribution of these
increases and decreases over time.

The picture of changes in kin contact is rather different from that ' , "
of friendship ties. In Figure 8:2 there was an overall increase in friend-
ship interaction and only a few decreases, generally in the first Periods
after "move~in." In the kinship chart a pattern of initial decrease
followed by a rise or a decline predominates. The subsidy groups in the
first two quartiles experienced a significant drop-off in kin contact,
while the groups who had been in the new housing for a longer time reported
a net increase. The two private subdivisions show a slight decrease at the
first time point and a substantial increase by the second period. This
information does suggest an initial dip in kin contact during the settling-in
period followed by a net gain in subsequent weeks. The public housing group
interviewed shortly after the move also experienced a decrease in kin contact;
however, this decrease is not regained for those who have resided in the
housing for a longer time. The initial drop-off parallels that of the sub-
sidy and private housing movers; but the failure of later groups to fully
reestablish their prior contacts jibes with the prior findings on their
friend and neighbor contacts and their general dissatisfaction with current’
housing. Except for the public housing movers, no sample shows a systematic,

.y ‘ :1;3&3 -
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'lasting<hgcrease in interaction with kin, as was predicted on the.basis of the
British studies. The middle-income groups present a difficult-to-interpret
alternating pattern; again this points up the difficulty of doing cross-
sectional comparisons of small subsamples. The relatively small number in
each groyp leaves room for idiosyncratic variations in the contacts of a '
few indiyiduals to significantly affect the mean; in fact, the kin ties of
individupls are not entirely voluntary and can easily be altered by the coming
and going of relatives in the Boston area.

Some additional data suggest the relative importance of these three
types of primary ties during the move itself. Each respondent was asked
three questions about the number of neighbors, friends, and relatives who
helped hermve info her new apartment (or house). The results of the questions
can be fpen i%é?{e 8:8.

- TABLE 8:8

PERCENT OF BOSTON SAMPLES RECEIVING AID FROM PRIMARY GROUPS

i
4
{

Percent of Respondents Receiving Aid
in the '"Move-in"

Number
¢ From New From From
| Neighbors Friends Relatives
!
]
Rent stupplementation
sample 35 . 11.4% - 42.9% 54.3%
Middle-income gample 29 13.8% 58.6% 58.6%
Public housing . :
sample 24 25,0% 41.7% 50.0%
Private housing ’ - B .
sample 16 37.5% 68.27% ) 18.8%

Taking all the movers together, it is evident that these Negro respondents
relied much more heavily on previous friendships and on kin ties during the
move-in period than they did on their new neighbors; this fits in well with
the systematic decrease in neighboring which all four groups experienced
during the first nine weeks after moving into their new residences. Although
there was also some decrease in overall kin contact during the first few weeks
after the move-in for most of the housing groups, this should not be inter- .
"preted as a loss of contact with all relhtives. Some relatives were very
important sources of aid in the "settling-in'' process. A majority of the
respondents in each of the three project groups received aid from one or
more relatives. Except for the private movers no groups had a larger per-
centage of respondents depending on friends than depending on relatives. This
importance of relatives fn the process of moving corroborates a statement
made in an earlier chapter about the importance of kin contacts even for this

-
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sample of relatively recent migrants to the Boston area.’ At least for the |
majority of these working-class blacks, kinship networks do as a matter of '
fact mobilize to help with relatively short-range ‘geographical mobility.

As can be seen in Table 8:8, friendship ties were likewise important in
easifnig the transition from one neighborhood to another. From 42% to 68%
of each group received aid from friends in the transitional period. This
too fits in well with the previously noted importance of friendship to these v
black Bostonians. It also corroborates the longitudinal evidence which
generally indicated. the strength and persistence of friendship.links during Co
the "move-in" period (Figure 8:2). Primary ties, particularly those ,of :
kinship and friendship, are probably the most important mechatisms for inte- ;
grating working-class families, including Negro families, into an urbag = o o
area. Their importance is tested in practice when a minor household crisis,
such as a move, oqcurs.

The effect of a move on associational affiliations has been studied by
few researchers. Two British cross-sectional studies conflict with one
another. Marris' research revealed that Africans relocated in a new housing
estate belongfd to fewer clubs and associations than their central city
counterparts. 8 Mogey found the opposite for his white working-class families
in an Oxford housing estate, as compared with a central city sample.19 One
longitudinal study, conducted in 1939-1940 in Minneapolis, found that res-
pondents who moved into an improved housing environment gained it associa-
tional participation asmeasured by the Chapin participation scale.29 This led
me to predict the following long-term effect in regard to the Boston samples:
there will be a positive increase in secondary participation with a relatively
short-range move into an improved housing environment. None of the previous
studies suggest what the initial effect of the move would be.’ It seems
reasonable, nevertheless, to expect little initial change in' secondary ties,
since such ties are less locale-based than primary ties. ..

TABLE 8:9
. ~

MEAN ASSOCIATIONAL PARTICIPATION SCORE?

Rent : Middle- Public Private
Supplemen~ Income Housing Housing
tation Sample Sample Sample Sample
S - , -
Score N Score N Score N Score N
‘4 .
"Before" mean 2.1 (35) 3.7 (29) 2.9 (24) 0.8 (16)

"After" mean 1.4 (35) 5.0 (29) 1.7 (24) 1.3 (16)

3Because of omissions in "before-move' data, church participation has been
excluded from "before" and "after" scores in this table and in Figure 8:4.
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Simple comparisons of "before" and “after" means for-the Boston sample
can be made using the data in Table 8:9. The rent supplementation and
7 *+.public housing samples experienced a net decrease 'in voluntary association
S pé;Eicipation; the middle-income and private housing groups, a det increase.
T, However, inspection of the change scores in Figure 8:4 reveals a more
‘ complex phenomenon. During the first three weeks the public housing and
the middle-income respondents gained somewhat in secondary participation.
TR Subsequently, however, both groups experienced a decrease in the four-to-
REEN thirty-week period, with the last public housing subdivision showing a size-
~ . able net decrease in the last time period and the middle-income groups . . -
-showing almost as large an increase in,that time period. By contrast, the
subsidy sample first lost somewhat in associational participation and then
gradually gained until the last subdivision shows a significant net increase;
the pattern for the private groups is similar, although the overall increase
is not as great. ) .

On the whole, Figure 8:4 does not support the prior prediction of an
overall positive increase in'participation across all of the project housing ,
groups. All of the groups, at one of the time points, decrease to some
extent in secondary or associational participation, but there is no systematic
increase or decrease immediately after the move. Some support for the

" prediction of increased organizational participation (long-term) is given by
t he graphs for the two 221(d)3. groups. At the last time period both posted
a significant net increase in secondary barticipation. This .may be a
relection of the new Tenants' Assdeiations which have been established by
social workers inthe project areas., In addition, the general decline
for the public housing subdivisions over time, as compared With a general
rise for the two 221(d)3 groups, fits well with the previously noted drop-
off in primary ties and housing satisfaction for this same public housing
group.

It might also be argued that Figure 8:4 presents a picture of less
variation from no change (zero) than any of the other participation figures.
Together with the relatively modest decreases and increases in the period
shortly after the move, this suggests that orggnizational affiliations are
not .as locale-based as other social ties,\and" thus are not as affected by’
short-range geographical mobility; that is, associational ties are accustomed
to a greater burden of physical distance than primary ties and are rather
easily carried over into a not too distant new neighborhood.

The effect of geographical mobility on attachment to the mass media
has, to my knowledge, never been studied. One might predict that mass media

‘contact would increase during the first few weeks of the move and then go
back to previous levels, the initial increase compensating for possible
losses in friendship and neighboring interaction.- Certainly the mean .
absolute scores, presented in Table 8:10, offer no consistent evidence for
an overall loss or gain. Two groups declined slightly; the other two
increased in mass media contact, although anly modestly. Examination of
Figure 8:5, which presents change scores for each 'housing group's subdivisions,
reveals a relatively unsystematic relationship between mass media contact and -
time spent in the new housing environment. The middle-income group in the
first quartile gained slightly in media contact, perhaps a partial reaction .
to their loss in friendship- and neighboring contacts. At four to nine weeks
a net decrease isg indicated; this loss i8 recovered at the two subsequent

, time periods. Likewise the private housing subdivisions show a somewhat
ril + ‘
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TABLF 8:10

MEAN CONTACT WITH.MASS MEDIA (QUARTER HOURS) .

—_—
Rent Middle- Public Private ™ -
Supplemen- Income Housing Housing ¢ ‘@
\ tation Sample Sample Sample Sample :
R Score N Score N Score N ’ Score N
- — -
"Before' mean 15.7 (35) 15.2 (29) 15.0 (24) 15.4 (16),
"After" mean 17.8 (35) 15.0 (29) 17.3 (24) 14.9 &16) -

similar increase-decrease pattern at their two time periods. The public

housing pattern indicates a substantial loss in the first period and a net,
although curvilinear, gain in the three later periods. The rent supplemen-
tation groups show an inexplicable zig-zag pattern. The prediction of a
substantial increase in the first few weeks and a leveling off at later /
points in time is not consistently borne out. At least for this method of
diachronic analysis, it does not seem that mass media contact is systemati-

cally affected by geographical mobility or by time spent”in thenew housing
environment.

i

Summary. At the beginning of this chapter a two-step model of intra-
urban mobility effects was suggested. The first step was seen as the
"settling-in" period just after the move, during which decreases in social .
interaction are generally expected. The second step was the :period of )
establishment of new codtacts in the néw housing environment.

Of the several meadures of social'participation used in this monograph
neighboring seems to most consistently follow the steps distinguished
in the model. Neighborjing for all groups dropped off &uring the period
subsequent to the move itself. Then the role of the improved housing . - |
environment, at least the greatly improved 221(d)3 environment, appears to
come into play, and an increase in neighboring appears as the tenants
become established in their new environment. Frienship ties were not as

" affected by an improved housing environment, particularly the 221(d)3

environment; the general impression is one of an increase with time in.

The other measures of social participation-are less systematically affected
by the move and the new environment than are neighboring and friendship.
Associational participation generally showed the least variation (from zero)
after the move, with the private and 221(d)3 groups suggesting a -dip-rise
phenomenon and the public housing’ sample an erratic decline over time. To
a certain extent kin contacts also show a dip-rise phenomenon for the
subisdy and private samples, while the public housing subdivisions dipped
and remained below the "before-move" level. Changes in mass media contact
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are perhaps the most erratic and appear to be manifesting enough idiosyncrasies
to suggest that such contact is not—systematically affected by the move or the
new housing milieu.

In additior "to looking at this model across the housing groups it is
well to examine what happens to the several participation variables of
any one housing group. A comparison of the figures reveals no completely
systematic changes in social participation for any of the several housing
groups. However, certain general impressions are gleaned from scanning the
graphs. For example, the information on the public housing group does suggest
that these kespondents experienced increased dissatisfaction with their new
housing environment over time. This dissatisfaction is reflected in (or ~
perhaps generated by) a general decrease in their inforpal and formal social
contacts. Neighboring and kin contacts reflect, acroszzthe time-in subdivisions,’
a net loss cCompared to 'before-move" levels, as does associational parti-
cipation. The only contact which showed a general rise over time was mass .
media contact. This certainly suggests a picture of respondents disillusioned
(over time) by their new housing environment.

In striking contrast, the participation indices of the rent supplementa-
tion sample and the middle-income sample, located as they are in a substantially
improved socio-physical environment, are characterized by a general rise with
time in their new housing environment. The rent supplementation sample's )
time-in subdivisions usually reflect a dip with ‘the move but a rise (above \\*
the "before-move" level) in ingormal and formal contacts at later points in
time. Although somewhat more erratic, the data on the middle-income re-
spondents present apicture similar to that for the rent supplementation
sample, at least in its bro§d overall character.” The two private housing
subdivisions also approximate this picture, dsually indicating some decrease
with the move and a rise at the later point in time. Sigrificantly, the
rises, although generally to a point above the "before-move' level, tend
to be more moderate than for the groups in.221(d)3 housing, again pointing
up the socially stimulating quality of this latter type of housing.

It should be noted that this overall dip-rise effect of the move and
time~in is only a general impression; almost every housing group, when
«amined in detail, reflects some idiosyncratic variation in regard to at
least one of the participation indices. v It Is this latter fact which argues
for considering the data only as suggestive of a dip-rise model of short-range
geographical mobility into an improved houding environment; they are
certainly not conclusive. This is in part due to this type of diachronic
analysis. All of the graphs must be’ interpreted with caution, since most
of the analysis of change is grounded upon comparisons of different subdivisions
within each housing group rather than of the same respondents over time.

This kind of analysis is in t respeet cross-sectional and poses the usual
problems of using synchronic a to do a diachronic agalysis. However, 4t
is more than cross-sectibnal since the change’ scores do incorporate diachronic .
("after" minus "before") data and partially correct for individual variation '
before the move and the selectivity involved in bplf%ting each housing group
into subdivisions by length of time-in. One thing is clear: more.research
on these critical issues, is définitely needed. -

a

a?\-

Conclusion - K 9 .
My survey of the effects of short-range geographical mobility upon the

social ties of the Boston sample of black families is cautiously optimistic
ry
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about the value of the two-step (dip-rise) model. Social participation indices
were found to be affected by short-range mobility and by an improved housing-
environment., Additional longitudinal research on this model is definitely
needed. The foregoing analysis strongly suggests that such research, in
addition"td-studying traditional variables such as life cycle and social
"rank, should also examine the following factors which can affect families in
migration: c
1. The voluntary or involuntary character of the move;
2. The distance traversed;
14 3. The physical character of the new unit in relation to the last
- occupied unit; .
4. The social characzer of the receiving unit; and
) 5. The social networks of the migrating unit,
Attention should also be paid‘ to two categories of social effects: -
1. Short-term effects: due to the potentially disruptive move
itself; and
~ 2, Long-term effects: due to the social and physical character
of the new housing environment itself.
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CHAPTER IX

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

-

. The general neglect of social organization, particularly the more

intimate forms of social contact, within the residential communities of black

" Americans suggested the need for an intensive examination of the various social
ties of a black sample in Boston. To offset the undue emphasis on social disorgani-
zation, and the general teandency to viey the black ghetto as a "jungle,” this
monograph has examined the extent to which black urbanites maintain inter-
personal ties even within the ghetto area. .

’ The dominant impression which one gets from examining the Boston data on
primary ties is that these black respondents definitely do not £it the sterotype
of the isolated ghetto dweller who has no concern for or contact with his or her
fellow residents. Overall these black women are by no means isolated from those
interpersonal ties which form important communication (construed in the broadest
sense) networks in urban subcommunities. "Gemeinschaft is not dead in the Boston
ghetto. Several previously noted studies have revealed the importance of kin
attachments in working-class areas. Certainly the data on relatives for the
Roxbury area sample reveal that kin are .quite important sources of close personal
ties for these black respondents. Significantly, considering that the majority”
of these relatively poor families have come to Boston in the last two decades,
these respondents have an average of 2.6 relatives beyond their immediate family
in the Boston area. They usually see these relatives frequently, one or two
typically being visited (or visited with) weekly; and nearly half of them received
aid from relatives in moving into their current residences. '

At the same time that they have presented far-reaching evidence on the
importance of kinship, these same working-class studies have usually .neglected
other primary ties. Contact with relatives is only one important type of
interpersonal contact available to working-class families. A careful examination
of the friendship ties of these Boston wives, also pr%dominantly working-class,
revealed that the great majority are not isolated from this ctype of intimate
social interkction. They average about three friends apiece, and typically they
visit with two of these friends several times a week. Neighbor relations
also are of some importance. Most of the respondents maintain speaking and
visiting gelationships with a few of their neighbors; two-thirds have done &ome
visiting In neighbors' homes. Thus, friendship and neighboring ties are
significant components of the social lives of these respondents and are major
criteria for designating their local residential area a "neighborhood.”" 1In .
addition to emphasizing the importance of interpersonal contacts for working-
class families in a black community, the above data point to the need to
systematically study friendship and neighboring ties in other blue-collar areas.

-

140




128

The integration of these black respondents into the social life
of the urban subcommunity appears to be roughly comparable to that of
working-class whites. Admittedly the variety of indices wused in the various
studies of: social participation make it difficult to cumulate research
in this area. Nevertheless, these black women have informal ties, apparently
as strong' (extensive and intensive) as have bebn found for comparable white
samples.. With the exception of church participation their associational ties .
are generally weak and broadly gimilar to the extent of urban white parti-
cipation; and their contact with mass media roughly approximates that of blue-
collar whites. . ' ..

(Gans' working-class Italians appear to have limited their social ties
to the local West End area; it is not surprising then, especially considering
omnipresent discrimination, that these black urbanites generally confine most
of their important social ties te a geographically limited area. Approxi-
mately 95% of their friends and 97% of their relatives live within the
general Roxbury-South End-Dorchestér area. The same encapsulation was found
‘to be true of what associational affiliatiogs,these respondents do maintain.
Although the addresses of associations are not always ascertainable, those -
which can be plotted indicate that almost all memberships are likewise g
limited to the Roxbury-South End-Dorchester area. The findings on forms of
urban participation involving more tenuous intersonal contacts corroborate
this image of encapsulation. These black respondents make relatively few.
ventures beyond the ghetto for recreational reasons except for "riding around
in the car for pleasure”; and a very large percentage of their commercial
trips are confined to the ghetto area. 1In general, this encapsulation of
social ties and associational non-participation jihes with a picture of

“‘black dependence.

: * Some variation in social participation was found within the Boston -
sample. ' Those who are motre active in one type of social participation, )
agsociational contacts, also tend to maintain more active friendships -and
neighboring than'those not so active in associations. However, no correla-

tion turned‘hp between informal contacts and mass media contact; there was some
evidence of a threshold level of mass media contact for those who are associa-
tionally active. Participation differences due to social status have previously
‘been found in regard to white samples. The Boston data support the contention
“that upper-blue-collar respondents are, somewhat more active in each of the’ .
thiree areas of participation than lower-blue-collar respondents. In most

" instances the differences are not very, great; one gets the impressipn that

.these two blue-collar groups might appear more similar than different
1f they were compared with higher status grqups,

To a variable extent, relatively short-range mobility was found to
effect variations in the participation measures of these black respondents.
Some evidence was presented for a dip-rise model of short-range geographical
mobility. Except for mass media contact there wag a general-tendency for
participation ‘to decline in the first few weeks after the move and to rise
-above previous levels with time in a new and improved housing environment.
However, the results for the public housing group indicated a general decline
over time; while the two 221(d)3 groups revealed the most consistent rise .
effect after the initial move-in period. Exceptions to the dip-rise prediction
are numerous enough .to make the evidence more suggestive than conclusive.

In addition to pointing up the effects of mobility for black Americans, the
evidence has broader implications. The dip-rise model would seem to be
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applicable to the study of all short-range geographical mobility. I would
advocate further testing of this general hypothesis.: .

It is worth reemphasizing that the sample of black Bostonians is
representative only of a certain segment of the population of the Roxbury area;
it is most closely representative of the larger low- and middle-income families,
in the area. In addition, its mobility subsamples form between 707% and 90%
of all large low-income and middle-income families in certain Roxbury area
housing markets at the times we selected our samples. They are more represenfa-
tive of families who have moved relatively recently than.of those who have not
moved. Although a few families have moved to the fringe of the ghetto, '
. most families moved even closer to the heart of Roxbury itself, particularly

the sixty-four now residing in the 221(d)3 projects. The net effect of o
moving was to increase the concentration of these black families in the

heart of .the ghetto. All of these factors should be taken into consideration
when extrapolating beyond the sample to the whole Roxbury ghetto area. Yet the
data might well be used as a first approximation of ihterpersonal life in a
black community. Of the two views of the ghetto this approximation comes
closer to the "village" view than to the more usual "jungle" picture: ordinary
social life does .go on within the ghetto. ’ i

Moreover, the data are representative enough to suggest that public '
policy decisions in regard to black areas must take into consideration the
ordinary and "normal" social ties which tend to bind people to their community
and which probably provide major communications networks for that areas  The

“usual reliance on formal associations and the mass media in trying to communi-
cate with the low-income segment of the urban population is iriadequate, not )
only because of the linguistic barrier but also because it overlooks primary
networks. The explanations of the failure to reach the’poor, such as in
_elections of the poor to '"war on poverty' committees, are usually given in
_terms of their isolation and anomie; a more .reasonable explanation may well
be the policy makers' and planners' ignorance of social networks in relatively
low~-income areas. o .

This research suggests two logical and important extensions:

1. One important extension of the research on friendship and kinship
interaction would be a study of the social networks moving out beyond the
individual black respondent and her immediate circle of friends and relatives.
Like almost all previous studies, we have investigated only the stub ends
of social networks, that is, the respondent and the !'first remove.'" The
impression gained from comparing certain of the Boston study interviews is

. that many of these networks do spread out beyond the "first remove" into
the broader black community. Whether or not this is actually the case remains
to be seen; further research on urban networks is defiditely a necessity.

2. A logical extension of the mobility research would paraliel our
original plan of a controlled study of black families in alternative housing
markets with an interview before the move and several additional interviews

.commencing shortly after the move and repeated at regular intervals on the
same respondents. Such an extension would involve the very difficult prob-
lem of intervention in real social processes. Longitudihal regsearch of this
type requires careful control of move-in dates and coordination of procedures

. of selection; public agencies, at least in the area of housing, are just

beginning to be sensitized to the complex research procedures central to

such research. However diffiéult and expensive it may be, longitudinal
research is virtuall® the only way to correct for our currert overdependence
on cross-sectional comparisons for diachronic inferences about the effects of

mobility and housing. bl |
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