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- I.. INTRODUCTION
* )
. T .
‘ « Is it poverty or prejudice that gener%tes and' maintains segregated -

] 3

- " residential patterns in the nation’s metropolitan centers? Or is.it a

-

combination of the two, in_varying.proportions in different areas, mixed

. . 3 .
with a complex of other socio-economic and political forces? Alternatively,

will segregation begin to disappear as more and more blacks are drawn into
- . the economic mainstream of American society, or will‘more affirmative
steps .be required to ipsure 4he integration of urban areas?

. ! "
. Thesge- dre, sohe of the quesfions that have swirled through the

\

oo "L continuing national debate regarding ways in. which public policy can

break down the hereéofore durable walls of residé tial segregation by
i \
race.’ Nearlx tenkyearg ago, the Kerner Commission declared that the

nation seemed sthQmated in a position of "two nations, Spparate and

N

unequal" and warned that until this condition was eliminated, civil .

_unrest would be only the most obvious national cost. Yet today, the

majority of blacks and whites continue®to live in racraliy separate

:\ neighborhoods, and the existence of segregation remains a policy comcern. .

T .There is thus a neéd to understand-more clearly the forces that work
. ' - ' ‘.

to generate and’maintain a'segregated housing market. There 1s also a’

need to formulate statistical measures of segregation, so_that develqp-

- ’

! ments in future years can be asgessed against the past. While the mere
. N . . - ‘ N . A
existence of segregation would come as no surprise to even the most - g

PEN

casual obsarver of urban areas, variations -in its level are much more
. /

difficult* to quantify.and detect. . -~ ‘ &
. N ; o
- - - - \.0‘
. ..7 . i
+ o iﬂ
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- . This report was designed with these two objectives in.

N analysis is primaily concerned with the experience of ahe 9608, Vhen the '

.

that have been responsible for those trends. By measurin the levkl of

°
A

segreéation in different cities and in different periods

,'aa.
£ time, this ! .

’

research seeks to identify brgad social, economic, and in titutional
. . ) . .
factors that are-associated with residential~segregation, ¥ race. A

clearer.undersrgnding of such factors will-emable policy ers to betder -

' assess the desdrability of altermatjve responses to the ﬂegregation of

“this nation’s blacks. g ) )
‘ . . ' . : ; »
f » This introductory chapter begiuq:with a brief reviej of recent”
~ R s - ’
, trends {n attitudes, incomes apd policies which might haﬂe encouraged the'
s . . . f . «‘i:-

A

1

breakdown of segregated living“patterns. Ir then explores existing -

, evidence pertaining to the actual change in segregation. Thar*review
- o illustrates the need to analyze the location of blacks and whites from a

!

-

- metrogolitan point of view, the approach which is to be_uéed in this )

report. .The chaﬁter ends wichwe description of the research that is
* ‘ i [} v -
. ' L
presented in this study, along with a“summary of its major fithdings.
- - “:_‘ v . ) ‘,
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CHANGING ATTITUDES, INCOMES AND P?LICIES

* The 1960s ushered in a series of‘econdmic, social and political

' ~. .’ J
changei\that may have had a dramatic effect on the segregation of urban

~ . Y

e, 5 T,
~ areas ~ o T
1" . ) ~~ - ‘ . T

Ay

Beginning in"fhe early 1960s federal,. snate,'and local governmentS‘

= “',,

“c-v

i \\\ oo~
e inlaiated a~Ser es of executiqg and legislative zeform designed to end

=

Es

A
_overt discrimination in real sﬁ%te transactions. These efforts event-

ually Led to-Title VIII of the 1968 Civilanghts Act, vwhich barréd

. discrimination by race, religion, ‘or national origin in bothfowner~

occupied and.rental housing. While this legigi;tion did exempt certain -

.categories of dwellings, these were: covered within the year by a U.S. ,

- *,

Supreme Court ruling (Jones Ve Alfred’H. Mayer Co.). _These and other

., ) . attempts to ﬁromote equal opportunity in housdng probabl? did not remove

I

more subtle forms of disc&iminat;on {2,4, 21] However, by* prohibiting <

» , N

. many of .the’ overt,tactics that had long.been used. by landlords, real
N B - —~ N PR Y N

. - - Tl e
3y estate brokers, and fipancial intermediaries to preserve existing racial, *
. : s - . .

ot ’ T
\ 'Y - 4 -

. - patterns,'the open housing legislation of the 1960s undoubtedly produced
. . N N * ' T

‘a significant increage in the housing_bpportunities of Blacks.

~—
o o~
N
a

:

- - " These legislative'and judfcial reformé were accompaniéd by a fairly

j" ' dramatfc shift in’the attituges of whites and blacﬁﬁ*towards racially» -
'S . . )
Qh—as.,pﬂ’/integrated neighbothoods. Numerous surveys have found that,white prej-

v - . -

. udice-while always high~-has declined from its earli\r\le!elsQ For

-

A

Q}Would object if a Negro with the same income and education moved into . ’

- .
- -

A
?% their block. In subsequent surveys,  the" number of whites who~said they -
75 -

\\ .
wquld obﬁect fell to 46 percent in 1956\and(to 21 percent by theben of \“\*

~..

example, in 1942 62 percent of a national sample of\whites said they *f"f;f““~~‘
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appear to‘have softened. In a 1969 su ey, 74 percent of the. black s

. -
» * -

~e

enerally unavailable within .

»
. ‘ -

the ghetto, the increased w1llingness among blacks to live 4n biracial

neighborhoods--regardless of their underlyin metivations--could conceiv-

o, . ) <« ™ .

ably have 1ed to.a decline in the-overall level of segregation.

. . .
) h\ -~ Dramatic gains among blacks in income and education may have also X
4 o encouraged-integwation. Between 1960 and 1970, the ratio ‘of ‘black to
: ! ) white median family income Ancreased from 52 to 61 percent; the black-white
‘1ratio,pf the gtsportion of ‘young adults completing high school ingreased ‘
R ' /" from 69 to.78 percent 117]. These“rélEtive-and absolute'gains nndoubtedlz , e
R increesed tnE eQeragelolack's ability to bialfor‘housing\in predominately
. . white,neighborhoods. They also served_to neaken the;economic motivstions
f: . ! % for segregation a;:ng white realtors, lenders, andalandlords, énd nelped
; ,. o ‘to rédnce race-related_élass Hiffetentials that may have contributed to -
‘ whftes; Jeluctance to live in recially mixed‘areasr‘ Coupled with less
//: ‘. :‘ hbstile attitides on the part of whites and with court decisions and
\ "~ T

legislation barring overt discrimination in housing, these trends coulds,
S . - "' ‘{ ¢ /s)/ ‘ xp
have produced 4 large decline in[residential segregétion’by\race.~
-. "~ WHether ot '“?ﬁ“fney“dtd is-a difficult empiricgl question which this o
\\ s N p 8

.
'

- . . analy51s attempts to resolve. D . - .

- M P
B T e -

» .
.

CET § .




. 5
“THE EXISTING- ENPIRICAL EVIDENCE- o o ‘
In considering housing patterns, a fundamental distinction must
AN ] .
first be %?dé between macro and micro segregation. Macro segregation~--or

centralization--refers to the fact that blacks are typically housed in

the central parts of the metropolis. Micro segregation refers to spatial

. \

unevenness at the individual neighborfiood level.- The two phenomena need °*
&

not ocgur together; neighborhodods can be segregated with or without | .

/ . , '

Y : w
centralization. In actuality, however, American housing markets are
; \ .

»
segregated “at both the micro and macro level.

Macro Segregation

Thembentralization of the nation’s blacks is evident from the

aggregate data presénted in Table 1, which show the distfibution of ~

blacks and whites between the cities and their suburbad rings. In 1974

[

78 percent of all blacks living in urban areas lived in.the central ’~

city-—a figure that, is approximately twice as high as-<the compafable rate

' ’

-

. . " / - -
for whites. \This ‘general pattern occurs in each of the three years .

dépicted, and in each of the four regipns of.the country. Blacﬁgftonsis-

tently .tend to be over-represented in the city)énd under-represented

v
« "
- » . v

in the suburbs. - )

-

,
.

An examination of the figures in Table LaTso réveals that the  °

. 3 o, . ° >
centralization of blacks relative*to,whites has increased in recent £

years. Between 1960 and* 1974 the proportion of urban whites who 1
~ - -

s B} .,
the central city declined from 47 to. 38 percent, reflecting a sustained
. . -~
growth within the suburbs and stability, then decline within the cities.

)

Over'the same period of time, the distribution of urban blacks 3tayed

a .

fairly cogstant. Stnce 1970 there appears to have been'an.acceleraf

l‘x
7 / oo A

.
n
I!l .
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‘ " TABLE 1 , T
N . ) h I ot |
DISTRIBUTION OF BLACKS AND WHITES BEIWEEN THE CEN'"RAL CITY * . ¢ ) \
AND THE SUBURBAN RING: ,1960-1974 . |
» . . :g‘:_‘ , . » 'i
£V ) ) e .
. 3 _ : —— |
0 " y . 1960 - | 21970 b 1974 1
T \ |Whites Blacks. | Whites Blacks | Whites Blacks ° | ,
1 I < : o l. .
. Central Cities ] 47.1°* 77.7- -| 4038. 78.1 | 38.4.¢  77.1 | :
a I . N " 0 . N
“Suburbs <] 52.% ¢ 22.3 | 59.2 21.9 | 6l.6 o22.9° ..
[ - \ | 1 S
. I M l ) oy I K ? ‘ ] Y
Total ]100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 ] 100.0 ‘106L0 . | K
1 : [ 1 1
. . ° . -
2 N \ . <
. - A
i - 4 o
o . > TABLE 2 .. "
1
- A * ~ - * -
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF CENTRAL (-
.. . Y ) .
Ce TRy T Ise0 {1970 T 1974 ~ |
“ © N ¥ [Percefit ‘Black | Percent Black i Percent , Black | '
T - Tk A SRS " )
. N . \ /" .
Central Cities” | .~ 2045 ] 22.3 B
. . o L3 . , K 'ﬁ -
0L | .. ., | co .
- Subql‘ ' I' . .406 I 5.0 I
. . N L \ s ! ) ]
’ . I s . I' 3 “
SMSA 7 . 19 % 12.5- -
> » . i _L L !
" - } * -
' . Ce— . .
) ~.~ . . ’ - :
=~ i .
Sources.. Special “Studies Series p=~20,, o+ 55 Social and Economic o
Charact:e’ristics" of "the Metropolitam and Nonv-lietroootit:an"'Populatio‘n. 1974 : AN
Fand 1970;- Speqial Studies,Series 'P-23, No. 54, 1975, The Social and .
——Economic Status of the Black Population in the: United States, 1974§ and ‘ .
¢ . Final Report .PHC(2)-1, General Demogra aphiec Trends for Mettopolitan Areasl -
1960 to 1970. U.S. Summary. . . , e
N & . % L . . DR .
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¢

“in the rate of black growth within the suburbs, but that development\has

had{a minor impact on the overall distribution of, blacks and whites.
\

The concentration of blacks revealed by these figures has naturally

produced pronounced - diffetences in the racial compositions of city and
‘ ‘- - .
suburban areas (Table' 2) Between 1960 and 1974, the populations of .

central‘cities increased from an average of 16 to 22 percent black., Over

areas remained

the same period of time, the proportion black in subu
at 5 percent, a figure that has been more or less comst ¢ the end
of World War II.M'During the 1960s,.three cities achieved a black' ’ A

majority, it has been estimated‘that by 1980, this number could reach

eleven (141, ’ "’

. . . "
1 N S ~

-

These statistics suggest a high, and possibly rising level of resi- -
Y ;;; ., dentiaf Segrégation by race%‘}Cextainly the racial balance between the

.citles and tH@‘ﬁQBﬁrbs has deteriorated over time. _However, such aggre-

gate data do not reveal the extent to which whites and blacks within the’

F
.

cities and the suburbs live in integrated or segg&gated neighborhoods. A

o

/' . . ‘ ,
ci&y in which the two races are randomly'dispersed across space is clearly
‘A'g.,
different from one in which the majority of blacks reside in a centrally
- L4 : . ‘ - Lo
located ghetto. ‘ . : . . . . Ny ~
r ~ o ‘ A - .0 ‘t,‘-’)’
r . ) ) . : ) . A
.. Micro Segregation v | ' . ’ ; s \b
{ .

_Changes in the level of miéro- segregation—-or segregation at the individ al
J - .
o heighborhood level=-are much moTe difficult to,detect and quantify. Most aztg;ses

employ a so-called "index of segregation," a statistic which can be used to

A s 2 N .t R

3

measure intra-city differences3in the distribution %ﬁ blacks. and whites (3, 16,247, «

3 - .

Calculation gf this kind of index requires data on the racial éomposition of

.w,y

’ smallvgeographic areas. As such, it is more qr. less restricted to tract or city

P e -

block data from the decennial Census of Housing and Population. :
Q ‘J‘i::““ . R o

ERIC". ! 13 S ’
. . . hd . - N N
R A v ey eric \

- ¢ . .
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.

.‘f’(i e. B = 2 B ) “and where n is the city s total number of neighborhoods.

where B and W are the corrnsponding area:or citywide dopulation totals

. ¢ '

The most expensive analysis of this kind to date--theéoriginal work of
Karl and Alma Taeuﬁer [16], later extended by S%;enson, Taeuber, and Hollings-
'worth [13]--is summafized in Table 3 The Taeubers have calculated’ segrega-

tion indexes for W9 different cities from 1940 to 1970. :Their index was
.o \ - " : .
constructed to range from a minimum of zero to a maximum of 100,. where thé

»-

.\ ! - ’ ” l :
two extremes' represent zero and absolute segregation.” A value of zero would

occur if each neighborhood in the city had the same propo;tion black; and a

" .
value of 100, if neighborhoods were either all white or all black\gut not
! . { *

mixed~ Values of the index between these two extremes represent the propor-

tion of blacks (%f whites) that would have to move to produce a unifdrm

dist?ibdtion by face.2 .

" The Taeubers’ analysis reveals that in each year and in.each\fegion
- o L -
of the, country, the level of segregation was high. " In 1970, £

~

nation’s c1tieé In the Vorth Central states, the average 1ndex remained '

% = "

re

. - A ]

Wortheast and West, the averageodecreased in both the fifties/and the

v — - ——— -—_._'-. - e = -— -

.

-

. L. If B and W, are the number of blacks and whites in the gth

‘neighborhood, the 1ndex is defined by. : ) S A

) °D='100~'{55}:!i;[__,\.£a}~ e
Lo =1'B W Sy .

-

_ i1t S D

2. This interpxetation involves one-way moves away from areas’of
-black (or. white) éver-concentration--a reiocation’scheme that wéuld leave
past units vacanti and would r&quire new units’to be butlt. A related
‘index, R, gives the proportion of households ‘who ,would be, involved ina -
two-way change of residence.-' This "repldcement™ index i; given by

P = 2p(1-p)D

where "p" is the city s proportion blacks s T o

- b e B - e - - . ’

‘
» AT * - . *

tively stable between 1940 and 1960, and then declined. Idfthe o

e0
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. 9
\\ *
TABLE 3. .
. - . - ~ ' !I
TRENDS IN PACIAL RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION IN 109
CENTRAL CITIES, BY REGION ! .
A. Average Indéxes, 191224970
e .o lo70 1960 1950 . 1940 Mo Gitii?
. North East 74.1 78.9 . 83.7 - 83.2 (26)
North Central =—em—mwme= 82,6 88.4 ~-"89.9 884 . (29)
SOUth =emvl 84,46  91.0 88. 6 84.9 (44)
. West. - 67.9 76.4 83.0 82.7 , (10)
11 cirdes =ms . 80.0, 8.1  87.3 - 85.2 (109)
. "/ . . i < & N e ‘
< .
B. Prégprtion of Cities With Declining Indexes /
*60-"70 50~"60 ., ‘40="50
Nézsp East ——-i .85 .92 .38
North Central .97 .76 e
South .89 .20 -1l
Yest : - 1.00 1.00 .40
- - - hd ‘ . . .
- ALl €ities - .91 ) .60 L.oe267 7
; , . .
’ e
4 .
~ : Pl
) .. J&:ﬂ?

- B
1 1
. »
. -
°
“ -
e

-

d

- Source: Annemette’ Sorenson, Karl E. Taeuber, and Leslie® J. Hollings-
worth, Jr., "Indexes bf Racial Residential Segregation for 109

Cities in the United States, 1940 to 1970",
" Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin-ﬁadison, February
1974.
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. sixties, and in the South ,it increased betveen 1940 and 1960 " and then ;
turnedvdown. During the si&ties, over 90 percent of all cities examined

.registered declines in segﬁegation, and avergges decreased in all four
’ regiotns of the country. ° if N o ;g ' = s
- Some analysts have'ufed the Taeubers® findings to argue that segre-

~
. r

gation has decreased in r?cent‘years. However, the apparent gains within

, the cities may simply reflect the peripheral expansion of the ghetto,
rather than a fundamental change in the spatial arrangement of households.
- More important, perhaps,gthe index depicted in Table 3 refers to cities as =
opposed to entire metropolitan areas. .As such, it does not capture the
t segregation that exists between' the increasingly black metropolitan core
and. the predominanily white .suburban ring. As urban areas expand, it

¥

. become§~incréasingly important to consider segregation from asmetropolitan
x" - 4 -

-~ point ‘of, view. -

t

@ — XY El
\ .

- © AN ANALYsIS'OF’METROPOLITAN AREAs : T o ¢ -

To gain a fuller understanding of some of the changes that actually
did take place during the 1960s, this analyéis examined racial patterns

in the nafion s metropolitan areas in 1960 and in 1970. The study

5

. differs,ﬁrom the Taeubers’ analysis id three important ways. The analysis

o - g e

) ediploys an index of segregation that has %een shown ,to be: .more sensitive
T, to cer;]in changes in the distribution of blacks and whites [24], the

unit of adalysis i:é;he.SMSA as. opposed to the centrat city, and neighbor-

‘hoods are@defined census tracts, as: opposed to ipdividual city

- blocks. §§he latter modification was necessitated by the fact ‘that block
e,
data were' generally unavailable Tor metropolitan ‘ as,alwhole.
y s N LY K ;_,- ’»:g.a,
] LR « L. . s ~ . “
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Chapter II presents a variety of statistics which desgribe the ‘ ¢ .
< a,
segregation of urban households in 1960 and 1974. These‘staristios.show - -
E i

an overall increase in, thenlevel .of segregation during the ten- yea
period. In the majority of housing markets, black population growth was
N ~ " . 1
accvmpanied by a peripheral- expansion of the ghetto, a»pattern of develop-
. L ! .

ment which left the average black with a smaller number of whites as ' )

neighbors. While.the avErage ﬁhite was at the same time exposed to a

‘

glightly higher prooortion of blacks, the vast majority of urban whiteg

continued to live in neighborhoods that were almost entirely white. . . !

Chapter III attempts to identify some of the more important'factora'
'. . PR I o .- 2 * LS

that have contributed to residential s%gregation 5& race. It begins with

an empirical analygis of the extent to which racial differences in income
o

! ¢

acedunt for the'aégregatioa of urban areas. .That anaiysis shows that

* \ . . . v, .
income differences per se-do not explain the pronounced degree of residen-
. " - . .. . )

.

‘tial segregation‘by_race. “The chapter then’considers other *social, economic,

1

and market factorg that might affect the location of blacks and whites

-

. |

vithin a houszﬁg market. , R teow ) % - &".iu
’ Chapter v spmmarizes the princxple findings of the! analjsis, and . .
offers someo.peculations regarding‘ruture developments in segregation.
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II. CHANGES IN THE LEVEL OF SEGREGATION BETWEEN 1960 AND 1970. - | .

< - -

, . B . Y

R -

This chapter examines the segregationm of blacks and whites in the

-«

nation s metropolitan areas in 1960 and 1970. Two primary questions are - o

[

,addressed. what is the nature of segregation, and how did it change over
,s~ ‘. -8 r

time? To answer these and other related questions, the analysis draws on L’

o

a number of differpnt statistics that describe the location of b1acks and .

whites within a variety of SMSAs. Combined, these statistics present a; \

/ “~-

picture of a high and consistently rising level of residential segregatiqn \‘ ) '

. - R [} ' .
- - . ! ;e .
by race. _ : : . s L e P
E4 : -7 . « g
&5 - v 2\ PN
. ‘At the -outset, it should be stressed that the analysis presenteq‘here .
. relies on data that was obtained from the tract reports of the Census of - - :
N . , > ; ‘s

f
L 4 N f

; . ‘ M N \ : _ N
Population and Housing. Neighborhoods are thus defined by-cen%us tracts—-
v K, ¢ 4 - )

' ~ -small geographic areas that house an average of 4,000 people.: Like any

‘ other study, the»results of this analysis are bltimately tied to its choice

L. -

/ of an areal unit. However, several analyses have shown that tract data can,

be substituted,for‘hlock,data with re1atiye1y~consistent~resuits [16,19],
- LN

y H .
% [ ‘ * * N
- . . . \ . . ;
N s

THE DISTRIBUTION OF BLACKS ANb WHITES - . ﬂ, " "

< X [ v 'ty

One way to describe the segregation of urban blacks is to examine

Py

.

- the distribution oi b1acks and whites across neighborhoods with different ST

L 4 - ,

i<:zfc:jl mixes.  Figure’ 1 depicts tbe proportion of urban blacys;who reside
i ' ip Various types of cénsus tragts, where tracts are élassified.aécording- L
. to the proportion of their residents which are black. Figure 2 presents - g .

v [ -

. ,' 3 - = . H
3 equivilent data~6n the'distribution of urban whites.1 *These:statistics 9

¥« 1In all of the figures presented in the text, ‘the tern "whites! .o
includes Spanish-American househol S. Appendix D examines SMSAs thxa ’
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blacks gnd-over 68 percent of the ration's whites.
7

he patterns revealed in Figures 1 and 2 indicate a marked degree of

seér'gatidh. In 1970, 71 percent df\all urban blacks lived in tracts '

wh“ch were over 50 percent black, and 38 percent lived in tracts which

N

ere over 90 percent black. In contrast; 65 percent of all urban;whites

lived in tracts which were less than one percent black. .6nly i2 pereent
of all whites and 14 percent of -all blacks lived in tracts whose propor-
tion black was between 6 and 30 percent--a broad interval which is,
rougﬁly consistent with the ﬁetioq ef integrated hodsing.' .

(« “ D

Tbe general patterns depicted in Figures 1 and 2 occurzed in each

‘

<

region of the' country (see Figures A.l and A.2 in- Appe i A). The concen-

. 2
A -

tggtion of blacks was most extreme in the North Central tates, where

.

‘almost half of the area's blacks were in tracts which were more tham 90

percent black. The concentration of Blacks was ‘least extreme in the

.

West. *But eyen in Wesfern SMSAs, over 63 percent. of alriﬁiaeks lived

in-tracts which were over 50 percent black, and 72 percent of all

4
.

vhites,lived in tracts that were less than one.perceﬁtﬂblack.

A ~
y .

L

Figures 3 and & depict the shift in the distributions of blacks and

whites between 1960 and 1970. In each graph the solid lide refers to the

v

d\stribution in 1970 and the dotted L}ne, to the distribution in - 1960
The\sample now consists of, '130,SMSAs, which existed and were fu
L.

. g
Y ‘k‘e‘;»
“ A

1% ‘Data were unavailable for-5 SMSAs " Danbury, annecticut, La
’Cross WlSQOﬂSln, Nashua, Vew Hampshire; Ohnensboro, Keﬁtucky, and
’Patersburg-Ca;onial Heights, Virginia.
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tracted in both 1960 and 1970. 1 In 1970, these areas housed some086.<
‘. ¢ v ¥
percent of all 2ftropolitan blacks- and 81 percent of all metropolitan

,.—
-

whites, ’ T o )‘ . ’

4

>

.

-9 N - - s,

Between 1960 and 1970 there was a s1gnificant increase\in the-

proportion of blacks who lived in tracts .that were over 90 6T§ﬁlix ‘ w

black-from 33 ‘percent in 1960 €o 39 percent in 1970. * While -there was<a
concurrent decline in the proportion.of blacks in tracts in the 5¢ to %0

percent range, the overall proportion f blacks in tracts which were over

©

50 percent black increased fpom 70 to 72 percent. Over the same period

of time, the proportion: of blacks who/lived in tracts which were between
) andr30'percent black declined‘from 16 to 14 percent. These xfends

.
-

suggest a’significant rise in the concentratiom of this country’s blacks.

Similar shifts occurred .in eac region of the country (see Pigures

. ! A\
A5-A8 in Appendix A). The proportion of blacks who -lived .in tragts that
. R - ) ~
were over 90 percent;black increased from 24 to\2§“percent in the North- -

east; .from 39 to 46 percent in the South; from 1Z to 17 percen;“in the *~

.
© N ..
v v . e e e

West;~and'fron.42 ;o ii percent in the North Centralfstates.;anch region
experienced a'rise in the proportion of‘hlachs'in tracts which were over‘l
50 percent black, and a decline in the‘proportion of blac:; in tracts
s 3. .
which fell in the 6 -to 30'percent range.. _ ’u\i.. Y-
In contrast, in 1970 the average white appears to“have had a
slightly gher proportion of:blacks as neighbors. Between 1960 and 1970
the proportion of whites in tracts which were ieszﬂﬁhan~one ‘percent black,

' fell from about 70 to 65 percent, while the proportion of whites in

[3 - *
tracts which were - between one ‘and 5 percent black.rose from

bgut/13 to 19

- E / By
. ) : ) . A A
& ' LT . - N . T, s i
P P Y 2 (el 6
- 1. A list of these SMSA”s can be 'found €n AppendixiB:. ! =~ =
; 2 2 Y .
<t - ) o s I
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percéﬁg,“The_distribucion of whites across the remaining néighborhood

! had ’\ . - < w Fa
types stayed roughly constants S ) L ‘ -

: * =

-

trend occurred in'all rqéiéns but'%hg South.. In the

fThis general
. . : 3 8

' ~

4 N .o I3 - v . . : -
uth, the proportion of whites in tracts which .were less than one -

per#ent black did-nmot decline. While there Was a concurrent gaid in -the

) ongfeo 5.percent rapge, it was caused by a decline in the number of ’

D S <

" whites in neighborhoods. that ‘were over 5 ﬁerceﬁt blickg This shift away.

~ @9

* from more heavily black tracts meant that the average white had fewer,

A <

'blacks as neighbors~~a-trend which contrasts with the Yverall exggfienc \\\

MY

—l“ . Y N
of whites in other parts of the country. - . ,

\ : —_

7 MEASURES OF SEGREGATION : : N Y o

. “

- ) } ’ p ke : ’ a
< While

.

whites are usefdl.ﬂescripsive deviées, more qgagtitaéivg stahisgicé- f
. N . . \ . 4

' - . P v ° x R ) ! :
are required for comparisons of the level of segrégation -atross cities

» '
< L)

or over time. The remainder of thigéchaptei,thd'

v ' :

\w‘\ . . , : " v
descrepancies in the location of blacks and -w 23 wE™\in . a ‘given‘metro=

. R 7 v . .
politan area. While tge reduction’of “any complex phe

, % .
valued statistic neces%hrily involves a high degree of aﬁ%tgahﬁioq, B

- -

indexes of this so:ﬁégzovide convenient measures of’ﬁhg overailf;évei of

) . i

neighborhood seérégét;pn- LA o o -

‘The analysis begins with the'ébsolute measu}g.gga examines’phaqges

that have.occurred in houselolds’ exposure to members of a diffetent

, rd ‘. | S e
individuai’ﬁ%usehold's neighborhood. Black exposure to wﬁi;es is‘the
- - 54 R P PR
proportion white in.the average black’s neigﬁborhoéd;'and white exposure

. S 7 .o L - . .
-, ” . . T e ‘ 22 e e . - ﬂ"l - ¢«
. . . .

' > i" T -
statistics regarding the overall dissri Efbn_pf blacks and.

-

racial group. The term "exposure" gim@ly refers to €he ractal mix of.an
. N . s I . Lo~ .

. - , ( . P
of .segregation-—oné absolute, one relative-——whiclf can be used to summarize

ynenon to a single~ .
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. \ to blacks, the proportion of blackl in the average White’s neigh-borhoo'd.l‘

- By themselves, exposure rates.are fairly direct measures of the physical

‘isolation of households. When the rates of both groups are close to
. !

v . zero, segregation may be said t6 be high; when téc rates of both groups are

3 o

high, segregation may be said to be ioy. . o ¢

These absoltte measures of segregation do not control for differences
. - - ' ‘ -
in the.{acial composition of urban areas. A city which is predominately

< black can achieve different levels of exposure than can a cityywhich is
—
A predominately white. To control for this variation, the second half of

the analysis employs a measure of seggegation which compares the actual

‘ ‘ ! 0 .~ 0
exposure rates of households to the exposure rates that are possible

3

\\~J;\\§ijfn\the racial mix of the poﬁulation. This relativc/innex of segrega=-
o tion is similar to the one that was Gsed by the Taeubers.2 ’

. Y

1. If an SMSA conta n neighborhoods or census tracts, black
exposure to whites is defined by:

o

‘-~\\- o (1,') Bxa (l{B)Z (i> °, { )f”os;; | i,/{\

. i=]1. "

- ¥

i

where By and Wy are the number of blacks and whites in the 1th neigh- -

gonhood, resPectively,;Ti is ,the total populatiop of the ngighborhpod

and‘B is the SMSA's total number ‘of blacks (B = Bi). White exposure .
to placks is ‘defined By

g '; ) Lo (2) . ’ . - (17W)t wi <»Bi> e -\' i
‘ ' o “." L i=m]- . ) i )

where W is theé SMSA's total number of whites. The exposure rates oft

i=1

- -blacks and whites are obviously related. Indeed, a simple manipulation
. R -of the above formulas shows that: . °
. (3) WE/BK = B/W ..
3 v, LA

2. See Zoloth [24] for a methodological comparison bf the"two measures.

Lt

-
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Black.and White_ Exposure-Rates: 1960-1970 4 - .. SR
) " Tablés 4 and 5 summdrize the exposure rates of blacks and whites . ~

for” the full sample of 238 SMSAs in 1970, and for the subsample of 130

SMSAs for which. comparable data vere availabﬂ.’é“ in 1960 and ‘1970. e h
. - o ' R
» Statistics .’c'or individual SMSA.s are presenteéd in Table B.l of Appendix B. ~

LY ‘ (

As betore, data were obtained f:;om the tracé reports of the 1960 ,and 1970

°

Censusés of Population and Housin .- 'I'hus the statistics presented below
& ]

/\_

/

»

use the census tract as the basic unit of anal‘ysis.

Perhaps the' most striking feature of these’ statistics 1is the

enormous difference in the exposure rates of- blacks and whites, which_in

- 1970 averaged about 0.3l for blacks and 0404 for whites. This means ‘that

v

-~ the average black liyed in a tract that was 31 percent white, while the"

| e e li‘? in a tract ‘that was 4 percent black. .Of course,-a
L4 .
large differential\in exposure is to be'expect%d, given that blacks

were only {2 percent of the population of urban areas; in the absence .~of . ‘ R
~ : AR - . : b ' ’

e ¥

A \

: th; the- majori ty‘. : ‘
i N én\ ’ ’ «-——l -¥
- Another pattern that is evident fro}n these tables are the large

2 '9

<. ‘regional differences in the exposure rates of households. l'n the 1970 e .
. sample, black exposure to’ whites was ,lowest in the North Central states
(0\5}) dnd highest in the North Easn (0. 39) and in the’ West (0.38). In

contrast, w,hite exposure to blacks was lowest in the West (0. 02) and N
e \.~ ~ K _

' highest in the South ¢0.07). 'I'his general regional ranking was observed

v

in each sample year. Among whites, the. highet‘s\ ates of exposure were in% / PR
N ,:he South, and among blacks, the highest rates & in" ﬂﬁ North l;:it and i . L .
¥ - A vy ’
in the’West. i‘he exposure . rates of ”hlacks and wh;: yas: e Were cofisi,'s-“ ': ’ ;
tently low in the North .Cen‘tral ‘stites.’, S i : in?‘ﬁi’:‘ e 1‘ R - - f. 1
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_ y 3 % : 19 PR ] ()
\) . v - N T ) to. ) . PRERN
‘ T . ._e'rabl!a ' ) - s
Black Exposqre to th:I.tes.l 1960-L97&“
A\ . ( - ~
. r L e -
) . vl Full I ‘.' ’ . I \ -
e |Sample <] Selected Time Series Sample J .
. | ) I« - |- . ‘| . Percentage™ ], *
|- Year A | 1970 . | - 1970 - |5 1960 .|  Cbangé: | ’ ’
I | il B 1. ‘| 1960-1970 | -
‘ [ ST o | I . I [ - T
. {United States | 0.313, | -0.3046 | 0.333 | -8.7% - |.
VW | | 2383 a3 | o | - | C
) | WNorth East | G.382 | ‘0.386 | 0.422 |  -8.5% |
| . . Gl G2 ] 32| A )
- "] North Gentral ] 0.247 | 0.227 I 0.263 | ~13.7% I <
d o : , | (66) | . (350 | (35 | : !
. | South - - = ].0.291 | 0.274 | 0.300- | -8.7% [ .
I . S el (88) | oy 40y 0,
% 1 West - . | 0.378 |  0.369 | 0.419. | ~-11.9% | -
I : 4 | (37> |- (23) || (23) - I . .
1 . T _ 1 L [
P ° = I -~ s ’
. . . Table 5 .
. White Exposure to Blacks:?f 1960-1970 . .
T STFaL T I - ——
SN |Sample -] Sefect:ed Iime Seriesjamlle | -~
o . . [~. v | .. | Percentage | .
| Year - - 1970 © | 1970 | 1960 | Change: | )
| - T . - | - - . 1960-1970 |
| . S “e. - . I R I :
|United" States} . | 0. 0434 | 0.0449 | 0.0420 | +6.97._ Sl
I A o1.€238) 1 (130) .0 | 130y | I ‘
L AN I “e] "0. 0467 k 0.0494 +| 0.0405 | +22.0% |+ :
‘ | 1wd b B2 i (3 ol e | i
U - ]-0.0319 ]..0.033 | 0.0330 |  +1.8% T ‘
W e : | (66) 1 (35 | (35 - ]
" |+ South | 0.0694 | 0.0711 ;| 0.0804 | . -14.6% ~ | PN
2 | (86) | &) | @0 | . ¢ ‘F B,
e | West . |.0.0245,. 0.p270 .] 0.0231 .| +16.9%7 . | -
N | .6, (Fn Toen | l,.
R ~ | . | ) L 1
* - * - - N { ) : ’ ) ";:
/ s ) : e v ; ol ; e . ’ . ) . -
. wll : - . e N =% ., B ‘ -~
X ! ’ .. o ¢ - Tt v
- I. Weighted by the SMSA’s number of blacks. . - s . R SR
. ot -2. Weighted by the SMSA”s number of whites. . - b .
M 3. Figures in parenthesis indicate sample size. : . ) R
v RS > .t - e
: . . P 1 /‘ , o s
N - , A .
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- ' Despite‘these gréss simiiarities‘gn the{two sample ?ears, signi-_ '
ficant-changes occurred. 4n examination of the‘st;;istics which nnderiie N ;:

" ¥ Jablé 4 shows .that black exposure to whites declined: in 97 of the' 130 .

f 33 percent in 1960 to an aJenage-of 30 percent h

e

o . SMSAs from an average

.4- .0 .~

in L970. WideSpread d lines occurred in~each region of tHe country.

LTI
-~ ..

st in the North Central states and in the West, where

. ‘

The~drops were la

- the anerage~black's‘exposg£e to whites decreiéed by 14 and 12 percent, g

\ d ———

" . . respectively. ' These generél trends are consistent with the distributional

- -.-‘i»_c

* data presented at the outset of this discussion; which“showEd'?n increase o

, . . N

in theqpropdrtion of blacks in predominately black traots.

In-.contrast, white exposnre to blacks incpeased  in 74 SMSA;,-decliged )

. . ~ hd N
in 54, and étized/constant in 2. , These shifts produced a_ 7 percent rise o
R o . . g ) = & e ».:s . t i
’ in the average white‘s‘egposure to blacks. In all regions save the’ -

:
é

o . - .
he . . -, ° == ~

- * :* South, the- exposure of whites increased-a trend that implies'that‘the
/ 4 ? .. . R . . . -

N

-

N average white had more blacks as neighbors. In the South, just the“ . e

Iy

opposite change took place:’ he average exposure -of whites to blacks >

.- declinéd_frem 8 to 7'percent. These regional'trends are again consistent R P

with the distributional data that were examined at the beginning of the s

* . .
’\ . .
® . » ’ -
. .
" chapter.; . NN N , ~ ) e ///// g
K 4 . . - AN B .
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A Simpie Model of Ghetto Growth Y R ;N§Q. Y e

v ’ » i
+

. . _To gain some perspective‘,na—the trends that ‘are revealed in\Tables S,

! s ¢

> .,

**‘#‘and 5, dt may be helpful to consider how exposure rates might change
o fromithe simple process of urban grgythv— As an example, suppose that
. 1 '
a,centralized all-black cluster asurrounded by an integra-. ) Y

» - 3

Tt 7 blacks. ldive
§

M - . <

ted’ bor or transitional zone. Such a city is depicted in Figure 5‘ , n,t

,,( v T *
nSuppdhe also that as the blgck population grows? thedghetto expands : .
< \--, ot . 3

peripherally, with the'border shifting outward into adjacent and formerLg
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- all-white neighborhoods, and with previously mixed neighborhoods becoming
- . black. In Figure 5, this pattern of ghetto growth can be illustrated by .

comiparing our hypothetical,city in periods 1 and 2, or in periods 1 and 3.

. Black exposure to whites will tend to decline with this general X o f;
LI AR S .
- T By v &
pattern of growth reflecting*the decreased size of border neighbgrhoods o -
”'““‘. \_J
. . relative to the larger black interior. ‘This is gimply a matter of geometry. e

1] " ' ’ ]

the periphery of a cirdle or square grows less rapidly than its area. If the
width ‘and racial mix of the border remain approximately the same-a§ they .- - .
. do in the examples in Figuze 5-—black exposure to whites will decgéase as

- the ghetto area expands. This decline reflects an increase in the-

;\ -

proportion of blacks that live in neighborhoods wirere the concentration
1 - « . * AY
of vwhites is low. ‘

N . et
Ny

The accompgnying change'in;the exposure of whftes to blacks will

depend on’ the overall change in the- area ‘s ratio of bIacks to whites.-
.~ Wnea white growth is rélatively slow, the ezpanding ghetto area will b

become large relative to the white sectors of the metropolis and the

>
— @
- \4 .

average exposure of whites will increase. Such an outcome can be ,illus=-
. V

ey

trated in Figure 5 by comparing the hypothetical city in periodsndaand.Z.

When white growth is relatively rapid in comparison: to the growth of : : "

-

blaéiﬁé the border will become less important relative_to the vhite - ~

€

¥ . sectors of the market The"aoerage white will then “be erpos d to a

smaller proportion of blacks. This latter outcome‘canybe iljustrated by

. + comparing periods\l/and 3. ' ‘ .

- -

\
Interpreting Trends

These simple examples suggest that'differences-

. B
- s e ! e

&fsueofa. . \y
< elty’s ghetto will lead to differences inithecexposure ates of?hoﬁshoids.' !

G ‘They also suggest that‘black growth will _typically lead to a decline ln
7~

-

- E—

i _ ?f the exposure of blacks to whites. The trends depicted in Table 4 are ..

. 28

. .
RN A i T provi . .
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generally consistent with thesgﬁhypotheses; The number of blacka incteased

.
’ v e . .-

in all but 10 areas in the sample. As expectéd from the examples in

Figure 5,‘ninety-£hree of the 120 SMSAs with g growing black population .

N

. experienced a deélinme in the average black”s exposure to whites. . ..
? .- . H .
. « P N - 7 N . -4
This trend should be taken as fairly strong evidence that existing. :
. . . ") ) . L
racial patterns were preserved in' the majority of areas examined.

[y

Established black neighborhoods appear’to have filled in .and expanded
out:ward, so t:hat: the average black'wae exposed t:o a s'.maller“ number of i

whites.” ‘40re encouraging for advocates of intzegrat:ion are t:he 25 ins’?ances

\

in which black exposure to whites increased despit:e a concurrent: rise in

I -
N

the area’s number ‘of blacks.1 'I'hese development:s indicat:e a change in

—— e .

_the general ordering of" households-eit:her wider ‘transitional areas,

- B

around established black neighborhoods or an increase i§1_the dispersion

'

of blacks within the metropolitan area. B S

k3

Moven‘e‘nt:s in whit:e exposure to blacks can also be interpreted in

h Y

t:e"ms of our simple model of ghet:t.o growth. The average white’s exposure

©

to: blacks typically declined in areas wﬁere white growth exceeded b]:ack

~

g!mn:h‘ (30/36) and increased in areas’where the- two growth rates wexe

Y

-

. ¢ . .
reversed §6§/92). This simple relat:ionship is not surpri'sing in lig

,

our earlfer finding that established racial pat:t:erns were generally e

maint:ained t:hroughout: the sixtq.es. When white growth was relat:ively 4

e . N . R »l.
-

Dur R North Carolina; ‘E1 Papo, 'rexas, Flint Michigan, Fort Worth, - “

"Texasd; Houston, Texas} Madison, Wiscousin; M:Lami, Florida° Nashville~-
Tennessee; Phoenix; Arifona; Portland 7 Haine} Richmond, Virginia‘,
Califcfrr\ng/_ nta ‘Barbara, CaLifornia' Syracuse, New York;-

Toledo, Ohio-Mich arrg Tucsown, Arizona, Ut;ica—-Rome, New York Wat;erloo,
IOWa. LN S . "
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- /s
sluggish, the expanding border areas grew large relative to the white
H o
sectors of the metropolis and the average exposure of whites increased,

y A [N .

" when white-growth exceeded black growth, the border grew less important

-
-

“and the avergge'white was then exposed to a smaller proportion of

- © - . . . ,
bléClSSn ) oot -“ ) . ) ‘ . ;/"‘, ’
. Thic genergl pattern of develdpment ¢an also be used to explain .

F

.- regional'differences in'the exposure of whites‘to blacks. The figures in

.. Table 5 revealed that the average white ] exposure to blacks increased in

' . -

L ¢ all areas but the South--the only regi“h of the country in which the

(3
) -

.- growth of whites exceeded the growth of blacks. In‘the South, white

exposure to blacks declinéd by 17 percent, whfle the region’s overall
i ' - » N .

proportidn black declined from 20 %o'lQ percent. In the—remaining'

"' gections of the country, white eiposure to blaéks increased by about 18

: ‘percent, while the overall proportion black increased from 8 to 10
. . v s A

y percent. R T .: -, .'2%
- " One should; note:* that there is an ambiguity inherent in this interpre~

o~y
. -

tation--a posgitive correlation between the change in the average exposure

- Q °

of whites to blacks and the area’s proportion black would al'so arise in

A

.
N .

nga? integrated housing parket. Fortumately, these two alternatives can be

r Jod L - : L ,
- = ‘d}stinghished bv considering the concurrent experience of blacks. 1If the

AU .'t inéreased exposure of whites to blacks were due to a dispersion in the
- . Vlarea's black'population, the-exposure rates of both groups wodld increase.’
T t This occurred in less than one third of the 74 metnopolitan areas in
. o "which white exposufeg“rbse{ ) iz :
) o Sedtoral Trénds %,;h o - ?
e - The above statistics could be ?riticized in that they may.be too -
- ’ LN ‘\ - N
e, ' broad to capture subtle, but nevertheleSg important developments in

. . .
r o, " .
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e

< 1 - / a-
different sectors of the housing market. For example, a jubstantial number
- ‘ v

¢ -

of upper income blacks may be moving to\previously all-white neighborhoods,

enen tbough the majority of blacks continue to reside in areas that are in

or adjacent to the ghetto. This kind of oevelopment might| well be lost in

the aggregate statistics that.have been.described in'zzi p%evious pages. 3
In an attempt to distinguish trends tgft have occurre# in different

sectors of the market, tracts were idfiged into three equi#sized groups . -

based on the incomes of their residents.lv High incqme tra#ts had average

family incomes that were in the upper third for the SMSA as a whole,

»

middle and low income tracts had average incomes that ‘were in the middle

- .

and lower thirds. Tables 6 and* 7.‘um£§rize trengs in the prosure rates °
- - z - —_— e = \— z
of blacks and whites for each of these three neighborhood types. Equiva-

lent statistics for individual SMSAs are presented in Table| B.2 of

- > -
A @ hd l e

The data presented in Tables 6 and 7 reveal large diffLrences{rn the
level of exposure across different neighborhood types. In 1970 white
exposure to blacks‘fveraged one and 3. percent in the high d middle

income areas, and 10 percent in the low. Evidently, whites? contact with

blacks was largely confined to neighborhoods with incomes in the lower i o
third of'the income scale. In contrast, black exposure to hites\was

relatively high (0.73) :; high in®ome neiéhborhooos and relatively low .’ v

(0.24) in,neigbborhoods with incomes in the lower'thirgéh.ﬂ ever, since ) -

the overwheliing mijority of'blacks.li;ed in loyer income :m’cts, ’ *

the. relatively high rates of exposure in high income tracts refer to -

&

a hanﬁful of blacks constituting small minorities in prosperbus white
communities. .

‘.

l. The income definition of éfgiven tract may change fin the two .
years. - ) . . . : , -

L) , ~

\
~ . Ny .
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West

" .Black Exposure to White

United States

North East

North Central

South .

United Stath ¢

Vorth East

@

1960~1970

el . U —— S SN,
-
- R

by Neighborhood Iype' s
(130 SMsAs) /
| Lo_‘; Inc ( Fe Middle Ingome | . High Income’
Neighborhood I Neighborhéod ’ Neighborhood
1970 1 /1960 1970 | = .1960 1970 1960
. ; T, N
| 1 S
| 0.2 | 0.271 | 0.515 | . 0.646 | 0.731 | 0.827
| | I | |- -
| | Q.359 | 0.535 |:0.683 |* 0.805 | 0.859"
| | 1 I | . o
| /0.188 | 0.230 | 0.401 | < 0.590 | 0.626 .| 0.737
I /. I 1 e - |-~
0.194 | 0.211 | 0.537 | ’0.63§ | 0.741 |. 0.835
| | i | | ’
‘Q.309 | 0.38% | 0.597 | $0.687 | 0.699 | 0.809
| | | | |
I D . | 1
f‘ ° - ' - v

. TABLE 7
Wh;cé Exposure to Black52 by- Neighborhood Type: 1960-1970
(130 SMSAs)
| Low Income | . s Yiddle. Income | High Income
1l Neighborhood l Neighborhood | Neighborhood
|4 1970 | 1960 | 1970 1960 | 1970 - 1960
EE | NN
| R | .
| "0.108 | 0.102 | 0.031 |- 0.026 | }0.01¢‘ | 0.011
I - I - A I
| 0,120 | 0.097 | 0.030 [*~07022 | 0.015 | 0.0L1
1< - I I I ., - -
| 0.087 | 0.095 | 0.018 | 0.013 . 0.009 ] 0.005
I ke I . |- . | - | .
I | I F I S
| ~0.059 | 0.061 | 0.016 | -0.007 ] 0.009 - | 0.004
I I I |- I I
l l l | | |




A comparison of exposure rates over time also reveals that sectoral
f v R - .

trends wére similar to.those which have been observed for the SMSA as a . s .
. - . - ) %

whole. The average black’s exposure to whites declined in each dZighbor-
: *on - ‘ '
hood type and‘in each region of the country. As noted earlier such

.

decllnes would signal the peripheral growth and expansion of established

black communlties. Even 'in high lncome_areas--where some dispersion )
§ - ) . .
might be expecteg to occur--the pattern was much the same; indeed; the

. v < 7 g

average exposure of blacks to whites decreased by 11 percent in both high

and low income tracts. The consistency of the data across the different

neighborhobd-types supports our earlier contention about the stability of
, N

» ~

racial patterns. ] o

Relative Measures of Segregation: “1960-1970. - ) S
7 T .. -

~

ombining all of this information into some judgment of the overall

_chath‘in "residentiallsegreiation" raises knotty probleds of definitions

and concepts, Up-until now,'we have examined exposure rates.in absolute -

, *

. \ . :
‘terms. However, in devising a measure of segregation one might also want,
- ~ N e ‘e
to éonsida:/;he maximum rate that is possible, given the size of the_two -
. - . . ' e~
racial‘groups. 4n alternative measure of segregation would take these

B

p0551bilit1es into account,‘and compare the gains that were actually made
to the gains that were physically possiblés ' \::5 \

One such measure can be formed by comﬁﬁxing the actual expoSure rate

¥ . [

of blacks to whites to the expqsure rate that.would arise if hlacks vere

-

?
evenly distributed throyghout the metropolitan area; the latter is equal ? ] ,;

o . .




2

. : L - ‘
to the prqpor?ion white in the SMSA as a whole. This relative

"exposure" index’ is constructed to range ‘from 2@ minimum of zero to a ' o
- I H )

% . . i
maximum of 100, with 100 depicting an area where tracts are either all T

L

’ : . s - 7
white or all black, and'with;}ero‘representing an ‘area where eacH tract
4 — N

!

L] » ’
- \ s
~ has the same concentration of blacks. . . )
- / < N . ' °

-

1, In tﬁe simplest cgsé where the population (T) consists of two
rv‘groups-—blacks (B) and whites (W)-~the "relative" exposure index is

™ ' defined by: , \

(1) 1= [1 - B%/(-m)] - 100 - s .

K or, alternatiygly,'by:

) (2) 1, =1[1-w/E] - 100 - .
where WX is white exposure to blacks,BX is black exposure to whites, and
& is the area's proportion blacks.® Because the ratio of ‘white to black
(; exposure (WX/BX) is equal to the ratio of blacks to whites, @/ (1-m), the
two measures are equivalent. They are also equivalent. to a third
measure, which compares the average inter-racial exposure rates of all
households to the overall .exposure raqg;thdt is possible: : .

mBX + (1-m) WX } " = o
I = 1 - N d 100 T - . 4
. @ I { o m(l-m) < vl
From the above formulation, it is obviougfthat the "relative'" exposure E .
index weights the exposure rate of each group by the relative size of b :

"its populatidn. y '

When the population consists of three groups-~blacks (B);‘whites'

(W), and other non-whites (ONW)--the_ above equations have to be modi- " .
fied slightly 'to obtain an index which will range from zero to -160.
Under this modification, Equation 1 beco?és: . ’
B | ...‘-‘ o "‘»
. ) I1=[1-8x7/@EM] - 10"
. s . . ?‘* "_1_ ‘w'- R , .
. o wgfye BX 32:81 (ﬁzigi). While this revised index is useé in the
calculations that are presented in the.text, it'is highly correlated -
- (V= ) with the index desctibed by Equatiomn 1. ' e e
v < : . : S - !
L N - - o '\w -
Siom
> . Y 4

L
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Table 8 summarizes values of this relative measure of segregation

-»
4

for the .full sample of 238 SMSAs,.and for the suh;sample of 130 SMSAs for
. v, . { . -

which time series data are available. Statistics for tﬂe individual

:\ »

'metropolitan areas are presented in Table B.1 of Appendix B. According,

>

i

to these statistics, residential segregation by race was highest in ‘the

° North Central states and lowest in the North East and the West. This

general ordinal ranking held in each of the three samples, In the full

13

' {1970 sample, the index ranged from'a minimum of 0. 2 (Provo-5rem, Utah) to

& maximum of 85.8 (Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood Florida) with an iverage of
r

,52.8. Metropolitan areas with extremely low index values were generally
- oL i

€ wa

¢ ' those in which the number of blachs wasr{egligible.' .o
8

The statistics presented in Table also’reveal’a\significént rise

. o~ . . -

in the level of segregation between 196b and 1970. 'In the PeS. asa .

wholey.fhe average index of segregation increased by 6 percent, with 7§k 1
L
percent of the sample areas registering an increase in segrenation.. The :

increase was largest in the North Eastern states (8 percent) and‘smallestA‘

in'the West (2 percent). Only 31 ‘of the SMSAs in the sample registered a”

decline in.//g;egation. For the mest part, these were the same SMS

which black exposure to- whites increasedl-a development which coul‘k

o

signify_either wider transitional areas around established black neighbor-

Pl *

hoods or a more general increase in ﬁhe‘dispersion of blacks within the

o . q L Y LAPN °
A -~

housing market. ' - s ~

b4 <
N - ' ~ ¢ Bt B 6“, R B RN
E N .

\.‘1 . N ' : ’ . ’ ~

1. The SMSAB include those listed in fogtnote 1, p. 20¢ plus-
- Cha leston, -South Carolina; Fall River, Maine-Rhode Island; Manchester,
pshiré“ ntgomery, Alabama ‘New YoTk, New York; Pueblo, Colorado;

Lard

E]

w
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Table 8 %;.Q %
Index of Residenti#l Segregation by Race “for Metropolltan Areas: 1960—1970 ;
- ) [ Full | g . el
[Sample | Selected Tmie sé; es Sa A © g
| .. . I [ _ Percentage J : ‘5}
[** Year | 1970 | - 1970 l 1960 ~ [ Change : ] ’ ; *§
P - [ A |- 1960-1970 ] BN
' ; B : | - . s':fﬁ . ko
|United. States | 52.8° | 55.8, |- 52.68 . "+6. oz )\; - i
1 : < e U] (238) | (130) | (130) | l l,»éc it}
'| North East |.46.3 | 48,9 |, 5.2 |  +8.1% ??T@ “‘"‘!"‘}”
| . - I 9 | (32) I @2y | g
] North Central | 6152 | <66.5 | 63.2 | +5.2% A -
| L 66y | @35 | (35 | | L
l. South | 59.8 | 62.5 |  58.8 | +6 zz [ K
I | (86) |  (4) | oy -, | -
I’ West g 4le8 . | &539 | 45.0 | +2. 07 | b
l ; |30 | @ | -edh .. Lo, ]
1 e [ | - : I : [ - E
' ] . B R ; P
) % “ ? - - C \
; R ¢ T .
| - ) ® a‘ he « .5) : ‘ ,‘1:’
5 'N?}c\? %;\-’

1. Weighted by the SMSA’s total pogplation:
2., Sample size in parenthesis.
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.increase occurred in spite of i

'outward, | patt

SUMMARY

a
.
‘

The statistics"bresented'in this chapter attest to the high level of
segregation that eharepterizes the majority of housing markets. They also

. \

suggest that the .intensity of that segregation=--whether measured in
. 1

. . =~ . N
absolute or in relative terms--has incréaseéd in rgcent years, This ' _

*

economic, sdcial, and pol}tital —”")
developments which might have encouraged integrat;odi“ﬂurin;jEEE‘Tgﬁﬁ:s
L N Al

established minority éeighborhoods generally filled in and expanded

f‘peripheral growth that left the average black q;ﬁh/////

» . st -
R Vo

a smaller numbe ‘of tes as neighbors. While the average white was at
N .

the same time expose tq a slightly larger number of blacks, the vast

majority of urban whites continued to live in neighborhoods where less,

- /
than one percent Yof the inhabitants were black. : ' 9,
. . - ( ) ’ §
.\ . - - {
. L ) .
. o \
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¥~ III. FACTORS AFFECTING THE LEVEL OF RESIDENTIAL §/GREGATION BY RACE

{

3o,

¢ n .

.’

The previous chapten documented -the intensitﬁ«and the relative.

.

the. surface would appear to be cOndusive to Integration, established

-

Zracial patterns were generally m?intained throughout the 1960s.’ This

d'

. $ '

\
\

tenacity of residential segregation by race. Despite/conditions which on

4
.

chapter attempts to identify some of*the more important economic, social,

. %
factors that may be'. assoqianed with seg&egation. This latter a

A
|

l.

seéregation by race. While the a?alysis is at best exploratory, it is

hoped that the empirical findings

will provide some insight into thé complicated set df forces that aff

§

e the racial stratification of‘urb ateas.

e

AN
#

—at
h

;.r ﬁ

wh/ich are presented +in this chapter ™

> v

.,

\
The first part of the. analysis explores the extent to which racial

A" . t

\ ’

differences in»income explain the,locations of. blacks and whites. The

remainder of the chapter considers other social, institutio

-

. £}
./

based on a cross-sectional re

.® d

—

éressidn equatipn which relates .the

9!

ysis

o - - - -

,SMSA'

index ‘of" segregation to a number df'causal and contextuar vdriables

A

' -

thought to affect the level of racial mixiqg. H " - f Y

3 ..\ (\

BLACK-WHITE DIFFERENCES IN INCOME . -

» "

A )
7
H A
f
(

e

. and market factors that were asscciated with a.high level of residential

-

=

and market

is

It has sometimbs been argued that .the segregation of urban reas is

the direct’result of pronounced disparities in the incomes of bl ks and

»t a

.

whites. Ou the surface, this argument has . e?ormous.intuitiVe appeal.

1974, thé median income of black families w£s 41 percent less than the

median income of whites.

—-

Cy L ,

Since households

ith similar 1ncomes tend to

select similar quality homes, and since dwel&ings tend to be clustered by

ez
-t

size, age, .and quality,. edhnomic differences pet se couId conceivablya

. explain a lafge amoumt of residential ségregation by race. 53’,

In

-

<H.

.

;.




4

¥

T concrols for the effects of racial incmgi diﬂférentials (6,5, 15].

'segregacion.of the pation’s blacks’ to' the segregation of earliet .migrants
\ S . N

td- the cicies.

»”

[

ﬂanfield wrices that:

.//“

The.other minority groups once lived in the qlde®t parcs

-~ -

of the inner cities-~and the Negrozlives there now——not . : /

bécause they were looked down on-(algthorgh, course,
they were) as because chey had low incomes [1, p. 78]. e

A corrollary to this basic analoéy is the assumpﬁion that econonic -,

progress on the part of blacks will eliminate residential segregaqion by \

&

.

3
race--just as such gains eventually led to the assimilacion of earlier

/

immigrann groups.

income account fQ; the segregation of urban areas.

-

et

‘

This section examines the’.extent tq which racial differences in

Am

Y

o

The analysis begins

1 .
‘by deriyving the number of blacks that would live in a given neighborhood

w1f blacks at each’'income level were gepresented to the same extent as

“

* / . - - o
otherwise similarrwhites., Differences between the expected “and the
>, .

actual number of blacks in_the various pafts of the metropolis are then

»
’

used to calculgfe measures of segregation which are similar to the ones

> -

that vere presented in Chapter II. fﬁis'technique-‘known as indirect
s ¢ > s > ,

standardization-~enables one to derive an index of segregation that .
2 -

"
BN . . 4
.

N .
Estigafing the Expected‘Distribution of Households .

.The procedube iq\relatiVely simple. Suppose that income were the

e

e s
. > ® .

. sole determfnant of one’s location within an urban area.
- \ R

°

'The expected
numoer of blacks in a civen neighoorhooq would then depend on the income

-

%, distribution of the neighborhood's residents and on the ineomg distribu-

4

“tion of blacks and_vhifes in the SMSA as a whole. If a neighborhood

contained a*hiéh proportion of high income households and if the vast

=,

Y

\\

Y

O«
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° %

© 3 ) »* =
. . . .

K >
majority of blacks.were poor, only @' small number of blacks would Qe ’ -
. . » ‘ 3 -

i .

expected to live in the area. - ‘ é///(] .
- Asyan example of this technique, supposeCEha5~glacks re 5 percént )

of ‘he market’s househdélds with incomes in

d

excess of $15,000.” If a tract

u‘

has 200 households in this particglar‘ingoneiﬁategory, one would expect

10 of those households to be black (10 = 0.} o %}gQO) Applying this
Zuee | '.::
general logic to each income-category, one can derive the expected number

Y s N

of’blacks for any given tract.lh The expected number of whites (or more- .

L .- . . ’ . ‘ T x
precisely, non-blacks) is then equal to ‘the difference between the

’ -
tract s total populat .on and its expected number of blacks. . /

’ Ideally, this simple estimation procedure would enable one to

&

. B .
" predict the distribution of blacks and whitesitn the absence af prejudice -

- segregation by JLace. le*othef_criteria might have been uised to

e

and discrimination. However, to a'certain extent, the economic stratifi-’\’//’ ¢
; ) . ; .

2
v e,

cation of urban arﬁss\:z:l depend on the existigg pattern of residential } X

- ¢

o - . 4 - ' e}
. N -]

pred&ct the locations of blacks and whites, most’ would suffer from this .

. ; &

:same inherent ambiguity. As a result, a technique of this sort is’ more

i . .
properly viewed as a test ofighe°extent to which racial differences iniay

income explain the existing pattérd of segregation. It is less accurate

»
. - H

when viewed as a device to predict—some idealized configuration of urban ;

1,
~

.areas. ° ’ - : : ! ' ,:[j

. f A - " ...
h) R .
a

1. If E(B

RS

) is the expetted number of blacks' in the jth tract

]

. then: W - oo = . .0

- ) 7 ee e M
3 E(Bj)' 2 ai ij =1 (.. ’ . Y

5
where a is the proportion black for the SMSA's families in the ith income p 3
category? ¢ ij is the number of families in the ‘ith income category in

the jth tract; k is the number of income categories* ‘and s is the aver-

’

" age family size for the SMSA's blacks. Note that_scaling by s is PR

necessary to translate number of families into number of persons. . \\ -
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. blacks. i

R .Seventy-ﬁour percent of the sample’ss blacks lived in tracts which were

» ' . _
The Actual§§£d the Expected Distribution of Households

' Figures 6 and 7 cpmpare our estimates of the actual and expected

distribution of blacks and whites across census tractg with different

. -

racial mixes. These statistics are similar to the otes presented in

Ch ter II, except that they refer to a smaller number of metropolitan

°

asgas. Ia 1970, data on.the distribution of black family income was
4 4 a

- Aavailable for only 76 SMSAs--those with a oépulation in excess of 250,000,

, and those with a significant number of blacks. However, these 76 S%SAS .

_contagined some 87 percent of all metropolitan blacks and 72 percent of

1 .

.
o .

all metropolitan vhites.
4,

. Figmre 6 gives striking evidence that the ghettoization of this

-

nation’s‘blacks is not the direct consequence of their'lower incomes.

.
.

.t

more than 50 percent black; if income were the sole determinant of

.

" location, this proportion-would be under one. In contrast, over 87

. . * A
- ;.= Ppercent of the sample’s blacks were expected to live in tracts in the §

., . ::*. -
_to 30 percent range, while”in actuality, the proportion was only 12.

This large discrepancﬁ between the actual and the predicted distribution .

sto the view that blacks are segre~

< 37 ™~
3 4 N ) ]
TR '
The statistics in Figdre 7 ;éﬁl’a stogy that is much the same.
. R . o . ‘

While 64 percent-of the sa%ple %whites lived in tracts that were less

than one\gqrcent black, the expected_ proportion was close to sero. In’
/

;:fyf contxast almost 85*percen of th

A .

sample’s whites were expected to live

L

was just 13, If income~were the sole determinant of location, the:
he * Y«'\

R f 1. . Throughout this discusgion, the term "whites" refers to non-

¥

L4

’
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majquty'of whites would be expected to have a larger number of blacks as
° ~— ' ) ’ ’ 4

. - . “_\\ . e
neighbors. 1 . L e .

Actual and Expected Rates of Exposure'

[

/
Similar conclusions can be drawn from the aggregate measures of

k] > ’

segregation that were deveioped in Chapter II. Table 9 shows the actual

and the expected~exposure of biacks to whites for the'l97q sample of 76, |

-~ -

SMSAs. it‘also presents quivalent statistics for a suhsanple of 39

3

SMSAs ia 1960 and l97f.° Further reduction of the sample in the time

-

seriés comparision wah necessitated by the fact that 1960 income data
! |

N b - ‘ ‘ " :N«. «
were available ﬁor,dohwhites, but rot .for blacks. To maximize i -

temporal comparability, SMSAs in which blacks were less than 95 percent
AN
of all nonwhites were eliminated from, the sample. The resulting spbgample
N T , . . P
of 39 SMSAs contained almost half of the nation’s. urban blacks.

The -figures in Table 9 reveal a large discrepancy between the gxpected

» 0

and the actual exposure of blacks to whites. In.the 1970 sample of 76 SMSAs,

* R 4

the average black was expected to live in,a neighborhood ‘that was 81 percentl

1} Ve

white. However/’the actual exposure of blacks to’ whites was under 30 per- oo

,cent, littie m?fe than 3 third of the 1evel predicted on the basis of income

o

alone. The difference between the actual and the expected exposure rate of
oz - oK

blacks--although large in all regions of. theﬂcountry~—was highest in the I

R .
° P <

"North Ceneral states and lowest in the Wesq L - s ) ‘ i

( .
.

Time series data from the sample of 39 SMSAs suggest that rhese

Y

differences*have increased -over time, primarily due to the large decline

!

in the.actual expoSurevdf blacks-to whites. For the most pagt, the
expected exposure of hlacks changed in a way that was ‘consistent with
- : ’ ’ T N e o

broader trends in She incomes of blackS and whites. Developments in the ~ - ° -
% ¥ s S v, . - .
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. Ta!ﬂé)@q"‘ ‘ A
i e ~ vy ‘ ! \
1
, Actual and Expecced Exposure of Blacks to Won-blacks:~ 1960~1970 . -
76 SHSA’s 11 ? 39 shsA’s 1
. 1970 1L 1970 | 1960 [
) [ {Ratio [} [ ‘|Ratio |} ] |Ratio |
I I Tef™ , I A T | - | of
| | JActual || ;;,v |Actual - | 1 |Actual - |
.t I b2 7] te ] -, bto———— 7| [Tto =~ | -
g Actual “x ected |Expected][Actual ErEeccedIExgeccedlAccual |Expected |Expected|
- . | | - | I | | | l. |
United States | -297, | .814 | .365 || .245 | .78 | .312 ] .277 | ..785 | ..353 |
- | (76)~ 1 | . - Il (39) | I (39) | ] |
Yorth East | .38 | 7841 | .457 || .470 917 | .513 | .555 | .930 | .597—|
Sl e | — 1 1) | | I (5 | | |
North Central| .218 | .838 | .260 || .198 | .826 | .240 | .230 | .84 | .271 |
/ | (18) | | [1°o) | | | ad | | |
Squth | .270 | .755 | .358 || .262 | .748 } .350 | .28 | .730 | .396 |
] I (36) | I - I (24)4| I . I (24) | : | |
. West | .378 | .901 | .420 || M.Ae' | M.A. | N.A. | N.A. | N.A. | N.A. |
L ¢8) | 1= 1 i ] | | A ]
) *Table 10 .
. ' . 5 - . [t
Actual and Expected Exposure of Non-blacks to Blacks:~ 1960-1970

» L 2

-

,. -

76 _SMsA’s? 39 sMsa’s? - I,
1970 1 1970 1 1960 -
| . [Ratio I N «+JRatio | I |IRagio |
’ R | A '} of I I | of —| I L - |
. -\ [Actual | - [Actual | ¥ " [Actual |
. .. 1 te | | te. | ‘to ¥
. JActual |Expected IExneccedHAccual |Expected|Expected [Actual IEgiécced IExgecced]
oo | .- | L | | ] | | ||
United States | %049, | *.135 | .364 || .053. | J170 | ,311 | 085 | '.157 4 | .352 l
T (76) | Il (39) S 39) |
North East 057 .126 I 456 - | .039.j 075 [.gm513 .039 | .06S. .596‘ -
. { Q4 | N I3y | | 1 ) | | PRUNS R
" North Central| .035 | .133 | .259 |[~.038 .| .158 | .240 | 2037 | .138 ]. .270 |
o (18) » R 1{-(ro) | | (10). |
R South:; +068 .19Y | +358 |] .072 | .205 | .350 082+ . .208 «395
= [ 36 | . | oo, | .| Feo NS T ]
Vest - P ..033 l 0078 I .419 I N.A. l N.A. I N.A. “c:&o I oA l N.A.
. - ) 1 Sl | ] i ] - _ - 1
. e ~ . . ”
) . 1. Weighted by the SHSA’s number of blacks. °
2. Data for individual SMSA’s is presented in Table ! of Appenaix C.
3. Figures in parentheses indicate sample size. .
- .+ 4o The sample contained no SMSA’s in the West. LY s
* 5. Weighted by the SMSA’s nunber of uon-biacks. , ‘ - )
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Morth Central states and in the South primarily reflected changes in the
economic positions of blacks; the ratio of black to white family income

decreased by a small amount in the Horth Central sthes, gut !bét by a

o

lar!% amount in the South [18]. However, the “relatdive income oﬁ blacks |

also increased,in the East--a trend which appears to conflict with the

RS

4 'x > . .
of the data revealed that this decline was produced by a marked increase

g . in the extent to which neighborhoods wefe stratified .by income. Tiis
- : . . P
1

increase--which was not observed in the‘North Central states oy in-
< L M »
the*South--was‘sufficiently large to offset a concurrent rise in the

v

v

. B . <
. purchasing power of blacks. T .

P Table 10 presents equivilent statistics -dn the exposure of whites to

P
- L3

blacks. Again, there'ige large discrepancies in expected and actual

~ - values. If income were the sole‘determinant of\location in the sample.of
! A 1 SMSAs, the average white would live in a tract which was- 13 percent
. v

black. In actuality, however, the average exposure of whites to blacks

was .closer to 5 percent--a considerable differential “which suggests that

-

: incomeé diffbrences per se have little to do with the segregation of urban

blacks. L . . ) : .
Relative Indexes of Segregation { - . —
< . ° . . R * . ’ - .
- , An absolute measure.of*segregation analogous to the one developed in’

Chapter II can be formed by comparing the expected exposure of blacks to
S S '

- . whites~to the exposure that would arise if blacks were evenly'dispersed
acrogss space; the latter is again equal to the area’s proportion white}l
J SR l. The expected index of segregation is defined as follo
- ko /\ ’ .
. . A " BX o
= - . I - l - (1—‘5) ) . p

>

¢ - L . - * ,
N § where Bx is.the expected exposure of blacks to whites, and l-m isg
the area s proportion white. A .

i IERJ!:‘: - ey B M .‘4(3 . B
S p ' .. Cerel oL

Cant
Moo ’

i

concurrent decline in the expected exposure of blacks. Fﬁfthegbanalysis B

+

*s
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The resulting index of' Segfegation—-denoced by Index III-in Table 1 fmm .o L

4 . .

estimates the "level of residential segregation by race that would arise

~

if income were the sole determinant of location. The statidtics in Table
11 indicate that this level would be very low. Indeéd, in the sanple of .

) 76 SMSAs, the expected index of segregation (Index III) was less ‘than 2

percent of its actual level (Index 1), . ij . .
- . L

-
. « . .

One might nevertheless wish to construct an index of segregation
. that incorporates racial differences in 'income into its definition of a
» &
non-segregatedAcity. Such an index can be formed by comparing the

" actual exposure rate of g&acks to the exposure rate that was predicted on . -

Ly ~
. .

the basis of household income.1 In this adJusted segregation measure--

~ ~ -

- ,denoted by Index I in Table ll-—the expected rate of exposure of black§

to whites replaces the area’s proportion white as the underlying standard,

o« for 1ncegrat1on.. A comparison of the adjusted [I) and the unadjusted” o

A

(II) index shows that this modification makes little di%ference: The’,

ﬁanE%égs of the regions remained the same, as did the changes that were . -

. - . - 3

observed over time. ) . -

L4

1. This adjusted index of segregation is defined by:'

N T NS

where BX and BX are the actual and the expected index of segregation, "

respectively. . -
: 2. Data for individual SMSAs is presented in Table C.2 of
' Appendix C. .




Table 11

Actual and Expected’ Indexes of §egreg&t16n:' Blacks v. Non-blacks: 1960—1970l

r 4 .
- ’: . . ~N -
, 1 ‘ 5 1 ’ ) .
76 SMSA‘s . _ 39 SMSA’s S .
1970 - 1970 K 1960
Index , |Index fgdex Index Index |Index—~ |Index Index Index
I: } II: , | 1IL: I: II: | III:s * | Is IL: III: |
AgjustedIUnadiusted Expected Adjusted|nad{fusted |Expected}Adjusted |Unadfusted |Expected |
- I ' ' : . ‘ I
United States, .6113 | - 1615 I .QIO 680 | .684 | .0l4 <641 1 .648 .018 |
(6)~ | - I (39) | Lo (39) - T l
~ North East .539 | .543 | .010 | 492 | 495 | <005 | .%402 <405 | <004 |
. (14) | | Y I €5 R | | (5 | - |
North Central| .706 | .708 | .008 || .749 | ".751 | .010 | _.724 | .727 | .o11 |
o oasy | . . 1l ao | o | ao | 1 T
. South © | .641 |. 647 | .018 |f .653 | .659 _ | .019 | .611 | .623 | .029 |
: ’ l (36) l l - l (24), ‘*,' (24)-, , - ’
-Hest . 0534 0536 0004 N.A. M.A. | N.A. N.A. . N.As ‘ N.A.
\ L (8 | | 1 e 1 | N 1
- : : v TS £ A . -
- . N e I
1. Meighted by the é\SA 8, otal population. ’ ’ . 3 ’ . ~
:gata for»individual‘SMS 8 18 preserited jJn Table 2 of Appendix C. , T
3. Figures in parenthesﬁizindicaté sample size. . '

4. The sample contained no SMSA’s in West. . ’ .

\ |

. . ' & . .

) 48 - v 7 =
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Summary of Findings ) ; \x PR ‘;2 4

The above statistics lend strong support to thh\hypothesis that

<

residential segregation by race is not the simple consequeﬁce of racial

.\

| differences in income. Apparently, there is enough integration by income
w/x

- within individual census tracts to overcome what are admittedly large

o

- differences in the socioeconomic status of blacks and whites.esThis
‘d ’ \ - t
‘ finding suggests that the majority of urban areas hage a .large, and for

|

‘the most part untapped potential for residential integration by race.

w®
- /‘

Contrary to the claims of Banfield and others, the segregation of urban

! blacks can not be explained hy their higher-incidence of poverty.

A CROSS-SECTIONAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS
Socioedonomie\differentialg are thus not’the only source of racially

stratified neighborhoods. Indeed, their impact appears to be‘small. But

, similar incomes exhibit less segregation’ than otherwise similar areas in
S \ r 't
~— T which the differentials are fairly ia?ge? What othen;social, political

‘and institutional factors contribute to the.segregation of urban areas?

o . °

G

a

Are variations across cities random, or do they instead reflect systematic
W

- differences_in the}underlying'characteristics of the population or

7 ? . v
- —

: _ heusing market? _ p— . -
S A o - . .o -

m . . _ While these issues are admittedly complex, answers to-such e

. ™~ .
- - o -~ -

e questions would greatly enhance,our current understanding of residen~
. tial segregation by race. Accordingly, the remainder of this section uses
- cross=sectional regression analysis in'Eilattempt to identify some of
- - : ~ m. -

the more important causal:and contextualvggriables thatiare associated

with 'a high degree of segregation. The discussion begins with a brief’
“»
. . v . .——-"’

p— - o

' ' g 3 | 4 '
. o ,
- . S -
N . . ‘ " .
.

does an impact exist at all?. Do.areas in which blacks ‘aad whites have -

ot
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“av?
]

review of the different social, economic “and institutiq forces .

Y

: thdt are,thought to produce a segregated*housing market. It then.

. < -

presents a number of different hypotheses that are c:;iigtent‘with sugh

. L
-models,” and describes the results of a regression-‘equition that puts
# v : s S
' these hypotheses to a test. At the outset, it shbuid be stressed that

. thdis analysis is ExploraQOry in nature. -Because of;its highly aggrél ¢

- gate nature, the analys;s_ean at best identify broad correlates of

o , - . e _
_ segregation. The’ actudl tejection or acceptance ‘of the different '
,2; - A ‘

causal models is beyond the scope offthezstudy.

3 ..
. Alternative Explanations for Segregation
/ < hd »

“Wkat factors in’;ddi;ion to income.differentials might %cgount for the

[y

segregationyof urban areas? One_common explanation citeqd the discrimidatory

M: " i N M Sa
behavior of various agents°and insﬁitutions9within the real estate

N * v

industry. These inglude la dlords, real rs, financial intermediaries,f
. ! & .

and eVen the federtl govergmeut. In,the past, members of the real estate
a7 bl, a ’

industr?anave openl?*supported policies which served to limit the hoysing

o ’ 4‘ *
selling their units to blacks; figancial institutions refused to mal

-

3

f
/ i
: '

is the
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hostility or attraction towards certain types qf hOuseh;k s\z;ii:%end to . \\\ L
2 Ak

produce a segregated housing market (9, 10].‘ If such models are correct--

and they are difficult to verify empirically--theﬁvimply that segregation
. s . o7 RN

AU o ' »

will be te a large extent the inevitable result df-ithe joperation of

. -

market. forces.

N

g .; 5 ¥ L3 -
- i
v . In this regard,/ it is important to note the distindtion betwéen ’ L
" .

°

discriminatory atgitudes and discriminatory practices. Discriminatory

attitudes, or rac prejudice, refer to a househdld’s desire to have C
) ; ‘ 3 - 1 ~
particular kinds of\neighbors. Such prejudice caﬁ exist with oh&ithout 8'

discriminatory practices within the real estate rﬁdustr§$ While fair .

- S o
housing laws can reduce or eliminate the latter kind of behavior, there

is no guarantee that they will affect the underiying attitudes of an .

area’s residents. If racial preJudice remains, segregation may, well-
p e 7 .’ "

persist even in the absence of institutionalized discrimination.

. 7 - -
Expected Variation Across Cities: bl oy ) N

.

v These underlying causal factors suggest a number of broad hypotheses

. abodt the segregation of urban greas. In general, one would expectl

segregation to be relatively high in areas where thé:e were large differ-"

ences in tbe incomes of blacks and whitegaand where discrimination and

prejudice Lere intense. .But while such hypotheses are‘fairly easy to

4

conceptualfze, they are considerably more difficult to translate into

*areadily tes&able hypg;heses which cdn be examimed within the confines of

K | an empirical analysis. . 5 .

3 . . «-j
The major problemiis due to the fact that variations in the’ behavior -~

of the real estate ‘industry or in the ra?I’l attitudes of an area S resi- '

o

|
dents are difficult, if not impossible to measure. At best, one can only

X%

: hOpe«f//devise¢a~si;ies of proxy variables which capture the more important

e ) o . . . e . .
- K l
|

.

o LI . . . L . -
N AT e ettt , 055 R - -
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acciCudinal and behavioral differences that exist across urban .areas.

Since che-deceLminanCS of racial prejudice are not yet fully unde:scood
/7
the seleccion of such proxies is an extremely. difficulc task. Inevicahly

-

cheir relacionship to segregation will be subject toa variecy of interpre-

cacions-rmaking the underlying causal models difficulc_Co accepcmor

rejectes® - > - " e

It is also important to recoénize that discriminatory accicudegxand

actions do not act in a vacuum. "l'hey are influenced by-:-and, in turn,

\f

influence-=-the broader forces of demand and supply. As a result of this
- . Ty -~ . '»,

interaction, variations in segregation across cities or over time will

undoubtedly refﬁecc differences in che‘underl?ing characteristics of the

housing markec in addition to any differences in the more fundamental «

£
- ’
-

. causal v?riables. While such market° variables may be relacively easy to
/

measure,| cheir impact may be fairly subcle and thus excremely difficulc

‘v//

;p dececc. L7 "
Wich these caveats in mind, chis seccion presencs a number of "'
!
'specific hypotheses that %re subsequencly tested in a cross-seccional

regression analysis. Th Le hypo;heses,concern the presumed relationship

between a city’s level of segregation and a variety of demogtaphic,‘ :
s ! N N - ",{‘j
econbmic, and markét variables ‘thought to affect the underlying deter-

'Y

minéncs of racial mixing.. These independent variables are described in

. ) -
ch% paragraphs below. [ Their estimated regreéssion paragiferzlare presented

-‘aoffhe end of the secfion. ' : o
e Mf 2 \. \ L4
/.. The Size and Grgwth of the Black Population

4y
{ 2

/ : ’ . ™~
/ ~ One factor chag might affect the segregation of urban areas is the

1 !
size of its black~populacion. Some analyscs have argued that a largef,
2

7/
more e visible black populacion will be- viewed as a greater threat, to the

{ . " . Lo~
S § " L
. l. "’ - .
A . . \‘

x; - . b - ,.k
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fwhite majority, and will as a result generate an increased level of'

.

racialmprejudice and discrimination (7). White prejudice may also be

high in areas that have experienced a significant rise in, the relative
. /

- ~ -
- .

size of their black population.

-

This general line of reasoning led to the incIusipn of three differ-
ent variables related 'to the size and the growth of the black population.

(l) the total number of blacks' (%X,the area ] propgrtign black and (3)

.

the ten-year increase-(or decline) in the overall.ratio of blacks to ) /e

<

whites. Under this”so-called threat hypotﬂesis, ope would expect each of

“these three variaples to have positive impactfon a city’s level of "

-
segregation.

Black-White Occupational and Income Difference ) .

Another factor that might affect a city;évlezel of segregation is *

on
.

he socioeconomic status of blacks relative to whites. The previous

LY

1

secZion revealed that income differences per se account for only a small

¥
N '}

X
this sort may still give rise to variations in the level or degree of -
-~ g .

anf t of the segregation in urban areas;‘ Nevertheless, differentes of o
1 * \ [j
segregation, particularly if such differences are related to the under- B

, 1

. lying ppejudice of an area’s whites. The following ‘two variables were {

.» 1—9- \ e

thus included in the regression e ation° (l);the ratio of black to

'tional‘status. Occypation
- B \

T
ale civilian workers who/were employed in white/collar jobs. Each of

status Was measured by the pr0portion of

these .two ratios was ex ected to have a negative effect on a ciép s index

«
~.
~. 1

oﬂ,segregatidn,

s

» .Vacanty Rates

e . 1 . . -
‘Tne level of segregation may also pp agfécted by the overall ' $§;f>
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tightness of thewhd ing market. In the qwner-occupied sector,. discrimr -
! ination on the paﬁt £ sellets or réaltoxs may be .low when vagancy rates
& el A L
‘i‘s—' -\“ T

are high due to the: elative scﬁrcity of potential buyers.’ Thus, high

s . | vacancy rates may be associated wtth a’lower index of segregaton. In-the
. N | @ * . . » - \
y | » }

‘\: < multi-family market, the reIEtionship may be more comple¥. Again, when

L ' vacancy rates. are higher, landlords may be more willing to rent to blacks
k . because their supply of tenants will be lo;; on the othen\hand they
mday be even more inclined to dis;riminate because they may fear thg loss: , ) N
. '; of existing residents. On’'a priori grounds, it is &ifkigult gs.pred;ct
, - .

which of these two effects will predominate.
.-

o

N -

')

7 . " B . .
To test these altermative hypotheses, vacancy rates for owner-occupied

N : . ) R ! .
and rental units were ihcluded in th ssion equation. Each rate was -
weighred by its sector’s share of the housing market;'thus allowing for .

iantercity diffgrences in the importance of tenure groups. _The vacéncy

~

rate for pwners was expected to have a negative imiact'on the level of
el GR ’ . .
B segregation, the effect of the rentalevacancy rate was indeterminant. 1 .
' 1

The Existence of State and Local Fair Housing Laws Laws * L

\

9

Overt discriminatory behavior may also\depend on the eﬁiszence and

kS . s

’covprkge of fair housing laws at the state and local level. Y&at;onal .
z ' - . . ; i

laws were of course not enacted until the end of the decade'considered.)

In general, one might expe€t the initiation of guch an act to decrease
the segregation of blacks ahd‘%hitesiwithin a given city.: Although'an .
. . . ) . N - . \i »
unusually high level‘gf‘discrimination may’ well be an impetus to the
] . ¢ , . -

passage of fatr housing laws, thus confusing “any comparisons across
cities, one might also e:cpeét: an SMSA with an effective fair housing law
to have a comparatively low level of segregationm. : This possibility - .- ip

* ~ f - .

promptéd the inclusion of a single dummy variable méQSuriﬁg the existence R

o . L ) . LY . - ES%’L 4 . | . N




of either a1 state or loéal fair housing law, While this v%fiable is

admittedly very crude, the development of more sophisticated medsures of -
effectiveness or enforcement were beyond the scope of this research.
., Ihe Ratio of Housing Costs to Income

7 . ~ .7

w<’ ?he level of segregation may. also depend on the ratio of housing

13
S costs to income, since the latter cam affect a household’s willingness to .

.liVe in a racially integrated neighborhood The externalities model T
7
predicts that white households. will typically pay a premiumxfor living in TS

L4 e -

.

all-white areas [loilliWhen housing costs are highr households will tend

tojeconomize on housing services and may well consider%racially mixed - C
. . i L . . B } . ) . : 2
neighborhoods as a more-attractive a;ternati!S; If this effect occurs,

o - A : .
one-would expect a negative correlation between a city’s level of segre=-

»', gation and its relative housing costs. Thns a yariable measuring the RN

.t

&

ratio of the median cost of housing to the median family income was - - -

~ N NS - RN R S Ny

included in the regression equation. Median housing costs were _estimated

?
from' a weighted‘average of median values‘and’median rehts.l < :

N . N . L

> AR - N - . - A

" The Proportion Foreign Stock c X o ‘ {L .. S

Segregation may alsg” vary with the relative size’ of the’ foreign

AN

stgék Several studies have found ‘that figst and'second generatio&'

©
.

- ’

A?ericans are more likely to live in racially mixed areas than whites who

are‘native born; This correlation‘may simply reflect;the lpwer incomes . .

A ¥
H

of ethnic groups, and may thus d sappear)when income differences aré . e
. ' fff‘ A X " —~ S T T .
. 1. - Median Housing “gos s yere defined asfuiQI‘*?J;; R _-411;_ T e e
o . . ] q L] i .’/,"o:‘/ % »
) o DR P A - B P A , . .
g HC-= (p) ’120 + (I=p) R - {{f . & 159 )
. H : > e . . :_\ -
where p is the SMSA s proportion of owner-occupied units- vV is the median o ]
value of owner-occupied homes; and R is edian gross qentt4 v wasxdivided 7 ¢ i’
by 120 to approximate the monthly costs of living_ an owner-occupied ;

home.® . - .L,~ . r o
. - - ' . . .
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controlled. Nevertheless, a variable measuring the proporiton of whites X
. . ‘ . . ’

*o

that were foreiéh born or of mixed or foreign parentage was includéd in

. -
- Che regression equation. i " o

.
A M -

. The Proportion of the Population in the Central City

) ) ! .
) . Segregation may also vary with the relative size of the central '
. - city. Metropolitan areas with a relatiqely small central®city have a

greater potential for exclusionary zoning policies within suburban areas, - S
N ) N A - L

-

Y
CL - . . . - Cg
so, that the prospect Qf white flight:from the central cities may be’ , o
o ’ W N 4 A N ‘gv'
. rela tively more attractive. -This’ would lead one to-expect an inverse ' ¢
’ . ) \ M " J(
co%relation between the proportion of the population which re51de§ within -~ %%é,“
l'x 5 e — g\ 3 % [} .
A ; 7
the city and the area’s index of segregation. . .
A ~ . . S . B " %
R } - . ks . o
; kegional Variation o : . B
’ Finally, one might also expect the level of segregation to vary by
- 3 P , ' SRR : vy
: . geographic region, reflecting a host .of unmeasurable differencES rn C .. . ;4
‘N PAENEN . \ \ Sy N4 . e N vy . . ) S
. y \ Nv\
~ attitudes, policies and practices, as wel%?as in the historical pattern of - -
- development, Three regionai aummies were tpus included’ in,the regression )
e equation signifying the Vorth Central sgiréﬂ, the, 1 North East and ‘the L0
B . e .
- /»;/’:"1"” !
South The ceefficients of these diffefre; ariables’méaSure regional ..
——— Yoo ) - ! . « . i
‘. diﬁferences in segregation relative to Western'S%SAs. T . N L0 A
(”"’b ~ N . ‘, ) 5 o» 3 b o7 RN |
g . The*ﬁegressioq Eqnations . S U . * , ) .
. '_ .\ "\ v ) !‘ : e
Y Table lgrpresents the,results pf 2 cross-sectioggiiregression t LU BT
i . ’> " y ] - . ’
a $ . )" - 2 kS
. ¥ eqﬁanions relatzng4uhe 1970 and the 1960 indexés oiéz;gfiéition to the 14 N
< vy = ) TR & Jfl -
LE ihdep%ndent.Variables that’ ﬁbre deé%ribed in the,prev;:fs sedtion,e Ihe,__f I
L. [ o e PN —_\"_‘_ *-).—.....-. -
e T - - B e | f ,
L . equatdions’ dependent- variable was- the index of segreg ion‘whiChAwas - ]
\ . . . ) .t
deséribed in Chapter IT and which was in the si?plest caseﬂdefined by: ~ ..., 7
\'. . )3;1(\ \.\« -},‘ 1}1 . ‘K\ N O \\“ (SR . i 4
"' " . . : . P .- [ i: . . o , ‘ o " a . PO . [T
A é; BXW . d ‘«"/é.' v ; C e d -
pog Y rzgp AN R 13’.’18 5,11 = (l‘m)‘f?é;/!'.’ i? 1 :{“ ~ vt —-
. 3 . 1 . 1 . £t P 4 J
N '}_ . | e '*vﬁ{ L , ’-"L S e dg ,“l.. -
© 777 “where BXW is ‘the average Slack s exposure to whites and (l-m) ‘fs the ey T el A
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’ ) " "Table 12 .,
Cross-Sectional Regression Equations: 1960 and 1970 L x
(t statistics ‘in parentheses) T
N o
i - ' . . . B
a7 N ~ | Estimated Regression | Variable }
. |.  Coefficient ] Means }
. 1 1970 |~ 1960 [ 1970 | 1960 |
i DEPENDENT VARIABLE: ’ | R [ | - e
4 U . . . . .
L w. Index of Segregatfdnl R E I T 44 .25 | I'i*40.53 g
. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ) 1 | | |- I
' 1. Constant ' S ‘|o102.2 | 49.86 T - P I
s | (4.89) | (2.24) | g
2. Percent Black K bo0.641 | 1.032 '] . | 10.60, |
T ? L (2.25) 7] (3.22) AF y £
P Numb“er of Blacks’(lOOOs) ‘} 0.015 | 0.027 [ 113.6- K ‘ 82,9 ¢
A 3 Co L@ T @9 i 4! R |
. - T N - } -4
' : 4. Ten Year Change iin the Ratio YOl 225.3 7 210 9 il 7.47X10 | 8.36X10 |
: of :Blacks to wtfices V(34D | (3.66) | N
o~ 5. ' Ratio ofBlack to Whige | =37.9 | -14.3 °| 0450 , | 0.330.- |
- O¢cupational Status C | (3.40) *|  (1.30)-7] . o . |
) © ) 6. Rdtio of Black to White  \ | -35.3 |, "-23.0 | Q.63‘9 | 0.615 |
. p ot Median Family Income . [ (.85 1 (l.21) }] ' 17 . |
o T Median' Housing Costs as™a Percentw| -1.326 | . 0.015...| 15.6 | "18.2 1
- ‘age of Median Family Income - | (l.61) 4 (0. 02), I /; v g
. 8. 'Percent of the Population in | -0.348. ] -0.192 ;I “48. Tl 5449 |
N . . ,the Central City | (3. 91)/L'% (2004) 7 |~ | - N
9. 'Percent Foreign'Stock "] -=0.0487 | 0.013 . z11«:.9 | "17.4 I
- ‘ L - (0. 234y 1 (9. 07) N ) | . I
- 10. Ovmer-occupied Yacancy Rate’ | -13.2° |7 «6.0°- ;| .0.78 | 1.21 |
‘ C - g | (2.48) | (1.59) R |
’ ll. Ren:al Vacancy Rate . o« | 5.61- | "3.96- i, / 2450 ] +2.76 |
o — 1 (2.73) | (2.08). ([ | oo |
s NS ¥ 2 ‘Pir:esence of Staﬁe or Localf Fair | 3.68; | ~N.A.,~ " 0.616 20 |
’ . ' o_.  Housing Law (l=yes~"‘0-/'no) | (0.819) | . 7;‘ ] |
vt . 137 quth Central Sgateig } 0.5, ~ : 9.7 . iy 0. 295 | .;0.,295 ‘}
i 7w (leyes, Qmo) S1o.19) ) (1.8l . | -
// /%A. North East (1-yes, O-no) | -8.2 ] =7.2 J o.zos ], 10,205, |
] (6N T (114 N a
¥ o9 ;\ 15. sbuch (1-yes, Ot‘no) |« 12.1 | - 4.0 ] 0.321 7j .0,321 |
bl e , T ] .92 f.0isy 1 T o
. £ RS~ ) l 0.68 - | 0.61, || [
ot .- ™ , Corrected R | 0.63 I" .55 ]
S “F Ly s 1 14.39 7|7 11.57 31 [ | .
—, Sta Error - |+ 1.31 I -1.39 ‘ o) S |
: Fumbet GBsnrvations 1 112 Ttz ,\ ’ ]
5 l. The index of segregatiog’is defined. by Equation 4\,‘ fnt 1, page 27, *©
' .. ’ Yy
) . . 2. Defined Hy [(‘W)t - %2 £-1 :'where B'and W are“:he mumber o blacks
begmning (t- ‘

.. (white) male civilian workers in white collar jobs.

gnd wh:.tes\. At téa
** 3. Defined Yy

chw/wwcw,

.and at ‘the end (t) of ,%he decade.__
re BWCW (WWCW)

is the prgportion of»black

R Weigh!’:edé{by progortion of dwelling units thap areq 6wner~occupieﬂ.

- . 5. Weighted b(y proporticn of
o7 E‘ -

dwel}.ing upits that

N a i

arg\ fental un:f’l:s .

,oa
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) ‘ o " / ]
area’sﬁproportion white. In each year'the sample congisted of 112 SMSAs,
l

those‘which existed in 1960 and 1970, "and those for'whiéh requ;site data

; ‘Y

. . . . /)
. ¢ . Were available. - ) L. e

- . A
r . N

For the most part, the estimated regression.parameteigizave signs

< that -are consistent with the series'of'hypotheses that were posited in
- the prerious section. In the 1970 equations, all but two variables were
¥y . . \,"

s significant at a 9®% confidence level-the dummy variable indicating the
" . presence of a state ot local fair housﬂng law and the ethnicity variable .
%; ‘e measuring the}proportion of the éopulation that was goreign born or of - )

- mixed or foreign parentage. Allgof the remaining vatiables were’ signifi-
. - {
}

. cant at the 952 confidence level. Combined,’ these 14 explanatory vari-‘

K ables accounted for some 68 percent of the cross-sectional variance in

. . > ! L

the level of segregation. While’two additional variables drop out of the

1960 regression equation-—one regional dummy and e Patio of housing

costs to income-the,coefficients of the remaining variables have .the . -

rl l

same signs as“in 1970. ‘ — o ' ) ’

- ratio of blacks t “Whites each hg} the predicted positive effect ondthe

city s lEVel of segregation. Thése findings are consistent withfthe‘ o

o ' hypotheses prbg%ged abeve. Howe?er,/if/is\Important-to note thaé other |

. -~

; 'g factors may account for at least)some of ‘this correlation. Chapter II

& ¢ - S -

i ., presented a simple model of ghetto growth which revealed a geometri !
¥

T

: . relationship hetween an area’s number of bla_gs and the average ﬁlack’ .
%‘.» . [ N !

;L exposure to whites. If housing patterns are essentially the same iaadifferent

- ,urba///reas-khat is, -if’ blacks in the majotity of housing markets
» . ] [ 3 ¥
- " reside in a large contiguous ghetto sufrounded by acmixed or transitional

)
i
. . .
i . - 3 . i / 3 M |
» ’ ~ / "

/ <

- K] N : . ‘ 1
. . R , . R — N
y 7 . . .- . 1
$ oo - . s N . -~ A AV R . TR
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zone-=black exposure to whites vill be’low in areas wit? a relatively

-
- - A}

large number of blacks.

+ . In such instances the index of segregation~-defined as one minus

the ratio of black exposure to whites to the area’s proportion whité-—will

o

depend on the size of the black population.' For a given proportion

black, .cities with.a large number of blacks will tend td have a

relatively high index value; for a givenn number of blacks, cities with

-

a high propofiton black will ténd to have an index that is.relativeli

* low. This g%ometrij dependancy rEinforces_the relationjhip between

segregation and an reafs number of blacks that wal predicted by  the
i % - g

threat hypothesis, and could explain most,’ if not all o

was detectedjin Tabie 12. However, it does' mot explain |the observed

effect of the area s proportion black; indeed, on the bdsis oﬁ—geomeer,

the impact that

r
v

,.
T S e ©

alone oneLVould expect its coefficient to be negative. Variables mea-

suring the size and

i

ki

some support;to the original threat ﬁypothesis. } , -
. 3 L
The ratjios of plack to white income and occupation

-

Ceteris

-

. 3
which blacksiwere T latively close’ to whites in socioeconomic status
3} a

' generally had a lower leveluof segregation than did ari?s in which the

~

i .} j ¢ .-
the predicted negai:ve effect on sBgregation.

differences were fa rly large. The previous section revealed that this

; relationship could Fot be explained by a simple mapping of the neighbor-

\Y

~hood s income to the‘zeighborhood s'race. However, the relative status
\

of blacks could affect an area’s level of segregation by influencing the

$ b

arabus, areas in

the growth of the black population thus lend at lé%st

status also had

intensity of, clasf‘related discrimination and by affecting the extent to
e

which marketﬁ ‘are’ i&come—segregated. Y C -7

Bl
-t
v

\

@t ottt b et i Al e
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The ratio of housing costs to income had thg'predicted negative :

~

effect on segregation in the 1970 sample, but was insigniffcant in-1960.

E;e imoact in 1970 1s consistent witlf the hypothesis that integrated
neighborhoods are less expensive, and thus relatiyely more attractiye to
households when'hodsing costs.are high. fhe relduive size of.the central
city al'so had a negative-effect on an areaﬁs indgxiof segregation; when

-

A
the city was relatively small, segregation was more intense.. {In this

case, the underlying causal mechanism could well operate id thk opposite |,

L] . ‘. ‘) >
direction, making interpretation ‘of the variableidiggicult. %owever, the

-4

‘ ) ° ' e 5 . A

! finding is at-least'consistent .with the view Bhaf the availability of
M V. ] .o y

i( ..,"' % 7 -
) exlusionary suburban enclaves increases the attractiveness of}whi;e

N .__‘,E‘ >m }
' flight from the central city and intensifies- the level of resideptial

-

\  segregation by race. - . )

). - ) ” -
3 The two vacancy rates were both significant "but with opgosite .
i

. \ . ~

impacts on segregation. LA loose market for owner-ocngpant'housing was

;

generally associated with a lower level of segregation——a fihding that is,

1 B 1

consistent with expectations. K On the other h&nd, a high vacancy rate in

a

the renters’ market was associated with a higher level of segregation. ~

\ oy
This result tends to support the hypothesis that the fear of iéﬁ\ng

existing temants may increase che landlord s propensity to dis&;imixate.

/ . [y
The regional dummres were, for the most part significant,}suggesting
Tog s '}) . :

that the level of segregation in the South and in the North ‘Ceatral

states was generally higher than the level in either the ormh Eastxor

Finally, two variables—-the proportion foreign sfock and the fxistence

.

. of fair housing laws--were\insignificant. Howe er, gince theffair '
» " R e .

e N
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fﬁariations in the level of segregation were associated with systematic

- .
»diffe:ences in the underlying characteristics of the population and-

" were

"areas ‘with a relatively low cost of housing or with relatively lar'ge>

~
‘

housing igmﬁy was an admitt‘ﬂiy crude proxy for the enforcement of local

'

laws, its coefficient in the regression equation cannot be used to .reject

>

_the hypothegis that such legal restraints are an effective device to

-

-

. S
promote residential integration by race,,

2"

‘

Summary of Findiégs

\

Cross-sectional gegression analysis thus revealed that intercity

H
-
i

—y

H Yo

23

/( N A

housing market., SMSAs with a large and :apidly growing black populasion

o

qenerally more segregated than otherwise similar,areas,;as were)

/\

-

3 fer . - .t : ’ N
differences in the socideconomic status-of blacks. and whites.

Vacaﬁéy

i

rates also appeare& to affect the»oveiall’level of segregation. Wﬁile‘

. » - ‘
‘L S - . N . 5 L AU N AN ~ .
the observed: reldtionships are in general consistent with more fundamental

B - . - , ., RE
causal models concerning the impact of prejudice and discrimination,;more

extensive analysis would,be-neguired‘tofadequately,test&such,hypothe%es.

X

Sagt
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. " IV. CONCLUSIONS

q

Wt

The 1960s ushered in 'a series of social, political, ;nd economic -

developments that might have dramatically improved the prospects for

neighborhood racial mixing. Fair housing laws were enacred‘ar all levels

of governmenr, blacks made rapid gains in income and education, and tHe

acrirudes of blacks and whires alike grea increasingly favorable towards
integraéion. This” paper examined locarional patterns in 1960 and 1920 to
e
assess the effecks of such rrends on the segregarion of housing markets.
v Q %

I:sdiffered from earlier work in rhar its basic uni& oE anayysis was rhe

SHSA as Opposed co rhe cenrral ciry. ) " : R

PN

P

Na

> " The study revealed that the majoriby of housing markets experienced

an- increase ‘in segregarion,-wherher measured in absolute or in relarive

’ >
b rerm§ Esrablished racial parrerns were rypically mainrained rhrgughour ”
e YA N »
rhe 1960s, qich black population growrh accommodaced by :he‘geripheral N

bl

expansidn of minority areas. This general pattern of developmenr ocdurred
4yl - = - .
. . A y ¢t L
--%- -~ 7 in.both high aad low tnqgné neightorhodds, andgﬁ?pically,lefc the average
- 11‘ N H ! - K N N '
.black with fewer whiresaaaﬁheighbors. Alchoug the avérage white was at
v rhe same rﬁne exposed to a slighrly higher proportion of blacks, the vast e
S A
, maﬁoric; of urban whites conrinued to live in racially segregared
. ne;ghborhoods. DA o \ ‘ i - -
' * LN H
& Further analysis revealed rhar rhe segregarion of urbah blacks could‘
LS

> ) ,
-~ - nok‘be eﬁplained by rheir povercy. Orher social}‘inscirucional, and

e R ., -

“ e
marke‘ forces were obviously ar'work. ‘An examinarion of cross-secrional
LN ' ¢
NP difyerences in 1960 and 1970 found that segregacion was generally high in
"~7"' \. «\x, N AN 4 '
‘. areas wioh a relatively’ Iarge ox rapidly increasing number of blacks ic
S :m ”H ‘fw’,flf ; 2R \ . £
> . 'was also high in areas wirh rela:ively laige racial dif‘eredces in ?
. .- - ’ ‘u" R
‘ . . 4; ~ e - ’,""",,,,, ,,;‘ PRV ey .,_,_m'/— ; .)‘ A ’
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socioeconomic status, with relatively low,housing costs, and—witq a
A &n‘

relatively tight market for owner-occupied dwelling units. Thus, varia-
> A el i
tions in segregation did not appear to be random, but were instead

" related to broad market variables thought to be associated with the -

- 1 .

funderlying determinants of segregation-~prejudice and overt discrimination.

. " Given this basic finding, why did the 1960s experience so little !

.change in the level of ‘racial mixing when conditions appeared to be .
favorable for a reduction in segregation? Q_/ﬁpbvious eﬁplanation is,

that federal and state open housing ordinances were still in their

H
M i

infancy at the initiatiod of the 1970 Census} and that we havie yet. to,

v } observe their.full impact'on the spacial orderinﬁ_gg_ggnseholds. It is

! ° “,— 3

' also ppssible that more ‘subtle forms of discriminatory behavior have2 '
C RN ¢

. simply replaced the blatant techniques of\fhe past‘ indeed recent

allegations of racial steering and neighborhood redlining tend to supporc

-

this yiew. Finally, it is possible that the dead hand of the past

4

; c°ntinues to play a powerful role in the operation of housind markets.

Since a household's alternatives among fferent neighborhoods will
. . ’
! ultimately depend on the locational decisiods of the past, establ*shed

- racial patterns will undoubtedly be slow to,change. The eflects of past

<, ;
decades oz “agvert discrimination may | thus persist for many years. 14 . o
) l
However, perhaps the’ most telling expl%nation for the continuande of
._:&

e
a high levél of segregation rests in an insight attributable?to Thomis .
P 3 v.; .

R Schelling't9]. Schelling has shown that in;some*plausible but very i .

T ; - §
simple hypothetical situations, rather mild racial preferences can ,
. T, ey + B 2 2

\')_

-

produce an extreme degree of segregation. As long as househblds ara’ ) .

S am

~

4)’

]
¥

! relativelj mob.le and as long as blacks or whites value racially hom?-

7

Z geneous zones, integrated neighborhoods will be the exception and no4 the

rule, ' ‘ ; , ) .

o ) -tl . _ i) . . (;Ei :{.
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discrimination ig the past

* i
past leads ome to be 'somewhat fatalistic. . . -

£ .

. result in improved H%using sCan?ards Eor minéricy housenolds. It mayg

. This line off reasoningjimplies that the very strong feelings of
. a ,"/"

re "overkill" in terms of what it takes Cp

f,-

produce a high 1 vel of segrégation. It also suggests that open~houslgg

/ ¢ X" .
legislation per. se may not gukrantee racially mixed neighbdrhoods,,bﬂgd :

-

*

in some instances may simply Hasten the rate of neighborhood racial ,

o

tradsition,[ll]._ Thus, it seeds passible that while recent aCCiéuainal

and policy changes have reducedvthe trength of discrlminacory fozces,

-
-\'0

even the residual forces which femain ‘are sufficient to maintain a highlky

4

segregated housing marset..,

: t

What, Ehen, areéthe prospe¢ts for future improvements in the extent

H 3. % .

of racial ‘mixing? The remarks .& the last fe%’paragraphs painc a pessi-
mistic note. They saggest thatyin\the absence pf a radical shift in

racial attitudes and in the re

will continue to plague ‘the ma orlty of urbai areas. They~also sugéest
o4 T
of ghe status qdb will furthgr increase

i ,m .

the average black’ s ;sqlac ionffrom lthis gacids—s—ﬁﬁites, as minority -

s

h v~

While such projeccions are inhezently dangerous, the experiénce of recent

3\ . w2 ’ Y
'

>

e v

In closing, howeyer, we mi%hc note chahﬁthere are seyeral reasons

! . { N o~ . T

. for a more optimiscii,aSsessmené’sf the futuée. To begia with, it. iif‘ .
. 1 © . iy .
possible that a moré vigorous eaforcement of?the exiscing fair’ hqgs£§§§é§:ih

o j ? L] P
laws will encourage at leasc a éinimal incredde in the incidence of - [
/ [ LI
‘stable inCegraCed nedghborh@ods, and that cheir success.might rurcher =/ )

decrease,che publicis resistanc? to racial mixing. Even if it does not,
3

cpenlng up areaas chac were previously barred -to’ blacks will .quite likely:=°

t ,

also serve to relieYe price pressure within éstablished ghetto areasﬁ‘

L 64 T
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It is alsd’ possible that the recent slowdown in the rate of black . 1

Y.

L 4 , . .
t‘immigration 0 metropolitan areas may reduce the proportion of blacks® .

. . . .o £ . . - o

residing%in ighly segregated neighborhoods. Recent migrants may be more T

I\. likely to locate®in or adjacent to established black neighborhoods, _
‘.“‘ - - ¥ B . i . . .

perhapsﬂnear friends and‘re}anives who may have made the move in the .,

B ) N . ’ - ‘

- past. Since in the sixties, bldck immigration accounted for abOut 40,

percent of black metropolitan growth, the locational patterns of migrants

i - ®

was*undoubtedly a powerful force in prpserving a fairly high level of
segregation. If migration continues to gro; less important--as some N
N suiggct t@at it will [141-—future increments in the number of blacks.ma;'
be more evenly distributed tbrougnout the mitrOpolitan area.: ,&'
Finally, it is always possib%g that attitudés towards race will - : :
N
. - continue to soften to the point where free ehoice of neighborhoods alone

would produce a mild, rather than a high degree of segregation. Exposure

in publicwplaces-say, at work or indirectly through- the media--mayk
.?\‘ 4 W ,
ultimately}increase the public s willingness to accept integration in the

private seotqr. Future socioeconomic gains by blacks might also contri- , / ’f
buté*tp~aésignificant reductign in prejudice by reducing class-related

“N ﬁt ~ \f ’3 % H é ks { N 1-:.
.0 discrimination on the part of whites. Herein,.it would-:seem,<ldies. the -

real hope

)forlthg futurer
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TABLE B.1' Aggregate Measures of Segregation for Individual SMSAL /1'960—1970 )
: ~ o se.ucmuv INOEX S aLACK EKPASURE - HITE EXPOSURE °

) . ' a0 wpnes 10 BLACKS )

. 1§ /u 1v60 L1976 avel R Ll 1960
ABILEKE, TX 0.2103 V.t 0.7439 'WE 0.0413° N

. ANRUN, OM 0.5069 - 0.4596 0.4516  0.4964 0.0401  0.0634
ALBANY, Ca 0.6326 NeAo 0,203 Nok. 0.1259 NoA.

TTTALBARY-SCHENECTAOY-TRGY, NY 0.2653  0.2028 %" < GII0T3— 0. 7752 0.023s  0.020%

' ALRUIUERIUE, NN o o B1es 0.3483 2.8839 o.nsz o 0197 0.0161
ALCENIOAN-BETULEHENSEASTON, PA-NJ 0.997L. v 0.6893 Noa. "0.0108 Nk
ALELONA, PA i 0.94¢t17 NoA. 0.9467- . HN.A: 0.0009 NoAL
Anuuw. % - 0.65069 Voo 0.3258. NoA, 0.01¢0 LY

, uu.:en ~SANTA ANA-GAROEN cnuve. A 0.1616 . 0.9119  _  N.A. " 0.0060 "‘i

Y ANDERSON, IN 0.4321 A, 0.5399 NoA 0.0279 N
ANK ARBOR, H{ - 0.2574  0.4481. 0.6772  0.5129 0.0572 00368
CAPPLELIN-BSHKOSH, W _— 0.0540 .  N.A, 0.9671 KA. 0.0005 Nk,
ASHEVILLE, NC ' 04ms K. 0.4812 N, | 0.6467° oA

, ARANA, G 0.7259  0.6495 ~ =3.2131 0.27% 0.Ce14  0.0800
AVEAYTIC CITY, WY 8.5280 oA, 0.3053° KA, {0,064 'Ry
AUGUSTA, GA-SC . 0.4571 AL 0.3804 __ N.A, 0.1551 N.A,
AUSTIN, TX e 0.4667  0.6238 Q6709 0.43¢8 0.0612  0.0768
'su(tasrlup. A - - 0.5560 0,349 0.4995.  0.6073 0.0305  0.0346
BALTINIRE, KO ' 0.7231  9.5933 2.2191.  0.2387 0.0650  0,0668

| ATON RGUCE, LA S 0.5640  0.5332 0.2961 073199 0.1171  0.1486

Y tl/\,v.y ’ _ q,asi NoA. 0.9323  W.k. 040059 = W.A.
BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR-ORANGE, TX 0.5147 NoA. 0.302¢ Nk 0.0822 0 N |
BILLINGS, WY , 0.0112 NeAe  0.9687 Nokn T 0.0023 oA
SILOXI-SJLFPORT, 45 - 0.3435 oA, a.s37¢  waa.” . lo.aie (I

© BINGHAMION, WY-PA, e 0.3409  0.0869 0.9392  0.9975 0.0081  06.0044
B IRNINGHAN . AL R dusist  owade 0.3¢17 _ 0.3361  "° o.r2s- 0.1978
BLOUNING TOK-NORHAL § 1L . ' 0.0460 Nk, 0,9340 Nehe v 0.0178 NA.

) BOTSE CHYL 1D T L 8,030 T, 5.9630 N 0.0022 oA

Q ‘,r' ~. ’ N ) MY -/ e ’ f . N ’




7

80STON, %A \
BRIDGEPORT, (T
BRISTOE, €1 .

s .
BROCKTION, naA

BUFFALD, NY
Eanton, on
. CEOAR fleO;./IA
CHAMPALLNZURBANA, 1L
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BROWNSVILLE-HARL INGER-SAN B8EXITI, TX
SAYAN-CILLECE STATION, TX

®.

, -

%

JA!E;PURI-RO(K ISLAND-MOLINE, JA-1L

on

0.5744

0,313
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.. ROTAESTER, NY - g 0.4846 0.5594 €,9362 0.9560 0.0335 €.0241 0.0652 0.0412
, o« SATRANENTO, (N . ‘ﬁ' 0.7331 0.7543 G.951% 0.9611 0.0362¢ 0.0257 0.0466" 0.0378 .
- ST 42018, KO-1L* . €.2312 .0.2427 0.8289 0.3421 ° _ 0.0441 0304 0.1582° 0.1410
. é e . . . by - [
* e SAN ANTONIO, TX 0.4756 0,550 0.9311 0.9312 : 0.0386 .0.0667 0.0653
, " sAN BERVARCIND-RIVERSIDE-ONTARIOD, CA ' 0.7337. 0.7548 C.95¢7 Q.9625 0.0329 '0.0278 070429 0.0355 |
¢ > @ v -
< SAN O1E33, CA . 0.5231 0.6021. - _0.9550 0.9618 0.0237 ~0,0231 0.0433. 4.0369'
N L4 ) : .
®  SANFRANCISCO-OAKLANO, CA 0.4342 0.4815 C.3831 0.9106 0.0511 0.0452 0.1045 0.0855:
> ’ Y -
SEATTLE-EVERETT, . uA ’ 4 .C.5486 0.5796 0.9760 0:9739 .0.0176 0.0152 0.0292 0.0255
. . [ . : °
: : SHREVEPORT, LA® . - 0.,2255 0.265) 0.6435 0,5079 0.10e6 0.1367 70,3123 °*0.3133
- - - > .
: ! - . |
( Ve TANPA-ST PEVERSHURG, FL* . 06.2376 ‘0.36C4 » 0.8872 0.8787 0.034¢ D0.0467 0.1075 0.1138) C,
4 N ¢ v e, LT
T0LEDD, Jn-H1* : 0.3731° 0.3255 0.9010 0.0336 0.0337 0.0823 0.0934
. . . . . »
TRENTIN, Ky o . 042383 Nk, N.A, 0/.0965.  N.A, T 0.1636 NoAJ
) TULSA, OK ) 0.2822  N.A. N.A. 0.026¢ M., 0.019@.;
. . . » " '
. MASHINGTON, DC-HO-vA* . 0.2213 0.,2559. 0.7368 © 670719 0.0824 0.239¢ 0.237
. N . N » . ‘ o
WEST PALY BEACH, FL . 0.265¢  N.A, N, 0.0565  N.A. 0.1735  “N.A
, WICHITA, KS$ 0.2694 0.3215 0.9342 0.0207 0.0203 . 0.0709 0.0591
) r -t -~ 4 \
. - WILMIAGION, DE-MJ-WO 0.4553  N.A, 0.8685  N.A. 0.0686 .N.A. \0.1226
k 3 YOUNGS TORN-UARREN, OH ° 0.6666  X.A. 6.9020  N.A. 0.0489  N.A.
§ ‘ AT . : .
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TABLE C.2. °

;

.

A(lUAL ANO EXPECTEO INDICES OF SEGREGATION:
BLACK VERSUS NON-BLACKS -

S

&

.

ACTUAL INDEX OF lktﬂgi CORRECTED EXPECTED INDEX OF

SEGREGATION INDEX OF . SEGREGATION -
A SECREGATION >
197, 1960 1972 1950 1970 1960
. . . . .
0.5052  0.4590 0.5037  0.569  0.0029 . 0.0038
0.7235  0.6490 “0.7168  0.6343 0.0252 . 0.0402
0.4561 Y T s Nk, 10,0174 T,
04857 0420 ?"‘T QA oé;f? 0.4182 ~0.0088 b.0093
i 0.‘3‘0"-» 7. 0.,6909 ~’:*‘m~ {&\w.ﬁse o.o:nz 0.0137
w.*b s6e8 q.sazo *0.5507 '0.0234  0.0433
BETY 5139 ) .6059 N, 0.0206 NoA.
f 6“;1~T '"" 70,5061 04662 0.0208 " 0.0365
" oL 5515\\ 0. c753 0.5659  0.4744 0.0040 " 0.0017
Ry . 9.3687  0.a762 't 0.0008  0.0034"
0.6379  0.5953  0.6865  0.583¢ 0.0043  0.00%1.
9.4488  9.%673 730362 . 0.4370 0.0259 *0.0533
0.5366  0.8515 __  9.5722 _ 0.6294 | 0.0332  0.059s
0.5715 Nok. 0.5971 NoAL 0.0110 oL
) 6.:293 0.5108 ofa263  0.s028” 0.00121  0.0103
" 0.3212 RNE 0.6184 N.AL 0.007Y Nk
0.7669  0.7621 3.7867  0.759% 0.0106  0.0104
0.5156 0.4789 , ° 90,5095 0.4558 o.o;za 0.0426
0.59¢1  0.5266 0.5920 25231 070049 ~  0.0069
| Dusse 0.6729 0.7507  0.6627 . 0.0195 " .0302.
. 0.7342 Noky o 0.7337 Nk 0.0019 oA
0.5950° "0.5349 0.5960  0.5342 0.0025  0.0942
0.7535 © 0.8832 0.7508  0.67864 | 0.0110  0.6152
~ . - ‘ |
0.6316,  0.65¢5" 0.6309 - 0.e560 - 0.002 0.0015
0.356%, NoA. 0.8556 T K.A, 0.0659 Noko
0.6999  0,7015 -+ —  9.6987  0.6975 0.p105  0.0132
4

lo5 .
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007240 3 0.7712°
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0.7634
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~

0.468)

J.5%48

0.6040
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0.5137
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0.4613
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0.5228

RS 9.6843

.
0.657¢
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0.17209
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2.3785

. o.s120
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A

~ 0.%926

T 0.5137

0. 6044
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0.6336 °

0.&:311

0.7603
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Nk
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N,
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NoA.
. 0.4290
0.625¢4
0.5576% -
0.5611
0.7678
0.63230
“0.3102
¢ N,
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NIk«
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MoK
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0.0205 070334
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0.bos7  o.0050
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APPENDIX D .

THE IMPACT OF SPANISH-AMERICAN HOUSEHOLDS ON- BLACK-WHITE
KEASUBES OF RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATIOV BY RACE

o -

. AN N : .

\

. R4 .
In some regions of the country, Spanish~American househol&s are a

v

large minoricy group whose presence migh& confuse thé concepc and deasure=-

ment of residencial segregation. by r&%em\ .The data'presented in the cext

~
\ l

tefer to the segregation of blacks and qhiteé, where either groug'can,z

Y

X .
include Spanish-American households. Although 'Spanish-American" is,.get

a racial -category, the-majority oé such households are white. As a.
¢ . .

result, it might be preferable to calculate measures of segregation for
. .

t

the subgroup of "Anglo-Whites". K .

'Unforcunacely, censds data do not allow f£or this madification on

[

anyF3§ng but a limited scale. Since its definicibn of .Spanish-American

‘ @ A . [ - .
households differed in 1960 and 1970, the concept of Anglo-whites could

-
. -

. M J ‘
70: be used for, comparisons:over cime and thus was'noc used in the

bulk of this analysisa Valuable insighcs can nevercheless be gained “by-,

»

e

examinin dhe impacc of sucTaa modification in. 6ne particular. yearh

. Accordingly;; 5 Appendix examines 34 SMSAs which ‘had a large Spanish )
. ) gL : . .

. . ' Y -
population in 1970, and compares segregatjon indexes ‘based on the, subgroup

of, Anglo~whffes to those based on che entire whige .population., . .

s 4

Table D.1 shows the 1970 exposure rates of blacks and whi‘es and the

oy

[y

index of segregation 56//eaoh definicion of dhiCe‘ che daca pertain to

’ -

SMSAs in whdch Spanish-American households were at least 10 percent of
o—/

-the population. These ‘'statistics’ shgw that measures of segregacion are
=~ 7 . .
extremely sensicixe to the defigicion of whice in aregs with a large
- .
panish populacion. On average, black;exposure to all whices was almo'st
< e o . g

'“108\\

~

o,
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ail,whites to blacks was hbout 26 percent higher than Ahg}o éprsure.to

blacks; and the index of segregation for blacks versus all whites was ’

’ * L4 N -’

~ ) 4 :
about 17 percent lower than the igﬁex for blacks versus Anglos.

These statistics indigdte that many of the whites that are'fgun& in

c. 4 {
) . . . . s ) . B .
. integrated neighborhopds Spahish-American households. Since Spanish- ,
" .\ b . . ) * < ‘ . R hd - . . w N
» - Amerjicans are alsq an economit and cultural minority, their inclusion in
- M [N \ v ’
. - " the analysis will .understate the segregation of blacks from the dominant
~whitg majority. Indexesof Segregation in areas with a large Spanish:
Ad t . N - . hd
population’ may thus appear unusually high. ‘ \$~\-
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- \, , Table D.1 . *
\ oo { . .
\ 1970 Indexes of Residential Segrcgation by Race . : )
‘h , ' . had N -
N ’ . For £11 Whites and For Anglo-uhites $ .
’ \ ) ) ' . . * Index of .
) N . Lo Segregation
N [ : ‘ o Blacks Blacks
‘ . Pexrcent Rlack Exposure to thites Uhiites Exposure to Blacks Versus Versus
. Spanish +& Anglo - ‘ALl < Anglo . All Anglo  All
Hetrbpolitan Area. . \Anerican thites thites \ Whiten thites, Hhites thites)
. R . ' I . . -~ & .5 s <~
Albuquerques mif' |, S 453 . .884 Y 1} .020 215 .d80
Anaheim, CA M 526 .812 ’ 004 .006 .271 61
Austin, TX 14 ’ 266 471 .042 T .061 - 619 467
Bakersfield, CA 16 - 2266 499" .020 031 . . .630  .4S6-
Brownsville, TX ' ' 76 «202 .979 .004 .004 .196 .016
«Bryan-Collepe St., TX 10 .289 468 .072 ~ .101 -.586 « 42§
Corpus Chrisci, TX 44 ) .129 629 011 .027 .704  ° L339
Deuver, CO )} -1 .217 . 369 - 011 016 .715 . 607
El Paso, TX ] 56, \ 445 &899 ,031 .026 i .226  .062
Fresno, CA . C 25 ° 202 +AAD ) 015 024 .675 o1
Galveston, TX 12 312 <413 . 091 102 .536 483
Houston, TX . 10 231 . 109 .064 .074 . 664 615
Laredo, TX » <86 i 671 «916 . 019 -~ 004 057 056
l.os Angeles, CA « 18 - . 134 © 4243 ) .022 .031 . +799 712
Lubhbock, TX 17, - L2198 420 = .022 - 0135 * .663 «54%
MeAllen-Pharr-Fdinburg, TX 79 Y UL 2991 - 002 *  L002 . © 0855 .005
Miaml, FL il 24 150 «232 .039" 041 *L.760 0 .725
Hidland, TX 0-~ 2229 485 ’ .028 053 . J649 - L463
Madesto§ CA : “ai2 ’ ' 682 - 863 . .007 N ,008 . .153 .120
Odessa, TX 14 .089 560 .005 %029 - .176 J4j0
Oxnard-Veatura, CA ~ 19 444 .861° - L010 015. 310 .08
Phoenix, AZ 14 .36 .599 -~ 013 .021 M .533 «3667
- Pucblo, CO - 31 i § 486 935 — 012 - 016 : -» + 137 .046
‘Sacramento, CA~ . .- 10 —- $552 686 032" " .035 .283 .238
Salinas, CA c 21 - : «433 . 6200 023 .025 .370 293
San Angelo, ¥X o s 18 - . .297 .520 ~.016 -,023 T .- .566 .456
Sau_Antonlo, TX < b4 - - 142 471 . +020 .034 ", 136 2492
San Bernardino, CA. 6. . v .- T 492 717 .027 .033 -
-San DMepod-CA - MRS ¢ N S ey YU D L R 1 Y A
. San Francisco, CA - 11 - . .278 #3758 , - 01— 047 ’
San Jose, CA . 17 .591 L895 . -~ -.013 016
Sanga, Barbara, CA 17 - .685 %910 s (120 L0222 . -~
Stockton, CA 18 L 208 I 021 - .038 ’
Tycson, AZ ~ 237 S 463 783 : “.019 o " L02%
. ! ] ¥ voe - . T ; a
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