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I. INTRODlitTION

.
.

.',?.
-

Is it poverty or prejudice that
,

generltes and'maintains segregated
.

.
..

residential patterns in the nation's metropolitan centers? Or isit a 4

combination of the two, La varying proportions in different areas, mixed

a .
,

with a complex Of other socio economic and political forcest 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 insure the in tegration of urban areas?

Theaedre.some dl' the questions that have swirled through the

continuing national debate' regarding ways in. which public policy can'

break down the heretofore durable walls of resid segregation by

Arniki

race.' Nearly, tet4yearS ago, the Kerner Commission declare0:that the

nation seemed iraemated in a position of "two nations, Separate and

unequal" and warned that until this condition was eliminSied, civil

unrest would be only t!he most obvious national cost. Yet today, the
. /

majority of blacks and whites continueto live in racially separate
. .

. .

neighborhoods, and the existence pf segregation remains a policy concern.

.There is thus a neat to Understard,more clearly the foices that work

to generate and'maintaIn a segregated housing market. The is also a,

need to formulate statistical measures of segregation, so that develop
,.

meats is future years can be assessed against the past. While tlie,Jnere

eiistence of segregation would.come as no surprise to even the most

casual observer of urban area's, variations-in its level are much more

difficult` to quantify_and detect.

0 r
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This report wasvdesigned with_these two objectives in- rid. The
,.,

\ analysis is.primal.ly concerned with the7experience of the 960s, when the
. 4

socioeconomic status,of minorities was undergoing dignifi ant impeovement, .

new civil-rights* initiatives had emerged from the courts a the Congress,

and surveys revealed an apparent weakening in the prejudi s of blacks

and whites alike. Since the 1960s sedmedparticuldrIshy ri e for an

inCrease'in integration, deZrelopmetts within thdse years hould provide

some very telling clueS to the prospects fof future chain

To:"dAte, surprisingly little is,known about the dire ti9n of recent

\ trends in the overall level of segregation, let alone abo t the factoip

that hive been responsible for those trends. By measurin the'levi of
aik:;

segregation in different cities and'in,differept periods f time, this

research seeks to identify broad social, economic, and in titutional

factors that are associated with residential.segregation, y't.ace: A

clearer understanding of such factors Will-enable policy ers tobeer

assess the desirability of alternatpe responses to the segregation of

this nation's blacks.

This introductory chapter begins with a brief of recent"

. .

trends in attitudes, incomes and policiis which might hale encouraged die

breakdown of segregated living:patterns. It then explores existing.

evidence pertaining to the'actual change in segregation. That 'review
63

illustratesotheneed to analyze the location of blacks and whites from,a

metropolitan point of view, the approach which is to beuded in this

report. The chapter ends with a description o f the research that is

presented in this study, along with a° -summary of its major litdings.
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CHANGING ATTITUDES, INCOMES AND POLICIES

The 1960s ushered in a'series of ,economic, social and political

anges that may have had a dramatic effect on the segregation of ur ban
.; . --._

areas.

Beginning in the early 1960s federai,,state,'and local governments

initiated a'ier es of executive

overt discrimination in mat ate'transactions. These efforts event-

,

and legislative _reforms4esigned to end
t1C

ually led to'TitlAVIII Of the 196B,CiVilaig14 Act, which barred

,

discrimination by race, religioiilor national origin -in both'owner-

'occupied and. rental housing.
, . s

While t'his'legislation did exempt certain
--- ,\.,

. ., .

categories of dwellings, ,these were' covered. Within the year by a U.S.
s

Supreme' Court ruling '(Jones v. Alfred!H. Mayer Co.'). These and other
:':

, ''
:.- .

attempts to promote equal opportunity in.housing 'probably/ did not removet. ,- (
. ...,

.

more subtle forms of disctimina4on (2,4,21]. 'However, brprohibiting

many of .the overt. tactics that had long been used.by landlords, real

4, N.
estate brokers, and financial intermediaries to preserve existing racial.

.

patterna,-the open housing legislation of the 1960s undoUbtedly produced

a significant increase in the hoUsing-apportuniiies of blacks.

These legislative judicial reforma were accompanied by a fairly
.

1'
.

'dramatic shift in'the attitudes of whites and blackg-towares

%swere,iirsi!integrated neighborhoods. Numerous surveys have found that,white prej-

udice-- while always high--has dAclined from its earlie-r-.1.0-els For

exiMiiIe, in 1942, 62 perCent of a national sample bf,mhites load 'they

t->would object if a Negro with the same incOie'and education moved into

.

: their block. -;.In subsequent surveys, the-number of-whites Who-said they -

, ?

r

would object fell to 46 percent in 1956:\,knsetO 21 percent.bythkeln of

the 1960s (8j.
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Black attitudes towards open housi --while always positi,ve- -also

appear to,have softened. In a 1969 su ey, 74 percent of the.black,

respondents indicated that they preferre\ integrate,dto pre dominaltly

black neighborhoods, compared to 68.perce t in 1966 and 64 percent ih
1

'1963 (8]. While part ofthis preference undoubtedly reflects a desire to

pbtaA housing and neighborhood amenities enerally unavailable within

the ghetto, the increased willingness among blacks to live in biracial

,

. . - /
. . .

,

neighborhoods -- regardless of their underlying motivations- -could conceiv-
, . -,.

ably have ledto.a decline in the overall level of segregation.

DrAatic gains adcng blacks in income and education may have also

encouragedintegtation. Between 1960 and 1970, the ratio'of'black to

white median family incomeiincreased from 52 to 61 percent; the black-lwhite

ratio/pf the proportion of-young adults completing high school increased

. .

/ from 69 to 78 percent (L7]. These'relative and absolute gaind undoubtedlZ

-__
f . .

. , . increaped the Ayerage.,black's ability to bid for housinvid piedominately

. .
.

whiteneighborhoods They 1so sett, edto weaken the -economic motivations

t % 4
, s

'for segregation among white realtors, lenders, and, landlords, and helped
t: . .

' ' -'

to reduce race-related lass 'differentials that mte,y have contributed to
..

. -

whites' t'eluctance to live in racially mixed areas. Coupled with less

Astile attitude's on the part of whites and with court decisions and
-

0
legislation barring overt discrimination 1.4.housing, these trends could\

.

have prodUced A large decline in esidential segregation*by\race.

fhe flier or "n"Ctfey- did pis a-dif iculi empirical question which this

, analysis attempts to resolve.

, .

ft

1."
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THEEXISTiNG-EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

In considering housing patterns, a fundamental distinCtion must

first be made between macro and micro segregation. Macro segregation-Lor

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

the central parts of the metropolis. W.cro segregation refers to spatial

unevenness at the individual neighborklood level. The two phenomena need
sir

not occur together; neighborhbods can be segregated with or without

centralization. In actuality, however, American housing markets are

segregated'at both the'micro and macro level.

Macro Segregation

CD

The centralization of the nation's blacks is'evident from the

aggregate data presented in Table 1, which show the distiibution of

blacks and whites between the cities and their suburban 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 asthe compaiable i4te

for whites: This 'general pattern occurs 1.i each of the three years

depicted, an in each of the four regipns of,the country.
i
Blacks consis-

tent157iend to be over-represented in the city,and under- represented

in the suburbs,

An examination of the figures in Table 1----a1so ;eveals that the

centralization of blacks relativwto,whites has increased in recent

years. Betweed'1960-and1974 the proportion of urban whites who

tlie central city declined from 47 to,38 percent, 'reflecting, a sustained

growth within the suburbs and stability, then decline within the cities.

.

Oventhe same period of time, the distribution of urban blacks-etayed

kairly costant. Since 1970 there appears to have been an.accele tion:
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TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF BLACKS AND WHITES BETWEEN THE 'CENTRAL CITY
AND THE SUBURBAN RING: 1960 -1974 ,

a

9

1960' - '1970 1974
Whites Blacks. Whites Blacks Whites Blacks

t

Centrai Cities

-Suburbs

47.1 '

52.9:-

77.7-

22.3

4028

59.2

78.1

21.9

38.54.s

61.6

77.'1

22.9-

Total 1 0 0 . 0 10 0 . 0 100.0 100..0 1 0 0 . 0
,1.00i,

a

.e
'TABLE 2

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF CENTRAL IES AND THEIR SUBURB& ,RINGS

. :

Central Citi

Subut

SHSA

- 60-1974
I

7,146 0
Pertettt "Xlidk

' 16.4

4.8

1970
Percent Blacic,

'20:5
6

.4.6

I. 1974
I Percent , Black

/
22.3

5.0

10.7- 12.5-

Sources*: . Special-Studies Serd.es tiO*. 51, Social and Economic
,Charcte'ristics',of ''-the Metropolitan- and Nonrifetropoiitan7Population: 1974
and 1-970; Special Studiegiaries 'P-23, No. 54, 1975,- The SOcIal _and

:Economic _Status of the Ptlack Population in the: United States, 1974; and
Final Report .PHC(2)-1, .Gettera,1 Demockraphic Trends for Metriipolitan Areas,
1960 to 1970. 1.7'. S. Summary.

t

.4

S

9

9
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`in the rate of black growth within the suburbs, but that .alevelogyielhas

haeia minor impact on the overall distribution of, blacks and whites.'
***

The Concentrationof.blacks revealed by these figures has naturally

produced pronounceddiffetences in the racial compositions of citrand
..

Suburban areas (Tables 2). Between 1960 and 1974, the populations of

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

the same period of time, the proportion black in subu

at 5 percent, a figure that has been more or less coast

areas remained

the end

of World War II. During the 1960s, three cities achieved a black'

majority; it has been estimateethat by 1980, this number could reach

eleven [lir]. ..1

These statistics suggest a high, and possibly rising level of resi-

dential segregation by racer 4Cextainly the racial balance between the

,cities and tft-tieUrbs has deteriorated over time. However, such aggre-

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

cities and the suburbs live in integrated of segWated neighborhoods. A,

in which the two races are randomly dispersed across space is clearly
,

different from one in which.the majority of blacks reside in,a centrally'

located ghetto.
r %.D ......:J-- _--1

, C

- Micro: Segregation

Changes in the level of mi6ro.segregation--or segregation at the individtal

`neighborhood level--are much more difficult to,detect and quantify. Most analyses

employ a so- called "index segregation," a statistic which-can be used to.
measure intra-city differenClesin the''distribution.placksand whites [3,1'6, 241

Calculation
. - this'kind of index requires data on, the racial admOositiah of

.
,

.

...--,small geographic areas. As such, it is more cie_less restricted to tract of city. .

block data from the decennial Census of Housing and Population.

'e

1.3 ,
t

.4
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The most expensive analysis of this kind to date--the original work of

A Karl and Alma Taeu6'er 1161later extended by Syenson, Taeuber, and Hollings-
.

'worth :[13] --is summarized in Table 3. The Taeubers have calculated segrega-

tion indexes for 1i09 different cities. from 1940 to 1970. ,Their index was

constructed to range from a minimum of zero to a maximum of 100,,where the

-

two extremes' represent zero and absolute se'gregation.
1

A value of zero would

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

value of 100, if neighborhoods'were either all white or all black,Ipt not

mixed: Values of the index between these two extremes represent the prOpor-
.

tion of blacks (or whites) that would have to move to produce a unifbrm
O

diseribdtion by face.
2

The Taeubers' analysis reveals that in each. year and in eathlegion
s

of the.country, the level of segregation was high. "In 1970, f

the index ranged from 52'to 97, with an average equal to 80. Howev , it

also reveals mall, but widespread declines in the segregation of thi

nation's cities. the North Central states, the average index remained
,

. re :tively stable between 1940 and 1960, and then declined. Inithe

Northeast and West, the average. decreased in both the fifties/anthe

1.1fB.and'W
i
are the number of blacks and whites in the ith

'neighborhood, the index is defined 'by:

D =' 100 {1/4 2;1-1B
7. alli= B W

where B and W are the correspOnding area:or citywide liOpulation totals

B 1 Bi),.°'and Where n is the city's toial'number"of neighborhoods:
=a _ _

2. This interpretation involves one-way moves away from areas'of
' 'black (o white) over- concentration - -a relocatiorescheme 'that would leave

past units vacandand would require new uniek'to be,..12.941t. A related
3 'index, R, gives the proportion'of householdwho.Would bevinvolved in a

two-way change of residence.. This "replacement"-index iSgiven by:,
P. = 2p(1-p)D

where "p" is the city's proportion'black:

'

o.

-

"Ie

4

0
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TABLE 3.

TRENDS IN RACIAL RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION IN 109
CENTRAL CITIES, BY REGION

East

A. Average Indexes, 194 970

No. Cities

.-
1970 1960 1950 - 1940

74.1 78.9 83.7 83.2
i

(26)

(29)

(44)

(10)

(109)

'40-'50

.North ----------
North Central
South

32.6 88.4 89.9 88:4
84.4 ' 91.0 88.6 84.4

West. 67.9 76.4 83.0 .- 82.7

;s-

al 80.0 86.1 87.3 85.2cities'

B.

/ &
. - -.4,

Proportion of Cities With Declining Indexes

'60-'70

North East .85

.97

.89
1.00

.91

.92
.76
.20

J.00

t 60

' .38

024
.11
.40

.24

.rNorth Central
South

=1......0
--------

%est
.

Cities

0,
I

--All

p

1

Source:. AnnemetteSorenson,
worth, Jr., "Indexes
Cities in the Dnitdd
Research on Poverty,
1974.

Karl E. ''Taeuber, and Hollings-
* Racial Residential Segregation for 109,
States, 1940 to 1970", The Institute. for
University of Wisconsin- Madison, February

4



. \. .,

. sixties; and in the South, ..it increased between .1940 and 1960, and then
. . ,

. k

tdrnelidown: During the e14ties, over 90 percent of all cities examined

registered -declines in,seg*gation, and averages decreased in all four

regions of the country.
,

Some analysts have'ued the Taeubers' findings to argue that segre-

gation has decreased in recent .years. However, the apparent gain i within

i .

the cities may simply reflect the peripheral expansiot of the'ghetto,
;

rather than a fundamental change in the spatial arrangement of households.

More important; perhaps,; the index depicted in Table 3 refers to cities as

opposed to entire metropolitan areas. As such, it does not capture the

. ,

segregatiot that exists between the increasingly black metropolitan core

and. the predominantly ,illite,suburban in As urbad areas expand, it

becomei-increasinglrimiortant to consider segregation from ametropolitan

AN ANALYSIS'OF METROPOLITAN AREAS

To gain a fuller understanding of some of the changes that actually
, .

did take place during the 1960s, this'analysis'eamined racial patterns
,

0

in the niiion's metropOlitan area's in 1960'and in 1970. The 'study

differsfrom the Taeubers' analysis id three important ways. The analysis

employe an index of segregation that has been shows to be more sensitive

to terinthan'ges in the distributionb of blacks and whites (241; the
-' -

unit of adalysis is th SMSA, as,opposed to the Centra± ciiy; and neighbor-,

hoods are b(efined census tracts, as -opposed to individualcity

hlocks. he latter Modification was necessitated by theladt that block

data were'generally'unavailable for metropolitan.
4.

l000

ace:Whole.

p

16: aa,
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Chapter II presents a' variety of statistics which describe the

segregation of urban households in 1960 and 1970. Thesestaxistics.show
0

an overall increase in, the level .of sggregation during the ten .yea

AP
period. In the majority of housing markets', btack.population growth was

accompanied by a peripheral:exliansion of the ghetto, a-pat.tern of develop

meat which left the average black with a smaller number of whites as

neighbors. While the allerage vihite was at the same time exposed to a

slightly higher proppreion of blacks, the vast majority of urban white

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

Chapter III attempts to identify some of the more important factors'

that have contributed-to residential segregation by race. 1t begins with

an empirical analysis of the extent to which racial differences in income

acctiunt for the 'segregation of urban areas. :That analysis shows that

income differences iper seelo not explain the pronounced degree of residen

tial segregation,by.race. chapter then considers other 'social, economic,

and market factazilat mightaffect the location of blacks and whites

withina housihi'market.' 41.

:/

Chapter N'. summarizes the principle findings of the analysis, and
'

offers some. peculations regarding, future developments in segregation.

.0,
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II. CHANGES IN THE LEVEL OF SEGREGATION BETWEEN 1960 AND 1970. -

This"chapter examines the segregation of\blacks and whites in the

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

addressed: what is the nature of segregation, and how did it change over
. .0

time? To answer these and other related questions, the analysis draws on;',
'

a number of different statistics that describe the locatiOn of blacks and

whites within a variety of SMSAs. Combined, these statistics present a/ :AL
4'

picture of a high and consistently rising level oeresidential segregatiOn

by race.

At the cutset, it should be stressed that the analysis presentecpiere

- .

reUes on datathat was obtained from the tract reporti of the Census of
4

s i

Population and Housing. Neighborhoods, are thus defined by-census tracts--
(.____.

, a,
'

,

small geographic eras that house an average of.4,600 people. Like any

other study, theresults of this analysis are Ultimately tied to its choice

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

be substituted,forIllock data with relatiyely,consistent results 116,17],

THE DISTRIBUTION OF BLACKS AND WHITES

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

the distribution of blacks and whites across neighborhoods with different

.

acial Mixes. Fighre'l depicts the proportion of urban blacks ;Who reside
. r.

.

ii Arious types of census tracts,,where tracts are dlassified.adcording

k to the proportion of their residents, hich re black. Figure 2 presents.
,..-

,
.

, -

r

equivilent databn the'distribution of urban whites.1 Thescstatistics

1. In all of the figures presented is the text, the term "whitest,'
includes Spanish - American househol Appendix D examines SMSAs tha
large Spanish population, and atte $ to distinguish Spanish Am rican
and Anglo-whites.. Since the definiti n Of Spanish households d ffered-in
1960 and 1970, the broader analysis co ld not rely on the conc t of
Apglo Whites.
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describe t e location of blacks and whites in some 238'SMSAs in 1970.
1

This sam e of urban areas contained over74-percent of the nation's

blacks nd-over-68 percent of the n'ation's whites.

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

segr gatidn. In 1970, 71 percent of all urban Slacks Lived in tracts

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

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

lived in tracts which were less than one percent black. Only 12 percent

of all whites and 14 percent of'all blacks lived in tracts whose proper,

tion black was 'between 6 and 30 percent--a broad interval which is
.

roughly consistent with the notion, of integrated housing.

The general patterns depicted in Figures 1 and 2 occurred in each

region of the country (see Figures A.1 and A.2 in Appe A). The concen

tration of blacks was most extreme in the North Central Itates, where

.

almost half of the area =s blacks were in tracts which were more than-90

percent black. The concentration of blacks was least extreme in the

We-St. 'But even in Western SMSAs, over -63 'percent of all' blacks lived

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

whites,lived in tracts that were less than one.percentblack.

"'-''Figures '3 and 4 depict the shift in the distributions of blacks and

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

1stribution in 1970;-and the dotted y.ne,.to the distribution in 1960.

Thesample now ,consists of, 130SMSAs, which existed and were fu

t.

1. ',Data were unavailable for.5 SM4s.: 'Danbury, CQnnecticut; La
'Cross, Wisconsini'Mashua, New'Hampshire; Oianensboro, Kentucky; and
q'eteirsburg7a4oni'al Heights, Virginia.

.
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FIGURE 1

Diftribution of.Urban Blacks
byTroportion Black in Tiact: 1970

(238 NUS)
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FIGURE 3

Change in the Distribution of Urban Blacks
by Proportion Black in Tract: 1960 and 1970

(130.ShSAB)
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PIGURE'2

Distribution of Urban Whites
by Proportion Black in Tract: 1970

(238 SMSAB)
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FIGURE 6

Change in Distribution of Urban Whites
by troportion 84.ick in Tract: 1960-1970

(130 SMSAS)
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t.
tracted in both 1960 and 070.

I
In 1970, these areas housed some.86. -

. .4q - , i. , ,
. .' , ,

percent of all metropolitan blacks -and 81 percent of all metropolitan
. 4 j-

whites. Jr
. .

,

Betweed 1960 and 49.70 there was a significant increase
\
in

'

the-
,.

.proportion of
#

black;'who lived in tracts .that were' over 90 aitt
.

:r

4 black--from 33 percent in 1960 to 39 percent in 1970.* While-there was,a

concurrent decline in the proportion of blacks in tracts in the 56 to 90

percent range, the overall proportion (blacks in tracts which 14-ere over

50 percent black increasedfrom 70 to 72 percent: Over the same period

of time, the proportion' of blacks who1 lived in' tracts which` gere between
. .

6 and, 30 percent black declined, from 116 to 14 percent These rends
.

-

suggest'esignificant rise in the co centration of this country's blacks.

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

45-1.8 in Appendix A). The(proportion of blacks who .in traits that
*

were over 90 gercenblack increased from 24 to,26percent in the North:- -

east.; from 39 to 46 perdent in the South;, from 11 to 17 percent n the `

West;-and-from 42 to 52 percent in the North Central!states., Each region

experienced arise in the proportion of blacks in tracts whiCh were over

50 percent black, and.a -decline in the proportion ofi blacks in tracts
. 1

which fell in the 6to 30 percent range:,

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 less Warr-one percent black,

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

tracts which were-between one and 5 percent blackrose'from_ bout--1.3 to 19

.

1. A list of these SMSA's 'can be:fonnd sCn Appendx )

tl

a

a

D
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. . . -
uth, the proportion of whites in tracts whichweielesi than

perCent bladk did-not decline. While there 'Vas a concurrent gairi in -the

..., .

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

16'
0

, -

percent. "'The distribution of whites across the remaining neighborhood

0

:

1'

t es stayed roughly constant:

This general trend occurred in'all regions but the South. In the

whites in' neighborhoods, that'were over 5 percent black: This shift away.
0

from-more heavily black tracts meant thatthe average white had fewer,

'blacks as neighborsl-a-trend which contrasts with the Overall experience

of whites in other parts of'the country.

MEASURES OF SEGREGATION

While statistics regarding the

AIN

Ni
' 0

overall distriluefiln of blacks and.

whites are usef -iIl descriptive devices, more quantitative statistics'

4. 4
are required for comparisons of the of seg-

Or over time. The remainder of this:chapterth

ofsegregationone absolute, one 'relative whic

" '16
,descrepancies in the location of blacks and -w

politan area. While te reduction'Of any complex

,

gation/aCrosa cities

develops two<measure9

can be used to Summarize

n..e4iven'metron/,,

enon to a single=

valued statistic necessarily involves a high degree of abetrattion,'

-

indexes of this sort4iovide convenient

A

neighborhood segregatlAon.

"

measures oPthe overall of

,
.

The analysis begins,with the absolute measurg Sand examines changes

that have.occurred in households''exposure to members'pf a diffetent
t- .-

..

' ...
.

racial group. The term "exposure" simply referCto the racial mix ofan
, ;.: . .

individualhe;usehold's neighborhood. Black exposue to whites is-she
% ,...

.

_
, .

proportion white in_the average black's neighborhood; and white exposure

22' e.
,

t.
to

a

.1

-
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to blacks, the proportion of-black /tin the average khite's neighborhOdd.1

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

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

zero, segregation may be said to be high; when the rates of both groups are

high, segregation may be said to be low. , -

These absoltite measures of segregation do not control for, differences

in thecial composition of urban areas. A city which is predominately

black can achieve different levels of exposure than can a city
Y
which is

predominately white. To control for this variation, the second half of

the analysis employs a measure of segregation which compares the actual

exposure rates of households to the exposure rates that are possible

given the racial mix of the p4ulation. -This relative in ex of segrega-

_,

tion is similar to the one that was sed by the TaeUbers.
2

,
. ..

.

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

n

-....

(1) BIC= (1/B)E.3 (Wi
1;-c-

i=1'
i --)

Ti

.

-,,

1

,---1-

-... ..

, ) ,
.

o a

where Bi and Wi are the number ofblacks'and whites' .in the it11 neigh-

liorhoodflrespectivelyTi is,thetotal,populatlop-pf the neighborhood;
andiB is the SMSA's total number of blacks (B Bi). White expOsure
to blacks is 'defined by:

(2) i.1F ..: (11.117# W i (B.,..1) '

i=1
4

°
4'

:.. i=1:-

i where W is the SMSA's total number of whites. The emoosure rates of
.

-blacks and whites are obviously related. Indeed, a simple manipulation
of the aboiie formulas shows that: .

,

(3) WX/BX = .B/W

. See Zoloth [24] for a methodolOgical comparison bf,the-two measures.
.

23

,e0



A

18 '

ack.and White E osure-Rates: 1960-1970
(

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the exposure rates of1.blacks and whites

for'the full sample'of
4
238,SMSAs in .1970, and'for the subsample of 130

.',-
SMSAs for which.domparable-data wart avaiiablikin 1960,and.1.970:

Statistics'for individual SMSAs are presented in Table B.1 of Appendix B.

As before, data were obtained ,from the tract reports of the 1960 .and 1970

Censuses of Population and Housing.. Thus the sttistics,i)resented below

use the census tract as the basic unit of analysis.

Perhaps the. most striking feature of these' statistics is the

o

enormous difference in the exposure rates of blacks and whites, which in

1970 averaged about 0.31 for blacks and, .04 far' whites. This means 'that

the average black lied in a tract that was 31 percent white, while the'

average white live in a tract that was 4percent black. .Of course,-a

large differentia in exposUre is to. be expect d, given .that blacks

were only 2"pergent of the population of urban areas; in the absence:of ,

:t

absolute se egation, a minority group will inescapably have more exposure

.

\th4:k the- majority.

'"----\
--,.

t

Another pattern that is evident from these tables are the large
(or , -1 /

..., ,

'regional diffetences'in the exposure rates of househcads. In the 1970

, sample, black exposure O'whites WO,loweit in the North Central states

,

(0,2 ) and highest in the North East (0.39) and in the" West (0.38).' In

;4
contrast, white eiposurtto black*, was lowest in the West

4

(0.02) and
,

':

1,
,

,

highest in the South (0.07). Thid general regional ranking was observed
,

in each,saaple.year. Among whites, the;,high ates of exposure were in

in:tft,NOrt4 ;adt*and

0;werecailli*='

&,..

the South; and among blacks, the highest ratesWe

-r-In the°West. The exposure rates ofilaaeks axd w4

t.ently low in the North Central states.,
0
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Black Exposure 'to Whites:I 1969-1.9701"'.

Full
Sample =

.
1 -

Selected Tiie SerieS Sample 4

Year

4United States

North East

North Gefitr.al

_South

solb West

1970 . - 1970

0.313
-(238) 3.

0.382

(49) ,

j 0.247
(66)

0.291.

(86)

0.378
(37).

1 . Percentage''-'.

1960 ,1- Cliange:

,j I

(130)

0.386

(32)

0.227
. .(35)

0.274
(40)

0.333
(130)

0.422

(32).

0.263
(35)

0.300-
(40)

0.369
I

0.419,

(23) . (23)

Table 5

White Eiposure to Blacks:2 1960-1970

r

1960-1970 1

-8.7%

-8.5;

-13.7%

-8.7%

-11.9%

(

./

Full
Sample I Selected Time Series Sample'

Year 19'70 I 1970
-

1960
Percentage
Change:
1960-1970

,

United' States

-North Ea

Nortksteqt al

Smith

WeSt

a

0.0434 I 0.0449

. (2.38) (130)

'0.04'674 0.0494

I(0) /- (32)

'0.0319 1-.0.0336
(66) ol (35)

0.0694 1 0.0711
(86) '1 (46)

,0.0245), 0. 270
,(37) I, (3,)

t,

.1.

0.0420
(130)

0.0405

('2)
0,0330

(35)
0.0804
.(4:))

0.0231

(Z3")

.

+6.9%

+22.0%

+1.8%

. -11.6t

+16.9%

ti

1

Weighted by the SMSA's nliMber of blacki.
,2. Weighted bq the Sines number of whites.
3. Figures in parentheSis indicate sample size.

..j.

25
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Despite these gz4ss similarities 4.n the two sample years, signi-.

ficant- changes occurred. An examination of the` statistics which underlie

jible 4 shows ,ithat black exposure to whites' declined- in 97 of the 130

. SM$As, from an average f 33 percent in 1960 to an average -of 30 percent
. - .

in 1970. _Widespread d lilies occurred in: each region of the country.

The -drops were lar st in .the North .Central states and in the West, where

the 'average black's _exposure to whites decre ied by 14 and 12 percent,
4

1

respectively. These general trends' are consistent with the distributional
-

data presented at the outset of this discussion, which- showed an increase

in the ,propcirtioO of blacks in predominate/7 black tracts.

lircontrast, white expOsure to blacks increased in 4 SMSAp, -declined

in 54, and tayed constanr in 2. These shifts produced -percent rise2.,
r.- 0 -,.:-` 4

in the average white's exposure to blacks. In all regions save the'
- . ---

, ' .: South, the - exposure of whites increased --a trend that implies that the
/ . a ..

.

average white had more blacks as neighbors. In' the South, just the
.

opposite change took place:' the average exposure-of whites -to blacks .
:'

. .

declined--4e m 8 to 7 percent. _These r
.

regional %trends ,are again consistent, : c,.

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

chapter.. ;

4A Simla Model Of 'Ghetto Growth
.

To gain some
.

perspectivel_na- the trends that are revealed in, Tables
. .

.
.

1-r-17-and 5, fit may be helpful to consider how exposure
,

.

rates might change.
. .

from the simple process of urban growth-- As an example, suppose riikat

blacks, live centralized', all -black cluster,a surroundeeby an integre-
,

ted' bor or transitional zone. Such a city is depicted fn Figure S.
`., 11 ° 2

- .
c .,...

0 , , ..e.

. Suppo`sealso that as the black population grows' the- ghetto expands _

c _,f ..

peripherally, with the border shifting outward., into adjecani;* anti., formerly

.
2-6

z
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FIGURE 5

An Hypothetical Pattern of Ghetto Growth

Key;

.* .*.*.

Period 2

b

All White`
.

Mixed

All Black

0
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all-white neighborhoods,-and with previously mined neighborhoods becoming

f

black. In Figure 5, this pattern of ghetto growth can be illustrated by

comparing our hypothetical city, in peripds 1 and 2, or in periods 1 -and 3.
.

afr
Slack exposure to whites Will tend to decline with this geneial,

pattern of growth ref lectin!Wthe decreased size of bordetneighb9rhoods

relative to the larger black .fnterior. This is simply a matter of geometry:

the periphery of a circle or square grows less rapidly than its aria. If the
. 4.

width and racial mix of the border remain approximately; the- same --j they

1/41'

do in the examples in Figure 5 -black exposure to whites will decterase as

the ghetto area expands. This decline reflc.ats an increase in the,

proportion of blacks that live in neighborhoods where the concentration

Of whites-is low.

The accompanyingChange'in,the exposure of whites to blacks will
,

depend on' the overall change in.thearea's ratio of .blackb to whites:

When white growth is relatively slow, the expanding ghetto area will-

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

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

trated in Figure'5 by comparing the hypothetical city in per iods4j4andL2.
4400- .

0'When white growth is relatively rapid in comparison-to the growth of

.

bleas, the border will become less important relative to the white

sectors of the market The'average white will then 'be expos
of,

d to a

smaller proportion o blacks. This latter outcouLe'canbe illustrated by

comparing periods

1/4

Interpreting Trends

and 3.

These simple examples suggest that'differences. th! size of a .

city's ghetto will lead to differences in the exposure. -tes ofthodsholds.

1 S
; They also suggest that'black growth will. typically lead to a,declide in

the exposure of blacks to whites. The trends depicted in Table 4 are

28

rr
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r

generally consistent with thesChypotheses. The number of blacks increased

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

Figure 5, ninety- .three of the 120 SMSAs with akgrowing black population.
. ,.

. .

experienced a decline in the average black's exposure to whites.
1 b

(

,

Thin trend should be taken as fairly strong evidenae that existing.

- .

racial patterni were preserved tm the majority of areas examined.

Established black neighborhoods appear°to have filled in 'and expanded

outward, so that the average black was exposed to a 6maller number of

whites.' More encouraging fror advocates of integration are the .25 inlanCes

in which black exposure to whites increased despite a concurrent rise in

the area's number of blacks.
1

These developments indicate 4 change in

the general: ordering, of-households--either wider transitional areas.

\
around established black neighborhoods or an increase in.the dispersion

of blacks within the metropolitan area.

Movedepts in white exposure to blacks can also be interpreted in

terms:Of our simple model of ghetto growth. The average white's exposure

to blacks. typically declined in areas where white, growth exceeded , black

-iltowth (30/36) and increased in areAs'where the-two growth rates were

reverseA602). This simple relationship is not surprising in 1 g

our earlier finding that established racial patterns were generally

6

maintained throughout the sixt,les. When white growth was relatively

IP i.,-The SMSAs,Were Albuquerque, NeW-Mexico; Ann 'Arbor, Michigan;-
-11 nghaMton, New_Yorkd-Refinsylvaiiia; BrOckton, Massachusetts; Charlotte,
No th Caroliona; Coltmado Springs, Colorado; Columbus; Georgia- Alabama;
Dur , North.Carolina; El FiiMO,:Texas; Flint, Michigan; Fort Worth,
Texa ; Houston, Texas; Madison,,Uisconsin; Mail., Florida; Nashville-

_ Daviso Tennessee; Fhoeritt,)Artiona; VortlandeMaine; Richmond, Virginia;
Sacremen sCaliforn ;Ipnra .Barbara, California; Syracuse, New°Yorkv.,
_Toledo, Ohio-gich gam.; Tcson,' Arizona, Utica-Rama, New York; Waterloo,
Iowa.

1

A

29.
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sluggish, t 'he expanding,border areas grew large relative to the white

sectors of the metropolis' and the average exposure of whites increased;

,

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

=and the avenge white was then exposed to a smaller proportion of
, 410

blacks. N.

Thiz generql pattern of development can also be used to explain

regional differences in the exposure of whites 'to. blaCks. The figures in

Table 5 revealed that the average white's exposure to blacks increased in

all areas but the South--the rnay r:eiglaik of the cOuntryin which the

growth of whites exceeded the,growth of blacks. Li-the South, white

exposure to blacks deOlin4d by 17 gercenti white the region's overall

proportibn black declined from 20 to 19 percent. In the-remaining

sections of the

percent, while

percent.

country, white exposure to blacks increased by about 18

the overall proportion black increased from 8 to 10
.

One should-, notethat there .is an ambiguity inherent in this intenpre-

tation--a positive correlation betwgen the change in the average exposure

of Iihites to blacks and the area's .proportion black would also arise in
.

. -
, ....., 'an intwated housing market. Fortunately, these two alternatives can be

1.-t;
. -......i ',L.

.

.

'11/4- ',39,stinkhished by considering the concurrent experience of blacks. 'If the
4 1:- ;

increased expOsureof whites to blacks were due to a dispersion in the

area's black population, theexposure rates of both groups woad increase.

This occurred in IeSs thati' one third of the 74 metropolitan areas in
4.,

.

--- k .:
which white exposures rose_.

' f

Sedtaral Trends

.,-

The above statistics could be!Istiticized in that they may.be too

4'
broad` to capture subtle; but neverthelees important developments in

. . . .
. . /- .
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different sectors of the housing market. For example, a ubstantial number

of upper income blacks may be moving to' previquily all-white neighborhoods,

even though the majority of blacks continue to reside in a eas that are in

or adjacent to thg ghetto. This kind of development might well be lost in

the aggregate statistics that have been described in'ihe ptevious pages.
.

. . .

In an attempt to distinguish trends that have Occurre4 in different
.

.

Sectors

.

of the market, tracts were ded into ,three equiisized groups
..

ivid

based on the incomes of their reSidenta.1, High income tra is had, average
4

family incomes that were in the upper third for the SMSA aS a whOle;

middle and low income tracts d average incomes that'were in the middle
o

and lower thirds. Tables 6 and'7 drize trends in the

of blacks and whites for each of these three neighborhood t

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

xpgsure rates

ypes. Equiva-

Appendix B.

The data presented in Tables 6 and 7 reveal large, differences .n the

level of exposure across different neighborhood types. In 970 white

exposure to blacks _averaged one and

income areas, and 10,percent in'the

3.percent in the high"

.low. Evidently, whites

blacks was largely confined to nei ;hborhoods with incomes i

third of the income scalp. In contrastr black expoiure to

relatively high (0.73) in high income neighborhoods and rel

d middle

contact with

the lower

hites was

b

tively low

(0.24) in, neighborhoods with incomes in the lower third. However, since

acts,the overwhelhing majority of-blacks, lived in lower income t
- ". o

therelativeily high rates of_ezposure in high income tracts refer to

a handful ofblacks constituting small minorities in prosperbus white

communities. M.

1. The income definition-of a.given tract may change
years.'

.31.

in the two



Mack Exposure to White

United Statei

North East

North Central

South

West

26

T LE 6

by Neighborhood Type: 1960-1970
(130 SMSAs,)

4

Low Inc .,e Middle Income I High Income'
Neihbo ood Neighborhood ° Neighborhood
1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960

0.2 2

0 330

0.194

4.309

0.271

Q.359

0.230

0.211

0.384

0.515

0.535

0.401

0.537

0.597

'NW

TABLE 7

'0.646 0.731 0.827

0.683 0.80. 0.859'. ,

0.590 0.626 . 0.737

0.638 0.741 0.835

ia.687 0.699 0.809

White Exposure to Blacki2 by,Neighborhood Type: 1960-1970
(130 SMSAs)

United; States

North East

North Centraf

South

West

..

Low Income
Neighborhood

N 1970 , 1960

0.10

0:120

0.087

0.162 .

0.059

0.10.2

0.097

0.095

0.194

0.061

Middle Income I High Income
Neighborhood 1 Neighborhood

1970 1960 1970 1960

0.031 0.026

0.030 '-G022

0.018 0.013

0.063 0.068

0.016 20.007

0.015

0.009

0.022

0.004

0.011

0.011

0.005

0.02

0.004

\eighted by the number of blacks.
2. ighted by the number of whites.

\
.

e

r
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A comparison of exposure rates over time also reveals that sectoral

trends were similar to.those which lave been observed for the SMSA as a

whole. The average black's exposure to whites declined in each neighbor-
,

hood type and, in each region of the country. As noted earlier such

declines would signal the peripherdl growth and expansion of established

black communities. Elken'in high income areas- -where some dispersion

might be expected to occur--the pattern was much the same; indeed;. the

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

neighborhood-types supports our earlier contention about the stability of

racial patterns.

Relative Measures of Segregation: '1960-3'970.-
4

ombining all of this information into some judgment of the overall

change-in "residential segregation" raises knotty probleds of definitions

and concepts. Upuntil now, we have examined exposure rates -in absolute-

terms. However, in devising a measure of segregation one might also want,

to aonsidet2he maximum rate that is possible, giVen the size of the,twO

racial groups. An alternative measure of segregation would take these
.

possibilities into account, and compare the gains that were Actually made

to the gains that were physically possibly,

(
One such measure can be formed by co\ mpaxing the actual exp ure rate

,-..
. ,

.

of blacks to whites to the expcksure rate that, would arise if blicks were
7

evenly diitributed throughout the metropolitan area; the latter is equal

33
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1

to the proportion white in the SMSA as a whole. This relative

"exposure" index,is constructed to range from a minimum of iero to a

Z i

maximum of 100, with 100 depicting an area where tracts are eithei all

c _ . - t

.

white or all black, and'with,ro.representing an 'area where eack tract
, ;_l_

-, has the same concentration of blacks.

(

(

1. In the simplest case where the population (T,) consists of two

groups--blacks (B)` and whites, (W)--the "relative" exposure index is

defined by:

'''(1) Is = [1 - BX/(1-ii)] 100

or, olternatiy4ly,by:

(2) Is = [1 - WX/F4 100

where WX is white exposure to blacks,BX i$ black exposure to whites, and

E is the area's proportionlolacks.' Because the ratio of white to black

exposure (WX/BX) is equal to the ratio of blacks to whites,. ird/(1-11),

two measures are equivalent. They are also equivalent to a third

measure, which compares'the average inter-racial.exposure rates of all

houseiholds to the overaIl.exposure rate that is possible:

s(3) I

mBX + (1-m) WX
2m (1-m)

100
!I

From the above formulation, it is obviouOthat the "relative" exposure

index weights the exposure rate Of each group by the relative size of

'its populatiOn.
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 iron zero to'100.

Under this modificatiOn, Equation I becoufes:

-;

(4) ..1,s = [1 - BX'/(B+W)] 100

.1.
"Wi

where BX' ( ). While this revised index' is used in the
Wi+Bi

calculations that arepresented'in the.text, iris highly correlated

(V ) with the index described by Equation 1.
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' Table 8 summarizes valUes of this relative measure of segregation

1

for the%full sample of 238 SMSAs,.and for the sufiaample of '130 SMSAs for
1 iI.

which time series data-are available. Statistics for tfe individuaj.
.;

' ,

7; metropolitan areas are presented in Table B.1 .of Appendix B. Accoiding;,,,

i %
,

to these statistics',
?

residenfiefsegrellation by race was higfiest 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

;11970 sample, the index ranged from'a minimum of 0.2 (Proyo.:arr;:, Utah) to

?a maximum of 85.8 (Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Florida) with an average of
r

,-
,52:8. Metropolitan areas with extremely low index values were generaj.ry

,A .

a those in which the number of blacks as gligifile.

The statistics presented in Table 8 alio reveal' alsignificant rise

in the level of segregation between 196'0 and 1910. 1n the WeS. as 'a

whole ;...=.the average index of segregation increased by 6 percent, with 7Yli.

percent of the sample areas registering an increase in segregation. , The

increase was largest in the North'Eastern states (8 percent) and smallest

in the Ueit (2 percent) . Only 31 'of the SMSAs in the sample registered a-,

decline in segregation. For the most part, these were the same SMS

which bla"ck exposure to whites increased
1
--a development which cowl

signifeither wider transitional areas around established black 'neighbor-

hoods or'a more general increase in ifiedispersion of blicks within the

housing market.

*

1. The SMSAs include those listed in footnote 1, p.. 20r plus
Cha leston,-South Caroliia; Fall River, Maine-Rhode Island; Manchester,
N w pshirelintgomery, Alabama;'New Yo k, New'ybrk; PueblaColorado;

at le-Everett, Waihington; Spokane, Washington.
.,

, 35
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'Table 8 ct
7

Index crf Residentilb. Segregation by Race' for Metropolitan Areas:1 1960-1970

Full
Sample

1 .

14' Year 1970

'United States 52.8
.? (238)

North East 46.3

(49) °

North Central 6t. 2

(66)

South 59.8
(86)

I West 41e8
(37)

I

Seltcted Tirde SeVes Sample
1' 1 Percentage

1970 1960 I Change:-
. 1960-1970

1,,

55..82

(130)

48.9

(32)

-66.5

(35)

62.5
(4a)
4.549

(23)

(130)
"45.2

(32)

63.2
(35)

58.8`

(40)

° 45.0
(23)

+8.1%

+5.2%

+6.2%

+2.0;

ti

a

*

"1. Weighted by the SMSA's total populations
2.. Sample size 1.%parenthesis.

,

a

f
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SUMMARY

The statistics-Presented'in this chapter attest to the high level of

segregation that charepterizes the majority of housing markets. They also

suggest that theintensity of that segregation -- whether meapured in

abiolute or in relative terms --has' increased in rgcent yeara. This

,increase

deielopments which might have

established minority ileighborhoods

occurred in spite of economic, social, and poli ical --

encouraged integracimmV--Uuripi:iRiTg6o;s

generally filled in and expanded

'outward, a patt Ofiperipheralrowth that left the average black

".4'

., , ,

.

.
, .

,

r a smaller nuMbe Of tee as neighbors. While the average white was

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

,majority

than one

at

of urban whites continued to live in neighborhoods where less,

percentN4 the inhabitants were black.

mpi
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III. :-FACTORS AFFECTING THE LEVEL OF RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION BY RACE.
A ,

.

1
I. ,

4 The previous chapter; documented -the intensitand the relative.
i

.
. (-

tenacity,ei residential segregation by race. Despite-conditions which ,on
)

, .

the,surface would appear to be cOndusive to integration, ;established
, . .

.)racial patterns were generally maintained throughout.the.1960s. This
/ .. t. '-, .1., . ..;

'chapter attempts to identify sbme ofIthe more important economic; social,
'..:"

1

-.end market factors that were associated with a.high level of residential
_

setregation by race. While the analysis is at best exploratory, it is
1 ,

hoped that the empirical findings which are presentedin this chapter
1

will provide some insight into the complicated set of forces th at affectf,
the racial stratification ofurba areas.

The first part of the.analYsis ekplbres the extent to which racial

differences inAnco meexplain 'thelocations of.blacks and whites.
,

The
.

' : -., 4 , .

0remainder of the chapter,considers,ot' her social, institutio,4. and market

{

:faCtors that may,be%asso4iaredA4th segregation. This lattei ar 4lyrsis is
i

..,

'

.1 ('
based on across- sectional regressidh equation which relates heSMSA's

, ..
.

index'otsegregation to a number dr,tauSal andconteituar variables
.

.

thought,to affect' the level of racial mixing.

BLACK-WHITE DIFFERENCES IN INCOME

It has sometimes been argued that -the segregation of urban read is

the direct'resUlt of prenOUnced disparities in the incomes of blacks and

whites. On the surface, this argument has,enormous,intuitiVe appeal. In
1 .

1974, the median income. of blagk families w s 41 percent less than the

median Lncome of whites. Since.houieholds ith siiilar incomes tend to

select similar quality. homes, and lince dweAings tend to be clustere

_...

. 7
0

..
0 . i

ssize, age,and quality,,economi5c differences se could conceivably a
,.

.,),
explain a large amount of residential segregation by race.

38;
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.. This general line of reasoning has lead some analysts to lienn the

, .

segregation.of the Qatio's blaCks to' the segregation of earlier migrants

td the cities. Banfield wiltes that:
./'

The.other minoe1t3; groups once lived in the qldelt parts:
of 'the inner cities--and the NegraIlives there nownot
because they were looked down on(allpho gh, course,
they were) as because they had low inc s [1, p. 78].

A corrallary to this basic analogy is the assumption that tcononic

progress on the part of blacks will eliminate residential segregation by

v.

racejust5 as such gains eventually led to the assimilation of earlier

immigrant groups."
. .

This section examines the'extent 4which racial differences in

income account.foy the segregation of urban areas. The analysis begins

'by deriying the number of blacks that would live in A given neighborhood

,if blacks at each' income level were tepresented to the same extent as

otherwise similarrwhites. Differences between the'eXPectecrand the

actual number of- blacks in the various paits of the metropolis are then

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

that were presented in Chapter II: T iiislechnique-4:known as indirect
.,

.

standardization -- enables one to der5re an index of segregation that °
, i

,

,controls for the effects of racial income diWrentials [6,5, 15].
. .

Estimating the ppectediDistribution of Households
....

The proced4e is relatively simple. Suppose that income were the
,

..

. sole determiftant of one's location within an urban area. 'The expected
,

.

number of blacks in a given neighborhood would then depend on the income'
'..

-

distribution of the neighborhood's residents and on the income distribu

-tion of blacks and_wh4estin theSMSA as a whole. If a neighborhood

, contained a high proportion of,high income households and if the vast

MEMMIIIMMMUML
4A,
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majority of blacks..were poor, only "s! small number of blacks would
A

.

expected to live in the area.

.,

IF
As an example of this technique, suppose that acks ire 5percent

i
i

ofihe market's households with incomes in e:icess of $15,000.- If a tract
YL

,;%.

has 200 households in this particular' incomeAategory, one would expect

-1',''''

10 of those households to be black (10 .., 0. -,1A:/00). Applying this
s

general logic to each incte- category, one can derive the expected, number

of blacks for any given tract.
1

The expected number of whites (or more
2

precisely, non-blacks) is then equal to the difference Joetween the

tracts total population and its expected number oblacks.

cs

Ideally, this simple estimation procedure would enable one to
4 I

predict the distribution of blacks and whites,in the absence -Qf prejudice

and discrimination. However, to acertain extent, the economic stratifi-

cation of urban ar Will depend on the existing pattern of residential 1-
segregation by race. le-other criteria might have,been used to

predict the locations of blacks and whites, most'would suffer from this

:samte inherent ambiguity. As a result, a techn que of this sort is'more.

properly viewed as a test o

income explain the existing pitterd of segregation. It is, less accurate

he:lextent to which'racial differences ii1,400,

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

4,,areas.

.then:

1. If,E(B.) is the expetted number of blacks in the j
th

tract

i

k .

E(B ) 1 a' j.,1,..*T
1i 1 1: i

...

, , . x
1

where a- proportion black for the SMSA's families in the ith income 4i .

category; ,Fij is the number of families in the'ith income category in
.

the j'th 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
necessary to translate number of families into number of persons.

\ 4
s * \. .

6
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The Actualhd the Expected Distribution of Households

141,

35

Figures 6 and 7 compare our estimates of the actual and expected

distribution of blacks and whites across census tracts with different

racial mixes. These statistics are similar to the ohespresented'in

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

.141" alas. In 1970, data on the distribution of black family income was
4

Available for only 76 SMSAs--those with a population in excess of 250,000,

and those with a significant number of blacks. However, these 76 SMSAs

.contained, some 87 percent of all metropolitan black's and 72 percent of

all metropolitan Aites.1
li . .

,.

Figgre 6 gives striking evidence that the ghettoization of this

nation's blacks is not the direct consequence of their lower incomes.
.:, .

Seventy-eour percent of the sample's blacks'lived in tracts which were

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

rocatiOn, this proportion,would be under one. In contrast, over 87

percent of the sample's blacks were expected to live in tracts in the 5

, 41k

to 30 percent range, while in actuality, the proportion was only 12.

This large discrepandy between the:Actual and the predicted distribution .

of,urban.blacks lends little crede o the view that blacks are segre-

gated because they are poor.

. The statistics in Figdre 7: IWAst9xv that is much the same.
.,, ,%

, .
.

While 64 percentof the sariple!N-Whites lived in tracts that were less
_

{,
,

thanone scent black, the' expected.proportion was closeto iero. In
.

contrast, almost 85-ietcen of th sample's whites were expected to live

in tracts in the 5 to 30 pncen range; but in actuality, the proportion.

was just 13. If incote were the sole determinant of location, the

1

ft 1. .Throughout this discussion, theyterm "whites" refers to no4-_-
blacks. 4ox-

2.4
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FIGURE 6

Actual and Predicted Distribution of Urbari4Blacks
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I
majority'of whites would be expected to haye a larger number of blacks as

neighbors.

Actual and Expected Rates of. Exposure

- Similar conclusions can be drawn'from the, aggregate measures of

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

.
and the expected exposure of blacks to whites for the 1970 sample of 76. i

SMSAs. It'also presents egy.valent statistics for a subsampie of 39

SMSAs in 1960 and 197p. Further reduction of "e sample in the time

seriks comparision wa7 necessitated b)i the fact that 1960 income data

were evadable for_donwhites, but not .for blacks. To maximize

temporal comparability, SMSAs in which blacks were less than 95 perceit

of all nonwhites were eliminated from,the sample. The resulting sOsample

of 19 SMSAs contained almost half of the nation's. urban blacks.
o

The-figures in Table 9 reveal a Large discrepancy between the #xpected

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

the average black was expected to live in.a neighborhood that was 81 percent:

white. However, -;the actual exposure of blacks towhires was under 30 per-, .
oent, than'a'third of the -1.evel predicted on the basis of income

. alone. The difference between'the actual and tie expeotedexpoSUre rate of
,t

0blacks--although Large is all regions of. the country --was highest in the

North Central states and lowest in the Wesq

Time series data from' the semple.of 39 SMSAs suggest ghat these

differences-have increasedover time, primarily due to the large decline

in the actual expeiture.Of blackst.to whites. For the most part, the

expected exposure of blacks changed in a way that was 'consistent with
o -

-.\ ° ..N
broader trends in he incomes of blackA and whites. Developmentt in the,'

-, ..4
.

. 86 .,

/

O .
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Actual and Expected Exposure of Blacks to Nen -blacks:1 1960,1970 .

76 SUSA's
2

1

I 39 SIISA's2.4

1970
1971

1960

Actual Expected

Ratio

pf `
Actual
to

Expected Actual

A;

Expected

Ratio
of

Actuar.
to----

ExpectedrActual Expected

Ratio
of

Actual
-to
Expected

United States .297 .814 .365 .245 .786 .312 I .277 ..785 , .353

(76)
3

(39) (39)
North East .384 :841 ..457 .470 .917 .513 .555 .930 .597

(14) (5) (5)
North Central .218 .838 .260 .198 .826 .240 .230 .849 .271

(18) .(10) (1a)
Sputh .270 .755 .358 .262 .748 [ .350 .289 .730 .396

(36) (24)4 (24)

1.1st .378 .901 .420 N.A. I N.A. N.A. N.A.
(8)

Table 10

It

Actual and Expected Exposure" of Mon- blacks to Blacks:
5
.1960-1070

I II
76 SMSA's2

1970 1970
39 SHSA's2

Actual
.

Expected

Ratio
of
Actual
to

Expected

United States '.049

'(76)
3

North East .057

4 (14)

North Central .035

I (18)

South; I
.068

(36)

West ..033

J (8)

.135

.126

.133

.101'

.078

.364

.456.

.259

.358

.419

I

I.

_}Actual Expected

I .053. .170

I (30).
I .039 1 ..075

I (5)

I-(10)
.072 .205

I (24)4

IN.A. N.A.

Ratio
of --

Actual
to ,

Expected

.240

.350

N.A.

1. Weighted by the SMSA's number of blacks. 1.

2. Data for individual SMSA's is presented in Table 1 of Appendix C.
3. Figures in parentheses indicate sample size.

.-
4. The sample contained no SMSA's in the West.
5. Weighted by the SMSA's number of ildn-biacks.

1960 -

Ratio
'of .

Actual
to .

txpected

.352

Actual ExWicted

.03s. '.157 4

(39)
.039 .065.

(5)

.037 .138

(10
.082', .08
(24)

N.A.
-r

7'

.596

. .270

.395

,

N.A.
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North 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 North Central stges, ilpt-Obidkby a

la a amount in the South (18].. However, the relative income orblacks

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

concurrent decline in the expected exposure of blacks. Raiher;,,,analysis

of the data revealed that this decline was` produced by a marked increase

in the extent to which neighborhoods wefe stratified by income. This
-

increase--which was not observed in the North Central states o&

the South --was sufficiently large to offset a concurrent rise in the

purchasing power of blacks.

Table 10 presents equiviyent statistics-an the exposure of whites to-

blacks. Again, there are large discrepancies in expected and actual

values. If income were the sole',!eterminant of location in the sample of

76 SMSAs, the averagewhite would live in a tract which was-13. percent

_black. In actuality,' however, the average exposure of'whites to blacks
5

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

income difftiences Ls se have little to do with the segregation of urban

)3lacks..

Relative Indexes of Segregation

An absolute measure_ Of-segregation analogoWs to the one developed in

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

. -

whites-to the exposure that would arise if blacks were evedly%diSpersed
r

across space; the latter is again equal to the area's proportion white. 1

. ,

1. The expected index of segregation is defined as folio
4000 - /\ ,

A ' BX

I, = 1 - (1 -')
s

". ,
. :.

g where BX is.ehe expected exposure of blacks to whites, and 1ii is'
the area's proportion white.

.. L.
:

, 46
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The resulting index of segregationoenoted by Index III ,in Table lf=-

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

---$0,..-. ,

if income were the sole determinant of location. The statidtics in Table

11 indicate that this level would be very low. Indeed, in the sample of
4

76 SNSAs, the expected ind,px of segiegation (Index III) was leSs than 2

percent of its actual level (Index I/).. , /

One might nevertheless wish to construct an index of segregation

that incorporates racial differences in'income into its definition of a
4

non-segregated city. Such an index can be formed by comparing the

actual exposure rate of If thacks toe exposure rate that was predicted on

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

,denoted by Index I in Table 1'1 --the expected rate of exposure of blacks

to whites replaces the Area's proportion white as the underlying standard

for integration. A comparison of the adjusted U) and the unadjusted°

(II) index shards that this modification makes little differece. The .

rankiags bf the regions remained the same, as did the changeg that were ,

observed over time.
2

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

BX
A.

where BX and BX are the actual and the expected index of segregation,
respectively.

2. Data for individtal SMSAs is presented 'in Table C.2 of
Appendix C.

-
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Table 11

Actual and Expected.Indexes of Segregation: Blacks v. Non-blacks: 1960-1970
1

.

-

United Statet.

North East

North Cet;tral

. South

-West

Index

Ad usted

.611
3

(76)

.53'9

(14)

.706

(18)

.641

(53436)
.

(8)

76 SMSA's
1970

Index Ihdex

Unad usted Ex ected

.615

.543

.708

447

.536

Index

Ad usted

.910 .680

(39)

.01,9 .492

(5)

.008 .74

(10)

.018 .653

11 (24)4
.004 11 N.A.

1970
Index
II:

Unad usted

.684'

.495

39.6MSA's
2

I 1960
Indext- 1Index 1Index
III: 1 I: II:

Ex ected Ad usted Unad usted

.1114

.005

-.751 t, .010

.659 I .019
4.

N.A.

Index
III:

Ex eceed

4'641 1 .648 .018

(39)

.402 .405 .004

,(5)

.724 .727 -1 .011

(10)

.611

(24) -
1 --

N.A. N.A: 1 N.A.

f
.623 ,.029

.

1...Weighted by'tha, M yoral population.
2. 4inta for,individual'SMSA's is pcesedtedjn Table 2 of Appendix C. ,

7-----3. figures in parentheteeindicard.sample size.
4. The sample contained no SMSA's in West.

4 8-* *1
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Summary of Findings

0

The above statistics lend strong support to th hypothesis that

r % .

restdential,segregation by race is not the simple consequence of racial

.i
differences in income. Apparently, there is enough integration by income

:-.. t;
. .

---7-
1
..

within individual census tracts to overcome what are admittedly large

differences in the socioeconomic status of blacks and whites.bTb.is

finding suggests that the majority of urban areas have a large, and for

the most part untapped potential for residential integration by race.
3 v,

Contrary to therclaims of Banfield and' others, the segregation of 'urban

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

A CROSS-SECTIONAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Socioedonomic differentials are thus not'the only source of racially

stratified neighborhoods. Indeed, their impact ,appears to lie stall. But

(

does an impact exist at ail?. Do.areas in which blacks and whites have

similar incomes exhibit less segregation' than otherwise similar areas in
'''

r
f

,

--which the differentials are fairly l

t

ahel What othersocial, political
..-

and institutional factors contribute to the.segregatiorCof urban areas?
,

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

q differences in the underlying characteristics of the pop ulation or

housing market?

While these issues are admittedly complex, answers to-such

questions would greatly enhance.nur current understanding of residen-

tial segregation by race. Accordingly, the remainder of this section uses

cross-sectional regression analysis in-dt.attempt to identify some of

. _

the more important causal and contextual variable's thateire associated

with'a high degree of segregation. The discussion begins with a brief

49
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review of the different social, economic and iastitutign4l. forces

that are,thought to produce a segregated ''housing market. Irthen.

presents'a number of different hypotheses that are colas tent with sup

.models; and describes the results of a regresSion.eq tion that puts

these hypotheses to a test. 'At the outset, it shOuld be stressed that

this analysis is exploratory in nature. . Because ofcits highly aggre-
(

. gate nature, the analysis can at hest identify broad correlates of

segregation. The' actual (ejection or acceptance'of the different
401,

causal models is beyond the scope ofthe:study.

7

Alternative Explanations for Segregation S

1hat factors in addition to income-differentials might account for the

segtegationtof urban areas? One common explanation c,te' the discriminatory

behavior of various agents .and institutions Pifithin the real estate
.

$ x
' '.',.

industry. These inlAude landlordif realprs, financial intermediaries,
. 4

and eVen the federel government. In',.the past, members of the real est e
-0 '

industifhave
.

open1I'ilsuppotedpolicies'libiCh served to limit s hogs
, .

. . .
.

opportunities of.blacks44.wlach-heitierfto Maintain racially separat
,

neighborhoods. Radtai covenants on qahy'-chidliings prevented oateis- rom
i ... .4

.

. .., ..

selling their units to ble'cks;'financial Amstitutions refused to ma
.

.
.

. .
, --

loans in racially integrated neighborhoads;,and the professional as ocia -

4 d
tion of realtors maintained an explicit code of. ethics that prohib 'ted

P D.

member brokers from bringing blacks into previously'all -white nei hbor-

)V.\
hoods. While recent legislation haelUndoilbtedly reduced such'pr cticest.

4+.
4

couldinstitutionaliaed discrimination hasjby no-meansdisappeared an
.

,

well account fo much of the segregation that exists in urban eas..4

Another imp rtant factor that may contribute to segregati is the
1 .

..,..*
..,,

preference on the `part of whites or blacks to live, in raciall' segregated
.-. i

_40*-
neighborhoods. Nu rous models have pnown'tnat even mild re lings of

,--0,-

50
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hostility or attraction towards certain types of households wil,Ytend to

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

1
and they are difficult to verify empirically -- they imply that segregation

will be to a large extent the inevitable result dfithe:operation of

market,forceS.

. , I:- 1-

R
In this regard it is important to note the distindtion betWhen

II.

discriminatory attitudes and discriminatory practices. Discriminatory

attitudes, or race prejudice, refer to a househdld's deeire to have
iFk

particular kinds of,neighbors. Such prejudice can, exist with orNithout

discriminatory practices within the real estate industr . -While fair

housing laws can reduce or eliminate the latterjand of behavior, .there
.

.;

.
.

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

area's residents. If 'radial prejudice remains, segregation may, well-

persist even in the absence of institutionalized discrimination.

/
Expected Variation Across Cities'

These underlying causal factors suggest a number of broad hypotheses

.

about the segregation of urban areas. In general, one would expect

segregation to be relatively high in areas where thdre were large differ-
.

.

ences in the incomes oe blacks and white and where discrimination and

prejudice Were intense. .But while such hypotheses are fairly easy to

'vl -

conceptualize, they are considerably more difficult to translate into

**readily teaZable hypo, heses which can be examined within the confines of-
,

ran empirical analysis.

The major problem -is due to the fact that variations in the behayior

of the Beal estate industry or in the ratera, attitudes of an area's reel.-

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

hope -to a series of proxy variables which capture the more important

0

- 51,.
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<

attitudinal and behmiioral differences that exist across urban areas.
4

)

Since the-determinants of racial prejudice are not yet fully underStood,

the selection of such proxies is an extremely, difficult task. Inevitably
f--

their relationship'to segregation will be subject to a variety of interpre-

.,

tations-making the underlying causal models difficult to acceptor

reject.z J

It is also important to recognize that distriminatory attitudes and

actions do not act in a vacuum. They are influenced by --and, in turn,"

influence-the broader forces of demand-and supply. As a result of this

V

interaction, variations in segregation across cities Or over time will

undoubtedly reflect differences in theunderl9ing characteristics of the

housing market in addition to any differences in the more fundamental,r -
causal vlriahles. While such market' variables may be relatively easy to

measure,itheir impact may be fairly subtle and thus extremely difficult

Ai,detect. .2

With these caveats inimind, this section presents a number of

specific hypotheses that are subsequently tested' in a cross - sectional

regression analysis. Th hypotheses,concern the presumed relationship

between a city's level

economic, and market va iables 'thought to affect the underlying deter-
,

segregation and a variety of demogtaphic,

miaants of racial mixi g, These independent variables are described in

the(h paragraphs below. Their estimated regtession par ers are presented

at the end Of the section.

q

//

r-

/ -

One factor that might affect the segregatiopof urban areas is the

i. I

/size Of its black-population. Some analysts have argued that a larget,.
. , ._

more visible black population will be'll,iewed'as a greater threat, to the

The Size and Growth of the Black Population

"44
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4 _ .
: .

tionak 'status. Occupation= status Jas measured by the proportion of
; .- .

1

.

--:'.1

.

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

47

1,141.te majority, arid will as a result generate an increased level of

racial prejudice 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 inclusion of three differ-
'

ent variables related to the size and the growth of the black population:

.//
(1) the total number of blacks; (2 the area's 'prop() on black; and (3)

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

whites. Under this'so-called threat hypothesis, one would expect each of

these three variahles to have positive impact on a city's level of

segregation.

Black-White Occupational and Income Difference

Another,factor that might affect a city2s / lemel of segregation is

he socioeconomic status of blacks relative to whites. The previous
.s.,

sec on revealed that income differences,* se account for only a small

rn

,. .

emo t of the segregation in urban areas.I Nevertheless, differentes of
- 4

A \

this sort may still give rise to variations in the level or degree of
'i

segregation, particularly °if such differences are related to the under-
,'

.

lying prejudice of an area's whites.- the following:two variables were

f
thus included in the regression e ation: (01 the ratio of black to

White:median-1 ily income; an (2) the ratio 4of black to white occupa-
.T

'

these ,two ratios was ex ected to have a negative

!

effect on a c'y's index

o,. segregation.

,Vacentyltates
,..,

i:

.

The level of segregation may also be affected by the overall
A

r---.

3.
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tightness of the 'ho ing market. 'In the owner-occupied sectordiscrimr

ination on the part E sellers or realtors may below when vacancy rates
A'

are high, due to the elative sCArtity-of potential buyers. . Thus, high
e ,

;

vacancy rates may be associated with a'lower index of segregaton. Ii.the
i -

#

Is\,.. , multi-family market, the refitionthip may be more.comple*. Again; when

vacancy rates, are higher, landlords may be more Vining to rent to blacks

because their supply of tenants will be low; on the otherOiand, they
, -

may be even more inclined to disCriminate because they may fear the loss,

of existing residents. On'a'priori grounds, it is difficult to.predict

which of these two effects will predominate.

To test these alternatiVe hypotheses, vacancy rates for owner-occu Jed
4 4

and rental units were ihcluded in th ssion equation. Each rate wa

weighted by its sector's share of the housing market;' us allowing for

intercity differences in the importance of tenure grou s. The vacancy
,

rate for owners was expected to have a negative impact On the,leve/ of

segregation; the effect of the rental
814

vacancy rate was indeterminant.

The Existence of State and Local Fair Housing Laws

Overt discriminatory behavior may also 'depend on the existence and
i '

.

coverage of fair housing laws at the state and local level. (National

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

In general, one might expect the initiation of quch as act to decrease

the segregation of blacks and 'Whites within a given city. Althoughan

unusually high level ofdiscrimination ma)'weii be an impetus to the4'

passage of fOr housing laws, thus confusing-any comparisons across

cities, one might also expect an SMSA with an effective fair housing law

to have a comparatively low level of segregation..' This possibility

prompted the inclusion of a single dummy variable measuring the existence

,

o

e
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Ai?

of either a state or local fair housing law. While this viable is

admittedly very crude, the development of more sophisticated measures of

effectiveness or enforcement were b eyond the scope of this research.

The-Ratio of Housing Costs to Income

The level of segregation may.alsO depend on the ratio of housing

' costs to income, since the latter can affect a household's willingness to

lime in a racially integrated neighborhood. The externalities model

predicts that white, householdsWill typically) poy a premium,foi living-in

all-white areas (11"111When housing costs are high; households will-tend

to'jeconomize on housing services and may well consider' racially mixed

-
1 1

,

neighborhoods'aS a more' attractive
)

alternative. If this effect occurs,

one-would expect a negative correlation
,1/4\

gaeion and its relative housing costs.

).

between a city's level of segre-

This a yariable measuring the

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

included in the regression equation. Median. housing costs were_estimaied

ftorw,a weighted average of median values'anemedian

The Proportion Foreign Stock

Segregation'may alscivary with the relative

, -
rents.

1

sise"of the'foreign

stqCk. Several studies have foudd that fist and' second generation('

Americana are more likely to live in racially mixed areas than whites who

are,native bOrn. This correlation may simply reflectthe lower incomes
A

Gil \
or;ethnic groups, and may thus d sappear)when income differencei are

,1. Median housing
-,-

. 1 /

HC (p) L201+ C1T-p) R
.io

..,

V' /

..,---..- ._...
..-

where p is the SUSA's proportion Of owner-occupied unit V is the median
value of owner- occupied homes; and R is median gross)tent...{V was-vlifyided
by 120 to approximate the monthly costs of listing.ill an owner-Occupied

,

home.' -

re defined as: it_ ,*

(
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controlled. Nevertheless, a.variable measuring the proporiton of whites

A

that were foreigh born or of mixed or foreign parentage was included in

the regression equation.
^14a

The Proportion of the Population in the Central City

V

Segregation may also vary with the relative size of the central

city. Metropolitan areas with a reiativ,ely small central city have a

greater potential 'for exclusionary,;oning'policies within suburban areas,

so, that the prospect qf white flightifrom the central cities may be'

relatively more attractive. .This would lead one to. expect
Z t

correlition between the prroportiotidf the population which residua within

the city and the area's index of segregation.

an inverse

' Regional Variation

,

Finally, one might also expect the level of segregation to vary by-
1 4 ) a ,

5)
, 2 2 5 I

A,
"geographic region, reflecting a host.of unmeasurable differences in - A,41

attitudes, policies,and practices -; "as mi4==a-lin-the historical pattern of

developmegt. Three regionall-aummies were tAns included'in,the regression
, 2 2 ,.,

)1/4

equation:Signifying the North Centiel the, North East and the

South. The coefficients of these cliff arlables-mdasqre regional

differences in segregation relativeC`to WesternSMSAs.
.

22.

The ' Regression Equations .'

' . - , -
d ,/Table 12-presents the. results, pf 2 cross-sectio regression

.it '
c

; ) --: ..,, ) )
1 .

eqfiations relating the 1970 and the' 1960 indexes 4 egation t,"0 the 14

J.1
s it, l ;.' ),

.

.. ind46ndent Nariables thatfdere2deadribe& in the, PreviO"S'section.2 The
,

H
i

equations' dependent- variable was index of segreg Lin litiidh-was

described in Chapter II and which was in thesimplest,case,aekined by: ---
, 4 4 4

. e ,,' r ' . 1, 1 1 . , ' , , ; ,
4 1

1 , , i 1 t, ,t,,,

-4-2- !I f I , i 1 I .1 ' ; !1 1 ( 1 -01):- 4, 21 I i 1 1 1'1. .

2where BXW is the average c k's exposure to,Ighites and (1-m) .istlise

ti

/
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Table 12

Cross-Sdctional Regression Equations: 1960 and 1970
(t statistics 'in parentheses)

DEPENDENT VARIABLE:
5.

Index of SegregatiOni
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES'
1. Cons tant I'

,
2. FgrcentBlack 40,

3. Number of Blacks '(1000s)

4. Ten Year Change in thq Ratio.
of A3lacks to Whites'

5. Ratio of'Slack
Occupational Status'

Ratio of slack to White \\

. Median Family CIncome
7. Median. Rousing Costs is`:=a Percent

"age of Median Family Income
8. 'Percent of the Population in

) the Central City
9. Percent Foreign Stock

05:r:1er-occupied iacancy Rate4

.
6.

Estimated Regre'ssion
Coefficient

Variable
Means

1970 I .

Al 102.2

(4.89)

0.641
I (2.25)

' I 0.015
/1 (2.20)

10.

11. Rental Vacancy, 4 ee--

.12. TFesence of State or Focal --Fair
Housing Law (rles-r-ctairn-O)

North &nt,ral Statal..i.

/(1.iyes, 0=r:or

'North East (l 'yes, Osumi))
*1

o
1

15. 4ruth.(17es, Otlao)

.

. A

,

7

Corrected 11,..

F .:,4,1--`/-->"- '.

Ste Error
Tfumark-Observations

1. The Judos of segregati

, 2-. Defined Ily 4. (---ir: '.

_,----,

and/whiteiN. At t beginning (t-
K! a. Defined %r BWCWZTAiCW

. (white) male' civi4an. Workers in, white collar jobs.
,,,,,41; Weightedqby proportion of dwelling units th4t. arc owner-occupied:
, 5. Weighted by proportion of 'dwe,lling units that are'...rental unists:.,

r. 7,<, c , , ,, . 1/4 \ 1 A i4 . . \ ,
\ ''.

225.3
(3.47) .

-37.9.

(3.40)

"35.3
(1.85)

- 1.326

196'0 1 1970 1 1960

'.' '' 44.25
I X 40.53

0

k.49.84 '

(2.24) '1
1.032 f .10.85 1Q.60
(3.22) -A1-----; 1

't
.,,,,'

0.027 :r "113.6- l' 4 82.9 1"
(2.59) )

.-4 : -4
210.9 7.47X10

)
8.36X10

.

(3.66)

-14.3
(1.30). '
-

23.0
(1.21)' Z

0.015,-,
. (1.61) -1' (042)
- 0..348._ -0.192 ; -48.6
(3.91),11%' (2:04)-

..-0.048.... Q.013 2.1 '14.9
(0.234)" 0.075 ;
-13.2 ,,-6.0' f, .0.78 1.21
(2.48) (1.59) ) >

-'
5.61- 3.96 1 2.50 i 2.76

(2.73) (2.06), ,
,

3.681 -N.A.: ' i 0.60 ' 0
(0,819) ' 1 f
10.5 , 9.7 '1,.si 0.295 :0.295 '

(2.19) ', (1.81)0 1

-8.2 I -7.2 0.205 '' 0.205 .

(1.67) (1.14)
12.1 4.0 ): 0.321 ,0:321
(1.92) . (0:59) I

0:450 ,

,Q.639

15.6

0.-330 .

0.615

'18.2

54.9

'17.4

, 0.68 I 0.61,
0.63 ...e.55

'I 14.39 -7 -: 11.57

I.- 1.31 ' '1.39 '
1 ./712 i '1.12

is defineCtby Equation-47 fnt 1, page 27P g
i'

R t_i .] where B' and. W arehe *lumber of blacks

,..and at. the end (t) of -he decade.
re BWCW (WWCW) is the prd portion of black
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.
.

,

area'Oproportion white. In each year' the sample. consisted of 112 SHSAs,
i . c

thosewhich existed in 1960 and 1970, and those for-which requisite data

were available. -
,

.

-..-

For the most part, the estimated regression.parametea:ve signs

.

,

that-are consistent with the series of hypotheses that were posited in

the previous section. In the 1970 equations, all but two variables were

significaht at a %,confidence Ievel--the dummy variable indicating the

e

presence of a state or local fair housing law and the ethnicity variable .

'mgasuring theroportion of the ?opulation that yos c:5rgign born-or of

1 ,
Mixed or foreign parentage. All of the remaining variables were'signifi-,

' c
,

t .
.

cant at the 95% confidence level. Combined,'theSe 14 explanatory vari-

'ableg accounted for some 68 percent of the cross-sectional variance in

the level ofsegregation. Whiltewo additional variables drop out of the

1960 regression equation--one regional dummy and TheThttio of housing

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

same signs as' -in 1970.

Thenumbler a ks,.the proportion black, and'the increait in the
'

ratio of blacks ites each h the predicted positive effect ont.the

city's level Of',Segregation. Th4se findings are consistent with.the
,

hypotheses prnpi0d above. Howe
4015/,

er.,...;-itis-tKportant;to note tha4 other

Factors may account fOr at leastisome of this correlation. hapier II

presented a simple model of ghetto growth which revealed'a geometric

relationship Imtween in area's number of blaz0 and the average black's

exposure to whites. If housing patterns are essentially the sam0 in.different
.

. .

1.

urbanOreas--thae is, .if.blacks is the majority of housing markets'

: t 1 . ;
reside in a large contiguous ghetto sufrounded by a_mixed or transitional

? '

58
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zone- black exposure to Whites will below in areas with a relatively

large number of blacks.

In such instances the index of segregationdefine as one minus

the ratio of black exposure to whites to the area's prooriion'whitdwill

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

black,.cities witha large number of blacks mill tend t

4

relatively high index value; fora given number of blac

a high propotiton black will tend to have an index that

low. This g4ometrie dependency reinforces the relation

segregation and an i.reas number of blacks that was pre
I

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

was detectediin Table 12. However, it does.,not explain

effect of the area'fi groPortion black; indeed, on the basis of-seo

proportion

have a

cities with

is relatively

hip between

icted by,the

the impact that

the observed

3

alone one would expect its coefficient to be negative. Variables mea-
,

suring the size and the growth of the black population thus lend at lelst
, '1

some supportito the original threat hypothesis.

The ratios of black to white income and occupation

the predicted nega

which blacksiwere r

generally had a low

differences were fa

ve effect on segregation. Ceteris

status also had

arabus, areas in

latively close, to whites in socioeconomic- status

r level of segregation than did argap in which the
.11

rly large. The previous section revealed that this

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

.hood's income to tkepighborhood's.race. However, the relative status
1 -

of blacks could affect an area's level of segregation by influencing the
4 4

intensity ofi clasitelated discrimination and by affecting the extent to

which marketareiilcosegregated. -1

53'
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Ip
The ratio of housing costs to income had the predicted negative

effect on segregation in the 1970 sample, but was indigniftcant in1960.

The impact in 1970-is consistent with the hypothesis that integrated

neighborhoods are less expensive, and thus relatively more attractive to

households when housing costs are high. The relan -ive size of, the central

" -

city also had a negative.effect on an area's index:of segregation; when

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

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

. ;
directiOn, making interpretation'of the variable; difficult. However, the

-c .
__- k

4,

finding is atleastconsistent,with the view -6E4 the availability of
1

exlusionary suburban enclaves increases the attractiveness of while
,

1 ,

flight from the central city and intensifiesrhe level of residential

segregation by race. )

The two vacancy rates were both significant, but with oppiosite

A impacts on segregation. A loose market for owner-oNipant hosing was
-

generally associated with a lower level of segregation--a finding that is

I

consistent' with expectations.. On the other nd, a high vacancy rate in

the renters' market was associated with a higher level of segregation. -

This result tends to support the hypothesis that the fear of i4sag
-4i .

I ) ±n,i..
existing tenants may increase the landlords propensity to dif e nate.

The regional dummies were,for the most partsignificantauggesting
,=, .

I

)

that. the level of segregation °in the South and in the North 'Cent -1

,

states was generally higher than the level in either the or4lEast

the West. These regional coefficients dre4-difficult to nterpret,'but

undoubtedly depict the broad influence of importan excluded yariables.

Finally, two variables--the propbrtion foreign s ock and the existence

.of fair housing laws--were.inp..ignificant. Howe er, since thelfair

O 6
1-0

4

,46
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)

housing dummy was an admittOky crude proxy for the enforcement of local.

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

the hypothesis that such legal restraints are an effective device to

promote residential integration by race.,

Summary of Findirigs

Cross-sectional regression analysis this revealed that, intercity
....-..-1----..

,4.:
.

. ,

:77trariations in the level of segregation were associated with systematic
SA

differences in the underlying characteristics of the population and )

,K 1

housing market. SMSAs with a large and rapidly growing black population

wexe generally more segregated than ot erwise similar; areas,, as were)

areas'with a relatively low cost of housing or with relatively latie5

differences in the socioeconomic status/of blacks.and whites. Vacandy

, ,

)rates also appeared to_ affect ,the -overall= level of segregation. While

the Observetreiitionsb4s are in ienerll consiitent'with more fundamental

causal models concerning the impact of prejudice and diScrimination))more

extensive analysis would be required.tpfadequately,tesi,sudh,hypothp'ses.

4

I

rr

4

it (c,

,

.3., 3',

. 1 r

I.
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CONCLUSIONS

The 1960s ushered in a series 'of social, political, and economic

developments that might have dramatically improved the prospects for

neighborhood racial mixing. Fair housing laws were enacted' at all levels

of government,'baCkt made rapid gains in income and education, and the

attitudes of blacks and whites alike grey increasingly favorable tdVirds

integration. This-paper examined,locational patterns 1n 19604ind 1970 to
.,

of housing markets.

of analysis was the

assess the effects 'of such:trends. on the segregation

It.,differed ,from. earlier work it that its basic unit
,

r

SUSA as opposed to the central city. ,)

The study revealed that the majority of housing markets, experienced

an'increasein segregation, -whether measured in absolute or ,in relative

),' .

Established racial patterns Were typically maintained thuughout

, ,

the 1960s, w,17-t peripheralblack population growth accommodated by the peripheral
)

expansidn of minority areas. This general pattern of development occurred

.s.

in both high and low ittc-ckniii neighborhoods, and ally,left the'average
o \ -t

black with fewir whites-a.dneighbors. Although the average white was at
ti

the same,tibe exposed to a slightly higher proportion of blacks, the vast

majority of urban whitei Continued to live in racially segregated.
f

neighbarhoOds:

Further analysis revealed that

1 1

not\be ekplained7by their poverty.

the segregation of

),

Other

1

),

urbairblacks toad

social',` institutional, and

markei forces were obviously at-work. An examination of cross-sectional

difierenced in 1966 and 1970 found that segregation wasgenerally high in,

_ 2,-

areas with a relatively'large oerapidly increasing
,

number2Of blacks; it
, il /IN- f d !' ii!' , ! i, 1.". \

\ ..:, .,- ,6-.-:4-
t

was'alsO high in areas with relatively filge 'racial differedes'in

. . ...,- ..)
r -.- _
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socioeconomic status, with relativelylow...housing costs, add-witht a
,mss

relatively tight market for owner-occupied dwelling units. Thus, varia-

. tions in segregation did not appear to be random, but were instead

related to broad market variables thought to be associated with the

-underlying determinants of segregationprejudice and overt discrimination.

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

.change in the level of.racial mixing when conditioni appeared to be
0

favorable for a reduction in segregation? Obvious chlanation is

that federal and state open housing ordinances were still in their

infancy at
0

t:he initiation of the 1970 Census), and that we havie yet. to,

id
obserVe their dull impact' on the spacial -brd1 eri145usehoids. It 'is

also ppssible that more `subtle forms of discriminatory behavior have

simply replaced the blatant techniques ofNfhe"past; indeed, recent 0,

allegations of racial steering and neighborhbad redlining tend to support

thisxiew. Finally, it is Rossible that the dead hand of the past

continues-to play a powerful role in the operation of housing markets.
! .

,

_ .,

Since a householea.alternatives,among different neighborhoods will
--,-.",...1

. A
ultimately'depend on the locational decisiods of the past; established

\ ,

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

S

decades-oz bvert discrimination may-thus persist for many years.
2

However, perhaps the'most telling expl nation for the conrinuan4e of

a high leV14'1 of segregation rests in an insight Attributable to. Thomls.
,N 4

, Schelling. t9). Schelling has shown that in!somerPlausible bat very
.

;

simple hypothetical situations, rather mild,racial preferences can ,

-2-

produce an exteeme degree of segregation. As long as households arei

0 relatively Mobile and'as long as blackS or whites value racially homo-
;. ;

a
)

zones, integrateornege
,

neous zd neighborhoods will be the exception and not the/

. _

1 t
rule. , v
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. This line of reasoning implies that the very strong feelings of
. ..,, ,.

discrimination i the past re "overkill" in terms of whit it takes th
,--"" . 1

. produce a high 1 vel of segr gation. It also su sts that open housing
,.., .

legislation alr.se may not g rantee racially
0

mix d neighbdrhoods, bifir

is some instances may simply .step the rate of neighborhood racial j,r,

transition, (11]. Thus, it see ssibIe that while recent attitudinal

trength of discriminatory forces,and policy chahges have reduced

even the residual forces which emain are sufficient to maintain a highk

segregated housing market.

i

What, then, are,the prone ts for future improvements in the extent
,,..!A i

iCof racial mixing? The remarks the last few-paragraphs paint a pessi- i .

i .

mistic note. They suggest chat

racial attitudes and, in the re

will continue to plague the ma

that the continued maintenanc

the average black's isolation
i

neighborhoods expandrperipher
5

in

ti

ori

of

from

the absence of a radical shift in

status of-b1SCks, racial segregation,_

y of urban areas. They-also suggest

he status' q6 will further increase.

this hatioh's-lbitei, as minority

and as blac k exposure to whites declines. -

;While such 'Projectiohs are inhetently dangerous,, the experience of recent
),

past leads one to be somewhat fatalistic.

,

.

. .

In
r
closing., however, we might note that there are several reasons ,

$ 1

1
f

7 '4
.

)for a more optimistih,assessmead of the future. To begin with, it .is
1 .

1 :

possible that apor& vigorous enforcement oflthe existing fair'hous 4 1

. i
...'

)
i

--;.
laws will encourage at least a alinimai increase in the incidence of ....

/
-,

/

-stable integrated neighborhoods; and that their success.hight further ,rt
i 4 1,

,

hecrease,the'publies resistance to racial mixing. Even if it does not,
1

openingening up areas that were previously barred,to'blacks.will.quite like;'-

result in improved h'ousing standards for mir4rity households. It may;

also serve to relielie price pressure within istablished ghetto areas
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It is 1 d'possible that the recent slowdown in the rate of blacl$

`'immigration metropolitan areas may reduce the proportion of blacks'

residing in ighly segregated neighborhoods. Recent migrants may be more

likely to locate 'in or adjacent to established black neighborhoods,

perhaps near friends and re vas who may have made the move in the ,

past. Sinte in the sixties, black immigration accounted for about 40.

percent of black metropolitan growth, the locational patterns of migrants
. ,

.
.

was4,undoubtedly a powerful force in pr ,eserving a fairly high level of

segregation. If migration continues to grow less important:-aT some
i

susaect that it will (14]=- future Increments in the number of blacks mayow- -
,. .st ..

r ,
be more ei'enly'distributed thrOughout.the metropolitan area.

,

'? 1

'Finally, it is_ always posit.b4 that attituAs towards race will, .

r.

-
continue 0 so/ten ,to the, point.where free choice of neighborhoods alone

wOuld pro4uce a' mild, rather than a high degree of segregation. Exposure

in public places- ,-say, at work or indirectly through,the media--maV

' \ '
-,-,ultimatelylincreAe the public's willingness to accept integration in the

1
.

private.sector. Future socioeconomic gains by blacks might also contri-

., , ff.
.'butet0'a!significant reductiiin is prejudice by reducing class-related

g-,---,-- ..$.:: -,"-vr,-- 1
i

,

discrimination on the part of whites. Herein,-it wouldseem,<lias,,the
4.

)

real hopel for the futuret.
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APPENDIX A

REGIONAL DISTRLBUTIONS OF 'URBAN BLACKS\
AND WIAITES BY PROPORTION BLACK

IN TRACT: 1.9t0 AND 1970
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.
FIGURE \

Changes in the Ritgional Distributions. of Urban Whites
by Proportion Black in Tract:, 1960-1970 (130 ,PS.SAS)' :/
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'FIGURE A.4.

Changes in the Ragional Distributions of Urban Blacks ,
by Proportion Black in Tract: 1960-1970 (130 MBAS)
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.0.4198 N.A. 0.5409 N.A. .0.0279 N.A

0.7139 N.A. 0.2504 -' N.A. 0.0344 N.A

0:3915: N.A. 0.0894 N.A. 0.0140 N.A

- 0.530 4.0; " 0.4297 N.A. 0.0326 N.A

0.35'7i N.A. . 0.5003 N.A. 0.1416 N.A

L 0.04Ah .A. 0.9325 N.A. 0.0086 N.A

01090 0.3035 N.A. 0.1059 N:A

0.2;98 0.1 0.7.324 3.8391 0.0123 ,,, 0.1110

0.3925 V.A. 0:5794 N.A. 0.0230 N.t
O

0.3560 0.0067 0.9361 0.9606 i
,

0.0037 0.003

0.1953 N.A. 0.1031 -N.A. 0.0114 N.A
. a.,.

0.0140 N.A. 0.9773 N.A. 0.0059 N.A.

0;4445 4.A. . 0.4804 N.A. 0.0541 V.A.

0.3362
!:

4.A.
*

0;9921 N.A. 0.0014
t

N.A.

0..4711. 0.4228 0.4596 0.4890 0:0682 0.087'

0.4796 0.3198
es,

0.4922 0.6117
Is

0.0211 0.0411

0.0911 4.4. , 0.8624 N.A. 0.0115 N.A
. -..

0.5312 0.4483 ,,,0.399 0.4441 0.0869 0.1171

0.2043 0.1645 0.7408 0.7866 0.0504- 0.0441

0.7120 0.6544.3- 0.2425 0.3645 0:0107 0.0225
.. .

0.6622 0.5643 0.2960 0.3854 0.0411 0.491

0.3226 0.4166 0.9708 0.9776 0.0044 0.0033

0.5614 V.A. 0.42 hat.
.

0.0347 N.A.
IS

. . :
0.2602 JM.A,, 07/190 N.A. . 0.1490 N.A.

7
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a-+

.'
MAC0'14) GA ' ) 13.4036

4A0150N. WI 0.0427 0:1/3;/

4AkCMESIER: NM
;0.3342 3.3648)

4ANSFIEL1, OM
,13.2621

4MC ALLEN-PMARR-EDINBURG, TX - 0.3050

40411.115i. IN-AR 0.5821 0.5903
)4EAIDC4, CI

0.3379

MIAMI, FL
0.7255. 0.7720]

410LAN0, II '0.4629 ;e.A.

41LwAuKES, WI ,0.7191 0.5433

41N6IAPOLIS-ST *AUL, MN 0.3896 0, 3137
MOBILE, AL

0.58424 M.A.

4001110. CA
'0.1202

A

40NROE. LA
0.5555 N.A:

loNIG3mov, AL 0.4312 0.6066

41.11.t, IN: 0.7069 0.5525.
r.

musickcoN-musitecum HEIGHTS, MI ',4015 N.Ae

.

0.42)7

0.9329

3.9924

0.6742

'0.9914

0.1960

0.9335

0.2320

0.4845

3.2555

0.5818

0.2;97

0.6627

0.2414

2.3699

0.2756

0.35.16

0.2492

0.3298

0
0.9105

0%5355

0.8370

'0.2679

-`3°.3092

0.3082

0.4916

0.2222

3.6898

0.5604

0.7869

0.2140

NA.641VILLE-DAVIOSON, TN 0.6346. 0.6306icP

BE(If 140, MA 0.1422

iEU'BRITAIht CT 0.3598 0.0576

4EVMAVEM,
.0.3681 0.1135'

NEW LOND011-6ROION-NORWICH, CT 0.1186

MEW OfiLEA%S, LA
0.6397 0.5184'

NEW yla4 cm, NY
0.5261 0.5383

1016K, 4.1.
/0.5169 Y.A.

iWPOAT NEWS-HAMPTON, VA 0.6331

NOIFOLK-POATSMOWM, VA 0.6953
-4 I

0.6798

NdRwALK, CT
0.24,55

ass'A, TX
0.4391 0.3768

-OLDEN, UT
0:1.1716 b.14921,

OKLAMO4A CITY, OK
0.7596

78

. N.A.

-20.8736c`

0.9924

0.1731

0.0084

0.0019

N.A.

040662

0.0019

H.A. 0.0432 N.A.

N.A. 0.0022 N.A.

0.2564 0.1211 0.1508

N.A. '' 0.0248 N.A.

0.1941 0.093 01.03,35.

N.A. 0.0526 N.A.

0.3353 0.024. 0.0188

0.6691 0.0104 10095

N.A. 0.1246 N.A,

N.A.
a

0.0083 N.A.
)

0.0910 I.A.

0.2412' 0.1984 0.1519

0.4231 0.0170 0.3232

0.0423

0.2937 0:0651 0.0702

NtA.
A

0.0200 4.A.)

0.9213 0.0253 .0.0201

ire0.6307 0.0721 0.0536

N.A. 0.0298' N.A.

0.3325 0.1214 0.1481

0.4350 0.0766 0_0527
7

N.A. 0.0114 N:A.

0.2294 ". 0.0394 0.0900

N.A. 0.0607 CA.

0.5897 0.0293 0.0330

0.1147. 0.0131 0.0132

N.A. 1:1.0206 NA



OMAHA" 4E-IA

38LA400, FL"

38080-VENIURA, CA

PATERSON-CIWON-PASSAIC.

PENSACOLA;

PEORIA' I',

PHILADELPHIA. PA-4J >

PHOENIX. Al

PINE bLUFF, AR

NJ

vir

PITISDuRGH, PA

PILTSFIE(.0, NA

PORILAMO, NE

P0811440, 09-WA :

PROVIDENCE-PAMTUCKET-WARWICK. 8I-MA

PROVO-OREM' UT

PwEBL3, co

%ACME, 1tC

RALEIGH
4

RC

-4EA01kG, PA

RENO, NV

RIC113431 VA

NkGANOME, VA

ROCHESTER' NN

ROCHESTER, NY

RGCKF340, 11

SACRAIENTO,CA

SAGINAW, MI

Si JOSEPH, MO

ST LqUIS.40-1L

SAEY.

SALIVAS-MCNIENEY, CA

0.6163 0.5920 . 0,3523

0.6403 ,:t Y.A. \ 3.1059 .

{
17,.

"'"0.1111-84 0.8613

.4420

V.A.

4A.A. 0.5224
t

0.4523 N.A. 0.4463

0.5131 0:4219 . 3.4660

' re-:J.1066o.tasi N.A.

0%1658 0.3916 0.5980

0.4637 ---"' N.A. 0.3142

0.5139 0.4332
. 0.4501

0.3664 0.0972

;0.,31.26 0::::: i 0.9826

-04119 0.4013.
\ o.s644,

oe2/0.2487 o:1774

0.0010 4.9960N.A.
,

0.3463 0.3647 0.9446

0.3426 04130

0.454 .0:4'2:6 0.4185

-0.1758\ 0.1164 . /0.411116

.0663 N.A. / 0.8738

0.6514 0:6601 '9.2598 ', 0.2537

0.6034 V.A. 18.3.511 , N.A.

0.9896-

1--(:::::11 "E.:
0.00220.01e N.A.

-0%4838 0.4179

//

0.4796 0.5563

185A

0.0336 0.01-40
0.1602 0.2666 0.6008 0.1027 0.0375 0.0300

0.2352 A.2350 0.6858 14.6801 0.0350 0.0298

0.5033 0.5326,Z-- '0,3649 0.4206 0:0509 'N0.0460
/

0.0757
.4'. - 0.8982 N.A. 0.024- '' N.k.

_00267 0.782 0.2263\ 0:2408 ).0436% 0.0404

or

0t3826
.

0.0258 0.0234

N.A. 0.0529 N.A.

N.A.. ,N.A. 0.0148 '

0 N.A. 0.0306 A,11.

,NJ. 0.0972 N.A.'

0.5550 0.0213 0.0202

N.A. N.A.0.9655

0.5731 0.0213 0.0229

N.A. 0.2174 N.A.

6.5202 0.0343 0.0379
i

N.A. 0.0139 N.A.

: 0.9808 0.0020 0.:0

0.5756
.4\___._

. 135 0.0120

0.0320 0.0165 0.0143

' N.A. 0.0002 N.e.
. _.

0.9150 0.0161 0.0168

N.A. 0,.0410 M.A.

0.4215 0.1242 0.1554

0.8,676 .0,0179 0.0150.

0 H.A. 0.0155 4.8..

a
-3.17be 0.0020 N.A.

Y.A. N.A.'

0.3134
Go.

0.293i 0:1)205
, .

. o.o246
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SALT LAZE CITY, UT

SAN ANGELO, Tx

SAN ANTONIO, IX

SAN IIMARDINO-RIVERSIOE-ONTAR 3, CA

SAN DIEGO, CA

SAN FRANCIS,C0-OAKLAND,

SAW JOSE, CA

SRNIA 811118ARA,CA

SANTA R3SA, CA

SAVA4NAN, GA

fi

SCRANTON, ?A

SEAITUElpERETT, MA

SUERNAN-DENISON. TX

SHREVEP3RI, LA

SIOUX CITY, 1A-hE

SIOUX FALLS, 50

SOWN BEA41,-L61

SPOKA6E, WA

SPRINGFIELD. IL

SPRINGFIELD, NO

SPRINGFIELD, 4

SPRINGFIELD-CHICOREE-410LYOKE, MA -CT

1

STA9FJ123, CT

STEUSENVILLE-WEIRION. 00-WY

S104104, CA

SYRACUSE, NY

T'ACOA MA'

TALLAOASSEE.,fL

IANFA-SIPETERIbURC, fk

TERRE HAUTE, 14

IEXARKAAA, IX-AR

I

0.3533 0.5427

0.4557 N:A.

0.4718 0:4127

0.2378 0.2195

0.4515 0.3920

0.5414 0.4999

, 0
0.0457 '0.0374

0.3480 0.0574

0.3261 N.A.

0.5831 0.5741
,;

0.0432' N.A.

ia
0.4435 0.4715

'0.1726 N.A.

0.5554 0.59E4

0.3540 N.A.

0.3363 V.A.

0.4061 0.1791
. .

3.1729 00139

. 0.3394 4 V.A.

0.1371 ^ 0.0789
. ,

0,3949 0.2739

(.( ', ° '0.3601 M.A.

0.2532' 0.1295
":11

.. -
0.2573 0'.1847

.273* 0.2542

0.3 43 0.4253

0.20 0.1822

0.4558 V.A.

0.6783 0.5933

. 0.1794 N.A.

, - 0.2191 N.A.

80

0.9148

0.5204

0.9247 ,

N.A.

0.0050

0.0231 N.A.

0.4106 0 5465- 0.0340 0.0384

3.71 0.7427 0.0327 0.0277'

5 0.5574 . D.0219 0.3217_-__,0-46

0.3745 0.4286 0.0474 0.0421

_ .

0tt950 0.9151 0.0159 0.0060

0.9096 0.9017 0.0221 0.0149

0.9114 N.A. 0.00.85 N.A.

0.2062 0.2808 0.1102 0.1447

' ' 0.9060 N.A. 0.0033 N.A.

0.481\ 1 0.4589 0.0149 0.0123

3.758I N.A. 0.0655 4.e.

*1:2247 0.2646 0.1085 0,1566

,
0.9019 N.A. 0.0086 N.A.

0.9639 N. 7. : 0.0019 N.A.

0.5514 0.5E24 ' '0.0404 9.0374

0.8971 0.8438 0.0103 0.0091
-,..

0.6258 N.A.
.1.

0.0321 14",4*

0.8761 0.9344 0.013 0.0154

.
0.5534
,c,..

06.08 0.050 0.0671

'----111:A.,0.5899 . N.A. . 0.0279

3.6882., 0.8242 0.0545 0.0431
-

.
, .

0.7094 0.7773 '. 0.0311 0.0)51
44 . , '

0.6162 0.6331 ' 0.0379 0.0321

0.5850 0.5568 0.0216 0.0124

0.74341, 0.7737 0.0282 0.018C

' 0.4118 I N.4. 0.1306 N.A.
.

0..4860 '0.359.1, 0.0347 0.0468
,..

0.7955 ' N.A. ' 0.0233 N.A.

0.6074 -N.A.',. 0.1723 N.A.
11



1%

1C1t0 3, ]N -M1

101,4<A, <5

1A4N1CN. NJ

10053U. AZ

TULSA, 38

10SCA103SA,

TYLER, IX

UTICA-N:1N 040

NALI.E.49-'4APA. CA

NINELANC-N11.11111.4-421084,0N. NJ

AACG TX

AASHINGI3N. CC-80.-VA

NATEN404N1 CT

AIENA:15. 11

/al PALI 8EACN.
1\

401E14.144, NIOIN

..l01101. 85 t.

4101114 FAILS, IX

.u118E5-EARRE--NAZUTPN. PA

611.81N6130., Of-NJ-NO

.111MIA.413NI NC

AOPZE5111, 01

YORK, PA

Y0UNG5136N-i4k/EN. ON.

0.5956 0.b415 3.36 9 0.3240 0.0333 0.033b

0.1844 0.1479- 0.7465 0.7878 0,0581 0.0571

0.4169 N.A. 0-4847 A.A. 0.0463 N.A.

0.1718 0.24/0 0.7828 ,6.7e14 3.0238 0.0234

0.7C06 N.A. 0.2649 0.0242 N.A..

0.)79) N.A. . 0.4678 N.A. 0.1617 4.1..

0.4512 0.4104 0.4155 0.4299 0.1325 0.1594
A

0.1111 0.3375 001002 0.6007 0.081 o.Wroo

0.2613 N.A. :
1

0.6297 1,4.44e 0.0418 N.A.

0.3203 N.A. 0.5772 N.A. 0.0924 , N.A.

0.4426 0.4328 3.4314 3.4743 0.0053 0.0923

0.1117 0.6653 0 .2145 O. sob 0.0706/ 0.0014

3.2383 0.1377 0.7171 0.82L5 0.0414(. 0.0350w

0.4561 0.4492 0.5135 0.4103 0.0270 0.0202
/

. 0,5741 .-"". 0.2631 N.A. 0.0561%

,0.1311 !..(0.8710 N.A. 0.0198 N.A.

AMA 0.1121 0.6601P- J 0.2640 0.317,2_ 0/0204 0.0202-,

0.6221 ;N.A. 0.3t90 N.A. 0.0276 o N.A.

0.0434 0.0143 0.9504 -0.9617 '0:0053 0.0030

0.4457 N.A. 0.4826 I , 0.0684 N.A.
-7/4

0.:44101$4, NoA. 0.4197 N.A. 0.1343

0.0631 0.0450 Q.9198 0.0462. 0.0097 0.0064

0.2606 N.A. 0.1194 " 0.0175 N.A.

0.4473 N.A. 0.4623 0.04 N.A.

s.
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TABLE S.

49,

SLACK ExP3SOE TO wi11TES, BY'.NEIGHBORH000 TYPE

LOW 1404E 'gum 4100LE INCOME TRACTS HIGH INCOME TRACTS
1960 1940 1960 1970 60

r r -

1970

49I1ENE, TX' 0.1562

ARRatio 03363

ALBANY, SA 0.1334t

ALBANY-SCMENECIA0Y-TROY, NY' 0.6571

ATOuouTlauf, MN 0.9500

ATTE11044-PETIII.EttE,4-EASTON, PA -NJ 0.9691

ALIG1NA, PA 6.3,396 z,,,, '

AMARILLO, TX
a e

0.2495
'...

AA/MEIN-SANTA ANA - GARDEN GROVE, CA 0.7755

-440EAS04, IN w
. 0.4755

ANN ARTOR. MI 0.5758
.....____

APpLEI04-OSNKOSMc NI 0.3309

0.114

0.14.69 I

idylltE, NC
_

4)LA414, GA
ATLANTIC CITY, NJ 0.105

AUGUSTA, CA-SC 0.2146

AUSTIN. IX 0.4002

BARERSFIELO, CA hASE4

3ALIIM3IE, MO 9.1284

94TONA3JGE. LA o 0.1952.

BAY CITY, MI .0.9312

DEAtm941-PC61 AkiNUA-aRANGE, Tx 0.2540

BILLINGS, Hi 0.9119

91LCX1--SJIJP9R1, MS .0-4315

IINGhAN15N.-1/44 '049968

OINHINtnAM, Al 0.2514.
''11

IlCCIINCTOK-409KAT, IL 0.91E1

C;
V.A. . 3.6024 1.4.

0.4117 0.9112 0.6125

N.A.
5

0.7725 N.A.' 2

0.7397. 0.9680 0:9706,
..,

0.P634 ° 0.9558 0.1871

N.A. 3.9831 N.A.

' 4.11...
0
,0.9946 N.A.

N.A. 0.7913 W.A.

N.A. 0.4715 N.A.

4.71. 0.1200 N.A.

0.4184. 0.9027 019242

N.A. 0.9899 N.A.

ti.i, 0.11112 Nt
0.1831 't 0.7465 .0.tE00

- _

V.A. , 0.7332 N.A.

N:A. 0.8012 N.A.

0.4109 0.9343 .04664
, A , Syr »r

,

6.5272 0.4035 0.8678
,

0.1660 3.3475 3C5172.

1..

0.20795- 0.5761 0.7319
...--

N.A. 4,0.9260 1 N.A.

N.A.
/ ;0.9070 N.A.

N.4.' X0.9989' 4 N.A.

V.A. 3.8147 N.A.

0.6694 0.9849 0.9332
t

0.2146 f 0.5484 '0.600s

V.A. 0.9815 Imn" N.A.

82

N.A;

0.9379 0w9637

0.117 N.A.

0.9799 0.99,24

0.9773 0.9632

0.9455. N.A.

0,191 N.A.

0.A939

00610

0,..9756 V.A.

_048841' -.0.6974

0.9893 N.A.

0.9061 N.A.

0.4245 0.9095

0.7669, V.A.

0.7243- N.A.

0.9616 0.9756

0.9580' 0.9744

'0.7629, 19.8,124

0.7476' 0.6547
t

0.9928 N.A.

0.8086 N.A.

0.9190 N.A.

0.9420 N.A.

0.91146' .0.9961

0.9161 0.1902
5 '

1'0

0.9793' N.A.



3OISE CITY. 10

30513k. YA *0

'8410CEP3i1, CI

BILISIM., Cl

BROCKTON, MA

30,14SWILLE-1ARLIIGE4-5A4 6EMITI. lx

'ROY-COLLEGE 5181103, fk

.

I

0.3532

0.3370

0.5381

0.9925

0.9236

0.9573

0.3895

-*N:.4.

- 1.4500

0.2516

N.A.

0.9322

Y.A.

Y.A.

BuFFAACr- NY i :\ 0.2;61 0.3551
.

CANTON. OW . 0.5405 0.5649

.CEDAR RA005.:IA
4

.:
0.7521'

:1149661:01-DR3INA. IV 0.5322 - 9.8.

CHARLESTON. SC.. 0.2434 00074

CHARLESTON, WY- 0.7216 N.A.-
, .

CHAILt.LIIE NC) 0.2193 -.0.19.70

CH411443364. 1N-0A ' 0.2335 N.A. -7 -.
. .

.,

CN1CITM. IL 0.3963 3.1359
0

CINCIN4A11. 13%-RX-18 0.2526 ', 4.444

CLE9EL3). ON . 0.1395 0.1687 .

COLOAA3C SPKINGS. CO 0.1627 0.7.579

.
:Ot.o4rIA, NG 0.9159 41*4..

:aumBie. SC 0.2386 % 3.233i-

COLIP10U5, GA-AL
/
/ 02317 0.2024

toLum3u5. en 0.3353 04894

CORPUS CHRISTI.. Ix .

0.5494
%

0.5956

)4LLk5, TX 0.1654 0.2259
. . / ,

7AWE9PORT-RZCR ISLAND-ROLINE, IA-IL 0.9514 4.Y.A.

. . 0.1674 , N.A..04Y79%..114

..

OECAIJR, II..
0 0

0.6486
4

0.7659.
DENW6. CO 1 a 0.32)4 . 0.4124

-58s 101455k 14 .0.506 0.5271
Tt . .

?EMIT. 41 .

0.1756 0.2506

#.

0.91.58 N.A. 0.6,32 Y.A.

0.8900 0.9277 0:9750 0.9154

0.9448 0.9794 0.9810 0.9872

* 0.9768 h.A. 0.9767 -11.4.

A
0.9793 0.9925 0.9834 0.9941

.

3.9851 N.A. . 0%9895 Y.A.
?

0.6669 N.A. 0.9170 W.A.

'0.9666 0665. 0.9441 .0.8379

,0.9741 0.95614 0.9791 0.9932
. .

'G.9125 N.A. : p 0.9890 N.A.
.. -

1.9380 U.A. :0.447e N:A.

0.6185 0.6304 .0.7592 0.8893

0.6616 (l.A. 0.9222 N.A.

0.7800 0.E421 0.8718 0.9360

0..9166 N.k. 0.6353 N.A.

3.2855 "3.3488 05735 0.5937
0

0.5145 h.A. 0.7730 N.A.,

0.38421 0.6948 , Op' 0.5136 0.9901
..,..4.-

0

0.9538' 0.4323 -- 0.9685 0.9744

0.4682 N.A. 0.9710 N.A.

0.7204 0.709 0.6484 0.8840

0.662S 0.1599
--...-

0.50t4 04652

0.3719.- 0.5312 0.5933 0.9822

0.9434. 0.8504 0.9925 0.99(;2

0.4877 0.1;39 0.9283 : 0.9431
. ' -

0.9714 N.A. 0.9855 M.A.

0.6457 N.A. 0.4425 TE.41.

..=

0.9351 0.1261 0.5237 0.1530

03 4352 .-.0r3631 09455 0.9648

0.9766 ,04728 0.9E85 '0.99$5

0.,3449: 0.4786 013891 0.7563

i. 8,3 -7'
,
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OulltipuE. IA

OuLula-SUPERIOR, mk7N1

0uRNAI, VC-
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TEAM Ht.J1E. IN

I

0.3588 N.A. 3.0132
..'r .. ..

'0.00140.3110 00113

; 0.350t
o

N.A.
, .k.0.0069

t

0.0660 0.0557-

o:13142 0.0611

1110.::::0

° 0.3473 3,0599 00178

0.1230 0.12274 .0215

0.3311 0.0121 .0114
i .

,,

0.0435 0.0327 ,' 4102
-:.

. .

9 0.3154 .0049

0.5895 0.4714 t.1316r

0.3371- ' 4.4. 0.3007

, 0.3241 0
r
0235 0.0077

.0.3930 N.A.. .0:0763

4 .. .:/ ..

3.2323 0.5422 0.1186

0.3194 1:0319

0.3330 M L. 0.0014

0.1324 0.090s 0p216

4.0131 0:4141.& O.6loo

0.3119 N.A. 3.3055

0.1208 - 0.1575

4?,...30980:5279 0.0155,,..)

'0.0323,

0.0154 fr.A.4 0.3046

0.1614 0.1154 40016,5

0.0/33 3.0380

077346 0.3939 ' 440060

0.3542 0.3259`ct. 0.0086

70.0t69. 0.0521

0.2047 N.A.

0.3762 0.f 2

0.3491 `4.A.

0.120

3,0333

° "0.0151

N.A. 0.0037 4.A.

0.0009 *ci.pool. 0.0005
t-

N.A. 0.0062 N.A.

0.0446 0.0074 0.0101

0.0212 0.0134 - 0.0081

VI
3.0359 .) 0.0033'' 0.0015
0

0.010.1 -'' 0.0f35 . 0.0671
/.,

0.0039 0.0051 0.00E9
,I,

A
011!1440 4 0.0083 44,
Ac A. 01005(p. N.A. .

aIl3c , r 100.03111' 0.03'34

N.A. 0.0020.: N.A.

.a.
0.00A7 ..,, 0.0134 /-'; 0.0082.

N.A..
o .0.0310 NSA.

0.114.7 0.0262 0.0364

A. 0.0014' 4:-4.1

,4
N.4.. 0.0007 X

0.0232 0.0057 0.0028

0.012k . st.ocifi; 0.9005
'NI -

N.A. 0.0047 ' 1.A.
t

'*/.°.,

A.05:31
'..

a 0.15 '0.0046,

0.0451 4140014 0.0)38'

A.A. . 0.0070 N.A.

0.0129
, 0.0102- 0.0146

0 . .

011.4149. 0.0281 00:0168 .

4,2J

0.011# : 0.0067 - 0.0008

0.0055 ,.. 0.0054' 0.0031

0:040 0.0094 0.0008
.. . t 0

'

,N.A * 0.0778 N.A. '

0.3119 ° 0.002d 0:0075

0.0061 N.A.

9



I 0'
t

TiXARKANA. TX-AR

101E00. OH-Hi

_TOPEKA. 0

111E41341 N%1

MCS)N-, AZ

1U1SA. tx

%iuSCALOL, Al

111141. ix

3110,-R311, NY

YAWEJO-NAPAd CA

_SUNELAYG-M11.1.VILL1-8810rATON.

NACU. TX

4ASIOGI)N, 0C-MO-Y

4A1ERGUiY.

laTERLO). IA

15t-PAL4 HALT:, ff.

4 LING. WY-OH

dl( JA, KS

iICi 1..% FAILS, TX

WILKES kRRE--11421.1tION, PA

WILNINtION, 68-NJ-NO

W11.41.3.613 . NC

doacEsTEA,

YORK, PA

YOUNGS10Wh-WARREN, OH

S

NJ

0.2178

0.0796

0.1348

N.A.

0.0915

3.1193

1. 0.2294 4.A..

0.3458 0.0478

0.3563 ' N:A.
,....

0.2371 N.A.

0.2126 0.3993

0.3410 0.0190 r

0.3916 N.A.

0.1625 N.A.

0.2055 0.2394

0.1752 3.2287

0.3974 C.1000 ,

0.3525 0.0462

0.1721 . N.A1

0.0370 N.A. -

073454 0.3521 (',
0.3639 V.A.

.0.3334 0.0006

. 0.1501 N.A.

0.2367 N.A.

0.3235 0.3153

0.3452 1.1,

0.1360 . N.A.

le

0

*0.2107
°

N.A. 0.1018
(.
.

N.A.

0.C117 0.009S, 0.0060 0.0051

0.0404 . 0.0462 0.0060 0.0090

0.0536 LA. 0.0529 Nd.

0.0221 0.0145 0.b032 0.3077

0.0200 N.A. 0.0030 N.A.

000 H,A. 0.0719 N.A.

1819 0A954 0.0512
.-

0.0067.

0.0136 0.0373 0.0033 0.0035
.

0%036/ N.A. 0.0190 , N.A.

0.0927 N.A.'N.A. (10408 N.i.

0.0809 0.0e45 . 0.0064 0.0051
i

,

3.3645 , -0.0716 0.0261 0.0193

0.0113 0.0156 0.0099 0.0049

_0.3225 0.0163 0.0011 0.0029.

0.0130 N.A. 0.0149 N.A.
.

0.0106 LA. 0.0123 N.A.

3.0113 3.0304 3.0078 0.0106

0.3253 N.A. 0.0346 14..A.

*.0.0069 0.C347 0.0059 0.0037

.
0.0447 N.A. 0.0256 N.A.

0.1812 N.A. 0:0399 N.A.

0.3039 '3.0)17 0.0026* 0.0011

0.3038 h,.A. 0.0041 N.A.

0.0202 N.A. 0.0061 N.A.



ACTUAL AND EXPECTED REASURES OF SEGRECATIOV
FOR INDIVIDUAL SMSAs: '1960 AND 1970/



1

11KR1N, 31A

ATLANTA, CAA

AuCJSTA, LA -SC

O

"AUSTIN, Tx*

BALTIMORE, NO'

:... 1413N RaUCE, 14.17

1 iE4U43NT-PORT ARTHUR- ]RANGE, TX

BIRKINGAP, Al.

BOST3h, MA

8RIGEP3R1, CT

SuffALA, NY

ChARAES13h, SC

CHARLOTTE, NC'

thATTAOCCA, 01-

. CNICAL1, IL' `

CkNE1NNA11, Ch- Y.-.10,

CLEVELAVO, OH'
.

. ,

COLuH614, SC'

CO1111065, OH*

DALLAS, Tx * /

1AYTON% 3H C./ r--
v-

TABLE C.1.

OENVEk.. CO

,PETR91,T, MIA

i1.11.1T, MI .

FORT LAJ/fROAL -41LAYM030, fL,

1L111 0471+4 7

ti

ACTUAL QUO ExPEC160 4AJP5 af ExPOSURE

BL ACK EXPOSURf.TC AC9-8LACKS

ACTUAL Eix.PECTE0 ACTUAL EXPECT
1973 1960 197 ) 1960. 1970 1960 970

NON -BLACK EXPOSuRi TO BLACKS

t.

0.4546 3.4976 " 0.9160 '0.9162

0.7V72 0.74070.2145 0.2709

0.3A87 N.A. 0.7023 N.A.

0.4731. 0.4996 0.8776 0.8587

0.2138 0.2417 0.7561 0.j'111

0.2976 ;1.3205 3.7313 06549

0.3037 N.A. 0.7706 N.A.

0.3429 0r3364 e 0.6915 0.6303

'0.4127 0.5090 C.9507 0.9684

0.581.9 6.77E2 0.9211 0.9446

13.2:73 0.1884 0.9155 .0.9326

0.3714 0.3332 0.6564 0.;923

0.3,180 0.2631 C.7434 0.7099

0.3352 N.A. 0.6319 N.A.

0.1414 0.1620 0.6138 '0.8477

0.80:5

0.09d 0.2038 -,716.8304 0.04813
_

0.7268 6.6621

0.3375 N.A.
0

0.3574 0.3604
%.

0.3587 0.4184/

0..2055 0.2796

0.2375 N.A,

0.3885 04493

' 0.2021.

0,3231 .1-3117

.0.1257

0
0;2677 _0.214,6

0.8793 0.8774

0:8246 0.8290

O. N.A

.'16;4

0:8110 0.836

0.8157 0,9'10

0.8713 .A.

C:8824. .8814.

0.0402 0.0435

0.0616 '0.0801

0.1551:, N.1.

' 0.0612 IL0T611

'0.0658 0.0674

0.1175 0:1 6./

0.0824 /

0.1428 0..4778

0.0197/ 050157

0.0468 0.0428

3.0252 iL02eX'4.

'0.17911 0.1994 -40.

_0.0956 0.0854;#'
0.0633 N.A.

0.0303 0.0272

0.0413 N.A.

0,03 0.0341

O. 270 0.1607

.0472 0.d551

0.0389 0%0475'.

0.0283

0.0165 0 tse

0.0444

0.0451

0.017 1.k.

0.0324 0.0319

1960

f- //

0.0810 0f1600

0
4.

2 6- 0...2.191:-

.2803 N.A..

0.1136 0.1320

04326 .0:2152

0.271:3 0.2999

0.2090 N.A.

0.2879 0.3332

O.T3 0.0299

0.0741 0.0519

0.0803 0.0633

0.3177 0.3.45

0.2234 02305,

0.1570 N.A.

0.1742, 0.1421

0.1084 'N.A.

c 0:1590" 0'.1417

/ 6.2588' 0.2953

.

0.1157 0.1156

--
0.1559 0.1407

0.1066 N.A.

6.0:11k 0.0340

0 V471 -6:17110 0.1463

, 0.1222 0.0975

0.1238 N.A.

0.1068 '0.1054

0.0337

WO;



/

GARY-HA440NO-EAST CHICAGO, 14* 0:1937

GREENSBSRO--NINSTON:SALfm--HIGH PdI4T, NC* 0.2910

a 4_REENVILLE, SC* / '
I

0.6612

ARRIS3d116! PA' 0.49;3

'HARTF2R6, CT' 0..389

HOUST0'1,
.
Tx* . 0c3135

1N0IMNAP0L15, IN' 0.2962

0.2519JAN SON, MS

. JACKSONVILLE, 01 . Pi C.2037

14 JERSEY CITY, NJ 0.4839
-.-,

KANSAS CITY, MO-KS ,
1 9 0.2544

....

P

/ --.
a
0.4314_ KNOxvILLE, 1N

v

LITTLE R3CK-NORL4 LITTLE ROCK. Al*"' 0.3824

LOS AN1ELES-LONG BEACH, CA 0.2930. , .A
,i, LOUISVILLE, KY-fN* --0.2976

MEMPHIS, if; -AR' ,f.., 0.1979

41A41,41* 0.23;5

4E6 4AVE49 CT' 0.5462

NEW YORK CIIY.NY1 0.4019

.

0.2020. 0.8106 4 0.8429

0.3631 0.7956 0.7763

0.4678 0.8430 0.6114
.

0.5547 40.920 0.9398

0.4951 0.9It:7 0..9396

0:21361 0.7917 0.7749

0.3327 i

6.8725 0.8487

N.I. 3.5913 N.A:

N.A. 0.7565' M.A.

N.A. 0.89:,3 N.A.

N.A., 0.4.731 N.A.

N.A.N.A.. 0.9262 *

0.4342 3.1313 0.7605 ,

.-

0.3478 0.8169 0.9286

0.1862 C.0698 0.5728

0.2595 0.5944 0.5914

0.1952 G.5401 0.0409

.

0.6340 041769 0.9172

0110 ORLfANS, LA*4
_

0.2499 0.3339 0.6624 0.6644 0.12184 0.1461

0.4120 0.0264 0.8781

N.C. p.0728 N.A. 0.1841" N.A. Aft _

*

0.0422. 0.0362 9.1782 A2.1512
?

0.0723' 0.0951 0.1972 0.2033

0.r171 0.1420 .0.1493 0.1730

0.0362 0.0344 0.0681 0.4670

0.0324 0.0206 0.0761 0.0i43

0.0744 0.0677 0:1878 0.1917

0.0418 0.0557 0.1232 0.1422
. .

0.1479 N.A. 0.3469 N.A.

0.0622 N.A. 0.2256 N.A.

0.0542 N.A. 0.1006 N.A.

0.0348 N.A.

0.0324 N.A.

0.087C 0.1181

0.0340 '0.0256

0.0412 0.050W,

0.1217 0.1513

0.0415 0.0336

,tt*

-14.1023 -13.!0::
.

0.1195

.40.0701 N.A. N
.

0.1078 '0.0684
. , W

0.1205 0.1129 # , F...

.

0.3658 0.3443 -
0.1489 0.1448'

t.

) . - .___

. (111.6AuK '5, NI 0.2614 3.3418, 0.9190' 0.9443 . 0.0216 0.0i191 o.oiss s0.0528

9164E05115-SI PAUL, Mh 0:61,0 0.6/97 ' C.9814 0.9854 0.0174 0.0139
. * o.oloe 0.0096

.

4oalvE, AL 0.2925 WA. . .1.6435 N.A. 0.1252 N.A. 0.2926 N A. '

Ni'SOVILLE-0.4VIDSON; TN*
.

0.3014 O. C.6095 0.7637 0.0654 0.0704 0.1757 1840: r

0:0725 0.0538' ' 0.117 0.0778
-

r
(4.;969.P-

,.° .

.

0 90 0.2951

0.0779 0.0 32 .1601 0.1134 ". -

NENPORTAVS-HAMPTON, VA 0.2950 N.A. 0.
t.-

* .A. 0-1034 N.A. . 0.2561 N.
i N,

/ . '.
44RE3LK-PORNMOul4, VA' . . 0.2253 '0.2305 :.7262 0.7079 0,098 0.05 2 0.2562 .0.27e7

KLANOmA CITY, *OK.
..

,
0.2245 N.A. 0:9055 N.A. 0.0210 N.A. 0.452 N.A.

r,

ANA A.45-1A 0.385 -4.1.>360 0.9272 0.1379 0.026 0.0235 0-.6675 0.0571

101 1 °K.

4400, a
.

, ...
:

0.3 :11 N.A. C.8411 N.A.
,-,

31 N.A. 0.1.449 N.A.
.

0.9406 N.A./ PAT RS24-C1101C4 -PASSAIC, 4.1
, .

4..5289 N.A. atm! H.A. .0549," N.R. 102:
o
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1

0
VA) a

.

ti

PHILADELPHIA. PA-4J

PHBENIX, AZ

PITTSBURGH, PA*

RICHMOND; we'

AaCES1Eq, NY

SACRAMENTO, 00..

ST AJJIS, HO-114

S`AH ANTONIO, TX

SAN 8ERIAACINO-RIVERSIDE -ONTARIO, cA,'

SAN Dles3, CA

AN'FAANC1SCO7CIAKLANO, CA

SEATTLE-EVAETTI.WA

SHAE9kPORT, IA*

TAMPA -ST 1,818856118G, FL*

voAtoa, 3H-g18

1NENTal

TULSA, 3K

WASHIAGTON, DC- NO-VA8

WEST PALM NEAGH, FL

WICHITA, XS

DElij-A0

youNciimiN-mARRtN, OH

4.

,f

4

0.3130 N.A.

0:6415 :0.5916

0.45)1 0.5298

0.2621 4.2521

0.4846 0.5594

0:7317 0.7548

C.2312 .0.2421

0.4)56 0.5503

0.7337: 0.7546

0.5231 J0.6027,

0.4342 0.4815

.C.5.166 0.5796

- 0.2255 0.2653

0.2a76 '0.3604

0.3731. 0.1255

r1/4 , 0$4853 N.A.

0.2822 N.A.

0.2113 0.2559.

0.2654 N.A.

0.2694 0.3216,

0.4563

0.4666 K.A.

1 °
041172 N.A. 0.0665 N.A.

,
I

C.9614 0.9594 0.02r6'. 0.0232
A

0.9250 0.9288 0.0345 0'4310

0.7334 0.7090

0,9302 0.9560

G.95119 0.9E711 0.036,40.0297

0.8289 0.8421 0.0441 0.04

0.9311 0.9312

0.9700 0:9739

0.6415 0.6019

If 0.8872 0.8787

3.91i9 0..9010

0.0882 '0.0891

0.0339 0.0241

0.0386

0.9547 Q.9625 0.0329 '0.0278
o

...00.9550 0.9618 0%023.7 -.0.0231,

C.8841 0.9106 0.0511 0.0452

0.0176 0.0152

0.108-6 0.1367

0:0348 0.040

0.0336 0.0331

.8279 N.A. 0/.0.965 N.A.

:9010 N.A. 0.0248 N.A.

.7371' 0.7361 0' :0719 0.0024
'11

.8157 N.A. 0.0565 N.A.
)

6.9251 0.9342 .6.0207 0.0203

0.8685 oN.A.. 0.0686 A.A.

G.9020 N.A. 0.0489 N.A.

.

C.

alerts *ore then. 95 percent of all non- whites.

103.1

0.1735 N.A.

0.0336 9.0377

0.0703 0.0&67

0.2465 0.2507

0.0652 0.0412

0.0466 0.0378

0.1581 0.1410

5.0667 O'.0653

i 0:10429 0.0355
\ .

0.0433..0433. (.0369'
.'.

0.1045 0.0855 4

0.0292 0.0255

0.3121 -0:3133

0.1075 .0.1138

0.0823 0.0934

------0.166 N.A

0.074 -N.A
1

0.2396 0.237x

0.1735 sN.A
.

\ 0.0709 0.059!I

4
\0.1226 H.4.
\ .

0 :'944 N. .



AKRON; OII+ II

AIL

AUG

AUSTIN, TO 1

BALTIMORE.

RAION RLuGE1 0

3EAU43NT-PORT \ART,IUR-3RANGE,
. -

61114INGOM; AL

BOSTON, 4A

IIRID.SEPC34, C16\.1

6UFF81.0. NY

CHAALES13N, SC'

CHARLOTTE..NC*

5 4TTANZ0GA. 1N-Gk,

CHICAG0,710

CINCINNATI,. 0M-KY -IN

CLEVELAVO, OH'

COLuM6CA. SC'

coLungs, go

OALLAS. TX'

OAYI34.

DENVER7'Cd

DETROIT, MI'

zFLINT. MI'

FOR(LAJOERDALE-HOLLYwOODI FL
f'

FORT 04TH. feti:m4,40000,..;

TAOLE C.2. ° ACTUAL ANO EXPECTED 14D10ES OF SEGREGATIONt
BLACK VERSUS NON-alACKS ,

INCOrm CORRECTEO
INDEX OF

SEGREGATION ..;"

1973 1960 1973, 1950

ACTUAL INDEX OF
SEGREGATION

0.5052 0.4590

0.7239 0.6490

0.4561 k.A. 3.4,

0.4657 0.4236--

9 .

Q 0.69-09

r`,.
4:%.T.514.8 0.5328

0.5037 0.4569`

0.7168

0.51,39 N.

0.5145' /140
rt°:-.35

0:5616-, 0.4753

0.3`713 0.1790

0.6579 0.5153

3.4488 0.4673

o.sa64 0.6515

0.6715 N.A.

0.8203 0.8108

04212 4.A.

0.7669 0.7621

0.5156 0.4789

0.5941 04264

130556 0.6729

0.7342 N.A, .

0.5950° '0.5349 '1

0.3535 04632

0.6316 0.6545
(--

0.3560 Y.A.

0.6999 0,7011'

o

.6059

0.6343

N.A.

0.4182

04866

N.A.

0.5p41 0.4662

0.5659 0.4744

. .0.3683" 0.1762

0.6865 0.5836

3.4342 . 3.4374

0.5722 0.6294

0.5971 N.A.

018263 0.8008"

0.6184 N.A.

3.7847

0,5095

0.5920

0.7507

0.7337

'0.5940

0.7501

0.6309

0.1/556

0.7596

0.4558

0.5231

0.6627,

N.A.

3.5343

0.6704

0.6540

lw
N.A.

9.6967 0.6975

EXPFCTE0,,INDEX OF
. SEGREGATION

1970 l'960

0.0029 _ 0.0038

0.0252 . 0.0402

.0.0174 '-N.A.

\b40088 6.0093

0.0113 0.0137

'0:0234 0.04S3

0.0204 H.A.

0.0206 0.0365
s

0.0040 0.0017

' 0.0048 0.0034'

0.0043 0.0041

0.0259 '0.0533

0.0332 0.0596

0.0110 N.A.

0.0121 0.0102

0.607r N.A.

0.606 0.0104

0.0124 0.0426 .

0.0049 - 0.0069

0.0195 0.0302

0.0019

0.0025

0.0110

0.002

0.0' 2

0.152

0.0015

59 N.A.

0.0132O. 105



.4 4

4

C.ARy-HA440NO-EAST CHICAGO, INA

GRIENS6140--wiNSIONo-sALEN-.-HtGH POINT. nCA

GREENVILLE, SC.

NARRISLAG, PA,

AK1f3R), CI-9

IOUSION, IX

INOIANPOLIS, IN.*
4

JACKSON, NS

JACA54444 vILLE, FL

JERSEY CITY, NJ

KANSAS C11Y, NO-KS

KNOXVILLE, IN

11111.1 AOCK1NOgIN LIME ROCK, KRA

LOS ANGELES -LONG SEACi, CA

LOUISVILLE, 1171116

MENON1S, IN-Ak9'

NIANI, FL *

411.6AUKLE, VI

41NNEAP3LIS-S1 PAUL, MN

4081LE, AL

TSNVILLE76AKIOSON, iN */

',YEN I1AVEN, Cl*

NEN ORLEANS, LAP

MEN, 3XA CilY, hY

RI, 4J

0' EWS-NANPION, VA

-NONFOLA-ObRISNOUJN, VA".

3 ANJNA CITY, OK

7,NAHA,'"1471A

311LANGO, FL

PAIIRSON-CLIFION-VASSAIC, NJ
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APPENDIX D

THE IMPACT OF SPANISHAMERICAN HOUSEHOLDS ONBLACK-WHITE
MEASURES OF RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION BYAACE

n some regions of the' country, Spanish-American households are a

r la'rge Minority group whose presence might, confuse the concept and deasure.-
. it. . . e

ment of residential segregation r el ,The data'presented.in the text

.
, N,... '.,, ..

tefer to the segregation of blacks and whien, whet:e either grouican:

7

1

include Spanish-American households. Although3"Spanish-American"-is,00t

a racial-category, the-majority of such households are white. As a,

result, it might bepreferable to-calculate Measures of segregation fOr

the subgroup of "Anglo-Whites".

-Unfortunately, census data do not allow for this modification op

anyt g but a limited scale. Since its definition Of,Spanish-American

households differed in 1960 an4 1970, the conceptof Anglo-whites could

be used for,comparisons.over time and thus was not used.in the
. .

,
. I

. ;

bulk of s anarysisa Valuable insights can nevertheless be gained,by
.

, )1

examinin ehe impact of sult, a modification in,ine particular,yeai./

--: 1

.

Accordingly-, Appendii examines
.

34 SMSAs whichhad a large Spanish
.. .

.

population in 1970, and compares segregation indexeS based on thesubgroup
, ...

of,Ant/o-whies to those based on the entire white populatiOn, .
-....

- g

Table D.1 shows the 1970 exposure rates of blacks and whites and the

index. of segregation fg^eaoh-definition ot.WhIte; the data pertain to

SMSAs in which Spanish-Aderican hodSeflolds were at least 10 percent of

,.the population. These tatisticsshpw that 'measures of.segregation are

.

extremely sensitize to'the defipition of white in areas with a, large

nish population.' OA Average, black. exposure to all,whites was almoSt
4

60 p rcent higher than black exposure to Anglo-whites;the exposure of
f

p

.
a '\

6



allwhites to blacks was about 26 percent higher than Aaglo exposure to
. . .

.

andand the index of segregation for'blacks versus all whites was
.

. ,

about I7 percent lower than the indexlfor blacks versus Aaglos.
C

These statistics indi = e that many of the whites that are found in
1

integrated aeighborhoods SpanishAmerican households.. Since Spanish
.

v.. Americans are also an economic and cultural minority, their inclusion is
..

k .

the analysis willundersiate the 'segregation of blacks from the dominant

white majority. Iadexes-,of tegregatian in

population-may thus appear unusually high.

a
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Table D.1

1970 Indexes Residential Segregation by Race
\\ A

For III Whites And For Anglo-whites
Index of

\ Segregation

Blacks Slacks
Percent Black Expoeure to Whites Whites Exposure to Blacks' Versus Versus

Spanish A ti' Anglo 'All .. Anglo , All Anglo All

',/

Hetrbpolitan Area. \Anerican, Whites Whites \ White's

-Bryan-College St., TX
Corpus Christi. TX
Denver, CO

AlhosuCrquei HH'

Anaheim. CA
Austin, TX

El Paso, TX

Bakersfield, CA
Brownsville, TX

'

Whites, Whites Whites

Brownsville,

Fresno, CA
Galvestnn, TX
Houston, TX
Laredo, TX fp-

Los Annelei, CA
Lubbock, TX
HcAllen-Pharr-Edinburn, TX
Otani, Fl.

Midland, TX
Hodesto; CA
Odessa, TX
Oxnard-Ventura, CA

Phonon?, AZ
-Pueblo, CO
Sacramento, a-
Salinas, CA
San Angelo, TX
San Antonia, TX
San Bernardlno, CA,
San Dingn,:-CA
San Francisco, CA

San Jose, CA .-

Santa.11'arbara, CA

Stockton CA

Tucson. AZ

0

,

,

\29'
..,,,,, ....,

.453

.:

.884

.

ll .526 .812
14 .266 .471

16 ..266 .499

76 .202 .979
10 .289 .468
44 .129 .629

, 11 \ .217 .369
56 .445 , 66.899

25's25 .202 , .449

12 .312 .413

10 .231 .109

.86 ,.671 .936 ,

IS '.134 .243
17, ar9 .420

79 J" :991

24 '.158 .232
10- e229.. .485

Ael2 ! .682 .863

14 .089 .560 ,

19 .444 .861

14 .316 .599
31 .486 .935

-10 .552 .686

21 .433 .62111

18 .297 .520
' 44' .142 .471 .,

16 . T.492 .717
2 ---.262-- ":.468 .-

11 .278 .375 ,

17 .591 .895 '
-17 .685 5910
18 .275 '.616 .

13 ,:- .463 .783
...

(

110

!.01-1"

.020

.004

.072

.oil

.006

.031,

.004

. 101

.027

. 016

.026

.061

,. 586 .428

.215 .080'

.271 .161

. 619'- .667

.630 .4S6-

.016

.704 .339

.715 .607'

. 226 .062

.015 .024 .675 :511

.091 .102 .536 .483

.064 .074 . .664 .615

.057 .056.019 :- .004

.022 .031 .799 .712

.022 .035 .663 .541-

.002 ' :002 '.055 .005'

.039' .041 .760 '. .725

.028 .053 . .649 .463

.007 `s .008_ .153 .120

.005 :02g .776 ,A10
'.010 .015. .310 .081\

.013 .021 .533 .360

.012 .016 -. .137 .046

.032' '.035 .283 .23S

.02 -3' .025 .370 .293

.016 '.023 .566 .456
:020 .034', 4.736 ,,492
.027 .033 .338 .238*

-':'014 -.,:=-022' 2,-;631 ''-,A81`':
--.911-l--7- .047 .597 .541

.013 '.016 ...095 .046

.020 .022 .082-- 60,

'.021
', .038 :507 .274

'.019 ,Q24 417
11
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