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Preface

The impetus for this reader arose out of my experience with civil rights policy
and legislative events over a six-year period as program manager for fair
housing research and evaluation issues for the Office of Policy Development
and Research at the U.S. Department for Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). At close range, | have observed most of the debates, decisions, and
indecision as HUD has sought to implement both Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, which banned discrimination in federally assisted housing, and
Title V1II of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which outlawed discrimination in
most of the private housing market. The strengths and limitations of these two
legislative mandates have much to do with the current state of the movement
for housing desegregation in America. Virtually all legislation is, however,
flawed if only in the inability to anticipate future problems and the ingenuity of
men and women in circumventing the law. Walter Mondale’s promise on the
floor of Congress in 1968 that the soon-to-be-passed Fair Housing Law would
replace segregated ghettos by “truly integrated housing patterns™ has proved
to be just such an unfulfilled prediction. A variety of local and national—
social, political, and programmatic—issues have contributed to this still in-
complete civil rights promise. This book provides an accounting of much that
has happened between the passage of those civil rights mandates and the
present.

From within the walls of HUD, hundreds of civil servants and political
appointees have sought over the past two decades the means to enforce the
country’s civil rights requirements, knowing all too well the obstacles in their
path. Commitment has worked beside disaffection and confusion in an effort
to enforce ambiguous, somewhat unpopular laws, Programs and regulations
have frequently become the subject of litigation and legislative revision. HUD's
civil rights mandate has thus unevenly evolved as a result of a variety of federal
and state court decisions, executive branch programmatic initiatives, congres-
sional revanche, and sporadic regulatory initiatives.

Having witnessed many of these external and internal pressures regarding
the issue of housing desegregation, 1 felt pushed to provide a wider audience
with a broad-ranging, “multi-disciplinary™ assessment of the diverse voices,
interests, and evidence heard from my vantage point at HUD. At one time |
believed that holding a conference, bringing together a range of viewpoints
and evidence, could facilitate a clearer mandate for action either within HUD
or without. | now realize that no single event, sharing viewpoints and data,
will overcome the substantial political and institutional obstacles in the path of
achieving housing desegregation.

This book is itself only one step out of many needed to clarify, extend, and
promote increased understanding and perhaps greater tolerance for housing
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x | Housing Descgregation

integration. My hope is that a similar anthology, prepared a decade from now,
will record that decisions were made, action was taken, and the evils of scgre-
gation and discrimination were nolticeably lessened.

This volume does not include contributions from the broad range of interest
groups concerned with these issues. The American Enterprise Institute, the
Heritage Foundation, the Potomac Institute, the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights, the National Committee Against Discrimination in Housing, the
NAACP, and National Neighbors are all likely contributors to the dialogue on
civil rights and desegregation. The views of current or past political figures
also are not directly included, although some reference is made to their opin-
ions. The reader may also miss statements and assessments of actions taken by
state or local governments or by private community organizations. This collec-
tion is deliberately—although by no means exclusively—focused on federal
policies and programs.

In addition to my experiences at HUD, there have been a number of col-
leagues and friends who have played a role in developing my thinking on the

"topic of desegregation. Before joining HUD, 1 learned a great deal about the
complexities of racial housing policies working with the Office of Neighbor-
hood Stabilization within the New York City Commission on Human Rights.
Eleanor Holmes Norton, then chairperson of the Commission, encouraged my
research interests and tolerated my naiveté. While at HUD, 1 benefited greatly
from working with George Schermer, 2 man whose rectitude puts weaker men
to shame. 1 also have a deep professional debt to the staff and leadership of
many of the private fair housing centers throughout the country, Working with
them over several years taught me about many of the obstacles to civil rights
enforcement. A number of attorneys have also helped knock some of the rough
edges ofl my understanding of legal and regulatory issues in fair housing;
among them are John Knapp, Harry Carey, Steve Sachs, Larry Pearl, David
Deutsch, Rich Stearns, John Herold, and Pat Hampton. | would also like to
thank George Galster and Jane Karadbil who provided valuable comments on
earlier drafts of my introductory material.

Personally my deepest debts are owed to Danilo and F:hadad They have

given me the encouragement, support, and care | needed to complete this
book.

John M. Goering
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Introduction
JOHN M. GOERING

“Atlanta is Open to You!™ the billboard poster reads, apparently offering black
families the prospect of living in a home of their choice, anywhere in the city.
For some, there will indeed be opportunities to live in racially mixed neigh-
borhoods. Others, however, will see this poster as another reminder of the
failed promises of the civil rights struggles of the 1960s. The Atlanta they see
is, like most American cities, still largely segregated. Over 85 percent of At-
lanta’s black population, roughly 200,000 people, would have to move in order
to achieve an even distribution of blacks and whites. The fact that Atlanta is
statistically slightly less segregated today than it was a decade ago means a
great deal to the few families who have found their way out of segregated
neighborhoods, but little to the bulk of blacks still living in ghettos.

There are many reasons why America has achieved so little progress in de-
secregating housing opportunities. At the heart of these reasons is a pervasive
uncertainty felt by most whites and many blacks about whether they really
want to build and sustain racially integrated communities. What is the point
of residential integration? Is it worth all of the social, fiscal, and political costs
associated with it? And if it is a worthy national goal, whose job is it to pro-
mote desegregation? If the federal government is the choice, what tools does it
have to eradicate or even weaken the walls of racial segregation?

Answers to these questions do not come from any single discipline or from
comprehensive research aimad at the causes of and impediments to housing
desegregation. Lawyers, social scientists, courts, and federal policy analysts
have separately, and for years, sought answers and provided arguments con-
cerning housing integration. This book brings together most of these diverse,
but intercrossed, threads of policy analysis and debate to provide a portrait of
the state of housing desegregation efforts in America in the 1980s.

Understanding how well or poorly the process of housing desegregation is
working is facilitated by understanding where the process is pointed as well as
where it started. The first section in this collection focuses on the legal and
political issues surrounding the goal of housing integration. Housing integra-
tion in this instance refers only to the stable sharing of a residential area by
whites and minorities and not to any personal interaction or social mixing.'
How important is the goal of housing integration to whites and blacks, and
what are the constitutional and legal problems associated with achieving this
objective? These questions are addressed with the legal analyses related pri-
marily to federal law, leaving for others the task 6f examining the relevance of
any state or local laws to the problems of housing desegregation.
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2 I Housing Descgregation

The second section provides evidence documenting the extent of segregation
as it is experienced by black and Hispanic citizens. The slight declines in
housing segregation experienced by blacks, in cities like Atlanta, have not
been shared by all Hispanics, leaving room for questions about how different
minority groups experience opportunities for housing integration in cities and
suburbs throughout the United States. This section also includes statistical
analyses of a variety of social and demographic factors as they help explain
levels of segregation. Among the major contributors to the level of segregation
is the practice of racial discrimination by real estate agents and rental property
managers. Such evidence provides clear proof of the extent to which deliberate
or inadvertent discrimination acts to sustain segregation. The malleability of
racial discrimination, by means of law enforcement, appears as one of the
major themes interwoven throughout many of the papers in this collection.

Racial discrimination, as well as demographic and economic factors, is in-
sufficient, however, 10 explain either the support for or antagonism to housing
desegregation and integration. Assessing the attitudinal and sociological pres-
sures associated with racial residential mixing is crucial to understanding the
prospects for stable racial integration. The third section of this book provides a
brief look at both attitudinal and social issues as they relate to private sector
housing. Cumulatively, the first three sections of this collection provide the
reader with a sense of the constraints, opportunities, and reasons for promoting
the goal of housing integration.

One big piece missing from the puzzle of whether and how it is possible to
achieve housing integration is the role of federal leislation, policies, and pro-
grams. Although federally subsidized housing constitutes only a small share of
the nation's total housing stock, it is often argued that only federal intervention
can overcome the major obstacles in the path of achieving a more integrated
society. Housing desegregation refers to any of the procedures used to move
from a racially separate society to one in which housing integration, or racial
residential mixing, is a realistic option for blacks and whites. To what extent
have federal housing programs fostered either segregation or desegregation?
How have changing congressional civil rights requirements influenced the pat-
terns of dispersal of assisted households? Must the federal government, espe-
cially the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), use
only color-blind criteria in implementing its programs, or may race be used in
selecting and placing households in publicly assisted housing?

Providing a balanced and current assessment of federal policies is compli-
cated by recent disagreement over the nature of the federal government's re-
sponsibility for housing integration. According to the assistant attorney general
for civil rights at the U.S. Department of Justice, there is no federal require-
ment to promote housing integration and a probable prohibition on the use of
race-conscious methods (Mariano 1984:1). A forther general counsel at HUD,
however, rejects this interpretation of federal law, finding clear legislative jus-
tification for the goal of housing integration (McGrew 1984:5). Such basic
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Introduction | 3

disagreements will not be quickly nor easily resolved, because they go to the
heart of the federal government’s responsibility and liability for ending housing
segregation. Amendments to the Fair Housing Act of 1968 may be submitted
to Congress in 1986 with the prospect that hearings and debate may clarify this
federal responsibility.

The disagreements between present and former federal officials are partly a
symptom of disagreements that are widely held by black and white Americans.
Whites seem to have grown tired of civil rights issues, becoming more disin-
terested in or resistant to the housing rights of minorities. Black organizations
and houscholds also question the benefits and stigma associated with programs
for desegregating schools and housing. Many question the costs and wonder
about the benefits that appear to be experienced by relatively few. Housing
industry groups, such as the National Association of Realtors, sensing this
legal and popular discontent, are also pressing to eliminate certain practices
promoting housing integration (North 1983a, 1983b; DeMuth 1984:E1).

Popular discontent and legal uncertainty may seem like a strange context
for conducting careful policy analysis. It is, indeed, because of the raw feelings
and political jousting that a balanced assessment is most needed. At a time
when partisan ideology tries to establish public policy, it is most useful to
attempt a dissection of legal and empirical issues. This reader was designed,
therefore, to offer the best legal and empirical discussion of issues to those
concerned about housing desegregation. It attempts to provide clearer defini-
tions where issues have not been neatly defined; it offers legal precision and
doubts in place of simple policy declarations; and it provides evidence con-
cerning the operation of a variety of federal programs at a time when such
evidence is currently available to only a handful of people in Washington or is
the subject of protracted litigation in federal courts.

This reader has been consiructed in the simple belief that it is impossible to
make any progress on behalf of housing integration unless there is a willing-
ness to expose doubts, evidence, uncertainties, and, most importantly, legal
and practical options. Perhaps after a process of assessment and debate, it will
appear useful to uphold the policy of housing integration but to do nothing
further to achieve its implementation. Perhaps there will be strong enough
political pressure to abandon the goal as legally unsound and overly costly. Still
other voices may prevail and a clearer legislative and programmatic agenda
for housing desegregation may be established.

Whatever the likely course of events, it seems clear that nothing will change
suddenly or without considerable debate and litigation. Americans will not
move suddenly to totally disavow the goal of integration. The question remains
as to how much importance will be given to implementing the goal, what legal
tools and programs will be available for use, and how long it will take for pub-
lic officials and neighbors—white and black—to'lose their fear of integrated
housing.

The focus of this collection is, it should be noted, largely on the issues of
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4 | Housing Desegregation

racial integration in housing. Little attempt is made to address all of the com-
plex and distinctive issues related to the segregation or integration of religious
or national origin groups, such as Hispanics or Asians. This choice was made
both because more is known about racial factors and because of the inade-
quacy of research on other groups (Feagin and Feagin 1978). Many of the
characteristics and findings regarding race may, of course, be applicable to the
problems experienced by other groups. It is clear, however, that there are sub-
stantial difficulties involved in extending analyses and remedies based on race
to other groups in society (Wasserstrom 1977; Schuck 1980; Ford Foundation
1984). Research and policy analysis on black Americans will, it is hoped, ex-
tend benefits to others in search of housing integration.

NOTE

1. To early advocates of the goal of housing integration, the realization of this
objective would be “a situation in which white and nonwhite families not only live
in a spatially mixed community but also accept one another, associate without self-
consciousness, and do not look forward to release from each other as neighbors™
(Weaver 1956:94). Such social integration would vary from place to place, and would
be preceded by some form of spatial integration (Hunt 1959:208; Hamilton and Bishop
1976). At a minimum, a spatially integrated area can be defined as having one or more
minority residents. Thus, the remaining white, elderly households left behind in an
otherwise minority enclave could be said to create spatial integration; the black families
living within a gentrifying white community also represent statistical integration.

More realistically, residential integration implies both the mixing of more than just
token or minimal numbers of the opposite race as well as a measure of stability in their
occupancy. Stable spatial residential integration thus means the racial mixing of house-
holds over a reasonable period of time, with the assurance of reasonably stable replace-
ment of black and/or white outmovers. Operationally, such areas have been identified
as places in which people belicved the area will “still have both Negroes and whites
moving in during the next five years™ (Bradburn, Sudman, and Gockel 1970:7) or in
which time series data recorded no net change in the proportion of white and nonwhite
residents between decennial censuses (Tacuber and Tacuber 1965: 106).
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Introduction
JOHN M. GOERING

When construction of 120 townhouses for low-income families began in Spring
1980 in the Whitman Park area of Philadelphia, the neighbors draped their
doors in black crepe in protest (McGrew 1981). In suburban areas of Washing-
ton, D.C., newly arrived black families are often greeted by a cross-burning
by local Ku Kluxers (Valente 1983). In 19£., there were over thirty attacks by
whites on the homes of blacks living in integrated areas in Chicago, including
firebombings and stonings (Blackistone 1955). Resistance to the arrival of
minority families, as well as to public housing that might be used by them,
is 2 longstanding, continuing part of life in most American cities. It occurs
throughout most parts of the country—in New York, Boston, Chicago, Mem-
phis, St. Louis, Cleveland, and San Antonio.

The desegregation of housing for minorities still appears as one of America's
most unsettled civil rights frontiers, despite the passage of civil rights laws in
the 1960s. Americans now fairly willingly use the same bathrooms, water
fountains, and restaurants regardless of race. Minority access to voting rights
and to equal employment is reasonably well-entrenched in American legal
and social values. Even school desegregation, with all of its contentiousness,
generally is recognized by citizens and courts as a valid objective. There re-
main, however, high levels of resistance and uncertainty about housing inte-
gration, with confusion, ambivalence, and disinterest seemingly as apparent
now as they were thirty years ago (Abrams 1055; Weaver 1956). The apparent
intractability of racial segregation has paralyzed decision makers and led some
to conclude that it is time to abandon the goal of housing integration (Piven
and Cloward 1980; Downs 1982; Stuart 1982:A1).

Despite these doubts, racial desegregation remains an objective vigorously
pursued in dozens of courts throughout the country. The city of Parma, Ohio,
for example, was found guilty in 10%0 by a federal court of purposefully and
illegally excluding blacks from its community (U.S.A. v. City of Parma 1980).
In Texarkana, Arkansas, a federal appeals court ruled in 1983 that the city and
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development had deliberately
acted to support a policy segregating blacks in public housing and ordered
them to reme<dy the situation by desegregating their projects with all deliberate
speed (Clients' Council v. Pierce 1983). In Toledo, Ohio, a federal judge ruled
in 1983 that the Toledo Housing Authority had to increase housing opportuni-
ties in surrounding suburbs to end a pattern of purposeful discrimination and
segregation (Jaimes v. Lucas 1983). More recently, the federal government has
‘'sued the city of Cicero, lllinois, for policies that deliberately excluded minori-
ties from housing and employment opportunities in the city, creating an ille-
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10 | Perspectives on Housing Integration

gally- all-white enclave (Maitland 1983). Similar cases and charges are being
pursued in Yonkers, New York; Cincinnati, Ohio; Memphis, Tennessee; St.
Louis, Missouri; Kansas City, Missouri; Glastonbury, Connecticut; Charlottes-
ville, Virginia; and New York City (Kurtz 1983:A2),

Citizens and civil rights organizations continue to charge that their consti-
tutional or legal rights have been violated either by excluding them from the
benefits of interracial residential living or by trapping them in black or minority
ghettos. Nothing has been done, the charge is made, by federal, state, or local
officials to disrupt the segregative status quo. Public policymakers have suc-
cumbed to local racist practices and sustained segregated living, decades after
it was declared illegal (Jaimes v. Lucas 1983; Clients’ Council v. Pierce 1983;
Schnapper 1983).

The responses to such charges vary from case to case and frequently raise
questions about the limits of judicial oversight. Federal agencies may reject
requests for certain forms of relief or remedy, claiming that no intentional dis-
crimination or violation occurred, that Congress has empowered federal agen-
cies and not courts to determine corrective action in cases where civil rights
have been violated, and that, even if the U.S. government were found guilty of
fostering segregation, there currently are virtually no housing resources avail-
able to promote effective desegregation. In one case in Boston, for example,
the plaintiffs requested 3,000 units of integrated housing, a request that was
labeled by the Justice Department as a “massive judicial intrusion.™ Courts
might be able to order the elimination of barriers to the development of hous-
ing for minorities, but cannot, the fcdcrql government replied, order the actual
development of that housing as a remedy because Congress has not appro-
priated funds for either public housing production or assisted housing con-
struction.! The claim of fiscal restraint will increasingly confront courts and
policymakers with substantial difficulties as decisions are made to allocate
dwindling housing resources to meet the nation's diverse housing needs. The
options available to federal courts are, therefore, to a degree circumscribed by
legislative, fiscal, and administrative decisions.

These limitations suggest the imperative need for a national policy on hous-
ing desegregation. Framing a national policy on housing integration is, as
Orfield points out in this section, a necessity to ensure that federal housing
programs do not intensify the problems of ghettoization. He reminds us of the
now unfashionable truth that ghettos not only persist but are expanding. Fair
housing laws are insufficient, he argues, to overcome the combination of class
and racial impediments to desegregation. Federal and local officials, who often
violate the Constitution and civil rights laws, must develop new policies and
plans for desegregation that go beyond the mere enforcement of antidiscrimi-
nation statutes. Desegregation plans, he stresses, should link efforts at school
and housing desegregation, reducing resistance tb unpopular techniques such
as busing and thereby increase the marketability of housing desegregation pro-
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Introduction | 11

grams. A n.:llional program for integration, he concludes, “is the only decision
compatible with the core values of our society.”

The fact that there is not unanimity on either the priority or the means’

to achieve desegregation is highlighted in the next analysis by Leigh and Mc-
Ghee. Unlike Orfield, they see other priorities and choices for the minority
community. Integration may be too “utopian™ a goal, with only dim prospects
for its realization.? Better and more affordable housing, rather than integration,
would come first in their priorities. They list reasons for supporting a national
integration policy, but also find reasons why the National Urban League might
be opposed to one. Central to their opposition, as well as to that of many other
fair housing advocates, is the prospect that race-conscious practices will be
adopted to restrict the housing choices of minorities in the name of promoting
integration. The National Urban League would oppose, they state, “any action
that would maintain housing integration by denying free access to minority
group members.”

Being at the lower end of the pecking order of civil rights priorities is not,
then, the only limitation facing the movement for housing integration. It suf-
fers from the more fundamental limitation that in the promotion of stable
interracial communities some minorities may be denied their equal housing
rights. Polikoff, in this section, thoughtfully addresses many of the key and
controversial legal issues that are associated with linking fair housing laws to
the promotion of residential integration. Responding to large-scale housing
irstitutions whose practices may directly or indirectly foster segregation is
identified, rightly, as a major legal frontier. Several contributors to this section
worry about the design of desegregation programs where race is an explicit
consideration. The National Urban League, for example, sides with fair hous-
ing policies that emphasize choice, regardless of whether the outcome is segre-
gation or some form of integration.

The final contribution to this section is written by one of the major fair
housing attorneys in the United States. Polikoff has been plaintiffs’ attorney in
the Gautreaux case (see Vernarelli, Chapter 9 below, for a discussion of the
case). He is also currently engaged in litigation regarding integration mainte-
nance or racial diversity programs in Chicago. After reviewing current legal
and political issues, he focuses on the specific constitutional and legal standards
that would have to be met to implement counseling efforts. He argues that
they offer an alternative to approaches that emphasize only freedom of choice
and those that use coercion through racial quotas. The compelling interests,
the necessity of the means, and the burden and fairness of the specific program
must be assessed in order to determine its legality. Polikoff"s conclusion leaves
a substantial legal challenge as well as critical research recommendations ap-
propriate for both local and national audiences.

Although the contributors to this section oppose, or are reluctant to recom-
mend the use of, race-conscious integration quotas, their use is a live, although
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12 | Perspectives on Housing Integration

extremely controversial, part of current legal and policy debate regarding
housing integration. One fair housing activist, engaged in a court suit over
racial quotas used to maintain integration, argued:

Integration is a laudable goal, but must minorities who have suffered and
still suffer the burdens of racism and the resulting segregation in society,
now bear the brunt of society's meager efforts to integrate? A black who
is denied an apartment in an attempt to maintain a racially segregated
community and a black who is denied an apartment in order to maintain
an integrated community are in the same position. They have been denied
an apartment because they are black. (Hoeber 1980)

The outright denial of housing to minerities in order to maintain an existing
balance or ratio of majority to minority households is a prominent, contentious
aspect of the fair housing movement in the United States.?

Owver a decade ago, prominent policy analysts argued that one of the essen-
tial factors determining the racial stability of an area is “a workable mechanism
ensuring that whites will remain in a majority—such as some type of quota
system—that is both legal and credible™ (Downs 1973:99). The use of such
racial housing quotas has been noted for years (Deutsch and Collins 1951:
15-16; Grier and Grier 1960:71-74; Bradburn, Sudman, and Gockel 1970:
76-86; Molotch 1972:111; Ackerman 1974; Milgrim 1977). One developer
when asked was quite frank in his justification for using quotas: “We're getting
some flack from the human relations people and the feds too. They say we are
manipulating. I'll tell you something. We are manipulating and I'll tell you
something else—we're building more houses, selling more houses, selling to
more Negroes, and getting more integration our way than we would if we did
it their way™ (Schermer and Leven 1968:26).

Such a reaction has been common among developers as well as some citi-
zen groups (McEntire 1960:212-15; Goodwin 1979:159-63). In Oak Park,
Illinois, for example, certain areas were exempted from fair housing law en-
forcement to enable racial proportions to be maintained, although the imple-
mentation of a 30 percent minority quota was rejected (Berry 1979:300-301).
Quotas, establishing a numerical threshold for the proportion of blacks residing
in a building or community, continue to be attractive for two reasons: they are
relatively simple and straightforward to administer, and they act to imme-
diately reduce or eliminate the fears of whites that they will become a numeri-
cal minority. That is, virtually all quotas establish whites as the dominant per-
centage. The use of quotas requires none of the complex assessments spelled
out by Polikoff; indeed, they are being used in a number of housing develop-
ments across the United States*

The use of “benign” quotas to establish or maintain racial integration does
indeed appear to many to conflict with the rights of individuals protected by
Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. The problem of developing legally
acceplable standards for race-conscious integration management confronts the
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issue that such affirmative criteria frequently act as a ceiling. “Integration
management activities that effectively limit black representation in a munici-
pality to no more than the metropolitan wide ratio ascribe the force of law to
the proposition that blacks must everywhere constitute 2 minority” (Lake and
Winslow 1981:322).

Federal courts have produced modest but by no means definitive clarifica-
tion of some aspects of the legality of quotas. In a case involving the Housing
Authority of Beaver County, Pennsylvania, a federal court ruled that the au-
thority’s use of quotas to “balance™ the racial distribution of its tenants was
illegal. The authority's use of a ceiling quota, limiting minority participation,
violated the Constitution and fair housing laws by denying blacks access to
housing solely because of their race and because of the burden or stigma im-
posed on them. The court decided that individual blacks may not be made
to suffer exclusion in an effort to protect the broader societal interest in pre-
venting resegregation. Only a temporary and “precisely tailored™ racial goal
might be acceptable, one in which the quota “includes as many black residents
as is compatible with the need to avoid resegregation™ or tipping (Burney v.
Housir.z Authority of Beaver County 1982:15,998:590).

Another pending case involving the use of racial quotas in a federally as-
sisted housing project in New York City dramatically illustrates the complexity
and controversy surrounding the use of quotas. In 1979, a class action suit was
brought by black families who stated that they were denied apartments in the
Starrett City complex in Brooklyn because of their race and the existence of a
fixed racial quota (Mario v. Starrett City 1979). Starreut City, which includes
46 buildings housing over 5,800 families, admitted to the use and necessity of
a 70 percent white-30 percent minority quota in order to maintain an inter-
racial community. As a result of this restriction, and the tight rental housing
market in New York, the waiting period for blacks soon lengthened to twenty
months whereas for whites it was two months.

For some supporters of Starrett City's policy, there was convincing evidence
that bu: for its racial quota the development would have surely tipped, de-
stroying the racial integration in the community. No other way was known to
preserve the integrated character of Starrett City that would have less of a
discriminatory eflect. White fears over tipping could only be allayed through a
restriction on the proportion of minorities to approximately one-third the total
population. The defendant’s expert witness, Oscar Newman, carried forward
the logic of this position:

The fear of taking a morally disturbing position [the use of occupancy
controls] has served to perpetuate a far greater immorality: the polariza-
tion of American society and the segregation of blacks to intolerable
living conditions for generations to come. . . . The public institutionaliza-
tion of a set limit for minority participation, therefore, works to attract
majority residents just as it prevents minority residents from overwhelm-
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ing it. It serves, not only as a mechanism for stabilizing an integrated
community, but as a device 1o allow the tipping point to increase a few
points without bringing about white flight. (Newman 1983:203, 205)

More recently, Newman (1985) has gone further in predicting that the use of
racial quotas throughout the United States could almost assuredly double the
number of minorities currently in residence without leading to resegregation.

An apparent settlement of the Starrett City litigation was reached in May
1984, allowing Starrett to continue its usc of quotas with the prqvision that its
ceiling be raised slightly and that other projects throughout the city be made
available to minorities. One month later, however, the U.S. Department of
Justice filed suit in federal court charging that the policy of using racial quotas
violated federal fair housing law by denying blacks access to apartments based
on race. The federal government's intervention at the “last moment™ (Fried
1984:33) brought it into close alignment with the original accusations by the
plaintiffs. That is, the use of the quota denied housing opportunities to minori-
ties in violation of federal fair housing law. “Such a denial of rights to minori-
ties cannot be justified by a purported need to give effect to the racial preju-
dices of others.” (U.S.A. v. Siarrett Ciry 1984:11). Starrett City's success in
achieving integration was at the expense of discriminating against large num-
bers of blacks and Hispanics.

Currently, no decision has been reached by the court on the suit filed by the
Department of Justice. The suit has, however, brought to the surface many
previously unspoken disagreements within the civil rights and minority com-
munities (Morley 1984). The NAACP, despite its long support for school inte-
gration, is likely to oppose the settlement in Starrett, agreeing with the Depart-
ment of Justice. The attorney for the NAACP reacted bitterly to Starreut's
quota, because it preys on white flight and supports the view that whites feel
safe and comfortable only when they are in the majority. Private fair housing
centers, which saw in the settlement a means to open up housing opportunities
outside of Starrett City, may now feel pressed to defend an agreement that
appears to violate the rights of minorities.

The constitutionality and legality of quotas will most likely be resolved only
by the Supreme Court. The Court may also need to rule on the legality of a
broad range of race-conscious integration maintenance tools currently under
litigation in New York, Chicago, and elsewhere (Grearer South Suburban v.
South Suburban 1984), clearing away some of the most pernicious obstacles to
establishing national policy for housing integration. It seems unlikely, however,
that the precisé tailoring required in the Burney decision will succumb to the
broad-scale social engineering suggested by Starrett's defendants. Courts will
probably reluctantly, if at all, attempt to establish national or administrative
programmatic requirements. They will more likely'leave to others the onerous
task of deciding how to systematically address the multiple needs for freedom
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of choice in housing and desegregation procedures to sustain stable residential
integration, as well as for adequate housing for the country’s minority poor.

NOTES

1. This discussion is based on documents submitted to the U.S. District Court for the
District of Massachusetts in the case of NAACP v. Pierce (Harris) C.A. No. 78-850-S.
The documents are the “Plaintifls Proposed Form of Judgement™ submitted on 26 May
1983 and “Deflendants Opposition to Plaintifl"s Proposed Form of Judgement™ submit-
ted on 27 June 1983.

2. “If whites have arrived at a new place, blacks have also arrived at a new place. It
is a recognition that they must have economic power. There is less hysteria about inte-
gration, but equal hysteria about opportunity and justice. There is more comfort with
black identity, and more talk about forming coalitions with whites who are beginning
to find that Reaganomics is color-blind™ (Gilliam 1982:17).

3. The following is an excerpt from a letter written to the NAACP relating the
writers' concerns about racial diversity programs (the letter does not indicate what spe-
cific programs are being objected to):

We think that the attempts of local governments all across the country to control
the numbers of Black families in communities, neighborhoods, and buildings, are
a far greater danger to our People {indeed to the Country) than the admitted
racist ac:ivities of some real estate sales-persons. We Blacks should have enough,
in the last 10 or 15 years, of the absolutely botched up job others have done in
managing our utilizazion of our Constitutionally endowed prerogatives. But fur-
ther, in our estimation, none of this preoccupation with that Realtor/Housing
Center case should deter the NAACP from coming to grips with the growing pace
toward the management of where we Blacks live. Outside of stepping on our
freedom of speech, we know of hardly a more suppressive move that governments
can take in this society, than to control where we can live. Would any other people
in this Country even be thought of as fit subjects for such policies? And, would
any other People not raise holy hell at the very thought that they should be
shunted around from area to area, in the interests of satisfying white fear that
whites will flee an area (or decline to move in)? (Communication from Michael
H. Sussman, Assistant General Counsel, NAACP Special Contribution Fund, 25
January 1985)

4. A nonrandom survey of thirty housing developers found that “the creation of
integrated projects required setting realistic goals on white, minority, and black par-
ticipation in the project— never to exceed 40% minority™ (Newman 1983:76). There is
also limited evidence concerning the use of racial quotas in public housing projects.
Ackerman (1974:249-51), for example, provides evidence from San Francisco indi-
cating that federally subsidized housing projects using racial occupancy controls were
more likely to be “substantially integrated.” Substantially integrated projects were those
with at least 20 percent minority (black, Spanish, or white) occupancy. These data do
not, however, give any indication of the length of time during which projects retained
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balanced, stable proportions of different racial or nationality groups. Nor do the data
indicate the racial composition of the census tract or neighborhood for each of the
projects. That is, substantial integration may be easier to achieve in only certain kinds
of neighborhoods and may last for shorter or longer periods of time depending on other
factors.
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Chapter One :

The Movement for Housing Integration
Rationale and the Nature of the Challenge
GARY ORFIELD

The cause of fair housing hardly occupies a leading place on the nation’s po-
litical agenda. Many Americans believe that the problem of discrimination has
already been solved.! Others think that the government has already done too
much. Just after the election of President Reagan, conservatives in the Senate
killed a very modest fair housing enforcement bill with little reaction around
the United States.? There have been no major demonstrations against housing
segregation for more than a decade. The issue has been virtually ignored for
the past two years and Justice Department enforcement of the weak federal
law on the books has been drastically reduced.? There has in fact been very
little effort for any kind of integration in recent years and yet few issues will so
profoundly affect the future of our society.

Housing segregation and the possibility of integrated housing are so impor-
tant to our future because race is the central structural problem of American
urban society and because a family's spatial location determines so much in
our sprawling, highly segregated metropolitan areas. It not only determines
whether or not one’s children will grow up in a multiracial setting with friends
of different groups but it also determines the quality of schools, the level of
municipal services, increases in housing value, relative tax burdens, ease of
access Lo work, safety, and much else.!

The differences among communities within any large metropolitan area are
vast. In terms of economics, educational level, community wealth, ethnic back-
ground, and other ways, they are greater, often much greater, than the dif-
ference between the United States and some separate countries. Moving from
a declining part of a ghetto or barrio to a prosperous white suburb is in some
ways like moving to another country. Whether this kind of move can become
commonplace and stable integration can be achieved on a substantial and
growing scale will do much to define whether or not we can keep alive the
dream of equality in a single society. The alternative is to {ulfill the prophecy
of separate and unequal societies with minority families largely confined to a
situation of undesired segregation and permanent inequality.

No one seriously discusses housing integration policy as a way to rapidly
reverse racial inequality in urban areas. Segregation is so widespread, so deeply
rooted in customs, expectations, and practices, and so strongly reinforced by
differences of income and wealth at a time when many cannot afford to par-
ticipate in the home ownership market, that it would be foolish to expect a
rapid transformation.
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The speed and comprehensiveness of the integration is not nearly so crucial
as the fact that policies do create a real possibility of a different racial future.
They can create channels out of the ghetto and the barrio that really work
rather than find the out-migrant rapidly swamped in an even larger pattern of
expanding minority segregation. One consequence can be the creation of a
safety valve permitting access to the social and economic mainstream for
highly motivated, highly successful minority families who are always the most
frustrated with arbitrary racial distinctions. Finally, a successful policy can
begin to change white attitudes by showing that integration can be stable rather
than a mere prelude to a destructive racial transition.

Since the mid-sixties there has been a wide diversity of attempts to deal
with the problems of the cities, from the liberal interventionist strategies of the
Great Society to the antigovernment, free market philosophy of the Reagan
administration. The Great Society effort embraced many approaches simulta-
neously. These included the War on Poverty with its community action and
Headstart programs, massive compensatory education efforts under the 1965
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, expanded job training, compre-
hensive community-based planning in the Model Cities program, a turn to-
ward subsidizing private housing const-uction and low-income home owner-
ship, and unprecedented civil rights policies that increased black voting power,
desegregated southern schools, made job discrimination illegal, and produced
a federal law azainst housing discrimination.?

The programs were reduced and consolidated to some extent under presi-
dents Nixon and Ford. Civil rights enforcement was sharply curtailed, and
there was a concerted effort to increase the autonomy of the state and local
governments in urban policy® The Carter administration brought a partial
return to programs more targeted on the poor and minorities but no major
new programs.” The Reagan administration adopted the view that urban aid
programs had actually harmed both the cities and the economy and proceeded
to cut and dismantle a number while giving local officials free reign in others.®

The relatively brief period since the mid-sixties has seen experiments touch-
ing virtually the full range of ideas seriously discussed by urban experts. If one
adds to this list the experience with policies initiated by individual state and
local governments, and by federal courts in response to findings of constitu-
tional violations, it is possible to assess the outcomes of many approaches to
urban improvements.

The experience shows several important things. First, no policy dir=cted at
improving the conditions of the poor in urban areas is likely to be pursued
consistently for any length of time. Policies have been extremely erratic and
have changed dramatically over the past fifteen to twenty years.® Second, no
policy is likely to receive sufficient funds, even in the most liberal times, to
permit any approach to equality for the residents of the poverty areas of the
great cities.'® Third, there has been a strong tendency to abandon federal con-
trols and strong national regulation in favor of local and state autonomy. This
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means that programs tend to losc what focus they had on the poor and minori-
ties.! Fourth, the implementation of change in desperately poor areas is a very
complex process with high risks of waste and corruption in some areas. The
difficulty and the existence of these legitimate points of criticism make main-
tenance of the programs all the more difficult. Fifth, there is very little private
interest in investment in such areas, even under the most far-reaching incen-
tives and subsidies. Large and small experiments, from urban renewal to
Model Cities, from black capitalism to community development corporations,
from tax exemptions to free job training and subsidized employment programs,
have failed to achicve significant ghetto cconomic growth or even to offset con-
tinuing declines.?

Not only is there a good deal of evidence that ghetto enrichment policies
have been too small to make much difference and have become less rather
than more targeted over time, but there is also strong evidence that even these
small efforts are extraordinarily vulnerable to political attack. Both the Reagan
administration and conservative governments in a number of state capitals
have shown that cutting off programs channeling money into depressed mi-
nority communities can be a very popular political program. Such cutbacks
appeal to the widespread white belief that urban and racial problems are not
the result of institutionalized discrimination operating over time but of the
personal failings of the people in the ghetto or barrio.” The Reagan cuts, for
example, eliminated programs such as public service jobs and the poverty pro-
gram and cut particularly sharply at housing subsidy programs serving very
low income families in very poor areas. Although social and educational pro-
grams aimed at the middle class were largely spared in the budget fights of
1981-82, there was little politically effective defense of many of the programs
intended to make separate more equal in American cities." The sharp reduc-
tion in the political strength of inner cities caused by the 1982 reapportionment
of Congress and state legislatures only compounded these difficulties.*

The ghetto enhancement strategy is based on a beliel in white goodwill and
willingness to continually commit large resources to dealing with ghetto prob-
lems caused ultimately by discrimination. There is no evidence, however, that
whites believe that they are responsible or that they are willing to commit such
resources.'® Indeed, as middle-class minority families increasingly separate
themselves from poor inner-city communities, it is not clear that there will ever
be politically effective demands for such commitments.

In the decades of argument about competing strategies of “ghetto enhance-
ment” or integration, integrationists have argued consistently that, in a white-
dominated society, separate is inevitably unequal both in terms of the resources
that go into a community and in terms of the way in which society values that
community, its institutions, and its people. This is not true because there is
something inferior about blacks and Latinos or sémething “magic™ about white
neighborhoods or schools; the basic problem that integration addresses is the
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problem of white prejudice and the fact of insl.itutioﬁnl and individual discrimi-

nation in favor of whites and white communities.

Whereas most integrationists believe that racial integration is a very impor-
tant end in itsell in a multiracial society, most minority families who prefer
integrated schools and neighborhoods do so on a2 more pragmatic basis—the
conviction that white decision makers will channe! more real resources, re-
wards, and recognition to institutions and communities serving significant
numbers of influential whites as well as blacks or Latinos. They are right.

Integration as the Only Real Alternative to Ghettoization

Segregation is not a fixed phenomenon—it is dynamic, constantly spreading,
and usually associated with a wide range of negative developments for affected
minority communities over time. These changes are associated with white re-
sponses to racial change and the general white inability to distinguish middle-
class minority families and neighborhoods from the minority poor. Thus, al-
though the first minority families moving into white areas near ghettos or
barrios often have higher incomes and status than the whites they buy from,
often epitomizing the very values that the local whites claim to defend most
vigorously, the white majority commonly views them as harbingers of the
neighborhood's rapid racial transformation and decline and not as assets for
the neighborhood culture. Whites then proceed to act in ways that make this
sell-fulfilling prophecy come true. Special circumstances exist, of course, when
the changes connected with movement toward racial segregation do not occur,
but this cycle is still the dominant reality in most communities and the pre-
vailing expectation of most whites.

The belief in the inevitablity of ghetio expansion is not merely a product of
public fears or of prejudices in the real estate market but has also been the
dominant perspective of researchers who have shaped scholarly understanding
of racial change. Most of the major statistical studies of residential segregation
through analysis of the 1970 census found few exceptions to the pattern of
virtually complete racial transition in communities that began racial integra-
tion. A new analysis of metropolitan Chicago reports that, even though there
had been a great deal of black movement out from earlier ghetto areas during
the 1970s, blacks were even more likely to be concentrated in virtually all-
black communities than they were a decade earlier and that all-black commu-
nities ranked far below white or integrated communities in income, employ-
ment, education, and other measures studied."”

The only way to avoid the by-products of this process in specific neighbor-
hoods adjoining ghettos and to diminish the white expectations that underlie
segregation is by achieving stable integration. The key process in racial transi-
tion is the virtual exclusion of many integrated or transitional communities
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from the white housing market. Neighborhoods usually change racially, not
because of a sudden flight of existing white residents, but because of the un-
willingness of enough white families to buy or rent housing.'"® The shrinkage
or disappearance of white demand and a very active minority market, includ-
ing buyers and renters steered by realtors believing that the community is in
transition, can rapidly change the racial composition of a neighborhood. The
only way to avoid this process is by maintaining an active white market for
local housing and mobilizing community support for an integrated neighbor-
hood. In a community adjoining an existing ghetto or barrio, unless there is
a very high price barrier or some other special circumstances, this usually
requires a concerted community effort to monitor real estate practices, deal
with any telltale signs of decay, maintain well-integrated public schools, and
recruit families into the neighborhood."

The entire situation sometimes changes if the community can deal with the
fear of resegregation. Communities that preserve stable integration and offer
assurance of relative stability are no longer seen as places to flee because of
predictable decline but as places in which investment is far more secure than
other white areas in the path of expanding minority populations. These com-
munities have mastered a major threat to their future and have mobilized
resources and community organization that are extremely valuable for their
future. Whereas housing in an area threatened by racial change is often seen
by whites as a speculative investment, homes in stable integrated areas are
viewed differently. Small businesses, which often leave racially changing areas,
find integrated communities much more attractive.

Analysis of patterns of racial change in all metropolitan Chicago census
tracts from 1970 to 1980 identified 61 stably integrated black-white tracts and
135 stable Hispanic-white tracts. In both categories these tracts ranked far
above the all-minority areas and also other comparable tracts that went through
racial transition during this period. The stable tracts had higher incomes, less
poverty, less unemployment, and considerably higher educational levels.®

The situation of the neighborhood that has faced and resolved the threat of
racial change is much more like that of a community undergoing “gentrifica-
tion” than that of a community threatening to become a low-income ghetto.
The class status of such a community is likely to be stable or rising and its
attractiveness can eventually produce beneficial financial returns for those who
held or made investments when the future was insecure.?! Investment in main-
tenance or major rehabilitation is much more likely, and in some cases there
may be a special need for special programs to prevent displacement of minority
families.?

Fair Housing: Accomplishments and Limitations

Considerable progress has occurred since the fair housing movement first
emerged in the aftermath of World War 11. Like all major reforms, the solution
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of one sct of major problems has both revealed more complex and rela:ed' :

issues and suggested some of the ways to address them.

The campaign for fair housing began with the simple problem of apartheid,
often fully supported by government and sustained by overt discrimination,
intimidation, and frequent violence. Segregation of blacks in northern cities
was almost total and a virtual white consensus fostered the practice. The courts
upheld, and the federal government strongly encouraged, a system of racial
covenants that made integrated housing illegal in many areas. Blacks were
living in neighborhoods of extremely high density and deplorable housing
quality, paying higher rents for worse housing.?

The first reform was outlawing overt discrimination. The law had to require
that minority and white Americans get equal opportunity to obtain housing in
the private and public sectors. More than a generation of work was necessary
to win the victories stretching from the Supreme Court's decision against re-
strictive covenants in 1948 to the federal fair housing law in 1968. Finally, a
quarter century after housing segregation had been a virtually unchallenged
norm, the Congress, the president, and the Supreme Court had taken the posi-
tion that overt discrimination was wrong and illegal.* Although there was no
significant enforcement machinery, the change in goals was very significant.

These reforms have transformed the lives of significant numbers of middle-
and upper-income nonwhite families and led to improved housing quality and
choice for millions of black and Hispanic households. In many solid middle-
class and wealthy areas that had always been all-white, a small number of
blacks and other minorities has moved in without incident and now shares
routinely in the lives of many well-served and privileged communities, largely
insulated from the problems of the inner city.

The total confinement of minority families in dense inner-city neighbor-
hoods is now largely a thing of the past.?® Although some areas near ghettos
have remained all white through more than a quarter century of fair housing
because of their intense racial hostility, ghettos and barrios have been able to
expand, often with great speed and over large distances.

Comparing the location of the black population in the mid-1940s with the
1980s in any large American city is an astonishing experience. The physical
area included in segregated minority communities has expanded exponentially.
Population increases alone do not drive this expansion. Indeed, the ghettos
became much larger in a number of central cities losing black population in the
1970s. In some large metropolitan areas minority communities have expanded
across city boundary Lines to include dozens of square miles of suburbia.?®

The existing housing system does not produce a stable and “efficient”
boundary between the minority and white markets. The basic mechanisms of
change —the desire of young minority families for better housing and neigh-
borhoods and the specialization of certain sectors of the housing market in
racial conversion—produce a powerful impulse toward continuing expansion
of the boundaries of the minority areas. This now appears to occur whether or
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" not there is any increase in the number of households. When the demand
~ created by migration stops, this can produce a more rapid cycle of decay and
collapse of neighborhoods in the heart of the minority community. Without
new migrants, those moving out are not replaced by newcomers at the core
of the ghetto. Because there is no white demand inside ghetto boundaries
apart from the small number of areas affected by gentrification, the economic
value of housing there plummets and decline and abandonment become com-
monplace. "

Although the rapid expansion of the ghetto has not produced integration
for most blacks, it has permitted the filtering process to work to eliminate
much of the completely unacceptable housing stock and to upgrade the quality
of housing for minority families by greatly increasing the supply of housing
units in the minority housing market. Under certain circumstances, the rapid
expansion of segregation, combined with the virtual absence of any white de-
mand for housing units within minority areas, may mean that there are excess
housing units and therefore a less rapid increase in prices and rentals than in
the white or integrated housing markets. There is evidence that the housing
situation of blacks has improved dramatically in the past generation with the
lessening of the housing overcharges so obvious in the 1940s.2’ Fair housing
deserves a good share of the credit for such changes.

The Problem Redefined

Part of the reason for the original fair housing movement was the obvious in-
equality in housing opportunities between whites and blacks. To a significant
extent, housing is better now and fair housing has helped. The change came
for a small number of black families in the way foreseen by fair housing advo-
cates. Many others, however, live in better housing but in the midst of much
larger ghettos, ghettos larger than anyone imagined a generation ago. The pre-
vious focus on black segregation is also now widening to encompass increased
awareness of the existence of large barrios housing segregated low-income and
working-class Hispanics. Such barrios are experiencing many problems paral-
leling but often different from those seen in the black ghettos.?*

Obviously, fair housing laws and court decisions alone did not and do not
produce integrated cities. As research accumulates on racial change in cities
since the passage of fair housing laws, it is apparent that, although new laws
ended the absolute confinement of the ghetto, they left untouched many of the
basic forces that spread segregation. The most important problem is not one of
prosecuting individual violators in 2 basically fair housing market, although
this is what the new law addresses. Rather, the basic problems are very wide-
spread institutional discrimination, the inertia of segregation, the fear of reseg-
regation, and the behavior of both minority and white families based on a long
history of residential segregation and neighborhood transition.® All of these
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factors produce a tendency to continue the spread of segregation. Special

efforts, beyond fair housing laws, were necessary in virtually all of the substan-

tially integrated areas adjoining existing segregated minority communities to .

achieve stable residential integration.® The nature of the special efforts and the
possibility of applying them on a much broader scale provide an agenda for the
next generation of efforts to achieve racially integrated urban neighborhoods.

Communities that have remained integrated have identified a number of
forces that produce racial transition and devised strategies to deal with each.
These forces include discrimination and steering of housing customers by
brokers and rental agents; the “self-steering” of blacks and whites based on the
limited knowledge by most minority homeseekers of areas any distance away
from the minority communities (and thus their tendency to focus very heavy
deriands on nearby integrated areas); and the fear of white businesses, orga-
nizztions, churches, and residents that integrated neighborhoods will soon be-
come black or Hispznic.?' The tendency for public schools to become minority
institutions while th:ir neighborhoods are still residentially integrated furthers
the process of resegregation. Whites fear that the first signs of commercial dis-
investment, declines in municipal services, declines in housing upkeep, or a
rise in crime indicate that the community is in a downward spiral.?? If subsi-
dized housing or FHA home financing suddenly become apparent in the neigh-
borhood on a large scale, people often perceive these actions as judgments
about the area’s declining future and racial change.

Successfully integrated communities have found it necessary to mobilize to
deal dircctly with these problems early in the process of racial change. Some
have learned how to do so despite the lack of support or even hostile actions
from city, state, and federal agencies. The lessons show that the achievement of
the gains of stable integration on a large scale requires an explicit goal of inte-
gration, rather than nondiscrimination alone. More importantly, it requires at
least a temporary mobilization of resources to respond to the ghettoization
- process and generate a steady white, as well as black, demand for housing in
the area.

The most important impact of success is that it permits both the old-time
white residents and the minority newcomers to remain in the kind of neigh-
borhood they want to live in—a stable community that does not face the spiral
of decline that often comes after ghettoization. It permits “natural™ integration
in the neighborhood schools and creates the best conditions for improved race
relations—conditions of equal status and shared community experience.’ Such
neighborhoods help the city both by maintaining their economic and educa-
tional vitality and by attracting and holding groups of concerned citizens who
often exert considerable influence on a citywide basis.” Perhaps their most
important function is to show other communities that the ghettoization process
is not inevitable and to open the possibility of broader achievement of inte-
gration.
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The Policy Agenda

Integration, like other social policy reforms, is often dismissed in the current
political mood as either irrelevant or impossible. It is, in fact, an extremely
powerful reform when properly implemented, because it deals with the problem
of racial and class separation, school segregation, and neighborhood decline
all at the same time, while creating conditions that foster better race relations.
It has a positive impact on these problems in a way that is more acceptable to
the public than such alternative policies as busing for school integration. There
is evidence, for example, that children growing up in integrated neighborhoods
have the most positive experiences in integrated schools.”’

We have learned how to increase urban integration, not because of national
policies or major civil rights campaigns, but because of practical experience in
a number of individual neighborhoods and suburbs. Whites who did not want
to fiee, and blacks who did not want to live through the ghettoization process
again, learned how to maintain integration because it was their only alterna-
tive. Studies of migration patterns and of the impact of widely divergent types
of school desegregation plans that have been implemented in different cities
and metropolitan areas also have increased our understanding. The courts
have experimented with an extraordinary range of approaches that can now be
analyzed.

These experiences indicate that successful housing integration requires con-
certed intervention in the housing market. They also indicate that school de-
segregation plans should include as much as possible of the housing market
in order to encourage neighborhood integration by reducing concerns with
fieeing or avoiding a neighborhood with a racially changing school.?® Research
on the impact of federally assisted housing and rent subsidies on residential
and school integration shows that, in the absence of federal housing policies
explicitly committed to integration and operated with an accurate understand-
ing of the nature of urban racial change, virtually any form of housing subsidy
is likely to intensify, rather than diminish, the problems of ghettoization.

Conclusion

The need now is for policies and actions that support integration on the part of
local governments and school districts that have a great deal to gain from
stable integration. The federal government also needs to express a position on
this issue, while fostering research, supportive policies, or experiments. At a
time when much of the previous urban policy has been dismantled and the
next round of urban reform is being considered, an urgent need arises to recog-
nize both what has been accomplished and what could be achieved through an
aggressive attack on one of the core problems of urban America—massive and
spreading residential segregation. Only a tiny investment has occurred in un-
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derstanding, modifying, or eliminating the ghettoization process in contrast to
the large investment in research and programs that accepts segregation as a
given while trying to improve conditions within segregated minority commu-
nities. Future policy and research priorities should correct this failure.

The need for federal and local policies supporting integration addresses not
only pragmatic realities of urban change but also the legal and moral impera-
tives of our constitutional system and national ideology. Since 1964, there has
been a clear legal requirement for action to end segregation created by govern-
mental action. The judiciary has found a history of local official action designed
to segregate the public schools in virtually every city examined by federal
courts.® Although the courts have examined the history of housing segregation
by public officials far less often than school segregation, an impressive body of
findings now exists that shows a history of local and federal actions designed to
segregate housing. These actions have violated the constitutional guarantee of
“equal protection of the laws,” and they have created a constitutional require-
ment that government officials develop and implement plans to overcome the
continuing effects of this government-imposed segregation. These must be
plans for integration.

Equal protection of the laws and equal opportunity more broadly defined
are not only legal goals but also a basic part of American public ideology. Most
Americans believe that black and Hispanic people should have equal access to
housing and neighborhoods they can afford and whites say that they are ready
to accept nonwhite neighbors. In fact, most whites believe that this equal op-
portunity already exists.®

The job of researchers and responsible officials is to portray the conse-
quences of segregation: the continuing failure of promises to make separate
communities equal and the availability of workable policies. We must explain
as clearly as possible the severity of contemporary segregation so that policies
designed to aid integration can draw upon profound legal, empirical, and ideo-
logical roots.

There is a choice to be made. I believe that it is a choice between a clearly
unworkable policy of equalizing segregation in a society where separate has
always been unequal and a difficult, but possible, policy of building an inte-
grated society. A decision to pursue integration is the only decision compatible
with the core values of our society.
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Chapter Two pon e

A Minority Perspective on
Residential Racial Integration
WILHELMINA A. LEIGH
JAMES D. MCGHEE

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an answer to the question, how does
the minority community feel about the goal of residential racial integration?
The first section contains a discussion of the historical search for ways to
achieve residential racial integration. The next section discusses the extent of
residential racial integration in the United States to date. The third section
analyzes the attitudes of blacks toward residential integration, and the fourth
integrates the analyses of the preceding sections.

History

“The mission of the National Urban League is to enable blacks and other
minority group members to cultivate and exercise their full human potential
on par with all other Americans."' Part of being able to exercise one’s full
human potential on a par with other Americans is the ability to choose the
type and the location of one's residence. Home ownership has long been the
means by which most Americans acquire wealth.? Black Americans, likewise,
value the ownership of suitable housing and its associated housing bundle—
including the neighborhood, schools, municipal services, and other factors to
enhance their general well-being?

The freedom to choose to live unharassed in any neighborhood where a
person can afford the housing also is part of exercising one’s full human poten-
tial. To the extent that different ethnic or racial groups of neighbors occupy
housing in given locations, blacks seeking to acquire housing there also are
seeking residential racial integration.

Historically, many barriers have thvarted blacks seeking the type and loca-
tion of housing they want. Discriminatory hiring practices and differential
wage scales have reduced the income levels of many black houscholds and
prevented them from purchasing homes.* Even when their incomes were not a
problem, other obstacles existed. Redlining by mortgage lenders and insurance
companies has meant either refusals to provide loans and mortgage insurance
or their availability at higher rates or for shorter periods of time. Lenders and
insurance companies have often used such practices with those seeking to buy
in certain neighborhoods. Common characteristics of redlined neighborhoods
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often include the ethnic or racial makeup of the residents, the age of the hous-
ing stock, and the income level of the residents. Such neighborhoods are either
predominantly ethnic or black, shifting toward a nonwhite majority, or located
near predominantly ethnic or black areas.® The housing stock is generally more
than fifteen years old, and the residents are primarily in the low- and moderate-
income brackets. i

Other barriers to the free choice of blacks and to the establishment and
maintenance of racially integrated neighborhoods have been the practices by
real estate agents of blockbusting and steering. Steering means directing white
households to all-white neighborhoods and referring black households either
to all-black neighborhoods or to integrated neighborhoods. Real estate agents

thus accelerate the pace of racial change by influencing the white houscholds

in integrated neighborhoods to sell their houses, often at a loss, but certainly
at less than the loss that they KHave been led to anticipate with the influx of
more black neighbors. Real estate agents or developers buy these artificially
devalued properties for resale at a markup to black households. Although it
occurs most often in the home purchase market, steering also exists in the
rental market. In this instance, agents often refer blacks to the units of lowest
quality in the neighborhoods that brokers believe to be in transition.®

What have blockbusting and steering meant in terms of the ability of blacks

1o acquire the type of housing they want in the locations they desire? Although

empirical evidence is inconsistent on the results of blockbusting, it was one of
the major vehicles that enabled blacks and other minorities to acquire owner-
ship of homes (albeit at inflated prices) in neighborhoods they might otherwise
have found barred to them.” It is the pursuit of their desired housing bundle
that has caused blacks to bump up against whites residentially. Thus, the fear
among whites of residential racial integration, and the assistance of loan in-
surance {rom the Federal Housing Administration (FHA),! often unintention-
ally combined to provide “decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings” for many black
families.

Extent of Residential Racial Integration

The dominant pattern of racial dispersion throughout contemporary metro-
politan areas has concentrated blacks and other minorities in the inner city
and whites in the outer suburbs. Residential moves by blacks to achieve racial
integration have flowed largely from cities— perceived as the areas with the
most crime, the worst housing, the worst schools, and the worst conditions in
which to raise children—to suburbs” To what extent has residential racial
integration occurred in recent years? To what degree have black (and white)
households functioned as if this were a desirable by-product or a worthwhile
end product? ! :
Interviews with blacks and whites in the 1978 HUD Survey on the Quality
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of Community Life revealed that little actual residential integration exists.
Eighty-nine percent of the whites interviewed said that they lived in all-white
or mostly white neighborhoods; 52 percent of these white households lived in
all-white neighborhoods. Among the blacks interviewed, §5 percent said that
they lived in predominantly minority neighborhoods. Only 8 percent of the
white households and 32 percent of the black households surveyed indicated
that they lived in neighborhoods where half the residents were white and half
were minorities.'® Moreover, in responding to questions about the importance
of the ethnic and racial background of the residents when they were deciding
whether to move into a neighborhood, among residents of mostly white neigh-
borhoods, 18 percent felt it was either important or very important, and 28
percent of those in mostly minority neighborhoods held the same view.!! A
similar finding emerges when the responses of black and white residents are
analyzed separately. Twenty-eight percent of the black households and 20 per-
cent of the white households viewed the ethnic or racial background of neigh-
borhood residents as either important or very important.'?

Thus, although about half of all the whites and blacks surveyed said they
lived in neighborhoods with some degree of integration—{rom mostly black
to mostly white—fewer than 10 percent of the whites and only 32 percent of
the blacks live in neighborhoods that are approximately evenly integrated by
race. When moving, a higher percentage of blacks than whites view the ethnic
and racial composition of their new neighborhoods as important.

Statistics from the 1980 census for thirteen large American cities (New York
City, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, Washington, D.C., Hous-
ton, Baltimore, New Orleans, Atlanta, Dallas, Cleveland, and St. Louis) con-
firm a trend toward increasing black suburbanization."” In the United States
as a whole, one out of every five black Americans now lives in the suburbs,
and the black population is growing faster in the suburbs than in the central
cities. In only one place—New York City—did the fiow of blacks to the sub-
urbs diminish between 1960-70 and 1970-80. Although the black suburban
population increase around New York City was 77,494 for 1960~-70 and 68,127
for 1970-80, the percentage of suburbanites who are black increased between
1970 and 1980 from 6 to 8. In Houston, though the suburban black population
increased from 3,819 for 1960-70 to 14,100 for 1970-80, because of overall
population growth in this primary metropolitan statistical area (PMSA), the
percentage of suburbanites who are black decreased from 9 to 6. The largest
increases in the percentage of the total black suburban population occurred
in Washington, D.C.—an increase from 8 percent in 1970 to 17 percent in
1980—and in Atlanta, Georgia—an increase from 6 percent in 1970 to 14
percent in 1980.

The statistics now available do not say anything about the socioeconomic
levels of the new black suburbanites or whether théir moves are advancing
racial integration. Examination of these questions certainly is one of the areas
that research on residential racial integration in the 1980s should emphasize.
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However, it is possible to conclude already that both increasing numbers and
percentages of blacks are voting with their feet for the suburbs, whatever that
may mean for racial integration and the overall quality of their lives.

Attitudes of Blacks toward Residential Racial Integration

How do black Americans feel about the goal of achieving residential racial
integration? For what reasons might they prefer residential racial integration
of neighborhoods? Residential racial integration per se is not now and may
never have been the desideratum among blacks. The more fundamental con-
cern among black Americans has been freedom from impediments to the ful-
fillment of their human potential. If blacks get the housing units that they
want, and the characteristics include a racially integrated neighborhood, they
are willing to accept integration as a useful although not essential outcome.

According to opinions interviewees expressed in the 1978 HUD Survey on
the Quality of Community Life, 57 percent of all blacks and 15 percent of all
whites would prefer the racial composition of their neighborhoods to be half
white and half minority." However, one has to temper this finding with other
findings from this and other surveys about the perceived and actual accompa-
niments to residence in neighborhoods that are racially integrated.

Pro

As the preceding section noted, residential racial integration has become an
important by-product in the search for both suitable housing and a decent
residential environment.!* As part of this decent residential environment, we
assume that blacks prefer a high level of amenitiess—that is, quality public
schools, low crime rates, responsive police and fire departments, regular gar-
bage collection, good road maintenance, and other qualities. If living in inte-
grated neighborhoods is the only way to acquire suitable housing, then it is
certain that blacks who have that goal would not oppose racial integration.
Likewise, if living in racially integrated neighborhoods provides access to
quality local schools and if the acquisition of quality education is a high priority
among black households, then they would not be averse to racial integration.

If living in 2 decent environment is defined as living in an environment with
lower crime rates, particularly lower rates of crime against persons, and if the
suburbs have lower crime rates, then black Americans seeking decent environ-
ments will seek residences in the suburbs. If municipal services —street clean-
ing, snow removal, fire and police protection, garbage collection—are part of
a decent environment and if neighborhoods that afe residentially racially inte-
grated are the ones that provide high levels of municipal services, then black

60002425

ADKER 058249 (HUD1)



A Minority Perspective | 35

Table 1. Attitudes of Residents Toward Local Amenities, by Neighborhood

Compositien (Percentage of Total)
Residents of Residents of
Mostly Minority Mostly White
Neighborhoods Neighborhoods
Felt Schools Excellent or
Pretty Good 43 6l
Felt Crime a Serious Problem 71 5

Felt Police Excellent or
Pretty Good 32 69

Felt Garbage Collection Excellent
or Pretty Good 70 75

Felt Fire Protection Excellent
or Pretty Good 77 84

Felt Road Maintenance Excellent
or Pretty Good 38 47

SOURCE: Prepared by the National Urban League Research Department
from the 1978 Survey on the Quality of Community Life: A
Data Book (Washingtor, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, 1378), pp. 226-227, 416, 424-425, and 432.

Americans will seek the localities that satis{ly their desire for such services.
They will then accept the racial integration that may come along with it.

Evidence from the 1978 HUD Survey on the Quality of Community Life
confirms the above reasoning to some extent (see Tables 1 and 2). Opinions
expressed both by residents of minority and white neighborhoods and by
blacks and whites separately indicate some of the factors that could motivate
moves that may yield residential racial integration. In all instances, more resi-
dents living in mostly white neighborhoods feel that their municipal services
are excellent or pretty good than do those living in mostly minority neighbor-
hoods (Table 1). Thus, strong incentives exist to move from mostly minority
neighborhoods to mostly white ones if greater satisfaction with municipal ser-
vices is an objective. The uniformly smaller percentages of black than of white
households feeling such high levels of satisfaction also suggest that it would be
blacks (as one minority group) who would relocate from the mostly minority
to the mostly white neighborhoods for these reasons (Table 2).

If blacks are working for firms that are decentralizing because land costs in
the suburbs are lower than in cities 2nd if they want to keep their jobs and
decrease commuting time between home and job, then blacks who currently
live in the cities may want to move to the suburbs. To the extent that the .
suburbs have largely white populations, black households, by pursuing easier
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Table 2. Attitudes of Residents Toward Local Amcmucs by Race

- (Percentage of Total) .
Blacks ¢ Whites
Felt Schools Excellent or Pretty Good 59 63 -
Felt Crime a Serious Problem 69 29
Felt Police Excellent or Pretty Good 56 . €9
Felt Garbage Collection Excellent
or Pretty Good 69 75
Felt Fire Protection Excellent ¥
or Pretty Good 70 72
Felt Road Maintenance Excellent
or Pretty Good k| 47

SOURCE: Prepared by the National Urban League Research Department
.- from the 1978 Survey on the Quality of Community Life: A
Data Book (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and
Uarbm3bevelopment. 1978), pp. 226-225, 414-415, 422-423, and

430-431.

work access, may also be racially integrating neighborhoods. Once again, resi-
dential racial integration is achieved not in its own right but as the by-product
of pursuing other goals.

Con

Although there are many possible reasons to look with disfavor on residential
racial integration, most of them center on the location of the process,'® that
is, in existing white neighborhoods or in existing minority neighborhoods.
One objection to the residential racial integration of minorities into existing
white suburban neighborhoods relates to its impact on minority voting block
strength. To the extent that the movement of blacks from cities to suburban
areas reduces their numbers in inner-city voting jurisdictions, they are reducing
their power as the plurality or majority of voters in certain wards. This loss of
concentrated voting power often means the difference between the election of
a black official and a white official. Insofar as representation in elected office
by a member of ‘one’s same ethnic or racial group bestows advantages upon
constituents, one could argue that the suburbanization that leads to residential
racial integration is not desirable for black communities as a whole.

Another objection to residential racial integration has been the dissolution
of community and kinship networks. If residential racial integration requires
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minorities to move to a prtdomnmlly white subuﬂ: the uunon!y group social

network—churches, civic groups, and the like —will lose members and may
lose its effectiveness. The social isolation of being greatly outnumbered as a
minority resident in 2 predominantly white suburb could only aggravate the
hurt of any racially motivated harassment experienced there and would cer-
tainly lessen the willingness of minority groups to move to integrate. The per-
sonal and social costs of integration may be too high for minorities to bear
willingly.

A final and slightly different type of objection to residential racu.l integra-
tion relates to the integration of existing minority neighborhoods by whites.
Since the early 1970s, neighborhoods once predominantly black and redlined
by lenders and insurers have attracted some whites as places in which to buy
and renovate homes. The process whereby higher income whites replace lower
income blacks, usually in declining inner-city neighborhoods, is known as gen-
trification and has been decried by many since first observed. Positive aspects
of the process can include both spatial deconcentration of racial minorities and
strengthening of the city tax base. Negative aspects are its resemblance to the
“Negro removal,” with which urban renewal became synonymous,'” and the
reduction. of -the already limited supply of housing available to low- and
moderate-income people.

Insofar as the “gentry™ are moving into vacant buildings without displacing
existing tenants (who cannot afford to buy their units), such a process fosters
the goals of neighborhood renewal and residential racial integration. However,
insofar as the process displaces either tenants unable to buy their units (often
converted to cooperatives or condominiums) or owners no longer able to pay
the real estate taxes associated with the inflated assessed values such new in-
vestment in the neighborhood brings, then it clearly has negative effects. For
example, in the major renovation areas of Washington, D.C., between 1970
and 1980, the black population decreased by 36 percent and the white popula-
tion increased by 7 percent.'* No one knows where the people who are dis-
placed go. Because they were vulnerable to displacement from their original
neighborhoods, financial constraints are likely to limit their ability to move to
the suburbs and integrate neighborhoods there. Due to changes in prices or
conditions brought about by neighborhood reinvestment, they no longer had
the freedom to choose whether to move or to remain.

In this instance, freedom of choice for minorities over the types and loca-
tions of residences has been constrained by economics, although the changes
that result include the racial integration—at least in the short run—of many
neighborhoods that formerly were all black. In this case, some see the displaced
as seriously “dispossessed”™: -

While displacement has always produced severe hardship to the lower-
income, when it was caused by urban renewal or other earlier programs
the “trickle down" theory provided comfort to some that lower-income
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people whose homu were dtmohshed could find housmg wl'uch was being
abandoned by higher-income persons. Displacement due to reinvestment
turns the trickle down theory on its head; it is the higher-income who are
now usurping the homes of the lowcr-mcumc, lu.\nng nollung left to
trickle down.'?

Long-term residential racial integration seems to be an elusive goal in the
United States. Few neighborhoods integrated by the in-migration of blacks
have remained integrated over time. The phenomenon of integration by whites
through the gentrification process is still new enough that it is unclear how
stable this integration may be. Although gentrification may bring about inte-
gration within some city neighborhoods in the short run, it probably will do lit-
tle to further integration in the longer run and may generate increased crowding
or pocket ghettos in other parts of the metropolitan areas,

The case of gentrification and the other issues discussed i in this chapter
demonstrate how large a part home ownership plays in creating freedom of
mobility. If those who were displaced —blacks or others—had been able to
buy their apartments after developers converted them to cooperatives and con-
dominiums, they might have moved from their neighborhoods only tempo-
rarily, ‘during renovation, rather than permanently. However, encouraging
more home ownership cannot remedy, by itself, the inability of many owners
to meet the property tax payments required to enable them to stay in their
neighborhoods. In any case, the movement of blacks from inner-city areas
either voluntarily (in pursuit of an enhanced housing bundle or racial integra-
tion in the suburbs) or involuntarily (by gentrification or reinvestment displace-
ment) has the same net effects—of diluting black voting strength within cities
and of weakening the social and cultural fabric of black communities.

Summary and Conclusion

In viewing questions from a minority perspective, it is important to remember
that no single “minority community™ position exists on housing or almost any
other issue. The competing motives of individuals and the diversity of opinion
within minority groups prevent anything resembling consensus on most iSsues.
However, an identifiable similarity of motives and reasonably clear agreement
on goals does provide a glue that binds together the fragile coalition of groups
often called the “minority community.” One common motive is the desire to
improve the living conditions of minority group members, and a common goal
is to ensure equal access to “decent, safe and sanitary dwellings.”

In order to understand the minority perspective on residential racial integra-
tion, we must distinguish between the minority community as a collection of
individuals with one set of motives and priorities and the organizations that
represent individuals who may hold a quite different set of motives and priori-
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ties. This is not to say that the organizations are not representative of their
constituencies but only that individuals may behave very differently from orga-
nizations. For example, a minority organization may have a philosophical con-
cérn that focuses on the long-range attitudinal changes that might occur as a
result ol'a closer association between members of different races and ethnic
groups. This concern- might center on the idea that if people of different ethnic
backgrounds lived in the same neighborhoods, their children would attend the
same schools, socialize together, and thereby come to know each other as indi-
viduals rather than merely as members of another racial group. Theoretically,
this would result in reduced prejudice and bigotry that might carry over into
adulthood. !

Similarly, parents living in integrated neighborhoods would interact in a
context of mutual problems and concerns that would transcend racial and
ethnic identification and, again, become individuals to one another rather
than out-group members. Thus, residential racial integration may be scenas a
long-term method of fostering mutual respect among various racial or ethnic
groups. Nevertheless, this motive probably is not uppermost in the minds of
individuals as they seek housing and other goods and services for their fami-
lies. It is a consideration when civil rights, service, or advocacy groups form
national policies or take positions on the issue of housing. Part of the difficulty
in understanding the minority community's positions on residential integration
stems, perhaps, from the reluctance of its organizations to express clearly and
repeatedly such seemingly utopian goals. Often they are reluctant because the
attainment of these goals is uncertain at best and, even if attained, no one
could attribute such successes conclusively to a specific set of actions, policies,
or conditions.

Historiczlly, the National Urban League has opposed any activity that would
limit for any reason the access of minority group members to any housing that
they could afford. At the same time, the organization has concerned itself with
limiting the diffusion of black political power, acquiring jobs, limiting urban
displacement, and a myriad of other, separate issues related to housing. Al-
though the National Urban League opposes any policy of so-called “spatial
deconcentration,” for example, it does not object to the movement of blacks to
suburbs by personal choice. Even if this movement eventually results in neigh-
borhoods that are no longer racially integrated, the League would oppose any
action that would maintain housing integration by denying free access to
housing to minority group members. The overriding issue here is better, more
affordable housing for minorities, not housing integration.

Similarly, while the National Urban League condemns urban renewal proj-
ects that are merely euphemisms for “Negro removal,” it recognizes that open
housing means that whites also must be free to move into previously black
areas, a trend occurring now in many urban centers. However, this process
becomes problematic when realtors, bankers, thrift institutions, and insurers
conspire to influence the process to the detriment of minority group members.
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In view of the impediments that blacks face when they seck to exercise their
full freedom of choice in terms of residence type and location, the National
Urban League has served as an advocate for the elimination of discriminatory
barriers to free choice. One such advocacy action was a court suit that the
League filed against the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency and other
financial regulatory agencies.?® Although the court ruled that the organization
did not have standing as a plaintiff against certain of these agencies, as a result
of the suit the League obtained agreements to ameliorate the racially and
sexually discriminatory aspects of the home mortgage lending process involving
several institutions.

This chapter began with a statement of the mission of the National Urban
League; it is appropriate to close on that same point. The National Urban
League seeks to enable blacks and other minority group members to exercise
their full human potential. Although the organization pursues broad policy
concerns and objectives regarding residential racial integration, whatever per-
sonal choices enable minority group members to realize their life potential, the
League, by its very definition, supports. Residential racial integration has been
enhanced over the years by the cumulative fulfillment of the mission of the
organization and by the personal choices the members of its constituency have
made. We are confident that it will continue to evolve in this fashion.

NOTES

1. National Urban League, Manual, p. 2.

2. The use of home ownership as the primary form of wealth accumulation has
been noted since the 1930s. See Gries and Ford, Home Ownership, Income, and Types
of Dwelling, p. 1.

3. The concept of the housing bundle is explained at length in Kain and Quigley,
Housing Markeis and Racial Discrimination, pp. 256-63.

4. As far back as 1932, President Hoover's Commitiee on Home Building and
Home Ownership noted that blacks, who are predominantly renters, are required to
spend larger proportions of their incomes on rent than are other groups. It was also
found that home ownership among blacks was increasing at that time despite difficulties
with financing and the high interest rates paid for second mortgages, which were com-
mon for home purchases then. See Gries and Ford, Negro Housing, p. 71.

5. Naparstek and Cincotta, Urban Disinvestment, p. 10.

6. A useful discussion of both blockbusting and steering can be found in Lake,
The New Suburbanites.

7. See Tacuber and Tacuber, Negroes in Cities, p. 22, for a discussion of the fac-
tors that lead to increased prices of houses after the in-migration of blacks to a neigh-
borhood.

8. “Housing Discrimination Must Be Dealt with by HUD;" p. 317.

9. 1978 HUD Survey, p. 2.

10. Ibid., pp. 298-99.
11. lbid., p. 610.
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12. Ibid., pp. 608~9. - +3 ;

13. Carlson, “Blacks Increasingly Head to Suburbs,” p. 29.

14. 1978 HUD Survey, pp. 298-99.

15. In the 1978 HUD Survey, 40 percent of all residents of a large city but only 13
percent.of all residents of a medium suburban city considered the condition of the
housing in their community to be a severe problem (pp. 220-21). Additionally, 51 per-
cent of all blacks in the survey but only 16 percent of all whites considered the condi-
tion of housing in their community to be a severe problem (pp. 224-25). In mostly
white neighborhoods, 19 percent of the residents felt housing conditions to be a severe
problem, whereas, in mostly minority neighborhoods, 44 percent of the residents shared
that sentiment (pp. 226-27).

16. An extended discussion of possible disadvantages to the residential integration
of suburbs by minorities is found in Calmore, “Fair Housing vs. Fair Housing™

17. The legacy of urban renewal programs in the United States is explored in An-
derson, The Federal Bulldozer; Wilson, Urban Renewal.

18. Feinberg, “D.C. Leads Country in Renovation.™

19. Werner, “Displacement,” p. 11.

20. Naticnal Urban’ League v. Office of the Comptroller ei al., U.S. District Court
of the District of Columbia, Civil Action No. 76-718, April 1976. (The final order was
filed 3 May 1978.)
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Chapter Three

Sustainable Integration or
Inevitable Resegregation
The Troubling Questions
ALEXANDER POLIKOFF*

A trend toward black suburbanization, beginning in the 1970s, has been docu-
mented in a number of studies.! Will this demographic development merely
extend to the suburbs the residential segregation patterns so familiar in most
of our central cities? Or does it present an opportunity for fostering racially
diverse communities?

Growing numbers of suburban municipalities are grappling with the com-
plexities of attempting to maintain themselves as racially diverse.? This chap-
ter addresses some of the legal, especially constitutional, and policy questions
posed by those efforts. Particular attention will be paid to race-conscious
housing counseling. We will use this term to refer to an important but contro-
versial activity: a counseling and referral service carried on by 2 municipal or
municipally supported housing agency that collects information about racial
residential patterns and encourages homeseekers to consider housing options
that persons of their race are unlikely to consider (i.e., white homeseckers are
encouraged to consider moving to integrated areas and black homeseekers are
encouraged to consider predominantly white neighborhoods).? The significance
of regional efforts not confined to a single municipality will also be discussed.

Background

The experience of one Chicago suburb illustrates the difficulties of attempting
to maintain racial diversity. In 1967 the Commission on Human Relations of
Markham, Illinois, issued a report that spoke glowingly of Markham's “stable
racial integration™

Markham enjoys substantial and stable racial integration. In the strife
ridden 60's, here Negroes and whites have learned to live together as co-
laborers, learn together as students, govern together as equals and wor-
ship together as brothers. We recognize the presence of problems but, we
have learned that life in a community such as ours is an exciting and
rewarding experience. We pledge ourselves to str.ivc for the full attain-
*This chapter is based on a paper prepared by Business and Professional Peopie for the Public

Interest (BPI) for the Joyce Foundation ol Chicago. The author gratefully acknowledges the con-
siderable assistance of BPI attorneys Elizabeth Lassar, Howard Learner, and John Hammell.
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ment of the integration goal.-We welcome all people of good will to share
in this rich inter-racial life. We are pledged to demonstrate the success of
racial integration to our metropolitan area.*

However, the same report cast doubt on Mukhams lblllty to make good on
its pledge to demonstrate the success of racial integration:

This Commission worked actively to implement peaceful integration and
cooperated with the Veterans's Administration, the Illinois Commission
on Human Relations and the real estate brokers handling non-white sales.
Now that we are working just as hard to maintain that integration we find
not only a lack of cooperation from these sources but actual opposition.

- In the past, all-Negro subdivisions have developed in the Chicago
suburbs and some suburban areas have gradually changed into non-white
sections, but we believe our situation marks the first significant extension
of the Chicago pattern of block-by-block transition to the suburbs?

Markham's black pdpulaiou. which was about 2.5 percent in 1950, rose 10 21
percent in 1960, 50 percent in 1970, and 70 percent in 1980; it was estimated
to be about 75 percent in 1984. Most neighborhoods are either entirely black
or are steadily losing their white residents. The Human Relations Commission
is defunct®

The Markham experience highlights a conundrum of race relations in the
United States: blacks move into previously all-white neighborhoods, but the
resulting integration does not persist and the neighborhoods eventually lose
virtually all their white residents. One analysis offers this explanation:

Given decades of history that the entry of blacks into a neighborhood
signals its transition to an all-black neighborhood; given that many neigh-
borhoods are still closed to blacks; given the natural tendency of minority
families to seek housing in areas where they know they will be welcomed;
given the wider range of choice open to whites—all these factors push
newly integrated neighborhoods in the direction of becoming all-minority
neighborhoods. When illegal racial steering is added, the resulting transi-
tion to a resegregated neighborhood becomes almost inevitable.!

A village president warns members of the National League of Cities that they
must face the resegregation issue. “Inaction,” he contends, “is tantamount to
support for segregation, racial change and resegregation in town after town
throughout the metropolitan arcas across our nation.™*

Small but growing numbers of integrated suburban municipalities across the
country have begun to address the resegregation issue.? Their efforts to main-
tain their racially diverse character have taken a variety of forms, including:

« Race-conscious housing counseling—a counseling service that

- encourages homeseekers Lo consider housing options that persons of

their race are unlikely to consider;
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« Alflirmative marketing—attempts.to induce or require real estate agents
to inform racial groups about available housing in neighborhoods to
which members of such groups are not likely to be attracted without
special efforts;

« Racial record keeping—maintaining records on the racial composition
and home buyir.g and apartment secking “traffic” of subdivisions,
blocks, or other areas;

« Notification of intent to sell—attempts to require or induce owners to
provide advance notice of housing to be placed on the market;

« Solicitation bans— prohibitions of real estate solicitation if property
owners give notice that they do not wish to be solicited (or if other
requirements are not complied with);

+ Sign bans— prohibitions against the display of “for sale™ or “sold™ signs
on residential real estate;

» Housing quality/public service standards—rigid enforcement of housing
quality standards and improvement of public services in neighborhoods
threatened with resegregation;

« Litigation—suits against real estate brokers for racial steering, usually
based on “testing” by teams of blacks and whites who visit real estate
offices and pretend to be looking for homes."®

These so-called “integration maintenance™ activities have generated heated
controversy. For example, Chicago area chapters of the NAACP and of the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) have issued strongly criti-
cal statements. One NAACP chapter said that integration maintenance would
lead to “restriction of mobility of Black people and/or abridge the civil rights
of individual citizens "' The SCLC chapter asserted that the very concept of
integration maintenar:ze “reinforces the myth of *White Supremacy' and Black
Inferiority.” ' Testifying before a congressional committee in 1978, the general
counsel of the National Association of Realtors (NAR) attacked integration
maintenance ordinances as illegal * ‘minority scatter plans’. . . premised on the
racist and biased stereotype of minority concentrations as inhercnlly a threat
10 the health, safety and welfare of the community." "

On the other hand, a respected Chicago area fair housing orgamzallon. the
Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities, observed in a posi-
tion paper on the subject, “We will not end the dual housing market if de-
liberate efforts to open communities result in resegregation.” The council con-
cluded that it would support municipal actions that “encourage choices by
home seckers which will further the achievement of racial diversity, so long as
the actions apply fairly to all home seckers and the right of the home se:ker to
make the final choice is respected.™ 4

Articles on the integration maintenance issue have also begun to appcar in
the national and local press,”* and scholarly analysis has commenced.'®

Litigation too is underway. One suit led to an order invalidating antisolicita-
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tion pmvmons of the Bellwood, lllinois, ordinance,!” while another attacked
the integration maintenance activities of Cleveland Heights, Ohio." In a Chi-

~ cago area lawsuit, the National Association of Realtors is asserting that the

integration maintenance ordinances and programs of nine suburbs violate fair
housing laws." : i '

Even the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
which long avoided serious discussion of integration maintenance questions,
has begun to turn its attention to the subject. In a speech delivered to the
NAR'’s convention in November 1983, HUD Seccretary Samuel R. Pierce, Jr.,
offered three preliminary observations on integration maintenance:

1. He did not see the integration maintenance issue as a question of quotas.
“The communities deny that their programs involve quotas or other predeter-
mined numerical relationships. . . . The point of their programs’is to expand,
rather than to limit choices, and that is the basis on which we will judge them”

2. He could not ignore the fact that the integration maintenance controversy
had become most pronounced in those areas that appeared to be most marked
by continuing housing discrimination, or the “cruel irony" that the many com-
munities that remained closed to minorities were “largely and directly respon-
sible for the existence of this controversy.”

3. He did not believe it useful to frame the integration maintenance issue
“as a supposed conflict between free choice and integration.” The issue was
free choice, but restricting choice was no less real or unlawful when a white
homeseeker was denied the choice of an integrated community than when a
minority homeseeker was denied the choice of a nonsegregated community.2

In August 1984, announcing a change in its rules for determining whether
the fair housing laws of state and local jurisdictions were substantially equiva-
lent to federal fair housing laws, HUD said that, although it had not found
any integration maintenance ordinance or program that in its view amounted
to a quota,

Nevertheless, the Department does not deny that it is possible for some
activities purportedly undertaken in the name of racial integration to have
a limiting effect on the ability of some persons to select or apply for the
housing of their chaice. . . . In a homeownership context, it may be pos-
sible that some elements of an “integration maintenance™ program might
operate 1o restrict the channels available to homeseekers, more than to
open them, in a2 manner that may be considered incompatible with the
prohibitions of the Fair Housing Act. Such elements, for example, might
include bans on “for sale”™ signs or on solicitation by real estate brokers, or
race-conscious counselling by municipal agencies.?!

In light of these various developments, it is not surprising that interest in
integration maintenance is growing rapidly, or that the questions it poses—to
which we now turn—are complex.
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The Troubling Questions

The following discussion will focus on race-conscious homeseeker counseling
as carried on by a number of municipally operated or supported housing agen-
cies. These agencies provide a counseling and referral service to homeseekers
in an effort to promote and maintain racial diversity. They obtain information
about racial patterns (such as homeseeker traffic) and available housing, as
well as the usual information of interest to homeseekers on schools, transpor-
tation, and the like. They then try to encourage white homeseekers to consider
moving to already integrated areas and black homeseckers to predominantly
white neighborhoods.®

Such counseling, of course, involves none of the elements of a racial quota.?
Yet race-conscious counseling is one of the most controversial, as well as one
of the most important, of the integration maintenance techniques. A discus-
sion of it is likely to illumine integration maintenance issues generally. Many
other elements of a comprehensive integration maintenance strategy cause less
controversy but deal only indirectly with racial transition—for example, policy
statements, improved public services, and increased attention to enforcement
of housing quality standards. The “direct” technique of counseling may be an
essential part of any integration maintenance strategy effective enough to con-
tend with the frequently irresistible tide of block-by-block resegregation.

Because race-conscious counseling conducted or supported by a municipality
may be said to amount to government treatment of citizens differentially
according to race (i.e., blacks are encouraged to consider moving to one type
of area, whites to another),?* how can such conduct survive under Title VII1
of the 1968 Civil Rights Act or the Equal Protection Clause of the Constitu-
tion? Although to our knowledge no court has yet decided a counseling case,
lower federal courts have determined that Title VIII proscribes “discouraging”
a prospective home buyer from purchasing housing on a racial basis.?® Race-
conscious counseling may have the effect of discouraging some persons from
purchasing some housing for racial reasons (indeed, in the sense that persons
are counseled to consider housing options in addition to those they may have
had in mind initially, that is one of its purposes).?® Why, then, does such coun-
seling not violate Title VIII?

The argument that it does not rests to some degree upon the asserted pur-
pose of Title V1II to promote integration, and the judicial doctrine that a
statute should not be interpreted or applied in a way that will frustrate its
purpose.?” However, whether Title VIII in fact has such a purpose—in addi-
tion to its acknowledged antidiscrimination purpose—is itself uncertain.

* The stated purpose of Title V111 is “the achievement of fair housing through-
out the United States,” but the statute does not define the term “fair housing”
And while the Supreme Court has referred to the importance and desirability
of racial integration in housing in Title V111 cases,® no Supreme Court opinion
has given us a precise meaning for that term.

6000245+

I

) BESEES S G
ADKER 058262 (HUD1)

ey’




" 48 | Perspectives on,Holl..lsiqg Integration -

There are two polar possibilities: Title V111 is designed merely to eliminate
discrimination, or it is designed [or that purpose and to promote integration as
well. In the former view, “[air housing™ means housing that is “open,” that is,
free from discrimination and accessible to all in free market competition, re-
gardless of the racial residential pattern that results. In the latter view, “fair
housing™ means “integrated housing,” racial residenlih.l diversity achieved in
fact.

A third view is also possible: the law was designed to eliminate discrimina-
tion in housing and rhereby to promote integration. That is, the legislators
hoped that integration would result from the elimination of discrimination,
but they did not intend specifically to authorize or validate race-conscious
activities such as homeseeker counseling to achieve that result, at least not by
agencies other than the federal government and its agents.®

The statement most often quoted in support of the integration purpose of
Title VIII is that of Senator Mondale, a principal sponsor of the legislation,
who said that Title V11l was intended “to replace the ghettos by truly inte-
grated and balanced living patterns.”* However, Senator Mondale also said,
“The basic purpose of this legislation is to permit people who have the ability
1o do 5010 buy any house offered 1o the public if they can aﬂ’ord to buy it
And Senator Brooke, a cosponsor of Title V111, said:

America’s future must lie in the successful integration of all our many
minorities, -or there will be no future worthy of America. That future
does not require imposed residential and social integration; it does require
the elimination of compulsory segregation in housing, education and em-
ployment.

It does not require that government dictate some master plan for mas-
sive resettlement of our population; it does require that government meet
its responsibilities to assure equal opportunity for all citizens to acquire
the goods and necessities of life.

It does not require that government interfere with the legitimate per-
sonal preferences of individuals; it does require that government protect
the freedom of individuals to choose where they wish to live.?

An opinion of the general counsel of HUD refers to the “twofold™ purpose
of Title VIII, “the provision of open housing opportunities™ (presumably by
prohibiting discrimination) and “the replacement of segregated housing condi-
tions by ‘truly integrated housing patterns,' ™ but concludes: “In summary, the
two goals of [Title VIII]—integration and nondiscrimination or freedom of
choice—were perceived by Congress to be complementary. Congress antici-
pated that the abolition of racially dlscnmmatory housing pncmoes would
ultimately result in residential integration™ e

An interesting argument derives from Section 8d9 of Title V111, which man-
dates HUD to endeavor to “work out programs of voluntary compliance and
enforcement™ of Title VIII with, among others, persons in the housing indus-
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try. Under this provision HUD has entered into a number of voluntary affir-
mative marketing agreements, including one with the National Association
of Realtors™ Pursuant to the HUD/NAR agreement, NAR has published
educational and training materials for its members, including “Guidelines™
respecting how Title VI1I applies to the real estate industry. The Guidelines
were developed in consultation with representatives of the U.S. Department
of Justice and HUD, the two federal agencies responsible for the enforcement
of Title VIIL.* ]

The Guidelines appear quite clearly to sanction actions by real estate agents
to encourage integration:

The law does not prohibit encouragement of integration and would
not be violated by such acts since they are consistent with the national
housing policy.* :

[PJerfectly proper racial statements (in the form of encouragement of
integration) take place between broker and potential buyer.?’

Because the legal basis for the HUD/NAR voluntary affirmative action
marketing agreement and its Guidelines is Section 809's directive respecting
programs of voluntary “compliance and enforcement,” it may be inferred that
HUD has interpreted Title VI1I to authorize pro-integration activities by real
estate agents, at least in the context of cooperative agreements with govern-
ment.® An argument might thus be made that HUD has interpreted Title V111
as embodying an integrative purpose independent of the hope or expectation
that integration would result from the elimination of housing discrimination.

Unlike an arcane lawyers' dispute, the controversy about the meaning of
Title V111 erupted in the daily newspapers in the summer of 1984. In an inter-
view that appeared on page one of the Washingron Post, William Bradford
Reynolds, assistant U.S. attorney general for civil rights, was reported to have

. said that Congress intended Title V111 only to prohibit racial bias in renting

or selling housing, and, as long as people are not denied free choice of housing,
“1 don't think any government ought to be about the business to reorder so-
ciety or neighborhoods to achieve some degree of [racial] proportionality” in
housing®

Jane Lang McGrew, former general counsel of HUD (author of the opinion
referred to above), shot back four days later in a Los Angeles Times column
that Reynolds was engaged in “revisionist thinking” about Title VII1, There
are two purposes of the law, she wrote, “to eliminate discrimination and to
promote integration in housing." Stopping with the first, as Reynolds did,
“doesn’t go as far as Congress went, and it is nowhere close to where the courts
have been,” McGrew said, citing Supreme Court statements about the strong
national commitment to promote integrated housing reflected in the law.* In
an analysis entitled “Nation's Policy on Integration at Crossroads,” the Wash-
ington Post staff writer who had interviewed Reynolds concluded that if “Rey-

(e

L]

[P
¢
-]

ADKER 058264 (HUD1)




50 | Perspectives on Housing Integration

nolds succeeds in greatly narrowing the interpretation of the Fair Housing Act .

. . residence patterns in the nation will be profoundly changed.”*!

A different approach to the question of whether municipal race-conscious
counseling violates Title V111 focuses on the reference to constitutional limita-
tions in the purpose clause of Title VI1I: “It is the policy of the United States
to provide, within Constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the
United States.” The phrase “Constitutional limitations" suggests that Congress
wished constitutional principles to play a major role in determining the validity
of fair housing programs. Thus it is likely that the legality of municipal race-
conscious counseling will depend to a large extent on constitutional amllysns.
to which we now turn.

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires gov-
ernment to treat similarly situated persons equally under the law. All race-
conscious actions by government are not thereby precluded; however, as the
case law has established, race-conscious actions are likely to be held unconstitu-
tional unless they further a compelling government interest and are shown to be
necessary to that end.

In addition, a recent analysis has persuasively suggested that, even if the
compelling interest and necessity tests appear to be met, the government’s
interest must be found to outweigh society's strong interest in not burdening
or stigmatizing members of minority groups. Without such a balancing, no
attention would be paid to the possibility that a racial classification, necessary
to achieve a compelling interest, might impose an intolerable burden upon a
minority group.*? What are considered “compelling," “necessary,” and “burden-
some" or “stigmatizing” are thus likely to be the three ultimate determinants of
the validity of race-conscious homesecker counseling.

The Compelling Interest

The “compelling” nature of the government interest in preventing residential
segregation is strongly indicated by statements already made by the Supreme
Court. In 1979 the Court upheld the right under Title V111 of the village of
Bellwood, lllinois, to sue real estate agents who were allegedly steering pro-
spective black home buyers toward an integrated area of Bellwood, while
steering white customers away from it. Bellwood contended that these prac-
tices were affecting the village's racial composition, replacing an integrated
neighborhood with a segregated one. Asserting that the “adverse consequences
attendant upon a ‘changing’ neighborhood can be profound,” the Court said
that, if the alleged steering practices significantly reduced the number of buyers
in the Bellwood housing market, prices could be deflected downward, a phe-
nomenon the Court said would be exacerbated if increases in the minority
population attributable to racial steering precipitated white flight.*’ The Court
concluded:
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A significant reduction in property values directly injures a municipality

~ by diminishing its tax base, thus threatening its ability to bear the costs of

local government and to provide services. Other harms flowing from the

~ realities of a racially segregated community are not unlikely. [Footnote

~omitted.] As we have said before, “[tJhere can be no question about the

importance™ to a community of “promoting stable, racially integrated

housing.™ Linmark Associates, Inc. v. Willingboro [citation omitted]. If,

as alleged, petitioners' sales practices actually have begun to rob Bellwood

of its racial balance and stability, the village has standing to challenge the
legality of that conduct.#

The Linmark case referred to in the quotation was a 1977 decision of the
Court holding that a ban on the display of “for sale™ or “sold™ signs on real
estate violated the First Amendment and was not saved by the municipality's
purpose of stemming what it perceived as the flight of white homeowners from
a racially integrated community. Noting that defense of the municipality's ban
relied “on the vital goal this ordinance serves: namely, promoting stable, ra-
cially integrated housing,” the Court in Linmark said: “There can be no ques-
tion about the importance of achieving this goal. This Court has expressly
recognized that substantial benefits flow to both whites and blacks from inter-
racial association and that Congress has made a strong national commitment
to promote integrated housing.™*!

It is true that neither the Bellwood nor the Linmark case arose under the
Equal Protection Clause. In an equal protection context, where race-conscious
government action is at issue, “compelling” clearly means more than merely
“important.” However, with the Count viewing Congress as having made a
“strong national commitment to promote integrated housing,” and having itself
termed that goal “vital,” it seems more likely that municipal race-conscious
counseling would founder—if at all—on the necessity or burden tests than
that the Court would conclude that the “vital™ goal of promoting integrated
housing is not a “compelling™ government interest.®

In any event, another Supreme Court case points the way 1o a near-certain
resolution of the compelling interest issue. In 1980 the Supreme Court held
that it was not a violation of the Equal Protection Clause for Congress to pro-
vide a 10 percent “set-aside™ for minority businesses of federal funds granted
for local public works projects. The decision, in Fullilove v. Klutznick, rested
on Congress's determination that racial discrimiration or its effects persisted
in the field of government contracting, and that the minority business prefer-
ence would help redress that condition.” In his concurring opinion, Justice
Powell spoke of “the compelling government interest in redressing the discrimi-
nation that affects minority contractors.” ¢

In like fashion any integration maintenance ordinarice, including its coun-
seling component, is likely to be based on a determination that discrimination

F

609024

()

ADKER 058266 (Hlll@




i

52 'Pmpeuivcs on Housing Integration

or its eIl'ects persist in lhe hausing field, and that the provisions of the ordi-
nance are designed to redress those discriminatory conditions. Whatever diffi-
culties may be encountered with the necessity and burden or stigma fests, such
a determination, ruponsihly made, is likely to satisfy the compelling interest
requirement

The Necessity of the Means

The necessity of employing race-conscious counseling to foster racial diversity
is a more difficult issue. It is generally acknowledged that discriminatory con-
duct, particularly by persons in the real estate business, has been a major cause
of residential segregation®® Yet pervasive discriminatory conduct persists,’!
arguably in part at least because enforcement of our laws against housing dis-
crimination has been less than vigorous,’? and the enforcement structure itself
is weak ¥

Under these circumstances, it could be asserted, Title V1II should be en-
forced more vigorously, and with more resources. Its enforcement provisions
should be strengthened. And such steps should be taken not only at the federal
level, to which the bulk of the criticism has been directed, but also at the state
and local levels. The full potential of state licensing and regulation of real
estate brokers as an antidiscrimination tool has not been realized. On the
model of Bellwood, a municipality that was truly concerned about preserving
racial diversity could engage in massive testing and litigation to stop further
segregative steering within its borders.

Beyond this, the argument would run, other techniques could be employed,
such as vigorous property maintenance code enforcement, equity assurance
plans, and public relations, that do not pose a risk of differential treatment of
the races. Finally, additional steps that have not been tried—for example, a
well-publicized metropolitan-wide information service on housing opportuni-
ties—might be undertaken. Without a demonstration that these measures
had been tried and found wanting, it could be contended that the case has not
been made for the necessity of employing a technique, such as race-conscious
counseling, that may be viewed as treating persons differentially by race.

Persuasive counterarguments can be mounted. Housing discrimination
may be “too pervasive and subtle to be eliminated through any enforcement
effort.™** Against the background of established attitudes and priorities, even
effective enforcement efforts may take a long time to change resegregation
dynamics. Meanwhile, more municipalities may suffer resegregation. One unit
of government (municipal) should not be “penalized™ because another (federal
or state) fails to act effectively.

Moreover, because of the fragmentation of the real estate market, some
segregative steering may be carried on without violation of law and would not
be affected by antidiscrimination enforcement efforts. Many brokers may spe-
cialize in—that is, have listings only in—white areas, black areas, or transi-
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tional areas. “[W]hile the market as a whole functions to steer blacks to one
set of neighborhoods and whites to others, we do not necessarily have viola-
tions of the law by particular persons or firms."%

Finally, if the “tipping"™ point theory of resegregation has validity,”’ the en-
tire resegregation process may be largely immune to antidiscrimination en-
forcement techniques: ,

The principle of equal housing opportunity now enjoys rather substan-
tial public support. The force of law is on the side of the right of any
person to have equal access to any housing that is on the market. A ma-
jority of whites no longer have objections to having some black neighbors.
However, a majority of whites still become panicky and will attempt to
escape if they find themselves a racial minority.

Blacks do not share précisely equivalent feelings but it is clear that
except for a courageous, pioneering few, most blacks, given a choice, will
elect not to be the first to integrate a neighborhood. Rather, they tend to
search for homes where a degree of racial balance has been established.
These two sets of behavior patterns practically insure that racially bal-
anced neighborhoods will become all or predominantly black in time.*®

If the foregoing is correct, a race-conscious housing counseling plan able to
continually adjust to racial changes might be an essential element of any effec-
tive program to prevent the (otherwise) inevitable resegregation.®®

These arguments suggest that the case for the necessity of employing race-
conscious counseling is complex, but that it can be made.

The Burdening Consequences

We turn lastly to the issue of burdening or stigmatizing members of minority
groups. First, at least some blacks who need better housing may arguably be
deterred from finding it by race-conscious counseling. Though this is rot an
inevitable result of such counseling, it is a possible one. Given the dynamics of
the resegregation process, it is in the communities to which some blacks have
already moved that other blacks, in increasing numbers, are likely to seck
housing. Most black homeseekers do not perceive themselves to have realistic
access to most suburban communities—if for no other reason (though there
are, of course, other reasons) than that most such communities have few black
residents and most blacks will elect not to be among the first to integrate a
neighborhood. Yet it is communities to which blacks have already moved that
have an interest in encouraging blacks to consider moving to communities that
do not yet have significant numbers of blacks. Race-conscious counseling by
the former communities may thus have the effect of discouraging some blacks
from looking for housing where they wish to find it, while failing to provide
them with what are perceived to be equally satisfactory alternative housing
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possibilitics. Such a result would burden the very persons who should be

~helped® With rare exceptions, however, race-conscious government action

has been sustained by the Supreme Court only when it is designed to benefit
minorities and does not entail the imposition of burdens upon them *!

Second, any race-conscious counseling program presents a risk of appearing
to stigmatize blacks. Given the minority status of blacks in the population at
large, and the disinclination of most whites to remain in communities that have
a majority black population, race-conscious counseling may understandably
be viewed as an effort to keep the black population below a specific percentage.
As some of the statements quoted above demonstrate, such a view would lead
some blacks to perceive race-conscious counseling to be predicated upon an
assumption of the undesirability of a black majority community.*?

Third, race-conscious counseling programs are likely to come at some cost in
divisiveness. The intensity of the rhetoric in several of the statements referred
to above reflects this reality. The Shaker Heights integration maintenance pro-
gram erupted into public controversy even among those who supported race-
conscious counseling®’ To some degree such counseling may be perceived as
restricting the mobility of minorities because of white fear or prejudice. If “no
issué since the Vietnam War had produced such bitter divisions among Ameri-
cans as had the issue of racial preferences,”* widespread race-conscious coun-
seling in metropolitan areas across the country may well possess the potential
for generating comparable divisions.

There are, of course, counterarguments. The risk that race-conscious coun-
seling might deter or discourage some blacks from finding needed housing
appears much more serious if one assumes—as do many discussions of race-
conscious counseling, indeed of integration maintenance activities of any sort
—that the issue is freedom of choice versus coercion.®® Yet it is obvious that
some forms of race-conscious activity do not involve coercion, as, for exam-
ple, HUD's affirmative marketing regulations illustrate.*® Moreover, the risk
of deterrence coexists with the potential of race-conscious counseling to ex-
pand the options of black homeseekers, thereby helping to remedy one of the
persisting effects of housing discrimination. Choice-expansion should be par-
ticularly effective if counseling is conducted on a regional basis. Coordinated
region-wide race-conscious counseling should be able to offer black home-
seekers at least as many comparable housing opportunities in predominantly
white communities as are available to them in already well-integrated com-
munities.®” It would be ironic if such efforts to expand choice (by encourag-
ing homeseekers to consider areas they have traditionally assumed to be “off
limits") were to be treated as steering, which is said to violate Title VIII be-
cause it limits freedom of choice

This dual impact of race-conscious counseling—a risk of deterrence and a
possibility for choice-expansion—suggests that the issue of burden or stigma
may be framed helpfully in terms of “fundamental fairness,” a formulation
Justice Powell used in discussing the minority business set-aside in the Fulli-
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love case referred to above. “[T]he effect of the set-aside is limited and so

widely dispersed that its use is consistent with fundamental fairness.™* It may
be inferred from another of Justice Powell's opinions that the kind of race-

conscious action least likely to survive under the Equal Protection Clause isa

‘classification that “denies an individual opportunities or benefits enjoyed by
others,” or under which “some individuals are excluded from enjoyment of a
state-provided benefit."?® More likely to survive are actions that do “not result
in the denial of the relevant bencfit,” or “[e]xclude individuals . . . enjoyment
of the relevant opportunity.” "' Race-conscious counseling neither denies bene-
fits nor excludes individuals, and its risk of deterrence coexists with a choice-

expansion potential. If the “marginal unfairness™ (as Justice Powell termed it) -

to innocent nonminority contractors in Fullilove’™—which did result in ex-
cluding nonminority contractors from competition for a portion of a state-
provided benefit—was not significant enough to place the minority business
set-aside in the former category, it seems doubtful that race-conscious coun-
seling would be placed there either.

Of course, the burden in Fullilove fell upon whites. In race-conscious coun-
seling the burden may be said to fall upon blacks, an important difference
notwithstanding the coexisting benefit possibility of choice-expansion. It may
be helpful in considering this aspect of race-conscious counseling to refer back
to the earlier discussion about the purposes of Title VIII, particularly to the
position of William Bradford Reynolds that government should not be in the
business of trying to bring about integration, and to statements made in that
regard by HUD’s general counsel, John Knapp, that he saw no conflict between
HUD's requirements for site selection and affirmative marketing plans, which
are clearly race-conscious actions, and the Justice Department’s position.”

Like race-conscious counseling, HUD's site selection criteria and affirmative
marketing regulations are race-conscious steps having dual impacts. Under its
site selection criteria HUD considers the racial composition of areas proposed
for subsidized housing for the purpose (consistent with other policy considera-
tions) of avoiding concentrations of subsidized housing in racially impacted
areas.” The affirmative marketing regulations require suppliers of federally
assisted housing to market their housing “affirmatively™ by taking special steps
to make its availability known to those racial groups least likely to apply for it
because of, among other reasons, neighborhood racial patterns.”™ In each case
there are dual impacts. :

Under the site selection criteria, minority areas may not get needed housing,
but housing opportunities for minorities in nontraditional neighborhoods may
be provided. In affirmative marketing, special efforts in addition to normal
marketing may be undertaken with respect to blacks (but not whites) or whites
(but not blacks) to assure that the racial group least likely to apply is informed
about available housing. Though both techniques are race-conscious actions,

the burden of which to some extent may be said to fall upon blacks, both

would seem clearly to be on the safe side of Justice Powell's line as steps that
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do not exclude identified individuals from the enjoyment of beneﬁls and whosc

" “negative" effects are therefore limited and dispérsed. When the choice-expan-
sion benefits are included in the calculation, it is easy to conclude that both are
consistent with fundamental fairness. Though counseling involves identified
individuals and site selection criteria and affirmative marketing do not, the
absence of exclusion and the choice-expansion benefits ﬁut characterize coun-
seling should lead to the same result.’®

Finally, the risks of appearing to stigmatize blacks and of generating divi-
siveness, serious though they may be, should arguably not preclude responsi-
ble, fair programs designed to foster as compelling a value as racial diversity.
Surely the answer lies in sensitivity of conduct and statement, and better com-
munication,” not in eschewing an activity that may be an important element
in achieving what the Supreme Court in Linmark called the “vital goal . . . [of]
promoting stable, racially integrated housing™

How, then, does one strike an ultimate balance when the interest is compelling,
the means pretty clearly necessary, yet the “costs” considerable? The example
of Linmark is a reminder that countervailing constitutional values (there the
First Amiendment, here the Fourteenth) will not necessarily be pushed aside
by the force of a compelling governmental interest. In Linmark, Willingboro's
nonwhite population had grown from .005 to 11.7 percent during the 1960s,
and had jumped to 18.2 percent by 1973. Although the evidence was conflict-
ing, there was testimony about “panic selling™ by whites who feared the town-
ship was becoming all black. And though the Court called the promotion of
stable, racially integrated housing a “vital goal” and an “important governmen-
tal objective,” it nonetheless struck down Willingboro's ban on “for sale™ signs.
Because it prevented residents from obtaining information about real estate
activity, the ban was viewed as violating the First Amendment's protection of
the free flow of information.

Yet one cannot read the Linmark case without sensing an important dis-
tinction between Willingboro's absolute ban on a means of communication,
which had the effect of limiting homeseckers' knowledge of available housing,
and noncoercive race-conscious counseling where clients may choose to ignore
the views and information provided through counseling, or indeed may decline
to use counseling services at all. When coordinated region-wide counseling
which should have the effect of increasing homeseekers' options is included in
the calculus, municipal race-conscious counseling should involve no inherent
restrictions on the housing choices of black homeseekers. The result in fact
should be choice-expansion; the risks, those of program abuse only.

On balance these arguments suggest that in the proper factual context—
particularly in a regional geographic fnmcworlr. providing ample opportunity
to open wider (predominantly white) market areas to black homeseekers—the
Supreme Court would uphold the constitutionality of municipal race-conscious
counseling.™
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A Prﬁcedural Note

Itis atruism that many of the difficult social issues in our society are ultimately
resolved by the courts.” Within the judicial forum the care with which an issue
is formulated and presented frequently determines the result. The integration
maintenance issue is a rich mixture of complex legal and policy questions.
Thorough analysis of these questions is likely to aid decision making in the
ultimate judicial resolution.

One procedural issue is of particular importance. Few of lhe integration
maintenance ordinances passed to date have derived from a comprehensive
legislative fact-finding process. Such a process is not the norm in-legislation at
the municipal level, but it is what integration maintenance ordinances may
require. Courts are likely to pay greater deference to legislation adopted after
formal fact-finding than otherwise. A carefully laid factual foundation would
enhance the prospects for municipal race-conscious counseling in the courts*

The list of issues that could and should be explored in a legl.slatwe hearing
is lengthy. They include:

1. Residential segregation patterns in both the local community and the
metropolitan area, and the evidence that discrimination or its persisting
effects (rather than economics or choice) is the principle cause for such
patterns.

2. The dynamics of resegregation in both the local and metropolitan con-
texts, including, for example, how the fragmentation of the real estate
industry and its multiple listing service arrangements contnbulc to the
resegregation problem.

3. The adequacy of measures short of race-conscious ones to combat
resegregation effectively.

4. The “fairness”™ of a proposed integration maintenance ordinance
(including particularly the extent to which efforts are to be made to
encourage black families to consider white areas, and to provide realis-
tically available alternative housing opportunities to black families in
such areas).

This list is intended merely to suggest types of issues that would merit in-
quiry in a legislative hearing. To conduct a thorough legislative inquiry into
the need for a comprehensive integration maintenance ordinance in any com-
munity would itself be a significant task, but it may be a crucial next stage in
the unfolding integration maintenance story.

It is likely that the integration maintenance controversy will grow more
intease before it is finally resolved, either by circumscribing legal or policy
determinations, or by validation of integration maintenance activities in the
courts or administrative agencies and acceptance of them by the body politic.
The extent to which our increasingly pluralistic nation either works out modes

<>
Lre—=]
i
M
<
j i

ADKER 058272 (HUBi}j

o AN UL el s Ry




58 | Perspectives on Héusing Integration

for accommodating and maintaining residential diversity, or succumbs to racial
and cultural scparatism; is obviously of great significance for the future course
of the: American expericnce !
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other frequently used terms, sometimes founder on the definition of “integration.™ Any
numerical definition is obviously arbitrary, and no single definition or concept of inte-
gration is likely to be satisfactory for all conceivable circumstances. In general, it seems
preferable to focus on the dynamics of the housing market rather than occupancy sta-
tistics. For example, integration might be defined as a condition in which, within the
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10. Actions taken by Oak Park, lllinois, include the following:
« Enactment in 1968 of a Fair Housing Ordinance that outlawed panic peddling
and regulated solicitation

« Promulgation of a “Policy Statement on Residential Diversity™ as official village

policy

« Formation in 1971 of a fully staffed and funded Department of Community
Relations designed to czntralize integration maintenance activities within the
village management

« Institution of a counseling program for homeseckers

» Careful record keeping on racial occupancy

» Institution of a “testing™ program to monitor real estate practices

« Licensing of apartments, with requirements for mandatory annual inspections

and reporting on the race of occupants

« Affirmative marketing of property in an integrated area to white buyers and

property in other areas to minority buyers

« Legislation to mz.atain housing quality, enforced by routine inspection of home

exteriors and of apartments

« Special attention Lo garbage collection, police protection, and other measures

« Institution of an “equity assurance plan” guaranteeing homeowners against loss

" of property values due to racial change in the neighborhood

Municipal strategies to maintain racial diversity may be generally categorized as
efforts (1) to maintain or enhance the attractiveness of residential and adjacent com-
mercial areas, (2) to obtain accurate information on racial residential patterns (occu-
pancy and “traffic™), (3) to control real estate practices seen as adverse to racial diver-
sity, and (4) to inform and encourage homeseekers respecting pro-integration moves.
See Kermit J. Lind, “Maintaining Residential Integration: Municipal Practices and
the Law,” Cleveland State Law Review 31 (1982): 603, 629-45.

For a comprehensive proposed model fair housing ordinance with an “affirmative
marketing™ option, see Northeastern linois Planning Commission, A Suggesied Fair
Housing Ordinance: A Guide for Local Officials (draft), revised 9 February 1981. A
more recent ordinance, drafted with racial diversity concerns in mind, has been pre-
pared by BPI (unpublished draft, 13 February 1984).

11. *Resolution Pertaining to the Auempted Control of the Mobility of the Black
Population in a Free Market System™ (n.d.), p. 1, of the Far South Suburban Chapter,
NAACP. However, the NAACP's national director of research, policy, and plans has
written: - . : -

Some communities that already are racially integrated have taken steps—

through local ordinances, fair housing councils and private actions—to . . .

[reverse] the illegal practice of steering blacks only to black or integrated areas.
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Ironically, the National Association of Realtors, a johnny-come-lately 1o fair
Mwn&mhnﬂeﬂmniﬂeﬂmﬂmnu But Samuel Pierce, Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development, favors "ilue;nuou maintenance™
Mﬁmmﬁﬂmuwtlymmmﬂﬁmwhmm g

The NAACP, wmwn:uywhmmmmmm-
mative marketing techniques that do not use hard-and-fast, exclusionary quotas
to prevent me(re;umnmnltd indeed compelling. (Chicago Tribune, 4 Feb-
ruary 1984)

12. Position Paper, Integration Hmmemm:dﬂnmemm (u.d ). p. 5. Chicago-
Suburban Chapter, SCLC.

13. Statement of William D. North on behalf of the National Association of Realtors
before the House Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on Civil and Consnmuoml
Rights, 11 May 1978, p. 10.

14. Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities Position Paper, Affir-
mative Action for Racial Diversity in Housing, 21 December 1978, pp. 4, 6.

15. “Some Integrated Towns Draw Fire for Efforts to Keep Racial Balance,” Wall
Street Journal, 8 January 1979, p. 1; “Integrated Suburbs Now Fearful of Not Drawing
Enough Whites," New York Times, 9 April 1979, p. 1; “Racial *Steering’ Big Suburban
Issue of the 8os,” Chicago Tribune, 6 May 1979; “Fighting Segregation™ (editorial),
Chicago Sun-Times, 16 September 1983. Sec also The Chicago Reporter 8, nos. 5, 6
(May, June 1979). In 1984 the Gund and Cleveland foundations in Cleveland, Ohio,
were reported to have given $250,000 to the East Suburban Council for Open Com-
munities to promote integrated housing in Cleveland's eastern suburbs. Cleveland Plain
Dealer, 20 December 1984. '

16. Williams, DeMarco, and Onderdonk, Affirmative Action for Housing. See also
Note, "Benign Steering and Benign Quotas: The Validity of Race-Conscious Govern-
ment Policies to Promote Residential Integration,” Harvard Law Review 93 (1980):
938-65 (hereafter cited as “Benign Steering™); Rodney A. Smolla, “Integration Main-
tenance: The Unconstitutionality of Benign Programs that Discourage Black Entry to
Prevent White Flight,” Duke Law Journal (|98|)' B91-939; Lind, *Maintaining Resi-
dential Integration,” n. 10 above.

17. lllinois Association of Realtors v. Bellwood, 516 F.Supp. 1067 (N.D. IIL 1981).
The provisions were stricken on First Amendment (prior restraint, overbreadth, and
vagueness) grounds.

18. William Smith v. City of Cleveland Heights, C 80-1695, in the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of Ohio, Eastern Division (12 September 1980). The
plaintiff, 2 black resident of an integrated neighborhood, could show no injury to him-
self caused by the Cleveland Heights ordinances and was therefore held to lack standing
to bring the suit.

19. South Suburban Housing Center v. Greater South Suburban Board of Realtors
and National Association of Realiors, no. 83 C 8149, in the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division (14 November 1983). The lawsuit was
begun by the Housing Center over another integration maintenance technique, affir-
mative marketing—that is, employing special efforts (e.g., advertising) to make the
availability of housing known 10 those racial groups least fikely to apply for it. As owner
of three rehabilitated homes in a predominantly black section—having litile white
traffic—of Park Forest, Illinois, the Housing Center entered into an affirmative mar-

P

660024¢€4

ADKER 058275 (HUD1) lfﬁ



ML S

Sustainable Integration or Inevitable Resegregation | 61

keting listing agreement with a local broker that called for aflirmative advertising efforts
to be directed to whites (in addition to normal marketing). The local multiple listing
service refused the listings on the ground that such advertising amounted to racial
steering in violation of fair housing laws. See 24 C.F.R. §200.600 et seq. for HUD's
Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Regulations applicable to federally assisted hous-
ing, and HUD Handbook 8021.1, Voluntary Affirmative Markéting Handbook (No-
vember 1979), for information on HUD's voluntary affirmative marketing agreements
umms to nonfederally assisted housing.

0. Remarks prepared for delivery by Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., before the National
Associaion of Realtors, 14 November 1983.

21. 49 Fed. Reg. 32042, 9 August 1984.

22. Race-conscious counseling may include provision of (1) information about the
amenilies and policies of municipalities, and the housing market in general, including
segregatory patterns, with the aim of persuading the counselee 1o consider and—if
persuaded —choose a pro-integrition housing location; (2) information about specific
listings of currently available housing; and (3) additional services, such as direct refer-
rals to landlords and/or cooperating real estate agents, and assistance in inspecting
available housing and negotiating with landlords. Se¢ Lind, “Maintaining Residential
Integration,” p. 641 (*What they [housing information services] aim to provide is in-
formation about types of housing opportunities and an enthusiastic introduction to the
community in which those opportunities exist, in accordance with their mission to en-
courage racial diversity™).

23. The essence of a quota is that on racial grounds it excludes persons from re-
ceiving, or forecloses persons from competing for, an available benefit or opportunity.
Race-conscious counseling involves no such exclusion or foreclosure. See the discussion
in the text accompanying nn. 65-76 below. See also Burney v. Housing Authority of
County of Beaver, §51 F.Supp. 746, 758 (W.D. Pa. 1982).

In a notable recent action against quotas, the Justice Department moved to oppose
a settlement authorizing continuation of a quota arrangement in a lawsuit brought by a
local chater of the NAACP against the Starrett City housing development in New
York City. (See Housing and Development Reporter, 30 July 1984, p. 195.) Ironically,
the lawyer representing Starrett City is Morris B. Abram, whom President Reagan
recently appointed to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in part because of his long-
time opposition to quotas. For a discussion of Abram’s dilemma, see Jefferson Morely,
“Double Reverse Discrimination,” The New Republic, 9 July 1984.

24. Equality of services and listings provided black and white clients is, of course,
assumed. It can be argued that black and white clients are not treated “differentially”
because both are urged to consider areas they would not otherwise (i.e., but for the
counseling) have been likely to give serious thought to as possible housing options. A
nice question of differential treatment arises if the counseling agency—concerned about
the most effective use of its limited resources—chooses not 1o make its services avail-
able to clients unwilling to consider pro-integration housing locations. The experience
of the South Suburban Housing Center (SSHC) in this tep.rd is reflected in the fol-
lowing:

SSHC's procedures apply equally to mjorily and mfnorily groups—based on
demand or market information all are encouraged to consider applications they
would not otherwise have been expecied to make. . . . Initially SSHC's formal
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policy was to provide information respecting particular locations only to clients
willing to consider “non-traditional” locations. In practice very few clients—none
in recent years— have been unwilling to consider such locations. SSHC's current
policy is . . . all clients are to receive available SSHC information as they may
request.

From January 1 through December 31, 1977, SSHC counseled a total of 477
clients, 160 of whom were majority and 317 of whom were minority families. Of
129 clients with whom SSHC maintained contact beyond the first interview, 70
chose to move to non-traditional locations, 38 majority and 32 minority families.
Alfter considering non-traditional locations, the remaining 59 clients (22 majority
and 37 minority families) moved to traditional locations. (Statement of South
Suburban Housing Center filed with HUD, November 1978, p. 8)

See also n. 66 below and accompanying text.

25. Section 804 of Title V111 makes it unlawful to refuse to sell or rent, “or otherwise
make unavailable or deny,” a dwelling to any person because of race. The courts have
interpreted this prohibition to apply to the practice of “steering™—any action by a real
estate agent “which in any way impedes, delays or discourages a prospective homebuyer
from purchasing housing on a racial basis™ (Zuch v. Hussey, 366 F.Supp. 553, 557
[E.D. Mich. 1973]; see also Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F.Supp. 1028, 1047 [E.D. Mich 1975,
aff'd and remanded, 547 F.2d 1168 [6th Cir. 1977]). It has been suggested that the
reason steering is unlawful is that it interferes with “the freedom of choice for the pur-
chaser which the Fair Housing Act prohibits™ (Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F.Supp. at 1047).

In Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman, 455 U.S. 363, 366 n. 1 (1982), the Supreme
Court quoted the following definition of racial steering from the complaint: “[a] prac-
tice by which real estate brokers and agents preserve and encourage patterns of racial
scgregation in available housing by steering members of racial and ethnic groups to
buildings occupied primarily by members of such racial and ethnic groups and away
from buildings and neighborhoods inhabited primarily by members of other races or
groups.”

“Steering” is described and defined as follows in James A. Kushner, Fair Housing
(Colorado Springs, Colo.: Shepard’s/ McGraw Hill, 1983), p. 220:

It has long been a practice of real estate brokers to discourage integration and
maintain racially, and often ethnically or religiously, homogencous neighbor-
hoods. Until 1950, such a requircment was part of the Code of Ethics of the
National Association of Real Estate Boards. When discrimination in housing was
finally prohibited, real estate brokers and agents, partly to serve the express or
assumed preferences of their clientele and partly based on their own perception
that racial change affects property values, almost universally continued the prac-
tice of sreering; the direction of potential buyers or renters 16 specific neighbor-
hoods on the basis of race. Typically, blacks are shown housing in all-black or
racially integrated neighborhoods while whites are shown listings only in all-white
neighborhoods. [Footnotes omitted.]
Cases holding that steering violates Title VIII are collected in ibid., p. 221, n. 89.
26. But see n. 24.
27. For example, in an employee training program context the Supreme Court up-
held a minority preference clearly based on race because of its view that the purpose of
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the relevant statute was to prevent employment discrimination against minorities, and -
that to preclude minority preference arrangements would frustrate efforts to remedy
the effects of just such discrimination. Unired Steelworkers of America v. Weber, 443
U.S. 193 (1979)- j : :

28. For example, Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 409 U.S. 205
(1972), and Gladsione, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91 (1979). :

29. See Leonard Rubinowitz and Elizabeth Trosman, “Affirmative Action and the
American Dream: Implementing Fair Housing Policies in Federal Homeownership
Programs,” Northwestern Uniiversity Law Review 74 (1979): 491 at §33-65.

The reason for the qualification stated in the text is that a separate provision of Title
VIII (42 USC §3608(d)) imposes upon executive departments and agencies of the
federal government the duty to administer their programs relating to housing and urban
development “affirmatively™ to further Title V1II's purposes. In particular contexts—
for example, site selection for subsidized housing (Shannon v. HUD, 364 F.2d 809
[3rd Cir. 1970]) and selection of tenants for a subsidized housing development (Orero
v. New York City Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122 [2d Cir. 1973])—lower federal
courts have upheld race-conscious activity by the federal government or its agents to
achieve or maintain integration in a neighborhood or in a housing development. How-
ever, because Section 3608(d) is directed only to executive departments and agencies, it
is questionable whether the Supreme Court would view this section as validating race-
conscious counseling by municipalities even though they were recipients of HUD funds
(¢.g., Community Development Block Grant funds). See discussion in Burney v. Hous-
ing Authority (n. 23 above), 551 F.Supp. at 769. See also Rubinowitz and Trosman,
“Affirmative Action,” pp. §39-40, n. 183.

Moreover, Shannon cautioned that desegregation is not the only goal of naticnal
housing policy (346 F.2d at 822), and Orero was limited on its facts to the effect of a
housing authority's admission policies on former occupants of the project site (i.e., no
question of ongoing occupancy quotas was involved). Occupancy quotas have been
upheld in a "remedial” context, that is, where necessary to remedy prior adjudicated
discrimination by a particular agency—for example, Gautreaux v. CHA, 304 F.Supp.
907 (1969). CI. the discussion in Burney, §51 F.Supp. at 763.

30. 114 Cong. Rec. 3422.

31. 114 Cong. Rec. 3421.

32. 114 Cong. Rec. 2525.

33. Jane McGrew to Lawrence B. Simons, HUD Memorandum, 16 January 1981,
Pp. 1, 4. Rubinowitz and Trosman’s “Affirmative Action™ explores the meaning of the
affirmative duty imposed upon HUD by Title VIIL In this context two alternative
interpretations of the affirmative mandate are suggested: policies to actually achieve
integration, and policies to ensure that minority homeseckers have a realistic choice of
all neighborhoods throughout a metropolitan arca. The authors opt for the latter inter-
pretation. Rubinowitz and Trosman, “Affirmative Action,” pp. §33-34, 565.

34. Affirmative Marketing Agreement for Voluntary Use by Boards of Realtors,
jointly approved by HUD and the NAR on 16 December 1975. The agreement was
amended in 1978 and 1981, and revised in 1982. (It is printed at 49 Fed. Reg. 12319, 29
March 1984.) Among other things, the agreement provides that its goal is “to provide
information that will enable minority buyers to make a free choice of housing location.™

HUD also entered into an affirmative marketing agreement with the National Asso-
ciation of Real Estate Brokers (14 May 1976, revised 12 August 1982), the goal of which
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is “to provide information that will enable all buyers to make a free choice of housing .
location.” In addition, ‘HUD has entered into voluntary affirmative marketing agree- .

ments with other groups—for example,” home builders and apartment managers.
HUD's most recent agreement with the National Association of Home Builders pro-
vides: “Each Builder shall direct a substantial part of its marketing activity to those
groups which are not likely to seek housing marketed by the Builder without special
outreach: ie., to racial minority groups for housing in predominantly non-minority
areas, and to racial majority groups for housing in integrated areas™ (HUD voluntary
aflirmative marketing agreement with the National Association of Home Builders, 17
April 1984, p. 4).

35. National Association of Realtors, Realtors Guide to Practice Equal Opportunity
in Housing (1976), p. 41 (hereafter cited as Realtors Guide).

36. Ibid., p. 45. The Guidelines also advise brokers to “take all reasonable steps to
see to it that their agents' inability to show and inform prospects of all available listings
does not restrict the prospect to selecting among homes located only in neighborhoods
where the prospect’s race is predominant.” Ibid., p. 44.

37. Ibid., p. 46. The Guidelines also permit a broker to cooperate with “neighbor-
hood stabilization™ groups if he is satisfied that the “legitimate goal of maintaining
neighborhood integration is being furthered,” but only by “being completely open and
honest with his minority prospects who are interested in the area.™ The broker is ad-
vised, *He may explain the goal sought, offer the prospect comparable listings any-
where else, but never refuse to show the specific home in question.™ The Guidelines also
state that such involvement with “neighborhood stabilization™ groups should take place
“preferably only after having secured appropriate approval of those governmental agen-
cies concerned.” Ibid.

38. A letter written by a deputy general counsel of HUD after publication of the
NAR Guidelines suggests that for-profit real estate agents may not unilaterally engage
in such pro-integration activities. The letter does not address the inference drawn in the
text, but it does indicate that Title V111 permits such for-profit agents to refer clients to
nonprofit fair housing centers carrying on race-conscious counseling. S. Leigh Curry,
Jr., 1o Werner E. Petterson, 26 February 1981.

39. Washingron Post, 11 July 1984, p. 1.

40. Jane Lang McGrew, “Integration Is Goal of Housing Policy,” Los Angeles
Times, 15 July 1984.

41. Ann Mariano, *Nation's Policy on Integration at Crossroads,” Washington Post,
21 July 1984.

42. “Benign Steering™ (n. 16 above), p. 952. In Regents of the University of Cali-
Jornia v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265, 361-62 (1978), Justice Brennan—not writing for the
Court—said: “[A]ny statute must be stricken that stigmatizes any group or that singles
out those least well represented in the political process to bear the brunt of a benign
program.”

43. Gladsione, Realiors v. Village of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91, 110-11 (1979).

44. 1bid.

45. Linmark Associates v. Willingboro, 431 U.S. 85, 94-95 (1977). The “express
recognition™ referred to is the Count's language in Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life

Insurance Co., 409 U.S. 205 (1972). In that case, black and white tenants of a large

apartment complex alleged that the owner-operator was engaged in discriminatory
houﬁn;pnuicq(maﬂwhﬁu&ew;hiuﬂn_mar&dﬂbd&m;mhen). main-
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tained the mmpm as a "white ghetto,” and thus deprived the plaintiffs of their right
to live in a racially integrated community. In upholding the tenants' right to bring suit
under Title VI1I to stop such practices the Court said: “The person on the landlord’s

~ black list is not the only victim of discriminatory housing practices; it is, as Senator

Javits said in supporting the bill, ‘the whole community, . . . and as Senator Mondale
- . . said, the reach of the proposed law was to replace the ghettos ‘by truly integrated
and balanced living paiterns'™ (409 U.S. at 211). :

46. The issue of th: legitimacy of government promotion of integration has rever-
berations that reach back to Brown v. Board of Education. In a thoughtful review
of the arguments made in Brown and the “legacy” of the decision over the ensuing
three decades, Diane Ravitch asserts that “the group-based concepts of the present
are in conflict with the historic efforts of the civil rights movement to remove group
classifications from public policy.” She reminds us that in Brown the NAACP argued
for the “total exclusion of race and color™ from governmental conduct, and her arti-
cle sometimes sets color-consciousness in opposition to individual rights as if the two
were wholly antithetical. Yet Ravitch says, “Somewhere between the Scylla of color-
blindness and the Charybdis of color-consciousness must be a reconciliation of demo-
cratic values,” and she concludes by appearing to recommend a “creative interweaving
of color-conscious and racially neutral approaches.™ Diane Ravitch, “The Ambiguous
Legacy of Brown v. Board of Education” New Perspectives, U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights (Summer 1984), p. 6.

Some seventeen years after Brown, the Supreme Court (again unanimously) said:
“School authorities are traditionally charged with broad power to formulate and imple-
ment educztional policy and might well conclude, for example, that in order to prepare
students to live in a pluralistic society gach school should have a prescribed ratio of
Negro to white students reflecting the proportion for the district as a whole. To do this
as an educational policy is within the broad discretionary powers of school authorities™
(Swann v. Charlote-Mecklenberg Bd. of Ed., 402 U.S. 1,16 [1971]). Little appears to
have been made of this dictum in the fifteen years since it was pronounced.

More recently, Regents of the University of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265
(1978), dealt with an admissions program of the medical school of the University
of California at Davis under which 16 places were reserved for minority students.
Whereas blacks were able to compete for all 100 available seats, whites were able to
compete for only 84 places. The admissions program was defended on the ground,
among others, that it helped to attain a diverse student body. A majority of the Court
held that the program’s racial classification violated the Equal Protection Clause. Be-
cause of divided views there was no opinion for the entire Court; Justice Powell
announced the Court’s judgment. Though concluding that the university's admission
program failed to meet the necessity test (438 U.S. at 320), Justice Powell did say that
the interest of diversity was “compelling in the context of a university’s admissions
program™ (438 U.S. at 314). But he relied heavily on the educational context (which
involves considerations—e.g., academic freedom—not present in the residential con-
text). Moreover, he said, “[T]he nature of the state interest that would justify con-
sideration of race or ethnic background . ... is not an interest in simple ethnic diversity.
-+« The diversity that furthers a compelling state interest encompasses a far broader
array of qualifications and characteristics of which racial or ethnic origin is but a single
though important element™ (438 U.S. at 315).

47- 448 U.S. 448, 480, 481 (1980).
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48 Id., 448 U.S. at 515.

49. Emmmwmwﬂmmmmfmmmmmn;m
kets is referred to in n. §1. The determination would of course embrace discrimination
against whites as well as blacks. As Secretary Pierce has said (see the text accompa-
nying n. 20), restricting choice is no less unlawful when a white homeseeker is denied
the choice of an integrated community than when a minority homeseeker is denied the
choice of a nonsegregated one.

Fullilove rested heavily on congressional power to determine that discrimination
exists and select remedial means, but state and local legislatures, subject to the Consti-
tution, have similar powers,

50. Even the real estate industry acknowledges this now, although it emphasizes the
role of government: “The inescapable fact is that it took nearly 102 years for the Su-
preme Court to recognize the full Constitutional guarantee of equal opportunity in
housing contemplated by the 13th and 14th Amendments. During those one hundred
two years, the decisions of the Supreme Court and the policies of the federal, state and
local government affirmatively created, or at least countenanced, a segregated and dis-
criminatory housing market." Realiors Guide (n. 35 above), p. 21.

The literature includes many descriptions of the history of housing discrimination in
America. For several bricf ones, see Twenty Years Afier Brown, A Report of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975),
Pp. 1-5; Alexander Polikoff, Housing the Poor: The Case for Heroism (Cambridge,
Mass.: Ballinger, 1978), pp. 3-30; Gary Orfield, Musr We Bus? (Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1978), pp. 78-85; Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights, A
Decent Home (1983), pp. 2-54.

In the last analysis, of course, we are all responsible for housing discrimination and
dts effects: “The many services which collectively constitute the housing market—
brokers, agents, property owners, property managers, rental agents, and lending in-
stitutions—have indeed, through the decades, served as the instruments for limiting
housing choices for blacks and other minorities and creating and reinforcing the dual
market. However, they were doing so primarily because the larger consuming public
and for many years the federal, state and local governments expected them to function
in precisely the manner they did.” George Schermer, Steering: Realiors as Gate Keepers
(Michigan Advisory Committee to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 9 July 1979),
p. 31.

51, Secretary of HUD Pierce said, “The evidence clearly shows that discrimination
is pervasive in American housing markets™ Recent Evidence on Discrimination in
Housing, HUD-PD&R -786, April 1984, p. i. Sece also U.S. Depariment of Housing
and Urban Development, Measuring Racial Discrimination in American Housing
Markets (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1979), and Analysis for
South Suburban Housing Center (Park Forest South, 1I.: Governors State University,
February 1981).

52. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Federal Fair Housing Enforcement
Effort (1979). pp- 230-35.

53. Recent efforts to strengthen the enforcement provisions of Title VI1I have failed
to pass the Congress. !

54. See Lawrence Rosser and Elizabeth White, “An Asiswer to Housing Discrimina-

tion: The Need for a Unitary Marketing System,” Civil Rights Digest 7 (1975): 10-19.
55. “Benign Sl;ering" (n. 16 above), p. 956; and sce generally pp. 955-58.
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56. Schermer, Realtors as Gate Keepers, p. 17. Some real estate firms appear 1o be

“transition specialists™ who seek out arid become especially active in the real estate
market in racially changing neighborhoods. Thueﬁrmmhkﬁywbempcedm
segregative steering. -

57. See Rubinowitz and Trosman, ‘Allirmtlve Action.” pp. §36-37, n. 174. For .

a review of social science evidence on the tipping phenomenon, see John Goering,

“Neighborhood Tipping and Racial Transition: A Review of Social Science Evidence,”
Journal of the American Institute of Planners 44 (1978): 68. It is frequently pointed
out that tipping is a conceptually imprecise concept. This does not mean that tipping is
not a real-life phenomenon. The Burney opinion contains an interesting treatment of
evidentiary aspects of a tipping argument (551 F.Supp. at 765-67).

58. Schermer, Realtors as Gate Keepers, pp. 31-32.

§9. “Benign Steering” (n. 16 above), pp. 940-44. The discussion assumes a coun- -
seling program as part of a total racial diversity effort. Counseling alone might easily
fail the necessity test on the ground that it alone would have little chance of success.

60. Controversy over an alleged failure to treat black home buyers equally with
whites in the Shaker Heights, Ohio, housing counseling program erupted in public
charges, countercharges, and staff resignations. See the Sun Press, Beachwood, Ohio,
12 April 1979, p. 1. As one observer has argued, *[1]t is unfair to place the burden of
enforcing the law upon the shoulders of the black homeseekers. Whites have an equal
responsibility to (a) afirmatively welcome black neighbors and to resist the impulse to
fiee when the ratio of blacks increases and (b) to themselves seek for housing in areas
where they can contribute most to assuring racial balance.” Schermer, Realiors as Gate
Keepers, p. 32.

However, it may be inappropriate to focus exclusively on black homeseekers affected
by a race-conscious housing service and ignore the interests of black residents of inte-
grated neighborhoods who may consider themselves to be negatively affected by reseg-
regation. In a recent opinion survey conducted in Shaker Heights, black residents were
more supportive than whites of the view that city programs should encourage the con-
tinued movement of white families into areas of Shaker Heights in which black families
predominate, *Community Opinion Survey™ (Report prepared for Shaker Heights by
the New England Municipal Center, Durham, Mass., January 1983).

61. In a few instances, lower courts have held that minorities may be subjected to
burdens or disadvantages in the interest of advancing a compelling societal goal. See,
for example, Parent Association v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 705 (2d Cir. 1979) (school inte-
gration); Otero v. New York City Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122 (2d Cir. 1973)
(public housing integration). See also the discussion in Burney, 551 F.Supp. at 763.
The only such modern decisions of the Supreme Court appear to be the Japanese ex-
clusion cases of World War 11, Hirabayashi v. United States (320 U.S. 81 [1942]) and
Korematsu v. United States (323 U.S. 214 [1944]).

62. That the perceived need to keep the black population below $0 percent may be
explained as a response to the “white flight™ phenomenon (see “Benign Steering™ [n. 16
above], p. 959) is not likely to lessen (indeed, may intensify) the stigmatic effect.

63. See n. 60 above.

64. Kenneth Karst and Harold Horowitz, *The Bakke Opinions and Equal Protec-
tion Doctrine,” Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law' Review 14 (1979): 6-29
at 28,

65. For example, with little analysis of race-conscious counseling or other integra-
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mﬂmmm uquuﬁhnal-hfe wmmﬁmmumnkkd with such
phrases as “constraint on choice,” “race-based restrictions on access.” and “restricting
black residential choice™ Robert W. Lake and Jessica Winslow, “Integration Manage-.
ment: Municipal Constraints on Residential Mobility,” Urban Geography (1981): 311.

66. 24 C.F.R. §200.620 e seq. Race-conscious counseling may be conducted in a
manner consistent with ultimate, informed decision making by the individual home-
secker. A description of one such program (of the South Suburban Housing Center)
states: “SSHC makes it clear that it is the client's right to pursue the housing of his or
her choice. In all cases SSHC provides its clients with general information on the total
south suburban area as well as more specific information . . . about particular locations
as requested.” Statement of South Suburban Housing Center, filed with HUD, Novem-
ber 1978, pp. 7-8.

The statement, responding to several complaints against SSHC for allegedly violat-
ing Title VIII by its race-conscious practices, goes on 10 say:

Families secking homes to buy or apartments to rent are presented with four
possibilities:

1. White neighborhoods (all or nearly all white).

2. Black neighborhoods (all or nearly all black).

3. Changing neighborhoods (in rapid transition from white to black).
4. Stably integrated neighborhoods.

For families, white or black, who wish to live in neighborhoods of the first
three types, some choice exists. However, choice for families seeking housing in
the fourth type of neighborhood is severely constrained.

This reality in effect denies housing choice 1o what may be a significant portion
of our population. Polls indicate that substantial numbers of both white and black
families desire to live in stably integrated neighborhoods. The counseling activi-
ties of SSHC are designed to assist in the maintenance of such neighborhoods
where they exist and to help bring about their creation where they do not. In this
important sense the counseling activities of SSHC are designed to increase hous-
ing choice. (Statement of South Suburban Housing Center, pp. 12-13)

67. For example, in the Cook County suburbs south of Chicago the South Suburban
Housing Center operates in a 36-municipality area, in which there are a number of
integrated and many predominantly white neighborhoods. See Rubinowitz and Tros-
man, "Affirmative Action,” p. 5§52, n. 234, for a discussion of what constitutes a “com-
parable™ housing opportunity (however, in the context of a quota, not a counseling,
arrangement).

68. See n. 25 above and the NAR Guidelines quoted in the text at nn. 36, 37 above.
In his speech to the National Association of Realtors (see text accompanying n. 20
above), Secretary Pierce said: “The point of their programs [communities® integration
maintenance programs] is to expand, rather than to limit choices™ Yet it may be argued
that—because of the special weight of government authority—race-conscious coun-
seling by government is likely to be inherently coercive to some persons, regardless of
how clear it may be made that it is the client’s right to pursue housing of his or her
choice. For this reason the potential for coercion may be greater when such counseling
is carried on by a government rather than a private agency.
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69 Fullilove v. Mm:mrk 448 U.S. 448, 515 (Justice Powell concumng).

70. Bakke (n. 46 above), 438 U.S. at 305.

71. 1d. at 304, 305.

"72. 448 U.S. at 515.

73. See n. 41 above,

74. See 24 C.F.R. §§880.112 and B881.112.

75. 24 C.F.R. §200.620 et seq.

76. The text accompanying nn. 47-49 above suggests a way of reconciling the
apparent difference of views between Knapp of HUD and Reynolds of the Justice
Department. Because HUD's project selection criteria and affirmative marketing re-
quirements can presumably each pass muster as steps designed to combat the persisting

effects of racial discrimination in housing markets, and need not be characterized sim-

ply as the promotion of integration, Reynolds might agree with Knapp that the HUD
techniques were proper.

The ultimate “philosophic™ issue between Knapp and Reynolds might be posed by
the following hypothetical situation. Assume a community in which all vestiges of past
discrimination had been eradicated, in which a truly open, “unitary™ housing market
existed, and in which integration characterized all residential neighborhoods. Assume
also that racial concentration bepnl 1o develop in one neighborhood. (By hypothesis,
the dmlopmg concentration is not the result of discrimination.) In such a situation,
would HUD be free under Title VIII to utilize its techniques of site selection criteria
and affirmative marketing to forestall resegregation, or would it be barred from doing
so because the developing racial concentration is not the result of discrimination? Would
the community even be free to spend tax funds on a public statement extolling racial
diversity and warning of the developing threat to it in one of its neighborhoods? Per-
haps Reynolds and Knapp would indeed disagree on the answers to these questions.

77. For example, integration maintenance is to be pursued not because a black
majority community is undesirable but because a racially diverse one is desirable.

78. Nonetheless, in any governmental counseling program the risk of “inherent coer-
cion™ and a heightened risk of program abuse remain (see n. 67 above). For these rea-
sons it would seem preferable for race-conscious counseling to be carried on by private
agencies rather than governmental ones.

The author of The Oak Park Sirategy (n. 3 above), p. 222, strikes the balance be-
tween costs and benefits this way:

As long as a dual housing market exists, the primary way that additional hous-
ing units will become available to black people is by total transition of neighbor-
hoods on the edge of the black ghetto. The more the movement of black people
into these fringe areas is restricted, the lower is their supply of housing, the more
limited their choices, and by simple supply and demand, the more they will end
up paying for shelter.

Oak Park's strategy does result in such restriction and theoretically has those
effects, although the practical significance of this case is limited by Oak Park's
tiny share of the total metropolitan housing stock.

However, given the prevailing dual housing market and Oak Park's geographi-
cal location, completely open housing and stable racial integration are mutually
exclusive goals. Ultimately the choice must be made for one of these ends over the
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other: Oak Park has value as 2 model that may contribute to lessening the kind of
discrimination that results in total exclusion of blacks frém white neighborhoods,
while white peopl¢ in fringe neighborhoods bear along with black people the cost
of maintaining the dual market. In my estimation this overrides the immediate
deleterious effect of the Oak Park strategy on black housing supply.
But given the personal nature of constitutional rights—see Regents of the University
of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265, 299 (Opinion of Justice Powell)—this Oak Park
analysis is troublesome. Restricting the movement of homeseekers, if that is in fact the

result of the Oak Park "strategy,” would be impermissible notwithstanding the ultimate

choice-expansion goal. Even within Oak Park, however, there may be sufficient housing
opportunities in predominantly white portions of the village so that there need be no
“restrictions™ on blacks secking housing in Oak Park who receive counseling frony the
housing center there. In any event, the restrictions, if any, in the Oak Park situation
may stem from the efforts of an “island™ municipality to foster racial diversity in a sea
of closed communities. Region-wide counseling as discussed in the text should offer a
way to substitute choice-expansion for restriction.

79. School textbooks are already describing integration maintenance as just such an
issue. A recent social science text says: “Attempts by some suburbs to maintain racial
diversity have raised a debate that will probably be settled only by the Supreme Court.
The eventual outcome will have profound effects on the racial makeup of metropoli-
tan areas for decades to come.” J. John Palen, The Urban World, 2d ed. (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1980), p. 178.

80. Much of the discussion in the opinions of Chiefl Justice Burger and Justice
Powell in Fullilove is about the congressional “findings™ underlying the legislation at
issue in that case. Justice Powell said it is “important that the legislative record sup-
porting race-conscious remedies contain evidence that satisfies fair-minded people that
the congressional action is just™ (448 U.S. at 506, n. 8).

Municipal officials may be apprehensive about such a legislative hearing, fearing
that public exploration of the threat of resegregation might induce white flight and
deter white move-ins. Nonetheless, in one case, after a searching review of a voluntary
“benign discrimination™ school plan that established racial quotas to maintain racially
diverse schools, and aflter concluding that the goal of the plan passed constitutional
muster, the court decided it required detailed “evidence of a factual nature . . . to sup-
pon the particular details of the Plan” Parent Assn. v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 705, 720 (2d
Cir. 1979). And sce Burney in which the court concluded that government agencics
“have failed to mect their burden of proof™ with respect o the necessity and precise
“1ailoring™ of a quota arrangement in public housing projects. 5§51 F.Supp. at 764.

In this regard, one may contrast the discussions of integration maintenance in the
Harvard Law Review and Duke Law Journal articles cited in n. 16 above. Each begins
with a very different perspective on the causes of racial and ethnic separation and re-
scgregation. According to the Harvard note, the principal cause is discrimination and
the principal discriminators are to be found in the real estate industry. The Duke anticle
on the other hand, while acknowledging that discrimination plays a role, appears to
attribute residential separation primarily to the desire of Americans to group themselves
on an ethnic basis. Given these different starting assumptions, the authors reach very
different conclusions about integration maintenance programs. To Harvard, they are
option expanding; to Duke they interfere with individual [reedom.

00002474

ADKER 058285 (HUD1)



Sustainable Integration or Inevitable Resegregation | 71

81. “Every time a community resegregates, the pattern of racial separation and hos-
tility is reinforced, thereby increasing barriers to black entry in the remaining white
communities and making stable integration more difficult once black entry has begun.
The movement toward racial equality will continue to languish until some communities
break out of the cycle of resegregation by creating a stable interracial environment
which demonstrates that racial harmony is not merely desirable but also attainable.”
“Benign Steering” (n. 16 above), pp. 960-61. See also ibid., pp. 953-55.

In 1978 John Goering said: “None of the research or modeling of the process of
racial succession provides any reason for optimism about the future of neighborhood
racial integration in American cities” (Goering, “Neighborhood Tipping.” p. 76). In a
recent study of neighborhood change and integration in Metropolitan Chicago from
1970 to 1980, Gary Orfield concludes: *What has happened is that real r:sidential
choices have expanded for a small fraction of the black population while most blacks
are experiencing even greater residential segregation. There is nothing in this data that
suggests that this problem will cure itself without much stronger residential integration
policies™ (Gary Orfield, Albert Woolbright, and Helene Kim, "Neighborhood Change
and Integration in Metropolitan Chicago,” A Report of the Leadership Council for
Metropolitan Open Communities, July 1984, p. 29).
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Introduction \
JOHN M. GOERING

Efforts to formulate clearsighted policies and programs to promote housing
desegregation must be built on an accurate understanding of the legal and so-
cial, mallcable and intractable aspects of residential segregation. Only through
such an assessment can policymakers avoid creating more folly and frustration
than planned change. Such assessments should also provide evidence of how
well existing legislation and programs have served to reduce the extent of dis-
crimination in cities, Segregation and discrimination, however they are mea-
sured, are the racial backdrop against which all federal and nonfederal deseg-
regation efforts are played out.

Social scientists have assisted in two major ways in this process of assess-
ment. First, they have developed and tested a variety of measures of residential
segregation that provide relatively clear standards for measuring changes and
trends. They have also offered assessments of the determinants of segregation,
including the role of discrimination.

Karl and Alma Tacuber (1965), two decades ago, provided a now classic
description of the extent of and variations in segregation in American cities.
Others have offered criticisms and refinements of this early research that now
suggest the need for multiple measures of segregation (Licberson 1981; Licber-
son and Carter 1982; Sakoda 1981; White 1983; Morgan 1983). James and
Tynan in this section reflect the consensus that no single measure of segrega-
tion can adequately express its level, patterns, fluctuations, and impacts.

One clear, and to many unexpected, finding based on Tacuber's index of
dissimilarity is that the level of szgregation declined in cities and metropolitan
arcas between 1970 and 1980. The “trajectory of change,” which Tacuber had
predicted from his analysis of 1970 data, an average level of 75, did in fact
come about. He finds a value of 76 for the 109 cities he originally examined
using 1970 data. For a smaller subset of 28 cities, there has been a decline
in segregation of 6 points—{rom 87 to 81 —with some cities experiencing de-
clines of up to 10 points over the decade (Tacuber 1983).

Explaining why these declines have occurred for black Americans is com-
plicated by the absence of causal models in which all relevant variables can be
plugged in, evaluated, and weighted for specific regions, cities, and suburbs.
Tacuber (1983) speculates about, but does not measure, the probable role of
a number of causal influences. The passage of federal, state, and local fair
housing laws is seen as one probable influence on the declines registered be-
tween 1970 and 1980. The declining growth of black inner-city populations,
growth of the black middie class, school desegregation, and regional factors
are all of apparent importance. The overall “dynamics of urban growth and
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change" is, however, a controlling influence according to Tacuber. The power

of these ecological forces is such that the pace of “natural™ desegregation, as

measured by Taeuber's index, is very slow. “If a similar rate of decline were to -

occur each decade for the next 50 years,” Tacuber remarks, “the average score
for these (28) cities would still be above 50" (ibid.: 4). ’

If some change for black Americans is now occurring in many cities, it does

not appear 1o be shared by the Hispanic populations of the three sunbelt cities
studied by James and Tynan. They too note the declines in segregation for
blacks, but find little or no change for Hispanics. Despite the minimal changes
for Hispanics, their data from Denver and Houston nevertheless reveal that
Hispanics were in 1970 and still are, in the 1980s, less segregated than black
residents of these cities. In Phoenix, however, Hispanics appeared to be slightly
more segregated than blacks as of 1980.

The second arena in which social scientists have contributed to the under-
standing of housing desegregation is in their analyses of causal influences of
the level of segregation in specific cities and metropolitan arcas. Research over
the past two decades makes it clear that economic and housing factors, racial
discrimination, and preferences for self-segregation are among the most plau-
sible factors promoting segregation (Myrdal 1944; Tacuber and Tacuber 1965;
Roof 1972; Yinger et al. 1979). Socioeconomic and housing factors such as
dwelling quality, value, and tenure appear to explain from 15 to 60 percent of
the variance in measures of segregation (Darden 1976:89; Smith 1977). In a

.detailed regression analysis of hundreds of categories of possible demographic

and housing influences, Kain, in this section, shows the powerful role of racial
constraints in limiting the housing choice of economically qualified blacks.
Housing market discrimination, he argues, is the major force concentrating
blacks within the central cities of both Cleveland and Chicago. There is no
parallel between the housing choices of nationality groups and black Ameri-
cans, nor does self-segregation appear to Kain as a plausible explanation for
the substantial gap between the expected and actual distribution of blacks.
Kain, James and Tynan, and Galster, in this section, all utilize evidence
gained by means of audits or tests to document the powerful role of racial
discrimination. They refer to or use the Housing Market Practices Survey of
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (Office of
Policy Development and Research 1979a, 1979b), which found upward of
2 million instances of discriminatory treatment against blacks in 1977, with
more recent studies in Columbus (Ohio), Boston, Denver, and Baltimore also
documenting high levels of differential treatment of blacks (White 1979; Pearce
1970; Feins, Bratt, and Hollister 1981; Jacobson 1983; Baltimore Neighbor-
hoods 1983). Galster’s analysis directly links the audit measures of discrimina-
tion gathered in HUD's study of discrimination in 40 metropolitan areas to
measures of black segregation and centralization. His findings are dramatic.
Cities that had high levels of measured discrimination had roughly one-quarter
more black centralization, with lower levels of exposure of blacks to whites.
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Income factors, he notes, continue to be influential with the prospect that
higher median incomes for blacks could decrease their centralization. Galster's
analysis raises many questions parallcling his analytic insights. He finds it
probable that there may need to be a “threshold level™ of discrimination in a
city before it has a measurable impact on black segregation, a finding unre-
ported by others and one clearly in need of further examination. He was also
frustrated by his inability to adequately predict the degree of housing market
discrimination and he argues for closer attention to regional factors.

Without exception, however, the four analysts in this section agree that
stronger enforcement of fair housing laws would significantly reduce the levels
of discrimination and consequent segregation in cities and their surrounding
suburbs. James and Tynan, in fact, support new fair housing amendments in
an effort to give federal agencies stronger authority than that currently pro-
vided in Title VIIL. But this conclusion is only made inferentially. None of the
authors has incorporated direct measures of federal, state, local, or private fair
housing enforcement in the effort 10 explain variations and reductions in seg-
regation. The incorporation of such measures would no doubt involve a sub-
stantial number of novel methodological and data gathering problems. Future
efforts at analysis and predictions must, however, soon move from speculation
1o the actual measurement of legislative and judicial impacts on segregation
and discrimination (Darden 1973; Schechter 1973; Bullard and Tryman 1979).

One clear finding emerging from both Kain and Galster’s analyses is that
class and income factors remain inextricably linked to the problem of desegre-
gating American cities. To a degree, the desegrzgation or decentralization of
blacks and Hispanics can only be influenced by addressing the high concen-
trations of poverty in these communities.! Increasing the employment or pur-
chasing power of minority households remains a fundamental part of the prob-
lem of creating effective housing desegregation. It is, of course, also true that
residential segregation negatively affects opportunities for economic advance-
ment (Langendorf and Silvers 1976; Marston and Van Valey 1979:20-21).
There are pr:sumtbly better chances for occupational advancement, all lhmgs
being equal, in a city with less residential segregation.

The contentiousness over residential integration is interwoven with deep
distrust of programs aimed at economic and school integration. The mixture
of poorer, subsidized households with those better off can lead to chain reac-
tions of concerns among potential neighbors that may have little to do with
racial fears. The inscparability of racial and economic pathologies is at the
root of much of the congressional discontent over programs aimed at decon-
centrating the minority poor (see Section 1V). Socioeconomic factors and
racial discrimination will continue to interact, as both cause and effect with
desegregation policies and programs (Hermalin and Farley 1973; Orfield 1978;
Wilson 1980; Hawley et al. 1982).

The analysis of the changes and determinants of residential segregation is
therefore crucial to unscrambling our understanding of what it will take to
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promote faster, more widespread desegregation. Analyses of segregation have
-an important limitation, however. Segregation indices are not designed to be
sensitive to the issue of housing integration, a fact noted for some time (Cor-
tese, Falk, and Cohen 1976). They tend to mask, indeed overwhelm, evidence
concerning the existence of modest levels of housing integration. Only analyses
of within-city, neighborhood-by-neighborhood changes-are likely to reveal the
slowing or reversal of the “normal™ patterns of rapid racial change.

A small number of stably integrated neighborhoods were shown to exist
in a handful of cities in the 19405 and 1950s, surviving best when the overall’
rate of black population growth was low (Tacuber and Tacuber 1965:120-21).
Measures of the turnover of housing units from whites to blacks in the 1960s
also revealed small numbers of integrating moves. Although over 9o percent
of all city and suburban housing transactions went from white to white or
black to black; 46 out of every 1,000 “replacement moves™ in cities and 15 in
the suburbs involved a transfer from white to black occupancy. During the
period from 1967 to 1971, about 3 percent of white houscholds were replaced
by blacks, and nearly 30 percent of all black households “moving into a pre-
viously occupied housing unit were replacing whites™ (Long and Spain 1978:9;
Spain, Reid, and Long 1980).

Annual Housing Survey data provide more recent evidence of a national
trend toward black movement to predominantly white suburbs. In the mid-
1970s, “approximately 40 percent of Blacks moved 1o tracts which had been
less than ten percent Black in 1970; another 27 percent moved to tracts which
were between ten and forty percent Black. Thus, nearly 70 percent of all Black
movers Lo tracts in the balance of SMSA's selected tracts that were more white
than Black™ (Spainand Long 1981). A small number of better-off black house-
holds appear, therefore, 1o be moving in increasing numbers to white suburban
neighborhoods.?

Many of the moves of blacks to suburbs were, however, to spill-over ghetto
areas (Grier and Grier 1983; Lake and Cutter 1980; Farley 1983). There has
been 2 partial cloning of racial ghettos in many parts of American suburbs. At
the same time, however, the steamroller pattern of inevitable racial transition
found in the 1950s and 1960s in cities has not been as predictable in all suburbs
(Aldrich 1975:335; Obermanns 1980; Long and DeAre 1983). Suburbs of
Washington, D.C., as well as some in New Jersey have modest levels of racial
stability (Zehner and Chapin 1974; Lake and Cutter 1980). And in St. Louis
the process of racial and socioeconomic change “stabilized and even reversed
itself without massive public intervention™ in at least two suburbs (Little 1980:
148).

Even in a city like Chicago, which is plagued with interracial violence and
has the highest level of segregation in the Unilsd States, interracial living
occurs. Orfield, in the preceding section, refers to his recent analysis of 1980
census tract data for the city of Chicago which found that 3 percent of Chi-
cago's white population and 4 percent of its blacks lived in stably integrated
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census tracts (Orficld, Woolbright, and Kim 1984:17). These arcas generally

‘have economically better-off residents, illustrating a well-known fact that’

integration—if it is to succeed —succeeds among those better educated and
financially well off. :

The existence of high levels of segregation and discrimination does not,
therefore, preclude the coexistence of modest levels of residential integration.
Regional variations in attitudes, the economic resources of minorities, the en-
forcement of fair housing laws, or the presence of vigorous community orga-
nizations dedicated to housing integration may all help to explain the fact that
there is some residential integration in many American cities,

The contributors in Section 11l examine some of the principle attitudinal
and sociological factors that help to explain the emergence and survival of
housing integration in various parts of the United States.

NOTES

1. In 1947, black median income was 51 percent that of whites and by 1979 this ratio
had improved to only §7 percent of whites (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1980). And
whereas the proportion of white persons living in poverty declined roughly 40 percent
from 1959 10 1979, the decline for blacks was only roughly half of this. The proportion
of blacks living in poverty has remained roughly 30 percent from 1969 to 1979, whereas
the proportion for whites declined slightly from 9.5 percent to 8.7 percent.

Poorer black families are also becoming more heavily concentrated in central cities;
between 1969 and 1976, for example, there was a 12 percent increase in the number of
black poor living in central cities at the same time that there was a § percent decline in
the number of poor whites. Thus, although blacks make up roughly 22 percent of the
nation's central city population, they constitute 45 percent of the central city poor
(President’s National Urban Policy Report 1980:4.3). Between 1970 and 1982, the
number of persons living in poverty in central cities increased 22 percent, with a dou-
bling of the number of black female-headed families living in cities. Nearly half of all
black female-headed households lived in poverty in central cities in 1982; the com-

parable figure for whites was 22 percent (President’s National Urban Policy Report -

1984:40-41).

3. Studies of the residential integration of Hispanics reveal important differences, as
well as some similarities, to patterns of black integration. Rosenberg and Lake (1976),
for example, found Puerto Ricans competing for housing with blacks, occasionally
acting as a “buffer” between blacks and whites, with a variety of pressures preventing
longer-term residential stability. Massey (1981:22) found that residential turnover was
slower in areas of Hispanic succession: “the transition from Anglo to black occurs at
four to five times the rate of turnover from Anglo to Hispanic. Moreover, the succes-
sion process does not seem to proceed as far in Hispanic areas, accounting for the dearth
of established Hispanic areas. In Hispanic areas, the succession process apparently
stabilizes at a lower percentage minority than in black areas™ Socioeconomic and re-
gional factors also appear o be of considerable importance in explaining variations in
the segregation of Hispanics (Lopez 1982).
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Chapter Four

Segregation and Discrimination

of Hispanic Americans

An Exploratory Analysis
"FRANKLIN J. JAMES*

EILEEN A. TYNAN

A great deal of research has measured the discrimination and segregation ex-
perienced by blacks in urban housing markets.! Audit-based evidence summa-
rized by Newburger (1984) also shows that discrimination remains a significant
problem for blacks seeking either rental or owner-occupied housing in most
metropolitan areas. Very little research has examined these problems as they
are encountered by -Hispanics.?

Hispanics in 1980 comprised 6.4 percent of the U.S. population; they are
growing in number far more rapidly than blacks.? Previous evidence on the
residential segregation of Hispanics, based largely on Hispanic experiences
during the 1960s, suggested that Hispanics were moving rapidly toward racial
and social integration (Massey and Mullen 1984). Progress toward residential
integration appeared more rapid among Hispanics than among blacks between
1960 and 1970. The “ultimate probability of residential contact with Anglos™
was judged to be “much lower for blacks than for Hispanics™ (ibid., p. 836).

However, two recent audit studies measuring discrimination against His-
panics have found that Hispanics encounter more serious discrimination than
blacks. One study, which measured discrimination against Chicanos in rental
housing in Dallas (Hakken 1979), found that discrimination in Dallas against
Chicanos was at least as severe as that against blacks. In fact, discrimination
against dark-skinned Chicanos was found to be more severe than the discrimi-
nation encountered by blacks. A second study measuring discrimination
against Hispanics, blacks, and Southeast Asians in Boston also suggests that
discrimination against Hispanics was as, or more, severe than that experienced
by blacks (Feins, Bratt, and Hollister 1981; Feins and Holshouser 1984).

Optimistic evidence from the 1960s regarding lessened Hispanic segregation
appears inconsistent with observations of severe discrimination currently ex-
perienced by Hispanics in urban housing markets. Have Hispanics continued
to make rapid progress toward integration despite such severe discrimination?
The recent audit studies may be signaling that Hispanics are encountering

*This research was funded by the Colorado Civil Rights Division and by the Office of Fair
Housing and Equal Opportunity of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). Responsibility for the findings and analysis lies entirely with the authors. The views and
opinions in this chapter do not represent those of HUD or the U.S. government.
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tougher barricrs to l'au- housmg and equal oppormmly lh:m they did in the
past.

To be sure, interrelationships between houslng segregation and discrimina-
tion are not clearly understood. For instance, Galster, in this section, concludes
that segregation is significantly increased by discrimination only when it is
prevalent on a metropolitan scale in both rental and for sale housing. The audit
studies of discrimination against Hispanics cited above focused on central
cities, not metropalitan areas. The Dallas study also did not examine discrimi-
nation in the sales market. Thus, if one accepts Galster's conclusion, severe
discrimination could conceivably be accompanied by modest, declining segre-
gation of Hispanics.®

This chapter provides preliminary evidence describing changes in Hispanic
segregation in three metropolitan areas during the lg70s: Denver, Houston,
and Phoenix. For the purpose of comparison, the study also examines trends
in the segregation of blacks in these same metropolitan areas.® Events in Den-
ver, Houston, and Phoenix suggest larger patterns—inasmuch as two-lhlrds
of the nation’s Hispanic population lives in the sunbelt states.

The chapter also presents the results of a new, comprehensive audit of dis-
crimination encountered by blacks and Hispanics secking to rent or purchase
housing in the Denver metropolitan area. The audit utilizes methods and tech-
niques developed in HUD's national Housing Market Practices Survey and in
the audit of discrimination in Boston (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development 1979; Feins and Bratt 1983). The audit had as its primary goal
the measurement of the overall severity of discrimination against blacks and
Hispanics. A subsidiary objective was to gather more information on exactly
how discrimination and segregation are linked. To meet this second objective,
the audit measured patterns and severity of discrimination in three types of
neighborhoods:*

1. Largely Hispanic (and black) census tracts within the city of Denver,
termed “minority city neighborhoods™;

2. Predominantly Anglo neighborhoods within the city of Denver, termed
“Anglo city neighborhoods™; and

3. Predominantly Anglo census tracts in suburban counties surrounding
Denver, termed “Anglo suburban neighborhoods.™’

As will be seen, important spatial differences exist in the severity of discrimi-
nation in Denver among these types of neighborhoods. Although these dif-
ferences are complex, they are a likely influence contributing to maintaining
segregation among Hispanics.

The Segregation of Hispanics

The extent of neighborhood segregation of Hispanics is in part a function of
how Hispanics are defined.! The definition used here—persons of Spanish
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origin—includes all persons who retain some cultural or ethnic identification

with Spanish-speaking nations. A definition that focused on recent immigrants
from such nations would likely show greater segregation, as would a measure
that focused on Hispanics of lower socioeconomic status (Grebler, Moore, and
Guzman 1970; Massey and Mullen 1984). _

Keeping this in mind, evidence from the 1970 and 1980 censuses for Denver,
Houston, and Phoenix shows that:

» Hispanics were markedly segregated from borh Anglos and blacks in
1970 and 1980;

* The extent of Hispanic segregation did not diminish markedly in any of
the three cities during the 1970s, and increased significantly in one; and

« By contrast, blacks madc considerable progress toward integration in
Denver and Phoenix, though not in Houston?

The Pattern of Segregation

Because so little research has focused on the neighborhood segregation of His-
panics, it is useful to begin with simple descriptions. Figures 1 and 2 describe
patterns of residence of Hispanics and blacks in Denver in 1980. It is apparent
that Hispanics were more dispersed among Denver census tracts than were
blacks. In particular, significant numbers of Hispanics lived in northern and
southwestern portions of the Denver metropolitan area, areas with hardly any
black population. More importantly, a close comparison of the two figures
suggests a significant degree of segregation of both blacks and Hispanics from
one another. Blacks were very highly concentrated in inner-city neighborhoods
extending east from the downtown to the edge of the city of Denver. A number
of these tracts were 50 percent or more black. By contrast, census tracts in
which the population was predominantly Hispanic were located to the wesr of
Denver's downtown extending in 2 band from north to south along major
transportation lines.

These general patterns of residence of Hispanics and blacks were similar to
those that had prevailed in Denver in 1970. Figure 3 maps neighborhood pat-
terns of Hispanics in 1970. A comparison with Figure 1 shows that the primary
change during the decade was an extension of Hispanics into low density sub-
urban areas. Comparable maps show similar trends in Houston and Phoenix:
that is, relatively dispersed patterns of residence of Hispanics compared to
blacks, marked spreading out of both groups among neighborhoods, and sig-
nificant segregation of blacks and Hispanics from one another, in both 1970
and 1980 (see James, McCummings, and Tynan 1984).

Exposure rates provide a simple quantitative indicator of trends in the de-
gree to which various racial or ethnic groups share urban neighborhoods. The
exposure rate is the average representation of various racial or ethnic groups
in the neighborhoods of the group being studied (James, McCummings, and
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Denver

SOURCE U.S. BUREAU OF THE CEMSUS

— 0-5%

I 5-.249%
IO 25-49.9%
ETX 50-74.9%
BEEE  over75%

Figure 1. Hispanic Composition of Neighborhoods (Percentage of
Population of Spanish Origin)

Tynan 1984). Such rates strongly suggest that the spreading out of Hispanics
among census tracts in Denver, Houston, and Phoenix was not a symptom of
greater neighborhood integration of Hispanics, but rather of simple growth in
the overall Hispanic populations of the three areas (Table 1). As can be seen,
the racial and ethnic compositions of the neighborhoods of the average His-
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Denver . gl

SOURCL US BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

I 0:%%
1 5-249%
O 25-49.9%
B2 50-T749%
EEE over 75%

Figure 2. Racial Composition of Neighborhoods (Percentage of Population
Black)

panic hardly changed in any of the three metropolitan areas during the 1970s.
Indeed, Hispanic exposure to Anglos fell slightly in Houston (from .55 t0..51),
and held substantially constant in Denver and Phoenix.

Exposure rates are sensitive to the overall racial and ethnic composition of
the metropolitan area. A number of quantitative indicators are available to
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1970
Denver %

SOURCE US BUREAU OF TwE CENSUS

— 0-5%
3 5-249%
25.49.9%
E=m 50-74.9%
== over T5%

Figure 3. Hispanic Composition of Neighborhoods (Percentage of
Population of Spanish Origin)

measure neighborhood segregation, controlling for overall population mix.
These segregation indexes thus permit comparisons of residential patterns
among areas and over time."® 3

Table 1 also presents estimates of the segregation indexes for the various
ethnic and racial groups in Denver, Houston, and Phoenix metropolitan areas
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Table 1. Exposure Rates and 'chrcgali'on Indexes-of Hispanics in Dcﬁver.
Houston, and Phoenix, 1970 and 1980 ,
- l’gW.sdlllu “ﬂuua!a.n

ll?%u};.ﬂ

Exposure Rat *

Hispanics 205 276 278 .351 -331 «329
Angles .637 646 +551 509 «56) 567
Blacks 059 .049 =160 .118 075 064
Others .020 .030 011 .021 -030 .030
Segregation lndtsb
Hispanics 218 .189 203 «240 <241 «228
Anglos .Jeo «262 «312 421 041 206
Blacks +592 «39) .611 586 359 .210
Others «012 -009 059 .031 1086 108

®Exposure rates indicate the weighted average racial or ethnic
composition of the census tracts inhabited by Hispanics.

brhc segregation index is defined as:

Sj - j’.j - IIj « where .P* is the exposure rate of group j
to l:slll. and (N,/N) is the proportion
N of the area popul:tion comprised of group j.

s

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Fourth Count Data File, 1970;
and Summary Tape file 1, 1980,

for 1970 and 1980. As can be seen, the segregation indexes verify that progress
toward integration was quite limited for Hispanics. In Denver and Phoenix,
Hispanic segregation declined, but only slightly. The segregation index actually
rose by 20 percent for Hispanics in the Houston metropolitan area. Overall,
these measures of Hispanic segregation were very similar across the three cities
and changed litile during the 1970s. In contrast, although blacks were more
segregated in 1970 than Hispanics, they experienced a greater movement to-
ward integration.

Of course, it should be emphasized that evidence from three metropolitan
areas cannot establish national patterns during the 1970s. More work needs to
be done in more metropolitan areas. Nevertheless, it appears that optimistic
predictions of progress for Hispanics toward integration may have been proven
wrong during the 1970s.

Patterns of Housing Discrimination
In order to provide evidence on the role of discrimination in fostering Hispanic

segregation, 134 audits or tests of the treatment accorded Hispanics in housing
markets were conducted in the Denver metropolitan area during the summer
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of 1982. In these audits, pairs of Anglo and Hispanic testers responded to

“advertisements of housing units for sale and rent in Denver's two major news-
papers. Auditors were matched by sex and general age and assigned similar
family and economic identities. Thorough records were made by both auditors
of the tréatment they received from the real estate agents (James, McCum-
mings, and Tynan 1984). To provide a benchmark against which to interpret
the Hispanic audits, precisely comparable audits were performed at the same
time and in the same manner to measure the discrimination encountered by
blacks seeking housing in Denver."!

In line with earlier audits, three types of discrimination by real estate profes-
sionals were measured in Denver:

1. Differential amounts or qualities of information provided Anglo and
minority testers regarding the number and characteristics of housing units
available for rent or purchase.

2, Differences in the terms and conditions on which housing was said to be
available to Anglo and minority auditors. (Examples of such terms and condi-
tions include sales prices or rents, financing or lease requirements, and appli-
cation procedures and requirements.)

3. Salesmanship or steering practiced by real estate professionals. (Accurate
information provided begrudgingly or incompletely can deter minority persons
from obtaining housing that meets their needs. Whether subtle or blatant,
practices that encourage minorities to choose housing in minority or integrated
neighborhoods can forestall progress toward neighborhood integration and
limit minority housing options.)

As noted above, audits were performed in the three types of neighborhoods:

minority city neighborhoods, Anglo city neighborhoods, and Anglo suburban
neighborhoods."

Audit Findings: Housing for Sale

Concealment of information regarding available housing can be a potent con-
straint on minority housing choices, and is extremely difficult for individuals
to detect. Auditors were directed to first inquire about the availability of the
advertised home and then request information on other comparable units in
the same neighborhood. If agents failed to identify several such units, the
auditors were directed to request information on similar housing in other
neighborhoods, and on alternative types of housing that might meet their
needs.

On average, in the Denver metropolitan area, Anglo auditors were given the
same information as Hispanics about the availability of the advertised house
(Table 2). However, Anglo auditors were given more information about other
houses available for purchase than were the Hispanic auditors. Overall, real
estate agents volunteered an average of 1.7 houses to Hispanic auditors as
serious possibilities as opposed to 2.1 houses volunteered to Anglo auditors.
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Tablie 2. Amount and Quality of Information Given Hispanic and Anglo
Auditors in Sales Market, by Neighborhood Type, Denver and Suburbs,

1982
e ighborhood Trpe

Rispanic City Aagle City Mnglo Suburban

Neighborhoods Neighborhoods Ne1ghtorhoods

Nispamic Magle Kispanic Aagle Kispuaic Aagle

Melre Area

Nispanic Angle

ladicaters Audilors Avdilors  Aeditors Auditors  Aedilors Awditors Aediters Aeditors

Percentine of Auditory
Tolg That

Advertised wnil 100 n " L] [1]
wvailable for
inediale ingpection

Hore than iwo n 1" 1 4 in
similar onits

wvailable in s

wrighborhood

Dae o more winilar n n e S m
houses availadle in

differeat
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One or more howsing “ 2 [ 2 n
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Ofdered wse of aulliple ] n n n 1"

Tist or wimilar
directory

futragt Mnber ol ¥oney

Suggested as 1.5 12 14 1.y 1.
“seriows poasibiliting’

Taviled to fnspect 1.3 14 1.5 1.3 .0

Actually inspecied 0.y 1.1 1.4 13 1.0

*Statistically sigaficant gifference at 01 lewrl,
sStatistically sigadecant didference at 03 lewl,

2.4 1.2

1.1 1.7

_ull

k1]

1

1.7

The results imply that Hispanic home buyers would have to visit four agents
in order to get as much information as Anglos can get by visiting three agents.!?

The auditors were instructed to make every effort to actually inspect at least
one of the houses identified by the agents as a serious possibility. Discrimina-
tion by agents had the effect of limiting Hispanics to the advertised unit. Three-
fourths of the Hispanic auditors inspected the advertised unit. Only 55 percent
of the Anglo auditors inspected the advertised unit; fully 40 percent of the
Anglo auditors inspected other units they or the agents considered more likely

to meet their needs.

No evidence was found suggesting that agents reported different home sales
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prices or down payment requirements to the Hispanic and Anglo auditors.
However, significant evidence was found that some agents offered Hispanics
less assistance with home financing arrangements. Because mortgage rates
were extremely high during the audit period, the sales market was a buyer's

market and a lot of “creative financing™ was taking place. Real estate agents

suggested various forms of creative financing to 39 percent of the Anglo audi-
tors as opposed to 27 percent of the Hispanic auditors.

Racial steering is often very difficult to detect because it can take so many
forms. One technique that has been alleged to exist in Denver revolves around
concerns about the quality of inner-city schools and the busing issue. It has
been alleged that negative comments about the city school system have often
been used to steer Anglo home buyers to Anglo suburban neighborhoods
(Orficld 1980). :

The audit teams requested the same information about the advertised house,
the neighborhood surrounding the advertised house, and the public schools.
Compared to the Hispanics, Anglo auditors received significantly more posi-
tive comments about the advertised homes and the public schools. This was
true in all types of neighborhoods. They also received more negative com-
ments. These findings suggest that real estate agents exerted more effort to sell
homes to Anglo auditors than they did to Hispanics. Real estate agents often
requested information on how the auditor could be reached in the future; 80
percent of the Anglo auditors were requested to give their phone number as
opposed to 64 percent of the Hispanics."

A close review of Table 2 shows that these overall metropolitan indicators
of discrimination understate by a considerable margin the possibility that a
Hispanic seeking “for sale™ housing outside an established Hispanic neighbor-
hood would be discriminated against. Discrimination is shown to have been
far more common and severe in Anglo suburban neighborhoods than in His-
panic city neighborhoods (Table 2). The data also suggest, but do not prove,
that discrimination is more severe in Anglo city neighborhoods than in His-
panic city areas, The audits did not detect significant discrimination against
Hispanic home buyers in terms of housing availability in Denver's Hispanic
neighborhoods.

The fact that discrimination against Hispanic home buyers is more common
and more severe in Denver's Anglo neighborhoods than in Hispanic areas has
the straightforward implication that discrimination exacerbates segregation
among Hispanic homeowners in Denver. When it actually is encountered by
Hispanics, it limits information and access to homes in Anglo neighborhoods.
Fears of discrimination doubtlessly also lead some Hispanic home buyers to
focus their housing searches in Hispanic areas where they are less likely to
encounter it. \

Table 3 presents several indicators of metropolitan discrimination encoun-
tered by Hispanics and blacks seeking for sale housing. As can be seen, the
data suggest that Hispanics encountered more severe discrimination than did
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Table 3. Audit Indicators of Discrimination in Housing Availability
Encountered by Hispanics and Blacks, Denver Metro Area

Indicators Hispanic Audits Black Audits
percent of auditors
told that:) Mispanic Anglo Black Angle
Mvertised unit 86 [ 1] %0 94
available for
immediate
inspection
More than two 33ees qqe Y Q

similar units
available in same
neighborhood

One or more similar 25+ 51 £ 35
houses availabe in

different

neighborhoods

One or more housing qowee S4ree as s
units availabe
with different
characteristics

*Statistically significant differences, .01 level,
*eStatistically significant differences, .05 level.

sesstatistically significant differences, .10 level.

blacks. Indeed, none of the indicators presented in the table suggests statis-
tically significant discrimination measures for blacks."$

Findings: Housﬁg Jor Rent

Patterns of discrimination in Denver's rental housing market are quite differ-
ent than in the sales market. Discrimination against Hispanics regarding
housing availability was not found to be as widespread in the rental housing
market as in the sales market. Hispanic auditors were twice as likely as Anglo
auditors to be told that the advertised units were unavailable. Hispanic audi-
tors were also twice as likely not to be told of serious rental housing possibili-
ties that might meet their needs. In neither case, however, were the differences
statistically significant in the metropolitan area as a whole.'®

The major explanation for the apparent lack of evidence for discrimination
is that discrimination against Hispanic renters was concentrated in Denver's
Hispanic neighborhoods. In Hispanic neighborhoods, agents for rental housing
commonly concealed the availability of units to Hispanic auditors, were less
likely to identify any units that might meet the needs of the Hispanic auditors,
failed to offer Hispanics a place on waiting lists, and invited significantly fewer
Hispanics to inspect units than they did Anglos. By contrast, most of the indi-
cators suggest that agents in Anglo neighborhoods offered much the same
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basic information on rental housing availability to Hispanic and Anglo audi-
tors. As was found for home buyers, there is little evidence that agents skewed
the qualitative information on housing and schools to attract Hispanics to
Hispanic neighborhoods, or to steer Anglos away from these areas. In general,
Anglo auditors were given more information, positive and negative, in all types
of neighborhoods. _

These findings appear to imply that discrimination is not a strong force for
segregation in Denver's rental housing market. This finding, however, requires
more research and verification before it is accepted. It could result from spe-
cific housing market conditions prevailing at the time of the study. This was a
time of rapid housing inflation and economic recession, with intense demand
for lower cost rental housing. Excess demand among Anglos for lower cost
housing could have led landlords in Hispanic areas to seek out Anglos in the
hope of securing more stable tenants or higher rents. However, no evidence
was found in the audits to suggest rent premiums were paid by either Hispanic
or Anglo auditors.

Alternatively, the findings could be a result of inherent biases in the charac-
teristics of units approached in the audits: that is, units advertised in local
newspapers as for sale or for rent. Advertised units from minority neighbor-
hoods are likely to be the higher cost and quality units in the areas. Landlords
from such housing may seek to enforce racial or ethnic “quotas” on tenant
composition in order to maintain the attractiveness of the units to Anglos as

well as Hispanics.
L]

Conclusions

The evidence from Denver, Houston, and Phoenix suggests that the housing
options of Hispanics are curtailed by segregation and discrimination as much
as are those of blacks. Housing discrimination per se appears to be at least as
frequent against Denver's Hispanics as against that city's blacks. Overall, His-
panics are somewhat less segregated than blacks. However, Hispanic segrega-
tion does not appear to have diminished during the 1970s, whereas the seg-
regation of blacks frequently did.

The findings suggest that Hispanics are encountering more stringent barriers
to equal housing opportunity than they did during the 1960s. After examining
19605 data, one researcher concluded:

If there is an underclass in the United States, Hispanics cannot be con-
sidered “permanent™ members of it in the same way as blacks. Qur results
point consistently to an ongoing process of assimilation among Hispanics
circa 1970. Unlike blacks, they are able 1o translate social mobility into
residential mobility. Hispanics are simply not trapped in the barrio in the
same way that blacks are trapped in the ghetto, (Massey and Mullen
1984:870)
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Trends dunng the 1970s in Denver, Houston. and Phoenix unply a much more
pessimistic diagnosis. 3

It is apparent that far too lmle rescarch and public attention has been placed
on understanding and ameliorating the unique housing problems of Hispanics.
The major research priority is 1o establish that findings from Denver, Houston,
and Phoenix are applicable to other places, by extension to other metropolitan
areas of the research methodologies reported here. If further research supports
the conclusions of this chapter, one important question will be why the expe-
rience of Hispanics was so different in the 1970s and the 1960s and what the
difference implies about likely future trends. A second important issue will be
appropriate policy responses.

With respect to the first issue, growing international in-migration is a likely
contributor 10 segregation and discrimination against the Hispanic community.
Growing numbers of migrants are boosting Hispanic populations markedly in
areas receiving these migrant flows, such as New York, Miami, Houston, and
Los Angeles. New migrants may be contributing to wider average cultural and
language differences between Hispanics and Anglos. The result could be a
“circle the wagons™ mentality among Anglos and among native Hispanic
Americans.

With respect to policy issues, the evidence clearly supports stronger efforts
to curtail housing discrimination against Hispanics. If effective, such efforts
are likely both to improve Hispanic housing standards and to increase Hispanic
integration. At a minimum, fair housing agencies at HUD and in the states
should mount effective outreach efforts into the Hispanic community. His-
panics do not seek the help of such agencies nearly as frequently as do blacks
(James, McCummings, and Tynan 1984). Why this is true is unknown. How-
ever, this behavior atienuates the already generally weak protections of civil
nghts laws for victims of discrimination.

NOTES

1. This research is well summarized in Kain and Quigley 1975; Yinger 1979.

2. Examples of the fragmentary previous research on Hispanic housing conditions
are provided by deLecuw, Schnare, and Struyk 1976; Yezer 1980; Hakken 1983.

3. For purposes of this report, Hispanics are defined as nonblack persons of Spanish
origin. The research on which this chapter is based is presented in more detail in James,
McCummings, and Tynan 1984.

4. For example, dark-skinned Hispanics were 43 percent more likely than non-
Hispanic whites to be given inferior information about the availability of rental units.
Light-skinned Hispanics were 16 percent more likely to encounter this form of discrimi-
nation than were non-Hispanic whites. For purposes of comparison, blacks in Dallas
were 17 percent more likely to encounter this type of discrimination than were Anglos.
Hakken 1979.

5. However, theoretical and empirical research has shown that the severity of black
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segregation can be attributed to actual or feared experiences of blacks with discrimina-
tion (Kain and Quigley 1975; Yinger 1979; Bianchi, Farley, and Spain 1982). More-
over, Galster's empirical evidence is highly suspect. His conclusions are based on ob-
served weak relationships between discrimination as measured in 1977 and segregation
prevailing almost a decade earlier, in 1970. It would be surprising to find a strong rela-
tionship given the wide time interval separating the two measurements,

6. A limited budget dictated the focus on only three metropolitan areas.

7. Anglos are defined as whites not of Spanish origin. Largely minority tracts are
those in which minorities comprise at lcast 30 percent of the population. Predominantly
Anglo tracts are those in which Anglos comprise at least 93 percent of the population.

8. Quantitative research on the characteristics and circumstances of Hispanics has
been impeded by uncertainty regarding who should be counted as Hispanic. For exam-
ple, the U.S. Census Bureau utilized several different definitions of Hispanics in reports
of the 1970 census, causing needless confusion. Fortunately, there is increasing consen-
sus among researchers on how best to define Hispanics. Most statistics now reflect the
concept of “Spanish origin." Under the current procedures of the U.S. Bureau of the
Census (1983), a person was counted as of Spanish origin in the 1980 census if he or
she answered “yes™ to the following question: “1s this person of Spanish/Hispanic origin
or descent?” Much the same question was asked of a sample of persons in the 1970
census,

9. Because so little research has focused on the neighborhood segregation of His-
panics, it is useful to describe patterns of residence of Hispanics and blacks in the
Denver metropolitan area in 1980. Hispanics were more dispersed among Denver cen-
sus tracts than blacks. In particular, significant numbers of Hispanics lived in northern
or southwestern portions of the metropolitan area, areas with hardly any black popula-
tion, Blacks were highly concentrated in inner-city neighborhoods extending east from
the central business district 1o the edge of the city of Denver. A number of these tracts
were 50 percent or more black. By contrast, census tracts in which the population was
predominantly Hispanic were located to the west of Denver's downtown. These pat-
terns of residence of the two groups were similar to those that had prevailed in Denver
in 1970. The primary change during the decade was an extension of Hispanics into low
density suburban areas to the west and north of downtown.

10. These indexes have been used primarily to measure the degree of segregation of
blacks from whites (Licberson 1980; deLeeuw, Schnare, and Struyk 1976). A scgrega-
tion index of 1.0 indicates complete segregation, that is, racial and ethnic groups live in
neighborhoods comprised totally of their own group. A value of o indicates perfect
integration—for example, a situation in which groups live in neighborhoods where
the percentage of blacks, Anglos, and others is the same as in the metropolitan-wide
percentage, )

11. These audit methodologies were used in three previous rescarch studies, the
Housing Market Practices Survey (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment 1979), the Chicano Dallas Audit (Hakken 1979), and a study of discrimination
against blacks in Boston (Feins and Bratt 1983). The instruments used to record the
treatment of auditors were based on the instruments developed for the Boston audit.
Or course, audits only measure discrimination that occuts early in a real estate trans-
action. Discrimination at later stages (e.g., in credit checks, mortgage applications, and
insurance arrangements) cannot be estimated using audit methodologies (Kain 1980;
Fcins and Brau 1983).
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12. The obvious drawback of the rm;hhoﬂtood typology is that a number of neigh-
borhoods in which Hupamwmpmed be!wecnrmczgpumuo(mcpopulllm
were not included in the tests. Budget constraints mde it impossible to treat lhm
areas as a fourth neighborhood type.

13. The audits also show that agents did not encourage Hispanics to identify housing
opportunitics on their own. A multiple listing book or similar directory of homes for
sale was offered twice as frequently to Anglo auditors as to Hispanic auditors.

14. There was evidence of less intense “salesmanship” efforts by agents for Hispanics
than for Anglos, even in Hispanic city ncighborhoods. There was also evidence that
agents volunteered more help in arranging financing for Anglo auditors in these neigh-
borhoods. These types of discrimination were found to be significant throughout the
metropolitan area. James, McCummings, and Tynan 1984.

15. A number of other indicators did demonstrate significant discrimination against
blacks. 1bid.

16. Hispanics were more likely than Anglos to be offered to be entered on waiting -

lists. This difference, however, could refiect either favorable or unfavorable treatment.
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Chapter Five

The Influence of Race and
Income on Racial Segregation
and Housing Policy

JOHN F. KAIN

Black Americans have been largely excluded from the rapid suburbanization
that has occurred since ' World War 11: despite a 42 percent increase in the
black population in suburban areas between 1970 and 1980, blacks in 1980
accounted for only 6.1 percent of the suburban ring population, as compared
to 22.5 percent of the central city residents in U.S. metropolitan areas.! More-
over, although growing numbers of black households are buying and renting
in previously all-white neighborhoods, most of the recent increase in the subur-
ban black population appears to be accounted for by the expansion of central
city ghettos into adjacent suburban communities.

These trends have not gone unnoticed. Scholars and policymakers alike
have shown concern and have argued for programs and policies that would
reverse them. The Kerner Commission, for example, in analyzing the causes of
the riots that swept American cities during the summers of 1966 and 1967,
found that “Discrimination and segregation have long permeated much of
American life” and that “they now threaten the future of every American."™?
Contrasting the experience of black Americans with that of earlier i 1mm:grant
groups, the commission noted:

Thousands of Negro families have attained incomes, living standards,
and cultural levels matching or surpassing those of whites who have “up-
graded™ themselves from distinctly ethnic neighbors. Yet most Negro
families have remained within predominantly Negro neighborhoods, pri-
marily because they have been effectively excluded from white residential
areas.

Their exclusion has been accomplished through various discriminatory
practices, some obvious and overt, others subtle and hidden. Deliberate
efforts are sometimes made to discourage Negro families from purchasing
or renting homes in all-white neighborhoods. Intimidation and threats
of violence have ranged from throwing garbage on lawns and making
threatening phone calls to burning crosses in yards and even dynamiting
property. More often, real estate agents simply refuse to show homes to
Negro buyers. .

Many middle-class Negro families, therefore, cease lboking for homes
beyond all-Negro areas or nearby “changing™ neighborhoods. For them,
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trying to move into all-white neighborhoods is not worth the psychologi-
cal efforts and costs required.? : :

The Kerner Commission and other critics, moreover, strongly implicated
government in initially creating and then supporting segregated living pat-
terns. The U.S, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), for
example, was held responsible for first allowing public housing authorities to
operate racially segregated projects and then with permitting them to build
new, all-black projects in ghetto areas.

During the Carter administration, HUD implemented three small pilot pro-
grams that were widely interpreted as efforts to offer minority participants in
public housing and other subsidized housing programs the opportunity 1o ob-
tain housing outside of ghetto neighborhoods. However, all three programs —
the Areawide Housing Opportunity Program (AHOP), the Regional Housing
Mobility Program (RHMP), and the Section 8 Existing-Mobility Demonstra-
tion—had as their stated objective the provision of additional housing oppor-
tunities for low-income and minority households outside of areas of racial and
low-income concentration.* Nevertheless, in the minds of many advocates of
integration the goal of providing low-income and minority households with
housing outside of areas of low-income and minority concentration is synony-
mous with providing black, inner-city residents with housing opportunities in
white or predominantly white communities. As discussed below, however, this
notion is simply incorrect.

The myth that black-white differences in income is a major, if not the prin-
cipal, explanation of racial segregation persists in the face of large numbers
of systematic analyses that show otherwise. In combination with a desire to
minimize the politically sensitive racial implications of policies, this belief has
caused policy analysts, policymakers, and politicians to avoid programs aimed
at reducing racial segregation, in favor of programs that would reduce racial
and income segregation. Yet income and class integration has much less legal
and political acceptance as a goal than racial integration. Not surprisingly, the
unwillingness or inability to distinguish between race and income as causes
of racial segregation, and the massive concentration of black houscholds in
American cities, produces programs that yield disappointing results when
evaluated in terms of their success in reducing racial segregation.

This chapter secks to clarify these issues by documenting the extent of racial
segregation in American cities; by evaluating its causes, particularly the role of ; ¥
black-white income differences; and, finally, by identifying appropriate policies
to reduce racial segregation.

The Extent of Segregation

Although a full understanding of the extent and nature of recent black subur-
banization will have to await detailed analyses of the 1980 census, special
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Table 1. Black Pergentage of Total Population and School Enroliment, by
Type of School, Geographic Area, and Year, Cleveland SMSA, 1970-1978
' sedessesr All Brades eedestes

Cen- All kest of
tral Suburban Cuyahoga Cuya- Urban

Elaentary Schools
Central City

Type and Year All  East West City All East West hoga Area
Public Schools
C 1970 NA NA NA S7.11 6,31 13,00 0.31 29.11 NA
1974 S6.3% 421 BLIX ST.6 9.4 19.7 0.3 30.1 WA
1977 HAR NA NA 60.9 12.3 26,1 9.5 33.5 NA
1978 3.9 7.5 68.9 3.4 13.6 28.1 0.6 M4 LS.
Other Schools
1978 I7.4 NA NA 16,2 3.8 MR NA B.5 MNA
Fublic and
Catholic Schoais KA NA  MA 95.2 11,6 NA NA 29.6 MR
Other Church and
frivate Schools NA NA ke NA KA NA NA 10.7 L]

Source: H. Kichard Oberaans, *Racial School Enrollaent Patterns in
Cuyahoga County, 1970-78,* The Cuyahoga Plan of Ohio, Inc., Cleveland,
Ohio, August 1974.

studies for a few metropolitan areas and early findings from the 1980 census
provide fragmentary evidence. Public school enrollments are among the most
useful data because they indicate the racial composition of individual suburban
communities and, in those cities without busing, the racial composition of cen-
tral city neighborhoods.?

Shown in Table 1 are statistics on the racial composition of public, parochial,
and private schools for several years in various parts of the Cleveland standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA). In 1970, 92 percent of all blacks lived
within the central city and east of the Cuyahoga River; this general pattern
persists, except that the ghetto has expanded into the adjacent suburbs to the
cast and south. Indeed, East Cleveland and Warrensville Heights, whose pub-
lic school enrollments were 98.9 and 92.7 percent blagk in 1978, had merged
into the central city ghetto by that year®

The number of blacks in Cleveland's public schools increased from 57.1
percent in 1970 to 63.4 percent in 1978. As the east-west breakdown indicates,
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however, the city's schools remain mlensely segrcgalcd mirroring the pattcm
of housing segregation.” Similarly, whereas the black percentage of suburban
public school enrollments increased from 6.5 percent in 1970 to 13.6 percent in
1978, nearly all of this growth occurred in the eastern suburbs bordering the
central city ghetto. In 1978, 97.8 percent of the black students enrolled in
suburban Cuyahoga County schools were attending schools located east of the
Cuyahoga River and 1.7 percent were concentrated in six eastside districts
that were more than 10 percent black.

Housing market segregation does not end with the exclusion of blacks from
suburban areas. Segregation indexes calculated from census block and tract
statistics for the period 1940-70 quantify the intensity of racial segregation
in American cities and its changes over time.! These indexes, which assume
values between 0 and 100, measure the extent to which observed patterns of
residence location by race differ from proportional representation. The higher
the value of the index, the higher the degree of residential segregation. Index
values in 1970 for the 109 cities that contained more than 1,000 nonwhite
households in 1940 ranged from 61.4 (East Orange, New Jersey) to 97.8
(Shreveport, Louisiana), with only 6 cities having values below 75.°

Determinants of Segregation

One of the most common explanations for the intense segregation of blacks is
that they are poor, spend too little on housing, or differ systematically from
the majority white population in terms of other characteristics affecting their
choice of residence.'® Although many tests of this socioeconomic hypothesis
rely on elaborate statistical methods, even simple analyses illustrate its inade-
quacy. If low incomes explain the concentration of black residences in central
cities, we would expect to find that most low-income whites also live in central
cities and that most high-income blacks live in the suburbs. The data in Table
2 demonstrate, however, that almost as many low-income whites live in the
suburban rings of the largest metropolitan areas as reside in their central cities.
For example, 52 percent of Detroit's poor white families lived in suburban
areas in 1970, as compared to 75 percent of all white families and 78 percent
of high-income white families. In contrast, in all eleven SMSAs the percentage
of high-income blacks living in suburban areas was considerably less than even
the percentage of low-income whites.

Another “explanation” for residential segregation is that blacks wish “to live
with their own kind,” something the proponents of this view argue is a normal
and healthy manifestation of a pluralistic society. The immigrant colonies that
exist today in many cities are offered as evidence of the normality of this be-
havior. Nathan Kantrowitz argues this position on the basis of an analysis of
racial and ethnic segregation in Boston: “Residential segregation in Boston
between European ethnic populations has declined little during the 19th and
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Table 2. Percentage of White and Black Families Living in Suburban Ring
of Eleven Large SMSAs, 1970 : :
Wmu Familjes #w+ #+4+ Hlack Families ****

Percent Percent
‘Percent Income lncome Percent Income Income
SMSA / Total <8$3,000 >$10,000 Total <$3,000 >$10,000
New York 36.26 16.6% 40.0% 1.5 7.7% 14.5%
Los Angeles-

Long Beach 58.3 45.9 58.1 31.5 24.6 371.5
Chicago 61.1 36.4 64.6 10.4 6.1 12.3,
Philadelphia-

Camden 67.6 47.8 TM.7 22.6 16.9 23.4
Detroit 75.5 51.5 78.3 12.8 10.6 157
San Francisco-

Oakla.lyﬂ- T1.9 47.4 T2.8 33.1 26.5 5.2
Boston 79.8 65.9 B4.5 17.6 13.3 271
Washington, D.C. 90.2 T3.1 89.3 23.6 14.2 5.6
Pittsburgh B1.5 72.2 82.9 38.2 32.7 40.7
Cleveland .4 66.2 80.0 13.5 5.8 20.1
St. Louis 69.4 61.2 85.6 32.9 3.5 36.8

Notes: For New York and Chicago the suburban ring is the difference
between the Standard Consolidated Area and the Central City. For St.
louis the ring is the difference between the SMSA and both East St.
Louis, I11. and St. Louis, MO. For all other cities it is the
difference between the SMSA and the central city or cities.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, "Census of Housing, 1970; Metro-
glim Housing Characteristics, Final Report," HC(2), Parts %0, 44,
, 120, 149, 165, 168, 187, 195, and 232 (GPO, 1972); U.S. Bureau
of the Census, "1970 Census of Population and Housing. United States
Summary. General Demographic Trends for Metropolitan Areas, 1960 to

1970," Fin2l Report, PHC (2) - 1. (GPO, 1970), Table 10, pp. 1-34.

carly 20th century. Racial segregation rose during the 19th and early 20th cen-
tury, but has remained stable since about 1940. . . . These conclusions indicate
that racial segregation is but an extension of ethnic separation, especially since
Asian and Latin ethnics show similar patterns in the contemporary city™ !
Kantrowitz’s findings are strongly disputed by Hershberg et al., who con-
clude from a comparative analysis of three waves of immigrants to Philadel-
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. phia that “analysis of the city's cha.ugmg opportunity, structure and ecological
form, and the racial discrimination encountered shows the black experience to
be unique in kind and degree”?

Hershberg et al's findings for Philadelphia are suppon_cd by virtually every
other study of racial and ethnic segregation. These studies have determined
that the intensity of black residential segregation tends to be greater than that
documented for other identifiable subgroups and that the segregation of other
groups has declined over time whereas black segregation has remained at a
high level or even increased.” It is also well 1o keep in mind that metropolitan
areas are far less compact and employment much more dispersed than 30 to
50 years ago when the immigrant colonies flourished. Thus, Hershberg et al.
observe that “today’s blacks inherit the oldest stock of deteriorated housing
once inhabited by two carlier waves of immigrants, but the jobs which once
were nearby . . . are gone™'

The next section of this chapter examines the roles of income and other
socioeconomic variables in explaining the residence patterns of both blacks
and several nationality groups.

Income and Other Socioeconomic Determinants

Analyses of 1970 census tract and Public Use Sample data for Cleveland and
of 1975 Annual Housing Survey data for Chicago provide evidence on the roles
of income and other socioeconomic variables in creating and maintaining the
high levels of racial segregation that characterize the nation’s cities and metro-
politan areas. These analyses predict the numbers and percentages of blacks
that would reside in each of several subareas of Cleveland and Chicago if black
houscholds had the same probability of living in each area as whites possessing
the same socioeconomic characteristics. The methods used are similar to those
employed in a number of studies for other cities and earlier time periods and
yield similar results.'

Using information on family type, family size, age of head, and income, the
Cleveland analysis defines 384 household categories for black and white house-
holds as well as for nine ethnic groups and for all foreign-born whites.'® The
analysis then calculates the fraction of blacks, total foreign stock, and nine
separate nationality groups that would live in the 23 geographic areas shown
in Figure 1 if neither race nor national origin were factors in residential loca-
tion decisions. More specifically, the predicted number of blacks, of foreign
stock, or of each of the nine nationality groups living in cach census tract was
obtained by multiplying aj;, the areawide proportion each racial-nationality
group comprised of each houschold type, times Hj,, the total number of house-
holds of that type residing in each tract. The total predicted black, foreign
stock, and nationality group population of each tract in 1970, Hj, was then
obtained by summing over the 384 household types.
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yahoga County Communities of More

Figure 1. Central City Districts and Cu

Than 25,000 Population, 1970
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Table 3. Actual and Predicted Percentage of Foreign Stock and Black
Population, Selected Geographic Areas

Percent Black Percent Foreign Stock
Area Actual Predicted Actual Model I Model II

Brook Park 0.3% 13.3% 20.8% 19.06 21.7%
District I 10.9 16.7 35.4 271 29.4
District 2 T8.4 Mn.2 8.5 21.6 T:6
District 3 54.2 20.8 20.1 247 . 15.8
District 4 1.4 20.2 27.8 24.0 29.2
District 5 0.2 15.8 37.5 21.0 31.6
District 6 2.7 14.3 3.1 5.9 . 29.3
Cleveland Hgts. 2.5 11.4 36.7 28.8 31.6
East Cleveland 58.6 19.3 15.9 24.4 15.6
Buclid 0.4 18.1 33.1 21.2 30.9
Garfield Hgts. 4.3 13.7 35.9 26.7 29.6
Lakewood a 13.0 28.3 21.9 31.8
Maple Hgts. 2.0 13.6 33.3 25.8 29.2
North Olmstead a 12.6 24.0 22.6 25.8
Parma a 12.7 36.1 25.7 29.3
Parma Hgts. a 12.1 32.6 2.2 29.6
Shaker Hgts. 14.4 B.5 28.3 30.4 29.1
South Euclid 0.1 11.2 45.8 0.0 33.4
Balance of Cuyehog 2.6 14.9 39.9 35.4 8.9
Mentor 0.5 13.7 14.4 22.8 26.1
Geauga County 1.2 13.8 20.4 21.7 24.7
Balance of Lake Ct 1.6 14.0 21.7 23.1 26.2
Medina County 0.8 14.7 12.8 22.9 26.5
Mean 10.3 15.0 27.8 s 1 27-1
Standard Deviation 21.3 4.4 9.5 3.4 6.5
Mean Error - 15.7 - 6.4 4.5

a = less than .1 percent

Two predictions were obtained for both the total foreign stock and indi-
vidual nationality groups. Model 1 predicts the residence patterns of Cleve-
land’s foreign stock ignoring the reality of racial segregation; Model 11, in
contrast, predicts the residential Jocation decisions of both total foreign stock
and individual nationality groups assuming that members of these groups (vir-
tually all of whom are white) do not reside in the ghetto. In essence, the pre-
dictions for Model 11 involve revising the prediction model by multiplying the
proportion aj; for foreign-born whites and for each of the nine nationality
groups times the total number of white households of each k type residing in
each area i in 1970, H;, and finally summing the predicted number of each
nationality group over the k houschold types. .

Acknowledging the effect of racial segregation on the residential choices of
white nationality groups significantly increases the accuracy with which the
residential location patterns of both all ethnics and the nine individual nation-
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Figure 2, Annual Housing Survey Analysis Districts, City of Chicago, 1975

ality groups can be predicted. The mean prediction error for the 23 Cleveland
analysis zones, for example, declines from 29 percent for Model I to 19 percent
for Model 11. The largest improvements, not surprisingly, occur for Cleveland's
District 11 and East Cleveland, the areas that were mostly black in 1970.

The results for both black households and total foreign stock, shown in Table
3, clearly illustrate two aspects of their residential location patterns. First,
whereas the concentrations of both all foreign born and individual nationality
groups may exceed the levels that would be predicted solely from a knowledge
of socioeconomic characteristics, Cleveland's foreign stock and individual na-
tionality groups reside in significant numbers in all parts of the SMSA. Indeed,
the ghetto is the only area where Cleveland's ethnics are significantly under-
represented. And second, socioeconomic characteristics explain a large part of
the residence choices of Cleveland’s nationality groups. Cleveland’s blacks, in
- contrast, live in the ghetto regardless of their income or other socioeconomic
characteristics; the 11,028 percent m=an prediction error for blacks is the most
vivid indicator of how racial discrimination dominates their residence choices.
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Table 4 Actual and Predicted Numbers of Nonwhite Households and Actual A e
- and Predicted Black by Subarea, Chicago SMSA, 1975

324725.316 Number of Percent Black

Black Households of Total Households

Area Actual Predicted Actual Predicted

Chicago

District 1 11,328 23,852 9.1% 19.1%
District 2 13,498 24,020 10.8 19.2
District 3 1,722 14,346 e 14.5
District 4 3,797 13,181 3.8 23.0
District 5 26,126 20,795 29.6 23.5
District 6 50,196 23,315 B7.9 40.8
District 7 4,664 17,312 6.2 22.9
District 8 1,710 13,696 2.0 16.0
District 9 68,962 26,407 81.7 1.5
Distriet 10° 68,854 22,266 96.6 31.3
District 11 74,234 23,520 86.7 27-5
District 12 45,600 16,661 64.6 23.6
Entire City 370,691 249,37 34.6 23.3
Rest of Cook County 34,856 102,043 4.9 14.3
Dupage County 2,668 22,127 1.6 13.1
Lake County 3,515 13,5e5 4.0 15.6
Kane County 6,371 17,275 5.5 15.0
Will & McHenry County 5,199 18,899 4.3 15.6
Entire SMSA 423,300 423,300 18.5 18.5

Source: John F. Kain, "National Urban Policy Paper on the

Impacts of Housing Market Discrimination and Segregation on

the Welfare of Minorities," Paper prepared for the Assistant
Secretary for Community Planning and Development, U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, Cambridge, MA., April 1980.

As noted above, the comparable mean prediction errors for the total foreign
stock are 29 percentage points using Model | and 19 percentage points using
Model I1. Although the small size of each of the nine individual nationality
groups makes it exceedingly difficult to predict their residential locations, the
mean percentage errors for Model I only range from 34 percent for Austrian-
Americans to 123 percent for ltalian-Americans.”

The Chicago analysis uses the same methodology as the Cleveland analysis
except that each black and white household is assigned 1o one of 216 house-
hold categories defined in terms of family type, family size, age of head, and
houschold income.' The geographic areas used for the Chicago SMSA include
the 12 central city districts shown in Figure 2, the balance of Cook County,
and the five other counties comprising the SMSA in 1975. Statistics presented
in Table 4 indicate that nearly 9 out of every 10 black households (87.6 percent)
in the Chicago SMSA reside in the central city and 73 percent reside in the
five districts that were more than 65 percent black in 1975. If 1975 data were

[ e
(]
(o]
Lo}
2
cn
kA
4=

ADKER 058321 (HUD1)



The Influence of- Race and Income | 109

available for smaller geographic arcas, racial segregation would be even more
pronounced.

As in the Cleveland analysis, the predicted distribution of Chicago's black
households differs markedly from the actual. Estimates in Table 4 indicate that
the number of black households residing in the central city in 1975 is nearly 50
percent greater than the number that would choose to live in the city in the
absence of housing market discrimination. Similarly, the actual number of
black houscholds residing in the rest of Cook County is only about a third as
large as if racial discrimination did not exist. Comparison of actual and pre-
dicted percentages of black households even more clearly demonstrates the
effect of housing market discrimination. None of the districts are predicted to
be more than 14 percent black. In 1975 the predicted percentage of blacks for
District 6, the subarea with the highest predicted black share, for example,
was 40.8 percent or less than half the actual black share of 87.9 percent. Dis-
trict 10, which was 96.6 percent black in 1975, had a predicted black share of
only 31.3 percent or less than one-third the actual number.

Analyses by Ann Schnare of actual and predicted distributions of black
households in 76 large SMSAs (all SMSAs in excess of 250,000 population
and those with a significant number of blacks) in 1970 demonstrate that the
results for Cleveland and Chicago described in this chapter apply to all U.S.
metropolitan areas.' Schnars uses a2 methodology similar to those discussed
above for Cleveland and Chicago, except that in her analysis the predictions of
black residence patterns are based solely on houschold income. The use of
additional household characteristics would undoubtedly affect the details of
Schnare's findings, but the overall conclusion would be the same.

As Figure 3 illustrates, 74 percent of black households in the 76 large
SMSAs included in Schnare's study lived in tracts that were more than 50
percent black in 1970; Schnare estimates this proportion would be less than
one if their location patterns depended only on houschold incomes. Similarly,
Schnare finds that in the absence of racial discrimination over 87 percent of
the sample’s blacks would live in tracts in the 5 to 30 percent range, whereas
the actual percentage was only 12.2°

Self-segregation and Exclusion

Although there are difficulties of interpretation, attitudinal surveys provide
little support for the view that most blacks prefer to live in segregated neigh-
borhoods. A paper by Thomas Pettigrew provides a highly useful compilation
of ths findings of eleven different surveys conducted between 1958 and 1969
by seven polling organizations. In summarizing these results, Pettigrew con-
cludes that, “when presented with a meaningful choice between an all-black
neighborhood and a mixed neighborhood, black residents overwhelmingly
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Figure 3. Actual and Predicted Distribution of Urban Blacks, by Proportion
Black in Tract, 1970 ‘

favored the latter. . . . Those who favored desegregated residential areas made
it clear that they did so for positive reasons of racial harmony even more than
for the obvious advantages of good neighborhoods."?' Thus, 74 percent of
a random sample of black Americans interviewed in a 1969 Newsweek poll
responded that they would rather live in 2 neighborhood that had both whites
and blacks than in a neighborhood with all black families; only 16 percent
chose an all-black neighborhood* Morcover, the percentages preferring all-
black neighborhoods declined whereas the percentages preferring integrated
neighborhoods increased between 1963 and 1969. More blacks in the North
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and West preferred integrated neighborhoods than those residing in the South,
‘while the percentage of middle-income blacks preferring integrated neighbor-
hoods was greater than the percentage of low-income blacks.

Pettigrew also provides survey findings that indicate an increasing racial
tolerance among whites. In particular, he presents the responses to identical
questions included on seven National Opinion Research Center (NORC) polls
administered between 1942 and 1968, and a second set of identical questions
included in five Gallup polls conducted between 1958 and 1967. In the NORC
surveys, the percentage of whites indicating that it would make a difference to
them if a black—with just as much income and education as the respondent—
moved onto their block declined from 62 percent in 1942, to 46 percent in
1956, 10 35 percent in 1963, and to 21 percent in 1968.2 Similarly, in 1958, 48
percent of whites interviewed by Gallup stated they definitely would or might
move “if colored people came to live next door™; nine years later, in 1978, the
percentage had declined to 35 percent. An even more recent Gallup survey
reveals that the fraction of white households who said they would move if a
black family lived next door had declined to only 13 percent in 197824

At first glance the evidence above appears encouraging to efforts to promote
racial integration. A more probing examination by Reynolds Farley et al.,
however, illustrates that the underlying attitudes of blacks and whites toward
integration are considerably more complex.?® The authors surveyed a sample
of 743 white and 400 black households in Detroit to determine the willingness
of blacks and whites to live in or move into neigborhoods of varying racial
composition. Black respondents were asked to indicate their preferences for
each of five types of neighborhoods defined by the percentage black. For the
blacks who expressed an unwillingness to live in an all-black or all-white
neighborhood, follow-up questions were included to determine their reasons.
Farley et al. also asked white respondents if they would be uncomfortable in
each of four types of neighborhoods defined by racial composition and, if so,
would they move away and why? The authors also attempted to determine the
willingness of whites to purchase a home in a racially mixed neighborhood.

Table § summarizes Farley et al's findings concerning the attitudes of blacks
and whites toward moving into neighborhoods of various racial compositions.
As these data reveal, 82 percent of blacks selected a 45 percent black neighbor-
hood as their first or second choice, and only § percent listed a predominantly
white (7 percent) neighborhood as their first or second choice; the completely
black neighborhood was the first or second choice of only 17 percent of black
households. When questioned about their willingness to move into each type
of neighborhood provided they found a nice house they could afford, however,
fully 38 percent of black respondents answered that they would be willing to
be the first black to enter an all-white neighborhood.

Of the large number of blacks (62 percent) who would be unwilling to move
into an all-white.area, only a few gave the desire to live with other blacks as
the reason; most—about 9o percent—“expressed an opinion that whites in
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- Table 5. Black and White Auitudes Toward Neighborhoods of Varying

Racial Composition
_Percent of Blacks Percent of Whites
; - Neigh Willing ; Try Would
Percent 1 or 2 to Move Uncom- ‘Move Not
Black Choice In fortable Out Move In
100 17.0% 69.0% NA NA NA
80 68.0 99.0 NA NA NA
60 NA HA 72.0% 64.0% 84.0%
45 82.0 99.0 NA NA N
30 NA NA 57.0 41.0 73.0
20 24.0 g95.0 42.0 24.0 50.0
g | 5.0 38.0 24.0 7.0 27.0

Source: Reynolds Farley, Howard Schuman, Suzanne Bianchi, Diane
Colasanto, and Shirley Hatfield, "Chocolate City, Vanilla Suburbs
Will the Trend Toward Racially Separate Communities Continue?"
Social Science Research 7 (1978), pp. 330 and 332.

white areas would not welcome them."? About one-sixth of the black respon-
dents stated that “1 might get burned out or never wake up,” or, “They would
probably blow my house up.” Farley et al. concluded that “freed of the fear of
racial hostility, we believe that most Detroit area blacks would select neigh-
borhoods which are about one-half white and one-half black."?

Data on the attitudes of whites, summarized in Table 5, in contrast, indicate
that large fractions of whites would feel uncomfortable in a neighborhood with
equal numbers of whites and blacks, that if they lived in a neighborhood with
this racial composition they would try to move out, and that they would be
unwilling to move into such a neighborhood. Indeed, only 50 percent of white
respondents stated they would be willing to move into a neighborhood with as
few as three blacks out of fifteen households (20 percent black). Forty percent
of the whites who said they would move away from an integrated neighbor-
hood gave anticipated declines in property values as their reason. From these
analyses, Farley et al. conclude: “When we consider the residential preferences
of whites in the Detroit area, the prospects for residential integration seem
quite slim." They add: “While the neighborhood preferences of blacks are
considerably more favorable to residential integration than the preferences of
whites—the overwhelming majority of blacks choose an integrated neighbor-
hood as the one most attractive to them—even these data must be interpreted
with a certain amount of pessimism."*

Farley's findings suggest that even though more blacks would prefer to live
in integrated neighborhoods, and although whites appear to have a growing
tolerance for black neighbors, significant progress in achieving desegregation
and integration will be difficult. Long memories and strongly held, though
often incorrect, beliefs markedly affect the behavior of both blacks and whites,
and powerful incentives will be needed to offset these deep-seated attitudes. At
the same time, it is well 10 keep in mind that the attitudes of both blacks and
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Table 6. Composuc Indexes of Housing Availability for Sales and chul
Housing, for the Entire U.S. and by Region and SMSA Size

No White Black Discriminatory
Type and location Difference Favored Favored Treatment

Rental Housing

National 335 48% 21% 27%
Northeast 32 44 24 20
North Central 34 50 17 33
South 27 52 21 n
West 34 49 17 32
Large SMSA's 30 49 21 28
Small SMSA's 35 43 22 21

Sales Housing

National 37% 39% 24% 15%
Northeast =33 39 29 10
North Central 23 55 22 33
South 46 33 22 1
West 34 39 27 12
Large SMSA's 37 40 23 17
Small SMSA's 36 36 28 7

Source: Wienk, et. 8l., "Measuring Racial Discrimination in

Aperican Housing Markets: The Housing Market Practices Survey,"

Tables 3, 5. 26, and 28; pp. 58, 66, 124, and 129.

whites are strongly conditioned by existing patterns of segregation. Because
the demand for black housing at the periphery of the ghetto is typically so
great, whites are usually correct in their perception that the entry of a few
blacks into a neighborhood is the first step in a rapid shift to all-black occu-
pancy. If market forces or a combination of market forces and public policy
begin to make these outcomes less certain, both black and white attitudes and
behavior could change dramatically.

Despite the lack of any systematic evidence for the self-segregation hypothe-
sis, it is impossible to fully assess its role as long as significant majority (white)
antagonism remains toward black efforts to leave the ghetto. Although the
obstacles to moving into white neighborhoods are probably less today than in
the past, many subtle and indirect forms of intimidation and discouragement
still exist.*® A recent HUD-sponsored study demonstrates both that racial dis-
crimination is still commonplace in urban housing markets and that a persis-
tent black can probably find a place to buy or rent in all-white arcas.

In HUD's Housing Market Practices Survey, pairs of black and white
testers—matched in terms of age, general appearance, income, and family
size—conducted 3,264 sales and rental audits in 40 metropolitan areas. The
audit data were used to construct several indexes of discriminatory treatment
including the index of housing availability shown in Table 6. Nationwide, HUD
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analysts found that there were no differences in rental housing availability in
31 percent of the cases; that whites were favored 48 percent of the time; and
that blacks were favored 21 percent of the time. Blacks were thus less favorably
treated in 27 percent of the rental audits. Discriminatory treatment was found
less often in the sales audits. Even higher levels of discrimination were detected
in audits conducted in the city of Boston in 1980 and in Cleveland Heights,
Ohio, in 19783

Although the authors of the HUD study define the difference in black and
white treatment as their index of discrimination, it is noteworthy that the white
testers received more favorable treatment in nearly half of the audits. More-
over, the HUD audits and similar studies generally understate the extent of
housing market discrimination. Audits address only the initial phase of the
search process and thus cannot detect discriminatory practices that often occur
at later stages—for example, at the time security deposits are required or
financing is sought. In addition, the preliminary analyses of the HUD study
did not consider steering, one of the most common and pernicious techniques
used by brokers to maintain segregated residence patterns. Most importantly,
however, the education and other socioeconomic characteristics of the auditors
were higher than those of the general population and especially of most black
housing seekers.

Concluding Remarks

Efforts to formulate public policies to eliminate or reduce racial discrimination
in urban housing markets have suffered from a confusion about the roles of
discrimination and socioeconomic determinants of segregation. Although vir-
tually every systematic study has concluded that black and white differences in
income and other socioeconomic variables account for very little of current
and past patterns of racial residential segregation, the belief that income is a
major, if not the principal, determinant of racial segregation stubbornly per-
sists and has prompted policymakers to emphasize policies aimed at reducing
the concentration of low-income and minority households rather than policies
that would combat discriminatory practices in private housing markets.

In spite of the limited governmental efforts to combat discrimination in
private housing markets, preliminary analyses of the 1980 census for the
Cleveland SMSA, at least, indicate that increasing numbers of individual mi-
nority households are managing to acquire sale and rental housing in formerly
all-white residential areas. These early indications may signal a fundamental
change in America's patterns of residence by race and reflect important quali-
tative changes in the forces that have maintained segregated living patterns
over the past half century or more. z

Analyses of the 1980 census for Cuyahoga County, Ohio, reveal that 18
suburban communities had more than 100 black households in 1980. These
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18, however, included three suburban communities that were more than 50
percent black in 1980—East Cleveland (82.2 percent), Warrensville Heights
(69.6 percent), and Warrensville Township (69.6 percent)? East Cleveland,
which was 48 percent black in 1970, is located adjacent to Cleveland and to its
massive central city black ghetto (Figure 1). Indéed, by 1980 East Cleveland
had for all practical purposes become part of the Cleveland ghetto. Warrens-
ville Heights and Warrensville Township, which were 43 and 48 percent black
in 1970, are located adjacent to Cleveland's District 11, south of Shaker Heights
and north of Maple Heights (Figure 1).

All but one of the remaining Cuyahoga County suburbs with more than 100
black households in 1980 are also located either east or south of the central city
black ghetto, but several are located some distance {rom its periphery. More-

over, the black populations of all 18 communities increased between 1970 and .

1980; excluding the three black suburbs, the remaining 15 suburban communi-
ties with 100 or more households in 1980 had an.average of 953 black house-
holds in 1980 as contrasted with an average of 218 in 1970.

In addition to the 18 Cuyahoga County communities with more than 100
black households in 1980, 10 others had 25 or more black houscholds in 1980
and an additional 8 had 10 or more. None of the 10 Cuyahoga County suburbs
with 25 or more black households in 1980 had more than 10 or more black
households in 1970, and none of the 8 suburbs with 10 or more black house-
holds in 1980 had as many as 10 in 1970. Although the number of black
houscholds residing in these predominantly white suburban communities in
1980 is still quite small (black residents of the 33 Cuyahoga suburbs with more
than 10 black households in 1980, but excluding the 3 that were more than 50
percent black in 1980, accounted for only 12.4 percent of Cuyahoga County's
black households in 1980), the growth of the black population in these for-
merly all-white suburban communities during 1970-80 is a highly significant
development.

If careful analyses of 1980 census data for other metropolitan areas reveal
similar developments, there may be some basis for optimism. The emergence
of these more dispersed residence patterns by minority households could mark
a turning point, and onae that may reflect a significant weakening of the forces
that have previously maintained segregated living patterns. Although recent
audits demonstrate that steering and other forms of discriminatory practices
are still prevalent, the 1980 census data for Cleveland and earlier school enroll-
ment data for Cleveland and a number of other metropolitan areas suggest
that the nearly absolute barriers to black entry into most suburban communi-
ties may have been breached.” Whether these new suburban black households
reside in widely dispersed patterns or in small clusters, their appearance in so
many formerly all-white communities creates a base for further black popula-
tion growth. Their success should provide proof to dubious black households
that, given sufficient effort, blacks are able to obtain rental and ownership
housing in communities that were previously closed to them. If these new
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black settlement patterns, by still token numbers of minority households, are
. carefully nurtured and encouraged by public policy, they could be the basis for
- asignificant and rapid dispersal of minority households and a rapid breakdown
of the current massive concentrations of minority populations in American
cities.

Elimination of racial discrimination and concentration, however, will re-
quire aggressive enforcement of existing laws, enactment of even stronger
laws, and further incentives for integration. A first step is for citizens and
policymakers to come to understand the respective roles of income and race as
causes of past and current patterns of racial segregation. Although policies to
reduce the level of racial segregation in federally subsidized programs will con-
tribute 1o the goal of reducing racial segregation, public policy needs to give
more emphasis to eliminating discriminatory practices in private housing mar-
kets. This means the vigorous enforcement of existing antidiscrimination laws
(100 few white Americans, for example, understand that it is illegal for them to
refuse to show or sell their home to a black or Hispanic person), audits of the
practices of real estate brokers and rental agents, and the strict monitoring
of affirmative marketing programs by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development.
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Chapter Six

More than Skin Deep

The Effect of Housing Discrimination on lhc Extent
and Pattern of Racial Residential Segregation

in the United States

GEORGE C. GALSTER®*

The purpose of this chapter is to estimate empirically the degree to which
variations in the extent and pattern of black residential segregation result
from housing discrimination. The key advance offered by the research beyond
existing studies is that it employs the measures of housing discrimination ob-
tained by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
in its 1977 Housing Market Practices Survey (HMPS). Thus, for the first time,
it is possible to perform direct statistical tests on cross-sectional data of the
relationship between residential segregation and discriminatory activities.

The chapter first discusses the extent and pattern of segregation and its three
distinct causes. Next, the data and empirical specification are described. The
final section reports the results of empirical tests and draws conclusions.

The Phenomenon of Racial Segregation in the United States

Segregation of blacks and whites in U.S. metropolitan areas is characterized
both by the large exrent of residential racial separation within and between
neighborhoods and by the pattern of black concentration in central city areas.
The extent of segregation in 1970 was such that, on average, 8o percent of
urban black households would need to move into white areas in order to
achieve complete integration (Sorensen, Taeuber, and Hollingsworth 1974;
Farley 1977). Further, another study has shown that the residential contact or
“exposure” of blacks to whites has been decreasing at the metropolitan level,
even during the supposedly “enlightened” 1960s (Schnare 1980).! In 1974, 77
percent of urban blacks lived in central cities, whereas only 38 percent of
whites did so, and this black centralization also has been increasing (Schnare
1977:chap. 1)2

Three competing theories have been forwarded to explain this phenomenon:
the “class™ theory, the “prejudice” theory, and the “discrimination” theory.
*This research was supported by a grant from the Ford Foundation. Opinions expressed are those
of the author and do not necessarily reflect those of the Ford Fouhdation.

The author gratefully acknowledges the rescarch assistance of Vassilios Fourlis, Daniel Harkins,

Carol Murdock, Vasiliki Tsiliopolos, Anastasia Tzavaras, and Robert Yopko. The comments
offered on earlier drafts by Johnny Yinger are appreciated.
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The class (or “ecological segregation™) theory attempts to explain racial seg-
regation as the “natural™ ecological segregation of groups according 1o socio-
economic class. Given the segregation of housing and the fact that blacks are
disproportionately represented in the lower income classes, one would expect
to find that relatively few blacks can afford to live in higher quality (white
suburban) neighborhoods. (For 2 more complete discussion of the class theory,
see Duncan and Duncan 1955; Lieberson 1963; Park 1967; Marshall and Jiobu
1975.) This theory has rcccived some empirical support,’ but the evidence
shows that in most cases “class™ grounds explain only a small fraction of the
observed extent of racial segregation (Tacuber and Taeuber 1965; Hermalin
and Farley 1973; Schnare 1977:chap. 3; Fariey 1977), although Smith (1977)
has shown that the proportion varies significantly from one city to the next.
Similarly, relatively low socioeconomic status explains only a small part of the
centralized pattern of black residences. In the eleven largest standard metro-
politan statistical areas (SMSAs) in 1970, a higher proportion of whites with
incomes below 33,000 than of blacks with incomes above $10,000 lived in the
suburbs (Kain and Quigley 1975).

The prejudice (or “voluntary segregation™) theory holds that whites prefer to
live “with their own kind™ in predominantly white areas, because they perceive
cither something undesirable about other races or something positive in their
own culture that is worthy of preserving. Downs (1973) and Pettigrew (1975)
cite opinion poll evidence of white perceptions that blacks hold different (and
less desirable) values and norms. Leven et al. (1976) and Pettigrew (1975) also
note that whites often view integration as a harbinger of declining neighbor-
hood status. A corollary sees blacks similarly wanting to segregate voluntarily
so as to foster a “black identity” or to develop distinct, supportive institutions
(see Licberson 1963; Yinger 1979). The weight of the evidence for blacks,
however, suggests that they typically would prefer neighborhoods with ap-
proximately equal racial proportions to all-black ones (Pettigrew 1973, 1975;
Schuman and Hatchett 1974; Farley et al. 1978; Galster 1982).4 Theoretical
models have shown that even mild white preferences for racially homogeneous
neighborhoods can lead to a large extent of segregation through a dynamic
process of “tipping” (Schelling 1972). However, as Yinger has demonstrated
(1976, 1979), the centralized pattern is not consistent with a model based on
prejudice alone, especially if blacks desire to integrate. If class and preference
were the only operative segregating forces, one would expect to find rings of
alternating race/class groups, with higher income blacks more suburbanized
than lower income whites, and with blacks tending to attempt to integrate the
borders of the adjacent white group of comparable status. This does not repre-
sent the ecology of the typical American metropolitan area.

The major premise of the third theory, discrimination (or “involuntary seg-
regation”), is that blacks are barred from moving into areas that their incomes
and preferences might otherwise allow because of a host of discriminatory
barriers in the housing market. Numerous statistical studies have documented
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indirectly the existence of such barriers by uncovering their results: higher

prices and lower quality levels for black-occupied dwellings compared to iden- -

tical white-occupied ones (Straszheim 1974; Kain and Quigley 1975;- Galster
1977; Yinger 1979). Important direct evidence for 40 metropolitan areas came
-from the 1977 Housing Market Practices Survey (Wienk et al. 1979). These
data revealed that, on average, blacks were likely to confront some sort of dis-
. crimination in 27 percent of their attempts to find rental units and 15 percent
of their attempts to find units for sale. It has been proven theoretically that
such discrimination provides the only explanation for the observed pattern of
racial residential location, given relative black-white incomes a~d preferences
(Yinger 1976, 1979). However, no one has performed direct tests of the corre-
lation between the intensity of discrimination and the pattern (and extent) of
segregation.

With two exceptions, previous studies have analyzed empirically these three
theories of segregation separately, and only for individual cities. Marshall and
Jiobu (1975) constructed a path model of segregation embodying both “class™
and “prejudice” theories. The former was operationalized by racial dissimilarity
indices of occupation and income. The latter was operationalized by percent
of nonwhite, number of nonwhite, and nonwhite-white growth differentials,
so as to proxy for white perceptions of “threat™ and/or the “critical mass™
present for distinct minority institutional d=velopment. Using a sample of 149
central cities in 1960, Marshall and Jiobu found that in both southern and
nonsouthern cities the occupational and income dissimilarity indices were the
strongest predictors of Taeuber's “dissimilarity” index of segregation. The other
variables dealing with the black population’s size, proportion, and growth
demonstrated lower correlations with the extent of segregation, and the direc-
tion of the relationships often varied among regions. No correlates of the pat-
tern of segregation were investigated.

Schnare (1977) tried to explain variations in a metropolitan “racial expo-
sure” index of residential segregation through the use of multivariate analysis
for a sample of 112 SMSAs in both 1960 and 1970. The “class™ variables of
median housing costs as a percentage of median family income, black-white
ratio of white-collar workers, and black-white median income ratio were all
significantly and positively correlated with black exposure to whites in both
years. The “prejudice™ proxies of number, proportion, and relative growth of
black population were significantly, negatively correlated with exposure in both
years. Finally, regional dummy variables were used to “reflect a host of unmea-
surable differences in attitudes, policies, and practices, as well as in the histori-
cal pattern of development” (ibid.: 50). Southern and north central SMSAs
showed less interracial exposure, ceferis paribus, than those in the West, while
those in the northeast region indicated comparatively morg exposure.

As suggestive as these two studies are, they unfortunately suffer from the
specification error of omitted variables (Wennacott and Wonnacott 1979:413-
19). Empirical estimates of the relationship between segregation, class and pre-
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judice are likely to be biased when the eficcts of a third force —discrimination
—are not controlled for and this third force is correlated with the first two.
The present study adds the crucial empirical dimension that up to this time has
been unavailable: a cross-sectional measure of the intensity of housing market
discrimination as measured by the HMPS. This will make it possible to assess
directly the contribution that this factor makes to both the degree and the pat-

tern of segregation in metropolitan areas, as well as to obtain unbiased esti- -

mates of the contributions made by the other two elements. The statistical
technique used is path analysis.

Data and Model Specification

Data

Data for this analysis came from a sample of 40 SMSAs that HUD selected
for the HMPS. These were chosen from a universe of 117 SMSAs containing
central city populations of more than 11 percent black. These 117 were, in
turn, divided into “large” (central cities above 100,000 population) and “small”
SMSA groups. Thirty-two of the former and eight of the latter were chosen on
the basis of a controlled selection procedure. SMSAs of various sizes were
represented within each regional subsample.® All other social, economic, and

demographic data used in this chapter were obtained from the 1970 Census of
Population and Housing.

Specification of Dependent Variables

To measure the extent of segregation two variables are used: the exposure of
blacks to whites (EXPBW) and the exposure of whites to blacks (EXPWB).
(A glossary of these and all other variable names is provided in an appendix to
this chapter.) The exposure of race X to those of another race Y is defined as
the proportion of Y in the average X's census tract:

EXPXY = (100 X) 3. XY T)

where X;, Y, are numbers of race X, Y in the ith tract, respectively; T, is the
total population of the tract; X is the total population of race X in the SMSA;
and 7 is the number of tracts. The maximum value of EXPXY is the propor-
tion of race Y in the SMSA,; the minimum value is zero. The exposure rates
calculated by Schnare for individual SMSAs (1977:table B.1) are used in the
present study. 3

The exposure rate is used to measure the extent of segregation instead of
the conventional “dissimilarity” (D) index, because the latter’s value depends
only on the distribution of races among neighborhoods with above-average
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Housing Harket '-zxposur( of
Dissriminatian "Whites to Blacks

Pre judice/

Econonic Class Exposure of

Disparities “3lacks to Whites

Figure 1. Path Model for Causes of Segregation

proportions of blacks and those with below-average proportions of blacks, but
does not depend on the distribution of blacks and whites within each neigh-
borhood type (Zoloth 1974). Schnare (1980) has found that significant changes
of the latter type occurred during the 1960s—changes that were reflected in
exposure indexes but not in dissimilarity indexes. For the types of residential
distributional alterations now occurring, it thus appears that exposure rates are
a more sensitive measure.®

The pattern of segregation was measured by Redick's (1956) “index of cen-
tralization of black population with respect to white population™ (BCINDEX):

BCINDEX = (100) (3, B,., W,— X, B,W,_,)
i i

where i is one of n concentric rings centered on the SMSA's central business
district (i = 0 is the CBD); B,, W, are the cumulative proportions of blacks
and whites, respectively, moving from i = 0 to i= n. BCINDEX ranges from a
possible value of —100 if all whites were in the most central ring(s) and all
blacks were in more decentralized rings, to a value of +100 when the reverse
was true.” This index of relative black centralization is chosen instead of the
more conventional proportion of blacks in central citics versus suburbs (see
Hermalin and Farley 1973; Schnare 1977) because the latter is insensitive to
variations in location of blacks within either central cities or suburbs.

In the model, black centralization is specified as an “intervening variable™ in
a “path model" of residential segregation (see Figure 1). That is, the pattern of
segregation is believed to influence the extent of segregation. The more cen-
tralized a given number or proportion of blacks, the lower the ratio of the sum
of the (black-white border) perimeter(s) of the predominantly black neighbor-
hoods to the sum of their areas. Thus, for geometric reasons the centralization
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index should be inversely related to interracial exposure if most of such expo-
sure occurs in neighborhoods bordering the “ghetto.”

Specification of Independent Variables

As outlined above, the causes of both the extent and the pattern of segregation
can be conceptually grouped in three categories. Variables proxying for com-
ponents of cach of these categorics are considered as independent variables in
a larger “path model” (see Figure 1). The variables are defined and expected
relationships described below.

Discrimination. A measure of the “discrimination™ component of segrega-
tion is derived from the HMPS described above. For each of the 40 SMSAs a
sample of real estate agencies and apartment rental complexes to be audited
was selected from classified newspaper advertisements. During May and June
1977, matched pairs of black and white auditors separately visited the sampled
agencies and complexes and requested the housing listed in the advertisement !
Both auditors kept careful reports of their experiences and organized them
within the following categories: housing availability, courtesy, terms and con-
ditions, and information requested and volunteered.

The first category, housing availability, was considered by HUD as the
most fundamental component of potentially discriminatory behavior (Wienk
et al. 1979:51). Not only does differential treatment concerning housing avail-
ability clearly violate Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, but also such
items as courtesy and terms become largely irrelevant if false information on
the availability of housing is provided. To assess whether such differential
treatment occurred during an audit, experiences of each auditor pair were
compared for the series of items comprising the housing availability category.
If the white auditor was favored on at least one item and the black was not,
the observation was coded “white favored.” Opposite situations were coded
“black favored.” Observations where whites were favored on some item(s) and
blacks on other(s), and those where both were treated identically, were coded
“no difference.” The number of “white favored™ minus the number of “black
favored™ observations provided HUD's estimate of “net discriminatory treat-
ment." These measures were computed separately by tenure and by SMSA,
and in each case a sign test was conducted to assess whether the measure was
(statistically) significantly different from zero (see Wienk et al.:chaps. 2-4).

Several preliminary trial specifications involving different formulations of
the discrimination variable were undertaken. They revealed that the absolute
value of net discriminatory treatment in an SMSA (an average weighted by
the housing stock proportions in the two tenures) was only modestly (posi-
tively) correlated with segregation. Experimentation with various “dummy
variables” indicated that the impact of net discriminatory treatment is either
nonlinear or discontinuous. More specifically, the final measure of discrimina-
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tion employed, which is reported in this chapter, is a dummy variable taking
the value “one,” if the SMS A demonstrated net discriminatory treatment levels
that were significantly greater than zero at the § percent level in borh owner
and rental submarkets, and the value “zero otherwise™ (BDISCRIM).! In other
words, it indicates the SMSAs where we have great confidence that discrimi-
nation exists to a considerable degree. Theory would predict that this measure
of housing discrimination should be inversely related to interracial exposure
rates and directly related to relative black centralization.'

An unavoidable temporal inconsistency occurs between the discrimination
variable (measured for 1977) and all other variables in the model (measured
for 1970). Although it need not be assumed that the absolute magnitude of
discrimination occurring in 1970 was identical to that observed in 1977, to
avoid bias the model does assume that the inter-SMSA variation in the mea-
sure of discrimination was identical in both years."!

Class. The variable employed as a proxy for “class™ segregation is the ratio
of black/white median incomes of families and unrelated individuals in the
SMSA (BWMEDIN). It is expected that the higher the relative economic
position of blacks, the greater will be the likelihood that more blacks will have
the financial means to live in higher quality housing. Such housing generally is
located in neighborhoods that are farther from the central city and have higher
proportions of white residents. Thus, BWMEDIN should be directly related
to exposure of blacks to whites and vice versa, and inversely related to the
relative centralization of blacks."?

Prejudice. The “prejudice™ dimensions of the phenomenon would be most
directly captured by measures of black and white racial attitudes. Unfortu-
nately, no such comparable cross-sectional data exist for the SMSA sample
here. A set of five variables are thus employed as “second-best™ proxies for
these racial attitudes: the number, proportion, and relative growth rate of the
black population, and the proportions of the white population that are college-
educated and age 45 or older.

The absolute number of blacks in the SMSA (BSMSA) proxies for attitudes
and perceptions on the part of both races. From the whites’ perspective, higher
numbers of blacks would increase their “visibility™ and, perhaps, the potential
“competition™ or “threat” they might hold for whites (Roof 1972; Marshall and
Jiobu 1975; Schnare 1977). Bradburn, Sudman, and Gockel (1970: 103-18)
have found that white hostility to neighborhood integration and the likelihood
of “white flight” from these integrating neighborhoods are directly related to
whites’ perceptions of the strength of black housing demands. From the blacks'
perspective, larger numbers of blacks are the prerequisite for the formation of
a variety of institutions that serve to both aid and unify the black residential
community. Black desires to “self-segregate™ may be prgsent in such situations.
Thus, black population size should be inversely related to interracial exposure
rates. It should be directly related to black centralization, because the pull of
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black self-segregation would likely be “inward™ toward traditional central city

~ *ports of entry” for black immigrants, and the push of white flight would likely

be “outward™ toward predominantly white suburban neighborhoods.

The ratio of black and white populations in the SMSA (BWSMSA) is,
like BSMSA, also seen as a proxy for white perceptions of black “threat™
(Marshall and Jiobu 1975; Schnare 1977) and the likelihood of white prejudice
and self-scgregation. On this basis, one could predict an inverse relationship
between the proportion black and interracial exposure, although no a priori
predictions about the relationship with black centralization can be made.

In addition to the behavioral arguments given, the two variables just speci-
fied are likely to be related to interracial exposure rates purely on the basis of
geometric arguments. First, the greater the absolute number of blacks in an
SMSA, the less likely the exposure of blacks to whites, independent of any
racial attitudes, incomes, or relative population sizes. Schnare (1977:20-22)
has shown this in the archetypical situation where most blacks live in the cen-
tral city, predominantly black ghettos, and most interracial exposure occurs in
neighborhoods bordering the ghetto. As the absolute size of the ghetto popula-
tion rises, the average black will have a lower percentage of white neighbors
simply because the perimeter of the ghetto will grow less rapidly than its arca.
Second, given the definition of exposure rates as the average percentage of one
race living in the tracts occupied by the other, higher proportions of blacks in
an SMSA must result in lower black-white exposure and higher white-black
exposure, celeris paribus.

The absolute difference in the rate of growth of the black population versus
white population during the preceding decade (BWCHNG) can also be viewed
as a proxy for white fear and self-segregation tendencies (Morrill 1965; Mar-
shall and Jiobu 1975; Schnare 1977). From the black perspective, high black
population growth could mean the presence of many new in-migrants to the
urban milieu who would be especially in need of the supportive institutional
structures available only in predominantly black areas (Duncan and Lieberson
1959; Lieberson 1963). Both these arguments imply that BWCHNG would be
inversely related to exposure and directly related to black centralization.

Finally, the proportion of whites who have college degrees (PWCOLEG)
and the proportion of whites who are 45 years or older (PW45P) are included
as demographic proxies for racial attitudes. Opinion surveys have shown con-
sistently that attitudes about neighborhood integration sharply differ between
less versus better educated and younger versus older white groups (Campbell
and Schuman 1968:104-5; Bradburn, Sudman, and Gockel 1970:chap. 8;
Pettigrew 1975:92-126; Middleton 1976; Galster 1980). The proportion of
college-educated (presumably less prejudiced) whites should be directly related
to interracial exposure and inversely related to black centralization. For the
proportion of older whites, the opposite would be expected, Of course, inter-
pretation of these two variables is especially problematic because they likely
proxy for a variety of unspecified factors besides racial attitudes.
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations of

Variables
Std,
Varisble T it e AT S SR L T e M W
1. BWMEDIN 59.0 8.64
2. BWSMSA 13.6 10.5 -.52
3. BHWCHNG . 194 2N 34 -.47
4, BSMSA 149 326 = 7 .18 .24
5. LBSMSA 4,78 518 -.02 .32 N o
6., PWCOLEG 3.89 1.40 -, 44 .47 =21 .04 .19
7. Puasp Jo.s 4,77 .05 -.15 -,08 L4 12 .08
8. COSTCCR 87.9 20.7 -.14 -.09 -.10 -.15 -.24 01 -0
9. PCCJOBS 57.0 16.5 -,32 .38 =31 .10 .20 L4 - 11 .04
10. BOISCRIM 175 .389 .08 =-,07 .05 o3 .24 -,08 .21 11 =06
11, BCINDEX 46.0 19.7 -.20 -.10 .21 -.12 .03 -,24 <03 -,33 .1 .10
12, EXPBW 40.5 16.9 .28 =.50 .30 -.24 -5 -,20 -04 .05 -.49 -,29 -.21
13. EXPWB 4,62 3.09 -.19 .80 -.40 11 .08 .60 =19 201 19 -,27 =3 «.03
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" Table 2. Unstandardized Regression Cocfficicnts, Dependent Variables

(Standard Errors in Parentheses)

Independent
Variables EXPBW EXPWB BCINDEX
BWMEDIN -.004 .039 -.124
(.301) (.039) (.385)
BWSMSA -.33 222 . -.380
(.277) (.036) (.393)
BWCHNG 20.0 | .284 | L e
(8.8) (1.17) (12.6)
LBSMSA -16.5, -1.06, BSMSA E.un)d.
(4.9) (.58) .009
BCINDEX -.231 -.018 A
(.1n2) (.015)¢
PWCOLEG -.327 .661 -4.60
(1.73) (.229) (2.18)
PWASP .183 -.034 -.706
: (.434) (.057) (.665)
BDISCRIM -8.34 _ =113 na .
(5.23) (.69) (7.0)
COSTCCR NA NA -.493
(.144)
PCCJOBS NA NA iggg 7
.173)
CONSTANT 128.1 3.80 192.2
2 (29.4) (3.89) (46.4)
R .61 .80 .50
N 40 40 40

a,b,c,d = t-test of coefficient significantly different

from zero at 1%, 5%, 10%, 15% levels, respectively.

(one-tail test)

NA = Not Applicable

Control Variables. Two final independent control variables are specified as
predictors of the relative black centralization index: the ratio of housing costs
in the central city versus the suburban ring (COSTCCR),"” and the proportion
of SMSA employment located in the central city (PCCJOBS). Given the
larger proportion of lower income blacks, housing costs are more likely to con-
strain their residential choices than those of whi}ts. Higher suburban versus
central city housing prices should thus lead to more relative centralization for
blacks than whites. Along a similar line, comparatively few blacks would be
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" (Only those statistically significant at 15 level shown)
- S

.30

EXPWB

.61

EXPBW
Figure 2. Path (beta) Coefficients of Model for Causes of Segregation

willing and able to make long commutes: whence the greater the proportion of
jobs in the central city, the greater the BCINDEX.

The means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for all variables
are shown in Table 1.

Empirical Results

The unstandardized coefficients estimated by multiple regression analysis for
the model specified above are presented in Table 2. To facilitate comparing
magnitudes of re'ationships among variables that are measured along different
scales, the standardized (beta) coefficients are portrayed diagrammatically in
Figure 2. Only path coefficients significantly different from zero at the 15 per-
cent level of significance or better are shown. The total, direct, and indirect
effects of variables on segregation are shown in Table 3, presuming that the
path coefficients estimated are indicative of causal relationships.

The discrimination variable proved to be negatively correlated with both
types of interracial exposure and positively correlated with relative black cen-
tralization, as predicted. Because centralization, in turn, was negatively corre-
lated with exposure, the impacts of discrimination appear to be twofold."
SMSAs having significant amounts of discrimination in both housing tenures
(BDISCRIM = 1) had, ceteris paribus, 24 percent higher relative black cen-
tralization (computed at the mean) compared to those that did not. This more
centralized pattern of segregation, plus the direct impact of discrimination,
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Table 3. Comparative Effects of Variables on Segrégation

Total*  Dlrect Ingirect Totat' Direct Indirect u_w'“&
BOISCRIN -.29 .19 -.06 N R -.02 .10 22
(L)BsmsA -.56 =:51 -.09 .08 -.18 SOV =3 118
L -850 -2 -.06" .80 .75 -0 |-00 -200
BHCHNG .30 .32 -0 -4 LT ST .21 .25
PUCOLEG -.20 -0 -.01 .60 .30 ._n.1 - - 12
BWMEDIN .28 L00* . ) 1 08 | .20 -5
BCINDEX -2 -.26 A -.30 MY A A m

0efined as the zero-order correlation. HKote the direct plus indirect effects do mot sum
to the total due to spurious and joint effects.

.Mri:!nl of path(s) not statistically significant at 15T level or better.
WA = Mot Applicable y

means that the extent of segregation was much higher in SMSAs having dis-
crimination; 26 percent lower white exposure to blacks and 36 percent lower
black exposure to whites (computed at the sample means).

The “class™ segregation proxy of black-white median income ratios proved
statistically significant only in the equation predicting black centralization. The
effect of economic disparity on the extent of segregation thus appears to be
only indirect, being mediated by its effect on centralization. This aspect of the
phenomenon has not been investigated by earlier studies of income differential
and segregation (Marshall and Jiobu 1975; Schnare 1977). Here it indicates
that, if the median income ratio was raised from its present average .59 1o, say,
.65, one would predict a decrease in black centralization of 8 points, or 17
percent. This, in turn, should lead to a predicted 3 percent increase in expo-
sure of whites to blacks and a § percent increase in exposure of blacks to
whites.

In the set of five variables proxying for “prejudice™ segregation forces, all
consistently demonstrated statistically significant relationships with segrega-
tion except the proportion of whites age 45 or older. Because there were no
clear theoretical guidelines for specifying linear or log-transformations of the
black population size, proportion, and relative growth variables, both forms
were tried, and the superior form reported here. There was no marked sen-
sitivity of results to the different specifications, except for the absolute size
of the black population. Here the log-transformed variable (LBSMSA) was
much more strongly correlated to both exposure indexes than the linear form."
The signs of the direct paths indicated that an SMSA with more blacks than
another would be expected to have less interracial exposure but also less black
centralization, which tends to offset the former effect somewhat.
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In order to comprehend the net effect of these countervailing relationships,
consider two SMSAs that have all characteristics equal to the sample mean,
except that one has twice as many blacks as the other. The net result would be
that the one with the larger black population would be expected to have 6
percent less exposure of whites to blacks, 11 percent less exposure of blacks to
whites, and 3.5 percent less centralization of blacks.

The ratio of blacks to whites in the SMSA (BWSMSA) proved positively
correlated with white-black exposure and rcgatively correlated with black-
white exposure, The magnitudes of these statistically significant coeflicicnts
were such that an SMSA with a .10 higher proportion black would be ex-
pected to have a 48 percent higher exposure of whites to blacks and an 8
percent lower exposure of blacks to whites (mesasured at sample means).

The difference between the decadal black and white population growth rates

(BWCHNG) was significantly, positively correlated with black-white exposure

and black centralization. The coefficients indicated that one would predict that
an SMSA with 2 .10 higher comparative black-white growth rate would have
a 49 percent higher exposure of blacks to whites and a 39 percent greater
degree of black centralization.

The proportion of whites who have college degrees (PWCOLEG) demon-
strated a significant positive correlation with white-black exposure and was
negatively correlated with black centralization. Coefficient magnitudes were
such that an SMSA with a one percentage point higher proportion of white
college graduates would be expected to have 14 percent greater white exposure
to blacks and 10 percent less black centralization.

The control variables used as additional predictors of black centralization—
the relative cost of housing in the central city versus suburb (COSTCCR) and
the proportion of jobs in the central city (PCCJOBS)—demonstrated the ex-
pected signs. All slse equal, if COSTCCR was .10 higher, black centralization
should be 11 percent less; if PCCJOBS was .10 higher, it should be 5 percent
greater.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

The model presented in this chapter was based on the theoretical proposition
that three conceptually distinct causes of the extent and pattern of segregation
—class, prejudice, and discrimination—could be identified. Empirical tests
demonstrated the veracity of this approach. They also suggest that previous
empirical studies in this area suffer from serious specification errors in that they
omit controls for the crucial component of discrimination.

As for the “class™ component, black-white differentials in median incomes
proved to be by far the most significant correlate of black centralization.
Through this correlation, it had a somewhat less important relationship with
interracial exposure rates. The combined beta coeflicients for the median in-
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come ratio variable’s direct and indiréﬂ paths 1o exposure are of the same

order of magnitude as the coefficient for the discrimination variable, but are’

~ considerably smaller than most of those for the three black demographic vari-
ables. This latter result contrasts with that obtained by Marshall and Jiobu
(1975), who found that interracial income differentiation was the most impor-
tant predictor of Taeuber's block-based segregation index for both northern
and southern central cities in 1960, although they did not distinguish the pat-
tern from the extent of segregation. The current results should not, however,
be interpreted as clear evidence that the “class™ component of exposure is an
insignificant dimension. First, the measured impacts of class are likely biased
downward in the present study compared to those of Marshall and Jiobu. Here
a census tract is used as the basis for computing exposure, whereas a block-
based index has been shown to be more sensitive to income differentials (Roof
and Van Valey 1972). Second, there is likely some simultaneity bias in the
“class” estimate, as explained below.

Support for the “prejudice™ dimension is provided by results for the vari-
ables measuring the size, proportion, and relative growth of the black popu-
lation and white educational levels. The absolute size of the black population
was the strongest predictor of black exposure to whites. The fact that the log-
transformation of this variable fit the exposure data far better suggests that the
decreases in black exposure to whites are sizable as the black population grows
from a small base, but are tempered as the black population continues to grow
larger. This is consistent with self-segregation forces generated by both races.
As the black population grows toward some “critical mass,” black supportive
institutions should begin to spring up in rapid succession, thus encouraging
blacks to congregate in predominantly black communities. Once these key
institutions are in place, further increases in the black population have com-
paratively smaller self-segregating effects. From a white perspective, the ap-
parent black “threat™ associated with a somewhat larger black population may
be greater when the black population first starts to become visible, as com-
pared to when a significant black presence already has been established.'®

The proportion of blacks in the SMSA was positively correlated with the
exposure of whites to blacks. This was clearly the result of (aforementioned)
geometric factors, as the argument based on white prejudice would have pre-
dicted the opposite relationship. The negative correlation between the propor-
tion black and exposure of blacks to whites is consistent with both geometric
and self-segregation explanations, and there is no way to discern their relative
contributions.

The relative growth of black versus white populations over the previous
decade was positively correlated with exposure of blacks to whites yet also to
black centralization. This apparent anomaly can be explained by disequilib-
rium processes of neighborhood transition. Larger black population growth
would likely generate a good deal of black expansion on the periphery of the
ghetto, setting in motion the process of neighborhood transition and white
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flight in many areas. Thus, at any given moment one would observe relatively
fewer whites in central neighborhoods and more blacks living in substantially
(if temporarily) white neighborhoods."

The importance of the “discrimination™ component of segregation is clearly
demonstrated by the results. The strongest correlations with segregation were
generated in situations where discrimination (measured as statistically sig-
nificant amounts of “net discriminatory treatment™ of HUD's auditors) was
present in both owner and renter markets.'® This finding suggests either that
HUD's methodology is not accurately measuring discrimination, or that its
impact operates in a nonlinear fashion. That is, it appears that black residential
choices may not become noticeably constrained until discrimination reaches
some critical “threshold level.” Given the magnitudes of net discriminatory
treatment in the SMSAs where BDISCRIM = 1, this threshold appears to be
when blacks can expect to face discrimination from one out of every three
housing agents they will confront.

The model and the results suggest several directions for further research.
First, it is reasonable to specify discrimination as an intervening variable
between prejudice and segregation in the path model. However, an attempt
to predict adequately the existence and degree of housing discrimination in
SMSAs was disappointing. Clearly more work is needed here to gain a better
understanding of the origins and forms of such activity. Second, although Mar-
shall and Jiobu (1975) have shown there are likely structural differences in rela-
tionships between various regions, the paucity of sample size here precluded
any sample stratifications.'” The desirability of obtaining a broader sample of
cities for which housing discrimination is measured is manifest. Third, the
model presented here is recursive, yet various elements are likely simultane-
ously determined (Yinger et al. 1979:114-17; Galster 1981). For example,
housing discrimination and segregation could influence interracial economic
differentials by (1) intensifying interracial competition and the likelihood of
labor market discrimination (Franklin 1968; Roof 1972) and (2) reducing
black access 1o jobs and superior educational systems (Masters 1975; Yinger et
al. 1979:96-118). The demographic and economic characteristics of the black
population itself may also be endogenous if black migration is responsive to
variations in discrimination and economic inequality (Marshall and Jiobu
1975; Masters 1975:chap. 4). What the foregoing means is that the estimated
path coefficients may be subject 1o simultancous equation bias. In particular,
the current model likely understates the correlation of median income differen-
tials with segregation.

In spite of these shortcomings, the empirical results reported here hold great
importance for public policy if one assumes that the estimated coefficients are
indicative of causal relationships. Despite 1968 federal civil rights law, housing
discrimination clearly persisted in 1977, and was likely responsible for a sig-
nificant portion of the extent and pattern of racial segregation observed in
metropolitan areas where it was present. If, for example, housing discrimina-
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tion were climinated in SMSAs where it was present in both housing tenure
markets, the results lead one to predict that, ceteris paribus, white exposure (o
blacks would increase by 45 percent, black exposure 1o whites would increase
by 38 percent, and relative black centralization would decrease by 26 percent
in these areas.® The potential payoffs for effectively enforced fair housing poli-
cies are thus manifest.

APPENDIX
Glossary of Variable Definitions

sCINDEX  Index of centralization of blacks relative 1o whites, scaled —100-+100"
BDISCRIM “One™ = statistically significant levels of housing discrimination in both
rental and sales markets; “zero™ otherwise®
BWCHNG  Difference in pmpoﬂlonal changes in black population-white
population, 1960-70"
BWMEDIN Ratio of black-white median income for families and individuals X 100"
swsmsA  Ratio of black-white populations in SMSA X 100*

cosTcCR  Weighted average of ratios of median house values and median rents in
-7 -~ central city vs. ring X 100"

EXPBW Index of exposure of blacks to whites, scaled 0-99.9°

EXPWE Index of exposure of whites 1o blacks, scaled 0-99.9°

(L)esmsa  (Common log of) number of blacks in SMSA*

pccioss  Proportion of SMSA employment located in central city X100*

PWCOLEG Proportion of whites in SMSA with college degrees”

PWSTP Proportion of whites in SMSA age 45 or older®

a. From 1970 Census of Population end Housing, calculated by author.
b. From Housing Market Practices Survey (Wienk et al. 1979).
¢. From Schnare (1977:table app. B1).

NOTES

1. The “dissimilarity™ index of segregation (see Tacuber and Tacuber 1965; Soren-
sen, Tacuber, and Hollingsworth 1974) for central cities dropped slightly for most cities
during the 1960s. This is misleading, however, because it does not include segregation
in noncentral city jurisdictions. Schnare’s (1980) exposure measures do include the
latter in their computation.

2. For a complete review of the empirical literature, see Yinger et al. 1979:71-75;
Yinger 1979:446-49. The social harms of segregation have been documented in Yinger
et al. 1979:96-118.

3. Marshall and Jiobu (1975) found that interracial dissimilarity indexes for both
income and occupation were significantly correlated with Tacuber's residential dissimi-
larity (segregation) index in 1960. A comprehensive summary of findings is contained
in Yinger et al. 1979:76-79 and Yinger 1979:448-49.

4. For a thorough review and critique of empirical studies of preference for neigh-
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borhood racial composition based on multiple regression analyses of housing price
data, sce Yinger 1979 and Micszkowski 1979. ;

's. A more compleie description of the sampling technique and a list of sampled
SMSAs is given in Wienk et al. 1979:20-30.

6. Dissimilarity indices have been employed by Tacuber and Tacuber (1965) and
Sorensen, Tacuber, and Hollingsworth (1974). Another reason for not using the D index
was that published values were not available for 14 SMSAs in the HMPS sample.

7. Seven rings were used for each of the calculations for this study with population
figures for tracts obtained [rom the 1970 Census. The innermost three rings were scaled
with radii = .05R, .10R, .I15R, respectively, where R is the longest radius from CBD 10
edge of SMSA. The next two rings had radii = .25R and .35R. The final two rings had
radii = .67R and R. Calculations of the BCINDEX are available from the author on
request.

8. For details, see Wienk et al. 1979:30-137, chaps. 2, 3. A minimum of 30 rental
and 30 sales units were audited in each SMSA. For a critique of the methodology, see
National Commission Against Discrimination in Housing 1979 and Yinger 1982.

9. In this sample, 23 SMSAs had significant discrimination in the rental market,
15 had it in the sales market, 7 had it in both, and 9 had it in neither. The 7 SMSAs
where BDISCRIM = 1 were Detroit, Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood (Fla.), Indianapolis,
Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Tulsa, and York (Pa.).

10. It could be reasonably argued that discrimination should be modeled as an in-
tervening variable, that is, prejudice and class differences themselves contribute to dis-
crimination as well as to segregation (see Marshall and Jiobu 1975; Schnare 1977;
Yinger 1979). Such a specification was estimated, but only one variable (the log of the
absolute number of blacks in an SMSA) proved statistically significant. Further, for no
trial did the F-test-allow one to reject the hypothesis that coefficients of all variables
were zero. In the results presented, BDISCRIM is thus modeled as exogenous.

11. This may not be a fair assumption, especially because the migration patterns of
blacks during the 1970s were very different from those witnessed in previous decades.

12. This measure admittedly provides little information about the disparity between
races at various points of the income distribution. Nevertheless, when interracial “dis-
similarity” indices for both income and occupation were tested in the model, they
proved far less statistically significant than BWMEDIN. This contrasts sharply with
the findings of Marshall and Jiobu (1975). Ideally, one would also have a variable mea-
suring the distribution of housing qualities over space inan SMSA. It was beyond the
scope of the present study to construct such a variable.

13. COSTCCR is defined as the average of central city/ring median values of owner-
occupicd homes plus the ratio of median rents, weighted by proportions of the two
stock types in the SMSA.

14. The combined effect of BDISCRIM on exposure is the sum of the direct path
plus the product of the indirect paths via BCINDEX. For EXPWB it is —.16; for
EXPBW it is —.25. Sec Table 3.

15. This is consistent with the findings of Marshall and Jiobu (1975), who used 1960
data and Tacuber's segregation index. LBSMSA is used in both exposure index equa-
tions; BSMSA, in the centralization equation.

16. These nonlinearities in the apparent “threat”™ r:pmcmed by the black populauon
have been found elsewhere by Galster (1982).
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17. A similar argument has been uscd to explain the Tacubers' (1965) finding of an

inverse relationship between the degree of segregation and black growth rates from
. 1940 to 1950 and from 1950 to 1960. .

18. Various specifications (not reported here) hinted that there may, however, be
important differences between the two tenures. Discrimination in the rental market
alone was associated with nearly as low a level of exposure of whites to blacks as was
discrimination in both markets. This implies that the houses in white arcas that most
likely would be occupied by blacks in the absence of discrimination would be of rental
tenure. Discrimination in owner markets was associated with as high a level of black
centralization as discrimination in both. This could be expected, because the typical
ecological pattern of owned versus rented dwellings is such that the former are more
decentralized.

19. The use of regional dummy variables in the model was eschewed here due to the
difficulty in interpreting the myriad of unspecified effects that might be proxied for.

20, The means of EXPWB, EXPBW, and BCINDEX for SMSAs where
BDISCRIM = | are 2.76, 28.6, and 51.7, respectively.
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Introduction
JOHN M. GOERING

The severest critics of the movement toward housing integration charge that
public and private housing desegregation programs involve the forced, antificial
merging of races that would rather be left alone to determine who their neigh-
bors will be. Integration and desegregation programs are seen as inequitable
and unfair—as a violation of the integrity of local communities. A New York
journalist typified many of these attitudes in his description of residents’ reac-

tions to a proposed subsidized high-rise housing project for one New York -

neighborhood:

Scatter-siie housing. Preach it from the pulpit Sunday morning. Speak of
it from a lectern at Yale or Berkeley. Advocate it to old classmates over
coffee at Gracie Mansion. But don't take the subject to the people because
they will roar against you through meetings in the night. And if you ever
dare to try to build scatter-site housing, the people—ordinary people,
people who have lived sedentary lives, who have never done much of any-
thing physical in their lives—will rush into the streets and they will picket
and fight policemen and throw themselves in front of trucks and attempt
to attack a mayor. And from the dark recesses of the American Soul, little
men will appear, men you have never heard of, and they will stand in
front of the crowd to harangue and the television lights will turn on them
and the despair for the American Soul will rise with the sound of their
voices.” (Breslin 1974:vii)'

Such communities often angrily reject accusations that they are prejudiced.
One suburban Chicago mayor “bristled” at the suggestion that his community
was segregated: “Berwyn has been integrated for the 40 years that I've lived
here. We've got Czechs, Poles, Italians, Irish. We've got Dutch, Asians, His-
panics, Greeks™ (Wiessler and Bosc 1983:28). Others, after close examination
of such communities, have found racial fears and anxiety deeply interwoven
with residents’ rejection of planned or natural racial change. Andrew Greeley,
assessing racial fears in one Chicago neighborhood, argues that reactions are
not pure prejudice or bigotry, but derive from fears and insecurity based on
others' experiences with racial change:

An increase in the amount of murder, rape, and burglary in the neigh-
borhood may not be something that is accepted as just punishment for
the sins of the white race. To tell the Beverlyites that most blacks are not
criminal would be to state something they would not deny, but it only
takes one to two stabbing murders such as occurred in Beverly's sister
neighborhood South Shore to create an atmosphere of intense fear that

60
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no community can long survive. The terror in white ncighborhoods at the
time of black immigration may very well be excessive, but again, terror
has never been known to decrease in the human population simply be-
cause pious liberals arrive on the scene to announce that terror is excessive.
(Berry 1979:245)

Such anxieties related to expected changes in the racial composition of local
housing markets are a well-known, deeply entrenched fact frustrating efforts
at promoting or maintaining housing integration.

Race-related tensions in neighborhoods of large cities like New York and
Chicago generally dominate the public’s perceptions of the probable outcome
of housing desegregation. Generally lost from sight are the modest number
of successfully integrated communities whose integrated status survives, in
part, because it is unheralded (Hunt 1959). Recent research also suggests that
scattered-site housing in a large number of cities has been more successfully
accepted by local residents than the “worst cases™ lead one to believe (Hogan
1984; “Most of Dispersed Housing™ 1984).

Is the virulent opposition to housing, or school, desegregation only the visi-
ble tip of an iceberg of racial resentment? Or do the examples of successful
desegregation reveal contrary evidence of more tolerant racial attitudes? The
chapters in this section explore the many shades and possible interpretations
of the attitudes of Americans toward racial integration. These analyses synthe-
size much of what is known about the concurrence of racial intolerance as well
as racial residential stability. The extent to which Americans prefer racially
homogeneous, segregated neighborhoods is the first piece of attitudinal puzzle
necessary to assess the strength and directions for racial residential harmony.

In the late 1960s, survey researchers found that nearly 20 percent of all
Americans reported living in stably integrated areas, although the average
number of blacks living in these areas was quite low—3 percent or less (Brad-
burn, Sudman, and Gockel 1970: 30, B4).2 Roughly ten years later, a nationwide
survey of over 7,000 white, black, and Hispanic households found substantially
more respondents expressing a willingness to live in integrated areas. These
data reveal that 60 percent of whites would accept some form of residential
integration, although only 17 percent would select a substantially integrated
area. Roughly two-thirds of all blacks indicated their willingness to live in an
integrated or all-white community, although only 2.5 percent said they were
willing to be racial pioneers. The remaining blacks, one-third, stated a prefer-
ence for predominantly or all-black residential areas. Hispanics appeared less
hesitant than blacks to become pioneers in white areas, with 9 percent willing
to move to all-white neighborhoods, and nearly 80 percent willing to accept
life in 2 mainly white community (Office of Policy Development and Research
1978). These attitudes are congruent with the patterns of residential concen-
tration for Hispanics reported earlier by James and Tynan (see Chapter 4).

A major part of the explanation for the difference between Americans' ex-
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pressed preferences and the actual racial composition of neighborhoods is the
gap between what Americans believe in principle and what they will accept in
practice. In a careful assessment of changing racial attitudes over the last sev-
eral decades, Bobo, Schuman, and Steeh, in this section, find a pronounced,
systematic gap between attitudes toward principles of racial equity and reac-
tions to the means used to implement the principles. Whites, more so than
blacks, are much less supportive of various modes of civil rights implementa-
tion, including fair housing laws, than they are of the basic principle of racial
integration. The substantial increases in the expressed willingness of white
Americans to live near modest numbers of blacks parallel, therefore, the re-
sponses reported in the 1978 HUD Survey. Bobo, Schuman, and Steeh, advanc-
ing the analysis of racial attitudes, also find a rejection of full-scale integration,
with more than half of all Americans saying they would move if “great numbers”
of blacks moved into their communities.’ And although there has been a sub-
stantial increase in support for an open housing law, less than half of whites,
and roughly three-quarters of blacks, support such laws.

Part of the explanation of the changes in attitudes toward programs for
racial equity relates to shifting personal priorities in areas unrelated to race.
Survey research concerning the general aspirations and hopes of Americans
reveals that only 7 percent of respondents in 1974 felt that social justice and
the elimination of discrimination were what they most wanted in their lives. A
better standard of living, good health, a happy family life, owning a2 home,
employment, and peace in the world were values that were judged to be of
higher priority—of greater salience. By 1981, discrimination and social justice
were not even listed among the items judged by whites to be of greatest per-
sonal importance (Setlow 1976a:1448; Watts 1981:40).

Many other issues can also cause “slippage™ between an integrative or preju-
dicial attitude and the actual movement to another community (Speare, Gold-
stein, and Frey 1975; Goodman 1978; Goodman and Streitwieser 1983). Rose

- Helper, in this section, provides an assessment of many of the allied sociological,
organizational, and attitudinal factors that need to be in place in order for some
level of racial residential mixing to succeed. Institutional pressures in real
estate, mortgage lending, and schooling are identified as crucial parts of the
context for resisting or succeeding at integration. Based on a variety of case
studies and her own research, she lists key factors that are likely to be asso-
ciated with successful integration, whether singly or, more likely, in combina-
tion. She in particular focuses on the role of community organizations that
have helped to foster racial stabilization in a number of cities. Helper, like
other students of racial attitudes, is aware of the substantial levels of racial
hostility and conflict that occur when blacks arrive. There is also enough evi-
dence of cooperation and goodwill, she finds, to suggest that more racially
mixed communities will emerge.

Helper's report is one of only a handful of attemplts to synthesize research
evidence on interracial housing into general principles and policy recommen-
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dations (Social Science Panel 1972; Downs 1973; Millen 1973; McFall 1974;
Beach 1975; Pedone 1976; Brennan 1977; Orficld 1979). Most of these asscss-
ments are based on case studies conducted at widely different times, in different
cities, and with differing research objectives, perspectives, and methodological
rigor (Grier and Grier 1960; Rosen and Rosen 1962; Schermer and Levin
1968; Alfred and Marcoux 1970; Bradburn, Sudman, and Gockel 1970:29-63;
Molotch 1972; Gruenand Gruen 1979:119-45; Heumann 1973, 1979; Ginsberg
1975; Tobin 1976; Goodwin 1979; Berry 1979; Varady 1979; Weinberg 1980;
Lake and Winslow 1981; Saltman 1983).

Such case studies have generated differing assessments of the relative utility
of neighborhood organizations in fostering stable neighborhood integration. A
wide range of legal and illegal activities have been undertaken by such orga-
nizations with varying levels of support from residents and local officials. At
times such organizing eflorts have been too late to be of any use in creating
accepting attitudes, increased cohesion, and biracial strategies, or in developing
remedial programs. In some instances, organized efforts have spotlighted the
neighborhoods’ problems and increased white flight. The strength of organized
or informal neighborhood ties could be of considerable importance in encour-
formal, nonorganized fashion to stabilize housing patterns, but would likely
eventually succumb to the weakened structural or economic underpinnings of
many of these older, ethnic neighborhoods (Yancey and Erikson 1979; Berry
1979).

Neighborhoods, formally organized or not, may expericnce acts of racial vio-
lence that may intimidate blacks as well as potential white inmovers. Such
actions may symbolize the frustration and inability of residents and local leaders
to develop an acceptable, organized response to racial newcomers and, in turn,
serve as an opening for more militant antiblack organizations to become in-
volved in local affairs (Aldrich 1975:336; Berry 1979:191). Such occurrences,
limited evidence suggests, only exacerbate the tendency for whites to flee and
discourage other households from replacing them (Bradburn, Sudman, and
Gockel 1970:61, 95; Farley, Richards, and Wurdock 1980; Lake 1981:94-95).*

One factor deeply implicated in the frustrations of neighborhood groups to
achieve integration is the association of blacks with status loss. “From the per-
spective of the American cultural context. . . *black’ carries the imputation of
status inferiority and a black or integrated neighborhood is considered low
status” (Berry et al. 1976:247; Marston and Van Valey 1979:22; Krefetz 1979;
Conrad 1980). More educated, cosmopolitan or accepting whites may, under
certain conditions, not oppose racial mixing and may even adopt a more posi-
tive attitude toward integration (Deutsch and Collins 1951; Gans 1967; Hamil-
ton and Bishop 1976). How long-standing or stable such changes are, however,
is unknown given the normal turnover of residents. Better-off residents in ex-
pensive homes, located at a distance from the ghetto, with few concerns about
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municipal services will think twice about moving. They may wait months or
years before deciding to leave for “racial™ reasons.

One of the major obstacles to the placement of HUD-assisted housing in
many communities is indeed the interlocked fear of blacks and status decline
(Berry et al. 1976; Conrad 1980; McGrew 1981). The prospect that low- and
moderate-income housing would be placed in Dayton, Ohio, for example,
generated fears of declining property values, a loss in neighborhood status,
less stability, and a perceived decline in law and order as well as in the quality
of schools (Gruen and Gruen 1972:64; Ford 1972). Race was not stated as an
important reason for their opposition to federal housing, but the intercon-
nection between the two appears inescapable in most other jurisdictions.

Few case studies or analyses of housing integration have, however, focused

in detail on federal or local housing desegregation, although school desegrega- )

tion figures prominently in many studies. Local community leaders can play an
important role in determining the location and type of assisted housing for
specific neighborhoods. There is some evidence, however, that public officials
are relatively unconcerned with the problems of housing segregation and dis-
crimination. A survey of roughly 125 state and 250 local housing officials con-
ducted in 1973 revealed that the need for more housing for low-income groups
was at the top of their list of priorities, whereas only 2 percent of officials were
concerned about bias in public housing. But public officials were acutely sensi-
tive to public opposition to the siting of low- and moderate-income housing,
with the greatest concerns expressed by suburban officials. When asked about
the low-rent public housing program, the biggest concerns of local officials were
not with its -acial makeup but with its condition, maintenance, and the short-
age of funds (Setlow 1976b:1326-52).

A more recent survey of attitudes of mayors of large cities indicates that the
main barriers to an effective housing policy in their cities are still seen as the
low income of residents and inadequate housing, with discrimination viewed
as the least pressing concern (United States Conference of Mayors 1984:23).
The majority of elected officials surveyed believe, in fact, that, although prob-
lems of poverty have greatly increased, problems of discrimination and segre-
gation have remained unchanged or improved. Public officials, at least those in
larger cities, appear distracted from the issues of desegregation and discrimina-
tion as they focus on addressing the housing needs of the poor. This priority
has been, as will be seen in Section 1V, of considerable importance in the evo-
lution of federal housing desegregation policy.

Both citizens and public officials appear, therefore, to have other choices
and preferences in their schemes of personal and public priorities. Neighbor-
hoods searching for assistance in stabilizing their housing stock may find pub-
lic disinterest as well as political resistance. The needs of communities at or
near the point of racial transition may be so pressing, however, that they may
not be able to wait while other citizens, voters, and public officials notice their
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nceds. Apathy, fear, and out-migration may result as residents realize the huge
obstacles in the path to neighborhood racial stability (Winerip 1985:B1).

Officials and other neighborhood groups may also be aware that, if one com-
munity succeeds in slowing or stopping the process of racial change, other.
nearby areas may feel the ripple effects of defiected black housing demand.
Many may realize the social science axiom that by solving the problem of
racial change in one area one may accelerate it in others'(Downs 1981:99;
Winerip 1985). Neither social scientists nor policymakers are, however, knowl-
edgeable or shrewd enough to be able to predict how much stabilization or
exclusion in one submarket will impact what type of similar or contiguous
markets.

Case studies and survey research have taught us much of what we know
about how specific contextual and historical factors shape and accelerate the
attitudes and choices of black and white neighbors. All too often, however,
case studies are a very limited basis upon which to build national programs or
to draw implications for national policy. Case studies have generally not pro-
vided the careful quantification of local and regional, social, economic, fiscal,
and political pressures needed by policymakers.

There are, therefore, some notable handicaps in developing a model or even
a catalog of factors promoting residential integration and in being certain that
conclusions are sound, replicable, and policy relevant. The following is a sum-
mary of these limitations, the blank research spaces, which others will hopefully
fill building on the work of Bobo, Schuman, and Steeh; Helper; and others:

« Relatively few of the determinants of racial change or stability have been
rigorously tested for their importance; thus, it is not clear what order of im-
portance to attach to the determinants identified, or to specify how they inter-
act with each other. The evidence justifying the inclusion of some items is often
impressionistic and judgmental.

« Itis unclear how the determinants vary in importance over time within, as
well as between, neighborhoods and cities.

« There is no reason to believe that the current list of determinants is ex-
haustive or immutable. The interaction of macro- and micro-level contextual
influences in specific settings has been poorly examined and may produce new
effects and determinants,

« It is unclear whether the conditions for long-term stability are the same as
those for short-term success. It is also not clear what long-term racial stability
means—whether ten years or forty years is a reasonable standard for neigh-
borhood change.

«» Although recommendations for policy action or intervention are made by
researchers, there is no way to know what unintended effects could arise from
implementing them in another city or neighborhood. What works in one area
may backfire in another, or simply have no effect at all. Most of the recom-
mendations are also made in hindsight, offering what the author fecls could
have made a difference had they been tried in time. That is, it is not really
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