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PREFACE 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental  Rela t ions  was 
e s t a b l i s h e d  by Pub l i c  Law 380, passed by t h e  f i r s t  s e s s i o n  of t h e  86th 
Congress and approved by t h e  P res iden t  September 24,  1959. Sec. 2 of 
t h e  a c t  sets f o r t h  t h e  fol lowing d e c l a r a t i o n  of purpose and s p e c i f i c  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  Commission: 

"Sec. 2 .  Because t h e  complexity of modern l i f e  i n t e n -  
s i f i e s  t h e  need i n  a  f e d e r a l  form of  government f o r  t h e  
f u l l e s t  coopera t ion  and coord ina t ion  of  a c t i v i t i e s  
between t h e  l e v e l s  of  government, and because popula t ion  
growth and s c i e n t i f i c  developments portend an  i n c r e a s i n g l y  
complex s o c i e t y  i n  f u t u r e  yea r s ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  an 
appropr i a t e  agency be e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  g ive  cont inuing  
a t t e n t i o n  t o  intergovernmental  problems. 

"It is intended t h a t  t h e  Commission, i n  t h e  performance 
of  i t s  d u t i e s ,  w i l l - -  

"(1) b r ing  toge the r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  t h e  Federa l ,  
S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  governments f o r  t h e  cons ide ra t ion  of  
common problems; 

"(2) provide  a  forum f o r  d i scuss ing  t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  
and coord ina t ion  of  Federa l  g r a n t  and o t h e r  programs 
r e q u i r i n g  intergovernmental  coopera t ion ;  

"(3) g ive  c r i t i c a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t he  cond i t i ons  and 
c o n t r o l s  involved i n  t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  of  Federa 1 g ran t  
programs ; 

"(4) make a v a i l a b l e  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  
execut ive  and l e g i s l a t i v e  branches of t h e  Federa l  Govern- 
ment i n  t h e  review of  prop sed l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  determine 
i t s  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t  on t h e  Federa l  system; 

"(5) encourage d i scuss ion  and s tudy a t  an  e a r l y  s t a g e  
of  emerging pub l i c  problems t h a t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  r e q u i r e  
intergovernmental  coopera t ion ;  

"(6) recommend, w i t h i n  t h e  framework of  t h e  Cons t i tu -  
t i o n ,  t h e  most d e s i r a b l e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  governmental 
func t ions ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  and revenues among t h e  
s e v e r a l  l e v e l s  of government; and 



"(7) recommend methods of  coo rd ina t ing  and s imp l i fy -  
i n g  t a x  laws and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  p r a c t i c e s  t o  ach ieve  a  
more o r d e r l y  and l e s s  compet i t ive  f i s c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between t h e  l e v e l s  of  government and t o  reduce t h e  burden 
of  compliance f o r  taxpayers . ' '  

Pursuant  t o  i t s  s t a t u t o r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  t h e  Commission 
from time t o  t ime s i n g l e s  o u t  f o r  s tudy  and recommendation p a r t i c u l a r  
problems t h e  ame l io ra t i on  of which, i n  t h e  Commission's view, would 
enhance coopera t ion  among t h e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  government and 
thereby improve t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  Federa l  system o f  government 
a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  Cons t i t u t i on .  One s u b j e c t  s o  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  
Commission concerns t h e  ques t i on  of c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban r e l a t i o n -  
sh ips  and t h e  economic, r a c i a l ,  and o t h e r  s o c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  t h a t  
e x i s t  between t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e s e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  

I n  t h e  fol lowing r e p o r t ,  t h e  Commission examines c e n t r a l  c i t y -  
suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  and governmental s t r u c t u r e  and f inances  i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  w i t h  a  view t o  i d e n t i f y i n g  f r i c t i o n  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  governments and t o  
propose s t e p s  w i t h i n  which in te rgovernmenta l  r e l a t i o n s  i n  me t ropo l i t an  
a r e a s  can be improved. The r e p o r t  examines such ques t i ons  a s :  Who 
l i v e s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and corresponding suburban r i n g s  of  each 
met ropol i tan  a r e a ?  How do governmental expendi tures  d i f f e r  among 
t h e s e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ?  I n  what kind of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  t h e s e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  o r  s i m i l a r i t i e s  g r e a t e s t ?  

S ix t een  recommendations a r e  made f o r  courses  of  a c t i o n  by 
Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  governments under t h r e e  major groupings:  
(a )  t o  promote a  wider range o f  choice  and remove intergovernmental  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  such f i e l d s  a s  urban housing and employment; (b) t o  
permit adjustment  of  governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
t o  a l low more e q u i t a b l e  and e f f i c i e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of urban pub l i c  
s e r v i c e s ;  and (c)  t o  modify intergovernmental  f i n a n c i a l  arrangements 
where s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s p a r i t i e s  e x i s t  among j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a s .  

This  r e p o r t  was adopted a t  a  meeting of  t h e  Commission he ld  on 
January 18, 1965. 

Frank Bane 
Chairman 



WORKING PROCEDURES OF THE COMMISSION 

This  s ta tement  of  t h e  procedures followed by t h e  Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental  Re la t i ons  i s  intended t o  a s s i s t  t h e  
r e a d e r ' s  cons ide ra t i on  of  t h i s  r e p o r t .  The Commission, made up of  
busy pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  and p r i v a t e  persons occupying p o s i t i o n s  o f  
major r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  must d e a l  w i th  d i v e r s e  and s p e c i a l i z e d  s u b j e c t s .  
It i s  impor tan t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i n  eva lua t ing  r e p o r t s  and recommendations 
of t h e  Commission, t o  know t h e  processes  o f  c o n s u l t a t i o n ,  c r i t i c i s m ,  
and review t o  which p a r t i c u l a r  r e p o r t s  a r e  sub jec t ed .  

The duty o f  t h e  Advisory Commission, under Pub l i c  Law 86-380, 
i s  t o  g ive  cont inu ing  a t t e n t i o n  t o  in te rgovernmenta l  problems i n  
Federa l -S ta te ,  Fede ra l - l oca l ,  and S t a t e - l o c a l ,  a s  w e l l  a s  i n t e r s t a t e  
and i n t e r l o c a l  r e l a t i o n s .  The Commission's approach t o  t h i s  broad 
a r ea  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  s e l e c t  s p e c i f i c ,  d i s c r e t e  in te rgovern-  
mental  problems f o r  a n a l y s i s  and po l i cy  recommendation. I n  some 
cases ,  ma t t e r s  proposed f o r  s tudy  a r e  in t roduced  by i n d i v i d u a l  
members of  t h e  Commission; i n  o t h e r  ca se s ,  pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s ,  p ro fe s -  
s i o n a l  o rgan iza t ions ,  o r  s cho la r s  propose p r o j e c t s .  I n  s t i l l  o t h e r s ,  
p o s s i b l e  s u b j e c t s  a r e  suggested by t h e  s t a f f .  Frequent ly ,  two o r  
more s u b j e c t s  compete f o r  a  s i n g l e  " s l o t "  on t h e  Commission's work 
program. I n  such i n s t a n c e s ,  s e l e c t i o n  i s  by ma jo r i t y  v o t e .  

Once a  s u b j e c t  i s  p laced  on t h e  work program, a  s t a f f  member 
is  ass igned  t o  i t .  I n  l i m i t e d  i n s t a n c e s ,  t h e  s tudy  i s  con t r ac t ed  f o r  
w i t h  an expe r t  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o r  a  r e sea rch  o rgan iza t ion .  The s t a f f ' s  
job i s  t o  assemble and ana lyze  t h e  f a c t s ,  i d e n t i f y  t h e  d i f f e r i n g  
p o i n t s  o f  view involved,  and develop a  range of  p o s s i b l e ,  f r e q u e n t l y  
a l t e r n a t i v e ,  p o l i c y  cons ide ra t i ons  and recommendations which t h e  
Commission might wish t o  cons ide r .  This  i s  a l l  developed and s e t  
f o r t h  i n  a  pre l iminary  d r a f t  r epo r t  con ta in ing  (a) h i s t o r i c a l  and 
f a c t u a l  background, (b) a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  i s s u e s ,  and ( c )  a l t e r n a t i v e  
s o l u t i o n s  . 

The pre l iminary  d r a f t  i s  reviewed w i t h i n  t h e  s t a f f  of  t h e  
Commission and a f t e r  r e v i s i o n  i s  p laced  be fo re  an  in formal  group o f  
r f  c r i t i c s "  f o r  s ea rch ing  review and c r i t i c i s m .  I n  assembling t h e s e  
reviewers ,  c a r e  i s  taken t o  provide (a) expe r t  knowledge, and (b) a  
d i v e r s i t y  o f  s u b s t a n t i v e  and ph i lo soph ica l  v iewpoin ts .  Add i t i ona l ly ,  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  t h e  Na t iona l  League of  C i t i e s ,  U .  S .  Conference o f  
Mayors, Council  of  S t a t e  Governments, Na t iona l  Assoc ia t ion  of Coun- 
t i e s ,  U .  S .  Bureau of  t h e  Budget, and any Fede ra l  agenc ies  d i r e c t l y  
concerned wi th  t h e  s u b j e c t  ma t t e r  p a r t i c i p a t e  a long  wi th  t h e  o t h e r  
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II c r i t i c s "  i n  reviewing t h e  d r a f t .  It should be emphasized t h a t  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by an i n d i v i d u a l  o r  o rgan iza t ion  i n  t h e  review process  
does no t  imply i n  any way endorsement of  t h e  d r a f t  r e p o r t .  C r i t i c i s m s  
and sugges t ions  a r e  presen ted ;  some may be adopted, o t h e r s  r e j e c t e d  by 
t h e  Commission s t a f f .  

The d r a f t  r e p o r t  i s  then r ev i sed  by t h e  s t a f f  i n  l i g h t  o f  
c r i t i c i s m s  and comments rece ived  and t r ansmi t t ed  t o  t h e  members o f  t h e  
Commission a t  l e a s t  two weeks i n  advance o f  t h e  meeting a t  which i t  i s  
t o  be  cons idered .  

I n  i t s  formal  cons ide ra t i on  o f  t h e  d r a f t  r e p o r t ,  t h e  Commission 
r e g i s t e r s  any gene ra l  op in ion  i t  may have a s  t o  f u r t h e r  s t a f f  work o r  
o t h e r  cons ide ra t i ons  which i t  b e l i e v e s  warran ted .  However, most of  
t h e  t i m e  a v a i l a b l e  i s  devoted t o  a  s p e c i f i c  and d e t a i l e d  examination 
of  conc lus ions  and p o s s i b l e  recommendations. Di f fe rences  of op in ion  
a r e  a i r e d ,  suggested r e v i s i o n s  d i scussed ,  amendments considered and 
voted  upon, and f i n a l l y  a  recommendation adopted (or modified a s  t h e  
c a s e  may be) wi th  i n d i v i d u a l  d i s s e n t s  r e g i s t e r e d .  The r e p o r t  i s  then  
r ev i sed  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of  Commission dec i s ions  and s e n t  t o  t h e  p r i n t e r ,  
w i t h  foo tno te s  of  d i s s e n t  by i n d i v i d u a l  members, i f  any, recorded a s  
app rop r i a t e  i n  t h e  copy. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Metropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e ,  by d e f i n i t i o n ,  made up of one o r  
more c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and an amorphous group of suburbs beyond 
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  l i m i t s  which inc ludes  c i t i e s ,  towns, v i l l a g e s ,  
and r u r a l  and semi ru ra l  a r e a s  w i t h i n  the  same o r  ad j acen t  
county. There were 212 met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  
i n  1960. 

I n  1960, nea r ly  two-thirds  of t h e  e n t i r e  popula t ion  o f  t h e  
United S t a t e s  r e s ided  w i t h i n  these  212 met ropol i tan-areas- -113  
m i l l i o n  persons of t h e  nationwide t o t a l  o f  179 mi l l i on .  There 
were 18,442 governments provid ing  s e r v i c e s  w i t h i n  these  a r e a s  
i n  e a r l y  1962, o r  20 percent  of  a l l  l o c a l  governments i n  t h e  
Nation. I n  1962, l o c a l  governments i n  t h e s e  212 a r e a s  c o l l e c t e d  
over  70 percent  o f  a l l  l o c a l  t a x  and o t h e r  revenues i n  t h e  
country and made 71 percent  of a l l  l o c a l  government expendi- 
t u r e s .  

The words "cen t r a l  c i t y "  and "suburb" t h a t  make up each of 
t h e s e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  s i g n i f y  two h ighly  d i v e r s e  types of  
communities. On t h e  one hand, t h e  word "c i ty"  sugges ts  b u s t l i n g  
s t r e e t s  w i t h  a  d i v e r s i t y  of  f a c t o r i e s ,  o f f i c e s ,  apartments ,  and 
homes crowded upon t h e  a v a i l a b l e  land a rea  i n  c l o s e  proximity,  
amidst heavy t r a f f i c ,  no i se ,  d i r t ,  and exci tement .  "Suburb" 
conveys an  impression of  a  un i formi ty  of  q u i e t ,  t r e e - l i n e d  
s t r e e t s ,  spacious lawns between s i n g l e  family homes, two c a r s  i n  
every garage,  sprawling shopping c e n t e r s ,  c l e a n l i n e s s ,  q u i e t ,  
and monotony. Governmental d i f f e r e n c e s  a l s o  abound. While t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  is  usua l ly  governed by a  s i n g l e ,  r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e ,  
t i g h t l y  organized,  "strong-mayor" system, t h e  suburbs a r e  
governed by many r e l a t i v e l y  small u n i t s ,  i nc lud ing  many s p e c i a l  
d i s t r i c t s  and r u r a l l y  organized coun t i e s .  These s t e r eo types  
imply t h a t  t h e  c i t y  dwel le r  and t h e  suburbani te  a r e  very  d i f f e r -  
e n t  s o r t s  of persons,  wi th  d ivergent  t a s t e s ,  a t t i t u d e s  and 
needs, and s o c i a l  and economic s t a t u s .  

The apparent  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  p o l i t i c a l l y  i n  
c o n f l i c t  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and t h e i r  surrounding suburbs,  
c o n f l i c t  which i s  o f t e n  h igh ly  a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  t h e  S t a t e  l e g i s -  
l a t u r e s .  The two kinds o f  communities compete t h e r e  f o r  shared  
t a x  revenues, f o r  f i n a n c i a l  a i d  f o r  schools ,  we l f a re  programs 



and highways, for legislation of all kinds which may benefit 
one metropolitan segment more than the other. Cities and 
suburbs confront each other directly at the local level in 
arguments over who is subsidizing whom in matters of trans- 
portation services, zoning policy, health and welfare ser- 
vices, water pollution, and so on. It would often seem 
that the only common meeting ground lies in their reluctant 
partnership as the two halves of a statistical identity-- 
the metropolitan area. 

This competition and contention stem from the popular 
belief in a basic central city-suburban dichotomy of eco- 
nomic and social characteristics. Inevitably, the common 
belief is held that the city is the home of the poor, non- 
white, undereducated, unskilled, unstable, and unhealthy, 
while the suburbs accommodate almost entirely the happy, 
healthy, middle class, "average" American family. The very 
rich, it is believed, live in both places, but they can 
afford to. While acknowledging the economic interdepend- 
ence of these two dichotomous parts, exemplified by the 
fact that most suburbanites work in the city, social and 
political community of interest over the metropolitan area 
as a whole is frequently denied. 

Most concern has centered around the future of central 
cities in the Nation's metropolitan areas. Are they doomed 
to further social and physical decline and increased dilapi- 
dation? Or are they headed for a renaissance in which they 
will play a new and vital role in which their residents can 
achieve the good life? One observer, writing in the Wall 
Street Journal, has posed the dilemma: 

Forecasters of a renaissance see it in an 
accelerating pace of urban redevelopment, a 
gradual broadening of local tax sources, in- 
creasing interest in schemes for coordinated 
local government, the prospective reapportion- 
ment of state legislatures to give urban voters 
better representation, rising state and Federal 
aid for city programs, and in climbing educational 
and income levels generally. The optimists con- 
cede their views are not based on a belief that 
any one of these developments has gone far enough 
to insure the cities a rosier future but rather 
on a certain amount of faith that they will.... 



Pessimists, on the other hand, point to the per- 
sistent flight of better-heeled taxpayers from 
central to suburban cities and the continuing 
influx of needy poor, often minority groups with 
larger broods, to take their place. They note, 
too, that the central city is saddled with the 
greatest deterioration and congestion. And 
they're pessimistic over the ability of cities 
to substantially diversify their income sources 
beyond the property tax or to command sufficient 
helpings of state or Federal aid to meet their 
growiqg needs. . . .l/ 
In the present report, the Commission examines the com- 

parative economic and social (including racial) environments 
of central cities and suburbs with a view to identifying 
friction points in the relationships among Federal, State, 
and local governments which grow out of these contrasts and 
proposes steps by which intergovernmental relations may be 
improved. It asks the following specific questions: 

Who lives in the central cities and corresponding 
suburban rings of each metropolitan area? 

In what characteristics are the two populations 
sharply divergent? In what ways are they similar? 

What are the fiscal resources in our central cities 
and suburbs? 

How do governmental expenditures differ among these 
jurisdictions? 

Is the number of local governments in metropolitan 
areas increasing? 

Do local governments in metropolitan areas employ 
proportionately more people than local governments 
elsewhere? 

1/ Mitchell Gordon, "Doomed Cities?," The Wall Street Journal, - 
Tuesday, October 16, 1962. 



How are allocations made among local governments in 
metropolitan areas for the financial responsibility 
of supplying certain areawide urban services? 

In what kinds of metropolitan areas are these differ- 
ences or similarities greatest? 

What changes, if any, should be made in Federal, State, 
and local policies regarding such social and economic 
disparities, and what specific legislative and adminis- 
trative actions should be taken to implement those 
changes? 

''Metropolitan area," as used in this report, follows the 
Bureau of the Census definition of Standard Metropolitan Sta- 
tistical Area (SMSA). They are made up of at least one central 
city of 50,000 inhabitants and such other surrounding local 
governments that are essentially urban in character and are 
socially and economically integrated with the central city. 
The term "suburban" includes all of the area except the central 
city, and is equivalent to the term "outside central city," 
as defined by the Bureau of the Census. The boundaries of 
SMSA's follow county lines except in New England and as such 
include the rural as well as the urbanized portions of such 
counties. 

This report examines three major and related aspects of 
central city-suburban relationships: (1) the human or popu- 
lation characteristics of metropolitan areas; (2) the govern- 
mental structure and fiscal and economic resources of these 
areas; and (3) methods for financing and allocating costs of 
governmental services that cut across central city and subur- 
ban boundaries. 

Chapter I1 examines the extent of the social and economic 
differences between the residents of central cities and sub- 
urbs. The method used is an analysis of the 1960 censuses of 
population and housing to determine central city-suburban dif- 
ferences for ten broad population characteristics: (1) race; 
(2) age; (3) mobility; (4) family composition; (5) education; 
(6) occupation; (7) employment status; (8) family income; (9) 
housing characteristics; and (10) commuting patterns. These 
differences are also correlated statistically with other major 
characteristics of metropolitan areas in general such as region, 
size, rate of population growth, and percent of nonwhites. 



Chapter I11 examines the existing pattern of local govern- 
ment structure in metropolitan areas, numbers of employees, 
amounts of taxes, other revenues, and expenditures of these 
governments. The 1957 and 1962 censuses of government are 
analyzed to identify trends with respect to the number of 
local governments, comparative expenditures among metropoli- 
tan areas and between central cities and suburbia, local tax 
rates and indicators of economic resources and activity in 
metropolitan areas. 

Chapter IV examines problems involved in achieving a 
process of equitable financing of those governmental services 
which, by their nature, cut across disparities and political 
boundaries of the central city and its neighboring jurisdic- 
tions. Particularly involved are such areawide services as 
air pollution control, water supply, sewage disposal, mass 
transportation, and parks and recreation. Cost-benefit analy- 
sis designed to provide a basis for cooperative negotiations 
by local government officials has come into extensive use in 
conjunction with many Federal programs, especially in regard 
to water resources, recreation, and highways. This chapter 
examines the ability to transfer or adapt cost-benefit analy- 
sis to the metropolitan scene. 

Chapter V makes a number of recommendations for possible 
courses of action by Federal, State, and local governments to 
(a) promote greater equality of opportunity and remove inter- 
governmental restrictions in such fields as urban housing and 
em~loyment; (b) permit adjustment of governmental jurisdic- 
tions and responsibilities to allow more equitable and effi- 
cient administration of urban public services; and (c) modify 
intergovernmental financial arrangements where significant 
disparities in tax capacity for meeting needs exist among 
jurisdictions in metropolitan areas. 

The Commission is aware of the attention that has gone 
into the subject of central city-suburban disparities and of 
the analytical pitfalls inherent in any attempts to describe 
and compare relative needs and capacities of these governments 
and to draw meaningful conclusions and recommendations from 
such analyses. Except for certain of the population informa- 
tion and for the broad spectrum of legislative actions proposed, 
the Commission does not assert that this report adds a large 
body of new information to the data which are increasingly 
becoming available from a variety of sources. 



The Commission beliwes, however, that there is value 
in bringing together information from these diverse sources 
concerning our central cities and suburbs and in proposing 
certain legislation for consideration by local governments, 
the States, and the Federal Government. In so doing, it 
hopes that this report will help to stimulate fresh consider- 
ation of some old problems and provide the basis for specific 
action in individual metropolitan areas. Such action is 
urgently needed to meet what may be the most difficult prob- 
lem of intergovernmental relations in the Nation today. 





Chapter I1 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 
IN METROPOLITAN AREAS 

The basis for the Commission's examination of major 
central city-suburban differences in economic, social, and 
racial characteristics is a special analysis of the 1960 
censuses of population and housing. These census reports 
were used to find out "who lives where" in terms of the 
social and economic characteristics of the population. 
Residence within either central cities or the remainder of 
the metropolitan area was correlated for persons and fami- 
lies against 10 broad population characteristics: race, 
age, mobility status, family composition, education, occu- 
pation, employment status, family income, housing character- 
istics, and commuting patterns.ll 

Taken together for an individual, these characteristics 
largely determine how he lives: with whom, in what kind of 
housing and neighborhood, doing what kind of work, the level 
of goods and services he can command, the social and eco- 
nomic position he may anticipate for his future. When these 
individual sketches are added up and compared for central 
cities and their surrounding areas, they present a composite 
of the population which provides insights into the public 
needs of the community and the kinds and amounts of govern- 
mental services required. 

Mere summation of the number of people conforming to a 
given characteristic, however, is by itself inadequate. 
Primary concern is with the relative importance of various 
population subgroups, such as children under 10 or families 
with income under $4,000, in central cities and in suburbs. 
Consequently, the basic datum in the analysis is the propor- 
tion of the population found in each demographic category in 
each location./ 

1/ A full description of these characteristics appears in - 
Appendix B. 

21 Tabulation of these proportions for population character- - 
istics in 190 SMSA's appears in Appendix B. 



While these proportions are inherently significant as 
they relate either to central cities or to surrounding areas, 
they are specifically significant for this study, particu- 
larly when differences emerge as they interrelate with city 
and suburb. The object is to find out, for example, whether 
the difference between central cities and suburbs in the 
proportion of the population accounted for by school age 
children or families with income below $4,000 per year is 
great enough to warrant the conclusion that the two types 
of communities represent fundamentally distinct socioeco- 
nomic population groups. Accordingly, the unit of measure- 
ment used in the analysis is the difference between central 
city and associated suburban area proportions of the popu- 
lation conforming to each of the characteristics. 

Method of Analysis 

For the 190 largest standard metropolitan statistical 
areas (SMSAts) the percentage of the population falling into 
each category in the central city and in the remainder of the 
SMSA, respectively, was calculated. The remainder of an SMSA, 
after subtracting its central city, is referred to hereafter 
as "suburban" for purposes of simplicity. 3-1 

3 1  In this report, the term "metropolitan area" will follow the - 
definition established by the U. S. Bureau of the Budget and 
followed by the Bureau of the Census for "standard metropol- 
itan statistical areas." According to that definition, an 
SMSA generally-- 

is a county or group of contiguous counties which 
contain at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants 
or more or "twin cities" with a combined popula- 
tion of at least 50,000. In addition to the county 
or counties containing such a city or cities, con- 
tiguous counties are included in an SMSA if, accord- 
ing to certain criteria, they are essentially metro- 
politan in character and are socially and economically 
integrated with the central city. 

Like any definition established for widespread application, 
this one may be found to have limitations in certain special 
circumstances. In the drafting of legislation relating 
especiarlyto "metropolitan areasf'--as recommended in subse- 
quent portions of this report--particular State legislatures 



The degree of central city-suburban disparity in each 
metropolitan area was expressed as the difference between 
the proportion of central city residents having certain 
characteristics and the proportion of suburban residents 
having the same characteristics. These differences were 
then correlated statistically with six major characteris- 
tics of metropolitan areas in general: region, size, popu- 
lation dispersion, rate of population growth, percent of 
nonwhites, and economic base as measured by rate of employ- 
ment in manufacturing, trade, and finance and services. 41 

may well find it appropriate and desirable to apply a 
somewhat different definition, or to take action initially 
with respect to only the most populous metropolitan areas 
that are subject to their jurisdiction. 

One characteristic of the "standard" Federal definition, 
however, makes this concept more directly relevant to the 
interests of the Commission than some alternative concept, 
such as economic trading areas or "urbanized territoryu-- 
namely, the fact that the boundaries of each SMSA follow 
county lines (or, in New England, town lines). Accord- 
ingly, we are dealing with areas which directly reflect 
and express local government structure, and within and 
for which public policies can be specifically authorized. 
It is to be expected that State legislation which deals 
specially with problems of "metropolitan areas" will, 
similarly, define such areas by reference to the boundaries 
of counties or other entire local government jurisdictions. 

41 Useful generalizations concerning the relationships between - 
central cities and suburbs depend upon combining individual 
measurements into groups which reflect the significance of 
differences in each characteristic for central city-subur- 
ban disparities in general. A simple average (arithmetic 
mean) for each of these differences is entirely inadequate 
because the variations around that average are, in most 
cases, extremely large, nor do the averages, by themselves, 
even if they are obtained for subgroups, such as SMSAts by 
region or population size, offer sufficient insight into 
the nature of the disparities. The objective is to know 
why and how these disparities arise. The correlation pro- 
cess selected for approaching the "why" and "how" of these 



Summary of Findings 

The results of this statistical analysis reveal the 
extent of disparities between the central city and suburbs 
for each population characteristic in each metropolitan area, 
the kinds of metropolitan areas in which disparity patterns 
are similar, and under what circumstances disparity patterns 
vary. The stronpest conclusion to be drawn from the analysis 
is that very few meaningful ~eneralizations about economic, 
social, and racial disparities can be applied to all metro- 
politan areas. For a number of population characteristics 
the differences among metropolitan areas are far larger than 
the differences between central cities and their surrounding 
area. For most characteristics it is possible to generalize 
about disparities only for particular kinds of metropolitan 
areas. 

The classic dichotomy of the poor, underprivileged, non- 
white central city contrasted with the comfortable white sub- 
burb is not revealed by these data. While racial disparities 
are large everywhere, the other elements of the dichotomy-- 
education, income, employment, and housing--fit the stereotype 
consistently only in the largest metropolitan areas and those 
located in the Northeast. 51 The Northeast includes only 41 
of the 190 standard metropolitan statistical areas studied, 

matters enables examination of how much of the very large 
variation around the average disparity for each population 
characteristic is related to the six basic structural dif- 
ferences among the SMSA's themselves. Further, the analysis 
tells the relative importance of each of these structural 
or "predictorf1 characteristics taken by itself in the total 
explanation of disparities. With this information, it is 
then possible to classify disparities according to basic 
relevant metropolitan area characteristics. 

See also, Leo F. Schnore, "The Socio-Economic Status of 
Cities and Suburbs," American Sociological Review, February, 
1963, pp. 76-84. 



however, and outside of that region there are only 39 metro- 
politan areas with population in excess of half a million. 
For the remaining 110 metropolitan areas the classic dichot- 
omy does not generally apply. 

In the small and medium sized metropolitan areas out- 
side the Northeast some elements of both high and low socio- 
economic status tend to be equally important in both central 
cities and suburbs, while other low status characteristics 
predominate in the suburbs and some high status character- 
istics are more important in the central city. In many 
metropolitan areas of the South and West, poverty, especially 
nonwhite poverty, and underprivileged are more typical of the 
suburbs; most central city dwellers are relatively well off. 

These generalizations about region and metropolitan size 
must be further modified by considering population dispersal 
and relative size of the nonwhite population. Disparities in 
all regions and size groups tend to be exaggerated in metro- 
politan areas whose total populations are largely suburbanized. 
While central cities are more likely to represent underprivi- 
leged segments of the population, suburbs in highly suburban- 
ized metropolitan areas, rather than being wealthy as in the 
large and Northeastern SMSA's, are likely to represent the 
large middle class. Where nonwhites constitute an important 
element of the total metropolitan population, the classic 
disparity pattern occurs in the North, but in the South and 
West the pattern runs the other way--high socioeconomic status 
in the cities and lower status in the suburbs. 

In addition to contradicting the popular notion of uni- 
formly low socioeconomic status cities and high status suburbs, 
the analysis demonstrates a lack of significant central city- 
suburban disparity in some unexpected cases. 

Education 

One of the most surprising findin~s has to do with educa- 
tion. On the whole, cities and suburbs show little difference 
in the proportion of their adult populations with less than 
four years of high school--an inadequate education by today's 
standards-- or in their high school dropout rates. Underedu- 
cation of youth and adults is an equally serious problem in 
both urban and suburban segments of most metropolitan areas. 



The economic welfare of an individual in mid-century 
America, with its emphasis on occupational specialization, 
depends primarily upon the amount of education he achieves. 
Education largely determines occupation and occupation, in 
turn, largely determines income. The predominant levels of 
these three factors within a community population together 
characterize the general economic strength or weakness of 
that community. Where educational, occupational, and income 
levels are generally low, substantial public health and wel- 
fare services are likely to be needed, but the financial 
resources required to provide them may be inadequate. 

Table 1. Percent of Persons 25 Years and Older with Less 
Than 4 Years of High School 

TOTAL POPULATION - NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City suburbs 

United States 57 5 6 74 7 3 

Northeast 65 5 6 76 70 
North Central 5 6 54 7 4 7 0 
South 57 61 79 8 3 
West 4 7 4 9 6 3 5 9 

Disparities for the highly educated (college graduates), 
on the other hand, are much wider than for the undereducated, 
but do not occur uniformly in either city or suburb. 

Suburbs are usually considered to be relatively much more 
heavily populated with school children than central cities. 
This is true for ages under 10, but for the age group of 10-19 
there is virtually no difference between central cities and 
suburbs. Moreover, this lack of disparity holds true for all 
metropolitan areas more consistently than any other character- 
istic analyzed. 

Family Composition 

Central city-suburban differences in family composition 
result in different kinds of public service demands. Where 
families with young children dominate the social structure, 
educational and recreational services catering to children 
are most urgently required. Where single persons constitute 



an important segment of the community, transportation ser- 
vices and educational and recreational opportunities suit- 
able to adults are more important. Housing demand, with its 
accessory laws such as zoning and building codes, will also 
vary according to the dominant family pattern. 

Table 2. Percent of all Families with Children Under 18 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City Suburbs 

United States 54 62 5 7 58 

Northeast 5 1 
North Central 54 
South 5 5 
West 57 

The average proportion of families with children under 18 
ranges from 10 to 20 percent higher in the suburbs than in the 
central cities. This disparity is quite consistent among all 
metropolitan areas for the total population. For nonwhites, 
however, average disparities are neither so large nor so con- 
sistent. In the two northern regions, nonwhite families with 
children constitute a larger proportion in the central cities, 
while in the South and West they constitute a larger element 
in the suburbs. 

Unemployment 

In 1960 unemployment was almost as serious in suburbs as 
in central cities, especially in nonmanufacturing areas, though 
the rate of unemployment in suburban areas averages about 20 
percent below central cities for the total population. For 
nonwhites the average rate of unemployment ranges from 40 per- 
cent more than the total population in the suburbs of the West 
to two and one-half times higher than total population in the 
suburbs of the North Central region. 



Table 3. Unemployed Persons as a Percent of the Labor Force 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City Suburbs 

United States 5 4 9 8 

Northeast 6 5 11 18 
North Central 5 4 10 10 
South 5 4 7 7 
West 5 5 9 7 

The moderate disparities shown in the table are somewhat 
surprising in light of the conventional central city-suburban 
dichotomy. 

One may conclude from the analysis that problems associ- 
ated with unemployment are almost as important for whites in 
the suburbs as they are in the central cities, although within 
the cities the unemployed are disproportionately nonwhite. 

Occupation 

The two middle status occupations of clerical and sales 
workers and craftsmen, and the low status household and ser- 
vice workers, display consistently large disparities between 
central cities and suburbs, while among other occupations the 
level of disparity varies greatly among SMSA's. Clerical and 
sales workers are consistently more frequent in central cities, 
as are household and service workers, while craftsmen are ev- 
erywhere found in substantially higher proportion in the sub- 
urbs. Apparently the "suburban middle class" represents pri- 
marily the families of craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers; 
where there is an important middle class element in central 
cities, it is related to clerical and sales occupations. House- 
hold and service occupations are also heavily city oriented in 
all regions, even where the nonwhite population is small. 

Family Income 

Family income is another category for which average dis- 
parities are surprisingly small. Such differences as there 
are occur primarily in the lowest and highest income groups 



notably  i n  t h e  b ig  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  North- 
e a s t .  Middle income f a m i l i e s  a r e  most evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  
t h a t  r eg ion ,  however, whi le  elsewhere they  tend  t o  be s l i g h t -  
l y  more important i n  t h e  suburbs. The same r e l a t i o n s h i p s  hold 
f o r  occupat ion groups, but d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  much wider by occu- 
pa t ion  than by income c l a s s .  

Table 4. Percent of Famil ies  by Income Group 

TOTAL POPULATION 

Under $4,000 $4,000-7,999 $8,000-14,999 $15,000 & Over 
Cen t r a l  Cent ra l  Cent ra l  Cent ra l  

Ci ty  Suburb Ci ty  Suburb C i ty  Suburb Ci ty  Suburb -- 
U.S. 2  9 2 6 44 4 6 2 2 23 4 4 

N.E. 2  7 20 4 8 48 21 2 6 4  6 
N. Cent. 23 2 1 48 4 8 2 5 2 6 4 4 
South 37 3 5 3 9 4 3 18 18 4 3 
West 2 3 24 44 4 6 27 2 5 6 5 

Outside of t h e  l a r g e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and t h e  Nor theas t ,  
t h e  problem of low income i s  equa l ly  important i n  c i t i e s  and 
suburbs. Poverty,  i n  and of i t s e l f ,  does not  c r e a t e  d i s p a r a t e  
s o c i a l  problems f o r  c i t i e s  and suburbs.  Other s o c i a l  cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  a r e  u sua l ly  a s soc i a t ed  w i t h  poverty,  such a s  r a c e ,  broken 
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  ch i ld ren ,  and e l d e r l y  persons. 

Race - 
Almost everywhere t h e  propor t ion  of nonwhites i n  t h e  cen- 

t r a l  c i t y  i s  higher  than  i t  i s  i n  t h e  suburbs,  and t h e  obvious 
d i f f e r e n t i a l s ,  ou t s ide  t h e  South, a r e  found where t h e  nonwhites 
are most numerous. 



Table 5. Percent of Nonwhites 

1960 1950 1940 
Central Central Central 
City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs 

Northeast 9 2 5 1 3 1 
N. Cent. 10 2 7 2 5 2 
South 25 15 25 17 2 6 2 1 
West 10 6 5 3 4 4 

The 1960 proportion of nonwhites in central cities is 
twice as large, on the average, as it is in the suburbs of all 
metropolitan areas combined, but there are substantial varia- 
tions from this average among individual SMSA's. The largest 
SMSAfs with the least concentrated (most dispersed) popula- 
tions and the highest overall proportions of nonwhites display 
the greatest central city-suburban disparities in nonwhite 
population, especially if they are located in the North Central 
region. The central city proportion of nonwhites is 25 times 
as large as the suburban nonwhite percentage in the metropoli- 
tan area of Indianapolis, for example. Racial disparities tend 
to be smaller, on the other hand, or even reversed in favor of 
the suburbs, in small SMSA's whose population is concentrated 
in the central city, and which contain a small overall percent- 
age of nonwhites. The strong association between disparities 
in the proportion of nonwhites and the overall SMSA percentage 
of nonwhites seems to support the popular hypothesis that seg- 
regation tends to be more intense where the Negro makes up a 
larger proportion of the population. 

Racial disparities are, on the average, larger in the big 
metropolitan areas and in the North than they are in the small 
ones and in the South and West. But they are largest in the 
big and Northern SMSAfs where the overall percentage of non- 
whites is highest in the total metropolitan population. Fur- 
thermore, among nonwhites themselves, disparities in education, 
occupation, and income are widest in the North, where higher- 
status nonwhites seek to separate themselves in the suburbs 
from the more unfortunate members of their race in the cities. 
In the smaller metropolitan areas, especially in the South and 
West, nonwhites in general are more equally represented in 



both metropolitan locations, and high status nonwhites tend 
either to live in both segments or constitute a larger cen- 
tral city proportion, while those of low status predominate 
in the suburbs. 

It is even more difficult to generalize about nonwhite 
disparities than about total population, however, because 
disparity patterns for nonwhites differ widely from one 
metropolitan area to another. It appears that nonwhite dis- 
parities, except for the highest status nonwhites, are ac- 
counted for largely by historical factors of residence, 
perpetuated by racial segregation practices. 

Broken Families and Sinple Persons 

The other important elements of low status for which 
disparities are consistently very large are (1) broken fami- 
lies with children, and (2) elderly persons. Everywhere both 
of these groups are much more important in cities than in 
suburbs. 

Table 6. Percent of Families with Children Under 18 Which 
are Broken Families 

TOTAL POPULATION- NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City Suburbs 

United States 10 5 2 3 13 

Northeast 9 4 2 5 13 
North Central 8 4 2 1 12 
South 12 5 24 15 
West 10 6 20 11 

In the total population, on the average, twice as many 
broken families with children live in the central city as in 
the suburbs, and this relationship is quite consistent from 
one SMSA to another. 



The relative importance of single persons not living 
with their families (unrelated individuals in Census par- 
lance) in the central city is statistically commensurate with 
that of broken families with children. Consistently, about 
twice as large a proportion of such persons is found in the 
cities than in the suburbs. 

Table 7. Percent of Single Persons not Living with their 
Families 

- TOT& POPULATION NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City Suburbs - 

United States 10 5 11 11 

Northeast 10 5 12 15 
North Central 10 5 10 11 
South 10 6 11 9 
West 11 9 12 13 

Two to three times more broken (divorced, other) families 
with children are found in the nonwhite than in the total pop- 
ulation, however, so that in metropolitan areas with a high 
proportion of nonwhites the problem of broken families in cen- 
tral cities is largely nonwhite. Elderly persons in central 
cities, however, are predominantly white. Indeed most of the 
white, central city poor are probably elderly persons and 
broken families with children. 51 

Housing 

Another concomitant of poverty and underprivilege which 
tends to reverse the classic dichotomy is unsound housing 
because it is much more conspicuous in the suburbs than in the 

6/ The 1959 median income of elderly heads of households was - 
two-thirds of the median income of all persons 14 years and 
older who had income that year. Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, Senior Citizens and How They Live, Washington, July 
1962. 



c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  o u t s i d e  t h e  Northeast .  Fur ther -  
more, i n  t h e  suburbs,  i t  i s  a s  much a  problem f o r  whi tes  a s  
f o r  nonwhites, a l though i n  t h e  c i t i e s  substandard housing i s  
occupied d i sp ropor t iona te ly  by nonwhites. 

A major v i s i b l e  c r i t e r i o n  of economic and s o c i a l  we l l -  
being i s  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  house i n  which a  person l i v e s .  
The tenure  i n  which t h e  house i s  he ld ,  however, d i f f e r s  
sha rp ly  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs.  I n  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  an average 47 percent  of a l l  occupied housing i s  
owner occupied, whi le  f o r  suburbs t h e  propor t ion  jumps t o  
73 percent ;  only 31  percent  of nonwhite housing i n  t h e  cen- 
t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  owner occupied, however, compared wi th  52 
percent  i n  t h e  suburbs. Thus t h e  t enu re  of nonwhite housing 
i n  t h e  suburbs corresponds wi th  t h a t  of t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  whi le  t h e  propor t ion  of nonwhite c i t y  
r e n t e r s  compares wi th  t h e  r a t e  of t o t a l  owner occupancy i n  
t h e  suburbs.  

Children 

A number of nons ta tus  populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  d i s p a r i t y  p a t t e r n s .  An example i s  t h e  pro- 
po r t ion  of c h i l d r e n  under 10 which i s  everywhere l a r g e r  i n  
t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  but  nonwhite c h i l d r e n  
under 10 a r e  p r imar i ly  l oca t ed  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of t h e  
North and t h e  l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a reas .  Thus, t h e  school  
populat ion of t h e  nor thern  and b i g  c i t i e s  is  d i sp ropor t ion -  
a t e l y  nonwhite. This  may change somewhat i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  how- 
eve r ,  i f  t h e  1960 index of res idence  preference  p e r s i s t s  f o r  
both whi te  and nonwhite persons aged 20-29. This  age group, 
of bo th  r a c e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  10-19 group d iscussed  e a r l i e r ,  
represented  equiva len t  propor t ions  of c i t y  and suburban popu- 
l a t i o n s .  I f  they remain where they  a r e  when they  marry and 
have ch i ld ren ,  t h e  propor t ion  of whi te  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  c i t i e s  
and nonwhite ch i ld ren  i n  t h e  suburbs may very w e l l  r i s e ,  e f -  
f e c t i n g  a  more balanced c i t y  school  popula t ion  i n  t h e  near  
f u t u r e .  A much longer  range suburban balance i s  a l s o  poss i -  
b l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  view of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  nonwhite migrants  
from o the r  S t a t e s ,  who a r e  a l s o  l i k e l y  t o  be aged 20-29, tend 
t o  s e t t l e  i n  t h e  suburbs. I f ,  on t h e  o the r  hand, t h e  young 
whi tes  c u r r e n t l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  c i t i e s  move t o  t h e  suburbs,  a s  
t h e i r  parents  d id ,  when they  marry and r a i s e  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  
r a c i a l  d i s p a r i t y  i n  c i t y  schools  may inc rease  f u r t h e r ,  and t h e  
prospect  of reducing suburban d i s p a r i t y  w i l l  recede.  



Mobility 

The central city population of almost all metropolitan 
areas is substantially more mobile than the suburban popu- 
lation. In the North there is, on the average, very little 
difference between cities and suburbs in the proportion of 
migrants from other States. 

The nonwhite population in the cities is much more 
mobile than the white, especially in terms of local moving, 
but in the suburbs nonwhites are more settled. 

Although the suburban population, white and nonwhite, 
is more settled once it has arrived, substantially more per- 
sons of both races are in-migrants from other States to the 
suburbs than to the central cities. Data indicate that the 
peak of suburbanization from central city origins in the 
same metropolitan area may have passed and that future ac- 
cretion to the suburban population of many metropolitan areas 
will come primarily from interstate migration in addition to 
a continuing movement from nonmetropolitan areas. 

The rate of nonwhite suburbanization from the central 
city of the same metropolitan area is likely to increase, 
however; in the North Central region it exceeded the white 
rate in 1960. Unfortunately, there are no comparable mobil- 
ity data for the years prior to 1960, and mobility patterns 
may be highly volatile. It is risky, therefore, to speculate 
on future trends. Nevertheless, the characteristics of those 
who move into and out of the various metropolitan locations 
will probably exert a stronger impact on socioeconomic dis- 
parities in the future than any other single factor. 

Cornrnut er s 

It is no surprise to find that approximately three times 
as many workers who live in the suburbs commute to the central 
city as commute in the opposite direction. What is in fact 
a bit surprising is that the rate of out-commuting (from the 
central city) is as high as it is, up to an average of 16 per- 
cent in the West. Furthermore, disparities are not signifi- 
cantly related to size, taken by itself, as one might expect. 
Disparities are not narrower in the larger SMSA's which would 
be the case if a greater dispersal of work places occurred in 
the big metropolitan areas. The excess of in-commuting over 



out-commuting is explained primarily by the concentration of 
the population and the proportion of nonwhites in the SMSA. 
Where population is more dispersed, so is employment and a 
smaller proportion of suburban residents commute into the 
city, while many city dwellers commute out. 

Table 8. Percent of Workers Who Commute 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Central City Suburbs Central City Suburbs 

United States 12 3 7 11 3 1 

Northeast 12 30 13 20 
North Central 10 41 10 3 8 
South 11 38 10 3 0 
West 16 3 7 16 34 

Outside of the Northeast, average disparities for non- 
whites are almost the same as for the total (white) popula- 
tion. The home-workplace relationship is essentially the same 
for both races; nonwhites do not live in the suburbs primarily 
because they work there, nor do they commute out of the cen- 
tral city in any larger proportion than the whites in most 
SMSA's. Only in the Northeast is the average proportion of 
out-commuters higher for the nonwhite than for the total. 

Conclusion 

In sum, statistical analysis of central cities and sub- 
urbs has revealed that population components are similar in 
many more respects than casual observation indicates. The 
important differences between them vary primarily according 
to metropolitan area size, regional location, and population 
dispersal. There is a definite community of interest between 
central cities and suburbs where they share an equivalent bur- 
den of social problems, as in the case of high school dropouts. 
On the other hand, other problems, such as education for under- 
privileged nonwhites, are primarily the concern of central 
cities in the North and the suburbs in the South and West. 
Finally, a category of issues is primarily suburban in its 
impact, such as substandard, owner occupied housing. 



In Appendix A, the results of the statistical analysis 
for both total and nonwhite populations are analyzed in much 
more detail for each major population characteristic. Each 
section includes a summary table showing the average central 
city and suburban proportions of the population sharing the 
characteristic under discussion for the four regions and all 
metropolitan areas combined. Under each table is a list of 
the predictor variables (structural characteristics of SMSA1s) 
which are statistically significant in explaining disparities 
for that characteristic in the order of their importance. 

In Appendix B of the report is listed, for each of the 
190 largest standard metropolitan statistical areas, a tabu- 
lation of the central city-suburban data for population 
characteristics of whites and nonwhites. 

The next section of this chapter examines findings for 
individual population characteristics in terms of disparity 
magnitudes and metropolitan characteristics, so as to identify 
the significance of these disparities for policy making. 

The Pattern of Disparities 

Very few generalizations about central city-suburban pop- 
ulation differences are applicable to most metropolitan areas. 
The extent and direction of disparities for most characteris- 
tics vary enormously, especially with respect to the nonwhite 
population. Furthermore, this variation is explained by dif- 
ferent forces for different population characteristics and for 
the two racial groups. With these limitations in mind, it is 
useful to classify disparities by magnitude and consistency 
and by the types of SMSA1s where they occur. 



Ma~nitude and Consistency of Disparities 

1. Consistently Divergent Disparities (central cities 
and suburbs least alike) 

Total and Nonwhites Total ~ n l y  Nonwhites only 

Broken families with Age 45 and Percent nonwhite 
children over 

Unsound owner occupied Unrelated in- Unsound rentals 
housing dividuals 

Low housing values Clerical and Movers 
sales 

Commuters Craftsmen 

Household 
and service 

Persons aged 45-59, unrelated individuals, clerical and 
sales workers, craftsmen and commuters may be considered middle 
status or nonstatus characteristics, while the remainder rep- 
resent low socioeconomic status. Thus the low status character- 
istics of race, advanced age, broken families with children (not 
necessarily low status),and household and service workers are 
consistently more prominent in the central cities than in the 
suburbs. But the low status characteristics of unsound and low 
value housing are far more common in the suburbs, and offer an 
additional argument against the stereotype of the metropolitan 
dichotomy. The relatively small variation that does occur in 
these large disparity characteristics is explained chiefly by 
population dispersion (concentration in the case of the housing 
characteristics), percent nonwhite in the SMSA, and location in 
the South. 



2 .  Widest D i s p a r i t i e s  (over 20  percent  d i f f e r e n t i a l )  
With Large Var i a t ion  Among SMSA's ( c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
and suburbs l e a s t  a l i k e )  

T o t a l  and Nonwhites T o t a l  on ly  Nonwhites only 

Co 1 lege  graduates  Migrants 

Highest housing values 

Highest r en t a  1s 

Pro fes s iona l  and 
technica  1 

C l e r i c a l  and 
sa  l e s  

Laborers 

High income 

Unemployment 

Middle housing 
va lues  

Low r e n t a l s  

For t h e  high s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  g r e a t e s t  
i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  Northern and most d i spersed  SMSA's; wh i l e  f o r  t h e  low 
and middle s t a t u s  nonwhites, t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  explained p r imar i ly  by 
loca t ion  i n  t h e  South and populat ion concent ra t ion  o r  d i spe r s ion .  
By and l a r g e ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  high s t a t u s  nonwhites occur  i n  t h e  
same d i r e c t i o n  a s  f o r  high s t a t u s  wh i t e s ,  whi le  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
middle and low s t a t u s  nonwhites seem t o  ope ra t e  independent ly of t h e  
t o t a l  o r  whi te  popula t ions .  



3 .  Smallest  D i s p a r i t i e s  ( c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs 
most a l i k e )  

T o t a l  and Nonwhites 

Age 10-44 

Undereducated 

T o t a l  on ly  Nonwhites only  

Managers 

Craftsmen 

School dropouts 

Low and middle income 

The c l a s s i c  met ropol i tan  dichotomy according t o  which t h e  
poor, uneducated, and unsk i l l ed  dominate t he  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  whi le  
persons o f  t h e  oppos i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  dominate t he  suburbs a p p l i e s  
p r imar i ly  t o  t h e  l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and those  loca t ed  i n  t h e  
Northeast .  The f a c t  i s  t h a t  f o r  t h e  maior i ty  of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t h e r e  i s  no t  a  t e n  percent  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  t h e i r  r e spec t ive  propor t ions  of  under- 
educated a d u l t s ,  h igh  school  dropouts ,  and f a m i l i e s  w i th  low income. 
The underpr iv i leged  h a l f  o f  t h e  dochotomy, wi th  r e spec t  t o  t hese  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  l e a s t ,  r ep re sen t s  f a i r l y  uniform segments of t h e  
populat ion i n  both met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n s ,  and i t s  problems occur  
w i t h  equal  f o r c e  i n  both. For t h e  h ighly  educated, a f f l u e n t  
segments of  t h e  popula t ion  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  somewhat l a r g e r ,  and 
t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  p ropor t iona te ly  more s t r i k i n g  i n  t h e  
suburbs,  according t o  t h e  gene ra l ly  accepted view, mainly i n  t h e  
l a r g e  and no r theas t e rn  SMSA's. 

Types of SMSA 

Four of  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
included i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  exp la in  most of t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  f o r  most of  t h e  populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  we have been 
d iscuss ing .  These a r e :  populat ion d i spe r s ion ,  which provides a  
s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  f o r  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  15 of  t h e  cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  and i t s  r eve r se ,  populat ion concent ra t ion ,  which exp la ins  5 ;  
l a r g e  SMSA s i z e ,  which accounts f o r  l a rge  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  15 cases  
and small d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  3;  l oca t ion  i n  t h e  Northeast ,  which 
accounts f o r  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  10 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and small  
d i f f e r ences  i n  5; and percent  nonwhite i n  t h e  SMSA, which expla ins  
t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  13 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  



For nonwhites, l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  by f a r  t h e  most 
important p r e d i c t o r ,  expla in ing  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s .  f o r  9 cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  and small  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  2 ;  concent ra t ion  of  SMSA 
nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  second i n  importance, expla in ing  
7 ;  popula t ion  d i spe r s ion  and concent ra t ion  fo l low wi th  3 each; then  
l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  South wi th  5; and l a r g e  SMSA s i z e  expla ins  4 .  

For SMSA's c l a s s i f i e d  by t h e  fou r  most important s t r u c t u r a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i t  is most convenient t o  summarize s i g n i f i c a n t  
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s  by a  s e r i e s  of succes s fu l ly  
modified l i s t s ,  a s  fol lows:  L1 

Cen t ra l  Ci ty  
Propor t ion  Higher Equivalent  Proport ions Suburban Hipher 

I n  SMSA's i n  genera l ,  a l l  reg ions  and s i z e s :  

E lder  l y  Ages 10-44 t o t a l  and non- 
Unrelated ind iv idua  1s whi t e  
Broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  Nonwhite craf tsmen 

c h i l d r e n  Education 
C l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  Dropouts 
workers 

Household and s e r v i c e -  
t o t a l  and nonwhite 

Working wives 
Unemployed 
Nonwhite movers 
Nonwhites 

Young c h i l d r e n  
Migrants - to ta  1 

and nonwhite 
Famil ies  w i t h  

c h i l d r e n  
Craftsmen 
Upper middle 

r en t a  1s 
Commuters 
Highest nonwhite 

housing va lues  
(except South) 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  above, i n  l a r g e  SMSA's 
i n  a l l  reg ions :  

Nonwhite c  l e r i c a  1 and 
s a l e s  

Unsound r e n t a  1s 
Low income 

Upper middle 
nonwhite housing 
va lues  

Highest r e n t a  1s 

7/  Reference i s  t o  t o t a l  popula t ion  un le s s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  - 
pref ixed  by "nonwhite . " 



Cen t ra l  Ci ty  
Propor t ion  Higher Equivalent  Proport ions Suburban Higher 

And i n  t h e  North a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  SMSA's: 

Nonwhites 
Young nonwhite 

c h i l d r e n  
Middle age 
Movers 
Undereducated 
Operat ives  
Low r e n t s  

Managers 
Highest  housing 

va lues  

But i n  t h e  l a rge  and Northeast SMSA's: 

College gradu- 
a t e s  

P ro fe s s iona l  and 
technica  1 workers 

Income over  $8,000 
t o t a l  and non- 
whi te  

I n  t he  North without  r e spec t  t o  s i z e :  

Nonwhites under age 
10 

Nonwhite f ami l i e s  
w i th  c h i l d r e n  

Nonwhite underedu- 
ca t ed  

School dropouts 
Labore r s - to t a l  and 

nonwhite ( a l so  i n  
West ) 

Nonwhite ope ra t ives  

Working mothers Nonwhite p ro fe s -  
s i o n a l  and 
technica  1 

Nonwhite managers 



Cen t ra l  C i ty  
Propor t ion  Higher Equivalent  Propor t ions  Suburban Higher 

And i n  t h e  Northeast ,  wi thout  r e spec t  t o  s i z e :  

Operat ives  Nonwhite middle income Middle age and 
Nonwhite low income Unsound owner occupied e l d e r l y  non- 
Nonwhite unemploy- housing-tota  1 and whi tes  

ment nonwhite Nonwhite un re l a -  
t e d  ind iv idua  1s 

Nonwhite c o l l e g e  
graduates  

Upper middle 
housing va lues  

Highest nonwhite 
r e n t a  1s 

But i n  t h e  South and West, without  r e spec t  t o  
s i z e :  

Middle age and 
e l d e r l y  nonwhites 

College graduates  
( a l so  i n  North 
Centra 1 )  

Managers 
Income over  $8,000 
Nonwhite middle 

income (a l so  i n  
North Cen t r a l )  

Nonwhite middle 
housing va lues  
(a l so  i n  North 
Cen t r a l )  

P ro fe s s iona l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  ( a l s o  
i n  North Cen t r a l )  

Nonwhite p ro fe s s iona l  and 
technica  1 

Nonwhite managers 
Nonwhite ope ra t ives  
Nonwhite unemployment 

(North Centra 1 
i n s t e a d  of  West) 

Upper middle housing 
va lues  

Lower middle r e n t s  ( a l so  
i n  North Cen t r a l )  

Young nonwhite 
c h i l d r e n  

Nonwhite f a m i l i e s  
w i th  c h i  l d ren  

Undereducated- 
t o t a l  and non- 
whi te  

Schoo 1 dropouts  
Nonwhite low 

income 
Middle income- 

t o t a l  and 
nonwhite 

Working mothers 
( a l s o  i n  North 
Centra 1)  

Unsound owner 
occupied housing 

Lowest nonwhite 
r e n t s  (South 
on ly )  



C e n t r a l  Ci ty  
Propor t ion  Higher Equivalent  Propor t ions  Suburban Higher 

I n  smal l  SMSA's, a l l  r eg ions :  

Col lege gradua tes  Movers Undereducated 
Profess  iona 1 and Nonwhite c l e r i c a  1 and Operat ives  

technica  1 s a l e s  Middle income 
Managers Unemployment Unsound r e n t a  1s 
Household and s e r v i c e -  Highest r e n t s  

t o t a l  and nonwhite 
Income over  $8,000 
Highest housing va lues  
Upper middle nonwhite 

housing va lues  

I n  SMSA's w i th  a  high percentage of  nonwhites, 
i r r e s p e c t i v e  of  reg ion ,  s i z e ,  o r  popula t ion  
d i spe r sa  1 : 

Nonwhite age 30-44 
Nonwhite movers 
Broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  

c h i l d r e n  
Household and s e r v i c e  
workers 

Unemployed 

Fami l ies  w i th  
c h i l d r e n  

Craftsmen 
Migrants 

These l ists c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  common t o  a l l  
SMSA's r e f e r ,  wi th  one o r  two except ions ,  t o  middle s t a t u s  o r  
nons t a tu s  s o c i a l  and economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  I n  t h e  l a r g e  and 
no r the rn  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  p l a c e  low economic and 
s o c i a l  s t a t u s  persons and f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and t h e i r  
oppos i t e s  i n  t h e  suburbs among nonwhites a s  w e l l  a s  whi tes ;  but i n  
t h e  smal l  SMSA's and those  i n  t h e  South and West, c i t i e s  tend t o  
c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  upper s t a t u s ,  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n ,  wh i l e  t h e  
suburbs accommodate t h e  l e s s  p r i v i l e g e d ,  and nonwhites of  a l l  
s t a t u s  a r e  more evenly d i s t r i b u t e d .  Populat ion d i s p e r s a l  and a  
high p ropor t i on  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  SMSA tend ,  by and l a r g e ,  t o  
accen tua t e  t h e  tendenc ies  o f  t h e  l a r g e  and no r the rn  SMSA p a t t e r n s .  



Census Bureau Analysis  of  Socioeconomic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
of  Cen t r a l  C i ty  and Urban Fr inge  Populat ions 

I n  t h e  SMSA d e f i n i t i o n  used i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t h e  suburban o r  
noncen t r a l  c i t y  a r e a  i nc ludes  a l l  t h e  land and popula t ion  w i t h i n  
county boundaries .  I n  some cases ,  on ly  a  smal l  p o r t i o n  of t h e  
county a r e a  i s  urbanized.  While t h i s  approach has  many advantages 
wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  f i x i n g  p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a c t i o n  and f o r  
intergovernmental  r e l a t i o n s '  p o s i t i o n s  gene ra l l y ,  i t  does have t h e  
e f f e c t  of  i nc lud ing  many r u r a l  nonfarm and r u r a l  farm persons i n  
t h e  suburban d a t a .  The e f f e c t  o f  i nc lud ing  t h e s e  nonurban r e s i d e n t s  
may be t o  lower t h e  suburban averages which inc lude  both weal thy and 
poor suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s  and t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  and suburban popula t ions .  

An a n a l y s i s  o f  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s ,  based on a  
socioeconomic index,  was r e c e n t l y  c a r r i e d  o u t  by t h e  Census Bureau, 
excluding r u r a l  a r e a s  from t h e  comparison. 81 The r e s u l t ,  a t  l e a s t  
f o r  t h e  Nation a s  a  whole, shows somewhat wider  c e n t r a l  c i t y  
d i s p a r i t i e s  than  t h e  Commission s tudy .  The Census Bureau a n a l y s i s ,  
un fo r tuna t e ly ,  i s  no t  broken down by r eg ion  o r  o t h e r  me t ropo l i t an  
a r e a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  It uses  a  new a n a l y t i c a l  approach which, 
r a t h e r  than a t t empt ing  t o  ana lyze  i n d i v i d u a l  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r -  
i s t i c s ,  s e t s  up a  m u l t i p l e  i tem,  socioeconomic s t a t u s  s c a l e  which 
combines measures o f  occupat ion,  educa t ion ,  and income. The r e s u l t s  
a r e  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  fo l lowing  t a b l e  i n  which t h e  socioeconomic 
s t a t u s  s co re  o f  80-99 r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  h ighes t  s t a t u s  l e v e l  o f  a l l  
occupat ion ,  educa t ion ,  and income, and 0-19 t h e  lowest popula t ion  
group. 

Percent  o f  popula t ion  w i t h  
P l ace  o f  Residence T o t a l  socioeconomic s t a t u s  s c o r e  o f :  

and Color Popula t ion  80 t o  99 50 t o  79 20 t o  49 0  t o  19 

ALL AGES 

Tota l - -  
Cen t r a l  c i t i e s  100% 13.7% 42.4% 35.2% 8.6% 
Urban f r i n g e  100 22.8 50.1 23.4 3.7 

White-- 
Cen t r a l  c i t i e s  100 16.0 46.8 31.1 6 .1  
Urban f r i n g e  100 23.7 51.3 22.0 3.0 

Nonwhite-- 
Centra 1 cities 100 3 . 0  21.9 54.5 20.6 
Urban f r i n g e  100 3.6 25.2 52.7 18.4 

81 Bureau of t h e  Census, Current Populat ion Reports ,  Technica l  - 
S t u d i e s ,  S e r i e s  P-23, No. 12, J u l y  31, 1964. 



I n  a l l  a r e a s ,  whi tes  scored higher  than nonwhites.  Propor- 
t i o n a t e l y  more persons wi th  high s t a t u s  s co res  were found i n  t he  
urban f r i n g e  surrounding medium t o  l a r g e  s i z e  c i t i e s  than elsewhere. 
Cen t r a l  c i t i e s  of urbanized a r e a s  and o t h e r  urban p laces  had t h e  
next  h ighes t  propor t ion  of persons wi th  h igh  s t a t u s ,  and r u r a l  farm 
a r e a s  t h e  sma l l e s t .  

The d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  c i t y  and urban f r i n g e  were 
s t r i k i n g  a t  t h e  two ends of t h e  socioeconomic s t a t u s  s c a l e  wi th  
under 14 percent  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  popula t ion  f a l l i n g  wi th in  t h e  
h ighes t  grouping whi le  23 percent  of  t h e  urban f r i n g e  r e s i d e n t s  
were so  repor ted .  Likewise, almost twice a s  many (8.6 pe rcen t )  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  were found i n  t h e  lowest socioeconomic 
grouping a s  i n  t h e  urban f r i n g e  around c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of 50,000 
popula t ion  o r  more. 

I n  summary, i t  may be s t a t e d  t h a t  economic and s o c i a l  
d i s p a r i t i e s  indeed e x i s t  among c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburban communi- 
t i e s .  However, t hese  d i s p a r i t i e s  vary  from region  t o  region and 
from SMSA t o  SMSA. 

The c l a s s i c  dichotomy of  t h e  poorer  c e n t r a l  c i t y  con t r a s t ed  
wi th  t h e  comfortable suburb does no t  hold up when t h e  popula t ions  
involved a r e  analyzed by reg ion  and s i z e  of met ropol i tan  a r e a .  
Major elements o f  t h e  dochotomy--education, income, employment, and 
hous ing- - f i t  t h e  s t e r e o t y p e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  only i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  and those  loca ted  i n  t h e  Northeast .  But i n  t h e  South 
and West, t h e  p a t t e r n  tends t o  run t h e  o t h e r  way. 

Low income i s  a problem o f  equiva len t  importance i n  c i t i e s  
and suburbs except  i n  t h e  l a r g e  and Northeast  SMSA's where it i s  
d e f i n i t e l y  more of a problem i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Unsound and 
low va lue  housing i s  much more conspicuous i n  t h e  suburbs than i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  o u t s i d e  t h e  Northeast .  

Almost everywhere t h e  propor t ion  of nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  i s  h ighe r  than i n  t h e  suburbs,  and t h e  most s t r i k i n g  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n t i a l s ,  o u t s i d e  t h e  South, a r e  found where 
nonwhites a r e  concent ra ted .  Likewise, p ropor t ions  of e l d e r l y  
persons and broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  a r e  much l a r g e r  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  than i n  t h e  suburbs.  



U n i t e d  S t a t e s  T o t a l s  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES AND PAYROLLS WITHIN AND OUTSIDE 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS. BY FUNCTION: OCTOBER 1962 

.............................. Putlliu welfare 
iklwpi Lala ................................... ...................................... ilaaltll 
Pulli!e probuctlql ........................... ............................. b'lrc protectjm 
&wora~.e .................................... 
Stm!tntlql other t l m  eewernge .............. 
P u r b  and rccraatlm ........................ ........................... IlsLual resuurceu 
IlounW and urban rmerral ................... ................................... Airpul.t~;. 
Water ~ P B I I D P O ~ ~  md tenninala ............... .................................. Comeotlm ................................... Llbrapic.8 
t b e u ~ c l u l  ndmlnlutrtlt lm .. ,... ............. 
General rimtl.ol ............................. 
lu::sl l i t i l l  t i e s .  totbl ............... .. ..... 

I n t m  s i ippu  ............................. 
I.lect1'lc power ........................... 
'r..unilt ... ............................... 
Chd supip1y ............................... 

1it:ie: mJ unalluouble ....................... 
.- ... -- . - - 

. 
Outside 
W'Q 

yees 

e) 
1.914. 8'11 

hi ted States Within Outnide 
t o t a l  SrlSA'r W ' e  

Full-timt local govemnent ampluyeev Part-time local euvernment emyloyeea 

M t e d  Statee 
t o t a l  

NOTE: B e c a u s e  of r o u n d i n g .  d e t a i l  may not a d d  to t o t a l s  . 

Within Outside 
SISA ' ti SA%'s 



United S t a t e s  T o t a l s  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES AND PAYROLLS WITHIN AND OUTSIDE STANDARD 
METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS. BY FUNCTION : OCTOBER 1962 (Cont . ) 

............... All functicas. t o t a l  

............................... Educaticn. t o t a l  
Teachers .................................... 
Other ....................................... 

Punctionn other than education, t o t a l  .......... 
Hiehways .................................... 
Public welfare .............................. ................................... Ilospitals 
Ilealth ...................................... 
Police protec t im ........................... 
F i r e  protec t lm ............................. 
Sewerage .................................... 
Snni ta t im other than sewerage .............. 
Park8 end r e c r e a t i m  ........................ 
Natural r e s n u r e e  s.......................... ................... llwslng and urban renewai 
Airporta ..................................... 
Water transport end ternlinals ............... .................................. Corrertim 
Libmriea ................................... 
Financial nmlnlbt rn t icn  .................... 
Oweral c m t r o l  ............................. 
h n l  u t l l i t l e a .  t o t a l  ...................... 

Water supply ............................. 
Flec'l'ic purer .......................... 
Tr-1 t.'. ................................ 
Ons uupply .............................. 

W r r  and mallocable  ...................... 

uivalent number of l o c a l  
rnment employees 
I 

Percent 
enrpl 

full-time e q u i v a l m t  
u n t .  by funct im 

. 

NOTE: Because o f  rounding. d e t a i l  may n o t  add t o  t o t a l s  . .. 
1 Calcu la t i on  based on t h e  e s t ima ted  r e s i d e n t  popula t ion  of  t h e  United 

S t a t e s  a s  of  J u l y  1. 1962 (185.822.000). and i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a t  
t h a t  d a t e  between t h e  212 a r e a s  recognized a s  SMSA's f o r  t h e  1960 
Census of  Popula t ion  and t h e  ba lance  o f  t h e  count ry  . The popula t ion  
of  t h e  combined SMSA's was e s t ima ted  on t h e  b a s i s  of  da t a  c o l l e c t e d  
i n  t h e  Current  Popula t ion  Survey o f  t h e  Bureau o f  t h e  Census . 

* Less than  0.5 employees pe r  10. 000 popula t ion  . 



U n i t e d  S t a t e s  T o t a  1s 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES AND PAYROLLS WITHIN AND OUTSIDE STANDARD 
METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS. BY FUNCTION: OCTOBER 1962 ( C o n t  . ) 

7 

............... A l l  fmctimn.  total  

Educatla. total ............................... 
Teachern .................................... 
Other ...................................... .......... FWprpliarra other LLm eduoation. total 
Illgh*qyy .................................... 
RIblic welfara .............................. 
l l ~ p i t l l 8  ... .............................. . 
Ilaalth ...................................... 
Wlicu protet.tlm. .......................... 
Fire protectim ........ ..................... 
Seweruge .................................... 
h i t a t l m  otlw . thun saworage .............. 
Purkr w d  rwrcatlm ........................ 
Nstural rcewraeii ........... .... .......... ................... Ilou:sl~~~ and wbsn renewal 
Airpozta .................................... 
Water tr6l1aport and temLWla ............... 
Corrcctlm .................................. 
Lila.orle& ...... ............................. 
Plnnndal u&ninlstratim .................... 
i;onernl ~ P l t r o l  ............................. ......... I k r s l  i i t i l i t les .  t n t a l  ............ 

Weter aupply . ........................... 
Electrlc paver .... ....................... 
TrMolt .................................. 
ass bupply ............................... 

Wlcr and mallochble ....................... 

yeen. by type ol r 1.9&. 682 
1.123. 270 

911. 051 
2l2.219 
861. 413 
99. 827 
30. 5W 
09. MO 
21. 517 

Ul .057 
74. 497 
20. 314 
38. 976 
34. U 6  ..... 
LC. 356 
4 .  440 
3. 574 

15. 059 
14. 491 
40. 265 
59. 070 

109. 244 
40. 287 
26.341 
38. U 6  
4. 470 

52. 934 

NOTE: B e c a u s e  of r o u n d i n g .  d e t a i l  may not a d d  to t o t a l s  . 



POPULAT~ON or STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY REGIONS, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1960 AND 1950 
[Mlaus dgn (-) denotan demwe] 

In SMSA'o .................................. 112,IUI6, 178 89,316,905 -- .--- 
aenttel o ~ t ~ e s  ........................................ a,004,334 52,371,318 
Outslde oentral cities ................................ M,8W), 844 38,945,524 

NORTHEAST 
1n BMBA's. .................................... 85,846,606 51,267,169 

.---- ---- 
Central citlw~ ........................................ J7,321,731 17,881,4QO 
Outulde ctuitrel cltits ................................ 18,024,774 13,385, 078 

NORTki CENTRAL 
...................................... I In SMYA'N 30, 969,961 2tTD074,674 --- 

O ~ t r a l  oltlwi ........................................ 16,610,746 15,836,656 
outslde central cltlea ................................ 14,440,215 8,238,018 

SOUTH 
b sH*Ae8 ..................................... 2 6 7  1 19, 417,761 

WEST 
h8MH*'...-.. .1 20.111.517 I 13,M7,M9 ................................ 

I ........................................ Oantral citles 0,110, om 0,032880 
Outelde oentral cltlea ................................ 11,021,237 4624,010 

- 
Total 

Number Percent --- ---- 

Change, 1950 to lOaO - 
Based on 1060 limitv of From annazatlonv 

o ~ t r a l  cltles -- 
Number I Percent Number I Percent 
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Chapter I11 

ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, GOVE-NTAL STRUCTURE, AND 
PUBLIC FINANCE I N  METROPOLITAN AREAS 

The fol lowing s t a t i s t i c a l  da ta  on economic a c t i v i t y  and 
resources ,  governmental s t r u c t u r e ,  and pub l i c  f inance  i n  metropol i-  
t an  a r e a s  a r e  presented a s  a  coun te rpa r t  t o  Chapter 11, which 
examined t h e  e x t e n t  of s o c i a l  and economic d i f f e r ences  between 
r e s i d e n t s  of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  and a s  a  backdrop t o  t h e  
recommendations f o r  s t r u c t u r a  1 adjustments  of governmenta 1 j u r i s  - 
d i c t i o n s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and modi f ica t ions  of in te rgovern-  
mental f i n a n c i a l  arrangements.  These s t a t i s t i c a l  h i g h l i g h t s ,  
l a r g e l y  der ived  from t h e  1962 Census of  Governments, i n d i c a t e  t h e  
prominence of t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  i n  terms of economic a c t i v i t y ,  
t h e  growing fragmentat ion of governmental u n i t s ,  and t h e  s i g n i f i -  
can t  range of  revenue sources and expenditures  by l o c a l  governments 
i n  t h e s e  a r e a s .  

Economic A c t i v i t y  

The economic resources  of t h e  United S t a t e s  a r e  concent ra ted  
i n  i t s  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  I n  almost a l l  c a ses ,  i nd i ces  t h a t  
measure economic resources  and a c t i v i t y  were h igher  than t h e  pro- 
po r t ion  of  t h e  populat ion (63 pe rcen t ) ,  shown by t h e  1960 Census of 
Populat ion,  t h a t  r e s i d e s  w i t h i n  t h e  212 met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

As of June 1960, met ropol i tan  a r e a s  accounted f o r  78.6 
percent  of a l l  bank d e p o s i t s .  L/ I n  1958, met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
accounted f o r  more than th ree - fou r ths  (76.8 pe rcen t )  of  t h e  va lue  
added by manufacture, contained 67.2 percent  of  t he  coun t ry ' s  manu- 
f a c t u r i n g  es tab l i shments ,  accounted f o r  73.8 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  
number of  i n d u s t r i a l  employees, and 78.5 percent  of a l l  manufactur- 
i n g  p a y r o l l s .  Of t h e  t o t a l  amount of  va lue  added by manufacture i n  

1/ Federa l  Reserve System, "Dis t r ibu t ion  of Bank Deposits by - 
Counties and Standard Metropol i tan Areas."  (Information 
r e f l e c t s  212 met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  ) December 1960. 



t h a t  yea r ,  55.2 percent  was a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  40 major met ropol i tan  
a r e a s ,  i n  which 52 percent  of  a l l  i n d u s t r i a l  es tab l i shments  were 
l oca t ed  w i t h  62.8 percent  of  i n d u s t r i a l  employees and 57.1 percent  
of  t h e  p a y r o l l s .  21 A major p o r t i o n  of  b u i l d i n g  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  
Nation takes  p l a c e  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  I n  1959, and a g a i n  i n  
1960, 69 percent  of  a l l  "housing s t a r t s "  occurred i n  t h e s e  a r e a s .  21 

A s  of  1961, over  69 percent  of  t h e  Nat ion ' s  t a x a b l e  a s se s sed  
v a l u a t i o n  involved proper ty  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  A s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  
t h e  fo l lowing  t a b l e ,  types  of  assessed  v a l u a t i o n  d i f f e r  cons ider -  
ab ly  w i t h i n  and o u t s i d e  of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

1 Percent  o f  t a x a b l e  ( 
Class  of  Property a s se s sed  v a l u a t i o n s  

Within Outside 
SMSA ' s SMSA ' s 

o c a l l y  assessed  proper ty :  
Real e s t a t e  
Persona l  p roper ty  14.4 

OTAL 100.0 100.0 

S t a t e  a s se s sed  proper ty  makes up a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  sma l l e r  p a r t  of  
t h e  p rope r ty  t a x  base i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than  elsewhere.  This  
may r e f l e c t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  S t a t e  assessment p e r t a i n s  mainly t o  r a i l -  
roads and u t i l i t i e s  whose ope ra t i ons  tend t o  be geographica l ly  
d i spe r sed .  

Fu r the r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  gross  a s se s sed  va lue  of  l o c a l l y  
assessed  r e a l  e s t a t e  by c l a s s  o f  p roper ty  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  more 
va luab le  r e s i d e n t i a l ,  commercial, and i n d u s t r i a l  p r o p e r t i e s  
comprise a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a r g e r  po r t i on  of t h e  proper ty  t a x  base i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than o u t s i d e .  Acreage and farms a r e  cons ider -  
ab ly  more important  t o  t h e  proper ty  t a x  base o u t s i d e  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s .  

2 1  Bureau of  t h e  Census, "1958 Census of Manufactures" (Informa- - 
t i o n  p e r t a i n s  t o  t h e  188 met ropol i tan  a r e a s  then des igna t ed . )  

31 Cons t ruc t ion  Review (March 1961),  p.  15. - 



Class  of  Real Proper ty  a s se s sed  va lua t ions  
Within Outsidc 
SMSA ' s SMSA ' s 

Acreage and farms 3 . 5  32 - 8  
Commercia 1 and indus t r i a  1 29.7 18.6 
Other 3 . 1  5.7 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 

> 

I Percent  of  t axab le  - 
2 

7 

- 
Another s i g n i f i c a n t  measure of  l o c a l  t a x  resources  i s  family 

income. The 1960 Census of  Populat ion revea led  t h a t  l a r g e r ,  r a t h e r  
than  sma l l e r ,  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a s  a  whole had a  lower propor t ion  
of f a m i l i e s  wi th  incomes under $3,000 and a  h igher  propor t ion  of 
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  incomes over  $10,000. Of more immediate i n t e r e s t  t o  
intergovernmental  concerns i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  gene ra l ly  and t o  
t h i s  s tudy  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  however, i s  t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e  i n t e r r e l a -  
t i o n s h i p  of  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  between t h e  c i t y  and i t s  suburban 
a r e a .  Seymour Sacks, i n  a  s tudy  of met ropol i tan  f i s c a l  problems 
sponsored by t h e  Brookings I n s t i t u t i o n ,  found t h a t  even though 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  l a r g e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  have l e s s  a b s o l u t e  
poverty (defined a s  family income below $3,000) than c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
i n  sma l l e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  they have more r e l a t i v e  poverty when 
compared t o  t h e i r  suburban neighbors .  &/ Likewise, t h e  l a r g e r ,  
met ropol i tan  a r e a  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  have l e s s  r e l a t i v e  a f f l u e n c e  
(family income over  $10,000) than  t h e i r  suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  . 
The p a t t e r n  i s  reversed  f o r  sma l l e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  where t h e r e  
i s  a  g r e a t e r  r e l a t i v e  concent ra t ion  of  f ami l i e s  wi th  incomes under 
$3,000 o u t s i d e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and a  g r e a t e r  concent ra t ion  of 
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  incomes over  $10,000 i n  t he  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  

Governmental S t r u c t u r e  i n  Metropol i tan  Areas 

Metropol i tan  a r e a s  today (SMSA1s) a r e  loca ted  i n  4 7  S t a t e s  
and t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia. The only except ions a r e  Alaska, 
Vermont, and Wyoming. 

4 /  Seymour Sacks, 'Met ropol i tan  Area Finances. ' '  Paper presented  - 
a t  t h e  Annual Meeting of  t h e  Nat iona l  Tax Assoc ia t ion ,  Novem- 
be r  1963. 



I n  1960, 133 met ropol i tan  a r e a s  cons i s t ed  of  a  s i n g l e  
county each; by 1963, t h e r e  were 22 less--111 s i n g l e  county metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s .  Of 108 in t e r coun ty  a r e a s ,  32 i nc lude  t e r r i t o r y  i n  
two o r  more S t a t e s ,  an i n c r e a s e  of  8  from 1960 t o  1963. A l toge the r ,  
t he se  i n t e r s t a t e  a r e a s  were populated i n  1960 wi th  41  m i l l i o n  
persons,  23 percent  o f  t h e  Nat ion ' s  t o t a l .  

There were 18,442 independent governmental u n i t s  performing 
pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  w i t h i n  some 212 met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  o r  20 percent  of  
a l l  l o c a l  governments i n  t h e  Nation. Within t h e s e  212 a r e a s  r e s i d e  
two-thirds  of  t h e  popula t ion  i n  t h e  United States--113 m i l l i o n  
persons of  t h e  nationwide t o t a l  of  179 m i l l i o n .  

The fol lowing i s  a  summary o f  1962 da ta  on numbers of  l o c a l  
governments, by type,  w i th in  and o u t s i d e  o f  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

United Percent  
Type of  Government S t a t e s ,  Within Outside i n  

t o t a l  SMSA's SMSA's SMSA's 

A l l  l o c a l  governments 91,185 18,442 72,743 20.2 
School d i s t r i c t s  34,678 6,004 28,674 17.3 
Other 56,507 12,438 44,069 22.0 

Counties 3,043 310 2,733 10.2 
Mun ic ipa l i t i e s  17,997 4,142 13,855 23.0 
Townships 17,144 2,575 14,569 15.0 
S p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s  18,323 5,411 12,912 29.5 

The fol lowing t a b u l a t i o n  d i s t r i b u t e s  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and 
t h e i r  popula t ion  and l o c a l  governments by popula t ion  s i z e  groups o f  
a r e a s .  

Number Loca 1 
SMSA S i z e  Group o f  Populat ion,  Governments, 

(1960 Populat ion)  SMSA's 1960 (000) 1962 

A l l  SMSA's 2  12 112,885 18,442 
1,000,000 o r  more 2  4  61,582 7,227 
500,000 t o  999,999 2  9  19,215 2,857 
300,000 t o  499,999 2  8  10,373 2,146 
200,000 t o  299,999 4 1 10,182 3,141 
100,000 t o  199,999 68 9,772 2,540 
50,000 t o  99,999 22 1,761 531 



The average number of  independent u n i t s  of government per  
met ropol i tan  a rea  i s  87. This average covers  a  wide range,  from 
24 f o r  SMSA's of  l e s s  than  100,000 populat ion up t o  301 f o r  SMSA's 
of  a  m i l l i o n  o r  more; t h e  Chicago met ropol i tan  a rea  leads  t h e  
Nation wi th  1,060 l o c a l  governments. Met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  wi th  23 
percent  of t h e  Nat ion ' s  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  con ta in  a l l  c i t i e s  of  
50,000 o r  more and over  h a l f  o f  those  wi th  25,000-50,000 popula- 
t i o n .  Yet h a l f  o f  t h e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  w i th in  SMSA's s e r v e  fewer 
than 2,500 people each, and 25 percent  of  SMSA populat ions l i v e  
o u t s i d e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  

Residents  of met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  served  by more 
l aye r s  of  overlapping l o c a l  governments than r e s i d e n t s  of  nonmetro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s .  The number of mun ic ipa l i t i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
increased  by 8 percent  between 1957 and 1962, compared wi th  4 .5  
percent  f o r  t h e  country a s  a  whole. This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  r e s u l t s  i n  
l a r g e  p a r t  from t h e  more r ap id  growth of populat ion i n  SMSA's and 
t h e  concen t r a t ion  of whole new se t t l emen t s  i n  suburban a r e a s .  
Changes i n  t h e  numbers of l o c a l  governments i n  SMSA's between 1957 
and 1962 a r e  shown i n  t h e  fol lowing t abu la t ion .  

I Type of Local governments i n  Inc rease  o r  dec rease1  
loca 1 the-212 SMSA's (-) 1957 t o  1962 

government 1962 1957 Number Percent  

T o t a l  18,442 17,984 458 
School D i s t r i c t s  6,004 7,486 -1,482 
Other 12,438 10,498 1,940 

Counties 3  10 3 11 - 1 
Munic ipa l i t i e s  4,142 3,844 298 
Towns h ips  2,575 2,607 -32 
Spec ia l  d i s t r i c t s  5,411*9~ 3,736 1,675*,k 

* Less than  0.5 pe rcen t .  
** Inc luding  some types  of e n t i t i e s  no t  formerly s u b j e c t  

f i c a t i o n  a s  independent governmental u n i t s .  
t o  c l a s s i -  

Because t h e  1962 Census of Governments r e c l a s s i f i e d  s p e c i a l  
d i s t r i c t s ,  i t  i s  no t  p o s s i b l e  t o  determine how much of t h e  dramatic  
n a t i o n a l  i nc rease  i n  t h e s e  u n i t s  occurred i n  SMSA's. Met ropol i tan  
a r e a s  account f o r  30 percent  o f  a l l  s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s ,  but  they 
con ta in  51  percent  of  water  supply d i s t r i c t s  and 61 percent  of  
sewerage d i s t r i c t s .  

Reduction i n  school  d i s t r i c t s  has been tak ing  p l ace  a t  a  
slower r a t e  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than  i n  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  country--  



LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN STANDARD METROPOLITAN I STATISTICAL AREAS. BY TYPE, 1957 AND 1962 
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INTERSTATE METROPOLITAN AREAS 
Revised 1963 

States with Part of Number of Metropolitan Area 1960 
Territory 1/ County Areas Population 

New York-Northeastern 
New Jersey 21 

Chicago-Northwestern 
Indiana &/ 

Philadelphia 
St . Louis 
Washington 

*Cincinnati 
Kansas City 
Port land 
Providence-Pawtucket 
Louisville 

**Memphis 
**Springfield-Chicopee- 

Ho lyoke 
*Wo led0 
A llentown-Bethlehem- 

Easton 
Omaha 
*Wi lmington 
**Binghamton 
Chattanooga 
Duluth-Superior 
Davenport -Rock Island- 
Mo line 

Huntington-Ashland 
Co lumbus 
Augusta 
Evansville 
Wheeling 
Lawrence-Haverhill 
Steubenville-Weirton 
Fa 11 River 

**Fort Smith 
**Sioux City 
Fargo-Moorhead 
Texarkana 

New York-New Jersey 

Illinois -Indiana 
Pennsylvania-New Jersey 
Missouri-I llinois 
District of Columbia-Mary- 

land-Virginia 
Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana 
Missouri-Kansas 
Oregon-Washington 
Rhode Island-Massachusetts 
Kentucky -Indiana 
Tennessee-Arkansas 

Massachusetts-Connecticut 
Ohio-Michigan 

Pennsy lvania-New Jersey 
Nebraska -Iowa 
Delaware-New Jersey-Mary land 
New York-Pennsy lvania 
Tennessee-Georgia 
Minnesota -Wiscons in 

Iowa-Illinois 
West Virginia-Kentucky-Ohio 
Georgia-Ala bama 
Georgia-South Carolina 
Indiana-Kentucky 
West Virginia-Ohio 
Massachusetts-New Hampshire 
Ohio-West Virginia 
Massachusetts-Rhode Is land 
Arkansas-Oklahoma 
Iowa -Nebraska 
North Dakota-Minnesota 
Texas -Arkansas 

11 The State containing the central city (or more populous one when there are two - 
central cities) is listed first. 

2/ A "standard consolidated area" consisting of 4 SMSA's (New York, Newark, Jersey - 
City, and Paterson-Clifton-Passaic) plus Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J. 

3/ Counting New York City as a single area, rather than in terms of its 5 component - 
counties. 

4/ A "standard consolidated area" consisting of 2 SMSA 's (Chicago and Gary-Hammond- - 
East Chicago). 

* Former interstate metropolitan area which has become tri-state area. 
** New interstate metropolitan areas. 



LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
WITHIN AND OUTSIDE STANDARD METROPOLITAN 

STATISTICAL AREAS, BY STATES: 1962 

A l l  s tandard  met ropol i tan  United S t a t e s  
s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a s  Item To ta l  United Outside To ta l  A l l  Cen t r a l  Outlying 

. - 
S t a t e s  SMSA 's  SMSA ' s Por t ions  Po r t  ions 

Land Area (Square Miles)  

NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
A l l  Types, To ta l  

With proper ty  tax ing  power 

School D i s t r i c t s  

Other Local Governments, 
To ta l  

County Governments 

Mun ic ipa l i t i e s  
With a 1960 populat ion of 
50,000 o r  more 
25,000 t o  49,999 
10,000 t o  24,999 
5,000 t o  9,999 
2,500 t o  4,999 
1,000 t o  2,499 
Less than 1,000 

Township Governments 
With a 1960 populat ion of 
10,000 o r  more 
1,000 t o  9,999 
Less than 1,000 

Spec i a l  D i s t r i c t s  
Having power of property 
t a x a t i o n  

Single  Function D i s t r i c t s  
Na t u r a  1 resources  
Local f i r e  p ro t ec t ion  
Housing and urban renewal 
Sewerage & sewage d i sposa l  
Water supply 
A 1 1  o t h e r  

Mul t ip le  Function D i s t r i c t s  



20 percent  s i n c e  1957 a s  compared t o  31  percent  i n  t h e  Nation a s  a  
whole. Of 6,600 school  systems i n  SMSA's, however, 26 percent  
e n r o l l  fewer than 300 pup i l s  and 14 percent  a r e  nonoperat ing.  
Metropol i tan a r e a s  and many r u r a l  a r e a s  have a  long way t o  go 
toward e l imina t ing  smal l  and i n e f f i c i e n t  school  d i s t r i c t s .  

A s  i nd i ca t ed  i n  t h e  above t a b l e ,  con t r a ry  t o  n a t i o n a l  
t r ends  and t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  school  d i s t r i c t s ,  t h e  t o t a l  number of 
l o c a l  governments i n  SMSA 's a r e  not  dec l in ing .  Met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
a r e  lead ing  t h e  Nation i n  municipal i nco rpora t ions  and lagging i n  
reduct ion  of school  d i s t r i c t s .  

The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  t h e  foregoing i s  t h a t  l o c a l  government 
i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i s  unbel ievably complex; few, i f  any, metro- 
po l i t a n  a r e a s  r ece ive  t h e i r  loca 1 governmenta 1 s e r v i c e s  from a 
s i n g l e  r e spons ib l e  u n i t  of government; and f i n a l l y ,  t h e  fragmenta- 
t i o n  and overlapping of governmental u n i t s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
a r e  i nc reas ing .  

Government Employment and Finances 

S tud ie s  of  met ropol i tan  f inance  have r a r e l y  been based on 
any comprehensive surveys of met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and, u n t i l  t h e  1957 
Census o f  Governments, comparative ana lyses  were no t  poss ib l e .  I n  
a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  of d a t a ,  t h e  complex network of  
f i s c a l  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  of  Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  governments, 
t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among l o c a l  governments themselves,  and t h e  
n a t u r e  of  governmenta 1 reviews performed make a n a l y s i s  extremely 
hazardous . 

Questions of  comparative f i s c a l  resources  and governmental 
expenditures  among c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs a r e  only now begin- 
n ing  t o  be explored.  Most such a n a l y s i s  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  and f o r  t h e  
near  f u t u r e ,  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be l imi t ed  t o  comparative a n a l y s i s  of 
p a r t i c u l a r  l o c a l  func t ions  and t h e i r  f i nanc ing  a s  between metropol- 
i t a n  and nonmetropolitan governments r a t h e r  than v a r i a t i o n  of  t h e  
func t ions  w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  Such bas i c  informat ion  a s  i s  
a v a i l a b l e ,  p r imar i ly  from t h e  Census of Governments, fo l lows .  



Emp loyment 

Employment i s  a  u s e f u l  measure of  t h e  ex t en t  t o  which va r ious  
l o c a l  government func t ions  a r e  c a r r i e d  on. The Census of  Govern- 
ments r e p o r t s  t h i s  information f o r  w i th in  and o u t s i d e  of  metropol i-  
t an  a r e a s  but  un fo r tuna te ly  does no t  provide a  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban 
breakdown. 

I n  r e l a t i o n  t o  populat ion,  l o c a l  governments w i th in  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  employ considerably more pub l i c  s e rvan t s  than l o c a l  
governments elsewhere f o r  numerous func t ions ,  inc luding  p o l i c e  and 
f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n ,  sewerage and o t h e r  s a n i t a t i o n ,  parks,  l i b r a r i e s ,  
and va r ious  o the r  s e r v i c e s ,  mainly urban. Nonetheless,  t h e r e  a resome 
important o f f s e t t i n g  tendencies ,  e s p e c i a l l y  wi th  regard t o  l o c a l  
government employment f o r  educat ion.  I n  October 1962, l o c a l  govern- 
ment employment f o r  educat ion averaged only 119.5 persons per  10,000 
populat ion w i t h i n  SMSA's, a s  compared wi th  137.2 persons per  10,000 
populat ion o u t s i d e  such a r e a s .  A s i m i l a r  tendency is  found f o r  t h e  
"highways" func t ion  (11.3 persons per  10,000 i n  SMSA's, bu t  19.4 
per  10,000 elsewhere) ,  and f o r  such func t ions  a s  n a t u r a l  resources ,  
f i n a n c i a l  admin i s t r a t i on ,  and genera l  c o n t r o l .  A s  a  n e t  r e s u l t  of 
t hese  d ivergent  tendencies ,  t h e  t o t a l  of l o c a l  government employment 
f o r  a l l  func t ions  averaged only s l i g h t l y  higher  w i t h i n  SMSA's than  
elsewhere-- i .e . ,  on a  f u l l  time equiva len t  b a s i s ,  248.1 per  10,000 
i n  SMSA'S and 228.8 per  10,000 o u t s i d e .  

P a t t e r n s  of l o c a l  government r evea l  a  number of o t h e r  s i g n i -  
f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and o t h e r  a r e a s .  
There i s  considerably l e s s  p a r t  time employment i n  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s .  Monthly earn ings  a r e  h igher  f o r  l o c a l  government employees 
i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  then elsewhere f o r  a l l  of t h e  many func t ions  
repor ted .  Thus, f u l l  time t eache r s  i n  pub l i c  school  systems showed 
an October 1962 average of  $589 w i t h i n  SMSA's, a s  a g a i n s t  $461 e l s e -  
where; t h e  r e spec t ive  October average f o r  f u l l  time f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  
employees was $509 and $376; and f o r  water  system employees, $440 
wi th in  SMSA's and $333 elsewhere. 

Revenues 

Local governments w i th in  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  1962 accounted 
f o r  70 percent  of t h e  $38.3 b i l l i o n  of genera l  revenue rece ived  by 
a l l  l o c a l  governments i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  They rece ived  over $48 
per  cap i t a  revenue, o r  27 percent ,  more than l o c a l  governments 
o u t s i d e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  The g r e a t e s t  p a r t  of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  
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was due t o  r e l a t i v e  r e l i a n c e  on t h e  property t a x .  Local govern- 
ments i n  SMSA's obta ined  50 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  genera l  revenues 
from proper ty  t axes ,  whereas l o c a l  governments o u t s i d e  SMSA's 
rece ived  43.6 percent - - in  money terms, a d i f f e r e n c e  of $36 per  
c a p i t a .  On the  o t h e r  hand, l o c a l  governments i n  SMSA's received 
r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  on S t a t e  a i d s  than  non-SMSA l o c a l i t i e s :  24.7 
percent  and 36.7 percent  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o r  a d o l l a r  d i f f e r e n c e  of $9 
per  person.  

Per Capita Local Government General Revenue 
P a t t e r n s  Within and Outside Metropol i tan 

Areas i n  t h e  United S t a t e s :  1962 

t 
Within SMSA's Outside SMSA's United S t a t e s  
Per Per Per 

Capita Capita Capita 
Amount Percent  Amount Percent Amount Percent  

To ta l  gene ra l  $223.78 100.0 $175.06 100.0 $206.36 100.0 
revenue 

Property taxes  111.78 50.0 76.30 43.6 99.09 48.0 
Other l o c a l  18.41 8.2 5.74 3 .3  13.88 6 .7  

t axes  
S t a t e  a i d s  55.35 24.7 64.29 36.7 58.54 28.4 
Other genera 1 38.24 17.1 28.73 16.4 34.85 16.9 

revenues 

Expenditures 

I n  1962, l o c a l  governments i n  SMSA's spent  over  $68, o r  34 
pe rcen t ,  more per  c a p i t a  than l o c a l  governments o u t s i d e  SMSA's. 
The types  of  s e rv i ces  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  urban cen te r s  accounted f o r  
much of  t h e  d i f f e r ence .  Publ ic  we l f a re  expenditures  were $16.13 i n  
SMSA's, $9.78 o u t s i d e ;  p o l i c e  p ro t ec t ion  $12.59 and $5.28; f i r e  
p r o t e c t i o n  $7.79 and $2.91; sewerage $8.44 and $3.98; housing and 
urban renewal $8.69 and $1.61; and parks and r e c r e a t i o n  $6.43 and 
$1.77. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, l o c a l  government expenditures  o u t s i d e  
SMSA's were g r e a t e r  than those  i n s i d e  SMSA's f o r  highways ($22.85 
compared t o  $18.46) and almost a s  g r e a t  f o r  educat ion ($95.29 
o u t s i d e  SMSA's compared t o  $97.29 i n s i d e ) .  Education accounted f o r  
47.7 percent  of l o c a l  governments' expenditures  per  c a p i t a  o u t s i d e  
SMSA'S compared t o  36.4 percent  i n s i d e  SMSA's. 



Per Capita Local Government General Expenditure 
P a t t e r n s  Within and Outside Metropol i tan  Areas i n  

t h e  United S t a t e s :  1962 

Within Outside United 
SMSA ' s SMSA ' s S t a t e s  

Tota 1 $267 .05 $199.68 $242.96 
Education 97.29 95.29 96.57 
Highways 18.46 22.85 20.03 
Publ ic  we l f a re  16.13 9.78 13.86 
P o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n  12.59 5.28 9.98 
F i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  7.79 2 .91  6.05 
Sewerage 8.44 3.98 6.85 
Housing and urban renewal 8.69 1.61 6.16 
Parks and r e c r e a t i o n  6.43 1.77 4.77 

Cen t r a l  City-Suburban F i s c a l  Di f fe rences  

More d i r e c t l y  r e l evan t  t o  t h i s  s tudy i s  an a n a l y s i s  of 
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s .  Harvey Brazer,  i n  a  s tudy  of  t h e  
12 l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  count ry ,  found t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  
s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a rea  i n  t h e  amount spent  per  c a p i t a ,  i n  t o t a l ,  and f o r  
s e p a r a t e  major func t ions  such a s  educat ion,  highways, we l f a re ,  
e t c .  51 

Highway expenditures  were fourid t o  be inve r se ly  a s soc i a t ed  
wi th  popula t ion  dens i ty ;  t h a t  i s ,  they were s l i g h t l y  h ighe r  i n  t h e  
suburbs.  Rapid popula t ion  growth r equ i r ing  l a r g e  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y s  
f o r  new schools  a l s o  r e s u l t e d  i n  h igher  educat ion expenditures  i n  
t h e  suburbs.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i ~ n  and 
we l f a re  had t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l  of per  c a p i t a  expendi ture  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Likewise, expenditures  f o r  such func t ions  a s  h e a l t h  
and h o s p i t a l s ,  urban renewal, pub l i c  housing, and s a n i t a t i o n  were 
c o n s i s t e n t l y  h igher  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  than i n  t h e  suburban j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n s  of  t hese  12 l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  country.  

5 /  Harvey E . Brazer,  "Some F i s c a l  Impl ica t ions  of Metropolitanism, - 
i n  Metropol i tan  I s sues :  S o c i a l ,  Governmental, F i s c a l  (Syracuse: 
Syracuse Un ive r s i t y ,  1962), pp. 61-82. 



Sacks, i n  h i s  s t u d i e s  f o r  Brookings I n s t i t u t i o n ,  has  analyzed 
per  c a p i t a  expendi tures  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and t h e  remainder of  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  f o r  t h e  24 l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  o f  t h e  
country.  61 I n  1960, t h e s e  24 SMSA's had almost 55 percent  o f  t h e  
t o t a l  popula t ion  of  t h e  113 mi l l i on  r e s i d i n g  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  
A s  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  t a b l e  below, l e v e l s  of  expendi tures  measured 
both i n  per  c a p i t a  terms and a s  a  percent  of  income, a r e  a lmost  
uniformly h igher  on t h e  average f o r  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  than f o r  t h e  
remainder o f  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  Per  c a p i t a  expendi tures  f o r  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  averaged s l i g h t l y  over  $200 per c a p i t a .  The average 
o u t s i d e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  was $168 per  c a p i t a .  

Because of  t h e  complexi t ies  imposed by intergovernmental  
f i nanc ing ,  comparison between c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburbs w i t h i n  i n d i -  
v i d u a l  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i s  more s i g n i f i c a n t  than a  comparison of 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  (and suburbs)  among met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  Local f i s c a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between and wi th in  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  a  r e s u l t  o f ,  
among o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  S t a t e  assumption o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d i r e c t  
expendi tures  on such func t ions  a s :  (a )  pub l i c  we l f a r e  and highways; 
(b) S t a t e  a i d  i n  f i nanc ing  of  educa t ion ,  pub l i c  w e l f a r e . a n d ,  t o  a  
l e s s e r  e x t e n t ,  highways and h e a l t h ;  and (c) d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t a x  bases ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  po r t i on  of  t h e  
proper ty  t a x  base i s  used by l o c a l  governments. 

Sacks '  work t o  d a t e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  key t o  an understand-  
i n g  o f  l o c a l  government f inances  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i s  t h e  S t a t e .  
The S t a t e  government provides  s e r v i c e s  d i r e c t l y  t o  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s  o r  provides  a i d  t o  such a r e a s  i n  vary ing  amounts. Sacks 
concludes t h a t  f o r  t h e  24 l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  l o c a l  expendi tures  and taxes  a r e  f a r  i n  
excess  of  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  income o r  o t h e r  socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s -  
t i c s .  The p r i n c i p a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  among met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  t h e  
r e s u l t  of  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  S t a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d i r e c t  expendi- 
t u r e s  and f o r  t a x e s .  The ex t en t  of  S t a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  t h e  most 
important  determinant  o f  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l s  of  expendi ture  and t a x e s .  

The a n a l y s i s  of  economic and s o c i a l  populat ion d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  
Chapter I1 r e v e a l s  t h a t  t h e s e  d i s p a r i t i e s  vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y  by s i z e  
o f  met ropol i tan  a r ea  and reg ion .  Addi t iona l  r e sea rch  is  needed t o  
determine i f  t h e  h igher  expendi ture  r a t e ,  both i n  a b s o l u t e  terms and 

6/ Sacks,  2. s. - 



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES AND INCOME OF CENTRAL CITY AND OUTSIDE 
CENTRAL CITIES FOR THE 24 LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, 1957 

Standard Metropolitan Cen t r a l  C i ty  Outside Cen t r a l  C i ty  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Area Per  Capita  Per Capita  

(In descending Percent  expendi- Percent  expendi- 
population s i z e )  Expenditures  Income t u r e s  t o  income Expenditures  Income t u r e s  t o  income 

New York $257 $2,306 11.1 $259 $2,734 9 .5  
Los Angeles 2 90 2,541 11.4 2 02 2,422 8 . 3  
Chicago 2 03 2,294 8 . 7  141 2 ,661  5.3 
Philadelphia 165 1,875 8 .8  138 2,273 6 .1  
Det ro i t  2  02 2,006 10.0 200 2,261 8 . 8  
San Francisco 224 2,534 8 . 9  230 2,468 9 .3  
Boston 2 73 1,916 14.2 182 2,304 8 . 0  
P i t t sburgh  188 1,944 9.7 132 1,945 6.8 
S t  . Louis 14 7 1 ,801 8.2 12 5 2,214 5 . 6  
Washington 2 34 2,403 9.7 148 2,548 5.8 
Cleveland 18 0 1,856 9.7 18 6 2,784 6.7 
Baltimore 199 2,049 9.7 142 1,869 7.6 
Newark 243 1,793 13.6 182 2,748 6 .6  
Minneapolis 18 6 2,210 8 .4  194 2,174 8 . 9  
Buf fa  l o  193 1,910 10.1 210 2,114 9.9 
Houston 155 2,063 7.5 18 7 1,934 9.7 
Milwaukee 229 2,105 10.9 2 10 2,550 8.2 
Pa t . ,  C l i f . ,  Pass .  15 6 2,104 7.4 156 2,646 5.9 
S e a t t l e  174 2,522 6.8 142 2,132 6.7 
Dallas 175 2,216 7.9 118 1,965 6.0 
Cincinnat i  246 2,040 12 .1  118 2,153 5.5 
Kansas City 15 7 2,175 7.2 134 2,158 6.2 
San Diego 191 2,302 8 . 3  189 2,050 9.2 
Atlanta 158 1,934 8.2 100 1,853 5.4 

Source: 1957 Census of  Governments; 1960 Census of  Popula t ion .  



i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  per  c a p i t a  income i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  and t h e  
importance of  S t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  a i d s  i n  determining l o c a l  expendi tures  
i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA'S, holds  t r u e  i n  t h e  smal le r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

Summary of Findings 

I n  b r i e f ,  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  of  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  con ta in ing  
two-thirds  o f  t h e  coun t ry ' s  popula t ion ,  account f o r  a  major s h a r e  o f  
i t s  economic a c t i v i t y  measured by such y a r d s t i c k s  a s  bank d e p o s i t s ,  
i n d u s t r i a l  product ion,  housing cons t ruc t ion ,  and proper ty  v a l u a t i o n .  

A g r e a t  o b s t a c l e  t o  e f f e c t i v e  use of t he se  resources ,  however, 
i s  t h e  p a t t e r n  of  l o c a l  government i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  It is  
unbel ievably complex, and marked by an i nc reas ing  number of  u n i t s  
t h a t  f r equen t ly  ove r l ap  one another  and fragment t h e  a r e a .  

A measure o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  burdens of  governmental problems 
and e f f o r t s  t o  d e a l  wi th  them a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l ,  w i th in  SMSA 's and 
o u t s i d e ,  i s  provided by d a t a  on employment, revenues,  and expendi- 
t u r e s .  Local governments w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  engage only  
s l i g h t l y  more employees, r e l a t i v e  t o  populat ion,  than  do loca 1 
governments o u t s i d e  SMSA's, bu t  they pay cons iderab ly  h ighe r  
s a l a r i e s .  Local governments w i t h i n  SMSA's r ece ive  over  27 percent  
more revenue per  c a p i t a  than those  o u t s i d e  SMSA's, depending more 
heav i ly  on proper ty  t axes  and o t h e r  l o c a l  t axes  and l e s s  on S t a t e  
a i d s .  They a l s o  spend more per  c a p i t a  o v e r a l l ,  mainly because o f  
g r e a t e r  demand f o r  s e r v i c e s  of a  b a s i c a l l y  urban n a t u r e ,  such a s  
p o l i c e  and f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  and urban renewal and housing. 

Only l i m i t e d  da ta  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  pe rmi t t i ng  f i s c a l  comparisons 
between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  SMSA's. Avai lab le  s t u d i e s  
i n d i c a t e ,  however, t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  expendi- 
t u r e  p a t t e r n s  of  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs.  Highway and educa t ion  
expendi tures  per  c a p i t a  tend t o  be h igher  i n  t h e  suburbs; p o l i c e  and 
f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n ,  we l f a r e ,  h o s p i t a l s ,  urban renewal,  pub l i c  housing, 
and s a n i t a t i o n  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  For a t  l e a s t  t h e  l a r g e r  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s ,  expendi tures ,  measured i n  both per  c a p i t a  and percent  
of  income terms,  a r e  h igher  f o r  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  than f o r  t h e  r e s t  
of  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  The d i f f e r e n c e s  vary from a rea  t o  a r e a ,  
and among t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  causes  of  t h e  v a r i a t i o n s  a r e  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  S t a t e  r e s p o n r i b i l i t y  f o r  d i r e c t  expendi tures ,  g r a n t s -  
i n - a i d ,  and t axes .  



MUNICIPAL WVERtMENTS AND THEIR POPULATION, WITHIN AND OUTSIDE OF STANDARD METROWLIW STATISTICAL AREAS, BY 
POPULATION SIZE: 1962 
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Chapter I V  

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF METROPOLITANWIDE SERVICES 

Previous chap te r s  have revea led  a  met ropol i tan  d i s t r i -  
bu t ion  of  popula t ions  wi th  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  vary ing  governmental 
needs and c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Noted a s  w e l l  was a  complex p a t t e r n  
of  f ragmentat ion and over lapping  of  loca 1 government i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  w i th  a  l i ke l i hood  of  i nc reas ing  complexity 
r a t h e r  than s i m p l i f i c a t i o n .  A s  t h e  t r end  cont inues  toward 
popula t ion  growth and inc reas ing  number of  independent govern- 
mental j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  e q u i t a b l e  f i nanc ing  becomes more 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  achieve f o r  those  governmental s e r v i c e s  which 
c u t  ac ros s  such d i s p a r i t i e s  and p o l i t i c a l  boundaries .  A s  t h e  
Commission ind i ca t ed  i n  i t s  e a r l i e r  r e p o r t ,  Performance of  
Urban Funct ions:  Local and Areawide, t h i s  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  
ca se  w i th  r e spec t  t o  such areawide s e r v i c e s  a s  a i r  p o l l u t i o n  
c o n t r o l ,  sewage d i s p o s a l ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  h o s p i t a l s ,  and 
we l f a r e .  These s e r v i c e s  r e q u i r e  l a r g e  and i n t e g r a t e d  phys i ca l  
f a c i l i t i e s  w i th  s e r v i c e  boundaries economically d i c t a t e d  by 
popula t ion  dens i ty  and topography, of t e n  involv ing  l i t t l e  o r  
no r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  boundaries of t h e  c i t y  o r  county. The 
i s s u e s  involved i n  f i nanc ing  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  gene ra l l y  revolve  
around determining an e q u i t a b l e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  c o s t s  among 
l o c a l  governments r a t h e r  than equa l i z ing  c o s t s  based on t h e  
a b i l i t y  t o  pay. 

Aside from proposals  f o r  major o r  minor r e v i s i o n  of 
l o c a l  government s t r u c t u r e  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  dev ices  
have been advanced f o r  l i m i t i n g  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of ach iev ing  
e q u i t a b l e  f i nanc ing  o f  many l o c a l  government s e r v i c e s  i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  Such devices  i nc lude  heavier  r e l i a n c e  on 
Federa l  and S t a t e  g r a n t s ,  more widespread use of  s e r v i c e  o r  
u s e r  charges ,  and es tab l i shment  o f  new and broader  t a x  l e v i e s .  
Addi t iona l  p roposa ls  of t h e  Commission dea l ing  wi th  c e r t a i n  
of  t h e s e  approaches a r e  contained i n  t h e  recommendations 
(Chapter V)  . 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  because l o c a l  governments i n  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s  must pay a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  t h e  c o s t s  of  such areawide 
programs, much could be done t o  improve t h e  manner i n  which 
they n e g o t i a t e  and agree  on e q u i t a b l e  f i nanc ing .  



The Commission has  long been i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of  improved methods f o r  areawide agreement and 
sha r ing  o f  c o s t s  on a  f a i r  and e q u i t a b l e  b a s i s .  It f e e l s  t h a t  
p rogress  could be made i f  i t  were p o s s i b l e  t o  determine c o s t s  
f o r  t h e  areawide program, and b e n e f i t s  t o  r e s i d e n t s  and 
governments through o b j e c t i v e  a n a l y t i c a l  s t u d i e s  u s ing  agreed 
upon methods o f  a n a l y s i s .  Such de te rmina t ions  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  
needed i n  provid ing  areawide s e r v i c e s  where t h e  r e l i a n c e  on 
u s e r  charges  cannot be expected t o  cover  t h e  c o s t  of t h e  
s e r v i c e s ,  such a s  mass t r a n s i t  and parks and r e c r e a t i o n .  

Cos t -benef i t  a n a l y s i s  designed t o  provide a  b a s i s  f o r  
coope ra t i ve  n e g o t i a t i o n s  among j u r i s d i c t i o n s  has come i n t o  
r a t h e r  ex t ens ive  use  r e c e n t l y  i n  conjunc t ion  wi th  many Federa l  
programs, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  regard  t o  water  r e sou rces ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  
and highways. This  technique may o f f e r  h e l p f u l  gu ide l ines  f o r  
use  by s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

For many met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  a  s i n g l e  areawide govern- 
ment whose boundaries  a r e  coterminous w i th  t h e  scope of  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  s e r v i c e  i s  n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  nor  n e c e s s a r i l y  
app rop r i a t e .  I n  many s i t u a t i o n s  i t  appears  more l l k e l y  t h a t  
ad hoc o r  func t ion  by func t ion  arrangements among e x i s t i n g  
l o c a l  u n i t s  w i l l  a s s u r e  t h a t  t h e s e  func t ions  w i l l  be performed 
more e f f i c i e n t l y  on an areawide b a s i s .  Such arrangements w i l l  
r e q u i r e  a l l o c a t i n g  t h e  c o s t s  of s e r v i c e s  among t h e  independent 
u n i t s  on a  f a i r  and e q u i t a b l e  b a s i s .  The rub,  of  course ,  
e n t e r s  when one seeks t o  determine what i s  a  " f a i r  and 
equ i t ab l e ' '  bas i s - - reason  enough f o r  t h e  i nc reas ing  a t t e n t i o n  
being given techniques known a s  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s .  

This  chap te r  examines t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of t r a n s f e r r i n g  
o r  adap t ing  concepts  o f  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  urban 
scene .  P a s t  and c u r r e n t  use  o f  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  on 
governmental p r o j e c t s  i s  examined and methods suggested f o r  
u s ing  i t  t o  b r ing  about  more e q u i t a b l e  f i nanc ing  of  urban 
s e r v i c e s .  Although ou r  s tudy  shows t h a t  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  
cannot  answer a l l  ques t ions  r a i s e d  i n  reaching  i n t e l l i g e n t  
d e c i s i o n s ,  i t  does answer some and c l a r i f y  o t h e r s .  



Appl ica t ions  of  Cost-Benefi t  Analysis  

Techniques of  cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  have been prominently 
app l i ed  t o  such pub l i c ly  supported p r o j e c t s  a s  highway cons t ruc-  
t i o n  and t h e  development o f  water  resources .  I n  f a c t ,  much 
publ ished l i t e r a t u r e  i s  concerned wi th  t h e  l a t t e r .  Both 
s e r v i c e s  a r e  amenable t o  charging o r  imputing p r i c e s  f o r  t h e i r  
ou tput  and hence approximate p r i v a t e  market condi t ions  more 
c l o s e l y  than most governmental a c t i v i t i e s .  Following i s  a  b r i e f  
d i s cus s ion  o f  some of t h e  c o s t - b e n e f i t  s t u d i e s  L/ of  t he se  
s e r v i c e s .  

Highways 

Benef i t s  from new o r  improved highways have been 
c l a s s i f i e d  i n  two groups: (1) Savings i n  money and time t o  t h e  
p re sen t  highway u s e r s  i n  t h e  reg ion .  These savings i nc lude  
v e h i c l e  ope ra t i ng  c o s t  r educ t ions ,  fewer a c c i d e n t s ,  and reduced 
t r a v e l  t ime requirements .  (2) Increased  product ion and economic 
a c t i v i t y  due t o  improved access  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  l oca t ions  and due 
t o  t h e  reduc t ions  i n  t r a n s p o r t  c o s t s  and time requirements .  
These reduc t ions  en l a rge  marketing a r e a s  f o r  p r e sen t  p r o j e c t s  
and provide t h e  oppor tun i ty  f o r  products  new t o  t h e  region t o  
compete s u c c e s s f u l l y  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  market.  The e x t e n t  t o  
which t h e s e  b e n e f i t s  can be q u a l i f i e d  depends on t h e  adequacy 
and a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  needed s t a t i s t i c a  1 d a t a .  Few d e t a i l e d  
s t u d i e s  o f  t h i s  n a t u r e  have been done i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  
though a  number of "before and a f t e r "  s t u d i e s  i n  American urban 
a r e a s  have been made dea l ing  wi th  such f a c t o r s  a s  land va lues ,  
t a x  bases ,  r e t a i l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and bu i ld ing  permi ts .  2-1 

1/ T i l o  E .  Kuhn, Publ ic  E n t e r p r i s e  Economics and Transport  - 
Problems (Berkeley, Univers i ty  of C a l i f o r n i a  P re s s ,  1962), 
pp. 210-232. 

2 /  For d e t a i l s  of  such s t u d i e s ,  s e e  Mohring and Harwitz,  - 
Highway Benef i t s  : An Ana ly t i ca l  Framework (Northwestern 
Un ive r s i t y ,  1962), Chapter IV and Bibl iography.  



One suggested format of a n a l y t i c a l  procedures and 
s tandards  f o r  applying cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  dec i s ions  about 
t h e  development of r u r a l  highways has been developed by t h e  
American Assoc ia t ion  of  Highway O f f i c i a l s .  21 The s t a t e d  
o b j e c t i v e - - e f f i c i e n t  planning and design of  highways--requires 
cons idera t ion  o f :  (1) t h e  c o s t s  o f  cons t ruc t ion ;  (2) improve- 
ment and maintenance of  highways; and (3) t h e  d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  
t o  road u s e r s  i n  terms of savings i n  ope ra t ion ,  c o s t s  and 
t r a v e l  t ime, increased  comfort and convenience, and reduct ion  
i n  acc iden t s .  Add i t i ona l ly ,  land and community b e n e f i t s  and 
t h e  solvency of t h e  road system must be taken i n t o  account .  
Each c o s t  i s  q u a n t i f i e d  and b e n e f i t  e s t ima te s  obta ined  by 
applying s tandard  b e n e f i t  va lues  t o  p ro j ec t ions  of  f u t u r e  use.  
The a n a l y s i s  thus  equates  u s e r  b e n e f i t s  wi th  c a p i t a l  c o s t s .  
The p r o j e c t  w i th  t h e  h ighes t  cos t -bene f i t  r a t i o  among s e v e r a l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  s e l e c t e d .  

As an example, an o l d  rou te  between two urban a r e a s  may 
bedeemed inadequate .  A highway c o s t - b e n e f i t  s tudy would compare 
poss ib l e  new rou te s  by showing, i n  t h e  numerator, cos t  sav ings  
t o  u s e r s  when compared wi th  t h e  o l d  rou te  and, i n  t h e  denomi- 
n a t o r ,  c o s t s  of  bu i ld ing  each new rou te  l e s s  r e p a i r  and 
maintenance c o s t s  of t h e  o ld  r o u t e .  The rou te  wi th  t h e  most 
favorable  r a t i o  would be given h ighes t  p r i o r i t y .  

Water Resources Development 

Most c o s t - b e n e f i t  s t u d i e s  i n  water  resource development 
emerge from o f f i c i a l  procedures and c r i t e r i a  followed by 
Federal  agencies .  The so-ca l l e d  "green book, " proposed- Prac-  
t i c e s  f o r  Economic Analysis  of River Basin P r o i e c t s ,  k l  and 
supplementary governmental documents have s t imula ted  much 

3 /  American Assoc ia t ion  of S t a t e  Highway O f f i c i a l s ,  Road User - 
Benef i t  Analyses f o r  Highway Improvement (Washington, D.C., 
1960) . 

4 /  U .  S .  Federal  Inter-Agency River Basin Committee, Proposed - 
Prac t i ce s  f o r  Economic Analysis  of River Basin P r o j e c t s ,  
May 1950. 



discuss ion  about applying cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  pub l i c  
expenditure  dec i s ions .  It de f ines  accep tab le  c o s t s  and bene- 
f i t s ,  de sc r ibes  procedures f o r  t r e a t i n g  p r i c e  l e v e l  and 
employment, and suggests  app ropr i a t e  i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  t o  be used. 
Proposed p r o j e c t s  i n  reclamation,  power development, o r  f lood  
c o n t r o l  must show an excess  of  b e n e f i t s  over  c o s t s .  The r a t i o  
of Benefi ts /Costs  he lps  not  only t o  rank p r o j e c t s  bu t ,  a s  
w e l l ,  t o  hold expenditures  w i th in  l imi t ed  budgets.  

Problems i n  Implementation 

Any plan t o  apply cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  l o c a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  should not  overlook secondary 
advantages t h a t  may accrue  when t h e  primary p r o j e c t  g e t s  i n t o  
ope ra t ion .  These advantages may be considered under t hese  
c a t e g o r i e s :  (a)  secondary gain and c o s t s ;  (b) i n t a n g i b l e  
e f f e c t s ;  and ( c )  c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  t o  those ou t s ide  t h e  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n  providing t h e  s e r v i c e .  

(a )  Secondary o r  i n d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  (and c o s t s )  induced 
by a  p a r t i c u l a r  program a r e  a  n e t  i nc rease  i n  income r e s u l t i n g  
from t h e  primary o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  a c t i v i t y .  Increased  va lua-  
t i o n  of r e a l  e s t a t e  around a  r ap id  r a i l  t r a n s i t  l i n e  i n  an  
urban a rea  i s  an example. Clean water  f o r  downstream u s e r s  
r e s u l t i n g  from cons t ruc t ion  of a  sewage t reatment  p l a n t  i s  
another .  The Corps of Engineers and the  Bureau of Reclamation 
count f l ood  c o n t r o l  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  use a s  primary b e n e f i t s  
i n  any power p r o j e c t  and have evolved d e t a i l e d  methods f o r  
eva lua t ing  these  e f f e c t s .  Secondary b e n e f i t s  i n  i r r i g a t i o n  
p r o j e c t s ,  counted by t h e  Corps of Engineers i n  c a l c u l a t i n g  
cos t -bene f i t  r a t i o s ,  inc lude  such d e r i v a t i v e s  a s  s t i m u l a t i n g  
establ ishment  of new processing p l a n t s  i n  the  a r ea  and r e l a t e d  
s e r v i c e  type  business  development. 

E f f e c t s ,  which al though proximate and i d e n t i f i a b l e  a r e  
n o t  capable of simple express ion  i n  d o l l a r s  because of t h e  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  of  measurement, a r e  def ined  a s  i n t a n g i b l e s  i n  
cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s .  A s  noted above, examples of t h e s e  
e f f e c t s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of dam cons t ruc t ion ,  f o r  example, a r e :  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  use ,  inc luding  upstream f i s h i n g ,  and f lood  c o n t r o l .  



They may i n  f a c t  be measured i n  o t h e r  u n i t s  and so  lack  only  
t h e  a t t r i b u t e  o f  being commensurable w i th  o t h e r  measured ga ins  
o r  l o s s e s .  

(b) I n t a n g i b l e s  i n  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  a r e  def ined  
a s  e f f e c t s  which, a l though proximate and i d e n t i f i a b l e ,  a r e  no t  
capable  o f  s imple express ion  i n  d o l l a r s .  Examples o f  t h e s e  
e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  dam c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  a r e :  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
use ,  i nc lud ing  upstream f i s h i n g ,  and f l ood  c o n t r o l .  Decis ions 
about a l l o c a t i n g  c o s t s  among governments should r e f l e c t  t h e s e  
i n t a n g i b l e s .  They become most meaningful,  of  course ,  when i t  
is  p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e i r  v a l u e  i n  d o l l a r  u n i t s .  

Any d e c i s i o n  on t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of c o s t s  among govern- 
ments should r e f l e c t  t h e s e  r e l a t i v e  weights  by count ing  t h e s e  
i n t a n g i b l e s  and cons ider ing  them proper ly .  When i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  
t o  ga in  an i n d i r e c t  e s t ima te  of  va lue  o f  t he se  i n t a n g i b l e  
e f f e c t s  i n  d o l l a r  u n i t s ,  t h e  a n a l y s i s  g r e a t l y  ga ins .  

(c) "Spi l lovers"  a r e  def ined  a s  impacts o f  a c t i o n s  by 
some dec i s ion  making u n i t s  on t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of  o t h e r s ,  impacts 
which a r e  no t  d i r e c t l y  f e l t  by t h e  f i r s t  group. Thus, mosquito 
spray ing  i n  one community reduces b i t e s  i n  a  neighboring 
community. Such ga ins  o r  l o s s e s  a r e  uncompensated because t h e  
f i r s t  group i s  no t  a f f e c t e d .  I f  such e f f e c t s  were recoverab le ,  
they would be l i k e  any o t h e r  ga in  o r  l o s s  and convent iona l ly  
counted by t h e  i n i t i a t i n g  group i n  t h e  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  a s  
secondary e f f e c t s  (as under (a) above) .  

S p i l l o v e r s  of b e n e f i t ,  o r  s p i l l o v e r s  of c o s t ,  a s  i n  t h e  
ca se  o f ,  say ,  t h e  absence of  an a i r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  program, 
r e p r e s e n t  n e t  ga ins  o r  l o s se s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  governments and 
thus should be counted i n  any c o s t - b e n e f i t  framework, p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  when app l i ed  t o  intergovernmental  n e g o t i a t i o n s .  

Ce r t a in  p r o j e c t s  may have t h e  e f f e c t  of  n o t  p rovid ing  a  
n e t  i n c r e a s e  f o r  a  reg ion  a s  a  whole, but  merely a  s h i f t i n g  of  
b e n e f i t s  t o  one community a t  a  commensurate c o s t  i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  
of t h e  reg ion .  

The d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  measuring these  impacts a r e  w e l l  
i l l u s t r a t e d  by two r ecen t  s t u d i e s  of s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  which pro- 
v i d e  a  u s e f u l  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  problems. 



Disease Prevent ion 

Prevent ion of s o c i a l  d i s e a s e s  has long been recognized 
a s  a  l e g i t i m a t e  concern f o r  governmental bodies  because i t  
f o r e s t a l l s  h igher  pub l i c  expendi tures  l a t e r  on f o r  h o s p i t a l  
and we l f a r e  c o s t s .  Klarman 51 demonstrates success  i n  
eva lua t ing  both t h e  primary b e n e f i t s  of a  program t o  prevent  
s y p h i l i s  and i n  measuring t h e  i n t a n g i b l e  a spec t  of  t h e  s o c i a l  
stigma of  t h e  d i s e a s e .  

Benef i t s  a r e  measured by t o t a l  c o s t s  avoided when a 
ca se  o f  t h e  d i s e a s e  i s  prevented.  D i r ec t  c o s t s  a r e  def ined  a s  
c o s t s  i ncu r r ed  i n  t rea tment .  I n d i r e c t  c o s t s  a r e  def ined  a s  
l o s s  of  income which r e s u l t s  from dea th  o r  d i s a b i l i t y  a s  
consequences of t h e  d i s ea se .  

The d i r e c t  b e n e f i t  measure i s  r e l a t i v e l y  easy t o  ca l cu -  
l a t e - - c o s t  of t rea tment  ob ta ined  from p r i v a t e  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
medical sources .  They a r e  computed under t h e  s imple assump- 
t i o n  t h a t  no o t h e r  d i s ea se s  a r e  p re sen t  and t h a t  s y p h i l i s  does 
no t  c o n t r i b u t e  d i r e c t l y  t o  dea th .  The i n d i r e c t  income l o s s  i n  
product ion i n  taken t o  be t h e  median wages and s a l a r i e s  f o r  
t h e  s p e c i f i c  age-sex-income group. These c o s t  e s t ima te s  a r e  
app l i ed  t o  a  populat ion which i s  determined by applying,  
s e q u e n t i a l l y ,  e s t ima te s  of  d i s e a s e  inc idence ,  l i f e  expectancy 
and labor  f o r c e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and employment. 

Under t h e  appa ren t ly  v a l i d  assumption t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
s o c i a l  st igma a t t ached  t o  t h e  d i s e a s e  which i s  manifested i n  
wage and employment d i s c r imina t ion ,  t h e  Klarman r e p o r t  
e s t ima te s  t h e  income lo s s  by assuming t h e  economic l o s s  a t  5 
percent  of t h e  p re sen t  va lue  of  t o t a l  f u t u r e  earn ings  of t h e  
i n f e c t e d  popula t ion .  Even f o r  t h e  group which o b t a i n s  prompt 
t r ea tmen t ,  t h e  l o s s  i s  l a r g e .  The s o c i a l  st igma becomes t h e  
most s i g n i f i c a n t  economic l o s s  over  t h e  e n t i r e  l i f e  of  t h e  
d i s ea se .  

51 Herbert  E .  Klarman, Measuring t h e  Benef i t s  o f  a  Hea l th  - 
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School Dropouts 

I n  a  paper devoted t o  applying cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  
t h e  high school  dropout problem, Weisbrod 51 a t t a c k s  what i n  
t h e  p a s t  has  been considered a  personal  o r  family problem but  
which has r e c e n t l y  become "soc ia l . "  Previous ly ,  t h e  dropout 
was thought e i t h e r  an opt imal  s o l u t i o n  given ind iv idua l  
preferences  o r ,  i f  l ack  of  information o r  f o r e s i g h t  e x i s t e d ,  
s t i l l  an e x e r c i s e  of  consumer sovere ignty  wi th  t h e  consequences 
t o  be borne by t h e  i n d i v i d u a l .  The problem i s  c u r r e n t l y  urgent  
because of t h e  high unemployment r a t e  among dropouts (desp i t e  a  
high aggregate  r a t e  of  employment) w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t a n t  need f o r  
we l f a re  a s s i s t a n c e ,  unemployment compensation, and o t h e r  a i d s .  

Di rec t  b e n e f i t s  o f  dropout prevent ion a r e  measured by 
incremental  market p roduc t iv i ty  a s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  income d i f f e r -  
e n t i a l s  which accrue  t o  t h e  graduate .  Although t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  
ga in  may no t  be f u l l y  r e a l i z a b l e  because of t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  
a b i l i t y ,  mot iva t ion ,  and cont inuing  unemployment, i t  never the-  
l e s s  i n d i c a t e s  average i n d i v i d u a l  ga in  from t h e  completion of 
high school .  

Weisbrod f u r t h e r  i d e n t i f i e s  c e r t a i n  s p i l l o v e r s ,  both 
technologica l  and pecuniary.  The techno l o g i c a l  s p i l l o v e r ,  
which should be counted i n  t o t a l  b e n e f i t s ,  a l though conceptu- 
a l l y  i t  does no t  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  eva lua t ion  of h i s  
s i t u a t i o n ,  i s  "the foregone c o s t s  of crime and delinquency; 
t h e  reduced c o s t  of we l f a re  admin i s t r a t i on ;  b e t t e r  c i t i z e n s h i p ;  
a  more p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  toward educat ion which w i l l  be 
comun ica t ed  t o  f u t u r e  genera t ions ;  and improvement i n  t h e  
q u a l i t y  of t h e  labor  supply,  which inc reases  both t h e  produc- 
t i v i t y  of  labor  and t h e  p roduc t iv i ty  of  resources  combined wi th  
t h i s  labor .  I '  

Pecuniary r e t u r n s  a r e  r e d i s t r i b u t i v e ,  but  s t i l l  
c o n s t i t u t e  impacts which r e s u l t  from prevent ion of high school  
dropouts .  Weisbrod i d e n t i f i e s  two: reduced we l f a re  payments 
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t o  dropouts  ob ta ined  from a  more equa l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
unemployment, and increased  t a x  revenues from increased  income 
a s  a  r e s u l t  of  l e s s  unemployment. 

We conclude, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s ,  
wh i l e  u s e f u l ,  has n o t  f u l l y  reso lved  problems of  e s t ima t ing  
i n t a n g i b l e s  and "unmeasurable" impacts ,  o r  what we have 
r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  s o c i a l  b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s  impact.  When 
app l i ed  t o  urban environments,cost-benefit a n a l y s i s  r a i s e s  
acu t e  problems of measurement because o f  t h e  e f f e c t  on i t s  
neighbors of  a c t i o n s  taken by an ad jacent  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  While 
t h e  l a s t  two case  s t u d i e s  noted above i n d i c a t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l s  
of  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  when app l i ed  by capable  r e sea rche r s ,  
t h e  problems wi th  which they d e a l t  a r e  perhaps l e s s  complex 
than those  f ac ing  urban admin i s t r a to r s  over  t h e  provis ion  of  
such major s e r v i c e s  a s  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  sewage d i s p o s a l ,  and 
mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  

The Method o f  Analysis  

This  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  w i l l  seek answers t o  t h e  fo l lowing  
ques t i ons :  (1) What k inds  of  d a t a  can be developed t o  sugges t  
o rde r s  of magnitude of b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s  even i f  they f a l l  
s h o r t  of  t h e  d e s i r e d ?  (2) I n  terms of a l l o c a t i n g  c o s t s  t o  
s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  what s o r t  of  arrangements can be made 
on a  coopera t ive  o r  nego t i a t ed  b a s i s ?  Answers may come more 
e a s i l y  i f  we f i r s t  i d e n t i f y  t h e  kinds of information we want.  

Desired Cost-Benefi t  Information 

Although t h e  p a r t i c u l a r s  of  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  w i l l  
va ry  from func t ion  t o  func t ion  and a r ea  t o  a r e a ,  gene ra l  
information requirements f o r  dec i s ion  making w i l l  remain 
p r e t t y  much t h e  same. Thus, t h e  t a s k  could be t o  eva lua t e  an 
i n t r ame t ropo l i t an  r a p i d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  proposal ,  a  p o s s i b l e  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  a r e a  f o r  t h e  Los Angeles met ropol i tan  reg ion ,  o r  
an a i r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  problem f o r  t h e  D e t r o i t  a r e a .  I n  
each ca se ,  t h e  gene ra l  quest ions or s t e p s  a r e  t h e  same. 



F i r s t  ques t i on :  Is t h e  p r o j e c t  o r  program worthwhile? 
The answer involves  a  comparison of c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s .  I f  
t h e  p r o j e c t  o r  program i s  no t  worthwhile on an  areawide b a s i s ,  
presumptive evidence i s  adduced t h a t  t h e  o v e r a l l  p r o j e c t  a s  
o r i g i n a l l y  conceived i s  not  worthwhile f o r  t h e  s e p a r a t e  commu- 
n i t i e s .  

Second ques t ion :  What po r t i on ,  i f  any, o f  t h e  c o s t s  
a r e  t o  be covered by u s e r  charges ,  i . e . ,  f e e s  f o r  u se?  I n s o f a r  
a s  u s e r  charges  p r e v a i l ,  t h e  t a s k  of  a l l o c a t i n g  c o s t s  t o  
s e p a r a t e  l o c a l  governments i s  reduced. 

Third and f i n a l  ques t ion :  How can c o s t s  of  worthwhile 
p r o j e c t s  be apport ioned among s e p a r a t e  communities w i t h i n  t h e  
a r e a ?  Relevant c o s t s  a r e  t hose  no t  covered by u s e r  charges .  

Overa 11 Pro j ec t  Eva lua t ion  

The o v e r a l l  va lue  of  a  p r o j e c t  o r  program t o  an a r ea  i s  
t h e  f i r s t  p i ece  o f  necessary  in format ion .  A s  a  p r a c t i c a l  
ma t t e r ,  some s t e p s  necessary t o  determine t h e  va lue  o f  a  
p r o j e c t  w i l l  be d i scussed  below where t h e  measurement of  c o s t s  
and b e n e f i t s  a r e  considered s e p a r a t e l y .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i t s  u se fu lnes s  i n  he lp ing  t o  determine 
whether a  p a r t i c u l a r  undertaking i s  worthwhile,  c o s t - b e n e f i t  
a n a l y s i s  s e r v e s ,  a s  noted e a r l i e r ,  t o  rank pub l i c  p r o j e c t s ;  
i . e . ,  p r o j e c t  C i s  b e t t e r  than p r o j e c t  D .  It se rves  a s  w e l l  
a s  an  a i d  i n  determining t h e  s i z e  of  t h e  governmental budget i n  
a  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  I f  cos t -bene f i t  s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  a  l a r g e  
number o f  p r o j e c t s  a r e  worthwhile,  a  l a r g e r  pub l i c  budget i s  
implied.  Here, budget i s  def ined  t o  i nc lude  both t a x  and bond- 
f inanced  expendi tures .  

For purposes of  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  we s h a l l  assume t h a t  a  
given p r o j e c t  o r  program i s  under cons ide ra t i on ,  no t  which of  a  
whole s e t  o f  programs i s  t h e  most d e s i r a b l e .  Put another  way, 
t h e  i s s u e  i s  whether a mass t r a n s i t  system f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
a r e a  i s  d e s i r a b l e ,  no t  whether such a  system i s  t o  be p r e f e r r e d  
over  an enlargement of t h e  s a n i t a r y  d i s t r i c t .  



With i n t e r e s t  focused on one program o r  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  
ques t i on  a r i s e s :  I s  i t  r e a l l y  necessary  t o  measure a l l  
b e n e f i t s ?  Note t h a t  t h e  ques t i on  i s  concerned only  wi th  
b e n e f i t s ,  n o t  w i th  c o s t s .  It is  important  t o  measure 
c o s t s ,  bu t  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a l l  b e n e f i t s .  Why? 

Suppose t h e  annual  c o s t  of  a  p r o j e c t  i s  $100,000 a t  
p r e sen t  va lue .  I n  t h e  process  of  measuring b e n e f i t s ,  suppose 
a  conse rva t ive  e s t ima te  of  t h e  r e t u r n  from r e a l i s t i c a l l y  
a n t i c i p a t e d  u s e r  charges  i s  $150,000 annual ly .  I f  c o s t s  have 
been p rope r ly  measured, t h i s  is  a  s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i on  t o  
proceed even without  knowing any e x t r a  b e n e f i t s  which might 
accrue  beyond use r  charges .  More gene ra l l y ,  i f  a  convincing 
ca se  can be made without  exhaust ing a l l  p o s s i b l e  b e n e f i t s ,  a  
p r o j e c t  may be deemed worthwhile.  

A supplementary f a c e t  of t h i s  procedure should be 
mentioned. It was shown above tha t ,even  i f  b e n e f i t s  from u s e r  
charges  exceed c o s t s ,  o t h e r  nonuser b e n e f i t s  r e s u l t i n g  from 
t h e  p r o j e c t  should no t  be ignored.  I f  they e x i s t ,  some 
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  c o s t s  should be charged t o  t h e s e  a n c i l l a r y  
b e n e f i c i a r i e s  and no t  a l l  of  i t  paid by use r  f e e s .  For t h e  
proper  a l l o c a t i o n  of  c o s t s  t o  s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  a d d i t i o n a l  
information may be d e s i r e d .  It could be,  f o r  example, t h a t  
many nonuser b e n e f i t s  of  a  beach improvement program accrue  t o  
nearby communities. I f  u s e r  f e e s  and concession charges cover  
a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t s  and upkeep, one might ques t i on  whether t h e s e  
communities should no t  pay p a r t  of  t h e  c o s t s .  

Measurement o f  Benef i t s  

I n  apply ing  c o s t - b e n e f i t  concepts ,  such expe r t s  a s  
Margol is ,  Ecks te in ,  and L i t c h f i e l d  have r epea t ed ly  c a l l e d  f o r  
a  more dedica ted  e f f o r t  t o  measure t h e  i n t a n g i b l e  o r  s o c i a l  
b e n e f i t s .  I /  I n  o r d e r  t o  suggest  ways t o  o b t a i n  information 
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des i red  by decis ion  makers, we have reviewed t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  of 
past  e f f o r t s  about cos t -benef i t  s tud ies .  Some approaches 
suggested below a r e  derived from t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ;  o thers  may be 
new. The f i r s t  d iscuss ion considers  b r i e f l y  t h e  quest ion of 
evaluat ing poss ib le  user  charges. Next, a t t e n t i o n  i s  focused 
on t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  quest ion of measuring b e n e f i t s  enjoyed 
by a l l  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  a r e a  t o  be served (e.g., mosquito 
abatement program), or  what economists c a l l  "socia l  benef i t s . "  

User Charges. For many p ro jec t s  and programs, p a r t  of 
t h e  benef i t  can be measured i n  terms of an t i c ipa ted  user  
charges, an evaluat ion  o f t en  used by p r iva te  e n t e r p r i s e  i n  t h e  
decis ion  making process. Whether t h e  f irm produces l e g a l  
se rv ices ,  t enn i s  r acke t s ,  o r  apartment bui ld ings ,  los ses  w i l l  
r e s u l t  i f  t he  revenue from demand (benef i t s )  does not cover 
c o s t s  . 

How can t h e  metropoli tan community evaluate  user  charge 
demand? Obviously, pas t  experience i s  t h e  major element. For 
each function,  expert  advice and review s t u d i e s  provide t h e  
bes t  evidence. Four sets of information a r e  c r i t i c a l :  (1) 
What changes have been made i n  t h e  service?  (2) How does 
demand vary wi th  population changes? (3) How does demand vary 
a s  incomes r i s e  and f a l l ?  And, ( 4 )  how does p r i ce  a f f e c t  use? 

(1) Changes i n  t h e  na ture  of t h e  se rv ice  a r e  o f t e n  over- 
looked. Economists consider them a s  product change o r  change 
i n  qua l i ty .  For example, one would be hard put t o  explain the  
increased demand f o r  outboard motors over the  past  few decades 
i n  terms of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  economics of income and pr ice .  
Today's motor i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  than yesterday's .  I n  
l i k e  manner, a modern, a i r  conditioned, r ap id  t r a n s i t  system i s  
v a s t l y  super ior  t o  yes terday 's  t r o l l e y  car .  F a i l u r e  t o  account 
f o r  these  d i f fe rences  can lead t o  f a u l t y  evaluat ions.  

(2) Population changes, e spec ia l ly  rapid  increases ,  a r e  
commonplace i n  most metropolitan areas.  They have about a 
one-to-one r e l a t i o n s h i p  with the  p r iva te  market-Lif the  
population doubles, r e t a i l  food s a l e s  can be expected t o  double, 
o ther  th ings  constant .  This i s  not t h e  case f o r  urban 



government functions.  Brazer, f o r  example, has shown t h a t  
governmental expenditures r i s e  more than proport ionately with 
increased population s i z e .  81 

(3) Changes i n  per c a p i t a  income can s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a f f e c t  the  demand f o r  a given service.  Economists r e f e r  t o  
t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  as  t h e  income e l a s t i c i t y  of demand. A cos t -  
benef i t  study of a poss ib le  marina, f o r  example, would have t o  
take i n t o  account t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a s  per c a p i t a  incomes r i s e ,  
expenditures on boating r i s e  more than proport ionately.  

(4) Changes i n  the  p r i c e  (user charge) f o r  a se rv ice  
a r e  probably the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  a f f e c t i n g  use. Benefi ts  a r e  
revealed by how much people demand a given service .  I n  t u r n ,  
the  amount demanded depends upon the  pr ice .  To the  marketing 
analys t  of a p r iva te  f i rm, t h i s  i s  a d a i l y  f a c t  of l i f e .  Yet, 
i n  many cases of cos t -benef i t  ana lys i s ,  t h i s  f a c t  i s  taken 
i n t o  account only casually.  Too o f t en ,  demand (benef i t s )  i s  
considered only a t  one p r i ce  and not a whole range of pr ices .  

Fa i lu re  t o  account f o r  the  e f f e c t  of p r i ces  on the  
amount of se rv ice  demanded leads not only t o  an erroneous 
es t imate  of b e n e f i t s ,  but can lead t o  a nonoptimal decis ion  
regarding projec t  s i z e .  A hypothetical  example w i l l  i l l u s t r a t e  
t h i s  point .  Suppose an areawide rec rea t ion  s i t e  i s  under 
considerat ion.  Further ,  assume t h a t  1,000 d a i l y  users  a r e  
a t t r a c t e d  a t  an admission fee  of $2.00 t o  cover cos t s .  The 
area  purchases the  s i t e  and adds f a c i l i t i e s .  I f ,  f o r  some 
reason, i t  i s  decided not t o  charge admission, f a c i l i t i e s  t o  
handle 1,000 d a i l y  v i s i t o r s  w i l l  not be adequate because a t  a 
zero charge the  number of v i s i t o r s  might double. Recognition 
of the  e f f e c t s  of p r i c e  i s ,  therefore ,  important f o r  determin- 
ing b e n e f i t s  a s  wel l  a s  s c a l e  of operation. 

The four foregoing f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  benef i t  
es t imates  a r e  not exhaustive. Others can and do en te r .  One 
purpose i n  mentioning these  was simply t o  h ighl ight  some 
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elements technicians do (or at least should) consider in under- 
taking benefit analysis, especially in connection with 
estimating user charges, 

A second purpose is also involved, Estimates of the 
impact of these factors depend in large part on forecasts of 
future income and population in the metropolitan area. Almost 
universally, the startitig place for reviewing specific cost- 
benefit studies is some estimate of income and population for 
the region under consideration. All too often these estimates 
are based on hopelessly inadequate information. Moreover, two 
or more separate cost-benefit studies can come up with 
substantially different forecasts of future income and popula- 
tion. Perhaps that hazard is less severe than the danger of 
having only one "official" forecast which obscures genuine 
disagreement. Despite difficulties, it does seem worthwhile 
to encourage a general economic analysis of community resources 
to serve as a basis for specific cost-benefit studies. This is 
especially true in obtaining information about income and 
changing spending patterns within a region. Almost insoluble 
problems in obtaining data on income and spending have 
continually plagued efforts to establish meaningful forecasts 
as a necessary step in cost-benefit analysis. 

Where user charges are not feasible, part or all of the 
benefits are enjoyed by the community as a whole--social 
benefits. Althougn labeled "intangibles" or "unmeasurables" in 
traditional cost-benefit studies, the objective for intergovern- 
mental purposes is indeed to measure them as accurately as 
possible--preferably in dollars. 

Demand Approximations. Almost all cost-benefit studies 
attempt to approximate demand as a measure of benefits. We 
examine three variations of this effort: (1) demand as 
estimated from other consumer evidence, such as travel time; 
(2) demand estimated on the basis of the nearest private 
alternative good; and (3) demand estimated on the experience of 
similar situations in other communities. While these measures 
are more concerned with estimating overall demand, they are 
also germane to the particular problem of benefits which accrue 
to separate jurisdictions. We will consider each application. 



(1) Consumer Evidence. Perhaps the best known expres- 
sion of demand is found in ascribing value to a recreation 
facility through a computation of travel time. The original 
concept was developed by Hofelling and has been used by others 
such as Clawson and Ullman. The essential notion is quite 
simple. 

Consumers of recreation sites spend a given amount of 
money on gas and oil in traveling to and from the sites. Even 
ascribing no cost to driving time and disregarding it entirely, 
an estimate of demand can be determined by distances people 
are willing to drive. Although imperfect, this technique may 
find some application within metropolitan regions, 

A second approach seemingly implicit in some cost- 
benefit studies may be termed the "at least as much" method. 
Although it is less satisfactory than the first and requires 
some major assumptions, it does yield some indices to the 
level of demand. 

The essential notion is that consumers of a government 
service spend money to buy goods that are an inherent part of 
the consumption. Sportsmen spend on camping equipment, house- 
holds buy second cars for commutation purposes, and citizens 
even buy air fresheners to get rid of smog--the opposite of 
the government enforced good, a "fresh air district." If it 
can be determined that families, for example, spend $100 on 
camping equipment, then by assumption a camp site is worth at 
least $100. Of course, it is worth much more, but any attempt 
to arrive at its true value will certainly include on one side 
of the equation estimated amounts of money consumers spend on 
camping equipment. 

(2) Alternative Private Equivalents. Another method 
for estimating benefits as measured by consumer demands might 
be termed "alternative private equivalents." The rationale 
behind this method is quite straightforward. Consumers are 
viewed as spenders of a certain amount of money on particular 
goods or services, depending upon their incomes and the prices 
charged. Moreover, consumers make a number of substitutions 
in the process of choosing various goods and services. Thus, 
a consumer shopping for canned asparagus may well substitute 
canned peas if for some reason there are no cans of asparagus 



i n  the  s t o r e .  The presumption i s  t h a t  t h e  consumer i s  commit- 
t ed  t o  spending so  much on canned vegetables and so chooses 
among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  ava i l ab le .  

Consider t h e  case of a r ec rea t ion  s i t e  acqu i s i t ion  f o r  
a metropoli tan area. Again, the  quest ion i s  ra i sed :  What 
a r e  t h e  benef i t s?  The a l t e r n a t i v e  p r i v a t e  equivalent  approach 
would begin by determining what p r i v a t e l y  operated rec rea t ion  
areas  now e x i s t .  What use i s  made of them by r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  
area  and a t  what pr ices?  From t h i s  information, some c lues  
may be obtained about t h e  l e v e l  of demand f o r  a public  
f a c i l i t y .  

The p i t f a l l s  should be obvious. How does the  cos t -  
benef i t  analys t  know, before the  f a c t ,  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  
p r i v a t e  good i s  a c lose  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  proposed government 
service?  Further ,  even i f  it can be expected t o  be a reason- 
ably c lose  s u b s t i t u t e ,  what share of the  t o t a l  market w i l l  go 
t o  t h e  governmentally provided service?  These a r e  some of t h e  
quest ions which remind us t h a t  judgments must be made i n  the  
analys is .  It i s  not  mechanical. 

(3) Past Experience i n  Other Areas. One of t h e  f i r s t  
phrases taught beginners i n  La t in  i s  e x a e r i e n t i a  docet-- 
experience teaches. The experiences of o ther  communities a r e  
a good teacher of beginners i n  the  use of benef i t  ana lys i s  
concepts . 

The b e n e f i t s  of mass t r a n s i t  o r  new freeway systems a r e  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure. I n  the  case of t r a n s i t ,  user charges 
a r e  a p a r t i a l  r e f l e c t i o n  of benef i t s .  However, the  add i t iona l  
o r  s o c i a l  b e n e f i t s  a r e  hard t o  measure. The quest ion re levant  
f o r  benef i t  ana lys i s  is: Where would these  e x t r a  b e n e f i t s  
a r i s e ?  I f  t h e r e  a r e  b e n e f i t s  above and beyond those r e f l e c t e d  
by user  charges, somebody has received an economic gain. Who? 
In  almost every case, most b e n e f i t s  accrue t o  owners of r e a l  
property--land and bui ld ings  2/--and a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  higher 

91  This i s  a l s o  t r u e  of t h e  cos ts .  S i t e  acqu i s i t ion  f o r  a - 
freeway may give the  home owners a f a i r  value f o r  land 
a c t u a l l y  taken. It i s  quest ionable,  however, i f  compensa- 
t i o n  f o r  property values l o s t  f o r  these  homes jus t  missed 
i s  adequately considered a s  a cos t  of the  projec t .  



land and rental values. By studying the experience in other 
communities, analysts of proposed projects can begin to grasp 
the range of benefits. 

Experience in other communities might also be used in 
conjunction with the alternative private equivalent approach. 
The notion here is that two areas, similar in other respects, 
may differ in a particular governmental service offered. If 
there are private market alternatives to these goods, the 
community without the public service may show higher expendi- 
tures on the private substitutes. For example, a metropolitan 
area without branch libraries may be compared to one with many 
branches. Insofar as branches serve more for recreational 
reading then research functions, it is reasonable to suppose 
that private circulating libraries may be more comnon. The 
value of books rented from the latter vis-a-vis the value of 
books rented in the area with many branches may offer an 
approximate measure of benefits. 

As with the others suggested, this approach is not 
completely satisfactory. Experience in one area may be diffi- 
cult to transpose. Furthermore, although governments are not 
apt to make follow up studies of specific programs in an 
effort to measure benefits which actually accrue, it would 
seem wise to do so, including in project proposals funds 
adequate for that purpose. This would help evaluate the 
original decision and would also enable the community and 
other communities to use the experience record to measure the 
value of prospective projects. 

All measures for assessing benefits offer some useful- 
ness. Which method or combination is most appropriate depends 
upon both the particular project or program and the metropoli- 
tan area involved. 

Nonuser Charges: Indexes of Community Benefits. Efforts 
to measure the dollar value of communitywide or "social" 
benefits of a governmental program seek to convert some 
physical or psychological unit to dollars. Like the economic 
measure of value, the relationship is one of price multiplied 
by quantity. Abstractly, the total value of benefits in a 
health program can be measured in "units of health" multiplied 



by*tHe benefit per unit--just as the value of a barrel of 
apples is derived by multiplying the number of apples by the 
price per apple. 

Particular attention should be paid to the role of value 
judgments in such analysis. As the economist, Tilo E. Kuhn, 
aptly sums up the situation with respect to the measurement of 
benefits to the connnunity: 

The ubiquity and practical importance of ethical, 
aesthetic, social, political, and other nonmarket 
values are a challenge to decision makers and 
analysts. No matter how hard one may try to avoid 
it, some value judgments have to be made at every 
turn. Only if they are recognized as such and are 
made consciously can they be made intelligently. 
The official, the consultant, engineer, or economist 
must, then, state his articles of faith plainly, 
without camouflaging them behind "information" and 
technical jargon. 101 

In the present context, this view stresses the importance 
of stating clearly the assumptions and sources of data used to 
measure the dollar value of community benefits. Merely to 
present such figures on the basis of "expert judgment" does 
not really tell the decision maker anything. 

Kuhn, among others, has pointed out that it is extremely 
difficult to quantify some of the community benefits. Instead, 
he suggests that various indexes of outputs might be 
constructed. 111 Consider the example of traffic safety and a 
highway program for a metropolitan area. 

101 Tilo Kuhn, Public Enterprise Economics and Transport - 
Problems (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Cali- 
fornia Press, 1962), p. 29. 

111 Ibid., Kuhn, pp. 24-25. - 



Area residents benefit from reduced accidents on any 
given highway system. To build a safer highway system would 
involve additional costs. If we assume that no system can be 
100 percent accident proof, the issue before the decision 
makers is one of balancing additional benefits in the form of 
safety versus added construction and operating costs. What 
value can we ascribe to safety benefits? What is the value 
of lives saved? Any attempt to measure benefits in such terms 
will be unsatisfactory. Instead of measuring benefits in 
dollars, decision makers can obtain estimates of improved 
traffic safety in terms of fatal and nonfatal accidents 
associated with alternative costs. The choice, then, rests on 
the decision makers' own evaluations of the benefits of life 
and limb. Insurance company and court awards for automobile 
accidents and deaths might be used as initial guides. 

Similar measures of benefits, in the form of scales or 
indexes, can be estimated for other services. Indeed, even 
aesthetic values of alternative renewal programs have been 
considered a possibility. If these indexes or scales are 
constructed, they serve to remind decision makers that there 
are few absolutes. As McKean has succinctly shown, there are 
very few public functions where some specified level of output 
is a "must" or "the amount needed with no more or no less. It 121 
Instead, various possible levels associated with various costs 
and benefits should be considered. 

Nonuser Charges: Community Benefits and General Economic - 
Impact. Another approach to measuring benefits above and 
beyond those accruing to users is in some ways both the least 
elaborate and most practical. It recognizes the fact that 
although the techniques and measures of social benefits 
suggested above are not precise, judgments must be made which 
require reasonably precise information. Without introducing 

121 Roland N. McKean, Efficiency in Government Through System - 
Analysis: With Emphasis on Water Resources Development, - 
A RAND Corporation Research Study (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc., 1958), Parts I and 11. 



any formally structured analysis, it simply asks the analyst 
to describe the economic impact of a proposed project as best 
he can. What will be the impact of a proposed project on 
land values, on retail sales, on the attractiveness of the 
area for industry? He says, in effect, "If you tell me this 
and the costs, I can make a decision." Indeed, the analyst 
might be a metropolitanwide planner, a local government 
official, or even a citizen voting on a referendum. 

This procedure can be used to evaluate two or more 
alternative plans. Lichfield, in his study of Cambridge, 
England, goes to detailed analytical lengths to show the 
implications of two suggested town plans. 131 While the 
Cambridge case may be somewhat simpler than the problems 
facing large metropolitan areas, Lichfield's approach does 
merit attention. 

An example will illustrate the possibilities of this 
kind of analysis. Suppose a metropolitan planning agency 
proposes a new industrial zoning scheme which is to "benefit 
the entire region." One of the benefits claimed is that new 
industry attracted to the area will help fill in the tax base. 
Part of the overall impact, then, is the question of the 
benefits of added taxes versus the costs of needed additional 
services, especially in schools, in each of the communities 
in the region. A St. Louis study by Hirsch, which supports a 
feeling held by a number of economists, "calls for a rejection 
of a hypothesis that local industrialization in all cases 
improves the net fiscal resource status of the district." 141 
While this may represent only one aspect of the issue, it 
suggests how a comprehensive economic analysis of a proposed 
project can provide useful information--information which may 
counter to popular notions. 

131 Lichfield - 
141 Werner Z. - 

Schools, I' 
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and Margolis, z. &. 
Hirsch, "Fiscal Impact of Industrialization on 
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Measurement of Costs 

Measuring c o s t s  of p a r t i c u l a r  urban p ro jec t s  o r  
programs i s  not so  d i f f i c u l t  a s  measuring benef i t s .  Certain 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  present ,  however, and we w i l l  f i r s t  consider 
some of the  problems associa ted  with cos t  measurement i n  
general .  They f a l l  under t h r e e  broad categories:  (1) 
"social" o r  "hidden1' cos t s ;  (2) i n t e r e s t  r a t e  charges ; and 
(3) sources of funds. 

(1) Hidden Costs. One r a t i o n a l e  f o r  undertaking 
government p ro jec t s  and programs i s  t h a t  p r iva te  market forces  
do not r e f l e c t  f u l l  cos ts .  I n  t h i s  connection, hidden cos t s  
r e f e r  t o  those which t h e  market does not o r d i n a r i l y  take i n t o  
account. The c l a s s i c  i l l u s t r a t i o n  i s  foundry smoke t h a t  
c rea tes  a cost  t o  socie ty ,  but a cos t  t h a t  i s  not entered i n  
the  f i r m ' s  accounting. 

J u s t  a s  p r iva te  production may involve hidden cos t s ,  
so ,  too,  may t h e  programs and p ro jec t s  of governments. Cost- 
benef i t  ana lys i s  r equ i res  t h a t  a l l  cos t s  be taken i n t o  account. 
I n  masF t r a n s i t ,  f o r  example, the hidden c o s t s  of noise  from 
elevated t r acks  can be considerable on nearby res iden t s .  When 
the  t r acks ,  and hence t h e  noise ,  a r e  removed, t h e  neighborhood 
may improve quickly--as indeed i t  d id  along New York's Third 
Avenue. O r ,  again, t h e  value involved i n  the  l o s s  of a 
r ec rea t iona l  f a c i l i t y  should be considered before converting a 
lake i n t o  a r e se rvo i r .  

(2) I n t e r e s t  Rate Charges. Tb.e i n t e r e s t  o r  discount 
r a t e  quest ion i s  one of the  most con t rovers i a l  i s sues  i n  cos t -  
benef i t  analys is .  A s  L ichf i e ld  and Margolis note: 

Few top ics  i n  the  cos t -benef i t  analyses f o r  
f ede ra l  p ro jec t s  have been more cont rovers ia l  than 
the  appropriate discount r a t e .  But a s  ye t  i n  
municipal planning the  s e l e c t i o n  of a discount r a t e  
has not been a debated i ssue .  C i t i e s  have genera l ly  
accepted t h e i r  borrowing r a t e  a s  the  appropriate 
discount f a c t o r  by which t o  weigh t h e  benef i t s  and . 



c o s t s  of d i f f e r e n t  years .  But the re  i s  a s  l i t t l e  
logic  i n  t h e  municipal i ty accepting i t s  borrowing 
r a t e  a s  t h e  discount f a c t o r  a s  t h e  f ede ra l  
government doing so. 151 

This cogent summary of the  i s s u e  requ i res  some ampl i f i -  
ca t ion .  While t h e  exact cutoff  i s  not known, i t  seems s a f e  t o  
s t a t e  t h a t  i f  t h e  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  ca lcula ted  a s  a  cos t  f o r  most 
Federal p ro jec t s  were r a i sed  one percent ,  a  l a r g e  number of 
p ro jec t s  now accepted would f a i l  t he  cos t -benef i t  t e s t .  This 
statement shows how important t h e  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  i s  f o r  c a p i t a l  
in t ens ive  p ro jec t s  wi th  a long l i f e .  I n  cos t -benef i t  s tud ies ,  
the  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  shows the  cos t  of c a p i t a l .  I t s  ca lcu la t ion  
i s  i n  terms of what could have been earned i f  t h e  same funds 
had been invested elsewhere. I n  consequence, small d i f f e ren-  
t i a l s  i n  the  cos t  of c a p i t a l  ( i n t e r e s t  charges) make a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e rence  i n  cos t s .  

I n  analyzing Federal p ro jec t s ,  some have suggested t h a t  
the  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  used i s  too  low. Harberger, f o r  one, argues 
t h a t  t h e  p r iva te  market r a t e  f o r  equivalent  p ro jec t s  i n  t h e  
p r iva te  sec to r  would be much higher. I f  the  higher r a t e  
represents  r e a l  cos t s ,  he be l ieves  i t  should be used. 161 
Others, such a s  Samuelson, d isagree  and argue t h a t  l a rge  f i rms,  
which can spread r i s k s ,  borrow a t  lower r a t e s  than smaller 
firms. I n  l i k e  manner, governments can be viewed a s  a  "pooler 
of r i s k s . "  171 

Lichf ie ld  and Margolis, a. c&., p. 131. 

Arnold Harberger, 'The I n t e r e s t  Rate i n  Cost-Benefit 
Analysis," i n  Federal  Expenditure Policy f o r  Economic 
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(3) Sources of Funds. Cost-benefit analysis assumes 
that the benefit area (geographically) is at least as large 
as the scope of the project. Thus, & benefits from a 
recreation site should be measured regardless of the geographic 
area. In like manner, all costs should be considered regard- 
less of who pays them. Yet, as an economist, Selma Mushkin, 
notes: 

For the local policy maker, cost is translated 
into local tax rates (with an eye, however, on the 
taxes paid inside the locality to other jurisdic- 
tions). Benefits are the value of services to the 
local voter. 181 

She further points out: 

If we think of costs in terms of the local 
budget, as additional taxes to be raised locally, 
and of benefits in terms of the value of services 
to voters and their families in the area, then a 
rational set of decisions would suggest more 
spending if taxes can be shifted outside and less 
if benefits accrue in substantial share outside. 191 

While most cost-benefit studies ignore this issue, it is 
extremely germane to metropolitan areas. In one context, this 
statement is at the heart of the problem considered by this 
chapter--allocation of costs of areawide services. For 
immediate purposes, this point raises a different question: 
What is the impact of Federal grants-in-aid on cost-benefit 
studies in metropolitan areas? 

Grants-in-aid imply that the full cost of a project 
will not fall on the community. In consequence, often a 
project with Federal support, when compared with one financed 

181 Selma J. Mushkin, "Intergovernmental Aspects of Local - 
Expenditure Decisions," in Public Expenditure Decisions 
in the Urban Community, p. 55. 

191 Ibid., p. 56. - 



locally, will be preferred by local officials even if a cost- 
benefit study would rank it inferior. The point is obvious: 
Federal participation can substantially reduce the cost to 
local citizens. 

For the local decision maker, relevant costs are those 
that affect his area. A suggestion that all costs be included 
in such projects and programs as the basis for a final 
decision is not always helpful to decision makers. The very 
intent of some federally sponsored programs is to induce 
communities to undertake specific enterprises. Furthermore, 
many Federal programs do not require all matching funds in 
"cash," and make allowance for the imputed value of local 
services: staff time, other local projects in the area, and 
similar allowances. Such actions relieve hard pressed commu- 
nities from the need to raise tax rates. 

One consequence of these kinds of inducements may be a 
tendency for communities to undertake projects which best 
qualify for in-kind funds even if other projects have a 
higher cost-benefit ratio. A pilot investigation of several 
urban areas in the Pacific Northwest suggests that this is 
true of urban renewal programs. 0 1  Insofar as this is 
generally true, an unintended distortion may tip the cost- 
benefit scale towards inferior enterprises. 

Allocation of Costs to Separate Jurisdictions 

Up to this point, our analysis has concentrated on 
practical ways for implementing cost-benefit analysis. An 
areawide approach was implicitly assumed, i.e., that decision 
makers approached the problem from an areawide viewpoint. 
Although there were implications for sub-areas within the 
region, these were not considered per se. Now, the questions 
involved in allocating costs to separate jurisdictions are 
examined directly. 

201 Richard Cornils and Alan McLeod, "Urban Renewal in - 
Selected Pacific Northwest Cities." Unpublished paper, 
Graduate School of Public Affairs, University of Washing- 
ton, 1964. 



The presentation begins by considering first some of 
the conceptual issues involved in allocating costs to 
separate jurisdictions. It is followed by a consideration of 
practical alternatives. Finally, two somewhat opposite cases 
of individual community behavior are considered in a bargain- 
ing context . 

Conceptual Issues 

Allocation of program costs not covered by user charges 
among jurisdictions can be viewed several ways. A cost 
accounting approach would deal with the problem in much the 
same manner as a joint cost approach. In effect, the question 
raised is: What costs are incurred in serving each community, 
including overhead costs? A benefits approach would allocate 
costs in proportion to benefits received. Because these are 
not always the same, the difference needs examination. 

Secondly, beneficiaries need to be defined. In a 
fundamental sense, only people benefit from services, just as 
only people can bear the burden of taxes. While this is true 
in an ultimate sense, it is immediately true that business 
firms benefit from governmental services to the extent that 
the services lower their costs of production. But neither 
people nor business activities are necessarily confined within 
a single community. Commuters, for example, generally lead 
double community lives with some 37 percent who live in the 
suburbs and 12 percent also living in the city commuting to 
wmk. Let's diagnose our problem by using a simple hypotheti- 
cal example. 

Suppose a particular project is deemed worthwhile for 
an area. Further, suppose costs amount to $100, exclusive of 
user charges. Finally, assume three separate jurisdictions 
share the social or nonuser benefits. The task is to prorate 
the $100 among the three communities. 

A cost approach would begin by asking: What would be 
the total cost if jurisdiction A were left out, but B and C 
participated? Supposedly, the total cost would be less 
because fewer roadways, drainage pipes, open space sites, and 



so forth, are required. Assume the cost for the same level of 
service without A participating drops by $20, above and beyond 
cost reductions assigned to user charges. This means that the 
project costs $20 more because of A's participation. 

If this same process is repeated for jurisdictions B 
and C, the extra cost of their participation can also be 
calculated. Suppose these amount to $10 and $30 for B and C, 
respectively. It may well be that costs will not add up to 
$100, but only $60 as in this example. Why? Very likely, 
economies of scale have been realized, with a larger facility 
reducing average cost. In a sanitary district, for example, 
separate lines to separate jurisdictions add to costs. At the 
same time, a larger filtration plant may reduce unit costs. 
Thus, the added cost of serving a community is partly offset 
by a lowering of the joint costs for overhead facilities, 

This hypothetical example underscores two important 
points: (1) part of the costs can be allocated as described; 
and (2) if one of the separate jurisdictions feels that 
nonuser benefits do not even cover extra costs, there is no 
requirement that it participate in the project nor will costs 
necessarily be lowered to other jurisdictions if it does. 

So far, then, $60 of the costs which accrue as nonuser 
benefits have been assigned to separate jurisdictions. What 
about the remaining $40? The answer turns to the benefit side. 
Each pays in proportion to its benefit, just as railroads 
assign costs of tracks to freight and passenger trains. The 
allocation guidelines discussed below will be relevant. 

Beneficiaries. The question of who benefits from a 
particular service must begin by identifying the potential 
beneficiary. Because this problem is not so simple as it 
sounds, a hypothetical illustration will highlight the issues 
involved in pinpointing who benefits. 

Suppose four separate jurisdictions within a metropoli- 
tan complex are considered. Jurisdiction A, a suburb, has 
people who live and work there, but also a sizeable commuter 
population. Jurisdiction B is entirely self-contained--people 
live and work within the boundaries. Jurisdiction C is an 



i n d u s t r i a l  d i s t r i c t ,  w i th  no r e s i d e n t  popula t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  
l e t ' s  assume t h a t  j u r i s d i c t i o n  D i s  an empty space.  Now, 
i n t roduce  an  areawide mass t r a n s i t  e n t e r p r i s e .  In  t e r m s  of 
community b e n e f i t s ,  who a r e  t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s ?  

I n  t h e  case  of  t h e  s e l f - con ta ined  u n i t ,  j u r i s d i c t i o n  B, 
t h e r e  i s  no p a r t i c u l a r  problem. I f  t h e  r e a l  p roper ty  i n  t h e  
community i s  owned by t h e  r e s i d e n t s ,  they a r e  t h e  s o l e  bene- 
f i c i a r i e s .  Any t a x  pa id  a s  p a r t  of  B ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  towards 
covering t h e  c o s t  of  t h e  s o c i a l  b e n e f i t s  w i l l  come from t h e  
b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  While t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  form o f  t h e  t a x  may be 
important  i n  terms of  equ i ty  w i t h i n  B,  it i s  n o t  germane t o  
t h i s  p r e sen t a t i on .  

What can be s a i d  about j u r i s d i c t i o n  D, t h e  empty commu- 
n i t y ?  Here, b e n e f i t s  must accrue  t o  owners of t h e  land,  
r e g a r d l e s s  of  where they l i v e .  A new t r a n s i t  system, 
supposedly, w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t h e  land va lue  a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  s i t e  
f o r  housing developments. Proper ty  taxes  should r e f l e c t  t h e  
increased  land va lues  . 

J u r i s d i c t i o n  C ,  i ndus t ry  on ly ,  r e f l e c t s  t h e  bus iness  
b e n e f i t  s i t u a t i o n .  The i n d u s t r y  b e n e f i t s  from f r e e  a d v e r t i s i n g  
because t h e  t r a n s i t  system goes r i g h t  by i t s  p l a n t .  I n  t u r n ,  
t h i s  type  o f  b e n e f i t  should be r e f l e c t e d  i n  land va lues  and 
gene ra l  bus iness  p r o f i t a b i l i t y .  It might a l s o  be argued t h a t  
p a r t  of  t h e  b e n e f i t  accrues  t o  t h e  workers dur ing  t h e i r  day a t  
t h e  p l a n t .  

The more t y p i c a l  urban ca se  i s  t h a t  of  j u r i s d i c t i o n  A ,  a  
commuter community. The problem, of  course,  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
t h e  r e s idence  of  t h e  commuter. This  involves  t h e  w e l l  known 
case  of  t h e  c i ty -suburb  i s sue :  Who provides  s e r v i c e s  f o r  whom? 
Is t h e  c i t y  provid ing  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  commuter who, on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, pays t axes  i n  t h e  suburb? 

People  o f t e n  enjoy t h e  b e n e f i t s  of  o t h e r  communities' 
s e r v i c e s  wi thout  paying a penny. J u s t  what p a r t i c u l a r  
arrangement o r  d i v i s i o n  o f  burden i s  most app rop r i a t e  i s  beyond 
t h e  scope o f  t h i s  r e p o r t .  



P r a c t i c a l  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

Once u s e r  charges  and e x t r a  c o s t s  f o r  s e rv ing  s e p a r a t e  
communities have been determined, t h e r e  remains t h e  f i n a l  t a s k  
o f  a s s ign ing  remaining c o s t s  t o  communities on a  b e n e f i t  b a s i s .  
I n  terms o f  t h e  example used above, t h e  $40 no t  a s s ignab le  t o  
e x t r a  c o s t s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  s e rv ing  t h r e e  communities needs t o  
be appor t ioned .  Because we found no experience record  germane 
t o  t h e  i s s u e ,  we have developed our  own c r i t e r i a .  

User Charges. The s imp le s t  method of a s s e s s i n g  j u r i s d i c -  
t i o n s  i s  on t h e  b a s i s  of u s e r  f e e s  o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  each 
community. This  i s  roughly t h e  procedure used by some mass 
t r a n s i t  systems --Boston, f o r  example. The l o g i c  and implica - 
t i o n s  of  t h i s  apportionment procedure a r e  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
£0 1 low. 

Presumably, b e n e f i t s  which accrue  t o  u s e r s  have a  s p a t i a l  
imp l i ca t i on .  Thus, people who l i v e  75 mi les  from a  l i b r a r y ,  
t r a n s i t  system, o r  s a n i t a r y  d i s t r i c t  r ece ive  l i t t l e  r e t u r n  
e i t h e r  a s  u s e r  b e n e f i t s  o r  nonuser b e n e f i t s  t o  themselves o r  
t h e i r  p roper ty .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t hose  who l i v e  nearby and 
use  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  s e r v i c e s  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be those  who 
enjoy nonuser charge b e n e f i t s  f o r  themselves and t h e i r  
p roper ty .  I n  t h i s  c i rcumstance,  assessments  t o  cover commu- 
n i tywide  b e n e f i t s  can be made p ropor t i ona l  t o  r e c e i p t s  from 
u s e r  charges .  

This  system o f  assessment r e q u i r e s  c a r e f u l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
of  b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  A t r a n s i t  r i d e r  g e t s  on t h e  system coming 
and going t o  work. A municipal  zoo can be v i s i t e d  by people  
from o t h e r  S t a t e s  a s  w e l l  a s  from nearby suburbs.  Thus, i t  i s  
easy t o  say  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  should be charged i n  p ropor t i on  t o  
t h e  u s e r  f e e s  pa id  by t h e i r  people .  But who a r e  " t h e i r "  
people? While i n  t h e  a b s t r a c t ,  t h e  problem i s  d i f f i c u l t ;  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  " the i r "  people i s  u s u a l l y  no t  an i n supe rab l e  
problem f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  governmenta 1 s e r v i c e s .  

One n o t e  of  cau t ion  should be sounded. Programs o r  
p r o j e c t s  a r e  o f t e n  no t  wholly new. They r ep l ace  o r  expand 
e x i s t i n g  s e r v i c e s .  An improvement i n  a  s a n i t a r y  d i s t r i c t  may 
b r ing  wider  t o t a l  b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  a r e a ,  some o f  which may be 



unassignable  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s .  A t  t h e  same t ime,  t h e  improve- 
ment w i l l  c o s t  more and j u r i s d i c t i o n s  need t o  be assessed  
t h e i r  proper  p o r t i o n  t o  cover community b e n e f i t s .  J u r i s d i c -  
t i o n  X may enjoy s u b s t a n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  under an o l d  system and 
t h e  same amount a f t e r  improvement. I n  o t h e r  words, i t  ga ins  
nothing.  What should be i t s  e q u i t a b l e  s h a r e  o f  c o s t s ?  I f  
t o t a l  areawide b e n e f i t s  a f t e r  improvement a r e  measured, 
j u r i s d i c t i o n  X w i l l  appear a s  a  l a r g e  bene f i c i a ry .  I f  on ly  
added o r  marginal  ga ins  i n  nonuser b e n e f i t s  a r e  measured, i t  
pays no th ing  a t  a l l .  Which i s  c o r r e c t ?  I n  a  p r i v a t e  market 
system, consumers pay only  f o r  added b e n e f i t s ,  no t  t o t a l .  By 
t h i s  s t anda rd ,  j u r i s d i c t i o n  X could w e l l  p r o t e s t  any add i -  
t i o n a  1 l e v i e s .  

I n  p r a c t i c e ,  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  between t o t a l  and marginal  
b e n e f i t s  may o f t e n  be overlooked. Measurements of  b e n e f i t s  
such a s  t hose  d i scussed  above a r e  no t  r e f i n e d  and o f t e n  
sugges t  on ly  t o t a l  b e n e f i t s .  Perhaps t h e  very  ambiguity may 
s e r v e  a s  a  reminder o f  a n  important  po in t :  I nc reas ing  a 
s e r v i c e  need no t  imply p ropor t i ona t e  i nc reases  i n  b e n e f i t s  t o  
s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  

Pe r spec t ive  on Implementation 

This  chap te r  has  descr ibed  ways t h a t  cos t -bene f i t  
s t u d i e s  may be put  i n t o  p r a c t i c e .  It i s  e a s i e r  t o  d e s c r i b e  
t h e s e  methods conceptua l ly  than i t  i s  t o  put  them i n t o  
p r a c t i c e  o p e r a t i o n a l l y .  Nevertheless ,  some measures a r e  
b e t t e r  than none, e s p e c i a l l y  when d e c i s i o n  makers know what 
information they want and a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  advantages and d isad  
vantages o f  cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s .  



Chapter V 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  and ana lyze  t h e  
n a t u r e  and ex ten t  of  economic, f i s c a l ,  and s o c i a l  ( inc luding  r a c i a l )  
d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and t h e i r  suburbs.  It seeks t o  
i d e n t i f y  f r i c t i o n  po in t s  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  
and l o c a l  governments which grow o u t  of  t h i s  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban 
dichotomy, and recommends ways t o  r e l i e v e  them. 

The s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  r epo r t ed  i n  Chapter I1 e s t a b l i s h e d  
t h e  ex i s t ence  of  s o c i a l ,  economic, and r a c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  which vary  
i n  amount and d i r e c t i o n  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs according 
t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  The 
a n a l y s i s  modif ies  t h e  popular  s t e r e o t y p e  of met ropol i tan  a r e a s  which 
d e p i c t s  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of poverty and under- 
p r i v i l e g e  and suburbs a s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of a f f l u e n c e  and high s o c i a l  
s t a t u s .  Never the less ,  t h e  complex a r r a y  of  l a r g e  and smal l  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s ,  which t h i s  s tudy documents, w i th  i t s  v a r i a t i o n  by reg ion  and 
s i z e ,  provides va luab le  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  problems and c o n f l i c t s  
confront ing  loca 1 government i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

Chapter 111, analyz ing  economic a c t i v i t y ,  governmental 
s t r u c t u r e ,  and revenue and expendi ture  p a t t e r n s  i n  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s ,  revea led  an extremely complex p i c t u r e  of  l o c a l  government i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  and i d e n t i f i e d  a  cont inuing  t r end  toward f u r t h e r  
d i f f u s i o n  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and over lapping  of  governments. Per  
c a p i t a  c e n t r a l  c i t y  expenditures  were shown t o  be h igher  than  f o r  
t h e  remainder of  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  These vary  by func t ion ,  
wi th  expenditures  f o r  educat ion and highways being h igher  i n  t h e  
suburbs and most o t h e r  func t ions ,  e s p e c i a l l y  p o l i c e  and we l f a re ,  
h ighes t  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  The chapter  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  c r u c i a l  
r o l e  of  S t a t e  expenditures  a s  a  determinant  of  t h e  l e v e l  of l o c a l  
revenue producing and spending. 

Next examined was t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of improved methods and 
procedures t o  s e rve  a s  t he  b a s i s  f o r  n e g o t i a t i n g  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of 
c o s t s  among l o c a l  governments i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  f o r  areawide 
urban s e r v i c e s .  Examination of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i n  Chapter LV, 
revea led  t h a t  procedures so f a r  developed f o r  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s ,  
though sketchy,  could go f a r  toward providing an  o b j e c t i v e  basis f o r  
intergovernmental  accord i n  meeting common met ropol i tan  a rea  needs. 



This  Commission has  n o t  been conten t  simply t o  s tudy  problems 
of  intergovernmental  r e l a t i o n s .  From i t s  incep t ion ,  t h e  Commission 
has  sought p r a c t i c a l  l e g i s l a t i v e  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s  t o  such 
problems a s  they have been uncovered. The s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  and 
f i nd ings  o f  t h e  preceding chap te r s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  l ead  us t o  t h e  d i f f i -  
c u l t  bu t  necessary  ques t ion :  What changes i n  Fede ra l -S t a t e - loca l  
r e l a t i o n s  a r e  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  ex i s t ence  o f ,  and t r ends  i n ,  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s ?  

Assumptions and C r i t e r i a  

"Goals f o r  Americans" has  eve r  been, and probably always w i l l  
be,  an essay t i t l e  t h a t  genera tes  m i l l i o n s  of  words and end le s s  
deba te .  For t h e  p re sen t  purpose, however, t h r e e  commonly accepted  
goa ls  p rovide  t h e  m a  t u s e f u l  r e f e r ence  f o r  an eva lua t ion  of  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s :  (1) e q u a l i t y  o f  oppor tun i ty ;  (2)  freedom 
of  choice ;  and (3 )  intergovernmental  amity.  

I n g r e d i e n t s  needed t o  a t t a i n  t h e s e  goa ls  l i e  w i t h i n  every 
met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  and i n  some of  them a reasonable  approximation t o  
t h e  d e s i r e d  balance has  been achieved.  I n  t h e  r e s t ,  major o r  minor 
a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  cond i t i ons  o f  urban l i f e  a r e  r equ i r ed  t o  render  
t h e s e  goa l s  compatible and t h e i r  a t ta inment  p o s s i b l e .  

I n s o f a r  a s  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  i s o l a t e  un fo r tu -  
n a t e  and dependent members of  s o c i e t y ,  wh i t e  o r  nonwhite, oppor tun i ty  
t o  a c q u i r e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t o  l i v e  a  product ive  l i f e  i s  no t  on ly  unequal,  
i t  i s  o f t e n  denied.  When t h e  causes  of  t h e i r  poverty o r  dependency 
a r e  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  gene ra l  economic p r o s p e r i t y ,  a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  
t h e  e l d e r l y ,  t h e  undereducated, o r  t h e  occupa t iona l ly  o b s o l e t e ,  t h e  
c l ima te  of  oppor tun i ty  t h a t  w i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  enable  them t o  e x e r c i s e  
f r e e  choice  must be c r e a t e d ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  p ro t ec t ed ,  by government. 
But i f  t h e  very  persons who most r e q u i r e  opportuni ty-broadening 
governmental s e r v i c e s  dominate t h e  community i n  which they l i v e ,  be 
it c i t y  o r  suburb, t h e  l o c a l  government thereby f i n d s  i t s e l f  wi thout  
t h e  f i n a n c i a l  and l eade r sh ip  resources  wi th  which t o  supply t h e s e  
needs.  

I n  developing recommendations f o r  s p e c i f i c  p o l i c i e s  and 
programs t o  meet t h e  problems r a i s e d  by t h e  f i nd ings  of  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  
t h e  Commission was guided by a  number of  c r i t e r i a  o r  assumptions.  

F i r s t ,  a l though resources  needed t o  meet t h e  s o c i a l  and eco- 
nomic problems o f  our  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e ,  i n  l a r g e  p a r t ,  p r e sen t  
w i t h i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  themselves,  t h e s e  r e sou rces ,  be ing  
unevenly d i s t r i b u t e d ,  a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  those  p a r t s  o f  



t h e  a r e a  most i n  need. Furthermore, t h e s e  problems w i l l  no t  be solved 
simply by t r a n s f e r r i n g  funds and func t ions  among j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  though i n  many s i t u a t i o n s  such adiustments  w i l l  
he lp .  The approach needed is  nat ionwide.  Federa l  and S t a t e  govern- 
ments have a c r u c i a l  r o l e  t o  p lay  i n  b e t t e r  matching capac i ty  w i t h  
need wherever t h a t  need e x i s t s .  Nat ional  and S t a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
and s t anda rds ,  a s  w e l l  a s  l o c a l  s tandards  and i n i t i a t i v e ,  a r e  involved.  

What i s  needed i s  machinery--f iscal ,  s t r u c t u r a l ,  and i n t e r -  
governmental--and t h e  wi l l - - t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  phys i ca l ,  f i n a n c i a l ,  and 
l eade r sh ip  resources  from a l l  t h r e e  l e v e l s  of  government t o  meet t h e  
l e g i t i m a t e  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs of  a l l  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  met ropol i tan  
a r e a .  

We know t h a t  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  of t h e  United S t a t e s  
account fox a  major po r t ion  of  t h e  coun t ry ' s  economic weal th,  a l though 
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  between and w i t h i n  them ranges widely,  a s  do t h e  
pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs of  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t s .  A s  po in ted  out  e a r l i e r ,  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  wi th  two-thirds  of  t h e  Nat ion ' s  popula t ion ,  
accounted f o r  78.6 percent  of a l l  bank depos i t s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  
i n  1960. I n  1961, they  had n e a r l y  70 percent  of  t h e    at ion's a s s e s s -  
a b l e  proper ty .  I n  1958, they accounted f o r  more than  th ree - fou r ths  
(76.8 pe rcen t )  of  t h e  va lue  added by manufacture,  contained 67.2 
percent  o f  t h e  count ry ' s  manufacturing es tab l i shments ,  and accounted 
f o r  73.8 percent  of  t h e  t o t a l  number of i n d u s t r i a l  employees and 78.5 
percent  of  a l l  manufacturing p a y r o l l s .  

Second. t h e  purpose he re  is  not  t h e  s o l u t i o n  of p a r t i c u l a r  
s o c i a l  and economic problems i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  study--problems such a s  
t hose  of  t h e  aped, broken f a m i l i e s ,  substandard housing, school  drop- 
out  s ,  j uven i l e  de l inquen t s ,  a l c o h o l i c s ,  drug a d d i c t s ,  crimina 1s  , 
mental ca ses ,  d i seased ,  e tc . - -but  r a t h e r  t o  remove intergovernmental  
b a r r i e r s  t o  t h e  so lv ing  of t h e s e  problems, inc luding  t h e  modi f ica t ion  
o f  e x i s t i n g  programs. 

Recommendations i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  d e a l  w i th  human resources  
planning,  housing, employment, educat ion,  and f inance  and a r e  d i r e c t e d  
p r i m a r i l y  t o  reducing intergovernmental  f r i c t i o n s ,  providing needed 
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  more e f f e c t i v e l y ,  e l imina t ing  d i s t o r t i o n s  c r e a t e d  by 
e x i s t i n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  and removing 
o b s t a c l e s  t o  f r e e  movement and f r e e  ope ra t ion  of market f o r c e s .  

Thi rd ,  i n  making recommendations, emphasis i s  n o t  placed on 
proprams f o r  causing people t o  move t o  o r  l o c a t e  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p lace ,  
i n  o r d e r  t o  reduce d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  bu t  
r a t h e r  (a) on a d j u s t i n g  Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  p o l i c i e s  t o  meet 
problems where they e x i s t ,  and (b) on c r e a t i n g  a  p r i c e  market s i t u a t i o n  



i n  our  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  whereby a  broader range of choices  i s  made 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i n  h i s  s e l e c t i o n  of jobs,  housing, and 
l e v e l  of governmenta 1 s e r v i c e s .  

I n  many p a r t s  of t h e  country,  a  l a rge  number of  r e s i d e n t s  have 
i e f t  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  because i t  f a i l e d  t o  provide them and t h e i r  
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  oppor tuni ty  f o r  l e i s u r e  time a c t i v i t i e s  and high educa- 
t i o n a l  s t anda rds .  It i s  assumed t h a t  many o f  t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  
revea led- -espec ia l ly  those  s o c i a l  i n  n a t u r e ,  such a s  s i n g l e  persons,  
c h i l d l e s s  f a m i l i e s ,  persons moving from r u r a l  a r e a s  tending t o  l i v e  
i n  t h e  c i t y ;  and c h i l d l e s s  and home o r i e n t e d  persons tending  t o  l i v e  
i n  t h e  suburbs--are due a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t  t o  a  n a t u r a l  o r  market p l ace  
d i v i s i o n  o f  t he  met ropol i tan  a rea  t o  s e rve  t h e  needs of t hese  groups. 
Focusing t h e  recommendations on people and problems r a t h e r  than  on 
l o c a t i o n  c a r r i e s  wi th  i t  t h e  imp l i ca t ion  f o r  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  t o  be 
played by Federal  and S t a t e  encouragement t o  areawide approaches by 
l o c a l  governments i n  providing and f inanc ing  a  number of urban govern- 
menta 1 s e r v i c e s .  

Fourth,  most of  t h e  recommendations a r e  designed t o  d e a l  w i th  
governmental a s p e c t s  of met ropol i tan  d i s p a r i t y  problems wherever they 
e x i s t  and a r e  no t  d i r e c t e d  exc lus ive ly ,  o r  even p r imar i ly ,  t o  e i t h e r  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  t o  t h e  suburbs.  

Depending on t h e i r  na tu re ,  changes i n  law and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
p r a c t i c e  may be d i r e c t e d  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  t h e  c i t y ,  t h e  county, t h e  
met ropol i tan  a rea  a s  a  whole, o r  conceivably, might b e s t  be approached 
on a  r eg iona l  b a s i s ,  l a r g e r  than a  p a r t i c u l a r  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  This  
r e p o r t  and i t s  recommendations a r e  d i r e c t e d  t o  so lv ing  problems 
c r e a t e d  by met ropol i tan  d i s p a r i t i e s  wherever they e x i s t  through t h e  
use  of a l l  app ropr i a t e  governmental machinery ava i l ab l e - - loca l ,  S t a t e ,  
and Federa l .  

We have seen t h a t  t he  ex t en t  and d i r e c t i o n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
most popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  vary  enormously. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  were revealed i n  almost a l l  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  This  i s  
e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  w i t h  r e spec t  t o  t h e  whi te  and nonwhite popula t ion .  
But t h e  r e g i o n a l  p a t t e r n s  a r e  no t  c o n s i s t e n t .  Thus, i n  t h e  l a r g e  and 
nor thern  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  persons and f ami l i e s  w i th  low economic and 
s o c i a l  s t a t u s  tended t o  be concent ra ted  i n  t he  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and t h e i r  
oppos i tes  i n  t h e  suburbs,  whi le  t h e  con t r a ry  p a t t e r n  was revea led  f o r  
smal l  SMSA's and t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  much of  t h e  South and West. 

F i f t h ,  i n  adopting t h i s  r e p o r t  and making these  recommendations, 
t h e  Commission be l i eves  t h a t  meeting t h e  problems c rea t ed  by these  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i s  c r i t i c a l l y  important t o  t h e  f u t u r e  of our  f e d e r a l  
system of  government under t h e  Cons t i t u t ion .  



Inc reas ing ly ,  populat ions a t  t h e  lower end of  t h e  s o c i a l  and 
economic s c a l e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of our  no r theas t e rn  and o t h e r  
l a r g e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  becoming b e t t e r  organized p o l i t i c a l l y  
and economically t o  t h e  p o i n t  where they a r e  a l r eady  a  major, and may 
become t h e  dominant, i n t e r e s t  group. Given t h e  p o t e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  interest, va lues ,  and o r i e n t a t i o n ,  i f  such d i s p a r i t i e s  i n c r e a s e ,  
both t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and t h e  suburbs w i l l  f i n d  i t  i n c r e a s i n g l y  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  b r ing  about t h e  i n t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  cooperat ion so  badly 
needed i n  a  number of p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  f i e l d s .  

Likewise, f u t u r e  governmental r eo rgan iza t ion  and s t r u c t u r e  
adap ta t ion  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  through changes i n  p o l i t i c a l  
boundaries may become i n c r e a s i n g l y  d i f f i c u l t .  T r a d i t i o n a l  rura l -urban  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  have a l r eady  been supplemented by 
an  equa l ly  fundamental c e n t r a l  city-suburban s p l i t .  I f  d i s p a r i t i e s  
cont inue  t o  extend i t ,  t h i s  s p l i t  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be r e f l e c t e d  a l s o  i n  
t h e  National  Congress. 

Spreading of  business  and housing slums, dec l ine  i n  l o c a l  t a x  
bases ,  i nc reas ing  demands f o r  we l f a re  s e r v i c e s ,  increased  r a c i a l  
t ens ions ,  and a  breakdown i n  communication wi th  t h e  " i n v i s i b l e  poor" 
a r e  a l l  f e a r f u l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  vigorous a c t i o n  by Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and 
l o c a l  governments. The need, t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  t o  r i s e  t o  t h e  occasion 
and, a s  t h i s  Nation has done so  o f t e n  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  a c t  be fo re  a  po in t  
of no r e t u r n  i s  reached. 

S i x t h ,  and f i n a l l y ,  problems a s  b a s i c  and complex a s  t h e  range 
of s o c i a l  and economic d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  our  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  
l i k e l y  t o  r e q u i r e  a  number of s o l u t i o n s  r a t h e r  than  a  s i n g l e  approach. 

A s  i n  t h e  case  of problems of  l o c a l  government s t r u c t u r e  i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  t h e  Commission s e t s  f o r t h  no s i n g l e  "pat" s o l u t i o n  
f o r  eas ing  t h e s e  d i s p a r i t y  problems. No s i n g l e  approach i s  l i k e l y  t o  
be t h e  most d e s i r a b l e ,  e i t h e r  n a t i o n a l l y  o r  w i t h i n  a  given S t a t e .  The 
n a t u r e  and e x t e n t  of  socioeconomic d i s p a r i t i e s  vary  widely among 
met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  P o l i c i e s  and programs must be t a i l o r e d  t o  t h e s e  
wide v a r i a i i o n s  and t o  t he  wide range of types of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
(e .g . ,  s i z e ,  age,  growth r a t e ,  government p a t t e r n ,  e t c . )  t o  which they  

w i l l  apply .  The recommendations made t o  ' t h e  Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  
governments i n  such d i v e r s e  f i e l d s  a s  human resources  planning,  a s  
we l l  a s  phys i ca l  planning, zoning p r a c t i c e s ,  housing, urban renewal, 
employment, educat ion,  we l f a re ,  t a x a t i o n ,  and governmental reorganiza-  
t i o n  might be b e t t e r  looked on a s  an "arsenal"  of permissive powers 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l i t i e s  t o  f i t  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  s i t u a t i o n s .  



The t a s k  of developing and implementing s p e c i f i c  p o l i c i e s  t o  
meet problems caused by d i s p a r i t i e s  w i th in  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  must be 
worked o u t  a long t h r e e  f r o n t s :  (1) t h e  socioeconomic, (2)  t h e  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n a l ,  and (3)  t h e  f i s c a l .  The i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t hese  t h r e e  
important f a c t o r s  i s  t o  be found i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  primary s o c i a l  
and economic d i s p a r i t i e s - - d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  income, occupat ion,  housing, 
and educat ion,  o u t l i n e d  i n  Chapter 11--combine wi th  t h e  fragmented 
c h a r a c t e r  of  l o c a l  government w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  descr ibed  i n  
Chapters I11 and I V  t o  produce f i s c a l  and publ ic  s e r v i c e  d i s p a r i t i e s  
w i th in  each a rea  a s  a  whole. 

F i s c a l  o r  f i n a n c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  wide 
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  va r ious  l o c a l  governments w i t h i n  a  
met ropol i tan  a rea  t o  f i nance  and t o  provide pub l i c  s e r v i c e s .  This  
f o s t e r s  t h e  development of "r ich" and "pauper" communities. Residents  
of t h e  poorer  communities must assume e i t h e r  a  d i sp ropor t iona te ly  
heavy t a x  load o r  accept  a  decidedly lower l e v e l  of pub l i c  s e r v i c e s .  

The o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  fol lowing recommendations, t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  
t h e  r educ t ion  of f i s c a l  and pub l i c  s e r v i c e  d i s p a r i t i e s  w i th in  t h e  
a r ea  by (a)  promoting a  wider range of choice,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  housing 
and employment w i th in  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  (b)  pe rmi t t i ng  l o c a l  
governments t o  a d j u s t  t h e i r  boundaries and t o  cooperate  and provide 
f o r  performance of func t ions  ac ros s  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  l i n e s ,  and ( c )  
developing a  more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  Federa l -S ta te - loca l  e q u a l i z a t i o n  
system t o  begin t o  compensate f o r  e x i s t i n g  f i s c a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  among 
l o c a l  governments w i th in  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  These recommendations 
a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  interdependent  and mutually suppor t ive  of each o t h e r  
i n  dea l ing  wi th  t h e  problem of  met ropol i tan  d i s p a r i t i e s .  

With these  assumptions and t h e  f ind ings  contained i n  t h e  
previous chapters  a s  a  background, t h e  Commission recommends t h e  
fol lowing s p e c i f i c  programs of l e g i s l a t i v e  and admin i s t r a t i ve  a c t i o n .  

Promoting Wider Choice 

The American i d e a l  of equal  oppor tuni ty  f o r  i nd iv idua l s  t o  
seek c r e a t i v e  f u l f i l l m e n t  i n  a  f r e e  economic market has been f r u s t r a -  
t e d  by t h e  fragmentat ion of  l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  boundaries i n  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s .  The economic s e l f - i n t e r e s t  of t hese  l o c a l  governments w i t h i n  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  tends t o  produce t h i s  r e s u l t  r ega rd l e s s  of whether 
t h e r e  i s  d i sc r imina t ion  by r ace  o r  c l a s s .  Thus, un less  s p e c i f i c  
a t t e n t i o n  is  d i r e c t e d  toward problems of economic and s o c i a l ,  inc lud-  
i n g  r ac i a1 ,d i f f e r ences  among t h e  many s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i t h i n  a  
met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  tend t o  grow and i n e q u i t i e s  magnify. 



To a  l a r g e  e x t e n t ,  t h e  t a s k  of  a s s u r i n g  equal  economic and 
s o c i a l  oppor tuni ty  t o  met ropol i tan  r e s i d e n t s  becomes one of  c r e a t i n g  
a  f r e e  and adequate  housing market.  Residence i s  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  both 
r e c e i p t  o f ,  and payment f o r ,  a  l a r g e  number of  urban s e r v i c e s .  I n  
add i t i on ,  housing va lues  and q u a l i t y  a r e  major v i s i b l e  c r i t e r i a  of 
economic and social well-being. Housing ranks high among t h e  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  g r e a t e s t  d i s p a r i t i e s  revea led  by Census da t a :  t h e s e  
inc lude  unsound owner occupied housing, unsound r e n t a l s ,  and lowest 
housing va lues ,  a l l  o f  which predominate o u t s i d e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  
gene ra l ly  speaking. Fur ther ,  n e a r l y  f o u r - f i f t h s  of  t h e  housing f o r  
nonwhites i s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Thus, any e f f o r t  t o  r e c o n c i l e  
p re sen t  economic and s o c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  must 
begin wi th  - l o c a l  s t u d i e s  and t h e  reasoned a p p l i c a t i o n  of housing and 
development p o l i c i e s  designed t o  promote d i v e r s i t y  and oppor tuni ty  
throughout those  a r e a s .  

1. The Commission recommends t h a t  each l o c a l  governmental 
u n i t  and agency w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  whether c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  
suburban, a s c e r t a i n ,  ana lyze ,  and g ive  r ecogn i t i on  t o  economic and 
s o c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  a f f e c t i n g  i t s  programs. Federa l  planning a i d s  
f o r  urban development, inc luding  "Section 701" urban p l a n n i n ~  a s s i s t -  
ance and comprehensive t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  planning,  should s p e c i f i c a l l y  
a u t h o r i z e  and encourage economic and soc ia  1 po l i cy  planning f o r  t h e  
communitv a s  a  b a s i c  i u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  phys i ca l  planning.  

S ince  t h e r e  i s  so  much v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  from community 
t o  community, and s i n c e  d i s p a r i t i e s  change cont inuously,  d e t a i l e d  
s t u d i e s  of  t h e  socioeconomic makeup of each community i s  t h e  l o g i c a l  
f i r s t  s t e p  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  d i s p a r i t y  problems and t h e i r  imp l i ca t ions  
f o r  phys i ca l  development p l ans  and f o r  pub l i c  po l i cy  gene ra l ly .  

Such s t u d i e s  should a s c e r t a i n  t h e  s i z e  and c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  
l o c a l  c o n s t i t u e n t  o f  dependent groups: c h i l d r e n  under 18, e l d e r l y  of 
60 years  o r  o l d e r ,  broken f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n ,  undereducated and 
inadequate ly  t r a i n e d  a d u l t s  and youth,  r a c i a l  groups, occupat iona l ly  
o b s o l e t e  and consequently unemployed persons,  and low income f a m i l i e s  
It should, i n  a d d i t i o n ,  a s s e s s  t h e  cons t i tuency  of more h ighly  
developed resources  i n  t h e  community: working age groups, c o l l e g e  
graduates ,  high s t a t u s  and s k i l l e d  occupat ions,  and middle and upper 
income groups. Such s t u d i e s  a s  The Changing Age P r o f i l e :  Implica-  
t i o n s  f o r  Pol icy  Planning i n  Metropol i tan Washington, r e c e n t l y  
completed by t h e  Washington Center f o r  Metropol i tan  S tud ie s ,  a r e  
i l l u s t r a t i v e  of  what can be done. 



The major use  of  d i s p a r i t y  s t u d i e s  should be i n  coord ina t ing  a l l  
governmental programs concerned wi th  o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  conserva t ion  and 
development of  human resources .  Planning t o  meet s o c i a l  and economic 
problems w i t h i n  each ind iv idua l  c i t y  o r  suburb should be used by 
phys ica l  planners  i n  determining l o c a l  needs f o r  var ious  kinds of 
phys i ca l  development, neighborhood conserva t ion ,  and renewal programs. 
Likewise, s o c i a l  and economic planning,  a s  we l l  a s  phys i ca l  planning,  
should be coordinated wi th  t h e  work of  neighboring l o c a l  governments 
and areawide u n i t s .  

Wri t ing i n  1960 f o r  P re s iden t  Eisenhower's Commission on 
National  Goals, t h e  l a t e  Catherine Bauer Wurster concluded h e r  s e c t i o n  
on '?lousing: a wider range of choice  f o r  everyone" by say ing  t h a t :  

I n  t h e  housing f i e l d  t h e  gene ra l  goa ls  a r e  much c l e a r e r  
than  t h e  s p e c i f i c  means. What we need p r imar i ly  i s  respon- 
s i b l e  programming of l o c a l  requirements .... Publ ic  agencies  
must s e t  o v e r a l l  goa l s ,  then  provide a s s i s t a n c e  and incen-  
t i v e s  t o  p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  t o  ca r ry  ou t  a s  much of t h e  
program a s  p o s s i b l e  .... Future housing requirements,  t o  
i n s u r e  a balanced inventory i n  both c e n t r a l  and ou t ly ing  
a r e a s ,  and t o  meet t h e  needs of d i sp l aced  f a m i l i e s ,  must 
be determined by l o c a l  agencies  on a metropolitanwide and 
c i tywide  basis. . . .Inducements r a t h e r  than r i g i d  c o n t r o l s  
a r e  necessary,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  encourage l o c a l  programming 
of needs. 

I n  o rde r  t o  encourage l o c a l  planning t o  g ive  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a l l  
c l a s s e s  of housing and o t h e r  phys i ca l  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  l o c a l  
needs, a l l  Federal  a i d  f o r  t h e  planning of  r e loca t ion ,  urban renewal, 
community renewal, and poverty reduct ion ,  a s  we l l  a s  f o r  planning under 
t h e  urban planning a s s i s t a n c e  program, should s p e c i f i c a l l y  a u t h o r i z e  
and p o s i t i v e l y  encourage e f f o r t s  t o  g ive  adequate  a t t e n t i o n  t o  s o c i a l  
and economic d i s p a r i t y  problems. A l l  such planning should be areawide 
o r  a t  l e a s t  meaningfully i n t e g r a t e d  wi th  areawide p lans .  

Community renewal planning a l r eady  r equ i r e s  areawide economic 
and market s t u d i e s  covering "prospect ive supply and demand f o r  housing, 
inc luding  es t imated  requirements f o r  new and r e h a b i l i t a t e d  housing a t  
va r ious  p r i c e  ranges ( to  provide base da t a  and ana lyses  of both r e loca -  
t i o n  requirements and t h e  market f o r  new housing i n  urban renewal 
a r e a s . ) "  Some d i s p a r i t y  problems a r e  now being covered under t h e  7 0 1  
urban planning a s s i s t a n c e  program. 



The 1964 Economic Opportunity Act t o  a l l e v i a t e  poverty r e q u i r e s  
11 community a c t i o n "  p lans  t o  organize  comprehensive a t t a c k s  on poverty,  

and t h e  o v e r a l l  economic development programs r equ i r ed  of l o c a l i t i e s  
f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Area Redevelopment Program cover  some 
a spec t s  o f  economic po l i cy .  Pub l i c  roads planning r e q u i r e s  s t u d i e s  
of economic and popula t ion  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  i nc lud ing  da t a  on employment, 
income, and c a r  ownership p a t t e r n s .  Areawide h e a l t h  planning i s  a l s o  
becoming more common a t  t h e  urg ing  of  t h e  Federa l  Government and o f  a  
few S t a t e s .  

Never the less ,  economic and s o c i a l  d a t a  a r e  seldom used i n  depth 
i n  comprehensive planning f o r  l o c a l  governmenta 1 s e r v i c e s ,  o r  used 
t o  develop broad s o c i a l  p o l i c i e s  and r e l a t e d  phys i ca l  planning 
dec i s ions .  This  s i t u a t i o n  i s  aggravated by such f a c t o r s  a s  inadequate  
funds, inadequate ly  t r a i n e d  s t a f f ,  timorous Federal  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  
a ided  s t u d i e s  be comprehensive i n  terms of human resources  a s  w e l l  a s  
phys i ca l  r e sou rces ,  and be l a t ed  r ecogn i t i on  of  t h i s  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  
i n  t h e  planning p ro fe s s ion  i t s e l f .  

The t y p i c a l  use  of economic and popula t ion  s t a t i s t i c s  i n  aggre-  
g a t e s  which lump toge the r  a l l  c l a s s e s  of  people r ega rd l e s s  of  t h e i r  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r a c e ,  educa t iona l  s t a t u s ,  income s t a t u s ,  housing 
cond i t i ons ,  and o t h e r  s o c i a l  o r  economic f a c t o r s  i s  no t  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  
planning o r d e r l y  urban development o r  renewal. For example, n e i t h e r  
r e l o c a t i o n  p lanning  nor  t h e  use  of  da t a  t h a t  would make i t  p o s s i b l e  
a r e  r equ i r ed  by t h e  pub l i c  roads program. Although community renewal 
and an t ipove r ty  planning programs promise t o  make more d e t a i l e d  and 
d i sc r imina t ing  use  of s o c i a l  and economic da t a  than has  been t y p i c a l  
of  urban planning i n  t h e  p a s t ,  t h e s e  programs w i l l  no t  p e n e t r a t e  a l l -  
important  c e n t e r s  of met ropol i tan  dec i s ion  making. They w i l l ,  i n  
f a c t ,  be l a r g e l y  l imi t ed  t o  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  o r  o t h e r  l o c a l i z e d  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n s  where t h e  worst  urban b l i g h t  and worst  poverty e x i s t .  S ince  
problems of  h e a l t h ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  r e l o c a t i o n ,  and a  hos t  of o t h e r  
economic and s o c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  urban growth a r e  no t  
l imi t ed  t o  such l o c a l i t i e s ,  planning f o r  them should no t  be l imi t ed .  

Programs of  urban planning a s s i s t a n c e ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  planning,  
and open space  planning,  which a f f e c t  whole met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  must 
lead  t h e  l i s t  of s o c i a l  problems t h a t  r e q u i r e  cons ide ra t ion  a s  they 
r e l a t e  t o  urban growth. Open space planning, f o r  i n s t ance ,  should be 
based a s  much on da ta  concerning j u v e n i l e  delinquency, mental h e a l t h ,  
crime, d i sease ,  and popula t ion  dens i ty  a s  on da t a  concerning land 
p r i c e s  and n a t u r a l  geographic f e a t u r e s .  Analysis  of  a f f e c t e d  neigh-  
borhood s o c i a l  p a t t e r n s  and planning f o r  necessary  r e l o c a t i o n s  of 



f a m i l i e s ,  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  bus inesses ,  and pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  a s  p a r t  o f  
pub l i c  roads planning,  would do much t o  f a c i l i t a t e  app ropr i a t e  
governmental a c t i o n  designed t o  ease  t h e  s o c i a l  impact of  highway 
cons t ruc t ion .  S imi la r  cons idera t ions  w i l l  be necessary i n  mass 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  planning.  

But perhaps t h e  key program i n  which expanded use of economic 
and s o c i a l  da ta  would pay o f f  i s  the  "Section 701" urban planning 
a s s i s t a n c e  program under t h e  provis ions  of t h e  Housing Act.  It i s  
of key importance i n  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  use  of economic and s o c i a l  da t a  
because inc reas ing ly  i t  i s  s e t t i n g  a  comprehensive and o b j e c t i v e  
framework f o r  such soc iophys ica l  development programs i n  t h e  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a rea  a s  housing, commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  employment, and 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  Areas e l i g i b l e  f o r  Federal  planning a s s i s t a n c e  have 
been broadened t o  encompass most of  t h e  urban scene;  t h e  amount of 
Federa l  money a v a i l a b l e  i s  inc reas ing ;  and met ropol i tan  planning 
agencies ,  which a r e  among t h e  most important r e c i p i e n t s  of a s s i s t -  
ance, a r e  i nc reas ing ly  being given review a u t h o r i t y  (but not  v e t o  
a u t h o r i t y )  over a l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  Federa l  g ran t s  and loans f o r  
urban development purposes.  I n  o r d e r  t o  avoid dup l i ca t ion  and 
c o n f l i c t  among t h e  numerous f e d e r a l l y  a ided  planning programs, it i s  
app ropr i a t e  and necessary f o r  one o f  them t o  be s ing led  ou t  f o r  
s p e c i a l  emphasis i n  coord ina t ing  t h e  r e s t .  

I n  almost a l l  c a ses ,  a c t i o n  necessary t o  au tho r i ze  and encourage 
adequate  r ecogn i t i on  of s o c i a l  and economic a s p e c t s  of f i s c a l  planning 
i n  such programs a s  701 urban planning a s s i s t a n c e  and highway r e sea rch  
and planning l e g i s l a t i o n  can be achieved through admin i s t r a t i ve  
dec i s ions  o f  t he  Federal  agencies  concerned. Such a c t i o n  should be 
a c t i v e l y  pursued and, t o  t h e  ex t en t  t h a t  i t  i s  impeded by e x i s t i n g  
planning a s s i s t a n c e  laws, Congress should amend them. 

2 .  The Commission recommends t h a t  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  be enacted 
t o  r e s t r i c t  zoning a u t h o r i t y  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  t o  l a r g e r  munici- 
p a l i t i e s  and t o  county government and t o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  such zoning 
a u t h o r i t y  be exerc ised  i n  a  manner t o  permit a  wide range of housing 
p r i c e s  w i t h i n  t h e  a r ea  covered by such c i t y  o r  county. The Commission 
a l s o  recommends t h a t  met ropol i tan  planning agencies  prepare  p lans  and 
ordinances f o r  adopt ion by ind iv idua l  l o c a l  governments i n  t h e  a r e a ,  
such p l ans  t o  provide f o r  an  appropr i a t e ly  wide range of  housing 
p r i c e s .  



Many l o c a l  communities have been c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  s iphoning o f f  
l u c r a t i v e  types of  development t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e i r  t a x  base ,  wh i l e  
excluding l e s s  d e s i r a b l e  land uses  which would be expected t o  r e q u i r e  
more l o c a l  expenditures  t o  support  than they would produce i n  t a x  
revenue. For i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  Ca l i fo rn i a  c i t i e s  of Emeryville,  Vernon, 
Union Ci ty ,  I rwindale ,  Indus t ry ,  and Commerce, a r e  c l a s s i c  examples 
of c i t i e s  devoted almost e n t i r e l y  t o  i ndus t ry .  It has been r epor t ed  
t h a t  Vernon, where over  70,000 people work but  on ly  236 l i v e ,  has an  
assessed  v a l u a t i o n  of  about one-half m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  per  c a p i t a ,  
a f f o r d i n g  a  low t a x  r a t e  f o r  a t t r a c t i n g  new indus t ry ,  i n  o rde r  t o  
r a i s e  t h e  a s se s sed  va lue  and lower t h e  t a x  r a t e  even more. 

The case  of  Vernon i s  extreme, bu t  i t  d i f f e r s  on ly  i n  degree 
from t h e  widespread use  of  f i s c a l  cons ide ra t ions  a s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
l o c a l  government development p o l i c i e s .  This p r a c t i c e ,  known a s  
I 1  f i s c a l  zoning," i s  p r imar i ly  based on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most l o c a l  
governments depend q u i t e  heavi ly  on r e a l  e s t a t e  taxes  t o  f i nance  t h e i r  
programs. 

Some o t h e r  l o c a l  governments seek t o  keep governmental c o s t s  a t  
a  minimum and p r o t e c t  e x i s t i n g  r u r a l  surroundings by zoning exc lus ive ly  
f o r  b e a u t i f u l  homes on l a r g e  l o t s .  E labora te  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 
housing c o s t s ,  family incomes, number of school  ch i ld ren ,  and o t h e r  
governmental s e r v i c e s  a r e  f i gu red  i n  a s  arguments f o r  o r  a g a i n s t  zoning 
changes. Although zoning provis ions  r equ i r ing  t h a t  bu i ld ings  c o s t  a  
minimum amount have been dec lared  u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  e x e r c i s e s  of  p o l i c e  
power, f i s c a l  reasoning i s  f r equen t ly  d isguised  o r  no t  o f f i c i a l l y  
recognized a s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  zoning changes a c t u a l l y  designed t o  
c a r r y  o u t  f i s c a l  po l i cy .  The ex ten t  t o  which f i s c a l  zoning i s  a c t u a l l y  
e f f e c t i v e  i n  c r e a t i n g  o r  r e i n f o r c i n g  socioeconomic d i s p a r i t i e s  has not  
been s t a t i s t i c a l l y  t abu la t ed ,  and i t s  most i n t e n s e  man i f e s t a t ions  a r e  
undoubtedly obscured by t h e  da t a  analyzed i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  because a l l  
suburban governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s  a r e  lumped toge the r .  Nevertheless ,  
f i s c a l  zoning has been p a r t i a l l y  documented i n  many o t h e r  sources  and 
i s  c e r t a i n l y  an important intergovernmental  problem. 

The tendency toward f i s c a l  zoning sha rp ly  po in t s  up t h e  need f o r  
some type  of  r eg iona l  o r  met ropol i tan  planning i n  o r d e r  t h a t  c o u r t s  
may have a  s tandard  a g a i n s t  which t o  measure l e g i s l a t i v e  de te rmina t ions  
dea l ing  w i t h  exc lus ion  of uses .  Overa l l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among t r anspor -  
t a t i o n  systems, employment l oca t ions ,  u t i l i t y  s e r v i c e  a r e a s ,  housing, 
and gene ra l  land use  p a t t e r n s  should no t  be subordinated t o  f i s c a l  
cons ide ra t ions .  For f i s c a l  reasons ,  every j u r i s d i c t i o n  would exclude 
low c o s t  housing and seek  t o  a t t r a c t  high va lue  commercial and 



i n d u s t r i a l  development. But t h i s  kind of po l i cy  would lead  t o  a  l a r g e  
number o f  job o p p o r t u n i t i e s  without  providing housing f o r  t h e  
employees. Geographic planning f a c t o r s  should t ake  precedence over  
f i s c a l  f a c t o r s  i n  l o c a t i n g  freeways o r  o t h e r  major f a c i l i t i e s  such a s  
r eg iona l  parks,  i n c i n e r a t o r  s i t e s ,  s a n i t a r y  land f i l l s ,  sewage 
t rea tment  p l a n t s ,  and r e s e r v o i r s .  I n  t h e  case  of freeways, f o r  
example, o r i g i n  and d e s t i n a t i o n  da t a  cannot be completely d is regarded  
because a  c e r t a i n  incorpora ted  a r e a ,  which happened t o  be loca t ed  so 
a s  t o  be d i s rup ted  more than  helped, o b j e c t s  t o  an  unusual burden on 
i t s e l f ,  whereas t h e  same l o c a t i o n  would be r e l a t i v e l y  unobjec t ionable  
i f  t h e  i nco rpora t ion  boundary were a  couple of  blocks from t h e  r i g h t -  
of-way. Regional parks,  i n c i n e r a t o r  s i t e s ,  s a n i t a r y  land f i l l s ,  
sewage t rea tment  p l a n t s ,  and r e s e r v o i r s  a l l  r e q u i r e  r a t h e r  r a r e  s i t e  
f e a t u r e s ,  and t h e  exc lus ion  of s u i t a b l e  s i t e s  on t h e  grounds of  f i s c a l  
impact on i n d i v i d u a l  l o c a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  unreasonably l i m i t s  t h e  
choices.  Ways must be provided t o  compensate e f f e c t i v e l y  f o r  l o s s  o f  
t a x  base and f o r  necessary land use  and zoning adjustments  caused by 
such f a c i l i t i e s .  Thei r  l oca t ion  should no t  be proscr ibed  by t h e  
h i s t o r i c a l  acc ident  o f  l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  boundaries.  A s  long a s  each 
community has i t s  own zoning and land use  c o n t r o l  without  r e f e rence  t o  
i t s  neighbors  and t o  t h e  urban a rea  a s  a  whole, f i s c a l  competi t ion 
w i l l  cont inue  t o  be a t t r a c t i v e  t o  l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  l eade r sh ip ,  thus  
aggrava t ing  d i s p a r i t i e s  a l r eady  apparent .  

Zoning i s  a  r e l a t i v e l y  weak t o o l  f o r  ca r ry ing  ou t  plans f o r  
urban development, e s p e c i a l l y  when competing wi th  incompatible  f inan-  
c i a l  i ncen t ives .  Although by i t s e l f  zoning based on areawide planning 
w i l l  no t  s o l v e  d i s p a r i t y  problems, i t  i s  neve r the l e s s  an ind ispensable  
p a r t  o f  t h e  s o l u t i o n .  Adjust ing governmental r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and, i n  
some cases ,  boundaries so t h a t  l a r g e r  u n i t s  a r e  provided t o  t a c k l e  
l a r g e r  problems, and equa l i z ing  l o c a l  government f inances  so t h a t  
f i s c a l  i ncen t ives  f o r  zoning a r e  reduced, a r e  a l s o  p a r t  of t h e  so lu -  
t i o n .  The f i s c a l  recommendations, made l a t e r  i n  t h i s  chapter ,  provide 
f o r  r e a p p r a i s a l  of t a x  and g r a n t  systems t o  avoid f i s c a l  zoning 
i n c e n t i v e s ,  bu t  r ecogn i t i on  of t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  a spec t s  of zoning i s  
app ropr i a t e  a t  t h i s  po in t .  

For l o c a l  government t o  a c t  respons ib ly ,  i t s  u n i t s  must be l a r g e  
enough t o  cons ider  i s s u e s  i n  context  and balance t h e  needs of d i v e r s e  
groups of  people.  Def ic ienc ies  o f  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  governments, based 
on e i t h e r  l imi t ed  geographical  o r  l imi t ed  func t iona l  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  
have been documented elsewhere and need not  be repea ted  here  except t o  
say t h a t  t h e  h igher  t h e  degree o f  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  i s  
t h e  p r a c t i c e  of f i s c a l  zoning. Small m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  o f t e n  f a l l  i n  t h e  



s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  ca tegory  and may, indeed, have incorpora ted  s p e c i f i -  
c a l l y  t o  ga in  o r  p r o t e c t  a  s p e c i a l l y  advantageous f i s c a l  p o s i t i o n .  
Larger m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and count ies ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  u sua l ly  r ep re sen t  a  
d i v e r s i t y  of viewpoints  which make f i s c a l  zoning o b j e c t i v e s  l e s s  
dominant. Thus, r e s e r v a t i o n  by t h e  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  of zoning 
a u t h o r i t y  t o  l a r g e  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  o r  count ies  would reduce t h e  
a b i l i t y  of  t h e  smal l  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t o  p r a c t i c e  f i s -  
c a l  zoning. 

I n  t h e  event  t h a t  i t  i s  no t  f e a s i b l e  t o  r a i s e  t h e  f u l l  respon- 
s i b i l i t y  f o r  zoning from smal l  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t o  t h e  l a r g e r  county 
government, a  two- t ie r  approach could be used i n  which t h e  county 
would be given r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  major land use  p a t t e r n s  
w i t h i n  smal l  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  w i th in  unincorporated a r e a s ,  
wh i l e  leav ing  t h e  d e t a i l e d  c h a r a c t e r  of development under t h e  c o n t r o l  
of m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  This  would mean t h a t  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  would have 
t o  be amended t o  a u t h o r i z e  genera l ized  county zoning on t h e  b a s i s  of  
broad land use  ca t egor i e s  and d e n s i t i e s ,  supplemented by adoption of  
more d e t a i l e d  development r e g u l a t i o n s  by municipal governments. Like 
t h e  sugges t ion  f o r  r a i s i n g  f u l l  zoning a u t h o r i t y  t o  t h e  county l e v e l ,  
t h i s  two- t ie r  approach would he lp  t o  avoid unduly l o c a l i z e d  zoning 
which tends t o  be used f o r  f i s c a l  purposes.  

Met ropol i tan  planning should inc lude  areawide housing p lans  a s  
a  guide t o  determining e s s e n t i a l  needs f o r  housing of  d i f f e r e n t  types 
and d i f f e r e n t  income l e v e l s .  Metropol i tan planning agencies  should 
s tudy  and encourage t h e  use  of  zoning c a t e g o r i e s  which a r e  favorable  
t o  t h e  va r ious  types of  housing requi red ,  e s p e c i a l l y  low income 
housing f o r  which t h e  market cannot provide adequately wi thout  s p e c i a l  
encouragement. These a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  gene ra l ly  a l r eady  w i t h i n  t h e  
scope of met ropol i tan  planning agency r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and would 
r e q u i r e  no new l e g i s l a t i o n .  A r ecen t  survey by t h e  Housing and Home 
Finance Agency has shown t h a t  t h ree -qua r t e r s  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  metro- 
p o l i t a n  planning agencies  have prepared r e s i d e n t i a l  p lans ,  bu t  
s t a t i s t i c a l  information i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  i n d i c a t e  whether such 
p lans  cons ider  housing c o s t s .  General impressions i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they  
do n o t .  Metropol i tan planning da t a  dea l ing  wi th  housing c o s t s  could 
be used by t h e  c o u r t s  i n  judging t h e  appropr ia teness  of  zoning 
exc lus ions  i n  l o c a l  communities w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

3 .  The Commission recommends (a)  the  enactment by t h e  S t a t e s  of  
l e g i s l a t i o n  au tho r i z ing  t h e  adoption of uniform housing, bu i ld ing .  
zoning, and p l a t t i n g  codes w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  and (b) a c t i o n  
by l o c a l  governments t o  u t i l i z e  such a u t h o r i t y .  



Many r u r a l  and suburban communities, whether incorpora ted  o r  
no t ,  lack adequate  bui ld ing ,  housing, zoning, and p l a t t i n g  codes. 
The r e s u l t  i s  suburban and semirura l  "slums" accompanied by inc reas ing  
h e a l t h  and we l f a re  burdens. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, when such r e g u l a t i o n s  
a r e  enacted i n  t h e  suburbs,  they a r e  f r equen t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from those  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and from those  i n  o t h e r  suburbs.  This pu ts  a  
burden on housing developers  who ope ra t e  i n  s e v e r a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  
Many housing, bu i ld ing ,  zoning, and p l a t t i n g  codes a r e  a l s o  ou t  of 
d a t e  and r e q u i r e  types of development which a r e  more expensive than 
necessary.  Regulations which a r e  uniform from one j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  
another  w i t h i n  an urban a rea  would decrease t h e  d i v e r s i t y ,  i nc rease  
t h e  coverage, and al low more exper t  a p p l i c a t i o n  of reasonable r equ i r e -  
ments. It has been es t imated  t h a t  modernized bu i ld ing  codes a lone  can 
o f t e n  reduce bu i ld ing  c o s t s  by $1,000 per  house, whi le  a s s u r i n g  s a f e  
and sound cons t ruc t ion .  

Analysis  of t h e  1960 Census of Housing shows t h a t  substandard 
owner occupied housing, f a r  from being exc lus ive ly  a  c e n t r a l  c i t y  
problem, a c t u a l l y  accounts on t h e  average f o r  a  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of 
a l l  housing i n  t h e  suburbs where codes a r e  more l ax .  While t h e r e  i s  
no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s p a r i t y  i n  t h e  Northeast ,  t h e  North Cent ra l  and South 
a r e  near  t h e  average,  and t h e  West has 100 percent  more substandard 
houses i n  t h e  suburbs than  i n  t he  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  The average subur- 
ban excess  of unsound housing, both owner and r e n t e r  occupied, i s  a  
c l e a r  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  inadequacy of housing and bu i ld ing  codes i n  
many suburban communities. Despi te  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  v a s t  bulk of new 
housing i s  loca ted  i n  t h e  suburbs,  an  average of  16 percent  of t h e  
owner occupied homes and 36 percent  of t h e  r e n t a l  u n i t s  remain 
substandard.  It i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  q u i t e  apparent  t h a t  slums and near -  
slums e x i s t  i n  t h e  suburbs a s  w e l l  a s  i n  t h e  c i t i e s .  Indeed, many of 
t hese  substandard dwellings a r e  l e s s  than 20 years  o l d .  They were 
cons t ruc ted  mainly i n  unincorporated a reas  which lacked bu i ld ing ,  
zoning, and p l a t t i n g  codes. Even i n  many incorpora ted  suburbs,  
however, codes, where they  e x i s t ,  a r e  inadequate  t o  t h e  demands of 
r ap id  urban development. 

Municipal and county codes should be administered j o i n t l y  
wherever p o s s i b l e  t o  a s s u r e  uniform a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e i r  p rov i s ions .  
This could be accomplished through i n t e r l o c a l  con t r ac t ing  o r  t h e  
voluntary  t r a n s f e r  of func t ions  between c i t i e s  and count ies ,  two devices  
recommended f o r  widespread use  i n  previous Commission r e p o r t s .  

County governments should enact  uniform codes t o  apply w i t h i n  
unincorporated a r e a s ,  and met ropol i tan  planning agencies  o r  counci l s  of 



governments wi th in  m u l t i j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  metropolitan a reas  should 
a c t i v e l y  encourage a l l  t he  munic ipal i t ies  and count ies  involved t o  
cooperate i n  the  enactment of uniform codes. 

Another poss ib le  way of obta in ing uniform housing and bui ld ing 
codes has been demonstrated by Cal i fornia  which has enacted a S t a t e  
Housing Act governing a l l  apartments and ho te l s  wi th in  the  S t a t e ,  a l l  
dwellings wi th in  incorporated j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  and a l l  dwellings wi th in  
unincorporated county a reas  where county boards of supervisors  choose 
t o  adopt the  S t a t e  provisions.  Enforcement of the  S t a t e  Housing Act 
i s  c a r r i e d  out  by l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s ,  with S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
a s s i s t  and assu re  adequate enforcement. Where l o c a l i t i e s  a r e  
r e l u c t a n t  t o  adopt adequate codes, a s s e r t i o n  of S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  
au thor i ty  such a s  t h i s  can be meaningfully he lp fu l  i n  reducing hea l th  
and s a f e t y  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  housing, regardless  of l o c a l l y  fragmented 
governmental condit ions.  

Code enforcement has o f t e n  been the  weak l i n k  i n  programs t o  
improve o r  maintain t h e  q u a l i t y  of housing. Even i n  major c i t i e s  
where q u a l i f i e d  s t a f f  i s  most ava i l ab le ,  code enforcement may include 
l i t t l e  more than responding t o  t enan t s '  o r  neighbors'  complaints. 
The HHFA workable program p r e r e q u i s i t e  f o r  urban renewal and publ ic  
housing requ i res  an a c t i v e  l o c a l  program of code enforcement, but 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  such enforcement a c t i v i t i e s  has been so d i f f i c u l t  and 
slow i n  the  pas t  t h a t  major new e f f o r t s  have been i n i t i a t e d  aga ins t  
considerable opposi t ion  i n  t h e  l a s t  two o r  th ree  years  t o  make the  
workable program code requirement e f f e c t i v e .  The Housing Act of 1964 
has j u s t  re inforced t h i s  e f f o r t  by making code enforcement a c t i v i t i e s  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  c o s t  shar ing  a s  p a r t  of l imi ted  durat ion urban renewal 
p r o j e c t s  . 

The need f o r  uniform zoning and p l a t t i n g  standards hinges not  
only on the  need t o  a s su re  adequate p ro tec t ion  t o  home buyers'  i nves t -  
ments, but  a l s o  on the  tendency f o r  these  standards t o  be used f o r  
purposes of excluding lower income persons from a community. Thus, 
zoning sometimes has required minimum l o t  s i z e s  t o  be very l a rge  f o r  
a l l  subdivisions wi th in  a c e r t a i n  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  and p l a t t i n g  regula-  
t i o n s  have es t ab l i shed  excessive improvement s tandards over and above 
those necessary,  thereby tending t o  r e s t r i c t  housing t o  upper income 
groups . 

4. The Commission recommends t h a t  d i v e r s i f i c a t i o n  and geographic 
d i s p e r s a l  of h o u s i n ~  f o r  low income groups be encouraged by amending 
Federal  housing l e g i s l a t i o n  and, where necessary,  S t a t e  publ ic  housing 



s t a t u t e s  t o  (a )  f a c i l i t a t e  purchase,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  and l e a s e  of  
e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  housinv by l o c a l  pub l i c  housing a u t h o r i t i e s ;  (b) 
a u t h o r i z e  subs id i z ing  o f  r e n t s  of  low income f a m i l i e s  i n  e x i s t i n g  
p r i v a t e  housing;* and ( c )  permit f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  p r i v a t e  non- 
p r o f i t  o rgan iza t ions  t o  enable  them t o  provide subs id i zed  housing f o r  
low income fami l i e s .  

The a p p r o p r i a t e  income range of  f a m i l i e s  r e q u i r i n g  housing i n  
many communities extends below what t h e  p r i v a t e  housing market can 
provide wi thout  a s s i s t a n c e .  For i n s t a n c e ,  about  one-quarter  of t h e  
f a m i l i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  have incomes of l e s s  than $4,000; 
one- th i rd  of  r e n t e r  occupied housing i n  such a r e a s  i s  unsound; more 
than one-tenth o f  owner occupied housing i s  unsound; one - th i rd  of  t h e  
owner occupied housing i s  va lues  a t  l e s s  than $10,000; and more than 
one- ten th  o f  t h e  r e n t e r  occupied housing r e n t s  f o r  l e s s  than $40 pe r  
month. Those cond i t i ons  p r e v a i l  i n  suburbs a s  w e l l  a s  i n  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s .  It seems c l e a r  t h a t  many low income f a m i l i e s  a r e  going t o  
cont inue  t o  need a  governmental subsidy i f  they a r e  t o  have adequate  
housing. 

The usua l  way o f  providing t h i s  subsidy has  been through con- 
s t r u c t i o n  and ope ra t i on  of  pub l i c  housing u n i t s  by l o c a l  governments, 
a ided  by loans and annual  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  from t h e  Federa l  Government. 
Pub l i c  housing u n i t s  have played a  v i t a l  r o l e  i n  fu rn i sh ing  s h e l t e r  
f o r  low income groups, bu t  they have come i n  f o r  i nc reas ing  c r i t i c i s m  

* The views o f  Governor Anderson, Mrs. Wilcox, and Mayor Goldner: We 
oppose i t em (b) i n  t h i s  recommendation which c a l l s  f o r  new Federa l  
and S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  "au thor ize  subs id i z ing  of r e n t s  of  low i n -  
come f a m i l i e s  i n  e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  housing." This  i s  an unnecessary 
and unwarranted ex tens ion  of  t h e  Federa l  Government i n  t h e  housing 
f i e l d .  Pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  payments a r e  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  cover  
r e n t a l  c o s t s  o f  we l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s .  These payments, p lu s  t h e  
e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  housing program, t h e  FHA below market i n t e r e s t  r a t e  
program f o r  r e n t a l  and coopera t ive  housing, and t h e  o t h e r  proposa ls  
i n  Commission recommendation number 4 ,  should go f a r  t o  meeting 
t h i s  very  d i f f i c u l t  problem of  provid ing  decent  r e n t a l  housing f o r  
low income f a m i l i e s  wi thout  f u r t h e r  involv ing  t h e  Government i n  t h e  
t o t a l  r e n t a l  housing market of  t h e  community. 



i n  r e c e n t  yea r s  because of t h e i r  l a rge ,  i n s t i t u t i o n - l i k e  c h a r a c t e r .  
C r i t i c s  c la im they  tend t o  r epea t ,  i n  more modern s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h e  
g h e t t o  condi t ions  they  seek t o  supp lan t ,  and make i n s u f f i c i e n t  
progress  toward a s s i m i l a t i n g  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t s  i n t o  t h e  community a t  
l a r g e .  P a r t l y  a s  a  r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  pub l i c  
housing, bu t  a l s o  because of  a  d e s i r e  t o  keep o u t  low income and 
minor i ty  groups, many communities have r e s i s t e d  es tab l i shment  of  
pub l i c  housing programs of  t h e i r  own. The r e s u l t  has  been f u r t h e r  
aggrava t ion  o f  t h e  problem of  housing low income groups. 

I n  r ecen t  yea r s ,  t h e  Federa l  Government has  supplemented t h e  
bas i c  program o f  a i d s  f o r  pub l i c  housing cons t ruc t ion  by providing 
belob market i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  on mortgages f o r  s p e c i a l  low income groups, 
such a s  d i sp l acees  from urban renewal a r eas  and t h e  e l d e r l y .  A 
s i m i l a r  approach was proposed i n  s e c t i o n  102 of  t h e  Adminis t ra t ion ' s  
1964 b i l l  on housing and community development. This  would have 
provided loans t o  people over  62 years  of  age a t  below market i n t e r e s t  
r a t e s  t o  he lp  them r e h a b i l i t a t e  t h e i r  homes up t o  urban renewal 
s tandards .  The "new community" requirement i n  t h e  same b i l l  provided 
f o r  meeting " the housing and r e l a t e d  needs of  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  vary ing  
incomes and personal  requirements ,  i nc lud ing  lower income and e l d e r l y  
f a m i l i e s .  I '  

Addi t iona l  approaches now a r e  d e s i r a b l e  i n  o rde r  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  
f l e x i b i l i t y  of t h e  low income housing program and o therwise  improve 
t h e  l o t  o f  t hose  qua l i fy ing  f o r  and us ing  pub l i c  housing. Three such 
measures a r e  (a)  d i r e c t  purchase o r  l e a s e  of e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  housing 
by l o c a l  pub l i c  housing a u t h o r i t i e s ;  (b)  d i r e c t  payment of  r e n t a l  sub- 
s i d i e s  t o  low income f a m i l i e s  f o r  t h e i r  use  i n  ob ta in ing  p r i v a t e  r e n t a l s  
of  t h e i r  choice;  and ( c )  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  of  c a p i t a l  loans and ope ra t ing  
g ran t s  t o  p r i v a t e  nonpro f i t  o rgan iza t ions  t o  enable  them t o  provide 
subs id ized  housing f o r  low income f a m i l i e s .  

Supplementing t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  pub l i c  housing cons t ruc t ion  program, 
t h e s e  would d i v e r s i f y  t h e  means of  a s s i s t i n g  low income f a m i l i e s  t o  
o b t a i n  sound dwell ings.  Local housing a u t h o r i t i e s  could provide u n i t s  
more quick ly  through t h e  use  of  e x i s t i n g  housing than  through new 
cons t ruc t ion .  They would a l s o  f i n d  i t  e a s i e r  t o  provide housing f o r  
d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of f ami l i e s ,  a s  i n  ob ta in ing  u n i t s  f o r  l a r g e r  f a m i l i e s  
and convenient ly loca ted  u n i t s  f o r  e l d e r l y  f a m i l i e s .  Furthermore, r e n t  
subs id i e s  would provide a  more s u i t a b l e  form of housing a i d  f o r  e l d e r l y  
persons on low f i x e d  income, who p r e f e r  t o  remain i n  t h e  same dwell ing 
they occupy but  can no longer  a f  fo rd .  



The more v a r i e d  program would a l s o  have t h e  c o l l a t e r a l  advantage 
of he lp ing  t o  overcome t h e  unfavorable  image pub l i c  housing has 
acqui red  by concent ra t ing  on t h e  use  of  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o j e c t  type  
u n i t s .  Low income fami l i e s  could be loca t ed  i n  s i n g l e  family houses 
o r  smal l  apartment bui ld ings  s c a t t e r e d  throughout normal neighborhoods, 
i n  both pub l i c ly  owned and leased  o r  p r i v a t e l y  owned dwell ings.  I n  
smal le r  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  i n  suburban communities where 
r e s i s t a n c e  t o  conspicuous pub l i c  housing p r o j e c t s  i s  s t rong ,  where t h e  
number of  low income f a m i l i e s  r equ i r ing  housing a i d  i s  small  enough t o  
permit t h e i r  r e s i d e n t i a l  a s s i m i l a t i o n  wi th  t h e  surrounding community, 
and where t h e r e  i s  a s u f f i c i e n t  s tock  of  o l d e r ,  moderately p r i ced  
r e n t a l s ,  t h e  advantage of " sca t t e r a t ion"  would be p a r t i c u l a r l y  benign 
toward making a subsidy program f o r  low income housing more accep tab le .  

Conservation and improvement of  r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s  would a l s o  
be encouraged, s i n c e  pub l i c ly  owned housing and housing occupied by 
r e c i p i e n t s  of  d i r e c t  r e n t a l  subs id i e s  would have t o  be i n  f u l l  compli- 
ance wi th  l o c a l  code requirements and a b l e  t o  meet bas i c  s t a t u t o r y  
s tandards  of  adequate,  s a f e ,  and s a n i t a r y  housing. This i s  because, 
under t h e  Federa l  pub l i c  housing program, loans and g r a n t s  adminis te red  
through l o c a l  housing a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  confined t o  l o c a l i t i e s  t h a t  have 
an  approved workable program,one element of which is  ex i s t ence  and 
enforcement of  a housing code. Housing conserva t ion  and improvement 
would he lp  s t a b i l i z e  t h e  v a s t  "gray" a r e a s  of  o l d e r  housing i n  l a r g e  
c i t i e s ,  pe rmi t t i ng  r e t e n t i o n  of t h e  l a r g e  middle c l a s s  of  both r aces  
s t i l l  r e s i d e n t  i n  t h e  c i t i e s ,  and the  middle c l a s s  f a m i l i e s  of  t h e  
f u t u r e  a s  w e l l .  The c i t y  would a l s o  be l i k e l y  t o  be a more a t t r a c t i v e  
d e s t i n a t i o n  f o r  migrants from o t h e r  S t a t e s  and met ropol i tan  a r e a s  who 
a r e  now s e t t l i n g  i n  t h e  suburbs i n  more dense propor t ions  than  they a r e  
i n  t h e  c i t i e s .  

The workable program requirement does,  however, have an i n d i r e c t  
d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t  on t h e  provis ion  of adequate  housing f o r  low income 
groups, d e s p i t e  i t s  laudable mer i t  i n  encouraging l o c a l i t i e s  t o  under- 
t ake  a comprehensive approach t o  community redevelopment. R e l a t i v e l y  
few suburban communities a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  o r  w i l l i n g  t o  comply w i t h  
t h e  seven elements of  t h e  workable program. Not only does t h i s  mean 
t h a t  t hese  communities cannot themselves provide f e d e r a l l y  a ided  pub l i c  
housing u n i t s ,  i t  means a s  w e l l  t h a t  t h e  lack  of a workable program 
would p r o h i b i t  a l o c a l  housing a u t h o r i t y  from g ran t ing  d i r e c t  r e n t  
s u b s i d i e s , a s  advocated i n  p a r t  (b) of t h e  above recommendation, t o  low 
income f a m i l i e s  d e s i r i n g  t o  r e n t  p r i v a t e  housing i n  t h e  ad jo in ing  
suburb. The i n a b i l i t y  of  low income f a m i l i e s  t o  move o u t s i d e  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  i s  a c r u c i a l  cause of t h e  inc reas ing  p re s su re  on t h e  low 
income housing of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  tending t o  i n c r e a s e  f u r t h e r  i n t e r -  
l o c a l  s e r v i c e  and f i s c a l  d i s p a r i t i e s .  



Author iza t ion  of  d i r e c t  Federa l  loans and g r a n t s  t o  nonpro f i t  
o rgan iza t ions  t o  provide subs id ized  housing f o r  low income f a m i l i e s  
would he lp  overcome t h i s  b a r r i e r  t o  d i s p e r s a l  o f  low income housing 
throughout t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  s i n c e  dea l ings  would be d i r e c t l y  
between t h e  Federa l  Government and t h e  nonpro f i t  o rgan iza t ion  and no 
workable program would be involved.  The nonpro f i t  o rgan iza t ion  would, 
of course,  be s u b j e c t  t o  l o c a l  zoning, bu i ld ing ,  and housing codes, 
bu t  o therwise  would no t  be p r o h i b i t e d  from going t o  any p l ace  i n  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a rea  because a community f a i l e d  t o  achieve  a workable 
program. A s  a reasonable requirement t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  minimum 
s tandards  of  housing f a c i l i t i e s  and maintenance i n  t h e  low income 
u n i t s  would be achieved,  t h e  community should meet t h e  housing code 
requirement of  HHFA's workable program f o r  community improvement. 

With r e spec t  t o  l o c a l  housing agencies '  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  e x i s t i n g  
housing, Federa l  housing l e g i s l a t i o n  a l r eady  au tho r i zes  annual c o n t r i -  
bu t ions  by t h e  Pub l i c  Housing Administrat ion f o r  such purpose. S t a t e  
laws a l s o  gene ra l ly  al low l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  t o  buy and l e a s e  e x i s t i n g  
s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  low r e n t  use.  Yet,  according t o  t h e  Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, only 1,600 u n i t s  i n  management throughout t h e  country 
i n  e a r l y  1964 had been brought i n t o  t h e  pub l i c  housing program by such 
use  of e x i s t i n g  housing. 

The major l e g a l  b a r r i e r  t o  wider use of  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
purchase e x i s t i n g  housing i s  t he  Federa l  annual con t r ibu t ions  formula. 
I t  au tho r i zes  maximum f i x e d  annual  con t r ibu t ions  i n  terms of  a s t a t e d  
percentage of t h e  development o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t .  
This  percentage ( the  c u r r e n t  Federal  r a t e  of  i n t e r e s t  p lus  two pe rcen t )  
was designed f o r  amor t iz ing  bonded debt  i ncu r red  i n  developing a 
p r o j e c t  over  a long per iod ,  and t h e  s tanding  p r a c t i c e  has been t o  
c o n t r a c t  f o r  per iods  of 40 y e a r s .  

This  formula i s  appropr i a t e  f o r  newly b u i l t  housing o r  housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t e d  t o  new s t anda rds .  Such s t r u c t u r e s  normally have a 
u s e f u l  economic l i f e  w e l l  over  40 yea r s .  The formula does n o t ,  
however, permit  use  of many kinds of e x i s t i n g  housing which may be 
p e r f e c t l y  s u i t a b l e  f o r  use  over  s h o r t e r  per iods  but  no t  such a s  t o  
warran t  a very long term c o n t r a c t  f o r  Federa l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  I t  i s  
even l e s s  adapted f o r  use  i n  connection wi th  r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  term 
l eases  s i n c e ,  i n  such cases ,  t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  "development o r  
a c q u i s i t i o n "  c o s t  t o  which t h e  a l lowable  s t a t u t o r y  percentage may be 
appl ied .  A new formula proposed i n  t h e  Adminis t ra t ion ' s  1964 b i l l  on 
housing and community development, Sec t ion  404, would have allowed 
use of  e x i s t i n g  housing, e i t h e r  by purchase o r  l ea se ,  i n  a way t h a t  
would permit s h o r t e r  per iods  of use  than a r e  now requ i r ed .  



The 1964 amendments t o  t h e  Nat iona l  Housing Act inc luded  a "relo-  
c a t i o n  adjustment  payment," no t  t o  exceed $500, on behalf  of  any 
family o r  i n d i v i d u a l  o f  62 yea r s  o r  over ,  d i sp l aced  by urban renewal 
and pub l i c  housing p r o j e c t s .  The purpose i s  t o  enable  t h e  d i s p l a c e e s  
t o  r e l o c a t e  i n  p r i v a t e  housing i f  they a r e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  pub l i c  housing 
and i t  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  them. The r e n t a l  subs idy  program proposed 
i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  e s s e n t i a l l y  would apply t h e  r e n t a l  scheme of  t h e  1964 
amendments t o  low income groups gene ra l l y  r a t h e r  than t o  urban renewal 
and pub l i c  housing d i sp l acees  a lone. 

I n  a number o f  c i t i e s ,  demonstration programs a r e  be ing  conducted 
on va r ious  a s p e c t s  of  governmental a c q u i s i t i o n  and l e a s i n g  of  e x i s t i n g  
housing and d i r e c t  r e n t  s u b s i d i e s .  These a r e  f inanced  under t h e  
Federa l  Government's low income housing demonstrat ion program. A 
Ph i l ade lph ia  p r o j e c t  involves  eva lua t ion  of  t h e  Ph i l ade lph ia  Housing 
Au tho r i t y ' s  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  and use  of e x i s t i n g  housing 
f o r  low income f a m i l i e s .  The Housing Author i ty  has  40 u n i t s  o f  such 
housing i n  ope ra t i on  and expects  t o  expand t o  200. Demonstration 
programs i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia, New Haven, Chicago, and S t .  Louis 
involve  t h e  r e n t a l  subsidy approach. These demonstrat ions should 
provide  va luab le  experience about proper  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  programs f o r  
acqu i r ing  e x i s t i n g  housing and us ing  d i r e c t  r e n t a l  s u b s i d i e s .  

5 .  The Commission urges  a p p r o p r i a t e  Federa l  and S t a t e  apenc ies  
t o  a c c e l e r a t e  adopt ion of  coopera t ive  a ~ r e e m e n t s  f o r  enforc ing  Federa l  
and S t a t e  laws and r e g u l a t i o n s  forb idding  d i sc r imina t ion  i n  housing.  

From two t o  t h r e e  t imes a s  much nonwhite a s  whi te  housing of  a l l  
k inds  i s  unsound: 

Percent  o f  Dwelling Units  Which a r e  Unsound: 
190 Larges t  U .  S .  Met ropol i tan  Areas 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE* 
C e n t r a l  C i ty  Suburb C e n t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

Owner occupied 11 16 3 3 5 1 

Rented 33 3 6 5 6 7 0 

* Data f o r  nonwhites r e f e r  t o  on ly  126 SMSA's because housing 
cond i t i on  was no t  r epo r t ed  by t enu re  of  occupancy f o r  5 1  o f  
t h e  sma l l e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  w i th  a smal l  number o f  non- 
wh i t e  dwel l ings .  



Other evidence i n d i c a t e s ,  moreover, t h a t  a s  nonwhites improve 
t h e i r  occupat iona l  and income s t a t u s ,  they a r e  unable t o  make commen- 
s u r a t e  improvements i n  housing. Thus, one s tudy by t h e  Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, based on a n a l y s i s  of  s o c i a l  and economic da t a  i n  
t h e  1960 Census f o r  21  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  found t h a t  a  "s izeable  
nonwhite middle-class  has emerged i n  a l l  s e c t i o n s  of t h e  country.  
These f a m i l i e s  t y p i c a l l y  occupy houses of  i n f e r i o r  q u a l i t y  and lower 
va lue  than  those  of  wh i t e  f a m i l i e s  i n  s i m i l a r  economic circumstances 
i n  t h e  same community." Rac ia l  d i sc r imina t ion  i s  a  b a r r i e r  t o  t h e i r  
acqu i r ing  good q u a l i t y  housing they  can a f f o r d .  

Improved educa t iona l  and we l f a re  programs seek t o  e l imina te  
s o c i a l  problems. Yet t h e s e  problems a r e  only compounded when non- 
whi tes  a r e  confined by r a c i a l  d i sc r imina t ion  t o  a  "ghet toized" 
environment of  poor housing, slum s t r e e t s ,  discouragement and d e f e a t .  
L i t t l e  is  gained from e l a b o r a t e  programs of urban renewal i f  another  
slum i s  c r e a t e d  on t h e  borders  of  t h e  o l d  one because d i sp l aced  
f a m i l i e s  a r e  merely s h i f t e d  t o  a more confined a r e a .  E f f o r t s  and 
resources  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  wasted when many of  t hese  f a m i l i e s  a r e  
f i n a n c i a l l y  capable of s ecu r ing  good housing i f  only t h e  market were 
open t o  them. 

S ince  t h e  end of World War 11, some b a r r i e r s  t o  equal  housing 
oppor tuni ty  have given way. I n  1948, t h e  U .  S. Supreme Court i n  
She l ly  v.  Kraemer h e l d ,  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t ime, t h a t  j u d i c i a l  enforcement 
o f  r e s t r i c t i v e  covenants,  aimed a t  keeping minor i ty  group members ou t  
of  housing they  d e s i r e d  and could a f f o r d  t o  buy, c o n s t i t u t e d  a  d e n i a l  
of equal  p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  laws guaranteed by t h e  Cons t i t u t ion .  Under 
t h i s  dec i s ion ,  t h e  c o u r t s  cannot be u t i l i z e d  a s  a  means of  enforc ing  
d iscr imina tory  agreements. 

In 1957, New York Ci ty  adopted t h e  f i r s t  c i t y  ordinance b a r r i n g  
r a c i a l  and r e l i g i o u s  d i sc r imina t ion  i n  p r i v a t e  housing. A number of  
o t h e r  c i t i e s  have s i n c e  adopted s i m i l a r  ord inances .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  some 
50 c i t i e s  have enacted measures a p p l i c a b l e  t o  government a ided  accommo 
da t ions ,  such a s  t hose  i n  pub l i c  housing o r  urban redevelopment 
p r o j e c t s ,  and fou r  c i t i e s  have s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  b a r r i n g  r e a l  e s t a t e  
brokers  from engaging i n  c e r t a i n  p r a c t i c e s  designed t o  induce panic  
s e l l i n g  due t o  e n t r y  o r  p rospec t ive  en t ry  i n t o  a  neighborhood of 
persons of  another  r a c i a l  o r  e t h n i c  background. 

Adoption of  a n t i d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  housing measures i n  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  has  obvious l i m i t a t i o n s ,  however, i n  terms of opening up t h e  
housing market of a  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  Moreover, i t  can o p e r a t e  t o  



c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  exodus of whi tes  and r e s u l t  i n  g r e a t e r  concent ra t ion  
of nonwhites. Statewide nondiscr iminat ion l e g i s l a t i o n ,  on the  o t h e r  
hand, can achieve a  more r a t i o n a l  met ropol i tan  popula t ion  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
by pe rmi t t i ng  f r e e r  market condi t ions  t o  ope ra t e .  A t  l a s t  count ,  18 
S t a t e s  maintained such laws, vary ing  i n  t h e i r  coverage of pub l i c ly  
owned housing; housing supported t o  some degree by pub l i c  funds, such 
a s  loans,  g r a n t s ,  o r  t a x  abatements;  and p r i v a t e  housing. P r i v a t e  
housing was covered by t h e  laws of 12 of t hese  S t a t e s .  

With passage of S t a t e  laws a g a i n s t  d i sc r imina t ion  i n  housing, i t  
became c l e a r  t h a t  t h e i r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  would depend on coopera t ion  wi th  
governmental agencies  having r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  providing o r  super -  
v i s i n g  housing accommodations o r  any r e l a t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  A t  t h e  
Federal  l e v e l ,  t h i s  l e d ,  i n  1959, t o  nego t i a t i on  of agreements wi th  
such agencies  a s  Federal  Housing Administrat ion,  Veterans Administra- 
t i o n ,  and Urban Renewal Administrat ion.  A t y p i c a l  agreement wi th  FHA 
provided, f o r  example, t h a t  a  r i d e r  be a t t ached  by FHA t o  a p p l i c a t i o n s  
f o r  mortgage insurance s p e l l i n g  ou t  t h e  main provis ions  of t h e  S t a t e ' s  
nondiscr iminat ion l e g i s l a t i o n  and i n d i c a t i n g  the  Federal  agency 's  
requirement t h a t  t he  bu i lde r  o r  developer seeking t h e  insurance  ab ide  
by t h e  laws, and t h a t  FHA provide t h e  S t a t e  admin i s t r a t i ve  agency wi th  
r e g u l a r  l i s t i n g s  of subdiv is ion  and p r o j e c t  approvals  by t h e  Federa l  
agency. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  formal agreements, agreements of a  l e s s  formal 
na tu re  were reached between S t a t e  agencies  enforc ing  a n t i d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  
i n  housing s t a t u t e s  and t h e  Publ ic  Housing Administrat ion.  These 
permi t ted  a  c l o s e  working r e l a t i o n s h i p  and exchange of  information.  

The Federa l  Government took d i r e c t  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  d i sc r imina t ion  
i n  housing i n  November 1962 when Pres ident  Kennedy i s sued  Execut ive 
Order 11063 on Equal Opportunity i n  Housing. The Order a p p l i e s  t o  
housing (1) owned o r  opera ted  by t h e  Federal  Government; (2)  provided 
i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t  wi th  t h e  a i d  of Federal  loans,  g r a n t s ,  advances, o r  
con t r ibu t ions ;  (3) provided i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t  by loans insured ,  
guaranteed, o r  otherwise secured by Federa l  c r e d i t ;  o r  ( 4 )  provided by 
development o r  redevelopment of r e a l  p roper ty  made a v a i l a b l e  by a  S t a t e  
o r  l o c a l  pub l i c  agency through Federa l  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  slum 
c learance  o r  urban renewal. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency and a l l  o t h e r  execut ive  
departments and agencies  a r e  given primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  ob ta in ing  
compliance wi th  t h e  Order a s  i t  a p p l i e s  t o  programs they admin i s t e r .  
The P r e s i d e n t ' s  Committee on Equal Opportunity i n  Housing, a l s o  c r e a t e d  
by t h e  Order, i s  d i r e c t e d  t o  promote coord ina t ion  of a c t i v i t i e s  of  t h e  
departments and agencies .  



Issuance of the Federal Executive Order created the need to avoid 
duplication and inconsistency between the Federal Order and State laws 
and, thereby, assure maximum total effectiveness in barring housing 
discrimination. As a consequence, the States and the Federal Government 
have instituted negotiations to develop comprehensive agreements for 
coordination in administering fair housing laws of both levels of govern- 
ment. The first such agreement was concluded in late 1963 and early 
1964 between the Minnesota State Commission Against Discrimination and 
Urban Renewal Administration, Public Housing Administration, Federal 
Housing Administration, Community Facilities Administration, and 
Veterans Administration. The "memorandum of understanding" provides, 
for example, that URA will furnish the Minnesota agency with copies of 
legislation, Executive Orders, URA regulations, and other requirements 
involved in administration of URA nondiscrimination housing provisions; 
that the HHFA Regional Office and the local public agency will notify 
the State agency of any complaints received by them alleging violation 
of the State antidiscrimination housing laws; and that the State agency 
will reciprocate vis-a-vis the Federal Order. 

In its role as coordinator, the President's Committee on Equal 
Opportunity in Housing has also acted to develop cooperation between 
Federal and State agencies. In May 1964, its chairman, former Governor 
David Lawrence of Pennsylvania, signed a memorandum of understanding 
with the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination. The agreement 
provides that each Federal department and agency affected will designate 
an officer to be responsible for liaison between the State Commission 
and the Federal department or agency. A subsequent agreement between 
the State agency and the Federal departments and agencies, as in 
Minnesota, would provide the procedure for more detailed cooperation. 
The President's Committee is urging other States to negotiate agreements 
similar to that in Minnesota. 

The Commission hopes that all Federal agencies and States having 
antidiscrimination housing laws will move rapidly to reach agreements 
similar to that concluded between the Federal agencies and the Minnesota 
department to assure most effective enforcement of equal housing oppor- 
tunity laws and regulations and thereby achieve reduction in housing 
disparities as among neighborhoods and suburban towns, and between 
central city and suburbs. 

6. The Commission recommends that the Conmess remove existing 
limitations on nonresidential renewal from the Federal urban renewal 
program. 



The o r i g i n a l  urban renewal l e g i s l a t i o n  enacted i n  1949 requi red  
a l l  p r o j e c t s  t o  be predominantly r e s i d e n t i a l  e i t h e r  before  o r  a f t e r  
renewal, bu t  t h e  1954 a c t  introduced a  10 percent  except ion t o  t h i s  
r u l e  which was r a i s e d  t o  20 percent  i n  1959. These except ions d e f i n e  
the  percentage of  Federal  urban renewal app ropr i a t ions  which may be 
a l l o c a t e d  t o  p r o j e c t s  which a r e  n e i t h e r  r e s i d e n t i a l  t o  s t a r t  wi th  nor 
r e s i d e n t i a l  i n  r euse .  The p re sen t  30 percent  l i m i t a t i o n  on nonresiden-  
t i a l  p r o j e c t s  was enacted i n  1961, and t h e  Housing and Home Finance 
Agency e a r l i e r  t h i s  year  requested,  unsuccessfu l ly ,  t h a t  t h i s  l i m i t a -  
t i o n  be r a i s e d  t o  35 percent ,  t e s t i f y i n g  i n  1964 hear ings  before  t h e  
House Banking and Currency Committee t h a t :  

The a u t h o r i t y  t o  undertake a  l imi t ed  amount of  nonresiden- 
t i a l  renewal has been extremely va luab le  t o  c i t i e s  i n  he lp ing  
them e l imina te  b l i g h t  and obsolescence i n  t h e i r  commercial 
and i n d u s t r i a l  a r e a s .  The r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t hese  a r e a s  
through urban renewal i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  prevent  t h e  cont inued 
e ros ion  of c i t i e s '  economic and t a x  resources  and t o  maintain 
t h e i r  capac i ty  t o  provide e s s e n t i a l  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  and t o  
undertake comprehensive renewal programs inc luding  both r e s i -  
d e n t i a l  and n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s .  Unless t h e i r  commercial 
and i n d u s t r i a l  a r e a s  a r e  renewed, many c i t i e s  w i l l  cont inue  
t o  l o s e  t h e  job-producing p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  t h a t  he lp  many 
of  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t s  t o  a f f o r d  b e t t e r  housing, new o r  r e h a b i l i -  
t a t e d .  C i t i e s  a r e  becoming inc reas ing ly  aware of t h e  
va luab le  p a r t  t h a t  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  can p lay  i n  a  
balanced urban renewal program, and a r e  i n d i c a t i n g  a  growing 
i n t e r e s t  i n  undertaking these  p r o j e c t s .  The 30 percent  
l i m i t a t i o n  i s  now being f u l l y  u t i l i z e d  and t h e  known demand 
f o r  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  exceeds t h e  l i m i t a t i o n .  

Urban renewal i s  a  b a s i c  t o o l  f o r  meeting t h e  o v e r a l l  needs of 
urban communities. Decisions a f f e c t i n g  the  e q u i t a b l e  a l l o c a t i o n  of 
housing types ,  t a x  bases ,  employment l oca t ions ,  and pub l i c  f a c i l i t y  and 
s e r v i c e  needs, among va r ious  governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i t h i n  a  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a ,  a r e  o f t e n  p a r t i a l l y  determined by renewal programs. The 
p re sen t  l i m i t a t i o n  of 30 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  Federa l  urban renewal 
app ropr i a t ion  which may be spent  on commercial renewal p r o j e c t s  i s  an 
a r b i t r a r y  l i m i t a t i o n  which unnecessar i ly  l i m i t s  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  renewal 
planning.  Local communities which apply f i r s t  may exhaust t h e  funds 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  renewal, l eav ing  o t h e r  c i t i e s  without  
s i m i l a r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Removal of t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  would allow c l o s e r  
a t t e n t i o n  t o  p r o j e c t s  f o r  improving t h e  c i t y  t a x  base and providing 
employment c e n t e r s  c l o s e  t o  app ropr i a t e  populat ion groups. 



Unemployment among c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  is  p ropor t i ona t e ly  25 
percent  more s e r i o u s  than among suburban r e s i d e n t s ,  even though 12 
pe rcen t  o f  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  commute t o  suburban jobs.  P a r t  
of  t h i s  unemployment d i f f e r e n t i a l  i s  undoubtedly due t o  t h e  h ighe r  
propor t ions  of low income f a m i l i e s ,  nonwhites,  and household and 
s e r v i c e  workers who l i v e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  I n  many c a s e s ,  non- 
r e s i d e n t i a l  renewal may be a b l e  t o  c r e a t e  jobs f o r  t h e s e  people  w i t h i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and thus  he lp  t o  reduce c e n t r a l  c i t y  unemployment. 
A r b i t r a r y  l i m i t a t i o n s  on n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  can hobble unneces- 
s a r i l y  t h e  planning and c a r r y i n g  o u t  o f  renewal p r o j e c t s  designed t o  
meet s o c i a l  and economic needs of  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r ea  a s  a  whole. 

7 .  The Commission recommends t h a t  Governors of  t h e  s e v e r a l  
S t a t e s  and t h e  S e c r e t a r v  of  Labor t ake  s t e p s  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  pub l i c  
employment s e r v i c e s  a r e  provided t o  a l l  iob a p p l i c a n t s  and employees 
w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r ea  l abo r  markets r e g a r d l e s s  o f  S t a t e  l i n e s ;  
t h e s e  s t e p s  should i nc lude  i n t e r s t a t e  agreements and a c t i o n  by t h e  
Sec re t a ry  t o  a s s u r e  himself  t h a t  such arrangements a r e  being e f f e c -  
t i v e l y  c a r r i e d  o u t  a s  a  cond i t i on  t o  Federa l  g r a n t s  f o r  employment 
s e c u r i t y  admin i s t r a t i on .  

Under t h e  Federa l -S ta te  employment s e c u r i t y  program, maintenance 
o f  a  pub l i c  employment s e r v i c e  i s  a  j o i n t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  S t a t e  
and Fede ra l  governments. The United S t a t e s  Employment Se rv i ce ,  among 
o t h e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  he lp s  e s t a b l i s h  and main ta in  systems of pub l i c  
employment o f f i c e s  i n  t h e  S t a t e s ,  a s s i s t s  i n  t r a i n i n g  of s t a f f ,  
develops and d issemina tes  employment in format ion ,  provides  coordina-  
t i o n  of  t h e  S t a t e  systems, develops and p r e s c r i b e s  minimum s t anda rds  
o f  e f f i c i e n c y ,  and maintains  a  system f o r  c l e a r i n g  labor  among t h e  
S t a t e s .  The Federa l  Government pays a l l  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  of  t h e  
S t a t e  agenc ies  and approves t h e i r  s t a f f i n g .  S t a t e  agenc ies  submit 
d e t a i l e d  ope ra t i ng  p lans  f o r  approval  o f  t h e  Sec re t a ry  of  Labor and 
a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  r egu la t i ons  of  t h e  Sec re t a ry  i n  admin i s t e r ing  t h e i r  
employment s e r v i c e  programs . 

I n  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  covering p a r t s  of  two o r  more S t a t e s ,  
problems o f  coord ina t ion  a r e  c r e a t e d  by the  e x i s t e n c e  of  d iv ided  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w i t h i n  an e s s e n t i a l l y  s i n g l e  l abo r  
market.  These problems rend t o  o b s t r u c t  t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  matching 
of job a p p l i c a n t s  and job vacanc ies .  I n  1963, t h e r e  were 32 such 
i n t e r s t a t e  s t anda rd  met ropol i tan  s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a s ,  w i th  a  1960 popu- 
l a t i o n  of  40.9 m i l l i o n .  



The U .  S .  Employment Serv ice  has taken a  number of s t e p s  t o  over -  
come t h i s  a r b i t r a r y  d i v i s i o n  of t he  labor  market i n  i n t e r s t a t e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  most of which a r e  d i r e c t e d  toward improved coordi-  
na t ion  wi th in  met ropol i tan  a reas  i n  gene ra l .  The Federal  agency i s  
ca r ry ing  on an educa t iona l  campaign, f o r  example, t o  persuade S t a t e  
employment agencies  t o  e s t a b l i s h  employment o f f i c e s  i n  met ropol i tan  
a reas  on t h e  b a s i s  of  i ndus t ry  occupat ion s p e c i a l t y  r a t h e r  than  geog- 
raphy, mainly f o r  t h e  higher  s k i l l s  and p ro fe s s ions .  Thus, t h e  
app l i can t  needs t o  be r e g i s t e r e d  i n  j u s t  one o f f i c e  t o  be c e r t a i n  of 
being tapped f o r  a l l  jobs a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  a r ea  o r  a t  l e a s t  w i t h i n  t h a t  
po r t ion  of t h e  a r ea  of h i s  S t a t e .  Under t h e  o l d e r  system of s e t t i n g  up 
numerous o f f i c e s  on a  geographic b a s i s  and having each one r e spons ib l e  
f o r  a l l  types of s k i l l s ,  t h e  problems of  coord ina t ing  job and personnel  
information were more complicated and unce r t a in .  Forty-four  of t h e  55 
met ropol i tan  a reas  over 500,000 had undergone t h i s  r eo rgan iza t ion  by 
the  f a l l  o f  1964. 

Also being encouraged i n  met ropol i tan  a reas  i s  biweekly c i r c u l a -  
t i o n  among a l l  o f f i c e s  of t he  a r ea  of l i s t s  of job vacancies  and more 
f requent  communication by te lephone.  Encouraged a s  w e l l  i s  e s t a b l i s h -  
ment of a  formal agreement among S t a t e s  with j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  met ropol i tan  a rea  t o  have coopera t ive  procedures among t h e i r  
employment o f f i c e s  i n  t h e  a r e a .  For example, t h e  coopera t ive  agreement 
i n  t h e  Washington, D . C . ,  a r ea  among t h e  S t a t e s  o f  Maryland and Virg in ia  
and t h e  United S t a t e s  Employment Serv ice  f o r  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia 
e s t a b l i s h e s  c e r t a i n  bas i c  p r i n c i p l e s  wi th  r e spec t  t o  i n t r a - a r e a  handl ing 
of  job o r d e r s ,  employer v i s i t i n g  by agency personnel ,  and s p e c i a l  s i t u -  
a t i o n s  such a s  recru i tment  e f f o r t s  and r epor t ing .  

Despi te  these  formal and informal  coord ina t ing  devices ,  however, 
t he  b a s i c  d i v i s i o n  of u l t ima te  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  between two o r  more S t a t e  
employment agencies  i n t e rposes  obs t ac l e s  t o  coord ina t ion  which would 
not  be present  were a l l  employment o f f i c e s  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  
r e spons ib l e  t o  a  s i n g l e  S t a t e  agency a s  they a r e  when the  met ropol i tan  
a rea  i s  loca ted  e n t i r e l y  w i th in  a  s i n g l e  S t a t e .  The bas i c  organiza-  
t i o n a l  s epa ra t ion ,  i n  o t h e r  words, makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s u r e  
complete cooperat ion i n  dea l ing  wi th  t h e  met ropol i tan  labor  market a s  
an e n t i t y .  Employees of t h e  l o c a l  agency a r e  conscious of t h e i r  f i r s t  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  t he  p o l i c i e s  and goals  of t h e  S t a t e ,  r a t h e r  than the  
met ropol i tan  labor  market and t h e  ind iv idua l s  i n  i t ,  r ega rd l e s s  of 
t h e i r  res idence .  I n  case  of a  c o n f l i c t ,  coordinated areawide po l i cy  
comes o f f  second b e s t ,  and t h e r e  i s  not  a  f r e e  flow of information of 
job vacancies  and a p p l i c a n t s .  



The problem i s  l i k e l y  t o  be most s e r i o u s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
i n  which t h e  nonwhite unemployed a r e  concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  
p a r t  o r  a l l  o f  t h e  suburbs a r e  i n  another  S t a t e  o r  S t a t e s ,  and job 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a r e  i n  t h e  suburbs.  Should d i sc r imina t ion  a g a i n s t  non- 
wh i t e s  e x i s t  i n  t h e  suburbs,  f o r  example, t h e r e  w i l l  be a  tendency f o r  
l e s s  than  f u l l  cooperat ion on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  suburban employment 
o f f i c e ,  i n  s p i t e  of informal  and formal procedures and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
devices  f o r  a s s u r i n g  such cooperat ion.  

I n  t h e s e  circumstances,  i t  might be expected t h a t  nonwhite 
a p p l i c a n t s  would r e g i s t e r  i n  a l l  a v a i l a b l e  employment o f f i c e s  regard-  
l e s s  of  t h e i r  res idence ,  s i n c e  t h a t  i s  t h e i r  r i g h t .  The nonwhite 
unemployed, however, a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  undereducated, u n s k i l l e d ,  and 
semisk i l l ed  who a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  seek  a d d i t i o n a l  p o s s i b l e  c o n t a c t  
p o i n t s  f o r  employment i n  two o r  more d i f f e r e n t  S t a t e  employment 
o f f i c e s .  Thus, i f  t h e  employment o f f i c e  i n  t h e  p l ace  of  t h e i r  r e s i -  
dence--for example, t h e  c e n t r a l  c i ty--does not  provide them w i t h  
p o s i t i v e  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  l o c a t i n g  job o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  they a r e  u n l i k e l y  
t o  seek i t  themselves.  I f  t h e r e  i s  then  l e s s  than  f u l l  coopera t ion  
w i t h  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  employment o f f i c e  by t h e  suburban o f f i c e ,  t h e  
unemployed person i s ,  f o r  p r a c t i c a l  purposes,  o u t  of reach of t h e  
r e g i s t r a t i o n  s e r v i c e  of  t h e  suburban o f f i c e .  

So f a r  a s  t h e  foregoing d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  due t o  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
responsiveness  t o  s e p a r a t e  S t a t e  o rgan iza t ions  r a t h e r  than  t o  an  
o rgan iza t ion  r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  a s  a  whole, t h e  
Commission urges t h e  S t a t e  and Federa l  Governments t o  work more 
e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  a s su r ing  coordinated a c t i o n  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  
A s  heads o f  S t a t e  admin i s t r a t i on ,  governors  should s e e  t o  i t  t h a t  
t h e i r  S t a t e  employment agencies  wholeheartedly support  such coordina-  
t i o n .  Cooperative agreements of  t h e  type  i n  e f f e c t  i n  t h e  Washington, 
D.C., a r e a  should be nego t i a t ed  i n  i n t e r s t a t e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  So 
t h a t  t h e s e  a r e  more than  paper agreements, however, every e f f o r t  
should be made by r e spons ib l e  Federa l  o f f i c i a l s  a c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
along w i t h  S t a t e  agencies  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  they a c t u a l l y  produce f u l l  
flow of  informat ion  and s e r v i c e  over  S t a t e  l i n e s  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  
a rea .  Such e f f o r t s  should inc lude  p e r i o d i c  meetings of r ep re sen ta -  
t i v e s  of t h e  l o c a l  agencies  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  t o  review t h e  
manner i n  which t h e  agreement i s  working, t o  d i scuss  o b s t a c l e s  t o  f u l l  
exchange of  information on jobs and a p p l i c a n t s ,  and t o  i n s t i t u t e  pro- 
cedures f o r  removing o b s t a c l e s  . 



The ex tens iveness  of t h e  problem of  admin i s t r a t i on  (32 i n t e r s t a t e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  con ta in ing  23 percent  of  t h e    at ion's popu la t i on ) ,  
t h e  tendency of l o c a l  employment agenc ies  t o  be o r i e n t e d  t o  t h e i r  
s t a t e s '  employment s e r v i c e  o rgan iza t ions ,  and t h e  l ack  of  l o c a l  employ- 
ment o f f i c e  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  a  met ropol i tan  a r ea  approach r e q u i r e  t h a t  
t h e  governors o f  t h e  a f f e c t e d  S t a t e s  and t h e  Sec re t a ry  of  Labor p lay  a  
p o s i t i v e  r o l e .  S p e c i f i c  procedures  should be e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  
Sec re t a ry  of  Labor t o  s a t i s f y  himself t h a t  t h e  job employment s e r v i c e s  
provided job a p p l i c a n t s  and employers w i t h i n  t h e s e  i n t e r s t a t e  met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a s  f u l l y  t ake  i n t o  account t h e  met ropol i tan  labor  market. Such 
assurance  would be a  reasonable  cond i t i on  t o  Federa l  support  f o r  t h e  
admin i s t r a t i on  of  t h e s e  programs. 

Nothing i n  t h i s  recommendation i s  meant t o  apply t o  t h e  much 
broader ques t i on  of t h e  proper  d i s t r i b u t i o n  between t h e  Fede ra l  and 
S t a t e  governments of  r e s p o n s i b l l i t i e s ,  f inanc ing ,  and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of 
t h e  c u r r e n t  employment s e c u r i t y  program. Rather ,  i t  i s  designed t o  
i n s u r e  t h a t  necessary  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i o n  i s  taken under t h e  p re sen t  
program t o  meet t h e  needs of  r e s i d e n t s  of  what i s  becoming a  more 
common intergovernmental  environment--the i n t e r s t a t e  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  
Recommended changes i n  t h e  Federa l  and S t a t e  r o l e s  would be j u s t i f i e d  
only by an i n t e n s i v e  s tudy  o f  t h e  employment s e c u r i t y  program i t s e l f .  

Promoting Adjustment o f  Governmenta 1 J u r i s d i c t i o n s  

Recommendations of  t h i s  Commission have emphasized t h e  need f o r  
a d j u s t i n g  l o c a l  governmental boundaries ,  f unc t ions ,  and f i n a n c i a l  
powers i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  t o  meet growing needs.  Two-thirds o f  t h e  
Nat ion ' s  popula t ion  and even a  g r e a t e r  p ropor t ion  of i t s  economic 
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  found i n  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s .  These a r e a s  have resources  
t o  meet t h e i r  own needs f o r  urban s e r v i c e s  i f  on ly  they could be tapped 
equ i t ab ly .  However, t h e  fragmented p a t t e r n  of  l o c a l  government 
prevents  access  t o  such r e sou rces .  Some l o c a l  governments i n  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  have much s t ronge r  o r  weaker t a x  bases than  o t h e r s .  
S i m i l a r l y ,  some l o c a l  governments have g r e a t e r  o r  l e s s e r  needs f o r  
s e rv ing  s p e c i a l  segments o f  t h e  met ropol i tan  popula t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  
t h e i r  ph i losophies  about  s e r v i c e  l e v e l s  and popula t ion  groups t o  which 
they choose t o  c a t e r  o f t e n  vary  cons iderab ly .  Many of  t h e s e  i n t e r l o c a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  do not  show up wi th  f u l l  f o r c e  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h i s  
r e p o r t  which compares each c e n t r a l  c i t y  w i th  t h e  aggrega te  of i t s  
suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  But, even w i t h  an  aggrega te  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  
t ends  t o  average o u t  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  unequal s e r v i c e  needs do appear .  I f  



l o c a l  governments had broad enough geographic j u r i s d i c t i o n  and govern- 
mental  powers, an  adequate  revenue base,  and f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  a d j u s t  
governmental boundaries ,  they would be i n  a  much b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  
cope wi th  problems c r e a t e d  by t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  descr ibed  h e r e i n .  

The Commission has made a  number of  recommendations which would, 
i f  c a r r i e d  o u t ,  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  minimize t h e  impact of  many f a c t o r s  
which have been i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  making i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  l o c a l  govern- 
ment t o  cope w i t h  d i s p a r i t y  problems. Recommendations seek ing  t o  
ea se  l o c a l  government boundary problems have urged (1) s i m p l i f i e d  
s t a t u t o r y  requirements  f o r  municipal  annexat ion of unincorporated 
t e r r i t o r y ,  ( 2 )  s t r i c t e r  S t a t e  s tandards  f o r  new inco rpo ra t i ons ,  (3)  
c o n t r o l  of  t h e  formation o f  new s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s ,  (4) a u t h o r i z a t i o n  
f o r  i n t e r l o c a l  c o n t r a c t i n g ,  j o i n t  performance of  urban s e r v i c e s ,  and 
vo lun ta ry  t r a n s f e r  of  func t ions  among c i t y  and county governments, 
and ( 5 )  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  and f a c i l i t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  es tab l i shment  of  metro- 
p o l i t a n  counc i l s  of  governments, me t ropo l i t an  planning agenc ies ,  
me t ropo l i t an  s tudy  commissions, and met ropol i tan  s e r v i c e  co rpo ra t i ons  
f o r  performance of  p a r t i c u l a r  governmental s e r v i c e s  t h a t  c a l l  f o r  
areawide handl ing .  

Recommendations seek ing  t o  s t r eng then  l o c a l  governments func- 
t i o n a l l y  and f i n a n c i a l l y  have urged (1) t h a t  u n i t s  of  gene ra l  l o c a l  
government--counties, c i t i e s ,  and towns--be given a l l  powers n o t  
exp re s s ly  r e se rved  t o  t h e  S t a t e  i n  i t s  c o n s t i t u t i o n  no r  pre-empted by 
t h e  S t a t e  through a c t i o n  of t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  (2)  t h a t  S t a t e  l i m i t a -  
t i o n s  on l o c a l  government t a x  and debt  powers be removed, and ( 3 )  t h a t  
c i t i e s  and ad jo in ing  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  l a r g e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  be 
given uniform a u t h o r i t y  f o r  levying and coopera t ive  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  
nonproperty t a x e s .  

The Commission has a l s o  recommepded t h a t  S t a t e s  a s s e r t  t h e i r  
l e g i s l a t i v e  a u t h o r i t y  so  a s  t o  a f f o r d  l eade r sh ip ,  s t i m u l a t i o n ,  and, 
where necessary ,  supe rv i s ion  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  met ropol i tan  a r ea  prob- 
lems, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  those  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  which involve  more than 
one county. S t a t e s  have a l s o  been urged t o  assume an a c t i v e  r o l e  i n  
r e s o l v i n g  d i s p u t e s  among l o c a l  governments w i th in  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  
and lending  t h e i r  good o t f i c e s  f o r  t h e  f a c i l i t a t i o n  of  i n t e r l o c a l  
c o n t r a c t i n g  and f o r  o t h e r  s i m i l a r  purposes w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

Without s t r u c t u r a  1 and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  adjustments  i n  loca 1 
government, i t  w i l l  be extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e a l  w i th  d i s p a r i t y  
problems on a  l o c a l  b a s i s .  



The Commission urges S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments t o  make 
renewed e f f o r t s  t o  a d j u s t  l o c a l  governmental s t r u c t u r e  and adminis t ra -  
t i o n  t o  meet areawide needs by eas ing  l o c a l  government boundary 
problems, by s t rengthening  l o c a l  governments f u n c t i o n a l l y  and f inan-  
c i a l l y ,  and by a s s e r t i n g  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  a u t h o r i t y  and l eade r sh ip  
wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  met ropol i tan  problems. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  renewed e f f o r t s  i n  applying those  previous 
recommendations, t h e  da ta  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  suggest  s p e c i f i c  needs f o r  
broadening t h e  p o l i t i c a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n  f o r  t h e  func t ions  of urban 
renewal, pub l i c  housing, voca t iona l  educat ion,  r e t r a i n i n g ,  and f o r  
c e r t a i n  loca 1 t a x  powers. 

8. The Commission recommends t h a t  S t a t e s  enac t  l e g i s  l a t i o n  
au tho r i z ing  count ies  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  t o  provide urban renewal 
and p u b l i c  housing s e r v i c e s  t o  unincorporated a r e a s  and smal l  munici- 
p a l i t i e s ;  and f u r t h e r  provide f o r  f i n a n c i a l  and t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  
t o  t h e  coun t i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  such 
s e r v i c e s  and coord ina t ing  t h e i r  admin i s t r a t i on ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  mu l t i -  
county met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

The concept of urban renewal, a s  broadened i n  1954, inc ludes  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and conserva t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  we l l  a s  land c learance .  
Conservation and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  may be appropr i a t e  i n  almost any 
r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhood except t h e  very newest. Broadening t h e  
concept of  urban renewal f u r t h e r  t o  provide cos t  write-downs f o r  low 
cos t  housing and land assembly advantages i n  new community development, 
and t o  provide s u r e r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  i n  so lv ing  a wide v a r i e t y  of land 
use  problems, inc luding  undeveloped land, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  what i s  
normally thought of  a s  urban b l i g h t ,  would he lp  t o  induce suburban 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  renewal. Notwithstanding the  r e l a t i v e l y  small  amount 
of  c u r r e n t  suburban concern, urban renewal programs a r e  needed and 
should be c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  a l l  p a r t s  of most of our  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

County r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  urban renewal programs would tend t o  
broaden t h e  a rea  of  j u r i s d i c t i o n  by inc luding  unincorporated a r e a s  
and incorpora ted  a r e a s  t h a t  do not  have programs of  t h e i r  own. Only 
16 S t a t e s  have enabled count ies  t o  undertake urban renewal. According 
t o  t h e  b e s t  information a v a i l a b l e ,  about 32 count ies  have urban 
renewal agencies ,  but  only about one- th i rd  of  t h e s e  agencies  o p e r a t e  
i n  unincorporated a r e a s .  A s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n  i s  bel ieved t o  apply t o  
publ ic  housing agencies .  I n  those  count ies  where slum c l ea rance  and 
r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s l o c a t i o n  would be s u b s t a n t i a l ,  pub l i c  housing would 
probably be necessary t o  enable r e l o c a t i o n  needs t o  be met. A t  l e a s t  



t h i s  ha s  been t h e  c a s e  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  where t h e  p ropor t i on  of  
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  incomes under $4,000 i s  n e a r l y  a s  l a r g e  a s  i t  i s  i n  t h e  
suburbs.  Cooperation between county and c i t y  renewal and housing 
agenc ies ,  and even j o i n t  c i ty -county  programs i n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s ,  would 
be contemplated. Such coopera t ion  i s  a l r eady  common where county 
programs e x i s t .  

County renewal and p u b l i c  housing powers would no t  exclude 
cont inued e x e r c i s e  o f  s i m i l a r  powers by municipal governments b u t ,  t o  
t h e  con t r a ry ,  might f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  programs o f  smal l  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  
which could n o t  main ta in  f u l l  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a f f s  o f  t h e i r  own nor  
provide adequate  r e l o c a t i o n  housing w i t h i n  t h e i r  own bo rde r s .  
Examples o f  t h i s  can be found i n  t h e  P i t t s b u r g h  met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  
among o t h e r s ,  where county renewal s t a f f s  perform,under c o n t r a c t ,  t h e  
t e c h n i c a l  s e r v i c e s  needed t o  c a r r y  o u t  renewal p r o j e c t s  f o r  which t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  mun ic ipa l i t y  i s  t h e  a c t u a l  sponsor .  Larger  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  
w i t h i n  coun i t e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  major c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  w i l l  undoubtedly 
want t o  cont inue  u s ing  t h e i r  own h ighly  developed s t a f f s ,  w i t h  t h e  
coun t i e s  performing renewal s e r v i c e s  and sponsoring p r o j e c t s  on ly  i n  
unincorporated a r e a s .  I n  some cases  where c e n t r a l  c i t y  renewal s t a f f  
i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  county may f i n d  i t  advantageous t o  c o n t r a c t  w i th  i t  
f o r  s t a f f  s e r v i c e s .  But a s i d e  from economic cons ide ra t i ons ,  t h e  r o l e  
o f  t h e  coun t i e s  t h a t  i s  ind i spensab le  i s  t h e  r o l e  of p r o j e c t  sponsor  
and provider  o f  t h e  workable program c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i n  un incorpora ted  
a r e a s  where t h e r e  i s  no o t h e r  government capable  of  performing t h i s  
r o l e .  

Large c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a r e  making s t r o n g  e f f o r t s  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  
and renew t h e i r  d e t e r i o r a t i n g  and b l i g h t e d  neighborhoods, but  t h e  t a s k  
i s  enormous and complex and n e c e s s a r i l y  slow o f  accomplishment. I n  
many suburban a r e a s  which surround them, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  
problems a r e  no t  y e t  s o  formidable  a l though they a r e  l i k e l y  t o  become 
so  a s  t h e  suburbs grow, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  o l d e r  ones whose i n d u s t r i a l  
and r e s i d e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r  i s  becoming more l i k e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
they border .  D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  unsound owner occupied housing a r e  
g r e a t e s t  i n  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  whose popula t ions  a r e  most concent ra ted  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  but  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  unsound r e n t a l  housing a r e  
g r e a t e s t  i n  t h e  s m a l l e s t  SMSA's. I n  both types  of SMSA, t h e  suburban 
a r e a s  con ta in ing  t h e  h igh  p ropor t i on  of unsound housing a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
be of  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  s i z e  and popula t ion ,  s o  t h a t  t h e  t a s k  of 
g r adua l ly  e l imina t ing  substandard housing through bu i ld ing  code 
s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  and urban renewal programs i s  much more hopefu l  than 
i n  t h e  l a r g e  c i t i e s .  Fragmentation o f  governmental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  
suburban a r e a s ,  which p re sen t s  a major o b s t r u c t i o n  t o  suburban 
renewal,  must be overcome, however, be fo re  the promise of  success  i n  
meeting s t i l l  manageable problems can be r e a l i z e d .  



Many coun t i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a reas  have l a r g e  r u r a l  popula t ions  
t h a t  may r e s i s t  having t h e  county provide urban renewal and pub l i c  
housing s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  suburban p a r t s  of t h e  county. Mun ic ipa l i t i e s  
i n  t h e  county wi th  a c t i v e  renewal and publ ic  housing programs of t h e i r  
own may a l s o  r e s i s t  con t r ibu t ing  t o  t h e s e  programs out  of gene ra l  
county revenues. I n  such s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  Commission has a l r eady  recom- 
mended t h a t  it may be appropr i a t e  t o  c r e a t e  a  county subord ina te  t a x  
a r e a  i n  order  t o  provide t h e  s e r v i c e  and s e t  t a x  r a t e s  t h e r e  a t  a  
higher  l e v e l  than  t h e  o v e r a l l  county t a x  r a t e .  A t  l e a s t  20 S t a t e s  
c u r r e n t l y  u t i l i z e  t h e  subord ina te  tax ing  a r e a  device t o  provide govern- 
mental s e r v i c e s .  

Urban renewal and publ ic  housing a r e  h ighly  t e c h n i c a l  programs. 
They r e q u i r e  h ighly  q u a l i f i e d  p ro fe s s iona l  personnel  t o  p lan  and c a r r y  
them o u t ,  and may a l s o  r e q u i r e  an upgrading of many l o c a l  programs i n  
such f i e l d s  a s  planning,  code enforcement, and c a p i t a l  improvement 
f inanc ing .  The Federa l  workable program requirement i s  o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  
f o r  smal l  l o c a l i t i e s  t o  meet without  help.  Recognizing t h e s e  problems, 
t h e  S t a t e  of Kentucky has e s t a b l i s h e d  a  program, w i t h  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  
a  Fede ra l  urban renewal demonstration g r a n t ,  which provides l o c a l i t i e s  
w i th  t e c h n i c a l  and s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  preparing workable programs 
needed t o  q u a l i f y  f o r  Federa l  urban renewal and pub l i c  housing g r a n t s .  
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  S t a t e  of Maine i s  cons ider ing  establ ishment  of a  
program t o  provide i t s  l o c a l i t i e s  wi th  s i m i l a r  types of a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  
a l l  phases of urban renewal. S t a t e  s t a f f  s e r v i c e s  such a s  t h e s e  can do 
much t o  encourage needed urban renewal and pub l i c  housing programs i n  
small  suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s  and t o  poin t  out  t h e  mutual advantages of 
i n t e r l o c a l  cooperat ion i n  such programs. 

9. The Commission recommends t h a t  S t a t e s  enac t  l e g i s l a t i o n  
a u t h o r i z i n ~  and encouragins areawide coord ina t ion  and adminis t ra t ion- -  
through county governments o r  o the r  app ropr i a t e  means--of voca t iona l  
educat ion and r e t r a i n i n g  programs wi th in  met ropol i tan  a reas .  

Re la t ive  t o  i t s  populat ion,  t h e  average suburb has almost a s  
g r e a t  a  need a s  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  for new and s p e c i a l i z e d  educa t ion  pro- 
grams t o  t r a i n  dropouts  and near  dropouts and r e t r a i n  a d u l t s  who a r e  
undereducated o r  whose occupations have become obsole te .  Educat ional ,  
employment, and unemployment d a t a  analyzed i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  s u b s t a n t i a t e  
t h i s  conclusion a s  fol lows:  

Education--On a n a t i o n a l  average, persons 25 yea r s  of age and 
o lde r  w i th  l e s s  than  four  yea r s  of high school  (dropout$) a r e  nea r ly  a s  
common i n  t h e  suburbs a s  i n  t h e  ce.ntra1 c i t i e s .  Although i n  nor th-  
e a s t e r n  SMSA's they  a r e  16 percent  more ccmmon i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  



than  i n  t h e  suburbs,  they  a r e  n e a r l y  equal  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  and 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more common i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  South and West. The 
percent  of  16 and 17 year  o l d s  no t  e n r o l l e d  i n  school  (dropouts)  i s  
nea r ly  equal  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs f o r  t h e  Nation a s  a  whole: 
they  a r e  20 percent  l e s s  i n  t h e  no r theas t e rn  suburbs and s l i g h t l y  l e s s  
i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  suburbs,  but  s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  i n  t h e  southern  and 
western suburbs.  College graduates ,  who would be expected t o  have 
l e a s t  need f o r  voca t iona l  educat ion and r e t r a i n i n g ,  l i v e  more commonly 
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  on t h e  n a t i o n a l  average and f o r  a l l  reg ions  
except  t h e  Nor theas t .  

Employment--Occupational groups which a r e  dec l in ing  i n  r e l a t i v e  
demand (craf tsmen,  o p e r a t i v e s ,  and l a b o r e r s )  a r e  j u s t  a s  common o r  
more so  i n  suburbs a s  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  w i t h  only s l i g h t  except ions  
i n  t h e  Northeast  f o r  ope ra t ives ,  and i n  t h e  Northeast  and North 
Cent ra l  f o r  l a b o r e r s .  

Unemployment--Although unemployment i s  20 percent  l e s s  common 
among suburban r e s i d e n t s ,  i t  s t i l l  accounts  f o r  4 percent  among them. 

Large c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  u sua l ly  c o n s t i t u t e  a  s i n g l e  school  system 
and have c a p i t a l  f a c i l i t i e s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o rgan iza t ion  t o  conduct 
adequate  voca t iona l  educat ion and r e t r a i n i n g  programs a s  w e l l  a s  a  
s u f f i c i e n t  number of  p o t e n t i a l  s tuden t s  f o r  e f f i c i e n t  and r e l a t i v e l y  
low u n i t  c o s t  ope ra t ion .  I n d i v i d u a l  suburban school  d i s t r i c t s ,  which 
a r e  sometimes very  smal l ,  do no t  gene ra l ly  enjoy t h e s e  advantages.  
They l ack  appropr i a t e  p l a n t  o r  s t a f f  f o r  voca t iona l  t r a i n i n g  e i t h e r  a s  
p a r t  o f  a  comprehensive h igh  school  o r  a s  a  s e p a r a t e  voca t iona l  
i n s t i t u t i o n  because t h e r e  i s  an  i n s u f f i c i e n t  number of  v o c a t i o n a l  
s t u d e n t s  w i t h i n  any one d i s t r i c t  t o  warran t  t h e  investment .  Analysis  
of census da t a  i n d i c a t e s ,  however, t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  enough such s tuden t s  
i n  t h e  suburban a r e a  a s  a  whole t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  investment .  

By v i r t u e  of  t h e i r  b a s i c  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  providing pub l i c  
educat ion,  S t a t e  governments have a  key r o l e  i n  he lp ing  a s s u r e  ade- 
qua te  voca t iona l  educat ion o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  c i t i z e n s ,  i n s i d e  
and o u t s i d e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  This  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  recognized i n  
t h e  s e v e r a l  Federa l  programs of g r a n t s  f o r  voca t iona l  educa t ion .  A l l  
r e q u i r e  S t a t e  boards o f  educat ion t o  develop S t a t e  p lans  a s  a  cond i t i on  
f o r  approval  of  g ran t s .  It i s  appropr i a t e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  S t a t e s  
develop and admin i s t e r  t h e s e  p lans  so  a s  t o  he lp  overcome d e f i c i e n c i e s  
i n  voca t iona l  educat ion i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a s  an  important  p a r t  o f  
t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  dea l ing  wi th  inadequacies  throughout t h e  
e n t i r e  S t a t e .  



J u s t  how S t a t e s  go about providing necessary d i r e c t i o n ,  coordina-  
t i o n ,  and s t imulus  w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  vary  because of  wide v a r i a t i o n s  
among S t a t e s  a s  t o  S t a t e  and l o c a l  sha r ing  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  pro- 
v id ing  voca t iona l  educat ion and r e t r a i n i n g  programs. I n  most S t a t e s ,  
f o r  example, voca t iona l  t r a i n i n g  i s  a  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  l o c a l  school  
boards.  I n  Vi rg in i a ,  however, a  1963 law (Ch. 405) provides f o r  d i r e c t  
S t a t e  ope ra t ion  of  a r ea  voca t iona l  schools .  Local school  d i s t r i c t s  may 
cont inue t h e i r  programs, bu t  may a l s o  t u r n  them over t o  t h e  S t a t e  f o r  
i nco rpora t ion  i n  t h e  S t a t e ' s  a r ea  voca t iona l  system. Again, voca t iona l  
educat ion i s  usua l ly  administered by l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  a long  wi th  
genera l  educat ion,  bu t  i n  Wisconsin an  e n t i r e l y  s e p a r a t e  system adminis- 
t e r s  t h e  program. Another i n s t ance  of  d i v e r s i t y  of  p r a c t i c e  concerns 
community c o l l e g e s ,  which inc reas ing ly  a r e  providing voca t iona l  programs 
f o r  high school  graduates .  I n  Ca l i fo rn i a ,  much voca t iona l  educat ion i s  
provided by t h e  jun io r  co l l eges .  S t a t e s  vary  a s  t o  whether t h e  S t a t e  
department of  h igher  educat ion o r  l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  o p e r a t e  comrnu- 
n i t y  co l l eges .  They a l s o  vary  wi th  r e spec t  t o  whether voca t iona l  
educat ion and r e t r a i n i n g  programs a r e  conducted a s  p a r t  o f  gene ra l  
community co l l eges  o r  s e p a r a t e  t e c h n i c a l  community c o l l e g e s ,  a s  i n  
Georgia. 

Organiza t iona l  and f i n a n c i a l  p a t t e r n s  developed by t h e  S t a t e  t o  
meet voca t iona l  educat ion needs i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  may a l s o  need t o  
vary  from SMSA t o  SMSA because of t h e  d i f f e r ences  i n  SMSA'S. These 
d i f f e r e n c e s  r e l a t e  t o  such mat te rs  a s  s i z e  of t h e  SMSA; t h e  r e l a t i v e  
dominance of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ;  whether t h e  SMSA l i e s  i n  a  s i n g l e  county; 
t h e  number, s i z e ,  and needs of  i n d i v i d u a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  t h e  
SMSA; and t h e  degree t o  which they a r e  i n d i v i d u a l l y  capable of  providing 
an adequate  voca t iona l  educat ion program. 

Experience i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  S t a t e s  have indeed used a  v a r i e t y  of 
approaches t o  t h e  problem of e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  framework f o r  f inanc ing  
and coord ina t ing  voca t iona l  educat ion programs. A r ecen t  summary l i s t e d  
s i x  gene ra l  types of  "area voca t iona l  educat ion programs,' '  a  term 
incorpora ted  i n  Federa l  voca t iona l  educat ion laws. They a r e  programs 
provided by a  u n i t  t h a t  has an a t tendance  a rea  of s u f f i c i e n t  s i z e  t o  
ensure enough s tuden t s  t o  warrant  t h e  provis ion  of many d i f f e r e n t  
t r a i n i n g  courses .  Emphasis i s  on developing an adequate a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
u n i t  and f i n a n c i a l  base,  which may r e q u i r e  c u t t i n g  ac ros s  o r  r ep l ac ing  
e x i s t i n g  governmental p a t t e r n s .  Under t h e  Federal  Vocational Education 
Act of  1963, f o r  example, a i d s  f o r  cons t ruc t ion  can go only  t o  p r o j e c t s  
which t h e  S t a t e  c e r t i f i e s  a r e  "area voca t iona l  educat ion school  f a c i l i -  
t i e s .  " 



The s i x  genera l  types of  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p a t t e r n s  i n  e x i s t e n c e  
f o r  a r e a  voca t iona l  educat ion programs a r e  a s  fol lows:  

1. A decen t r a l i zed  a rea  voca t iona l  program, which makes 
arrangements f o r  exchanging s tuden t s  among schools  t h a t  
provide d i f f e r e n t  kinds of occupat iona l  t r a i n i n g .  A number 
of  suburban school  d i s t r i c t s ,  f o r  example, might have 
comprehensive high schools  each o f f e r i n g  a  small  number of  
occupat iona l  courses  but  pool  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  programs, 
wi th  s t u d e n t s  being t r anspor t ed  t o  t h e  school  o f f e r i n g  t h e  
programs they wanted. 

2 .  Expansion of  t h e  a r e a  served by a  voca t iona l  school  
t o  i nc lude  contiguous nonserviced t e r r i t o r y .  Thus, a  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  school  d i s t r i c t  might make a v a i l a b l e  i t s  voca- 
t i o n a l  courses  i n  comprehensive high schools ,  o r  i t s  
programs i n  voca t iona l  schools ,  on a  charge b a s i s  t o  
ad jo in ing  suburban school  d i s t r i c t s .  

3 .  A s e p a r a t e  school  f o r  voca t iona l  educat ion b u i l t  and 
maintained coopera t ive ly  by two o r  more e x i s t i n g  school  
d i s t r i c t s  o r  u n i t s .  The Bucks County, Pennsylvania,  Tech- 
n i c a l  School i s  a  voca t iona l - t echn ica l  t r a i n i n g  s e r v i c e  
c e n t e r  f o r  seven cooperat ing school  d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h e  Ph i l a -  
de lphia  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  

4. County u n i t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  voca t iona l  
educat ion w i t h i n  a  county o r  group of coun t i e s .  The Sussex 
County Vocational-Technical Center ,  i n  Delaware, i s  an  
example, s e r v i c i n g  s tuden t s  from 13 d i f f e r e n t  feeder  high 
schools  i n  t h e  county. A Board of School Trus tees  i s  i n  
charge and i s  d i r e c t l y  r e spons ib l e  t o  t h e  S t a t e  Board of 
Education. I n  S t a t e s  where t h e  school  d i s t r i c t  ope ra t ing  
gene ra l  educat ion programs i s  on a  county b a s i s ,  i t  can 
convenient ly be r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  a rea  voca t iona l  educa- 
t i o n  program a s  we l l .  This s i t u a t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be found 
i n  t h e  South, where county school  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  most common. 

5 .  County schools  c o n t r o l l e d  and f inanced j o i n t l y  wi th  
a  S t a t e .  



6 .  S t a t e  c o n t r o l l e d  and f inanced voca t iona l  schools  
i n  s p e c i f i e d  reg ions  o r  a r e a s  of  a  S t a t e .  The a rea  
voca t iona l  school  loca ted  a t  Ashland, Kentucky, s e rv ing  
seven coun t i e s ,  i s  an example. 

By adapt ing  one o r  more of t hese  o rgan iza t iona l  p a t t e r n s  t o  
t h e i r  i nd iv idua l  needs and cond i t i ons ,  us ing  Federal  and S t a t e  funds, 
and exe rc i s ing  e f f e c t i v e  supe rv i s ion  and coord ina t ion ,  S t a t e s  can 
b e t t e r  a s s u r e  t h a t  growing needs f o r  voca t iona l  educat ion i n  metropol i-  
t a n  a r e a s  a r e  met d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  many l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  
i n  SMSA'S a r e  i n d i v i d u a l l y  unable t o  provide necessary f a c i l i t i e s  and 
s t a f f .  

10. The Commission recommends t h a t  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  be 
enacted t o  a u t h o r i z e  t h e  use  of  t ax ing  powers by r e spons ib l e  areawide 
met ropol i tan  s e r v i c e  agencies  ca r ry ing  on func t ions  no t  s o l e l y  f inanced 
by u s e r  charges.  

I n  recommending i n  i t s  1961 r e p o r t ,  Governmental S t r u c t u r e ,  
Organizat ion,  and Planning i n  Metropol i tan  Areas,  t h a t  S t a t e s  a u t h o r i z e  
l o c a l  u n i t s  of government t o  c r e a t e  multipurpose met ropol i tan  s e r v i c e  
corpora t ions ,  t h e  Commission noted t h a t  whether a  corpora t ion  would 
possess  proper ty  t ax ing  power a s  w e l l  a s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  impose s e r v i c e  
charges and s p e c i a l  b e n e f i t  assessments would depend on t h e  range and 
n a t u r e  of i t s  au thor ized  func t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  Functions t h e  
agency would need t o  perform i n  o rde r  t o  he lp  modify d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  
s e r v i c e  needs and f i s c a l  resources  i n  a  met ropol i tan  a rea  a r e  those  
whose b e n e f i t s  reach beyond i n d i v i d u a l  p o l i t i c a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  and y e t  
cannot be f inanced wholly o r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  through use r  charges o r  
s p e c i a l  b e n e f i t  assessments .  Transpor ta t ion ,  inc luding  roads and mass 
t r a n s i t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  planning,  parks ,  urban renewal,  pub l i c  housing, 
voca t iona l  educat ion,  and r e t r a i n i n g  r e q u i r e  support  of some gene ra l  
t a x  revenue o r  con t r ibu t ions  through appropr i a t ions  by t h e  l o c a l  govern- 
ment s involved . 

Current  examples of areawide s e r v i c e  agencies  u t i l i z i n g  t ax ing  
powers i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  u se r  charges would inc lude  t h e  new t r a n s i t  
d i s t r i c t  f o r  t h e  San Francisco met ropol i tan  a r e a ;  t h e  Maryland National  
C a p i t a l  Park and Planning Commission i n  i t s  admin i s t r a t i on  of a  park 
a c q u i s i t i o n  program; p o r t  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Washington and Oregon, h o s p i t a l  
d i s t r i c t s  i n  Texas; j un io r  co l l ege  d i s t r i c t s  i n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  F lo r ida ,  
and Texas; and l i b r a r y  d i s t r i c t s  i n  a  number of S t a t e s .  



Many ob jec t ions  t o  use  of  a  l o c a l  s a l e s  o r  income t a x  l o s e  t h e i r  
f o r c e  when considered i n  terms of meeting s e r v i c e  needs f o r  an e n t i r e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a .  These inc lude  t h e  tendency f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  move 
t h e i r  r e s idence  t o  avoid paying a  l o c a l  income t a x  l ev i ed  on p l ace  of 
res idence ,  t h e  tendency f o r  purchasers  of c o s t l y  consumer goods t o  
avoid buying i n  a  munic ipa l i ty  levying a  s a l e s  t a x ,  and t h e  c o s t  of 
admin i s t r a t i on  when handled s e p a r a t e l y  by many small  governmental u n i t s .  

Even on a  met ropol i tan  b a s i s ,  however, s a l e s  and income taxes  
f a i r l y  b r i s t l e  wi th  t e c h n i c a l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  compared 
wi th  proper ty  t axes .  This might persuade a  community t o  wish t o  
r e s t r i c t  t h e  t ax ing  power of  a  mult ipurpose agency t o  u se  of  t h e  ad 
valorem t a x ,  un le s s  it could be demonstrated t h a t  proper ty  owners a r e  
ca r ry ing  an  unusual ly heavy t a x  load and t h a t  t h e  func t ions  t o  be 
f inanced by t h e  agency r equ i r ed  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i nc rease  i n  t h e  n e t  t a x  
load. 

Although an  areawide proper ty  t a x  would p re sen t  fewer compliance 
problems than  s a l e s  o r  income t axes ,  i t  must be emphasized t h a t  t h e  
e q u i t a b l e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h i s  t a x  would r e q u i r e  t h e  S t a t e  t o  (1)  g ran t  
t o  t h e  met ropol i tan  agency r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  assessment func t ion ,  
(2) conduct t h e  assessment funct ion wi th  S t a t e  government personnel ,  
o r  (3)  provide f o r  i n t e r d i s t r i c t  assessment equa l i za t ion  a t  t he  S t a t e  
l e v e l .  For example, a  met ropol i tan  d i s t r i c t  loca ted  i n  more than  one 
assessment j u r i s d i c t i o n  must e i t h e r  be given t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  a d j u s t  
i t s  proper ty  t a x  r a t e  t o  compensate f o r  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  l o c a l  assessment 
l e v e l s  o r  t h e  S t a t e  t a x  agency must equa l i ze  l o c a l  assessment l e v e l s  a t  
a  uniform percentage of market va lue .  

I f  i t  appears  adv i sab le  t o  employ a  nonproperty t a x ,  t h e  t a x  
supplement device,such a s  C a l i f o r n i a ' s  "piggy-back" s a l e s  t a x ,  s t ands  
ou t  a s  t h e  most promising t a x  a l t e r n a t i v e .  By au tho r i z ing  t h e  enac t -  
ment of  a met ropol i tan  supplement t o  a  S t a t e  s a l e s  o r  income t a x ,  t h e  
S t a t e  maximizes enforcement p o s s i b i l i t i e s  whi le  minimixing taxpayer  
compliance c o s t s .  

Equa l i z i n n  Loca 1 Government a1 Finances 

I n  cons ider ing  recommendations d e a l i n g  wi th  l o c a l  government 
f i nances ,  two f a c t s  must be kept  i n  mind. F i r s t ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  recom- 
mendations dea l ing  wi th  economic p o l i c i e s  and l o c a l  government 
j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  f i s c a l  proposa ls  tend  t o  be compensatory r a t h e r  than 
remedial  i n  c h a r a c t e r .  They do no t  a t tempt  t o  d e a l  d i r e c t l y  wi th  t h e  



r o o t  causes  of met ropol i tan  d i s p a r i t i e s .  Rather ,  t h e  e f f o r t  i s  d i r e c t e d  
toward p a r t i a l l y  o f f s e t t i n g  o r  compensating f o r  f i s c a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  
among loca 1 governments w i t h i n  a  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  

Second, due t o  inadequate  da ta  and experience i n  what might be 
termed "urban pub l i c  f i nance ,  " t h e  f o  l lowing recommenda t i o n s  can only  
be viewed a s  tending  t o  equate  f i s c a l  c a p a b i l i t y  wi th  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  
requirements .  Lack of  p r e c i s e  information on t h e  ex t en t  of  f i s c a l  v a r i -  
a t i o n s  w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  only 
very r e c e n t l y  have assessment r a t i o  da ta  become a v a i l a b l e ,  thus permit-  
t i n g  measurement o f  l o c a l  p roper ty  t a x  e f f o r t  f o r  c e r t a i n  l o c a l  
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  This  de f i c i ency  was c l e a r l y  
underscored i n  t h e   omm mission's r e c e n t  r e p o r t ,  The Role of  Equa l i za t i on  
i n  Federa l  Grants ,  i n  which t h e  Commission urged t h a t ,  a s  a  f i r s t  s t e p ,  
a p p r o p r i a t e  Federa l  agenc ies  assemble da t a  r equ i r ed  f o r  improving 
measures of  S t a t e  and l o c a l  f i s c a l  capac i ty  and t a x  e f f o r t  i n  o r d e r  t o  
a s s e s s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which l o c a l  f i s c a l  v a r i a t i o n s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  
should be recognized i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Federa l  g r a n t s .  

However, v a r i a t i o n s  i n  l o c a l  f i s c a l  capac i ty  can a t  b e s t  on ly  
p a r t i a l l y  account f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  quan t i t y  and q u a l i t y  o f  p u b l i c  
s e r v i c e s  provided by governmental e n t i t i e s  w i t h i n  a  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a .  
Undoubtedly, p o l i t i c a l  l e ade r sh ip ,  c i v i c  t r a d i t i o n ,  and community 
consensus p a t t e r n s - - f a c t o r s  n o t  e a s i l y  cranked i n t o  an e q u a l i z a t i o n  
formula--may a c t u a l l y  prove, i n  many cases ,  t o  be j u s t  a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  
a s  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  l o c a l  p roper ty  t a x  assessment base o r  t h e  l e v e l  of 
persona l  income. 

Notwithstanding t h e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s  on knowledge, adopt ion  of  one 
o r  more of  t h e  fol lowing recommendations f o r  S t a t e  a c t i o n  should tend  
t o  smooth ou t  t h e  f i s c a l  contours  of a  met ropol i tan  landscape broken up 
by l o c a l  government boundaries .  The p o i n t  must be underscored t h a t  
S t a t e s  have primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  d e a l  e f f e c t i v e l y  w i th  t h i s  
d i s p a r i t y  problem by providing more a s s i s t a n c e  i n  f i nanc ing  l o c a l  
governmenta 1 s e r v i c e s .  

The f i r s t  four  recommendations i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  d e a l  w i t h  
p o l i c i e s  governing S t a t e  g r a n t s  and t a x  sha r ing  which a r e  used t o  he lp  
suppor t  t h e  f inanc ing  of l o c a l  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s .  The l a s t  two recom- 
mendations concern a c t i o n  a t  a l l  t h r e e  l e v e l s  of  government f o r  t h e  use  
of e f f e c t i v e  methods of  cos t -bene f i t  a n a l y s i s  i n  ach iev ing  e q u i t a b l e  
sha r ing  among l o c a l  u n i t s  of government of t h e  c o s t s  of areawide 
s e r v i c e s .  



11. The Commission recommends t h a t  each S t a t e  examine i t s  
p re sen t  system o f  g ran t s ,  shared t axes ,  and a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  l o c a l  
nonproperty t axes ,  and remove a l l  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  aggrava te  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  l o c a l  f i s c a l  capac i ty  t o  d e a l  w i t h  s e r v i c e  requirements i n  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  and t h a t  encourage o r  support  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of 
l o c a l  governments w i t h i n  such a r e a s .  

Formulas f o r  d i s t r i b u t i n g  S t a t e  g r a n t s  and sha r ing  S t a t e  t axes  
can have a  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on t h e  r e l a t i v e  a b i l i t y  of l o c a l i t i e s  
t o  d e a l  w i th  t h e i r  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  problems. It i s  important ,  t h e r e -  
f o r e ,  t h a t  S t a t e s  examine t h e s e  formulas c a r e f u l l y  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  
they o p e r a t e  s o  a s  n o t  t o  aggrava te  t h e s e  r e l a t i v e  f i s c a l  a b i l i t i e s  
t o  d e a l  w i t h  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs. 

S t a t e  g ran t s  and shared t axes  may a l s o  aggrava te  d i s p a r i t i e s  
by a c t i n g  t o  p r o l i f e r a t e  l o c a l  governments w i t h i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  
whether o r  n o t  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  a r e  in tended .  One example i s  where a  
S t a t e  sha re s  income t a x  revenue w i t h  l o c a l  governments, o r  a u t h o r i z e s  
l o c a l  governments t o  impose a n  income t a x ,  s o l e l y  on t h e  b a s i s  of  
p l ace  o f  res idence .  Wealthy c i t i z e n s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  a r e  given a  t a x  
i n c e n t i v e  f o r  leav ing  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and inco rpora t ing  suburban 
communities i n  o rde r  t o  g e t  a  sha re  o f  t h e  S t a t e  income t a x  and t h e r e -  
by l e s sen  t h e i r  p roper ty  t a x  load. I n  o t h e r  ca ses ,  where S t a t e  
g r a n t s  a r e  made t o  a l l  incorpora ted  u n i t s ,  t h e r e  i s  a  tendency t o  
s t i m u l a t e  new inco rpora t ions  wi thout  regard  t o  whether they a r e  i n  
t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  t h e  b e s t  long range p a t t e r n  of governmental develop- 
ment i n  t h e  a r e a .  Annexation by an e x i s t i n g  munic ipa l i ty  o r  incorpo-  
r a t i o n  wi th  ad jo in ing  t e r r i t o r y  t o  form a  much l a r g e r  u n i t  might be 
more d e s i r a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  from t h e  s t andpo in t  of  removing o r  
f o r e s t a l l i n g  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  s e r v i c e s  and f inances .  

I n  t h e  case  of t h e  income t a x  sha r ing  example, i f  t h e  S t a t e  
r ev i sed  i t s  sha r ing  formula o r  i t s  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  l o c a l  income 
t axes  t o  r e f l e c t  p l ace  of employment a s  w e l l  a s  res idence ,  i t  would 
be pursuing a  middle course  between f o r c e s  working f o r  and a g a i n s t  
conso l ida t ion  and fragmentat ion of  government i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  
Assuming t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  s t ands  i n  g r e a t e r  need of  revenue, t h i s  
po l i cy  would a l s o  tend t o  have an equa l i z ing  e f f e c t  by br inging  
f i s c a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e  requirements  i n t o  c l o s e r  a l ignment .  
I n  any event ,  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  would be more j u s t i f i a b l y  compensated 
because, a s  po in ted  ou t  e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  approximately t h r e e  
t imes a s  many workers commute t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  a s  commute i n  t h e  
oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n .  



By t h e  same token, i f  a  S t a t e  provided income t a x  revenue t o  
l o c a l  governments exc lus ive ly  on t h e  b a s i s  of p lace  of employment, i t  
would be providing p o s i t i v e  encouragement t o  conso l ida t ion  of govern- 
mental u n i t s .  

12. The Commission recommends t h a t  t h e  S t a t e s  cons ider  t h e  
mer i t  o f  us inp  S t a t e  g ran t  funds t o  equa l i ze  l o c a l  proper ty  t a x  loads 
among l o c a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

The proper ty  t a x  i s  t h e  major, and i n  many cases  t h e  s o l e ,  
source of t a x  revenue of l o c a l  governments. I n  1962, i t  accounted f o r  
over 8 7  percent  of l o c a l  t a x  revenue. The ex ten t  t o  which l o c a l  u n i t s  
use  t h e  proper ty  t a x  i s ,  t he re fo re ,  probably a  good genera l  index of 
t h e  p re s su re  of l o c a l  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs and t h e  degree t o  which t h e  
l o c a l i t y  i s  t ax ing  i t s e l f  t o  meet those  needs. Thus, a  S t a t e  g ran t  
program based on proper ty  t a x  e f f o r t  w i l l  d i r e c t  funds t o  those  commu- 
n i t i e s  having t h e  most a c u t e  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs and showing maximum 
l o c a l  t a x  e f f o r t .  

Because of v a r i a t i o n s  i n  assessment p r a c t i c e s ,  t h e  raw t a x  
r a t e s  a lone  a r e  not  f a i r  measures of proper ty  t a x  e f f o r t  and burden. 
It is  necessary t o  a d j u s t  them by assessment r a t i o  da ta  t o  a r r i v e  a t  
e f f e c t i v e  proper ty  t a x  r a t e s .  These measure, w i t h  a  cons iderable  
degree of  accuracy,  t h e  average weight of t he  proper ty  t a x  load borne by 
proper ty  owners i n  each l o c a l  t ax ing  d i s t r i c t .  Because of t h e  sub- 
s t a n t i a l l y  b e t t e r  comparative assessment data  a v a i l a b l e  on r e s i d e n t i a l  
a s  con t r a s t ed  w i t h  i n d u s t r i a l  and commercial p roper ty ,  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  
proper ty  t a x  r a t e  on r e s i d e n t i a l  p roper ty  should be used f o r  compari- 
son. 

Armed wi th  comparative t a x  load information,  a  S t a t e  can 
equa l i ze  l o c a l  government proper ty  t a x  loads simply by dev i s ing  a  
d i s t r i b u t i o n .  formula which channels most S t a t e  a i d  t o  d i s t r i c t s  wi th  
t h e  h ighes t  e f f e c t i v e  t a x  r a t e s ,  wi th  no expenditure  s t r i n g s  a t t ached  
t o  t h e  g r a n t .  E s s e n t i a l l y ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  p lan  and o b j e c t i v e  of 
 isc cons in's r e c e n t l y  enacted r e s i d e n t i a l  p roper ty  t a x  c r e d i t  system 
which i s  designed t o  channel a  po r t ion  of i t s  s a l e s  t a x  t o  those  i n  
g r e a t e s t  need of  proper ty  t a x  r e l i e f .  

The proper ty  t a x  equa l i za t ion  approach t o  t he  d i s p a r i t i e s  
problem, i f  e f f e c t i v e l y  formulated and administered,  modif ies  l o c a l  
f i s c a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  without  d i s t u r b i n g  l o c a l  governmental o rgan iza t ion  
and p o l i c i e s  s i n c e  no expenditure  s t r i n g s  a r e  a t t ached  t o  t h e  a i d s .  



Thus, t h e  obvious drawback i n  t h i s  approach is  t h a t  S t a t e  funds would 
be he lp ing  t o  prop up i n e f f i c i e n t  u n i t s  of  l o c a l  government and f r e e z e  
t h e  p a t t e r n  of  d i f f u s e d  l o c a l  government w i th in  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  It 
i s  very  important when cons ider ing  t h i s  approach, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  
S t a t e  a c t  f i r s t  t o  remove f e a t u r e s  of i t s  system of g r a n t s  and shared 
taxes  t h a t  tend t o  encourage l o c a l  government p r o l i f e r a t i o n ,  and 
second, recognize  t h a t  remaining o b s t a c l e s  t o  removal of  f i s c a l  and 
s e r v i c e  d i s p a s i t i e s ,  represented  by governmental f ragmentat ion i n  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be perpe tua ted  by t h e  proper ty  t a x  
equa l i za t ion  approach. 

With r e spec t  t o  t h e  use of g r a n t s  t o  modify l o c a l  f i s c a l  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s ,  t h e  Commission, i n  i t s  r e p o r t  on The Role of  Equa l i za t ion  i n  
Federa l  Grants ,  has recommended t h a t  t h e  Federa l  Government should 
recognize v a r i a t i o n s  i n  l o c a l  f i s c a l  capac i ty  i n  making g r a n t s  d i r e c t l y  
t o  l o c a l  governments. While t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  S t a t e  capac i ty  t o  
f inance  pub l i c  programs of n a t i o n a l  concern, t h e  range of  v a r i a t i o n s  
among l o c a l  governments i n  t h e i r  capac i ty  t o  support  coopera t ive ly  
f inanced  pub l i c  programs i s  even sha rpe r .  

I n  some Federa l  gran t - in-a id  programs, such a s  pub l i c  housing, 
urban renewal, a i r p o r t s ,  open space,  mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  and a i r  
p o l l u t i o n ,  d i r e c t  g ran t s  a r e  made t o  l o c a l  governments. Much u s e f u l  
work remains t o  be done by both Federa l  and S t a t e  governments through 
use of  assessment r a t i o s ,  l o c a l  proper ty  t a x  r a t e ,  income, and o t h e r  
da t a  t o  provide procedures f o r  improving measures f o r  l o c a l  a s  w e l l  a s  
S t a t e  r e l a t i v e  f i s c a l  capac i ty  and t a x  e f f o r t .  Such information on 
comparative f i s c a l  a b i l i t i e s  should be made a v a i l a b l e ,  t o  t he  e x t e n t  
p r a c t i c a b l e ,  t o  S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments and t h e  necessary  da t a  
c o l l e c t e d  and t abu la t ed  on a  cont inuing  b a s i s .  

13. I n  o r d e r  t o  reduce educa t iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  t h e  Commission 
recommends t h a t  each S t a t e  make a c r i t i c a l  review o f  i t s  p re sen t  
school  g r a n t  formula t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  i t  provides f o r  an educa t iona l  
l e v e l  below which no community should f a l l  and t h a t  it con ta ins  
f a c t o r s  designed t o  measure a s  accu ra t e ly  a s  p o s s i b l e  l o c a l  t a x  e f f o r t  
and d i v e r s e  community educa t iona l  requirements (e .g . ,  t ak ing  i n t o  
account h igher  per  p u p i l  c o s t s  i n  slum a r e a s ) ,  and t o  r e f l e c t  such 
measurements i n  t h e  a  l l o c a t  ion of a i d  funds . 

As c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t e d  by t h e  educa t iona l  d i s p a r i t y  da ta  s e t  
f o r t h  i n  Chapter 11, t h e  economic well-being of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  now 
l a r g e l y  shaped by t h e  l e v e l  of h i s  educa t iona l  a t t a inmen t .  It i s  



c r i t i c a l l y  important ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  S t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  
c o n t r i b u t i o n  i s  geared t o  equa l i z ing  educa t iona l  oppor tun i ty  by br ing-  
i ng  f i s c a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and needs i n t o  c l o s e  al ignment .  

Over h a l f  of  t h e  S t a t e s  have r e f i n e d  t h e i r  measurement o f  l o c a l  
t a x  e f f o r t  by adopt ing  t h e  equa l ized  p rope r ty  t a x  assessment concept ,  
thereby warding o f f  any a t tempt  on t h e  p a r t  o f  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  
r ece ive  a  d i sp ropor t i ona t e  s h a r e  o f  t h e  S t a t e ' s  school  a i d  fund 
through t h e  expedient  p r a c t i c e  of  compet i t ive  underva lua t ion .  Seven 
o t h e r  S t a t e s  have tu rned  t o  some index  of  capac i ty  un re l a t ed  t o  prop- 
e r t y  va lues  because o f  t h e  l ack  o f  reasonably comparable in format ion .  

I n  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  of  l o c a l  educa t iona l  needs,  ref inements  i n  
measurement techniques a r e  j u s t  a s  c r i t i c a l .  This  i s  c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t e d  
i n  t h e  growing awareness t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  measures of  l o c a l  educa t iona l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  such a s  popula t ion  o r  average d a i l y  a t tendance ,  f a  11 
s h o r t  o f  p r e sen t ing  an adequate  l o c a l  needs index. A r ecen t  survey 
made by a  Un ive r s i t y  o f  Wisconsin f a c u l t y  group i s o l a t e d  52 f a c t o r s  
which d e s c r i b e  l o c a l  educa t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The 52 f a c t o r s  
d e s c r i b e  e i g h t  c l a s s e s  of  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s :  
pupi l - teacher -adminis t ra tor  r a t i o s ,  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  s tuden t  body, 
number o f  s t u d e n t s ,  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  teaching  s t a f f ,  
s u b j e c t  a r e a s  o f  t h e  high school  curr iculum, s p e c i a l  educa t ion  programs, 
and c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  school  d i s t r i c t  popula t ion .  

Some S t a t e s  have gone beyond e q u a l i z a t i o n  g r a n t s  f o r  t h e  purpose 
of  meeting educa t iona l  problems i n  c i t i e s  and suburbs.  Grants  a r e  made, 
f o r  example, t o  he lp  f i nance  school  bu i ld ing  cons t ruc t ion  i n  munici- 
p a l i t i e s  , New York S t a t e  has  s p e c i a l  programs o f  a i d  f o r  educa t ion  of 
non-English speaking p u p i l s ,  c u l t u r a l l y  disadvantaged c h i l d r e n ,  and 
a i d  f o r  educa t iona l  s e r v i c e s  t o  c h i l d r e n  wi th  s p e c i a l  behavior  problems. 
Also, p roposa ls  have been advanced f o r  modi f ica t ion  of  e q u a l i z a t i o n  
a i d s  n o t  on ly  t o  a d j u s t  amounts of  t h e  foundat ion program but  a l s o ,  i n  
some i n s t a n c e s ,  t o  move toward an  open-end g r a n t .  The open-end g r a n t ,  
i n  e f f e c t  i n  a  few S t a t e s ,  provides  t h a t  matching sha re s  f o r  t h e  S t a t e  
and school  d i s t r i c t s  would be set by t h e  r e l a t i v e  capac i ty  p o s i t i o n  of  
each d i s t r i c t  but would extend over  t h e  whole amount of  t h e  l o c a l  
expendi ture  pe r  p u p i l  r a t h e r  than a  b a s i c  curr iculum expendi ture .  It 
thus  s e rves  a s  a  s t imulus  t o  expanded pub l i c  school  s e r v i c e s .  

14. The Commission recommends t h a t  t h e  S t a t e s  f i nance  a t  l e a s t  
one-half of  t h e  c o s t  of  gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  we l f a r e  programs, accom- 
panied by adopt ion of S t a t e  s t anda rds  f o r  such programs. 



For t h e  ma jo r i t y  o f  SMSA's, t h e r e  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  sma l l  d i f f e r e n c e  
between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  p ropor t i ons  o f  
undereducated a d u l t s ,  h igh  school  dropouts ,  and low income f a m i l i e s .  To 
t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  exist ,  t h e  low income group c o n s t i t u t e s  a  
l a r g e r  p ropor t i on  of  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than  i n  
suburbs,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l a r g e  SMSA's and t h e  Nor theas t .  The low income 
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  nonwhite group i n  t h e  South and West, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
i s  l a r g e r  i n  t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  Cen t r a l  c i t i e s  have a  
l a r g e r  p ropor t i on  o f  unemployed than  suburbs i n  a l l  reg ions  and s i z e s  of  
SMSA. Di spa r i t y  i n  unemployment i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  sha rp  i n  SMSA's w i t h  a  
high percentage  o f  nonwhites.  

I n s o f a r  a s  d i s p a r i t i e s  e x i s t  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs 
w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  underpr iv i leged ,  t h e  f i s c a l  burden of t h e s e  
d i s p a r i t i e s  on t h e  w e l f a r e  budgets of  i n d i v i d u a l  l o c a l i t i e s  i n  metropol- 
i t a n  a r e a s  i s  a l r eady  cons iderab ly  modif ied.  This  i s  because o f  t h e  
l a r g e  e x t e n t  t o  which Federa l  and S t a t e  governments f i nance  t h e  so-  
c a l l e d  c a t e g o r i c a l  p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  programs. These programs, which 
amounted t o  $4,218 m i l l i o n  i n  1963 and accounted f o r  over  90 percent  of  
a l l  pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  payments, a r e  o l d  age a s s i s t a n c e  and medical 
a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  t h e  aged, a i d  and s e r v i c e s  t o  needy f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d -  
r en ,  a i d  t o  t h e  b l i nd ,  and a i d  t o  t h e  permanently and t o t a l l y  d i s a b l e d .  

I n  f i s c a l  year  1963, t h e  Federa l  government pa id  f o r  60.4 percent  
of  t h e  c a t e g o r i c a l  a i d s .  Of t h e  t o t a l  S t a t e - l o c a l  s h a r e ,  S t a t e  govern- 
ments a s  a  whole pa id  80 pe rcen t ,  and l o c a l  governments 20 pe rcen t .  The 
l e a s t  percentage  of  S t a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  non-Federal s h a r e  o f  
c a t e g o r i c a l  pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  was 48.8 percent  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Minnesota. 

I I  General a s s i s t a n c e "  programs, however, a r e  t o  a  cons ide rab l e  
degree s t i l l  a  very  heavy charge on i n d i v i d u a l  l o c a l  governments. 
General a s s i s t a n c e  r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  t h e  r e s i d u a l  group o f  i n d i g e n t s  
i n e l i g i b l e  under any Fede ra l  c a t e g o r i c a l  a i d  program. These i nc lude  
needy unemployed people who exhausted o r  never  go t  unemployment b e n e f i t s ;  
needy unemployed approaching 65 yea r s  o f  age who do n o t  have dependent 
c h i l d r e n ;  needy people  w i t h  p a r t i a l  o r  temporary d i s a b i l i t y ;  mothers o f  
dependent c h i l d r e n  over  18; needy people  i n  nonmedical i n s t i t u t i o n s ;  and 
needy people  who f a i l  t o  meet a l l  Federa l  and S t a t e  requirements  i n  t h e  
f e d e r a l l y  a ided  programs. Payments f o r  such a s s i s t a n c e  amounted t o  $390 
m i l l i o n  i n  1963. 

General a s s i s t a n c e  is  roo ted  i n  t h e  b a s i c  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  recog- 
n ized  i n  t h e  l e g a l  framework of  a l l  S t a t e s  f o r  he lp ing  those  whose 
resources  a r e  inadequate  t o  meet t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  needs.  S t a t e s  vary  



cons iderab ly ,  however, i n  t h e  ex t en t  t o  which they p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
f i nanc ing  t h e  c o s t  of pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  I n  1960, seven S t a t e s  
f inanced gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  and i t s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  e n t i r e l y  w i t h  
S t a t e  funds: Alaska, Arkansas,  Hawaii, Louis iana,  Pennsylvania ,  Utah, 
and Washington. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, l o c a l  governments i n  e leven  S t a t e s  
f inanced t h e  program completely from t h e i r  own funds: C a l i f o r n i a ,  
F l o r i d a ,  Ind iana ,  Kentucky, M i s s i s s i p p i ,  Nebraska, Nevada, New Hamp- 
s h i r e ,  South Dakota, Tennessee, and Texas. I n  t e n  a d d i t i o n a l  S t a t e s ,  
l o c a l  funds i n  1960 bore 80 t o  99 percent  o f  gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  c o s t s  
w i th  t h e  balance from S t a t e  sources :  Colorado, Georgia, Iowa, Massa- 
c h u s e t t s ,  Minnesota, Montana, North Caro l ina ,  North Dakota, Vermont, 
and Wisconsin. 

The Commission be l i eves  S t a t e s  should f i nance  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  
p o r t i o n  of gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  c o s t s .  Benef i t s  redounding from main- 
t a i n i n g  t h e  we l f a r e  of  i n d i v i d u a l s  and f o s t e r i n g  t h e i r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
spread w e l l  beyond t h e  l i m i t s  o f  l o c a l i t i e s  i n  which they happen t o  
r e s i d e .  I nd igen t s  tend t o  migra te  t o  urban c e n t e r s  i n  s ea rch  o f  
employment, t o  j o i n  r e l a t i v e s ,  and, perhaps,  because they know a  c i t y  
has a  w e l f a r e  program which w i l l  a s s u r e  them a  minimum of  a s s i s t a n c e .  
Indeed, sma l l e r ,  less urbanized communities have been known t o  
e s t a b l i s h  s t r i c t  s t anda rds  of  gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  e l i g i b i l i t y  i n  o r d e r  
t o  encourage ind igen t s  t o  leave ,  knowing t h a t  t h e  i nd igen t s  i n e v i t a b l y  
w i l l  migra te  t o  t h e  c i t i e s  where they w i l l  f i n d  more l i b e r a l  e l i g i b i l -  
i t y  p o l i c i e s .  

With t h e  S t a t e s  a l r eady  f i nanc ing  over  80 percent  of  t h e  non- 
Federa l  s h a r e  of  we l f a r e  c o s t s  represen ted  by t h e  much l a r g e r  Federa l  
c a t e g o r i c a l  a i d  programs, t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  S t a t e s  
no t  t o  f i nance  a t  l e a s t  one-half o f  t h e  r e s i d u a l  gene ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  
program. By doing so ,  they would he lp  f u r t h e r  modify t h e  d i s p a r a t e  
f i s c a l  e f f e c t s  of  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  unemployment, low income, and o t h e r  
s o c i a l  cond i t i ons  of t h e  underpr iv i leged  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and 
suburbs.  

I n  cons ide ra t i on  o f  t h e  foregoing recommendations f o r  S t a t e  
f i s c a l  a c t i o n  d i r e c t e d  toward modifying f i s c a l  and s e r v i c e  d i s p a r i t i e s  
i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  i t  i s  app rop r i a t e  t o  r e i t e r a t e  an e a r l i e r  
Commission recommendation, namely, t h a t  S t a t e s  a s s i s t  l o c a l  govern- 
ments i n  a l l  l o c a l  government func t ions  t h a t  a r e  a ided  by t h e  Federa l  



Government, i nc lud ing  pub l i c  housing and urban renewal.  I f  "S ta t e s '  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  S t a t e s '  r i g h t s 1 '  i s  no t  t o  be an empty 
s logan ,  S t a t e  government i n  t h i s  country must accept  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
t h a t  taxpayers  of  t h e  S t a t e  have a  precedence of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  over  
taxpayers  of  t h e  Nation i n  f inanc ing  l o c a l  government func t ions  w i t h i n  
t h e  S t a t e .  Extending Federal  a i d  t o  l o c a l  governments wh i l e  t h e  
r e s p e c t i v e  S t a t e s  s t and  i d l y  by i s  incompatible  w i t h  t h e  philosophy of 
t h e  American Federa l  system. I f  any func t ion  of l o c a l  government i s  
c r i t i c a l  enough t o  warrant  i n t e r v e n t i o n  of t h e  Congress, then  i t  i s  
ax ioma t i ca l ly  c r i t i c a l  enough t o  r e c e i v e  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  and a s s i s t a n c e  
of t h e  S t a t e .  Present  S t a t e  a c t i v i t y  i n  many of  t hese  f i e l d s  leaves 
much t o  be des i r ed .  

I n  most S t a t e s ,  t h e  burden of  f inanc ing  urban renewal and 
pub l i c  housing p r o j e c t s  i s  borne exc lus ive ly  by the  Federa l  and l o c a l  
governments. A t  p r e s e n t ,  only f i v e  S t a t e s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  urban 
renewal f inanc ing ,  and only  14 S t a t e s  extend some form of  a i d  t o  l o c a l  
governments i n  t h e  housing f i e l d .  

While o t h e r  arguments might be marshal led i n  favor  of  t h i s  
recommendation, t h e  c r i t i c a l  one having d i r e c t  re levance t o  t h e  f i s c a l  
d i s p a r i t y  problem i s  t h e  equa l i z ing  e f f e c t  of S t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  p a r t i c i -  
pa t ion .  By assuming a  p o r t i o n  o f  f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  S t a t e s  
he lp  spread  t h e  burden of  f inanc ing  t h i s  metropolitanwide need ac ros s  
t h e  met ropol i s  and a c r o s s  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  S t a t e .  

Ca l l i ng  upon t h e  S t a t e  t o  a s s i s t  i n  f inanc ing  t h e s e  urban 
programs can a l s o  be j u s t i f i e d  i n  l i g h t  of f i s c a l  and governmental 
r e a l i t i e s .  For most S t a t e s ,  a  l a r g e  s h a r e  of t h e i r  revenue comes from 
metropol i tan  a r e a s .  This f a c t  and t h e  absence o f  some form of  metro- 
p o l i t a n  government combine, t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  make a  persuas ive  case  f o r  
S t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  a l l  f i e l d s  of l o c a l  govern- 
ment endeavor r ece iv ing  a i d  from t h e  Federa l  government. 

15. The Commission recommends t h a t  l o c a l  governments i n  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  n e ~ o t i a t i n g  t h e  s h a r i n ~  of  c o s t s  f o r  areawide urban 
s e r v i c e s  u t i l i z e  c o s t - b e n e f i t  s t u d i e s  ( inc luding  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  
a l l  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  t o  i nd iv idua l s  and t h e  communities 
involved)  a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  such nego t i a t i ons .  

One of  t h e ,  i f  no t  t h e ,  most p re s s ing  problems f ac ing  our  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s  i n  urban a r e a s  today i s  t h e  
l ack  of governmental machinery t o  d e a l  wi th  f inanc ing  areawide 
programs. Needs, and t h e  s e r v i c e s  r equ i r ed  t o  s a t i s f y  them, do no t  
f i t  n e a t l y  w i t h i n  boundaries of  e x i s t i n g  governmental u n i t s .  Benef i t s  
and damages s p i l l  over  from one j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  another .  



The p o s s i b i l i t y  of  areawide agreement and sha r ing  c o s t s  on a  
f a i r  and e q u i t a b l e  b a s i s  has long been o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  Commission. 
Attempts t o  provide such s e r v i c e s  o f t e n  founder,  no t  s o  much on 
governmental o rgan iza t ion  o r  s t r u c t u r a l  problems a s  on i n a b i l i t y  t o  
reach agreement on t h e  sha r ing  o f  c o s t s .  The problem i s  most s eve re  
w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  such s e r v i c e s  a s  sewage d i s p o s a l ,  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  and 
mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  These s e r v i c e s ,  by t h e i r  very  n a t u r e ,  r e q u i r e  a  
major system of phys i ca l  f a c i l i t i e s  w i th  s e r v i c e  boundaries d i c t a t e d  by 
popula t ion  d e n s i t y  and phys i ca l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  land,  o f t e n  
involv ing  l i t t l e  o r  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  governmental boundaries .  
Furthermore, t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  involve  long l i f e  c a p i t a l  investments  and 
c a p i t a l  c o s t s  t h a t  loom l a r g e  a s  a major element i n  annual  charges .  
E f f i c i ency  i n  t h e  use of  such c a p i t a l  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  f u t u r e  needs f o r  
t h e  e n t i r e  s e r v i c e  a r ea  be es t imated  a s  a c c u r a t e l y  a s  p o s s i b l e .  The 
l a r g e r  t h e  number of independent governments surrounding t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  i n  a  met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  t h e  more i n e q u i t a b l e  and d i f f i c u l t  becomes 
t h e  process  of  f inanc ing  t h e s e  areawide governmental s e r v i c e s .  

I f  i t  were p o s s i b l e  t o  determine b e n e f i t s  through o b j e c t i v e  
a n a l y t i c a l  s t u d i e s  u t i l i z i n g  app rop r i a t e  frameworks of  a n a l y s i s ,  
increased  coopera t ive  e f f o r t s  f o r  sha r ing  of c o s t s  might be forthcoming. 
This i s  e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  f o r  providing those  areawide s e r v i c e s  where 
r e l i a n c e  on use r  charges  and Federa l  and S t a t e  g r a n t s  cannot be 
expected t o  cover  c o s t s  of  t h e  s e r v i c e .  Accordingly, t h e  Commission 
has  looked t o  an approach which might he lp  t o  s o l v e  t h e s e  problems: 
c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s .  

Cos t -benef i t  a n a l y s i s  has  r e c e n t l y  come i n t o  r a t h e r  ex t ens ive  
use i n  conjunc t ion  wi th  many Federa l  programs, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  f i e l d s  
of water  r e sou rces ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  and highways. I f  t h e s e  techniques 
o f f e r  u s e f u l  gu ide l ines  t o  t h e  dec i s ion  making process  i n  t h e s e  r eg iona l  
programs, t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  m e r i t  a t t e n t i o n  a s  a i d s  i n  s o l v i n g  prob- 
lems o f  provid ing  areawide s e r v i c e s  f o r  s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  Find- 
i ngs  i n  Chapter I V  r e f l e c t  t h e  e f f o r t  t o  t r a n s f e r  o r  adapt  c o s t - b e n e f i t  
a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  urban scene.  While they c l e a r l y  show t h a t  c o s t - b e n e f i t  
s t u d i e s  cannot answer a l l  ques t ions  necessary  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n t  d e c i s i o n  
making, they  very  d e f i n i t e l y  provide a  u s e f u l  framework f o r  answering 
some ques t i ons  and, i n  t h e  longer  run,  f o r  t h ink ing  about o t h e r s  and 
improving intergovernmental  r e l a t i o n s  i n  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s .  Actua l  
a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  urban problems has  been l i m i t e d ,  bu t  a  s t a r t  has been 
made f o r  such programs a s  highways, pub l i c  h e a l t h ,  school  dropouts ,  and 
a l t e r n a t i v e  proposa ls  f o r  comprehensive development of  an urban a r e a .  



It i s  f u l l y  recognized t h a t  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s ,  i f  app l i ed  
t o  a  s p e c i f i c  urban development problem wi th  i t s  i n e v i t a b l e  complex 
s o c i a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  would n o t  provide a  s imple au to-  
mat ic  b a s i s  f o r  dec i s ion  making. It is  expected, however, t h a t  such 
a n a l y s i s  can he lp  cons iderab ly  i n  reducing t h e  number o f  ou t s t and ing  
i s s u e s  and i d e n t i f y i n g  va lue  judgments involved i n  dec id ing  t o  proceed 
o r  no t  proceed on a  coope ra t i ve  p r o j e c t .  

Such s t u d i e s  cannot be i n i t i a t e d  un l e s s  b a s i c  r e l e v a n t  da t a  a r e  
a v a i l a b l e .  Our met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and t h e  va r ious  governments w i t h i n  
them have few sound economic s t u d i e s  which can be used a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  
e s t ima t ing  f u t u r e  needs.  The Committee f o r  Economic Development, i n  
i t s  po l i cy  s ta tement  on met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  Guiding Met ropol i tan  
Growth, po in ted  o u t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  understanding t h e  economic base 
o f  t h e  a r e a .  I n  view of  t h i s  need f o r  b a s i c  in format ion  common t o  a l l  
cos t -bene f i t  s t u d i e s ,  l o c a l  governments, perhaps through t h e  metro- 
p o l i t a n  planning agency i n  t h e  a r e a ,  should c o l l e c t  t h e  economic 
in format ion  necessary  f o r  more p r e c i s e  f o r e c a s t s  o f  f u t u r e  income, 
employment, and popula t ion  l e v e l s  on a  uniform b a s i s  i n  t h e  met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a .  

16. The Commission f u r t h e r  recommends t h a t  t h e  S t a t e s  and t h e  
Federa l  government develop s t anda rds  o f  measurement o f  c o s t s  and 
b e n e f i t s  f o r  areawide s e r v i c e s  t h a t  they suppor t  t h r o u ~ h  g r a n t  and loan 
programs f o r  t h e  purpose of p rovid ing  o b j e c t i v e  measures and around 
r u l e s  f o r  areawide p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and l o c a l  assignment o f  c o s t s  t o  
s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  

E f f o r t s  t o  apply  c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  programs such a s  mass 
t r a n s i t ,  open space ,  and o t h e r  areawide s e r v i c e s ,  o f t e n  s u f f e r  from 
t h e  l ack  o f  uniform s t anda rds  and da t a .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  s e p a r a t e  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n s  may n o t  be a b l e  t o  ag ree  because they o p e r a t e  from a d i f f e r e n t  
assumption and f a c t u a l  base.  Federa l  programs, f o r  example, i n  t h e  
f i e l d s  o f  urban renewal,  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  and highways, n e c e s s a r i l y  a l low 
f o r  d i f f e r e n t  sources  o f  d a t a .  However, f o r  t h e  t a s k  o f  appor t i on ing  
c o s t s  f o r  s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t s  t o  s e p a r a t e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  more p r e c i s e  
un i formi ty  i s  d e s i r a b l e .  

The work o f  t h e  Department o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r  and o t h e r  departments  
and agenc ies  o f  t h e  Fede ra l  government concerned wi th  water  r e sou rces  
development i s  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  what can be done t o  provide reasonably  
uniform and o b j e c t i v e  measures o f  c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s .  Thus, t h e  p o i n t  
o f  depa r tu re  f o r  most c o s t - b e n e f i t  s t u d i e s  i n  water  resources  develop- 
ment i s  t h e  so -ca l l ed  "green book," Proposed P r a c t i c e s  f o r  Economic 



Analysis of River Basin Projects. This document outlines official 
procedures and criteria to be followed by governmental agencies in 
selecting projects. The "green book" and supplementary governmental 
documents, developed over a long period of years, have stimulated 
many current attempts to apply cost-benefit analysis to other pub- 
lic expenditure decisions. The documents indicate acceptable defi- 
nitions of both costs' and benefits' procedures for agreement on 
price levels and employment, appropriate interest rates to be used 
in analysis, and the value to be assigned such benefits as flood 
control and irrigation. 

In developing cost-benefit standards and methodology, much 
reliance of necessity must be placed on past experience with a serv- 
ice or the experience in other metropolitan areas. Just as private 
firms learn from the experience of others, so too can governmental 
units learn from others in estimating the need for services. Unlike 
private firms which must stand the test of profitability, services 
provided by governments often do not "sell" their services. For 
this reason, there is little incentive to carry out follow-up studies 
once a new or extended service has been introduced. From the point 
of view of other areas benefiting from this experience, however, 
such follow-up studies are eminently worthwhile. In light of the 
urgent need for this type of information, Federal and State agencies 
should carry on follow-up studies in cooperation with the local juris- 
dictions involved. 

To illustrate, the benefits of mass transit or new freeway sys- 
tems are difficult indeed to measure. Benefits, except as expressed 
in user charges, are hard to measure. The question relevant for 
benefit analysis is, where would these extra benefits arise? In 
almost every case, most benefits accrue to owners of real property: 
land and buildings. These gains are reflected in higher land and 
rental values. By studying the experience in other communities, 
analysts of proposed projects can begin to grasp the range of bene- 
fits. This is also true of costs. 

Federal and State guides assigning values for various benefits 
are especially needed as administrative aids to local governments 
for such programs as open space and mass transportation grants of 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency, public hospital and medical 
facilities construction grants, and waste treatment grants of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and airport aids of 
the Federal Aviation Agency. 



Concluding Observat ions 

The p i c t u r e  r evea l ed  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  d i s q u i e t i n g .  Popula t ion  
d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs and among suburban 
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  themselves a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Governmental s t r u c t u r e  i n  
ou r  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  i s  growing more complex. The r e s u l t a n t  need 
f o r  s e r v i c e s  and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  provide  t hose  s e r v i c e s  a r e  d r i f t i n g  
a p a r t .  Methods f o r  determining e q u i t a b l e  a l l o c a t i o n  of  c o s t s  f o r  a r e a -  
wide governmental s e r v i c e s  c u t t i n g  a c r o s s  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  l i n e s  a r e  
s t i l l  r e l a t i v e l y  undeveloped. 

Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  da t a  and t h e  resources  
a v a i l a b l e  a r e  such t h a t  a  s t i l l  p i c t u r e  r a t h e r  t han  a motion p i c t u r e  
account o f  ou r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  has  been r evea l ed .  One wishes i t  
were p o s s i b l e  t o  look ahead and t o  have answers t o  t h e  t a n t a l i z i n g  
ques t i ons  r a i s e d  by t h e  r e sea rch  undertaken i n  t h i s  r e p o r t .  What a r e  
t h e  s p e c i f i c  t r e n d s  w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  s o c i a l ,  economic, and r a c i a l  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  ou r  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s ?  How r a p i d  a r e  t h e  t r e n d s ?  How 
permanent? What is  t h e  r e a l  f i s c a l  capac i ty  and e f f o r t  o f  our  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  and suburban j u r i s d i c t i o n s ?  What a r e  t h e  t r e n d s  i n  f i s c a l  
e f f o r t ?  

The l a t e ,  eminent s tuden t  o f  American in te rgovernmenta l  r e l a -  
t i o n s ,  Morton Grodzins,  i n  1958, could w r i t e :  

Almost no th ing  i s  being done today t o  meet what is  l i k e l y  
t o  be t h e  Nat ion ' s  most p r e s s ing  s o c i a l  problem tomorrow. 
The problem can be simply s t a t e d  i n  a l l  i t s  b leakness :  many 
c e n t r a l  c i t ies  o f  t h e  g r e a t  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  of  t h e  United 
S t a t e s  a r e  f a s t  becoming lower c l a s s ,  l a r g e l y  Negro slums. 

While our  s tudy  has  revea led  t h a t  t h e  economic and s o c i a l  ( inc lud-  
i n g  r a c i a l )  p a t t e r n  o f  ou r  popula t ion  i n  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  v a r i e s  by 
reg ion ,  most observers  would ag ree  t h a t  t h e  problems o f  " d i s p a r i t i e s 1 '  
have become more b a f f l i n g  s i n c e  1958 and t h a t  l i t t l e  has  been done i n  
t he  way o f  concer ted  e f f o r t s  t o  meet t h e  problem. 

Remedies proposed i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  a r e  a s  wide ranging a s  t h e  
s u b j e c t  i t s e l f :  ga in ing  a  b e t t e r  knowledge of  j u s t  what d i s p a r i t i e s  
e x i s t ,  p rovid ing  lower c o s t  housing throughout t h e  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s ,  
c r e a t i n g  more jobs and s t r eng then ing  t h e  l o c a l  t a x  base  f o r  c i t i e s  t h a t  
have undergone f i s c a l  d e c l i n e  and inc reased  d i l a p i d a t i o n ,  adjustment  o f  
governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  p rovid ing  more e q u i t a b l e  bear ing  o f  c o s t s ,  
and equa l i z ing  l o c a l  government f inances  through p o s i t i v e  a c t i o n  by 
Fede ra l  and S t a t e  governments. 



These recommendations d e a l  n o t  s o  much wi th  r o o t  causes  of  
s o c i a l  and economic problems w i t h i n  ou r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  bu t  w i th  
intergovernmental  machinery t o  a s s i s t  i n  t h e i r  r e s o l u t i o n .  More 
fundamental s o l u t i o n s  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  and economic problems r e q u i r e  
a c t i o n  by t h e  gene ra l  governments themselves--the c i t i e s ,  t h e  c o u n t i e s ,  
t h e  S t a t e s ,  and t h e  Nat iona l  Government. Can governments and c i t i z e n s  
t u r n  t h e i r  backs 6n t h e  problems o f  t h e i r  ne ighbors?  Can they pursue 
a  po l i cy  of  economic and s o c i a l  au ta rchy  o r  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ?  I f  they 
do, they a r e  l i k e l y  t o  pay more f o r  t h e i r  governmental s e r v i c e s ,  
dep r ive  r e s i d e n t s  of s c a r c e  resources  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and, i n  t h e  
long run,  reap  a  ha rves t  of  t ens ions  on t h e  one hand and s t a g n a t i o n  
and t h e  spreading  of slums on t h e  o t h e r .  I n  twen t i e th  cen tury  America-- 
urban America--good fences  do n o t  make good neighbors .  

For t h e  problems of  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  s o l u t i o n s  a r e  e a s i l y  s t a t e d  
but  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ach ieve .  We must r e v i t a l i z e  depressed p a r t s  o f  t h e  
urban community, e s t a b l i s h  a  f r e e r  market s o  t h a t  a l l  should be 
allowed t o  choose more f r e e l y  where they want t o  l i v e  and work. 
Governments involved should have s u f f i c i e n t  a u t h o r i t y  and geographic 
a r e a s  of  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  meet t h e  l e g i t i m a t e  demands f o r  s e r v i c e s ,  and 
such s e r v i c e s  should be equ i t ab ly  f inanced .  

The f a c t s  r evea l ing  t h e  dimension and n a t u r e  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
a r e  becoming c l e a r e r  and t h e  resources  i nc reas ing ly  a v a i l a b l e .  Our 
Federa l  system of  government under t h e  Cons t i t u t i on  provides  a  sound 
framework f o r  meeting t h e  s o c i a l  and economic problems of our  metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s .  The need i s  f o r  cont inu ing  imaginat ion,  i ngenu i ty ,  
s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  our  ne ighbors1  needs,  and l eade r sh ip  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  of 
government. 



APPENDIX A 

Analysis  of  1960 Census Data 

I n  o rde r  t o  o b t a i n  a p o r t r a i t  of t h e  i n h a b i t a n t s  of 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  on t h e  one hand, and those  of t h e i r  surrounding 
suburban a r e a s  on t h e  o t h e r ,  a l i s t  of s a l i e n t  demographic 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  was s e l e c t e d  f o r  a n a l y s i s :  

Race ( t o t a l  and nonwhite) 
Age (6 groups) 
Movers 
Migrants 
Famil ies  w i th  c h i l d r e n  under 18 (2 g r m p s )  
Unrelated i n d i v i d u a l s  
Education (3 groups) 
Occupation (7 groups ) 
Married women i n  t h e  labor  f o r c e  (2 groups) 
Family income (4 groups) 
Unemp loymen t 
Housing cond i t i on  (owner and r e n t e r  occupied) 
Value of  owner occupied housing (5 groups) 
Gross r e n t  of  r e n t e r  occupied housing (4 groups)  
Commuters 

Taken toge the r  f o r  an  i n d i v i d u a l ,  t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
l a r g e l y  determine how he l i v e s :  wi th  whom, i n  what kind of 
housing and neighborhood, doing what kind of work, t h e  l e v e l  
of goods and s e r v i c e s  he can command, t h e  s o c i a l  and economic 
p o s i t i o n  he may a n t i c i p a t e  f o r  h i s  f u t u r e .  When t h e s e  i n d i v i -  
dua l  ske tches  a r e  added up f o r  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  
they p re sen t  a composite of t h e  populat ion f o r  which they a r e  
summed, a composite which provides i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  pub l i c  
needs of  t h e  community and t h e  kinds and amounts of governmen- 
t a l  s e r v i c e s  requi red .  

1/ A f u l l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t hese  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  appears  i n  - 
Appendix B. 



Mere summation of  t h e  number of people conforming t o  a  
given c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  however, i s  by i t s e l f  inadequate .  We a r e  
concerned p r imar i l y  w i th  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of va r ious  
popula t ion  subgroups, such a s  c h i l d r e n  under 10 o r  f a m i l i e s  
w i th  income under $4,000, i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Consequently, t h e  b a s i c  datum i n  t h e  ana l y s i s  
c o n s i s t s  of t h e  propor t ion  of  t h e  popula t ion  found i n  each 
demographic ca tegory  i n  each loca t ion .  These da t a  were der ived  
from t h e  1960 censuses o f  populat ion and housing f o r  190 of  t h e  
Nat ion ' s  212 s t anda rd  met ropol i tan  s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a s .  2-1 

While t h e s e  propor t ions  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  per  s e ,  a s  they 
r e l a t e  e i t h e r  t o  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  o r  t o  suburban a r e a s ,  t h e  
primary focus of  t h i s  s tudy  r e s t s  upon t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e s e  two a r e a s  o f  met ropol i tan  r e s idence .  
The o b j e c t  i s  t o  f i n d  o u t  whether t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  t h e  propor t ion  of t h e  popula t ion  
accounted f o r  by schoo 1 age c h i l d r e n  o r  fami l i e s  wi th  income 
below $4,000 per  yea r ,  f o r  example, i s  g r e a t  enough t o  warran t  
t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  t h e  two types  of  communities r ep re sen t  
fundamentally d i s t i n c t  socioeconomic popula t ion  groups. 
Accordingly, t h e  u n i t  of measurement used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i s  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between c e n t r a l  c i t y  and a s s o c i a t e d  suburban 
a r e a  propor t ions  o f  t h e  popula t ion  conforming t o  each of  41  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  I n  a l l  c a s e s ,  t h e  suburban propor t ion  was 
s u b t r a c t e d  from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  percentage t o  o b t a i n  a n  a l g e -  
b r a i c  d i f f e r e n c e .  

I f  any g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  a r e  t o  be drawn concerning t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  however, t h e  
4790 i n d i v i d u a l  observa t ions  (190 d i f f e r e n c e s  f o r  4 1  popula t ion  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s )  must be-combined i n t o  groups which r e f l e c t  t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  each c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  f o r  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  gene ra l .  A s imple average 
( a r i t hme t i c  mean) f o r  each of t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i s  e n t i r e l y  
inadequate  because t h e  v a r i a t i o n s  around t h a t  average a r e ,  i n  
most c a s e s ,  extremely l a r g e .  Nor do t h e  averages ,  by them- 
s e l v e s ,  even i f  they a r e  ob ta ined  f o r  subgroups such a s  SMSA'S 

2 /  Tabula t ion  of t h e s e  propor t ions  f o r  4 1  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r -  - 
i s t i c s  i n  190 SMSA's appears  i n  Appendix B .  



by reg ion  o r  popula t ion  s i z e ,  o f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  
n a t u r e  of t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s .  The o b j e c t i v e  i s  t o  know why and 
how t h e s e  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r i s e .  

There a r e  s e v e r a l  methods f o r  approaching t h e  important  
"why" and "how" of  t h e s e  ma t t e r s .  The one s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h i s  
s tudy  involves  c o r r e l a t i n g  t h e  190 c e n t r a  1 c i t y  -suburban 
d i f f e r e n c e s  f o r  each popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w i th  s i x  b a s i c  
I I  s t r u c t u r a l "  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f o r  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  them- 
s e l v e s :  21 

Geographic r eg ion  ( 4 )  
Populat ion s i z e  o f  t h e  SMSA 
Percent  o f  t h e  SMSA popula t ion  r e s i d i n g  w i t h i n  

t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  (populat ion concen t r a t i on )  
Percent  of  SMSA popula t ion  change, 1950-1960 
Percent  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  SMSA 
Percent  o f  SMSA employment i n  3 c a t e g o r i e s  : 
manufacturing, t r a d e ,  f i nance  and s e r v i c e s  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  process  enables  us t o  a s c e r t a i n  how much 
of  t h e  very  l a r g e  v a r i a t i o n  around t h e  average d i s p a r i t y  f o r  
each popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  expla ined  by b a s i c  s t r u c t u r a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  among t h e  SMSA1s themselves.  Fu r the r ,  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
t e l l s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of  each o f  t h e s e  s t r u c t u r a l  o r  
I I p r e d i c t o r "  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t aken  by i t s e l f  i n  t h e  t o t a l  
explana t ion  of d i s p a r i t i e s .  With t h i s  in format ion ,  it i s  then  
p o s s i b l e  t o  c l a s s i f y  d i s p a r i t i e s  according t o  b a s i c  r e l e v a n t  
met ropol i tan  a r e a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and u l t i m a t e l y  develop po l i cy  
recommendations a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  each gene ra l  type  of met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a .  

The a n a l y s i s  cons iders  t h e  ma t t e r  of  r ace  both a s  a  
demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t o  be explained (dependent v a r i a b l e )  
and a s  an  explana tory  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  SMSA. The over -  
welming importance of  r a c e  i n  t h e  l i f e  and problems of  our  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  s t a r t l i n g l y  apparent  s i n c e  World War 11, 
has induced us t o  cons ider  i t  i n  a  t h i r d  way. The s t e r e o t y p e  
of our  l a r g e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  d e p i c t s  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  a s  
t h e  home of  t h e  poor,  undereducated Negroes, wh i l e  t h e  suburbs 
a r e  t h e  domain of prosperous and contented wh i t e s .  Observat ion 

3 1  For a  f u l l  d i s cus s ion  of  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s ,  s e e  Appendix B.  - 
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i n  many p l aces ,  however, has c a l l e d  i n t o  ques t i on  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of  such a  p i c t u r e .  Moreover, a s  more Negroes acqu i r e  educa- 
t i o n ,  s k i l l s ,  and h ighe r  incomes, a s  family l i f e  s t a b i l i z e s  
among second, t h i r d ,  and f o u r t h  genera t ion  urban Negroes, and 
a s  t h e  d r i v e  f o r  c i v i l  r i g h t s  ach ieves  an  i nc reas ing  measure 
of  success ,  i t  may be s a f e  t o  p r e d i c t  t h a t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  middle 
c l a s s  s t a t u s  f o r  t h e  Negro w i l l  be t y p i f i e d  by r e s idence  i n  t h e  
suburbs a s  i t  i s  f o r  t h e  wh i t e  today. There i s  reason t o  
b e l i e v e  t h a t  such a  t r end  i s  a l r eady  underway. Therefore ,  t h e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  was repea ted  s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  t h e  nonwhite 
populat ion i n  177 met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  f o r  which t h e  da ta  a r e  
r epo r t ed  s e p a r a t e l y .  51 

For t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  nonwhites,  an  a d d i t i o n a l  
p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e  was in t roduced:  percent  of  SMSA nonwhites 
who l i v e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  This  v a r i a b l e  i s  meant t o  test 
t h e  p ropos i t i on  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s o c i a l  and economic charac-  
terist ics between c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban nonwhites a r e ,  t o  
some e x t e n t ,  a  func t ion  of  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which they a r e  
"ghet toized" i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  When r e s u l t s  of t h e  a n a l y s i s  
f o r  t h e  t o t a l  and nonwhite popula t ions  a r e  compared, t h e  
p a t t e r n  o f  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  whi tes  can be deduced. I n  many 
i n s t a n c e s ,  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  can be considered tantamount t o  
t h e  wh i t e  populat ion,  because of  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  number of 
nonwhites i n  most SMSA's and because nonwhite propor t ions  o f  
t h e  popula t ion  conforming t o  a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a r e  n o t  subs tan-  
t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  i n  magnitude than  t h e  t o t a l .  Where t h e  
propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  category i s  f a r  h igher  
than t h e  t o t a l ,  however, t h e  propor t ion  of whi tes  i n  t h i s  
ca tegory  i s  correspondingly reduced by an  amount dependent upon 
t h e  t o t a l  p ropor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  c i t y  o r  suburban a r e a .  

Analysis  of  Populat ion C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

I n  t h e  remainder of  t h i s  Appendix, t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  
s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  f o r  both t h e  t o t a l  and nonwhite popula- 
t i o n s  a r e  summarized succes s ive ly  f o r  each major popula t ion  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  Each s e c t i o n  inc ludes  a summary t a b l e  showing 
t h e  average c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban propor t ions  of  t h e  
popula t ion  having t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  under d i s cus s ion  f o r  t h e  

41 Tabula t ion  o f  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban da ta  f o r  36  popula- - 
t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  nonwhites a l s o  appears  i n  Appendix B.  



fou r  reg ions  and a l l  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  combined. Under each 
t a b l e  i s  a  l i s t  of t h e  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  ( s t r u c t u r a l  charac-  
t e r i s t i c s  of  SMSA's), which a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  
expla in ing  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  t h e  o r d e r  o f  
t h e i r  importance. The f i n a l  s e c t i o n  of t h e  Appendix i n t e g r a t e s  
t h e  f i nd ings  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i n  
o rde r  t o  d e l i n e a t e  t h e  p a t t e r n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  
types  of  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  

Two dimensions of  socioeconomic d i s p a r i t y  a r e  considered 
i n  t h i s  d i s cus s ion :  amount and d i r e c t i o n .  The amount o r  s i z e  
of d i s p a r i t i e s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  comparative importance of a  
p a r t i c u l a r  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and 
suburban r i n g ;  i t  does n o t  r e f e r  t o  t h e  concen t r a t i on  w i t h i n  
t h e  c i t y  of persons i n  t h e  e n t i r e  SMSA conforming t o  t h a t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o r  t h e i r  d i s p e r s i o n  i n  t h e  suburbs.  The focus 
of  a t t e n t i o n  i s  on t h e  two major l o c a t i o n a l  segments of  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a  t o  s e e  i f  they d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
components and i s  no t  concerned wi th  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  t h e  
SMSA popula t ion  between them. 

D i r ec t ion  o f  d i s p a r i t i e s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  l oca t ion ,  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  o r  suburban, whose popula t ion  has t h e  l a r g e r  propor t ions  
o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  being measured. I f  t h e  suburbs have a  
h igher  p ropor t i on  of c h i l d r e n  under 10, f o r  example, than  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  does,  i t  i s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of d i s p a r i t y  
favors  t h e  suburbs.  It q u i t e  f r equen t ly  occurs  t h a t  two metro- 
p o l i t a n  a r e a s  may experience d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which a r e  i d e n t i c a l  i n  amount bu t  move i n  
oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  w i t h  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  
pub l i c  po l i cy .  

1. Percent  Nonwhite 

I n  o r d e r  t o  p l ace  i n  pe r spec t ive  t h e  comparative wh i t e  
and nonwhite popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and 
suburbs,  t h e  r a c i a l  makeup of  t h e  two met ropol i tan  l oca t ions  
must be examined f i r s t  a s  i t  e x i s t s  and then a s  i t  has  changed. 
The impress ive  r a t e  a t  which nonwhites have become urbanized 
s i n c e  1940 and t h e  massive s h i f t s  i n  t h e i r  r e g i o n a l  l o c a t i o n  



have been w e l l  documented e l sewhere .  z/ T h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban c o n s t i t u e n c y  now r e q u i r e s  c l o s e r  exam- 
i n a t i o n .  

Tab le  1. Percen t  o f  Nonwhites 

1960 1950 1940 
Cent r a  1 Centra  1 Centra  1 

C i t y  Suburb C i t y  Suburb C i t y  Suburb 

Uni ted S t a t e s  15 7 12 7 11 8 

Nor theas t  9 2 5 1 3 1 
North C e n t r a l  10 2 7 2 5 2 
South 2 5 15 2 5 17 26 2 1  
West 10 6 5 3 4 4 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  a/ 

Popula t ion  Con- 
c e n t r a t i o n  

P e r c e n t  Nonwhite 
i n  SMSA 

S i z e  o f  SMSA 
North C e n t r a l  

Region 

a /  A s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r  i s  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  S tandard  - 
M e t r o p o l i t a n  S t a t i s t i c a l  Area which c o r r e l a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
w i t h  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  o r  housing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  which i s  t h e  
s u b j e c t  o f  t h e  t a b l e .  It r e f e r s  on ly  t o  t h e  columns o f  
s t a t i s t i c s  under which i t  i s  typed i n  descending degree  o f  
c o r r e l a t i o n .  

5 /  Pau l  F .  Coe, "Nonwhite Popula t ion  I n c r e a s e s  i n  M e t r o p o l i t a n  - 
Areas ,  I '  J o u r n a l  of t h e  American S t a t i s t i c a l  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  
June 1955, pages 283-308, and "The Nonwhite Popula t ion  Surge 
t o  Our C i t i e s , "  Land Economics, August 1959, pp.  197-210. 
Marion Hayes, "A Century o f  Change: Negroes i n  t h e  Uni ted 
S t a t e s  Economy, 1860-1960," Monthly Labor Review, December 
1962, and Leo F .  Schnore ,  "The Changing Color Composition o f  
M e t r o p o l i t a n  Areas ,  " Land Economics, May 1962, pp.  169-185. 



The 1960 propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  
twice a s  l a r g e ,  on t h e  average,  a s  i t  i s  i n  t h e  suburbs of a l l  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  combined, bu t  t h e r e  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l  v a r i a -  
t i o n s  from t h i s  average among i n d i v i d u a l  SMSA's. The l a r g e s t  
SMSA's, wi th  t h e  l e a s t  concent ra ted  (most d i spe r sed )  popula- 
t i o n s  and t h e  h ighes t  o v e r a l l  p ropor t ions  of  nonwhites, d i s p l a y  
t h e  g r e a t e s t  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  nonwhite 
popula t ion ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  they a r e  loca ted  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  
region.  The c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  of nonwhites i s  25 times 
a s  l a r g e  a s  t h e  suburban nonwhite percentage i n  t h e  metropol i-  
t a n  a r e a  of Ind ianapo l i s ,  f o r  example. Rac ia l  d i s p a r i t i e s  tend 
t o  be sma l l e r ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, o r  even reversed i n  favor  of 
t h e  suburbs,  i n  small SMSA's whose popula t ion  i s  concent ra ted  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  and which con ta in  a  smal l  o v e r a l l  percent -  
age of nonwhites. There i s  a  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h i s  
p r e d i c t o r  and d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  a  number of t h e  o t h e r  soc io-  
economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

I n  many met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  South and West, t h e  
suburban propor t ion  of  nonwhite i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  than 
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion .  I n  t h e  South, t h i s  i s  explained 
l a r g e l y  by h i s t o r i c a l  p a t t e r n s  of Negro se t t l emen t ,  whi le  i n  
t h e  West t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of Indians  and O r i e n t a l s  i n  t h e  category 
I I nonwhite, ' '  under Census Bureau d e f i n i t i o n s ,  a f f e c t s  t h i s  
f i nd ing .  

I n  many of t h e  Western SMSA'S, such a s  Tucson, where 
nonwhites c o n s t i t u t e  a  much l a r g e r  propor t ion  i n  t he  suburbs 
than i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  t hese  nonwhites a r e  p r imar i ly  
Ind ians  on r e s e r v a t i o n s .  I n  o t h e r s ,  such a s  San Jose ,  C a l i f o r -  
n i a ,  where d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  smal l ,  O r i e n t a l s  account f o r  most of 
t h e  nonwhite popula t ion .  Where t h e  nonwhite populat ion i s  
l a r g e l y  Negro, a s  i n  Bakers f ie ld ,  Ca l i fo rn i a  , t h e  p a t t e r n  of 
d i s p a r i t i e s  i s  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  r e s t  of t h e  country;  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  have t h r e e  t imes a s  many Negroes i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t h e i r  t o t a l  populat ions a s  do the  suburbs.  A t a b u l a t i o n  of 
t h e  propor t ion  of  Negroes, Ind ians ,  and O r i e n t a l s  i n  t h e  non- 
wh i t e  populat ion of t h e  26 Western SMSA's appears  a t  t h e  end of 
Appendix B. 

The d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  r a c i a l  makeup of t h e  nonwhite 
popula t ion  i n  t h e  West c a r r y  important impl ica t ions  f o r  pub l i c  
po l i cy .  The Ind ian  i s  t y p i c a l l y  of a  lower socioeconomic 
s t a t u s  than t h e  Negro, wh i l e  t h e  O r i e n t a l  i s  f r equen t ly  more 
educated and a f f l u e n t .  Moreover, t h e  Negro i s  no t  always a t  



t h e  bottom of t h e  socioeconomic ladder  i n  t h e  West a s  he  i s  
elsewhere i n  t h e  country;  Ind ians  and f r equen t ly  Mexicans (who 
a r e  inc luded  i n  t h e  whi te  popula t ion)  a r e  gene ra l l y  poorer ,  
l e s s  w e l l  educated,  and s o  on. I n  t h e  West, t h e r e f o r e ,  suburban 
loca t ion  of nonwhites may o r  may no t  imply an improved s t a t u s  
over  nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  depending on t h e  i n d i v i -  
dua l  SMSA and t h e  kinds of nonwhites i n  ques t i on .  S i m i l a r l y  i n  
t h e  South and o t h e r  p a r t s  of  t h e  country,  suburban res idence  
f o r  nonwhites f r equen t ly  means r u r a l  o r  s emi ru ra l  poverty.  

Seve ra l  of t h e  i n f e r ences  drawn from t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  
1960 da ta  a r e  supported by t h e  record  of changes i n  t h e  nonwhite 
composition of  met ropol i tan  popula t ions  s i n c e  1940. For t h e  
160 met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  which a r e  comparable over  t h e  20 yea r  
per iod ,  t h e  average propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  has  r i s e n  s u b s t a n t i a l l y ,  whi le  t h e  suburban propor t ion  
has dec l ined .  D i s p a r i t i e s  have thereby widened over  t h e  two 
decades from an average d i f f e r e n t i a l  i n  1940 of 3 p o i n t s ,  o r  
37.5 pe rcen t ,  t o  8 p o i n t s ,  o r  about 114 percent  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
1960. From 1940 t o  1950, t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  nonwhite popula t ion  
r o s e  almost 5 t imes f a s t e r  than t h e  wh i t e ,  and between 1950 and 
1960, t h e  average i nc rease  was over 10 times a s  l a r g e .  Mean- 
whi le  i n  t h e  suburbs,  t h e  whi te  i nc rease  exceeded t h e  nonwhite 
i n  1940-1950 by only  12 pe rcen t ,  but by 36 percent  between 1950 
and 1960. Although t h e  suburbs have been ga in ing  t h r e e  t o  fou r  
t imes t h e i r  p ropor t i ona t e  sha re  of nonwhite popula t ion  over  t h e  
20  year  per iod ,  t h i s  growth has been f a r  overshadowed by massive 
r a c i a l  s h i f t s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  popula t ions ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  
g r e a t l y  en la rged  d i s p a r i t i e s .  



Table 2 .  Percent  Change i n  Popula t ion  1950-1960 

CENTRAL CITIES SUBURBS 
1940-1950 1950-1960 1940-1950 1950-1960 

Non - Non- Non - Non - 
White wh i t e  White wh i t e  White whi te  White whi te  

Northeast 
N . Centra 1 
South 
West 

Source: HHFA, Our Nonwhite Populat ion and I t s  Housinq, Washing- 
t on ,  J u l y  1963, Table  6, pp. 24-26 f o r  1950-1960 d a t a .  
1940-1950 da t a  appear i n  Paul F.  Coe, "Nonwhite Popula- 
t i o n  Inc reases  i n  Met ropol i tan  Areas , "  Jou rna l  o f  
American S t a t i s t i c a l  Assoc ia t ion ,  June 1955, p.  288. 

A s  Tables 1 and 2  above c l e a r l y  show, t h e  changes being 
d iscussed  v a r i e d  cons iderab ly  among r eg ions .  The average 
suburban propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  reg ion  
remained v i r t u a l l y  unchanged dur ing  t h e  20 yea r  per iod ,  wh i l e  
t h e  average c e n t r a l  c i t y  p ropor t i on  doubled, s o  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  
almost t r i p l e d .  I n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  even though t h e  suburban 
propor t ion  of nonwhites doubled, t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  p ropor t i ons  
t r i p l e d ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  more than a  t h r e e f o l d  i n c r e a s e  i n  d i s p a r -  
i t i e s .  Re l a t i ve  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  nonwhite popula t ion ,  how- 
eve r ,  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  Narth Cen t r a l  reg ion  
was g r e a t e r  than  occurred i n  t h e  Nor theas t ;  t h e  change i n  t h e  
North C e n t r a l  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban r a t i o  from 5:2 t o  10:2 i s  
g r e a t e r  than t h e  Northeast  change from a  r a t i o  of  3 : l  t o  9:2. 
The importance of  t h e  North Cen t r a l  r eg ion  i n  exp la in ing  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of  nonwhites,  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  
a n a l y s i s ,  has  been achieved over  t h e  l a s t  10 y e a r s ;  i n  t h e  
preceding decade t h e  average d i s p a r i t y  was r e l a t i v e l y  h igher  i n  
t h e  Nor theas t .  

The 25 percent  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  suburban p ropor t i on  o f  
nonwhites i n  t h e  South c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e s  a  major source  f o r  t h e  
v a s t  nonwhite popula t ion  inc reases  of t h e  North and West. But 
even i n  t h e  South, d i s p a r i t i e s  doubled because t h e  average 



c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h i s  reg ion  ba re ly  
changed. I n d i v i d u a l  SMSA1s i n  t h e  South show some of  t h e  most 
d r a s t i c  changes t h a t  occurred dur ing  t h i s  per iod .  I n  Charles-  
ton ,  South Carol ina,  f o r  example, t h e  suburban propor t ion  of  
nonwhites dropped from 56 percent  i n  1940 t o  30 percent  i n  
1960, wh i l e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ions  ro se  from 45 percent  
t o  5 1  pe rcen t ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a  s h i f t  o f  d i s p a r i t i e s  over  t h e  
per iod  from a d i f f e r e n t i a l  of 11 percentage po in t s  i n  favor  of  
t h e  suburbs t o  2 1  percentage po in t s  i n  favor  of t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y .  Even i n  SMSA1s l i k e  Memphis, where both t h e  suburban and 
c i t y  propor t ions  dec l ined ,  t h e  former d i d  so  a t  s o  much f a s t e r  
a  r a t e  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  s h i f t e d  d i r e c t i o n  from -10 percentage 
po in t s  (suburban excess )  to a  4  po in t  excess  i n  t h e  c i t y .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  r o s e  by t h e  g r e a t e s t  amount i n  t h e  West, 
where i n  1940 nonwhites c o n s t i t u t e d  about t h e  same average 
propor t ions  of t h e  popula t ion  i n  both c i t i e s  and suburbs.  But 
by 1960 t h e  average c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  had r i s e n  two and 
one-half  t imes,  whi le  t h e  suburban had increased  only 50 
pe rcen t ,  s o  t h a t  average d i s p a r i t i e s  quadrupled. Re la t i ve  t o  
t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  nonwhite popula t ion ,  however, no change i n  
d i s p a r i t i e s  occurred between 1950 and 1960 ( the  r a t i o  of 10:6 
equa ls  5 :3) ,  s o  t h a t  a l l  of  t h e  n e t  change i n  t h e  20 yea r  
per iod  took p l ace  between 1940 and 1950. This  c o n t r a s t s  w i th  
t h e  o t h e r  reg ions  of  t h e  country where d i s p a r i t i e s  ro se  i n  r e l a -  
t i v e  a s  w e l l  a s  a b s o l u t e  terms wi th  each succeeding decade. 

These t r ends  a l s o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  importance of t h e  
o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r s  t h a t  emerged from t h e  a n a l y s i s .  
A s  t h e  numbers of nonwhites r o s e  d rama t i ca l l y  i n  SMSA's a l l  over  
t h e  country between 1940 and 1960, c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban 
d i f f e r e n c e s  increased  i n  almost every ca se .  And d i s p a r i t i e s  
i nc reased  by t h e  g r e a t e s t  amounts i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA1s wi th  
t h e  g r e a t e s t  r e l a t i v e  numbers of  nonwhites: i n  New York and 
Phi lade lphia  d i s p a r i t i e s  t r i p l e d ;  i n  Chicago and D e t r o i t  they 
more than  quadrupled; i n  Washington and Baltimore d i s p a r i t i e s  
more than  t r i p l e d ;  i n  Los Angeles they almost t r i p l e d  wh i l e  i n  
San Franc isco  d i s p a r i t i e s  increased  over  10 t imes .  

Corresponding s h i f t s ,  i n  t h e  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n ,  occurred 
f o r  t h e  whi te  popula t ion  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  dur ing  t h i s  
pe r iod .  Re la t i ve  t o  t h e i r  t o t a l  number, however, t h e  changes 
i n  t h e i r  l o c a t i o n a l  p ropor t ions  were no t  gene ra l l y  s o  dramat ic ,  
except  f o r  t h e  a b s o l u t e  d e c l i n e  i n  whi tes  i n  some of t h e  l a r g e s t  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  North and t h e  l a r g e  i nc reases  i n  s e v e r a l  



SMSA's i n  t h e  South. Having e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  l a r g e  
and growing r a c i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and 
suburban r i n g s  gene ra l l y  throughout t h e  count ry ,  a t t e n t i o n  i s  
now turned  t o  t h e  ques t i on  of whether t h e s e  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  
c r e a t e d  by s e l e c t e d  subgroups w i t h i n  e i t h e r  t h e  whi te  o r  non- 
wh i t e  popula t ions .  Is  t h e  propor t ion  of  whi tes  of a l l  ages  and 
s t a t u s  l e v e l s  d e c l i n i n g  uniformly w i t h i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ?  
Do t h e  nonwhites who l i v e  i n  t h e  suburbs r ep re sen t  t h e  same 
s o c i a l  and economic s t a t u s  a s  t h e i r  coun te rpa r t s  i n  t h e  c i t i e s ?  

2 .  Age 

The popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of m s t  fundamental 
s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  age .  "Almost any a spec t  of  human behavior ,  
from s t a t e s  of  s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g  and a t t i t u d e s  t o  o b j e c t i v e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such a s  income, home ownership, occupat ion o r  
group membership, may be expected t o  vary  wi th  age ."  6/  The age 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h i n  any community no t  only determines many of  
i t s  c u r r e n t  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  needs,  but  provides  t h e  most 
r e l i a b l e  base f o r  e s t ima te s  of  f u t u r e  requirements .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  by age group a r e  
g r e a t e s t ,  but  s t i l l  q u i t e  sma l l ,  a t  t h e  extremes of  t h e  age 
d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Chi ldren under 10 a r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  found i n  
h igher  propor t ions  i n  t h e  suburbs,  wh i l e  persons over  45 a r e  
more important  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Persons aged 30-44 
c o n s t i t u t e  a  s l i g h t l y  h igher  propor t ion  i n  t h e  suburbs,  but  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  no t  a s  g r e a t  a s  f o r  t h e  youngest and o l d e s t  age 
groups.  For young people between 10 and 30, c e n t r a l  c i t y -  
suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  v i r t u a l l y  i n s i g n i f i c a n t ,  on t h e  
average,  but  wh i l e  t h i s  holds  t r u e  q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  f o r  t h e  
10-19 age group, f o r  ages  20-29 t h e  v a r i a t i o n  from one SMSA t o  
another  i s  extremely l a rge .  Indeed f o r  a l l  age groups, except  
20-29, t h e  p a t t e r n  of  d i s p a r i t i e s  i s  among t h e  most c o n s i s t e n t  
of  any o f  t h e  socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  t h e  s tudy .  

For ages 10-19 and 20-29, none of  t h e  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  
o f f e r s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  of d i s p a r i t i e s ,  i n  t h e  former 
ca se  because t h e r e  i s  very  l i t t l e  d i s p a r i t y  t o  exp la in ,  and i n  
t h e  l a t t e r  because t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  so  l a r g e  t h a t  no p a t t e r n  

6 /  Donald J .  Bogue, The Populat ion of  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  The - 
Free P re s s ,  Glencoe, 1959, p .  92.  





emerges. For t h e  remaining age groups, popula t ion  concen t r a t i on  
is  t h e  most important  f a c t o r  i n  exp la in ing  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  bu t  t he  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  is  inve r se .  That i s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  c h i l d r e n  
under 10, persons aged 30-44 and e l d e r l y  people  over  60 a r e  
g r e a t e s t  where t h e  popula t ion  is  most d i s p e r s e d .  "Middle 
marr ied" aged 30-44 and " t h e i r  ch i ld ren"  under 10, t h e  two 
l a r g e s t  age groups, c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  bulk of  t h e  d i s p e r s i n g  popu- 
l a t i o n ,  whi le  t h e  e l d e r l y  tend  t o  be " l e f t  behind" i n  t h e  c i t y .  

Persons aged 30-44 a r e  a l s o  r e l a t i v e l y  more important  i n  
t h e  suburbs of  t h e  slower growing SMSA's, which probably exp la in s  
t h e  somewhat h igher  d i s p a r i t y  i n  t h e  Northeast  f o r  persons i n  
t h i s  age group, a l though l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  n o t  by 
i t s e l f  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r .  

For persons aged 45-59, d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  f avo r  of  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  tend t o  be l a r g e r  i n  t h e  l a r g e r  SMSA's, bu t  f o r  
t h i s  one age group popula t ion  concen t r a t i on  i s  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
It would appear t h a t  persons aged 45-59, who a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be a t  
t h e  peak o f  t h e i r  c a r e e r s  and earn ing  power and whose c h i l d r e n  
a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be grown, choose t o  l o c a t e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o f  
t h e  l a r g e r  SMSA's. 

Region, where i t  a f f e c t s  age d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  t ends  t o  
e x e r t  an i nve r se  i n f luence  on d i s p a r i t i e s .  Thus d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
ages  45-59 tend t o  be sma l l e r  i n  t h e  Northeast  than elsewhere.  
I n  t h e  South, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, d i s p a r i t i e s  tend t o  be l e a s t  
f o r  c h i l d r e n  under 10 and persons aged 60 and over .  For persons 
aged 30-44, t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  among r eg ions .  

The age p a t t e r n  f o r  nonwhites i s  i n  most r e s p e c t s  s i m i l a r  
t o  t h e  t o t a l ,  but t h e r e  a r e  important  d i f f e r e n c e s  a s  w e l l ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t o r s  t h a t  exp la in  d i s p a r i t i e s .  There 
i s  a  h ighe r  o v e r a l l  p ropor t ion  of nonwhites under 10 and a  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lower o v e r a l l  p ropor t ion  o f  nonwhites over  age 45. 
Like t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  nonwhites d i s p l a y  r e l a t i v e l y  
i n s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  ages 10-45 and t h e  g r e a t e s t  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  youngest age group, a l though 
t h e s e  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  two 
r aces  i n  t h e  Northeast  and North Cen t r a l .  The nonwhite p a t t e r n  
i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  f o r  persons 
over  45, because average d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites of  t h e s e  ages 
a r e  no t  g r e a t e r  than they a r e  f o r  any o t h e r  age group. 



Region i s  t h e  most important  p r e d i c t o r  f o r  nonwhite 
d i s p a r i t i e s  by age. For c h i l d r e n  under 10, it i s  t h e  only 
s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r ;  i n  t h e  Northeast  and North Cen t r a l  r eg ions ,  
d i s p a r i t i e s  which favor  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
h igher  than i n  t h e  South and West, where t h e  suburban propor- 
t i o n  i s  somewhat h ighe r .  The Northeast  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  r e s t  of  t h e  country f o r  t h e  two o l d e s t  age 
groups a s  w e l l .  I n  t h i s  reg ion ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h igher  i n  favor  of t h e  suburbs.  Average d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
nonwhites over  45 a l s o  favor  t h e  suburbs i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  
reg ion ,  but  he re  t h e  importance of  reg ion  by i t s e l f  i s  over -  
shadowed by o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  

A s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  none of t h e  p r e d i c t o r s  
exp la in s  v a r i a t i o n  i n  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  ages  10-29. For 
nonwhites i n  t he se  age groups, t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  s o  g r e a t  from 
one SMSA t o  another  t h a t  no p a t t e r n  of  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i th  t h e  
11 p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  e x i s t s .  

I n  t h e  age group of  30-44 y e a r s ,  t h e  average suburban 
propor t ion  tends  t o  be h igher  than  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  f o r  t h e  
nonwhites,  a s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l ,  except  i n  t h e  South. But t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r  f o r  t h i s  age group i s  percent  of nonwhites 
i n  t h e  SMSA, r a t h e r  than  reg ion ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  i n  SMSA's 
o u t s i d e  t h e  South, which have l a r g e  numbers of  nonwhites,  t h e  
propor t ion  of  nonwhites aged 30-44 i s  l i k e l y  t o  be h igher  i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  reg ion ,  r a t e  of employment i n  manufactur- 
i ng  e x e r t s  a  s t r o n g  in f luence  on d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  ages  45-59, 
but  i t s  e f f e c t  i s  l i k e l y  t o  l e s sen  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  SMSA's wi th  a  
high propor t ion  of t o t a l  employment engaged i n  manufacturing. 
This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  impl ies  t h a t  i n s o f a r  a s  manufacturing p l a n t s  
may be d i spe r sed  i n  t h e  suburbs of  heav i ly  i n d u s t r i a l  met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a s ,  nonwhites i n  t h i s  age group a r e  a l s o  l i k e l y  t o  be 
more d i spe r sed  i n  t h e i r  r e s idence .  

For e l d e r l y  nonwhites t h e  degree of  concent ra t ion  of 
nonwhites gene ra l l y  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  i s  an important  element 
i n  d i s p a r i t y .  Where t h e  nonwhite popula t ion  i s  concent ra ted  i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  t h e  growth of  t h a t  popula t ion  by both 
n a t u r a l  i n c r e a s e  and immigration t akes  p l ace  i n  t h e  young age 
groups, which come t o  dominate t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  popula t ion ,  
wh i l e  t h e  age p a t t e r n s  of  t h e  smal l  number of suburban nonwhites 
remains f a i r l y  s t a b l e .  



The p a t t e r n  of  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  age does no t  d i f f e r  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  and nonwhite popula t ions .  However, 
t h e  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  
i n f luenc ing  them i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  me t ropo l i t an  l o c a t i o n  of  
t h e  nonwhite popula t ion  i s  condi t ioned  by an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
complex of  f o r c e s  than i s  t h e  ma jo r i t y  wh i t e  popula t ion .  It i s  
known t h a t  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  i n  housing and employment p laces  
c o n s t r a i n t s  upon l o c a t i o n  of  nonwhite popula t ions .  But t h i s  i s  
an e n t i r e l y  inadequate  explana t ion  of c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban 
d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h i n  t h e  nonwhite popula t ion  i t s e l f .  

Add i t i ona l  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  p a t t e r n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  can 
be ob ta ined  from t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among t h e  age 
groups themselves and between age and t h e  o t h e r  popula t ion  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  being measured. Chi ldren under 10 i n  t h e  t o t a l  
popula t ion  tend s t r o n g l y  t o  be  more common, a s  one would expec t ,  
i n  a r e a s  w i t h  " fami l ies  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  under 18" and persons 
aged 30-44, and l e s s  common i n  a r e a s  w i th  high propor t ions  of  
un re l a t ed  i n d i v i d u a l s  and persons of 45 and ove r .  D i s p a r i t i e s  
f o r  c h i l d r e n  aged 10-19, however, do no t  show s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  any o t h e r  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r -  
i s t i c s .  These war babies  seem t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  w i t h  cons ider -  
a b l e  un i formi ty  and t h e  a n a l y s i s  does no t  o f f e r  much of  a  c l u e  
a s  t o  how they may be expected t o  l o c a t e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  This  
age group c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  base f o r  new family formation du r ing  
t h e  1960-1970 decade, however. I f  they tend t o  remain i n  t h e  
same met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n ,  e i t h e r  c i t y  o r  suburb,  then 
f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  and young c h i l d r e n  may c o n s t i t u t e  more 
n e a r l y  equa l  p ropor t ions  i n  t h e  two me t ropo l i t an  segments i n  
1970 than they d i d  i n  1960. I f  they move t o  t h e  suburbs by 
1970, d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  and persons under 
10 w i l l  become g r e a t l y  en l a rged .  

The l o c a t i o n  of persons aged 20-29 i n  1960 o f f e r s  some 
sugges t ions  f o r  p rognos is .  For t h i s  age group, a s  f o r  t h e  10-19 
yea r  o l d s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  smal l  and none of  t h e  p r e d i c t o r  
v a r i a b l e s  exp la in s  them. But when t h e  age 20-29 group i s  c o r r e -  
l a t e d  w i t h  o t h e r  socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  t h e r e  appears  a  
s t r o n g  d i r e c t  l o c a ~ i o n a l  a s s o c i a t i o n  wi th  un re l a t ed  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
marr ied women i n  t h e  labor  f o r c e  who have c h i l d r e n  under 6 ,  and 
migran ts ,  and a  s t r o n g  tendency f o r  them t o  l o c a t e  i n  a r e a s  w i th  
r e l a t i v e l y  few persons 45-60 ( t h e i r  p a r e n t s ) .  It can be 
i n f e r r e d  t h a t  s i n g l e  persons aged 20-29 a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be found 
i n  t h e  c i t i e s ,  wh i l e  t hose  who a r e  marr ied tend t o  be i n  t h e  
suburbs,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  they have migrated from another  S t a t e .  



I n  s i m i l a r  fash ion  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of  persons aged 30-44 
tends s t r o n g l y  t o  be i n  a r e a s  w i th  r e l a t i v e l y  few persons aged 
60 o r  over  ( t h e i r  p a r e n t s ) .  While t h e  average c e n t r a l  c i t y -  
suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  persons aged 30-44 i s  not  very  l a r g e ,  
t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h i s  age group i s  c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  s t a t i s t i c -  
a l l y  w i th  many of t h e  socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  
i n d i c a t e  suburban f e l i c i t y :  young c h i l d r e n ,  income of  $8,000- 
$14,999, p ro fe s s iona l ,  t echnica  1, managerial  and c l e r i c a l  and 
s a l e s  occupat ions ,  and owner occupied housing va lued  a t  
$15,000-$20,000. Conversely, t h i s  age group tends  t o  be 
divorced l o c a t i o n a l l y  from: nonwhites, e l d e r l y  persons,  low 
income persons,  persons w i th  l e s s  than 4  yea r s  of  high school ,  
l abo re r s ,  unsound housing and low housing va lues  and r e n t a l s .  
This  group is  t h e  only age group t h a t  shows a  s i g n i f i c a n t  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of  nonwhite, and 
t h e  only group, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  age 60 and over ,  whose l o c a t i o n  
i s  s o  s t r o n g l y  t i e d  t o  i n d i c a t o r s  of  economic we l f a r e .  It 
might t h e r e f o r e  be i n f e r r e d  t h a t  i t  c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  "middle 
c l a s s "  t h a t  has accentua ted  t h e  d i s p a r a t e  socioeconomic 
development of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs.  

Persons aged 60 and over  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be loca ted  
s i m i l a r l y  t o  t h e  l e s s  f o r t u n a t e :  persons w i t h  l e s s  than 4  
years  of  h igh  school ,  low income, housing va lues ,  and r e n t a l s .  
The e l d e r l y  a r e ,  by t h e  same token, loca ted  i n  a r e a s  w i th  
r e l a t i v e l y  few c h i l d r e n ,  c h i l d r e n  under 10, persons aged 30-44 
(and a l l  t h a t  group r e p r e s e n t s )  and upper middle incomes, 
housing va l ue s  , and r en t a  1s. 

The l o c a t i o n  of  persons aged 45-59 i s  d i r e c t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  
only w i th  persons of 60 and ove r ,  but  t h e r e  i s  a  s t r o n g  tendency 
f o r  t h i s  upper middle age group t o  l o c a t e  away from f a m i l i e s  
wi th  c h i l d r e n ,  persons aged 20-29, and migrants .  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between age and o t h e r  popula t ion  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  n e i t h e r  a s  s t rong  nor  a s  r evea l ing  f o r  t h e  
nonwhites a s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  Chi ldren under 10 tend 
t o  be l oca t ed  where movers c o n s t i t u t e  a  l a r g e  propor t ion  of  t h e  
popula t ion  and away from un re l a t ed  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  persons aged 
30-44, and persons aged 45-59. Chi ldren of 10-19, on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, a r e  l o c a t i o n a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  persons aged 30-44, bu t  
w i th  no o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  

The loca t ion  of nonwhites aged 20-29 i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  
o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  s i m i l a r  fash ion  a s  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  



in  t h i s  age group; d i r e c t l y  wi th  un re l a t ed  ind iv idua l s  and 
migrants ,  but  away from persons over  age 45. 

The r evea l ing  r e l a t i o n s h i p  found between persons aged 
30-44 i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of s o c i a l  and 
economic well-being is  only h in t ed  a t  f o r  t he  nonwhites.  There 
i s  a  moderate tendency f o r  t h i s  age group t o  l o c a t e  away from 
unsound owner occupied housing. P a l l i d  a s  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
may be, i t  is  neve r the l e s s  t h e  only in s t ance  f o r  t h e  nonwhites 
i n  which age i s  r e l a t e d  t o  any measure of economic we l f a re .  
The imp l i ca t ions  of t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a r e  supported by t h e  lack  
of a s s o c i a t i o n  between persons i n  t h i s  age  group and e i t h e r  
movers o r  migrants .  It i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  poss ib l e  t o  suggest  t h a t  
nonwhites aged 30-44 a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be t h e  most s t a b l e  and 
secu re ly  housed group i n  t h e  nonwhite popula t ion .  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  betweer. nonwhites over  45 and o t h e r  age 
groups has  a l r eady  been d iscussed .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  two o l d e s t  
age groups tend t o  be loca ted  wi th  one another  and away from 
migrants ,  a s  one would expec t .  

Cent ra l  c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  age may now be 
summarized a s  fol lows:  There i s  very  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e ,  on t h e  
average,  between t h e  two met ropol i tan  loca t ions  i n  t he  composi- 
t i o n  of t h e i r  populat ions between ages 10 and 44. The g r e a t e s t  
d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  t h e  youngest age group, but t hese  
d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  whi tes  and non- 
wh i t e s .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  t h e  number of nonwhite c h i l d r e n  under 10 
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  tends t o  be d i sp ropor t iona te ly  l a rge ,  
r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  importance of t h e  t o t a l  nonwhite populat ion 
t h e r e ,  and t h e  propor t ion  of young whi te  c h i l d r e n  correspond- 
i ng ly  lower. I n  t he  suburbs t h e  whi te  c h i l d r e n  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  
d i sp ropor t iona te ly  l a r g e  age group, whi le  t h e  nonwhite c h i l d r e n  
a r e  loca ted  t h e r e  i n  t h e  expected propor t ion  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  
t o t a l  number of nonwhites. The f i r s t  e f f e c t  i s  more l i k e l y  t o  
occur  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  Northeast  and North Cen t r a l  
reg ions ,  wh i l e  t h e  l a t t e r  s i t u a t i o n  i s  expected t o  p r e v a i l  i n  
SMSA's w i t h  a  d i spe r sed  populat ion and a  l a r g e  propor t ion  of 
nonwhites. These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  by and l a rge  t h e  demand 
f o r  educat ion and r e l a t e d  publ ic  s e r v i c e s  t o  c h i l d r e n  i s  
equa l ly  s t r o n g  i n  both met ropol i tan  loca t ions .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  whi tes  over  age 45 a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
h igher  than  f o r  nonwhites i n  t h e s e  age groups. Moreover, 
whi tes  i n  t h e s e  o l d e r  age  groups a r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  more common 



i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  whi le  nonwhites i n  t h e  same groups a r e  
f r equen t ly  more common i n  t h e  suburbs.  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  th.e pub l i c  
s e r v i c e  needs o f  t h e  e l d e r l y  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  r e l a t e  p r imar i l y  
t o  t h e  wh i t e  popula t ion ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  SMSA'S o u t s i d e  t h e  South 
wi th  d i spe r sed  popula t ions .  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  nonwhite 
e l d e r l y  and those  approaching t h a t  s t a t u s  a r e  smal l ,  bu t  tend 
t o  favor  t h e  suburbs,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  s o  t h a t  
s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h i s  age group i n  t h e  suburbs w i l l  f r equen t ly  c a t e r  
t o  a  r a c i a l l y  mixed popula t ion .  

Add i t i ona l  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e  p a t t e r n  of  age 
d i s p a r i t i e s  can be ob ta ined  by comparison of d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  1960 
wi th  t hose  p r e v a i l i n g  i n  1950. The average c e n t r a l  c i t y  and 
suburban propor t ions  f o r  24 o f  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA1s, analyzed by 
Bogue f o r  1950, appear  below. L/ Because he used d i f f e r e n t  age 
b racke t s  from those  used i n  t h i s  s tudy ,  some combinations were 
necessary  f o r  comparison purposes.  

Table 4. Percent  of A l l  Persons by Age Groups 

1950 1960 
Cen t r a l  C i ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

Under 19 2  8  34 34 41  
20-29 17 16 13  12 
30-44 2  4  2  4  2  0  23 
45 and Over 3 1 26 3  3  2  5  

The p ropor t i on  of c h i l d r e n  under 19 ro se  g r e a t l y  i n  both 
c i t i e s  and suburbs dur ing  t h e  decade, but  by a  somewhat l a r g e r  
amount i n  t h e  suburbs,  s o  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  a l r eady  l a r g e  i n  
1950, i nc reased  moderately.  Moreover, a  g r e a t  d e a l  of t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n c r e a s e  i n  c h i l d r e n  was accounted f o r  by nonwhites,  
whose numbers increased  much f a s t e r  than t h e  wh i t e ,  whi le  t h e  
suburban i n c r e a s e  was l a r g e l y  whi te .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  age 20-29 d i d  no t  change between 1950- 
1960, a l though t h e i r  o v e r a l l  p ropor t ions  dec l ined ,  r e f l e c t i n g  
t h e  low b i r t h  r a t e  o f  t h e  depress ion  y e a r s .  This i s  t h e  on ly  
age group whose c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban p a t t e r n  has remained 
s t a b l e  dur ing  a  per iod  of  o therwise  d r a s t i c  change. 

7 /  I b i d  - . Y P .  118. Data f o r  each of t h e  24 SMSA1s appear i n  
Appendix B .  



The b igges t  change i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  dur ing  t h e  1950-1960 
decade occur red  f o r  persons aged 30-44. I n  1950 t h e r e  was 
v i r t u a l l y  no d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban 
propor t ions  i n  t h i s  age group, bu t  by 1960 t h e  suburban propor- 
t i o n  was cons iderab ly  l a r g e r ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e  24 l a r g e s t  SMSA's 
This  change occur red  l a r g e l y  because of  a  drop i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  propor t ions  of  persons in t h i s  age group r a t h e r  than  
because of  a  suburban i n c r e a s e .  

Very s u b s t a n t i a l  i n c r e a s e s  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  occur red  
between 1950 and 1960 f o r  persons over  45. A s  t h e i r  t o t a l  
numbers ro se ,  t h e  propor t ions  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  en la rged  
g r e a t l y ,  whi le  t h e  suburban propor t ions  i n  t h i s  age group 
e i t h e r  dec l ined  o r  increased  only  s l i g h t l y .  I f  t h e  c u r r e n t l y  
l a r g e r  propor t ion  of  suburban 30-44 y e a r  o ld s  remain where they 
a r e ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  w i l l  be reduced aga in  i n  t h e  1960-1970 decade, 
and t h e  suburban age d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i l l  become more balanced.  
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  they r e t u r n  t o  t h e  c i t i e s ,  whose 
f a c i l i t i e s  may be more a t t r a c t i v e  t o  o l d e r  people ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  
f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  which a r e  a l r eady  l a r g e  i n  favor  of  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t ies ,  w i l l  become g r e a t l y  en la rged .  

Depending upon how people now i n  t h e  key age groups 
s h i f t  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n s ,  both c i t i e s  and suburbs may 
come t o  r e f l e c t  s i m i l a r l y  "balanced" age d i s t r i b u t i o n s  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e ,  o r  t h e  c i t i e s  may come t o  be peopled l a r g e l y  by young 
nonwhites and e l d e r l y  wh i t e s ,  wh i l e  t h e  suburbs w i l l  be 
composed p r imar i l y  o f  young whi tes  w i t h  some o l d e r  nonwhites.  
Therefore  t h e  mobi l i ty  p a t t e r n  of me t ropo l i t an  populat ion8 i s  
examined n e x t ,  a l though t h e  mob i l i t y  da t a  were no t  a v a i l a b l e  by 
age group f o r  p r e sen t  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban r e s idence .  

3.  Mobil i ty  

The mob i l i t y  p a t t e r n  o f  me t ropo l i t an  popula t ions  can be 
analyzed i n  terms o f  t h r e e  major groups: movers, who s h i f t  
t h e i r  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n  from one p a r t  o f  t h e  me t ropo l i t an  
a r e a  t o  t h e  o thez  ( c i t y  t o  suburbs and v i c e  v e r s a ) ;  migran ts ,  
who e n t e r  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r ea  from ano the r  S t a t e ;  and 
migran ts ,  i n t o  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r ea  from elsewhere i n  t h e  same 
S t a t e .  The s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  f i r s t  group f o r  changing 
p a t t e r n s  of age d i s t r i b u t i o n  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs 
has  a l r eady  been d iscussed .  The r e l a t i v e  numbers of  newcomers 
and longtime r e s i d e n t s  i n  e i t h e r  t h e  c i t i e s  o r  t h e  suburbs a r e ,  
i n  a d d i t i o n ,  important  i n d i c a t o r s  f o r  change i n  t h e  gene ra l  
s o c i a l  and economic f a b r i c  i n  t h e s e  communities. 



The a n a l y s i s  was conducted f o r  t h e  f i r s t  two mobi l i ty  
groups because they a r e  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  i n d i c a t o r s  of  t h e  r e l a -  
t i v e  drawing power of t h e  c i t i e s  o r  suburbs f o r  persons 
r a d i c a l l y  changing t h e i r  l i v i n g  and working p l ace  (migrants 
from o u t s i d e  t h e  S t a t e )  and f o r  persons seek ing  t o  improve 
t h e i r  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n  wh i l e  main ta in ing  t h e i r  employment 
and broader  s o c i a l  t i e s  (movers w i t h i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  
a r e a ) .  81 

Metropol i tan  popula t ions  a r e  h igh ly  mobile,  bu t  t h e  
p a t t e r n  has  gene ra l l y  been considered t o  d i f f e r  according t o  
u l t i m a t e  l o c a t i o n  of  res idence .  Ci ty  dwel le rs  a r e  no to r ious  
movers from one dwel l ing .wi th in  t h e  c i t y  t o  another ,  o f t e n  
w i t h i n  t h e  same apartment bu i ld ing ;  before  World War 11, i f  
no t  s i n c e  then ,  October 1 was "moving day" i n  New York. 
Movers i n  t h e  suburbs,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  u s u a l l y  
considered t o  be newcomers from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  I n  view of  
t h e  enormous growth of  suburban a r e a s  s i n c e  1950, and t h e  
consequent changes i n  c e n t r a l  c i t y  popula t ions ,  one might 
expect  t h e  propor t ion  of movers t o  be h igher  i n  t h e  suburbs 
than  i n  t h e  c i t i e s .  But t h e  da t a  r e v e a l  t h a t ,  on t h e  average,  
t h e  r a t e  a t  which people move around w i t h i n  t h e  c i t y  s t i l l  
exceeds t h e  combined r a t e  of  moving w i t h i n  and e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  
suburbs by a moderate amount, and exceeds by a s u b s t a n t i a l  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  t h e  r a t e  of  s h i f t  from c i t y  t o  suburb a lone .  

The t a b l e  below shows t h e  average propor t ions  of 
persons 5 y e a r s  o l d  and over  who moved w i t h i n  t h e  SMSA between 
1955 and 1960, according t o  t h e i r  1960 r e s idence .  The f i g u r e s  
i n  paren theses  show t h e  p ropor t i on  o f  those  movers who came 
from t h e  oppos i t e  met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  101 SMSA's, f o r  
which such informat ion  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  For example, 33 percent  
of  c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  Northeast  moved w i t h i n  t h e  
me t ropo l i t an  a r e a  between 1955 and 1960, and 12 percent  of  
t h e s e  movers, o r  4 percent  of t h e  popula t ion  (12 percent  of  
33 pe rcen t ) ,  came from t h e  suburbs of  t h e  same a r e a .  I n  t h e  
suburbs of  t h e  Nor theas t ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 29 percent  of t h e  
popula t ion  moved wi th in  t h e  SMSA dur ing  t h e  per iod ,  of  whom 
27 pe rcen t ,  o r  8 percent  o f  t h e  popula t ion  (27 percent  o f  29 
pe rcen t ) ,  came from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  

81 The assumption i s  made t h a t  moving, whether w i th in  o r  from - 
o u t s i d e  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a ,  r ep re sen t s  an expected 
improvement i n  t h e  mover's c i rcumstances.  This  may n o t  
always be t h e  ca se .  



Table 5 .  Percent  o f  Movers Within SMSA 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  C i ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  34 (12) 32 (34) 40 (5) 29 (36) 

Northeast  33 (12) 29 (27) 43 (5) 26 (26) 
North Centra 1 34 (10) 33 (40) 42 (3) 30 (49) 
South 34 (10) 32 (35) 40 (5) 30 (32) 
West 32 (19) 32 (35) 35 (11) 29 (38) 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  
Northeast  West 
SMSA S i z e  Percent  Nonwhite i n  

SMSA 

On t h e  average,  approximately one - th i rd  of  t h e  t o t a l  
popula t ion  i n  both met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n s  moved dur ing  t h i s  
pe r iod ,  bu t  a  s u r p r i s i n g  10-20 percent  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  
movers came from t h e  suburbs of  t h e  same SMSA, wh i l e  only about  
one- th i rd  o f  t h e  suburban movers had s h i f t e d  from t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y .  P a r t  o f  t h e  suburb- to-c i ty  movement may be a  r e t u r n  o f  
former c i t y  dwe l l e r s ,  but  t h e  g r e a t  bulk o f  i t  i s  undoubtedly 
i n i t i a l  movement t o  t h e  c i t y  of persons from formerly r u r a l  and 
semi ru ra l  a r e a s  w i t h i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  r i n g .  Some of t h i s  
percentage i s  a l s o  accounted f o r  by annexat ion during t h e  5  
yea r  per iod .  

A s  suburban a r e a s  become more populous, i t  can be 
expected t h a t  t h e  r a t e  of  suburbaniza t ion  w i l l  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e .  Unfor tuna te ly  comparative da ta  a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
t h e  1950-1955 per iod ,  but  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  r a t e  of  move- 
ment from c i t y  t o  suburb w i t h i n  t h e  same met ropol i tan  a r e a  was 
h ighe r  du r ing  those  e a r l i e r  yea r s .  Mob i l i t y  w i t h i n  suburban 
a r e a s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  w i l l  probably assume i t s  t r a d i t i o n a l  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  form, t h e  ques t  f o r  improvement i n  dwel l ing  s tandards  
w i t h i n  t h e  gene ra l  l o c a l e  of r e s idence .  The r a t e  of  i n t e r n a l  
suburban mobi l i ty  may n o t  a t t a i n  t h e  same propor t ions  a s  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  however, because of t h e  h ighe r  r a t e  of home owner- 
s h i p  i n  t h e  former l o c a t i o n  which a c t s  a s  a  d e t e r r e n t  t o  f r e -  
quent moving. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  a c c e l e r a t i o n  of apartment 
bu i ld ing  i n  many suburban a r e a s  could tend t o  b r ing  t h e  c i t y  and 
suburban mob i l i t y  p a t t e r n s  i n t o  c l o s e r  conformity.  Yet t h e  



g r e a t e s t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  i n t e r n a l m o b i l i t y  a r e  found i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  
SMSA's and those  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  both of which a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
have long e s t a b l i s h e d  populous suburbs wi th  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  number 
of apartment dwel l ings .  On balance,  t h e  g r e a t e r  mobi l i ty  o f  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  more s e t t l e d  c h a r a c t e r  
of suburban l i f e ,  seems f i rmly  e s t a b l i s h e d .  

The d a t a  f o r  t h e  nonwhites s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h i s  conc lus ion .  
The growing propor t ions  of  nonwhites i n  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s ,  d i scussed  e a r l i e r ,  i s  a  d i r e c t  consequence of t h e  moving 
and migra t ion  of both r a c i a l  groups. A s  nonwhites become more 
numerous i n  t h e  c i t i e s ,  t h e i r  mobi l i ty  p a t t e r n  becomes more 
impor tan t .  The r a t e  a t  which nonwhites move around i n  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  than  t h e  mobi l i ty  r a t e  f o r  t h e  
t o t a l  (white) popula t ion .  The i r  r a t e  of  movement i n  t h e  suburbs,  
on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i s  lower d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they move t o  
t h e  suburbs from t h e  c i t y  a t  a s  g r e a t  o r  g r e a t e r  r a t e  than t h e  
wh i t e s .  D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  i n t e r n a l  mobi l i ty  a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  f o r  t h e  nonwhite popula t ion  than f o r  t h e  
whi te ;  c e n t r a l  c i t y  nonwhites a r e  more mobile and suburban 
nonwhites a r e  more s e t t l e d .  

Given t h e  f a c t  t h a t  change of dwel l ing  i s  more common i n  
t h e  c i t i e s  than  i n  t h e  suburbs,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  nonwhites, one 
might expect  i n t e r n a l  mobi l i ty  t o  be c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  
measures of  economic we l f a r e  and s o c i a l  s t a t u s .  These r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p s  a r e  h igh ly  tenuous, however. The a n a l y s i s  r evea l s  on ly  a 
weak tendency f o r  movers i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  t o  be l oca t ed  
i n  a r e a s  o f  high propor t ions  of persons completing l e s s  than 4 
yea r s  o f  high school ,  o p e r a t i v e s ,  unsound r e n t a l  housing, and 
low propor t ions  of  c o l l e g e  gradua tes  and p ro fe s s iona l  and t echn i -  
c a l  workers .  For t h e  nonwhites,  t h e  only s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  
i s  found between movers and c h i l d r e n  under 10. Moving appears  t o  
be a  pervas ive  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o r  met ropol i tan  popula t ions ,  
i r r e s p e c t i v e  of  age o r  s o c i a l  and economic s t a t u s .  Migrat ion,  on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, i s  more s e l e c t i v e .  



Table 6 .  Percent  of Migrants from Another S t a t e  

United S t a t e s  

Northeast  
North Cent ra l  
South 
West 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t ra l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty Suburb 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

SMSA Growth 
Percent  Nonwhite i n  

SMSA 

For t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  the  average propor t ion  of 
migrants  i s  not  very  l a r g e  i n  t h e  suburbs compared t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s .  For t h e  nonwhites, however, t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i n  favor  
of  t h e  suburbs i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r .  Because the  suburban 
nonwhite populat ion i s ,  i n  most met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  so  smal l  t o  
begin wi th ,  one would expect  a  l a rge  propor t ion  of them t o  be 
newcomers, but no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  newcomers from another  S t a t e .  
The c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a r e  commonly considered t o  be t h e  major 
d e s t i n a t i o n  f o r  immigrating nonwhites.  Conversely, because 
v i r t u a l l y  a l l  n e t  met ropol i tan  growth s i n c e  1950 has taken p lace  
i n  t h e  suburbs,  t h e  propor t ion  of  t o t a l  (white) migrants  t h e r e  
would be expected t o  be h igher  than i t  i s .  Analysis  shows, 
however, t h a t  wh i t e  migrants  tend t o  be almost a s  important i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a s  they a r e  i n  t h e  suburbs,  a l though v a r i a -  
t i o n  about t h e  mean d i s p a r i t y  i s  very  l a rge ,  whi le  nonwhite 
migrants  tend t o  be much more important i n  t h e  suburbs.  Indeed 
nonwhite migrants  c o n s t i t u t e ,  on t h e  average,  twice t h e  propor- 
t i o n  i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  North t h a t  whi te  migrants do. Bogue 
concluded from t h e  mob i l i t y  da ta  i n  t h e  1950 Census t h a t ,  "The 
o l d  theory t h a t  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  grows l a r g e l y  by outward 
r a d i a l  expansion from t h e  c e n t e r  i s  no longer v a l i d .  A t  l e a s t  
one-half o f  t h e  growth i n  1940 t o  1950 came from d i r e c t  a c c r e t i o n  
a t  t h e  edges, without  b e n e f i t  of mediation through the  c e n t r a l  
c i t y .  " He a l s o  observed t h a t  "a s u r p r i s i n g l y  l a r g e  s h a r e .  . .of 
a l l  n e t  nonwhite migra t ion  t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  accrued t o  t he  
suburban r i n g s "  and t h a t  "the c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  continued t o  



a t t r a c t  a  l a r g e  s h a r e  o f  immigrating young whi tes  a l though l o s i n g  
whi tes  over  30 and t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  t o  t h e  suburbs."  21 These 
t r ends  cont inued through t h e  1950-1960 decade. 

The moderate d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  migrants  i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula- 
t i o n  a r e  expla ined  c h i e f l y  by r a t e  of  SMSA growth and percent  of  
nonwhites i n  t h e  SMSA. Thus newcomers from another  S t a t e  a r e  
more l i k e l y  t o  s e t t l e  i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  r a p i d l y  growing 
me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  and those  w i th  a  l a r g e  number of nonwhites.  
No s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  emerges from t h e  a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h e  
cons iderab ly  l a r g e r  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhite migran ts ,  however. 
They tend  t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a  more important  segment of t h e  suburban 
popula t ion  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of any s t r u c t u r a l  met ropol i tan  a r ea  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The d i sp ropor t i ona t e ly  l a r g e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  
suburban nonwhite popula t ion  over  t h e  l a s t  20 yea r s ,  d i scussed  
i n  Sec t ion  1, i s  accounted f o r  i n  t h e  North and West p r imar i l y  
by in-migra t ion  r a t h e r  than movement from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  
Never the less ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  g r e a t e r  importance of migrants  i n  t h e  
nonwhite suburban popula t ion ,  t h e i r  numbers have been i n s u f f i c -  
i e n t  t o  a r r e s t  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  between c i t i e s  and 
suburbs i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  p ropor t i on  of a l l  nonwhites.  It i s  
i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no t e  t h a t  a l though reg ion  i s  n o t  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  
p r e d i c t o r  f o r  migran ts ,  t h e  r e g i o n a l  averages show j u s t  what one 
might expec t .  Almost twice a s  many nonwhites a s  whi tes  a r e  
migrants  i n  t h e  c i t i e s  and suburbs of t h e  two no r the rn  r eg ions ,  
wh i l e  t h e  r eve r se  i s  t r u e  i n  t h e  South, and t h e  two r aces  d i s p l a y  
v i r t u a l l y  equa l  p ropor t ions  of migrants  i n  the  West. 

Migrants of both r aces  tend s t r o n g l y  t o  be more important  
where t h e  propor t ion  of persons aged 20-29 c o n s t i t u t e  a  l a r g e r  
propor t ion  of  t h e  popula t ion ,  and i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  they 
a r e  a l s o  a s soc i a t ed  d i r e c t l y  w i th  r e n t a l s  of $80-$120 per  month. 
Migrants  of  both r aces  a l s o  tend t o  l o c a t e  away from persons aged 
45-60, and nonwhite migrants  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be loca ted  oppos i t e  t o  
nonwhites wi th  l e s s  than 4  years  of  high school  educa t ion .  One 
may conclude from these  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  migrants  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
be young people ,  of middle economic s t a t u s  among t h e  wh i t e s ,  and 
wi th  a t  l e a s t  a  high school  educa t ion  among t h e  nonwhites.  It 
may then  be f u r t h e r  i n f e r r e d  t h a t ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  en joying  t h e  
freedom of  youth, persons who a r e  educa t iona l ly  and economically 
b e t t e r  equipped t o  t a k e  advantage of o p p o r t u n i t i e s  away from home 
a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  do so .  Bogue drew s i m i l a r  conclusions f o r  t h e  
1940-1950 per iod .  

91 Bogue, x. &., pp. 406-407. - 



To summarize t h e  mobi l i ty  p a t t e r n s  of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and 
suburbs,  t h e  c i t y  popula t ions  a r e  more mobile, 'and inc lude  a  
s u b s t a n t i a l  p ropor t ion  of in-migrants from o t h e r  S t a t e s ,  wh i l e  
t h e  suburban popula t ions  a r e  more s e t t l e d  once they  have a r r i v e d ,  
but  inc lude  a  l a r g e r  propor t ion  than the  c i t i e s  of in-migrants  
from o t h e r  S t a t e s .  

Equivalent  propor t ions  of both whi tes  and nonwhites a r e  
newcomers t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  (except i n  t h e  South where t h e  
nonwhites a r e  emigra t ing) ,  i n  t h e  neighborhood of 10 percent  i n  
t h e  North and 20 percent  i n  t h e  West. I n  t h e  suburbs o u t s i d e  
t h e  South, t h e  propor t ion  of nonwhite newcomers i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
h igher  than t h e  whi te .  Furthermore, average d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  
nonwhites a r e  cons iderably  l a r g e r  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  and 
Western regions than  elsewhere. Nonwhites appear t o  be suburban- 
i z i n g  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  reg ion  a t  a  g r e a t e r  r a t e  than  
elsewhere and a t  a  r a t e  which exceeds t h a t  f o r  whi te  suburbaniza- 
t i o n  by a  l a r g e r  amount than elsewhere. A t r end  toward r ap id  
nonwhite suburbaniza t ion ,  which Bogue noted i n  1950, appears  t o  
have acce l e ra t ed  i n  t h e  decade t h a t  followed, i n  a l l  reg ions  
o u t s i d e  t h e  South, and i s  e s p e c i a l l y  marked i n  t h e  North Cent ra l .  

4 .  Family Composition 

Since t h e  family c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  bas i c  s o c i a l  u n i t ,  
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  family composition r e s u l t  
i n  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of pub l i c  s e r v i c e  demands. Where f a m i l i e s  
w i th  young c h i l d r e n  dominate t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  educa t iona l  
and r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s  c a t e r i n g  t o  c h i l d r e n  a r e  most urgent ly  
r equ i r ed .  Where s i n g l e  persons c o n s t i t u t e  an  important segment 
of t h e  community, t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  and educa t iona l  and 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  s u i t a b l e  t o  a d u l t s  a r e  more important .  
Housing demand, wi th  i t s  accessory laws, such a s  zoning and 
bu i ld ing  codes, w i l l  a l s o  va ry  according t o  t h e  dominant family 
p a t t e r n .  



Table 7. Percent  of  A l l  Famil ies  w i th  Children Under 18 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  C i ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  54 62 5  7 58 

Northeast  5  1 5  9  6  1 5  5  
North Centra 1 5  4  62 5 9  5 7 
South 55 63 53 5  7 
West 5  7 66 60 6  7 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

Populat ion Concen- 
t r a t i o n  

SMSA S i z e  
Percent  of  Nonwhite 

i n  SMSA 

The average propor t ion  of f ami l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  under 18 
ranges from 10 t o  20 percent  h igher  i n  t h e  suburbs than i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  This  d i s p a r i t y  i s  q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t  among a l l  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  For t h e  nonwhites,  
however, average d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  n e i t h e r  so  l a r g e  nor  s o  
c o n s i s t e n t .  I n  t h e  two nor thern  r eg ions ,  nonwhite f a m i l i e s  w i th  
c h i l d r e n  c o n s t i t u t e  a  l a r g e r  propor t ion  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  
wh i l e  i n  t h e  South and West such f a m i l i e s  c o n s t i t u t e  a  l a r g e r  
element i n  t h e  suburbs.  Indeed, f o r  t h e  nonwhites,  reg ion  
provides  t h e  only s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  f o r  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  
d i s p a r i t i e s ,  wh i l e  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  r e g i o n a l  l o c a t i o n  i s  
i r r e l e v a n t .  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t o t a l ,  o r  wh i t e ,  f ami l i e s  wi th  
c h i l d r e n  under 18 a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  favor  of t he  suburbs i n  t h e  
l a r g e s t  SMSA's w i th  t h e  g r e a t e s t  popula t ion  d i s p e r s i o n  and a  
h igh  propor t ion  o f  nonwhites. D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites wi th  
c h i l d r e n  under 18, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  l a r g e s t  and favor  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  whi le  elsewhere i n  t h e  country 
they a r e  sma l l e r  and even favor  t h e  suburbs i n  some cases .  

For t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  which we may i n t e r p r e t  a s  whi te ,  
t h e  l o c a t i o n  of f ami l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  under 18 i s  d i r e c t l y  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  c h i l d r e n  under 10 (but no t  wi th  youth aged 10- 
19) ,  persons aged 30-44, and income of $8,000-$15,000. These 
f a m i l i e s  tend t o  be loca ted  away from pers0n.s over  45,  and 



f a m i l i e s  wi th  income of  l e s s  than  $4,000. While t h e r e  a r e  many 
young f a m i l i e s  w i th  income below $4,000, t he se  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
imply t h a t ,  i n s o f a r  a s  met ropol i tan  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  concerned, 
low income among wh i t e s  r e f l e c t s  much more d i r e c t l y  t h e  problem 
of t h e  e l d e r l y  (demonstrated f u r t h e r  by t h e  ana lyses  f o r  age 
and income) than t h e  problems of youth. 

Table  8 .  Percent  of  Famil ies  wi th  Children 
Under 18 Which a r e  Broken Famil ies  

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  City Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  10 5 23 13 

Northeast  9 4 2 5 13 
North Cen t r a l  8 4 2 1  12 
South 12 5 2 4 15 
West 10 6 20 11 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red i c to r s  

Populat ion Concen- 
t r a t i o n  

Percent  Nonwhite i n  
SMSA 

South 
SMSA Growth 

I n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  on t h e  average,  twice  a s  many 
broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  l i v e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  a s  l i v e  
i n  t h e  suburbs,  and t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t  from 
one SMSA t o  ano the r .  Over one - th i rd  of t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  
d i s p a r i t i e s  t h a t  does occur  i s  expla ined  by t h e  fou r  p r e d i c t o r s  
l i s t e d  above. Both percent  nonwhite and loca t ion  i n  t h e  South 
s h a r e  about  equa l ly  i n  importance wi th  popula t ion  concen t r a t i on .  
Thus wherever nonwhites a r e  important  i n  t h e  popula t ion ,  and 
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  South,  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  broken f a m i l i e s  w i l l  
be l a r g e .  This r e s u l t  i s  supported by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  
from two t o  t h r e e  t imes a s  many nonwhite broken f a m i l i e s  wi th  
c h i l d r e n  a s  t h e r e  a r e  i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  Although t h e  
propor t ion  of  broken whi te  f a m i l i e s ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s ,  i s  somewhat lower t han  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  broken wh i t e  f a m i l i e s  tend t o  be g r e a t e r  than  
f o r  t h e  nonwhites.  



For t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  and t h e r e f o r e  f o r  t h e  whi tes ,  
t h e r e  i s  a  d i r e c t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  broken 
f a m i l i e s  and income. These f a m i l i e s  tend t o  l o c a t e  s i m i l a r l y  t o  
household and s e r v i c e  workers and f ami l i e s  wi th  l e s s  than $4,000 
and away from f a m i l i e s  wi th  income of $8,000-$15,000, i n  con- 
t r a s t  t o  t h e  r eve r se  a s s o c i a t i o n s  found f o r  a l l  f a m i l i e s  wi th  
c h i l d r e n .  Thus t h e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  of an e a r l i e r  conclusion 
r e f e r s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n s o f a r  a s  whi te  f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  
a r e  loca ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  they w i l l  tend t o  be broken 
f a m i l i e s  wi th  low income, o r  converse ly ,  low income whi te  
f ami l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  tend t o  be broken f a m i l i e s .  

It can be concluded, then ,  t h a t  t h e  problems a t t e n d a n t  
upon broken f a m i l i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be much more important  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than i n  t h e  suburbs,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  SMSA's 
wi th  d i spe r sed  populat ions and l a rge  numbers of  nonwhites. 
Fu r the r ,  t h e s e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  problems a r e  l i k e l y  t o  involve  a 
d i sp ropor t i ona t e  number of  nonwhites a l though wh i t e  broken 
f a m i l i e s  dominate numer ica l ly .  The l e s s  prominent suburban 
broken family problems a r e  a l s o  r e l a t e d  t o  both whi tes  and non- 
whi tes ,  but  t o  a  d i sp ropor t i ona t e  number o f  nonwhites r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e i r  s h a r e  i n  t h e  suburban popula t ion .  

The r e l a t i v e  importance i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  of  s i n g l e  
persons no t  l i v i n g  wi th  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  (unre la ted  i nd iv idua l s  i n  
Census par lance)  i s  commensurate wi th  t h a t  of broken f a m i l i e s  
w i th  c h i l d r e n .  There i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  about twice a s  l a r g e  a  
propor t ion  of  such persons i n  t h e  c i t i e s  a s  i n  t h e  suburbs.  

Table 9 .  Percent  of S ing le  Persons no t  Living 
wi th  Thei r  Famil ies  

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  C i t y  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  10 5 11 11 

Northeast  10 5 12 15 
North Cen t r a l  10 5  10 11 
South 10 6 11 9 
West 11 9 1 2  13 

The percentage of nonwhite un re l a t ed  i nd iv idua l s  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  only s l i g h t l y  h igher  than t h e  propor t ion  f o r  
t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  bu t  i n  t h e  suburbs t h e  average nonwhite 



percentage runs from one and one-half  t o  t h r e e  t imes t h e  propor- 
t i o n  of  un re l a t ed  ind iv idua l s  i n  t h e  t o t a l ,  o r  whi te ,  populat ion.  
Moreover, nonwhite un re l a t ed  ind iv idua l s  tend t o  be more 
important i n  t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Because of 
t h e  very  l a rge  v a r i a t i o n  i n  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s ,  however, no 
sys temat ic  p a t t e r n  emerges from t h e  a n a l y s i s  and none of t h e  
p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  con t r ibu te s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion .  

For t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  explained 
c h i e f l y  by l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  region and d i s p e r s i o n  
of  t h e  SMSA populat ion.  It appears  from t h e  t a b l e  t h a t  average 
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  North Cent ra l  reg ion  a r e  no t  d i f f e r e n t  from 
t h e  Northeast  and South. A f t e r  populat ion d i spe r s ion  has been 
accounted f o r  i n  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  p rocess ,  however, North Cen t r a l  
SMSA's show g r e a t e r  d i s p a r i t i e s  than  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  elsewhere.  
I n  SMSA's o u t s i d e  t h a t  reg ion ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  g r e a t e s t  where 
t h e  populat ion i s  most d i spe r sed .  A s  expected, t h e r e  i s  a  
s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  between d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  un re l a t ed  i n d i v i -  
dua l s  and persons aged 20-29. One may i n f e r  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p  t h a t  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  
may account f o r  much of  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  l e f t  unexplained by t h e  
a n a l y s i s .  

For nonwhites, t oo ,  t h e r e  is a  d i r e c t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between 
l o c a t i o n  of un re l a t ed  i n d i v i d u a l s  and persons aged 20-29. I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  wi th  migrants ,  which 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  un re l a t ed  nonwhites i n  t h e  suburbs a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
be young migrants ,  and suppor ts  t h e  observa t ion  made e a r l i e r  t h a t  
t h e  l a r g e  propor t ion  o f  nonwhite migrants  i n  t h e  suburbs i s  no t  
on ly  young, b u t  s i n g l e .  I f  t h e s e  people cont inue t o  l i v e  i n  the  
suburbs a f t e r  they marry and have c h i l d r e n ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  
propor t ion  of  nonwhite f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  may be reduced i n  
t h e  North i n  t h e  f u t u r e  and en larged  i n  t h e  West. 

5 .  Education 

I n  mid-century America wi th  i t s  emphasis on occupat iona l  
s p e c i a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  economic we l f a re  of an  i n d i v i d u a l  depends 
p r imar i ly  upon t h e  l e v e l  o f  educa t ion  he achieves .  Education 
l a r g e l y  determines occupat ion and occupat ion,  i n  t u r n ,  l a r g e l y  
determines income. The predominant l e v e l s  of t h e s e  t h r e e  
f a c t o r s  w i t h i n  a  community popula t ion  toge the r  c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  
genera l  economic s t r e n g t h  o r  weaknesses of  t h a t  community a s  a  
whole. Where educa t iona l ,  occupat iona l ,  and income l e v e l s  a r e  



gene ra l l y  low s u b s t a n t i a l  pub l i c  h e a l t h  and we l f a r e  s e r v i c e s  a r e  
l i k e l y  t o  be needed, but  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  resources  r equ i r ed  t o  
provide them may be inadequate .  Where educat ion,  occupat ion,  
and income l e v e l s  a r e  high,  a  generous source  of pub l i c  f i nanc ing  
permits  t h e  provis ion  of  op t imal  educa t iona l ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  and 
I I  amenity" s e r v i c e s .  Where t h e  two extremes a r e  found i n  equiva-  
l e n t  p ropor t i ons ,  accompanied o r  no t  by a  l a r g e  "middle" group, 
t h e r e  i s  g r e a t e r  l i ke l i hood  o f  ach iev ing  a  "balance" i n  s e r v i c e  
needs and f i n a n c i a l  resources  f o r  t h e  populat ion a s  a  whole. 

Table 10. Percent  of Persons 25 Years and 
Older w i th  Less than 4 Years of High School 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  5 7 5 6 7 4 7 3  

Northeast  65 5 6 7 6 7 0  
North Cen t r a l  5  6 5 4 7 4 7 0 
South 5 7 6 1 7 9 83 
West 4 7 49 63 5 9 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

Northeast  
SMSA S i z e  

Percent  of SMSA Non- 
whi tes  i n  Cen t r a l  
C i t i e s  

Over 50 percent  of  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  25 yea r s  o l d  and 
over  has  completed l e s s  than  4 years  o f  high school ,  and t h e r e  i s ,  
on t h e  average,  very  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and 
suburbs i n  t h i s  regard .  Although t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  educa t iona l  
d i s p a r i t y  from one SMSA t o  another  i s  very  l a r g e ,  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  found i n  t h e  Northeast  and i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's. 
For t h e  major i ty  of  SMSA's, however, problems o f  "undereducation" 
a r e  p ropor t i ona l ly  a lmost  equa l ly  important  i n  t h e  suburbs and 
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  The d i r e c t i o n  of  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  South 
and West i s  oppos i t e  t o  t h e  two nor thern  r eg ions ,  undereducation 
predominating i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  former,  bu t  t h e  average 
magnitude i s  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  among t h e  t h r e e  reg ions  
o u t s i d e  t h e  Nor theas t .  



Although a  much l a r g e r  p ropor t i on  of  nonwhite a d u l t s  ha s  
l e s s  than 4 yea r s  of  high school ,  70 t o  80  percent  o u t s i d e  t h e  
West, t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  d i s p a r i t i e s  c l o s e l y  p a r a l l e l s  t h a t  f o r  
t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  Region i s  no t  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r  
i n  t h i s  ca se ,  bu t  almost 25 percent  of  t h e  l a r g e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  
educa t iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites i s  expla ined  by t h e  
e x t e n t  t o  which they a r e  concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  
Where nonwhites a r e  more d i spe r sed ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  educa t ion  
tend t o  be sma l l e r ,  o r  reversed .  One may conclude t h a t  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  a  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  number of  undereducated 
a d u l t s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be nonwhites,  bu t  t h e r e  a r e  l a r g e  numbers 
of  whi tes  i n  t h i s  ca tegory  a s  w e l l .  I n  t h e  suburbs t h e r e  a r e  
a l s o  a  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  number of undereducated nonwhites,  bu t  
i n  t h e  no r the rn  suburbs t h e  t o t a l  number i s  s o  small  t h a t  
suburban undereducat ion problems r e f e r  p r imar i l y  t o  wh i t e s ,  
wh i l e  i n  t h e  South and West, t h i s  ca tegory  of persons i s  
r a c i a l l y  mixed. 

A s  expected,  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  educat ion a r e  h igh ly  c o r r e l a t e d  
w i th  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  income, occupat ion,  and q u a l i t y  of housing. 
Persons w i t h  less than 4 yea r s  of  h igh  school  have a  s t r o n g  
tendency t o  l i v e  i n  t h e  po r t i on  of  t h e  SMSA having t h e  h igher  
propor t ion  of  low income f a m i l i e s ,  o p e r a t i v e s ,  l a b o r e r s ,  t h e  
unemployed, unsound housing, and low housing va lues  and 
r e n t a l s ;  they a r e  a l s o  a s soc i a t ed ,  a l though l e s s  s t r o n g l y ,  w i t h  
persons of  60 yea r s  o r  more. Conversely,  t h i s  same "under- 
educated' '  group i s  h ighly  c o r r e l a t e d  w i th  l oca t ions  having 
r e l a t i v e l y  sma l l  p ropor t ions  o f  persons aged 30-44, family 
income over  $8,000, c o l l e g e  gradua tes  , profess iona  1, technica  1, 
managerial  and c l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  occupat ions ,  and upper 
housing va lues  and r e n t a l s .  Persons w i th  l e s s  than 4 yea r s  of  
h igh  school  a r e  no t  a s s o c i a t e d ,  one way o r  t h e  o t h e r  s t a t i s t i c -  
a l l y ,  wi th  craf tsmen,  household and s e r v i c e  workers,  family 
income of  $4,000-$8,000, housing valued a t  $10,000-$15,000, 
and r e n t a l s  of  $40-$80. Except f o r  household and s e r v i c e  
workers,  t h e s e  a r e  t he  primary middle c l a s s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

For nonwhites t h e  on ly  d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  of  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
a r e  between undereducation and unsound owner occupied housing 
and housing valued a t  l e s s  than  $5,000. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
nonwhite persons w i th  l e s s  than  4 years  of  h igh  school  tend 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  l i v e  i n  t h e  oppos i t e  met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n  t o  
nonwhite c o l l e g e  gradua tes ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and t e c h n i c a l ,  and 
c  l e r i c a  1 and s a l e s  workers,  and migran ts .  



Table 11. Percent  of  Persons 25 Years and Older 
With 4 Years o r  More of College 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cent ra l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  9 8 4 5 

Northeast  6 9 3 7 
North Cent ra l  9 7 4 6 
South 10 8 4 3 
West 11 9 6 6 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

Northeast Percent  of  SMSA Non- 
Rate of Employment whi tes  i n  Cent ra l  

i n  Manufacturing Ci ty  
SMSA S i z e  Populat ion Concen- 

t r a t i o n  

Cent ra l  c i ty-suburban d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of 
c o l l e g e  graduates  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  a  g r e a t  d e a l  l a r g e r  than  they 
a r e  f o r  non-high school  graduates .  I n  comparing Tables 10 and 
11, i t  i s  a t  f i r s t  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  observe t h a t  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  
populat ion,  on t h e  average,  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  exceeds 
t h e  suburban a t  t h e  h ighes t  educa t iona l  l e v e l  a s  we l l  a s  t he  
lowest.  For i n d i v i d u a l  SMSA I s ,  however, d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  two 
educa t iona l  l e v e l s  l i e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n  oppos i te  d i r e c t i o n s .  
Only i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  region does t h e  average d i s p a r i t y  f o r  
co l l ege  graduates  occur  i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n  a s  t h a t  f o r  non- 
high school  graduates ,  and t h i s  i s  explained t o  a  g r e a t  ex t en t  
by t h e  extremely l a r g e  propor t ion  of co l l ege  graduates  i n  t he  
u n i v e r s i t y  towns of Madison, Ann Arbor, and Champaign-Urbana. 
The widely accepted b e l i e f  t h a t  undereducated persons predomi- 
n a t e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  whi le  co l l ege  graduates  
a r e  everywhere more important i n  t h e  suburbs i s  not  demonstrated 
by the  da t a .  These condi t ions  p r e v a i l  i n  t h e  Northeast ,  i n  t h e  
l a r g e s t  SMSA's and those  wi th  a  very high r a t e  of  manufacturing 
employment, bu t  no t  elsewhere. 

For t h e  nonwhices, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  convent ional  
view of undereducated i n  t h e  c i t i e s  and h ighly  educated i n  t h e  
suburbs i s  appropr i a t e  o u t s i d e  t h e  South, where t h e i r  r e spec t ive  



l oca t ions  a r e  reversed .  Indeed the  h ighly  educated nonwhites 
e x h i b i t  an  even s t ronge r  tendency than the  same group of whi tes  
t o  s e p a r a t e  themselves from t h e  l e s s  p r i v i l e g e d  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y .  Table 11 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  reg ion ,  t h e  
most h ighly  d i s p a r a t e  wi th  r e spec t  t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban 
dichotomy, t h e  suburban propor t ion  of  nonwhite c o l l e g e  gradu- 
a t e s  more c l o s e l y  approximates t h e  whi te  propor t ion  than  i n  any 
o t h e r  reg ion .  

Although v i r t u a l l y  t h e  same p r e d i c t o r s  exp la in  d i s p a r i t i e s  
f o r  both t h e  h ighes t  and lowest educa t iona l  l e v e l s ,  t h e i r  
i n f luence  causes d i s p a r i t i e s  t o  move i n  oppos i te  d i r e c t i o n s .  
Thus, l oca t ion  i n  t h e  Northeast  and t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's enhances 
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  non-high school  graduates ,  bu t  tends t o  reduce 
them o r  r eve r se  t h e i r  d i r e c t i o n  from t h e  n a t i o n a l  average i n  
t h e  case  of c o l l e g e  graduates .  

College graduates  i n  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion tend s t r o n g l y  t o  
l i v e  i n  t h e  same loca t ion  a s  p ro fe s s iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l ,  and 
managerial  workers,  f a m i l i e s  w i th  income of $8,000 o r  more, and 
high housing va lues  and r e n t a l s .  Conversely, they tend t o  l i v e  
i n  t h e  oppos i t e  l oca t ion  from t h e  undereducated, ope ra t ives ,  
l abo re r s ,  low income f a m i l i e s ,  t h e  unemployed, unsound housing 
and low housing va lues .  Nonwhite c o l l e g e  graduates ,  a s i d e  from 
t h e i r  l o c a t i o n  oppos i t e  from undereducated nonwhites, a r e  
c o r r e l a t e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  only  wi th  nonwhite p ro fe s s iona l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  workers.  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  h ighly  educated nonwhites 
a r e  no t  apparent ly  r e l a t e d  t o  income o r  housing a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  
of wh i t e s .  

The da ta  f o r  persons achiev ing  l e s s  than  4 years  of  high 
school  and 4 years  o r  more of c o l l e g e  g ive  a  good p i c t u r e  of 
t h e  educa t iona l  l e v e l  of t h e  a d u l t  populat ion a s  p re sen t ly  
c o n s t i t u t e d .  For an  i n d i c a t i o n  of what t h e  comparative c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban educa t iona l  l e v e l s  might be i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  and 
f o r  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  some of t h e  educa t iona l  problems confront ing  
t h e s e  communities now, t h e  high school  dropout r a t e  a f f o r d s  a  
good measure. 



Table 12. Percent  of 16 and 17 Year Olds 
Not Enro l led  i n  School 

TOTAL POPULATION 
Cent ra l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  19 18 

Northeast 20 16 
North Cen t r a l  17 15 
South 2 1 22 
West 14 15 

These data  r evea l  s u r p r i s i n g l y  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e ,  on t h e  
average,  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  t h e  r a t e  a t  
which youngsters  drop out  of h igh  school .  The Northeast shows 
t h e  l a r g e s t  average d i s p a r i t y ,  but  t h i s  reg ion  is  not  q u i t e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  a s  a  p red ic to r  because t h e  v a r i a t i o n  
among SMSA's i n  a l l  reg ions  i s  so  l a r g e  t h a t  reg ion  by i t s e l f  
does no t  exp la in  much. Nor do any of t h e  o t h e r  s t r u c t u r a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  met ropol i tan  a reas  account f o r  t he  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  i n  high school  dropouts which do e x i s t .  The absence of a  
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  dropouts and 
percent  of nonwhites i n  t h e  populat ion i s  e s p e c i a l l y  s t r i k i n g ,  
a s  nonwhites a r e  much more l i k e l y  than whi tes  t o  be underedu- 
ca t ed .  (Unfortunately,  census da t a  f o r  nonwhite dropouts a r e  
not  repor ted  by c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburban res idence . )  Nor do 
any s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  emerge from t h e  a n a l y s i s  between 
dropouts and o t h e r  populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  One may 
conclude, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  dropout problem i s  almost equa l ly  
acu te  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs and t h a t ,  whi le  t h e  r a t e  i s  
probably h igher  among nonwhites, i t  i s  a  severe  problem f o r  
whi te  youth a s  w e l l .  F i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  worthy of no te  t h a t  t h e  
average educationa 1 l e v e l  of a d u l t s  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  i n  
t he  West than elsewhere and the  dropout r a t e  t h e r e  i s  cons ider -  
ab ly  lower. A r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  elsewhere a/, 
appears  c l e a r l y  here ;  t h e  educa t iona l  l e v e l  of  t h e  parents  
e x e r t s  a  s t rong  in f luence  on the  achievement of t h e i r  ch i ld ren .  

10,' James N .  Morgan, Martin H .  David, Wilbur J .  Cohen, Harvey - 
E .  Brazer,  Income and Welfare i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  McGraw- 
H i l l ,  New York, 1962, p .  81.  



6 .  Occupation 

Occupation groups can be  c l a s s i f i e d  roughly i n t o  3 c a t e -  
g o r i e s :  h igh  s t a t u s  occupat ions a r e  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  and managerial ;  middle s t a t u s  comprise t h e  c l e r i c a l  
and s a l e s  workers and craf tsmen;  and lower s t a t u s  workers a r e  
o p e r a t i v e s ,  l a b o r e r s ,  and household and s e r v i c e  workers .  The 
l a r g e s t  average  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  n a t i o n a l l y  
and by reg ions ,  occur  f o r  t h e  two middle c l a s s  occupat ions and 
t h e  lowest s t a t u s  household and s e r v i c e  workers .  Furthermore, 
t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e s e  occupat ions a r e  q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
l a r g e  from one SMSA t o  another .  For t h e  o t h e r  four  occupa- 
t i o n s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, average d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  sma l l ,  wh i l e  
t h e  v a r i a t i o n  among SMSA's i s  very  wide. The p r e d i c t o r  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  h igh ly  u s e f u l  i n  exp la in ing  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  
i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  a l l  occupat ion groups--region, popula t ion  
concen t r a t i on ,  and SMSA s i z e  being s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  most of  them. 

The occupa t iona l  p a t t e r n  f o r  nonwhites i s  v a s t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  t o t a l ,  o r  wh i t e ,  popula t ion .  Nat iona l ly ,  
about two-thirds  o f  t h e  nonwhites engaged i n  t h e s e  7 major occu- 
pa t ions  a r e  found i n  t h e  3 lowest s t a t u s  groups, wh i l e  only one- 
t h i r d  of t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  he re  r epo r t ed  i s  so  employed. On 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  l a r g e s t  occupat ion group i n  t h e  t o t a l  popu- 
l a t i o n ,  c l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  workers,  r e p r e s e n t s  w e l l  under 10 
percent  of  nonwhite workers.  These comparisons r ep re sen t  very  
l a r g e  improvements i n  t h e  occupat iona l  s t a t u s  o f  nonwhites s i n c e  
1940, however. The p ropor t i on  o f  nonwhites i n  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  occupat ions has been inc reas ing  a t  about t h e  same r a t e  
as wh i t e ,  wh i l e  nonwhite managers have been growing a t  a  h igher  
r a t e  than  whi te .  Nonwhite c l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  workers have been 
i n c r e a s i n g  a t  4  t imes t h e  r a r e  of  t h e  whi tes  i n  t h e s e  occupa- 
t i o n s ,  a s  d i d  nonwhite craf tsmen and o p e r a t i v e s  between 1940 and 
1950, a l though dur ing  t h e  next  decade t h e  l a t t e r  i nc reased  a t  
on ly  twice  t h e  r a t e  of  t h e  wh i t e .  The p ropor t i on  of nonwhite 
household workers has dec l ined  d r a s t i c a l l y  s i n c e  1940, but  non- 
whi tes  i n  o t h e r  s e r v i c e  and labor ing  occupat ions have inc reased  
f a s t e r  than  w h i t e s .  111 By and l a r g e ,  occupat iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s  
f o r  nonwhites a r e  cons iderab ly  sma l l e r  than  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popu- 
l a t i o n .  Moreover, cons iderab ly  l e s s  of  t h i s  v a r i a t i o n  f o r  t h e  

11/ Bogue, =. *., pp. 502-507. - 



nonwhites i s  explained by t h e  p r e d i c t o r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  and 
no cons is tency  i n  explanatory f a c t o r s  appears  f o r  nonwhite 
occupat ions a s  we found f o r  t h e  t o t a l .  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  each 
occupat ion a r e  explained by d i f f e r e n t  f a c t o r s .  

The high s t a t u s  occupat ions- -profess iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l ,  
and manager ia l - -cons t i tu te  l a r g e r  propor t ions  of  t h e  popula t ion  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than  i n  t h e  suburbs of sma l l e r  SMSA's, 
o u t s i d e  t h e  Northeast ( a l so  o u t s i d e  t h e  North Cen t r a l  f o r  
managers), whose popula t ions  a r e  gene ra l l y  concent ra ted  i n  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  and, i n s o f a r  a s  p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  
occupat ions a r e  concerned, have low r a t e s  of manufacturing 
employment. These occupat ions a r e  of  r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  
importance i n  t h e  suburbs o f  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's, p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n  t h e  Northeast  (and North Cen t r a l  f o r  managers) w i th  d i spe r sed  
popula t ions  and high r a t e s  of manufacturing employment ( f o r  
p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l ) .  The loca t ion  of  p ro fe s s iona l ,  
t e c h n i c a l ,  and managerial  workers i s  c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  
c o l l e g e  gradua tes ,  family income of  $8,000 o r  more, and h igh  
housing va lues  and r e n t a l s .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  nonwhites a r e  
l a r g e s t  and favor t h e  suburbs i n  SMSA's w i th  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
concen t r a t i on  of nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  P r o f e s s i o n a l  
and t e c h n i c a l  nonwhites behave a s  t h e  nonwhite c o l l e g e  gradua tes  
i n  suburbanizing themselves even more i n t e n s e l y  than t h e  wh i t e s .  
Nonwhite p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers,  l i k e  t h e  t o t a l  o r  
whi te  p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  tend t o  l o c a t e  i n  t h e  same p l ace  a s  c o l l e g e  
gradua tes ,  f ami l i e s  w i th  income over  $8,000, and upper housing 
va lues .  Nonwhite managers r ep re sen t  such a  sma l l  p ropor t i on  of  
t h e  popula t ion  t h a t  no g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  concerning them could be 
drawn from t h e  a n a l y s i s .  

The two middle s t a t u s  occupat ion groups, c o n s t i t u t i n g  
over  one- th i rd  o f  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  whose occupat ions were 
included i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  d i sp l ay  d ivergent  d i s p a r i t y  p a t t e r n s .  
C l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  workers c o n s t i t u t e  a  more important  segment 
of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  popula t ion ,  wh i l e  craf tsmen a r e  cons iderab ly  
more important  i n  t h e  suburbs.  There i s  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  
v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i t y  f o r  t h e s e  two groups from one SMSA t o  
another ,  y e t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  and r e g i o n a l  averages tend t o  be 
misleading because of  t h e  c o n f l i c t i n g  i n f luences  of  t h e  numerous 
s i g n i f i c a n t  explanatory v a r i a b l e s .  



When a l l  f a c t o r s  a r e  taken i n t o  account ,  t h e  propor t ion  
of  craf tsmen i n  t h e  suburbs i s  l i k e l y  t o  be l a r g e s t ,  r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e  p ropor t i on  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  i n  SMSA's w i th  r e l a t i v e l y  
low r a t e s  of  employment i n  t r a d e ,  low r a t e s  of  growth, high 
propor t ions  of nonwhites and gene ra l l y  d i spe r sed  popula t ions ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  o u t s i d e  t h e  Nor theas t .  Conversely, d i s p a r i t i e s  tend 
t o  be sma l l e s t  (although s t i l l  favor ing  t h e  suburbs,  s o  
c o n s i s t e n t  i s  t h e  p a t t e r n  f o r  t h i s  occupat ion)  i n  SMSA1s wi th  
h igh  r a t e s  o f  employment i n  t r a d e ,  r ap id  r a t e s  o f  growth, low 
propor t ions  of  nonwhite and a  popula t ion  which i s  r e l a t i v e l y  
concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  where t h e s e  f a c t o r s  
a r e  found i n  t h e  Northeast  (Stamford, Connect icut) .  Nonwhite 
craf tsmen a r e ,  by and l a r g e ,  about equa l ly  important  i n  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  and suburbs,  bu t  t h e  suburban p ropor t i on  i s  most l i k e l y  
t o  be l a r g e r  i n  SMSA's w i t h  low r a t e s  o f  employment i n  t r a d e  and 
manufacturing. 

The l o c a t i o n  o f  c l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  workers i n  t h e  t o t a l  
popula t ion  i s  d i r e c t l y  and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  persons 
aged 30-44, income above $8,000, p ro fe s s iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l ,  
managerial  occupat ions ,  and h igh  r e n t a l s .  These workers t end ,  
converse ly ,  t o  l i v e  away f  rom low income f a m i l i e s ,  non-high 
school  gradua tes ,  unsound housing,  and low housing v a l u e s .  The 
l o c a t i o n  of  c ra f t smen,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i s  r e l a t e d  s t r o n g l y  
only t o  income of $4,000-$8,000 ( t h e  on ly  occupat ion group which 
i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ) .  

Operat ives  c o n s t i t u t e  a  kind of "lower-middle" o r  "upper- 
low" occupat iona l  s t a t u s  i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  Like 
craf tsmen,  they tend t o  c o n s t i t u t e  h igher  average propor t ions  i n  
t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  but  no t  by n e a r l y  a s  
l a r g e  a  d i f f e r e n t i a l ,  and t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  vary f a r  more widely 
from one SMSA t o  ano the r .  And, a s  both craf tsmen and l abo re r s  
do, they tend t o  be more o r  less important i n  t h e  suburbs 
according t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  gene ra l  popula t ion  is  
d i spe r sed .  I n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  however, where ope ra t i ve s  c o n s t i t u t e  
a  h igher  o v e r a l l  percentage o f  t h e  popula t ion  than  elsewhere,  
they tend t o  be more important  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  a s  l a b o r e r s  
a r e .  I n  sum, t h e  propor t ion  of  ope ra t i ve s  w i l l  be r e l a t i v e l y  
h ighes t  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA1s, e s p e c i a l l y  
i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  w i th  t h e  g r e a t e s t  concen t r a t i on  of popula t ion  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and t h e  f a s t e s t  r a t e s  of  growth. Conversely, 
they w i l l  be more important  i n  t h e  suburbs o f  t h e  sma l l e r  SMSA1s, 
o u t s i d e  t h e  Nor theas t ,  where popula t ion  is  more d i spe r sed ,  and 



Table 13. Percent of Employed Persons by Occupation 

TOTAL POPULATION 
Professional Clerical and Household 
& Technical Managers Sales Craftsmen Operatives Laborers and Service 
Cent, Suburb Cent. Suburb Cent. Suburb Cent. Suburb Cent. Suburb Cent. Suburb Cent. Suburb 

Citx City -- - City City City City 

NE 10 12 6 9 2 3 2 2 13 16 24 22 5 4 12 8 
N.Cent. 12 11 8 8 25 20 14 17 19 20 5 4 12 9 
South 12 10 10 9 2 3 18 12 16 15 18 6 6 17 11 
West 14 12 10 9 26 20 13 16 12 14 5 6 14 11 

Significant Predictors 
Northeast Nor theas t % nonwhite % in trade Northeast  NO^ theas t Pop, concen. 
size N. Central % in manu- Northeast Pop. concen. N. Central % in fin, & 

% in manu- SMSA size facturing SMSA growth SMSA size Pop. concen, service 
facturing Popa concen. South %nonwhite SMSAgrowth % nonwhite 

Pop. concen. % in trade Pop. concen. South 
SMSA growth 
SMSA size 

NONWHITES 
U, S. 5 7 2 2 7 6 7 7 20 18 12 12 36 30 

NE 5 9 1 2 8 8 8 9 2 8 2 1 12 10 27 26 
N.Cent; 4 9 1 2 8 9 8 9 23 2 0 12 10 33 2 9 
South 5 4 2 2 5 3 6 6 16 16 13 15 44 3 7 
West 8 8 4 4 12 10 7 7 13 13 10 9 34 22 

% SMSA non- 
white in 
Central 
City 

Significant Predictors 
SMSA size % in trade Northeast SMSA growth SMSA size 

% in manu- % SMSA non- 
f acturing white in 

Central 
City 



t h e  r a t e  o f  SMSA growth i s  s lower.  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhite 
o p e r a t i v e s ,  t h e  second most numerous occupat ion group f o r  both 
r aces ,  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t hose  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  i n  t h a t  
they a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  f avo r  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  Northeast  
and where nonwhites gene ra l l y  a r e  most concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c i t y ,  
wh i l e  elsewhere they tend t o  be more n e a r l y  equ iva l en t  i n  both 
l o c a t i o n s  o r  f avo r  t h e  suburbs.  

A s  mentioned e a r l i e r ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  l abo re r s  i n  t h e  
t o t a l  popula t ion  a r e  l a r g e s t  and favor  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  
two no r the rn  reg ions  and where t h e  gene ra l  popula t ion  i s  most 
concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  whi le  e lsewhere they tend t o  
be smal l  o r  reversed  i n  f avo r  o f  t h e  suburbs .  Although t h e  
magnitude and d i r e c t i o n  of  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  North i s ,  
on t h e  average,  about  t h e  same a s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  on ly  
t h e  r a t e  o f  SMSA growth e x e r t s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f luence .  
D i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  f avo r  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  t h e  
f a s t e s t  growing SMSA 's . 

The l a r g e s t  occupat iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  t h e  house- 
ho ld  and s e r v i c e  group, which a l s o  shows t h e  l e a s t  v a r i a t i o n  
around t h e  average d i s p a r i t y .  The i r  p ropor t ions  a r e  a lmost  
everywhere h igher  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than i n  t h e  suburbs,  and 
they a r e  h ighe r  by t h e  g r e a t e s t  amounts i n  smal l  SMSA's, t hose  
w i th  t h e  most d i spe r sed  gene ra l  popula t ions ,  t h e  h i g h e s t  r a t e s  
of  employment i n  f i nance  and s e r v i c e ,  t h e  l a r g e s t  p ropor t ions  o f  
nonwhite, and low r a t e s  o f  growth, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  South. 
Although SMSA s i z e  i s  t h e  l e a s t  important  f a c t o r  i n  exp la in ing  
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  i t  i s  t h e  on ly  one which 
i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  household and s e r v i c e  
workers.  The p ropor t i on  of nonwhite household and s e r v i c e  
workers i s  two t o  t h r e e  t imes a s  l a r g e  a s  t h e  propor t ion  of a l l  
workers i n  t h i s  ca tegory ,  but  even i n  t h e  SMSA's wi th  smal l  
numbers of  nonwhites, d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  whi te  household and 
s e r v i c e  workers run heav i ly  i n  favor  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
according t o  t h e  SMSA c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  l i s t e d  above. 

The d i scus s ion  has  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p a t t e r n  of d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  f o r  t h e  3 lower s t a t u s  occupat ions v a r i e s  cons iderab ly  i n  
magnitude, d i r e c t i o n  and explana tory  f a c t o r s ,  un l ike  t h e  upper 
and middle s t a t u s  occupat ions which behave more c o n s i s t e n t l y  
among themselves.  These d i f f e r e n c e s  among lower s t a t u s  occupa- 
t i o n s  a r e  f u r t h e r  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they a r e  no t  a l l  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  o t h e r  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  t h e  same 



way and t o  t h e  same e x t e n t .  Operat ives  and l abo re r s  tend t o  
l o c a t e  s i m i l a r l y  t o  t h e  undereducated, t h e  unemployed, and 
unsound housing, and away from h igh  income, c o l l e g e  gradua tes ,  
high s t a t u s  occupat ions and t h e  h ighes t  housing va lues  and 
r e n t s .  But household and s e r v i c e  workers a r e  no t  a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  any o f  t he se  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  For them t h e  only s i g n i f i -  
can t  d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  w i t h  nonwhites,  broken f a m i l i e s  
wi th  c h i l d r e n ,  and low income, a s  i s  t r u e  f o r  l a b o r e r s ,  but no t  
f o r  o p e r a t i v e s .  F i n a l l y ,  none of  t he se  t h r e e  occupat ions i s  
l o c a t i o n a l l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i th  t h e  o t h e r s .  Among nonwhites i n  
t he se  occupat ions t h e r e  a r e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  
any o t h e r  demographic v a r i a b l e .  

7 .  Family Income 

J u s t  a s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  occupat iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  found 
among t h e  two l m e s t  s t a t u s  occupat ions and t h e  l a r g e s t  propor- 
t i o n s  a r e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  t h e  l a r g e s t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  
income occur ,  on t h e  average,  i n  t h e  lowest group and i n  t h e  
same d i r e c t i o n .  Average d i s p a r i t i e s  d e c l i n e  a s  one moves up 
t h e  income s c a l e ,  so  t h a t  each group above $4,000 i s  propor- 
t i o n a t e l y  a s  l a r g e  o r  l a r g e r  i n  t h e  suburbs a s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s .  This  tendency corresponds roughly wi th  t h e  tendency 
f o r  occupat iona l  d i f f e r e n c e s  t o  be sma l l e r  o r  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  
of t h e  suburbs a s  t h e  occupat iona l  s t a t u s  s c a l e  goes up. By 
and l a r g e ,  however, income d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  no t  a s  g r e a t  a s  
occupat iona l  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  a l though they vary more widely from 
one SPlSA t o  another .  



Table 14. Percent  o f  Famil ies  by Income Group 

United S t a t e s  29 

Northeast 2 7 
North Centra 1 23 
South 3 7 
West 2 3 

Percen 

TOTAL POPULATION 
Under $4,000 $4,000-$7,999 $8,000-$14,999 $15,000 & Over 

Centra 1 Centra 1 Cent r a  1 C e n t r a l  
Ci ty  Suburb Ci ty  Suburb C i ty  Suburb C i ty  Suburb 

4 

6 
4 
3 
5 
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United S t a t e s  54 

Northeast 4 9 
North Cen t r a l  45 
South 6 9 
West 42 



Locat ion i n  t h e  Northeast  e x e r t s  t h e  most important  
i n f luence  on d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  family income, f o r  both t h e  t o t a l  
popula t ion  and t h e  nonwhites. A s  i n  t h e  ca se  of  educa t ion  and 
occupat ion,  income d i s p a r i t i e s  tend t o  be reversed  i n  t h e  South 
and West from t h e i r  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h e  two Northern reg ions ,  
a l though t h e  magnitudes a r e  no t  very  d i f f e r e n t .  

For t h e  lowest income group i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  t h e  
i n f luence  o f  t h e  Northeast  i s  overshadowed by t h e  o t h e r  
p r e d i c t o r s ,  a f t e r  a l l  o f  them have been taken i n t o  account .  
D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e s e  f a m i l i e s  a r e  l a r g e s t ,  and favor  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y ,  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's, where t h e  r a t e  of  employment i n  
manufacturing i s  high,  popula t ion  i s  gene ra l l y  d i spe r sed ,  and 
t h e r e  i s  a  l a r g e  propor t ion  of  nonwhites.  The c e n t r a l  c i t y  
propor t ions  of  poor f a m i l i e s  a r e  equiva len t  t o  o r  l e s s  than  t h e  
suburban where t h e  oppos i t e  condi t ions  ' p r eva i l .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  a l l  lower middle income f a m i l i e s ,  t h e  
$4,000-$8,000 c l a s s ,  a r e  l a r g e s t ,  i n  favor  of  t h e  suburbs,  ou t -  
s i d e  t h e  Nor theas t ,  where t h e  popula t ion  i s  d i spe r sed ,  bu t  i n  t h e  
s m a l l e s t  s i z e  SMSA's; d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be small  i n  t h e  
l a r g e  SMSA's and i n  t h e  North. Thus, i n  t h e  l a r g e  met ropol i tan  
a r e a s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  t h e  c i t i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
con ta in  a  higher-than-suburban p ropor t i on  of  poor f a m i l i e s ,  bu t  
an  equivalent- to-suburban propor t ion  of middle income f a m i l i e s .  

Upper middle income f a m i l i e s ,  $8,000-$15,000, a r e  a l s o  most 
l i k e l y  t o  be found i n  h igher  propor t ions  i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  
Nor theas t ,  bu t  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's, a s  w e l l  a s  those  wi th  
d i spe r sed  popula t ion ,  high r a t e s  of manufacturing and a  l a r g e  
propor t ion  of  nonwhites.  Conversely, i n  t h e  smal l  SMSA's o u t s i d e  
t h e  Northeast  they a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be more important i n  t h e  c i t i e s ,  
whi le  t h e  lower middle income f a m i l i e s  a r e  more important  i n  t h e  
suburbs.  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  both upper middle income and t h e  lowest 
income f a m i l i e s  a r e  l a r g e s t  and occur  i n  t h e  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n s  
under t h e  same cond i t i ons ,  exaggeratedly so  i n  t h e  Nor theas t .  

The h ighes t  income f a m i l i e s  c o n s t i t u t e  a  more important  
segment i n  t h e  suburbs than i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of t h e  North- 
e a s t ,  l a r g e  SMSA's, and those  w i th  high r a t e s  of  employment i n  
manufacturing and f i nance  and s e r v i c e s ,  but they ,  l i k e  t h e  upper 
middle c l a s s ,  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be more important  i n  t h e  c i t i e s  of  
t h e  sma l l e r  SMSA's o u t s i d e  t h e  Northeast  wi th  more balanced 
employment p a t t e r n s  o r  t hose  w i th  more emphasis on employment i n  
t r a d e .  



The income d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e r n  f o r  nonwhites i s  v a s t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  o r  wh i t e s ,  and t h e r e  
i s  f a r  g r e a t e r  v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  from one SMSA t o  another .  
Almost twice a s  many nonwhite a s  t o t a l  f ami l i e s  r ece ive  income 
of l e s s  than $4,000 per  yea r ,  whi le  t h e r e  a r e  so  few nonwhite 
f ami l i e s  wi th  income of $15,000 o r  more t h a t  t h i s  category i s  
no t  even included i n  t h e  Census r e p o r t s .  The high income non- 
whi tes  a r e  equiva len t  t o  t h e  upper middle income whi t e s ,  $8,000- 
$15,000, bu t  t h e r e  a r e ,  on t h e  average,  only one-quarter  t o  
one-half a s  many o f  them, except i n  t h e  suburbs of t h e  Northeast  
and West where t h e  nonwhite propor t ion  i s  t h ree -qua r t e r s  t h a t  of  
t h e  t o t a l .  The o v e r a l l  p ropor t ion  of middle income nonwhites i s  
only s l i g h t l y  lower than t h e  propor t ions  i n  t h e  $4,000-$8,000 
category f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  except i n  t h e  South where t h e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  i s  q u i t e  l a rge .  

Region provides almost t h e  only s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  
f o r  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  nonwhite family income, and i t s  in f luence  is  
i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n  f o r  nonwhites a s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  
For t h e  lowest income group t h e  l a r g e s t  d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  t h e  
Nor theas t ,bu t  f o r  t h e  middle income nonwhites d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  
sma l l e s t  o r  favor  t h e  suburbs i n  t h e  Nor theas t .  Although t h e  
average d i s p a r i t y ,  favor ing  t h e  suburbs,  f o r  t h e  h ighes t  income 
group i s  a l s o  l a r g e s t  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  r eg iona l  l o c a t i o n  i s  
overshadowed i n  importance by popula t ion  concent ra t ion .  Dispar i -  
t i e s  f o r  t h e  h ighes t  income nonwhites, l i k e  t h e  nonwhite c o l l e g e  
graduates  and p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers,  tend t o  be 
g r e a t e s t  i n  favor  of t h e  suburbs where t h e  gene ra l  popula t ion  i s  
most d i spe r sed .  High income nonwhites a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  l o c a t e  
wi th  t h e  genera l  popula t ion  than  o t h e r  nonwhites. It i s  
i n t e r e s t i n g ,  however, t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  high income nonwhites 
a r e  no t  in f luenced  by t h e  degree of  concent ra t ion  of  nonwhites 
i n  t h e  cen t r a  1 c i t i e s  a s  p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers and 
c o l l e g e  graduates  a r e .  Moreover, only d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  high 
income nonwhites show a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  o t h e r  popula- 
t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  They tend mildly t o  l o c a t e  s i m i l a r l y  t o  
housing valued a t  $15,000-$20,000 and away from f a m i l i e s  wi th  
income below $4,000. The o t h e r  two income groups a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  
only i n  an inve r se  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  one another ;  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  
middle income and low income nonwhites tend t o  l o c a t e  i n  oppo- 
s i t e  segments of t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  

Income d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, a r e  gene ra l ly  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  a  l a r g e  number of  o t h e r  
economic and s o c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The middle income group, 



$4,000-$8,000, l i k e  t h e  middle s t a t u s  occupat ion of  craf tsman,  
however, d i sp l ays  t h e  l e a s t  such a s s o c i a t i o n .  The l o c a t i o n  of 
t h i s  l a r g e  and d i v e r s e  income c l a s s  i s  most s t rong ly  a s soc i a t ed  
wi th  craf tsmen and more weakly a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  ope ra t ives  and 
loca t ion  away from household and s e r v i c e  workers,  lowest and 
h ighes t  incomes, and persons aged 45-59. 

The lowest income f a m i l i e s  tend s t rong ly  t o  be loca ted  
wi th :  nonwhites, broken f a m i l i e s ,  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  t h e  under- 
educated, household and s e r v i c e  workers,  unsound housing, and 
low housing va lues  and r e n t a l s ,  whi le  t h e  upper middle income 
group ($8,000-$15,000) tends j u s t  a s  s t rong ly  t o  l o c a t e  away 
from t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Conversely, t h e  $8,000-$15,000 
f a m i l i e s  a r e  h ighly  l i k e l y  t o  l o c a t e  wi th  f a m i l i e s  wi th  ch i ld ren ,  
persons aged 30-44, income over  $15,000, c o l l e g e  graduates ,  
p ro fe s s iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l ,  managerial ,  c l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  workers,  
and upper housing va lues  and r e n t a l s ,  wi th  an  almost equal ly  
s t r o n g  tendency f o r  t h e  lowest income f a m i l i e s  t o  l o c a t e  away 
from t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

The h ighes t  income f a m i l i e s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, a r e  no t  
a s  s t r o n g l y  i n c l i n e d  t o  l o c a t e  according t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  
s o c i a l  and economic s t a t u s .  Thei r  met ropol i tan  res idence  i s  
a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h a t  of  c o l l e g e  graduates ,  p ro fe s s iona l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  workers,  income of  $8,000-$15,000, and t h e  h ighes t  
housing va lues  and r e n t a l s ,  bu t  t h e i r  tendency t o  l o c a t e  away 
from low income, t h e  undereducated, t h e  unemployed, ope ra t ives ,  
l abo re r s ,  unsound housing and low housing va lues  and r e n t s  i s  
no t  a s  s t r o n g  a s  t h a t  of  f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  second h ighes t  income 
group. Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between 
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  h ighes t  income c l a s s  and 
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites o r  broken f ami l i e s ;  nor  i s  t h e r e  any 
r e l a t i o n  between age and l e v e l  of income. 

These r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between income and o t h e r  popula t ion  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i n  conjunct ion wi th  t h e  r e l evan t  p r e d i c t o r  
v a r i a b l e s ,  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  exc lus ive ,  suburban, upper middle c l a s s  
a f f l u e n c e  i s  represented  pr imar i ly  by f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  $8,000- 
$15,000 range,  whi le  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  i s  almost a s  l i k e l y  t o  
con ta in  t h e  very wealthy a s  t h e  poor and nonwhite, a t  l e a s t  ou t -  
s i d e  t h e  Northeast .  The very r i c h  a r e  b e t t e r  a b l e  t o  i n s u l a t e  
themselves w i th in  i s l a n d s  of p r e s t i g i o u s  res idence  i n  t h e  c i t y ,  
whereas t h e  middle income and nea r  wealthy r e q u i r e  t h e  accout re-  
ments of  suburban l i v i n g  t o  i n s u r e  t h e i r  s t a t u s  and enhance 
t h e i r  we l f a re .  



8. Women i n  t h e  Labor Force 

The l e v e l  of annual  family income i s  condi t ioned  by two 
important  f a c t o r s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  educat ion and occupat ion.  The 
earn ings  of  working wives,  by supplementing those  of  t h e  husband 
a s  ch i e f  wage ea rne r ,  r a i s e  t h e  annual  t o t a l ,  wh i l e  per iods  of 
unemployment f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  o r  supplementary wage ea rne r s  
lower i t .  

Table 15. Married Women i n  t h e  Labor Force 

Percent  of  Married 
Percent  of a l l  Married Women, Husbands Pres-  
Women. Husbands Pres-  e n t ,  i n  Labor Force 

e n t ,  i n  Labor Force wi th  Children under 6 
Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  

Northeast  
North Centra 1 
South 
West 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

Rate o f  employment Northeast 
i n  t r a d e  

I n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  of  t h e  Nation a s  a whole, approx- 
imate ly  one- th i rd  of  t h e  married women wi th  husbands p re sen t  
cons ider  themselves i n  t h e  labor  f o r c e ,  a s  e i t h e r  p a r t  t ime o r  
f u l l  t ime workers .  O f  t h i s  number, about o n e - f i f t h  have c h i l d r e n  
under age  6. 

A cons iderably  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of c e n t r a l  c i t y  married 
women work than  do suburban women; and t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  is  
h igh ly  c o n s i s t e n t  among SMSA's. Although t h e  average d i s p a r i t y  
is  sma l l e s t  i n  t h e  Northeast ,  reg ion  does no t  by i t s e l f  e x e r t  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f luence .  Almost 35 percent  of t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i s  explained by t h e  r a t e  of  employment i n  wholesale  



and r e t a i l  t r a d e .  I n  SMSA'S where t h i s  r a t e  i s  high,  d i s p a r i t i e s  
a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a r g e r  than  i n  a r e a s  where t r a d e  i s  l e s s  
important .  Although r e t a i l  es tab l i shments  a r e  l a rge  employers o f  
women, i t  appears  t h a t  t h e  burgeoning of r e g i o n a l  shopping 
c e n t e r s  o u t s i d e  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  has  had l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on 
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of  marr ied 
women who work. Whatever c o n t r i b u t i o n  t h e s e  c e n t e r s  make t o  
i nc reas ing  t h e  o v e r a l l  r a t e  o f  SMSA employment i n  t r a d e  i s  asso-  
c i a t e d  w i th  enlarged d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  favor  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  

When we s i n g l e  o u t  from t h e  t o t a l  number of  marr ied women 
i n  t h e  l abo r  f o r c e  t hose  who have c h i l d r e n  under 6, average 
d i s p a r i t i e s  swing t h e  o t h e r  way. This  i s  p a r t l y  a  func t ion  of  
t h e  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of  f ami l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  suburbs,  
but  i t  i s  a l s o  an express ion  o f  t h e  need f o r  supplementary income 
i n  o rde r  t o  ach ieve  t h e  b e n e f i t s  of  suburban l i v i n g .  The North- 
e a s t ,  which d i s p l a y s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  p ropens i ty  f o r  upper occupa- 
t i o n a l  s t a t u s  and h ighe r  incomes t o  be more important  i n  t h e  
suburbs,  y e t  con ta in s  t h e  n a t i o n a l  average suburban excess  of 
f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n ,  shows s i g n i f i c a n t l y  sma l l e r  d i s p a r i t i e s  
i n  t h e  propor t ion  of married women i n  t h e  labor  f o r c e  who have 
smal l  c h i l d r e n .  Elsewhere, however, where t h e  suburbs a r e  l e s s  
exc lus ive ly  "upper c l a s s , "  t h e  propor t ion  of  working mothers i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a r g e r .  Famil ies  "on t h e  way up" a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
con ta in  two wage ea rne r s .  Bogue r epo r t ed  t h a t  i n  1956, 69 
percent  of  f ami l i e s  wi th  income between $10,000 and $15,000 had 
more than  one wage ea rne r  compared t o  40 percent  w i t h  incomes o f  
$4,000-$5,000. 121 

These conclusions a r e  supported by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  working 
wives i n  gene ra l  tend t o  l o c a t e  away from low income housing 
va lues ,  and working wives w i t h  smal l  c h i l d r e n  tend  t o  be loca ted  
d i r e c t l y  w i th  persons aged 20-29 but  away from persons aged 
45-60. The f a c t  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  women i n  t h e  labor  f o r c e  
a r e  n o t  s t r o n g l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  any o t h e r  economic c h a r a c t e r -  
i s t i c s ,  such a s  income and occupat ion,  may mean t h a t  l abo r  f o r c e  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  wives and mothers c u t s  ac ros s  occupat iona l  and 
income l i n e s .  

121 I b i d . ,  p .  667. - 



9. Unemp loyment 

The r a t e  of  unemployment i n  suburban a r e a s  averages about 
20  percent  below t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  
For nonwhites t h e  average d i s p a r i t y  is  only h a l f  a s  l a r g e ,  bu t  
t h e  average r a t e  of  unemployment ranges from 40 percent  more 
than  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion i n  t h e  suburbs of t h e  West t o  two and 
one-half t imes a s  high i n  t h e  suburbs of  t h e  North Cent ra l  
reg ion .  

Table 16. Unemployed Persons a s  a 
Percent  of t h e  Labor Force 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Centra 1 Ci ty  Suburb Centra 1 C i t y  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  5 4 9 8 

Northeast  6 5 11 18 
North Centra 1 5 4 10 10 
South 5 4 7 7 
West 5 5 9 7 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

Percent  employed i n  South 
manufacturing North Centra 1 

Percent  nonwhite i n  
SMS A 

SMSA s i z e  

The moderate d i s p a r i t i e s  shown i n  t h e  t a b l e  a r e  somewhat 
s u r p r i s i n g  i n  l i g h t  of  t h e  convent ional  view of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y -  
suburban dichotomy. Moreover, c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e r e n c e s  
f o r  whi tes  a r e  even narrower than  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion a f t e r  
account i s  taken of t h e  d i sp ropor t iona te  number of nonwhite 
unemployed i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Indeed t h e  propor t ion  of non- 
whi tes  c o n t r i b u t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  t h e  explana t ion  of  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion.  For whi tes  and t h e  t o t a l  
populat ion,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a l s o  tend t o  be l a r g e r  i n  t h e  b i g  SMSA's 
and those  wi th  high r a t e s  of employment i n  manufacturing. For 



nonwhites, however, d i s p a r i t i e s  vary  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on ly  w i th  
r e s p e c t  t o  reg ion .  They a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  t h e  Northeast  and West, 
and s m a l l e s t  i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  and South. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  s m a l l e s t  average d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites 
occur  i n  t h e  two reg ions  w i th  t h e  sma l l e s t  and l a r g e s t  numbers 
of  nonwhites r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

The f a c t  t h a t  average d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  unemployment f o r  
nonwhites a r e  sma l l e r  than f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  a l though 
v a r i a t i o n  from one SMSA t o  another  i s  l a r g e r ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
unemployment i s  a  s eve re  nonwhite problem i r r e s p e c t i v e  of r e s i -  
d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n  and economic and s o c i a l  s t a t u s .  This  conclusion 
i s  f u r t h e r  supported by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  unemployment among 
nonwhites i s  no t  r e l a t e d  t o  any o t h e r  populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
I n  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  unemployed a r e  
l i k e l y  t o  be loca ted  s i m i l a r l y  t o  non-high school  gradua tes ,  
o p e r a t i v e s ,  l abo re r s ,  low family income, unsound housing, and 
low housing va lues .  Conversely, they tend t o  l i v e  away from 
c o l l e g e  gradua tes ,  p rofess iona  1, technica  1, and manageria 1 
workers,  high income f a m i l i e s ,  and high housing va lues  and 
r e n t a  1s. 

One may conclude from t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  however, t h a t  t h e  
problems of  unemployment a r e  a lmost  a s  important  i n  t h e  suburbs 
a s  they a r e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  a l though wi th in  t h e  c i t i e s  t h e  
unemployed a r e  d i sp ropor t i ona t e ly  nonwhite. 

10. Housing 

The major v i s i b l e  c r i t e r i o n  of  economic and s o c i a l  we l l -  
being i s  t h e  kind of  housing i n  which people l i v e ,  i t s  q u a l i t y ,  
and v a l u e .  The t enu re  i n  which housing i s  he ld  d i f f e r s  sha rp ly  
between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs,  however. I n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
an average 47 percent  of  a l l  occupied housing i s  owner occupied,  
whi le  f o r  suburbs t h e  propor t ion  jumps t o  73 percent .  Only 31  
percent  of  nonwhite housing i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  owner 
occupied,  however, compared wi th  52 percent  i n  t h e  suburbs.  Thus 
t h e  t enu re  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  suburbs corresponds w i th  t h a t  o f  
t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  whi le  t h e  propor t ion  
of nonwhite c i t y  r e n t e r s  compares wi th  t h e  r a t e  of t o t a l  owner 
occupancy i n  t h e  suburbs.  



Owner Occupied Housing 

Unsound housing u/ i s  much more prominent i n  t h e  suburbs,  
i nc lud ing  t h e  r u r a l  f r i n g e s  w i th  SMSA boundaries ,  than i t  i s  
w i t h i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  on t h e  average,  a l though d i s p a r i t i e s  
range from zero i n  t h e  Northeast  t o  100 percent  h igher  i n  t h e  
suburbs of t h e  West. Average d i s p a r i t i e s  occur  i n  t h e  same d i r e c -  
t i o n ,  bu t  a r e  s l i g h t l y  narrower f o r  nonwhites,  a l though approxi-  
mately t h r e e  t imes a s  much nonwhite housing i s  unsound a s  i s  t r u e  
f o r  t h e  t o t a  1 popula t ion .  

Table  17. Percent  o f  Owner Occupied Dwelling 
Units  Which a r e  Unsound 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE a/ 
Cen t r a l  C i ty  Suburb Cen t r a l  C i ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  

Northeast  
North Centra 1 
South 
West 

S i g n i f i c a n t  F r e d i c t o r s  

Northeast  Populat ion concen- 
Populat ion concen- t r a  t i o n  

t r a t i o n  

a /  The da ta  f o r  t h e  nonwhites r e f e r  t o  on ly  126 SMSA's - 
because housing cond i t i on  was no t  r epo r t ed  by t enu re  
of occupancy f o r  5 1  o f  t h e  sma l l e r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
w i t h  a smal l  number of nonwhite dwel l ings .  

Condition o f  owner occupied housing i s  one of t h e  few cha r -  
a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  f o r  which the  same explana tory  
v a r i a b l e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  both t h e  t o t a l  and nonwhite 

13/ Unsound housing is  de f ined  a s  housing which lacks  some o r  - 
a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s ,  i s  d e t e r i o r a t i n g ,  o r  d i l a p i d a t e d .  



populat ions.  For both groups d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l a r g e s t  where t h e  
genera l  populat ion i s  most concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  For 
t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  reg ion  e x e r t s  an a d d i t i o n a l  s i g n i f i c a n t  
in f luence ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  being sma l l e s t  i n  t h e  Northeast .  The 
s i m i l a r i t y  of d i s p a r i t y  p a t t e r n s  between t h e  two r a c i a l  groups, 
coupled wi th  t h e  common p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e  of populat ion concen- 
t r a t i o n ,  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  ex t en t  of unsound housing i s  p r imar i ly  
a  func t ion  of  t h e  ex i s t ence  and s t r e n g t h  of  bu i ld ing  and housing 
ordinances.  These a r e  much more l i k e l y  t o  be i n c l u s i v e  and 
e f f e c t i v e  i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  where t h e  concent ra t ion  
of  popula t ion  i s  high,  than i n  t h e  small  towns and semi ru re l  
communities o f  t h e  suburbs.  Fur ther  support  i s  given t o  t h i s  
conclusion by t h e  r e l a t i v e  lack  of d i s p a r i t y  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  
where so many of t h e  suburban communities a r e ,  i n  f a c t ,  o l d  and 
s u b s t a n t i a l  c i t i e s .  It is  a l s o  worthy of no te  t h a t  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  of  t h e  South do no t  con ta in  an apprec iab ly  l a r g e r  propor- 
t i o n  of  unsuund housing than  do c i t i e s  elsewhere, whi le  t h e  
suburbs of t h i s  reg ion  con ta in  a  f a r  g r e a t e r  propor t ion  of 
unsound housing than  t h e  suburbs of  o t h e r  reg ions ,  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  
a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  nonwhite popula t ions .  

Occupancy of substandard housing i s  r e l a t e d  exac t ly  a s  one 
would expect  t o  t h e  percentage nonwhite, undereducated, opera-  
t i v e s  and labor ing  occupat ions (but n o t  f o r  t h e  nonwhite),  low 
income, unemployment, and low housing va lues  and r e n t s .  Unsound 
housing tends ,  i n  s i m i l a r  fash ion ,  t o  be loca ted  away from 
persons aged 30-44, c o l l e g e  graduates ,  high s t a t u s  occupat ions,  
income of $8,000 o r  more, and high va lues  and r e n t s .  Neverthe- 
l e s s ,  d e s p i t e  t h e s e  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  i n  a  l a r g e  number 
of SMSA's t h e  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  substandard housing run counter  t o  
t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  o t h e r  i n d i c a t o r s  of under- 
p r i v i l e g e .  Thus unsound housing i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  more common i n  
t h e  suburbs,  whi le  low income and educat ion a r e  more common i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  va lue  of owner occupied housing r e f l e c t  
t h e  suburban excess  of unsound housing. The lowest valued 
housing, under $5,000, c o n s t i t u t e s  a  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of  a l l  
owner occupied housing i n  t h e  suburbs,  than i t  does i n  t h e  
c i t i e s ,  f o r  both t h e  t o t a l  and nonwhite populat ions,  whi le  t h e  
two middle va lue  groups c o n s t i t u t e  h igher  c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor- 
t i o n s  f o r  both r aces ,  and t h e  two h ighes t  va lue  groups a r e  aga in  
more important  i n  t h e  suburbs.  



Table 18. Percent  of Owner Occupied Housing by Value Class  

TOTAL POPULATION 
Under $5,000 $5,000-9,999 $10,000-14,999 $15,000-19,999 $20,000 & Over 

Cent ra l  Cen t r a l  Cen t r a l  Cen t r a l  Cent ra l  
C i ty  Suburb C i ty  Suburb C i t y  Suburb C i t y  Suburb Ci ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  7 12. 2 9 2 5 34 3 0 17 18 13 14 

Northeast 6 6 2 9 2 1 34 33 18 22 12 16 
North Central  6 10 2 8 25 36 29 19 2 0 11 16 
South 11 L 9 33 30 30 2 7 13  13  13 10 
West 3 8 22 2 1 35 3 2 2 2 2 0 17 18 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

Popula t ion  con- SMSA growth Popula t ion  con- Percent  non- SMSA s i z e  
c e n t r a t i o n  c e n t r a t i o n  wh i t e  

Northeast  ? 
P 
m 
Ln NONWHITE a/ 
I United S t a t e s  20 3 4 46 3 3 24 19 7 8 4 5 

Northeast 13 18 42 30 28 2 9 10 15 5 7 
North Cent ra l  1 7  26 4 8 3 7 26 2 0 6 9 2 5 
South 2 9 5 3 49 33 17 10 4 2 2 1 
West 9 18 38 2 9 33 29 12 14 8 10 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

South Percent  SMSA 
nonwhite i n  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  

SMSA s i z e  

South 
SMSA s i z e  

a /  Data f o r  nonwhites a r e  r epo r t ed  by t h e  Census f o r  1 7 1  SMSA's. - 



D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  va lue  of  housing vary  g r e a t l y  from one 
SMSA t o  another  and t h e  e x t e n t  of  v a r i a t i o n  from t h e  average 
tends  t o  widen a s  housing va lues  go up. Not a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  t h i s  
v a r i a t i o n  i s  explained by t h e  p r e d i c t o r s  used i n  t h e  a n a l v s i s ,  
however. D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  lowest housing va lues  a r e  in f luenced  
p r imar i l y  by populat ion concent ra t ion ;  t h e  propor t ion  o f  housing 
vaLued below $5,000 i s  r e l a t i v e l y  h ighes t  i n  t h e  suburban a r e a s  
where t h e  popula t ion  i s  most concent ra ted  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  
i n  accord w i th  t h e  f i nd ings  f o r  unsound housing. 

The o v e r a l l  p ropor t ions  o f  housing worth l e s s  than $5,000 
a r e  very  sma l l ,  however, and t h e  next  va lue  c l a s s ,  $5,000-$10,000, 
comprises t h e  bulk o f  cheap housing. This  c l a s s  tends  t o  be more 
important  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and provides  primary accommoda- 
t i o n  f o r  t h e  l a r g e  propor t ion  o f  low income f a m i l i e s  who l i v e  
t h e r e .  D i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  explained c h i e f l y  by t h e  r a t e  o f  SMSA 
growth; they  tend t o  be l a r g e r  i n  favor  of  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  
t h e  slower growing SMSA 's  which obviously con ta in  a  r e l a t i v e l y  
l a r g e r  supply of  o l d ,  obso l e t e ,  hence cheap, housing than t h e  
more r a p i d l y  growing SMSA's where t h e  bulk of  new cons t ruc t ion  
t akes  p l a c e  i n  t h e  suburbs.  

Populat ion concen t r a t i on  aga in  o f f e r s  t h e  major explana- 
t i o n  f o r  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  middle housing va lue  c l a s s ,  $10,000- 
$15,000. The c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  o f  housing a t  t h i s  va lue  
l e v e l  exceeds t h e  suburban by t h e  g r e a t e s t  amount i n  SMSA's 
where t h e  popula t ion  i s  most concent ra ted ,  and d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  
narrower o r  favor  t h e  suburbs where t h e  popula t ion  i s  more 
d i spe r sed .  

Upper middle housing va lues ,  l i k e  upper middle incomes, 
a r e  more important  i n  t h e  suburbs o f  SMSA's wi th  a  high propor- 
t i o n  of  nonwhites, a f t e r  a l l  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  have been taken  i n t o  
account .  The average suburban excess  of  t h e  h ighes t  va lue  
housing, over  $20,000, i s  explained c h i e f l y  by l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  
l a r g e s t  SMSA's, however. 

Although t h e  t a b l e s  seem t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
housing va lue  d i f f e r  cons iderab ly  among reg ions ,  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
demonstrates  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  w i th in  reg ions  i s  
so  much g r e a t e r  than t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among reg ions  t h a t  t h i s  
f a c t o r ,  by i t s e l f ,  does n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  t h e  
explana t ion .  For example, t h e  apparent  l ack  of  d i s p a r i t y  f o r  



t h e  lowest c l a s s  i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  explained more by t h e  
numerous SMSA's wi th  d ispersed  populat ions t h e r e  than by l o c a t i o n  
i n  t h a t  reg ion  a s  such. I n  t h e  same way, t h e  apparent ly  much 
l a r g e r  d i s p a r i t y  i n  t h e  Northeast  f o r  housing valued a t  $5,000- 
$10,000 i s  accounted f o r  p r imar i ly  by t h e  presence of numerous 
s lowly growing o r  dec l in ing  SMSA's r a t h e r  than  l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  
reg ion  per  s e .  For t h e  $15,000-$20,000 va lue  c l a s s ,  however, 
l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  j u s t  s l i g h t l y  s h o r t  o f  being 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  and so  i t  has been included wi th  a  
ques t ion  mark. 

The va lue  o f  housing i s  r e l a t e d  t o  o t h e r  s o c i a l  and econo- 
mic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s  one would expect .  Housing i n  t h e  two 
c l a s s e s  below $10,000 tends t o  be loca t ed  s i m i l a r l y  t o  low 
income, t h e  undereducated, l abo re r s  (but no t  ope ra t ives  o r  house- 
hold and s e r v i c e  workers) ,  unsound housing and low r e n t a l s ,  and 
loca ted  away fram persons aged 30-44, income over  $8,000, c o l l e g e  
graduates ,  p ro fe s s iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l  and managerial  occupat ions,  
and high va lues  and r e n t s .  But t h e  two lowest housing va lue  
c l a s s e s  apparent ly  accommodate d i f f e r e n t  groups of  people,  
because t h e  lowest group i s  c o r r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  w i th  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  
wh i l e  t h e  second c l a s s  is no t .  The $5,000-$10,000 c l a s s ,  on t h e  
o t h e r  hand, i s  r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  unemployment, whi le  t h e  lowest 
c l a s s  i s  no t .  The in fe rence  t o  be drawn is  t h a t  t h e  lowest 
valued owner occupied housing, which i s  a l s o  l i k e l y  t o  be t h e  
o l d e s t ,  most o b s o l e t e  and unsound, i s  l i k e l y  t o  be occupied 
p r imar i ly  by e l d e r l y  people. I&/ 

Middle va lue  housing, l i k e  middle s t a t u s  occupat ions,  i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s soc i a t ed  only  w i t h  family income of $4,000-$8,000 
and away from housing valued below $5,000. 

The two h ighes t  housing va lue  groups are, of  course,  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  h igh  income, c o l l e g e  educat ion,  high s t a t u s  occu- 
pa t ions ,  and h igh  r e n t s ,  and tend  t o  l o c a t e  away from t h e i r  
oppos i tes .  But i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  only t h e  $15,000- 
$20,000 c l a s s  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  d i r e c t l y  w i th  age,  t ending  t o  be 
loca ted  wi th  (and probably occupied by) persons aged 33-44 and 
away from age 60 and over .  

14/ See Housing and Home Finance Agency, Senior  C i t i zens  and How - 
They Live, Washington, J u l y  1962. 



The p a t t e r n  o f  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhite housing fo l lows  
c l o s e l y  t h e  p a t t e r n  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion ,  a l though t h e  
magnitude of  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  is ,  i n  genera l ,  cons iderab ly  
g r e a t e r .  And, l i k e  t h e  occupat ion and income d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  
nonwhite housing f a l l s  p r imar i l y  i n t o  t h e  lowest c l a s s e s .  Where- 
a s  about  one - th i rd  of a l l  owner occupied housing i s  va lued  below 
$10,000, approximately two-thirds  of  nonwhite housing i s  s o  
va lued .  Conversely,  another  t h i r d  of  a l l  housing i s  valued a t  
$15,000 o r  more, but  on t h e  average,  only 10-15 percent  of  
nonwhite housing i s  valued s o  high.  

The explana t ion  f o r  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  nonwhite housing va lues  
a l s o  d i f f e r s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  For t h e  
middle and h ighes t  va lue  c l a s s e s ,  none of  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  
p r e d i c t o r s  emerges a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  But d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  
lowest va lue  a r e  f a r  g r e a t e r ,  i n  favor  o f  t h e  suburbs,  i n  t h e  
South t han  anywhere e l s e ,  wh i l e  i n  t h i s  same reg ion  d i s p a r i t i e s  
i n  t h e  $15,000-$20,000 c l a s s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be sma l l e s t  o r  f avo r  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhite housing valued a t  $15,000-$20,000 
a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be l a rges t ,  i n  favor  o f  t h e  suburbs,  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  
SMSA's o u t s i d e  t h e  South, wh i l e  they w i l l  be smal le r  o r  favor  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  t h e  Smaller  SMSA's, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  South. 

S i z e  a l s o  i n f luences  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  second lowest 
va lue  c l a s s .  Nonwhite housing valued a t  $5,000-$10,000, t h e  most 
numerous group f o r  t h e  nonwhites, c o n s t i t u t e s  a  l a r g e r  propor t ion  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than i n  t h e  suburbs of t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's 
and those  wi th  t h e  g r e a t e s t  concen t r a t i on  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  
c e n t r a  1 c i t y .  

There a r e  very  few s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  va lue  of  nonwhite housing and o t h e r  measures 
of s o c i a l  and economic we l f a r e .  The lowest housing va lues  tend 
t o  be l oca t ed  s i m i l a r l y  t o  non-high school  gradua tes ,  unsound 
housing and low r e n t s ,  and away from c o l l e g e  gradua tes  and profes -  
s i o n a l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers.  With one important  except ion,  
t h e r e  a r e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  f o r  t h e  remainder of  v a l u e  
c l a s s e s .  Nonwhite housing valued a t  $15,000-$20,000 tends  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  be a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  nonwhite p r o f e s s i o n a l  and 
t e c h n i c a l  workers and family income of $8,000-$15,000. 



Renta 1 Housing 

Two t o  t h r e e  t imes a s  much r e n t a l  housing i s  c l a s s i f i e d  
unsound a s  owner occupied housing. Approximately one- th i rd  of  
a l l  r e n t a l  housing i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i s  unsound, whi le  w e l l  
over  h a l f  o f  t h e  nonwhite r e n t a l  housing f a l l s  i n  t h i s  ca tegory .  

Table 19. Percent  of Renter Occupied Dwelling 
Uni t s  Which a r e  Unsound 

United S t a t e s  

Northeast  
North Centra 1 
South 
West 

TOTAL POPULATION 
Cent ra l  Ci ty  Suburb 

NONWHITE a/ 
Cen t ra l  Ci ty Suburb 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

SMSA s i z e  

a /  The da ta  f o r  t h e  nonwhites r e f e r  t o  only  126 SMSA1s - 
because housing cond i t i on  was not  repor ted  by t enu re  
of  occupancy f o r  5 1  o f  t h e  smal le r  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
w i th  a small  number of nonwhite dwell ings.  

As i s  t r u e  f o r  owner occupied housing, unsound r e n t a l s  
c o n s t i t u t e  a higher  propor t ion  i n  t h e  suburbs than i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s ,  bu t  t h e  magnitude of d i s p a r i t y  i s  cons iderably  smal le r .  
The major except ion t o  t h i s  tendency occurs  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  
where unsound r e n t a l s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  more numerous i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s .  Region, by i t s e l f ,  does not  make a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r -  
ence i n  d i s p a r i t i e s ,  however. The major i n f luence  i s  exer ted  by 
SMSA s i z e ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  tending  t o  be g r e a t e s t ,  i n  favor  of the  
suburbs,  i n  t h e  smal le r  SMSA1s, and narrower o r  reversed  i n  favor  
of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  



It is  reasonable t o  i n f e r  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  unsound 
r e n t a l  housing a r e  a l s o  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  ex i s t ence  of e f f e c -  
t i v e  bu i ld ing  codes, a l though t h e  a n a l y s i s  does not  demonstrate 
t h i s  a s  c l e a r l y  a s  i t  does f o r  owner occupied housing. 

The d i f f e r e n t i a l  between t h e  propor t ions  of nonwhite and 
t o t a l  dwel l ing  u n i t s  which a r e  unsound is not  a s  l a r g e  f o r  r e n t a l  
housing a s  i t  i s  f o r  owner occupied housing. Whereas t h r e e  t imes 
as much nonwhite owner occupied housing i s  unsound a s  i s  t r u e  f o r  
t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  t h e  propor t ion  of substandard nonwhite 
r e n t a l  housing averages s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than twice a s  much a s  t h e  
t o t a l .  Because a much l a r g e r  percent  o f  nonwhites a r e  r e n t e r s  
than  a r e  whi tes ,  however, t h e  substandard r e n t a l  problem i s  much 
more a c u t e  f o r  t h e  nonwhites. 

The l o c a t i o n  of  unsound r e n t a l  housing i s  r e l a t e d  t o  o t h e r  
s o c i a l  and economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  t h e  same way a s  unsound 
owner occupied housing, s i m i l a r l y  t o  undereducated, low income, 
low s t a t u s  occupat ions and low housing va lues  and r e n t s .  For 
nonwhites, however, t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
substandard housing and occupat ion,  except  t h a t  i t  tends t o  be 
loca ted  away from p ro fes s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers.  

There is  no t  a s  c l o s e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between d i s p a r i t i e s  
by r e n t a l  c l a s s  and substandard cond i t i on  a s  was found between 
owner occupied va lues  and unsound condi t ion .  The two lowest r e n t  
c l a s s e s  a r e  both more important  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  f o r  a l l  
reg ions ,  except  t h e  South where r e n t a l s  under $40 pe r  month 
c o n s t i t u t e  a h igher  propor t ion  i n  t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c i t i e s .  
Yet substandard housing tends t o  be more important i n  t h e  suburbs.  
The lowest r e n t  c l a s s ,  l i k e  t h e  lowest va lue  c l a s s ,  i s  not  of 
g r e a t  importance o u t s i d e  t h e  South, however; about ha l f  of a l l  
ren ted  dwell ings f a l l  i n t o  t h e  second, $40-$79, r e n t  c l a s s ,  which 
c o n s t i t u t e s  a cons iderably  more important segment of  c e n t r a l  c i t y  
housing than  suburban. High r e n t a l s ,  l i k e  high va lues ,  a r e  i n  
a l l  reg ions  more important i n  t h e  suburbs than i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s ,  and t h e  average d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  t h e  h ighes t  
c l a s s ,  $120 and over .  

None of t h e  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  e x e r t s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
i n f luence  on d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  lowest r e n t  c l a s s ,  o r  t h e  upper 
middle c l a s s  of  $80-$120 r e n t a l s .  The suburban excess  of r e n t a l s  
i n  t h e  l a t t e r  category may be p a r t i a l l y  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  



t h a t  suburban r e n t a l  housing i s ,  by and l a r g e ,  q u i t e  new and has 
been cons t ruc ted  a t  h igher  cos t  than the  bulk of o l d e r  r e n t a l  
housing i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  lower middle 
( l a r g e s t )  and h ighes t  r e n t  c l a s s e s  a r e  both explained p r imar i ly  
by t h e  propor t ion  of nonwhites i n  t h e  populat ion and t h e  s i z e  of 
t h e  SMSA. I n  t h e  case  o f  t h e  $40-$79 r e n t  c l a s s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  
a r e  l a r g e s t  i n  favor  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  SMSA's 
and those  w i t h  a  high propor t ion  of nonwhites,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  
Northeast ,  whi le  f o r  r e n t a l s  of  $120 o r  more d i s p a r i t i e s  run 
h igh  i n  favor  of t h e  suburbs i n  t h e  l a r g e  SMSA's and those  wi th  
a  h igh  propor t ion  of nonwhites. 

For t h e  nonwhites themselves,  however, d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  a l l  
r e n t  c l a s s e s  above $40 a r e ,  on t h e  average,  sma l l e r  o u t s i d e  t h e  
South than they a r e  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  Furthermore, t h e  
propor t ion  of  nonwhites paying r e n t a l s  between $40 and $120 
d i f f e r s  very  l i t t l e  from t h e  propor t ion  of t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  
i n  t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s ;  whi te  and nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h i s  
range behave i n  c l o s e  conformity, a l though t h e  d i r e c t i o n s  a r e  
reversed  i n  t h e  $80-$120 r e n t  c l a s s .  

D i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  nonwhites i n  t h e  $40-$79 c l a s s  a r e  
g r e a t e r  i n  t h e  South than elsewhere; and i n  t h e  $80-$119 c l a s s ,  
they a r e  g r e a t e r  i n  t h e  f a s t e r  growing SMSA's. 

Locat ion i n  t h e  South a l s o  makes a  b ig  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  t h e  lowest r e n t  c l a s s ,  which a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
l a r g e r ,  i n  f avo r  of  t h e  suburbs i n  t h i s  reg ion .  It i s  i n t e r e s t -  
i n g  t h a t  a t  t h i s  r e n t  l e v e l  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l a r g e  i n  favor  of  
t h e  suburbs even i n  SMSA's o u t s i d e  t h e  South w i t h  a  l a r g e  
propor t ion  of nonwhites,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  nonwhites wi th  
low incomes preponderate  i n  t h e  c i t i e s .  Low income nonwhites i n  
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  apparent ly  pay h ighe r  r e n t a l s  than nonwhites 
of s i m i l a r  income i n  t h e  suburbs do. The suburban propor t ion  of  
nonwhite r e n t a l s  i n  t h e  h ighes t  category averages two and a  h a l f  
t imes t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  propor t ion  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  of 
t h e  Nor theas t ,  a  f a r  g r e a t e r  d i s p a r i t y  than  occurs  anywhere 
e l s e .  D i s p a r i t i e s  a l s o  tend  t o  be l a r g e s t  i n  t h i s  ca tegory  
where t h e  r a t e  of  SMSA employment i n  f i nance  and s e r v i c e s  is  
h i g h e s t .  



Table 20. Percent  of Renta l  Dwelling Un i t s  
by Gross Monthly Rent Class  

TOTAL POPULATION 
Under $40 $40- 7 9 $80-120 $120 and over 

Cent ra l  C i t y  Suburb Cent ra l  C i t y  Suburb Cent ra l  C i t y  Suburb Cen t r a l  C i t y  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  13 13 54 4 8 2 7 3 1 6 8 

Northeast 9 8 6 1 5 2 2 6 33 6 9 
North Central  8 7 5 1 4 6 33 3 7 7 10 
South 19 22 5 5 4 8 2 2 24 5 6 
West 11 9 46 4 7 3 2 3 3 9 11 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

Percent  nonwhite i n  
SMSA 

Northeast  
SMSA s i z e  

SMSA s i z e  
Percent  nonwhite i n  

SMSA 

I-' 
\D 
h) 

NONWHITE a/ 
I 

United S t a t e s  2 0 2 7 59 5 1  18 16 3 4 

Nor theas  t 9 
North Central  11 
South 3 2 
West 17 

South 

6 2 
5 8 
5 9 
5 9 

South 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P r e d i c t o r s  

SMSA growth Nor theas  t 
Percent  nonwhite i n  Popula t ion  concen- Popula t ion  concen- Percent  employmen 

SMSA t r a t i o n  t r a t i o n  i n  f i nance  and 
s e r v i c e  

-- - - - 

a/ Data f o r  nonwhites a r e  report.ed by t h e  Census f o r  171 SMSA's. - 



As i n  t h e  case  of owner occupied housing, t h e  l o c a t i o n  of 
a l l  r e n t a l s  i n  t h e  lowest r e n t  c l a s s ,  below $40, i s  a s s o c i a t e d  
d i r e c t l y ,  a l though more weakly, w i th  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  undereducated, 
low income, l abo re r s ,  unsound housing, and low va lues ,  and 
i n v e r s e l y  wi th  persons aged 30-44, income over  $8,000, managers 
(but no t  p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l ) ,  and r e n t a l s  of  $80-$120 
(but  no t  r e n t a l s  of $120 o r  more). The $40-$80 r e n t  c l a s s ,  how- 
ever ,  is  much more l i k e l y  t o  accommodate "middle c l a s s "  f a m i l i e s  
a s  w e l l  a s  lower s t a t u s  f a m i l i e s  because i t s  loca t ion  i s  no t  
r e l a t e d  t o  age,  l abo re r s ,  unsound housing, o r  t h e  lowest r e n t  
c l a s s ,  bu t  does tend t o  be loca t ed  s i m i l a r l y  t o  low educat ion,  
o p e r a t i v e s ,  low income and housing va lues ,  and away from income 
above $8,000, c o l l e g e  graduates ,  p ro fe s s iona l ,  t e c h n i c a l ,  and 
managerial  workers,  and high housing va lues  and r e n t a l s .  The 
two h ighes t  r e n t  c l a s s e s  tend t o  be loca ted  wi th  persons aged 
30-44, upper s t a t u s  occupat ions and corresponding income and 
housing v a l u e  c l a s s e s ,  and migrants ,  and away from t h e  e l d e r l y ,  
undereducated, ope ra t ives  and l abo re r s ,  low income, unsound 
h o u s i n g a n d  low va lues  and r e n t a l s .  Nonwhite r e n t a l  housing, on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, shows no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  any 
o t h e r  popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  no t  even wi th  c o l l e g e  gradu- 
a t e s  and p ro fe s s iona l  and t e c h n i c a l  workers a t  t h e  h ighes t  
r e n t a l s ,  a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  h ighes t  housing v a l u e s .  

To swnmarize d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  housing, substandard u n i t s  
a r e  more o f  a  problem i n  t h e  suburbs than  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
f o r  both owner and r e n t e r  occupied housing. D i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  
much g r e a t e r  f o r  owner occupied housing, however. From almost 
two t o  t h r e e  t imes a s  much nonwhite housing of  a l l  k inds  i s  
unsound a s  is  t r u e  f o r  whi te  housing. S ince  t h e  r a t e  of home 
ownership i s  much lower f o r  nonwhites,  however, substandard 
housing i n  t h i s  ca tegory ,  o u t s i d e  t h e  South, i s  p r imar i ly  a  
whi te  problem e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  suburbs.  Nevertheless ,  t o  t h e  
e x t e n t  t h a t  nonwhites do own t h e i r  own homes, a  much g r e a t e r  
propor t ion  of them a r e  unsound. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a  f a r  
g r e a t e r  percentage of  nonwhites than whi tes  a r e  r e n t e r s ,  so  t h a t  
t h e  problems of  substandard r e n t a l s  involve  a  d i sp ropor t iona te  
amount of  nonwhite housing, i n  both c i t i e s  and suburbs.  Metro- 
p o l i t a n  l o c a t i o n  does not  make much d i f f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of 
nonwhite housing; f o r  nonwhite r e n t e r s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  much 
smal le r  than they a r e  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion.  



11. Commuters 

It i s  no s u r p r i s e  t o  f i n d  t h a t  approximately t h r e e  t i m e s  
a s  many workers who l i v e  i n  t h e  suburbs commute t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  a s  commute i n  t h e  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n .  What i s  i n  f a c t  a  
b i t  s u r p r i s i n g  is t h a t  t h e  r a t e  of  out-commuting (from t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y )  i s  a s  h igh  a s  i t  i s ,  up t o  an average of  16 pe rcen t  
i n  t h e  West. Furthermore, d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  s i z e ,  taken by i t s e l f ,  a s  one might expec t .  D i spa r i -  
t i e s  a r e  n o t  narrower i n  t h e  l a r g e r  SMSA's, which would be t h e  
ca se  i f  a  g r e a t e r  d i s p e r s a l  of  work p l aces  occurred i n  t h e  b i g  
met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  The excess  of  in-commuting over  ou t -  
commuting i s  explained p r imar i l y  by the  concen t r a t i on  of  t h e  
popula t ion  and t h e  propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  SMSA. Where 
popula t ion  i s  more d i spe r sed ,  s o  is  employment and a  sma l l e r  
p ropor t ion  o f  suburban r e s i d e n t s  commute i n t o  t h e  c i t y ,  wh i l e  
many c i t y  dwel le rs  commute o u t .  

The high average propor t ion  of  out-commuters from t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  i dea  of r e s i d e n t i a l  
l o c a t i o n  condi t ioned by l o c a t i o n  of t h e  work p l ace  may no longer  
be v a l i d .  Many met ropol i tan  r e s i d e n t s  s e l e c t  t h e i r  homes i n  c i t y  
o r  suburban neighborhoods which a r e  s o c i a l l y  and f i n a n c i a l l y  
congenia l  and remain t h e r e  through s e v e r a l  subsequent changes i n  
job l oca t ion .  Moreover, when they do move wi th in  t h e  met ropol i -  
t a n  a r e a ,  they a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  do s o  i n  o r d e r  t o  improve t h e i r  
housing s t anda rd  than t o  ga in  proximity t o  t h e i r  p l a c e  of  
employment. 



Table 21. Percent  of  Workers Who Commute 

TOTAL POPULATION NONWHITE 
Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Suburb Cent ra l  C i ty  Suburb 

United S t a t e s  12 3 7 11 3 1 

Northeast  12 3 0 13  20 
North Centra 1 10 4 1 10 38 
South 11 38 10 30 
blest 16 37 16 34 

S i p n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  

Populat ionConcen-  Northeast  
t r a t i o n  Percent  of SMSA 

Percent  Nonwhite i n  Nonwhite i n  Cen t r a l  
SMSA Ci ty  

Populat ion concen- 
t r a t i o n  

Outside of t h e  Nor theas t ,  average d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  
nonwhites a r e  almost t h e  same a s  they a r e  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  (white) 
populat ion.  The home-workplace r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  
same f o r  both r aces ;  nonwhites do not  l i v e  i n  t h e  suburbs 
p r imar i ly  because they work t h e r e ,  nor  do they commute o u t  of  t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  any g r e a t e r  propor t ion  than  t h e  whi tes  i n  most 
SMSA1s. Only i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  t h e  average propor t ion  of  o u t -  
commuters h igher  f o r  t h e  nonwhite than  f o r  t h e  t o t a l .  

V i r t u a l l y  t h e  same p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  exp la in  t h e  v a r i a -  
t i o n  i n  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s  a s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h e  t o t a l ,  
i n d i c a t i n g  f u r t h e r  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of commuting p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  
two r a c i a l  groups. The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h e  percent  o f  SMSA 
nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  f o r  nonwhite d i s p a r i t i e s ,  analogous 
t o  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of  percent  nonwhite i n  t h e  SMSA t o  d i s p a r i -  
t i e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion,  o f f e r s  another  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  
suburban res idence  f o r  nonwhites r e f l e c t s  an escape from t h e  
ghe t to  and no t  mere happenstance of  employment and res idence .  I n  
t h e  Nor theas t ,  however, d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  cons iderably  narrower; i n  
t h i s  reg ion  a r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of  t h e  suburban 
nonwhites work i n  t h e  suburbs a s  w e l l ,  wh i l e  a s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r -  
t han - the - to t a l  percentage commute ou t  from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  



Although t h e  p a t t e r n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  commuters i s  so  
d i s t i n c t ,  and t h e  explanatory f a c t o r s  pronounced, t h e r e  i s  no 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e s e  d i s p a r i t i e s  and t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i ty-suburban d i f f e rences  f o r  any o t h e r  s o c i a l  and economic 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  f o r  e i t h e r  t h e  t o t a l  o r  nonwhite popula t ions .  
Commuting by and l a r g e  c u t s  ac ros s  occupat iona l  and income l i n e s .  

12. Summary of Findings 

It i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  make very  few gene ra l i za t ions  about 
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban populat ion d i f f e r e n c e s ,  which w i l l  apply t o  
most met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  The ex ten t  and d i r e c t i o n  of d i s p a r i t i e s  
f o r  most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  vary  enormously, e s p e c i a l l y  wi th  r e spec t  
t o  t h e  nonwhite populat ion.  Furthermore, t h i s  v a r i a t i o n  i s  
explained by d i f f e r e n t  fo rces  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  populat ion cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  and f o r  t h e  two r a c i a l  groups. With these  l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  
mind, i t  i s  u s e f u l  t o  c l a s s i f y  d i s p a r i t i e s  by magnitude and 
cons is tency  and by t h e  types of SMSA's where they occur .  

Magnitude and Consistency of D i s p a r i t i e s  

1. Smallest  d i s p a r i t i e s  ( c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
and suburbs most a l i k e )  

T o t a l  and Nonwhites To ta l  Only Nonwhites Only 

Age 10-44 
Und ereducated 
School dropouts  
Low and middle i n -  

come 

Managers 
Craftsmen 

This  l ist appears  t o  r e f u t e  t h e  commonly he ld  view t h a t  
d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  low educat ion and income run heavi ly  i n  favor  of 
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  and f o r  t h e  major i ty  of SMSA's i t  does. But, 
o f  t h e  foregoing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  on ly  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  ages 10-19 
a r e  uniformly narrow f o r  most met ropol i tan  a r e a s .  A l l  of t h e  
o t h e r s  vary  g r e a t l y ,  and t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  explained p r imar i ly  by 
SMSA s i z e ,  l oca t ion  i n  t h e  Northeast ,  and populat ion d i spe r s ion .  

The "c l a s s i c "  met ropol i tan  dichotomy according t o  which 
t h e  poor,  uneducated, and u n s k i l l e d  dominate t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  
whi le  persons of t h e  oppos i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  dominate t h e  
suburbs a p p l i e s  p r imar i ly  t o  t h e  l a r g e s t  met ropol i tan  a reas  and 



those  loca ted  i n  t h e  Northeast .  The f a c t  i s  t h a t  f o r  t h e  major- 
i t y  o f  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t h e r e  i s  no t  a  t e n  
percent  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburbs i n  
t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  propor t ions  of undereducated a d u l t s ,  h igh  school  
dropouts ,  and f a m i l i e s  w i th  low income. The underpr iv i leged  h a l f  
o f  t h e  dichotomy, w i th  r e spec t  t o  t hese  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  l e a s t ,  
r ep re sen t s  f a i r l y  uniform segments of  t h e  popula t ion  i n  both 
met ropol i tan  loca t ions ,  and i t s  problems occur  w i t h  equal  f o r c e  
i n  both. For t h e  h ighly  educated, a f f l u e n t  segments of  t h e  popu- 
l a t i o n  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  somewhat l a r g e r ,  and t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
a r e  p ropor t iona te ly  g r e a t e s t  i n  t h e  suburbs,  according t o  t h e  
gene ra l ly  accepted view, mainly i n  t h e  k g e  and no r theas t e rn  
SMSA's. 

2 .  Cons i s t en t ly  g r e a t e s t  d i s p a r i t i e s  

T o t a l  and Nonwhites T o t a l  Only Nonwhites Only 

Broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  Age 45 and over  Percent  nonwhite 
c h i l d r e n  Unrelated i n d i -  Unsound r e n t a l s  

Unsound owner- vidua 1s Movers 
occupied housing C l e r i c a l  and 

Low housing va lues  s a l e s  
Cornmu t e r  s Craftsmen 

Household and 
s e r v i c e  

Persons aged 45-59, un re l a t ed  ind iv idua l s ,  c l e r i c a l  and 
s a l e s  workers,  craftsmen and commuters may be considered middle 
s t a t u s  o r  nons t a tus  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  whi le  t h e  remainder repre-  
s e n t  low socioeconomic s t a t u s .  Thus t h e  low s t a t u s  cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  of r ace ,  advanced age,  broken f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  (not 
n e c e s s a r i l y  low s t a t u s ) ,  and household and s e r v i c e  workers a r e  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  more prominent i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  than  i n  t h e  
suburbs.  But t h e  low s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of unsound and low 
va lue  housing a r e  f a r  more common i n  t h e  suburbs,  and o f f e r  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  argument a g a i n s t  t h e  s t e r eo type  of  t h e  met ropol i tan  
dichotomy. The r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  v a r i a t i o n  t h a t  does occur  i n  
t h e s e  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  explained c h i e f l y  by 
popula t ion  d i s p e r s i o n  (concent ra t ion  i n  t h e  case  of t h e  housing 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ) ,  percent  nonwhite i n  t h e  SMSA, and l o c a t i o n  i n  
t h e  South. 



3 .  Greates t  d i s p a r i t i e s  (over 20 percent  
d i f f e r e n t i a l )  wi th  l a r g e  v a r i a t i o n  
among SMSA 's 

To ta l andNonwhi t e s  T o t a l o n l y  Nonwhites Only 

College graduates  
Highest housing va lues  
Highest r e n t a  1s 

Migrants 
Profess  iona 1 and 

technica 1 
C l e r i c a l  and 

s a l e s  
La borers  
High income 
Unemp loyment 
Middle housing 

va lues  
Low r e n t a l s  

For t h e  high s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  
g r e a t e s t  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  Northern and most d i spersed  SMSA's, wh i l e  
f o r  t h e  low and middle s t a t u s  nonwhites, t h e  v a r i a t i o n  is  
explained p r imar i ly  by loca t ion  i n  t h e  South and populat ion 
concent ra t ion  o r  d i spe r s ion .  By and l a rge ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  high 
s t a t u s  nonwhites occur  i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n  a s  f o r  high s t a t u s  
whi tes ,  whi le  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  middle and low s t a t u s  nonwhites 
seem t o  ope ra t e  independently of t h e  t o t a l  o r  whi te  popula t ions .  

4 .  Consis ten t ly  moderate d i s p a r i t i e s  
(10-20 percent  d i f f e r e n t i a l )  

T o t a l a n d N o n w h i t e s  T o t a l o n l y  Nonwhites Only 

Fami l i e s  w i th  c h i l d -  Movers Household and 
r er: Age under 10 s e r v i c e  

Working wives 
Low r e n t a l s  

D i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  uniformly moderate pr imar i ly  f o r  middle 
s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  those  which do not  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f y  
s t a t u s  a t  a l l .  



5 ,  Moderate d i s p a r i t i e s ,  wi th  l a r g e  v a r i a t i o n  
among SMSA ' s 

Tota 1 and Nonwhites T o t a l  Only Nonwhites Only 

Upper middle r e n t a  1s Migrants  Age under 10 
Operat ives  P ro fe s s iona l  Age 60 and over  

and t echn i -  Unrelated i n d i  - 
ca 1 v i d u a l s  

Managers 
Laborers 
High income 
Working 

mothers 
Unemp loyment 
Unsound 

r e n t a  1s 
Middle housing 

va lues  

This  group of  moderate, bu t  h ighly  v a r i e d ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  
r ep re sen t s  a l l  socioeconomic l e v e l s ,  but  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  f o r  both 
high and low s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  except housing va lue  and 
r e n t ,  i s  accounted f o r  pr imar i ly  by l a r g e  SMSA'S and those  i n  t h e  
Northeast ,  f o r  which d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  l a r g e r  than elsewhere, a s  
w e l l  as popula t ion  d i spe r s ion .  

It i s  apparent  t h a t  four  o f  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  
s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  included i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  exp la in  most 
of t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  most of  t h e  populat ion 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  we have been d i scuss ing .  These a r e :  popula t ion  
d i spe r s ion ,  which provides a  s i g n i f i c a n t  explana t ion  f o r  t h e  
v a r i a t i o n  i n  15 of  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and i t s  r eve r se ,  popula- 
t i o n  concent ra t ion ,  which expla ins  5 ;  l a r g e  SMSA s i z e ,  which 
accounts  f o r  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  15 cases  and small  d i s p a r i t i e s  
i n  3;  l oca t ion  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  which accounts f o r  l a r g e  
d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  10 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and smal l  d i f f e r ences  i n  5 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  and percent nonwhite i n  t h e  SMSA, which exp la ins  
t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  13 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The frequency wi th  which 
t h e  remaining p r e d i c t o r s  a r e  found t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  drops o f f  t o  
7 f o r  r a t e  of  employment i n  t r a d e  and SMSA growth; 6 f o r  r a t e  of  
employment i n  manufacturing; 4 each i n  t h e  South and North 
Cen t r a l  reg ions ;  2 i n  employment i n  f inance  and s e r v i c e s ;  and 1 



i n  t h e  West. For nonwhites, l oca t ion  i n  t h e  Northeast  i s  by f a r  
t h e  most important p r e d i c t o r ,  expla in ing  l a r g e  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  9 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and smal l  d i s p a r i t i e s  f o r  2 ;  concent ra t ion  of 
SMSA nonwhites i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  i s  second i n  importance, 
expla in ing  7 ;  populat ion d i spe r s ion  and concent ra t ion  fol low wi th  
3 each; then loca t ion  i n  t h e  South wi th  5; l a rge  SMSA s i z e  
expla ins  4;  North Cen t r a l ,  percent  nonwhite i n  SMSA, h igh  SMSA 
growth, and r a t e  of employment i n  manufacturing each exp la in  2 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  and l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  West, employment i n  t r a d e ,  
and f inance  and s e r v i c e s  each account f o r  1. 

Type of  SMSA 

For SMSA's c l a s s i f i e d  by t h e  four  most important 
s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i t  is  most convenient t o  summarize 
c e n t r a l  c i ty-suburban d i f f e rences  by a  s e r i e s  of success ive ly  
modified l is ts ,  a s  fol lows:  151 

Cen t ra l  Ci ty  Proport ion 
Higher Equivalent  Proport ions Suburban Higher 

I n  SMSA 's i n  genera l ,  a l l  reg ions  and s i z e s  : 

Elde r ly  
Unrelated i n d i v  
Broken f ami l i e s  

idua 1s 
wi th  

c h i l d r e n  
C l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  
workers 

Household and serv ice- -  
t o t a l  and nonwhite 

Working wives 
Unemployed 
Nonwhite movers 
Nonwhites 

Age 10-44-- total  and Young c h i l d r e n  
nonwhite Migrants - - to ta l  

Nonwhite craftsmen. and nonwhite 
Fami l i e s  wi th  

c h i l d r e n  
Craftsmen 
Upper middle 

r en t a  1s  
Commuters 
Highest  nonwhite 

housing va lues  
(except South) 

151 Reference i s  t o  t o t a l  populat ion un le s s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  
p re f ixed  by "nonwhite. " 

1 



Cen t ra l  Ci ty  Propor t ion  
Higher Equivalent  Propor t ions  Suburban Higher 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  above, i n  l a r g e  SMSA'S 
i n  a 11 regions : 

Nonwhite c l e r i c a  1 and 
s a l e s  

Low income 
Unsound r e n t a l s  

Upper middle 
nonwhite housing 
va lues  

Highest r e n t a l s  

And i n  t h e  North a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  SMSAts: 

Nonwhites 
Young nonwhite ch i ld ren  
Middle age 
Movers 
Undereducated 
Operat ives  
Low r e n t s  

Managers 
Highest  housing 

va lues  

But i n  t he  l a r g e  and Northeast  SMSA1s: 

College graduates  
Pro f e s  s iona 1 and 

technica  1 
workers 

Income over  
$8,000-- total  
and nonwhite 

I n  t h e  North wi thout  r e spec t  t o  s i z e :  

Nonwhites under age 10 Working mothers Nonwhite p ro fe s  - 
Nonwhite f a m i l i e s  w i th  s i o n a l  and 

c h i l d r e n  technica  1 
Nonwhite undereducated Nonwhite managers 
Schoo 1 dropouts 
Laborers - - to ta l  and non- 
whi te  ( a l so  i n  West) 

Nonwhite ope ra t ives  



Cen t ra l  Ci ty  Proport ion 
Higher Equivalent  Proport ions Suburban Higher 

And i n  t h e  Northeast ,  without  r e spec t  t o  s i z e :  

Operat ives  Nonwhite middle income 
Nonwhite low income Unsound owner occupied 
Nonwhite unemployment housing-- tota  1 and 

nonwhite 

But i n  t h e  South and West, wi thout  
r e spec t  t o  s i z e :  

Middle age  and e l d e r l y  Nonwhite p ro fe s s iona l  
nonwhites and t e c h n i c a l  

College graduates  (a l so  Nonwhite managers 
i n  North Cen t r a l )  Nonwhite ope ra t ives  

P ro fe s s iona l  and tech-  Nonwhite unemployment 
n i c a l  (a l so  i n  North (North Cen t r a l  
Cen t r a l )  i n s t e a d  of West) 

Managers Upper middle housing 
Income over $8,000 va lues  
Nonwhite middle income Lower middle r e n t s  

(a l so  i n  North Cen t r a l )  ( a l so  i n  North 
Nonwhite middle housing Centra 1)  

va lues  ( a l so  i n  North 
Centra 1 )  

Middle age and 
e l d e r l y  non- 
whit  e s  

Nonwhite unre l a  - 
t e d  ind iv idua  1s 

Nonwhite c o l l e g e  
graduates  

Upper middle 
housing va lues  

Highest nonwhite 
r en t a  1s  

Young nonwhite 
c h i l d r e n  

Nonwhite f a m i l i e s  
wi th  c h i l d r e n  

Undereducated-- 
t o t a l  and 
nonwhite 

School dropouts 
Nonwhite low 

income 
Middle income-- 

t o t a l  and 
nonwhite 

Working mothers 
(a l so  i n  North 
Centra 1 )  

Unsound owner 
occupied housing 

Lowest nonwhite 
r e n t s  (South 
only)  



Cen t ra l  Ci ty  Proport ion 
Higher Equivalent  Proport  ions 

I n  smal l  SMSA1s a l l  reg ions :  

College graduates  Movers 
Professiona 1 and tech-  Nonwhite c l e r i c a  1 and 

n i ca  1 s a l e s  
Managers Unemployed 
Household and se rv i ce - -  Highest r e n t s  

t o t a l  and nonwhite 
Income over  $8,000 
Highest housing va lues  
Upper middle nonwhite 

housing va lues  

Suburban Hipher 

Undereducated 
Operat ives  
Middle income 
Unsound r e n t a  1s 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  l i s t  under a l l  regions and 
s i z e s ,  i n  SMSA'S wi th  d ispersed  populat ions i n  
a l l  reg ions  and s i z e s :  

Upper middle nonwhite Age 30-44 
r e n t a  1s 

I n  d i spe r sed  a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  SMSA1s: 

Low income 

I n  d ispersed  SMSA's a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  and 
Northern: 

Nonwhite Managers 



Cen t r a l  C i ty  Propor t ion  
Higher Equivalent  Propor t ions  Suburban Higher 

I n  d i spe r sed  SMSA's, a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  
and no r theas t e rn :  

Nonwhite c o l l e g e  
gradua tes  
(Northeast 
on ly)  

Prof ess iona  1 and 
technica  1 

Nonwhite income 
over  $8,000 

I n  SMSA1s which a r e  d i spe r sed  a s  w e l l  
a s  smal l  o r  i n  t h e  South and West: 

Laborers Middle income 
ope ra t i ve s  

But i n  SMSA1s w i t h  popula t ion  concent ra ted  
i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  a l l  reg ions  and 
s i z e s  : 

Unsound owner 
occupied 
housing-- tota  1 
and nonwhite 

Lowest housing 
va lue - - to t a  1 
and nonwhite 

Commuters 



Cen t ra l  C i ty  Propor t ion  
Higher Equivalent  Propor t ions  Suburban Higher 

I n  SMSA's w i th  a high percentage of 
nonwhites, i r r e s p e c t i v e  of region,  
s i z e ,  o r  popula t ion  d i spe r sa  1 : 

Nonwhite age 30-44 
Nonwhite movers 
Broken f a m i l i e s  w i t h  

c h i l d r e n  
Household and s e r v i c e  
workers 

Unemp loyed 

Famil ies  w i th  
c h i l d r e n  

Craftsmen 
Migrants 

And i n  SMSA1s w i t h  a  h igh  percentage of 
nonwhite, a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  SMSA1s a l l  reg ions :  

Low income Highest  r e n t s  

I n  SMSA1s w i t h  a  high percentage of 
nonwhite, a s  w e l l  a s  l a r g e  and no r theas t e rn :  

Nonwhite 
Low middle r e n t s  

Upper middle 
income (North- 
e a s t  on ly  ) 

I n  SMSA's w i t h  a  high percentage of  nonwhites 
a s  w e l l  a s  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  a l l  s i z e s :  

C l e r i c a l  and s a l e s  Upper middle 
workers housing va lues  

I n  SMSA'S wi th  a  high percentage of  nonwhites 
and concent ra ted  populat ion,  a l l  s i z e s  and 
reg ions  : 

Commuters 



Cen t r a l  Ci ty  Propor t ion  
Hipher Equivalent  Propor t ion  Suburban Higher 

I n  sma l l ,  concent ra ted  SMSA's w i th  
a  low percentage o f  nonwhite: 

Low income 

These l ists c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  which a r e  
common t o  a l l  SMSA's r e f e r ,  w i t h  one o r  two except ions ,  t o  middle 
s t a t u s  o r  nons t a tu s  s o c i a l  and economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  I n  t h e  
l a r g e  and no r the rn  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  d i s p a r i t i e s  p l ace  low 
economic and s o c i a l  s t a t u s  persons and f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  and t h e i r  oppos i t e s  i n  t h e  suburbs among nonwhites a s  w e l l  
a s  wh i t e s ;  but  i n  t h e  smal l  SMSA's and those  i n  t h e  South and 
West, t h e  c i t i e s  tend t o  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  upper s t a t u s  r e s i d e n t i a l  
l o c a t i o n ,  wh i l e  t h e  suburbs accommodate t h e  less p r i v i l e g e d ,  and 
nonwhites o f  a l l  s t a t u s  a r e  more evenly d i s t r i b u t e d .  Popula t ion  
d i s p e r s a l  and a  h igh  propor t ion  of  nonwhites i n  t h e  SMSA tend ,  by 
and l a r g e ,  t o  accen tua t e  t h e  tendenc ies  of  t h e  l a r g e  and no r the rn  
SMSA p a t t e r n s  . 



APPENDIX B 

Data Used i n  t h e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Analys is  

A s tandard  met ropol i tan  s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a ,  SMSA, i s  
def ined  a s  an a r e a  conta in ing  "at l e a s t  one c i t y  of a t  l e a s t  
50,000 i n h a b i t a n t s . . . t h e  county of such a  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and 
ad jacen t  coun t i e s  t h a t  a r e  found t o  be met ropol i tan  i n  charac-  
t e r  and economically and s o c i a l l y  i n t e g r a t e d  wi th  t h e  county of 
t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y . "  I/ The 190 SMSA's w i th  popula t ion  of 100,000 
or  more were s e l e c t e d  f o r  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion .  
For a n a l y s i s  of t h e  nonwhite popula t ion ,  only 177 were included 
because 13 of t he  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  had i n s u f f i c i e n t  nonwhite 
popula t ion  t o  warrant  census r e p o r t i n g  of socioeconomic charac-  
t e r i s t i c s .  

The da t a  needed t o  measure socioeconomic d i s p a r i t i e s  
between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburban a r e a s  i n  each met ropol i tan  
a rea  were obtained i n  t h e  fol lowing manner. From Volume 1 of 
t h e  1960 censuses of population and housing, t h e  number of 
persons,  f a m i l i e s ,  or  housing u n i t s  conforming t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  c i t i e s  of each metropol- 
i t a n  a r e a  was deducted from t h e  number r epo r t ed  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  
SMSA t o  ob ta in  the  number of persons,  f a m i l i e s ,  o r  housing 
u n i t s  of t h a t  type i n  t h e  suburbs.  Thus suburbs,  o r  suburban 
a r e a s ,  c o n s i s t  of t h e  remainder of t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a  out-  
s i d e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  The number of persons,  f a m i l i e s ,  or  
housing u n i t s  of each c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  
c i t i e s  of each SMSA was then  expressed as a percentage of t h e  
t o t a l  number of persons ,  f a m i l i e s ,  or  housing u n i t s  l oca t ed  
t h e r e .  The same percentages were obta ined  f o r  t h e  suburbs of 
each met ropol i tan  a r e a .  These percentages a r e  t abu la t ed  f o r  
t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  i n  t he  c i t i e s  and suburbs of each metropol- 
i t a n  a r e a  i n  Table B-1 of t h i s  appendix and f o r  t h e  nonwhite 
popula t ion  i n  Table B-2. 

1/ Executive Of f i ce  of t h e  P r e s i d e n t ,  Bureau of t h e  Budget, - 
Standard Metropol i tan S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas,  Washington, 1961. 
I n  New England t h e  town, r a t h e r  than t h e  county, p rovides  
t h e  b a s i c  u n i t  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n .  



The popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  f o r  which t h e  percentages 
were obta ined ,  a r e  def ined  a s  fol lows:  

1. Percent  Nonwhite: t h e  t o t a l  number of  non- 
wh i t e  persons ,  expressed a s  a percentage of  
t h e  t o t a l  number of  persons.  

Percent  o f  Persons by Age: t h e  number of  
persons i n  each of  s i x  age groups, expressed 
a s  a percentage o f  t h e  t o t a l  number of  
persons .  The age  c l a s s e s  were def ined  t o  
correspond roughly t o  " l i f e  s tages" :  under 
10--young c h i l d r e n ;  10-19--older c h i l d r e n ;  
20-29--youth; 30-44--young middle age;  45- 
59--older middle age; 60 and over - -e lder ly  . 

3 .  Percent  of Movers Within t h e  SMSA: t h e  
number of  persons f i v e  y e a r s  o l d  and ove r ,  
who changed res idence  w i t h i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  
a r ea  between 1955 and 1960, expressed a s  a 
percentage of  t h e  t o t a l  number of  persons 
f i v e  yea r s  o l d  and ove r .  The t a b l e s  a l s o  
show i n  paren theses  t h e  number of  persons 
f i v e  yea r s  o l d  and over  who moved from t h e  
suburbs t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  o r  from t h e  
c e n t r a l  c i t y  t o  t h e  suburbs,  between 1955 and 
1960, expressed a s  a percentage of  t h e  t o t a l  
number o f  movers w i t h i n  t h e  SMSA dur ing  t h a t  
per iod .  

4. Percent  of  Migrants  from Another S t a t e :  t h e  
number of  persons f i v e  yea r s  o l d  and over  who 
l i v e d  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  S t a t e  i n  1955, expressed 
a s  a percentage of  t h e  t o t a l  number of 
persons f i v e  yea r s  o l d  and over .  

5 .  Percent  of  Famil ies  w i th  Children Under 18: 
t h e  number of  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  under 
18, expressed a s  a percentage of  t h e  t o t a l  
number of  f a m i l i e s .  

6. Percent  of  Famil ies  w i th  Children Under 18 
Which a r e  Broken Famil ies :  t h e  number of 
broken f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  under 18 was 



obta ined  by deduct ing t h e  number of married 
couples  w i th  c h i l d r e n  under 18 from t h e  
t o t a l  number of f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  under 
18. The number of broken f a m i l i e s  wi th  
c h i l d r e n  under 18 was then expressed a s  a  
percentage of  t h e  t o t a l  number of  f a m i l i e s  
wi th  c h i l d r e n  under 18. 

7 .  Unrelated Ind iv idua l s :  t h e  number of  unre-  
l a t e d  ind iv idua l s ,  persons not  l i v i n g  wi th  
t h e i r  own f a m i l i e s ,  expressed a s  a  percentage 
of t h e  t o t a l  humber of persons.  

8 .  Percent  of  Persons w i t h  Less than 4 Years of 
High School: t h e  number of persons 25 yea r s  
o l d  and over ,  who have completed l e s s  than 4 
yea r s  of h igh  school ,  expressed a s  a  percent -  
age of  t h e  t o t a l  number of  persons aged 25 
yea r s  and over .  

9. Percent  o f  Persons wi th  4 Years o r  More of  
College: t h e  number of persons 25 yea r s  o l d  
and over ,  who have completed 4 yea r s  o r  more 
of co l l ege ,  expressed a s  a  percentage of  t h e  
t o t a l  number of  persons 25 yea r s  o l d  and over .  

10. Percent  of  16 and 1 7  Year Olds Not i n  School: 
from t h e  t o t a l  number of persons aged 16 and 
17, t h e  number of 16 and 17 year  o lds  
en ro l l ed  i n  school  was deducted t o  o b t a i n  t h e  
number of persons i n  t h i s  age group not  
en ro l l ed  i n  school .  The number of persons 
aged 16 and 1 7  who a r e  not  en ro l l ed  i n  school  
was then  expressed a s  a  percentage of t he  
t o t a l  number of  persons aged 16 and 17. These 
da ta  were no t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  nonwhites. 

Percent  of Employed Persons by Occupation 
Group: t h e  number of persons i n  each occupa- 
t i o n  group was expressed a s  a percentage o f  
t h e  t o t a l  number of employed persons.  A 
s e l e c t i o n  of seven occupat ions was made from 
t h e  Census c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of major occupat ion 
groups, so  t h a t  t h e  percentages f o r  any one 
c i t y  o r  suburban a rea  do not  t o t a l  100: 



pro fes s iona l ,  t e chn ica l  and kindred workers; 
managers, o f f i c i a l s ,  and p r o p r i e t o r s ,  except  
farm; c l e r i c a l  and kindred workers and s a l e s  
workers combined; craf tsmen,  foremen and 
kindred workers; ope ra t ives  and kindred 
workers; l abo re r s ,  except farm and mine; 
p r i v a t e  household workers and s e r v i c e  workers 
except p r i v a t e  household combined. 

Percent  of Famil ies  by Income Class: t h e  
number of f ami l i e s  i n  each annual income c l a s s  
expressed a s  a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number 
of f a m i l i e s .  The income c l a s s e s  were def ined  
t o  correspond roughly t o  economic s t a t u s  
l eve l s :  under $4,000--inadequate,  o r  low; 
$4,000-7,999--middle s t a t u s ;  $8,000- 14,999-- 
upper middle s t a t u s ;  $15,000 and over--upper 
s t a t u s  o r  wealthy. 

13. Percent  of Married Women i n  t he  Labor Force: 
t h e  number of marr ied women i n  t h e  labor  fo rce  
whose husbands a r e  p re sen t ,  expressed a s  a 
percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of marr ied 
women. The number of marr ied couples was used 
a s  a proxy measure of t h e  number of marr ied 
women. These da t a  were no t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  non- 
whi tes  . 

14. Percent  of Married Women i n  t h e  Labor Force 
wi th  Children Under Six: t h e  number of 
marr ied women, husbands p re sen t ,  i n  t h e  labor  
fo rce  who have ch i ld ren  under s i x ,  expressed 
a s  a percentage of the  t o t a l  number of marr ied 
women, husbands p r e s e n t ,  i n  t h e  labor  fo rce .  
These da t a  were not  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  nonwhites. 

15. Percent  of Persons Unemployed: t he  number of 
unemployed persons,  expressed a s  a percentage 
of t h e  t o t a l  number of persons i n  t h e  c i v i l i a n  
labor  fo rce .  

16. Percent  of Unsound Owner Occupied Housing 
Units :  t h e  number of owner occupied housing 
u n i t s  which l ack  some o r  a l l  plumbing 



f a c i l i t i e s ,  a r e  d e t e r i o r a t i n g  o r  d i l ap ida ted ,  
expressed a s  a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number 
of owner occupied housing u n i t s .  

Percent  of Owner Occupied Housing Uni ts  by 
Value Class: t h e  number of owner occupied 
housing u n i t s  i n  each value c l a s s ,  expressed 
a s  a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of owner 
occupied housing u n i t s .  The va lue  c l a s s e s  
were defined t o  correspond roughly t o  s t a t u s  
l eve l s :  under $5,000--very cheap; $5,000- 
9,999--cheap; $10,000-14,999--lower middle; 
$15,000-19,999--upper middle; $20,000 and 
over--high value.  

18. Percent  of Unsound Rental  Housing Units :  t h e  
number of r e n t e r  occupied housing u n i t s  which 
l ack  some or  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s ,  a r e  
d e t e r i o r a t i n g  o r  d i l ap ida ted ,  expressed a s  a 
percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of r e n t e r  
occupied housing u n i t s .  

19. Percent  of Rental  Housing Uni ts  by Gross Rent 
Class: t h e  number of r e n t a l  housing u n i t s  i n  
each monthly r e n t  c l a s s ,  expressed a s  a 
percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of r e n t e r  
occupied housing u n i t s .  The r e n t  c l a s s e s  
were def ined  t o  correspond roughly t o  s t a t u s  
l e v e l s :  under $40--cheap; $40-80'--low middle; 
$80-120--upper middle; $120 and over--high. 

20. Percent  of Workers Who Commute: t h e  number 
of employed persons l i v i n g  i n  the  c e n t r a l  
c i t y  but  working i n  t h e  suburban r i n g ,  
expressed a s  a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number 
of employed persons ( inc luding  armed forces)  
l i v i n g  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ;  t h e  number of 
employed persons l i v i n g  i n  t h e  suburban r i n g  
but  working i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  expressed a s  
a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of employed 
persons ( including armed fo rces )  l i v i n g  i n  
t h e  suburban r ing .  



The suburban percentage f o r  each c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  was 
deducted a l g e b r a i c a l l y  from t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  percentage t o  
ob ta in  a  measure of d i s p a r i t y  between t h e  two. These 
d i f f e r ences  were then c o r r e l a t e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  w i th  the  follow- 
ing  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  190 met ropol i tan  a r e a s  
w i th  popula t ion  of 100,000 o r  more (177 SMSA's f o r  nonwhites): 

Region: Northeast ,  North Cen t r a l ,  South and 
West, a s  def ined  by t h e  Bureau of t h e  Census. 

Populat ion S i z e  of t h e  SMSA. 

Populat ion Concentration: t h e  percentage of 
t h e  t o t a l  met ropol i tan  a r e a  popula t ion  which 
l i v e s  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  c i t i e s .  

Rate of SMSA Growth: t h e  percentage inc rease  
o r  decrease i n  t h e  t o t a l  met ropol i tan  gopula- 
t i o n  between 1950 and 1960. 

Percent  Nonwhite i n  t he  SMSA: t h e  percentage 
of nonwhites i n  t h e  t o t a l  popula t ion  of t h e  
met ropol i tan  a r e a .  

Rate of Employment i n  Manufacturing: t h e  
percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of persons 
employed i n  t he  SMSA who a r e  engaged i n  manu- 
f a c t u r i n g .  

Rate of Employment i n  Wholesale and R e t a i l  
Trade: t h e  percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of 
persons employed i n  t h e  SMSA. who a r e  engaged 
i n  wholesale  and r e t a i l  t r a d e .  

Rate  of Employment i n  Finance and Serv ices :  
t h e  percentage of t h e  t o t a l  number of persons 
employed i n  t he  SMSA who a r e  engaged i n  
f i nance ,  insurance,  r e a l  e s t a t e  and s e r v i c e  
i n d u s t r i e s .  

Concentrat ion of Nonwhites i n  t he  Cent ra l  
Ci ty :  f o r  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  nonwhite popula- 
t i o n  only,  t h e  percentage of a l l  SMSA 
nonwhites who l i v e  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  
c i t i e s .  



These structural characteristics for each metropolitan 
area are tabulated at the beginning of Table B-1 for the total 
population and Table B-2 for the nonwhite population. 



Table B -1 TOTAL POPULATION 

Structural Characteristics of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

Northeast 

1. New York, N.Y. 
2. Riladelphia, Pa.-N.J. 
3. Boston, Mass. 
4. Pittsburgh, Pa. 
5. Newark, N.J. 
6. Buffalo, N.Y. 
7. Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J. 
8. Pmvidence-Pewtucket. R.1.-Mass. 
9. Albany-Schenectady-Tmy, N.Y. 
10. Jersey City, N.J. 
11. Rochester. N.Y. 
U. Syracuse, N.Y. 
13. Hartford. Corm. 
14. Allentam-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa.-N.J. 
15. Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Mass. 
16. Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton, Fa. 
17. Harrisburg, Pa. 
18. Bridgeport, Conn. 
19. mica-Rome, N.Y. 
20. Wornester. Mass. 
21. New Haven, Conn. 
22. Johnstam. Pa. 
23. lancaster. Fa. 
24. Reading, Pa. 
25. Trenton, N.J. 
26. Erie, Pa. 
27. YO&, Fa. 
28. Scranton, Pa. 
29. Binghanpton, N.Y. 
30. Lawrence-Haverhill, Mass.-N.H. 

Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban Areas 

Northeast 

1. New York 
2. Philadelphia 
3. Boston 
4. Pittsbuw 
5. Newark 
6. Buffalo 
7. Pat.-C1if.-Pass. 
8. Pmv.-Pew. 
9. A1b.-Sch.-Troy 
10. Jersey City 
11. Rochester 

13. Hartford 
14. All.-Beth.-Easton 
15. Spring.-Chic.-Holy 
16. W.-Barre-Hazl. 
17. HarrisbuFg 
18. Bridgeport 
19. Utica-Rome 
20. Worcester 
21. Nev Haven 
22. Johnstam 
23. lancaster 

25.  rent& 
26. Eire 
27. YoFk 
28. Scranton 
29. Bingh-ton 
30. Law.--Haverhill 
31. Watepbury 

% of Persons 5 yrs. I I % of all I 
Per cent of Persans by Age Group- 

, 1 0 9  / - 30-4" 45-59 60 & 
C.C. sub. C.C. sub. C.C. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. -- 

4 Sub. 
Movers vith- 
in SMSA --- 
C.C. Sub. 

See footnotes at end of table. 



B-1 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Central  C i t i e s  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 'd)" 

yrs .  old 6 over' K of 16 Per Cent of a p l o y e d  P e n o m  By Occupation Gmuplo 
% of Lass than 4 Ylm. b 17 yr. 
&?related 4 y n .  o r  more old8 nm Emf, 
1ndivid.P ~ i .  Sch. College i n  SchJ Tech, 

C.C. sub.1c.c. Sub. C.C. sub. C.C. s*. C.C. 

8. Prov.-Pol. 
9. Alb.-S&.-Tmy 
10. Jeney City  
11. Rochester 
12. Syncus. 
U.  H.*fOni 
14. All.-Beth.+ u t o n  
15. spr.-Chic.-Holy. 
16. W. Barre-Hul. 
17. Uarrisburg 
18. 8r idp .por t  
19. mica-Ram 
20. W o m e t s r  
21. No, H . n n  
22. Johnston, 
23. I l n c u t r r  
24. Readinn 
25. M n t o n  
26. E r h  
27. Yo* 
28. S e m t o n  
29. Binbunpton 
30. k . - H a v .  

B-1 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Central  C i t i e s  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

5. Newsrk 
6. Buffalo 
7 .  Pat .- C1if.-Pa.. . 
8. Plov.-Paw. 
9. Alb.-Sch.-Tmy 
10. J e n e y  City 
ll. Rockester 
12. Syracuse 
13.  HartE0t-d 
14. All.-Beth.-Easton 
15. Spr.-Chic.-Holy. 
16. W. Barre-Ha.1. 
17. Harrisburg 
18. Bridgeport 
19. Utica-Rar 
20. W o m s t e r  
21. New Haven 
22. Johnst- 
23. Lamester 
24. Reading 
25. Tlanton 
26. Er ie  
27. Yo& 
28. Scrantan 
29. Binghunpton 
30. Law.-Hav. 

See footnotes a t  end of table .  





Population Character is t ics  of Centr a 1 

Per cent  of Persons by Age Croup6 

C i t i e s  and Suburban Areas 

% of  Persons 5 VFB. I I %  of a l l  I 
Fams. w. 

g r a n t s  % o f  a l l  Children 
f r a n  An- F-. w. under 18 

Hovers with- o t h e r  Children Which A r e  ci: i n  SMSA ~5 fati 1 under 1 8 ~ B r o k e n  
C.C. Sub C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. - 

32. Stamford 8 2 20 20 1 4  17 11 8 23 22 18 2 1  1 3  13 
33. A t l a n t i c  City 36 7 1 5  20 13 15 9 1 0  18 2 1  20 18 25 1 5  
34. I m R l l  0 1 20 26 16 16 11 11 1 9  22 17 1 3  17 11 

36. Bmckton 2 1 2 1  24 15 17 11 1 0  20 2 1  1 6  1 5  18 13 
37. Na, Redfad 3 2 18 20 15 17 1 0  9 20 23 1 8  19 19 1 3  
38. F a l l  River 1 0 18 20 16 18 1 0  9 20 23 18 18 17 U 
39. Altaona 1 0 18 2 1  16 17 1 0  ll 19 20 18 17 19 15 
90. New B r i t a i n  9 1 20 23 1 5  16 11 ll 23 29 17 1 5  1 5  11 

Northeast Avg. 

42. Chicago 
43. -it 
411. S t .  Iauia 
45. C l e n h n d  
46. EUnn.-St.Psul 
47. HiIweuLee 
48. Cincinnati 
49. Kames City  
50. Indianapolis 
51. Dayton 
52. Colunbus 
53. Gary-Ham.-L.Chi. 
54. Akron 
55. Youngs.-War. 
56 Owha 
57. Toledo 
58. F l i n t  

B-1  Population Character is t ics  of Central  Cities and 
Areas (Cont 

Suburban 

31. Waterbury 
32. Stamford 
33. A t l a n t i c  City 
34. lwell 
35. N.londan-Grot.-Nor. 
36. Bmckton 

y r s .  old 6 over; 
% of 15 Par Cent o f  Dtplployed R r s o ~  By k c u p a t i o n  Cmup10 

--  -- 
37. New Bedford 9 5 8 0 6 6  3 6 3 6 1 8  7 8 
38. F a l l  River 7 3 8 0 6 8  3 5 3 6 5 6  8 8 
39. Altoona 8 5 6 3 6 3  4 4 1 2 1 2  9 8 
40. New B r i t a i n  7 4 6 7 5 9  6 9 1 5  6 9 1 0  
41. P o r t l s n t  12 5 52 48 6 8 19 7 1 0  11 

% of 
Unrelated 
Individse 

C.C. Sub. 

NortheealAvg. 10 5 65 56 6 9 20 16 1 0  12 

M r t h  Central 

& 17 y ~ .  
olds  n;tQ 
i n  Sch- 

C.C. Sub. 

42. Chicago 10 5 65 48 6 12 20 16 9 1 4  
43. D e t m i t  9 4 66 53 5 8 18 1 5  1 0  1 4  
44. S t .  Louis 11 5 74 59 4 8 26 14 8 12 
45.  Cleveland 1 0  5 70 45 4 13 20 9 7 16 
46. Minn.-%.Paul 14 3 52 40 9 U 14 L1 1 3  1 5  
97. Milwaukee 10 4 60 47 6 12 13 7 1 0  1 5  
411. Cincinnati 11 5 6 6 5 9  8 9 2 4 1 6 1 2 l l  
49. Kansas City 12 4 53 48 8 9 25 1 5  1 0  12 
5 0 .  lndianapolis 10 4 58 46 8 11 26 16 10 1 4  
51. Dayton 10 4 62 49 6 1 0  18 14 1 0  1 4  
61. Colmnbus 11 6 56 38 8 17 20 12 l2 18 
53.Gary-Ham.-E.Chi. 6 4 64 55 5 6 18  18 8 1 0  
9. Akron 7 3 59 50 7 9 16 10 11 14 
6s. Youngs. -Warren 7 3 6 4 5 6  5 6 9 1 2  9 1 0  
56. anaha 9 6 49 48 9 7 17 18 11 1 0  
57. Toledo 
18. F l i n t  1% 3 E8 6': 6" ! 8 2 E 5 

less than 
4 yrs .  
H i .  Sch. 

C.C. Sub. 

See footnote a t  end of table .  

4 YFS. 
OF mre 
College 

C.C. Sub. 

R o f .  & 
~ e c h .  

C.C. Sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.C. Sub.1c.c. sub 

Uan. 
Cler. 6 Craf ts .  
Sa les  & Fore. Oper. 

House. 
Laborers h Ser. 



B-1 Population Character is t ics  of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

31. Waterhurl 
32. Stamford 
93. A t l a n t i c  Ci ty  

-. . -. . . .. . . -- -- 

37. Nn Rcdfold 35 25 i 9  s 3  ii 19 2 3 i 5  39 % % E 6 I3 
Y). Frll River 3 4 2 4 5 2 5 2 1 2 2 1  2 3 W V O 2 3 1 9  6 5 l S U )  
S9. Al toom 3U 32 50 52 1 5  1 4  2 2 21) ZV 2 1  20 7 4 2 1  2 1  
W. NEW B r i t a i n  1 6  l 2  52 U 28 32 4 1 39 36 17 20 6 5 4 7 
41. Portland 29 2 1  50 53 Is 22 3 4 28 2 1  17 17 5 Y 9 1 0  

N o r t h e u t  1%. 

42. ChlCSgD 
43. D e t m i t  
w.  S t .  Louie 
41. Clr?vcl.nd 
Ub. Wlrm.-St. Paul 
47. Milweuke  
UB. Cincinnati 
49. Yamiu, City 
50. I ~ u l i a n q m l f s  
51. Dayton 
52. C o l w b u  
53. Gary-Mar.-&. Chi. 
54. Akron 
5 5 .  Ywrngs.-Vlaimr 
56. Onlaha 
57. ?bled0 
58. F l i n t  

Population Character is t ics  of Central  
Areas (Cont 

Cities and Suburban 

Y of Renter-Orrupicd Housing bits 
% h e r - O c e u p i r d  H w i  b i t s  By V d u e  ~1.s:' % of  By C m s s  R e n t  C l u s l *  % Of - LhMuvnn lo*- 

d e r  $S,OOO- $lO,OW- $15,000- $20,000 Rental Ulder $120 6 C N  n o  
,000 $9,999 $19.999 $19,999 & Dver Housingla 9 0  $40-79 $80-ll9 Over CornRex4 

.C. sub.1c.c. sUL.Ic.c. sub.1c.c. suh.lc.c. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub.lc.c. Sub.1C.C. sub.(c.c. sub. C.C. sub. 

(69) (70) (71) ( 7 2 )  (73) (74) (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) (61) (82) (83) (84) (85) (86) (87) (88) (89) (901 

- - . . . - - - . - - - - - -, - -- -- . -~ -~ 

3u. ~avell s 5 3 i  iZ 39 OQ 11 18 6 6 36 3 1  1s 2 62 46 I1 W( i 9 5 I0 
35.N.Iandon-G&.-IBr. 3 2 18 1 5  38 38 22 32 16 16  35 28 -8 3 57 U3 28 49 7 5 M 1% 
36. Bmcktm 2 3 2 3 2 U Y 5 2 1 6 . 5 7  7 U 2 8 2 7  8 3 6 9 6 1 2 2 3 3  1 9 l 6  
37. Nn, Bedford 5 7 3 6 3 6 9 0 3 3 U U  6 1 0 4 2 3 3 1 4  4 7 U 6 0 l 2 2 9  1 6  3 € 4  
38. F a l l  River 6 6 3 1  22 92 Y5 1 4  18 7 9 4U 24 16 7 76 59 8 32 0 3 3 1 9  
39. A l t w n a  111 n uo 42 l2 20 4 7 2 5 50 us 19 2 1  73 65 7 1 Y 1.2 35 
40. Nn B r i t a i n  0 1 6 9 39 43 37 29 19 1 8  25 27 6 3 65 Y 28 1 9  2 5 6 11 
Ul. Portland 8 9 26 27 W US 17 16 9 10 ?8 26 1 0  3 66 67 22 26 3 4 6 W 

Northeast Aw. 

NorthCrntFal 
W .  Chicago 
93. Detro i t  
w. St. Louis 
US. Cleveland 
U6. Him.-St. Paul 
47. PUlva"kee 
W3. Cincinnati 
U9. I(m8.a Ci ty  
50. Indianapolis 
51. Dayton 
52. C o l d u s  
53. Gary-Han.-E.Chl. 
YI. Akmn 
55. Youngs.-Warrrn 
56. aaha 
57. Toledo 
58. F l i n t  

See footnotes a t  end of table .  
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Structural Characteristics of Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas 

59. G d  mid.. Kich. 
w. Wichita. Kam. 
61. Canton. Ohio 
62. k i n g .  Kich. 
63. Roria .  Ill. 
64. DuLuth-Superior. Kim. Uia .  
65. ~ m n p o r t - ~ o c k  I.L.D~-~u~c. I--xu. 
66. Dm bim. Ion 
67. &uth 0ed. Id. 
68. Fort Wayne. Ind. 
69. Wiaon.  Wia. 
70. Lonin-Elyria. Ohio 
71. Rockford, Ill. 
72. Evmnville, 1nd.-Ky. 
73. Ifmilton-KiddMarn, Ohio 
74. S w i n r ,  Kich. 
75. Ann Arbor. Kich. 
76. I(.Laroo. Kich. 
77. Steubemille-Wcirton, Ohio-W.Va. 
78. UnmJn. Nebr. 
79. ILulrcgon-PLUkegon ncighte. Kich. 
80. Springfield. Ill. 
81. m i n e .  wia. 
82. Topeka. 8.n. 
83. Cedar Rmpida. I- 
84. C h q . i m - W m .  Ill. 
85. Jacbon. Mch. 
86. Springficld. Ohic 
87. Springfield. 16. 
88. Gman Bay. Wis. 
89. Waterloo. Ion 
90. Decatur, Ill. 

Per Cent 
S m  Non- 

B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban Areas 

59. G d  Rapid. 
60. Wichita 
61. Curton 
62. Lnming 
63. Peoria 
W. muth-superior 
65. Dmv.-R.1.-Hol. 
66. Dee 16inea 
67. auth Bend 
68. Fort Wayne 
69. M i s o n  
70. Loluin-Elyria 
71. Rockfold 
72. Evansville 
73. Hun.-Kid. 
74. swim. 
75. Ann Arbor 
76. W o o  
77. Steub.-Wei~. 
78. ISnmln 
79. -k.- lk.k.ms.  
80. Sprinsfield.111. 
81. m i n e  
82. Topeka 
83. Cedar Rapids 
84. Ch.np.-Wbm 
85. Jacbon 
86. Springfield. Ohio 
87. Springfield. 16. 
88. G m n  Bay 
89. Waterloo 
90. Wcatur 

See footnotes at end of table. 

% of R r s m a  5 y n .  
Per cent of Persona by Age ~ m u p '  old & were 

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (19) (1s) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) 

% o f  a l l  
Fsms. v. 
Children 
under 18. 
C.C. sub. 

% of a l l  
F m .  w. 
Childmn 
under 18 
lhich Arc 
-ken 
C.C. sub. 

%Nay 
yhite  
C.C. Sub. 

tkwers with- 
i n  
C.C. sub. 

Under 10 1 10-19 1 20-29 ] 30-44 1 45-59 160 &Over 
C.C. Sub.1C.C. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub. 

Uigrants 
f m  An- 
other 
S ta t e  
C.C. sub. 



B-1 Population Characterist ics of Central Ci t ies  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont Id) 

% of Persons 25 

Grand Rapids 
Wichita 
Canton 
Laming 
Peoria 
Dul.-Superior 
mv.-R. I.-m1. 
Des m i n e s  
South Bend 
For t  Wayne 
Madison 
b r a i n - E l y r i a  
Rockford 
Ev.mville 
Hen.-Hid. 
sa&?inr 
Ann Arbor 
K a l w l o o  

y n .  o ld  h w e r s  

Stet&.-Weir. 
Lincoln 
Wk.-hsk .Hgts .  
Springfield. Ill. 
Racine 
Topeka 
Cedar Rapids 
Chmp. -&bum 
J a c b o n  
Spr ingf ie ld ,  Chi0 
Spr ingf ie ld .  Pk. 
Green Bny 
Waterloo 
Decatur 

B-1 Population Characterist ics of Central Ci t ies  and Suburban 

% of 
Unrelated 
Individs)  

C.C. Sub. 

Areas (Cont Id) 

% of 16 
h 17 yr. 
o lds  
i n  Sch. 

C.C. Sub. 

I I % Mar. I I I 

l e a s  than 
9 yra. 
Hi. Sch. 

C.C. Sub. 

I I , 
C.C. sub. C.C. sub.1c.c. sub. I 

4 Y n .  
o r  l n ~ e  

College 

C.C. Sub. 

Per Cent of  Drployed Persona By Occupation GmuplD 

n:t>f. & Cler. h Craf ts .  House. 

59. Grand Rapids 
60. Wichita 

Tech. 

61.. Canton 
62. Laming 
63. Peoria 
64. %lI&perior 
65. Dav.-R. I.-m1. 
66. Des m i n e s  
67. South Bend 
68. F o r t  Worth 
69. Madison 
70. l o d n - E l y r i a  
71. Rockford 
72. Evansville 
73. Ham.-Mid. 

C.C. Sub.1C.c. sub.1c.c.  sub.]^.^. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub. 

h. 

75. AG Arbor 
76. K a l m r o o  
77. Steub.-Weir. 
78. Lincoln 
79. b k . - H u s k .  H g t s .  
80. Spr ingf ie ld ,  I l l .  
81. Racine 
82. Topeka 
83. Cedar Raoids 

Sales  

85. ~ e c k & n  
86. Springfield. Chi0 
87. Springfield. Uo. 
88. Green Bav 
89. waterloo' 

6 FOE. 

90. Decetur 

See footnotes a t  end of table .  

Oper. l a b o r e r s  6 Ser. 



B-1 Population Characterist ics of Central Ci t i es  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

59. G m d  Rapids 
60. Wichita 
61. Canton 
62. l m i q g  
63. -ria 
W. ma.-&#erior 
65. LW.-8. I.+bl. 
66. Da Winem 
67. Smth Bend 
68. b* Wayne 
69. t h d b m  
70. b r a i n - E l y r i a  
71. l lakfcd 
72. Evamvilh 
73. tIm.4tld. 
7% S*ylnW 
75. Am Arbor 
76. lWrwD 
77. S W . - Y e i r .  
78. Lincoln 
79. h a k e - h k .  Hgta. 6 
80. Swingf ie ld .  Ill. 8 
81. Rmcine 1 
82. Topeka 8 
83. Cedar Rapid. 2 
8U. Qurp.-Urb.ru 2 
85. J&m 7 -. .--- ~ 

86. Spr ingf ie la .  Chi0 7 
87. Springfield. Mo. 20 
88. G m n  Bay 3 
89. Waterlm 4 
90. Decatur 5 

S t ructural  

I 

Characterist ics of Standard Metropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

91. W m i e .  Ind. 
92. lbre Haute, Ind. 
93. Sioux City. I w a  
99. Bav Citv. Hichican 
95. &go-&&head.-N. Oak.-Wnn. 
96. Lima. Ohio 
97. ~ e n o = h a .  Wis. 

North Centra l  Average 

98. Washington, 0.C.-Md.-Va. 
99. B a l t i m r e .  Md. 
100.Houston. Texas 
lOl.Oallas, Texas 
102.Atlanta. Ga. 
103.Mimi, Fla. 
1 W . h  Orleans, La. 
105.Tampa-St. Petemburg. Fla. 
1 0 6 . b u i s v i l l e .  Ky.-Ind. 
lO7.San Antonio, Texas 
108.Bimingham, Ala. 
109.Menphis. Tenn. 
110.Norfolk-Portsmuth, Va. 
ll1. F o r t  Worth, Texas 
112. Oklahoma City. Oklahana 
113. Jacksonville.  F la .  
114.mlea. Okla. 
115.Richmond. Va. 
116.Nashville. Tenn. 
117.l(naxville, Tenn. 
118.Wllmington. Del. 

See footnotes at end of table.  





Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont ~ d ) ~  

% of Families By Income Cmup" 

91. Hmcie  28 22 48 52 20 23 4 3 3 1  30 20 2 1  7 4 l 2  1 5  
92. lkm Hum 33 32 48 46 18 18 2 4 32 27 2 1  2 1  5  5 22 37 
93. S i a n  Ci ty  25 50 51 38 20 1 0  4 2 3 1  1 8  19 18 4 3 12  33 
94. B.y City  24 2 1  51 94 22 23 3 2 29 24 25 24 8 7 1 4  22 
9 5 . h n o - H m r r h e a d  19 40 51 45 26 1 3  4 2 35 24 26 31 5 6 8 W 

98. W m h i w o n  
99. Baltimorr 
100.Hauton 
1 0 1 . D d l u  
102 .Atlanta 
103.PUami 
101). New .Orlew 
105.Twa-St .  Petex 
106. Inuisvi l le  
107.S- Antonio 
108.Binninghm 
lW.m,Qhis 
llO.Norf.-Porta. 
l l1 .For t  Worth 
lt2.a'lshnur Ci ty  
l l 3 .  Jacksonvi l le  
l l 4 . T d a a  
115 .Richmond 
116. Nashville 
ll7.Knoxville 
ll8.WiMn@on 

Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

98. Washington 
99. 0 . 1 t i m  
100. Hamtan 
101. D a l l a s  
102 .Atlanta 
103.Ui.mI 
MU.% Orleans 
105.T.npa-St. Pete, 
106. louisvi l le  
107 .San Antonio 
108.8iminghm 
109.bnphis  
llO.Worf.-Ports. 
=.Fort WO*h 
lU.O*lahmu City 
l l3 .Jnck.onvi l le  
l l 4 . T u L a  
ll5.Richnrmd 
l l 6 .  W h v i l l e  
117.Knoxville 
l l s .WiMn@on 

% of Renter-Occupied Homing h i t s  
% mer-Occupied  H o u s i q  Lhi ts  By Value clasal '  % OF By G r w s  Rent Class1" 

See footnotes at end of table. 

% Of 
no*- 
em Vha 
C a a M e l r  

C.C. Sub. 

(691 (70) (711 (721 (73) (74) (75) (76) 0 7 1  (78) (791 (80) (81) (82) (83) (84) (85) (86) (87) (88) (89) (90) 

'Under $5.000- $10.000- $15,000- $20.000 
h o d  
Rental 
Housingla 

C.C. Sub. 

$5.000 

C.C. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. sub. I~ .C.  ~ub.1C.c. Sub. 

$9,999 
Ulder 
$40 $14,999 

C.C. Sub.1c.c. ~ub.1c.c. Sub.1C.C. Sub. 

$40-79 $19.999 6 W e r  $80-ll9 
$l20 & 
Over 



B-1  Structural Characteristics of Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas 

119.Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla. 
120.0~lando. Fla. 
12l.mbile. Ala. 
l22.El Paso. Texas 
I23.Bearnnmt-Port Arthur. Texas 
I24.Chattanooga. Term.-Ca. 
125.Sh-eport. La. 
126.Cherlotte. N.C. 
127 .Colurbia. S.C. 
128.Huntin@on-Ashland, W.Va.-Ky.-Ohio 
129.Charleston, W.Va. 
130.Greensbom-High Point. N.C. 
13l.Little Rock-North Little Rock. Ark. 
132.Baton Ruuge, La. 
133.West Palm Beach. Fla. 
13Y.Nevport Ws-Hanpton. Ve. 
135.Corpus Christi, Texas 
136.Colrunbus. Ca.-Ala. 
137 .Augusta, Ga.-S.C. 
138.Charleston, S.C. 
139.Austin. Texas 
140.Gmenville, S.C. - 
141.Permarola, Fla. 
142,Wheeling. W. Va.-Ohio 
143.Winston-Salem, N.C. 
144.Savannah, Ga. 
145.Jackson, Miss. 
146.Wcon. Ga. 
147 .Hontgcmery, Ala. 
148.Raleigh. N.C. 
149.Roanoke. Ve. 
150.lubbock, Texas 

B - 1  Population Characteristics of 

Per Cent SUSA Enployrent i n  Per Cent 
SlBA Non . Fin... I mite 1 kw! I Trsde I Ser. in C.C.' C.C.' 1950-60 in S W  

(3) (4) 
298 17 
125 17 
36 32 
61 3 
30 21 
15 18 
30 34 
38 25 
40 29 
4 3 

Central Cities and Suburban Areas 

X of Ptmoxls 5 yrs. 
Per cent of Persons by Age ~rnup'  old S were 

119.F. Laud.-Holly. 20 
l2O .Orlando 23 
U1.Mobile 32 
U2.El Pas0 3 
l23.Besmnt-Port Arth. 30 
l2U.Chattanmga 33 
l25.Shreveport 34 
126.Chsrlotte 28 
127 .Colunbia 30 
128.Hunt.-A~hland 5 
129.Charleston 10 
13O.(;reens.-High Point 23 
131.Lit. Rock-N. Lit.R. 24 
132.Baton Roup 30 
133.W. Palm Beech 27 
134.Newpo1-t N-Haw. 9 
135.Corpun Christi 6 
136.Colunbus 27 
137 .Augusta 45 
138 .Charleston 51 
139,Austin 13 
140.Greenville 30 
141.Pensacola 33 
142 .meding 4 
143.Winston-Salem 37 
14C.Savannah 36 
145. Jackson 37 
146 .Macon 44 
147.Montgmry 35 
148.Raleigh 24 
149,Roanoke 17 
150.Lubbock 8 

% Non- 
m i t e s  
C.C. Sub. 

16 21 
13 16 
U 9 
6 7 
14 10 
15 14 
l2 U 
14 9 
11 11 
15 15 
14 14 
14 9 
12 14 
10 9 
17 20 
12 8 
l2 7 
10 8 
12 U 
1 1 1 1  
16 ll 
14 ll 
11 11 
17 19 
14 10 
14 10 
13 9 
12 13 
13 10 
13 11 
15 15 
13 7 

See footnotes at end of table. 

under 10 1 10-19 1 20-29 ) 30-44 1 45-59 160 6 Over 
C.C. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1C.C. Sub. 

Movers with- 
in SLY\ 
C.C. Sub. 

fmm An- 
other 
State 
C.C. Sub4 

F~ms. w. 
Children 
under 186 
C.C. Sub. 

under 18 
Which Are 
Broken 
C.C. Sub. 



B-1 Population Characteriatics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

119. Fort Laud .-Holly. 
l20.0r- 
12l.lbhile 
l22.El Pa60 
l23.B",mm"t-m* Arth 
W.Chm- 
l 2 5 . s h ~ r t  
l26.Charlotte 
127 .C0lunbi. 
128.H~t.-Ashlund 
l29.Charlnton 
l30.Grwn.Wgh mint 
131.Lit. Rook-N.Llt. R. 
UZ.B8ton Row 
133.W. Palm Beach 
139.lkpart N.-H.np. 
135.Cow Chrirti 
136.Col~us 
137.A-ta 
138.Charlwton 
139.Arutin 
190.Greemrille 
141.Peqacola 
1112.Wheeling 
143 .Winaton-Salem 
1W.Savvm.h 
195. JrnkBon 
146.Hacon 
147 .btgon*ty 
1W .Raleiah 
149.Roanoke 
150.Iubbook 

B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

% Mar. 
% of Families BY Income ~ m w "  1 . Iffed . - 

l l 9 . m  Laud. - Holly. 
l20.OrLnd0 
l21.Ibbile 
l22.n R.0 
l23.kaulpnt-hrt Arth. 
l24.Chattmoog. 
l25.5hrrveport 
l26,Chlrlotte 
U7,Colunbia 
U8.HUnt.-Ashland 
l29,CharLton 
UO.Creens.-High Point 
13l.Lit.Rock-N.Ut. R. 
U 2  .Batrm ~ o u p  
133.W. P e h  Beach 
U4.NAsport N.-H-. 
US.Colpua Chriati 
136.Colunbue 
U7.Augusta 
U 8  .Charleston 
l39.Arutin 
19O.Gnsmville 
14l.Pensacola 
192. Wheelkg 
143.Wimton-Salw 
1w.savvm.h 
195.Jackaon 
146.- 

$15,000 
& Over 

C.C. Sub.1C.c. Sub.lC.C. Sub-IcX. Sub. 

147 .Hontgwnery 
148.Releigh 
149. Roanoke 

% of L.F. 
Ulem- 
ployed* 

C.C. Sub. 

See footnotes at  end of table. 

% Ihsound 
h e r - O m .  
Housid* 

C.C. Sub. 

r rar  
ried Wc@ 
in L.F. 

C.C. Sub. 

~n *.r. 
u. Child 
under 6 * 
C.C. Sub. 





B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban Areas 

B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 'd)a 

X of hnoq. 5 y-. X o f  .ll 

1 5 l . B x . m . - H u l .  
152 .Y.EO 
1 5 3 . ) L u i l l o  
1 w . W U  chul" 
1 5 5 . G . l * I t o n - ~  
1 5 6 . I a ~ m  
157.Amh.rih 
158.Wichit. hU1 
1 5 9 . A b l h  
160 .Hunm1lh  
161.hxi1- 
162. 
163. n u r u e h a  
1W.m"- 

per cent of ~ n a u  by 10. croup' OM a war 

See footnotes at endof table. 

(9) (10) (11) ( u )  (13) (I@) (15) (16) (17) (Is)  (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) 
15 l .B lam-H.r l . -SmB.  1 0 29 29 20 21  U 12 M 17 U 12 7 9 35 27 8 V 69 67 10 7 
1U.W.m 
1 5 3 . h r i l L o  

M 11 20 23 16 16 1U U l 9  M l 6  l 6  11 11 35 30 7 9 55 56 10  5 
6 0 25 21 M 20 16 M 21  l7 14 15 8 10  25 21  21  ll 63 61 6 3 

1SY.IIL. C h u b .  22 20 26 28 17 M 16 16 21 19 U 12 7 7 31  33 U U W 68 9 6 
155.Gdn.tOn-%.City 25 U 23 25 16 l 9  12 10  22 25 17 15 11 8 37 33 6 5 58 51 12 6 
l%.Lai*m 
157 .&kvilL 

n 6 19 22 i s  l 6  u u 17 21 rs 15 i s  M 35 31 9 u r9  so 12 3 
l 9  1 19 20 16 19 11 12 21 20 18 l 6  15 1U 36 31 8 7 50 57 10  5 

lS(I.WiChitl hU1 
159 .Abil.n 

11 2 22 22 ls 17 l 6  U 20 M 15 16 10 1U 29 28 21 12 61 55 7 2 
5 5 2 3 1 9 1 8 M 1 9 1 0 2 0 1 7 1 2 M  9 1 1 1 2 7  20 16 4 6 2 9  6 5 

1 6 0 . ) h u R ~ . i l L  
16l.l)urh.n 

15 27 25 25 16 21 17 16 23 18 l 2  12 7 8 33 52 25 15 65 64 6 2 

162 .Lymhbur. 
36 27 19 23 18 19 16 13 19 22 l 6  15 11 9 33 38 10 5 Y) 61 16 5 
20 W 19 22 16 19 U 19 20 20 17 1 5  15 11 29 23 9 5 53 59 7 1 

1 6 3 . I u c d ~ 0 . a  
1 6 u . w -  

30 27 20 24 18 20 l 6  12 19 M 15 15 11 11  30 35 8 4 59 60 15 6 
Irl 20 25 25 17 19 U U 19 19 15 15 12 10 35 36 7 8 57 62 17 7 

K of a l l  
F.r. r. 
Childmn 
tmder 18. 
C.C. Sub. 

mder 10 1 10-19 1 20-29 1 30-W 1 45-59 160 & Wer 
C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.]C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub. 

X  o f  Rnon. 25 
yr.. Old & DWC' 

Fu. w. 
Childmn 
und.r 18 
W i d  A= 
B m * m  
C.C. Sub. 

% o f  
U m l a t r d  
Indlvids* 

Ill- 

Ibwn with- 
i n  
C.C. Sub. 

C.C. sub. C.C. Sub.lc.c. sub. C.C. w .  C.C. s"b.p.c. sub.1c.c. Sub.]C.C. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. s"b.1c.c. sub, 

(31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) ('40) ('41) ( W  (43) (W) W) ('46) (57) ( W  ( W  (50) (51) (91 
1 . 6  5 6 6 7 5  7 6 3 1 2 2  9 6 U  9 2 0 U l l  8 1 6 1 6  8 8 1 1 1 9  

10 6 5 9 6 7 M  5 1 7 2 0 1 2  7 1 1  7 2 5 1 9 l l l U 1 6 M  1 6 1 6 1 2  
M 1 3 5 7 5 9 M l 1 3 7  8 l l 1 5 1 1  9 2 6 1 6 1 U l l 1 5 1 2  5 5 U 1 2  

6 5 5 3 6 7 1 0  5 l U 2 3 1 2  8 1 1  8 2 3 W U M U 2 2  6 8 1 4 1 6  
9 3 W 5 7  7 8 1 7 l l U P  9 l l 2 O l 6 1 2 1 8 1 3 1 6  9 7 1 7 1 0  

16 1 63 67 9 1V 28 27 U 16 6 12 21  25 10 12 U 10 6 2 22 9 
9 5 Y 6 6 M  5 1 7 2 6 U  8 1 0  6 2 3 1 5 1 0 1 5 1 5 3 0  V 5 M  8 

11  5 5 2 6 2  9 5 W U U  8 U 1 2 2 5 1 5 U 2 0 1 2 1 9  5 3 2 3 1 )  
10 5 5 7 6 1 l l  1 2 6  2 1 2  7 U  9 2 5 1 2 1 2 1 3 1 5 1 7  1 5 1 5 l l  
5 8 51 68 U 8 20 29 22 10 9 5 25 15 15 1U U 15 1 6 U 12 

1 4  3 6 2 6 5 1 2  7 2 3 U U  8 7 B l 9 M 1 0 1 6 2 0 2 U  6 5 1 7 1 0  
10 5 6 2 7 3 1 0  U U 3 9 l . 2  8 9 5 2 3 1 5 1 2 1 5 1 3 2 5  5 8 1 4 l l  
12 3 5 8 7 7 U  3 2 5 2 5 1 6  6 9 6 2 0 1 2  9 1 5 1 5 2 5  6 8 2 2 M  
8 8 6 3 6 5  9 5 1 6 M l l  9 1 2 1 0 2 0 2 0 M M 1 5 2 0  7 6 2 1 1 )  

fra An- 
other 
Stmte 
C.C. Sub. 

h s  than 
5 ym. 
Hi. Sfh. 

X of 16 
U IN. 
or a m  
CoUrp 

& 17 yr. 
old. not 
i n  8chJ' 

R r  Cnrr of ap1oy.d Pen- 5 OEcwt ion  G q "  

Prof & Cler. 6 Craft.. Holuc. 
r e d :  ( h. Is&. I& F O ~ .  I wr. Il.borrn I& Ser. 





B-1 Structural  Characterist ics of StandardMetropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

179.B.kmficl.d. Calif. 
180.S~dwm. Nuh. 
U l . ~ o n .  Ariz. 
182.Allnquetque. N. Ih. 
183.StocELton. Calif. 
184.smta 8.rb.m. ca l i f .  
18S.Eusnr. O N % .  
186.Cohlrdo Springs. Col. 
187 .lu V-, Nw. 
188.Pueblo. Col. 
189.Wen. Uk.h 
190.Pmvo-km. U t h  

B-1 Population Characterist ics of Central Ci t ies  and Suburban Areas 

% Of (C~aom 5 ym. 
Per cent of Persons by *ge ~mup' 

% Of d l  
old 6 were  F u s .  r. 

I ( i g ~ n t 6  % of a l l  Childmn 
f&m An- Frr. v. under 18 

Nan- h e m  with- other  Child- Which A n  
i t e  h d e r  10 1 10-19 1 20-29 1 30-W 1 45-59 160 6 Over i n  SHSh State  under U*  Broken 
C. Sub. C.C. sub.1C.c. ~ub.1c.c. Sub.1c.C. Sub.1C.c. sub.1c.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. 

179.Bakemfield 
180.Spokane 
l 8 l . m o n  
182 Albtquelpue 
183.Stoekton 
18U.Santa Barbara 
U5.EugeI.Z 
186.Colo.oMdo Springs 
1 8 7 . h  Veges 
188 .Pueblo 
189 .Ogden 
190.Pmvo-Oran 

West Avg. 10 6 21 25 16 18 l3 14 20 21 16 13 14 9 3 2 ( 1 9 ) 3 2 ( 3 5 ) 1 6  19 57 66 10 6 

A v e ~ p . 1 9 0 S m ' s  15 7 21 24 16 17 13 12 20 21 16 1 Y  14 10 3U(12)32(3U)10  11 Y( 62 10 5 

See footnotes a t  end of table.  
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B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

B-1 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

% mar. 
r ied Yol 

9( of  F d l i e s  By Income ~ r o u p "  1 I,,, ,..=. '1 . % O f L . E . % I h . a m d  
Under $U,000 - $8,000 - 15,000 ried WC@ w. Child Ulm- h r - O c c  
\$W,OOO 17,999 Il'4.999 1: Wer in LI. Imder 6 p l q e d *  H Y ~ I C *  
C.C.  ~ u b . 1 c . c .  ~ub.1c .c .  s ~ , ~ c . c ,  sub. C.C.  ~ u b . 1 c . c .  sub. C.C. sub. C.C.  sub. 

179.Bakenfield 
180.5poLM 
18l.lUcson 
l82.AlbLqlmlqur 
183.stocWon 
18V.Santa Barbara 
l 8 5 . E w m  
186.Calomd0 Spri*l. 
187.- v.gu 
l 8 8 . R r b l o  
18s . W e n  
190.RovoOma 

See footnotes at end of table. 



B-1 Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 'd)a 

% of Renter-OEcupied Housing Lhita 
% (LnerOccupicd Houinp h i t s  By Value class" , K of , Bv Gmss Rent C l a d a  1 %  of I  

Chsuur*l Yo*- 
$20,000 rental Lhder $120 6 e m  Yho 
6 Over Horuingta $QO 

.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub. C.C. sub. C.C.  sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub. C.C. sub. 

(63) (70) (71) (72) (73) (7U) (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) (81) (82) (83) (89) (85) (86) (87) (88) (89) (90) 

See footnotes  a t  end o f  tab le .  



TABLE B-1 

Footnotes 

a .  Zeros i n d i c a t e  .5  percent  o r  l e s s .  

b .  Less than 1 pe rcen t .  

c .  F igures  i n  parentheses  show percent  of  movers from oppos i t e  
met ropol i tan  l o c a t i o n .  1960 Census of  Populat ion,  Vol. 11, 
P a r t  2C. 

1. U .  S .  Department of  Commerce, Bureau of  t h e  Census, 1960 
Census of  Populat ion,  Vol. 1, Pa r t  A ,  Table 35. 

2 .  I b i d .  

3 .  U .  S .  Department of  Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census, 1962 
County and Ci ty  Data Book, Table 3 .  

4 .  U .  S .  Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  
Employment and Earnings,  1960, except  where o therwise  no ted .  

5 .  1960 Census of  Populat ion,  Vol. 1, P a r t  B y  Table 20.  

6. Data ob ta ined  from S t a t e  Employment Secu r i t y  Agency. 

7. U .  S.  Department of Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census and 
Department of Hea l th ,  Education and Welfare,  Bureau of Old 
Age and Survivors  Insurance ,  County Business P a t t e r n s ,  
F i r s t  Q u a r t e r ,  1959. 

8 .  1960 Census of Populat ion,  Vol. I, Pa r t  C,  Table  7 2 .  

9 .  I b i d . ,  Table 73. 

10. I b i d . ,  Table 74 .  

11. I b i d . ,  Table 76. 



TABLE B-1 

Footnotes (Cont.) 

12. 1960 Census o f  Housinq, Vol. I ,  Tables 12, 18, 2 2 .  

13. x d . ,  Tables 17, 21,  24. 

14. 1960 Census o f  Population, Vol. I ,  Part D ,  Table 131. 



Table B-2 

Structural Characteristics of 

NONWHITE 

Standard 

Nn Yo* N.Y. 
I h i k d c l p h i a ,  Pa.-N.J. 
n0mt.m. w.. 
Pittsbursh. Pa. 

l2. 
19. 
19. 
IS. 
16. 
17. 
In. 
19. 

Hirtford; Corn. 
Al lant - -WhlvheMm. Pa.-N. J. 
springfield-Chicope-HolyoL.. Ueu. 
willme-~..rc-Huleton. Pa. 

20. ~on?eater.-l*l.. 
21. Nn Hmn. Corm. 
22. Jahnstwn. Pa. 
23. Lncashr. Pa. 
24. Reulinp,. pa. 
25. h m t o n ,  N.J. 
26. Erie. Pa. 
27. Yo*. Pa. 
28. Scrmton. Pa. 
29. Binghulptm. N.Y. 
30. I m m - H m l h i l l .  Ms.-N.H. 

% s m  
% SPISR POP. I I ":ti" I :;%% 

POPULATION 

Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

Per  Cent 
SWA Non- 

i n  C.C.' 

(8) 
89 
78 

B-2 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban Areas 

Per Cen t  of Persons 
% of A11 1 % of 1\11 I Families 1 

1. New YOck 
2. Phi ladelphia  
3. Bo6ton 
9. P i t t s b u r g  
5. Nm* 
6. Buffalo 
7. Fat.-Clff.-Pass. 
8. EYVV.-Par. 
9. A1b.-Sch.-'hVy 
10. Jemey Ci ty  
ll. Rocheater 

Per Cent o f  Persons by Age Group' 

tder 10 10 19 1 20-29 1 30-4% 1 95-59 (60 S (ker 

. C . S ~ ~ . ( C . C . S ~ ~ . ( C . C . S ~ ~ . ( C . C . S ~ ~ . / C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S ~ ~ .  

17. %&-burs 
18. Bridgeport 
19. Vtica-Rnc 
20. Worcester 
21. Nev Haven 
22. Johnatam 
23. iancamter 
24. Readiw 
25. Trenton 
26. E r i e  
27. York 
29. BinghsnRem 
31. Uate&ury 
32. S t m f o r d  
33. A t h n t i c  Ci ty  

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) 

(30) 6 13 
(14) 5 9 
(70) 11 10 

(11) 10 10 
(10) u 20 
(43) 7 12 
(43) 8 8 
(14) 9 13 
(Iw) l a  1 4  
(50) 16 6 
(64) 12 1 0  
(50) 9 10 
(0) 18  35 
(30) 8 7 
(67) 14 12 

) 18 8 
(0) 6 6 

1 3  1 4  
9 3 

1 5  24 
8 11 

Hovers with- 

irl_SPLSb 
C.C. Sub. 

See footnotes at end of table. 

Families 
With 
Children 
Under 18' 

Migrants 
frm An- 
o t h e r  
State 

C.C.Sub 

v i t h  Child- 
r e n  m d e r  
18  Which 
Are Broken8 

C.C.Sub.C.C.Sub.  



B-2 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont ~ d ) ~  

% of Persons 25 

1. New York 
2. Fhiladelphia 
3. Boston 
4. Pittsburg 
5. Newark 
6. Buffalo 
7. pat.-C1if.-Pass. 
8. *.-Paw. 
9. A&.-Sch.-hoy 
10. Jersey City 
ll. Rocheater 
Y .  Syracuae 
U. Hartfold 
14. All.-Beth.-Easton 
15. sprg.-Chic.-Holy. 
17. Harrisburg 
18. Bridgeport 
19. mica-Rane 
20. Worcester 
21. New Haven 
22. Johnstam 
23. lancaater 
24. Reading 
25. Trenton 
26. Erie 
27. Yo* 
29. Binghampton 
31. Waterbury 
32. Stamford 
33. Atlantic City 

B-2 Population Characteristics of Central Cit ies  and Suburban 
Areas (Cont 

1. New YO* 
2. Philadelphia 
3. Boaton 
4. Plttaburg 
5. NRPark 
6. Buffalo 
7. Pat.-C1if.-Pasa. 
8, hv.-Paw. 
9. A1b.-Sch.-Troy 
10. Jeney City 
ll. Rochester 
12. Syracuse 
13. Hartford 
14. All.-Beth.-Easton 
15. Sprg.-Chic.-Holy. 
17. Harrisburg 
l8. Bridgeport 
19. Utica-Rare 
20. Worcester 
21. Ned Haven 
22. Johnstm 
23. Lnncaster 
24. Reading 
25. Trenton 
26. Erie 
27. York 
29. Binghampton 
31. Waterbury 
32. Stamford 
33. Atlantic City 

See footnotes at enTof  table.  
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B-2 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and Suburban 
Areas (Cont ~ d ) ~  

% o f  Renter-lkcupied Housiw Units 
By Gross Rent C l a ~ s ' O  % Of I Work- I 

IiwuSBa 

1. NF* YO* 
2. Philadelphihis 
3. Boston 
4. P i m -  
5.  ma* 
6. Buffalo 
7. Pat.-Clif.-Pw. 
8. Rev.-PI. 
9. Alb.-MI.-Troy 
10. J e n e y  City 
ll. Rocheater 
12. Syracwe 
U. Hartford 
14. All.-Beth.--ton 
15. Sprg.-Chic.-Holy. 
17. H.rriaburg 
ls. Bridgeport 
19. Vtica-Rane 
20. W o r c ~ t e r  
21. New H.wn 
22. Johnlitam 
23. h c m t e r  
24. Reading 
25. Trenton 
26. Er ie  
27. Yo* 
29. Binghulgton 
31. Waterbury 
32. S t d a r d  
33. A t l a n t i c  City 

SUO & 

B-2 Structural Characteristics of Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas 

e r e  Who b : ~  1 $40-79 1$8o-119 1 over commutew 

C. Suh. 1C.C. sub.lc.c. sub.lc.c.  sub.1c.c. Sub. - 
(71) (72) (73) (74) (75) (76) ( j7)  (78) (79) (80) 

32. Stamford. Corm. 
33. A t h t i c  City. N.J. 
w. all- Wm.. 

Pop. 
(000's)' 

~~nd&&&m-Nmui&, Corm. 
36. Bmckton, Phsa. 
37. NRI Bedford. -6. 
38. E d  River, Wa.-R.I. 
39. Altoona. p i .  
W .  Nnr Britain. Corm. 
41. Portland. Ehine 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

% S K 3  
Pop. i n  
C.C.' 

W. Chicaso. Ill. 
43. Detroit ,  Mich. 
44. st. w i n .  m.-m. 
45. c levelmd.  Ohio 
46. Minneapolis-St. Paul. Minn. 
47. Hilweukee. W i s .  

% S m  
Pop. 
Change 
1950-6P 

48. c inc innat i .  Ohio-Ky. 
49. KanaM City. Eb.-Kam. 
50. Indianapolis. Ind. 
51. Dayton. Ohio 
52. C o l ~ w .  Ohio 
53. Gary-H-d-Eat Chicago. Ind. 
54. Akmn. Ohio 
55. yo-stown-Warren. Ohio 
56. Omha, Neb.- lava  
57. Toledo. Ohio 
58. Flint.  Mich. 

Per Cent !24SA Ernplorpnt i n  -- Per  Cent 
% Non- SKY\ Non- 
White Finance & White 
i n s m a  Manufacture' Trade' Servicea inC.C.' 

-- - 

See footnotes at end of table. 



B-2 Populat ion C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  Cen t r a l  Cities and Suburban Areas 

35. N.Lon.-Gmt.-Nor. 
36. Bmckton 
37. NEW Bedford 
40. New B r i t a i n  

Northeast Avg. 

v 
42. Chicago 
93. D e t m i t  
44. St. Louis 
45. Cleveland 
46. Him.-St. Paul 
47. Mihaukee 
48. Cincinnat i  
99. Kansas City 
50. Indianapolis 
51. Daytm 
52. C0lunbus 
53. Gary-Ham.-E.Chi. 
59. Akmn 
55. Yolmga.-War. 
56. Onaha 
57. Toledo 
58. F l i n t  
59. Grand Rapids 
60. Wichita 
61. Canton 
62. Lansing 

B-2 Populat ion C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  Ceg t r a l  Cities and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)  

% of Persons 25 
y m .  old & overq 

Less than 4 yrr. 
Per Cent of Employed Pemons By Occupation Groups 

Unrelated 4 yrs. o r  more Prof. S 
~ ~ L d s : j H L . s c h . ~  C o l l e g e ~ c h .  i- 1 C l e ~ .  Salvs S Craf ts .  & FOR. Dperative Laborem House. & Ser. 
~ . c . s u ~ .  - - - C . C . S ~ ~ . C . C . S ~ ~ . C . C . S U ~ . C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S ~ ~ . ~ C . C . S U ~ ,  - - - - 
( 2 s )  (301 (31) (32) (33) (3'41 (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) 

35. N. lon.-Gmt-Nor. 
36. Brockton 
37. New Bedford 
40. New B r i t a i n  

Northeast Avg. 

42. Chicago 
43. Detroi t  
44. S t .  Louis 
45. Cleveland 
46. Him.-St.  Paul 
47. Milwaukee 
48. C i n c i m a t i  
49. Kamas Ci ty  
50. Indianapolis 
51. Dayton 
52. Colmbus 
53. Gary-Ham.-E.Chi. 
5" Akmn 
55. Y0ungs.-Wap. 
56. Onaha 
57. Toledo 
58. F l i n t  
59. Grand Rapids 
60. Wichita 
61. Canton 
62. Lansing 

See foo tnotes  a t  end of  t a b l e .  



B-2 Populat ion C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Cen t r a l  C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

Northeut Avg. 

N m u a u a  
W .  Chicap  
93. M m i t  
99. St. w. 
95. C h l m d  
96. Wnn.-St. Paul 
97. Wl*wkec 
98. Cincinnati 
99. Kunu City 
50. Indianapolis 
51. Dayton 
9. COlubu. 
53. Glry-Ham.-E.Chi. 
9. Akm 
55. Yo-.-War. 
56. (*.ha 
57. Toledo 
58. mnt 
59. G ~ n d  Rapids 
60. Wichita 
61. Canton 
62. l w i n g  

% of Families By Income i mug % her-Occupied Housiw b i t s  By Value Chsa'O % of 
% of L.F. % L h s o ~ d  Unsound 

(49) (50) (51) (9) (53) (w) (55) (56) (57) (58) (59) (60) (61) (62) (63) (64) (65) (66) (67) (68) (69) (701 
97 29 96 51 8 20 5 9 - -- 0 19  39 W 39 36 Is 9 3 6 -- -- 
W lo 38 77 19 l2 ll 12 -- - - -  - -- - -- -- - - - -- -- -- 
52 32 38 56 10 13 12 26 - -- 15 29 65 53 17 ll Y U 0 0 -- -- 
33 16 97 W 21 93 7 6 - - 0 16 0 22 89 W ll 9 0 1 Y  -- -- 

B-2 Populat ion C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Cen t r a l  C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)a 

% o f  Renter-Occupied Housi b i t s  
BY G ~ S S  ~ e n t  cl-30 % of I *  I 

&lsmas& 
w. chic- 
Y3. Mloit 
W. St. louir 
1)s. Clevelmd 
96. Him.-St. Rul 
97. Wru*.. 
w. Cincinnati 
99. lmuu City 
50. Indim.poli. 
51. mytm 
Y .  C O ~  
53. Guy-Hu.-E.chi. 
W. Akvn 
55. y-.-Vlr. 
56. (*.ha 
57. mhdo 
58. Fl int  
59. Cnnd llapids 
MI. Wichita 
61. Canton 
62. Iurirg 

See foo tno te s  a t  end of  t a b l e .  



B-2 S t r u c t u r a l  Charac te r i s t i c s  of Standard Metropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

59. Grind Rapid.. Wch. 
60. Wichita. Kmu. 
61. C.nMn.  Ohio 
62. LNing. Wch. 
63. Rorih Ill. 
W. I*rluth-5lpcrior. Hinn.-Wis. 
65. owenport-ROEk Idand-kbline. Iow-Ill. 
66. ms I b i n a .  Iwa 
67. Satth h d .  Ind. 
68. Fort way"e. Ind. 
69. Mison .  W i s .  
70. Loruin-Elyria. (hi0 
71. Rockford, Ill. 
72. Evuuville. 1nd.-Ky. 
73. Hamilton-Utddletam, (hi0 
74. 'Saginr .  PUch. 
75. Arm A h ,  Hich. 
76. I(.lwoo, Wch. 
77. Steubenville-Weirtm. (hiD-Y.Vm. 
78. Lincoln. Nsbr. 
79. -gon-Pkwlrcgon Ikfght., W@h. 
80. Spriwfield. Ill. 
81. Racine. Wis. 
82. Topeka. Kms. 
83. Cedar Rapids I a  
W. ~lunpaign-&ma. IU. 
85. J.ckaon. Wch. 
86. Spriwfield. Dhio 
87. Spriwfield. Uo. 
88. c m n  Bay. W i w .  
89. Waterloo, Iwa 
90. Decmtur. Ill. 

21 
22 
M 
17 
21' 
24 
22-7 
26 
l9 
23 
21 
16. 
1IP 
23 
17' 
20 
U. 
U* 
13%' 
2 9' 
16 
30' 
M 
21  
22. 
34' 
a. 
20' 
2 9' 
25 
la' 
2 z7 

B-2 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Central  C i t i e s  and Suburban Areas 

Per Cent of Penons 
5 Y n .  Old  6 We? 

Per Cent of Perrons by Age Group6 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
96 
96 
60 
83 
JI) 
Y) 
79 
07 

% Non- 
m i t e  
in  StSA3 

X sm 
Pop. in 
C.C.' 

Per Cent S U S  aployment i n  Per Cent 

63. R&a 
W. I W u t h - m r i o r  
65. D.v.-R.1.-lbl. 
66. 0.. Ibina 
67. S M h  B e n d  
68. mrt Y.yn 
69. h l b m  
70. W n - E l y r i a  
71. Rockford 
72. Evaruville 
73. Hu,-Mia. 
7'4. S q i n r  
75. Ann Arbor 
76. -00 
77. Steub.+ir. 
78. Llncoln 
79. h k . - n u k .  Hats. 
80. Sprirgt idd.  Ill. 
81. k i n e  
82. rope*. 
83. Cedar Rwids 
84. Ch.np.-lh-bum 
85. JIduO" 
86. Springfield.(hio 
87. Sprinpficld. f4o. 
89. Waterloo 
90. ll@e.tur 
91. W c i e  
92. Term Haute 
93. siovx City 
96. Lima 

% S m  
POP. 
Change 
1950-GDs Manufacture' 

12 19 
29 31 
l l l a  
U 15 

5 6 
8 I 

Trade* 

See footnotes a t  end of t ab le .  



B-2 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Central  C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

, . - - . - - - - . . - - - 
yra. o ld  b w e 9  

Less than 4 yra. 
Per Cent of khployrd Peraons By Occupation ~roup ' .  

4 yrs .  o r  more Prof. 6 Cler.  6 Craf ts .  House. 
Hi.Sch. College I Tech. I Man. I Sales  16 Fore. l ~ p e r a t i v e l ~ a b o r e m  1 6. Ser. 
C.C. sub. C.C. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub, 

63. -ria 
64. Duluth-Superior 
65. m.-R.1.-m1. 
66. Des Moines 
67. South 8.nd 
68. F D r t  Wayne 
69. U&Iison 
70. Lonln-Elyr ia  
71. Rockford 
72. Evansville 
73. Ham.-Mid. 
74. S a g i n a  
75. Am Arbor 
76. W r n a r o o  
77. Stab.-Weir.  
78. Lincoln 
79. kSk.-M"mk. Hgt.. 
80. Springfield. Ill. 
81. Racine 
82. Topeka 
83. Cedar Rapid0 
84. Chaap.-Wana 
85. Jackson 
86. Spr ingf ie ld .  Chi0 
87. Springfield. Ho. 
89. Waterloo 
90. Dec(Ltur 
91. b n c i e  
92. Term Haute 
93. Sioux Ci ty  
96. Lima 

B-2 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Central  C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

Feor is  
h lu th-Super ior  
Dav.-R.1.-Plol. 
Des Hoines 
South Bend 
Fort Wayne 
M i s o n  
Lorain-Elyria 
Rockford 
Evaravi l le  
Ham. -Md. 
Saginav 
Ann A r b a  
Waaazoo 
Steub.-Weir. 
Lincoln 
*Sk.-nmk, He*. 
Springfield. Ill. 
pseine 
'Iowka 

- - . - -- .- - . . . . . . . . -. -~ -. .. -- - 
8 6 . s p r i n ~ f i c l d . a h r o  40 54 46 34 u Ij iY -0 w U(I 27 3 1  50 41 22 10 i 18 I o 70 IW 
#7. Springfield. b, 70 80 26 0 4 20 3 27 -- -- 98 33 34 67 7 0 4 0 2 0 -- -- 
89. W ~ t e ~ l o o  3 1  39 56 44 l3 17 1 5  19 -- -- 10 0 69 0 24 0 1 0 0 0 -- -- 
90. Decatur 50 37 43 63 7 0 11 0 -- -- U 3 1  57 31 25 38 3 0 2 0 -- -- 
91. bride 48 80 43 0 9 20 ll 8 -- -- 40 20 56 60 4 0 0 0 0 20 -- -- 
92. h- Haute 70 52 26 31 4 l.8 9 24 -- -- 77 33 20 33 3 0 0 33 0 0 -- -- 
93. S i a w  C i t y  W 6 S O  3 7 5 0 l s  0 9 2 1 - - - - 4 3  O U Z  0 7  0 8 0 0 0 - - - -  
94. L i m  57 60 37 36 6 1 11 30 -- -- 25 8 1  63 U 8 4 4 2 1 0 -- -- 

See footnotes a t  end of t a b l e .  



B-2 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Centra l  C i t i e s  
and Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)a 

% of Renter-Occupied Housi W i t s  
Bv G r a s s  Rent ClasT" 1 % 0 f  I 

63. Peoria 
64. Muth-Superior 
65. k . - R . 1 . - W .  

67. South Bend 
68. Fort W . y n  
69. Wmon 
70. Lodn-myr ia  
71. RaLEord 
72. Evprvi lJe  
73. m.-Mid. 
74. Saginu 
7 5. Am Arbor 
76. Kalamzrn 
77. Steub.-Ueir. 
78. Ltroln 
79. a . - P L a k  Ms. 
80. Springfield, Ill. 
81. Racine 
82. Topeka 
83. Cedar Rapids 
84. Ch~p.-Urbm 
85. Jackman 
86. Springfield. Chio 
87. Spriwfield. Mo. 
89. Waterloo 
90. Decatur 
91. I*mcie 
92. Term Haute 
93. S i a n  City 
96. Linu 

B-2 S t r u c t u r a l  Charac te r i s t i c s  of Standard Metropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

I I ( Per Cent S M  Emplcyaynunt in  

91. Wmis. Ind. 
92. Terre Haute. Ind. 
93. Sioux City. 1. 
94. B.Y city. m h .  
95. ~ I 4 m l h e . d .  N. D&.-Mim. 
96. Lima, Dhio 
97. Kenwha. W i s .  

18. Wuhinpon. 0.C.-M.-Va. 
19. Baltimre, M. 
.OO.Ho~ton. Texu 
.Ol.Dal.lM, mu 
.02.Atl.nta. Ga. 
.03.Mial. €la. 
.OI.New orlem. la. 
.OS.Tanpa-St. PetembuFg. Fln. 
.06.Irmisville. Ky .-Id. 
.07.San Antonio. M a s  
.OB.Biminghrn, Ala. 
.W.P*nphim. Term. 
10.Norfolk-Portmouth, Va. 
U.Fort  Worth. Texas 
.lz.Olrbharu City. mbhona 
13. J m k s m i l l e ,  €la. 
UQ.T"L3a. mla. 
15.Richmmd. Va. 
L16.Nashville, Term. 
.l7 boxvilllle hrm 
. l S : ~ i ~ n g t & ,   el: 

Per Cent 
SMSA Non- 

in  C.C.' 

( 8 )  

See footnotes a t  end of t a b l e .  



B-2 Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and Suburban Areas 

N. Central Avg. 

98. WuNngton 
99. B.lt*re 
1W.Hourton 
101. m l l u  
102 .Atlmt. 
103.Uimi 
1ou.NeW m l e m s  
105.Tsnp.-St.Petem. 
106.Loui.ville 
107.Sm Antonio 
108 .Bimringhm 
109.lknphis 
llO.Norfolk-Ports. 
lll.FOrt Worth 
llz.a'lahal!a City 
ll3.Jackaonville 
ll4.Tuba 
ll5.Richnrmd 
ll6.Nuhville 
117 .Knoxville 
ll8.WiMngton 
ll9.F.Iaud.-Holly. 
120.0rlando 
12l.mbile 
122.El P u o  
U3.BeaMont-Port A. 

N. Central Avg. 

%arm 
98. WuNngton 
99. Baltiaan 
100.HoLmton 
1 0 1 . ~  
102.Atlmta 
103.Wmi 
1 W . m  Orleans 
105.Tunp.-St. R t e n .  
106 .Iaui.ville 
107.sm Antonio 
1 m . B i d x g h m  
1 0 9 . m i a  
llO.Mrfolk-Ports. 
LU.FOrC Worth 
112.Q'lahal!a City 
ll3.Jaclsonville 
ll4.Tdsa 
llS.RiChmond 
ll6.Nuhville 
ll7.Krcmville 
ll8.WiMngton 
119.F.Iaud.-Holly. 
120.mlando 
IZ1.Hobile 
122.E1 P u o  
U3.Bea-t-Port A. 

Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)a 

See footnotes  a t  end o f  t a b l e .  

% of Persons 25 
yrs. old 6 over. 

1% of ~ p s s  than 4 yrs. 
Per Cent of Employed Persons By Occupation Groups 

Unrelated 
Individs.' -- 
C.C. Sub. 

(29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) 
9 1 6  8 1 3 9  0 0 1 0  0 0 1 1 5 0  7 0 5 8 2 5  7 0 1 7 2 5  

4 yrs. OF mre Rof. 6 Cler. 6 Crafts. House. 

C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1C.C. sub.1C.C. Sub.1c.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.C. Sub. 

Laborers Hi.Sch. College Tech. Um. 6 Ser. & Fore. Sales Operative 



98. Washington 
99. 0alti""n.e 
100.Wnuton 
101. DnllaJ 
i m  .~timt. 
103.PUd 
1 W . m  Orlemm 
105.T.npa-St. Peten. 
106.Iaui.vilL 
107 .San Antonio 
108.0inninghm 
109.lknphis 
ll0.Wrfolk-brts. 
ll1. Fort Worth 
ll2 .Oklahana City 
ll3.Jackaonville 
114.Tulrs 
115.Richmond 
116.Nashville 
117.Knoxville 
118.WiLnington 
119.F.Leud.-Holly. 
120.Orland0 
121.Elobile 
122.E1 Paso 
U3.Beawmt-Port A. 

Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

% of Families By I n c m  ~rnup'  % her-Occupied Housing mits By Value clas$' ?b of 
Lhsound 

0- $10,000- $15,000- $20,000 Rental 1 14,999 1 19,999 - 1 S Dver Housind0 

ub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. SU~.(C.C. sub. C.C. sub 

Popu la t ion Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas ( C ~ n t ' d ) ~  

% of Renter-Occupied Housin lhits 
By Gmss Rent ClasskD 1 $40 1 $40-79 1$80-119 1 2:: 1 C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. 

(71) (72) (73) (74) (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) 

8.  Central Avg. 

98. Washington 
99. Baltimore 
1 0 0 . ~ t o n  
1Ol.Dalle.s 
102 .Atlent. 
103.Miami 
104.m Orleans 
105.Twa-St. Peten. 
106.Louisville 
107.San Antonio 
100 .Bid"ghrn 
109.Elenphis 
llO.Norfo&-Ports. 
lll.l'om Worth 
ll2.CGdahana CiQ 
113.Jackaonville 
ll4.hrlsa 
115.Richmnd 
116.Naahvill.z 
117.Kn-ille 
118 .Wibington 
119.F.Laud.-Holly. 
120.0rlanda 
121.Hahile 
122.E1 Paso 
123.Be~umnt-Port A. 

See footnotes  a t  end o f  t a b l e .  



B-2 S t r u c t u r a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Standard Metropol i tan 

ll9.Eort laudmdale-Hollywood, Fla. 
~ O . O r ~ 0 .  Fla. 
12l.Mnbile. Alp. 
122.a Pa.0. Ma. . 
123.~eaumnt-~ort Arthur. Texa. 
12U.Chattanrmu. Term.-Ga. 
125.5h-eporf.-?.I. 
LZ6.Dh.rlotte. N.C. 
127.col&7ia. S.C. 
128.Kuntimston-Ashland, W.Va.-Ky.-mio 
U9.Charleston. w.va. 
U O  Greensboro-High Point N C. 
~ 1 : ~ l e  Rd-Noz-th ~&le'~ock, A*. 
W.L!aton Rouge. kt. 
U3.West Palm Beach. Flu. 
U4.NRspoz-t New-Hmpton. Va. 
135.Corpw Christi, Texan 
U6.ColWu. G..-Ala. 
U7.Augusta. Ga.-S.C. 
U8.Cha~leston. S.C. 
U9.Alutin. T a m  
14O.Greenville. S.C. 
141.Pensacole, Fla. 
192.Wheelirg. W.Va.-Ohio 
143.Winston-Salem. N.C. 
144 Savannah. Ga. 
145.Jac~on. Miss. 
146.nPcon. Ge. 
llo.~tgdnew, Ala. 
148.Raleigh. N.C. 
lW.Roanoke, Va. 
15O.Lubbock. Texas 

Popu l a t  

S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

. . 
16 56 
Is' 82 
22 19 

% S16A 

!:.c 
(91 

124.Chattanooga 26 
125.Shrweport 28 
126.Charlotte 28 
U7.Colunhia 27 
128.Hunt.-Ashland 21 
129.Charleston 23 
UO.Gms.-High Point 25 
Ul.Ut.Rock-N.Ut.R. 23 
132 .Baton Rouge 27 
U3.W. PaLn Beach 24 
UU.Newport N.-Hsmp. 25 
U5.Corpus Christi 26 
U6.Colmtbu 27 
137.Awsta 26 
U8.Charleston 28 
139.Austin 24 
140.G~ville 27 
141.Pensacola 27 
1 W  .Wheeling 22 
143.Winston-Salm 25 
14U.Savannah 25 
145. Jackson 29 
146 .Macon 26 
147.Montgomely 27 
1 W  .Raleigh 22 
149.Roanke 24 
150.tubback 33 
152 .Wac0 26 
153.Rmarillo 27 
154.Lake Charles 29 
155.Galveston-Tex.C. 26 

See f o o t n o t e s  a t  end o f  t a b l e .  

(1) (2) (3) (u) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

2 9  2 5. UI 
2P h 39 

R r  Cent SCIPl h p l g n t  in 

. Finance 6 
nPnufactur+ Imdc. Sclrf& 

Per CM 
SIM Won- 
White 
in C.C.' 



B-2 Population Characterist ics  o f  Central 'Ci t ies  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont ' d)a 

B-2 Population Characterist ics  of Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont ' d)a 

% of F d l i e s  By Incane in mu$ % Oxner-Occupied Housing Wits By Value class" % of 
h s a m d  

000- $10.000- $15,000- $20,000 Rental 

sp 1 14,999 1 19.999 / 6 Over 
sub.1c.c. ~ub.1c.c. ~ ~ b . 1 c . c .  Sub. C.C. Sub. 

See footnotes  a t  end o f  tab le .  



B-2 Population Charac te r i s t i c s  of Centra 1 Cities and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

l2U.Chatt- 
l25.8hxwUQo,.t 
U6.Chlr lom 
U7.Collmbia 
U8.Ibmt.-A.- 
l29 .Ch~kmtm 
U0.C-.-nigh m i n t  
U1.I.it.mck-N.I.it.R. 
u2.- 
U3.W. Rln B e e  
Ul.lhrpo* N.-Hnp. 
U5.Corpp Chri.ti 
U6.Coldaua 
U 7  . A W .  
U8.eh.1.b.ton 
U 9 . M n  
1w.clWnville 
1U.Pclu.rok 
142 .llhadiw 
lY3.Wiruton-Srln, 
lW).Sn,m.h 
145. J.duon 
1 Y 6 . h ~ m  
lY7.nOrrsQ.rj 
1YO 
1Y9.ilomde 
1 5 0 . ~  
152 . w . m  
153 . h i l l 0  
1 W . h  chub. 
155.Calveshn-Tex.C. 

B-2 S t r u c t u r a l  Charac te r i s t i c s  of Standard Metropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

k r  Cent S K U  Cnyloynenr i n  

153 .Aurillo, lax" 
1w.Llu C h l r L . .  u. 
155.Calvt.torrhxu City. ?ex- 
156.Imi*on, xy. 
157.Amh.vilL. N.C. 
158.Yichita R1L. Tuu 
159 .Abih .  m" 
160.Ibmt.vilb. Ah. 
1 6 l . h u h q  N.C. 
1 6 2 . m u r g .  v.. 
163.Tucalotma. A h .  
m.mnrc. u. 

1 6 5 . h  l u y l m s - m  8..ch. Calif. 
166.- FnneisceOUZmd. C d f .  
167.S.mtrL. W u h .  
168.Sm Diccm. Calif. 

173.S.n .Joe;. Calif. 
17Y.k-0. Calif. 
175.hmlulu. Hrrii 

l20 75 51 5 
l l 7  62 61 19 
ll2 70 10 32 
111 50 1 Y  21 
1OJ 54 16 29 
102 U 36 32 

See footnotes a t  end of t ab le .  
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B-2 Population Characterist ics  o f  Centra 1 Cities and Suburban Areas 

Per Cent of Penona 

Per Cem of Perurn. by Age Croups 

South Avg. 

169.-r 
17O.Portlmd 
171.San 8.-Riv.-(M. 
172.Phoenix 
173.S.n J w e  
174.Srmnto 
175.Honol~l~ 
176.Salt M e  City 
177. hsm,  
178.Taconr 
174 .&kenfield 
180.Spaku~ 
181.Tucsm 
182 . A h q u e l p u e  

(2) 32 (%) 18 24 FrecE 3) l2 e 15 

9) 29 (77) 15 9 
9) 28 (W) 11 13 
(5) W (64) 2 5 
@) 39 (50) 15 11 
(16) 34 04) 7 5 
(10) 9 (33) 25 46 
(14) 35 (29) 7 12 

B-2 Population Characterist ics  of  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

South Avg,  

173.S.n Jose 
174.Srroamto 
175.Honolulu 
176.Salt Llu! City 
177. Frsam, 

See footnotes  

%of Persons 25 

a t  end o f  t a b l e .  

yrs. old & w e 9  

% of Less than 4 yn. Per Cent of mloyed Persons By Ofcupation ~rnup* 

Unrelated 
Individs.. 
C.C. sub. C.C. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. sub. 

(29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) ($0) (U1) (42) (43) (44) (QS)  ($6) (47) (q8) 
ll 5 7 6 7 3  4 7 5 5 1 2  4 2 7 6 U  7 12 9 W 4 1  
1 0 1 5 7 9 8 7 4 2  6 6 1  0 3  1 4 2 1 0 1 4  8 U 6 0 Y  
14 6 7 3 8 9  4 2 4 7 3 3 4 2 5 0 8 1 0  l l 2 2 6 O W 6  
1 4 l l 7 2 9 1 9 0 3 1 2  2 0 0 4 4 5 1 1 ) l l 1 8 W 3 8  
5 1 1  8 3 8 6  5 6 9 7 1 2  3 4 5 6 1 4  8 U l l 4 9 2 7  
U 4 8 1 8 5  6 3 8 4 2 1 5  5 6 8 1 8 1 8  1 6 U 3 8 3 2  
10 2 8 1 8 9  5 1 7  2 2 1 5  1 5  5 2 0 2 0  U 2 2 W 3 0  
8 4 8 5 9 3  3 1 6  1 2  0 3 2 6 5 1 8 2 0  1 5 l 6 4 8 3 6  
8 6 8 9 9 0  3 3 6 4 2 2 4 1 5  4 1 9 1 9  1 4 1 8 4 6 3 9  

4 yrs. or mre Prof. 6 Cler. & Crafts. 
Hi.Sch. College Tech. b. Sales & Fore. 

House. 
Werative Laborers & Ser. 



165.I~. Ang.-Iag 8. 
166.S.n FNm-OmUad 
167.Selrttle 
168.Sm Oiego 
169 .Denver 
170.Portland 
171.S.n 8.-Riv.-kt. 
172. Phoenix 
173.San Jose 
174.Sec-nto 
175.Honolulu 
176.Salt LaLe Ckty 
177. fresno 
178 .Tacoma 
179 .Bakersfield 
18O.Spokane 
181.mcson 
182 .Albquelpue 

Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)a 

% of Families By Income ~rnup' X her-Occunied Housim bit. Bv Value  c h d 0  1% of I 

$15,000- $20,000 Rent. 

9,999 6 Ovrr Housi 
C.C. SUb.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. 

Population Characterist ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

%of Renter-Occupied Housi hits 
By Gross Rent ClaaT" % of 

Im*- I 

156.kxirgtm 30 37 58 47 ll 16 0 0 19 32 
157 .Asheville 45 62 53 33 3 6 0 0 11 25 
15B.Wichitm FrLL 3 3 ~ 2  6 3 5 8  u n n o u i c  

South Avg. 32 50 59 41 9 7 1 1 10 30 

e m  Who 
Camnutem 

$120 6 

165.h Ax.-Long B. 
166.S.n Ffan.-Ckakhnd 
167.Seattle 
168.San Oiego 
169.Demr 
170.Portland 
171.San 6.-Riv.-hR. 
172. Phoenix 
173.San Jose 

C.C. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1c.c. sub.1c.c. Sub. 

(71) (72) (73) (741 (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) 

$40-79 

175.Honolulu 
176.Salt W e  City 
177. h m r n  

See footnotes  a t  end o f  tab le .  

$80-119 Over 



B-2 S tructura l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Standard Metropolitan 
S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 

%SPlYI 
POP. 
Change 
1950-6CP 

(3) 
27 
26 

Per Cent 

g e m -  1 
in C.C.' 

(W 

% SMYL 
Pop. i n  
C .C .' - 

(2) 
20 179.B.lor~ficld. Caf. 

1eo.spdunc. w e .  
l8l.lbwm. Aria. 
l8z.Alkquclqua. N. (Cx. 
183.- EIUf. 
l8@.su,t. m. Cauf. 
M S . W m e ,  m. 
186.caloIedn Gpr*, Col. 
l 8 7 . L .  wma, Nn. 
l88.Pusblo. C o l .  
189.aPam. Utah 
190.Rum-0rrrg Utah 

met 

AVer.p. l 9 0  sma'. 

17 
12 
10 
21 
ld' 
W' 

'?: 

B-2 Population C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Central C i t i e s  and Suburban Areas 

, per cent of n l s o " ~  
5 Yrs .  Old & Overa 1 % of A 1 I 

1 Migrants Families with chi ld-  Per Cent of Persons by Age Gmups 

West Avg. 27 

Average, 190 SMYL'a 27 

See f o o t n o t e s a t  end o f  t a b l e .  



B-2 Population Character i s t ics  o f  Central Cities and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 'd)8 

% of Persons 25 

B-2 Population Character i s t ics  o f  Central C i t i e s  and 
Suburban Areas (Cont 

yrs. old 6 over9 

183.Stockton 
184.Santa Barb- 
l86 .Colorado S p r i w  
187. h vegas 
188.Pueblo 
W9. Odden 

% o f  

West Avg. 

Less than 4 yrs. 

Average. 190 -'a 

% of Farn~l~es By Incme Croup9 % her-Occupied Housiw hits By Value CL.~B" % of 

(49) (SO) (51) (52) (53) (54) (55) (56) (57) (58) (59) (60) (61) (62) (63) (64) (65) (66) (67) (68) (691 (70) 
96 98 39 38 15 14 14 7 20 35 ll 38 58 I40 24 l3 5 6 2 4 58 66 
40 40 W 33 16 27 Y 2 - -- 2 9 14 l3 U0 36 22 28 14 14 -- -- 
49 50 45 46 7 1) 16 4 -- -- 7 0 4 9 3 7 3 1 5 7  8 7 4 0 - - -  
35 31 W Y6 21 23 10 8 14 28 12 8 10 W 59 29 12 l3 6 9 92 211 
43 62 49 27 8 11 6 17 -- -- 26 Y4 55 41 Ui 0 3 0 2 15 -- - 
34 8 56 36 10 56 10 4 -- -- 7 0 71 20 16 50 3 20 3 10 -- -- 

k r  Cent of Employed Pemons By OEcupation Croupe 

See footnotes  a t  end o f  t a b l e .  

Unrelated 
1ndivids.O 
'C.C. Sub. P.C. Sub.1C.c. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1C.c. Sub.1C.C. Sub.1c.c. Sub.1C.C. SlIb.1C.c. Sub.lC.C. Sub, 

4 yrr, or more Pmf. 6 Cler. 6 Crafts. House. 
Hi.Sch. 6 Fore. taborem Operative College 6 Ser. kn. Tech. Sales 



B-2 Population Characteristics of Central Cities and 
Suburban Areas (Cont ' d)a 

183. Stockton 
184.Santa Barbara 
l86.Colbrado Springa 
187 .be Vegae 
188 .Pueblo 
189. Ogden 

West Avg. 

Average, 190 SMSA'e 

% of R e ~ t e r - O c c u p i e d  ~ousin hits 
By Gross Rent Classko 

(71) (72) (73) (74) (75) (76) (27) (78) (79) ( 8 0 )  

47 38 48 60 4 3 1 0 29 20 
7 14 47 58 26 5 20 23 16 25 
3 1 57 66 26 26 14 5 30 60 
4 0 50 51 36 32 9 18 20 23 
16 16 74 84 5 0 5 0 25 34 
22 0 68 73 8 27 2 0 6 35 

s e e  footnotes a t e n d  of table. 



TABLE B-2 

Footnotes  

a .  Zeros i n d i c a t e  . 5  percent  of  l e s s .  

b.  Less than  1 percent .  

c .  F igures  i n  paren theses  show percent  of  movers from oppos i t e  
met ropol i tan  l oca t ion .  1960 Census of Populat ion,  Vol. 11, 
P a r t  2C. 

1. U .  S.  Department of  Commerce, Bureau of  t h e  Census, 1960 
Census o f  Populat ion,  Vol. 1, P a r t  A ,  Table 35. 

2 .  I b i d .  

3 .  U. S. Department of  Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census, 1962 
County and C i ty  Data Book, Table 3 .  

4. U .  S .  Department of  Labor, Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  
Employment and E a r n i n ~ s ,  1960, except where o therwise  no ted .  

5 .  1960 Census of  Populat ion,  Vol. I ,  Pa r t  B y  Table 20. 

6 .  Data ob ta ined  from S t a t e  Employment Secu r i t y  Agency. 

7.  U .  S .  Department o f  Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census and 
Department o f  Hea l th ,  Education and Welfare,  Bureau o f  Old 
Age and Surv ivors  Insurance ,  County Business P a t t e r n s ,  
F i r s t  Quar te r ,  1959. 

8. 1960 Census of Popula t ion ,  Vol. I ,  Pa r t  C ,  Table 77. 

9.  I b i d . ,  Table 78. 

10. 1960 Census of  Housing, Vol. I ,  Table 38. 

11. I b i d . ,  Tables  37, 39. 

12. 1960 Census o f  Populat ion,  Vol. I ,  P a r t  D,  Table 131. 



TABLE B-3 
Percent of Nonwhites by Race, Western Region 

Negro American Wian Ol.ient.1 
C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. C.C. Sub. 

L a  Angelem-Lbng Beach. California 
San Fruri8co-Cmkland. California 
Seattle. Wamhington 
Sm Diego, California 
Dmnr, colorado 
mrtlud. OPegm 
San BeMino-Rivemide-M11pio. California 
moenix. Arizona 
S8n Jwe, California 
~ i k n m t o ,  California 
Hondlulu, H a w a i i  
Salt Lake C i t y .  Utah 
Erasno, California 

ALbuquerque, Neu Mexico 
Stackton, California 
Santa B.cb.n. California 

Includes Chinese, Japanese, Nlipino and a l l  other. 

TABLE B-4 
Percent of Persons by Age Group, 

Pitt.bul& Pi. 

1950 and 1960 
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