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PREFACE 

Times are not right for such musing nor will such pondering 

necessarily ~ake them any more so. We have an occupant at 1600 

Pennsylvania Avenue who conceives of success in the very alien terms 

of megatons, not meals; silos not souls; missles, not morals; tridents, 

not trinities; defenses, not dignities; and jets, not jobs. Such an 

atmosphere, much more conducive to proliferation than pragmatism, tries 

the soul of even veteran journeymen as it quashes the dreams of the 

apprentice. 

Yet, unforesaken dreams and unforlorned hopes fuel this 

endeavor. Specifically, the American Dream of a suitable and decent 

home for every American family, be it black or white, presupposes this 

study. It is the ember, still aglow, that promises ever to kindle the 

tinder and the tender of heart and mind. For. if this country is ever 

to reach a destiny of freedom and justice for all, we must realize not 

how far we have come, but how far we must still travel. The following 

pages, should they do nothing else, document, if not acknowledge, how 

remote equality remains. But distance and difficulty can fall prey to 

desire and dedication where truth and knowledge lend themselves to 

beauty and liberty. 
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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates black-white status inequality as an 

explication of central city residential segregation interregionally in 

1960 and 1970. Using the popular index of dissimilarity (delta) to 

quantify educational, occupational and income inequality, it was found 

that the South was more unequal than the North, but much less so in 1970. 

Moreover, the level of Southern inequality was more the product of white 

advantage and the level of Northern inequality results more from signi

ficant black disadvantage than is commonly thought. While inequality in 

both the North and the South varies greatly among cities, the sources of 

inequality were not stable over time nor across regions, as status dis

similarity was more a high status event in the North and in 1970. 

Since delta, as a nominal measure, is insensitive to such diver

gent sources of inequality, it was discounted for comparative research. 

Gin;, an ordinal statistic, was also found inadequate in detecting these 

changes in what status inequality means. Therefore, a interval(ratio 

index, tridelta, was constructed for accurate interregional and cross 

time contrasts of status inequality. Furthermore, it was shown that 

delta measures racial differences as inequality, gini detects degrees 

of absolute deprivation and tridelta is a quantification of relative 

deprivation. 

Using status to explain residential segregation since 1940, 

showed that status is a weak, but increasingly important, determinant of 

the nation's cities' levels of segregation. Surprisingly, the North 

showed less status influence on segregation and closer congruence to 

xxi 



1940 and 1950 levels of segregation than did the South in 1960 and 

1970, despite index employed. 

xxii 

Occupational dissimilarity, not deprivation, was important in 

explaining segregation. In contrast, educational and to a lesser extent, 

inco~e deprivation (relative in the South and absolute in the North) was 

imrortant, although in the North, education's effect was unexplainedly 

inverse. Since the South was found to have a more egalitarian housing 

market, it was suggested that perhaps black status gains have been more 

visible in the South and that lithe .American dilemma" may be more salient 

there. \~hatever, the South approaches parity with the rJorth. 



CHAPTER 1 

HOUSING: AMERICA~S APARTHEID 

Some 13 years have passed since the National Advisory Commission 

on Civil Disorders (hereafter cited as the Kerner Commission) shocked 

white America with their report of what caused the riots in America's 

cities during the 1960's. The Kerner Commission (1968: 1) admonished 

the country's complacency, fostered by Civil rights gains in the 1950's 

and early 1960's, with this startling summary: 

This is our basic conclusion: our nation is moving 
toward two societies, one black, one white--separate and 
unequal. 

In no area of racial separatism and inequality was this more true 

than in housing inequities. Their investigation had found Blacks, 

more than ever, languishing behind the ghetto walls of America's central 

cities, while Whites lolled in their suburbs, oblivious to the gross 

poverty, hunger, disease, over-crowding, and crime that characterize 

these cities' hearts and plague the hearts of their residents. Hence, 

residential segregation between Blacks and Whites had not only produced 

America's apartheid, but allowed and promoted white ignorance of its 

devRstating reality. 

Undeniably, segregation, a double-edge sword at its worst, has 

added insult to injury for America's Blacks. It was a clear percipitant 

for much of the urban rioting. The Kerner Commission reported that 

inadequate housing was cited as a major factor in promoting 18 of the 20 
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riots they investigated (1968: 143-150). It was primary cause of 

five major riots and the second most important in two otherso Only 

antagonistic police practices out-weighed the principal importance of 

housing inequities in promoting black rebelliono Its crucial importance 

in producing segregated schools and municipal facilities, and isolating 

the ghetto from the American dream was not lost on American Blacks, 

even if it was virtually unrecognized by Whites during the 1960's. 

Black Housing and Status Changes since 1960 

Unfortunately, while limited gains have been made since the tur

bulent 1960's in many areas of racial inequality; segregation remains an 

onerous contradiction to the American creed of equality and justice for 

all. Inspection of Table 1 shows that in terms of absolute changes, 

black males have made considerable strides in educational attainments 

from 1960 to 1976. In terms of high school and college graduates, this 

is also true relative to white maleso However, the ratios presented in 

the table are primarily to put the statistics in proper perspective, and 

no fut'ther comment on the rel ative gai ns or losses wi 11 be made here. 

This is not to suggest that they are unimportant; quite the contrary, 

as a considerable portion of this research effort will focus squarely on 

the relative advantage of whiteso It is, however~ of only peripheral 

interest at this point, and needs significant elaboration before comment 

is warranted. 

Likewise, black males have made gains in occupational prestige 

and in the reduction of segregation within occupational categories. 

This is not true of unemployment which continues to reflect during 

times of economic down turns, such as was the case in 1976, that Blacks 
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Table 1. Black Male Status Achievement: 1960-1976a 

Year 

Variable 1960 1970 1976 

Percent H. S. 21 16 7 
Dropout (1.17) (1 .78) (1 .40) 

Percent H. S. 41 59 74 
Graduate (0.59) (0.71 ) (0.85) 

Percent College 4 6 11 
Graduate (0.20) (0.27) (0.32) 

Percent 8.6 7.1 15.9 
Unemployed (1 .83) (1 .97) (2.69) 

Mean 
Occupational 25.9 29.6 30.5 

Prestige (0.70) (0.76) (0.77) 

Occupational 
Dissimilarity 44.7 44.3 37.9 

Median Househo1d b $680 $1303 $2263 
Per Capita Income (0.46) (0.45) (0.49) 

Earnings $60.00 $108.90 $185.30 
r·10bi 1 i t/ (0.46) (0.45) (0.49) 

Median Household $3233 $6516 " $9821 
Income , (0.55) (0.64) (0.63) 

Percent in 33 28 
Povertyd "(2.50) (3.11) 

aAdapted from U. S. Commission on Civil Rights (1978). Statistics in 
parentheses are ratios of black male to white male. See text for fur
ther explanation. 

bStatistics for males and females; 1959, 1969, and 1975. 

CStatistics for 1969 and 1975. 
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remain the employers' first expendable asset when budgets are tightened. 

Even though the phrase, "last hired; first fired," has been in use long 

enough to be trite, its accuracy seems little diminished with use or 

time" 

Even though unemployment among Black males has risen, per 

capita as well as household income has more than tripled during the 

16 year period and poverty is down slightlyc Similarly, earnings 

mobility, the average annual increment in earnings for full-time 

working Blacks, has risen from $60 to $1850 

In contrast to these educational occupational and income baro

meters of change, Table 2 presents housing statistics for the same time 

frame. While Blacks significantly more often live in dwellings with 

complete plumbin9, kitchen, and heating facilities in 1976 than they 

did in 1960, they are actually at an advantage on this statistic only 

in comparison with the more rural Native American with only 85 percent 

of their houses having complete facilities" Even the Puerto Ricans, 

America's most recent immigrants, have homes with complete facilities 

93 percent of the time" (UoS. Commission on Civil Rights, 1967: 80), 

Moreover, one in every five black renters still live in houses 

characterized as having more than 1.01 persons pe~ roomo The signifi

cance of this can be appreciated by noting that in 1976, still only two 

of five Blacks had realized the American dream of a home of their own. 

And this embarrassing statistic comes nearly three decades after Con

gress, in the Housing Act of 1949, declared national policy to be lithe 

realization as soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and a suit

able living environment for every American family." (cited in Way, 



Table 2. Housing Quality for Blacks: 1960-1976a 

Variable 

Percent Owner 
Occupied 

Percent 
Overcrowded 

Rented 

Owned 

Complete Household 
Facilities 

Percent Payi ng 
25% or More of 

Income for Housing 

Percent Outside 
Centra 1 City 

Residential 
Di ssimi1 arity 

1960 

37 
(0 .37) 

31 
(2.21) 

18 
(2.13) 

69 
(0.79) 

48.5 
(1 .44 ) 

17 
(0.58) 

86.07 b 

Year 

1970 

42 
(0.63) 

20 
(2.33) 

13 
(2.31 ) 

88 
(0.92) 

46.7 
(1.35) 

20 
(0.63) 

81 .56c 
85.15 

5 

1976 

42 
(0.64) 

aAdapted from U. S. Commission on Civil Rights (1978). Statistics in 
parentheses are ratios of black households to white households. See 
text for further explanation. 

bAdapted from Taeuber and Taeuber (1965: 40-1). The measure is the 
average unweighted index of dissimilarity for 109 central cities based 
on census block computations for \~hite versus Nonwhite, and is inter
preted as the minimum number of Blacks, or Whites that would have to 
relocate to achieve integrated residence. See chapter two for a com
prehensive evaluation and discussion of the index of dissimilarity. 

cAdapted from S¢rensen, Taeuber and Hollingsworth (1975: 128-30). Both 
statistics are indexes of dissimilarity for 109 central cities based 
on block computations. The upper is for White versus Nonwhite and the 
lower is for White versus Black. 



1967: 26). This fact also comes in the face of prime interest rates 

presently in excess of 20 percent that relegates home ownership to 

Americans without an established equity, virtually impossible, The 

American dream has become a pipe dream to most of the nation's Blacks 

(and other poor, for that matter). 
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Nearly half of the country's Blacks were still paying 25 percent 

of their income for housing in 1970, despite its relatively dilapitated 

conditionso Fried (1972: 198) cites a joint study in 1968 by the 

Departments of Labor and Commerce in which it was reported that one 

out of every four housing units occupied by Nonwhites was either 

dilapidated or lacking plumbing facilities (four times the rate for 

Whites)u In general, the census figures presented in Table 2 grossly 

underestimate housing inadequacies for America's Blacks (cf, Fried, 

1972: 184-194). Living in a home that costs 25 cents out of every 

dollar (while taxes take another quarter) and at the same time finding 

it so inadequate, overcrowded and uninhabitable that waking hours must 

be spent outside, must be difficult, at besto Then to hear the racially 

prejudiced decry that Blacks are not welcome neighbors because they are 

"street people" must try the souls of the most tolerant and forgiving 

Black. 

And finally to escape from such undesirable conditions, Blacks 

must scale ghetto walls erected high by racism--both individual and 

institutional. As Table 2 displays, few Blacks indeed have overcome 

these heinous barriers to take up residence outside the central city, 

let alone to have found integrated residence. Van Valey, Roof and Wilcox 

(1977: 839) conclude that segregation based on census tracts decreased 



less than one percent from 1960 to 1970 for 137 SMSA's and that more 

metropolitan areas experienced net increases in segregation than 

declines. And sadly, Sears and Fay tell (1974: 38) report segregation 

among political jurisdictions (cities and towns within SMSA's) 

measured by the Gini index in 43 middle-sized metropolitan areas ~ 

by 14 percent from 1960 to 1970! Comparatively, the indices reported 

in Table 2 are quite optimistic. Yet in ;970, no less than 85 percent 

of all Blacks would have to move to desegregate the central cities of 

America's urban areas. 

It would appear then, at least superficially, that Blacks have 

not been very successful in translating increased education achieve

ment, occupational prestige and income into enhanced housing amenities 

nor integrated living environmentso But, the relationship between 

black status and residential integration is an empirical question and 

is a primary concern of this study. Such a pessimistic conclusion is 

in fact unwarranted without considerably more attention to the facts 

at hand. Suffice to say at this point, the relationship between 

status factors and segregation will occupy much attention in the pages 

that follow. 

The Cost of Segregation 
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But while the relation of status and racial residential 

propinquity is a question open to further empirical analysis, the social 

costs of continuing segregation are all well known. (See the debate 

between Piven and Cloward, 1967 and Funnye and Shiffman, 1967 for a 

general survey of the issues). Definitely, a fundamental incentive for 

desegregation is to assure all families of a decent home environment--



the realization and implementation of the American creed of equality 

(Myrdal, 1944) in housing. But providing true open housing for 

Blacks is more than a mere moral imperative, it is for many reasons 

a social necessity dictated as much by economics and stability as by 

ethical considerations of justice and equality. 
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Blacks, overcrowded in the nation's central cities, not only 

must endure virtually uninhabitable living arrangements, but often must 

pay more money for inferior property, commonly referred to as a "race 

or color tax." This phenomenon, perhaps first noted by Myrdal (1944, 

Vol. 1; 379) nearly 40 years ago, has been documented by considerable 

subsequent empirical research (cf. for example, Bailey, 1959 and 1966; 

Rapkin, 1966; Haugen and Heins, 1969; King and Mieszkowski, 1973; von 

furitenberg, Harrison, and Horowitz, 1974; Wilson, 1974; Kain and 

Quigley, 1975; Yinger, 1978; and Krivo, 1980). Steger (1973: 90) 

estimates the cost of the "race tax" to central ci ty bl ack fami 1 ies 

to be between 75 and 90 million dollars annually! 

As overwhelming as that figure is, it pales compared to the 

cost of occupational discrimination stemming from segregation" It has 

been duly noted that industries, a primary employer of semiskilled 

and unskilled labor, more and more tend to locate at the edges of urban 

areas far removed from the masses of black employees. Concurrently, 

cities become the loci of professional and technical firms far removed 

from their suburban employees. These trends, often referred to as 

the "mis-match theory," foster already exorbitant inner city sub

employment and unemployment rates as poor Blacks find it increasingly 

difficult and expensive, at $1.50 per gallon gasoline prices, to 
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commute to the jobs they qualify for (cf. Kain, 1968 and Mooney, 1969). 

Steger 0973: 104-5) estimates the income loss to segregated Blacks 

to be ten billion dollars annually! 

But not all the costs of segregation are economico Patently, 

segregated public schools are a product of segregated housing. Farley 

and Taeuber (1974: 897) found the correlation between residential 

and school segregation to be .80 for 60 cities. Busing for integration, 

one of the most aggravating and divisive social issues of present times, 

is as much an attempt to overcome neighborhood segregation as school 

segregation. Also, Reskin and Campbell (1974) note that nonwhite areas 

are characterized by less private physicians and therefore, provide 

less access to health care. 

And while not all the costs of segregation are economic, neither 

are they all born by Blackso Cities, already strapped by inflation, 

find their affluent citizens migrating increasingly to bedroom 

cormnunities (Frey, 1978) and their solvent businesses moving to 

suburban industrial parks, both of which further undermine the already 

precarious tax base of central cities. 

Hhites, alike, are not i11111une to the costs of segregationo 

Their property taxes reflect the withering of the cities' tax base 

and the duplication of services and facilities that accompany a 

residential apartheido Their children are also bused far from home 

and they too must bear rising fuel costs to commute from suburb to 

city and back for employmento Likewise, culturally they miss the 

cosmopolitan producing experience of integrated residence (United 

Nations, 1978: Reese, 1978). Indeed, one of the ironies of racial 
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discrimination is the excessive costs to the discriminator, further 

highlighting its illogical nature (as a further illustration, cf. 

Reich, 1971 and Szymanski, 1976 who report the irony of job discrimina

tion against Blacks producing white employee loss). Unequivocally, 

Blacks and Whites, alike, have a vested interest in desegregationa 

Regional Variation in Race Relations 

Returning to the Kerner Commission's finding that America was 

dividing into two unequal societies, it is a matter of record that the 

reaction to this conclusion was sharp, divided, and often divisiveo 

The public, and Whites in particular, as well as social scientists and 

politicians, polarized in their reactions, Responses ranged from 

d{sbelief and outright rejection to acceptance and pleas for continued 

and el aborated II tell i n9 it 1 ike it is. II 

Among most Whites, the reactions were predictable. The Southern 

White, who took the report seriously, typically remained steadfast in 

his belief that the problem was not hiso It was the Negro's or Black's 

or Nigger's problema And this false conception weathered the Commis

ion's proclamation that the principle problem was white racismo The 

Northern White, who accepted the findings as worthy of attention, 

likewise typically maintained the persuasion that the problem \'1as not 

his either. It was, as it always had been, a Southern problemo And 

this delusion was held despite the fact that of the 20 cities studied 

extensively by the Kerner Commission (upon which their conclusions 

were based), only two, Tampa and Atlanta, were Southern cities" Both 

reactions were, therefore, erroneous and fraught with the potential 



11 

of more urban violenceo 

However, the point here is not to be overly critical of either 

the Southern or Northern White. Neither is it the intention to over

look the many Whites, Northern and Southern, who conscientiously set 

about to rid their cities of the racial injustices uncovered by the 

Kerner Report. What is intended is that the regional variation in 

reacti.on is symptomatic of a pervasive regional difference in race 

relations in general. If there is one fact that can be agreed upon 

by students of the American racial scene, it is that the Southern 

and Northern patterns differ dramatically" It is this regional 

distinction in race relations that is the primary concern of this 

research. Specifically, the relationship between racial status and 

residential segregation will systematically be analyzed in regard 

to regional variation" 

The recognition of regional diversity in race relations by 

social scientists is warranted, if not necessary. It may be, in fact, 

as basic to the understanding of American race relations as the 

recognition of the cultural differences between Blacks and Whites< 

Virtually all studies of minority relations have taken into account 

regional variations, or would be more accurate and complete had they 

done so. Empirical investigations of note, either compare regions 

explicitly or at least, implicitly account for regional differences 

by limiting their universe to one region" Those that ignore regional 

diversity are almost always guilty of over-generalizing or of 

significant omission, or both, 



The South as the Ugly Step-Daughter 

The recognition of regional distinctions often implies and 

occasionally states that the Southern variety of race relations is 

inherently less just than that of the Northo And where this may 

frequently be the case, most often the claim is an untested and 

untestable assumption underlying the more explicit propositions in 

question. This tendency is, of course, what Gouldner (1970: 29-35) 

labeled domain assumptions and cautioned sociologists to avoid. 

Gouldner's purpose in offering the caveat was objectivity and honesty; 

mention here is more concerned with greater accuracy. 
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It would be remiss not to mention the irony of the foregoing 

paragrapho It was pointed out above that the understanding of regional 

variety was as crucial as the comprehension of cultural distinctions 

between the races. At present, when sociologists teach minority 

relations throughout the nation's universities, they must emphasize 

the cultural differences between Blacks and Whites (as well as their 

basic similarities), but admonish their students that different does 

not imply inferior. In fact, the tendency to equate the two is 

presented as a fallacy and labeled as ethnocentrism. Every sociologist 

and most undergraduate students of sociology know this fallacy and 

recognize it as inferior to cultural relativity where cultural events 

are evaluated only by their own cultural standards. Yet, when the 
~ 

lecture notes are filed away and the research notebook takes its 

place, is the sociologist (including the author) not often guilty of 

equating the differences between North and South with Southern 

injustice and inferiority? 
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Even a cursory survey of the race relations literature would 

lead most to respond in the affirmative. Literally hundreds of articles 

and books by implication, innuendo, assertion and declaration reproach 

the South as more prejudiced, more discriminatory and more racist than 

the North. Even with the recently common qualification that there 

does exist racism in the North, the assumption (message) is clear: 

racial injustice is germane, if not inherent, to the Southern states. 

This sentiment is not limited to the inept or incompetent 

social scientist; it is virtually universal. Note McKinney and 

Bourque's (1971: 399) assessment of the general conception of the 

South: 

The American South has traditionally been viewed as a 
passive, backward. and often recalcitrant region of the 
country: a section whose existence the rest of the country 
would often like to ignore. 

Even Robert Merton, perhaps one of the most respected and astute 

American sociologists, questions the potential success of attempting 

to implement civil rights in the South through legal or institutional 

means because of the pervasiveness of the "All-Weather Illiberal" in 

the region (1949: 119-122). Likewise. Gordon Allport in his classic 

The Nature of Prejudice states, albeit somewhat tentatively (1954: 78): 

Perhaps we may venture three generalizations that seem 
to be most widely supported by the evidence. The first is 
that, on the average, attitudes towards Negroes are less 
favorable in Southern than in Northern and Western states. 

And in the widely cited study of integration by Deutsch and Collins 

(1951: 126-8) upon which Allport (1954: 250-268) founded his contact 

hypothesis, the authors, similarly conclude that integration will 

probably fail in the South. In contrast, Reese (1978) found that the 



contact hypothesis was apparently equally applicable to the South; 

that is, Southern Whites do become less racially prejudiced given the 

opportunity to benefit from integration. 

Admittedly these statements are somewhat dated, and social 

scientists have learned much since the 1950's. For example, see 

Kozol (1967) for a searing indictment of the racism that permeates 
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the Boston school system. Nonetheless, the propensity is still to 

discount the prejudice of the Northern White while focusing on Southern 

bigotry. 

Hith regard to expressed racial attitudes, the preponderance 

of evidence certainly seems to support the opinion that racial hostility 

is more prominent among Southern Whites. Consideration of Table 3 

shows that according to the National Opinion Research Center, the 

South is less in favor of, or less willing to express support of 

integration of schools, public transportation and neighborhoods than 

is the North in every survey yearu In fact, t~hites living in the 

South, that were polled in the most recent survey, are just now on a 

par with Northern Whites polled in 19420 Every other national survey 

known to the author supports this conclusion: the North is less 

prejudiced than the South (cf. Brink and Harris, 1963; Brink and 

Harris, 1967; Campbell, 1971; Middleton, 1976; Giles, 1977; and 

Taylor, Sheatsley and Greeley, 1978). 

The Ugly Step-Daughter as Cinderella 

. The evidence is overwhelming, but lest a caution be forgotten, 

remember attitudes often correlate rather poorly with behavior 



15 

Table 3. White Attitude Change Toward Segregation by Region: 1942-1970 

Percent of Hhites in Agreement 
with Desegregated 

Region Year Schools Publ i c Housing Transportation 

1942a 40 57 42 

1956a 61 73 58 

North 1963b 73 89 68 

1970c 83 93 

Percent 
Change +43 +36 +26 

1942a 2 4 12 

1956a 14 27 38 

South 1963b 34 52 44 

1970c 45 67 

Percent 
Change +43 +63 +32 

aAdapted from Hyman and Sheasts1ey (1 956) . 

bAdapted from Hyman and Sheastsley (1964) . 

cAdapted from Greeley and Sheatsley (1971). 



(LaPiere, 1934; Merton, 1949 and Deutscher, 1973). In fact, Ehrlich 

(1973: 8) after surveying all the relevant research on the relation 

between prejudice and discrimination, summarized the paradox thusly: 

Studies on the relation of prejudice and behavior have almost 
consistently resulted in a summary statement of the form that 
prejudice is a poor predicator of discrimination •••• 

To paraphrase Deutscher's (1973) conclusion, what we say and what we 

do are two very different phenomenao More specifically, LaPiere 

(1934) and Merton (1949) a~d the important corollary to the above by 

adding, a lack of prejudice does not necessarily predict the lack 

of discrimination. 

One of the problems that plague the prediction of behavior 

from attitudes is the tendency of some Whites (among others) to give 

socially acceptable responses to attitude items. This, of course, 

accents the regional variations by prompting some Northern Whites 

to give more liberal responses than they actually hold. An important 

corollary to this commonly suspected deceit, is that some Southern 

Whites may respond more intolerantly for the same sociological reasons 

than they actually are" To the author's knowledge, no one has 

systematically investigated this latter possibility, despite its equal 

significance. Could Gouldner's domain assumptions be playing a role 

here? 
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Some attitude research does not support the thesis that the 

North is unequivocally more liberal than the South. And fortunately, 

these surveys do not carry the stigma of being particularly prone to 

socially acceptable responses. They are surveys of black assessments 

of the South relative to the North. Table 4 shows that while Northern 



Table 4. Black Assessment of Living Conditions by Regiona 

Reply to: "00 you think Negroes are better off in the South, in the 
North, or isn't there any difference?" 

Res~ondents From 
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Reply New York Chicago Atlanta Birniingham 

South 

North 

Equal 

OK 

Reply to: 

Reply 

South 

North 

Equal 

OK 

14% 

57 

25 

4 

11 % 

55 

27 

7 

32% 

23 

36 

9 

20% 

35 

33 

12 

"Where would you say things are improving faster for 
Negroes--in the South, in the North, or isn't there any 
difference?" 

Respondents From 

New York Chicago Atlanta Birmingham 

40% 42~1o 59% 55% 

34 32 14 20 

21 21 17 16 

5 5 10 9 

(190) (133 ) (198 ) (200) 

aAdapted from Marx (1969: 7-11). 

(N) 



Blacks and Deep South Blacks deem the situation better in the North, 

Atlanta Blacks do not. In fact, even in Birmingham more than half 

the respondents felt that the Southern situation was as good as 

(or as bad as) or better than the Northern in 1964. Of course, the 

responses could reflect wishful thinking (itself a type of socially 

situated response) in both regions, but they do basically concur with 

the findings of Brink and Harris (1963: 228-229) of less regional 

difference than commonly thought. And consider Marx's (1969: 10) 

poignant comments on the data: 

••. depending on the sample, between one third and one fourth 
felt there was no difference between the two areas. For a 
few this was a positive response to the great progress that 
has recently been made in the South.c •• 

However, for the majority it seemed to be a rejection 
of I'mere appearances" in the North--a bel ief that behind 
the facade of Northern tolerance lies discrimination and 
prejudice fully as bad as the open bigotry of the South. 
For this group the view of the North as the "promised land" 
clearly does not hold and there is agreement with Malcolm X 
that everything south of the Canadian border is South. 

But if there was a division between Northern and Southern 

Blacks on the situation, no such disagreement exists for estimates 

of change. Here Blacks from both sides of the Mason-Dixon line 

agree: things are improving more rapidly in the South. Returning 

briefly to Table 3, white attitude surveys reflect the same trends, 

Southern White attitudes are becoming more favorable faster than are 
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the Northerners'. In addition, Taylor, Sheatsley, and Greeley (1978: 44) 

report that the regional gap closed even more rapidly than Table 3 

suggests from 1970 to 19720 Similarly, Campbell and Hatchett (1975) 

report that by 1974 the South had more racial interaction in their 
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schools, workplaces and shopping areas than did any other region of 

the country. Add to that, McKinney and Bourque's (1971) report that 

the South was closing long standing regional gaps by rapidly becoming 

more urban, more industrialized and putting more priority on education. 

With this, a picture of the South is portrayed that more resembles the 

Black assessment than traditional wisdom would allow. In summary', 

even if the assumption that the South is more racist than the North 

is correct, it is apparently less true, according to America's 

Blacks, in recent years than it was in the paste 

Given the virtual unanimity of black opinion on the subject, 

it would be a surprise if social scientists had not picked up on the 

theme either as an empirical hypothesis or to incorporate it into 

their theories and essays to guide future research. Surprise!, the 

author was able to find only one sociologist (Jones, 1972; 121-124), 

who happens to be black, who explicitly rejected the idea that the 

South's blatant racism was more discriminatory than the North's less 

overt actions. In the face of such a void, one is prompted to repeat 

C. Eric Lincoln's (1968) question, "ls anybody listening to Black 

America?" The answer is apparently not, for even van den Berghe (1978) 

whose race theory is founded on the differences between Northern 

competitive race relations in contrast to the Southern paternalistic 

variety, inadequately accounts for the black perspective. He only 

notes the growing similarity of the regions as the South becomes more 

competitive. 

Hhile empirical evidence of this growing similarity is provided 

by McKinney and Bourque (1971) and was predicted in the early 1950's by 
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Demerath and Gilmore (1954), Jones alone capitalizes on this increasing 

regional comparability. In fact, Jones (1972: 122) could cite only 

one reference to support his rejection of Southern bigotry in contrast 

to Northern tolerance, and at that, only a source published in 1835! 

But a monumental source it was, the classic Democracy in ,Ilmerica. 

Consider de Tocqueville's (1966: 315) astute observation on the 

American racial scene: 

Turning my attention to the United States of our own day, 
I plainly see that in some parts of the country the legal 
barrier between the two races is tending to come down, but 
not that of mores [which he considered much more crucial than the 
Constitution and other legal definitions of democracy]; I see 
that slavery is in retreat, but the prejudice from which it 
arose is immovable. 

In that part of the union where the Negroes are no longer 
slaves, have they come closer to the whites? Everyone who has 
lived in the United States will have noticed just the opposite. 

Race prejudice seems stronger in those states that have 
abolished slavery than in those where it still exists, and 
nowhere is it more intolerant than in those states where 
slavery was never knowno. 

Clearly, de Tocqueville was not deceived by the insidious nature of 

Northern racism. 

Unfortunately, between this 1835 observation and Jones' 

insight in 1972, few others have had such accuracy of perception nor 

veracity of expression. The present literature search located Co Vann 

Woodward, a historian, in tangential accordance with de Tocqueville 

and Jones. In his historical account of the death of reconstruction 

and the birth of Jim Crow, he notes (1951: 211) that: 

The barriers of racial discrimination mounted in direct 
ratio with the tide of political democracy among whites. 
In fact, an increase of Jim Crow laws upon the Statute books 
of a state is almost an accurate index of the decline of the 



reactionary regimes of the Redeemers and triumph of white 
democratic movements. 

Note that while Woodward is directing hi~ attention primarily to 

Southern states, the irony is perhaps more appropriately applied to 

the North. Jones (1972: 10) comments: 

Although they lacked sufficient economic reasons for the 
wholesale exploitation of Negroes, the Englishmen of 
Northern states nevertheless considered Negroes (even 
free ones) to be fundamentally different from themselves, 
and developed a set of legal, social, political, and 
educational policies through which--sometimes blatantly, 
sometimes subtly, and insidiously--they perpetuated, 
reinforced, and widened racial differenceso Jim Crows 
laws originated in the North, not in the South [emphasis 
original]. .._-

The literature search for this study produced only one other 

congruent viewpoint, that of the noted novelist, Ralph Ellison. 

Ellison, again providing a black perspective, pointedly writes (1962): 

In relation to their Southern background, the cultural 
history of Negroes in the North reads like the legend of 
some tragic people out of mythology, a people which aspired 
to escape from its own unhappy homeland to the apparent 
peace of a distant mountain; but which in migrating, made 
some fatal error of judgement and fell into a great chasm 
of maze-like passages that promise ever to lead to the 
mountain but end ever against the wall. 
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So from the multitude of observations that compare the regional 

variations in race relations, only four are of the opinion that Southern 

practices are not inherently less just than those of the Northo But 

for these four, in the North where democracy and tolerance supposedly 

flourished, Blacks, paradoxically languished under more severe 

injustice. The possibility of this remaining the case will focus 

the last major empirical investigation of the present inquiry. 



The Ecological Perspective and Race 

Two major questions under scrutiny here are: (1) can Blacks 

translate enhanced socioeconomic status into improved and integrated 

residence?, and (2) is there a difference in this translation 

regionally? Both are founded on the ecological perspective of 

American communities (cf. Duncan and $chnore, 1959; for a general 

presentation of ecological theory). Perhaps Park's (1926: 8-9) 

words theoretically guide the queries best: 

One of the incidents of the growth of the community is the 
social selection and segregation of the population, and the 
creation on the one hand, of natural social groups, and on the 
other, of natural social areas •••• such segregation of population 
as these take place, first, upon the basis of language and of 
culture, and second, upon the basis of race. 

and (Park, 1926: 19): 

It is because social relations are so frequently and so 
inevitably correlated with spatial relations; because physical 
distances so frequently are, or seem to be, the indexes of 
social distances, that statistics have any significance whatever 
for sociology. And this is true, finally, because it is only 
as social and physical facts can be reduced to, or correlated 
with, spatial facts that they can be measured at all. 

Clearly then, one task of the endeavor is to test the proposition 

that the similarity of the two groups culturally and in terms of 

status (education, occupation and income) will be reflected in their 

spatial arrangements (integration). 

In regards to changes in racial status similarity, Park 

(1926; 9) again clearly expounds the (his) ecological perspective: 

Within these immigrant colonies and racial ghettos, however, 
other processes of selection inevitably take place which 
bring about segregation based upon vocational interests, 
upon intelligence, and personal ambition. The result is 
that the keener, the more energetic, and the more ambitious 
very soon emerge from their ghettos and immigrant colonies 
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and move into an area of second immigrant settlement, or perhaps 
into a cosmopolitan area in which the members of several 
immigrant and racial groups meet and live side by side. More 
and more, as the ties of race, of language, and of culture are 
weakened, successful individuals move out and eventually find 
their places in business and in the professions, among the 
older population group which has ceased to be identified with 
any language or racial group. The point is that change of 
occupation, personal success or failure--changes of economic 
and social status, in short--tend to be registered in changes 
of location. The physical or ecological organization of the 
community, in the long run, responds to and reflects the 
occupational and the cultural. 

For Park, enhanced socioeconomic status (SES) will inevitably result 
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in increased residential proximity or integration for Blacks and Whiteso 

The Color-Caste Versus Ecological Assimilation 

Such an optimistic appraisal is predictable from a sociologist 

who believed that assimilation is not only desirable, but inevitable. 

It is the last evolutionary stage of his progressive and irreversible 

cycle of: contact, competition, accommodation and eventual assimila-

tion (Park, 1950: 150). Yet, one need not look long nor far for 

significantly less optimistic evaluations. In 1936, Warner published 

his classic color-caste model of race relations depicting a racial 

chasm that no similarity of status could bridge. He found the model 

t1 be an effective description of both the Southern pattern (Davis, 

Gardner and Gardner, 1945) and the Northern pattern (Warner, 1945 and 

Warner, et al., 1963). Employing the model, Warner suggested perhaps 

an eventual equal, but separate two caste society still characterized 

by a high degree of segregation, separatism, prejudice and endogamy 

(similar to Gordon's 1964 model of pluralism). 
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Hence, the two sociologists separated only by a few feet at the 

University of Chicago for a time, were miles apart in their prognosis 

of American racial equality and assimilation. For Park, only time 

and ambition were necessary for black assimilation; for Warner, et al. 

(1963: 418), "the group will not be totally assimilated until the 

present American social order changes gradually or by revolution." 

A more recent testament to the continuing conflict of interpretation, 

as well as a black critique of the liberal assimilation-as-inevitable 

position, is provided by Metzger (1971). He suggests assimilation is 

only one of several possible outcomes of the renewed black consciousness. 

The present research should lend some insight into whether 

Park's assimilation or Warner's caste model seems more probable in 

terms of residential integration. Specifically, the study asks, 

does similarity of status result in propinquity in residence? It 

should be sufficient at this point, to note that the research is 

guided by the general theoretical relationship of status and spatial 

clustering provided by Park's ecological model. But, the study 

specifically asks the question, does race add an important inhibiting 

influence? That is, was Warner's caste model more sensitive to the 

actual barriers faced by Blacks in the housing market, despite their 

level of status achievement? 

Research in the Relation of Socioeconomic Status and Segregation 

In asking such questions and then in attempting to answer 

~hem, the present enterprise is both blessed and cursed by prior 

investigations. It is blessed in terms of following important 



methodological and empirical insights, but simultaneously cursed by 

a veritable plethora of contradictory findings. Virtually every 

research design and assessment has rendered a different conclusion 

in varying magnitude of divergence from previous attempts. Even an 

attempt to review, let alone summarize, the findings is met by an 

almost incomprehensible and irreductible set of contradictory 

determinations and evaluations. Not only is the jury sti"ll out in 

regard to the correlation between SES and segregation, but the 

deliberation room is in shambles. Nevertheless, a synthesis of sorts 

is not only in order, but is direly needed. 

The Three Pioneering Studies 
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Before undertaking such an unwieldly task, the three pioneering 

studies in the area should be presented. The first, an empirical 

test of Park's ecological proposition, was conducted by Duncan and 

Duncan (1955a). This study was conducted just eight short years after 

Jahn, Schmidt and Schrag (1947) had proposed that ecological segregation 

between two groups (races) could be summarized by a segregation index. 

The Duncans found, in confirmation of Park, that (1) Chicago was 

segregated by occupational category, and (2) the highest and lowest 

occupations, as ranked by prestige, were the most segregated, with 

the intermediate occupations being the least segregated in terms of 

residence. They also conclude that (3) occupational prestige appears 

to be more important in the process of residential differentiation, 

isolation and exclusion than does income since, among other reasons, 

clerical workers were less segregated from the higher occupations 



than were the more economically rewarding crafts. 

Although they do not present racial data to confirm their 

conclusion, they do suggest (Duncan and Duncan, 1955a: 499): 

In so far as residential segregation on basis of color, cutting 
across occupational lines, exists within the metropolitan 
community, occupational status is rendered at least partially 
ineffective as a determinant of residential location. 

In other words, race is a dominating force that either prevails over 

occupational segregation or mitigates its effects. But again, they 

did not systematically test the assertion. 
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The second pioneering study was conducted ten years later, and 

has become the authoritative source for understanding racial segregation. 

This work is Taeuber and Taeuber's (1965a) classic book, Negroes in 

Cities: Residential Segregation and Neighborhood Change. They 

documented the national pervasiveness of racial segregation from 

1940 to 1960 and made significant inroads into explaining its 

existence as an ecological fact. They not only quantify its existence 

in 109 central cities in 1940 and 1950, but did so for 207 cities in 

1960. Moreover, they found that while segregation was originally 

higher in the North than in the South, the South was becoming more 

segregated while the North was becoming slightly less segregated. 

In addition, they made an empirical test of the Duncans' 

assumption of the importance of racial segregation over and above 

status segregation; not unlike what they had done in the prior year 

(Taeuber and Taeuber, 1964). They (1965a: 85-86) confirmed the 

previous speculation of the Duncans and their own 1964 findings for 

Chicago, by concluding: 



These data confirm the earlier finding that patterns of economic 
segregation do not account for the observed levels of racial 
residential segregation. 

It is not the case, in other words, that levels of racial segregation 

can be explained by what would be expected from community patterns of 

economic segregation combined with the fact that Blacks on the 

average, are of lower economic status. 

Finally, the Taeubers seem to waver between implying that 

residential segregation between Blacks and Whites is less dependent 

on economic status in the South with time (1965a: 85), less explained 

when status differences are small (1965: 86 and 94), and not 

particularly related to region in regard to change (1965a: 7). 

These seemingly divergent conclusions, which will be treated in 

depth in Chapter seven, are the result of varying methodological 

approaches to the problem which the Taeubers note to be central 

(1965a: 95): 

'If a more elaborate theory and methodology were developed 
for assessing the direct casual importance of economic 
factors, their explanatory power would be shown to be 
even less than indicated here. 

As a forewarning, this methodological significance still plagues the 

more recent attempts to relate SES and racial propinquity. 

In the third and final precedent setting investigation of 

racial segregation, Bahr and Gibbs (1967) systematically test the 

regional variation in the amount of segregation that can be explained 

by racial differences in status. For a sample of 33 SMSA's, they 

found that (1) residential segregation was only weakly correlated 

with educational, occupational, and economic dissimilarity (and 
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negatively, at that), and there was (2) sUbstantial regional variation 

in the relationship between status measures and segregation. In the 

South, the greater the similarity between Blacks and Whites in SES, 

the more segregated the races were in 1960! In contrast, the Northern 

cities displayed a positive correlation between education and occu

pational dissimilarity and residential dissimilarity (however, none of 

the zero-order correlations were statistically significant). 

Subsequent Research on the Relationship Between SES and Sp~tial Location 

The three studies discussed above provide the foundation for 

the present research, as well as for many other investigations. It 

should be clear that the early research had confirmed the ecological 

proposition relating status to spatial location, but racial segregation 

was only little explained by status differences between Blacks and 

Whites. Furthermore, whatever the strength of the relationship 

between SES and racial residential segregation, the process appeared 

differen~ ~ the South and ~ the Northo Add to these incongruent 

results, the Taeubers' caveat that research methodology was a crucial 

factor in the results obtained from relating SES to segregation and 

a legacy was created that was destined to proffer as much heat as 

light for future research. The issues not only remain unresolved, but 

often untested and untried. Keeping this last point in mind, an 

attempt will be made to summarize the confusin9 state of the art 

regarding these issues. 

Replications of the Duncans' Research. In terms of the relation

ship between status and spatial location theorized by Park and empiri-
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cally verified by the Duncans, most research confirmed and generalized 

their conclusions. Uyeki (1964) compared Cleveland in 1950 and 1960 to 

the Duncans' Chicago findings and found similar patterns of occupational 

segregation, as well as similar magnitudes of segregation indexes. He 

(1964: 491) also cited a study done in 1956 (Wilkins, 1956) that also 

contains these conclusions. Simkus (1978) found, for ten urbanized 

areas, residential clustering and relative isolation by occupation 

had persisted in a consistent fashion through the 1970 census despite 

significant city growth, dispersion, and residential redistribution. 

In summary, the ecological correlation of occupational prestige and 

residential proximity has withstood various tests and remains a fact 

even though the occupationally segregated neighborhoods have relocated 

within individual cities. 

In addition, Farley (1977) replicated the study for the nation's 

29 largest urban areas. He found little intercity variation and 

confirmed the U-shaped relationship, the Duncans reported for occupation, 

using educational attainment and income (income was not presented, 

but reported by Farley, 1977: 508). In other words, the extremes of 

income and educational attainment were more residentially segregated 

than intermediate status groups. Farley also found that the pattern 

was almost identical in the nation's suburbs as had been demonstrated 

for central cities. 

Along similar lines, several studies have found the relation

ship between SES and residential integration for immigrants to hold. 

Lieberson (1961 and 1963), Taeuber and Taeuber (1964), Guest and Weed 

(1976) and Bleda (1979) all basically concur that as immigrant groups 



advance in socioeconomic status and more resemble the host population, 

they are residentially dispersed from ethnic enclaves and integrated 

with the indigenous population. In contrast, Darroch and Marston 

(1971) and Kantrowitz (1973) report no such relationship in Toronto 

or New York, respectively. But as Guest and Weed (1976: 1090-2) 

suggest, the discrepancy seems to be more a matter of interpretation 

and emphasis by Darroch and Marston rather than negative evidence. 

Likewise, Guest and Weed attribute Kantrowitz's findings to a metho

dological divergence that produces the discrepant results of seemingly 

negative evidence. That is, Darroch and Marston look at individual 

rather than ethnic group integration. 
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In contrast to these negative findings, the Taeubers (1964) 

find that the relationship between SES and residence tends to hold for 

Puerto Ricans in Chicago. Likewise, Massey (1979) finds SES to 

correlate with the residential integration for the Spanish-American 

population in general, as well as for Cubans in Miami, but at the same 

time reports little support in linking SES to Puerto Rican segregation, 

at least in Spanish Harlem. In support of Massey, Matre and Mindiola 

(1977 and 1981) also conclude that for the nation's southwest cities, 

~lexican American segregation from Anglos is related to their relative 

income and occupational status. Finally, with perhaps the exception 

of some immigrant ethnic groups in New York, the ecological relation

~ seems to stand empirical test for ethnic residential assimilation 

well. 

Likewise, within black areas, there exists similar social class 
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segregation. Duncan and Duncan (1957), Schnore (1965), Edwards (1970), 

Kantrowitz (1973), and Simkus (1978) all conclude that the black 

community reflects status differentiation on the same order as does the 

white. Farley (1977) supplements the generality of the conclusion by 

noting the black educational (and presumably income) differentiation 

is again U-shaped, as it is with Whites, with the least and most 

educated Blacks more segregated than intermediate Blacks. Erbe (1975) 

whi.le concurring with the others, tempers her findings by noting that 

residential dissimilarity between different status Blacks does not 

infer the degree of physical isolation between status groups that 

Qccurs within the white community. 

Overall, the locational differentiation by levels of SES seems 

virtually universal, and equally applicable to various population 

groups, their ethnicity nor race not withstanding. Clearly, communities 

differentially cluster into neighborhoods or areas of similar occupation, 

.education and income levels. And most importantly for the present 

research, Blacks are apparently just as desirous of selectively homo

genous residential areas as are Whites. Since the results are so 

conclusive, intraethnic or intraracial segregation will not be of 

further concern, herein. 

Research Following the Taeubers' Lead. Unfortunately, but 

predictably, research attempting to link black status with their level 

of segregation from Whites has produced mixed, if not contradictory 

results. Recalling that the Taeubers (1965a: 78-95) conclude that 

socioeconomic factors only "slightly" explain the levels of actual 

racial segregation (i.e., only 1.6 to 4.6 percent of the variance is 
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explained by occupational status in 11 Southern cities, to cite their 

most sophisticated analysis); studies in agreement with this conclusion 

will be surveyed first. 

Kantrowitz (1973), using New York, Farley (1977) analyzing 

segregation in the largest 29 SMSA's, and Massey (1979) in the largest 

29 urbanized areas all concur with the Taeubers (1964 and 1965a). They 

conclude that the observed high levels of racial segregation cannot be 

explained by black status relative to white statuso In fact, both 

Massey (1979: 1015) and Darroch and Marston (1971: 492) conclude, 

perhaps prematurely, that Park's ecological framework has been "effec

tively discredited" as an explanation of racial segregation. 

In addition, Simkus (1978) and Villemez (1980), although not 

quite in agreement, attribute only marginal importance to socioeconomic 

explanations of segregation between the races. Villemez concludes 

that black education and income (more than occupation) are slightly 

related to Blacks acquiring residence of superior quality (but not 

specifically integrated residence). Simkus notes that while racial 

segregation is systematically high across all occupational categories 

for Blacks in 1960, by 1970 professional Blacks had become slightly 

less segregated from Whites of all occupational categories. 

To the contrary, several investigations have concluded that 

social class is a significant correlate of racial residential proximity 

Jiobu and Marshall (1971) employing statistics from 74 central cities, 

Roof (1972) scrutinizing 39 Southern central cities, Marshall and Jiobu 

(1975) analyzing 149 urban places, Matre and Mindiola (1977 and 1981) 
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examining 51 and 46 Southwestern SMSA's respectively, all conclude that 

socioeconomic status is a significant correla~e of racial segregation. 

Remember that the Taeubers noted that the strength of the 

relationship was intimately tied to the methodology of assessment. 

All the investigations reporting little or no relationship between 

status and racial integration relied on methods of indirect standardi

zation (viz. relationships between actual and expected segregation 

levels based on SES alone). In contrast, each of the assessments that 

report significant relationships between social class and segregation 

rely on some type of ecological correlation. In fact, the two approaches 

apparently do not measure the same phenomenon, at all. This issue will 

be of significant concern in the following chapter which confronts 

directly the methodological questions inherent to the research problem 

at hand. 

Research Subsequent to Bahr and Gibbs. Following Bahr and Gibbs' 

(1967) precedent, several researchers have attempted to evaluate the 

processes of social class and ecological segregation between Blacks 

and Hhites with respect to regional variation, specifically South 

versus Nonsouth patterns. All the studies have employed ecological 

correlation, lending methodological consistency, b~t have produced 

highly discrepant results. Inspection of Table 5, which compares 

Bahr and Gibbs' results with subsequent findings, produces a veritable 

myriad of findinqs and conclusions. 

In terms of direction, (sign of the coefficients of correlation), 

Bahr and Gibbs (1967) found that education is inversely related to 

segregation in the South. but directly related in the North. Just the 



Table 5. Zero-Order Correlations Between Measures of Black-White 
status Inequality and Residential Segregation 
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1960a 1960b 1960c 1960d 1960e 1960 f 1960g 1970h 
Measure (N=13) (N=20) (N=71) (N=78) (N=12) (N=32) (N=39) (N=32) 

Educati on --.32 .15 .77* -.34 ,37* .16 

Occupation -.12 .12 .32*.25* .58* .38* .42* .25 

Income -.14 -.04 .25* .27* .45 .30 - .29 .11 

aBahr and Gibbs (1967) , Southern SNSA's. 
bBahr and Gibbs (1967) , Nonsouthern SMSA's. 

cMarsha 11 and Jiobu (1975 ), Southern Central Cities. 

d~1arsha11 and Jiobu (1975) , Nonsouthern Central Cities. 

eRoof and Van Valey (1972) , Southern Central Cities. 

f Roof and Van Valey (1972), Nonsouthern Central Cities. 

gRoof (1972), Southern Central Cities. 

hRoof , Van Va1ey and Spain (1976), Southern Central Cities. 

*Significant at the .05 level for two-tailed test (provided by the 
author) . 
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opposite was found by Roof and Van Valey (1972)0 Bahr and Gibbs (1967) 

also found that occupational status enhances integration in the North, 

but has the opposite effect in the Southo All other research has found 

it po·sitively related in both regions. Finally, Bahr and Gibbs (1967) 

report a negative effect of income in both regions. This finding was 

not replicated by any subsequent research for either regiono 

In terms of magnitude, Bahr and Gibbs (1967) found none of 

the inequality measures to be statistically significant. In contrast, 

education was significantly related to segregation in the South accord

ing to Roof and Van Val~y (1972) and according to Roof (1972). This 

was not true in the North (Roof and Van Valey, 1972), and even unworthy 

of consideration in either region (Marshall and Jiobu, 1975). Occupa

tional inequality was significantly related to segregation in all 

subsequent investigations except for Roof, Van Valey and Spain (1976) 

who concluded that by 1970, occupation as well as education and income 

is of little consequence in the South. And where all the other results 

reported in Table five would otherwise indicate that income is not 

significantly related to integration; Marshall and Jiobu (1975) find 

that it is in both regions. 

And finally in terms of relative magnitude., Bahr and Gibbs 

(1967) found education to be the most important predictor of residential 

location and Roof and Van Valey (1972) concur for the South, but find 

occupation more critical in the North. However, Roof (1972) and Roof, 

Van Valey and Spain (1976) looking only at Southern cities find that 

occupation inequality is more detrimental to integration than are 

educational handicaps. In contrast, Marshall and Jiobu (1975) find 



income to be more related than occupation in the North, but vice-versa 

in the South. 
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Other comparisons could be drawn, ~ nauseam, but perhaps the 

point is sufficiently made. There exists no conclusive evidence to 

support or refute the earliest attempt to determine regional variation 

with regard to the relationship of social class and spatial arrangement. 

Just as methodological considerations were critical in deter

mining whether SES is related to segregation between the races, it 

plays an almost equally important role in determining regional variation. 

In the final analysis, no one has actually replicated Bahr and Gibbs' 

study, (however, see Chapter two) and moreover, most subsequent work 

in the area varies from all other attempts to assess the impact of 

status inequality. 

The lack of consistent findings may be due almost entirely to 

these methodological idiosyncrasies. Certainly, one would surmise that 

lack of consensus about the unit of analysis (central cities, urbanized 

areas, or SMSA's), the areal unit (census block or census tract) and 

how the status inequality is measured (index of dissimilarity or other) 

would have substantial impact not only on the answers obtained, but 

even what questions are asked. For example, relatjng black status 

inequality to segregation within a SMSA is basically comparing urban 

Blacks with suburban Whites, while the same measures confined to 

central cities compares urban Blacks and Whites. Clearly, when the 

questions are so divergent, should similar answers pertain? One would 

think not~ However, the bulk of these methodological questions about 



unit, area and measurement are better postponed until the following 

chapter, where they will be scrutinized in depth. 

The Research Design 

The lack of consensus on regional variations may be more 

artifact than fact. The present analysis begins with the assumption 

that certain methodological issues must be understood, if not resolved 

before attempting to resolve the substantive issues. Indeed, two

thirds of the present research is more concerned with measurement 

error of status inequality than actual estimates of the relationship 

between segregation and socioeconomic status. Specifically, the 
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first third of the endeavor asks the question, are the measurement 

errors, introduced by employing the index of diSSimilarity (extensively 

defined in Chapter two) for quantifying status inequality, the same, 

or at least comparable, in the South and Nonsouth? In other words, 

does an educational delta of 30, obtained from a Northern city and an 

i.dentical value obtained from a Southern city imply; (1) the same 

population distribution?; (2) the same extent of inequality?; and 

(3) the same source of inequality? Of course, the implication of 

these questions is that if they are not equatable~ one should not 

expect the measures to provide similar correlations ;nterregionally. 

The second third of the study will specifically attempt to 

eliminate, or at least mitigate. biased measures of status inequality. 

This will be attempted by the incorporation of more robust assumptions 

about the distributions than is possible when the index of dissimilarity 
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is utilized. In particular, an index of status inequality can be used 

that takes into account that population distributions across education, 

occupation and income categories actually have the properties of at 

least ordinal measures and may very well achi'eve the properties of 

interval or ratio measures. 

To use Homans ' (1967) phrase, this study is an attempt to "fill 

in the hollow frontier." Homans (1967: 2) notes that sociologists 

"get more and more grants for 'exciting' research at the 'growing 

edge ' of the field, but behind the growing edge lies no body of 

organized knowledge." Clearly, his admonishment would apply to much 

of the research relating spatial location and status, where" innumerable 

studies exist to contradict one another with no clear understanding of 

the methodological intricacies producing the discrepant results. 

This study, for the main, can be properly viewed then as an 

intentional step backward, a reassessment and a renewal of effort, 

hopefully with surer footing on a firmer foundation than has existed. 

Once the methodological issues are resolved, or at least confronted 

and understood, then and only then would it seem possible to offer a 

constructively new assessment of the value of Park's theoretical 

insights when applied to racial segregation. Even then, in the final 

third of the study, the relationship can be correctly assessed as 

almost equally relevant to method as to theory. Yet, for the patient 

reader, fatigued by early methodological wars, the conclusions do 

have much theoretical insight for both the ecological framework and 

for race relations. Indeed, some of the results are novel, if not 

unique and startling. Such are the spoils sometimes of methodological 
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wars. 

But lest caution be lost, this study must be ~onsidered explora

tory and its findings 'tentative. Some of the statistical techniques 

are despite their more general appreciation and use, applied to novel 

situations and data. In some instances, the statistics are new, 

created solely for this study and the questions germane to it. Clearly, 

in these two instances, and certainly in their interpretations, tentative 

and exploratory must be more than mere watchwords--they must be tenets 

for a wary author and reader, alike. 

Therefore, in the name of exploratory research and tentative 

findings, no hypotheses will be given nor implied herein. The research, 

partly because of the questi ons it asks, is truly exploratory. It 

began with what appeared to be viable, if not pertinent questions, and 

with hardly an inkling of what was to be expected. It would seem then, 

that a set of hypotheses are not only inappropriate, but are inconceiv

able, save for those conceived and constructed ex post facto. 

It would, however, appear to be in order that the questions that 

guided the research should be made explicit in their reiteration· at 

this time. They are, in order: 

(1) Does an inequality measure mean the same thing when 
obtained from the North or the South? . 

(2) If not, are the regional variations statistically 
significant? 

(3) If so, can the measurement error's biasing effect be 
eliminated by a more refined measure (index)? 

(4) Does refinement of the measure enhance the explanatory 
power in regards to segregation? 

Obviously, in attempting to answer the last question, an opportunity 



will arise to ask and answer the following: 

(5) Is status related to racial segregation? 

(6) Is status equally useful in explaining racial segregation 
in the North and South? 

And while the questions adequately direct the task, the reader 

is asked to keep in mind, esoterics aside for the moment, that the 

bottom line of this, or presumably any other similar research, is a 

firm and steadfast commitment to racial equality, which includes a 

decent home for every American at a location of his or her choice 

tempered only by his or her own economic limitations. Many of the 

findings herein are not therefore, intended to be knowledge for 
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knowledge sake, nor constructed to be pure academics without pragmatics. 

Rather these efforts better reflect an unwavering conviction that the 

enhanced knowledge and understanding of racial inequality, including 

residential segregation, will facilitate, promote, and eventually 

guarantee the democratic realization of a racially just and equal 

nation--that through knowledge comes finally, liberty. 



CHAPTER 2 

SEGREGATION AND STATUS INEQUALITY: 
THE DATA AND THEIR MEASUREMENT 

The results of any research are intricately related to the method

ology employedo As noted in Chapter one, this is particularly true in 

attempting an assessment of the relationship between status and residen

tial location. Specifically, how segregation and status inequality are 

measured directly affects what the outcome of such assessment is likely 

to be. Since the issues of methodology and measurement are so critical 

to this study's'analysis, diligent treatment of these issues is mandatory. 

r10reover, because methodological questions are intimately 

related to both theory and substance, these issues must also be arduously 

addressed. Therefore, in this chapter, a conscientious attempt is made 

to make explicit the substantive issues in question so th~t the methods 

employed flow naturally from them. Intentionally, then, the "abstracted 

empiricist" may find undue consideration of theory in a chapter written 

under the rubric of methods and the "grand theorist" might find inordin

ate attention paid to "irrelevant" detail. 

The reader is asked to keep in mind from the onset that the ulti

mate issue under scrutiny is the regional variation of status and segrega

tion. The unit of analysis, areal unit, and the statistical methods 

employed are, therefore, chosen to magnify the relationship between status 

and spatial arrangement, unless otherwise noted. 



Specifically, the extent of racial segregation that can be 

explained by socioeconomic factors may be overstated, or, at least, 

maximized, herein. Besides that overriding concern and emphasis, a 

secondary guideline was adopted. Within the limitations of the data, 

of course, a choice was made among alternative measures that would 

appear to weaken, rather than strengthen the conclusions drawn. The 

extent that these two criteria are met is best left to the judgment 

of the personally detached. 

Residential Segregation 
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The measure of racial segregation, the final and most important 

dependent variable analyzed, is taken directly from Taeuber and Taeuber 

(1965a: 39-41) and from Sfrensen, Taeuber and Hollingsworth (1975: 128-

130). The Taeubers' work, besides a pioneering effort as noted in 

Chapter one, is, far and away, the most systematic assessment of racial 

segregation in America. It combines both methodological sophistication 

and thoroughness that surpasses any other quantitative evaluation of 

segregation. Its reputation as the definitive statement of residential 

segregation, and its consideration as a classic, just 15 years after 

publication, testify to this fact. Indeed, its adoption here can be 

viewed as an indication of the respect and esteem it personally engenders. 

The Unit of Analysis 

Yet, respect and esteem aside, substantive criteria recommend its 

utilization even more forcibly. The Taeubers measure segregation within 

central cities. Since the present work is concerned only with urban 
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residence and the influence of status upon it, their measures are pre

ferable to measurements derived from either Urbanized Areas or Standard

ized Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's). These areas would include 

substantial populations which are not properly considered urban nor 

directly involved in the selective processes of segregation that must 

involve issues such as high density residence, and physical proximity 

to neighbors and adjoining neighborhoods. Neither would more inclusive 

units of analysis necessarily represent a singular housing market either 

in terms of cost nor potential residentso For these. and similar con

siderations, the central city seems the most appropriate unit of analysis 

for the present purposes. 

And perhaps for the reasons stated above (i.e., better specifi

cation of the related variables influencing residential choice). 

measures of status inequality are more highly correlated to segl"egation 

measured in central cities,than in SMSA's (Roof and Van Valey. 1972)" 

The reader should compare rows one and three in Table 6. below, for 

verification of this finding. However, this is not the rationale 

supposed by Roof and Van Valey (1972; 88), who suggest that SMSA's 

might be more homogeneous than central cities due to status selective 

white flight and higher SES Black suburbanization. In fact, their data 

support their contention as each of the four measures (residential, 

education, occupational and income dissimilarity) do have smaller 

coefficients of variation in the SMSA's than in the central cities, 

although they fail to report such support for their hypothesis. Perhaps 

both factors are in effect. At any rate, the importance of greater 
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variability producing higher correlations is discussed below in terms of 

block versus tract measures. Using the principle of maximizing the 

relationship between status inequality and segregation, the central city 

is a clearly superior unit of analysis for the present research design. 

The Census Areal Unit 

Moreover, the Taeubers utilize census blocks as their areal unit, 

while many others have used census tracts, wards, or political jurisdic

tions as noted in Chapter one. Because the present study is a compara

tive study of segregation, the intercity comparab"ility of the measure is 

of central concerno Taeuber and Taeuber (1965a: 244) note that because 

tracts are more subject to delineation of an arbitrary nature (gerryman

dering) including population characteristics which undoubtedly include 

race in some cities; that blocks are less subjected to this possible 

bias by local census tract committees and therefore, they are more 

comparable from city to city. 

Similarly, block delimitations are more stable over time (Taeuber 

and Taeuber, 1965a: 244) which should make comparisons across time, 

which is often done herein, more compatible and meaningful. Moreover, 

from 1940 to 1970, city block data is available for more cities than 

is true of the tracts (Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965ai 244) which, obviously, 

enhances the generalizability of the data. 

Finally, the smaller the areal unit, the greater the potential 

of detecting segregation. Segregation measured on the block rather 

than tract area are more detailed indications of segregation. Block 

data, if an analogy is in order, measure segregation seen through a 



microscope, while segregation by tract is akin to what is seen through 

a magnifying glass. 

This point is important for two substantive reasons. First, 

many of the older Southern cities, dating back to the antebellum 

economy and society, still reflect the backyard pattern of residence 
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of slaves and later, domestic servants--a residential pattern sometimes 

referred to as IImarb1e caking!' (cf. ~1yrda1, 1944, II: 621; Demerath 

and Gilmore, 1954: 157; Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965a: 43-53; Schnore 

and Evenson, 1966: 58-9). And while block statistics might not detect 

all of this street versus alley segregation typifying older Southern 

cities, as Duncan and Duncan, (1955b: 216) note, they certainly would 

detect more than statistics derived from census tractso To the extent 

they do detect this more subtle segregation, they are less likely to 

underestimate Southern segregation and thereby make Southern-Northern 

comparisons more valid. 

Second, as many have noted (for example, see Taeuber and Taeuber, 

1965a: 229-231; Roof and Van Valey, 1972; Van Valey and Roof, 1976), 

block based segregation measures will be higher than tract based measures, 

identically computed. Roof and Van Valey (1972) found that because of 

this relatively greater sensitivity of block baseq measures, they are 

more highly correlated to status measures of education, occupation and 

income. The reader is referred to Table 6, below, for documentation 

(compare rows one and two). And although they do not suggest the reason 

why this is so, it may be that the more sensitive the measure, the 

greater the variability. And as Blalock (1964) notes, the greater the 

heterogeneity of either an independent or dependent variable, or both, 
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the greater the possibility of a large correlation coefficient. 

As an illustration of the point, the Taeubers (1965a: 230) 

note the correlation betvJeen tract and block indexes of dissimilarity 

to be .69 for 60 cities in 1940. This could allow some measure of 

status inequality, or any other related variable, to "explain" as much 

as 52 percent more variation (1-0.692) •. Blalock's observation is, of 

course, just an extension of the old observation that it is impossible 

to explain the variation of a constant. In summary, the first and over

riding consideration is that the greater correlation between SES and 

segregation obtained by block over tract measures renders the block 

statistic desirable as the areal unito 

It may be of some value at this point, to note that in Roof and 

Van Va1ey's estimation (1972; 87), the reason no one has been able to 

replicate Bahr and Gibbs' (1967) findings of weak negative correlation 

between SES and racial segregation is that no one has attempted the 

replication using tract data for SMSA's, a point made in Chapter one. 

In fact, Roof and Van Valey's findings, in part, are roughly comparable 

to Bahr and Gibbs', as Table 6 displays (compare rows three and four). 

Had Roof and Van Valey employed the index of dissimilarity as did Bahr 

and Gibbs for the measures of status inequality, Rerhaps there would 

have been even higher congruence between the correlation coefficients. 

Again, the point is emphasized of the crucial role that methodological 

considerations play in these assessments. A difference in choice of 

the unit of analysis and areal unit, not only effects the magnitude of 

the relationship, but changes its direction! 
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Table 6, Zero-Order Correlations Between Socioeconomic Inequality and 
Various Measures of Segregation, 1960 

Central City Tractb 

Central City Blockb 

SMSA Tract b 

SMSA TractC 

Educational 
Inequality 

,19 

.27 

-.07 

~ .16 

Occupational 
Inequal ity 

.19 

.46 

-.07 

-.10 

Income 
Inequa 1 ity 

.25 

.55 

- .21 

- .15 

aAl1 measures of residential segregation are indexes of dissimilarity. 

bAdapted from Roof and VanValey (1972), (N=71). 

cAdapted from Bahr and Gibbs (1967), (N=33). 
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The Taeubers' measure of residential segregation is particularly 

appropriate for the present purposes because it incorporates both the 

unit of analysis, central cities, and the areal unit, census blocks, 

that will enhance the correlations between socioeconomic status and 

racial residential segregation. And just as critical, their measure

ments are generally thought to be the best estimates of intercity and 

across time segregation. It remains, then, only to describe their 

index of segregation as acceptable to the present researchb 

The Index of Dissimilarity 

The Taeubers utilize the most popular and least biased measure 

of segregation: the index of dissimilarity, or delta as it is popularly 

referred to. First introduced by Edgar Hoover in 1941 (Duncan and 

Duncan, 1955b: 211). then introduced to sociologists by Jahn. Schmidt 

and Schrag (1947), and finally, recognized and defined as a superior 

measure of segregation by Duncan and Duncan (1955b). the index of 

dissimilarity has received wide application in attempts to quantify 

residential segregation. Indeed, its acceptance is so widespread 

currently, that virtually no other measure of residential segregation 

appears in the literature. 

The index of dissimilarity measures the unevenness or dis

similarity between two populations within a given areal unit with 

respect to the populations' proportions within the unit of analysis. 

If a central city has a black population of ten percent. and race is 

irrelevant to residential ,location. then every block within the city 

would have a composition of ten percent Black. and the balance White. 
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This would, in fact, be an integrated city and the value of delta would 

be zero. In contrast, if in the same city, every block that contained 

one Bl ack was a 11 black, and every block that contained one White It/as 

all white, then the city would be totally segregated and the value of 

the index would be lOa. Therefore, the index of dissimilarity has a 

range of zero to lOa, with intermediate values, as they decrease, 

reflecting a declining degree of segregation. 

The formula for the index of dissimilarity, D, is ~Taeuber 

and Taeuber, 1965a: 236): 

N· W· i -~ . laO 

where Ni and Wi are the number of nonwhite and white households in block 

i, and Nand Ware the total number of nonwhite and white households in 

the city containing K blocks. The formula, of course, highlights the 

index's dependence on the proportions nonwhite and white in the city. 

The reader should note that the summation is over the absolute 

differences in proportions divided by two. Actually, the extent that 

the differences reflect more Blacks than Whites, E(Ni/N > Wi/W) will be 

exactly equivalent to the differences reflecting more Whites than 

Blacks, &(Ni/N < Wi/W). That is, the summation carried out with regard 

to signs will always equal zero, within rounding error. Therefore, the 

value of delta is equal to the sum of either the positive or negative 

differences. This algebraic equivalence is, in fact, what gives the 

index its name and its interpretation. 
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The index of dissimilarity or displacement, as it is sometimes 

called, is the minimum percentage of Blacks that would have to relocate 

to achieve integration. However, since the positive sum is equal to the 

negative sum, the index of dissimilarity is also the minimum number of 

Whites that would have to relocate to achieve integration. Undoubtedly, 

this easily interpretable meaning of the iDdex has contributed to its 

wide acceptance as the measure of residential segregation. 

Actually, as the Duncans indirectly point out (1955b: 211) and 

as Otis Dudley Duncan makes explicit in Taeuber and Taeuber (1965a: 30), 

a more efficient redistribution can be accomplished by moving (Ni/N) D 

Nonwhites plus (Wi/W) D Whites where the symbols are the same as in the 

formula of 0, above. This replacement index as Farley and Taeuber 

(1974: 899-900) call it, can result in a substantial reduction in the 

number of families that would have to relocate to achieve integration. 

However, this discussion should not distract from the common conception 

and interpretation of the meaning of a given value of delta. It is the 

minimum percentage of Whites or Blacks that would have to move to achieve 

residential integration. 

Criticisms of the Index of Dissimilarity 

Despite its popularity, the index of dissimilarity is not without 

its critics (see, for example, Williams, 1948; Cowgill and Cowgill, 1951; 

Cortese, Falk and Cohen, 1976 and Kestenbaum, 1980). Since the criticisms 

are similar and their rejoinders consistent, a brief examination of the 

persistent concerns with the index of dissimilarity is in order. 
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First, delta has been criticized because it is related to the 

percent Nonwhite in a given unit of analysis, or city. This is true, 

as was noted above. However, as Duncan and Duncan (1955b: 216) 

determine this is less a biasing effect with delta than is true with 

other indexes. All indexes of segregation are somewhat dependent on 

the proportion Nonwhite. Hypothetically, if a city has such a small 

percentage black (or white) that there is not enough black families to 

be dispersed into every areal unit, patently obvious then, is the fact 

that delta cannot be zero (cfo Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965a: 208-10, for 

an example of this with Oak Park, Illinois)o In response to this first 

criticism, delta is not perfect, but may be the most satisfactory 

alternative. 

The index of dissimilarity has also been criticized because it 

cannot discriminate between a clustered minority in a ghetto and various 

segregated scatterings of minority residence. The Taeubers (1965a: 

205-6) accurately note that no index of unevenness can detect such 

alternative spacing of segregation (but, see Freeman and Sunshine, 

1970 for an interesting, although probably unrealistic attempt to resolve 

this deficiency of all indexes). Again, delta is no more subject to 

this inadequacy than is any other measure. 

Finally, delta has been criticized as being sensitive to the 

size of the areal unit (i.e., census block versus census tract). It is 

hoped that from the earlier discussion of this property of the index 

(that it shares with most, if not all other indices of segregation) that 

this is a matter to be considered better under the purview of theory, 



substance, and research goals. It is an inherent property that must 

be accounted for in the methodological design of the research. It is 

finally, 'a matter of substantive interest that must be empirically 

investigated. 
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Yet, all these issues have been debated at greater length and 

in finer detail than is necessary or appropriate here. The interested 

reader is directed to Taeuber and Taeuber (1965a: 195-245); Cortese, 

Falk and Cohen (1976); and Taeuber and Taeuber (1976) for an extended 

discussion and debate of the issues. Further criticisms of the index 

of dissimilarity when it is used as a measure of status inequality 

follows in Chapter six, however. The index of dissimilarity, as a 

quantification of residential segregation, seems most appropriate for 

the present research purposes, and of no small consequence, its 

employment renders the present findings more comparable to all other 

research in this field. 

The Study Population 

Not only is the unit of analysis defined as the central city 

and the census areal unit determined as the census block by the research's 

dependence of the Taeubers' measure of segregation, but their work sets 

the study's population limits, as well. Again, lfttle defense is 

necessary. 

The Taeubers calculated the segregation of every city in the 

United States for which block data were available and in which there 

were at least 1,000 households headed by a Nonwhite in 1940 (Taeuber 

and Taeuber, 1965a: 37). Block data were not available before the 
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1940 census, so they have provided as complete a picture of segregation 

as the data permit both cross-sectionally (intercity) and longitudinally 

(over time), by continuing their measurements through the 1960 census. 

Fortunately, S¢rensen, Taeuber and Hollingsworth (1975) provide even 

greater access to changes over time by computing, in an identical 

fashion, the indexes of dissimilarity for the original set of cities 

based on the 1970 census tabulations. 

The two sources therefore, provide consistent and comparable 

measures over the four most recent decennial censuses o Short of first-

hand experience, the magnitude of this accomplishment can hardly be 

appreciated. Beyond doubt, the entire discipline is in their debt. 

It is hoped that the research herein, is worthy of their effort. 

The measurement of segregation was attained for 109 central 

cities throughout the continental United States. Of the 109 cities 

represented, 64 are located outside the South and 45 are Southern 

cities using the census bureau's demarcations of regions. Both N's 

would seem adequate to answer the research questions at hand. 

Specifically, the nine regions and the number of cities included 

are: New England (7), Middle Atlantic (18), East North Central (20), 

West North Central (9), West (9), Mountain (1), South Atlantic (22), 

East South Central (9), and West South Central (14). With the exception 

of the Mountain region, represented only by Denver, the cities appear ....... 

to adequately represent the regions. The individual cities are listed 

in Appendix A, in Taeuber and Taeuber (1965a: 39-41), and in S~rensen, 

Taeuber and Hollingsworth (1975: 128-30). The latter two sources 

provide the reader with the individual cities' level of segregation as 
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well (viz. values of delta). 

Other measurements were entertained as potential sources, but 

for the reasons cited at the onset of this chapter, were judged less 

satisfactory than those adopted. In particular, Van Valey, Roof and 

Wilcox (1977) have published segregation measures (deltas) for every 

SMSA (N=237) and their central cities in the 1970 census tabulations. 

They also include 144 comparable measures from the 1960 census. However, 

their indexes are based on tracts and are therefore, less suitableo 

Furthermore, since they provide only two census enumerations, their data 

were considered less adequate in terms of detecting changes in segre

gation patterns. Again, the Taeubers' computations are clearly the 

best choice. 

Keeping in mind that by utilizing the Taeubers' data, the unit 

of analysis, areal unit, and universe of cities are determined, the 

conceptualization and measurement of the status inequality variables 

now needs presentation and discussion. 

The Importance of Status Inequality 

As was apparent in Park's ecological framework, status is, or 

theoretically should be, reflected in spatial location. This seminal 

treatment has prompted much research, not the least of which were the 

early studies of urban growth, perhaps initiated by Burgess (1925 and 

1926). His concentric circle approach to urban dispersion, found that 

social status increased with distance from the city's core" And while 

this theory has received substantial modification (cf. Hoyt's sector 

model, 1939; and Boskoff's ecological model, 1962), the principle fact 
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of socioeconomic segregation remains unquestionedo 

While these general theories predict a concentration of Blacks 

at, or near, a city's central business district, and have caused virtually 

all subsequent research to, at least, control for status factors in 

explaining racial residential segregation; they offer relatively little 

insight into the mechanics of ecological segregation. To facilitate 

an understanding of the following discussion of the measurement of 

status, the conceptualization of the process of urban segregation must 

take precedence. 

The Process of Urban Segregation 

The selection of residential location (at least, since the times 

of westward expansion and squatters' rights, if even then), has not been 

an unrestricted choice. It is, on the contrary, confined by considera

tions such as proximity to place of employment, freedom of movement 

(i.e., sources of transportation), and availability of suitable, 

unoccupied housing. Such considerations, obviously, severely limit the 

"choice" of location. 

Moreover, cost considerations further curtail the options. 

Residential areas, especially since the concept of tract developments, 

tend to be relatively homogeneous in regard to time and type of con

struction, size (square footage of living space), lot size (property) 

and architectural design. Each of these are ultimately instrumental 

in producing neighborhoods characterized by housing units of similar 

market value and therefore, tangible alternatives to only a limited 

proportion of the population for economic reasons alone. Zoning 



ordinances, deed restrictions, restrictive covenants, and the like 

further augment structural homogeneity by limiting land usage, and 

delimit the feasibility of a given neighborhood for potential inhabi

tants, even more. 
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In addition, neighborhood areas become symbols of and finally, 

sources of prestige. Indeed, Park's insights are best understood as 

correlations between SES and spatial location based more on similarity 

of prestige and social status than on crude economic segregation. Other

wise, segregation by occupational category and educational attainment 

would be relatively inconsequential compared to income. But, as was 

noted in Chapter one, these status variables are often of more import 

than pure economic factors in defining residential segregation. 

Finally, race, per se, becomes a source of residential demar

cation, over and above other relevant dispersals. As was documented 

in Chapter one, the color of one's skin pigmentation (sigh)· is a better 

predictor of residenti.al location, neighborhood quality, housing

condition and cost, extent of overcrowding and housing amenities in 

general, than is the level of income, occupational prestige or educa

tional accomplishment. How this has come to be the case should legiti

mately preoccupy the discourse before returning t~ methodological issues. 

Towards a Theory of Racial Segregation 

Race, as an overwhelming determinate of residential location 

(and quality), is an instrumental operative on at least two theoretically, 

if not operationally, distinguishable levels. First, it acts to impede 

residential choice for the racial minority wherever racial discrimination 
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is an effective determinate of housing market conditions. Secondly, 

it restricts the locational choice of the minority by limiting their 

resources available for housing allocation. And, although the two 

complement and augment one another~ both in occurrence and in effect, 

they would appear analytically distinct. That is, the first is a social 

consequence of racism, while the latter is an economic result of a 

racist social order. Both will be scrutinized in depth. 

Race as an Inhibiting Factoro When the Kerner Commission (1968) 

diagnosed white racism as the principle determ"inate of a separate and 

unequal society, the Commission was, undoubtedly, identifying racism 

as a problem of the nation's white populace. Specifically, segregation 

is primarily the product of white America's reluctance and ultimate 

refusai to live near black Americans. In this regard, race inhibits 

all Blacks, desirous of improved housing, from equal access to virtually 

all residential areas. 

In particular, it prevents Blacks from acquiring housing outside 

the ghetto. It is therefore, at once, the cause and effect of inner 

city deterioration. Perhaps, one of the few, if not lone, products of 

"Yankee ingenuity" that was not built and maintained by the sweat and 

toil of the American Black, is the ghetto wall. Here, the labor of 

Whites has been more than adequate in erecting a barrier so high and 

wide as to often appear impenneable by cultural, social, legal or 

economic change. 

The significance of white racism in preventing Blacks from 

access to superior suburban dwellings, in comparison to slum housing, 
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can be gleaned from the legal attempts of ghetto wall demolition. 

Whether they be ordinances enacted on the level of municipal or county 

jurisdictions, state laws prohibiting housing discrimination, or 

federal enactments by Congress or executive order; one and all, they 

are referred to as open housing laws. And, "opening up" the residential 

market to minorities must confront primarily, white resistance to 

integrated neighborhoods. 

In this regard, segregation is the result of the social aspects 

of racism. It is the denial of equality, freedom from constraint, and 

finally of citizenship, regardless of economic achievement by Blacks. 

To the extent it is a manifestation of blatant and blind racial 

prejudice, it, most likely, is impervious to legal or social sanction, 

as well as to other attempts based on logic. Racism cannot tolerate 

the bright lights of reason. The white robes and hoods worn by klans

men, not unlike desert attire, reflect, rather than reflect on, the 

lights of reason. 

But, not all white resistance to integration is based on blind 

prejudice and di.scrimination. In pa,r.t, some stems from a "legitimate ll 

concern over the status of the neighborhood and the prestige engendered 

from residence and home ownership there. Here, race serves its second 

restrictive function. 

Race as a Limiting Factor. To the extent that Blacks, or other 

racial minorities, are relative to Whites, less educated, occupied in 

lower status jobs and with inferior resources, their opportunity to 

acquire comparable pY'operty is limited, irrespective of racism, or the 

lack thereof, in the housing market. In this situation, the discrimina-



59 

tion or segregation is based primarily on economicso The poor, despite 

race, are handicapped in the housing market compared to the more affluent. 

And, as was seen in Chapter one, socioeconomic segregation is a reality 

within racial groups, as well as across them. 

However, lest perspective be lost, race is still the fundamental 

issue, only the arena of its occurrence has changed, Now, segregated 

schools with their inherent inequality, replace housing discrimination, 

~~, as the perpetrator of segregation. Likewise, discrimination in 

employment practices and wage scales by definition, limit the Blacks' 

access to improved housing. It is imperative to recognize that segre

gated housing is not only the produc! of educational, occupational and 

income discrimination, but it is also the cause of education discrimi

nation. Furthermore, educational inequality fosters additional 

occupational and income inequalities which translate into further resi

dential segregation, which completes the cycle. This cycle is depicted 

in Figure 1. Patently, such a scenario is what is meant by reference 

to a vicious circle and a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

While analytically distinct, the two mechanisms (inhibiting and 

limiting) operate simultaneously within the actual housing market. In 

reality, the independent effects of each are best described in con

junction with the interaction of their effects. 

Race as an Inhibiting and Limiting Factor. These Blacks, who 

wish to attain integrated residence, must, of course, break out of the 

vicious cycle just presented. That is, to put the expose in terms of 

market theory, they must become economically competitive with the white 

population or their aspirations are doomed to failure, almost by 
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definition. In other words, they must be financially able to purchase 

suburban integrated, it should not be construed as a sufficient conditiono 

The literature review of the foregoing chapter proved thato Recall that 

SES only slightly explained segregation. To say it another way, Blacks 

would appear quite capable of procuring much more integrated housing 

than actually occurs. 

Having breached the economic barriers to integration, they now 

must confront the individual and institutionalized systems of racial 

discrimination. These barriers have proven to be even more rigid and 

heinous obstructions to housing equality than economics. Here, Blacks 

must not only bear the extra costs imposed by the ''race tax'';. but must 

also convince the recalcitrant White of their social acceptability as 

neighbors. Having bought their way past the proverbial gate-keepers 

(viz., the realtors) and armed, since the 1968 Open Housing Act, with 

legal leverage; they must now confront the White as neighbor and there

fore, as equal. 

Unfortunately, long before such a hard lesson can be learned by 

Whites, they have typically long abandoned their residence for a more 

distant, 1 i ly-whi te neighborhood. That is, "invasion" of formerly a 11 

white neighborhoods by Blacks, more often than not, results not in 

integration, but in "succession" by Whites. Hence, Blacks "purchase 11 

improved housing with enhanced SES, but only rarely integration. 

Unfortunately, these new black areas soon become subjected to absentee

landlord neglect and diminished social services and facilities by the 

city. Because of this, they often come to more resemble the neighborhoods 

they fled than the housing of their aspirations. They then, must accept 
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inferior housing or relocate once again. 

That such is the outcome of most integration attempts, returns 

the discussion to the original cause of segregation--white racism. For, 

short of admitting Blacks to kinship, nothing is more symbolic of their 

assimilation and ultimately of their equality than residential proximityv 

Seemingly, no amount of irrationality nor illogical rationalization on 

the part of the racist can prevent his recognition that Blacks are equal 

when they live on the same block. Rather than admit such equality exists, 

many resort to "white flight," a fugue in the purest psychological sense" 

Having come full circle in describing the process of racial resi

dential segregation, several insights have been made that should facili

tate the operationalism of status inequality. Without further delay, 

the measurement of status inequality will be explicated. 

The ~1easurement of Status Inequal ity 

Since the status of Blacks is important both ~conomically (i.e., 

can the Black population successfully compete with Whites for goods in 

limited supply--satisfactory dwelling units?), and socially (i.e., is the 

Black "worthy of" the prestige engendered by the neighborhood?), it is 

a multiple faceted conceptc For that reason, income parity alone, would 

sacrifice prestige considerations. Likewise, limiting the focus to 

educational or occupational prestige, or even both, would ignore important 

economic considerations. Therefore, all three measures of status in

equality are necessary. 

Moreover, as the above conceptualizations would suggest, it is 

not just black status attainment that is important, but black attain-
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ment relative to the white population. To reiterate this important 

point, with regard to effective market competition and the Whites' 

acceptance of Blacks as equals, t~e relative rather than the absolute 

status of Blacks is crucial. Therefore, the social indicators employed 

should reflect not absolute measures of education, occupational prestige, 

nor income, but measures relative to the white competitors within the 

housi.ng market. 

Finally, the operationalization should be sensitive to the fact 

that what is being measured is a type of assimilation (socioeconomic) 

upon which further as~imilati.on (residential integration) might be 

founded. Marston and Van Valey (1979: 17) make the processional aspect 

expl icit: 

, •• this aspect of assimilation [which intervenes between 
cultural and structural assimilation], which we are label
ing Socioeconomic Assimilation, refers to the degree to 
which the distributions of income, occupation, and educa
tion in racial or ethnic groups are proportionate to those 
in the balance of the population. Operationally then, if a 
group is socioeconomically assimilated, the proportion of 
its members in each category of income, occupation, and ed
ucation would be equal to the proportion of the remainder 
of the population in each category. Thus, if ten percent 
of the nonblack population in the labor force falls in the 
I'professional, techni.cal, and kindred!' category, we would 
expect ten percent of the black population in the labor force 
to be in that same category, or else socioeconomic assimila
tion is incomplete [emphasis original]. 

Hence, again, socioeconomic status equality is a necessary condition for 

residential integration, a type of structural assimilation. 

Furthermore, Marston and Van Valey's operational definition of 

socioeconomic assimilation is precisely what the index of dissimilarity 

purports to measure \oJhen used to quantify a lack of "overlap" \oJithin 

educational, occupational, and income categories (see Chapter six for 
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a presentation of the computation of the index when applied to status). 

For this reason, the index of dissimilarity seems the loqical -- ~ 

choice to quantify or measure status inequality between Blacks and 

Whites. Therefore, many researchers have utilized the index in their 

empirical studies relating SES and spatial location. It is clear that 

the measure is superior to ma~y alternative mensurations such as the 

ratio of means or medians, or the difference in proportions above some 

arbitrary status value, both of which ignore important distributional 

divergences by omitting relevant and necessary information. 

Since utilization of delta to quantify status inequality is 

conventional, its employment is adopted herein, to enhance comparability, 

but not without severe reservation as the following chapters will disclose. 

In addition, two other measurements of status inequality are presented, 

(see Chapter six), but their presentation is best forestalled until a 

thorough examination of delta is accomplished. 

The Social Indicators of Status Inequality. In quantifying 

education, occupational and income inequality between Blacks and Whites, 

a major criterion was to include as much information in the computations 

of the respective deltas as possible, while maximizing the comparability 

between the 1960 and 1970 measurements. As a general rule, this latter 

requisite involved collapsing the more detailed distribution categories 

of the 1970 census down to the less detailed 1960 tabulations. In all 

such cases, the combining of categories can decrease the value of delta 

as Duncan (1957: 31) notes. Since this might artifically depress the 

relationships scrutinized in Chapter seven, it conforms to the second 
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overriding criterion stated at the onset of the chapter; namely, 

choosing measures that would weqken rather than strengthen the conclusions 

drawn. 

With allegiance to being as inclusive as possible, for both the 

educational and occupational indices of inequality, male and female 

distributions were combined. The effect of combining the male and female 

distributions is to slightly depress the values of both the educational 

and occupational deltas. This is true because it is well known that 

black females have achieved greater parity with their white counterparts 

than is true of black males (cf. Epstein, 1973). 

To estimate the dampening effect of including females in the 

calculation of educational inequality, national data are utilized 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census; 1972a: Tables 110 and 125). The 1970 

national index of dissimilarity for all persons over 25 residing within 

the nation's central cities is 19.8. The same index computed only for 

males is 21.5, for a decrease of 1.7, due to the inclusion of the female 

population. Similarly, the occupational index, by including females, 

decreased from 29.4 to 28.5 based on the same population base (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1972a: Tables 102 and 121). In each case, the 

measures (total versus male) are similar, but possible regional variations 

in effect or different effects between the two census enumerations are 

unknown. Of cQurse, the depreciated inequality measures may depress their 

relationship with segregation; but this is in keeping with the afore

mentioned criteria of understating the relationship between spatial 

location and status. 

Regardless of effect, with 37.2 percent of the labor force 
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female; with 39.6 percent of all females, over 14 years of age, employed; 

and with 10.8 percent of all families female headed in 1970 (U.Su Bureau 

of the Census, 1972a: Tables 78 and 85), the basically sexist practice 

of excluding females from these computations, as some have done, seems 

unjustified. Similarly, the index of income inequality was based on 

family rather than unrelated individual datao Both procedures should 

more accurately depict actual black-white status inequality than those 

computed on males or individuals alone. 

rloreover, each index of dissimilarity (six for each of the 109 

central cities) was hand calculated. Such a hands-on approach, or 

"card-sorter mentality" to be less generous, is defensive in at least 

one regard. That is, the lack of regional compatability (displayed 

in Chapters three through five) might have escaped notice, otherwise. 

At any rate, the element of human error, inherent to hand calculations 

of such magnitude, was mitigated by machine calculated duplication and 

subsequent modifications to the data file. 

The index of educational dissimilarity was computed usin9 

puslished census data for each of the 109 individual central cities 

comprising the Taeubers' (1965) original population, as were the 

indexes of occupational and income inequality addressed below. That is, 

for each city, the indices reflect the average differences in dis

tributions between the entire city's black and white populations (see 

the section below that confronts the meaning and interpretation of such 

ecological data). 

Educational inequality was quantified as one-half the difference 
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between the eight distribution categories of: no school years completed, 

one to four years of school completed, five to seven years of school, 

nine to 11 years of school, 12 years of school, 13 to 15 years of school, 

and 16 or more years of school completed (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 

1972b: Tables 82 and 91). 

To make the 1960 and 1970 indexes comparable, it was necessary 

to combine those who had completed seven years of school either in 

1960 or in 1970, with those who had completed five or six years of 

education in each of the respective distributions. This was because 

Blacks WIIO had attained seven years of education in 1970 were not 

tabulated separately. In both 1960 and 1970, the distributions employed 

were for all persons 25 years old and older. 

The measure of occupational inequality reflects one-half the sum 

of the absolute differences between the Black and White population 

distributions over the nine categories of: professional, technical 

and kindred workers; managers and administrators, except farm; sales 

workers; clerical and kindred workers; craftsmen, foremen and kindred 

workers; operatives and transport equipment operatives; laborers, except 

farm; service workers, except private household; and private household 

workers (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1963b: Tables 74 and 78; U. S. Bureau 

of Census, 1972: Tables 86 and 93). 

Although the 1970 census reports transport operators as a 

separate class, the 1960 census did not. This, of course, forced the 

inclusion of these workers into the more general category of operatives 

to facilitate 1960 to 1970 comparisons. It would, in addition, slightly 
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depress the occupational deltas which is an issue of greater importance. 

By utilizing the gross, rather than the detailed occupational 

categories, the occupational indexes of dissimilarity will generally 

understate the magnitude of occupational segregation between the races. 

That is, Blacks tend to occupy the lower detailed occupations within 

gross categories much as they do across gross categories (Bahr and 

Gibbs, 1967). Again, this procedure is in accordance with a conser

vative analysis which produces more rigid tests by the principle of 

II fa 1 sefi abi 1 i ty. II 

Since the analysis is concerned with only urban populations and 

segregation, in both census years the categories of "farmers and farm 

managers II and 'I.farm laborers and farm foremen" (paid or unpaid in 1960) 

were excluded from the computations. 'This should have no significant 

effect on the computations due to the extremely small number of urban 

residents employed in farming occupations. For the nation overall in 

1970, only approximately 0.4 percent of "the urban male population is 

so employed. Were these employees included, the national occupational 

delta for males would have risen by only .25, an insignificant amount 

(calculated from U.S. Bureau of Census, 1972a: Table 91). The inclusion 

of females, much less frequently found in farm categories, would further 

reduce the impact of these categories, of course. 

The comparability of the 1960 and 1970 occupational deltas is 

undermined by two changes in the 1970 census bureau's tabulations. First, 

unlike the 1960 occupational breakdowns, the 1970 tabulations exclude 

employed 14 and 15 year olds (otherwise, both the distributions include 

all employed persons). Employing the Bureau of Census l (1972a: Table 91) 
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national tabulations of the excluded 14 and 15 year olds, the black

white index of dissimilarity is 8.8, indicating much more occupational 

lIoverlapll among these youngsters than is true of the adult populations. 

However, their labor force participation is so small that the incor

poration of these groups would only raise the occupational delta for 

males and females .05 nationally, again a. highly insignificant effect. 

Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that this incongruence 

between the two decennial census introduces no significant error nor 

;ncompati bil ity. 

The second source of potential incomparability is somewhat 

more problematic. In 1960, one category, that was excluded from the 

computations of delta, was lIoccupation not reported. II However, in 

1970, the tabulations have no such category. Here, the census bureau 

lIawardedll or lIallocatedll occupation based on other respondent infor

mation provided such as industry, employer, income and education (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1972c: 191). Where such information was unavail

able or inconclusive, the case was either omitted or allocated as 

IIserVice. 1I The effect of such allocations can only be surmised. 

In the 1960 census, 5.4 percent of the nation's respondents 

failed to report their occupation, a small, but significant nonresponse 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1963a: Tables 87 and 88). Moreover, Blacks 

ItJere twice as likely to fall in this category than were Whites nationally 

(9.5 percent to 4.9 percent) according to the U.S. Bureau of Census 

(1963a: Table 88). This would i.ncrease the lIaverage" occupational 

delta by 2.3. Whether this national inflation of the occupational index 

varies significantly by region or by city is unknown. Furthermore, it 
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is not known whether the nonresponses of the 1970 census are comparable 

to the 1960 ' s. It is known that the rate of occupational nonresponse 

rose to 9.3 percent in 1970 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972a: Table C-2). 

However, based on Duncan's (1961b: 155) estimations from the 

1950 census, the average occupational prestige (SEI) of this nonresponse 

category is 19 (based on average age, income and education) which is 

similar to the !'prestige" of the occupational categories of operatives 

and service workers. Since the allocations made by the census are based 

on variables similar to those variables used by Duncan (1961a) to 

estimate the SEI for occupation not reported and knowing SEI is fairly 

stable over time, it might be safe to assume that most of the allocations 

fell in these categories. Said another way, the 1960 delta may under

estimate the dissimilarity of operatives and service workers in comparison 

to the 1970 statistics. This seems feasible when it is noted that these 

two categories contribute 9.3 to the average delta for 109 cities 

occupations in 1960, but contribute 10.4 to the average delta for 

occupations in 1970. Furthermore, this occurs while the overall occu

pational dissimilarity went down during the decade about ten points. 

Without further insight, it would seem that by ignoring the 1960 category 

of no response, the 1960 delta (in comparison to the 1970 delta), is a 

slight underestimation of occupational dissimilarity between Blacks and 

Whites, ceteris paribus. 

Similarly, allocations were made for level of educational attain

ment and for family income. However, both the 1960 and 1970 ta bul ati ons 

employed these "allocations" rendering the two census years more comparable 

than would appear to be true for occupation. But even so, some doubt 
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is cast on the accuracy of the data derived by such means. 

The computations on the index of income dissimilarity was accom

plished by summing the differences in percent across the eleven categories 

of family income tabulated as: less than 1,000 dollars, 1,000 dollars 

to 10,000 dollars in 1,000 dollar increments, and 10,000 dollars or 

more annual income in either 1959 or 1969 unstandardized dollars (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1963b: Tables 74 and 78, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 

1963b: Tables 89 and 94). More extensive breakdowns beyond the 10,000 

dollars or more category were prevented by the 1960 nonwhite tabulations 

showing no detail of the distributions beyond that point. All computa

tions based on income were done without regard to the number of earners 

or members in the family unit nor to whether the family was male headed 

or not. Of note, because of the truncated range, by 1970 most of the 

dissimilarity occurred in the upper, open-ended category. 

The measures of inequality employed, herein, are highly com

parable within census year and identically tabulated across cities. 

This should maximize the reliability of regional comparisons. Moreover, 

since each of the measures is based on as an inclusive population base 

as possible, the relative importance of each status variable should be 

assessable. Finally, the three variables, despite being less comparable 

between census years than desired, are operationalized, nonetheless, to 

maximize the possibility. Other issues relating to comparability will 

be discussed under the section entitled Limitations of the Data, which 

follows after a discussion of the analysis and the statistical methods 

employed. 
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The Unit of Analysis 

This research employs population measures which characterize 

central cities. Explicitly, the measure of segregation is an lIaverage" 

level of segregation in each city. Likewise, the inequality indices 

reflect lIaverage" levels of dissimilarity between the black and white 

populations residing in those cities. They are not measures of any 

individuals' level of segregation or status attainment. They are 

ecological variables, descriptive properties of the cities· populations, 

and the analysis is therefore either ecological correlation or ecological 

regression (cf. Robinson, 1950; Goodman, 1953; Duncan and Davis, 1953; 

and Goodman, 1959 for an extensive treatment of the distinction between 

individual and ecological correlation). The questions asked and answered 

i,n the following analyses relate one property of a group (for example, 

percent high school graduate) with another property of the group (average 

level of segregation). Specifically, the question is: do cities with 

, greater black-white status similarity also have more black-white residential 

integration? And just as explicitly, the similar question of: is an 

individual Black with high status, similar to Whites, afforded residential 

integration?, can neither be directly asked nor answered with the present 

data. This point has three important implications which will be addressed 

below. 

Ecological Correlation and Empirical Implications 

It is well documented that ecological correlations will generally 

be of greater magnitude than individual correlations, since error is 

averaged out in ecological correlations. This statistical fact should 



explain much of the divergence between results obtained by ecological 

correlation (i.e., status is correlated to spatial location) and by 

indirect standardization (i.e., status is uncorrelated or only weakly 

correlated to segregation). In other words, indirect standardization 

compares segregation by status categories of the population (black 

professionals should be less segregated than black laborers). It is 

then, an intermediate step beb/een individual and ecological data and 
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is expected to result in lower correlations. For this reason, ecological 

correlations are utilized here to "magnify" the effects of the status 

measures as was noted at the onset of this chapter to be an overall 

criterion of the measurements. 

Specifically, the analysis relies on ecological regressions 

following the common techniques of simple multiple regression, and 

extended at points to the less common analysis of covariance employing 

dummy variables (cf. Gujarati, 1970a and 1970b; Skvarcius and Cromer, 

1971; Miller and Erickson, 1974; and Namboodiri, Carter and Blalock, 

1975, for an explication of the techniques). Each of the analyses 

answer ecological questions with important theoretical implications. 

Ecological Correlation and Theoretical Implications 

There exists two potentially divergent theories of the relation

ship between status and residence. Guest and Weed (1976: 1091-2) 

summarize the different models thusly: 

The individual model of residential segregation portrays 
each member of an ethnic group as basing his decision on where 
to reside on the actual social status of other persons in the 
neighborhood .... Within this perspective, we should find 
Germans of high income willing to live near members of some 
other group, such as Poles, as long as all have high incomes .... 
The model may be tested .•. by what is knovm as the demographic 



technique of indirect standardization .... 

The group model of residential segregation, which we believe 
to be more sociological in its orientation, portrays the 
residential location decision of an ethnic-group member as 
being based on his perceived knowledge of the average status 
of his potential neighbors .•.. Thus a high-status German 
views the status of his potential neighbors, not on the 
basis of their individual incomes, but on his perception of 
the average income of their ethnic group.... This model 
permits individual high-status Germans to be segregated 
from individual high-status Poles, as long as the location 
decisions of the Germans are based on their overall evaluation 
of the Polish group as low in status. According to this model, 
once average status differences between groups become small, 
there should be little segregation between German and other 
ethnic group members, say Poles. 
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The present analysis is concerned only with the latter model, which can 

be legitimately tested by ecological correlations, but not by indirect 

standardization. 

Ecological Correlation and Semantics 

The analysis concerns average population characteristics within 

a central city and their relation to average residential dissimilarity 

within that city. However s to facilitate communication between writer 

and reader, the language used will be, for example: Blacks with higher 

occupational status are less segregated than those with lower occupation

al prestige. This seems much less awkward than the more accurate state-

ment that central cities having a black population of relatively high 

average occupational prestige? in relation to the city's white popu

lation's occupational prestige, display less racial segregation than 

do cities where the average occupational status of its black population 

is less, relative to the average white occupational prestige. While 

the latter statement more correctly reflects the analysis to be conducted, 
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it also relegates discussion virtually incoMprehensible. 

Therefore, the more casual, but interpretable, wording will be 

used except when less elaborate statements of the findings could be 

misleading. The reader should remain aware of the liberty being taken 

in the name of communication. Specifically, no statements summarizing 

.the findings from ecological regression are meant to be understood on 

the level of individual data, nor should they be so construed. 

Only in the last chapter, where interpretation and possible 

explanation may legitimately supplant analysis, would "poetic license ll 

allow reduction to the individual level. Here too, caution must be 

the rule; as the ecological level of analysis limits the data's inter

pretation. Moreover, several other limitations should be made explicit 

before the results are presented. 

Limitations of the Data 

Inherent to the use of second-hand data, certain problems accrue. 

The data set adopted herein, unfortunately, is no exception. Their 

nature is best presented forthrightly, to facilitate valid interpretation 

of the findings. 

First, because the Taeubers utilized block data, which does not 

discriminate, in 1960, race of head as Black, but only as Nonwhite, all 

tabulations referred to as Black, prior to the 1970 census, actually 

refer to Nonwhites. The 1960 census, as well as its predecessors, 

simply did not differentiate between Blacks and other Nonwhites in either 

block (residence) statistics nor in status statistics. Both ,the l1)easure 

of segregation (Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965a) and the status inequality 



indices reflect therefore~ the difference between White and: Black~ 

Native American, Japanese, Chinese, Filipino, Korean, Asian Indian, 

and Malayan. Since in the 1960 enumeration, Nonwhites was comprised 
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of 92 percent black (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1963a), it is essentially 

a measure of black residential or status dissimilarity. But, of course, 

many West coastal cities have larger proportions of nonblack, Nonwhites, 

which relegates data from these cities somewhat less representative of 

black-white differences. 

The overall effect of using Nonwhites as a proxy for Blacks, 

should be slight nationally, and this should be especially true in the 

two-race South. The effect should be to marginally depress the values 

of all the indexes, since other Nonwhites are less segregated and more 

similar to Whites in education, occupation and income than are,Blacks. 

To estimate the magnitude of this proxy's understatement of actual black

white differences, the 1970 census which reports both black and non

white national distributions for occupation and income (U. S. Bureau 

of the Census, 1972a: Tables 81 and 83), will be utilized. For the 

nation's employed males over 14 years of age, the nonwhite index of 

occupational dissimilarity is 27.7, while the correspondinq index for 

Blacks is 30.7. Likewise, the income deltas are 26.9 and 29.0, respec

tively. If these 1970 differences are comparable to the 1960's, then 

little measurement error is introduced by the proxy. Furthermore, what

ever the error, it should be somewhat mitigated by the fact that the 

dependent variable (segregation) also reflects the incorporation of the 

proxy. 
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On the other hand, the 1970 census reports only black dis

tributions for central cities. This, obviously, undermines the compara

bil ity of the measures across time. Perhaps, thi s "noi se" can be 

surmised as an inherent understatement of black-white differences in 

1960 that are not included in the 1970 data. While admittedly slight 

for most cities, the amount of the discrepancy's effect is unkno\'m. 

Second, Chicanos, or as the census labels them "persons of 

Spanish heritage," are included in the \'Jhite distributions in both 

1960 and 1970 enumerations. This practice further undermines the 

representativeness of the indexes as black-white differences, especially 

in many south't,estern cities with significant proportions of Mexican

Americans. Since Chicanos are residentially segregated from Whites, 

and of lesser educational, occupational and income attainment than 

whites, this would, by definition, lead to an understatement of actual 

white status, and therefore, also an understatement of actual black

white inequality. Again, the specific effect of this measurement error 

on the regressions is unknown. 

However, an estimation of its magnitude can be assessed from the 

comparison drawn in Table 7. Thirteen central cities were randomly 

drawn from the 1970 data set. As predicted, the inclusion of Chicanos 

in the white population distribution slightly depresses the value of 

the occupational delta in every city and reduces the 13 city average 

delta from 31.96 to 30.18. In contrast, the Pearson Product-Moment 

correlation between the t\'JO estimates of black-white inequality is .94 

indicating a high level of agreement between the two measures, and lends 



Table 7. Estimation of the Effect of Including Chicanos in White 
Distributions for Occupational Deltas, 1970a 

Centra 1 City 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Detroit 

Evansvi 11 e 

Ft. Worth 

Harri sburg 

Kansas City, Mo. 

Paterson, N.J. 

Sacremento 

San Antonio 

San Francisco 

Shreveport 

Wilmington 

X 
SD 

Index of Dissimilarity 
Computed On 

White Versus 
Black 

31.1 

19.1 

23.4 

34.5 

44.6 

24.9 

33.0 

23.6 

21.6 

43.5 

25.6 

54.5 

36.1 

31.96 
10.54 

Nonbl ack b 
Versus Black 

30.9 

18.7 

23.1 

34.3 

44.6 

24.8 

32.5 

2l.0 

19.3 

30.3 

23.1 

54.4 

35.3 

30.18 
10.44 
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aCa1culations based on data taken from U.S. Bureau of the Census (1972b: 
Tables 86, 93, and 99) . 

bNonblack designation refers to white distribution including Chicanos. 
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a certai n amount of reserved confidence in the measure empl oyed. ~,1ore

over, a simple bivariate regression was run for the 13 cities resulting 

in a slope of .933 and a V-intercept of .346. This again, testifies 

to the slight effect the inclusion of Chicanos produces (perfect 

agreement would, of course, produce a slope of 1.00 and an intercept 

of 0.00). 

For the effect in southwestern cities, however, the reader 

should specifically note the large discrepancy between the indexes in 

San Antonio, where the effects of a significant Mexican-American 

population (52.2 percent) greatly magnifies the understatement of black

white inequality. In fact, a bivariate regression for the central cities 

in Table 7 without San Antonio (slope = 1.045, intercept = -2.24, and 

correlation coefficient of .997) attests to greater harmony of values 

where the Chicano population is slight and to the depressing of 

dissimilarity values when they are included in the calculations. And 

while it is mathematically possible to delete Chicano's from the White 

distributions (as done in Table 7) in the 1970 census, this was not 

done for two reasons: (1) the residential delta does not exclude them 

in either year, and (2) by their inclusion, the two census years are 

made more comparable, as deletion is not possible in the 1960 census 

tabulations. 

Third, as most users of the census are aware, the enumerations 

generally undercount minorities (cf. Beale, 1953 for this and other 

problems related to racial enumeration by the census). Since this tends 

to be status selective (i.e •• more a problem of undercounting poor 

Blacks), their inclusion would probably increase the measures of status 
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inequality and thereby, strengthen, rather than weaken, the conclusions 

drav.Jn. 

Fourth, the cities represented in the 1970 data set do not 

necessarily correspond to the cities as they were in 1960, due to 

annexations. The Taeubers (1965a: 238-242), do not correct for central 

city boundary change, but report indexes of segregation with subsequent 

annexations included for each census year. In defense of this practice, 

they found for 24 cities where 1950 to 1960 annexations were excluded, 

that the resulting lIadjusted ll indexes differed so sl ightly from the 

indexes calculated on 1960 cities with annexations that the effort 

required for the correction was not cost efficient (Taeuber and Taeuber, 

1965a: 239-40). Since the 1970 status inequality deltas are computed 

on the expanded ci ty boundari es also; as thi sis a 11 that is reported 

by the census; the relationship between status and segregation measures 

are at least consistent within units of analysis (central cities). The 

lack of consistency between censuses introduced by annexations, although 

considered slight, adds a measurement error of unknown effect. 

Fifth, and finally, the mensurations of status inequality are 

based on a sample of the population for each central city, and therefore, 

are subject to sampling error. Using the standard error for cities of 

50,000 population (smallest in the data set) and for a percentage 

reported of 50 (the city size and percentage subject to the greatest 

error), the chances are two out of three that the actual percentage 

is 50.0 ± 0.5 for education and family income, and 50.0 ± 0.55 for 

occupation (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972b: Appendix C). Larger 

cities, as well as less central percentages (i.e., percentages nearer 



zero or 100.0), manifest even less potential for sampling error. The 

1970 census used a 20 percent sample, while the 1960 census employed 

a 25 percent sample for education, occupation and income. Therefore, 

the standard errors for the 1960 status measures are comparatively less 

(i.e., reduce the range of the standard error by plus or minus ten 

percent). 

In conclusion, the data employed are subject to slight sources 
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of measurement error, marginal inconsistencies between census years and 

minor regional variations. However, substantial effort was made to 

maximize comparability and to direct measurement error towards reducing, 

rather then enhancing, the relationships in question. While the author 

feels a certain amount of confidence in the data, as well as in the 

conclusions drawn therefrom, the reader, as the ultimate judge, is 

requested to temper the conclusions based on the unavoidable deficiencies 

presented and examined throughout the foregoing chapter. 

On the other hand, it should be noted that the deficiencies of 

these data are not unique to this study. Every study on this subject 

(videlicet, the relationship of status to spatial location) suffers from 

these selfsame inadequacies because they are the result of census 

practices. In fact, the foregoing discussions do greater justice to 

these inherent problems than do any other studies, by determining 

estimates of the magnitude of the errors. 

For an anxious reader and author alike, it is now appropriate to 

address the analysis. Without further delay, the analysis will begin 

with an examination of the differences in status equality between the 

regions. This endeavor will focus the study for the next three chapters. 



CHAPTER 3 

STATUS INEQUALITY: REGIONAL VARIATIONS 
IN BLACK RESOURCES 

As was noted in Chapter two, race acts on t\vo levels to produce 

residential segregation. First, and foremost, race inhibits Blacks 

from equal access to quality housing and neighborhoods due to discrimina

tion in the housing market, per~. White racism simply denies integra

tion regardless of black status. In this instance, the black "birth-

right" is "sufficient" grounds for Whites to deny Blacks entrance into 

white neighborhoods or adequate justification to flee once entry is 

achieved. 

Additionally, race acts as a limiting factor in perpetuating 

segregation, when discrimination in the areas of education, occupation 

and income produce status inequality that prevents Blacks from successful 

competition in the housing market. In this case, Blacks are at a dis

advantage because they are resource poor, relative to Whites. 

While both factors promote and maintain residential segregation, 

the present investigation will attempt to retain the distinction. 

Specifically, the task of determining the direction and magnitude of 

regional variation will begin with a scrutiny of race as a limiting 

factor. Race, as an inhibiting factor will be addressed in Chapter 

seven. That is, the most significant cause of segregation, racism, 



will properly occupy the attention of the study only after its less 

crucial aspects have been investigated. 

This chapter begins by comparing the status or resources of 
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the Southern Black with that of the Northern Black. Specifically, this 

chapter's focus will be to uncover the regional variations of race as 

a limiting factor." The average black-white differences in education, 

occupation and income should begin the journey whose ultimate destination 

is a status explanation of regional segregation patterns. 

This chapter, as the first leg of that journey, will provide 

numerous insights for understanding segregation as a partial product of 

inferior black resources. It is an examination of the regions' status 

compositions and their effect in producing segregation. Besides present

ing regional mean differences in status, regional mean distributions of 

each of the three status variables will be provided. Moreover, compari

sons will be made, by region, of variation in status inequality, as 

well as changes during the 1960 dec~de. While noting the regional 

differences, their similarities will enlighten the efforts, as well. 

Additionally, an evaluation of the performance of delta as a measure 

of status inequality will be made. Finally, the possible status effects 

of Southern black migration to the North will be discussed and a 

structural explanation for status inequality by region will be enter

tained. But first, the regional arithmetic means of status inequality 

will be discussed. 

Regional Status Ineguality 

Undoubtedly, much of the reason that the South has been portrayed 
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as more racist, more unjust and more discriminatory is because Southern 

Blacks, relative to Northern Blacks, are less educated, enjoy less 

occupational prestige and have a lower annual income. 

However, as many migrant Southern Blacks could attest, the 

"cost of living" is relatively less in the Southern states. That is, 

Southern Blacks, in relation to Southern Whites, may not be relatively 

more disadvantaged than are their Northern compatriots. 

Average Status Dissimilarity by Region 

Howevel', as the means reported in Table 8 make graphically 

clear, this possibility is patently not the case. For every measure of 

relative inequality (educational. occupational, and income), Southern 

Blacks suffer under greater inequalities than do Northern Blacks. And 

this is true in 1970, as well as in 1960. Yet, it is less true on 

every status variable in 1970. Specifically, the South experienced 

greater change toward racial equality than did the North, during the 

1960's decade. And recall, this just what the Blacks had reported to 

be the case in Chapter one. 

While the averages reported in Table 8 lend strong support for 

the notion of greater racial inequality in the South; the measures of 

dispersion (standard deviations) are equally convincing in dispelling 

another common suspicion about the South. That pervasive misconception 

contends that the South is monolithic in its treatment of Blacks. 

Southern Blacks, according to this viewpoint, are, to the man or woman, 

victims of an ever unwavering, unrelenting and unforgiving definition 

of inferiority. Being Black and being unfortunate enough to also be 
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Table 8. Average Regional Levels of Status Inequality by Year 

Index of Dissimilarity for 
Region 

Measure Mean 
Year Statistic South North Difference 

Education 

X 29.15 17.6l 11 .55 

1960 SO 9.13 5,05 
Va 31 .33 28.67 

X 25.48 17.52 7.93 

1970 S:) 8.29 6.16 

V 32.54 35.14 

Occupation 
X 55.19 37.05 18.14 

1960 SO 5.38 6.41 

V 9.75 17.31 

X 42.54 26.05 16.49 

1970 SD 6.20 6.31 

V 14.58 24.24 

Income 
X 41.82 27.59 14.23 

1960 SO 8.01 6.05 

V 19.15 21.94 

X 33.91 21.88 12.02 

1970 SD 7.46 5.47 

V 22.01 25.00 

a 
V, the coefficient of variation, equals X/SO· 100. 
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Southern is deemed equatable with living life throughout, with a stigma 

of inferiority as rigid and regular as the crop rows of Southern plains 

cotton field. 

To the contrary, attention to the standard deviations will lead 

to the opposite conclusion. In fact, educational and income inequality 

is more subject to' variation in the South than it is in the North! 

Even in terms of occupational inequality, the most severe inequity in 

either region, the standard deviations differ only slightly in 1960, 

and are virtually equal in 1970, across regions. 

Neither will it do to simply explain the regionally comparable 

standard deviations as merely characteristic of the larger Southern means. 

In other words, their comparability is not simply a statistical artifact. 

Examination of the coefficients of variation, V's, lay bare the fruitless

ness, if not fallacy, of that contention. That is, the standard 

deviations, made regionally compatible by standardization with their 

means (V=IX/SD] X 100) show remarkable similarity for education and 

income dissimilarity. Even with occupation, the most regionally 

disparate coefficients of variation, the V's differ by only 9.8 percent. 

Substantively then, the South is patently not a monolith, and in terms 

of defining racial inequality, is no more rigid than the North. 

Whereas, the foregoing discussion of the basic regional compara

bility of both standard deviations and coefficients of variation has 

highlighted only the substantive significance of such a finding, the 

comparability is also statistically relevant. However, that issue is 

best left for Chapter seven, where its statistical importance will 

provide for even more dramatic theoretical insights an~ conclusions. 
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Before leaving these average levels of status inequality, it 

seems advisable to note that the measures of status inequality compare 

favorably with those reported by Bahr and Gibbs (1967). Table 9 

demonstrates, despite significantly different ~'s and different units 

of analysis (recall their measures are for SMSA's), close congruence 

between the independent estimates. Bahr and Gibbs report educational 

and income dissimilarity which presumably leads to the slightly higher 

values obtained over the present reliance on male and female education 

and family income tabulations (as expected from the discussions in 

Chapter two). Also expected, is the moderately large underestimation 

of occupational inequality in the present calculations, which depend 

on gross occupational categories rather than the detailed breakdowns 

employed by Bahr and Gibbs. Again, the discussion in Chapter two would 

predict this underestimation of inequality based on broad rather than 

detailed occupational categories. 

Beyond these expected deviations, the two sets of data produce 

highly comparable indexes of an identical rank order of inequality that 

should lend confidence to the present estimations. Unfortunately, other 

comparable data are virtually unavailable for the 1960 and 1970 measures. 

This fact stems from the practice, since the Bahr and Gibbs' article, 

of not reporting individual city indexes. This can be partially 

explained as length restrictions imposed by journal editors, striving 

to publish the ever-growing number of research reports. But, to the 

extent it might reflect excessive concern with esoterics; it is counter

productive to the scientific enterprise. This practice, seemingly 

tantamount to elititism, will not be repeated, herein. The interested 
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Table 9. Status Inequality: Two Independent Estimates for 1960 

Measure South Nonsouth 
Present Bahr & Present Bahr & 
Oataa Gibbs b Oataa Gibbs b 
(45) (13 ) (64) (20 ) 

Education 

X 29.15 31 .12 17.60 18.94 

SO 9.13 7.59 5.04 3.15 

Occupation 

X 55.19 60.60 37.05 45.61 

SO 5.38 4.38 6.41 3.94 

Income 

X 41 .82 41 .90 27.59 30.92 

SO 8.01 7.04 6.05 3.39 

aComputed from present data. 

bAdapted from Bahr and Gibbs (1967). The means and standard deviations 
were not reported by Bahr and Gibbs, but calculated from their report 
of individual SMSA data by the author. 

(N) 



reader will find in Appendix A, the value of every status index for 

every city. Science is, or should be, a communal, not competitive 

enterprise. 

Regional Status Dissimilarity by Category 
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While the measures of central tendency and dispersion were 

instructive, in their own right, they must, by definition, camouflage 

much of the regional diversity to be found in the more detailed 

distributional tabulations. Since the drawing of regional comparisons 

and contrasts is an utmost concern of the present study, the scrutiny 

of the population distributions is indispensable to a clear conception 

of regional variation. 

Before presenting the detail of the status distributions, it 

should be reiterated that the following focuses entirely on averaqe 

compositions by region. This analysis precedes as if every central 

city, whether situated in the North or South, reflects the average 

regional pattern. That such is far from the case, was more than apparent 

in the above discussion of the indexes' standard deviations. To 

reiterate, there is much diversity in inequality in both regions, 

suspicions and "common sense" notwithstanding. These average compositions 

are important; but they cannot replace scrutiny of intraregional diversity; 

only postpone it until the next chapter. 

Mean Education Distributions. While the four panels of Table 10 

present a wealth of information, the textual summaries will attempt to 

capture only the highlights. The organization of this table, and for 

the next two, will have the South on the left panels and the 1960 
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Table 10. Mean Educational Distributions by Race, Region, and Year a 

Region 

Educational South North 

Year Category (Years) White Black 1 Diff.1 White Black 1 Diff.1 

0 1.54% 4.97% 3.43% 2.36% 2.87% 0.51% 

1-4 5.14 17.91 12.77 4.28 9.78 5,50 

5-7 14.07 24,32 10.25 12,13 18.96 6,83 

8 12.32 11 .99 0.33 18.94 15.51 3,43 
1960 

9-11 19.45 19.19 0.26 19.95 23.72 3,77 

12 25.43 12,82 12.61 24,75 18.80 5,95 

13-15 11 .52 4.52 7.00 8.85 6.19 2,66 

> 15 10.59 4.32 6.27 8.77 4.21 4.56 

0 1.29% 3.22% 1 .93% 1 .94% 1 . 78~& 0.16% 

1-4 3.67 11 .13 7.46 3.29 6.21 2.92 

5-7 11 .02 19.41- 8.39 10.08 14.46 4.38 

8 9.01 10,00 0.99 13.97 11 ,18 2,79 
1970 

9-11 20.43 25.15 4.72 19.33 27.84 8,51 

12 27.90 19.80 8.10 30.00 26.66 3,34 

13-15 12,60 5.90 6.70 9.76 7.57 2,19 

> 15 14.10 5,42 8.68 11 .58 4.34 7,24 

apercentages may not sum to 100.0 nor differences may not sum to totals 
reported in Table 8 due to rounding error. This will be true of Tables 

11 and 12 below also. 
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measures in the upper panels. Horizontal comparisons, as a matter of 

orientation, provide regional differences, while vertical comparisons 

render intraregional change during the 1960 decade. The analysis will 

precede in that order, comparing regions, and then comparing years 

within each region for change. 

For regional comparisons of education inequality, both the 1960 

and 1970 statistics may be summarized simultaneously. Doing so is 

dependent on noting that the distinction of Northern Blacks being better 

educated than Southern Blacks (drawn in 1960) has undergone significant 

reduction in importance by 1970. Specifically, Northern Blacks are 

much less likely to have dropped out of school before grade eight than 

are Southern Blacks. As a consequence, Northern Blacks are much more 

likely to have completed some high school and college (i.e., fall in 

categories eight to 15) than are Southern Blacks. 

NortherQ Whites, in comparison to Southern Whites, do not fare 

as well. Southern Whites are more likely to have completed high school 

or better, including having a college degree, than are Northern Whites! 

Similarly, Northern Whites are more likely to have had no education 

than are Southern Whites! And this is true in 1970 also, with the lone 

exception of high school graduates. 

To "explain" educational inequality nationally then, it should 

be viewed as equally a product of black disadvantage and white advantage. 

This traditional conception of racial inequality applies both to the 

South and the North and over both census enumerations. Regional varia

tion (i.e., greater Southern inequality) should be understood as an 



aggravation of both these tendencies in the South--greater white 

advantage and greater black deprivation. Figures 2 and 3 should make 

these comparisons clear and thusly underscore the basically similar 

patterns across regions and over time. 

92 

Changes during the 1960 decade are not as easily reducible, at 

least across regions. In 1970, Southern Blacks were much less likely 

to have dropped out of school by the eighth grade, and correspondingly, 

more likely to be in the nine to 15 plus range (a shift of 15 percent 

during the ten years). This was also true during the decade for Southern 

Whites, but to a lesser degree (an eight percent shift), producing a 

net decrease in delta. However, more Whites were likely to have 

completed a college education than were additional Blacks in 1970. 

Blacks were also more likely in the nine to eleven category, slightly 

offsetting the otherwise unilateral gain by Southern Blacks. 

In the North, the changes are similar except that Blacks, in 

1970 (unlike Northern Whites), were no more likely to have procured a 

college deqree. Combined with more Blacks in the 1970, nine to eleven 

category, as just seen in the South, the two factors result in offsetting 

all other black educational enhancement. The net result is no educational 

gain for Northern Blacks. As Figures 4 and 5 portray, the regional 

comparability is greater in 1970, because the Southern gains are unmatched 

by similar educational gains of Northern Blacks. 

Delta as a Measure of Educatiollal Inequalities. While these 

substantive findings are central, it must be remembered that of equal 

importance, at least later on, is the performance of the index of 

dissimilarity in accurately summarizing the entire distributions with 
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Briefly, the index of dissimilarity measures the overrepre

sentation of Blacks in low status classifications and the underrepre

sentation of Blacks in the high status categories. That is, it quantifies 

the lack of black-white "overlap" in the categories. But, since it 

measures both black overrepresentation and underrepresentation, it must 

sum indiscriminately over absolute differences between black-white 

proportions. 

For the index to measure status inequality at all, it is assumed 

that every Nl/N>W';W occurs in lm'/ status categories and as a corollary, 

Nl/N<Wl/W only occurs in high status categories, where Nl/N is the per

cent of the city's Blacks in category i and Wl/W is the like percent of 

Whites in i category. Also, implicit in the calculation of delta as a 

measure of status inequality, is that the "crossover" between positive 

and negative differences occurs only once, and preferably near the 

juncture of high and low status in the distribution. And while this 

latter assumption in applying delta need not be rigidly enforced, the 

former requisite of one crossover must be. Otherwise, the value of 

delta is increasing when it should, in fact, be decreasing. 

Returning attention now to Table 10, the reader should note that 

this crucial assumption of only one crossover is invalid. For the North, 

in 1960, where Blacks should be overrepresented in the "eight years of 

schoo 1 only" category, they are, in fact, underrepresented. The net 

difference of 3.43 contributing to an understanding of black relative 

disadvantage actually reflects black advantage! And this is the average 

of 64 cities, and therefore, not a random happenstance by any stretch of 
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By 1970 in the North, the index is even more inaccurate in 

assessing educational inequality. Both the category of no schooling 

(the lowest status level!) and again the eight years of schooling 

completed category violate the assumptions underlying the application 

of delta as a measure of inequality. The percentage polygons in 

Figures 6 and 7 graphically display the gross inadequacy of measuring 

Northern educational inequality with the index of dissimilarity. 

Figure 6 displays a valid application of delta in estimating 1970 

Southern educational inequality. In contrast, as Figure 7 makes vivid, 

the Northern distributions cross not once, as delta assumes, but four 

times. 

t10re generally, the data suggest that as racial inequality 

decreases to a less intolerable level, the index of dissimilarity becomes 

more invalid as its measurement. Even in 1960, the Northern cities' 

indexes of education dissimilarity, do not reflect what they purport 

to measure. By 1970, the same index is not only inaccurate, but useless! 

By 1980, hopefully, the level of racial equality should make delta 

nonsensical in similar application. As a promissory note, critical 

short-comings of delta, to put it generously, will be noted in other 

contexts and presumably, by Chapter six, the reader will not only tolerate 

yet another index of inequality, but will demand one. If so, the reader 

will not be disappointed for that is the goal of Chapter six. 

Mean Occupational Distributions. Examination of Table 11 

produces regional comparison and changes over time in the occupational 

compositions. Before detailing regional differences, or change, three 
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Table 11, Mean Occupational Distributions by Race, Region, and Year 

Region 

South North 
Occu pat; ona 1 

IDiff,1 IDiff .1 Year Category White B1 ack White Black 

Professional 14,69% 6,08% 8,61% 13.43% 6,63% 6.80% 

Managers 12,22 1,73 10.49 8.61 2.22 6.39 

Cl erical 21.79 4,71 17.08 20.25 9.89 1 0.~6 

Sales 10,93 1.40 9.53 8,60 2.07 6.53 

1960 Craftsmen 14.03 6,30 7.73 14,50 8.05 6.45 

Operatives 15.23 18,04 2.81 19.85 25.80 5.95 

Domestics 0,82 20.71 19,89 1.22 11 ,25 10.03 

Service 7,51 25,60 18.09 9,34 21 .78 12.44 

Laborers 2.84 15.47 12.63 4.24 12.38 8.14 

Professional 18,06% 8,61 % 9.45% 15,97% 8.87 % 7,10% 

Managers 10,60 2,12 8,48 7,42 2,49 4.93 

Clerical 22,59 11,02 11 .57 22,25 16,99 5,26 

Sales 9,90 2.04 7.86 7,50 2,70 4,80 

1970 Craftsmen 13,14 8.62 4.52 12,81 9,29 3.52 

Operatives 12,94 20,36 7,42 17,36 24,56 7.20 

Domestics 0,59 11 ,58 10.99 0,69 5,35 4.66 

Service 9,16 25,36 16.20 11 ,78 21.64 9.86 

Laborers 3,56 10,34 6.78 4,26 8.14 3.88 
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points need emphasis. Note first, that despite region, or year, Blacks 

are almost completely excluded from the occupational category of 

managers" Seemingly, Whites, who might work with Blacks, cannot 

tolerate working for Blacks. Secondly, sales positions are likewise, 

almost exclusively held by Whites, region and year again, notwith

standi ng. Perhaps·, Bl acks are not cons i dered II \'JOrthy" representati ves 

of company reputation and status. Third, there are almost no White 

household service workers in either region or census tabulation. 

Domestic service remains a black monopoly. Since even Jensen and 

Shockley make no claims of innate occupational aspiration nor aptitude; 

it seems safe to conclude these racially "reserved" occupational 

categories are manifestations, pure and simple, of racism. Whatever 

their source, they each significantly increase occupational dissi

milarity throuthout the nation. 

While the South and North share the above three distributional 

characteristics, they diverge at other points. However, just as was the 

case for education, regional occupational contrasts can be made without 

regard to year, as the patterns remain unchanged, although ameliorated 

with time. Northern Blacks are less likely to be found in blue-collar 

occupations (save operators) than are Southern Blacks. Consequently, 

Northern Blacks, more than Southern Blacks, are located in the white

collar occupations and this is especially true for clerical occupations 

which lowers Northern occupational dissimilarity. 

As an additional factor in higher Southern occupational 

inequality, Southern Hhites are more likely to be occupied in white

collar professions than are Northern Whites! Hence, Northern Whites 
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are more apt to be found in blue-collar designations than are their 

Southern compatriots (except a slight reversal for craftsmen in 1970). 

Not unlike what was seen in examining greater educational 

inequality in the South, the mean occupational distributions display 

greater high status exclusion of Blacks in the South, while simultaneously 

demonstrating lower concentrations of Whites in low status occupations. 

Again, as the line graphs in Figures 8 and 9 depict, 9reater Southern 

compositional dissimilarity in occupations is due to greater white 

advantage and greater black disadvantage in the South relative to the 

North--the traditional pattern of racial inequality. 

The 1960 decade witnesses again a lessening of occupational 

inequality within regions and a convergence between regions. In the 

North, Whites almost unilaterally improve their occupational prestige 

slightly. This is also true in the South, but most of the shift is out 

of operators and into the professional category. However, this is not 

to imply occupational mobility directly from operators to professional; 

only to denote the concentrations of change. 

Blacks, both Northern and Southern, likewise, improved their 

occupational prestige during the prescribed time frame. Significantly, 

Southern Blacks vacated domestic service and labor (minus nine and five 

percent, respectively). This was accompanied by a concomitant increase 

in the black proportion working in the clerical occupations, (an 

increase of seven percent, which presumably would have been overlooked 

or at least, underreported by male only statistics). In a similar 

manner, Northern Blacks left domestic service and labor (six and four 

percent decreases, respectively) while others entered clerical work 
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(up seven percent during the 1960's). Indeed, as Figures 10 and 11 

exhibit, gains in occupational equality were primarily the result of 

greater upward black mobility, than that experienced by Whites. Since 

these relative black gains were greater in the South, the two regions 

bear closer resemblance in 1970 than they did in 1960. 

Mean Income Distributions. Table 12 demonstrates that in terms 

of income, Southern Blacks are at a greater disadvantage than is true 

. for Northern Blacks. This is similar to what was found for educational 

and occupational inequality. But here, unlike the distributions of 

education and occupation, the resultant greater Southern inequality is 

much more a product of black disadvantage than white advantage. In 

comparing the regions for both 1960 and 1970, the Northern White, despite 

less education and lower occupation than the Southern White, enjoys 

comparable, if not slightly greater income. In contrast, Blacks located 

in the South are much less economically rewarded than those in the North. 

The regional comparisons reveal that Southern and Northern 

Whites alike concentrated in the income range of four to seven thousand 

dollars and in the category of ten thousand dollars or more (more than 

half of all Whites were located in these categories in both regions in 

1960, but the shift is to ten thousand plus in 1970). Blacks were 

disproportionally situated in the less than five (South) and less than 

six (North) thousand dollar income brackets. These findings can be 

seen in Figures 12 and 13. The relatively greater concentration of 

Southern Blacks in low income categories relative to Northern Blacks, 

contributes to greater Southern dissimilarity, as does the relative lack 

of Blacks making ten thousand dollars or more. The Northern Black is 
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Table 12. Mean Income Distributions by Race, Region, and Year 

Region 

Income ($1,000) South North 

Year Category White Black ! Diff.! White Black ! Diff.! 

<1 4.06% 12,74% 8,68% 2 • 99"10 8,15% 5.16% 

1-2 5.79 18,10 12,31 4.73 10.38 5.65 

2-3 7,81 19.66 11 .85 6,02 11 .67 5.65 

3-4 9.89 17,20 7.31 ,7.77 13.65 5.88 

4-5 11 .45 12.40 0.95 10,66 14.73 4.07 

1960 5-6 12.59 7.68 4.91 13.51 12.87 0.64 

6-7 11 .01 4.46 6.55 12.10 8.85 3.25 

7-8 8,91 2,70 6,21 9.90 6.25 3.65 

8-9 6,82 1 ,78 5.04 7,85 4.40 3.45 

9-10 5.05 1 ,20 3.85 5.88 2.96 2,92 

>10 16.65 2.16 14,49 18.66 6.17 12.49 

<1 2.14% 6.90% 4.76% 2.03% 5.39% 3.36% 

1-2 2.88 9.08 6.20 2.31 5.22 2.91 

2-3 3.80 9.86 6.06 3.76 6.98 3.22 

3-4 4.56 10,73 6.17 4.34 7.53 3.19 

4-5 5.17 9,68 4.51 4.59 7.34 2.75 

1970 5-6 6,06 9.43 3,37 5.16 7.90 2.74 

6-7 6,70 8.56 1.86 5,80 7.64 1 .84 

7-8 7.12 7,46 0.34 6.77 7.61 0.84 

8-9 7,33 6.29 1.04 7.45 7.24 0.21 

9-10 6.85 4.96 1,89 7.21 6.21 1 .00 

>10 47.41 17.12 30.29 50.68 30.76 19.92 



30 

16 

12, /\_ 
Cr'l.ll+h 

II 20,-

+-' 
C 
OJ 

8L \ /I 
u 
!-
OJ 

0... 

lOL /Outh 
4~ \'\ I "'-11 

/NOI'th 

,'1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 9-10 10+ 
Income ($1,000) 

<1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 9-10 10+ 
Income ($1,000) 

Fig. 12. Income Differences by Region, 1960 Fig. 13. Income Differences by Region, 1970. 
o 
(Jl 



106 

three times as likely to fall in the over ten thousand dollar category 

in 1960, and remains almost twice as likely in 1970. The six to ten 

thousand dollar categories contribute relatively less to income 

inequality, but are again, systematically less significant in the 

North. 

The cross·time comparisons, show substantial inequality mitigation 

between and within regions. Hhile the inequality remains concentrated 

at the income extremes, with the inflated 1970 dollar, it is much more 

prevalent at the over ten thousand dollar extreme. This shift in 

inequality is graphically apparent in Figures 14 and 15. By 1970, 

roughly half the income dissimilarity is found in this upper, open-ended 

category in each region. Because of this truncated range, the 1970 

deltas should underestimate inequality in comparison to more detailed 

distributions. Consequently, relatively little dissimilarity is left 

in the other ten categories. This is especially true of the six to ten 

thousand dollars of income range, which contribute virtually nothing 

to the inequality in either region by 1970. 

The net result, in both regions, is that 1970 inequality is 

less in the categories below ten thousand dollars of income. Unfor

tV:lately, these gains are significantly offset by substantial increases 

in the uppermost category in both regions. Since Blacks improved their 

lot more in the South (primarily i~ the low income range) than in the 

North, and since Southern and Nor~hern Hhites remained comparably more 

prosperous, again the regions are more comparable in 1970 then in 1960. 
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To summarize, on all three measures, the North compares favorably 

with the more racially unequal South in both 1960 and 1970. By 1970, 

however, much of the regional divergence has been closed by a more 

rapidly accelerated-change in the South. For both educational and 

occupational dissimilarity and for both census years, the greater 

Southern inequality is almost equally attributable to relatively higher 

status Southern Whites and relatively lower status Southern Blacks. 

In contrast, income equality is more the product of relatively greater 

Southern black deprivation as Whites are basically on a par across 

regions. 

Migration of Blacks and Status Inequality 

The data used in this study afford an opportunity to note the 

potential effects of black migration on status inequality. The 

discussion, although an important concern in explaining segregation's 

relation to status, will only be briefly examined here, due to its 

speculative nature. Migration, although intrinsically interesting and 

inherently relevant to segregation, will also serve to highlight some 

of the more central conclusions drawn about regional status inequality 

discussed above. But first, its relevancy to race relations and 

specifically, to racial segregation should be reviewed. 

Black migration from the South to Northern urban areas is deemed 

an important determinant of Northern race relations in general (cf. 

Kerner Commission, 1968: 236-50), and with specific impacts on segrega

tion. Generally, nonwhite population increases in Northern urban areas 

reduce levels of segregation (Duncan and Duncan, 1957: 98-9; Taeuber 

and Taeuber, 1965a: 70-7; Marshall and Jiobu, 1975: 457-8; and 
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Lieberson, 1973: 555-7). The general wisdom has been to assume that 

urban areas, already characterized by overcrowded black ghettos, cannot 

absorb further inhabitants, who, therefore, IIspilloverll into prior all 

white areas producing more apparent than real integration. That is, 

these areas, given sufficient time, will become black residential areas 

belying the apparent earlier desegregation. 

No doubt, part of this perspective was based on other studies 

which found migrant Southern Blacks to be inferior socioeconomically 

to the resident Northern black populations (cf. Duncan and Duncan, 

1957: 59-60; Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965a: 139-41). This would further 

suggest eventual, when not immediate, increased racial residential 

segregation. However, these data shed doubt indirectly, that these 

earlier status relationships still pertain in 1960 and 1970. 

Table 13, which reports the indexes of educational, occupational, 

and income dissimilarity based on comparisons from two hypothetical 

situations, confirms the above stated doubt. As expected, Southern 

Blacks fare better on education and occupation in the North than they 

do in the South. That is, since Northern Whites have less education 

and occupational prestige than do Southern Whites. Southern Blacks 

would fare better should they relocate in the North. Likewise, 

Northern Blacks, relocating in the South, would experience greater 

educational (except in 1970) and occupational handicaps in competing 

with Whites. 

In contrast, because Northern Whites are economically better 

off than Southern Whites, migrations of either black populations would 

result in opposite effects. Specifically, Southern migrants would have 
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Table 13, Hypothetical Effects on Status Dissimilarity due to Inter
regional Migration 

Index of Dissimilarity Computed On 
Southern Northern Northern Southern 
Hhites Whites Whites Whites 

VS VS vs vs 
Measure Southern Southern Northern Northern 

Year Blacks Blacks Blacks Blacks 

Education 
1960 29.15 28.43 17.60 18.33 

1970 25.48 24.23 17.52 16.04 

Occupation 
1960 55.19 46.98 37.05 44.81 

1970 42.54 33.55 26.05 33.95 

Income 
1960 41 .82 47.93 27.59 19.84 

1970 33.91 38.86 21.90 17.28 



greater income dissimilarity and Northern Blacks in the South \'/ould 

have less income inequality. 

Besides confirming the major roles of white advantage in 

explaining regional dissimilarity, these hypothetical comparisons 

directly point to a major explanatory factor in understanding the 

Southern Blacks' motivation for northward migration. 
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At the same time, the data indirectly tend to support Taeuber 

and Taeuber's (1965a: 134 and 1965b) conclusions that no longer is 

the Southern black migrant inferior to the Northern nonmigrant. This 

can be inferred by noting (1) the basic similarities between total 

Southern Black-Northern White indexes and Northern indexes and (2) that 

black migration is status selective (more characteristic of high status 

Blacks) thereby making the hypothetical indexes presumably, rather 

large overstatements of actual migrant Southern Black-Northern White 

dissimilarity. The 1970 data further tend to substantiate the reversal 

of earlier trends. 

Taeuber's (1974: 

Again, they are inclined to lend support to 

19-20)) speculation that 1965 to 1970 migration was 

accomplished by Southern Blacks who would compare favorably with 

Northern Blacks and Whites. Recalling that the comparisons drawn in 

Table 13 are hypothetical, and, in particular, knowing that migrant 

Blacks are superior to nonmigrant Southern Blacks (Duncan and Duncan, 

1957: 62), it should be obvious that undue reliance on these inter

pretations is unwarranted. Perhaps it is sufficient to note their 

congruence with the conclusions drawn earlier in the chapter. 
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Regional Structure as a Partial Explanation of Status Inequality 

Before dismissing the regional compositions of educational, 

occupational and income distributions, a similar question to the one 

posed for Tables 10, 11 and 12 can be asked of the individual cities 

rather than average distributions. Specifically, the question may be 

asked: to what extent, despite inequality, do the black and white 

distributions reflect the presence of structural effects? This question, 

somewhat analogous to the interpretation of delta, asks for example, 

in cities where operatives is a proportionally important occupation, is 

this equally true for both Blacks and Whites? In other words, while 

delta rigidly asks for equal proportions within categories, a corre

lational analysis less stringently, tests for the presence of similar 

orderings of categories on the two racial distributions. 

Said one other way, even in cities with considerable black

white dissimilarity, is it possible, nonetheless, to detect similar 

distributional patterns between the populations? In asking such 

questions, the reader is reminded that the analysis is one of ecological 

correlation. Specifically, the units of analysis are central cities 

with N's of 45 in the South and 64 in the North. The correlation 

coefficients should be understood as a "test" for forces (read, 

structural effects) producing similar population distributions within 

regions and across status categories, despite race. 

A lack of correlation between distribution categories therefore, 

suggests that whatever the social forces producing particular patterns 

of educational, occupational or income distributions; they are not the 

same for both Blacks and Whites. Of course, for the analysis to reflect 
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either the presence or absence of unitary structural effects, the white 
, 

distribution must be assumed to reflect a given city's structure. The 

Whites, not subject to discrimination, should be distributed according 

to the occupational needs of the particular city, for example. When 

the Blacks reflect a similar distribution, this would indicate a relative 

lack of discrimination i.n the employment practices of the city. 

In the following, the percent of Blacks in a given educational 

category is correlated with the proportion of Whites in that same 

category over the central cities. Table 14 presents the resultant 

Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficients obtained from this 

analysis. The table has the same orientatlon as employed in Tables 10 

to l2--horizontal comparisons for regional difference and vertical 

comparisons for intraregional changes during the decade. 

It is readily apparent that in 1960, the forces, whatever they 

might be, producing white and black distributions over education are 

not the same. Only in the educational categories of eight and more 

than 15 years of schooling obtained, is the black incidence related 

to the white incidence. In fact, the greater the propensity of Blacks 

to have no education or to have "aborted" formal schooling while 

attending the ninth to the twelth grade, the lesser the probability 

that Whites would be so schooled. By 1970, the average zero-order 

correlation coefficient had reduced from .214 to .149, and only 

eighth grade attainment is significantly related. This signifies even 

less of a relationship between the forces acting on the black and white 

populations in 1970. Among Northern cities, in contrast, there clearly 

is a single educational structure in operation for both 1960 and 1970. 
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Table 14. Zero-Order Correlations between the Black and White Education
al Categories by Region and Year 

Category Region 

Year (Years) South North 

0 -.047 .328* 
1-4 .039 .613* 
5-7 .267 .824* 

8 .768* .544* 
1960 

9-11 -.035 .546* 
12 -.087 .566* 

13-15 .254 .894* 
>15 .525* .723* 

X .214 .629 

0 -.130 .333* 
1-4 -.173 .363* 
5-7 .218 .798* 

8 .727* .557* 
1970 

9-11 .134 .763* 
12 .015 .763* 

13-15 .098 .860* 
>15 .300 '.745* 

X .149 .597 

*Significant at .05 level or above, for two-tailed 
test for 45 Southern central cities and 64 Northern 
central cities. 



Yet, the average correlation is smaller in 1970 than in 1960, as was 

found true of the South. 

Table 15 reports similar correlations based on occupations 
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among Southern cities. The black-white categories of managers, sales 

in both years (recall the earlier findings) and crafts all display 

inverse corr'elations. Only the occupations of professional and clerical 

(with service in 1970) are statistically significantly related. But 

unlike the declining importance of structural effects on education 

during the 1960's, occupation is at least increasing in average corre

lation. The North, again displays a single structural effect in 1960 

and 1970 among cities (save sales in 1960 and domestic service in 1970). 

Both these categories cannot be said to covary above the level of chance. 

~1oreover, the average structural effects are basically identical in 

1960 and in 1970. 

Table 16, monotonously reproduces the same lack of structural 

effects among the cities of the South, although somewhat more evident 

in 1970 than in 1960, across the income distributions. The Northern 

cities, unlike the cases of education and occupation, show less a 

singular structure and even produce two inverse relations. Again, the 

structural explanation is less tenable in the 1970 North than it was 

ten years earlier. For income, the regions, by 1970, reflect similarly 

weak structural effects. 

While greater elaboration on these three tables could be pre

sented, perhaps it will suffice to note that the South seems to repre

sent a region with a more than noticeable lack of structural homogeneity 

between Blacks and Whites, in regard to the three measures. In contrast, 
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Table 15. Zero-Order Correlations between the Black and White Occupa
tional Categories by Region and Year 

Region 

Year Category South North 

* * Professional .408 .680 
* Managers -.196 .469 

* * Clerical .607 .717 

Sales -.049 .183 
* 1960 Craftsmen -.017 .378 
* Operatives .004 .791 
* Domestics .234 .463 
* Service .177 .502 
* Laborers .119 .678 

X .143 .540 

* * Professional .612 .565 
* Managers .291 .4u5 

* * Clerical .544 .756 
* Sales - .121 .368 
* 1970 Craftsmen .185 .501 
* Operatives .245 .815 

Domestics .214 .216 
* * Service .422 .425 

* Laborers .104 .676 

X .277 .523 

* Significant at .05 level or above for two-tailed 
tests on N's of 45 (South) and 64 (North). 
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Table 16. Zero-Order Correlations between the Black and White Income 
Cateqories by Region and Year 

Category Region 

Year ($1,000) South North 

<1 .241 .560* 
1-2 .327* .659* 
2-3 .329* .599* 
3-4 -.050 .623* 
4-5 -.165 .214 

1960 
5-6 -.024 -.087 
6-7 . 198 .073 
7-8 .085 .153 
8-9 .245 .444* 

9-10 .247 .707* 
>10 .556* .737* 

X .181 .446 

<1 .425* .398* 
1-2 .416* .430* 
2-3 .370* .489* 
3-4 .362* .616* 
4-5 .118 .509* 

1970 
5-6 .251 .566* 
6-7 .158 .254* 
7-8 -.051 -.119 
8-9 -.020 .224 

9-10 -.128 .159 
>10 .499* .670* 

X .218 .381 

*Significant at .05 level or above for two-tailed test on 
N's of 45 (South) and 64 (North). 
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with the possible exception of income, the Northern cities apparently 

have structural forces producing at least correlated, but not equal, 

black and white status distributions. 

These findings, although unique to the author's knowledge, do 

relate to a body of literature that has been influenced by Blalock's 

early race theories of threat-competition (1956, 1957, and 1967). To 

briefly summarize a large volume of research, many studies have basically 

agreed with Blalock that as the percent black increases, Whites feel 

threatened and therefore, are more likely to discriminate against 

Blacks. Moreover, this discrimination is likely to result in less 

black status and greater white status and therefore, greater black-white 

inequality. Finally, there is some evidence of greater status enhance

ment among upper class Whites and the theory seems more applicable to the 

South than to the North (c f • Heer, 1959; Glenn, 1963, 1964 and 1966; 

Brown and Frugitt, 1972; Dowdall, 1974; Szymanski, 1976; Frisbie and 

Neidert, 1977; Giles, 1977; Reich, 1977; Wilcox and Roof, 1978; and 

Beck, 1980 for documentation, and detailed discussion, as well as lively 

debate). 

These theoretical discourses, after Blalock, and the data 

presented in Tables 14 to 16 would seem capable of mutual benefit. By 

noting the lack of structural effect in the South above, perhaps Blalock's 

theory would suggest threat from large numbers of the black minority as 

an alternative explanation to different levels of status inequality in 

the South. That is, percent black by city might be a much better 

predictor of black status than is structure, as operationalized by white 

status. Reciprocally, research having failed to demonstrate the 
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significance of percent black as a correlate of status inequality in 

the Nonsouth, might better look to structural effects. At least, the 

foregoing analysis would strongly suggest its possible relevance in 

this regard for educational and occupational differences. 

Status Composition and Segregation 

. The preceding pages have highlighted significant regional 

compositional differences, especially notable in the 1960 tabulations 

before significant Southern black status enhancement substantially 

closed the regional divergence in 1970u As indicated in the preceding 

chapters, these regional differences in black resources should have 

import for regional patterns of segregation. 

Table 17 presents the dependent variable (index of residential 

dissimilarity) as measured from 1940 to 1970. Primarily reflecting 

the remnants of early patterns of backyard residence by Blacks, in 

1940 the residential segregation is lower in the South than in the 

North. By 1960, demonstrating the effect of two successive decennial 

increases in residential dissimilarity, the South is distinctly more 

segregated than the North, which experienced a decline in segregation 

levels during the 1950's. 

Most students of race relations have attributed this Southern 

increase to the adjustments inherent to the change from paternalistic 

to competitive race relations, if not voluntary segregation on the 

part of the Blacks. Consider the comments of a 1939 tourist guide to 

Charleston, South Carolina (Stevens, 1939: 62-63): 

Here in Charleston there never has been a zoning ordinance 
to separate the living districts for the two races. But 



Table 17. Residential Dissimilarity Between Whites and Nonwhites 
by Region, 1940 to 1970. 

Region 

South 
(N=45) 

Nonsouth 
(N=64) 

Measure 

X 

SD 

V 

-
X 

SD 
V 

1940 

84.86 

6.75 

7.95 

85.49 

5.16 
6.03 

Residential Dissimilarity 

1950 

88.54 

5.37 

6.07 

86.36 

5.47 

6.33 

1960 

90.73 

4.73 

5.25 

82.80 
7.58 . 

9.15 

120 

1970 

87,96 

5,63 

6.40 

77 .05 

8.62 

11 .18 



Charlestonians were always accustomed to having their domestic 
servants [sic] in residence back of the house; and after 1865 
the custom continued, even though the blacks were emancipated 
and might work for any other master [sic] if they pleased. 
Nowadays, however, the Charleston negro is gradually moving 
into the sections of the city where his own people live. 
This is happening through natural conditions and desires 
rather than by law. 
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Here, ironically, early black status gains may result in Blacks fleeing 

undesirable white areas. 

By the 1960's, both regional areas had witnessed decreases in 

segregation. Yet, the South still reflects approximately 11 percent 

more residential segregation than does the North in 1970. If in the 

"new" South, now characterized by competitive race relations, status 

has the segregating effect Park theorized it should, this is what is 

to be expected.' 

Said differently, Southern Blacks have less status than do 

Northern Blacks relative to their white counterparts. In terms of the 

ecological model posited by Park, this relatively greater level of 

Southern status dissimilarity would predict more black-white residential 

segregation in the South where Blacks have less resources. Based on 

relative status deprivation, Southern Blacks would be expected to be 

able to procure less integration than Northern Blacks. Of course, 

the anomaly of less 1940 Southern segregation can only be understood 

in terms of less segregation, and not as evidence of 'more integration, 

which presumably reflects status similarity amon9 area residents, 

despite race. 

The reader's attention is called again to the fact, demon-

strated in Table 17, that despite higher Southern levels of segregation, 

the North has higher standard deviations and coefficients of variation 
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than does the South, from 1950 to 1970. Equally important, the South 

has greater absolute and relative dispersion around the mean level of 

segregation in 1940 than does the North. Again, those statistical 

points are harbingers of crucial substantive findings to be presented 

in Chapter seven. 

While the average resource levels have provided numerous 

insights into regional differences in black-white status dissimilarity, 

the picture of regional diversity cannot be fully grasped without the 

further understanding provided in the next chapter. In Chapter four, 

intraregional variances are compared across regions. Regional differences 

detected there will complement the expose of interregional divergence 

and further anticipate disparate relations between socioeconomic status 

and spatial location across regions. This examination, now facili-

tated by knowledge of regional averages, and predicted to be signifi

cantly large by a similar lack of rigidity in either region (remember 

Table 8), needs no further foundation. Eagerly then, attention is 

legitimately directed to regional diversity on status. 



CHAPTER 4 

STATUS INEQUALITY: REGIONAL EXPLANATIONS OF STATUS VARIABILITY 

In Chapter three it was found that Southern Blacks, in 

comparison with Northern Blacks, suffer more educational, occupational 

and income deprivation. Moreover, Southern inequality is compounded 

by higher levels of white education and occupational prestige than that 

found in the North. Indeed, that Southern racial inequality is more 

intolerable than the Northern situation, can only be understood in 

terms of both superior white advantage and greater black disadvantage. 

Concentration on Southern black status deprivation, at the expense of 

ignoring Southern white status achievement, as many have done, provides 

an incomplete, if not erroneous, picture of regional status dissimilarity. 

Yet the relatively greater level of inequality in the South 

should not obscure a basic similarity of the regions. Neither region is 

accurately protrayed as monolithic in their levels of racial inequality. 

This chapter focuses on the sources of this regional diversityo 

Specifically, the analysis turns attention to varying levels of 

e~ucational, occupational and income dissimilarity among central cities. 

This is different from examining regional mean levels as was done in 

Chapter three. This scrutiny will provide further insight into regional 

differences in status inequalityo Furthermore, the index of dissimilarity's 

performance as a single quantification of black deprivation will be 



noted. The analysis will also deal more precisely with the sources 

of intraregional inequality by status level, and their relative 

importance in determining regional status inequality. Moreover, an 

examination of differing regional rates of change toward racial 

equality will be conducted. 
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At the highest level of specification, attempts will be made to 

pinpoint individual instances of (1) white advantage or black dis

advantage significantly "causing" or perpetuating inequality, while 

denoting (2) relatively insignificant sources, and specifying important 

cases of (3) equalizing forces. Finally, the analysis will provide 

tests of interregional comparability for each of these three effects and 

produce, thereby, a definitive understanding of regional diversity in 

racial equal ity (Chapter five). 

Unlike Chapter three, the present analysis relies almost 

entirely on multiple regressions of the index of dissimilarity on the 

black-white distributions. And while this has significant statistical 

implications, it contains a certain potential for substantive misunder

standing. By making the index of status dissimilarity the dep'endent 

variable, and while making duly important methodological observations 

as to its adequacy in this regard, it is possible that the discussions 

could degenerate to pure methodological diatribes, or equally undesirable, 

be construed as such. 

Lest perspective be lost, the importance of the following is 

first and foremost substantive. That is, the dependent variable is 

taken as, and only as, a measure of socioeconomic assimilation (Marston 

and Van Valey, 1979). The analysis constitutes a thorough exposition 
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of racial socioeconomic equality with its aggravating as well as miti

gating sources. The following, therefore is best understood as an 
, 

examination of racial inequality. Having accomplished that expose, 

and only after having done so, the discussions may rightfully turn to 

secondary considerations of the methodological issues. Specifically, 

of secondary importance herein, is the ability of delta to summarily 

stand as a quantification of socioeconomic assimilation. The methodo

logical issues pertinent to measurement error, raised in this and the 

previous chapter, are justifiably viewed as of less importance than 

racial equalitYe 

Yet, to the extent any index may contribute to a higher level 

of understanding of racial equality, measurement error and the like are 

far from trivial issues. For this reason alone, attention will be 

directed to these methodological considerations in Chapter six. 

Regional Racial Status Inequality: A Foreword 

As duly noted in Chapter three and reiterated in this chapter's 

introduction, black deprivation can be a product of either black dis

advantage or white advantage, or bothe Stated differently, inequality 

is the product of two variables which may augment each other in 

producing extreme deprivation (as in the South for education and 

occupation) or partially offset the other's effect (for example, white 

income suppression in the South during the 1960's)0 Yet, this simple 

observation should not obscure the fact that the net level of inequality 

can be reduced by systematic white low status concentrations, just as 

well as by black high status concentrations. 



126 

As the next step in the anaiysis, this logical possibility is 

examined for each of the three measures of status inequality. Table 18 

presents the Pearsonian zero-order correlations between the index of 

educational dissimilarity and the population proportions for each 

educational category by race, region and year. The 1960 correlational 

array for the South presents again a classic portrait of educational 

inequality--cities having high black dropout rates before the eighth 

grade have high inequality, and conversely, cities having high white 

dropout rates before the ninth grade have correspondingly low levels 

of educational inequality. Cities characterized by black populations 

that remain in school until at least the ninth grade have lower educa

tional deltaso Those cities with large proportions of Whites having, 

at the minimum, a high school diploma are marked by high· delta values. 

Interestingly in contrast, Southern cities having either a 

high proportion of Blacks or Whites who obtained only eight years of 

formal education are characterized by overall low l~vels of educational 

dissimilarity in 1960. At first blush, this would appear to be counter-

intuitive or even an anomaly. 

offers a plausible resolution. 

However, reconsideration of Table 14 

At this level of education, the South 

displays a unified structural force acting on both races. In other 

words, in cities having many Blacks who completed only eight years of 

school, there are also many Whites similarly schooled. The result is 

a city distinguished by lower overall inequality. So what might, at 

first, appear as a contradiction is actually symptomatic of a social 

structure that prevails over both the black and white populations, a 

seemingly more equitable situation than often exists, as was noted in 
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Table 18. Zero~Order Correlations between Educational Categories and 
Educational Dissimilarity by Race, Region and Year 

Region 

Educational 
Category South North 

Year (Years) White Black v!hi te Black 

0 -.428 .591 -.494 - .150 

1-4 -.539 .696 -.366 .259 

5-7 -.510 .579 -.380 .031 

8 -.553 -.463 - .189 .044 
1960 9-11 .130 -.568 -.336 .078 

12 .683 - .641 .275 -.203 

13-15 .506 -.556 .359 .057 

>15 .402 -.232 .378 -.111. 

0 -.471 .520 -.555 - .081 

1-4 -.600 .586 -.623 -.097 

5-7 -.627 .449 -.672 -.304 

1970 8 -.574 -.237 -.486 -.073 

9-11 -.228 -.286 -.600 - .199 

12 .431 -.540 .101 .041 

13-15 .631 -.364 .597 .346 

>15 .496 -.037 .744 .320 
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Chapter three. This explanation seems equally reasonable in comprehend

ing similar effects in both occupational and income categories presented 

belowo 

In fact, the 1970 North dramatically reflects this more egali

tarian situation where every category that contributes to lesser (or 

greater) overall educational inequality does so for both Blacks and 

Whites. Said differently, in cities where Whites attain higher levels 

of education, so do Blacks, and vice-versa. This structural equality 

of the 1970 North is perhaps what is sought by current educational 

reform for racial equality~-similarly equal educational advantage or 

disadvantage (sigh), 

However, before too much stock is put into the data presented in 

Table 18, a caution is in order. These are zero-order correlation co

efficients, which cannot be interpreted as independent correlations. 

In fact, one would expect that the percent of Blacks (or Whites) who 

dropped out of school prior to the ninth grade would be related to the 

percent of Blacks who completed only nine to eleven years of education 

(i.e., all Blacks are subject to the same forces promoting educational 

"abortion," and in cities where the forces are significant both 

categories should reflect correspondingly high dropout rates). In 

fact, for the 109 central cities, the percentage of Blacks who dropped 

out in the eighth grade is significantly related to the proportion who 

quit school between the ninth and eleventh grade (r = .186, p<.05). 

The significance of all this is, of course, to point to the necessity 

for using partial correlations before interpreting the individual co

efficients as anything close to independent effects, 
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The Interpretation of Delta as a Measure of Status Inequality 

Returning to Table 18, what can be gleaned from the zero-order 

correlations is the lack of systematic effects in the different regions 

and at different times. For example, in 1970, the percentage of South

ern Blacks with less than eight years of education is significantly and 

positively related to inequality. But in the 1970 North, concentrations 

of similarly schooled Blacks is either unrelated to inequality (no 

school or only one to four years of school) or negatively correlated 

with inequality (five to seven years of school). 

Patently, the index of dissimilarity again fails as a measure 

of inequality. That is, its interpretation in the South in no way 

means the same thing in the North. Returning to the 1970 education 

example, high Southern educational inequality infers concentrations 

of Blacks below the eighth grade; but, in contrast, high Northern 

educational inequality has no meaning for concentrations of Northern 

Blacks below the fifth grade and denotes low, not high, concentrations 

of Blacks in the five to seven range! With such divergence of meaning, 

one could hardly expect to find educational dissimilarity to predict 

even similar levels of residential segregation. These "measurement 

errors" that result from the use of delta will properly be the subject 

of Chapter six. 

Tables 19 and 20 present analogous arrays of zero-order 

correlation coefficients for occupational and income categories 

respectivelyu These correlations provide similarly incongruent inter

pretations of delta as a measure of status inequality either between 

regions or across time. And while detailed discussion of these tables 
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Table 19. Zero-Order Correlations between Occupational Categories and 
Occupational Dissimilarity by Race, Region and Year 

Region 

Occupational South North 
Year Category White Black White Black 

Professional .216 - .189 .175 -.335 

Managers .528 -,.454 .448 -.300 

Clerical .056 - .516 - .189 -.403 

Sales .493 - .297 .531 -.388 

1960 Craftsmen -.101 -.320 - .076 -.260 

Operatives -.359 -.095 -.267 - .197 

Domestics -.247 .442 .217 .589 

Service -.268 .118 -.052 .294 

Laborers -.352 .162. -.203 .086 

Professional .282 - .139 .450 - .139 

Managers .649 - .141 .. 585 -.068 

Clerical .125 - .578 -.032 -.211 

Sales .700 -.097 .642 -.020 

1970 Craftsmen - .018 .188 -.298 -.309 

Operatives -.526 .190 -.472 - .171 

Domestics -.289 .432 .247 .552 

Service -.633 -.096 -.288 .320 

Laborers .061 .194 -.439 -.001 
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Table 20. Zero-Order Correlations between Income Categories and· Income 
Dissimilarity by Race, Region and Year 

Region 

Income 
Category South North 

Year ($1 ,000) White Black White Black 

< 1 -.518 .303 - .122 .474 

1-2 -.591 .460 - .152 .497 

2-3 -.497 .515 - .212 .387 

3-4 -.416 -.021 -.217 .237 

4-5 -.428 -.459 - .139 .083 

5-6 .024 -.430 -.016 - .207 

6-7 .368 - .551 .018 - .451 

7-8 .577 -.449 .180 -.515 

8-9 .597 -.422 .191 -.594 

9-10 .564 -.409 .030 -.478 
>10 .377 -.413 .133 -.437 

< 1 -.330 .035 -.374 .106 

l-2 -.383 .487 -.397 .258 

2-3 -.497 .415 -.299 .343 

3-4 -.421 .474 -.369 . .181 

4-5 -.554 . 519 -.294 .357 

5-6 -.461 .120 -.272 .339 

6-7 -.456 - .161 - .251 .246 

7-8 -.394 -.336 -." 6 . 1 22 

8-9 _.085 -.539 -.176 .003 

9-1 a .096 -.429 -.128 -.409 
> 10 .478 .... 493 .330 -.449 
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might be otherwise desirable, it should serve the present purposes 

adequately to simply call the reader's attention to one other related, 

but somewhat distinct problem in interpreting deltas as measures of 

inequality. Note that even with income, the least unsatisfactory 

application of delta, the "crossoverl1 points (where concentrations 

of either population reflect positive as opposed to negative corre

lations with high inequality) are not stable between regions nor across 

time. Further comment on the obvious incongruencies in Tables 18, 19, 

and 20 would seem not only unnecessary, but inane. More importantly, 

it inappropriately forestalls the important duty of more specifically 

detail ing status inequal ity as it pertains to region and time. 

Without further delay then, the analysis will concentrate on 

the relative importance of the individual category differences in 

creating and perpetuating racial inequality. Such analysis will afford 

even more opportunity to note regional divergence in the three status 

measures. 

Regional Status Inequality: The Relative Import of Their Sburces 

Since zero-order correlations provide only estimates of total 

covariance rather than estimations of more unique relationships, to 

determine the relative impact of each status difference on overall 

inequality the analysis must turn to multiple regression. 

The analysis will therefore rely on forward stepwise regressions 

of the overall index of dissimilarity on each of the contributing 

categories' absolute differences between black and white proportions. 

The first category entered explains the greatest amount of variance in 
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the dependent variable. In each additional step, the independent 

variable (status category difference) \'/hich has lithe largest squared 

partial correlation with the dependent variable ll (status dissimilarity) 

is entered into the equation (Kim and Kohout, 1975: 345). Since the 

square of the partial correlation represents the "proportional reduction 

of unexplained variation" in the depend~nt variable left unexplained by 

the previously entered independent variables (Kim and Kohout, 1975: 333; 

emphasis original), the stepwise regression results in a rank-ordering, 

from best to worst, of the independent variables. The criterion for 

their rank is their contributions to the explained variance in the 

dependent variable. 

In less statistical terms, if the difference between the rates 

of high school graduation is the single most important determinant of 

educational dissimilarity, it will be the first variable listed. Then, 

in turn, the second most important, etc., variables (differences) are 

entered until the list of contributing variables is exhausted by inclusion 

of the least important category difference. This list of rank-ordered 

categories provides the crux of the following discussion. 

However, before presenting and discussing the results of these 

"explanations" of racial status inequality, several statistical comments 

should be made due to the unusual nature of the regressions. Perhaps 

not obvious from the foregoing discussion is that the regressions in the 

last step (the full model) represent total explanations or regressions 

performed on an identity. Consequently, the square of the coefficient 

of multiple partial correlation, R2, or the total amount of variance in 
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the dependent variable explained by the dependent variables (Croxton and 

Cowden, 1939: 742) always equals 1.00, within rounding error, in the 

full model (the last regression step). 

Such identity regressions have several interesting properties. 

First, all the unstandardized partial correlation coefficients, b's are 

statistically significant. Second, since the regressions are on 

absolute category differences, all the b's are also.positive. Third, 

all the b's are equal to one-half, within rounding error. That is, 

the effect of each difference is precisely its weight in the computation 

formula of delta. 

Because of these properties and because this particular analysis 

is directed toward determining the relative importance of each category's 

contribution to total racial inequality, the only summary statistics 

presented are the R2 of the equation at each step and the squared part 

or semipartial correlation, or the change in R2 due to the inclusion 

of the new variable. Since the change in R2 represents the absolute 

amount of variation explained by the category difference entered at 

each step, it is a measure of the category's "independent" effect on 

total inequality. 

Contributions to Educational Inequality 

Table 21 presents the results of regressing the index of 

educational dissimilarity on all the absolute category differences 

which determine it. The text, rather than discussing every step, 

which add increasingly trivial amounts to the explained variance, will 

concentrate on the most important effects only. 
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Table 21. Variance Explained in Educational Dissimilarity by Category 
Difference, by Region and year 

Region 
South Nonsouth 

Educational 
R2 

Educational 
R2 Category 

R2 
Category 

R2 Year (Years) Change (Years) Change 

5-7 .80807 .80807 5-7 .52201 .52201 

0 .93122 .12314 9-11 .68600 .16399 

1-4 .95351 .02230 1-4 .88229 .19629 

1960 9-11 .96860 .01508 >15 .93588 .05359 

13-15 .98499 .01640 0 . 97013 .03424 

12 .98822 .00323 1-2 .97945 .00933 
8 .99239 .00417 8 .99059 .01114 

>15 .99992 .00753 13-15 .99998 .00938 

5-7 .86172 .86172 >15 .62973 .62973 

9-11 .92705 .06534 12 .84682 .21709 

1-4 .97042 .04337 13-15 .91659 .06977 

>15 .97734 .00692 8 .97378 .05719 
1970 8 .98244 .00511 5-7 .97872 .00494 

12 .98914 .00670 9-11 .98809 .00937 

13-15 .99706 .00791 1-4 .99694 .00885 

.0 .99990 .00284 0 .99995 .00301 
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For the 1960 South, 81 percent of the variance in educational 

inequality can be explained by the difference in black-white population 

proportions in the "five to seven ll years of school category alone. 

Knowing in addition, only the difference between proportions in II no 

school ll adds another 12 percent and with these two variables collectively 

explaining 93 percent of the variance in the delta, no other variable is 

allowed to contribute much. By 1970, the "five to seven ll years of 

schooling explains 86 percent of Southern educational dissimilarity, and 

no formal schooling has diminished in effect to last place. In contrast, 

the combination of the ranges of "nine to 1111 and "one to four ll years 

of schooling add significantly to the explained variance (11 percent) 

in 1970. 

For the North in 1960, the IIfive to seven" year difference is, 

like in the South, the best predictor of educational inequality as it 

explains 52 percent of the variance in delta, but is clearly less 

important than it was in the South (52 percent as compared to 81 percent). 

Consequently, the categories of nine to 11, one to four, and college 

graduates must be included to reach an R2 of more than 90 percent. 

The North, by 1970, has manifestations of an inflated educational system, 

(lS only the differences in high school graduates and above are necessary 

to explain 92 percent of educational dissimilarity. More specifically, 

different racial rates in college completion by itself produces a 

coefficient of determination, R2, equal to 63 percent in 1970. 

Obviously, the regions differ in what educational inequality 

means. In particular, the Northern pattern is more determined by high 

status achievement and more dispersed over several educational categories. 
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The South, in contrast, is still characterized by large differences in 

racial dropout rates in the public schools and by particularly important 

differences in junior high school dropout rates. Educational dissimilar

ity is peculiar to region and time which renders delta, as its measure, 

prone to substantial error. The magnitude of these regional differences 

is sufficient cause to return the discussion to educational inequality 

shortly. 

Contributions to Occupational Inequality 

The analogous results of the occupational regressions are 

reproduced in Table 22. In Southern central cities of 1960, the dissimi

lar black-white clerical proportions explain 38 percent of the region's 

occupational delta and the difference in domestic service workers 

contributes another 12 percent. Different participation rates in the 

occupational categories of crafts, professions, and sales add collectively 

30 percent to R2 at basically equal rates. But operatives (eight percent 

of explained variance) and service workers (five percent) must be added 

to the prediction equation to raise its overall accuracy above 90 percent. 

In fact, different proportions of managers alone adds relatively little 

explanation since even the category of laborers contributes six percent 

to R2. 

The 1970 South presents quite a change in occupational inequality. 

While differing participation rates in the clerical category remain the 

most important source of inequality; in 1970, it dominates the explana

tion of inequality by explaining 60 percent of the variance. Likewise, 

the professional category has risen from fourth most important in 1960, 
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Table 22, Variance Explained in Occupational Dissimilurity by Category 
Difference, by Region and Year 

South 
Region 

Nonsouth --
Occupational 

R2 
R2 Occupational 

R2 
R2 

Year Category Change Category Change 

Clerical .37635 .37635 Sales .49073 .49073 
Domestics .49863 .12228 Professional .61710 .12637 
Craftsmen .59064 .09201 Clerical .78523 .16813 

Professional .69617 .10552 Craftsmen .88093 .09570 

1960 Sales .79349 ,09732 Managers ",96182 .08089 
Operatives .86986 .07636 Domestics .96614 .00432 
Service .92204 ,05218 Service .97153 .00539 
Laborers .98225 .06021 Laborers .97478 .00325 
Managers .99987 .01762 Operatives .99999 .02520 

Clerical .60533 .60533 Sales .48848 .48848 

Professional .83372 .22839 Professional ,69783 .20935 

Managers .89329 .05958 Clerical .84749 .14966 

Craftsmen .92204 ,02875 Craftsmen .91969 .07220 

1970 Sales .94619 .02415 Managers .97790 .05820 

Domestics .95356 .00736 Operatives .97980 .00190 

Operatives .96039 .00683 Service .98483 .00503 

Service .97496 .01458 Domestics .98956 .00473 

Laborers .99931 .02435 Laborers .99927 .00972 
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to second most important by more than doubling its contribution to R2 

from (from 11 to 23 percent). Management, rather than an inconspicuous 

last rank, now is in third place with six percent of the 1970 variance 

explained. All other occupations share the last 11 percent of the 

variance somewhat unnoticeably except that domestic service, important 

in 1960, adds relatively nothing in 1970 (0.7 percent). 

The 1960 and 1970 Northern central cities change so little 

during the decade that both regressions can be discussed simultaneously. 

For both census years, differences obtained from the sale category 

explain nearly half of the variance in the index of dissimilarity 

(49 percent). Sales differences are followed in descending importance 

by professionals, clerical workers, craftsmen and managers which 

contribute collectively 47 percent (1960) and 49 percent (1970) to the 

overall explained variance. Only the independent effect of professionals 

noticeably changed by increasing in importance from 13 to 21 percent 

during the time span. The remaining four occupational categories add 

relatively little to the explained variance of inequality, even in 

combination. 

As noted in educational dissimilarity, the regions differ in 

~hat occupational inequality means. While the 1960 South is charac

terized by virtually unilateral inequality across the categories, by 

1970 it is more typified by clerical and professional dissimilarity. 

This consolidation of Southern inequality makes the regions more comparable 

in 1970 than in 1960, as the Northern occupational dissimilarity remained 

similarly concentrated in white-collar occupations and crafts in both 

census enumerations. Regional diversity will be addressed again below. 
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Contributions to Income Inequality 

The results of the income identity regressions reported in 

Table 23 complete the difference compositions of regional status deltas 

by.year. The Southern pattern in 1960, reflects the significant 

importance of the differences attributable to the eight to nine 

thousand dollar category (70 percent of overall R2), followed by 

$2,000 to $2,999 category (14 percent) and less than $1,000 category 

(7 percent). The uppennost category (more than $10,000) contributes 

another 6 percent leaving only 3.3 percent of the variance to be 

explained by the remaining seven income categories. Ten years later 

the uppermost category, because of inflation, explains 90 percent of 

the variance, followed by the second highest category, $9,000 to $9,999 

(6 percent) and the third highest category, $8,000 to 8,999 (1.5 percent). 

Lower categories are left to explain only the last 2 percent of Southern 

income inequality. 

The Northern family income dissimilarities are also a major 

product of $8,000 to $8,999 differences in 1960 (60 percent). In 

addition, the greater than $10,000 category and the $6,000 to $6,999 

category are necessary to explain 90 percent of the variance. Beyond 

this only the less than $1,000 differences, which contribute 5 percent 

to the overall R2, provide significantly improved predictions. Ninety

five percent of the variance is explained by the two uppermost categories 

using inflated 1970 dollars and the R2 is only enlarged by six percent 

with the inclusion of the $9,000 to $9,999 category. Only the low 

category of $3,000 to $3,999 category improves the fit significantly 

after the dissimilarity in racial incomes above $9,000 have accounted 



Table 23. Variance Explained in Income Dissimilarity by Category 
Difference, by Region and Year 

Region 
South Nonsouth 

Income· 
R2 

Income 
Category 

R2 
Category 

R2 Year ($1 ,000) Change ($1,000) 

8-9 .69968 .69968 8-9 .60423 

2-3 .84102 .14134 >10 .76844 

<1 .90984 .06881 6-7 .89811 

>10 .96726 .05742 <1 .94730 

7-8 .98247 .01521 2-3 .96108 

1960 4-5 .98520 .00273 7-8 .96879 

5-6 .99119 .00599 5-6 .98178 

3-4 .99340 .00222 9-10 .98821 

1-2 .99757 .00416 3-4 .99013 

6-7 .99927 .00171 1-2 .99340 

9-10 .99978 .00051 4-5 .99988 

>10 .90037 .90037 >10 .88687 

9-10 .96350 .06313 9-10 .94602 
8-9 .97912 .01561 3-4 .95981 
1-2 .98678 .00767 1-2 .96637 
3-4 .99065 .00387 8-9 .97214 

1970 6-7 .99185 .00119 5-6 .97666 

4-5 ·99330 .00145 <1 .98163 

2-3 .99442 .00112 7-8 ,98547 
<1 .99587 .00145 4-5 ,98995 

5-6 .99851 .00246 2-3 ,99475 
7-8 .99953 .00102 6-7 .99963 
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R2 
Change 

.60423 

.16421 

.12967 

.04919 

.01378 

.00771 

.01299 

.00543 

.00192 

.00327 

.00647 

.88687 

.05914 

.01379 

.00656 

.00576 

.00452 

.00498 

,00383 
.00448 

.00480 

.00488 
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for most of the variance. 

Once more, regional patterns of inequality diverge. Even having 

been made more comparable by nationwide inflation by 1970, the differences 

in interpreting delta are worthy of the significant concern expressed 

below. Before turning attention to the comparability of delta between 

regions and over time, the consequences of another approach to qu~ntify

ing status inequality can be estimated. 

Consequences of Truncated Measures 

Several published studies (for example, Roof; 1972; Roof and 

Van Valey, 1972; and Roof, Van Valey and Spain, 1976) have employed 

arbitrary cutting points in attempting to determine the effect of 

status inequality on segregation. Specifically, these three studies 

have substituted the differences between the proportion black and the 

proportion white above some stat~s (usually above eight years of 

education, above crafts--blue-collar occupations, and above $4,000) to 

quantify status inequality. This practice has been assumed to be 

producing measures similar to delta (Roof, Van Valey and Spain, 1976: 64). 

Clearly, such a procedure would produce measures presumably 

similar to delta in magnitude. That is, taking roughly half the dis

tribution and summing the differences, as they did, should produce 

numbers similar to taking half the differences summed across all the 

categories, as done in computations of delta. But this similarity in 

magnitude may afford unwarranted confidence in these truncated measures. 

That is to say, similarly large or small quantifications of inequality 

do not, by definition, share other critical characteristics such as 
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range, variance or standard deviation. 

In fact, the data provided in Tables 21 to 23 would suqgest 

that arbitrary adoptions of part of the status distributions is a 

precarious practice at best •. While it is presumably known that any 

status measure based in a truncated range will produce lower measures 

of variance and standard deviation than those of identical measure 

derived on the total range, it is doubtful that the potential serious

ness of this reduction is known. 

While the regressions in Tables 21 to 23 cannot speak directly 

to the detrimental effects of such practices (that would take additional 

regressions employing only the arbitrary chosen categories regressed 

on both measures)., they do bear on the issue indirectly. For education, 

occupation and income inequality, it is less safe to rely on such 

truncated, high status differences in the South and in 1960 than is 

true in the North or in 1970. In other words, anywhere low status 

differences are important determinants of inequality, such a practice 

would grossly underestimate its variability. Lowered variability 

(cutting down the measure's variance) could, of course, underestimate 

the influence of status on any other variable (say, segregation) and 

thereby, conceal just the relationships under study. In sum, any 

measure, including the index of dissimilarity, based on the entire 

population distributions would seem better suited to research goals of 

explanation than those based on distribution parts, idiosyncratically 

defined. At least, the present analysis would agree with those that 

have concluded that the cut-points chosen are of critical empirical 
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and thereby, substantive consequence and should not be left to arbitrary 

notions (Brown and Fuguitt, 1972; Frisbie and Neidert, 1977; and Wilcox 

and Roof, 1978). 

Regional Comparisons of Category Contributions 

Since the foregoing regressions by region and year produced a 

rank-ordering of the category dissimilarities according to their impor

tance in determining overall levels of status inequality, the measures 

can be easily compared by employing the Spearman coefficient of rank

order correlation. 

Table 24 displays a quantitative estimate of change from 1960 

to 1970. It reveals interesting variations in intraregional change, 

. not detected in Chapter three. Recall that the average level of Southern 

educational inequality diminished from 29.15 to 25.48 during the decade 

while Northern educational inequality remained virtually unchanged 

(17.60 and 17.52). Yet, the relative sources of that dissimilarity 

are changed considerably more in the North than in the South according 

to the correlations in Table 24. 

In terms of occupation, the change in patterns is more con

gruent to the analysis in Chapter three. Specifically, in the North, 

occupational dissimilarity diminished less than it did in the South 

during the 1960's (-11.00 versus -12.65, respectively) and the rank 

order correlations support that orderingo The 1960 North is very 

similar to the 1970 North while the South experienced significant 

change. 

For income inequality, both regions displayed similar reductions 
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Table 24. Spearman Rank-Order Correlations for Category Differences 
Between Years 

Rank-Order Correlation 
Status 

Categories 
For 

Education 
South 
North 

Occupation 
South 
North 

Income 
South 
North 

*Significant at .05 level or above. 

1960 versus 1970 

.238 
- .381 

.500 

.883* 

- .191 
.023 
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in magnitude and according to the rank-order correlations, did so while 

maintaining almost no semblance (correlation) in the ordering of the 

sources of that inequality. Overall, Table 24 demonstrat~s that 1960 

deltas are only vague analogies of 1970 deltas, save Northern occu

pational dissimilarity. 

Using an identical statistical approach, Table 25 displays the 

interregional comparisons. As a complement to earlier findings, the 

regions are no more comparable in 1960, in the relative importance of 

the sources of inequality than could be expected by change alone. 

,However, by 1970, the sources of occupational and income inequality are 

so similarly ranked as to be statistically significant. According to 

Table 24, this increased similarity is due to greater decennial change 

in the South. 

To the contrary, educational category rankings compared across 

regions show much less congruence in 1970 than they did in 1960! A 

reexamination of Table 24 reveals that this may be partially explained 

by greater Northern change than Southern. Whatever the source, the use 

of the index of dissimilarity to understand educational inequality is 

less valid in regional comparisons in 1970 than it was in 1960. 

As a brief aside, some speculation that the South is similar to 

the North, just as an earlier evolutionary stage is somewhat supported 

by the three final comparisons drawn in Table 25. At least, for the 

rank-orderings of categories, educational and occupational inequality 

in the 1970 South is significantly related to the rank-orderings in the 

1960 North. Similar speculation for family income patterns seems 

unfounded. Future research on these issues seems warranted as the 



Table 25. Spearman Rank-Order Correlations for Category Differences 
Between Regions 

Status 
Categories 

For 

Education 

1960 
1970 

Occupation 
1960 

1970 

Income 
1960 
1970 

Rank-Order Correlation 
South 1970 South 
Versus Versus 
North 1960 North 

.833* 
.548 

- .071 

.750* 
.450 
.750* 

.273 
.546 

.682* 

* Significant at .05 level or above. 
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present findings do suggest the possibility that such speculation might 

be productive. 

In summary, these data show that racial status inequality as 

determined by category dissimilarity vary dramatically in their 

composition both across time and across regions. In other words, 

comparability of-summary measures is precari~usly undermined by the 

fact that different time frames and different regions produce discrepant 

interpretations of just what status dissimilarity means. Of course, 

the advisability of employing delta as. an unbiased estimation of this 

inequality is likewise, on very shaky empirical and substantive grounds. 

Indeed, confidence in the use of delta as a measure of status inequality 

is further eroded by the final analysis of regional inequality that 

follows. 

Regional Status Inequality: A Final Specification of its Origins 

Hhile the foregoing analysis of status inequality as determined by 

the categories absolute dissimilarities has provided additional insight 

into understanding racial inequality as an inherently complex and diffuse 

phenomenon; it has left several important questions unanswered. 

Specifically, because all of the partial correlation coefficients 

were statistically significant and equal to 0.5, the analysis was unable 

to distinguish between substantively significant effects. Moreover, 

since the regressions were performed on absolute differences, the 

direction of the effects were concealed. Finally, by using the overal-l 

category differences, the analysis was unable to discriminate between 

inequality produced by black disadvantage or white advantage. 



149 

Since each of these issues is critical to understanding status 

inequality and in particular, to comprehending regional pattern diversity, 

the analysis would be incomplete unless these issues are directly 

confronted. The analysis will now focus on these issues in a final 

attempt to specify the makeup of racial status inequality. 

This last·section will rely on regressing the index of dissimil

arity on each racial proportion by category. Such an analysis will not 

only determine direction, magnitude and significance of effects; but 

also the relative importance of black deprivation versus white advantage. 

In a final recount, this maximum precision will allow explicit testing 

and final specification of regional comparability, or regional contl~ast 

in the following chapter. 

Preliminary Regional Status Inequality Comparisons 

Twelve forward stepwise regressions were conducted to "screen" 

the racial category proportions for significance to inequality. Since 

the varinble entered at each step represents the variable with the 

greatest squared partial correlation with the dependent variable, the 

categories are again rank-ordered from best to worst. Before presenting 

results of these ranks, analogous to Tables 24 and 25 above, but con

taining more information due to finer specification, two explanatory 

comments are needed. 

First, two of the full-model regressions (1970 Southern education 

and 1960 Southern occupation) have slightly low overall R2,s. For 

both regressions, examination of the residuals indicates a slight amount 

of nonlinearity. Specifically, the plot of 1970 education residuals in 
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the South reflects nominal overestimation of low dissimilarity and faint 

underestimation of high dissimilarity. The 1960 Southern occupational 

residuals reflect slight overestimation at both extremes and under

estimation of moderate levels of inequality. Both regressions reflect 

the influence of significant outliers, but actually, the nonlinearity 

should have only insignificant effects on the results. After all, both 

R21 s are above .92 with a linear solution and such a level of explained 

variance would not usually lead one to dissatisfaction with linear model! 

Second, the twelve full-model regressions, summarized in 

Appendix B (Tables B-1 to B-12) may have produced in some cases unreliable 

coefficients due to multicollinearity (viz. high correlation between two 

or more of the independent variables). In particular. the Southern 1970 

income regression, had the last three variables been allowed to enter 

the equation, would have produced meaningless partials since the percent 

of lvhites having five to six thousand dollar incomes was highly corre

lated with Whites having four to five, and six to seven thousand dollar 

incomes (r = .89 and .88, respectively). In general, the independent 

variable effects reported in Appendix B should be cautiously inter-

preted and strict attention must be paid to the significance levels, 

as some of the large standard errors in conjunction with large b's, 

are of a maqnitude suggestive of multicollinearity. This is especially 

true once the contributions to explained variance drop below the level 

of statistical siqnificance (for example, steps beyond 11 in the Southern 

1960 occupational regression). 

Fortunately, when the insignificant variables are dismissed, the 

partials stabilize. Because only the significant effects are of actual 
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substantive interest, the full models are of only limited relevance and 

therefore are relegated to Appendix B. 

That limited interest is summarized in Tables 26 and 27 where 

all the categories, rank-ordered by their importance in explaining the 

variance of the dependent variable (delta), are correlated across time 

and region, respectively. These full-model specifications of the 

categories' importance underline and extend earlier more tentative 

conclusions. Explicitly, refinement of specification lends strong 

support to the conclusion that the South has changed much more than 

the North during the course of the decade (Table 26). The 1970 Northern 

patterns, while changed, still reflect the category orderings of ten 

years prior, better than they do in the South. Only in terms of the 

occupational inequality are the changes trivial. However, none of the 

rank-order correlations lead to the conclusion of significant pattern 

reversals (i.e., significantly negative rho's). 

In a similar manner, consideration of Table 27 supports earlier 

findings that racial status inequality, as measured by delta, is an 

entirely different phenomenon in the North than in the South. The 

greater refinement of independent effects (Table 27 as opposed to 

Table 25) actually reduces interregional comparability so that no 

type of status inequality is significantly correlated across regions-

even in 1970. In fact, educational inequality seems to be developing 

increasingly divergent regional patterns when compared using these more 

specific categories. 



Table 26. Spearman Rank-Order Correlations for Categories by Race 
Between Years 

Status 
Categories 

For 

Education 

South 
North 

Occupation 

South 
North 

Income 

South 
North 

Rank-Order Correlations 

1960 versus 1970 

- .441 
.079 

.276 

.354 

-.051 
.071 
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Table 27. Spearman Rank-Order Correlations for Categories by Race 
Between Regions 

Status 
Categories 

For 

Education 
1960 

1970 

Occupation 
1960 

1970 

Income 
1960 

1970 

Rank-Order Correlations 

South versus North 

.382 

.109 

.123 

.389 

.073 

.234 
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While all the interregional rho's are positive, it should be 

noted that these correlations, already insignificant as they stand, are 

overstatements of comparability. Explicitly, comparability is 

exaggerated because the rank order correlations reflect ordering, but 

ignore divergent effects. For example, the 1970 occupational and the 

1960 educational comparisons have fiNe and four identical category 

variables, respectively, that have effects on inequality in opposite 

directions across regions (tables B-1 and B-2; and Tables B-7 and B-8 

should be consulted for verification). To be specific for 1960 educa

tional comparisons, Blacks with nine to 11, or more than 15 years of 

formal education reduce educational dissimilarity in the South; but are 

positively related to Northern dissimilarity. Moreover, Southern Whites 

without education or with some college correlate with inequality; while 

identically schooled Whites in the North reduce educational dissimilarity. 

This lack of interregional comparability, perhaps already obvious, will 

be again scrutinized below when the effects are ultimately tested for 

equality. For now, even rank of importance, regardless of the effects' 

direction, magnitude or significance, belies simplistic notions that 

Southern and Northern status dissimilarity are comparable. 

Before presenting the final determinations of regional status 

differentials, each region's inequality must be detailed. Here, the 

measurement of effects will allow precise specification of the roots of 

inequality, forces countering inequality, and the relative importance 

of white advantage and black disadvantage in explaining regional patterns 

of status inequality. 
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Southern Status Dissimilarity 

Beginning with the regressions summarized individually in 

Appendix B, this major section, as well as the one that follows, 

entitled Northern Status Dissimilarity, concentrate on defining the 

sources of racial status dissimilarity. Each analysis, specific to 

region and year, will test specific category effects for statistical 

significance and ultimately produce a "preferred" model of inequality 

which parsimoniously summarizes an otherwise large and unwield1y 

amount of information. 

Since the analysis is still concerned with "explaining" status 

dissimilarity, the reduced models will be tested against the amount of 

variance explained by all the noninsignificant variables presented in 

Appendix B. Appropriately, this analysis proceeds through the elimina

tion of rredictors until a regression equation containing only variables 

which have a significant effect on the dependent variable's variation 

is obtained (Kim and Kohout, 1975: 336-340). Then any variables wbich 

remain, but that might have insignificant partial correlations with the 

dependent variable are tested for significance of effect (Namboodri, 

Carter, and Blalock, 1975: 190-4). This entails statistically testing 

the hypothesis that bi=O at the .05 level of significance, and is the 

final step before acceptance of a regional model of status dissimilarity. 

While these statistical procedures are commonly practiced, the 

application to the present data is somewhat peculiar. The hierarchical 

method of decomposition of the explained sum of squares into components 

attributable to each independent variable employs the following F test 

for significance: 



F = incremental SS due to Xi/df=l 

SSres /df=(N-K-l) 

or as more commonly expressed: 

F = R2F - R~/l 

2 
1 - RF/ (N-K-l) 
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The unexplained sum of squares, SS ,is typically large in most social res 
science applications, and thereby provides a stringent test of statisti-

cal significance for the incremental sum of squares, SS, due to any 

component (Xi). However, with virtual identity regressions, the amount 

of unexplained variance in the full model, 1 - R~, is abnormally small 

and often reduced to an infinitesimal level when divided by the sample 

size minus the number of independent variables in the full model plus 

one (N-K~l). In other words, the robustness of the F-test can con-

ceivably be undermined with such small denominators. 

Therefore, the tests for significant increments in the coefficient 

of determination, R2, employ the conservative significance level of .001 

where only once in a thousand chances is a variable deemed statistically 

significant when it is, in fact, not. Adoption of such a stringent 

level of significance reduces the probability of accepting an insig

nificant variable as significant (type I error), but, of course, 

increases the probability of rejecting a significant variable as 

statistically insignificant (type II error). Since type II errors are 

more acceptable than type I errors, the practice is in keeping with 

sound applications of statistical inference. 
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Explanation of Southern Educational Dissimilarity. Tables 28 and 29 

present the results of testing each independent variables' significance 

to Southern educational dissimilarity, in 1960 and in 1970, respectively, 

according to the incremental contribution to explained variance (F ratios 

tested at .001 level in column six). In addition, the hypothesis tested 

at the bottom of Table 29 (Is the partial correlation coefficient of 

Whites hnving 13 to 15 years of education statistically different from 

zero?) reflects the final test of significance. Since the variable was 

already twice id~ntified as making a significant contribution to the 

1970 Southern educational dissimilarity variance (in Appendix B and in 

Table 29, as well), a .05 criteria was (rather than the .001 used 

earlier) employed lest significant effects be inappropriately eliminated. 

Table 30 then displays the "accepted" or "preferred" reduced model of 

1960 and 1970 educational inequality (dissimilarity). The results were , 

obtained from "simple" regressions (i.e., one step regressions) in 

contrast to earlier step-wise analyses. This was done to facilitate 

interpretation of independent effects as the R? change in this regression 

represents a given independent variable's effect after all other 

variables' explanation is taken into account for or controlled (Kim and 

Kohout, 1975: 336). Of course, the b's, SE's, and Betas and overall 

R2 are unaffected by this regression procedure. All b's and all R2 

changes reported in Table 30 are statistically significant and the 

standard errors (SE) are reported for the reader to determine even the 

significance of the y-intercept (K). Finally, the overall F is highly 

significant for both models. 
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Table 28. Summary Statistics for 1960 Southern Educational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

1-4 B .90* .46 .48392 1058.67** 
2 5-7 W -1.17* -.45 .41847 915.49** 
3 5-7 W .67* .26 .04315 94.40** 
4 1-4 W -1.22* -.27 .01040 22.75** 
5 9-11 H -,52* - .13 .01383 30.26** 
6 0 B .68* .15 .01079 23.61** 
7 8 W - .12 -.06 .00099 2.17 
8 >15 B -.41* -.08 .00209 4.57 
9 >15 W .11 .04 .00035 .77 

K 28.37* 

aVariables found to be significant in full model only, see Appendix B. 

*b's twice their standard error. 

**F ratio >F. 001 ; critical value=13.29 for 1 and 35df 1 s. See text for 

expl anation. 
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Table 29. Summary Statistics for 1970 Southern Educational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression 
Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Category 
Racea 

13-15 W 

12 B 

12 W 

> 15 W 

8 W 

K 

b 

,52 

-1.21* 

,82* 

.80* 

.09 

7,86 

Beta 

,19 

-.61 

.47 

,52 

.04 

R2 
Change 

.39861 

,31397 

.07357 

,09168 

.00063 

F Ratio for 
Significance 

133.39** 

106.74** 

24.62** 

30.68** 

0.21 

**F Ratio >F.001; critical va1ue=13.29 for 1 and 39 df's. See text for 
explanation. 

See Table 28 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: 8 W unnecessary (b=O). 

r- = 0.02, P >.05. 

Additional Hypothesis: 13-15 W unnecessary (b=O). 

F = 2.75, P >.05 
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Table 30. Summary Statistics for Accept2d f1lodels of Southern Educa
tional Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

1960 

Category R2 
Race b SE Beta- R2 Change 

0 B .77 .168 .17 .34935 .34935 

1-4 W -1. 1 5 .173 -.25 .67113 .32179 

9-11 W -.57 .112 - .14 .69609 .02495 

5-7 B .85 .102 .32 .83770 .14161 
5-7 ~J -1.31 .096 -.51 .94318 .10548 
1-4 B .89 .104 .45 .98056 .03738 

K 24.22 2.644 

Overall F = 319.46; F. 001 =5.12 for 6 and 38 df's. 

1970 

12 H .93 .097 .54 .18534 .18534 
12 B -1.20 .110 -.61 .48347 .29813 

> 15 W .98 .087 .64 .87477 .39130 

K 9.53 3.731 

Overall F = 95.46; F. 001 =6.60 for 3 and 41 df's. 
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Each of the foregoing comments also pertain to the following 

five sections which in turn examine occupational and income dissimilarity 

in the South, and then look at the three types of status dissimilarity 

in the North. In other words, each type of inequality will be repre

sented by three separate tables, each identical in style, order and 

level of significance detailed above. The first two always reproduce 

the steps taken in the model selection process which result in the 

third table which invariably displays the accepted models, characterized 

by significant b's, R2 changes and overall F's, for both years. Since 

the discussions are already long, the model selection tables detailed, 

and interest rightly reserved for the "finished productll; the textual 

comments will be reserved for descriptions of the accepted models only. 

The other tables are provided for information onlyo 

As suggested in discussing previous analyses, Southern educational 

dissimilarity is a product of black deprivation. Table 30 demonstrates 

that 35 percent of this inequality is a product of Blacks having no 

formal education! In addition, Blacks, having dropped out of school 

before the eighth grade, contributes another 18 percent to the explana

tion. No other category of black educational attainment contributes to 

Southern dissimilarity in 1960, either positively or negatively. In 

short, 1960 Southern inequality is totally a product of Blacks either 

never afforded an opportunity to attend school or for some reason 

compelled to drop out of school before reaching high school. 

In contrast, educational dissimilarity is mitigated only by 

white disadvantage. Only Whites having some school, but not as much 

as a high school diploma (except eighth grade achievement) lessens 
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educational inequality. This is notable for two reasons. First, no 

white achievement increases dissimilarity nor, second, no amount of 

black education significantly reduces the inequity. The 1960 Southern 

educational dissimilarity is totally a product of low status achieve

ment, whether black or white. 

By 1970, the South has significantly changed. Neither low 

status Blacks nor Whites have a significant effect on educational 

dissimilarity! In 1970, the percentage of Whites having completed 

only high school or having at least grad~ated from college determines 

the extent of inequality only abated by black high school graduates. 

Because of this, the 1970 South is a much more equitable society on at 

least two counts. First, educational inequality is determined by 

white advantage, not black disadvantage. Second, educational equality 

is a product of black achievement, not white disadvantage. 

Before leaving Southern educational inequality, it should be 

pointed out that earlier conclusions stressing white advantage and 

black disadvantage, while still partially applicable, do less in 

explaining educational variation across Southern central cities than 

they do in explaining the mean levels of Southern educational dissimi

larity. Moreover, lest some readers be unduly disappointed by the model 

selection performed, a brief methodological aside is warranted. 

For the reader, accustomed to complete hypothesis testing and 

complete model reduction, the foregoing "accepted ll models of educational 

dissimilarity might seem unfinished, for nowhere is the model tested 

for equality of effects which would allow "collapsing" of the significant 

categories for even simpler and more parsimonious statements. Should 



the results_ of such partitioning be of interest to the reader, they 

may be obtained directly from the author. Their inclusion herein, 

seemed less germane to the issues at hand than the unpartitioned or 

uncollapsed effects reported. 
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Explanation of Southern Occupational Dissimilarity. Like the 

three tables on Southern educational inequality, Tables 31 and 32 

reproduce the analysis leading to the accepted models of occupational 

dissimilarity for the South tabulated in Table 33. Again comment will 

exclude the details of model selection and focus on the final reduced 

models. 

For 1960 Southern occupational dissimilarity, the overall 

average level of inequality appears to be so high that four of the 

five significant effects are to reduce the central city's level. 

Reflecting the importance of female Blacks, the most variation is 

explained by the reduction in inequality by black clerical workers 

(27 percent). Black craftsmen also reduce dissimilarity despite being 

a blue-collar profession, which attests to the high level of occupational 

dissimilarity found in the 1960 South. Only extreme concentrations of 

Blacks in the occupation of domestic worker significantly increases the 

already high overall level of inequality. 

Similarly, Whites found in abundance in the classifications of 

operatives or service workers also tend to lower occupational dissimilar

ity. And similar to what was seen for 1960 educational inequality, no 

category of high status Whites significantly increases occupational 

dissimilarity. This, of course, partially contradicts their importance 

in explaining the average level of occupational inequality found in the 
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Table 31. Summary Statistics for 1960 Southern Occupational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

MC\n W -.34 - .15 .27898 74.98** 

2 Craft B -1 .94* -.48 .19353 52.01** 

3 Dom B .51 * .36 .10901 29.30** 

4 Opr W -.78* -.65 .05482 14.73** 

5 Serv W -1 .13* -.37 .08326 22.38** 

6 Cler B - .61 * -.36 .09645 25.92** 

7 Man B -2.70* - .21 .02121 5.70 

8 Craft W .46* .19 .02868 7.70 
9 Lab W -.38 -.09 .00453 1.22 

10 Prof B -.25 -.07 .00301 0.81 

K 85.12* 

** F Ratio >F. 001 ; critical value =13.29 for 1 and 34 df's. See Text 

for explanation. 

See Table 28 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: Man W unnecessary (b=O). 

F = 1.73, P >.05 
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Table 32. Summary Statistics for 1970 Southern Occupational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Rati 0 for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

1 Sales W .55 .01 .49020 509.35** 

2 Cler B - .81 * -.53 .10614 110.29** 

3 Opr W -.81* -.55 .21985 228.44** 

4 Serv W -1.29* -.42 .03590 37.30** 

5 Prof B -1.02 -.30 .03408 35.41** 

6 Craft W ~.31* - .13 .03628 37.70** 

7 Craft B -.68* - .15 .01176 12.22 

8 Dom B .28* .14 .00696 7.23 

9 Man B -1.45* - .12 .00795 10.13 

10 Dom ~J .96 .04 .00076 0.79 

K 91 .07* 

** F Ratio >F. 001 ; critical value = 13.29 for 1 and 37 df's. See text 

for explanation. 

See Table 28 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: Sales W unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 0.00, P >.05 
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Table 33. Summary Statistics for Accepted r10dels of Southern Occupation
al Dissimilarity. 1960 and 1970 

Category 
Race 

Cler 
Serv 

B 
W 

Craft B 
Opr W 

Dom B 
K 

. b 

-.67 
-1. 1 0 

-1.98 
-.66 

.48 
79.10 

1960 

SE Beta 

.156 -.39 

.217 -.36 

.315 -.49 

.080 -.55 

.124 .35 
3.944 

Overa 11 F = 32.76; F. 001 =5.53 for 5 and 39 df's. 

1970 

Prof B -1.03 .182 -.30 

Serv W -1.06 .173 -.35 
Cler B -1.07 .082 -.70 

Craft W -.66 .153 -.27 
Opr i~ -.70 .093 -.48 

K 90.57 3.422 

Overall F = 92.77; F. 001 =5.53 for 5 and 39 df's. 

.26651 

.38080 

.43735 

.73200 

.80768 

.01929 

.48040 

.70330 

.81078 

.92244 

2 
Ch~nge 

.26651 

.11429 

.05655 

.29465 

.07569 

.01929 

.46111 

.22290 

.10748 

.11166 
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South. 

The accepted model of 1970 Southern occupational inequality 

reflects only a moderate shift in inequality. While black clerical 

workers still reduce overall levels of dissimilarity, black craftsmen 

are no longer significant in this regard. However, black professionals 

are numerous enough to have a slight (but statistically significant) 

impact on reducing Southern occupational dissimilarity in 1970. Whites, 

occupied in blue-collar positions of services, operations or crafts, 

likewise lower occupational inequality. 

In summary then, the Southern occupational dissimilarity pattern, 

even over time, is best characterized as a system marked by such 

inequality that virtually all significant variation from the regional 

mean is towards less inequality (save black domestics in 1960). This 

reduction of inequality, in the main, is accomplished either by black 

entrance into formerly "white 'jobs" such as clerical, crafts, and even 

the professions or by Whites concentrated .in traditionally low prestige 

occupations such as service and operations. Effects that would increase 

occupation dissimilarity, either black disadvantage or white advantage, 

would appear almost invariant across Southern cities and therefore, 

fail to significantly influence the Southern pattern of dispersion. 

Explanation of Southern Income Dissimilarity. The accepted 

models of income dissimilarity in the 1960 and 1970 South are summarized 

in Table 36. They are again, the products of the analyses reported in 

Table 34 (1960) and Table 35 (1970), which will not be discussed. 

The 1960 Southern income dissimilarity pattern reflects a 

simplistic idea of inequality, as every significant white effect increases 
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Table 34. Summary Statistics for 1960 Southern Income Dissimilarity 
Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

1 8-9 W 1.30* .17 .35646 3914.14** 

2 6-7 B -1 .32* -.23 .49707 5462.31** 

3 3-4 W .05 .01 .05015 551.10** 

4 4-5 B -.49* - .13 .02314 254.29** 

5 7-8 ~J 1 .10* .18 .02150 236.27** 

6 2-3 W -.04 - .01 .01020 112.09** 

7 7-8 B -.88* - .12 .00813 89.34** 

8 >10 W .98* .59 .00864 73.08** 

9 9-10 B -1.46* - .13 ,00665 94.95** 

10 5-6 B -.92* -.24 ,00423 46.48** 

11 6-7 W 1 .21 * .23 .00390 42.86** 

12 8-9 B - .74 - .08 .00169 18.57** 

13 5-6 H .73* .10 .00194 21 .32** 

14 > lOB -.55* - .11 .00084 9.23 

K 9.77 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 13.29 for 1 and 30 df's. See text 
for explanation. 

See Table 28 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis I: 3-4 W unnecess~ry (b=O) 

F = 0.05, P >.05 

Additional Hypothesis II: 2-3 W unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 0.00, P >.05 

Additional Hypothesis III: 8-9 B unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 10.89, P <.05 
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Table 35. Summary Statistics for 1970 Southern Inco~e Dissimilarity 
~1odel Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Si griifi cance 

4-5 W .44 .06 .30739 1088.49** 

2 >10 B -.94* -.74 .56929 2015.90** 

3 >10 W 1 .10* 1 .11 .06785 240.26** 

4 9-10 B -1 .29* - .17 .01932 63.41** 

5 3-9 W 1.60* - .19 .01232 45.40** 

6 7-8 B -.96* - .1)1 .01153 40.83** 

7 3-4 B .26* .07 .00135 4.78 

K -5.16 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 13.29 for 1 and 37 df's. See text 
for Explanation. 

See Table 28 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: 4-5 W unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 1.93, P >.05 
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Table 36. Summary Statistics for Accepted Models of Southern Income 
Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

'1960 

Category 
R2 

R2 
Race b SE Beta Change 

5-6 W .64 .152 .09 .00055 .00055 

5-6 B -.89 .127 -.23 .18543 .18488 

8-9 W 1.47 .241 .20 .67029 .48486 

9-10 B -1.89 .299 -.17 .78339 .11310 

6-7 W 1.09 .189 .21 .81739 .03399 

4-5 B -.46 .091 - .12 .85458 .03719 

7-8 B -.99 .202 -.14 .87499 .02042 

8-9 B -1.11 .327 - .13 .88758 .01258 

>10 W , .93 .058 .56 .98470 .09712 

7-8 W 1.15 .243 .19 .98610 .00141 

6-7 [3 -1.45 .230 -.25 .99370 .00759 

K 11.98 2.002 

Overall F = 472.96; F. 001 =4.58 for 11 and 33 df's. 

1970 

8-9 W 1.39 .181 -.17 .00726 .00726 

7-8 B -1.02 .173 - .12 .11672 .10946 

>10 B -1.01 .035 -.80 .34256 .22584 

>10 W 1.03 .023 1.04 .97566 .63310 

9-10 B -1.26 .206 - .16 .98760 .01194 

K 5.80 2.194 

Overall F = 621.28; F. 001 =5.53 for.S and 39 df's. 
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ineguality and every black effect decreases inegualityo Specifically, 

concentrations of Whites above the 5,000 dollar per year family income 

increases dissimilarity (except the $9,000 to $9,999 category). This 

is particularly true of white concentrations in either the $8,000 to 

$8,999 category or of white families characterized by having incomes 

above $10,000 per year. 

In contrast, Southern black families having at least an annual 

income of $4,000 dollars significantly lowers income inequality. This 

is true except for those above the $10,000 per year range, which are 

presumably such a small proportion of the black distribution as to 

add only negligible effects in the 1960 South. These mitigating effects 

are especially operative for black concentrations in either the $5,000 

to $5,999 or in the $9,000 to $9,999 ranges. 

The 1970 dollar, much inflated over 1960, dominates the inter

pretation of 1970 income dissimilarity in the South. While the South 

ern pattern of 1960 stjll pertains (Blacks decrease and Whites increase 

ineguality) it pertains only to higher income families. Blacks making 

over $7,000 annually (except $8,000 to $8,999) significantly lessen 

Southern inequality and vlhites having incomes of $8,000 or more 

(except 59,000 to $9,999) siqnificantly aggravate income dissimilarity 

between the races. As anticipated by earlier analysis, white families 

above the 10,000 dollars per year bracket dominates the understanding 

of 1970 Southern income dissimilarity. 

Overall, Southern ineyuality, as it varies between centY'al cities, 

reflects high levels of dissimilarity in 1960, mitigated by substantial 
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social change by 1970. While income dissimilarity is a product of white 

advantage and is lessened by black advancement, educational equality is 

a product of black deprivation only lowered by inferiorly schooled vJhites 

in 1960. By 1970, the more expected pattern of educational inequality 

has been achieved (i.e., better educated Blacks lower inequality and 

highly educated Whites perpetuate dissimilarity). Southern occupational 

dissimilarity is unilaterally high across central cities, and is only 

made slightly less intolerable by black advances into previously 

unobtainable occupations (i.e., clerical, crafts) and by similarly 

disadvantaged Whites. Here, greater social justice would seemingly 

benefit both Blacks and Whites alike. 

Before dismissing Southern patterns of inequality, the accepted 

models of status dissimilarity presented in Tables 30, 33 and 36 reflect 

significant changes during the 1960's in the sources of the inequalities. 

And while this has been optimistically noted as social progress toward 

racial equality; never to miss an opportunity, it bodes badly for the 

index of dissimilarity as an lI un biased ll measure of inequality over 

time. Delta's fate, in regard to summarizing Northern patterns 

immediately below, is almost equally bleak. 

Northern Status Dissimilarity 

The Northern patterns of status inequality will be presented in 

a fashion similar to that of the Southern patterns. Specifically, three 

analogous tables per type of inequality will be presented and only the 

latter will be discussed in the text. Moreover, most statements com

paring the regions will be forestalled until the following chapter where 
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those comparisons and contrasts are confronted directly. 

Explanation of Northern Educational Dissimilarity. The models 

of educational dissimilarity can be viewed in Table 39. Again these 

reduced models reflect the summarized results of the analyses presented 

in Tables 37 and 38. 

In 1960, the lack of educational similarity between races in 

the North is a function of the amount of low status Blacks below 11 

years of education (except eight years) and the number of Whites with 

college degrees. This is particularly true of Blacks who entered school 

but dropped out prior to the eighth grade (25 percent of the variance 

explained). 

Alternatively, inequality is decreased by black high school 

graduates and by poorly schooled Whites (below 12 years of education 

except those who dropped out after only eight years of education). 

Concentrations of Whites having no school or having dropped out of 

high school are particularly prone to deflate the level of central city 

educational dissimilarity. 

The North, by 1970, only reflects the remnants of 1960 educa

tional inequality as white educational attainment has reached new 

heights. Specifically, Whites with college degrees explain 28 percent 

of the variance while Whites who dropped out of high school explain 

another 32 percent, but the latter is notable in decreasing inequality. 

Interestingly, Whites, who dropped out with only eight years of 

schooling completed, add significantly to inequality which would appear 

to contradict the structural effect noted at this level and reported in 

Table 14. 
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Table 37. Summary Statistics for 1960 Northern Educational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

0 W -.58* - .19 .24360 812.00** 

2 12 B .02 .01 .14409 480.30** 

3 5-7 ~J -1.00* -.87 .28056 935.20** 

4 5-7 B .96* .74 .07748 258.27** 

5 9-11 W -1 .07* -.53 .10991 366.37** 

6 9-11 B .97* .49 .02405 80.17** 

7 1-4 B 1.07* .65 .02600 86.67** 

8 0 B .93* .29 .04498 149.93** 

9 >15 W .23* .26 .02095 69,83** 

10 1-4 W -.72* -.26 .01112 37.07** 

11 8 B .18* .07 ,00166 5.53 

K -3.94 

a Variables found to be significant in full model only, see Appendix B. 

* b's twice their standard error. 

** F Ratio >F. 001 ; critical value = 12.61 for 1 and 52 df's. See text 

for explanation. 

Additional Hypothesis: 12 B unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 4.36, P <.05 
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Table 38. Summary Statistics for 1970 Northern Educational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

1 >15 W .82* 1.05 .55283 757.20** 

2 >15 B -.62* - .19 .12243 167.69** 

3 0 H -.30* -.06 .09246 126.64** 

4 0 B 1.97* .16 .05187 71.05** 

5 12 W .37* .30 .02536 34.73** 

6 12 B -.35* -.20 .04422 60.57** 

7 8 W .39* .24 .03231 44.25** 

8 9-11 B .75* .41 .01532 20.98** 

9 9-11 W -.70* -.42 .01423 19.49** 

10 5-7 B .62* .30 .00676 9.26 

11 5-7 W -.52* -.35 .00425 5.28 

K -10.65 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 12.61 for 1 and 52 df's. See text 
for explanation. 

See Table 34 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: 0 W unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 0.02, P >.05 
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Table 39. Summary Statistics for Accepted t·1odels of Northern Education
al Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

Category 
Race 

0 

9-11 
1-4 

0 

9-11 
>15 

5-7 

5-7 
12 

1-4 

K 

\J 

B 
B 
B 
\oJ 

W 

W 

B 
B 
W 

1960 

b SE Beta 

-.52 .113 -.17 

.92 .058 .47 

.97 .070 .59 

.84 .076 .26 

-1.08 .063 -.54 
.20 .032 .22 

-1.03 .055 -.89 

.95 .060 .73 

- .12 .055 -.10 

-.76 .130 -.27 

4.79 3.003 

Overall F = 301.63; F. OO,=4.21 for 10 and 53 df's. 

1970 

8 W .49 .083 .30 
12 W .66 .049 .53 

9-11 B .57 .099 .31 
0 B 2.21 .494 .18 
12 B -.61 .079 -.35 

>15 B -.92 .188 -.28 
9-11 W -.50 .113 -.30 

>15 W 1.10 .062 1.40 
K -11 .79 4.889 

Overall F = 133.43; f. 001 =4.21 for 8 and 55 df's. 

.24358 

.26135 

.38799 

.39002 

.67801 

.76554 

.84733 

.97007 

.97148 

.98273 

.23613 

.23665 

.23668 

.25337 

.31186 

.34707 

.67036 

.95100 

2 
Ch~nge 

.24358 

.01777 

.12664 

.00204 

.28798 

.08753 

.08179 

.12274 

.00140 

.01126 

.23613 

.00052 

.00003 

.01669 

.05848 

.03521 

.32329 

.28064 
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Also contributing to less inequality, are Blacks who have 

completed high school or college. In contrast, Blacks having dropped 

out of high school or who were never students increase inequality 

significantly, but only contribute two percent to the overall level 

of explained variation in 1970 Northern educational dissimilarity. 

In conclusion, 1960 Northern educational inequality is almost 

entirely a phenomenom of the lower educated, be they Black or White. 

By 1970, Northern educational dissimilarity is much more a manifestation 

of dissimilarity between relatively superiorly educated Blacks and 

Whites. Once again, the interpretation of educational dissimilarity in 

the North is not constant (nor even near so) over time. 

Explanation of Northern Occupational Dissimilarity. Based on 

the model reductions summarized in Tables 40 and 41, the final accepted 

model of 1960 Northern occupational dissimilarity, reported in Table 42, 

finds inequality to vary according to both relative white advantage and 

black disadvantage. Whites occupied in any white-collar position or in 

the crafts tend to inflate the central city's level of overall dissi

milarity. Likewise, Blacks contribute to the inequality when they 

perform as service workers, especially those situated in domestic 

service (as 25 percent of the variance is explained by this last category 

alone). 

To the contrary, Blacks having achieved any occupational level 

above operatives, significantly reduce the overall level of 1960 

Northern occupational dissimilarity, and this is particularly true of 

managerial Blacks. On the other hand, no category of white workers 
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Table 40. Summary Statistics for 1960 Northern Occupational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 FRat; 0 for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

Dom B .13* .11 .34743 757.26** 

2 Serv B .09* .10 .13102 285.57** 

3 Man B -.98* - .19 .11012 240.02** 

4 Sales W .96* .26 .08802 191 .85** 

5 Cler B -.84* -.53 .03440 74.98** 

6 Man W .84* .36 .07347 160.14** 

7 Serv W -.04 - .01 .03410 74.32** 

8 Cler W .82* .44 .03299 71.90** 

9 Prof B -1 .01 * -.47 .01445 31.50** 

10 Prof W .95* .69 .05720 124.76*~< 

11 Craft B -.76* -.26 .01632 35.57** 

12 Craft W .81* .34 .02504 54.58** 

13 Sales 3 -1.29* - .17 .01203 26.22** 

K 3.38* 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 12.61 for 1. and 51 df's. See text 
for explanation. 

See Table 34 for additional notes. 

Additional Hypothesis: Serv W unnecessary (b=O) 

F = 0.19, p >.05 
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Table 41. Summary Statistics for 1970 Northern Occupational Dissimilar
ity Model Selection 

Regression Category R2 F Ratio for 
Step Racea b Beta Change Significance 

Sales W 1.05* .27 .41254 1283.97** 

2 Prof W 1.09* 1.04 .10516 327.30** 

3 Cler B -1 .00* - .72 .21523 669.87** 

4 Prof B -.96* -.37 .10196 317.34** 

5 Cler W .84* .42 .07488 233.05** 

6 Man W ,81* .29 .07145 54.31** 

7 Craft B -.84* .25 .01249 38.87** 

8 Craft W ,76* .35 .03151 98.07** 

9 Sales B -1 .27* - .13 .00907 28.23** 

10 Man B -.65* -.09 .00267 8.31 

K 4.87* 

** F Ratio >F. 001 ; critical value = 12.61 for 1 and 53 df's. See text 

for explanation. 

See table 34 for additional notes. 



180 . 

Table 42. Summary Statistics for Accepted Models of Northern Occupation
al Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

Category 1960 R2 
Race b SE Beta R2 Change 

Prof W .96 .056 .70 .03093 .03093 
Serv B .08 .027 .09 .11979 .08886 
Cler W .83 .066 .44 .19148 .07169 
Craft B -.77 .080 -.26 .22481 .03333 
'·1an B -.99 .175 -.20 .35868 .13387 
Dom B .13 .045 .11 .61366 .25498 
Sales W .97 .123 .26 .70102 .08736 
Sales B -1.31 .249 -.17 .72990 .02888 
Craft W .83 .091 .35 .79158 .06168 
Prof B -1.01 .082 -.47 .87908 .08750 
Cler B -.83 .062 -.53 .94684 .06776 
Man W .84 .104 .36 97651 .02967 

K 2.71 2.492 

Overall F = 176.68; F. 001 = 3.64 for 12 and 51 df's. 

1970 

Prof W 1.11 .036 1.06 .20278 .20278 
Craft B -.89 .088 -.26 .27129 .06850 
Sales B -1.18 .236 -.12 .30425 .03297 
C1er W .86 .067 .43 .34877 .04452 
Sales W .97 .181 .24 .66169 .31291 
Prof' B -1.09 .064 -.42 .79579 ,13411 
Crdft vI .81 .082 .37 .85432 .0.5853 

Cler B -1.05 .056 -.76 .96630 .11197 

Man W .80 .129 .29 .98029 ,01400 
K 4.58 2.172 

Overall F = 298.48; F. 001 =4.21 for 9 and 54 df's. 
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significantly reduces occupational inequality. In other words, Northern 

white-collar Whites increase inequality and blue-collar Whites have no 

significant impact; whereas, white-collar Blacks offset this white 

advantage, but contribute themselves to occupational inequality when 

they do service work, public or private. 

The 1970 Northern pattern is little changed. But noticeably, 

low status Blacks no longer significantly increase the overall level 

of occupational dissimilarity. Otherwise, white-collar Whites still 

enhance the central cities' inequality, while white-collar Blacks 

(save managers) continue to counteract inordinant inequality. In 1960, 

black domestics were critical in defining Northern occupational dissi

milarity. By 1970, the major sources of inequality were not low status 

Blacks, but Whites either in sales or in the professions. 

In summary, occupational inequity in the North, while partially 

a product of white advantage in 1960, is almost entirely so in 1970. 

Forces counteracting this inequality are exclusively black, but these 

white-collar black effects were somewhat undermined in 1960 as substantial 

numbers of black service workers augmented the effects of high prestige 

Whites. It appears, that during the 1960's, the North's major change 

toward greater occupational equity was concentrated in Blacks abandoning 

these low status service jobs. 

Explanation of Northern Income Dissimilarity. The analyses in 

Tables 43 and 44 result in the two regressions accepted as models of 

Northern income dissimilarity presented in tabular form in Table 45. 

Most of the "action" in the 1960 model is produced by significant 

effects in reducing the overall level of income inequality. In fact, 
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Tab1e43. Summary Statistics for 1960 Northern Income Dissimilarity 
Model Selection 

Regression Categ~ry R2 F Ratio for 
Step Race b Beta Change Significance 

8-9 B -1.59* -.34 .35301 1092.23** 

2 3-4 W -.83* -.25 .40340 1248.14** 

3 6-7 B -.82* -.23 .08159 252.44** 

4 5-6 B -.65* -.22 .03431 106.16** 

5 1-2 W -.63* - .13 .02934 90.78** 

6 <1 B ,23* .11 .01248 38.61** 

7 >10 W .32* .36 .01159 35.86** 

8 >10 B -.67* -.36 .03767 116.55** 

9 <1 W -1.37* - .19 .00628 19.43** 

10 7-8 B -1 .01 * -.25 .00589 18.22** 

11 9-10 B -.86* - .16 .00323 9.99 

12 4-5 W -.74* -.26 .00305 9.44 

13 2-3 ~1 -.59* - .15 .00201 6.22 

K 80.07* 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 12.61 for 1 and 50 df's. See text 
for explanation. 

See Table 34 for additional notes. 
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Table 44. Summary Statistics for tJorthern 1970 Income Dissimilarity 
r1ode1 Se1 ection 

Regression CategRry R2 F Ratio for 
Step Race b Beta Change Significance 

> lOB -.75* -.93 .20157 445.66** 

2 > lOW .94* 1.33 .72385 1600.38** 

3 9-10 B -.81* - .16 .01478 32.68** 

4 8-9 W .87* .19 .01839 40.66** 

5 5-6 B .41* .15 .00553 12.23 

6 8-9 B -.33* -.06 .00384 8.49 

7 7-8 ~1 .77* .15 .00438 9.68 

8 2-3 B .30* .09 .00232 5.13 

9 <1 B .17 .04 .00106 2.34 

10 1-2 W -.53 -.06 .00074 1.64 

11 6-7 B -.03 -.01 .00002 0.04 

b 4-5 B .01 

K -12.07 

bVariable never entered regression due to insignificance. The b re
ported is as if it had entered equation on last step reported. 

** F Ratio >F.001; critical value = 12.61 for 1 and 52 df's. See text 
for explanation. 
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Table 45. Summary Statistics for Accepted Models of Northern Income 
Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

1960 

Category 
R2 

R2 
Race b SE Beta Change 

<1 W -1. 31 .313 -. 18 .01483 .01483 

6-7 B -.93 .128 -.26 .37074 .35590 

5-6 B -.71 .108 -.24 .41506 .04432 
>10 W .43 .041 .49 .47733 .06227 

8-9 B -1.63 .216 -.36 .79502 .31769 
<1 B .38 .090 .19 .83704 .04203 
> 10 B -.83 .092 -.44 : .90652 .06948 

3-4 \~ -1.47 .169 -.45 .96060 .05408 

7-8 B -.74 .207 -.18 .96849 .00788 

1-2 W -1.05 .268 -.22 .97554 .00706 

K 71.06 3.259 

Overall F = 211.41; F. 001 =4.21 for 10 and 53 df's. 

1970 

8-9 W .92 .179 .20 .03125 .03125 

9-10 B -: 1 .02 .166 -.20 . 191 01 .15976 

> 10 B -.89 .032 -1.10 .39655 .20554 
>10 H .89 .032 l.26 .95883 .56228 

K 3.34 2.370 

Overall F = 343.55; F. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 df's. 



185 

only the most disadvantaged Blacks (less than $1,000 per year family 

income) and the most advantaged Whites (more than $10,000 annual incpme) 

actually increase 1960 income dissimilarity. 

In contrast to these inegalitarian effects, Whites having incomes 

less than $4,000 per annum (except $2,000 to $2,999) significantly 

decrease income dissimilarity. Similarly, relatively affluent Blacks, 

those having incomes in excess of $5,000, except from $9,000 to $9,999, 

significantly lower overall levels of income dissimilarity. Blacks 

falling either in the category of $6,000 to $6,999 or in the category 

of $8,000 to $8,999 explain no less than 67 percent of the variance in 

1960 Northern income dissimilarity. 

Income dissimilarity in the 1970 North is a different situation. 

In 1970, inequality is primarily the product of the most affluent 

Whites (56 percent of the explained variance). Counteracting this 

dissimilarity are only Blacks with family incomes above $9,000 annually 

(3.6 percent of the variance 'explained). That is, inequality, as well 

as any significant countervailing forces, are entirely high status 

events, by 1970. 

~Jorthern status inequality is, in sum, an upper status phenomenon 

in 1970, whether focus be directed toward income, occupation or even 

educational dissimilarity, except that Blacks having no formal schooling 

violate the generalization. And even more specifically, status dissi

milarity is primarily reflected by the highest status Whites and miti

gated primarily by only the most successful Blacks. 
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In 1960, lower status Whites helped alleviate some educational 

and income inequality, but lower status Blacks also increased overall 

Northern levels of dissimilarity in all three cases. The 1960 patterns, 

contrary to the white advantage found to pertain in 1970, are much more 

the product of black disadvantage. And while this amounts to less social 

progress toward equality than was found .in the same time frame for the 

Southern central cities, the change in sources of inequality during the 

decade does make the interpretation of Northern deltas across time 

difficult and comparisons based on them very misleading. 

However, these differences in regional change over the 1960's 

are best left for observation in the next chapter where the accepted 

models of status dissimilarity are tested for interregional equality. 

This endeavor, the only remaining analytical task for the first portion 

of the study, will focus attention on specific comparisons and contrasts 

of Southern and Northern racial status inequality. 

As it culminates the analysis of regional socioeconomic status 

dissimilarity, it will offer pause to reflect on the findings of 

Chapters three through five. In doing such summary work, the analysis 

should form a natural bridge to the other important tasks that remain 

in the study. But first, having a thorough understanding of status 

inequality, the foundation is laid for explicit and final specification 

of interregional comparability, the foremost purpose of Chapter five. 



CHAPTER 5 

STATUS INEQUALITY: REGIONAL COMPARISON AND CONTRAST 

In the immediately preceding two chapters interregional diver

gence in the interpretation of socioeconomic inequality was noted. 

However, the treatment of these issues involved only unstructured 

comparisons and other contrasts drawn in basically unsystematic ways. 

In this chapter, the analysis specifically determines the extent of 

regional comparability, and the extent of regional diversity. While 

these analysis are relatively brief, their inclusion w,ill both systemize 

earlier findings and provide additional insights. 

In particular, the regional comparisons begin with an important 

look at traditional wisdom in regard to the roots of black-white 

inequality. The analysis then proceeds with a comparison of the regional 

models that were "accepted" as "explanations" of status inequality in 

Chapter four. This stage of the analysis culminates with a definitive 

test of interregional equality of status effects. 

Finally, with this precise specification of cross regional 

comparability in hand, the chapter will conclude with a brief summary 

of the major findings of the first section of the analysis (i.e., 

Chapters three through five). These findings, interpretations and 

conclusions should lead the study toward the difficulties that remain 

in the quantification of racial status inequality. Once these issues 

have been dealt with. an alternative measure may then be proffered. 
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That is the purpose of Chapter six, which begins the pursuit of this 

study's second goal--introduction of a more reliable and valid lIindex ll 

of inequality. Invention remains, best fostered by necessity in the 

absence of available alternatives. 

Status Dissimilarity: A Final Specification 
of Interregional Differences 

Since early in Chapter three, the analysis has afforded the 

opportunity to note numerous substantial regional differences in black

white status inequality. This final comparison, benefited by more 

exact specification of effects, should complete an understanding which 

emphasizes that Southern inequality is not equatable with Northern 

racial inequality. A reexamination of the sources of status dissi

milarity begins this culminating effort. 

Comparison of Black and White Resources Across Regions 

Recalling that status inequality can be the product of either 

black deprivation or white advantage, or both, this section compares 

the regional sources of dissimilarity, summarized as a product of 

black and white resources. 

Before entertaining the empirical results of such comparisons, 

the reader is asked to contemplate the usual treatment of this subject. 

According to conventional wisdom, as well as traditional textbook 

accounts, Southern inequality is principally the product of severe 

black deprivation. Conversely, Northern inequality is visualized as 

primarily stemming from white advantage. 

Much less often, discursive theories offer in addition, the 

following two corollaries to the above conceptualizations. One, any 
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semblance of racial equality in the South is much more likely the result 

of white impoverishment than black affluence. Two, Northern racial 

equality springs from black advancement at least as often as it comes 

from white disadvantage. 

These common understandings and treatments of racial inequality 

in the II pa ternalistic" South and in the "competitive" North should be 

compared to the following analysis. In fairness to such conventional 

thinking on the matter, this analytical treatment of the subject is 

unique to the author's knowledge. The results obtained are somewhat 

more than original. 

Scrutiny of the summarizations tabulated in Table 46 provide 

empirical "testsll of the foregoing conceptualizations of regional 

racial inequality and equality. First, the discussion will focus on 

the "causes" of racial inequality, be they black disadvantage (column 

one) or white advantage (column four). 

Educational inequality, summarized in the upper panel of Table 46, 

is clearly a product of black deprivation in 1960, despite region of 

occurrence. While it is true that the only white effect causing greater 

inequality is in the North; the North also has more black deprivation 

than does the 1960 South. By 1970, educational inequality is primarily 

a product of superiorly schooled Whites, in both regions. In fact, 

the only significant effect of black inferiority left in 1970, is in 

the North. 

The middle panel offers similar comparisons of occupational 

dissimilarity. In 1960, Northern white advantage is clearly a major 

element in the regions' inequality, but black occupational disadvantage 



Table 46. Regional Comparisons of Status Inequality as a Product of 
Black Versus White Resources 

Educationa.l Oi ssimil arit~ 
Year Black Hhite 

190 

~qion Oi sadvantag-e--Advantage Oisadvantag-e--Advantage 
1960 

South 3 0 3 0 

North 4 1 4 1 

1970 

South 0 0 2 

North 1 2 1 3 

Occupational Oissimilarit~ 

1960 

South 2 2 0 

North 2 5 0 5 

1970 

South 0 2 3 0 

North 0 4 0 5 

Income Oi ssimi 1 arit,:[ 
1960 

South 0 6 0 5 

North 5 3 1 

1970 

South 0 3 0 2 

North 0 2 0 2 

Sources: For the South, Tables 30, 33, and 36, For the North, Tables 
39, 42, and 45. 
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is more important in the North than it is in the South. Ten years 

later, neither the South nor the North has significant black occupational 

deprivation. At the same time, ~ the North has ~ significant 

effect perpetuating occupational inequality. 

The lower panel of Table 46 facilitates analogous comparisons 

in terms of income dissimilarity. The 1960 census tabulations find no 

black economic disadvantage significant in the South, but one such 

effect significant in the North. Moreover, 1960 income dissimilarity 

is much more the product of white advantage in the South than it is 

in the North! By 1970, neither region has significant black effects 

increasing dissimilarity and white advantage is equally predominant in 

the South and in the North. 

The forces counteracting inequality are almost equally disputant 

of conventional "wisdom" be it from black advancement (column two) or 

white inferiority (column three). The upper panel of Table 46 shows 

that the reduction of educational dissimilarity, either in 1960 or 

1970, is more the product of Northern white disadvantage than is true 

in the South. It is true, however, that black educational achievement 

is more equalizing in the North than is true in the South. 

The center panel of the table provides the only basically un

compromised support of traditional understandings, as the forces counter

valent to occupational inequality do conform to conventional speculation. 

Specifically, only low prestige Southern Whites are important equalizers 

of occupational dissimilarity. Likewise, black occupational advancement 

is more effective in offsetting inequality in the North than it is in 

the South. Even in these conformations, it should be pointed out that 



in 1960, Southern black occupational achievement is as important as 

low prestige Whites in. mitigating inequality, contrary to textbook 

treatments. 
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Finally, the bottom panel of Table 46 highlights further short

comings of traditional conceptualizations of regional racial inequality. 

Income inequal ity -is only ,once significantly affected by white 

impoverishment, and that occurs in the 1960 North. Likewise, in neither 

1960 nor 1970, is Northern black affluence more effective in countering 

income dissimilarity than it is in the South. 

In summary then, racial inequality is much more the product of 

disadvantaged Blacks in the North and advantaged Whites in the South 

than conventional wisdom would suggest. Racial equality, with the 

exception of occupational equality, is promoted by Southern Black 

advancement and Northern white disadvantage much more frequently than 

heretofore suspected. Indeed, conventional wisdom on the matter is so 

misinformed that reliance on it, even for discursive treatments of race 

relations, provides more confusion than insight. 

\Jhil e the foregoing has highl ighted regional diversity in one 

summary treatment of status dissimilarity, other contrasts may be drawn. 

As promised, the last analysis will specify precisely what regional 

comparability exists. But first, as a penultimate treatment of regional 

diversity, the next section highlights gross regional differences in 

socioeconomic inequality. 

Determination of Cross-Regional Comparability in Status Dissimilarity 

previous multiple regressions have produced "accepted" linear 
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models of educational, occupational and income dissimilarity specific 

to regional area and census enumeration. However, comparisons across 

regions were forestalled pending explicit definitions of intraregional 

dissimila~ity. With such explications in hand and hopefully, adequately 

addressed in Chapter four, the analysis should now confront the inter

regional compariso.ns. 

Ignoring for the moment the lower halves of both the 1960 (upper) 

panel and the 1970 (lower) panel, Table 47 presents the partial corre

lation coefficients obtained in the accepted models of both Southern 

(top row) and Northern (second row) educational dissimilarity. The 

reader should note that in Table 47, as well as in Tables 48 and 49 

that follow, categories without a significant effect in neither region 

nor year, are omitted. For example, the absence of the eight years of 

education only category from the black distribution in Table 47, should 

be interpreted as meaning this category did not have a significant 

effect on black-white educational dissimilarity, despite year or region 

of measurement. 

Immediately observable is the fact that in both years, Southern 

educational inequality is defined by fewer significant effects than is 

Northern dissimilarity. Of course, this means more equality in the 

North so long as the effects are inverse (reduce inequality); but note 

the North is characterized just as well by having more direct effects 

than is true in the South! In these cases, the North has a "stronger 

definition" of black inequality than does the South (five versus three 

in 1960; and five versus two in 1970). In addition to Northern education

al inequality being more broadly based than Southern dissimilarity, 



Table 47. Summary Statistics for Analysis of Covariance Comparing Regional Educational 
Dissimilarity, 1960 and 1970 

o 1-4 

South -1.15 

North -.52 -.76 

Hyp b =b s n 

F 2.91 

Sig >.05 

South 

North 

Hyp 

F 

Sig 

1960 Educational Dissimilarity 

White Categories 

5-7 8 9-11 12 >15 o 

-1. 31 -.57 .77 

-1.03 -1.08 .20 .84 

b =b b =b b =b s n s n s n 

6.79 16.41 12.05 

<.05 <.05 <.05 

1970 Educational Dissimilarit,l 

.93 .98 

.49 -.50 .66 1.10 2.21 

b =b b =b s n s n 

6.45 0.99 

<.05 >.05 

Black Categories 

1-4 5-7 9-11 

.89 .85 

.97 .95 .92 

b =b s n b =b s n 

0.40 0.81 

>.05 ->.05 

.57 

12. >15 

-.12 

-1.20 

-.61 -.92 

b =b s n 

16.18 
~ 

<.05 
~ 
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the reader should note that Northern categories tend to extend to higher 

status levels in both years despite the categories' racial makeup or 

direction of effect. In other words, Northern Blacks in order to 

significantly dissipate educational inequality must achieve more formal 

education than do similarly motivated Southern Blacks (college versus 

high school, respectively, in 1970, for example). The effect of this 

may be to discourage some Northern Blacks; but the data, of course, 

speak not to the possible motivational or psychological outcome of this 

regional difference. As noted in Table 46, the 1970 North, unlike the 

South, still has two categories of Blacks (no school and nine to eleven 

years of school) contributing to greater overall inequality. 

Consideration of the top two rows of each panel in Table 48 

allows similar interregional comparisons for occupational dissimilarity. 

Here again, the North is characterized by more numerous statistically 

significant effects in defining occupational dissimilarity than is true 

in the South in either year. And specifically, the North, not the 

South, has more effects increasing racial inequality (seven versus one 

in 1960, and five versus none in 1970). As was noted in Chapter four, 

part of the explanation of all the South's significant effects being 

negative might be the region's overall high level of occupational 

dissimilarity. But such recognition should not dismiss the fact that 

occupational inequality, as defined by significant effects, has a broader 

definition in the North than is found in the South! 

In particular, as observed in the first regional comparisons 

drawn above, this broad base of inequality in the North stems from 

significant white occupational advantage. In fact, white craftsmen 



Table 48. Summary Statistics for Analysis of Covariance Comparing Regional Occupational Dissimilar
ity, 1960 and 1970 

1960 Occupational Dissimilarity 

White Categories Black Categories 
Prof Man Cler Sales Craft Opr Serv Prof Man Cler Sales Craft Dom Serv 

South -.66 -1.10 -.67 -1.98 .48 

North .96 .84 .83 .97 .83 -1.01 -.99 -.83 -1.31 -.77 .13 .08 

Hyp. b =b b =b b =b s n s IJ s _ n 

F 1.11 20.14 9.16 

Sig. >.05 <.05 <.05 

1970 Occupational Dissimilarity 

South -.66 -.70 -1.06 -1.03 -1.07 

North 1.11 .80 .86 .96 .81 -1.09 -1.05 -1.18 -.89 

Hyp. b =b s n b =b s n b =b s n 

F 8.09 0.18 0.00 

Sig. <.05 >.05 >.05 
~ 
m 
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(of note, blue-collar workers), increase occupational dissimilarity in 

the North, but decrease inequality in ~he 1970 South! Such comparisons 

would lead one to suspect that the achievement of occupational equality 

in the North, unlike what is necessary in the South, will require more 

than black advancement or white-collar integration. It may ultimately 

require white displacement. This white displacement, (fortunately 

optimistic for the prognosis of Southern equality), does not appear 

necessary in the South. 

Consideration of the same two top rows of each panel in Table 49, 

allows similar observations for income inequality comparisons across 

regions. But in contrast to the conclusions drawn of educational and 

occupational dissimilarity compared across regions; the South, more in 

keeping with traditional notions, appears more fundamentally unequal. 

The 1960 South has more significant effects maintaining inequality 

(five versus two) and fewer significant effects acting to depress income 

dissimilarity (six versus eight). 

In agreement with the above interregional contrasts of educational 

and occupational dissimilarity, the North does have the only black effect 

promoting income inequality and it does seem that Northern Blacks must 

achieve somewhat higher incomes to counteract inequality than is 

necessary for Southern Blacks. Specifically, black families having 

even a $4,000 annual income decrease inequality in the South, but must 

have $5,000 per year minimum in the North. Likewise, Southern Blacks, 

having incomes from $9,000 to $9,999 per year, detract from overall 

inequality in the South, but must be above $10,000 in the North to be 

similarly effective. The 1970 comparison, much truncated by inflated 



Tab1e49. Summary Statistics for Analysis of Covariance Comparing Regional Income Dissimilarity, 
1960 and 1970 

1960.Income Dissimilarity 
White Categories Black Categories 

<1 1-2 3-4 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 >10 <1 4-5 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 9-10 >10 

South .64 1.09 1.15 1.47 .93 -.46 -.89 -1.45 -.99 -1.11 -1.89 

North -1.31 -1.05 -1.47 .43 .38 -.71 -.93 -.74 -1.63 -.83 

Hyp. b =b b =b b =b b =b b =b s n S n s n s n s n 

F 37.18 0.85 2.79 0.61 1.34 

Sig. <.05 >.05 >.05 >.05 >.05 

1970 Income Dissimilarity 

South 1.39 1.03 -1.02 -1.26 -1.01 

North .92 .89 -1.02 -.89 

Hyp. b =b b =b s n s n b =b s n bs=bn 

F 2.96 12.07 0.67 5.40 

Si g. >.05 <.05 >.05 <.05 

~ 
00 
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dollars, still supports the notion that less black income is necessary 

to offset Southern inequality than is true in the North, since Northern 

Blacks with an annual family income of $7,000 to $7,999 do not reduce 

i nequa 1 ity. 

In summary, Northern black-white status inequality seems more 

deeply ingrained than does Southern inequality, as measured by number 

of significant aggravating effects. Moreover, Northern Blacks must 

achieve at higher status levels than is true of Southern Blacks to 

undermine inequality. These summary statements seem equally applicable 

in 1960 and 1970 and cut across types of status dissimilarity with only 

slight contradiction in the patterns of 1960 income inequality. 

Southern status inequality, significantly greater than that 

found in the North, seems less broadly defined and therefore, more 

susceptible to challenge and change toward equality in the future, 

ceteris paribus. In fact, that this was true in 1960, may go far in 

explaining the greater gains toward racial equality experienced in the 

South during the 1960's than was true in the North for the same time 

period. If present trends continue, the South will not only reach 

parity with the North, but will ultimately become more equalitarian! 

For final determination of regional diversity, the next section 

asks of the data, given similar statistically significant effects in 

both regions, can the effects, either in perpetuating inequality or 

advancing racial equality, be considered equatable? The answers to this 

query, ask of every "shared ll effect, will finalize the discussions of 

interregional comparability in socioeconomic inequality. 
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Equality of Effects: An Interregional Test 

As a final test of interregional diversity in racial socio

economic stratification, the accepted models of Southern and Northern 

dissimilarity, specific to a type of inequality and to a given year, 

were merged to produce one ordinary least squares regression equation. 

Since the merging 'of the two accepted models involves using a dummy 

variable for region, the resultant regression solution is one incor

porating both continuous variables (proportions white or black in a 

given category) and a category variable (the dummy variable for region). 

The multiple regression technique is therefore an analysis of covariance 

(cf. Gujarat;, 1970a and 1970b; and Skvarcious and Cromer, 1971)0 

Parameters were defined following the methods discussed in Miller and 

Erickson (1974; and Namboodiri, Carter and Blalock (1975: 195~207). 

Essentially the technique allows a solution involving all the 

previously defined significant effects (both Southern and Northern) to 

enter the equation simultaneously (the full model). Having accomplished 

this, the analysis proceeds to test for significant loss of explained 

variance from the level attained in the full model by forcing the 

Southern and Northern partial correlation coefficients to be equal 

(bs=bn). Employing the F test of significance: 

F = (R~ - R~)/l 
(1 - R~)/(N-K-l) 

where R~ is the amount of explained variance in the full model (where 

the Southern and Northern effects are not constrained to be equal) and 

R~ is the amount of explained variance in the reduced model (where a 
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given category is constrained to have the same effects across region). 

The loss of explanatory power, (R~ - R~)/l, due to the constraint of 

bs = bn can then be tested for statistical significance, at the .05 

level, here. The F ratio is then a test for interregional equality of 

effects. To be statistically explicit, the following tests are 

technically tests for interaction effects (Namboodi"ri, Carter and 

Blalock, 1975: 197). Said another way, interregional diversity is 

evidence of interaction effects between the nominal variable (region) 

and the continuous variable (shared category in question). 

Eguatability of Educational Effectso Returning to Table 47, 

the lower half of the upper (1960) panel and the lower half of the 

bottom (1970) panel present the results of the tests of this hypothesis 

for each "shared" significant effect in predicting educational dissimi

larity. Of the six hypotheses, only three cannot be rejected based on 

chance alone. That is to say, while in both regions Whites with one to 

four, five to seven, and nine to 11 years of education reduce educational 

dissimilarity, only the one to four years effect is equatable across 

regions. The results further indicate that Southern Whites having five 

to seven years of formal education and Northern Whites completing only 

nine to 11 years are more critical in reducing educational dissimilarity 

than are their counterparts in the opposing region. 

Similar tests applied to black category results find that the 

effect of Blacks dropping out of school from the first to fourth grade 

and from the fifth to seventh grade has the same detrimental effect to 

black-white educational equality despite region. Such is not the case 
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for Blacks who never attended school, as this event is more detrimental 

to equality in the North than is true in the South. 

By 1970, the two regions only shared one equatable effect, that 

of college educated Whites. In contrast, Southern Whites and Blacks 

with a high school education are more important than their cross 

regional compatriots in defining the level of inequality. Specifically, 

the white effect is more detrimental and the black effect is more 

beneficial in the South. 

Eguatability of Occupation Effects. Identical tests were 

conducted comparing regions for occupational dissimilarity effects and 

the results are reported in Table 48. The regions share only one signi

,ficant effect in 1960--black clerical workers equally reduce inequality 

despite region. Southern black craftsmen and service workers are more 

important than their Northern counterparts, the former in counteracting 

and the latter in aggravating occupational dissimilarity. 

In explaining 1970 occupational inequality, black professionals 

and clerical workers, whether they be located above or below the Mason

Dixon line, are equally significant forces in countervailing occupational 

dissimilarity. The impact of white craftsmen, aggravating in the North 

and mitigating in the South, are, of course, unequatable in effect. 

Equatability of Income Effects. The results of analogous tests 

of income dissimilarity are reported in the lower halves of each panel 

in Table 49. For 1960, Whites with family incomes over $10,000 annually 

are conducive to greater income dissimilarity in the South than in the 

North. On the other hand, the mitigating effects of middle income Blacks 

(those falling in the four $1,000 categories from $5,000 to $8,999) are 
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the same across regions within respective income categories. 

Southern Whites, making in excess of $10,000 per year in 1970, 

are still more detrimental to income similarity between Blacks and 

Whites than is true of similarly affluent Northern Whites. However, 

the effects of Whites making $8,000 to $8,999 may be considered equally 

deleterious despite region of occurrence. Southern Blacks having 

family incomes above $10,000 per annum are of more import than Northern 

Blacks, identically affluent. In contrast, the equalizing effects of 

Blacks in the $9,000 to $9,999 can be equated over regions. 

In sum, only a few effects, be they perpetuating or mitigating, 

Black or White, are equatable between regions. Again, the analysis 

forces the conclusion that regional patterns of status inequality 

diverge. The extent of that lack of comparability can be witnessed in 

the following. 

Regional Status Dissimilarity. Table 50 presents a summary of 

the interregional comparisons drawn between the accepted models of 

status dissimilarity. The reader should note that despite type of 

inequality nor year of incidence, the greatest source of regional 

comparability is found among the insignificant effects (bs=bn=O). In 

fact, among significant effects, regional comparability goes down for 

both education and income during the 1960's (bs=bn~O). The sum of 

these two equatab1e effects is less than half their potential in two 

of the six comparisons (occupational dissimilarity--five of 18 in 1960 

and income dissimilarity--ten of 22 in 1960). The 1970 occupational 

dissimilarity has exactly half of the effects equal, and educational 

inequality is slightly better with nine of 16 comparisons equal in 
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Table 50. Summary of Results from Regional Comparisons of Dissi~ilarity, 
1960 and 1970 

Educational Dissimilaritt 

1960 1970 
b =b =0 s n 6 8 

bs=bnfO 3 1 

b =0, b fO s n, 4 5~ 

b/ 0, bn=O ° 0 

bsfb/ O 3 2 __ 

Occu~ational Dissimi 1 arit~ 

b =b =0 4 7 s n 
b =b fO s n 1 2 

b =0 s ' bn,O 9 6 

bsfO, bn=O 2 2 

b/bn,O 2 1 

Income Dissimilaritt 

b =b =0 s n 6 17 

bs=bn,O 4 2 

bs=O,b/O 5 0 

b/O, bn =0 6 1 

b/b/O 1 2 
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both years. Only in terms of 1970 income are the regions even approach

ing comparability at a level that would lend some confidence in comparing 

indexes of dissimilarity across regions. And speculation would lead 

one to suspect greater incomparability here, were the categories not so 

drastically truncated. 

Particularly noteworthy is the glaring incongruence of inter

preting occupational dissimilarity across regions since it has been 

found to be the most effective predictor of residential segregation in 

numerous studies. No less than 11 categories (eight in 1970) are 

significant in one region but insignificant in the other. Moreover, 

the one significant effect (white craftsmen) in the 1970 occupational 

comparison that was not equatab1e, was in opposite directions of 

effect! Simply put, occupational dissimilarity means little when 

applied across regions. Since.it is the "best" status predictor of 

residential segregation, would one expect its effects to be the same 

across regions? Lest the answer be even tentatively in affirmation, 

a recapitulation of the findings from Chapters three through five 

should suffice to disarm such a hasty conclusion. 

Status Ineguality: A Brief Review 

Since the first section of the study has been lengthy and has 

extended over the last three chapters, a summary may help solidify the 

results without being redundanto However, this recapitulation, lest 

it too reaches unwieldly proportions, must focus on only the major 

findings of the first section. Even at that, the reiterations will 

only embrace those findings potentially consequential to the following 
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sections of the study. 

It was found that while the South is characterized by higher 

average levels of educational, occupational and income inequality 

(dissimilarity) in 1960 and in 1970, than are found in the North, their 

lack of comparability is significantly diminished by 1970. And this 

was the result of 'greater social change toward racial equality in the 

South during the 1960's than was experienced in the North. 

Not only was the South more rapidly advancing toward racial 

equality, but Southern inequality was found to vary among central cities 

just as much as it varies in central cities of the North. In other 

words, racial inequality is no more rigidly defined in the South than 

is true of Northern inequality. 

r·loreover, that Southern i nequa 1 i ty is greater than Northern 

inequality, on the average, ca~ only be understood as a product of both 

white advantage and black deprivation in the South. For both education 

and occupation, the average level of Southern inequality reflects the 

superior status of Southern Whites over Northern Whites! 

Finally, the analysis leads to the conclusion that the North, 

unlike the South, reflects the influence of a single structural force; 

that is, in cities where Blacks are extremely deprived, often so are 

Whites, and vice-versau 

This unifying structural force was particularly operational in 

explaining 1970 educational dissimilarity as every black category of 

educational attainment had the same direction (i.e., direct or inverse) 

of effect (as measured by zero-order correlations) as did the identical 

level of white education. Since the 1970 Northern level of educational 
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inequality is the closest thing to racial equality found in the data, 

this structural unity may be what racial equality will eventually 

resemble (either similar advantage or disadvantage, despite race). 

In statistically explaining the patterns of inequality the 

conclusion reached, no matter what direction the analysis took, is 

that status dissimilarity was not stable across timeo This testifies 

to the significant social progress made toward racial equality in the 

South during the 1960's. For the North, much less changed in terms of 

overall level of inequality during the decade, the results still suggest 

considerable change in just what status dissimilarity means (viz. at 

what status level inequality occurs). 

In general, the changes in the South during the decade reflect 

(l) an overall reduction in the number of categories statistically 

significantly correlated (partial correlations) to overall levels of 

dissimilarity (save occupational dissimilarity), (2) a reduction in the 

importance of black disadvantage, (3) increasing importance of high 

status black attainment in reducing overall inequality, and (4) 

increasing importance of white advantage in explaining the overall 

level of inequality. 

In contrast, the changes in Northern status inequality were 

considerably less dramatic. It was true that the number of significant 

categories diminished and higher status categories became more instru

mental in explaining 1970 levels of status dissimilarity. But neither 

of the changes were of the magnitude found for the South. Moreover, 

Northern Blacks had to reach higher status to significantly reduce 

inequality than was true of the Southern Black. 
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t1any other regional differences also pertain. Of particular 

note, the North, rather than the South, has more significant categories 

with effects perpetuating socioeconomic inequality! When the patterns 

of regional inequality were compared, only 1970 income dissimilarity 

could be considered as anywhere close to comparable across regions, 

despite year of measurement. Indeed, what little interregional 

compatibility that does exist, is primarily the result of similar, but 

insignificant effects! 

Interestingly, the regional comparisons casts doubt on conven

tional understandings of racial socioeconomic inequalityo Specifically, 

Southern inequality was found to be more the result of white advantage 

than is commonly thought and i~orthern inequality was more the product 

of black deprivation than is popularly conceived! Moreover, Southern 

equality is promoted by considerable black advancement rather than white 

disadvantage, as traditionally presumed. And as a final contradiction 

to traditional wisdom, Northern equality is often a manifestation of 

white disadvantage! 

The reader will recall that this first third of the study was 

fashioned to answer two specific questions: 

(1) Does an inequality measure mean the same thing when 
obtained from the North or the South? 

(2) If not, are the regional variations statistically significant? 

These queries can now be answered before proceeding to the next section 

of the study. 

The response to the first must be an emphatic NO! Not only 

are regional interpretations of status dissimilarity discrepant, but 

even intraregional interpretations diverge with time! The reply to the 
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second query need not be any less forceful. The analysis presented 

earlier in this chapter while testing for equality of effects, force 

the conclusion that interregional variation is indeed, statistically 

significant. And this was particularly true of occupational inequality 

which not incidentally, has been found to be the best predictor of 

residential segregation. 

By implication, status inequality, when quantified by the 

index of dissimilarity (viz. delta) should not be expected to relate to 

residential segregation in a similar fashion over time, let alone 

across regions! Should such similar correlations between residence and 

status pertain between regions, not only would it be surprising; but it 

would require considerable divergence in interpretation. 

Having hopefully destroyed all confidence in using delta as a 

measure of status inequality either for compal'isons made across time 

or between regions, the reader should not only be receptive to 

alternative indexes; but adamant in the demand for a more reliable and 

valid index. Chapter six attempts to provide such an index. 



CHAPTER 6 

MEASUREMENT OF STATUS INEQUALITY: PROPOSAL FOR A REFINED INDEX 

In Chapters three through five, the analysis provided numerous 

examples of measurement error introduced by the use of the index of 
" 

dissimilarity in quantifying status inequality. Specifically, it was 

noted that the distributions' "crossover" between percent black greater 

than percent white and percent black less than percent white was not 

stable across regions nor over time. This lack of stability should 

preclude the use of delta in comparative analysis. At least, the 

interpretation of such comparisons is problematic, if not inadvisable. 

~1oreover, notably for 1970 Northern educational distributions, 

the distributions were found to cross not once as the use of delta 

assumes, but four times. As noted, this causes delta to increase when 

in fact it should be decreasing. This leads to obviously erroneous 

interpretations of the level of inequality as measured by delta. 

Finally, by specifying the exact "causes" or "sources" of socio-

economic dissimilarity, by year and region, the analysis forced the 

conclusion that the meaning of an index of dissimilarity was not constant. 

Said differently, black-white dissimilarity stems from different status 

levels across regions, and even changes over time within the regions. 
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In general, status inequality is a high status event in the 

North and in 1970. In contrast, inequality is much more the product 

of the distributions' concentrations in low status categories in the 

South and in 1960. Once again, this lack of uniformity in meaning 

destroys the utility of delta in comparing inequality between regions 

and in understandi'ng changing levels of inequality over time. 

These insights and understandings preclude confidence in the 

index of dissimilarity for this study. This knowledge also calls into 

question much of the prior research that has attempted to compare the 

relation of status factors to spatial location over time and across 

regions, when status inequality was quantified by delta. For these 

reasons, the introduction of another index of inequality is not only 

warranted, but urgently needed. 

This chapter will attempt just such an introduction by first 

specifying how frequently delta fails, as a measure of socioeconomic 

inequality. Since it can be shown that these deficiences are inherent 

to the use of delta, the discussions will naturally lead to a more 

correct set of assumptions about the measurement of racial inequality. 

With an accurate understanding of how and why delta fails, avoidance 

of similar errors in the construction of alternative measures is 

facilitated. After two alternative measures (indexes) are presented, 

inspected and interpreted, Chapter seven appropriately utilizes the 

indexes in an analysis of status factors and racial residential 

segregation. 

The reader is cautioned beforehand that the issues addressed 

in this chapter are often complex. Each issue is directly approached 



212 

from several points (explicitly, the indices are alternatively defined 

in mathematical, geometrical and finally, syntactical terms). Those 

unfamiliar with the issues of inequality measurement may find the 

discussions cumbersome, at least at first. However, the varied 

approaches to the indices' meanings, taken together, should make each 

index, finally, intuitively comprehensible. 

Delta as a Measure of Status Inequality: 
A Critique of Its Appropriateness 

An examination of regional mean status dissimilarity, conducted 

in Chapter three, produced an instance (Northern 1970 education) where 

the average index of dissimilarity for 64 central cities erroneously 

increased when it should have detected less inequality (a situation 

that existed to a limited extent in 1960). Such results should make 

the utilization of delta in other similar applications subject to 

suspicion. That is, when the overall average delta is ,in error, one 

would suspect numerous other errors for the individual central citieso 

Tables 51 through 53 present ample confirmation of this suspicion 

of error in delta for educational, occupational and income measurements, 

respectively. For example, educational inequality should be measured 

less by an index, not more, 52 separate times among the central cities 

of the 1960 South. In other words, 14.4 percent (8.9 percent in 1970) 

of the time in Southern cities, the proportion white was greater than 

the proportion black when in fact it should have been less (ioe., in 

low status categories), or vice-versa. 

For the North, this error of delta is even more dramatic, In 

1960, no less than 18.4 percent (23.1 percent in 1970) of the time 
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Table 51. Incidence of Delta Indicating Educational Inequality in Error 

Region 

South North 
Year Category Error N Percent N Percent .. 

0 W>B 2 4.4 24 37.5 

1-4 W>B 0 0.0 1 1.6 

5-7 W>B 0 0.0 1.6 

8 W>B 22 48.9 56 87.5(12.5} 

1960 9-11 W>B 26 57.8(42,2} 5 7.8 

12 B>W 0 0.0 3 4.7 

13-15 B>W 1 2.2 3 4,7 

> 15 B>W 1 2.2 1 1.6 

overall 52 14.4(12.5} 94 18.4(9,0} 

0 W>B 3 6.7 30 46.9 

1-4 W>B 2 4.4 5 7.8 

5-7 W>B 1 2.2 5 7.8 

8 W>B 12 26.7 53 82.8 (17.2) 

1970 9-11 W>B 6 13.3 0 0.0 

12 B>W 3 6.7 16 25.0 

13-15 B>W 2 4.4 8 12.5 

> 15 B>W 2 4.4 1.6 

overa 11 31 8.9 118 23.1(14.8} 
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Table 52. Incidence of Delta Indicating Occupational Inequality in Error 

Region 

South North 

Year Category Error N Percent N Percent 

Prof B>W 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Man B>W 0 0.0 a 0.0 

Cler B>W a 0.0 a 0.0 

Sales B>W 0 0.0 a 0.0 

1960 Craft W>B 45 100. O{ o. 0) 62 96. 9{3.1) 

apr W>B 14 31.1 10 15.6 

Dam W>B 0 0.0 a 0.0 

Serv W>B 0 0.0 a 0.0 

Lab W>B a 0.0 a 0.0 

overa 11 59 14.6{3.5} 72 12.5{2.1) 

Prof B>W 0 0.0 2 3.1 

Man B>W' 0 0.0 a 0.0 

Cler B>W a 0.0 2 3.1 

Sales B>W a 0.0 a 0.0 

Craft W>B 42 93 .3{6. 7) 59 92.2(7.8} 
1970 Opr H>B 6 13.3 1 1.6 

Dom W>B a 0.0 a 0.0 

Serv W>B 0 0.0 a 0,0 

Lab ~1>B 1 2.2 a 0.0 

overall 49 12.1{2.5} 60 11.1(1.7) 
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Table 53. Incidence of Delta Indicating Income Inequality in Error 

Region 
South North 

Year Category Error N Percent N Percent 

<1 W>B a 0,0 a ·0.0 

1-2 W>B a 0,0 1 1.6 

2-3 W>B a 0,0 a 0,0 

3-4 H>B a 0,0 a 0,0 

4-5 W>H 17 37.8 5 7.8 
1960 5-6 W>B 43 95.6{4,4) 39 60,9{39.1) 

6-7 B>W a 0.0 3 4.7 

7-8 B>W a 0.0 1 1.6 

8-9 B>W a 0.0 a 0.0 

9-10 B>H a 0.0 a 0.0 

> 10 B>W a 0,0 a 0.0 

overall 60 12.1(3.3) 49 7.0{4.7) 

<1 W>B 0 0,0 a 0.0 

1-2 W>B 0 0.0 1.6 

2-3 W>B 0 0,0 a 0.0 

3-4 W>B a 0,0 1 1.6 

4-5 W>B a 0.0 a 0,0 

1970 5-6 W>B 1 2,2 a 0.0 

6-7 B>W 42 93 .3{ 6.7) 60 93.8{6.2) 

7-8 B>W 29 64.4{35,6) 44 68.8(31.2) 

8-9 B>W 9 20.0 24 37,5 

9-10 B>W 3 6.7 16 25.0 

>10 B>W a 0,0 a 0,0 

overall 84 17.0(6,5) 146 20.7(9.4) 
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delta is indicating higher educational inequality; it should, in fact, 

be detecting lower inequality! Patently, any measure, subject to error 

of this magnitude, is unsuitable for scientific inquiry. 

The reader should note that since delta sums absolute population 

differences, every error of delta is in overstating inegualityo Put 

differently, all errors of the index of dissimilarity are the result 

of "counting" greater proportions of high status Blacks or greater 

proportions of low status Whites as evidence of inequality rather than 

effects counteracting inequality. Simply, since delta ignores the 

direction of the inequality between populations, by definition, it 

assumes any inequality must be indicative of greater black deprivation. 

Even if one would quarrel with the assumptions of what constitutes 

high status educational attainment (taken as high school graduation in 

Table 51), the discrepancies introduced by the index of dissimilarity 

are unavoidableo The reader should note that the percents listed in 

parenthesis in Table 51 are the errors that would remain even having 

changed the direction of the inequality {B<W to B>W)o 

At first glance, such changes (tantamount to revising theory) 

appear to reduce the amount of error significantly (for example, from 

lS.4 to 9.0 percent in the 1960 North). However, even this justifiably 

uncommon lack of commitment to theory does not resolve the measurement 

error inherent to delta, as less cursory examination shows. 

Explicitly, changing the conception of high status education in 

the 1960 South to include the nine to 11 years of school category 

reduces the error of delta, in this category, by 15.6 percent (57.S 

to 42.2 percent) or by 1.9 percent overall {14.4 to 12u5 percent)u 
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However, this change would increase the error of delta for this category 

from 13.3 to 86.7 percent for the 1970 South. Likewise, including the 

nine to 11 category in one's conception of high status education would 

increase the error of delta in this category to 92.2 percent (100.0 

minus 708 percent) in the 1960 North, and by 100.0 percent in the North! 

Clearly, the measurement error of delta cannot be eliminated 

by simple adjustment to what is thought to constitute high status 

education, This is true because, again, across regions and over time, 

the nature of educational inequality is not constant. Therefore, the 

resolution of these measurement errors must await a more refined measure 

of educational inequality. 

Inspection of Tables 52 and 53 produce similar dissatisfaction 

with the performance of delta as a quantification of occupational and 

income inequality; although the extent of error is less severe than 

with education. Recall that as inequality decreases to less intolerable 

levels, delta, as its measurement, becomes increasingly unreliable. 

This would predict, of course, growing discontent with delta as a 

measure of occupational and income inequality as these racial inequities 

approach, with social change, the lower levels found in educational 

differences. 

Even in 1960 and 1970, the measurement of occupational and 

income inequality by the index of dissimilarity introduces significant 

error only marginally abated by changes in conception of what constitutes 

high and low status. To repeat, delta must be discarded to resolve these 

problems, as is further illustrated below. 
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Delta as Conceptually Inadequate for the M~asurement of Status Inequality 

It should be made explicit that the index of dissimilarity, 

despite its popularity as a measure of status inequality, is inherently 

inappropriate for such applications. The index of dissimilarity was 

not designed to measure status inegualityo It was designed to measure 

residential segregation; an application in which it performs well. 

That is to say, delta is a convenient, simply computed, and 

easily interpretable measure of uneveness, lack of overlap, or lack of 

similarity between populations that have no intrinsic order, such as 

residential location. To put the point in statistical terms, the 

index of dissimilarity is appropriate only for nominal data (viz. data 

not assumed to have an underlying order)o When applied to higher level 

data (ordinal, interval, or ratio), the results are predictably, 

disastrouso 

Even in the measurement of residential segregation, if the 

purpose is to detect the extent that Blacks are concentrated in, 

and/or, around the central city, while Whites are dispersed among 

outlying areas (ordered data), delta is inadequateo For measurement 

of this type of residential segregation, the index of centralization 

(Duncan and Davis, 1953), which does assume ordinal data, must be 

employed. In fact, the first measure of status inequality presented 

below is analogous to the Duncans' index of centralization. 

In fairness to some prior investigations of status inequality 

and residential segregation, the potential of delta to misrepresent 

status inequality has been, at least, partially recognized (cfc Bahr 

and Gibbs, 1967; Jiobu and Marshall, 1971; Krivo, 1980)0 In fact, 
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Johnson (1973) and Lieberson (1975) make many of the same objections to 

using delta as a measure of status inequality as were voiced above; 

but without documentation of the extent of delta's failure. 

Consider, for instance, the poignant criticisms of Palmore 

and Whittington's (1970) index of similarity (which is simply the 

additive inverse of the index of dissimilarity), made by Johnson (1973: 

490): 

Despite the advantage of simplicity, the Similarity Index 
conceals so much information about the original distributions 
as to be practically useless in the analysis of equal it Yo [1] 
It does not take into account the absolute levels of the variable 
under consideration (e.g., the index doesn't tell us whether 
two groups are equally miserable or equally blessed). [2] It 
reveals little about the distribution of overlap (or, con
versely, of differences) through categories of the variable 
of interest. (For example, we can't tell whether differences 
between groups are uniformly distributed or created primarily 
by a few categories). [3] Nor does the index reveal which 
of two groups being compared suffers relative deprivation 
(although this deficiency could easily be remedied by appropriate 
labeling in the tabular presentation). [4] Most troublesome, 
a change in the Similarity Index between two time periods tells 
us almost nothing we want to know about the nature of the 
changes in the subpopulations compared ~emphasis original]. 

Since the index of similarity is the complement to the index of dis

similarity, all of Johnson's accusations are appropriately lodged 

against delta, as well. 

But even Johnson's devastating critique would not seem to do justice 

to the magnitude of delta's inadequacy found in the present study, For 

example, her suggestion that problem three (the problem of direction) 

is easily remedied, suggests that she is unaware that delta (and 

consequently the index of similarity) frequently measures evidence of 

racial equality as inequality. This, as duly noted above, is not 

easily remedied by "appropriate labeling," Since Johnson's (1973) 
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criticisms of delta were the most thorough heretofore, the present study 

extends the understanding of the inherent deficiences of delta as a 

measure of status inequality considerably beyond prior levels of 

appreciation. Even Lieberson (1975: 287), who suggests the use of 

an alternative index to delta for quantification of inequality, refers 

to Johnson II [fJor a general critique of the misapplication of the 

index of di ssimil arity. II 

With a greater understanding of delta's inherent inadequacies 

than has existed to date, perhaps the reader is prepared to consider 

more refined, and thereby, more accurate measures of status inequality. 

Alternative Indices of Status Inequality 

Since the insensitivity of delta stems from its reliance on the 

assumptions that the data are only nominal, any alternative index must 

be willing to extend the assumptions underlying the data. Explicitly, 

the data must be assumed to at least reflect an underlying order. For 

example, reliance on either of these indexes proposed below requires 

at least, the assumption that professionals are more "prestigious ll 

than domestic servants. In general terms, utilization of more refined, 

and thereby, more accurate measures of inequality depend on the 

recognition that status distributions do imply an inherent ordering of 

status positions. 

This is to say, the incongruence in status' deltas between 

regions and over time can only be understood as problematic when one 

appreciates that dissimilarity between black-white professionals is not 

the same as dissimilarity between black-white domestic servants. Of 
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course, recognition of this discrepancy as problematic implies that the 

data are ordinal. 

The second problem of delta (its insensitivity to direction of 

population dissimilarity) is 'Iikewise, only a problem when statuses are 

considered ordered. That is, it is nonsensical to argue that more black 

professionals than white professionals is in error when me~sured by 

delta as inequality (as was done often in the foregoing chapters), 

unless one assumes that professionals is a higher status classification 

than that of domestic servants. Otherwise, more black domestics than 

white domestics would be equally problematic to one's conception of 

occupational stratification. In fact, to the extent the reader has 

"bought" the foregoing criticisms of delta as a measure of status 

inequality, implies that reader and author alike, conceive of status 

distributions as having the properties of at least ordinal data. Using 

that conception of status properties, the first alternative index is 

in order. 

The Gini Index: An Ordinal Index of Status Inequality 

When the researcher is willing to assume that the population 

distributions' categories imply greater or lesser levels of socio

economic status achievement, the gini index can be appropriately 

employed to quantify inequality. This is because the gini index measures 

inequality conceptually from 1m" categories to high categories, between 

two distributions. 

To apply the gini index to black-white status inequality, accord

ing to Lieberson (1975), requires only that the distributional categories 
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be ordered from low to high status by some criterion (e.g., years of 

education, level of occupational prestige, or amount of annual family 

income). Once the distributional categories are so ordered, it is 

apparent that gini index's computation (Shryock, Siegel, and Associates, 

1973: 178) applies: 

N N 
Gi=p:: X,·Y1·+ l ) - (J: X ·y i ); 

1=1 1 i=1 i+1 

where Xi (white) and Yi (black) are the respective cumulative percentage 

distributions over N status categories. In words, the gini index 

quantifies concentrations of Whites above Blacks in status, reduced by 

concentrations of Blacks above Whites. 

Perhaps this quantification can be made more intuitively 

apparent by an alternative computational formula of gini (Lieberson, 

1975: 280): 

N N-i-l 
pr(X>Y)=E X.( E y.) and: 

i=2 1 j=l J 

N N-i-l 
pr(Y<X)=E y.( E X·) and; 

i=2 1 j=l J 

Gi= pr(X>Y) - pr (Y>X); 

where Xi (white) and Yi (black) are the category proportions and Xj and 

Yj are the respective cumulative percentages up to (but not including) 

the highest status category. As Lieberson (1975) notes, this makes 

obvious that the inequality being measured by the gini index (Lieberson 

refers to it as the index of net difference, NO) is the probability 

that Whites are of higher status than Blacks, pr(X>Y), minus the 
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probability that Blacks are higher status than Whites, pr(Y>X). 

Readily clear then, is the apparent refinement introduced by 

the employment of the gini index to quantify status inequality. First, 

the index assumes ordinal data, which resolves delta's problem of 

indiscriminately summing all distributional differences as inequality 

without regard to where in the distribution (high or low status) they 

occur. Second, since it is logically possible that pr(Y>X) can be 

greater than pr(X>Y), the gin; index resolves the issue of which 

direction the status inequality takes (cf. Johnson's 1973 criticisms, 

in this regard). 

Since the gini index measures inequality as a deviation from 

inequality conceived as equally accumulating distributions across 

categories of status from low to high (cf. Duncan and Duncan, 1955B; and 

below for greater elaboration) the index "appreciates II what Robinson 

(1957 and 1959) notes to be characteristic of the geometry of agreement. 

Specifically, equality between distributions of black-white 

status when plotted always falls on a 45 degree diagonal where Xi=Yi, 

and Xj=Y jo Black-white inequality is then the extent that XitYi and 

Xj1Yj (see below where the geometry of this is displayed). Of course, 

these inequalities can be either the result of Xj>Yj or Xj<Yj' so that 

the "curve" of inequality can logically fall below or above the diagonal 

(a point seemingly lost on Krishnan, 1981). 

Unfortunately, \'Jhile the gini index resolves some of the problems 

involved with accurate measurement of status inequality, it does not, 

and cannot, resolve them all. Specifically, the gini index cannot 



224 

distinguish between gradations in distance between categories of status. 

That is, gini is insensitive to the possibility (fact) that Blacks 

concentrated in domestic employ are more disadvantaged than Blacks 

concentrated in the crafts, relative to Whites concentrated in the 

professions. This inability to distinguish the amount of relative 

deprivation, is inherent to the gini index because it assumes the data 

are only ordinal .and not interval or ratio. 

Since many of the criticisms levied at delta in the foregoing 

chapters were that the index of dissimilarity inadequately detected 

this type of relative deprivation; the gini index, while significantly 

more satisfactory as an index of status inequality, is likewise, guilty 

of this same inadequacy. To resolve this problem in quantification of 

status inequality, another index must be proposed. 

Tridelta: An Interval (Ratio) Index of Status Inequality 

It was noted often in the foregoing chapters that delta could 

not detect the incongruent "sourcesll of'inequality either between 

regions nor across time. Frequently, these incongruencies were 

precisely of the nature of relative deprivation just noted. Specifically, 

delta (and for that matter gini) cannot distinguish between concen

trations of Blacks in low status (Southern and 1960 patterns) and 

concentrations of Blacks in middle status (Northern and 1970 patterns). 

For these distinctions, gini is equally inadequate for cross-regions 

or over time comparisons. 

In fact, any nominal or ordinal statistic is not suitable for 

this "subtle" difference in the composition of inequalities. In other 
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words, even with the 9ini index, comparative analysis could be, and 

probably would be, misleading. To resolve this issue, an index which 

assumes the data manifest the properties of interval and/or ratio 

numbers is imperative. 

The author is aware that many social scientists will not be 

convinced that status distributions conform to all the properties of 

interval and ratio data. On the other hand, the incredulous reader 

must be satisfied with the inability to answer questions of regional 

comparability in status deprivation. Without the assumptions of at 

least interval data, reliable comparative analysis is impossible. 

Since these comparative analyses are the ultimate goal of the 

present study, an index which resolves these issues must be proposed. 

The following attempts exactly this proposition through new formulations. 

Constructed for this study of regional comparability in the 

relation of status to residential segregation, is the index of relative 

deprivation (tridelta). As it is yet another index of inequality, 

some care must be exercised in its presentation. In this section, only 

its general nature and computation will be addressed. 

However, later sections in this chapter will attempt to demon

strate its relation to both delta and the gini index. Such comparisons 

should facilitate an intuitive understanding of its meaning and provide 

some confidence in its utility, even to those who might quarrel with its 

applicability to the present data. That is to say, tridelta should be 

understood as worthy of consideration anytime the researcher is able 

(willing) to assume the data is interval and when the quantification of 

inequality between two distributions is the research purpose. 
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Before tridelta can be presented as an alternative to either 

delta, gini, or any other index of inequality, another computational 

formula for the gini index must be presented. Specifically, the gini 

index can be computed much more ardously than in either of the above 

stated formulas by: 
N N 

Gi = ( l: Xi· Y i - 1 ) - (, l: Xi - 1 • Y i ) ; 
i=l i=l 

where Xi and Yi is the uncumulated percent of Whites and Blacks, respect

ively. That is, the left summation is over every uncumulated proportion 

white multiplied by every uncumulated black proportion of lower status. 

Obviously, this computation will produce an identical index 

value to the normal (cumulative) formula of gini presented above; but 

requires many more steps. However, to incorporate the assumptions of 

interval (ratio) data, it is necessary that each multiplication include 

a "wei ght" that refl ects the "di stance ll bet\'1een the white category and 

the black cate90ry in question. This is.to say, that tridelta is a 

weiqhted gini index of inequality. Proof of this can be seen in the 

following formula of tridelta: 

where Kd equals a "weighted factor" specific to the distance (difference) 

between the specific Xi and Yi-l in the multiplication. 

For example, if 20 percent of the Whites have completed 12 years 

of education and 20 percent of the Blacks have completed only eight 

years of education (for a difference of four years of schooling) the 

formula indicates that one step in the computation is to multiply: 



K (X i )(Yi-2); or 

4(.2)(.2) = .16 
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However, if the computation was to exactly follow this pres

cription, the maximum value of TO would be equal to K, where K is the 

range of the distribution. Specifically, if education is reported in 

categories from zero years of school to 16 years of school, by taking 

the absolute difference in the black-white categories as the weighting 

factor, the maximum possible value of TO would equal 16 [where all 

Whites had 16 years of education and no Blacks had any schooling, 

i.e., K(Xi)(Yi_7) = 16 (1.00(1.00)]. Because such a range is undesirable 

(due to its dependence on the range of K); tridelta's weights are 

"standardized" by the range of K. Thusly: 

where K is the maximum possible difference in categories and k is the 

actual difference between any Xi and Yi-l' By expressing the weight as 

a proportion of the maximum possible difference, tridelta has therefore, 

a possible range of -1.00 to +1.00. 

Fortunately, such an arduous computation of tridelta need not 

deter the reader from serious consideration of the index's merits. 

This is because there is a short formula for calculating tridelta, which 

will be given below. The long formula is necessary however, so that 

it can be precisely seen and understood that the index of relative 

deprivation is a weighted qini index. The next section, by comparing 

the three indexes of inequality, should make more explicit the advan

tages accrued by the adoption of the gini index and finally, tridelta 
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over delta. 

Indices of Ineguality: A Comparison 

It should be apparent, at least since Duncan and Duncan (1955b) 

pointed out the fact that the index of dissimilarity and the gini index 

are related. Since the index of relative deprivation is a weighted 

gini index, 'it follows that tridelta is related to both delta and gini. 

This section should make those relationships obvious. And while 

explicitly displaying the relations between the three measures, their 

differences will become apparent, as well. 

Table 54 presents five simple distributions of hypothetical 

data to facilitate an understanding of the computation of delta, gini 

and tridelta and to explicate their differences. Panel A displays the 

only case when delta, gin1 and tridelta are all equal to one (where the 

disadvantaged group is as disadvantaged as possible and the advantaged 

qroup is as advantaged as possible). 

A comparison drawn between Panels A and B evoke insight into 

the principle differences between the indexes. Specifically, when the 

black population is elevated from absolute destitution (Panel A) to 

only relative disadvantage (Panel B), only tridelta reflects the 

improvement. Inspection of PanBl C produces a similar understanding. 

Since this is analogous to what was found to be a major difference 

between the South (Blacks concentrated in low status) and the North 

(Blacks concentrated in middle status), this discrimination between 

the situation in Panel A and either Panel B or C is critical. 

A comnarison of Panels D and E affords inspection of delta's 
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Table 54. Delta, Gini and Tridelta Compared on Five Hypothetical 
Distributions 

Percent PerGent Index 
Panel Category White Black Value 

2 0 100 D=l .00 
A 4 0 0 G=1.00 

6 100 0 TD=1.00 

2 0 0 D=l .00 
B 4 0 100 G=1.00 

6 100 0 TD=0.50 

2 0 90 D=l .00 
C 4 0 10 G=1.00 

6 100 0 TD=0.95 

2 10 50 D=0.50 
D 4 40 50 G=0.65 

6 50 0 TD=0.45 

2 10 0 D=0.40a 

E 4 50 90 G=0.21 b 

6 40 10 TD=0.10c 

a D=U.l0-0) + (.90-.50) + (.40-JO)J / 2=.10+.40 +.30 =.80/2 = .40 
b G= .40 (.90)-[.10 (.50) +.10 (.10) + .90 (.10)J =.36-[ .05+.01+.09]=.21 
c TD= 2/4(.40)(.90)-[2/4(.10)(.50) + 4/4(.10)(.10)+2/4(.90)(.10)J=.18-

[.025+.01+.045J=.10 
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failure (i.e., attributing the ten percent difference in the category 

of two (2) in Panel E to greater; not less inequality). The reader 

should note that, by definition the only time gin; can be less than 

delta is when delta is in error (overstates the extent of inequality). 

In all other cases (save the limiting case where delta equals gini and 

both are equal to 'one), gini must be greater than delta. This inherent 

disparity between delta and gini will be more obvious, perhaps, when 

the indexes' geometric relationships are presented below. 

Finally, the reader should note of Table 54 that in every case 

(except the limiting case presented in Panel A) tridelta must be less 

than the value of 9ini. This is, of course, due to the similar com

putations between gini and tridelta with tridelta always reflecting a 

weighting that lowers the absolute value of the gini to the relative 

value of tridelta. 

A Comparison of Indices by Two Criteria 

According to Allison (1978) any index of inequality should 

have at least the property of scale invariance and should conform to 

the principle of transfers. Scale invariance means that a given index 

value is unchanged when the category values are all multiplied by a 

constant (for example, income is doubled for every category for both 

Blacks and Whites). 

The principle of transfers, first noted by Dalton in 1920 

(Allison, 1978: 868), states that whenever income is transferred from 

a high status group (Whites) to a low status group (Blacks), that the 

index should go down no matter how much money is transferred or how 
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rich or poor the donor and recipient are. 80th of these index criteria 

\'Iill be applied to the three measures of status inequality. 

Panel 8 of Table 55 presents the results of multiplying the 

categories in Panel A by a factor of two. Each of the three indices 

are unaffected, as they should be. Of course, since neither delta nor 

gini take into account the category values anyway, this is a moot 

point for them. Tr;delta, which does take into account category values, 

is acceptable because it also is "scale invariant." 

Panel C of Table 55 presents a test for tridelta's scale of 

invariance by adding a constant (five) to each category in Panel A. 

Again, the index of relative deprivation is unchanged. This might be 

problematic since some students of inequality could argue that given 

two persons (races) having $5,000 and $15,000 incomes there is clear 

inequality. Giving each person (group) then an extra one million 

dollars of income would make their inequality trivial. Tridelta would 

not reflect this "reduction" in inequality as tridelta still measures 

the relative deprivation of the lower income group. For this reason, 

inequality measured by tridelta for categories over status values with 

diminishing marginal utility (such as income) might be unsatisfactory 

for some research purposes. However, distributions of status commonly 

encountered, including income, do not reflect such benevolent gifts 

as to make differences in income of $10,000 per annum trivial. More

over, tridelta is no more inadequate here than is delta and gini, as 

neither of them reflect this change as well. 

Table 56 presents the results of testing delta, gini and 

tridelta for conformity to the principle of transfers. Panel 8 in 
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Table 55. Delta, Gini and Tride1ta Compared on Three Hypothetical 
Distributions for Scale Invariance 

Percent Percent Index 

Panel Category Hh;te Black Value 

2 10 0 D=0.40 

A 4 50 90 G=0.21 
6 40 10 TD=0.10 

4 10 0 D=0.40 

B 8 50 90 G=0.21 

12 40 10 TD=0,10a 

7 10 0 D=O,40 

C 9 50 90 G=0.21 

11 40 10 TD=0.10b 

a TO=4/8(.40)(.90)-[4/8(.10)(.50)+8/8(.10)(.10)+4/8(.90)(~10)J= 
.18-(.025+.01+.045)=.10 

b TO=2/4(.40)(.90)-[2/4(.10)(.50)+4/4(.10)(.10)+4/8(.90)(.10)]= 
.18-{ .025+.01+.045)=.10 
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Table 56. Delta, Gini and Tridelta Compared on Three Hypothetical 
Distributions for the Principle of Transfers 

Percent Percent Index 
Panel Category White Black Value 

2 0 95 0=.95 

A 4 5 !i G=.9975 

6 95 0 TD=.95 

2 0 90 0=.90 

B 4 10 10 G=.99 

6 90 0 TD=.90 

2 5 90 D=.95 

C 4 0 10 G=,9495 

6 95 0 TO=,90 
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comparison with Panel A reflects the transfer of status from the 

highest group of Whites to the lowest status Blacks. In compliance with 

the dictate, all three measures of inequality decline as a result of 

status being transferred from the Whites to the Blacks. 

However, Panel C, which reflects a transfer of an equal amount 

of status from the middle status Whites to the low status Blacks produce 

different results. Here, delta fails absolutely to detect the change 

in distributions from the situation in Panel A. Gini, in contrast, 

reflects a significantly larger decrease in value than it did when the 

transfer was from high status Whites (Panel B). Tridelta, alone, 

registers the "identical" change in inequality between Blacks and Whites 

for both panels Band C. 

Clearly then, tridelta is preferable on the criterion of trans

fers. In fact, Allison (1978: 868) shows mathematically that gini is 

particularly insensitive to transfers at either distribution extreme 

(like Panel B) and is relatively more sensitive to middle distribution 

transfers (Panel C). As Allison notes (1978: 869), "it is not easy 

to think of cases where this property [greater midrange sensitivity by 

gini] would be desirable in itself." Since delta is insensitive to 

some transfers and gini gives an uneven response, tridelta would appear 

superior to both. This, "flat" response by tridelta, would be especially 

desirable when the research concerns status without diminishing utility 

(education) or when the variable's value is lIirrelevant" to the analysis 

(Allison, 1978; 869). 

While the comparisons made on hypothetical distributions promote 

useful understanding, it cannot replace scrutiny of the indices behavior 
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on real data. The next section provides such an inspection. 

A Comparison of Indices on Actual Data 

This section will present educational inequality for the central 

city of Akron, Ohio (chosen simply as a matter of convenience) as 

measured by delta, gini and tridelta. By doing so, the opportunity will 

arise to witness the greater accuracy of gini and tridelta over that of 

delta. Additionally, the short computation of tridelta will be pre

sented and the three measures' geometric relationship will be detailed. 

Table 57 presents the distributions of Akron's Blacks and Whites 

across educational categories as enumerated by the 1960 census. Readily 

apparent is that the three indices are quite divergent in what they 

measure (detect). Specifically, delta equals 23.8; gini "equals" 28.4 

and tridelta is 11.4. Since gini's value is only slightly more than 

delta's (recalling the above discussion), it is apparent that the value 

of educational inequality as measured by delta is probably in error. 

Close inspection of Table 57 shows the discrepancy to be located 

in the category of eight years of formal schooling. That is, delta 

takes the 4.1 difference in this category to be evidence of greater 

inequality, when in fact, more Hhites than Blacks are so schooled! 

Patently, delta is in error and therefore, gini reflects this error by 

beinq only slightly higher than delta. 

Tridelta is considerably less than delta, as it should be. 

However, without further information, provided below, it is impossible 

to detemine whether gini or tridelta should be utilized. For now, it 

is sufficient to note that both gini and tridelta are preferable to 



Table 57. Educational Inequality for Akron, Ohio in 1960 

Category 

0 

1-4 
5-7 

8 

9-11 
12 

13-15 

> 15 

Percent 
White 

1.4 
3.5 

11.1 

18.6 
22.4 
26.8 
8.7 

7.6 

Delta 

Gini 

Percent 
Black 

2.5 

13.2 
20.3 

14.5 
26.1 
17.2 

4.4 

1.7 

= 23.8 

= 28.4 

Tridelta ~ 11 .4a 

Difference 
(B-W) 

1.1 

9.7 
9.2 

-4.1 
3.7 

~9.6 

-4.3 
-5.9 

236 

a TD=16/16 (1 .1}+13.5/16 (9.7}+10/16 (9.2}-8/16 (4.1}+6/16(3.7}-4/16(9.6) 
-2/16 {4.3)=1l.4 
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Moreover, as a footnote for Table 57, the short computation of 

tridelta is given. Fortunately, the index of relative deprivation can 

be computed by: 

N-'j 
TD = ~ k/K(Xi-Yi); 

i=l 

where th~ weight, k/K, is again the proportionate disadvantaged associated 

with a given lower status category and Xi and Yi are the proportions 

white and black, respectively, in a given category. Note in particular 

that the summation over weighted differences does not include the 

highest status category because the Blacks in this category are not 

(even in comparison to the highest status Whites) deprived. 

As a matter of taste, this highest status category is excluded 

from the computational definition of tridelta. Including it, of course, 

would result in an identical value for tridelta since the difference in 

proportion White and Black would always be multiplied by a weight of zero. 

tlot only is this formula appealing because it is much more 

parsimonious than the weighted gini formula given above, but note its 

similarity to delta's computation. In other words, since most students 

of status inequality and residential segregation have relied on delta 

in the past, little additional computation is needed to obtain the more 

accurate index of relative deprivation. Specifically, having calculated 

delta, all that is needed in addition, is the sign of the difference 

between categories and the appropriate category weight. That is, users 

of the index of dissimilarity have already made the basic calculations 



essential to the computation of tridelta. Since the category weight 

is critical in determining what value tridelta may take, its con

sideration is imperative. 
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Determination of Relative Deprivation Weights. This section will 

discuss the determination of the appropriate category weights for this 

study only! That is to say, first the discussion is not to be construed 

as a prescription of appropriate weights for other research goals or in 

other applications of tridelta. Second, tridelta can be used with ~ 

set of category weights deemed appropriate by the user for the research 

purposes in question. Third, it is not the desire of this study to enter 

into the seemingly irresolvable debates of how to handle open-ended 

category data. 

It is hoped that if the reader is dissatisfied with the weighting 

of categories, herein, that this will not deter him/her from serious 

consideration of tridelta as an index of inequality. The deficiences 

.of delta beg for a more accurate measure of status inequality. The 

author, for one, wishes not to alienate anyone from recognition of and 

confrontation with this need by unnecessary prescriptions of category 

weights. 

In Tables 58 to 60, the category weights employed in this study 

are presented for the relative deprivation in educational, occupational 

and income, respectively. The educational weights are straight forward, 

the category midpoints. Sixteen years of education is taken as the 

midpoint of the over 15 years of schooling category. Those who would 

quarrel with this assumption are reminded that there is nothing inherent 

to tridelta that resolves the problems associated with open-ended 



Table 58. Estimates of Relative Deprivation (Weights) Used in 1960 
and 1970 Educational Trideltas 

Category Midpoint Difference ~'!ei ght 
(diff. /16) 

0 0 16,0 1.000 

1-4 2.5 13.5 0.844 

5-7 6 10.0 0.635 

8 8 8.0 0.500 

9-11 10 6,0 0.375 

12 12 4.0 0.250 

13-15- 14 2.0 0.125 

>15 16 0.0 0.000 

239 
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Table 59. Estimates of Relative Deprivation (Weights) Used in 1960 and 
197J OccupQtional Trideltas 

Average Weighta 
Year Category SEI Difference (01ff./65.7) 

Prof 73.5 0.0 0.000 

Man 59.6 13.9 0.212 

Sales 53.7 19.8 0. 031 

Cler 45.0 28.5 0.434. 

1960 Craft 32.5 41.0 0,624 

Opr 19.4 54.1 0.823 

Serv 16.7 56,8 0.865 

Dom 8.0 65.5 0.997 

Lab 7.8 65.7 1. 000 

Prof 74.8 0.0 0.000 

Man 65.2 9.6 0.144 

Sales 54.5 20.3 0.304 

Cler 46.1 28.7 0.430 

1970 Craft 33.6 41 . 2 0.617 

Serv 22.4 52.4 0.784 

Opr 21 . 1 53.7 0.804 

Lab 12.0 62.8 0.940 

Dom 8.0 66.8 1. 000 

Source: Hout (1981). 

Weighta (Diff./65.7) 
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Table 60. Estimates of Relative Deprivation (Weights) Used in 1960 
and 1970 Income Tride1tas 

Weighta 

Year Category Midpoint Difference (Diff./16,900) 

<1 450 16,900 1.000 

1-2 1,450 15,900 0.941 

2-3 2,450 14,900 0.882 

3-4 3,450 13,900 0.822 

4-5 4,450 12,900 0.763 

1960 5-6 5,450 11 ,900 0.704 

6-7 6,450 10,900 0.645 

7-8 7,450 9,900 0.586 

8-9 8,450 8,900 0.527 

9-10 9,450 7,900 0.467 
>10 17,350 0 0.000 

<1 450 17,550 1 .000 

1-2 1,450 16,550 0.943 

2-3 2,450 15,550 0.886 

3-4 3,450 14,550 0.829 

4-5 4,450 13,550 0.772 

1970 5-6 5,450 12,550 0.715 

9-7 6,450 11 ,550 0.658 

7-8 7,450 10,550 0.601 

8-9 8,450 9,550 0.544 

9-10 9,450 8,550 0.~87 

>10 18,000 0 0.000 

a Weight equals difference/17,550 in 1970. 
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category reporting, nor is there anything sacred about the solution 

contained herein. Applications of tridelta allow other users to define 

the weights of the categories as they deem appropriate to the goals 

of their own research and the limitations of their own data. That is, 

the assigning of weights is an empirical question peculiar to any 

particular data set. 

Table 59 reports the weights employed for the computation of 

occupational indexes of relative deprivation. For the present study, 

it seemed appropriate to simply use the average socioeconomic index 

(SE1) for each broad occupational category provided by Duncan (1961a 

and 1961b). That the weights change between census years reflect 

different intracategory distribution changes graciously provided by 

Hout (1981). Moreover, it should be recalled that the Duncan SEI is 

appropriately understood as a measure of occupational prestige. For 

this reason, its utilization in a measure of status inequality seems 

defensible. 

It should also be noted that the categories of occupation are 

not in the order presented throughout the rest of this study nor in 

the order the census reports. They are ordered according to SEI and 

this order was the one used to calculate the values of gini (per 

Lieberson, 1975), as well. 

Table 60 then provides the estimations of relative income 

deprivation. Once more there is nothing sacred about the assumed mid

points of either the less than $1,000 or the more than $10,000 income 

brackets. The reader is. however, referred to Table 8-13 for documen

tation of what was considered in the estimation of the category mean 



243 

for the greater than $10,000 category for both years. 

Since the weights are potentially the most controversial aspect 

to the employment of tridelta as a measure of status inequality, it 

should be reiterated that tridelta can be adopted with callous disregard 

to the weights employed in this study. Clearly, other data sets would 

often require other weights. The weights utilized in this study do 

seem reasonable based on the best information available to the author. 

Nothing more is implied, nor intended. 

The Geometric Relationships Among the Three Indices. The data 

provided in Table 61 for Akron, Ohio will again be employed to facilitate 

an understanding of the interrelationships between delta, gini and 

tridelta. Figure 16 displays these geometric relationships. 

Clearly, the relationship between gini and delta is apparent. 

That is, delta is equal to the maximum distance between the line of 

inequality (Lorenz curve) and the diagonal line of equality, within 

rounding error. This difference, which occurs in the nine to 11 

category is underlined in Table 61 and shown in Figure 16 as a vertical 

line from the line of equality to a point on the "curve" of inequality 

defined by the point (62.1, 38.4). Of course, this is the relationship 

between gini and delta astutely reported by the Duncan's (1955b). 

The "curve" of inequality is simply the line segments defined 

by the cumulative percents (taken as points) presented in columns four 

and five in Table 61. The value of gini is the area between the 

diaqonal and the "curve" of inequality expressed as a proportion of the 

total area beneath the diagonal. The value of the denominator is, by 

definition, the triangle (6 ABC) defined by connecting the points of 



244 

Table 61. Educational Inequality Using Reordered Cateqories for 
Akron, Ohio in 1960 

. Percent Cumulative Percent 
Category White Bl ack Diff. White Black Diff. 

0 1.4 2.5 1.1 1.4 2.5 1.1 
1-4 3.5 13.2 9.7 4.9 15.7 10.8 
5-7 11. 1 20.3 9.2 16.0 36.0 20.0 

9-11 22.4 26.1 3.1 38.4 62.1 23.7 
8 18.6 14.5 4.1 57.0 76.6 19.6 
12 26.8 17.2 .6 83.8 93.8 10.0 

13-15 8.7 4.4 4.3 92.5 98.2 5.7 
15 7.6 1.7 5.9 100.1 99.9 0.2 

47.6 

Delta = 47.6 /2 = 23.8 

Gini = 301.1095 - 269.4993 = 31.61 
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Fig. 16. Geometric Relationships of Delta, Gini and Tride1ta 
for Educational Inequality in Akron, Ohio in 1960 



(0.0, 0.0), (1.0, 1.0) and (1.0, 0.0). This understanding of gini, 

provided by its graphic presentation in Figure 16, will be the basis 

of interpreting the meaning of inequality as measured by the gini 

index, given below. 

246 

Tridelta is also diagrammed in Figure 16. It is graphically 

sho\'Jn to be the curve of i nequa 1 ity reduced at each poi nt by the extent 

of relative deprivation at that statu;; category (weight). Using the 

short co~putation as illustrative, tridelta measures the direction of 

inequality (difference between population proportions) IIweighted ll by 

the amount of deprivation at a given status level relative to Whites. 

Before leaving Figure 16 and Table 61, the reader should note 

that the value of gini computed in Table 61 is not the same as the 

value of gini computed in Table 57 (31.6 versus 28.4, respectively). 

This incongruency is the product of reversing the order of the eight 

and nine to 11 years of schooling categories, which must be done for 

gini to ~ean what it is supposed to mean. 

That is to say, the ordering of categories by status, as 

prescribed above, and the ordering of categories by either increasing 

or decreasing proportions (as prescribed for gini) produce discrepant 

results. This point is critical for three reasons. First, ranking 

the categories by status produces an inequality measure of unknown 

properties. Second, it does ~ot resolve the problem of delta that 

makes the index uninterpretable, where the probability of Blacks being 

in hiqhel~ status cateqories is greater than the probabil ity of Hhites 

(or vi ce-versa in 10\'J status categories). Expl i citly stated, every time 
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the index of dissimilarity failed in Tables 51 through 53, so does 

gini calculated for status ranked categories. When these cases arise 

(when status anomalies are present), the computation of gini for 

categories arranged (ranked) by status produces a measure of inequality 

that is itself, virtually meaningless. 

Conversely, when this is not the case (Blacks are of higher 

concentration in low status and vice-versa for high status), the gini 

index "measures" inequality accurately (or at least, as it should). 

In summary, the employment of gini calculated over status ranked 

categories introduces the same incidence of error that was found for 

delta! 

Third, this problem is not easily resolved. In fact, it means 

that the gini index, to be an improvement over delta, must be computed 

"uniquely" for every city that has the anomaly of greater high status 

black proportions or greater low status white proportions (as done in 

Table 56). By having to reorder the categories per each cities' 

distributions, two undesirable properties of gini are made explicit. 

First, it is hiqhly inconvenient to have to differentially compute 

indexes by individual cities. Second, when such a procedure is adopted 

to assure a gini value with traditional interpretation, comparability 

between cities would seem jeopardized. 

For these reasons, it is contended that tridelta is clearly 

preferable to either delta or gin; for quantification containing these 

status anomalies. This i.s because tridelta, by incorporating category 

weights, in effect, "reorders" the categories. 
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Said differently, the computation of tridelta, intuitively 

obvious in the short computation from category differences (as given 

in Table 57) incorporates the advantages of gini (when there exists no 

status anomalies), but without having to reorder each cities' distri

butions when anomalies do exist. Moreover, the standard computation 

of tridel~a across all distributions avoid interpretation problems 

introduced by gini's "unique" computations. To reiterate, the index 

of relative deprivation is quite superior to either delta or gini, when 

the research can (will) assume the data have the properties of interval 

or ratio numbers. 

On the other hand, since each of the three measures are employed 

in this study, it is imperative that their interpretation be explicitly 

given. The following section makes the interpretations before the actual 

analysis of status inequality and residential segregation is undertaken 

in Chapter seven. 

The Interpretation of Status Inequality 
as Quantified by Delta, Gini and Tridelta 

Allison (1978: 865) notes, in agreement with the author, that: 

•. the choice of an inequality measure is properly regarded 
as a choice among alternative definitions of inequality rather 
than a choice among alternative ways of measuring a single 
theoretical construct [emphasis added]. 

The following will attempt to specify the alternative definitions of 

inequality inherent to the particular index of status inequality employed. 

Delta as a Definition of Status Inequality 

Since this study as elaborated the interpretation of the index 

of dissimilarity both theoretically and empirically at some length, this 
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treatment can legitimately be brief. It is important that the reader 

understand that the interpretation of delta must, by definition, be 

limited to nominal data assumptions. 

The index of dissimilarity, variously described as a measure of 

unevenness, disproportion, or lack of overlap is a crude or gross 

quantification of inequality. It measures, and accurately so in every 

case, the extent of the distributions' lack of similarity. It can 

properly be used as a measure of "inequality" when the researcher 

assumes or wishes to empirically determine the importance of simple 

black-white differences. In particular, the index of dissimilarity 

might be appropriate when the lIinequality," ~~, is critical (or 

assumed to be) to race relations. That is, when discrimination or 

exploitation is understood to be only a product of black-white differences, 

reqardless of whether Blacks are of greater or lesser status, delta can 

be properly employed. 

Obviously, most race relations theory, and in particular to this 

study, the assumptions underlying the ecological perspective, make more 

explicit that racial inequality is taken to mean more than this "crude" 

type of inequality. Explicitly, most theories of racial inequality 

posit a direction to the inequality (black deprivation) as critical. 

In other words, when the theory is concerned with making predictions 

that are entwined with the notions of relative advantage or disadvantage, 

delta is an inadequate measure of inequality. For these or similar 

theoretical testing, an alternative index (operational definition) is 

required. 
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Gini as a Definition of Status Inequality 

The gini index provides an alternative definition of inequality. 

However, the point must be explicitly clear, the following interpre

tation of the gini's meaning applies only to those cities where there 

existed no status anomalies (i.e., Blacks of higher status than Whites 

or Whites of lower status than Blacks). As noted above, when there 

does exist status anomalies, the interpretation of the value of the 

gini index (improperly computed) is unknown. 

A reexamination of Figure 16 should make the following interpre

tation of the gini index instinctive. The gini is the area between the 

IIcurvell of inequality and the diagonal of equality expressed as a 

proportion of the ~ABC. Careful attention to what this denominator 

(~ABC) is provides the syntactical understanding of what the gini index 

defines as equality. 

To be precise, the area of ~ ABC (taken as 1.00) is total, 

absolute deprivation. For the value of gini to be unity, the IIcurvell 

of inequality must lie on the line segments AC and Be. Said another 

way, the gini index measures inequality as the proportion of absolute 

deprivation possible. 

While it is not obvious that this operational definition of 

inequality has relevance to any popular race-relations theory's con

ceptualization of inequality; clearly, such theorizing is possible. 

Moreover, it is quite conceivable that differences (among central cities) 

in absolute status deprivation could be found to have significant 

relevance to race relations in other ways (for example, segregation). 
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In contrast, most race relations theories explicitly posit that 

the extent of relative, not absolute, deprivation as being crucial 

determinates of black-white relations. Of particular relevance, the 

ecological perspective explicitly recognizes the relative status of 

Blacks in comparison to Whites as an important determinant of spatial 

location. To quantify this definition of inequality, the index of 

relative deprivation is appropriate. 

Tridelta as a Definition of Status Inequality 

Tridelta defines inequality as the extent of status deprivation 

endured by Blacks in relation to what exists in the distribution of 

white status. Reconsideration of the hypothetical distributions 

presented in Table 54 should make this interpretation of tridelta 

intuitive. 

Specifically, comparing Panel A and B in Table 54, it can be 

seen that Panel B represents a situation where all Blacks are half as 

bad off as they conceivably could be (the situation in Panel A). Hence, 

tridelta has a value of 0.50 for Panel B and is equal to 1.00 in Panel A. 

Reflection on Panel C finds 90 percent of all Blacks as bad off 

as possible in comparison to Whites. Moreover, another ten percent is 

half as bad off as the Whites. Therefore, tridelta equals 0.95 (90 

percent plus five percent). To repeat, tridelta is a guantification 

of black disadvantage relative to the white situation. 

Panel E of Table 54 gives a more realistic example of what 

tridelta might measure. Here, ten percent of the Blacks are at no status 



disadvantage to Whites. Moreover, the lower status Blacks (in the 

category designated as four) are not all considered disadvantaged to 

Whites. That is, of the 90 percent of Blacks in this category, 50 

percent could be lIexpected" to be found in this category because 50 

percent of the Whites are in this category. For these reasons, only 

the "overrepresentation" of Blacks (40 percent) is taken by tridelta 
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as evidence of disadvantage in this categoryo And even at that, taken 

only at a rate of 50 percent, since this 40 percent of all Blacks could 

be situated in the lowest status catagoryo Finally, ten percent of the 

Whites are at a disadvantage relative to the Blacks, so tridelta is 

reduced to equal 0010 (0020 minus 0010)0 

It should be apparent then that tride1ta equals the relative 

disadvantage, not the absolute level of deprivation (as measure by gini), 

of Blacks in comparison to the actual status distribution of Whites. 

Since the concept of relative deprivation is not new nor unique to this 

study, it remains to be shown that this 1I0perationalization" justifies 

entitling tride1ta as the index of relative deprivationo 

Conceptualization of Relative Deprivation 

Relative deprivation was first employed as a theoretical 

construct in the classic /\merican Soldier sel'ies (Stouffer, et al, 

1965). Merton (1957:227-36) is appropriately credited with the first 

systematic treatment of the construct as he much improved the eclectic 

use of the idea in The American Soldier by synthesizing its meaning, 

interpretation and applicability. 

In recognition of Merton's contribution to both the synthesis 
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and the popularity of the concept of relative deprivation, Williams (1975) 

gives perhaps the most comprehensive treatment of the concept in "honor 

of Robert K. Merton." Consider the folloltJing observations by Williams 

(1975) in light of the operational definition of tridelta given above; 

Relative deprivation as a social condition refers exclusive-
ly to the fact that one social unit as compared with another has 
IImoreli of the same variable, for example, income, prestige, safety, 
piety (346-7} [emphasis original]. 

The social condition of relative deprivation results from 
interpersonal (or intercollective) comparisons rather than from 
intrapersonal comparisons (358). 

Feelings of relative deprivation are encouraged by any social 
process that diminishes barriers to comparison and emulation 
between the advantaged and the less advantaged. Thus, in the 
United States over recent decades, political and legal rights, 
access to education, access to public facilities, and common 
exposure to mass media are all structural conditions encouraging 
black peoDle to compare their income. jobs. and housinq with 
those of white people (362-3) [emphasis added]. 

Clearly, the concept of relative deprivation involves black 

disadvantage in comparison to the status attainment of Whites as the 

referent. Tridelta1s definition of inequality seems to appropriately 

measure just this conception of deprivation. Therefore, the author 

feels justified in entitling tridelta as the index of relative 

deprivation. 

The popularity of the concept would predict that its quantifi-

cation might provide a siqnificant advance in empirical studies of 

status inequality. At least, tridelta offers a definition of inequality 

often deemed important in race relations theory. Since it is a novel 

quantification of status inequality, its potential for providing new 

insights i.n the underpinnings of race relations seems considerable. 

Before this potential is assessed for status inequality and residential 



segregation, a comparative presentation of all three measures of 

inequality is necessary. 

Status Inequality: The Levels of Racial 
Ineguity Measured Three Hays 
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Tables 62 through 64 present the regional levels of status 

inequality measured by delta, gini and tridelta (recall that in Appendix 

A all three are provided for each of the 109 individual central cities). 

As expected, the mean gini indexes are invariably higher than delta and 

the trideltas are invariably lower than delta. Moreover, since the 

comparisons drawn between the regions and over time reflect nothing 

not already discussed about educational and occupational inequality as 

measured by delta in Table 8 (and reproduced here to facilitate com-

parisons between indexes), extensive comment is unwarranted. Basically, 

the gini and tridelta reflect greater racial inequality in 1960 and in 

the South. Also, these alternative indexes reflect greater change 

toward social equality in the South than in the North, as did delta. 

This confirms the' conclusion drawn using delta--the regions are much 

more comparable in 1970 than was the case in 19600 

However, since tridelta alone takes into account the amount of 

inequality, relative deprivation in income goes up slightly from 1960 

to 1970 in both regionso This, undoubtably, reflects the considerable 

concentration of Whites in the more than $10,000 annual income category 

in 1970 and the category·s greater weight in 1970 than in 19600 

Two interpretations seem plausibleo First, since both delta and 

9ini have been shown to produce numerous errors in quantifying 

inequality, one can assume that their comparisons between 1960 and 
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Table 62. Educational Inequality as Measured by Delta, Gini and' 
Tridelta by Region and Year 

Region 

South 

North 

Statistic 

X 

SO 

V 

SO 

V 

Delta Gini Tridelta 
1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 

29.15 

9.13 

31.33 

17.61 

5.05 

28.67 

25.48 36.47 

8.29 13.03 

32.54 35.73 

17.52 18.15 

6.16 8.44 

35.14 46.50 

30.49 16.32 12.87 

14.78 6.32 6.67 

48.47 38.73 51.83 

15.45 7.30 5.72 

11.46 3.44 4.29 

74.17 47.12 75.00 



Table 63. Occupational Inequality as Measured by Delta, Gini and 
Tridelta by Region and Year 
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Delta Gin; Tridelta 
Region Statistics 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 

X 55.19 42.54 62.92 46.22 33.10 24.65 

South SO 5.38 6,28 5.61 7.50 4.38 5.02 

V 9.75 14.58 8.92 16,23 13.23 20.37 

X 37.05 26.05 43.81 29.43 21 .94 15.22 

North SO 6.41 6.31 7.93 8.01 4.83 4.95 

V 17.31 24.24 18.40 27.22 22.01 32.52 
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Table 64. Income Inequality as Measured by Delta, Gini and Tridelta 
by Region and Year 

Delta Gini Tri delta 
Region Statistic 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 

X 41,82 33.91 51.76 42.24 21 ~56 26.92 

South SO 8.01 7.46 9.47 8.89 4.53 5.93 

V 19.15 22.01 18.30 21.05 20.91 22.03 

X 27.59 21.88 35.06 26.08 15.52 16.81 

North SO 6.05 5.47 7.92 6.77 4.03 4.28 

V 21.94 24.96 22.59 25,96 25,97 25.46 
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1970 are fault yo That is to say, tridelta alone is measuring the actual 

change in income inequality--it went up during the 1960's. This 

interpretation seems feasible for the following reasons. 

First, considerable care was taken in "weighting ll the income 

categories (cf. Table B-13)0 Second, the 1970 income distributions 

reflect considerable inflation over the 1960 distributionso Since it 

is widely recognized that inflation hurts the low income family more 

than the affluent, an index sensitive to relative deprivation should 

be expected to rise with substantial inflation. Third, even with delta, 

completely insensitive to the amount of income deprivation, the reduction 

in inequality from 1960 to 1970 was not dramatic (41.82 to 33.91 in the 

South and 27.59 to 21.88 in the North)o 

In contrast, the rise in relative income deprivation can be 

attributed to faulty category weights in 1960, 1970 or both. While this 

is conceivable, the author prefers the first interpretation for the 

reasons stated above. Since Chapter seven will apply all three measures 

to residential segregation, the indexes' empirical performance will shed 

some light on the relative merits of the indices' valueso 

Finally, inspection of Tables 57 through 58 show, as expected, 

that tridelta, due to its greater sensitivity to the "sources" of status 

inequality, invariably has greater variability (V) than either delta or 

gini. Of course, should relative deprivation in status influence 

spatial location, this greater variability should enhance predictions 

of residential segregation when tridelta is utilized. 
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Correlations Between the Three Measures 

While the foregoing discussion of the computation and inter

pretation of the three indices has highlighted their differences, it 

should come as no surprise that the three measures are interrelated. 

Table 65 documents the extent of the correlations between the measureso 

Predictably, tridelta is more related to the gini index than to 

delta, despite type of inequality or year for the 109 central cities. 

The lowest correlations are between delta and either the gini index or 

tridelta for educational inequality i.n 1970. Recalling the significant 

errors introduced by the use of delta in this quantification, the lower 

correlation coefficients should reflect a reduction in measurement error 

by gini and tridelta. In fact, for 1970 educational inequality, tri

delta could account for almost 19 percent more of the differences is some 

exogenous variable (say, segregation) dependent on status (1-090082). 

Following the findings of delta's deficiencies, the correlations 

between delta and the other two measures are generally higher where 

inequality is more acute (ioe., both occupational and income correlations 

are generally higher than those between the educational indices). 

Said differently, where inequality is severe, delta, as a rule, performs 

somewhat better and this is reflected in higher correlation with tri

delta. 

In fact, if the relatively low zero-order correlations do 

reflect the points where tridelta has significantly reduced the measure

ment error over that of delta; then at least, for 1970 education and 

occupation and for 1960 income tridelta should predict segregation 

significantly better than delta, This, of course, depends first, on 



Table 65. 

Delta 

Gini 
Tridelta 

Delta 

Gini 

Tridelta 

Delta 

Gini 
Tridelta 
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pearson Product Moment Correlations Between Inequali"ty 
Measure by Yeara 

Education 

Delta Gini Tridelta 

1.0000 .9722 .9694 

.9083 1. 0000 .9913 

.9008 .9886" 1 • 0000 

Occupation 

Delta Gint Tridelta 

1.0000 .9725 .9472 

.9600 1. 0000 .9629 

.9088 .9708 1. 0000 " 

Income 
Delta Gini Tridelta 

1 .0000 .9935 .9102 

.9888 1. 0000 .9186 

.9885 .9920 1. 0000 

a1960 above the diagonal and 1970 below the diagonal. 



the accuracy ~f the ecological perspective and second, on relative 

deprivation being a critical factor in residential location. This 

last point deserves further comment. 

The Ecological Perspective and Three 
Definitions of Status Ineguality 

From the above discussions where it was noted that delta, gini 
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and tridelta "define ll inequality differently, it should be apparent that 

they ~iqht relate to residential segregation differentlyo That is, in 

some cases (region and year), absolute deprivation might be more 

important than relative deprivation in determining segregation. In 

such a case, one would expect gini to be a better predictor of segregation 

than trideltao 

More generally, the point is that by predicting segregation from 

three different definitions of inequality (as done in the next chapter), 

one outcome will be a better understanding of just how status inequality 

relates to racial segr~gation. Explicitly, if oGcupational differences 

(deltas) more accurately predict segregation than does occupational 

disadvantage, either absolute (gini) or relative (tridelta), then one 

would conclude that neighborhoods segregate by occupations, not because 

of status deprivation. Said one other way, occupational delta as a 

superior predictor of segregation can be understood' to mean that simply 

because Blacks are segregated from Whites in occupational classification, 

they are residentially segregated" In contrast, if occupational 

disadvantage is producing lower status Blacks which cannot compete in 

the housing market with Whites, then tridelta or gini would more accurately 

predict segregation. 



With just such insights anticipated, the third portion of the 

study is undertaken in Chapter seven. Before that, one final caveat 

must be expressed. It is hoped that despite the reader's estimation 

of the accuracy of tridelta's weights and despite how tridelta might 
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fare as a predictor of segregation; delta as a measure of status 

inequality remains grossly inadequateo Explicitly, the mea?urement 

error introduced by delta must be avoided if the understanding of racial 

status inequality's relationship to any other variable is to be improvedo 

For those dissatisfied with trideOlta as a viable alternative to delta, 

do not lose sight of why its construction and proposal was demanded. 



CHAPTER 7 

REGIONAL STATUS INEQUALITY'S INFLUENCE ON 
RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION 

In Chapter six, two alternative measures of status inequality 

were proposed to avoid the inherent deficiencies of delta in cross 

regional and over time comparisonso In the present chapter, all three 

quantifications will be employed in the determination of the explanatory 

power of a "status model" of racial residential segregation. 

This analysis should produce two significant improvements over 

previous understandings of regional status inequality's role in influenc

ing segregation. First, the reduction of measurement error in quantify

ing status equality should produce more accurate cross time and region 

comparisons. At least with tridelta, the analysis will afford less 

erroneous conclusions about regional comparability for the ecological 

perspective because tridelta provides a mensuration of status inequality 

which takes into account the interregional variations in what inequality 

means. 

Second, because status inequality is measured three different 

ways, the analysis should provide better understanding of how status 

inequality influences spatial locationo That is to say, the analysis 

attempts to determine the specific nature of the "status model II in 

testing the ecological perspective. Explicitly, by comparing the 

predictive accuracy of delta (simple racial status differences), gini 
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(absolute status deprivation), and tridelta (relative deprivation), 

the analysis will allow precise specification of how status influences 

racial segregation. 

By conducting the analysis using all three indices, of course, 

the opportunity to assess the relative merits of delta, gini and 

tridelta will ariseo Appropriately, this methodological issue will be 

given secondary emphasis to the primary substantive issues. 

As a disclaimer, the analysis will provide ~ a status model 

of residential segregationo Since the research is only exploratory, 

other admittedly important factors influencing segregation will be 

excluded from the analysis. Explicitly, structural, factors (for example, 

city size, minority percent, percent manufacturing, and the like) will 

be ignored in these analyseso The present analysis is ~ concerned 

in determining the predictability of a status model of segregation. 

Hith these goals in mind, this chapter begins by turning attention 

to status inequality as a determinant of residential segregation across 

regions and over time. Since tridelta alone has a stable interpretation, 

despite region or time; it alone will be utilized in these first 

determinations, Once regional comparability is determined and the 

changes over time have been documented, focus will be directed towards 

determining how status influences residential location, which will 

require the use of all three indices of status inequalityo 

Regional Status Models of Residential Segregation 

Considerable effort was expended i~ the determination of the 

specific sources of incomparability in what constitutes status inequality 
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in a given region at a given timeo Moreover, the proposal of tridelta 

in Chapter six offers a considerably more reliable and valid quanti

fication of status inequality than has heretofore existed for a 

comparative analyses. However, these determinations and their proposed 

resolution through the use of the more refined index of relative depri

vation will not suffice alone to assure cross regional comparability. 

Hhi,ch is to say, II standardization" of the independent variables 

(status inequality) does not imply "standardization ll of the dependent 

variable (residential segregation} 0 For this source of incomparability, 

yet another refinement of technique must be introduced, lest the analysis 

still compare "unstandardized" regional models. Explicitly, the central 

cities' prior levels of segregation must be "controlled for" to determine 

the effects of status inequality on residential location. 

This stems from two fundamental observations. First, the prior 

levels of residential segregation are important determinants of existing 

levels of segregation. In general, social (ecological) systems are 

characterized by much cross time stability. Omitting prior levels of 

segregation from consideration, as every analysis save that of Guest 

and Weed (1976) has done, is tantamount to "assumingll that each of the 

central cities had equal levels of segregation prior to the time frame 

of the analysis. A reexamination of Table 17 should document the fallacy 

of that assumptiono 

Second, to ignore p~ior levels of segregation is equivalent to 

assuming that race relations, to the extent they are dependent on black

white status inequality, occur in a vacuum. Explicitly, for relative 

status inequality to be in effect, the opportunity for the social actors 
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to perceive status inequality must exist (i.e., visibility). Patently, 

such perceptions are linked to the extent that the races were (are) 

segregated from one another. 

To avoid such erroneous lIassumptions,!! and to assume a more 

accurate assessment of regional comparability, the present study 

incorporates Taeuber and Taeuber's (1965a) value of residential dis

similarity in 1940 as a control 0 This is accomplished by employing a 

hierarchical regression technique that assesses the effects of status 

inequality only after the 1940 level of segregation has accounted for 

as much variation in the 1960 and 1970 residential deltas as possible. 

Two implications of this procedure are worthy of mentiono First, 

in statistical terms, this means that the effects of the status variables 

are actually the reduction of the predictive error obtained by regressing 

1960 (1970) segregation on the 1940 segregation level aloneo Explicitly, 

the status variables' error is correlated with the residuals obtained 

from regressing 1960 (1970) residential dissimilarity on 1940 residential 

dissimilarity (Blalock, 1960: 331-2). 

Second, this procedure implies an analysis of change in resi

dential segregation due to status inequality levelso Said differently, 

the following regressions can be understood as the amount of change 

in residential segregation from 1940 to 1960 (1970) that can be accounted 

for by subsequent levels of relative educational, occupational and 

income deprivation. 

Table 66 presents the zero-order correlations among all the 

status model variables for both the South and the North. Discussion 



Table 66. Pearson Zero-Order Corre1ati~ns Among the Status Model 
Variables by Region and Year. 

SOUTH 

'70 Seg '60 Seg '50 Seg '40 Seg Ed TO Occ TO 

'70 Seg 1.00 .80 .45 .39 
'60 Seg .80 1.00 .70 .28 .17 

'50 Seg .45 1.00 
140 Seg .39 .70 1.00 .03 -.12 

Ed TO .31 -.17 -.16 1.00 .76 
Occ TO .18 -.26 -.27 .62 1.00 
Inc TO .30 -.20 -.26 .66 .62 

NORTH 
'70 Seg '60 Seg '50 Seg '40 Seg Ed TO Occ TO 

'70 Seg 1.00 .87 .70 .63 
'60 Seg .87 1.00 .77 .21 .22 
'50 Seg .70 1.00 
'40 Seg .63 .77 1.00 .15 .07 

Ed TO -.01 .15 .14 1.00 .75 
Oce TO -.05 -.04 -.02 .84 1.00 
Inc TO .20 .17 .14 .46 .37 
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Inc TO 

.03 

-.19 
.72 
.73 

1.00 

Inc TO 

.33 

.22 

.63 

.76 
1.00 

a19GO statistics above the diagonal and 1970 statistics below the diagonal. 



will be forestalled until the higher order partial correlations are 

presented belowo Table 66 is provided only for informationo 

A Status Model of Southern Segregation 
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Before presenting the results of regressing Southern residential 

segregation on status inequality, it should be made explicit that the 

prior level of Southern segregation should be anticipated as a "strong" 

predictor of 1960 and 1970 segregation. Besides the theoretical reasons 

cited above (ioe., ecological stability and visibility), there exists 

indirect empirical evidence of its importance. 

Explicitly, Schnore and Evenson (1966) found that the age of 76 

Southern cities was a more powerful predictor of the level of 1960 

residential segregation than was city size or percent nonwhite (taking 

each in turn while controlling for the other two). Moreover, Roof 

(1972} obtained almost identical results for 39 Southern cities in 1960. 

Consider Schnore and Evenson's (1966: 62) interpretation of this finding: 

It is clearly not age per se that influences current levels of 
segregation; rather, it is the survival of a pattern of residence 
that developed in only one part of the country in a particular 
erao 

Since Schnore and Evenson are using age of city as a proxy for prior 

residential patterns, using a direct measure of early segregation should 

produce even higher correlations hereo 

Table 67 presents the results of regressing 1960 and 1970 levels 

of residential dissimilarity on the indexes of relative educational, 

occupational, and income deprivation (trideltas) while controlling for 

1940 levels of segregation for the 45 Southern central cities. Each 

year's results will be discussed in turn, and then compared. However, 
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Table 67. Summary Statistics for Status Models of Southern Residential 
Segregation by Year 

1960 
2 

Regression 
R2 

R 
Stee Variable b SE Beta Change 

1 140 Seg .49 .08 .69 .485 .485 

Ed TO .17 .13 .23 

2 Occ TO .20 .19 .19 .570 .085 

Inc TO -.15 .18 -.14 

K 43.30 8.81 

Overall F=13.23; FO. 001 =S.70 for 4 and 40 df1s. 

1970 

140 Seg .42 .11 .50 .155 .155 

Ed TO • 15 . 15 .18 

2 Occ TO .03 .20 .03 .342 .187 

Inc TO .28 .18 .29 

K 42.25 11.64 

Overall F=5.21; FO. 01 =3.83 for 4 and 40 df's. 
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much of the interpretation of the individual status effects will be 

reserved for the analyses that compare the results of similar regressions 

using each of the three indices in turno 

A Status Model of 1960 Southern Residential Segregationo The 

upper panel of Table 67 presents the results of regressing 1960 

residential segregation on the indexes of relative deprivatidn controlling 

for 1940 levels of segregation for the 45 Southern central cities. 

Clearly, only the residual level of segregation (1940 residential dis

similarity) is significantly related to 1960 segregation. In fact, the 

prior level of segregation lIexplains" 4805 percent of the variance in 

1960 levels of segregation. 

In contrast, each of the levels of relative educational, 

occupational and income deprivation (tridelta) is insignificanto Of 

note, nonetheless, is that educational inequality is the strongest 

status predictor of residential segregation. Also, the effect of 

relative income deprivation is the weakest status variable and its 

effect is inverse. That is, the greater the income inequality, the 

lesser the residential segregation in the 1960 South. 

It should be pointed out that such statements as the strongest 

or weakest status variable, ~s done above and several times below, 

should not be taken absolutely literallyo A quick reexamination of the 

magnitude of the zero-order correlations among the status factors 

presented in Table 66 should warn against too much reliance on these 

weights and their relative importance. That is to say, the magnitude 

of th~se intercorrelations would lead one to suspect the possible 

presence of multicollinearity in these least square solutions, which, 
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of course, would lead to unstable partial correlations. The reader is 

asked therefore, to take the discussions of the rel~tive effects of the 

status variables, here and later, with the caution warranted by 

conceivably unreliable coefficients. 

Finally, the three measures of relative deprivation only explain 

8.5 percent of the variation in the levels of 1960 Southern segregation, 

collectively. Certainly, other factors (not the least of which is 

earlier levels of segregation) account·for most of the observed levels 

of 1960 Southern segregation. 

A Status Model of 1970 Southern Residential Segregation. By 

1970, the "explanation" of residential segregation in the South is much 

changed. Notably, the amount of 1940 segregation is much reduced in 

effect (from 48.5 percent of the variance explained to 15.5 percent). 

It is still true in the 1970 South, however, that the 1940 segregation 

variable is the only statistically significant effect in the status 

model presented in the lower panel of Table 67. 

The effects of the levels of relative status deprivation are 

likewise, much changed in the 1970 model 0 Specifically, the income 

tridelta is no longer the weakest predictor nor is its effect negative. 

In fact, its effect is not only direct, but income deprivation is now 

the "best" status "explanation" of residential segregation in the 1970 

South. 

Moreover, in 1970, relative occupational deprivation has virtually 

no effect on segregation. The educational tridelta alone is little 

changed by remaining a moderate (but insignificant) positive effect, 

Of particular note, the three trideltas now explain 18.7 percent 
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of the variance in 1970 levels of residential segregationo Specifically, 

their combined effect is much more (18.7 percent versus 805 percent, 

respectively) important in the 1970 South than was true in 1960. Of 

perhaps even greater importance, the collective effect of black-white 

status inequality is greater than the effect of the 1940 level of 

residential dissimilarity in the 1970 South. 

The finding that relative status deprivation is more important 

in determining 1970 Southern segregation than was true in 1960, sheds 

considerable doubt on Roof, Van Valey and Spain's (1976: 65-6) con

clusion. They assert that 1960 segregation is more lexp1ained" by 

socioeconomic factors than is true in the 1970 South. These results 

not only contradict their findings, but reinforce the contention that 

cross-time comparisons must utilize an index of status inequality that 

accounts for the "sources" of status inequality! Since Roof, Van Va1ey 

and Spain (1976) employ population differences in high status categories 

only (a quantification with many of delta's interpretation problems), 

it would appear their over time comparison is faulty and their conclusions 

therefore, misdirected. 

Since this result of greater influence in the 1970 South directly 

contradicts Roof, Van Valey, and Spain's (1976) results, a possible 

objection to this conclusion must be confronted. That objection is that 

the 1970 status effects would be expected to be higher than the 1960 

status effects due to the control employed in the analyses. In other 

words, the 1970 status model uses a control (1940 segregation) 30 years 

removed, while the 1960 status model by employing the identical variable, 

has a control only 20 years removed. Said one other way, 1940 segre-
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gation should be more correlated with 1960 segregation than 1970 

segregation. If this objection is valid, and no doubt it is, then a 

possible outcome is that 1970 status would artificially seem more 

important (i.e., the 1940 level of segregation is a less relevant 

control in 1970 than it was in 1960). 

Table 68 presents an attempt to directly address this objection. 

Specifically, Table 68 displays an identical regression of 1970 residen

tial segregation on the tride1tas, but with the 1950 levels of segregation 

used as a control. Comparing these results with Table 67 (both now 

employing segregation 20 years earlier as a control) show that the 

results were not a product of the methodology employed (viz. not a 

statistical artifact). 

In particular, 1950 segregat{on does, as expected, predict 1970 

segregation better than does 1940 segregation (20.4 percent versus 15.5 

percent, respectively); but the combined effects of relative status 

depri~ation are virtually unchanged. Specifically, using 1940 levels of 

segregation, status accounts for 18.7 percent of the variation in 1970 

segregation. Controlling with 1950 levels of segregation, the status 

factors still explain 18.6 percent of the 1970 residential dissimilarity! 

Obviously, the fact that socioeconomic status is more important 

in 1970 than in the 1960 South, cannot be explained away as a statis

tical artifact. To reiterate, segregation is more the product of status 

in 1970 than in 1960 for the central cities of the South. This would 

appear to reflect the considerably changed and improved South in 1970, 

which has been noted frequently in the foregoina chapters. Black status 

gains by 1970 are being manifested in Southern residential patternsa In 
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Table 68. Summary Sta.tistics for Alternative Status Models of Segregation 
in the 1970 South 

Regression 
R2 

R2 
Ste~ Variable b SE Beta Change 

1 '50 Seg .57 .13 .55 .204 .204 

Ed TO .19 .15 .22 

2 Occ TO .05 .19 .05 .390 .186 

Inc TO .22 .17 .23 

K 27.90 13.54 

Overall F=6.40; FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df's 
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fact, status is a more important determinant of 1970 Southern segregation 

than is 1940 segregation levels. 

A Status Model of Northern Segregation 

To assess the predictive accuracy of status inequality in the 

North, an identical approach was taken. Specifically, 1960 and 1970 

levels of Northern residential dissimilarity were regressed on measures 

of relative status deprivation (tride1tas), controlling for 1940 

observed levels of residential dissimilarityo 

As for the South, the 1940 level of segregation is again expected 

to be a significant predictor of 1960 (1970) segregation because of the 

above stated theoretical reasons (viz. stability of ecological patterns 

and visibility of status differences)o Moreover, some indirect empirical 

evidence predicts its importance in the North, as well. 

Specifically, Guest and Weed (1976: 1105) found that the 1930 

level of segregation in Cleveland, Ohio explained 42 percent of the 

variance in the 1970 level of segregation for 14 ethnic groups in 

Cleveland. Since it is well known that ethnic residence is generally 

more amenable to desegregation than is true for Blacks, it is anticipated 

that the 1940 level of racial segregation used herein, will be correlated 

with the levels of segregation observed for Northern central cities in 

1960 and 1970. 

A Status Model of 1960 Northern Residential Segregation. Examina

tion of the upper panel of Table 69 reveals the results of the 1960 

status model regression. Like what was found for the South, the level of 

segregation in the 1940 North is the only statistically significant 
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Table 69. Summary Statistics for Status Models of Northern Residential 
Segregation by Year 

1960 

Regression 
R2 

R2 
SteQ Variable b SE Beta Change 

1 140 Seg 1.10 • 12 .75 .598 .598 

Ed TO -.15 .27 -.07 

2 Oce TO .22 .23 .14 .632 .034 

Inc TO .20 .24 .11 

K -18.27 10.64 

Overall F=25.35; FO. 001 =5.70 For 4 and 40 dfls. 

1970 

1 140 Seg 1.09 .17 .65 .394 .394 

Ed TO -.72 .39 -.36 

2 Occ TO .34 .32 .20 .444 .050 

Inc TO .40 .22 .20 

K -23.99 15.64 

Overall F=11.79; FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df1s. 
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predictor of 1960 residential dissimilarity. In fact, this prior level 

of segregation "explains" no less than 59.8 percent of the variance in 

the levels of 1960 segregation across the 65 Northern central cities! 

None of the three measures of relative status deprivation have 

partial correlation coefficients twice the size of their standard errorso 

Remembering the cautions cited above, it still can be noted that 

occupational status inequalities are the most predictive of 1960 levels 

of segregation and the weakest predictor of segregation is relative 

educational deprivationo Moreover, the education tridelta is inversely 

related to segregation in the 1960 North. Taken together, the three 

socioeconomic variables explain only 304 percent of the variance in the 

1960 residential dissimilarity values! 

A Status Model of 1970 Northern Residental Segregationo The 

lower panel of Table 69 presents the summary statistics from the 1970 

regression" Even a decade later, the 1940 level of segregation is a 

potent, and a statistically significant, predictor of 1970 levels of 

segregation found in the Northern central cities. Of note, the 1940 

residential delta "explains" 39.4 percent of the variance in 1970 

residential dissimilarityo 

Again, none of the three measures of relative status deprivation 

are statistically significant correlates of 1970 Northern segregation. 

The 1970 educational tridelta still has an inverse relationship with 

residential segregation, as it did in 1960. But, by 1970, rather than 

being the weakest status variable; relative educational deprivation is 

now the strongest predictor of segregation. The occupational and income 

tridcltas, in contrast, have moderate, but insignificant, direct effectso 
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As was noted for the South, the status effects, taken together, 

"explain" more segregation in the 1970 North than they did in 1960. 

Specifically, the three status trideltas explain 500 percent of the 1970 

segregation in contrast to 304 percent in 1960. Of course, such low 

R
2

,S indicate that factors other than status (1940 segregation levels 

included) must account for the majority of Northern segregation. 

To confront the potential objections to this methodology expressed 

above and the conclusion drawn therefrom (i.eo, greater status effect 

in 1970 than in 1960), the 1970 regression was repeated using 1950 levels 

of residential dissimilarity as a control. Table 70 displays the results 

of this alternative 1970 status model of segregation. 

Once again, the 1950 segregation better predicts 1970 levels 

than did the 1940 levels (49.5 percent versus 39.4 percent, respectively). 

On the other hand, this does not require a revision to the conclusion 

that status is more important to 1970 residential segregation than was 

true in the 1960 North. Specifically, the three trideltas collectively 

explain 4.2 percent of the 1970 segregation in contrast to the 3.4 percent 

in 1960, even when the control is 1950 residential dissimilarity. To 

reiterate, status inequality is more a determinant of 1970 Northern 

residential segregation than it was in 19600 

Com arisons of Southern and 
Status Models of Resldent,a 

Since the above analyses were conducted in a manner conducive 

to valid interregional comparisons (i.eo, using an index which accounts 

for interregional variation in the meaning of inequality and with prior 

levels of segregation taken into account), an interregional comparison 
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Table 70. Summary Statistics for Alternative Status Models of Segregation 
in the 1970 North 

Regression 
R2 

R2 
SteQ Variable b SE Beta Change 

1 '50 Seg 1.19 .15 .75 .495 .495 

Ed TO -.93 .36 -.46 

2 Occ TO .53 .29 .31 .557 .042 

Inc TO .35 .20 .18 

K -34.26 13.64 

Overall F=18.55;FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df's 
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is in order. 

Reexamination of the upper panels of Tables 67 and 69 affords a 

cross-regional comparison of status explanations of segregation in 1960. 

Readily apparent is the greater effect of prior segregation in the North 

as compared to the South (59.8 percent versus 48.5 percent, respectively) 

in the 1960 models! ~s a corollary, status factors "in the 1960 South 

explain more segregation than do status trideltas in the North (8.5 

percent versus 3.4 percent)! 

Reexamination of the lower panels of Tables 67 and 69 force the 

same conclusions about a 1970 interregional comparison. To be specific, 

prior Northern segregation is a more important "explanation" of 1970 

segregation levels than is true in the central cities of the South 

(39.4 percent versus 15.5 percent, respectively)! Likewise, Southern 

socioeconomic factors are illore important determinants of 1970 segregation 

than are status factors in the Northern central cities (18.7 percent 

versus 5.0 percent, respectively)! Moreover, a comparison drawn between 

the alternative models presented in Tables 68 and 70 provide further 

confirmation of these conclusions. 

To repeat, status is a more important determinant of residential 

dissimilarity in the South than is true in the central cities of the 

North for either 1960 or 1970! Likewise, prior levels of segregation 

are more important determinants of 1960 and 1970 levels of Northern 

segregation than is true in the South. 

Put differently, the results obtained from comparing the regional 

status models of residential segregation force the conclusion that the 

South demonstrates less discrimination in housing than does the North! 
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Said one other way, to the extent one is willing to consider segregation 

based in status deprivation more "fair" than segregation based on overt 

racial discrimination in the housing market, the South, not the North 

displays less overt discrimination in housing! 

Since these findings fly in the face of "traditional wisdom" 

and are admittedly unanticipated results of the analyses, their importance 

requires further explication and support. That is to say, before the 

analysis can legitimately conclude, supportive evidence must be furnished. 

The second portion of this chapter, where status models utilizing all three 

indices of status inequal ity will appropriately "test" the val idity of 

these unexpected results and conclusions. Even before that, one possible 

objection to the procedure leading to these conclusions can be confronted. 

A Reexamination of Interregional Status Models of Residential Segregation 

A possible objection to a conclusion of greater equity in the 

Southern housing market, rather than in the Northern, is that the data 

are comparing segregation on the upswing in the South while segregation 

is declining in the North. That is, reexamination of Table 17 shows 

that from 1940 to 1970 in the South segregation increased from 84.86 to 

87.96. In that same time frame, the average level of Northern segregation 

declined from 85.49 to 77.05. 

Such a difference in change would imply different social circum

stances cross regions. Of course, when the changes are so different 

across time interregionally, this might introduce unknown factors that 

would explain an apparent, but not real, greater equity in the Southern 

housing market. 
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To answer such a charge (suspicion), the analyses were repeated 

for 1970 residential segregation using 1960 levels of segregation as a 

control. Explicitly, (again from Table 17), this time frame compares 

a Southern region declining in its overall level of segregation from 

90.73 to 87.96. Likewise, Northern segregation diminished from 82.80 

to 77.05 during the 1960·s. Therefore, using 1960 levels of residential 

segregation as a control, compares the status models during a decade 

where both regions experienced a decline in segregation. 

Table 71 presents the summary statistics necessary to draw this 

interregional comparison. Even when both regions are experiencing a 

decline in segregation, the South displays less reliance of prior levels 

of segregation than does the North (63.4 percent versus 76.5 percent, 

respectively). Moreover, even during only one decade, the South~ not the 

North, demonstrates greater "change" in segregation due to the levels 

of relative status deprivation (6.6 percent versus 4.4 percent, 

respectively) . 

Once again, the results, rather forcibly, suggest that the South 

has a more equitable housing market than does the North. At least, 

status is more important in the South and the heritage of prior segre

gation is less important to 1970 Southern levels of residential dis

similarity than is true in the North! 

Another objection (suspicion) can be foreseen to the immediately 

foregoing conclusions of greater Southern housing equity, relating to 

the innovation incorporated in the foregoing analyses. To be specific, 

tridelta, as an admittedly untested measure of status inequality, might 

introduce an unknown effect that produces these unusual conclusions. 
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Table 71. Summary Statistics from a Second Set of Alternative Status 
Models of Segregation in 1970 by Region 

SOUTH 

Regression 
R2 

R2 
Stee Variable b SE Beta Cha~~ 

'60 Seg .91 .10 .77 .634 .634 

Ed TD .10 .10 .12 

2 Occ TO -.04 . 13 .03 .700 .066 

Inc TO .13 .12 .14 

K -.72 9.86 

Dvera 11 F=23.38; FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df's. 

NORTH 

'60 Seg 1.06 .07 .93 .765 .765 

Ed "To -.82 .23 -.41 

2 Dcc TO .51 .19 .30 .809 .044 

Inc TO .04 .13 .02 

K -14.48 6.27 

Overall F=62.64; FO. 00,=5.70 for 4 and 40 df's. 
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Since the following section compares the performance of tridelta as a 

quantification of status inequality with the more common index of dis

similarity and the gini index, the objection can be scrutinized for 

validity. This approach should lend confidence to the conclusions, if 

the results obtained above are replicated below. 

Specification of the Regional Functioning of Status 
Inequality in Residential Segregation 

In this section, an attempt to determine "how" status influences 

spatial location will be made. As mentioned above, further scrutiny of 

a more egalitarian Southern housing market will be given. 

To begin this analysis Tables 72 '(deltas) and 73 (gini IS) present 

the intercorrelations among the variables. Although these statistics 

are presented primarily for information only, some comment on Table 72 

is warranted. 

Specifically, a reexamination of the zero-order correlations 

from other studies presented in Table 5 produces significant congruence 

between Marshall and Jiobuls (1975) results and these correlations, at 

least for the Southern central cities. Their correlations between 

1960 Southern segregation and occupational and income inequality were 

.32 and .25, respectively. The present correlation coefficients are 

.30 and .25. 

On the other hand, the present results (.43 and .57, respectively) 

for the 1960 central cities of the North are considerably higher than 

their data rendered (.25 for occupation and .27 for income). Marshall 

and Jiobu's data is replicated however, even in the 1960 North in terms 

of direction of association and statistical significance. 



Table 72. Pea\~son Zero-Order Correlations Among Statu~ Variables 
(Deltas) and Segregation by Region and Year 

SOUTH 

'70 Seg '60 Seg '40 Seg Ed Occ 
'70 Seg 1.00 .80 .39 

'60 Seg .80 1.00 .70 .28 .30 

'40 Seg .39 .70 1.00 .01 -.04 

Ed Delta .30 -.17 1.00 .57 

Occ Delta .44 -.15 .72 1.00 

Inc Delta .29 -.24 .76 .81 

NORTH 
'70 Seg '60 Seg '40 Seg Ed dcc 

'70 Seg 1.00 .87 .63 
160 Seg .87 1.00 .77 .35 .43 

'40 Seg .63 .77 1.00 .26 .21 

Ed Delta -.05 .06 1.00 .76 

Occ Delta . 17 . 13 .77 1.00 

Inc Delta .16 .12 .34 .43 

a The 1960 correlations above diagonal; 1970 below. 
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Inc 

.25 

-.12 

.75 

.60 
1.00 

Inc 

.57 

.38 

.65 

.92 

1.00 
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Table 73. Pearson Zero-Order Correlations Amgng Status Variables (Gini1s) 
and Segregation by Region and Year 

SOUTH 

170 Seg 160 Seg 140 Seg Educ Occ Inc 

170 Seg 1.00 .80 .39 

160 Seg .80 1.00 .70 .29 .35 .18 

140 Seg .39 .70 1.00 .04 .02 -.19 

Educ .27 -.17 1.00 .77 .72 

Occ .35 -.17 .76 1.00 .65 

Inc • 15 -.21 .66 .76 1.00 

NORTH 

170 Seg 160 Seg 140 Seg Educ Occ Inc 

170 Seg 1.00 .87 .63 

160 Seg .87 1.00 .77 .27 .42 .56 

140 Seg .63 .77 1.00 .1'7 .21 .36 

Educ -.04 .25 1.00 .70 .56 

Occ .02 .16 .81 1.00 .72 

Inc .25 .18 .38 .30 1. 00 

a The 1960 correlations above diagonal; 1970 below. 
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Of note, in contrast to other results (Table 5), only 1970 

Northern educational inequality is negatively related to segregation. 

This should lend some confidence, as this, of course, agrees with the 

common conceptualization of status effects on segregation (viz. high 

inequality is correlated with high segregation). Further comments will 

be held for the more meaningful higher-order partial correlations given 

below. 

Specification of Status Effects on Southern Segregation 

Examination of Table 74 provides the insights necessary to better 

specify how status effects residential location among the 1960 Southern 

central cities. Since the analysis is primarily concerned with 

"explaining" segregation, the discussions will concentrate on the reduc

tions of error (R2·s) in the prediction equationso Again, the reader 

is cautioned about the following discussion of the relative effects of 

individual status variables. As was noted for tridelta, Tables 67 and 

68 point to relatively high intercorrelations among the predictor 

variables, measured by delta or gini, forcing suspicion of possible 

multicollinearity and its effects. 

For the 1960 South, regardless of the index employed, income 

inequality has little bearinq on the level of segregation. In contrast, 

absolute occupational disadvantage (gini), rather than occupational 

differences, ~~ (delta), are reflected in segregation levels, as the 

gini measure explains more than 11 percent of the variance in segregation 

over central cities of the 1960 South. Moreover, differences in educa

tional achievement quantified as dissimilarity (delta) or relative 
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Table 74. Summary Statistics for Three Status Explanations of 1960 
Southern Residential Segregation 

Delta 

R2 
R2 

Variable b SE Beta Change 
140 Seg .52 .07 .73 .48452 .48452 
Edue -.004 .08 -.01 .55841 .07389 
Occ~ .17 .11 .19 .59943 .04102 
Inc .13 .09 .22 .61879 .01936 
K 32.10 8.08 

Overall F=16.23; FO. 001 =5.70 with 4 and 40 df1s. 

Gini 

140 Seg .52 .07 .74 .48452 .48452 
Edue -.04 .06 -.12 .48911 .00459 

Occ .24 .13 .28 .60221 .11310 

Inc .12 .08 .23 .61937 .01716 

K 27.08 9.47 
Overall F=16.27; FO. 001 =5.70 with 4 and 40 df1s. 

Tride1ta 

140 Seg .49 .08 .69 .48452 .48452 

Educ .17 .13 .23 .55462 .07010 

Occ .20 • 19 .19 .56692 .01230 

Inc - .15 .18 -.14 .56956 .00264 

K 43.30 8.81 

Overall F=13.23;Fo.001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df1s. 
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deprivation (tridelta), but not absolute deprivation (gini) are important 

as the educational delta or tridelta "explain" roughly seven percent 

of the variance in segregation. 

Using only the greatest amount of explained variance in summary, 

1960 Southern segregation is the product of black-white differences 

(deltas) in education, and black absolute occupational deprivation 

(gini). Income dissimilarity (delta) contributes only two percent to 

the explained variance in residential dissimilarity. 

By 1970, the Southern segregation levels' relationship to the 

status variables is much changed, as Table 75 displays. Dominating the 

explanation of 1970 segregation is occupational dissimilarity with more 

than 25 percent of the variance in segregation explained. Of note, this 

is much less a status event than pure segregation based on occupational 

differences between Blacks and Whites, as both gini and especially tri-, 

delta lI expl ain"considerably less segregation variance! 

Also worthy of attention is the fact that occupational dis

similarity is a much more important explanation of 1970 Southern 

segregation than even 1940 levels of segregation! Of course, this bodes 

well for the future levels of Southern residential segl"egation; that 

is, assuming occupational integration is easier to achieve (read legislate) 

than is open housing, ~~. 

Also in contrast to the 1960 South where educational differences 

were important, 1970 segregation is I!explained" by relative educational 

deprivation in the South. Clearly only the educational tridelta with 

14 percent explained variance, contributes any understanding to 1970 

Southern seqregation. In other words, educational status is only related 
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Table 75. Summary Statistics for Three Status Explanations of 1970 
Southern Residential Segregation. 

Delta 

R2 
R2 

Variable b SE Beta Change 
'40 Seg .39 .10 .46 • 15466 .15466 

Educ .03 .13 .04 • 15501 .00035 
Occ .47 .20 .52 .41184 .25683 

Inc -.04 .18 -.05 .41253 .00069 

K 35.51 10.62 
Overall F=7.02; FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 df's. 

Gini 
140 Seg .41 .11 .49 .15466 .15466 
Educ -.0004 .07 -.001 .5587 .00121 

Occ • 16 • 17 .22 .33401 .17814 

Inc • 18 .12 .28 .36682 .03282 

K 38.31 11.08 
Overall F=5.76; FO•001 =5.70 for 4 and 40 dfls 

Tridelta 
'40 Seg .42 .11 .50 .15466 .15466 

Educ .15 .15 .18 .29427 ]3961 

Occ .03 .20 .03 .30258 .00831 

Inc .28 .18 .29 .34373 .04014 

K 42.25 11.64 
Overall F=5.21;FO. 01 =3.83 for 4 and 40 df's. 
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to segregation in tenms of the level of Blacks' relative deprivation. 

Absolute educational deprivation (gini) and educational dissimilarity 

(delta) contribute virtually no understanding of 1970 Southern segre-

gation. 

~10reover, relative income deprivation, not income dissimilarity 

as was true in the 1960 South, is important in explaining the level of 

residential segregation in the 1970 South. This can be interpreted as 

evidence of greater equity in the 1970 Southern housing market, but 

with only four percent of the variance explained using even tridelta, 

the importance of income inequality should not be overstated. 

The 1970 South, in summary, reflects residential segregation 

primarily explained by occupational dissimilarity, but not occupational 

status deprivation. To the contrary, black relative educational 

deprivation is important. but not nearly as important as occupational 

differences nor relative educational deprivation. 

Specification of Status Effects on Northern Segregation 

Table 76 presents similar determinations of the status effects 

for 1960 Northern segregation levels. Occupational dissimilarity is 

the most important effect on segregation closely followed by absolute 

income disadvantages (7.71 percent of the variance explained by the 

occupational delta and 7.30 percent explained by the income gini). As 

a poor third, absolute educational disadvantage "explains" two percent 

of the 1960 levels of Northern segregation across central cities. 

In summary, 1960 Northern segregation is the product of 

occupational differences; not occupational disadvantage. In addition, 



Table 76. Summary Statistics for Three Explanations of 1960 
Northern Segregation 

Delta 

Variable b SE Beta R2 

'40 Seg .98 .11 .67 .59801 

Educ -.24 .17 -.17 .60866 

Occ .27 .14 .23 .68575 

Inc .33 .14 .26 .70848 

K -16.07 9.46 
Overall F=35.85;FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 df's. 

Gini 
'40 Seg .97 .11 .66 .59801 

Educ -.09 .09 -.10 .61842 

Dcc .15 .12 . 16 .62687 

Inc .26 .10 .27 .69983 

K -14.11 9.43 

Overall F=34.39;FO•001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 df's. 

Tridelta 

'40 Seg 1.10 .12 .75 .59801 

Educ -.15 .27 -.07 .59948 

Occ .22 .23 .14 .62764 

Inc .20 .24 . 11 .63217 

K -18.27 10.64 
Overall F=25.35;FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 df's. 

292 

R2 
Change 
.59801 
.01065 
.07709 
.02271 

.59801 

.02041 

.00845 

.07296 

.59801 

.00147 

.02816 

.00454 
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absolute income and educational status deprivation are important deter

minations of Northern segregation in 1960. Relative deprivation (tri

delta) is of lesser predictive power, despite type. 

The 1970 North is little changed as seen in Table 77. Occu

pational dissimilarity is still the most important effect, and absolute 

educational and income deprivation remain more important than either 

educational and income deltas or trideltas. The only change between the 

1960 and the 1970 North of significance in this context is that absolute 

educational status disadvantage is more important than income in the 

1970 North; whereas in 1960, the absolute income deprivation was more 

important. In summary, the status effects on segregation levels of the 

central cities of the North in 1970 are not greatly changed from those 

in operation in 1960. 

A Regional Comparison of Status Explanations of Residential Segregation 

As promised, the analysis continues with a reexamination of 

status effects on residential segregation taken across regions. Table 78 

presents a brief summary of the four immediately foregoing tables to 

facilitate interregional and cross time comparisons. Since the 

accompanying discussions compare regions and speak to changes over time 

intraregionally on the basis of delta and gini, as well as tridelta, a 

caution must be stated. Because of the problems of both delta and gini 

when used comparatively, as documented at length in preceding chapters, 

the following discussions must be considered with extreme care. Their 

major contribution to this study is to facilitate comparisons to earlier 

research findings. For valid and reliable interregional and over time 
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Table 77. Summary Statistics for Three Status Explanations of 1970 
Northern Segregation 

Del ta 

R2 
2 

Variable b SE Beta Ch§nge 
140 Seg 1.00 .16 .60 .39394 .39394 

Educ -.54 .21 -.39 .40196 .00802 

Occ .50 .21 .36 .45119 .04923 

Inc .10 .7 .06 .46668 .01549 

K -13.68 13.76 
Overall F=12.91;FO•001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 dfls. 

Gini 
140 Seg 1.03 .16 .62 .39394 .39394 

Educ -.28 .13 -.38 .44058 .04664 

Occ .27 • 17 .25 .44066 .00008 

Inc -.27 • 13 .22 .46347 .02281 

K -21. 96 14.44 

Overall F=12.74;FO. 001 =5.70 for 4 and 59 df1s. 

Tridelta 
140 Seg 1.09 .17 .65 .39394 .39394 

Educ -.72 .39 -.36 .42544 .03150 

Occ .34 .32 .20 .42655 .00111 

Inc .40 .22 .20 .44437 .01782 

K -23.99 15.64 

Overall F=11.79;FO. 00,=5.70 for 4 and 59 dfls. 
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Table 78. Percent of Segregation Variance Explained by the Three 
Status Indexes Controlling for 1940 Levels of Segregation 
by Region and Year 

1960 

Region Index Education Occu~ation Income Tota1 a 

Delta 7.39% 4.10% 1.94% 13.43 
South Gini 0.46 11.31 1.72 13.49 

Tridelta 7.01 1.23 0.26 8.50 

Delta 1.07 7.71 2.27 11.05 
North Gini 2.04 0.85 7.30 10.19 

Tridelta 0.15 2.82 0.45 3.42 

1970 

Delta 0.04% 25.68% 0.07% 25.79 
, South Gini 0.01 17.81 3.28 21.10 

Tridelta 13.96 0.83 4.01 18.80 

Delta 0.80 4.92 1. 55 7.27 

North Gini 4.66 0.01 2.28 6.95 
Tridelta 3.15 0.11 1. 78 5.04 

a Total status R2 may not agree with previous tables due to rounding error. 



comparisons, the first section of this chapter employing trideltas 

must be consulted. 
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An examination of Table 78 affords the observation that despite 

inequality index utilized nor whether 1960 or 1970 measures are employed; 

the amount of segregation "explained" by status after standardizing with 

the central cities' 1940 levels of residential dissimilarity, is greater 

in the South than in the North. This lends confidence to the conclusion 

that tridelta is not introducing an unknown biasing effect, of course. 

Moreover, while the interregional differences are small in 1960, by 1970 

the Southern cities' segregation is three times better explained than 

are those of the North by status factors, despite index used! 

Finally, all three quantifications of Southern status inequality 

show marked improvement in explanatory power in 1970 over 1960. In 

contrast, the segregation observed in the 1970 North is less explained 

by either status differences (deltas) or absolute status deprivations 

(ginis) than was the case in 1960. This must be carefully taken be~ause, 

as noted above, the more reliable and valid relative deprivation in 

status (trideltas) does show slight improvement during the 1960's in 

the North. 

In summary, the South, not the North, appears to have a more 

egalitarian housing market, at least if status segregation is deemed 

more "fair" than is racial segregation. At this juncture, it seems 

reasonable to ask, why has such an observation gone undetected heretofore? 

The answer, beseeched by the "novelty" and unexpected nature of the 

conclusion forced above, will occupy the next and final section below. 



Prior HOllsing Segregation Research and Greater Southern Equity 

When results clearly contradict the expected and accepted 
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notions of social reality, the conclusions demand independent support 

and verification. Patently, greater Southern, rather than Northern, 

racial justice in housing is just such a finding. Unexpectedly, the 

literature search produced three independent studies that tend to 

IIconfirmll the present conclusion, albeit tentatively. Each will be 

reviewed in their apparent order of relevance. 

First, Roof and Van Valey (1972: 90), report zero-order 

Pearsonian correlations between educational, occupational and income 

differentiation and segregation. Despite type of higher status racial 

differentiation or whether the residential segregation was calculated 

over city blocks or tracts, the correlations their data produced were 

higher in the South (N=12) than they were in Northern cities of 250,000 

or more population (N=32)! Unfortunately, and apparently because the 

data was presented to show the higher correlations between block based 

segregation and status, Roof and Van Valey make no mention of the larger 

Southern correlations. Of course, since they report only zero-order 

correl ations, the tenuous nature of this I'confirmation ll must be stressed. 

Second, Duncan and Duncan (1955b; 216), in perhaps the most 

widely cited source on segregation indexes, mention some preliminary 

results of a similar nature. Consider their comments in passing: 

It has been found, for example, that there is a marked difference 
between Southern and Northern cities in the influence on residen
tial segregation of white-nonwhite differentials in labor force 
and occupational status. When this variable is held constant, 
the gin; index of segregation is reduced by 12 to 22 percent in 
most Southern cities, but by only two to nine percent in most 



of the cities of the North. Such preliminary findings indicate 
the advisability of taking account of socioeconomic factors in 
analyzing differences in residential segregation. 
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Unfortunately, the Duncans never went beyond this preliminary analysis 

(Duncan, 1981) and it would appear that their insight and caveat has 

been unwarrantedly ignored since then. This "confirmation," based on 

preliminary analysis alone, must be viewed cautiously. 

Third, Taeuber and Taeuber (1965b: 85), in their classic 

Negroes in Cities, report generally greater status effects (tenure, value 

and rent) in explaining Southern segregation (N=12) than pertains in 

four Northern cities based on indirect standardization. However, the 

Taeubers (1965b: 86), attribute this to less status disadvantage for 

Blacks in the North than is found in the Soutll. That is, they seem to 

discount the results as statistical artifacts. 

If this is their argument, and it is far from clear that it is, 

they might contend that given higher Southern status differences found 

herein, one would expect these differences to have higher variance. 

Therefore, it is to be expected that status should relate at higher 

levels to segregation in the South. 

While this might be a valid explanation of greater Southern 

status effects in their data, it does not fare so well in explaining 

away the present findings. A reexamination of Table 8 should remind 

the reader that the standard deviations of the indexes of status dis-

similarities are quite similar across regions. Moreover, the coefficients 

of variation (V's), nearly always (save 1960 education) were larger in the 

North. A reexamination of Tables 62 through 64 force basically the same 
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conclusions about the index values of gini and tridelta when comparing 

standard deviations or ViS. 

Therefore, the present results would not seem to be the product 

of greater Southern status variability across central cities. That is 

to say, the magnitude of the independent variables variance across 

regions would not lead one to interpret the findings as statistical 

artifacts. A reexamination of Table 17 provides similar support for the 

conclusion drawn herein. In this table, the dependent variable (resi

dential segregation) in the 1960 or 1970 North has greater variability 

than is true in the South. This, of course, would allow greater 

association in the North than in the South between status and segregation. 

Finally, it can also be seen in Table 17, that the variability 

of the control (1940 segregation) is greater in the South than in the 

North. Recalling from above analyses, 1940 segregation was a much 

better predictor of Northern segregation than was observed for the South. 

Therefore, using the variance of the independent variable (status), the 

dependent variables (segregation) or of the control (1940 segregation), 

all contradict an explanation of greater status effects in the South 

being a statistical artifact. 

Since the results were clear cut, three other studies tentatively 

support greater Southern housing equity, and the stronger relationships 

between status and segregation in the South cannot be dismissed as 

statistical artifacts; the author has considerable confidence in reporting 

a conclusion of a less racially biased housing market in the South than 

in the Northern central cities. 
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In the following and concluding chapter, some effort will be 

expended in speculation as to why this greater Southern equity might 

be the case. Moreover, the final chapter will provide a brief summary 

of the study's major findings and conclusions. 



CHAPTER 8 

REGIONAL STATUS INEQUALITY AND SEGREGATION: 
RECAPITULATIONS AND REPLICATIONS 

The immediately preceding two chapters have comprised the last 

two-thirds of this study's substantive interests and investigations. 

Explicitly, Chapter six proposed a new index of status inequality, tri

delta, and Chapter seven compared the South and the North for status 

"explanations" of central city racial segregation. In this, the final 

chapter of the study, the results of these two chapters will be briefly 

summarized and discussed (the reader is referred to the final section 

of Chapter five for a summary of the results obtained in the first 

third of the study). 

After concise reiteration of the major findings has been 

accomplished, attention will be directed toward several speculative 

explanations of why the conclusions drawn might pertain. Finally, since 

the study was exploratory, the findings tentative, many of the conclusions 

counter-intuitive, and the explanations speculative; these reiterations 

and discussions should be viewed as primarily suggestions for further 

research. 

Measurement and Application of Status Ineguality: 
The Major Findings 

The first third of the study had documented that status differences 

between Blacks and Whites were neither static over time nor comparable 

across regions when quantified by the popular index of dissimilarity 



302 

(delta). Such comparisons, to be valid and reliable, demanded an 

alternative measure to delta for quantification. The second third of 

the study provided just such a proposed index of status inequality, 

tridelta or the index of relative deprivation. 

Quantification of Status Inequality: A Brief Review 

In Chapter six, it was shown that the index of dissimilarity 

introduced significant measurement error (from a low of 7.0 percent to 

a high of 23.1 percent) in quantifying educational, occupational and 

income inequality. Even revisions to conceptualizations of status 

inequality could not correct delta's measurement errors, as it was 

demonstrated that they were inherent to ~ measure of nominal data. 

Since delta takes any distributional difference as evidence of inequality, 

it was documented that delta's measurement error was always in the 

direction of overstating inequality. 

Since the discrepancies were inherent to nominal data assump

tions, an alternative index of inequality (gini) was proposed which 

incorporated the more inclusive notions of ordinal data (after Lieberson, 

1975). Scrutiny of the properties of gini as a quantification of status 

inequality provided several insights. First, gini was shown to measure 

the degree of deprivation expressed as a proportion of the amount of 

deprivation possible. Therefore, this application of gini was recognized, 

perhaps for the first time, as an index of absolute deprivation. 

Second, and unfortunately, the gini index could not account for 

a major source of interregional incomparability. That is, ~ ordinal 

measure cannot be sensitive to the distances between status categories 
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where Blacks. as opposed to Whites. are concentrated (i.e .• black crafts

men are considered as deprived as are black domestics). Third, the gini 

index was shown to introduce the same margin of error as delta. In other 

words, when status anomalies exist (greater concentrations of Whites in 

lower status categories or vice-versa) both delta and gini introduce 

errant computation. For these reasons, gini was dismissed as a viable 

alternative to delta and a third index (tridelta) was devised and 

proposed. 

Tridelta, employing the assumptions of interval and/or ratio 

data, was shown to avoid the problems of delta's and gini's computations. 

As a "weighted" gini index, tridelta was found to account for both 

distances between status categories and for status anomalies. That is 

to say, tridelta and only tridelta allows valid and reliable mensurations 

of status inequality over time and across regions. 

Moreover. a short computational formula for tridalta made 

intuitive that tridelta operational;zed the concept of relative depriva

tion. Since the short computation of tridelta builds on the computation 

of delta (statistics most researchers in the area already have) and since 

it quantifies the popular and widely applicable theoretical construct of 

relative deprivation, it is hoped that the index will be potentially 

insightful and therefore, enthusiastically applied. 

On the other hand, it was recognized that tridelta itself contains 

two shortcomings. First, tridelta can be legitimately employed only 

when the researcher is able (willing) to assume his data have the 

properties of interval (ratio) numbers. Second, tridelta introduces 

the controversy of how to handle open-ended categories by the inclusion 
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of category weights. Unfortunately, there is nothing inherent to tri

delta's formulation to resolve either of these troublesome issues. It 

was noted, however, that without the assumptions of at least interval 

data and some specification of open-ended category weights, no valid 

nor reliable comparisons of status inequality across regions or over 

time would seem possible. Having displayed the characteristics and 

advantages of the index of relative deprivation (tridelta), the last 

third of the study presented the results of regional status explanations 

of residential segregation. 

Status Effects on Segregation: A Brief Review 

In Chapter seven, the status effects on residential segregation 

in central cities was determined. Employing tridelta, it was found that 

status better Itexplained lt segregation in 1970 than it did in 1960, despite 

region. It was also noted that 1940 segregation levels were strong 

predictors of 1960 and 1970 levels of segregation, a testimony to the 

stability of social (ecological) systems. Only in the 1970 South, in 

fact, was status a more important predictor than 1940 segregation. 

Unexpectedly, the South, not the North, showed stronger status 

explanations of segregation. Moreover, the North, not the South, showed 

greater adherence to 1940 segregation patterns. Controlling 1970 

segregation with 1950 levels of segregation and substituting the more 

generally popular index of dissimilarity or the gini index did not 

detract from the basic conclusion of greater housing equity in the 

South--assuming status, rather than race, ~~, is a more equitable 

determinant of spatial location. 
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Finally, by comparing status effects by the definition of 

inequality employed (i.e., which index was used), it was found that 

for 1970 levels of segregation, occupational dissimilarity, not black 

occupational deprivation, was the best predictor, despite region. In 

contrast, educational deprivation (relative in the South and absolute 

in the North), not dissimilarity, predicted segregation. Unlike the 

Southern pattern, Northern segregation was correlated with qreater 

educational status inequality; not less. Income deprivation (relative 

in the 1970 South and absolute in the 1970 North), predicted segregation, 

but inco~e's explanatory power was slight, relative to occupational 

dissimilarity or educational deprivation. 

While these 1970 patterns were also true in the 1960 North, the 

decade witnessed much change in the South (a point frequently made in 

the first third of the study). For the 1960 South, absolute occupational 

disadvantage and educational and income dissimilarity best predicted 

segregation. To repeat, the 1970 South, much more so than the 1970 

North, was much changed from the 1960 situation. 

Each of these findings merit further research and replication 

due to the exploratory nature of the study. The final section which 

follows immediately, will concentrate only on the major conclusions and 

their possible explanations, however. 

Status Inequality and Segregation: 
Discussion and Speculation 

This final section will discuss the study's findings. Its intent 

is to provide focus for future research in the area through liberal use, 

Of "fJoetic license" in speculation, conducted ex post facto, of how the 
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results obtained herein might be explained. Since the data were ecolo

gical, and therefore do not and cannot speak directly to individual 

motivation, extreme care must be the rule. 

Status Inequality: Future Measurement 

Perhaps the least qualified conclusion of the entire study is 

that delta as a measure of status inequality is woefully inept in cross 

time and interregional applications. This finding, of course, calls in 

to question much of the earlier work done in explaining segregation as 

a product of status inequality between Blacks and Whiteso More 

importantly, lest invalid and unreliable research be oontinued, the 

index of dissimilarity must be avoided in similar studies, henceforth. 

Since delta's measurement error stems directly from the fact 

that it is a nominal measure, future quantifications of status inequality 

must extend beyond the assumptions of nominal data. In fact, even 

ordinal measures (gini) fall far short of correcting delta's problems. 

As an alternative inequality measure, the index of relative depr'ivation 

(tridelta) is proffered where the data merit interval or ratio assumptions. 

Both tridelta's operationalism of an important theoretical 

construct (relative deprivation) and its ease of computation from widely 

available statistics would seem to recommend its adoption highly. 

However, even the incredulous reader should not lose sight of the 

inadequacy of delta in similar applications. Delta must be replaced if 

future efforts in quantifying status inequality are to be meaningful. 

While this is imperative now, future work, involving greater racial 

equality, will demand even more forceably the necessity of abandoning 



307 

the index of dissimilarity as its inherent measurement error increases. 

Status and Segregation: Future Considerations 

The present conclusions suggest several potential avenues of 

fruitful investigation. First, since these data suggest that status 

inequality is an increasingly important explanation of segregation, 

those who'would discount its effect in explaining racial segregation 

would apparently do well to reconsider their position. Specifically, 

if the trends of greater status explanations of 1970 segregation over 

those in 1960 are found to have continued through the 1970's, the studies 

of 1980 census enumerations need even more to take into account status 

effects. 

Second, while status effects are becoming more important in 

explaining racial segregation (racism is becoming more of a limiting 

factor rather than operating as an inhibiting factor in the housing 

market); it is still true that status effects account for relatively 

little of the variance observed for segregation across the cities of 

the United States. This conclusion might suggest that studies of 

segregation have put undue weight on black status (the ability of Blacks 

to compete in the housing market) vis-a-vis white status (the ability 

of Whites to avoid integrated residence up to and including "white 

flight"). 

Such a rebalancing of relevance seems to be worthy of contem

plution. Consider, for example, Hiller's (1941: 197) comments on 

the community: 

By social space, we mean that location in a given area or within 
certain boundaries becomes a symbol of various rights and duties 
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or is made an occasion for comparing statuses and judging the 
personal acceptability of people. In other words, area, locality, 
or srace is taken as a datum in defining social relations. It is 
symbolic. When locality or space has such symbolic significance, 
admission thereto constitutes a test of access to corresponding 
social relations, whether these be prescribed politically or 
otherwise. As soon as admission into defined space is allowed, 
various norms, such as certain legal rights and duties are 
expected to operate. On the other hand, the refusal of admittance 
to even a transient role implies the withholding of those minimal 
rights [emphasis added]. 

Clearly, Hiller suggests that greater emphasis should be placed on the 

Whites' role in maintaining segregation than on the Blacks· role in 

achieving integration. It would seem that only the index of relative 

deprivation could account sufficiently for this shift in emphasis. 

Third, the relatively weak status explanation of racial segre

gation, further suggests the need to consider other factors in explaining 

segregation levels. These data suggest that prior levels of segregation", 

given the considerable stability of social systems, must be taken into 

account. Furthermore, explanation of segregation based on refined 

measures of status inequality (trideltas) should also test for structural 

effects (city size, percent manufacturing, percent black, etc.) and 

their respective interactions with status inequality in explaining 

observed levels of segregation. 

Fourth, since status is inadequate in explaining much racial 

segregation, some investigation into the validity of black voluntary 

segregation seems needed. That is, do Blacks, especially in the South, 

given greater status achievement, move from earlier patterns of backyard 

residence, thereby undermining more simplistic notions of the workings 

of status enhancement and integration? Similarly some profitable effort 

might be achieved by studies of racial segregation fashioned after the 
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ethnic studies of .lIinstitutional completeness" (cf. Breton, 1964; 

Driedger and Church, 1974) where some ethnic segregation is maintained 

by strong economic, political and cultural ties with the ethnic enclave. 

Fifth, since occupational differences seem relatively independent 

of considerations of occupational deprivation in explaining segregation, 

future research should be directed towards understanding the operation 

of occupational dissimilarity in defining residential segregation. 

Clearly, these data suggest that it is not a simple matter of Blacks 

being economically unable to compete due to subemployment. Moreover, 

occupational dissimilarity as an important predictor of residential 

segregation suggests the crucial need for continued, if not renewed, 

efforts towards ending occupational segr~gation. 

Sixth, education's inverse effect in explaining Northern segre

gation must remain an anomaly pending further insights. Perhaps the 

understandings provided by the "mis-match theory" (cf. Kain, 1968 and 

Mooney, 1969) might prove insightful. That is to say, even with greater 

status achievement, intercity Blacks forego suburban residence in order 

to remain close to professional work in the city, especially with high 

gasoline prices. While this would relate to weak status explanations 

of segregation in general, it would not explain why education1s effect 

is inverse in the North, but direct in the South. Neither would it 

explain why such effects are not witnessed in occupation and income 

effects. Patently, much further research is needed here. 

Seventh, the relative weak effect of income in determining 

segregation suggests much work is required to further the understandings 

of racial segregation. Obviously, pure economic explanations in market 



310 

theory fare poorly in predicting integration of spatial location. Race, 

unfortunately, still operates as a significant inhibiting factor in 

housing. 

Region and Segregation: Future Research 

r~ot unlike many exploratory studies, these data produced many 

novel insights which beg for greater explication, further research and 

extensive confirmation and replication. Undoubtedly, the most startling 

revelation of these data was in their forcing the conclusion of greater 

housing equity in the Southern central cities. Since this result flies 

in the face of traditional "wisdom," some effort is warranted in its 

explication, albeit after the fact. Several alternative, but perhaps 

complementary, possibilities will be discussed. Their speculative 

nature cannot be overstated. 

Since much of the "evidence" of greater Southern racial intolerance 

has been amassed from national opinion poles, these findings once again 

call into question the assumed linkage between prejudice and subsequent 

discrimination. As Ehrlich (1973) and Deutscher (1973) admonished, 

there is little reason to conclude that attitudes closely predict behavior. 

Southern Whites, apparently willing to voice much less tolerance of 

integrated residence, appear more willing to accept high status Blacks 

in their neighborhoods than are their Northern counterparts. 

Demographers have documented and reported significant ~opulation 

migration from the older Northern cities to the newer and rapid~y expand

ing cities in the "sunbelt." Some subsequent research might investigate 

the impact of these population shifts on race relations. Perhaps more 

just Southern housing markets, often located in the "sunbelt," reflect 
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to some unknown extent the influence of these relatively young, mobile 

outsiders. 

In addition, the initially lower average level of segregation 

in many of the older central cities of the South might contribute to 

a higher status explanation of housing in the South. From the symbolic 

interactionist perspective, consider Vernon's (1972: 521-2) comments: 

The interaction patterns involve two factors: 1) recognition 
of differences, and 2) evaluation of these differences as 
superior or inferior •• o. 

l.Jhether or not differences exi st (objective real ity) and 
whether or not there is any causal connection between existing 
racial differences and behavioral differences, so long as one 
group believes they exist and that one syndrome is superior to 
the other, then to them (subject reality) the differences do 
exist and to them t"fiel'out-group" or the "they" group is 
inferior. Interaction patterns are built upon this unques
tioned premise [emphasis original]. 

Put in the present context, if Southern Whites, due to lower 

initial segregation, are afforded a greater opportunity to witness 

black status gains C'objective reality") relative to the Northern White, 

it might be expected then that the status change would translate into 

changes of "subjective reality" and therefore be more relevant to 

segregation in the South. Put differently, a high status advancement 

by a Southern Black, in "back-yard" residence is more likely to be 

reco"gnized by Whites (or more visible to Whites, employing the language 

of Chapter seven) and thereby, more influential in subsequent interracial 

interactions. Simply stated, status, to be effective in changing levels 

of segregation, must be recognized. 

A final speculation may be tendered as a partial explanation of 

greater housing equity in' the South in the spirit of lithe American dilemma" 
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(Myrdal,1944). The Southern White, besieged by pervasive social 

condemnation of unAmerican racial inequality and segregation by the 

courts, the press, the government, social scientists and Southern 

"liberals ll themselves during the 1950's, defended the social order by 

pointing to the Blacks' low education, low occupational prestige, and 

poverty. In their rationalizations, racism was specifically denied and 

recognition of a self-fulfilling prophecy was nowhere to be found. 

The apartheid was IIjustified" as status; not racially determined 

exclusion, and therefore, not unAmerican. Consider Lacy's (1972: l3l-2) 

estimation of the workings and maintenance of the Southern racial 

situation: 

Once the system of subordinating and exploiting blacks lost the 
legal sanction of slavery, its maintenance more than ever 
required the unremitting determination of whites. If in the 
southern white mind blacks had been among the "all men ll the 
Declaration said were created equal--or the "all men" their 
religion taught were brothers--it would not have been possible 
without intolerable psychic stress to have kept them imprisoned 
in the degradation the system required. It was no easy matter 
to instill the necessary attitudes in white youths while at the 
same time earnestly indoctrinating them with the precepts of the 
Declaration of Independence and of Christianity. 

Yet the effort succeeded. No Americans were more ardently 
patriotic or more fervidly religious than southern whites, who 
grew up suffused with emotions about democracy and brotherhood 
and untroubled by the omission of blacks from the compass of 
these beliefs. This could be achieved only by a life experience 
in which at every point the difference and inferiority of blacks 
were taken for'granted as inevitable. Even minor exceptions to 
this universal pattern, however innocuous in themselves, were 
exceedingly dangerous as calling into question the rationality 
and inevitability of the whole [emphasis original). 

With class, and not race, offered as the rationale of Southern 

racial segregation, the civil rights movement, which afforded many 

Southern Blacks the opportunity to finally overcome status deprivation, 
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the basic justification of the system fell prey. Indeed, the whole 

Southern system of racial exclusion was challenged. 

Given such an onslaught of attack first from "outsiders," but 

eventually internally from Southern black advancement as well, the 

Southern White truly faced lithe American dilemma. 1I His choice was 

clear: denounce the values of equality and justice by admitting the 

racist basis of the system and thereby continue racial exclusion to 

socially advancing Blacks, or save face and admit affluent Blacks into 

the system. Should these findings be replicated and confirmed, the 

apparent choice would appear to be the latter option. 

The South: Ugly Step-Daughter or Cinderella? 

To repeat, these findings must be viewed as exploratory and 

much in need of verification, confirmation and replication. On the 

other hand, if the major findings of rapidly accelerating racial equality 

in the South and more subsequent integration because of Black status 

advancement in the South, as compared to the North, are real and continue, 

the result is predictable. 

The South, once the stalwart haven of racial inequality and 

injustice, will, by surpassing the North, become the bastion of racial 

equality and justice. Having accomplished this, the "new" South will 

be the ultimate testimony to the fallacy that "stateways cannot change 

folkwaysll and the ultimate tribute to social science intervention in 

the name of justice and equity. Such success, rather than intoxicating, 

should sober all for the continuing struggle for freedom and equality 

where finally, knowledge does afford liberty. 
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Ta'ble A-1. Measures of Educational Inequality by Central City: 1960-1970 

Case Central Delta Gini Tridelta 

Number City E60 E70 GE60 GE70 TDE60 TDE70 

002 Akron, Oh. 23.8 21.2 28.4 23.4· 11.4 9.0 
013 Ashevi 11 e, N. C. 32.6 23.8 44.1 32.1 20.0 13.3 
014 Atlanta, Ga. 30.6 22.4 41.8 31.6 18.8 13.9 
015 Atl anti c City, ;'LJ. 14.9 7.1 7.3 - 1.5 2.5 - 0.4 
016 Agusta, Ga. 38.9 33.1 50.6 44.2 24.0 20.7 

017 Austin, Tx. 29.2 31.1 29.8 35.5 13.0 14.1 
019 Baltimore, Md. 16.9 14.4 19.6 13.2 8.1 5.7 
022 Beaumont, Tx. 37.3 33.5 48.8 40.8 23.6 19.1 
026 Birmongham, Al. 33.4 24.5 43.7 34.0 19.5 14.6 
029 Boston, Ma. 11.7 11.6 11.7 11.7 4.3 3.6 

030 Bridgeport, Cn. 13.0 11.7 7.7 2.0 3.2 0.8 
035 Buffalo, N.Y. 14.8 14.1 17.7 14.0 7.0 5.5 
036 Canton, Oh. 21.2 24.7 23.2 19.5 8.8 7.1 
039 Charleston, S.C. 39.2 44.6 51.0 55.2 24.1 24.4 
040 Charleston, W.Va. 22.5 19.5 24.8 26.1 11.0 10.,4 

041 Charlotte, N.C. 38.7 31.5 49.5 42.9 23.0 18.2 
042 Chattanooga, Tn. 28.6 22.9 40.1 30.3 17.3 12.3 
043 Chicago, 11. 14.1 12.8 12.3 7.0 4.9 2.8 
044 Cincinnati,Oh. 23.6 24.5 27.6 25.1 11.7 10.6 
045 Cleveland, Oh. 10.1 10.7 5.0 3. 1 2.2 1.3 

048 Columbia, S.C. 37.4 36.0 46.2 48.9 22.6 22.8 
050 Columbus, Oh. 19.8 18.9 22.5 21.1 9.3 7.6 
052 Dallas, Tx. 28.2 22.1 37.0 29.9 15.6 11.6 
054 Dayton, Oh. 16.5 25.3 16.3 10.6 6.9 4.4 
056 Denver, Co. 13.1 14.4 13.4 12.6 5.4 4.3 

057 Des Moines, la. 23.2 20.9 27.6 25.7 10.5 8.7 
058 Detroit, Mi. 15.0 12.5 13.8 8.4 5.3 3.2 
061 Durham, N.C. 28.7 22.9 36.7 32.2 17.6 15.1 
065 Evansville, Id. 22.4 20.8 26.1 23.4 11. 1 9.3 
070 Fl int, Mi. 22.2 18.8 24.8 18.7 9.3 6.8 

074 Fort Worth, Tx. 26.4 18.1 34.7 25.4 14.5 10.0 
078 Galveston, Tx. 16.2 15.7 21.8 18.2 9.9 8.3 
079 Gary, In. 19.5 12.5 18.8 5.0 6.7 1.4 
083 Greensboro, N.C. 23.0 17.9 27.4 -24.2 13.1 -10.7 
086 Harrisburg, Pa. 21.8 20.4 25.1 17.0 9.7 6.0 
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Table A-1. (Continued) 

Case Central Delta Gini Tridelta 
Number City E60 E70 GE60 GE70 TDE60 TDE70 

087 Hartford, Cn. 19.5 14.7 16.3 5.4 5.9 1.5 
088 Houston, Tx. 24.2 22.1 31.3 28.4 13.4 11.5 
089 Huntington, W.Va. 18.9 13.1 18.7 16.7 9.1 6.1 
091 Indianapolis, In. 18.7 22.1 25.3 26.6 10.0 9.7 
094 Jacksonville, Fl. 31.6 28.1 40.4 36.6 17 .4 15.4 

095 Jersey City, N.J. 13.5 11.8 14.0 3.3 5.4 1.3 
098 Kansas City, Mo. 19.8 20.3 22.8 23.4 8.9 8.6 
100 Knoxvi 11 e, Tn. 14.3 20.0 18.7 25.4 8.4 10.5 
114 Little Rock, Ar. 34.9 37.6 42.6 43.0 18.0 17.0 
116 Los Angeles, Ca. 12.2 14.7 15.3 17 .6 5.9 5.7 

117 Louisville, Ky. 19.9 16.4 22.4 15.5 9.6 6.7 
121 Macon, Ga. 43.9 35.0 56.7 46.4 27.0 20.8 
126 Memphis, Tn. 41.8 38.6 54.7 47.4 23.0 19.3 
128 Miami, Fl. 30.6 22.9 38.8 20.7 16.0 9.8 
130 t1i 1waukee, Wi. 19.5 20.6 18.6 17 .8 7.3 6.4 

131 Minneapolis, Mn. 15.2 15.2 9.0 9.7 3.8 4.1 
132 Mobile,Al. 37.6 37.0 49.3 40.7 21.0 17 .4 
135 Montgomery, Al. 44.7 42.7 55.3 50.7 26.1 22.2 
138 Nashville, Tn. 16.8 22.5 18.5 26.2 7.8 10.8 
139 Newark, N.J. 14.6 15.7 9.0 - 4.9 3.3 - 1. 7 

140 New Bedford, Ms. 8.7 9.4 2.7 -10.8 1.8 - 5.4 
142 New Haven, en. 18.4 20.8 11.6 13.7 4.7 5.0 
144 New Orleans, La. 27.2 26.6 37.7 31.7 16.7 13.4 
146 New York City, N.Y. 13.8 15.4 9.6 9.1 3.7 3.2 
147 Norfolk, Va. 33.6 29.7 43.3 39.0 18.7 16.0 

151 Oklahoma City, Ok. 18.9 16.1 22.6 19.3 9.1 7.5 
152 Omaha, Ne. 23.8 24.1 29.0 28.7 11.1 10.3 
155 Paterson, N.J. 16.3 12.8 12.0-1.6 4.7 - 0.3 
158 Philadelphia, Pa. 16.2 14.5 13.5 11.8 5.5 4.6 
161 Pittsburg, Pa. 18.2 16.9 17.9 17.0 7.4 6.5 

164 Portland, Or. 18.0 13.0 23.2 24.4 10.4 9.7 
165 Providence, R.I. 12.6 10.5 8.0 5.2 3.2 2.1 
172 Richmond, Va. 28.5 26.3 g.o 35.0 17 .4 14.7 
173 Roanoke, Ca. 19.0 16.3 'e.6.7 21.6 11.8 9.0 
175 Rochester, N.Y. 18.5 16.0 20.3 14.5 8.1 5.7 
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Table A-l. (Continued) 

Case Central Delta Gin; Tri delta 

Number City E60 E70 GE60 GE70 TDE60 TDElD 

177 Sacramento, Ca. 11 .5 13.7 12.9 13.6 6.9 5.1 
180 St.Louis, Mo. 16.6 17.3 10.6 5.5 4.7 3.2 
185 San Antonio, Tx. 11.6 27.1 12.9 13.6 0.0 - 2.2 
187 San Diego, Ca. 17.3 15.8 22.9 22.8 8.7 7.6 
188 San Francisco. Ca. 18.3 17.6 21.2 19.7 11.0 6.6 

192 Savannah, Ga. 41.3 32.1 51.2 42.2 23.5 18.5 
194 Seattle, Wa. 14.2 20.3 18.5 26.0 8.5 9.9 
196 Shreveport, La. 50.8 40.8 63.0 52.7 30.4 23.6 
204 Springfield. Oh. 18.7 14.6 20.7 14.3 7.9 5.3 
211 Tampa, Fl. 33.5 27.5 42.6 35.0 18.9 14.7 

212 Terra Haute. In. 25.2 21.1 29.7 25.5 11.9 9.4 
214 Tol edo, Oh. 21.8 22.2 26.8 23.9 10.5 9.1 
215 Topeka, Ks. 21.2 30.8 23.1 27.8 8.6 9.6 
216 Trenton, N.J. 12.4 12.5 8.7 3.4 3.7 1.4 
218 Tulsa. Ok. 25.8 24.5 32.0 34.1 12.9 13.1 

224 Haco, Tx. 21.0 20.2 27.4 23.5 12.2 9.5 
225 Washington, D.C. 27.8 34.4 35.0 42.2 14.6 15.8 
230 Wichita. Ks. 25.4 24.1 28.8 26.7 11.3 9.6 
233 Wilmington, Del. 20.6 19.0 23.0 16.1 9.4 5.9 
237 Youngstown, Oh. 19.8 21.9 19.9 17.6 8.2 6.6 

238 Berkeley, Ca. 27.1 40.3 34.4 50.8 13.5 18.3 
239 Cambridge. Ma. 5.1 20.8 4.6 19.0 1.8 6.4 
240 Camden. N.J. 11.6 5.1 8.7 - 4.4 3.2 - 1. 7 
241 Chester, Pa. 16.0 15.5 19.3 11.9 7.4 4.1 
242 Covington, Ky. 18.2 14.7 16.7 8.7 7.2 3.1 

243 East Chicago. n. 14.1 9.4 7.7 1.0 2.5 - 0.0 
244 East Orange, N.J. 13.7 15.9 15.2 12.5 6.4 4.7 
245 East St. Loui s, Il. 25.4 15.5 26.1 16.0 10.1 9.1 
246 Elizabeth, N.J. 18.3 16.1 19.2 10.9 7.9 3.7 
247 Evanston, 11. 35.1 44.2 45.9 51.9 19.6 19.4 

248 Kansas City, Ks. 14.2 17.5 9.6 13.3 4.2 5.5 
249 Mount Vernon, N.Y. 14.5· 11.9 16.2 11 .5 6.1 3.9 
250 New Rochelle, N.Y. 24.2 21.5 31.4 28.9 12.4 10.9 
251 Oakland, Ca. 20.5 20.0 23.5 23.3 9.8 8.6 
252 Pasadena. Ca. 15.6 23.3 22.5 31. 5 8.7 11 .2 
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Table A-l. (Continued) 

Case Central Delta Gini Tridelta 

Number City E60 E70 GE60 GE70 TDE60 TDE70 

253 Port Arthur, Tx. 33.0 21.9 41.2 29.0 19.0 12.8 
254 St. Paul, Mn. 13.0 13.5 4.6 9.1 2.0 4.1 
255 Winston-Salem, Nc. 34.0 21.4 43.1 30.1 20.3 13.4 
256 Yonkers, N.Y. 17.8 15.8 22.0 17.4 8.3 6.3 
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Table A-2: ~'easures of Occupational Inequality by Central City: 1960-1970 

Case Delta Gini Tridelta 

Number a 060 070 G060 G070 TD060 TD070 ----

002 43.0 32.4 52.8 36.2 25.2 18.6 
013 61.4 45.3 66.2 46.3 34.6 26.4 
014 59.6 39.9 68.4 45.5 36.1 24.2 
015 39.7 27.2 44.4 28.5 21.4 12.8 
016 52.0 41.5 64.2 53.3 34.0 29.4 

017 64.2 44.7 73.0 49.5 41.2 28.4 
019 42.5 30.9 51.0 33.9 25.6 17.2 
022 56.2 48.6 65.6 54.2 35.7 29.5 
026 59.3 48.3 66.2 53.0 34.1 27.0 
029 34.7 24.9 35.8 23.5 18.1 11.8 

030 32.7 36.5 42.9 36.0 19.6 18.0 
035 36.8 24.9 44.5 30.0 21.6 14.4 
036 36.3 29.1 48.4 34.5 23.0 16.7 
039 58.0 51.3 66.0 58.1 38.4 34.2 
040 55.1 35.0 61.4 39.4 33.0 22.8 

041 59.2 50.5 69.0 40.5 36.7 8.8 
042 54.1 38.6 66.0 43.6 3'2..7 22.9 
043 30.4 19.4 35.3 22.0 17.0 11 .1 
044 43.9 33.9 53.0 39.4 26.6 22.0 
045 28.5 17.7 36.0 17.4 15.4 7.8 

048 58.8 47.6 64.9 55.5 38.1 31. 3 
050 38.6 28.0 47.9 50.9 23.9 16.7 
052 59.7 44.3 69.0 50.2 36.3 26.6 
054 35.0 22.2 43.7 24.1 20.4 12.3 
056 34.4 20.3 40.5 27.0 21.4 14.9 

057 39.6 26.0 47.4 28.1 23.8 15. 1 
058 37.6 23.1 45.0 26.7 22.3 12.9 
061 50.4 36.6 60.5 39.5 31.4 23.0 
065 48.8 34.3 59.3 37.7 28.4 19.4 
070 42.4 30.8 47.0 33.0 22.2 16.2 

074 57.9 44.6 66.9 48.6 35.6 26.0 
078 58.5 45.6 63.0 45.8 35.0 25.7 
079 31.3 17.3 37.6 21.5 18.2 9.6 
083 47.3 39.4 56.4 43.4 28.8 23.6 
086 37.0 25.3 46.8 30.7 23.7 15.9 
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Table A-2. (Continued) 

Case Delta Gini Tride1ta 

Number a 060 070 G060 G070 TD060 TD070 

087 33.3 20.7 43.3 25.4 21.0 12.5 
088 56.6 43.2 64.0 48.6 34.4 26.0 
089 59.1 47.1 61.5 39.7 31.8 23.1 
091 39.0 31.3 50.1 34.1 24.5 18.2 
094 57.0 44.9 65.0 49.0 33.2 25.0 

095 35.7 21.5 37.3 25.8 18.4 12.1 
098 44.0 32.5 51.8 35.0 26.0 18.0 
100 57.5 39.1 60.0 40.1 28.6 23.0 
114 56.6 49.5 63.6 52.8 35.4 29.3 
116 30.5 23.4 36.6 28.6 19.7 15.9 

117 48.4 35.5 56.2 38.7 26.6 20.0 
121 60.4 48.6 71.8 56.3 40.0 29.4 
126 58.5 41. 7 67.5 52.3 35.2 27.1 
128 53.8 32.9 65.1 36.8 33.5 18.0 
130 39.0 28.0 45.4 31.6 21.4 15.1 

131 29.6 16.5 32.4 17 .6 15.7 9.0 
132 61.1 50.7 69.0 17.6 37.8 29.6 
135 61. 9 52.3 68.6 58.5 39.1 32.5 
138 45.7 37.4 53.1 38.1 24.7 20.7 
139 32:5 19.5 38.5 17.3 18.6 8.4 

140 26.8 13.9 30.2 7.3 13.8 2.1 
142 39.1 29.6 46.7 35.2 23.9 18.5 
144 55.4 38.8 63.0 50.4 34.5 28.3 
146 30.7 19.7 36.4 25.1 18.2 13.2 
147 56.3 46.0 62.5 53.0 33.6 27.1 

151 47.1 35.4 54.1 38.1 28.1 20.2 
152 48.6 34.6 53.8 37.2 27.5 19.3 
155 35.7 21.0 45.0 26.0 21.4 12.1 
158 36.0 26.4 44.3 30.1 21.4 15.7 
161 41.6 26.4 48.1 29.7 24.8 16.0 

164 36.7 25.8 40.1 27.9 20.3 14.8 
165 25.2 17 .0 33.4 18.9 15. 1 10.3 
172 55.2 42.8 62.7 47.3 32.6 25.3 
173 60.2 41.1 63.4 42.0 31.0 22.0 
175 38.6 27.0 14.5 50.2 22.9 15.4 
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Table A-2. (Continued) 

Case Delta Gini Tridelta 

Numbera 060 070 G060 G070 TD060 TD070 

177 22.0 19.3 23.4 22.5 12.8 12.0 
180 37.9 26.1 44.7 25:4 19.6 13.0 
185 44.9 30.3 51.4 30.4 26.1 16.0 
187 38.7 25.4 47.2 32.2 25.4 17.9 
188 30.9 23.1 34.7 29.2 18.3 15.7 

192 56.7 46.6 64.9 52.9 34.4 27.5 
194 29,5 26,1 30.0 30.5 16.2 16.4 
196 64.9 54.4 73.6 59.5 41.4 32.3 
204 36.2 20.4 44.6 19. 1 21.2 10.5 
211 52.5 35.2 64.6 47.8 32.9 24.0 

212 40.8 35.8 49.0 43.0 23.4 21. 9 
214 39.2 28.7 48.9 30.3 23.7 15.4 
215 49.3 41.5 54.8 36.3 29.7 20.0 
216 36.5 24.1 45.1 27.2 21. 9 13.8 
218 53.1 42.1 61.4 46.0 33.1 25.3 

224 49.7 39.8 56.2 .40.6 29.0 22.6 
225 45.6 36.5 54.0 48.3 30.6 27.3 
230 48.1 33.4 56.0 35.9 29.0 19.3 
233 46.8 35.3 57.4 40.8 29.1 20.7 
237 40.6 26.4 51.6 30.1 24.5 14.6 

238 34.4 35.6 43.3 44.2 27.2 26.6 
239 21. 5 20.7 21.3 25.8 12.1 15.3 
240 31.6 17.7 39.6 19.8 17.2 8.1 
241 16.0 28.7 47.5 31.1 21.1 14.2 
242 53.8 29.1 53.3 27.3 21.3 13.2 

243 32.7 18.7 36.6 20.8 18.0 9.4 
244 36.0 27.7 41. 7 34.0 22.5 17 .5 
245 38.4 21.0 41.0 22.8 18.7 9.5 
246 40.6 25.5 47.7 31.3 23.0 15.0 
247 52.8 46.1 51.5 58.3 38.1 33.5 

248 35.5 21.4 42.4 20.8 18.8 10.6 
249 39.8 23.8 48.4 29.1 26.4 15.6 
250 53.4 34.0 59.5 44.8 36.7 26.2 
251 37.0 27.8 44.3 35.0 23.4 18.6 
252 39.6 27.8 46.0 40.8 27.2 23.7 
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Table A-2. (Continued) 

Case Delta .Gi ni Tridelta 

Numbera .060 070 G060 G070 T0060 T0070 

253 55.1 38.8 62.0 43.2 29.4 21.4 
254 36.1 22.5 35.7 21.6 17.3 11.1 
255 55.3 43.1 64.1 46.5 34.0 25.6 
256 40.3 27.4 45.5· 31.2 24.9 16.3 

aSee Table A-l for name of central cities. 
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Table A-3: Measures of Income Inequality by Central City: 1960-1970 

Case Delta Gin; Tride1ta 

Numbera 160 170 GI60 GI70 TDI60 TDI70 

002 29.8 20.6 38.5 25.3 16.7 16.6 
013 48.5 34.2 52.3 45.4 21.2 27.8 
014 42.8 27.6 53.1 35.9 25.0 24.0 
015 20.6 8.9 25.4 8.2 10.2 5.7 
016 44.4 33.9 55.3 44.6 21.3 27.7 

017 42.7 33.1 52.3 41.0 20.5 26.5 
019 316 19.7 38.5 24.7 16.8 15.8 
022 50.8 44.2 62.3 53.5 26.6 35.5 
026 43.4 35.1 55.2 44.8 21.8 27.2 
029 23.2 25.6 30.5 30.7 12.5 19.6 

030 26.8 21.0 34.3 23.4 13.6 15.0 
035 27.4 18.8 35.0 22.5 14.2 13.7 
036 27.5 16.9 35.2 21.8 14.0 13.6 
039 44.6 43.2 58.0 53.4 25.3 36.3 
040 39.8 33.3 49.9 37.8 24.5 26.2 

041 54.2 44.1 65.0 54.0 27.8 35.0 
042 42.2 29.9 45.6 37.6 18.2 22.7 
043 43.2 22.8 39.2 27.1 18.5 18.2 
044 32.1 24.2 40.4 32.0 18.5 20.5 
045 23.4 23.5 29.2 23.0 11.7 14.7 

048 51.4 39.2 64.0 49.4 26.1 31.0 
050 26.1 19.5 33.2 24.2 13.8 15.6 
052 50.0 35.5 60.4 43.1 27.4 28.6 
054 26.0 10.3 32.6 14.7 14.6 9.7 
056 22.9 18.3 30.7 22.3 14.7 14.4 

057 33.8 25.9 42.5 31.1 18.2 20.4 
058 34.0 16.9 43.0 20.1 20.5 13.8 
061 46.2 34.3 56.6 44.0 22.1 27.4 
065 41.3 31. 4 52.5 38.8 19.3 24.1 
070 28.1 16.0 34.0 18.1 15.0 12.3 

074 42.0 29.1 52.8 37.2 21.2 24.1 
078· 39.6 34.5 49.7 42.6 19.2 27.2 
079 33.7 20.2 40.7 22.7 17.9 15.2 
083 47.7 34.6 57.5 42.4 24.3 30.0 
086 26.1 20.2 34.3 22.0 13.0 13.5 
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Table A-3 (Continued) 

Case Delta Gini Tridelta 

Numbera 160 170 G160 GI70 TDI60 TD170 

087 29.8 29.0 38.2 23.6 15.8 15.0 
088 45.2 36.5 55.3 44.3 25.1 29.4 
089 37.1 26.7 44.6 32.5 19.2 21.5 
091 28.1 25.0 37.0 30.1 16.4 20.0 
094 37.9 37.5 46.7 46.5 18.4 29.4 

095 27.3 17.7 34.5 21.0 14.1 13.3 
098 32.6 24.8 41. 7 30.3 18.2 19.7 
100 28.5 30.4 38.0 39.4 13.8 23.6 
114 46.3 40.9 56.8 50.0 24.2 32.1 
116 25.4 26.5 32.4 30.8 17.5 21. 1 

117 36.5 23.7 45.9 31.8 18. 1 19.8 
121 5l.8 46.4 63.2 54.6 28.1 35.0 
126 50.1 46.9 61.8 51. 9 24.5 33.2 
128 29.1 18.9 32.7 24.1 13.8 14.9 
130 28.1 25.0 36.3 30.6 14.8 20.1 

131 24.4 21.2 32.4 24.6 14.7 16.0 
132 51.6 41. 9 61.6 53.7 26.4 34.3 
135 58.5 53.0 71.1 63.5 30.2 41.0 
138 29.5 34.4 37.1 42.4 12.6 27.7 
139 20.7 16.6 26.8 19.4 11.3 12.7 

140 17 .2 19.2 19.7 20.1 6.2 12.0 
142 26.4 21. 7 35.7 26.4 16.0 17 .4 
144 40.6 36.3 52.1 46.6 22.6 30.1 
146 25.7 22.1 33.1 25.7 15.8 17.6 
147 37.0 29.6 41.1 39.3 18.7 24.6 

151 35.1 26.5 45.1 35.0 19.0 22.1 
152 32.9 33.4 43.7 28.3 19.0 26.6 
155 21.2 16.8 27.4 29.8 11.7 12.2 
158 29.2 22.3 36.8 39.8 15.6 17.3 
161 32.0 32.1 40.6 30.4 17 .2 21.6 

164 26.9 23.0 33.7 25.2 15.0 18.5 
165 25.1 23.3 34.5 27.1 13.4 18.8 
172 41. 3 32.0 52.9 27.0 24.4 25.6 
173 36.0 24.4 46.2 29.4 17.7 17.9 
175 29.8 21.1 38.4 24.6 16.4 16.7 



Table A~3 (Continued) 

Case 

Numbera 
Delta 

I60 I70 

177 16.5 22.8 
180 31.2 20.9 
185 25.2 22.5 
187 25.5 21.6 
188 21. 9 19.6 

192 47.4 38.9 
194 18.4 18.6 
196 56.1 46.8 
204 21. 7 12.5 
211 33.4 30.3 

212 39.0 30.3 
214 32.7 23.6 
215 29.9 29.4 
216 22.3 19.3 
218 45.4 41. 9 

224 45.6 33.1 
225 28.5 26.2 
230 37.9 29.9 
233 32.9 23.9 
237 33.9 19.7 

238 18.9 17.3 
239 13.5 12.5 
240 25.9 15.5 
241 28.9 22.5 
242 34.2 24.3 

243 21.3 16.4 
244 14. 1 15.8 
245 38.8 28.0 
246 29.0 25.1 
247 37.1 25.8 

248 27.8 25.4 
249 30.5 20.6 
250 40.0 26.5 
251 25.5 19.8 
252 27.9 32.5-

GI60 -

19.6 
39.1 
32.2 
32.9 
26.2 

59.5 
25.0 
67.3 
26.4 
41.1 

49.0 
43.1 
39.3 
29.7 
56.8 

57.1 
37.8 
47.3 
41.5 
43.8 

23.4 
13.1 
30.5 
36.8 
42.6 

27.9 
16.7 
49.3 
37.1 
45.6 

34.0 
38.6 
50.5 
32.7 
36.4 
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Gini Tri delta 

GI70 JOI60 T0I70 

27.1 9.7 17.9 
27.0 14.8 16.9 
29.4 12.8 19.2 
24.6 16.1 16.9 
23.7 13.5 16.2 

48.5 23.1 30.3 
22.0 12.8 14.7 
56.9 29.0 36.3 
14.5 .1 0.3 8.5 
39.8 15.7 24.1 

35.7 17 .4 22.3 
31.2 18.8 20.7 
34.1 16.4 21.3 
22.6 14.6 14.2 
51.0 24.7 32.7 

41.5 21. 9 25.0 
29.5 21.8 20.8 
38.0 19.8 23.8 
30.7 19.1 19.6 
25.7 17 .5 17.0 

17.9 14.4 12.8 
12.3 5.1 8.1 
19.1 12.0 11.0 
26.4 14.8 15.9 
31.7 - 13.7 18.2 

20.8 12.2 12.8 
18.2 9.1 12. 1 
34.5 19.3 21.5 
30.5 16.3 20.0 
26.5 17.0 18.0 

31.1 12.5 18.9 
24.8 19.6 16.5 
28.3 29.6 19.4 
24.0 17.0 16.0 
36.2 21.4 24.6 



Tab 1 e A-3. (Conti nued) 

Case 

Numbera 

253 
254 
255 
256 

160 

46.1 
27.9 
47.7 
31. 5 

170 

33.7 
24.6 
35.0 
33.8 

G160 

54.6 
34.7 
58.3 
41.5 

Gini 

aSee Table A-l for name of central cities. 

G170 

40.5 
32.8 
44.8 
38.1 
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Tridelta 

T0160 

21.5 
14.9 
25.8 
21.1 

T0170 

24.1 
19.1 
28.8 
26.3 
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Table B-1. Summary Statistics for Southern 1960 Educational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

1 1-4 B 1 .15* .58 .48392** 

2 5-7 W -.85* -.33 .90239** 

3 5-7 B .42* .16 .94554** 

4 1-4 W -1 .76* -.38 .95594** 

5 9-11 W -.39* -.09 .96977** 

6 0 B .64* .14 .98056** 

7 0 W .75* .10 .98221 

8 8 B .59* .16 .98317 

9 8 W - .31 * -.10 .98909** 

10 >15 B -.60* - .11 .99110** 

11 >15 W .28 .11 .99244** 

12 13-15 B .22 .04 .99261 

13 12 B -.09 - .03 .99269 

14 12 W .04 .02 .99270 

a 9-11 B -.10 

a 13-15 W .03 

K 18.35 

rl Variables without a regression step never entered the equation due 
to insignificance. The reported b' s are if they had entered on the 
last step reported. 

* b's twice their standard error. 

** R square represents a statistically significant (p <.05) increase in 
explained variance using an F ratio test as if the R square reported 
on that step was the R square of the full model. The variables fail
ing this test of significance are excluded from all following analysis. 
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Table B-2. Summary Statistics for Northern 1960 Educational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

0 W -.51* - .17 .24360** 

2 12 B -.01 - .01 .38768** 

3 5-7 W -.92* -.79 .66825** 

4 5-7 B -.96* .74 .74573** 

5 9-11 W -1. 04* -.52 .85564** 

6 9-11 B .94* .48 .87969** 

7 1-4 B 1.08* .66 .90568** 

8 0 B .91* .29 .95067** 

9 > 15 W .29* .33 .97161 ** 

10 1-4 W -.73* -.27 .98274** 

11 8 B . 19 .08 .98440** 

12 12 W .10 .09 .98527 

13 13-15 W -.06 -.04 .98531 

14 13-15 B .07 .04 .98540 

a >15 B .26 

a 8 W -.09 

K -70.90 

See Table B-1 for notes. 
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Table B-3. Summary Statistics for Southern 1970 Educational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

a 

a 

Category 
Race 

13-15 W 

12 B 

12 W 

>15 W 

0 B 

9-11 W 

8 B 

8 W 

5-7 W 

13-15 B 

>15 B 

5-7 B 

1-4 B 

1-4 W 

9-11 B 

0 W 

K 

See Table 8-1 for notes. 

b Beta 

-.06 -.02 .39861** 

-.66* -.33 .71758** 

-.18 -.01 .79115** 

-.10 -.07 .88283** 

.24 .00 .89260 

- .86 -.36 .89502 

-.73 - .19 .89754 

.01 .01 .90840** 

-1.43 -.61 .90993 

-.76 -.21 .91209 

.92* .30 .92028 

.58 .25 .92500 

.25 .12 .92580 

-.39 -.08 .92591 

.16 

.00 

68.63 
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Table 8-4. Summary Statistics for Northern 1970 Educational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

a 

Category 
Race 

> 15 W 

> 15 8 

a W 

a 8 

12 W 

12 8 

8 W 

9-11 B 

9-11 W 

5-7 B 

5-7 W 

13-15 B 

1-4 W 

8 B 

13-15 W 

1-4 B 

K 

See Table B-1 for notes. 

b Beta 

.75* .96 .55283** 

-.72* -.22 .67526** 

-.01 -.00 .76772** 

1.27 .10 .81959 

.30 .24 .84495** 

-.58* -.33 .88917** 

.32 .20 .92148** 

.51* .28 .93879** 

-.74 -.44 .95102** 

.30 .15 .95778** 

-.50 -.34 .96203** 

-.39 -.22 .95311 

-.35 -.10 .96379 

- .18 -.06 .96409 

.07 .04 .97412 

.01 

17.84 
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Table B-5. Summary Statistics for Southern 1960 Occupational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

a 

a 

Category 
Race 

r·lanagers 

Craftsmen 

Domestics 

Operators 

Service 

Clerical 

Managers 

Craftsmen 

Operators 

Laborers 

Professional 

Sales 

Laborers 

Professional 

Service 

Sales 

Laborers 

Clerical 

K 

See Table B-1 for notes. 

b Beta 

W -.40 -.18 .27898** 

B -.70 -.18 .47252** 

B -.71 -.05 .58153** 

W -.67 -.56 .63635** 

W -1.35* -.44 .71960** 

B -1.04* -.61 .81605** 

B -2.21 * -.17 .83726** 

W .08 .03 .86594** 

B -.59* -.55 .87185 

W -1. 61* -.39 .88576** 

B -1. 19* -.33 .91238** 

B .. 1.10 -.10 .91644 

W -1.80 - .12 .91993 

W -.23 - .13 .92321 

B .03 -.03 .92330 

W -.09 -.02 .92344 

B .23 

W -.07 

123.06* 
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Table B-6. Summary Statistics for Northern 1960 Occupational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

a 

Category 
Race 

Domestics 

Service 

Managers 

Sales 

Clerical 

Managers 

Service 

Clerical 

Professional 

Professional 

Craftsmen 

Craftsmen 

Sales 

Laborers 

Operators 

Domestics 

Laborers 

Operators 

K 

See Table 8-1 for notes. 

b Beta 

B .15* .13 .34743** 

B .11 * .12 .47846** 

B -.83* -.16 .58857** 

W .74 .20 .67659** 

B -.84* -.54 .71099** 

W .67 .29 .78446** 

W -.21 -.08 .81856** 

W .63 .34 .85155** 

B -.95* -.44 .86600** 

W .78 .57 .92320** 

B -.77* -.26 .93952 

W .58 .24 .96457** 

B -1.33* -.18 .97660** 

B .10 .07 .97749 

W - .16 -.16 .97828 

W - .65 -.06 .97855 

W - .31 -.09 .97856 

B - .02 

20.61 
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. Table B-7. Summary Statistics for Southern 1970 Occupational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

q 

Category 
Race 

Sales 

Clerical 

Operators 

Service 

Professional 

Craftsmen 

Craftsmen 

Domestics 

Managers 

Professional 

Laborers 

Laborers 

Clerical 

Managers 

Service 

Domestics 

Sales 

Operators 

K 

See Tnb1e B-1 for notes. 

b Beta 

W 2.60* .66 .49020** 

B ~.62* -.41 .59633** 

W 1.53* 1.04 .B1619** 

W .96* .31 .85209** 

B -.83* -.24 .88617** 

W 1.85* .75 .92244** 

B -.69* -.15 .93420** 

B .21 .10 .94116** 

B -1.29* -.11 .95091** 

W 2.14* 1.55 .95513 

B .54* .26 .95975 

W .03 .02 .96144 

W 2.08* .86 .95342 

W 1.96* .68 .96782 

B .29* .20 .97346** 

W 3.42* . 16 .98091** 

B -.21 -.02 .9811 0 

B -.08 

-136.83* 
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Table B-8. Summary Statistics for Northern 1970 Occupational Dissimilar
ity Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression 
Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

a 

a 

Category 
Race 

Sales 

Professional 

Clerical 

Professional 

Clerical 

Managers 

Craftsmen 

Craftsmen 

Sales 

Managers 

Domestics 

Laborers 

Service 

Operators 

Domestics 

Laborers 

Operators 

Service 

K 

See Table B-1 for notes. 

W 

W 

B 

B 

W 

W 

B 

W 

B 

B 

B 

B 

W 

B 

W 

W 

W 

B 

b Beta 

1.22* .31 .41254** 

1.04* .99 .51771** 

-1.02* -.74 .73293** 

- .90* -.35 .83489** 

.83* .41 .90977** 

.55* .20 .92722** 

-.79* -.23 .93971** 

.64* .30 .97122** 

-1.30* -.13 .98029** 

-.53* -.07 .98029** 

.09 .04 .98297** 

.10 .03 .98456 

-.12 -.05 .98513 

-.40 -.05 .98536 

-.51 -.02 .98557 

- .03 -.01 .98558 

- .16 

- .01 

8.73 
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Table B-9. Summary Statistics for Southern 1960 Income Dissimilarity 
Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

8-9 W 1.11* .51 .35646** 

2 6-7 B -1.42* -.25 .85354** 

3 3-4 W -.02 -.01 .90369** 

4 4-5 B -.45* -.12 .92683** 

5 7-8 W 1.19* .19 .94834** 

6 2-3 W -.04 -.01 .95853** 

7 7-8 B -.80* -.11 .96666** 

8 > 10 W .87* .53 .97331** 

9 9-10 B -1.19* -.11 .98195** 

10 5-6 B -.87* -.23 .98618** 

11 6-7 W 1.02* .19 .99008** 

12 8-9 B -.82 -.09 .99177** 

13 5-6 W .56 .08 .99371** 

14 > 10 B -.59* -.12 .99455** 

15 9-10 W .44 .05 .99510 

16 < 1 B .12 .05 .99543 

17 3-4 B .03 .01 .99552 

18 < 1 W - .14 -.03 .99558 

19 1-2 B -.06 -.03 .99561 

a 2-3 B -.08 

a 1-2 W .02 

a 4-5 W .01 

K 13.73 

See Table B-1 for notes. 
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Table B-l0. Summary Statistics for Northern 1960 Income Dissimilarity 
Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

8-9 B -3.65* 0.81 .35301** 

2 3-4 W 1.59 .48 .75641** 

3 6-7 B -2.96* "'.84 .83800** 

4 5-6 B -2.68* -.90 .87230** 

5 1-2 W 2.25 .47 .90165 

6 < 1 B -1.83 -.88 .91413** 

7 > 10 B 3.05 3.50 .92571** 

8 > 10 W -2.73 -1.45 .96338** 
9' <1 B 1.37 .19 .96966** 

10 7-8 B -2.95* -.74 .97554** 

11 9-10 B -2.93* -.55 .97878** 

12 4-5 W 2.27 .79 .98183** 

13 2-3 W 2.08 .54 .98383** 

14 2-3 B -2.22 -.97 .98474 

15 9-10 W 2.98* .48 .98535 

16 6-7 W 3.09* .65 .98603 

17 4-5 B -1.97 -.66 .98624 

18 5-6 W 2.41 .75 .98625 

19 8-9 W 2.28 .39 .98637 

20 7-8 W 2.62 .46 .98705 

21 1-2 B -1.98 -1.08 .98708 

22 3-4 B -1 .91 -.68 .98774 

K 12.78 

See Table B-1 for notes. 
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Table B-ll. Summary Statistics for Southern 1970 Income Dissimilarity 
Regressed on Category Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

1 4-5 W .38 105 .30739** 

2 >10 B -.86* -.68 .87668** 

3 >10 W .72* .72 .94453** 

4 9-10 B -1 .15* - .15 .96386** 

5 8-9 ~~ .75* .09 .97667** 

6 7-8 B -.74 -.09 .98820** 

7 3-4 B .24 .05 .98955** 

8 6-7 W -1 .16* - .15 .99041 

9 <1 W -.34 - .03 .00122 

10 8-9 B -.38 -.06 .99181 

11 9-10 H .27 .03 .99238 

12 4-5 B - .12 -.02 .99282 

13 2-3 B .17 .05 .99308 

14 3-4 W - .41 ·-.07 .99319 

15 1-2 W -.38 -.05 .99333 

16 6-7 B .22 .04 .99344 

17 1-2 B .14 .05 .99357 

18 2-3 W -.38 -.05 .99363 

19 7-8 W -.24 -.03 .99370 

a 5-6 W -.20 

a <1 B -.03 

a 5-6 B .02 

K 27.28 

See Table B-1 for notes. 
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Table B-12. Summary Statistics for Northern 1970 Income Dissimilarity 
Regressed on CAtegory Proportions by Race 

Regression Category 
R2 Step Race b Beta 

1 >10 B -.44* -.55 .20157** 

2 >10 W .91 * 1.28 .92542** 

3 9-10 B -.42* -.08 .94020** 

4 8-9 W .70 . 16 .95859** 

5 5-6 B .70* .25 .96412** 

6 8-9 B .62 .01 .96796** 

7 7-8 W .57 .11 .97234** 

8 2-3 B .50* .15 .97466-1..'* 

9 3-4 B .60* 19 .95793 

10 1-2 B .48* .15 .97737 

11 <1 B .47* .12 .97931** 

12 1-2 W -.74 -.09 .98083** 

13 6-7 W -.30 -.05 .98146 

14 7-8 B .44* .08 .98226 

15 4-5 B .42* .10 .98388** 

16 6-7 B .28 .05 .98534** 

17 5-6 H -.74 -.13 .98562 

18 3-4 H -.34 -.07 .98601 

19 4-5 H .62 .13 .98624 

20 2-3 H .03 .01 .98641 

21 <1 W .45 .05 .98651 

22 9-10 H .31 .06 .98669 

K -41.96 

See Table B-1 for notes. 



340 

Table B-13. Summary Statistics from Estimation of More Than $10,000 
Income Average in 1960 and 1970 

f(Midpoint) 
Year Category Frequency Midpoint (1 00,000 IS) 

10-15 3,931,157 12,450 48,943 

15-25 1,256,509 19,950 25,067 
1960 

:.> 25 490,104 50,000 24,505 

total 5,677,770 98,515 

Estimated mean of>10,OOO = $17,351 

10-12 1,999,073 10,950 21 ,890 

1970 12-15 2,158,904 13,450 29,037 

15-25 2,514,155 19.950 50,157 

25-50 596,095 37,450 22,324 

> 50 132,854 75,000 9,964 

total 7,401,081 133,372 

Estimated mean of >10,000 = $18 ~021 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1963A and 1972A). The over ten 
thousand dollar categories are for all urban areas (1960) and all central 
cities (1970). 
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