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ABSTRACT

This study is an examination of the racial and nonracial determi-
nants of residential mobility from New York City. It explores a number
of hypotheses currently used to explain or justify apparently high levels
of "white flight". In part it introduces research on the factors deter-
mining the intention to move and explores the complex issues that are
pushing people out of or repelling them from New York City. An impor-
tant objective of this study is to determine the degree to which race
and race prejudice influence mobility. It is quite likely that preju-
dice has been overrated as an explanation of urban relocation at the
expense of economic issues, family composition, nelghborhocod and demo-
graphic factors.

Six New York City neighborhoods that are experilencing varilous de-
grees of racial transition were studied. 621 interviews were conducted
in these neighborhoods in the spring and summer of 1976. The characteris-
tics of the sample are as follows: 80 percent is white, 18 percent is
black and 2 percent is Puerto-Rican. 60 percent are married, 18 per-
cent are divorced, widowed or separabted and 22 percent are single. The
average length of residence in the neighborhood is 12 years, with a range
from one to 72 years. The median family income is $14,321, the average
level of education is 12 years and U5 percent are employed. 301 respon-
dents rent their dwelling units and 38 percent of them live in rent
controlled apartments. 319 are homeowners of which 35 percent own single-

family houses and 25 percent own two-family houses.
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Five major factors are introduced here to explain the determinants
of mobility: 1) Family composition which includes marital status, age,
family size, and sex; 2) Housing conditions which consist of housing
types, tenure status, and respondent's satisfaction with their home;

3) Neighborhood conditions which consist of level of attachment to a
neighborhood, including length of residence, attitude towards neighbor-
hood, neighborhood social and physical conditions; 4) Prejudice of whites
towards blacks; and 5) social economic status.

A brief summary of the results is as follows: non-white respon-
dents were found to have a somewhat greater tendency to relocate within
the city's boundaries than whites. Prejudice seems not to have any ef-
fect on the intention to move among whites. The majority of whites
state that they will accept blacks and Puerto Ricans moving to their
blocks. However, in some instances whites who stated that they live in
neighborhoods where a large number of non-whites live, want to move.
Also, whites as well as non-white respondents intend to move from neigh-
borhoods that have experienced a great deal of racial trouble.

The decision to move was expressed in general as a function of dis-
satisfaction with space and housing conditlons among large households.
Crime, physical deterioration and lack of social ties were found to be
correlated with the intent to move. Families with children are sensi-
tive to the social and physical environment provided by the neighborhood.
Social economic status was found to differently affect respondents of
each race. Occupation is the only factor that correlates with the in-

tention to move among nom-whites. Whites were found to be influenced by



education, income and occupation.
This study concentrated on the first phase of residential mobility
—the intention to move, thus adding to a greater understanding of the

high rates of residential mobility in New York City.
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TINTRODUCTTION

The purpose of this dissertation is to describe and analyze the
determinants of patterns of residential mobility within and from New
York City.l The researcher will try fto ascertain some of the princi-
pal reasons driving so many people from cities like New York. This
thesis is an examination of the racial and non-racial determinants of
residential mobility from New York City. It explores a number of hy-
potheses currently used to explain or justify apparently high levels of
"white flight". In part it introduces a long line of research on the
factors determining the intent to move and explores the complex issues
that are pushing people out of or repelling them from New York City.
This research then seeks to determine the principal reasons for both
the decision to move and the choice to remain. An examination of the
characteristics of the movers and stayers willl reveal Important elements
of both neighborhood and city life which repel, attract, or keep people
in cities.

Five major factors are introduced here to explain the determinants
of mobility: (1) Family composition which includes marital status, age,
family size, and sex. (2) Housing conditions, tenure status, and respon-
dents' satisfaction with their home. (3) Neighborhood conditions, which
consist of level of attachment to a neighborhood, including length of
residence, attitudes toward that neighborhood, and neighborhood social
and physical conditions. (4) Prejudice of whites towards blacks. And

(5) social economic status.



Six New York City nsighborhoods that are experiencing various de-
grees of racial transition were studied. An important objective of this
thesis is to determine the degree to which race and race prejudice in-
fluence mobility. It 1s quite likely that prejudice has been overrated
as an explanation of urban relocation at the expense of economic issues,
1life cycle, neighborhood and demographic factors. To get at a better
understanding of the dynamics of racial change, blacks' and whites'
responses toward mobility will be analyzed. We shall see whether com-
mon social and economic pressures operate on the decisions of both groups.
This research was conducted as part of a larger study that explored
the dynamics of nelghborhoods and racial transition in New York City.
The large study began with an examination of dated census information
in an attempt to locate as many non-ghetto areas of the city as possi-
ble in which local problems had not progressed to a point where there
'was virtually nothing the city could do to deal with the scale of de-
terioration. However, census and other published data provided infor-
mation only on certain characteristics of areas, but could not help in
accurately defining the boundaries of neighborhoods nor sensitize us
to the range of issues and problems which were currently affecting
these comunities. The selection of strategic sites for the research
was accomplished after nine months of field investigation and in-
depth interviews with local officials and community leaders. This
field work was aimed at selecting arecas which ranged along a continuum
of vulnerability to various threatening situations or problems. Inter-

views were conducted with approximately 100 community leaders which focused



our attention on eight neighborhoods, in three boroughs or counties of
New York City, which were expériencing varying degrees of threatening
or stressful situations. The study was funded in part by the New York
City Board of Estimate, the Division of National Affairs of the Ford

Foundation, the New York Community Trust, and the New York Foundation.2

BACKGROUND

High rates of population movement in the United States led E. Erik-
son (1950) to describe the American national character as consisting of
a "migratory impulse". Erikson states that over a period of almost 170
years patterns of residential mobility have been strong and uniform.

Simmons (1970) supports Erikson's view by stating that about 20
percent of the population of the United States changes residence between
any one year and the next and that 40 to 50 percent of the entire popu-
lation moves every five years. Kessner's (1977) research on New York
City also concludes that the city has a long tradition of residential
mobility within and out of the city. Kessner (1977: 127) quotes an im-
pression of the Catholic Bishop of New York City in 1835 about residen-
tial mobility:

"...the inhabitants of New York are the most locomotive people
on the face of the earth. After February 1, when leases were cus-—
tomarily renegotiated, it is common to see at least one-third of
the houses and stores ticketed with "To Let" signs. On the first
of May, ...thousands of persons being in the act of removal, the
streets filled up with carts laden with furniture, porters, ser-
vants, children, all carrying their respective movables...Half of

the inhabitants of the city moved from one district of the city to
another."



Kessner's study addressed itself not only to the degree of resi-
dential mobility but also to the issue of motivation for the mobility.
Through an analysis of historical records, Kessner points out that high
rates of residential change are asscociated with employment patterns
and the search for new housing. "The tremendous rates of out mobility
demenstrate that New York's neighborhoods were very porous barriers
- for stopping outward mobility. Lower Manhattan's ethnic colonies bore
no resemblance to the European "ghetto!...the downtown community in
Manhattan held few immigrants back from seeking better fortuné else-
where." (Kessner, 1977: 174)

Residential stability has never béen a characteristic of most cit
ies including New York. During the period of 1850—1875, for example,
Kessner found that two out of every five Irish, and two out of every
three Germans moved more than once. The Itallans and Jews who succeeded
the Irish and Germans proved to be even more mobile. The main propel-
ling force for mobility was the desire to own homes. These "pull
factors" were shaﬁed, not caused, by the avallability of a good transpor-
tation system, construction of new roads, bridges and othér connecting
spans that opened new residential, industrial and commercial areas.
Farning capacities also played a major role in the determination of
place of residence and the possibility of moving. Kessner found that
the high concentration of population in the downtown aréa varied directly
with wages and the number of working hours. The Itallans who earned

poor wages were less moblle than the Jews who occupled the upper posi-
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tions in the work force.

The difference in rates of mobility between the Italians and the
Jews may also have been influenced by the degree of attachment they
felt to their communities. Neighborhood attachment was explored in
detail by Hunter (1974). He concluded that length of residence, know-
ledge of the commnity name, participation in various organizations
within the neighborhood and interaction on a personal level had some
effect on neighborhood attachment. One hypothesis is that the more
one interacts with the community on both a personal level and/or in-
stitutional level, the more one will be inclined to stay within the
community. Individuals who are deeply involved with their families
or jobs and see the importance of the family and employment over the com—
munity, will be more likely to move Whén personal needs arise.

Population turnover in the past has occurred among whités with
various ethnic backgroundswhile today the population changes are largely
from white to Black and Puerto Rican or other Hispanics. Thus, new
problems arise, and with ihem a new concern for theoretical concépts,
such as "invasion", "succession', "white flight", and "the tipping
point" which are important parts of the dynamics of urban change and
have to be taken into account in any analysis of residential mobility.

However, recent studies that have dealt with residential reloca-
tion focus either on white mobility and their reactions to incoming
blgcks or on comparing rates of mobility bétween the two groups.

For oxample, Speare and Associates (1976) found that non-whites are



to a large degree more mobile than whites, a confirmation of many other
studies. Suttles (1968) stated that the high rates of mobility among
most blacks who live in réntal units aré dué to théir lack of cultural
and socilal attachment to a particular comunity. The black population
which Suttles studiéd lacked any institﬁtional arrangemént with which
blacks could identify. Théreforé, oné issue that 1s examined here is
the different rates of intentions to move among whités and non—whités,

in particular in relation to tenure status and neighborhood conditions.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Black and White Residential Mobility

One question that has béén fréduéntly asked in thé literature
is why whifes move out when blacks mové in, and if in fact this mové—
ment is directly relatéd to racial attitudés. These questions aré
of particular interest to thé présént study bécause Néw York City is
faced with racial transition. New York City in the nineteen-geventies
has experienced a high rate of mobility. Thé total net migration out
of the city between 1950 and 1975 was almost two million péoplé. During
the same period 579,000 non—whités moved in. Unlike in the past, whén
one group of Europeans replacéd another group, now black and Puerto
Rican populations are succeeding the white population. While minority
groups move in, thé whites who make up the largest numbers of city
dwellers are leaving the city. This population change is visible in

the large increase in the non-white population. The non-white popula-



tion in 1940 constituted seven percent of the total population while
in 1976 it has increased to forty percent. However, it should be
pointed out that not only whites are leaving the city. Between 1970
and 1976, in addition to over 670,000 whites leaving the city, 100,000
blacks also did. Nevertheless, the consequences of this population
trend, as expressed by E.H. Norton (1971), show that the mounting
increase of whites fleeing the city coupled with the numbers of mi-
nority populations moving in will lead to major economic and social
problems for cities like New York.

"We know that typically a city's tax base and economic health

have depended upon the rate of growth of its middle class...

And we know that when a modern American city can attract only

the poor it 1s no longer a viable entity...We are inventing, not

a classless or raceless society, but the lower-class black

city. And in an economy such as ours, it is doubtful that any

city composed chiefly of the poor can survive."

Norton's statement as a former public official in New York City
emphasizes the urgency of learning about what motivates whites as
well as non-whites to move away from the city. An attempt will be
made here to find out whether or not middle-income families indeed
want to leave the city as Norton proposes. One view in the literature,
presented by Kantrowitz (1973), shows that social and physical dis-
tances are created between the rich and the poor of the same race as
well as across each racial group. Social/physical distances between
whites and non-whites, accordipg to Kantrowitz, are a result of demo-~

graphic changes. Natural population growth on one hand and the lack

of population growth on the other hand force upon the city a situation



of racial transition. Kantrowitz introduced the view that racial changes
are not only due to white flight but due to a natural process of "filling
the gap left by this rapid drop in the foreign-born and the slower drop
in the native-born white populations have been the black and Puerto Rican
migrants, thelr ranks now béing augmented by natural incréase”. (Kantro-
witz: 1973)

Simmons (1970: 59;) argués that racial issues do not have an ap-
preclable effect on mobility ratés. Thé movemént of whités, hé féels,
simply reflects thé usual reasons for moving, such as the need for
better housing. The race factor acts only as a constraint on thé num—
ber of possible altérnatives the mover has, and affects thé quéstion
of "where" one should mové, rathér than "why'". Furthérmore, it is
claimed that those who mové out from a racially changing néighborhood
are normally the most mobilé elémént of any néighborhood, i.e., thé
young, and the renters who move regardléss of racial succession. Thus,
no direct relationship appears to exist between the percentage of
black in-movers to a particular geograpnical area and the percentage
of white out-migration from the same area.

Another view is that while préjudice does play a rolé in thé de-
cision to move, economic considerations and the socilal structuré of
the n2ighborhood are more important determinants of mobility. This
view was formulated by Ginsbérg (1975) and Molotch (1972) who have
analyzed and explored the motivations for movément within thé contéxt

of community organization and racial transition.



Ginsberg combined survey research methods and participant obser-
vation to study Mattapan, Massachusetts, a community from which whites
had fled, resulting in almost a complete racial turnover from white to
black. Ginsberg states that racial succession can lead to dramatic
short-run changes in small areas. These changes will manifest them-
selves in the almost instantaneous growth of a new neighborhood sub-
division or the creation of a racial ghetto., White withdrawal from
a particular neighborhood, according to Ginsberg, dépends on the per-
éeption of the whifte residents of their position in relation to the in-
coming groups, and how the city as a whole views thé neighborhood.
Mattapan's white résidénts complained that their level of isolation
had increased as black families moved into the neighborhood, despite
the fact that they had not developed déep friendships or close rela-
tionships with theilr neighbors before the blacks moved in. However,
isolation for the white population was not measured by the type of
social relations they had developed, but by thelr level of identifi-
cation with the neighborhood, and attachment to it.

The feelings of isolation and incidents of crime against indivi-
dvals, e.g., handbag snatching, mugging, vandalism and theft, made the
white population unduly aware of the blacks, scared for their lives
and thus more willing to move away. Ginsberg claims, however, that:
"The fear of crime far out-spaces the actual increase in crime. There
is a great deal of racial animosity connected with this fear." (Gins-

berg, 1975: §§). The author also claims that the lack of a mutual social and



cultural background betweén the races réinforced further lack of undér—
standing and interaction bétwéen thém. Instéad of one community, a com-
munity within a community émérgéd with a multiple.sét of organizations.
Ginsberg statés that in somé instancés outward mobllity would havé con-~
tinued regardless of the black in—movérs, bécausé of thé age structure
of the population. As péoplé aet oldér, their démands and nééds for
their present dwelling also changé. The mové from a housé to an apart-
ment may occur after children havé 1éft homé or aftér a spousé has diéd;
Furthermore, renters ténd to mové moré oftén than homé—ownérs, with

the differénce lying in the dwéllérs' pércéption of théir placé of
residéncé. Thé constant tﬁrnovér among; apartmént dwéllérs is not only
due to the fact that réntérs aré not inclinéd to stay but also diréctly
related to the physical makéup of apartmént bﬁildings which 1imit thé

development of local attachments and webs of friéndship.3

High rates
of mobility among apartmént dwéllérs aré found to bé true in whité
neighborhoods (Rossi, 1955; Chudacoff, 1972; Michelson, 1977) as well
as in neighborhoods that experiencé racial turnovér (Ginsberg). These
findings suggest that high ratés of moblility among rénters in a neigh-
borhood that experiences racial succéssion are not necéssarily a product
of black in-movers.

Ginéberg's study, like most othér studies which déal with résiden—
tial mobility in relation to race, does not explore blacks' attitudes
towards mobility, their viéws about other ethnic groups, théir rélation—

ship to whites in the community nor théir feelings about the fact that



they "replace'" whites. The small size (100) of Ginsberg's study makes
1t impossible to answer one of her major questions.
"...To what extent can the behavior of whites in (mixed) areas

be explained in the context of 'mormal' residential mobility?

In other words to what extent do racial factors account for the

behavior of whites in these situations?' (Ginsberg, 1975: 14-15)
Furthermore, the large percentagé (66%) of people over sixby leads to
an insufficient examination of the role of young families or families
with children in relation to movément. Stages in the life cycle, which
is seen as one of thé most important variables in analyzing residential
mobility could not be explored becausé of the naturé of the sample.

H. Molotch (1972), like Ginsberg, dealt with the problem of white
flight, but differs in his point of departure. While Ginsberg searched
for the motivation that shapes the décision to move, Molotch bélieved
that economic factors, specifically the dual housing market, are the
significant facts which shape the out-migration of whites. "...the
key economic fact of a transition neighborhood is that housing on the
market is worth more to blacks than to whites.” (Molotch, 1972: 20)

Given his point of view, Molotch interviewed only individuals who
controlled or managed the housing market. This, however, presents a
one-sided approach to residential mobility. FPurthermore, lack of direct
contact with the residénts who flee or want to move out of an area
limited his ability to examine the role of racial attitudés within the
context of residential meobility. Molotch speculates but does not test

white cr black reactions towards racial change. He states that:
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"People's responses to racial change can reasonably be expected to
be dependent on whether they perceive a community as changing and
whether they place themselves within the boundaries of that changing
community." (Molotch, 1972: 45)
This suggests that people's perceptions towards racial change in their
neighborhood will shape their decision to move out of the neighborhood,
whether or not actual large or small raclal changes havé taken place.

Molotch saw the impact of migration particularly to be on home
owners and did not analyze renters' mbbility. He claims that the rate
of mobility among residents of high-rise buildings is difficult to in-
terpret because 1t is less visible, especially in a raclally changing
neighborhood.

"Data on apartment mobility...would be a faulty indicator of white

residents' disposition to remain in terms of their own attitude

toward the in-migrating group. Instability among apartment dwel-
lers does not necessarily imply that the instability would have
occurred had the residents been home owners instead of tenants."

(Ibid., 150-1)

Molotch's assumption may be true, but it needs testing, especially
in a city like New York where apartment dwellers constitute a majority,
roughly 70 percent, of the population.

Molotch also found that highly educated people did not move because
they were not frightened by the real estate dealers and were generally
people who maintained thelr property well. This finding suggests that
onz should examine further the charactéristics of these educated people
who are seemingly léss prejudiced and do not move out because of black
in-movers.

The relationship between prejudice and residential mobility is



further complicated when one closely examines the stages of racial
change. When blacks initially move in, they are typically middlé to
upper class and in some instancés é&en increase the économic status of
the community. Thus, prejudice towards the blacks may not bé visiblé.
The researcher hypothesizés that whén lower class blacks mové into a
white neighborhood, negative attitudes toward them may bécome manifest,
which can lead to thé outward moblility of whites, baséd primarily on
the issues of status and prestigé.

A severe gap in all the studies préséntéd héré is thé lack of
information on black views towards mobility. This study will éxploré
the reasons why blacks want to mové,’how différént théir reasons are
from whites, and who among blacks and whites aré most inclined to move.
A range of attitudes will bé exploréd in térms of people's perceptions
towards their present place of résidénce, thelir néighborhood and vari-

ous municipal services.

The Decision to Move and Family Life Cycle

A powerful factor inducing peoplé to change their place of rési—
dence is the need for new housing, which changes according to the Stagés
of the family life cycle. Movement often starts with young néw house~
holds who split off from existing households. Movement rises to a peak
of mobility among families with children and declines as péoplé get
older. Rossi argues that "the younger the family and the larger its

size, the more inclined it is towards moving". (Rossi, 1955: 73)



However, Rossl's analysis at some points lacks evidencé to prové
the above conclusion. Whén.Rossi usés.ténure status (i.e., renters,
owners) as a controlling variablé, thé above conclusion is only réle—
vant for renters, becausé for homéownérs, thé rélationship bétwéén
household Sizé and agé is not significant. As Rossi writés: "Thé ren—
tér's désires f'or moving aré éspécially sénsitivé to thésé two (agé
and family size) household charactéristics.” An explanation for the
différences between réntérs and homéownérs is attributéd to thé 1attér
group's greater control ovér spacé;‘i.é.5 homéownérs can changé thé
structure of théir spacé‘to ﬁéét théir own nééds, whilé.réntérs have
only thé alternativé of moving out.

Rossi, furthermore, did not look ab the final stage in the family
1ife cyecle. 0ld peoplé.mové to smallér placés, placés'that théy can
control and which meét théir own ﬁniqﬁé nééds. In Rossi's work, how-
ever, it is possiblé that if hé had split this age catégory into thosé
50 to 64 and those above 65, a1 Pferent patterns of residential mobility
may have been revealed.

Rossi's main contribution to thé study of residential mobility
is the introduction of the relationship between life cycle, space, and
mobility. However, in his analysis hé explorés the interaction bétwéén
life cycle and mobility only in rélation to housing néeds. Hé doés not
review any other controlling variablés, in particular, thosé variables
that distinguish moblle aréas from stable areas. His findings indilcate

that in addition to size of family and tenure, other variables describe



mobile and stable areas. People, for example, who live in oné séction
of a city for a long timé and are native to that city aré léss inclined
to move.

Fishman (1961) statés that family lifé cyecle factors havé playéd
an importént role in thé entry of non-white groups into cértain néigh—
borhoods. Fishman claims that on oné hand, thé vacanciés creatéd in
white néighborhoods aré due to:

"... the removél of adult offspring to homes of théir own and thév

death of parents...and the need for larger quarters as family size

increases or as job advancement and soclal mobility dictate;”

and on the other hand aré caﬁsed by:

"...the greatly increased Negro middle class, its sadly inadequate
housing, and its vigorous rejection of the Negro urban ghetto."

Fishman's study deals with the notion of family 1ife cycle in relation
to white and black mobility. Hé points out the différént reasons for
mobility between the two groups. In the present study, Fishman's ideas
will be explored further by analyzing thé réasons for mobility among
white and non-white groups in rélation to family 1ifé cyclé stagés.

Another major study that éxploréd family life cycle and residén—
tial mobility was conductéd recently by W. Michelson (1977). Hé found
that space is not the crucial push factor for all family groups. Fami-
lies with children below the téénagé years are most inclinéd to cité
space as a push factor. Young childléss couples welgh spatial factors
much more heavily than oldér childless familiés. Furthérmore:

"most respondents increase their space without making the move
wnich people consider obvious with respect to matching family



size with housing type; from apartment to house...those most fre-

quently moving to increase their household space are those moving

from one house to another." (Michelson, 1977: 139)

Michelson found that family considerations are hishly related to
change in location. Families with childrén stréss thé importahce of
neighborhood character, particularly as a sétting for raising childrén.
Childless familiés seé thé importancé of accéss to various facilitiés,
of which théir placé of work is prominént. In contrast, Rossi statéd
that local enviromment and thé location of néighborhoods in thé clty
did not seém to bé particularly rélévant to mobility; Friéndship and
location of friends and jobs wéré indépéndént of thé inclination to
move in Rossi's study.

The présent study will ré—éxaminé thé rélationship bétwéén family
1life cycle with improvéd catégoriés for agé and thé désiré to mové.
Also, this study will analyze family 1ife cycle within the context of

race, neighborhood needs, and the location of the future move.

Income, Education, and Occupation

Residential mobility according to Rossi seems to take place in
neighborhoods which aré high in économic status as wéll as in néighbor—
hoods that aré seen as low in économic status. Hé did not furthér
explore the rélationship bétwéén économic status and mobility.

Other studies (Hodgé, 1970; Chudakoff, 1972) show that income is
a crucial indicator that mﬁst bé takén into account when plans to mové
take placé. Income énables the Individual to éxércisé somé diréct con-

trol over his immediate enviromment. People with large incomes have
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leeway in their choice of housing and lifestyles which is less possible
for those with lower incomés. Hodgé also found that the sense of con-
trol over one's affairs felt by high incomé people éxplains why an
inverse correlation betwéen poWérlessness and income exists. Thié
sénse of control may assist high incomé families to readily decide to
move if problems in théir homés or neighborhoodé exist.

Income was found (Michelson, 12215 143) also to have an indepen-
dent effect on housing choicé but not on résidéntial rélocation: "hou~-
;ing choice is almost purely a function of the husband's income." For
example, people who earn undér $9,000 a yéar moved to high risé bulldings,
48.14% of whom moved to downtown néighborhoods and U47.4% moved to subur-
ban high rises. Peoplé who éarnéd high incomés moved to single family
houses. Another approach to income was taken by Chudacoff (1977: 94)
who found that one's income and the genéral economic structuré of a
city as a combinéd factor shape résidéntial mobility. Hé concluded
that rates of city growth and relative full émployment influencé "oeo—
graphical restlessness in nearly all occupational groupings".

Rossi theorizes that advancements on thé "occupational ladder' are
related to where péople want to mové. He found that people who moved
up the occupational ladder are particularly sensitive to the social
aspects of location and usé residéntial mobility to bring théir resi-
dences into line with their prestigé needs. (Rossi, 1955: 179) Rossi
did not measure occupational mobility. His théory is based on the fact

that: "some of the households were strongly dissatisfied with their

17—



housing's social environment, were expressing the way in which théir
home no 1ongér fitted in with théir social aspirations" (Ibid.).

Simmons (1968) states that only a minority of the population un-—
dérgoes a changé in status ovér a lifétimé and upward occupational mo-
bility might account for only one of thé movés made by péoplé in this
group. He also states that thé amount of income earnéd is moré réspon—
sible for mobility than are status changes.

Occupation and edﬁcation.aré foﬁnd to bé highly.rélatéd to choice
of location. As Michelson (;gzz; ;53) found:

", ..as éxpectéd, the new néighbors were sééh by 65% of the wives

and by 63% of the husbands to be the same as themselves educa-

tionally...30% imagined that their neighbors would be superior

to themselves."

Similar results are réportéd by Blau and Duncan (12@1). Théy found
that the relocation to thé suburbs of proféssionals and péoplé with
high education is the gréatést in largé métropolitan céntérs of thé
United States. Peoplé who havé movéd up thé occupational 1addér and
reside in small cities are léss likély to mové to the suburbs. Thé
reason for this difference is that the larger citiés have moré suburbs
and more diversified ones than médium—sized citiés. Théréforé, non-
whites and other minoritiés, according to Blau and Duncan, who aré éco—
nomically succéssful but with low status background charactéristics
(occupation) are more likely to move to suburbs in the largér than in
the smaller métropolitan céntérs. Thus, résidents of New York City
who want to move to the suburbs or to a better neighborhood are 1ikély

to do so if they can afford to mové.
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Education and income, according to Speare, Goldstein and Frey, do
not directly affect thé wish to rélocaté. Howévér, péoplé who féel that
théir earmings do not match théir lévél of éducation aré foﬁnd to bé
relatively unsatisfied with théir résidéncé. Péople who féél that they
have higher incomes than their educational achlevement are satisfied.

Fishman (1961) in analyzing whité—black mobility found that occu—
pational status seéms to bé involvéd in thé procéss of movémént. Whites
with manual occupations tendéd to rémain evén whén théy had négativé
attitudes towards blacks. Thé auﬁhor spéculatéd that thé reason for
their not moving was the difficulty of finding comparable housing or
residential proximity to Néw York within théir économic méans. Those
whites who had non-manual occupations téndéd to be oriéntéd toward out-
ward moves, even whén théir attitudés weré positivé toward thé intér—
racial features of thé néighborhood:

"Their greater financial means provide them with the flexibility

of' leaving whenever Negroes become elther too numerous or too

close with respect to their own personal standards." (Fishman,

1961 15)

Among blacks, Fishman found that thosé who occupy the uppér oc-
cupational ladder tend to léave théir neighborhoods and havé negative
attitudes towards blacks in lower éconondc positions. Lowér occupa-
tional blacks tend to stay in their néighborhoods and havé positivé
attitudes towards thé neighborhood.

In this study, incomé, édﬁcation, and occupation will be intro-
ducéd to describe the circumstancés undér which whites and non—whités

want to move. The various studies presented here discourage a combi-



nation of education, occupation and income into a Soclal Economic
Status index. Furthermore, the intent of this study is not to measure
the corrélation between social mobility and residential mobility. Mil-
ler (1977) and Hodge (1970) argue that status variables are only loosely
intertwined. Those with little edﬁcation may still achileve ample in-
come and those with modest incomes may land a prestigious job.
"Empirically, there is no one-to-one correspondence between the
prestige attributed to a position a man occupled and either the
training or education required to enter it or the income received
from pursuing it. Thus, a man's occupational position is no cer-
tain clue to his education and income, achleved attributes. which
may provide access to rewards which are not directly derived from
the nature of one's work and the prestige associated with it."
(Hodge, 1970: 183)
Miller raised another question as to the effectiveness of constructing
a Social Economic Status index. '"Can socloeconomics status be consi-

dered unidimensional?" According to Caplow (1954: 35-37), Hott (1950:

538-U3) and Hodge (1970: 182-206) the answer is no. Hodge, for example,

argues that "any attémpt to combiné thése indicators——éducation attain-
ment, occupational pursult, family incomé or occupational origins—-
into a singlé index of socioeconomic status will prové unsatisfactory
because its component parts havé différént conséquéncés for the samé '
variable." Theréforé, éducation, occupabion and incomé aré not Qséd
here as a source of status but merély as indépéndent factors that dés—
cribe different circumstancés undér which a décision to mové will také

place.
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Summary
In this study the analysis will focus on thé circumstancés that
1éad péoplé to want to mové'or to stay: what factors in théir back-~
ground, their personal maké—ﬁp (family composition), thé homé,'and
the community théy livé in; 1éad ﬁhém into thé décision to mové or to
stay. Thé analysis also will déal with how movérs and nonnovérs feel
toward théir neighbors, city and néighborhood and the socilal composition
of their néighborhood. Thé issﬁé of racé will bé analyzéd also within
the contéxt of préjudicé.’ Thé hypdthéSés to bé'téstéd aré as follows:
1) Réntérs aré moré 1iké1y to want tO'mové than homéownefs
2) As dissatisfaction with’thé emoﬁnt of availablé spacé incréasés,
the désiré to mové incréasésf
3) As dissatisfaction with néighborhoOd physical conditions, dévi—
ant béhavior and crimé incréasés; thé désiré to mové incréasés.
by A decline in city services to a néjghborhood will increase the
réspondénts' désire to mové;
5) The 1ongér an individual resides in one place, the less he will
be inclined to mové.
6) People who feel that they are not part of the neighborhood are
more likély to want tO'mové.
7) The decision to move variés according to household size.
8) People with high incomé aré moré likély to want to mové.
9) People with collegé education are more likely to want to move.

10) Professionals are more likely to want to move.

P



11) As dissatisfaction with New York City economic conditions in-
creases, the desire of whites to move increases.

12) As the percent of blacks or Puerto Ricans in the neighborhood
increases, the desire to move increases.

13) The desire of non-whites to want to move is greater than among
whites.

14) Whites who have acguired negative attitudes toward blacks and

Puerto Ricans are more likely to want to mové.
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FOOTNOTES

This will be done by examining the question: "Why do people want
to move or stay?"

The details of the larger study are described in John M. Goering's
White Flight/Black Flight: The Dilemmas of Urban Change in Cities
Like New York, submitted to the Ford Foundation, August 1978.

See also Suttles, Gerald D. The Social Order of the Slum: Eth-
nicity and Territory in the Immer City. Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press. 1968.
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CHAPTER ONE: METHODOLOGY

In the spring and summer of 1976,l 621 interviews were conduc—
ted with residents from six New York City neighborhoods. The neigh~
borhoods were Bay Ridge and Flatbush in Brooklyn (see Appendix A),
Ridgewood, South Ozone Park and Woodhaven in Queens (see Appendix B)
and Mosholu, Kingsbridge Heights and Fordham in the North Bronx (see

Appendix C).

Bayridae

Bayridge is a neighborhood that in the 1960's acquired a repu-
tation of being one of the city's most desirable places to live. This
reputation is based on the fact that the neighborhood is percelved
to be stable and is middle income, almost all white and without seri-
ous problems. The housing stock is good, there is convenient shopping,
ample recreational opportunities and adequate access to central areas
by subway and roads. The only major problem that exists is the popu-
lation trend, in which grown children and young families of childbearing
age tend to leave Bayridge. The residents who stay are elderly couples
of retirement age. This outward trend of young white families has led

to the incoming of non-white families (see Table 1).

Flatbush
In contrast to Bayridge, Flatbush is an uneasy neighborhood. Popu~

lation changes have occurred as well as housing deterioration, visible
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in scattered sections of the neighborhood. Also other problems such
as lack of neighborhood playgrounds and parks, and some school crowd--
ing, exist. The houses in general are sound but aging; most dwelling
units are 40-60 years old. The neighborhood primarily consists of
apartment dwellers. In recent years, the rate of population change
has auickened, prompting some dire predictions that the district

would become another ghetto.

Ridgewood

The district in which this neighborhood is located 1s perceived
as having undeveloped industrial potential. Once a busy manufacturing
area, the area is now facing a shortage of local labor due to a
static population. The population trend in Ridgewood is similar to
that of Bayridge. The population 1s almost entirely white, and the
nunber of older resildents many of whom are retired, is increasing.

The younger members of the neighborhood have been moving away to bet-
ter jobs or more prestigious neighborhoods.

One~-and-two family houses and rows of small multiple dwellings,
mostly bullt before 1930, predominate Ridgewood. The turnover of
residential properties is low, partly because of the large number of
aged property owners who are reluctant to move and risk losing their
savings.'

Lack of recreation and green space 1s cited by the local residents
as the most urgent community problem. Such services as transportation,

sewers, health and shopping are good. The primary public schools have
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more space than is needed which has promoted the bussing of pupils from
crowded Brooklyn schools.

Members of this neighborhood, according to the community planning
books, pride themselves on their self-reliance and do not want to be-
come dependent upon govermment subsidies. The residents take pride in
thelr communlty and are willing to cooperate in the improvement of

their homes and neighborhood.

South Ozone Park

South Ozone Park is a stable community which is almost all white
except for a small new community of young, middle income black home-
owners on the eastern edge of the neighborhood. The elderly residents
live iIn aging and deteriorating bulldings, and have language problems
and health needs which require a range of social services not available
to them. Almost all of the district's housing has been designated
gsound except for a small preventive renéwal area in the northeast cor-
ner. Shoppirg and transportation are good , but other services, such as
Improved sewers, additional health facilities, more schools and addi-~

tional recreational facilities, are badly needed.

Woodhaven
This neighborhood is located in a district in which industry mingles
with older homes along many of the major arteries and railroad tracks.

The residents live next to factories, mostly food plants and knitwear
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and textile mills.

One of the most notable features of Woodhaven is the age of the
housing stock. 96% of Woodhaven's homes were built before 1940. Al-
though old, most of the housing is well maintained. Shopping, trans-
portation, health facilities and schools are adequate. There is a

need for parks and recreation areas. The population is mostly white.

Mosholu, Kingsbridge Heights and Fordham

These three adjacent Bronx neighborhoods are described in the
New York City community planning books as pleasant, middle income
residential communities which contain a major shopping area, important
medical and educatlonal facilities which servé thé region. The neigh-
borhoods are almost entirely middle income and largély white. Most
of the black and Puerto Rican residents live in the southern part of
the district near East Tremont. The housing is sound with the excep-
tion of the southern part of the district, in which such indicators
of serious decay as vacant stores that are also fire-damaged, and
abandoned buildings exist. With the exception of this section, com-

munity facilities and services are in good condition.

The first step in selecting these neighborhoods was to analyze
census tract data comparing 1960 to 1970 to learn about rates of resi-
dentlal moblility, social economic status; housing stock, and racial
composition. The analysis offered a reference point for determining

those areas which had experienced racial transition as well as high
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and low rates of regidential mobility.
lation in which approximately fifty-five to sixty-five percent of

the population had not moved during the five-year period 1965-1970.

Each of the areas had a popu-

These neighborhoods also showed varying indications of racial transi-

tion from white to black and/or Puerto Rican. The relative stability

of these neighborhoods and their racial turnover are reflected in

the data on population ohangé for 1960 to 1970 presented in Table 1.1.

Level of Residential Mobility and Racial

TARLE 1.1

Composition for 1960-1970-1975

Neighborhood

Queens

Woodhaven
Total Populationd
White and others

Non-white

South Czone Park

Total Population
thite and others
Non-white
Rideewood

Total Population
Vhite and others
Non-white

Population Changes

1960 1970 1960-1970
32,141 30,651 -1,490
31,903 30,471 -1,432

238 239 +1
58,730 61,662 +2,932
54,084 47,568 -6,516

4,506 14,094 +9,448

89,212 84,552 -4,660
365 3,133 +2,768

08—
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Pop.
Estimated Change
Pop. 1975 1970-75
295270 - 3381
59,719 -1,943
84,366 -3,319



(Table 1.1 contirued)

Population Changes

Neighborhood 1960 1970 1960-1970
Brooklyn
Bayridge
Total Population 87,252 83,602 -2,650
¥hite and others 86,868 83,000 -3,868
Non-white 384 602 +213
Flatbush
Total population 124,336 121,988 -2,348
White and others 121,240 104,373 -16,867
Non-whi te 3,096 17,615  +14,519
Bronx
North Bronx, Fordham
Total Population 39,000 36,033 -2,977
thite and others 37,526 28,922 -8,604
Non-white 1,474 7,111 +5,637
Kingsbridge-Heights
Total Population 18,177 16,033 -2,144
White and others 17,477 15,34l ~2,133
Non-white 700 689 11
Kingsbridse
Total Population 9,915 13,398 +3,483
White and others 9,776 12,135 +2,359
Non-white 139 1,262 +1,123
Unlversity Heights
Total Population 24,008 22,534 -1,504
White and others 23,337 18,096 -5,221
Non-white 781 4,498 +3,717

Pop.
Estimated Change
Pop. 1975 1970-75
81,379 -2,223
119,932 ~2,056
36,477 +454
16,709 +676
13,159 =239
21,794 -800



Table 1.1 shows that in all the neighborhoods residential relo-
cation has taken place. For the most part, the neighborhoods experi-
enced a loss of population from 1960 to 19706, and a further decline
took place between the years 1970-75. South Ozone Park in Queens and
Kingsbridge in the Bronx are the only neighborhoods that had an increase
in population between 1960-70. Interestingly enough, Kingsbridge
gained both whites and non-white residents, while South Ozone Park
lost 6,516 of its white residents and gained 9,448 non-white residents:
an almost pure description of population replacement. Both neighbor-
nhoods faced a loss of population in the following five years, with
South Czone Park leading. The only two neighborhoods that gained
residents during 1970-75 but who had lost residents in the previous
decads were Fordham and Kingsbridge Heights in the Bronx. These two
neighborhoods lost white residents and gained non-whites during 1960-70.

Unfortunately, census data does not provide information on popu-
lation estimates of whites and non-whites for 1970-75 by neighborhood.
Therefore, information on the racial composition of these neighborhoods
between 1970-75 is taken from health area s‘catistics.Li

Woodhaven which experienced a decline in the white population
during 1960-70 and a very slight gain in the non-white population
continuad to lose whites into 1975; a decline of 2 percent in whites
and a gain of 3 percent in non-whites. In South Ozone Park racial

replacement also did not stop in 1970. From 1970 to 1975, the total
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white population decreased by ¥ percent and the non-white population
size in Kingsbridge according to census estimates indicates that racial
change is minimal. (Mo information is available on the Kingsbridge
population between the years 1970-75.) The two Brooklyn neilghborhoods
Flatbush and Bayridge which faced racial replacement from 1960-70 con-
tinued to face the same population change in the next five years. Flat-
bush did with a loss of 16 percent whites and a gain of 16 percent non-
whites. In Ridgewood between the years of 1970-75, 6 percent of its
white population left while 7 percent non-whites moved in. Racial
change in these neighborhoods is not a unique phenomenon:; it prevails
as well in the rest of the city.

The Bronx experienced in the last decade the greatest proportional
loss of whites, losing 173,500 white residents or 21.6 percent of its
population. This borough is experiencing both high levels of success—
sion5 and decline6. It has more areas than elsewhere in the city in
which blacks and Puerto Ricans have increased beyond three percent of
the population. Fifty-seven percent of the health areas in the Bronx
consist of non-whites and 38 percent of the areas all Puerto Rican.

Brooklyn is experiencing the next highest degree of succession

and the highest level of invasion7

in the city. Twenty-six percent
of the health areas in Brocklyn experienced a hicher increase in non-
whites than whites, and over 37 percent of the health areas faced a

decrease in whites and an incrzase in the non-white population.

In absolute nubers, Brooklyn lost the largest mumber of whites
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in the ecity, 257,400, about 14 percent of its total population.

Like Brookiyn, itlanhattan 1s experiencing the displacement of Puerto
Ricans. 1In 20 percent of the health areas in Brooklyn and in 32 per-
cent in Manhattan, Puerto Ricans are being replaced by non-whites and,
less frequently, by whiftes. Shrinkage? too, 1s common in these two
boroughs as the number of Puerto Ricans déclines and other groups
remain the same or also decline. DManhattan like the rest of the city
shows a loss in white residents, 133,000 residents or 14%.

Queens shares with Brooklyn another new form of racial change,

9 18 percent of Brooklyn and 3Y4 percent of Queens are

stagnation.
areas in which the population of Puerto Ricans is stagnating. Queens
lost nearly 153,000 whites or 9 percent of its total population. Only
Staten Island galned white residents, 26,000 or an increase of 10
percent.

Inring 1970-75, New York City experienced a net loss of 361,757
residents. The loss took place in the white population (-671,072) and
in the Puerto Rican population (-26,395). The city sained 335,710
blacks and Puerto Ricans for the same period. The various degrees
of racial change an a neighborhcod, borough, and city level encourages
the study of sweial interaction between whites and non-whites. Also,
the large mumbers of whites leaving the city and non-whites entering
railses the question of whether or not white attitudes toward non-whites
plays a role in determining the outward mobility of whites.

The next reason for choosing these nelghborhocods was that the




population in each was characterized as working or middle class, with
a 1969 median family income of between $9,000 and $14,000 per year.
The final reason was that these areas contain both private, one and
two family homes, as well as rental units.

The households that were interviewed were selected in a multi-stage
sampling design. locks were selected randomly from each of the six
neighborhoods, followed by a random selectlon of block-sides, dwelling
units on each block-side, floors within each dwélling, and finally of
apartments on each floor.

The interviews were e&enly divided between men and women as well
as owners and renters. Approximately 100 non-whites were interviewed.lo
Interviews were conducted by a team of forty intérviewérs and generally
averaged forty-five minutes. The interviewers were assigned to the
respondents by race.

Two methods of interviewing were used: face~to-face and by tele-~
phone, Difficulties arocse in obtaining face-to-face interviews par-
ticularly with the elderly. They were afraid to allow anyone into
their home, including an interviewer with full and proper indentifi-
cation. In all, 27 percent of the respondents were interviewed by
telephone. The majority of these interviews took place in the Bronx
and in Woodhaven. The telephone interviews had no significant effect
on the distribution of responses of the attitudinal variable in this

11 - .
study. Two types of tests were used to deteruine the statistical
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independence  between interview type and 213 variables in the question-
naire; {z) nmominal and ordinal variables were subjected to chi-square

analysis: rejection level ,01; (b) interval and ratio variables were
subjected to a two tail test:. rejection level .0l. Such variables as
race, sex, education, income household type, or type of dwelling unit
were not correlated with the method of interview. When controlling
for neighborhood, age is the only variable that is not statistically
independent from interview type. Telephone interviewees were some-
what older than those who were interviewed face-to-face. The multi-
method interviewing demonstrated, however, that basically no signifi-~

cant effect on the distribution of response of the attitudinal vari-

ables was present.

Major Variables

Major topics covered in the questionnaire were: (a copy of the
questiomaire is in Appendix D)

1) Descriptive variables which include age of respondent, sex,

marital status, family size, number of children, place of
birth, length of residence in New York City, education, in-
came, religion, ethnicity, race, political affiliations, em—
ployment status, place of work and housing type;

2) Neighborhood characteristics which consist of: length of resi-

dence in the neighborhoed, home ownership and level of parti-
cipation In local organization. Under this topic attitudes
which describe the responderts' commitment to a neighborhood

arec included, i.e. the respondents' (a) views about moving from
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the netghborhood, (b) thelr perception of how many new-comers
have arrived in the neighborhood and how long they stay, (c)
their desire to own & house in the neighborhood, (d) their
view of the degree of desirability of their nelghborhood, and
(e) their feelings of belonging to the neighborhood;

Neighborhood services which include: (a) level of satisfac-—

tion with distance to shopping and medical facilities, reli-
gious centers, recreation, work, friends, and relatives, (b)
satisfaction with collection of garbage, cleaning of streets,
fire and police protection, housing inspection and code enforce-
ment, availability of parks, safety of parks, number of schools
and quality of education, health facilities, day care facili-
ties, street parking, public transportation, (c¢) problems in
the neighborhood such as crime, drug addicts, teenage groups,
dirty streets, alcoholics, abandoned houses, panhandling, in-
considerate neighbors, run-down houses, welfare famililes, bur-
glary, safety and increase in crime;

Neighborhood change which consists of perceptions of change in

the racial makcup of the neighborhood;

Housing conditions: For renters this includes amount of rent

paid, rent control, and degree of satisfaction with the rent. For
homeovmers this includes mortgage payments and home value. For
both renters and homeowners degree of satisfaction with utili-

ties, space, privacy, street noise, air and sunlight, safety of
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dwzliing, from burglars and care of property by others;
6) Prejudice which consists of respondents' reactions to non-
whites moving in, school busing, social interaction between

the races and neighborhood integration.

In the present study, tabular analysis 1s used to discover the
significant differences or non-differences, as the case may be, between
those who want to move and those respondents who want to stay. The
use of this technique here is appropriate because the interest of the
researcher in this study lies with why people want to move and not
with what causes people to want to move. Of interest is what attitudes
relate to the intent to move, not what makes people acquire these at-
titudes. In other words, based on findings in other studies, chosen
factors are cross-tabulated against the intent to move to find out

how this intent varies from one set of circumstances to another.

Description of the Sample

80 percent of the sample is white, 18 percent is black and 2 per-
cent is Puerto Rican. 56 percent of the respondents are males and 44
percent are females. (Note: the head of household was not necessarily
interviewed; rather, whoever was at home at the time answered the ques-
tionnaire.) 60 percent are married, 18 percent are divorced, widowed
or separated and 22 percent ars sinele, 63 percent of the families
are childless. The average length of residence of the respondents in
New York City is 33 years. Length of residence ranges from less than

one year to 95 years. The mean length of residence in the neighborhood



is 12‘years, ranging from one to 72 years. The median family income
is $14,321 and the average level of education is twelve years. Forty-
five percent are employed and the rest are retired or unemployed. In
terms of housing status, 301 respondents rent their dwelling units
and 36 percent of them live in rent controlled apartments. 319 are
homeowners of ~ which 35 percent own single family homes and 23 per-

cent own two family homes.

Description of the Dependent Variable: the Intentilon to Move

"The dmportance of analyzing the intention to move has been dis-
cussed by Rossi and more recently by Spearé, Goldstein and Frey (1977).
Rossi stafed that the intention to move is a useful indicator of resi-
dential mobility: "A family's reported intentions about moving can be
taken as a good indicator of how that family will actually béhave.”
(Rossi, 1955: 105) This conclusion was based on his findings that a
strong relationship exists between the intention to move and actual
movement. Furthermore, he found that (1955: 107) 96% of those who
plarmed to stay actually did so. 80 percent of the households defi-
nitely expecting to move were found to have done so within one year.
Among families rating; themselves as having an evén chance of moving,
26 percent moved. The two guestions used by Rossi to determine the
degree of mobility inclinations were: (1) "If there were no housing
shortage, would you like to stay here or would you like to move from

this place?" and (2) "Are you very anxious to stay here, move out, or
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doesn't it matter teo much to you?" (Rossi, 1955: 107)

Speare, Goldstein and Frey further support Rossi's findings by
statirng that there 1s a strong relationship between the wish to move
and actual mobility in the year or two following the original inter-
view. In their study, 37 percent of the pecple who expressed a wish
to move did move within two years, whereas fewer than U percent of
those who had no wish to move, moved.12 Speare's study alsc showed
that 96 percent of those who did not intend to move remained in their
present location. These authors used two quéstions to identify per-
sons who might be considering a move: 1) "Do you have any wish to
move within the next year?" and 2) "Do you have any specific plans
to move within the next year?" (p. 209) The results showed that 22
percent of the respondents expressed a wish to move and 3 percent had
plans to move. Speare and his associates state that the 'wish to move"
question represents a more useful measure of those who consider moving
than the question that specifies the plan to move. No explanation
for this reasoning is given by the authors. Based on the percent of
respondents who answered the two questions, it seems that choosing
the "wish to move" was a matter of convenience. Furthermore, Speare
and his associates stated that fo improve the measurement of the wish
to move, they examined only respondents who wanted to move within the
state studied {19.7%). No explanaticns were glven as to why people who
want to move within the state 1s a better measurement than those who

wish to also move outside the state. The authors concluded that "their
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survey failed to identify all of the potential movers with the 'wish
to move! guestion". Thelr results raise the question of whether or
not the type of "wish to move" was coverd adequately by Speare and
his assoclates.

Speare, Goldsteln and Frey ldentify threé stages in the decision
to move: "1) the development of a desire to consider moving, 2) the
selection of an alternative location, and 3) the decision to move or
to stay." The authors claim that the three stages do not necessarily
occur in any particular order. For example, thé outcome of stagés 2
and 3 at one point in time will affect factors entering stage 1 at .a
later point in time. In stage 1, consideration for moving is shaped
by dissatisfaction beyond a person's threshold or tolerance level.13
Lhreshold is important according to the authors since dissatisfaction
by 1tself is a necessary condition for the consideration of mobllity,
but it is not a sufficlent condition. Factors other than stress or
dissatisfaction which push people to move are: eviction, loss of a
Jjob, job transfer, destruction of the housing unit, marital breakup,
etc. The second stage occurs when a person becomes dissatisfiéd with
a glven state of affairs and searches for a satisfactory alternative
(Sp@are,'lgzﬁ; 173). Two factors that will pull an individual to a
new location are the expected level of satisfaction with the alterna-
tive place of residence and the location of that place. The third

stage 1n residential mobility materializes once an alternate location



has been found. At this stage people evaluate the new home in terms
of monetary and non-monstary facters. VIf the expected satisfaction
of the alternative location exceeds the satisfaction of the current
residence by a sufficient margin to offset the cost of moving, the
person will decide to stay...or to resume the search for a better lo-
cation." (Speare 183

Michelson (1977) introduced a thecoretical model for residential
mobility which focused on the stages that people go through once they
have made the decision to mové. Michelson calls the first move that
a family makes the base line which occurs when either a couple is
Jjust married or when a family undertakes the first move from a rural
to an urban envirormment. At the "base line" stage, residential mo-
bility is shaped by such general forces as economic conditions, con-
tracts, job location, ete. The second stage of residential rélo—
cation is incremental changs, in which people develop an ideal,lu
"as to where to move, ideals that are culturally derived and shared
by society at large". The ideals that develop in stage two are ideals
of housing and location, which Michelson claims are beyond the range
of short-run attaimment for most people. At the third stage, which
Michelson calls approximation of the ideal, peovle search for new
housing which closely meets thoir ideals.

Michelson's theory encommasses the many moves peopl: can make.

His analysis focuses o the stages in which people want to achieve
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their ideals. "Peopnle's assumption of fubure mobility are important
not only in understanding repeated mobility, bubt also in understanding
both the rationale behind the move and the evaluation of the housing
from which this move takes place." (Michelson, 1977: 331)

In this study, to measure the respondents' attitudes toward
moving from or remaining in thelr present place of residence and the
intensity of the attitude displayed, two basic questions wére employed.
These were: (1) "Do you think you will ever move from this neighbor-
hood?"--352 answered yes, 202 stated no and 67 don't know; (2) "When
do you think you will move from this neighborhood?" --107 respondents
stated that they will move within one year, 86 want to move within
two-to~four years of the time of the interview, 63 want to move after
five years and 96 want to move but do not know when. Based upon the
answers given to these questions, each respondent was classified into

one of four categories. (See Table 1.2)

TABLE 1.2

Distribution of the Population According
to Thelr Perception Toward Movement

Percent of People

Typez of Intended Move Across 6 Neighborhoods
HOmove | o . 0 0 v s s s e e e e e e .. 33
Short Term Move fpresent up to one year). . . . 17%
Long Term fove (one year and above) . . . . . . 39%

Do not know whether a move will take place. . . 11%

TOTAL: 100% (621)
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Ag shown in Wable 1.2, 17 percent intend to move shortly, having
stated that they will move within one year of the interview. Thirty-
nine percent feel that they would like to move, but the move will take
place one or more years from the time of the interview. Thirty-three
percent do not intend to move and 11 percent are ambivalént about
their plans to move or stay. These findings replicate the results
of a prior study15 conducted in New York City in which 1t was found
that more people plan to move than to stay. Out of 1,674 subjects
residing in seven New York City neighborhoods, 55 percent planned to
move out of their place of residence while U5 percent wanted to stay.
On the other hand, Rossi (1955), studying residential mobility in Phila-
delphia, found that out of 924 respondénts, 52 percént wanted to stay,
23 percent wanted to move but were not anxious to do so, and 25 per-
cent were anxious to move.16 In the present study a clearer delinea-
fion of mobillity inclination emergéd_becausé the element of intended
time of move is Introduced. These differences in the categorization
of the "plan to move" variable may account for the different results
of both studies. However, such factors as location of the two cities,
population composition, quality of housing and neighborhoods may also
account for the differences.

On balance, it would_appéar that the definition of the intention
to move in this study is an improvement over other studies since it
deals with the genmernl feelings about mobility and yet is specific

in that it measures the intended time of the move.
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Wnether or not people want to move is the first step in the decision-
making process of residentlal relocation. The conceptualization of
the iIntention to move takes place when associated plans are made.
Those people who want to move will take such steps as looking for a
new place and make inquiries about the new neighborhood, plan to sell
their house or sublet thelr apartment, inquire into the new school
system, etc. However, such plans were not taken into account in this
analysis or in most other studies of residential relocation. Plans
that are associated with thé wish to move will show one's 1éve1 of
conmitment towards mobility. Previous studies illustrated that the
wish to move is related with actual mobility, but at the same Time it
was also shown that some people wanted to move without having thought
about it in any detail. They may have thought about it for fhe first
time during the interview and actually not be committed to residen-
tial relocation.

After the respondents stated whether or not they want to move,
they were asked to where they want to move. Baséd on census informa-
tion for 1970—7517 the trend séems to indicate outward mobility from
New York City. For the same period the deoreasé In New York City's
population varied by borough from -1.2 percent in Queens to -6.4 per-
cent in Manhattan. As micghit be expected, most respondents want to
move out. In Table 1.3 futuré location of those who want to move is

presented.



TABIE 1.3

Movers' Desired Location

Future Location % Yovers

INtra—city MOVE. v v v v ¢ o v v v v o o v o o 26%

To M.Y.C. SUDUTDS. v v v v v v o o o o o o « . 18%
Out—of-state MovE. + v v v v v & & & o o + . . U2%
DO TOL KNOW.e & v v o v v o o o o o o o o o« « « 147

TOTAL:  100%  (352)

Table 1.3 shows that 60% of the people who have décided to move
want to relocate outside Néw York City, éithér to the suburbs or to a
different state. But 26 percent still plan to rélocaté within the city.
One explanation of this outward mobility, proposed by Késsner (lQZZ),
is that the city has been and is used as a "port of éntry” from which
people move as soon as they decidé where to live pérmanéntly. Another
explanation is that we are dealing with a population whose needs cannot
be met within the city's boundaries. Thése needs may range from a
search for a place to retire, job relocation or a séarch for country
environment. This point will be further discussed in following chapters.

In Table 1.4 the analysis focuses on the neighborhoods from which

the respondents want to move.
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TamiE 1.4t

Tha Intention to Move by Nelghborhood

Flat-  South North Ridge- Bay- Wood-

bush Ozone Bronx wood ridge haven
Short term 30% 22% 23% 17% 13% 10%
Long term 48 51 42 43 45 38
Non-movers 22 27 35 40 ) 52

100% 1007 100% 100%2  100% 100%

(96) (90) (93) (87) (92) (96)

Inclinations towards mobility vary by neighborhood. Woodhaven
and Bayridge are neighborhoods whéré réspondents aré most likely to
stay wnile respondents who live in Flatbush and North Bronx want to
move shortly.

In Table 1.5 the direction of movement by neicghborhood is presented.

TABLE 1.5

Where People Want to Move by the
Neighborhood They Live In

Relocation Relocation Relocation

within the to the to Out-of-

City Suburbs State Total
Bayridge 229 13% 64% 100% (45)
North Bronx 29 o0 51 100% (h9)
Flatbush L7 14 h1 100% (65)
Ridgewood 37 16 hr 100% (49)
South Ozone 22 26 52 1007 (58)

Woodhaven 21 40 39 100% (38)
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The direction of movement is out of the city among most of the
respondents. People who reside in Bayridge are the most inclined to
state that they will relocaté out-of-state. Among those who want to
relocate to the suburbs, most reside in Woodhaven, while most of

those who want to move within New York Clty live in Flatbush.
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FOOTINOTES

The present dissertation is based on a study conducted by Prof. J.
Goering that deals with the development of social indicators of
neighborhood transition and middle-class flight.

Community Planning, N.Y.C. Dept. of City Planning, January 1978.

Non-whites includes blacks and Puerto Ricans, because census data pro-
vides information for 1970 on blacks and Puerto Ricans separately,

but in 1960 the two ethnic groups are combined. It should be pointed
out that census information is not an accurate measurement of change
(+) size of census that changes from 1960 to 1970. Thus it is dif-
ficult to measure accurately population change. Nevertheless, it
will be used here as a descriptive tool.

The word "others" in census data means Chinese, Korean, Japanese,
Filipino, American Indian, Hawalian and other S.E. Asians.

Information can not be derived for each neighborhood since the health
areas are not comparable to census tract. Thus neighborhood boun-~
daries will vary from one source of information to another. New
York City is divided into 339 officially defined health areas. These
areas range in population size 23,252 in 1970 and 22,184 in 1976.

The city has 300 officially defined neighborhoods most of which are
larger than a health area. Most of these neighborhoods are compati-
ble census tracts and health areas. Census tracts use small areas,
having a population usually between 3,000 and 6,000 people. New
York City is divided into 2,199 census tracts.

Succession: Percentage minority in 1976 is greater than in 1970.
The actual numbers of the minority group have increased. The number
of whites has decreased. The percentage of the minority must be
greater than 3% in both periods.

Decline: Percentage minority in 1976 is greater than percentage of
minority in 1970. The minority group has declined or remained stable
in numbers. The whites have declined. The white rate of loss is
greater than the minority rate of loss.

Invasion: Percentage minority in 1976 is greater than percentage of
minority in 1970. The actual rumbers of minorities have increased.
The number of whites has decreased. The minority group represents
less than 3% in 1970 and greater than 3% in 1976.

Shrinking: The percentage of minorities decreased. The minority
group has decreased in numbers. The number of whites has decreased
or remained the same. The rate of minority loss is slower than that
for whites.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Stagnant: Percentage of minority which has not fluctuated more
than 3%: white population is declining.

The small size is due to lack of money.

"Survey Research in Transitional Neighborhoods--a Note on the Effect
of Telephone Interviews', unpublished report, Doctoral program in
Sociology, the Graduate School and University Center, C.U.N.Y.

Alden Speare; Sidney Goldstein; William H. Frey. Residential Mo-
bility, Migration and Metropolitan Change; Ballinger Pub. Co., Cam—
bridge, Mass., Table 8-1, p. 210. 1976.

The authors do not present a measurement of threshold; instead they
only introduce factors that can lead to the increase of dissatisfac-
tion beyond the threshold level.

Ideals may reflect the definition of habitation which people con-
sider most Important, e.g. space, privacy, a big backyard, a front-
lawn, ete.

Yosef D. Dlugacz. "Patterns of Migration in Seven New York City Neigh-
borhoods", Sociology Department, Graduate Center, C.U.N.Y. 1977.

Peter H. Rossl. Why Famililes Move. The Free Press, Illinois, Table
5.1, p. 67. 1955,

Population Estimates for New York Counties, 1974. Current Population
Report, Series P-25, N. 599.

CHI2 = 30.865. DF = 10. Significance: .0006.
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CHAPTER TWO: HOUSING CONDITIONS

Discontentment with the physical conditions of the home environment
was found in the literature to correlate with the wish to move and
actual mobility. However, in the case of a working class community
in Boston, Gans found that people under some circumstances react dif-
ferently to physical conditions. Gans found that in some instances
most of the West End residents adjusted, for example, to lack of
space instead of relocating to a more spacious dwelling. The adjust-
ment is not necessarily made by adding another room but by adapting
certain lifestyles. Residents of West End, Boston, for example, solved
the problem of lack of room by entertaining only intimate friends or
relatives at home and by conducting daily social life on the street
or in neighborhood clubs. Large families solved the problem of crowded
rooms by eliminating the value of privacy. At the same time, Gans
found that if a move was to take place, forced relocation and housing
conditions were the most important causes. However, moving was con-
sidered only as a last resource because the social and economic costs
of moving were too great. The principle cost was not financial but
social: "A move meant leaving the group, and subjecting themselves
to criticism, for it implied that the old neighborhood and the neigh-
bors were no longer good encugh.'" (Gans, 1962: 23) This attitude
prevailed in the West End when people moved to satisfy such status

needs as having an "impressive front", a need to have "an address' on
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a well "manicured yard" in a carefully zoned neighborhood. However,
families which could no longer tolerate their apartment conditions

and wanted a new house were complimented by the rest of the commumity
for their decision to move. They were also pitied if the move iso-
lated them involuntarily from old friends, or if they were not ac-
cepted in.the new neighborhood. Gans has introduced in his study

the idea that dissatisfaction with the dwelling'unit is an important
factor that shapes the decision to move but it is not a necessary nor a
sufficient pre-condition for a move.

Rossi further found that housing conditions affected home owners
and renters differently. He found that the percent of renters who
want to move is double that of homeowners; 33 percent of 429 home-
owners stated their desire to move, compared to 61 percent of 477
renters. (Rossi, 1955: 69)

The larger percent of renters who want to move does not mean
that they have a low level of tolerance toward their housing con-
ditions but renters, unlike homeowners, have acquired different levels
of commitment to their home and neighborhood. Financial investment
among renters is limited and their level of commitment in most cases
i§ short-lived and bound only by their lease. In contrast, homeowners
h@ve a stronger financial commitment particularly among working class
people who may have invested their life savings in their home. This
comnitment extends beyond the home itself to the ncighborhood at
large. The value of property depends on many neighborhood-specific

market conditions. Thus, the homeowners must take into account a



wide range of factors before moving from a house. Some of the fac-
tors they must take into account are the neighborhood social make-up,
its racial and ethnic composition, the financial outlook of bankers
towards the community, and the type of people who will help to pre-
serve the neighborhood. Homeowners are presumably more likely to
work at a local problem and negotiate their position in the neighbor-
hood to try to stay, while renters are more likely to move when they
become dissatisfied with their dwelling unit. Chudacoff's (1972)
impression of renters captures their status in the urban community.
Chudacoff claimed that renters '"breed impermanence'. "The vast ma-
jority of those who moved or emigrated within 5 years had rented
their places of residence...in some instances ownership was associ-
ated with residential stability...but ownership did not guarantee
permancnce.' (1972: 59) These findings are very relevant to New
York City, since of a total of 3,876,503 dwelling units, 63 percent
are renter occupied.

In Table 2.1, the results show the degree to which attitudes
toward movement are influenced by type of tenure status in two ci-
ties, New York City and Philadelphia. The Philadelphia data are ta-
ken from Rossi's analysis to find out whether or not tenure status
plays as important a role in residential relocation as it did in
1955. The comparison was also introduced to learn about the effect
of tenure on the wish to move in two cities that are so different

in terms of size, racial composition, and housing stock.
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TABLE 2.1

The Intention to Move by Tenure Status for
New York (1976) and Philadelphia (1950)

Homeowners Renters

N.Y. Phila. N.Y. Phila.

Short term 12% 13% 28% 25%
Long term 46 20 42 36
Non-movers 43 67 30 39
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100%

(287) (429) (266) 477

Different patterns of intended mobility appear in both samples.
In the Philadelphia sample, more renters than owners intend to move
regardless of when the move will take place, while in the New York
sample, the renters intend to move immediately and more owners want
to move a year after the interview took place. Among the non-movers
a difference of 24 percent exists between the New York sample and the
Philadelphia sample. The present findings, unlike Rossi's, indicate
that ownership as well as renting is associated with residential
turnover. Hence, the results in Table 2.1 support Chudacoff's con-
clusion that homeownership is not a necessary or universal guarantee
of residential stability.

Renters and owners alike face certain economic constraints that
dictate their relocation pattern. For renters, their major financial

investment is in the amount of rent they pay each month. Discontent-
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ment, leading to a move, can arise in renters when they do not get
adequate services or feel their apartment is not worth the rent they
pay. The question that was asked of the respondents was '"Do you feel
this amount of rent is too much, about right or too little for this
home/apartment?" Out of the 291 renters who answered the question,
26% stated that the rent was too much. 64% stated it was about right
and 10% stated that their rent was too little. In Table 2.2, inten-
tions to move among the respondents are explained in relation to

their attitudes toward the amount of rent they pay.

TABLE 2.22

Intentions to Move by Attitudes Toward
The Amount of Rent Paid Each Month

Too much About right Too'litfle
Short term 38% 24% 30%
Long term 38 42 44
Non-movers 23 34 26
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100%
(68) (163) (27

The amount of rent people pay seems to be of little importance
in the decision to move. Respondents who claim to pay too much rent
are slightly more anxious to move than those who claim to pay too
little rent. Another economic dimension of rented dwellings that

may constrain people's intentions to move is rent-control. Rent-
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controlled apartments can be seen as an economic incentive for renters
to stay: 'rent control by definition gnd intent holds rents below
market values". (Briggs, 1976) Of the 273 renters who answered the
question about their apartment being rent-controlled, 42% reside in
rent-controlled apartments. Half of the population residing in rent-
controlled apartments state that enforcement of rent-control laws is
very good and the other half state that it is fairly good. This at-
tidue further justifies why people residing in rent-controlled apart-
ﬁents should not move.

The relationship between the intention to move and whether or

not people reside in rent-controlled apartments is shown in Table 2.3.

TABLE 2.3

The Intention to Move by Rent—Control3

Rent-controlled Apartments

No Yes

Short term 28% 29%
Long term 43 39
Non-movers 29 32

TOTAL: 100% 100%

(104) (138)

Renters who intend to stay scem not to be strongly influenced by

the fact that their apartment is rent-controlled. These findings are
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contrary to views held by many real estate brokers, bankers and
owners of apartment buildings. They argue that people who reside

in rent-controlled apartments do not move and create as a result a
financial burden on the landlord. The same degree of mobility in-
tention by residents of both rent-controlled and non-rent-controlled
apartments emphasizes the fact that forces greater than 'economic
interest" shape renters' plans to move.

Unlike renters, for homeowners there is a direct impact on the
financial status of their home on mobility. Homeowners who face a
decrease in the value of their home may move to avoid further finan-
cial loss. The respondents were asked: '"Do you think the value of
your home has increased, stayed the same, or decreased in the last
few years?'" Of 300 people who had definite knowledge of the market
value of their homes, 79% stated that the value of their homes had
increased. This positive financial outlook may explain why owners
in this sample do not intend to move shortly and could afford to move
any time they wish. Homeowners' attitudes toward the market value

of their home is examined in Table 2.4 in the light of their plans

to move.
TABLE 2.4
The Intention to Move by Owngr'; Attituﬂos
Toward the Market Value of Their llomes
Increasced Same Decreased
Short term 11% 8% 27%
Long term 47 48 43
Non-movers 43 44 30
TOTAL: 100% (218) 100% (25) 100% (30)
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Not surprisingly, homeowners whose property value decreased in-
tend more to move shortly than homeowners whose value was increased.
However, of interest is the fact that not all the homeowners whose
property value has decreased intend to move shortly. The results in
Table 2.4 suggest again that economic pressure is not the only force
that shapes the decision to move.

Access to a new mortage increases the selling power of a house.
When it is not easy to get a new mortgage, homeowners who intend to
move may be forced to stay. Out of 215 homeowners who answered the
question: "If you moved, how easy do you think it would be to get a
new mortage?', 33 percent stated that it would be very easy to get
a new mortgage. 30 percent stated that it would be fairly easy and
37 percent said it would not be easy. The assumption tested in Table
2.5 is that homeowners who can easily get a new mortgage will be most

likely to move.

TABLE 2.5

The Intention to Move by the View
That Owners Can Get a New Mortgage5

Very EBasy/ Not Too Easy/
Fairly Easy Not Easy at All
Short term 13% 11%
Long term 55 34
Non-movers 31 55
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(121) (71)
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The results in Table 2.5 show that indeed people who have easy
access to a new mortgage will be more inclined to move than those
for whom a new mortgage would be difficult to obtain. The largest
difference (21%) exists among homeowners who intend to move but not
immediately. Little difference exists betweén thoge who intend to
move shortly regardless of ease of access to a mortgage.

Access to a new mortage appears to be more related to the desire
to move than whether or not the property value has increased. However,
these factors are intérrelated when banks and other financial institu-
tions shy away from investing in a particular neighborhood and do not
give loans or new mortgages to refinancé homés; the property value

might well decrease. This idea is éxamined in the table below.

TABLE 2.6

Access to New Mbrtgagés by
Change in the Market Value of Homes

ACCESS TO A NEW MORTGAGE
Not Too Easy/

MARKET VALUE Very Fasy/Fairly Easy - Not Easy At All
Increased 80% 4%
Same 10 12
Decreased 10 14
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(132) (76)

A slight relationship exists between thé two economic factors

that shape the housing market. The results in Table 2.6 suggest that
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the two economic indicators act independently and may shape different
aspects of the housing market. Nevertheless, difficulty in obtaining
new mortgages is argued by many grass-root organizations as undermining
the strength of a conmunity. The quallty of homes will deteriorate and
homeowners will be forced to stay because they camnot afford to move.
In conclusion, the results show that neither among homeowners nor
among renters does a strong relationship prevail between economic fac-
tors and the desire to move. The importancé of these results lies in
the suggestion that péOple's attitudes toward economic situations are
different and more varied than expected. Molotch's assumption that the
housing market controls or éven directs résidential relocation is not
found to hold in the case of thé résponses of’ thesé residents of New York
City.

The focus of the analysis will now shift from the external con-
straints of the housing market to dwelling unit char=cteristics. The
analysis will show how dissatisfaction with space and other physical

aspects of the dwelling units relates to the intent to move.

Satisfaction with Dwelling Space

Fishman, in studying white and black patterns of residential mo-
bility, found that the main motivation to move is inadequate housing
conditions. As family composition changés thé most common pressure is
the need for space for a growing family. F.R. Seely, R.A. Sin and E.W.
Loosley (1967: 55) stated that-”Whén intérviewed about their homes, re-

sidents frequently give as their reason for moving to Crestwood Heights,
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the deslre for more space. The childrén were growing up, and needed
separate bedrooms; or they needed a basement recreation room as a

place to entertain their friends." Thé desire in a family for space is
not only based on family neéds, but has social value as well. Philip
Aries (1962), a social historian, found that in Western Europe during
the 17th and 18th cénturiés, thé néed for space and privacy for children
and adults developed only among the aristocracy. This value was taught
and became fashionable among the uppér classes.

Gans (;ggg) further found that among low incomé or working class
families with a large numbér of childrén, dwélling gpace and privacy are
not important. Among thesé poor familiés, the émphasis is upon the
social life that evolved on the street. Guest (1977: 283) concluded
that "as the family éxpands in sizé, and pérhaps as the family income
increases with job promotion; the family déoidés that it néeds more
housing space".

Rossi (1955: Z§) stated that rénters and ownérs wére about equally
sensitive to space complaints. Gans (1967) and Michelson (1977) asso-
clate space with the desiré to own homés in thé suburbs. Gans found
that people wanted to move to Lévittown to gain more space, privacy
and own a "free-standing housé".

Michelson (1977: 24, 24) found that the crucial push factor is
not tenure status but spacé:

"...interior space within the home are clted by lareer families

as reasons both for "push" and "pull" far more than among smaller

ones. Spatial considerations are more important as push factors

in those cases in which children represent recent additions to
families,"



Guest also argues that among families with children the tendency
to move also depends on the availability of external space around the
dwelling unit.

Taldng into account the fact that space is needed in the home as
well as around the home and that space means privacy, four items were
selected to define space. The items are: 1) The amount of room in
your house/apartment: 65% stated that they were very satisfied, 23%
fairly satisfied, and 11% not satisfied. 2) The amount of privacy: 70%
are very satisfied with the amount of privacy, 22% are fairly satisfied
and 8% are not satisfied. 3) Thé amoﬁnt of open space around the
house-apartment bullding: 42% are véry satisfied, 35% are fairly sa-
tisfied and 23% are dissatisfied. And Iy the amount of closet space:
U9% are very satisfied, 23% are fairly satisfied, and 28% are dissatis-
fied.

A correlation matrix baséd on Gamma scores of thé four items is
presented in Table 2.7. Thé responses to thése quéstions wére CTrOSs—
tabulated against each othér in ordér to detérmine whether or not

they describe various aspects of space.

TABLE 2.7
Values of Gamma for the Items that Constitute the Space Index

- Amount of Room ‘Privacy  Closet Space  Open Space

Amount of Room 2 LTH .699 Ao
Privacy X .630 537
Closet Space X .35
Open Space X
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It is apparent from the strength of the Gamma coefficients in Table

2.7 that the four items selected aré suitable for the creation of a

space index.7 The space satisfaction index is presented in Table 2.8.
TABLE 2.8
Percentagé Distribution of Col-
lapsed Space Satisfaction Index
Categories Distribution
Satisfied 57%
Fairly Satisfied 299,
Not Satisfied 143

100% (N = 603)

In Table 2.9, the desire to move is analyzed in relation to satis-

faction with space available in and around the dwélling unit.

TABLE 2.9

The Intention to Mové by Respondent's
Satisfaction With Amount by Spaced

Very Satisfied  Fairly Satisfied  Not Satisfied

Short Term 12% 27% 37%
Long Term up 46 53
Non-movers TS 27 10
100% 100% 100%
(315) (161) (68)
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Lack of satisfaction with amount of space in and around the house
or apartment is assoclated with the intention to move. This association
strongly prevails among respondents who intend to move shortly (25 per-
cent point difference). Among people who intend to move after a year
from the time of the interview, a relationship exists between satisfac-
tion with space and the intention to move, but it is somewhat weaker
(11 percent difference). Those respondents who want to stay are also
likely to be very satisfied with their amount of space. A 36 percent
difference exists between those who are satisfied with the amount of
space avallable to them and those who are not satisfied.

In Table 2.10, the intention to move among renters and owners is
explored in relation to the respondent's level of satisfaction with the

amount of space.

TABLE 2.10

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Satisfaction
With Amount of Space and Tenure Status

AVMOUNT OF SPACE Rent Own Total

Satisfied Lg% 59% 100% (168)
Fairly Satisfied 61% 39% 100% (118)
Not Satisfied 67% 33% 100% (61)

The relationship between the intention to move and satisfaction
with space is positive for renters and negative for homeowners. Home-

owenrs satisfied with their dwelling space still intend to move while



renters are more likely to move for lack of satisfaction with the amount
of space they occupy. These results support Rossi's theory that home-
owners do not move due to lack of space because they can readjust space
and have some control over their home enviromment. In contrast, renters,
Rossi claims, must relocate as demand for more space becomes an issue.
Increased income has been suggested to offer the possibility of
buying more space (Seeley, Sim, Loosly, 1967: 55). In Table 2.11, the

intention to move 1s analyzed in relation to space and income.

TABIE 2.11

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Satisfaction
With Amount of Space and Income

Satisfied Fairly Satisfied Not Satisfied
$15,000+ 65% 7% 89%
(106) (61) (27)
$8,000-514,999 53% 7% 89%
(79) (51) (15)
$7,999 or less Lo 587 859
(70) (24) (13)

A negative relationship exists between satisfaction with space and
the intention to move in all three income categories. Among people who
are satisfied with space, income plays a role. A 15 percentage point
difference exists between low and high income respondents who are satis—
fied with space and intend to move.

The next set of housing characteristics dealt with here are the

various utilities in the dwelling unit, street noise, safety, and the
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way others care for the property. This analysis is aimed at exploring
degrees of dissatisfaction with physical aspects of housing and local
neighborhood conditions. These items are derived from the scale of

housing satisfaction items proposed by Rossi (1955).

TABLE 2.12

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Level of Satisfaction
With Various Housing Aspects

IEVELS OF SATISFACTION

Very Fairly Not Too Not
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
Heating
Intend to move 57% T4% 79% 80%
Non-movers 43 26 21 20
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(337) (105) (44) (25)
Intend to move 56% 72% TU% 80%
Non-movers Ly 28 26 20
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(325) (135) (47) (L0)
Air and Sunlicht
Intend to move 61% 70% 6U% 88%
Nen-movers 39 30 36 12
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(362) (135) (36) (17)
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TABIE 2.12 continued

Very Fairly Not Too Not
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

Street Noise

Intend to move 609 57% 68% 829
Non-movers 4o 43 32 18
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

(136) (217) (105) (92)

The Way Others Care
For Property

Intend to move 56% 70% 7% 81%

Non-movers Ly 30 23 19

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(237) (204) (39) (37)

Home Safe From Burglars

Intend to move 547 66% T1% 82%

Non-movers h6 34 29 18

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(160) (225) (86) (55)

The results show that respondents who are not satisfied with the
mentioned housing aspects are most inclined to state their intentions
to move. Street noise is the item of most dissatisfaction. The second
largest complaint item is safety of home from burplars. The items least
mentioned are air, sunlight and heating.

In thé following table, various housing aspects will be introduced
in relation to tenure status. This analysis is aimed at understanding
the differences or similarities that exist between renters' and owners'

complaints about their dwelling units which promote the intention to move.
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TABLE 2.13

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Lack of Satisfaction
With Selected Aspects of Housing by Tenure Status

Lack of Satisfaction with: Rent Ovwn

Heating 75% (52) oLz (17)
Wiring 78% (78) 67% (9)

Air and Sunlight 73% (41) 65% (11)
Street Noise 83% (115) 62% (82)
The Way Others Care for Property 84% (49) 70% (27)
Home Safe from Burglars 80% (86) 67% (55)

The results indicate that a relationship between the intention to
move and dissatisfaction with heating strongly prevails among homeowners
while the items of street noise, the way others care for propérty, and
safety from burglary are more related to the intention to move among

renters.

SUMMARY

Renters in general more than homeowners want to relocate. Thus,
in large measure, New York City's high turnover rate is simply due to
the fact that a large portion of its population are renters. The most
significant factor that determines residéntial relocatlon among renters
is lack of adequate space. Other factors that renters are dissatisfied
with and associate with the desire to move are: the way others care for

property, street noise and the lack of safety from burglars.
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Homeowners who intend to move tend to be satisfied with space. The
aspects of the housing that owners are dissatisfied with are: heating
and the way others care for property. In general, renters seem to be
more dissatisfied with more housing aspects than owners, excluding heat.
The constraint of the housing market seems to have little affect on the
desire to move among renters as well as among owners. However, among
homeowners a pattern does exist which shows that homeowners who have ac-
cess to new mortgages want to move sometime in the fubture, while owners
whose property value has decreased have an urgent need to relocate imme-

diately.
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FOOINOTES

Table H~1. "Occupancy, Utilization, and Financial Characteristics
of Housing Units" Census data, 1970, Population and Housing, N.Y.,
N.Y. Part #, May 1972. PHC (1)-I45.

CHI® = 5.6, DF =4, Significance = .23
CHI2 = 16,674, DF = 8, Significance = .03
oHI® = 7.2, DF = U4, Significance = .12
CHI® = 10.70, DF = 2, Significance = .5

. CHT® = 1.34, DFF = 2, Significance = .5

An index was generated for each respondent from the four chosen

items through an additive procedure. Following the completetion

of these initial steps, a frequency distribution of the raw space
scores was complled for examination. The raw index scores ranged
numerically from 4 to 12. A low raw index score U4-6 represented
a high degree of satisfaction with space, and conversely, a high raw
index (10-12) score represented a low degree of satisfaction with
space. The raw space index was then partitioned into three cate-
gories. 18 cases of "do not know" are treated as missing value.

I2

CHI® = 51,634, DF = 4, Significance = .0000
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CHAPTER THREE: THE NEIGHBORHOOD

A neighborhood, according to Robert Park (;g@g; 93), is not a mere
geographical expression but a locality with sentiments, tradition and
history of its own.

"(For) the city possesses a moral as well as a physical organi-

zation, and these two mutually interact in characteristic ways

to mold and modify one another."

However, these interactions are not uniform or constant; residents
of different backgrounds and up~bringing react differently to the man-
built envirorment. Economic forces as well, shape neighborhoods in
different directions. For some residents, the existing physical en-
vironment suits theirneeds while for others the same surroundings can
have negative implications. For example, a vacant building can be
viewed by some as a shelter for activities that otherwise could not
be managed while for others, the same vacant building is a source of
crime and deterioration. Negative attitudes toward a neighborhood
would be reflected in the residents' constant urge to flee to other
areas. Here the analysis will focus on those physical aspects of a
neighborhood that may be considered so negative by the residénts as
to make them want to move. Also examined here are the social aspects
of the neighborhood, the sentiment developed towards the neighborhood,
and the leﬁgth of residencé in thé néighborhood. Another major factor
that 1s assumed here to have an affect on thé décision to move is the
respondent 's degree of satisfaction with avallable local city services.

Lack of services can be seen by residents as a sign that the city govern—
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ment has abandoned their neighborhoods.

Physical Conditions of a Neighborhood

One of the salient pérsistent problems in New York City is the de-
terioration and decline in the quality of néighborhood life. One of
the most visible signs of deterioration is abandorment. In 1974 in New
York City as a whole, approximately two percent of its 688,300 residen—
tial structures were abandoned. Tobier (1975) found that a causal re-
lationship exists between tax delinauency and urban decay. His analy-
sis of tax delinquency related changes in the residéntial population of
New York City to the economic decline and deterioration of the housing
market.

Low-income households often do not havé the méans of absorbing
rent increases which in turn weakens the ability of owhers to absorb
high operating costs. This inability of the owhers, according to To-
bier, leads to abandonment. As more buildings become abandoned, thé
peonle who can afford to move do so. They tend to leave these sections
of the city behind, leaving behind the poor, or as Gans had dubbed those
who remain, the "trapped core".

Contrary to Tobier's causal model of urban deterioration, Gans and
Suttles found that urban deterioration is not nécessarily associated
with low income or working class populations. Their findings suggést
that low income neighborhoods can be socially vital: the résidents
having developed a strong sense of identity and belonging to the neigh-

borhood.
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"...in the West End, where people knew so much about each other,
there was no need for prying. A feeling of privacy could be main-
tained in the midst of high density. In addition, learning and
seeing thelr neighbor's activities gave the West Enders a share

in the life that went on around them which, in turn, made them

feel part of the group." (Gans, 1962: 21)

The neighborhood apparently becomes a source of identification, a
reference point and a support system for the local groups against "out-
siders". In such neighborhoods, physical deterioration is not defined
in the same way by the residents and they do not move. The social struc-
ture of certain groups may affect the arrangement and meaning of the
physical envirorment. Behavior is not dictated by the physical condi-~
tions of a neighborhood but by public opinion, social pressure and
group structure. Gans (1962: 19), for example, states that physical
characteristics can shape a certain social phenomenon, but cannot cre-
ate one, e.g., "The physical characteristics of the house can hinder
family life if there is not enough privacy, although they cannot create
a positive family relationship if this is not already present."

Another reason for the lack of deterioration in the West Fnd was
that in many buildings, tenants had more than a purely economic rela-
tionship to the landlord. Some of the owners offered apartments to
their children, to relatives and to friends.

"When increasing cost forced landlords to cut down on services and

maintenance, this was often done at the cost of broken friendships

with their tenants. TIndeed, when West Enders moved as individuals,

rather than as part of a group move, it was usually because of a

fight with the landlord."

The relevance of Gan's analysis to the present study lies in the

fact that the intent to move is influenced by the negative physical
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aspects of the neilghborhood, as well as by lack of commitment to neigh-
borhood social life. It is important to distinguish between the physi-
cal and the social makeup of the neighborhoods under study to find out
what factors shape attitudes toward movement out of the neighborhood.

One hypothesis is that peoplé tend’ to move out as thé neighborhood
deteriorates physically. However, according to Gans this is true only
when it becomes part of the people's social construct. Gans found that
the "urban villagers" (a low working class Italian community) did not
want to move out of their neighborhood, despite the Viéw held by out-
siders and the city authorities that thé neighborhood was deteriorated
and should undergo urban renewal. For the "urban villagers'" the neigh-
borhood was not deteriorated, but a sourcé of social identification and
cohesion. Gans' anélysis showed that neighborhood deterioration is not
universally defined and as long as people do not view détérioration as
a problem, residential relocation will not take place.

Three questions that were asked of the respondents conéerned
those physical aspects of a neighborhood that in most cases characterize
urban decay. These three itamzs describe the conditions of streéts, side-
walks and houses. 21% of the respondents stated that dirty streets and
sidewalks are a very serious problem in their neighborhood; 25% stated
that it is a fairly serious problem; 33% stated that it is not too seri-
ous a problem; 21% not a problem at all, and less than 1% do not know
of such a problem. Rates of response to the problem of abandoned houses
in the neighborhood was as follows: 5% stated it is a very serious prob-

lem, 9% it is fairly serious problem, 23% not too serious, 60% it is not



a problem at all and 3% answered did not know. Respondent's reactions to
run~down houses is similar to their response on abandoned housés: 6%
agreed that it is a very serious problem, 13% that it is a fairly seri-
ous problem, 30% not too serious a problem, 48% not a problém at all,
and 2% do not know.

A correlation matrix based on Gamma scorés of the thrée itéms is
presented in Table 3.1. The responses to these questions were cross-
tabulated against each other in order to détermine the suitability of
their inclusion in the physical environmént index.

TABLE 3.1
Values of Gamma for the Items that Constitute

The Physical Envirorment Index

Dirty Streets Abandoned Housés Rundown Houses

Dirty Streets x .538 .704
Abandoned Houses X .872
Run-douwn Houses X

It is apparent from the strength of the Gamma coefficients in Table
3.1 that the three items selected are suitable for the creation of a
physical environment index.l

The physical deterioration index is presented in Table 3.2.
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TABLE 3.2

Percentage Distribution of Physical
Enviromment Index

Categories Distribution
Major problem 32%
Not too serious a problém 35%
Not a problem at all 339
TOTAL: 100%
(586)

In Table 3.3 below, thé relationship between thé inténtion to move

and the physical environment index is shown.

TABIE 3.3
The Intention to Move by the Physical Envirorment Index2

Not Too,Sérious

Major Problem A Problem Not a Problém at all
Short term 25% 19% 14%
Long term 52 43 37
Non-movers 23 38 49
100% 100% 100%
(168) (193) (162)

Table 3.3 shows that an association exists bétween the intention to
move and negative conditions of a neighborhood. Those who state that

the physical condition of the neighborhood is a problém are more likely
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to intend to move shortly than those who state that 1t is not a problem
(a difference of 11 percéntage points). Among the respondents who intend
to move, but not immediately, a 15 percentage point difference exists.
Forty-nine percent of thosé who do not view théir neighborhood's physical
conditions as problematic plan to stay while only 23% who see deteriora-
tion as a major problem want to stay. Thé finding that there is a ten-
dency to move from areas percelved to be physically deterilorated leads

to the questions of who percéivés thé néighborhood to be détériorated

and whether or not they spécifically want to move. Kantowitz states

that non-whites and low incomé péoplé aré in général trapped in deteri-
orated neighborhoods. Therefore, the analysis will focus on thé relation-—
ship between the respondént's viéw of detérioration in his neighborhood,

and race and income. (Seé Tables 3.4 and 3.5)

TABLE 3.4
Physical Envirorment Index by Racé3

Physical Conditions White Non~-white
Major Problem 25% 62%
Not too serious a problem 38 26
Not a problem at all 37 12

100% 100%

(473) (113)

The results in Table 3.4 show that indeed a relationship exists be-

tween race and negative physical conditions. Non-whites are more inclined

75—



to view physical deterioration as a problem in their neighborhood than
are whites. A 37 percentage point difference exists betweén whites and

non-whites who see a serious problem in the physical conditlon of their

neighborhood.
TABLE 3.5
Physical Environmént Indéx'by Incoméu
"INCOME
$7,999 or less  $8,000-$14,999  $15,000+

Major problem 31% 37% 329
Not too serious a problém 36 36 39
Not a problem at all 35 27 29

100% 100% 100%

(133) (155) (206)

Unlike race, incomé is not rélatéd to one's percéptions of thé
physical conditions of thé neighborhood. Réspondents with high incoméa
as well as respondents with low incomés are equally prohe to state that
the physical environment is a major problém in their neighborhood. Thé
results in both tables show race and not income to be associated with neigh-
borhood physical conditions.

The next table focuses on the relationship bétwéén physical condi-

fions and the intention to move, controlling for income.
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TABLE 3.6

The Intention to Move by Neighborhood
Physical Conditions and Income

Not too Seri- Not a Prob-
Major Problem ous a Problem lem at all

$15,000+ 80% 69% 687
(60) (77) (53)
$8,000-$14,999 80% 647 427
(51) (52) (36)
Under $7,999 63% 53% 29%
(30) (36) (34)

Reading down the columns réspondénts with high incomés inténd to
move, whether or not there are negative physical conditions. Thé results
aiso show (reading across the rows) the influence of the néighborhood's
physical condition. In particular, people with low incomes seem to be
influenced by physical deterioration. Among péople who earn $7,999 or
less, a 34 percentage point differénce exists between respondents who
perceive serious physical deterioration and inténd to move and those
who do not see such problems. In contrast, among thé wéll—off, only a
12 percentage point difference exists betwéén peoplé with probléms in
their physical environmént and those peoplé who do not see the same prob-
lems.

Non-white groups tend to concentraté in decaying urban areas. There—
fore, the relationship between neiphborhood physical conditions and the

desire to move controlled by race is presented in Table 3.7.
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TABLE 3.7

The Intention to Move by Neighborhood
Physical Conditions and Race

Serious Not too Seri-
Problems ous a Problem Not a Problem
White 73% 63% 49z
(108) (166) (150)
Non-whites 83% 56% 75%
(60) (27) (12)

Table 3.7 shows a distinct pattern of differences between blacks
and whites. Reading across the rows, thé physical condition of a neigh-
borhood 1s more strongly associatéd with thé intention to mové among,
whites than among blacks. Blacks inténd,to move régardless of physical
conditions, while among whites the tendency to mové increasés with thé
presence of negative physical conditions. Among whités, a 24 percentagé
point difference exists betwéen those who séé physical conditions as a
problem and those who do not, compared to an 8 percentagé point differencé
among blacks. For blacks, it is not zo much the énvironment that dic-
tates their inclination to mové.

To function as a mémber of a community and conduct one}s daily rou-
Tines without interference, one must be able to leave one's housé and
participate at least to some degree in thé life outslde one's mmnédiate
surroundings. Thus, as deviant béhavior becomés a problem in a néighbor—
hood, we hypothesizé that people will increasingly Staté their intention

to move.

—78-



Five items that describe crime are cross-tabulated against each
other in order to determine the suitability of their inclusion in a
deviant behavior index. Thé items are as follows:

(1) The existence of drug addicts in the neighborhood. Out of the
509 respondents who answered the question, 15% state that drug addicts
contribute a very serious problem in thé neighborhood, 25% state that
they are a fairly serious problem, 36% not too serious, and 24% not a
problem at all. (2) The présence of teenage-gangs is viewed as a very
serious problem by only a small minority, 13% of 575 who answered the
question. 22% stated that it is a fairly serious problem, 39% not too
serious, and 27% not a problem at all. (3) Crime in the streets is a
problem seen by almost all of the respondents; only 8% out of 543 do
not see crime as a problem. 41% state that it is not too serious, 32%
state that crime is fairly serious and 19% state that it is very séri—
ous. (4) Burglary of homes and apartments was seen as a serious prob-—
lem to 18% of the 588 who answered the quéstion; 23% state it is fairly
serious, 37% not too serious, and 17% not a problem at all. And (5) the
presence of alcoholics in the street. 614 respondents (thé largest num-
ber) answered this question and most of them see no problem at all--4L%,
or as not too serious a problem--34%, and 13% see it is fairly serious,
9% as very serious.

A correlation matrix of these five aspécts of deviant behavior based

on Gamma scores 1s presented in Table 3.8.
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TABIE 3.8

Values of Gamma for Items that Constitute
A Deviant Behavior Index

Drug Teén Streét Burglary

Addicts Gangs Crime  Alcoholics of Homes
Drug Addicts X .550 .539 452 .392
Teen Gangs X 575 428 .683
Street Crimes X 470 .683
Alchoholics X Riple
Bufglary of homes X

The results in Table 3.8 show that the itéms are

the creation of a deviant béhavior index.

5

suitable for

In Table 3.9, the relationship betwéen crinb and the desire to

move is presented.

TABLE 3.9

The Intention to Move by Deviant Béhavior Index6

Major Problem

Short term 22%
Long, term 55
Non-movers 22

TOTAL: 100%

(156)

Not too Seri-
ous a Problem

19%
Ly

37

100%
(174)
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11%
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Table 3.9 shows that deviant béhavior liké physical déterioration
is perceived to be a problém-by those who intend to move. To copé with
social proximity to déviant béhavior, Suttles (1972: ;§§:§) statés that
people develop regulation and spatial signals. Thé réspondénts in this
study react to social proximity to déviant béhavior by wanting to créate
geographical distancé. Thé lévél of tolérance by thé réspondénts of
deviant behavior seéms to bé limited. Thﬁs whén péoplé Viéw ratés of
crime to be on the increase in their neighborhood, a strong desire to
move will prevail.

The réspondénts wéré asked: "As far as you know, has théré béén’
any increase in thé incidénoé of cfimés in this néighborhood in thé
past two yéars?" (334 réspondénts said yés and 192 said no.) In Tablé
3.10 the relationship bétwéén thé respondénty pércéption of an incréasé

in crime rates and the intention fo move is presented.

TABIE 3.10

The Intention to Move by Perceived Increase in Crime

No Increase in Crime " Increase in Crime

Short term 15% 24
Long term iy} L7
Non-movers oo by 28
TOTAL: 100% 100%

(178) (299)
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The results in Table 3.10 show that a relationship exists between
the intention to move and increases in crime. People who intend to move
are the ones who claim that crime rates have increased in the last two
years.

People's percepticn of deviant behavior also coincides with thelr
perception of physical deterioration in their neighborhood. A strong
correlation exists between poor neighborhood physical conditions and
the existence of deviance or crime (R = .533). The questions that
were directed at the respondents deal with their impressions or opinions
of problems in their neighborhood. The questions do not deal with the
respondents' actual experiences with crime, deviance or physical deteri-
oration of buildings, sidewalks, etc. Goldsmith and Goldsmith (1975:
51) show that "...fear of crime is not a consequence of direct experi-
ences as a victim". Furthermore, studies suggest that the intensity of
concern about crime variles according to social characteristics, such as
race, sex, and income level. For example, it was found that black women
have the highest degree of anxiety, followed by black men, white women
and white men. Lower income level groups have greater anxiety than high
levels, and parents in general have a high fear of crime because of their
concern for their children. It was also found that residents who live
in central city areas are apt to feel that violent crime is likely to
happen and fewer see their nelghborhood as being safe than suburban or
rural residents.

High anxiety about crime, according to Ginsberg (1975), relates to
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residential relocation. Ginsberg also found that police reports and
other sources of information do not always support the perception that
crime increases with the growth of minority population. In fact, some-
times it has actually decreased. However, the importance of such percep-
tion lies with the fact that people act according to their views regard-
less of the real situation.

The broad neighborhood problems of physical deterioration, deviant
behavior and crime were found to be a forseeable factor in the respon-
dents' declision to move. The next issue analyzed here is the effect of

the respondents' satisfaction with city services.

Services Provided in the Neighborhood

It can be hypothesized that the decfease of services to a neighbor-
hood encourages its residents to leave for two reasons: 1) the hardships
caused by the loss or decline of gervices, and 2) because the decline in
city services may be viewed by the respondents as a sign of abandorment
by the city. Dissatisfaction with the way city agencies and politicians
handle their neighborhoods is reflected in the high percent of people
(52%) who disagree that: "city agencies are doing a good job of meeting
the needs of this neighborhood". 7T1% agree that "the politicians who
run this city don't pay enough attention to the people who live in neigh-
borhoods 1like this one". And only 38% agree that "our local politicians
are doing a good job of taking care of this neighborhood". When the re-
spondents were asked to respond to the statement that: "the city govern-

ment should just leave the neighborhood alone to solve their own problems",
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over half of the population disagreed with the statement. Instead, 70%
blame the financial crisis for the lack of adequate services: "Because
of New York City's financial crisis, cutbacks in services are becoming

a serious problem in this neighborhood." These attitudes may Imply that
New York City residents are confident in the city and if needed help ar-
rived, they may be encouraged to stay. Also, the agreement among 63%

of the sample that New York City is still the greatest place in the world
to live encourages the view that with some help from the city, residents
of this city might stay.

The respondents want better services to be delivered to their neigh-
borhoods. Only 6% of thé réspondénts claim that thé quality of city ser-
vices improved in the last two yéars; u5g stated that the qﬁality of
services stayed the same, U2% stated that it has gottén.worsé and 7%

did not know. In the following tablé, the rélationship bétwéén the de-
sire to move and the quality of servicés délivéred to a neighborhood is
presented.
TABLE 3.11
The Intention to Move by Réspondents' Pércéption of

the Quality of Services Delivered to Their Neighborhoods

Improved or

Stayed the Same Got Worse
Short term 16% 25%
Long term 45 iy
Non-movers 39 31
TOTAL  100% (284) ' 100% (235)
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A decrease in the quality of sérvicé to a néighborhood is not
enough of an incéntivé to rélocaté; Réspondénts who claim that thé
quality of services have gottén worsé aré Slightly‘moré intént to mové
shortly than thosé who claim that thé qﬁality of sérvicés havé stayéd
the same or improvéd. Théré is no différéncé in a pércéivéd quality
among those who intend to mové événtﬁally;

The respondénts wéré askéd spécifically to éxpréss théir opinion
of various services available in their néighborhoods. "T'm goihg to
read you a list of sérvicés that may or may ﬁot bé availablé in your
neighborhood. For éach oné I réad; I'a liké you ﬁo}téll mé which phrasé
on this card best describes the way that service is performed in your
neighborhood." Thé sérvicé with which almost half of ﬁhé samplé aré
dissatisfied is the adéquacy of on thé sﬁréét'parking. Thé othér sér—
vices, in order of the dégréés complaihéd about wéré; 1) 38% of the
sample complainéd about the cléaning of strééts; 2) 243 stated that po-
lice protection is not good, and five people stated that it does rot
exist; 3) 20% étated that health facilitiés aré rnot good in thé aréa
of’ théir residence and fivé statéd.that héalth facilitiés do not éxist
in their neighborhoods; 4) 18% complajnéd about collection of rubbish
and parbage; and 5) 5% to 7% complainéd séparatély about firé proﬁéc—
tion, public transportation and programs for drug addicts.

Since dissatisfaction with such important sérvicés as polioé and
fire protection is small, it is not surprising that motivation to mové

in this sample is not strongly related to nelghborhood services.
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The School System

An important aspect of the physical envirorment as well as of the
social environment of the neighborhood is thé school system. Schools
are always the center of plans for the developmént of new communities.
The location of schools influences land distribution and the property
values of adjacent dwelling units. Thé quality of a school is measured
by its quality of education, its effectiveness ag an instrument of dis-
cipline (Gans, 1962) and as a means of achieving higher social and
ecbnomic status (Kessner, 1977).

The four selected items that are used hére to measure school quality
are: 1) "The schools in this néighbofhood are some of the best in New
York City." Of the 480 respondénts who answered the quéstion, 38%
agreed strongly, 24% agreed with reservations and 38% disagrééd. 2)
"Children just don't learn as much in school these days as they used
to." 62% of 504 respondents agreed strongly with this view, 14% agreed
with reservations and 24% disagreed. 3) "Discipline in the school is
a problem." Only 377 answered this question of which 22% stated that
it is not a problem, 37% not too serious a problém while U417 see dis-
cipline in school as a problem. And 4) "The quality of education in
public school": of the 397 who answeréd this question, 27% stated that
the quality of education is very good, 39% that it is falrly good and
35% that it is not good. In Table 3.12 a correlation of the four vari-

ables is presented.
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TABLE 3.12

A Corrélation of School Items

Quality of Best Schools Childrén Do

Education ‘Discipline in N.Y,C,. .Not Learn
Quality of Education X .581 .605 Jbes
Discipline X 452 345
The Best Schools in '
N.Y.C. X 432
Children do not learn X

Based on Gamma scores présentéd in Table 3.12, a strong correlation is
9

present among the four items.
The relationship between school quality and the intention to mové

is presented in Table 3.13.10

TABLE 3.13

The Inténtion to Move by Quality of Schools

- Good Fairiy Géod Noﬁ bed
Short term 17% 18% 249
Long term 4y 54 48
Non-movers 42 29 28
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100%
(66) (97) (96)
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Respondents who intend to move seem to be influenced by the quality
of schools in thelr neighborhood. The percent difference between good
school quality and poor school quality is 7 percent for respondents who

intend to move shortly and those who intend to move some day.

Parks

Another aspect of the neighborhood's physical envirorment that
will be examined here is the availability of parks and its relation to
the intent to move. Parks are a permanent part of urban neighborhoods
and their "...arrangement of flora, fauna, walkways, and facilities are
based on decisions about the way society or the planner defines a de-
sirable park." (Gans 1970: 5) Parks are a source of beauty, attraction
to a neighborhood and a place of territorial identification for resi-
dents. However, these "green-spots'" can also be viewed as a source of
discomfort and nuisance. Parks can become a shelter for the undesirable
and a focus for crime.

The respondents were asked about the availability of parks in their
neighborhood; 63% of the total sample stated that the availability of
parks is good. When asked about the availability of recreational fa-
cilities, only U47% responded that it was good. Respondents were also
asked if the parks were safe: 56% claimed that safety was not good.

A strong correlation exists among the three park items (see Tablé 3.14).
It is hypothesized here that people who experience their neighborhood

parks negatively will be most likely to state their intention to move.
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TABLE 3.1U4

Values of Gamma for the Items that Constitute the Park Index

Availability Safety Quality of Recrea-
of’ Parks of Parks tional Facilities
Availability of Parks X .606 .623
Safety of Parks X .612
Quality of Recreational
Facilities X

The index was categorized into three approximately equal sections
that describe peopié's level of satisfaction with the park as good,

fairly good, and not good. See Table 3.15.

TABLE 3.15

Percentage Distribution of Park Indexll

Categories Distribution
Good 36%
Fairly Good U7
Not good 20%
TOTAL: 100%
(L49)

In Table 3.16, the desire to move and respondents' views about the

quality of parks in their neighborhood is presented.

-89-



TABLE 3.16%°

The Intention to Move by Attitudes Towards Parks
ATTITUDES TOWARDS PARKS

Good Fairly Good Not Good
Short term 15% 20% . 26%
Long term L7 49 b7
Non-movers 38 31 27
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100%
(147) (188) (70)

Table 3.16 indicates that a relationship does exist between the
two variables, particularly between those who intend to move immedi-
ately and the quality of parks. The percent différence between posi-
tive and negative views of the park is 11 percent. People who plan
to move eventually, however, do not take this aspect of the physical
enviroment into account.

To sumarize, a large percent of the respondents are satisfied
with city services in thelr neighborhood; those who are dissatisfied

are likely to state their intention to move.

The last aspect of neighborhoods discussed here is the indivi-
dual's social environment. In this section of the analysis the focus
is on length of residence, social ties and sentiments that have been

developed towards the neighborhood.
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Length of Residence and People's Plans to Move

Kasarda and Janovitz (1974) found that length of residence is of
critical importance in affecting the relationship between the individual
and the community. Their findings indicate that the longer one resides
in a neighborhood, the more one feels a sense of belonging to the local
community, is interested in what goes on in the community and is sorry
to leave the community if one has to. Rossi (1955) too found that length
of residence is strongly associated with individual awareness of commu-—
nity happenings and the creation of local ties. Therefore, one may
argue that the longer one resides in one place, the greater the ten-
dency towards identifying with the comunity and the more difficult

it 1s for the individual to move out. Table 3.17 shows this relation-

ship.
TARLE 3.17
The Intention to Move by Length of Residencel3
YEARS OF FESIDENCE

3 or less 4-10 11-20 21+

Short term 26% 21% 19% 14%
Long term W7 g b5 38
Non-movers 27 30 36 48
TOTAL: 100% 100% 1007% 100%

(110) (139) (126) (179)
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A positive relationship exists between length of residence and

the Intention to move, particularly among those who plan to move imme-
diately. People with fewer years of residence are more likely to move,
while people with long years of residence tend to stay. When the plans
to move are not urgent, length of residence relates only slightly to
the intent to move. The intention to stay among people with long years
of residence may be attributed to age. A correlation between length of
residence and age is significant (R = .393). This finding suggests that

those who stay in the community are likely to be elderly.

The Intention to Move and Social Ties

A structural feature of a neighborhood is the residents' knowledge
of the community which touches intimately on thé lives of those who
share a residential area. This knowledge adds to thé collective guilt
or pride of the residents. Suttles (1972) argues that personal senti-
ments derived from ethnicity, friendship and kinship "weld people into
residential collectivities". This gives the residents a common identity,
separates the residents from other groups, and generates residential sta-
bility. Close proximity to friends and relativés creates a common iden-
tity and attachment to the neighborhood. Speare points out that proximity
to friends and relatives determines residential satisfaction which in
turn affects the intentlon to move,

The hypothesis tested is that as respondents' friends or relatives
live further away from the respondents' residéntial location, the ten-

dency to move will increase.
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TABLE 3.18

The Intention to Move by Location of Friends and Rela‘c:'Lvelel
TOCATION
Within A Outside
Few Blocks Neighborhood Neighborhood
Short term 17% 11% 26%
Long term 32 4l 49
Non-movers 51 46 25
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(104) (153) (273)

Reading across the rows, the results support the view that the inclination
to move 1s greater among those who have friends and relatives living out-
side the nelghborhood. Having friends or relatives living in the same
neighborhoods seems to pull people to stay.

Social ties can also be threatened, as shown by Rossi (1955), by an
increase in the numbers of new-comers to a particular neighborhood. As
the number of new-comers increases, the "old timers" develop a sense of
isolation and are inclined to state their preference to move. In the
present study, the respondents were askéd to déscribe the numbers of new-—
comers in their neighborhood. The question was: "How many new families
do you think have moved into this neighborhood in the past year." 23%
out of U8Y respondents stated very many new families had moved to their

neighborhood, 31% fairly many, 31% not too many and 15% not many at all.



In Table 3.19, the respondents' view about the number of new-comers is

cross—-tabulated against the intention to move.

TABLE 3.19

The Intention to Move by How Many Néwcomérs Came
To the Neighborhood in the Last Yearld

Very Fairly Not too Not Many

- Many Many Many At A1l
Short term 26% 21% 15% 8%
Long term 50 ug W2 31
Non-movers 24 30 43 61
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100%
(102) (134) (138) (61)

The results in Table 3.19 follow the samé pattern shown in Tablé
3.18. People want to move from neighborhoods in which there is lack of
personal ties as manifested by increased physical distancé from friends
and relatives and an increase in thé numnber of new-comers. Réading across
the rows, the tendency to stay éxists among thosé who féél that not many
new-comers have arrived in théir néighborhoods. A 37 pércent point dif-
ference exists bétween those who say that many new-comers have arrived
and those who stated that not too many at all have arrivéd. The social
ties which develop into strong séntiménts of attachment to a community
as well as a comon identity with the othér residents, according to
Suttles, are often concentrated within a singlé block. Thus, 1t can

be assumed that the respondents who have friends within thelr neighborhood
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will also feel a sense of belonging to the neighborhood. In Table 3.20,
this assumption is tested.
TARLE 3.20
Location of Friénds and Rélativés by How Much the16

Respondents Feel They Are Part of Their Neighborhood

BEING PART OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD

Very Fairly Not Too Not of the
TOCATION Much Much Much Community
Neizhborhood 59% 50% 37% 26%
Qutside |
Neighborhood 41 50 63 T4
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100%
(176) (L77) (125) (31)

The results here indicate that a relationship between location of
friends and relatives and being part of the néighborhood exists. People
who have friends and/or relatives in the neighborhood are most likely
to feel that they are part of the neighborhood. This pattern of asso-
ciation suggests that proximity to primary social networks encourages
people to feel that they are part of a particular locality. Mémbership
in local organizations like proximity to friends and family is also trea-
ted in the.literature as a phénoménon that is assoclated with the develop-
ment of a feeling of being part of a neighborhood. However, participa~

tion in local organizations is not as strongly related to being part of



the neighborhood (R = .213) as the latter factor. Gans has shown that
people who have developed social ties in their néighborhood and felt
that they are part of 1t were not in hasté about moving. Thosé who did
move faced difficulties in adjusting to the new place. Gans (1967: 226)
studying families who moved to Levittown, Néw Jérsey, found, for éxample,
that people felt lonely in thé new placé and.misséd family and friends
left behind in the o0ld neighborhood. They also found it difficult to
cut social ties with thé old néighborhood. Theréfore, it is proposed
here that pecple who feél that théy are part of thé néighborhood will be
less likely to move than thosé who do not sharé thé samé feéling.

The relationship betweén thé résondénts' feéliﬂg of béing part of

The neighborhood and their plans to move is shown below.

TABLE 3.21

The Intention to Move by How Much thé Rés ondents
Feel Being Part of the Neighborhoodl!

Very Fairly Not too
High High High Not at all
Short term 10% 18% 23% 36%
Long term 38 L9 L5 43
Non-movers 52 33 33 21
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100% 100%
(154) (171) (151) (72)

~96-



The percent of people who want to move increases as the sense of belong-
ing to the neighborhood decreases.

Another aspect of how the réspondénts feel toward théir neighbor-
hood is captured by the résponse to the quéstion: "Please describe what
kind of neighborhood you think this was five years ago." 310 stated
that the neighborhood was very désirablé, 273 fairly desirablé, 141 not
too desirable, 61 not desirable at all and 12 do not know.

Table 3.22 shows the rélationship bétwéén thé résponse to this qués-

tion and the desire to move.

TABLE 3.22

The Tntention to Move by Désirabilitg
Of the Neighborhood Five Years Agol

Very Fairly Not Too Not
Desirable Desirable Desirable Desirable
Short term 10% 149 26% Lo
Long term 32 g he 39
Non-movers 58 37 28 12
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100%
(109) (254) (131) (51)

The percent of people who intend to move shortly increases as peo—
ple describe their neighborhood as not desirable. A 39 percent point
difference exists between those who state that the neighborhood was

very deslrable and those who state that the neighborhood was not desirable.
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Among;, respondents who want to mové evéntually, small differéncés éxist
among, thé various responses in rélation to the iﬁtenﬁ to mové;

Earlier in the analysis, lack of désirability of a néighborhood
was found to be reflected in the residents' perception of the prevalence
of deviance, crime and physical déﬁérioration. In thé néxt two tablés,
the relationship between the intent to move and the present level of
desirability of thé néighborhood is controlléd for‘pércéption of physi-
cal deterioration and deviant béhavior. Thésé two tablés hélp to clarify

what the respondénts' méan by thé désirability of a néighborhood.

TABLE 3.23

The Intention to Mové by the Désirability of the
Neighborhood Today and Physical Conditions as a Problem

- Very . . Fairly. . Not Too Net At All
" Desirable Desirable Desirable Desirable
Physical Environment
as a Problem 67% (12) 73% (67) 81% (54) 85% (26)
TABLE 3.24

The Intention to Move by the Désirability of the
Neighborhood Today and Deviant Behavior as a Problem

Deviant Behavior
as a Problem 67% (12) 75% (61) 81% (52) 82% (27)

The results of both tables suggést that movers tend to associate
neighborhoods which are not desirable with the problems of physical de-

terioration and deviant behavior.
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Selected Neighborhood Problems in Each Neighborhood

In this chapter, it was shown that people's perceptions about neigh-

borhood problems are correlated with thelr intentions to move. For

some people the sifuation in their neighborhood may be perceived as
enough of a threat to convince them to plan a move. Up to now, the
analysis focused on neighborhood problems across the six neighborhoods.
To find out whether some of the problems may be significant in some
neighborhood and not in others, the analysis will now look at each sepa-~
rately. A selected number of factors that describe neighborhood condi-
tions in each of the six neighborhoods are presented in a sumary from
in the table below. (A fuller description of the results is in Appendix

E.)
Table 3. 25
Selected Neighborhood Problems by Neighborhood

POTENTTAL THREATS .

Physical School Quality
Condition Parks Are Increase GQuality's of Services
NEIGHBORHOOD A Problem Not Good In Crime Not Good  Gotten Worse

Bayridge 18% (100) 3% (75) 56% (91) 26% (51)  38% (96)
North Bronx 25% (92) 7% (68) 76% (91) 55% (38)  SU% (9H)
Flatbush 58% (97)  29% (79) 82% (91) M41% (4L)  53% (9%)
Ridgewood 21% (96)  21% (72) 55% (82) 39% (36)  47% (92)

South Ozone 55% (99)  31% (70) 50% (84) 387 (52)  37% (95)
Woodhaven 17% (102) 11% (76) 60% (87) 26% (62) U2% (102)
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TABLE 3.25 contlnued.
POTENTTAL THREATS

Very Many New- Very Much and

Comers Moved Into  Fairly Much Trouble

The Neighborhood Between Whites and Neighborhood
NEIGHBORHCOD Last Year Puerto Ricans and Blacks Not Desirable
Bayridge 17% (88) 3% (91) 5% (102)
North Brornx 35% (74) 19% (93) 16% (101)
Flatbush uegm (s4) 31% (92) 22% (100)
Ridgewood 20% (86) 51% (91) 9% (99)
South Ozone 19% (93) 9% (92) 9% (103)
Woodhaven 10% (89) 12% (94) 0%

Flatbush, of all the neighborhoods, has the largest percent of respon-
dents who view their neighborhood as not desirable. Woodhaven is the only
neighborhood where rno one perceives the neighborhood as not desirable.

The residents of Flatbush seem to be more concerned than respondents of
other neighborhoods with the following probléms: neighborhood physical
conditions, increase in crime and trouble between whites and non-whites.
Also, most of the respondents who reside in Flatbush feel that many new-
comers have moved into thelr neighborhood. Most of the respondents who
resides in Woodhaven and Bayridge are concérned with increases in crime

and the quality of services delivered to their neighborhood. In the North
Bronx, the most common problems identified by a large percent of respon-
dents are: increase in crime, the quality of schools, and the quality

of neighborhood services. In Ridgewood and in South Ozone Park, the prob-

lems that seem to be most on people's minds are: crime and the qualityof
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services. Residents of Flatbush who are the most concerned with neigh-
borhood problems also intend to move more than any other group. (See
Table 1.4.) Woodhaven and Bayridge with thé léast number of problems
shared by a large percent of the population are also thé néighborhoods

from which the least number of people intend to mové.

Sunmary

The desirability of the neighborhood one lives in i1s a key factor
in the decision to move or stay. Three major components of a nelghbor-
hood's "desirability" are physical deterioration, deviant behavior and
crime. Perceptions of all three items are colored by the resident's
sense of attachment to thelr comunity and the community's social values.
Only a minority of the respondents in this study face severe problems
in their neighborhoods in these areas. Flatbush is the only neighbor-
hood where a large percent of people are concerned with a large number
of neighborhcod problems. Non-whites are more likely than whites to
state that they encounter many neighborhood problems.

The quality of services delivered to the nelghborhoods also seems
to have little import on the decision to move. However, length of resi-
dence in a neighborhood, social ties and the strength of identification
with a nei@hborhood are factors which strongly correlate with the intent
to move. Respondents who live in a neighborhood for a short period of
time, do not have close friends and relatives who live outside the neigh-

borhood, and do not feel a sense of belonging to the neighborhood, want
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to move. Correspondingly, those who have lived in a neighborhood for
a long time, have close friends and/or relatives nearby and have a

strong sense of belonging, want to stay.
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An index generated for each respondent from the three chosen items
through an additive procedure. Following the completion of these
initial steps, a frequency distribution of the physical deterioration
scores was compiled for examination. The index scores ranged nu-
merically from 3 to 12. A low index score represented a serious
problem in the physical conditions of the neighborhood. Conversely,
a high index score represents a low degree of physical deterioration.
35 cases of "do not know" are treated as missing values.

2

CHI™ = 23.840, DF = U, Significance = .0001.
CHI® = 60.152, DF = 2, Sipnificance = .000
CHI2 = 2,706, DF = U4, Significance = .608

Scores on the index of deviant range from 5 to 20. Those who view
crime as a problem were assigned a score of 5-12 (N = 173), not
too serious a problem was assigned a score of 13-16 (N = 191) and
crime as not problem was assigned a score of 17-20 (N = 92). 165
who stated they did not know about crime in their neighborhood were
treated as missing values.

CHI® = 23.975, DF = 2, Significance = .000.
CHI® = 13.225, DF = 2, Significance = .001
CHI® = 7.971, DF = 2, Sipnificance = .01

Scores of quality of schools index distributed as follows:

Values Score
Schools are good (0-7) 25%
Schools are fairly good (8-11) 39%
Schools are not good  (12-16) 36%

1007
358 cases of "do not know" are treated as missing values.
2 .
CHI" = 5.726, DI' = L, Significance = .2

The scores ranged from 3 to 15. A score of 3-6 is categorized as
good, T-10 not too good and 11-15 as not good. 172 cases of '"do
not know" are treated as missing values.

2

CHI" = 3.208, DF = 2, Significance = .2
o)

CHI® = 16.9, DF = 6, Significance = .009.
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CHAPTER 4: FAMILY COMPOSITION

Rates of residential relocation, reasons for moving and the loca-
tion of the desired residence vary from one age group to another. Fur-
thermore, family composition at different stages in the life-cycle

places constraints on the decision to move.

AGE

Hoover and Vernon (1959) stated that the highest migration rates
are characteristically found in the 20-24 age group. Chudakoff and
Rossi also found that the younger the head of the household, the more
inclined they were to move. Census Current Population Reports (Harris,
1978) show that mobility among different age groups tend to rise to
a peak in the 20-34 age range, declining thereafter. Mobility rates
tend to rise once again around the age of 75. Moreover, between 1970
and 1975, four million elderly moved, representing 29 percent of the
total elderly population. In comparison, for the same five-year period
44 percent of the total population of the U.S., five years old and
older, moved. Harris (1978) states that mobility among the elderly
is motivated by housing needs, changes in marital and houschold sta-
tus, institutionalization and movement to retirement centers. Gins-

berg,

too, found that mobility among the elderly is due to changes in
marital status, houschold status, and housing nceds. The move from a
house to an apartment typically occurs after children have left home

or after a spouse has died. Rossi relates the phenomenon of high rates
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of mobility among the young to changes in family structure and life
style. As young pecple get married and family size changes, they look
for more sultable dwelling units. In contrast to this approach, Gans
(;2@@) theorized that the young are inclined to be mobile because they
are detached from their neighborhoods and in most cases only live in
a particular area because of convenience. Hinze (1977) explains high
rates of mobllity in the younger group as being shaped by such forces
as college enrollment, changes in economic activities, unemployment
and income. In contrast to Harris and Ginsberg's views, Hinze views
the older population as stable. An explanation for a relative lack
of mobility among the elderly is attributed by Lansing and Mueller
(1967) to the fact that older people are more settled and do not see
a need to change careers or job location.

In Table U.1, the relationship between age and the intention to

move 1s presented.

TARIE 4.1

The Intention to Move by Agel

17-36 37-56 o1t

Short term 26% 18% 11%
Long;, term 55 U6 27
Non-movers 19 35 63
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%

(220) (181) (153)
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Table 4.1 shows a strong association between age and mobility in-
clination. Respondents who are between 17 and 36 years of age are the
most inclined to move, regardless of when they plan to move. However,
some variations do exist between those individuals who stated their in-
tention to move within the first year of the interview and those who do
not want to move immediately. The percent difference between the young
and the old 1s more significant among the respondents who want to move
a year or more after the interview took place. This result points to
two different patterns of intended mobility which may be accounted for
by family size and marital status. This issue will be further explored
in the chapter on family 1life cycle. It should also be noted that among
the elderly, mobility does not cease; 38 percent (153) claim that they
will move. Thus mobility takes place among all age groups, but at dir-
ferent rates, with peonle 57 years of age and over still being the least

mobile.

Sex, Marital Status and Mobility Inclination

The importance of distinguishing between women's and men's percep-
tions about residential mobility has been clearly stated by Gans (1967)
and Michelson (1977). Gans, for example, wrote:

"Although husbands and wives generally agreed on the need for

the move, the men more often decided on Levittown, largely for

reasons of economy, whereas the women seem to have wanted a

more expensive community.”

Michelson (1977: 143) stated that:

"Wives' perceptions of neighbor's characteristics are related to

the move away, while husbands' are related to the choice of new

housing. A positive interpretation is that husbands took cues for
actions from the feelings of their wives.™
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These findings point to the different expectations of mobility
by males and females. However, according to Hay and Wantman, there
is very little difference between the sexes in relation to mobility;
families with female heads had slightly higher mobility (52%) than did
those with male heads (U6%).

Kessner found that single males are the most mobile because they
do not develop ties in the neighborhocd to the same degree as do mar-
ried couples. Moreover, the singles moved to wherever economic oppor-
tunities were available. Married couples are inclined to settle in
oﬁe place.

In Table 4.2, attitudes towards mobility are explored in relation
to the sex of the respondent and type of household. Since an almost
equal number of married men and women participated in the study, an

attempt is made here to find out whether differences exist between the

sexes.
TABLE 4.2
The Intention to Move by Marital Status
and the Sex of the Respondent
5 Separated, Widowed,
PEMALES : Single Married ~~ Divorced
Short term 21% 19% 10%
Long term 52 7 39
Non-movers 27 34 51
TOTALS: 100% 100% 100%
(56) (178) (78)

(TABLE 4.2 continued next page)
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(TABLE 4.2 continued)
Separated, Widowed

M§£§§:3 Single Married Divorced
Short term 19% 25% 12%
Long term 57 39 24
Non-movers 24 36 6l
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(68) (149) (25)

The results in Table 4.2 indicate that among those intending to
move shortly, the married exceed the singles among men, while among
women the singles are the most anxious to move. Among the respondents
who plan to move some time in the future, a distinet pattern exists
among males. A 33 percent point difference exists between singles and

the separated, widowed, or divorced.

Family Size and Mobility Inclination

Rossi (1955: 54) found that full families (parents and children)
are the most potentially mobile of all household types and single per-
son housecholds are the least mobile. Hay and Wantman (1968: 5) using
census tract data for New York City found that "families with six or
more persons evidenced the highest mobility (57.6%) while those with
two persons were lowest (42.5%) in mobility".

The relationship between family size and the intention to move

is presented in Table 4.3
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TABLE 4.3

1
The Intention to Move by Family Sizel

1-2 34 5+
Short term 19% 20% 18%
Long term 34 7 57
Non-movers hy 33 25
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100%
(211) (214) (129)

Family size, as shown in Table 4.3, is related to the intention
to move only among the respondents who intend to move after one year.
Respondents with large families aré the most inclined to move. The
percent difference bétwéen small households and large ones is 23 per-—
cent. These findings support Rossi's findings that families move as
their size increases.

Michelson found that family size contributes to residential mo-
bility, but families with children move for different reasons than
childless couples. Families with children stress the importance of
neighborhood characteristics, particularly as a place for raising chil-
dren. Childless families see the importance of access to various fa-
cilities, of which their place of work is prominent. Thesé differences
suggest different rates in mobility betwéen childless couplés and fam-
ilies with children. Census réports5 for metropolitan areas in the
United States show that 51 percent more péople with chiidrén move than

families without children. In Table 4.4 Michelson's finding is tested.
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TABIE 4.4

Tntention o Move Among (hildlegs
Thgmfhtentibn to Move Among Chlldleg%g

Families and Families with Children

Families with Children Childless
Short term 20% 19%
Long term 53 38
Non~-movers 27 43
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(221) (333)

Families with children are more inclined to state their intention
to move than childless families. However, this tendency prevalls most
strongly among families that do not intend to move immediately. In
the case of families with children, the consideration to move must in-
volve the long term needs of the children.

Rossi (1955) stated that one of the major factors which explains
mobility is the families' adjustment to their housing needs. These
adjustments are generated by the shifts in family composition that
accompany life cycle changes.7 In Rossi's analysis, family size and
the age of the head of the household are the only two items that con-
stitute the measurement of family life-cycle. The findings in his
study that support his definition show that: a) young people are in-
clined to move more than other age groups, and b) the larger the house-
hold, the higher its mobility. However, Rossi (1955: 71) found that
"Aze and size are independently related to mobility, althoush age is

somewhat more strongly related than household size". The analysis here



has also shown that age is correlated with the intent to move, (R =
.181). Furthermore, age is strongly related to family size (R = .429).
On the basis of these correlations, the researcher concludes that age
and family size together can better exvlain the intent to move than age
alone. In Table 4.5, the relationship between the intention to move,

family size and age are introduced.

TABLE 4.5

Percent of People VWho Inténd to Move
By Age and Size of Household

CFAMILY SIZE
AR 12 34 5+
18-36 84% 78% 81%
() (105) (58)
37-56 61% 63% 73%
(49) (70) (66)
5T+ 38% UL 40%
(118) (39) (5)

Table 4.5 supports Rossi's findings that age is a strong indica-
tor of mobility inclinations.8 The only age group in which family size
has some impact on the intent to move is bétween 37 and 56 years of
age. The percentage difference between small and large households for
this age group is 12 points. For the young and the old, the intent
to move is not influenced by family size.

Larry H. Lone (1972: 371-582) analyzéd the effect of age of chil-

dren and the number of children present in a particular household. He

found that the age of the head of houschold is of overwhelming importance



and not age or the number of children present. His findings show that
"Married men (with wife present) at the youngest age group (14 to 24)
were over eight times as likely to.change residence as those at the
oldest age group (55 to 6U)', Long also found that families across each
head of household age category where children under six years of age
are present, have higher rates of movement than those with children
between the ages of six and seventeen. Long attributed these differ-
ences in rates of mobility to the fact that "perhaps families with
school-age children feel that transferring their children from one
school district to another is, as a rule, undesirable’, The author
further claimed that many of the moves made by couples with young
children represent moves from an apartment to a single-family dwelling
or from one house to another that was in some way more desirable for
the raising of children.

In addition to age of children, Long pursued the effect of num-
ber of children on mobility as related to the agé of the head of house-
hold. He found the effect to bé pronouncéd.

"Husband-wife couples with no children and in which the husband

is 25-3U4 years old (are) 2% times as likely to move between

states as are couples at the same age, but with four or more

children." (Long, 1972: 375)

Michelson (1977) also found that a relationship exists between
lack of dﬁelling space and having children below six years of age and
the intent to move. These findirgs again point to the fact that the
presence of children contributes to the decision to move.

Yet another approach to family life-cycle was introduced by Guest
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(1977: 284) who developed three major family types: "(1) households
of married couples in the age period 22-45, with children under 18
present; (2) households of married couples in the age period over 45,
generally without children present, and (3) households in which no or
very few married couples or children are present, generally containing
the young, single population, thé older widowed populations, and the
divorced-separated populations',

In the light of the various views introduced here, a typology of

9

household composition is introduced in this analysis.” The family
typology will consist of singles, singlés with children, couplés and
full-families. The singles are young and mainly white (85%). 78 per-
cent out of 201 singles are émployéd, but 41 percent éarn $7,999 or
less. Singles are also found among the homé—owners, constituting 27
percent of the 312 home-owners. Forty-six pércent of the singles who
own a home still pay a mortgage. Among single respondents who have
children, 27 respondents are white and 23 respondents are black. Single
parents who have children on the most part do not own a homé. They
constitute only 5 percent of 312 homeowners. Most of the single parents
(82%) are employed and 149 percent of them earn $15,000 or more. Full-
families are predominantly white and in most cases the head is young.

In only 18 percent of a total of 202 full-families is the head 45 years
of age or over. The great majority of them earn a living (87%) and
only 6 percent of them earn $7,999 or less. Full-families constitute
the largest group (43%) of homeowners. Most of them still pay a mort-

gage; 90 percent of 133. Couples in this study are overwhelmingly



white. They are inclined to be young (only 32 percent of the respon-
dents who live with a spouse are U5 years of age and over). Almost
half of the couples own their own homes. The great majority are in
the job market (75%) and earn moderate to high incomes ($15,000+).

In Table 4.6, the relationshin between family composition and

the intention to move is presented.

TABLE 4.6

The Intention to Move by Household CompositionlO

Heads L5 Years of Age and Over Heads Under 45
Full- Single Parents Full- .
Couples Families Singles Children Present Pamilies Couples

Short term 8% 14% 16% 17% 22% 30%
Long term 25 59 43 55 52 35
Non~movers 67 27 by 28 26 35

TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(48) (29) (180) (47 (145) (105)

The results in Table 4.6 indicate that among those who intend to move
shortly, young couples are the most inclined to move whilé old couples
are least anxious. Intention to move among couplés and full-familes wheré
the head is U5 years of age or bélOW'can.be explainéd in part by the changing
family size. Among the respondents who intend to move sométime in the fu-
ture, those most inclined are families with children in which the héad of
household is over 45 years of age. This move may arain be due to changes

in family structure. The grown children increasingly leave for their own



place of residence and thus the parents may plan to move to smaller
quarters or to retire in other parts of the country. Couples where

the head is U5 years of age or over are the lsast mobile. It.is possi-
ble that these couples are most satisfied with their living arrangements.
Full-families regardless of the head's age are thé least inclined to
plan to stay in their present dwellings. Single parents with children
also do not plan to stay. These results indicate that changés in family
composition due to children do play a role in the decision either to
stay or move.

The variations in plans to move among the different families will
be analyzed here in terms of their un—met housing and neighborhood heeds.
Rossi (1955: 73) claims that théwdemand for more space exists to

a larger degree among apartment dwellers than among homeowhers. He
found that renters are sensitive to family sizé and age. Among home-
owners, family size plays a limited role only among famllies where the
head i1s between 35 and 49 years of age. According to Rossi, age plays
an Important role among couples and families, consisting of 4 to 5
persons, who own homes. Again Rossi did not further analyze these re-
sults. To find out whether or not family composition explains high
rates of mobility among renters, as Rossi proposes, the analysis will
concentrate in Table 4.7 on movers among the various types of households

controlling for whether people own or rent their home.



TARLE 4.7

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by
Household Composition and Tenure Status

Single Parent

Full-Families Couples and Children Single
Rent 787 73% 71% 627%
(60) (78) (31) (97)
Own 1% 36% 75% 55%
(113) (75) (16) (83)

The results in Tablé U7 indicate that full-families who reside in
rental units are the most inclined to mové while among homeowners, single
parents with children and full—familiés are the most inclined to move.

In the case of full-families, a move may be rélated to the néed for
more space and better surroundings for their children. For the single
parents, a move from a home may be due to changes in financial status.
Among renters, the percent of respondents who want to move is greater
fhan those who want to stay regardless of their family status. Home-
owning counles are also the least inclined to move among homeowners.
Among renters, singles are the least inclined to move.

The results in Table 4.7 show a different pattern of mobility
among homeowners and renters than Rossi's {indings indicatéd. Accord-
ing to Rossi, thé inteﬁtto move will incréase with family size. How-
ever, the results here show that among couples who rent thelr apartments,
the Inclination to move is much greater than it is to stay. These

findings reveal the importance of life-cycle stages as well as tenure



status. Also, in contrast to Rossi's findings, the results héré show
that homéownérs also want to mové.

Among homeowners, single parénts with children are slightly more
inclined to move than full—familiés. This slight differéncé cannct
be explained by family sizé aloné. For example, it is possiblé to
speculaté that for singlé parénts with childrén the cost of maintaining
their own home is a financial burdén. Thé céntral factor that éxplains
different rates of mobility among homéownérs and rénters is space. The
quest for space defermines at what stage in the family 1ife—cyclé a
move will take placé.

In Table 4.8, the relationship between the intention to move and

satisfaction with space for the different types of families is presented.

TARLE 4.8

The Inténtion to Mové by Satisfaction with
Amount of Space and Family Composition

Satisfiéd Falrly Satisfied " Not Satisfied

Sincles 51% 4% 79%
(115) (L6) (1h)

Single Parents
with Children 68% 80% 7%
(22) (10) (13)
Full-families 649 76% 97%
(88) (52) (10)
Couples Yo9 69% 100%
(88) (52) (10)

The relationship between satisfaction with the amount of space and

the intention to move varies from one tyve of family to another. Couples



who want to move are very likely to také into account space. All of
the couples who wer: dissatisfiéd with spacé want to move. Thé pér—
cent différence betw=en dissatisfaction with spacé and satisfaction
with spacé among couplés is 58 points. Full—familiés too show a strong
tendency to move as théy becomé dissatisfiéd with space. Almost all
of them who are not satisfiled with spacé want to move. Thé othér'two
family typés are to a léssér dégréé associated with the intenﬁ.to mové
and space. Thé résults suggést that largé familiés and faniliés who
potentially will be largé want to mové.

The next factor that is génerally thought to afféct familiés with
children pattérns of rélocation is quality of school. In Tablé h.9,

the intention to move, qualilty of schools and family composition is

analyzéd.
TARLE 4.9
The Trbention to Move by School Quality Index
And Tamily Composition
QUALITY OF SCHOOL ‘
Good Fairly Good Not Good
Singles 50% 79% 927
(12) (29) (25)
Single Parents
With Children 75% 55% 67%
(8) (11) (9)
Full-families 65% ThY, T1%
(34) (43) (35)
Couples 33% 57% 56%
(12) () (27)
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Increasingly, a strong relationship exists bétween quality of
school and the intention to move among childless families. A 42 per-
cent point difference exists between singlé movers who state that the
quality of school is good and singlé movers who view the quality as
poor. For couples, a 23 pércent point différence exists. Full-families
tend to want to move régardléss of school guality and among single
parents, the relationship between quality of school and the wish to
move is negative. One possiblé éxplanation for thesé differencés is
the fact that families with childrén havé more contact with schools
and may be satisfled with the résults. Childless families are most
likely not to havé any direct contact with the school but have high
expectations that canmot be met in the local schools. Anothér possi-
ble explanation is that familiés that havé their children already én—
rolled in the neighborhood school do not want to change schools for
reasons other than just the quality of education, e.g. proximity to
the schools or friendships their children have developed. Judgements
of quality of schools are difficult and complex. Gans claims that
people of different backgrounds and economlc class have different ex-
pectations of schools. Working class familiés see school as a control-
1ling mechanism that shapes the child to become a good citizen or to
stay out of troublé until he reaches maturity. Middle and upper in-
come families view school as a means to entér college.,

Another concérn that is shared by families with children is where

their children spend their play time. One Important aspect of this is



the availability and quality of recreational facilities. Michelson
(1977) found that families with children are concerned about parks,
their safety and the accessibility to recreational facilities. Suttles
(1972) too stressed the fact that families with children expect a neigh-
borhood to be a place aggreeable for raising children safely. It is
hypothesized that poor parks or other récreational facilities will be
related to the desire to mové among families with chlldren. To test

the value of parks to familiés wilth children as opposed to childless
families, the relationship bétwéén thé ihtenf to mové and quality of

parks is controlled by houséhold composition in Table 4.10.
TABLE 4.10
The Intention to Move by Quality of Parks and Household Types

(% Movers)
QUALITY OF PARKS

Good Not too good ‘Not good
Single 65% T4 L6
(54) (50) (13)
Single & Children 569 1% 100%
(9) an (7
Full-family 62% 5% 86%
(45) (60) (36)
Couples 59% 59% 50%
(39) (61) (1)

Families with children, particularly those households where only
one spouse is present, are the most likely to take into consideration

the quality of parks when they decide to move. Looking down the colums
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among;, the respondents who are dissatisfied with the parks and state
that they want to move are families with children. These findings sup-
port Suttles' and Michelson's findings that the presence of children
plays a role in the decision to move to the extent that parents look
for parks which are safe and good to play in. Thus, single parents

who are perhaps more reliant on external support systems than full-
families are most inclined to feel the negative influence on their

children of crime ridden parks.

Where Families with Children Want to Move

Long (1972) and Michelson (1977) indicated that a relationship
exlsts between family composition and future location of the dwelling
unit. Long found that whether or not a family is relocated over a short
or long distance depends on the presence or absence of children in a
particular household. Families with children will move a short dis-
tance o the new place of residence and this may be due to the children's
status in school, while childless households move long distances. Mi-
chelson states that moves to downtown areas are made largely by singles
and couples. Families with children, and in particular those with pre-
school children, are inclined to move to the suburbs. Information on
whether or not the presence of children influences the location of the

move is presented in Table 4.11.



TABLE 4.11

Future Location of Movers by Type of Households

TYPE OF 11 Move within Move to N.Y.C. Move to out
HOUSEHOLD N.Y.C. Suburbs of N.Y. State TOTAL
Singles L6y 17% 37% 100%
(89)

Single Parents

and Children 36 16 48 100%
(25)
Mull-Families 24 23 53 100%
(116)
Couples 19 24 57 100%
(74)

In Table 4.11, it can be-seen that residential relocation within
the city prevails among singles. Couples and full-families are most
inclined to move to the suburbs and out of state. The table shows clearly

that the direction of relocation relates to family composition.

SUMMARY
The importance of family composition to mobility is based on the

assumption that people relocate at different stages in their life-cycle.
The analysis of family composition is based on the age of head of house-
hold, family size and whether or not a family is childless. All three
factors reiate to the intent to move; however, age and family size are
independently related to the intent to move. Young people and respon-
dents who head large families want to move. As shown here, these corre-

lations do not present the full dimension of mobility inclinations within
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the context of family. An analysis of singles, couples, families with
children and single parents all have shown different degreeé of intent
to move. An illustration of this difference 1s found in relation to
tenure status. TFull-families who occupy rented dwellings want to

move Immediately while full-families who own a home want to move only
sometime in the future. It was also found that single parent home-
owners with children want to relocate. Families with children are con-
cerned about the quality of parks but surprisingly not with schools.
Childless families show a great concern with the quality of schools in
their neighborhood. The differences between the various houscshold types
is reflected also in the location of their intended move. Singles want
to relocate within New York City while couples and full-families want

to move to the suburbs.
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10.

11.

FOOTNOTES

il

CHI 75.234, DF = 4, Significance = .0000

CHI

10.710, DF = U, Significance = .03

CHI® = 16.40U, DF = U, Significance = .002

2

CHI® = 22.659, DF = U, Significance = .0001

Table 14, "Metropolitan Mobility for Family Héads...by Number of Own
Children Under 18", p. 30. Geographic Mobiiity. March 1975 to March
1977. Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 320. Feb. 1978.

CHT® = 16.674, DF = 2, Significance = .0002

Instead of a measurement of life-cycle, a typology of household types
will be developed. Since the researcher feels that life-cycle means
a continuation of changes in family composition at different points
in time, this definition is not relevant. to the present study. This
study deals with different types of households at one point in time.

However, Rossi's final conclusion is that his research suffered as a.
result of the limitation of not defining family life-cycle beyond age
and size. He claims that "Life-cycle stages can be more fruitfully
approach2d by definitions of familiies of differing compositions, e.g.
only adults, families with small children, etec. P. 183.

TYPES OF HOUSEHOLD % OF HEAD OF FAMILIES
Singlas, 45 years of age or less 32% (201)

Singles, U5 years of age or less with children 8% (50)

Full families, head is 45 years of age or less 27% (166)

Full families, head is U5 years of age or greater 6% (36)

Couples, head is 45 years of age or less 18% (113)

Couples, head is U5 years of age or greater % (55)

TOTAL:100% (621)
CHI? = 10.5356, D = 10, Significance = .0000
Age of head is not introduced heré becuase of the very small number
of families where the head is over U5 years of age. WMorcover, when

are of head of houschold was analyzed in relation to future location,
age had 1little affect on relocation.
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CHAPTER FIVE: INCOME, EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION

Michelson demonstrated that income, education and occupation play
independent roles in terms of the decision to move. Housing choice is
almest purely a function of the husband's income while education and
occupation are found to be highly related to choice of location, but
not housing type. Gans (1967) also found that a distinction exists be-
tween movers' income and their educational status in terms of choosing
the location of their new residence. The familles that moved from the
city to Levittown did so purely for economic reasons. However, the
housewives who spent most of their time at home wanted to relocate to
other neighborhoods, and some even back to the city. Different educa-
tional backgrounds and different occupations led to boredom and lack
of interaction in the neighborhood among the residents. Michelson's
and Gan's findings support the view that to obtain a clear understanding
of why people want to move, education, occupation and income should be
analyzed separately.

Chudakoff (1972) and Kessner (1977), who studied residential mo-
bility among working class people, found as does the present study,
that income is a crucial indicator of residential mobility. Moving
requires a financial outlay, and people move according to their earning
capacities. Education and occupation play a secondary role in the

decision to move.
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Income

Earning capacity is a crucial factor that must be taken into ac-
count when analyzing plans to move. Kessner, studying patterns of
residential mobility in New York City among Jews and Italians, found
that the high earning capacities of Jews enabled them to move out of
their old neighborhoods and choose better neighborhoods in the outer
rings of the city, while the Ifalians who occupled the low economic
status had to stay in the downtown area, and live near work. The low
wages and long hours of the Italian workers forced them to either
walk to work or use the easily accessible transportation in the down-
town area. Sternlieb and others have shown that high rates of mobility
QO exlst among the poor, but within the core of the city.

Census reports indicate that high rates of mobility exist among
both the poor and the very rich. Both groups may move because of in-
adequate envirorment, but the direction of the move may vary. Out of
3,729,848 families who lived in the New York City metropolitan area
in 1970, 23 percent of the families with incomes of $6,000 and less
did not nove during the 1965-1970 period. Fifty percént of those fami-
lies who earned between $6,000 and $14,999 stayed in the area. With
incomes above $15,000, the number of families staying decreased: of
families whose income was between $15,000 and $24,999, only 21%‘stayed,
while of families who earned $25,000 and above, only 7% stayed in New
York City.

The researcher in another study also found that people with incomes
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below $7,999 are more inclined to move into New York City while people
with incomes of $15,000 and above move out of the city.l
In Table 5.1, the relationship between income and the intention to

move 1s presented.

TABLE 5.1

The Intention to MOVé by Income2

$7,999 or less $8,000-$14,999 $15,000+

Short term 17% 20% 18%
Long term 32 Iy 5
Non-movers 51 36 . 28
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%

(113) (146) (195)

The correlation between income and the intention to move prevails
most clearly among the respondents who do not have immediate plans to
move. People whose families earn $15,000 a year and above are the most
inclined to move. The percent difference between high income and low
income is 22 percent. Respondents who intend to move shortly are not
noticeably influenced by their families' earning capacity. The concen-
tration of low income respondents among the movers as well as among the
stayers may be due to the fact that the respondents with low income are
in such a great need to relocate that income does not present itself as

an obstacle.

-128-



Income is not only treated in thé litérature as a constraining
force that determines whether or not oné will mové, but 1t is also
found to be used as a mechanlsm through which néw—comérs to a néigh—
borhood are screened. This latter issué is addréssed in this study
through a set of quéstions that reflect réspondénts‘ attitudés toward
new-comers with lower income status than thémselves who might mové to
their neighborhood. The respondénts were asked if "it would make no
difference to (them) if someone who was much poorer than (thémsélves)
moved into (their) block"; 88% of the total respondents agreed with
the statement. A moré diréct qﬁéstion that tacklés thé issﬁé of racé
and income and educatibn was then asked. "It would make gg_différénce
to (me) if a white with léss incomé and éducation than mé movéd into
my block." Again, overwhélmingly, thé réspondénts agrééd with thé
statement (89%). The respondénts (80%) also agrééd that it would not
make any difference if éithér blacks or Puerto Ricans with the samé
education or income as thémselvés moved onto their block. However,
questions directed at the réspondénts' opinion of non-whites with
Jower economic status than thémsélvés'wéré unfortunatély not askéd.

The respondents in this study not only agree to accépt poorer péo—
ple than thémselves to their néighborhood buﬁ also richér people,
Ninety-five percent agreed that it would maké no differénce to thém
if richerlpeople than themselves moved to thelr block. This indiffer-
ence implies the respondents aré not apparently concérnéd with what
economic faction the new-comers represent. It also suggésts that thé

respondents do not attach a prestige value to the address of their resi-



dential location.

Kessner, concentrating on residential mobility among working class
Jews and Italians in New York City, states that income acts as a con-
straining factor on the choice between moving elther to the suburbs or
relocating within the city. In the light of Kessner's findings the re-
lationship between income and area chosen for relocation is presented

in the table below.

TABLE 5.2
Future Location of Intended Movérs by Income3
FUTURE LOCATION $7,999 $8,000-$14,999 $15,000+
Intra-city move A 35% 27%
Suburbs of N.Y.C. 11 19 24
Out of State 48 46 49
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(46) (78) (125)

Table 5.2 indicates that low-income families are more likely to
move within the city than higher income families. Conversely, high in-
come families are more likely to move to thé suburbs. Only among those
families that plan to move out of state does income appear to play a
role.

The findings of Table 5.2 support Kessner's statement that income
plays a role in the decision to either relocate to the suburbs or

within the cify. These findings also confirm the general view that
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a trend exists for middle income residents to move to the suburbs.

Education

Gans (1968) has argued that education is becoming the most impor-
tant variable, aside from income, for explaining the differences in
behavior, attitudes and taste among all groups. Educational diver-
sity makes itself felt throughout American society because most people -
no longer live in the neighborhoods in which they work. Therefore,
class distinctions in the residential community are based increasingly
on educational differences. Social and cultural organizations recruit
on the basis of educational background, although not openly or even
intentionally. People with different educational backgrounds develop
different consumer behavior patterns, taste and leisure-activity pre-
ferences.

"Neighborhoods conflict over child discipline and community de—

liberations about juvenile delinguency and teenage recreation

programs continually reflect class differences of opinion about
how children should be reared and how much adult standards and
adult supervision should guide their lives. The diversity of

educational aspirations appears most clearly in bitterly fought

tax battles." (Gans, 1968: 149)

The importance of Gans' argument for this study is that attitudes
towards relocation may also be shapéd by educational background. Mi-
chelson (1977) found that education does shape people's cholce of lo-
cation for their new home. People with high education prefer to move

to neighborhoods in which their neighbors would be of the same or

higher educational background.



Lansing and Mueller showed that mobility rates in genéral ténd to
rise with education and income. Census reports of New York City in 1970
showed that people with college education were the least inclined to
stay. Out of a total population of 2,965,055, 25 years of age and over,
36% with elementary education did not mové during a fivé.year period.
Among, people with high school education, 49% stayéd in thé city. Thé
most moblile group were people with collégé education and ovér; of this
group, only 16% did not move.

Hence, the hypothesis here is that different rates of mobility will
exist among péople with different educational backgrounds, thé most
highly educated people being the most mobile. In Table 5.3, education

by intended plan to move is presented.

TABLE 5.3

The Intention to Mové by Ec?iucationLl

11 years or léss o Collegé
of 5School High School and over
Short term 19% 20% 19%
Long term 32 43 55
Non-movers 49 37 27
TOTAL:  100% 100% 100%
(155) (203) (196)

The percent of people who intend to move immediately does not vary

with education. However, education does seem to have some effect on
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the desire of those who intend to mové after oné yéar of the timé of
the interview. The results in Tablé 5.3 show that a 23 pércéntagé
point differencé exists betwéén,wéll-éducatéd Péspondénts and thé
poorly educated. This réflectS'thé mobility pattérns describéd by thé
1970 census. The intention to éventually mové from a néighborhood

as expressed by péople with high édﬁcation may bé explainéd by Gan's
theory and Michelson's findings. Thé réspondénts with high éducation
in this study who want to move and livé in working class néighborhoods
may want to move to a neighborhood wheré thé résidénts aré of similar

educational background.

Type of Occupation

Earning capacities as relatéd to typé of occﬁpation and éduca—
tional achievemént appear to influénéé pattérns of.résidéntial mobil~
ity in New York City. To achiéve a moré complété picturé of the ré—
lationship bétwéen the desiré to mové or stay and the social économic
status of the subjects, occupation is presentéd in rélation the intén—

tion to move.

TABLE 5.4

The Intention to Move by Occupation8

Professional” Clerical® Semi-Sldlled’
Short term 25% 20% 18%
Long term 52 48 e
Non—mbvers 23 31 33
TOTAL: 100% (116) 100% (118) 100% (100)
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The results in Table 5.1 show that a 7 percentage point difference
exists between professionals and senﬁ—skilled.workérs who inténd to
move soon. Professionals tend to bé more inclinéd to mové whilé more
of the semi-skilled plan to stay. Almost no différénce éxists among
the various occupational categoriés in relation to those who intend
to move a year after the interview took placé.

The three factors that describé social economic position indicaté
that education and income aré,related to mobility only whén péople in-
tend to mové no earlier than Oﬂé yéar of the intérviéw, whilé occupa-
tion is related to the intent to mové among peoplé who plan to mové
Immediately. Thé general findings indicaté that éducation and incomé are
equally related to thé intention to move Whilé occupation is not as

strongly related.

Participation in the Work Force and the Intent to Move

In this part of the analysis, thé intenf to mové will bé éxploréd
in terms of the respondénts' position in the work forcé, and if appli-
cable, thelr search for a job. Thé analysis will also concentraté on
thé distinction between families in which oné spouse works and familiés
in which both spouses work.g Gans, Michélson and Julie DaVanzo (1977)
found that wives' contribution to both the décision to mové and the lo-
cation of the move is dépendcnt on whethér or not thé wivés workéd;
DaVanzo stated that working wivés add significantly to "thé powér of

equations explaining whether a family moves". Hence, wives are not mere
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passive migrants, but have significant influence on the family's de-
clsion to move.

In Table 5.5, employment status of males and females who are 16
years of age and over is presented in relation to mobility status.
This analysis is based on census information for Néw York City.

TABLE 5.5
Mobility Status™® of Males and Females, 16 Years of Age

And Over in New York City by Employment Status

Central City Males: 16 years old and over

Employed Not-Fmoloyed Not in Labor Force
Move 347 349 247
Stay 66 66 76
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(1,609,400) (63,427) (611,127)

Central City Females: 16 years old and over

Fmployed ' th—Employed Not in Labor Force
Move 33% 35% 29%
Stay 67 65 71
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(1,073,019) (49,875) (1,643,808)

SOURCE: Mobility status of total population of each standard metropoli-
tan statistical area of 500,000 or more, according to employment status,
age and sex in 1969, 1978; Table 15, p. 320, Mobility for Metropolitan
Areas, 1970 Census of Population, March 1973, PC (2) -2C.

Table 5.5 shows that in New York City, males who are not in the

labor force are less mobile. No difference exists between employed or



unemployed males. Among females who live in the Central City, the un-
employed are the most mobile.
Table 5.6 presents the relationshipxbetween employment status and

the intention to move.

TARLE 5.6

The Intention to Mbvé by Employment Statusll

- One Spoﬁse-in : Both Spoﬁses in
Not Employed ‘Household Fmployed ‘Household Employed

Short term 15% 20% 26%
Long term 36 49 48
Non-movers 49 31 26-
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%

(188) (278) (88)

Employed people ténd.to be moré inclinéd to mové than thosé not
employed; a 13 percentage point differéncé exists bétwéén thé émployéd
and those who do not work. Howevér, among thé réspondénts who aré
anxious to move, a differént pattérn appéars. Thé maJjor différénce
exists between unemployed individuals and houséholds whéré both spouses
work (11 percent). It should bé pointéd oﬁt that in 26 pércent of thé
total number of 370 married couplés, both spousés work. (Among the 211
not employed, 136 are wives or mothers and 75 aré singlé.)

One major group of people among the non-working are the retired.
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Lack of mobility among the non-employed can be explained in part by
this factor. The average retired individual lives on a fixed income
which may be an obstacle to moving. In Table 5.7, the relationship

between retirement statusl2 and the intention to move is présented.

TABLE 5.7

The Intention to Move by Rétirément Statusl2

Not Retired Retired
Short term 21% ' 8%
Long term L6 23
Non-movers 33 69
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(503) (51)

The results show that an inclination to stay prevails among the
retired. The percentage difference between retiréd pérsons and non-
retired is 36 points. Thése results explain in part thé téndéncy to
stay among people who are not in thé working force. Thesé results
suggest that retired people may not bé as mobilé, at least in New
York City as often suggested.

The question now remains of why do those who are not rétired and
not employed want to move. Part of thé éxplanation for this may be
attributed to their search for a job. Théreforé, in Table 5.8, thé

relationship between the intention to move and work seeking is presented.
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TABLE 5.8 .

}
The Intention to Move by Work Searchll

Not Looking for Work ‘Looking, for Work
Short term 20% 18%
Long term 43 51
Non-movers 37 31
TOTAL: 100% 100%

The results in Table 5.8 show that séarch for work is only slightly
related to the intention to mové. A mové dué to job rélocation, or a
search for a new job market may bé simplé and oné—sidéd whén it involves
one spouse. But what are the processes of planning to mové when two
spouses are involved? Will residential relocation take placé to accomo-
date the working wife, so she can still fulfill the role of homemaker
after work? Some indications of thé role of women in the working force
can be looked at in relation to attitudes toward résidential relocation.
In the analysis a comparison is made between households where only the
head 1s working, and families wheré both husband and wife work. The
aim is to find out whether commuting to work is a problem that shapes
the desire to move.

Michelson (1977) found that commuting to work plays an important
role in the decision to mové. Travel time and the type of transporta-

tion used, are bases for explaining moving behavior. Therefore, in
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Table 5.9, satisfactlon with nearness to work is explored among working

respondents who intend to move.

TABLE 5.9

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Satisfaction
With Nearness to Work and Number of Wage Earners in Family

SATISFACTION
NUMBER CF Very Fairly Not
WAGE EARNERS Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
Working heads of
household only 649 66% 85%
(89) (77 (33)
Working wives and
husbands 63% 81% 100%
(L0) (32) (12)

Among, working peoplé, the intention to move is influéncéd by sat-
isfaction with nearness to work. The results in Table 5.10 also show
when both spouses work the likelilhood of wanting to move increases.

A 21 percentage point différence in ihtént to move exists betwéén sat-
isfaction with nearness to work and lack of satisfaction for single
wage earners, while in households in which two people work the pércent—
age difference is 37 points.

Lack of satisfaction with the distance to work raises thé question
of how do beople get to work and whether or not thé type of transporta-
tion used influences thé decision to movéa In Tablé 5.10, the working
respondents who intend to move aré analyzéd in terms of the type of

transportation they use to get to work.
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TABLE 5.10
Percent of Working People Vho Stated Their. Intention

To Move by Type of Transportation Used to Get to Work
And Number of Wage Earmers in Family

TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION

NUMBER OF WAGE EARNERS Walk Public Transportation Drive

Cne 76% 68% 66%
(25) (99) (80)

Two 7% 69% 82%
(13) (45) (27)

The results indicate that thé méans uséd of getting to work is a
factor which related differently to résidential mobility for single wage
earner familles and for employed wivés and husbands. Sixty-six pércent
of the single wage earners who drive to work want to move and seventy-
six percent of the single wage earners who walk to work intend to move.
The percent difference between walking to work and driving to work for
working wives and husbands is only 5% but in the opposite direction.
Nevertheless, the results indicate that driving to work may present some
discomfort for working wives and husbands who may share one car.

Looking down the columns, the results indicate that no difference
exists between families in which both spouses work and those in which
only one spouse works for those who walk or také public transportation.
The only difference exists among péoplé who drivé. Two wage earners
who drive to work are more inclined to want to move than one wagé

earner.
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The last issue that the present data permits us to explore in re-
lation to working families is whether or not they have children. Mi-
chelson (1977) found that in general working wives were childless and
that not having children permitted them to relocate closer to work.

This issue is explored in Table 5.11.

TARLE 5.11

Percent of People Who Intend to Mové by
Employment Status and Having Children

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Not Working Single Wage Earner Two Wage Earnsrs

Having Children 76% 73% 72%
(37) (134) (50)

Childless Lhg 65% 76%
(151) (1hh) (38)

Looking across the rows in Table 5.11, the results show that the
intention to move among families with children 1s unrelated to employ-
ment status. Among childless families employment status does influence
the intent to move. A 32 percentage point diffefénce éxists between
the unemployed and families whére both spouses work.

Looking down the columns, thosé who do not work and have children
are more inclined to move than respondénts who are not part of the
working, force and do not have children. In single worker households,
having children increases the likelihood of moving but thé réverse is
true in two wagé earner households. In these families, thé childless

are more inclined to move.
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The results in this study indicate that people with high income
are more likely to state their inteﬁt to move than people of low in-
come. However, income is not viewed by the respondents as a "front"
that describes what is desirable and what is not in terms of moving
to thelr neighborhocods. Incomé is also shown to havé some influence
on the decision to relocate eithér in Néw York City proper or its
suburbs. Education and occupation also havé some bearing on the de-
cision to move. Active participation in thé working force was found
to relate to the desire to move in particular among houséholds where
both spouses work. In addition to a family's own economlc status,
the status of the region must be takén into account in understanding

mobility. This 1s examined in the next section of this chapter.

Perception of City Economics

Chudakoff (1977: 94) concluded that positive economic growth
i1s related to residential relocation. He distinguished between one's
own economic status and the general economic structure of a city as
factors which shape residential mobility. He concluded that rates
of c¢ity growth and relative full émploymént influence "geographical
restlessness in nearly all occupational groupings". Chudakoff's con-
clusion raises the question of whether cr not the économic conditions
of New York City influence the réspondents' intent to move. Taking
into account on one hand the economic status of the city and on the
other hand the individual's employment status, the hypothesis emerges

that unemployed individuals will be more likely to take into considera-
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tion the city's economic situation when plans to move take place.

In New York City, as Peter Kilass (1975) has stated, based on
Regional Plan Association reports, the economic conditions show a
negative growth.

"The New York Metropolitan region has had a 'significant popu-

lation loss' for the first time in its 350 years, a greater loss

of jobs and slower economic recovery than the country since 1970

...There has been a loss of more than 400,000 jobs in Manhattan

south of 59th Street, and 150,000 in the rest of New York City."

In this study, respondents were asked to answer the following
two questions which were used as indicators of the city's economic
condition: (1) "One of the most serious problems facing New York
City is the flight of jobs from New York City to the suburbs'; T4%
agreed strongly, li% agreed with reservation, 8% disagreed and 7% did
not know. And (2) "Becaﬁse of New York City's financial crisis, cut-
backs in services are becoming a serious problem in this neighborhood.
SU% agreed strongly, 16% agreed with reservation, 23% disagreed and
7% did not know.

The results are analyzed in Tables 5.12 and 5.13 (independently

of one another) by employment status and the intention to move.

TABLE 5.12

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Flight of Jobs From
New York City and Employment Status

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  Agree Strongly  Agree with Reservation  Disagree

Not working YA 64% 69%
(133) (25) (13)
One Wage Earner 70% 73% T1%
(212) (26) (21)
Two Wage Farners 73% 75% 88%
(70) (8) (8)
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Table 5.13 indicates that for employed individuals, the flight of
jobs from New York City has little to do with thelr deéision to move.
Among people who do not participate in the working force, a negative
}elationship exists between flight of Jjobs and plans to move. The per-
cent differences between the unemployed who disagree with the view
that flight of jobs is a problem and those who agree is 23 points.

We can conclude from Table 5.13 that the perception of the flight

of jobs does not contribute to the intention to move.

TABLE 5.13

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by New York Clty
Economic Crisis and Employment Status

N.Y.C. FACES ECONOMIC CRISIS
EMPLOYMENT STATUS Agree Strongly  Agree with Reservation  Disagree

Not working 57% 52% 4o%
(92) (29) (47)
One Wage Earner T1% 70% 67%
(152) (54) (63)
Two Wage Earners 75% 67% . 82%
(63) (6) (17)

As in the previous table, people who do not work do take into
account the economic condition of New York City when planning to
move. But interestingly among the non-workers, the relationship
is positive, as those who agree with the statement are more likely
to move than those who disagree. Correlations between these attitudes

and moving indicate that the respondents treat the two situations
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differently, independent of oné anothér.

The results above imply that for péoplé who do not work and
plan to move, services in théjr néighborhoods that may bé afféctéd
by the city's fiscal crisis aré moré important than thé Job situation.
The unemployed who live on fixéd incomés moré than othér groﬁps are
dependent on city sérvices and fﬁrthérmoré théy aré inclinéd to spénd

more of thelr time in thelr neighborhood.

Summary

In this study, incomé is séén as having dual purposésu First, in-
come is seen as a factor which clearly détérminés péoplé's ability to
afford a move., Secondly, income is séén'as a yard-stick by which thé
desirability of néw—camérs to a néighborhood iS'méaSQréd. Thé résults
show that families éarning high incomé séem to want tO'mové moré than
families with low incomés. Howévér, familiés'that aré anxious to mové
seem not to be influenced by thé amount of monéy théy éarn, Réspon—
dents, furthermore, stated that théy weré indifféréﬂt to thé incomé
level of new-comers to thelr aréas.

Education influénces thé inténtion tO'mové in thé samé way as
does income. Occupation, unliké incomé and éducation; rélatés dif-
ferently to the intention to mové. Thé typé of occupation one has in-
Tluences thé inténtion to move among thosé who were anxious to mové
and among thogse who want to moﬁe somé timé in the near futuré; In
both situations, professionals more than any othér occupational group

want to move.
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The results in Chapter Five also show that families in which both
spouses work are more likely to want to move than families in which
only one spouse works. Retired peonle who traditionally were found
to relocate to retirement communities here tend to state their desire
to stay. A general problem that existed in the c¢ity at the time of
the interviews was New York City's financial crisis. The respondents
who seemed to be most affected by it were those who were not part of
the working forces. Another related problem was the flight of jobs
ffom New York City. Surprisingly, those who disagree that the flight

of jobs 1s a problem want to relocate.
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FOOTNOTES

Dlugacz, Y.D. "Patterns of Migration in Seven New York City MNeigh-
borhoods", Sociology Department, Graduate Center, C.U.N.Y. Unpub-
lished M.A. thesis, 1977.

CHI2 = 19.308, DF = U, Significance = .0007
CHI® = 5.298, DF = 4, Significance = .25
CHI® = 21.967, DF = 4, Significance = .0002

Professional, Managerial and sales people.
Clerical, skilled workers, uniform and service.

Semi-skilled and non-skilled laborers.

CHT® = 3.546, DF = U, Significance = .U7.

Since the respondents are not necessarily heads of households, head
of household is re-defined as follows:
a) married male, not married male/female who are

25 years of age and over. (357) 58%
NOT HEADS OF HOUSEHQOLD
b) Married female (202) 33%
¢) Single male less than 25 years of age (35) 5%
d) Single female less than 25 years of age (29) 5%

(621) 100%

Persons who charnged residence from 1965 to 1970. It includes per-

sons who on April 1, 1965 lived in the United States in a different
house from the one they occupied on April 1, 1970 and for whom suf-
ficient information concerning the 1965 residence was collected.

CHI? = 22.510, DF = 4, Significance = .0002

Retired people are defined as people who don't work presently and
are 5l years of age and over.

CHI®

25.204, DF = 2, Significance = .0000

CHI?

3.004, DF = U4, Significance = .5
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CHAPTER SIX: RACE AND PREJUDICE

The importance of analyzing race lies with the fact that one mil-
lion blacks and Puerto Rican residents were added to the population
of New York City during the nineteen-sixties; while at the same time,
the white population dropped by one million (Burstein, 1972). It has
been projected that by the year 2,000, blacks and Puerto Ricans will
constitute 58.5% of the city's total population. The Bronx will be-
come virtually all black and Puerto Rican (94.1%). In Brooklyn, 72.4%
of the total population will be non-white. In Manhattan and Queens,
blacks and Puerto Ricans will make up less than 50% of the total popu-
lation. The literature on residential mobility lacks clear information
as to why blacks want to move out. The focus in the literature 1s on
white's fleelng or leaving the city and the cause, directly or indirectly,
is said to be associated to the presence of non-whites. Yet, Simmons
states that the race factor acts only as a constraint on the number
of possible alternatives the mover has, and effects the question of
"where?" one should move, rather than "why?". Thus, it is reasonable
to assume that whites and blacks will choose different locations for
their new homes. Mobility rates for blacks into "changing neighbor-
hoods" increases as the normal rate of white out-migration is accelera-
ted by social and economic fears. The crucial aspect in this pattern
of movement is not the accelerated white out-migration, but the almost

total cessation of white immigration.
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In a study conducted in seven New York City neighborhoods during
1972-74, it was found that non-whites are generally more mobile than
whites.1 Moreover, the results show that a distinct pattern of move-
ment has developed for each group. Among whites more moved out of the
seven neighborhoods than in, while among blacks more have moved iInto
these areas than have moved out. A high degree of mobility among
blacks was also observed by Suttles (1968: 71) who stated that the
"urban Negro has been the most transient and least capable of all the
ethnic groups of gathering kinfolk, people from a common region, or
persons of the same religlous denomination." Census data however re-
port very little difference in the rates of mobility among whites and
blacks in New York City as a whole or in the rest of the United States.

See Tables 6.1 and 6.2.

TABLE 6.1

Percent of People Who Reside in the Same
Place of Residence Between 1965-70, N.Y.C.

Central City Balance of SMSA
Total Population of Other than Black 50% 60%
(7,279,064) (3,379,376)
Black Population 53% 52%
( 1,489,246) (194,455)

SOURCE: 1970 Census of Population: Mobility for Metropolitan Areas,
March 1973, Tables 15, 163 pp. 319, 399.

Within the central city, a 3 percentage point difference exists

between percent of black stayers and the rest of the population of the
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city. In the balance of the SMSA, the difference between the two
populations increases to 8 percent. While in the central city, it is
three percent in spite of the small differences between where non-whites
and whites live; the trend is in the opposite direction.

In Table 6.2, rates of mobility among whites and blacks is pre-

sented by region.

TABLE 6.2

Metropolitan Mobility of Households2 by Race
And Region (Numbers in Thousands)

Non-Movers Movers TOTAL
U.S. as a Whole
White 2% 28% 100% (64,882)
Black 71% 29% 100%  (7,712)
North—East3
White 79% 21% 100% (15,191)
Black % 23% 100% (1,429)

SOURCE: Current Population Reports "Geographical Mobility", March 1975
to March 1977, Series P-20, No. 320, Table 8: Metropolitan Mo-
bility by Race and Region, p. 18. Issued February 1978.

The results in Table 6.2 show that little difference exists in
rates of mobility among whites and blacks in the north-east reglon and
in the United States as a whole. To find out whether the same pattern
of residential mobility prevails in New York City, the intent to move

of whites and non-whites is presented in Table 6.3 below.
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TABLE 6.3

The Intention to Move by RaceLl

White Non-white
Short term 17% 28%
Long term uhg 489
Non-movers 39% 2L%
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(449) (105)

Table 6.3 shows that more blacks intend to move than whites. A 15
percentage point difference exists between whites and non-whites who
intend to move. The main difference between the two races exists among
respondents who statéd thelr intentlon to move within a year of the
interview (an 11 percentage point difference between blacks and whites).
Only a slight difference exists among white and black respondents who
have long-range plans to move. The urgent need for non-whites to move
out of their present place of residence leads to‘the next question: to
where do they want to relocate? This question is answered in two parts:
one is based on actual mobility for the U.S. and two is based on whites'
as well as non-whites' wishes to relocate to a particular place. Cen-
sus information, presentéd in Table 6.4, provides data on fhe locations

to which people relocated during 1975-77.
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TABLE 6.4

General Mobllity by Race and Metropolitan
Mobility for the United States

(Numbers in Thousands)
Total Movers Within the’U,S.

U.S. White Black
Within Same SMSA 467 67%
Between SMSA's 14 10
From SMSA's to Outside SMSA's 8 3
From Outside SMSA's to SMSA's 6 3
Outside SMSA's at Both Dates o6 17
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(b7,318) (6,279)
Movers Within Same County 60% 75%
Movers Between Countiles Within
Same State 22 12
Movers Between Statés 18 13
TOTAL:
(2 years & over) 100% 100%
(47,318) (6,279)

SOURCE: Geographical Mobility: March 1975 to March 1977, Current
Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 40, February 1978,
Table 43, p. 114,

Table 6.l shows that blacks are more mobile than whites within
metropolitan areas and within thé same county. It should be pointed
out that high rates of mobility for both races exist within the samé

SM3A and within the same county. The results suggest that residential
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relocation takes place over short distances, therefore, the researcher
1s suggesting that respondents of both races in this study will be in-

clined to want to move within the city.

TABLE 6.5

Future Location by Race for Movers Only

% MOVERS
FUTURE LOCATION White Black
Intra-city Move 30% 35%
Suburbs of N.Y.C. 21 19
Out-of-State Lg 46
TOTAL:?  100% 100%
(235) (69)

Contrary to the implications of Simmons' work that blacks and
whites would be attracted to thé different places, Table 6.5 shows
that people of both races want to relocate to the same areas. A
slight difference exists between blacks and whites regarding reloca-
tion within the city, as blacks exceed whites in this choice by 5
percentage points. These results show a similar pattern to those
prescnted in Table 6.4. However, the literature implies that non-
whites tend to replace whites and that the direction of non-whites'
moves tend to be toward white néighborhoods while whites tend to re-
locate in new areas. Therefore, a different pattern should have de-

veloped than the one in Table 6.5.
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A possible answer for the small differences between whités and
non-whites in Tablé 6.5 may be dué to thé fact that the litérature
dealt with actual mobility whilé héré thé analysis is constructéd on
an attitude only. Also, the study has controlléd'for tenure status,
while most others find blacks to mbre ffequently be renters.

Fishman, J.A. (1961); Zehner, R.B.; Chapin, F.S.; Howell, T.T.
(1974) and Ginsberg, Y. (1975) found that racial changes in a partic-
ular neighborhood was dué to thé continuing factors of family lifé
cycle stages of the whité population and thé céssation of whites moving
in. High rates of vacancies in whité néighborhoods, dué to old agéE
death and the reduction in family sizé as childrén,movéd to homes
of théir own, produced a vacﬁum that was filléd by black familiés
who needed adequaté housing. In this study, this phénoménon,cannot
be measured, bécause of study limitations, but an éxamination can bé
made of why blacks and whités want to mové out and what typé of family
1s the most inclined to mové.

The relationship bétweén family compositions and the iﬁtent to
move is pursued here in relation to race (see Table 6.6).

TABLE 6.6
The Intention to Move by Household Composition and Racé

HEADS 45 YEARS OFF AGE OR LESS \\\HEADS OVER 45 YEARS OF AGE

Full- : Single Parents Full-
Couples Families Singles Children present \Families  Couples

Non-

White 85% 82% 73% 67% 67% 100%
(13) (38) (26) (21) (6) (1)

White 62% 71% 56% 77% U9 32%
(92) (107) (154) (26) (23) (47



The intention to move among the various households varies from
one household to another, as well as along racial lines. Non-white
couples are the most inclined to move while white couples in which the
head is U5 years of age and over are the least inclined to move. The
results show that non-whites are moré inclined to move than whites
with the exception of single parents with children and full-families
where the head is U5 years of age and over. Black respondents have
a somewhat greater tendency to relocate within the city's boundaries.
Full-families tend, howéver, to rélocate oubside the city. Inasmuch
as a majority of 122 black households aré not full-families, the bias
of blacks to want to mové within the c¢ity might bé explained by family
composition. Table 6.7 addresses this issue by relating both racé and

family composition to future location.

TABLE 6.7

Future Location by Family Composition and Race

Move within Move to N.Y.C. Move to Out
N.Y.C. Suburbs of N.Y. State TOTAL
White: 439 19% 389 100% (72)
Singles )
) Non-white: 59 6 35 100%
Single ) Vhite: 33 13 53 100%
Parents &)
Children )- Non-white: 4o 20 4o 100%
thon. of
P11 3 White: ell 23 52 100%
Fami 13 ¢
Famdlles y  yonwhite 23 20 57 100%
) White 18 23 60 100%
Couples )
) Non-white: 25 33 Yo 1009
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Despite the small number of blacks in the sample, it can be seen
that singles of both races are the most inclined to relocate within
the city. However, a stronger inclination to relocate within the city
exists among blacks. The results also indicate that among full-families,
low rates of mobility within the city exists in both races. Among the
families who want to move to the suburbs, black singles are the least
likely to move, while black couples are the most inclined to consider
such a move. White couples are the most inclined to move out of state
followed by families with children. Among blacks, full-families are
the most Inclined to consider this type of move.

In general, some variation does exist between the races as to
where different types of households plan to relocate. Unfortunately,
the small size of the black sample and the lack of information on
where people want to move out of state limits these findings. None-
theless, the results indicate that it is worthwhile to examine this
issue again on larger samples of whites and blacks and to take into
account the location of' the new destination. Moreover, future analysis
should stress the process by which members of different races are
either guided by their own preconceptions of the characteristics of
the areas to which they are considering to relocate or by the informa-
tion which they are fed. Future research should also be concerned with
finding out what kind of images people associate with the new location

and whether or not racial bias exists.
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Race and Economic Status

Suttles, studying the issue of residential mobility among blacks,
suggested that poor blacks as well as middle to upper income blacks
are very mobile, while Gans and Xessner showed that whites with low

incomes tend to be stayers.

In Table 6.8, the intention to move is analyzed in terms of income
and race.

TABLE 6.8

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Income and Race

4 INCONME »
RACE $7,000 or less $8,000-%14,999 $15,000 or over
Wnite h37% 58% 71%
(95) (104) (167)
Non-white 78% 81% 79%
(18) (L2) (28)

The results here show that income plays a far more important role
for whites than for blacks. The percentage difference between high
and low income groups for whites is 28 points while for blacks almost
no difference exists. Whites who can afford a move plan accordingly,
while non-whites who want to move seem not to take into account the
economic cbnstraints of low incame.

The next item to be éxamined here in relation to race and the in-

tention to move is education.
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TABLE 6.9

Percent of People Who Intend fTo Move by Education and Race

EDUCATION
RACE College and QOver High School Less Than High School
White L% 60% 459
(155) (171) (123)
Black 73% 81% 75%
(41) ' (32) (32)

Education, like income, is related to the intention to move among
wﬁites, while among blacks, no relationship exists. The percent dif-
ference between whites with college education and whites with less than
high school education is 29 points with more of the college educated
planning to move. Among blacks, those who have high school education
are inclined to move a bit more than others with higher or lower edu-
cation.

Further differences between white and black patterns of residential
mobility was illustrated by Fishman (1961) along occupational lines.
Whites with manual occupations tend to remain in a racially mixed neigh-
borhood even when they have negative attitudes towards blacks. Those
whites who have white collar jobs and are professionals tend to move
despite positive attitudes towards blacks.

Among blacks, Fishman found that occupation plays a major role in
residential mobility. Those who ocecupy the upper occupational ladder
are inclined to leave their neighborhood and have negative attitudes

towards poorer blacks. The move of people based on their status in the
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occupational structure 1s seen by Fishman as a status oriented move.
A sanitation man who may make more money than a professor will find
more obstacles to moving into certain neighborhoods than a proflessor
who has more in common with people who are professionals and had ac-
guired higher education.

In Table 6.10, occupation and the intention to move among whites

and blacks is presented.

TABLE 6.10

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Occupation and Race

OCCUPATION
RACE Professional White-collar Semi-skilled
White 75% 68% 68%
(96) (93) (71)
Non-white 85% 72% 66%
(20) (25) (29)

Unlike education and income which were related to the intention
to move among blacks, we now see that occupation is very much related
to the wish to move among non-whites as well as whites. A stronger
tendency to move exists among professional non-whites than among
professional whites (10 point difference). Fishman explains that for
blacls mofe than for whites, occupation is a means of moving into bet-
ter neighborhoods. A professional black will more easily be accepted
into a white middle class neighborhood than a highly paid blue-collar
black worker and therefore the reward for moving is greater for a black

professional.
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It is possible that othér factors related to the occupational
structure may shape the ihtent of blacks to move, i.e. lack of satis-
faction with nearnéss to work and unemploymént. The increasé in thé
movement of industry out of Néw York City and thé high cost of com-
muting to work may force péoplé to considér'moving out of thé city.
Chud;coff pointed out that chahgés'in thé location of work promotés
residential relocation. Thé strong relationship bétwéen non—whités7
occupational status and the intent to mové 8uggésts thaﬁ work rélatéd
problems exist among thé non—whités'who aré part of the working forcé.
Two possible problems that wéré foﬁhd to corrélaté with thé intent to
move are shown in the next two tablés;

Table 6.11 shows how satisfaction with nearness to work is.ré-
lated to the intention to move for whités and non—whités.
TABLE 6.11
Percent of People Who Intend to Mové by Satisfaction

With Nearness to Work and Race

SATISFACTION WITH NEARNESS TO WORK

RACE Very Satisfied Fairly Satisfied - Not Sétiéfiéd
White 66% 69% 85%
(116) (90) (34)
Non-white 59% 81% 93%
(27) (37) (15)

Among;, both whites and non-whites, dissatisfaction is related to
the intention to move. The rélatjonship is especially strong among

non-whites. A thirty-four percent difference between satisfaction with
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nearness to work and lack of satisfaction exists among blacks, while
for whites, it is only 19%. Out of 240 whites who want to move and
stated their level of satisfaction with nearness to work, 48% stated
that they are very satisfied. While out of 79 non-whites, only 34%
were very satisfied with their nearness to work.

The analysis of the respondents' employment status in this study
indicates that people who are not in the work force are less inclined
to move than those who are employed. Among the employed, two wage
earners are more inclined to state their wish to move than single
wage earners. In Table 6.12, the intention to move among whites and

blacks in relation to employment status is presented.

TABLE 6.12

Percent of People Who Infend to Move by Employment Status and Race

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Not in the Households with only Household with
RACE Working Force One Wage Earner Two Wage Earners
White 16% 68% 7H%
(165) (227) (57)
Non-whites 87% 73% 4%
(23) (51) (31)

Imployment status as a condition of residential relocation differs
in its effect on non-whites and whites. The infention to move among
whites increases with the number of wage earners, while for non-whites

it is higher for those who do not participate in the work force. The
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percent difference between the two races among the respondents who do
not work is U1%. Within the white sample, employed households in which
both spouses work show a scmewhat stronger inclination to move than
households with only a single wage earner. Among non-whites, virtually
no difference exists in relation to residential mobility between house-
holds with two wage earners and housceholds with a single wage earner.
J. DaVanzo (1977) found that people's plan to either move or
stay 1s greatly influenced by the act of searching for a job. In
Table 6.13, the intent to move of whites and blacks is explored in

relation to searching for employment.

TABIE 6.13

Percent of People Who Intend to Move
By Race and Job Search

RACE Not seeking work Seeking Work

White 60% 62%
(395) (53)

Non-white 73% 93%
(90) (15)

Among whites, no difference exists between those who seek work
and those who do not. For non-whites, a relationship exists between
their search for work and the intent to move. A 20% difference exists
between non-whites seeking work and non-whites who are not. But the
base number for non-whites who seek work is quite small. The dif-

ferences between whites and blacks is further illustrated when one
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looks at those who seek work. The percentage difference between whites

and non-whites in this group is 31%. Even among those who do not seek work,
a difference of 13% exists between the two races, with more non-whites
Inclined to state that they plan to move.

The findings of the present chapter show that the intent to move
as stated by whites and blacks is influenced differently by their so-
cial economic status. Among blacks, unlike whites, only occupation .
plays an influential role on the decision to move. The researcher
theorizes that the differences are dus to interpretations of status
in American society by blacks and whites. Blacks may equate high so-
cial status with type of occupation. However, a "good occupation"
according to blacks may not necessarily alsc mean good pay and high
education. H.F. Taylor (1973) clearly inferred that education is not
related to success for black people. More education does not enable
a black man or woman to earn more money. W.J. Wilson (1978) stated
that while information shows that young black males who are college
graduates now receive roughly the same salaries as young white men
with college degrees, a significant income gap between all college-
educated whites and all college-cducated blacks still exists. Kessner
states that the associations between the three items that constitute
S.E.5. varies from one ethnic group to another. Jews who arrived in
New York City with the same social economic status as the Italians
developad different goals that brought them into the professional oc-

cupations in the city. The Jews realized that high education meant more
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money and good occupational positions. For the Italians, education
means alienation from the Italian culture and loss of an Immediate in-
come. Therefore, to the Italian, education did not mean social success or

prestige, but only the capacity to earn money.

Selected Housing and Neighborhood Problems

The housing problems that are chosen here to be analyzed in re-
lation to race encompass issues of rent control, market value of
homes and access of new mortgages. The above issues were chosen
réther than such problems as inadequate space and other housing fa-
cilities because the resident can exercise some control over the lat-
ter by moving, complaining to the landlord, or to city authorities.
However, the resident does not have control over the housing market,
and relocating i1s not necessarily a solution to the problem. Docu—
ments on the subject of disinvestment, redlining and disclosure are
full of references to the rélationship between the residents' race/
ethnicity and the decision by financial institutions not to invest.
Disinvestment affects the ability of homeowners to obtain mortgages,
refinancing of existing mortgages or obtaining loans for improvements.
This issue i1s relevant to this study for two reasons: one, the neigh-
borhoods under study are facing racial transition that is most likely
to be associated with redlining, and two, non-whites as well as whites
want to move out of these neighborhoods. Since discrimination against
non-whites has been found in the housing market (see, for example, Mo-

lotch's work), it is hypothesized here that non-whites tend to have
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easy access to new mortgages. In Table 6.14, whites' as well as non-
whites' perceptions of how easy it is for them to get a new mortgage

are presented.

TABLE 6.14

Race by Perception of Access to a New Mortgage

RACE Basy Access Not Fasy Access Total
Wnite 63% 37% 100%
(176)
Non-whites 647 36% 100%
(39)

The results in Table 6.14 show that whites as well as non-whites
perceive difficulties in obtaining a néw mortgage. What effect this

has on the intenticn to move is examined in Table 6.15.

TABLE 6.15

Percent of Péople Who Intend to Move by Access
to a New Mortgage and Race

RACE Easy Access Not Easy Access
White 66% h1g

(98) (59)
Non-white 78% 67%

(28) (12)

For homeowners of both races, easy access to new mortgages relates

to the intention to move. However, for whites, the relationship is
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stronger than for blacks. The difference between easy access to a
new mortgage and the lack of easy accéss for whites is 25% while for
blacks it is 11%.

The intention to move among non—whités who percelve difficultiés
in obtaining mortgages is strongér than among whités of thé same group.
Changes in the markét Valﬁé of homés is thé néxt issué studiéd
here. Again, as in the previous case, it 1s assumed that non-whites

suffer more than whites from lack of investment in théir block or
néighborhood, hence, non—whités aré moré 1ikély to éxpériénce a.dé-

crease in the housing market value of their homes.

TABLE 6.16

Race by Changes in tThe Market Value

RACE Increase ‘Same Decrease Total
White 80% 10% 10% 100%
(247)

Non-white 749 11% 15% 100%
(53)

Most whites and non-whités allke perceive an increase in the
market value of their homes. Howéver, non—whités slightly more than
whites percelve a decrease in their home Valué,

In Table 6.17, the relationship between the changes in the value

of homes and the intention to move, controlling for race, is presented.
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TABLE 6.17

Percent of People Who. Intend to Move by the Changes in the
Market Value of the Homes and by Race for Homeowners

RACE Increase Same Decrease

White 54% 55% 65%
(182) (20) (23)

Non-white 72% 60% 86%
(36) (5) (7

People of both races who reside in homes in which the market
value has decreased want to move more than those whose homes have re-
mainad the same or increased in value. The pércent difference between
increased market value and decreased market value for whites is 11
points while for homes in which non-whites reside the percent dif-
ference is 14 points. Non-whites more than whites want to move from
homes in which the market is decreasing. There is a 21% difference
between non-whites and white residents.

Rent-controlled apartments can become non-liveable quarters when
the owner decides not to invest because he cannot increase the rent to
pay for his maintenancé expenses. Again, it is assumed here that non-
whites will suffer more from any disinvestment and thus those non-whites
who reside in rent-controlled apartments will be most likely to want to
relocate. In Table 6.18, intentions to move among whites and non-whites

are explored in relation to rent control.
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TABLE 6.13

Percent of People Who Inténd to Move by Rent-Control and Race

RACE Rent~-controlled Not Rent-controlled
White 67% 68%

(93) (101)
Non-white 82% 78%

(11) (37

Among whites who reside in apartments no difference exists between
those who occupy rent-controlled apartments and those who live in
non-rent-controlled buildings. For non-whites, there 1s a slight dif-
ference (4%) between the two typés of apartment dwellers. Among
people who live in rent-controlled apartments, a 15% difference

exists between whites and non-whites, with more blacks intending

to move out. For the non-rent-controlled, the difference is 10 per-

centage points.

School Quality

Molotch in his work, Managed Intepration, found that white resi-

dents with children associate poor quality of schools with the pre-
sence of non-white students in the school. This association became
a reason for relocating elsewhere. Whites' as well as non-whites'

reaction to school quality is presented in Table 6.19.
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TABLE 6.19

The Intention to Move by Quality of School and Race

QUALITY OF SCHOOL

RACE Good Falrly Good Not Good

White 56% 1% 68%
(54) (77) (77)

Non~white 67% 70% 90%
(12) (20) (19)

Table 6.19 shows that the moving plans of non—whitéS'aré more
sensitive than those of whites to thé issué of schools. Thé pércent-
age difference between black réspondénts who réport that schools are
not good and those who report that schools aré good is 23%, while for
whites it is 12%. These results may indicate that the black réspon—
dents live in areas where the quality of schools is low as was shown
to be the case with crime and poor physical conditions, and thereforé,
they plan to move.

Another issue that rélates to quality of schools and race is
busing. White parents generally refuse to bus thelr childrén to
schools outside thelr neighborhoods which aré in most part white.

In a recent debate over school busing in California, white pavénts
stated that thelr objection to busing stems from the fact that théir
children would have to travel on highways during rush-hour to gét to
school. They also see busing as a political policy that intérféres

with their privacy and right to sénd their children to the school of



their choice. In most cases, formal arguments do not equate poor
quality of schools with the presence of non-whites. Black parénts

in contrast see school Integration as a méans of’ équalizing théir
status, achieving higher skills and equal éducation for their children.
As Gans states, through an integratéd school system, black childrén
can learn and be admitted to full membérship in American sociéty.

A busing index based on four items was constructed, and is pre-
sented in Table 6.21. The busing itéms aré as follows:

a) Racially integrated schools aré a good way to givé équal edu-
cation to all N.Y.C. school children. 35% of the 621 réspondénts
agreed, 20% agréed with resérvation, 38% disagrééd and 5% stated that
they don't know.

b) The greatest problem facing most familiés today is thé forced
busing of school children. 50% agreed, 15% agreéd with resérvations,
25% disagreed and 10% don't know.

¢) School busing is a good way to insure equal educational opportu-
nities for all children. 14% agreed, 10% agréed with résérvations, 66%
disagreed and 10% don't know.

d) Busing children from one neighborhood to another ruins things
for everyone. 50% agreed, 15% agfééd with reservations, 25% disagreed
and 10% don't know.

A large percent of the respondents seem to have developéd négative
attitudes toward school busing. This attitudé might reinforcé the in-
tent to move if busing becomes a reality in-thé neighbcorhoods undér

study.
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TABLE 6.20

A Correlation of School Busing Items7

Racially Inte- Forced Bus School Busing  School
grated Schools Ing as a Insures Equal Busing
Are Good Problem Education Ruins Things

Racially Integrated
Schools Are Good X .164 .638 .399

Forced Busing
as a Problem X 406 .633

School Busing In-
sures Equal Education X .620

School Busing Ruins
Things X

The busing index was cross-tabulated against the intention to move,
but no relationship prevails (R = .002). Also no correlation exists
between the busing issue and quality of education (R = .074). The bus-
ing issue was controlled by race, but again showed no relationship with
the intent to move (for whites R = .013 and for non-whites R = .002).
Families with children as well as childless families show 1little interest
in the issue (R = .06). These findings imply that the great majority of
the respondents in this sample were not interested in the busing issue,
probably because busing is not at present an issue in their neighborhood.
It should be pointed out that a small number of white respondents (26)
equate low education with busing and also want to move. A relationship
between low quality of education and a perceived negative view of busing
and the intent to move exists for whites (R = .27) and for blacks (R = .27).

However, it is difficult to generalize from these findings because the
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results apply to only 4 percent of the total samnled population.
The overall picture that emerges is that people tend to move when
schools become an issue because the quality of education is low. This

is of particular concern for blacks.

Attachment to a Neighborhood

This study has shown that non-whites are more inclined to move
than white respondents. Part of this explanation for thesé different

trends lies with short length of residence of non—whités. (See Table 21

below)
TABLE 6.21
Pércent of Peoplé Who Inténd to Mbvé
By Length of Residence and Race
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD
RACE Up to ten years 11 years plus
White 68% _ 58%
(155) (278)
Non-white 81% 59%
(83) (17)

Length of residence is strongly correlatéd with the intention to
relocate among non-whites. Non-whites with léss than ten yéars of resi-
dence are more willing to move than whités with the same numbér of years
of residence. In thé group of respondents with 11 years of residence
or more, no difference exists between the races. Therefore, whén peo-

ple reside in a neishborhood for a long time, they become part of it
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whether they are whites or non-whites. Since only a small number of
non-whites are long time residents, it is very 1likely that non-whites
in most areas are less involved in community affairs than the whites.
Hence, the non-whites are more likely to not feel that they are part
of the neighborhood they live in. In Table 6.22, the relationship
between the intention to move and being part of the neighborhood is

controlled for race.

TABLE 6.22
Percent of People Who Intend to Move by the

Perceived View of How Much the Respondent
Is Part of the Neighborhood and Race

(Being Part of the Neighborhood)

RACE Very Much  Fairly Much Not Too Much Not Much At All
White L4z 647 66% 79%

(131) (133) (125) (58)
Non-white 1% 79% 7% 79%

(21) (38) (26) (1

A distinct pattern of response towards being part of a neighbor-
hood exists among whites and non-whites as shown in Table 6.22.
Whites' sense of wanting to move increases with their feelings that
they are not part of their neighborhood. The results suggest that
whites do indeed take into account the social environment they 1live
within. Non-whites who want to move exhibit indifferent feelings to-
ward their being part of the neighborhood. It is interesting to note

that non-white respondents' perceived view of how much others are
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part of the neighborhood is correlated to some degree with the -intent
to move (Table 6.23). Thus, it is possible to assume that when others
are part of the neighborhood, while the réspondents are not, a social

distance is created that reinforces mobility.

TABLE 6.2 3
Percent of People Who Intend to Move by the
Perceived View of How Much Others Are Part
of the Neighborhood and Race

OTHERS BEING PART OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD

_ T A Not of the

RACE Very Much " Fairly Much Not too Much Community
White 18% 61% 2% 76%
(150) (137) (87) (25)
Non-whites 67% 79% 81% 86%
(15) (34) (26) (7

Racial Attitudes

Duncan, Schuman and Duncan (1973: 102, 110) point out that between

1969-1971 vhite attitudes continued to shift toward acceptance of the
principles of equal treatmént and equal status for black Americans.
Blacks, during this same time périod, felt a gréater distrust of whites,
increased preference for black assoclations, and had some second thoughts
on traditional techniques of non—violencé for achieving equal rights.

In this study, it has already been shown that most of the respondents
will accept non-whites of equal education and income moving into their
neighborhood. However, it is commonly believed that whites "flee" a

neighborhood when non-whites enter i1t. The respondents were asked:
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"How 1likely is it that other people in this neighborhood would move
out of this neighborhood if Puerto Ricans or blacks started moving in?"
216 respondents answered very likely, 151 fairly likely, 105 not too
likely, 71 not likely at all and 78 do not know.

The high rate of negative response towards non-whites moving in
raises the question of whether or not this view is expressed solely by
white respondents or shared by non-white respondents as well. In Table
6.2l4, white and non-white responses to the question of how likely others

would move if Puerto Ricans and blacks moved in is presented.

TABLE 6.21

The Likeliness of Others Moving Out Becapyse
Puerto Ricans and Blacks Move in by Race

White Non-white
Very Likely 39% L5%
Fairly Likely 29 23
Not Likely 33 32
TOTAL: 100% 100%
(434) (109)

Non-white respondents seem to be more sensitive than white respon-
dents To the issue of residential relocation due to the movement of
non-white residents into a particular neighborhood. A six percentage
point difference exists between whites, who state that others are very
likely to move because of incoming non-whites, and non-whites who share

the same view. This black prediction of what will happen in the future
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is most likely based on their past experiences with whites or based on
observations in other communities. This black response introduces a
new dimension into the study of neighborhood racial change, i.e., the
black view of racial changes. Studies that have focused on race rela-
tions have dealt with the attitudes of whites toward the incoming non-
whites and the fact that whites will move as blacks move in. William
Kornblum (12]&; 51) describes such a typical situation:

"Most white residents perceive that racial composition of the

(South Chicago) neighborhood is destined to change in the next

decade. One continually hears gossip about this or that black

when they are already moving in."

The reactions of blacks to others moving ocut because of non-whites
moving in needs to be understood in order to find out whether or not
white flight also influences black residents to move. The move away

by whites from incoming blacks and Puerto Ricans is analyzed below

within the context of white attitudes toward blacks and Puerto Ricans.

Attitudes Toward Blacks and Puerto Ricans

In most part, white respondents show high levels of tolerance when
they described the blacks and Puerto Ricans in thelr neilghborhood.
Some negative attitudés toward blacks and Puerto Ricans are expressed

9 which shows that social dis-

by a small minority of white respondents
tance between the two racial groups exists. One statement was made as
follows:
"If the neighborhood changed from 1ily white to colored...if the
neighborhood charnges from a peaceful neighborhood, it would not
be safe to walk on the street without a pistol."
Another view points to the "need" to get away from bad elements—-—

"colored and Spanish". Respondents also stated that they "do not like
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blacks and Puerto Ricans, do not like garbage, mugging, loud music,
it's not safe on streets, no landlord and next door there's a welfare
building".

Robert Merton (1966), using W.I. Thomas' theory that "if men define
situations as real they are real in consequences", equates prejudice with
the concept of a self-fulfilling prophecy. Whern an idea develops, it
may be a false definition of the situation, but this idea can evoke a
new behavior which makes the originally false concept come true. The
mechanism by which an idea is accepted starts with the public definition
of a situation (prophecies or predictions) which then develops into an
integral part of the situation and thus affects subsequent developments.
The contribution of the theory of self-fulfilling prophecles to the
understanding of race relations is that people experience beliefs, not
as prejudice, not as pre—judgéments, but as irresistible products of
their own observations. The white who associates crime and neighbor-
hood physical deteriorabtion with the presence of non-whites may not be
prejudiced, but the mere association shapes his behavior. Ginsberg
(1975: 21) states that prejudice towards blacks was found not to be
related to whites fleeing racially mixed areas. "People with high preju-
dice were not more likely to move out than others...those who moved into
the area after it had already started to become black did not differ in
their racial attitude from those who left or from those who remained."

In the present study, twenty-three attitudinal questions that deal
with various aspects of prejudice including social interaction, neighbor-

hood quality, school busing, social status and general views of the

~177-



position of non-whites in the city were cross-—tabulated against the

intent to move. Only items that addressed the issue of social inter-
action between whites and blacks were found to be related to some de-
gree with the intent to move. Some of the key attitudes towards non-

whites are presented here.

Respondents Opinion About Racially Mixed Neighborhoods

The respondents were asked to express their view of the following
statement: "It would make no difference if a Puerto Rican family moved
oﬁto this block." 77 percent of the respondents agreed with the state-
ment. Both the responses of whites and non-whites are presented in

Table 6.25.

TABLE 6.25

The View That It Does Not Make Any Difference If
Puerto Rican Families Move Into The Block by Racel0

Agree Agree with Disagree with Disagree
RACE Strongly Reservation Reservation Strongly Total
White Y 29% 9% 15% 100%
(499)
Non-white 79 16 1 3 100%
(122)

Non-whites are more likely to accept other non-whites moving into
their block than are whites. However, there is no relationship between
the intention to move and the above statement (R = .019). This lack
of relationship also persists when controlled for race. Another state-

ment which described respondents' views about racially mixed neighborho
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was: '"Blacks have the right to live wherever they can afford to." 78
percent of the respondents supported this statement; 74 percent of the
whites as well as 95 percent of the non-whites suppart this statement.
The results show no relationship between this statement and the intent
to move (R = .023). The statements presented here show that the respon-
dents do not necessarily oppose racially mixed neighborhoods. This
view can be further analyzed by seeing whether or not whites would do
anything to prevent blacks from moving into their neighborhoods.

The respondents were asked to agree or disagree with the statement:
"Whites have the right to keep blacks from living in their neighbor-
hood". 73 percent disagreed with the statement; among non-whites,

90 percent disagreed while among the whites 69 percent disagreed. This

statement again does not relate to the intent to move (R = .090).

Reasons for Favoring Racially Mixed Neighborhoods

One of the statements which showed support of racially mixed neighborhoods
wasthat "Blacks and whites can live together peacefully in this neighbor-
hood"; 72 percent agreed with the statement, 67 percent of the white
respondents agreed, while among the non-whites, 92 percent agreed.

Again, as in previous relationships between the intent to move and
attitudes towards non-whites, no relationship'prevailed (R = .024).

The strong support by whites as well as by non-whites of the views
that raciaily mixed neighborhoods can exist and that whites can live
in peace with blacks and Puerto Ricans leads to the assumption that the
phenomenon of '"white flight" will be rejected by the respondents. The

statement which captured this issue was: "Whites in this city should



stay in their neighborhood and not run away when blacks start moving
in". The results show that whites and non-whites agree that whites
should not flee from the city. As with the other attitudinal state-
ments, no relationship exists between the intent to move and this view
of "white flight" (R = .031). This lack of correlation on the last two
positive statements suggests that these views are not an expression
of the real 1life situation. If whites believe that they should stay
in the city and that they can live in peace with non-whites, then
there should be at least some agreement between those who want to

stay and positive responses to the last two senfences. DPossible ex~
planations for this lack of relationship and the intent to move are:
1) that the white respondents are very liberal as Duncan found, but
then why did thelr positive attitudes not emerge as an indicator of
their decision to stay; 2) the great majority of the respondents did
not express in full their feelings about racial relationships, but
instead presented other factors that push them to move; 3) the right
questions were not asked; and 4) survey research may not be the cor-
rect method of getting at people's true feelings about race. It is
poésible to assume that race relations are such a sensitive and com-
plex issue that it cannot be understood by simply asking questilons.
The willingness to live in close proximity to non-whites as it is
expressed in this study does not mean that interaction will take place
between whites and non-whites or that friendship will develop. The

question of interaction between the races was addressed here with

regard to racial integration.
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The respondents were asked to state their opinion of the statement:
"White people should be more active in integrating the neighborhoocd".
Only 59 percent agreed. DMoreover, among white respondents, 221 disagreed
while 222 agreed with the statement. The majority of non-white (76%)

respondents agreed with the statement. This view is not related to the

intention to move (R = .007).

The Position of Non-Whites in New York City

The respondents were also asked about the fact that "This city
will be all black and Puerto Rican before long"; 48 percent agreed
with the statement while non-whites tended slightly to disagree (R =
.113). Again, this statement does not correlate with the intent to
move, even when the relationship is controlled for race. (For whites

R = .143; for non-whites R = .086; See Table 6.26).

TABLE 6.26

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by the View that the City
Soon Will Become Black and Puerto Rican by Race

Agree Agree With Disagree With Disagree

RACE Stronzly Reservations Reservations Strongly
White 70% 60% 62% 51%
(152) (83) (61) (109)
Non-white 86% 69% 63% 5%
(21) (13) (16) (32)

Both whites' and non-whites' views about the city becoming black
and Puerto Rican are assoclated with the intent to move. The percentage

difference between whites who agree strongly with the statement and



those who disagree is 19 points, while for non-whites, the difference
is 11 percentage points. Howéver, non-whites who agreé strongly with
the statament show a stronger tendency to want to move than whités
who agreed with the statement. These findings support the général
view that whites would like to move if the city bécomeé all black and
Puerto Rican. Howéver, the same tendéncy éxists among, the working
class non-whites.
One of the reasons for whites moving out as non-whites move in

1s reflected in the following statement préséntéd to the réspondénts:

"Whenever Puerto Ricans start moving into a neighborhood,
the quality of the neighborhood starts going down."

63 percent agreed with the statemént. Howévér, again no relationship
is found between this view and thé désire to mové (R = .055).

A similar statément was préséntéd to the réspondénts in référ;
ence to blacks, with slightly fewér réspondénts agreeing with thé
statement (58%). Again, no rélationship prevailed between the intent
to move and this statement (R = .020). White respondents ténd to
agree with statements that relaté a black/Puerto Rican présénce with
neighborhood decline, whilé non—whités réject the Statemént (sée Tables

6.27 and 6.23).

TABLE 6.27

The View Thal Associated Puerto Ri%ans
With Neighborhood Decline By Racel®

Apree Agree With Disagree With Disagree
RACE Strongly Reservation Reservation Strongly Total
White Lhg 25% 149 12% 100% (449)
Non-white 24 16 10 38 100% (122
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TARLE 6.28

The View That Associates Blacks
With Neighborhood Decline By Racel3

Agree Agree With Disagree With Disagree
RACE Strongly Reservation Reservation Strongly Total
White 10% 25% 15% 13% 100%
(L449)
Non-white 12 21 20 43 100%
(122)

On the basis of the relationship between the intent to move and
the two statements that assoclate blacks and Puerto Ricans with neigh-
borhood decline, one could conclude that a) the respondents are very
liberal, and b).the decision to move is not influenced by negative ra-
cial attitudes. However, the results in Tables 6.26 and 6.28 show
that white respondents have negative attitudes towards non-whites.

To find out whether or not the white respondents who want to move have
negative attitudes towards non-whites when planning to move, the re-
lationship between the Intent to move and attitudes towards non-whites

is controlled by race (see Tables 6.29 and 6.30).

TABLE 6.29

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by the View That
Assoclates Puerto Ricans With Neighborhood Decline by Race

Agyee Agree with Disagree with  Disagree

RACE Strongly Reservation Reservation Strongly
White 607 65% 62% 58%
(197) (117 (55) (55)
Non-white 89% 79% 90% 60%
(26) (19) (10) (37)
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TABRLE 6.30

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by the View That When Blacks
Move Into a Neighborhood, the Quality of the Neighborhood Goes

Downt by Race
Agree Agree With Disagree With Disagree
RACE Strongly Reservation Reservation Strongly
White 62% 61% 64% 60%
(182) (112) (66) (58)
Non-white 83% 88% 81% 67%
(12) (24) (21) (k2)

The results in Table 6.29 and 6.30 show that contrary to expecta-
tion, arelationship does not exist between the intention to move and
attitudes toward blacks and Puerto Ricans for white respondents. In
contrast, non-white respondents who want to move do to some degree feel
that blacks and Puerto Ricans who move into their neighborhood are as-
soclated with neighborhood decline. The argument that can be made is
that white people who may be prejudiced may not necessarily introduce
their bilas into the decision to move. Non-white respondents who do
state that the presence of other non-white minorities is associated
with neighborhood decline cannot be simply labeled as being prejudiced
or aloof from the rest of the non-white population. It is possible to
speculate that of the two populations, the non-whites live closer to
deterioration, which has developed to a larger degree in non-white

neighborhoods.
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Social Interaction

To find out to what degree racial attitudes are a reflection of
racial experience, the respondents were asked what quality of interac-
tion exists in thelr neighborhood between whites and non-whites.

The question asked of the respondents was: "How much neighborly, friendly
visiting would you say goes on in this neighborhood between whites and
Puerto Ricans or blacks who live in this neighborhood?" 3 percent of

a total of 621 respondents stated that a lot of interaction takes

place between the two races; 12 percent stated a fair amount, 54 percent
stated that no interaction takes place and 32 percent do not know if

such interaction takes place. Whites tend to state that either little
interaction takes place between the races or that they do not know of

such interaction. Non-whites in contrast are inclined to staté that

a lot of this interaction does indeed take place.

In Table 6.31, a relationship between the intent to move and the
respondent's view of the extent of interaction between Puerto Rican or

blacks and whites is presented.

TABLE 6.31

The Intention to Move by the Amount of Visiting
Between Blacks or Puerto Ricans and Whitesl3

Interaction Not Much
Takes Place Interaction Do not know
Short term 244 21% 15%
Long term b5 W7 38
Non-movers 31 32 47
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100%
(83) (302) (169)
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Respondents who claim that interaction takes place between the
races are the most likely to intend to move shortly. In contrast,
respondents who do not know about such interaction are most likely to
state that they want to stay.

The next issue deals with the amount of negative interaction be-
tween the two racial groups. "How much trouble would you say there has
been between Puerto Ricans or blacks and whites in this neighborhood?"

% stated that a great deal of trouble exists between the races, 7%
stated a lot of trouble, 25% not too much, 52% no trouble at all, and
11% do not know of such trouble.

Only 12 percent of the total sample have experienced trouble be~
tween whites and blacks or Puerto Ricans. Twenty-three whites experi-
enced a great deal of trouble, thirty-three a fair amount, while among
non-whites, only five respondents experienced a great deal of trouble
and thirteen respondents experienced a falr amount of trouble between
whites and non-whites. Nevertheless, some conclusion can be made about
those who have experienced racial trouble and those have not. In Table
6.32, the intent to move will be analyzed in relation to the respondents'

percelived view of racial trouble.

TABIE 6.32

The Intent to Move by Percelved View of Racial 'IT’oublelu

(Racial Trouble)
Very Much Fairly Much Not Too Much At All

Short term 39% 36% 16%
Long term L6 41 by
Non-movers 15 23 4o

TOTAL: 100% (26) 100% (44) 100% (h28)
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The results of Table 6.32 indicate that those who perceive trouble
between races intend to move shortly:; a 23 percentage point difference
exists between those who claim that trouble exists and those who did
not perceive any trouble. Those who see 1little trouble are, however,
inclined to move in the long run.

In Table 6.33, the relationship presented in Table 6.32 is con-

trolled by race.

TABIE 6.33

Percent of People Who Intend to Move by Perceived
View of Raclal Trouble and Race

RACE Very Much Fairly Much Not Too Much
White 81% 75% 58%
(21) (32) (356)
Non-white 100% 83% 71%
(5) (12) (72)

The results show that both whites and non-whites want to move when

a great deal of racial trouble exists in their neighborhood.

The Intention to Move and Neighborhood Change

One of the main factors that has been used to explain the relation-
ship between whites and blacks and/or Puerto Ricans is the tipping point.
The theory is that when the percent of blacks or Puerto Ricans in a par-
ticular neighborhood reached 30 percent, more or less, of the population,
whites will start to move out and the neighborhood will become black.

It has been argued that there is:
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"No social science evidence that supports the existence of a

single universally applicable tipping point which can explain,

and predict the point at which neighborhoods will irreversibly
change from white to non-white. Soclal science has no capacity
at nresent to generate any iron law regarding the rate of racial

transition." (Goering: 1978)

Goering's argument, based on his own research into the phenomenon
of racial transition in New York City and on other studies, introduces
the view that numbers by themselves do not dictate racial transition.
But other complex factors such as the political setting in New York
City, the economic structure that encompasses bankers, real estate bro-
kefs, the construction industry, transportation and the fact that the
city is a city of immigrants, all together help to explain the phenome-

non of racial transition.l5

This view has helped to shape the theory
that one has to look beyond the number of non-whites in a particular
neighborhood as a force that shapes whites' decisions about moving.
The researcher theorizes that not numbers, but what the people feel about
the percent of non-whites in the neighborhood will shape thelir decision
to move. This view is supported by Ginsberg (1971) who found that the
residents of Mattapan, Boston did not expect their neighborhood to change
in spite of large numbers of non-whites moving to the adjacent blocks.
Ginsberg feels that the tipping point depends on people's beliefs which
create and recreate the definition of the neighborhood and its racial
composition. Thus, predictions and perceptions are more important than
actual percent of blacks.

Before any analysis is made of the respondents' perception of the
racial makeup of thelr neichborhood in relation to residential relocation,

a presentation of white and non-white respondents'views of their neishbor-
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hood racial makeup is presented in Table 6.34.

TAPLE 6.34

Respondents' Perceptions About Their Neighborhood
Racial Makeup by Race

Whitel6 Puerto Ricanl7 Blackl8
RACE 0% 1-49% 59% Total} 0% 1-32% 33%+ Total | 0% 1-32% 33% Total
White g 1h%  82%  100% | 22%  72% 6% 100% |39% 56% 6% 100%
(462) (198) (499)
Non-white 9 70 21 100% | 12 71 17 100% | 11 30 71 100%
(120) (122) (122)

The majority of white respondents perceive their neighborhoods as pre-
dominanatly white. In contrast only a minority of non-whites (21%) state
that they live in a predominantly white neighborhood. Among whites and
non-whites only a very small percent live in neighborhoods where no whites
live. 8ix percent of the total white population state that they live in
neighborhoods where the percent of Puerto Ricans and blacks exceeds 33
percent. MNon-whites perceive their place of residence to be situated

in non-white neighborhoods. However, this view varies in relation to
Puerto Ricans and blacks. 71 percent of the total non-whites see their
neighborhood as being 33 percent or more black, while only 17 percent see
their neighborhood as being 33 percent or more Puerto Rican. These views
as expressed by whites as well as by non-whites show that the respondents
see their neighborhoods as beine racially segregated. This Image des-
cribos neighborhoods where daily social contacts between whites and non-

whites is minimal. As a result the possibility arises that white respon-
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dents who do not have these contacts may not develop negative attitudes
toward blacks and Puerto Ricans.

In Table 6.35, the relationship between the percent of whites who
intend to move and thelr view of the racial makeup of their neighborhood

is presented.

TABLE 6.35

Perceptions of Whites of the Percent of Non-Whifes Residing
in Their Neighborhood by the Intention to Move

% Whites Who Intend to Move

0% 1-30% 31%+
Percent black in the neighborhood  55% 63% 79%
(68) (253) (28)

Percent Puerto Rican in neighbor-
hood Lhg 647 80%
(9%) (329) (25)

There is clearly a pronounced difference in the intent %o move
between respondents who feel that no blacks or Puerto Ricans live in
the neighborhood and those white respondents who state that large
nunbers of non-whites live in the neighborhood. The difference be-~
comes greater as people feel that the percent of non-whites in their
neighborhood is above 30 percent. Goering (1978: 76) states that "the
desire to move cammot be taken as the sole evidence for the inevitable
and necessary tipping of a neighborhood...The threat of a white exodus,
no matter how intimidating, may be based on nothing more than the frus-

trations or fantasies of many aspiring movers." True, the intent to
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move by itself is not an indication of a neighborhood being tipped

from white to non-white, but the combination of people's perceptions

of the percent of non-whites in their neighborhood with the wish to
move show signs of racial tipping. Moreover, the changes that take
place in the neighborhood as a result of the incoming blacks regardless
of thelr actual numbers may force the white residents to relocate. One
of the social problems that is associated with resident perceptions
about non-whites residing in thelr neighborhoods is crime. Ginsberg
(1975) found that people will state that crime has increased when they
perceive that the percent of blacks in their neighborhood has increased.
In Table 6.36, the respondents' perceptions of the percent of non-whites
in their nelghborhood is cross-tabulated with the question which deals

with an increase in crime rates in the neighborhood over the past two

years.
TABLE 6.36
Perception of Crime Rates by the Perceived View of the
Percent of Puerto Ricans in the Neighborhoodl9
% PUERTO RICANS IN THE NEIGHRORHOOD
TNCREASE IN CRIME RATES 0% 1%-32% 33%+
No 57% 32% 27%
Yes 43 68 73
TOTAL 100% 100 100¢,

(101) (379) (45)

The results of Table 6.36 indicate that those respondents who per-

celve an increase in Puerto Ricans also perceive an increase in crime in



the last two years. The next table also shows that as the perception

of blacks in the neighborhood increases, so does perception of increased

crime.
TABLE 6.37
Perception of Crime Rates by the Percelved Vieg
of the Percent of Blacks in the Neighborhood2
% BLACKS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD
INCREASE IN CRIME RATES 0% 17%-32% 33%+
No 497 31% 26%
Yes 51 69 Th
TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

(176) (2€8) (81)

A loss 1n the old residents' sense of belonging to their community
is another change that communitiles experiencing racial transition undergo.
Ginsberg found that the changes which occurred in Mattapan, Boston as
blacks started moving in were so strong that the Jews lost their sense
of community and belonging to the neighborhood and this in turn pushed
them to relocate.

"The boarded up stores are not the only indication of the disap-

pearance of the Jewish neighborhood. The various synagogues in

the area symbolized even more strongly the fact that the Jewish
neighborhood had disappeared than the fact that the synagogues

had closed down." (106)

With the relocation of other Jewish organizations, the residents claimed

that the Jewlsh character of the neighborhood had disappeared.
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In this study, the respondents were asked how much they feel that

their neighborhood has changed in the past few years.21

TABLE 6.38

The Intention to Move by Neighborhood Change

Very Fairly Not Too Not Much
Much Much Much At All
Short term 33% 19% 10% 13%
Long term u7 50 39 27
Non-movers 20 31 51 60
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100%
(142) (160) (97) (15)

The results in Table 6.38 support Ginsberg's findings that people
who feel or experience changes in their neighborhood will be most likely
to move. With regard to moving, a U0 percentage point difference exists
between individuals who say their neighborhood has changed very much and
those who say it has not changed. To find out whether or not the presence
of blacks and/or Puerto Ricans in the neighborhood relates to changes in
the neighborhood, the perceived view of the respondents about the percent
of non-whites in the neighborhood is presented in Table 6.39 in relation

to neighborhood changes.
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TABLE 6.39

The Perceived View of the Percentage of Puerto Ricans
and Blacks in the Neighborhood by the Respondents'
View that the Neighborhood Changed Very Much

0% 1-32% 32%+

Puerto Ricans~® 22% 33% 67%
(67) (348) (43)

Blacks® S 227 35% 55%
(132) (252) (74

The results show that as the perceived percent of non-whites in
the neighborhood increases, the percent of respondents who stated that
the neighborhood changed also increases very much. However, when this
relationship is controlled by whether or not people want to move very

little relationship exists.

SUMMARY

Yhites and non-whites alike want to move from their present place
of residence to other areas within the city's boundaries, to the suburbs
of New York City and out of New York State. Non-whites show they are
only slightly more inclined to relocate within the city while whites
tend to want to move to the suburbs. This pattern of intended move
does not support the commonly held view that the city will become com-
pletely black and Puerto Rican. In fact, whites are less likely than
non-whites to be anxious to move. The population studied is divided al-~
most 50/50 between those who agree and those who disagree that New York

City will scon become all black and Puerto Rican. For both whites and
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non~whites, this issue has little bearing on the intention to move. How-
ever, among the respondents who agree strongly that the city will become
black and Puerto Rican, non-whites more than whites want to move. Respon-
dents of the two races seem to exhibit different reasons for wanting to
move and their plans to move seem to take place under different cilrcum-—
stances. The plans to mové of whites as opposed to non-whites are re-
lated to their level of attachment to their neighborhood, while the con-
cern of non-whites seems to be more in line with the fact that others

in the neighborhood are not attached to it. The results also show that
non-whites who live in the same place for less than 10 years are more
likely to move than any other group.

Another distinct difference betwéen whites and non-whites is that the
plans to move of whites vary with educational achievement, income and
occupation. Among non-whites, variation exists only in relation to occu-
pation. The intent to move is highest in relation to employment status
in white households where both spouses work. Among non-whites, the in-

tentto move is highest among those who are not part of the working
force.

Prejudice against blacks and Puerto Ricans among the white respon-
dents is limited to a small number. The respondents state that they ac-
cept non—whites into thelr neighborhoods and have positive feelings about
them. However, the intention to move among whites correlates with their
percention of the percent of blacks and Puerto Ricans in their nelighbor-

hood. The percent of whites who want to move increases as the perceived
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percent of non-whites in the neighborhood increases to 32%. Whites who
want to move also expressed their agreement with the statement that the
presence of blacks and Puerté Ricans in their neighborhoods is associated

with the decline of the neighborhood.



10.
11.
12.
13.
14,

FOOTNOTES

Y.D. Dlugacz...The Neighborhoods are Grand-Concourse and Wakefiéld
in the Bronx; Fast New York, Bushwick and Crown Heights in Brooklyn;
Jackson Heights in Queens; and Washington Heights in Manhattan.

Mobility status is defined as: "The population of 2 years old and
over was classified according to mobility status on the basis of a
comparison between the place of residence of each individual at the
time of the March 1977 survey and the place of residence 2 years
earlier. Non-movers are all persons who were living in the same
house at the end of the period as at the beginning of the period."

Household: A household consists of all the persons who occupy a
housing unit.

Northeast: Cornecticut, Maine, Massachusettes, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont.

CHI2 = 10.86837, DF = 2, Significance = .0044

48 people who stated that they do not know where they want to
move were treated as missing values.

Arthur J. Naperstek and Gale Cincotta. "Urban Disinvestment: New
Implications for Community Organization,. Research, and Public Policy."
A joint publication of the Maticnal Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs
and the National Training and Information Center.

Scores of school busing index distributes as follows:

VALUE SCORE
Agree that busing is bad 07 52%
Agree with reservation 8-11 30
Disagree 12-16 18
TOTAL: 100% (L496)

CHI® = 2.08, DF = 2, Sipnificance = .35

The statements were recorded by the interviewers in response to an

open—-ended question: '"Why do you think you will move?"
CHT? = 50,259, DI = U, Significance = .0000

CHI® = 60.743, DF = k4, Significance = .0000

CHI® = 71.063, DF = ki, Significance = .0000

(HI® = 13.793, DF = 6, Sipnificance = .032

CHI® = 21.247, DF = 4, Sionificance = .0003
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For more detailed analysis, see John M. Goering's VWhite Flight/Black
Flight: The Dilemmas of Urban Change in Clties Like New York, unpub-
lished, 1978.

CHI®=171.201, DF = 2, Significance = .0000

CHI®=20.606, DF = 2, Significance = .0000

CHT®=206.652, DF = 3, Sienificance = .0000

Il

CHT®=23.975, DF = 2, Significance = .0000

CHI®=20.329, DF = 3, Sionificance

.0001

"How much do you feel your neighborhood has changed in the past few
years—-would you say it has changed very much, fairly much, not too
. much, or not much at all?"

2

il
It
[

CHI 33.182, DF = 6, Significance = .0000

2

CHI® = 28.867, DF

.0007

]
I

9, Significance
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This study has focused on the dynamics of résidéntial reloca-
tion in six New York City néighborhoods with an émphasis on«thé qués—
tion of why white as well as non—whité families want to mové; It
was found that 57 percent of a total population of 621 statéd théir
intention to move. Of thesé, 26 pércént want to rélocaté within
the city, 18 percent want to mové to thé Subﬁrbs, and 42 pércént
want to move out of state.

Hacker (1975: 140) has presented evidence that the desire to
move among city dwellérs is high. His évidéncé 1s baséd on a Gallup
survey conducted in 1972 which showéd that only 20 pérCént of thé
nation's city dwellers list théir presént location as théir first
cholce.

"...it would appéar that almost half of all Néw Yorkérs want

to move. Some already have plans underway; others cannot af-

ford to move or are unsure of the reception they might receive

elsewhere...Many residents remark: 'I would be happy to remain
in New York if only...'"

Hacker furthermore states that the largé mubers of péople who
wish to move leads to high turnover in the city population. Hé points
out that in 1950, 14U out of 1,000 Americans resided in one or another
of the nations ten 1argést cities, whjlé by 1970 only 104 of évéry

1,000 did so.

In 1974, a survey conducted for the New York Times réportéd that

54 percent of New Yorkers stated that they stayed in the city not bé—

cause they wanted to, but out of economic necessity.
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John Lindsayl in the 1950's remarked that 'we Americans do not
like our cities very much". However, in this study, the results in-
dicate that New York City residents do like the city and when they
decide to move, they are pushed by other factors than dislike of New
York. 63 percent of the respondents in this study agreed with the
statement that: "New York is still the greatest place in the world
to live".

The answer to the question why families want to move from New
York City is examined throughout the analysis here in five major
sections: (1) housing needs; (2) econcmic conditions; (3) family
composition; (U4) physical/social conditions of the neighborhood; and
(5) race and prejudice. To sumarize the results: Those who want
to move are young (17-36 years of age), single or families with chil-
dren. Non-whiltes as well as whites want to move, with non-whites
slightly more inclined to state their intent to move. The decision
to move was expressed as a function of dissatisfaction with space and
housing conditions among large households and renters. Surprisingly,
homeowners who are satisfied with their amount of space want to move.
Housing needs change as family size changes and as the family becomes
more sensitive to the social and physical environment provided by the
neighborhood. Crime, physical déterioration and lack of social ties
were found to be correlated with the intent to move. A déoline in
city services to a neighborhood affects only a small portion of the

sample. This decline is not strongly correlated with the intent to
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move. Among respondents who had lived in the same neighborhood for a
long period of time and among respondents who felt that they are part
of the neighborhood, the inclination to stay is high. Renters and
people who had resided in one place for only a short time want to move.

The racial composition of the neighborhood also influences the
intent to move. The results show that respondénts who claim that non-
whites constitute over 30 percent of the total population of their
neighborhood want to move.

Some respondents who feel that thelr neighborhood has changed want
to relocate. 75 percent of the respondents agree that their neigh-
borhood has undergone some degree of change in recent years. However,
only 27 percent stated that these changes have bothered them to the ex-
tent that it is necessary to move. Some of the statements about neigh-
borhood change taken from the respondents associate nelghborhood change
with increases 1in crime, mugging, burglary, rundown houses, absentee
landlords and poor schools. As one respondent stated: "The neighbor-
hood is deteriorating quickly; I want to split before it happéns."

Positive and negative attitudes towards blacks and Puerto Ricans
were found not to be associlated with thé intent to mové. Both whites
and non-whites agree that they can live in peacé néar one another.

At times whites as well as non-whites want to move when they have ex-
pericnced a great deal of racial trouble in their neighborhood.

Income, education and occupation werc found to differently affect

respondents of both races. Occupation is the only item that correlates
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with the intent to move across races. Black professionals want to move
more than any other occupational groups. It was also found that the
unemployed and those who seek work among the non-whites want to move.
Whites are found to be influenced by all three factors that describe
social economic status. Professional whites, whites who earn high
income and whites with college education, want to move. Respondents
across races with low education, low income, who are skilled, unem-
ployed or retired, are the least likely to state their intent to move.
Households where both spouses work are the most inclined to move.

In general, this study has focused on "who" wants to move and
factors that are associated with why. The results in this study also
show In general terms where people want to move. Threé major desti-
nations were found to be mentioned by the respondénts: other neighbor-
hoods within New York City, the suburbs and areas out of state. Un-
fortunately, the study was not designed to look at thé factors which
attract people to move. Some peoplé stated that théy want to move
to a relaxed and safe area such as Florida. Respondents also stated
that they were searching for another life-style in the suburbs. The
suburbs they hope will provide them with clean stréets, the opportunity
to use a car, a driveway, "no dog shit", "no hustle-bustle of public

transportation" and quiet surroundings.

Ideas for Future Studies

A more elaborate analysis of the type of "pull" factors mentioned

above would further add to our understanding of why people move. Items
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which would describe where people want to move and why they have chosen
a particular location should be examined.

Further work should furthermore develop categories of movers to
discriminate between those who state their intent to move and those who
have actually looked for new homes and perhaps even those who have thor-
oughly investigated the characteristics of a néw neighborhood. This
study has already shown that a differénce exists between respondents who
are anxious to move soon and those who plan to move at some future date.
Along these lines, 1t would also be worthwhile to study how the cost
of moving influences the timing of a move.

Another area for future work would be the study of repéated mobility.
Some of the respondents have moved to théir présent dwéllings and plan
to move again not necessarily by choicé, but because of environméntal
and social factors. One respondent statéd that hé had recently moved
from Bushwick and would soon have to move again.bécause the situation
in his present neighborhood was going "down-hill". Up to now, studies
which have dealt with repeated mobility havé only explainéd it in terms
of family life cycle.

This study concentrated on the first phasé of résidential mobility
~-the intent to move. The examination of this phase has added to the
understanding, of high rates of résidential mobility in New York City.
Th2 analysis also showéd that both whités and non~-whites want to move.
This finding challenges the view that the city will become all non-white,
and lends further support to the néed for more research on the causes

and effects of urban mobility.
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FOOTNOTES

1. In Andrew Hacker's The New Yorkers, N.Y., Mason/Charter, 1975, p. 141.
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APPENDIX A

MAP OF BROOKLYN COMMUNITY PLANNING DISTRICT 14
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APPENDIX B

MAP OF QUEENS COMMUNITY PLANNING DISTRICT 9
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APPENDIX C

MAP OF THE BRONX COMMUNITY PLANNING DISTRICT 7
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APPENDIX D

QUESTIONNAIRE



Hello, I'm from the City University. We have been
asked by to study various neighborhoods in New York
City. Could I please have a few minutes of your time to ask you some ques-
tions about your neighborhood and what it is like for you to live there?

1. Do people around here have a special Yes.oooiiinnn Ask Q. 2
name for this neighborhood? NOoweeriveuwenone Go to Q. 3
Don't Know...

2. What is that?

3. How long have you been living in this
neighborhood? Include the time you have
lived at this address and any other time
you have lived in the neighborhood. years

IF ANSWER TO Q. 3 IS NOT “ALL OF RESPON-
DENTS LIFE", ASK:

4, Where were you living immediately before
this?

5. Thinking back years, what in particular was it that attracted
you to this neighborhood? Anything else?

6. Do you think you will ever move from Yes.eoveeenn. Ask Q. Ta
this neighborhood? \\/o JP Go to Q. 8
Don't Know

Ta. When do you think you will move from this neighborhood?

b. Where do you think you will move from Other place in boro..... 1
here? Other place in N.Y.C.... 2
New York City suburb.... 3
Other Ll
(specify)
Don't Know...vveeeennns



C.

Why do you think you will move?

Anything else?

HAND RESPONDENT CARD A
IF RESPONDENT HAS LIVED IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD 5 OR MORE YEARS (SEE Q. 3)
ASK QUESTION ON RIGHT.

TF RESPONDENT HAS LIVED IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD LESS THAN 5 YEARS (SEE Q. 3)

ASK QUESTION ON LEERT.

LESS THAN 5 YEARS

5 OR MORE YEARS

8a. Think back to when you first moved Think back 5 years. Which of
here. Which of the words on this the words on this card best
card best describes what kind of describes what kind of neigh-
of’ neighborhood you thought this borhood you think this was
was to live in at that time? five years ago?
Very desirable.......... . 1 Very desirable........... 1
Fairly desirable......... 2 Fairly desirable......... 2
Not too desirable........ 3 Not too desirable........ 3
Not desirable at all..... t Not desirable at all..... it
Don't know. . .vvevvvvenns, Don't know..eveveeeensnns

9. Vhat about today? Which of the Very desirable........... 1
words on this card best describe Fairly desirable......... 2
what kind of neighborhood you Not too desirable........ 3
think this is to live in today? Not desirable at all..... b

Don't KNnow...veveveesnsns

IF ANSWERS TO Q. 8 & Q. 9 ARE DIFFERENT, ASK Q. 10.
IF ANSWERS TO Q. 8 & Q. 9 ARE THE SAME, SKIP TO Q. 11.

10. What in particular caused you to change your mind from thinking this
was a neighborhood to a (n)
neighborhood?

11. In general, how much do people in Very much part of this

this neighborhood feel that they are
part of this conmmunity here — would
you say that they feel they are very
much a part of this community, fairly
much, not too much or not a part of

this community at all?

commuUNity..veeieenenns 1
Fairly much part of this
commNity...coeeveeennn 2
Not too much a part of
this community......... 3
Not part of this commu-
nity at all............ L
Don't KNoW...vveveoenenns



12. What about yourself? How much do you Very much part of this

feel you are part of this community T610)01¢515) ¢ W vy 1
-- would you say you feel very much Fairly much part of this
a part of this comunity, fairly much comMUNIty.e e enenns 2
a part of this community, not too much Not too much a part of
a part of this community, or not a part this community....cv.n. 3
of this commnity at all? Not part of this commu-
nity at all...eeenenn.. h
Don't KNOW.sseevesoerenns

TF RESPONDENT HAS LIVED IN NEIGHBORHOOD 5 YEARS OR MORE (SEE Q. 3),

ASK Q. 13.
IF RESPONDENT HAS LIVED IN NEIGHBORHOOD LESS THAN 5 YEARS (SEE Q. 3),
SKI? TO Q. 15.
13a. Do you think your feelings about being Yes, different...... 1
* a part of this community are different Ask Q. 13b
now than they were 5 years ago? No, not different...
Go to Q. 14
Don't know...ceeeens
b. How would you say they are different More..eeesanns cenaen
- would you say you now feel more Same...... cteenrenen
part of this community or less part eSS, iiererenannnnns
of this comunity than you did a few Don't know creans
years ago?
14a. In general, once people move into this Tend to stay for a
neighborhood, do they tend to stay for. long time.......v...
a long time or do they tend to move in Some of each...veannns
and then move out quickly? Tend to move in and
move out quickly....
Don't KnoOw..eeeeeesnn.
b, How many families do you think have Very many...ceeeeaeses
moved iInto this neighborhood in the Fairly many....coeeeees

past year —-- would you say very many

new families have moved into this neigh-

borhood, fairly many, not too many, or
not many at all have moved into this
neighborhood in the past year?
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Not too many..........
Not many at all.......
DOn't KNOW.eeeeeorosos



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions
about your house/apartment. Do you own
or rent this house/apartment?

RENTERS

About how much rent do you pay for this
house/apartment each month--excluding
utilities?

Do you feel this amount of rent "is
too much, about right, or too little
for this house/apartment?

Is this house/apartment rent con-—
trolled?

OWNERS

Are you still making mortgage payments
on this home?

About how much are these payments
each month?

Which bank owns the mortgage for
this home?

Do you think the value of your
home has increased, stayed the same,
or decreased in the last few years?

1 SKIP TO Q. 19
ASK Q. 27

Too much..

About right...... 2

Too little
Don't know

Don't know

e v o0 000

... ASK Q. 20
... SKIP TO Q. 22

-----------



If you moved, how easy do you think Very easy..oeeeen.. 1

it would be to get a new mortgage-— Fairly easy........ 2
do you think it would be very easy, Not too easy....... 3
fairly easy, not too easy, or not Not easy at all.... U
easy at all to get a new mortgage? Don't know...eevun.

AL RESPONDENTS

How many people live in this particu- One..veennnnns 1
lar household -- include those who TWO.evseoeness 2
are related to you and those who are Three....... .. 3
not? (BE CAREFUL THAT RESPONDENT DQES Four.......... b
NOT INCLUDE RELATIVES, ETC., WHO ARE Five.......... 5
ACTUALLY TENANTS OR OWNERS BUT WHO LIVE SixX.....cee.... 6
IN SEPARATE HCUSEHOLD) SeveN.eveee... 7
Eight....... .. 8
12 or more.... 9
What is their relationship to you? Husband....... 1
Wife. . vevnnnn. 2
SONS.eveesonss 3
Daughters..... L
Mother........ 5
Father........ 6
Mother-in~ .
law.eeeno.. 7
Father-in~-
law...ooeonns 8

Other: (specify)
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27.

HAND RESPONPENT CARD B.

I'm going to ready you a list of phrases that describe various aspects of your housing. For each one I
read, I'd like you to read off the phrase on this card which best describes how satisfied you are with
each of these things--are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not too satisfied, or not satisfied at all?
Let's begin with:
‘ Very Fairly Not too  Not Satis- Don't
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied fied at all Know

The amount of room in your house/

apartment? : 1 2 3 il
The amount of privacy? 1 2 3 Yy
The amount of closet space? 1 2 3 ly
Heating? 1 2 3 h
The wiring? 1 2 3 i
The amount of air and sunlight? 1 2 3 Yy
The amount of street noise? 1 2 3 4
The amcunt of open space around

the house/apartment building? 1 2 3 i

FOR RENTERS ONLY
The way things are kept up around

the house/apartment bullding? 1 2 3 it
The way management takes care of

any complaints you have? 1 2 3 b
The way others in the nelighborhood

take care of their property? 1 2 3 b

Safety of your house/apartment
from burglars? 1 2 3 b



HAND RESPONDENT CARD B.

27. Overall, how satisfied would you say Very satisfied.........
you are with the housing you and your Fairly satisfied.......
family now have--would you say you Not too satisfied......
are very satisfied, fairly satisfied Not satisfied at ali...
or not satisfied at all? Don't KNOW. e e eeoeenanas

28. IF RESPONDENT RENTS (SEE Q. 15), ASK Q. 28.

Would you be interested in owning a
house or apartment in this neighborhood? - S

Don't Know....



HAND RESPONCENT CARD C.

29a. I'm going to read you a list of activities or jobs that many people carry out on a regular basis.

I'd like

To read the phrase on this card which best describes where you most frequently carry out this activity.
Let's begin with grocery shopping.

HAND RESPONDENT CARD D. FOR EACH ITEM "DONE" IN Q. 29a., ASK b AND c.

b. HNow I'm going to read the same list again, and I'd like you to read off the phrase which best describes
Let's begin again with grocery shopping.

how you usually get to and from these activities.

Within Outside Don't Public Driven
a few Neigh- Nelgh-~ do Don't Trans— or Don't
blocks borhood borhood this Know Walk portation Drive Cab Know
Grocery Shopping 1 3 4
1 Clothes Shopping 1 3 b
3 Shopping for major house-
! hold items such as fur-
niture & appliances 3 1 2
Shopping for small house- 3 3 4
hold items
Visiting the doctor or
going to a clinic 1 2 3 1 2 3 L
Attending religious
services 3 3 4
Recreational activities 3 3
Work 3 3 b
Soclalizing with people
(friends & relatives) 1 2 3 1 2 3 h




HAND RESPONDENT CARD B.

29c. I'm going to read the same list once again. This time I'd like you
to tell me how satisfied you are with how near your house is to the
place where you usually do these things--are you very satisfied,
fairly satisfied, not too satisfied, or not satisfied at all. Let's
begin with:

Very Fairly Not Too Not Satis-
Satis— Satis- Satis- fied Don't
fied fied fied at All Know
Nearness to:
Grocery shopping 1 2 3
Clothes shopping 1 2 3 4
Shopping for major house-—
hold items such as fur-
niture & appliances 1 2 3 Y
Shopping for small house-
hold items 1 2 3 )i
Doctor or clinic 1 2 3 4
Church or synagogue 1 2 3 k
Recreational activities 1 2 3 b
Work 1 2 3 uy
Friends & Relatives 1 2 3 Y
END CARD 1;
BEGIN CARD 2
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HAND RESPONDENT CARD E.

30. I'm going to read you a list of services that may or may not be
available in your neighborhood. For each one I read, I'd like you
to tell me which phrase on this card best describes the way that
service 1s performed in your neighborhood.

Not
Very Fairly DNot Too  Good Does not Don't
Good Good Good at All Exist Know

Collection of rubbish

and garbage 1 2 3 b 5
Cleaning of streets 1 2 3 4 5
Fire protection 1 2 3 Y 5
Police protection 1 2 3 4 5
Housing inspection and

code enforcement 1 2 3 it 5
Enforcement of rent

control laws 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of parks 1 2 3 y 5
Safety of parks 1 2 3 b 5
Number of schools in area 1 2 3 l 5
Quality of education in

public schools 1 2 3 4 5
Health facilities in

the area 1 2 3 4 5
Program for drug addicts 1 2 3 i 5
Recreational facilities 1 2 3 Yy 5
Day care facilities 1 2 3 i 5
Street parking 1 2 3 h 5
Public transportation 1 2 3 Y 5
31. In genefal, how do you think the Improved...esvvuns 1

guallty of these services now com- Stayed the same... 2
pare with their guality 2 years ago Gotten worse...... 3
—would you say these services have Don't know........
improved or gotten worse in the past

2 years?
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HAND RESPONDENT CARD F.

32. Other people we have talked to have mentioned various things that
are problems in their neighborhood.
things are problems, in others they are not.
tion, I'd like you to tell me whether you think this is a serious

In some neighborhoods these
For each thing T men~

problem in your neighborhood, a probiem but not a serious one, or
not a vrobiem in your neighborhood at all.

Drug addicts in the
neighborhood

Teen-age gangs
Crime in the street

Dirty streets and
sidewalks

Alcoholics in the
streets

Abandon=d houses
Panhandling

Discipline in the
schools

Inconsiderate neigh-~
bors

Rundown houses

Welfare families in
the neighborhood

Burglary of homes
and apartments

33. How safe do you think it is for you
to walk in the streets of this neigh-
borhood at night alone--would you say
it is very safe, fairly safe, not too

Very Fairly Not a
Serious Serious Not Too Serious Problem Don't
Problem Problem a Problem at all XKnow
3 4y
3
1 3 4
1 2 3 il
1 2 3 b
1 3 b
1 3 4
1 2 3 b
1 3 Y
1 3 b
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
Very safe.........

safe at all for you to walk in the

streets of this neighborhood at night?

34. As far as you know, has there been any
increase in the incidence of crimes—-—
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Fairly safe.......
Not too safe......
Not safe at all...
Don't know........



35.

Now I'd like to know a little about
somz of the organizations you may be-
long to. Do you belong to any organi-
zations, groups or clubs—-elther in
this neighborhood or outside of this
neighborhood?

Please tell me the name of each organization you belong to.
What type of organization

GANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A NAME, ASK:
is it? RECORD BELOW.

Yes.veivennnn. .. 1 ASK Q 36a
D GO TO Q 37

IF OR-

IF MORE THAN ONE ORGANIZATION MEN-
TIONED IN Q. 36a, ASK: Which of
these organizations are you most
active in?

FOR ORGANIZATION MENTIONED IN Q. 36b,
ASK c~h: Does this organization draw
most of its membership from within
this neighborhood or from outside

of this neighborhood?

How frequently do you attend meetings
of this group--would you say you at-
tend meetings regularly, not regularly
but most of the time, about half of
the time, only occaslionally, or never?

Have you been an officer in this
organization within the last two
years?

I NOT OBVIOUS: Is this group or
organization connected with a church
or temple?

Does this group or organization do
any work with local problems?
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Regularly. ...couevee 1
Most of the time.... 2
Half of the time.... 3
Occasionally...ee... Yy
Never. . cvevevsoenans 5



h. What kinds of problems is this parti-
cular group dealing with?

IF RESPONDENT IS NOT MARRTED, GO TO Q. 39.

37. Does your husband/wife belong to any YesS.ineeennnans 1 ASK Q. 38a
organizations, groups or clubs—-— NOweeereennnnas
either in this neighborhood or Don't know..... > GO 70 Q. 39

outside of this neighborhood?

38a. Please tell me the name of each organization he/she belongs to. IF
ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A NAME, ASK: What type of organization
is it? RECORD BELCW.

b. IF MORE THAN ONE ORGANIZATION MEN-—
TIONED IN Q. 38a, ASK: Which of
these organizations is he/she most
active in?

¢. FOR ORGANIZATION MENTIONED IN Q. 38b, Without........ 1
ASK c-h: Does this organization draw Outside........
most of its membership from within this Don't Know.....
neighborhood or from outside of this
neighborhood

d. How frequently does he/she attend the Regularly...coeveens 1

meetings of this group——would you say Most of the time... 2
he/she attends meetings regularly, not Half of the time... 3

regularly but most of the time, about Occasionally....... h
half of the time, only occasionally, Never..iieeeenesans. 5
or never? Don't Know...veuu..
e. Has he/she been an officer in this YeS.veersnnanan 1
organization within the last two NOveveiionanens
years? Don't know.....
f. IF NOT OBVIOUS: Is this group or YeS.rerrenennns 1
organization connected with a church NOteiewaroennns
or temple? Don't know.....
g. Does this group or organization do Yes.iveiiennens 1
any work with local problems? No..... et
Don't know.....

2ol



39.

Now I'd like to talk to you about changes that

What kinds of problems is this parti-
cular group dealing with?

Other than the organization or group
you Jjust mentioned, do you know of

any other local organizations or groups

in this area that are trying to deal
with local problems?

in this neighborhood.

4o.

by,

b2,

by,

Do you think your neighborhood has
undergone any change in recent years?

How much do you feel your neigh~
borhood has changed in the past
few years--would you say it has
changed very much, falrly much,
not too much, or not much at all?

How much have the changes that have
been goling on in thils neighborhood

bothered you personally-—would you

say they have bothered you a great

deal, fairly much, not too much,

or not at all?

Have these changes bothered you
enough to make you want to move
from this neighborhood?

Are any members of racial or eth~
nic groups other than your own moving
into this neighborhood?
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Yes.eeeaenn
NOwewernne
Don't know
Very much.

.....

-----

-----

Fairly much....
Not too much...

Not much at all

Don't know

A great deal...
Fairly much....
Not too much...

Not at all
Don't know
Yes..o....
NOvewvennn
Don't know
Yes.oven.
NOoeewewun
Don't know

ooooo

-----

ooooo

3
4

1
2
3

1 ASK Q. U5
Y G0 0 Q. 47a



5.

ug.

U73.

48.

Which racial or ethnic groups are
moving into this neighborhood?

Based on everything you have seen
or heard, how many menbers of these
racial or ethnic groups you just
mentloned are moving into this
neighborhood--would you say that
very many members of the racial
and ethnic groups you just men~
tioned have been moving in, fairly
many, not too many, or not many

at all have been moving into this
neighborhood?

What percentage of your neighbor-
hood would you say is white?

Vhat percentage is Puerto Rican?

What percentage is Black?

Do you think that any other racial
or ethnic groups—other than the
ones we have just been talking
abouf~-will start moving into this
neighborhood?
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Chinese....... 01
CreekS.veveens 02
Hispanics..... 03
ITtalianS...... ol
Irish......e.. 05
Negroes. coue s 06
Polish........ o7
Puerto Ricans. 08
Russians...... 09
Syrians....... 10

West Indians.. 11
Yugoslavians.. 12
Others

(Please specify)

Very many..... 1
Fairly many... 2
Not too many.. 3
Not many at alll
Don't know....

White

Puerto Rican %

Black %

VS et nnnnnns 1 ASK Q. 49
|\ o

Don't know.....

GO TO Q. 50a



9, Which of these racial or ethnic
groups do you think will move
into this neighborhood?

Chinese........ 01
GreekS.veeeene. 02
Hispanics...... 03
Italians....... ol
Irish...c.o..... 05
Negroes........ 06
Polish......... o7
Puerto Ricans.. 08
Russians....... 09
Syrians........ 10

West Indians... 11
Yugoslavians..., 12
Others

(Please specify)

TF RESPONDENT SAID NO PUERTO RICANS OR BLACKS WILL BE MOVING INTO NEIGH-

BORHOOD IN NEXT TWO YEARS (SEE Q. 49), ASK Q. 50 ON RIGHT.

Q. 50 ON LEFT.

YES
BLACKS/PUERTO RICANS
50a. Are people in this neighbor-
hood doing anything about the
fact that Puerto Ricans or
Blacks are (might be) moving
into this neighborhood?

Yes. v ennno 1 ASK Db & ¢
Noveeervanonn 2
Don't know... 3>GO 0 Q51

b. What are they doing?

¢. Are you participating in this?

Don't know...

OTHERS ASK

NO
BLACKS/PUERTO RICANS

Do you think people in this neigh-
borhood would do anything if Puerto
Ricans or Blacks started moving

in? Anything else?

Yes..eieen... 1 ASK b & ¢
NOowe ' evewennn
D't Towonr 1. 00 10 Q 51

What do you think they would do?

Would you participate in this?

Don't know...

II" RESPONDENT SATD NO PUERTO RICANS OR BLACKS WILL BE MOVING INTO NEIGH-
BORHOOD T NEXT TWO YEARS (SEE Q. 49), ASK Q. 51 ON RICHT. OTHERS ASK

Q. 51 ON LEFT. (NEXT PAGE)
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TES

BLACKS/PUERTO RICANS
51. How likely is it that other
people in this neighborhood
are moving out of this neigh-
borhood because Puerto Ricans
or Blacks are (might be)
moving in--would you say it
is very likely, fairly likely,
not too likely, or not likely
at all that others are moving
out because Puerto Ricans or
Blacks are (might be) moving
in?

CVery 1ikely..eeeanes 1
Fairly likely....... 2
Not too likely...... 3
Not likely at all... 4
Don't Know...eeanene

52a.

neighborhood--would you be very
likely, fairly likely, not too
likely or not likely at all to
consider giving money or taking
part in any organized effort to
make this neighborhood a stable,
integrated neighborhood?

b. How likely would you be to consider
giving money or taking part in any

organized effort to stop Puerto

Ricans or Blacks from moving into

this neighborhood--would you be
very likely, fairly likely, not

How likely would you be to consi-
der giving money or taking part in
any organized effort to make this
neighborhood a stable, integrated

NO
BLACKS/PUERTO RICANS

How likely is it that other people
in this neighborhood would move

out of this neighborhood if Puerto
Ricans or Blacks started moving in——
would you say it is very likely,
fairly likely, not too likely, or
not likely at all that others would
move out if Puerto Ricans or Blacks
started moving in?

Very likely....co... 1

Fairly likely....... 2

Not too likely...... 3

Not likely at all... 4

Don't KOW.eeveousas
Very likely..eceesen 1
Fairly likely....... 2
Not too likely...... 3
Not likely at all... U
Don't Know...vevewss
Very likely...o.ee.. 1
Falrly likely....... 2
Not too likely...... 3
Not likely at all... U
Don't kKnow..eeevee..

too likely, or not likely at all to

consider giving money or taking
part in any organized effort to

stop Puerto Ricans or Blacks from

moving into this neighborhood?

TF PUERTO RICANS AND/OR BLACKS LIVE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD (SEE Q. U45),

ASK Q. 53. OTHERS GO TO Q. 54.
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How much neighborly, friendly Very much..ocveve. L

visiting would you say goes on Fairly much....... 2
in this neighborhood between Not too much...... 3
whites and Puerto Ricans or Not much at all... 4
Blacks who live in this neigh- Don't KNOW..eveos.

borhood--would you say very
much, fairly much, not too
much, or not much visiting

at all goes on between Puerto
Ricans or Blacks and whites
in this neighborhood?

How much trouble would you Very much......... 1
say there has been between Fairly much....... 2
Puerto Ricans or Blacks and Not too much...... 3
Whites in this neighborhood~- No trouble at all. 4
would you say there has been Don't know........

very much trouble, fairly
much, not too much or no
trouble at all between Puerto
Ricans or Blacks and Whites
in this neighborhood?
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HAND RESPONTDENT CARD G

I'm going to read you a series of statements about things in your neigh-
borhood and the New York City area. For each one I read, I'd like you
to tell me which of the statements on this card best describes how much
you agree with the statement. Let's begin with——

Agree Disagree
Agree with Res- with Res- Disagree Don't
Strongly ervations ervations strongly know

55a. New York City is still the
greatest place in the world
to live 11 1 2 3 u

b. The schools in this neigh-
borhood are some of the best
in New York City 12 1 2 3 Yy

c¢. Having so many people on
Welfare is ruining New
York City 13 1 2 3 4

d. It would make no difference
to me if a Puerto Rican family
moved onto this block o1 2 3 b

e. Clty agencies are doing a
good job of meeting the needs
of this neighborhood 15 1 2 3 4

. It would make no difference
to me if someone who was much
richzr than me moved into
this block 16 1 2 3 i

g. Blacks have the right to live '
wherever they can afford to 17 1 2 3 Yy

h. Most people would prefer to
live in the suburbs of New
York City 18 1 2 3 it

1. The most important problem
facing New York City is to
stabilize its neighborhoods 19 1 2 3 h

J. There is really nothing
wrong with using violence
to protect your home and
family 20 1 2 3 L
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55k.

It would make no difference
to me if a BRlack family/white
family moved onto this block 1 2

. One of the most serious prob-

lems facing New York City is
the flight of jobs from New
York City to the suburbs 21 1 2

Blacks have the right to keep
whites from living in their
neighborhoods 22 1 2

Racially integrated schools

are a good way to give equal

education to all New York

School children 23 1 2

. The city government should

Just leave the neighborhood
alone to solve their own
problems 2h 1 2

. Many people say that Catho-

liecs are more willing than
Jews to fight to keep their
neighborhood as it 1is 25 1 2

. Whenever Puerto Ricans start

moving into a neighborhood,
the quality of the neighbor-
hood starts going down. 26 1 2

. The greatest problem facing

most families is the forced
bussing of school children 27 1 2

. The public schools give chil-

dren more opportunities than
parochial or private schools 28 1 2

. It would make no difference

to me 1f someone who was much
poorer than me moved onto
this block 29 1

. School busing 1is a good way

to insure equal educational
opportunitics for all child-

Agree Disagree

Apree with Res- with Res- Disagree Don't
Strongly ervations ervations strongly know

3 b

3 b

3 l

3 b

3 b

3 b

3 it

3 by

3 4

2 3 4

3 4

ren 30 1 2
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55v.

aa.

bb.

ccC.

dd.

ee.

Agree
Strongly

Agree Disagree
With Res~ with Res- Disagree Don't
ervations ervations Strongly Know

The politicians who run
this city don't pay enough
attention to the people who
live in neighborhoods like
this one.

. Whites have the right to keep

blacks from living in their
neighborhood

. It would make no difference

to me if a white with less
Income and education than
me moved onto this block

. Welfare recipients who are
‘able to should have to earn

their money rather than Jjust
get it

Busing . children from one
neighborhood to another
ruins things for everyone

Puerto Ricans have the
right to live wherever
they can afford to

Black people should stick
together to protect their
neighborhoods

The city goverrment favors
non-white minorities

It would make no difference
to me if a Puerto Rican with
the same income and education
as me moved onto this block

Because of New York City's
financial crisis, cutbacks
in services are becoming a
serious problem in this
neighborhood.

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

4o
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2 3 b
2 3 it
2 3 b
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 b
2 3 L
2 3 L
2 3 h
2 3 4



55ff.

ii.

33.

11.

Q0.

pp.

Blacks and whites can live
together peacefully in this
neighborhood

. Children just don't learn as

much in school these days as
they used to

. This city will be all black

and Puerto Rican before long

Good landlords can make a
neighborhood a fine place
to live

Whites have the right to
keep Puerto Ricans from
living in their neighborhoocd

. It is important for blacks

to defend black rights

Tenant organizations and
block organizations are im-
portant for making neighbor-
hoods good places to live

. Whites in this city should

stay in their neighborhoods
and not run away when blacks
start moving in

. It would make no difference

to me if a black with the
same income and education
as me moved onto the block

White people should be more
active in integrating neigh-
borhoods

Our local politicans are
doing a good job of taking
care of this neighborhood

Agree Disagree

Agree with Res— with Res-~ Disagree Don't
Strongly ervations ervations Strongly Know

no1 2 3 b

b2 1 2 3 I

43 1 2 3 4

by 3 2 3 I

b5 1 2 3 Iy

be 1 2 3 4

b7 1 2 3 b

g 1 2 3 l

ho 1 2 3 b

50 1 2 3 b

51 1 2 3 Yy
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55aqq.

SS.

tt.

uu.

Agree
Strongly ervations

Agree
with Res~ with Res-

Disagree
Disagree Don't
ervations Strongly Know

Puerto Ricans and whites can
live peacefully together in
this neighborhood 52

. Blacks have the right to

keep Puerto Ricans from
living in theilr neighbor-
hoods 53

Whenever Blacks start moving
into a neighborhood, the

quality of the neighborhood
goes down 54

It is important for whites
to protect white rights 55

It would make no difference
to me if a black moved onto
this block 56

If T had friends or relatives
who were looking for housing,

I would encourage them to

move into this neighborhood 57

3 I
3 4
3 h
3 at
3 I
3 4

Now, we'd like to find out a little more about you.

TF MARITAT, STATUS IS NOT OBVIOUS FROM PREVIOUS INFORMATION, ASK Q. 56.

OTHER CHECK ANSWER TO Q. 56 AND GO TO Q. 57.

56. Are you presently single, married,
widowed, divorced or separated?

57. Where were you born?

BE SURE TO GET
THE CITY, STATE AMD COUNTRY, IF NOT U.S.
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Single...ovee... 1
Married......... 2
Widowed..evvou... 3
Divorced........ I
Separated....... 5

(Please Specify)

City
State
Country




58. What was your age on your last Years
birthday?
59. How many years have you lived
in New York City? Years
60. What was the highest grade of None.....oveu. 00
school you completed? IF TWELVE, One..vveennne. 0l
ASK: Did you go to college? IF TWO e enennnns 02
YES: How long? Three...oo.... 03
Four....oveen. ok
FivVe.eeeenenn, 05
SiXeveveneenns 06
Seven.....v... 07
Eight......... 08
Nine......ou'ts 09
I o B 10
Eleven........ 11
Twelve..veusas 12
One year of college...... 13
Two years of college..... 14
Three years of college... 15
Four years of college.... 16
More than 4 years of
COllege. i venverennennns 17
61. Are you currently emmloyed? YesS.eeeenn.. 1 ASK Q. 62, THEN
G0 TO Q. 64
NOveeevuenn. GO TO Q. 63
62a. What type of company or industry do you work in?
b. What kind of work do you do?
GO TO QUESTION 64
63a. Did you ever work? VS rnrrnnnn 1 ASK Q. 63b
NOovesvewovns 2 GO TO Q. 63c
b. What kind of work did you do?
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¢. Are you currently looking for work? Yes.oeeennnn 1
)

Noweeewunnns
Don't know..

6la. Do you have a religious preference? T ASK Q. 6U4p
No.eewovnnnn
Den't know..>GO T0 Q. 65

b. VWhat is your religious preference? Protestant........ 1

Catholic.veevienen 2
Jewish.ivovvvnon.. 3
Other
NoNnG.vswoeeaenanns

HAND RESPONDENT CARD H.

65. On this scale, how would you Very conservative... 1
generally categorize yourself Conservative........ 2
politically? Moderate....vveennn. 3

Liberal..ceceeeseenn. by
Very Liberal........ 5
Don't Know...veeesns

IF RESPONDENT IS MARRIED, ASK Q. 66; OTHERS GO TO Q. 76a.

Now we'd like to know a little about your husband/wife.

66. Vhere was your husband/wife born? City
BE SURE TO GET THE CITY, STATE AND State
COUNTRY, IF NOT U.S.

Country

67. Vhat was his/her age on his/her Years
last birthday?

68. How many years has he/she lived Years

in New York City

-236-



69. What was the highest grade of None......... 00
school he/she completed? IF ne....ooeeen 01
TWELVE, ASK: Did he/she go TWO..vvuennn, 02
to college? IF YES: How long? Three........ 03
Four......... 04
Five......... 05
SiX.v.vuenn.. 06
Seven........ 07
Eight........ 08
Nine......... 09
Ten.......... 10
Eleven....... 11
Twelve....... 12
One year of college....... 13
Two years of college...... 14
Three years of college.... 15
Four years of college..... 16
More than undergraduate... 17
70. Is he/she currently employed? Yes..oouunn 1 ASK Q. 71 § THEN
GO TO Q. 73
\(o J GO TO Q. 72a
71a. What type of company or industry does he/she work in?
b. What kind of work does he/she do?
GO TO QUESTION 73a
72a. Did he/she ever work? YeSeeuunn.. 1 ASK Q. 72b
\1o J GO TO Q. 73a
b. What kind of work did he/she do?
c. Is he/she currently looking for work? YeS.uiuunn 1
|\ (o J

Don't know..
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74.

Does he/she have a religious preference? Yes.........

What is his/her religious preference?

RESPONDENT CARD H.

On this scale, how would he/she

. generally categorize himself/her-

HAND

76a.

self politically?

RESPONDENT CARD I.

Using this card, I'd like you to call
off the letter next to the figures
which best describe your total family
income in 1975 before taxes. IF
RESPONDENT SEEMS TO BE HAVING TROUBLE
COMPUTING THIS FIGURE, OFFER TO HELP.
REMIND RESPONDENT: Remewrber, any in-
formation you give me will be con-
fidential,

How about after taxes. After taxes
what was your total family income
in 19757
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Don't know..

Protestant.. 1
Catholic.... 2

ASK Q. 73
00 10 Q. 74

Jewish...... 3
Other

(svecity)
None........

Very conservative...
Conservative

Moderate

Liberal
Very liberal
Don't know

Before Taxes

Under
$2000
$4000
$6000
$8000
$10000
$12500
$15000
T $17500
J $20000
K $25000
L $30000

TAammo QW

Refused

$2000

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

3,999,
5,999.
7,999,
9,999,
12,499
14,999
17,455
19,999
24,999
29,999

and over

------

Don't know.....

....:02
.03
.04
.05

..........

01

06
07
08
09
10
11
12

After
Taxes

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12




HAND RESPONDENT CARD J.

75.

HAND

77.

78.

79.

Which of the phrases on this card Very well off.......... 1
best describes your family finan- Comfortable............ 2
cial status at the present time? Just make ends meet,

but not comfortable... 3
Poor; cannot make ends
meet, but not desperate 4

Very poor....ovvveeeenn 5
Refused........oovuvunnn
Don't know......ovvunn.

RESPONDENT CARD K.

Using this card, which would you Middle class....... 1

say you belonged in: the middle Lower class........ 2

class, lower class, working class Working class...... 3

or upper class? Upper class........ 4
Don't know.........

With what national or ethnic group do you identify?

Africa.......... 01 Poland......... 08
American........ 02 Puerto Rico.... 09
England § Wales. 03 Russia (USSR).. 10
Germany......... 04 Scandinavia.... 11
GreecCovennnnnn. 05 West Indies.... 12
Ireland......... 06 Other
Ttaly........... 07

Please specitfy

llow important to you is it that you Very important........ 1
are (Q 78) ; would Fairly important...... 2
you say it 1s very important, fairly Not too important..... 3
important, not too important, or not Not important at all.. 4
important at all? Don't know.....covuvues
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_Oha_

IF RESPONDENT HAS NO CHILDREN LIVING AT HOME (SEE Q. 25), SKIP
TO LAST PAGE. OTHERS CONTINUE WITH Q. 80.

80.

We'd like to talk a little about schools
now. Earlier you told me you have child-
ren. Would you please tell me the ages of
your sons and daughters living at home?
Let's begin with your sons. What are their
ages? What are the ages of your daughters?

SONS DAUGHTERS

IF RESPONDENT HAS SONS, ASK Q. 8la.

81a.

How many of your sons who are living at home

are at the following levels of school?
(READ GRADES)

IF RESPONDENT HAS DAUGHTERS, ASK Q. 80b.

81b.

How many of your daughters who are living
at home are at the following levels of
school?

FOR EACH CHILD IN SCHOOL, ASK:

81c.

Is this a public school, a private school,
a narochial school, or some other type
of school?

Boys Boys Girls Girls

Q8la 08lc Q81b Q8lc

NO.  PUB PVT PAR OTH| NO. PUB PVT PAR OTH
Not yet in
first grade 1 2 3 41 1 2 3 4
1-6 grade 1 2 3 4 12 3 4
7-9 grade 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
10-12 grade 1 2 3 44 1 2 3 4
Special Sch 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

No. of children
No. of boys....

No. of girls...




IF RESPONDENT HAS ANY CHILDREM IN PRIVATE/PAROCHIAL SCHOOL, ASK Q. 82;
OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q. 83.

82. Why do you send your children to private/parochial school? Any
other reasons?

IF RESPONDENT HAS ANY CHILDREN IN PUBLIC SCHOOL, ASK Q. 83a AND Q. 83b.
OTHERS GO TO LAST PAGE.

83a. Do you plan to keep your children Yes...ovnnnn 1
(who are in public school) in \\(o T
public schools? Don't know..

b. Why do you plan to do this? Any other reasons?

Thank you very much for your time.

Name

Address

Telephone Date

It is possible that we may want to talk to you again about a year from now.
If for some reason you have moved, is there someone we could talk to who
would know how to reach you? IF YES: Who is this person?

Name

Address

Telephone
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INTERVIEHER: CHECK ANSWERS TO FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

SEX: Male......... 1 Sampling frame
Female.......
ETHNICITY: White..........
Black..........

Puerto Rican...

HOUSING TYPE: Single Family Home............ eeareoanan 1
Attached House...........c.u.. eeiaeaiaen 2
Two Family House.......ooviviiivivnnn, 3
Three or More Family House.............. 4

Small Apartment Building (4 £1 25 u).... 5
Mediun Sized Apartment Bldg. (5-10
floors, 26-40 UNItS).e.eerqenncrocnenn 6

Large Apartment Building................ 7
(11+ floors or 40+ units)

FLOOR APARTMENT IS ON:

100152 1
TWo.eeereeeennn. 2
Three...ooven... 3
Four.....cvenee. 4
Five...vvnevn.. 5
SiX.e e niannn 6
Seven or more 7
ELEVATOR: YeS. e innn. 1
o T
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APPENDIX E

TABLES THAT DESCRIBE NEIGHBORHOOD PROBLEIS
IN EACH NEIGHBORHOOD
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TABLE 1:

NEIGHBORHOOD

Bayridge
North Bronx
Flatbush
Ridgewood
South Ozone

Woodhaven

NEIGHBORHOOD

Bayridge
North Bronx
Flatbush
Ridgewood
South Ozone

Woodhaven

PHYSTCAL ENVIRONMENT INDEX BY NEIGHBORHOOD

PHYSICAL CONDITICON

Not Too Serious Not A Prob-
Problem A Problem lem At A1l
187 37% 45%
25 41 34
58 27 16
21 28 51
55 25 20
17 53 30
CHI® = 98.97 DF = 10  Significance =
TABLE 2: PARK INDEX BY NEIGHBORHOOD
Good Fairly Good Not Good Total
52% 45% 3% 100% (75)
ly hg 7 100% (68)
25 46 29 100% (79)
21 58 21 100% (72)
19 50 31 100% (70)
52 38 11 100% (85)
CHI® = 60.31  DF =10  Significance =
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.0000

Total

100% (100)
100% (92)
100% (97)
100% (96)
100% (97)

100% (102)

.0000



TABLE 3: RESPONDENTS PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE INCREASE IN
CRIME IN THEIR NEIGHBORHOOD BY NEIGHBORHOOD

INCREASE IN CRIME

NEIGHBORHOOD No Yes Total

Bayridge kg 56% 100% (91)
North Bronx 2l 76 100% (91)
Flatbush 18 82 100% (91)
Ridgewood 45 55 100% (82)
South Ozone 50 50 100% (84)
Woodhaven 4o 60 100% (87)

CHT® = 31.953 DF =5  Significance = .0000

TABLE U4: SCHOOL QUALITY INDEX BY NEIGHBORHOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD Good Fairly Good Not Good Total

Bayridge 22% 53% 26% 100% (51)
North Bronx 18 26 55 100% (38)
Flatbush 9 50 U1 100% (Lk)
Ridgewood 28 33 39 100% (36)
South Ozone Ly 17 39 100% (52)
Woodhaven 27 i 26 100% (62)

CHT® = 33.927  DF = 10  Significance = .0002
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TARLE 5: QUALITY OF SERVICES BY NEIGHBORHCOD
SERVICES
NEIGHBORHOCD Tmproved Gotten Worse Total
Bayridge 62% 38% 100% (96)
North Bronx Ue 54 100% (94)
Flatbush 47 53 100% (95)
Ridgewood 53 Y 100% (92)
South Ozone 63 37 100% (95)
Woodhaven 58 42 100% (102)
CHI? = 10.098  DF =5  Significance = .072
TABLE 6: HOW MANY NEW-COMERS MOVED INTO THE

NEIGHBORHOOD LAST YEAR BY NEIGHBORHOOD

NEW-COMERS
Not Too Not Many

NEIGHBORHOCD Very Many Fairly Many Many At A1l Total
Bayridge 17% 22% 437 18% 100% (88)
North Bronx 35 b 18 9 100% (74)
Flatbush b6 32 17 6 100% (54)
Ridgewood 19 33 2L 23 100% (86)
South Ozone 18 29 34 18 100% (93)
Woodhaven 10 34 by 12 100% (89)

CHI® = 62.463  DF =15  Significance = .0000

U6



TABLE 7: TROUBLE BETWEEN WHITES

AND PUERTO RICANS AND BLACKS

TROUBLE
NEIGHBORHOOD Very Much Fairly Much Not Too Much Total
Bayridge 2% 97% 100% (91)
North Bronx 7 81 -100% (93)
Flatbush 14 69 100% (92)
Ridgewood 2 95 100% (91)
South Ozone 1 91 100% (92)
Woodhaven I 88 100% (94)
CHI® = 47.158 - Significance = .0000
TABLE 8: WHAT KIND OF NEIGHBORHOOD
TODAY BY NEIGHBORHOCD
Very Fairly Not Too Not Desir-
NETGHBORHOOD Desirable Desirable Desirable able At A1l Total
Bayridze 36% 52% 1% 5% 100% (102)
North Bronx 10 39 36 16 100% (101)
Flatbush 11 33 34 22 100% (100)
Ridgewood 14 54 23 9 100% (99)
South Ozone 18 48 25 9 100% (103)
Woodhaven 29 57 14 0 - 100% (104)
CHI™ = 96.734 = Significance = .000
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