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CHAPTER 13 
 

 

Urban Services, 

Market Considerations, 

and Concentrated Poverty 
 

 

For the middle class, the police protect property, give directions, and help  

old ladies. For the urban poor, the police are those who arrest you. 

  Michael Harrington, The Other America 

 

 

Politics, as noted all through these pages, is the struggle for power, and an 

important aspect of power is the ability to set the political agenda, and 

through the agenda, to achieve one's desired ends. Policy is thus the 

embodiment of both politics and power. But politics and power are not 

limited to the single individual acting on his or her own behalf and seeking 

outcomes that are only personally rewarding. Politics and power are also 

group endeavors whose outcomes affect whole populations and large 

classes of people within those populations. These are the ideas that have 

guided our discussion thus far; and nowhere are these ideas more applicable 

than in an examination of the city's underclass and its prospects for the 

future. 

 But to prepare for the analysis that follows, it will be useful to 

extract from previous chapters other, equally important themes. Seven such 

themes provide the foundation for our exploration of how urban services 

and market considerations affect the lives of the urban underclass. 
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1. Most of the major urban problems are in the city but not of the city (their 

roots, however defined, are in the larger society and not in the city per se). 

2. Major social problems are not readily or easily solved. Public policies 

usually carry unanticipated consequences. Moreover, most social 

problems have multiple causes, and attempted solutions usually involve 

heavy costs, both fiscal and social. 

3. What is observed by social critics may be less a matter of "fact" than a 

matter of interpretation, with interpretation (in its turn) a consequence of 

deeply held personal values and beliefs. 

4. American society is dominated by a long-standing commitment to a 

market economy. This translates into a commitment to the privileged 

place of private property, the idea that each of us is entitled to whatever 

share of life's goods and services we can pay for, and the belief that each 

of us bears a large measure of responsibility for the successes and failures 

in our lives. 

5. American society also holds an equally strong commitment to the view 

that a reasonable share of life's goods and services ought to be the 

birthright of all. This commitment combines with that cited in 4 above to 

produce tension between social equity and market equity. 

6. Concepts of lifestyles and territory create a metropolitan patchwork. This 

metropolitan patchwork, coupled with considerations of social and market 

equity, leads us to consider the (a) equity (or lack of it) in the disparity 

between central-city and suburban expenditures for urban services, and 

(b) strategies the affluent use to wail out the poor. 

7. Public policy at the urban level is largely implemented by street-level 

bureaucrats. As a result, policy may be distorted, particularly in its 

application to the underclass, by uneven implementation practices. 

 

With these considerations in mind, we turn to a further consideration of the 

urban underclass and how the delivery of urban services and considerations 

of the marketplace affect their lives. 

 

The Ramifications of National Urban Policy 
 

We now have had the experience of more than a half century of federal 

policies and programs that attempt to address the problems of poverty and 

discrimination in the city. All in all, these programs have done much to 

improve the lives of the poor and those who suffer the consequences of 

racial and ethnic discrimination. But as previously noted, these programs 

are not without their failures. Persistent and widespread problems do not 

easily give way to solutions. Their causes are manifold and deeply woven 
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into the fabric of society. Accordingly, we can gain some better sense of the 

intractability of urban problems particularly as they relate to the underclass, 

by examining sources of inequality in housing, education, criminal justice, 

and other urban services. This examination may also assist in understanding 

how and why policies that seek major social change can never be 

undertaken without considerable social and political costs, and why policies 

seeking major social changes are never without disputation over 

fundamental values and beliefs. 

 

Inequality in Education 
 

Historically, the most important source of inequality in education has been 

segregated schools. Policies that created segregated schools were 

eliminated by a series of court decisions, beginning with Brown v. Board of 

Education, that first prohibited segregated schools and then ordered within-

district busing of students to achieve integration when it cannot be achieved 

using neighborhood schools. 

 

 School Desegregation Revisited 
 

The importance of desegregation became increasingly important with the 

publication of research by James Coleman and his colleagues (1966) 

showing that the quality of the school a child attended had little impact on 

his or her educational achievement; rather, achievement was most affected 

by (a) the parents' education background, (b) the family's standard of living, 

and (c) the percentage of black students in the school. Although originally 

questioned on methodological grounds (Cain and Watts 1972; Armor 

1972), this latter finding provided part of the impetus for school busing, and 

it has been replicated since busing began. Achievement (particularly for 

young children) improves for black students who are bused without 

adversely affecting achievement of white children (Stephan 1978; Cook 

1984; but see Armor, 1995, for a dissenting view). And some stud ies even 

show an improvement of racial attitudes as a result of busing, although 

others are equivocal (see Armor 1995, for a review). 

 Yet, no issue since fluoridation has generated as much local conflict 

as school busing. The integration of Boston's public schools was an 

exceptionally difficult and bitter case. It brought to play a long festering 

resentment of the predominantly Irish residents of South Boston against 

those whom they viewed as the old Protestant establishment. "Southies," as 

they call themselves, did not give in easily to the orders of the court. At 

several critical moments, they physically massed themselves against school 
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buses to keep them from rolling, and the integration issue spilled into a 

subsequent mayoral election, with some candidates pledging themselves to 

stop integration. In the end, of course, the buses did roll, and integrated 

schools are now the norm in Boston.1 (For an insightful account of the 

Boston school case and its effects on the lives of several families, see 

Lukas, 1985.) 

 In a number of cities, candidates for mayor, city council, and school 

board have also run on an antibusing platform. But, in no instance has local 

protest against busing been successful, for ultimately it is the federal courts 

that decide when constitutional protection of equal opportunity is violated. 

However, actions by individual citizens, taken independently but having a 

great aggregate impact, have proved the greatest local threat to school 

integration. One such action involves enrolling students in private or 

parochial schools, most of which are not integrated and serve primarily 

whites. In 1993, approximately 16 percent of students in central cities were 

enrolled in such schools; while this is not a large figure, it noticeably 

constrains the overall effectiveness of integration efforts. 

 A much more important shift is the migration of white families to 

the suburbs. James Coleman and Sara Kelley (1976, 252) concluded that 

there is "sizeable acceleration of the general loss of whites from the central 

[city] school districts when substantial desegregation occurs within that 

system."2 This led Coleman to reverse his earlier support for mandatory 

school desegregation. Others disagreed with this conclusion (e.g., Farley 

1975, Rossell 1976), arguing that flight to the suburbs was occasioned by a 

host of other social and political factors; since their original dissent, 

however, both Farley and Rossell have modified their views and both now 

support voluntary desegregation solutions over mandatory solutions. 

 In the face of such criticism, Gary Orfield remains one of the 

strongest proponents of mandatory desegregation plans. His research shows 

that, while mandatory desegregation does result in some white flight from 

the central city, it produces no more flight than voluntary plans (Orfield and 

Monfort 1992). More important, he argues that "desegregating big city 

schools through busing is not an ideal or even a natural solution to 

segregation, but it is quite simply the only solution available if there is to be 

substantial integration in this generation" (Orfield 1978, 7); this is a 

conclusion he later supported with data, finding that mandatory plans are 

the only effective way to achieve effective desegregation within a school 

district (Orfield 1988). 

 But regardless of its immediate cause, white migration to the 

suburbs is a reality. And white flight, coupled with the Supreme Court's 

rejection of metropolitan-wide busing as a solution to school segregation, 

has largely defeated the utilitarian benefits of school desegregation. 
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Harvard Sitkoff (1981) summarized the success of the first twenty-five 

years of school desegregation efforts with the following statistics: As of 

1980, two-thirds of black students in the United States attended schools 

that were at least 90 percent black; and by 1980, more black students 

attended segregated schools than at the time of Brown. This trend is 

epitomized in New York City, where the white school population fell from 

68 percent in 1957 to 17.5 percent in 1993. And Diane Ravich (1974) found 

minority students to outnumber whites in twenty-one of the twenty-nine 

largest cities. Schools, as she puts it, have not simply desegregated-they 

have re-segregated.3 

 

 Other Sources of Inequality in the Schools 
 

School desegregation is not the only approach to improving educational 

opportunity for the economically disadvantaged and for minorities. In 

addition, the federal government has attempted to promote equality through 

compensatory education programs, largely designed to compensate for the 

lack of learning readiness among disadvantaged children. Head Start is the 

best known of these programs. It was initiated as part of the War on Poverty 

to provide preschool children from low-income families with a 

comprehensive program designed to meet their educational, social, health, 

nutritional, and psychological needs. In 1994, Head Start provided services 

to 740,000 children at a cost of $3.2 billion. Most school districts are 

delighted to accept federal money for this program, but their commitment 

to supplement these federal funds with local funds has been limited. In fact, 

Levy, Meltsner, and Wildavsky (1974) found a perverse form of 

equalization in the Oakland School District, which distributed local funds to 

those schools that did not qualify for federal compensatory education 

programs; this, of course, largely defeated the goal of the federal funds to 

equalize educational outcomes. 

 Oakland's experience (and other similar experiences) aside, how 

effective has compensatory education been at achieving its goals? The 

evidence is mixed. Some researchers (e.g., Smith 1975, Berrueta-Clement 

et al. 1984) have concluded that Head Start has been largely successful in 

meeting its stated goals; but even they report only modest gains. Others 

(e.g., Besharov 1987) have found the impact of Head Start to be limited and 

transitory, with any observed gains in intellectual skills or social-emotional 

development dis appearing within two years. More generally, Eric 

Hanushek (1989), reviewing two decades of research, concludes that 

variation in educational expenditures seems to have no systematic impact 

on student performance. 

 Several factors may account for this. First, students spend relatively 
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little time in school compared with the time they spend in their 

neighborhoods and their homes. It simply is not realistic to assume that a 

positive and supportive school environment (even were that the case) could 

counteract the negative effects of growing up in a ghetto neighborhood for 

the majority of underclass children. Even more than that, with the re-

segregation of the schools, the schools themselves become a reflection of 

the neighborhood. For children living in middle-class and affluent 

neighborhoods, school therefore reinforces what they learn in their homes 

and from their neighbors. But for children living in ghetto neighborhoods, 

school reinforces what they learn on the streets-and even several billion 

dollars spent on compensatory education cannot effectively overcome that. 

 Most indicators show that equality of educational outcomes is, if 

any thing, getting worse. Consider, for example, the dropout rate: Whereas 

24.6 per cent of all high school students from lower socioeconomic strata 

drop out of school, only 10.1 percent of those from the middle 

socioeconomic strata and percent of those from the upper strata drop out 

(U.S. Dept. of Education 1994); over time, the dropout rate is increasing for 

the lowest socioeconomic strata but decreasing for everyone else. Further, 

once they have dropped out, students of higher socioeconomic status (SES) 

are 2.5 times more likely to reenter school or attain a General Education 

Degree. In addition, children living in underclass neighborhoods (Crane 

1991) and attending low SES schools (Mayer 1991) are more likely to drop 

out than those not living in underclass neighbor hoods or attending low 

SES schools, regardless of their own poverty level. 

 

 Tracking and Ability Grouping 
 

One reason that economically disadvantaged and minority students may do 

less well in school is the type of classroom education they receive there. 

For example, many schools use a tracking system, emphasizing college-

preparatory courses for better students and a basic or vocational curriculum 

for less-able students; another, related approach is to place students in 

different classrooms on a subject-by-subject basis (e.g., science or English), 

based on their ability in these specific subjects. While these policies 

themselves may be without social or racial bias, their implementation is 

often biased in favor of upper- and middle-class white students. 

 For example, teaches often rely on stereotyped cues to identify 

those students who they think would benefit most from a college-

preparatory curriculum or who are most able in a particular subject. 

Unfortunately, these cues may have a racial or class bias (Oakes et al. 1992, 

Oakes 1995).4 As a result, students from low-income homes in general and 

blacks and Hispanics in particular are tracked disproportionately into the 
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basic-skills and vocational curricula, with middle- and upper-class students 

in general and whites in particular guided into a college preparatory 

curriculum or other advanced classes (Goodlad 1984, Oakes et al. 1992, 

Oakes 1995).5 

 At first glance, this tracking bias would seem to be a rectifiable 

error. Even after being incorrectly categorized, students can demonstrate 

their ability, be reevaluated, and be reclassified into more advanced 

academic tracks. While this is possible in principle and has no doubt 

happened on many occasions, it is easier in principle than in practice. The 

underlying impediment to high student achievement in the face of negative 

teacher expectations is that teacher expectations, themselves, act as barriers 

to achievement. Teachers spend more time with, demand higher quality 

work from, and offer more encouragement to those students they expect to 

succeed; moreover, better teachers are typically assigned to classes with 

more advanced students. In contrast, students grouped in low-ability classes 

receive less exposure to instruction in essential knowledge and skills, and 

they receive less access to a whole range of educational opportunities and 

resources; this bias, however subtle, may keep minority and poor students 

from advancing as rapidly as white middle- and upper-class students.6 Just 

as important, a student who is tracked into a basic skills or a vocational 

curriculum may grow to doubt his or her ability, and academic performance 

may suffer. So, for whatever reason, tracking negatively affects the 

achievement of students placed in the lower ability groups (e.g., Oakes et 

al. 1992, Wheelock 1992, Shell 1994, Oakes 1995). 

 

 Other Policies 
 

Differential treatment of the poor and minorities is also manifest in the 

implementation of disciplinary policies within schools and school districts. 

For example, in 1977 the NAACP argued in a suit against the New York 

City Board of Education that black and Hispanic problem children were 

routinely assigned to problem schools, while white children with similar 

behavior problems were routinely helped in their own schools (Lipsky 

1980; see Green, 1977, for other examples). 

 The point of this discussion is not that nothing can be done to scrub 

the educational process clean of class, racial, and ethnic discrimination. 

Rather, the discussion is intended to secure a basic idea: The causes of 

major social problems are manifold and that they are deeply woven into the 

fabric of our society. It is a point to be encountered again as we turn to 

issues and problems of residential segregation in urban America. 
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The Politics and Policies of Residential Segregation 
 

Like segregation in the classroom, residential segregation has not ended. 

Until the middle years of this century, cities employed heavy-handed 

approaches to keeping minorities and the poor segregated. Two of the most 

egregious of these, the use of restrictive covenants and zoning regulations, 

were considered in chapter 12; restrictive covenants have been outlawed, 

and zoning has been at least partially regulated by court decisions. But 

several other practices remain in effect, even though they have been 

outlawed by federal legislation, most notably the Fair Housing Act of 1968 

and the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977. 

 

 Real Estate Practices 
 

Real estate owners and agents are forbidden by law to refuse to sell or rent 

housing because of race, religion, or national origin. That practice was 

ruled unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in 19687
 and outlawed by 

the Fair Housing Act of 1968.8 Yet, the practice continues informally and in 

most instances seemingly beyond the reach of the law. For example, a 

telephone solicitor for a Wheaton, Maryland, real estate developer in 1969 

(after passage of the Fair Housing Act) reported that if she contacted 

someone who she suspected was black, company policy dictated that she 

not follow up on that contact. Further, she reported, while solicitors were 

given a bonus when they arranged interviews between a salesperson and a 

prospective client, this bonus was not provided if the client turned out to be 

black (Arkes 1981). A housing audit conducted by HUD during the late 

1980s produced similar findings. Pairs of potential home buyers (one white, 

one minority) were matched on a number of characteristics and sent to real 

estate agents who advertised houses or apartments. Approximately 20 

percent fewer units were made available to the minority home buyer than to 

the white home buyer. Further, when a transaction was completed, minority 

home buyers were nearly 50 percent less likely than white home buyers to 

receive assistance from the real estate agent in obtaining financing for the 

home (Turner et al. 1991). 

 Several more subtle forms of discrimination also occur. One such 

practice is racial steering, where real estate agents show minority clients 

houses in black or Hispanic neighborhoods and white clients houses in 

white neighborhoods. Until 1950, the real estate industry's code of ethics 

encouraged racial steering (Metcalf 1988), assuming that its clients would 

feel more comfortable living among others of their own race.9 However, 

Galster (1990a) has identified several other, less noble motives for racial 

steering. Some real estate agents may fear the loss of potential white clients 
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if they sell homes in white neighborhoods to minority home buyers, and 

they therefore steer them toward minority or transition (e.g., racially mixed) 

neighborhoods. In addition, some real estate agents may believe that by 

selling homes in transition neighborhoods to minority home buyers, they 

create instability and raise fears among white home owners that housing 

values will decrease; this, in turn, speeds up outmigration among white 

home owners and increases the business the real estate agent can expect. 

Whatever the motive (and Galster found support for both of these), 

considerable evidence suggests that racial steering still occurs. For 

example, a housing audit conducted in Memphis between 1985 and 1987 

found that prosegregation steering occurred in 60 percent of the cases that 

were observed (Galster 1990b)—about the same level that was observed by 

Diana Pearce (1976) in her study of Detroit more than a decade earlier. 

 In addition to steering, William Tisdale (1983) outlines several 

procedures that real estate agents and apartment managers use to keep 

minority applicants away from rental housing. These include: 

 

1. Requiring larger application fees (e.g., an entire month's rent and 

the security deposit) of minority applicants than of white 

applicants. 

2. Requiring more stringent application criteria (e.g., higher 

income, longer time on the job, more references) of minority 

applicants than of white applicants. 

3. Requiring that a prospective tenant be recommended by a 

present tenant. 

4. Advertising available rental units only in publications with 

limited circulation (predominantly among nonminority readers), by 

word of mouth, or on bulletin boards of all-white churches or clubs. 

5. Using a telephone answering machine to screen out applicants 

(i.e., calls from people suspected of being black are not returned). 

 

 Legal recourse. Although all of these practices are in violation of 

the Fair Housing Act of 1968, they require formal challenge by the harmed 

party before any action will be taken. But such action has seldom been 

initiated, for several reasons. First, many of the discriminatory real estate 

practices are subtle, and potential clients may not even be aware that they 

have been denied access to fair and equal housing (Galster 1990b). Second, 

even though the Fair Housing Act outlawed discriminatory practices, it 

lacked an enforcement mechanism, making it largely ineffective. Fewer 

than 30 percent of the complaints filed with HUD during the 1970s ever 

reached formal mediation, and nearly half of those remained in 

noncompliance after reconciliation efforts had terminated; only 10 percent 
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of the cases HUD could not conciliate were referred to the attorney general 

for prosecution, and very few of those were pursued. The U.S. Supreme 

Court recognized the weakness of the law, stating that "HUD has no power 

of enforcement" (Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, p. 

210),10 and that the Act's main enforcement mechanism "must be private 

suits in which… the complainants act not only on their own behalf but also 

as private attorneys-general in vindicating a policy that Congress 

considered to be of the highest priority" (p. 211). Not only was enforcement 

limited in these ways but plaintiffs could sue only for actual damages and 

up to $1,000 in punitive damages; further, they could not recover court 

costs or attorney fees unless the court judged them to be financially unable 

to cover these costs. Finally, suits had to be filed within 180 days of the 

alleged violation or 30 days of the date HUD mediation ended. Even if a 

realtor were found to be in violation of the law, the limit of 

$1,000 in punitive damages plus actual damages severely limited their 

liability (Massey and Denton 1993). 

 These limitations were partially remedied by the Fair Housing 

Amendments Act of 1989, which extended the time to file suit from 180 

days to two years. In addition, 

 

• it allowed attorney fees and court costs to be recovered; 

• it created a streamlined process for trying cases before an 

administrative law judge and empowered administrative judges to 

order full compensation for damages plus a civil fine of up to 

$10,000 for the first offense (and up to $50,000 for the third offense 

and up to $100,000 for patterned offenses); and 

• it required HUD to take a case before an administrative law judge if 

it found reasonable cause to believe discrimination occurred. 

 

The first case prosecuted under this new system was settled in six months 

and resulted in a $75,000 fine, and damages as high as $624,000 have been 

awarded in other cases. In Chicago alone, complaints rose by 35 percent 

following implementation of the legislation (Massey and Denton 1993). 

 

 Banking Practices 
 

In addition to real estate companies, banks have discriminated against home 

buyers seeking mortgages, both because of their race and the area of town 

where their property is located. Nationwide statistics show that blacks are 

turned down for home loans twice as often as whites and that high-income 

blacks are rejected at about the same rate as low-income whites (Atlanta 

Journal-Constitution, Jan. 22, 1989, 1). A more carefully controlled study 
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conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston (Munnell et al. 1992, 

cited in Leven and Sykuta 1994) considered how several factors (e.g., 

ability to repay the loan, risk of default, potential fault loss amount, 

personal characteristics of the borrower) affected loan decisions for home 

mortgages; the study found that race matters, with minorities less successful 

in securing loans. Even so, evidence concerning racial discrimination 

against individual borrowers is inconclusive (Leven and Sykuta 1994). 

 Less inconclusive is the evidence for "redlining," or withholding 

loans based on the neighborhood where the applicant's property is located.11 

Christine Klepper (1983) reports that lending institutions are much more 

likely to issue home loans to applicants buying houses in predominantly 

white areas of Chicago than to those in largely black areas. While several 

factors may account for this finding, she concludes that redlining and 

discrimination are critical.12 After the Atlanta Journal-Constitution reported 

racial disparity in mortgage loan rejection rates in 1988, other studies dug 

deeper into the issue, documenting racial disparity in cities such as 

Milwaukee, Boston, Chicago, Baltimore, Washington, D.C., and Louisville 

(see Squires 1990 for a review). 

 The Community Reinvestment Act, passed by Congress in 1977 to 

allow families in low-income neighborhoods to obtain mortgages, has done 

little to alleviate these discriminatory practices; when mortgage money has 

gone to targeted neighborhoods, it seldom goes to the poorest or the most 

disadvantaged in those neighborhoods (American Banker, Dec. 29, 1988, 

5). During the late 1980s, however, documented evidence of discrimination 

brought pressure on banks to reform these practices, and agreements have 

been negotiated in a number of cities to alleviate the disparity. The most 

com mon approach has been the creation of loan pools and community 

development funds to finance low-cost housing; for example, the Chase 

Manhattan Bank contributed $200 million to a community development 

fund in New York City. In one of the most sweeping attempts to rectify the 

problem, Wisconsin created a Fair Lending Action Committee to identify 

the reasons for racial disparity in Milwaukee and to explore ways to 

increase mortgage lending for blacks and other racial minorities. After six 

months of fact finding and contentious debate, the committee issued a 

report calling for Milwaukee area lenders to increase their loans to these 

groups (Squires 1990). 

 The major problem with these solutions is that they are strictly 

voluntary. Like the Fair Housing Act before it, the Community 

Reinvestment Act lacks any effective enforcement mechanism. Thus far, 

banks have complied, perhaps as a way of avoiding possible litigation. But 

such voluntary efforts cannot necessarily be counted on in the future. 
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 Siting Decisions 
 

Low-cost housing. Previously we saw how zoning ordinances can enforce 

residential segregation within the private sector. But equally important are 

municipal decisions concerning the location of low-income public housing 

units within the city. In St. Louis, for example, public housing was 

constructed in dilapidated and run down areas, most of it surrounded by 

abandoned buildings (Meehan 1975). In Norfolk, Philadelphia, and 

Nashville, virtually all public housing was built in already black residential 

areas; in Norfolk, elementary schools were built adjacent to each public 

housing development, reinforcing patterns of segregated schools that still 

exist (Rabin 1987). Thus, by 1962, 80 percent of all public housing 

developments in the United States were occupied exclusively by one race 

(Lief and Goering 1987). Although HUD ordered an end to this practice in 

1967, most public housing developments today still consist predominantly 

of one race. 

 Despite some claims to the contrary, public housing sites (as a rule) 

have not been selected to allow residents access to transportation, shopping, 

work, or efficient services. Rather (say many critics), they have been 

selected to keep the residents out of sight (Hartman 1975).13
 For example, 

in the late 1960s, approximately 96 percent of Cleveland's black population 

lived east of the Cuyahoga River. In an effort to break down residential 

segregation, the Cuyahoga Metropolitan Housing Authority proposed to 

construct public housing in West Cleveland, and it gained the necessary 

permits from the city council. However, in the 1971 municipal election, 

several council candidates proposed to revoke these permits in any area 

where the majority of residents opposed the project, and upon their election 

fulfilled their campaign commitment. The district court, however, 

overturned these revocations,14 arguing that the city had not demonstrated 

good cause (Johnston 1984). 

 Urban administrators, politicians, and residents often justify these 

siting policies on the basis of fiscal considerations. After all, they argue, the 

cost of land is considerably lower in dilapidated areas of the central city, 

and to maintain low rent and an adequate number of units, the city must 

concentrate housing units in these areas. But the inadequacy of this 

explanation is pointed up by the fact that most of the cost is borne by the 

federal government and that some cities (e.g., New York) even forfeited 

federal funds rather than integrate low-income housing units into middle- 

and upper-class neighborhoods.15 

 

 Health and service facilities. A final means a city may use to 

promote residential segregation (or to exclude the underclass completely) 
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involves siting policies for health and human service facilities. Many urban 

politicians and administrators have argued that it is more efficient to 

concentrate low-income families in one area because this allows them to 

take advantage of nonmobile municipal services housed nearby (e.g., 

sheltered workshops, community mental health centers, neighborhood 

health clinics, legal aid centers, drug treatment centers, day care facilities). 

A similar logic has been used to argue for the concentration of nonmobile 

municipal services around the poor (see Wolch, 1982, for a review; also see 

Dear and Wolch 1987). This circular logic creates a self-fulfilling 

prophecy, typically leading to segregated residential patterns: Those 

dependent on community-based health and human services are concentrated 

in one part of town, while the middle and upper classes are located in 

another. But, again, the public argument often masks a n1ore important 

underlying logic: Residents of middle- and upper-class neighborhoods 

usually do not want to associate with service-dependent individuals, many 

of whom are recently deinstitutionalized mental patients, ex-convicts, 

former drug addicts or alcoholics, or juvenile wards of the courts (e.g., 

Rabkin 1974), and many residents fear a reduction in property values were 

the poor (or the service delivery facilities they use) to locate in their 

neighborhoods.16 Similar arguments are advanced to keep health and 

human service facilities out of communities altogether.17  

 

 The Extent of Residential Segregation in American Cities 
 

Just how pervasive are patterns of residential segregation? According to 

most statistics, very pervasive. In 1990, for example, central city 

populations in the United States averaged 22. l percent black, compared to 

suburbs with an average of 6.9 percent black population. Studies of 

residential segregation within major U.S. metropolitan areas (summarized 

in table 16.l) show that between 1960 and 1970, little integration occurred 

(and in many cities, 1970 showed greater levels of segregation than 1960). 

By 1980, substantial movement toward integration had begun to occur in 

every city, and it continued through 1990; but even with this advance, many 

areas merely re-attained their 1960 level of integration. Even by 1990, no 

metropolitan area even approached complete integration, and a number 

(e.g., New York, Chicago, Detroit, Newark, Cleveland, Milwaukee, 

Buffalo) remained substantially segregated (Clark 1986, Harrison and 

Weinberg 1992). 

 Even though there is a substantial migration of black families 

(particularly those with middle and upper incomes) to the suburbs, this has 

not produced any dramatic shifts in the level of residential segregation in 

most metropolitan areas. The reason is that most blacks who moved out of 
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the central city went to suburbs that were predominantly black (Massey and 

Denton 1987, Hirsch 1993). Chicago is a case in point. During the past fifty 

years, Chicago has been one of the most segregated cities in the country. 

Fred Wirt and his colleagues (1972), for example, compared the 1970 racial 

composition of 147 Chicago suburbs (with over twenty-five hundred 

people). They reported nineteen (13 percent) of these to be exclusively 

white and another ninety-seven (66 percent) to contain fewer than l percent 

blacks; in only ten suburbs did they find greater than 1 1 percent blacks, 

and four of these were predominantly black (i.e., over 60 percent). By 1990, 

these figures had changed, but they still revealed substantial segregation. 

Sixty-two percent of the suburbs contained 2 percent or fewer blacks, 

compared with Chicago's central city black population of 39 percent. Also 

by 1990, fifty-four Chicago suburbs (18 percent) had black populations 

greater than l1 percent, but thirteen of these were predominantly black. 

 Although residential segregation by income is not nearly so 

pronounced (Dimond 1978), wealthy suburbs in most metropolitan areas 

have nonetheless successfully prevented the poor from moving in. For 

example, median family income among Bostonians in 1990 was $34,377, 

compared with $50,000 for those living in Boston's suburbs. More striking 

is the distribution of low-income families in the area: Fifteen percent of 

those families living in Boston had an annual income under the poverty 

threshold, compared with only 4.1 percent of those families living in 

Boston's suburbs.18 Similar trends hold for virtually all other cities in the 

Northeast and Midwest. Only in the sunbelt (e.g., Houston, Atlanta, Los 

Angeles) does the trend break down; and even there, suburban pockets of 

wealth exceed the general wealth of the central city. 
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Table 16.1  Residential Segregation Indices for 38 Selected Metropolitan Areas, 

1960-1990 
 

Dissimilarity Index
a 

 

Metropolitan Area 1960b 1970b 1980b 1990c 

New York .744 .738 .728 .815 

Low Angeles-Long Beach .892 .885 .764 .728 

Chicago .912 .912 .863 .855 

Philadelphia .771 .780 .770 .771 

Detroit .871 .889 .871 .876 

San Francisco-Oakland .794 .773 .682 .638 

Washington .777 .811 .693 .659 

Dallas .812 .869 .762 .631 

Houston .850 .784 .719 .665 

Boston .808 .793 .758 .680 

Nassau-Suffolk (NY)   .754 .761 

St. Louis .859 .865 .815 .769 

Pittsburgh .744 .745 .728 .710 

Baltimore .824 .810 .741 .713 

Minneapolis .833 .799  .618 

Atlanta .771 .817 .768 .677 

Newark .728 .788 .786 .822 

Anaheim-Santa Ana  .723 .404  
Cleveland .896 .902 .875 .850 

San Diego .795 .762 .586 .579 

Miami .895 .857 .771 .699 

Denver .846 .847 .678 .640 

Seattle .833 .781 .656 .561 

Tampa-St. Petersburg .836 .845 .773 .693 

Riverside-San Bernadine (CA)   .495 .439 

Phoenix .811 .754 .565 .502 

Milwaukee .904 .895 .834 .826 

Cincinnati .832 .818 .779 .757 

Kansas City .874 .833 .784 .725 

San Jose .656 .511 .403 .430 

Buffalo .868 .857 .796 .817 

Portland .813 .802 .680 .663 

New Orleans .650 .742 .704 .687 

Indianapolis .787 .838 .786 .742 

Columbus .761 .809 .727 .673 

San Antonio .768 .740 .545 .539 

Ft. Lauderdale-Hollywood  .949 .833 .683 

Sacramento .721 .661 .525 .556 

Median .8115 .8095 .754 .687 

a. The measure of racial segregation used here is the Racial Dissimilarity Index. It is calculated for 

geographical units (e.g., census tracts), and its specifies the percentage of blacks (or whites) that would 

have to move from their geographical location in order to achieve an equal distribution of that race across 

all subareas of the city. Thus, it ranges from 0.0 (indicating perfect integration to 1 .0 (indicating 

complete segregation). 

b. Reported in Clark (1986). 

c. Reported in Harrison and Weinberg ( 1992). 

 

Finally, we find that racial segregation is most pronounced when coupled 
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with economic segregation. For example, Farley (1995) considers the 

probability of interracial exposure (i.e., blacks and whites living in the same 

neighborhood) for people of different incomes. For low-income whites 

living in St. Louis, the exposure rate is .15, compared to exposure rates of 

.07 for middle-income whites and .02 for high-income whites. Among 

blacks, a similar (albeit reversed) pattern holds. For low-income blacks, the 

exposure rate is .17, compared to an exposure rate of .39 for middle-class 

blacks and .51 for high-income blacks. 

 

 
 

 MedianFamily 

Income 

Percent of Families Below 

Poverty Level 

Boston $34,377 15.0 

Inner Tier Suburbs   
Cambridge 39,990 7.2 
Chelsea 29,039 22.9 
Lynn 35,830 13.9 
Malden 42,099 5.5 
Medford 45,532 4.9 

Somerville 38,532 7.6 

Middle Tier 

Suburbs 
  

Arlington 52,749 3.3 
Watertown 49,467 3.2 
Belmont 61,046 2.1 
Concord 80, 184 2.1 
Revere 37,213 8.6 
Wellesley 70,030 1.3 

Outer Tier Suburbs   
Burlington 60,323 2.8 
Sudbury 84,036 0.8 
Marshfield 55,524 2.6 
Pembroke 51,033 3.5 

In general, the further from the central city, the more affluent the suburbs become. 

 

 
The implications are clear. Wealth allows blacks to attain residence in 

integrated neighborhoods, just as it allows whites to maintain residence in 

all-white neighborhoods. On the other hand, poverty forces whites to live in 

more integrated neighborhoods, and it prevents blacks from moving to 

these neighborhoods. 
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Inequality in the Criminal Justice System 

 

 The Police 
 

An individual police officer is forced to make hundreds of decisions every 

day, ranging from the mundane (e.g., whether to cite a motorist going 32 

mph in a 25 mph zone for speeding or simply issue a warning) to the 

critical (e.g., whether to shoot a suspect who may be reaching for a gun). 

While depart mental guidelines suggest appropriate behaviors for the 

officer under these and most other circumstances, the officer is typically 

offered considerable discretion in implementing these guidelines. [The 

theory of urban administration]. Even in the case of the speeding motorist, 

the officer may take into consideration a number of factors in his or her 

decision to issue a citation or a warning: the weather conditions, traffic 

flow, evidence of alcohol consumption, and the demeanor of the driver. In 

deciding whether to pull the trigger in a lifethreatening situation, the 

number of factors is much greater, and the officer must process and 

integrate all the available information in a very short time. 

 As a result, police officers tend to isolate a small number of specific 

cues (pieces of information) that they use to evaluate each type of situation 

they are likely to encounter, and they use these cues to make a decision 

(Swanson and Bolland 1983, Skolnick 1994). This reduces the complexity 

and stress of their jobs . Imagine if they had to treat each traffic citation as a 

con1pletely unique even t and evaluate a half dozen factors in their decision 

calculus. And relying on a limited number of cues may save lives in 

dangerous situations, for decisions based on one or two cues may be made 

more quickly and consistently than those based on twenty cues or more. 

 The tendency to stereotype is often inherent in these behavioral 

routines. For example, an officer's willingness to let a deferential motorist 

off with a warning while citing an argumentative and verbally abusive 

motorist may represent a belief that the former is a better, more governable 

citizen than the latter. The officer may believe that a verbally abusive 

motorist is likely to have committed other offenses for which he or she was 

not caught, and issuing a citation becomes a way of compensating for these 

other offenses. In more serious situations, the officer may view verbal 

abuse as an indicator of threat, and he or she may feel justified in taking 

more forceful action than might otherwise be warranted. 

 But this tendency to stereotype also creates a potential class bias in 
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the delivery of police services, however, for members of the underclass 

may be less deferential in their dealings with police officers than members 

of the upper and middle classes, or even the working poor (cf. Charles 

1986). Yet, this is perhaps the most important single cue in most police 

officers' decisions. Swanson and Bolland (1984) found that 69 percent of 

officers they studied relied primarily or exclusively on the deference of 

motorists suspected of drinking in deciding on what action to take. Even in 

domestic disturbances, where a number of cues (e.g., level of conflict, 

wife's condition, the presence of children, the husband's sobriety) may be 

critical in assessing the danger of the situation, 42 percent of officers 

ignored these objective indicators of threat and concentrated instead on the 

husband's deference toward them. 

 Another cue that officers use in determining their response, 

particularly in dangerous situations, is the suspect's race (Skolnick 1994). 

After all, the police may reason, blacks commit considerably more crimes 

per capita than whites, so a black suspect is more likely to be guilty than a 

white suspect (Ryan 1976). As a result, officers expect encounters with 

blacks to be more dangerous than those with whites, and their actions are 

likely to be more severe (e.g., arrest, physical restraint). In addition, their 

attitudes and actions toward blacks may be cautious and suspicious for the 

same reason. For example, the Massachusetts attorney general, 

investigating complaints of racial di crimination, found that Boston's police 

officers regularly stopped and questioned blacks without any basis for 

suspicion of wrongdoing. Several studies also show that police are more 

likely to arrest a black suspect than a white suspect in a crime, particularly 

when the evidence against the suspect is weak (for a review, see Walker et 

al. 1996). All of these practices exacerbate strained relationships between 

the black community and the police. For example, 44.8 percent of the 

complaints against New York City police officers were filed by blacks, 

even though blacks make up only 28.7 percent of the population (Walker et 

al. 1996). During the four-year period leading up to the Los Angeles riots in 

1992, there were 8,274 complaints filed against the Los Angeles Police 

Department, 24 percent involving allegations of excessive force and many 

coming from neighborhoods with high concentrations of racial and ethnic 

minorities (Fukurai et al. 1994). It should not be surprising, then, that 

almost all of the urban riots of the past twenty years (and many before that) 

have been triggered by incidents involving police. 

 

 The Courts 
 

By the same token, the courts invoke different sentencing criteria for the 

middle and upper classes than for the underclass. Among juveniles accused 
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of offenses, blacks are likely to receive harsher treatment at all stages of the 

juvenile justice process than whites accused of similar offenses (Pope and 

Feyerherm 1990, Bishop and Frazier 1988). Robert Emerson (1969) found 

that juvenile court judges determine sentencing severity largely on the basis 

of the apparent worthiness of the client; the implication of the previously 

cited studies is that race influences judgments of worthiness within the 

courts. 

 Among adults, similar patterns hold. Judges may stereotype blacks 

as less reliable and more prone to violence than whites (Walker et al. 1996); 

whether or not this is the causal factor, whites do receive more favorable 

bail decisions than blacks (Patterson and Lynch 1991) and are, therefore, 

less likely to be in prison at the time of their trial. This is important, since 

those in jail at the time of trial are more likely to be found guilty than those 

who are out on bail. Although studies of the effects of race on sentencing 

are mixed, they generally show that blacks receive longer sentences for 

certain types of crimes than do whites (see Walker et al., 1996, for a 

review). 

 Several studies also show that economic status predicts how those 

arrested for crimes are treated by the courts, with low-income and 

unemployed people more likely to be detained prior to trial than middle- or 

upper-class people; among those who are found guilty, the indigent are also 

more likely to serve prison sentences (Chiricos and Bales 1991, McCarthy 

1990; see Reiman, 1996, for a review). Not surprisingly, when an arrested 

person is both black and indigent, these biases are even more pronounced 

(Chiricos and Bales 1991). 

 

 The War on Drugs 
 

Over the past quarter century (but particularly during the past decade), 

drugs have ravaged inner-city neighborhoods. But the war on drugs has had 

no less devastating an impact on these neighborhoods. Between 30 percent 

and 60 percent of the black young-adult males living in large cities are in 

prison, on parole, or on probation (Mincy 1994, Miller 1996); and although 

they have been arrested and convicted for a variety of offenses, many are 

those caught in the expanding war on drugs.19 Nationally, blacks account 

for 39.3 percent of all drug arrests, but only 12.5 percent of the U.S. 

population. This, by itself, does not indicate bias in police practices. But 

other statistics indicate that blacks are only slightly more likely to use drugs 

than are whites (Walker et al. 1996); this, coupled with evidence of 

selective enforcement of the drug laws, suggests that blacks, and 

particularly blacks living in ghetto neighborhoods, are at particular risk of 

being arrested for drug-related offenses. Walker, Spohn, and DeLone 
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(1996) describe several police operations notable for their infringement of 

minority rights. One of these was Operation Hammer, launched by the Los 

Angeles Police Department in 1989. Up to one thousand officers each night 

went into innercity neighborhoods to conduct street sweeps in a search for 

illegal activities, contraband, or drugs. Thousands of people, mostly gang 

members and all black or Hispanic, were arrested (most based on little or 

no evidence of wrongdoing). 

 Although such large operations are unusual, ghetto neighborhoods 

in virtually all cities are subject to frequent police patrols, and black males 

in these neighborhoods are often the target of intense surveillance and 

aggressive questioning (Miller 1996). This increased attention to drugs has 

had important implications for one type of underclass neighborhood: public 

housing. In 1996, President Clinton directed HUD to implement a policy 

which became known as "One Strike and You're Out." Under the One 

Strike policy, police and other law enforcement agencies are directed to 

inform local housing authorities of any criminal activity of its tenants 

(including use or possession of drugs); armed with this information, the 

local housing authority is required to evict anyone it has reasonable grounds 

to believe is using drugs. The "reasonable grounds" clause is much weaker 

than the "reasonable doubt" criterion required to convict a person in court 

of a crime. Thus, a tenant may be evicted even though the evidence of drug 

use is either weak or was obtained under an illegal search. In addition, 

HUD has interpreted the law to mean that each tenant is responsible for all 

that happens in his or her apartment; thus, even though the tenant may not 

have used drugs, he or she can be evicted if a family member or a visitor is 

caught doing so. The One Strike policy has been vigorously implemented 

by many local housing authorities, and in some neighborhoods, it has been 

used to evict a substantial proportion of tenants. 

 In addition to HUD's One Strike policy, a number of local housing 

authorities are working with police departments to establish and 

aggressively enforce a criminal trespass policy. In some cities, the local 

housing authority has authorized police to issue a verbal trespass warning to 

any nonresident who is loitering on housing authority property or who the 

police suspect of being involved in any drug-related activity. Once a 

warning has been issued, the warned person is prohibited from returning to 

the public housing neighborhood for a period of twelve months; if the 

person is apprehended on housing authority property during that period (for 

whatever reason), he or she is arrested. 

 All of these activities, which are part of the War on Drugs, have had 

a disruptive impact on underclass neighborhoods in general and public 

housing neighborhoods in particular. In their efforts to lead drug-free lives 

and to protect their children from drugs and drug dealers, many residents 
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welcome the war on drugs. But many others resent what they feel is the 

menacing presence of increased police surveillance. They worry that they 

may get caught for doing something illegal; and because of the increased 

police surveillance in their neighborhood, their worry is well founded. In 

addition, public housing residents worry that they may be evicted if they, 

their children, or visiting friends are caught using drugs. Neighbors become 

potential informants, further breaking down a fragile web of relationships 

that makes the neighbor hood a community. 

 

Inequality in Health Care 
 

Across the United States, approximately 30 million people are covered by 

Medicaid and another 40 million are uninsured.20 As recently as 1991, their 

access to health services was quite limited, primarily because almost no 

private physicians would treat either group. Their health care options were 

therefore limited to "safety net" providers: city/county health departments, 

public hospitals, and federally funded community health centers. 

Unfortunately, not all urban residents have easy access to these facilities, 

and those using some types of public facilities receive inferior services; for 

example, the hallmarks of hospital-based primary care are excessive 

waiting times (three to four hours) and lack of continuity in care, with most 

patients never seeing the same physician twice (Ginzberg 1994). 

 Beginning in about 1994, however, many private physicians began 

serving Medicaid patients (and, in fact, actively competing for their 

business).21 The result has been generally positive for those covered by 

Medicaid. A 1995 survey of health care consumers in fifteen cities 

(Knickman et al. 1996) showed that 58 percent of Medicaid patients 

believed that their ability to get care had increased during the previous three 

years and 57.6 percent believed that the quality of care they received had 

improved during that same period. 

 But the consequences of this shift for the medically indigent have 

been less happy. For example, most safety net providers use revenue from 

Medicaid and private insurance to underwrite the costs of providing care to 

the uninsured (Lipson and Naierman 1996). Bu t with increased 

competition from the private sector, many public health providers have lost 

a substantial segment of their Medicaid patients. This has led many 

cityIcounty health departments to abandon their primary care programs 

altogether and return to their traditional public health mission (e.g., 

protecting environmental health, monitoring infectious disease, and health 

promotion). Public hospitals have also felt the pinch of declining Medicaid 

patients, and they have responded by buying established primary care 
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clinics or by setting up Health Maintenance Organizations (Lipson and 

Naierman 1996). Both of these strategies are intended to attract insured 

(including Medicaid) patients, but both divert resources that had previously 

been used to serve the uninsured. Community health centers have also 

responded by reorganizing their services to make them more attractive to 

insured clients, but in doing so, they too have lost some of their capacity to 

serve the uninsured. 

 In addition to these changes, several factors threaten the future 

access of the uninsured to medical services. First, hospitals that had 

voluntarily admitted uninsured patients to their emergency rooms are 

finding that the cost of doing so is prohibitive. In Chicago alone, eleven 

voluntary hospitals located in the inner city have closed in recent years 

because of the financial burden imposed by uncompensated patient care 

(Ginzberg 1994). Second, fewer and fewer physicians are even practicing in 

low-income neighborhoods; physician-to-population ratios in inner-city 

neighborhoods are worse than 1:10,000, compared with ratios of 1:300 in 

the more affluent suburbs. To further complicate the situation, many of the 

physicians serving poor neighborhoods are graduates of foreign medical 

schools who have limited professional competence and who lack the 

language skills to enable them to communicate effectively with their 

patients (Ginzberg 1994).22
 Third, andperhaps most important, 

governmental support for safety net providers has declined over time. The 

most obvious source of concern is public hospitals, which are typically 

funded by municipal or county governments. Given the fiscal vulnerability 

of most large cities, public hospitals face a constant threat of budgetary 

cutbacks (and in some cases, closure). Less dramatic, but no less important, 

federal funding for community health centers has been steadily eroded by 

inflation. In both cases, sound financial management demands that non-

revenue-producing services (including free care for the uninsured) be 

carefully considered for elimination. All of these factors are no doubt 

reflected in responses to the 1995 survey of health consumers cited earlier. 

Whereas 37 percent of uninsured respondents felt that their access to health 

services had increased during the previous three years, 43 percent felt that it 

had gotten worse. 

 

Geographical Disparities in the Distribution of 

Urban Services within Cities 

 

 The Shaw Decision 

In 1971, the U.S. Fifth Circuit Court decided Hawkins v. Town of Shaw,23 

concluding that Shaw, Mississippi, was engaged in a racially motivated 
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denial of equal rights in its provision of street, water, and sewer services to 

its residents. The statistics clearly demonstrate the disparity in service 

provision to whites and blacks (Merget and Wolff 1976). For example, 

 

 56 percent of the roads in black neighborhoods were unpaved, 

compared with 3 percent of the roads in white neighborhoods; 

 19 percent of black homes were not served by sanitary sewer 

lines, compared with 1 percent of white homes; 

 51 percent of white homes were located on roads served by storm 

sewers, compared with no black homes; 

 98 percent of the homes located on unpaved roads were occupied 

by blacks; 

 most fire hydrants and traffic signals were located in white 

residential areas. 

 

The Shaw decision was touted as a landmark case,24
 serving notice to 

municipal governments that the delivery of sharply different quantities or 

qualities of services to black and white neighborhoods would not be 

tolerated under the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

However, it largely failed to live up to expectations (Lineberry 1984). 

 

 Tests of the Underclass Hypothesis 
 

Lineberry (1984, 189) attributes this failure, in part, to the inherent lack of 

precedent in the Shaw case. The blatant inequality in Shaw was "more 

reminiscent of the Jim Crow era than representative of the intricate, subtle, 

and difficult-to-measure patterns of service delivery in a large, complex, 

urban system." In an effort to test the "underclass hypothesis,"25 Lineberry 

(1977) explored these intricate, subtle, and difficult-to-measure patterns in 

the fire and library services offered by San Antonio. While he found clear 

variation in the quality and quantity of services received by various 

neighborhoods across the city, he found no consistent bias against any 

group or area across services. Lineberry terms this variation "unpatterned 

inequality." Further, he found that low-income and minority neighborhoods 

actually receive better fire and library services than higher-income and 

white neighborhoods. And while he urges caution in the interpretation of 

these results, he also suggests that they cast doubt on the generality of the 

conditions the court discovered in Shaw. 

 Like Lineberry, other researchers have studied the allocation of 

urban services among neighborhoods, with similar findings. Researchers 

studying the distribution of services relating to libraries (e.g., Martin 1969, 

Levy et al. 1974, Mladenka and Hill 1977), parks (e.g., Mladenka and Hill 



 

The Urban Web 

 
24 

1977), education (e.g., Baron 1971, Levy et al. 1974), police (e.g., Block 

1974, Coulter 1980), streets (Boots et al. 1972), housing inspection (e.g., 

Nivola 1978), and fire (Coulter 1978) have found overwhelmingly that (a) 

resources are distributed in a manner that does not discriminate against poor 

and black neighborhoods; (b) variation in resources allocated to 

neighborhoods are inevitable, but tend to be unpatterned; and (c) these 

variations are just as likely (or more likely) to favor poor neighborhoods as 

rich neighborhoods. Urban administrators, it would seem, bend over 

backward to guarantee that the allocation of services within the city does 

not discriminate against low-income neighborhoods.26  

 

 The Underclass Hypothesis Reconsidered 
 

With this accumulation of evidence, it might seem reasonable to lay the 

underclass hypothesis to rest and to conclude that Shaw, Mississippi was, 

indeed, an anomaly. Yet, several factors keep the underclass hypothesis 

alive. First, even in situations where allocation decisions are based on 

nondiscriminatory factors, the decisions may have unexpected 

consequences that bias the delivery of services in an inequitable direction. 

For example, Frank Levy and his colleagues (1974) found allocation 

decisions for streets and libraries in Oakland that, on the surface, seem 

equitable. They found highway funds to be allocated according to patterns 

of traffic volume, traffic flow, and accident rates, and library resources to 

be allocated according to circulation rates and other professional norms. 

But while these criteria may be legitimate guidelines, they may also affect 

the distribution of resources in unintended ways. The criteria for allocating 

highway funds, coupled with legal requirements for the use of gasoline tax 

revenue, results in the allocation of funds primarily to freeways and cross-

town arterials. These allocation guidelines primarily benefit upper- and 

middle-class residents of the city's outlying neighborhoods and suburbs. 

And while the criteria for allocating library resources primarily benefit the 

central library (which, in turn, benefits poor central-area neighborhoods as 

well as upper- and middle-class professionals employed in the downtown 

area), they also disproportionately benefit branch libraries located in more 

affluent neighborhoods. 

 This pattern of allocations raises an important equity question. 

Seldom should we expect to find a case where the delivery of services 

discriminates so clearly as in Shaw, Mississippi, and therefore we should 

not be surprised that the Shaw precedent has not controlled other cases. Yet, 

what would on the surface seem to be rational and equitable criteria for 

allocating resources may create subtle but important biases in the delivery 

of services. For example, would a municipal decision to concentrate books 



Urban Services and Concentrated Poverty 

 
25 

in branch libraries serving the better-educated (and more affluent) parts of 

town constitute discrimination? Or would a decision to locate the newest 

fire equipment in a station serving the most valuable houses (which would 

represent the greatest actuarial loss were they to burn) violate the equal 

protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment? Or would a decision to 

locate golf courses on the outskirts of the city, where land values (and the 

cost of construction) are considerably lower, be inappropriate? Certainly, a 

strong case could be made for an affirmative answer to all three questions. 

 But consider Bryan Jones' (1980) study of services in Detroit: While 

he found little class bias in the allocation of service resources across 

neighborhoods, he found that outcomes of services tend to favor more 

affluent and white outlying neighborhoods over inner-city black 

neighborhoods. For instance, predominantly black, inner-city 

neighborhoods experience less satisfactory services related to 

environmental enforcement (e.g., control of litter, weeds, rodents, and so 

forth), garbage collection, and building inspection and code enforcement 

than more affluent neighborhoods on the city's periphery. Yet, in no case is 

this discrepancy due to an inequitable distribution of resources among these 

neighborhoods; in fact, the inner-city neighborhoods often received greater 

per-capita allocations than the outlying neighborhoods. Rather, 

discrepancies result from two other causes. First, inner-city neighborhoods 

have different and more complex needs than outer neighborhoods. For 

example, agencies enforcing building codes are less likely to obtain 

compliance with their citations in inner-city neighborhoods because 

absentee landlords, who own much of the housing, are more difficult to 

locate and more willing to abandon their buildings rather than pay for 

costly repairs. 

 Second, service providers often engage in discriminatory practices. 

For example, more uncollected garbage accumulates in inner-city 

neighborhoods than in outlying neighborhoods. The most likely explanation 

is that the super vision of garbage collection crews in black neighborhoods 

is more lax than in white neighborhoods. Thus, by asking a different 

question of his data, Jones draws different conclusions than his counterparts 

studying other cities. That question, for the most part, turns on the issue of 

need. 

 

 Distribution of Services on the Basis of Need 
 

Richard Rich (1982) argues that the locational service-delivery question 

(i.e., where are service to be allocated?) should be preceded by a more 

important question: Which services are to be provided? By concentrating on 

the former rather than the latter question, researchers may bias their 
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conclusions about equity, much in the way that Jones demonstrates in his 

study of Detroit. Rich argues that most urban expenditures are tied to 

distributional policies, directed at services that yield roughly equal benefits 

across all social classes, including public safety, education, roads, parks, 

and garbage collection. Yet, such expenditures, he concludes, serve to 

perpetuate the current distribution of wealth in the community. Only 

through re-distributional policies, aimed at concentrating services in those 

areas where they are most needed, can the current distribution of wealth and 

opportunity-the cycle of poverty-be disrupted.27  

 If we examine the distribution of services according to this need-

based standard of equity, we come to conclusions different from those 

reached by researchers employing an equal-distribution standard of equity. 

In a study of the distribution of four services (police protection, parks and 

recreation, public education, and garbage collection) relative to need in 

fifteen major cities, Doh Shin (1982) found strong evidence of inequity. His 

results show that in all fifteen cities, all-white and mostly white 

neighborhoods receive the most favorable police protection relative to need, 

while all-black and mostly black neighborhoods fa re least well. He 

obtained similar results for other services. In a complementary finding, 

Terrence Jones (1982) shows that in St. Louis, transition neighborhoods 

whose populations are rapidly changing from white to black receive the 

least favorable services, while those that remain white (or that change 

slowly) receive the most favorable services. 

 

 Other Examples of Geographical Inequity 
 

Other examples of inequity—relative to need—are readily identified, 

although we will consider them here in a cursory manner. The high crime 

rate and the high incidence of fires in inner-city neighborhoods, for 

instance, may suggest that the equal allocation of resources throughout the 

city is inadequate; to achieve equitable outcomes, substantially higher 

allocations of public safety resources may be required for the inner city. 

The lack of yards for most families living in the inner city suggests that 

more playgrounds would, at best, merely equalize the recreational 

opportunity for inner-city youths. And while enormous funds are spent to 

build and repair streets, equity in transportation can be achieved only by 

improving the city's public transit capability—since the poor have fewer 

cars than the middle class. 

 It is unlikely that cities will reverse these trends in the near future, 

for services that exclusively (or even disproportionately) benefit the poor 

are politically unpopular. After all, it was popular sentiment against public 

assistance programs that fueled support for Proposition 13 in California and 
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similar tax revolts across the country. In short, services that provide equal 

benefits to all (even if the benefits they provide are "more equal" in richer 

neighborhoods) are popular with the middle and upper classes, while those 

aimed at redistributing wealth generate controversy. 

 With the notable exception of education, the courts have been 

concerned more with equity in the distribution of services than with 

equality in the achievement of outcomes. For example, in Beal v. Lindsay,28
 

blacks and Puerto Ricans argued that parks in the Bronx were not 

maintained at a level conm1ensurate with parks in predominantly white 

neighborhoods. While city officials did not dispute this point, they 

countered that the discrepancy was due to vandalism rather than neglect. 

The court sided with the city, finding that the city had met its obligations by 

providing equal levels of services, even though equal outcomes were not 

attained (Johnston 1984). 

 

Intercity Disparities in the Delivery of Urban 

Services 
 

Earlier in this chapter, we saw the potential impact school busing can have 

on white flight from the central cities. Whether this is cause and effect, or 

whether it is simply coincident with the great suburban migration can, for 

present purposes, be set aside. What is important is that central cities are 

losing a substantial portion of their tax base to the suburbs. This, in turn, 

puts fiscal pressure on cities to raise taxes, cut services, or both—which in 

turn, can lead to even greater flight to the suburbs (Hill et al. 1995). 

Unfortunately, those who are least able to join the suburban migration (i.e., 

those residing in underclass neighborhoods) are also likely to be in greatest 

need of services and least able to pay for them. The potential for bias in the 

availability and cost of services is obvious. 

 We need not look far to find the first vestiges of bias in the 

differential taxation and expenditure rates among cities within the 

metropolitan patchwork. Over the past twenty years, suburban residents 

have fared better than their central city neighbors in the delivery of services 

and the price they pay for those services. Not surprisingly, income is higher 

in the suburbs. In 1987, the per capita income among residents in a typical 

large central city was only 85.9 percent of the per capita income among 

people living in its suburbs (Dearborn et al. 1992). This represents an 

absolute per capita discrepancy of nearly $2,000. Consider one example, 

shown in table 16.2. The city of Baltimore has a median family income 

equal to $28,217; however, three suburban counties around Baltimore have 

median family income equal to $44,505 (Baltimore County), $61,088 
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(Howard County), and $61,988 (Montgomery County). We should not find 

this discrepancy surprising, given the earlier discussion of the demography 

of poverty, but it does have important implications for the delivery of 

services. 

 First, the lower income in the central city is an indicator of greater 

need for services. For example, the greater prevalence of crime and fires in 

the central city suggests a greater need for public safety services, and the 

greater population density suggests a greater need for parks and recreation 

services. The greater prevalence of poverty suggests a greater need for 

health and human services, for publicly funded day-care facilities, and for 

public housing. And lower levels of educational achievement in the central 

cities, coupled with higher drop-out rates, suggests a greater need for 

compensatory and alternative educational services. These are all reflected 

in the statistics for Baltimore and its surrounding counties reported in table 

16.2; substantial disparities exist between Baltimore and its suburbs in teen 

pregnancy, drop-out, educational attainment, unemployment, and crime 

rates.29
 Further, a number of central cities partially support municipal 

colleges and technical schools that service the entire metropolitan area. In 

addition, central cities are typically older than the suburbs, and hence their 

physical infrastructure (roads, bridges, sewers) is more likely to demand 

costly repair. Finally, as the hub of the metropolitan area, the central city 

often provides a repertoire of municipally supported cultural attractions 

(e.g., civic operas and symphonies; zoos; museums; repertory theaters) that 

service the entire metropolitan area. 

Taken together, these factors place a substantially higher demand on the 

budgets of the central cities than on their suburban neighbors30
; in the past, 

 

Table 16.2  Disparity in Income, Expenditures, and Need in Metropolitan Baltimore 
 

Baltimore City Baltimore 

County 

Howard 

County 

Montgomery 

County 

Population 736,014 692, 134 187,328 757,027 

Median family income $28,217 $44,502 $61,088 $61,988 

Per capita income $11,994 $18,658 $22 ,704 $25,591 

Per capita taxes 902 $764 $904 $1, 152 

Tax burden 7.5% 4. 1% 4.0% 4.5% 

Per capita gen eral expenditure $1 ,751 $1 ,573 $1,813 $2,016 

per capita expenditure for police protection $209 $105 $94 $107 

per capita expenditure for fire protection $113 $66 $70 $80 

per capita general expenditure for parks $66 $25 $55 $106 

per capita general expenditure for libraries $20 $37 $33 $26 

per capita general expenditure for education $730 $889 $1,274 $1,155 

per pupil educational expenditure $4,947 $6,220 $6,695 $7,591 

Instructional staff per 1 ,000 students 57.4 64.9 64 62.8 

Families living in poverty 17 .8% 3.8% 2.2% 2 .7% 

Children in poverty 31 .3% 6.6% 3.5% 4 .9% 
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Birthrate (girls under 15) 5.3 0. 1 0.6 0.8 

Birthrate (girls 15-17) 96.8 19.8 11.8 14.8 

Crime rate (per 100,000 people) 11,371 6,650 4,757 4,517 

Annual high school dropout rate 7.0% 3. 1% 1 .4% 1.8% 

Adults with college degrees 15.5% 25.0% 46.9% 49 .9% 

Un employment rate 9.4% 5.7% 4. 1% 3.3% 

SOURCE: lmbroscio et al. (l 995); U.S. Department of Commerce, County-City Data Book (1994); U.S. 

Department of Commerce, City Government Finances: 1991-1992; U.S. Department of Commerce, 

County Government Finances: 1991-92. 

 

central cities spent more per capita than their suburbs on services (ACIR 

1984). But over the past two decades, the tax base of many central cities 

has eroded, reducing their ability to fund needed services (Ladd 1994; see 

Dearborn et al., 1992, for a city-by-city analysis of fiscal strain). In 

contrast, the economic health of the suburbs is better than ever, and today 

their per capita expenditures generally exceed those of the central cities-

despite the greater need for services in the central cities. Data from 

Baltimore and its surrounding counties (table 16.2) demonstrates the 

disparity in expenditures, particularly in education. Despite this disparity in 

expenditures, residents of central cities pay a higher percentage of the 

income in municipal taxes than their suburban counterparts. For example, 

the tax burden for residents of Baltimore stands at 7.5 percent, compared 

with around 4 percent in the surrounding counties (table 16.2).31 

 To restate the argument, residents of central cities must tax 

themselves at a higher rate than suburban residents simply to generate the 

same revenue level and at a substantially higher rate to generate sufficient 

revenue to address their special needs. Yet, given the discrepancy in 

income, even a comparable tax burden would be regressive, and the higher 

tax burden in the central city is severely regressive. This creates a paradox 

that is partially responsible for the white (and affluent) flight to the suburbs. 

The higher the tax burden within the central cities, the more likely the 

middle and upper classes are to vote with their feet, packing up and moving 

to the suburbs; but the more the tax base erodes through such flight, the 

greater the tax burden becomes on those who remain. 

 Except in cases of metropolitan consolidation, there have been few 

attempts to equalize spending patterns between central cities and suburbs. 

But there have been such attempts in education, and they have met with 

mixed success. Although the role of the federal government and the states 

in funding local education has increased since 1960,32
 the principal criterion 

in allocation decisions has not always been need; in fact, during the 1970s, 

suburban school districts actually received more aid per capita than did 

central city school districts. Not until 1981 did per capita aid to the central 

cities and the suburbs equalize. The issue of equalization has been 

contested in the courts with mixed results. One case grew out of the 
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disparity between the Edgewood School District, located in San Antonio's 

inner city and the Alamo Heights School District, located in one of its 

suburbs. In 1971, Edgewood spent $356 per pupil ($26 from local taxes, 

$222 from state funds, and $108 from federal funds), compared with $594 

per pupil in Alamo Heights ($333 from local taxes, $225 from state funds, 

and $36 from federal funds), even though Edgewood citizens were taxed at 

a much higher rate than their Alamo Heights counterparts. This disparity 

became the basis for a suit claiming that the Texas school system 

discriminates against the poor. However, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 

Texas policy did not violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment.33  Although states are not allowed to provide fewer funds to 

poor school districts than to wealthy districts, they are not required to 

compensate for district wealth by providing more funds to the poorer 

districts (Johnston 1984). However, the California Supreme Court ruled that 

financing local education with local property taxes was inherently 

inequitable and that the state must develop a more equitable funding 

scheme.34
 State courts in ten other states (including Kentucky, Alabama, 

Tennessee, New Jersey, and Massachusetts) have issued similar rulings 

during the 1980s and the 1990s, requiring that state distribution of funds 

acknowledge the disparity in wealth among individual school districts 

(Underwood 1995; see also Morgan et al., 1995, for a detailed analysis of 

the Alabama case). But state courts in six other states (including Kansas, 

Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Virginia) have turned down equity finance 

cases. 

 Put differently, equalization through state aid means different things 

in different states, and accordingly, wide variation exists in the distribution 

of state educational funds to suburbs and central cities across metropolitan 

areas. As of 1981, educational aid to central cities in most northeastern and 

mid-western metropolitan areas exceeded that to suburbs, sometimes by a 

considerable amount. In the South and the West, however, the trend was 

reversed, with aid to the suburbs often exceeding that to the central cities. 

Although this regional variation can be explained at least partially by 

differences in central city need (i.e., central cities in the South and West are 

wealthier in comparison to their suburbs than those in the Northeast and 

Midwest), part of the explanation may also be attributed to regional 

differences in the perceived role of the central city in the metropolitan area. 

In the Northeast and Midwest, for example, central cities are held in high 

esteem as the cultural, professional, financial, and commercial center of the 

metropolis, with the suburbs serving largely as "bed room communities." 

Money invested in the central city for education as well as other services 

represents a commitment to the quality of life for the entire metropolis. In 

the South and West, however, suburbs have largely taken over the 



Urban Services and Concentrated Poverty 

 
31 

professional and commercial functions of the metropolis, thus reducing the 

commitment to preserving the central city for its own sake. 

 

Poverty and Urban Policies 
 

Issues of equity and fairness in urban service delivery once again turn us 

back to a consideration of poverty in the cities. And from there, it is only a 

short step to the topic that awaits us next: What are cities doing to meet the 

challenges and problems that presently confront them? 

 

 

                                                           
1  

For Southies, resentment against forced integration later found another target: 

defiance of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) order 

that the Boston Housing Authority admit black families to its 18,000 apartments. As 

of Spring 1988, a review by HUD found that the Boston Housing Authority had 

"systematically excluded" blacks from units in South Boston ( Time, April  4, 1988). 

 
2 Denver provides a typical example of the impact of suburban migration and the 

problems of interpretation it presents. In 1995, about 28,000 Latinos and 13,000 

blacks were enrolled in Denver's public schools together with 18,000 whites; white 

enrollment is down from around 63,000 whites in the year before busing began (The 

Economist, Sept. 30, 1995). But, as in other cities, it is difficult to ascertain how 

much of this white flight is due to school busing and how much is due to other social 

forces contributing to sub urbanization. 

 
3 Not only are schools re-segregating due to demographic trends, they are also re-

segregating with the blessing of the Supreme Court. During the 1960s, Oklahoma 

City had implemented a court-ordered desegregation plan that involved redrawing 

school boundaries; in the 1970s, upon further review, the Court ordered busing to 

achieve desegregation. In 1991, the Court ruled in Board of Education of Oklahoma 

City v. Dowell (111 S. Ct. 630) that the city had achieved desegregation and allowed 

a return to neighborhood schools-and the inevitable re-segregation that will be 

caused by the  segregated  housing patterns  that  exist  there  (Armor  1995). 

 
4 Often, these stereotypes are not motivated by overt racial or class considerations, 

but their implications for race and class are nonetheless important. For example, 

Oakes et al. (1992) cite one administrator who felt that students in "strong, two-

parent families" would do better in academic classes; this, of course, is much more 

common in white and middle-class families than in black or underclass families. 

 
5 Even when ability (as measured by standardized test scores) is held constant, 

differential assignments to vocational and academic classes occur. In one set of 

schools she studied, Oakes (1995) found that among students scoring above the 
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ninetieth percentile, 56 percent of Hispanics, 93 percent of whites, and 97 percent of 

Asians were placed in accelerated classes. Data from the late 1980s (Wheelock 1992) 

show that overall, black, Hispanic, Native American, and low-income eighth graders 

are twice as likely as white or upper-income eighth  graders  to  be  in  a  remedial  

math  class. 

 
6 In their seminal study, which they published as Pygmalion in the Classroom, Robert 

Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson (1968) exan1ined the impact of teacher expectations 

on second grade students in San Francisco. They identified two groups of second 

grade students, ostensibly based on their first grade achievement test scores but in 

reality based on random assignment. Thus, while one group of students was 

identified as "academic spurters" and the other group as "ordinary students," the two 

groups were, in reality, no different in academic ability or achievement. Rosenthal 

and Jacobson shared these classifications with second grade teachers. At the end of 

the school year, student achievement levels were again measured, and the "academic 

spurters" outperformed the "ordinary students." Since at the beginning of the year 

these two groups were identical in academic ability, the only explanation for the 

change was differential teacher behavior toward the students. 

 
7 Jones v. Alfred Mayer Co., 392 US 409. 

 
8 The Fair Housing Act made it unlawful  to "refuse to sell  or rent after the  making 

of a bona fide offer, or to refuse to negotiate for the sale or rental of, or otherwise 

make unavailable or deny, a  dwelling to any person because of race, color, religion , 

or national origin ." However, the law offered an important loophole, by 

distinguishing between a strictly private act of discrimination (i.e., individuals selling 

private residences) and one relying on public resources of any kind (e.g., individuals 

selling residences through the use of real estate firms, the media, agents, mail, or 

posted notices). Under the law, the former acts are exempted, while the latter are 

prohibited. Note the similarity between this private-public distinction and the one 

used to define politics in chapter 5. One implication is that nonpolitical acts of 

discrimination are tolerated, while political acts of discrimination are not. For a 

useful discussion of the 1968 Fair Housing Act, see Arkes (1981). 

 
9 One commonly invoked explanation for residential segregation in the United States 

is that blacks prefer to live in segregated areas (e.g., Coleman 1979). However, 

several studies (summarized by Darden 1987; also see Yinger 1987) cast doubt on 

this conclusion; for example, a 1980 HUD survey found that 57 percent of blacks and 

46 percent of Hispanics preferred a neighborhood that was half white and half 

minority. Darden (1983) explains the continuing popularity of the segregation-by-

choice hypothesis by suggesting that it provides a rationale for maintaining the status 

quo and delaying or preventing residential integration. He suggests that its advocates, 

in drawing parallels to the white European immigrant groups who clustered together 

to enjoy a common linguistic, cultural, or religious tradition, fail to understand that 

blacks are drawn together not by choice but as an involuntary adaptation of white 

discrimination; and once together, they do not share a conm1on culture so much as a 
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common set of grievances. When it does occur, minorities' preference for segregated 

housing may reflect their concern about white reactions to them as neighbors—

including physical violence and threats to themselves, their homes, and their families 

(Chandler 1992; see Krumholz, 1992, for a discussion of such violence in Cleveland 

and Chicago). 

 
10 409 US 205 (1972); see also Gladstone Realtors v. Village of Bellwood (441 US 

91, 1979) 
11 The term "redlining" derives from the early practices of the Home Owners Loan 

Corporation (HOLC), a federal agency created in the 1930s to provide funds for 

refinancing urban mortgages in danger of default. HOLC developed a rating system 

to evaluate risks associated with loans made to specific urban neighborhoods. Four 

categories of neighborhood quality were established, and the lowest was coded with 

the color red (Massey and Denton 1993). Since then, bankers have used the practice 

of marking out an area on a map in red, thereby designating it as a high-risk 

investment area. 

 
12 In addition to home loans, small business loans have sometimes been turned down 

on the basis of the applicant's race. In a study of small, established businesses asking 

for short-term loans, Ando (1988, cited in Bates 1993) found that black-owned 

businesses are more likely to be turned down than businesses owned by whites, even 

when their credit risks are equivalent. Whereas 61.7 percent of loans to black-owned 

businesses were approved, 89.9 percent of loans to white-owned businesses were 

approved. Part of the reason for the discrepancy was the location of the business, 

causing many newer black enterprises to avoid the inner cities and locate instead in 

central business districts or in outlying suburbs (see Bates 1993 for a discussion). 

 
13 In contrast, public housing for the elderly has been better located, more attractive, 

and more livable (Hartman 1975). This again suggests a class bias in urban public 

policy: the plight of the younger and middle-aged poor is of their own making 

(assumes the policy), and they should be held accountable while the plight of the 

elderly poor is due to the aging process, which they cannot control. 

 
14 Another example of the politics of public housing and racial segregation occurred 

in Philadelphia (Rabin 1987). In 1959, the Whitman neighborhood in Southeast 

Philadelphia was cleared to provide space for a public housing site; the neighborhood 

had been predominantly black, and displaced residents moved into a nearby 

predominantly white neighborhood. Philadelphia then obtained federal approval to 

clear and rehabilitate about one hundred dwelling units in this neighborhood, every 

one of them occupied by a black household.  Then, encouraged by Mayoral candidate 

Frank Rizzo, the neighborhood mounted a vociferous and often violent campaign to 

prevent the public housing units from being built, claiming that it would bring blacks 

into an all-white neighborhood. Construction was delayed for more than twenty years 

until a federal judge ordered that the public housing be built. 

 
15 Palley and Palley (1981) report that during the late 1960s, the Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development developed policies that encouraged cities to scatter 

low income housing units throughout middle-income neighborhoods  rather  than  

concentrating them in poor neighborhoods. By the early 1970s, and in response to a 

specific HUD directive, New York City planned to locate 840 low-income housing 

units in Forest Hills, a white, middle-income section of Queens. However, this 

proposal generated considerable protest among Forest Hills residents, and the city 

scaled back its proposal to 432 units, 180 of which were designated for the elderly 

(who were more acceptable to community residents). As a result, the city was 

required to contribute a substantial portion of the construction costs of these housing 

units. Mario Cuomo (later to become governor of New York), who negotiated the 

compromise between city officials and community representatives, has set down a 

complete description of the project and its controversies (Cuomo 1975). 

 
16 In fact, few of these concerns about property values are warranted. Numerous 

studies have failed to discover any significant effects of facility siting on either 

market activity or property values (see Wolch 1982 for a  review). 

 
17 People object not just to human service facilities in their neighborhoods, but to 

virtually all public facilities. Christopher Smith (1980) found that out of twenty-eight 

such facilities, urban residents wanted none located on their block, only one—a 

park—on the next block, and only two—an an elementary school and a public 

library—within their neighborhood. 

 
18 A geographical analysis of the distribution of income in Boston and its suburbs 

(first reported by Dimond 1978 and updated from the 1990 census) is even more 

revealing. 

 
19 Since the 1960s, the number of drug-related arrests has increased dramatically, 

from 162,000 in 1968 to 569,000 in 1977 and 1,150,000 in 1989. By 1992, 59 

percent of inmates in federal prisons had drug offenses as their most serious crime 

(Reiman 1996). 

 
20 Overall, 14.7 percent of the population is without medical insurance, and 11.2 

percent are covered by Medicaid. Among those living in poverty, the uninsured rate 

is 28.5 percent and the Medicaid rate is 47.2 percent; among adult males living in 

poverty, the uninsured rate is over 45 percent, while the Medicaid rate is 23.7 

percent. 

 
21 The reasons for this shift are primarily economic in nature and quite complex. 

Suffice it to say that they center around the uncertainty created by the health care 

reform legislation initiated by the Clinton administration and defeated by Congress in  

1994 and by movement in  the states toward a capitated managed-care  system for 

Medicaid  patients. 

 
22 The situation apparently has not changed much since the 1960s, when inner city 

Chicago neighborhoods had only 10 percent of the physicians they needed and most 
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of those lacked the credentials to adn1it patients to hospitals (De Vise 1973). 

 
23437 F.2d  1286. 

 
24 Several other cases, decided during the same time period, set similar precedents for 

the equal distribution of urban services (e.g., Hadnott v. City of Pratville, 309 FSupp 

967, 1970; Farmworkers of Florida Housing Project Inc. v. City of Delray Beach, 

493 F2d 799, 1974). However, some cities decided to discontinue the services rather 

than provide them on an equitable basis. For example, in 1962 Jackson, Mississippi, 

operated five swimming pools, four designated for whites and one for blacks. Rather 

than comply with a desegregation order, however, it chose to close four of the pools 

and revert the lease of the other to the YMCA, which operated it for whites only. The 

U.S. Supreme Court, in Palmer v. Thompson (403 US 21 7, 1971), upheld the 

constitutionality of that action. See Johnston (1984) for a discussion of these and 

related cases. 

 
25 This hypothesis states that neighborhoods that are poorer, or have large shares of 

minority residents, or are politically unorganized receive less in services for their tax 

dollars than advantaged neighborhoods. 

 
26 Several researchers, however, show results that contradict those reported above 

(e.g., Bolotin and Cingranelli  1983, Koehler and Wrightson  1987). 

 
27 This represents yet another manifestation of the different ideological perspectives 

that largely shape urban policy. 

 
28 468 E2d 287, 1972. 

 
29 These comparisons are possible because the city of Baltimore is not within any 

county jurisdiction; thus, all of Baltimore, Howard, and Montgomery Counties are 

truly suburban areas (although technically Montgomery County is not a suburb of 

Baltimore but rather of Washington, D.C.) Many of the statistics in table 16.2 were 

compiled by Imbroscio et al. (1995), who considered only these three counties. Other 

counties within the Baltimore MSA include Anne Arundel County, Carroll County, 

Harford County, and Queen Anne County.  Per capita income in these counties 

ranges between $16,300 and $18,509, making them more similar to Baltimore 

County than to either Howard County or Montgomery County. 

 
30 Neenan (1972) reports that during the late 1960s, Detroit residents subsidized their 

suburban neighbors at a rate of $80 per capita each year, with 6.5 percent of the 

entire city budget  used  to provide  services to suburban "free riders." 

 
31 In 1981, the national disparity in tax burden was lower, with central city residents 

paying 6.8 percent of their income in taxes and suburban residents paying 4.8 percent 

(ACIR 1984). 
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32 The federal share of local education budgets grew from 4.4 percent in  1960 to 5.9 

percent in 1991, while the state share grew from 35.2 percent to 47.3 percent during 

this same period. 

 
33 San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez (41 1 US 1, 1973). 

 
34 Serrano v. Priest (557 P2d 929, 1977). 

 


