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METROPOLITA) DECENTRALIZATION, TRANSIT DEPENDENCE, Draft
AND THE EMPLOYMENT ISOLATION OF CENTRAL CITY 10 Dec. 1987
BLACK WORKERS

by Yale Rabin

Summary and Overview

The old adage which holds that success is largely a matter of
"being in the right place at the right time" expresses a
fundamsntal, if oversimplified truth. about the status of blacks
in the U.S. . Racial rostrictions on their choice of place
remain a central element of their predicament, particularly for
those in central-city ghettos without access to an automobile.
For them the barriers of housing segregation have been reinforced
by the process of metropolitan decentralization, which has moved
most whi;es beyond social contact, and most emp%Pyment

opportunities beyond reach of available public transportation.

Despite dramatic gains in the numbers of biacks who found housing
in the suburbs of a small number of metropolitan areas during the
decade of the seventies (Rabin 1983), the great majority of
metropclitan area blacks (71%) remain concentrated in the central
cities of mainly the largest SMSA's (Culver, 1982). There they
have continued to increase as a proportion of the population
(Long and DeAre, 1981). While the steady outmigration of whites
from central cities to suburbs has been a major factor
contributing to this growing concentration of blacks in the
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cities, there has also been a concurrent out-migration of lacks
from suburbs to central cities which continued at significant |
levels during the seventies (Nelson, 1979). And since World War
I1 while the black population has concentrated in the central
cities, white population and employment, particularly blue collar
employment, have left the central cities for suburban locations
along the growing regional highway ne:works. During the past
forty years, nearly two out of every three new jobs created lLave
been in the suburbs of metropolitan areas, and most are not
accessible by public transportation. These dramatic changes in
the distribution of population and land-use have profoundly
altered patterns of access and have produced increasing isolation
among. those without access to an automobile. In this group

blacks are greatly overrepresented.

The Emergence of Isolation

Before the development of urban transportation, the growth of
cities was constrained by the need to maintain pedestrian access
between home and virtually all daily destinations. "he
introduction of the horse-drawn omnibus in the early nineteenth
century enabled some to separate home and workplace by moving
housing out of the center, thus extending the limits of
development outward along the new transit routes. As travel
speeds increased with the development of electric motor power and

the internal combustion engine in the late nineteenth century,




public transportation services proliferated and new development,
mainly residential, reached still further out along the radial
roads and trolley routes. Industrial develop.snent grew within the
cities, and at the focal point of transit routes in the certer
great concentrations of commercial activity emerged to form the
central business districts (CBD°s). For nearly a hundred years
until World War II this pattern of economic growth was
accompanied by a steady expansion of transit services providing

high levels of access to employment for central city workers.

During the past forty years this pattern of urban development has
changed dramatically. The century-long process of outward growth
from a strong center has been transformed into a process of
metropolitan decentralization which has drained both population
and economic activity out of the central cities. As a
consequence metropolitan area workers must travel greater
distances to work; public transportation systems, most of which
converge in central business districts, have become increasingly-
ineffective as means of access to the new widely scattered
suburban locations of economic activity; and the ability to
satisfy basic needs and share in the diverse opportunities of the
metropolis has become contingent on the availability of an

~

automobile.

Increased auto-dependence and declining public transportation

patronage are the by-products of dispersed metropolitan




development which, in turn, is largely a consequence ¢ federal
transportation policies. These policies, under the influence of |
highway-related industrial interests (Mowbray, 1969; Leavitt,

1970; Yago, 1984) have for decades been dominated by the narrow
objective of reducing traffic congestion (Rabin, 1980). While
economic and social forces have provided the impetus for
decentralization, the highway system has been instrumental in
determining the locations of development (National Commission on
Urban Problems, 1968; Moynihan, 1971; Stanback & Knight, 1976; .
President’s National Urban Policy Report, 1978; Muller, 1981). |
Even the prior existence of rail transit converging in the CBD
has not been enough of a countervailing influence on the
locations of a new metropolitan development or the relocation of

existing uses.

In fact some of the most striking examples of central city
decline and decentralization occured in those older metropoulitan
areas which have long been served by rail transit (Meyer, Kain,
and Wohl, 1965). More recently in some rail-served cities - most
notably Boston and New York - earlier retail and blue collar job

losses have been offset by the creation of large numbers of new

jobs in predominantly information-processing establishments in
the CBD (Kasarda, 1987). And in Atlanta, Washington, and San
Francisco new radial rail transit systems have also effectively
contributed to the development of increased white collar

employment in the CBD s.




Outside the cities two important factors have contributed to the

dominant influence of highway construction on metropolitan
develoment patterns: 1) Federal highway officials have
consistantly given tacit approval to the widespread non-
compliance by state highway departments with Congressionally-
mandated metropolitan development standardes (Morehouse, 1967;
U.S. D.0.T., 1971; Rabin, 1980); and 2) no statutory or
institutional relationship axists between the planning and
construction of federally funded highways by state agencies and

the regulation of land-use by local government.

Given the Balkanization of metropolitan areas, most local
governnents compete without restraint for tax-generating
development. In so doing many have sought to exploit rapidly
increasing land values created by the fortuitous locations of
access points to the highway network by zoning land to maximize
municipal fiscal benefits. The sprawling patterns of dispersed
commercial and industrial development produced by t.. 3 process of
ad hoc opportunism have undermined the viability of public
transportation systems bringing about massive declines in
ridership and service and establishing auto availability as the
threshold of transportation access to most employment

destinations,




The Emergence of Concera

The economic impacts of decentralization on metropolitan areas in
general and on central-city blacks in particular has been
extensively examined. Yet relatively little has been done to
measure the changing means and levels of access to the dispersed
locations of suburban employment. Widespread concarn over this
issue developed initially in response to the violent racial
eruptions which occurred in the ghettoes of many cities during
the nineteen-sixties. The McCone Commission, which investigated
the causes of the riots in the Watts area of Los Angeles in 1965
found that:
.. .inadequate and costly public transportation currently
existing throughout the Los Angele3 area seriously restricts
the residents of the disadvantaged areas such as south
central Los Angeles. This lack of adequate transportation
handicaps them in seeking and holding jobs, attending
schools, shopping and fulfilling other needs (p. 65).
In response to this concern HUD funded the establishment of pilot
projects in more than a dozen citics that to provided bus service
between central-city ghetto areas and suburban employment.
Funding was provided for a few years, after which these projects
were closed _own. Despite the fact that these projects were
undertaken to improve employment opportunities, "...when the
subsidy funds were used up, the only criteria that determined
whether a line should be continued was whether or not it rendered
a profit to the operator”. (Falcochio and Cantilli, 1974, p.
47). Given the fact that even the most heavily patronized

transit systems are not self-supporting, the termination of these




projects is hardly suprising.

While preoccupation with profitability may have prevented
adequate evaluations of social benefits by federal sponsors,
other observers, using different criteria, concluded that the
pilot bus services had positive effects. In a study of two of
these projects in Long Island, New York and Los Anqelgs.
California, it was found that for the majority of riders the
service made it possible to obtain and retain employment

(Falcochio and Cantilli, 1974).

Tl.e academic community also responded to the expressions of
concern about the employment isolation of ghetto blacks. A
seminal paper by John Kain in 1968 provided the frame of
reference. Kain examined the hypothesies that racial segregation
and the suburbanization of employment interact to reduce
employment opportunities for c;ntral city blacks. His study of
the Chicago and Detroit metropolitan areas concluded that:
...continued high levels of Negro unemployment in a full
employment economy may be partially attributed to the rapid
and adverse (for the Negro) shifts in the location of jobs.
(pp 196-97).
Kain's paper elicited considerable response for nearly a decade
from sociologists, economists and geographers. While the details
of those studies are beyond the scope of this discussion, it is
important to understand that the focus of Kain's study and of
most of what followed was on the significance of inaccessibility

as a factor affecting central city black unemployment, and not on
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the degree to which suburban jcbs we.e inaccerssible to central

city blacks. Lack of access was generally assumed to be a
factor, end was examined in relation to other relevant factors
such as race, age, sex, education, housing segregation,
employment discrimination, etc.. Alsoc significant is the fact
that all of these studies were based on data from 1970 or

earlier.

Among the many issues raised by these papers, two recurrent
findinys are most relevant to the issue of accessibility. Some
investigators (see for example: Floyd, 1968; Mooney, 1969;
Goering, 1971; Harrison, 1972; Bederman and Adams, 1974) found
that accesibility was less important an influence on black .
unemploymer.t than other factors such as lack of worker
qualifications, or racial discrimination by employers. sStill
others (see for exaﬁple: Kalacheck and Goering, 1970; Noll,
1970; Harrison, 1974) found problems of inaccessibility to
suburban jobs more than adequately offset by the availability of
entry-level jobs in the central cities. It is interesting to
note that even while reaching this conclusion Kalacheck and
Goering acknowledge that the proportion of jobs inaccessible to
workers without cars is growing (p. 4). 1In addition, Wheeler
(1974) noted that while ghetto areas are generally highly
accessible to central business districts, they have the weakest
travel connections to locations in the suburbs and on the fringe.

Nevertheless, the findings and conclusions of these and related
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studies done during that brief period of heightened concern

provide, for present purposes, an unreasonably restricted view of
the scope and importance of the
issue of employment isolation because:

. 1) The process of decentralization has continued during the
seventies and eighties; and the proportion of metropolitan
employment which is suburban is by now well over half in
many metropolitan areas.

2) Neither improvements in worker qualifications nor
reductions in racial discrimination by employers can make
isolated jobs more accessibile to the transit dependent.
3) Whether or not isolation from suburban jobs adversely
affects unemployment or income levels among central-city
blacks, the persistence of isolation reinforces the racial
separation of society by adding segregated workpylaces to
already segregated neighborhoods and schools.
More recently, other studies have attributed more importance to
the problem of economic isolation. Hutchinson (1978) found that
the availability of an automobile tended to increase iabor force
participation among central-city blacks; and Gillard (1979) noted
that commuting to suburban employment tended to increase incomes
among central city black workers. A study of the Detroit
metropolitan area revealed that as early as 1965, over half of
all lower-skill jobs were not accessible by public tranportation
within one hour from central city core districts (Shanahan,

1976). In the Kansas City metropolitan area it was found that,
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despite an overall increase of over 120,000 jobs between 1963 and
1976, the number of jobs accessible by transit declined, during
that peiiod, by over 7,800 (Rabin, 1979). Most recently Farley
(1987) has found "...that Black and Rispanic male unemplcyment is
higher relative to that of Whites where jobs are most

suburbanized and minority populat.on least so" (p. 129).

These indications of the persistent and growing significance of
ecouomic isolation are reinforced by other evidence. Between
1960 and 1980 tae percentage of metropolitan area workers working
in the suburban rings increased from 35X to 47X% (Table 1);
between 1970 and 1980 the number of work trips from central
cities to places of employment in the suburban rings incr=ased by
over 25% (Table 1). Yet during that same period the : mber of
those trips made by transit declined by nearly a third. As .
proportion of all work trips from central city to the ring, trips
by transit fell from 10.9% in 1970 to 4.7% in 1980. This decline
in transit commuting from central city to ring accounted for
approximately one fifth of the nearly 500,000 net decline in all
transit trips nationally during the decade o< the seventies; and
the balance of the overall decline has been attributed mainly to
continuing declines in CBD shares of metropolitan employment

(Hendrickson, 1986).

Although it may be widely believed that these changes in

ridership are mainly an expression of unrestricted consumer
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choice, there is evidence to suggest that this is not so. Based

on an examination of journey to work data from the 1980 Annual
Housing Survey, it was reported that only 13% of all workers
indicated that they would prefer to commute by private vehicle
(cexr, truck or van), and 75¥% of those who cofimuted by private
vehicle indicated that they did not use transit because it was
not available or not conveniently accessible (Fulton, 1983). It
serms reasonable, therefore, to infer that the number of suburban
workpi aces aqcessible by public transportation from the central
city is extremely small and getting smaller; and that these
changes are attributable to some combination of changes in
workplace locations and reductions in levels of transportation

sarvices.

The data strongly suggest that in nost metropolitan areas most
jobs are beyond the reach of the transit dependent, among whom
blacks are disproportionately represented. In 1980, nearly two
out of every five central city black household: (39%) were
without access to an automobile. Among white central city
households, few~- than one out of five (18.5%) faced this
handicap. Betwecn 1970 and 1980, while the number of transit-
dependent white households decreased, there was an increase in
tne numbyr of transit-dependent black households (Table 5). The
data also suggest that transit dependenc2 is a significantly
greater problem for women than for men, nd in particular for

black women (Table 10). Some of the disparity in levels of
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automobile ownership appear to be offset by a higher rate of
carpooling among blacks than whites. 1In 1980, among central city
workers commuting to jobs in the suburbs, approximately 26% of
blacks and 21X of whites travelled ir carpools, while 58% of
blacks and 72X of whites drove alone (see Table 10). Among
workers who lived in central cities 26% of blacks and 11% of
whites commuted to work by public transportation in 1980 (Table
8).

Regional and Metropolitan Differences

Here it is important to note that these conditions are far from
uniformly distributed. There are substantial economic,
demographic and spatial differences among regions and
metropolitan areas, and great differences in the availablity of
transit service and levels of ridership (Table 7, and Briggs, et
al, 1986). Of the 6.2 million daily commuting trips in 1980 over'
half were in five of the largest SMSA‘'s, and about a third were
in New York City (Pisarski, 1987). While overall transit
commuting to work declined nationally by about ten percent
between 1970 and 1980 (Pisarski, 1987), some metropolitan areas
experienced steep declines, while in others there were increases
in transit commuting. In general, both the highest levels of
transit use and the greatest declines in ridership are to be
found in the older, former industrial centers of the Northeast

and North Central Regions; and both the increases in transit
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ridership and the lowest levels of transit use are in the newer
metropolitan centers of the South and West (Table 7, and Briggs,
et al, 1986). Many of the increases recorded in these regions
result from the introduction of intra-suburban transit service
where none exiated before, and not from the provision of service
from central city to suburbs (Pucher, 1982). It is also
interesting to note that automobile ownership appears to vary
with metropolitan setting as well as income. In a study of
eleven large SMSA°s, it was found that suburban low-income
households (incomes under $4,000) owned automobiles at saven
times the rate of hLouseholds with similar incomes in central

cities (Foley, 1975).

Disproportionate Black Impacts

Rates of transit dependency and transit use are more than “wice
as high ariong blacks than among whites; and with a few important
exceptions, metropolitan blacks are generally most heavily
concentrated in those central cities which have experienced the
greatest losses of manufacturing employment to the suburbs, and
the greatest declines in the use of public transportation for the
“journey to work. For example, the cities of New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and Detroit had the largest black populations of
all clities in 1980, accounting for nearly 30% of all blacks

living in central cities in the U.S. While the percentage of
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metropolitan area blacks nationally who lived in central cities

in 1980 was approximately 71%, these four cities each housed over

80% of their SMSA black population.

Between 1972 and 1982 manufacturing job losses in thess cities
were: New York - 30%, Chicago - 47%, Philadelphia - 38%, and
Detroit - 41 (Kasarda, 1987). From 1948 to 1977 these four
cities lost nearly a million manufacuturing jobs (Kasarda, 1985)
in a pattern of decline which similarly affected other cities in
the Northeast and North Central Regions in which blacks are

heavily concentrated.

Although the net decline in transit wor: trips nationally between
1970 and 1980 was just under 500,000, the aggregate decline in
these four cities was over 600,000 gnd accounted for 70% of all
the declines which occurred (Briggs et al, 1986; Fulton, 1983).
During that period, transit commuting in New York fell by 17.2%,
in Chicago by 12.6%, in Philadelphia by 28.1%, and in Detroit by
49% (Fulton, 1983). Among these four cities, only Detroit had a
level of transit dependence (37%) near the national average for
black central city households in 1980 (39%). In New York,
Chicago and Philadelphia, where transit dependence among black
households is disproportionately high, the percentages were
respectively: 67.4%, 45.1%, and 50.9% (Table 12).

Implications for Further Study
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The evidence suggest that declining transit access to suburban

employment is a significant problem, and that the greatest
declines have occurred in those metropolitan areas in whose
central cities the largest numbers of transit dependent blacks
live. Nevertheless, the dimensions of this problem and its
broader implications are not adequately known. While the data on
declining transit access is persuasive, little is known, for
example, about the numbers of suburban jobs reasonably accessible
by automobile from central city core areas and how those numbers

have been and are changing.

Because of the wide-ranging differences among metropolitan areas,
only individual area studies can provide satisfactory answers to
the basic questions which remain. Such studies should focus on a
limited number of metropolitan areas in which blacks are most
heavily concentrated, and should be directed at a few policy
related issues:
1) Accessibilii :
a. How many jobs (preferably by skill level) are feasibly
accessible (based on some reasonable and uniform criteria)
by transit, and by automobile from central city ghetto
areas?
b. How have these relationships changed over time, and what

are the implications of these trends?
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2) Transit Dependence

4. How does transit dependence affect iob searches? (by
race and sex)
b. How does transit dependence affect labor force
participation? (by race and sex)
€. What is the relationship between declining rates of
transit dependence and declining levels of transit access to
employment?

These studies should be closely coordinated with examinations

of concurrent changes in the occupational structure, rates of

unemployment, and income distribution among central-city black

workers,

Beyond these question, there remains the inevitable issue of
policy responses. Here again, metropolitan differences suggest
that the potential for feasible transit-related responses will
vary widely within narrow limits. Given the well established
dispersed character of suburban development, there are probably
relatively few situations in which employment isolation would be
significantly reduced in the short term by the initiation of new
transit service. Nevertheless, every such opportunity should be

explored, and where possible, developed.

In the longer term it may be possible to achieve an incremental
rationalization of land uses in relation to existing

transportation facilities, particularly underutilized rail lines.
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Such a policy, if based on a transportation capacity related
system of land-use regulations, could lead to the formation of
critical masses of employment and housing sufficient to warrant
the provision of rail transit services along existing rights of
way. Where such potentials do not exist and employment is more
dispersed, some program for facilitating auto ownership among the

currently low-income transit dependent may be the only solution.

With respect to housing strategies, the long-overdue elimination
of involuntary segregation and the creation of opportunities for
low-income blacks to live in the suburbs would likely reduce
problems of employment isolation for black workers with
automobiles, but would not provide similar benefits to the
transit dependent. In fact, despite other unquestionable social
benefits, low-income black households, without access to an
automobiie, who obtain housing in the suburbs would have less

Lransportation mobility than they had in the central city.

The Role of Government

It is clear that the employment isolation of transit-dependent
central-city black workers is no longer a matter of concern to
those who formulate and implement government transportation
policy, and has not been for many years. The only significant
response to this problem by the federal government was the series

of short-lived pilot bus transit projects operated during the
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late sixties and early seventies. With the benefit of hindsight

one might readily conclude that the termination of those projects
resulted - not so much from their failure to return a profit to
their operators - but from the cynical observation by their
federal sponsors that the violence and threats of violence had

subsided in the cities.

A report by the National Transportation Policy Study Commission

in 1978 identified what the Commission considered to be the

twenty-five major issies in transporation. The last six issues
were identified as "goal oriented” (p. 7) and among these number
24, "Regional and Community Development Through Transportation
Policy"” discusses the powerful influence of transportation
facilities on land-use and development and acknowledges that,
"Highways typically encourage decentralization of industry by
decreasing short-haul transportation costs" (p. 39). The last
issue, number 25, is designated "Mobility Rights" and is devoted
almost entirely to the transportation needs of the elderly and
the handicapped, and to strategies for improving their mobility.
The only reference to the relationship between transportation
facilities and access to employment is contained in a single
unanswered question, "Is access to jobs, medical facilities, and
public recreation an inherent right of all?" (p. 41). Government
policies have been a major influence on the dispersed locations
of metropolitan development, and on the consequent isolation from

suburban employment of segregated, central city, transit-
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dependent blacks. For this reason, and because only public
action is capable of changing these conditions, government must
accept its obligation to devise and implement strategies which

will redress these inequities.

Finally it must be emphasized that such strategies can only be
effective as integrated elements of a radically revised, land-use
based, comprehensive planning policy in which transportation is
recognized as a means, not an end. In such a policy the primary
purpose of transportation facilities should be to contribute to
the establishment and preservation of sound and desireable land
uses, and enable safe, convenient and economical travel among
them in a manner which is least disruptive of human activity and
environmental quality. Such facilities should provide equitable
levels of access to all, with particular attention to the travel
needs of those least able to provide for their own mobility. In
such a policy, social equity, environmental protection, and
resource conservation would take appropriate precedence over the

narrow, and otherwise unattainable, objective of accommodating

traffic.
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Mece of Residence and Place of Work of All Workers and Black Workers in

¥.sropolitan eaas by Central City and Rings: 1960, 1970, 1980

!

A

k.

1 Norkers Who Live and Wark in SHSA of Residence

Total Work In Central City
1940 1970 1980 1940 1970 1980

Work In Ring

1960

1970

1980

dve in Central City 20,329,252 21,241,325 25,105,016 18,301,306 17,871,278 20,878,973

iive In Ring 17,815,007 24,152,307 38,020,868 &,491,160 6,588,949 12,490,929

%Y

‘L

~

)

Total 38,143,259 435,393,632 63,125,884 24,792,466 26,860,727 33,569,902
1 of Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 5.0 9.3 33.2

ack Norkers Who Live and Work in SNSA of Residence

B've in Contral City 3,209,073 3,504,672 4,397,053 2,998,536 2,992,118 3,066,698
give In Ring 824,416 1,006,095 1,954,048 233,911 321,069 751,225

g
b

5

Total 4,033,489 4,390,767 6,347,001 3,142,467 3,313,187 4,417,923
1 ¢ Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 1.9 72,2 89.46

Boorces: 1960 Cuasus of Population, Detailed Characteristics, Table 214

1970 Census of Population, Special Subject Report, Low-Income Population, Table 26
1980 Census of Population, Characteristics of Norkers in Metropolitan Areas, Table !

{,t Does not include warkers who work outside SNSA of residence

2,027,94
11,324,847
13,352,793

35.0

300,517
590, 505
291,022

2.1

3,370,047
15,563,358
18,933, 405

a7

592, 644
485,028
1,277,670
21.8

4,226,043
25,329,939
29,555,982

4.8

725,355
1,203,723
1,929,078

0.4

o




TABLE 1A-t
New York City

Place of Residence and Place of dork of Ai1 Werkers and Black Workers yn
The New York City Netropolitan Ares by Central City and Ring#: 1940. 1970. 1980

ALl Workers Wha Live and Work 1t SMSA of Residence

Total work In Central City dork In Ring

1960 1970 1989 1980 1970 1980 1950 1970 1980
Live in Contral City  2.944,329 €,620,912  2,390.318  1,732.419 2,320,053 2.304,155 1,233,910 95.859 45,163 :;:‘
Live In Ring 978,253 1.190.782 778,949 307,742

333,897 189.788 667,514 856,865 589,141 -
roti’ 3!9“’582 3u8“|69‘ 3u!69’267 E,OﬁO-l&l

3.857,950 2,539,943  1.901,421 933,744 635,324
L of Total 100.0% 100.9 100.0% 3t

73.0% 80.0% 48. 2 23.0% 20.0%

Black Workers Uho Live and Work 1n SMSA of Residenca

Live in Central City 401.172 636,473 303.434 €79.035 438,018 494,347 122,137 14,455 9,089
Live In Ring 33,87 63.92% 36,114 5,578

9,157 12,086 48,273 356,768 62,028
Total 453,062 316,398 357.550 284,630 447,175 506.433 170,412 89.223 31117

1 of Total $00.0% 100.0 100.0% 42.5% 86.5% 90.8% 37.4% 13,4 9.28

Sources: 1940 Census of Populaticn. Detailec Characteristics. Tabla 218
1970 Census of Pogulatior, Spacial Subject Report, Low-Ircoae Population. Table 25
1980 Census of Populatien. Characteristics of Yorkers 1n Metropolitan Areas. Table |

¢ Does not include workers whe work cutside SNGA of residence
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TABLE ta-2
Chicago

Place of Residence and Piace of Mork of Al Workers and Biack korkers in
The Chicage Metropolitan Area by Central City and Ring#: 1940, 1970, 1980

AlY Horkers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence

Total Work In Central City Hork In fing

1959 1970 1980 1940 1970 1980 19460 1970 1989
Live in Central City 1,338,857 1,146,869  1.042.415 1,250,249 961,928 850,142 88,641 184,964 !929213
Live In Ring 966,188 1,208.112 1,746.192 327.443 349,437 397.574% 518.748 938,615  1,356.518%
Total  2.285,045 2.434,991  2.806,407 1,577,653  1.311,362 1,247,714 707,386 1,123,559 1,358,891 4
L of Total 100.5Y 100.0 10¢.0% $9.0% $3.9% §4.5% 31.0% 6b.1% $5. 5%
* 3
Black Horkers Who Live and Wor% 1 SNSA of Residence ‘
Live in Central City 229.573 276,833 312040 217,179 239,232 245.228 12.3% 37.501 éé.ﬂl!:
Total 254,332 314,493 385,857 221,248 £45,5866 284,637 33,084 68,987 101,320

! X of Total 180.0% 156.0 100.04 87.0% 78.1% 73.8) 13.0% a1.9¢

Sources: 1940 Census of Population. Detailed Characteristics. Table 214
1970 Census of Populatisn. Special Subject Report. Low-Income Population, Table 35
1980 Census of Population. Chiracteristics of Yorkers in Metropolitan Areas. Table |

+ Does not includa woriers who work outside SMSA of residence

2s.2%



TMLE tA-3
Qetroit

. Place of Residemce and Place of Nork of A1l Morkers ang Black Wcrkers in
" The Detroit Metropolitan Area bv Central City and Ringé: 1960, 1970, 1980

All Uorkers Uho Live and Mork in SMSA of Residence

Total Work I+ Central Cit. Herk In Rirg
1940 1970 1980 1989 1970 1980 19569 1970 1980
~ Live 1a Central City 558,300 458,342 326,084 451,596 311,358 214,087 95,706 145,984 111,597 "
e Live In Ring 864,641 869,130 1.209.080 230.77% 214.095 203,735 433,837 655,035 1,005,388
3, Total  1.222,981 1,387.672 1,535,144 £'2.358 525,453 417,822 £30,593 802,019 1,117,322 %
% of Total 100.0% 100.0 190.0% $6.6% 39.6% 27.2¢ 43.4% 60.4% 72.8%
; Black Morkers who Live ard Hork in SMSA of Residence
. Live 1n Central City 126,026 176,971 150,511 156,116 120.419 125,993 19,910 £4.522 £4.518 ,:
< Live In Ring 19,09 23,002 34,956 4,258 5,581 8,530 14,838 17,424 el 134
Total 145,182 197.973 215,487 11937 126,000 134,623 34,748 71,943 80,844 :
£ of Total 10¢.0% 100.0 100.9% 75.1% 53.8% 62.5% 23.9% 36.3% 7.9

- Sources: 1940 Census of Population. [etailed Charactaristics. Table 216
1970 Consus of Peputation. Special Subject Report. Low-Income Population. Table 24

1980 Census of Pepulation, Cha-:..eristics of Workers 1n Retropolitan Areas. Table |

# Does not include workers wha work sutside SMSA of residence
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TABLE 14-4
Philadelphia

Place of Residence and Place of Hork of All Workers an< Black Workers 1n
The Philadelphia Netropolitan Area by Central City and Ringd: 1960, 1970, 1980

All Horker- Who Live and Hork in SMSA of Residence

T DU T

Total Hork In Central City Work In Ring
1940 1970 1980 1940 1970 1980 1950 1970 1980
Live in Centra} City 722,825 410,323 546,186 470,920 539,535 473,938 51,905 70,988 78,208
Live [In Ring 794,427 909,18 1,154,282 198,508 209,348 212,092 §95.519 $99,770 944,190
% of Total 100.9% 100.0 100 §7.3% §9.3% 40.3% .7 50.7% L N
8lack Horkers Who Live and Work in SNSA of Residence
Live in Central City 171,701 171,561 166.532 158,448 152,546 148,080 13,353 19,015 lO,bS!'":
Live In Ring 45,912 48,346 12,584 4,564 4,851 14,182 41,348 44,515 38,399
Total 217,413 219.927 234,113 163,012 139,397 162,262 54,601 40,530 75,838
1 of Total 100.0% 100.0 100.0% 7h.9% 72.5% 47.9% 25. 1% 27.5% 2.1%
Sources: 1940 Census of Population. Detailed Characteristics, Table 216

1970 Census of Population, Special Subject Repurt, Low-Income Population, Table 25
1280 Census of Population, Characteristics of Horkers 1n Netropolitan Areas, Table !

% Does not include workers who work outside SNSA of residence
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Totai Work In Central City Wzrk In Ring
1953 1970 1980 1960 1970 1980 1960 1970 1380
Live in Central City 1,054,543 §75.63%  1.048,421 827,648 699.925 766,892 228,395 276,259 284,529
Live In Ring 1,137,493  1..33,98% 1.579.384 396,420 286.7% 115,493 731,073 1,049,286 1.482.891
Tetal 2,194,036 2.439,373 2,626,805 1,224,048 1.083,528 862.385 959,958 1,325,565 1,744,420 '
% of Tetal 100.0% 120.0 100.0% 55.8% 45.0% 33.6% 44,24 §5.0% 5.4 -
8lack Korkers Who Live and Uork 1+ SMSA of Res:dence
.. Live in Central City 150.958 137,35¢ 153,447 136,697 103.236 107,937 26.2311 371438 45,508
Live In Ring £0.2.8 87,792 144,588 31.897 28,120 11.615 28.318 39.872 132,373
Total 2c!.123 245,143 £38,035 186,59 123,340 119,552 24,529 75,803 175,483
% of Total 100. 0% 100.0 100.0% 3.9 62.6% 40.1% 27.1% 37.8% 52.%

TRLE {A-S
Los Angeles

Place of Residence anc Place of Wcrk of All Uorkers and Plack Wcrkers in
The Los Angeles Metropolitan Area by Central Citv ard Riege: {950, {970, 1980

Ati Workers dhe Live and Usrk in SMSA af Residence

Sources: 1960 Census of Pozulation, Detailed Characteristics, Table 214
1970 Census 5f S3pulation. Special Subject Report. Low-Inzome Population. Table 24
1980 Census of Population. Charactaristics of Uorkers 1n Metropolitan Areas. Takle |

# Does not include warkers who mork cutside SMSA of resicence




TABLE tA-6

Place of Residence and Place of York of All Horkers and Black Workers in
The Uasington, 0.C. Metropolitan Area by Central City and Ring#: 1960, 1970. 1980

#11 Wcrkers Who Live and Work in SMS# of Residence

Total dork In Central ity dork In Ring
1950 1970 1980 1560 197 1980 1950 1970 1980
Live 1a Central Citv 336.865 261,118 256,739 €70.199 214,704 205,743 135,943 45,416 4h, 99
Live I» Ring 651,233 1,025,576 1,133.937 313,135 268,008 308,37 233,100 157,568 824,955
Total 788,100 1,286,696 1.384.27% 483,334 482.712 516,315 364,043  803.982 849,944 4
1 of Total HUN | 100.9 166,01 63.8% 7.5 37.2% 48.0% 63.51

Black Moruers Who Liva and Work 1n 3MSH of Residence

Live 1n Cantral City 143,103 171,674 152,458 128,343 137,083 12¢.518 22.160 33.991 KIS ET
Live In ung 26,818 54,222 174,104 5,903 21.218 36,748 20,713 33,004 13333,
Tota! 176,719 385,296 326,762 131,846 158.301 172,288 42,873 66,995 1€4.476
% of Total 160,04 103.0 100.0% 75.38 79.3% S8 2.5% 29.7% '

Sou-ces: 1960 Cersus of Populaticn. Jetaried Characteristics, Table 214
1970 Census of Pspulation, Spec:al Subsect Report. Low-Income Population, Table 2o
1980 Census of “cpulation. Characteristics of Workers :n Metrogaiitan Areas. Table ¢

# Doec not inciude workers who work sutside SMSA ¥ residence
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TAME 14-7
Heuston

Place of Residence and Place of Work of All Workers and Black Workers 1n
The Houston Metropolitan Area by Ceatral City and Ring#~ 1940, 1970. 1980

b ALl orkers Gho Live and Nork in SMSA of Residerce

Total derk In Central City dork In Rirg
1950 1970 1939 1340 197¢ 1930 1940 1970 1880
ii Live in Contral City 329.189 431,912 406,32t 316,586 394,36 336.408 14,303 37.308 8.113
. Live Ir Ring 97.318 239,512 911,238 66,875 112.307 252,175 52,441 127,305 659,083
Tota! 426.50% $71.526 1,315,759 359,361 504,373 588,583 65,944 164,451 737,176
{ of Total 100.0% 10¢.9 L.0% 94.3¢ 75.5% 64.7% .7 24.5% §5.3%
Black Morkers Who Live and Work 1n GMSA of Residerce
- Live in Central City 72,779 95.474 97.85¢ 40,992 87.433 83,807 2.782 5,048 14,045 .
Live In Ring 3.386 23,402 $2,358 5,531 8,624 7,334 3,358 16.778 45,017
Tetal 81,546 118,873 150,320 75,527 94,047 91,158 6.137 24.82s £3.542
{ of Total 190.0% 100.0 190.0% 93.5¢ 79.1% 80.7% 7.5% 20.9% 39.3%
Sourcas: {960 Census of Population. Zetailed Characteristics. Table 214

1970 Census of Populatien. Special Subject Report, Low-Income Pogulation. Table 38
1980 Census of Populatior. Characteristics of Werkers 1n Metrosolitan Areas. Table !

¢ Dogs not include workers who work sutside SMSA of residence




TABLE 14-8
Baltinsre

Place of Residence and Plaze of Work sf All Vorkers and Black Morkers in
The Baltisore Metrapelitan Area by Ceetral City and Ringe: 1960, 1970. 1980

A11 Horkers Who Live and Work 1n SMSA of Pes:dence

Total * Work In Central City sork In Ping
p 1940 1970 1939 1969 1970 1980 1960 1370 1930
3 Live in Central City 323,496 302.480  22.i26 236,455 229,937 196,995 37,041 72,483
Live In Ring 267.980 415,516 549,570 103.668 135,851 183,964 154.3:2 279,863
: Total 391,476 "17.936 894,703 390,23 35,788 377.959 201,353 352.146
i % of Total 100.9% 120.9 136.04 85.0% S1.0% 47.1% 34801 45.0¢
&

Black Workers ¥ho Live ard dork in S54SR of Fesidence

: L.ve in Central Citv 38,592 122,983 {21,545 84,579 92.533 96,366 12013 30.290

Live In Ring 16106 20.95! 43,280 2.193 §.036 17,190 13.914 16,945
Total 114,498 143,774 164,785 88,771 96.569 113,556 25,927 47,205
+ of Total 100.0% 100.0 100.0% 77.64 87.2¢ 68.9% 22.6% 32.8¢

Sources: 1960 Carsus of Population, Detailed Characteristics. Table 214
1970 Census of Pspulation. Special Subject Report. Low-Incose Populaticn. Table 25
1984 Census of Populat:on, Characteristics of Workers n Metrcpolitar Areas. Tabie |

* Does rot include workers who work cutside SNSA of residence
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TALE 149
¥ow Orleans

Place of Residence and Flace cf York of All Workers and Black Morkers in
The New Orieans Metrcpolitan frea by Central City and Ringe: 196G, 1970, 1960

A1l Workers dho Live and Mcrk in SMSA of Residence

Tota! ork In Central Caty Hork In Ring
1950 1970 1930 1960 1979 1980 1950 970 1980
Live in Central City 200,975 180,449 182,533 192,3% 157,565 156.213 8,678 ¢2,584 25,330
Live In Ring 71,937 139.461 221,083 32,235 9,127 78,0360 19,762 80.294 142,983
Tetal 272,942 319,610 403,576 224,529 216,732 235,273 48,433 102,878 169,203
% of Total 100.0% 1006 10¢.0Y §2.3% 47.8% 58.04 7.7 32.2¢ 42.0%
Black udorkers Whs Live and dork in SMSA of Resicerce
Live ia Central City £4,378 55,944 83,517 61,899 £8.009 72,193 3,479 7,932 11,324
Live !n Rirg 9.048 13,609 21.183 2.134 3,509 52713 6914 10,101 15,919
Tetal 73,486 79,55 134,700 £4,033 61,517 77.466 9,393 18.133 7,236
s of Total 100.0% 109.0 1£0.0% g7.2% 7.3 74.0% 12.8¢ 22.%% 26.0%

Sources: {940 Census of Fopulatiom. Detailed Characteristics, Table 214
1975 Census of Population. Special Subject Report. Low-Incose Fopulaticr, Tatle 28
1980 Census of Populaticn. Chiracteristics of Workers 1n Metropolitan A-eas. Table |

¥ Dses ot include workerz why wori autside SMSA of resijerce

.
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TABLE 14-10
Neaphis

Place of Residence and Place of Nork of ALl dorkers and Black Workers in
The Meaphis Metropolitan Area by Central Cits and Ringe: 198G, 1970, 1980

Rl Uorkers ¥ho Live and kork in SNSA of Residence

L]
o it X

Total Ho~k In Central City ork In Fing
1940 1973 1980 1340 1970 1980 1940 1970 1930 ;
Live in Central City 172,042 209,928 234,087 165,079 f93,977 220,693 6,943 15,148 15,99
tive In Ring 42,000 48,438 100,870 19.008 19,350 54,104 22,992 29,298 56756
Total 214,042 257,663 334,957 184,087 213,227 £74.797 29,955 54,436 60, 160
1 of Total 100.0% 16¢.9 107,04 #6.0% ga.8% 82.0¢ 146,01 17.24 8.9
Black Workers Who Live and Wark 1n 5454 of Residence
Live in Central City 85,47 83078 85,026 S4.133 59,002 81,154 1,335 4,072 3.879 .
Live In Ring 10,549 9.:40 13.082 4,572 2.989 4,321 5.977 s 148 3:7%
Total 65,020 72,.75 92,108 23.7¢8 §1.992 85.47S 7.31¢ 10,183 12,633
¥ of Tstal 1030.0% 160.0 106.0% 88.9¢ 85.9% 87.1% 11.1% 14.1% 1a.

Sources: 1960 Census of Populatior. Getarled Characieristics. Tabie 214
1970 Cersus of Popalation. Special Susject Regort. Low-Income Pupulation. Table 2&
1980 Census of Pezulatisn, Charscteristics of Workere in Metropolitsn Aress, Tablae |

+ Does not inciude werkers aho werk cutside SMS2 of residerce
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TABLE 1A-1}
Atlanta

Place of Residence amd Place of Uork of All Workers and Black Workers in
The Atlanta Netropolitan Area by Central City and Ringé: 1940, 1970, 1980

All Workers Who Live ang Mork in SNSA of Residenca

|
L
5 ‘:;)'4
.

Tatal Nork In Central City Hork In Ring j
E 1960 1970 1989 1940 1970 1980 1980 970 1980
;
A Live in Central City 178,733 £78,034 148,975 153.958 165,304 119.5% 26,775 32,730 38,424 J
¥t Live Iz Ring 182,488 362.389 703,999 89.005 128,877 216,039 93,483 213,472 493.9%9 é
A Tstal - 364,421 520.393 852,973 262,983 274,181 320,593 118,458 266,202 532.380
% of Total 100.0% 136.0 1640.0% 45,74 5.7 37.84% é2.8% 47.%% 62.e%
Black Woriers Uhe Live and Nork in SMSA of ResiZerce 1
Live 1n Contral Caty 62,774 79,757 86.264 £9.012 52.992 83,392 4,762 16,775 22.872
Live In Ring 14,422 14,219 83.285 2,719 3.602 35.086 11,903 14,617 48,199
Total 78,39 97,985 169,549 64,73t 68,59 98.478 18,545 31.392 “1.0M
L of Total 100,0¢ 190.% 100.0% 78.7% $8.0% 58.1% e1.3% 32.04 41.9%

Scurces:

1960 Cansus of Porulatizn. Detarled Characteristics. Tabls 218




TANE 14-12
Dallas

Place of Residence and Place of Work of All Workers and Black Workers in
The Dallas-Ft. Uorth Metropolitan Area by Central City and Ringe: 1950, 1970. 193¢

ALl Morkers Uho Live and Work in SMSA of Residence

Tetal Hork In Central City Hork 1n Ring
1940 1970 1980 31950 1970 1580 197 1980
9 Live in Contral City 26( 694 323,427 94,521 230,551 285,985 335,408 13,040 35,442 68,1
Total 431,073 531,731 1,315,759 302,840 413,957 538,583 98,233 167,774 27
Y of Total 100,04 Ho] 120.04 75.%4 7.2% 66.7% 24.5¢ 28.8% 55.2
gﬁ Rlack Workers ¥ho Live and Nore ir SN3& of Rec:dence
-tve in Central City 45,944 53,997 97.832 45,748 56400 83,307 1,483 7.530 14,07%
Live In Ring 8.03 10,164 £2.388 i.5¢8 2-311 7,35t 6562 7.683 43,017
Tota!l 23.194 74,184 150.250 45,27 38.97¢ 91.158 7,:M5 15.213 59,098
£ of Todal 109.¢% 1009 109,04 85.7% .5 50.74 14.3% 20.5% 39.3

Ssurces: 1940 Census of Population. Jeta:led Characteristics. Table 216
1970 Census of Population, Spez:al Sutyect Pepsrt. Low-Jocase Population, Table 25
1980 Census of Paoulaticn, Characteristics of Workers ir Metrapolitan Areas. Table |

# Does not 1nclude wsrkers who werk suside SM3E of residence
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TABLE 1A-13
cleveland

Placa of Residence and Place of Work of Ali Workers and Black Workers in
The Cleveland Metropolitan Area by Central Citv and Ringe: 1980. 1970, 1980

ALl Vorkers Uho Live and Work 1n SNSA of Rasidence

Total Work [n Central Citv Hork In Ring
1950 1970 198¢ 1980 1970 1980 1960 1970 1940

tive in Central City 312,887 238.8% 132.714 288.819 130,483 133,433 240,058 58,123 2,219
Live In Ring 332.8%0 451,317 333,006 174,318 200,452 191,780 148,532 250,665 381,226
Totai £45,737 899,923 733.720 633,137 381,135 322,218 388,400 313,788 413,303

1 of Tetal 10).0% £96.0 100.0% .74 54.5% 43.3% 50.21 §5.5% 56.3¢

Black Wprkers Yho Live and Mork 1n SMSA of Residence

Live in Central City 77.255 77,939 £6.501 72,517 59434 48,331 4,738 18,305 17.950
Live In Ring 2,740 15,413 23,204 378 9.585 22,519 1,864 .38 15,585 ¢
Tetal 343,737 93.3%2 104,705 73,393 §3.319 UK 6,602 26,033 33,338 -
1 of Total 109.0% 100.90 100.0% 11.4% 76,31 468.0X 1.0% 2. .08

Sources: 1960 Census of Population. Detailed Characteristics, Tahle 216
1970 Census of Papulation. Spectal Subject Peport. Low-Incose Population. Table 25
1980 Census of %opulation, Charactaristics of Workers in Met-cpoiitan freas. Table |

# Does not include workers who work outside SMSH 5f resizerce
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TABLE fA-14
St. Louis

— s A

Place of Residence and Place of Work of &1l Workers and Blart Workers in
The St. Louis Netropolitan Area by Central City and Rings: 1940, 1970. 1980
|
ALl Horkers Uho Live ond Wort 1n SNSA of Residerce ‘}
Total Werk In Central City Hork In Ru., : }
1940 1370 1989 1980 1976 1980 1960 1970 .. ;
Live 1n Central Lty 262,818 199,271 169,250 261,082 157,194 113,431 21,734 42,077
Live In fing §35,073 604,25 7544611 159.832 181,477 192,4¢1 276,244 §22,7117
Total 498,£19 803,527 505,991 400,914 338,47t 305.892 297,978 664,854
L of Tota: 190.0%¢ 130.0 190,04 57.4% 42.14 33.8% +2.58% $7.9%
Black Woriers ¥hs Live and Mork 1n 5P84 of Sesidence
Live 1n (entral City 58,438 56,339 53428 52611 50,292 §C.811 5,027 16,538
Lize In Ring 18,139 30.875 §9.3¢8 3.970 10,154 15,706 14,150 ¢0.722
Tota! 75,77 97,705 112,756 55,581 80,448 56,517 20.187 37,240
el Ietal 100.0% 140.9 100, 9% 7.8 81.9% 50.1% 25.3% 38.1%

Sources: 1960 Census of Fopuiation. Detarled Characteristics. Table 21b
1970 Census of Population, Spezial Subgect Repcrt. Low-Incaae “opulation. Table 24
1980 Census of Population. Characteristics of Worke-s in Metropelitan dreas. Tabie |

t Does 7ot include workers who work oLts:de SM34 of reside~ce
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TARE 14-18
Nevark

Place of Residence and Place of Hork of A1l &srkers and Black Morkers in

* The Newark Metropolitan Araa by Central City and Ringé: 1960, 1970. 1950

A1l Yarkers Who Live and Hork in SMSA of Residence

Tota! Hork In Central City Hork In R:ing
1930 1972 1930 1960 1970 1380 1940 1970 1630
Live in Central Caty 124,726 94,982 73,091 92.878 85,416 43,381 31,848 31,366 27110
Live In Ring 38,60t 438,393 54,062 77.329 7093 38,473 311,27 348,337 437,585
Total 3.3 335,57 519,153 170,207 135,452 103,857 33,120 400,123 515,296
* of Total 169.0% 103.0 110,04 3.2 25.31 16.3% 65.8¢ 7,74 822

Black dorkers Who Live and Hork in SMS4 of Pesidence

Live in Central City 36,314 54,0435 38.293 25,024 28,548 22,435 11,299 15,7 15438

Live In Ring 28.3035 384105 82,748 4,208 8,72 15.557 3#,5973‘ 29,382 47,211
Tota! 85,119 83.35¢ 101,081 29,332 37872 33.212 35.887 45,279 :2.889
I of Total 100.6% 199.9 100.0% 6.9 45, 37.8% 55.1% 54.8% 6c.2%

Sources: 1960 Census of Fopulation. Detailed Characteristics. Tatle 2i6
1970 Census of Population, Special Subject Report. Low-Incame Population. Table 25
1980 Census of Population, Charscteristics of Norkers in Metropolitan Areas. Table |

¥ Oses et relude workers whe wotk sutsice SNSA of residence
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TABLE {A-14
Boston

Place of Residence and Place of Work of All Workers and Black Worcers 1n
The Boston Netropolitan Area by Coentral Citv and Ringe: 1040, 187G, 1380

All Horkers Hho Live and Work 1~ SMSA of Residerce

Total Nork In Central City Work In Ring
1940 1970 1930 1960 1970 1980 1980 1970 13€0
Live 1n Central Citv 261,601 221 887 215,183 216,180 174,183 165,100 43,421 47,484 50.083 -
Live Ia Ring $61,203 740,182 911,280 192,314 195,581 320,074 447,389 544,581 £91,208
Total 922.8% 951829 £.126.443 409,494 389,788 385,17 513,310 592,065 741,289 .
X of Total 163,04 130.9 108.0 4.6 38.0% 321 5.8 81.5% 65,815

Black Uorkers Uhe Live and Work 1 SM54 of Res:denze

Live 1n entral City 22,318 2,338 35.99¢ 17.312 19.711 28.584 4,704 Sibnt 7.407
Live In Rirg 6,211 Taeds 12,810 YK 2,428 §.36¢ 4,438 3.198 8.449
Tota! 28,729 33.984 43,80! 19.585 32.13¢ 32,928 9.{44 10,845 15,878

% of Total 100.3% 100.¢ 100.2% §8.2¢ 57,44 §7.5% 31.8% 3.9 32.5¢

Sources: (960 Census of Proulation. Detaried Charscteristics. Tasle 215
1970 Census of Foaulatien. Special Subyect Report. Low-Income Fopulation. Table 26
1380 Census of Poculation. Character:stics af Workers 10 Met-onciitan dreas. Teble !

# Does not include woskers who work vutside SMSA of -esidence




TABLE 14-17
San Fransisco

Place of Residence and Place of Wark of A1l Workers a+d Black Werkers in
The €an Fransisce Metropolitan Araa b Central L1ty and Ringes 198, 1970, 1380

ALl Markers Whe Lius and Mork 1n SMS3 of Residence

Totai ork In Central Citv Werk In Ring
1980 1970 1996 1960 1970 1950 1960 1970 1982
Live in Coentral [ity £39.58¢ 378,357 289,285 827,648 252,689 252,407  (388.057) 24,308 35,987
Live In Ring 987,524 806,754 1.021,972 39,420 164,517 133,195 171,104 $62,237 8. m
Totsl 1,027,105 1,083,750 1.311.357 1,324,048 397.206 436,402 (218.943) 584,548 875,764
! L of Total 173,04 130.¢0 100.0% 121.5¢ 35.7% 33.1% -21.5 63.3% 8.9
g,
- Blacl Norkers Whe Live and Xerk ir SSA of szsidence
3
% Live in Central City 75,454 211344 23,267 £2.22) 35,157 82,391 12.83¢ 2.67% 3,784
;_ Live In Ring 33.555 $0.,33¢ "1.085 8.102 8,4¢7 16,488 25,084 51,929 T4.38"
%' Total 108,220 88,477 117,642 70,322 33,574 23.389 37.898 %4803 78,153
3 L of Total 100.0% N 169.0% S.0% KRS 33.2% 35.0% 61.9% £6.8¢

R

Sources: 1943 Cersus of Fopulation. Detarled “haracter:siics. Table 21§
979 Census of Pogulation. Soecia! Supject Peport. Low-inciae Pup:latien. Table 28
; 1380 Cersus of Pczulatror, Characzerisiics of Workers in Metroseiitan &ress. Tshle |

* Does =0t 17lude werkers who wark ousside SHSA »f resigence
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TABLE 1B

Place of Residence and Place of Work of Al! Workers and Black Workers 1n {5 Metrageiitan
freas by Central City and Ring: 1960, 1970. ;980

NEU YORK CiTY

Other dorkerse Live 1n Centra}

Black Workars

CRICABD
Other Vorkers

flack Norkers

JETRIIT
Other Uorkers

8lack Vorkers

PHILADELPKIA
Other Workers

lack Workers

LBS AMSELES
Gther Horkars

Black Uorkers

Live [ Ring

Live in Cantra!

tive In Ring

Live 12 Central ¢

Live In Riag
Live 1n Centrsi

Live In Rirg

Live 1n Centril
Live In king

Live in Central

Live In Riag
Live 1n Central
Livs In Ring
L: ~ in Central
Live in Ring
Live 17 Central
tive In fing

L1/@ 1n Contral
Live In Ring

WRSHINSTOM, 0.C.

Jther Norkers

slack dorters

YOUSTCN
Other Uorkare

Black Yerkers

Q

Live i» Central

Live In Bing

]

Li:0 17 Contra!
Live In furg

Li.e in Zgat:-al
Live In R3g

vive an Jests!
L1 in 3ing

Cliv

ity

Cit

City

City

city

City

Bork In Central ity

Work Ir Ring

Total

19508 1970 1980 1950
73.50  85.3% 72.2¢  8E.8M
26.5¢ 3.3t 2v.ed 1.y
88.2%  87.5%  96.3%  98.0%
1.8 1284 2. a2
Sa.8% Ll 33T TR
05,98 56.0%  49.8%  23.8%
9.3%  33.4% €161 99.3
9.7 12,08 19.1% L.g%

A0.41  a5.1% 10.0% elLe
59.9 7658 89.9¢ 35.3%
£5.8%  88.4%  £2.8% 2,14
13,3 fl.eX 18.3% 3.9y
240 P s masy
ST 6438 Tault 2Ty
"8.9% 7800 6388 9T.ay
A0 308 30.4% 2.9¢
45.4% 4. 39.9% £5.3%
Sh.st o2t 6014 348

780 27.3% 0 5U58 geLt
‘W 5858 1a.6Y
Ealt R R G I
73.88 F.5% 0 9070 segy
LB TS 48,7 gS.ew
ISP T SR T LN
Ta A AFEE e.3% 3e.tn
3.0 ALY LT e
8500 3.3, N oy 3w
ST A T S M-I

1370 (%8¢ 1960 1970 1980
38.5% 9188 s6.2 9.3¢ 6.3
13,54 6.8 35.3% 97 93
9E.08  97.8%  TLLTY O 2034 17.3¢

a.0% a.4%  28.31 7940 F2.3
57.8%  80.71 113K, .08 1).0%
32,28 39.3% 3.7 a0y o)y
9798 93,34 37.58% 5451 46.2%

3.5% 3.8 525 45.5¢  53.8¢
47.5% 3ty 15.5r tem 5.5
S2.2% 6B.9% 845X T %5
LCTEE S L S 0% - S L - QY N1

2.4% s.A% 82,77 2Ry 32,8
§5.8% &3 6.5% 7.5 3.7y
34.4% 7.88  93.5 e.7v  94.3%
WIS 6.3 3. 2.0

4.3% 8.7 TELTS e8.8% T4.OY
5.2% L I gy (8.3
la.8% 13010 T2 st 3.y
EET S ) S S .M 133
3.7 SA. 0 89.3% 30.3¢ 37.3%
3.9 2484 1.7% 1.7 PR
TEAL O 758y 932 93.3% 8.4
86,61 TLEL St sp M L
13.00 39.5% 4838 a9um o
That S 193 :. %
AT I T S VL O R T
LTI TS PRV R S T S i N 1

R g0 S aTen el




Table 18 {Cont'd)

DAL TINORE
Other Uoriers

- Black Uorkers

. NEW DRLEANS
Other Yorkers

~ Black Workars

- WENPHIS
.. Other Horters

Black Horkers

ATLANTA
Other Norkers

Black Workers

- DALLAS
- Other Workars

. Black Horkers

CLEVELAND
Other Horkers

" Rt *

' Black udcrkers

8T, Lous
i, Other "oriars

~ Black Yo vers

Live in Central ity
Live In Ring

L an Central ity
Li.e Ia Ring
Live in Central D1ty
Live In Ring
Live 1n Cent~3i 1ty
Live In ing
Live 1n Central Citv
Live In Ring
Live 1n Jentral City
Live In Ring
Liva 1a Central Caty
Live Ir Rurg
Live 1n Central City
Live In Ring
Live ir Central Caitv
Live In 71n3
tive 1n Central 1ty
Live In Ring
Live in Cent
Live In Ring
Live 10 Cent
Live Tn Fing
wive ir Cantral Tity
Live In Ring

Live in Certrai T:t.
Live Tn Fing

87.2%
52.9¢

36.0%
14.0%
8.5
3.5
7.7
12.3%
78.8%
al.eX
34.0%
15.04
§0.8%

39.48

81.3%
1.

tay &~
@ -~
w0

2
”x T

5.0
15.0%

L1 I
58.3¢

26.5¢

31.3¢
68.7¢

35.4%
14,44
47.5%
5e.48%
82.%%
1718
7€.7%
21-31
87.41
{2.5%
€3.3%
76.7%
§1.4%
18.6%
51.14
68.9%
85.3%

13.7%

3,
3.

wtn 1
x =

33.3.
fe 2

i,
s
T .
fua
e T

o~
ay
.
&£
L3

€
.

o -
3o &

20.5Y
79.5¢

73.74
2.3
3.1
66.9

79.8¢
20.

§2.91
7.9
G6.74

1.3

c'ax
30.3%

¢
£3.94

49. 1%

13,44
81.8%

83.5%
35.5%

65.3%
Kk

7.5
2.5

80.3%
19.7¢

9.7
3.

304
49,01

95.8%
4.2%
54.1%
a9
9.3%
5.7
87.2%
10.8%

95.2%
4.8%

33.9%
cl.gX

3.
14.3%
8.5%

16X

8:.3%
15.9%

8.1
6{.9%

84,91
13.1%

.84

wh.6%

33.2%
6.8¢

21.2%
78.8¢

sh.4%
5.

3.1

RO )

73.2%
7.8,

15.94
34.1%

2h.6%
73.6%
26.9%

7344

13,3
8.7

12.9¢
86.24

64,34
35.8¢%
17.3%%
§2.70
44,08
$6.0%
.
87.7%
60,0%
80.0%

7.4%
93.5%
3,44
86,04
13,04
81.0%
49,54
50.5%
12.5%
85.8¢
7.0

23.0%

8.0
.04

n"‘,‘."
STLet

3.14
.M

49.04
1.0
10,561
89.4%
61.61
58.6%
20.0%
80.01

30.6%
89.4%



Table 18 (Cont’d)

NEMARK

Other Markers Live in Central Tity 9.7 (1.4 §.7% 8.1 341 3h.% 5.7% b4 .7
Live In fing §0.3% 884X 93.3%  S51.9Y  s2.4% sS4 93.3% 955 9T

Black Workers Live in Central City 35.8%  33.8%  37.9¢  A@5.8X 7e.e% 99.3% 31.5% 1% 3.y
Live Ir Ring 4w, 2% 46.2% sa.14 14,6% 23.4% 40,74 68.5¢ 84.9% 5.

BOSTON

Other dorkars Live 1n Centra) City £6.7% AL 1881 S0.9 48y 28.94 8.1% 7.3% c.%
Live in Rang 3.3 7

8.90 8380 494K SR.AX $1.20 91.9% 92,8 9. q

tack dorkers live in (ertral City T8.41 7L TLEY 999 99.0%  94.8% 5i.5%

Live In Ring e1.5% 23.14 25.3% 3.1% 11.5% 13.2% 43.5¢ 47.9% 1N
SAM FRANSISCO
i< Other Workers Live i~ Cantral Citw 40,57 4Bl ZZ.1Y 0 <3 £3.81  €8.8%  10.4% 3.6% 4.2%
tive In #1ng 39.4% 51.8% 77.9% 32.0% 37.4% 41.8% §9.%% 96.56% 95.8%
i Black Workers Live ia Central Citv 78.4% 78,94 73.8% 9 89.0% 85.8% S1.5X 58.1% 46,71
X Live In Ring 8l.sd 23,14 £6.3% 2.1% $1.04 13.24 43.5% 47.9% 93.%

! #0ther Horkers Includes All Workers except Slack worwers
- § Data presented for 1960 are for White & Nen-dhite populatacns

=l




TAME 2

Workers Living In Central Cities of SMSA’s By Place of Work and Race: 1980

3

Black White
Total 1 Total 1
Living In Central City 3,276,997 100.01 21,767,414  100.01
Working In Central City 3,665,698 69,31 15,774,749 2.9
Working In CBD 331,598 10,11 2,424,480 .11
%orking In Ring 725,355 13.70 3,202,717 1.7
Working Qutside SNSA 141,799 2.1 948,452 4.4
Workplace Not Reported 743,148 14,10 1,831,264 8.41
Narkers Living In Rings of SMSA’s By Place of Work and Racse: 1980
Black White
Total 1 Total 1
Living In Ring 2,422,267  100.0% 41,298,885 100,01
Working In Central City 791,228 JL.01 11,454,366 .1
Working In CBD 118,117 491 1,991,039 4.8
Norking It Ring 1,203,723 A5.71 23,200,497 36,31
Working Outeide SNSA 15¢,191 €20 3,355,209 8.11
inykplace Not Repcrted 317,128 15,17 3,241,813 7.91
Distribution of SNSA Workers By Place of Work and Race: 1980
Central City CBD
Total 1 Tetal 1
All Workers 33,569,992 9.9 5,3:4,736  100.01
Black 4,417,923 13.2% 649,715 12.2%
White 27,229,138 8L.1% 4,415,599 82.9%
Other 1,922,344 0.61 259,502 L9

48

|
Qther :
Total 1 ]
|
2,024,930 100.01 {
1,437,506 7101 |
183,204 9.0X
287,941 14,2%
69,837 341 ,
229,426 11.41
Other
Te d 1
1,638,463  100.01
483,338 29.61
75,298 4,62
978,719 33.41
111,211 6.81
163,133 10.01
Ring
Total 1
29,595,982 100,01
1,929,078 6.31
26,460,224 89.5%
1,164,630 4.0%

Source: 1980 Censuz of Foguiation. Characteristics aof Workers in Netropalitan Areas, Table 1




Table 24

Workers Living in Central Cities and Uorking :n SNSA of Residence by Place of
Work and Race: 17 SMSA’s, (989

! tiving In Cenrtral Caty ! Living Ir Ring

kg 1n CCiWkg CBD 'Hkg Ring 'ng 6 .C W3 CBD ldkg Ring

amwe valae {

dhite ! 98.{%! 13, ”l‘ 9% 86.11! F13 S N &
Black ¢ 98.2%! 13.9% 1.640 a3, 3.2 T
Other 1 97.8%! 12.9%! .44 39w . 62.2%!

Chicage  White '  BO.0Hf 15380 £0.080  23.0x! 708 780!
S Black ¢ 85.0% 9% 15,000 35.3% o T
Other | BC.511  9.31 1951 2t LEK 7.0
1 ] !
Detroit  White ! S50 10,50 &8 155
Black ! 9.311 1098 30. N1t
Sther ! TL9% 10.6880 28 3w

] ' !
1 + i

Philad. White 85. 74! 19.9% ‘4, 18.1%!
Black 88.9%: 17,24 1.1 19.8%"
Other 90.4%! 16.141 L84 22.7%!

les Angeles White ¥ 6.6%0 6.3 23.9%!
Black ! 7.3%! . 39,541
Other 0% .9y 30,78

Hashingion Mhite ! B4.0%! . R 27.9¢ RE
Black ® 79,54 . . 47.0%! . 53.04!
Other ! 83.71. L8 . 7.4 ! 63.9%!

Houston dhite 89,84 10. Y 45.0%" . 54,40
Black 9z 04! ' A% +8.14: . 51,9
{ther §2.54! . .35 53.9%! . 45.1%!

i !
t ' 1

Baltingre khits . 1. : /. 31 57,8%

Black 2. . L 39,70 2% §5.3%
Cther 4 . 84! AT a7 58.5v!

New Orjeans dh;te 6. 9! Lo iy . 11.8% 63.7¢.
slack
dther

Khi‘e .
T oslatk !
Jther

&ilants AR
Blazt
Jther -

e 03 g4,
. *
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24 (Cont’d)

Ballas Uhite
Black
Other

Claveland  White
Black
Other

St. Louis HWhite

Newark

Boston

San Fran.

Source:

Black
Other

dhite
Black
Other

dhite
Black
Other

White
Black
Qther

U.5. Census. Jourrqy To dork. 1980, Tatle 2.

A3.4%)
£0.9%!
8.5!:

15.0%:
13.0%!
1.on
14.4%1
15.210!
13.841
13.9%
18.4%!
14.2%}

13.54
IS &
%0
15.7!;
22. 3%
29,81

e

ny

[]
é

17.74
14.6%!
16.0%

29.3%!
27.0%!
23.04!

24.2%!
33,84
5.540

33.8%1
40,91}
39.748

23.8%!
20.ex
23.8¢!

12.541
R
12,84

29.14
14.0%:
22.41
300!
59,00
LINV Y
26.0%0
50.9%
3.2
.7
24.3%1
15.5%1
23.91
33.9%!
&9.54!

i
1

14,74
18.3%:
&

12.1%!
1.81}
2.4%!
10.0%!
i8.5%:
13,20
5.5¢
9.0%!
.7
3.4%!
8.9%!
5,148
5.9
8.61!
7.24:

7.5
7.2%!
10.8%1

70,94
86.08:
77.6%)
87.01:
41.0%!
33,400
75.08!
FABLY
88.¢
91.30
75.2%¢
83.3%:
76.1%1
648.1¢0
70.5%

833
81.7%!
7.9



TRBLE 3

Black Workers Whc Live and Work in SNSA of Residence as as Fercent of All warkers
¥ho Live ind Work in SMSA of Residence by Place of Fesidence and Plaze of Work:
1960, 1970, 1980

Live In Certrai {1ty

: ' Live In Ring
All SM8h |--- ——-- i

Workers Totali work In CC  Wark I R1ng Total Mork In CC  Work in Ring ¢ é
1960 10,610 15.80 15.91 14.8% : 4,61 3.8 5.2 : ‘
1979 10,12 17.9% 18,71 17.8% H 4.2% 37 L4 ‘
1980 10.1%; 17.5% 17.6% 17.2% ' .47 .94 4,81 : -
TABLE 4

Distribution af Black Worke-s who Live a~d Work in SNSA of Residerce
By Place of Pesidence ard Place of Wark: 1963, 1970, 198)

Live In Central {1ty Live t« Ring

A1l SmSa ! -—- -—-- i i
Workers | Tetald dork In €2 Work InRing | Total Work In LT Wor« In fing |
1962 100,01 79.6% 72,41 1.5% v 20,41 3.87 4.8 i
1970 100,02 7811 85.21 2.9 AN 7.0% 14,94 ;
1980 100,041 £9.24 YR 1 N 1 11.81 13,91 i

TR R

ST, S
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TABLE 3A-1: New York City

8lack Werkers Who Live and Mori in SNSA of Residence as as Percent of ALl sorkers
¥ho Live and Work 1n ENSA of Pecidence b. Flace of Qesidence and 2lace of Work:
1980, 1279, 193¢

A1l SNEA !
Ho-kars | Total! Work In € dork InPing !  Total Merk In€C  ork In Ring

Lise Tr Central City ! Live In fing !

1960 ; 13,54 16.1% e.9 ! 5.5% 92.5% 7.8% \;
5970 : 17.31 17,4 14.91 : 5.5 2.7 5.5 E
1980 o ! gi. 1 K Y 19,7 ! 6.9 8.4% 7.4% ! 3

TABLE 4A-1: Mew York Lity

. N '

é{ Oistribution of Black Werkers Mhs Live and Work in SMCA of Fesidence

3y Place o7 Res:dence and Place of Work: 1950. 1970, 1930

: Live In Contral City ! Live In Ring ;

ALl SHSR le-e- - :

B Yorkers ! Total! Wirk In D Work InRing ! Totsl Hork TnCC  kork In Ring !

3 R lemananes - et

; 1540 130.041 3g.24! 5.3 25.8% ; 11.3% 1.2% 10.8% :

] 1970 100.0%! 87.6%) 86.8% 2.8¢ B -8 14 1.8% 16.8% :

R 1980 100,9%) §3.3%! 8.7 .} § ' 9N 3.3 R :

:

]
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TABLE 3A-2: Chicago

Biack Workers Wha Live a~3 Nork 1r SMSA of Residerce as as Percent of 411 workers
Whs Live and Work 1n SMSK of Residence 5y Place of Ses:dence and Place of xord:
1960, 370, 1980

! Lise In Central City : wive In Ring '

11 SMSA }e-e- ! - .ee!

Uerkars ! Tetal! dork In CC Mo~ InRumg ! Total Werk InLC  Mork In Ring !

1950 : 17,148 17,64 14,04 : 2.6% 67.4% 3. :

1972 ! 26.1% 2.9¢ 20.%% i a.9¢ 1.8¢ 3.3 :

1989 : e3.74! 3.3 €4.3% : LIS 4.9% 9.9% :
-

TABLE 4A-3: C[hicage

Distribution of Black Harvers Who Live and Nork in 3MS3 of fizsiderce
By Place of Residence and "lace of Mor<: {960. 1970. 1530

: Live In Lantrsl City d Live [n Ring '
AT SMS& - ! Rttt TS L LR P !
Workers | Totali Work InCC Mork Infamg | Total 4ork in € Work I» fag
1949 194.0% 90.3% 35.8% 3.9% : CY 1.5% iR g
1373 130. 34! 88.5¢! 76,14 2. IR 1 2.4% 6.0
1950 100.0%: §9.5%0 8.7 2.1 L 5.04 13. 1%
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TABLE 3A-3: Detrsit

1960, 1970, 98¢

Black Horkers Whs Live and Mork 1n SMSA of Residence as &5 Pe-cent of 411 workers
Who Live and Merk in SMEA of Residence v Place of Pesidenze and Place of Herke

TAELE 4k-3: Detreat

TSR GRTR TRE Y R

All SM5A °

Live Tn Central City

TR R R

] Live In Central Cit. : Live In Ping
A1l 3MSa . :
dorkers ! Total! Work InLC Hork In Ring ! Total Work InCC  dork In Rung
1960 ' 23.6%! a3 20.6% g 2.9 47.8% 3.4
1970 ' 38.84! ki: b . ' 2.8% a.8% .7
1980 ; S & 29.94 48.7% : 2.9 6,21 2.8

Distribution ¢f Black dorkers Who Live and Hork in SMSA of Residence
Bv Place of Residence and Place of Werk: 1950. 1970, 193)

Live [+ Ring

g Norkers ! Totil! Motk In (T Hort In Ring Total Work In LT Hork In Ring
?‘ 1950 IR 88.3%) 73,44 13.7% ] 3.2 £.94 16.24
: 1974 $0.3% 3.y 8.8 £7.5%¢ ! 8% 2.8% 8.8¢
3 90 oo gLeM SE m w1
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TABLE 3A-43

fhiladeiphia

Black Workers whe Live ard Werk 1~ SMS3 of Susidence as as Percent of A1l workers

1988, 1970, 1980

1980
197¢
1950

TABLE 44-4:

1950
97

198"

All SNS j---

Live In Central Citv

Who Live and Herk 1r 3MSA of Residence av Flace 3% %esidence and Place of York:

Live In Ring

Norkgrs !

.....

Tatal:

He-k In CC Mork In Ring

Total WMo~k In(C

¥ork In Fing

'

! 23.8%! 23.54 25.5%

! 28.1%: 29,34 5.8

' 33,54 36.2% 5.5
Philadelphia

5.8% §3.0%
.3 3.3
:.3% 5.7

Cistratutics of Black ¥arkers Wro Live ard Wart 1n SNSA of Peside-ce

By Place of Resicencr and Plsze of derk:

L:ve In Centr3i Caty

1980, 197C, 1980

5.9
5.9
8.3¢

“1ve Ir Ring

“atal!

Total MNort In CC

Work In Ring

130,0%
190,251

8

2.
3.
9.

%

s

58!

were {a £0 Work In Ring
73.84%
£3.4% 3.0%
CH) 7.7

55

2.1 2.1
23.04 3.1
30.59% Z.54




TABLE 3A-3: Los Angeles

Black UHorkers kho Live and Hork :n SMSA of Residence as as Fe-cent of All werlers
Who Live and Work i1n CNSA of Residence b Flace of Res:dente avd Flace of Work:
‘940, 1974, 1980

' Li:@ Ta Contral City ! Live In Ring !
R -- .- ' el
. Horkers | “otall Mk In CC Work ImRimg 1 Total Merk InCC Wori Infuing !

1950 :

16.3%! 15.14 S : LY 37.0% 3.8 ]
197 d {6,140 15.3¢ 13.4% : LN 7.3% 3.8% :
1780 : 4.3 14.1% 16.2% : 9.2% 10,14 9.1 !

TABLE 4A-5: {ss Angeles

Distribution ¢f Black Hertars Whe Live ard ok 17 SNSA of Residence
3v Flace of Residence and Place of Work: (960, 1970, 1934

Liva In Central 1ty
A1l SNSA |-meeecceemcei e ce e e eee
Berkers | Tetall dork [n 20 dork In Ping

Liva Ir Ri-g !

Total Mdork Ir € Mork ImRing !

1960 100,94 750 $d.0% 13.04 !
1970 100.0%8 87,040 48,9% 18,44 :
1980 10,04 51.5% 6.1 15.30 ;




TABLE 3A-5: Washington, D.C.

Black Workers Who Live ard Nork in SMSA of Residence as as Percent of All workers
&0 Live and Work in SMGA of Residence by Place of Residence and Place of Work:
1960, 1970, 1980

Live In Central City

Live In Ring !

All SNSA
Horkers ! Total: Work InCC Mork In Rang !  Total Work InCC  Work In king

1950 : 48.3%! 45.6% 17.6%

! 5.91 61.9% 8.7 :
1970 d §5.548 63.8% 73.2% ] 5.3% 7.9 4.8 :
1980 : 60.71 59.14 89.2¢ 1 15.4% 16.5% 15.0% :

TABLE 4#-6: Washington. 3.C.

Distribution of Black Workers Who Live and Mork in SMSA of Residence
Bv Place of Residence and Place of Work: 1940, 1970, 1980

! Live In Central City ! Live In Ring !

All SMSA ! i -
Workers | Total! Work InCC  Work InRing !  Total Work In CC Work In Ring !

1950 100.0%: 84.8%! 72.4% 12.7% R - § 3.44 1.9 :
1970 106.0%: 75.9%! §0.8% 15.1% I § 9.6 14.5% ;
1980 100.0%! 46.7%) nA 9.5% ¥ I | 15.5% 37.7% d

oy
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TASLE 34-7. Haugisn

Black Horlers Mnc Live 3ng Work in SMSA of Rasiderre as as Porcent of Al worers
Wha Live and Uark 3n SMSR of Residerce by Place of Residence and Piace of Nork:
1940, 1970, 198"

»

Live Tn Cartes]l Ti%y d Live [n Ring :

T R e Yoem- -
Nothers ! Tatalt Lok In L0 dork Ir Ring 1 Total dork In L Werk In fumg

1960 ! .10 a2 19.2% ! 5.1% 168.3% 5.4 :

1970 ; g3, 2.2 1.3 : 9.8% 5.9 3.2 '

1780 ! 34.3¢! 0. 9% 20.8% ' ™ .94 6.3% !

TABLE 4A-T: Usiston

Distribidion of Glazy Womke-s Whe _i.3 ard Work 1o SWSA of Rasidence
By Plice of Residerce and Place of Xorv: 1650, 1§70, {38C

! Live - Central Jity : =@ 23 Rarg :

Bll GMSR lemmmmcememesccecana - v messmeee- e i it '
Herkars | atalt Wimo €0 Wers Im Qa1 Tedal were In I Mork irRyg

195¢ 106.0%: TS . .4 B L .84 LN :
1979 129,04 .34 73,54 5.9 N 4§ T th.14% !
1780 130.0%! 85,4, 1 7.3 T L L5 0N !




TABLE 3A-9: Baltimore
Black Workers ¥ho Live and Work 1n SMSA of Ros\dence as as Percent of All workers
Bho Live and Hork in SMSA of Residence by Place of Residence and Place of Lork‘
1960, 1970, 1980

! Live In Central Citv : Live In Ring
A1l SHSA @ 4
Workers ! Totali Work InCC Uork InRing !  Total Work In CC  Work Ia Ring

1960 : 30.5%: 3.2 32,44 . 6.0% 85.4% 8.5%
1970 : 40.6%! 40.%% 61.8% : 5.0% 3.0% 6.0%
1980 , 68.2%! 48.9% 45.5% : 7.9¢ 9.5% 7.4

TABLE 4A-8: Baltimere

Distribution of Blace Woriers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Kesidence
By Plate of Residence and Place ¢f Work: 1940. 1970. 1980

! Live In Central Catv ! Live In Ring
ALl SM54 ! !
Horkers ! Total: Work in{C  Work InRing 1 Total Work InCC  Work In Ring
1960 100.0%! 35.0% 75.5% 10.54 V1608 1.9% 12.14
1970 100.0%! 85.4%! 54.6% 2.1 I £ Y { 2.8% 11.8X%

1980 190.048 73.7% 56.5% 1.2 0} 10.4% 15.9%




TABLE 34-9: New Orleans

Blaci Workers kho Live and Work in SMSA of Residence as 3s Percent of £l workers
Whe Live and Work in 3454 of Residence by Plice of Residence and Place of Mork:
1960, 137C. 1983

' Live In {antral Oity ! Live In Ring '

AL1 SMGA : - :
Hu'arg Tetal! Hork In IC Work Imfing 1 Tatal dork In{C  kerk Infangy !

1960 d 2.0 3.2 28.5% I ¢ 34 13874 17.6% '
197) ' 35.80 35.8% a1 : 2.8% 5.9 13.6% !
1989 d 45.8Y’ 3.3¢ 63.0% ! 3.8 6.81 1.1y '

TABLE 4/-3: Mew firleans

Dist-ibuticn of Black MWorkers Who Live ara Verk 1~ SMGA of Residerce
8y Place of Residance and Place of Work: 1640, 1970. 1730

Live In Central City ! Live [n Ring
All 5MS% 1 seeteveresacccecen : ---!
driers ! Total! Merk 10 CC Mok Ir Rang ! Total Werk In L kore In Ring !
Voo t - - -_--:
1950 100.0%! 37 3.3 KR ! 12,34 2.9% Q.5
1970 136,088 82.%%' 73,84 1 ' T 4.9% A
1920 100.0% 73,84 39,04 1.8 I - 5.4 -




TRBLE 34-10: Mgaphis

Black Wokers Whs Live and Mork 1n SMGA of Fegicence as as Parcent of A1l wsriers
Uko Live and Work :n SM5A o Fesidence b. Flace of Geeiderce ard Place of dori:
1940, 1970, {999

: cive T feeeesl Cite ! Live {n 8ing ;
1] GNEE cecmmeemmecemccceeeeemone e ' N !
dg-lers | Totall sderk T 0C Work IePimg 0 Total otk In O derk IR Pang

*
L cown emwen—

1960 o a3z 32.3% 19.2% v 251 308.9% 25.0% ;
1879 : 0.2 30,4% 35,9 ; 18.7% 15,84 20,44 d
230 : 35,34 3.8 23.5¢ : 13.0% 3.04 8.7 !

TABLE GR-{7: Meaphis

Bistr.botiza af 2lac. |

ard Ho~k in 3MZA of Res:demee
By Place :f %es:cerce :

1955, 1970, 103

: L.ve In Central it

A1 GMEE ‘mmrmmmmmeeemeeeeceeeee . mmemmmeeeee e eee e oeae
Weivers ! Totsi® wore T2 {0 dovk TaRing ¢ Tafal kork TR CC Motk nRirg

1982 10 24.6%

i 3.0 oo ! HE s.7% A
1879 109.0%! 37.4%° 2;.7% S.5 1d.e" 4.1% A '
1333 155.0% 25.74 2™ 3.9, 13.3% -4 3. '




TABLE 3A-11: Atlanta

Black Norkers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence as as Percent of A11 workers
Uho Live and Mork in SHSA of Residenc® bv Place of Residence and Place of Work:
1980, 1970, 1980

A1l SusA 3 -

] Live In Central City | Live In Ring

Horkers | Total! Work InCC Mork InRing !  Total Work InCC  Mork [n Ring

1950 : 35.7% 33.3% 19.2% : 8.0% §7.4% 12.7%
1970 : 44,6%} 43.4% 51.3% : 5. 2.3 5.8
1980 : 57.9% 57.3% 59.5% DR £ 0 4 16.7¢ 9.8

TABLE 4f-11: A4tlanta

Distr:bution of Black Workers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence
By Place of Residence and Place of Work: 19&0, 1970. 1980

: Live In lentrii City Live In Ring

Al1 3M84 1
Norkers ° Total! Work In € Mork !InRing ! Total Work InCC  Work In Jing
1950 100.0%1 a1.3% 75.3% £ v 1.1 3.5 2.
1970 100.0%: 81.4%) 64.3% 17.1% 1 18.8% N 14.9¢
3.2 S U1 20.7% 23.4¢

1980 10¢.0%: S0.9%8 37.4%




TABLE 34-12: Dallas

Black Horkers Uho Live and Hork in GMSA of Residence as as Percent of A1l workers
Who Live ard Kork in SNS& of Residence bv Place of Residence and Place of Nork:
1960, 1970, 1980

; L1ce In Cemiral City ! Live In Ring '

All SNSA ! : :
Korkers ! Total! Hock InCC dork InRing ! Total Work InCC Work InRing !

1960 : 17.64 17.9% 11.9¢ : 5.8 88.7% 7.4% !
197¢ ' 19.8%! 19.74 9.7 : 3.9 2.0% 5.9 '
1980 d 26.248 26.91 0.7 ! 5.1 a9 5.8¢ :

TABLE 44-13: Dsllas

Distribution of Black Horkers 4ho Live and Hork 1n SMSA of Residence
3y Place of Residence and Place of Work: 1950. 1970. 1980

! Live In Central City ! Live In Ring :

A1l SHea | : :
Yorkers ! Tetal! dork In €C Mork InRing ! Total Work InCC Mork Infing !

1960 100.0%: 85.0% 82.91 2.1 O 4 2.8 13.3% :
1979 10804 86.3%! 7. 1% 10.3% ' 13.7% 3.4% 10,64 :
1980 100,011 85.1%! 35.3% 9.4% T W | 5,94 30.01 !
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SABLE 3a-13: Cleveland

Black Workerc Who Live and ¥oric in SMSA of Residence as as Percent of A11 workers

ho Live and Work in SNSA of Residence by Place of Pesidence and Place of Work:
198, 1970, 1980

! Live In Central City : Live In Ring
Al GNsA ! :
Horkers ' Total! Work InCC  uork InRing !  Total Work InCC Work In Ring
10 d 2.7 25.1% 2.0% : 0.94 42.1% 1.3¢
1970 ! 3.7 32.9¢ 3.8 ' .3 §.9% 2.1
1980 ' 36.6%! 7.2 38.3 ! 6.9% 1.9 4.3

TABLE 48-13: Cleveland

Distribution of Black Werkers Who Live and Nork in SMSA of Residence
By Place of Kesidence and Place of Work: 1940. 1970, 1980

' Live In Central Caty

- ' Live In Ring
All SMSA | :

Horiers ! Total) Work Imn CC  Work InRing !  Total Work InCC  Work In Ring
1960 +00.0%4 12.0%: 1.2 0.7 ' .84 9.1% 0.3%
1970 100.0%: 33.5¢! 53.7% 19.81 N 8 ¢ 10.6% 5.9
1980 100.0%: $3.5% 35.84 7.1 3. ] PR 14.9%
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TABLE 3A-14: St. louis

Black Workers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence as as Perzent of All workers
Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence Sy Place of Residence and Place of Werk:
1960, 1970, 1980

' Live In Central Catv Live In Ring
All SMSA !--- ---
Workers ! Total! otk In € Work In Ring Total Mark In CC  Lork In Rinmg

13 1
+

' 22.3%! a1.8% 2a7.7% 6,2% 3£ 3.14
: .51 32.0¢ 9.3 5.0% 5.6% §.9%
! 35.80 36.9% 3.2 : 7.5% 8.2" 7.7%

TABLE 4A-14: St. Lpuis

Distribation of Black Werkers ¥he Live and Work in SMSA of Residence
By Place of Resideace and Place of Work: 1950. 1970. 1980

! Live In Central City ! L:ve In Ring
A1l SMSA | S

Workers | Totali Work InCC  Mork InRing ©  Total Mork In CC  Wark In ring

1 !

100041 75,64 £8.54 7.9% 23.6% 5.2% 13.4%
100.0%: 88.4%1 1.5 16.9¢ 31.6% 10.4% L.
190,04 47.4%10 5.2 t1.28 - Y 13,94 33.7¢




TABLE 3A-15: Mewark

Black Yorkers Who L:se and dork in SMSA of Residence as as Percent of All workers

¥ho Live and Work in SNSA of Residence by Place of Residence and Place of Work:
1960, 197¢, {980

! Live In Central Caty ' Live In Ring !

ALl SMSA ¢ -- ' '
Workers | Total! Hork InCC  Work InRing 1 Total Work InCC Work In Ring !

1950 : 29.1%8 26.9% 35.4% ' 7.4 37.8% % !
1370 ' 45.3% 43.8% 50.8% ! 3.7 12.5% 8.0% ;
1980 ' S2.5%; 49.9% 56.5% R § -1 ¢ 36.6% i | !

TABLE 44-15: Newark

Distribution of Biack Workers dha Live and Work in SMGA of Residence
By Place of Resicence and Place of Work: 1980, 1970, {980

: Live In Central Citv ' Live In Ring :

ALl SMSA ! e cevoees]
Workars | Total! Work InCC  Mork [nRung ¢ Total Work [nCC Mork Infang !

1980 190,04 53.8%: 38.44 17.34 T %5 6.5% 37.8¢ d
1970 100.0%: 53.8% 36.5% 19.3¢ 46.2% 10.6% 35.8% !

1980 100.0% 37.91; 22.4% 15.5% N B 15,64 45.7¢ !




TABLE JA-16: Bosten

Black Morkers Who Live and Work 1n SMSA of Residence as as Percent of All workers

Who Live and Work in 5KSA of Residence by Place of Residence and Place of Work:
1960, 1970, 1380

! Live In Central City { Live In Ring !

All SNSA » ! '
Worlers ! Tetal: Work In CC  Work TnRing ¢  Total Work In C  Work In Ring !

1940 ! 8.81! 8.8 10.8% ! 3.9% 10.1% .98 !
1979 ' 11.4%0 11.3% 11.9% ' 1.0% 1.2% 1.0% :
1980 t 18,748 17.3% 16.8% : 1.4% 2.0% :

TABLE 4A-16: Bostan

Distribution of Black Workers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Residence
By Place o Pesidence and Place of Worv: 1980, 1970, 1780

]

! Live In Cantral City
ALl SMSA !

Live In Ring '

Horkers ; Total: Work InCC Work InRing ! Total dork In CC  Work In Ring !
1960 100.9%! 78,448 62.0% 1.0 ) I8 5.3 15.5% !
1970 100,043 76.9%! 59.8% 17,14 I 7.4% 15.8% ;

1980 150.0%! 73.8%8 58.8¢ 15.2% - 5 8.91 HOR '} §




TABLE 34-17: San Fransisco

1960, 1970. 1980

FRT T, N R TR e W 1

Black Workers Who Live and Work in SMSA of Rezidence as as Percent of All workers
Uho Live and Work in SMSA of Residence by Place of Pesidence and Place of Nori:

Live In Central City : Live In Ring
ALl GNSA | --e jo=-- ---
Workers ! Totali Work InCC Work InRing !  Total Work InCC  Mork In Ring
1950 ' 17.1% 7.54 -3.% d 5.8% 17.7% 14,4
197 ' 19.1%! 10.0% 11.0% : 7.3% 5.81 7.8%
1980 ' 9.0%! 3.8% 10.24 ' 8.9 9.2% 8.9

TABLE 44-17: San Cransisce

Oistribution of Black Workars Whe Live and Work in SMSA of Residerce

Bv Place of Residence and Place of dork:

1980, 1970, 1980

! Live In Central City : Live In Ring
All SMSA ! -- '
Horkers | Total! Work InCC  Work InRing ! Total Work InCC  Work In Ring
1940 106.0%! 59,64 57.5% 11.9% I 7.5% a3.2%
1970 0. 0x! 3.4 28.5% 3.0% b 48.aY 9.5% $8.9x
1980 130.0% 23.y 19.0% 3. o778 15.3% §3.5%8




TABLE 5

Households 1n Metrop.litan Areas With No Autosobile Available, by Race: 1940, 1970, 1980

1
Nhite

960 1970
Non-White Non-Negro Negro

1980
Khite Black

Total Households | 30,513,635
Central (1tyes | 15,662,232
No Auto | 4,515,759

1 ‘o Auto ! 28.8

Ring ' 14,851,403
No Quto | 1,550,428

1 No Auto ! ‘0.4

Ratio Black:White; {
Ceatral Cities 1,
Ring i 3.

Sources: Census of Housing,

Census of Housing,
Census of Hous:ng,

Census of Housing,

3,486,409 39,119,661 4,738,722

2,843,717 17,546,093 3,832,227
1,326,763 4,263,266 1,807,115

B.7 4.3 4.2
642,692 21,573,568 906,495
227,909 1,818,162 25,337

35,5 8.4 28.3

960 1970
B6:1 1,94:1
40:1 3,70:1

41,624,545 6,932,352

18,735,649 5,044,175
3,469,325 1,967,086
18.5 39.0

22,888,896 1,888,127
2,059,682 356,890
9.0 18.9

1980

1:1

2.11:
2.10:1

U.5. Suesary 1960 Detailed Characteristics, Table 13
Census of Housing, U.S. Summary 1960 Detailed Characteristics, Table 29
U.S. Susmary 1970 Detailed Characteristics, Table 33
U.S. Susma~ 1970 ostailed Characteristics, Table 37
Census of Housing, Y.S. Suess vy 1980 Latailed Characteristics, Table 81
Census of Housing, U,S. Sumsary 1980 Detailed Characteristics, Table 83
U.5, Suamary (980 Detailed Characteristics, Table 84

63




Table 5A
)

[ Households in 17 Netropolitan Areas With No Autnaotile Avarlable,
by Races 1970 & 1980
1970 1980 % Change. 70-80
% no auto B ¥ | N B (]
New York
3 e 72.8%  S4.0%  69.31 53 15.8%  -2..%
3 Ring 33.0% 9.1%  33.0%  10.8% -8.08  -24.8%
i Chicays
: cc 49.7%  35.58 e5.1% 0 33.%% iy -29.34
Ring 22.9% 6.9 6.2 5.4% 44.7% 4.3%
Detroit -
ec 37,88 se.1% 38X 2L 10.4%  -64.7%
Ring 7.5  20.7% 219X 3.3 3464 -29.5%
Philadelphia
£ 5.3y 3374 S0.9% 3t.i% 1.5 -17.9%
Ring §0.5% 10.7% 9.5% 7.6% -37.1% .88
Los Angales
ec 30.3% 20.{%  28.1% 13.5% 4.7 33.0%
Ring 17.9¢  11.5%  14.8% 3.8¢ 81.7%  -26.4%
Hashingtun , .
cc §7.2%  S4.8%  40.8X  31.M =150 -30.4Y
Ring 20.7% 7.5% 13.6% 5.5 108.4%  -8.4%
Houston
e KT SRR T Y91 § 13,74 3.5% -2.6 -15.0%
Ring .98 7.0 2.8 2.5 -39.4%  -3.0%
Baltisore
cc 67.8% 411y 41.8% PR 7.5% 8.7%
fing 54.0% 7.5 a3Mn 4.3% -30.8%  -TO.N
New Orieans
ec 6.7 373 42,8 298 .30 -28.8%
Ring 3580 10018 20.8X .54 -heX 27,34
Nemphis
e ap.8% 2214 2. Tk N S UL
Ring AT.8Y 1.8 274X 2.3¢ -+. 88 -24.8%
Atlanta
NN 43.0% 28.%  &0.0% L PR SRR |
Ring 39.3¢ 5.8% 29.9% 3.8¢ FES I S J 1A
H.

f: ‘ Q 7?()




34 {Cont’d)

Dallas

cC 3.3 16,14 Z22.2% 5.9% 2,68  -20.5%

Ring 3.2 8.7% 17.7% .3 71,7 93.9%
Cleveland

€c 50.4% 31,74 36.9Y  23.9% -5.94 -

Ring 17.9¢ 8.1y 36.8% 6.9% 129.0%  -2.7%
St. Louis

cC 48.7% 3814 39.4% é5.1% -35.5¢ -39.7¢

Ring 36.4% 9.7% 29.6% 6.0% 2.7% -7.3%
Newark

€ 59.4%  S1.54  53.8%y 8.2 -8.2%  -a3.68%

Ring X 13,8 26.0% 8.9 S0.3%  -16.8Y
Boston

€c £3.7¢  40.6% S1.3x  40.5% 1158 -23.44

Ring .88 1574 29.8% 12.9% $0.3%  -13.3%
San Fransisco

¢ 90.7%  39.5%  42.8%  33.9% -1.2%  -32.2%

Ring 6.1% 11.7¢ 25.0¢ 7.5% a6, 8% -19.0%

# % Charge resresents the percentage change in absolute nuabers of househclds
with no autosobile availadle.

Source: U.5. Census of Housing 198G, Drtailed Characteristics. Tanles 55, S8
U.5, Census of Heusing 1970, Detailed Craracteristics. Tables 44 de.
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Table €6
Black Households in Metropolitan Areas With No Autoeobile Available

A * Percent of All Households In Metropolitan Areas With No Autosobile
Availadlesr 1960, 1970, 1980

1950 1970 1980
Central Cities 25.3% 29.8% 35.2%
Rings 1e.8% 12.4% 14,8%

Yoo s C )

BSSSREESEEEES TR

Change in Nusher of Heuseholds In Metropelitan Areas With No Autosobile
fvailable By Rate: 1960 - 1980

Black All Others

Central Cities 28.8% -23.2%
Rings 56.6% 32.9%

{Derived Fros Table 3)




TABLE &

Zentral (its fousehalds Witn Ns Aucomot:le ano Norkers Who Live In Ceatral
fitres and Jse Transit for the Journey 5 work, By Race: 1670 and 1980

1970 1960
Negra #hite Black khite
Central City Households 3,832,227 17,230,2638 3,044,175 18,735,649 y

With No Autasobile 1,807,115 4,184,5724 1,967,046 7,349,325
Percent .2 U3 1.02 18.5%

{entral Citv Noriers 4,315,770 19,393,384 5,223,030 21,810,30
Ysa Trarsit to Work 1,495,458 3,280,435 1,221,700 2,322,899
*errent b P 16,91 5.3 10.22

Norvers Per Housesold 1143 113 $.04 1,14

Socrces: 1960 Census of “opuiaticn, 4.5, Susmary, Generai Social a=d Ecorca.c cheracteristics, Tatle 122
<33 Census of Papuiatior, U9, Susmary, Detailed Chara:teristics, Tasies 65, 94
198) Census of Housing, U.S. Sussary, Detailed Characteristics, Tables 81, 83, 84
1970 Census of Population, Special Subject Report, Low-Income Population, Table 24
1970 Cersus of Housing, U.S. Susaary, Detailed, Characteristics, Tables 33, 37

¥ Der1ved by mult.plying nor-r2gre -auszhoids by 982, Nusber of white hou-eh-!cs
mith no autaechile 1s greczbl. siijht.y overstated ae 3 conseqrence.




Table 6A
LY
Cantral City Households With o Autosobile and Workers Who Live In Central
Cities and Use Transit for the Journey to Work, By Race,
17 SNSA’s: 1970 L 1980

1970 1980
Negro  dhice  Black  lWhite

NEU YORK Horkers With No futos  72.8%  S4.08  49.3¢  53.0%
Warkers Using Transit  71.1%  57.0X  66.3%  51.4%

ey -

. CHICAGD Horkers With No Auto 9.7 35 S0 B
: Uorkers Using Transit  42.2%  30.9%  38.0%  29.5%

DETROIT Horkers With No Auto 37.5¢ 440X 2128 31.8%
Workers Using Tramsit  25.3%  12.6%  15.8% b.4%

PHILADELPHIA Morkers ¥ih No Auto 55.3% 397 509 3l.i%
Norkers Using Transit  49.0%  28.7%  42.7%  26.0%

LOS ANBELES Workers With No Auto 30.3%  ad.4%  28.1x  13.8%
¥orkers Using Transit  16.4X 730 16,88 7.5%

WASKINGTON  dorkers With No futo 47.2%  Sk.sx 40.8% 3184
Workers Using Trans:t  40.3%  26.8%  40.8%  33.2%

HOUSTON Uorkers With No Auto 3201 161y 1978 5.5%
Horkers Using Transit  19.0X 6.0%  10.5% 2.6%

BALTIMORE  Workers With No futo 67.3% 4114 4184  13.4%
Workers Using Tramsit  37.5%  17.0%  35.8%  15.3%

REW ORLEANS Horkers With No Aute 56.7% 3.3 .88 20.8%
Workers Using Transpt 635X 22,68 28.9%  13.9¢

MEMPHIS wu. .ers With No Auto 46,64 2211 32.5% 7.
Workers Us:ng Transit 25,74 4,68 13.8% 4.5

=
»x P

ATLANTA Workers With No Auto 43.3% 38T #0000 {7.A
Workers Using Transit  33.0% 7.8¢ 3K 1.5

DALLAS Horkers Hith No duto 3.8% a0 2. 5.8%
Workers Using Transit  22.7% 5.9¢  15.4% 5.28

| CLEVELAND  Workers With No Auto  40.6% 317  26.7%
- Workers Using Tramsit  28.3% 13,40 25.0%

.*
M >
n )
52 e

na
eh W

o §T. LOUIS  Workers Uith No Autc 48,74 380 3.0 25.9%
4 Workers Using Transit  28.3%  1S.5% 23,08  12.8¢

Horkers With No Auto 9.0 St.54 93.8%  35.2%
Workers Using Trams:t  42.3% 3110 33.0%  {7.3%




87 {Cont’d)

BOSTON Horkers With No Auto 63.7% 40,61 51,3%  o0.5%
Workers Using Trans:t  49.3%  35.7%  41.7¢  30.7¢

SAN FRAN.  Workers With No Auto 39.8%  19.3% 42.5% 33,3

»

Workers Using Transat  38.4%  34.7%  39.5 36,84

tdorters Froa Households without “utcs Does not raflect possibie {or even
probable) differences in the nusber of wsrkers per househsld in those
households with and without autes.

Sourze: U.S. Census. Low Incose Areas 1n Large Cities. 195, Table 2
U.S. Census. Tetailed dousing Cra-acteristics. 1870, Tables 4i-4
U.3. Census. Detailed H.Lsing Characteristics. 1980, Tables 55-5¢




TABLE 7

Workers Living In Central Cities Who uUse Transit For the Journey to Wark,

By Regions By Race: 1980

UISI
Black White

Total Workers 5,223,030 21,410,330
Use Transit 1,346,604 2,345,947
I Trarsit 29,81 1L

South
lack White

—ome

M.E. N.C.
Blacy White Black ¥hite
1,205,548 4,751,350 1,291,594  §,235,303
396,993 1,323,407 286,464 483,331
45.51 21.9% 22.21 9.21
dest

Blace White

Total Workers 2,276,808 6,434,902
Use Trarsit 380,360 231,233
I Transit 17.11 3.5L

03,936 5,061,376
81,43 341,223
16.1% 6.7%

Source: Census of Population 1980, Gemeral Sorial ¥ Sconomic Characteristics, Tahle 122
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Tabsle /A

War kers Lavang an Lentral Cities Who se Tramsit For the Jourrney to Work,
By SMIHs By Race: 17 SMSA's, 1980

RS 7S Mmoo et e et S S SE et e T S e e A em e a o s e e o e e

u.s. Nww York City Chicago Detrolrt Philadelphia
Blak Wate Hlachk While Black Hhite Bl.awb: Wi b Blaclk Khite

Tatal Horkors S22305%0 21514837 B23414 1337909 3639792 v5653 212398 154775 193717 298?765
uzie Transat 13404 235947 4133, A7<14u6 140465 <8523 13474 a3tE 82743 235802
W Transat s TR = 11.12 66 . 3% S1.62 38.0% «9 a5l 15.87 5.4l 2.7 <405

o e e e e rn e e v o e S 8t m g O t n o e o ey St o
- A T S LSRR LRI RRNI O T IR

Hastington O Houston Baltinurs New Orleans
Black Whte Black Wrate B1ack W te Blac} White Bl ack Hhite

Tootal Horkes = 180055 adl110 1835132 1044 190036 541202 147€30 144122 9IAS30 110653
Lizee Transat SUULY oyl °52 34 33255 20014 14175 52594 220-17 23743 15394

i Tramnat | L Ve S 0.t 33, 20 10.54 NS M 38. 60 15.2: 2F4. 97 13.3x

Mampti : Hilantas [allas Clevel and St. Lous
Hlack Whte Blach WHate Bl ack White Hlack Whia Le Bl ack Whate

Teat 51 Horlewr = D6 1539312 11156 bHEZ21 112971 6L BOR22 1219304 53934 132545
e Teanzit 13d62 c453 32304 91612 13512 1003 20619 187093 17908 13093
22T anzat 14.02 .5 3200 13.52 1€..472 S..2% 25. 6% 15.5: JE 002 12,33

R RN I NI SR T .

MNeuart Hozton San Fran=zisca

81 ack hinte Elac) Whiite Black White
Toabsl Horboor = 55340 11202 A7 1050 1945 30 32210 214711
uses Nranzat 1605 2302 19649 59792 12707 cH162

o lranzat E TR o 17030 41.78 30. 7 3.5 35,68

Leoaree: WS, Uenzoz, Ustailed Huusim Characteoristacs, 1370, Tables <o~ "‘78
.2, feonzus, [et=led Housarey Character 1sias, 139680, latilos S5-5S¢ {

22N




TABLE 8

Netridution of Households 1° Central Cities With no Auta Availadle anc
Gistrisutian o7 workers ir Central Sities Using Transit for the
Jaur-ev to Work By Race: %2l 1970, 19%¢

1989 1570 1980
Non-White Wi:t Negra  Non-Negro Black ¥hite
% No Autosmaile $3,7  28.8 47.2 2.8 9.0 18,5
X using Transit  N.A. N4, pLIM 17.1 &8 111
TABLE 9

central ity Werkars ifsing Pudiic T-ansportstion For the Jesrrev
Ta dore By Race: 1974, 960

197¢ 1989
Nejra  @hite Blac Whte
“atel L7 Tranert iser: L0 229,077 1,860,538 !, TAe 404 D 3sC,547
Ctanje, 137)-1980 LIRS SIS B £ I by
% 0% All S5, Norkers i i 1.1 35,8 1.t
% ¢ Ai1 Workers Who 43.7 4.2 56.9 P |
Live in Centrai Cities
1973 KEN
2oacke az 2 L of & PPTUT W
Trineye Usere
Elazvs as 3 % of AL LAY
Czatral Coty worizes




tapie §O

Percent Distributrion of Black and ¥hite SMSA& Workers by Mears Of \-avel To Wark and Sex: 1980

Live In Central City Live In Ring

Wark in Central City ! Work In Hork I~ Central City fark In

Ring

in CBD ! Elsewhers ! Ring i I CBD ! Elsewhere

iMale i B i B L 4 1+ B ¥ B W ! B [
Drive fione 1 48,5 52,0 ! S5.4 65.7 1 63.3 74,90 58.8 56.9 ! 88.5 74.5 ! 59.7 71.9
1Car Pocl V12,8 1410 16,0 3.8 0 2001 19.3 1 20,0 20,3 20.8 19.8 ! 2.5 164
‘Public Transit 1352 204 170 790 9.0 Z9!19.7 1.5 1.3 b ! b5 A
i0thert to62 %40 9.5 1264 3 3B LS LY L4 21148 10.8
iTatal 1400, 99.9 1109.0 100.0 1100.0 100.2 1100.0 160.0 :300.9 106.0 ! 99.9 100.9 !
iFemale :

iDrive dlone 28,5 38,0 0 8.0 57,50 521 70.0 1 413 440 ! 59.8 69.5 1 S5.t 4.t
iCar Pool CAL0 19,7 0 19,8 17.8 % 2800 23.0 ¢ Z3.6 28,2 ¢ 25.7 24.2 0 25.9 164 !
Public Transit ¢ 510 4.9 29.4 16,81 18.1 A% ZA0 36,9 D 12,9 49! .8 1.6
i0thers 3 T 8 1) 18 200 9 g0 e LT 1002 10,9
Total 100.¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.) 100.0 99.§ 10).0 169.0

? Includes all other foras of travel and those working at hose

Source: 1980 Census of °opulation, U.S. Sumsary, Detaiied Characteristizs. “able 294




TABLE 1§

Distridution of Transtt Werk Trips By Placks and Whites In 3MS3°s #y Deszinaticn ead Sev:

1980

Fros Central ity

Frea Ring

To Cantrai [ity ! Ts To Central City H -
________________ (80 ! Elsewhere ! Ring ' (0 ! Elsewhere | Rin
iTatils fOWRIS L 1,997,349, 209,869 1 506,63 443,360 1 350,441
Black i W8 B 1 M7 &6 1 142 1 147
i Male 8.0 1+ e 18.9 .9 IS 7.2
i Feadle o188 Y 2y T L7 1 75 I R 1
‘Mite O T S S A 2.8 0.3
1 Male O A N 7S Y 7 . N ¢
i Feaale N A Y S T Y T 525 S |
iTotals 11020 HAHRY 100.9 10,2 100, ¢ 1€6.90
Sourze: 1°.7 fersus ¢+ Population, U.S. Suanary, Detaried hzeactsristics, ~able o5
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TOBLE 12~

Distridution of Fuhlic Trans:t dork Tring In SNGA's By Race and Sau: 498

: Fres Central City ' Frea Ring

: To Cantral Citv To : To Cent-ai City ! Ta

. Totals ¢« Te CED | Elsewtere Ring i+ TaCBD | Elsewcere ! Ring

{Black : : ' ; ! :
1 Male i 459,440 , 76,309 1 287,494 ! 37,489 3,327 5300 25,410
4 ! 160.0% . 1.0 8Z.6% 1 523 "y ¢ B 5.9
i Feasile ¢ 807,122 1 160,709 482,271 35,764 | 23,787 4,485 ! 43,3683
Vo : 99.9% 4 19.91 . 59.4% - 8. 91 b ) A 5.0 .4
1White i i ' ; - H
T Male v, 498,513 0 291,823 0 979,739 . 3,864 ¢ ZIT087 0 205,307 0 122,835
. X : 99.5% ¢ 19.5% ! 38.7% 3.5 15.8% 13.67 ¢ 6.21
' Fesale i1 71,593 29 474 1 547,843 ! 37,337 0 239,258 0 179,387 © 1%6,433
) ! 120.0% 1 5.1 37.8% 4 N 4,0 0.3% ¢ 0
iTotais v 4,474,985 0 %85, 103 . 1,997,349 209,59 1 TH9.e31 1 MS, 580 . 350,441
I i 99,97 ¢ 20,47 G4, 4,7 ST VA £, ! 7.9

e m ettt ettt -, ———-- - S e e et r e s et r et e cncccr e r et e e e e st cctaesca e e n e cm e e a————

Scurces 1980 Census of Pogulatior, 1.3, Susmarv, Jetailen [haraztzristizs, Tacle 291
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Wl 2

Lador Force Particization and Transit Use By Central City Black Workers in
17 Select.d Cities: 1980

Black Workers As a Percent Of:
Rlack Pop. All Mkrs. ALl Transit

NEW YORK 34.9% 24.8% 29.8%
+CHICAGO 30.9% 36.4% 40.2%
DETROIT 28.0% 37.8% 7.2

1 SPHILADELPHIA 30.3% 3.1 4.3%
LOS ANGELES 35.8% 16.7% 30.9%
HIASHINGTON 41.2% 64,9% $9.3%

! HOUSTON 43.2% 26.0% 38.5%
BALTINORE 3.3 30.4% 70.4%

NEW imsms 2.3 §7.4% $3.1%

NENPHIS 31.4) 37.1% 5. 2%
HATLANTA 35.5% 39.6% 77.9%

DALLAS $2.5% 25.9% 23.6%
«cLEVELAND 32.1% 40.0% 52.8%

§T. LOUIS 31.0% 38.4% B |

NEWARK 2.9 57,31 .48

+B0ST0" 37.4% 19.5% 24.7%

5AN FRANSISCO 37.3% 13.1% 14,04

¢ Have R»it Transit




