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Chapter 2 | The
Inheritance

of the
Ghetto

In his book The Truly Disadvantaged, published in 1987,
- lius Wilson put together a theory that made sense ow what Amer.
william Juliu i on the nightly news as they turned on their TV getg i
icans in:w mmn_wmmnm seeing violence that was concentrated in specific seg-
T .H.:&.\ E‘ cities to a degree that had not existed since the riots of
e O s seeing urban blight that left areas of the city empty ang
e Emnaﬁd seeing crack addicts and the homeless strewn acrogs
o Hd“%% most of the faces they saw in these images were black,
urbe? m:.mmﬂ.m. . ead the morning newspaper they saw statistics about the
Eroww >sznwwmﬁwm two-parent family structure, the rising dropout rate,
%.ﬁ:oﬂmﬂos Moroow and the rising incarceration rate—and all of these
MH_H“MM “MHM M:Omﬁ _unoa,-ocunmm among African Americans. | |
hat the nation saw and read was a ?.oacQ.Om sensational jour-
m.an owi btle racism—the images and stories of violence and desper-
:m:ﬂﬂﬂ:d%% represent the large majority of black neighborhoods.? Even
Mm_oﬂﬂm statistics on poverty, crime, and violence mosmzsmm the mBmﬂmmE.um
f .m new type of urban poverty. Wilson’s book laid out a theory to mxﬂ_ms
M_n transformation of urban :&m:wo%.oowm MMW %ﬁmw DGHMUMMM”W.%M”
at it almost seems obvious in hin 1 :
MMMMHMMMNMHWOE the manufacturing base E.sozrmmmﬂm.g m:M ﬂ“ﬂﬂ%%
cities had begun to evaporate, leaving Bm:oﬂ_ﬁ%.vovw_mﬁ—Odw t M gt
on stable, working-class jobs since the Great w\:mwmco: ,.En. ou mﬁ < %zmm
ment base. With the decline in manufacturing jobs «.Sa:: nm:_u” » Esw
joblessness skyrocketed and there were fewer ..anzmmwmzm EM e
who could support a family and play the role of cﬂmm.mi_::mnl o
families headed by a single parent rose sharply, as did the rate o e on
receipt. In addition to the transformation of :%m:._mcoH Bm%_om_ﬂmn,wm e
demonstrated how civil rights legislation allowed middle-class mm .
pand the boundaries of urban ghettos, or to leave them m:omﬂrmﬁ ﬁwmm o
that had the unanticipated consequence of removing the “middle-c i
fer” from black neighborhoods. When the middle class left, the com
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institutions they left behind, including the church and the schools, deterio-
rated rapidly.

The result of these and other, subtler changes was a concentration of
poverty in the urban ghetto that was associated with an array of social prob-
lems, including violence, homelessness, joblessness, rising rates of families
headed by single women, and welfare receipt. Whereas the ghetto of the
1940s was a place where all classes of African American families were forced
to live, the ghetto of the 1980s was a place where the most impoverished
African Americans had been abandoned. Americans saw the consequences
of this concentration of poverty when they made forays into central cities or
when they turned on their TVs and witnessed the everyday blight and blood-
shed that characterized the urban ghetto of this period.

The second major work on urban poverty that was published during this
period came from Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton, who wrote American
Apartheid several years after the publication of Wilson’s book.? Massey and
Denton’s argument did not challenge the accuracy of the theory put forth by
Wilson, but they argued that Wilson’s book overlooked the “missing link”
underlying all of the changes that he had documented: the persistence of
racial segregation. In American Apartheid and in subsequent works, Massey
and his co-authors described how the changes in the labor markets of urban
areas and the increase in black poverty that Wilson documented would not
have had such serious consequences were it not for the rigid segregation
in America’s urban neighborhoods.* The core empirical finding underlying
Massey’s claims was this: despite the major advances made in civil rights in
the late 1960s, racial segregation had barely declined in the post civil rights
era. Decades after the Fair Housing Act of 1968, many of America’s largest
cities remained “hypersegregated,” to use a term coined by Massey and Den-
ton to describe areas characterized by the isolation and concentration of
minority populations. Severe racial segregation was a necessary condition
for the concentration of urban poverty and all of the social problems that
emerged with it, they argued.

If one is willing to simplify the complex set of theories and analyses put
forth by Wilson and Massey and their co-authors, there are two crucial ob-
servations about urban poverty that stood out from their work. The first,
from Wilson, is that ghetto poverty transformed in the post World War 11
period, so that urban ghettos were increasingly characterized by the concen-
tration of poverty and related social problems. The second, from Massey, is
that racial segregation has persisted in the post civil rights era, and the seg-
regation of urban neighborhoods by race has allowed for the concentration
of poverty and other problems that Wilson described. The way that scholars
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ources of neighborhood inequality, the consequences
and the persistence of racial inequality in >32..om
1ca

has been shaped by these two complementary observations about the pe

sistence of racial mmmammmaoz and the concentration of poverty in >5m:.8,7
In the wake of this research from Wilson and Massey, Poverty | s
me to be thought of not only in individual terms byt also Mm
stributed across space and across communities, !
s evidence in support of an additional observatig,,

that provides a new perspective for scholars and policy makers attemping
to understand and respond to concentrated poverty. The problem of urbap,
he post civil rights €ra is not only that concentrated poverty pyq
racial segregation has persisted but that the same famijje
e consequences of life in the most disadvantaged enviro,.
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Figure 2.1. Neighborhood poverty levels among blacks and whites born in two periods:
1955-70 and 1985-2000.

whites were raised in neighborhoods with at least 20 percent poverty, com-
pared to 62 percent of African Americans. Three out of four white children
were raised in neighborhoods with less than 10 percent poverty, compared
to just 9 percent of African Americans. Essentially no white children were
raised in neighborhoods with at least 30 percent poverty, but three in ten Af-
rican Americans were, These figures reveal that African American children
born from the mid-1950s to 1970 were surrounded by poverty to a degree that
was virtually nonexistent for whites.

This degree of racial inequality is not a remnant of the past, as the fig-
ures for children born thirty years later make clear. If there is any differ-
ence between children in the previous generation and in the current one,
the degree of neighborhood disadvantage experienced by African American
children has worsened in the current generation. Two out of three African
American children born from 1985 through 2000 have been raised in neigh-
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borhoods with at least 20 percent poverty, compared to just 6 percep,
whites. Only one out of ten African Americans in the current generatiop, roﬂ
been raised in a neighborhood with less than 10 percent poverty, ¢ oStEmm
to six out of ten whites. Even today, 31 percent of African American n::aﬁma
eighborhoods where the poverty rate is 30 percent or greater, 3 | o
unknown among white children. < fevel
While the severity of neighborhood disadvantage experienced among th

black population has been well documented, these figures provide 4 m::M
der of the fact that black and white children in America CONtinye
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stance. This is not an adequate explanation for the patterns in figure 2.4, |f
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Figure 2.2. Characteristics of high-poverty neighborhoods in 1970 and 2000.

hoods with less than 30 percent poverty were just six percent black, on aver-
age. In 2000, high-poverty neighborhoods were 43 percent black, compared
to 11 percent black in the remainder of neighborhoods. In both periods,
high-poverty neighborhoods had extremely high rates of joblessness and
idleness. For instance, in 1970 high-poverty neighborhoods had 8 percent
unemployment, 19 percent welfare receipt, and a high school dropout rate
of 28 percent among youth aged 16-19. By 2000 these figures had changed
somewhat due to the growing educational attainment of the population as
a whole and the worsening economic climate in such neighborhoods—in
2000, high-poverty neighborhoods had unemployment rates of 17 percent
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and welfare receipt rates of 23 percent, while 18 percent of youth
were high school dropouts. Compared to the rest of the hation Emmna 16~y
borhoods featured a remarkable concentration of jobless mn:.:wmww Neigh.
the unemployment rate in high-poverty neighborhoods was m In 2000,
three times as high as in the rest of the nation. OTe thap,
Even these figures do not capture some of the most salient 4
high-poverty neighborhoods, such as the prevalence of violence mmog of
crime and violence at the level of neighborhoods are not m<m=mv.mm mm ta op
nation as a whole, but it is possible to provide a more vivig descrj %H the
what it means to live in an area of concentrated disadvantage by smw 5:. of
the focus to a single city with available data, in this case Chicago, msws_sw
single dimension of violence, in this case homicides. The maps in memMo a
and 2.4 show census tracts in Chicago in 1970 and 2000, respectively, ang M.w
shaded by the degree of neighborhood poverty in the census tract, with EHn
darkest shaded tracts indicating those with at least 30 percent Ppoverty, ,;M
maps also show the spatial distribution of homicides occurring in Chicagy
from 1966 through 1970 and then from 1996 through 2000.¢
As is strikingly visible from the maps, the concentration of violence goes
hand in hand with the concentration of poverty. There is a remarkabje spa-
tial clustering of homicides in and around neighborhoods with high levelg
of poverty, a pattern that is most striking in 1970 when the vast majority of
homicides were clustered in the most disadvantaged sections of the city, the
primarily black, high-poverty neighborhoods of the west and south sides,
By 2000, poverty had spread as the traditional black ghetto widened to in-
clude a broader area stretching further south and further north and west.
The spatial distribution of homicides widened accordingly, stretching into
the same new high-poverty neighborhoods. In both periods, there are entire
sections of this violent city where the most extreme form of violence, a lo-
cal homicide, is an unknown occurrence. There are other neighborhoods
where homicides are a common feature of life. Several neighborhoods on
the south and west sides of the city experience the shock of a local homicide
on a regular basis, almost once a month on average.

Not every city is as segregated by race and income as Chicago is, and not
every city is as violent. Still, these maps provide perhaps the most vivid por-
trait of what living in areas of concentrated poverty can mean in America’s
cities. The neighborhoods shaded darkest in the maps, where the dots rep”
resenting homicides are most densely clustered, are the types of :mmmrcow
hoods in which three out of ten black children from the current and prev
ous generations have been raised in America. These are environments that
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Figure 2.3. Homicides in Chicago from 1966 to 1970, by neighborhood poverty rate.
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reproduction of racial inequality in :Q.m:vo%oo.ﬁ_ msﬁao:B_n:ﬁm OVer timg,
Discrimination in the housing market1s one oc<.5:m example .om an explici;
and effective mechanism by which Hma.m_ _.smn.cm__.Q was Em_s.nm_sma ngocmn
the 1g60s and beyond.® Although discrimination in ﬂr.m ro:ﬂ.:m and lep &:m
markets was made illegal with the vmm.mmm.n o.m a:w mm_.n Housing Act .om 1968,
there is strong evidence that racial a_mQEﬁ:mao:.E HQ.#.E wo:m:ﬁ and
home mortgage lending remains prevalent H.u American Q.znm. In additiop
to blatant discriminatory practices, the residents of a zm._mrvoﬂroom may
use informal intimidation or violence to “defend” &a: zm_msco%o.oa from
encroachment by members of other nmomm._ ow ethnic m_.,o:v.m.s while othey
actors like real estate agents and local wo:mﬁm:m may take informal or for-
mal action to restrict blacks to specific sections of _.:.vmd. areas and to majp.
tain boundaries between minority ghettos and white neighborhoods, !

It is also possible, of course, that individual m;..mmmaogmm m.:a .EoE:Q
decisions have played a role in maintaining the Em_a.mmmnmmmcos in Amer-
ica’s cities. Part of the reason why preferences for um_mr.co;oom nwEvamr
tion have garnered increasing attention as an mem.:m:o: for wmm_aw:mm_
patterns in urban areas is the realization that anmm:a nr.m.ano:s@w in or-
ganized discrimination following the 1960s, America’s cities continue to
be remarkably segregated by race and ethnicity.’ Some have m:m.:mm that
different racial groups’ preferences help to explain why segregation is so
persistent—for instance, one very consistent finding from this literature is
that African Americans are the most open of any racial or ethnic group to
living in integrated neighborhoods, yet this group is ranked as the ﬁmmmn .mﬁ.
tractive neighbors by all other racial and ethnic groups. m<.n: this claim
is complicated, however, because of the possibility that m:a_s.@mﬂm. stated
preferences about their desired neighborhood racial ochOmEo:. may re-
flect more general desires to live among high-status neighbors or in nﬂm.:.
borhoods with low crime rates and high property values.' In a nation with
severe racial inequality, the racial composition of a neighborhood may e
as a proxy for these diverse neighborhood attributes that affect where white
and black Americans choose to live.'

Researchers have made little progress in sorting out the relative mBmoﬂ.
tance of each factor that plays some role in maintaining rigid segregation
in urban neighborhoods. But the larger point is that all of the factors I have
discussed—social and psychological ties to places, discrimination, informal
intimidation, and individual preferences—provide unique explanations for
why neighborhood advantages and disadvantages are particularly likely to
linger on over time and to be passed on from parents to children. In o%.ﬁ
words, these factors support the hypothesis that neighborhood inequality
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may be one of the most rigid dimensions of inequality in America, and they
help to explain why mobility out of the poorest neighborhoods may be even
less common than mobility out of individual poverty.

Only a few studies have examined the degree of continuity and change in
families’ neighborhood environments over time, however. The small num-
ber of studies that have examined patterns of continuity and change have
reached a common conclusion: blacks from all income groups are much
less likely than whites to exit from poor neighborhoods, and are more likely
to experience downward contextual mobility (e.g., moving from a middle-
income neighborhood to a poor neighborhood) than upward mobility, at
least when mobility is measured over a small number of years.'® In fact, Af-
rican Americans have repeatedly been found to be much less likely to move
out of high-poverty neighborhoods than whites, even after accounting for
other individual differences.”

These studies suggest substantial differences in the degree of persistent
neighborhood disadvantage experienced by blacks and whites, but the stud-
ies are limited because they typically focus on short intervals in a child’s life,
providing only a brief glimpse into the patterns of continuity and change
across the life course. The remainder of this chapter represents the first
effort to provide evidence on the overall persistence of neighborhood eco-

nomic status across the full distribution of neighborhoods and from one
generation of family members to the next.

An Initial Look at Contextual Mobility

To what extent are neighborhood conditions passed on from parents to
children? To generate the first piece of evidence addressing this question,
I begin by using standard tools from the research literature on intergen-
erational economic mobility to describe the strength of the relationship
between the neighborhood environment in one generation and the neigh-
borhood environment in the next generation, giving a simple description of
the degree to which parents pass on their neighborhood advantage, or dis-
advantage, to children. To obtain these estimates I follow the most common
methods developed to estimate the strength of the relationship between a
parent’s income and her child’s income, a generation later—but instead of
examining income mobility I examine neighborhood income mobility. The
results tell us how well the neighborhood environment in which a child is
raised predicts the type of neighborhood in which that child will end up as
an adult—or the strength of the relationship between one’s neighborhood
origins and destinations. If there is a perfect relationship between parents’
and children’s neighborhood environments, meaning the parent's neigh-
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he child’s :&mgo_&ooa vﬂ.mnnﬁ? this estimate woyjq
s the C

co-.:oom.% _”&Mna no similarity between parents’ neighborhoods and thejr
be 1.00; if ther

. ; 1d be 0.00.

children’s neighborhoods, this .mmsammnc,ﬂ“ﬂm. fostiiate thesstrengl g
Among the full sample of whites an e oais' nelghbovosls and
relationship between the m<2mmw SMM . micaning 8 10 Percent change in
their children’s :mmmrconwo.oam o) " .m mm.o&mnaa e ———. i
the parent’s neighborhood :._nan _mm el T selation 55 Hnflare.
in the child's :ﬂwr”nw MMM“MMH”H@ mobility, this figure is extremely high
M”Um”m M_ﬂ “ﬂw MMM_MM nwmm:u orhood conditions of parents and their children
ﬁn,mwﬁw_ww whﬂwm“mm“ﬁ_mmm abstract, we oms. nrﬁw about s..&m.ﬁ this mman.;m
; hvpothetical family living in the CESQ. States begin-
would imply mon. 3 P ine that this family lives in a very poor

ning sometime in the 1970s. Haw.w.Em e .
neighborhood in 1970 in “generation one, << m.: w m% he
residential environments in which the family lives. In _Houo. e average in-
come in the family’s neighborhood is half of En :mﬁoz.m_ average for all
U.S. neighborhoods. If the typical s&mrvo&ooa 5. the United mﬁwﬁm had an
average income of 850,000, our family lived ina wﬁmrvo_&.oom. with an aver-
age income of $25,000—in other words, the family is %mncsm 5. avery v.omn
neighborhood. Based on the estimate of intergenerational .Umnmymﬂmnnm. itis
possible to simulate how this family’s :mmmvwo&ooa ms<:..osa.2.; Eoc_.a
be expected to change with each passing generation. m_wn 25@:9@.._ will
assume that the rate of intergenerational mobility remains the same in the

future. Figure 2.5 shows the results from this simulation. |

In the second generation the children in our hypothetical family could
expect to live, as adults, in a neighborhood where the average household
income among all neighbors is about a third lower than the national av-
erage. If the typical American neighborhood still had an average m:noﬂn
of $50,000, a son or daughter of our original parents could expect to live
in a neighborhood with an average income of about $33,500. In the third
generation the grandchildren of our original parents could expect to live
in a neighborhood that is about 22 percent less affluent than the average
American neighborhood. This is the pattern that is depicted in figure 2.5—
with each passing generation, the children are moving closer to the national
average, but they remain in relatively poor neighborhoods. It is not until the
fifth generation that the great-great grandchildren of our original parents

can expect to live in a neighborhood where the average income is within
10 percent of the national average.

If each generation lasts roughly twenty-five years, this means that a full
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Figure 2.5. Neighborhood economic status of a hypothetical family over seven
generations.

century will pass before the descendants of a family starting in a very poor
neighborhood can expect to live in a neighborhood where the distribution
of residents’ incomes is similar to that found in the typical American neigh-
borhood. Thus, the family that we first observed in a poor neighborhood
in 1970 would continue to live in a relatively poor neighborhood, on aver-
age, until the year 2070 if the patterns that have existed over the last few
decades do not change in the future. This exercise, although hypothetical,
provides perhaps the clearest illustration of how persistent neighborhood
advantages and disadvantages are across generations of family members.
While inequalities that exist at a given point in time typically fade away as
generations pass, they fade extremely slowly.

What do these findings mean for families that are not hypothetical? They
mean that the inequalities that existed among families a generation ago, in
the 1970s, have been passed on to today’s families, with little change. They
mean that the type of residential environment in which American families
now live has been inherited from the previous generation.

Even this depiction of continuity across generations is incomplete, how-
ever, because it suggests that the process of contextual mobility works in
the same way for all groups within a society. An alternative way of examin-
ing these dimensions of mobility is to take all of the families beginning in
the poorest (or richest) segment of U.S. neighborhoods—1 will look at the
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Figure 2.6. Intergenerational mobility out of the poorest and most affiuent neighborh
among blacks and whites. 00ds

poorest and richest quarter of American neighborhoods—and examine the
proportion that remains or moves out of the poorest (or richest) quarter
of neighborhoods over a generation. This analysis gives a very clear sense
of how intergenerational mobility out of the poorest and richest neighbor-
hoods differs for African Americans and whites.

The first two columns from figure 2.6 show the Proportion of black and
white families beginning in the poorest U.S. neighborhoods that remain in
the poorest neighborhoods a generation later, and the second pair of col-
umns shows the proportion that advance out of the poorest neighborhoods
over a generation. Among African Americans beginning in the poorest quar-
ter of U.S. neighborhoods, two out of three remain in the poorest quarter
of neighborhoods in the next generation, and one out of three advance up-

ward into a neighborhood with less poverty. The figures for whites present

a very different story. About 40 percent of whites originating in the poorest
American neighborhoods remain there in the next generation, and 60 per-
cent move upward. So if one were to pick out ten white children living in a
poor neighborhood in 1970 and track them into adulthood, we would find
that just four of them are now raising their own children in neighborhoods
ES similarly high levels of poverty. The other six could now be found rais-
Ing their own children in a neighborhood that is much less poor than the
one in which they were raised, a neighborhood that is closer to the typical
American neighborhood.

Justas African Americans are less likely to advance out of the poorest U:
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neighborhoods, they are more likely to fall downward over a generation. The
third pair of columns in figure 2.6 shows the proportion of black and white
families originating in the most affluent quarter of U.S. neighborhoods who
remain in the most affluent neighborhoods a generation later, and the last
pair of columns shows the proportion that move downward into a less af-
fluent neighborhood. Among the small number of black families who lived
in the richest quarter of U.S. neighborhoods a generation ago, only 39 per-
cent remain there in the next generation. If one were to again select ten
black children in 1970, this time from the richest U.S. neighborhoods, four
of them would still be found in an affluent neighborhood a generation later,
while the remaining six would now be raising their children in neighbor-
hoods that are less affluent than those in which they were raised. If one also
selected ten white children in 1970, at least six of them would still be found
in the nation’s most affluent neighborhoods a generation later.

In essence, when white families live in a poor neighborhood, they typi-
cally do so for only a single generation; when they live in a rich neighbor-
hood, they usually stay there for multiple generations. The opposite is true
for African American families: Neighborhood affluence is fleeting, and
neighborhood poverty is most commonly multigenerational.

This pattern becomes more apparent from figure 2.7, which shows the
proportion of all African American families and white families that have

60%
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50%

40% 1

30% 1
20% | 18%
7%
10% 1
_ 1% _
0% =
Black White Black White

% in poor neighborhoods over consecutive % in affluent qm_cjuo}onam over
generations consecutive generations

Figure 2.7. Multigenerational exposure to neighborhood poverty and affluence among

blacks and whites.
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lived in the poorest and the most affluent US neighborhoods over con
tive generations. Over the past two generations, 48 percent of g &
American families have lived in the poorest quarter of neighborh,,
each generation. The most common experience for black familjes since g,
1970s, by a wide margin, has been to live in the poorest Americay fi e
borhoods over consecutive generations. Only 7 percent of white H.msmm:,
have experienced similar poverty in their neighborhood environmentg Mm
consecutive generations. By contrast, persistent neighborhood m%mﬂmmm%
virtually nonexistent for black families. One out of every one hundreq Emnm
families in the United States has lived in affluent neighborhoods ove, the
past two generations, compared to roughly one out of five white familieg,
These same patterns emerge no matter how one wishes to examine the
data, and the racial disparities in multigenerational neighborhood disag.
vantage become increasingly severe when one examines the extremes of
the distribution of neighborhoods. For example, one quarter of all Africap
American families have lived in the poorest 10 percent of all U.S. neighbor-
hoods in consecutive generations, compared to just 1 percent of whites,
Thus, the true depth of racial inequality in neighborhood environments be-
comes even more pronounced when we consider the neighborhoods where
poverty is most concentrated. It is not uncommon for successive genera-
tions of black family members to live in America’s poorest neighborhoods,
while persistent exposure to the poorest neighborhoods is virtually nonexis-
tent among whites. This is the reality of racial inequality in America’s neigh-
borhood environments over the past two generations.

Secy.
mﬂnms
Oﬂm N.:

Why Is Nelghborhood Inequality So Persistent?

The persistence of neighborhood advantage and disadvantage is clear from
the figures presented to this point, but these figures do not reveal why chil-
dren tend to end up in settings that are so similar to those in which they
were raised. If continuity in the neighborhood environment is attributable
to continuity in families’ financial resources, for instance, then it would be
easy to dismiss these findings as another symptom of poverty, as opposed
to something about places.

The following analysis assesses this possibility. To begin, we'll return to
the estimate of the overall strength of the intergenerational association ms
neighborhood income, which is .67, as noted above and as shown again in
the first column of figure 2.8. As a reminder, if all parents and their children
lived in identical neighborhoods, then we would get an estimate of H.ow.
and if there was no relationship between parents’ neighborhoods and thelr
children’s neighborhoods whatsoever we would get an estimate of 0.00- The
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Flgure 2.8. Decomposition of the intergenerational association in neighborhood income.

.67 estimate tells us that parents and their children live in extremely similar
neighborhood environments, but this is before we consider any other char-
acteristics of parents and their children that might explain this similarity.

The second column of figure 2.8 “adjusts” this estimate to consider the
family’s race alone. The results from this model allow for an assessment of
the possibility that parents and children may live in similar neighborhoods
simply because they are of the same race and because race is an important
determinant of the type of environment in which an individual lives. There
is some truth to this argument, as race explains a small part of the associa-
tion between parents’ and children’s neighborhood environments—in the
second column the strength of the intergenerational association is down to
.61, instead of the original estimate of .67.

But the real test is in the third model, which expands beyond race to ad-
just for a range of characteristics of the child and his family. The last column
of figure 2.8 shows the strength of the relationship between neighborhood
economic status across two generations after statistically adjusting for par-
ents’ and children’s income, their educational attainment, the “status” of
their jobs, whether they own their homes, receive welfare, or reside in public
housing, and their marital status. The full results, which are shown in an
online appendix to the book (“Stuck in Place: Methods Appendix”),'” indicate
that children with parents who have high-status jobs and high income end

up in more affluent neighborhoods as adults, while children i_z.o ogw.,:
more education, have high income, and have high status occupations find
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themselves in higher-income neighborhoods as adults. Childye
their own home, have more kids, or live in public housing enq :: .
fluent neighborhoods, conditional on all of the other ormnmnnmamﬁ_.s _Wmm 4
model. A few of these relationships are somewhat ooznnn:.E:ES”om o the
fact that income, education, and occupation are the strongest E&,. Pt th
neighborhood economic status is not at all surprising. What jg mc”zo.;. of
is that all of these characteristics of parents and children explain le Plising
half of the association between parents’ and children’s :mmmrco}%magm:
other words, most of the similarity between parents’ :ercolﬂoom nin
their children’s neighborhoods is notattributable to the resources or r“ i
capital that parents and children bring with them to the housing Em%“ms
This leaves us with a challenging question: if it is not individual resour, .
or education that explains the continuity of neighborhood advantages moMM
disadvantages across generations, then why do parents and children enq u
in such similar environments? One potential answer lies in the places Emm
parents and children occupy. That is, it could be that in addition to passin
on resources or a mindset focused on the future, parents may pass o:m
place to their children, a hometown in which children are raised, a neigh-
borhood in which children feel comfortable, a city that children remain in
as they approach adulthood. It is possible to test this idea by examining
the strength of the similarity in children’s origin and destination neighbor-
hoods for children who remain in the same place in which they were raised
and for children who move on to a different place upon reaching adulthood.

Because not all children in the sample live in a metropolitan area, I use resi-

dence in the same county as a child and as an adult to define the group of
children who remain in place from childhood to adulthood.

. .E.gm first two columns of figure 2.9 show the intergenerational associa-
tion in neighborhood income for the two groups of children, those who stay
close to home when they reach adulthood and those who leave their origin
county. There is a substantial difference between the two groups. If chil-
dren grow up and remain in the same county in which they were raised, the
mﬁd.:mS of E.m association between their adult neighborhood and that of
MMMM M”Mn_.w““ Mmﬂmﬁwﬂw?: indicates R.Emuwmv_n similarity in the :n._.m:gv

ST Tt lmWﬂR:G and a::n.:.o:. H.m they move on to a different
hepiden S wo : 1 m.mnwo:m relationship but not :mm.lv, as strong as
places appear to be oo M”_m_z in the same county. Connections to %mem.n
children live in such m_.B:M oz..m_: part of the reason why parents and their
The remaining column n.sm_m:co}ooam.s i i
depth. One possible expl - the figure explore this finding in a bit MOr
Planation for these findings is that children may grow
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Figure 2.9. Intergenerational association of neighborhood income for children who remain

in same county and for children who move to different county in adulthood.

and live in the same actual neighborhood in which they were raised. This
t seem to explain the initial findings—the third and fourth column
ure show the same results, after removing from the sample all chil-
p in the same actual neighborhoods as adults. Even after
d, the strength of the relationship between parent’s
ly strong if the child remains in

up
does no
of the fig
dren who end u
this group is remove
and children’s neighborhoods is extreme

the same county. The subsequent columns in figure 2.9 go one step further
g for all of the characteristics of

le these characteristics do ex-
ments, much of the

and show the same results after adjustin
parents and children, as described above. Whi
plain part of the similarities in neighborhood environ
on remains unexplained. More important, the difference between

associati
emain in the same county as adults and those who move on

children who r
is still pronounced.

1 should note that this analysis
leading respondents to remain in the
their hometown for a new destination.

espondents’ decision-making processes as the
tion and a neighborhood within that destination, in-

cial networks in their neighborhood or city

does not help us sortout the mechanisms
same places over time or to depart

To do so would require extensive in-
formation on r y decide upon

a geographic destina
cluding the strength of their so
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of o.lm.E and the importance of these networks
decisions, the extent to which discrimination in
markets constrains residential decisions, respondents’ percepti
they would be treated in potential destinations, and so forth _w:.osm of hoy
however, to get a sense of what factors are associated E::. qﬂ._m v.oﬁzo
9.0 same county from childhood to adulthood (full results m.o” N:Em in
ysis mnn.m:ois in the online appendix). Some interesting resy|ts € ana|.
?9.5 this analysis: I find that African Americans are much more Eam_ssma
whites to remain in the same county in adulthood, as are children ww:m;
parents were married or owned their home during childhood, or who th o
selves were married or owned their home in adulthood. This latter m:ams.
suggests that home ownership and being married may create noszmnao”m
toa Emno that endure across generations. On the other hand, children who
obtain more education and earn more income as adults are more likely to
move on to a different county when they reach adulthood, suggesting that
education may broaden the horizons of youth or provide new opportunities
in different places.

The subtler factors that lead children to stay in place are more difficult
to capture in data from a survey. The larger point, however, is that connec-
tions to places—whether the result of constraints on mobility, the strength
of social and familial ties, or some combination—play an extremely impor-
tant role in leading to continuity in the social environments surrounding
families and thereby reproducing neighborhood inequality.

This finding raises several intriguing questions about how places have
affected trends in racial inequality over the last several decades. Consid-
ering how common it is for children to grow up and remain in the same
community, a natural question to examine is how individuals’ economic
prospects are linked to the fortunes of their neighborhoods or hometowns.
For example, what do strong connections to places mean for black ?SE&
who migrated to rust-belt cities that have experienced substantial declines
in manufacturing employment over the last several decades? To m:_mcmm
this type of question requires moving beyond the family-level data aval M o
through a sample survey and examining the forces that affect urban ¢
munities as a whole, which is what I attempt in the following chapter:

in i i
Hrﬁmcn:n_:m Rmam:am_
e rosmEm and Ea:.m

The Inherited Ghetto . e
The overriding conclusion from this chapter is that neig ﬁ
ronments, along with all of the advantages and disadvantages

. is patt
them, tend to be passed on from parents to children—and this P

hborhood €f
ern has
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not changed much in the post civil rights era. Inequalities in families’ neigh-
borhood environments that exist at one point in time do fade slightly as
one generation passes to the next, but they fade away extremely slowly. The
primary consequence of this pattern is that the stark racial inequality that
existed in the 1970s has been transmitted, in large part unchanged, to the
current generation. Two out of three black children who were raised in the
poorest quarter of neighborhoods continue to live in the poorest quarter of
neighborhoods as adults, and about half of black families have lived in the

poorest quarter of neighborhoods over consecutive generations. These find-

ings indicate that the concentration of African Americans in today’s poorest

urban neighborhoods represents a continuation of disadvantage that has

persisted since the 1970s.

This conclusion becomes most apparent when we consider the intersec-
tion of race and class in urban neighborhoods, a connection that is encom-
passed in the concept of the urban ghetto. In the introductory chapter I
provided a highly theoretical definition of the term “ghetto” as the spatial
expression of a variety of social processes leading to the concentration of
disadvantaged groups in residential areas; to conclude this chapter [ will op-
erationalize this concept in a more transparent, concrete manner, by iden-
tifying ghetto neighborhoods as those that are majority black and among
the poorest quarter of all American neighborhoods. Defined in this way, I
find that about 72 percent of black adults living in today’'s urban ghettos
were raised by parents who also lived in the ghetto a generation earlier. In
other words, almost three out of four black families living in today’s most
segregated, poorest neighborhoods are the same families that lived in the
ghettos of the 1970s.

This finding provides the clearest reflection of what I mean when I refer
to the inherited American ghetto. More than any other finding I will present,
this statistic reveals something about racial inequality that is hidden even
in the most rigorous academic studies and the best journalistic accounts
of life in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods. Inequality in America’s
neighborhood environments is a phenomenon that is not experienced at a
single point in time; it is a phenomenon that is experienced continuously,
that lingers on within families as time passes. The problem of the urban
ghetto is not simply that it has persisted over time, but that the same fami-
lies have experienced the disadvantages associated with life in the ghetto
over multiple generations. The violence that children in the most danger-
ous urban neighborhoods see around them is familiar to their parents, even

if the intensity or character of the violence may change. The schools these
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children attend are similar to the schools their parents attendeq 5
tion earlier, even if funding is invested in some periods and then wj;
in others.

As I will demonstrate later in the book, it is the cumulative effect of livs
in concentrated disadvantage, over generations, that is particulary __s:m
When families live in disadvantaged neighborhoods over multip|e Severe. Chapter 3 A
tions, children show substantially worse developmental ocgoamwasas. Forty-Year Detour
compared to families that live in poor neighborhoods in a single ms:m: th
tion, and this remains true even after we account for everything m_mm mﬂms. on the Path toward
a family that might affect children’s development. Out Racial Equality

Wn:awm.
Essa

This reality complicates how policy makers approach the problem f
; N 0 : . ,

urban ghetto. We cannot think about the social problems in areas of the . OOdmam:sm .ﬁ.:a.SoBmEo:m social o:wn.mmm that have oc-
centrated poverty, or the disadvantages faced by residents i cop curred since the peak of the civil rights movement, how s it that the genera-
distinet from Emmm historical context. To confrofit In such areas, g tion of children who should have benefited most from that movement has

id S id n. fth concentrated poverty anq made so little advancement in residential America? The results from chap-
to provide opportunities for residents of the poorest urban ghettos, we m ter 2 provide the first part of an answer. African Americans’ lack of progress

) ust p P prog

confront disadvantages that have been handed down over generations, in residential America is not primarily a product of accumulated deficits in

individual human capital that might be thought to explain why, as a group,
they remain concentrated in the nation’s poorest neighborhoods. This is
not to say that racial inequality in schools or in the labor market is trivial
or has faded away over the past four decades, but rather that African Ameri-
cans’ educational attainment, economic circumstances, and occupational
positions cannot explain why they continue to live in such disadvantaged
neighborhoods.

Instead, the results suggest that the transmission of neighborhood ad-
vantages and disadvantages is driven primarily by the transmission of places
from parents to children. A large part of the reason that African Americans
continue to live in the nation’s most disadvantaged environments is that
they have remained within communities and cities that have borne the brunt
of four decades of economic restructuring and political disinvestment. Con-
nections and attachments to specific places, arising due toa combination of
white discrimination, hostility and violence, housing and credit constraints,
and social and familial ties, emerged in chapter2asa powerful explanation
for the persistence of neighborhood inequality among the children of the
civil rights era. To understand why these connections to places have limited
mobility, however, we must move beyond the individual-level data and focus
on broader trends and social policies that have served to maintain the un-
| structure that is present in urban America.

In the introductory chapter I defined the concept of the urban ghetto as
the spatial expression of social processes, including processes of social and
sion, discrimination, and disinvestment. This chapter puts
deas, describing how the processes have played out

equal residentia

economic exclu
flesh to these abstract i
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