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ABSTRACT

The end of the 20'" century was marked by major changes in the spati al
organi zation of U S. netropolitan areas. Central cities becane

i ncreasingly characterized by pockets of severe poverty while undergoi ng
econom ¢ upgradi ng of other nei ghborhoods. Suburban rings were al so
characterized by diverse patterns of change. This paper explores the
ram fications of these changes for understanding variations in the
central city versus suburban concentrati on of high status non-Hi spanic
whit e occupational groups across 153 large netropolitan areas. On the
whole, we find that the traditional devel opnental nodel, enphasizi ng
status distributions as a reflection of nmetropolitan age and popul ati on
size, is not especially useful for understanding the status

di stributions. Qur best nodel is one that places an enphasis on the
econom c role or function of the netropolis. In addition, we find that
regi onal patterns of racial concentration are inportant in understandi ng
the strong regional effects on the location of high status workers.



Thi s paper focuses on inter-netropolitan variations in
subur bani zati on by occupati on anong the non-H spani c white popul ati on
Qur purpose is analyzing the variations in suburbanization as opposed to
central city location across 153 U. S. netropolitan areas that have at
| east 250, 000 population. We are interested in |earning nore about
contenporary features of netropolitan areas that are affecting the
| ocation of high and | ow status workers.

The traditional conceptualization of urban space in which an
i mpoveri shed central core is surrounded by a ring of affluent suburbs is
rooted in Burgess’' (1925) classic nodel of netropolitan structure?l
This nmodel inplicitly assumes that, as the netropolis grows, the
residential formof the netropolis will conformto a distance decay
gradient in which social status and distance fromthe central city are
inversely correlated. Yet, this gradient is weak in nany netropolitan
areas (Guest 1970, 1974), and nany core central cities of metropolitan
areas have been shown to be characterized by higher status residents
than their suburban rings (Schw rian 1990).

Research for earlier time periods (especially in 1950 and 1960) by
Schnore (1962, 1963) enphasi zed the suburbani zati on of high status
i ndividuals as a function of the age and size of the netropolis, wth
the ol dest and |l argest netropolitan areas having “evolved” froma
relative centralization to a decentralization of high status
i ndi vidual s. This evolutionary perspective placed a strong enphasis on
the idea that netropolitan areas devel oped in conmon | and use patterns.
It was consistent with the Burgess perspective in the sense that the
highly variable pattern of high status suburbani zation coul d be
attributed to the fact that many netropolitan areas did not have the
age, size, or growh to evoke the flight of high status residents from
the central city.

This perspective may be | ess useful in recent years that have seen a
great deal of restructuring of urban Anerica, albeit highly variable in
extent and nature across netropolitan areas. Wiile some central cities
are still characterized by massive housi ng abandonnent and
deterioration, others have wi tnessed nassive capital reinvestment (dark
1987, Ley, 1996). Additionally, the “shift” froma nmanufacturing to a
service econony has been acconpani ed by a reorgani zati on of the
occupational and |ocational structure of enploynent. Furthernore, within
many central cities, residential space has beconme bal kanized in terns of
separate comunities for whites and bl acks, and the role of racial
factors in the distribution of high status workers is not well
under st ood.

The contenporary phase of nmetropolitan growh is also nmarked by a
significant degree of polarization within both central cities and their
suburban rings (Sassen 1991; Massey 1996). That is to say, both cities
and suburbs are beconing richer and poorer at the sane tinme. As a
result, the relationship between urban space and social status has
becone i ncreasingly conpl ex.

Qur viewis that the traditional differentiation between the central
cities and suburban rings of old and new (and big and snall)
nmetropolitan areas is no |longer especially viable for understanding the
di stribution of higher status workers. W view this paper as an initial
attenpt to explore which features of recent urban structure have assuned
the nost inportance in understandi ng social status distributions.

A key concern in this paper is distinguishing the relationship of
occupation to suburban | ocation fromthe influence of race. As far as we
know, this is the first analysis to investigate the patterns within the

! While this view of urban structure was dominant in urban studies through most of the twentieth century,
Harris and Lewis (1998) maintain that scholars have placed much more emphasis on the political division
between city and suburb than Burgess had originally intended.



non- Hi spani ¢ white population for a |arge nunber of netropolitan areas.
The great majority of previous anal yses of this general topic have

i nvestigated the occupational character of the total population in

rel ationship to suburbani zation (for instance, see Guest 1976; O sen and
Guest 1977), but it is possible that sone of the patterns of
distribution for high status workers reflect the fact that nminority
groups are nore often in |ower status occupations and concentrated
residentially in central cities. In sone netropolitan areas, especially
in the traditional Northern heartland (sonetines known as the “Rust
Belt”), segregation of blacks fromother groups is quite high (Massey
and Denton 1993), leading to a situation where the spatial concentration
of minorities will have an al nost logical relationship with occupationa
subur bani zat i on.

PREVI QUS RESEARCH

Schnore’s study of 1960 suburban-central city differentiation is
qui te valuable for denonstrating the lack of generalizability associated
with the concept of city-suburban status differentials (Schnore 1963).
H's nmultivariate analysis clearly denonstrates that the age of the
central city is the strongest predictor of status decentralization.
Annexation, which is a neasure of the percentage of the popul ation
residing in the central city, also proves to be significant, but |ess so
than age. Schnore interprets the difference between newer and ol der
cities to be a function of the age of the central city housing stock.

He argues that the obsol ete housing stock found in nost ol der central
cities “pushes” higher status residents into the suburbs. Conversely,
the nore recently built central city housing stock found in newer cities
wor ks to encourage middle class settlenent.

This conceptualization is fairly consistent with sone aspects of the
political -econom c perspective on the production of urban space. Wile
scholars working in this traditi on have eschewed the devel opnent al
process inherent in Schnore's approach, they have nonet hel ess enphasi zed
the role of housing supply in the shaping of the urban | andscape (Harvey
1973; Wal ker 1981; Smith 1996). |In this scenario, the high I and and
redevel opment costs in the central city encourage industrial and
residential capital to nove beyond the city limts in search of cheap
and profitable investnent opportunities. As the central city housing
stock deteriorates, it is not replaced or upgraded. Consequently,
residents are “drawn”/”pushed” to suburban housing |ocations. Over
time, this outflow of infrastructure and devel opment capital results in
the production of central city sluns and ghettos, which further
accel erates the departure of investment inconme and households. |In this
way, classic city-suburban disparities are created at the intra-
nmet ropol i tan scal e.

Recent work has confirnmed the continued growth of the “spatial
status gap”. Schwirian et al. (1990) conpared educational attai nnent
| evel s of central cities and their suburban rings in 318 netropolitan
areas in 1950, 1960, 1970, and 1980. They found cl ear evi dence that
suburban rings were increasingly high in status relative to their

central cities. Hill and Wl man (1997) have found that city-suburban
differences in per capita incone grew 13% during the 1980-1990 tinme
peri od.

Ironically, the continuation and exacerbation of city-suburban
status inequalities has been acconpani ed by the “conpl exification” of
urban space. That is to say, the central city is not beconing uniformy
i mpoveri shed while the suburbs are beconming uniformy affluent. Both
urban and suburban space is beconing nore polarized sinultaneously
(Bourne 1993; Massey 1996). Wiile nost cities have experienced an
overwhel ming i ncrease in poverty and ot her social problens (Badcock
1997), they have al so been subject to substantial reinvestnment. As the
| and and redevel opnent costs in the suburbs have risen and the property
values in certain central city locations have declined to such an extent



as to make profitable redevel opment possible, devalorized central city
nei ghbor hoods have becone the target of reinvestment (Smith 1996).
Shifts in denbgraphic structure, household composition, cultural norns,
enpl oyment activity, |labor force conposition, life-style preferences,
and public policy decisions have worked to create a | arge consuner
demand for this redi scovered central city housing supply (Cark 1987;
Frey and Speare 1988; Rose 1989; England 1991; Bourne 1995; Ley 1996).
Consequently, new enclaves of affluence have been produced in the
central city, as highly-educated and well paid professionals have begun
to take up residence. Thus far, however, in nbst areas the extent of
this gentrification has not been |arge enough to overcone the intra-
nmetropolitan status differential

Wil e the social status of the city shows signs of inprovenent, sone
subur ban areas have begun to decline. Many ol der suburbs have begun to
experi ence substantial disinvestment as their housing and infrastructure
becone obsolete. A nunmber of studies have shown that these suburbs have
beconme nore heterogeneous, nore polarized and | ess affluent (Bourne
1993; O field 1996; Mrrill and Falit-Baianonte 1999). Poverty and
ot her social problenms have “spread” out of the core and into these
nostly inner-ring suburbs. Additionally, given the relatively | ow
housi ng costs in these areas and the rising cost of residential space in
the city, many non-famly, non-white and poor househol ds have begun to
settle in these locations. At the sanme tinme, the contenporary suburban
fringe has begun to resenble the traditional post-war suburbs.

Guest’'s research has denponstrated that the processes associated with
the nmetropolitan status differentiation have varied over tinme (Guest
1978; Cuest and Nelson 1978). His analysis of city-suburban status
inequality during two separate tine periods, 1920-1950 and 1950-1970
reveals that during the first half of the century, status differences
were prinmarily associated with ol der netropolitan areas, whereas over
the next 20 years they becone nore pervasive. Suburban status evol ution
is primarily associated with the 1920-1950 tinme period. During this
time technol ogi cal and organi zati onal advancenents facilitated a | arge
scal e exodus fromthe central city in older netropolitan areas, but to a
| esser degree in new netropolitan areas. During the 1950-1970 peri od,
al t hough the status of suburbs in both old and new cities experienced
absolute gains in status, this process did not result in a large scale
reorgani zati on of suburban space. That is to say, absolute status gains
were due to the popul ation increase in the high status suburbs. The
nost inmportant factor in this scenario is the growmh rate of individua
suburbs. The availability of new housing in or around affluent suburbs,
regardl ess of the situation in the central city decline, resulted in the
hi gh status city-suburban nigration

In their study of central city-suburban status differences between
1950 and 1980, Schwirian et al. (1990, 1158) claimthe opposite, that
“.as places age, grow, decentralize, and industrialize, they wll
progressively experience a residential redistribution of their social
status groups, .. However, their data (1990, 1155) show for all
nmetropolitan areas that the age and popul ation size of netropolitan
areas had the weakest effects on high status suburbanization in 1980,
conpared with 1950, 1960, and 1970. Central city specialization in
manuf act uri ng enpl oynent, and regi onal |ocation in the Northeast and
Sout hwest were nobst strongly associated in 1980 with high status
decentralization, independent of other factors. They do, however, show
sone tendency for suburban social status to particularly increase
bet ween 1950 and 1980 for ol der, larger netropolitan areas that showed
hi gh status centralization in 1950, but this was a linited sanple of al
netropolitan areas in their study.

During the past two decades, a vast anount of research has explored
the rel ationship between | arge-scale restructuring and the acconpanyi ng
change in the socio-spatial netropolitan organization (Sassen 1991



Bourne 1995; Ley 1996; Van Kenpen and Marcuse 1997; W/ son 1997; Dear
and Flusty 1998). However, little attention has been given to the
processes associated with inter-nmetropolitan variations in city-suburban
status differentials. In general, the traditional conceptualization of
this relationship in terns of the evol ving Burgess-Schnore pattern have
either been summarily dism ssed without comment or unquestionably

accept ed.

We attenpt to redress the problem by exam ning the predictive
efficacy of four different nodels:

First, we assess the contenporary applicability of the traditiona
nmet r opol i tan devel opnent and housi ng nodel s, which conceptualizes the
subur bani zati on of high status individuals as a function of the age and
size of the netropolis. According to this perspective, older and |arger
nmet ropol i tan areas should be clearly distinguishable from newer and
smal l er netropolitan areas in the suburbanization of high status
wor ker s.

Second, we consider the housing structure of central cities, with
t he hypothesis that ol der and nmultiple unit housing should drive out
hi gher status workers. This nodel, in sone respects, has a high overlap
with the first in that, consistent with Schnore (1963), it nmay be the
ol der central housing of the older and |larger netropolitan areas that is
the primary force in driving out high status residents fromthe center
However, sone central cities have undergone extensive urban renewal, and
it may be that housing characteristics do predict the |ocation of high
status groups, but these have becone sonmewhat di sassociated with the age
and size of the metropolis.

Third, we analyze the inportance of econonic base. Metropolitan
areas are frequently distinguished by whether they contribute to
nati onal and international production by production of tangible goods
(manufacturing), central place-retailing activities, and speci al
personal services. |In particular, the production of goods is an
unattractive activity and ol der goods producing industries in central
cities (snoke-stack industries) may drive out higher status workers. In
their research on 1960 patterns of status distribution, Schnore and
W nsbor ough (1972) especially enphasize the role of a manufacturing
functional base in driving high status workers into suburban residenti al
| ocation. Superficially, one mght think that netropolitan areas with
hi gh concentrations of central place (wholesaling and retailing)
activities would have little suburbanization of high status workers,
since their central cities would be relatively clean and unpol | ut ed.
However, Schnore and W nsborough (1972) did not find the presence of
these activities to be especially inportant in status suburbanization or
centralization.

Wth the extraordi nary devel opnent of a “service” econony,
substantial interest has developed in its consequences for the spatial
organi zati on of soci oecononmi ¢ groups. Many urban scholars attribute high
status centralization to be a direct result of the enployment growth in
the corporate service sector (Sassen 1991). However, others have argued
that this conceptualization is derived fromthe experience of “world
class” cities, such as New York, London and Tokyo, which function as
corporate controls centers and are dom nated by private sector
nmul tinational firms (Rose 1989). This perspective ignores the situation
of nore regional oriented cities in which high status centralization is
associated with the public, quasi-public, and cultural sectors:
education, health, welfare and entertainment. Enpirically, little is
known about this topic. One m ght be skeptical of argunents that
corporate strength in netropolitan areas retards the suburbani zati on of
hi gh status workers since sone Rust Belt cities such as Newark and
Hartford have strong concentrations of corporate service activity but
are also well known for their flight to the suburbs by high status



wor kers. | ndeed, nmany service activities may take little civic interest
in their central cities.

Fourth, we consider the role of racial factors in high status
subur bani zati on. On the one hand, sonme scholars (Massey and Denton 1993)
have argued that many netropolitan areas are characterized by American
apartheid where racial groups are largely isolated residentially from
each other. Hi gh status nmenbers of the dom nant white group m ght
especi al |y seek suburban | ocation since their comand of econonic
resources nakes it feasible for themto separate thenselves fromthe
rest of the population. Alternatively, it could be pointed out that many
nmetropolitan areas, especially in the Wst, have been characterized by
increasing levels of residential integration by race. In addition
Sout hern netropolitan areas have been characterized by sone residential
i ntegration, due to the nutual tolerance of najority and ninority racial
conmunities for close spatial proximty but little actual social
i nteraction.

To deal with these issues, we first focus on the question of whether
maj or occupational groups even segregate thensel ves between suburbs and
central cities on the basis of their social status position. It is
possi bl e that occupati onal segregation relates nore to factors such as
the type of industrial work or industrial product that individuals
enphasi ze, rather than sone status hierarchy. W then explore the degree
to which Anerican nmetropolitan areas are characterized regionally by
simlar or diverse patterns of suburbanization of occupational groups.
The anal ysis then explores how structural characteristics of
nmetropolitan areas nmay be related to variations in occupationa
subur bani zati on, and the degree to which regional differences nay
reflect structural differences in patterns of nmetropolitan organization
DATA AND METHODS

This sanple of 153 netropolitan areas was drawn fromthe 1990 Census
of Popul ati on and Housi ng Sunmary Tape File 3C and the Equal Enpl oynent
Qpportunity File. Metropolitan areas were included in the sanple if
they had a 1990 popul ati on of at |east 250,000 and at | east one central
city with a popul ation of 50,000 or nore. Wiile there is obviously sone
sel ection on the basis of netropolitan popul ation size, we decided to
elimnate smaller nmetropolitan areas because their “suburban” counties
often contain very |low density and/or agricultural |ands, which are not
really feasible residential l|ocations for nost workers in the high
density central city and closely related suburban ring. In netropolitan
areas that contain multiple central cities only the largest city was
i ncluded as “central”, unless another city (or cities) had a popul ation
greater than 50% of the |argest and contained at |east 50,000 persons.
For these cases, central city data was aggregated and treated as a
single central city in the analysis.

PATTERNS OF SUBURBANI ZATI ON

Research on the relationship of various measures (occupation
educational attainment, and inconme) to suburbanization across U. S
nmetropol i tan areas has found highly intercorrelated patterns (Schnore
and W nsborough 1972). Metropolitan areas with relatively high
centralization of high status occupational groups also have relative
centralization of high status educational and incone groups, suggesting
a general dinension of high versus | ow status suburbani zation. At the
sane tine, sone neasurenent issues are still anbiguous. In nost studies,
t he general assunption has been that the selected indicator has
categories that forma status conti nuumfromhigh to | ow so researchers
have investigated arithnetic nmeans or arbitrarily dichotom zed vari abl es
on some val ue (such as being in a nonmanual versus nanual occupation).
However, it is also possible that groups may vary in their residential
| ocati ons on other dinmensions besides status or in conplex ways. For
i nstance, occupational groups may |live near each other primarily because
they are enployed in the same nearby industries, regardl ess of status.



It is also possible that status forns a curvilinear pattern in regard to
subur bani zati on. In research on 1960 census data, Schnore and Jones
(1969) found that a substantial nunber of netropolitan areas were
characterized by having disproportionate nunbers of the very poorly and
the very well educated living in the central city while individuals who
were closer to mean levels of schooling tend to be found

di sproportionately in the suburbs.

We proceed by first describing the general patterns of
subur bani zati on by specific occupational group that exist over the 153
metropolitan areas. W then use principle conponents analysis to cluster
the nmetropolitan areas on the degree of centralization or
subur bani zati on of non-Hi spanic whites by type of occupation

Qur anal ysis focuses on 11 broad occupational groups froma list of
13 mmjor groups that are used by the U S. census. These groups are
listed in Table 1. One of the 13 groups, “farming, forestry, and fishing
occupations”, is not included in the anal ysis because | ow proportions of
urban residents are enployed in those jobs. W conbi ned househol d
service workers with other service occupations, except protective
services, due to the small nunbers of workers who were typically
enpl oyed in that occupational category.

TABLE 1 ABQUT HERE

In general, the first five occupations in the table are considered
“nonmanual ” and have hi gher social standing than the other six
occupations that are typically considered manual. In particular, the
first two occupations (Executive and Professional categories) are
characterized by high average | evels of education and inconme. Wile
this characterization is in part supported by our enpirical analysis, it
is also inmportant to qualify it. Mich of the literature on the social
i mpact of “deindustrialization” (Sassen 1991) enphasizes the situation
wher eby | ow payi ng, |ow skill nonmanual service jobs have replaced
better paying, highly skilled manufacturing positions. Therefore, it is
problematic to regard all nonmanual positions as necessarily high in

status. In fact, it is questionable whether sone of the | ess skilled
nonmanual jobs are in fact higher in status then high-skilled nanual
j obs.

For each netropolitan area, we have determned the relative
centralization of each occupational group conpared with all non-Hi spanic
white residents in the netropolitan area. Qur neasure is essentially a
| ocation coefficient calculated in the follow ng way: For each of the 11
occupati onal groups of non-Hi spanic white workers, we cal culated the
percentage of all metropolitan workers who lived in the central city (as
opposed to suburban ring). That percentage was then divided by the
percentage of all white non-Hi spanic residents who lived in the central
city as opposed to suburban ring. This ratio produced a | ocation
coefficient that indicated the overrepresentation of the occupationa
group in the central city, with ratios above 100 (1.0) indicating
relative concentration in the central city and rati os bel ow 100 (1.00)

i ndicating relative suburban concentration. In the sanple of 153

nmet ropol i tan areas, each occupational group should be characterized by
central city concentration in approximately half the cases if al
occupati onal groups showed the sane general tendency for residential

| ocati on.

Superficially, Table 1 shows some surprising results in regard to
Non- Hi spani ¢ white workers. The nanual Service Wrkers are nost often
centralized (111 of 153 cases), but, in general, the nonnanual
occupations are disproportionately found residentially in the central
city while the manual occupations are underrepresented in the central
city. The category with the second hi ghest incidence of centralization
is Professional Specialty, followed by Adm nistrative Support and
Techni ci ans and Rel ated Support. This seens to violate our conmon inage
t hat nonmanual workers live in the suburbs while manual workers reside



in central cities, or that high status workers are primarily suburban in
resi dence while blue collar workers are primarily centralized.

This counter-intuitive overall pattern may reflect to sone degree
the differential |ocation of workplaces within netropolitan areas. In
general, the centers of Anerican netropolitan areas specialize in
adm ni strative and coordinating activities that serve the entire
nmetropolis, and this may encourage nonmanual workers to maintain a
central city residence (Guest 1977). Manufacturing activity, especially
in large plants, tend to be concentrated nore on the netropolitan
peri phery where space is nore avail abl e.

Neverthel ess, the ratios for specific occupations show substanti al
variation across the 153 netropolitan areas. As an exanple in regard to
Prof essional Specialty Wrkers who frequently have high average |evels
of education and incone, we find four netropolitan areas (Cd evel and,
Gary- Hanmond, Hamilton, and Trenton) to have quite low central city
representation, with | ocation coefficients of less than .75. At the
other extreme, the four areas with the highest ratios (over twi ce as
| arge), above 1.64, are Washington, Pensacol a, Qakland, and New Orl eans.

To provide a broad franework for the paper, we have al so provided in
Table 1 the sane | ocational quotients when they are conputed for the
Bl ack and Hi spanic popul ations. In these race specific quotients, the
denomi nators are the nunbers of persons in the rel evant black or
H spani ¢ popul ation. In a few occupational conparisons, the nunber of
nmet ropol i tan areas does not equal 153 because no workers in that
occupational category were reported for the ethnic group

Sonmewhat surprising to us, the occupational |ocation ratios suggest,
typically, nore high status suburbani zation of black and Hi spanic
nonmanual workers than non-H spanic white workers. Note, for instance,
that bl ack Executives are relatively suburbanized in 114 metropolitan
areas, while non-Hi spanic white Executives are suburbanized in only 75
nmetropolitan areas. One reason for this pattern is that the ratios are
conputed relative to all workers in that racial/ethnic group. Black
executives evidence high suburbanization only in relationship to al
bl ack workers, not all workers. Since all black workers are relatively
concentrated in central cities, the actual suburbanization of bl ack
executives in relationship to ALL workers is greatly overstated.
Nevert hel ess, the patterns do not necessarily fit stereotypica
conceptions of high status nminorities as concentrated in the sane
pattern as all black workers.

DI MENSI ONS OF OCCUPATI ONAL LOCATI ON

Rat her than sinply categorize sone of the occupations, nmainly
nonmanual , as high in status, we try sonewhat inductively to use
principle conponents analysis to group the major clusters of occupations
that seemto follow sinilar |ocation patterns across netropolitan areas.
For the 11 occupational groups anong the non-Hi spani c white popul ation
we correlate their degree of centralization across the 153 netropolitan
areas. The resulting correlation matrix of occupational groups by their
degree of centralization will then be analyzed with principle conmponents
analysis to deternine the major groupings.

VWi le the general patterns of suburbanization for non-H spanic wite
workers may seemsurprising, it is still possible that patterns across
nmetropolitan areas are differentiated by the social standing of the
occupations. One possibility is that all high status occupationa
categories tend to be concentrated residentially in central cities when
| ow status occupational categories are concentrated residentially in
suburban rings. Alternatively, when the central city is
di sproportionately occupi ed by | ow status occupation groups, the high
status groups nay be concentrated in the suburbs. If true, this would
suggest a general tendency for occupational groups to cluster in central
cities (or suburbs) on the basis of their overall social standings.



The major patterns in the data are sunmari zed well by two ngjor
di mrensions, with the first dinmension being especially inportant (summary
identifications of the occupational groups are shown in Table 1). The
initial dinension explains 56.2% of all the variance anong the 11
occupational categories, and will be interpreted as a general status
di mensi on. The second di mensi on expl ains an additional 12.7 percent of
the variance, but its interpretation is less clear. The | oadings (from-—
1.0 to +1.0) of the occupational groups on the two di nensions are shown
graphically in Figure 1, with the first dinension indicated by the
hori zontal axis and the second by the vertical axis.

FI GURE 1 ABOUT HERE

In principal conmponents analysis, as nany conponents may be
extracted as the nunber of variables, but, in this case, all the other
conponents had Ei gen val ues or sunmary | oadi ngs of |less than 1.00, a
common cutoff for considering the conponent to be inportant.

An interpretation of Conponent 1 in terms of status is suggested by
a general ranking of the occupational groups fromhigh (left side
hori zontal axis) to low (right side horizontal axis). This parallels a
noverment from nonmanual work (left) to nanual work (right). As,
expected, at the extrene left, we find the “elite” occupational groups
clustered together, Executives and Professionals. Two other nonnanual
occupations, Technical and Sales workers, are less clearly
di stingui shable than the “elite” nonmanual occupations, but they tend to
be | ocated in sonme proxinity. The other nonmanual category,

Admi nistrative workers (primarily clerical and office workers) is
posi tioned nuch closer to the manual workers.

Al'l six manual occupations appear on the right hand side of the
figure, indicating the inportance of the nmanual - nonmanual distinction
O the nanual position, Service and Protective (such as police,
firepersons, and security guard) workers are closest to the nonnmanual s.
The other four nmanual positions are located in relatively equal spaces
on the far right hand side of the figure. These tend to be traditiona
“industrial” types of jobs.

As noted above, the second di nension explains nuch | ess of the
| ocational variation among the occupational groups, and appears
conceptually less clear to us than the first dinension. The three
occupations (all nonnanual) w th the highest |oadings, Technical, Sales,
and Administrative, are disproportionately involved with
of fice/ comrercial work, and this dinension may thus tap a separate
tendency for these types of workers to locate in central cities and
suburbs. To a large extent, this second dinmension also indicates the
clustered presence of nonnanual workers in central cities or suburban
rings, but it is much less status based since the two elite nonnanual
categories, Executives and Professionals, do not especially cluster on
it.

In his study of friendship patterns in Detroit, Laumann (1973) al so
finds occupational groups select intimtes along two di mensions. The
occupational categories are not the sane, since they are based on ol der
(pre-1990) census critiera. Wiile it is difficult to conpare directly
the results, there is evidence of a sinmlar prime “status” dinension in
whi ch manual occupations are |ocated away from nonnanual occupations. At
the sane time, Laumann’s second | ess-clear dinension, “bureaucratic”
versus “entrepreneurial” occupations, only bears a very rough
resenbl ance to our second conponent.

Gven the clarity of the first dimension, we focus the subsequent
analysis on it. W have used the “regression” technique in SPSS to
generate factor scores for each nmetropolitan area, indicating their
tendency to score high or low on this dinension. The factor scores are
forced by SPSS to have a nean value of .00 and a standard deviation of
1. Thus, the score for each netropolitan area provides sone indication
of how it stands relative to all other areas. In the subsequent



anal ysis, positive factor scores are suggestive of suburbanization for
the high status collar groups.

A comon neasure of extrene values in a distribution is a standard
deviation of 2.0. Using this standard, we find the follow ng
metropolitan areas with an unusual suburbani zation of high status
groups: Ceveland, Detroit, Joliet, Newark, and Paterson. Al of these
nmetropolitan areas are found in the so-called Rust Belt, and are
characterized by large mnority populations. In contrast, three areas
have unusual centralization of high status groups, Atlanta, Pensacol a,
and Washington. Al are located in the South, although interestingly
enough, they too have large ninority populations in their central
cities. The data thus suggest some caution in interpreting the location
of high status non-Hispanic white workers as a sinple response to the
clustering of mnorities in central cities.

REGQ ONAL VARI ATI ONS

Before testing specific nodels of high status suburbanization, it is
useful to investigate regional patterns of variation. Region has no
i nherent soci ol ogi cal nmeani ng but nmay serve as a proxy for such
characteristics as the age of housing, the econom c base of the
metropolis, and the ethnic conposition. Typically, metropolitan areas in
the Northeast have been characterized by a rel ative suburbani zati on of
hi gh status workers, while this pattern has been nmuch | ess evident in
the South and West (Schnore 1963). Northeastern netropolitan areas are
ol der, larger, and nore industrial than places in the rest of the
country, and the regional relationship may therefore reflect the
operation of these nore proximate factors in understanding the
di stribution of high status persons.

In 1990, regional variation in status distributions is quite
striking for what we have identified as the prinmary “status” dinmension
Table 2 shows the distribution of metropolitan areas on the first
conponent scores when divided by the nine nmajor census regions. To
enphasi ze sone of the broad patterns in the data, we have further
grouped these divisions into three major sections of the country, with
the “Rust Belt” consisting of the East North Central, MdAtlantic, and
Nort heast; the South is conprised of East South Central, Wst South
Central, and South Atlantic. The rest of the country essentially forns
the trans-M ssissippi region, the area proxinmate to and west of the
M ssi ssi ppi River

Conponent scores are divided into three categories: those at | east
0.5 standard devi ati ons above the nean (strong high status
subur bani zation), those at |east 0.5 standard devi ati ons bel ow t he nean
(high status centralization), and the great bulk of the metropolitan
areas that have |ess extrene patterns.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Quite clearly, the pattern of high status suburbanization is found
primarily in the Rust Belt. Wiile this is not surprising, the strength
of the relationship seens quite strong. Sone 27 of the 35 metropolitan
areas with strong high status suburbani zation are found in this part of
the country. ). New England is nost frequently characterized by high
stat us suburbani zation, as 6 of the 10 netropolitan areas have the
hi ghest positive scores. But the East North Central Region, nmainly the
i ndustrial belt along the eastern Great Lakes, is also characterized by
unusual high status suburbani zation (14 of 29 netropolitan areas).

In contrast, the netropolitan areas with unusual high status
centralization are found in the South (30 of 40 netropolitan areas). O
the 55 Southern netropolitan areas, only two have hi gh status
subur bani zati on scores that are at least .5 standard devi ati ons above
the mean. The nmmjor regional differences thus seemto be between the
Rust Belt and the South, with the trans-M ssissippi region occupying a
| ess clearcut position



The second component of central city-suburban occupationa
distribution in Figure 1 has much | ess pronounced regional variation
There was a slight tendency for the “bureaucratic” occupations to be
concentrated in central cities of the South, but nost of the variation
in this pattern was within regi on
STRUCTURAL EFFECTS

To test the four different nodels that we sketched previously, we
turn to nultiple regression analysis. The dependent variable is the
score of each netropolitan area on the first “status” factor conponent
that we have identified. Qur concern in this section is tw-fold: First,
which sets of variables jointly explain the nost variance in the
| ocation of higher status workers? This will be primarily deterni ned by
i nspecting the explained variance in each nodel. Second, which specific
vari abl es have the strongest effects on the suburbanization of high
status groups? This will be primarily determ ned by inspecting the
standardi zed partial regression effects within each nodel. The nodels
are shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3 ABQUT HERE

The Schnore-Devel opnental nmodel will be neasured by the age of
the metropolis (the first census year the central cities reached 50, 000
popul ation, the natural |ogarithm of netropolitan popul ation size, and
t he percentage of the netropolitan population living in the central
city. Snmall central cities will presumably have especially unattractive
centers and thus drive out higher status workers. Results show that this
nodel does not work very well, as only 5.3 percent of the variance in
subur bani zati on of high status workers is explained, the |east
successful of the four nodels that we consider. Wiile the results are
consistent with an evolutionary nodel, the results suggest that other
conceptual i zations of central city-ring differentiation need greater
attention. The only variable with a statistically significant partial
effect is the age of the netropolitan area, with ol der areas being
characterized by high status suburbanization. The other predictor
vari abl es have stronger zero-order correlations with the status
di stribution, but these effects are reduced when their interrelationship
with netropolitan age is statistically controlled.

The Housi ng nodel enphasizes that central cities vary in their
ability to provide suitable housing for elite workers. Central cities
with high proportions of nultiple unit and ol der housing will not be
attractive to high status workers. To sone extent, this nodel mght be
consi dered derivative of the Schnore-devel opmental nodel since the
ef fects of variables such as nmetropolitan age presunably reflect the
di stribution of housing characteristics. At the sane tinme, we nay not
expect strong effects of these variables since, due to urban renewal, a
good anmpunt of the | ess desirable ol der housing has been torn down in
Anerican cities. In addition, nuch older housing in central cities has
been rehabilitated and upgraded.

To measure these variables, we have calcul ated for each nmetropolitan
area the proportion of all central city units that have the
characteristics (single famly dwellings, built before 1940). W al so
considered taking the ratio of central city values to suburban val ues of
t hese proportions, to deternine the relative standing of each central
city inrelationship to its suburban ring. However, this nore
conplicated ratio did not inprove noticeably the prediction

The absol ute variance expl ained by this nodel (.143) is snmall but
alnost three tines as great as the variance explained in Mdel 1. Both
i ndependent vari abl es have the predicted effects, although age of
housi ng is somewhat nore inportant than the unit character of the
housi ng.

We find the nost supportive results for the Econonic Base nodel. To
date, researchers have enphasi zed the inportance of a manufacturing
econom ¢ base for driving high status individuals out of the central



city, presumably as a consequence of the snoke-stack industries there
(Schnore and W nsborough 1972; Schwirian et al. 1990). W nentioned
earlier the possible inportance of corporate concentration in
nmetropolitan areas to the location of high status workers.
Superficially, one mght think that nmetropolitan areas with high
concentrations of central place (wholesaling and retailing) activities
woul d have little suburbani zati on of high status workers, since their
central cities would be relatively clean and unpol |l uted. However,
Schnore and W nsborough (1972) did not find the presence of these
activities to be especially inportant in status suburbani zati on or
centralization.

For exploratory purposes, we have created indices of industrial
enpl oyment concentration for the 153 netropolitan areas. These indices
are location quotients that have been cal cul ated by dividing the
percentage of all workers in a specific industry in a netropolitan area
by the percentage of all workers in the United States in that industry.
These | ocation quotients were cal cul ated w thout consideration of
central city and suburban boundaries, thus indicating the inportance of
the activity in the total nmetropolitan area.

Qur selection of “service” industries is especially tentative since
there is little agreement on how to categorize them Nevertheless, as
Tabl e 3 shows, we have divided theminto four nmmjor groups, roughly
i ndi cating the dom nance of the financial corporate sector, persona
services, health care, and public adm nistration. The data show t hat
nmetropol i tan concentration in manufacturing and the financial corporate
sector are the two strongest predictors of the suburbanization of high
status workers in the table. Consistent with previous research (Schnore
and W nsborough 1972), manufacturing nmetropolitan areas are especially
characterized by a suburbani zati on of high status workers, but, perhaps
surprisingly, we find that “corporate” netropolitan areas are al so
di sproportionately characterized by high status workers residing in the
suburban ring. Wile some of the other variables are statistically
significant, their regression coefficients tend to be Iow in absolute
size. Nevertheless, the coefficients of the other three service
i ndustries are all consistent with higher status suburbanization

Wil e this nodel explains the nost variance it mght reasonably be
clained that its efficacy is heavily a reflection of the nunber of
variables in the equation. However, if only the corporate financial and
manuf acturing variables are used as predictors, this nodel still fares
best in explained variance (.159). In addition, substituting durable
manuf acturing (generally heavy and polluting) for all nanufacturing
i ncreases the explai ned vari ance.

The Ethnic Conposition nodel enphasizes that desire for social
di stance may | ead non-Hispanic white workers to |live away from hi gh
concentrations of minority groups. This is consistent with the exanples
we provide above of metropolitan areas in the Rust Belt that are
characterized by a high suburbani zati on of high status workers. These
pl aces tend to have unusually large minority popul ation, especially
concentrated in the central city. However, it is not consistent with the
exanpl es of high status centralization we found in the South which also
have large nminority popul ations.

To test this nodel, we have cal cul ated, separately for the bl ack
and Hi spani ¢ popul ations, the proportion mnority population in the
central city. The data provide sone support for the ethnic conposition
argunent, as netropolitan areas with high central city concentrations of
the minority group are characterized by the disproportionate
subur bani zati on of high status workers. This is especially true for the
Hi spani ¢ popul ation, but, surprisingly, not for the black popul ation
Furthernore, anmong the four nodels, this one explains the |east
proportion of variance (.041), suggesting that, overall, ethnic



conposition has not been especially inmportant in the suburbanization of
hi gh status non-H spanic white workers.

Anot her possi bl e nodel would include all the variables in all four
nodel s. This would allow us to assess the partial effects of each
vari abl e when all other variables were controlled. W are rel uctant,
however, at this point to enphasize such a nodel since nmany of the
vari abl es probably have conplicated causal relationships. Sone vari abl es
may rmutual |y cause each other, and other variables may work indirectly
t hrough each other. Qur concern here is nore with identifying the types
of metropolitan characteristics that are associated with high status
subur bani zati on rather than working out all the causal relationships
anong the variables. Neverthel ess, the joint explained variance of the
variables in all four nodels was .350, with the three key vari abl es
bei ng Manufacturing and Corporate finance econonic bases and the age of
central city housing.

GAUG NG THE REQ ONAL EFFECT

The strong regional differences in location of higher status groups
may reflect the influence of the structural variables we have
identified. For instance, the Rust Belt nmmy be characterized by high
status decentralization because sone of the nation's ol dest netropolitan
areas are found there. This is also an inmportant section of the country
for manufacturing activity, and housing in the central city will tend to
be ol der.

One way of gauging the regional effect is to run regression
equations in which dummy variables are included for the three ngjor
regions with various structural characteristics. To the degree that the
regi onal differences decline with control for the other characteristics,
we nay conclude that they help explain the regional differences.

As expected, Table 4 shows a substantial difference anbng the three
maj or regional groupings in average |evel of high status
subur bani zati on. Renenber that the dependent conponent scores for the
anal ysis have a nmean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.0 Thus, the
regi onal mean for the Rust Belt of +.649 is quite high, and the regiona
mean of -.643 for the South is quite low. The strength of the regiona
effects are also indicated by the explained variance .311, which is
greater than that obtained for any of the four above nodels and only
slightly lower than the explained variance (.350) when all the variables
in the four nodels are used to predict.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Each subsequent colum in Table 4 shows the adjusted nean on the
dependent vari abl e when various sets of predictors are included in the
equation. The four columms represent separate controls for the four sets
of predictors in the above nodels. The adjusted regional nmeans indicate
the levels of high status suburbanization if differences in other
characteristics such as housing age and econom ¢ base were elininated.
Thus, the regional nmeans in the second columm indicate the average
degree of high status suburbanization for netropolitan areas in
different regions with the sane patterns of age, netropolitan size, and
central city inclusiveness.

Somewhat surprising to us, the differences in regional neans are
quite resilient in the face of controls for nunerous characteristics
that mght affect the suburbanization of high status workers. |ndeed,
sonme of the adjusted regional differences are greater than the
unadj usted. Clearly, there is a regional “clustering” effect that we
cannot identify with our regressions in Tables 3 and 4. |In other words,
the Rust Belt still stands out for its pattern of high status
subur bani zati on, even after adjusting for such characteristics as the
ol der netropolitan age, older central city housing, and econonic base.
It is possible, of course, that we have omtted other factors from ot her
nodel s (correlated with regional |ocation) that would explain away the
geographic effects. Yet, while other researchers have consi dered ot her



factors, no literature suggests that these would be inportant enough to
account for the strong regional influence.

The patterns here may, neverthel ess, be conplicated by the varying
nature of race relations in various parts of the United States. In the
Rust Belt, there have been high racial tensions, partly due to fear of
changi ng nei ghbor hoods. Bl acks have, for sone tine, been assertive in
forwardi ng their social, econonmc, and residential interests. This is
partly indicated by the generally high to extrenmely high | evels of
residential segregation by race (Massey and Denton 1993). G ven the
conpetitive nature of race relations, we night expect racial conposition
to matter there in the location of high status non-H spanic white
workers. In the South, however, there is a stronger tradition of
mnorities and non-ninorities each knowi ng their “own place” and not
directly posing a threat to each other (Schnore and Evenson 1966). They
may live in close physical but not social proximty. In such a
circunstance, the physical proximty of mnority groups nay not natter
much in the choice of residential |ocation for Non-Hispanic white high
status workers. This viewpoint mght help explain our earlier discovery
that sone of the strongest suburbanization of high status non-Hi spanic
white workers was found in Rust Belt netropolitan areas with |arge
central city minority population, while some of the | owest
subur bani zati on of high status groups was found in Southern netropolitan
areas with large central city concentrations of mnorities.

This type of argunment suggests that racial conposition statistically
interacts with region in affecting the suburbani zati on of high status
workers. Wthin the Rust Belt sanple of netropolitan areas, racial
conposition of the minority population in the central city would
especially matter in predicting the location of high status non-Hi spanic
white workers. However, within the South, it night have very little
effect on a simlar variable. If the data support this argunent, they
indicate that an interpretation of the regional differences in high
status suburbani zation nmust be a little nore conplicated than just
arguing that the Rust Belt has ol der netropolitan areas, certain housing
characteristics, and econonic bases with a focus on nmanufacturing and
financial corporate.

TABLE 5 ABQUT HERE

To test this argunent in a sinple way, we have run the Race Mde
separately by the three broad regions. The results in Table 5 indicate
strong support for the general argunent that minority concentrations are
interpreted differently in the various regions. In the Rust Belt,

H spani ¢ and Bl ack central city concentration are strongly related to

t he suburbani zation of high status workers. In the South, the Hi spanic
proportion has only a very weak effect on status distributions, but a
hi gh Black central city concentration is actually associated with

di sproportionate centralization of high status workers anong the non-

H spani ¢ whites. The Trans-M ssi ssippi seens to be an internedi ate case.
Central city racial conposition is not a strong predictor of the
dependent variabl e, although the effects of H spanic proportion are
consi stent with expectations.

These results thus clarify why the Rust Belt has so nmuch
subur bani zati on of high status workers. Metropolitan areas in this
region with substantial minority populations in the central city are
characterized by a flight of high status non-Hi spanic white workers, but
ot her Rust Belt nmetropolitan areas do not show this tendency. Another
way of putting this is that regional differences in the |location of high
status workers are much nore evident anong those with large central city
mnority popul ations. Differences are nuch | ess pronounced anong those
with low nminority popul ations.

Anot her paper anal yzes the | ocation of high status mnority
workers, but it is worth noting that the Rust Belt pattern of high
status suburbani zati on among nonHi spanic white workers in metropolitan



areas with high central city mnority concentrations is not replicated
when we investigate the | ocation of black and Hi spanic professional and
executive workers. It thus appears that there is a distinct racial
conponent to the Rust Belt pattern that we have identified.

Somewhat inductively, we explored how the role of other
characteristics such as econom c base and age of housing m ght affect
suburban propensity differently by regi on anong nonHi spanic white
wor kers, but we found few differences so evident as those discussed for
race.

CONCLUSI ON

Anbng non- Hi spani ¢ whites, occupational groups seemto |ocate
differentially in central cities and suburbs by a social status
di nensi on. Consistent with other research, we have found that the status
of suburban rings relative to their central cities is quite variable
across netropolitan areas. There is, in fact, little evidence of a
strong nodal pattern of high status suburbs and | ow status central
cities. Somewhat surprisingly to us, high status Professional and
Executive workers, in particular, are nore often concentrated in central
cities than workers in a nunber of manual occupations that are lower in
soci al status.

A maj or conclusion of our study is that evolutionary devel opnent al
nodel s of high status location seemto have little usefulness in
under standi ng recent variations across netropolitan areas. O der
nmetropolitan areas are nore |likely than newer netropolitan areas to be
characterized by the suburbanization of high status workers. However,
there are great variations in the pattern within both old and new
nmetropolitan areas. The “natural hand” of urban devel opnent as suggested
by the Burgess zonal hypothesis is not especially evident in the 1990
dat a.

An inmportant factor in the distribution of status groups is the
nature of netropolitan econom c base. As anticipated, nmanufacturing
nmet ropol i ses are disproportionately likely to be characterized by the
subur bani zati on of high status workers. Less anticipated was the finding
that metropolitan areas with a specialization in corporate finance were
al so di stingui shed by the suburbani zati on of high status workers. At
this point, we can only speculate on why this mght be so since the
corporate sector mght be viewed as eager to maintain the “quality of
life” in the centers of netropolitan areas with which it is associated.

Per haps the strongest correlate of status |ocation anong non-
Hi spani ¢ whites across netropolitan areas is regional location wth
netropolitan areas in the Rust Belt being quite disproportionately
characterized by high status decentralization while metropolitan areas
in the South are much nore likely to have high status workers
concentrated in the central city. Superficially, one mght think that
the regional patterns sinply represent differences in netropolitan
devel pnental stage, with Rust Belt areas having had a greater time for
the decentralization of high status groups to devel op. However, this
turns out to be a weak explanation of the regional pattern

Qur best explanation of the regional effect is in ternms of racial
conposition. In what nmay seemto sone as a paradox, minority racial
conpositions in Southern central cities seemto have little inpact on
t he suburbani zation of high status non-H spanic workers. However,
mnority concentrations in the Rust Belt are strong predictors of the
subur bani zati on of high status non-Hi spanic white workers. Mich of the
strong tendency of some Rust Belt netropolitan areas to have
subur bani zati on of high status workers seens correlated with their
racial conpositions in the central city. Wile the South has a nore
notorious history of bad race relations, we have suggested that the
noverment in the past few decades of minority populations to Northern
nmetropol itan areas nmay have set up a conpetitive nodel of race



relations, in which high status non-Hi spanic whites use their economc
and social power to escape race m Xxing.
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Table 1

Relative City-Suburb Concentration of Occupational Categories by Race

Occupational Category by Race

Central City
Concentration

Suburban
Concentration

Executive, Administrative, and Managerial
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Professional Specialty
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Technicians and Related Support
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Sales Occupations
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Administrative Support, including clerical
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Protective Service
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Service, including household
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Precision production, craft and repair
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Transportation and material moving
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and laborers
Non-Hispanic White
Black
Hispanic

78
39
47

110
52
73

100
50
65

81
50
53

109
83
77

83
71
76

111
133
116

22
54
63

47
69
85

32
79
70

61
113
104

75
114
106

43
101
80

53
102
88

72
83
100

44
70
76

73
80
74

42
20
37

131
98
90

106
82
67

121
71
82

85
39
49

N=153 metropolitan areas, but total is less where no persons are in the occupational group.



Table 2
High-Status Suburbanization of Non-Hispanic Whites by Region

Region Lessthan—.5  Other score  Greater than +.5 Total

Rust Belt 2 29 27 58
ENCen 2 13 14 29
MidAtl 0 12 7 19
NE 4 6 10
Trans-

Muississippi 8 26 6 40
WNCen 0 5 2 7
Mount 0 9 0 9
Pacf 8 12 4 24
South 30 23 2 55
ESCen 5 5 0 10
WSCen 9 18 0 17
SAtl 16 10 2 28
Total 40 78 35 153

Note: Metropolitan areas are divided by their component score. A score greater than +1 indicates the
metropolitan area is at least 1 standard deviation above the mean in the suburbanization of high status
workers. A score less than -1 indicates the metropolitan area is at least 1 standard deviation below the mean
in the suburbanization of high status workers.



Table 3

Standardized Regression Effects of Metropolitan Characteristics

On High Status Suburbanization

Model Standardized
Regression
Coefficients

Model 1:

“Schnore-Developmental” Model
Age -.249"
Size -.050
Percent in Central City -.021
R-squared .053"

Model 2:

Housing Model
1 Family Homes -151
Age of Housing -.288"
R-squared 143*

Model 3:

Economic Base Model
TCU -167"
Trade 042
Corp 464"
PEED 101
Manuf 526"
Health 142"
Pub 129
R-squared 217"

Model 4:

“Race” Model
Hispanic 213"
Black .069
R-squared 041"

" indicates that coefficient is significant at the ,05 level.
variable definitions:

Model 1- Age: age of metro area, Size: In (size of metro. area), Percent in Central City:

percent of metro population in central city.

Model 2 - All variables represent the ratio of the percent of the housing characteristic in
the central city to the percent of the housing characteristic in the suburban ring.
Model 3 - All variables represent location quotients, which indicate the relative

concentration of each industrial sector in the metro. area. TCU: transportation

and communications, Trade: wholesale and retail trade, Corp: finance, insurance and
real estate (FIRE) and business services, PEED: personal services, education, and
entertainment, Manuf: durable and non-durable manufacturing, Health: health services,
Pub: public administration.



Model 4 - All variables represent the ratio of the “racial” group population percent in
the central city to the ratio of the “racial” group population percent in the suburban
ring.



Table 4
Regional Means of High Status Suburbanization

Regions No Controls Development Housing Economic-Base “Race”
Controls Controls Controls Controls
Trans-
Mississippi -.055 -112 -.057 -0.039 .008
Rust Belt 649 704 .666 0..624 .686
South -0.643 -.661 -.661 -0.630 -730
R-squared 3117 324" 324" 385 395

" indicates that coefficient is significant at the .05 level. In all case Trans-Mississippi was the omitted
category and the other regions proved to be significantly different.



Table 5
St andardi zed Regression Effects of “Race” Characteristics
On Hi gh Status Suburbani zati on, by Mjor Region

Model St andar di zed
Regr essi on
Coefficients

Rust Belt
Hi spani c . 413"
Bl ack . 448*
R- squar ed . 431*
Sout h
Hi spani c . 075
Bl ack -.282
R- squar ed . 073

Trans- M ssi ssi ppi

Hi spani c . 277
Bl ack -.028
R- squar ed . 081

“indicates that coefficient is significant at the ,05 level.



Figure 1
Two Conponent Description of Location Quotients for Cccupati onal
Non- Hi spanic white Workers, 153 Metropolitan Areas, 1990
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Key:
Executive, adm nistrative, and managerial occupations (LQMEXWC)
Pr of essi onal specialty occupations ( LQWHPROF)
Techni ci ans and rel ated support occupations ( LQWHTECH)
Sal es occupations ( LQWHSALE)
Admi ni strative support occupations, including clerical(LQWHADVWN)
Protective service occupations ( LQWHPROT)
Servi ce occupations, including household ( LQWHSERH)
Preci sion production, craft, and repair occupations ( LQWHPRQOD)
Machi ne operators, assenblers, and inspectors ( LQWHVACH)
Transportation and naterial noving occupations ( LQWHTRAN)

Handl ers, equi pment cl eaners, hel pers, and | aborers ( LQWHHAND)
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