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The processes by which various immigrant
groups have been absorbed into American socie-
ty are complex, and have been studied from a
variety of viewpoints. A distinctively socio-
logical approach to the topic views assimila-
tion as a process of dispersion of the members
of the group throughout the social structure,
and not solely as a psychological and cultural
process. In the conventional account, the
jmmigrants have initially settled in ethnic
colonies in deteriorated central sections of
large cities, and have found low-paid unskilled
Jobs. Assimilation consists in part of a pro-
cess of social and economic advancement on the
part of the immigrant group and their de-
scendants, along with a decreasing residential
concentration in ethnic colonies.

The large-scale migration of Negroes to
Northern cities began during the first World
War. In a very real sense Negroes served as a
native-born substitute to fill in the labor gap
created by the cessation of large-scale immi-
gration from abroad, at first due to the war,
and then as a result of newly imposed re-
strictions on immigration. Like the immigrants
from abroad, the Negro migrants from the South
moved to urban industrial centers where they
filled the lowest occupational niches and
rapidly developed a highly segregated pattern
of residence.

Viewing the obvious analogies between the
Northern urban Negro population and the Euro-
pean immigrant populations which preceded it,
some sociologists have concluded that the Ne-
groes will. undergo a similar process of "assimi-
lation," and that it is only a matter of time
until social and economic progress is trans-
lated into their residential dispersion.l Other
sociologists believe that the Negroes in North-
ern cities are not following the immigrant pat-
tern of socio-economic advancement and resi-
dential dispersion, but rather that the second-
generation urban Negroes are occupying the same
relative position in the society as did their

parents.

The question of whether or not a Northern
urban Negro population can fruitfully be viewed
as an immigrant population, comparable to the
immigrant populations of earlier decades with
respect to the nature and speed of assimilation,
is the underlying theme in our consideration of
recent trends in race and ethnic segregation in
Chicago.

One type of data indicative of the inter-
generational assimilation of the immigrant
groups is presented in the first six columns

of Table 1. For each of the larger ethnic
groups, data for 1950 are presented showing the
average standing on three measures of socio-
economic status, standardized for age, of the
first generation (the foreign born white, FBW)
and the second generation (native white of
foreign or mixed parentage, NFMP). The nation-
ality groups are split into "old," "new" and
‘mewer" groups in an extension of the tradition-
al system. On the average, comparing within the
first or within the second generation, the "old"
immigrant groups are the best off on these
measures, the '"new" groups are intermediate, and
the "newer" groups are the worst off. It cannot
be determined from these data to what extent the
old immigrants are better off by virtue of their
longer average period of residence in the U.S.,
and to what extent they may have been better off
at their time of immigration than the newer
immigrants were at the time of their move.

Comparisons between the first generation
(FBW) and second generation (NFMP) are a more
direct means for determining the extent of as-
similation. Although it is not always specified
carefully in the literature, most discussions of
assimilation view it as an inter-generational
process, rather than simply a process of upward
adjustment through time in the status of the
original immigrants. Emphasis is usually placed
on the higher status and lesser residential
segregation of the children relative to their
parents, Comparisons of corresponding status
measures for the first and second generations
in Table 1 reveal the expected pattern of inter-
generational advance. Although data of the type
shown in Table 1 cannot be interpreted unambigu-
ously, and do not suffice for specific measures
of the degree or pace of inter-generational
change, they are probably adequate indicators
of the general direction of change.

Measures of the changing residential pat-
terns of the immigrant groups are given in
columns 7 - 9 of Table 1. The measure is an
index of residential segregation between the
total foreign stock (FBW £ NFMP) of each nation-
ality and the total native whites of native
parentage (NWNP). The indexes were computed
from the distribution of each group among the
75 Community Areas of the city of Chicago, for
1930 (the last previous census year which in-
cluded ingomation on the total foreign stock)
and 1960.” The degree of residential segre-
gation from the native population is highest
for the "newer" immigrants, and lowest for the
"0ld" immigrants. Between 1930 and 1960, most
of the ethnic groups became less segregated from
the native population. Only for England,
Ireland, and Sweden did the indexes fail to
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decline, anﬁ these were already at relatively
low levels.

The residential segregation between Negroes
and NWNP was much greater than that between any
of the ethnic groups and the NWNP. Furthermore,
the small decline from 84 in 1930 to 82 in 1960
was less than for most of the ethnic groups. In
every case, the residential segregation of the
ethnic group from the Negro population is much
greater than its segregation from the white
population (NWNP). The lowest indexes for
immigrant groups in comparison with Negroes oc-
cur’ for the two "newer'" groups, Mexicans and
Puerto Ricans. The high magnitude even of these
two indexes indicates that thesé recent in-
migrants to the city are not joining or re-
placing Negroes in the existing Negro areas, but
are moving into separate ethnic colonies of
their own., Lieberson has demonstrated that al-
though prior to the great Negro migrations of
World Var I there were instances of ethnic
groups being more segregated from native whites
than were Negroes, since 1920 the general pat-
tern has been for Negro residential segregation
to be the highest.?

Data similar to those presented for the
various ethnic groups are presented for whites
and nonwhites in Table 2, For each of 4 measures
reflecting socio-economic status, there was im-
provement in the status of the nonwhite (pre-
dominantly Negro) population between 1940 and
1960. For two of these measures, there was a
definite narrowing of the differentials between
whites and nonwhites. The indexes of resi-
dential segregation between whites and Negroes,
in the top panel of the table, show minor
fluctuations around an extremely high level, and
give no indication of the decline anticipated on
the basis of the socio-economic advancement of
the Negro population, That this is not an
atypical finding can be indicated by reference
to other data showing a long term historical
trend toward increasing residential segregation
between whites and nonwhites. Increasing racial
residential segregation was evident in most
large cities of the United States between 1940
and 1950, while during the 1950's, Southern
cities continued to increase in segregation and
Northerp cities generally registered modest de-
clines.” In broad perspective, then, it appears
that the historical trend toward improving
socio-economic status of immigrant groups has
gone hand in hand with decreasing residential
segregation. In contrast, Negro residential
segregation from whites has increased steadily
over past decades until it has reached uni-
versally high levels in cities throughout the
United States, despite significant advances in
the socio-economic status of Negroes.

The pattern of decreasing residential
concentration of immigrant groups and increasing
residential concentration of Negroes is not what
would have been expected from the fact that many
nationality groups worked hard at maintaining
the ethnic colonies, whereas most of the major
Negro organizations strive for residential dis-
persal. Furthermore, there were declines in

the residential concentration of the immigrant
groups almost from the initial formation of the
ethnic colonies, and this dispersion was going
on during the periods of rapid increase in immi-
grant populations.7 These observations tend to
discredit the argument that a major barrier to
residential dispersion of the Negro population
in Chicago is its continuing rapid increase.
However, the size of the Negro population and
the magnitude of its annual increase are larger
than for any single ethnic group in the past,
and comparisons with smaller groups are not com-
pletely convincing. That rapid increase of Ne-
gro population does not necessarily lead to in-
creasing residential segregation was demonstrated
directly in the inter-city comparative study
previously cited. There was no definite re-
lationship between increase in Negro population
and change in the value of the segregation index.
Indeed, during the 1950-60 decade, there appeared
to be some relationship in the opposite direc-
tion.

More significant in accounting for the di-
vergent trends in residential segregation may
be the different urban contexts in which the
immigrant and Negro populations found themselves.
Comparing the residential locations of Italian-
born and Polish-born in Chicago in 1899 and in
1920, Wallace observed:

",..it can be seen that the areas of

greatest dispersion, low proportion,

and presumably of 'second' settlement

for many immigrants were those which

were not settled at all in 1899.

"The implication of this fact is

that the so-called 'assimilation' pro-

cess was not reflected by the geographic

dispersion of the immigrant populations

into 'cosmopolitan American areas.'

The dispersal was more directly related

to an increase in housing alternatives

as the city grew at the periphery."?
By the time the Negro concentrations were form-
ing near the central areas of Chicago, the city
was built up, and the urbanized area extended
well beyond the present boundaries., Residential
alternatives at a price Negroes could afford and
in a sufficiently close-in location to permit
inexpensive commuting were no longer available.,

It has been suggested that considerable time
is required for Negroes to make the transition
from a "primitive folk culture" to "urbanism as
a way of life."l0 Several types of data indicate
that large and increasing proportions of the
Negro urban population are city-born and raised.
For instance, there is a rapidly decreasing
color differential in the percentage of the
Chicago population born in the state of Illinois.
In 1960, 44 per cent of the native-born nonwhite
residents of Chicago were born in Illinois, as
contrasted to 66 per cent of the white popu-
lation.ll National estimates for 1958 showed
that of all males aged A45-64 living in metro-
politan places of 500,000 or more population,

65 per cent of the nonwhites as compared to 77

per cent of the whites had liged in this size of
city for 20 years or longer. Estimates of the
components of growth of the nonwhite population



of Chicago indicate that between 1950 and 1960
natural increase was as important as net in-
migration, and that natural increase will in
the future account for rapidly increasing pro-
portions of the growth of nomwhite population.t3

Unfortunately there is inadequate knowledge
of the specific length of time under specified
conditions for the required cultural trans-
formation to occur. Wallace'!s quoted obser-
vations indicate a significant degree of dis-
persal over time among the first generation
immigrants. More usually, such processes are
conceived as primarily inter-generational.

That many of the "first generation" Negro mi-
grants to Northern cities have lived there for
20 years and more and that in the younger adult
ages there are sizable numbers of "second
generation" urban Negroes suggests to us that
there has been ample time for adjustment to
urban living, at least for large proportions of
the Negro population. It is also clear that if
Northern Negroes remain inadequately educated
for urban living and fail to participate fully
in the urban economy, the "primitive folk cul-
ture" of the South can less and less be assigned
responsibility, and Northern cities will be
suffering from the neglect of their own human
resources,

The "visibility" of Negroes due to skin
color and other features which make the large
majority of 2nd, 3rd, and later generation
descendants readily identifiable as Negroes is
often cited as a basic factor in explaining the
distinctive position of Negroes in our society.
It is exceedingly difficult to assess the sig-
nificance of visikility. For instance, there
is no other group which is strictly comparable
to Negroes regarding every factor except visi-
bility. It is not completely irrelevant, how-
ever, to note that nomwhite skin color, by it-
self, is not an insurmountable handicap in our
society. The socio-economic status of the
Japanese population of Chicago in 1950 substan-
tially excemded that of the Negro population,
and their residential segregation from whites,
although high, was considerably lower than that
between Negroes and whites. Unfortunately
there are no trend data available on the charac-
teristics of the Japanese in Chicago. A more
appropriate Japanese population for comparison,
however, is the much larger one in the San
Francisco area. A recent study there affirmed
that "ethnic colonies of Japanese are gone or
rapidly going," and documented their rapid
socio-economic advance,

In the traditional immigrant pattern, the
more recent immigrants displaced the older
groups at the bottom socio-economic levels.
How do the Negroes campare with the other
"newer" immigrant groups, the Mexicans and the
Puerto Ricans? The limited data now available
suggest that the Negroes may soon be left alone
at the bottom of the social and economic scale.
We have already noted (from data in Table 1)
that the "newer" groups were in 1950 of very
low status compared to the other immigrant
groups, and that their residential segregation
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from the native whites of native parentage was
the highest of all the immigrant groups. For
1960, the distribution within Chicago of persons
born in Puerto Rico is available separately from
those born in the U.S. of Puerto Rican parentage.
Thus it is possible to compute indexes of resi-
dential segregation for first and second gener-
ation Puerto Ricans. For Chicago in 1960, these
index values were 68.4 for the first generation
and 64.9 for the second generation, indicating
that residential dispersion has already begun
for the Puerto Ricans. This difference actually
understates the amount of dispersion, since the
second generation consists in large proportion
of children still living with their first gener-
ation parents.

Selected socio-economic measures for the
Puerto Rican and the nonwhite populations of the
city of Chicago in 1960 are shown in Table 3.

On every measure, the Puerto Rican population is
less well off -- it is less educated, of lower
income, more crowded, less likely to be home-
owners, less well-housed, and lives in older
buildings. Yet the index of residential segre-
gation {(computed with respect to NWNP) for
Puerto Ricans is 67 as compared to 82 for Negroes

Thus far we have been making comparisons be-
tween Negroes and immigrant groups. With re-
spect to the relationship between socio-economic
status and residential segregation, it is ap-
propriate to pursue a more direct approach.
Since Negroes are disproportionately represented
in low status groups, it might be argued that on
this basis alone we would expect some segre-
gation between whites and Negroes.l® To the
extent that this is the case, future economic
advances on the part of the Negro population
should be translated into lowered residential
segregation, Before presenting our approach to
this problem, let us emphasize that the task of

ialling out a component of racial segre-
gation due to economic factors involves some
difficult methodological Eroblems, and no method
is entirely satisfactory.l’ 1In an effort to
make a rough assessment of the relative impact
of patterns of economic segregation on patterns
of racial residential segregation, we will con-
gider a simplified model.

Basically, the approach involves an indirect
standardization of the family income distri-
butions for the 75 Community Areas of Chicago.
The "rates" for the standardization were the
percentage nonwhite in each income interval for
the city of Chicago. For example, nonwhites
constituted 44 per cent of all families in 1960
with an income below $1,000, 4 per cent of
families with incomes of $1,000-1,999, 40 per
cent for the interval $2,000-2,999, etc. This
set of "rates" was then applied to the income
distribution for each Community Area to obtain
an "expected" number of nonwhite resident fami-
lies on the basis of income. The total popu-
lation of a Community Area minus the expected
number of nonwhites is equal to the expected
number of whites., Given this pair of expected
numbers for each Community Area, we can compute
an index of residential segregation between
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expected nonwhites and expected whites. If in-
come alone determined the residential locations
of whites and nonwhites, this index is the ex-
pected amount of racial residential segregation.
In 1950, the white-nonwhite residential segre-
gation index expected on the basis of income
was 11, compared to the actual segregation in-
dex of 79. Thus in 1950 income differentials
can account for 11/79, or 14 per cent, of the
observed racial segregation. In 1960, the ex-
pected segregation index was 10 and the actual
€3, so that income differentials can account for
only 12 per cent of the observed racial segre-
gation. The slight decline from 14 to 12 per
cent perhaps suggests that economic segregation
is becoming a lesser component of total racial
segregation.,

Another investigator, studying ethnic groups
as well as nonwhites, carried out a similar pro-
cedure, but used the rent and value distribution
of occupied dwellings rather than the family in-
come distribution to partial out economic fac-
tors in residential segregation. He also found
that a negligible part of total residential
segregation is accounted for by economic dif-
ferentials. Furthermore, economic segregation
was less a factor in the segregation of legroes
from whites than it was in the segreﬁation of
immigrant groups from native whites.l8

The data just cited are one indication that
it is not Negroes' inability to pay for housing
that accounts for their residential segregation.
In fact, in Chicago in 1960 Negroes paid as much
as whites for housing, regardless of their low-
er incomes. Median rents for both groups were
$8€, but Negroes 8btained much poorer housing
for their money.l To a very real extent, there
exists a separate housing market for Negroes in
Chicago, so that their economic status cannot
be used except in exceptional circumstances to
obtain unsegregated housing. Regardless of
their assimilation to urban living and their
advancing economic position, therefore, Negroes
have been unable to achieve the residential dis-
persion undergone by the second and third gener-

ation immigrant groups.

The Jjudicious conclusion from our review of
a variety of pieces of data is that we simply
do not know enough about immigrant assimilation
patterns and patterns of changing socio-economic
status in the Negro population to be able to
compare the two. With respect to immigrants,
we are unable to find in the literature any
satisfactory statistical specification of the
processes involved. The available census data
are of 1ittle use in this regard. For the
Negro population, we have no data at all per-
mitting inter-generational comparisons between
migrants from the South and Negroes raised in
Northern cities. Thus any trends toward
socio-economic advancement and residential dis-
persion on the part of '"second generation" Ne-
groes may be confounded in the data for the
total Negro population.

If we can be allowed a brief moment of free-
dom from judicious interpretation of our data,

we find ourselves in general agreement with the
view that it is misleading to regard Negroes as
another immigrant group. Even adopting a very
simple formulation of assimilation as involving
socio-economic advancement and residential dis-
persion, we do not think the data for Negroes
can be interpreted as fitting the pattern. The
second generation persons from several countries,
in fact, are of higher socio-economic status
than the total native whites of native parentage.
Relatively few Negroes in Chicago have white
collar jobs or have incomes above the median
level for whites, and yet there are large
numbers of adult Negroes who were born in the
city. Basic differences between the Negroes

and the immigrant groups seem to us implicit in
the failure of residential desegregation to oc-
cur for Negroes, while it has continued to take
place for the immigrant groups.

In view of the fundamental impact of resi-
dential segregation on extra-legal segregation
of schools, hospitals, parks, stores, and numer-
ous other facilities, the failure of residential
dispersion to occur strikes us as an especially
serious social problem. Although socio-economic
advance and residential dispersion occurred si-
multaneously for the various immigrant groups,

a causal relationship camnot be assigned. Never-
theless, it is apparent that the continued resi-
dential segregation of the Negro population will
act as an impediment to the continued "assimi-
lation" of Negroes into full and equal partici-

pation in the economy and the society at la.rge.ZL

*Paper No. 15 in the series, "Comparative Urban
Research," issuing from the Population Research
and Training Center, University of Chicago, under
a grant from the Ford Foundation.
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Ph.D. thesis, Department of Sociology, University
of Chicago, 1960, p. 179.

6Karl E. Taeuber, "Negro Residential Segre-
gation, 1940-1960: Changing Trends in the Large
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léFor a discussion of class residential segre-
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nonwhites who were in the metropolitan area 5
years before with those who were outside 5 years
before, the index is 13. Thus the recent non-
white in-migrants to Chicago are distributed
somewhat differently from the rest of the non-
white population, but are equally segregated
from the native whites. It is not possible to
interpret these results in terms of the general
assimilation and dispersion processes under
consideration.,
21Amos H. Hawley, '"Dispersion versus Segre-
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TABLE 1.--Selected Characteristics (age-standardized) of Foreign-born and Native-born Ethnic Populations
in 1950 and Residential Segregation Indexes of Selected Groups of Foreign Stock from Native
Whites of Native Parentage and Negroes in 1930 and 1960; Chicago?

% high school % income % white col- Residential Residential
graduates (male) <&$3,000 lar (male) segregation vs. NWNP segregation vs. Negro
FBW NFMP FBW NFMP FBW NFMP 1930 1960 Change 1930 1960 Change
1) (2 3) ) (50 (6) (n (@ (9 (10) (1) (12
"0ld" immigrant groups
England and Wales L, 50 52 L5 50 51 11 18 +7 84 83 -1
Ireland 2L 47 57 48 22 47 23 31 +8 85 8l -1
Norway 31 47 50 46 24 50 L, 37 =7 90 90 0
Sweden 25 48 L6 L4y, 23 50 26 30 +i 90 86 =4
Germany 37 34 51 49 35 42 22 19 -3 88 88 0
"New" immigrant groups
Austria 29 40 51 L6 34 L 30 16 =14 89 88 -1
Czechoslovakia 25 32 59 49 23 36 59 37 -22 93 89 -4
Italy 15 27 56 51 24 36 52 32 -20 79 81 +2
Poland 18 25 62 54 26 30 63 38 -25 9L 93 -1
U.S.S.R. 35 60 L7 37 60 4 51 INA =7 90 90 0
"Newer" immigrant groups
Mexico 1, 16 65 73 8 13 71 54 -17 77 73 -4
Puerto RicoP 13 29 86 72 22 36 NA 67 NA NA 69 NA

8Foreign stock is the foreign-born (FBW) plus the native-born of foreign or mixed parentage (NFMP). NWNP is
native white of native parentage. Characteristics refer to the Standard Metropolitan Area population, while
segregation indexes refer to the city population. NA means not available.

bSocio—economic characteristics for Puerto Rican population refer to U.S. total. Puerto Rican population by
Community Areas for Chicago available for 1960 only.

Sources: Characteristics from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1950 Vol. IV, Special Reports,

Part 3, Chapter A, Nativity and Parentage, and Chapter D, Puerto Ricans in Continental United States. Disbributions

of population by Community Area for 1960 from the 1960 census tract bulletin for Chicago, and for 1930 from Ernest W.
Burgess and Charles Newcomb, eds., Census Data of the City of Chicago, 1930 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1933).




TABLE 2.--Selected Socio-economic Characteristics (unstandardized) of
Wnhite and Non-whites: City of Chicago, 1940, 1950, and 1960

Characteristic Non- White
white
Residential segregation index, whites vs. Negroes
1930 85
1940 €5
1950 79
1960 &3
% high school grad., ages 25+
1940 16 25
1950 25 37
1960 29 37
4 white collar, male
1940 17 40
1950 17 I
1960 21 Lo
Z home-owners
1940 7 26
1950 12 33
1960 1% 39

% of multiple-person households
with 1.01 or more persons per
room
1940 41 17
1950 46 14
1960 34 10

Source: Data for 1940 from the 1940 census tract bulletin for
Chicago; for 1950 from Philip M. Hauser and Evelyn M.

Kitagawa, eds., Local Community Fact Book for Chicago,
1950 (Chicago: Chicago Community Inventory, 1953); and

for 1960 from the 1960 census tract bulletin for Chicago.



TABLE 3.--Selected Socio-economic Characteristics (unstandardized) of
Puerto Ricans and Non-whites: City of Chicago, 1960

Characteristic Non-white Puerto Rican
Residential segregation vs. whites 83 67
% high school grads., total 29 n
Median family income $4, 742 $4,161
% of families earning <$3,000 28 27
% of families earning »$10,000 9 I
% of home-owners 16 6
% substandard dwellings 26 33
%4 1.01 or more persons per room 34 52
4 h.u.'s built since 1940 12 6
Median gross rent $88 $79
Median number of rooms 3.9 3.7
Median number of persons 3.0 4.0

Source: Data are from the 1960 census tract bulletin for Chicago.



