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 If the growing prevalence and durability of three-  and four- race neighbor-
hoods has subtly smoothed the path of urban integration over the past two 

de cades, this trend has a much noisier, more attention- getting sibling: gentri-
fication. In central cities around the country, developers and mayors alike 
have found that young, educated professionals and technical workers have an 
appetite to live in dense urban neighborhoods, particularly  those close to 
downtown districts or other in ter est ing cultural scenes. What the gentrifica-
tion boom implies for black integration is our subject in this chapter.

For more than half a  century the idea of broad urban gentrification has 
been a lively topic for urbanologists and a fond hope to many who love 
cities.1 In the late 1970s, much was made of a “back- to- the- city” movement. 
The rediscovery of the charms of brownstones by taste mavens, the realiza-
tion by developers that the condominium concept offered a way to make 
money from new construction or rehabilitation proj ects in dense neighbor-
hoods, and the rise of elite ser vice jobs staffed by “yuppies” all seemed to 
provide fuel for this shift. But while many large cities could indeed point to 
gentrified neighborhoods around the turn of the 1980s, this trend was 
dwarfed by larger urban forces: large- scale abandonment in many neighbor-
hoods close to urban cores; the decline of housing prices in predominantly 
black neighborhoods; increasing crime; the decay of many urban downtowns; 
substantial net losses of white population in major cities; and a worsening 
ratio of median income between central cities and their suburban rings. 
The “urban crisis” was in full throttle.

Recovery came in three waves. In the late 1980s, and accelerating during 
the 1990s, the volume of  legal immigration  rose significantly and shifted in 
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composition. Immigration from places like China and the Philippines flat-
lined or even slowed a bit, while immigration from Eu rope, Rus sia, Africa, 
and the Ca rib bean accelerated. Over half of the new immigrants lived, at 
least initially, in one of just seven major metropolitan areas: New York, Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, Chicago, Miami, Washington, D.C., and Houston.2 
And within  these metropolitan areas, immigrants  were about twice as likely as 
other residents to live in the central city. Even large cities not normally 
thought of as immigrant destinations had substantial numbers of new ar-
rivals; Columbus, Ohio, had about seventy- four thousand new immigrant 
residents over the 1990–2009 period, and Indianapolis had about fifty- nine 
thousand. By 2009, the foreign- born made up about a quarter of the resi-
dents of the largest twenty- five cities in Amer i ca— but only about 10  percent 
of the rest of the nation’s population.3

The wave of immigration was a tonic for many cities. New York City’s 
population began growing again at the end of the 1980s and  rose nearly 10 
 percent between 1990 and 2000—an extraordinary reversal in the context of 
late- twentieth- century urban decline. Population growth resumed in other 
older cities, and, where it did not, population loss slowed. Immigrants opened 
small businesses at a rate greatly disproportionate to their numbers, many 
of them in poor communities whose commercial districts had badly faded 
from 1960 to 1990. The new immigrants often rented or bought housing 
along the fringes of core black neighborhoods which, along with the slowing 
of black neighborhood expansion (Chapter 14) helped to stabilize and restore 
modest price appreciation to black housing markets.

A second wave of recovery began around 1992, when murder rates in sev-
eral major urban areas peaked and then began a twenty- year pattern of de-
cline. The new immigrants— who generally had quite low rates of criminal 
activity— may have been a contributing  factor, but  there  were many  others: a 
waning of the “crack” epidemic; improved police methods, including both 
better logistical deployment of forces and more “community policing”; the 
maturing of a generation of central- city residents exposed to much lower 
concentrations of lead; and self- reinforcing, “tipping” patterns, like increased 
activity in city parks and on nighttime sidewalks as crime fell.  Here again, 
New York City was the exemplar; its murder rate fell an astonishing 80  percent 
from 1992 to 2012, to levels below  those of most suburban and rural counties 
in the United States. The broader urban trend has been less extraordinary 
but still quite remarkable: violent crime rates fell 50  percent from 1990 to 
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2014, and property crime rates fell 49   percent.4 Robbery rates fell by 
60  percent and signified a broad perception that predatory crime against 
the  middle class was dropping in particularly sharp ways.

A new sense of urban vitality, declines in crime, and the rise in ethnically 
diverse neighborhoods all set the stage for the third wave: the substantial 
migration of Anglos to cities. To reemphasize, gentrification had been ob-
servable in par tic u lar neighborhoods of many cities since the late 1970s. But 
 after 2000, it became a palpable national phenomenon.5 Palpable, but still 
difficult to quantify. In the enormous lit er a ture on gentrification,  there are 
abundant case studies of neighborhoods but few concrete analyses of 
gentrification’s overall impact on urban areas. We therefore advance the 
following empirical generalizations not  because they are well understood 
and widely accepted, but  because we think some tangible propositions are 
helpful to advance discussion.

Pattern One. In many major metropolitan areas, gentrification has altered 
the housing price gradient. During the 1970–1990 era, and perhaps ever since 
World War II, home values tended to increase with distance from an urban 
area’s central business district (CBD). By 2010, this pattern had changed deci-
sively (see  Table 18.1). Average housing prices now tend not to vary much at all 
with distance from the CBD, except for a substantial premium in and around 
the CBD itself. Indeed, perhaps the most widespread and relatively new urban 
pattern associated with gentrification is the growth of “downtown” housing 
markets: in cities all over the country, developers have successfully created 
large condominium and apartment complexes at the center of cities, generally 
aimed at affluent renters and buyers.  These developments have tended to 
make CBDs more in ter est ing, with more restaurants, nightlife, and parks, in 
turn stimulating development around the edges of downtowns.

 TABLE  18 .1 Relative, average two-  and three- bedroom home prices in distance zones 
of major cities

Average housing prices in zone, as % of prices for homes 20–35 miles from CBD

Year 0–3 miles from CBD 3–10 miles from CBD 10–20 miles from CBD

1980 58% 69% 95%
2010 128% 95% 98%

Data source: Analy sis of data from Lena Edlund, Cecilia Machado, and Maria Micaela 
Sviatchi, “Bright Minds, Big Rent: Gentrification and the Rising Returns to Skill” (NBER 
Working Paper No. 21729, 2015), http:// www . nber . org / papers / w21729.
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Pattern Two. In  those metro areas where significant gentrification has 
occurred, this has been sufficient to roughly stabilize the Anglo presence, 
but Anglo populations are still very disproportionately suburban. Some 
gentrification writers contend that  under current trends, central cities  will 
become Anglo centers, with blacks and Hispanics displaced to inner- ring 
suburbs. Thus far, that is not what has happened; Anglo populations in 
urban dense neighborhoods have increased, but in most cities this growth has 
been roughly offset by the continued out- migration of other urban Anglos. 
Thus, even in New York City and San Francisco— perhaps the two most 
widely cited examples of widespread gentrification— the total Anglo popu-
lation slightly declined from 2000 to 2013 (see  Table 18.2), even though in 
many neighborhoods close to CBDs, the Anglo population increased in 
both absolute and relative numbers. Of course, since the Anglo population 
share in the largest metropolitan areas has been steadily declining, simply 
maintaining population levels in central cities is a major development.

Pattern Three. Quite generally, as  Table 18.2 shows, black populations in 
central cities are no longer increasing or actually declining. This is happening 
for at least four reasons. First, as immigrant populations grow and  settle in 
central- city neighborhoods, they often push against and into old borders of 
black districts (for instance, East Harlem and Chicago’s West Side). Note, for 
example, the large growth in New York City of Hispanic (mostly non– Puerto 
Rican) and Asian residents during the 2000–2015 period. Second is the rise 
of gentrification, where affluent residents (including, but obviously not lim-
ited to, African- Americans) are pushing back borders of traditional black 
districts (such as north- central Washington, central Atlanta, and Harlem). 
Third, the ongoing black migration to the South from Northern cities like 
Chicago and New York, which started on a large scale in the 1970s, has con-
tinued into the twenty- first  century. (Note, though, that  these black mi grants 
are not greatly augmenting central- city populations in the South, since  these 
intermetropolitan mi grants still tend to  settle in “outlying” neighborhoods.) 
Fourth, the center of gravity of major urban black populations has con-
tinued to edge  toward suburbia, as middle- class blacks continue to move 
(albeit at a much slower rate) into “border” tracts along the affluent edge of 
predominantly black districts, and as all the other forces we have described 
shift inner- city black neighborhoods into more multiracial ones.

The  simple dichotomy between “central city” and “suburban” areas can 
easily mislead,  because central cities vary so widely in geographic size and, 
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thus, the relative share of metropolitan populations they contain. An al-
ternative approach is to classify all of the census tracts in a metropolitan 
area into four even divisions (quartiles) according to their population 
density. Density generally increases with proximity to a metro area’s CBD, 
but not always— which is part of the point: outlying but relatively dense 
areas may attract gentrifying pioneers for the same reasons that CBD 
areas do.6

Using our longitudinal census tract database, we examined the twenty- five 
largest metropolitan areas and divided the tracts in each area into quartiles 
of density for each of the census years from 1970 through 2010.  Table 18.3 
charts the population share of Anglos and African- Americans across den-
sity quartiles through this forty- year period.

For such a  simple  table, the numbers in  Table 18.3 are remarkably illumi-
nating. On the Anglo side, of course, the general pattern is one of relative 
decline: all non- white populations in the largest metro areas have grown 
much faster than the Anglo population, so it is unsurprising that the Anglo 

 TABLE  18  .  2 How population composition is changing in major “older” cities, 
2000–2015

Central city
Period of 

count

Count of major ethnicities, in ’000s

Total 
population, 

in ’000sBlack Hispanic Asian Anglo

Atlanta 2000 256 16 8 130 416
2011–2015 237 22 18 165 440

Boston 2000 149 85 44 292 589
2011–2015 164 122 66 296 650

Chicago 2000 1065 754 141 907 2896
2011–2015 878 791 185 875 2717

New York City 2000 2130 2160 873 2801 8008
2011–2015 1885 2437 1131 2740 8427

Philadelphia 2000 655 129 74 644 1516
2011–2015 665 208 117 557 1555

San Francisco 2000 61 110 240 339 777
2011–2015 49 122 268 338 805

Washington, D.C. 2000 343 45 15 159 572
2011–2015 316 66 24 230 647

Data sources: Authors’ calculations from 2000 Census and 2011–2015 five- year ACS data. 
See Note on Sources.
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percentages generally drift downward. Over the 1970–1990 period, the de-
cline in Anglo share was highly correlated with tract density, falling twenty 
points in the densest quartile, but only six points in the least dense quartile. 
In the 1990s, this pattern started to shift; on the  whole, the Anglo share 
declined most in what we might regard as the outer fringes of central cities 
and the inner- ring suburbs. By 2000–2010, Anglo decline had essentially 
stopped in the densest quartile, while falling five to six points in all the other 
three regions. In the face of the broader trend, the Anglo stability in the 
densest quartile is impressive, but it is worth emphasizing that it is only a 
net stability, not a growing share.

The African- American patterns are no less revealing. The black population 
in  these metro areas has steadily grown, sustained first by the completion, in 
the 1970–1990 period, of black emigration from rural to urban areas (blacks 
are now substantially more urbanized than whites), and in the 1990–2010 
period by immigration from Africa and the Ca rib bean. The black share has 
been growing at a decreasing rate, however, and  will prob ably stabilize by 
2020. In proportional terms, black shares grew most dramatically in the 
second and third quartiles of density from 1970 to 1990, mainly reflecting 
the big expansion of black “core” and “border” areas past city limits and into 
inner- ring suburbs. Since 2000, however, the rate of black share growth has 
been inversely proportional to density, with the black share rising by a third 
in quartile one, a fifth in quartile two, a tenth in quartile three, and slightly 
declining in quartile four.

Of course, the fact that whites and blacks are becoming, relative to one 
another, more evenly distributed across the four density quartiles is 

 TABLE  18 . 3 Distribution of Anglos and African- Americans by metropolitan density 
quartile, 1970–2010

Share of Residents who  
are Anglo in:

Share of residents who are 
African- Americans in:

Density 
quartile 1970 1990 2000 2010 1970 1990 2000 2010

Least (1) 95% 89% 85% 80% 4% 4.9% 6.4% 8.6%
Less (2) 94% 83% 76% 70% 5% 9% 12% 15%
More (3) 90% 73% 65% 59% 8% 16% 20% 22%
Most (4) 77% 57% 51.7% 51.4% 21% 27% 27% 26%

Data sources: Authors’ calculations from Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database 
(NCDB) 1970–2010, 25 largest SMSAs (as of 1980). See Note on Sources.
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promising— a development consistent with, if not necessarily producing, 
greater integration. The trend has already drawn criticism, however, as per-
haps leading  toward a  future where outlying suburbs are poor and minority, 
while the core of cities becomes rich and white.

It is true  that highly segregated suburbs can sometimes be a worse out-
come for African- Americans than highly segregated central cities. It is also 
true, as  Table 18.1 and Edlund et al.’s research suggests, that areas very close 
to CBDs have dramatically appreciated in housing value and now  house 
pockets of  great affluence. But the general, positive relationship between lower 
density and higher affluence remains quite strong, as  Table 18.4 suggests, and 
the aggregate effects of gentrification have not been large enough—at least as 
of 2010—to change it much. Again, what is striking about recent trends is not 
that cities and suburbs have switched places, but that the dramatic erosion of 
income in the densest areas, so worrying during the 1970s and 1980s, has on 
the  whole stopped.

However, if gentrification has, in a macro sense, brought more stability 
than change to urban patterns, it is also a dynamic pro cess of change, with 
very impor tant implications for our broader story. If the Anglo share of pop-
ulations in dense neighborhoods has stabilized in some aggregate sense, 
this means that white demand for housing in dense areas is sufficient to 
sustain some demographic parity. If incomes in dense areas have largely stabi-
lized, that implies that neighborhoods with rising incomes are as common 
as neighborhoods with falling incomes.

We can test this idea directly with our data, in  Tables 18.5 and 18.6.

 TABLE  18 .4 Average  house hold incomes across the density gradient, twenty- five 
major metro areas, 1970–2010

Average  house hold income as % of 
overall average, by year

Density quartile 1970 1990 2010

Least (1) 108% 121% 124%
Less (2) 109% 112% 110%
More (3) 102% 93% 90%
Most (4) 81% 73% 75%

Data sources: Authors’ calculations from Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database 
(NCDB) 1970–2010 and 2006–2010 five- year ACS data, 25 largest SMSAs (as of 1980). See 
Note on Sources.
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Perhaps the most germane parts of  these  tables are the patterns in the 
right- most columns, showing the contrast between the 1970s, when the 
densest census tracts had predominantly falling incomes and falling Anglo 
populations, to the 2010s, when  these dense tracts are balanced— roughly 
half becoming more affluent and half more Anglo, and half becoming less af-
fluent and half less Anglo. What  these trends suggest— again, at a very macro 
level—is not the dominance of gentrification, but a general stabilization of 

 TABLE  18 .6 Direction of change across tracts, by density quartile, ten other major metro 
areas contrasted, 1970s versus 2000s

Density quartiles

Characteristic Period Least (1) Less (2) More (3) Most (4)

 Percent of tracts with rising 
 house hold income

1970–80
2000–10

71%
42%

54%
34%

36%
35%

28%
37%

 Percent of tracts with rising 
numbers of Anglo residents

1970–80 87% 66% 34% 17%
2000–10 65% 41% 35% 49%

 Percent of tracts with rising 
percentages of Anglo residents

1970–80 33% 16% 9% 10%
2000–10 16% 14% 25% 48%

Data sources: Authors’ calculations from Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) 
1970–2010 and 2006–2010 five- year ACS data, 25 largest SMSAs (as of 1980). See Note on Sources.

Notes: All income changes adjusted to real dollars. The metropolitan areas included  here are Atlanta, 
Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Washington, 
D.C., which (as metro areas) are collectively ranked second through eleventh in total population in the 
2010 census.

 TABLE  18 . 5 Direction of change across tracts, by density quartile, metropolitan New York, 
1970s versus 2000s

Density quartiles

Characteristic Period Least (1) Less (2) More (3) Most (4)

 Percent of tracts with rising 
 house hold income

1970–80
2000–10

60%
46%

27%
47%

15%
48%

7%
53%

 Percent of tracts with rising 
numbers of Anglo residents

1970–80
2000–10

59%
42%

16%
24%

10%
39%

5%
48%

 Percent of tracts with rising 
percentages of Anglo residents

1970–80
2000–10

17%
14%

13%
15%

7%
32%

4%
49%

Data sources: Authors’ calculations from Geolytics Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) 
1970–2010 and 2006–2010 five- year ACS data, 25 largest SMSAs (as of 1980). See Note on Sources.

Note: All income changes adjusted to real dollars.
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the white presence and income levels and, thus, an opportunity for increased 
social and economic integration.

How does gentrification look at the micro level— not in the CBDs, but in 
residential urban neighborhoods? In some ways, gentrification creates an 
optical illusion. If, in a neighborhood of one thousand housing units, two 
hundred are substantially rehabilitated over five years’ time, and the number 
of Anglo  house holds rises from one hundred to two hundred and fifty, that 
can look like dramatic change, and prima facie evidence of displacement. 
What tends to go unseen are the less vis i ble, more gradual pro cesses of de-
cline across a much broader swath of neighborhoods: deferred or inade-
quate maintenance, tax or mortgage delinquencies by apartment- building 
 owners, the gradual exhaustion of aging infrastructure.7 Also largely un-
noticed are the normal pro cesses of turnover in all neighborhoods. We dem-
onstrated in Chapters 5 and 9 that white- to- black neighborhood transition 
 was often perceived as “white flight” when in real ity most of what happened 
was simply a higher proportion of blacks, rather than whites, filling units 
that became vacant through normal renter and owner turnover. In similar 
fashion, gentrification often involves less disruptive change— and in par tic u lar, 
less displacement— than one might assume from casual observation.

Indeed, scholars who have studied the effects of gentrification generally con-
clude that direct displacement is relatively rare. The rate at which low- income 
 house holds move out of gentrifying neighborhoods is comparable to the rate at 
which they move out of other neighborhoods, and respondents from  these 
 house holds report similar levels of satisfaction with their new locations.8

On the other hand, the “tipping” of gentrifying neighborhoods, and the 
steady escalation of housing costs so that low- income families rarely enter, 
can easily happen if  there are affluent neighborhoods nearby, and both 
scholars and journalists have documented this pro cess in a number of case 
studies. From a pro- integration perspective, the question posed by gentrifi-
cation in the early twenty- first  century is quite similar to the question posed 
by the burst of black mobility that occurred in the 1970s. In both cases, a 
large demographic shift has the potential to produce  either broad integra-
tion or iterative resegregation. How can the demographic energy bound up 
with gentrification be captured in ways that actually maximize long- term 
integration? We  will return to this crucial question in Part V.

Scholars disagree about the key forces driving gentrification; what theory 
one holds influences one’s view of  whether we are beholding an ephemeral 
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fad or a long- term shift in the structure of metropolitan areas.9 Urbanolo-
gist Alan Ehrenhalt contends that we are witnessing a fundamental re-
orientation of living preferences, particularly among young adults, that 
 favors more cultural variety, more “vibe,” and more alternatives to driving 
than standard suburbs usually afford.10 For him the key question is  whether 
urban areas  will have the wisdom to foster the development and infrastruc-
ture that  will cultivate and build on  these shifts long- term, both in central 
cities and in other dense nodes around the metropolis. For some economists 
like Edlund, Machado, and Sviatschi,11 the key driver of gentrification is the 
shortage of leisure time among young technocrats and professionals. If both 
partners in a marriage work jobs that often require more than forty hours per 
week, a long commute from the CBD to the suburbs for both of them makes 
no sense; residential centrality itself becomes a large advantage. And it is easy 
to conceptualize this as a “tipping” phenomenon; once enough high- skill, 
affluent  people perceive the advantages of centrality, then other changes 
reinforce the trend: locational choices by employers, interest by developers, 
infrastructure and ser vice investment by central cities, and so on. In this 
worldview, one could imagine a long- term “inversion” of metropolitan popu-
lations favoring the center— though we note again ( Table 18.4) how far we yet 
are from observing this on a general scale.

Ingrid Gould Ellen, Keren Horn, and Davin Reed have persuasively ar-
gued that sharp drops in crime are associated with higher levels of gentrifi-
cation,12 while authors like Richard Florida suggest that changes in the very 
nature of what high- paid workers produce— which often involve more artistic 
and cultural creativity than in the past— favor central locations as places 
that feature innovation and a marketplace of ideas.13  Here again, it is easy to 
imagine feedback loops that strengthen  these trends.

It seems to us likely that all of  these  factors and  others play a cumulative 
role in stimulating gentrification. It is perhaps too soon to judge  whether 
we are witnessing the beginning of a long- term trend or a fad, but the array 
of  causes contributing to gentrification suggests a lasting phenomenon.14 
Moreover, it seems indisputable that fueling gentrification is the growing 
willingness— nay, desire—of Anglos and middle- class persons of all races to 
live in diverse communities, and a secular decline in the salience of race for 
Anglos (and  others) choosing neighborhoods in which to live.

The available data on white attitudes  toward integration certainly sug-
gests a steady progression  toward tolerance of, or  actual interest in, residential 
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integration. As reported earlier ( Table 8.1), the proportion of whites in na-
tional surveys who said they would not move away “if blacks came to live 
next door”  rose from 63   percent in 1966–1967 to 86   percent in 1978 and 
97  percent in 1997. The proportion of whites who said they would not move 
if “blacks came to live in  great numbers in your neighborhood”  rose from 
28  percent in 1966–1967 to 46  percent in 1978 and 75  percent in 1997.

The innovative use of stylized neighborhood diagrams to mea sure atti-
tudes  toward integration (Chapters  8 and 17) has been deployed in three 
successive surveys of whites in metropolitan Detroit by Reynolds Farley and 
his colleagues: in 1976, 1992, and 2004.15 As Figure  18.1 illustrates, the 
share of whites who say they would be willing to move into an integrated 
black / white neighborhood (the  middle column of results) has steadily risen 
over time, with, for example, 35  percent of whites responding in 2004 that 
they would be willing to move into a neighborhood with a 50 / 50 racial com-
position.  These rising numbers might be dismissed as an artifact of spreading 
po liti cal correctness; but even if that  were true, it would signify a growing 
awareness that the idea of integration is considered socially praiseworthy. One 
should also not overlook the  great slowing in the rates of racial transition 
(Chapter 14), which means that respondents  will not see a 50 / 50 neighbor-
hood as merely a way station on the path to complete resegregation.

In any case, we need not rely on survey evidence alone to infer changes in 
white beliefs or be hav ior; we can observe be hav ior directly.16  Table 18.7 com-
pares the rate at which urban whites moved into neighborhoods with 
varying thresholds of black presence, in 1970 and in 2010. At  every point in 
the distribution of racial makeup, the rate at which whites move into neigh-
borhoods with a significant black presence has increased substantially. Some 
of the increase can be attributed simply to the broader presence of African- 
Americans in metropolitan areas. Some can be attributed to gentrification. 
But the data also reflect a secular, sustained ac cep tance (or pursuit) of the 
idea of racial integration.

Any discussion of integration in the context of gentrification should 
take note of an impor tant question: Is this the sort of racial integration that 
fair housing advocates had in mind? In his ethnographic work in gentri-
fying neighborhoods, Lance Freeman has observed the degree to which in-
teractions between the arriving gentry and the in- residence poor or working 
class are likely to be superficial at best.17 The nexus of integration is very 
dif fer ent from middle- class homeowners of dif fer ent races mingling in a 
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suburb; in a gentrifying neighborhood, the anonymity of the city can be 
compounded by differences of class, the sort of buildings in which one lives, 
and the ways one makes use of one’s residential base.

But Freeman’s real point, we think, is not that gentrification cannot pro-
duce meaningful benefits for all concerned, but that this is a complex, multi-
dimensional phenomenon onto which we should not readily graft tropes 
from other contexts. For one  thing, Anglo moves into dense neighborhoods 
are by no means limited to one specific class; moves occur across the socio-
economic spectrum. For another, residents of neighborhoods experiencing 
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FIGURE  18.1. 
Change in attitudes  toward racially integrated neighborhoods, Detroit- area whites, 
1976–2004.
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affluent in- migration benefit in ways other than direct neighbor interac-
tions: the range of ser vices in the neighborhood, the cultural life, and the 
funding of public goods are all likely to improve.

We should also be careful not to axiomatically equate Anglo entry with gen-
trification. Hwang and Sampson found that, in Chicago, gentrification rarely 
occurred when the Anglo presence in a neighborhood was less than 35  percent; 
in other words, non- white communities could become significantly more inte-
grated without sharp shifts in the economic “class” of the neighborhood.18

One of the key questions about the migration of Anglos into dense neigh-
borhoods is  whether attachment to urban life is limited to the young and 
childless, or  whether it can survive the arrival of  children and their eventual 
entry into school. In many big cities, whites regularly cite the racial compo-
sition of schools as a marker of quality, while minority  house holds distin-
guish among schools based on  factors like safety, leadership, and school 
culture.19 House holds with  children in  these cities tend to be somewhat 
more segregated than the general population, and minority  children are ex-
posed to white  children even less than minority adults are exposed to white 
adults.20 But while having school- age  children elevates the chances that an 
Anglo  family  will move out of an integrated neighborhood, it does not pre-
dict the racial composition of where they  will move next.21 Moreover, we  will 
see (Chapter 20) that when metropolitan housing is reasonably desegregated, 
school integration follows and Anglo families are more likely to keep their 
 children in public school.

 TABLE  18 .7 Anglo move-in rates into integrated neighborhoods, 1969–1970  
and 2009–2010

Proportion of all Anglo moves 
into tracts with at least the 

indicated black presence

African- American 
presence in tract 1969–1970 2009–2010

50% black or more 1.4% 2.5%
20% black or more 6.5% 10.2%
10% black or more 11.9% 23.0%
5% black or more 18.4% 38.9%

Data sources: Authors’ analy sis of restricted census tract data for 60 major metro areas, 
1980 bound aries. See Note on Sources.
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We have a lot to learn about the patterns,  causes, and consequences of 
Anglo and / or upper- middle- class migration to dense urban areas. But we 
do know that this type of migration has been occurring for de cades in the 
“desegregating” urban areas (Chapter 7) and that in  those areas the most 
evident beneficiaries of desegregation have been the African- American poor 
and working class (Chapter 16). Developing policies that foster gentrifica-
tion’s potential to generate large positive externalities is a crucial part of any 
successful strategy for expanding integration in our most segregated cities.
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