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Abstract

Racial residential segregation is an enduring featfi America’s urban landscape.
Patterns of residence have become so divided asamal lines, in fact, that many social
scientists have described this phenomenon as aefidam Apartheid” that is justified
and enforced in practice, if not codified in lawith the rise of public housing in the
1960s, the segregation of racial minorities, andi@darly African Americans, reached a
new level. Indeed, individuals living in publicming experience such a high degree of
social and political isolation that they effectiydlecame members of their own city
within the larger metropolis.

This research examines racial segregation in phiblising in Durham, a medium-sized
city in North Carolina. Specifically, | soughtaoldress why the majority of public
housing projects in Durham are located in areasattearacially segregated and secondly,
what role public policy has played in creating thigcome. To address this question, |
utilized decennial census data from 1950 to 2000 the tract level as the primary unit
of analysis, and archival resources pertainingoiasing policies in the 1960s. The
conclusions reached are twofold. Firstly, the enthigh degree of segregation in the
Southeast section of the city is the result ofgyotiecisions on the part of the City of
Durham in conjunction with the Durham Housing Authoin the late 1960s. Secondly,
rising levels of segregation in northeast Durham ec®nsequence of the concentrated
placement of public housing in this area in the [E@60s and early 1970s, and the

continuance of this policy today. Racial segrematn public housing in Durham is in

! Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Dentdmerican Apartheid: Segregation and the Makinghef t
Underclass (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993).
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this way an ongoing issue that profoundly affedsanly the individuals living in public

housing, but also political society at large.
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Introduction

Race and American Politics

“I would like to be the first Negro president”

- Boy, age about 17 living in Harlem circa 1465

American politics is fundamentally a politics ate? At the very inception of
the republic, race played a salient role, influagdihe political system and the nature of
political institutions. The American Constitutiqgmerhaps the most revered document in
the history of the United States, was directly etiéel by the issues of slavery and the
presence of freed blacks in the United Statestidd&arly, the drafters of the Constitution
were “struck over the issue of slavery and suffr@ggiirements® At stake was the
issue of how slaves ought to be counted for puposeepresentation and direct
taxation? Ultimately, the delegates settled on a compromighe Constitutional
Convention, effectively counting slaves as thréihdi of a person.

As its very name indicates, the three-fifths coonpise was intended as an act of
conciliation, or a “means of cooperation betweenNorth and the Souttf."By counting
its slave population, even if only by a factor lofete-fifths, the South gained political

representation and therefore power. Not only didtBerners have an increased presence

! Kenneth B. ClarkDark Ghetto: Dilemmas of Social Powéf® ed. (Middletown: Wesleyan University
Press, 1989): 10.
2 Kerry L. Haynie, “Understanding the New Race Raiit Conclusions and Challenges.” In: Jane Jumh an
Kerry L. Haynie (eds.)New Race Politics in America: Understanding Ming@ind Immigrant Politics
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008): 173.
% paula D. McClain and Joseph StewartQan We All Get Along: Racial and Ethnic Minorities
f\merican Politics4"™ ed. (Colorado: Westview Press, 2006): 12.
Ibid.
® |bid: 12, 228.
® Ibid: 228.



in the House of Representatives, but they also aeleto influence the executive branch
of government because they now had the power td sbeithern presidents. This
comparative advantage that the South gained oedXdnth gave Southern states an
incentive to sign the American Constitution angbia the Union. In this way, race was
a salient factor in the American polity even inatxliest days. Indeed, the dynamics of
race structurally re-shaped the landscape of Amenpolitics and the distribution of
power therein.

The significance of race is illustrated by thke that it has played in major
events in American history. The Civil War, for tasce, was essentially a war centred on
race. As Du Bois asserts, “... however much they miaoched South and North in 1861
may have fixed on the technical points of union kwdl autonomy as a shibboleth, all
nevertheless knew, as we know, that the questiddegfo slavery was the real cause of
the conflict.” Du Bois remarks, furthermore, that it is “[c]urg how “this deeper
guestion ever forced itself to the surface degfitert and disclaimer. No sooner had
Northern armies touched Southern soil than thigjolestion, newly guised, sprang from
the earth, — What shall be done with the Negrdes?”

The question of “[w]hat shall be done with the Negs?” had been a thorn in the
side of white American society for generatidn¥homas Jefferson, the author of the
Declaration of Independence and the third presidétite United States, proclaimed the

uniqueness of the American polityNotes on the State of Virginipublished in 1787

" W.E.B. Du Bois;The Souls of Black Falleds. Henry Louis Gates, Jr. and Terri Hume Olifidew
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1999): 17.

8 Ibid

? Ibid.

19 McClain and Stewaf€an We All Get Along: Racial and Ethnic MinoritiesAmerican Politics2006:
10.



Jefferson declared that the American political @ystvas “more peculiar than those of
any other in the universé®” According to Jefferson, the exceptional naturthefUnited
States arose from its “composition of the freesiqgyples of the English constitution,
with others derived from natural right and natueslson.** If the foundation of
America’s excellence lay in the composition of Hoely politic, it follows that any
demographic shift in this population is precarious.

Thus, the influx of European immigrants, and thé World political views that
they brought with them, was naturally a cause oiceon for Jefferson. “They will bring
with them the principles of the governments they&” Jefferson wrote, which were
“imbibed in their early youth®® If these immigrants did not taint the purity bét
American population with their love of monarchigavernments, Jefferson was
concerned that they would “throw them off...in excharfior unbound licentiousness,
passing, as is usual, from one extreme to anoth&rould be a miracle were they to stop
precisely at the point of temperate libert{.”

If Jefferson experienced a degree of disquiet &gopean immigration, he was
extremely perturbed about the prospect of the grigwiack population in the United
States. “Under the mild treatment our slaves egpee,” he explained, “and their
wholesome, though coarse, food, this blot in owntxy increases as fast, or faster, than
the whites.* In response to this, Jefferson advocated a “dotihe importation on

nl7

slaves®® and perhaps, if the former was successful, a‘ipeahibition”*’ on this

" Thomas JeffersoNotes on the State of Virginidn: Merrill D. Peterson, edhe Portable Thomas
Jefferson (London: Penguin Books, Ltd., 1975): 124.

12 |bid: 124-125.

'3 |bid: 125.

1 Ibid.

' Ibid: 127.

18 Ibid.



practice. Stopping the importation of slaves,elsfin argued, would “in some measure
stop the increase of this great moral and poligsdll”*® In light of Jefferson’s belief in
the pre-eminence of the American political bodyd ¢he importance of this vis-a-vis the
maintenance of a government that is characterigdibérty and democracy, it seems
more likely that he was concerned that the groveliagk population would tarnish white
American society. That is, given that Jeffersors wa owner of slaves himself, reason
would indicate that his unease lay less with theatity of importing slaves, and more
with the increase in the African American populattbat would inevitably result from
this practice. Faced with the prospect of a grgviitack population, Jefferson was, in
essence, asking the question that has been intbk@ayhout American history: “[w]hat
shall be done with the Negroe&®”

| will examine how this question was addressetthencity of Durham, North
Carolina, with respect to residential segregatiopublic housing in the twentieth
century. Fundamentally, | argue that the segregaif African Americans, and later
other racial minorities, in Durham’s housing prageis the result of a series of policy
decisions on the part of the Durham Housing Autlian the 1960s, and the tacit
acceptance of these policies at both the locafeaheral levels of government. Through
the processes of urban renewal and the construatithre Durham Freeway, housing
policy in the 1960s facilitated the concentratiéribarham’s black population in the
southeast quadrant of the city, and the dispefdaleowhite population in the suburbs.
The segregation of African Americans in cities ardtes in the suburbs is not unique to

Durham. In fact, this pattern of residential sggtéon was so pervasive throughout the

7 1bid.
18 |bid: 128.
19 Du Bois, The Souls of Black Fglk999: 17.



United States that it prompted black funk musicaeorge Clinton, and his band
Parliament, to coin the term “chocolate city — Warsuburbs” in his 1975 in response to
this occurrencé’

I will build my case by describing first the issolesegregation and specifically,
the history of racial residential segregation ia tUnited States. Particularly, I will
outline the role of the federal government bodiesal and state governments, and the
practices of real estate agents and other privdtesa Second, | will discuss the advent
of public housing and also, the increase in segi@géhat took place during this time
period. In this section, | also will address tbeial and political consequences of hyper-
segregation in American ghettos, and the variogsraents and debates relating to its
causes. Finally, | will outline the case of Durhamlight of the history and politics of
racial residential segregation in the United Stededetailed in the first two chapters. |
will present findings from archival research on gudicies that date back to the late
1960s when the majority of Durham’s public hougingjects were built. The
controversy surrounding the location of these pubdiusing developments and
particularly, the policies of urban renewal in Danf, are the focus of this section.

Current statistics, as well as the history of pupblicy in Durham in the 1960s,
strongly suggest, as Dr. Ray Thompson stated inr&dn City Council hearing in 1967,
that “[tlhere seems to be a great conspiracy irhBor to expand and enlarge the Negro

ghetto.” Through an empirical analysis of statistical daten the 1960s and 2000

20 Noel S. Anderson and Haroon Kharem (ed=d)ycation as Freedom: African American Educational
Thought and Activism(Lanharn: Lexington Books, 2009): 165.

2 Durham Morning Herald, July 18, 1967, p.1. Cited Glenda Lackey Bunc&he Housing Authority of
Durham, North Carolina: A Case Study of an Indejmrt CommissionJanuary 14, 1968. Folder 4710,
North Carolina Fund Papers, Southern Historicalggtibn at the University of North Carolina at Cleap
Hill (herein after called NCF Papers): 14.



census, in conjunction with the historical recatus date from the 1960s, | will argue
that the goal of expanding and enlarging the “Negiretto” was not merely a
conspiracy’’ Instead, it was the result of a concerted, osfort by elites in the

Durham City Council, the Durham Housing Authoriyd the Durham Redevelopment
Commission, in tandem with Housing and Urban Dgwelent in Washington.
Segregation in Durham’s public housing market dilotcur by chance. Furthermore, it
was not a mere side effect of the lower socioeconstatus of many African Americans
who lived in Durham in the 1960s. Contrary to éingument that is often put forward to
explain patterns of racial residential segregatitowas and is not solely the result of
blacks’ residential preferences.

Because the actions of elites were instrumentateating and further establishing
racial residential segregation in Durham’s pubbasing projects, the community power
studies literature will serve as the theoreticahidation for this analysis. Floyd Hunter,
in his workCommunity Power Structure: A Study of Decision Mglargues that the
community is the appropriate unit of analysis wkardying power relations because “the
community is a primary power center and becautseatplace in which power relations
can be most easily observed."Moreover, Hunter argues that power is best unoleds
as an elite discourse. In society, “men of authi@ie called power and influence
leaders” and more often then not, this power isdiggiersed evenly throughout the
community. Instead, it is isolated in the uppdredons because “[tlhere appears to be a

tenuous line of communication between the goverobmur society and the governed.”

22 H
Ibid.
% Floyd HunterCommunity Power Structure: A Study of Decision MakéChapel Hill: The University
of North Carolina Press, 1953): 2.
? |bid :1-2.



If power is conceptualized as an elite, and ndugapst, discourse, then it can be
operationalized by examining the relationships leetwelites, and how they share power
amongst themselves. Thus, Hunter defines powdefims of men and their actions in
relation to one anothef™ The case of Durham, perfectly illustrates thgsesises of
community power structure theory. The source a¥grovis-a-vis public housing was
concentrated among elites and furthermore, couldelse understood by examining the
relationships between the elites in the Durham guauthority, the Durham
Redevelopment Commission, and Housing and UrbarlDpmnent.

It is important to understand the origins and enticauses of racial residential
segregation in the United States because the coesees of segregation are
tremendously significant. lAmerican Apartheid: Segregation and the Makinghef t
Underclass Massey and Denton argue that “racial segregatiand its characteristic
institutional form, the black ghetto — are the kéyctural factors responsible for the
perpetuation of black poverty in the United Stdf@sTaeuber and Taeuber express a
similar sentiment in their worljegroes in Cities: Residential Segregation and
Neighborhood Changéhat “residential segregation is not only a véatial issue in
itself, but is closely intertwined with most of theoblems confronting urban sociefy/.”
Just as the effects of segregation are all-encosimgaghe studies examining it are
characteristically broad, examining a large nundjemities; many are major urban
centres with large populations. In conducting ¢hlesge-scale studies, scholars seek

generalizability and in turn, to unearth trends patterns that might otherwise be

25 H

Ibid: 2.
% Massey and DentoAmerican Apartheid: Segregation and the Makincheftinderclass1993: 9.
?"Karl E. Taeuber and Alma F. Taeubiegroes in Cities: Residential Segregation and Neighood
Change (New York: Atheneum, 1969): 1.



obscured by the idiosyncratic factors of an indisbcity. As Taeuber and Taeuber
write, “[p]atterns of residential segregation amdghborhood change vary from city to
city, and only comparative research can elucidateesof the underlying sources of this
variation.”?®

While it is possible to attain a high level of gealizability from comparative
studies that span a number of large metropolisesadvantage of a case study is that it is
characterized by a higher degree of internal vglidCertainly, focusing on the particular
factors of an individual city may not be conducigauncovering the “underlying sources
of variation” of segregation across the United &4t On the other hand, describing and
examining the historical processes that underkectirrent statistics on racial segregation
in public housing in one city allows for a more itwagh explanatory approach to this
researci First, it is possible to ask what the relatiopsiibetween the Durham
Housing Authority’s policies in the 1960s, and ed@egregation in public housing in
Durham today. Second, because this is a case stunnlyeed there is a relationship, | am
able to more fully and accurately address the guresf why this relationship exists in
this one particular context.

Examining racial residential segregation in a 8eut setting has a political and
historical resonance because, as McClain et aht poit, and as V.O. Key observed in his

work, Southern Politics in State and Natjgublished in 1949, “the politics of the South

is the politics of race® Race has been salient throughout the United Stgge the role

28 |bid: vi.

29 |bid.

%0 Winston Jackson and Norine Verbekgthods: Doing Social ResearcH' ed. (Toronto: Pearson
Prentice Hall, 2007): 16.

31 paula D. McClain et al., “Racial Distancing in @aughern City: Latino Immigrants’ Views of Black
Americans.” The Journal of Politics2006. 68(3): 572.

8



of race in the South has always been particuladp@unced when culture, the law, and
politics are considered. Moreover, the uniquednsof race and African American
politics in Durham also make it a compelling case.

In 1912, Du Bois praised Durham “for its excep#bprogress that “characterizes
the progress of the Negro American” out of the tduthrkness of the past and into an era
of capitalist stability.? Yet for black Americans, Durham represented Iio¢hbest and
the worst of worlds. Leslie Brown writes that Doi8 observed that “the significance of
the rise of a group of black people to the Durhaigit and higher, means not a
disappearance but, in some respects, an accemtadtibe race problent® Indeed,

Brown argues that:

[tlhe Durham Group, as its notable residents walied, created exactly what southern
whites despised: a prosperous black society madrkede elements that whites believed
black people should not achieve. Yet Durham’snagecret was that, just below the
surface of unity and prosperity, black Durhamtinal clashes characterized its
development, sometimes stimulating creative ittigs and sometimes stymieing
progress*

Nevertheless, by the end of the end of nineteesritury, “black Durham
emerged as a symbol of black nationalism and hpeicke.”® It had become,

furthermore, “a symbol of what African Americansutsbdo on their own when left alone

by whites.”® Houck, writing in 1941, asserted boldly in regezdlack leadership in

32 |_eslie Brown,Upbuilding Black Durham: Gender, Class, and Blagn@nunity Development in the Jim
Crow South(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolinads, 2008): 12.
33 :
Ibid.
% |bid: 12-13.
% |bid: 14.
% Ibid.



Durham that “there seems to be no wonder that tirbd@n Negroes are said to “have the
best Negro citizenship in the stafé.”

The dynamics of this unlikely pairing of blackgeiand black repression are
exhibited in the case of black residential segiegah Durham vis-a-vis public housing.
Black citizens reacted to this segregation, forndaglitions and expressing themselves
politically. In so doing, they expressed theideridemanding the rights to which they
were entitled as African Americans. Yet it waattear that being black in Durham still
brought with it the sting of repression. Whilesmme cases they were successful in their
opposition to particular housing projects, otheres they were ignored and their efforts
completely thwarted. As one black citizen in Durhexpressed, “[w]e had said from the
beginning we could take the ‘intelligent routet’wlasn’t worth a damn®®

Thus, Durham’s southern location, its unique migtand the dynamics of race
politics in this city provide an interesting backgdrto study how race influenced the
development of public housing. This thesis willleavour to address and explain how
each of these factors interacted with one anothestablish the pattern of racial

segregation that is exhibited today in Durham’slisuiiousing projects.

3" Thomas Hamlin Houckh Newspaper History of Race Relations in Durhant:(t940. (Durham:
Duke University Library, Manuscript Theses, 19415:

3 Alex Hurder, Noell Beyle (ed.History of the Hoover Road Housing ProjeBecember 20, 1968: 25.
Folder 7453, Series 6.10. NCF Papers, The Uniyes$iNorth Carolina at Chapel Hill.
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Chapter One

“What Shall be Done With the Negroes?” Residential
Segregation and the Politics of Exclusion

“The flag here in America is for the white man. eTiblue is for justice; the fifty white stars you
see in the blue are for the fifty white states; #&mel white you see in it is the White House. It
represents white folks. The red in it is the whitan’s blood — he doesn’t even respect your
blood, that's why he will lynch you, hang you, beeche you, and fry you.”

- Man, age about 35, living in Harlem circ&6%9

With the end of the Civil War and the ratificatiohthe Thirteenth Amendment
that abolished slavery in 1865, American citizexrg] particularly white Southerners,
once again revisited the question of what to dd wie African American population in
their midst® In response to this question, white southernevisdd, and subsequently
enforced by law, a “troubling set of racial codeswn as Jim Crow® Brown observes
regarding Jim Crow that:

the term belies the most profound abuses pergetuathe name of white racial
supremacy: the lynching of black men, the rapelatk women, the burning of black
schools and churches, the bombing of black neigidmals, the destruction of black
towns, race riots, and random violence attestlimatCrow was homegrown oppression
and terrorism, an American apartheid sanctionedllithree branches of governmént

Brown adds, furthermore, that this form of de jsegregation not only created a
“mockery of black hopes,” but it also “portrayecdbk people as inhuman, irresponsible,

and immoral, diametrically distinct from whites atieérefore unable to measure up to

'Clark, Dark Ghettg 1989: 6.

2 McClain and Stewar€an We All Get Along: Racial and Ethnic MinoritiesAmerican Politics2006:
231.

% Brown, Upbuilding Black Durham2008: 10.

* Ibid: 10-11.
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their standards of character.tWhen Jim Crow was not damaging an individualgnéty
and sense of self-worth, it was removing theirtpal and economic rights as citizens of
the United States. “Insisting that “the Negro NMegro and always would be just that
and nothing more,”™ Brown writes, “whites translai@ntiblack rhetoric into officially
administered discrimination in the areas of democraemployment, education, and
elections — and sustained it for over a hundredsy&a

The legal apparatus of Jim Crow segregation edsihed African Americans
were removed from mainstream society in a myriadi@fs. As Massey and Denton
explain, the Jim Crow system comprised “a setwtland informal expectations that
subordinated blacks to whites in all areas of $asid economic life.” In Houck’s
work, A Newspaper History of Race Relations in laurha master’s thesis completed at
Duke University in 1941, he discusses an articliétevr by Charles S. Johnson in regard
to the tobacco factories in the South. Writind 886, Johnson said:

One of the most widespread expressions of pregailicial attitudes is racial
segregation. Segregation, even enforced by dtiiims that are little more than
symbolic, is regarded as wfal importance to the normal equilibriyrand, generallyto
the best interests of both radesnphasis mine]. The traditional racial sentinseare
shared fully and felt deeply by the workers, aspeeially by the white workers, who
regard the practice of segregation as essentia@harely to their own economic security
but also to their racial and social status. Tlegid workers, more or less resigned to
their station, seek for themselves whatever sgctivén can gain from a less exacting
wage scale, from the uncomplaining performanagdis#greeable tasks, from the moral
support which casual personal relations with eygae afford them, and from occasional
benevolent sentiments of the more influential eerts of the white populatiogn.

® |bid: 11.

® Ibid.

" Massey and DentoAmerican Apartheid: Segregation and the Makingheftnderclass1993: 25-26.
8 Charles S. Johnson, “The Conflict of Caste ang<ia American Industry,American Journal of
Sociology,1936. 42: 58. In: Houckd Newspaper History of Race Relations in Durhanit.Qt2940 1941:
28.
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The colour-line of which Du Bois spoke in his famassertion “[tjhe problem of
the twentieth century is the problem of the cologe’l was manifest most obviously in
this phase of American histofylndeed, maintenance of the colour-line was thotmh
be of “vital importance to the normal equilibriuraf society™® Johnson continued by
noting that:

Curiously enough, the existing racial divisionwork is rationalised by both white and
Negro workers in essentially the same terms. Aenkiorker who had come into one of
the factory towns some years before from farmidaxplained the racial division of
labor as something having a biological basis.s&id: “The niggers handle the dirty
work. A white man couldn’t get in there. Thegggs always done the heavy, hot work.
They stand it better.”

In like manner, a Negro prizer, doing heavy wardsumed that these jobs fell to
Negroes because they alone could sustain thensaide“The white men work
alongside of us, but they do the light and wethdohteavy work. They couldn’t do the
kind of work we do. We go carrying around irooks weighing from ninety pounds up.
That would kill the whited!

Interestingly, segregation in the South was notgb characterized by a strict
physical separation. The water fountains, restggy@nd entrances to theatres and other
public venues labelled “colored” are the populaag®s of Jim Crow. Yet the separation
was just as much psychological and social as itspasial. As the Negro prizer
observed, “[t|he white men work alongside of &&s.It was not their tangible separation
that mattered, but rather the type of work that wadertaken by black and white
workers. In the American South, Jim Crow segregatvas more about “keeping your

place” then it was about geography. Thus, as Meaaisd Denton explain, “the

implementation of Jim Crow did not increase segiegd and neither did it “reduce the

° Du Bois, The Souls of Black Fal4999: 17.
19 bid.
1 Johnson, “The Conflict of Caste and Caste in Aozerilndustry.”American Journal of Sociolog$936:
58. In: Houck A Newspaper History of Race Relations in Durhani:(t2940 1941: 27.
12 H
Ibid.

13



frequency of black-white contact” Instead, it “governed the terms under which
integration occurred and strictly regulated theiref interracial social contact®”

Residential segregation in the Jim Crow South edflected this pattern. The
almost impenetrable social boundaries that seghtdéeks from whites rendered spatial
segregation almost superfluous. Social norms fieadin law, dictated that African
Americans could never associate with whites on ketguas, no matter where they lived.
In this way, “[t]he relationship between master afae was supplanted by one of
master and servant, or a paternalistic relationsatpreen boss and worker.”
Nevertheless, in spite of “their economic and dasdjugation,” and indeed because of
their clear status as subordinates, “blacks inhsatcities continued to have direct
personal contacts with whites, albeit on very uégerms.*® The consequence was
that:

Neighborhoods in many southern cities evolvedsalential structure characterized by

broad avenues interspersed with small streetsibeys. Large homes on the avenues

contained white families, who employed black setsand laborers who lived on the

smaller streetd’

In the North, residential segregation wore a difife face. After the Civil War, a
large proportion of the African American populatimoved from the rural South to the
urban North in search of greater equality of opjaity. So dramatic was this

demographic shift that by 1960s, seventy-threeguerof the black population was

urban, while previously in 1910, seventy-three patof African Americans had lived in
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rural areas® Black Americans moved to the North in searcheifds life chances and
opportunities.

The large metropolises in the North were envisibag beacons of opportunity for
many blacks. In the South, the majority of Africamericans “were exploited by a
sharecropping system that was created by whitelandrs to replace slavery®” Many
were hopelessly caught in the quagmire of “ignoeagied poverty,” a condition created
and continually reinforced by a white power struetthat had a vested interest in
dominating blacks, and employed violence, bothataeed and realized, to maintain the
status qud® Living in the sweltering heat of oppression, A& Americans searched for
hope, and believed they would find it in the Norfhe prevailing discourse in the black
community at the time added currency to these aspins, as black newspapers from the
North, such as th€hicago Defender‘exhorted southern blacks to escape their
oppression and move northward."Moreover, the prospects of re-locating also becam
increasingly practical. As more and more blacky@aato northern cities and found jobs,
they implored friends and relatives in the Soutdddhe same and usually helped them
secure housing and employméht.

The outbreak of World War | only served to amptifys trend. At the time,
European immigrants typically comprised the mayooit workers in industrial plants and
factories®® With the increased demand for industrial procarcind the reduced flow of

European immigrants to fill these job positionsaassult of the war, factory employers
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sought out blacks as a replacement, and “begaitigedpecruitment” in the Soutff.
Those who did move north escaped the shacklesro€dow and legal segregation, but
they were not free from the effects of blatantsacand discrimination. In fact:

Northern whites viewed this rising tide of blacigmation with increasing hostility and
considerable alarm. Middle-class whites were llegpdoy what they saw as the uncouth
manners, unclean habits, slothful appearanceillaritdbehavior of poorly educated,
poverty-stricken migrants who had only recentlgisharecroppers, and a resurgence of
white racist ideology during the 1920s providetieoretical, “scientific” justification for
these feelings. Working-class whites, for thairtpfeared economic competition from
the newcomers; and being first- or second- geimgranhmigrants who were themselves
scorned by native whites, they reaffirmed theindwhiteness” by oppressing a people
that was even lower in the racial hierarchy. Bfain the early twentieth century
frequently said that the first English word an ilgrant learned was “niggé*?.5
In this way, white immigrants used a strategy dftigal exclusion in order to
advance their own interests in the United Stafdshis point, it is also important to note
that white, European immigrants were able to usé sustrategy because American
society at the times was effectively synonymou$viithite society.” European
immigrants may have initially appeared distinct amdsual in the American polity due
to the uniqueness of their style of dress, thestmms and their dialect, among other
things®® Yet each of the attributes described could bedslby the descendents of these
immigrants?” Moreover, not only was this possible, but it waescouragedsic] by the
dominant white population as a device used to geeassimilation and loyalty to
American society?®

For black migrants, on the other hand, the charistics that labelled them as

outsiders could not be so easily dismantled. lddde assimilation of blacks was
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precluded by their race. The fact that Europeamnigrants quickly added the word
“nigger” to their lexicon is neither accidental rreharacteristic of a particular point in
history. Indeed, decades later, Malcolm X exprés$se frustration with the fact that
blacks would always be “niggers,” no matter whoythvere, where they lived, and what

they accomplished. “What do you call a Negro witRhD?” he quipped. “A niggef™

The Beginnings of American Apartheid: 1900-1920

Rising anti-black sentiment in the North was glyakanifest in patterns of
residence. In the South, whites relied on a coatlon of de jure segregation under Jim
Crow and violence, usually in the form of lynching keep blacks in their place. In the
North, however, white mobs, leaders, and citizeitglly relied almost exclusively on
violence, as they did not have any direct, legahmseof excluding blacks. Violence
erupted in New York City in 1900; in Evansvillediana, in 1903; in Springfield,
lllinois, in 1908; in East St. Louis, lllinois, ii917; and in Chicago, in 199.Massey
and Denton explain that:

In each case, individual blacks were attacked umeaf the color of their skin. Those
living away from recognized “black” neighborhodu=d their houses ransacked or
burned. Those unlucky or unwise enough to beldamgspassing in “white”
neighborhoods were beaten, shot, or lynched. kBlan their way to work were pulled
from trolleys and pummelled. Rampaging bandshifes roamed the streets for days,
attacking blacks at will. Although most of thetdrs were white, most of the arrests, and
nearly all the victims, were black

22 Massey and Dentoymerican Apartheid: Segregation and the MakinchefWnderclass1993: 170.
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Just as in the South, blacks faced the prospdmiaf) lynched for overstepping a
particular social or political boundary, such @ermapting to cast a vote or having a
relationship with a member of another race; blankie North were confronted with the
prospect of violence when they unwittingly overgteg a spatial boundary that related to
residence.

The excessive use of violence to exclude blaakd tlae race riots that often
ensued, were not strictly a northern phenomenongtier. Race riots also occurred in
the South in cities such as Atlanta, Georgia, iB61&nd Wilmington, North Carolina, in
1898% In Wilmington, the discourse of exclusion amonigjtes was remarkably similar
to the dialogue that took place in many northetiegias whites attempted to keep blacks
in their place. Sheila McKoy writes that in Wilngton:

Part of the reason why white hysteria was so tffeevas because of the success of the

African American middle class in Wilmington. Wiiilnost major cities had segregated

business districts, Main Street in Wilmington vaasne to numerous African American

businesses. There was also an extensive blaghelsgdistrict on Seventh Street. The

economic and political success of the African Aicar population was the primary

focus of the campaign to galvanize the white comitguagainst “negro dominatiort”
The sentiment among whites in the South and théhNeais increasingly one of
exclusion. For whites, African Americans ought twstep outside their place, whether
this meant working in white business circles omligvin white neighborhoods. For
whites, “black people belonged to black neighbodsoeo matter what their social or
economic standing®

City policies and zoning requirements quickly m@sged to this sentiment of

exclusion, particularly in regard to housing anel filcation of black and white
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residences. In the North, affluent and educatettdh Americans who had previously
lived in integrated neighborhoods were relegatéthlack belts,” “darkytowns,”
“Bronzevilles,” or “Niggertowns® Because residential segregation has a direatteffe
on other areas of life, employment also becamesasingly segregated, as did
educatior?® Indeed, as Lieberson argues, residential sedgoegatthe precursor for
other forms of isolation. “[R]esidential isolatigmof consequence for a wide variety of
other events,” he explains, “such as school ismhafiand] restriction of opportunities
because of minimal contact with white€." The result is that the black population
increasingly was viewed as “distinct and differdwiith] restricted opportunities to live
near all sorts of employment found at great distarfrom the black ghettod®” In this
way, segregation had the effect of being self-mitihg. Blacks were segregated in the
first place because they are viewed as outsidetsbacause segregation made them
seem even more “distinct and different,” whites hadncreased incentive for
maintaining the colour lin&

Once blacks had been driven out of white neighfv@anls by violence, white
leaders and citizens once again used this strébeggaintaining the boundaries of the
black ghetto. Despite the fact that the illusiéhhe North as a paradise of opportunity
for blacks was no doubt diminished by the waveraofal strife and violence that these
areas experienced, African Americans continuedigate to northern cities.
Considering that blacks were not permitted to iivareas outside of those that were

designated as “black,” the ghetto became increbsargwded. The deteriorating
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conditions and health problems that naturally felfoom overcrowding ultimately

forced middle class black families to the peripheirthe ghetto, and into the white
neighborhoods that surrounded it as early as th8s® In Chicago, for example,
Arnold Hirsch explains that that the “horrendousditions produced by confining a
rapidly growing black population in an already arewded, aged, and deteriorating
housing supply drove many to seek shelter outsidie traditional communities:*
Furthermore, as more and more whites moved to @bisauburbs, “vacancies began to
appear around the Black Belt. The availabilitglo$ housing, and blacks’ ability to pay
for it, rendered unstable the old geographical awnodation.*?

Faced with the unwelcome prospect of a black famitheir neighborhood,
whites mobilized to remove them. White individuatsl organizations in the
neighbourhood would not usually resort to violemsgally. Instead, they would harass
the black individual or family, or write threategitetters expressing the “dire
consequences to follow?® If this was unsuccessful, whites would form alitioa
among themselves, or through a church or neighlbmarlorganization, in an attempt to
buy the black homeowners dtit.Usually these bids were complemented with a eudstl
not so subtle threat, indicating that it would behie homeowners best interest to accept
the offer®® If each of these tactics proved unsuccessfultashiould resort to violence.

In this typical scenario, groups of angry whitesdosurround the house, “hurling rocks
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and insults and at times storming the home andackirsg it.”*° If the residents remained
steadfast in their resolve to stay, in spite ohsaicent opposition, they faced the threat
of being bombed’

The increasing frequency of bombings in Americiies at the time bears
witness to this. In Chicago, for example, as mam¥fifty-eight black homes were
bombed between 1917 and 1921, one every twenty"day@ne such victim in Chicago,
a “black real estate agent” by the name of JessgaBi‘had his home and office bombed
seven times in one yea!” Bombings also took place in Cleveland. In orstance, “a
wealthy black doctor who constructed a new homemiexclusive white suburb had his
house surrounded by a violent mob, and when thaslafailed to dislodge him, the home
was dynamited twice>®

Violence, however, has its costs. It exacts & @oshe victim, of course, but it
also has a price for the perpetrator. Bombingklaauses to dislodge a resident from a
white neighbourhood often caused damage to whitsdsd® Socially and politically, it
reflects poorly on those who are responsible f@r tfolence, even in a time when racial
discrimination was acceptable in many sphered@f Moreover, violence is not
consistently an effective means of exclusion. dfoe thing, it is not a sustainable
strategy. It requires a continual and repeateattedih the part of whites to mobilize,

plan, and carry out the act. While this may besgie for short periods of time, whites
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certainly could not carry out this strategy for gvelack family that moved into their
neighbourhood for perpetuity.

It should be acknowledged that violence can beftattive strategy for a period
of time. If the threat of violence establisheslitas credible, whites may not always
have to resort to violence every time a black fgrorbsses the residential colour-line.
The threat alone may deter some individuals whawewilling to risk harm being
inflicted on their families. Nevertheless, a staval, top-down means of effecting black
residential segregation is, | would argue, an ewere effective means of exclusion than
the credible threat of white violence. It is fbistreason that although violence
remained, it also began to wear a more “civiliz&te. As Hirsch writes, “[v]iolence
took on a new importance as it not only targetedhs but was aimed at influencing
white policy makers as welP? Indeed, building the ghetto would increasinglgdrae

an institutionalized process.

Establishing and Enlarging the Ghetto: 1920-1940

Employing institutional measures to segregatecafriAmericans signalled a
decreased emphasis on overt discrimination aneéwoal, and the beginning of a series of
covert methods and practices that were often ptedeas benign and even benevolent.
The most obvious example of this is the adventeagimbourhood improvement

associations. Their purpose, adherents claimesl tovencrease property values and
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increase neighbourhood securifyNevertheless, “their principal raison d'étre itas
prevention of black entry and the maintenance efalor line.®* In New York, for
example, white community members formed the “Haldelfroperty Owners’
Improvement Corporation and Brooklyn’s Gates AveAgsociation” with the express
purpose of “checking the expansion of black setenalong the ghetto’s frontier™

Labelling these associations “improvement orgdioma” is interesting. It was,
of course, intended to disguise the fact that these not primarily concerned with
improving the neighbourhood’s overall safety, valaied appearance, but rather with
removing blacks from the area. Yet the name ddéhm@ganizations is not entirely
disingenuous. To be sure, neighbourhood improvéassociations were certainly
concerned with “improving” their neighbourhoodwiés just that their idea of
improvement involved the removal of blacks.

With this goal in mind, neighbourhood improvemassociations became active
in municipal politics. They concerted their effotb create zoning restrictions and
endeavoured to shut down hotels and other busisésaetypically attracted black
patrons® They provided black renters with an incentivéemve the neighbourhood by
providing them with cash bonuses if they compfieddeighbourhood improvement
associations also worked to encourage public invesst in their areas to increase

property values in these communittésAlthough increasing property values is
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congruent with their expressed mandate, it alsothadhsidious, and intended, side-
effect of precluding black property ownership ie tirea.

White neighbourhood associations did not alwaygaa®one cohesive group to
remove blacks from their areas of residence, howelWeChicago, whites often
disagreed about bow best to remove blacks, anerdiff associations became territorial
when it came to protecting the racial homogenéiteir neighbourhood® The reason
for this was that if one neighbourhood improvemnesgociation successfully removed all
blacks from their area, this meant that these Blackuld have to re-locate elsewhere,
perhaps in another white area. Consequently, ‘@jus whites found themselves
engaged in a desperately competitive struggle @atth other. The successful “defense”
of one neighborhood increased the problems of stiér

With this goal of “defending” their area of resmbe in mind, neighbourhood
improvement associations implemented restrictineenants’’ Restrictive covenants
have been described as one of the more forcefuhpbes of collective action on the part
of whites to keep blacks living in black ghetf6sAs Massey and Denton explain, these
documents were:

contractual agreements among property ownersigttitat they would not permit a black
to own, occupy, or lease their property. Thogaisg the covenant bound themselves
and their heirs to exclude blacks from the covenead for a specified period of time. In
the event of the covenant’s violation, any paotyhte agreement could call upon the
courts for enforcement and could sue the transgrder damageg3
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Typical covenants were characterized by a highekegf longevity, with most lasting for
up to twenty year8 So long as seventy-five percent of the propertyers in a
neighbourhood agreed to the terms of restrictineenants and gave their consent, the
covenant was enforceable through the cdiirtShese documents came into use in 1910,
and were widely used until 1948, when the U.S. 8uyer Court declared them
unconstitutionaf® The effort that was made to keep blacks out dfeneighbourhoods
meant that blacks were kept in black neighbourhaodscreasing numbers. In order to
maintain segregated housing patterns, whites ad@ptpolicy of containment” Real
estate agents and the real estate industry in gepéayed a pivotal role in this
strategy?®

An increased demand for housing in black ghe#dsd overcrowding and
unfavourable living conditions. Nevertheless, tieed for housing in these areas also
meant that buying or renting property in the blgbktto was increasingly expensive.
Because of the soaring demand for housing in tle¢tghand the relative rise in housing
prices, real estate agents were in a positiondctexlarge profit from the sale of these
properties’ Real estate agents could not, however, simplysaberties on the
outskirts of ghettos in a random or irregular manriedeed, it was imperative that they
sold and rented properties to African Americana systematic fashion in order to keep

blacks segregated from whites.
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With this goal in mind, a policy of containmentchene extremely useful. This
policy allowed for the real estate industry to makarge profit on the expanding frontier
of the ghetto, while also appeasing whites by naamirtg the colour line. Thus, they kept
blacks contained to black areas by seeing to it‘thay filled a block solidly [with black
occupants] before being allowed to move into the pee.”® Real estate agents were
able to facilitate this process of racial turnolgrconvincing whites to sell their
properties and move into other areas that wereopnedantly white, and would remain so
in the future. It was not uncommon for them to tymor to door warning white residents
of the impending “invasion” and offer to purchaseent homes on generous term5a
practice that later became known as blockbusting.

Many times, “they selected ostentatiously lowersslblacks to be the first settlers
in the neighborhood in order to heighten fearsemzburage panic’® So determined
were real estate agents to convince whites to rhguevoking a sense of fear of blacks
that in many instances the lower-class African Aoaers selected to move into the

“3 While planting the

neighbourhood first were in reality “confederatéshe realtor.
seeds of white panic by informing whites of thengsdemand by blacks for housing in
these areas, realtors acted to increase, and evate cthis demand. Within the black

community, they advertised aggressively, “pointing the availability of good housing”

in these “newly opened” neighbourhodds.
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Many African Americans were desperate to escapednfines of the ghetto. As
was previously discussed, a large number of weltated, elite blacks had been
effectively trapped within the ghetto’s invisiblgst impermeable, walls. Thus, when
properties became available outside the ghettsetfamilies were among the first to
move because they had the economic means to GoRealtors were, indeed, happy to
sell homes to this class of blacks, since it méaaitthey could extort an even greater
profit than might otherwise be possible. They wads® well aware of the fact that banks
were reticent, if not outright opposed, to grantingrtgages and loans to African
Americans. Capitalizing on this fact, realtorseacas “bankers as well as sales agents;
and given the racially segmented credit markel there able to charge interest rates
and demand down payments well above those paichitgsv”®

Once middle class black families had moved ineséhneighbourhoods, after
paying an exorbitant amount of money in order tsdothe black ghetto was not far
behind. Real estate agents would move quickleliongarby houses to lower class
blacks who were not in an economic position to feayhese properties. After paying a
cash advance to secure rights to the propertyadad months of mortgage payments,
the family or individual would inevitably be unalite continue these payments, and
would be evicted! Subsequently, another family of the same low entin status
would move into the house or apartment, only to ks evicted not long after. This
process contributed to the neglect of householdsaighbourhood decay and

ultimately, to the recreation of the black slumridun the ghetto.
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Through the process of systematically re-segregdtiacks just outside of the
ghetto, real estate agents made tremendous pr&fitselling a home multiple times,
realtors not only acquired several cash advanegghby also garnered profits from high
interest mortgage paymerits.In Chicago, real estate agents were also notefimu
subdividing apartments so that they could effetyivent out one single apartment while
garnering multiple rent payments each mdftiirsch writes regarding this that:

“Kitchenette” apartments proliferated as real tesspeculators and absentee landlords
exploited the situation by cutting up large apa&mits into numerous small ones. These
units frequently lacked plumbing and often a aojitbathroom served all the families on
the floor. A Chicago Urban League investigatidthe Armour Square neighborhood
found many homes lacking the most “ordinary comeces,” such as water and toilets,
and the widespread use of kerosene Ia%ps
The overcrowding and unsanitary living conditidnat resulted from this practice
of subdividing apartments exacted a toll on thedief the African Americans who lived
in these “apartments.” lllustrating this is thetfthat, in the periphery of Chicago’s
ghettos, “the infant mortality rate for the areasvi®% higher than for the city as a
whole, the tuberculosis rate was twice as high,thadyeneral mortality rate was 5%
higher.”® When tenants throughout the United States woutdpdain to city hall
regarding these issues, they concerns were ragddhgssed. Indeed, real estate agents
were quick to pay off local officials, many of whaosere only “too happy to turn a blind
eye to problems in the black community if there wamey to be madeé?

When considering these facts, it is not unreadertalargue, as did Richard

Morrill, that “[t]he strongest force...in maintainirtge ghetto may well be real-estate
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institutions: the real-estate broker and sourcdmancing.”® In areas that were not
directly outside the ghetto, real estate agentssesf to sell and rent properties to blacks
at all, irrespective of their economic status. Marill observed:

Segregation is maintained by refusal of real-edtabkers even to show, let alone sell,
houses to Negroes in white areas. Countless eeai® used: quoting excessive prices,
saying the house is already sold, demanding udéim payments, removing “For sale”
signs, not keeping appointments, and so on. Ewiba Negro finds someone willing to
sell him a house in a white area, financing mayai@ a barrier. Although his income
may be sufficient, the bank or savings institutidien refuses to provide financing from

a fear of Negro income instability, and of retalig withdrawal of deposits by whit&$.

In this way, real estate agents, and the realeestdtistry in general, “opposes with all its
resources not only all laws but any device, suctoaperative apartments or open-
occupancy advertising, to further integratién.”

Motivated by a desire for profit, and for mainiag the residential status quo so
that their businesses would not be threatenedestate agents were instrumental in
maintaining the racial divide in the face of thewymng black population in growing
cities. Yet the practices of realtors, as previpositlined, had other, more structural,
effects. Indeed, the adoption of similar polidigsbanks and saving institutions, as well
as by certain branches of the federal governmeanh as the Home Owners’ Loan

Corporation (HOLC), ensured that black segregatronld be enduring aspect of the

American political landscape.
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Instituting Segregation: The Role of the Federalo@ernment from 1940-
1970

After World War I, racial residential discriminah became even more pervasive
and institutionalized® To be sure, white American citizens and real estgents did not
desist in their prejudiced beliefs regarding whHaeeks ought to live vis-a-vis whites. In
1963, one year before the passage of the CiviltRight of 1964, sixty percent of
Americans agreed that “[w]hite people have a rigikeep (Negroes/blacks/African
Americans) out of their neighborhoods if they wemtand (Negroes/blacks/African
Americans) should respect that righf.’As the previous discussion would lead one to
expect, this prejudice was reflected by real estgants, who were notably biased when
it came to race. The fact that this bias was ratdiet by racism and a desire for profit, is
illustrated by a study conducted by Harvey Molattkhe mid-1960s. In his survey of
Chicago real estate agents, Molotch found thaty'@3R%6 of agents were willing to rent
to blacks unconditionally (regardless of marketdibans on racial composition), and
half of these open-minded agents were bl&8k.”

The involvement of the federal government in neiming racial residential
segregation not only amplified, but also addedtiegicy to these practices. The first
major government program that had this effect wasHome Owners’ Loan Corporation

(HOLC).®® Founded in 1933, HOLC was designed to increaseeshmwnership during
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the Great Depressidfl. In an effort to enable white Americans to keegirthomes

during a time of economic down-turn, HOLC provided-interest loans to individuals
who had lost their homes during the depressiomabthey might be able to re-purchase
their propertieS: HOLC also worked to re-finance mortgages for howrgers who

were in danger of defaulting on their lodfs.

HOLC'’s policies were not inconsistent with othedéral initiatives that were put
forward at the time as part of the New Deal andetinerging welfare state. As
Katznelson argues, “policy decisions dealing wittifare, work, and war during Jim
Crow’s last hurrah in the 1930s and 1940s excludedifferentially treated, the vast
majority of African Americans® Moreover, Katznelson contends that “[a]s a reslt
the legislation they passed, blacks became evea sigmificantly disadvantaged when a
modern American middle class was fashioned dunmbadter the Second World Wat"”
Federal policies relating to housing, such as HOit@erfectly into this paradigm. In an
attempt to provide loans and financial assistanaehite homeowners and not African
Americans, HOLC “initiated and institutionalizecetpractice of “redlining.”® Massey
and Denton explain that the “redlining” involvedagsishing [flour categories of
neighborhood quality® Among these categories, the:

lowest was coded with the color red; it and thet#h@vest category virtually never
received HOLC loans. The vast majority of moregmgvent to the top two categories,
the highest of which included areas that were ‘;femmogenous, and in demand in good
times and bad” (to HOLC this meant areas inhaliifetAmerican business and
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professional men”); the second category consistedeas that had reached their peak,

but were still desirable and could be expectagtoain stablé’

This rating procedure clearly reflected the radiatrimination that had become
commonplace in America’s housing market. Predlgidfb]lack areas were invariably
rated as fourth grade and “redlined®"Nevertheless, by legitimizing these patterns of
prejudice, HOLC and by extension, the federal goremnt, signalled their tacit approval
and outright acceptance of such practices.

Consistent with the theme that has arisen througAmerican history of “what
do to with the Negroes,” HOLC “underwriters were fizore concerned about the
location and movement of blacks than about anyratemographic trend®® Just as two
centuries ago, Thomas Jefferson had been deepilyléa by the growing black
population in the United Staté¥ HOLC was intent on addressing the issue of the
“rapidly increasing Negro population” in St. Lodf. Specifically, the organization was
worried that the growing black population woulddb#&roblem in the maintenance of
real estate values® Moreover, in a confidential survey report, writi@ 1941, the
analysis of each neighborhood included “maps ofigresity of black settlement®® In
each of these maps, “[b]lack neighborhoods [welkehgs coded as red; and even those
with small black percentages were usually ratethazardous” and placed in the lowest

category.*® The hierarchy of neighbourhoods that HOLC esshlelil rippled

7 Ibid.
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throughout other institutions that played a vitderin homeownership and housing.
Banks were quick to adopt these procedures, aadcaasequence, were increasingly
reticent to give loans to individuals living in asethat were coded as “retf™

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA), a loangram that developed from
the 1937 Housing Act, followed suit by “guarantegihe value of collateral for loans
made by private banks® Because private banks essentially only grantadddo white
Americans and not blacks, the fact that the FHAoteéd the lending patterns of these
banks only served to exacerbate the existing digpzfrrace and residence. In fact, FHA
loans were the catalyst for suburbanization afé&51°" with cities growing increasingly
darker and the suburbs becoming whiter and whifeAs Morton Grodzins noted:

The white and non-white citizens of the U.S. @ sorted out in a new pattern of
segregation. In each of the major urban cenberstory is the same: the better-off white
families are moving out of the central cities ithe suburbs; the ranks of the poor who
remain are swelled by Negroes from the Souths Treind threatens to transform the
cities into slums, largely inhabited by Negro@sged about with predominantly white
suburbs. The “racial problem” of the U.S., datering in the rural South, will become
equally, perhaps more acutely, a problem of thamiNorth**®

Not only had blacks been forced out of integrateighbourhoods and relegated
to the ghetto through acts of violence, the copeattices of neighbourhood
improvement associations, and the discriminatoagtres of realtors, but now they were

confronted with an institutional Goliath of magnaoius proportions. African

Americans had to combat the policies of banks, astyuone of the most powerful
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private institutions in the United States, as \@slthe federal government. The walls of
the ghetto had perhaps never seemed so insurmdeinfed those who were thus

confined, the prospect of escape had likely neskisb impossible.
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Chapter Two

“A City within a City”: The Advent of Public Hou sing
and the Social Consequences of Segregation

“You know the average young person out here doéswe a job, man, they don’t have anything
to do. They don't have any alternative, you knbwut to go out there and try to make a living for
themselves. Like when you come down to the Tonavendthere, they're down there for robbing
and breaking in. They want to know why you didiitd where you live, but you have to live.
You go down to the employment agency and you agat'ta job. They have you waiting all day,
but you can’t get a job. They don't have a jobyou. Yet you have to live. I'm ready to do
anything anyone else is ready to do — because t twdive — | want to live. No one wants to die.
| want to live.”

- Man, age about 35, living in Harlem circ&6%9

Today, use of the term “ghetto” usually invokesges of an overcrowded and
impoverished urban area occupied predominanthyptifentirely, by blacks. Yet
historically, the term ghetto was employed to réfedewish settlemenfsin medieval
European cities, Jewish people were concentratedegregated from their “Christian
neighbors” in particular areas of townThis pattern was not revisited in twentieth
century America, however. “Even at the heightroimigration from Europe,” Massey
and Denton claim, “most Italians, Poles, and Jeéwvesilin neighborhoods where
members of their own group did not predominate, astheir socioeconomic status and
generations spent in the United States rose, aacip gvas progressively integrated into

American society.”

!Clark, Dark Ghettg 1989: 1.

2 Louis Wirth, “The Ghetto.”The American Journal of Sociolagy927. 33(10): 57.
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Blacks, on the other hand, have not been “proyrelysntegrated into American
society.”® As has been discussed in chapter one, the erperi blacks has been one of
mounting levels of segregation, not integratiome Begregation of African Americans
behind what Kenneth B. Clark referred to as th&isible walls” of the ghetto has
consequences for blacks, of course, but it alsdrhplications for wider societ.

“Racial segregation, like all other forms of cryedind tyranny, debases all human
beings” Clark argues, “those who are its victilh®se who victimize, and in quite subtle
ways those who are mere accessorief”1968, President Johnson appointed the
Governor of lllinois, Otto Kerner, to “identify themauses of [racial] violence” in
American citied In March of that same year, the Kerner Commissimmcluded that
America was moving “toward two societies, one bjarle white — separate and
unequal.’ Furthermore, the Report stated that “[w]hat wiiiteericans have never fully
understood — but what the Negro can never forgethat white society is deeply
implicated in the ghetto. White institutions ceshit, white institutions maintain it, and
white society condones it®

This admonition of white society may seem ovelbihsed or political to some.
Nevertheless, the removal of blacks from integraeighbourhoods, and the
crystallization of the walls of the ghetto were @oplished by the real estate industry
and the policies of banks and the federal governnmestitutions that were at the time

controlled almost exclusively by white bureauciatd businessmen. Even if many
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members of mainstream white society were not dgtimeolved in the residential
segregation of blacks, their silence signalledcé taproval of the colour-line. “The
impact of the ghetto on the life of its residestpartly well known, partly hiddert
writes Morrill in 1965. “The white person drivirtgrough is struck by the poverty, the
substandard housing, the mixture of uses, andithéhd is likely to feel that these
conditions are due to the innate character of tgrtdl”* By placing the blame on “the
innate inner character” of blacks, whites are ébleonveniently ignore the systemic
forces that have placed blacks in the ghetto irfitaeplace® Moreover, the fact that
whites have the privilege of simply “driving thrdugonly to leave it once more is
telling.** Indeed, many blacks never have had this oppaytusven if they might
otherwise be in an economic position to do so.

The white driver who passes quickly through thetgghis also able to escape the
feelings of “hopelessness and inferiority” thatretwderize itt> As the black man, quoted
at the beginning of this chapter, observed, “[me avants to die. | want to livé® Yet
the discouragement and despondency that pervadgét® make this goal increasingly
unattainable, if not at times impossible. Morsdlys that “[i|nferiority in almost every
conceivable material respect is the mark of thetgheBut also, to the minority person,
the ghetto implies rejection, a stamp of inferiptit’ Clark explains that:

Those who are required to live in congested atithfasted homes are aware that others
are not so dehumanized. Young people in the glaegt aware that other young people

E Morrill, “The Negro Ghetto: Problems and Alterivats.” 1965: 343.
Ibid.
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have been taught to read, that they have beeangefor college, and can compete

successfully for white-collar, managerial, andoexe jobs18
Feelings of despondency arise because, despifadhthat the “privileged white
community is at great pains to blind itself to citieths of the ghetto, the residents of the
ghetto are not themselves blind to life as it itsiole of the ghetto'® Reflecting on this
disparity, the individuals who live in the ghetttah never be sure whether their failures
reflect personal inferiority or the fact of cold”If the latter is seen to be true, a sense of
hopelessness takes root, for hope has neithepageinor a place for the individual who
believes he is innately inferior.

The fact that white Americans were able to es¢hpehopelessness did not,
however, mean that they were immune to its effettse presence of black slums
engendered a social and political strife that reeeated throughout American society.
Black slums were eyesores, and not only in thealisense. Not only were they ugly,
they were offensive to American sensibilities. Aioe is supposed to be the land of
opportunity and freedom, and the concentrationafkbpoverty in the heart of urban
centres is the very antithesis of this creed. Aartar Myrdal expressed An American
Dilemma published in 1944, “[t]here is a “Negro problem’the United States and most
Americans are aware of it. To the great majorftwbite Americans,” he claims, “the
Negro problem has distinctively negative connotaiolt suggests something difficult to

settle and equally difficult to let alone. It imibarrassing. It makes for moral
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uneasiness®* Black ghettos represented the pinnacle of thisaerassment and so, in
response to this, America once again asked it8&Hat shall be done with the

Negroes?” who now inhabited these “cities withicitg.”?*

Urban Renewal and the Rise of Public Housing: 193070

The expanding ghetto, no matter how well its beuies$ were defined and
irrespective of the successful maintenance of theuc line around its periphery, began
to be problematic for white citizens, businessasd, iastitutions. The moral unease that
the ghetto invoked was increasingly difficult toage as it expanded. The material and
economic costs it exacted were also troubling.tigylate 1950s, Massey and Denton
comment that:

many cities were locked into a spiral of declihattwas directly encouraged and largely
supported by federal housing policies. As poacks from the south entered cities in
large numbers, middle-class whites fled to theusobto escape them and to insulate
themselves from the social problems that acconeplahie rising tide of the poor. As the
growing demand for city services — and particyladcial services — drove up the cost of
local government, politicians were forced to raees, which further accelerated the
fligg of the white middle class, creating addii@d pressures for tax increases, and so
on.

Thus, sustaining the black ghetto was an incrgsexpensive endeavour. “The
real cost of maintaining the ghetto system is fetitg Morrill writes>* “In direct costs

the city spends much more in crime prevention, avelpayments, and so forth than it

2 Gunnar MyrdalAn American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and ModeemBcracy. (New Brunswick:
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t.%> White society was, in light of this, faced wittraubling dilemma. Black

can collec
segregation was still largely supported, and thotgbe necessary, as is evidenced by
the fact that cities remained willing to supportlgerpetuate the ghetto, regardless of its
high costs. Yet as the black ghettos in Ameridgdascexpanded, they often grew closer
to elite white institutions. White citizens coulde to the suburbs to escape the
encroaching black ghetto, but “elite institutiomstluding “universities, hospitals,
libraries, foundations, [and] businesses were aahsbile?® The concentration of black
poverty within urban centres had created a “sifaecline” in cities that had to be
averted by whatever means possifle.

The powerful elites who had a vested intereshéndontinued viability of these
institutions appealed to Congress. These appeaks successful, and Congress quickly
passed the housing acts of 1949 and 858ach of these respective Congressional
actions allocated “federal funds to local authestio acquire slum properties, assemble
them into large parcels, clear them of existingdtires, and prepare them for
‘redevelopment.”®® Congress recognized, however, that the indivaltediding in
inner-city ghettos would have to be relocated sohere after slum clearance. The
federal government could certainly not just remavarge number of people from their
homes and leave them with no where else to go.efttexless, Congress quickly devised
a solution to this problem. They outlined one pgglisite that cities had to meet in order

to be eligible for federal financing. This stiptiden was simple: “in order to qualify for

federal funding, local redevelopment authoritied taguarantee that an adequate supply
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of replacement housing would be made availabledplaced families at rents within
their means® Public housing was thought by policy makers attitne to be the logical
solution to this end.

The policy of removing black slums in urban cestnas given the title of ‘urban

renewal.” Once urban renewal took effect in Amamicities:

Public housing was pressed into service to holaek ffiamilies displaced by the razing of
neighborhoods undergoing renewal. Although libplanners often tried to locate the
projects away from ghetto areas, white politiciand citizens mobilized to block the
construction of projects within their neighborhepdhite city councils and mayors
usually obtained the right of veto over any praubproject site. As a result, projects
were typically built on cleared land within or adgnt to existing black neighborhoods.
In order to save money, maximize patronage johd house within the ghetto as many
blacks as possible, local authorities construotadli-unit projects of extremely high
density®*

Because urban renewal policies were almost exalysdirected toward black
neighbourhoods, critics quipped that the term “amrlbbenewal’ simply meant ‘Negro
removal.”*?

Public housing, however, had been in place lorigrbehe advent of urban
renewal. Indeed, “[tlhe Housing Act of 1937 hathblshed the United States Housing
Agency and the nation’s first public housing pragtavhich had also “mandated slum

33 Other scholars, such as

clearance for the construction of public housingjguts.
Bickford and Massey, date the advent of public imsven further back to the Great

Depression, “when the Public Works Administrati@amstructed some 21,800 housing
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units for low-income families* By 1937, however, the concept of public housiad h
become almost exclusively linked to urban renevigal.the 1950s, this connection
became even more robust, as more and more citeweel federal funds to renew their
cities as long as enough housing projects were tauilouse the displaced.

The rise in public housing development was nogtiyiaccepted by all, however.
Real estate developers objected to the buildifgpaking projects because they saw
them as a threat to nearby property vaftie®thers opposed them on an ideological
basis, arguing, ironically, that the governmenttdugpt to intrude in housing because it
is “a private affair.3® Bickford and Massey argue that the most saliedtenduring
aspect of this controversy, however, was rac@hile initially blacks in the South were
segregated by law under Jim Crow, they later conéw de facto segregation through a
variety of mechanism$.

Factors in the development of public housing saghkite selection, tenant
selection, and “the simple refusal of white tenaatshare projects with blacks” usually
resulted in African Americans being placed in ddik housing projects in all black
neighbourhood?’ Even when housing projects were integrated, Iraoiaflict simmered
below the surface. W. Scott Ford (1972) found thatblack mothers living in this
project were well aware of their status vis-a-vigtes. lllustrating this are the
sentiments of one of the black women who when vigered said:

| tell my kids to be pleasant to the white follerdnbut not to get involved — that's
dangerous! | know, I've been burned before. Vventrouble stirs between whites and

34 Adam Bickford and Douglas S. Massey, “Segregaiticthe Second Ghetto: Racial and Ethnic
Segregation in American Public Housing, 19784cial Forces1991. 69(4): 1011.
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us, you know it's going to be the Negro who los&here’s lots of us in the projects, but

you know the color of the face behind the desidefring to the Housing Authority

Office).*

The controversy surrounding race and public h@usiralso reflected in the way
public housing was organized and funded. The rigjof the public housing stock in
the United States was “constructed under the 19i8idg Act and its 1954
amendments* Although Congress stipulated that cities mustjgi® public housing in
order to qualify for federal funds directed at urlsanewal, they did not specify precisely
where these housing projects ought to be locatdis meant that “housing programs

"2 \while “local housing

were only remotely controlled by the federal goveent,
authorities typically were chartered by states rmmby city or county government&”
Aside from allocating funds generally, “[fledera@emcies do not design, locate, or
construct any housing projects.”

By devolving power to the state and municipal letree federal government gave
license to councilmen and local housing authortitlesegregate blacks. By controlling
the location of public housing, local officials veeiree to reinforce patterns of racial
residential discrimination. In the South, authiegtwere at liberty to make sure that
blacks continued to live in “black areas,” evethiéy were no longer legally bound to do
so. In the North, the walls of the ghetto were@intonstructed anew, albeit in a slightly

different location. Furthermore, because localdimog authorities had complete control

over how each housing project was designed andrceted, they could recreate the

*OW. Scott Fordnterracial Public Housing in Border City: A Sittianal Analysis of the Contact
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crowded conditions of the black slums that urbareveal had removed. This has been
the case in Durham, as | will discuss in chapterdah

The federal government, nevertheless, was awatreakesegregation that almost
always resulted from the “unholy marriage” of urtsanewal and public housirtd. Even
if they did not enforce patterns of segregatiorytbften encouraged this by giving
guidelines to this effe¢f The result was:

By 1970, after two decades of urban renewal, puiiusing projects in most large cities
had become black reservations, highly segregated the rest of society and
characterized by extreme social isolation. Tipda@ement of low-density slums with
high-density towers of poor families also redutteziclass diversity of the ghetto and
brought about a geographic concentration of pg\ubet was previously unimaginat%.
Thus, public housing brought black segregationnew level. It was as if blacks had
been made the unwilling residents of their own ox@wded, deteriorating cities within a
larger metropolis. Hirsch writes that“[p]reviousWyhite hostility had been expressed
primarily throughprivate means — violence, voluntary agreements among reatiod
restrictive covenants [sicf® Yet “[w]ith the emergence of redevelopment, reagwand
public housing...government took an active hand nextety in reinforcing prevailing
patterns of segregation, but also in lending thezerananence never seen befdte.”

So isolated were blacks within public housing petg that it prompted Hirsch to

proclaim that public housing was simply a “secohdttp” where blacks were forced to
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live after black slums had been razed and redeee®pOthers, such as Fuerst and
Petty, lamented:
Public housing in the United States is a natialisdgrace. Instead of building decent
homes for low-income citizens — as most Europedions do — we have created
twentieth-century poorhouses, to which we condemmeconomic outcasts and then
charge them rent for the privilege. The high-t@sers in the blighted centers of our
cities are multi-billion-dollar monuments to misded policies and poIitici‘.1
The passage of the Fair Housing Act in 1968 wabght of this, met with hope
and anticipation. Indeed, for many individual® fair Housing Act represented not
only a victory for advocates of desegregation,ebsblution to this problem in and of
itself. Because the common sentiment was thatihgukscrimination and segregation
had been adequately addressed and even “solveithidogct, many civil rights leaders
and other advocates re-focused their attentiortloer assues that faced the black
community and racial minoriti€$. Problems relating to poverty, the welfare state]
affirmative action took centre stage on the pditmgenda, while “conditions in the
nation’s ghettos steadily deteriorated” withoutio®®®. While the persistence of
segregation was acknowledged, this was thoughirtply be “an unfortunate holdover
from a racist past, one that is fading progresgieekr time.®* With the passage of
time, many believed that segregation would be dmiled and its effects ameliorated.
In Durham, North Carolina, however, and in othiges within the United States,

this hope remains a dream deferred. Blacks whdbkad segregated in public housing

before the passage of the Fair Housing Act remdiraggbed behind the walls of the
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second ghetto. Public housing projects continugetbuilt in areas that are highly
segregated and predominantly black. The polianesaations of political actors in the
1960s set the stage for this pattern, which coesrto be reinforced and recreated even
up to the time of this writing. As one memberlod East Durham Citizens’ Association
wrote in a letter to Housing and Urban Developmerit968, the City of Durham and the
Durham Housing Authority were actively engaged iigqaestionable practice” in the
1960s involving “containment of the Negro populatfd® The following chapter will
examine how this “containmenif'was made possible, and why its effects are stll f

today.
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Chapter Three

Durham'’s “Great Conspiracy”*: A Forgotten History
of Race, Public Housing, and Segregation

Under our present policy in housing there is ng@ace outside the southeast section where a
person may find decent housing for his family ifia@oor or happens to be Negro. This is a real
travesty of justice...Reactionaries to opportunity Megroes and the poor came to the forefront
and blocked any progress here. Again, attempte werde to locate our citizens of low income
in an existing development - - the Damar Apartmentagain, reactionaries came to the forefront
and thwarted what were, perhaps, only halfheartedngts to begin with. So now, we return to
the citizens who are presently locked in an exgstihetto and say, “we know it's going to be like
being sardines in a can, but after all if not théren where?

- Eugene Hampton Jr. on behalf of the Durham CéwmcHuman Relations, Minutes of
Durham City Council, July 17, 1967.

A Black City on a Hill: Durham’s History and Legag

Durham is in many ways reminiscent of other medaired, Southern cities.
However, its history and legacy are far from typicdn the nadir of race relations,”
Brown writes in her boolJpbuilding Black Durham: Gender, Class, and Black
Community Development in the Jim Crow Spthitack Durham emerged as a symbol of

black nationalism and black pride by the end ofrtimeteenth century’” In Durham,

! Dr. Ray ThompsorThe Herald SunJuly 18, 1967: pg. 1A. In: Alex Hurde®rigin of the Damar
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“[m]odern buildings, owned and occupied by Africamericans, rose against a backdrop
of repression. Nationally, black Durham was viewsd symbol of what African
Americans could do on their own when left alonenthyjtes.” Booker T. Washington
and Du Bois may have disagreed on many importaoess yet Durham was never a
point of contention for the two leaders. Washimgpooclaimed that Durham was “the
city of cities to look for the prosperity of Negm® Du Bois similarly praised Durham
because in his eyes, it “characterize[d] the presyaf the Negro Americarf.”

When Black Wall Street, a prominent black commuimitTulsa, Oklahoma, was
destroyed by whites in 1921, black leaders foumd tmew beacon of hope” in Durham.
E. Franklin Frazier, a prominent black sociologiktbbed Durham the “Capital of the
Black Middle Class,” a place that symbolized blacigress and the “triumphant climb
out of slavery.® Black Durham had become, for African American€itg on a Hill. Its
black citizens had transcended the burdens of istak@moving the shackles of
oppression through innovation, hard work, and sémskusiness that was perhaps
unparalleled at the time. Even when disaster ktand the National Negro Finance
Company, a nationally proclaimed investment firrwalied in Durham, went bankrupt
during the Great Depression, “the black businesspeofessional league could still
declare in its promotional film of the 1940s thiElgro Durham marches on:””

In many ways, black Durham seemed invincible pif imperturbable in spirit.

Hauyti, the centre-point of black business in DurHaoated at the intersection between
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Fayetteville and Pettigrew Streets, boasted ohsixdred homes and over one-hundred
businesse¥ The North Carolina College for Negroes “attraateeh and women
academics and students from throughout the countrijyding historians Helen G.
Edmonds and John Hope Franklin, folklorist Zora Idédurston, and artist Elizabeth
Cattlet.™* Moreover, “[t]he institution served as a site éoitical research and dialogue
on topics relevant to black life so much that DusBgave serious thought to joining the
faculty.”?

Nevertheless, in spite of this progress, Durhars iwamany ways a city divided.
The experiences of those living there in the eavintieth century told a tale of what
seemed like two very, different cities. Durham rhaye been the “Capital of the Black
Middle Class, as E. Franklin Frazer proclaimetas also “a center of industrial racism,
where the renowned tobacco factories, notoriougxpioiting black female labor,
replayed slavery in an urban formt*As Durham grew and became more prosperous,
black women flocked to the city in response togheving demand for labour in the
tobacco factories. Working in these tobacco faetofwas one of the few industrial jobs
available to black women*and it was appealing because, in spite of thehhaesking
conditions and low pay that characterized thess, jiblgave them a “control [over] their
work space or timé® that household labour did nt. Thus, while many black leader

and businessmen prospered other African Americame forced to work for long hours

for little pay in Durham’s tobacco factories andustrial plants. lllustrating this are the
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sentiments of a white factor worker in 1920s Durheumo explained that in the factory,
“[t]he niggers handle the dirty work. A white meouldn’t get in there. The niggers
always done the heavy, hot work. They stand ieb&t’

The fact that the majority of blacks continuedé&demoted to lower status jobs
where they did almost all of the “dirty work” fattle pay is reflected in the 1960 Census
of Durham County® In 1960, only 10.1% of “nonwhite” persons werpresented in
white-collar jobs:® On the other hand, 70.4% of service workers wWédriean
Americans, in contrast with 15.8% of whit8sBlacks were also overrepresented in the
area of private household workers, where they cma@91.8% of workers, while whites
only held 5.8% of these joBS. It is telling that 91.8% of all household workevere
black, given that blacks were a minority in Durh@eunty at the timé?* According to
the 1960 Decennial Census, only 32.0% of the pdipulavas black, while 68.8% of the
population in Durham County were white?* When these occupational categories are
described in more general terms, the results a¥e more disparate. Indeed, in 1960,

51.6% of white-collar workers were white, while pril4.9% were nonwhit€,

7 Johnson, “The Conflict of Caste and Caste in Aozerilndustry.”American Journal of Sociolog$936:
1588' In: Houck A Newspaper History of Race Relations in Durhani:(t2940 1941: 27.
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;2 Morton Hoffman & Co. Study of Housing in DurhanMay 1968, Folder 984, NCF Papers, II-16a.
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http://www.socialexplorer.com/pub/reports/Resulipxname=C1960CntyReports&%3Ccommand+cmd
%3d%22areareport%22+mapindex%3d%220%22+themeindd®230%22+rendering%3d%220%22+re
portindex%3d%221%22+viewwidth%3d%22600%22+viewhtieBd%22400%22+outputtype%3d%22ht
ml%22+sel%3d%22%261t%3bselections+spatial%3d%268G8btalse%26quot%3b%269t%3b%261t%3b
sel+selmode%3d%26quot%3bv%26quot%3b+querylayemaiiBd%26quot¥%3bcounty sevars1%26quot
%3b+searchfield%3d%26quot%3bcntyn%26quot%3b+find%iBdeiquot%3b37063%26quot%3b%2f%269
t%3b%26%23xa%3b%26%23xd%3b%261t%3b%2fselections#aBio%622+%2{%3E&Census=C1960C
nty. April 22, 2010.
% The remaining 0.2% of the Durham County populatioh960 consisted of individuals classified as
Indian, Chinese, Filipino, and “Other” accordingcensus data.
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50




Conversely, while 39.5% of nonwhite workers wemvise workers, a mere 6.5% of
white employees worked in this ar&a.

The fact that blacks were over-represented inttskilled areas of employment,
and under-represented in the white-collar, protesdipositions, was only exacerbated
by issues of unemployment. In a confidential repoepared for the Low Income
Housing Development Corporation in 1968, Morton dlodfman, a private consulting
firm, estimated that “approximately 60 per centhed unemployed persons in Durham
County are nonwhite, and that one-third are betwi€eand 21 years of age, of whom a
large proportion are femalé” Furthermore, many of the jobs that were availabtae
service industry, where blacks were over-represgntere so low paying that securing
such a job did little to alleviate the economiceiogrity that many African Americans
faced. As Morton and Hoffman reported, “[m]any iéadale jobs in the service category,
particularly household employment, pay at hourtgsas low as $.50 per hour, far below
the median pay scale for the Durham ar&alt is not surprising, in light of all of these
factors, that the “medium income of nonwhites wap®&r cent of the median income for
all households in Durham County” in 1980.

The fact that “nonwhites” in Durham, the overwhigigymajority of whom were
black, earned approximately half the income of esitertainly lends credence to the
argument that the over-representation of Africanefioans in Durham’s housing
projects was simply one consequence of their gépdosver economic status. Between

1965 and 1967, for instance, Morton and Hoffmarmreghat there was a “critical
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shortage of housing for nonwhite families in Durhsfhbecause of their lower
socioeconomic status in comparison to whites. Betwl964 and 1967, they also report
an increase in the total number of public housemgants who are “nonwhite” from 372 to
6093 This represents an increase from 57 to 72 penfeait public housing occupants
being “nonwhite.?

It is true that increased demand for public hogigin the part of racial minorities
is in part a result of the fact that blacks earaéower income than whites. lllustrating
this is that individuals and families could not eyeualify for public housing if they
earned more than a specified incothélThat so many blacks did qualify is indicative of
the fact that many were at or below this low incahreshold. Moreover, because of the
legacy of slavery and long history of economic dismtage that blacks experienced,
African Americans had neither the opportunity riee tesources to accumulate wealth to
the same extent as whit&s.

Nevertheless, disparities in wealth and incomeoalg one aspect of this issue.
Other structural factors are also deeply implicatetthe over-representation of blacks in
Durham'’s public housing projects. Racial discriatian in the housing market was
rampant throughout the United States from the a@amytieth century onward, and
Durham was no exception. In their report, Mortad &offman concede that Durham
had “two parallel housing markets” in light of tfeet that “substantial segments of

existing housing [were] unavailable to the nonwhiieority group.® Other
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institutional practices, such as the connectiowbeh urban renewal and public housing,

also contributed significantly to racial residehtiagregation in Durham.

An “Unholy Marriage”: Urban Renewal and Public Houmg in Durham

The Durham Housing Authority (DHA) came into egiste in 1948° After the
passage of the National Housing Act in 1949, “tloethl Carolina General Assembly
passed legislation enabling the creation of locdlip housing commissions, upon
petitioned request of twenty-five citizen¥.”In response to this, the DHA was chartered
in October of 1949, and the Mayor of Durham wapoesible for appointing five
commissioners to the Authority “for rotating fivear terms.® In 1953 the DHA built
Few Gardens, Durham’s oldest public housing prdfedthe Housing Authority also
constructed McDougald Terrace soon after in 1954.

Initially, Few Gardens was designed as an allevb@tmplex, while McDougald
Terrace was intended to be “the “Negro” compl&x.This is reflected in the location
that was chosen for each of these developmentsor@ing to 1950 census data, Few
Gardens was built in tract 0001, with a white pagioh of 2,548 out of a total population

of 2,557, or 99.69%4* McDougald Terrace, on the other hand, was deeeldap census

% Bunce, “The Housing Authority of Durham, North 6kma: A Case Study of an Independent

Commission.” January 14, 1968. Folder 4710, NCF: 3
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tract 0014, where 2,280 people out of a total 872, or 79.4%, were blaédk. An
additional 113 units were subsequently added ir®183he original 247 units at
McDougald Terrace, making it the largest public $ing complex in Durham to this
day*

With Few Gardens and the two complexes at McDaligalrace completed, the
DHA increased its public housing stock by slow @ments. Between 1953 and 1962, an
average of only “65 units per year were added éostipply of public housing in
Durham” and “[n]o units became available for ocaupaduring the 1962 to 1965
period?® The acceleration of urban renewal programs, headonstruction of the
Durham Freeway, however, quickly reversed thisdreflthough urban renewal had
been taking place from 1960 to 1987t took on new force between 1967 and 19475.
“The substantial number of housing units anticigdgtebe removed by public action in
Durham County from 1967 to 1975” Morton and Hoffnrafate, “stems primarily from
the need to improve the quality of the housinglstadringe areas around the Durham
Central Business District and other concentratisfrmubstandard housing®”

Specifically, between 1967 and 1975, a total 6¥%,housing units were removed

from the Durham County housing stock as a resultriodn renewal, and another 265

were demolished because of “highway constructiahstreet improvement$® Thus, a
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total of 1340 “substandard” housing units were reeabin Durham as a result of urban
renewal and the construction of the Durham Freefay.

In response to this, the DHA quickly built morebpa housing units. While on
average only 65 units per year had been built batvi®53 and 1962, between 1966 and
1967, the Authority constructed an average of 2%itsyper yeaP: Morton and
Hoffman, writing in 1968, explain that “[p]reseriaps call for an additional 561 units by
the end of 1969, or an average of 280 units perfped 968 and 196% Furthermore,
they predict “[b]ased on past experience and tbeeased concern of the Federal
government in providing housing for low-income heluslds in Durham” that “a
warranted addition to the public housing supply lddae 1,300 to 1,500 units over the
1967-1975 period, or 163 to 188 units per y&arThe average annual construction of
housing units from 1967 to 1975 was thus predittdak nearly three times what it was
between 1953 and 1962 as a result of urban rersvdaihe creation of the Durham
Freeway.

The individuals displaced by urban renewal whaoabee eligible for public
housing as a result, were largely racial minorjtiee majority of whom were black. In a
confidential report to be submitted to the Offiédeaonomic Opportunity, the North
Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing Demonstration Begp indicated in 1966 that,
“[t]he total number of families already displaceldo be displaced by GNRP [General

Neighborhood Renewal Program] projects and otheegnmental action by July, 1967,
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is 1,338: 306 white families, and 1,032 nonwhitmifees.”* The fact that the number of
“nonwhite” families projected to be displaced wagmthree-times that of whites is not
surprising. Indeed, the majority of areas thateandgmolished and “renewed” were
predominantly black. Among these was the histdagti district at the heart of what
was once Black Wall Street. “The buildings in 8@-acre Hayti-Elizabeth Street Area
are 90 per cent blighted and dilapidatétthe report states. Thus, “[t]he rehabilitation
and conservation program in the 232-acre tractcadjsto North Carolina College will
save as many structures as possible, but will irevebme clearancé® Durham’s

former pre-eminent black areas, which Du Bois arashihgton praised as the “symbol
of black nationalism and black pride” were thusd®émed dilapidated, and with the help
of federal funds, quickly razed and replacédLhe criticism that “urban renewal” really
meant “Negro removat® could not have been more evident than in thisaien What
had once been a proud black community was now dsiaal, and its residents re-
located to public housing, if they were so lucky.

The fact that a large portion of Hayti was razgditban renewal, and that the
Durham Freeway was also constructed through the bethis community, has social
and political consequences that are perhaps bayeadure. What is also troubling,
however, is the issue of where the individuals Wb their homes through this process
were placed. The North Carolina Fund Low-Incomei$ing Demonstration Proposal

expresses, for the 306 white families who wereldegal, 132 housing units will be made

¥ North Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing DemonstratiRroposal(Incomplete, Confidential). To Be
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available>® Yet for the 1,032 nonwhite families who were dised, only 418 would be
eligible for public housing® Thus, for the 614 African American families disgkd,
future housing options were uncertain at best.

A hand-written note written on this report in tBiction also states that, “[f]or
those earning more than $3,600 a year the privat&ehwill probably suffice® This
conjecture was no doubt the result of a consuhiatith the DHA, which set its income
limits for public housing eligibility at the timet 83,600 for families of three to foff.
Because it was in line with current DHA guidelingse recommendation that “the private
market will probably suffice” seems reasonablédrat fjlance®® But a deeper analysis
indicates that such a claim is not realistic, gitlemhousing market conditions at the time
vis-a-vis race. The DHA itself recognized thisgam 1966 changed its income eligibility
requirements for “households displaced by governraetion” from $3,600 to $4,500 for
families with three to four persofi$.Clearly, as even the Housing Authority
acknowledged, $3,600 would not suffice.

Second, the North Carolina Fund Low-Income Hou&egionstration Proposal
did not take into account the fact that the mayaritthe persons displaced by urban
renewal were African Americans, and that the pavatusing market did not function in
the same fashion for “nonwhite” persons as it didvhite persons. As noted above,
Durham’s housing market was divided along raciadiinto “two parallel housing

markets.®® It was neither reasonable nor realistic to exfieat the private market would

Zz North Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing Demonstnatiroposa) 1966, NCF Papers: 11.
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be sufficent for blacks displaced by urban reneespecially with such a low income
cut-off as $3,600. Thus, it is likely that manyniiéies faced housing insecurity after
being displaced if they were not accommodated lfiphiousing. A report sponsored
by the North Carolina Fund in 1964 echoed this eomc “Urban Renewal officials have
indicated that there is an insufficient supply tafrglard private housing available in
which to relocate the predominantly Negro famibéfected.®® The report continued by
noting that while public housing is required fomiiies displaced by urban renewal, it
“has been virtually unavailable for the relocatairotherwise qualified Negro
families.”’

The high probability of individuals being displaceithout being provided public
housing was inconsistent with the terms of the kuActs of 1949 and 195%. Each
act stipulates that cities cannot be granted fédi@nds for redevelopment if local
redevelopment authorities cannot guarantee hodsirtgose who have lost their
homes®® Thus, to continue to receive funds, it was nemmgsthat the Durham
Redevelopment Commission maintain strong connestiath the DHA, even if many
individuals’ needs were not met by this processt tiie DHA and the Durham
Redevelopment Commission were not as closely caedec Durham as they were in

other cities. In Winston-Salem, for example, “gublic housing authority and the urban

renewal agency are one unif."The degree to which the housing authority and the

% proposal to Better Coordinate Private and Publicuding in DurhamThe North Carolina Fund, Folder
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redevelopment commission were aligned is decideth&time the urban renewal
program is established”

While the Durham Redevelopment Commission andti& did not comprise
one unit, they did not function as entirely sepagttities. Carvie Oldham, the
Executive Director of the DHA during the 1960s, eg3ed in an interview that he and
Henry Moss, the Deputy Director of the Durham Retiggment Commission, worked
together when considering “relocation, [and] defamg the need of future public
housing.”® So connected were the leaders of these two aggriifact, that Oldham
explained that “the two usually operate in onecaffiand even when they did not, he
“felt [that] the two offices in Durham [shared] agh degree of cooperation under the
present system’®

The City of Durham also was linked with the DurhRedevelopment
Commission and the Durham Housing Authority. Th&ADin particular, was connected
directly to the City because all of its commissienerere appointed by City Counéf.
This process of appointment, as opposed to eleatias controversial. Glenda Lackey
Bunce, wrote in her case study of the Housing Attty a1 1968:

While the Commissioners are not directly interéstepublic housing - - they are not
tenants - - it is very difficult to find a non-arested person for Commission appointment.
Almost any candidate just by his residence inGhig will have some interest in public
housing. At the present, the white community #redwhite small business community is
over-represented.

Supposedly appointment, rather than electionagidlure that Commission
members have the interests of the community asadewn mind. However, when one
person - - the Mayor - - is appointing the memibeey are likely to reflect his
opinions?5
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Appointing commissioners who are “likely to refldéis opinions” was key for the mayor
and other members of the City Council because this@ppointment was made, the
Durham Housing Authority was granted “ultimate autty in any matter concerning
public housing.”™ Unless a potential location for a new public hogroject had to be
“rezoned or renamed,” the City did not become imedl’”

The Durham Housing Authority’s total control oube design and location of
public housing was consolidated in the 1960s uttteteadership of Carvie Oldham.
While the Housing Authority had the final say intteas relating to public housing, other
agencies previously had been “involved to somengxtethe problem of housing” in
Durham’® Oldham, however, had “shown himself unwillingcmoperate with these
agencies” in “most instances,” preferring to exeedotal authority without taking the
interests of other agencies or parties into accbunt

Because the Durham City Council had complete obotrer the appointment of
Durham Housing Authority commissioners, and becdluisse commissioners, in turn,
exerted a significant influence over the processrbéin renewal through the close
workings of the Executive Director of the HousingtAority and the Deputy Director of
the Durham Redevelopment Commission, there waghagrobability of collusion
between these parties. That is, the interestseoivhite business community were over-
represented among the DHA commissioners becauggitheontinued to appoint
individuals to the commission who would promotesthénterests. For instance:

In October, 1967, a seat became vacant on the @Gwiom The United Organization for
Community Improvement (UOCI) suggested the namiegweral public housing tenants
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or ex-tenants whom they considered representatide‘qualified” to serve on the

Commission. These names were rejected by the iMagd A.B. Stone, Jr., president of

a woodcroft company, was appoinF@d.

These commissioners, led by Oldham, then workesegfovith Henry Moss, the Deputy
Director of the Durham Redevelopment Commissiotgrobperating in “one office” as
previously noted*

When considering this arrangement, it is ease&l®w the white community
could mobilize to displace blacks, and subsequerttcate them in other black areas to
create a highly concentrated black section of tityg Gt is easy to see how whites could
segregate blacks in Durham through the dual presesfsurban renewal and the
development of public housing projects. Indepehdemmissions, such as the Durham
Housing Authority, “are often created to take theum of politics [as] experience
indicates that they are [more] responsive to tlepfgethey regulate rather than the board
member’s opinion® Indeed, the Durham Housing Authority was neithdependent,
nor was it removed from political interests. As tbllowing section will illustrate, it was
certainly not responsive to the needs of “the petpty regulate[d]” who lived in, or

were affected by, public housifiy.
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“If not There, then Where?” Black Segregation in Dbam

On July 17, 1967, “a hundred and fifty Negroesahad to the Council meeting
in Downtown City Hall. The march was to protes farther construction of public
housing in the southeast sector of the City... [t}h&s the beginning of a prolonged
attack on housing by Negro groups in Durh&fmThe fact that the Durham Housing
Authority was attempting to build more public hausin the southeast quadrant of the
City was contentious because in the area “betweabd&rd Railroad and Roxboro Road
and Fargo Street,” 99.26% of the population waskiia Yet as of “September, 1967, all
public housing projects had been located in trés @f the City.®

Few Gardens, Durham'’s first public housing proteet was designed
exclusively for whites was the exception to thieruLocated in the Northeast part of the
City, as of 1960, census tract data indicate thaas still in a primarily white location
where only 97 out of the 5,162, or 1.89%, of thegbe living in this tract were black (see

Figure 1)%’
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O Black
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Figure 1: Racial Breakdown of Few Gardens Location, 1960

McDougald Terrace, on the other hand, was conguct Tract 0014 within Durham’s
southeast section in the 1950s, where 76.9% gdpelation was black (see Figure®2).
By 1960, McDougald Terrace remained located withiact 14, but the racial
composition of the tract had changed significan#yecording to 1960 Census Data, the
tract where McDougald Terrace was located was rowst entirely black, with African
Americans comprising 96.3% of the populafibfsee Figure 3). The DHA had intended
for McDougald Terrace to be the “Negro complex” @#nd likely that its tenant
placement policies reflected this, resulting irrandatic influx of African Americans into

this neighbourhood’
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Figure 2: Racial Breakdown of McDougald Terrace
Location, 1950
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Figure 3: Racial Breakdown of McDougald Terrace Location,
1960
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Black activists in Durham also lamented the fhet the location of Cornwallis
Street and the Fayetteville Housing Project, coteplén 1966 and 1967, were also in the
southeast! “Fayette Place,” as it was once called, was dismed in 2009, but was
once located in the predominantly black Hayti distr Cornwallis Road was constructed
in Tract 13B, directly adjacent to Tract 14 whereDdugald Terrace is located. In 1960,
Tract 14 was the most segregated area in Durhatim,aypopulation of 4,872 individuals,

all of whom were black (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Racial Breakdown of Cornwallis Road
Location, 1960

The Cornwallis Road public housing development aras of the DHA's larger

communities. Cornwallis Road consisted of 200gymitaking it slightly smaller than

1 Bunce, “The Housing Authority of Durham, North 6kma: A Case Study of an Independent
Commission.” January 14, 1968. Folder 4710, NGF: 1
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Few Gardens which consisted of 240 units, and nfargjer than the second McDougald
Terrace development, consisting of only 113 uffits.

It is also important to note at this point thatoenmunity consisting of 200 or
more units was considered particularly dense irl8&9s. According to the North
Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing Development Caagion (LIHDC), a non-profit
corporation focusing on low-income housing in Nd@rolina, constructing a project of
200 units or more is detrimental because, suchaedviving conditions can easily ‘lead
to a community of failure.®® Walter Smith, the Executive Director of the LIHD&id
that “a community of failure” can arise from thesewded living conditions because,
“[]his type of °* can arise from these crowded living of group s in large housing
units where one is constantly surrounded by indiaig who have not been successful,
which creates a general feeling of apatfiyMassey and Denton argue similarly that the
high housing density which is often characterisfipublic housing concentrates poverty
in such a way that the consequences of povertynareased disproportionately. When
such a highly populated community is also segrefjayerace, as was the case in the
Cornwallis Road community where all of the indivadiliving in this tract are black, the
effects of poverty are magnified. As Massey andtbe explain:

if we begin with a poor minority group whose pdyeante is twice that of the majority (a
situation common for blacks in American citiesjlampose successively higher levels of
segregation on blacks, thesith no other chang€gsic], the degree to which minority
members experience geographically concentratedrponcreases steadily from a level
at parity with whites to a level twice that of wég. As segregation rises, in other words,
the neighborhood environment of whites steadilpriones while that experienced by

2 Morton Hoffman & Co.Study of Housing in DurhanMay 1968, Folder 984, NCF Papers: V-16, Table
V-9.
Zj North Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing DemonstnatRroposa) 1966, NCF Papers: 32.
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blacks progressively deteriorates; and this ouec@achieved without the movement of

any nonpoor blacks out of the ghe%?o
If Massey and Denton are correct, locating a lgngaic housing project, such as
Cornwallis Road, in an all black neighborhood iadwcive to white interests. By
segregating blacks in Durham, whites insulate theighborhoods, and therefore
themselves, from the effects of poverty.

One might, at this point, contend that even itklaegregation suited white
interests, blacks often segregate themselves betiaeng prefer to live with other African
Americans and not whites. This argument has acpéat relevance in Durham, where
the legacy of a strong black community in Hayti &idck Wall Street still prevalils.

Indeed, Leslie Brown writes that:

It could be argued, for instance, that black fdtlared in configuring Durham’s pattern of
residential segregation by race through their astions as much as through their
compliance with whites’ preferences. Retreathogrfthe direct supervision of whites,
most blacks preferred to live among one anotloerthie sake of their comfort rather than
racial custom, with the network of African Amenisafacilitating a pattern that
encouraged migrants to move to places where btheks already lived. Settling in
Hauyti, black migrants of the 1880s expanded tk&ential blueprint developed in the
1860s. The homes, schools, and churches builgdlee streets of the Hayti district
made autonomous space out of the places whershilaed. Durham passed no
segregation laws before the twentieth centuryiatpf municipal pride. But it did not
have to’

Durham may not have had to structurally imposeegggion from the top-down
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centasyBrown argues, but this does not
mean that blacks always preferred segregationeelahdt is just as likely that they would

not even attempt to purchase housing in predomniaiiite areas, such as Hope Valley,

because they knew that such an endeavour wouldtibe fThus, the fact that there were
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no initial laws preventing this is not necessaaityindication that African Americans had
no desire for integration, as Brown insists. Memgthe fact that laws were not even
needed illustrates the strength of the unofficams and rules that imposed residential
segregation. Brown maintains that “Durham passesegregation laws before the
twentieth century” which represented “a point ofnitipal pride.®® | would argue,
however, that the fact that “it did not have toldss a matter of pride, and more a
reflection of the strength of de facto patternsexregatiori’

Brown’s argument is representative of one sidiefdebate regarding racial
residential segregation. While scholars includf@gznelson, and Massey and Denton,
claim that segregation is, at its core, the resiugtructural factors perpetuated by the
local and federal government and financial lendirsditutions, others insist that
segregation is simply a consequence of blacks ahgos live with one another.
Scholars such as Brown make the case that segregsith matter of preference, not
exclusion. Yet the fact that whites have consibgdrad to use force and violence, and
subsequently, covert institutional mechanisms gvesgate blacks, indicates that
segregation does arise from black preferenceblatks wanted to isolate themselves and
live only in all black communities, whites wouldtrtave had to develop a number of
strategies to exclude them. It could be concedatisegregation is indeed a matter of
preference, but it is the preference of whites, moitcblacks, that has played the primary
role.

The lower economic status of African Americanghi@ 1960s made blacks even

more susceptible to white preferences in regardgmential location. Illustrating this is

% |bid.
% |bid.
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that the common sentiment in the 1960s with theiskewf Jim Crow was that although
racial segregation occurred, this was not a coressmpiof race per se but rather, of the
economic status of blacks. “Since the predomit@amtincome group in N.C. is Negro,”
the North Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing Demaatgin Proposal reported in 1966,
“economic segregation means racial segregafihThe lower socioeconomic status of
African Americans in Durham vis-a-vis whites metdt they often did not have a
choice of residence; they could only live whereytbeuld afford to locate, or where they
were assigned by the DHA.

My argument that African Americans were intentilbnaegregated in public
housing by the Durham Housing Authority and thetum City Council is also
supported by tract level census data from the 1860s1960s. The Cornwallis Road
community was built, in 1966 in Tract 13B where #6f the population was African
American (see Figure 4 and the discussion abowaénglto this):** Since the
probability of a single tract of land being entyreacially homogenous is highly unlikely,
| investigated what the racial demographic chargsttes of this corresponding area were
in 1950. Interestingly, in 1950, this same locatieas within Tract C0021, which was,

for the most part, racially integrated (see Figjrt”

199 North Carolina Fund Low-Income Housing DemonstmatRroposa) 1966, NCF Papers: 33.
191 Source: United States Census, 1960. Accessedgin®acial Explorer, Professional Edition:
http://www.socialexplorer.com/pub/reports/home.aspMarch 252010.
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Figure 5: Racial Breakdown of the Cornwallis Road Location,
According to 1950 Tract Boundaries

It seems that, in anticipation of the creation oeav public housing location in the
1960s, the City re-drew the boundaries of thisipaldr tract.

Of course, the development of public housing mealy created, all black tract
could be a coincidence. Reason indicates, how#hesrsuch a coincidence would be
highly suspect. The relationship between the Durkibusing Authority and the City is
one where “[tlhe Housing Authority has ultimatelaarity in any matter concerning
public housing. No unit of city government beconm®lved unless a proposed location

must be rezoned or renaméd> Once the potential for rezoning is raised, howeve

193 Bunce, “The Housing Authority of Durham, North 6kma: A Case Study of an Independent
Commission.” January 14, 1968. Folder 4710, NCF: 8
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“hearings are held by the Planning and Zoning Cossion, a recommendation is made
to the City Council by the Commission, and acti®iaiken by the City Councit®

It is conceivable that the Durham Housing Authopitoposed that a new public
housing complex be built in racially heterogenedrect 0021, and certain individuals,
whether they be commissioners on the Housing Authdity Councilmen, or
prominent white citizens, requested that the sitedzoned. Bunce reports that, “[ijn
considering sites in different parts of the Citye tAuthority had been responsive to
pressures brought by white neighborhoods not tll fitheir area.*®® With the
prospect of Cornwallis Road Apartments being bniltheir area,” it is natural to
assume that white citizens mobilized to block depelent of the project, or, in the very
least, to redefine “their area” by re-drawing trtoes

Black citizens grew increasingly frustrated witle ttoncentration of public
housing in areas of the city that were predomiryaiick and with the Housing
Authority’s outright support for white demands amldite interests. When they marched
on City Hall on July 17, 1967, they demanded theirtown interests be heard and
acknowledged. Eugene Hampton Jr., on behalf obtimbam Council on Human
Relations, commented at the City Council meetirgg thsulted from this protest, “So

now, we return to the citizens who are presenttiéal in an existing ghetto and say, “we

know it's going to be like being sardines in a dau, after all, if not there, then

104 pid.
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where?"%" African Americans, however, were quick to ansthés question of

“where?®® Whether or not they were given a consistent nespavas another matter.

“You all better wake up:*® Durham’s Protest Movements

On February 6, 1967, an attorney for the TomridnpGration advised the City
Council that the Tomrich Corporation, a private éleper, was planning to develop land
that it owned on Bacon Street into “multi-resideapartments under a contract which
was to be negotiated and entered into with the 8urklousing Authority*'° The
Durham Investment Company owned the tract, howeret,in order for the site to be
approved for public housing, the twenty-two aceetof land had to be re-zoned for
apartments to be built on the sité. Before this zoning change was to be made, Durham
Mayor Grabarek asserted that there would be a pbbkring held by the County
regarding the proposed location of the housinggutdf® Furthermore, if public housing
was to be created on the site, the City would hawanex the land first, before re-zoning
it and effectively handing it over to the Durhamusng Authority.

From the start, the proposal was controversiaabgse Bacon Street is located in
the southeast section of Durham, an area that exsnctreasingly referred to as the
“Negro ghetto.**® Prominent black citizens, including W.C. Lovettfaculty member at

North Carolina Central University, formerly calldobrth Carolina College, and Eugene

197 Dr. Ray ThompsorThe Herald SunJuly 18, 1967: pg. 1A. In: Alex Hurde®rigin of the Damar
1Doisspute August 30, 1968: 25. Folder 7450, Series 1.6k ¥@pers.
Ibid.
199 pid: 26.
H%pyrham City Council Minutes, Durham City Clerk’sfide, City Hall. In: Ibid: 15.
bid: 17.
12 pid: 15.
13 The Herald SupJuly 18, 1967, p. 1A. In: lbid: 24.
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Hampton, president of the Durham Human RelationsnCib, warned county officials
about “the controversy which was going to accompaeyproject.*** Specifically,
spokesmen for North Carolina College and the Durkianman Relations Council
“stressed the nearness of the Lincoln and McDougatdace housing projects to the
Bacon Street site**

McDougald Terrace was already located in a trdgtlwvwas entirely black.
Now, the City Council, with the exception of JohtiewBart who cast the dissenting vote
when it came to annexing the land for the develagroépublic housing, and Jim
Hawkins, who abstained, was entirely in favour @fding another public housing unit in
the same vicinity. Considering that the increaseed for public housing arose from
urban renewal, and because the majority of indalisiwho were displaced were black, it
seemed that the City and the Durham Housing Authharere moving to concentrate
even more blacks in what was already an all blaek.aWhen the controversy later
erupted, Dr. Ray Thompson observed at a City Cotwearing that, “[tlhere seems to be
a great conspiracy in Durham to expand and entggreat Negro ghettd*®

The fact that Dr. Thompson referred to this phesoom as a conspiracy is not
inaccurate or overly dramatic. Indeed, as Hurdetans:

Bacon Street was considered a good area for plblising because the new R.N. Harris
School was in the works for the immediate areiaceSthe location of nearby schools is
always considered when the sites for public hayane discussed, a school nearby made
the Bacon Street site seem desirable. Charlesahil DHA, and Mrs. Ann Atwater,

UOCI [United Organizations for Community Improvemtiehave both noted, however,
that the choice of the school’s location was oidly very puzzling to many people
because it was not near any area with a largeosetye population. They strongly
suspect that the Mayor and other parties persuthd@eBloard of Education to plan the
school where it did, so that public housing watllein be feasible there. Bacon Street did

114 pid: 18.
115 pid.
118 |pid.
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not just happen to be chosen for a public housitegbecause a school would be nearby;

the school was planned so that Bacon Street warikl suitable site’

Rather than stating directly that they wanted tiddomore public housing in a racially
segregated area of the City, the Mayor “and otletigs” simply planned the build a
school in a nearby location to justify the locatimfithe housing project?® The fact that
Mayor Grabarek would go to such lengths to ensori@erease in the African American
population in Durham’s southeast section indictétas black segregation must have
served his interests and those of his constituency.

The Durham City Council was not the only instibutithat catered almost
exclusively to white interests. The Durham Houskughority was also biased in this
fashion. On June 17, 196IMhe Carolina Timesa newspaper “aimed at black readers,
made discrimination by the DHA the subject of aitathl.”**° In the editorialThe
Times*pointed out” that J.J. Henderson, the only blasknmissioner in the Durham
Housing Authority, “had been passed over four tinveen vacancies occurred in the
office of chairman although he was the senior cassmner and the most qualified for
the job.™?° The editorial further, stating that the “editbedieved that the mayor and city
officials would not appoint a black person to aipos of importance *** After this
article was published, City Councilman John S. &r¢éwone of the two black City

Council members, “once again accused the DHA aélagscrimination in its hiring

17 bid: 15.
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practices and pointed out: “There is no Negro jposition of authority in the whole set-

122

up
On July 17, 1967, 150 black citizens went to Eigll to protest the Bacon Street
Project, and to press for better housing code eafoent in black areas. The march was
led by Ben Ruffin, Ann Atwater, and Howard Fullalthough “representatives of every
major civil rights community action group in Durhamere present’®® Ben Ruffin
spoke to the City Council, saying that “the blacknenunity of Durham had been the
whipping boy of the white interests” and “[i]f ti&&ty Council did not start responding to
the requests of the black community....the whippiayg might turn around and “whip
the whippers.”™?* Eugene Hampton Jr. spoke next at the meetingempissed his
concern with the issue of black segregation insthi@heast section of Durham. He
ultimately conceded, however, that the issue ofre/b@ locate the Bacon Street Project
would always be contentious, for “if not there fire southeast], then wheré®”
Howard Fuller subsequently discussed the problamsiblic housing in Durham.
As Hurder notes, his statement was described dirtigeas “inflammatory” by the
media?® Yet it might be more accurate to describe itlaguent and accurate, in light
of the issues of public housing and segregationttigblack community faced in
Durham at this time. “Now we come again at a tmteen you all are beginning to take

the Negro, black people, and stick them togethee@wain,” Fuller saitf’ Fuller

continued by asserting that he questions this fafrsegregation:

122The Durham Sunjune 20, 1967, p. 1B. In: Ibid: 21-22.
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from two bases. One, | think it is highly polélcbecause | think that you don’t want

Negroes living with white folks and you know thiabse white folks that voted for you

don’t want it, and you're gonna vote it down. &edly, you know that if Negroes lived

in a precinct, a mixed precinct they could go fwecinct meeting and take part of it. But

if you put us all over there in the precincts twatalready have, you don't lose any votes.

And | question it on that basté®
The issues and questions that Fuller raised weremy salient in Durham, but resonated
throughout black communities in the United Statahia time. Racial residential
segregation in public housing is politically immliing for African Americans because
it excluded them from the body politic. Particlyasegregation is not conducive for
politics because it stands in the way of coaliboiiding with other groups outside the
African American community.

According to Massey and Denton, integration isassary because it “creates a
basis for political coalitions and pluralist patgi™?° Furthermore, unlike the experience
of blacks, other minority groups, particularly wehimmigrants in the early twentieth
century, were able to slowly integrate into Amenicaciety and thus could easily “find
coalition partners because other groups can aateigharing the benefits” of this
coalition*® Black segregation, and the concentration of pg\taat followed from this,
however, made blacks undesirable coalition parthérhe result is that while
“segregation paradoxically makes it easier for kdato elect representatives, it limits
their political influence and marginalizes themhiiitthe American polity**? It was this

marginalization that Fuller spoke of when he expedshat white citizens and politicians

in Durham knew that if they allowed blacks to lime'mix[ed] precincts” they would “go
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to a precinct meeting and take part of'‘f£” By segregating African Americans in the
“second ghetto,” whites precluded blacks from farghpolitical coalitions, and in so
doing, excluded them from political society.

Fuller continued by questioning the Durham Hougaghority itself, and the fact

that “the whole thing is dominated by a white boaravhite man, and white

assistants*®* Moreover, he argued that “the continued placerétitose projects in

this area [the southeast] is just another indicatth@t maybe this city is being turned over
to the white folks.**® Fuller also criticized the City and the Durhamusimg Authority

for not enforcing housing codes in the projeats alluded to the discriminatory
practices of realtors, noted in chapter one. 838l that you refuse to enforce that code
because like that man that’'s not there, many of Gouncilmen) are realtors. And I'd
say and suggest that many of you won’'t become w¢ebivith those kind of people,
because they're your people,” he exclaim&d.

Fuller went on to observe that while the whitd estiate agents may in reality be

“your people:**’

these are my people out here, and they're alkbkaed they're all beautiful, and they're
gettin’ tired of coming up here. And | didn't cento beg, and | didn’t come, you know,
with my hat in my hand. We come up here this tondéhe basis of we're just tired.
We're tired of comin’ up here, we're tired of réadn the paper, this, that and the other
thing. We're tired of you white folks turnin’ deweverything that will benefit Negroes.
We got two black faces, and a couple of supportéis sit up here, and are constantly,
constantly frustrated by their attempts to be prsgive in a town that's movin’ backward
in the year 1967. And you all better wake up, gtietter wake up, you all better wake
up to what’s happening, and you better listenabse these are the voices of the people,
and they're people that you have pushed acrose ttadlroad tracks, they're people that
you have moved out of the urban renewal areasagg/bu could get that nice express-

133 Minutes of the Durham City Council, July 17, 196%: Hurder Origins of the Damar DisputeAugust
30, 1968. NCF Papers: 25.
134 .
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way so that you white folk can get from Hope Vialle the Research Triangle in ten

minutes. And they're human beings, they're huip@imgs and you better start listening

to them™®

In what may be seen as a surprising turn of eyémtsDurham City Council and
the Housing Authority did listen to the black psttars and citizens in this instance.
Indeed, the Bacon Street proposal was defeatednatehd, the Housing Authority
acquired Damar Coutt® The acquisition of Damar Court was seen as Wdiar black
activists at the time, since it is located in nastist Durham, far away from the City’'s

“black ghetto.” Indeed, in 1960, 87.5% of the desits of the Damar Court area were

white (see Figure 6
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Figure 6: Racial Breakdown of Damar Court Location, 1960
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Yet the fact that the Housing Authority and théy@ouncil acquiesced to the
demands of the black community may be more of altre$ outside pressure and fears of
a black insurgency. Indeed, as black activistschredt to City Hall on the evening of
July 17, 1967, they broke “a few windows” on Maimne®t on the way'' After Fuller
made his poignant and moving speech about segoegatpublic housing, Mrs. Viola
Holman warned that “[r]ight here in Durham will Baother Vietnam?*? In light of the
urban riots that erupted in Newark which “begardoly 14 and lasted through July 18~
of that same year, people in Durham worried thatstime course of events would unfold
in their city*®

On the morning of July 18, 1967, the headlindba Durham Morning Herald
read “ANOTHER NEWARK THREATENED HERE™* When the group of black
citizens who had originally marched on July 19, chad again to City Hall on July 20,
“the streets were lined with National Guardsmenatintly called out by the governor
upon the mayor’s request, and the town had beconaeraed garrison*#*> The fact that
Durham needed National Guardsmen to control whexhed to be an impending riot did
not reflect well on Durham nationally. The feaattthis course of events incited in
Durham'’s citizens, in conjunction with the bad paity the City was receiving was

probably enough, in and of itself, to force theyG@d concede to the demands of the

United Organization for Community Improvement arigeo black interest groups. In

141 Hurder, and Beyle(ed Mistory of the Hoover Road Housing Projebecember 20, 1968, NCF Papers:
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13 Hurder, and Beyle(ed Mistory of the Hoover Road Housing Projebecember 20, 1968, NCF Papers:
11-5.

144 |bid.

145 |bid.

79



cases where such pressure was not exerted, tie pfigfrican Americans often went

unheard and unattended.

“It's Just a Form of Segregation:” The Hoover RoaHousing
Controversy

The protestors of the Bacon Street Project redesinarp criticism in the press,
both nationally and locall}?® The Durham Sun, for example, described them as an
“agitating element”’ that was influenced not by legitimate concernsrhtiter, by an
“outside elements of some questionable intéfft. This negative publicity prompted the
citizens who opposed the location of the HooverdRmablic housing project to take a
more quiet approaclf? The Durham As Hurder explains, “white and blaitizens who
lived near Hoover Road chose to protest quietlgding through official channeld™
Hoover Road was a turnkey project where a privateelbper constructs the site before it
is bought by the Housing Authority. The Durham Biog Authority ultimately
purchased the Hoover Road development, locatedutiheast Durham, on November 13,
1968 from Herndon Building Company! Yet the project “had been planned over a year
and a half before its sale to the DHA” during whithe many citizens in Durham
endeavoured to prevent its constructithWith this goal in mind:

Neighbors of the proposed project chose to pratesproject through established
channels. They talked with all the officials respible for locating sites for public
housing. Their argument was one used to protest public housing developments in
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southeast Durham: that the city was trying totereablack ghetto in the southeast

guadrant of towr>>
Unfortunately, “[t]heir opposition to the Hoover &b project never received public
attention, and public housing officials remainednaned by the pleas of the
neighborhood residents>

One such resident, Mr. Wade Kerr, “perceived thatcity administration was
trying to confine poor people and black peoplerte area of the city, and he was
concerned that this policy would mean the end téetive working class neighborhoods
with single family housing in southeast Durhah.”Hurder continued by writing that
“[tlhe area north of Hoover Road and east of Angieenue, known as the Rand Terrace
subdivision, was just such a neighborhood. Althotg residents were predominantly
white working class, there were some black familiethe neighborhood"®® Census
data from 1950 and 1960 illustrate this claim. wErdRoad was, in fact, located in the
same census tract as Few Gardens, although theeHBR@ad location is in the
southernmost part of the tract, while Few Gardenedated further north. In 1960, the
proposed site for Hoover Road was in a tract wB8r8% of the population was white
(see Figure 7). It should be noted that thesedgmay slightly over-estimate the
proportion of white persons living near the HooRead site, since more white residents

probably lived in the northern areas of this traear the Few Gardens location.
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Figure 7: Racial Breakdown of Hoover Road Location, 1960

While the “[r]esidents of the area were proud thatneighborhood had been
integrated without difficulty and without a massdus of white families from the
neighborhood,” they were concerned that “the caietitvn of apartment-style housing
with space for up to 500 children in the neighbadhavould cause the neighborhood to
break up.**’ Furthermore, there were only two small elemensahools in the
neighborhood, Y.E. Smith Elementary, which serv@d ¢hildren, and Holton Junior
High, which also only had approximately 100 studért When residents asked the
principals of each of these respective schools hdreéhey were making arrangements for

the potential large increase in the number of caildn the area, they stated they had no
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such plans®® When Wade Kerr brought these issues to the aiteof the Durham
Housing Authority’s Executive Director, Carvie Olath, he was told that he “had
nothing to worry about” and that “there would bpublic zoning hearing before anything
could be done*® Despite Oldham’s assurances, Hurder relates that:

This information was false since the property aasady properly zoned for apartment
housing, but Mr. Kerr was persuaded by the argimeough to delay organizing any
public opposition. Neighborhood citizens did take any action until the builder was
breaking ground®*

The residents were not thwarted by this deceptiomever, and quickly formed

the East Durham Citizens’ Association in respooshé¢ impending development of the

housing project®® Rather than conducting a series of public dermatishs, as the

opponents of the Bacon Street project had done;déise Durham Citizens’ Association
sent representatives to the Durham Housing Autharit the City Council, wrote letters,
and circulated petition€® They even flew to Washington to speak with MrillphG.
Saddler, the assistant for Inter-Group Relation$Himusing and Urban Development
(HUD), and Mr. Abner Silverman, the Deputy Director the Housing Assistance
Administration'®* During this meeting:

The group related the situation in Durham to tffieials. Silverman explained to the
group that similar complaints were coming in tmtabout housing authorities across the
country. Silverman described the mechanism thasimg authorities were using to
create ghettoes. Silverman, according to Rardsie jof the members of the East Durham
Citizens’ Association], said that housing authesitwould submit proposals showing
sites all over the city, and HUD would approve pneposal. Then the local housing
authority would find reasons for not completingadithe projects except for the ones in
the ghetto area of the city. He also said thatesHUD had approved the site once, HUD
would not back down latéP®
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In the hopes of gaining federal support to oppghselevelopment of Hoover
Road, Rankin later appealed to HUD’s regional effit Atlanta. HUD responded with a
letter to Rankin, informing him and the East Durh@itizens’ Association that “HUD
had confirmed the information supplied by the gredych visited Washington*®®
Furthermore, the letter “pledged that HUD would alléw any more public housing to
be built in southeast Durham® Nevertheless, HUD officials claimed that theintia
were now tied and the development of the HooverdRmenplex was inevitable as “the
contract with the developer Herndon would not altber DHA to stop construction of the
Hoover Road project'®® The construction of Hoover Road thus continuespite the
prolonged efforts of the East Durham Citizens’ Asation. In retrospect, Rankin said
that he, and other members of the Association, ltcoeadily understand why some folks
get excited and throw a match. We had said frab#ginning we would take the
‘intelligent route.’ It wasn’t worth a damrt®

By late November of 1968, the project was completed tenants, the majority of
whom had been displaced by construction of the 8urkreeway, moved in
immediately'”® The majority of the residents that moved in weeek, although Hurder
writes that a small number of white families froemFGardens also moved in “to take

171

advantage of the larger apartments” in the newldpweent.’~ Mrs. Martin, a white

member of the East Durham Citizens’ Associatiorg saa telephone interview to
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Hurder on December 16, 1968, that, “[a]ll my neigtsbare moving. This is sad because
what is really going to happen is that it is goiadgpe a black community. That’'s what
the city council had in mind. It's just a form ségregation"?

Mrs. Martin’s prediction was in many ways correiYhen compared to Figure 7
above, Figures 8, 9, 10, and 11 show the changngpdraphics of the tract in which the
Hoover Road project is located from 1970, 1980,019&d 2000, respectively® The
location of the Hoover Road project did not becamm®mpletely black community, as
Mrs. Martin claimed it would, but from 1970, aftée project was built, up until 2000,
the number of whites living in this area decreadeanatically from 73% in 1970 to 9%
in 20007

The comparison between Figure 7 and Figure &wstalling. Members of the
East Durham Citizens’ Association had been concktinat the development of the
Hoover Road housing complex would result in aruxibf African Americans who had
been displaced by urban renewal and the construofithe Durham Freewdy> This
demographic shift would, in turn, compel white desits to move to the suburbs in the
far south of Durham County and Research Triangtk.P& This dynamic of an influx of
blacks and an exodus of whites is supported byusedata, collected at the tract level,

comparing 1960 and 1970. Indeed, in 1960, onlyperzent the individuals living in
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this area were black (See Figure'7).By 1970, on the other hand, the white population

share in this tract had shrunk to 73.0%, whilettlaek population share to 27.09%.
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Figure 8: Racial Breakdown of Hoover Road Location, 1970
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Figure 9: Racial Breakdown of Hoover Road Location, 1980
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Figure 11: Racial Breakdown of Hoover Road Location, 2000
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If the Durham City Council, in conjunction withefurham Housing Authority,
had racial residential segregation in mind in thetlseast quadrant of the City, census
data indicate that they were successful. Whatamas a majority white space,
interspersed with integrated neighbourhoods sudtoaser Road, became a majority
black space starting in 1970 and this trend onhtiooed with each decade leading up to
the year 2000.

On May 6, 1968, the East Durham Citizens’ Assamiatvrote, in a letter to the
HUD'’s regional office in Atlanta that the Durham t#ng Authority had been engaged
in a number of questionable practices, the mogrgadf which was racial residential
segregation, or the “containment of the Negro paton.™’® While the majority of
these policies of containment were enacted inatee1960s and early 1970s with the
development of new public housing projects by tloeiging Authority, the persistence of
racial residential segregation in Durham todayosanly an artifact of past policies. A
hold-over effect from practices set in motion ie #960s is, of course, a significant
cause of segregation today in public housing inh2ar, but it is not the only cause. In
fact, the Housing Authority continues to be comettto concentrating public housing
developments within close proximity to each otmepiedominantly black areas of town.
Segregation seems alive and well in Durham. Whatare, the Housing Authority’s

policies of containment now wear the new face gfeho

¥ Hurder, and Beyle(ed Mistory of the Hoover Road Housing Projebecember 20, 1968, NCF Papers:
IV-16.
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A New Hope? Residential Segregation in the Nortse@&entral Durham

In 2003, Few Gardens, Durham'’s oldest public haysinit, was demolished.
Like many other public housing projects, it haddrae a visual and moral eyesore for
the Durham community. The stigma that is usualyoaiated with public housing
projects was particularly salient in the case off Gardens. Indeed, it had evolved into
an “urban nightmare” for those who lived in, or nehis community®° In 1991, the
Durham Housing Authority responded by building acke around the Gardens with the
intention of cutting off any criminal activity thatas occurring in and around this
housing developmer®! This action was met with “mixed reviews,” Kraogk notes,
because although “[m]any residents felt safer withfences...some recognized that their
home was turning into a fortres&?

Although issues such as crime are pervasive iighbusing in general, the
Housing Authority created a fortress around Fewd@as, and not the other projects,
because it was considered Durham’s “problem prdjdtSome residents of the
Gardens, such as Monica Melton, said that the tepdrcrime in the Gardens were
exaggerated. “This is not that bad, Few Gardenstishat bad” she argué®f’ ‘I'm
from up North,” she continued, “and you don’'t knawat bad is. This is like barbie doll

house time here'®® Melton may have felt that life in Few Gardens \itas “Barbie doll

180 K rauskoph, “Living in the Projects.” Honours Paf@uke University, 1995: 28.
181 pid: 27.

182 pid.

183 bid: 34.

% bid: 44.

183 pid.
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house time,” but these sentiments were not echpeédebDurham community at largg®
In what was seen to be an effort of last resoet,Dairham Housing Authority and the
City orchestrated the destruction of the compl&Re move to raze Few Gardens was not
novel and had been the subject of debate for son@e tindeed, advocates argued that
“eliminating Few Gardens would result in a lesss#epopulation living in a two-square
block area, and would thereby decrease the oppbesifor crime in a relatively
pernicious neighborhood®

The plan to demolish Few Gardens was part of ademomove on behalf of the
Durham Housing Authority and Housing and Urban Dewment in Washington to
revitalize the northeast area of the Cfty.Specifically, the Hope VI grant consisted of
$35 million dollars, granted to the Housing Autlipion behalf of Housing and Urban
Development, which was intended, as its very nardiates, to breed a sense of hope in
northeast Durham. As part of this plan, Few Gasdeas to be demolished and replaced
by three new housing developments in the north&asbne of the first developments,
Main Street Townhomes, was built less than a bawe&y from Oldham Towers, a public
housing project completed in 1969, and is acrosstieet from Liberty Street
Apartments, constructed in 1972. The new developrmensisted of 43 apartments, 21
of which were to be used for public housifig.Northeast Durham was chosen as the
location for the Hope VI revitalization project laese the area had become “notorious

for its drug activity, crime and dilapidated howusitt®* Proponents of the revitalization

186 | pid.
187 |pid: 52.
188 virginia Bridges, “A New Hope."The Herald Sun2004: C1.
189 .
Ibid.
190 |pid.
191 |pid.
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project argue that the creation of Main Street Tiowmes in this area will give the
“fraying edge of downtown” a “new sparkle” and tlitatvill “shine like a new penny on a
mound of old change'®

Main Street Townhomes certainly are more physiagbpealing than Liberty
Street Apartments and Oldham Towers. Neither @$¢hpublic housing complexes can
boast of new carpets, dishwashers, or garbagesiitgl® Proponents of the
development argue that this new building will ralite the area, inspiring its residents to
achieve their goals through the job training amdrficial management courses that are
required for new occupanty’ Moreover, the high physical quality of the builgiitself
is thought to inspire change in the neighbourhoBd.helping the northeast to get “a new
sparkle” by increasing its aesthetic appeal byatidition of the Townhomes, individuals
living in this “dilapidated” area will also begin shine'*®

Nevertheless, the location of Main Street Townh®mesuspect. The Durham
Housing Authority had already constructed two ogholic housing developments,
Oldham Towers and Liberty Street, directly adjaderdne another in northeast Durham.
Why did the Housing Authority and the City Courfeiél it was necessary to locate yet
another housing development, and more racial ntiaeriin the same vicinity? The fact
that Housing and Urban Development also approvehisiroject, funding it through
the Hope VI grant, is also interesting. HUD ofdild had expressed to members of the
East Durham Citizens’ Association regarding the W&wdroad controversy in the 1960s

that they would no longer support public housingali@poment in the southeast quadrant

192 pid.
1931pid: C3
194 pid.
199 pid: C1.
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of the City™®® Officials in Washington acknowledged that the lzam City Council and
the Durham Housing Authority “were trying to creatéotally black southeast quadrant”
within Durham?®®’

Yet in this case, it also seems that the CitytaedDurham Housing Authority are
still continuing their previous efforts to conceate racial minorities in the northeast.
Oldham Towers, Liberty Street, and Main Street Toames are all located in tract 11,

which, according to the 2000 Census, is a majbiiagk district (see Figure 123

O White

B Black

O American Indian or Alaska
Native

O Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander

B Asian

@ Hispanic or Latino
B Some Other Race

O Two or More Races

Figure 12: Racial Breakdown of the Oldham Towers, Liberty
Street, and Main Street Townhomes Location, 2000

19 Hurder, and Beyle(ed MHistory of the Hoover Road Housing ProjePecember 20, 1968, NCF Papers:
IV-17.

197 |bid.

198 Source: United States Census, 2000. Accessedgin®acial Explorer, Professional Edition:
http://www.socialexplorer.com/pub/reports/home.aspMarch 252010.
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As Figure 12 illustrates, 69.06% of the individuadsiding in this census tract are black,
while only 5.42% of individuals are whit&? The practice of continually constructing
public housing units in predominantly black areaseminiscent of the 1960s when the
Durham Housing Authority and the City repeatedigiaipted to create a racially
homogenous area in the southeast. City Plannenscadoubt aware of the white flight
that results as the number of African Americanarirarea increases. By concentrating
blacks and other racial minorities in northeastr@mdurham, the Durham Housing
Authority and the City are once again practicingpécy of containment. With the
southeast already segregated, it seems that theindp@uthority and the City are
working to reproduce this same effect in the adjyaoegion of northeast Durham.

The maps generated below illustrate this trendalig by showing the percentage
of the population that is black in each of Durhame'spective tracts from 1950 to 2000.
Moving from 1950 to 1990, the southeast sectiothefcity becomes increasingly darker
with each decade as the black population steadtiyeased. There is a slight
amelioration of this trend in 2000, although ih@ significant. A successive

“darkening” can also be observed in northeast eebmrham from 1950 to 2000.

199 bid.
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Figure 13: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 1950
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Figure 14: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 1960
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% Black

Suppressed data
18.02 nfa (=100 hase cases)
1%
1% to 5%
5% 10 10%
10% to 15%
; 15% to 30%
[ I 30%to 40%
B 0% to 0%
B oo o 7A%
B 7 0 00%
B oootoos
B o 0 100%

Figure 15: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 1970
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Figure 16: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 1980
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Figure 17: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 1990
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Figure 18: Percentage of Black Population by Tract, 2000

If segregation was what the Durham City Council #relDurham Housing Authority

had in mind in the southeast, as Mrs. Martin offlast Durham Citizens’ Association
argued in the 1960s, then they were certainly ssfak The increasing black population
in northeast central Durham, and the effort to eorate public housing in this area

through the construction of Liberty Street Aparttise®ldham Towers and recently,
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Main Street Townhomes, is indicative of another enttvsegregate blacks, and in an area

that is directly adjacent to the Southeast.
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Conclusion

Housing is not an abstract social and politicabfem, but an extension of a man’s personality.
If the Negro has to identify with a rat-infestesheéenent, his sense of personal inadequacy and
inferiority, already aggravated by job discrimimatiand other forms of humiliation, is reinforced
by the physical reality around him. If his homeclean and decent and even in some way
beautiful, his sense of self is stronger. A hdaseconcrete symbol of what the person is wbrth

- Kenneth B. ClarkDark Ghetto

Massey and Denton argue that racial residentgakeg@tion has become the
“forgotten factor” in theories of racial inequalignd Durham is no exceptiénSince the
protest movements in the 1960s, segregation haedea be a part of the local political
discourse. Perhaps it is assumed that the pas$#ige Fair Housing Act in 1968 made
racial discrimination in housing a thing of the paSurrent patterns of segregation are
not the result of continued policies that serve #nd but rather, are the remnants of a
past that cannot now be undone. Yet Durham rensasegregated city.

The dissimilarity index of black white segregatiarhich “gives the percentage of
blacks who would have to move to achieve an “evesidential pattern — one where
every neighborhood replicates the racial compasitibthe city,” indicates that Durham
is very segregatet. When interpreting indices of dissimilarity, a seander 30 is low,

one between 30 and 60 is moderate, and a resul60viedicates a high degree of

! Clark, Dark Ghetto 1989: 32-33.
2 Massey and Dentodymerican Apartheid: Segregation and the MakinchefWnderclass1993: 3.
Ibid: 20.
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segregatiorf. Durham ranges on the high end of the moderate,dwardering on being
highly segregated with a score of 57.8.

Segregation in Durham is certainly not causedublip housing alone.
Nonetheless, the history of public housing in thig, in conjunction with current
practices of locating public housing in areas Hratracially segregated, is a significant
contributing factor. By placing public housingsagregated locations, not only does the
number of racial minorities entering these areasese, but the number of whites
leaving the location also rises. In this waysipbssible to contain the African American
population within well defined areas of a city, siieally in southeast Durham and
increasingly, in the Northeast quadrant of the CiBpntaining blacks through public
housing recreates the slums that policies of urbaawal intended to eradicate. The
segregation of African Americans, and other ragiadorities, in the projects produces a
second ghetto where blacks live in almost compsetiation. Indeed, they are left within
the confines of institutionally created black resg¢ions and as such, become members of
their own “city within a city.”

Black segregation has a dehumanizing effect, fmytmainstream society and for
blacks and other racial minorities who are segexjaBegregation removes blacks from
the body politic by thwarting their ability to forooalitions. Moreover, because racial
minorities are often segregated within public hnggrojects that are for the most part
dilapidated, this signals to the individual livitigere that he or she is also, in some way,

in a condition of disrepair. Housing is more tistelter. As Clark expresses, it is a

4 .

Ibid.
® William H. Frey and Dowell Myers' Analysis @fensus 20Q0and theSocial Science Data Analysis
Network (SSDAN) <http://www.censusscope.org/us/s37/p19000/chartindiissity.html.> Accessed on
March 1, 2010.
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“symbol of what the person is wortf. It signifies, moreover, what society deems a
person’s worth to be. So long as black segregat@sists in our cities, we signal to
those who are forced into isolation that they aretrue members of political society. So
long as an American apartheid is condoned in putdicsing, our political society is not

truly a society at all.

5 Clark, Dark Ghetto 1989: 33.
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