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BERNARD WEISSBOURD:

Proposal for a New Housing Program

SATELLITE COMMUNITIES

’Il‘u: term “urban crisis” has different meanings to
different people. Those most immediately affected by
hunger, lack of health services, unemployment, poor
education, and housing shortages are the black and
the poor — and their neighbors. Problems of air and
water pollution, traffic congestion, and municipal
finance, on the other hand, clearly affect everyone in
the metropolis — whether he lives in the suburb or in
the city. But to the poor these problems are not as
immediate as their poverty. The “urban crisis” has a
significantly different impact on different segments
of the population, living in different sections of the
metropolis. The severity of the problems also varies
widely between metropolitan areas. In general, it is
directly proportional to the size of the population,
the growth of the population, and the size of the
ghetto.

What strategies can we employ to combat these
pressures? Financial aid to the cities, either by means
of revenue-sharing or through the federal govern-
ment’s bearing a larger share of expenditures for
education and welfare, will certainly be essential.
Unwieldy governmental machinery will have to be
bypassed, since problems of this urgency will not wait
for the reorganization of fragmented governmental
jurisdictions.

The program proposed here focuses on the prob-
lems of migration, pollution, transportation, unem-
ployment, and segregation. Specifically, it recom-
mends that:

[1 The federal government, in codperation with the
states, should embark upon a land-acquisition pro-
gram for new satellite communities. Acquiring
enough land in the metropolitan areas where the
problems are the greatest to accommodate half of
the population growth expected by the year 2000
would require the surprisingly small investment of
less than three billion dollars. If the land were prop-
erly located, this investment could yield a profit,
unlike other governmental housing programs, which
are typically operated at a loss.

[] Antidiscrimination laws should be affirmatively
enforced through the lending policies of the F.H.A.,
V.A., and federally insured savings and loan associ-
ations and through the denial of federal funds to
builders of segregated developments.

[]1 Existing federal subsidies for housing should be
redirected toward families earning between six thou-
sand dollars and twelve thousand dollars a year, and
income limits on persons eligible for subsidized hous-
ing in satellite new communities should be removed.



[[] An income-maintenance program should be es-
tablished for lower-income people to assist them in
buying or renting older housing.

[] The federal government should provide funds to
rebuild substandard central city areas, perhaps as
“new towns-in-town,” after making a sufficient num-
ber of new homes available through the new satellite
communities program. This would assure immediate
accommodations for those displaced from the build-
ings to be demolished.

The heart of this program is the acquisition of
land for new satellite communities which would house
part of the population growth of selected metro-
politan areas. The need for new communities is now
widely acknowledged, although there is widespread
confusion regarding their fundamental purpose as
well as their financing, location, and size.

For example, David Rockefeller has called for a
ten-billion-dollar private corporation to build satel-
lite new communities on land acquired through the
aid of a federal land corporation. The New City, a
book produced by an impressive group of senators,
congressmen, and national organizations of cities,
counties, and mayors, advocates:

*. .. financial assistance . . . from the federal govern-
ment to enable the creation of one hundred new
communities averaging one hundred thousand popu-
lation each and ten new communities of at least one
million in population.”

Moreover, the Congress has passed new legislation
authorizci'ng federal loan guaranties for financing new
communities. This new legislation identifies four
types of new communities as eligible for federal as-
sistance: satellite communities (on the outskirts of
existing metropolitan areas as an alternative to sub-
division development), urban growth centers (addi-
tions to small towns and cities), new towns-in-town
(within central-city areas), and independent new
cities unrelated to metropolitan areas that are already
in existence.

Yet, the Congress, by enacting legislation provid-
ing funding for all four kinds of new communities,
has avoided answering such basic questions as: What
are the fundamental purposes of new communities?
What kinds and sizes of new communities are most
urgently needed? Where should they be located? The
program proposed here is based on the conviction
that new communities developed under current legis-
lative policies will be located in the wrong places,

will be too few, and only a small percentage of them
will be desegregated.

I propose to show that while we need new com-
munities for many reasons, their most important
function is as part of a desegregation strategy that
deals realistically with race and class; that we need
satellite new communities rather than isolated new
towns; and that the federal government should begin
now to acquire the land for these new satellite com-
munities instead of continuing to guarantee loans for
private land acquisition. Finally, I propose to identify
those metropolitan areas with the greatest need —
where the land should be acquired for satellite new
community programs significant enough to have an
impact on the ghetto.

Desegregation — Race and Class

The 1970 census returns demonstrate all too clearly
that the dire prophecies of black inner cities en-
circled by white suburbs are being fulfilled. At least
four major American cities, Atlanta, Newark, Gary,
and Washington, now have central cores that are
over fifty per cent black. In addition to these, seven
other cities have black ghettoes of more than forty
per cent of the central city population. One reason
is the flight of white population from the central
cities. In Chicago, for example, the white population
declined by more than half a million between 1960
and 1970; in Detroit there was a decline of 345,000
during the same period. The other factor, according
to the Bureau of the Census, was that the “increase
in the black population of the central cities proved
to be both large and widespread, thus changing the
racial mixture substantially.” Though this situation
is recognized as critical, most current proposals fail
to deal realistically with political obstacles resulting
from attitudes toward race and class.

Before addressing ourselves to this question, let us
turn our attention toward another aspect of the prob-
lem. It has now become commonplace to recognize
that the new suburbs are also the location of the new
jobs, particularly the new industrial jobs, since in-
dustries find it more economical to build single-story
plants on cheap suburban land than to build multi-
story plants on expensive city land. Only office jobs
are increasing in the cities, and this trend is expected
to continue. So we daily witness the remarkable phe-
nomenon of inner-city blacks filling the expressways
en route to their industrial jobs in the suburbs while,
at the same time, suburban whites are fighting traffic
in the opposite direction to get to their office jobs in



the cities. This is a consequence of the separation of
place of work from place of residence carried to ab-
surdity.

The core of the problem is race. Black people need
places to live near their work, yet white suburbia’s
level of anxiety at the prospect of an influx of black
neighbors was expressed by President Nixon when he
opposed Secretary Romney's proposal for using fed-
eral funds to open up the suburbs by calling it
“forced integration”; and there are voices within the
black community advocating total separatism.

The strong resistance of white suburbia to the ac-
ceptance of black neighbors, in large part, is based
upon a fear of inundation by an alien culture. Each
suburban community fears that, if it becomes the
first of its neighboring areas to welcome blacks, it
will become the central focus of the entire black
migration. Given this white resistance and the under-
standable reluctance of black families to move into
an inhospitable environment, legal and legislative
efforts can open up the suburbs to only a few highly
motivated black families intent upon securing better
housing, better jobs, and better education for their
children. Large numbers of black families will not
be affected nor will the lower-class or the unemployed.

Nevertheless, overcrowding in the ghetto and the
resulting pressure on the white neighborhoods adjoin-
ing it must be relieved. Where housing is scarce and
segregation prevails, the growing black population
can only expand into the adjoining white neighbor-
hoods. Block by block, as these white residents are
squeezed out of their neighborhoods, they tend to
reassemble in other ethnic or cultural enclaves farther
out, which become that much more resistant to any
black entry.

Land is scarce in the city, and urban renewal has
destroyed more housing than it has created. It is very
difficult to reproduce the high density of our ghettos
except by building high-rise apartments — very high;
these are now generally considered by ghetto resi-
dents as undesirable places to raise their children.
The only land available, then, for housing the grow-
ing black population of our cities — if they are not
simply to displace their white neighbors — is in the
areas next to be developed at the suburban fringes
or on inner-city industrial land no longer suitable for
industry. Once population pressures in the ghetto
have been relieved through new construction in out-
lying areas, our inner cities can be rebuilt. London,
for example, built new towns before the East End
was cleared so that the residents of the East End had
someplace to go before their homes were destroyed.

There is still another aspect of the situation that
should not be neglected. Besides simply relieving the
overcrowding in the ghetto it is also necessary to
speak to the condition of despair in which most of its
inhabitants find themselves. Satellite new communi-
ties provide an opportunity for white America to
convince black America that there is someplace in
the United States where there can really be hope,
where Americans put into practice the ideals we pro-
fess, where there are good jobs, good housing, and
a good education for children. Many black Ameri-
cans may prefer to stay where they are, rejecting the
new communities and the racial mixture they offer;
but they would still be aware that this opportunity
exists if they choose it.

Black separatists argue that the growth of black
majorities in our cities will increase both the political
and the economic power of the black community.
There is certainly strength in this position. The busi-
ness communities which occupy the center of those
American cities with populations over forty per cent
black will have to learn how to cope with this reality.
On the other hand, it would not seem plausible that
the separatist movement would deny that same choice
of environment to blacks that the majority society has
always enjoyed. In any case. white society now has
the power to open the way for black occupancy of
homes in the suburbs and in new communities, and,
if it is used, blacks can choose whether or not to live
there.

Historically, the ethnic neighborhood functioned
effectively as a place where the immigrant could
adjust to the New World while he preserved his own
culture and roots. His children usually became part
of the majority culture. It is glaringly obvious, how-
ever, that this process is not operating for black peo-
ple and that the barriers to upward mobility are
greater for them than they were for the Irish, Italians,
Jews, and other groups. Limited progress does occur,
of course. Opportunities for employment and educa-
tion are expanding, but the increasing ghettoization
of black people is an insurmountable barrier to their
entrance into the larger society unless it can be some-
how reversed.

We will be confronted for many years to come with
a situation in which a number of central cities will
be dominated by black groups. This means that one
route for the black community will be the develop-
ment of their own economic and cultural institutions,
depending on their own initiative and on negotiations
with white people having economic power in the city.
Here an analogy to the biculturalism of Quebec



might be relevant, where the French majority faces
an English minority holding economic dominance.
An alternative route for black advancement lies in
desegregation and the accompanying improvement
in education, employment opportunities, and hous-
ing that a desegregated society can provide. The term
“desegregation,” however, does not imply that every
street or apartment building has black residents in
precise proportion to the total population. Obviously,
economic status, distance from work, arbitrary per-
sonal preferences (including those based on race),
and many other factors will continue to affect where
and how people choose to live. Desegregation does
require, however, that black people have the same
opportunities to make choices that white people have.
We must continuously be reminded that the success
with which we develop an environment that will close
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the unconscionably wide gap between the opportuni-
ties available to black and white people will not only
determine the future of many of our cities, it will also
have an enormous influence on our national character
and on our international relationships,

Any desegregation strategy must begin by making
a proper distinction between race and class. This dis-
tinction has long been blurred, perhaps deliberately.
For years the executive branch of the government
“sold” Congress on housing legislation without ever
mentioning the word “black.” It was considered wiser
to talk about “poverty,” and the fact that there are
twice as many poor whites as there are poor blacks
in the United States.

President Nixon’s statement of policies relative to
equal housing opportunities has been attacked be-
cause of its lack of commitment to racial and eco-

nomic integration. However, the statement deserves
to be read in its entirety because, for the first time,
the executive branch of the federal government has
made the important distinction between racial and
economic integration and has recognized the differ-
ence between opposition to building low-income
housing in wealthy suburban areas and the movement
of relatively affluent black families into those same
suburbs,

Anyone with any experience in leasing apartments
or in selling homes knows that it is much more diffi-
cult to mix different economic classes than to mix
different races in this country. The 1970 census
shows, in fact, that we are getting some small mix-
ture of middle-income black and white families in
suburban areas, and there are numerous examples of
integrated buildings and neighborhoods in the cities.
However, comparable examples of economic inte-
gration of rich and poor are rare.

The President’s statement also acknowledges for
the first time the role that the Federal Home Loan
Bank plays in the housing market through its regula-
tion of savings and loan associations. Almost all
present financing for new homes and apartments
involves the federal government in one way or
another. About half of the outstanding mortgage debt
on single-family homes is either F.H.A. or V.A, in-
sured, and most of the balance is financed by savings
and loan associations with deposits insured by the
federal government and investments regulated by
federal law. The remaining factor in home and apart-
ment mortgage financing is the life insurance com-
panies, and they most certainly would coiperate with
any Equal Opportunity Program affecting the F.H.A.,
V.A., and savings and loan associations. If these
lenders or loan guarantors were to provide funds only
for equal opportunity developments, almost all new
construction of homes and apartments would be de-
segregated, just as equal opportunity employers have
partially succeeded in desegregating the work force.

It will be necessary, however, to design separate
programs for different income groups. Only families
earning more than ten thousand dollars per year are
able, at current market prices, to afford new homes
or apartments outside the South. In the northern
and western metropolitan areas approximately thirty-
two per cent of all black families earn more than ten
thousand dollars a year, as compared to fifty-two per
cent of all white families. This means that in a metro-
politan area with a population which is, say, twenty
per cent black (though most, of course, have a
smaller percentage of black families), approximately



thirteen per cent of the total families who could
afford to move into suburban areas might be black.

However, because the white families are already
there, and because black families might hesitate to
move into a potentially hostile environment, a much
smaller percentage of black families can be expected
to purchase or rent new housing in already built-up
areas or in traditional suburban subdivisions, even
with a free housing market. Since the percentage is
likely to be relatively small, any action taken by the
federal government in relation to open housing should
not arouse enormous fears. Experience suggests that
such a mix would be stable. Moreover, the fact that
practically all new developments would have to be
equal opportunity developments under such a plan
means that no single development would run the risk
of becoming the focus of more extensive change.
Builders would be able to prove compliance by dem-
onstrating that they have, in fact, sold or rented to
black families or show that they have unsuccessfully
advertised for, and have not discriminated against,
them. Thus a modest degree of racial desegregation
would be achieved: it will not, however, produce any
substantial amount of economic mixture, since only
families earning more than ten thousand dollars a
year would be involved.

Racial and Economic Balance

To facilitate the housing of black industrial workers
near suburban plants other programs will be needed.
This may be a more difficult goal because of the
greater resistance to mixing economic classes than to
mixing races. A better opportunity for achieving
racial and economic heterogeneity is offered by new
satellite communities. Desegregation here would sig-
nify real options in terms of where and how people
want to live. Given a choice of locations in new
communities, it is quite possible that people would
sort themselves out: some into white neighborhoods.
some into black, and some into mixed. It is also
possible that some management people living in the
new communities will isolate themselves from the
factory workers, while others will prefer to mix with
them. These options must always be kept open, be-
cause the principle of free choice is quite as impor-
tant as any of the other concepts discussed here.
Housing middle-income people and industrial
workers in new satellite communities will require
some form of subsidy, since some of them may be
earning only about six thousand dollars a year, This
means that such a family can afford little more than

$125 a month for rent. Of all black families living
in the North and West, sixty-five per cent earn at least
six thousand dollars a year, as compared with
seventy-nine per cent of all white families in those
areas. This means that in a metropolitan area with a
population, say, twenty per cent black (again this
fizure is larger than average), approximately seven-
teen per cent of the total families who could move
into such new communities would be black. Experi-
ence, again, indicates that such a population mix in
new communities would be stable. However, even
though black families would be welcome in such new
communities, in contrast to the hostility of the exist-
ing suburbs, it is doubtful whether the percentage of
blacks, at least in the initial phases of the program,
would be as high as seventeen per cent.

Income groups earning less than six thousand
dollars a year present an entirely different problem.
It is possible that the best way to deal with poverty is
with money. Income maintenance or some form of
negative income tax might be more effective answers
to the problems of low-income families than housing
subsidies. People in this income bracket may prefer
to select older housing, spending a larger proportion
of their total income on other necessities, If we are
interested in achieving some degree of economic
heterogeneity, new communities should then be pre-
pared to accept their share of the new housing for
this group in proportion to their presence in the
metropolitan area as a whole.

The results of this program are likely to be that a
small percentage of relatively affluent black families
will live in the same suburban neighborhoods as white
families of a similar economic level, in new housing.
A larger percentage of both working-class and afflu-
ent black people will live in desegregated new satellite
communities with whites of the same economic status.
Poor families, both black and white, will live largely
in the older housing and apartments, with a small
percentage in new homes and apartments and in new
satellite communities.

High-rise public housing, on the other hand, should
be reserved exclusively for adults — either the elderly
or young single or married people without families.
The buildings are adequately constructed and can be
utilized in much the same way as luxury high-rise
apartments, by adults. For large families, income
maintenance might permit them to buy older hous-
ing, preferably in a neighborhood with good schools,
and provide a much more suitable environment for
the children.

This approach is the opposite of the one we are



now pursuing. We have for some time been providing
new housing for poor people through public housing
projects and for the relatively affluent through gov-
ernment subsidies for single-family homes, Instead,
we should be providing new housing for middle-
income people earning between six thousand dollars
and twelve thousand dollars a year and allow those
with lower income to acquire older housing through
income maintenance. People with incomes over
twelve thousand dollars can afford their own housing,
subsidized as at present through special income tax
treatment of home ownership.

What has been proposed, then, is a four-point
program:

[ Affirmative action to enforce antidiscrimination
laws through F.H.A., V.A., and federal savings and
loan association lending policies so that black fam-
ilies able to afford single-family homes can move to
the suburbs,

[1 Housing subsidies for middle-income people earn-
ing between six thousand dollars and twelve thousand
dollars a year to enable them to afford new housing
in new satellite communities.

[ An income maintenance program for lower-
income people so that they may be able to purchase
suitable older housing.

] A new satellite communities program offering
housing of varying price range in a choice of black,
white, or racially mixed neighborhoods.

The Hidden Cost of Subsidies

The federal government pours at least ten billion
dollars a vear in direct or indirect subsidies into the
housing market. The federal budget directly allocates
approximately four to five billion dollars a year to
housing, including appropriations for urban renewal,
public housing, mortgage loan interest, subsidy pro-
grams, etc. This figure, however. does not include
rent payments made for welfare recipients, which are
indirectly financed by the federal government through
matching funds to the states (in New York City alone
these costs amount to eight hundred thousand dollars
a year). The federal budget figure also does not in-
clude the major benefit involved in the whole system
of F.H.A. and V.A. mortgage guaranties, nor does it
include the funds supplied by the savings and loan
associations, which have financed the large portion
of so-called “private” housing development. By in-
suring deposits in savings and loans and requiring
them to invest these funds in home mortgages, the

government has made available a continuing supply
of money to the housing market at a lower interest
rate than could be obtained in a competitive money
market, It would be difficult to calculate the extent
of this benefit.

The outstanding mortgage debt, however, of the
savings and loan associations exceeds $160 billion,
and the outstanding F.H.A, and V.A. guaranties
represent an even larger amount. If the interest differ-
ential is one per cent, the benefit involved amounts
to more than three billion dollars a year. The over-all
cost to the government of its borrowings may be in-
creased by these loans and guaranties, but to a degree
next to impossible to measure.

To these subsidies must be added the cost to the
federal government of the loss of revenues deriving
from its tax treatment of home ownership. The de-
ductions allowed home owners for mortgage interest
payments and real-estate taxes is another form of
subsidy. It has been estimated that, in 1966, the
deductions for mortgage interest reduced revenues by
$1.6 billion, and those for property taxes caused a
reduction of $1.4 billion. It is also estimated that the
failure to tax the value of occupying a home (im-
puted income) reduced revenues by four billion
dollars. The total revenue lost to the federal govern-
ment by special tax treatment of home ownership,
therefore, amounts to some seven billion dollars a
year, or more than the total amount in the federal
budget earmarked for housing. Perhaps this analysis
reflects a rather extreme point of view. However, if
we were to follow the example of the Canadian gov-
ernment, which does not tax imputed income but
does not allow the deduction of mortgage interest or
of property taxes either, the gain in revenues would
amount to three billion dollars a year.

Perhaps an example will clarify what is meant by
“imputed income.” If a home owner has a house
worth thirty thousand dollars on which he has a
mortgage of twenty thousand dollars his equity in-
vestment is ten thousand dollars. If that investment
had been invested instead at eight per cent interest,
it would be earning eight hundred dollars a year on
which a taxpayer in the forty-per-cent bracket would
pay $320 in income taxes. However, the home owner
has a return on his ten-thousand-dollar investment of
the privilege of occupying his own home, for which
he pays no tax. This annual value is known as
“imputed income.”

The inequities involved in this arrangement are
manifold. For example, the more expensive the house
the larger the tax benefit of home ownership. If the



home owner, on the other hand, were to decide to
rent his house to another family, he would have to
pay income tax on the amount by which the rent
received exceeded his mortgage payments, operating
costs, and real-estate taxes, except for the special tax
treatment for depreciation of real estate, which in the
early years will also make his eight-hundred-dollar to
one-thousand-dollar return on his investment tax free.
Instances of such special tax treatment exist through-
out the tax laws, The investment credit for new plants
and equipment is a comparable example.

My aim here is not to reform the tax laws but
rather to emphasize the size and extent of the subsi-
dies available to home owners and landlords in the
form of tax benefits as compared with the subsidies
for moderate-income housing, where a three-per-cent
interest subsidy on a sixteen-thousand-dollar mort-
gage amounts to only about $480 a year. Its after-tax
value to a taxpayer in the forty-per-cent bracket,
however, is only $192 a year, or considerably less
than the subsidy to the home owner or landlord own-
ing more expensive property in the example above.

It will undoubtedly take a major effort to organize
and rationalize the whole subsidy system in the hous-
ing market. I am not suggesting that we do away
with income tax deductions for mortgage interest and
real-estate taxes or for depreciation. I am rather sug-
gesting that we try to understand their impact on the
housing market and make sure that comparable sub-
sidies are made available to lower-income people as
well,

Unfortunately, many people become quite moral-
istic when subsidies for the poor are concerned and
tend to worry about the problem of cheating. The
opportunity to cheat is built into many of our housing
programs when they specify minimum income levels.
If a man’s family is likely to be evicted from its
apartment when his income increases, he is very likely
either to avoid making more money or to be some-
what uncommunicative about the fact that he does.
Such income limitations should be abolished in satel-
lite communities. If a person earning more money
still wishes to live among his lower-income neighbors,
he should be encouraged to do so for the sake of
economic heterogeneity. If he goes out and buys a
home or rents a more expensive apartment, he is
receiving another kind of subsidy, in any event.
Furthermore, eliminating such income limitations will
aid in overcoming racial prejudice. Experience has
shown that the best way to encourage desegregation
is to offer a bargain. Such integrated developments
as Prairie Shores in Chicago and St. Francis Square

in San Francisco have largely been successful be-
cause they offered well-designed apartments at a
little less money. This policy creates a waiting list of
potential tenants who are more concerned with get-
ting in than they are with who lives next door.

Of the ten billion dollars that the federal govern-
ment is spending in the housing market, a large por-
tion has the effect of encouraging white home owner-
ship in the suburbs and public housing for black peo-
ple in the inner city. In other words — whether in-
tentionally or not — it has resulted in increasing
segregation, If we really were to decide to use these
funds for the opposite goal, we could — within a
decade — create many desegregated new communi-
ties, decrease overcrowding in the ghetto, reduce the
pressure on its adjoining white neighborhoods, and
encourage some black families to move into what are
now all-white suburban areas.

Specifically, satellite new communities should re-
ceive a priority in the allocation of federal subsidies
for low- and moderate-income housing in order to
make it possible for everyone who works in the new
community to live there. The amount of subsidy
should vary with the income of the home owner or
renter, so that no more than twenty-five per cent of
his income is required for rent or mortgage payments.

New-community Options

Why should we build satellite new communities? Why
not consider a low- and moderate-income housing
program in suburban locations instead? The fact is
that the present level of resistance to the construc-
tion of such housing in already established suburban
areas is so great that it is unlikely that very much low-
and moderate-income housing will be built there. In
bypassing these areas and creating new satellite com-
munities on the vacant land beyond, the political
opposition to desegregation is significantly reduced.
Furthermore, building in such outlying areas where
vacant land is still available requires a scale of de-
velopment for roads, sewer and water, and other
amenities, at least on the level of the planned unit
development and approaching the scale of satellite
communities, in any event.

Most of the advantages of new communities have
been fully described elsewhere, so only a brief list will
serve our purposes here. New communities offer op-
tions for living in black, white, or mixed neighbor-
hoods; they can provide an integrated school system;
they open up opportunities for employment in the
new suburban industrial plants; they reduce automo-



bile traffic by allowing people to live near their work,
thus lessening air pollution and the drain on our
diminishing oil resources.

Certainly, satellite new communities provide an
arganizing idea which permits the planning needed
to rationalize our transportation systems as well as
our land use. Furthermore, only in satellite new com-
munities will it be possible to aggregate the housing
market efficiently in order to make industrialized
housing feasible while their higher density would
permit us to protect the environment by saving land
and preserving open space. Definite financial benefits
would result from federal land acquisition for new
satellite communities, and these savings could be
channeled inte housing needed to accommadate pap-
ulation growth and replace substandard housing.

As mentioned earlier, influential proponents of
new communities have called for ten new cities of
one million people each and one hundred new towns
of one hundred thousand each. It is thought that a
population of at least one hundred thousand is re-
quired in order to sustain the services necessary to a
self-sufficient community. Satellite new communities,
however, need not be self-sufficient since they can
depend on the central city for many of these necessary
services. Consequently, they might be as small as
eight thousand to ten thousand people — i.e., neigh-
borhood size, large enough to sustain an elementary
school, community center, nursery, convenient
shopping center, service station, recreational facili-
ties, and other local amenities. Such neighborhoods
exist in the new towns of Firsta and Vallingby, near
Stockholm, and in Tapiola, outside of Helsinki.

These are largely town-house and apartment com-
munities as opposed to single-family homes, which
are more characteristic of new communities in the
United States. 1f one of the purposes of satellite new
communities is to house the workers employed by
outlying industries, they will have to consist partly
of town houses and garden apartments, since only
persons earning at least ten thousand dollars a year
can afford new single-family homes in the northern
and western United States at today’s prices. However,
these town houses and apartments could be sold as
condominiums rather than rental units, if ownership
is the desired goal.

Though satellite new communities might, in some
instances, consist of as few as eight thousand to ten
thousand people, in others larger populations are de-
sirable, particularly if desegregation is our goal.
Communities consisting of four such neighborhood
units, or approximately thirty-five thousand people,

could offer a choice of white, black, or integrated
housing, with an integrated school system as well as
other community activities, Moreover, a satellite new
community of thirty-five thousand people could be
linked to the central city and to other similar com-
munities by mass transportation. This becomes even
more feasible if the town houses and apartments are
centrally located near the mass transit station or bus
stop, with single-family homes surrounding this
central core. Such concentration of population at
mass transit origins and destinations is necessary if
it is to be workable at all.

Even larger satellite new communities are
possible, though it is generally true that the larger
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the community, the more difficult the land acquisition
process. Evanston, [llinois, an old suburban com-
munity, for example, has a population of eighty thou-
sand and a school system which is integrated without
excessive busing,

In metropolitan areas with very small black popu-
lations, like Minneapolis and Seattle, other means of
desegregation are possible, so that satellite new
communities there might be as small as eight thou-
sand people. In those areas with large black popula-
tions where desegregation is a primary goal, new
communities might better be built for thirty-five
thousand people or more.

Very little land is required for a satellite new com-




munity of eight thousand to ten thousand people.
Three thousand dwelling units at a modest apartment
density of twenty units to the acre could be built on
only 150 acres of land. An additional twenty acres
could easily accommodate a school, shopping center,
and other community facilities. In most metropolitan
areas, tracts under two hundred acres are relatively
easy to assemble. At mixed town house and apart-
ment density, such a community might require four
hundred acres; if four such neighborhoods are joined
together to create a community of thirty-five thousand
people, 1,600 acres would be more than adequate.
Another four hundred acres could provide space for
a high school, additional recreational facilities, and
for industrial and commercial uses. However, in most
metropolitan areas tracts as large as two thousand
acres are usually quite difficult to assemble. In most
places the government's power of eminent domain
will be necessary to assemble the land for satellite
new communities.

A community of forty thousand people on two
thousand acres provides a density of twenty persons
to the acre. The city of Chicago (including all of the
land devoted to offices, industry, commerce, recrea-
tion, and other uses) has a density of more than
seventy persons per acre, or more than 3.5 times as
dense. Older suburbs of Chicago, like Berwyn,
Cicero, and Evanston also have much higher densi-
ties, i.e., thirty persons to the acre, with mixed resi-
dences including single-family homes, duplexes, town
houses, and apartments. Even some of the newer sub-
divisions built since World War II and consisting
entirely of single-family homes have similar densities.

The lower density of twenty persons per acre has
been chosen to demonstrate that, even at this low
density, only one million acres of land will be needed
for a satellite new communities program accommo-
dating half of the expected growth in selected metro-
politan areas during the next thirty years. The cost
of acquiring this land at three thousand dollars per
acre (the land for both Reston and Columbia was
purchased for about $1,500 an acre) is only three
billion dollars. So, if we build at higher densities, less
land and less money will be required; if the land can
be purchased for less than three thousand dollars an
acre, a further saving can be obtained.

Half the expected population growth between 1970
and the year 2000 in thirty-eight selected metropoli-
tan areas amounts to twenty-one million people.
These selected metropolitan areas account for over
eighty-five per cent of the population, eighty-seven
per cent of the black population, and ninety per cent
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of the population growth in all metropolitan areas of
over five hundred thousand people. A more modest
but more concentrated program involving twenty-
four selected metropolitan areas would account for
seventy-two per cent of the population, eighty-three
per cent of the black population, and seventy-two
per cent of the population growth in metropolitan
areas of over five hundred thousand people. These,
then, are the metropolitan areas with the greatest
degree of segregation, the greatest pressure on the
environment, and the greatest problems resulting
from size.

The more modest program would require eight hun-
dred thousand acres in these selected areas for new
satellite communities. This land could be acquired
for less than $2.5 billion spent once, as opposed to
the federal government's annual expenditure, both
direct and indirect, of ten billion dollars for housing.

Land Acquisition

I have suggested that the federal government, in co-
operation with state agencies, acquire one million
acres of land in certain metropolitan areas for satel-
lite new communities. In addition to the value of
early land acquisition to a satellite new communities
program, the estimated three billion dollars required
for this investment could be expected to yield a profit
to the government.

Private land acquisition for new community devel-
opment can presently be financed through federal
loan guaranties. It appears that a number of such
projects will be undertaken if only as a result of the
rather favorable terms offered. The major flaw in
this approach is that the land best suited to the de-
velopment of new communities is seldom available
under a single ownership and cannot be assembled
without invoking the government’s power of eminent
domain. Consequently, many of these new communi-
ties will not be located where they are most needed.
Moreover, piecemeal new community development
competes with ordinary subdivision development,
which makes desegregation difficult.

A bolder strategy is needed. If the federal govern-
ment were immediately to acquire the land required
for new satellite communities, thus pinpointing pub-
licly their intended locations, many of the worst fears
would be allayed. As David Rockefeller notes, a
federal agency with “powers for planning and obtain-
ing sites for new towns” might “perhaps provide
guidance in terms of national land use planning.”
Whether the federal agency involved is part of the



executive branch of the government or is a separate
entity altogether, such as the T.V.A. (which T tend
to prefer), the land should initially be acquired and
owned by that agency. When land is privately owned,
local zoning and building codes hamstring the devel-
opment of new communities. This problem, however,
tends to disappear when the new satellite community
is part of a federal “enclave.”

Local authorities, of course, should be involved in
the process of planning the location of new communi-
ties. Perhaps the best agency for codrdinating local
with area-wide planning is the metropolitan area
planning authority, which exists in nearly every major
metropolitan area. In the Chicago area, for example,
most federal grants to municipalities in northern
[llinois must first be approved by the Northeast
Hlinois Planning Commission in order to show com-
pliance with the commission’s guidelines.

The profits to be made from a land acquisition
program can accrue to the public’s benefit. Private
real-estate investors now reap the profits from in-
creased land values created by public construction of
subways. bridges, roads, airports, sewer plants, and
other public utilities. Advance knowledge of high-
way interchanges creates instant fortunes in real
estate. If land value profits created by public ex-
penditures are recaptured for the public benefit, they
can be reinvested in various aspects of new com-
munity development. In England, for example, land
investments for new towns have nearly all been
profitable for the government, although private in-
vestors in this country might expect a higher return.

The actual development of new communities, un-
like land acquisition, should be accomplished by
private developers rather than by the government.
Urban-renewal procedures might serve as a model
here, although we might experiment with other mix-
tures of government and private responsibility. Land
for urban renewal is acquired by a public agency
which also plans the major streets. public utilities,
and land uses. Parcels of land are then sold to private
developers. In this case, there is usually a write-down
on the land because these projects are generally un-
dertaken in depressed areas, while in the case of
new satellite communities. the land could be resold
at a profit.

Of course, there is more (o a new community pro-
gram than buying the land. Roads and streets,
sewers, water, and other utilities must be provided.
While the land itself may cost less than three thou-
sand dollars per acre, the infrastructure (roads,
streets, utilities, etc.) for such a project might well

cost as much as fifteen thousand dollars per acre.
This expenditure, however, is not entirely made at the
beginning of the project since only major roads,
storm water interceptors, and part of the sewage
treatment plant must be installed then. Perhaps five
thousand dollars per acre would be a more realistic
figure to represent the primary investment in the
infrastructure. The balance can ordinarily be pro-
vided by land sales. The point is that these particular
expenses will have to be met in any event if the land
is to be developed at all. State and local governments
ordinarily bear the burden of these expenditures,
which are more costly for ordinary subdivision than
for new community development. There 15 no reason
why these expenses should not be shared by the
private developer to whom the land is sold, perhaps
with loans guaranteed under the New Communities
Act.

Urban land values have increased more than four
hundred per cent within the last twenty years. A
single-family lot which sold for one thousand dollars
in 1950 cost over five thousand dollars in 1970. This
increase is greater by far than the increase in the
cost of living in general and greater even than the
increase in building costs themselves. Properly lo-
cated land is a unique form of monopoly: the supply
is limited, and increased demand sends prices soaring.
If the land is acquired by a governmental agency,
however, the profits — as explained above — will
accrue to the public or be used for further new com-
munity development.

Numerous federal and state agencies presently are
involved in the planning of roads and utilities. The
federal government, moreover, is financing the acqui-
sition of open lands. It would seem to be highly de-
sirable to codrdinate all these various efforts, so that
planning for roads, mass transit systems, sewers, and
water can coincide with land acquisition for new
satellite communities and thereby guide the growth
of our metropolitan areas.

A final and singularly important reason for sug-
gesting that land be acquired now by the federal gov-
ernment is to establish the credibility of the new
communities program. People need tangible evidence
that we actually do have a national commitment to
desegregated new communities. In the building in-
dustry, announcements of new projects are generally
credible only when the builder owns the land.

I believe that the land for satellite new communities
should be acquired in the areas next to be developed
in our fastest growing metropolitan areas. This belief
is based upon the judgment that these are the places



where desegregated new communities are most nec-
essary, and also that these are the areas where popu-
lation growth will occur anyway. The Nixon Admini-
stration, however, has proposed a very different
policy.

In July of 1970, the President’s National Goals
Research Staff issued a report entitled “Toward
Balanced Growth — Quantity with Quality.” In
effect, it recommended that both the government and
the private sector intervene in order to change the
pattern of population settlement and prevent the
further growth of megalopolis. The Nixon Admini-
stration has thus called for the concentration of re-
sources to bolster urban growth centers by improving
employment opportunities and providing professional
services in regions of limited growth,

While federal assistance and intervention in the
development of urban growth centers may be desir-
able, as a substitute for a national urban policy it is
sheer disaster. Even if migration to the cities con-
tinues, the influx will progressively dwindle, Since
massive migration is already coming to an end, the
plan for urban growth centers actually comes too
late. Moreover, it is simply not possible to keep the
largest metropolitan areas from growing without
overhauling the entire economic distribution system,
and the cost of such an enterprise would far outweigh
the benefits. Major metropolitan areas will continue
to grow for the same reasons that they have grown
in the past, and industries will keep on locating on
the outskirts of such cities in order to serve their
markets and attract labor for their plants and ware-
houses. The situation must be quite exceptional if an
industry decides to locate in an urban growth center
in Kentucky in order to serve a market in Chicago.

The large metropolitan areas will also continue to
remain the centers of the boom in office buildings.
Office jobs in the New York area are expected to
almost double by the year 2000 and to increase 2.5
times throughout the country as a whole between
1965 and the end of the century. It is remarkable that,
though the twenty-four largest metropolitan areas
contain only thirty-four per cent of the nation’s total
population, they provide sixty-five per cent of all its
office jobs — and this percentage is expected to de-
cline only slightly, in spite of government interven-
tion to promote urban growth centers. The number
of white-collar jobs first began moving ahead of
blue-collar jobs in the mid-nineteen-fifties, and it is
expected that they will exceed all other forms of em-
ployment by 1980, Finally, metropolitan areas will
continue to grow, even without significant migration.
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by the normal process of the birth of children to the
residents, Serving these children and their families
will be a motivational factor in the choice of location
for many “service” industries.

If this is the real significance of metropolitan areas,
then we must treat as commendable but, perhaps,
futile the attempt by the Administration to redistrib-
ute the population away from major metropolitan
areas. Certainly, whenever possible, government
offices, universities, defense contracts, etc., should be
used to aid underdeveloped areas in the United
States. This is simply a matter of not increasing con-
gestion in built-up metropolitan areas. But to assume
that any such effort can make a significant difference
is a misconception. Whether we encourage new cities
in the prairies or urban growth centers or further
growth in metropolitan areas of less than five hundred
thousand people will have very little impact on such
metropolitan areas as New York, Los Angeles. and
Chicago, which will all continue to grow.

Similar considerations preclude the building of
many new cities in the prairies. It is possible to build
a few, perhaps, and this effort might be encouraged,
in locations where a new university or federal instal-
lation provides an economic base for such an inde-
pendent new town as an experiment in new tech-
nology. However, in the main, no cost benefit analysis
can justify the federal government’s intervention ex-
cept where the action already is — i.e., in the areas
to be developed during the next three decades on the
outer fringes of the suburbs now encircling the major
metropolitan areas. Afrer these areas have been de-
veloped with satellite new communities, we can con-
sider the creation of “new towns-in-town” on the
vacated inner-city land which will become available,
to replace substandard housing no longer needed in
the ghetto.

Some people give the term “urban growth center”
a different meaning. They talk. instead, about adding
to existing satellite old communities, of which
Aurora, Elgin, Joliet, and Waukegan are examples
in the Chicago area. This concept has some merit.
There is no reason why these old satellite communi-
ties should not be enlarged, provided that a desegre-
gation program is an integral part of the plan.

Population Growth and Housing Supply

It is argued that even if some twenty million peo-
ple lived in “new towns” they would represent
such a small percentage of the population as not to
be significant. The 1970 census shows, however, that



twenty million people constitute more than half the
total population growth expected between now and
the year 2000 in the metropolitan areas with the
worst problems. A program of properly located new
satellite communities to house this anticipated growth
in the metropolitan areas where it is expected to
occur would certainly have a major impact.

It was once anticipated that the population would
double between 1960 and the end of the century.
The Nixon Administration, however, has been talk-
ing about a slower rate of growth, while Congress
places the figure for population growth between 1970
and the year 2000 at only seventy-five million people.
Anthony Downs believes that the 1970 census data
indicate that an increase of fifty to sixty million is a
more realistic figure, and estimates that most of this
growth will occur during the earlier portion of this
30-year period, with a point of zero population
growth reached well before the turn of the century.
My own calculations are based upon an increase of
seventy million people between 1970 and the year
2000,

The birth rate is still declining, as it has since
1957, with a consequent lowering of the estimates of
future population growth. Nevertheless., large num-
bers of post-World War II babies are now producing
children of their own and will probably cause the
population to increase over the next two decades —
even if they have proportionately fewer children than
previous generations had. In addition, we gain some
four hundred thousand persons each year through
immigration. Whether the population will begin to
stabilize after this latest wave of new families de-
pends largely upon what people believe about how
many children they should have. A stable population
within the next thirty years could have enormous
economic and social implications well beyond the
scope of this analysis. At any rate, an increase of
seventy million people in a 30-year period is a rea-
sonably manageable figure, as compared to earlier
estimates of 150 to 180 million.

Based on the larger projections of population
growth, the Kaiser Commission established in 1968
a goal of twenty-six million new housing units to be
built over the next ten years. I believe that this goal
is excessive. It was officially adopted during the
Johnson Administration and has become the basis
for the housing policy of the Nixon Administration.
This goal is based upon estimates of the number of
new houschold formations, housing units required to
replace substandard units, and units scheduled for
demolition. Though the Administration’s goal is

based on too high an original estimate of future pop-
ulation growth, the error is partially offset by the
fact that there are perhaps ten to twelve million
households that we could consider inadequately
housed, even though only six million dwellings would
be classified as “substandard” by the official defini-
tion of the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Moreover, if
the rate of abandonments continues to increase as it
has in recent years, we may need still more replace-
ment units than heretofore anticipated. As a recent
study of rental housing in New York City points out:

“The increase in the number of housing units with-
drawn from use since 1965 has been startling. Dur-
ing the early nineteen-sixties, roughly fifteen thou-
sand units were annually removed from the active
housing stock for reasons other than their demolition
to make way for new construction. In the period
1965 to 1967, the annual average rose to thirty-eight
thousand units. These recent losses have not been
confined to the worst part of the stock, as is usually
the case.”

It is obvious that there are numerous uncertainties
inherent in such projections. For example, the num-
ber of new units required each year will depend
partly on how fast we want to eliminate substandard
housing. In addition, these projections must take into
account the increased vacancy rate necessitated by
the increasing mobility of the population. Since I be-
lieve that all these considerations are important, I
would prefer to choose the higher rather than the
lower goal, while recognizing that — if we conceive
the timetable for eradicating the inadequate housing
supply as fifteen rather than ten years — a lower
rate of production would be adequate.

In spite of all these considerations, a goal of
2,600,000 new housing units each year seems ex-
cessive in relation to a population growth of seventy
million people in a period of thirty years. Even taking
into account the replacement of inadequate housing,
an increased vacancy rate, and the trend toward more
abandonments, we should require no more than forty
to forty-five million new units in the next thirty years,
or an average of at most one and a half million units
a year. If we build two million units a year for the
next ten years to replace substandard housing, the
rate might drop off to approximately one million to
1,500,000 per year for the remainder of the period.
If the building industry makes the attempt to gear up
for the Kaiser Commission’s 2,600,000 units per
year, on the other hand, serious discontinuity will




result later. A rate of two million new units a year,
therefore, seems a more appropriate goal.

The building industry is now producing two mil-
Jion housing units a year, if we include mobile homes,
so its present capacity is not the problem. The rapidly
shrinking supply of construction labor, however, is
serious enough to cause an eventual decline in pro-
duction. Construction wages, as a result of the de-
clining labor supply, are rising faster than those in
almost any other sector of our generally inflationary
cconomy, and the cost of housing has subsequently

risen very rapidly. Though construction unions have
been largely successful in minimizing minority parti-
cipation, black labor, nevertheless, represents the
only major labor pool left untapped; it is bound to
become an indispensable component of any real
solution to the problems of the industry. Given the
government’s “Operation Breakthrough™ program,
which was designed to encourage the industrializa-
tion of housing production, it is possible that the
major thrust of black entry into the construction in-

dustry will be through the factory rather than in the
field.

The most serious constraint, however, in the main-
tenance of adequate housing production has been the
erratic fluctuations of “tight” and “loose” money.
During periods of “tight” money, other industries
tend to attract a larger share of available investment
capital than does housing construction. The produc-
tion of housing, therefore, falls off drastically until a
period of “loose” money causes it to spurt suddenly
ahead. While the federal government’s policy of in-
creasing the flow of money to the savings and loan
associations and into subsidized housing programs
does manage to smooth out these periodic fluctuations
to some extent, a perceptive new approach for pro-
viding fresh capital to the housing industry will be
necessary before these problems are entirely solved.
Certainly, industry cannot be expected to invest sub-
stantial capital in industrialized housing until it is
convinced that the demand for its product will not
vary widely from year to year.

The excessively high projections of future popula-
tion growth have not only led to erroneous estimates
of the demand for housing but to the concept of
“megalopolis™ as well. This concept, while useful for
some purposes, has had the negative effect of raising
the false specter of an America running out of land.
The megalopolis known as the Atlantic Region which
stretches from Massachusetts to Virginia includes the
cities of Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
and Washington (or five of the fourteen metropolitan
areas with populations over two million) and con-
tains some thirty-five million people. Other mega-
lopoles are the Lower Great Lakes Region, the
California Region, and the Florida Peninsula.

This situation sounds rather alarming unless two
additional facts are also taken into consideration:
there is no other identifiable urban region in this
country that will exceed even six million by the year
2000, and none of these so-called megalopoles are
actually running out of open space. It is not even
accurate to refer to “San-San,” as the California
Region is sometimes called (San Francisco to San
Diego), since a large amount of open country still
exists in that region between the mountains and the
coast that could not possibly be filled up by the year
2000. Similarly, the concept of a “Lower Great
Lakes Region” assumes a continuous urban belt be-
tween Detroit and Chicago. Though the towns of
Kalamazoo, Jackson, and Battle Creek are certainly
growing, an automobile trip on route [-94, connect-
ing Chicago and Detroit, clearly shows that there are
still miles and miles of undeveloped farmland along
that stretch. Florida, of course, still has its share of



CHART #1
1970 1970
TOTAL TOTAL % TOTAL POPULATION BLACK
METROPOLITAN POPULATION BLACK BLACK POPULATION CENTRAL CENTRAL %
AREA 1970 POPULATION POPULATION 1960 CITY cITY BLACK

New York, Newark, 15,354,000 2,367,000 15.4 14,182,000 B,793,000 1,978,000 225
Patterson, Clifton,
Passaic, Jersey City
Los Angeles, Long Beach, 9,588,000 824,000 8.6 7,552,000 3,825,000 553,000 141
San Bernardino, Riverside,
Ontario, Anaheim,
Santa Ana, Garden Grove
Chicago, Gary, Hammond, 7,608,000 1,340,000 176 6,794,000 3,697,000 1,214,000 328
East Chicago
Philadelphia 4,816,000 844,000 17.5 4,343,000 1,949,000 654,000 336
Detroit 4,196,000 756,000 18.0 3,762,000 1,509,000 659,000 437
San Francisco, Oakland,
San Jose 4,181,000 348,000 8.3 3,291,000 1,524,000 232,000 152
Washington 2,861,000 704,000 246 2,064,000 757,000 538,000 711
Boston 2,754,000 127,000 46 2,595,000 641,000 105,000 16.3
Pittsburgh 2,402,000 170,000 T | 2,405,000 520,000 105,000 20.2
St. Louis 2,364,000 379,000 16.0 2,105,000 622,000 254,000 40.9
Baltimore 2,071,000 490,000 23.7 1,804,000 906,000 420,000 464
Cleveland 2,064,000 333,000 16.1 1,909,000 751,000 288,000 38.3
Houston 1,983,000 383,000 19.3 1,418,000 1,233,000 317,000 257
Miami, Ft. Lauderdale 1,888,000 267,000 141 1,269,000 582,000 100,000 17.2
Minneapolis, St. Paul 1,814,000 32,000 1.8 1,482,000 744,000 30,000 4.0
Dallas 1,556,000 249,000 16.0 1,119,000 844,000 210,000 249
Seattle, Everett 1,422,000 42,000 29 1,107,000 584,000 38,000 6.5
Milwaukee 1,404,000 107,000 7.6 1,279,000 717,000 105,000 147
Atlanta 1,390,000 311,000 223 1,017,000 497,000 255,000 51.3
Cincinnati 1,385,000 152,000 11.0 1,268,000 453,000 125,000 276
San Diego 1,358,000 62,000 46 1,033,000 697,000 53,000 7.6
Buffalo 1,348,000 109,000 8.1 1,307,000 463,000 94,000 204
Kansas City 1,254,000 151,000 121 1,093.000 507.000 112,000 221
Denver 1,228,000 50,000 4.1 929,000 515,000 47,000 9.1
Indianapolis 1,110,000 137,000 124 944,000 745,000 134,000 180
New Orleans 1,048,000 324,000 31.0 907,000 593,000 267,000 45.0
Tampa, St. Petersburg 1,013,000 109,000 10.8 772,000 494,000 87,000 176
Portland 1,009,000 23,000 2.3 822,000 383,000 22,000 5.8

EEme— TEITIEET I = S e ST 1 -3 s
SUBTOTAL 82,468,000 11,190,000 10.4 70,672,000 35,645,000 8,996,000 25.2




everglades, the palmetto scrub, and orange groves.

The idea that we are running out of land is
patently not true. On the other hand, there are far
more serious threats to urban life which require im-
mediate attention. Both automobile ownership and
consumption of electrical energy and fossil fuel is
increasing at a much faster rate than the population
as a whole. The concentration of people in mega-
lopoles means a concentration of consumers whose
capacity for consumption is potentially very much
greater than its present level. If we are successful in
raising the incomes of people now impoverished in
inner-city ghettos and they too become consumers of
automobiles, ranges, air conditioning equipment, and
other accouterments promised them as part of the
“good life,” the problem will begin to take on very
serious dimensions. Thus, while availability of land
may not pose a real threat, air and water pollution,
depletion of our oil resources, and the disposal of
waste heat emerge as possibly the most ominous con-
sequences of the growing concentration of people in
megalopoles.

Similarly, there is an enormous pressure to develop
ocean shores, lake frontage, woods, and other natural
resources outside the cities which will intensify as the
society becomes more affluent. The real danger high-
lighted by the concept of megalopolis is not that we
will run out of land but that we might run out of
clean air, water, and natural resources.

Critical Target Areas

The 1970 census data not only indicate that previous
population growth estimates and required housing
units have been greatly exaggerated. they also show
that a large percentage of that growth as well as a
large percentage of the black population is concen-
trated in a few metropolitan areas. If we rank metro-
politan areas according to size, growth, and black
populations. we can then begin to establish some
criteria for deciding which of these areas requires the
most urgent attention, for which satellite new com-
munities offer solution. It will also enable us to sug-
gest the kinds of satellite communities needed and to
estimate the amount of land required for these new
communities.

Writers from each of the American regions tend to
project the problems of their own area onto the
country as a whole. The particular problems beset-
ting New York and Los Angeles, for example, are
often described as though they were typical of the
entire country. I suggest rather that New York and

Los Angeles are unique. Cities like Chicago, Phila-
delphia, Detroit, and Baltimore require a different
kind of approach. Smaller metropolitan areas with
fewer black peopie and less population growth can
utilize other strategies more appropriate to their
needs.

The census defines a place as “urban” if it has a
population of fifty thousand or more people. A town
of fifty thousand does not usually have an “urban
crisis,” as the term is normally used, or share the
problems of cities like Chicago and Cleveland. To
use the term “urban” for such places sometimes mis-
leads people into enlarging the scope of the urban
problem. In fact, if we limit our attention to cities
with populations in excess of five hundred thousand,
we will still find many metropolitan areas that neither
manifest the problems nor require the solutions dis-
cussed here. Smaller metropolitan areas may need a
strategy for desegregation or suffer from various
other urban ills, but the scale of these problems is
too small to warrant the construction of satellite new
communities.

Chart I lists those metropolitan areas in the United
States with populations which exceeded five hundred
thousand in 1970, ranked according to population
size. Cities like New York, Newark, and other New
Jersey cities have been grouped together in a single
metropolitan area, as has Los Angeles, Anaheim,
etc., and Chicago. Gary, and East Chicago. These
are actually unified metropolitan areas and are
treated as such for purposes of this chart, though the
census, for other reasons, lists them separately.

A look at the chart shows the concentration of
urban population in a relatively few large metro-
politan areas and an even denser concentration of
the black population. For example, sixty-nine million
Americans now live in the fourteen metropolitan
areas with populations of approximately two million
or more; eighty-two million live in cities over a mil-
Jion; more than eleven million of these eighty-two are
black and nine of that eleven live in central cities.
103 million Americans live in metropolitan areas
with populations over five hundred thousand, thir-
teen milfion of these “urban” dwellers are black, and
only two of the thirteen million live in the suburban
areas surrounding the central cities.

Those cities most in need of desegregation can also
be identified from the chart. It indicates that, though
a high proportion of the urban black population
resides in a few large northern and western metro-
politan areas, some smaller southern cities like
Memphis, Birmingham, New Orleans, and Norfolk




CHART #1

TOTAL TOTAL % TOTAL PO Pljii;ql'ION Bl?i\?f?K
METROPOLITAN POPULATION BLACK BLACK POPULATION CENTRAL CENTRAL %
AREA 1970 POPULATION POPULATION 1960 CiTY CITY BLACK

Phoenix 968,000 33,000 3.4 664,000 582,000 28,000 4.8
Columbus 916,000 106,000 11.6 755,000 540,000 100,000 18.5
Providence, Pawtucket, 911,000 21,000 25 821,000 340,000 16,000 4.7
Warwick
Rochester 883,000 58,000 6.5 733,000 296,000 50,000 16.8
San Antonio 864,000 60,000 6.9 716,000 654,000 50,000 7.6
Dayton 850,000 94,000 11.0 727,000 244,000 74,000 30.5
Louisville 827,000 101,000 123 725,000 361,000 86,000 23.8
Sacramento 801,000 38,000 4.7 626,000 254,000 27,000 10.7
Memphis 770,000 289,000 375 675,000 624,000 243,000 38.9
Fort Worth 762,000 83,000 10.9 573,000 393,000 78,000 19.9
Birmingham 739,000 218,000 29.5 721,000 301,000 126,000 42.0
Albany, Schnectady, Troy 721,000 24.000 3.3 658,000 256,000 20,000 7.8
Toledo 691,000 57,000 8.3 631.000 384,000 53,000 13.8
Norfolk, Portsmouth 681,000 168,000 24.7 579,000 419,000 131,000 31.3
Akron 679,000 54,000 8.0 605,000 275,000 48,000 17.5
Hartford 664,000 51,000 7.6 549,000 158,000 44,000 27.8
Oklahoma City 641,000 54,000 8.5 512.000 366,000 50,000 13.7
Syracuse 636,000 23,000 3.7 564,000 197,000 21,000 10.8
Honolulu 629,000 7,000 1.2 500,000 325,000 2,000 0.7
Greensboro, High Point, 604,000 118,000 196 520,000 340,000 101,000 297
Winston-Salem
Sait Lake City 560,000 4,000 0.7 448,000 176,000 2,000 3 4
Allentown, Bethlehem, 544,000 6,000 1.2 492,000 215,000 5,000 £
Easton
Nashville 541,000 96,000 178 464,000 448,000 88,000 19.6
Omaha 540,000 37,000 6.8 458,000 347,000 34,000 99
Grand Rapids 539,000 23,000 4.3 462,000 198,000 22,000 113
Youngstown, Warren 536,000 51,000 9.4 509,000 203,000 44,000 2L
Springfield, Chicopee, 530,000 24.000 4.6 494,000 281,000 23,000 8.5
Holyoke
Jacksonville 529,000 118,000 223 455,000 529,000 118.000 223
Richmond 518,000 130,000 251 436,000 250,000 105,000 42,0
Wilminglon 499 000 51,000 A2 415,000 80,000 35,000 436
TOTAL 103,041,000 13,397.000 & 88,059,000 45,681,000 10,820,000 -2-3-:




all have a very large proportion of black residents.
These cilies have their own distinct problems (and
opportunities ) and require some special attention.

The metropolitan areas listed on the chart may
also be ranked according to size of growth between
1960 and 1970. It can be projected that perhaps
forty to fifty million people will be added to these
metropolitan areas during the next thirty years. Of
course. it is one thing if an area of a million people
increases by thirty per cent and becomes a city of
1.300.000; it is quite another if a metropolitan area
like Los Angeles grows at a slower rate, but expands
its population by two million people. Even if a metro-
politan area of five hundred thousand doubles in size
it will still not have the monumental problems of a
city like New York, Los Angeles, or Chicago. The
increase in population in Los Angeles during the last
ten years was as large as the entire population of
Cleveland or Baltimore or Houston. Yet only the city
of Los Angeles could reach the present size of New
York by the year 2000. and only San Francisco and
Philadelphia might grow to the size of Chicago. and
only Washington might exceed the present popula-
tion of Detroit within thirty years. Certainly, it is
clear that no city of less than two million people
could possibly reach a population of seven million by
the year 2000.

It is no longer appropriate to discuss metropolitan
planning in broad, general terms. We need to con-
sider each area separately and develop for each its
own specific regional plan designed to protect the
environment, provide for an adequate mass transpor-
tation system, and promote desegregation.

When all of the 1970 census data have become
available and we are able to evaluate the latest sta-
tistics on employment. education, welfare, housing,
crime, transportation. and the fiscal condition of the
cities, perhaps some useful comparisons can be made
in order to determine the effect, if any. the size of
the metropolitan area, the growth rate of the popula-
tion, and the size of the ghetto have on these prob-
lems. In the meantime, perhaps we can draw some
tentative conclusions:

[] We should concentrate on the metropolitan areas
with the largest populations, because that is where
the people are, and size itself creates problems of
transportation, pollution, and race relations.

] We should concentrate on the metropolitan areas
with the largest growth, because that is where the
opportunities are, and that is where the environment
will be destroyed if we do not act quickly.

with the largest black populations. because that is
where desegregation is most crucial.

1 We should concentrate on the metropolitan areas

Varying Land Requirements

Applying these criteria to the metropolitan areas with
populations over a million. it is possible to establish
certain categories and to estimate the amount of land
required for both a minimum and maximum satellite
new community program.

The first category contains only New York and
Los Angeles since their size and growth put them in
a class by themselves. These areas will require, in
addition to satellite new communities, either the con-
struction of new cities on the scale of five hundred
thousand to a million each. or the enlargement of ex-
isting suburban centers in order to accommodate the
inevitable growth in population. The only other com-
parable metropolitan area is Chicago, though 1 have
classified it in the second category since it shares
more of the characteristics of metropolitan areas like
Philadelphia, Detroit, Washington, St. Louis, Balti-
more, Atlanta, San Francisco, Houston, Miami. and
Dallas than it does those in the first category. All of
the metropolitan areas in the second category grew
by more than 250,000 people between 1960 and
1970, and all have black populations in excess of
250.000. The first seven of these areas have central
cities that are over thirty per cent black. and each
urgently requires a new satellite community program
to desegregate. protect the environment, and accom-
modate part of the expected population growth,

The thirteen metropolitan areas in the first two
categories contain nearly sixty per cent of the total
urban population living in cities of over five hundred
thousand people and seventy per cent of the black
population. A minimum program consisting of satel-
lite cities and communities for New York and Los
Angeles and satellite new communities for the other
eleven metropolitan areas would, nevertheless. ac-
commodate a very large percentage of the people
affected by the “urban crisis.”

If we add a third category consisting of the other
metropolitan areas with populations over five hun-
dred thousand which grew by more than one hundred
thousand people in the last decade and which have
black populations exceeding one hundred thousand,
we will have accounted for seventy-two per cent of
the population living in metropolitan areas of over
five hundred thousand people, eighty-three per cent
of the black population of such areas. and seventy-



