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result of the scope of the Individual's direct contacts. Thus Wolpert 
argues that the spatial bias In the Individual's action space Is 
"Induced by man's greater degree of expected contact and Interaction 
In his more Immediate envlronment.,,29 Indirect contact space, the 
result of second hand contacts through such channels as acquaintances' 
experiences and mass media, broaden the scope of the action space, 
but again In a spatially biased manner. 

3.3.4 SU/'Mlary 

In the Brown and Moore Intra-urban migration model the decision 
maker Is viewed as an actor operating within a segment of the urban 
area, the boundaries of which are defined by the extent of his 
knowledge. The segment Is characterized by a variable surface 
descrlblnQ the amount of knowledge possessed for each residential 
locatlon. 3D The actor evaluates and chooses from among alternatives 
In terms of a satisficing goal orientation and expectations based 
on experiences and aspirations. 

3.3.5 The Submodel, Stated Verbally 

Using these notions as a foundation, Brown and Moore constructed 
the following verbal model of intraurban mlgratlon: 31 If the level 
of satisfaction (place utility) generated by the presently Inhabited 
residential site Is perceived to deteriorate sufficiently, the 
Individual may seek a new residential location. He then enters Into 
a search and evaluation procedure which Involves a comparison of 
alternate residential locations In terms of their perceived place 
utility. The search and evaluation procedure takes place within the 
confines of the intended mover's action space. When a match Is 
perceived between the Intended mover's expectation and the 
characteristics of a location, the residential decision Is made. 

The consumer submodel described above is made up of four basic 
elements as It will be used In this study: (I) the decision to seek 
a new residential location; (2) the search within an action space; 
(3) an evaluation of alternatives; (4) the matching procedure. In 
the next three sections of this chapter (3.4, 3.5, 3.6), the first 
three elements serve as a framework for a review of the micro-scale 
empirical residential Iiterature.* Section 3.7 focuses on an 
examination of the basis of the matching procedure and Introduces the 
procedure submodel. 

*The micro-scale, decislon-maklng orientation of the submodels 
limits the literature which can justifiably be considered germa/ne 
to such a survey to that which Involves actual questioning of movers, 
potential movers, and producers. 

http:locatlon.3D
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3.4 	 The Individual Decision to Seek 
A"ll"ew Residential Locatlon-

3.4.1 The Voluntary Decision 

Implicit in the first element of Brown and Moore's model Is the 
Idea that the decision to stay at or leave the present residence is 
made by the actor himself. That Is to say, the decision is voluntary 
in nature. However, In Rossi's investigation of the mobility 
behavior of households In four Philadelphia Census Tracts, he deter
mined that of the respondents Interviewed who were recent movers, 
almost 40 per cent had been forced to move either because of 
circumstances beyond their control or as a consequence of decisions 
unrelated to moving. 32 (See Table 4.) Abu-Lughod and Foley claim 
that similar distributions of stated motives for leaving were found 
In two other empirical studles. 33 If these findings were applicable 
to all residential shifts, It is clear that they would have an 
Impact on the usefulness of Brown and Moore's first element to the 
understanding of residential location. However, given the nature of 
the forced moves described In Table 4--especlally "Involuntary 
moves"--it may be assumed that a vast majority of the upper class 
people make voluntary relocation declslons. 34 

for the purposes of this study. the decision to seek a new 
residence wi II be considered to be synonymous with the decision to 
leave the presently Inhabited residence. The Brown and Iwre model, 
assuming voluntary residential decisIons, states that "If the level 
of satisfaction (place utility) generated by the presently Inhabited 
site is perceived to deteriorate sufficiently. the individual may 
seek a new residential location."* The place utility generated for 
the household by a particular location is a function of that house
hold's expectations. In this context, place utility for the presentiy 
Inhabited residential location can degenerate in either of two ways: 
the actor's changing expectations are not perceived to be reflected 
In the characteristics of that location, or. while th~ decision maker's 
expectations remain constant, the characteristics of the location 
are perceived to lessen In terms of their ability to satisfy these 
expectations. Almost ali of the existing literature focuses on the 
first of these situations. 

3.4.2 	 Changing Expectations 
and the Dwelling Unit 

few attempts have been made to deal explicitly with the ~lltJon
ship between household expectations, present dwei ling characteristics. 

*See 	Section 3.3.5. 
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Table 4 

CLASSIFICATION OF RECENT 

VOLUNTARY MOVES 

FORCED MOVES 

Including: 
Involuntary moves (evictions, 
dwel ling destruction, severe 
income losses) 

Inter-city Migration 

Previous dwe Iling occupied 
temporari Iy 

Newly married 

others 
(mainly recently divorced) 

Source: 

Peter Rossi, Why FamiZies Move 
p. 135. 

MOVES 

61 % 


39 % 


23 % 


8 % 


4 % 


3 % 


I % 

(Glencoe! The Free Press, 1955), 
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an~ the desire or decision to move. 35 The one study which approaches 
this orientation and will be used as the basis for this discussion 
Is Rossi's ~ Families Move. He considered a series of household 
characterlsTTCs which he~t would Influence the level of satisfaction 
with the present residence and therefore influence the desire or 
decision to move. In this sense his approach was simi lar to the 
one developed but never operatlonallzed by Leslie and Richardson, In 
which they suggest that "the verbalization of specific complaints about 
the present dwelling and the anticipation of more satisfactory 
features In a new dwelling may be the vehicle for the translatlon,,36 
of life cycle and career pattern variables Into individual decisions 
to move. 

Rossi began his consideration of household moves by examining 
the mobility Inclinations of his study popUlation. He found that 
48 per cent answered affirmatively to the question: "If there were 
no housing shortage ••• would you I ike to move from this place1" 37 
A somewhat larger fl~ure, 52 per cent, was obtained by Lansing, 
Mueller, and Barth. 38 The simi larlty In the figures Is surprising 
given the fact that In the Lansing study the respondents were asked 
If they planned to move In the next five years. 39 whl Ie Rossi's 
sample were to think In terms of an immediate move, Perhaps some 
of the simi larlty can be accounted for by the fact that Rossi had 
purposely selected a study area In which half of the sample lived 
in highly mobile areas.~O Simmons maintains that about two-thirds 
of the moves taking place in a year are Intra-county in nature.~l 
This would suggest that at least two-thirds of the moves planned by 
respondents to Rossi and LansIng's questions would be intra-urban. 

In his analysis of moving Inclination determinants, Rossi began 
by considering tenure status, which had been shown to be associated 
with Intra-urban mobility In previous studies.~2 He found a distinct 
difference between owners and renters in terms of their desire to 
move. Renters had a higher Inclination to shift residences (61 per 
cent vs. 33 per cent for owners).~3 This finding was later confirmed 
In national surveys by Lansing, Muel IeI', and Barth InI963~~ and 
Butler In 1966.~5 

In an attempt to delve Into the specific meaning of tenure 
status as far as mobility Is concerned, Rossi distinguished between 
renters who wished to own homes and those who wished to rent. He 
found that among renters who wished to own, 74 per cent wanted to 
move, while 43 per cent of renters who wished to rent wanted to move.~6 
This finding can be used as preliminary evidence reflecting on the 
role played by changing expectations and dwelling characteristics 
on the desire to move. In this situation, as one moves from the 
status of renter who wants to rent to renter who wants to own, one's 
expectations about residential locations change. Therefore, the 
way In which the presently Inhabited rental unit, which previously 
had been considered satisfactory, Is perceived also Changes. The 
result is an increased desire to move. 
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Needless to say, Rossi did not feel that tenure status or 
attitude provided a total explanation of mobility inclination and 
therefore went on to consider other household characteristics. He 
concluded that age of household head, size of household (number of 
family members), and household type (full family, broken family, 
single person, etc.) were all related to the desire to move. 47 In 
the same way, Butler tound that households with younger heads were 
most likely to wish to move, that smaller households were less 
likely to be planning moves within the year following the interview, 
and that ful I families and broken fami lies were most likely to have 
plans to move In the next year. 46 Lansing, Mueller, and Barth 
concluded that moving plans were particularly frequent among young 
famllles. 49 Leslie and Richardson were unable to establish a 
relationship between the age of family head and household size on 
the one hand, and mobility intentions on the other. They admitted, 
however, that the nature of their study groups could have accounted 
for this rather atypical finding. 50 

Rossi argued that these household characteristics were related 
to mobility Inclinations because each Is as Indicator of fami Iy 
life cycle stage, which In turn Is a strong determinant of housing 
needs of a household. He felt that "mobility was the process by 
which tami lies adjust their housing to the housing needs that are 
generated by the shifts In family composition that accompany life 
cycle changes."S1 Support, though no empirical evidence, Is given 
to these remarks by Glenn Beyer, who suggested that families move 
through four life cycle stages: the "young couple" (woman under 35, 
and no children); the "founding family" (all children under 8); the 
"expanding family" (some children between 8 and 18); and the 
contracting family" (woman over 35, and no chlldren).S2 He 
argued that each of these stages has different housing requlrements. 53 
Further support, but of a different nature, Is provided by lansing, 
Mueller, and Barth's study which Indicated that metropol itan 
locations, measured In terms of distance to the city center and 
population density, could be differentiated in terms of the life 
cycle stage of the people living there, thus reflecting the 
locatlonal requirements of given cycle stages. 54 For example, 
"married couples in the years when they have young chi Idren in the 
home, show a strong tendency to live In low density areas, some 
miles away from the center. Young people who were not married 
and widows and widowers are likely to live In close in, in high 
density nelghborhoods."55 

Rather than providing a simple review of Rossi's findings which 
tie life cycle stages to mobility intentions, a more useful procedure 
would be to use Rossi's data to develop and test some hypotheses 
relating changes In life cycle stage, dwelling unit characteristics, 
and the desire to move. This activity would then focus explicitly 
on the first element of the consumer submodel. 

Rossi pointed out that the model size of owned and rented units 
In his study area was six and three rooms, respectively.56 With this 

http:respectively.56
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fact In mind, It can be hypothesized that as renters move In life 
cycle stage from single Individual to childless couple to full family, 
an increasing proportion of them desire to move. The hypothesis 
was confirmed by Rossi's data. 57 (See Table 5.) This finding can 
be Interpreted to mean that as life cycle stages changes, expectations 
about dwelling size Changes. If the fami Iy Increases In size, a 
rented unit becomes increasingly unsatisfactory. This leads to a 
desire to move. Further support is given to this interpretation when 
owners are considered (see Table 5). Here. Increasing family size 
appears to have less of an influence on the desire to move since 
the modal housing unit Is larger. Although possible differences 
between owners and renters in the age distribution of fami Iy heads 
are a potent mobility determinant, they do not seem to be a factor 
contributing to the results report In Table 5. Even when the age 
of family heads Is the same, the desire to move increases more 
frequently among renters with expanding faml lies than among owners 
with expanding fami lies. 

Since, according to the consumer submodel, moving results from 
perceived site deterioration, the role played by the perception of 
dwelling unit characteristics In the desire to move was inVestigated. 
It was hypothesized that, regardless of tenure or family siZe, those 
households which had complaints about dwelling unit space would be 
more Inclined to move than those without such complaints. This 
hypothesis was also conflrmed. 58 (See Table 6.) Butler found that 
dissatisfaction with housing characteristics was related to the 
desire to move to a statistically significant degree. 59 

In an attempt to tie Changing lite cycle stage to space complaints 
and the desire to move, the hypothesis was tested that faml lies which 
recently have experienced Changes In household size are more likely 
to express space complaints than faml lies which have not experienced 
such changes. Again the hypothesis was confirmed by Rossi's data. 
He found that 90 per cent of the fami lies which recently had 
experienced changes In size had space complaints. On the other hand. 
5i per cent of households which had not experienced size changes also 
had space complalnts. 60 Thus Rossi's study provides evidence to 
Indicate that changes In fam! Iy size (life cycle stage) are related 
to space complaints, and that space complaints are In turn related 
to mobility desires. 

To confirm his notions. Rossi asked the members of his study 
popUlation who had moved within the last five years about their 
reasons for moving. He determined that space complaints were the

51major reason for 45 per cent of the respondents' moves. Gans 
found that the "need for more space" was the major reason mentioned 
by his respondents for moving from their previous resldences. 52 

http:complalnts.60
http:conflrmed.58
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Table 5 

THE MOBILITY INCLINATIONS OF DIFFERENT HOUSEHOLD TYPES 
PROPORTION WANTING TO MOVE 

Household Type RENTERS OWNERS 

Full Families (both parents 
and unmarried children 
present) 81% 34% 

Incomplete Families 
(childless couples) 57% 33% 

Single Persons 32% 15% 

Source: 
Peter Rossi, Why FamiLies Move (Glencoe: The Free Press, 

1955), p.72. 



Table 6 

COMPLAINTS ABOUT DWELLING.UNIT SPACE* 
AND MOBILITY INCLINATIONS 

Renters Wanting To Move Owners Wanting To Move 
No une or More No lune or More 

Household Size Complaints Complaints Complaints Complaints 

1 Person 19% 57% 

1 19% 50% 
2 Persons 45% 71% 

3 Persons 67% 86% 21% 63% 

1 
4 Persons 21% 54% 


66% 93% 

5 Persons 24% 50% 


* The index of space compZaints consists of the respondents 

reporting satisfaction or dissatisfaction with privacy, 

nwnber of rooms> and c Z08et space. 


Source: 
Peter Rossi, Why FamiZies Move (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1955), 

p. 79. 
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3.4.3 Neighborhood Complaints 

Beyond complaints about the dwelling unit, Rossi examined 
complaints about the neighborhood. He found that 14 per cent of 
his respondents who were recent movers had decided to change 
residences because of complaints about their previous nelghborhoods. 63 
Butler found a statistically significant relationship between dis
satisfaction with the current neighborhood and the desire to move. 64 
Lansing noted that of the respondents who disliked their present 
neighborhoods 64 per cent planned to move within twelve months 
and an additional 24 per cent within the next five years. 65 

In examining the nature of neighborhood complaints, Rossi asked 
people why they had left their previous neighborhoods. He found 
that the largest number of complalnts--nearly half--concerned 
neighborhood social composition. Another 23 per cent were concerned 
with the physical structure of the nelghborhood--Iocatlon, presence 
of obnoxious land uses, etc. The city services offered In previous 
neighborhoods accounted for an additional 13 per cent of the complaints. 66 
On the basis of their study, Lansing, Mueller, and Barth noted a 
simi lar distribution of neighborhood complalnts. 67 Rossi found that 
complaints about "the neighborhood social composition were much more 
effective In bringing about residential shifts than all other types 
of complaints about the nelghborhood."GB 

Having established a relationship between neighborhood complaints 
and the decision to move, Rossi was concerned with understanding 
what gave rise to the complaints. He felt that there were two 
posslbl I Itles: either the "neighborhood remains constant whl Ie the 
needs of the family change ••• thereby making a neighborhood 
unsuitable to Its new status,,,G9 or "the neighborhood changes as 
the physical structures deteriorate or new social groups take up 
resldence.,,70 In such a situation, the expectations of the household 
are no longer met. In the first Instance, a newly married couple 
might find an area satisfactory, but when their chi Idren reach school 
age, the schools, and therefore the area, are viewed as being Inadequate. 
In the second case, an area which was considered desirable for 
residence may be Invaded by Incompatible land uses. In questioning 
recent movers Rossi found that each development had occurred equally 
frequent I y. 71 

Beyond speculating about such factors which give rise to 
neighborhood complaints, Rossi made no attempt to examine the 
phenomenon further. One of the few efforts In this direction focuses 
on the changing social composition of the neighborhood. I refer 
here to the studies which have examined the racial "tipping point" 
of neighborhoods. Morton Grodzlns, for example, argues that "once 
the proportion of non-whites exceeds the limits of a neighborhood's 
tolerance for Interracial living (this Is the tipping point) the 

http:complalnts.67
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whites move out." 72 

The Search !!l.!!!.!...!!. ~ Action Space 

The action space may be thought of as the areal context within 
which alternatives are considered and spatial decisions are made. 73 
The notion of the action space Is based on the realization that man 
has a I Imtted capacity to gather and Interpret Information. Therefore, 
he operates within a restricted segment of objective reality, the 
boundaries of which are defined by the limits of his Information. 
Horton and Reynolds argue that the formation of the individual's 
action space Is "a function of his socie-economic characteristics, 
of his cognitive images of the urban environment, and his preferences 
for travel." 7'+* The first part of this section discusses each of 
these formative factors as they Influence the nature and the scope 
of the Information assimilated by the actor. 

3.5.1 Travel Preferences 

The notion that travel preferences are related to action space 
formation is consistent with Brown and Moore's suggestion that the 
information necessary for the formation of the action space is In 
part derived from the individual's direct contacts with various urban 
locations through the workings of his activity space. 75 Adams argues 
that 

a resident develops a mental map [action space] of his 
city based largely on his kinetic field. He uses the 
mental map thereafter as a spatial frame of reference. 
Daily and weekly movement patterns introduce the 
resident to a set of places or nodes, and a set of 
routes or paths connecting them. For familiar, 
frequently travelled parts of the city, the paths, 
nodes, and areas included In the mental map are sharp
ly In focus. For places less well known, images are 
blurry or non-exlstent. 76 

Unfortunately, Adams appears to have based his argument on Informal 
observations. Therefore, whi Ie his study suggests the existence of a 
relationship between activity space and action space, It does not 
establish the relationship empirically. 

*It should be noted that Horton and Reynolds do not define these 
three terms exactly. On the basis of their article, and in order to 
Include diverse material related to action space, the fol lowing 
definitions are used: socie-economic characteristics: social class; 
cognitive images: urban environmental perception of minorities; 
preferences for travel: activity space. 
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Thomas Saarinen's urban perception study dealing with the 
Chicago Loop provides some more prel iminary evidence sup~orting the 
argument that action space is related to activity space. 7 Three 
groups were asked to draw maps Indicating on them distinctive areas 
within the Loop. These maps, I would argue, can be considered 
graphic renderings of individual action spaces. All groups examined 
noted the existing grid patterns. However, "the workers within 
the Loop tended to have a somewhat more tightly defined area with 
more internal detail whl Ie the groups from outside tended to 
Include a broader area with more emphasis on external detai 1."78 
The student group from Chicago's southwest and western suburbs 
included In their maps the post office, a landmark along the westward 
expressway. The University of Chicago students, al I of whom were 
from out of town, Indicated on their maps the location of the 
Randolph Street Station, which Saarinen interpreted as representing 
their entry point to the Loop from the South Side. However, he 
maintains that the purpose of his research was to determine what 
people had information about rather than ~ that informatlon-was 
possessed. 79 With respect to this study group, therefore, his 
conClusion connecting travel experience and Information must be 
considered tentative in nature. 

The relationship between activity space and action space has 
not yet been explicitly demonstrated. It seems clear, however, that 
through direct contact with various establishments and areas by 
travel ling In the urban space, information would be gained about 
these various points. It also follows that the pattern of information 
obtained by a household would be skewed by its particular travel 
behavior, which varies with race, soclo-economic level, life cycle 
stage, and culture. 

3.5.2 Soclo-Economlc Characteristics 

Horton and Reynolds also discuss action space development In 
terms of the soclo-economic characteristics of the actor. Klein found 
that there were definite socio-economic differences in terms of 
people's perception of the city he studled. eo Rossi mentioned that 
"many observers have noted that low income peop I e have a restri cted 
outlook, which limits the range of opportunities which are avai lable 
to them in the way of educational services, medical and psychiatric 

etc. ItB1help, An article published by the U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare noted that the poor man \treads few newspapers, 
hears fewer news programs, joins fewer organizations, and knows less 
of the current life of either the community or the larger world than 
more prosperous, better educated peop I e do. II 82. Wh I I e these latter 
observations cannot be considered as evidence establishing a relation
ship between soclo-economlc status and action space, they are 
suggestive and do point out some stimulating directions for future 
research. 

http:possessed.79


3.5.3 Cognitive Images 

As a final formative component of the action space, Horton and 
Reynolds refer to the actor's cognitive images of the urban environ
ment. Clearly cognitive images develop through a variety of 
processes. There is empirical evidence to indicate, for example, 
that a family's experience as members of a particular racial or 
ethnic group will have an impact on the way in which It views 
residential alternatives. Armiger discovered that Negroes were 
aware of the residential areas In which they would be likely to 
encounter hosti Ilty.83 Furthermore, Dobrlner pointed out that the 
Jewish homeowners interviewed were sensitive to the "places around 
here, where Jews aren't welcome."S4 These findings indicate that the 
experiences of various urban groups have an effect on the nature 
of the information they have about various areas, and therefore on 
the formation of their action spaces. It fol lows that such 
experience would also Influence how they would interpret newly 
gained data, and even their will ingness to collect additional 
Information about certain areas further affecting their action space 
development. 

3.5.4 The Search Space 

Brown and Moore argue that when the household decides to search 
actively for potential future residences, It does so within the 
context of its search spa7e,65 which is contained within its action 
space. As the search begins, certain gross considerations, such 
as accessibility, are applied to the evaluation of the potential 
residential choices. Through the processes discussed in the last 
three sections, information about these considerations is generally 
available to a family which simply has lived In a particular city 
over time. The argument Is that residential areas which do not 
meet the household's expectations in these gross terms are immediately 
eliminated from further consideration, and the individual operates 
in the more relevant search space. 

Prel iminary evl dence supporting the notion of a "pruned" action 
space will be presented in Section 3.6, The Evaluation of Alternatives, 
since the pruning process is dependent upon evaluation. A third 
scale of action space, the "decision set," my own creation, is also 
discussed in Section 3.6. Figure 7 reviews the spatial context In 
which residential location decisions are made. 

3.5,5 Information Sources in the Search Space 

When the consumer decides to search actively for a new residential 
location, he uses certain sources of information contained within the 
search space about alternatives. Rossi differentiated five such 



Figure 7 

THE SPATIAL CONTEXT IN WHICH RESIDENTIAL DECISIONS ARE MADE 


Objective Reality Action Space 
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sources: newspapers, personal contacts. walking and riding around. 
real estate agents, and wlndfal Is (friends, relatives, or other 
contacts which provide unsolicited Information), He found that 
there was little relationship between the extent to which an 
Information source was used and Its abl I Ity to get results,a6 (See 
Table 7.) Personal contacts seem to be more effective than other 
sources. 

Rossi found that certain sources of Information were more 
effective than others in securing a particular type of dwelling unit. 
Newspapers and real estate agents were more frequently and 
effectively employed by people wishing to purchase a home. He also 
found that rental units and especially cheap rental units were best 
discovered through informal channels. Thus upper status persons 
tended to use newspapers and real estate agents more frequently and 
effectively than did lower status households. B1 

Rossi also found that the usefulness of various Information 
sources varied with location. Real estate agents and newspapers 
were better sources of Information for households moving to outlying, 
high status areas. B8 

3.6 The Evaluation of Alternatives 

This section involves an examination of the literature deal ing 
with the criteria used by households In evaluating potential 
residential alternatives. An examination of certain articles 
Indicates that household evaluation of residential alternatives 
takes place on at least three levels, each Involving the examination 
of particular locatlonal considerations, and each taking place at 
a particular scale of action space, as mentioned in Section 3.5.4. 
This section begins with an empirical justification for examining 
residential evaluation on three scales. 

3.6.1 Levels of Evaluation 

Paxton, in his survey of consumer preferences, asked the question, 
"When you first started to find a house, what kind of place were you 
looking for?,,89 Responses to this question should Indicate which 
items were Initially considered In evaluating residential alternatives. 
He found that the most frequently mentioned item was location, which 
was defined both In terms of accessibility to various activities, 
and in terms of neighborhood qual Ity.90 Brown and Moore mention 
simi lar considerations when theoretically discussing the circumstances 
under which the potential mover's action space is pruned to a 
search space. They argue that on the basis of "criteria such as 
accesslbi Iity or social environment, certain neighborhoods will be 
el iminated from the migrant's considerations before the search begins."S1 
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Table 7 

ASSESSMENT RATINGS OF INFORMATION SOURCES 

Coverage Impact Index of 
Information Source (Proportion (Proportion Effectiveness * 

using source) effective use) 

Newspaper 63% 18% .29 

Personal Contact 62% 47% .76 

Wa"lking or Riding Around 57% 19% .33 

Real Estate Agents 50% 14% .28 

Windfa 11 31% 25% .81 

* Index of EffeativenesB is derived by diViding impact proponion by 
aor:t'esponding coverage proportion. 

Source: 
Peter Rossi, Why FamiZieB Move (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1955), 

p. 161. 
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Armiger provides one of the few empirical examples of this pruning 
mechanism In operatlon. 92 He found that most movers Interviewed In 
his Greensboro, North Carol Ina study wanted to I ive In the northwest 
section of the city to the exclusion of al I other areas. This 
section had the Image of being the "most desirable" part of Greensboro 
In which to live. People expressed the belief that the most 
prestigious neighborhoods were in the northwest. Armiger mentioned 
that the respondents' Image was formed through years of living In 
the metropolitan area and taking part In Its activities. He noted 
that within this frame of reference the respondents went about their 
research, seeking neighborhoods where homes were In a price range 
that they Intended to pay. 

This material Indicates that certain gross characteristics about 
the various residential sections of a city are used to eliminate 
certain sections from consideration at an initial evaluation level. 
The Information necessary to make evaluations at this stage is of 
the sort generally available to the household fami liar with the city 
concerned. Further tentative support for this initial level notion 
Is provided by Rossi In his discussion of "tacit assumptions. u93 
He notes that certain considerations are not mentioned by many 
respondents when discussing residential preferences. These are 
elements which are simply taken for granted. As an example, he 
mentions location. He suggests that "not all areas of the city are 
considered, only those within some range of acceptablllty.,,94 Again 
levelS of evaluation are Implied. 

It Is In his discussion of the attractions of the housing units-
what draws a household to a particular dwel I ing--that Rossi intimates 
the existence of other residential evaluative levels. He notes 
that there is quite a difference between what people find attractive 
In the house chosen and what their preferences were when actively 
looking for housing. To explain this change he states that "by 
the time a household has come to the point of choosing a particular 
dwelling unit, the alternatives before It have generally been found 
to meet the major requirements of the household. Elements which we 
found to be subsidiary among specifications [preferences] may now 
achieve a more prominent position as guides to a cholce. u95 The 
Implication here is that second and third level evaluation procedures 
take place, each Involving the examination of particular locational 
characteristics. When the household has come to the point of 
choosing between particular dwel ling units, a third scale action 
space, which includes only the alternatives being considered in the 
final decision, can be thought to exist. I refer to this as the 
"decision set." 

It can be justifiably argued that the notions concerning levels 
of residential evaluation developed here are tenuous and therefore 
demand emp Iri ca I test Ing before they can be accepted. However, the 
literature on the topic is at least suggestive. Therefore, the 

http:operatlon.92
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notions developed are used as a framework for reviewing the literature 
on the criteria used for evaluating potential residential alternatives. 
The remainder of this section thus Involves a consideration of the 
Initial. intermediate, and final evaluation levels. 

3,6.2 The Initial Evaluation Level 

When a household actively begins to evaluate potential alterna
tives, certain areas can be Immediately eliminated from further 
consideration on the basis of information avai lable to fam! lies 
simply as the result of having lived In a particular city over a 
period of time. Two such items of Information are the accessibility 
and "desirability" of various residential areas. A good deal of 
literature has dealt with these considerations. 

lansing, Mueller, and Barth asked respondents whether they 
wanted to I ive closer to or farther from the center of the metropolitan 
area In which they lived, or to remain where they were. Among the 
30 per cent who wanted to move, "the answer 'farther out' I s three 
times as frequent as the answer 'we would like to live closer In. tl196 

In a simi lar survey conducted In 1965, Lansing and Barth noted 
almost Identical flndlngs. 97 A study done In the Detroit Area In 
1966 generated similar results. 9a 

It cannot be concluded from the data presented that the people 
who wish to move simply place some Intrinsic value on physical 
distance. Thus Lansing, Mueller, and Barth were interested in 
examining the motives behind the desires expressed. Both their 1963 
survey and the 1966 stUdy done In the Detroit Area indicated that 
the wish to live closer to the center reflected a desire for 
convenience In terms of work, shopping, downtown. etc. 99 The desire 
for convenience was mentioned by only 7 per cent of the Detroit 
sample who wanted to move farther from the center.100 

The respondents who wanted to I ive farther from,the center of 
the city were mainly concerned with questions of the physical and 
social characteristics of the nelghborhoods. lOl In her examination 
of people's motives for moving to suburban areas outside Cleveland, 
Schauffer found that the desire to "live In healthier, cleaner 
neighborhoods. was the most significant consideration in each suburb 
examined. regardless of social class."102. Similarly. Dewey found 
that In moving out of the city, people were most concerned with 
finding an environment which was better for children. less congested. 
and cleaner. 103 Brademus found that one of the major attractions 
of the fringe areas of Flint as compared to the central city was the 
"general attractiveness of the nelghborhood."UI! 

It appears. then. that people desire to move outward from the 
center of the cl ty because they assoc I ate "outward" with the I r own 
definition of a desirable neighborhood. Even In those studies which 
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did not specify the direction of movement. the nature of the neighbor
hood was found to be a major consideration when weighing residential 
alternatives. Thus. for example, Weiss found that a neighborhood 
with a good reputation and prestige was one of six major Items 
oonsldered for present and future locatlonal choices. lOS Steffens 
found that "social environment and people In the neighborhood" was 
among the top three locatlonal considerations. lOG Rossi, on the 
other hand, found that only 6 per cent of recent movers mentioned 
"social composition" of neighborhoods as something they had In mind 
when looking for a place. He pointed out. however. that 26 per cent 
ment I oned "I ocat Ion." He conc I uded that II Itis p robab I y the case 
••• that most of these households were Interested In particular 
localities because these neighborhoods symbolized an especially 
desired 'social climate,' rather than some aspect of accessibility 
either to fr iends or the I r jobs. ,,107 Part I al conf I rmat ion of 
Rossi's conclusion Is provided by a 1966 survey. In It Butler 
asked respondents who Indicated an Intention to move whether they 
preferred accessibility or a "good neighborhood." An overwhelming 
71.1 per cent stated that they wou.d prefer a good neighborhood 
located where travelling to other parts of town would be difficult 
to on,e wh I ch was Iess des i rab I e but located where trave II Ing to 
other parts of town would be easy. lOB 

Empirical studies of residential preferences Indicate that 
households view the desirability of the neighborhood to be a signi
ficant residential locatlonal consideration. Many of these studies 
Indicate that to secure a desirable neighborhood setting people 
think In terms of moving out from the center of the city and giving 
up accessibility. Interestingly, this notion of substituting site 
considerations for accessibility has been examined In several studies 
done on residential location which have made use of aggregate 
data. 109 For Instance, Alonso argues that residential location 
involves a trade-off between accessibility and space--each of which 
generates a cost for the household. 110 With a given Income, a 
household can buy more space at the expense of access, or vice 
versa. Thus Hoover and Vernon concl ude that "h I gh Income peop Ie 
~heir superior purchasing power to buy low density, but at the 
cost of a longer journey to work." III I argue that the fact that 
aggregate data can be successfully used to confirm these trade-off 
notions reflects the gross evaluation of residential alternatives 
taking place at this level. 

At the Initial residential alternative evaluation level, the 
household eliminates from further consideration those areas which 
do not meet its "desirability" expectations. Whl Ie It might be 
assumed that the definition of desirability varies with the 
characteristics of households, particularly socia-economic level, only 
very sketchy data exist to confirm this notion. Scnauffer notes 
that the number of respondents mentioning the desire to "live among 
socially desirable people" as a reason for moving Into a suburb 
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varied directly with the social status of the suburb into which the 
respondent had moved. 112 Steffens found that higher income groups 
were more concerned about the physical characteristics of the 
neighborhood than were lower income groups.113 Accessibility at 
this level seems to be an Inferior good. 

3.6.3 The Intermediate Evaluation Level 

3.6.3.1 Space requirements 

Within the areas defined as desirable at the Initial Evaluation 
Level. the household examines residential alternatives in terms of 
a second set of expectations. The information used in making 
evaluations at this level is gained from the sources described In 
Section 3.5.5. According to Rossi, the most Important consideration 
at this level of the evaluation procedure is the space dimension 
of the housing unit. He notes that 51 per cent of the recent movers 
Interviewed considered Interior space a major concern when looking 
for a place to live. 1l4 Similarly, Weiss found that" sufficient 
Interior storage space and rooms" was considered the second most 
important item In present and future locational choices. lIS When 
asked what would be Important In their future residential considera
tions. 100 per cent of Steffens' sample mentioned "sufficient 
interior space and rooms. tl1l6 Lansing asked peopie who had moved 
In the five years before his study to Indicate which features of a 
home were most important to them. He discovered that both renters 
and buyers ranked size of room and number of bedrooms among the 
top three conslderatlons. ll ? In contrast, only 2 per cent of 
the sample examined by Gans stated that they moved to Levittown 
New Jersey because of the space provided In the houses there.ll~ 
It should be noted that whereas the other studies mentioned asked 
respondents to express preferences, Gans was asking why a parti
cular site was selected. His findings are therefore not surprising 
since the households Interviewed probably had eliminated housing 
with Inadequate space, and thus had made their final' decisions 
using other criteria. Much of the Inconsistency which appears to 
exist In the residentIal evaluation literature can be eliminated 
simply by paying attention to the timing of the survey. 

Rossi argues that this stress on Internal space reflects In 
part the complaints that households have had about their previous 
locations. Most people complained about Inadequate space and were 
sensitive to space requirements In examining potential residential 
locations. Other fami lies, to avoid the development of space 

119problems. were concerned with size of house and number of rooms. 

3.6.3.2 Housing unit requirements 

A second major consideration with WhIch households are concerned 
at this level involves housing unit requirements. Rossi notes that 
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50 per cent of recent movers were concerned with heating, layout, 
and utilities In examining alternatives. 120 Using a somewhat broader 
definition of housing requirements, Paxton found that 14 per cent 
of respondents started looking for a house with a specified number 
of stories and 18 per cent for a specific room or I ivlng area 
(e.g. den).121 Lansing discovered that when selecting a house 
the floor pian Is more likely to be ranked as an Important considera
tion by upper income people than by lower Income people. l22 

Rossi argues that when comparing alternatives, the household 
usually has a particular kind of dwelling In mind and also has some 
Ideas about the kind of neighborhood deslred. 123 Owe I I ing unit 
characteristics were discussed as Intermediate Evaluation Level 
criteria and desirabi I ity of neighborhood, as an initial level 
consideration. However, at least two desirabi lity criteria operate 
at the Intermediate level: lot size and neighborhood housing 
quality. These are considered in Section 3.6.3.3 and 3.6.3.4, 
respectively. The literature indicates that beyond the considerations 
already mentioned, potential movers do not have any other dominant 
concerns except housing cost, which wi II be considered at the 
Final Evaluation Level. However two other Items--accesslbi Iity and 
physical amenltles--which are basic to a geographical consideration 
of residential location will be examined in Sections 3.6.3.5 and 
3.6.3.6. 

Lot size 

Dewey found that desirable lot size was the fourth most important 
reason for moving to a partiCUlar site in the unincorporated areas 
of Mi Iwaukee County.124 Weiss discovered that the size of lot was 
the third most important Item Identified by her sample for present 
and future locatJonal choice. 125 Steffens noted that the most 
important present and future locational consideration for his sample 
was whether or not a potential residential alternative had a large
lot,l26 

Lansing investigated people's feelings about lot size, Apparent
ly there is some ambivalence about large lots. The great objection 
to large lots was the maintenance work Involved in having them. On 
the other hand, he found that people like privacy. Furthermore, 
they want space for their chi Idren and pets, space tor gardens and 
flowers, and space for a variety of other activities. This privacy 
and space is provided by the large lot,l27 Since lot size generally 
Increases with distance from the center of the city.12B the desire 
for privacy and space reinforces the wish discussed above to move 
farther out from the center. In fact, I would argue that the 
consideration of lot sizes In weighing residential alternatives can 
be viewed as an Intermediate evaluation level variation on the 
desirable neighborhood theme. 



3,6,3,4 Neighborhood housing quality 

Steffens found that 64 per cent of his respondents had considered 
the "quality and character of homes in 'the neighborhood" in selecting 
their present homes, Furthermore, 82 per cent stated that they 
would consider these criteria in seeking a future home. 129 In 
asking people why they selected a particular residential location, 
Dewey found that the fifth most significant reason was the tact 
that they "liked the looks of the subdivision.,,130 It may be 
assumed that this Included the looks of the homes in the subdivision. 
Finally, Weiss found that "quality and character of homes in the 
neighborhood" was the most Important consideration for ~resent and 
future locational choices mentioned by her respondents. 31 

Accesslbi I ity 

There Is evidence to Indicate that certain households do not 
consider 'the journey to work to be an important residential location 
determi nant. Lans I n9, '·iue II er. and Barth found that over 40 per 
cent of respondents who had moved in the five years before their 
study was conducted did not view closeness to the household head's 
work place as an Important consideration in choosing a new home. 
An additional 24 per cent considered it only "somewhat important. nl3l 
Weiss found that closeness to work place was not among the six major 
considerations of fami lies tor present or future locatlonal choices. 133 
On the basis of a survey conducted in 1941, Branch was able to 
conclude that "people are not bothered by the time and money involved 
in getting to work, since approximately four out of every five persons 
have no 'particular desire to i Iva closer'" to where they work. 134 

The relative significance of accessibility as compared to 
neighborhood discussed in Section 3.6.2, and the low priority of 
journey to work in the residential location decision indicated above, 
should not be interpreted to mean that accessibility ~ se is not a 
significant locational determInant. Mitchell and Rap~ have noted 
that the "special ization ot urban activities makes it necessary 
for establishments and their members to communicate with each other 
and consequently there is a pervasive tendency for establishments 
to make accessibility a major locational consideration. n135 This 
tendency Is no less important for the household than l't is tor the 
industrial taci Ilty, It Is Impossible to ignore the role played by 
communication in the functioning of a specialized establishment, and 
therefore to ignore the significance of accessibility in the location 
of the household. 

Whi Ie accessibility does not seem to playa major role. tor 
many households, at the initial residential evaluation level. 136 it 
does at the intermediate level. Thus Weiss found that nearness to 
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schools was the sixth MOst important item identified, by her sample, 
for present and future locational choices. 131 Dewey found that 
householders Investigated had very definite ideas about how far 
they wanted to locate from various establ ishments. He found that: 

••• the average rural-urban fringe dweller wants 
to have food market, grade school, and drugstore 
reasonably close to home, which in most instances 
means within walking distance. Beauty parlors, gas 
stations, high schools, churches, parks, and movies 
are close enough, if they are within a radius of a 
mile and a half. If taverns and airports are five 
miles or more away, that appears to be satlsfactory.138 

3.6.3.6 Physical amenities 

Despite the oomments made in the classical urban ecological 
literature about the association of physical amenities such as 
rol I ing land, proximity to water bodies and good drainage with 
upper income residential development,139 only two of the studies 
reviewed dealt with physical amenities as a locational consideration. 
Perhaps this situation results from the fact that such environmental 
attributes are of concern to only a minority of households. In 
any case, when Dewey asked families to enumerate their reasons 
for moving to a partiCUlar site In preference to other sites in 
'4i Iwaukee County, a small percentage mentioned that they were 
attracted by the wooded nature of the site.l~O There was no indi
cation of income level. Daly, in his study of residential 
decisions in Newcastle, New South Wales, found that respondents 
from high income groups showed a "marked preference for a number 
of aesthetic factors such as views and bush settings.,,141 

3,6.4 The Final Evaluation Level 

Simmons argued that costs must be considered a major residential 
locatlonal consideration. 142 The empirical evidence garnered from 
surveys of housing consumers indicates that this is correct. For 
example, Gans found that 84 per cent of his sample mentioned "best 
house for the money" as the principle reason for buying in 
Levittown. 143 When asked what attracted them to their present 
dwel ling as compared to others considered, 60 per cent of recent 
movers I n Ross i 's samp Ie menti oned costs. !~4 When asked why they 
selected a particular site in preference to other sites. more 
households answered "best buy at the time" than any other single 
factor in Dewey's study.14S 

From the data presented, it can be concluded that the cost 
of housing is a major. and perhaps the major, consideration used 
by households when comparing alternatives. However, the question 
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can 	 be asked, when In the residential location evaluation cycle is 
this consideration invoked? In each of the cases mentioned it is 
at the stage when a particular site Is being selected. Rossi 
Indicates that when discussing preferences, costs rank fourth in 
terms of significant consideration rather than first. 146 This 
implies that costs become important only after a series of other 
preferences have been considered and met by the alternatives 
examined in the "decision set." 

3.7 	 The ~latch i ng Procedure: 
The Consumer Submodel 

3.7.1 Introductory Remarks 

A substantial proportion of new housing purchases, which are 
the focus of this study, take place within speculatively bul It 
subdivlsions. 147 Thus Kaiser argues that "in this important 
segment of residential growth, the developer has already made the 
initial speculative commitment to location. Consequently, the 
idealized consumer's choice in residential location is limited 
in actual ity by the avai labi lity of suitable housing structures 
and locational alternatives determined by residential developers.,,148 

In the previous section, the criteria used in the evaluation 
of residential alternatives were examined. Impl icit in what was 
said Is a procedure In which potential alternatives are el iminated 
unti I a site which satisfactori Iy matches household expectations 
is chosen for occupance. This choice marks the end of the consumer 
residential location decision process. However, Kaiser points 
out that when new housing is Involved, the consumer attempts to 
find a match for his expectations from among alternatives offered 
by producers, who have already made a commitment to location. 
Therefore, any attempt to understand the changing location of 
residential areas, assuming that these areas are made up of new 
housing units, must focus not only on the location decisions of 
the consumer, but also on those of the producer. This leads to a 
consideration of the producer submodel. 

Despite the significant role played by the producer in 
residential development, very little literature has focused on him. 
~bst of what Is available was produced at the University of North 
Carolina by Kaiser and Weiss. This material forms the basis of the 
fol lowing discussion. 

3.7.2 The Producer Submodel 

Kaiser and Weiss view the residential land development process 
as involving a complex set of decisions made by key decision agents: 
the landowner, the developer, and the consumer. 149 (See Figure 8.l 



Figure 8 

THE RESIDENTIAL LAND DEVELOPMENT PROCESS: SEQUENCE OF STATES AND KEY DECISIONS 

2 	 4 51 

UQUENCE Of URBAN ACTIVE PROGRAMED ACTIVE RESIDENCE 


STATES INTEREST CONSIDERATION FOR DEVELOPMENT DEV£LOPM~NT 


FOR DEVelOPMENT 


DESCRIPTION OF A DECISION AGENT A DECISION AGENT A DECISION AGENT A DEctSION AGENT DECISION AGENT 
STATE CONSIDERS THE LAND HAS CONTACTED HAS A DEFINITE HAS BEGUN HAS PURCHASEDIA

AS HAVING ANOTHE~ AG~NT IDEA OF THE PHYSICAL THE RESIDENTIAL 
D~VHOPMENT REGARDlNG THE TIMING AND DEveLOPMENT Of PACKAGa Of 
POTENTIAL WITHIN POSSI BlE SALE OR CHARACTER Of THE LAND HOUSE AND LOT 
A GIVEN TIME PURCHASE OF THE DEVElOPMENT 
PERIOD LAND 

I 
0'> 

SEQUENCE OF DECISION TO DECISION TO DECISION TO DECISION TO .t> 
I 

~EY DECISIONS 	 CONSIDER LAND PURCHASE LAND DEVELOP LAND PURCHASE HOME 

I 	 I I IDECISION AG~NTS 
KEY, 	 LANDOWNER LANDOWNER DEVELOPER CONSUME1I 


DEVelOPER DEVELOPER 


I 	 I I I 
SUPPORTING I 	 REALTORS REALTORS REALTORS REALTOR~ 


FINANCIERS FINANCIERS fINANCIERS FINANCIERS 

PUBLIC OFFICIALS PUBLIC OfFICIALS PUBliC OffICIALS PUBLIC OffiCIALS 


Source: 
Raymond Burby, III, Lake Oriented Subdivisions in North CaroZina: Decision Faators and PoZicy 


Impliaations for Urban Growth Patterns> An Urban Studies Research Monograph (Chapel Hill: Center for 

Urban and Regional Studies, University of North Carolina, 1967), p. 9. 




-65

Supporting roles in the residential scenario are played by realtors, 
financiers, and public officials. Kaiser and Weiss argue that the 
developer Is the central agent in the conversion of open land on 
the periphery to residential communities. ISO Three Important factors 
are thought to influence the outcome of each of the decisions in 
the land development process: 1S1 I) contextual tactors; 2) decision 
agent characteristics; and 3) site characteristics. The manner 
in which these factors influence developers' decision making is 
illustrated schematically In Figure 9. Two of these tactors, 
decision agent and site characteristics, are considered to be 
crucial In explaining variation in location decisions among agents 
operating In the same metropolitan area. 152 

3.7.2.1 Contextual factors 

"Contextua I factors prov1 de the macro-en II I ronment for delle loper 
decisions: the broad areawide considerations which I imit and 
determine the general type and amount of development.,,153 Kaiser 
and Weiss distinguish two broad categories of contextual tactors: 
soclo-economic factors and public pol icles. Examples of socio
economic contextual factors Include the geographical location of 
the urban area, the economic structure, and growth prospects of 
an area. Some variables setting the public context are annexation 
plans and provisions for water and sewage. Contextual factors 
provide such Inputs to decisions as probable demand for new housing, 
relative stability of the atmosphere in which development decisions 
take place, and limits on the direction and location of developable 
land in the metropolitan area. 

3.7.2.2 Decision agent characteristics 

The characteristics of the landowner, the consumer, and the 
developer are thought to Influence location decisions. Developer 
characteristics--scale of operation, diversification, and entrepreneurial 
approach--are considered to'be significant In explaining variation 
In "Iocatlonal decision behavior among developers In the face of 
a similar array of site characteristics, simi lar contexts, and when 
producing for simi lar markets." 1S4 Another factor affecting the 
location decision is whether a pre-development landowner wiil sell 
at a price considered rasonable by the developer, given the site 
characteristics Incorporated on the site. The decision to sell 
appears to be related to the length of time the land has been held 
by the present owner and to whether or not he Is retired, is an 
absentee owner, or owns the land jointly. 

It Is thought that the household characteristics of the 
representative home buyer in the market aimed for by the developer 
further affects the location decision. The characteristics "are 
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Important In forming the preference pattern and purchase ability 
pattern perceived by the speculative developer to shape the product 
specifications for the market he intends his subdivision to meet. 
Properly anticipated, the market preference pattern for the 
combination of lot, house, neighborhood, and location is important 
to the marketability of the subdlvision. u155 

3.7.2.3 Site characteristics 

Three types of site characteristics are distinguished,IS6 
Physical characteristics are Inherent in the land and cannot be 
changed except by direct modification of the site itself, e.g., 
topography and social conditions. Locatlonal characteristics are 
the equivalent of situation as the term Is used by geographers, 
being derived from the relative position of the site within the 
spatial pattern of urban activities. Accessibility to work place 
is an example. Institutional characteristics, while not inherent 
In the site, apply directly to it. They are imposed by societal 
Institutions. An example Is the zoning category of the site. 

3.7.2.4 Summary 

Residential development, then, is seen as the outcome of a 
series of decisions made by real estate developers whereby land Is 
transformed from a raw state into communities made up of residential 
alternatives for consumers. Each of the developer's decisions is 
Influenced by the site characteristics of the pieces of land 
available to him, by his own characteristics, by those of the other 
key decision makers--pre-development landowners and consumers--with 
whom he interacts, and by the context In which he operates (see 
Figure 10). 

3.8 	 The' Producer Submodel: 
An Empirical Examination 

Very little empirical research has been done wl,th respect to 
residential developer decision ~klng. Weiss, however, does provide 
a description, based on empirical information, of producer location 
decision making, which follows the outline of the verbal model just 
descrlbed. 15 ? The description Is based on interviews with the five 
major real estate developers In Greensboro, North Carolina conducted 
In 1965. This material Is supplemented with data from previous 
Interviews. Although it appears Incestuous, the dearth of information 
available necessitates the use of Weiss's empirical data to 
examine the model In more detal I. 
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Weiss found that the developers did not operate in the systematic, 
rational way suggested by the model. Developers seldom weighed 
alternatives: "M:>st typically. the developer selects the most 
favorable site on the basis of preliminary considerations, evaluates 
the feaslbi Iity of that site, and then purchases the site or moves 
on to the evaluation of another site in a simi lar manner.,,158 

3.8.1 	 The Decision to Consider 
Land for Purchase 

Developers used a generalized approach in reaching the decision 
to consider land for purchase. This approach consisted of the 
superimposition of two procedures: the marketing approach and the 
contact approach. 1S9 

3.8.1.1 The marketing approach 

M:>st of the developers Interviewed have the pol Icy of identify
Ing demand or a gap In the market and then beginning a search for 
land, also called "bird-dogging." This procedure is referred to 
as the marketing approach. As one developer commented, "as II matter 
of policy we'd have to assume that our objective is to sell houses, 
and we have to try to determine who it Is who wants houses and then 
we've got to find some land that wi II help us put together that 
package that will satisfy them. That becomes the basis under which 
you operate.,,160 

Developers differ In their approach to identifying a market 
demand. Weiss discovered that market evaluation ran the gamut from 
informal study to refined marketability studies. Developers also 
employed different approaches In searching for land. The larger 
developers, according to Weiss, maintained a continuous survei I lance 
of prime tracts. Smaller developers relied heavily on "bird-dogging" 
and tips from realtors. 

3.8.1.2 The contact approach 

Though all developers have"a marketing approach pol icy, they are 
frequently made aware of available tracts of land by one of a 
number of decision agents--realtors, other developers, and landowners. 
Upon assessment of the land for Its "highest and best use," the 
developer determines whether or not a demand exists for that housing. 

The generalized approach used by developers In reaching the 
decision to consider land for purchase, then, consists of periodiC 
searches superimposed on random contacts. The developer moves along 
to the land purchase decision stage when he reaches a tentative 
decision to go ahead with development of a specific site. 
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3.8.2 The Land Purchase Decision 

Once the developer has made a tentative decision to go ahead, 
he will usually option the site In order to conduct the necessar~ 
studies and checks prerequisite to the final purchase declsion. l 1 
An economic feasibility test. which Involves an evaluation of 
profitability, Is a central prerequisite to the final purchase 
decision. 

3.8.2.1 ~ economic feasibility test 

Developers seem to reason about the profItability of a sIte In 
the fol lowing manner: for any given price range of housing, improved 
lot value should not exceed a specific percentage of the package 
value. The developer's ratio represents his market-tested 
approximation of consumer preferences regarding lot value as a 
precentage of package value. The tentative decision to go ahead 
Implies that the developer has a price range for housing packages 
at that site In mind. His task. then, is to estimate the market
abIlity of housing at that site. and further to estimate Improved 
lot values at the site. If on the bases of these tests the developer 
determines that a demand exists for a particular type of package. 
and if the estimate of Improved lot value Is consistent with his 
ratio. the site wi II be considered profitable. 

3.8.2.1.1 Land engineering study 

From the land engineering study, the developer obtains an 
estimate of the minimum acceptable lot value for lots in the proposed 
development. To estimate the minimum acceptable lot value, three 
elements are considered: the estimate of the developed lot cost 
(per unit cost of raw land and estimated development costs). plus 
overhead and fair profit. 

Locational characterlstlcs.appear to determine the basic level 
of raw residential land costs. Through their Influence on whether 
or not certain Improvements wi I I have to be introduced into a 
subdivision by the developer, anQ therefore on development costs, 
physical and InstitutIonal characteristIcs appear to determine the 
specific developed lot cost within some range around the basic level 
set by location characteristics. Developers interviewed had a 
standard markup to cover overhead and fair profit. 

3.8.2.1.2 Marketabl I Ity study 

Through the marketability study, the developer checks to 
determine whether or not there Is sufficient market or demand, in 
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terms of annual sales, for the price range under consideration. 
Weiss states that the usual procedure used In estimating annual 
sales Is as follows. An estimate Is made both of the percentage 
of housIng In the city whIch Is within the price range that the 
developer has In mind, and of the future demand for such housing. 
A further estimate Is made of the percentage of the market which 
the developer thinks he can capture. This Is supposed to provide 
the developer with an estimate of annual sales. If the technique 
seems sOl'l6what tenuous, It Is. Richard Rutcl Iff notes that "In 
practice the Interpretation of the market Is often a perfunctory 
process, based on judgment and opinion rather than statistical 
evldence.,,162 

What Is made clear In Weiss' discussion of marketabi Iity is the 
fact that developers have definite ideas about which site 
characteristics can add to the marketability of a piece of land. 
Thus the location of a piece of land Is considered the most 
Important site characteristic affecting marketability. Weiss noted 
that developers considered social location crucial. Accessibility 
to work place and stores was considered an important marketability 
factor by the developers. Furthermore, physical characteristics such 
as a roiling topography and trees were thought to influence the 
value of a site, but only In high-priced markets. Finally, 
developers noted that Institutional characteristics such as school 
district boundaries and zoning had an influence on marketabi lity. 

Before making the final decision to purchase a piece of land, 
the developer must also take into account public policy, financial 
Institutions, and the risks Involved in development. The question 
then becomes: given the basic Information available to him on 
profitability, financing, public policy, and supplementary 
Information of risks, should the land under consideration be 
purchased? Weiss argues that "the land purchase decision of a 
residential developer represents the speculative commitment to 
location that Is crucial in the conversion of open land. The 
decision to consider land is anticipatory to this decision; the 
decision to develop land is antl-:cllmatic to this decision." l6 !; 

3.8.3 Decision .to Develop Land 

When the deve loper signs a purchase contract, the f Ina I and 
anticl lmatlc stage of the locational process beglns. 16S Weiss noted 
that on the basis of information gathered in Greensboro, development 
typically tollows within less than five years. 
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~ ~ Appl ication of the Exlstlns Literature 
to a Behavioral Expleinatlon of the Changing 
- - Location of Preferred UppeFC'lass

Res Identl a I Areas --

3.9.1 Introductory Remarks 

The Kaiser-Weiss model was accepted as the theoretical frame
work underlyIng the behavioral explanation of the changing location 
of preferred upper class residential areas being consIdered in 
this study. The model suggests that upper class residential areas 
can be viewed as the spatial outcome of locatlonal decisions made 
by upper class consumers weighing potential residential alternatives 
presented by developers In terms of shared preferences. In order 
to amplify and examine the elements of this formulation. two 
submodels--the consumer and producer submodels--were developed. 
Empirical literature deal ing with residential development at a 
micro-scale was then examined within the framework provided by 
these submodels. The question to be answered In this finai 
section of Chapter I II is: What contribution does the existing 
empirical literature make to a behavioral explanation of the 
changing location of preferred upper class residential areas? 

3.9.2 Concrete Contributions 

The existing literature related to the consumer submodel 
provides certain contributions which can be applied directly to 
an explanation of the changing location of preferred upper class 
residential areas. Thus there Is evidence to indicate that many 
households do examine residential alternatives. It may therefore 
be concluded that they choose from among the alternatives of which 
they are aware when making residential location decisions. It has 
also been demonstrated that families have definite expectations or 
preferences which they apply to the consideration of residential 
alternatives. The evidence Indicates that In addition to considering 
costs, a criterion generally used to make a final choice among 
otherwise similar alternatives, a variety of site and situational 
preferences are brought to bear in residential decision making. 
Although there Is more emphasis placed on site considerations in 
the literature, the specialized_nature of the household demands 
that situation also be considered in making residential decisions. 
Finally, a change in residential location takes place when 
preferences are not satisfied by the presently inhabited site. 

There Is absolutely no evidence to indicate that any of these 
findings do not apply to the upper class residential consumer. 
Therefore. each statement Is accepted as part of the explanation 
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being considered here. It should be mentioned, however, that the 
consumer submodel and the related empirical findings discussed In 
the previous paragraph focus on the Individual consumer and his 
selection of a residential site, while this study Is concerned 
with residential arees. If It is assumed that upper class house
holds share residential preferences, then, according to the sub
model and the empirical findings, they would make similar 
residential location decisions. Under these circumstances the 
outcome would be a distinct residential area rather than an 
Individual site. The shared preference assumption is accepted. 166 

Other concrete contributions deal with the developer. New 
upper class residential areas made up of single dweli ing units do 
not develop through the Invasion of established urban communities. 
Rather, they form In newly developed areas. In Detroit, at least, 
these areas are made up of subdivisions (see Section 3.2.3). That 
is to say, Detroit upper class consumers, in forming new residential 
areas, chcose subdivision locations. There Is empirical evidence 
to Indicate that developers attempt to anticipate the preferences 
of the consumers to whom they direct their projects and to translate 
these preferences into subdivision characterlstlcs.* They are 
sensitive to the site characteristics which wi II affect the 
marketability of a development for a given submarket. It may 
therefore be concluded that, at least In the case of Detroit, certain 
developers have anticipated the preferences of the upper class, as 
reflected by the fact that upper class consumers have chosen 
alternatives in their subdivisions. If it is assumed that upper 
class consumers have distinct residential preferences,** then It 
can be concluded that there are developers who direct their 
attention towards the upper class. 

I am arguing, then, that the existing micro-scale residential 
development literature provides enough empirical evidence to develop 
the following general statement concerning the changing location 
of preferred upper class residential areas: 

At a given point In time upper class oriented developers, 
anticipating upper class preferences, purchase pieces of land 
exhibiting site characteristics which they feel reflect certain 
upper class residential preferenc~s. They translate other anticipated 
preferences Into subdivision characteristics by making particular 
improvements to the raw land. At the same time, other developers 
may be purchasing and developing land for other submarkets. 

*It follows from this that Changes In preferences will be met 
with Changes in subdivision characteristics. Furthermore, If the 
developer senses consumer dissatisfaction with present locations, even 
without changes in preferences, he wi II react with a new "translation." 

**See footnote 167. 
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If the upper class oriented developers are correct in their 
assessment of market conditions, while this development is going 
on upper class households are becoming increasingly dissatisfied 
with their present locations. Dissatisfaction occurs either 
because certain of their preferences have changed or because the 
nature of the locations have changed, or both. For certain 
faml lies, the dissatisfaction reaches the point where they decide 
to move. These households then begin to search the alternatives 
with which they are famIliar. The available alternatives wi II be 
weighed In terms of upper class preferences. Choices are made. 
If enough choices are made in a particular area, a preferred upper 
class residential area Is formed. 

As long as "vacancies" exist and as long as their preferences 
continue to be satisfied, other upper class people move in, making 
the area increasingly preferred. Over time, however, upper class 
preferences begin to change or changes may occur in the residential 
area itself. Dissatisfaction starts. The upper class oriented 
developers, sensitive to this dissatisfaction, begin their search 
for new land on which to translate preferences Into subdivision 
characteristics. A successful translation, accompanied by enough 
dissatisfaction, leads to movement out of the old area. As upper 
class faml lies move out, and when vacancies are not fi lied by 
upper class households, the old area becomes less preferred. 

The general nature of this statement Indicates that several 
elements of a complete explanation have yet to be considered. The 
most significant of these Is a precise statement on the nature of 
upper class residential preferences over time. With such information, 
we would know which pieces of land upper class oriented developers 
would consider If they wished to translate upper class preferences 
into subdivision characteristics. We would know why upper class 
people located In particular areas, since it has been established 
that households choose from among alternatives in terms of their 
preferences. Finally, we would know the circumstance.s under which 
changes took place In the location of preferred upper class 
residential areas over time, since it has been established that 
developers attempt to antlcipat·e changing preferences or to 
retranslate existing preferences when locational dissatisfaction 
occurs. 

The existing micro-scale residential development literature 
provides only a series of suggestions concerning upper class 
residential preferences. In the rest of this section, these 
suggestions are examined within the context of the components of 
the consumer submodel. It should be noted that whereas this study 
is concerned only with single dwelling units, most of the empirical 
studies examined included households occupying residential 
preference statements made by respondents. However, since the 
literature Is used only to suggest preference hypotheses, this fact 
Is not thought to be a problem. 
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3.9.3 The Consumer Submodel 

3.9.3.1 The decision to seek a new residence 

The first element of the consumer submodel is based on the 
assumption of voluntary decision making. Rossi has demonstrated 
that 40 per cent of al I moves are forced. Given the reasons for 
forced moves mentioned in Table 4, especially those referred to 
as "I nvo I untary moves," I t may be assumed that a vast major i ty of 
the upper class make voluntary relocation decisions. It would 
seem that those upper class households which remain in upper class 
areas when they are no longer preferred would be the most likely 
upper class victims of forced moves. 

There is much empirical evidence to indicate that the decision 
to seek a new residential location is related to household 
dissatisfaction with the presently Inhabited site, as the consumer 
submodel suggests. That is to say. CHANGE, as it operates In the 
consumer submodel, is directly linked to dissatisfaction. This 
means that a fundamental element In an explanation of the changing 
location of preferred upper class residential areas is an under
standing of household dissatisfaction. 

l-bst of the existing literature ties dissatisfaction, with 
respect both to the dwelling unit and to the neighborhood, to 
changing household characteristics, especially I ife cycle changes. 
Thus each lite cycle stage Is associated with a particular housing 
requirement. Therefore, when life cycle stage changes, so do 
housing requirements. Dissatisfaction with the presently inhabited 
dwelling results. 

A tocus on life cycle stages, the only household characteristic 
which consistently has been shown to be associated with the 
decision to seek a new residence, lends little to the understanding 
of why preferred upper class residential areas are abandoned. This 
results from the fact that for the purposes of this study upper 
class residential areas are made up only of single dwelling units. 
Given the relationship between life cycle stage and housing require
ment demonstrated in the literature, only one life cycle stage Is 
considered In this study.* Therefore, the decline of one upper 
class residential area and the growth of another cannot ue 
interpreted to be the result of I ife cycle changes. 

*Thls is the stage at which couples have unmarried children 
living at home. 
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A more fruitful approach to the understanding of residential 
location dissatisfaction among the upper class might involve a 
consideration of area rather than household changes. If, as 
Baltzell argues, upper class residential areas are characterized 
by an "exclusive" social I ife. 167 then changes in neighborhood 
character probably stimulate the decision to move more than any 
other factor. Schauffer, in asking respondents why they moved to 
Shaker Heights, a high status suburb, most often answered, "to 
get away from a neighborhood that Is physically deteriorating and 
one into which objectional people were movlng.,,168 

As mentioned in Section 3.4, very little research has focused 
on the relation between the decision to move and the type of 
site dissatisfaction which results from constant household 
residential preferences in combination with a deteriorating location. 
Yet there are bits and pieces of information which suggest that 
this relationship can provide an explanation of changerin the 
location of preferred upper class residential areas. herefore, 
in Chapter IV a series of "area dissatisfaction corollaries" 
fol lowing from upper class preferences wi II be examined to gain 
insight into changing residential area location. One such 
corollary deals with "objectionable" people and follows from the 
upper class preferences for residential locations which guarantee 
the exclusion of undesirables, suggested by Ualtzell's and 
Schauffer's comments. 

3.9.3.2 The search for potential residential 
alternatiVeS" within an action space 

There is some information available to indicate that a 
relationship between a household's social class and the scope of 
its action space exists. Horton and Reynolds argue that the socio
economic characteristics of a household influence the formation 
of its action space. On the basis of observation, statements have 
been made that poor people te~d to be more restricted ;in terms 
of experience and contacts than do higher income, better educated 
people. With respect to activity space, stUdies have shown that 
higher Income persons live farther from job location than do other 
people. 169 Furthermore, It is Impossible to conceive of a situation 
In which upper class people are Qxcluded from areas by racial and 
ethnic barriers. These bits of information al low one to conclude 
that the upper class have a fairly wide-ranging action space. It 
must be added, however. that this statement and the whole question 
of action space needs further research. Clearly, an exploration 
of action space, Its etiology and implications, Is basic to the 
understanding of Intra-urban spatial decision making of all kinds. 
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If one is wi II ing to accept the notion that upper class house
holds have wide-ranging action spaces, an interesting Implication 
logically fol lows concerning residential decision making: upper 
class fam! lies should have an extremely wide range of potential 
residential alternatives available to them when searching for new 
housing sites. Not only do they have an areal Iy extensive amount 
of information available to them as a result of socio-economic 
characteristics and broad activity spaces, but also the upper 
class are not restricted by ethnic and racial barriers. 

This Implication Ignores a dimension of residential search 
behavior suggested by the literature examined: once the search 
for residential alternatives actively begins, the actor operates 
within the confines of his search space, not his action space. The 
search space is a pruned action space. As mentioned In Section 
3.6.1, Brown and Moore have suggested conceptually, as Armiger, 
Paxton, and Rossi have suggested using empirical evidence, that 
the pruning procedure results from the actor's initial evaluation 
of residential alternatives in terms of area desirability. The 
significant role played by desirability in evaluating potential 
locations was demonstrated in Section 3.6.2. In Chapter IV, a 
hypothes I s concern I ng the upper c I ass "desl rab I I I ty" preference 
will be developed and tested, 

Beyond Rossi's comments concerning residential information 
sources, very little is know about the link between social class 
and the particular sources used within the search space. Whi Ie 
collecting material for this study, I was able to make some informal 
observations concerning upper class information sources with 
respect to new subdivisions. The upper class appeared to be 
restricted to three major sources: (I) subdivision brochures, 
prepared by the developer, describing the characteristics of the 
subdivisions and received through the mai I by a restricted list 
of households; (2) advertisements concerning upper class oriented 
subdivisions appearing In the Detroit Saturday Night .. a newspaper, 
now defunct, which also published the Social Secretary 2t Detroit 
and Michigan (advertisements about suc~ivlsions did not 
appear in the dai Iy newspapers~; and (3) I noticed that the 
developers of upper class oriented subdivisions were often themselves 
members of the Detroit upper class. It can be assumed that 
Informal contacts among members·ot the upper class served as a 
source of information. 

3.9.3.3 The evaluation and elimination 2t potential 
residential alternatives until !!. decision ~~ 

The literature Included In Section 3.6.1 suggests that 
residential alternatives are evaluated on three levels, each 
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Involving the examination of particular locational considerations, 
and each taking place at a particular scale of action space. At 
the Initial level, desirability is a major criterion. The role 
that this consideration wi II play in the explanation of the 
changing location of preferred upper class subdivisions was 
discussed in Section 3.9,3.2. 

It appears that at the initial level of evaluation households 
are willing to trade off accessibi lity for a desirable neighborhood. 
Hoover and Vernon argue that high Income groups view inaccessibility 
as a means of maintaining exclusiveness. They cite the humorous 
example of "The Hardy CommUTers of Wi Iton, ConnecticuT" to support 
their argumenT. 170 On one particular occasion a New York, New 
Haven, and Hartford Rai I road commuter Train, which was scheduled 
to Travel from Grand Central Station to Wi Iton, Connecticut in 
exactly two hours, arrived at Its destination eight hours late as 
the result of a series of mechanical and human malfunctions. When 
asked for his comments on the commuter service in view of this 
evenT, one Wi Itonlan stated "the worse the service, the fewer the 
people to move out here. I am in favor of bad service. lOl7l These 
comments suggest that perhaps inaccessibility is a major locational 
requirement among certain segments of the metropolitan population. 

The notion of accessibility, or perhaps more correctly 
inaccessibility, when applied to residential decision making is 
usually thought of In terms of journey to work. The material 
covered in Section 3.6.3.4 demonstrated that, in fact, journey to 
work is often Ignored as a locational consideration. Lansing. 
Mueller, and Barth" concluded that married couples with chi Idren 
tend to attach relatively little importance to journey to work, 
perhaps because of the advantages of suburban living for a family 
with chi Idren. 

However, It cannot be concluded on the basis of this evidence 
that people are not concerned.wlth accessibility. Journey to work 
must place a spatial constraint on residential location. Whl Ie 
household heads may not desire to live close to work. they stll I 
must go to work. Therefore a hypothesis relating upper class 
residential choices and accessibility to major transportation routes 
will be developed In Chapter IV.' I consider access to major 
transportation routes to be an Initial Evaluation Level criterion. 
since it may be assumed that people living in a particular city 
over time are familiar with the location of its major transportation 
arteries. It Is Interesting that In none of the surveys of consumer 
residential preferences reviewed was access to transportation routes 
mentioned as an Important consideration. Perhaps this is an example 
of what Rossi refers to as a "tacit assumptlon."* 

*See Section 3.6.1. 
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Further evidence Indicating that accessibility Is an important 
locatlonal consideration Is found in Section 3.6.3.4:-- The literature 
Included therein Indicated that households were concerned with 
accessibility to a variety of establishments, for example. schools 
when making residential location decisions. 

Accessibility requirements may influence residential location 
decisions in another way as well. People may wish to move outward 
from the center of the city, not simply because they associate 
"outward" with certain desirable site characteristics, but also 
because they are concerned with accessibility to certain activities 
which are located In these outlying areas. Armiger mentioned 
that respondents viewed the northwest sector of Greensboro, North 
Carol Ina as desirable and wanted to move there partly because of 
the quality of the schools In the area. 172 This suggests that the 
existence of activities in an area not directly associated with 
housing may make that area attractive to households. 

While there are no references made to the role played by 
country clubs In residential location decisions In the literature, 
my own observations of upper class residential areas Indicated 
that they are spatially associated with exclusive golf and country 
clubs. 173 This observation Is tested In the form of a hypothesis 
In Chapter IV. A related area dissatisfaction corollary connecting 
Inaccesslbll ity to exclusive recreational faci Iities and the 
decline in preferability of residential areas wi II also be 
operatlonallzed and tested In Chapter IV. 

The existing I iterature Indicates that at the Intermediate 
Evaluation Level characteristics of the housing unit are an Important 
locatlonal consideration. An examination of those brochures which 
were available for subdivisions In upper class residential areas 
and of building restrictions set In the deeds of a sample of 
subdivisions In these areas Indicated that a vast majority of upper 
class consumers did not buy s~eculatively built homes. Rather, 
they bought Improved lots In subdivisions and bul It their own homes. 
The building restrictions did, however, set minimum and maximum 
limits on the size of the house that could be bui It. Furthermore, 
building material which was not to be used was specified. Finally, 
building restrictions often Indl~ted that the exterior plans of 
the proposed home had to be approved by an architect of the 
developer's choosing. That Is to say, upper class people generally 
built their homes to their own specifications within the guidelines 
set down by the building restrictions. Therefore, space requirements, 
floor plans, heating facl I Ities, and utilities provided can not 
logically be considered an upper class residential location con
sideration. 
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However, it must be noted that households are concerned with 
the neighborhood housing qual ity when making residential location 
decisions. This point was made In Section 3.6.3.4. There Is no 
reason to believe that the upper class are any less concerned with 
"the quality and character of the homes in the neighborhood." 
Recognizing that In a newly developing upper class residential 
area the only way of evaluating the quality and character of 
homes is by examining the bui Idlng restrictions, a hypothesis 
relating the characteristics of building restrictions and upper 
class residential choices will be developed and tested In the next 
chapter. An area dissatisfaction corollary dealing with the 
Inability of areas to guarantee neighborhood quality and the 
declining preferability of these areas Is also considered. 

As Indicated In Section 3.6.3.3, lot size Is an Important 
residential location oonslderatlon. Without providing any 
evidence, Stegman has suggested that lot siZe, as Inaccessibility, 
Is used to maintain exclusiveness. He states that "Institutional 
barriers such as large-lot zoning keep faml lies In the central 
core. ,,174 Perhaps th Isis another d I mens Ion of the des I re for 
privacy discussed by Lansing. These comments suggest another 
area dissatisfaction corollary. It may be said that, over time, 
upper class people recognize that their lots are not giving them 
the privacy (exclusiveness) they demand, and they therefore demand 
even larger lots. This notion wi II be examined in the next chapter. 
If, as Stegman suggests, lot size Is used to preserve exclusiveness, 
and If, as Baltzell suggests, upper class residential areas are 
characterized by an exclusive social life, then perhaps the lot 
sizes available In an area explain why certain newly developed upper 
class areas become more preferred than others (see Table 3). This 
poss I b I II ty w I I I a I so be examl ned I n Chapter I V. 

While Burgess and Hoyt have suggested that a spatial 
association exists between physical (natural) amenities and upper 
class residential areas, only two studies among al I of those 
examined even mentioned natu'ral amenities, and only Daly demonstrated 
that a desire to live in an area with natural amenities was related 
to high Income. On the other hand, Weiss pointed out that developers 
recognize the role played by a roiling topography and trees In 
Increasing the marketabl Iltv o~a residential development directed 
towards the high Income market. Developers also recognize that 
these site characteristics are dysfunctional In a low Income 
development. Along the same lines, Hoover and Vernon suggest that 
upper Income households desire rol ling topography partly because 
they recognize the difficulties inherent in subdividing such land 
Into sma I I rectangular--and therefore lower income orlented--lots. 175 
In this situation topography acts as a soclo-economlc barrier. In 
any case, a hypothesis relating natural amenities and upper class 
residential choices will be developed In Chapter IV. 
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The Final Evaluation Level Is not considered in this review. 
argue that at this level households are making the final 

Iocatlona I decision in which. on the basis of personal considerations. 
they are choosing from among Individual sites which exhibit 
essentially the same characteristics. Since this study is concerned 
with the location of residential areas and not with why people 
chcose particular lots. the Final Evaluation Level Is viewed as 
being too refined for consideration in this project. 

3.9.4 Summary 

To summarize the upper class preferences suggested by the 
literature and to be tested In Chapter IV: 

I. 	 Initial Evaluation Level Preferences 

A. 	 Area Desirability 

B. 	 Access to Major Transportation Routes 

I I. Intermediate Evaluation Level Preferences 

A. 	 Access to Exclusive Golf and Country Clubs; 

area dissatisfaction corollary 


B. 	 Natural Amenities 

C. 	 Lot Size; area dissatisfaction corollary 

D. 	 Quality and Character of Housing In the Area; 

area dissatisfaction corollary 


E. 	 Exclusion of Objectionable People; area 

dissatisfaction corollary 
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CHAPTER I V 

UPPER CLASS RESIDENTIAL PREFERENCES, OVER TlI-1E 

4.1 Introductory Remarks 

The theoretical framework used in this study to explain the 
changing location of preferred upper class residential areas 
requires an understanding of the nature of upper class residential 
preferences over time. The literature examined in Chapter III 
provided a series of suggestions concerning upper class residential 
preferences. These were discussed in Section 3.9 and reviewed 
In Section 3.9.5. The purpose of this chapter Is to develop, 
operatlonallze. and test preference hypotheses generated by these 
suggestions. using Detroit data. 

4.2 Some Basic Considerations 

4.2.1 Upper Class Residential Preferences 

An examination of the techniques used in previous stUdies 
deal ing with residential preferences at the micro-scale Indicates 
that the method most often used in determining upper class 
residential preferences Is the questionnaire. Since this study 
Is concerned with understanding the location ot existing 
residential areas. such a questionnaire would take a retrospective 
orientation. That Is to say. an attempt would be made to elicit 
responses reflecting people's reasons for having made previous 
residential decisions. 

~bwever, Rossi, In his classic study of residential decision 
making, notes that "memories are fallible. If one is asked to 
reconstruct the features of an event that has occurred even 
moments before, It Is to be expected that the reconstruction be 
partial and modified. The distortions and omissions tend to 
Increase, the farther back I nto the past memory is asked to go. til 
He argues that families who have lived in a particular location 
for a long time would probably be- unable to give an accurate 
picture of their "motivation for moving and the reasons for 

2choos I ng the I r present homes ... For that reason he cont I nes his 
retrospective questions to families who "have moved to their 
present homes within the five years preceding the Interview survey.,,3 
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The present study is concerned with moves over time, which 
for the purposes of this study is defined as the fifty year period 
between 1920 and 1970. In view of Rossi's remarks, the decision 
was made not to use a questionnaire to ascertain upper class 
residential preferences directly during that period but to develop 
instead a surrogate measure of residential preferences. 

The empirical evidence presented In Chapter II I Indicates that 
many households examine residential alternatives. It may therefore 
be concluded that they choose from among alternatives of which 
they are aware when meklng residential location decisions. It 
was also demonstrated that families have definite preferences 
which they apply to the consideration of residential alternatives. 
The evidence Indicates that In addition to considering cost, a 
criterion generally used to make a final Choice among otherwise 
simi lar alternatives, a variety of site and situational preferences 
are also brought to bear in residential decision making. Thus, 
If the potential mover has residential alternatives available to 
him and If he has the economic flexibility to choose the alternative 
which best reflects his preferences, then the site and situational 
characteristics of the residential location which he actually 
selects will reflect his preferences. Clearly, such a situation 
does not apply to every urban group. It is doubtful, for example, 
that the characteristics of a low income Negro's residential 
location reflect his preferences. However, for upper class house
holds, the characteristics of the residential locations which 
they choose, referred to in this study as IIrevealed residential 
preferences,lI* will be used as a surrogate maasure of residential 
preferences. 

4.2.2 Units of Analysis 

The literature examined In Chapter III intimates that 
residential alternatives are evaluated on at least three levels, 
two of which are considered I.n this study. The mater'ial suggests 
that distinct areal units are examined on the basis of distinctive 
Information when a particular preference is being considered. 
Thus, In the case of the upper class consumer, when an Initial 
Evaluation Level preference such as "desirability" is being 

*The notion "revealed residential preference" is similar to 
Rushton's. "revealed space preference" to the extent that both are 
based on the tenet that e consumer's behavior over space implies that 
he makes a search among a finite set of alternative opportunities 
and chooses those which he expects will give the greatest satisfaction. 
See for example Gerard Rushton, "The Scal ing of Location Preferences," 
Behavioral Problems in r~graphy, ed. by Kevin R. Cox and Reginald 
G. Golledge, Northwe~ern University, Studies In Geography, no. 17 
(Evanston; Northwestern University, 1969), pp. 198-201. 
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considered. the entire city (metropolitan area) as It Is perceived 
by the actor is examined and certain sectors are selected for 
further consideration. This decision involves the pruning of the 
action space down to the search space. The information used in 
selecting sectors for further consideration is of the sort gener
ally available to the household familiar with the city Involved. 
When an Intermediate Evaluation Level preference such as "lot 
size" Is considered, these sectors are examined and certain 
residential areas are selected. This decision involves the pruning 
of the search space down to a decision set. The information used 
In selecting residential areas is of the sort which can be gained 
through the actual inspection of alternatives available within 
the search space or through communication with friends, realtors, 
and newspapers. 

While these eval uatlon level notions need further investigation, 
the relationship between distinct areal unit and particular 
preference Is assumed to exist for the purposes of this study. 
What this means In terms of revealed residential preferences is that 
to Investigate a particular preference, the characteristics of a 
distinct areal unit will be examined. 

4.2.2.1 Sectors 

In the fol lowing discussion the characteristics of the sectors 
of Detroit In which upper class residential areas are located will 
be used as a surrogate measure of Initial Evaluation Level preferences. 
The sectors of Detroit are indicated on Map II. Each contains a 
forty-five degree "sl ice" of Detroit centering on the intersection 
of Woodward and Gratiot Avenues (see Map I). Sectors represent 
an arbitrary definition of search space. The upper class 
residential areas are contained in the Woodward and Jefferson 
Sectors. * 

4.2.2.2 ~ class subdivisions 

Intermediate Evaluation Level preference wi II be examined 
through a consideration of the site and situational characteristics 
of selected subdivisions located.wlthln upper class residential 
areas. The rationale for examining subdivisions and the method 

*In Its shape and orientation the sector is consistent with the 
notions developed concerning intra-urban migration by John S. Adams 
In "Directional Bias In Intra-urban Migration," Economic Geography, 
45, 4 (October, (969), pp. 302-323. 
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Map 11 
SECTORS OF DETROIT 
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used In selecting them Is discussed in this section. 

Preferred sectors are made up of three types of spatial units: 
municipalities. subdivisions, and Individual properties. Potentially 
the Individual could examine any of these at the Intermediate 
Evaluation level. logically, however, an Individual operating at 
this level has not yet reached the stage of decision making at 
which he examines specific properties. An examination of 
municipalities yields Information about zoning and utilities, 
Information also contained In subdivision deeds. Furthermore, It 
Is an Inspection of subdivisions and subdivision bui Iding 
restrictions which yields information about lot size, proximity, 
and character of housing in an area--al I Intermediate Evaluation 
Level consIderations. It may therefore be concluded that at the 
Intermediate Evaluation level the consumer applies his preferences 
to the selection of a subdivision. That Is to say, upper class 
revealed residential preferences operating at this level can be 
determined through a consideration of the site and situational 
characteristics of subdivisions chosen by upper class consumers. 
Upper class residential areas are made up of clusters of 
subdivisions possessing characteristics preferred by upper class 
househol ds. 

Hypotheses concerning revealed residential preferences at 
the Intermediate Evaluation level are tested by examining the 
characteristics of those subdivisions, located in upper class 
residential areas which developed during the study perlod.* In 
which upper class people clustered. These subdivisions are 
referred to as "upper 'class subdivisions." 

For the purposes of this study, "upper class subdivisions" 
are defined as those subdivisions in Palmer Woods, Grosse Pointe 
Park, Grosse Pointe, Grosse Pointe Farms. Grosse Pointe Shores, 
and Birmingham-Bloomfield HI I Is, the plats and deeds--including 
building restrlctions--of which were publically recorded between 
1910 and 1960, and In which ~t least 25 per cent of the dwelling 

*That Is, those residential areas which established them
selves as upper class residential areas between 1920 and 1970: 
Grosse Pointe Park. Grosse Pointe. Grosse Pointe Farms, Grosse 
Pointe Shores, Palmer Woods, Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills (see 
Table 3). 
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units were occupied by members of the upper class,* during the 
decade fol lowing plattlng.** The lag between platting and 
examination of occupants was introduced to allow the subdivisions 
time to become established. Using this definition, forty-three 
upper class subdivisions were Identified (see Table 8 and Map (2). 

Twenty-five per cent of al I upper class households located 
In upper class residential areas which developed during the study 
period were contained within the "upper class subdivisions." That 
Is to say, the revealed residential preferences of one out of 
every four upper class taml lies who lived in Palmer Woods. Grosse 
Pointe Park, Grosse Pointe, Grosse Pointe Farms, Grosse Pointe 
Shores. and Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills between 1920 and 1970 can be 
determined through an examination of the characteristics of 
these forty-three subdivisions. 

The material used to examine upper class subdivisions takes 
the form of plat maps and building restrictions, supplemented 
by topographic and road maps. The plat maps and bui Iding 
restrictions were secured through the cooperation of the Lawyers 
Title Insurance Company's offices In Detroit and Pontiac. 

In certain situations when examining Intermediate Evaluation 
Level preferences. It Is necessary to consider the characteristics 
of subdivisions located in Downtown, Uptown, and Indian Vi Ilage. 
These "old upper class subdivisions" (see Table 9 and Map 13) 
constitute al I the subdivisions In these three residential areas 
for which plat maps and building restrictions could be obtained 
and In which 25 per cent of all households were upper class house
holds in 1925. Approximately 25 per cent of al I upper class 
families living in Downtown. Uptown. and Indian VI liage in 1925 
lived In these eleven subdivisions. 

*The percentage of upper class people living In subdivisions 
was determined In the fol lowing manner: upper class residences 
for each decade were plotted on large scale maps. The boundaries 
of al I subdivisions In which upper class people lived were super
Imposed onto these maps. The boundaries were taken from the 8alst 
Atlas for Detroit supplemented ~y Township Section ~~ps on fl~ 
at the~glstrar of Deeds Office in Wayne and Oakland Counties. 
Using Polk's Directories for each decade, the number of households 
In eac~k of these subdivisions, in the decade following 
platting. was determined. The proportion of upper class households 
in each decade could then be determined. 

**That Is to say. 1920 to 1970. the study period. 
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Table 8 


UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS 

No. Subdivision Name Location Year Platted 

1 HABERKORN'S GROSSE POINTE PARK GROSSE POINTE PARK 1913 

2 DETROIT GOLF CLUB PALMER WOODS 1914 

3 UNIVERSITY PLACE GROSSE POINTE 1915 

4 PALMER WOODS PALMER WOODS 1915 

5 EDGEMONT PARK GROSSE POINTE PARK 1915 

6 HENRY RUSSEL'S THREE MILE DRIVE GROSSE POINTE PARK 1916 

7 GRANDE MARAIS BOULEVARD GROSSE POINTE PARK 1916 

8 LEWIS ESTATES GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1916 

9 HARVARD ROAD GROSSE POINTE PARK 1916 


10 LE GRANDE LAND CO WHITTIER BLVD GROSSE POINTE PARK 1917 

11 LAKELAND COURT GROSSE POINTE 1920 

12 CLOVERLY ROAD GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1922 

13 COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1923 

14 CONVENT GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1925 

15 BRIARBANK BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1925 

16 SOUTH CRANBROOK BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1925 

17 LONE PINE ROAD ESTATES BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1925 

18 HAMILTON PARK GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1926 

19 HAMILTON PARK NO. 1 GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1926 

20 CHELMSLEIGH ADDITION BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1926 

21 RIDGE ROAD GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1927 

22 ANDERSON'S GROSSE POINTE GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1928 

23 LONE PINE COURT BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1929 

24 MERRIWEATHER HEIGHTS GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1929 

25 ALLENDALE GARDENS BIRMINGHAM 1930 

26 HAMILTON PARK NO. 2 GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1930 

27 STEPHENS ROAD GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1936 

28 CLOVERLY ROAD ADDITION GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1936 

29 RADNOR PARK GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1937 

30 LAKE SHORE ROAD GROSSE POINTE SHORE 1937 

31 LAKE PARK GROSSE POINTE PARK 1937 

32 LEE GATE GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1938 

33 CRANBROOK COURT ESTATES BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1939 

34 BEACON HILL . GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1.941 

35 EDGEMERE GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1941 

36 LONE PINE WOODS BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1945 

37 WESTWU1D GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1951 

38 NEWBERRY PLACE GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1952 

39 LAKE CREST LANE GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1953 


i il 
LAKEWOOD HEIGHTS BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1954 

41 FUGER GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1955 
42 RICHARD M. KIMBROUGH GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1955 

HIGHMOOR BLOOMFIELD HILLS 1957 
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UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS 
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Table 9 


OLD UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS 


No. Subdivision Name Location Year Platted 


1 DE WITT H. TAYLOR'S UPTOWN 1891 

2 McLAUGLIN AND OWEN'S UPTOWN 1892 

3 THE PEERLESS ADDITION UPTOWN 1893 

4 PARK INDIAN VILLAGE 1894 

5 LEGGET'S UPTOWN 1899 

6 VOIGT PARK UPTOWN 1902 

7 BEWICK'S INDIAN VILLAGE 1903 

8 ADDITION TO PARK SUBDIVISION INDIAN VILLAGE 1908 

9 A. M. HENRY'S INDIAN VILLAGE 1911 


10 JOS. H. BERRY INDIAN VILLAGE 1914 
11 MEREDITH IROQUOIS PARK INDIAN VILLAGE 1916 
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4.3 Initial Evaluation Level Preferences 

In this section two preferences hypotheses concerning access 
to major transportation routes and area desirabi lity are developed 
and tested. It is assumed that these preferences operate at 
the Initial Evaluation Level and therefore operate on the basis 
of Information available to a household simply as the result of 
having I ived in a city over a period of time. 

4.3.1 Access to Major Transportation Routes 

4.3.1.1 Introduction 

The relationship between intra-urban transportation Innovations 
and the decentralization of households. especially middle and 
upper Income householdS, has been well established In the Iiterature.~ 
With respect to the upper class. Hoyt noted. on the basis of 
his observations in several cities. that "high grade residential 
areas tend to develop along the fastest existing transportation 
routes." S 

The relationship developed between transportation and 
decentral izatlon should not be construed as being causal in nature, 
Rather, transportation innovations al low households to manifest 
their residential preferences spatially whl Ie maintaining necessary 
linkages (e.g. journey to work>, Thus Ward was able to conclude 
that "in the late 19th Century innovations in local transportation 
and rising Incomes and changing tastes of the middle class 
sustained the growth of streetcar suburbs."S 

4.3.1.2 The hypotheSis 

Whi Ie the micro-scale residential development literature 
says very little about families' desire to live near major trans
portation routes. this type of accesslbl I Ity must be considered 
a primary locatlonal consideration If only because of its impact 
on households' ability to manifest other preferences. It Is 
hypothesized that the upper class prefer to locate in those urban 
areas which contain major transportation routes. To express 
this hypothesis in revealed residential preference terms at the 
Initial Evaluation Level for Detroit Is to say that during the 
study period upper class residential areas wi II develop in those 
sectors which contain major transportation routes. 

4.3.1.3 Findings and analysiS 

Maps 14. IS, and 16 present the major transportation routes 
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Map 14 

MAJOR TRANSPORTATION ROUTES, 1901 
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Map 15 
MAJOR TRANSPORTATION ROUTE$, 1925 
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which existed in Detroit in 1901, 1925, and 1970 respectively and 
are representative of the routes which could have affected residential 
development during the study period. These maps were constructed 
by piecing together information contained in several maps of the 
area. The modes of intra-urban transportation, and with them 
the major transportation routes, have changed over time. 7 There
fore, the routes presented on the maps vary In terms of mode. 
On the 1901 map al I electric streetcar and inter-urban tracks in 
Detroit are represented. t4ajor transportation routes on the 
1925 map reflect the pattern of cement roads and Inter-urban 
tracks. The 1970 map Includes highways that are at least four 
lanes wide. 

The maps indicate that the upper class residential areas 
which developed between 1920 and 1970* were located in sectors 
which contained major transportation routes. Furthermore, in 
every case the upper class residential areas developed entirely 
within two mi les of existing major transportation routes. The 
evidence therefore demonstrates that during the study period upper 
class people preferred to live In those urban sectors which 
contained major transportation routes. The evidence further 
Indicates that upper class people during this period preferred 
locations which were accessible (within two miles) to major 
transportation routes. 

It must be noted, however, that al I other sectors also 
contain major transportation routes and that therefore there are 
areas within these sectors which are as accessible to major 
transportation routes as ere the upper class residential areas. 
It must therefore be concluded that whereas accessibi lity to major 
transportation routes is an upper class preference it is by no 
means the only loeational preference. 

Map 17 representing the horsecar routes of 1863, indicates 
that even then the Woodward and Jefferson Sectors contained major 
transportation routes. The upper class residential areas which 
developed before the study period** were located in these sectors. 
Again, however, other sectors also contained such routes. 

*Grosse Pointe Park, Gross~ Pointe, Grosse Pointe Farms, 
Grosse Pointe Shores, Palmer Woods, Birmingham-Bloomfield Hi lis. 

**Downtown, Uptown, and Indian Village. 
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4.3.1.4 Information taken 
from subdivision broc~ 

I was able to secure real estate brochures for a number of 
subdivisions located In upper class residential areas from the 
Burton Historical Collection of the Detroit Public Library. The 
contents of the brochures reflect what the developer thinks wi II 
attract consumers to his subdivision. The brochure material is 
not used as evidence to test hypotheses but rather to provide the 
reader with a feel ing for the developer's perception of consumer 
preferences, thus adding an interesting dimension to the discussion. 

An examination of the brochures revealed that developers were 
sensitive to the accesslbi lity needs of potential consumers. The 
brochures emphasize that the subdivisions can, in their 
characteristics, satisfy the consumer's preferences and still be 
accessible to downtown Detroit, thus supporting the notions 
discussed in Section 4.3.1.1. Excerpts from three brochures 
illustrate this point: 

Grosse Pointe Co:ony (Grosse Pointe, 1915)* 
The property is ocated eight miles from the City 
Hal I and the center of Detroit, on Jefferson 
Avenue, the finest of the great arteries that lead 
out from the center of the city •••• This 
eastern district in the vicinity of Grosse Pointe 
Colony is the only locality in which you can secure 
new strictly high grade property today. 8 

Grosse Pointe Shores Subdivision (Grosse Pointe 
Shores,'"l"9T'6T --
Every great city has a charming suburb just the 
right distance from downtown to make it easily 
accessible, yet far enough away to have clean pure 
air and lots of space and natural faci lities for 
outdoor recreation. Detroit's suburb of this kind 
Is the vi I I age of Grosse Pointe Shores. 9 

Bloomfield Vi Ilage (Birmingham-Bloomfield Hi lis, 
1924) 
Th i rty minutes by motor car out ~I ider Woodward 
Avenue with a representative of Judson Uradway 
Company wil I carry you away from the rush and 
unrest of the bustling city to the quiet and 
alluring beauty of Bloomfield Village with its 
rol I ing green slopes, Its partly wooded hi I Is where 
living Is better. 10 

*The location in parentheses refers to the upper class 
residential area In which the subdivision Is located. The date 
refers to the year the subdivision was platted. 
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4.3.2 Area Desl rabl Iity 

4.3.2.1 The hypothesis 

The micro-scale residential development literature reviewed 
in Chapter I I I suggested that residential consumers operating 
at the Intitial Evaluation Level Immediately eliminate from 
further consideration those urban sectors which they do not 
consider "desirable." On the basis of this suggestion it is 
hypothesized that the upper class prefer to locate in those 
urban areas which they define as desirable. To express this 
hypothesis In revealed residential preference terms at the 
Initial Evaluation Level for Detroit Is to say that during the 
study period upper class residential areas will develop in those 
sectors which are defined as desirable by the upper class. 

4.3.2.2 Operational definition: desirable sector 

One of the few clues In the micro-scale residential development 
I iterature concerning the upper class definition of "deslrabi I Ity" 
Is provided by Schauffer. She pointed out that people moving to 
Shaker Heights, a high-status suburb of Cleveland, wanted to live 
near socially desirable people. 11 Two tentative conclusions can 
be drawn from Schauffer's findings with respect to an upper class 
definition of desirability: (I) dosirabi Iity Is defined in terms 
of "people" rather than of physical features; and (2) an area must 
be defined as already being desirable before the move is made. 
These conclusions are reflected in Hoyt's findings, based on 
his observations in several cities, with respect to the formation 
of "high rent" areas. 12 He observed that "the high priced 
residential neighborhOOd tends to grow toward the homes of the 
leaders of the communlty.,,13 He Illustrated his point by referring 
to a study done In ~4uncle, Indiana, by Robert and Helen Lynd. 14 

The Lynds noted that the northwest section of Muncie became the 
outstanding residential secti~n as a result of the movement of 
the most prominent family (the Ball family) to that sectlon. 15 
On the basis of the comments made by Schauf fer, and especially 
by Hoyt and the Lynds, it was concluded that upper class households 
def I ne sectors a I ready I nhab I ted by the "f I rst fam i I I es" of a 
community as being desi rable for'inhabltatlon. 

4.3.2.3 Operational definition: first families 

A historical adaptation of the reputational method for 
examining community social stratification was used to del imlt the 

, 
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"first families" of Detroit.*16 In this adaptation three lists 
of names were compared to determine first families. The first 
list was made up of faml lies whose homes were mentioned In an 
architectural collection called The Buildings of Detroit written 
by ~/. Hawkins Ferry,l? a former leCturer in architectural history 
at Wayne State Unlverslty.** My reasoning was that if an 
Individual family was wealthy enough and had enough self-esteem 
to hire one of the country's greatest architects to design its 
home, It was probably a "first family." The second list is taken 
from an article concerning "some of the most distinguished names" 
In Detroit, written by Jack Oliver who was then the Society 
Editor of the Detroit Free Press. lS Cleveland Armory used this 
article as the basis fo;:a discussion of Detroit Society in his 
book I'/ho Killed Soclety?19 The final list of names was contained 
in anart'"l"C"le'deal ing with the "Old Guard of Detroit" written 
by Jane Schermerhorn, then the Society Editor of the Detroit 
tlews. 20 If a family appeared on any two lists It was considered 
6"Tlrst family" of Detroit. 

Using the method described above, fifty-six first fam! lies 
were Identified. The addresses contained in The bui Idings of 
Detroit were used to locate the fifty-two firsr-faml lies menfloned 
therein. The construction dates of these first faml lies' homes 
were also taken from this source. In the remaining four cases, 
addresses were taken from the ~ Secretary and house construction 
dates were estimated (see Tables 10 and II). 

4.3.2.4 Findings ~ analysis 

The location of first family homes built between 1850 and 1899 
are platted on Map 18. All homes are located in four Sectors: 
Michigan, Grand River, I'/oodward, and Jefferson. The latter two 
contain the upper class residential areas which developed before 
the study perlod.*** It Is Impossible to determine the temporal 
relationship between the dev~lopment of these residential areas 
and the construction dates of first fami Iy homes. since data on the 

*The method Involves asking judges, usually In a sma I I 
community, to rank families In terms of social class. 

**In a conversation, September 15, 1971, Mr. Ferry assured me 
that residences were selected strictly on the basis of architecture. 

***Downtown, Uptown, and Indian Village. 

, 




Table 10 


FIRST FAMILIES OF DETROIT 1850 - 1899 


No. Name Address Const. 
Year 

f-- ~~ ~ ~ ~ -----~ ~ 

1 EBER B. WARD W. FORT/19th 1860 

2 GEORGE B. RUSSEL E. JEFFERSON/BEAUFORT 1860 

3 JAMES F. JOY W. FORT/1st 1862 

4 SIDNEY D. MILLER E. JEFFERSON/RUSSELL 1864 

5 CHARLES DUCHARME W. FORT/GRAND BLVD. 1864 

6 CHARLES DUCHARME E. JEFFERSON/ORLEANS 1869 

7 THOMAS W. PALMER WOODWARD/KIRBY 1874 

8 JOHN S. NEWBERRY E. JEFFERSON/RIVARD 1875 

9 ALLEN SHELDEN W. FORT /3rd 1875 


10 JAMES McMILLAN E. JEFFERSON/RUSSELL 1880 

11 JOSEPH H. BERRY LAKE SHORE RD/McKINLEY GPI 1882 

12 HAZEN PINGREE WOODWARD/WARREN 1883 

13 RUSSEL A. ALGER W. FORTllst 1885 

14 SIMON J. MURPHY WOODWARD/PUTNAM 1887 

15 CHARLES DUCHARME E. JEFFERSON/DUBOIS 1888 

16 GEORGE G. BOOTH TRUMBULL/GRAND RIVER 1889 

17 JAMES E. SCRIPPS TRUMBULL/GRAND RIVER 1891 

18 EDWARD H. PARKER E. JEFFERSON/SEMINOLE 1896 


Ferry 01 i ver Scher
merhorn 

x )( 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x x 

x x 

x )( 

x x x 
N x x ! 


x x x 

x x 

x x 

x x x 

x x x 

x x 

x )( x 

x x 

x x 


x INDICATES THAT N~ WAS MENTIONED IN LIST 
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Table 11 


FIRST FAMILIES OF DETROIT 1900 - 1950 


No. Name Address Const. Ferry 01 iver Scher-
Year merhorn 

19 CHARLES M. SWIFT JEFFERSON GP 1905 x x 

20 ALBERT KAHN MACK/JOHN R 1906 x x 

21 FRED M. ALGER 17700 JEFFERSON GP 1908 x x x 

22 GEORGE G. BOOTH CRANBROOK BH 1909 x x x 

23 L.STEPHEN TROWBRIDGE JEFFERSON GP 1909 x x 

24 RUSSEL A. ALGER 32 LAKE SHORE ROAD GPF 1910 x x x 

25 EDWIN S. BARBOUR 147 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1910 x x 

26 T.H.HINCHMAN 223 SEMINOLE 1910 x x 

27 HENRY B. JOY 301 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1910 x x x 

28 JAMES B. BOOK JR JEFFERSON/BURNS 1911 x x 

29 JOHN S. NEWBERRY. 99 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1911 x x x 

30 HENRY C. SHELDEN 525 LAKE SHORE RD GPS 1911 x x 

31 LEMUEL W. BOWEN WOODWARD/KIRBY 1912 x x 

32 HORACE DODGE 17840 JE FFERSON GP 1912 x x 

33 PHILLIP H. McMILLAN 283 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1912 x x x 

34 HARRY N. TORREY 575 LAKE SHORE RD GPS 1913 x x 

35 TRUMAN H. NEWBERRY 123 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1914 x x x 

36 DEXTER M. FERRY JR 17100 JEFFERSON GP 1915 x x 

37 HENRY FORD FAIRLANe. DEARBORN 1915 x x x 

38 JOSEPH B. SCHLOTMAN 500 LAKE SHORE RD BPS 1915 x x 

39 EMORY L. FORD 485 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1916 x x 

40 ALBERT KAHN WALNUT LAKE BH 1916 x x 

41 FREMONT WOODRUFF 17160 JEFFERSON GP 1917 x x 

42 WALTER O. BRIGGS 700 BOSTON BLVD W. 1920 x x 

43 ELIOT S. NICHOLS TIVERTON RO BH 1920 x x 

44 RALPH H. BOOTH 315 WASHINGTON GP 1924 x x x 

45 CHARLES A. DEAN 21 LEWISTON GPF 1924 x x 

46 WESSON SEYBURN 16810 JEFFERSON GPP 1924 x x 

47 SIDNEY T. MILLER JR 116 PROVENCAL GPF 1925 x x 

48 JULIAN P. BOWEN 16628 JEFFERSON GPP 1927 x x 

49 ROY D. CHAPIN LAKE SHORE RD/BEVERLYGPF 1927 x x x 

50 EDSEL B. FORD 1100 LAKE SHORE RD GPS 1927 x x x 

51 ALUAN MACAULEY 735 LAKE SHORE RD GPS 1929 x x x 

52 GILBERT PINGREE 81 MERRIWEATHER GPF 1931 x x 

53 MRS RUSSEL A. ALGER 104 PROVENCAL GPF 1934 x x x 

54 STANDISH BACKUS 725 LAKE SHDRE RD GPS 1934 x x x 

55 MRS HORACE E. OODGE 12 LAKE SHORE RD GPF 1934 x x 

56 JOHN L. BOOTH PROVENCAL GPF 1941 x x x 


x INDICATES THAT NAME WAS MENTIONED IN LIST 
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FIRST FAMILIES OF DETROIT, 1850 - 1899 
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location of upper class residences does not exist before 1925. 
However. the evidence at least suggests that even before the study 
period upper class fami lies preferred to locate in those sectors 
which they defined as desirable. 

The clustering of first fami lies in the Michigan and Grand 
River Sectors does not effect the tentative conclusion drawn 
above. Apparently the ~Iest Fort street area was the center of an 
upper class residential area which developed before Downtown.* 
By 1925 it was no longer a "preferred" area. This Is a sector 
Which, In the twentieth century. was abandoned by the first 
families and the upper class. 

The location of first family homes bul It between 1900 and 1950 
are plotted on t~ap 19. With one exception, the Henry Ford home 
in Dearborn, all first families are located In either the ~Ioodward 
or Jefferson Sectors continuing the spatial trends established 
In the late nineteenth century. These are also the sectors which 
contain the upper class residential areas which developed during 
the study period. Furthermore, a comparison of construction dates 
listed in Table II with the development dates of upper class 
residential areas <Table 3) reveals that the areas which developed 
during the study period did so in portions of these sectors which 
were already inhabited by first faml lies. This evidence supports 
the hypothesis that when making residential location deciSions, 
the upper class prefer to locate In those sectors which they 
define as desirable. The operation of the desirability preference 
explains why only certain urban sectors which contained major 
transportation routes also contained upper class residential areas. 

Only six of the first family homes were located in the 
~bodward Sector between 1900 and 1950. If the number of fami lies 
located in a sector is used as a measure of its degree of 
desirabi Ilty, then during this time the Jefferson Sector was much 
more desirable, at least at the Initial Evaluation L~vel. than 
was the Woodward Sector. THis might explain why only 18 per 
cent of the upper class were located in Palmer Woods and Birmingham
Bloomfield Hills during the study period. 

4.3.2.5 Information taken 
from subdivision brochUreS 

Almost every real estate brochure examined mentioned how 
close the subdivision was to the "estates of prominent Detroiters." 
Usually the brochure incl uded a map indicating the location of both 

*Note the existence of a major transportation route in the 
Michigan Sector In 1863 (see Map 11). 
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Map 19 
FIRST FAMILIES OF DETROIT, 1900 . 1950 
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the subdivision being offered and the homes of people whom the 
developer thought would Impress the consumer (see Figure Ill. 
Whl Ie there was some overlap between developers' definitions of 
prominence and my definition of "first families," they were not 
Identical. 

4.4 Intermediate Evaluation Level Preferences 

In this section hypotheses and dissatisfaction corollaries 
dealing with Intermediate level preferences are examined. At 
this level, preferred sectors are examined and certain residential 
areas are selected. The Information used In selecting residential 
areas Is of the sort which the potential consumer can gain through 
the actual Inspection of alternatives available within the search 
space or through communication with friends, realtors, and 
newspapers. The upper class subdivision Is the unit of analysis. 

4.4.1 Exclusive Golf and Country Clubs 

4.4.1.1 Introduction 

Foster Dulles, In his book The History of Recreation, noted 
that In the 1880's a new instituT1()n--the coUiritry club--developed 
to provide a setting for "society's" outdoor recreatlon. 21 Whi Ie 
country clubs were originally established to provide facilities 
for hunting, tennis. trap shooting, and where possible, yachting, 
during the 1890's they began to make provisions for a new game: 
golf. 

4.4.1.2 The hypothesis 

Clearly the golf and country club Is an extensive space user 
and must be located at some' distance from the city center. In 
the early days of golf, Intra-urban transportation facilities 
were such that people travelled out to the clubs from the city. 
Thus, Ferry noted that In the 1890's "trolley transportation was 
good enough to make It possible for several golf courses to be 
opened"22 I n the Grosse Po Inte' area. As Intra-urban transportat ion 
facilities continued to Improve, It Is conceivable that there 
developed among the upper class a desire to I ive close to exclusive 
golf and country clubs, which could act as a center for social 
activities. It is therefore hypothesized that during the study 
period, upper class households preferred residential locations 
close to exclusive golf and country clubs. Stated in revealed 
residential preference terms at the Intermediate Evaluation Level 

http:recreatlon.21


-118

Fi gure 11 


MAP OF SUBDIVISION INDICATING PROXIMITY OF PROMINENT DETROITERS,

TAKEN FROM BROCHURE FOR RADNOR PARK. GROSSE POINTE FARMS, 1937 
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for Detroit, the hypothesis is that during the study period all 
upper class subdivisions wi II be located close to exclusive golf 
and country clubs. 

4.4.1.3 Operational definitions 

For the purposes of th I s study, "exc I us I va go I f and country 
clubs" are defined as those golf and country clubs listed In the 
Club Directories of the Social Secretary of Detroit and Michigan 
in two consecutive decades during the study period, and located 
in Detroit (see Table 12 and t~ap 20). "Near" is defined sl~ly 
as three miles (i.e. ten minutes by car, assuming a speed of 
twenty miles an hour). 

4.4.1.4 Findings ~ analysis 

The straight line distance between the center of each upper 
class subdivision and the center of the closest exclusive golf 
and country club which was in operation before Its platting was 
calculated (see Table 13). All upper class subdivisions were 
within three miles of the closest exclusive golf and country 
club, thus confirming the hypothesis. In fact only eight (19 
per cent) were located beyond two miles from the closest existing 
exclusive golf and country club.* 

Several exclusive country clubs had no upper class residential 
development within three miles of them (Brook lands, Grosse isle, 
Dearborn, Meadowbrook, Red Run, and Orchard Lake). This 
observation Indicates that whi Ie location close to a subdivision 
Is an important upper class preference, It is clearly not the 
only consideration. 

An examination of brochures for subdivisions in" upper class 
residential areas revealed that developers stressed the proximity 
of their subdivisions to exclusive golf and country clubs. Thus: 

Country Club Estates (Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills, 1923) 
A beautl~roi I ing tra~t of one hundred acres--just 
west of Woodward Avenue with about one-half mile fron
tage on the Long Lake Road, directly across from the 
Bloomfield Hills Country Club. 23 

Birmingham Highlands (Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills, 1926) 
From Birmingham Hlghlands you overlook the Birmingham 

*Seven were in Grosse Pointe Park. 
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Table 12 

EXCLUSIVE GOLF AND COUNTRY CLUBS 

Name 

1 GROSSE ILE GOLF AND COUNTRY CLUB 
2 PINE LAKE COUNTRY CLUB 

3 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 

4 BLOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 

5 BROOKLANDS (NOW ROCHESTER GOLF AND COUNTRY 
6 REO RUN GOLF CLUB 
7 DETROIT GOLF CLUB 
8 MEADOWBROOK COUNTRY CLUB 
9 OAK LAN DHILLS COUNTRY CLUB 

10 LOCH MOOR CLUB 
11 BIRMINGHAM COUNTRY CLUB 
12 PLUM HOLLOW GOLF CLUB 
13 DEARBORN COUNTRY CLUB 
14 FOREST LAKE COUNTRY CLUB 
15 ORCHARD LAKE COUNTRY CLUB 

CLUB) 


Year Established 

1894 
1902 
1907 
1909 
1910 
1913 
1914 
1916 
1916 
1917 
1921 
1921 
1924 
1926 
1926 
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Map 20 

EXCLUSIVE GOLF AND COUNTRY CLUBS 
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Table 13 


DISTANCE BETWEEN UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS 

AND EXISTING EXCLUSIVE GOLF AND COUNTRY CLUBS 


Upper Class Subdivision 

HABERKORN'S GROSSE POINTE PARK 
DETROIT GOLF CLUB 
UNIVERSITY PLACE 
PALMER WOODS 
EOOEMONT PARK 
HENRY RUSSEL'S THREE MILE DRIVE 
GRANDE MARAIS BOULEVARD 
LEWIS ESTATES 
HARVARD ROAD 

Year Exclusive Golf 
Plat and Country C1 ub 

1913 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1914 DETROIT GOLF CLUB 
1915 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1915 DETROIT GOLF CLUB 
1915 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1916 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1916 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1916 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1916 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 

LE GRANDE LAND CO'S WHITTIER BLVD 1917 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 

LAKELAND COURT 
CLOVERLY ROAD 
COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES 
CONVENT 
BRIARBANK 
SOUTH CRANBRooK 
LONE PINE ROAD ESTATES 
HAMILTON PARK 
HAMILTON PARK NO. 1 
CHELMSLEIGH ADDITION 
RIDGE ROAD 
ANDERSON'S GROSSE POINTE 
LONE PINE COURT 
MERRIWEATHER HEIGHTS 
ALLENDALE GARDENS 
HAMILTON PARK NO. 2 
STEPHENS ROAD 
CLOVERLY ROAD ADDITION 
RADNOR PARK 
LAKE SHORE ROAD 
LAKE PARK 
LEE GATE 
CRANBROOK COURT ESTATES 
BEACON HILL 
EOOEMERE 
LONE PINE WOODS 
WESTWIND 
NEWBERRY PLACE 
LAKE CREST LANE 
LAKEWOOD HEIGHTS 
FUGER 
RICHARD M. KIMBROUGH 
HIGHMOOR 

1920 COUN'rRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1922 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1923 BLOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1925 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1925 BLOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1925 BLOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUE 
1925 OAKLAND HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1926 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1926 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1926 BLOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1927 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1928 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1929 ~LOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1929 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1930 ~IRMINGHAM COUNTRY CLUB 
1930 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1936 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1~36 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROn 
1937 COUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1937 LOCHMOOR CLUB 
1937 ~OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1938 ~OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1939 ~~OOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1941 ~OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1941 ~OUNTRY CLLlB OF DETROIT 
1945 ~LOOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1951 ~OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1952 ~~UNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1953 OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1954 ~~OOMFIELD HILLS COUNTRY CLUB 
1955 ~~l~TRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1955 OUNTRY CLUB OF DETROIT 
1957 FOREST LAKE COUNTRY CLUB 

r::ear Dist. 
stab. (M; .) 

1907 2.50 
1914 0.00 
1907 2.00 
1914 0.75 
1907 2.75 
1907 2.75 
1907 3.00 
1907 0.25 
1907 2.25 
1907 2.75 
1907 2.25 
1907 1.25 
1909 0.75 
1907 1.25 
1909 0.50 
1909 1.50 
1916 1.25 
1907 0.75 
1907 0.50 
1909 1.00 
1907 1.00 
1907 1.00 
1909 1.25 
1907 1.00 
1921 1.25 
1907 0.50 
1907 1.00 
1907 0.75 
1907 1.50 
1917 1.00 
1907 2.75 
1907 1.50 
1909 1. 75 
1907 0.75 
1907 1. 75 
1909 1. 75 
1907 1.25 
1907 1.50 
1907 1.75 
190' 2.00 
1907 0.50 
1907 1.25 
1926 1.50 
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Golf Club, only a five minute walk to the south. West 
Is Oakland HI lis Country Club, and others are within 
a few minutes drlve. 24 

4.4.1.5 Area dissatisfaction corollary: 
excluslve~reatlonal facilities 

If upper class households preferred to live near exclusive 
golf and country clubs during the study period, It tollows that 
they would become Increasingly dissatisfied with those subdivisions 
not located near such clubs, specifically those located in Uptown, 
Downtown, and Indian Village. The declining preferability of 
these areas during the study period must be accounted for, in part, 
by their Inaccessibility with respect to preferred exclusive 
recreational facilities. 

It Is probable that the upper class always had a preference 
for accesslbl Iity to exclusive recreational faci Iities. Before 
the advent of the country club, these facilities could be 
located downtown and might have fol lowed the upper class Into 
an area. Clearly a golf course cannot move into an already 
bul It-up area. Therefore, Its Impact on upper class residential 
development Is quite different. The Implications of recreational 
faci Iity on the development of residential areas must be further 
InvestIgated. 

4.4.2 Natural Amenities 

4.4.2.1 Introduction 

Burgess has noted the spatial relationship existing between 
natural amenities and the residential locations of upper income 
groups. He mentioned that "the concentric zonal pattern st! II 
holds In Montreal and Seattle, but with the poor in the valleys, 
the well to do on the hillsides, and the wealthy on the hill tops. 
The mountain tops In the Los Angeles area have become the 
commanding sites for the magnificent homes of mi II ionaires.,,25 
Hoyt, on the basis of his examination of high rent areas In 
several American cltles. octed that these areas tend to "progress 
toward high ground which is free from the risk of floods and to 
spread along lake, bay, river, and ocean fronts, where such 
waterfronts are not used for industry."26 In the micro-scale resi
dential development literature reviewed. only Daly mentioned 
a relationship between high Income and the desire to locate in

27aesthetically pleasing areas.
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4.4.2.2 ~ hypothesis 

These statements Imply that upper Income people prefer hi Ily 
terrain to flat terrain, and coastal locations to inland locations. 
Therefore, on the basis of the remarks made by Burgess, Hoyt, 
and Daly, It Is hypothesized that over time upper class households 
have preferred to locate either adjacent to rivers and lakes 
or on hilly terrain. Stated In terms of revealed residential 
preferences at the Intermediate Evaluation Level for Detroit, 
during the study period al I upper ciass subdivisions wi II be 
located either adjacent to rivers and lakes or on hi ily terrain. 

4.4.2.3 Operational definitions 

To test this hypothesis, the boundaries of upper class 
subdivisions were platted on large scale topographic maps of 
the Detroit region. For the purposes of this study, a subdivision 
was considered "hilly" if It was located on terrain with a 
relative °rellef of forty feet. The notion "adjacent" is used 
rather than "near" with respect to water bodies because It Is 
assumed that the attraction stems either from being able to 
use the water for boating, fishing, swimming, etc., or from 
being able to view the water from onets property, both of which 
demand direct access. 

4.4.2.4 Findings ~ analysis 

For the purposes of analysis, upper class subdivisions 
located in the Jefferson and Woodward Sectors (see Map II) are 
examined separately. Although there is a general increase in 
elevation with distance from Lake St. Clair in the Grosse Pointe 
area, none of the thirty subdivisions examined In the Jefferson 
Sector could be considered hi Ily. Furthermore, only ten (33 
per cent)* of the subdivision? were located adjacent to the lake, 
or across Lake Shore Road from it. The evidence Indicates that 
in making residential location decisions, a majority of t~e 
Grosse Pointe upper class are wi Iling to forego adjacency to 
the lake for other considerations. 

Partial support for this argument Is derIved from the region 
In f,iacomb County located north of the Grosse Pointes along Lake 
St. Clair. This area Is no farther from downtown Detroit than 
Birmingham-Bloomfield HI lis. Furthermore, it Is an area devoted 

*Thls figure overstates the total number of subdivisions 
In the Grosse Polntes which are adjacent to the lake. A more 
realistic figure would be 20 per cent. 
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to residential development and not to Industry. If certain 
members of the upper class were concerned with adjacency to 
shore lines, this region would have been a logical choice. It 
did not develop as an upper class residential area. 

Mention must be made of the upper class area along the river 
southwest of downtown Detroit, In an area known locally as 
"downriver." At one time an upper class residential area 
began to develop on Grosse Isle.* However, the land between 
Jefferson and the river In the downriver area has traditionally 
been occupied by heavy Industry. A trip to Grosse Isle 
reveals that the north and west sides of the island are 
covered with a fine blanket of white dust emitted by the upwind 
steel and chemical plants. Grosse Isle never became "preferred." 

With respect to the Woodward Sector subdivisions, nine of 
the eleven subdivisions examined in Birmingham-Bloomfield HI lIs 
were located on hi Ily terrain. Indeed, except for its southeast 
quarter. most of the county is hi Ily, although certain parts 
of It are Inaccessible. as the term Is used in this study. This 
fact Implies that the upper class in making residential location 
decisions were concerned not only with hi Ily terrain but with 
other preferences as well. Accessibility to downtown Detroit 
and to exclusive golf and country clubs and area desirability 
have already been discussed. 

The Palmer Woods subdivisions examined were similar to 
Downtown, Uptown, and Indian Village In that they were located 
neither on hi Ily terrain nor adjacent to rivers and lakes.** 
This evidence might be used to support the argument that a change 
In preferences with respect to physical amenities took place 
among the upper class households, during the study period. A 
more reasonable explanation would be that the upper class physical 
amenity preferences Is being too narrowly defined. It may be 
that upper class households have always preferred subdivisions 
which provided them with physical amenities in addition to other 
characteristics, and that it was not until the development of 
certain Intra-urban transportation innovations in Detroit that 
this preference could be translated Into, for example. hi Ily 
terraln.*** This might provide a partial explanation of the 

*The large Island east of the words "~I. Jefferson" on Map I. 

**Approxlmately 5 per cent of all the subdivisions In Indian 
Vi I lage were adjacent to the river. 

***Burgess mentioned that in Montreal the hilly area is close 
to the city center and was chosen for residential location by the 
upper class in the 19th century. 
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shortllved preferability of Palmer Woods: Palmer Woods developed 
at the same time as Birmingham-Bloomfield Hi lis, but the 
subdivisions in the latter area provided better translations of 
the upper class physical amenity preference. 

Evidence taken from brochures of subdivisions In upper class 
residential areas Indicates that at least since the 1890's most 
developers have stressed the natural amenities provided (or to 
be provi ded) by the i r subd I vi 5 Ion. Thus the broChure for "The 
Peerless Addition" (Uptown, 1893) mentioned that among the 
improvements a I ready made on the property were "doub I e rows of 
six inch elm trees on each side of the avenue.,,28 The "Palmer 
Woods Subdivision" (Palmer Woods, 1915) brochure Included a map 
of the subdivision describing street pattern, lots, approximate 
house location, and trees. The accompanying commentary 
mentioned that "most of the trees shown are a I ready grow Ing on 
the property. Other trees and shrubbery will be planted in 
accordance with a complete plan."29 The brochure for "Oak Knob 
Country Estates" (Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills, 1917) noted that 
"the location of this Property, with Its Natural Lake Basins 
and Large Spring Water Streams direct from nearby Private Lakes, 
and many High Wooded HilI Tops overlooking the surrounding 
estates and Country Club, offer wonderful possibilities for 
development.,,30 The brochure for "Lake Park" (Grosse Pointe 
Park, 1937) mentioned the natural amenities. in addition to that 
of adjacency to the lake, existing in the subdivision: "Lake 
Park contains many fine old trees and quantities of beautiful 
flowering shrubs. This coupled with Its frontage of Lake St. 
Clair combine to make the spot rich In natural beauty and 
admirably suited to the present purpose. Additional planting will 
be done by experts.,,31 This evidence suggests that upper class 
households have always been concerned about natural amenities. 

In conclusion, the hypothesis developed in this section 
dealing with upper class pref~rences for natural amenities was 
not confirmed. The evidence taken from brochures suggests that 
upper class consumers have, in fact, always been concerned with 
natural amenities but not In the narrow sense in which the term 
was used In this study. There is further evidence to indicate 
that natural amenities are but ope of several upper class 
preferences. 

4.4.3 Exclusiveness Hypotheses 

8altzell stated that upper class residential areas are 
characterized by an "exclusive" social life. 32 This statement 
suggests that upper class households will prefer those residential 
areas where exclusiveness can be guaranteed. In this section a 
series of exclusiveness hypotheses are tested. 
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4.4.3.1 Lot size 

4.4.3.1.1 The hypothesis 

The micro-scale residential development literature Indicated 
that lot size was an Important residential location consideration. 33 
There was a general desire among consumers for large lots, as 
opposed to sma I I ones.3~ It Is therefore hypothesized that upper 
class households prefer those locations which wi II provide them 
with large lots. To state this hypothesis in revealed residential 
preference terms at the Intermediate Evaluation Level for 
Detroit Is to say that during the study period all upper class 
subdivisions wi II contain large lots. 

4.4.3.1.2 Operational definitions 

For the purposes of this study a large lot is defined as 
a residential lot containing at least eighty feet of frontage. 
This figure was established on the basis of an examination of 
three studies in which actual residential lot sizes were discussed. 3S 

For each upper class subdivision, lot size was defined as 
the minimum lot frontage al lowed by the bui Idlng restrictions. 
If this Information could not be obtained from the deed, the 
frontage of the smallest lot in the subdivision, taken from 
the plat map, was used. 

4.4.3.1.3 Findings and analysis 

An examination of upper class subdivisions revealed that 
only 65 per cent (twenty-eight) had frontages of eighty feet or 
more (see Table 14A). It appeared that many of the "small lot" 
subdivisions were platted in the 1920's and 1930's, suggesting 
that a change in lot size preferences had taken place. In an 
attempt to gain some understanding of this possible change in 
preference, the upper class subdivisions were grouped by decade 
of platting, and lot sizes were recorded. In addition to these 
data. Information about the "old .upper class subdivisions" (see 
Section 4.2.2.2) were also analyzed (see Table 14B). 

A grouping of all upper class subdivisions for the nine upper 
class residential areas by platting dates revealed a general 
increase in average lot size over time and a decrease In the 
number of "small lot" subdivisions over time. This evidence 
Indicates that there has been a change in lot size preferences 
among upper class households with a preference for the "large 
lot," as the term Is defined In this study, emerging in the 
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Table 14 

LOT SIZE 

(A) LOT SIZES OF UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS 

Lot Size (front feet) No. of Subdivi s ions 

40 - 49 1 
50 - 59 5 
60 - 69 5 
70 - 79 4 

80+ 28 

(B) 	 AVERAGE LOT SIZES IN ALL UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS, 
GROUPED BY OECADE OF PLATTING 

Decade Average Lot Size 
(front feet) 

No. of 
Subdivisions 

No. of "Small 
Subdivisions 

Lot"
* 

Pre 1910 50.0 8 8 
1910 - 1919 74.6 13 7 
1920 - 1929 108.5 15 5 
1930 - 1939 97.1 8 3 
1940 - 1949 98.3 3 2 
1950 - 1959 111.6 7 0 

* LESS THAN 80 FRONT FEET 
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second half of the study period.* This evidence suggests that one 
of the reasons for the change in location of preferred upper 
class residential areas was a changing lot size preference. 

4.4.3.1.4 Lot size as an exclusiveness mechanism 

Why do upper class families prefer large lots? Stegman 
suggested that large lot zoning could have an effect of keeping 
families in the central core. That is to say, large lots, acting 
as a cost barrler l discourage certain types of people from 
entering an area. J6 The same point was made by Rbsenhause in 
her discussion of suburban zoning. 37 

4,4.3.1.5 A lot size exclusiveness hypothesis 

Given the abi Iity of large lots to act as a barrier to 
"certain types of people" and given the upper class preference 
for exclusiveness, it is hypothesized that upper class households 
wi II most often locate In those upper class residential areas 
with the largest lots. The hypothesis Is based on the assumption 
that if a large lot acts as a barrier, a larger lot wi II act 
as a greater barrier and therefore be more attractive. To state 
this hypothesis in revealed residential preference terms at 
the Intermediate Evaluation Level for Detroit is to say that in 
the study period there wi I I be a direct positive relationship 
between the preferability of an upper class residential area and 
the lot sizes of upper class subdivisions in that area. 

4.4.3.1.6 Findings and analysis 

The upper class residential areas which developed during 
the study period were ranked in terms of their preferability between 
1920 and 1970 (see Table 15),< The lot sizes for upper class 
subdivisions In each of these residential areas were averaged. 
The res Ident I a I areas were then ranked aga in, th i s t I me in terms 
of the average lot size for upper class subdivisions in the area 
(see Table 15). The table Indicates that, except for Grosse 
Pointe Park. there was no relatlbnship between the preferability 
of an area and the size of lots in that area. Thus the average 
lot size of the Woodward Sector upper class subdivisions was almost 
twice as large as that of the Jefferson Sector subdivisions (143.9 
feet versus 81.2 feet). Yet the Grosse Polntes were preferred 
much more often than the ~Ioodward Sector subdivisions. 

*It is likely that even though early study period upper class 
subdivisions did not possess "large lots," they did have larger 
lots than did other non-upper class subdivisions. 



Table 15 

RANKING OF UPPER CLASS RESIDENTIAL AREAS 
WHICH DEVELOPED BETWEEN 1920 - 1970,

IN TERMS OF PREFERABILITY AND AVERAGE LOT SIZE 

Upper Class Residential Area Preferabil i ty 
Ranking * 

Lot Size 
Ranking ** 

GROSSE POINTE FARMS 1 5 
BIRMINGHAM-BLOOMFIELD HILLS 2 1 
GROSSE POINTE 3 6 
GROSSE POINTE PARK 4 4 
PALMER WOODS 5 3 
GROSSE POINTE SHORES 6 2 

* 1 : MOST PREFERRED 6: LEAST PREFERRED 

** 1 : LARGEST LOTS 6 : SMALLEST LOTS 
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This evidence Indicates that whereas upper class households 
may consider lot size when making a residential location decision, 
as long as some minimum size standard is met, lot size Is not 
In Itself a crucial locatlonal consideration. This implies that 
they do not view exclusiveness as being tied only to lot size. 

Evidence supporting this contention Is provided uy brochures 
describing subdivisions In upper class residential areas. A 
review of available brochures revealed that whereas the size 
of lots In the subdivision was mentioned In every case, no 
specific statement was ever made linking lot size and exclusive
ness. Rather, the entire package of building restrictions was 
sold as a mechanism for maintaining subdivision exclusiveness 
and permanent desirability. Thus: 

Hannan's Golf Club Addition (Palmer Woods, 1916) 
The restrictions provided for this property are 
rigid and insure a high class and uniform residen
tial development. 38 

Eastover (81 rml ngham-BI oomf ie I d H I I Is, 1925) 
To safeguard for al I time the rustic beauty of 
Eastover protective restrictions have been appl led 
in accordance with Judson Bradway's [the developer] 
Use and Building Restrictions Agreement, the most 
thorough restrictions yet recorded. Thus wi II 
the traditional exclusiveness of Bloomfield Hi I Is 
be perpetrated in this delightful area. 39 

Lochmoor Community (Grosse Pointe Shores and Grosse 
Pointe Woods, 1917) 
Anyone building here may feel sure that the desir
ability of his location Is permanent, and that 
there will be no untoward developments in this 
district which will make it necessary for him in 
ten years or so to seek out a new p I ace for hrs 
home. The existing building restrictions will 
continue in force almost fifty years and unti 1 
December 31, 1967. All of us have acquaintances-
not one but many--who have been compelled to change 
their places of residence because the districts 
In which they originally bui It their homes have 
been too much encroached upon by factories, business 
Institutions, apartMent houses, excessive traffic, 
etc. None of these things can happen In this dis
trict. It is a very satisfactory feeling to know 
that each year the surroundings of your home wi II 
become more attractive and that this condItion 
wi II be permanent, and that your home wi II become 
more valuable and not less.~O 



-132

In conclusion, there Is every reason to believe that upper 
class households, I Ike other consumers, prefer large lots. The 
average size of lots In upper class subdivisions has increased 
over time. However, there Is no evidence to indicate that 
upper class famll ies view large lots as the crucial locational 
consideration. They do not enter an area simply because It has 
larger lots than other regions (compare Woodward and Jefferson 
Sector subdivisions), nor do they leave areas simply because lot 
size elsewhere Is greater (the average size of lots for Grosse 
Pointe, Grosse Pointe Farms, and Grosse Pointe Shores Is less 
than the average for all upper class residential areas which 
developed during the study period). Furthermore, there is no 
evidence to Indicate that lot size Is In itself viewed as an 
exclusiveness mechanism. Rather, developers sell the whole 
building restriction package to serve this purpose. Other 
building restrictions wil I be considered In the next two sections. 

4,4.3.2 Neighborhood quality 

4.4.3.2.1 The hypothesis 

The micro-scale residential development literature revealed 
that households are concerned with neighborhood housing quality 
and character when making residential location declsions. 41 

There is no reason to believe that the upper class are any less 
concerned with these phenomena than housing consumers In general. 
Therefore. it Is hypothesized that upper class consumers prefer 
those residential locations where surrounding housing quality and 
character are guaranteed. To state this hypothesis In revealed 
residential preference terms at the Intermediate Evaluation 
Level for Detroit Is to say that during the study period upper 
class subdivisions will guarantee the quality and character of 
housing within them. 

4.4.3.2.2 Operat lonal detln I'tlons 

As mentioned In Section 3.9.3.3, upper class households 
generally do not buy speculatively built homes. Rather, they 
buy Improved lots In subdivisions and build their own homes. 
Thus, to get a feeling for the quality and character of homes 
to be built In a newly developed subdivision, the potential upper 
class consumer must examine the applicable building restrictions. 
It Is therefore logical that the notion "guarantee" be defined 
in terms of certain of these building restrictions. For the 
purposes of this study, If the building restrictions of a 
subdivision specify (I) that only single dwelling units are 
permitted on each lot, (2) the minimum size or value of the 

http:declsions.41
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house that can be bul It on a lot. (3) that the exterior plans for 
the house and out-bui Idlngs must be approved by the developer, 
or his agent. and (4) that the restrictions wil I be in effect 
for at least twenty-five years. then the subdivision will be 
said to guarantee the qual ity and character of the housing 
within It. 

4.4.3.2.3 Findings and analysis 

An examination of building restrictions applying to the 
forty-three upper class subdivisions revealed that seventeen 
(40 per cent) of these subdivisions could not completely 
guarantee the quality and character of housing within them. 
(See Table 16.) It should be noted, however, that over time 
fewer and fewer subdivisions were unable to guarantee neighbor
hood quality. This point Is mede even more clearly when the 
restrictions applying to old upper class subdivisions are 
considered (see Table 16). 

These findings should not be Interpreted to mean that at 
one time the upper class were less concerned with neighborhood 
quality and were therefore content to live in subdivisions which 
did not guarantee quality. Rather. It appears that over time 
developers have formulated Increasingly sophisticated techniques 
for translating this preference Into building restrictions. 
The new translation Is Introduced when flaws in the existing 
translation are recognized. Thus, until 1920, architectural 
approval for exterior plans was included in only 32 per cent of 
the subdivisions' building restrictions. However, In every 
case where architectural approval was omitted after 1900, the 
developer did specify when building materials could be used 
for the exterior of houslng,* Indicating an Interest In assuring 
the appearance of housing in the subdivision. 

Apparently. simply specifying which building materials 
could be used for the exterior of housing was not enough to 
guarantee an appealing appearance. After 1920 only one 
developer failed to include approval of exterior design among 
the building restrictions in his subdivision. The significance 
given to this restriction by the developer In guaranteeing 
neighborhood quality Is reflectea in the fol lowing comment 
taken from a brochure for "Convent Subdivision" (Grosse Pointe 
Farms, 1925): 

It will be our endeavor to encourage and pro
duce a high type of development. To this end we 
propose to sell lots subject to careful restrictions. 

*usually brick, stone, concrete, or stucco. 
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Tabl. 16 


TIlE PRESENCE OF BUILDING RESTRICTIONS GUAIWITEEING 

NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY IN IJPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS FDR DETR<llT 


Name of Subdi vi. i on Plat Buildin" Restrictions' 


OLD 

UPPER CLASS DE WITT H. TAYLOR'S 1891 x x 

SUBDIVISIONS McLAUGHLIN AND OWEN'S 1892 x
•THE PEERLESS ADDlTlON 1893 x•

PARK 1894 x x

•

VOIGT PARK 1902 x•
BEWICK'S 1903 x x 


LESSEr'S 1899 x 


•A. "'.HENRY' S 1911 x x 

ADDITION TO PARK SUBDiVISiON 1908 x 


JOS. H. BERRY 1914 x x x 

MEREOlTH IROQUOIS PARK 1916 x 


UPPER CLASS HABERKORIl'S GROSSE POHlTE PARK 1913 x x I 


HENRY RUSSEL'S THREE MILE DRIVE 1916 
GIWlDE MARAIS BOULEVARD 1916 x• x x 


x 


SUBDIVISIOlIS DETROIT GOLF CLUB 1914 x x x
•UNIVERSITY PLACE 1915 x x
•• • • !PALMER WDDOS 1915 x x 

EDGEMONT PARK 1915 x x 
 • 
LEWIS ESTATES 1916 
 • 
HARVARD ROAD 1916 x x 


•LAl<£tAND COURT 1920 x x x x 

tE GRANDE LAND CO'S WHITTIER BLVD 1917 x x 


CLOVE~LY ROAD 1922 x x x

• I 

ICOUNTRY eLL'll ESTATES 1923 x x x 

CONVENT 1925 x x x I• I
8RIARSANK 1925 x x x X 
SOUTH CRANBROOK 1925 x x I
•1.001E PINE ROAD ESTATES 1925 x x
• • I

MM
HAMILTOIl PARK 110. 1 1926 x x 

CHELM5LElGH ADDIT

ILTON PARK 1926 x x 


ION 1926 x 
 • • I 
• • IRIDGE ROAD 1921 x x x x 


ANDERSOtI'S GROSSE POINTE 192B x x 

LONE PINE COURT 1929 

!£RRIWE~THER HEIGHTS 1929 x x 


HAMILTON PARK NO.2 1930 x x x 

ALLENDALE GARDENS 1930 x x 


STEPHENS ROAD 1936 

• 
x x x •x 


CLOVERLY ROAD ADDI.TlON 1936 x x x x 

HAUIOR PARK 1937 x x 
LAKE SHORE ROAD 1931 x •x x 

x 

x 


LAKE PARK 1937 x x x 

LEE GATE 1938 x x x x 

CIWIBROOK COURT ESTATES 1939 x x x 


EOGEMERE 1941 x x x 

LONE P[NE WOODS 1945 x x x 


BEACON HILL 1941 x x x 


WEST WINO 1951 x x x ·• x , 
NEWBERRY PLACE 1952 x x x x 

LAKECREST LANE 1953 x x x 

LAKEWooO HE! GHTS 1954 x x x 
 ••FUGER 1955 x x x •RICHARD M. KIMBROUGH • 1955 x x x 

HIGHMOOR 1957 x x x 
 • 

• BIJILDING RESTRICTIONS: 

1 C»lZy singte duelling unite WIN pe.rmit~d en s<tOh tot;,. 

2 Minlmum aiae or va:Z-toe of the howse that aouJd be built on a "Lot was ap;unfied. 

1 The tZztezoior plans 101' t~ MWfe and otAtbuil.dinga had to b. Gpp.rcv.Jd bv rkuez.oper. 

4 The zoestrict'iona Wl"I9 to be in eiflict a't l4a&t 25 I/IU'l'8. 


http:Gpp.rcv.Jd
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the most important of which wi II provide for the 
approval of the exterior plans of each house. The 
reason we consider this restriction of great impor
tance is because we have seen districts, otherwise 
well restricted. develop In an undesirable way with 
expensive houses, but of freakish design. We believe 
that under the conditions prevailing in this city 
at the present time a definite control of architec
ture is necessary to an attractive development, and 
are sure that al I those to whom this letter is 
addressed will realize and appreciate this important 
point. 4z 

The one restriction which was included in every examined 
subdivision specified that only single dwell ing units were 
permitted In the subdivision. The appearance of this restriction 
In upper class subdivisions located In Downtown, Uptown, and 
Indian Village was surprising In view of the notorious Invasion

43of such areas by Incompatible land use. A clue to the 
explanation of this apparent paradox was contained in the building 
restrictions for the "Three Mi Ie Drive Subdivision (Grosse 
Pointe Park, 1916). After restricting the use of each lot to 
the construction of "one private residence ••• for the use 
of one famt Iy only," the developer mentioned that "this 
restriction ••• shall not be construed so as to permit to be 
erected or maintained upon these premises or any part thereof, 
any Inn, hotel, flat, apartment house. boarding house or 
lodging house. It being the Intention hereby to prohibit the 
use of any building for any such purpose.,,41t This comment 
suggested that perhaps the term "single dwelling unit" had been 
so construed in the past and that this developer was adding the 
term "for the use of one fami Iy only" to avoid Invasion by the 
land uses mentioned. A broad Interpretation of "single dwell ing 
unit" could clearly lead to such an Invasion. 

With this In mind. I eXl'Imlned the single dwelling unit 
restriction of all upper class subdivisions In the nine upper 
class residential areas to determine the exact wording used. Of 
the eleven "old upper class subdivisions" examined, ten specified 
that the subdivision was restricted simply to "slngle dwell ing 
units." Only one subdivision specified that the subdivision 
was restricted to private residences and could contain one fam11y 
only. In fact. untl I 1916 only 20 per cent of the subdivisions 
specified that they were restricted to private residences for 
one family only. After 1916, 86 per cent of the subdivisions 
were covered by such a restriction. This, then, Is another 
example of a situation In which developers have been forced to 
retranslate a preference which was not being satisfied by the 
existing translation. 

http:point.4z
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On the basis of the findings presented. It may be concluded 
that the nef ghborhood qua I I ty preference hypothes I s was 
confirmed. It was Interesting to note the changes which took 
place In developer translations of certain aspects of this 
preference, changes based on the realization that the existing 
translations were not satisfying the preferences. On the 
basis of the material examined, It would appear that Inadequate 
building restrictions, to the extent that they lnftuence 
neighborhood quality. have had a profound Influence on the 
changing location of the preferred residential areas. 

4.4.3.3 The exclusion of objectionable ~ 

4.4.3,3.1 Introduction 

As mentioned in Section 3.9.3.1. there are indications in 
the micro-scale residential development literature that upper 
class households· moving decisions are related to the desire 
to get away from neighborhoods into which "objectionable people" 
are moving. In the twentieth century, race restrictive covenants, 
usually incorporated Into property title deeds as a building 
restriction prohibiting the sale or conveyance of designated 
real estate to certain minorities, have been used to exclude 
those groups consl dered a threat to ne I ghborhood character and 
property values from certain areas. The Imposition of race 
restrictive covenants would clearly have the effect of preventing 
certain "objectionable people" from moving Into upper class 
areas, 

In this section, a preference hypothesis and dissatisfaction 
corollary related to race restrictive covenants will be developed 
and tested. The section begins with a historical development of 
the race restrictive covenant notion. This historical sketch 
is Included because, despite the profound role played by race 
restrictive covenants in the social geography of northern cities, 
few geographers have focused Qn them. < 

4.4.3.3.2 Historical development of 
the race restrictive covenant notIon 

Abrams argues that the race restrl ct Ive covenant I s "a 
modern derIvative of the restrictive covenant that sought to 
exclude glue, soap and gunpowder factories, •• and other 
Intrusions upon neighborhood dlgnity."'+S Probably the first 
use of race restrictive covenants in the United states occurred 
when the Chinese swarmed into cities on the West Coast towards 
the end of the nineteenth century. As a result of this Influx, 
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lithe covenant was IOOdlfled and in\lOk-ed for the first time to 
bar human beings of 'undesirable races' from fi Itering into the 
more 'exclusive' sections. llits In 1892, the United States 
Circuit Court for the Southern District of Cal ffornia held that 
the restriction descrimlnated against the Chinese and thus 
denied them the equal protection of the laws. The court argued 
that since under the 14th Amendment to the Constitution such 
unequal treatment could not be meted out by a state legislature 
or mun I c i pa I i ty, It cou I d not be accomp II shed by contract 
between individual cltlzens. 4? 

There Is general agreement that It was not until the mass 
migration of Negroes Into northern cities around World War I 
that race restrictive covenants came into wide scale use.ltS 
The first efforts to Insure urban residential segregation In 
view of Negro Influx took the form of municipal legislation. 49 
Attempts were made, through local ordinances, to zone off 
districts for White and Negro occupancy. This technique was 
first used In BaltllOOre In 1910 and was quickly followed by 
similar efforts In Atlanta, Richmond, and louisvl I Ie. In 1917 
the Supreme Court ruled that the Loulsvi I Ie ordinance (and 
therefore all such ordinances) establishing exclusive residential 
zones for Blacks and Whites was Inval idated on the grounds that 
it "unreasonably Interfered with the rights of property owners 
treely to dispose of their property and therefore took their 

law. IISOproperty rights wIthout due process of 

It was in 1917, when the municipal ordinances were struck 
down, that the race restrictive covenant became the primary legal 
means of enforcing segregation. It was not until May 3, 1948 
that the United States Supreme Court ruled that judicial 
enforcement of race restrictive covenants was inval id. 

Two distinct types of device were used to keep property 
out of the hands of Negroes. Restrictions were either placed 
in title deeds by land develQpers or signed as a separate 
agreement quite apart from the actual property title. S1 These 
separate agreements were signed by neighborhood land owners and 
officially recorded so as to give due notice to all subsequent 
purchases or occupants. S2 

The use of race restrictive covenants was a widespread 
phenomenon. In a study Investigating the prevalence of racial 
covenants in new suburban development In three New York City area 
counties, Dean found that In 83 per cent of large subdivisions 
(75 or more parcels) "race restrictions are considered necessary 
to guarantee the uniform racial character of fami I ias moving In 
and to maintain occupancy thereafter."S3 Race restrictions In 
smaller subdivisions were less prevalent. In a study examining 

http:title.S1
http:legislation.49
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restrictive covenants between 1910 and 1945, long and Johnson 
found that 559 blocks or 5 1/2 square mi les were withdrawn from 
use by Negroes in St. louis. through the operation of such 
restrictions. Furthermore. eleven square mi les of land space

SItIn Chicago's south side were not available for Negro use. 
Clark and Perlman point out that the practice of using race 
restrictive covenants occurred al lover the country.55 

Between 1917 and 1948, race restrictive covenants were 
considered legally binding by the courts. This legal sanction 
may seem somewhat strange in view of the 1892 and 1917 rut lngs 
mentioned above. However, according to Vose the assumption 
of the courts during this period was that Whites "who own a 
home ••• have a right to protect it against ••• elements 
distastoful to them,,,SG and that white persons desiring 
segregation "should have confidence in the power and wi II Ingness 
of the courts to protect their Investment in happiness and 
securlty."S? The court's argument ran that "Negroes have the 
same rI ght In th I s respect as do those of other races. ,,56 So 
much for the 14th Amendment. 

With respect to the free disposition of property doctrine 
brought to bear on the 1917 rul lng, Vose points out that the 
notion is not absolute: "Restrictions on the disposal of land 
might sometimes be more compatible with the general welfare than 
complete freedom."S9 He concludes that the doctrine was 
adjusted to allow court enforcement of privately drafted agree
ments wh I ch exc I uded Negroes from specl f i ed property because 
"social conditions render desirable the exclusion of the racial 
or social group In question."60 

4.4.3,3.3 The hypothesis 

Detroit, like other urban areas in the north, experienced 
a rapid growth in its Negro population, mainly as the'result of 
migration, beginning about the time of World War I (see Table 17). 
It Is safe to assume that the Detroit upper class. like other 
urban dwellers In the north. was concerned that the Negroes 
would Invade their residential areas. It is therefore hypothesized 
that during the study period the' upper class preferred residential 
locations where the exclusion of Negroes could be guaranteed. 
Stated In revealed residential preference terms at the 
Intermediate Evaluation Level for Detroit, the hypothesis Is that 
during the study period al I upper class subdivisions wi II guarantee 
the exclusion of Negroes. 

http:country.55


Table 17 

DETROIT STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA: * 
Population Change, by 	 Race: 1900 - 1960 

PERCENT OF CHANGE 
WHITE NEGRO TOTAL 

1900 - 1910 41.8 32.8 43.8 

1910 - 1920 112.1 600.7 112.7 

1920 - 1930 60.6 204.9 66.7 

1930 - 1940 8.2 24.2 9.2 

1940 - 1950 20.4 109.5 26.9 

1950 - 1960 20.4 56.2 24.7 

* WAYNE, OAKLAND, MACOMB COUNTIES 

Sourc.e: 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Population: 1960. 
SeZected Area Reports. Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. 

Final Report PC(3)-lD. 
(U.S. 	 Government Prin~ing Offic.e, Washington, D.C., 1963), 

Table 1. 
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4.4.3.3.4 Operational definitions 

For the purposes of this study, a subdivision wi II be said 
to guarantee the exclusion of Negroes if It contains a race 
restrictive covenant. The period after 1949 wi II be discussed 
in a later subsection. 

4.4.3.3.5 Findings and analysis 

The building restrictions of upper class subdivisions were 
examined to determine whether they Included race restrictive 
covenants. Among those subdivisions platted between 1910 and 
1949, thirty (85 per cent) Included race restrictive covenants. 
This evidence confirms the hypothesis (see Table 18). 

The race restrictive covenants used In upper class sub
divisions in Detroit generally took a standardized form 
restricting the sale, lease, or occupance of lots to people of 
the Caucasian race (see Figure 12). In certain isolated cases, 
however, the use of land was restricted to "pure, unmixed, 
white, Caucasian gentiles," Indicating that certain developers 
used a broader definition of "objectionable" people. 

4.4.3.3.6 The gross Grosse Pointe point system 

In 1948, the United states Supreme Court ruled that judicial 
enforcement of race restrictive covenants was invalid. It is 
doubtful that this decision had an effect on the upper class 
desire to exclude objectionable people from their residential 
areas. It meant simply that the upper class oriented developer 
could no longeruse the race restrictive covenant to exclude 
"undesirables" and would have to develop other techniques. 

A series of articles appearing In the Detroit News and 
Detroit Free Press In Aprl I, 1960 revealed that at least 
realtors""""i"i1the Grosse Pointes, in cooperation with a property 
owners association, did develop an exclusion technique to replace 
race restrictive covenants. 61 The procedure was referred to 
as the "reference report system."* It should be noted that the 
use of this system was not restricted to newly developed sub
divisions. A conversation with one of the Detroit News reporters 
who wrote the original articles exposing the reference-report 
system indicated that the procedure was discontinued in 1961 
because of publ ic outcry. 

*1 refer to the technique as the gross Grosse Pointe point 
system. 

http:covenants.61
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OLD 
UPPER CLASS 
SII!:llVISIONS 

UPPER CLASS 
SUBDIVISIONS 

Table 18 

THE PRESENCE OF RACE RESTRICTIVE COy[NANTS 
IN UPPER CLASS SUBDIVlSIOlIS, FOR DETROIT 

N.... of Subdivision Year 
Plat. 

DE win H. TAYLOR'S 1891 

McLAUGHLl N AND OWEN'S 1892 

THE PEERLESS ADDITION 1893 

PAAl< 1894 

UGGET'S 1899 

VOIGl PARK 1902 

BEWICK'S 1903 

ADOlTION TO PARK SUBDIVISlON 1908 

A. ". HENRY'S 1911 
JOS. H. BERRY 1914 

MEREDITH IROQUOIS PAAl< 1916 


HABERKORN'S GROSSE POINTE PARK 1913 
OETROlT GOLF CLUB 1914 
UNIVERSITY PLACE 1915 
PAU"ER WOODS 1915 
EDGEMONT PARK 1915 
HENRY RUSSEL'S THREE MILE DRIVE 1916 
GRANO MARAIS BOULEVARD 1916 
LEWIS ESTATES 1916 
HARVARD R~AD 1916 
LE GRANO< UlND CO'S WHinIER BLVD 1917 
LAKElPllD COURT 1920 
CLOVERLY ROAD 1922 
COUNTR'( CLUB £STATES 1923 
CONVENT 1925 
BR!ARBANK 1925 
SOUTH CRANBROOK 1925 
LONE PIrIE ROAD ESTATES 1925 
HAMILTON PARK 1926 
HAMILTON PARK NO, 1 1926 
CNELMSLEIGH ADDITION 1926 
RIDGE ROAO 1927 
ANO<RSON'S GROSSE POINTE 1928 
LONE PINE COURT 1929 
MERRIWEATHER HEIGHTS 1929 
ALLENDALE GAROE~S 1930 
HAMILTON PARK NO.2 1930 
STEPHENS ROAD 1936 
CLOVERLY ROAD ADDITION 1936 
RAtfiOR PARK 1937 
lAKE SHORE ReAO 1937 
LAKE PARK 1931 
LEE GATE 1938 
CRANBReOK COURT ~STATES 1939 
BEACON 'illl 1341 
E!lGE~RE 1941 
LONE PIllE WOO"" 1945 
WEST WIND 1951 
NEWBERRy PLACE 1952 
lAKECREST LANE 1953 

. 1955Ir~~:MHEIGHTS 
1954 

• KIM8ROUGll 1955 
R 1951 

Res.trictive 
Covenant 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
N~ 

NO 

YES 


NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 


NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 


NO 
NO 


YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 


NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 


NO 
NO 
110 
NO 
NO 
110 
110 
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Figure 12 

TYPICAL WORDING OF A RACE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT, 

CONTAINED IN BUILDING RESTRICTIONS FOR 

UPPER CLASS SUBDIVISIONS, IN DETROIT 


Building Restrictions as contained in 

PALMER WOODS SUBDIVISION 

It is hereby agreed by and between the parties hereto that the 
lots mentioned, shall, until January 1, 1975, be and continue to be 
subject to the following restrictions, covenants and conditions. 

A. Said lots shall be used for private residence purposes 
only and shall not be used for any kind of trade, business or employment, 
or for apartment, rooming or boarding houses, except that a dentist or 
physician may have an offi~e in his residence. No advertising sign, 
bill board, or other advertising device shall be permitted, erected, 
placed, or maintained at any time upon said premises. Said lots shall 
not be sold or leased to or occupied by any person or persons other 
than of the Caucasian race, but this shall not be interpreted to 
exclude occupancy by persons other than of the Caucasian race when such 
occupancy is incidential to their employment on the premises. 

B. No building nor any part of any building other than one 
single, private dwellin house, which shall cost not less than .• 
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The reference report system operates I n the follow I ng manner: 
when II realtor confronts a potential consumer who may be 
"undesirable," that Is, lin Individual whose presence might be 
cons I dered to be detrI manta I to the property va I ues I n a ne I ghbor
hood, the realtor asks for an Investigation by a private 
detective, employed by the broker and property owner organizations
The Investigator fills out II two page form which Includes 
questions on the would-be purchaser's race. complexion, 
education, reputation, dress, grammar, on whether his way of Ilvln! 
Is typically American, and on whether his friends are American 
(see Figure 13). 

The forms are graded by a screening board made up of three 
realtors. The minimum passing grade for would-be purchasers Is 
50. The applicant requires a grade of 55 If his descent Is 
Polish, 65 If he Is "southern European" (Greek. Italian. and. 
Interestingly. lebllnese) and 85 If he Is Jewish. There are no 
scales for Negroes lind Orientals. If the applicant passes, 
the real astllte transaction proceeds. On the other hand. If 
the would-be purchaser tails. pressure Is placed on both the 
broker and the seller not to conclude the deal. 

Apparently the reference report system. which had operated 
since 1945, was not simply an attempt to replace race restrictive 
covenants, which were under attack at that time. Rather, It 
appears to have been an effort to retranslate the upper class 
desire for the exclusion of undesirables with a mechanism even 
more stringent than the race restrictive covenant. This role Is 
suggested In an explanatory pamphlet Issued by the brokers and 
property owner groups, which stated In part that "restrictive 
covenants have never given more than partial protection •••• 
The type of covenant most needed has been made virtually unen
forceable by ••• the U.S. Supreme Court.,,63 The pamphlet then 
goes on to describe the reference report system. 

4.4.3.3.7 Area dissatisfaction corollary: 
"obJectionable" people 

Upper class households'are concerned with excluding undesir
ables from their residential areas. At the beginning of the study 
period and as the result of the Influx of Negroes into the' 
city, Oetrolt developers translated this desire Into race 
restrictive covenants In newly developing upper class residential 
areas. If the already establlsbed upper class residential areas 
(Downtown, Uptown, and Indian Village) were not covered by 
such covenants, this might provide a ·partlal explanation of their 
decreased preferability during the study period, especially 
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slnee these areas ere loceted close to the regions In which the 
Negro populetlon was concentrating. 

An examInet Ion of the building restrictions for old upper
cless subdivisions reveeled that only one of eleven contained 
a reee restrictive covenant (see Table 18), although two others 
added covenants after the Initial development of the subdivision. 
Cleerly It would have been Impossible for developers operating 
In the 1890's and eerly 1900's to have anticipated the need 
for these covenants. The leek of an exclusion mechanism must 
be considered a MJor feetor In the decline of tbwntown, Uptown,
and Indian VII lege. Furthermore, the decline of Pallll9r Woods 
In the 1950's and 60's might be attributed to the 1948 SUpre1119 
Court ruling. Unlike the Grosse Polntes which had the reference 
report system, and unlike Birmingham-Bloomfield Hills which 
had distance trom downtown Detroit, Pallll9r Woods, loc:eted In 
the City ot Detroit, had no mechanism to prevent the Influx of 
"undesirables" after 1948. 

4.4.4 SumMry 

In this chapter a series of hypotheses dealing with upper 
class residential preferences over tllll9 were developed, 
operatlonallzed, and tested using Detroit data. The hypotheses 
were based on suggestions taken from the micro-scale residential 
development literature supplemented by Mterlal from Burgess 
end Hoyt end from 'Ifr'/ own observations of upper cless residential 
ereas. 

The date lndlcete that the locetlon of an upper class area 
Is not the spetlal menlfestatlon of anyone preference. Thus 
upper class people prefer to locate along major trensportatlon 
routes, but not elong ell MJor transportation routes. During 
the study period, upper cless households preferred subdivisions 
with naturel elll9nltles. There were regions outside upper 
cless residential arees with the SI!llll9 I!IIII9nltles. Upper class 
families desired locetlons close to exclusive golf and country 
clubs. However, there were exclusive golf and country clubs 
which were not surrounded by upper class residential areas. 

It mey be concluded, therefore, that the location of upper 
class resldentlel areas represent the spatial manifestation of 
several areally associated upper class residential preferences. 
The upper class want accessibility to the central city, but 
wit I locate only In those accessible sectors which are defined 
as desirable. Within these sectors they prefer residential 
areas close to exclusive golf and country clubs and which exhibit 
preferred natural alll9nltles. In addition, the subdivisions In 
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these areas IIII.Ist guarentee the quality and cha .. acte.. of housing 
In the nelghbol"hood as well as the excluston of "obJectionable" 
people. 

A se .. les of area dissatisfaction corollaries were also 
examined. These corolla..les provided Insight Into the changing 
location of prefe....ed upper class residential arMs. The deta 
examined Indicated that to understand this phenomenon It Is 
necessary to exllllline changes In the ability of the existing 
residential arMS to satisfy upper class preferences. The 
I nab III ty of areas to excl ude undes I reb I as and to guarantee 
the quality and character of housing within them are the main 
factors leading to their decline. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCl.US IONS 

In this final chapter, the contributions made by this study 
to the understanding of residential area location are discussed. 
The study will be examined In terms of Its contribution to the 
understanding of the changing location of preferred upper class 
residential areas, to the understanding of residential area 
location In general, and to the understanding of future 
resIdential growth. 

The ChangIng Location of Preferred 
upper Class ResldentialAreas 

In Chapter I Johnston's high status residential area location 
model was described. His formulation can be considered the 
"current state of the art." The purpose of this section Is to 
determine whether this study has provided any Insights Into the 
processes Involved In the changing location of upper class 
residential areas beyond those contributed by Johnston's work. 

Johnston's model examined the changIng location of high status 
residential areas In terms of four deterministic phenomena: 
environment-topographic differentiation (which makes some areas 
more attractive than others), population growth. Intra-urban 
transportation Innovations, and the compartmentalization of the 
urban population. These phenomena were considered In the present 
study as well. However, they were shown to be non-deterministic 
In nature and to operate In more comp lex ways than those suggested 
by Johnston. 

Thus the outward relocation of upper class residential areas 
was undoubtedly Influenced by Intra-urban transportation Innovations. 
Furthermore, upper class householdS. In choosing from among 
residential alternatives, do consider accessibility to major 
transportatIon routes. However, the data examined In this study 
Indicated that resIdentIal Ibcatlon Is not caused by transportation
systems and Innovations. Rather, the fact that only certain 
transportation routes In Detroit are spatially associated with upper 
class residential development Indicated that the upper class use 
transportation as a means by which other preferences can be 
manifested, This argument Is supported by evldenca taken from 
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brochures. The accessibility of sUbdivisions Is sold In terms 
of Its ability to allow the home owner to satisfy his residential 
needs, while maintaining his linkages to the city center. 

Johnstonts notions of popUlation growth and compartmentalization 
of the urban population parallel the "objectionable" people 
notions developed In this study. When the Negro population of 
Detroit Increased by 600 per cent between 1910 and 1920 
(see Table 17), there was an associated outward movement of upper
class households Into newly developed residential areas. However, 
an examination of Table 3 reveals that Downtown, Uptown, and 
Indian Village, close to the Negro concentration, maintained 
their upper class status long after this "Invasion," Indicating 
a differential response to the seme stimulus. 

Further growth of the Negro population in the 1920's was not 
followed by the abandonment of newly developed subdivisions. 
These subdivisions were covered by race restrlct.lve covenants 
which had the effect of extinguishing the Negro "threat." 
Finally, the potential Invasion of the Grosse Polntes by wealthy 
but "obJectionable" people after World War I I was not met by a 
further outward movement on the part of the upper class. Again
mechanisms had developed to combat the "threat." 

Finally, the evidence presented In this study revealed that 
upper class households were concerned about natural amenities 
when mmk)ng residentIal location decisions. However, natural 
amenitieS were but one among several considerations. In tact, In 
certain situations upper class households were willing to settle 
tor SUbdivisions In which natural amenitIes consIsted of saplings 
planted by the developer because other preferences were satisfied. 
Further evidence to support the notion that natural amenities 
were but one among several considerations, and therefore cennot 
be thought to "cause" residential location, Is derived from an 
examination of Oakland county. Except for Its southeastern 
sector, the entire county Is hilly, an upper class natural amenity
preference. Despite this, only Bloomfield Township developed 
as an upper class residential area, Indicating that natural 
amenities were only one of several considerations. 

These exa~les demonstnste that housing consumers· and other 
decision agents, and not Johnston's four phenomena, are the 
active agents In the residential location relationship. This 
partiCUlar Insight has several Implications which must be 
considered In any future reformulation of an upper class 
residential area location model: (I) The factors Influencing 
residential area location may change over time as preferences 
change or as the mechanisms for satIsfying these preferences change; 
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(2) since there Is more than one possible response to any relocation 
associated stimulus, movers and stayers must be examined; and (3) 
since the active agents In the residentIal location relationship 
are Individuals, and not societal and physical processes, mlcro
scale data should be considered. 

When Johnston realized that his model could not explain 
certain aspects of the changing location of high status 
residential areas In Melbourne, he turned to a consideration of 
variables which were not given enough weight In the model. One 
of the factors which Johnston felt had been neglected in his 
model was "Individual restraints," by which he meant covenants 
stipulating the uses to which land can be put. 

In the present study, these covenants were examined 
systematically. As suggested by Johnston, they were found to play 
a significant role In the formation and persistence of residential 
areas. Furthermore, certain area dissatisfaction corollaries 
suggested that the mere existence of a covenant does not guarantee 
the persistence of an area. Over time, certain but Idlng 
restrictions (for example, those specifying exterior building 
materials and single dwelling units) were found to be Incapable 
of guaranteeing that upper class preferences would be satisfied. 
Developers were forced to retranslate these preferences Into more 
stringent building restrictions In new subdivisions. It was 
suggested that the declining preferability of areas could be 
partially explained In terms of their Inability to guarantee that 
upper class preferences could be satiSfied. 

Finally, this study dealt with a residential location fector 
which has not been previously considered. It was found that 
upper class households prefer to locate near exclusive golf and 
country clubs, and that developers, In trying to sell their upper 
class oriented subdivisions, mention accessibility to these 
clubs. Accessibility to exclusive golf and country clubs was 
not the only factor considered by upper class families In making 
locatlonal choices. Several exclusive clubs were not surrounded 
by upper class residential development. Nevertheless, the club 
is an important variable, as evidenced by the tact that all upper 
class subdivisions which developed during the study period were 
within three miles of the closest 'club, and most were within 
two mIles. Further research on the role played by the exclusive 
recreational facility In upper class residential location 
decisions should be carried out. 

AdmIttedly the present study is more suggestive than 
conclusive. The preference hypotheses tested here must be 
retormulated and tested In other cities. An attempt must be made 
to oreer these preferences I n terms of the I r re Iat Ive I mpact on 
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residential location decisions. Furthermore, this study deals 
with preferences, only one aspect In a total explanation of 
residential area location. Nevertheless, I feel that this study 
provides certain Insights Into the processes Involved In the 
changing location of upper class residential areas beyond those 
contributed by Johnston's work: {Il This study examined the 
way In which Johnston's four phenomena Influence residential 
location. They were found to operate through Individual decision 
making. (2) This study systematically examined the real 
estate covenant, a factor which Johnston thought should be added 
to his location model. {3l This study Identified and examined 
a locatlonal factor not previously considered: the exclusive 
golf and country club. 

5.2 Contributions to the Understanding 
-- .2i Residential Area Location 

5.2.1 Revealed Residential Preferences 

This study Introduced the concept of revealed residential 
preferences useful In the examination of residential preferences
over time. The notion Is based on the empirically demonstrated 
fact that many households meke residential location decisions 
on the basis of weighing cognized alternatives in terms of their 
preferences. Therefore, an examination of the site and situational 
characteristics of the residential choices actually mede will 
reflect preferences. Admittedly this notion I s not applicable 
to all urban dwellers. It Is best suited to an examination of 
the residential preferences of upper Incoma groups who are not 
limited by economic, ethnic, or racial barriers. 

An examination of residential preferences In terms of 
revealed preferences enables the researcher to employ a wealth 
of micro-scale urban data not generally used, for example, 
building restrictions contal~ed In deeds. Additional data 
concerning the characteristics of Individual houses In subdivisions 
can be secured from realtors. 

5.2.2 SUggestions for Further Research 

In the next several paragraphs I would like to consider the 
suggestions for further research within the framework provided by 
the producer-consumer model. 

~ l!:!.! decision .!2.~!..!!!!!. residence 

The area dissatisfaction corollaries examined In this study 
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suggested that changes In residential environment playa significant 
role In the decision to move. Despite this finding, most of the 
existing literature focuses on the relationship between the 
decision to relocate and changes In household characteristics. 
There had been some research on the Impact of Incursion of Blacks 
Into an area on the moving behavior of Whites In the area. 
Interesting differences have been observed in various ethnic 
groups' responses to Black "Invasions." 

Beyond these studies. there is a need to examine the role 
played by Changes In neighborhood quality on moving decisIons. 
It would seem that invasions by incompatIble land uses would have 
a similar spatial impact to Invasions by undesirable people. 
What influence does proximity to a discordant land use have on 
moving decIsions? Is there an incompatible land use threshold 
below which the situation is tolerated, above which mass movement 
takes place? What are the characteristics of people who stay 
regardless of the scale of the Invasion? Are there ethnic and 
racial differences In the perception of "discordant" land uses? 

5.2.2.2 The action space 

Very little Is known about the action space used by potential 
movers, despite its fundamental role in a behavioral examination 
of residential location. The processes involved In the formation 
of the action space and the consequences of a spatially biased 
action space on residential location decisions have not been 
thoroughly investigated. 

In this study, it was suggested that action space operates 
on several scales, each related to particular preferences. Using 
such a framework, many of the contradictions which characterize 
the residential preference literature are cleared up. For 
example, in many studies costs of housing are found to be the 
major locational consideration. In others, costs are of less 
significance. It may be that costs operate on one scale (when 
actual sites are being compared), but not on others (when sectors 
of the city are being compared). While these scales of action 
space were assumed to exist for the purposes of this study. their 
existence has not been demon~trated empirically. Such a research 
project would contribute to a more differentiated view of the action 
space. 

While discussing action space, it is interesting to note a 
recent development in the real estate business. This development 
is known In Detroit as "Realtron:" Through this system a realtor 
can use a computer to test match his Clients' residential 
preferences with the site and situational characteristics of all 
vacancies listed by participating brokers in the metropolitan area. 
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The system provides the potential buyer with almost com~lete 
Information (housing being sold by the owner and non-participating 
realtors are not listed). The widespread use of such a system 
may result In the resurgence of economic man notions as they 
apply to residential location decision making. 

~ Place~ 

A widely accepted residential location model views location 
as resulting from the trade-off between one site and one 
situational factor; respectively, space and access. This study 
demonstrated that, at least In the case of the upper class, 
space (lot size) was not the major site consideration. The upper 
class were concerned with a variety of site considerations, the 
most Important of which is probably neighborhood quality. If 
the significance of neighborhood quality can be demonstrated 
empirically, then a reformulation of the Alonso residential 
location model is In order. 

The existing micro-scale residential location literature 
revealed that very little Is known about the relationship between 
consumer characteristics and residential preferences. In fact, 
this void stimulated the particular focus of this study. The 
existence of distinct residential areas suggests that distinct 
groups of people share preferences. However, this topic has not 
been investigated systematically. 

~ The producer IOOdel 

It is clear that the developer and others in the real 
estate business have a profound Impact on the social geography of 
clties.* This was demonstrated In the section dealing with race 
restrictive covenants. Yet geographers have not focused on 
realtors as spatial agents. It would be interesting to examine 
the techniques presently being used by developers and realtors to 
guarantee exclusiveness in upper and middle Income areas. 

Contributions to the Understanding 
of Future Resldentliil Growfh 

I n Chapter I, the "trend setter" rol e of the upper c I ass was 

*Real estate men state that they reflect public opinion in their 
actions. This argument Is clearly consistent with the producer
consumer model considered In this study. 
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discussed. It was suggested that an examination of the present 
behavior of the "trend setters" could be used to gain Insight 
Into the future behavioral patterns of the population In general. 
With this In mind, I would like to speculate about future 
residential trends on the basis of my observations of the upper 
class In Detroit. 

The increasing concentration of upper class faml lies In the 
outlying residential areas--Grosse Pointe Farms and Birmingham
Bloomfield Hills--Indicates that there Is no change in the desire 
to move out from the central city. On the basis of this 
observation, It must be concluded that the decentralization of 
residential areas will continue In American cities as faml lies 
take advantage of transportation improvements to manifest their 
residential preferences. 

I have been fascinated by the upper class preference for 
residential locations close to exclusive country clubs. The 
Business Week article mentioned In Chapter I Indicated that this 
preferencEllUis trickled down to the wealthy In general. With the 
Increasing pressure being placed on public recreational facilities, 
there Is every reason to believe that the preference for private 
closeby recreational facilities wi I I permeate other social strata. 
The need to Incorporate an extensive space-using characteristic 
(the golf course) Into subdivisions will lead to more rapid 
residential decentralization. 

The racial integration of the suburbs Is a long way off If 
upper class trends are used as an Indicator. After the demise 
of the race restrictive covenant In 1948, other tehcniques were 
developed to maintain the exclusiveness of upper class residential 
areas. While middle class areas are less ethnically homogeneous 
than upper class areas, they too will demand that mechanisms be 
developed to excl ude Negroes. 

Finally, the upper class are becoming increasingly concerned 
about neighborhood quality. Over time, the bui Iding restrictions 
contained In the deeds of upper class subdivisions have become 
more and more stringent with respect to the quality and character 
of housing that can be bul It,. In middle class housing,' a movement 
away from tract housing can be anticipated as the population in 
general becomes more concerned with quality. Strict bui Iding 
restrictions may act as a barrier to "undesirable" people. Again, 
If the upper class can be used as an indicator, It is doubtful 
that a majority of Americans wi II desire to live in communities 
with a mix of housing types slmflar to Reston, Virginia. They 
will continue to prefer subdivisions made up only of single dwell ing 
units of a particular value. 
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