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S]I.0,IARY 0F l'lAIOR FIIIDII,GS AND COI.ILUSIONS

The purpose of the Miaority Housing Study has been to find out why ninority
residents of }bntgonery County live where they do, and why there is residential
clustering or segregation by race in the Cormty, to the extent that it exists.
Ttre foctrs of this Study has been on the role of race and racial perceptions and
attittrdes in housing location decisions and in hcn residents errah:ate their
qment ho.rsing. Because of the naarre of the data anailable for sampling, the
Studf was confined to renters only, and to those living in rental cotplexes of
25 or more rental urits. Representative sanrples of the Cor.rrtyrs Hispanic and
black renting hotrseholds were selected for intenriewing, together wittr a sanple
of ntrite and ottrer non-black and non-Hispanic honseholds, included for corparative
purposes. Respondents were asked a variety of questions concerning their horrsing
decision-naking processes (e.g., why ttrey decided to Locate where they did, hovr
they went about seardring for housing, what aspects of housing were inportant to
them, uhat their future plans are), their assessmearts of their current, housing
sitr:ations, ed tJreir baCkgrotmds. Becarrse scme qrrestionnaire items were racially
sensitive, intewie$rers were uratdred to respondents on the basis of race, ed
bilingual Hispanic iatenriewers were sent to Hispanic households.

Four hlpotheses or possible explanations of residential clustering or housiag
segregation by race were- ocplored and tested: a housing and neighborhood preferences
hlryothesis, a "se1f-segregation" hlpothesis, a racial discrimfuiation hypotlesis,
and an econcrnic hlpothesis. Of these, the only hlaothesis whidr the data do not
srppoft is the self -segregation hypottresis: that blacks prefer to live in
residential envirorrnents whictr are predoninantly or alnost all bIack, or where
they are separate frcm the najority (white) population. For the other three
hpotheses, the evidence is mixed, but none can be nrled out as causes of housing
segregation on the basis of the evidence presentd here.

The major findings of this Str.rdy, both netJrodological and substantive, are
presented below.

A. MEI}ODOIOGICAL FINDI}GS

1. Sampling of rental cmplexes and hor:seholds for the Miaority Hor:srng Study
r.ras constrained by a lack of conplete and accurate information on the distribution
of rental units by race for the entire Co-urty. lhere is ttn:s no way of )crovring
the extent to whidl the sarryles of eadr racial stratun (Hispanic, black, and
white/other) are truly representatirre of their Corntyrride populations. Ttrere is
inpressionistic evidence to sqgest tJrat wtrites/others who live in rental ccnrplexes
which are all or al:nost all white/other-occr.pied are underrepresented in ttris
Sardy.

2. There was considerabl.e variation in the extent to whidr managers/owners of
rental facilities selected for inclusion in this Sttrdy were willing to participate
and to provide data on the exact locations of Hispanic and black households in
their rental corplexes, frcrn h*rich random samples of households could be drawn
for intenriewing

3. The information whidr was prouided by managements/crvrners who were willing to
participate in this Qtrdy often tumed out to be inaccurate or inccnnplete, eipecially
as far as the identification of Hispanic households is concerned. In some cases
wmagers or resident managers said they were unsure of the occupancy of their
rental udts by race, &d erpressed an inabilit)' to identify Hi-spanic or Spanish-
surnarned hor:seholds .
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4. t'lanagers/olmers of rental ccrnplexes which fall within the jurisdiction of the
Real Estate Reporting Requirements, whidr assist the Fh-unan Relations Corrnission
of lv{ontgouery County in monitor:.ng t}rc Cotntyts Fair Housing Law, were fourd to
\rarI in the degree to whidr they maintain accurate and culrent records on racial
occLrpancy for reporthg purposes, and in the degree to whidr. they take the
Reporting Requircments seriously.

B. g,rLSrAllTniE FINDIIIGS

1. As far as the e:ctent of residential clustering or segregation by race is
concerned, the folEffi!'findings are based on data arrailable for sanrpling and
on the actual saples obtained for this Study. When the rental conplex is taken
a-s tlre residential environment (as it is for this Study), sorre 43 percent of the
black respondents in this Study are located in rental cunplexes wtridt are at
least 50 percent _black, as compared r+ith 36 percent of all bLack-occr,pied tnits
in the saryling frame. For the puryoses of th:is Shrdy, these respondents are
considered f'clustered" or "segregatedr" since the percent black occlpanqr of the
ccrnplexes in whid they live is uu.rch higher tlran would be e:gected if black
households were distributed evenly throughort rental corplexes in the Courty.
(Black-occupied rental rnits constitute about fourteen percent of all ocorpied
rental urits in the Cotnty, as estirnated by the Human Relations Ccnmission.)
In contrast, bot-I. in this suwe), and in the data on which sanpling was based,
Hispanics rarely constitute more tlr,an 50 percent, of all ocorpied rrrits of any
of the rental cotplexes in whidr they live, ild nore q?icaIly corstitute less
than 20 percent of all occtpied trnits. Whites/others , in this Sardy and in
the sampling fTane, typically live in rental complexes in which wtrites/others
constitute the oyerwhelning majority of all occqpants.

Z. Race, racial perceptions, snd racial attitudes are lorv in salience for a very
large majority of respondents of all three racial groups, as far as housing Location
decisions and hor:sirtg and neighborhood satisfaction levels are concerned. Evidence
from both open-ended and stnrctured questions indicates tlrat respondents of all
grolps are rmrdr nore likely to be ccrncerned with good mainteRance and management,
wittr cost, dtr the characteristics of the rental un-it itseLf, wittr location, and
with neighborhood anenities than tlrey are with racial duracteristics of tlre
hor:s ing enrrirorunent .

5. l,lore than haLf of all respondents said they had no kncrrledge of the racial
ccrposition of the rental complexes into whidr ttrey moved, but a higher proportion
of blacks erpressed Erwareness of racial composition than did Hispanics and wtrites/
others.

4. When asked, only a smalI percentage of Hispanics and blacks reported having
taken their owrl race into consideration in deciding rvhere to 1ive. Sirnilarly,
only a gnaIl percentage of blacks, ffid no flispanics, said they avoided arry areas
or rental conrplexes in l,lontgomery Cowrty because of their olrrl race or Dational
backgrornd.

5. [bvever, when specifically asked about it, close to half of all blacks (47 percent
and seventeen percent of Hispanics said they believe there are areas or rental
corplexes in itlontgornery Cornty where they would have diffiorlty renting because
of their race or national backgrourd. Scne 24 percent of all black respondents,
and ten Hispanic respondents, aited one or more areas or rental ccnrplexes in the
County where tJ:ey believe housing discrimination on tJ:e basis of race night exist.
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6. A total of 51 different rental complexes or ccmplex clusters were cited by
blacks - several of thern more than once - as places where persons of their ovm
race might have difficulty renting. These complexes or ccnplex clusters are
located in all areas of the County wtrich have sizable nr.rnbers of rental r-rrits.

'1. Both Hispanics and blacks tended to perceive the nanagernents of the rental
complexes in whidr they live to be quite willing to rent to persons of their
own race or national backgrourd, but there was scme variation in t}te perceived
receptiveness of nanagements by location and percent black occr.pancy of the
complexes in whidl blaclcs live: the blacker the area or rental complex the
higher ttre perceived receptiveness of manageurent to blacks.

8. ltlhen asked to make a choice, the ovenr,helming rnajority of Hisparrics and blacks
wtro had perceived their housing options to be linited or non-existent because
of their own financial constraints said that the rent they could pay was a nore
important factor in deciding r*here to live tlran their o$m race or national back-
groutd.

9. ltlhen asked hlpothetical questions about their willingness to live in rental
ccrnplexes r+hidr vary in percent black occupancy, there were clear differences
between blaclcs vis-a-vis Hispanics and whites/others. Blaclcs evidenced a high
degree of willingness to live in any racial context, ranging from conplexes vlttictl
are all or almost all black to tlrose which are all or almost all white; but more
blacks were w'illing to live in racially mixed environments than in envirorrnents
which are heavily black or heavily wtrite. The modal preference of blacks was
for an envirorrnent that is half black and half white, follorved by one ttrat is one-
third black and two-thirds white. For Hispanics and whites/others, hcnrever,
willingness to live in a hlpothetical racial environment was directly related
to the percent wtrite occupancy: the wtriter the envirorment the larger the nunber
of respondents wiLling to live in the enrrironnent. Nevertheless, well over half
the white/other respondents indicated they were willing to live in rental complexes
tlrat are half white and half black. the irnplications of these findirrys, however,
are unclear. The fact tlrat blacE "f", by and large, willing to livJin any of
the black-white conbinations inquired abolt, ild ttrat Urey t6nd to prefer tlre
half black and half white n11 (which is at the border linb of rentai corrplexes
considered-"segregated" or "clr:stered" for the purposes of this Str.rdy) rniy tend
to result in lerrels of housing segregation which aie not prefe:red oi-desirea by
the majority of blacks, because of the tendenqy of wfritesTothers to prefer the'
whiter envirorments.

10. Hispanics were nore likely tlran either blacks or whites/others
a "donrt lsrorv" to questions dealing wittr race, and had the highest
for the hlpothetical questions discr:ssed above.

to respond with
refrrsal rates

11. All three racial grorrps orpressed high levels of satisfaction with their
ctrrent housing situations and neighborhoods. 0f ttre three groups, ho,vever,
blacks tended to be the least satisfied, but for reasons largely r-rrrelated to
racial ccnnposition.

12. As rated by tJreir intenrieryers, whites/others tended to live in the best
naintained buildings, and Hispanics in the least well-nairrtained buildings.

13. Concern with schools - proxirnity to schools, school quality, and the racial
composition of ttre sdrools - was more in evidence among blacks (especially those
w'ith sdrool-age children) than among Hispanics and whites/others. B1acks for
wtrsn the racial ccnrposition of the schools was salient tended to express a
preference for racially integrated, nixed, or predomiaantly white schools.
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14. Ftispanics tended to have had more personal contact with the rental complexes
and neighborhoods into wtrich they moved than did blacks or whites/others.

15. Response patterns to ssveral open-ended questions suggest that Hispanics,
blacks, ild whites/others may differ to some extent in their relative denand for
housing in different areas of Montgonery Coutty and in their levels of faniliarity
with different areas and various rental corplexes. These differences may have
furplications for hor:sing segregation wtridt are independent of coruciorrs racial
attitudes.

16. There is some evidence to suggest that residential clurstering or segregation
anong bLacks is associated with lower income and lesser financial resotrrces. For
blacks, the lower the inccrne the more likely the respondent was to live in a heavily
black rental ccrnploc. Hovrever, this was not the case for whites/others; and
when blacks, Hispanics, and wtrites/others of incomes belovr $151000 annualJ.y were
corparedr-there were significant differences in percent black occlrpEulcl oqperienced
by eadr: racial group.

17. Exandaation of socioeconcmic and demographic data in addition to iacome
indicates that there are differences between racial groups vrhidr most certainly
affect hor:sing location decisions and housing options, ild whidr could have
inrplications for horsing segregation by race. Anong these are household size
and hotsehold composition. ttlhile, for instance, the incone profiles of whites/
others and blacks are very sirnilar, whites/others tend to have smal.Ler hor:seholds
and to live in smaller rental rnits, though they pay rents similar to those paid by
blacks. (Of the three groups, Hispanics tend to have the lowest incomes and
the largest hor.seholds, and consequently the least ptrrctrasing povler, on the average.)
Ttre fact that vlhites/others tead to havb snaller hor:seholds ihan either Hispanics
or blacks, corpled with greater purdrasing por*er based on incqne or income in
relation to hotrsehold size, no doubt affords wtr.ites/others nrore flexibility as to
uhere ttrey can live and permits then to ptrrchase higher qr:a1ity for the same price.
Ftrther, there is scrne evidence to suggest that, for eadr racial Soup, the size
of the rental turit is positively colrelated w'ith percent black occr.lpancy: the
larger rental udts tend to be located in the nore heavily black rental complexes,
for eadr racial group.

In conch:sion, perhaps the nost important information to surface from t}.is
9tudy_- nofe fuPortant than the sr.rbstantive findings - is t}at at present there
is a dearttr of reliable information on the distribution of the Countyts population
by race/ethnicity, and by meanirrgftrl geographic turits. This is the aase bbttr for
renters and for hqneowners, Both the design and the implenentation of this Study
were serigusly hampered by ttris deficit. Secondly, theie is considerable evidence
t}lat the County and the Htrnan ReLations Corsnissioir continue to be at odds with
nanagers/owners of rental facilities concerning the need for reporting occupancy
Ft Uy race, -as mandated under the Real Estate Reporting Requiiernentl. Thlre 'is strong evidence to_suggest that the data which lre suUmitted on a quarterly
basis to the hrrun Relations Corrnission tnder the Real Estate Reportirig Requiiements
are both iaaccurate and incomplete in many instamces. Nevertheliss, wEatever the
conflict in rralues, it is evident on the basis of ttris study that r;sident
wmagers or nanagers/ouners mrst be given additional guidante in hovr to report
oc-cUp:Inqf -data. by race. This is especially tnre as c5ncerns the designati6n
of Hispanic or Spanish-surnamed residents, about which nany muagers 6r resident
ruuragers erpressed considerable bewilderment. For instancb, should Spanish-
surnamed households or occupants wtro are also black be designated as ilispanics
or as blacks for reporting purposes? How does a resident mlnager or wuuger
distiaguish a Spanish surname from other foreign-sorrrding surnines? Sqne-
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training workshops for rnanagers/owners or resident managers might be usefu1 in
ttris regard, to insure that wtratever data are reported are reported consistently
frccn rental conplex to rental complex. Also noted during the course of sampling
for this Study is the fact that the r.rrit for which occupancl data by race are
reported to the Hrnan Relations Conrnission does not always coincide with a
rental facility as licensed by the Courtyrs Office of Landlord Tenant Affairs.
In sqne cases, rumagers/ourners report one set of occrpancf data for seyeral
different facilities which are all r:nder the same nanagernent. These divergences
should be reconciled, and ocorpancy data reported separately for eadr licensed
rental facility.
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iNTRODUCTION AI,ID SOCIOEC0IrcS{IC-DEI'OGMPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS A}lD I{CLiSEHOLDS

PARI I: BACKGROI'TID AND zuRPOSE OF THE STUUY, METTODOICGICAT

APPROAGI, SAI'{PLING, FIELD OPERAIIONS

A. BACKGROIJM, PURPOSE, METIioDOLoGICAL APPROACII

The Minority Housing Sildy was developed and conducted in response to a request
by the }bntgomery County Council for information concerning utry black and other
nrinority hotrseholds tend to ch:ster together residentially in lvbntgomery Cotnty.
The Cot-ncilts interest in this phenonenon was profirpted by tr.ro trends obsenred in
recent years: a slovr but steady increase jn the Cotntyrs minority population
(particularly black, Hispanic, and Asian residents); and the grorth of racial
irnbalances in Courty public schools, especially in
apparently resulted fron houing patterns. hlhile a
plan was irplemented in the fa11 of. L976 to rectify

the down-County area, which
volurtary school desegregation
de facto racial irnbalances,

the Courcil also recognized the need to determine
problen. Shortly tJrereafter, the Courty Cotrncil

under
asked the ltrnan

tgonery Courty Fitlnan Relations Corrnission by
1978.

causes of the
Relations Conrnis-

si.on of l{ontgonery Cowrty to address the issue of why miaority households live where
they do in the Courty. This Report presents the findings of a sturiy which was
designed and funplonented in avo stages. Drrring the plannjng phase, concluded in
l',|ay of 1978, a sardy design and sanpling plan were developed and pretested.*
During the second phase, begtn in Septernber, 1978, ild concluding with the sub-
mission of th-is Report, a housing suryey was conducted, and the findings analyzed
and discussed in this Report.**

To fulfi11 the Cotmty Cor-rrcil's request for information on minority hor:sing
patterns in I'bntgomery Cor-nrty, a hor:sing surr/ey was designed to describe and
profile a representative sarple of the Cotnty's minority population and to test
some hlpotheses concernirg the possible causes of housing segregation in the
Cor.rrty, to the extent that it exists. l,iore specifically, the present Study
is concerned with the extent to whidr race, racial perceptions, 4d racial atti-
tudes are factors in where minority horrseholds live and decide to locate within
Montgomery Cotnty,. ild how they Erssess their residential envirorrnents. For
reasons to be discr:ssed shortly, this Surrty is confined to renters on1y, and to
residents of rental facilities in the County whidr contain 25 or more rental r-rrits.
The minority groups examined are blacks and Ftispanic or Spanish-surnaned residents.
For ccnrparative puryoses, a sample of wtdte and other non-black and non-Hispanic
households is included. For analytic purposes, rental complexes whidt arei at
least 50 percent black are considered "clustered" or "segregated" by race, siace
the proportion of black occupants far exceeds that which wor:ld be erpected if
the black renting poptrlation of the County were evenly distributed throughout
rental corploces in the Cor-urty.***

*The first phase is discr:ssed in 11rg Mi4ority Housing Study: Final Report on the
Plarming Phase, prepared for the l,ton
Jane S. subnitted l,lay 15,

**Ana1 data was performed with the assj.stance of the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and an IBll 370-148 computer operating
tnder VS-l at The American University, Washington, D. C.
**:tHlrEIl Relations Comnission staff estirnate that black-occr.pied tmits constitute
approximately fourteen percent of all occrpied un-its in rental conplexes con-
taining 25 or more rental urits in I'tontgomery Cotrnty.

Takeuchi,
ysis of the
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Research Qrestions

l{unerous causes for residential clustering or segregation by race have been
strggested. Ancrng these are differences betryeen urinority ar-rd majority populations
in language, national origin, ild citizenship status; differences betr+een minority
and majority populations in the amotrrts and types of cqrm.rrity resources and public
senrices preferred; d.ifferences irr financial resources and purdrasing porer in the
housing market; differential levels of reliance on pr-rblic transportation; overt
or covert racial discrirnination in the housing market; and a preference for
segregation or separateness on the part of the ninority grows thernselves.

For this Sttdy, four hlpotheses or possible oplanations for hotrsing segre-
gation have been selected for erploration and testing. Ihey are the folloring:

1. Minority and najority residents differ rith respect to t}re kinds of housing
and neiehborhood feaarres or characteristics they consider desirable or inportant.
Hosing segregation by race tends to occarr becarrse of these differential
preferences. (Housing and Neighborhood hefer€nces lt\pothesis)

Z. Residential clustering or segregation by race occurs becar-rse minority groups
choose to live in residential environnents where ttrey are separate from the majority
populatio:r- (that is, they prefer segregated envirorunents). (Self-Segregation
tllpothesis)

3. Residential clustering or segregation by race tends to occur because there is, or is
perceived to be, overt or covert discrimination against minority grolp memhers
in the (rental) hor:srng rnarket, lrtridr effectively limits the housing opportlmities
available to minority residents.

4. Residential clustering or segregation by race occurs because of econonic
disparities between ninority and majority residents in purdrasiag povrer. Minority
residents, becar:se of their actual or perceived Lo^rer levels of iaccme or wealth,
are rrrable to compete successftrlly for the nor€ expensive and/or nore desirable
rental units in the Couty. (fcononic Hv"otnesi,

Researdr Methodology

Preuious studies of residential ch:stering or housing segregation by race
have been of tr+o broad types: aggregate sfirdies focr:sing on ttre extent of housing
segregation (typically in a city or metropolitan area)*, and sr:rv$Geardr
foc'using on wtry individurl hoseholds mwe or locate in partiorlar areas.**
(Infereices ffir aggregate leve1 datr. about individual mbtivation, though sometirnes
made, are uuarranted.) Sardies which have trsed a survey approach (intenriews with
indivi&ul household rnesnbers, etc.) have generally been restricted to white hor:se-
holds, to hmeovrrers, and/or to black and wtrite households 1ivfuA in integrated or
"declining" neighbortrood.'t**; or the focr.rs has been on the prospects for presenring

s1c in Cities: Residential tion and
Clunge,-TTG, by Karl and Alna ,

for instance, Iltry Fanilies I'dove, by Peter H. Rossi (G1encoe, Illinois:
Free hess, 1955) .
***An example of the latter is Side by Side, by Norman Bradburn, Seymor:r Su&nan,
and C'alen L. Gockel (Chicago: @ffi€TeBolcs, 1971). These authors maintain
that race is not a vety important variable in hor:sing location decisions. Both
blacks and whites are more concerned rtith the d*elIirrg urit itself and with cost
tian w'ith ttre racial composition of the neighborhood.
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stably integrated neighborhoods . *

From the outset of the planning phase of this Study, it was decided that a
flrnrey methodology using the indivi&:al horlsehold or hotrsehold member as the urit
of analysis, and the personal intervi*/ as the method of data cotlection, would
be the nost fnritful approach to addressing the question posed by the Cor.rrty Council.
An approach whiclt asks indirridr':Is what influenced or influences their hor:sing
decisions was ccmsidered more appropriate than one which atterpts to draw inferences
frorn demographic data alone; siace it is the perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors
of households and household members whidr r-rltirnately determine where people live.**

Three other decisions were made at the outset of the planning phase of th-is
Study. The first was that a white sample should be included in the surrrey for
comparative pur?oses. This conparison group is referred to as '\+hites/others"
because it jncludes not only wtrites, but minorities other than blacks or Hispanics.
(Characteristics of the sanrpling frane used for this Study necessitated this
designation, as will be more fu1ly disorssed later.) Secondly, it was decided
that not only should the sanples be representative of the Courty-wide population
for each racial group, but that to test the hlpotheses there should also be some
variation in the leve1 of housing segregation experienced by eadr racial group.
Using the rental complex as the residential envirorunent, this meant that each
racial grotry sampled should include at Least some households whidr live in
highly segregated rental'ccrnplexes (that is, almost exch:sively with horrseholds
of the same racial grotrp as their ovrn) , some households which lirre in 'lnixed't
rental complexes, &d sone households which reside in rental corplexes where they
are in the minority racia11y.*:t* The third requirement was that intenriewers be
matched to respondents on the basis of race and language backgrormd. l4atdting
was erpected to facilitate candidness on the part of respondents in ansvering
some of the more sensitive questions dealing wittr race. For obvior:s reasons,
it was essential to provide Spanish-speaking intenriewers for Hispanic households.
The matching requirernent meant that the sampling procedr-re would have to guarantee
that the race/ethnicity of potential respondents could be identified with near
certainty prior to the deployment of inte:rriewers. As a practical matter, this
requirement made it necessary to secure the cooperation of managers/cniners prior
to sanpling.**** In exdrange for their cooperation, managers/onners were promised
that no ftunes of rental facilities included in the sunrey wotrld be dirulged.

d for Horrs in Racial Mixed Areas by C?rester
Rapkin and William G.

**The perceptions,
numagers, &d ottrer "
This Shrdy, however,

1e60) .
a tudes, ild of real estate developers, rental

of cor:rse, also determine where 1e live.
the most part on the "demand" side the equation,

vers a

gatekeepers,
focr:ses for

tl
Peop
of

rather than on the "supply" side.
tt**foas1fcally speaking, a fu11 range of variation was feasible only for the

bl,ack saqple, w'ithout doing iajr:stice to the principle of insuring reasonably
representative samples. Statistically - at least as far as available data indicate -
fa* Hispanics live in rental corplexes which are heavily Hispanic, or for that matter,
in conplexes whidr are hearrily black. More corplete information concerning sampling
methodology is presented elsewhere in tJris Chapter and in Appendix A.
*:r:t*fg would, of course, have been possible to screen rental conplexes to locate

rninority respondents. Such a procedure would ha'ye been very costly, hovrever, since
in nr,any rental corplexes there are relatively few minority households and they are
widely scatterd,.
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The Survey Instn-rnent (Questionnaire)

The Questionnaire was designed to elicit, through personal interrriew, a variety
of demographic and socioeconomic information, together with perceptual and attitudfuEl
data concerning the housjng location decisions and hotrsing preferences of a represen-
tative sanrple of Hispanic, black, &d white/other respondents and households. Most
parts of the @,estionnaire are designed for all respondents, while a few sectiors
are restricted to one or two racial grourps. The Qr-estionnaire contains both open-
ended and forced-choice qr:estions, ild incltrdes rnrltiple indicators of key trariables
for hlpothesis testing. The Qrestionnaire was ful1y translated into Spanish, and
responses in Spanish were translated into English for analysis. Copies of both
versions are included in Appendix B.

The li^uritations and biases of suwey researdr are well knor.rn. As far as titis
Questionnaire is concerned, it should be borne in nind that respondents were
frequently asked to reca11 eve-nts that occr:rred in the past and whidr may have been
renembered ornly vaguely at best. Additionally, many iterns deal with perceptions and
opinions, ard not wittr objectively validated "facts."
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B SAI\IPLING: A BRIEF SYNOPSIS*

Data Sources for Sampline

The purposes of the Minority Hor:siag Study nrade it necessary to locate a data I
source vri:rich would permit the selection of a representative sanrple of hor:seholds of r
each racial group to be studied. A thorough investigation of potential data sources
indicated that the only usefu1 and reasonably corprehensive source of information on f
residential occr-pancy by race was the Hr-rnan Relations Conunissionrs ReaI Estate Re- I
porting Requirements File, which contains occupancy statistics by race for rental
tonpleies in l,bntgomery Cotnty which have 25 or nore rental writs. Llnder the Real t
Estate Reporting Requirements, managers or ohmers of such rental facilities are re- I
quired to submit four qtrarterly reports per year, listing the m.rnber of rmits in each -
facility rvhidr are occLpied by blatk, Hispanic or Spanish-sr:raamed, and white and "other"!!
households as of the eni of the quarier. 'Since the^ occupanry data'are reported. separat- I
ly for only two ninority groups (blacks and Hispanics), it was necessary to confine the I
minority sam^oles to these tluo groups. Originally, it had been hoped to include Asians
as a separate gror-rp. Secondly, since the data are provided on renters on1y, homeowners I
are not included in the study. I
Z. Guidelines for Selecting Samples

Six goals or criteria were established during the planning phase of the Minority
Housing Study. F:.ch of these is presented below, together wittr an evaluation of the
extent to which the actual samples fiIlfi1led each goal or criterion.

(a) For each racial/ethnic group, or stratun, rental complexes should be sampled in
direct proportion to the nr.uriber of tmits occtpied by the stratLrTr in question. This is
the sampling-proportionate-to-size criterion. Rental conrplexes r+ittr larger ntnrbers of
r.:nits occupied by households of each stratun should be sanpled more heavily than those
with fewer such occupied r.rrits. Ttris criterion, if strictly adhered to, would insure
the representativeness of the samples in tenns of the Courtyrs entire population for
each stratr-un.

Ostensibly this criterion was well net for the rental ccnrplexes where managements
sqpplied trp-to-date listings of rnental units ocorpied by eadr racial group. Proportiona
ly more of the intenriews were obtained frcnr rental conplexes known to have larger nr.rn-
bers of units ocopied by the strattur in question t}ran frcrn other rental corplexes. Hovr-
ever, becaurse curplete and accurate Courty-wide information about occLpancy by race
was arrailable neittrer before nor during the sapling process, it was fupossible to
Isrow whether this goal was strbstantially ftrlfilled on a Cotnrty-wide basis.***

(b) For research purposes, horever, each stratr.rn sampled should contain households
vlhich experience varying leveIs of residential segregation. For example, the black
sanple should contain households located in rental complexes which are heavily black,
as well as black hor.rseholds in rental conplexes which are predominantly or almost all
white, &d some that live in envirorments that are in between these two extremes. Simi-
1ar variation jn environmental context shor:ld be present for Hispanic and white/ottrer
households, insofar as the principle of "representativeness" is not seriously violated.

I
I
I
t
.f
T

*For a fliIler discuss ion of the sanrpling design and methodology, see Appendix A.
**The term "other" refers to Asian, Ivliddle Eastern, and other non-black and non-Hispanic
minorities.

'(?t*See Tables 1-3 at the concltrsion of Appendix A for a conparison of Ffunan Relations
Comnission data and actual samples for each racial group.

I
I
I
I
1
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This goal was also reasonably well rnet within the general lirnitations of the
sampling frame (i.e., its incompleteness). Variation in the residential environment
was greatest for the black sample, in part because black households typically live
in a broader range of hotrsing environments than do Flispanics and whites/others in
I'bntgomery Cor-mty; and in part because the larger sarrple size rnade it reasonable to
allocate the black sample to a broader range of residential enrrirorunents without
rriolating ttre sampling-proportionate-to-size criterion to any extent. As far as the
white/other stratun is csncerned, fewer than five percent of all white/other households
live in rental complexes where they constitute less ttran 50 percent of all occtpied
urits. Sfunilarly, available data indicate that llispanics rarely if ever constitute 60
percent or more of any rental corplexes in the Cornty, and nore q?icalIy constitute
r.rrder 20 percent of all occupants. For these reasons, &d because the Hispanic and
white/other sarples were snaller than the black sample, the level of variation in
residential enuironment was deliberately restricted to the more typical environments
for these tr.ro racial gror-rps.*

(c) An attempt should be made to sample some rental complexes which had never or rarely
reported occupanqf data by race to the Human Relations Conrnission (as mandated under
the Real Estate Reporting Requirements for all rental facilities not located in the
incorporated areas of the Cor.rrty), md where it was presuned not possible to secure the
cooperation of management.

This goal was adrieved, but at a cost. ltttrile intenriewing was done in several
such rental corrplexes, because current occupancy data by race had not been provided by
management for the purposes of this tudy, it was usually possible to interview only
white/other hor:seholds at such cor:plexes. (In a few cases, a Hispanic or black house-
hold was interrriewed after a white intenriewer had, by chance, come across a Hispanic
or black household.),

(d) If possible, some rental corplexes in the incorporated areas of Caithersburg,
Roclcrille, ild Takoma Park (which are exerpt fron the Real Estate Reporting Require-
ments) should be sampled.

Ttris goal was achieved to a limited degree. 0n1y one of several facilities con-
tacted in Caithersburg vrtrich did not keep occrqrancy data by race was able or willing
to corryile the racial occupErny data necessary for nratching. However, several managers
of rental conrplexes in the City of Takorna Park, and one in the City of Rockville, which
had voh:ntarily reported their occupancy by race to the Fhman Relations Cor,mission for
the current quarters or in the recent pst, agreed to participate when contacted. These
rental corrplexes (six in Takoma Park and one in Rockuille) were all heavily black and
relatively smal1. Altogether, nine rental complexes in the three incorporated m:nici-
palities were sampled, for a total of 91 respondents, all but ten of whom were black.
lVtrile this was satisfactory as far as tJre Ciry of Takoma Park is concerned (where it is
l<nown that rental facilities are largely black), it was less than satisfactory for Gaith-
ersburg and Rocl<t/ille, which are more heavily $rtrite.**

*See Tables 4-6 at the conclusion of Appendix A for a comparison of Fh-unan Relations
Conrnission data and actual samples for each racial group.

**It may be worth noting, in passing, that the level of cooperation was generally highest
for rental corplexes anyrtrere in the County that are heavily black. The snraller and
more homogeneor:s the facility, of course, the easier it rr'as for manag€ment to-supply
the requested information. A11 but one of the heayily black conplexes sanpled tor
tJris Study were also relatively snaIl.
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(e) The sanrples should be allocated efficiently among rental complexes il order to
minimize interviewing costs, or to maximize returrrs for given costs. As a general
ru1e, it rvas decided that a rental complex should be sanrpled only if there was a
reasonable expectation of obtainiag a mininn-un of five intenrier^rsfor one racial straturn
at that conrplex.

Altogether a total of 77 rental complexes i-n lvbntgomery Cornty were sanpled for
this Study. The nr-unber of households sampled per complex ranged from a low of one to
a high of 60. Five or fewer households were' saryled il:.:?? rental facilities, six to 25
in 51 complexes and more than 25 hor:seholds in four ccmplexes.

The goal of intenriewing a minirm-un of five or more households per stratr-rn was
reasonably well met for the black sanrple: in only seven (or fourteen percent) of the
49 rental complexes in which black hotrseholds were salrpled were fewer ttran firre black
households interviewed. For the white/other stratum, ilr seventeen (or 50 percent)
of the 56 rental corrplexes sampled, ferver than five white/other intenriews were obtained.
For the Hispanic stratun, however, fewer ttran five hotrseholds were sanpled in seventeen
(or 52 percent) of the 33 rental complexes salnpled.

Inability to obtain five intenriews per stratun per rental complex sampled was
in most c;rses simply another indication of the basic problem encowrtered throughout
the sampling process: the general inaccuracy and inadequaqp of the occupancy data by
race, as supplied by managements expressly for this tudy, or as recorded in the fftrman
Relations Comnission file. This was particularly tnre for the Hispanic stratuun, where
households were incorrectly identified by managements at a rate that carrsed serious
problems for interviewers, ild necessitated sampling in rental ccmplexes not initially
intended for inclusion in this sunrey. On the other hand, it was perhaps r.rnrealistic
to assune that withjrr given time and budget constraints it would be possible to achieve
this goal in every case, especially where the stratun in question was known or presuned
to constitute a very small percentage or nunber of the occupied rrnits in a particular
rental complex.

As far as the white/other stratun is concerned, the primary cause for dispersion
of the sanrple was a generally higher refusal rate than for black and Hispanic households,
and some logistical problems in the deployment of intenriewers. However, for whites
also, the inconrpleteness of the occupancy data, together with the need to sample in rental
conplexes where marurgements were Isrown or presumed to be opposed to the suryey, made it
necessary to include more rental complexes than originally intended. Though this dis-
persion may have made it more difficult for intenriewers, there is an advantage as far
as the study itself is concerned: the more complexes sampled the greater the likelihood
that the sample is representative of the County's (white/other) population as a whole.

(f) As far as possible, all areas of the County rvhich have a sizable nuunber of rental
units should be sanpled.

This criterion or goal was of lesser inrportance than the others. It was reasonably
rvel1 met, though areas were not deliberately sarrpled in direct proportion to the nunber
of rental units in eactr. The sanple included rental conplexes in the geographic areas
generally referred to as Silver Spring, Takoma Park, Bethesda-Cheq;'Orase, Rochrrille,
Gaithersburg, and }tlheaton.* Together, these areas contain the br:lk of the rental tnits
in the County.

*Area bor:ndaries are discussed later in this Ctrapter.
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FIEI.D OPERATiONS

Recnritrnent and Supenrision of Interwiewers

A total of eighteen part- and fu11-ti:ne intenrierrers were recnrited to do the
intervieryrng for the Minority Hosing Str.rdy. Al1 were faniliar with sunrey researctr
and had had previotrs intenriew:.ng experience on projects sirnilar to this one. Three
were male, fifteen female. Four were ltispanic and fu11y bilingrral in Spanish and Eng-
Iish, six were black, and eight were r,rhite. The intenriewers condrrcted a total of
948 intenriews during the four*onth period betr,reen October LZ, L978, and February
L?, L979. The ru.unber of intenrier*s conducted by each intenriewer ranged from as
ferr as ttrree to rpre than 1.00.

l,tAC Research Associates, Inc., of Colunbia, ltaryland, recruited and stpervised
the black and white interrriensers, wtro together conpleted 785 iatenriews. The prime
contractor was irr charge of recnriting and supenrising the Hispanic interrriewers,
who intenriewed 163 Hispanic respondents. Intenrier*ers received their assigrurents
from ttreir srryenrisors and subnitted their conpleted interviews and Cal1 Record
Sheets to t}em. A sma1l nr.unber of eadr intenriewerrs ccnpleted intenriews were
verified by phone.

Z. Intenriewer Training

r A11 intenriewers attended one or more training sessions in whidr they were thoroughly
I briefed on the purpose of the sur:vey, the use of the survey instnunents (Questionnaire,
r Screening trrocedure, Call Record Sheets, letter of introduction), strategies for managing

the intenriew, and various techniques for eliciting information.* Questionnaire items
I were reviewed in detail and procedr.rres for handling open-ended questions and questions
I involving the use of a hand-out card were specified. Each interviewer was prorrided with

a packet of training materials and a notebook to use while intenriewing.

3. Deployment of Intenriewers

Intenrieners were sent singly or in pairs to the rental corplexes included in
this surrrey. Eadr interyierrer received a packet of Cal1 Record Sheets listing tJre
addresses of sarrple and alternate households to be contacted at each rental corplex.
Intenriewers were instnrcted to obtain iatenriews with mernbers of all households
identified as "sanpler" if possible witJr three call-backs, for a total of four
contacts per household. Intenriew'ing of "altenirate" hor:seholds was permitted if no one
in any sample household was available for intenriemr when the interrriewer a:rived at
the rental conplex. A household member nas eligible for intenriewing if he/she
was eighteen or older and had selected or helped select this rental urrit as a place
for himself/herself to live. Intenriewers were to take an intenriew only if t.I.ey
were correctly natdred by race to the potential respondent.** If not, t-I.ey were to
tell the indivi&ral tlat soneone else would come by. Each contact with a household
was to be recorded on the Cal1 Record Sheet for that hor:sehold, togettrer with an
indication of ttre outcone for that hor:sehold (e.g., intenrievr corpleted, no one hcrne,
refusal, t\rrong" race) .

(both English and Spanish versions), Screening Procedure,
Call Record Streets, letter of introducticrn to prospective respondents, and instnrctions
concerning ncial/etturic designations are included irr Appendix B.
**White interrriewers, of course, r+ere pennitted to obtain intenriews wittr Asian
or other non-black and non-Hispanic persons. In a few c:ses, an intenrierrer condrrcted
an intenriew with a person of the '\,trong" race because if would have been avrkr+ard to
leave, or because she was not sr:re about the correct racial designation of the respondent
r-rrtil the interrriew was utderr*ay.

I
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Fifty-four percent of the interviews were obtained from households designated as
sanrple r-rrits, 43 percent from alternatd households, ten from (authorized) substitutes,
and 21 intenriews (a11 l{ispanic) were obtained through quota sampling.

4. Response Rates

Inrnediately prior to the deploynent of intenriewers to rental complexes, sample
and alternate hor:seholds were sent a letter of introduction (in both English and Spanish),
explaining the purpose of the survey and requesting cooperation if contacted by an inter-
rriewer. CIhe rulme or names of the interviewer(s) assiE5red to the hor:sehold appeared at
the bottom of the letter.) The use of an introductory letter was intended to facilitate
cooperation on the part of potential respondents. lVtrile there is no way of lcrowing how
receptive households night have been in the absence of a letter, inte:lriewers generally
felt that the households they contacted were pleased to have received advance notice of
their arrival. lt/here an intenriew was obtained, intenriewers reported ttreir respondents
to be rather obliging, on the wtrole. About 86 percent of all respondents were reported
to have been "ethusiastic" or "cooperative." Another eleven percent were reported asrheutral," and sone 2.6 percent (25 respondents) were considered "reluctant" or "hostile."
Table 1 at the conclusion of this section ilh:strates these findings.

D-rring the planning phase of this study, it was estimated that about trvo to three
times as many letters as the target nr.unber of respondents for each racial strattrn should
be sent. This figure was arrived at during pretesting, when response rates and the level
of difficulty of reaching respondents of each racial stratun was estiamted. lVhite/other
households were estimated to have the highest reflrsal rate, black hor:seholds to be the
most cooperative and willing to be interviewed, and Hispanic households the most difficttlt
to locate.

During field operations, a total of 2,409 letters were sent to potential households
for interviewing, all of which had been selected via systematic random samples of in-
dividual racial strata (wtrere the data was available) or of entire rental complexes. 0n
a per-cornpleted-interrriew basis, somewhat more letters were sent to white/other households
(close to three times the m:mber of interrriews obtained) than to Hispanic and black
households (about 2.5 and 2.0 per interview, respectively). These figures should be
vier+ed with caution, horvever, since so m:rny irregularities were encountered during sarpl-
ing (e.g., screening rather thanmatching had to be enployed in several conplexes, whidr
involved sending a white or black interyiewer to hotrseholds which had been sent a letter
to determiae ttreir race). AIso worth noting is that because of ttre high misidentification
rate for Hispanic horreholds, Hispanic iatewiewers frequently resorted to dropping off
letters at Spanish-sumned households they enco.urtered while interviewing at various
rental conploces.

A total of 30 hor:seholds designated by nanagements as black turned out not to be
black rvhen contacted by a black interrriewer; while some fifteen households designated
by.managements as neither Hispanic nor black turned out to be black, upon arrivll of a
white interrrierver. The preciie nr.unber of misidentifications of Hispanic households is
not lqror,n, but was considerably higher ttran for blacks and whites/others.

Ttrc refi:sal rate for whites/others did in fact turn out to be higher than for His-panics and blacks. A total of 123 refr.rsals (p"" 119 a.npi;ai-inten'ier*s1 wErt'recorded for white/ottrer households.,_.od 1Z G: 466 aodi;;A ir.6.ri;;i ior-Ur"cthorseholds- T?re Pfecise nrnber of ttispanic rtfusafs is irot k*,n, but is estfunated.to be from ten to 20 households.*

rThe refusal rate, of course, in part
hor:sehold is contacted, and the time of year.
as the Orristnas holiday season approadred

on the intenriener, the tirne of &y the
Ttre refirsal rate increased, for instance,
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5. Characteristics of Interviews

A total of 163 interviews were conducted w'itJr Hispanic respondents , 466 with black
respondents, and 319 with white/other respondents (seven of whom were Asiarrs). (On
the basis of household race, 165 interrriews were with Hispanic horrseholds, 467 w'ith
black households, 4d 316 with white/other hor:seholds . ) 0f the 163 interrriews with
Hispanics, 145 were conducted in Spanish, r:sing the Spanish version of the Q:estionnaire;
nine were conducted in both English and Spanish; and eleven were conducted in English.
A11 other interrriews were condr:cted in English, usiag the English version of the
Questionnaire.

Intenriews were conducted every day of the week, with Saturday being the
hearriest day. More tlran half the interrriews were conducted in the evening, from
5:00 P. M. on; while about 40 percent were conducted during tle afternoon. A11 but
21 of the 948 usable intenriews were begun and cornpleted in one sitting. Three
additional intenriews.were begtn and terminated part way through at the respondentfs
request.

Most interviews (more than 86 percent) were free of serior:s intern:ptions, as
far as the intenriewers were concerned.

Intenriews ranged in length frcnn just r-rrder fifteen rninutes to close to ttr/o
hours. 0n the average, white interrriews lasted about 20 to 25 minutes, black
intenriews 25 to 30 ninutes, and Hispanic intenriews about 35 minutes. Table 2

at the conclusion of this section il}:strates these findings.

TABLE I
ATTITUDE TOITARD INTERVIEW

SITUATION
(AS RATED BY INTER\IE{ERS)

by Race of Respondent

Attitude
o,
'o

Enthuiastic

Cooperative

Neutral

Reluctant

Hostile

Total

107

181

7.5

6

JJ.5

56 .8

7.8

1.9

319 100.0

2

A11

Black
CN) 06

Hispanrc
CN) Z(N) z

45

550

)l

11

1

9.7

75.+

t2.3

2.4

)

34

95

,C

6

1

ZL.L

59 .0

15. s

5. t

.6

186

626

107

7.3

?

L9.7

66.3

11 .3

?.5

7

454 100.0161 99.9944 100.0

l,{issing = 'l 0000
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TABLE ?

LENGIH OF INTERVIE,{/S

Nr.mber of
Minutes

by Race of Respondent

z

Llnder 15

ls-29
30-44

45-59

60 - 74

75-89

90 or more

TotaI

192

105

11

8

2

1

60.2

iro

3.4

2.5

319 99.9

)
0000

6

3

Y=

All

(N) eo

H].SPanlc
CN) Z

BIACK
(I0 '6

?

468

363

7t

40

5

1

.2

49.4

38.5

7.5

4.2

.3

.1

5

97

30

30

I

3.1

59.5

18 .4

18.4

.6

')

27t

161

30

7

.4

s8.2

34.5

6.4

.4

948 100.0 163 100.0 466 99.9
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PARI II: SOCIOECOIICNIiC AI'{D DEPOG?APHIC PROFiLE 0F
RESPONDENTS AI'ID HCX,JSEHOLDS

A. HG, SE(, IICUSEHOI^D CCNIPoSITIoN, AGE GTARACTERISTICS

1. Race/Ethnicity of Respondents and llor:seholds

Table 3 describes the sarrple by race/ethnicity of respondents and households.
A respondent was classified as Hispanic if he/she was I'a person of Mexican, hrerto
Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish cularre or origin -
regardless of race,"* or if he/she r+as Spanish-surnamed. A household was classi-
fied as Hispanic if any member was loorn to be a person of such backgrourd, or had
a Spanish surrrame. Any adult member of such a hor:sehold was considered eligible
for interrrieruing as a Hispanic respondent (provided the usual qualifications for
intenriewing were net). A few black horrseholds in the sunrey were Hispanic by
the above definition, but because of practical difficulties jn identifying cultural
origin and household surnames prior to intenriewing, were intenriewed as blacks
and are classified as black respondents. A11 Hispanic respondents in this srlnrey
were white. A household was classified as black if any member was loovrn to be
black. 0f the white/other respondents and households, seven were Asian; all
others were racially white.

TABLE 3

RACE/EIHNICITY OF RESPONDRITS
A}.{D HOUSEHOLDS

Households

Race/Ethnicity
o,
'o

Hispanic

Black

i{hite and Other

Total

165

467

316

L7.4

49 .5

JJ. J

948 100.0 948 100.0

As Table 3 indicates, only three respondents diverged frcrm their own house-
holds racia11y. In all three cases the respondent was classified as white,/other,
but the household was classified as Hispanic or black. Becatrse respondent and
hor:sehold race were almost sfnonymous, they are considered interclrangeable for this
survey. Scrne socioeconcnic and demographic data are analyzed by hor:sehold race,
while other inforrnation and all perceptual and attitudinal data are presented and
analyzed by race of respondent.

this and other racial/ethnic definitions r.sed for
tlris survey are described on the sheet entitled'Race and Et}niciV," which appears
in Appendix B.

Respondents

o,
'o(N)

165

466

519

L7.Z

AO1

33.6
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Table 4 shows that fernale respondents outnunbered males by about tl{o to one for
Hispanics and blacks, and by jr:st imder three to tr+o for whites/others.

2. Sex of Respondent

Sex

Ilale

Female

Total

TABLE 4

SE( OF RESPONDENTS

by Race of Respondent

L32

187

o
'o

4L.4

58 .6

.my
whether

948 100.0 163 100.0 466 100.0 319 100.0

*2 = .o?

3. Hor:sehold Councosition

For pr:rposes of this Study, a household consists of the respondent and
other person or persons who also live in the same rental unit, regardless of
they are related to tlre respondent or not.

(a) Household Size and I'&-urber of Adults in Hor:sehold

As Table 5 indicates, tlere are significant differences between racial grortrs
in hor:sehold size. Hispanic horrseholds tend to be the largest, and white/other
households the snallest. Sfuni1ar1y, as Table 6 shours, Hispanic hotrseholds tend
to have the largest nurnber of adr.rlt occupants, &d whites/others the fewest.
Almost 95 percent of all white/other households have one or trvo adults, while
for blacks the corparable figrrre is about 89 percent, and for Hispanics it is
just over three-fotrths of all households.

(b) Presence of a Spouse

Respondents were not asked their marital status, but only whether they had
a spouse living in the household (Question 80). As Table 7 shows, Hispanic
horrseholds were mrch more likely to have a spouse present: close to a+o-thirds
did, as compared with well r:nder half of all black and white/other hor.rseholds.

A11

Black(N) z
Hispanrc(N) %rN) %

149

3L7

32.0

68.0

55

108

JJ. /

66.3

336

6L2

35 .4

64.6
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I.ltrnber of
Occupants

One

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six or more

Total

Nr-rnber

0ne

TWo

Three

Four

Five

Six or more

Total

TABLE 5

TOUSEHOLD SIZE

TABLE 6

NI.JMBER OF AIXJLTS
IN Hq.'SEHOLD

by Hotrsehold Race

by Hor-rsehold Race

316 100.0

)
x = .0000

o-
'o

133

116

38

24

5

42.L

36.7

LZ.0

7.6

1.6

te
o-
6

149

150

15

)

47.2

47.5

4.7

.6

316 100.0

A11

(N) 
',6

Hispanic
o
'oCN)

BIack
(N) Z

111

138

L02

73

32

11

?3.8

29.6

21 .8

15 .6

6.9

2.3

?.s7

29s

188

L37

47

26

z7.r

30 .9

19 .8

14.5

5.0

)1

15

39

48

40

10

15

?o

23.6

29.L

24.z

6.1

9.1

948 100.0 165 100.0 467 100.0

All

(N) Z

Hispanic(N) z
BIack

N) o-
'o

367

473

78

?.4

4

2

38.7

49 .9

8.2

2.5

.4

)

30

96

22

LZ

3

2

L8.2,

58.2

13.3

7.3

1.8

L.2

188

227

41

10

1

40.3

48.6

8.8

z.L

)

467 100.0948 99.9 165 100.0

*2 = .0000
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o,
?

58 .5

61.5

considerably
are fllore

I
t
T

I
I
I
I
I
I

o*"r,rl

TABLE 7

PRESENCE OF SPOUSE

Ftr:sband or
lttife Lives
in Hor:sehold

Yes

Itio

Total

l'lissing = $

(c) Composition of the Household

Table 8 indicates tlat there
by race. hlhile one-fourttr of all

for whites/others (over
than either black or whi

by Race of Respondent

+a

188

7.76

40.5

59.s

L?t

195

161 100.0 464 100.0 511 100.0

?
x = .0000

differences in household composition

higher
1ike1y

40 percent).
te/other hor:s

are significant
respondents live alone , the percentage is

ttispanic householdsSirnilarly,
eholds to consist of a nuclear

Single parent hor:seholds are rpre common among blacks t}an amo'ng Hispanics
I'hre than one-for:rth of all Hispanic hor.rseholds are of the "other" ty?e, ,rihigh

individuals

fardly.
or whites/

jstcludes
two- or multi-generational horrseholds consisting, often, of related

(d) Sinele-Parent Households

Table 9 shows that single-parent hor:seholds, vrhich constihrte just under 12 percent
of all hor:seholds in this flrryey, are overr*heLningly female-headed.

(e) Hor:seholds with Children under Aee 18

Table 10 indicates that Hispanic hor:seholds tend to have nore children under
age 18 than either black or white/other households. Almost 80 percent of all white/
other households have no children present, as ccmpared with 51 percent of black
horrseholds, &d only 36 percent of Hispanic hor:seholds. Conversely, over half of
all Hispanic househol& have at least one or trso children, while ccnparable figures
for blacks and whites/others are 39 and 19 percent, respectively.

Sone th:irteen respondents (or 1.4 percent of the entire sanple) reported that
one or more children other'than their orn lived in their hor-rseholds.

(f) School Attendance

As Table 11 shorvs, the ovenrtrelming majority of school-age children in sanpled
hor:seholds attend public sctrools in Ivbntgomery Cor-rrty. Only 25 children (or 8.4
percent of all children) attend private or paroctrial sdrools. Tab1e 12 shows the
pr:bIic school enrollment of drildren by household race.

I
t
I
T

T

I
T

I
1

(N) Z

A11

Hrspanrc(N) z
tslack

(N) ',6

413

526

44.0

56.0 57

104 64.6

35 .4

939 100.0
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TABLE 8

HOUSEHOLD COI,{POSITION

I'Ihom Respondent
Lives ltlith

Lives alone

Lives with spouse
only

Lives with spotrse
and child(ren) snly

Lives with other
adr:ltsx

Lives witl own
child(ren; onlY

0ther

Total

*Related or unrelated

Type of
Household

I'h1e-headed

Female-headed

Total

948 100.0

111 (11.7)

by Hor.rsehold Race

109 23.3

57 L2.2

113 24.2

s8 t2.4

85 18.2

9.645

by Household Race

316 99.9

)
x = .0000

1

15

14 (3.2)

o,
'o

o,t

131 41.5

7 4 23.4

45 t4.2

39 L?.s

l4

15

4.4

4.1

TABLE 9

SINGTE PARE\T HOUSETIOI.DS

)
Nunber in parentheses indicate percent of hor.rseholds
that are headed bv single parents.

A11

(N) 
',6

Hispanic
0,
a(N)

?,s3 26.7

154 L6.Z

218 23.0

111 LL.7

111

101

Lt.7

10. 7

13 7.9

23 13.9

60 36.4

14 8.5

L2 7.3

43 26.1

467 99.9165 100.1

A11

(Nl
H].span].c

(N)
tsIack

CN)

tz

J

8Z

4

107

8s (18.2)LZ (7.s)

x = n.s.
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l'luunber of
CIrildren
Llnder 18

TABLE 10

PRESENCE OF RESPONDE\IT'S C}IILDREN
UNDER 18 IN HOUSEHOLD

by Household Race

948 100.0

NI.TAER OF G{ILDREN IN GRADES

KIMERGARTEN TTROUGI T}TTELtrE :

PUBLIC VS. PRIVATE SCHCOLS

None

One

Two

Three

Four

?,5L

41

18

6

o-
'o

79 .4

13.0

5.7

'lo

Total

Ntunber

One

Two

Three

Four

Five or lv'bre

Total

165 100.0 467 100.1 316 100.0

TABLE 11

In Private Schools

o.
'o

?l

z

I

84 .0

8.0

4.0

I 4.0

411

(N) %

Hispanlc
%(N)

Black
(N) Z

549

194

133

54

18

57.9

20 .5

14 .0

5.7

1.9

59

50

37

16

J

35.8

30 .5

zz.4

9.7

1.8

239

105

78

32

15

51.2

2?.L

16.7

6.9

3.2

In h:blic Schools

o.
'o(N)

L57

78

?.5

10

4

)/.J

28.5

9.1

3.6

1.5

?74 100.0 z5 100 .0
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TASLE 12

NI.JI\tsER, OF C}IiLDRL\ IN PUBLIC
SCHOOLS IN NONTGOI.,IERY

COI.JNTY

Race of Household
N\-unber

One

Two

Three

Four

Five or ivlore

Total

q
'o

26

11

z

66.7

?8.2

5.1

39 100.0

?
x = 11 .s.

(e) Age of Respondents and Spo:ses

Respondents were asked to select the age category whidl best describes their own
age and ttre age of their spouses (if present in the household). Tables 13 and 14
indicate the relative youth of the entire sample: close to 60 percent of all
respondents and spouses are urder 35. About tlo-thirds of the blacks, well over
half of the whites/others, &d just rnder half the Hispanics fit this description.
At the sane tj-me, proportionately more white/other respondents and spouses are in
the 65 and over age range.

ItrsPanlc
(N) % (N)

ts1acl(
0.
'o

55

Z5

7

1

3

50 .7

JJ. J

10.1

1.4

4.3

57. 8

26.5

9.6

5.4

.6

96

44

16

9

1

69 99 .8 166 99.9



2,4

TABLE 13

AG OF RESPOTIDENTS

Age Range
in Years

L8-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40 --44

45 -.49

s0-54

55-59

60-64

65 and over

Total

Missing = 6

by Race of Respondent

te
i

73

LZg

96

53

37

25

22

7

8

15

15.7

27 .7

20.6

11.4

8.0

5.4

4.7

1.5

r.7

3.2

16.2

zL.6

15.6

9.2

3.8

3.8

3.8

5.1

6.3

14.6

51

68

49

29

L?

L?.

l2

16

20

46

315 100.0

*? = .0000

A11

%
o-
'o

o
n

L44

zzs

L75

L02

70

52

.38

31

37

68

15.3

zs.9

18.6

10.8

7.4

5.5

4.0

3.3

3.9

l.L

20

28

30

20

2L

15

4

8

9

7

LZ.3

L7.3

18.5

L2.3

15.0

9.3

2.5

4.9

5.6

4.3

942 99.9 L62 100.0 465 99.9
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TABLE 14

AG OF SPOUSES

Age Range
ia Years

by Race of Respondent

te

L8-24
?q-?oUJ UJ

30-34

35-39

40-44

45-49

50-54

55-59

60-64

65 and orrer

Total

2L

32

z0

8

5

1

2

8

6

16

z

L7.6

26.9

16.9

6.7

4.2

.8

L.7

6.7

5.0

L3.4

408 99.9 184 99.9 119 99.9

B

1

tr{issing = 5
zx =.001

MTIOI.IAL ORIGIN AI{D I,ANGI.IAGE BACKGROI.JI{D

National Origins

Tables 15 and 16 show that more than 90 percent of all liispanic respondents and
spouses were foreign-born. Only 12 Hispanic respondents were born in the United States
(exch.rsive of those born in Rrerto Rico). For blacks, the foreign-born proportion is
16 percent for respondents and over one-fifth for spou,ses. As the Tables indicate,
a still srnaller proportion of white/other respondents and spouses were foreign-born.
The national origins of foreign-born respondents and spouses of each racial group are
discr:ssed belovr.

Hispanics

Eighty-eight percent of foreign-born respondents, ild 96 percent of foreign-born
spouses originate from Hispanic cultural areas: Cuba, Puerto Rico, Spain, Portugal, md
the countries of Central and South America. The remainder were born in the Caribbean
Islands and in other parts of Europe. The most frequently cited places of origin are
Cuba (33 respondents and 25 spouses), Colombia (eighteen respondents and nine spouses),
Puerto Rico (eleven respondents and six spouses), El Salvador (ten respondents and eight
spouses), ffid Guaternala (ten respondents) .

(N) %

A11

Hispanic
o
'otN)

Black
tN) eo

56

108

81

40

32

16

t7

16

L4

28

L3.7

26.5

19 .9

9.8

7.8

3.9

4.2

3.9

3.4

6.8

11

18

2L

L7

L2

8

7

3

3

5

10.5

L7.L

20.0

L6.2

11 .4

7.6

6.7

,o

?o

4.8

24

58

40

15

15

7

8

5

5

7

13. 0

31.5

2L.7

8.2

8.2

3.8

4.3

2.7

?,.7

3.8

105 100.1
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Blacks

The 76 foreign-born respondents and 41 foreign-born spouses originate frcrn sixteen
different courrtries. The largest ntunber come from the Caribbean Islands (63 percent of
all foreign-born respondents) and Africa (29 percent of foreign-born respondents); with
the remainder from Central and South America, Europe, and the Far East. The most often
cited places of origin are Janaica, IV.I. (tr,.ienty respondents, seven spotrses), Trinidad
(ten respondents, three spotrses), Ghana (nine respondents, eight spouses), ffid Haiti
(seven respondents, three spotrses) .

hhites/Others

0f the 29 foreign-born respondents and nineteen foreign-born spouses, the majority
were born in Europe and British Conmonrvealth cor-ntries (26) and the Far East (seventeen) .

The remainder are from the lt{iddle East (five).

?. Native langtrages

As far as native langr:age of respondents is concerned, Table 17 sho^rs, not uneleect-
edly, that well over 90 percent of blacks and whites/others are native speakers of Eng-
lish, wtrile about 88 percent of Hispanic respondents speak Spanish natively.

Ivlore than half the Hispanics whose native langr.:age is Spanish say they have
difficulty conrnrnicating in English.

TABLE 15

BIRIHPI,ACE OF RESPOI{DENTS:
I.'NITM STATES VS. ELSEWI-IERE

by Race of Respondent
Place of Birth

z

Llnited States*

Elsewhere

Total

286 90 .8

9.229

315 100.0

*2 = .0000Missing = 5
*Native speakers of spanish born in Rrerto Rico are considered
foreign-born.

A11

(N) eo

Hrspanic(N) z
Black

(N) o.
'o

27 .0

73.0688

255

L7, 7 .4

150 92.6

390

76

83.7

16.3

943 100.0 L6Z 100.0 466 100.0



z7

TABLE 16

BIKTHPI*A,CE OF SPCUSES:
UNITM STATES VS. ELSBITIERE

by Race of Respondent

Place of Birth

LJnited States*

Elselhere

Total 410 100.0

Ilissiag = 3
*Native speakers of Spanish born in Puerto Rico are considered
foreign-born.

TABLE 17

I{ATI\IE I."ANGI,IAG
OF RESPONDENTS

I^anguage or
Ianguage Group

by Race of Respondent

0-
?

L0z

19

84.3

15.7

L?t 100.0

x2 = .0000

I,ilhite/Oth
z

English

Spanish

Portuguese

French

Other European

African

l"tiddle Eastern

Far Eastern

Total

756

145

8

6

8

10

5

8

79.9

15.3

.8

.6

.8

1.1

.5

.8

298 95.4

3

?.2

5 1.6

8 2.5

319 100.0

1

7

A11

(N) %

Hlspan1c
(N) %

BIack
c
b(N)

zs4

156

62.0

38 .0

6 5.9

96 94.1

L46

4L

78.1

?1.9

L02 100.0 187 100.0

A11

CfO "6 %rNl
tsIac.Ks

fi\n %

1 6

11

L42

8

6.8

87 .7

4.9

447 96.1

10 ?.2

63

5 1.1

Missing = 2

946 99.8 L62 100.0 465 100.0

xZ = .0000
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C. R{PLOYIVIENT C}IARACTERISTICS 0R RESPOI\DENTS AI,ID SPUISES

1. Employment Status

As Tables 18 and 19 indicate, about three-fourths of all respondents and
spouses were errployed at the tine respondents were intenriev{ed. An additional 6.5
percent of respondents and eight percent of spouses had been enrployed during the
past year. Scrme eighteen percent of respondents and spouses had not been employed
for more ttran one year. As the trvo Tables show, the percent of non-working black
respondents and spouses was lower than for either Hispanics or whites/others.
Hispanic and wtrite/other respondents and spouses had approximately the same rate
o-f eryployme-nt, when respondents and spouses are considered together (77.8 percent
for whites/others and 77.5 percent for Hispanics, zls compared-with 85.6 peicent
for black respondents and spouses). However, some 51 peicent of the urenployed
white/other respondents were irt the 65 and over age range, nhile only seventeen
percent of Hispanic and black respondents r.rho were not cr:rrently employed or errployed
in the past year were in this age grolry.

2. Ocorpational Characteristics

As Tables 20 and 21 shovr, there are scme significant differences among racial
groups in the kind of work performed. In general, wtrite/other respondents are for.urd
in professional/technical and managerial jobs more frequently tlran are blacks and
Hispanics. Hi+anics are least often fo-rrd at these levels. In contrast, a
considerable proportion of Hispanic respondents and spouses are in senrice occupations
(more tlun 30 percent) and other lover status occrryational categories. For blacks
and whites/others, tJ.re figr:res are lower.

3. Work Locations

Tables ZZ artd 23 indicate that the vast majoriry of all working respondents and
spouses work in l4ontgomery Cor-nty or in Washington, D. C. Better than half of all
Hispanic and white/other respondents and spouses work in l'lontgomery Cor.rnty, while
blacks are abotrt wenly split betrveen the Courty and the District of Colunbia.
Relatively sma11 percentages of all three racial grorps work in Prjlce George's
County or Northern Virginia.

4. trbde of Transportation to Work

As Tables 24 and 25 shcrw, the majority of respondents and spouses get to work
by car, with about one-fifth r:sing ptrblic transportation. However, the automobile
is more widely used by whites/others, and public transportation by Hispanics and
blacks.

5. LengtI of Tine and Distance to l{ork

Tables ?.6-29 show respondentsr estirnates of the length of tirne to get to work
and the distance traveled for respondents and spouses. There are no significant
differences by race in the tfune it takes to get, to work, with sizable majorities of
respondents and spouses wtro work outside the home making it to work in 30 minutes
or 1ess. As far as distance to work is concerned, a fairly high percentage of
Hispanic respondents (more than 25 percent) were mable to estirnate ttre runrber of
niles to work for themselves or their spouses; and the data presented in Tables 28
and 29 are no doubt less reliable than the tine estirnates.
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lVork Status

Cu=ent1y
employed

Enployed during
the past year

Neither

Total

lvtissing = 3

Work Status

Curzently
employed

E rployed during
the past year

Neither

TASLE 18

EIIPLO):TUENT STATUS:
RESPONDENTS

ET{PLO\NvIBIT STATUS:
SPCIISES

by Race of Respondent

o.
'o

222 70.3

19

7S

6.0

23.7

11.6

L8.2

165 100.0 466 100.1 516 100.0

TABLE 19

by Race of Respondent

te

85 70.2

o-
o

l4

7)

All

(N) eo

H].spanlc
N)Z

tslack
N) 0.

'o

7t0 75.L

61 6.5

L74 18.4

LZt 74.2

15 9.2

?7 16.6

367 78.8

?7 5.8

72 15.5

945 100.0

A11

rM ,o

Hrspan:.c
(N) eo

Black
N) %

505 73.8

35 8.0

75 L9.Z

66 63.5

/ o./

31 29.8

154 81.9

L2 6.4

zz It.7
Total 413 100.0 104 100.0 188 100.0 LzL 100.0
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TABLE 20

OCCTJPATION : RESPO}IDRITS

Tlpe of i'Iork
Performed

Professional &

technical

I'lanagerial

Sales

Clerical

Skilled la,bor

Operative

Sewice

Private household

ilnskilled

Trailee

Fu11-tirne student

Inappropriatex

Total

Ernployed Only

by Race of Respondent

te
q
'o

109

?,9

6

55

13

5

20

45.4

L2.L

2.5

))o

5.4

?.L

8.5

941 100.1

5 1.5

(O:nitted)

tted

240 100.0

*Z = .0000l'6ssing = 7
*Had not worked in the past year.

A11

o.,o

H].Spanlc
rN) o,

'o

tslack
(N) %

?44

75

L2

185

47

?8

L22

3?

7

)

13

L74

2s.9

8.0

1.5

10 7

5.0

3.0

13.0

3.4

.7

)

1.4

18 .5

18 L3.7

3 2.3

I .8

31 23.7

14 L0.7

7 5.3

40 30.5

1? O O
!J J.J

3 2.3

1 .8

(Ctnitted)

(Cmitted)

L17 50.5

43 LL.z

5 1.3

99 ?5.8

20 5.?

16 4.2

62 16.2

19 5.0

1 .5

1 .3

(C!nitted)

(omitted)

151 100.0 383 100.0
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TABLE 2I

OCCLJPATION: SPOJSES

Type of
Itrork
Performed

Professional &

technical

l,lanagerial

Sales

Clerical

Skilled labor

Qoerative

Senrice

Private
household

Llnskilled

Fu1l -time
student

Inapproriate*

Total

F,mployed 0n1y

by Race of Respondent

te
o,
'o

34

14

5

?7

10

1

8

36.2

14 .9

5.5

zz.3

10 .6

z.L

8.5

402 100.0

(Omitted)

tted

94 99.9

ivlissing = 11
*Fiad not rvorked in the past year.

*2 = .0000

A11

rN) %

H].span]-c
(N) o

'o

.BIack
N)%

87

28

9

64

J/

18

68

2L.6

7.0

77

15.9

a?

4.5

16 .9

1.5

4

75

6

6 1.5

1.0

18.7

14

I
?

8

10

3

z4

20.0

1.4

?o

11 .4

14 .3

4.3

34.3

(Ornitted)

(Omittea)

7.L5

J 4.3

39

13

z

JJ

t7

13

36

24.5

8.?

1.3

??,.0

10.7

8.2

?2.6

(Clnitted)

(Gnitted)

1

1

3

6

9

70 100.0 159 100.0
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z

55.4

26.7

I
I
t
T

I
T

I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
T

T

t
I
I

TABLE Z?,

}'IIIERE RESTTNDENTS IrcRK (LOCATION)

by Race of Respondent
Locrrs of
It/ork

l,bntgomery Comty

Washiagton, D.C.

Prince Georgers
Cowrty

Northern Virgiaia

lvletropolitan D.C.
area

Elsewhere

Total

Missing = 5

Locus of
Work

lrbntgomery County

Itlashington, D.C.

Prince C'eorge t s
Courty

Northern Virginia

l'{etropolitan D.C.
Area

Elsewhere

Total

754 99.9 Q4o) 100.1

*Z = .0002

TAsLE ?3

h,l{ERE SPOIJSES t4roRK (IpCATIoN)

by Race of Respondent

58.9

23.2

4.2

7.4

3.2

3.2

(es) 100.1

8.8

5.8

2.1

3.3

te
z

A11

CN) Z

Hispanic
%

Black
oa

50 6.6

25 3.3

z5 3.3

20 2.6

48.8

35.5

368

266

8.4

3.1

30.5

4.6

53.4

z 3

3.2

6

3

0

1

43.1

42.3

(131) 100.0 (383) 100.0

All

(M eo

Hispanic
o-
'o

Black
z

5.6

,)

2

4

4

55.5

32.4

6.7

42,.9

4.3

1.8

3.7

40 .5

14 4.3

2L 6.4

10

9

160

115

5.0

2.t

48 .6

35 .0

Missing = 5

329 100.0 (71) se.e (163)ee.e

zx = n.S.
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TABLE 24

HOIV RESPOME\TS
GET TO ITORK

Nbde of
Transportation

Car, carpool

fublic transpor-
tation (bts, metro
or both)

1fa1ks

None - rvorks at
home

0therx

Total

Iv{issing =
*Includes

by Race of Respondent

170 72.3

34 14.5

2L 8.9

%

6 2.6

1.7

5

birycle, motor qyc1e, rnixed modes , etc.

TABLE 25

HOW SPOUSES GET TO I{ORK

4

130 100.0 580 100.0 235 100.0

)
x = .005

by Race of Respondent

o.
'o

82 88.2

745 100.0

irlode of
Transportation

Car, carpool

h:b1ic transpor-
tation (bus, metro
or both)

lValks

None - works at
home

Other*

Total

Missing = 19
*Includes bicycle, motor cyc1e, mixed modes, etc.

7

1

7.5

1.1

1

11

1.1

93 100.1

x

z

A11

z

H].SPanlC
N)%

Black
rN) o.

'o

518 69.5

?L ?.8

7

163

38

5

2L.9

5.1

82 63.1

35

7

6 4.6

26.9

5.4

7.66 70 .0

94 24.7

10 2.6

9 2.4

1 3

All

(N) %

hEspanlc
o,
'o(N)

tsIACK
o,
'o(N)

?48 76.5

60

6

2.8

J

9

1

18.5

1.9

48 67 .6

3 4.2

L7

3

23.9

4.2

118 73.7

36 ?2.5

? L.3

4 ?.5

7L 99.9 160 100.03?4 100.0

2 = .04
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l{unber of
I,linutes
One llay

None - works at
home

l0 or less

11-20

21-50

51-40

41-50

51-60

Ihre than 60

Varies

Total

TABLE 26

NI.]I\tsER OF II{INUTES TO II'ORK
(ONE ltlAY) : RESP0MENTS

by Race of Respondent

te

2.6

2L.3

55. /,

17 .4

1')

8.9

5.5

3.8

747 100.0 (131) 100.0 (581) loo.o (23s) se. e

%

A11

N)z ll1Span1c
,6

BIack
z

20

135

2t9

181

6Z

61

43

.,.)

4

71

18.1

29.3

?4.2

8.3

8.2

5.8

2.9

.5

5.8

zL.4

19 .8

?8.7

8.4

6.9

8.4

3.1

2.4

15.0

30.2

27.0

8.9

8.1

5.0

2.4

1.0

Ilissing = 12
2x = n.s.



35

Ift-unber of
One lrjay

None - works at
home

10 or less

tL-20
2L-30

31-40

41-50

51-60

iilore than 60

Varies

Total

l,lissing = 13

TAsLE 27

NLll'tsER 0F I'IINUTES T0 IfORK
(0NE I'iAY): SPCIJSES

by Race of Respondent

,, .,

18. 3

LJ. /

22.6

7.5

11.8

/.5

??

4.3

3?.L 99 .9 (i1) loo. o (1s7) 100.0 (e3) 100.1

?
x = n.s.

z

A11

N) eo

FIr.span]-c
o
'o

ts1ack
o,
'0

11

51

81

79

?6

v
ZL

8

10

3.4

15.9

25.?

?4.6

8.1

10 .6

6.5

?q

3.1

7.0

16 .9

14 .1

?9.6

5.6

14.1

8.5

?.8

1.4

2.5

14 .0

3L.2

23.6

9.6

8.3

5.1

z.s

3.2
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Nrsnber of l,Iiles
One ltlay

TABLE 28

NI.NBER OF MILES TO }\ORK
(OllE I{AY) : RESPONDhTS

2.8

8.7

24.3

27.0

t2.9

6.4

6.8

7

10 .5

by Race of Respondent

te

?1

14.9

?4.7

?6.6

14 .9

9.9

5.9

Omitted

(34s) 100.0 (2271 100.1

o_

'o

None - works at
home

Less than 1

6-10
11-15

16 -?0

Ilore than 20

Varies

Don't know

Total

l'lissing = 1:1

2L

65

181

ZOT

96

48

51

5

77

745 99.9

A11

o.
'o

o.
'o

Black
%

5.2

s.?

t5- /

37.L

14 .4

8.2

6.2

(Ornitted)

?.6

?qq

30 .4

14 .0

s.2

o?

(Gnirted)

(97) 100.0
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TABLE 29

NWtsER OF J'IILES TO IT'ORK

(ONE lr{AY): SPOUSES

)h-unber of
lvliles
One ltiay

None - works at
home

Less than I
1a

6-10
11-15

t6-?0
l.fore than 20

Varies

Donf t knorri

Total

by Race of Respondent

te
z

L.5

6.8

22.7

)1 ',l

2L.6

o1

10.2

4.5

318 100.0 (s3) 100 .0 (143) 100.1 (88) ee.9

411

(N) %

H1span].c
o.
?

Black
q
'0

11

15

68

84

49

19

28

10

34

3.5

4.7

?1.4

26.4

15 .4

6.0

8.8

3.1

10.7

9.4

5.7

17.0

28.3

15 .1

7.s

15.1

1.9

(Onritted')

?.8

4.2

^4 
IL/.5

34.3

15.4

4.9

71
l.l

5.5

fOnittedl

Nlissing = 16

D. EDUCATIoN, CAR oV{NERSHIP, INCCME

1. Educational Levels

For both respondents ard spouses, there are significant differences in educational
attairmrent by race of respondent. As Tables 30 and 31 show, proportionately more
Hispanic respondents and spouses have a high school education or less: more than
60 percent of all Hispanics, €ls ccmpared with 47 percent of blacks, and 35 percent
of white/other respondents and 46 percent of white/other spouses. Conversely, some
38 percent of all white/other respondents and spouses have a college education or
better, zrs compared with jr:st over one-fourth of blacks and less than 20 percent of
Hispanic respondents and spouses.

2. Car Ornership

As shorn in Table 52, more than three-for:rths of all respondents have a car, but
the ournership rate is somewhat higher for wtrites/others than for blakcs and Hispanics.
Cfhe difference, in fact, just reaches significance at the .05 1eve1.)
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Schooling

Less than high
school diploma

High school
gradtrate

Some college

College graduate
or higher

Total

lutissing = 4

Schooling

Less than high
school diploma

High school
graduate

Some college

College graduate
or higher

Total

TABLE 50

EDUC\TIOML LE]/EL OF RESPO}IDE\TS

by Race of Respondent

944 99.9 16?, 100.1

TABLE 51

ED{JCATIOI{AL LEVEL OF SPCI'SES

by Race of ResponCent

+6
0.
'o

85

86

L22

?7 8.5

26.t

?7 .0

38.4

318 100.0

')
=.0000

o.
'o

9 7.4

47 38.5

19 1s.6

45 58.5

tz) 100.0

x

A11

tslacic
rN) o.

'0(N) eo

Hrspanrc
o
'o(N)

83 17.9

133

119

L29 27.8

28.7

2s.6

160 16.9

280 29.6

267

/.J I

?8.3

2s.1

50 30.9

51 31.5

3? 19.8

29 t7.9

464 100.0

All

(N) eo

lllspan]-c
0-
'o(N)

.6IacK
o
'o(N)

zs ?s.6

19 L7 .9

43

10

40 .6

L7 .9

32 t7.4

49 26.6

55

48

?oo

26.L

66 16.1

145 35.4

86 21.0

113 ?7 .6

410 100.1 106 100.0

Ilissing = 3

184 100.0

2 = .0000
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TABLE 32

CAR OIVI\ERSHIP

by Race of Respondent

Has Car

Yes 26L

55

o.
'o

82 .6

L7 .4No

Total 955 100.0 155 100.0 466 100.0 316 100.0

llissing = 3 x2 = .05

3. Income

Income information was asked for the family r.rrit with which the respondent 1ives,
if any; and not for the entire household (Qrestion 100). In cases where the household
consists of just the respondelrt or just the- respondent and his/her fanily, family income
is synonymor:s with household income. In other cases, it is not.

Though the sunrey was condtcted in 1978 and early L979, gross jacome data were
requested for L977, since that was the most recent tal( retum period for which
respondents might be expected to supply acerrate information.

Income information was solicited via a handout card, from whidr the respondent
was asked to choose the category whidr best described his/her (fanily) income for L977.
For analytic purposes, the categories were collapsed into those-presented in Table 33.

Table 33 sho,rs that the percentage of households/farrilies having incomes in the
highest bracket was considerably greater for wtrites/others and blacks than for Hispanics.
This is also tnre wtren only those harring incones of $15,000 or more are exanined: 46
percent of whites/others and 45 percent of blacks fal1 in this cate3orf, while only
31 percent of Hispanics do. Conversely, more Hispanics are at the lovuer end of the
income scale (wrder $S,OOO; tlun are wtrites/others and blacks. (Ttris is the case even
though Hispanics and whites/others have sirnilar erployment rates.)

All

(N) 
"6

Hispanic
(N) %

Black
(N) 

'o

7?,9

206

78 .0

22.0

116

5t

75 .8

?4.2

352

114

75.s

24.5
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TABLE 33

FAIvtrLY INCOI',IE FOR 1977

by Household Race
Inccvne Level

$27,000 and up

$21,ooo - $26,999

$t5,ooo - $20,999

$12,ooo - s14,999

s 9,000 - $u,ggg

$ 5,000 - $8,999

Less than $S,0OO

N.A. and F.efr:sed

Total

0.
'o

948 100.0 144 100.1

36 11.9

38 L?.6

65 ?L.5

49 L6.Z

sl 16.9

37 t2.3

26 8.6

Gnitted

450 100.0 302 100 .0

)
x = .002

E. RESIDENTIAL NOBILIfi A}ID IN.MIGR.{TION PATTERT.{S

1. Lengttr of Residence in lrbntgomery Comty

Table 34 indicates tlat, by and large, Hispanics and blacks are relative newcomers
to the Courty, when conrpared with lui'rites/others. Altlrough well over half or all
respondents (57 percent) had lived in l,,tontgonery Courty for less tian six years - and
scme ten percent for less than one year - proportionally nore Hispanic and black
respondents had moved irrto tlre Courty less than for.rr years ago (about 47 percent, .ls
compared with 37 percent of whites/others). A not insignificant proportion of both
blaclcs and whites/others, horever, were o1d-ti.urers, reporting that they had lived irt
the County more than fotrrteen years or "a11 my life" (about eighteen percent of blacks
and close to one-third of whites/others).

2. Length of Residence in hesent Rental ilnit

Table 35 shorvs that almost 45 percent of all respondents had lived in their pre-
sent rental r-rrits for less ttran trvo years. On the whole, whites/others had lived in
their present r-urits scmerchat longer than Hispanics and blacks: while more than 70
percent of Hispanic and black respondents had lived in their present tmits for less
than four years, ttre comparable figure f6r wtrites/others is about tlo-th-irds. Abottt
one-third of whites/others had lived in their tnits for four years or more, while
for Hispanics and blacks the figure is closer to one-fourth.

All

(N) eo

H].Span].c
(N) e6

tslack
N) e6

97

113

L75

153

160

L?L

97

52

10 .2

L2.0

18 .4

14.0

16.9

12.8

t0.?

5.5

9 6.3

L7 11.8

18 LZ.S

14 9.7

27 18.8

33 27..9

26 18.1

(Omitted)

5? 11.6

58 LZ.g

92 20.4

70 15.6

82 18.2

51 11.3

45 10.0

(Omitted)
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TABLE 34

YEARS IN I\0NIGOUEKY COI.jNTY

Lived in
l,lontgonery County

Less t}tan 1 year

1 year

? years

3 years

4 - 5 years

6 - 8 years

9 - 13 years

14 - 66 years

"A11 rry life"
Total

Missing = 2

Lived in
This Aparfrrent

Less than 1 year

1 year

? yeaTs

3 Years

4 - 7 years

8 years or more

Total

TABLE 55

YEARS IN T}IIS APARIIVIENT

by Race of Respondent

by Race of Respondent

319 100.1

*2 = .0000

o.,o

29

34

26

27

23

31

45

85

19

9.1

L0.7

8.2

8.5

7.2

9.7

14.1

26.6

6.0

?0.4

24.L

13.2

9.7

15.0

L7.6

o
'o

65

77

42

31

48

56

519 100.0

All

(N) t
Hispanlc

"6(N)
SIACK

o
'o(N)

97

139

94

90

L27

L20

96

iro

8Z

10 .5

L3.7

9.9

9.5

13.4

L2.7

1 0.1

11.6

8.7

16

50

15

18

z4

?8

2.8

4

2

9.8

18 .4

8.0

11 .0

t4.7

L7.2

L7.Z

2.5

L.?

5Z

66

55

45

80

61

23

2L

61

LL.?

L4.2

11.9

9.7

L7.2

15.1

5.0

4.5

15.1

946 99.9 163 100.0 464 99.9

All

(N) Z

Hispanic
(l{) eo

Black
%(N)

188

236

L43

113

L76

92

19.8

24.9

15.1

11.9

18.6

9.7

32

46

27

15

50

13

19 .6

28.2

16 .6

9.2

18 .4

8.0

91

113

74

67

98

33

19.5

24.2

15.9

14.4

zL.0

4.9

948 100.0 163 100.0 466 99.9

*? = .0000
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3. location of heviorrs Residence

Table 36 shovs that over 45 percent of all respondents had lived in l'trontgomery
Cornty before they noved into their present rental mits. Just over 20 percent of
all respondents were jn-migrants from outside the metropolitan D. C. area. Whites/others
were both more likely to have lived in t}re Cotnty previotrsly and to have moved in from
outside the netropolitan arra. A mrch higher percentage of blacks tlnn Hispanics
or wtrites/others moved into the Co.nrty from Washington, D. C. (over 30 percent of
the black sarple). In-rnigration from Prince George's County was around ten percent,,
while relatively few respondents came to l4ontgomery Cowrty frorn Northern Virginia.
Perhaps surprisiagly, just over one-fifth of all Hispanic respondents came to Montgomery
County from outside the metropolitan area.

4. Moves with-in l4ontgqnery Cor.rnty

Table 37 shovs the pattern of interlocal moves w'ithin Nbntgomery Courty. For all
three racial groups, relatively few respondents who had previously lived in ttre Coutty
moved to a new location in the same neighborhood as they had prerriously 1ived. Blacks
had the h-ighest rate of furtra-neighborhood moves (about 30 percent of those who had
previously lived in the Courty). About avo-thirds of all Hispanic and white/other
respondents had noved to their present locations from more than one mile away. lVtrites/
others, however, were more likely t}an Hispanics and blacks to have prerriously lived
in the sare rental conploc.

5. hevious 0cqpanqf

Table 38 shows that a higher percentage of whites/others than Hispanics or blacks
had omed their previous residences.

TABLE 36

LOCI{TION 0F PREVIOUS
RESIDENCE

Present Location fitlontgomery Cowrty)

Previotrs
Location

te
0,
'o

by Race of Respondent

L57 49.2

28 8.8

40 L2.5

8 2.5

86 27 .0

319 1C0.0

o.
o

l.'bntgomery County

lVashington, D.C.

Priace George's
Courty

Northern Virginia

Elsewhere

Total

A11

Hj.span].c
N) o/

'o

ts1ack
(N) 

"6

8.8

1.3

16.5

50 .9

42.5198

L44

41

6

77

99

z3

200

429

197

45. 3

20 .8

10.4

2.4

27.1

11.0

5.5

)27

74

?.s

45 .4

15.5

18

9

5/

948 100.0 163 99.9 466 100.0

*Z = .0000
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TABLE 37

NO\TES IVITI]IN IIONTGOUERY COINTY
BY DiSTA\CE FROIU PREShT LCCATION

To Present Rental Conrplex

by Race of RespondentFrom

This complex

This block

This neighborhood

One nrile away

0i1e to five miles
away

Ibre than five
miles aruay

Total

Missing = 4

Type of
0ccupancy

Renting

Bu.ving

Living with
parents

Other

Total

TABLE 38

PREVIOI.JS OCCUPA,\CY

a

o-
'o

LZ.?

1.9

10.5

9.6

4L.7

24.4

(le8) 100.1 (1s6) 100.1

by Race of Respondent

o.
b

?16

55

40

10

67 .7

16.6

12 .5

3.1

A11

(N) eo

Hlspanlc
o.
'o

.tslacK
z

8.5

4.7

13.4

9.9

163 38.4

107 ?5.2

36

20

)/

4Z

33. 8

33. 8

5.6

8.5

8.5

ao

6.6

5.6

L7,7

10 .1

37 .4

11 1

4?5 100.1 (71) 100.1

A11

(N) Z

I-lLS^Dan1C
(N) %

tsIACK
(N) Z

707

96

86

59 6.?

9.1

74.6

10.1

133 81.6

15 9.2

LZ 7.4

5 1.8

76.8

6.0

o?

70

358

23

45

z1

948 100.0 163 100 .0 466 99.9 319 99.9
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F. CI{ARACTERISTICS OF RENTAL CCI{PLHES AND UNITS IN lljHiGI RESPONDENTS LNTE

1. Size of Rental Conolexes

Table 39 indicates that the overwhelmiag majority of respondents (about 85 percent)live in rental complexes that contain bea"reen fOb and 1,000 rental tniis.
2. Size of Rental Llnits

Table 40 shows that white/other households tend to live in the srnaller rentaltmits. l'lore than 40 percent of whites/others live in efficiencies and, one bed,room
.aparqnenls, while only 20 percent of Hispanic and just over 30 percent of black
honseholds do. Conversely-, 60 percent oi ttispanic- and some tnb-ttrir& of blick
households live in rentai tniti containing tio or more bedrooms. These data are
not-sur?rising, given the hor:sehold characieristics of the racial grotrys, discr:ssedearlier.

5. Structural Characteristics of Buildinss

Table 41 shovs that the majority of all households live in garden apartnents, some.
30 percent in highrises, and a rmrdr smaller percent in midrises and townhouses.* ltthite/
other hor:seholds are located almost exch:sively in garden and highrise apartnents, while
black and Hispanic hor:seholds live jn midrises as we11.**

TABLE 39

RE}TTAI CCMPI^ETS ATID RESPONDENTS
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF CO}.PLtr

Nunbers of Rental
Llnits in Conrplex

Nunber and Percent of
Respondents

Less t}lan 100

100 - t99

?00 - 299

300 - 599

400 - 499

500 - 999

1,000 or nore

Total

88

17?

140

115

163

198

72

9.3

18 .1

14 .8

L?.L

L7.Z

20.9

7.6

948 100 .0

lding of five to eight above-grornd floors.
**A large portion of the respondents living in midrises are located in one rental ccrnrplex.

77

l,h-rnber of Rental
Corrplexes

14

17

11

9

10

14

?
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TABLE 40

SIZE OF RENIAT I,JNIT

Bental
Lrnit. Size

Efficiency

1 bedroom

1 bedroom plus
den

2 bediooms

2 bedrooms plns
den

3 bedrooms

3 bedrooms plus
den

4 or more bed-
roolns

Highrise

l'lidrise

Carden

Townhouse

Total

by Hotrsehold Race

14 3.0 2L

L32 28.3 109

\

6.6

34 .5

10 3.2

L4Z 44.9

7 2.2

24 7.6

8

2t4

L.7

45 .8

Total

Stnrctural $pe

948 100.0

7 1.5

84 18.0

8 1.7

by Hor:sehoLd Race

316 99.9

xZ = .0000

White/Oth
z

94 29.7

9 2.8

?LL 66.8

2.6

316 99.9

3 .9

TAsLE 41

TY?E OF zuILDING
IN hIHIGI RESPO}IDENTS LIVE

All

N)%
Hispanic

o
'o(N)

tsIACK
(N) eo

40 4.2

269 28.4

zo ?.t

L37 14.5

53

8 8

)7

449

2.3

47 .4 93 56.4

5

28

6

29

4 ?.4

3.0

17.0

3.6

L7.6

165 100.0 467 100.0

All

rNt z
Hlspanrc

*N)
Black

q
'orNl

56

18

108

3

?t.8

10 .9

65.4

l_.8

148

68

?,L9

32

3L.7

14.6

46.9

6.9

467 100.1

278

95

538

37

29.3

10 .0

56.7

3.9

948 99.9 165 99.9

*2 = .0000
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4. Ceographic Location of Rental Complexes and Respordents

Table 42 indicates that rental conplexes and respondents were sampled in six
areas of l"tontgonery Cor.rrty: Silver Spr:1g, Takoma Park, Bethesda-Chetry Chase, Roclvill
C,aithersburg, and }tlheaton. These areas coincide with zip code bourdaries as follows.
Any rental corploc or respondent whose zip code rrras 20901, 20903, 20904, or 20910
was considered to be located in Silver Spring. Rental corplexes and respondents whose
zip code was 20012 were Located in Takoma Park. Bethesda-Ctrery Chase was the location
of rental corplexes and respondents whose zip codes were 20014, 20015, &d 20016.
Roclorille included coryloces and respondents wtrose zip codes were 20850, 20851,
20852, ild 20853. All ccnrploces and respondents whose zip code was 20760 were
considered to be in Ciaitlersburg. Rental complexes and respondents whose zip codes
were 20902 anA 20906 were considered to be in ltJheaton.

In terms of neighborhood designations, Silver Spring incltrdes areas ccnrnonly
refelred to as dcrrntown Silver Spring, White Oak-Colesvi11e, &d East Silver Spring,
anong others. Takoma Park incltrdes the City of Takqna Park and parts of East Silver
Spring. Bettresda-Chelr:r Chase includes Surner-Glen Echo, Cheqf Chase, Bethesda, and
North Bethesda. Rockville includes bottr incorporated and rnincorporatd areas of
Roclville, as does Gaithersburg. ltiheaton includes the Wheaton-Gl.enmont area and
Aspen Hill, arcng others.

As Table 42 shorps, nore than half of all sampled respondents are located in Sifvert
Spring. A scrne*vhat higher proportion of Hispanic and black respondents are located
in Silver Spring than white/other respondents. Itltrites/otJrers are more frequently r
sarpled in BethesdarChise, Roclorille, &d Wheaton. Blacks are nore heavily sarpled Iin Takcrna Park than are Hispanics or whites/others.

TABLE 42

IXCATION OF RESPOI{DENTS
A],ID RENIAL CCS,IPLEGS

C,eographic Area
by Race of Respondent

Silver Spring

Takoma Park

Bethesda-CheUf
0rase

Rockville

Gaittrersburg

Itheaton

Total s48 100 .1 U7r

I'h.rnbers in parentheses refer to nunber of rental complexes.*Three rental complexes have residents located in both Silver Spring
and Takoma Park. These are counted twice in the Tab1e, but the totil
nrrnber of conplexes sanrpled is 77 .

o.
'o

T

T

T

I
T

!
t
T

t
I

153 48.0

6 1.9

46

46

56

32

t4.4

L4.4

11 .3

10.0

319 100.0 (s6)

Ar1

CN) %

FIr-span].c(MZ o
'o

s6.8 (33)

11.0 (11)

67

88

92,

59

7 .t (10)

s.3 (e)

e.7 (8)

6.2 (e)

538

104

15

L2

9

.'

9.2

7.4

5.5

L.2.

109

16

66.9

9.8

276 s9.2

82 17.6

6

30

47

25

1.3

6.4

10 .1

5.4

163 r00.0 (33) 466 100.0 (4e)

xz = .0000
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5. Percent Black Occupanqr of Rental Conrplexes

Table 43 shows the distribution of respondents and rental corrplexes according
to the percentage of r:nits occr-pied by black households. As the Table illrrstrates,
almost all white/other respondents in this sunrey live jn rental complexes which
are less than 50 percent black. Hispanics also tend to live in complexes that are
tnder 50 percent black, but between one-fifth and one-fourth of them are located in
couplexes which are at least 50 percent black. Blaclcs, in contrast, are fairly
evenly distributed among the five occupancy categories. Some 43 percent of all black
respondents live in rental corplexes t}at are at least half black (corsidered "cltstered"
or "segregated" for the purposes of this Study).*

Table 44 shows that there are considerable differences in percent black occupanqf
e:perienced by respondents who live in different geographic areas. As the Table shows,
the Silver Spring area is the nost rraried. Respondents located in Bethesda-Che'ry Chase
and Wheaton experience relatively smal1 concentrations of black-ocanpied r:nits in their
rental complexes. Takcrna Park, RocloriLle, &d Gaithersburg are polarized, in part
becar-se of the particailar rental conplexes sarpled in that area.

TASLE 43

RESPONDRITS ACCORDING TO
PERCENT BIACK OCCI,PAT\CY

OF REVIAI CCMPLtr

Percent Black
0ccupancy

A11 by Race of Respondent

o.
'o

Less than 10%

L0 - ?49;

?5 - 49%

50 - 69%

70% or more

Unknown

Total

318 (37)

zs7 (16)

r27 (6)

114 (4)

127 (12)

JJ. )

z7 .0

t3 .4

L2.0

13 .4

.6

L7s (34) s6.1

84 (14) ?6.3

4e (6) ls.4

5 (1) .s

4 1 1.3

519 (s6)100.0

6 ?

e48 (77) ee.e

N'uunbers in parentheses indicate ntrnber of rental complexes in eadr category.

'lh1s ls somewhat nlgher ulan percentage of blacks in the sampling frame wholive in such contexts

o.
'o

sDzrn].c
6 +'o

55

51

t7
,,a

10

?

(13)

(10)

(3)

(3)

(?)

33.7

31 .3

10 .4

1n'l

6.1

L.Z2

84 (14)

Lzt (13)

61 (6)

83 (4)

tL7 (L2)

18 .0

?.6.0

13.1

17.S

25.1

163 (33) 99.e 466 (49)100.0

detailed comparisors.
See Tables 4 6 at the conclusion of Appendix A for more
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TABLE 44

PERCENT BI.ACK OCCUP.{\CY BY

I,OC,ATION OF RESPOI'IDB\TS

Location
Percent Black
Occupanqp

q
'o

Less than 10%

L0 - ?.4%

?5 - 49"6

s0 - 69%

70? or more

Total

L2 2?.?

42 77 .8

s37 99.9 54 100.0

l'lissing = 6 x 0000

6. Perceptions of Chanee in Blac.k 0ccupancy of Rental Conrplexes

In Question 59 respondents were asked, "Since you have been living in this rental
complex, would you say the nunber of black hor:seholds living here has. ircreased,
decreased, or remained about the sane?" Table 45 shows the answers to this-GEdffi
16r respondent some idea of the racial make-up of the buildings
in which they were living.

The Table indicates that some 80 percent of all three racial grorrys perceive that
black occrrpanqf has increased or remained the same since they moved in. Only a sma1l
percentage (urder ten percent) say that black occr.panqr has decreased. Higher percentages
of Hispanics and blacks report increases than do whites/others, hovrever.

ltlhen these data are analyzed by percent black occupancy of the rental cornplexes
in whidr respondents live, the following generalizations emerge. Ccrplexes where
black occupanqfwas perceived to be stable (i.e., where no increasewas reportedby
respondents) tended to be less than ten percent black, while the largest nunber of
rental conplexes where increases were noted by 50 percent or more of the respondents
wtro live in them were in the ten to 24 percent range (nine of the 20 complexes cited).
Complexes in which respondents stated there were no black households tended, not
surprisingly, to be all or almost all white/other-occupied.

?

Bethesda-
Cheqf Ctt6e(M%

Rocl(\/r-11e

N) e5

1
ersburg

'o

Spring
(N) %

5].IVer I'aKoma
Park(N) z

80 87.0

5 5.4

7 7.6

67 100.0 59 67 .0

16 18.2

15 14.8

94

L67

LZ7

107

4Z

17 .5

31 .1

?3.6

19.9

7.8

6 5.8

26 25.0

72 69.2

92 100.0104 100.0 67 100.0 88 100.0
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TABLE 45

HAS TTIE NI.JI.,tsER OF
BIACK HOUSEHOLDS CHANGED

(sI\rcE RESPOT\DE'W l,p\ED IN) ?

Black House-
holds Have...

Increased

Renained the
same

Decreased

Inappropriate- -
none in conrplex

Total

by Race of Respondent

3L.7

47 .5

4.2

L6.7

(440) 100.0 (287) 100.1

2x = .0001

0-
'o

All

(Nl %

H].SDan].C
0,
'o

tsIACK
z

548 59.8

41.8

5.6

12 .8L72

366

49

43.?

t7 .6

JO.)

)1

43.9

8.6

7.5

40 .0

(148) 100.0875 100.0
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Respondents who had, moved into their present tnits not more than five years ago

were asked if they t"a f*ted elsewhere beiore deciding. !o -tak9 their Present units
(Question 23). ns taOfe 46 indicates, jr.rst-wlder evo-thirds of all respondents. said
ii;t-h.Jco#iaerea one or more other'r6nta1 tnits.- Hispanic.respon{91ls *9T9 least
iiilri io-ir"r" searched elsewhere (oq1y 40-percent having said they dla), whi]9 close
to three-fourths oi-whites/otheri iaa tonsiiered at leasi one other placg to.Iive.i
0f those rvho had searched etsewirere, jGt over three-fouths (76 pertent) had considered
six or fewer other places.

TABLE 46

G. TOUSING SEARG{ BEHAVIOR

Respondents were asked several questiors concerning how they had forsrd their
present rental urits.

1. Considera tion of Other Hor:sine Locaticrns

XERE OI}IER RENIAL UNITS
CONSIDERED?

Looked
Elsewhere?

by Hor-r-sehold Race

o
'o

Yes

No

181 73.9

64 ?.6.L

Total 814 100.0 150 100.0 419 100.0 245 100.0

*Z = .o0oo

To get scrne idea of the range and level of interest in varior:s rental corplexes
and areas within }bntgomery Cotrnty, respondents were asked (in Q:estion 25) if tiey
cor:ld rume any corplexes or are.rs they had considered. Table 47 shorss the pattern
of responses by location of rental complexes or areas mentioned. A total of 467
respondents ans-nered this Question with other thsr a "don't Islow" or "don't remember."
(Ttre nr.unber of coded responses per respondent ranges from one to six.) Given the
limitations inherent in these responses - nanely that they are drawn frcnn less than
half the entire sample and only one-third of Hispanics, and that they concern events
whidr took place as long ago zls five years - the data do give sone indication of
ttre relative "denand" for various areas ar:d../ot rental ccrnplexes, by race of respondent.**
Not surprisingly, Silver Spring is the atea rost frequently mentioned by respondents
of all three racial groups. Hocever, the proportion of Silver Spriag nentions is lower
for all three groups ttran might be expected on the basis of cu::rent location.***
Looking down the coltnrrs, in fact, reveals that the pattern of mentions is irt general

en satisfaction with present housing sitr:ation and
neighborhood and having searched elsewhere. I**The Table shors areas only. If a rental ccunple:< was nentioned, it was coded by the I
area in which it is located.
't*'!tO\,'er 50 percent of all respcrndents in this strnrey live in Silver Spring. I

I

A11

Black
0,
'o(M% Hispanic

0.,o(N)

60

90

40 .0

60 .0

?.34

135

67.8

sz.z

525

289

64 .5

35 .5
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somewhat different from what might be expected on the basis of current locations of
respondents. Looking across the Table yields some interesting ccnparisons by race.
For instance, Takoma Park, an area whose mrlti-unit rental facilities are heavily
b1ack, was mentioned as a location of interest nnrch more frequently by blacks than
by Hispanics or whites/others. Bethesda and Cheqy Chase, areas that are heavily
white, were mentioned more frequently by whites/others than by Hispanics or blacks.
Gaithersburg is mentioned by all three groqps with greater frequenqp than might be
expected on the basis of current locations of respondents. Also notable is the fact
that more than ten percent of the black and white/other mentions are in Prince
George's Cor.nty; and that both blacks and Hispanics mention Washington, D. C., locations
with some frequency, suggesting that these areas might have been alternative hor.rsing
lrcations for some respondents.

TABLE 47

LOCATIONS CONSIDERED
WHILE SEARCH]NG FOR HOUSING

Nunber and Relative Frequency of Mentions

.{reas A11 by Race of Respondent

I

Silver Spring

Takoma Park

Bethesda

Roclorille

Gaithersburg

I\heaton

fteqf Chase

Kensington

Prince George's
Cormty

lVashington, D.C.

)iorthern Virginia

Elsewhere in
l,laryland

Total

109

5

24

48

7t

64

16

1

27 .5

1.3

6.1

T7,.L

L7.9

t6.z

4.0

.3

47 11.9

z

8 2.0

1083 99.8
46

80 1C0.2
( 5

5

596
(171)

8

(N) Z

Hrspanlc
o-,o0{)

BIack
(N) %

373

78

31

7?

166

104

') ',

1

34.4

7,2

?a

6.6

15.3

9.6

2.0

.1

5 5

LZ5

86

20

11.5

7.9

1.8

4?..5

1.3

?.5

11. 5

o.J

7.5

L.Z

34

1

?

9

5

6

1

5

13

4

o.5

16.3

5.0

37 .9

11.9

.8

2.5

14. 8

5.6

.8

Z .J

230

7Z

5

15

90

34

5

IJ

73

8

t2.0

L?.0

1.3

607 99.9
(24s)

Nr-unbers in parentheses indicate nuunber of respondents who mentioned at least
one location.

100.1
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?. Information Sources Used

Qrestioru 31, 34 - 36, &d 37 - 58 ask respondents about the sources of information
they may have r:sed in deciding where to live. The intent of these items wErs to discover
which sources are rr-sed most frequently by eaCr racial group, to estimate the relative
irnportance of interpersonal vs. non-personal. sources of information; and to find out to
what e:cent the Cotnty or federal goverrnent may have assisted respondents in their
housing location decisions.

Question 31 asks, 'TIow did you get to lnor about this rental corplex before you
moved in?". Table 48 lists the sources of infomation cited and ttre ntrnber and
relative frequenqy of mentions. A na:cirm.ur of o+o urn$rers per respondent were coded.
As Table 48 suggests, there are substantial differences by race in the methods rr.sed.
Ttrough friends and relatives are a frequently mentioned source of infor:nation for
all racial groups, Hispanics tended to rely on these iaterpersonal sources more
frequently than did blacks and whites/others, (some 46 percent of Hispanic responses,
€ls opposed to 20 percent of black, and about 24 percent of white/other responses).
In contrast, blacks and whites/others more frequently nentioned "driving arortrld"
and newspapers as information sources. About one-fourth of the responses of each
racial group indicate prior familiarity w'it} the area in which ttrey now 1ive. The
Cotmty or federal government was mentioned only fifteen times .rs a source of infor-
mation on housing.* In- other respects, the sources mentioned are neither rru:stral
or rmexpected, nor markedly different by race.

Questions 57 and 38 inquire about the role of friends or acqrraintances in
determining where respondents decided to settle. Question 37 asks, "Before you
rpved into this (aparanent/todnhouse), did you already
in this rental complex, a few , One Of t1.io
complex?". (Question res
Table 49 indicates that less than 50 percent
anyone living in either the rental ccrmplex or

report
before

harring kncrvrn
haviag moved in.

A glance at the findings by racial grorry, hovrever, reveals that Hispanics had
a higher level of personal contact with both their rental complexes and their
neighborhoods than did blacks or whites/others. Almost one-third of Hispanics
report having Isrown one or a*o people in their present conplexes beforehand, while
for blacics and whites/others, the figures are about 27 and nineteen percent, respec-
tively. Sinilarly, alnost 70 percent of wtrite/other respondents, and 60 percent of
black respondents, report having knovin no one in their rental conplex prior to having
noved in, while the figure for Hispanics is about 48 percent. Further, when just
those who report haring lnovrn no one in both the rental ccnrplex and the neighbor-
hood are coruidered, the proportions wer-Egher for whites/others and blacks
(a8 and 44 percent, respectively) than for Hispanics (37 percent). (For black
respondents, the blacker the rental complex, the more likely tie respondent was
to have knor,m at least one person in the ccnrplex prior to having moved in.)

hlhile the
be noted that

ilrplications of these findings should not be overstatd, it might

alreadv know someone (presunably of the same or similar

anyone frorn a government agency here in l4ontgcrnery
County help yo.r in finding a place to live?" (Question 34), some 34 respondents
(5.6 percent of the entire sanple) replied in tJre affirrnatirre. About half of these
said they receiyed financial assistance, while the rest said the help was non-
financial on1y.

T
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TABLE 48

INFOR}ATION SOI,B.CES USM
IVI{ILE LCOKING FOR HOUSING

Sources of
Information

l,fuunber and Relative Frequency of Nlentions

A11 by Race of Respondent

te

Living or working
in the area

Driving around

Friends

Newspaper

Relatives
Through work

Familiar with area

Ilanagement

Shoppers Guide

Looking in the
aTea

Cor-rrty or federal
goverrrrnent

Phone book

iVord of mouth

L\tensive search-
ing
Grew up here

Itlorked in rental
corplex
Through school

Through church

Total 350
319

'o"6

68

7L

4J

55

40

?3

19

8

11

J

11

6

19.4

20.3

12.3

10.0

11 .1

9

100.1

6.6

5.4

/..5

5.1

3

1

7

?

1

.9

3.1

L.7

9

J

6

6

3

rM%
FIrspan].c
fN) e6

21 .8
1,t ''

14.3

L2.7

5.7
5.1

5.5

J.4

1.8

7 4

1

?.0
1

6

2

5

4

0

?

1

1

4

)

7

108

L20

7t

63

28

25

)1

t7
I

10

1

3

1 6

I 9

L7 1.7 LZ 7.3

15 1.5 ? t.7,

13 1.3

2 L.27

6

7

6

4

3

2

4

J

z

32

11

60

11

15

6

7

5

1

208

207.

L71

109

85

54

53

50

21

20.6

?0.0

L7 .Z

10.8

8.2
5.3

3.0
?.t

19 .4

6.7

36 .4

6.7

9.1

5.6

4.?.

3.0

.6

1010 100.0
r948)

165 100.0
r163)

195 99.9
(466)

Ifr-unbers in parentheses indicate nunber of respondents who mentioned at least
one item.
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Ntrnber of
People lGlown
Before Moving In

TABLE 49

FAIIILIARiTY I^/ITH T}IE
RR.IIAI CC},PLE\ AND NEIGIBORHOOD

PRIOR INTM..PERSOI'{AL CONIACT

948 100.0 100 .0 100 .0 100 .1

In the ){ei

].Spa[LC
"6

t?.5

16 .6

t5.7

s5 .2

948 99.9 100 .1 00 .0 100.0

t
o.
o

g
'o

ihny people

A few people

One or two
people

No one

Total

?,x = .0009 *2 = .004

In the Rental Conplex

A11 by Race of
Respondent A11

,?

(N) 
',<

Fl]-span].c tsIacl( lvlu
%t %l z (N) %

7.5

16.5

zL.7

54.3

4L 4.3

9Z 9.7

?s.L

60.9

238

577

52.5

47.9

4.9

14.7

4.5

8.8

?6.8

59 .9

173 18.2

3.8 89 9.4

8.5

18 .8

69 .0

18s

501

19 .5

52.8

?0.9

14.2

8.6

?6.4
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OjAPTER iI

HCUSil.re AI.ID NEIGIBORHO0D PREFERENCES

This Chapter discusses the relative importance of various aspects of hotsing arrd
neighborhood to Hispan-ics, blacks, &d whites/others. The hypothesis tested in this
Chapter is as follows: Minority and majority residents differ with respect to the
kinds of housing and neighborhood features or characteristics they consider desirable
or important. Housing segregation b;r race tend5 fp occur on .rccount of these
differential preferences.

This hypothesis is tested by means of several open-ended and structured questiors.
The open-ended questions were designed to elicit from respondents, in their own
words, what their hotsing and neighborhood preferences and concerrs are now, and what
they were at the time respondents moved into ttreir present rental r:nits and into the
County.

The foo.r-s of this Grapter is on the p4ttern of preferences and concerns, and on
the relative importance of various housinJEtneighborhood features to each racial
group. Except on one occasion, no attempt is made to relate these preferences and
concerns to objective conditions in rental conrplexes and neighborhoods; and responses
are usually not analyzed in terms of the current racial environment of respondents
(i.e., the percent black occupancy of the rental complexes in rvhich respondents live).

The evidence with respect to this hypothesis is organ-ized around the follorv'ing
topics: (1) what respondents like and dislike about their present housing and
neighborhoods, (2) rvhy respondents drose their present rental units, (3) why
respondents decided to live in l*lontgomery County, (a) rvhy respondents moved out of
their previous locations and rrhat their present mo'ring plars are (if any), and
(5) any other information volturteered by respondents at the conclusion of tJre interview.

1. Likes and Dislikes: Evaluations of Housiag and Neighborhood

Respondents were asked to give an indication of their overall level of satisfaction
with their current hor:sing situation and with their neighborhoods. Question 9 asks,
"0n the wtrole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your present housing
situation? l'{ould you say that you are... satisfied satisfied dissatisfied, or

66Eo6FEowvery dissatisfied?". Question 11 repeats ques on
do you feel about living in this neighborhood? tiould
much, like it, dislike it,
presented in Tables 1 and 2

or dislike it very rm:ch?"

ne
you say that
Responses to

you like it very
these items are

As the Tables show, more than two-thirds of all respondents said they were 'Very
satisfied" or "satisfied" rvith their hotr.sing situation, md an even higher proportion
rr'ith their neighborhoods (86 percent) . These satisfaction levels 1 across
racial but the 1evel of satisf w1 1S

CS t percent tes o express
sa , as oppos to

took a neutral position.r

are atrvely corre ation between satisfaction with housing and

highest levels of dissatisfacti
percent of llispanics and blacks. Blaciis shorved the
on on both indicators, wh-ile Flispanics more frequently

or tes

satisfaction with the neighborhood (Tau B = .30).
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TAsLE 1

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION
MTTI PRESE\T HOUSING SITUATION

by Race of RespondentDegree of
Satisfaction

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dis-
satisfied

Total

Degree of
Satisfaction

Likes very rmrch

Likes

Neither likes
nor dislikes

Dislikes

Dislikes very
rnuch

163 100.0

TABLE 2

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION
IVITH NEIGIBORHOOD

+^
o,
'o

93 )o)

47 .3151

?0 6.3

40 LZ.S

15 4.7

466 100.1 319 100.0

xZ = .0000

-by Race of Respondent

te
q
'o

290

s27

69

55

30 .6

5s .6

116

159

36.4

49. I

J

8

7

5

25 7.8

18 5.6

5

319 99.9

7 17

rM '6

A11

H].spar1c
N)%

Black
0.
'ooo

19

86

)c

30

3 1.8

tr.7

52.8

15.5

18.4

s2 Lt.z

?.5L 55.9

?0 4.s

103 TZ.t

40 8.658 6.1

948 100.0

65

173

164

488

17.3

51 .5

6.9

L8.2

All

Black
rM%(N) Z

Hrspanlc
(N) %

26 16.0

6 3.7

29

t0?.

17.8

62.6

18 3.9

31 6.7

6 1.3

145

?66

31. 1

s7. 1

Total 948 100.0 163 100.1 466 100.1

*2 = .0000
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(a) "Likes"

Question 10 asks, "Is there anything you particu1ar11, likc about living in
this (aparEnent/torvnhouse) complex?". A maxjmrrn of four a.rswerE-per respondcnt lvere
coded and all respondents gave at least one answer. Table 3 strmnarizes the responses
and their frequenry of mention by race.

Table 3 shows that the aspects of housing most frequently mention'ed as "likes"
by all three racial groups are the apartrnent itself (its size, spaciousness, good
appliances, etc.), its convenience or location (close to work, shopping, church,
friends and relatives), the amenities provided by the cornplex (parking facilities,
security systern, etc.), good maintenance or management, and the neighborhood. A
certain percentage of the responses indicated lukewarm attitudes: there was nothing
the respondent particularly liked or disliked (a typical response being, "It's 0.K.").
Comparing the responses across racial groups, Hispanics make about equal ntrnbers of
references to location and the apartnent itsel ion
convenience or location with greater frequency. Ithites/others cite maintenance as

ks. Also noteworthy is that onlY
eight of the entire t,5'5+ coded rlsponses have arryttr .

(b) "Dirlik"t"

Question 11 asks, "Is there anything you particr:larly dislike about living
in this (apartnent/tor'nhouse) colrplex?". Table 4 shorrs the kinEEresponses given,
together with their frequency of mention by race. Again, a ma:iimr.mr of four answers
per respondent \{ere coded, and each respondent gave at least oI1€ drrsrr'€T.

As is errident from Table 4, by far the most serious "dislike" mentioned by
respondents is the rnaintenance olrnalqgemenf qf lqt1eilluildir15 Included in this

ating conditions,
slorv repairs, non-rvorking appliances, heating or hot \\'ater proble:-,:s, flooding, leaks,
trash and garbabe problems, &d roaches and rodents. 0n the other hand, about
one-fifth of all responses fal1 into the "no complaints" category, indicating that
respondents are reasonably satisfied with their housing. anics were more 1ike1
than blacks or r.rhites/others to have no laints while were
tos was no r sec argest
ca o S cost actor €.8., prlce Is too high for what you

vandalism, md a somenhat larger proportion concerrrs interpers blems rvith
tenants, ild disamenities (such as street noise , noise in the and so forth).
Only one respondent mentioned the racial mix in his/her rental conplex as a "dislike."

(c) Neighborhood Perceptions

Table 5 surmarizes the responses to Question 13, rvhich asks respondents why
they rated their neighborhoods as they did. Once again, up to four replies per
respondent were coded, and all respondents gave at least one answer.

The Table indicates that rvhites others mention convenience or location as a
sitive attraction cons more o ten 1CS

amenltles a5 et or qul ss of tlre

get, or prices are too high in general), though less than ten percent of all responses
made by each racial gror-p concern this issue. A smal1 percentage of responses concern

onal pro
building

aTea, ts veness, 1 oca arvay fromts 1C and)
etne
the 1eattrac

("nice"r "good"r "friend1y") as drawing factors. Ftispanics more often neutra
conrnents As negative corxments nentioned far less frequentlY than positive ones,
in keeping with the overall positive rating of the neighborhood shown in Table 2

there t{ere som€ references to crime, r.rtclesirable tenants or peop 1e living in the
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neighborhood, and such
factors rvere mentioned

disarneni.ties as street noise and not enough narking. naqfnt
itivel OI ativel in 25 ONSCS but in no casc t{as

T

T

I
T

I
T

I
I
t
I
I
I
I

anv uslon rac].a scrmlnatlon n lng.

TABLE 3

IIIHAT RESPONDENTS
LIKE ASOUT TI{EIR HUJSING

l.lunber and Relative Frequency of Mentiors

by Race of Respondentttlikestt

Convenience,
location
Apartment itself
Amenities*
l'laintenance,
nanagement

Neighborhood

Rental Corplex
itself
Cost, price

People

Cood for child-
(ren)

Racial corposition
Pets pernitted
Farniliarity with
area

Miscellaneous

Nothing in partic-
ular, it's O.K.

Total

i

203

96

43

33.2

L5.7

7.0

4.9
5.6

2.9

?

5.2

6t2 100.0

73

50

30

34

18

18

4

5

3

3Z

1.1 .9

8.2

9

7

8

5

31

l'lunbers in parentheses indicate nuriber of respondents who mentioned at least one item.
*Parking, good facilities; quiet, private, attractive; etc.

All

N)Z
H].span].c
cN) z

BIack
(N) z

L?8 8 ?

8.4

3.5

5

)

3

1

30.9

16. s

11.3

480

257

L76

151

L?7 8.2

70

60

54

4.5

3.9

49

8

7

3.2

.5

.5

30 L4.2

11

8

? 5.3

5

1

49

47

26

23.t
27..2

L2.s

LZ

16

s.7

7.5

s.2
3.8

2.4

.5

z6 3.6

3.4
?.3

66 9.0

8.4

6.3

2

z

.3

.3

zz8

114

L07

3L.Z

15 .6

L4.7

46

61

?9

18

z6

4.0
2.5

3.6

1554 100.0
(e48)

ztz 100.2
(163)

730 100.2
(466)
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TABLE 4

WHAT RESPONDE\ITS
DISLIKE ABOJI THEIR I-IOUSING

l,h-unber and Relative Frequency of l"bntions

by Race of Respondent,"Dislikes"

I'laintenance,
management

Cost, price

Disamenities, *
neighborhood

other tenants

Apartment itself

Rental- ccmploc
itself

Vandalism

Location

Doesnrt like
renting

Pets around

NotJring-likes it

Total

175

32

39

?7

23

o-
'o

38.2

7.0

8.5

5.9

5.0

20

11

7

4.4

2.4

1.5

10 2.2

8 1.7

103 22.5

458
319

100.0

l'h.rnbers in parentheses indicate nunber of respondents who mentioned at least one item.
traffic, noise, inconveniences, annoyances, etc.

All

N)Z
H:.span:.c
N) z

BIack
o
'o(N)

1 .5

68 35.6

5

1

66

18

6

14

I 4.2

1

3

5

6

34.6

9.4

2.6

3.1

7.3

370 48.8

5? 6.9

9 1.2

8 t_.1

L?0 15.8

0

3

0

5

6

5

50

2L

14

38

48

38

4.0

2.8

1.8

611

102

82

81

.75

58

33

24

19

L4

29L

5.8

5.8

5.3

4.1

2.3

L.7

1.4

L.Z

20.7

43.4

7.2

99.8L407
(s48)

191 99.9
(163)

7s8 100.0
(466)
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244

Lsz

49

44 .8

27.9

9.0

t
T

T

I
I
T

T

T

I
I
I
T

T

I
T

I
I
t
t

TABLE 5

XITIAT RESPOTIDENTS LIKE OR DISLIKE
ASOUT THEIR NEIGHBORHOODS

L5Z9 100.0

I'lr.unber and Relative Frequency of Mentions

by Race of RespondentItems

Positive Mentions

Convenience, good
location
Amenities*

Likes the people
Good for child-
(ren)
Familiarity
Miscellaneous

Neutral lr{entions

o
'o

)

z? 4.0

8 1.5

11

15

3

10

11

L2

545
319

0

8

5

)

Nothing
u1ar, i

in partic-
trs 0.K.

Not involved, not
here

Negative Mentions

Dislikes ttre
people
Crime, bad
neighborhood

Poor location
Disamenities+
Not good for
child(ren)

81 5

1.8
2.0
2.?

Total 100.0
8

I'lunbers in parentheses indicate nr.rnber of respondents who mentioned at least one item.
*Safe area, attractive, quiet, away fron city, etc.
+Traffic, congestion, noise, ulattrative neighborhood, etc.

All

CN) Z

H].spanrc
(N) z

BIack
(N) %

L32 8.6

40 ?.6

56 3.7

5 .5

504

47L

155

33.0

30.8

10.1

56

29

6

3.7
1.9

.4

30

75

z0

?,.0

1.6
1.3

39 19.9

sz 26.5

22 Lt.Z

10 5.1

42 ZL.4

14

5

7.1

9 4.6

)

3

2

1

1.0
1.5
1.0

18 2.3

39 4.9

4 .5

8.668

0

9

7

zzl
?67

84

33.

10.

35

14

3

4.4
1.8

.4

18

11

6

2.3
1.4

.8

28.

196 99.8
0.63)

788 100.0
(466)
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2. hlhy Respondents Chose Their Rental Llnits

When asked, 'Was this the rental complex you partioflar1y wanted to live in?"
(Q,uestion 32), about 70 percent of respondents said 'Yes." Blac-Fw-ere sqnewhat
less likely to have wanted
Hispanics or whites/others,

to live in their present rental ccnrplexes ttran either

at least one

Table 6 shows the reasons most frequently given when respondents were asked why

they had decided to take their present apargnent or tor+nlrouse (Question 33). tlp to
three answers Per respondent were coded, and all resPondents gave at least one

answer. Although there are some differences by race, there are no surprises.

but for 76 of the 77 rental included in tiis
SA t was

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

Further no one mentioned
s rent t

Reasons

Available

Convenience,
location

Rent, cost

Liked it
Size, spaciousness

Other

Total

to do'with race as a reason for

TABIf 6

}JTIY THIS RENIAL I,JNIT
IIIAS SELECTM

l.ft.rnber and Relative

Race of

of lt{entions

100 .0

drosen

4

20.2

L6.7

L4.2

14.5

9.7

24.7

100.01L89 100.0 182
163

100 .0 606
466

401
319

I.ft.unbers in parentheses indicate ru-uriber of respondents who nentioned at least one
item.

Question 41 attenrpts to get at the sarne infornation in a more structured rvay.
Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of various housing and neighborhood
features in deciding r',hether or not they would take their present rental unit, by
placing themselves sometrhere on a seven-point scale for each item mentioned b,v the
intervierver. A rating of one neant that the respondent considered the iten very
important, while a rating of seven meant that he/she considered it a very uni:nportant
factor or did not take the iten into consideration at all. Table 7 suunarizes the
findings for each itern by the percentage of respondents r.Jho gave that iten a rating
of one or t1r'o (genera1l.v- high iinportan-e) .

All
(N) eo

Hispanic
(N) eo

BIack
(N) Z

247 20.8

L77

150

L34

LS7

324

14.9

L2.6

11.3

t3.2

27.2

26.9

11.0

L3.2

8.2

27.0

L3.7

10 .0

rz.0

8.6

L7.0

29.L

23.3
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946

927

35.6
80.2

75.8

58. 6

79.7

15.4

68. 6

63. 0

20.4

30.0

16 .0

27.9

45 .5

20.7
7s.6

6.2

I
T

I
I
I
I
I
I
T

t
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

Housing and
Neighborhood
Features

Location
to work
Location convenien
to shopping

location near
public schools

Location near
friends or relati
Racial make-up of
neighborhood
location near
church
Location near
public transpor-
tation
Quality or reputa-
tion of public
schools in area
Rent
Racial make-up of
schools in area

TABLE 7

PERCENT OF RESPOIIDENTS RATING
VARIOUS ,{SPECf,S OF HOTJSING AI'ID NEIGIBORI]OOD

.dS HIGH IN WPOKIATICE

947 79.8

945 45.6

945 79.7

945 14.8

948 69.5

948 67.2

947 37.7

946 30.9

945 15.9

946 30.5

934 58.7

Percent Rating Each Item as High in Irportance

by Race of Respondent

Black
*

lvhite/oth

Apartnent itself
Size or features
of rental corplex
itself
Condition and up-
keep of buildJng o:
complex

Race of other
tenants

946 13.8

All

(N) "6

cHispani
%

78.5

78.7

L7.?

57.7

42.3

38.0

L4.7

42.3

15 .3

72.4

66.3

60.7

28.2
85 .0

83.1

40.8

74.4

47 .9

65.5

18.5

79.6

13. 5

70.4

29 .0

11 .8

32.2

48.3
82.4
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re
Table 7 siror;s that the factors given hieh ratinfs bv thc larqest proportion of

are the rent the anartnent itself, and the condition

a rat

and urrkeen of the buildine or complex. EacFoftires
by 75 to more than 80 percent of the respondents of

e was givenE iating of one or two
each racial group. Of somewhat

lesser rtance but still cited better than tu,o-thirds of all res AS

one or th'o were a t10n convenlen tto a ocatlon
conven]. ent to 1n ewasa ocatlon convenlen to

c transportat

Coriparing the entage of high ratings across racial s reveals that the
s].ze

ent
to were also c i as t a ono His

Yt a cat on convenlent to was ess ent

NEAT S ls as Ttant no doubt in due to the fact that have

near 1ic at10n was t to fewer rvhites others than to cs and
, mos pro v e S o rS a Caf OhTr€f ra ,asno

Ifl-ffipter I. The tion of the schools was more ven a
TA of one or o s
more o s

agaIn, nos pro are ess
aged chrldren).

To see rvhether the salience of different housing features varies u.ith income,
nonparametric correlation coefficients were computed for selected housing and
neigltborhood features rvith income level (rated on a seven-point scale). Negative
correlation coefficients significant at the .001 leve1 were fotrnd for proximity to
public transportation, rent, and a location convenient to church (meaning that the
higher the income the lotver the salience of the item); rvhile a positive correlation
significant at the .001 level was found for a locat,ion convenient to work (neaning
that the higher the income the more important it is to be located convenient to
r+ork) . These findings, of course, are by no means wrexpected.

On the supposition that sdrool-related factors might be more salient to
respondents wtro have children in school, or to any respondent r,,,ho has a drild under
age eighteen living at home, a separate analysis rr-as done for these two (partially
overlapping) groups. Tab1es 8 and 9 show the findings.

The Tables do indicate that school-related iter,s are nore salient to these two
groups. 0f the 297 respondents with at least one child in school, 77 percent gave
beiag near school a rating of one or thro, as compared with only 38 percent of the
entire sample. Similarly, 72 percent of this groq) rated the qr.rality of the schoo

to Hi
loca

or

e 1

AS important to them, ccrmpared with 36 percent of the rvhole sample; and about 28
percent gave the racial composition of the schools high with
some 14 percent of the entire sample. Controlling for r with

1s

f

or whit

cs or es

children in sdrool continue to lead anics and whites o
S t var s: percent gr.ve proxuuty to s

igh ratings, and close to one-third rate the racial rnaker:p
of ttre schools as high in funportance. Table 9 shorrrs a similar pattern of responses
for those with children under eighteen.

interest in this aspect of housing on the part of
Hispanics is unclear. Possibly respondents were thinking of the size of the rental
unit itself , rvhich r..ould malie sense in view of the tendency of liispanics to have
larger households than blacks and vrhites/others (as noted in Chapter I).
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TABLE 8

PERCRIT OF RESPONDNTS
1VITH CHILDREN IN SCI{OOL GTVI}JG

SGIOOL.REI,ATED ITRIS HIGI RATINCS

Housing
Features

Location near
public schools

Quality or reputation
of public schools
1n area

Racial make-up of
schools in area

Percent ldating Each Item as High in Irrportance

te
(40)

77 .0 64.0 83 .0 75 .0

1)1 45.9 83 .0 75 .0

'r1 a ?.s.7 32..4 L2.5

llissing = 3
Nwnbers in parentheses indicate nr.rnber of respondents with children liuing in their
hor:seholds who currently attend public or private schools.

TABI^E 9

PERCE\T OF RESPOI\TDENTS
1'IITII CHILDREN I.II{DER AGE 18
GTVING SGIOOL.REI.ATED ITE}IS

HIGI RATINGS

Percent Rating Eadr Item as High in Importance
Housing
Features by Race of Respondent

65

Location near
public schools

Qrrality or repu-
tation of public
schools in area

Racial make-up
of schools irr
area

67 .6

62.6

55.5

48 .5

76.9

76.0

55 .4

65.3

A11

(2e1)
Hispan:.c

(is)
BIack
(176)

A11

(3ee)
H]'span].c

r10s)
Black
(ZZe)

25.0 ?T.Z 30.6 L?.3



t
I
t
t
I
t
1

I
I
I
I
7

T

I
t
I
I
t
I

65

3. i'hv Respondents D,ecided to Live in )lontqomen' County

Question ?2 asks, "lthy did you decide to (sta,v in/move to) itlontgomer)' County rather
than live elservhere in the metropolitan area?". A naxirnuun of two answers per
respondents were coded, with each respondent giving at least one answer. Table 10
shows the reasons mentioned.

As Table 10 shows, the reasorls given here are not unlike those rvhich respondents
mentioned in connection with r^,'hy they chose their apartnents and what they like
about flteir housing and neighborhoods. Heading the list is convenience or location:
the fact that ivlontgomery Cowrty is their place of work, that it is convenient to
rvork, that they attend school here, and so forth. Convenience or losartlon, again,
rva-s less often cited by Hispanics, however, than by b1acE anTwhites/others. A
considerable portion of the answers indicate that respondents particularly like
I'lontgomery Coi.ty: they like the Cor:nty in general, its schooli, its anenitF(such
as "good housing", "good transportation", quietness, cleanliness); and/or they prefer
I\bntgomery County over Prince George's County, the District of Coh.u'nbia, or Northern
Virginia. Cornparing the responses actoss raci
mentioned a positive attraction to the Cor:nty
"I like it") than did blacks and rhites,/others
they chose County in order to be near fri and relatives than did blacks, but
in about the sarne proportion as rvhites/others. Blacks more frequently mentioned
convenience or location, "chance" factors (they just happened to find an apartment
in the Cor:nty), &d relative cost (it's less expensive than elsewhere in the
metropolitan area). lVhites/others most frequently cited the convenience or location,
and a desire to be near friends and relatives.

4. litry Respondents I'bve

Another way to get some idea of the relative importance respondents attach
to variotrs aspects of hotrsing and neighborhood is to ask them why they move. In
this survey, respondents were asked why they had moved from their previous residences;
and what, if any, plans they might have for moving out of their present rental utits.

A marci-rm,un of three reasons were coded for Question 20, vJl:rich asks respondents
their reasons for having moved. Qrestion 21 asks them their most important reason.
There r{ere no major differences by race. Table 11 shows the responses to these
questions for the entire sarple.

As the Table shows, respondents reported having moved for the most commonplace
reasons-a change in household composition (marriage, divorce, a desire to "1ive on
rny ot'n", etc.), job relocation, or the need for nore (or less) space (dr:e h part
to changes in household composition, such as the arrival of a new baby). These
reasons alone account for more than half of all mentions, md for 57 percent of the
most irnportant reasons.

Toivard the end of the Questionnaire, respondents were asked about their housing
plars for the future. Question 69 asks, "Do you expect to be moving out of this
(apartrnent/tomtrouse) within the next year?". As Table 12 shows, one-fifth of the
sample had definite plans to move, wh-ile an additional 20 percent said they r*ou1d
probably move, making a total of more than 40 percent of the entire sample anticipating
a definite or probable move rtithin a )'ear. Forty-eight percent said they r''ou1d
definitely or probably not be morring, and some ten percent were trndecided. 0f those
who lorer,,' their plans (849 respondents) , just over 50 percent of the Hispanics and
blacks conternplated a move, r^{ri1e about 36 percent of rvhites/others did..

a1 groups, Hispanics more frequently
(foi exampl ,
. Ilispanics also more frequently said
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TABLE 10

MTY }ONTCOI"ERY COIJNTY
ITIAS G{OSEN

Nr-unber and Relative Frequency of lr{entions

by Race of RespondentReasons

Convenience
location

Likes }lontgcmery
Courty
By chance

Near friends or
relatives
Lil;es better than
Prince George's,
D.C., or Northern
\rirginia
Familiar with,
has roots in
County

Good schools

Lower, reasonable
hor.rsing costs

Amenities*
Good Cormty, god
goverTnment

Referred by
friends
Reasons of race
or ethnicity
Good for
child(ren)

o-
'o

te
o
'o

148 36.8

J/

)1

s7 L4.?

35 8.7

33

t7

o?
6.7

8.?
4.2

1)

18

3.0

4.5

6

10 ?.5

1.5

? 5

100 .0Total 402
319

Nunbers in parentheses indicate ntunber of respondents who mentioned at least
one item.
*Clean, quiet Cotmty; good hor:sing, recreation, transportation, etc.

A11

0.
'o

o
'o

37 L9.7

28 14.9

LZ

11

9 4.8

5 r.o
8

9

?

4.3

4.8

1.1

56

13

?oa

6.9

6.4

5.9

L47 ?4.3

34 5.6

64 10.6

zz 5.6

20 3.3

1

9

)

5

9

15"

1

3

55

96

45

59

7.4
6.4

45

54

7.4

5.6

332 27.8

119 10.0

108 9.0

41

28

0

n

4

3

3

5

5

3

2 3

3

3

100 .01195
48

148

136

L2.4

11 .4

90

67

7.5

5.6

60

60

188
163

60s
466

100.2 99 .9
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TABLE 11

}IJI{Y RESPOIIDENTS ,TOVED FRO{vI

T}IEIR PREVIOUS LOCATIONS

ivbst Inrportant
ReasonReasons

Change in hor:sehold conrposition

Job Relocation

Needed more or less space

It{aintenance prob lems

Neighborhood decline

Forced to rnove+

Too erpensive
:l

Disanenities

l.Vanted better location

Needs of child(ren)

Disli.ked the people

Reasons of race/ethnicitv

Other (personal)

Total

218

184

132

60

44

68

58

JZ

38

)1

9

4

66

0,
'o

23.3

L9.7

14 .1

6.4

4.7

7.3

6.2

3.4

4.1

))

1.0

.4

7.L

1188
(e48)

ooo 934++ gg.g

lfi-unbers in parentheses indicate m.rnber of respondents who mentioned at least
one item.
*Noise, parking problems, etc.
+Landlord returned, condo conversion, fire, erriction, etc.

++Fourteen Tespondents considered the two or three reasons they had nentioned
as equally important.

Nrgnber and Relative
Frecruency of Mentions

o.
o(N)

?.43

ztj

160

100

73

73

73

59

55

?6

z4

6

86

20 .5

17 .7

13.5

8.4

6.1

6.1

6.1

5.0

4.6

1','

?.0

.5

7.2
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66

41

33

L62

zt.9

15.6

10.9

53.6

I
I
I
I
I
I
T

I
T

I
T

I

TABLE LZ

I{3VING PLA}'IS

All by Race of Respondent
Planning to
I'love

Definitely

hobably

Probably not

Defiaitely not

Donrt loorr

Total 946 100.1

a

302 100.0

I'tissing = 2 x2 = .0000

Respondents wtro had definite or probable moving plans were asked their reasons
(Questions 70 and 71). A ma:cimun of two reasons per respondent were coded, plus
one 'tnost important" reason. Not r:nexpectedly, across all three racial the
most mentioned reason was to fo1 more

sat on cons rema
].nc ) re oca , lre a oca ora
so forth. Only one respondent mentioned race as a factor in hi

Because maintenance had so frequently been cited as a problen rrittr their
current hotrsing, a separate analysis was done for those who mentioned maintenance as
among the reasons ttrey planned to move. l"taintenance lems were cited 1

more often blacks and Hi than
cons Urt percent responses, percent o spanlc resPonses,
and 11.2 percent of rvhites/ottrers 'responses. Horvever, coriplexes from whidr respondents
rrished to move because rvere dissatisfied with maintenance lr,ere neither restricted

e t are nor were LN toge
I{eTe one respondent. TWo corrplexes

rnentioned by four respondents, one by six, and one by seventeen (the latter con-
stituting 28 percent of all respondents from this rental facility, whidr is more
than 50 percent black). There was no pattern to the rental cornplexes mentioned in
terms of percent lack occupancy: they ranged from less than ten percent black to
over 70 percent black.

For those rvittrout definite or probable moving plans (562 respondents), a
different set of questions was asked. Ttre first of these was QuLstion 76, 'tvould
you like to move?". Table 13 shows the responses to this Q:estion.
Elrvo-tr]-rds ot the det1n]-te ly movers said they planned to live in i'lontgomery
County, rvhile the remainder would move elselhere or were undecided about
where they nould Iive. Forty-tl.ro percent of those who knew r+trere they rvould live
said tJrey r"ould contirure to live in their present neighborhoods. l.lore than half
said they rvould continue to rent, rvhile 45 percent said they hoped to buy.

better apartnent, ild
s/her decision to move.*

renta
were

I
I
I
I
I
I
T

N)Z
Hr.span].c

z(N)
tsIacl(

rN) o
'o

105 25.0

10s 25.5

18 4.4

186 45.1

(Onitted)

199

187

66

397

97

21.0

19 .8

7.0

42.0

10.3

30 z?.2

41 30.4

15 11.1

49 36.3

(onitted)

r.35 100 .0 4t2 100.0

o as a reason
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As the Table shorvs, sone 2.14 respondents said thev rvould like to nro\re, naking a
total of just about trvo-thirds of the entire sample that eittrer had plans to move or
were desirous of rnoving.* For ttr-is group, again, the most frequently cited reason
for wanting to move v/as to buy, constituting some 46 percent of all responses.
Table 14 shows the most i:rrportant re€rsons mentioned by expectant movers and by those
wishing to move.

The 315 respondents who said they did not ltant to move were asked in Question 79,
"fs there any situation which could develop in this rental complex rvhich would make
you want to move?". The two reasons cited most frequently by those responding 'Yes"
were rent increases and deterioration of naintenance. This response pattern was the
same across racial groups. Itacial tension was mentioned by one respondent, and an
increase in black tenants by four respondents. An irrflix of "bad tenants", vandalism,
and crime were also mentioned by black and whites/others respondents as situations
whidr would make them want to move.

Responses to this set of questiors indicate that Hispanics are relatively more
content rsith their orrent hotrsing situations, though the percentage of Hispanics
anticipating a definite or probably rnove was about the same as for blacks and somewhat
higher than for wtrites/others. However, a smaller proportion of Hispanic non-movers
said they would like to move than did black and whites/others respondents. Similarly,
wtren asked if there was a situation which would make them want to move, orfly ?2
percent of Hispanics could think of anything, rvhile 62 percent of blacks and 73 percent
of whites/others qave one or more reasons.

TABLE 1S

}IICIILD RESPONDENT LIICE TO TCIIE?
GHOSE WIIH NO }'OVING PLANS ONLY)

Would Like
To Move?

by Race of Respondent

z

Yes 39 -Z

No 60.8

Total 559 100.0 209 100.0

1
Lx = .003

percent of the entire sarnple, expressed neither any
intention nor any desire to move.

82

t27

A11

(ID z
HJ.Spanlc

o-a(N)
Black

z(N)

?,44

315

43.6

s6.4

30

62

32.6

67.4 48 .8

5L.2732

126

92 100.0 258 100.0
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TABLE 14

REASONS l'()St FREQLTEI,ILY
MENTIONM BY RESPONDENTS

PIANNII\re OR DESIRING TO I-OVE

I'lunber and Relative Frequenqp of lrbntions
toReasons

To buy

Need more or
less space

l'{aintenance
problerns

Financial

Total

LLz

zt

15

15

40.4

7.6

5.4

5.4

58 .8222
361

61.5 163
77

l.ir.nibers in parenttreses indicate total nr-rnber of reasons mentioned.

5. Evidence from Concludinq Corrrnents of Responclents

For this Question, in contrast to others, however, the st
(36 percent)
cost of hou-s

At the concltrsion of the intenrier,',, a final open-ended question prouided
respondents r^,rith an opportr:nity to voice concerns or interests that the intenriew
may have aroused. Quespion 101 asks, "Is there anything else you would like to
tell me?". A ma:cirmrm 6f four replies per respondent were coded. Table 15 shows
the findings.

f
in Nlon

se
c ass or le with 1or" are be

ts. tes others were equally concerned with this issue, while
IilE@nics mentioned it far less frequently. The -second rnost voiced concern not

lvas maintenance bleris menti tmes more

rilent1 t are
1CS tes r ].Ve

bpectant Movers
rNl 4

90 24.9

49

43

40

13.6

11

11

9

1

re.
effiduri some

10ns
sec

race were
re. r -one

men

more ]-n

ttS ee cs. 1 tes
there l{as r'ac:.aI or ethnic discri:nination in ltlon

t I y, a tot res eleven whites and three
blacks) in eleven different rental facilities made comrnents to the effect that social
class and not race is r.;hat is inrportant in housing location decisions.

Slfereforthconingattheconc1trsionoftheinteryiett'.
Possibly respondents felt more cornfortable rvith the intervierv situation ancl about
discussing their true concerns by the end of the intervier+. On the other hand, it
may be that the Questionnaire items dealing t+ith race triggered these responses.
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TABLE 15

CONCLIJDING CO,f,{E!TS
BY RESPOMB$TS

l,lunber and Relative Frequency of Mentions

by Race of RespondentRemarks

Too expersive to
live here, or in
I'1.C.

Ir{a.intenance or
management a pro-
blem here
Flappy here
Likes l'bntgcrnery
Courrty, good
Courty
Racial or ettrnic
discrinination
exists in M.C.
or in ttris complex
Dislikes the
people here
County senrices
inadeqtrate

Not race, but
class is what's
important
Disamenities*
a problem
Crirne a problem

lu{ore intefgration
in housin! de-
sirable
Cost is reasonable
Ittiscellaneous
negative responses

o-
o

78 36.8

)1

?,8

L2.7
L3.2

18 8.5

5 2.4

11 5.2

9 4.2

11 5.2

1 5

15 7.1

?.4
1.9

5

4

Total ztz 100.1
14

Nr-unbers in.parentheses indicate nunber of respondents who mentioned at least one itern.*Traffic, congestion, noise in the buildirrg or street, etc.

All

N)z H].span1c
%(Ir)

BIack
o-
'o(N)

L7L 36.?.

40 8.5

51 6.6

2L 4.4

zL 4.4

14 5.0

2.4
L.2

29 6.1

9

8

81

45

17.1
9.5

1.9
L.7

15 38.2

3

1

8.8

6 L7.6

3 8.8

3

2 5.9

L 2.9

? 5.9

8.8
2.9

87 38.3

9 4.0

23 10.1

7 3.L

10 4.4

3 1.3

1.4
1 .4

t? 5.3

4

3

51

16

22.5
7.0

1.8
1.3

473 100.0
(343)

34 99.8
(2s)

227 99.9
(167)
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SMI.IARY,\\D CO}{CLUSIONS

The evidence concerning the hypothesis that housing and neighborhood preferences
differ by race is mixed. The predponderant evidence from open-ended questions would
tent to disconfirm tJle hypothesis, as respondents of all three racial grorrys
expressed similar interests and concerns: the desire for convenient and accessible
locations, good maintenance and rurnagement, pleasant neighborhoods, a good inter-
personal environment, and various hor:silg and neighborhood anenities. The cost of
housing was also a factor that emerged as salient to all three groups. Likewise,
all three racial groups expressed interest irr owning their own homes. Also worth
noting is that racial draracteristics of the environment were salient to fewer
respondents of all three groups tJran other aspects of housing and neighborhood.

The strongest evidence for differences in preferences by race comes from the
responses to Question 41 (illustrated in Table 7), in which respondents were asked
to rate the importance of various housing and neighborhood features. Hispanics were
shorvn to be interested in being close to friends or relatives and to church, and less
interested i.n convenience to work. Togettrer w'ith the tendency of Hispanics to have
had more interpersonal contact in their rental complexes and neighborhoods prior to
having moved in (as shorsn in Table 48, Chapter I), these data might suggest a
propensity toward residential clustering among Hispanics. Fewer lvhites/otirers than
Hispanics or blacks were interested in beiag close to public trarlsportation,
suggesting that rvtrites night be more willirtg to locate in areas not accessible by
public transportation. Sonre of the differences between racial groups, however, iloI
be better explained by.differences in economic status, Ers was noted.

Blacks emerged as considerably more interested in school-related factors:
proximity to schooLs, sdrool quality, and the racial makeup of the schools, but it
is tnclear from the data presented here just why this is so. To more fuIly r-rrder-
stand rnhether blacks tend to locate in particular areas or rental complexes because
of the characteristics of loca1 schools, a different set of questions r.rould be needed.

Likewise, blacks more often expressed concern wittr maintenance, more frequently
mentioning good maintenance as inrportant to them, and poor maintenance as a problem.
This higher level of concern may indicate differential sensitiviry of blacks to
this issue; and/or it may indicate that, objectively speaking, blacks currently
experience, or have experienced, more maintenance problems in their housing. Table 16

suggests that as far as present housing is concerned, this may be tnre (at least
in-iomparison wittr v/hitei/others). table 16 also shows, however, that of thg
three racial groups, Hispanics were living in the least well-maintained buildings.
In any case, it is clear frqn the preferences expressed by blacks that if they live
in buildings that are judged by their intenriervers or themselves to be other than
well-maintainecl, it is not becarse they choose to do so.

In conclrrsion, the evidence presented here suggests that the Housing and
Neighborhood Preferences Hypothesis can be neither confirmed nor rejected as a

posiibte cause of residential clustering or segregation by race.
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TABLE 16

CONDiTION OF BUILDING
IN Ifl{ICH RESPOI\TDE\T LIVES

(AS RATED BY TNTERVTBIERS)

Building
Condition

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Total

Ilissing = 4

by Household Race

L?,L

158

?7

10

o
'o

38.3

50.0

8.5

7,)

163 99.9 465 100 .0 316 100.0

*2 = .0000

A11

(N) eo

HlSpanlc
o?
'o(N)

tslacl(
(N) %

2?9

520

156

39

?4.3

55 .1

16.5

4.1

18

61

66

18

11 .0

37 .4

40.5

11.0

q1

300

o5

11

19 .6

64 .5

13. 5

2.4

944 100.0
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CHAPTER III
II{E ROLE OF RACIAL PERCEPTIONS A}.ID ATTITUDES IN HC[,'SN.IG ITCATION DECISIO}5

AI'ID A.SSES$,IENTS OF PRESENT IflISD.IG

PART I: SEIJ-SEGREGATIOI{ A}ID MCIAL DISCRMII.IATION HTPOI}IESES

In this Chapter, responses to Questionnaire iteurs which specifically inquire
about the racial perceptions and attiardes of respondents are analyzed.'

A. SELF-SEGREGATION ITTPOHESIS

The Self-Segregation Hypothesis is as follous: Residential clustering or
segregation by race occurs because minority groups prefer residential environments
rvhere they live apart from, or have little contact d&, the najority population.
That is, they choose to live anong people of their orv'n racial background, rather than
to live in environments rvhich are racially mixed or in wirich they would constitute
a sma11 proportion of all'residents.

This hypothesis is tested explicitly only for blacks, with Hispanics and whites/
others used as comparison groups. AJthough a similar set of questions is asked of
all three racial groups, the Self-Segregation liypothesis is not tested separately
for Hispanics because available data indicates that they rarely constitute more tttan
50 percent of any rental complex in rrtrich they 1ive, md because all those ctassified
as Hispanic in this sunrey are (racia11y) rvhite.

Preference for self-segregation is measured in the follorn'ing way. A seven-1evel
tolerance scale rvas constnrcted, utrich asks blacks to indicate, for each leveI,
rvhether they would be willing to live in the racial residential environment specified.
The first leve1 of the scale represents an envirorrnent in rshich blacks t',ould be
living exclusively or almost exclusively with others of their orln race. Each
succeeding 1evel describes a racial composition that is less black and more white
than the preceeding leveI, until a leveI that is all or alrnost all white is reached
(Ieve1 seven). If the self-segregation hypothesis is trane, blacks should be ntost
nilling to live in the environment rthere everyone or almost everyone else is bIack,
and progressively less rrilling to live in environments as they become whiter.
Sinrilarly, when asked to droose from among the seven levels the racial environment
they rvould prefer, blacks should choose environments that. are all or heavily b1ack.

Questions 65 and 66 were developed to test the Self-Segregation Fiypothesis for
blacks. A similar pair of items, Questions 67 and 68, were designed for use rsith
Hispanics and r*'hites/others as conparison groups. These two questions are the
inverse of Questions 65 and 66, in that the first level represents an environment
that is all or almost white, with each successive leve1 describing an environment
that is less rvhite and more black than the preceeding one, until a leve1 that is all
or almost all black is reached (1eve1 seven).

Ttre reason for asking Hispanics and wtrites/others a similar set of questions
is to detetmine ufiettrer the preferences of the ninority grolp (blaclcs) and the
majority grotp (in t}ris case, Hispanics and whites/others) are compatible or
inccmpatible (tlat is, whether the tolerance and preference profiles are similar
or divergent). To the extent t}rat the profiles of the R+o groups are iacolrpatible
or divergent, there is potential for racial conflict, racial discrimilation,
and/or racial segregation in housing.
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It is necessary to keep in mind that the questions designed to test the
Self-Segregat ion ltypothesis present respondents with thetical situations onl
Responses should not be taken as an indication of sm1
similar crrcumst ances in "real life". (Later ia this Orapter, other questions,
which ask respondents to evaluate their actual experiences, will be disctrssed.)

1. Tolerance and Preference Levels of Blacks

Table 1 shows hov blacks responded to Question 65, $rhich ssk, "If you could
find housirrg suited to your needs and at the right price, would you be w'illing to
live in an apartment building or rental conrplex that wELs..,/s-ee Table 1 for eaclt
enrriroruuent inquired about/".

TABLE 1

HypsrtrrcAl EWTfl8fffiE lffilii,-c;r{Ess ro Lr\E
IN EACH

(BI.ACKS ONLY)

Hlpothetical
Environment

Percent lVilling or llnrvilling

r

A11 or almost all black

it{ajority black

I-h1f black

Cne-third black

?0 - 25ea black

10% black

A11 or almost all white

48

6Z

88

79

67

58

46

Yes + N.D.*

54

70

94

B7

75

65

55

*No Difference
Percentages are based on the entire black sample (466 respondents)
does not shol "don't kr@rs", refi:sals, and N.A.ts.

The Table

Table 1 shows a high degree of willingness on the part of blacks to live in
auy of the seven hypothetical enrrironments. When '?es" and "no difference"
responses are combined, over half of all black respondents indicate rillingness to
live irt any of these environments. Hoviever, the relationship between willingness
and percent black occupanqf of the hypothetical enrrironment is cunrilinear: a
somewhat lower percentage of blacks express willingness to live at each end of the
scale (i.e., where they would be irt the ovenrhelming majority or in avery small
minority). Ibuing away frorn the extremes (highly segregated environments) and
toward the middle of the seale, the percentage of respondents willing to live in

Yes No

43

z7

4

10

?2

3?

45
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T

I

each enrrironment increases d
half- f-white level

ramatically.
and at the

sed will srs t at the

ha1 half envirorunent

Hypothetical
Environment

A11 or almost all black

Ihjorif black

Half black

One-third black

Z0 - ?Sea black

i0? black

A11 or almost all white

T^-^ 1
L U Ldt-

Rvo-
s ].ve a arl/

it is only percent).* Addit

Percent of Respondents
Choosing Eadr

5.3

7.5

6?.0

10 .5

6.9

3.9

3.9

(347) 1oo .0

one-
perc

f and
entage res

ionallilno
t all black

r the
black
context

. Queslion 66 asks respondents r*ro replied affirmatively to at least two of the
hypothetical enuironments mentioned in Question 65, "l{hich of these racial compositions twould you be most comfortable with?". Table 2 shows the responses to this queition. f

respondent said he/she was w'i11 irtg to live only in an all or almos

TABLE Z

PREFERRED RACIAL MIX
(BL"A,CICS oNLY)

I
I
T

t
T

I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
I

The e ttern here is Eramb : a sr.z o11 of those who nade
a cho 1Ce te most

ronment one- two- te option.

To see whether these patterns persist independent of the cu:rent emrirorunental
context irr whidr blacks live, the resporses of blacks who live in the following
enrriroruftental contexts were corpared: those lirring in rental conrplexes that are
70 percent or rxcre black, those in conrplexes r+hich are 50 percent or more black,
those in conplexes that are ten percent or less black, and those in complexes that
are five percent or less black. Table 3 shows the fiadings.

Table 3 iadicates that the pattern of responses is alrnost identical across
enrrironmental contexts and 1S similar to that for the entire black Ie.

1Ve In are a re Y percentage
both the
Fr.rrder-

of all occLrpants express t lower levels of willingness to live irt
heavily black enrrironments and the heauily white environments. l{hile it

rThe "don't loow" and retr:sal rate for blacks is lovi for all items in this Question:
a maxinnun of ten "don't lor,ows" for any item, and only two to three refirsals per item.
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stand2ble that such blacks might be less willing than others to live in the blacker
enyiroruuents, it is unclear why fewer of them should be less willing to live in the
whiter environments (since they already do). One possible interpretation is that
current e:rperiences have conrrinced sone of the:n that they might be happier in a
blacker environment.

TABLE 3

TOLERANCE LEVEIS
BY CI.'RRB{T RESIDB{TIAL

EIWIROMIENT OF RESPONDENTS
(BLACKS ONLY)

Percent hlilling or LJnwilling

Flypothetical
Envirorrnent

A11 or almost
all btrack

rt{ajority black

flalf black

One-third black

?0-?5% black

10% black

A11 or alr,rost
all white

Black
(117)

Current Residential Environments *

Black
(200)

45

53

91

78

68

s7

Black
23

Yes +

D

65

o')
OL

93

83

69

63

67

85

97

87

73

64

Z9

tz

2

9

24

31

50

38

5

15

37

50

6?.

95

85

7S

63

)?

48

78

78

61

s7

70

39

9

9

?6

30

30

57

91

q1

74

69

55 59 57 4s 50 50 44 52 48

*Note that Curent Residential Environments are not mutlnlly excLusive.
Percentages are based on the entire subsanples (the nr.rnbers shown in parentheses).
The Table does not show "dontt lgrows," refusals, and N.A.'s.

or1
ts enrrTonments

1S

rmrst be re
to 1Ve IIl

Wtren preference 1evels for these four grorrps of black respondents are compared,
the same pattern as for the whole black sanrple emerges: whatever the present
enuironmental conte>ct, the preferred racial 4:,4 of a clear majority it tE{ half

t. Table a shoni the findings.

In conclusion, at both ends of the scale of black

1Son

Y

Black
105

Yes No
Yes +

D
Yes + Yes +

59

76

90

76

65

61

32

L4

?

t?

?4

30

64

a')

95

84

7?

67

51 40 57

sto o
ss rac exeso ren
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rrents to
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en\It
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6n

t-5

a decisive ma
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Black
18

I
t
I
I
I
I
T

I
1

t
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I

TABLE 4

PREFERRM RACL{I T,IIX
BY CIJRRNT RESiDENTIAL

E\MIROi\&,E}TT
(BL"{CKS oNLY)

Percent of Respondents Ctroosing Each

Current Residential Environments*Hypothetical
Environment

A11 or almost
all black

I,lajority black

Half black

One-third black

20-25ea black

10% black

A11 or alrnost
all rrhite

Total

61 .1

1)1

11 .1

5.6

ooo 100 .0

*Note that Current Residential Environrnents are not nutually exclusive.
Percentages are based on the number of respondents making a choice among t1{o
or more hlpothetial enrrironments (i.e., the nr-unbers in parentleses).

Z. Tolerance and Preference Levels of Hispanics and lVtrites /Others

The response pattern of Hispanics and whites/others to Question 67 (which
paral1e1s Question 65 for blacks) is presented in Table 5.

As the Table illustrates,
itive co:=elation between

cs and rvtrites others there is a
1 enl/]-roilnent the

ronment.

ing to
others

for both

ent te t rorment: ter ronment
1Ve

so 1 context
'ha1f white/half black" to 'lnajority black", the percentage of respondents will
live in the blacker environment drops off sharply. Ithile His^oanics and whites/
have similar profi1es, the overall leve1 of willjngness ils dialnatlcally Iowei

70 -100%
Black
(e7)

50 -100%
Black
(1s5)

U -IU%
Black
r84)

11.3

10 .3

60.8

8.2

5.1

3.1

3.1 4.6

3.3

a)

o7

64 .0

7.8

?.0

3.6

7.L

61.9

15.1

7.L

5.6

3.6

100.1 100 .0

VEINA

tes are

(always under 50 percent of the Hispanic sample) than for whites /others.for Hispanics#ihr.s 1S partly by the fact that Hispanics here, as e1Fw@er.olained
, have asensitive items relatively high "don't know" and refirsal rate: some nine-
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teen Hispanics refirsed to answer all seven items, srd from 25 to 34 Hispanic
respondents refi.rsed to answer each item. In contrast, the white/other refusal rate
was considerably lower: only two white respondents refirsed to answer all seven items,
and from ten to 25 refrrsed arry given item. (For both groups, however, the "don't
lsrorfl and refusal rate is higher than it is for blacks.)

TASLE 5

TOLERANCE LEVELS:
FIY?OTHEIICAL E\MIROME\TS BY WILLING{ESS

TO LI\E IN EAGI
(HISPAI\IICS AND h/HITES/0I}IERS ONLY)

Percent Willing or Llnwilling
Itypothetical
Envirorrnent

A11 or almost all rvhite

90% white

75 - 80U r,rhite

lbo-thirds white

Half rvhite

i,hjority black

A11 or almost all bl.ack

tes
319

Yes No

44

17

45

43

34

4

3

18

14

14

13

ZJ

60

63

49

51

50

47

39

9

7

89

89

8?.

76

60

?4

15

4

5

7

LZ

2S

6?

/o

Yes +
*

91

q1

a(

79

65

)',

16

*No Difference
Percentages are based on the entire Hispanic and White/0ther samples. The
Table does not show "dontt lq'rows," refiJsals, and N.A.ts.

When preference leveIs for racial mixing are examined for Hispanics and whites/
others, however, no clearcut pattern emerges, as it, did for blacks. No one,
though, chose an environment that is rrcre than half black as his/her preferred
racial mix. Table 6 shows the fiadings.

It should be noted that only 83 Hispanics (or 53 percent of the Hispanic sarple)
are represented in ttrese responses. The reason for this is the high "don't know"
and refusal rate to begin with, plus the attrition due to the fact that a certain
percentage of respondents were ineligible to respond to the question (since they
rvere wiIling to live in only one of the hlpothetical environrnents). On the olher
hand, so*e L,ro-thirds of white/other respbirdents an$\,ered this Qlestion by making a
ctroice ancng R{o or more hlpothetical environments in which they had said they would
be willing to live.

63

Yes +
Yes No *
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TABLE 6

PREFERRED RACIAL },{IX
(HISPA.,\ICS .f\D 1,,1IITES/mHEIIS ONLY)

ffiothetical
Environment

A11 or almost all white

90? rvhite

75 - 80% white

Truo-thirds r*rite

Flalf rvhite

itajority black

A11 or almost all black

Total

Percent of Respondents
Choosing Each

cs
83 2L8

19 .3

18 .1

31 .5

9.6

zL.7

L7.4

')) <

20.6

18.8

20.6

100 .0 99 .9

Percentages are based on the nunber of respondents making a choice among
tl,/o or more hlpothetical en'rironments (i.e., tle nrsnbers in parentheses).

To see rvhether the pattern of responses for Hispanics and wi'rites/others varies
when the orrent level of black ocarpancy is controlled, Hispanic and white
respondents who live in the fo11ow'ing enrrironmental contexts were compared:
Hispanics living in conplexes that are 50 percent or more black,r and Hispanics
and whites/others liviag in complexes that are five percent or less black. Table 7

shows the findings.

Again, in comparison with Hispanics, r,vhites shorv a higher 1evel of willingness
to live in each hypothetical enrriroilnent. And again, there is a positive correlation
beuveen percent nhite occupanqr and willingness to live in the hypothetical environ-
ment. For both Ftispanics and rvhites/others wtro live in conrplexes that contain a
very sma11 percentage of blacks, however, there is a somewhat lor+er 1evel of willing-
ness to live in the blacker envirorunents ttran for the Hispanic and white/other
sanples as a whole. For Hispanics wtro live irt heavily black enuirorunents, tJre
pattern of willingness is utclear.

fiitrites/others who live in ccruploces *here blacks constitute a very sma11
percentage of all occlrp€uxts extribit preference levels similar to those for the
entire white/other sample (as shovn in Table 6) - that is, no evident and clear-
cut pattern.

uded in this sunrey who live in such environrnents
was too sma11 for analytic purposes.
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TABLE 7

TOLERANCE LEIiELS
BY CIJRRENT RESIDENTIAL

FJWIROMts\T OF RESPONDE\TS
(HISPANICS AND I^IIITES/OIHERS ONLY)

Percent lVilling or Unwilling

Cu:rent Residential EnvironmentsHlpothetical
Environment

A11 or almost
all white

90% white

75 - 80% white

Trvo-thirds white

Half white

l'Iaj ority black

A11 or alnost
all black

lVhites/0thers
ac

73973
68 14 68

46 32 46

46 ?.7 46

27 41 27

5775

5825

32 11 4s

32542
34345
3?542
34 11 45

34013

34016

923
876
77 10

69 16

55 ?7

20 61

11 75

101

Yes No
Yes +

N.D.

94

89

79

72

58

?3

13

Percentages are based on the entire subsamples (the ntunbers shown in parentheses).
The Table does not sho* "don't lnows," refusals, and N.A.'s.

The fuplications of these findings are uncertaia. There are clear differences
in the profiles of blacks vis-a-vis Hispanics and whites/others. Most blacks would
prefer to live in rnixed environments, where they would constitute neither an over-
whelming majority of all occupants, nor a sma11 minority of all occupants. Their
preference, hovuever, for envirorunents whidr are half black and half white (an envi-
roilnent v/hich, for the plrryoses of this Strdy is considered "clustered" or "segre-
gated") may have seriorrs consequences in view of the fact that Hispanics and
whites/others - particularly those who live in tJle heavily white environrnents,
which are nore tlpical for Hispanics and whites/others Countyr*ide - are more
comfortable with the rvhiter envirorments (though more than 60 percent of whites/
others say they would be willing to live in an environment that is half white
and half black). Given the higher levels of willingness on the part of Hispanics
and wtr.ites/others to live in the 'hhiter" environments, corpled rriti the fact tlat
manf blacks are wifling to live in any enrrironment, the prospects for maintaining
a racial mix that is half black and half white would appear dim.

Hispanics
0-5t.B1aclr

Q2\
5U-IUo% tsLack

(58)

Yes
Yes +

No N.D.Yes
Yes +

No N.D.
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B. RACIAL DISCRHI}{ATION IIrPOTHESIS

The Racial Discrimination Ft;pothesis is as follows: Residential ch.rstering or
segregation by race tends to occur becatrse there is, or is perceived to be, overt or
covert discrimination against ninority group members in the rental housing market, whicf
effectively limits the hor:sing opportr:nities available to miaority residents. f

In order to test this hlpothesis, it is first necessary to assess ttre extent
to which racial faitorianJ iliu *rr*ess prayed, a role i.ir housing location Idecisions. Subsequently, the perceptions and experiences of urinority respondents r
with respect to the hor:sing narket rsil1 be e:canined.

1. Salience and Awareness of Race

As has been noted in Chapter II, race was infrequently mentioned spontaneously
as a factor in housing location decisions. Likewise, nhen asked in Question 41 to
rate the fuportance of racial aspects of ttre hor:sing envir^orunent in their decisions,
less than 20 percent of ttre respondents of each racial group gave the race of
ottrer tenants, the racial makerp of the neighborhood, or the racial maker.rp of the
public sdrools high ratings. Table 8 illustrates these findings , wtrictr have been
discrrssed previously. For ttrose nho gave the racial nakeup of the sclrools a rating
of one or two (indicatiag high salience), a follorrup eu€stion was asked to find out
tuhy.* Table 9 shows tJle findings. As the Table shovs, blacks were rurch rnore Iikely
to say they preferred iategrated or racially mixed schools, wtrile vihites/others
more frequently expressed a preference for predoninantly wtrite or wtrite schools.

TABLE 8

PERSENT OF RESPOMENTS RATING
RACIAL ASPECTS OF HOUSING AS HIGI IN II\IPORTANCE

Race-related
Aspects of
Housing

Percent Rating Each Item as High irr Importance

A11 by Race of Household

lvhite/Oth.
o,
'o

Race of other
tenants 15.4

16.0

6.?

I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
T

T

I
I
I
I
I

Racial make-tp
of neighborhood

Racial make-rp
of schools in
area

roportion of non-race related responses to
Question 42, it rmrst be concluded that the iten itself was not very discerning
or that it was poorly positioned (probably both).

rN) %

Hispanic
o,
a

Black
%

945 14.8

945 15.9

946 13.8

L7.2 13.5

L4.7 11.8

15.3 18 .5
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Reason

Prefers racially
mi-xed schools

Prefers predom-
inantly r.rhite or
rvhite schools

lt'ants child(ren)
to be rvith others
of same racef
ethnicitv

lliscellaneous

Non-race-
related corunents

Total

TABLE 9

IVFry RACIAI COI,POSITION OF

SGiCOLS IS t\trORTA\T

by [{ace of Respondent

fithite/0th.
o,
'o

?9.4

qq

47.L

L?7 100.0 (24) 100.2 (86) 100.0 (17) 100.1

A11

fN) e5

Hispanic
,6

Black
0.
'o

57 44.9

16 tZ.6

36 ?8.3

9

9

7.1

7.t

L?.5

70.9

4.2

4.2

8.4

61.6

18 .6

?.4

9.5

8.1

?x = .0000

Question 39 asks, "Before you nnved into this rental complex, did you have a
general idea of the race of the other tenants living in the conplex?". Table 10
shows that
the racial

more than half of all said had no about
S 5

Jrrst one-
c to one half of all blacks ).

For those who did know something before they noved h, Question 40 asks them
what they hrew. As-Tfule 11 sho*s, Ihu response3 most fre(uently given were tlrat the
conplex was "mi-xed" racially or ethnicatlyt er that it was predoninantly or all
wirite. Not surprisingly, I{ispanics more frequently mentioned the presence of other
Hispanics than did blacks or whites/others. Six responses concerned the presence
of housing segregation or prejudice.

t
owestwas
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TABLE 10

PRIOR K\O{I,EDGE ABOUT RACIAL
CCN,TPOSITION OF
RE.VI.{], COI\PLEX

h?tew
Anything

Yes

No

Other

Total

by Race of Respondent

166 100.0 319 100.0

156

t79

4

o.
'o

42.6

56.1

1.3

40.7

25.3

L4.7

2.0

1.3

4.0

10 .0

100 .0

2x = .007
TASLE 1].

}VI{AT WAS I(\01\IN

Ntrnber and Relative of ltlentionsPrior
Information Race of t

Racially or
ethnically mixed

)lostly white

A11 white

)bst1y black

I{ispanics live
here

Blacks live here

A11 blacl<

Segregation or
prejudice here

0ther

Total

te
q
'0

2.0

(N) z

All

Hispanlc
(]'t) %

Black
(N) %

415

sz7

6

43.8

s5.6

.6

5Z

110

1

31 .9

67.5

.6

)11

238

1

48.7

51.1

)

948 100.0 163 100.0

A11

(N) 
'o

Hispanic
o.
'D

Black
o2'o

189

98

5Z

36

)1

19

8

6

23

1 I

4.9

,l)

1.3

5.1

41.7

zt.6

11.5

70

1.6

44.3

a?

6.6

5.3

31.1

1.6

)

4

05

3

8

q

4L.7

.,., 1

L0.7

12.8

453 100.0 100 .0
(61)

99 .9
(24?)

Nr-unbers in oarentheses indicate nunber of respondents rvho mentioned at lesst
one item.

150
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Hispanics and blacks were asked a separate set of questions about their per-
ceptions of the rental housiagmarket (Questions 47 through 54). Question 47 asks,
"I^Ias your (race/national backgrotrnd), or the (race/national backgrotmd) of your
hou,sehold, a factor you took into accor.nt when deciding where to live?". As
Table 12 shows, the voluune of positive responses to this question was (r-rnerpectedly)
low. An ovenvhelming majority of all Hispanics and blacks replied negatively,
though a higher percentage of blacks replied affirmatively than did Hispanics.

T.ABLE 12

hIAS RESPOI{DENT'S RACE/ETHNICITY
A FACTOR iN DECIDING }'II{ERE

TO LI\E?
(HISPAI.ICS AND BTACKS oNLY)

&rn Race/
Ethnicity
Considered?

by Race of Respondent

Yes 79

386

o.

17.0

83.0No

Total 628 100 .0 465 100.0

}lissing = 1 *2 = .0000

Again, a follow-up question was asked to get at the dimensions of race that
rvere salient to rninority respondents. Table 13 presents the response to Question 48
("In wtrat way, or ways, did your race/national backgrourd influence your decisions?")
The Table shows black responses on1y, since only three Hispanics had responded
affirnatively to the prerrious question. A ma:<i;rum of two answers per respondent
rvere coded. In keeping with data presented in Part I of this Chapter, proportionally
nxorereSponsesindiiat6dadesirebnthepartofb1acksforinteiateaffiry
@rorunents.Someb1acksa1soindicatedadesirenottobetheon1yy in tJre area, or to live irt neighborhoods where others
of their olvn race live. These responses too are consistent with the findings for
blacks presented in Part I. Also noteworthy is the fact that some 23 responses
(or
the

close to 24 percent of all responses ) indicate that blacksffi
s of the rental market to them or believed that discrirnination t

2. l,tinority Group Perceptions Concerning Discrimiaation in the Hor:sing l4arket

To find out rrhether they deliberately chose not to look for hor:sing in certain
areas because they perceived the housing market to be racially discrimjratory,
Hispan-ics and blacks r'rere asked in Qucstion 49 "ltiere there any areas of the Cor.urty,
or specific rental corrplexes j-n the County, that you atroided or did not consider
only because of (yor:r/your household's) (race/national backgror-rnd)?". Agai.n, a
ver/ smaIl percentage of eligible respondents said "yes": not a single Hispanic
respondent and only 31 blacks (of a total of 466 black respondents in the black

A11

o(N) o-
'o

Hrspanrc
(N)

5

160

1.8

98.2

13.1

86 .9

8?

546

100 .0163
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Role of Race

h'anted integrated
envirorunent

Unsure whether
they rent to blacks

Preferred rvhite
,to4

Preferred to live
among people of
own racial back-
grotrnd

Race -awareness
(non-specified)

Believed discrim-
ination exists

lliscellaneous

Total

TASLE 13

HO1V RACE INFLUENCED
HOUSING DECISIONS

(BL"{CKS ONLY)

lfi.unber and Relative Frequency of Mentions

o,
a

)) ))1

77 17.5

t7 17 .5

L2 t2.4

12 L2.4

6.2

11 11 .3

6

97
(81)

100 .0

)h.unber in
least one

parentheses indicates the ntmber of respondents r,r'ho mentioned at
itern.

sample).* Table 14 shows the findings. Tables 15 and 16 show the locations of
rental complexes nentioned and the areas of the Cotrnty mentioned, respectively.
One rental conplex was cited by four different respondents, another by t.ro, and
the remaining twelve complexes by one respondent apiece. Caution shotrld be
exercised in evaluating tJ:e furportance of these findings. First, the Tables
are based on information obtained from only a handful of respondents. Second,
it r+ould be urnvarrantd to infer that respondents avoided particular rental
conrplexes or areas only becar:se they feared they would be rejected. Several
responses, in fact, indicate that respondents may have avoided particular
corplexes or areas becar:se they thought there were too many blacks there, or
becar:se they disapproved of the kinds of black households living there.

"Question 50 had asked all respondents the same question in a nrcre general way:
"I{ere there any rental complexes in the Cor-rrty you did not apply to becaurse of ...
(c) any other reason?". This Question failed to turn W any race-related reasons.
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TABLE 14

I"ERE ,$iY ARE{S 0R RE\TAL
COIVPLL\ES AVOIDED FOR

REASONS OF RACE/TftINICITY?
(HISPAI{ICS AND BIACKS ONLY)

Area or
CouTplexes
Avoided?

Yes

No

Total

Location

Silver Spring

Rochrille

Gaithersburg

l/heaton

Total

by ltace of Respondent

31

435

o.
ao

6.7

93. 3

x = .002

6?9 100.1

TABLE 15

LOCATIONS OF
RE\I.A.L CCNPLE}ES AVOIDED FOR

REASONS OF RAG
(BI..ACKS oNLY)

163 100.0 466 100.0

z

Nr.u:rber of
l.lentions

11

5

2

2

A11

(N') o-
-o

fl].span].c
N) eo

31

598

4.9

95 .1 163 100.0

Nt-rnber of
Rental Conplexes

7

J

)

2

14 18
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T.{BLE 16

AREAS AVOIDED FOR
REASONS OF RAG

(Bu,cKs ONLY)

Areas trlentioned Nunber of llentions

Silver Spring

Takcrma Park

Bethesda

Roclcrrille

Gaithersburg

lVheaton

Chely Grase

0ther*

Total

15

)

J

8

z

1
L

3

JO

*T,vo respondents mentioned Northern Virginia locations, one mentioned
"Section 8" buildings in lt{ontgomery Cotrnty.

Questions 28, 52, and 53 ask respondents about their perceptions and e:periences
in the rental housing market in Montgomery Courty. Question 28 asks all respondents
who had moved within the past five years, alrd who had considered at least one
other place to rent, rvhether they had ever been trrned down. The purpose of tiris
Question was to find out whether rdnority respondents are arrned down rpre frequently
than rnrhites/others and r+hether the former perceive that their owrl rzrce or ethnicity
was the reason they rvere denied a rental r,nit. Table 17 shows that some 108
respondents, or 20 percent of those eligible to answer this Question, said tJrey had
been turned down at least once during the past five years. IVhen Hispanics and
blacks are corsidered together as one (udnority) group, the difference in the turn-
dovrn rate, i:r corparison with that for whites/others , is significant at the .04
level. 0f the 80 rninority respondents rvho said they had been turned down, ten
respondents-al1 of them black-said they thought they had been dissrjminated against
because of ttreir race.* (lrbst others who gave a reason said that there was no
vacanqr or that they were apparently not financially qualified.)

tThese were perceptions only. Respondents were not asked to provide evidence.
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TABLE 17

}'jAS RESPONDilT
TURNM DOIIN?

IVas
Refi.sed?

Yes

No

Total

tQuestion 52 asks Hispanics and b1
corrplexes or areas in lvbntgomery Courr
gror-urd) might have difficulty renting

Believe
Discrimination
Exists ?

Yes

No

Don't lo"tow

Total

by ltace of Respondent

a6
4O

1s8

o,
'o

15 .1

84.9

346 100.0 186 100 .0

04

acks, 'Do you believe there are apartrnent
ty r^ihere people of yor:r (race/national back-
becarse of their race or national backgror-tnd?".

by Race of Respondent

o-,o

zzt

114

131

47 .4

24.5

28 .1

x?

Table 18 shows how Hispanics and blac Firlt, some 44
percent of Hispanics and 28 percent of blacks said they did not know However

to blacks were nuch more 1ikel to believe that discrimination
ex].sts I.j-I e ts as to c].te

c areas or comp exes, , only 110 (or less than half the 249
ied one or more areas or rentalrespondents rvho had replied affirmatively) identif

conplexes where they believed discrirnination might exist. (Ttre remaining 139
respondents said they didn't lnow or di&r't remember.) Table 19 shows the areas
mentioned, ffid Table 20 the locations of specific rental complexes mentioned.

TABLE 18

IS THERE RACIAL DISCRI}II]'IATION
iN RENIAL HOUSING iN
TONTGOIVERY COUNfi?

(PERCEPTIONS OF HISPANICS AND BI.ACKS ONLY)

A11

0,
o(Nl

Hisoanic
(ND

& Black
o_
'o

108

424

?.0.3

79.7

23.t

76.9

80

266

532 100.0

A11

0.
a(N) o.

'o

lEspanlc
(N)

?8

63

72

11 )

38.7

44.2

?49

L77

203

39 .6

28 .1

J4.J

6?9 100.0 163 100 .1 466 100.0
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TABLE 19

ARE.dS ITHERE RESPO}IDRITS
BELIE\T TTIERE IS

DISCR.IJIII},{ATION ON TT{E

BASIS OF RACE/ETId\iICITY
GIISPANICS A.,\D BT ACI(S OI.ILY)

Nunber of MentionsAreas
Itlentioned

Silver Spring

Takoma Park

Bethesda

Rockville

Gaithersburg

lfheaton

Cheqf Chase

Potornac

I-lpper }lontgonery
County

0ther*

Total

by Blacks

53

6

15.

13

?L

L7

t7

6

6

?

10
(10)

156
( loo)

by Hispanics

1

')

1

1

1

1

*i"lontgomery Cornty in general , higher income areas , etc.
Numbers in parentheses indicate nr.rnber of respondents mentioning anv area.

As Table 19 shows, the largest nrunber of mentions was in the Silver Spring area,
followed by Gaithersburg, Itheaton, Greqf Grase, Bethesda, ild Roclorille. Considering
ttrat nore than half the Hispanic and black sanrples are drawn from the Silver Spring
area, it is not suryrisiag that this area received the highest frequency of mentions
(assumiag that respondents are rpre familiar w'ith their o!{n areas than with other
areas). I'bre interesting -- and probably rnre inportant -- are the rental corplexes
mentioned. As Table 20 shows, some 53 different rental corrplexes or conrfrlex
clusters in i"lontgomery Cotrtty were cited. allof them h,rr hlacks. Thirty-seven of
these were mentioned by one respondent apiece , one byII,JO fe
three respondents, two by six, one by eight, respondents

of which have sizeable
Again, a word o caution is ua these

ta. Locations and coruplexes mentioned are a fi-rrction in part of the particular
knowledge, erperiences , search pattems , &d attitudes of individual respondents .

These data r,rere supplied by a srnal1 percentage of all minority respondents and
respondents were not asked to substaatiate their opinions or perceptions with
objective evidence.

, nine by
and one by

spondents
differentnlne



91

TABLE 20

LOCATIONS OF
RENT.\L COI'PLEGS PERCEIVED TO

DISSRITIINATE ON T}E BASIS
OF TIACE

(Br-ACr6 ONLY)

Nunber of
ItlentionsLocation

Silver Spring

Takoma Park

tsethesda

Rochrille

Gaithersburg

llheaton

Cheqy Chase

Elservhere in
)bntgomery coLnty

Total

LJ

1

I

5

15

6

1

44

?

?

5

zt

8

2

11

53 85

To obtain some feedback on management attitudes irt the rental complexes where
minority respondents were sampled, Hispanics and blacks rvere asked in Question 54,
"lVould you say the nanagement of this rental conplex is... verlw1lling, somewhat

not ui11 or ing to persons of yor-r frace7ilffillf].
responses to this question. The

Table j-ndicates that over half of all Hispanic and black respondents consider their
managements to be "very wi11ing" to rent to persons of their own race or national
backgrotrnd. Only a handful of respondents (seven) rriew ttreir rumagements as
"opposed" to renting to persors like themselves; and less than six percent of all
nrinority respondents cite their managements as either "not very willing" or
"opposed". However, close to one-fourth of Hispanics say they "dontt l<now" the
attiarde of their rumagements, as compared w'ith only eight percent of blacks.

Table 22 presents the sanre data by area rather than by race of respondent.
Looking across the Table, Takoma Park stands out as the location rvhere the highest
proportion of Hispanic and black respondents find numagement rrxost receptive to
the presence of persons like themselves. As has been previotrsly noted, Takoma Park
is also the area irr this survey lvith the heauiest concentration of black hotrseholds.
Bethesda-Greqf Chase is viewed as the least receptive, but the small N for this area
should be noted.

ooposed to rent_rr{--.
the pattern ot

l,ftmber of
Conrplexes Itlentioned
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TABLE 21

PERCE I\ED iljl LL INGNESS
OF },IAI{ACEUEIT TO RENT

TO PERSONS OF RESPONDB\TIS
RACE OR TIATIOML BACKGROUND

(HISPA.\ICS AND BI.ACKS ONL Y)

By Race of Respondent
Level of
Itrillingness

Very willing

Somewhat rvilling

Not ver,v willing

0pposed

Don't knov

Total

Level of
h'illingrress

Very willing

Somerhat willing

Not very willjng

Opposed

Total

Black
(N) 

%

358

161

z8

7

75

56.9

25.6

4.5

1.1

11.9

?.73

131

18

6

38

58 .6

28 .1

3.9

1.3

a)

6?9 100.0 163 99.9

TIALE ZZ

PERCEI\ED IVILLING\ESS TO RE\T
BY LOCATION

(HISP.{\IICS Ar\D BL{C](S ONLY)

Locati.on

100.0
(38)

,166 100 .1

qaq
(s2)

ton

0-
'o

47 .8

q7)

100.0
(333)

qoq
(e0)

100 .0
(18)

100 .0
(23)

)lunbers in parentheses indicate nunber of respondents on rn'hich
percentages are calculated.

All

(N) e6

Hispanic
(N) e6

85

50

10

1

71

52 .1

r8.4

o.1

.6

71 1

51lver
Spring

o.
o

'I'akoma

Park
o.
'o

Bethesda-
Che'qr Chase

0.
o %

Roclori.lle tia]-th-
ersburg

z

61.3

30 .9

6.6

1)

84.4

L4.4

1.1

38.9

s0 .0

11.1

68.4

?6.s

5.3

65 .4

26.9

5.8

3.8

x2 002
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Table 23 examines blacksr perceptiors of their managements by the percent black
ocqryanqf of the rental conplexes in which blacks live. This Table shows that
respondents wtro live in rental complexes that are 70 percent or rpre black are most
likely to view their rumagements as "very wiIling", while those wtro live in rental
conrplexes that are ten percent or less black are least likely to find their
numagements "very wiIIing". Table 24 examines the rental corplexes by percent
black occupancy rvhere any black respondent said rumagement was "not very wil1ing"
or "opposed" to renting to blacks. Fifteen of the 49 rental corplexes in which
blacks were sampled rvere cited by one or nore blacks as being "not very wi1ling"
or "opposed" to renting to blacks. As the Table shows, there is no particular
pattern to these responses.

As far as Hispanics are concerned, some els\ren respondents cited eight different
rental corplexes where they perceived nanagement to be "not, very willing" or
"opposed" to renting to Hispanics. There is no particular pattern to the corrplexes
mentioned.

TABLE 23

PERCEI\TED WI LL ING}IESS
TO RE}IT TO Bi-A.CKS

BY PERCE\T BI-qCK OCCUPAI{CY
(Br-{cKS oNLY)

Percent Black Occupanqg
Level of
IVillingrress 70% or

more

Very willing

Somewhat willing

Not very willing
or opposed

Total 100.0%

"Don't knows" are excluded from this Tab1e.

91.3%

7.0

L.7

100 .0%

xZ = .0000

Less than
102

10 to
1A o,L\ 0

25 to
49%

50 to
69%

46.7%

44.0

9.3

57.9%

38.3

3.7

55.6%

38.9

5.6 10.4

36 .4

55.2',6

99.92 100.195 100.0%
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TABLE 24

PERCEVI BIACK CCCUP.{\CY OF
RE\IAI COilPLE\ES CITED

AS 'NCT[ VBY }fiLLING" OR

''OPPCSM'' TO RE\ITLNG
TO BIACKS

(BLACICS oNLY)

Percent Black
0ccrpancy

Nr.nrber of
lulentions

Less than 10ga

10 - ?4ea

25 - 49ea

50 - 69ea

70% or more

Total 15

The data presented here are some+rhat contradictory. Less than half the
respondents of each racial grorp indicate they had any kno,rledge about the racial
composition of their own complexes before they rpved m; and relatively few
Hispanics and blacks said they took their orvlr race into consideration in deciding
where to live. 0f the three racial groups, however, blacks erridence the most race
al{areness and (relative to llispanics) more frequently indicate t]rat they have
experienced discrinuination in the hor.rsing market, or think discrirnination exists.
Close to half of all blacks say they believe ttrere is hor:sing discriminsf,ion in
Ibntgonrery Cotnty, ttrough in the majority of cases, tiey do not indicate specific
rental conrplexes or locations. Nevertheless, blacks did cite a total of 53
different rental conplexes or clusters in the Cotnty -- some of them with considerable
frequenry -- rvhere they believe they would have difficulff renting because of
their race.

By and large, both Hispanics and blacks find their own managements to be
receptive to persors of their own racial/ethnic backgror.rrd, though there is some
rrariation by location and by percent black occrrpanqf. It is diffictrlt to know
what to make of respondents' perceptions of managenent, holvever. The fact that
ndaorities are liuing in ttrese facilities implies, on the face of it, at least a
minimal leve1 of receptirrity on the part of management. The absence of data on

Ign!?l corrylexes where blacks were not sanpled.rnakes it difficult to put the
findings on management attitudes into perspective.

In conclusion, the hlpotiresis ttrat there is racial discrfurination jn t.he
rental housing market in I'lontgomery County cannot be nrled out.

7

4

3

8

1

24

Nunber of Complexes
l"lentioned

4

4

1

4

z
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PART II: PERCEPTIONS OF RACE REI.ATIONS AND LEVEL OF SATISFACf,ION WITH
CI.JRRENT RACIAL COi'{POSITION

In order to assess the level of interracial conflict or harmony withil rental
complexes irr lvbntgomery Cornty, respondents were asked in Question 62, 'Tlovr would
you describe ttre relations, betneen the races or ethnic groups lirring in this rental
corrplex? Would ),ou say thqp are... exceLlent, good, fair, or p9g?". Table 25
shovis the responses to this Question.

TABLE 25

RESPOI{DENTS I EVALUATIONS OF
RACE REIATIONS IN II{EIR

RENIAL COMPLHGS

Rating
by Race of Respondent

z

Fxcellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Inappropriate-
all of one race

Dontt lsrov.,

Refrrsed

TotaL

65

155

27

10

24.4

58. 5

L0.2

3.8

427 100.0

9 3.4

(Omitted)

Ornitted

266 100.1

*2 = .0000

About three-fifths of the entire sanple rated race relations in their rental
corplexes as -"excellgnt" or "good". Hovrener, of those who gave a rating, a higher
Percentage o-f- $.spanics and blacks rated race relations as ilfair,' or "p5or": aSout
one third of blacks-and- 28-qe-rcent o! Hispanics, as conpared w'ith fourteen percent
of whites/others. It should be noted in i*ris connectioir that whites/ottrers'i, thit
sunrey, and iII the Cor.rrty in general, have considerably less opportunity forinterracial contact-(whether positive or negative) witfiin theii'rental tomplexes, as
the overwhelming najority of then live irr rental corplexes where whites prldo*inate.

To see whether the fair and poor ratings were confined to just a few rental
cmplexes or to on-e q,pe of raci"1 mix, the-ntlriber and racial c6mposition of all
rental-corplexes. wher,e any respondent said race relations were fair or poor vrere noted.Analysis shows that these negative responses are not confined to a hand'ful of
'lroblem" complexes, but are widely di3persed: some 54 of the 77 d.iffererent rental
corplexes sampled in this sunrey were cited by (at least) one respondent. In eight of

All

(N) %

H].span].c
z(N)

Black
(N) o

'o

14 .9

45.8

19 .0

3.6

z4 2.5

109 11.5

26 2.7

141

434

180

34

L?.s

59.2

25 .0

2.5

1 .8

(Ornitted)

(Ordtted)

15

7L

50

3

14.3

48.7

28.8

4.9

14 5.3

(Omitted)

(Omitted)

61

208

L23

zt

948 100.0 LZ9 100.0
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these, race relations were rated as fair or poor by more than one-third of the
respondents iatenriened, while the renainder were cited by fewer than one-third.
Poor ratings, given by only 34 respondents, were likewise not concentrated in a fen
corplexes, but were also widely scattered across some 23 different corplexes ranging
from ten percent or less black to rpre than 70 percent black. Some seventeen rental
conplexes where no respondent cited race relations as fair or poor were also
exan-ined for racial conposition. The highest lcrovrn percent black occupanqf in any
of these conplexes was 21 percent, with thirteen of then being r-rrder ten percent black.

As for wtry respondents gave ttre ratings they did (Question 65), Table 26 shovrs
the reasons mentioned. libre tian 60 percent of each racial group (and close to
trvo-thirds of whites/others) said ttrat 'leople get aIong" here or that ttrere is
"no trouble" arotrtd here. A higher percentage of Hispanics and wtrites/others said
ttrey didntt Isrow because they donrt spend uudr time at home or because they are nerr
here. Blacks, on the other hand, were rrlre likely to say that 'leople keep separater"
a comnent that (Hhen crosstabulated agairst their ratiags of race relations) can be
shom to have negative connotations for blacks.

TABLE 26

!\iHY RESPONDENTS RATED
RACE REI,.ATIONS .[S T}IEY DID

by Race of Respondent
Reasons Irltrite/oth.

People get along

No problens, no
trouble

Ibntt knowrnot
here, new here

People keep
separate

firere is tension
betr.reen racial
or ethnic groups

Children get along

Not diverse here

Depends on person

Race-related
corments (misc.)

Miscellaneous -
(non-race-related)

28.4

38.6

L6.2

5.0

2.7

4.0

2.3

.7

1.8

3

A11

N)Z
Hispanic BLack

z

2s.0

38 .6

16.5

7

7.9

5.7

5.6

38.6

23.9

15 .0

3 1

4

9.4

4.7

1.1

1.6

?,.2

295 3s.2

278 3t.?

114 12.8

93 10.4

z3 ?..6

9

3 3

37

26

13

4.2

2.9

1.5

1.0

(140) 1oo.oTotal 891 100.1 (448) 100.0 (303) 100 .0
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r Orerall, whites/others seem the most contented, with better than 70 percerrt of
I them saying that people get along, that there is no trouble, or that the children
' seern to get aIong. Blacks, irr contrast, give the fewest positive evaluations.

I Fxanination of the response pattern by rental corplex suggests that there is
f ncre diversity of opinion r+ittrin complexes than betr*een them: both positive and

negative responses are widely dispersed. For instance, at least one black respondent
I in- 47 of the 49 rental couplexes in which blacks lrere sarpled said that people g9!
I aIong, and at least one btick respondent in 41 corplexes 3aid there was rtro-trouble."

Similar dispersion can be shovm for Hispanics and wtrites/others.

Selected for frrrther analysis were the rental complexes wtrere at least one
respondent said that there is tension between racial or ethnic groups. There were
23 sudr colrylexes, about vrhidr 37 respondents nade ttrese negative corments. Of the
23 corplexes, sixteen were mentioned by one respondent, two by for-r respondents, and
one !I five respondents. In one corplex, two black and tr.ro white/other respondents
cited racial tensioas; in a second, two blacks and three Hispanics cited prbblems,
and ia the third., four black respondents said racial tension exists. Table 27 shows
the distribution of these coflrrrents by percent black occqpancy of rental corplexes
and race of respondent.

TABTE 27

PERCENT BLACK 0CCt PAI'ICY 0F
RENIAT COVPLEGS IIIERE

RACIAL TENSIONS WERE

CITM

l,h-uriber of Mentions
Percent Black
Occupancy by Race of Respondent

Less than 10%

L0 - 24'6

?5 - 49%

50 - 692

70? or more

Total (23) 37

llunbers in parenttreses indicate nunber of different rental complexes
represented.

Q:estion 64 asks, "In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
racial and ettrric nakeup of ttris (apartment/townhor:se) corplex? Would you say that
you are... very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?". Table 28
shor,rstherEp6irsesT-E1snrr:-ffin'.EtjverTlree-@ondents
indicate they are "very satisfied" or "satisfiedr" and less than ten percent report
themselves as dissatisfied. Blacks are both npre satisfied and more dissatisfied than
Hispanics or r,fiites/others.
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1

9

tsIack rJh]'te
All

Hlspanlc

(8)

(8)

(1)

(4)

(2')

9

15

1

8

4

5

1

1

5

6

7

3

?L7
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Satisfaction
Level

Very satisfied

satisfied

Makes no
d.ifference

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Total

Missing = 6

Table 29 shors the percent black ocorpancy of
they were dissatisfied with the racial composition

TABLE 29

TABLE 28

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION MITI RACIAT
CCMPOSITION OF RENIAT CO\,IPLEK

by Race of Respondent

PERCENT BLACK OCCI PAI.IY
0F RENIAL CCh,IPLEGS lrll{ERE

BIACKS ITIERE'DISSATISFIM''
OR ''VERY DISSATISFIM'' WITH THE RACIAL

COMPOSITION
(BLqCKS ONLY)

Frequenqp of Mentions

z

22

8

)

11

15

37.9

15.8

3.4

19 .0

zs.9

corplexes where blacks stated
.--Tir"r" is no .ppil;i pattern rrere. t

z

54 17.0

178 56.2

57 18.0

27 8.5

1 .3

317 100.0

)
x = .0000

Percent Black
0corpancy

Less than 10?

L0 - z4z

2s - 49*

50 - 69t

70t or nore

Total

All

(N) Z

H].spanlc
(N) eo

BIack
zCN)

9 5.7

105 66.0

37

8

23.3

5.0

5Z LL.Z

313 67.2

9.4

10 .9

1.3

44

51

6

158 . L4.6

86 9.1

7 7

L15

596

LZ.Z

63.3

466 100.0159 100.094? 99.9

Conplexes l4entioned

(Nl z

6

2

3

8

38.7

19.4

6.5

9.7

25 .8

12

31 100 .1 58 100.0
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As a final step in this analysis, nonparametric correlation coefficients were
corputd for percent black occupanqr with race relations and satisfaction level for
each racial gror-p. For bottr Hispanics and whites/others, there is a decided negative
correlation (significant at ttre .002 and .001 levels, respectively) between percent
black occr.panqf and satisfaction levels: the higher the percent black oco.panqf
the less likely the respondent is to rate race relations positivellr or to be
satisfied with ttre racial corposition. For blacks, in contrast, there is a weak
positive relationship (significant at the .003 1eve1) betrveen percent black occlpancy
and satisfaction w"ittr racial conposition, and no relationship betr*een percent black
occupanqf and race relations. These findings parallel those discussed for eactr
racial group in connection with the Self-segregation Hypottresis in Par= I of this
Chapter.

In C.onclusion, evaluations of race relations and Ievels of satisfaction wittt
racial corposition are to sone degree independent of actnal racial corposition
(percent black occupanqf), 6 far as blacks are concerned; for Hispanics and
wtrites/others, horvever, there is an apparent negative relationship betrveen satis-
faction lerrels and percent black occupanqf.
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CTIAPTER IV

TI{E ROLE 0F ECOl.rc}'tIC FACTORS IN TrcUSING I-.OCATION DECISIONS

In this Chapter, the role of financial considerations in housing location
decisions is exanined. The Economic Hypothesis is as follows: Residential
ch:stering or segregation by race occurs becar:se of econcrnic disparities betrveen
minority and najority residents in purchasing povrer. Minority groups, because
of their actual or perceived lower levels of iaccrrne or wealth, are r-nable to
compete srrccessfuI1y for the nore expensive and/or more desirable rental rrrits
in the Cotrnty. Tiris Fiypothesis is tested by assessing responses to perceptual
and attitudinal questions and by examining rental and socioeconqnic data provided
by respondents.

1. Eridence fron PerceDtual and AttihJdinal Data

As was noted in Chapter II, there were some differences by race in response
to the question, 'Was this t}re rental complex you particularly wanted to live in?".
Blacks were less like1y than either Hispanics or whites/others E6E-ve wanted to
live irr t}re corplexes they chosez 6?.6 percent of blacks, Ers conrpare<i with 69.8
percent of nhites/others and 89.6 percent of Hispanics, replied affirmatively.
(These differences were significant at the .002 Ievel.) Hwever, when the
responses to tlr-is Q.restion are examined for each raci'a1 grolp in terms of the
percent black occr.panqf of ttre rental complex in whidr the respondent now lives,
ttre response pa
are concehd,

ttern was the same wittrin each group . As far as blacks in particul4l
this finding indicates that btacks who @re-e=

whlclr are heavily black did not consider their complexes less desirable than
other blaclG at the tiJne they moved 1n.

In Qrestion 43, respondents were asked, "Ccrnsidering rvhat (you/your
hold) felt you could afford to pay in rent, how rnrdr choice did you have
where you could live in I'bntgonery Cotmty. Did you feel you had. a wide
range of choices, lirnited choices, or no droice at all Ers to where you-E6iilf
ffisffiEEatTEffiare @rences by race of
respondent: Hispanics were both more Likely to say they "don't know" and also
more likely tnan blacks and r.rhites/others to perceive they had a wide range of

hor.se-
as to

choices available to thern (despite, it nay
incomes, as shown in Table 33 of Gapter I.
and whites others is simiLar

ve ves
es cons

are e
.001 level) between perception
others: the higher the income
a wide range of choices. (For
For all three

es
IVe.

As Table 2 shovs,
rent

be noted, tlreir considerably lover
) However, the resporrse pattern for blacks

that overall blacks and whi
1n

1r constralnts.
15a s at the

of choices and income level for blacks and whites
the more likely the respondent was to perceive
Hispanics, there was no such positive correlation.)

ho^rgrrer there was no correlation between ion of

In Question 51, Hispanics and blacks who had iadicated that their hor:sing
options were "1imited, or 'hone" (see Table L) were asked, 'Which would you say
was nore irnportant in lirniting your choices as to where you could live - what
you could pay in rent, or (your/your household's ) (race/national backgrourd)?".

ts of both racial
r oI.Jn race Of na

or not

reno

was more rm1said that the
s

the ove:rshe ori of

as ar as cs
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Housing
@tions

Wide range

Linited

None

Don't know

0ther

Total

Race or Rent?

Rent

Race or national
background

Both equally
important

Total

TASLE 1

HOl1i I.ruGI CI-IOICE
AS TO HOUSING,

CONS IDERING FINAT\CIAL
CONSTRAINIS?

by Race of Respondent

948 99.9 163 100.0 466 100.0

TABLE ?

IHICI{ 1VAS IvCRE IlttrORltu\T:
RACE OR RENT?

(HISPAI,,IiCS AI\ID BLACKS ONLY)

by Race of Respondent

?90 93.2

tz ?o

9 )a

o,
'o

90 28.8

160 51.1

35 LL.?

?8 8.9

Ornitted

313 100.0

?x = .0000

o.
'o

A11

N)% o,
'o(N)

BIacli
(N) eo

?75

488

98

81

6

29.0

51 .5

10.5

8.5

.6

60 36.8

61 37 .4

15 9.2

z7 16.6

(omidtea)

125 ?6.8

267 57 .3

48 10.3

z6 s.6

6Omitted)

All
Hrspanrc
N] 0,

'oo
b(N)

73

7,.6

1

?

96 .1

1.5

363. 93.8

13 5.4

11 2.8

Missing = 4

387 100.0 76 100.0 511 100.0
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are concerned, finalrcial considerations are nore important than race in hor:sing
location decisions. (This finding is sr-pported by evidence presented in Chapter II
as we11, especially in Tab1e 7 of that Ctrapter.)

Question 44 asks, "ltlere there any areas of the Courty you felt you could not
afford to rent in?". Table 3 shows that better than half the respondents of each
racial
Blacks

the more

group said '!es," while only one-fourth of all respondents
however were more 1ike1 than either s or whites

e were areas not
S o saPos ve corre

1eve1 (si .003 lerrels, respectively): the lo+rer t]-re incorne
to say there were areas of the Cowrty he/she

agail, for all three racial grorps, there was
of affo f

said'!to."
others to

ility and income
gnificant
likely the

at the .001 and
respondent was

wotrld not afford to live in. But
no correlation between perception
the rental conplexes in which respondents 1ive.

TABLE 3

s5 .7

?6.6

L7.7

I
T

T

I
!
I
I
I
T

T

t
T

I
I
I
T

I
I
T

}VERE TI{ERE NON-AFFORDABLE
ARE.{S, CONSIDERING

F I}{A.\C IAL CONSTRAINIS ?

by Race of RespondentCould Not
Afford to Live
in Scme Areas?

lvhite/0th.
o-
'J

L76

84

56

Yes

No

Dontt Know

Total 945 100.0 163 99.9 466 100.0 316 100.0

Ilissi.ng = 3 *2 = .05

Respondents who had indicated that there were areas they could not afford
were asked to name them. Table 4 shovrs the re@ses to Qrestion 45.

Conrparison of the responses asross racial groups shovrs that Hispanics and
rvhites,/others make more frequent reference to Bethesda and Cheqp Chase (accounting
for some 46 percent of the mentions of each of these groqs) than do blacks (sonre
24 percent of all black mentions). IVtrites/others mention Silver Spring less
frequently than do both Hispanics and blacks, &d cite Potomac lrore frequently
than either of the others. Blacks interestingly, were the only group to mention
Takqna Park at all.

,
These differences,
ffi

as those noted in Grapter I (Table a7)

Hispanic
rN) %

Black
rN) %

A11

rNl z

300

LI7

49

64.4

25 .1

10 .5

566

249

130

59 .9

26.3

13.8

90

48

,(

55 .2

29.4

15.3

be indicative of
areaS ras
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TABLE 4

AREAS OF I\ONTGCI,IERY COTINTY

I{I{ERE RENIALS ARE TOO ilPEISTYE

I.Iunber and Relative Frequency of Mentions

by Race of RespondentAreas
l,lentioned

Silver Spring

Takoma Park

Bethesda

Roclville

Gaithersburg

lVheaton

CheUf Chase

Kensington

Potomac

Other*

Total

o.

23 7.4

82

37

22

?r

62

26.3

11.9

7.1

6.7

19.9

L7.0

3.8

53

72

46s 100.0 3L2 100.1

xlr{ontgomery Cor.rrty in general, many or most areas, tp-Coumty areas, etc

Respondents were asked in Question 46 to estfunate ttre proportion of their
(family) income which goes for rent. Table 5 shows t}rat Hi tend to
more of their incoue sn rent than do either blacks or

on 1()ns are
shoun in Table 53 of Chapter I and

socioeconomic data presented For each racial
however the t of income

ren

Ttre responses to the itens just discr:ssed are anbigr:ous in terms of whether
they do or do not support an economic interpretation of residential clustering or
segregation by race. Ttre data do not suggest that blacks nho live in rental complexes
that are at least 50 percent black live thers lsganss they perceive themselves to
have fewer options (due to financial constraints) ttran do other blacks, or because
they have fevrer options, in general, than do whites/others. However, blacks do
feel more constrained financially as to where they can live than do both Hispanics
and wtrites/others.

A11

Hispanic
rN) o,

b

Black
(N) %rNl %

t37

18

69

A)

54

45

43

7

33

15

29.6

3.9

14 .9

9.1

11.7

9.7

9.3

1.5

7.L

3.2

23 24.2

26

6

3

8

18

1

7

3

27 .4

6.3

3.2

8.4

18.9

1.1

7.4

5.L

183

18

777

85

79

.74

L23

8

93

50

?L.0

2.L

20.3

9.8

9.1

8.5

14.1

.9

L0.7

3.4

870 99.9 95 100.1
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TABLE 5

lVI{qT PERCBIT OF INCOTE
COES FOR RE\T?

Percent

Less than 25'30'6

25-302

iv'bre than 25-30%

Don't lsrcrvr

0ther

Total 945 99.9

by Race of ResPondent

84 ?6.5

135 4?.0

83 ?6.2

L7 5.4

Cmitted

161 100.0 463 100.0 3L7 100.1

e
0.
o

A11
Black

(N) %
o/
'o(N)(N) %

9Z 19.9

196 42.3

164 35.4

11 2.4

(Omitted)

18 Ll.z

57 35.4

76 47 .Z

10 6.2

(omitted)

194

386

3?3

38

4

20.5

40.8

34.2

4.0

A.

itlissing = 3 X? = .0000

2. Euidence from Rental and Socioeconomic Data

In Questions 85 through 89, respondents were asked what their aparfutents or
tor.rnhor:ses rent for and hov m:ch they (or their families) pay in rent. The mean
monthly rent for all rental units in this sut:\rey rvas $280.53. There were no
significant differences between racial groups, when rentals were grouped into nine
rent categories. l"lean rents paid were $238.29 for Hispanics, $250.07 for blac}cs,
and $258.86 for r+hites/others. Table 6 sho,is the distribution of financially-
assisted respondents by race and type of assistance received.

l.Jtrile there is not mudr variation beBveen racial grorys in mean rentals and
amorxrt paid, there are some notable relationships between income (as measured on
a seven-point scale), the price of rental units , dnd percent black occrnpancy

iation- (significant at the .'0
. For
u5 and

the
and blacks there is a tive co:re

eve s, t black
blacker the rental corrplex, ower was case s

but, as has already been pointed out, t"he anoturt of variation in racial,i tion experienced by whites/others irr this survey is less ttran that for
others
compos
blacks and Hispanics (i.e., whites tend to live in predoninantly or heavily white/
other-occr4ied rental complexes) . For blacks, there is also a negative co:relation
(significant at the .001 level) income and t black the
lower the income the rnore like Has ve an envlronmen t
was re lp Jus o sl.gn1

and is non-existent for whites/others. Furthermore, when
cs, blacks and whites/others of sirnilar income levels are

1

r grou.D. rns e 1S are,
@rcent of Hispanics
percent of whites/others were for.nd to 1

, seventeen percent of blacks, and 54.9
ive in rental corplexes that are less than

].Can erences tS
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TASLE 6

F I ]{A\C I.\LLY -AS S I STM
RESPO]\DE\TS

Source of
Assistance

Governmental

Section 8

HUD

lVelfare

IJ.OC*

Social Security

Arme<i Senrices

"Rehabilitation"

Non-qovernmental

i'hnagement Firm

Total

A1I by Race of Respondent

lt'hite

J

1

1

,l

1

J

16

*Housi:rg Opportr-rnities Con'mission, lt{ontgomery Ccunty.

ten percent black. Similarly, ?8.5 percent of all Hispanics, half of all blacks
(50.6 percent), &d or:Jy L.2 percent of all whites/others who report (family)
incomes tnder $15,000 annr.rally live in rental corplexes that are 50 percent or
more black. These data that s income alone cannot account for the
differences rcen

Table 33 of Orapter I showed that there are significant differences in income
by race of hotrsehold, with Hispanics harring mrch lower incomes than black and
white/other horrseholds. Table 33 also showed that black and white/other incomes
are very sirnilar, with white/other incomes being jr:st slightly higher. However,
other socioeconornic indicators discr:ssed in Chapter I suggest that income alone
may not be a very good indicator of purchasing power in the housing market. Tables
5, 6, 7, 8, and 10, for jrrstance, shovred that there are significant differences
betvreen racial groups ia household size and household conposition, with Hispanic
hor:seholds being the largest and wtrite/other hotrseholds the smallest. Similarly,
Table 32 showed differences in car ownership rates, Table 38 showed differences
in previous home ownership rates among racial groups, &d Tables 20 and 21 shcwed
differences in occupational characteristics of respondents and spor:ses by race,
suggesting that, on the whole, whites/others may have more financial resources

Hispanic
rN)

B
(N)

1

4

?7

7

z

6

18

4

2

6

1

38

10

7

6

7

5

?

9

473184
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available to them than income alone wotrld indicate. Though there are not nany
differences by race in rental price and rents paid, then, there rnay indeed be
differences ia actr.ral housing options available to members of each racial grolp,
based on these other socioeconomic characteristics. For instance, for the same
or a similar price, whites/others may be able to purchase a'hetter" or higher
qr:ality rental mit than can Hispanics or blacks, because of their need for srnaller
trnits, drJe to srnaller household size (on the average) . In fact, an analysis of the
size of rental r-rrits by percent black occupancy of the households sampled for this
suryey jrrdicates that both for the whole sanrple, &d for each racial grorp, there is
a positive correlation: the larger the rental trrit, the higher the percent black
occrrpancy jn which it is located.* In view of these findjngs, the distribution
of rental r,rnits in the Courty by-size of writ might be worth pursuing, &d might
have implicat.ions for residential ch.rstering or segrQgation by race.

Stuunary and Conclusions

The evidence presented in this Ctrapter for an economic interpretation of
residential clustering or segregation by race is nixed. C1early, both Hispanics
and blacks fornd financial constraints more lfuniting than their oum race or
national backgrotnd in deciding where to 1ive. And for both blacks and whites/
others, the higher the iaccrne the more 1ikely tJre respondent was to feel th,at a
trariety of hor-rsing options were available to hi:n/her. For blacks and Hispanics,
rental prices were negatively co:related witJr percent black occupanqf, which means
that those blacks and Hispanics who pay 1o*er rents tend to live in rental corplexes
which are more hearrily black tlran others of their own race. Similarly, income
was negatively conrelated with percent black occrrpancy for blacks" Ftrrtler,
the fact that there are differences by race not only in income, but also in other
socioeconomic draracteristics whidr affect purchasing power (sudr as household
size), suggests that an economic interpretation of housing segregation is quite
plausible. However, the fact that Flispanics, blacks, ffid whites/others of si-milar
irrccrne (e.g., those whose inccrnes were belov $1S,o0O annually) tend to live in
very different rental ccrnplexes in terms of percent black occupanqf cannot be
expiained on an economic basis aIone. On baiance, the Economit ffithesis cannot
be rejected, but it is urlikely to be tJre only cause of such hor:sing segregation
or clustering as exists in l4ontgomery Cor-rrty

t at the .001 level for the whole sample, at the
006 leve1 for blacks , ild at the .001 leve1 for

e e are s
.046 1evel for Flispanics
whites/others.

, at the
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ttlakirEaCantya

Septenber 27, 1978

Re

Dear

The County's Office of Ccnrnunity Developxrent is conducting a survey
to determine why County residents have chosen the neighborhoods and rental
facilities in nhich thry 1ive. In accordance with the provisions of County
Bill fr35-77, the Office of landlord-{enant Affairs has agreecl to assist the
Office of Ccrrnunity Developrnent with data collection for this study.

The rental facility or facilities named above have been selected for
this survey on a scientific basis. To insure that the strdy is success-
ful, we are requesting your assistance. The study design requires that
intervisvers be rnatckred to households on the basis of race, and that bilingual
interviewers be provided for the Hispanic or Spanish-surnanred households
to be intenriryed. We are asking you to provide a list of all the units
in this facility (or these facilities) which are presently occupied by
blacli tenants, and another list of all units occupied by Hispanic or Spanish-
surnamed tenants. Frqn these Iists, and/or frcrn the ramining occupied
units, a randorn s*empIe of hcr:seholds will be selected for intervioxing.
You nay supply this infornntion by cornpleting the attached cocted form(s);
or, if you prefer, the project rTnnager, l'{:s. Jane Takeuchi, vdII assist
you in gathering the inforrnation frcrn your records. In any case, ljls.
Takeuchi will contact you shortly to cliscuss the nettrod rncst suitabl€ for
the facility or facilities listed above.

The information you provide is to be used only to obtain an accurate
and representative sample of households for this survey. Tenants' narnes are
not recluested, and we ask tLrat you do not give them. Once the households

Officc of Lnndlord.Tcnnnt Affairr

Fifllr Flanr -R7-28 Colo<r,illn llar;l Qilr'^' a^'i^r L{.rrlrrrrl lOqln ,:lnt I (Gr.-?r.?(
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included in the sarnpl.e have been interviered, it will be imlrcssible to
associate the responses of any tenant with the rental facility in which
he or she lives.

If you have any questions abcmt this survey, please feel free to
call Ms. Takeuchi at 652-3558.

Sincerely,

Elise W. HaI1
Executive Director

E'llll/pam

Attachnrents: Coded form(s)



REIV]AL EACILITY ]D #

Please do not list the name of the rental facility. This infornabion is
coded to protect your facility and your tenants"

Please list below aLI the units in this rental facility which are cu?-
rently oecupied by Black and by Hispantc/Spanish-surnamed tenants.
Kindly designate the apartments by street address and by apartment
nwnber.

-Surnamed Households
Apt. No. Apt. No.

BLack Households
StreetAddil

3
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SA}IPLING I{ETI-IODOLOGY

Sanpling for the it'tinoritv Housing Study was conducted in two stages. The
primary sampling r.rrits consisted of rental conplexes in l,lontgomery Cotnty which
contain twenty-five or nore rental units. From these conplexes, individual house-
holCs were selected for intenriewing. These constituted the prfunary sampling units.
I{ouseholds of three racial groups or strata were santoled: Iiispanic or Spanish-
surnamed households, black households, ild white/other households. In each house-
hold selected for interviewing, one nember aged 18 or older, who had helped select
this as a place for himself or herself to live, was intenriewed.

A. Sample Sizes

During the planning phase of this Study, it was agreed that the ntunber of
complete and usable interviews for analysis should be in the range of 900 to 1,000,
rvitli the largest share of the interrriews being devoted t.o minority households.
Since the Cor.nty Council was interested primarily in residential segregation among
black households, ild because blacks consihrte the largest minority in the Cowtty
(in the vicinity of seven percent of the County's population), it was agreed that
about half the total nunber of interviews should be allocated to the black sample
(450 to 500 interviews). Given the anticipated difficulties of reaching Hispanic
households for interviewing, ffid the fact that the Hispanic population of the Cotmty
is considerably smaller than the black population (estimated to be around four per-
cent) , a taTget nunber of 180 to 200 Hispanic intenrierrrs was set. The renaining
270 to 300 interrriews were reserved for wtrites/others hor-rseholds.

Actua1 sanrple sizes turned out as follows. There were 948 conpleted intenriews
altogether, of which 467 were with respondents in black households, 165 with respon-
dents in I-lispanic or Spanish-surnamed households, and 516 with respondents in white/
ottrer households (including seven in Asian households). I{hen the race/ethnicity of
the respondent alone is considered, there were 466 interyiews with black respondents,
163 with Hispanic respondents, and 319 with rvhite and other respondents.*

B. Data Sources for Sanpling

Trvo County agencies provided the bulk of the data and assistance used in
sampling: the flLrnan Relations Conrnission and the Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs.
The Hunan Relations Conrnission's Real Estate Reporting Requirements file was the
source of data on occlpancy of rental complexes by race/ethnicity, which sewed as
guidelines for deciding which rental complexes (primary sampling rnits) should be
included in the suryey. The Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs provided access to
the License File of rental facilities licensed by l4ontgomery County, so that syste-
matic random samples of rental r:nits or households (the primary sampling units) could
be drawn from the rental complexes selected for inclusion. (For each rental facility
the License File contains a listing of all rental r.:nits within the facility.) The
Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs also served as liason between this Study and the
managements or orrrners of the rental conplexes it licenses, from whom additional in-

n if any member was knov,n to be black, and I'lispanic
if any member was lolown to be Hispanic or Spanish-surnamed. Respondents were classi-
fied according to their (apparent) race/ethnicity. In only three households in this
surve.y was the race/ethnic-ity of the respondent la:own to be different from the house-
hold race/ethnicity.
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fornati-on on racial cornposition was requested. The Countl''s office of Com:rmity
Development provided a si:nilar liason l:mction bebveen this Study and the managenents
of rental complexes in the incorporatecl areas of the Coturty, where the Office of
Landlord-Tenant Affairs and the l{r-unan Relations Conmission lack jurisdication.

C. Samrrlin.c Frame: ftraracteristics and Limitations

The sampling frame for the l,linority Hotrsing Study is derived primarily from
data on file at the Hu'nan Relations Comnission of l,lontgomery County. ltith a ferv
modifications, the sampling frame for this Study consists of the set of rental com-
plexes for rvhich occupancy data by race/ethnicity were submitted to the lil.unan Rela-
tions Cori-rnission for either the ouarterly reporting periocl. ending on Augpst 31, 1978,
or the period ending on November 30, 1978, under the Real Estate Reporting Require-
nents, dicussed in the next paragraph.

The Real Estate Reporting Reouirements were adopted by the l{ontgomery Cor.urty
Cor:ncil on January 29, L974, to enable the Htman Relations Conrnission to monitor and
enforce conpliance rvith the Cotnty's Fair Housing Larv, which forbids discrimination in
the sale or rental of housing on the basis of race, color, or national origin. In
accordance rvith these Requirements, ol,vTlers or managers of twenty-five or more rental
writs in one or more build.ings in the County are required to submit ouarterly reports
to the I-ltmran Relations Conrnission listing, anong other things, the ntunber of rental
units in their rental facilities r',hich are occupied by blacks, Spanish-surnamed or
Hispanic tenants , ffid whites and "others . "* Ourners or managers of such facilities
are requested to identify the race/ethnicity of their tenants by visual inspection
or judgement, or from personal knowledge, without asking the tenants themselves. The
Reporting Requirements became effective on September 1, L974, and rernained in effect
until April 26, 7977, when the Circuit Court of lbntgomery County nrled them invalid.
Tlre Cotnty appealed this decision; and on !.[ay 23, 1978, the l{aryland Court of Appeals
reversed the lovrer court decision and upheld the consitutionality of the Reporting
Requirements. The Hr.unan Relations Corrnission resuned enforcement of the Requirements
on llay 31, 1979.

The set of rental complexes for which occupancy data by race had been submitted
for the .{ugust or Novernber, 1978, reporting periods included a total of L77 rental
facilities, and accounted for approximately 41,000 rental units in the Cor:nty. Six-
teen of the facilities are located in the incor,norated areas of Gaithersburg, Rockville,
and Takoma Park, over which the Fh-unan Relations Corrnission lacks jurisdiction. The
161 rental complexes reported on which fa11 within the jurisdiction of the Reporting
Requirements consitute approximately 88 percent of the universe of such conrplexes
(currently estimated at 183 facilitiesn*).

By prior agreement. with ll-unan Relations Conunission and Office of Conrml'rity Develop-
ment staff, the follcnring categories of rental complexes were excluded from the sampling
frame: short-term/temporary occupancy facilities, senior citizen or retirement com-olexes,
church-sponsored complexes, md rental complexes in which pretesting had been conducted
or attempted. A total of fourteen rental conplexes, conprising approximately 1,770
rental r:nits, were thereby eliminated from consiCeration. This left a total of 163
rental facilities, from which 71 were ultimately selected, in which to sanple one or
more of the racial strata included in this Study. An additional six rental facilities

*For reporting purposes, the term "others" refers to Asians, I.liddle Easterners, and
other non-black and non-Hispanic minorities.

**Ffuunan Relations Corrmission staff regard this figure as a conservative estimate of
the tn:e total, which is currently being reassessed.
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were selected from the tlrree incorporated areas of Gaithersburg, Rockrrille, ancl
Takoma Park, and from among com^olexes where nanagement had failed to submit
occulparrcy reports in accordance rvith the Real Estate Reporting ilequirements. A1-
together 77 rental complexes were sampled for this Study.

The 71 rental complexes selected from the Fl-man Relations Conrmission file
were chosen in the following manner. For each racial stratun, the first step was
to array all 163 rental conr-olexes eligible for sampling according to the nr..unber of
units occupied by households of that racial/ethnic stratun, from tire largest to the
fewest such occupied tnits. These distributions rvere carefully inspected and ctrnula-
tive percentages calculated, indicating the percentage of the entire stratLm accounted
for by various combinations of rental complexes. The second step involved arraying
all 163 rental complexes, again separately for each straturfl, according to the percentage
of all turits per complex oc-lpied by households of the racial/ethnic straturn in question.
From these arrays a set of complexes for each stratrnn was selected from which it was
expected that sanrples representative of both population and contextual characteristics
could be drawn.*

Several limitations and deficiencies in the Real Estate Reporting Requirements
file made this source less than ideal as a sampling frame, ffid necessitated expanding
it to include additional rental facilities. First of all, managers or owners of rent-
a1 complexes in the incor^norated mr.rnicipalities rvithin the County are exempt from the
Reporting Requirements. The incorporated areas of the County include, among others,
the cities of Gaithersburg, Rockville, and Takoma Park, lvhich in 1976 accor.rnted for
some 68 rental facilities of twenty-five or more trnits and close to I?,000 rental urits.*x
Although managers of several rental complexes in these mwricipalities have submitted
occrr*nancy data by race/ethnicity on a voluntary basis over the years, there is no re-
quirement that they do so; and there has been no lnown systematic record-keeping of
occqpancy by race in those rental facilities in incorporated areas which do not and
never have submitted such data to the Htl'nan F.elations Conrnission.

A second lfunitation in this data source is the fact that the information on
occupancy by race is not collected from managers or oviners of rental facilities with
ferver than 25 rental units. This limitation turned out not to be very serious, horv-
ever. Calculations based on data available through the County's Office of Housing and
Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs suggest that the m.rnber of rental turits in rental
facilities containing two to 25 writs is very sma1l relative to the ntmber of units in
facilities of 25 or more units. An estjmated 2,000 rental units falI in this categorl
consituting no more than approximately two to four percent of all rental units in the
County.

The third and most serior,rs limitation in the occupancy data on file is the fact
that it is both inconplete and in at least some cases inaccurate with respect to the
rental facilities which fall within the purview of the Real Estate Reporting Require-
ments. Reporting of occupancy data by rice/ethnicity has never been populai widh
managements and ovJners of rental complexes; and over the years many have failed to
report altogether or have supplied information that was ]srown or presumed to be in-
accurate. 'irhile reinstater.rent of the Reporting Requirements may have resulted i-n a
somewhat higher reporting rate, the data on file as of August and November, 1978, were

*Tables 1-6 at the conclusion of this Appendix compare sampling frame characteristics
rvith the acutual samples obtained for each racial stratun.

**These figures are derived from data on rental facilities presented in the Cotrntyrs
Office of l{ousing publication entitled An AnClLsl! !q Nerv and Existing Rental proiects
in Ilontsomery Cor.mty, tr'larrrland (August, L976), which is now out-of-date



A-4

not necessarity more accurate than previously: the lapse of rnore than one year
caught many managements without the records nece.ssary for accurate reporting.

D. Sampling Strategy and Logistics

hhile the occLpancy data on file under the ReaI Estate Reporting Requirements
could serve as a general guide to rvhich rental complexes should be sampled, these
clata could not in and of themselves pinpoint the exact locations of minority house-
holds for intervierving. During the plaruning phase of this Study, it was decided
tirat, in view of budgetary constraints, it rvould be necessarJ, to secure the coopera-
tion of managements if requisite nunbers of minority hotrseholds were to be located
and intervielers matched to households on the basis of race and language baci<ground.
fl/lti1e it would certainly have been possible, on a probability basis, to obtain a
random sample of rvhite households in the County without going tlrrough rurnagement, it
was obvious that, short of a massive and very costly screening effort, it would be
very difficult , if not impossible, to locate adequate nuribers of black and Hispanic
households, especially in dispersed settings, rvithout obtaining the assistance of
managenents.) Therefore, the decision was made to request information on the exact
locations of minority households from marugenent, lvhere feasible. In cases where
the racial composition of tire rental complexes selected for inclusion in the survey
was known with near certainty to consist entirely of one race, it. was clearly
unnecessary to approach managment; and in nnost such cases, mana6lrnent was not contacted
prior to interrriewing.

Because of the sensitivity of the subject matter of this suryey, it was antici-
pated that some nanagements might be unwilling or unable to provide the racial
occupancy data requested for matching purposes. To avoid unnecessarily antagonizing
rumagements, it rvas decided not to approach those manage,rlents considered likely to
refuse. It was also decided that information on current occupancy by race should be
sought for more rental complexes than deerned necessary to include in the survey, in
the expectation that some managements would decline to cooperate.

At the end of September, 1968, the Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs sent letters
to 38 managers or ou,ners of 60 rental facilities, requesting their assistance in the
provision of occupancy data for matching purposes.* Sjmultaneotrsly letters were sent
from the Office of Conrnunity Development to the managements or resident managers of
an additional fourteen rental facilities in the incorporated areas of Gaithersburg,
Rockville, ild Takoma Park.

l'hnagement response indicated that some modifications in the sampling strategy
rvould have to be made. While the overr*helming ma_iority of managements were coopera-
tive and did supply the information requested for matching, the malagements of several
key complexes declined to participate; and the information that was provided often
was at variance with occupancy data on file with the Hunan Relatfr-ns Conrnission. Thus,
in November, a second wave of letters was sent from the Office of Landlord-Tenant
Affairs to the managers of an additional ten rental facilities, requesting their
assistance.

A surmary of the outcomes where managernents were not contacted, or where they
refused or rvere reluctant to participate, is provided below.

*A copy of the letter sent from the Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs to managers/
olvrlers is included in this Appendix.
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1. Facilities rvhere managenents/owners rvere not approached or contacted.

Ilanagements of several rental complexes originally proposed for inclusion in this
suruey were not contacted because i.t rvas believed they would refuse to cooperate and/or
rnight be openly hostile toward the Study. Ten of these complexes are located in Silver
Spring, nine in the Bethesda-Cher,y Chase area, seven in the l',treaton area, and four in
the urrincorporaGd areas of Rockrrille. A11 of these facilities are estinated to be pre-
dominantly or alnost all white/other - occupied. Interviewing was conducted in ten of
these faiitiil.es, yielding a dotal of 50 whites/others intenriews, two Hispanic
intenriervs, and one black intenriew.

The managements of five rental complexes were not approached because available
data indicated that all or almost all occupied writs were of one race. A total of
fifteen white respondents and eleven black respondents were interviewed in these com-
plexes. Tko other rental facilities considered essential to the survey were not orig-
inal1y sent letters because of internal management difficulties they were experiencing.
After a screening approach had been tried (not very successfully) , the management of
one of these facilities, when contacted in person, agreed to participate and provided
partial occupancy data for matching purposes.

2. Facilities where managements/oruners declined or were reluctant to participate.

0f the 38 managements/owners initially sent letters from the Office of Landlord-
Tenant Affairs, two refused to participate (for a total of six different rental facili-
ties), and ttrree others expressed reluctance to a degree that the rental facilities in
q.uestion were eliminated from further consideration. No interviewing was done in these
facilities. One resiCent manager refused participation, although the management had
given permission for the conrplex to be included in the sunrey. Four intenriews were
obtained at this facility. Another nanagement agreed to permit interviewers into the
facility, but rvould provide no racial occupancy data for matching. Because this conplex
was considered crucial to the suruey, a screening techniq-ue was developed which enabled
interrriervers to be matched to respondents on the basis of race. From the second wave
of letters sent by the Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs, there were two refusals, two
reluctant participants, three willing participants (and three managenents rvere not
follorved trp) .

In the incorporated areas of Caithersburg, Roclcri1le, and Takoma Park, there were
several reftsals on the basis that occupanry data were not kept by race (as it is not
required by larv); and the management of two facilities refirsed because a similar study
had recently been conducted in the facilities in question. No intenriewing was con-
ducted in any of these facilities. 0f the complexes where management was willing to
participate and supply information for matching by race, four were hearrily black (three
in Takoma Park and one in Rockville), while the fifth was a racially mixed facility in
Gaithersburg. A total of 31 black interuiews and 10 white interyiews were conducted in
these facilities.

In sumnary, 25 (or one-third) of the 77 rental conplexes included in this Study
rvere sampled independently of management altogether, which is to say, without the bene-
fit of data other than occupancy statistics on file with the Coranission.- for-
a total of 134 interrriews (17 Hispanic, 33 black, and 84 white/other). 'For two of these
complexes (in which trvo Llispanic and four white/other interviews were obtained) no racial
occupancy data had been provided by any source. Additionally, 2l black intenriews were
obtained in trvo rental complexes where a random sample of units was screened for race
of household, and nine lvhite/other intenriels were obtained at one rental conplex in this
fashion.
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E. Biases in Samnl ing: A Sumnary

1. Sources of tsias or Error in the Selection of Rental Corrplexes (prinary
sanpling units).

The discussion on the previous pages illustrates tile type of difficulties that
were involved in selecting rental complexes for inclusion in this survey. Given the
various gaps in the sanrpling frarne to begin with, and the obstacles encountered in
obtaining data from managements, it is jmpossible to estimate the deg'ree of bias in
the selection of primary sampling units.

Furthermore, as interviewing got under:rrray, the inadequacies and inaccuracies of
the data provided by managements became increasingly apparent. In virtually every rent-
aI complex for rvhich marugement had provided occupancy data by race, as requested, at
least one rental unit with which an interviewer had personal contact had been mis-
identified racially (e.g., the trnit was supposed to be black-occupied, but turned out
to be occupied by a white household). The source of this problem was twofold. First,
in rnost cases, there was a time lag beBveen the date and the occupancy information was
furnished by manaeement and the date that interviewers were deployed. In the interim,
turnover could have occurred (e.9., & rvhite household might have moved into a unit
previously occr-rpied by a black household). I^hile this was undoubtedly true in some
instances, a more likely explanation is that managements or resident managers were
urcertain of the exact ocarpancy characteristics of their rental cornplexes. In fact,
when contacted in person, rurny nanagers or resident nanagers said they were
unsure about the race of their tenants, ffid indicated they had particular difficulty
identifying Hisuanic households . *

2. Sources of Bias or Error in the Selection of Households for interviewing
(secondary sampling rnits) .

There was considerably less bias in the selection of households to be interviewed
than in the selection of rental complexes, because the principle of drawing systematic
random samples (with a random start) was employed and adhered to in abnost all cases.
If manager,rent provided actual occupancy data by race, it was possible (using the License
File at the Office of Landlord-Tenant Affairs, or a listing of all rental r.urits provided
by riranagenents in incorporated areas) to divide the urits in the entire rental facility
into three racial strata and then to select a systematic ranCom sample from each stratun
in which it was desired to obtain interyiervs. If current occupancy data by race lnd
not been provided by management, again, using the License Fi1e. it rvas possible to draw
a systematic random sample of all rental u::its in the complex. (For the latter sittration,
when an interrriewer encountered a household of the'\.,rrong" race, a referral could be made
to an interviewer who would be correctly matched with the hor:sehold.) In fact, these
were the techniques used to sample households.

The principle of systematic random sampling of rental units or households was
used except in some cases where non-Hispanic households had been identified by manage-
ment as completely non-English speaking. These rnits were eliminated from considera-
tion, and a systematic randon sanple taken of the remaining r.nits. To some extent,
then, the black and white/other samples may contain sornervhat ferver non-English speaking

sdidnotkeepSyS-tematic.trackofmisidentified
tpits, in part'because misidentification occu:red so frequently. In some complexes
they found as many as half or more of the tnits designated by management as Flispanic
not to be so in fact.
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households than rvould have been included on a strict probability basis. Additionally,
in a very ferv cases, intenriervers made substitutions in tl're households assiEgred for
intervierr'ing. The Ilispanic sarnple, however, did contain 21 households selected by
a quota sampling method, because the hig..h misidentification rate fty management) made
i-t virtually impossible to obtain reouisite mmrbers of Ilispanic respondents for this
suruey othenvise.

TABLE 1

HI SPAI{IC OCCIJPA},ICY
(srzE CRITERTON)

l,I-unber of
I{ispanic{ccu-
pied Units in
Complex

Flispanic Sample

Sampled Sampled A11 Llnits

mg
Da

100 or more

90-99

80-89

70-79

60-69

50-59

40-49

30-39

20-29

10-19

1- 9

(None)

(Unlnotn)

Total

3

1

tS

1ed

3? 19 .9

11 6.8

3

5

10

9

16

?3

54

1tLJ

2

9.9

L4.3

33.5

15 .5

2 ?

L77 2,483 100.0 33 163 99.9

Complexes Llnits Percent of
A11 tlnits

1

2

5

11

L?

30

88

(23)

595

82

4

1

24.0

3.3

60

r05

214

363

266

403

395

?L

4.?

8.6

L4.6

L0.7

L6.2

16 .0

Data were current as of August to December, 1978.



A-8

TABLE 2

BI"ACK OCCUPAI{CY
(SIZE CRITERION)

500 or nore

300 - 499

200 - 299

100 - 199

80- 99

60- 79

40- 59

?0- 39

10- 19

1- 9

(None)

Total

Nunber of
Black-Occupied
Units in Complex

Data

L77 6,224 99.9

Black Sample

exes o
Sampled Sampled A11 tlnits

1ed

1 48 10 .3

2

7

2

13

L?

I

4

29

104

66

19

t0?,

79

5

l4

6.?

2?.3

L4.Z

4.1

2L.9

17.0

1.1

3.0

49 466 100.1

Data were current as of August to December, 1978.

Sampllng Fra
(IIRC Data)

Complexes
rN)

'IotaL
Units

rN)
Percent of
A1'l IIni f s

3

10

11

I

18

)1

z0

55

(26)

7?8

l,?57

940

569

918

739

505

249

LL.7

20.?

1s .1

9.1

t4.7

11.9

4.9

4.0

5191 8.3
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TABLE 5

IHiTE/SIHER OCCIPANCY
(srzE CRITERToN)

Nunber of lVirite/
Other-Occupied
Ilnits in Complex

1ng
Da

Irthite/Other Sarnple

exes
Sampled A11 LJnits

?o

))

16

45

))

65

65

s?

34

5.1

L4.3

7.0

20.6

20.6

16.5

10.8

?

319 100.0

1,000 or more

900 - 999

800 - 899

600 - 799

500 - 599

400 - 499

300 - 399

200 - 299

100 - 199

1- 99

(None)

(llnlmon'n)

Total

9

7

1

1

)

6

4

11

11

11

7

)

56

4

t77 3?,,235 100.0

Data were current as of August to December, 1978.

trar
ta)

SanpI1
CFNC

Complexes
N)

Total
Units

0N)

Percent of
A11 Units

2

1

3

7

8

14

?3

39

78

(2)

1 ,908

3,77?

3,610

4 ,899

5,966

5 ,693

3,504

5.9

Lt.7

tL.?

L5.?.

L8.2

L7 .7

10.9

?o

6.32,039

945
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Percent of Llnits
in Complex Occu-
pied by l{ispanic
llouseholds

TABLE 4

HISPANIC OCCUPAI.ICY
(col,rTE$uAL CRTTERION)

1

4

22

L77 2,483 100.1 33

Hispanic Sample

exes
ed led A11 Units

1ed

L?

100 %

90 - 99?

80 - 89%

70 - 79%

60 - 69%

50 - 59%

40 - 49sa

30 - 39%

20 - 29"6

10 - 19%

Less than 10%

(Unknown)

Total

1

3

7.5

7.5L?

19

?5

93

11.8

15 .5

57.8

?)

163 100.1

Date were current as of August to December, 1978.

Data
1ng

LJnits Percent of
o

L44

72

L71

431

607

1 ,059

5.8

?o

6.9

L7.4

24.s

42.6

1

3

5

8

?0

140
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Percent of Linits
in Complex Occu-
pied by Black
Households

TABLE 5

BLACK OCCIJPANCY
(CoNTEXTUAL CRTTERToN)

(HRC Data) Black Sarple
tS o
1ed A11 tlnits1ed

100?

90-

80-

70-

60-

50-

40-

30-

?0-

10-

Less

99%

89%

79"6

6ge;

s996

492

39%

?9%

19%

than 10?

Total

1

5

4

2

)

)

1

3

6

9

14

11

57

38

11

?7

56

5

28

81

68

84

2.4

L2.?

8.2

2.4

5.8

LZ.0

1.1

6.0

t7.4

14 .6

18.0

49 466 100.1

Data were current as of August to December, 1978.

Complexes Units Percent of
A11 Llnits

?

7

4

1

4

)

4

8

?L

29

95

155

623

353

33

463

616

155

948

827

1,25L

800

?r,

10 .0

5.7

.5

7.4

qq

?.s

15 .2

13. 3

20.L

12.9

100 .0t77 6,224
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Percent of llnits
in Complex Occu-
pied by Yrlhite/
0ther Households

TABLE 6

I\IFIITE/OIHER OCCT'PANCY
(coNTEXnrAL CRTTERToN)

Data I{hite/Other Sample

eTcen
Sampled Sampled A11 Llnits

led

100%

90 - 99%

80 - 89%

70 - 792

60 - 69%

50 - 59%

40 - 49ea

30 - 39c6

20 - 29%

10 - 19%

Less than 10%

(l.inknown)

Total

1

29

11

7

5

)

141

69

42

43

11

1.0

44.8

?7.9

13. 3

L3.7

3.4

6 1.9

,|

519 100 .0

2

1

L77 32,235 100.1 56

4

Date were cument as of August to December, 1978.

Complexes Units Percent of
A11 Units

60

39

20

16

7

4

5

5

?

10

408

13,430

10,022

3,955

2,91L

406

356

279

405

18

45

1.3

4L.7

51 .1

t2.3

9.0

1.3

1.1

o

1.3

I
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I . I{ace and Ethnicity: Definitions and Instnrctions

?. Letter of Introduction to Prospective Respondents

3. Ca11 Record Sheet

4. Screening Procedure: English Version, Spanish Version

5. Housing Sunrey (Ouestionnaire): English Version, Spanish Version



RACE AND ETHNTCITY

The raci41/ethnic designations used for thls survey are Ehose used
Eo collect inforuaEion on the racial backgrouuds of school children for
rights purposes. They are as follows:

Hispanic or Spanish-su:rnamed: A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central or SouEh Anerican, or other Spanish culEure or orlgin -
regardless of race.

Black (not of Hispanlc origin): A person having origins in any of the
Black racial groups of Africa,

Asian or Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the original
peoples of the Far East, SoutheasE Asia, or Ehe Pacific Islands. This
area includes, for exaople, China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands,
and Samoa.

Ameri.can Indian or Alaskan Native: A person havlng origins in any or'the
original peoples of Norrh Anerica.

White (not of Hispanlc origin): A person having origi.ns in any of the
original peoples of Europe, North Africa, E,he Middle EasE, or the
Indian subcont,inent.

For thj-s survey, we are relying in large part on Ehe nanagers and resident
managers of the renEal complexes in which we sample households for the racial/
ethnic designations. lie have asked for separate listings of Black households
and Hispanic or Spanish-surnamed households, so E,hat we may uaE.ch interviewers
to households which have been labeled as Black or Hispanic/Spanish-surnamed.
We have noE. however, asked for a furt.her breakdown of the reuaining households
into Asian, American Indian, and hrhite households. For purposes of analysis,
the households which are neither Black nor Hispanic/Spanish-surnamed will be
considered as one group, called "tlhite and Other." Therefore, iE is quite
like1y that White interviewers will on occasion be inEervlewing households
which are Asian or American Indian.

Because you will be interviewing individuals rather Ehan whole households,
the person you interview rnay be of a race/ethnicity other than what you

anticipated. Therefore, you are asked to designate the race/ethnicity of both
cne redpondent and the household. For the responCenE, you will be the best judge.
For the household race/ethnicity, you shouLd use the Banagementrs designation unless
it is obviously incorrecE, in which case you will have to judge the race/ethnicity
of the household as best you can. If the household is raclally mixed (where the
husband and wife, or adulE members, are of differing racial/ethnic backgrounds),
classify the household according to the race/ethniciEy of the non-Whit,e (as defined
above) member(s). If you are uncertain as to r+hether a household should be classified
as Flispanic/Spanish-surnamed, check the name on the uailbox or door. You should
be reasonably certain of the race/ethnicity of the household before beginning the
interview, because some questions are asked of households of specified racial/ethnic
backgrounds. If you are clearly mlsmatched to the household to which you have been
assigned, do not inEerview that household and report Ehis to the office.

by H.E.W.
civil
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H0USlilG SURVEY . 7308 Meadow Lane o CheW Chase, Maryland 2ml5 . 652-3558

Dear Montgomery County Resident:

I Montgomery County is conducting a survey to lind out how County residents decide where they are going to live, how satisfied they are
Aitn tneir choices, and what makes them move. The information collected wil! help the County plan housing programs that will serve the
needs ol the oeoole who live in this area.

t Vou, frorsetrold has been selected at random to be interviewed lor this survey. Within the next wcek 0r two, the person whose name
appears below may be contacting you for an interview. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential, and will not be released or given to

jhers for any purpose. lt will not be possible to identify what you or anyone else has said in any final report.

I We hope that you 0r an adult in your household will be willing to participate in this survey. lf you have any questions about the sun ey,
please feel free to call Harriette and John McAdoo of MAC Research Associates (59F4451 or 596-5212), Jane Takeuchi (662-3558), or Sylvia

llffr.T,L1lru#%for 
Questions about the county's role in the sun ey, please call Harold Black. senior Planner, 0rrice ol community

Sincerely yours,

Cordialmente,

nL,-*4*
Jane Takeuchi
Jefa del Proyecto

Y,,y
Project Manager

Estimado residente del Condado de Montgomery:

I El Condado de Montgomery esta haciendo una encuesta para averiguar Gomo deciden los residentes de 6ste Condado donde van a
'Uivir, que grado de satisfaccidn tienen en haber elegido su residencia, y que es lo que les motiva a que se muden. Esta iqformaci6n ayudard
al Condado a'formular programas rle vivienda de manera que llene las nectsidades de las personas que viven en elf,rea.

I Su lamilia ha sido elegida para una entrevista. Dentro de una semana o dos, la persona cuyo nombre aparoce al pie de 6sta carta se
pondrden-contacto con Ud. para hacerle la entrevista. Sus respuestas se mantendrin estrictamente confidenciales, y no se dara esla

jptormacidn a nadie bajo niiguna circunstancia. Ademis, nd ierf posible que sus respuestas o las de cualquier intrevistado sean

Jentificadas 
en el reporte final.

Esperarnos que Ud. tf otro miembro adulto en su familia pueda colaborar, y participar en 6sta encuesta. Si-Ud. tiene preguntas acercaje esteproyecto, no dude en tlamar a Harriette and John McAdoo de MAC hesearch Associates (596-4451 6 Sm-SZtZ), Jine Takeuchi

J:rr;111?Jrl:l,rdlfJ^irrrrTir,irT,JiSi, 
Para preguntas sobre la participacidn del conrlado, por favor llame a Harold titact, oticina del

{terviewer's

t
t

t
I

Name (Nombre del entrevistador)

ll



HOUSING SURVEY

L RECORD SHEET

To Bq Completed by the Office:

Interviewer I s Name ID II1

2 Address of uni.t to be interviewed:

Name of rental complex

Street address of unit

Code #

Apt. lf_

Code

3. Case Number

4 Is the designated unit in the sample or an alternate?

(1) Sample (2) Alternate

(Circle one.)

To the Interviewer:

Each attempE to obtain an interview at the unit designated above should
be recorded on this sheet. Enter the date, the time (and circle A.M. or
P.M.), and the outcome (using the code below) for each contact you make with
this unit. Do not reEurn if you have been refused by a potential respondent,
or if the interview has been broken off and the respondenr does not consent
t.o completing the interview at another time. If a suitable respondent is not
available to be interviewed at the time you arrive, find out when such a per-
son will be available and try to return at that time.

If you obtain a parti,al or complete interview at this unit, attach this
call record sheet to the interview schedule for this unit and submit then to-
gether. Otherwise, submit this call record sheet when you have completed your
call-backs for this unit.

CAIL RECORD

Contact Number Date Time 0utcome

/ /ta A.M.

City/Town zip

1

2

3

4

/ /78

/ lta

A.M.

A.M.

A.M.

P.M.

P.M.

P.M.

P.M./ /te

Outcome Code: 1 No one at home 2 No suitable respondent available
3 Made appointment to return 4 Refusal

5 Interview begun but broken off by respondent

6 Interview completed

tlt



HOUSING SURVEY

SCREENING PROCEDURE

YOU ARE TO OBTAIN AN INTERVIEW WITH AN ADI]LT AGED 18 OR OVER WHO LIVES IN THE DESIG-
NATED I]NIT AND WIIO CHOSE OR HELPED TO CHOOSE THIS I]NIT AS A PLACE TO LIVE FOR

HIMSELF/HERSELF (AND OTHERS LIVING HERE).

GO TO DESIGNATED UNrT. rF CHrLD UNDER AGE 18 ANSI{ERS THE DOOR, ASK TO SPEAK WITH
AN ADIILT. IF NO ADi]LT IS AVAILABLE, ASK WHEN SOMEONE WILL BE HOME AND SAY YOU WILL
RNTURN.

IF AN ADI]LT ANSWERS THE DOOR, OR IS SENT TO THE DOOR, MENTION THE LETTER, AND MAKE

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT, OR ADAPTATION OF IT, AS THE CIRCI]MSTANCES TTIARRANT:

Hello. My name is . Montgomery County is conducting
a housing survey. Itm one of the interviewers. We are interested in finding out
how people decide where Lheytre going to live, how satisfied they are with their
choices, and what makes them move. The information we collect will help the
County plan housing programs that will serve the needs of the people who live in
this area. (YoU MAY ADD THE FoLLOWING STATEImNT.) We want ro find out what their
families are like, what their housing needs are, and whether theytve had any prob-
lems finding the kind of housing they want.

ASK WHETHER THIS INDIVIDUAL WOT]LD BE WILLING TO BE INTERVIEI,JED, AND WIIETHER IHIS
IS A CONVENIENT TI},IE. IF THE PERSON FIRMLY REFUSES, DO NOT INSIST AND DO NOT RE-
TURN TO THIS I]NIT; SAY YOU ARE SORRY TO HAVE BOTHERED HIM/HER AND LEAVE. IF THIS
IS AN INCONVENIENT TI}M, FIND OUI WHEN WOI]LD BE A GOOD TIME AND SAY THAT YOU PLAN
TO RETIIRN; BTIT COMPLETE THE SCREENING PROCESS (QUESTIONS 1-3) NOW. (},IAKE ADJUST-
MENTS IN THESE REMARKS TO MAKE THE INDIVIDUAL FEEL COMFORTABLE AND NOT THREATENED.
DO NOT SETTLE INTO AN ]NTERVIEWING SITUATION I]NTIL YOU HAVE SCREENED THE INDI-
VIDUAL AND MADE SURE HE/SHE IS AN APPROPRIATE RESPONDENT.)

1. Do you live in this (apartment/tovrnhouse)? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) No lco ro 3./

2 (IF !'YES") Did you choose, or help choose, this (apartment/townhouse) as a
place to live for yourself? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YEs

(2) No GO T0 3.

Is there an adult at home now who lives in this (apartment/townhouse) and who
chose or helped to choose this as his or her home? (CIRCLE 0NE.)

(1) YEs

(2) No

WHATEVER THE OUTCOME AT THIS POINT, BE SURE TO RECORD THIS CONTACT ON YOUR CALL
RECORD SHEET FOR THIS I]NIT.

3

ASK FOR AN INTERVIEW. IF THIS IS NOT A GOOD TIME,
MAKE AN APPOINTMENT.

ASK TO SPEAK WITH THAT INDIVIDUAL AND REPEAT

MAKING AN APPOINTMENT TO RETURN IF NECESSARY.
INTRODUCTORY

REMARKS

OUT WHEN SUCH A PERSON WILL BE HOME AND SAY YOU WILL
RETURN.

IV



IIOUSING StIR\IEY

SCREENING PROCEDURE

YOU AXE TO OBTAIN A}{ INTER\EEW WITH AN ADULT AGED 18 OR O\IER WHO LI\TES IN TfiE DESIG.
NAIED UNIT AliD 

"r'I{O 
CTiOSE OR HEIJED TO CITOCSE THIS UNIT AS A PLACE TO IJ\IE FOR

HLT4SELF/r{ERSELE (AND CTIIERS LMNG HERE) .

GO TO DESIGIAISD U'lrIIT. IF GIILD UNDER AGE I8 ANS!rER.S THE D()OR, ASK TO SPEAK WITII
A}T A.DULT. IF NO ADULT IS AV7\IIABT.tr, ASK WHE}I SOMEONE WILL BE HOT'G AND SAY YOU WILL
RETUR}I.

II A}I ADULT ANSVIEFS THE DOOR, OR IS SENT TO TTIE DOOR, },TENTICT{ fHE I,ETSER, A}ID MAI<E

TIIE FOLLOWING STATETYENT, OR ADAPTATION OF IT, AS THE CIRCUI,ISTAIICES WAA.RAIIT:

lC6mo esta? l'le llamo

Estamos haciendo una encuesta en el Condado de flontgornery referente a vivienda. Yo
soy uno de los entrevistadores. Hediante este estudio querernos averiguar la forma
en que individuous y familias deciden donde van a vivir, si estSn satisfechos donde
viven y que les hace cambiar de residencia. Esta informaci5n ayudarE al Condado
a hacer sus planes en cuanto a vivienda se reflere de manera que llene las necesi-
dades de las personas que residen en el drea.

PREGUNTE SI EL INDIVIOUO ESTA DISPUESTO A SER ENTREVISTADO Y SI ESTE ES EL MOHENTO
CONVENIENTE. SI EL INDIVIDUO REHUSA FIRHEHENTE, NO INSISTA Y NO REGRESE A ESTE
APARTAHENTO. DIGA QUE UD. LAHENTA HABER HOLESTAOO A LA PERSONA. SI AHORA NO ES

coNVENIENTE AVERIGUE CUAr.rDo SERrA CoNVEN rENTE Y EXPRESE QUE U0. P TENSA REGRESAR,
PERO COHPLETE LAS PREGUNTAS DEL I AI 3 AHORA. (HNCN CUALqUIER AJUSTE NECESARIO
PARA qUE EL INDIVIDUO SE SIENTA MEJOR Y NO AMENAZADO POR LA ENTREVISTA Y NO HAGA LA
ENTREVISTA HASTA QUE ENCUENTRE A LA PERSONA APROPIADA.

iVive Ud. en 6sta residencia? (NnnQUE UHO)

(l) st (z) N0 fA-SfT-r
Z. (St LA RESPUESTA ES AFIRHATIVA) iEscogi6 Ud. o ayud6 a escoger esta vivienda

para que Ud. o su fami I ia residan? (nnnQUg UUO)
(l) st pREGUNTE st AHoRA pUEDE HAcER LA ENTREVTSTA, srN0

PREGUNTE CUANDO PUEDE VOLVER.

(2) No /F-ffiElrt7

iHay alguna persona adulta que viva en 6ste apartamento? Sobretodo si 6llella
ayud6 a elegir esta vivienda.

(t) st

(z) No

CUALQUIERA qUE SEA EL RESULTAOO HASTA AHORA, ASEGURESE DE ANOTAR EN LA PAGINA
APROPIADA DE RECOROS DE ESTA VIVIENDA.

3

v

PIOA HABLAR CON ESA PERSONA Y REPITA SU INTRODUCCION.
ES NECESARIO VOLVER HAGA UNA CITA

SI

PREGUNTE CUANOO ESTARA ESA PERSONA EN LA CASA Y DI GA qUE



HOUS ING SURVEY

TRY TO FIND A QUIET PLACE, WHERE YOU CAN BE ALONE WITH THE RESPONDENT.

) nrcono youR sTARTTNG TrME AND cTRCLE A.M. oR p.M.

STARTING TIME: A.M. P.M.

) nrrona you BEGTN, MAKE THrs sTATEMENT (oR AN AppRopRrATE vARrATroN oF rr):

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential and will not be released or disclosed
to others for any purpose. It w111 not be possible to identify what you or anyone
else has said in any final report

) cowlnrE THESE QUESTToNS:

(a) ENTER CASE NIJMBER FRoM CALL RECORD SHEET:

(b) ENTER RENTAL COMPLEX CODE // FROM CALL RECORD SHEET:

(C) RECORD RESPONDENTIS SEX (CIRCLE ONE). (1) }'IALE (2) FEMALE

(d) RECORD RESPONDENTIS RACE (CIRCLE ONE).

(1) HISPANIC OR SPANISH.SURNAMED
(2) BLACK (NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN)
(3) ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER
(4) AJ"IERICAN INDIAN OR AIASKAN NATIVE
(5) WHITE (NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN)
(8) DONrT KNOW

* * * & T * * * * ik * *

) necrn TNTERVTEW.

1. First, would you please te1l me how many bedrooms you have in
this (aparEment/townhouse) ? (FIND OUT IF THERE IS ALSO A
DEN, AND CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) NONE _- EFFICIENCY
(2) ONE BEDROOM
(3) ONE BEDROOM PLUS DEN
(4) Tr^ro BEDROOMS
(5) TWO BEDROOMS PLUS DEN
(6) THREE BEDROOMS
(7) THREE BEDROOMS PLUS DEN
(8) FOUR OR MORE BEDROOMS (WITH OR WITHOUT DEN)

SEHOLD COMPOSTTTON - QUESTIONS 2-8.

How many adults aged 18 and over live in this (apartment/town-
house), including yourself? (ENTER ToTAI NInEER oF ADULTS.)

yourself have any children livi here? (CIRCLE ONE.)

Card 3

5

2

76

8

I

3. Do you

(1) YES (2) No GOTO5



4

5

6

(IF "YES") What are their ages?

CHILD NINEER AGE

2

(ENTER EACH AGE MENTIONED.)

Are there any other children living here who are under age 18?
(crRcLE oNE.)

(1) vns (2) No IF . I^IAS s, GO TO

OTHERWISE GO TO 9.

(IF "YES") How many of them are . .

(a) 0 - 4 years old? (ENTER NIII{BER.)

(b) 5 - L7 years old? (ENTER NUMBER.)

How many of the children living here attend Montgomery County
Public Schools in grades kindergarten through grade L2?
(ENTER NUMBER.)

How many of them attend private or church schools?
(ENTER NrnBER.)

ISTACTION LEI/EL - QUESTTONS 9-13.

On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your
present housing situation? Woul-d you say that you are . . verl
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?

1

2

J

4 u

9

11

15

Card 3

10

L2

13

16

L7

t_8 19

20 21

22 23

24

25 26

7

8

9

t
CIRCLE ONE.

(1) VERY SATISFIED
(2) SArrsFrED
(3) NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED
(4) orssarrsFrED
(5) VERY DISSATISFIED

10. Is there anything you particularly like about living in this
(apartment/townhouse) complex? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

27 28

29 30
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11 Is there anything you particularly dislike about living in this
(apartment/tovmhouse) complex? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

Card 3

31 32

33 34

35 36

72. How do you feel about living in this neighborhood? Would
that you . . like it ver much, like it dislike i.t, or
it very much? (CIRCLE ONE.

(1) LIKE IT VERY MUCH
(2) LIKE IT
(3) NEITHER LIKE NOR DISLIKE IT
(4) DISLIKE IT
(5) DISLIKE IT VERY MUCH

13. Why do you feel this way? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

you say
dislike

37

38 39

40 4r

PREVTOUS LOCATTON AND REASoNS FOR MOVE - QUESTTONS 74-22.

74. How long have you lived in Montgomery County? (GET NIIMBER OF

YEARS TO TI{E NEAREST YEAR. rF LESS THAN SrX MONTHS, ENTER "0."
CIRCLE ''90'' ONLY IF R STATES ''ALL },IY LIFE'' AND REFUSES TO GIVE
Ntn{BER OF YEARS. )

YEARS (90) AtL I'{Y LIFE

15. How long have you been living right here in this (apartment/
townhouse)? (cET NlntsER OF YEARS T0 lHE NEAREST YEAR. IF LESS
THAN SIX }IONTHS, ENTER ,'0.'' IF R },IENTIONS THE YEAR HE/SHE
MOVED IN, ENTER IT.)

YEARS SINCE (YEAR):

L5. Where were you living before you moved into this (apartment/town-
house)? (CLARTFY RESPoNSE, CTRCLE ONE, spECrFy WHERE REQUESTED.)

(1) MONTGOMERY COI]NTY

(2) PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

(3) IiASHrNGTON, D.C.
(4) NORTHERN VTRGTNTA

(5) ELSEWHERE IN MARYLAND

6) ELSEI,IHERE IN THE UNITED STATES. SPECIFY STATE OR

TERRITORY:

(7) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES
SPECIFY COI]NTRY:

T4

42 43

45

46 47

48co ro 19.
co ro 19.

(
co To 19.

GO TO 19.

49 50
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17. About how far from here is your previous address, would you say?
(CLARIIY RESPoNSE AND CIRCLE oNE.)

(1) THIS BUILDING OR RENTAL COMPLEX

(2) THIS SAME BLOCK, BUT NOT THIS COMPLEX

(3) THIS NEIGHBoRHOOD, BUT NOT THIS COMPLEX

(4) ABOUT ONE MILE FROM HER.E

(5) BETI^IEEN oNE AND FIVE MILES FROM HERE

(6) MORE THAN FIVE MILES FROM IIERE

(8) ooll'T KNoI^I

GO TO 19.
co To 19.

Card 3

52 53

55

56 57

51

GO TO 19.

18. Ilow many vears have you lived in this (a.partrnent/tor.mhouse) com-
PICX? (ENTER NI]MBER OF YEARS TO THE NEAREST YEAR, USING "O'' FOR
LESS THAN SIX MONTHS.)

YEARS

L9. Were you renting or buying at your previous address? (CIRCLE ONE

AND EXPLAIN IF ''OTHER. '')

(1) RENTING
(2) BIIYING
(3) orHER EXPLAIN:

54

5958

20. Why did you move out of that place? (RECORD VERBATIM AND PROBE
IF NECESSARY.)

GO TO 19.
GO TO 19.

GO TO 19.

2L. (Which of these/Was this) your most important reason for moving?
(RxCoRD VERBATIM.)

50

62

6t

63

22 Why did you decide to (stay in/move to) Montgomery County rather
than live somewhere else in the meEropolitan area? (RECoRD
VERBATIM. ) 64

66

55

67
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SEARCH BEHAVTOR - QUESTTONS 23-46

SEE QUESTION 15. IF R MOVED INTO THIS APARTMENT/TOI^INHOUSE MORE THAN
FIVE YEARS AGO, OR BEFORE 1973, GO TO 31. OTHERI,iTSE, CONTTNUE
I^IITH 23.

23. Before (you/your household) decided to take this (apartment/tovm-
house), did you consider any other places to live? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) no /co ro T7
24. (IF "YES") About how many different rental complexes did you

look into? (ENTER APPROXII'{ATE NU}{BER.) COMPLEXES

25. Can you remember the name(s) and location(s) of (any of) the
other rental complex(es) you looked at? (ENTER NAI'IES AND LOCA-
TroNS. )

COMPLEXES LOCATION (CITIES/TOWNS OR SUBDIVISIONS)

Card 3

68

69 70

71 72

73 74

26. Did (you/your household) look only at places to rent, or did you
consider buying as r,rell? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) RENTING ONLY
(2) CONSIDERED BIIYING

27, (IF I'CoNSIDERED BuYrNG") why did you decide ro renr rather rhan
buy? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

28. While you were looking for a place to rent, were you turned down
from renting any (apartment/townhouse) you were interested in?
(crRcLE oNE.)

7s 76

77

Card 4

5

1

9

6

8

10

co ro 28.

GO TO 30.(1) YES (2) no 11
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29. (IF "YES") Why were you turned down, in your opinion? (GET
REASON, NAME AND LOCATTON OF COMPLEX, AND YEAR TURNED DOIJN, FOR

EACH INCIDENT.)

REASON COMPLEX NAME A\ID LOCATION YEAR

30. Were there any rental complexes in the County you did not apply Eo
because of

(a) Ehe size of your household? (CIRCLE oNE.)

(1) YES (2) No

(b) the presence of children in your household?
(crRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) No

(c) any other reason? (CIRCLE ONE AND EXPLAIN IF "YES.")

(1) YES EXPLATN:

(2) No

) asr EVERYoNE QUESTToNS 3L-46.

31. How did you get to know about this rental complex before you
moved in? (RECoRD VERBATTM.)

u
u

Card 4

13

15

16 L7

18 L9

20

2L

22

23

24 25

26 27
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32. Was this the rental complex you particularly wanted to live in?
(CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YEs (2) No

33 Why did you decide to take this (apartment/townhouse) ? (RECORD

VERBATIM. )

Card 4

28

29

31

30

32

34

34. (IF R HAS ALREADY MENTIONED THIS, SAY THAT YOU MUST ASK THE

QUESTIONAI\M^IAY.) Did anyone from a government agency here in
Montgomery County help you in finding a place to live? (CIRCLE
oNE. )

(1) YES (2) No lco ro 37./

35 (IF "YES") Do you know the name of the agency which helped you?
(GET NAME AND LOCATION OF AGENCY, IF RESPONDENT KNOI^IS.)

36. What kind of help did you receive? (RECORD VERBATIM AND CLARIIY
WHETHER THE HELP WAS FINANCIAL, BUT DO NOT PROBE EI]RTHER.)

37. Before you moved into this (apartment/tournhouse), did you already
know . . many people livin g in this rental complex, a few people,
one or two people, or no one living in this complex? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) MANY PEOPLE
(2) A FEW PEOPLE
(3) ONE OR Tt^Io PEOPLE
(4) No oNE

35

33

36 37

39

40

38
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38. Irve already asked this question about the rental complex. Now,
how about this neighborhood? Before you moved into Lhis rental
complex, did you know . many people livin g in this neighbor-

Card 4

4L

42 43

44 4s

hood,
neigh

a fevr people
borhood? (CTRC

one or two people, or no one living in this
LE ONE.)

39

40

(1) MANY PEOPLE
(2) A FEW PEOPLE
(3) ONE OR TI,IO PEOPLE
(4) No oNE

Before you moved into this (apartment/townhouse) complex, di-d you
have a general idea of the race of the other tenants living in
the complex? (CIRCLE ONE.)

YES
NO

REFUSED
OTHER

GO T0 41.
co ro 41.

(IF "YES") What did you know about the racial composition of this
rental complex? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

(1)
(2)
(e)
(0)

GO TO 41.

4L Now I have some questions about specific features of housing. As
I mention each j-tem, Itd like you to rate the importance of that
item to (you/your household) in deciding whether or not to take
this (apartment/townhouse). Choose a number between one and seven
to rate each item. A rating of ttonett means that Ehe item was very
importanE, or extremely important to (you/your household), while a

eventt means that the item was not at all important, orrating of "s
not a consideration in deciding about this (apartment/townhouse).
(ASK EACH ITEM, AND ENTER THE NIN,IBER MENTIONED BY R. IF R DOESNIT
KNOW, ENTER "8." IF R REFUSES TO RATE AN ITEM, ENTER "9." BEFORE
You BEGTN, ) HAuo R yELLot^r CARD, AND BE suRE R LNDERSTANDS TIIAT ,,oNp,,
MEANS VERY IMPORTANT AND ''SEVEN'' MEANS NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL.
RATTNGS 0F 'rTWOr" "THREE," "FOURr" "FrvE," AND rrsrxr ARE IN BETI^/EEN.

(a) The (apartment/townhouse) itself -- its si,ze, particular
features

(b) The sir" o?l-articular features of this rental complex
(c) The conditi.on and upkeep of the rental complex or

building - how well the building(s) (ls/are) maintained
(d) The race of other tenants living in this building or renEf-

complex

46 47

(This question continued on next page)

48 49
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(e) Location convenient to work
(f) Location convenient to shopping 

-

(g) Location near public schools
(h) Location near friends or relatives _
(i) Racial make-up of this neighborhood _
(j) tocation near church or place of worship 

-

(k) Location near public transporLati-on
(1) Quality or reputation of the public schools children living

here attend
(ur) The rent
(n) The raciallra-ke-up of the public school-s children in this

area attend _ ) feXr BACK yELLOW CARD.

) rr (n) RECETVED A RATTNG OF "ONE" OR "ThrO," ASK QUESTTON 42.
OTHERWISE, GO TO 43.

42. Why do you say that? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

43. Considering what (you/your household) felt you could pay in rent,
how much choice did you have as to where you could live in Mont-
gomery County? Did you feel you had . a wide range of choices,

Card 4

50

52 53

54

56 57

58

60 61

64

65

51

55

59

limited choices,
(CIRCLE ONE.)

or no choice at all as t,o where you could rent?

(1) }IIDE RANGE OF CHOICES
(2) LIMITED CHOICES
(3) NO CHOICE AT ALL
(B) DON'T KNOW, DID NOT SEARCH, NO BASIS FOR JUDGMENT
(O) OTHER SPECI}Y:

Were there any areas of the County you felt you could not afford
to rent in? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) yES (2) No lc} ro 46J (8) DONtr KNOW /Go ro 467

(IF "YES") Which areas? (GET NAMES OF TOWNS, CITIES, OR SUB-
DIVISIONS. IF STREET NAME OR COMPLEX IS MENTIONED, TRY TO GET

NAME OF TOWN OR CITY.)

a 53

44

45

66
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46. The United States Government estimates that a family should be
spending no more than about 257" to 30% of its total family in-
come on housing. What proportion of (your/your familyts) income
goes for rent, would you say? Is it . abouE 25 to 30%, less
than 25 xo 30% or more Ehan 25 to 307"? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) ABoUr 25 rO 3014
(2) LESS THAN 25 TO 307.
(3) MORE THAN 25 TO 30%
(8) DON'T KNOW

(9) REFIJSED

) QuustroNs 47-54 ARE FoR BLACKS AND HrspANrcs oNLy. FOR WHITES AND
OTHERS, C,O TO THE STATEMENT PRECEDING QUESTION 55, AND CONTINUE
WITH 55.

) Maxe THIS STATEMENT: one of the Countyts concerns is whether race
or nationality plays a role in where people decide to live. Ird
like to ask you a few questions about this.

47. I,Ias your (race/national background), or the (race/national back-
ground) of your household, a factor you took into account when
looking for a place to live? (CIRCLE ONE.)

Card 4

67

68

69 70

7l

72

(1) YES (2) No co ro 49.

48 (IF "YES") In what way, or ways, did your (race/national back-
ground) influence your decisions? (RECORD VERBATIM AND PROBE FOR

SPECIFIC RESPONSES IF NECESSARY.)

49. Were there any areas of the County, or speci-fic rental complexes
in the County, that you avoided or did not consider only because
of (your/your household's) (race/national background)? (CIRCLE
oNE. )

(1) YES (2) No rcono-nJ

E OF RACE/UTUUTCTTY IN SEARCH BEHAVIOR - BLACKS AND HISPANIC
oNLY. QUESTTONS 47-54.
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50. (IF "YES") which complexes, or which areas? (GET COMPLEX NAMES,

CITIES/TOWNS OR SUBDIVISIONS, AND YEAR AVOIDED, OR AS MUCH OF
THIS INFORMATION AS R CAN REMEI.tsER.)

COMPLEXES CITIES/TOWNS OR SUBDIVISIONS YEAR

Card 5

5

1

9

6

8

10

)> snn QUESTToN 43. rF RESroNDENT sArD "LrMrrED cHorcES" 0R "No cHorcE
AT ALL," ASK QUESTION 51. OTHERI,ITSE, GO TO 52.

51. You mentioned a little while ago that the rent you could afford to
pay limited your choices in the County. Which would you say was
more important in limiting your choices as to where you could
live - what you could pay in rent, or (your/your householdrs)
(race/national background)? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) RENT
(2) RACE/NATIONAL BACKGROi,ND
(3) BOTH EQUALLY IMPORTANT - CAN'T CHOOSE
(8) DONIT KNoW

52. Do you believe there are apartment complexes or areas in Mont-
gomery County where people of your (race/national background)
might have difficulty renting because of their race or national
background? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) uo (8) DoNrT KNoI^I

53. (IF "YES") Which complexesr ^.redS? (GET NAMES OF

CoMPLEXES AND CrTrES, TOWNS OR SUBDTVTSTONS.)

COMPLEXES CITIES/TOWNS OR SUBDIVISIONS

11 L2

13

15

L6 t7

u

18 19

co ro 54. co ro 54.

20 2r

z-
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54 Would you say the management of this rental complex is . verl
wiIling, somewhat willing, not very willing, or opposed to
renting to persons of your (race/naxional background) ? (CIRCLE
oNE. )

Card 5

23

24

(1) VERY WILLING
(2) SOMEWHAT WILLING
(3) NOT VERY WILLING
(4) OPPOSED
(8) DON'T KNOW, NO BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

RACTAL MAKE-UP OF RESTDENTTAL ENVTRONMENT -- QUESTTONS 55-64.
ASK EVERYONE.

) ron BLACKS AND HrspANrcs, Go DTRECTLv ro 55.

)> ron wHrrES AND orHERS, MAKE THE FoLLowrNG srATElmNT BEFoRE AsK-
ING 55: One of the Countyts concerns is whether race or nation-
aI-ity plays a role in where people decide to live. Ird like to ask
you a few questions about this.

55. When you first moved into this complex, were there ... more Blaek
households, fewer Black households, or about the same proportion
of Black households living here as in the apartment complex or
neighborhood you lived in just before you moved in here? (CIRCLE
oNE. )

(1) MORE BLACK HOUSEHOLDS HERE
(2) FEI^IER BLACK HOUSEHOLDS HERE
(3) ABOUT THE SAI.'IE PROPORTION oF BLACK HOUSEHOLDS HERE
(8) DON'T KNOW

(9) REFUSED

56. About what proportion of the households living in this (apart-
ment/townhouse) complex now are Black, would you say? (RECORD

VERBATIM, THEN CLARIFY IN TERMS OF THE CATEGORIES BELOI^I, AND

CIRCLE ONE.)

(01) ALL OR AIMOST ALL
(02) A MAJORTTY (l4OnS THAN HALF)
03) ABOUT HALF
04) FEWER/LESS THAN HALF BUT MORE THAN ONE-THIRD
05) ABOUT ONE-THIRD
06) BETWEEN ONE-FOURTH AND ONE-THIRD
07) ABOUT ONE-FOURTH
08) BETWEEN 10 AND 252
09) ABOUT 102
10) LESS THAN 102
11) ONE OR TI^rO

12) NONE

98) DONIT KNOW co ro 58.

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

(99) REFUSED co ro 58.

25 26
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57. Is this about rieht , as far as you are concerned, or would you
rather be living in a building or rental complex where there were
more or fewer Black households? (CIRCLE ONE AND EXPLAIN IF
"ornsn.

(1) ABOUT RIGHT
(2) I,JornD PREFER MORE

(3) WOIILD PREFER FEI,IER
(4) MAKES NO DIFFERENCE
(9) REFLISED
(O) OTHER EXPLAIN:

) rt R LrvES rN A TowNHousE, Do Nor ASK QUESTToN 58. coDE rr As "00,"
AND GO TO 59. FOR EVERYONE ELSE, ASK QUESTION 58.

58. What about this building? About what proportion of the house-
holds living in this buildin are Black, would you say? (LET
RESPONDENT ANSWER, CLARIFY IN TERMS OF CATEC,ORIES BELOW, AND
CIRCLE ONE.)

Card 5

27

28 29

30

(or1
(02)
(03)
(04)
(os)
(06)
(07)
(08)
(oe)
(ro1
(11)
(72)
(e8)
(99) RXET.TSED

(OO) DOES NOT APPLY

ALL OR ALMOST ALL
A },IAJORITY (MORE THAN HALF)
ABOUT HALF
FEhIER/LESS THAN HALF BUT MORE THAN ONE-THIR-D
ABOUT ONE-THIRD
BETWEEN ONE-FOIIRTH AND ONE-THIPO
ABOUT ONE-FOURTH
BETIITEEN 10 AND 252
ABOUT 1OZ
LESS THAN 1OZ
ONE OR I'I^IO

NONE

DoNrr KNow lco-To?ul
G0 TO 60.

59. Since you have been living in this rental complex, would you say
the number of Black households living here has . , increased de-
creased or remained about the same? (CfnCLS ONE.)

(1) INCREASED
(2) DECREASED
(3) REMAINED ABOUT THE SAME
(8) DON'T KNoI,I
(9) REFI]SED



60. To the best of your knowledge, about how many Spanish-speaking
households are now living in this (apartment/townhouse) complex?
Would you say there are . . . a44I, some, a few, one or two, or no
Spanish-speaking households liiiffi heE GRei,r-TXE-J-

L4

(1) MANY
(2) SOME
(3) a ruw
(4) oNE OR Tr^rO

(s) NONE
(8) DON'T KNOW lcio ro 62./

6L. Is this about right, as far as you are concerned, or would you
rather be living in a building or rental complex where there were
more or fewer Spanish-speaking households? (CIRCLE ONE AND EX-
PLAIN IF I'OTHER.'')

(1) ABOUT RIGHT
(2) I^IOIILD PREFER MORE

(3) I^IOIILD PREFER FEI^IER
(4) MAKES NO DIFFERENCE
(9) REFUSED
(O) OTIIER EXPLAIN:

How would you describe relations between the races or ethnic
groups living in this rental complex? Would you say they are
excellent, good, fair, or poor? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) EXCELLENT
(2) cooD
3) FAIR
4) POOR

8) DON'T KNOW

9) REFUSED
0) DoES NOT APPLY -- ALL OF ONE RACE OR ETHNTCTTY

63. Why do you say rhar? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

Card 5

31

33

o

62

(
(
(
(
(

GO TO 64.
GO TO

3534
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64 In general, how satisfied or dissaLisfied are you with the racj-al
and ethnic make-up of this (apartment/townhouse) complex? Would
you say you are . . . very satisfied, satisfled dissatisfied, or
ve dissarisfied? (CIRCLE oNE. )

(1) VERY SATISFIED
(2) SATISFIED
(3) MAKES NO DTFFERENCE, DONIT CARE ABOUT rr
(4) DISSATISFIED
(5) VERY DISSATISFIED
(9) RIF"USED

PREFERENCE LEVELS FOR RACIAL MIXING -- QUESTIONS 65-68.

) ron HrspANrcs AND wHrrES AND orHERS, co ro 67.

65. (BLACKS ONLY) If you could find housing suited to your needs and
at the right price, would you be willing to live in an apartment
building or renral complex rhar r^ras (CIRCLE oNE FoR EACH ITEM.)

ITEMS YES NO DONIT KNOW REFUSED

(a) A11 or almost all Black? (1) (2) (8) (9)

(b) More than half Black (majority
Black) ? (1) (2) (B) (9)

(c) About half Black, half White? (1) (2) (8) (9)

(d) One-third Black, two-thirds
white? (1) (2) (8) (e)

(e) About 20 to 257. Bl-ack, 75 to
802 white? (1) (2) (8) (9)

(f) About 102 B1ack, 90ll White? (1) (2) (8) (9)

(g) A11 or almost all White? (1) (2) (B) (9)

) esr QUESTToN 66 oNLy rF R sArD rtyEsrr To MoRE THAN oNE rrEM rN QUES-
TroN 65. OTHERWTSE, G0 TO 69.

Card 5

36

47

42

43

37

38

39

40
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(BLACKS ONLY) You said you would be willing to live in an apart-
ment building or renral complex that was (REPEAT THE ITEMS
IN 6d FOR IIIHICH RESPONDENT SAID ''YES.'') Which of these racial
compositions would you be most comfortable with? (CIRCLE ONE
AND EXPLAIN IF ''OTHER.'')

GO TO 69.

GO TO 69.
GO TO 69.

GO TO 69.

c0 To 69.

leo to 69. /
G0 TO 69.

Card 5

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

(a) ell oR ALMosr ALL BLACK

(b) IUONN THAN HALF BLACK (MAJORITY BLACK)

(c) asour HALF BLACK, HALF wHrrE
(d) ONE-THIRD BLACK, TWO-THIRDS WHITE

(e) a-qour zo-252; BLACK, t\-Boz wHrrE
(f) AB0UT loz BLACK, gO7" WHITE

(g) ail oR ALMOST ALL wHrrE
(B) DoN'T KNow

(O) OrUnn EXPLAIN:

67. (HISPANICS AND I,'IHITES AND oTHERS) If you could find housing suited
to your needs and at the right price, would you be willing to live
in an apartment building or rental complex that was (CIRCLE
ONE FOR EACH ITEM.)

ITEMS YES NO DON'T KNOI^I REFUSED

(a) A11 or almosr all irrhite? (1) (2) (8)

(b) About 902 White , to"l Black? (1) (2) (8)

(c) About 75 ro B0Z white, 20 to
25% Btack? (1) (2) (B)

(d) Two-thirds White, one-third
Black? (1) (2) (8)

(e) lbout half ttrhite, half Black? (1) (2) (8)

(f) More than half Black (ma-
joriry Black) ? (1) (2) (8)

(g) A11 or almosr all Btack? (1) (2) (S)

) asr QUESTTON 68 oNLy rF R sArD "yES,' To MoRE THAN ONE rrEM rN
QUESTION 67. OTHERWISE, GO TO 69.

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

GO TO 69.

GO TO 9



68.

L7

(HISPANICS AND WHITES AND OTHERS) You said you would be willing to
live in an apartment building or rental complex that was
(REPEAT THE ITEMS IN 6? FOR I,JHICH RESPONDENT SAID "YES. '') I,JhiCh
of these racial compositions would you be most comfortable with?
(CIRCLE ONE AND rIPLAIN IF ''OTHER.'')

(a) EIT oR AIMoST ALL WHITE

(b) aaour 902 wHrrE, L07. BLACK

(c) ABour 75-80% wnrrE, 20-25% BLACK

(d) TWO-THIRDS WHITE, ONE-THIRD BLACK

(e) ABOUT HALF WIIITE, HALF BLACK

(f) MORE THAN HALF BLACK (},IAJORITY BLACK)

(g) ALL OR ALMOST ALL BLACK

(8) DoNrT KNOW

(O) OTHER EXPLAIN:

MOVING PLANS -- QUESTTONS 69-79.

69. Do you expect to be moving out of this (apartrnent/townhouse)
I4rithin the next year? (CIRCLE ONE. )

(1) YES, DEtr'INITELY

(2) YES, PROBABLY

(3) PROBABLY NOT

(4) uo
(8) DON'T KN0W

70. (IF I'YESrr) llhy would you be moving? (RECORD VERBATIM.)

Card 5

52

53lco-ro 76J
/GO TOTT
/co-ro 76J

55Yr

71. (Which would be/Is this) your most important reason for moving?
(RECORD VERBATIM.)

72. Do you expect to be living in Montgomery County? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES, OR PROBASLY YES

(2) NO, OR PROBAsLY NO

56 57

co ro 75.
58
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73. (IF "YES, oR PROBABLY YES") Do you expect ro be living in this
neighborhood? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) NO (8) DONrr KNOW GO TO 5

74. (IF "NO") In what part of the County do you expect to be living?
(GET SPECIFIC INFORMATION: SUBDIVISIoN, CITY/ToI^IN, oR ADDRESS
rF KNOWN.)

75. (ASK UNLESS ALREADY MENTIONED AS REASON FOR MOVING. IF MENTIoNED,
CODE WITHOUT ASKING.) tr^Iill you be renring or buying? (CIRCLE ONE.)

Card 5

59

60 61

62

63

64 65

(1) RENTING, oR PROBABLY RENTING

(2) BUYING, oR PROBABLY BIryING
(8) DON'T KNOW

GO TO 80.

/co ro 80./
GO TO 80.

76. lrlould you like to move? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) No GO TO 79.

77 . I^Ihy would you like to move? (RECORD VERBATIM AND PROBE FOR
PRECISE REASONS, IF NECESSARY.)

GO TO

78. What i-s the mai-n thing that keeps you from moving? (RECORD
VERBATIM.)

GO TO BO.

79. Is there any situation which could develop in this rental complex
which would make you want to move? (CIRCLE ONE AND EXPLAIN IF
,yES. rr)

(1) YES EXPLAIN:

66

67

68

(2) No 69 70
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION -- QUESTIONS B0 T0 END.

)MAfs THIS STATEMENT: Now I'd like to ask you some questions about
yourself (and your family). Some of these questions relate to hus-
bands and wives.

) sm QUESTToN 2. rF AT LEAST oNE orHER ADTTLT LrvES rN THrs AIARTMENT/
TOWNHOUSE, ASK QUESTION 80. OTHERI^IISE, G0 TO Bla.

80. Do you have a (husband/wife) who lives here in this (apartment/
tornrnhouse) with you? (Cf nCf,S ONE. )

(1) YES
(2) No /Go ro 81a./

) qursrroNs 81-84 ARE To BE ASKED BOTH FoR R AND FoR Hrs/uuR spousr,
IF THERE IS A SPOUSE LIVING IN THIS APARTMENT/TOI,{NHOUSE. QUES-
TIONS 81a-B4a PERTAIN TO R, WHILE QUESTIONS Bfb-84b PERTAIN TO HIS/
HER SPOUSE. ASK QUESTIONS 81A_84a FIRST, THEN REPEAT THE QUESTIONS
FOR THE SPOUSE (ADJUSTING THE I^IORDING AppROpRIATEty. )

81 (a and b) . l,Iould you please look at this card (HAND R THE BLUE AGE

CARD) and tel1 me the letter next to the age group which describes
your present age? (ENTER LETTER MENTIONED. IF R REFUSES, CIRCLE
''99'' AND ENTER YOUR BEST GUESS AS To HIS/HER AGE.)

(a) RESPONDENT (b) sPousE

GO T0 B2a. GO TO 82b.

(99) REFUSED (99) RIFUSED

) raxu BACK AGE cARD. )> rerr BACK AGE cARD.

82 (a and b). Were you born in the United States? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(a) n_uspoNDENT (b) sPousE

(1) YES GO TO 85. (1) YES lco ro 8s./
(2) No (2) No

83 (a and b). (IF "NO") Where were you born? (GET COUNTRY.)

(a) RISPONDENT (b) spousE

COI]NTRY: COI]NTRY:

Card 5

7T

72 73

74 75

76 77

Card 6

5

7

z

8lco ro 84aJ c0 T0 B4b.
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84 (a and b). How easy or difficult is it for you to communicate in
English? Itlould you say it is . easy, a little difficult, or
very difficult?

(a) RESPONDENT (b) sPousE

11 72 13

Card 6

16

L7 18

2t 22

(1) EASY
(2) E LITTLE DIFFICI]LT
(3) VERY DIFFICI]LT

(1) EASY
(2) A LITTLE DIFFICIILT
(3) VERY DIFFICULT

(CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH ITEM.)

YES NO DONIT KNOW

109

) nrun'mER To RErEAT THESE QUESTToNS FoR spousE, rF AppRopRrATE.

85. trrlhat does this (apartment/townhouse) rent for per month? (What
is the monthly rent for this apartment/tovrnhouse?) (GET MONTHLY
RATE IF R KNOI,IS IT. IF R KNOWS THE RENT, BUT NOT BY THE MONTH,
ENTER THE AMOUNT AND SPECIFY THE TIME PERIOD.)

PER MONTH$

(998) DONrT KNOW
(999) REFUSED

86. Does the rent include

ITEMS

PER

(a) Hot water?
(b) Heat?
(c) Cooking fuel?
(d) Lieht?

$

t4

15(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

(8)
(8)
(B)
(8)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

88.

87. (Oo you/Does your family) pay the full rent? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) No

(IF "No") How much rent (do you/does your family) pay per month?
(ENTER AMouNr.)

$ PER MONTH

(998) DON'T KNOW
(999) REFTJSED

Who pays (the rest of) the rent? (CIRCLE ONE AND SPECIFY I^IIIICH,
IF "GOVERNMENT PR0GRA.I'{,i| OR WHO PAYS IF "OTHER.")

1) OTHERS WHO SHARE THIS APARTMENT/TOWNHOUSE
2) RELATIVES OR FRIENDS WHO LIVE ELSE!'/HER-E

3) GOVERNMENT PROGRAM SPECIFY WIIICH:
4) OTHER SPECTFY:

G

n

n

89

(
(
(
(

c0 To 90.

24 25
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90. (Do you/Does your family) own a car? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) No

) QurstroNs 91-97 coNCERN EMrLOvMENT. ASK THE QUESTToNS FrRST FoR R,
TIIEN REPEAT THEM FOR HIS/HER SPOUSE, IF SPOUSE LIVES IN THIS APART-
MENT/TOWNHOUSE. OTHERWISE, ASK THEM JUST FOR R.

91. Are you presently employed? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(a) RESPONDENT (b) SPOUSE

(1) YES
(2) No

(1) YES
(2) No /Go ro 98./

Card 6

26

27 28

29 30

31 32

GO TO 93a.

92. (IF "NO") Have you been employed at all during the past twelve
months? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(a) RESPONDENT (b) sPousE

(1) YES
(2) No

(1) YES
(2) uo

93. What is your main occupation? (GET SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION, IN-
CLUDING TASKS AND DUTIES, IF NECESSARY, TO CLARIFY.)

(a) nnspoNDENT (b) sPousE

GO TO 3b.

co r0 98

94. Where (is/was) your place of work located -- in what jurisdiction?
(CIRCLE oNE AND SPECIFY LoCATION IF ''ELSEWHERE. '')

(a) RESPoNDENT (b) sPousE

33 34

35 36

(1) MONTGOMERY COI]NTY
(2) PRTNCE cEoRGE's coutttY
(3) WASHTNGTON, D.C.
(4) NORTHERN VIRGINIA
(5) METROPOLITAN D.C. AREA
(6) ELSEWI{ERE

SPECIFY:

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

WASHTNGTON, D.C.
NORTHERN VIRGINIA
METROPOLITAN D.C. AREA
ELSEWHERE

SPECIFY:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
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95. How (do/did) you usually get to work? (CIRCLE oNE AND SPECIFY
MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IF ''OTHER.'')

(a) RESPONDENT (b) sPousE

Card 6

37 38

39 40

4L 42

43 44

45 46

47

96 About how long (does/did) it usually take you to get to work one
way, door to door? (ENTER Nln{BER 0F MINUTES 0R HOURS.)

(a) RESPoNDENT (b) sPousE

(1) WALKS/WALKED
(2) cAR
(3) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION -

BUS, METRO
(4) orHER

SPECIIY:

ABOUT MINUTES
ABOUT HOURS
(00) ooss NOr APPLY -

WORKS AT HOME

ABOUT MILES
(gg) obNrT KNow
(00) DoES NOr APPLY -

WORKS AT HOME

(1) WALKS/WALKED
(2) cAR
(3) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION -

BUS, METRO
(4) orHER

SPECIFY:

ABOUT MINUTES
ABOUT HOURS
(OO) DOES NOT APPLY -

i^rORKS AT HOME

ABOUT MILES
(98) DON'T KNOW

(00) DOES NOT APPLY -
WORKS AT HOME

97 . About how far is it from here to where you (work/worked) ? (ENTER
APPROXIMATE NIN,IBER OF MILES. )

(a) RESPoNDENT (b) sPousE

) nnununER To R-EeEAT THESE QUESTToNS FoR spousE, rF AppRopRrATE.

98. What is the highest grade or year of school you finished?
(CLARIFY AND CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) NO FORMAL SCHOOLING
(2) sol{E GRAI'{MAR scHOoL (oNs ro SEVEN YEARS)
(3) COMPLETED GRAMMAR SCHOOL (GRADE 8)
(4) soME HrcH scHool, (GRADES 9-11)
(5) GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL (COMPLETED GRADE 12)
(6) SO}M COLLEGE (ONE TO TI1REE YEARS POST-HIGH SCHOOL

EDUCATION)
(7) GRADUATED FROM CoLLEGE oR UNIVERSITY
(B) POST-GRADUATE EDUCATION OR PROFESS]ONAL DEGREE
(9) REFUSED

99, (IF SPoUSE LIVES HERE, ASK) And whar abour your (husband/wife)?
What is the highest grade or year of school (he/she) finished?
(CLARUY AND ENTER APPRoPRIATE NI]].tsER FROM CoDE ABoVE. )

(9) REFUSED 4B
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Will you please look at this card (HAND R THE PINK INCOME CARD)
and tell me which number best describes (your/your family's)
total income from all sources for L977 -- before taxes, Ehat is?
Just tell me the number, not the amount. (ENTER NIIMBER
MENTIONED. )

(99) REFUSED

> TAKE BACK INCOME CARD.

101. Is there anything else you would like to tel1 me? (RECOR-D

VERBATIM. )

Card 6

49 50

51 52

) uexr rHrs STATEMENT:

This is the end of the interview. I'd like to thank you very much for your time and
cooperation. Your answers have been most helpful.

Before I Ieave, I need to ask you for your telephone number. My supervisor may want
to call you to find out whether Irve done my job correctly.

102. Do you have a telephone number where you can be reached? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) YES (2) tto GO TO 'IENDING TI}{E. "

103. (IF "YES") What is your number? (RECORD NIIMBER.)

) nacono youR ENDTNG Trlm, AND cTRCLE A.M. oR p.M.

ENDING TIME: A.M. P.M.

} COUEITTE REMAINING QUESTIoNS BY YoURSELF RIGHT AFTER LEAVING RESPONDENT'S UNIT.
PLEASE DO NOT LEAVE THE RENTA], COMPLEX BEFORE COMPLETING THESE QUESTIONS.
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3

4

TO BE COI"PLETED BY THE INTERVIEWER

1. Your Naue: Your ID Number:

Rental complex code number (see Cal1 Record Sheet for thls unit):

Case Number:

Type of structure in which R lives (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) HIGH-RISE (9 or more above-ground floors)
(2) luo-nrsE (5-8 above-ground floors)
(3) canonN APARTI'{ENT
(4) ToI,n'IHouSE

5. Number of rental units in Rrs building: _
6. Sex of R (CIRCLE oNE.) (1) MALE (2) FEMALE

7. Race of R (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) HISPANIC OR SPANISH-SURNAMED
(2) BLACK (NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN)
(3) ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER
(4) AI'{ERICAN INDIAN OR AI-ASKAN NATIVE
(5) WHITE (NOT OF HISPAI{IC ORIGIN)
(8) oot't'T KNow

8. Race of household (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) HISPANIC OR SPANISH-SURNAMED
(2) BLACK (NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN)
(3) ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER
(4) AI',IERICAN INDIAN OR AIASKAN NATIVE
(5) WHITE (NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN)
(8) DON'T KNoW

Final sratus of inrerview (CIRCLE ONE AND EXPLAIN IF "BEGUN BUT
DISCONTINUED. ")

BEGIJN AND COMPLETED IN ONE SITTING
BEGIJN AND COMPLETED IN MORE THAN ONE SITTING
BEGI.]N BI.N DISCONTINUED EXPLAIN:

10. Date of interviev, or final interviewing contact with R

/ /ta

9

)
)
)

1
2

3

(
(
(

7(
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11 Interview began at A.M. P.M.
(RECoRD rup irm vou runsr sTARTED youR TNTERvTEII wrrH R, AND crRcLE
A.M. OR P.M.)

L2. Interview ended at A.M. P.M.
(RECoRD THE TrME vou-con*uDED youR TNTERVTEw wrrH R, AI{D cTRCLE
A.M. OR P.M.)

13. About how long was your entire interview with R? (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) ITSS THAN 15 }fINUTES
(2) L5-29 MINI.]IIES
(3) 30-44 MINUTES
(4) 45-s9 MTNUTES
(5) 60-74 MTNUTES
(6) 75-89 MTNUTES
(7) 90 MINUTES OR MORE

14. Language in which interview was conducted (CIRCLE ONE Al.lD SPECIFY
rF "orHER.")

(1) ENGLISH
(2) SPANTSH
(3) ENGLISH AND SPANISH
(O) OTHER SPECIFY:

15. Version of interview schedule used (CIRCLE ONE.)

(1) ENGLISH
(2) SPANISH
(3) BOTH ENGLISH AND SPANISH

16. Is English R's native language? (CfnClf ONE.)

(1) YES lco-io LeJ (2) no

17. (IF "No") What is Rrs native language (apparently)?

(8) DON'T KNOW

18. Rate R's fLuency in English (CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH ITEM.)

(a) SPEAKING (b) ITNDERSTANDING

(1) FLUENT
(2) PASSABLE
(3) HAS DIFFICULTY
(4) CANNOT ASSESS

(1) TLUENT
(2) PASSABLE
(3) UAS DTFFTCULfi
(4) CANNOT ASSESS

z,
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19. Rate Rrs attitude toward you and the interview situation.
(crRcLE ONE.)

(1) ENTHUSIASTIC
(2) COOPERATIVE
(3) NEUTRAL
(4) RXLUCTANT
(5) HOSTILE

20. Was the interview relatively free from interruptions and
distractions? (CIRCLE ONE AND E)GLAIN IF "N0.")

EXPLAIN:

21, Was anyone in addition to yourself and R in the room during
part or all of the interview? (CIRCLE ONE AND EXPLAIN IF 'YES.")

(1) YES EXPLAIN:

(2) no

22. What is the condition of the building in which R lives?
(crRCLE ONE.)

(1) EXCELLENT
(2) cooD
(3) FArR
(4) PooR

23. Other comments or observations which would contrlbute to a fuller under-
standing of this respondentrs answers (for instance, apparent truth-
fulness and candor, evidence of stress, poor health, etc.).

(1)
(2)

YES
NO
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HOUSING SURVEY

TRATE DE ENCONTRAR UN LUGAR TRANQUILO DONDE UD. PUEDA ESTAR A SOLAS CON EL ENTRE.
V I STADO.

COMENZO AM. PH.

) nnrrs DE coHENzAR DrcA Lo SIGUIENTE o ALGo stHtLAR:

Sus respuestas se mantendrSn estrictamente confidenciales, bajo pena de ley no pode-
mos dar esta informaci6n a nadie, incluyendo a las autoridades de imigraci6n, la
oficina de imPuestos, o cualquier otra entidad. No serS posible identificar lo que
Ud. fi otras personas han dicho en el reporte final. Esta informaci6n ser6 compara-
da con la que nos den otras personas y sera utilizada para saber como se sienten
y que opinan los que residen en el Srea referente a los problemas de vivienda.

COMPLETE ESTAS PREGUNTAS:

(a) PONGA EL NUMERO DEL cAso EN LA PAGTNA DE RECORDS:

(b) PONGA EL cODIGO DEL EDIFIcIo DE LA PAGTNA DE RECORDS:

(c) !NDTQUE EL sExo DEL ENTREVtSTADo. (mnnQur uxo)

(t) l4AscuLrNo
(z) FEMEN r No

(a) TNDTQUE LA RAZA DEL ENTREVtSTADo. (menQur uruo)

(l) HrsPANo o DE APELLIDo HtspANo
(z) NEcRo (Ho sr oRTGEN HrsPANo)
(:) AStATlco 0 DE LA tsLA DEL pActFtco
(4) rNDl0 AHERTcANo 0 NATtvo DE ALASKA
(5) BLANco (ru0 oe oRTGEN HtsPANo)
(8) No sABE

+ J & & & $ & J l :t & I .L

) u ENTREVTSTA EMPTEzA.

l. Primero, quisiera saber cu6ntos dormitorios tiene Ud. en esta
vivienda. (PREGUNTE St HAY TAHBTEN UN ESTUDTO y MARqUE UNO.)

Card 3

(l)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(5)
0)
(8)

NINGUNO-- EFFICIENCY
UN DORMITORIO
UN DORHITORIO Y SU ESCRlTORIO
DOS DORHITORI OS

DOS DOR'.IITORIOS Y SU ESCRITOR!O
TRES DORHITORI OS

TRES DORMITORIOS Y SU ESCRITORIO
cuATRo o tlAS DoRMlroRtos (coH o s tN EScRlroRl0 0 ESTUDI0)

5

a1
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3

2

4

(sz1

coMPoSIcION DE LA FAHILIA - PREGUNTAS 2 - 8

lCu5ntos adultos mayores de l8 afios viven en esta residencia,
incluyEndose ud? (menQuE EL NUHERo ToTAL DE ADULToS)

lViven g nifros aqui? (menqUe UHO)

(l)sl (z) No /]|ASET-T7

(st LA RESPUESTA Es AFIRHATIVA) tcuales son sus edades? (pongR
LAS EDADES MENCIONADAS)

NUHERO DE N I NOS EDAD

(a)o-4afros (truotQuE#)

ICu6ntos de esos nifros asisten a la escuelas pfiblicas del
Condado de Montgomery desde el kindergarten hasta el grado l2?
(IHoIQUE EL #)

Card 3

67

ll t2

JT T[

T7

TE

6

D

l9

TI

E

9 l0

T5-l5

2

3

4

5 lHay otros nifros que viven aqui y son menores de 18 anos?
(mnnQue uHo)

(l) st (z) No

6. (st LA RESPUESTA Es AFIRMATIVA) lcu5ntos de el los tienen.....

7

8 lCu6ntos de esos nifros van a escuelas privadas o parroquiales?
(IHoIQUE EL #)

GRADO DE SATISFACCION . PREGUNTAS 9-I3

9. lEn general, se encuentra Ud. contento o esta descontento con su
presente siit
descontento,

(l) HUY CoNTENTo
(2) CONTENTO(l) Nt Lo uNo Nr Lo orRo
(4) DEScoNTENTo
(5) HUY DEScoNTENTo

23

uaci5n de vivienda? lDirfa Ud. muy contento, contento,
o muy descontento? (mnnqUe UNO)-

SI EL #3 FUE 'ISIII PASE AL 7,
CASO CONTRARIO PASE AL

fr



(sr)

10. lHay algo en particular que .le gg!9 de esta vivienda?
(EscnIBA LA RESPUESTA ExAcTA)

Card 3

B6
frrt
E 3d'

ll.

12.

lHay algo que a Ud. le disguste especfficamente de esta
vivienda? (EscnlBA LA RESPUESTA ExAcTA)

tQu6 le parece e
le gusta, le dis

ste vec
us ta

indario? lDirfa Ud. que le gusta mucho,
o I e d issusta mucho? (mnnquE-Tn-6f- -

T

77,

,8"

16'

E

n
T

TEE

Trq

32

T
76

39

m

B

( I ) LE GUsrA MUcHo
(z) LE GUSTA
(3) Nl Lo uNo Nl Lo orRo
(4) LE DISGUSTA
(5) LE DtsGUsrA MUcHo

13. LPodrfa decirme porque di6 esa respuesta? (ESCRIBA LA RESPUESTA

EXACTA)

PREVTA RESIDENCIA Y RAZONES PARA EL CAMB!O - PREGUNTAS I\-22

14. tQu6 t iempo I leva Ud. viviendo en. el Condado de Montgonery?
(IToIQUE EL TlEMPO EN NUHEROS ENTEROS. sI ES MENOS DE SEIS
MESES MARQUE !'ort. MARqUE ilgort S0L0 Sl EL E DICE '|ToDA HI VlDAri
Y REHUSA A DAR EL NUHERO DE ANOS)

ANOS (gO) TODA Ht VrDA

15. tQu6 tiempo vive Ud. en esta residencia? (tHOIQUE EL TIEMPo
EN NUMERoS ENTERoS. Sl ES MENoS DE SEIS HESES HARQUE iloil.
SI EL E IND]CA EL ANO QUE SE HUDO, MARQUE ESTE)

ANos DESDE (ANo)

15. i,D6nde vivfa Ud. antes de establecerse aquf? (eClenE LA RESPUESTA
Y HARQUE UNO)

( I ) CONDADO DE MONTGOMERY

(2) cONDADO DE PRINcE GEORGES

?q



( s4)

(l) wASHtNGToN, D.c.

( 4) NoRrE DE v r RG r N rA /PASFT-Iq7

(5) orRo LUGAR EN HARvLAND fp";sZa tg7

(6) 0TR0 LUGAR EN LoS ESTADoS UNtDoS" ESPECtFtqUE
ESTADO O TERRITORIO:

O) FUERA DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS" ESPEc!FIQUE
PAIS:

17. CA qu6 distancia queda esta vivienda del ultimo lugar donde Ud.
vivi6? (ncune LA RESPUESTA Y MARQUE UNo)

(l) EN ESTE EDtFtCt0 0 GRUPo DE EDtFrCr0S

(2) ESTA CUADRA PERo EN 0TR0 EDrFrCro /PA5E-T-I07

(3) EN ESTE BARRTo pERo EN orRo EDtFrcto /PASE-T-Tq-/

(4) cERcA DE UNA HTLLA DE AQUI

(5) ENTRE UNA Y clNco MILLAS DE AQUI

(5) MAS DE cINcO MlLLAS DE AQUI

(8) No SABE /PmE-T--Iq7

18. lCuSntos afros hace que Ud. vive en esta residencia? (tXOtQUE EL
NUHERo DE ANoS EN ENTERoS. USE "0'r St ES HENoS DE SEIS MESES)

ANOS

19. lD6nde vivfa antes, alguilaba o estaba comprando Ud.? (NRRqUe UHO

Y EXPLIQUE Sl LA RESPUESTA ES"oTRo'i )

(I) ALQUI LANDO
(z') coMPRANDo
(3) OTRO EXPLIQUE:

20 lPor qu6 cambi6 Ud. de residencia? (fnAfE DE AVERIGUAR Y ESCRIBA
LA RESPUESTA EXACTA)

TT

q

Card 3

56'

5l

7B

,7
59

TE

55'

fi
18"

56-

A

6T

21. (fcu6l de 6stas es o fu6) la raz6n mis importante para que se
mude? ( ESCRIBA LA RESPUESTA EXACTA) a6



(sr)

22. lPor qu6 decidio Ud. quedarse o venir al Condado de Montgomery
en vez de vlvir en otro Srea metropol itana de Washington?
(eScnlBA LA RESPUESTA ExAcTA)

Card 3

6qG
676T

T

I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

24.

FORHA DE ENCONTRAR LA V!VIENDA . PREGUNTAS 23-46

VEA PREGUNTA 15. SI EL ENTREVISTADO SE HUDO A ESTA VIVIENDA HACE

clNco ANos ATRAS 0 ANTES DE 1973, PASE A LA 31. CASo CoNTRAR!o
CONTINUE CON LA PREGUNTA 23.

23. IAntes de que Ud. y su fami I ia tomaran este apartarnento, consider6
Ud. otras viviendas? (MARQUE UNo)

(t) st (2) No /FISE-E-Io-/

(st LA RESPUESTA Es AFIRMATtvA) lcuSntos otros edificios consi-
der6? (rHotQUE # APRoXTMADo DE LUGARES)

NOMBRE DEL EDIFICIO LOCAL I DAD AREA O SUBDIVISlON

25. IPens6 Ud. o su familia solo en alquilar o tambien consider6
conprar? (mnnQue uuo)

( r ) solo ALqu ILAR msE-Ezgl' (z) coNSlDERo coHPRAR

27. (st C0NslDER0 C0MPRAR) lPor qu6 Ud. decidi6 alquilar en vez de
comprar? (escnlBA LA RESPUESTA ExAcTA)

lCuSndo Ud. buscaba su vivienda, le dijeron que no en algdn
lugar que a Ud. le interesaba? (mnnQUe UUO)

6',8',

@fr

7iz-
7' 7E

77

Card 4

3T
aE.
3 1r'

25. IPodrfa UD. recordar algunos de los nombres y localidades de esos
edificios? ( tHotqUE NoMBRES Y LUGARES)

76B

PAS A

28

(r) sr (?) No
ll

1t
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I
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( s5)

29. (st LA RESPUESTA ES nrtuetlvn) lPor qu6 le di jeron que No?
(pnEcuIIre LAS RAZONES" NOHBRE DEL EDIF!cIO Y EL ANO QUE SUcEDIO
EN CADA CASO)

RAZON NOHBRE DEL EDIFlCIO ANO

30. lHubo alg6n edif icio donde Ud. no sol icito vivienda pOFQIJ€.....

(a) el # de personas en su familia?(HARQUE UNO)

(t) st (z) No

(b) la presencia de nifros en su hogar? (HAnqUg UNg;

(l) sl (2) No

(c) otra raz6n? (mnnQue uNo Y ExPLIQUE st LA RESpUESTA ES

(l) st EXPLIQUE:

ilS Itt)

(2) No

) enecuHTAS PARA ToDos 3r-t+6

31. tC6mo supo Ud. de la existencia de esta vivienda? (gSCntBA LA RES-
PUESTA EXACTA)

32. lEs 6sta la vivienda que Ud. deseaba especfficamente? (nAnQUE UUO)

T'
Ti
T7

T-

T
1T

T6

T8'

fr

TI

fr

a
TE

Card 4

a

6T

(t) st (z) No rt

,1,



(s7)

33" lPor qu6 decidi6 Ud. alquilar esta vivienda? (eSCnlBA EXACTA-
HENTE)

34. (Sr EL E YA HA RESPoNDID0 ESTA PREGUNTA N0 VUELVA A PREGUNTAR)

lHubo alguna persona de una agencia del gobierno, aqui en el
condado de Montgomery, que le haya ayudado a conseguir vivienda?

(r) st (z) N0 /FA5E-IT7I

35. (St LA RESPUESTA FUE AFIRHATIVA) i,Sabe Ud. el nombre de la agen-
CiA? (SI EL E SABE ANOTE EL NOHBRE DE LA AGENCIA Y SU DIRECCION)

36. tQu6 clase de ayuda recibi6? (eventcUE Y cLARtFtQue QUE cLASE
DE AYUDA FINANCtERA RECtBt0, PERo N0 tNSISTA)

37. CAntes de que Ud. se mudara a esta vivienda, conocia Ud. a
mucha gente, unos pocos, una o dos personas, o € nadie gue viva
aqui? (HARqUE UNO)

MUCHA GENTE

POCOS

3) UNA O DOS PERSONAS
4) A NADIE

38 Ya hize esta pregunta acerca de este efificio. Ahora me gustarfa
saber acerca del vecindario. lAntes de que Ud. se mude a esta
vivienda, conocfd Ud. a mucha gente, unos pocos, una o dos perso-
E, o a nadie que viva en este barrio? (MARQUE UNO)

(t) MUcHA GENTE,'
(2) Pocos
(3) UNA o Dos PERSoNAS
(4) A NADlE

a
card 4

32

TE

3i-

T

35

7e
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T
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( s8)

39. lAntes de que se mudara a 6sta vivienda, tenfa Ud. una idea general
de la composici6n racial de los inquil inos que viven aqui?
(manqur uHo)

/FISTE_TTIso tWE:T'\-v
ESPECIFIQUE: /EsE-m/

40 (sl LA RESPUESTA ES AFTRHATIVA) LQu6 sabfa Ud. de la composici6n ra-
cial de este edificio? (escnlBA EXACTAHENTE)

41. Ahora tengo preguntas especfficas de lo que ofrece esta vivienda.
Seg6n las vaya nombrando me gustarfa que me diga que importancia
tuvo para Ud. o su familia para que decidiera alquilar o no esta
vivienda. Elija un nfimero del I al / para indicar su preferencla de
cada uno. EI #"1" q uiere decir que ese item es muy importante o
extremadarnente importante para Ud. o su famil ia, mientras que el #1t7tt

l)
2)
3)
0)

st
NO

RE

Card 4

MB

firy

HU

TRO0

}

quiere decir que ese item no tuvo ninguna importancia o no se conside-
16 al alquilar esta vivienda. (gaffiH mffiEm- Y-
ANoTE EL # IND]CADo PoR EL E. St EL E N0 SABE, I.IARQUE EL r'81r, SI
.EL_ E REHUSA DAR RESPUESTA I,IARQUE EL #1'9''
ANTES DE QUE UD. COMIENCE, PASE LA TARJETA AHARILLA AL E Y ASEGURESE;.
qUEELENTlENDAQUEEL#l'l'lslGNlFlcAMuYlHP0RTANTEYEL#l'7l'Es
SIN NINGUNA tHPORTANCIA. EVALUACIONES DfqT,r-TlTr;T4rr, rr5il y '16,'l
ESTAN AL MEDI.O_ .
(a) La vivienda misma, su tamafro y artfculos en particular
(b) El tamafio o comodidades particulares de este edificio

c)( La condici6n, opariencia y mantenimeinto del edificio o los
edificios

d) La raza de los otros inquil inos viviendo en el edificio
e) Lugar conveniente al trabajo
f) Lugar conveni ente a un centro de compras

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

g) Lugar cercano a escuelas p0bl icas
h) Lugar cercano a amigos y parientes
i) La distribuci6n racial del barrrio 

-
j) Lugar cerca de iglesfas o lugar de EIT[6-
k) Lugar cerca de transporte pfibl ico
l) Cal idad y reputaci6n de las escuetas p'ilEt icas a las que van los

nifios que viven aqui
(r) El alquiler
(n) La composici6n racial de las escuelas p[blicas a las gue van

los nifros de esta zona

T7

E
5i-

T
B
fl
fi

46

T8

50-'

fr
TE

fi
58'
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REcIBtO UN #IIIII O #'I2'' HAGA LA PREGUNTA \2. cAsO CONTRA-
EALA43"

\2. tpor qu6 dijo eso? (escntBA LA RESPUESTA ExRcrR)

\3. Consideranado de que Ud. o su familia podrfan pagar el alquiler, IQu6
oportunidad de elegir tuvo Ud. para poder vivir en el condado de
Hontgornery; dirfa Ud..... que tuvo amplitud para elegir, estubo Iimi-
tado en el tr , n1 una o rtun i dad ra ele tr el lugar que Ud. que-

aa qu ar E UNO

S

R

(n)
O PAS

Card 4

66- 6T

a6

6T

6566

il

r

(r) amplrruD DE ELEccroN
(2) LtMtrADo EN ELEGIR
(I) NTNGUNA OPORTUNIDAD PARA ELEGIR
(8) N0 SABE, N0 HA BUscADo, N0 TTENE BASE PARA oprNAR
(o) orRo ESPEU FTeUE:

44. tHubieron zonas en el Condado en las que Ud. pens6 gue no podrfa pagar
el alquiler? (mnnQur uruo)

2) No
8) No sABE

\5. (sl LA RESPUESTA Es AFtRHATtvA) tQu6 zonas? (nvrntcuE Los LUGARES
CIUDADES O SUBURBIOS Y SUBDIVISIONES. ANOTE LOS NOIIBRES DE LAS CA-
LLES 0 EDtFrCl0S St LoS MENC!oNA)

\6. El Gobierno de los Estados Unidos estima que una familia deberia gas-
tar en alquiler no m6s de un 25?^ a 30t de sus ingresos. eDirfa Ud.
que se va en su alq uiler...o.... acerca del 25 al 308, menos del 25

9.!_393-, o mas del 25 al 30?? ( MAROUE UNO)

(l) ACERCA DEL 25 at 3OZ
(z) HENos DEL 25 al 3oz
(3) MAs DEL 25 at 3oZ
(8) No sABE
(g) REHUSo

l) st(
(
(

Y OTROS VAYA A LA INTRODUCCION ANTES DE LA PREGUNTA 55 Y CONTINUE CON

LA 55

1
5



(sro)

ROL DE RAZA/ETNICIDAD EN SU COMPORTAHIENTO DURANTE LA BUSQUEDA

DE APARTAHENTOS . NEGROS E HISPANOS SOLAHENTE. PREGUNTAS 47-54

o nacionalidad del individuo/familia tiene algo que ver con el
lugar'de vivienda escogido. Quisiera hacerle algunas preguntas so-
bre esto.

l+7. lFuE su raza/nacional idad o la de su fami I ia un factor que tom6
en cuenta cuando buscaba lugar para residir? (mnnqUE UnO)

(l) st (z) No

48. (st LA REsPUEsTA Es AFlRttATlvA) lEn qu6 forma(s) su razalnacio-
nal idad le influencia en sus decisiones? (ESCRIBA LA RESPUESTA

EXACTA)

Card 4

68'

@fr

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
t
I
T

I
t
I
T

I
I
t
I

49. lHubieron algunas zonas en el Condado, o especfficamente alg6n
edificio que Ud. evadi6 o no consider6 solamente por la raza/
nacional idad de Ud. o su familia? (MnnqrlTNTf

(l) st (z) No /FnSiltrEy

50. (st LA RESPUESTA Es AFIRHATTVA) lQu6 edificios o que zonas?
(nvenrcuE EL NoHBRE DE Los EDtFtct0s, LUGARES, cIUDADES 0 suB-
DtvtsroNEs Y EL ANo QUE SUCEDIo. TRATE DE C0NSEGUIR ToDA LA
INFORMACION QUE LE SEA POSIBLE)

NONBRE DEL EDI FICIO LUGAR C I UDAD O SUBDI VI S I ON ANO

) ven LA rREGUNTA 43. st EL ENTREVTsTADo DrJo "LtHtrADo EN ELEJtR,'
'r0 NTNGUNA oPoRTUNIDAD EN ELEGIR'r, PREGUNTE EL 51. CASo CoNTRAR|0

PASE AL 52.

Card 5

7t

T

6

8

it"

E

T

7

i
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bb



(slt)

51. Ud. lnencion6 anteriormente que la cantidad de alquiler que Ud. po-
drfa pagar ha limitado sus oportunidades de elegir en el Condado.
tPodria Ud. decirnos que factor fuE mas importante para que decida
donde vivir - cuanto podrfa pagar de alquiler o si la raza/naciona-
lidad de Ud. o su familia? (mnnQUe UUO)

(I) ALQUILER
(z) RAZA/NAUoNALTDA
(l) LAS Dos soN TMeoRTANTES, N0 rUEDE ELEGTR
(4) No SABE

52. lCree Ud. que hay viviendad en el Srea del Condado de Hontgomery
donde la gente de su razalnacional idad podrfa tener dificultades
en rentar vivienda? (mnnQUe UHO)

(r) sr
(2) No /?mT-A-il7
(8) No sABE /FAStr-A-=tr/

53. (sl LA RESPUESTA ES AFIRMATIVA) lQuE vivienda/edificios y en que
zonas? (tNDtquE NoMBRES DE EDrFlcl0s y ctUDADES y suBDtvlsloNES)

NOMBRE DEL EDIF!CIO CIUDADES O SUBD!VIS!ONES

5l+. lCree Ud. que los arrendatarlos de esta vivienda estan my dispuestos,
un poco dispuestos, no mu dis ues tos uo stos a al quilar a
personas de su ra nac ona UNO

(t) HUY DtsPuEsros
(2) uN Poco D t SPUESToS
(3) No MUY DrsPuEsros
(4) oPUEsros
(8) NO SABE. NO TIENE BAsE PARA oPINAR

DISTRIBUCION RACIAL DEL AHBIENTE RESIDENCIAL. PREGUNTAS 55.64
PREGUNTE A TODOS.

) ennn NEGRos E HrspANos vAyA DTREcTAHENTE AL 55.

) pnnn BLANcos y orRos HAGA LA srcutENTE rNTRoDUccroN ANTEs DE pRE-
GUNTAR LA 55: Una de las inquietudes del Condado de Montgomery es
si la raza/nacionalidad del individuo/familia tiene algo que ver
con el lugar de vivienda escogido. Quisiera hacerle algunas pre-
guntas sobre esto.

Card 5

T[

i5

a

t7

T-

TI

T6

TE

fr
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(sl2)

55. lCuSndo Ud. se mud6 a esta vivienda, habian m5s familias Ne-
gras, Tglos famil ias Negras, o maS o menos I

de fami lias Negras viviendo en los ediFicios

Card 5

TE

25 26

27

a mt sma cant dad
o veci ndar io

donde Ud. vivfa antes de mudarse aquf? (menQUe UHO)

(I) MAS FAMILIAS NEGRAS AQUI
(2) HENOS FAMILIAS NEGRAS AQUI
(I) MAS O MENoS LA MISMA cANTIDAD DE FAHILIAS NEGRAS RQuI
(8) No SABE
(9) REHUSo

56. lHSs o menos gue porcentage de familias Negras dirfa Ud. que viven
aqui? (escntBA LA RESPUESTA EXACTA. LUEGO CLARIFIquE SEGUN
LAS CATEGoRTAS MENCToNADAS ABAJo y MARQUE UNo)

(ot1
(02)
(03)
(04)
(os)
(06)
(0 7)
(08)
(0e)
( to)
(tt)
(tz)
(e8)
(gg)

una vivienda donde hay mas o
UNO)

TODOS O CASI TODOS

LA H/qYoRtA (mnS Or LA MITAD)
LA M ITAD
HENOS QUE LA H]TAD PERO MAS QUE UN TERCIO
UN TERC I O

ENTRE UN CUARTO Y UN TERCIO
UN CUARTO

ENTRE UN l0 y 25i6
UN IOZ
HENOS QUE UN IOZ
UNO O DOS

N I NGUNO

No SABE /?Af-qg/
REHUSO lmfiT'5g7

57. Seg6n Ud. lEst5 esto orc i onado o preferiria Ud. residir enro
menos ami I ias de Negros? (l-lnnqUe

PROPORC ! ONADO

LE GUSTARIA HAS

LE GUSTARIA HENOS
NO HAY DIFERENCIA
REHUSO

OTRO EXPL I QUE:

) sr EL ENTREVTsTADo vrvE EN uN "TowNHousE', No pREGUNTE EL 5g. EL
# DE CODIGO ES r'00r', Y PASE AL 59. PARA EL REsTo PREGUNTE LA 58.

58. iHas o menos que porcentage de las familias que viven en este
edificio son Negros? (oele QUE EL E CoNTESTE. LUEGO cLARtFtQuf
ffiUfr-tl,ln DE LAS cATEGoRIAs ABAJo)

(ot) ToDos o cASr roDos
(OZ) LA HAYORIA (HAS DE LA MITAD)
(03) LA HITAD

(r)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(e)
(0)

9v



(04)
(os)
(05)
(oz)
(os)
(og )
1ro)
(l l)
( tz)
(e8)
(ee)
(oo1

lsrr)

MENOS QUE LA HITAD PERO MAS QUE UN TERCIO
UN TERC I O

ENTRE UN CUARTO Y UN TERC I O

UN CUARTO

ENTRE UN l0 y 252
UN IOZ
MENOS qUE UN IOZ
UNO O DOS

N I NGUNO

NO SABE

REHUSO

NO APL I CA

PROPORC I ONADO

PREFERI RI A MAS

PREFERI R!A HENOS

NO HAY DI FERENCIA
REHUSO

0TR0 EXPL I QUE:

Card 5

ME

30"

3l

32

59. lDesde que Ud. vive aqui, dirfa Ud. que el # de familias Negras que
viven aqui..... ha aunmentado, disminufdo, o es!s__ls mhrg?
(rqnnQur uuo)

I ) AUMENTADO
z) DrsHlNUrDo
il srcuE |GUAL
8) No sABE

9) REHUSO

60. lSeg6n su estimacidn, cuf,ntas familias Hispanas estan viviendo
ahora en est
uno o dos o

(
(
(
(

(

( | ) HUcHAS
Z) AGGUNAS

POCAS

UNO O DOS

N I NGUNA

8) No sABE

6 lSegin Ud., esta esto proporcionado o preferirfa vivir en un lugar

(
(

(
(
(

3)
4)
5)

(l)
(4)
(e)
(0)

e edificio, dirfa Ud. que......muchas, algunas, pocos,
ninguna fami I ia hispana? (mnnqUETo'J-

o menos hispanos? (MARQUE UNO )donde hay mds

(t)
(2)

l

62. lC6mo descri
residen aqui
(mnnque uuo)

birfa Ud. Ias relaciones raciales o de grupos 6tnicos que
? LDi rfa Ud.... excelente , @, regular o malo?

(l)
(2)
(3)

EXCELENTE
BUENO

REGULAR 33



4) HALo
8) No sABE

9) REHUSO

o) No APLrcA.

63. lPor qu6 dijo eso?

(sr4)

TODOS DE LA HISMA RAZA/ETN Ic t DAD /PASE e 6I+/

(escnt BA ExAcrAmeurr)

Card 5

(
(
(
(

64. lEn general, esta Ud. contento o descontento con la distribuci6n
racial y 6tnica de este edificio, dirfa Ud. que esta... muy conten-
to, contento, descontento, o muy descontento? (mnnqur uHo)

7EB

7e

37

3-8

T
tro"

IT

E
tr

(l) MUY coNTENTo
(z) coNTENTo
(3) No HAY DTFERENcTA.
(4) DEScoNTENTo
(5) HUY DEScoNTENTo
(g) REHUSo

NO LE I HPORTA

PREFERENCIAS DE MESCLAS RACTALES - PREGUNTAS 6 -68

)ennn HrspANos y BLANcos y orRos PASE AL 67.

65. (UeCnOS S0LAMENTE) Si Ud. podria conseguir vivienda que le guste
y de acuerdo a sus necesidades y aun precio razonable, estarfa Ud.
dispuesto a residir en una vivienda que..... (mnnQUe UNA POR CADA
PREGUNTA)

I TEMS S I NO NO SE REHUSO

(a) Todos o casi todos Negros?

(b) Has que la mitad Negros (la
nnyor i a) ?

(c) La mitad Negros, la mitad Blancos?

(d) Un tercio Negros, dos tercios
B I ancos ?

(e) De 20 a 252 l.legros, 75 a 8oZ
B I ancos ?

(f) I0Z Negros, 90? Blancos?

(r) (2) (8) (g)

(8)

(8)

(l)

(t)

(z)

(2)

(8)

(8)

(l)

(r)

(2)

(2)

(8)

(8)

(g)

(g)

(e)

(g)

(g) Todos o casi todos Blancos?

(t)

(l)

(2)

(z)

(g)

(g)

*o



(srs)

PREGUNTE EL 66 SOLAHENTE S1 EL ENTREVISTADO DIJO ]'SI]I A MAS DE UN

ITEM EN LA PREGUNTA 55" CASo CoNTRARIo PASE Al 69.

(HecRos SoLAMENTE) Ua. dijo que estarfa dispuesto a vivir en unos e-
dificios que... (nEptfR los ITEMS EN LA QUE EL ENTREVTSTADo DtJo
ItS llr) lCon cual de Ias compos iciones raciales Ud. viviria mEs
c6modo? (l,lnnQur uHo)

Card 5

E[

66

(") ToDos o cAS ! ToDos NEGRoS

(b) HAS DE LA HITAD NEGRoS (u HAYoRIA)

(c) LA HtrAD NEGRoS LA HtrAD BLANcos

(d) uN TERcr0 NEGRos, Dos rERctos BLANcos

(e) 20 -z5z NEGRos, 75-80% BLANcos

(f) l0z NEGRoS, g0z BLANCOS

(s) ToDos o cAS r roDos BLANcos

(8) No sABE

(O) OTRO EXPLIQUE:

(a) Todos o casi todos Blancos?

(b) 90% Blancos, IOZ Negros?

(.) 75 a 8OZ Blancos, 20-25% Negros?

(d) Dos tercios Blancos, un tercio
Neg ros ?

(e) Mitad Blancos, mitad Negros?

(f) Mds de la mitad Negros (mayoria
Neg ros ?

(g) Todos o cas i todos Negros?

/FFsi-re/
ITIS( A@
/Freep ,t

67. (HtSpRtlOS, BLANCOS Y OTROS) Si Ud. podrfa conseguir vivienda que le
guste y de acuerdo a sus necesidades y a un precio razonable, esta-
rfa Ud. dispuesto a residir en una vivienda que.....(mnnQUE pOR

CADA ITEM)

I TEMS S 1 NO NO SE REHUSO

(r)

(r)

(rl

(r)

(l)

(2)

(z\

(2)

(2)

(2)

(8)

(8)

{8)

(8)

(8)

(8)

(8)

(g)

(g)

(e)

(g)

(g)

(g)

(g)

B
T6

n

48

19'

56"

5i-

EA

EA

EA

(l)

(r)

(2)

(2)
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(s r5)

PREGUNTE LA 68 SOLAHENTE SI EL ENTREVISTADO DIJO IISIII A MAS DE

UN ITEM EN LA PREGUNTA 67. CASO CONTRARIO PASE A LA 69.

(ntSpnHOS, BLANCoS y OfnOs) Ud. dijo que estarfa dispuesto a vivir
en unos edificios que....(neplTA Los ITEHS EN EL 65 A LOs quE EL

ENTREVISTADOS DlJ0 t'Slrr) lCon cuSl de las composiciones raciales
vivirfa Ud. m5s c6modo? (manque UHO)

(a) T0D0S 0 cAS I T0D0s BLANCOS

(b) 9oz BLANcos, lou NEGRoS

(c) 75-80% BLANCOS, 20'252 NEGROS

(d) Dos rERc!0s BLANcos, uN TERcl0 NEGRoS

(e) MtrAD BLANcos, HITAD NEGRoS

(f) MAS DE LA l4trAD NEGRoS ( le MAYoRIA NEGRoS)

(g) ToDos o cAS I ToDos NEGRoS

68.

(8) No sABE

(o) OTRO EXPL IQUE:

PLANES DE MUDARSE . PREGUNTAS 59-79

69. lPiensa Ud. mudarse de este edificio durante el pr6xinro afro? (}4nnqUE

UNO)

(t) sr, DEctDtDAMENTE

(2) SI , PROBABLEHENTE

(3) PRoBABLEMENTE No

(4) No

(8) No sABE

70. (SI LA RESPUESTA FUE AFIRMATIVA)
EXACTAMENTE)

/trrTW

tPor qu6 se va a mudar? (escntga

Card 5

52

53

TIB

71. tCuil serfa la raz6n mds importante
EXACTAMENTE)

para que se mude? (Escntgn

fi 57

w



(stz)

72. lPiensa Ud. residir en el Condado de Hontgomery? (mnnQUe UruO)

(I) S], PROBABLEMENTE SI

(z) No, PRoBABLEMENTE No

73. (St LA RESPUESTA FUE ilSl'' O "PROBABLEMENTE Sl") lPiensa Ud. re-
s idi r en este vecindario? (mnnQUf UruO)

s 1 /Fre=t-7it
NO

NO SABE /FreI_FAil

7\. (S t LA RESPUESTA FUE ttllgtt) tEn qu6 zona del condado p iensa Ud.
vivir? (nvrnlGUE ESPEcIFICAMENTE ASI C0M0 CIUDAD, SUBDtVISt0N O

DIRECCtoN Sr EL E CoNoCE)

75. (pRrCUrurr A N0 SER qUE YA HAYA MENCI0NAD0 C0M0 UNA RAZoN PARA

HUDARSE. S1 YA HENCIONO CODIFIQUE SIN PREGUNTAR) IVA Ud. A

comprar o a alquilar? (manQur ut.to)

(l) ALQUTLAR 0 pRoBABLEMENTE ALqUTLAR

(z) coMpRAR 0 pRoBABLEMENTE coHpRAR

(8) No sABE /EEsE A-60/

76. lLe qustarfa mudarse? (mnnQUf UUO)

(l) st (2) No /w Aw
77. lPor qu6 le gustarfa mudarse? (eventcUE BUENAS RAZoNES Y ES-

CRTBA LA RESPUESTA EXACTA)

78. lQu6 es lo que evita que Ud. se mude? (ESCRIBA EXACTAMENTE)

l)
2)
8)

PASE A 80

Card !

t8

59

m- 6T

G

fr

a

B

6E

66

PASE A 80



(sl8)

79. lHay alguna raz6n que podria ocurrier que le impulzarfa a querer
mudarse de este edificio? (mnnQUr Ullo)

(r) sr EXPLTQUE:

(z) No

INFORMAClON PERSONAL Y DE LA FAMILIA - PREGUNTAS 8O AI FINAL

> DIGA L0 SIGUIENTE: Ahora quisiera hacerle algunas preguntas sobre- Ud. mismo(a) y sobre su familia. Varias de estas preguntas se re-
f ieren a esposos y esposas.

>VEA LA PREGUNTA #2. SI HAY POR LO MENOS OTRO ADULTO VIVIENDO
AQUI PREGUNTE LA 80. CASO CONTRARIO PASE A LA 8IA.

80. lVive su esposo(a) con Ud. (l,lnnQuE utto)

(l) st
(z) No /PASE A T'-1"/

)> uns PREGUNTAS 8l-84 DEBEN PREGUNTARSE A AMBo!, Er- ESPoSo Y LA ESPoSA,' Sl ES QUr AMBOS VIVEN AQUI. PREGUNTAS 8la-84a SON PARA EL ENTREVIS-
TADO, y LAS PREGUNTAS 8lb-84b SON PARA SU ESPoSA(0). PREGUNTE LA
8Ia-84a PRIMERO, LUEGO REPITA LAS PREGUNTAS PARA EL ESPOSO(A).
(cnmerE LAS pALABRAS ADEcUADAMENTE) .

81. (a y b). tPudiera Ud. mirar esta tarjeta (orlf AL E LA TARJETA AZUL)

6.8

6

Card 5

T

71

TB
7E

decirme la letra al pie de las edades que mejor describa su edad?
PoNGA LA LETRA tNDtCADA. St EL ENTREVTSTADo REHUSA, MARqUE EL "99',

Y PONGA LA EDAD QUE UD. CONSIDERE ADECUADA)

(a) ENTREVTSTADo (b) ESPosA

/NE--tr-8tr7 /m-E T-82E7

(gg) REHUSo (gg) REHUSo

) ptDA LA TARJETA ) ptDA LA TARJETA

8z (a y b). tNaii6 Ud. en los Estados Unidos? (HARQUE UNo)

(a) ENTREVISTADO (b) ESPOSA

(r)st /PpsEAw (l)sl /PASEASy
(z) No (z) No

v
(

75

83 (a y b).
EL PAIS)

rtTi
(st LA RESPUESTA ES NEGATIvA) lD6nde naci6? (nvrnteuE Card 6

3n(a) ENTREVT srADo

PAIS:

(b) ESPoSA

PA!S: a -8'

,+4



I
I
I
I
:l

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

84 (ayb). r
Ud que fu6

(s l9)

zFnse n 
-BIE7

Fu6 para Ud. fScil o diffcil comuniarse en ln9l6s, dirfa
.faci I , un poio diffci I, o muy di fici I ?

Card 6

T1- l2

I5 T5-

n16

T-

6T

T

(") ENTREVI STADO (u) ESPoSA

(l) FActL
(z) uN Poco FAcIL
(l) HUY D! Fl ct L

NO SE

la renta? (unnqur uNo Y EsPEclFlquE QUE PRo-
EN SI ES OTRO)

(r) FAcrL
(z) uN Poco FAc I L
(l) HUY Dl Ft cl L

(ggg) No sABE
(ggg) REHUSo

85. ilncluye su renta......... (mnnQUe los ITEMS)

ITEMS S 1 NO

89. ZQui6n paga el resto
GRAHA DEL GOB I ERNO O

l09

) nrcuenDE HAcER LAS MrsMAs pREGUNTAS A LA ESposA(o) st ES NEcEsARro.

8S. lCu5nto paga Ud. de alquiler rnensualmente? (nvrnlGUE Lo QUE EL E

PAGA AL HES. SI NO SABE POR MES PERO UN TIEHPO DEFINIDO ANOTE Y

ESPECI FIQUE)

POR MES

POR

$

$

I

IT

(") Agua cal iente?
(b) calefacci6n?
(c) Cocina?
(d) t-uzt

87. lPaga Ud. o su famil ia todo el alquiler? (mnnQuE UHO)

( l) s I /msE A 9ol (2) No

88. (sl LA RESPUESTA Es NEGATtvA) i,cu6nto paga Ud. al mes? (tHotQue
LA CANTI DAD)

MENSUALES

(998) No sABE
(ggg) REHuso

8)
8)
8)
8)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(l)
(t)
(l)
(t)

1$

de
QUI

(l) orRos quE vrvEN Aqul
(z) PARTENTES y AMrGos QUE vtvEN EN orRo LUGAR
(l) PRocRAHA DEL GoBIERNo tNDTQUE:
(4) OTRO ESPEc I FI QUE:

I

TE6



90.

(s20)

lTiene Ud. o su famil ia auto? (MARQUE UNO)

(l) st (z) No

PREGUNTAS 9I-97 SON REFERENTES AL EMPLEO. HAGA LAS PREGUNTAS

PRIHERO EN REFERENCIA AL ENTREV!STADO Y LUEGO AL DE SU ESPOSA(O)
SI ES QUT VIVE AQUI. CASO CONTRARIO PREGUNTE SOLO AL ENTREVISTADO.

tEstS Ud. actualmente empleado? (mnnQUf UHO)

(a) ENTREVTSTADo (b) EsPosA

(r) sr /w/ (l) st /mil-98/
(z) No (z) No

91.

92. (st LA RESPUESTA ES NEGATIvA) lHa estado Ud. empleado durante los
il t inros 12 rneses? (HARQUE UNO)

(a) ENTREVT STADo (b) ESPOSA

(t) sl

Card 5

B

TzE

E

5i- T

T' 1E

36'(l) sl
(2) No lfpsE A eE/

93. 0Cu5l es su principal ocupaci6n?
YENDO TRABAJo Y RESPoNSABILIDAD)

(") ENTREVI STADO

(z) No /PASE A q8/

(oescnlBA ESpEc I Ft cA|'TENTE tNcLU-

(b) ESPoSA

9\. lD6nde y en qu6 jurisdicci6n esta o estaba localizado su trabajo?
MARQUE Y ACLARE SI EL LUGAR ES I'OTRA PARTE'')

(a) ENTREVISTADo (u) ESPoSA

(I) CONDADO DE MONTgOHERY
(2) cONDADO DE PRINCE GEORGES
(3) WASH rNGToN, D.c.
(4) NORTE DE VIRGINIA
(5) AREA METRoPoLITANA

DE WASH I NGTON
(5) orRo LUGAR

ESPECIFIQUE:

(I) cONDADO DE HONTGOHERY
(2) cONDADO DE PRINcE GEORGES
(l) t.tASH rNGToN, D.c.
(4) NORTE DE VIRGINIA
(s) AREA METROPOLITANA DE

WASH I NGTON
(6) orRo LUGAR

ESPECIFIQUE:

*P
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96.

(sz t )

95. tQu6 medio de transporte usa o ha usado para ir a su trabajo?
HARQUE UNo Y ESPECTFTQUE Sl EL TRANSPoRTE ES r'0TR0")

(") ENTREVISTADo (b) ESPoSA

Card 6

TF

q

lAproximadamente cuSnto tiempo le toma o tomaba en ir a su trabajo
de puerta a puerta? (lHotQue HoRAs Y MlNUTos)

(") ENTREVI STADO (b) ESPoSA

M I NUTOS M I NUTOS

HORASHORAS

(I) CAHINA O CAHINABA
(z) nuro
(3) rnausPoRTE PUBLIco. BUS

HETRO
(4) orno

ESPECTFTQUE:

(oo) No APLtcA
TRABAJA EN CASA

M I LLAS

T98i-ffiese
(oo) No APL I cA

TRABAJA EN CASA

(l) CAMTNA O CAMTNABA
(z) AUro
(:) TRANSPORTE PUBLIco. BUs

HETRO
(4) orRo

ESPECIFIQUE:

(oo) No APL I cA
TRABAJA EN CASA

M I LLAS

T9EI-fr'6'snse
(oo1 No APL r cA

TRABAJA EN CASA

m'

E
39

TT

T[

T6

ry
E

I
t
I
t
T

t
I
I
I
I
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97. lAproximadamente, cuSntes millas hay de aqui a donde Ud. trabajaba?
(rruorquE EL # or mTLLAS)

(a) ENTREvTSTADo (b) ESposA

) necuEnDE HAcER LAS HlsHAs pREcuNTAS AL Esposo(A) sl ES NEcESARIo.

98. lCuSl f u6 el 6lt inro grado que Ud. termin6 en la escuela?
(menQuE uruo)

(l) No FUE A LA EScUELA
(2) EScUELA PRIMARIA (DE I a 7 ANoS)(l) rEnmlNo EScUELA pRtHARIA (8' enRoo)
(4) ALGO DE EScUELA SEcUNDARIA ( 9.RT II. GRADo)
(S) rEnmtNo SEcUNDARtA (cor.lplrro EL GRADo tz)
(6) ALGo DE uNtvERslDAD (l a 3 ANos DESpuEs DE secuHoRRlR)
0) cRADUADo DE uN rvERS I DAD
(8) EDUcAcroN posr-cRADUADA o rlruLo pRoFEStoNAL
(9) REHUSo
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(szz)

99. (st r-n Espose(o) vtve nQut) tcuSl es el Iltinro grado que su
esposa(o) termin6 en la escuela? (tnotQUE EL NUHERo APRoPIADo
DEL CODIG0 DE ARRIBA)

(g) REHUSo

loo. Por favor, mire esta tabla (eNrnrcue LA TARJETA RoSADA) y
dfganre qu6 cifra describe nejor sus ingresos econ6micos y el de
su familia en el afro 1977'antes de las deducciones de
impuestos" Diga s6lo el nfimero no la cantidad. (mnnQUe El
NUHERO I NDt CADO)

(gg) REHUSo

> PIDA LA TARJETA

lol. tHay alguna otra cosa mas que Ud. quisiera afradir? (escnlBA LA
RESPUESTA EXACTA)

) orGA Lo StGUTENTE:

Aqui termina la entrevista. Le agradezco mucho el tiempo que se ha
tomado y su cooperaci6n. Sus respuestas han sido muy informativas.
Muchas grac i as .

Antes de irme, me gustarfa tener su nfmero de tel6fono. Hi supervi-
sora talves quiera llamarle para ver si hize el trabajo correctamente.

lO2. lTiene Ud. un tel6fono donde se le puede llamar? (nnnQUe UllO)

Card 6

T8

E 56"

5i- fr

(t) st (2) No

l03. (st LA REspuEsTA ES AFIRMATIVA) CCuSl es su n6mero? (tuotQUE EL
NUMERo)

) enore LA HoRA QUE TERHTNo LA ENTREVrsrA.y HARQUE AH. o pM.

HORA TERM!NADA: AM. PM

} cOmEIeTE LAS PREGUNTAS QUE qUEDAN DESPUES DE QUE HAYA SALIDo DE LA
VIVIENDA DEL ENTREVISTADO. POR FAVOR NO SE VAYA DE ESTE EDIFICIO
SIN ANTES TERI'IINAR ESTAS P GU

t8
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