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Introduction

"If you would know what kind of Jew a man is, ask him where he lives;
for no simple factor indicates as much about the character of the Jew as
the area in which he lives. It is an index not only to his economic
status, his occupation, his religion, but to his politics and his outlook
on life and the stage in the assimilative process that he has reached.”
(Wirth, 1928, pp. 57-71).

This statement was written by Louis Wirth in the 1920's. Despite
the fact that Wirth often misrepresented the sociological implications
of spatial patterns (because of his ideological viewpoint), the issue
he raises in this quote is as important today as it was for Chicago in
the early years of the 20th century, and for European cities in past cen-
turies. The 19th and 20th centuries have not only been a period of rapid
world-wide population growth, but have also seen extensive population
movements of people within and across country boundaries. The settlement
of large cities by population groups from widely different cultural and
socioeconomic backgrounds and their subsequent distribution patterns
within the city has been a subject of increasing interest for social
scientists as well as social planners. Researchers have concentrated
their efforts in examining the various demographic transitions of Jewish
populations with attention currently being given to the low fertility
of Jews. It is time to add to our general analysis of Jewish populations
the "ecological transitions'. which contribute in no small measure to the
development of Jewish communities.

In many towns of medieval Europe, and more recently in those of
much of Asia and North Africa, the urban fabric is physically divided
into areas referred to as wards and quarters. The pattern of residen-
tial differentiation and segregation in the modern city may be less ob-
vious than is generally the case in the pre-industrial community, but
the absence of walls and other physical signs of demarcation by no
means implies any lessening of social differentiation. Similar popula-
tions cluster together and come to characterize their areas. The resi-
dential differentiation of the urban population takes place in terms
of many attributes and in many ways. Research indicates that almost
any criterion differentiating between individuals and groups may become
the basis for their physical separation (LaGory and Pipkin, 1981).

Much of the ecological research on ethnic groups implies that there
is a special relationship between the minority group and the wider com-
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munity. Lee (1977, p. 5), for example, states that "residential segre-
gation is basically a spatial phenomenon; but it is one which has eco-
nomic, social and cultural causes and ramifications. Thus, residential
segregation may symbolize and reflect social rejection and social iso-
lation, but it may also reflect the relative economic standing of dif-
ferent groups and their access to power in the community." Also in
their analysis of the impact of residential segregation on the process
of social integration, Marston and Van Valey (1979) state: "The ques-
tion of the residential patterning of racial and ethnic groups is clear-
ly one of the most significant and sensitive problems facing society
today." Although the research on residential distribution patterns of
minority groups is quite extensive, there have been few attempts to
conduct a comparative cross-cultural investigation of a specific group
in order to examine issues related to the urban ecology of minority
groups. The Jewish group is generally considered to be an essentially
urban population and study of Jewish populations in different histori-
cal and cultural settings can assist us in examining strategies of en-
vironmental adaptation used by a minority group.

The task here is to examine the shape of Jewish distribution in
cities, Preliminary evidence available based on a literature review,
suggests the following generalizations:

1. Jews traditionally represent a highly urbanized population.

2. The Jews traditionally represent a highly centralized popula-
tion. That is, a community concentrated in the inner areas of
cities. ;

3, Jewish immigrants to the West have begun their stay in highly
segregated areas in the inner city, but have dispersed in fu-
ture generations.

4. As Jews become socially upwardly mobile they tend to move out
of ,immigrant areas, and a process of decentralization occurs.

5. Jews tend to retain their affinity to the inner city to a great-
er extent than non-Jews.

6. Jews, when they move out of inmer city areas, tend to re-concen-
trate in other areas through a process of leap frogging, or of
sectorial expansion, rather than expansion in concentric circles.

This‘'essay is in large part based on deliberations held during the
1980/81 aeademic year by a group at the Institute for Advanced Studies,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem. We raised many issues which will be the
subject of future research. As yet there are many questions, little
data and few clear answers. This overview focuses on 4 issues which
appear to be crucial in understanding the urban ecology of Jewish popu-
lations.

A. Do Jews differ in their residential distribution pattern from
other ethnic groups and to what extent do they differ? The
answers to the abave questions involve measurement of residen-
tial differentiation (segregation).
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B. How do they differ? This involves an analysis of how the Jews
conform to the models of internal structure of cities, and mobili-
ty patterns of immigrant populations.

€. Why do they differ? Here we need to investigate, first, settle-
ment ideologies as they effect Jewish populations and second,
the determinants and functions of residential differentiation.

D. What are the consequences of specific patterns of residential
distribution? ' This involves investigation of the social, psycho-
logical and institutional consequences of distribution patterns.

Residential Segregation
General

The study of urban ecology has since its inception focused on the
patterns of residential segregation between groups. Ecological investiga-
tions of the residential segregation of sub-groups (ethnic, social class,
religion, etc.) have led to the conclusion that the residential dissimi-
larity of sub-groups is present in many different cultural settings.
Studies utilizing the index of dissimilarity, which is a summary measure
of the divergence between two population distributions, have shown that
large proportions of the varying populations which constitute cities in
the developed world would need to change their place of residence if all
are to share the same residential pattern, In the case of complete
similarity of distribution patterns the index will be zero; in the case
of complete dissimilarity ~ where no members of the one population live
in any areas inhabited by the other - the index will be 100 (Duncan and
Duncan, 1955a).

In an analysis of U.S. cities, Taeuber and Taeuber (1965) found that
the average index of dissimilarity between blacks and whites is 87.3 at
the city block level and 79.3 at the census tract level. Subsequent re-
search by Sorensen et al (1975) and Van Valey et al (1977) have demon-
strated continued racial segregation in U.S, cities into the 1970's.
There is also convincing evidence that residential segregation persists
among ethnic immigrant groups in U.S. cities. Lieberson (1963), for
example, indicates that in 1950 the average index of ethnic concentra-
tion for 12 foreign-born groups in 10 American cities was 39. Kantro-
witz (1973) demonstrates the continued existence of high index values
for European migrant groups in New York, 40 years after the cessation
of large scale immigration. Uyeki in a study of Cleveland which covers
a 60 year span (1910-1970) points out that '"...correlations suggest his-
torical continuity in the intergroup relationships set down at an early
period in Cleveland history" (Uyeki, 1980 p. 401). A striking demon-
stration of the configuration of ethnic and racial residential segrega-
tion which exists in American cities can be found in Sweetser (1962)
for the city of Boston in 1960.
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Studies have been carried out in a variety of cultural contexts in-
cluding studies by Jones (1969) in Melbourne; Warwick (1966) in Singapore;
Musil (1968) in Prague; Mehta (1968) in .Poona, India; Darrock and Marson
(1971) in Toronto; Klaff (1973) in Tel Aviv; Poole and Boal (1973) in
Belfast; and Lee (1977) in London. Each of these studies demonstrates
the existence of residential differentiation between population subgroups
within large urban areas. There are also many examples of residential
segregation of populations classified by socio-economic variables. The
classic work was carried out by the Duncans in 1955 where they demonstrat-
ed that there are definite patterns of residential distance between dif-
ferent occupational groups (Duncan and Duncan, 1955). This research
has been replicated and expanded on in a number of contexts by Uyeki
(1967), Simkus (1978) and Bleda (1979).

When one reviews all the above works one finds ample evidence for
Park's statement that ''social realtions are...frequently and...inevitably
correlated with spatial relations' (Park, 1955, p. 77) i.e. spatial dis-
tance becomes an indicator of social distance.

Jewish

The classical model of Jewish immigrant residential distribution is
represented by the ghetto. In a study of Jewish immigrant population of
Chicago the sociologist Louis Wirth stated that 'West of the Chicago
River, in the shadow of the crowded central business district, lies a
densely populated rectangle of crowded tenements representing the great-
er part of Chicago's immigrant colonies, among them the ghetto" (Wirth,
1928, p. 195). Historically, according to Wirth, the ghetto traces its
ancestry back to a medieval European urban institution by means of which
the Jews were involuntarily segregated from the rest of the population.
In modern times, however, the term ghetto applies not specifically to
the place of officially regulated settlement of the Jews, but rather to
those local 'cultural areas which have arisen in the course of time or
are voluntarily selected or built up by them.

The ghetto is constantly referred to in the literature as represent-
ing the segregation of Jewish commmities (Johnson, 1971). There are
in fact many examples of the Jewish ghetto in Easterm and Central Europe.
These areas of extremely high segregation of Jews from non-Jews represent
an important phase in Jewish urban ecology (Bloch, 1977; DellaPergola,
1981a). Specific examples can be found in historical data for Warsaw
(Bloch, 1977), Rome (DellaPergola, 1981b). There is also evidence that
Jews' communities tended to be segregated in the cities of Asia and
N. Africa, where we find reference, for example, to the mellahs of
Morocco. Recent census material analyzed by Schmelz and DellaPergola
also points to patterns of segregation in Latin America, particularly
Buenos Aires where Jews were concentrated in the inner city area.
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The significance of this historical investigation of Jewish social
segregation lies in its ability to provide a framework for examining the
Jewish communities of modern cities. The majority of Jews in the cities
we will examine have their cultural and demographic origin in the 18th
and 19th century cities of Europe. The evidence on Jewish residential
segregation in the 20th century is sketchy due in part to the scarcity
of census data being available according to religion and in part to the
lack of appropriate statistical techniques to undertake comparative
analyses. The data for North American cities do suggest, however, that
patterns of Jewish clustering have persisted beyond the period of ini-
tial immigrant status.

A number of studies in the U.S. have found that Jews (after the
initial settlement period) moved at a surprising rate from the working
class to the middle class, but there was less of a trend toward residen-
tial integration. Glazer and Moynihan (1963, p. 143) point out that
"Jewish residential concentration is not confined to the immigrant gener-
ation or the poor. It is characteristic of the middle and upper-middle
classes and the third generation no less than the second.' For example,
the Chicago "ghetto' referred to by Wirth (1928) is seen over time to
have spread westward in the 1930's and then we find the Jewish population
leap-frogging northwards to specific neighborhoods in the mid-20th cen-
tury. Jaret in a recent study of Jewish residential mobility in Chicago
concludes that "among Jews the desire to live in close proximity to
group members is still strong. Jews tend to live clustered together in
residential areas in much greater density than their percentage of the
population' (Jaret, 1979).

We find similar patterns of clustering in New York (Horowitz and
Kaplan, 1959) and Boston (Fowler, 1977). A series of index of dissimil-
arity matrixes prepared for Cleveland by Uyeki (1980) for the years
1910 through 1970 shows that, the average index of segregation of Rus-
sians (a predominantly Jewish group) from other European immigrant
groups have (with few exceptions in the earlier years) been consistently
the highest of all the intergroup averages. While these are obvious
problems with the use of Russian foreign stock data as a proxy for Jews,
due to the aging of the population, the Cleveland data and similar
analyses of other large U.S. cities confirm continuing segregative ten-
dencies of Jewish groups (Kantrowitz, 1979; Guest and Weed, 1971).

Some examples of residential segregation of Jews in non-1.S.
cities are also available. Although the Jews accounted for 1.5% of
Melbourne's population as a whole in 1961, they were heavily concen-
trated in a small number of areas which had much higher percentages
than the average. Seventy-five percent of Melbourne's Jewish community
lived in 100 of the 611 ACD's which contained only 16% of the total
population of the city. In these 100 areas they averaged 7% of the
resident population (Jones, 1969). Evidence shows that in Winnipeg,
Canada, in 1941, three-fourths of the Jewish population lived in 5
census tracts in the North End, where they originally settled in the
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1880's (Driedger and Church, 1974).

Evidence from a census tract analysis carried out by Darrock and
Marston (1971) demonstrates that significant levels of residential segre-
gation existed in 1961 between European immigrant groups in Toronto.

They concluded that: "There is a rather low level of segregation between
any pair of the five groups originating from northern and western Europe.
Those from southern and eastern European origins-are more highly segre-
gated not only from the former, but also from each other. The Asiatic,
Other and Other European (predominantly Jewish: 60%) are less segregated
from the northern and western European groups than those of southérn and
eastern European heritage." (P. 496). In addition the Russian-born immi-
grants (predominantly Jewish) are seen to have the second highest average
rates of segregation from all other groups, behind the Italian group.
These Tesults confirm the work carried out by Rosenberg (1954) for the
1951 census and Murdie (1969) for both the 1951 and 1961 census. Rosen-
berg's data show that although the Jews were not isolated in one parti-
cular neighborhood in the early 20th century there was a significant con-
centration in the inner city downtown area. By the 1950's, however,

the Jewish population had decentralized to quite an extent in a northern
direction.

The tendency has been toward wider dispersion throughout the city
as population became increasingly integrated in the economic and cultur-
al life. As decentralization took place, with Jews moving to the nor-
thern residential suburbs, we still note that the Jews tend to be more
centralized than the total population up to 1951, but the 1961 data sug-
gest that Jews are decentralizing at a rapid rate, even faster than
non-Jews. In 1951 Jews comprised 6.7% of Toronto City population and
2.1% of outer suburbs. By 1961 the city had declined to 2.8% and the
outer suburbs increased to 7.2%. In 1961 less than one-tenth of Toronto's
Jewish population resided in the traditional reception area for immi-
grants, about 13% lived in Forest Hill village and more than 50% lived
in North York township. According to Mudie (1964), unlike the Italians,
the Jews remained segregated largely by choice so as to be near friends,
synagogues and grocery stores. The Jews have moved northward in sector-
ial fashion. Preliminary evidence from the geo-statistical analysis of
Toronto data (Bachi and Klaff, 1981) confirms the clustering of Jewish
population.in the area leading from the north part of the central city
and heading into the northern suburbs.

Data for Johannesburg, South Africa, prepared from research carried
out by Dubb and DellaPergola (1978) point to definite areas of Jewish
residential concentration., Kosmin (1981) has pointed out that 'we can
see a spreading Jewish population in London over time but it remains
surprisingly concentrated and conservative as regards residential move-
ment by regional standards.' He also states that: "The borough pattern
of residential distribution fits a core-periphery model. The Jewish
core in Hachney and Ilford tops out at about 40% of the total popula-
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tion of Jews, and around 4,500 Jews per ward. In Edgware in the 1960's.
again the Jews were about 40% of the total. This is interesting, since
the Jewish proportion in the borough as a whole is 20% in Barnet, 145%
in Hackney and 9% in Redbridge. The Jewishness of the average Jews' en-
vironment due to such local densities was 24% in Hachney and 17% in
Redbridge. The density level was 1.8 times the expected in the inner
area of secondary settlement and 2.0 times the expected in the tertiary
suburban area. Moreover the Redbridge Jewish population is 94% British-
born."

This raises the important issue of the exte:t to which Jews live in
areas which are predominantly Jewish. Evidence for Amsterdam analyzed
by Cohen (1981) from 1930 data shows that about 40% of all Jews lived in
A 5, but only 19% of the area was Jewish. However, in A 13, which con-
tained 19% of all Jews, the area had a Jewish majority. It is clear
that these two areas represent different ecological situations for the
Jewish population, Examples might range from the ghetto situation with
a high degree of isolation to areas where Jews are evident in significant
aumbers, but are a small minority of the area.

Characteristics of Residential Distribution
Genegral

The classical ecological model of social morphology presented by
Park and Burgess in the 1920's (Burgess, 1925) for large industrialized
American cities states that the city center was the water shed for poor
immigrants who used the security of dense inner city neighborhoods close
to the economic center of the city as their initial point of settlement.
In time these immigrant groups moved onwards and were replaced by new
immigrant groups. This model, commonly referred to as the concentric
zone model suggests that the socio-economic status of the urban popula-
tion increases as we move from the center of the city to the periphery.
Competing models have been developed which suggest that population and
housing characteristics differ according to wedges rumning from the cen-
ter to the periphery (Sector Model, Hoyt, 1928), or that several nuclei
serve as organizing foci for the city's development with subgroups ar-
ranged according to concentric or sectorial configurations around each
nuclei (Harris and Ullman, 1945).

The analysis of residential distribution patterns can be viewed
from a static perspective: where do people live?, or a dynamic perspec-
tive: how and where do people move? Ecological models of residential
patterns suggest that immigrant groups initially cluster in ethnic
neighborhoods, but eventually are absorbed into wider society. In gener-
al, in industrialized societies the 20th century has seen a phenomenon
of decentralization of population, more generally known as suburbaniza-
tion, There is evidence, however, that racial and ethnic subgroups be-
have differently in terms of their patterns of physical mobility
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(Schnore, 1972; Berry and Kasarda, 1977; Frey, 1980). Comparative analy-
sis of cities has raised a number of questions concerning these location
models. It has been suggested that cities are at different stages of
development and that as they move from pre-industrial to industrial the
location model moves from high socioeconomic concentration in the center
to the periphery of cities (Schnore, 1972; Hawley, 1971).

Another question asked is whether different subgroup characteristics
are differentially distributed over the urban space of the city. For
example, there is evidence that in less industrialized cities economic
status, family cycle and immigrant status characteristics of subareas
overlap, while in more industrialized cities these variables tend to be-
come more independent. It has also been suggested that some characteris-
tics are distributed according to the zonal model, while others are dis-
tributed according to the sectorial model., Evidence suggests that immi-
grant ethnic groups in U.5. cities are distributed in a sectorial spatial
pattern, while the population characterized by economic status is dis-
tributed concentrically.

Jewish

A common feature of the settlement patterns of minority groups is
their tendency to move towards the periphery of the city. These centri-
fugal movements do not necessarily imply a concomitant breakdown of segre-
gation as it is possible for segregation patterns to re-emerge in new
areas. It is suggested that the North American pattern of Jewish resi-
dential mobility is outwards, but concentrated, where new areas are set-
tled, re-establishing Jewish concentrations around new institutions.
Despite increasing out-movement the evidence for Western Europe and
North America suggests that Jews remain over-represented in the inner
areas of cities when compared to the general population.

A recent analysis of approximately 20 cities in Europe by DellaPergola
(1981a) shows that in comparison with non-Jewish populations the Jews
tend to be more centralized in the inner areas of these cities, and more
specifically in, the intermediate ring between the center of -the city
and the outer suburbs. Evidence by Jan Herman (1980), for Prague (between
1869-1939) demonstrates that the spatial distribution of Jews differed
from that of the general population. While there was decentralization
and outmigration from the ghetto (after 1859) Jews. remained fairly concen-
trated in center part of town., Jews did, however, move to newly establish-
ed middle class districts of Greater Prague. According to Bok (1980:163)
Jewish households concentrated in the center of Brussels area (66% as
against 53% of general population). In suburbs Jews were 10% as against
18% of general population. Analysis of data for Warsaw between 1922 and
1931 by Bloch (1977) shows the development of suburbs indicated major
decentralizing trends among the bulk of the non-Jewish population, but
hardly any such trends among the Jews. Not many Jews moved out to the
suburbs, but rather to those parts of the city which were situated out-
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side the nucleus (of the Great Ghetto),.

In a study of Providence (USA) in the 1960's Goldstein and Gold-
scheider (1968) found a central 'ghetto' with a strong concentration of
Jews, but also Jews scattered through the suburbs. According to them
the general trend in the years 1951-63 has been ''a more general residen-
tial integration of the Jewish community into the larger population of
the metropolitan area." They represented the immigrant ghetto community
as breaking down - movement to suburbs - and assimilation into American
life. Goldstein in his article entitled "The Jews in the U.S.: Perspec-
tives from Demography'" (in the 1981 American Jewish Year Book) makes the
point that Jews in the U.S. are suburbanizing at a significant rate.

But the question of concentration, or intra-city movement is left open.

A study on Jewish residential mobility in Chicago covering the
years 1960 to 1974 (Jaret, 1979) reports that the desire by Jews to
live in close proximity to groups members is still strong. Some spe-
cific findings are that Jews have been suburbanizing along with the rest
of the population, but till the major proportion of moves by Jews can
be classified as within city moves, and Jews moving to suburbs tend to
be less ‘concentrated in areas, but still concentrated in blocks (along
certain streets),

- A preliminary analysis of Boston data suggests that in the early
‘decades of the 20th century the Jewish population was heavily concen-
trated in the central city (Fowler, 1977). However, we note that in
the late 1950*s and early 1960's the Jewish population was predominant-
ly dispersed in the North and West, but by the mid-1970's there had
been further decentralization and large reductions in the Jewish total
in Boston City had occurred. Little is known, however, of levels of
concentration or segregation due to the limited nature of the data.

In Cincinnati a study by Varady et al (1981) concluded that there is

a strong tendency for the Jewish population to move within the same
community, but that of those moving outwards the general pattern is
sectorial in nature. The early settlers were close to the central
business district (CBD) and with time Jewish clusters have appeared in
a northerly direction away from the CBD.

A word of caution needs to be issued here concerning the impact
of recent in-migration of a minority group into an area. It is important
to be able to differentiate between decentralization of Jewish population
and the settlement of Jewish immigrants in peripheral areas. We need
to be aware of the fact that the period of immigration may have an im-
portant impact on the residential distribution pattern of immigrant
groups. Decentralization must not be confused with settlement patterus
of groups who arrive at different points in time. New groups may settle
in peripheral areas, thus giving the impression of decentralization.
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Determinants of Residential Nistribution

General

The empirical investigation of patterns of residential distribution
provides us with important information. The residential clustering of
population subgroups, however, is neither a random nor a non-rational
process. Although the classicial ecological approach to explaining lo-
cation decisions is based on the outcome of economic competition for
space and the trade-off between time and space, it is evident that we
cannot ignore the importance of values and the many other influences,
subjective'and objective, on decision making. Of particular importance
is an understanding of settlement ideologies. Both the receiving host
society and a particular minority group generally have a perspective on
the process of interaction iIn a society and on their ideological commit-
ment to this model of interaction.

The vast majority of writings about the impact of residential dis-
tribution of racial, ethnic or other minority groups on social integra-
tion use the asimilationist model, which suggests that a) residential
isolation is an important indicator of the lack of assimilation, and
b) minority groups desire assimilation into the mainstream culture of
the society. Researchers have maintained that the degree of residential
segregation is an acceptable indicator of, or a proxy for, assimilation.
An ethnically enclosed residential experience insulates a group from
important mechanisms of assimilation, limits cross-culture contacts that
affect the socialization of the young, and has serious implications for
subsequent experiences such as intermarriage, upward job mobility, and
the formation of social ties. Specifically it is suggested that segre-
gation restricts social mobility, and has particularly negative effects
on the psychological development of a group who are segregated.. Thus,
the lower the degree of segregation the greater the likelihood that a
group is experiencing assimilation. Desegregation is then likely to
result in a dissipation of the subordinate status, and therefore, assimi-
lation of the subjugated group into the mainstream society.

Early.studies on immigrant groups and the black population in the
U.S. suggest evidence of a distinct ethnic community or group, and incom-
plete dispersion of these groups within the various institutional spheres
of the society (Hartmann, 1948). As social policy, emphasis was placed
on social'proximity as well as dispersal within the formal institutional
sphere as' conditions for successful integration (Warner and Srole, 1945;
Schermerhorn, 1949). In 1944 Myrdal stated 'We assume it is to the ad-
vantage of American Negroes as individuals and as a group to become as-
similated into American culture, to acquire the traits held in esteem
by the dominant white Americans' (Myrdal, 1944, p. 929).

Investigation of ‘societies with ethnic minorities reveals, however,
that in most of these societies residential scegregation persists and in
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many situations ethnic group identity has persisted and become more sa-
lient (Glazer and Moynihan, 1970; Newman, 1973). This represents a dif-
ferent model leading to alternative forms of social interaction. In
some societie$, the trend is toward preservation of elements of culture
within the national unity of the society. It is suggested that residen-
tial segregation is an important element in the maintenance of this
pluralist model of integration in that ethnic residential clusters in
cities perform certain positive functions. Also ethnic minority groups
can be seen as interest groups engaged in a struggle with other groups
for public resources.

Where people are in conflict or feel threatened, the functions of
segregated areas may be one of the following:

-People seek each other's company for defense and security and

the community can be seen as a place to provide a haven for new
immigrants.

-The clustering may be due to a desire to preserve identity of the
group and to provide a complete set of services for members.
-Clustering can use the resources of a common territory to gain
additional resources and power.

An interpretation of the pluralist model as applied to residential
distribution patterns would suggest that ethnicity or minority group
status can in fact be one of a number of characteristics on which a ter-
ritorial group can base their sense of solidarity. The discussion of
the pluralist model in the general ecological literature is extremely
complex, however, for it is difficult to disaggregate the contributions
of voluntary from involuntary forces contributing to segregative tend-
encies. On the one hand Greeley(1974) and Matzger (1971) make a strong
case for the positive aspects of ethnic pluralism as a strategy of com-
munity adaptation to a new or hostile social environment. On the other
hand, the evidence collected by social scientists is quite persuasive
in its conclusions that a considerable amount of residential segregation
is created and maintained by discriminatory procedures, both legal and
and informal, which makes it difficult for minority groups to voluntarily
settle in certain residential areas, and involuntarily assigns them to
other areas (Hawley and Rock, 1973; Pearce, 1976; Thigpan, 1976).

A final point which is important in the ivestigation of determinants
of segregation concerns the possibility that people of different ethnic
groups are differently distributed because they are of different socio-
economic status, and the cause lies in their differential access to re-
sources, rather than in ethnicity. In the U.S. a number of studies have
pointed out that socioeconomic differences between racial groups do not
explain the degree of residential segregation. Karl Taeuber, in an
extensive analysis of the relationship between economic factors and ra-
cial patterns of American housing, stated that: '"These sample analyses
demonstrate that poverty has little to do directly with Negro residen-
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tial segregation in the Cleveland metropolitan areas. They demonstrate
that if incomes were the only factor at work in determining where white
and Negro families live, there would be very little racial residential
segregation" (Taeuber, 1968, p. 12). Hermalin and Farley report that
"data from the census of 1970 reveal that economic factors account for
little of the concentration of blacks within central cities, their ab-
sence from suburbia or the residential segregation of blacks from whites
in either cities or suburbs" (1973, p. 595).

On the other hand, there is evidence in New York which concludes
that residential segregation between European origin ethnic groups can
be explained by their differential sociceconomic status. In a number
of studies covering different times and settings we find a clear corres-
pondence between the ordering of occupational categories in terms of
their general social standing and that produced by their residential
patterning. Also, the greater the prestige distance between two occupa-
tional populations the less likely are they to nominate each other as
friends and the more dissimilar are their residential distributions.

The relationship between ethnicity and socioeconomic status is seen as
strong, and areas with high ethnicity also tend to be areas with low
status. The interpretation of this relationship is more complex, and
both ecological and individual characteristics need to be taken into
account.

Jewish

In- some situations discrimination and voluntary self-segregation
may be opposite sides of the same coin, and difficult to disentangle.
Where the host society controls the housing market either overtly by
means of segregative settlement policy (e.g., Jews only allowed to live
in a certain area) or covertly by means of institutional barriers (e.g.
loans not available to Jews), the consequences are high levels of in-
voluntary separation. The traditional Jewish ghettos in Europe and
North Africa are good examples. However, there are many examples of
minority groups who, unilaterally or by mutual agreement with the host
society, chobse to remain segregated. Where do the Jews fit? Bloch
(1977, p. 229) for example, suggests that in Warsaw following the eman-
cipation of the Jews in 1862 the expected great exodus from the 'ghetto"
by law befqre 1862 remained there voluntarily. He suggests that this
was partly due to the desire to retain a sense of Jewish community and
partly due to the hostility of the surrounding population..

As recently as 1971 a book by Johnson (as influential writer in
urban sociology) made the statement that '"The Jews are the usually quot-
ed example of a minority group who have chosen to continue to live in
ghetto situations" (Johnson, 1971, p. 273)}. Although Johnson uses
Louis Wirth's definition of ghetto, the evidence to support this claim
needs to be re-examined in the light of recent data, Wirth's analysis
of the Chicago Jewish '"ghetto'' and the behavior of the population sug-
gests a gradual process of cultural assimilation, but one where the Jews
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leaving the 'ghetto' are followed by others, creating a new concentration
(Wirth, 1956, p. 261).

Finally we need to examine whether Jews are segregated or concentrat-
ed because of a desire to be close to their own group, or because of some
other factor such as socioeconomic status. Studies in North America have
found that Jews moved at rapid rates from working class to middle class.
Associated with this it was discovered that Jewish residential concentra-
tion was not confined to the immigrant generation or the poor. The pat-
tern of concentration was found to be characteristic of the middle and
upper class and the third generation no less than the second generation.

Rosenthal (1961) 'in a study of Jewish assimilation in Chicago states
that "A modicum of Jewish education and voluntary segregation are two
parts of a three part device designed to forestall large scale assimila-
tion. The third is residence in a high status area...Settlement there
removes the stigma that is usually attributed to a separate ethnic communi-
ty...Residence in a high status area indicates the voluntary nature of
the settlement of Jews as well as non-Jews and 1ifts the burden of aliena-
tion from the younger generation in particular.” Referring to Leeds,
England, according to Drausz, '"working and middle class Jews do not move
to working and middle class areas. The aim is to move to a better area
and not a non-Jewish area. The Jew belonging to his own elite appears to
be happy living with other members of the Jewish elite' (Krausz, 1964,

p. 26).

The question of whether ethnic groups are residentially segregated
because of their ethnicity (ethnic status model) or socioeconomic status
(class model) is an important research issue (Guest and Weed, 1971).
Darrock and Marston (1969) have found that in Toronto social class segre-
gation within ethnic groups exists. Very little empirical information
is available concerning differential residential distribution of socioeco-
nomic subgroups within the Jewish population of cities. A comprehensive
review of the determinants of the distribution patterns and functions,
both positive and negative, for the Jewish group is crucial to our under-
standing of the urban ecology of minority groups.

Consequences of Residential Distribution

The issue of the consequences of residential distribution patterns
is highly complex, for this involves subjective perceptions of the meaning
of territory. It is, however, important for groups or community leaders
to understand the dynamics of settlement patterns. On the one hand a
group may view increased spatial distribution of its members as a success-
ful process of integration. Others, however, may see the need for a cri-
tical mass of group membership to maintain viable communal and religious
facilities.

According to data put together by DellaPergola most European Jewish
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communities, while still being more concentrated than non-Jewish popula-
tions, "face a pattern of location of the main Jewish services and facili-
ties in the central city, and of increasing redistribution of Jews toward
the periphery of metropolitan areas, where opportunities for Jewish com-
munal life are poorer' (DellaPergola, 1981a).

The question of the relative good for the individual versus the good
for the community must also be seen in societal context. There is, in
fact, an important connection between territory and institutions. Minority
groups often move their ethnic institutions and it is suggested that main-
tenance of institutions in a new location is crucial to the continuation
of residentially segregated areas. It has been noted that those ethnic
groups who maintain a strong identity generally have succeeded in creating
and maintaining a comprehensive set of ethnic institutions. Also, a num-
ber of studies have found that those ethnic minorities with the highest
degree of institutional completeness display the highest levels of resi-
dential segregation.

The community literature has documented the existence of feelings of
group identity and the recognition that local communities are viable enti-
ties with increasing socialization and political functions. The emphasis
which urban ecologists have placed on the processes leading to social in-
tegration characterizes the immigrant ghetto, or ethnic village, as tempor-
ary, potentially distintegrative and a barrier to eventual assimilation.
Residential proximity increases the probabiiity of social interaction,
and persons with similar social positions, values, and expectations tend
to locate in relatively close proximity so that group interaction can be
maximized and group norms maintained (Marshall § Jiobu, 1975). Over time
the different residential areas of a city acquire a social evaluation re-
flecting the social characteristics of their resident populations, and
spatial distance becomes an indicator of social distance. The persistence
or emergenge of racial and ethnic concentrations in cities should be in-
vestigated both as an instance of this general process of residential dif-
ferentiation among urban populations, and as an aggregate effect of socio-
ecomomic and cultural differences.

It has been suggested by some observers of the urban scene that a
combination of high personal mobility and modern communication techniques
has rendeved the notion of territorial constraints on human association
obsolescent. To proponents of this view the concept of community itself
becomes devoid of territorial content. To ecologists and geographers,
on the other hand, location remains a major determinant of interaction
patterns and the concept of community is firmly anchored on a territorial
base. Developments in transport and communications technology may have
lessened territorial constraints, but place of residence is seen as a
major factor in allocating life chances and determining interaction pat-
terns. The whole notion of a territorial base to services (local and
other) ensures that locality will continue to be of vital importance in
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the organization of society.

Although the research on residential distribution patterns of minori-
ty groups is quite extensive, there have been few attempts to conduct a
comparative cross cultural investigation of a specific group in order to
examine issues related to the urban ecology of minority groups. The
Jewish group is generally considered to be an essentially urban population
and study of Jewish populations in different historical and cultural set-
tings can assist us in examining strategies of environmental adaptation
used by a minority group.
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