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Ai)stract

Although the San Francisco Bay Area is well known for its liberal identity, it i§ Jgg vl
ough the San

i) ¢ dl .'
known for its role in upholding racial segregation. Beginning with Oakland's deVCIOPment u

the federal government marginalized black residents and simultaneously disinvested froy, the Wey

Oakland neighborhoods to which black residents were segregated. This conflation of Circumg ‘anq-_,'.:

This narrative is imperative to understand continuing housing segregation in Okland and gy

United States today.



Introduction: The Stoty of Oakland
Ernestine Nettles’s story is the story of Oakland and its long history of black marginalization

and housing segregation. At the same time, Ernestine’s story is highly personal. It is not a story
defined by her hardships, but by her life in what ;vas once a vibrant community in black West
Oakland. Emestine Nettles’s parents came to Oakland in 1944 when her father was discharged from
the military at the Oakland Army Base, or “Camp Night,” where black GIs returning from Europe
were sent.' She was born at 1009 Wood Street in what is now Lnown as the Lower Bottoms
neighborhood in West Oakland, then moved with her parents as a kid to Union Street in the Oak
Center neighborhood in 1955. 2 Speaking in our interview, Ms. Nettles saici “my world was very
diverse at that point.” > White people, a mixed-race couple, Portuguese, Spanish, and black people all
lived on her street “before white flight.”* Like most other kids in the neighborhood attending Cole
Elementary School, she would go home after school, do her homework or chores, and go back to
the school’s playground.® Under the supervision of the Playground Director Ms. LaRue, kids could
do their homework and play games: boys played basketball, and a tomboy herself, Ernestine played
baseball. * These are some of her favorite memories growing up in West Oakland.’

West Oakland, located in the flatlands along the San Francisco Bay, was one of the city’s first
neighborhoods to be developed. Looking at photographs around 1900, Sociologist Dr. Floyd
Hunter states in his 1960 report on housing discrimination in Oakland that it was a beautiful,
middle-class residential area:

Tree-lined streets leading to the Berkeley Hills and to beauty spots along the eastern
shores of San Francisco Bay. Two- and three-storied Victorian houses east of Peralta

! Emestine Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles, February 24, 2018.
2 Nertles.
3 Nettles.
4 Nettles.
5 Nettles.
6 Nettles.
7 Nettles.




and along Adeline Streets looked out at ferries crossing the Bay carrying cargoes and
Passengers to and from ‘the City’, San Franciscp.“

The character of the area changed as Oakland’s industry begun developing in the 1910s and 19205,
leading to a large influx in the city’s population.” Oakland became home to “one of the nation’s
largest canning and packing industries” in addition to manufacturers of “chemical, electrical, wood,
and paint products.” After World War One, auto manufacturers and shipbuilding arrived ang the
city’s industry took off."

Jobs created by this industrial development started to fill Oakland with people. In 1860 it
Was a just a small town of 1,543 people, increasing steadily to 66,960 in 1900 and quadrupling in sjze
to 284,063 by 1930. In 1940, the city’s population had grown to 302,163, whites making up 95.3 .
percent of the population, and blacks representing the largest nonwhite group at 8,462 people, or 2.8
percent of the population.”® |

According to historian Robert O. Self, Oakland’s shipbuilding industry, established after
World War One, would ccmedt the city’s importance during World War Two. It became a “major .
center of shipbuilding, troop transportation, food processing, and naval supply,” which added “tens
of millions of dollars annually to the economy” in Alameda County and Vallejo." Industrial war
production and troop transportation during World War Two brought half a million people like
Ernestine’s parents to the Bay Area."® During this period, Oakland’s population jumped to 384,575
people.” Notably, its black population saw the largest increase, growing by almost five times from |

1940 to 1950, “joining a small, but well-established prewar African American community.”"’ A

® Floyd Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, Calfornia: A Study Prepared for the Oakland Mayor's Committee on Full Opportunity and the Council of Social
Planning, Alameda County (Berkeley, California: Floyd Hunter Co, 1964), 8-9.

? Robert O. Self, American Babylon: Race and the Struggle for Postwar Oakland (Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 2003), 27.

Lod 27.

n g:llg 27.; Floyd Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 9.

12 “City of Oakland — 1860 to 1940 Census Data,” accessed March 11, 2018, http:/ /www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/ cities/Oakland40.htm.
13 “City of Oakland — 1860 to 1940 Census Data”

V4 Sclf, American Babylon, 27.

15 Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles; Self, American Babylon, 27.

16 “City of Oakland — 1950 to 1960 Census Data,” accessed March 11, 2018, http: / /www.bayareacensus.cagov/cities/Oakland50 htm.
17 Self, American Babylon. 51.; http:/ /www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/cities/Oakland50.htm.
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Figure 1. Oakland non-white distribution in 1940. R. Bryce Young, “Oakland’s Changing Community Patterns: A Report on Changes in the Non-
White Population, Changes in the Non-White Owner Occupancy, Comparisons Based Upon 1940, 1950 and 1960 Census Tract Data” (Oakland,
California: Coro Foundation, 1961), unpaginated 7.

serious demographic shift was occurring. By 1950, whites and blacks accounted for 85.5 and 12.4
percent of the city’s population respectively.

This change became more pronounced in 1960. For the first time since the census was
taken, Oakland’s total population and white population decreased. The city’s population decreased
by 17,027 people total, while the white population decreased by a staggering 58,274."
Simultaneously, Oakland’s black population almost doubled from 47,562 to 83,618, over six times
larger than all other minority groups put together.” In the span of just two decades, Oakland had
changed dramatically, going from 95.3 percent white and 2.8 percent black in 1940 to 73.6 percent

white and 22.8 percent black in 1960.”

18 Self, American Babylon, 51; “City of Oakland -- 1950 to 1960 Census Data,” accessed March 11, 2018,
http:/ /www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/cities/ Oakland50.htm.

1 “City of Oakland — 1950 to 1960 Census Data.”

2 “City of Oakland — 1950 to 1960 Census Data.”



« Ninerition Loss
Stelueion h:rl‘

D77 Mwersies - Wieeritles Leas Dad et
23 i Teigwrheed 1980 censys
Pimereion - Kinerities Lees Ttia A TRACTS
\ ﬁf‘;‘huﬂlﬂlll e
ke Contasaaemt = Kord Thax 254 Timar (P
Ripersion of Kizeritiea [ isias = Feightorbasd Gomponite Datar Mave, Oxelaca, 2 -
Oakland, 1960 . nigs fraeks, Relocarie gegis

Crn,

Figure 2.0 R e dsvalsrneat danaay, poa"tTs i

(g akland non-utite dissribution in 1960, Floyd Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California: A.Sr:dh‘)'m%:‘e d f:,: Qy
e

Oakland Mayor’ = 3 i )
Co 1964 ;33_ or's Committee on Full Opportunity and the Council of Social Planning, Alameda County (Berkely, Calforniz: FEloyd Hypg,

As these new migrants arrived in the developing city, they continued to settle in West
Oakland, one of the city’s older, more affordable neighborhoods.” Beginning after World War One,
West Oakland’s early migrants moved-out to new homes being constructed between the Bay-
fladands and the hills.2 Like their white predecessors, as black migrants such as Ernestine’s parents
arrived in the city, they settled in West Oakland. But unlike the white migrants before them, black
migrants could not leave as their incomes ro;c,e. In fact, according to Robert O. Self, 90 percent of
Oakland’s black population in 1950 was concentrated in just 22 percent of the housing tracts in the
city.?

Although it was a Northern city, Oakland was undeniably segrcgéted. This segregation was

created and maintained by the structure and organization of city government, federal government

2 Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 9.
2 Hunter, 9.; Self, American Babylon, 42.
2 Self, 51.
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policy, and white residents through a series of economic decisions centeted around a racist
perception of how black people supposedly changed property values.

The politics and policy written by these actors deeply affected the lives of individual people
in Oakland, including Emestine Nettles and her family. Born and raised in West Oakland, her family
was directly impacted by housing discrimination and Oakland’s 1959 General Neighborhood
Renewal Plan.** Despite these circumstances, or maybe even in light of them, Ernestine became a
self-described “rebel” and has been involved in various civic organizations since she was the Class
President at Oakland Tech High School.” These organizations have included the New Oakland
Committee, which she sat on with William Knowland, owner of the Oakland Tribune and influencer
in local, state, and national politics, as its first youth advisor in 1967 and 1968, and the Oak Center
Neighborhood Association, created in response to the 1959 General Neighborhood Renewal Plan%
The story of Oakland Ernestine Nettles gives us is shaped by the dynamics of decision-making in
the city, and by powerful white business men such as the Knowlands and Fred Reed, involved in the
city in the 1920s as an early promoter, residential developer, and leader in the local and ﬁau’onal
chamber of commerce and real estate associations.?

Although the San Francisco Bay Area is well known for its liberal identity, it is less well
known for its history of racial segregation. As Ernestine Nettles said in out interview, “Oakland in
1964 was highly racist, and highly segregated. It had a fagade of racial and economic equality.”” This
paper seeks to explore the long history of how this segregation developed, and to understand how it
was maintained in 1964 and has persisted today. Through an examination of local leaders’ paper

collections, national reports on housing segregation, and city reports covering topics from residential

2 Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.
2 Nettles.
% Nettles ; Self, American Babylon, 7.

7 Marc A Weiss, The Rise of the Community Builders: The American Real Estate Industry and Urban Land Planning New York: Columbia University Press,
1987), 118, 121.

2 Nertles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.
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development and blight to community organizing in Oak Center, it becomes clear that black

. rmnm VEIn :
residents’ interests were severely marginalized by local government, 5 g e Private

: justifvi ti
residents, and that racist economic arguments Were central to justifying segregation and

disinvestment in Oakland’s black communities.

In the organization of this paper, I first investigate how business leaders came to domjg, 4

local government in Oakland and how they politically, socially, and physically marginalized black

people with the help of white homeowners and the federal government. I then analyze how these

institutional barriers first fostered the establishment of 2 segregated Oakland, and later the creatiog

of blight. Next, I analyze the 1959 General Neighborhood Renewal Plan, Oakland’s urban Planning

solution to blight, looking at how the problem of blight was identified, who spearheaded urban

renewal, what their philosophies were, and what their policy looked like. Then, I show the

fundamental importance of upholding segregation for white homeowners in California and Oakland,

Finally, I examine residential life in West Oakland and illustrate how residents there tried to exert

their interests in city politics in order to save their homes.

I argue that because local government and white homeownets defined “public interest,”

their racial politics shaped the development of segregation in Oakland. Having marginalized black
residents through a variety of means, the city along with white residents and the federal government
took active measures to promote high value white areas while disinvesting from segregated West
Oakland. The city, representing white, business intetests, isolated and ignored problems in West
Oakland until housing conditions there hurt their scheme to foster economic development. When
the city did try to address West Oakland’s housing problems, it was to promote industrial and white,

high-income residential use, at the expense of, and without consulting, the black residents who made

their home there.
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Ernestine Nettles helps us understand racial politics as they existed in Oakland in 1964, but
these racial politics wcr;: not wholly unique, nor have thcy gone away. These barriers are still present
and continue to impact fair housing. Analyzing the development and maintenance of housing
segregation in Oakland in the first half of the twentieth century helps us understand how the old,
invisible institutional bartiers to fair housing continue to marginalize black residents soday through

gentrification.
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Chapter One: Establishing “Public Interest” & Marginalization

Furthermore, it is our contention that there are two central organizations in every
y, the Chamber of Commerce

city — the City Government and the quasi-public bod _ '
We know that city planning must ultimately be done by the' City Planning ;
Commission and the City Council. We have for years kept m'contact, here in our
Berkeley Chamber of Commerce, with these two official bodies, so far as our city
planning interest and activities have been concerned. — Charles Keeler”

Business interests held a privileged position in Oakland city politics. In fact, according tq
Charles Keeler, the General Manager of Berkeley’s Chamber of Commerce quoted above, the
chamber of commerce was one of the “central organizations in every city.” He relates the chambepg
importance in a letter to a man who would have undesstood this fact of city government all too wye]j.
Fred Reed, “one of Oakland’s leading downtown realtors and a major residential subdivider,” the
head of California Real Estate Association’s (CREA) City Planning and Zoning Committee, former
CREA president, a National Association of Real Estate Brokers (N AREB) Vice President, and
organizer of the recent 1927 California Planning Conference in Oakland.® It was these people —
business leaders and large developers — who defined the city’s public interest. They could do this
thanks to structural government and electoral reforms instituted during the Progressive Era that
ga\-re significant political advantages to conservative, business-led growth machine politics. -

The growth machine was comprised of large businessmen and defined by their interests in
continued local economic growth, achieved, for example, by controlling local land-use. ' They set
the pblicy direction for the city with the goal to “please capital,” not people.*? The growth machine
sought to accomplish this with increased property values and lower taxes to attract business.”” Their

racial politics would also ensure that these reforms and policies would marginalize blacks politically,

29 Charles Keeler, “Letter to Fred Reed,” April 4, 1927, Freed Reed Papers, Folder 1, Oakland Public Library History Room, 1-2.
30 Marc A Weiss, The Rise of the Community Builders: The American Real Estate Industry and Urban Land Planning New York: Columbia University Press,

1987), 118, 121.
31 John R. Logan and Harvey L. Molotch, Urban Fortunes: The Political Econonsy of Place, 20th ed. (Berkeley, California: University of California Press,

2007), 42.
32 Logan and Molotch, 42.
33 Logan and Molotch, 42.
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socially, and physically. Their vision of economic

FRED E. REED

Stands for—

development in Oakland was predicated on increasing

property values in white spaces, not blaqk ones. Ironically,

Good Government, Enforce-
ment of Law, A Business-Like
Administration, The Dcvelop-
ment of Onkland's Waterfront, and lowet property values in surrounding areas such as
Building Oakland into the
Principal Seaport and City of
the West.

LOWER TAXES
THIS MEANS INCREARING TIIE VALUE OF YOUR
PROPERTY AND ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

BOTH FOR THE BUSINESS PEOILE AND
THE LABORING MAN.

disinvestment in black space would ultimately create blight

downtown, where members of the growth machine had
their investments and office spaces. To understand these

complex dynamics and how they shaped segregation,

FRE]V)OTE FORREED blight, and policy solutions, it is important to understand
FOR M:AYOR this growth machine structure and how they effectively
e ———— e
" matginalized black populations in Oakland.

Political Marginalization: Growth Machine Politics

Figure 3. Fred Reed 1923campaign flyer. “Fred Reed 1923 In his campalgn ﬂyer, emblazoned with “LOWER

Campaign Flyer,” 1923, Freed Reed Papers, Folder 7,
Oakland Public Library History Room.
TAXES” front and center, Fred Reed, candidate for

mayor in 1923, clearly outlined his intentions for the direction of Oakland. He was running on a
platform for “Good Government,” with “A Business-Like Administration” and “l)evclopment of
Oakland’s Waterfront.”* Reed claimed, in all capital letters, that his poﬁciqs would increase “the
value of your property and additional opportunities for the business people and laboring man.”**
Recd;s good government would be efficient, operate like a business, and encourage investment that
would elevate the value of property and lower taxes to attract more investment. According to

growth machine theory, increasing propetty values had the effect of increasing total tax revenues.

4 “Fred Reed 1923 Campaign Flyer,” 1923, Freed Reed Papers, Folder 7, Oakland Public Library History Room.

% “Fred Reed 1923 Campaign Flyer.”

% Citizens’ Committee on Residential Development, “A Report on Residential Development in the City of Oakland” (Oakland, California: Citizens”
Committee on Residential Development, 1942), B; James Weinstein, “Organized Business and the City Commission and Manager Movements,” The
Journal of Soutbern History 28, no. 2 (1962): 166-82, https:/ /doi.org/10.2307/2205186, 180.
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I services were conservative and not increased, this would llow cities to decrease tax rateg 3 The
cities would essentially be returning unnecessary revenue 0 property owners, to either buy More o,
invest and stimulate further development, while simultaneously attracting more capital seeking Citeg
with the lowest tax rates* He claimed this form of economic development would benefit eve.1')'0ne.
An economic-centric platform, Fred Reed’s growth machine plans addressed the city’s fisca] he dth
and benefits to Pml;'my owners, They were ﬁmufacmed to serve the business communities &St
and foremost as opposed to general welfare of the city; apart from implied potential job growrh for
workers.

This was the growth machine: poiicies that centered on “A Business-Like Administration,”
incxeasing efficiency, and lowering taxes. It was central to the movement that would replace the
party machine, rising to prominence during the Progreésive Era in Oakland and cities across the
United States. To accomplish this objective, business-interests changed the structure of govérnment
and instituted electoral reform to make it more difﬁcult, if not hnpéssible, for workers and minorit.y
voters to win representation in goxfernment. Fundamenfaﬂy, the growth machine changed the rules
for Oakland city politics. These reforms allowed businéss to dominate elections and city policy,
ensuring the city would serve the selected few business leaders who thought their interests were the

public interest. In the process, they would politically ﬁ)arginalize black interests in West Oakland,

Council-Manager Government
Oakland adopted the commissioner form of governance in 1911 in an effort to combat what

was seen as the party machine’s “corruption and inefficiency.”* The commissioner style of

government was 2 Progressive Era reform adopted first in Galveston, Texas in 1901 and spread

37 Weinstein, “Organized Busincss and the City Commission and Manager Movements,” 180,

3 Citizens’ Committee on Residential Development, “Report on Residential Development,” 16.

% Logan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, %, xi.

% Edward C Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Policy: Who Rules in Oakland? (New Yotk: McGraw-Hil, 1971), 10,; Weinstein, “Organized Business and
the City Commission and Manager Movements,” 166. rganized
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across the nation with the help of local chambers of commerce.*! To address corruption, the -
commissioner government was modeled after the busincss—c'orporate structure “to make :
government more businesslike and to attract businessmen to government.”* This type of
government was formed as “America emerged as the world’s leading industrial power” and reflected
a business approach to government, thinking of voters “as stockholders,” and the commission
government as the corporate city’s board of directors.* Business elites in government considered
themselves the city’s largest stakeholders who knew best how to run it. As such, government needed '
to be organized around their interest.* This government determined public interests not by
citizenship or elections, but by the size of financial stake in the city’s corporate organization. Any
city policies needed to garner the support of the majority of the corporate city’s major stakeholders.
This fundamentally changed government’s role and responsibilities from maintaining the public
good, to maximizing profits and tax revenue, while minimizing costs and government services. It
defined Public interest as belonging to the major taxpayers in Oakland, thereby enabling the business
elite to direct city politics on their terms. |

Establishing these governments was fundamentally about consolidating power in the hands
of business leaders as opposed to addressing corruption. They were a product of the Progressive Era
structural reform movement, which sought to professionalize government and “take city
government out of the hands of neighborhood and ethnic leaders.”* While Oakland’s business elites
had been the “decisive decision makers,” according to Hayes, without rivals ptior to adopting the
commissioner form of government, a growing socialist movement threatened their control.

Business elites with the chamber of commerce’s backing made a move to consolidate their power

4 Weinstein, 169.

4 Weinstein, “Organized Business and the City Commission and Manager Movements,” 169.

 Weinstein, 166, 168-169.

4 Logan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, x.; Weinstein, 179.

4 Chandler Davidson and George Korbel, “At-Large Elections and Minority-Group Representation: A Re-Examination of Historical and
Contemporary Evidence,” The Journal of Politics 43, no. 4 (1981): 982-1005, https://doi.org/10.2307/2130184, 987.

“ Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Poligy, 10.



with the commission-style government to “lower taxes and -encourag'e greater industrig) |
development” and “destroy the power of the revolutionary Socialist party.” Capita] inVesttncm, :
the city would pay off in the increased private investments the city would see. Fundamentauy’ : In
shaping itself as a business, fiscal considerations reigned supreme and were organized 1o ben cfitg
wealthy leading the change. They were promised “a stable and less expensive alternate o o) e
System of graft and complicated legislative procedures.” As business expanded and modermnjy, d,
city services such as sewers, water, paved roads, and harbors had become necessary to Operate thejr
business smoothly.* Their main concern was that these services operate more efficiently, becauge ¢
maximize profits, the costs of these services needed to be kept down.

Ironically, however, commissioner governments bred corruption in Oakland and elsewhel.e
in the United States, like the party machines they replaced. Commissioners, gave “excessive
appropriations in order either to strengthen their own departments or simply reward their
Supporters with city jobs.”™ In the case of Oakland, opposition to commission government broke
out in responéc to a government contract scandal, in which Oak/land Tribune characterized the mayor
as a party boss.>® When the commission stopped serving its purposes and created inefficiencies in
the provision of city services due to corruption, business stopped supporting it. Instead, the business
elite compared it to the party machine in order to engineer its take down. And it worked. With the
Oakland Tribune and the Lions Club’s support, t-he new council-manager government was éasily
adopted in 1931.? This new form of government that placed executive power in an appointed
manager and “augmented the power of business over city policy generally and of the Tribune over

political elections.”** The council-manager government Oakland adopted was the new and improved

47 Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Poligy, 11.
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model of the commissioner government. Like the commissioner-style government, it still gave
business interests priority, but this model also provided safeguards against council-member
corruption by professionalizing and removing executive power from politicians altogether.
According to corporate business logic, the rr.xanager appointed with these executive powers
could not act corruptly because he representéd the interests of the business éommunify which
supposedly prioritized efficiency over bribes and favoritism. Ultimately, the council-manager was
just as corruptly pﬁoridﬂng a new interest group: businesses.” These business-oriented |
governments made policy calculations based on whether or not they fit “the local grbwth strategy”
with the justification that the rising tide of growth would lift all boats because it “brings jobs,
expands the tax base, and pays for urban services.” ;I‘he business adrninist;:ﬁdon-city, pursued
development strategies that would bring investors while opposing “any intervention that might
regulate development on behalf of use values.”® This approach typically did not care about the
associated costs of this economic development, such as spillover effects, and as a résulf “typically
undermines local people’s standard of living.”>’ By prioritiziné industrial development favored by
the growth machine, for example, revenue might hav; increased and the city might have been able
to decrease taxes, but this was at the cost of non-fiscal considerations irrlportant to residents. These .
problems inch;ded environmental pollution created by the stee],‘canrning-, and autom;)bﬂe factories in
Oakland as well as the noise pollution and wear on city streets created by trucks driving through
their neighborhoods to deliver goods. As a corporate modeled city, Oakland fundamentally put a

premium on cost cutting over public service provisions which, according to business leaders,

unnecessarily raised taxes.

%4 Logan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, x, xi.
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At-Large, Non-Partisan Elections _ SHE i ¢ )
The council manager system remolded city government in the image of a b‘JSlnes;S s

Streamlined their power over the decision-making process. But the growth machine Needed ¢,
control politicians elected to this new government to complete their control over city Politicg,
BuSincssmen, such as the Knowlands, owning the Oakland Tribune, completed their corpotate-city
Bovernment domination with electoral reforms. These electoral reforms went hand in hang Wlth %

e
adoption of 2 council-manager government; 40 out of the 50 cities with a councjl-mana_ger
government adopted them by 1938.%® In similar style to their campaign to institute CounCﬂ'm;‘n'figer
governments, Progressive structural reformers attacked the party machine for corruption ang theis
district-based style of governmen;c. Inherently, according to History Professor Samuel P, Hay,
writing in 1964, attacks on the party machine also represented an attack on “the political pOWer. ot;
lower-and middle-income groups which lay behind it,” district representation-systems increasing the
representation of these communities interests and their influence in government.>® While structura]
reformers in the Progressive Era saw party machines as cost-inefficient, community members saw jt
as a way to ensure services, jobs, and elected representatives were sensitive to their demands.

Representation of these interests would change with the council-manager system, enabling the
passage of at-large and nonpartisan ballot electoral reforms which benefitted the growth machine’s
interests.

Inherently, these reforms also represented an attack on minority political participation.
Structural reforms, emerging first in the south, “coincided with the peak of racial reaction.”®! At-
large and non-parﬁsan reforms politically marginalized poor and minority residents by making it

more difficult for them to elect their chosen representatives. As opposed to district elections in

58 Samuel P. Hays, “The Politics of Reform in Municipal Govemnment in the Progressive Era,” The Pasific Northuwest  Ouarterly 55, no. 4 (1964): 157-6%
163.; Davidson and Korbel, “At-Large Elections and Minority-Group Representation,” 985, 986,
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which representatives were elected by specific neighborhoods to represent their district in city
government, at-large elections pitted all council candidates against each other in a citywide election.
In this system, descriptively representative candidates could no longer win a seat by carrying a
segregated black or low-income district. Instead, candidates with name recognition in the entite city,
like elite businessmen, typically won. Adoption of at-large elections generally coincided with the
introduction of the nonpartisan ballot, which removed party affiliations from ballots, reinforcing the
importance of name-recognition even further. Using these reforms in Oakland, elite businessmen
effectively marginalized black political participation and neutralized the socialist party challenges to
their power in 1914.° Nonpartisan and at-large party election ballots made it more difficult to be an
informed voter. By presenting voters with a list of candidates from outside their neighborhood and
without a political affiliation, voting cues were eliminated along with political parties’ roles in
campaigning. In this scenario, without voting cues, people would select the most recognizable name.

J.R. Knowland took advantage of these reforms to increase his conservative influence in city
politics. His paper, the Oakland Tribune, had near-total control of news coverage and information in
Oakland.®® Already a rich man on the “board of directors of several leading Oakland area banks,” his
purchase of the Tribune in 1938 helped the Knowland family consolidate power at the local, state,
and national levels of the Republican party.* These connections helped his son and successor
William Knowland become a United States Senator.”® Specifically, with the nonpartisan ballot and
J.R. Knowland’s ownership of the Oakland Tribune, Republicans controlled Oakland City Council,
even though, by 1940, the city itself was majority Democrat.* Without party affiliation to guide

these voters, they selected names they heard, which almost inevitably would have been conservatives

@ Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Pokigy, 12, 40.
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with J.R. Knowland’s endorsement in the OQakland Tribune.

members of city council were elected more than once without an Oakland Tribune endorsep,

—
o
&

Once these seats were won, they were not easily lost. Oakland had a high iﬂCllmbency tate,

Furthermore, even there were openings on the council, half the time these seats were fjjoq by

appointment as opposed to elections, which led to business groups comptising the “meg, heavuy
tepresented single group” of th.csc appointees.”

By controlling the members who could get elected to city council, business interegts ang
Knowland could also control the executive branch in the council-manager government. In the 1
council-manager government, the manager overseeing all executive functions was appointeq el :
responsible to the city council, as opposed to voters.” Because the Oakland Tribune “coalition
“dominate[d] council elections” and the council’s appointment of the city managers, the Oaklgng
Tribune had “direct or indirect approval” over the manager’s selection.” City managers in Oaklaqg ,
represented the business interests that appointed them, typically businessmen themselves and
creating policies to benefit businessmen.™ For example, the first manager decreased taxes by Cutting
government wages, and the second manager was the “Vice President of a leading Oakland bank »»
Business interests, v;rith Oakland Tribune’s control of information, used the tools of structural and
electoral reform to control politics in Oakland, manipulating election outcomes to make sure
conservative candidates would win seats on the council to then select a city manager sympathetic to
their business interests. These reforms ensured conservative business interests would reign supreme

in Oakland city government. [
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Furthermore, these electoral reforms kept voter tum-oui low.” The role of parties was
affectively minimized by eliminating the party machine with the council-manager government and
at-large, non-partisan elections. By eliminating paties from ballots and campaigns to “reduce
corruption,” party competition evaporated. This eliminated partisan organizing and get out the vote
efforts to drum up voter participation and support for their candidates. Decreased voter-turnout was
likely a result of the council-manager system as well. Voters did not elect the city manager, and yet -
this person was vested with all executive powers. Not having direct influence over the manager or
their decisions in government discouraged voter participation. Votes did not impact policy anyway.
This had measurable effect in Oakland. For example, the average voter participation rate for local
elections was a low 40.8 percent, meaning, candidates only needed 20 percent of the city’s support to
win a seat with a simple majority.” Instead of looking at decreased turnout as a problem, threatening
the legitimacy of their government, the growth machine saw this as an accomplishment. For the
business elites, and progressives professionalizing public setvice, good government did not mean
representative government like the political machine city.”® Low voter turnout centralized decision- -
making in business hands, minimizing voter interests and corrupt party influence in the city council,
and allowed them to prioritize profit-centric growth in running corporate-city government.” The
growth machine judged its government on its business-like administration, not its
representativeness.

These were not reforms that benefitted minority and working-class interests in Oakland, or
across the United States. At-large voting reform had a marked impact on levels of black and worker
political participation, and consequentially, their political representation as well. This electoral

reform, like the council-manager movements themselves, started in the Jim Crow United States
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South in response to increased black voter participation. Rbisperiacialso saw the j Introdyey ;
On 0

poll taxes and white primaries, universally recogmzed electoral tools disenfranchising blicy £
Oters

These electoral reforms, including poll taxes, were meant to eliminate the “corrupt” politicyy _-

machine from politics.® They took govemment “out of the hands of neighborhood ang €thp;,
c

leaders” that represented black and poor white voters, putting it in thgigontol of “mare -

responsible,” wealthy, white citizens who could afford the poll tax and had a vested financiy ; integ ;
in the city.* Minimizin g increased black and worker political influence went hand-in-hanq 5 et
eliminating corrupt party politics, their thinking being that blacks, for example, were naturally
icresponsible and could therefore not be trusted to elect representatives to guide city politics and
spending*? Although they did not explicitly state any racial intent in passing their electoral refom,
when at-large voting was initiated in 1895 in Galveston, it had the result of decreasing the recendy
elected presence of black, as well as poor working-class representatives on the council.®*

It is reasonable to assume that those individuals in Oakland who had advocated adopting the
Galveston model gove.mmentrwe:e aware of the racial and class-based motivations behind at-large 3‘
electoral systems. For one, Oakland’s at-large elections had the same impact on working-class
representation as it had in Galveston. This electoral reform eliminated the socialist worker party
threatening business controi in the city,land, as Robert O. Self has noted, “Black Oaklanders w«;te \
especially marginalized within this system.”® By eliminating district elections in Oakland, it became
more difficult for geographically segregated blacks to elect representatives, giving them less political

power compared to the white city at large. This had been the case in Galveston as well.
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Furthermore, increasing the role of name recognition with these at-large and non-partisan elections
required getting endorsements taking out expensive ads in newspapers like the Oakland Tribune.**
This form of electoral politics served to dilute the political power of those constituents the growth
machine deemed undesirable, and limited their participation to ensute blacks and wotkers could not
compete with conservative business leaders in the growth machine.

Fred Reed identified the impact of recent reform on black representation in 1923 while
running for mayor in Oakland. In his first and only reference to race in his mayoral campaign he
stated that although black people comprised 30 petrcent of Oakland’s population, they were “taxed
without representation” in city government.”” This is most likely a direct result of Oakland’s
adoption of at-large elections a decade earlier. His solution? He would “ask 15 of the most
representative Negroes of Oakland to name their choice for a place on the council, and I shall urge
to the full limit of my ability that their selection shall mean election.” True to form in his campaign
materials, Reed’s plan to increase black representation took politics out of government. He would
select the black people to then nominate one person to represent them on city council. All residents
would not vote because, according to growth machine dogma, politics were corrupt. Instead by
directing the selection process by appdimmem, he was professionalizing it. Furthermore, by putting
himself in charge of picking qualified blacks nominating a representative, he had the power to shape
their final selection, who would likely be 2 business-friendly representative. While he had recognized
a real problem, his solution did not give more genuine, democratic, representation to blacks either. It
also controlled the selection process in a way that would favor business interests, at the expense of
black residents. He did not give a clear explanar_ionﬂas to how he would then help this person get

elected either. Undoubtedly, they would need a newspaper endorsement, doubly ensuring the

8 Self, American Babylon, 664.
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Oakland Tr :
candidate would need a business background to Bt support from shieiOasund Tribne Thig

Y , e fully represent businegg ; ]
representative for the black community would eseiize oty - ",y

like all the other membess of the growth machine cit gy ety l,nStead of the neeqs of hig

constituents,

Following business’s peaceful takeovet in Oakland's with the council manager g°V°meem.

the nonpartisan ballot, at-large elections, and the Oakiand Tribune’s political dominance, i

Was no longer independent of the business community. 2

19305 these reforms made it “nearly impossible for labor and blacks to elect candidates

Narrowing non-business influence was the goal all along Effectively, according to Hayes, With g,

Oakland Tribune’s monopoly status, the high incumbency rate, business presence on the city Coung),

at-large ClECtiOBS, and the non-Pm'tisan ballot, the “City COUﬂCﬂ has been substa.ntially Scpm‘ated ftt)m

the social and political views of 2 majority of Oakland voters.””" Business leaders replaced the

corrupt party machine with their own cotrupt growth machine, defining public interest as thejr own
business interests. Elite businessn;en believed the residents did not have'the same stake in the |
corporate-city, justifying their exclusion from decision making. These structural and electoral
reforms were institutcdi.n Oakland to block labor threats and black representation on City COun i |
interpreted as threats to the business coalition’s control over city politics. The reforms did act ag .
effective barriers, contributing to the political marginalizaﬂon especially of blacks’ interests in cty _
politics. In control of elections and government, growth machipc businessmen were free to pursue
their interests in the fiscal welfare of the city and set about prioritizing development, attaching their .-

prejudiced racial politics to land-use planning that would define blacks’ social and physical

marginalization in Oakland. In pursuit of efficiency and economic development, the racial politics 1
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and priorities set by the business growth machine would contribute to the creation of blight in the

city, marked by inefficiency and stagnation.
Social Marginalization: Racism in Qakland

Racial stereotypes defined black social marginalization in Oakland, and shaped politics of the
growth machine. Analyzing these social dynamics helps us see how racism made its way into politics
and policies in Oakland, even under the guise of race-neutral economic zoning policies. Sociai
marginalization based on prevailing racial stereotypes that played a role in justifying black voter
disenfranchisement also had a strong impact on housing discrimination. A professor and researcher
at Berkeley’s School of Social Welfare as well as Research Director for the Residence and Race; Final
and Comprebensive Report to the Commission on Race and Housing, Davis McEntire writes that segregation
was constructed around the “visible and unchangeable fact of race,” regardless of economic level *
McEntire, in a serious study of housing segregation published in 1966, went on to claim that black
behavior was a factor in their physical marginalization, stating that even changing their “social
behavior” would not decrease segregation.” McEntire claimed that slavery stunted blacks’ social
development, breeding “characteristics which encourage thei..r segregation.” Therefore, as they
migrated North and West, McEntire wrote that “their poverty, cultural backwardness, and tendency
to congregate have probably been the main influences shaping their mmal segtegation.”” These
inferior traits may have originated as a product of their subjugation by white people, but it was still
the responsibility of black people to correct them. According to McEntire, black segregation can be
explained by their racial and social inferiority.

This professional analysis of housing segregation was also expressed frequently in the

individual interviews conducted for Dr. Floyd Hunter’s report on housing discrimination in Oakland
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Published in 1964, Realtors explicitly cxpressed similar prejudices against black People, stating

“Negroes are not going to atin status overnight because their morals and standards oE
the average white,” while others cimed segregation was “Not 0 much & matter of yce gy i
Oakland housing ~ it’s a matter of behavior.”” Perception of inferior behavior wag mtﬂ'ﬂsicauy

associated with race as described b)’ MCEntiIC and justiﬁed their social exclusion f[Om White spzcel: ;
“Ina q“.k"

hill sector where there; are many middleaged [sic] or older people, the loud voices (ofNegmeS)

This was prevalent in the hills, where one realtor defended segregation there by claiming

g
some of the customs brought from the south are disturbing . . . Until they tone down, , desi_;e i b

them as neighbors is not generally in demand.”" Members of Oakland’s social organizationg

expressed similar disproval of black behavior and claims that bchavior was infetior, stating they
needed to change their “attitudes and élevate their moral standards.””® These claims, al| of Which ate-
blatantly prejudiced against black people, are based on the same assumptions of infetiority thy ‘
McEntire identified. Their inferiority and un-American qualities, according to contemporary Dayjg :
McEntire, realtors, and others is.what segregated blacks. |
These assumptions about racial inferiority lead to physical mugiualjzatim of blacks i Ord&' 1
to protect superior social status. Connecting status to location, they isolated blacks in segregated
neighborhoods. Blacks were segregated not because they actually behaved in any particularly
irresponsible or inferior way, but because of 2 white fear that, according to Dr. Hunter,
neighborhood racial mixing would lead to 2 loss in social status.” In his study, three-fifths of white ‘ ‘,
Oaklanders expressed some form of social prejudice against blacks, such as supporting ideas that |

they are “less well educated, less cultured, less emotionally stable, less healthy, less ambitious, less 3

% Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 31.
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law abiding, ot less moral.”'™ For some, the fear of sharing space emanated from the though that
“proximity and status equality heightens the possibility of intermarriage.”'® Segregation gave
physical form to the social hierarchy, preventing racial mixing and social equality. Intermarriage
violated these spatial and racial hierarchies and inferred an equality in status that could not be
countenanced. Blacks and whites could only occupy the same space if they were clearly not equals.
For example, the deed restrictions for Oakland’s Lakesho-rc Glen in 1922 stating “There are the
usual restrictions as to negroes and Asiatic except in the capacity of domestic servants.”'” Blacks
could only occupy the same space as whites if it was clear that they were socially infetior, working to
serve their white employers. The damage brought by intermarriage and sharing the same space was
parallel. They both threatened to upset this established racial order. Looking at social and racial
hierarchies as a zero-sum game, any relative elevation in black status necessarily damaged whites’
relative status.

According to Both Dr. Hunter and Dr. Laurent Luigi, a contributor to McEntire’s Report fo
the Commission on Race and Housing, a more significant fear used to justify discrimination in Oakland
was that of economic loss.'® According to Laurenti, this belief is key to examine “because it
governs or at least rationalized many practices of real estate brokers, builders, and financial
institutions — as well as the actions of homeowners.”'** In Dr. Hunter’s study, realtors and social
organizations identified discrimination as emanating from this fear in a six to one ratio compared to
fear of social loss in a three to two ratio."” These economic fears found their roots in racial

prejudice as it related to property maintenance. One Oakland realtor stated in Dr. Hunter’s report
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that “Negroes as a general rule do not keep up their premises; 5¢ slow paying; are &Equenﬂy

deman ding and aggressive. As a result, the neighborhood is disrupted; property valyeg decline-
»106 These were explicitly racial defenseg of hoyg;
Sin
8

‘k

1s panic selling, and more Negroes move in.
X

segregation based on stereotyped assumptions about black behavior. White people beheved ol
what they saw as inferior black behavior made property values go down as a result of their B

irresponsibility and this would have a snowball effect, ruining a whole neighborhood, _

5
These social evaluations of blacks as being irresponsible became the justification ¢, excl“de

and segregate blacks because it increased property values. According to Robert O, Self, by
expressing concern with an economic investment in property, these stereotypes took on the fomep
“racism rationalized as economic calculation.”"”’ Thesc racial politics were articulated in deeq

restrictions, local zoning, and federal lending practices that reinforced segregation and Promoteg

disinvestment in black communities. This conflation of increased property values with racig] .
exclusion would become central to resident-enforcement of segregation after a United States
Supreme Court decision made their state-enforcement unconstitutional with Shelley v. Kraemer in

1948.
These racial politics, based on stereotypes that blacks would decrease property values, also
made their way into policies adopted by the growth machine business leaders interested in directing ’
policies that would increase city property values to bring down overall tax rates. Shaping policies 7
with these racist assumptions in mind, the growth machine would disinvest in black communities
where property values would theoretically always be low, investing instead in white space with

protectionist zoning that would elevate their property values and bolster the city’s tax revenue. The

federal government would follow this “good” practice as well, redlining black communities that were

106 Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 37.
107 Sclf, American Babylon, 160.



30

risky investments and starving them of credit needed to make building improvements or move out
of their segregated neighbothoods. Prioritizing white communities and property values would
ultimately lead to the creation of blight, a direct result of private, local and federal racial prejudice
and politics.

hysical Ma ion: Se tion
Charles Keeler the Managmg Director of the Bcrkeley Chamber of Commerce wrote in the

same opéning letter of this chapter that city planning is the “fundamental need of all cities, assuming
that a good business government underlies it.”*'®® Not only did business administration go hand in
hand with council-manager government and shrinking the electorate, it was also an impottant
ingredient in planning, To successfully promote the growth machine’s interests, the process needed
to be controlled by the citizens who understood business and development best: the business elites.
This is a relationship alluded to in the opening vignette: “there ate two central organizations in every
city—the City government and the quasi-public body, the Chamber of Commerce.”'” However, that
meant that as with the rest of citSr government, neighborhood interests of lower to mid-income,
minority, and working people were not represented. As a result, their racial politics shaped racial
deed restrictions, zoning, and federal lending practices that physically marginalized blacks in West
Oakland. Segregation and disinvestment were the product of black political and social
marginalization in Oakland’s growth machine city that rejected black interests while promoting racist
understandings of property value.

Big developers in Oakland like Fred Reed had many interests in common with other
members of the pro-growth business elite interested in seeing property values increase and stay

high.""® To accomplish this goal, community builders had established deed restrictions to

108 Keeler, “Letter to Fred Reed,” 1.
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“implement their planning and design vision” and maintain control of the property gfy,, iy,
and to keep property values high.""! These intentions wete spelled out in deeds. For Sample

d develop Henty Z. Jones form
looking at the deed for lots purchased by fellow Oakian . | the r
Havenscourt Company, there wete seven sections of restrictions, mainly concerning ¢ Theof

b

e

trcture that would e bl of dhe i d.12 The final se_ction required; “That no Petson of “\fn% f

———
Improvements '

PLEASANT VALLEY.COURT embodie,
every necessary improvement in street work, 4 i
walks, curbs, gutters, sewers, waler, elﬂcfrich, e
gss. No element has received more_carefy] ey
Nd:}x::o:nd water mains are laid inside the g,
walks, precluding the necessity of tearing up h
streets to install service. No unu;gh[]y poles will
be placed before the property, all wires being strng
along the rear of the lots.

Sewers and  drainage have been installed wd
afford complete protection. |

The strects are broad, well paved, and fojgyy
the general contour of the tract.

Restrictions

Building restrictions, $1500 to $2500. See price ||
list. . !

No business houses permitted except on Pied-
mont Avenue.

Buildings to set twenty (20) feet back' from
property line. No house to be erected within five
(5) feet of the north line nor within twenty 20) |.
feet of the south line of the lot. i

We will not sell to Mongols, Africans or other
undesirable people.

One-teath down and the balance one per cent per
month, with interest on deferred payments at six
per cent per annum.

To Reach the Property

Take Piedmont Avenue car direct from Broad-
way, Oakland.

From San Francisco—Take Key Route feny,
and after crossing the bay board Piedmont, or For-
tieth-Street, train. At Piedmont Avenue take car
going north or walk north four blocks.

el £
Figure 4. Racially restricted development Pleasant V alley brochure, cover and restrictions section. “Pleasant Valley Court Brochure” (The
Realty Syndicate, n.d.), Freed Reed Papers, Oakland Public Library History Room, unpaginated 1, unpaginated 6.
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or Mongolian descent shall purchase, own, hold, possess, lease or rent the above described parcel of
land or any interest therein or the improvements thereon or aﬁy part thereof before the first day of
January, A.D. 1925.”'" According to the deed, these restrictions were imposed “for the benefit of
| each and all lots of land delineated upon the aforesaid map, as a part of a general plan of
development, improvement, building and occupation.”!"* These deed restrictions enabled the
Havenscourt Company to control what Henry Z. Jones could build on the property, and who could
occupy it. While technically, these restrictions limited Jones’s property rights, they were “beneficial”
restrictions because they would increase the property’s value. They ensured he would build 2 house
that was large enough to get a good price on the market and that it would not be inhabited by
minority people, like blacks, who would decrease the propetty value. Race was an economic
consideration in real estate development. Beyond opposing their presence for social status reasons,
developers were sure that black people were irresponsible and would be unable to maintain 2
property or its value.

With the help of larger developers like Fred Reed in Oakland, described as “community
builders” by Marc A. Weiss, deed restrictions became a model for cities developing their zoning
laws.'”® Community builders, like other business leaders in the growth machine, needed
infrastructure, city services, and land-use regulation “to maintain cost-effectiveness and
transportation accessibility and to ensure a stable and high-quality long-term environment for their
prospective property owners.”''® Furthermore, deed restrictions were limited as a tool to control
property values because community builders could not predict every eventuality when writing

them.!"” Developers needed public regulations and planning to fill the gaps."® Local zoning would

113 “Havenscourt Deed of Indenture,” unpaginated 2.
114 “Havenscourt Deed of Indenture,” unpaginated 2.
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Planning that took off in the 1920s because it provided them with the services and infrastructute {
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they needed to increase and stabilize property values, while encouraging cost-efficiency with theu,,e 3
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of property tax revenue.' These politics were also at the center of other large businesSmenas

interests in Oakland’s growth machine. However, zoning plans, just like racially restrictive deeds

had biases about property value written into them. 3

Racial restrictions in zoning appeared just as zoning was being introduced as a planru'ng tOol‘

a legitimate use of its police powers.'?* Two years later in 1910, Baltimore became a leader in 8
applying this new tool towards segregation, passing the fitst racially restrictive zoning law in the
United States which Atlanta, Oklahoma City, Richmond, and St. Louis copied.'* Racial zoning laws, ]
like racial deed restrictions, were defined by racial politics, and concerned themselves with nntlganng

the assumed deleterious effect increasing black populations had on white property values.'*® This “
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was tevealed in the title and purpose of Baltimore’s first racial zoning ordinance, Ordinance 610,
called: “An ordinance for preserving property values and promoting the great interests and insuring
the good government of Baltimore city.”'”’ Racial politics built on irrational associations between
race, responsibility, and property maintenance were written into these public laws, protecting
property values by controlling the racial composition of neighborhoods just like private racially
restrictive deeds.

Although racial zoning was declared unconstitutional in 1917, urban planners found ways
around the Buchanan v. Warley ruling, The Supreme Court invalidated racial zoning ordinances
because it violated the 14® Amendment’s prohibition on racially discriminatory state action.
However, the racial biases underlying racial deed restrictions and zoning had not changed and
innovative cities would create land-use policies to ensure black segregation in practice without
mentioning race. Still concerned about the impact of black residence on white property values, for
example, Ferguson, Missouri segregated itself economically in the 1910s, preventing multi-family
housing construction in single-family neighborhoods, which “lower-income families of all races
could not afford.”"** Although this form of zoning was race-neutral on its face, it had the impact of
segregating the city in similar fashion to the race-neutral electoral reforms that decreased black
political representation and participation.

While zoning of this type was rare before WWI, it was prioritized by members of Commerce
Secretary Hoover’s 1921 Advisory Committee on Zoning who were “outspoken segregationists
whose speeches and writings,” indicating race was a factor in their plans according to Richard
Rothstein.'” Furthermore, Rothstein states Ernst Freund, “the leading authority on administrative

law in the 1920s” confirmed that zoning was in fact exploited as a way around Buchanan to exclude

12 Baltimore (Md.), The Ordinances of the Mayor and City Counail of Baltimore (James Lucas and E.K. Deaver, 1911), 204.
128 Rothstein, The Color of Law, 48.
12 Rothstein, 51.
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specific land uses,

“strict segregation and predictable public control of all zoning would Maxim;
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everywhere.”* As with racially restrictive deeds, zoning was about establishing control — contro) i'_
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over markets, resident populations, and property values. However, this came at the sacrifice of

certain spaces in the city. The decision as to which areas would be prioritized to maximize agpy ,,‘3.

city property values was naturally impacted by the growth machine’s racial politics. In their scheme

to increase aggregate property values, they decided to maximize them in white, higher income
neighborhoods with “protectionist zoning.” Protectionist zoning treated areas differently acco --
to income levels, keeping high value areas high value and protecting mid-income areas witha nge
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of residential, comrﬁercia], and industrial buildings while preventing the creation of “industrial
‘nuisance encroachment.””* Meanwhile, in planning zoning for low-income neighborhoods,
“industrial uses was the primary objective, with absolutely no protection of the local working-class
population.”™” Much in the same way that the growth-machine pursued growth at the expense of
the public good, community builders and plannets also ignored the human implications of these
policies on the low-income black communities they sacrificed for city-wide economic development.
While Oakland systematically marginalized the interests of its black residents in the flatlands,
its zoning policy elevated the interests of their most important residents: higher-income whites.
Oakland’s 1935 zoning was divided into residential, commercial, and industrial categories.
Residential zoning was broken into four categories, “A” single-family, “B” two-family, and “C” and
“D” multi-family, limited to 6 and 8 stories respectively.’*® Industrial zoning was divided into “H”
light industrial and “I” heavy industrial.*® Residential “A” zones were the most restricted and
exclusive zones."” Comparing Dr. Hunter’s map of housing segregation in Oakland with 1935
zoning maps, there are three complete containment zones, where blacks were relegated to, and six
complete exclusionary zones in the city, where black were kept out.'*! While none of the
containment zones had “A” zoning, they each were zoned for industrial use dispersed among, and in
some cases surrounding, residential areas.'*? On the other hand, half of the exclusionary zones had
exclusively “A” zoning, an additional two had partial “A” zéhing, and only one had industrial zoning

south of MacArthur Boulevard, the line marking the base of the Oakland Hills.'*
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Figure 5. 1935 suming map for Section 6, part of West Oakland inchding the Ok
Center neighborhood, City of Oakland Zoning Laws & Ordinances 474-475
CM.S, Adopted February 5, 1935 (Oakland, California: City Planning
Commission, 1935), unpaginated 34,

Figure 6. 1935 Zoning maps for Section 12, part of the Montclair neighborhood in the
bills. City of Oakland Zoning Laws & Ordinances 474-475 CM.S, Adopted
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have decreased property values there, reprcscndﬁg disinvestment from black space.'* These policy
choices elevated white property values while depressing them in black areas by allowing acid
manufacturing and garbage dumping, These decisions were influenced by racial politics and racial
evaluations of space. The city actively took @easmes that would hurt black neighborhood values,
made easy by the fact blacks were politically marginalized and not represented in local government.
The decision also reflected white racial assumptions about property value, placing hazardous
industries and denser, multi-family housing zoning in black neighborhoods where they thought
property values would never be high, based on their racial biases. They sacrificed black housing
conditions to allow white property values to appreciate, thinking it would help the city’s economic
development in the long-run by generating more tax revenue.

Federal Housing Policy
New Deal housing policies further enabled these discriminatory policies practiced by local

governments like Oakland’s and private residents. FDR’s 1944 Second Bill of Rights included the
“right to a decent home.”"*’ The federal government had been attempting to make this right a reality
since the introduction of the New Deal a decade earlier by passing laws that stemmed foreclosures
while simultaneously opening homeownership, revolutionizing the home mortgage industry to be
more affordable with lower interest rates and long-term, self-amortizing loans.'® Along with the
right to a decent home, Americans came to view these New Deal programs as “a fundamental
right.”"* However, these rights, were not available to all Americans. The right to homeownership
was racially determined, as alluded to by President Hoover when he clgirned the desire to own a

home was one of racial longing: white racial longing.'’
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With assistance in the form of federal government subsidies, white Oaklanders Wege
Purchase single-family homes in the hills with views of the San Francisco Bay, Howeye,, bla:b ;
the flatlands lived a different experience, physically ﬁmit_ed ety e aced festrictiong ang ¢ l“i" 3
zoning to West Oakland among heavy and light industry. Deemed risky investment by fe de
lenders based on local real estate practices biased by racial politics, blacks were denieq access
federally secured credit made available to whites.'! This prevented them from getting nec“-SSa;y
loans to move into expensive neighborhoods like the hills or make needed repairs ¢ theis ol "
West Oakland.'s? Like a business, the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) rationalized thege |
restrictions as necessary to insure they were funding the best mortgages.”** These Testrictiong y,, e 4
tainted by racial bias from deed restrictions and local zoning pré.cr_ices. Because they Perceiveq bllck,
as less responsible and therefore unlikely to maintain their properties, it was not smart for the i
government to investment in them. FHA in effect codified local racial politics at the Nationa] leve],) ',t_
cutting off an important source of credit for blacks that was available to whites. e

Looking at the 1942 Citizens Committee on Resident Development proposal for white, .
suburban development in the Oakland hills shows us how the growth machine’s and federal
governments interests came together to prioritize propertf values in white areas. The report noted; 3
“A large percentage of our populaton i fite preférs hill properties for residential developniemr
In the last decade the largest percentage of home-building and population gain took place in our hi]l .
area.”'™ And why would they not want to live there? In an award-winning five-minute talk ét a.

NAREB convention, Fred Reed expounded on the beauty of Oakland.'*® He described living in the

Oakland Hills as living in “homes set in hillside gardens that look down over a city below, out across 1
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a blue bay, to where Mt. Tamalpais guards the Golden Gate.”'*¢ Physically nsmg above the city, their
elevation and spacious-suburban style homes with spectacular scenic views of the Bay Area
represented progress and achievement — the literal manifestation of moving up the social ladder.

As expressed in their 1942 hills development plan, the Citizens Committee on Resident
Development wanted to develop the hills to promote Oakland’s economic growth and development.
In their report, the committee claimed Oakland residents were making more money and moving out
of the older parts of the city, but instead of staying in the city, they were migrating to the suburbs
which they thought were comparatively more affordable due to their lower tax rates.'” The
committee warned that “The loss of this population will directly affect older homes, apartments,
stores and income properties of all kinds, not to mention the tax revenue.”'* The whole city of
Oakland would be negatively impacted: the housing stock would detetiorate with nobody to pay for
repairs, shopping would slow in local stores and decrease profits, the city would lose tax revenues,
which would put a strain on city services. Oakland would be devastated. But, if it could keep
residents with rising incomes in Oakland, these problems could be avoided, and the city would
actually be improved. -

The Citizens Committee on Resident Devélopment recommended Oakland subsidize their
proposed residential development in the hills to keep wealthy residents in the city. According to this
plan, the city would provide a subsidy of $500 per site, “after due-allowances for additional cost of
construction necessitated by typography,” extend utilities to the hills, and eliminate restrictive
building and subdividing codes “which impose artificial and unnecessary cost of building code
requirements of suburban cities and satellite rural areas.”"” For conservative business interests on

the committee, loosening of city regulations was especially attractive, allowing them to direct
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factual data and his support of the endeavors of the Committee.”® The FHA was supportive of the
residential development proposal because it helped the federal government promote housing
construction and homeownership, a goal since the 1920s. ' It also fulfilled the growth machine’s
economic development platform by increasing city property values, thereby decreasing tax burdens
while encouraging economic development with white, wealthy residents’ continuing patronage to
their businesses. The plan itself was a product of Oakland’s growth machine that blurred the lines
berween government and business interests. The Citizen’s Committee on Residential Development
was an arm of the Chamber of Commerce and its members were appointed by Oakland’s City
Manager.'® They were assisted in this scheme by community builders, also invested in the increase
of property values, who gave them the tools with zoning to reflect their spatial values into
government policy. With industry concentrated in the black flatlands, community builders and the
growth machine could keep property values high everywhere else, protecting higher-income, white
neighborhoods like the development on the hill, which would ostensibly save the city from fiscal
ruin. This would allow the board of directors behind the city government to accomplish their goal of
running a more-efficient, conservative corporate-city.

The 1942 residential development proposal predicated their hill development on the desire
for social mobility, but it was only available to whites. Using the same levers of government, the
growth machine, private residents, and the federal government segregated blacks to the flatlands in
deteriorating housing intermixed with industrially zoned blocks. Disinvested and without necessary
capital, things fell apart. The blight bred from black political and social marginalization expressed in
their deteriorating physical surroundings. The powers that be, comptised of the growth machine and

white property owners, to be discussed later, had aligned to promote their own interests as public
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Chapter Two: Blight — Things Fall Apart
In a 1965 report on housing conditions in the West Oakland neighborhood of Acom given

to the Welfare Sub-Committee on Redevelopment, Oakland’s housing inspector explains why one
public welfare recipient’s bedroom at 1060 18% St, Apt 5 in West Oakland was deemed
uninhabitable." It had a laundry list of problems: “Defective flue serving unapproved gas heated in
living room”; “Electrical wiring at switch in bedroom is exposed to acc1dental contact due to lack of
an outlet box and cover”; “Lack of required air space” “Inadequate ceiling he1ghts” “Door leading
to bedroom 58” in height.”™ The apartment was a fire hazard, a health hazard, and not fit for
human habitation. It is difficult to unagme anyone hvmg in these circumstances willingly with other
altemauves available. But options were limited for black res1dents in Oakland. These residents were
segregated in a blighted neighborhood that suffered from disinvestment.

Value was the most important ﬁﬂority for growth machine politicians. But not values like
quality of life, the public good, or démocracy.”’ The value they favored, and the valu‘ev written into
policy and the city’s maps was the financial value property could create for the city."”” In this fashion,
Oakland’s land-use planning under the conservative growth machine revolved around how to
increase property values and raise tax revenues to support basic, necessary city services while
decreasing overall tax rates.” The 1935 zoning law and 1942 hill development plan showed the city
valued high income white neighborhoods, because they added value in tax revenue and consequently
protected these areas from industrial or lowet-income developments that would decrease them. The

city’s land-use planning also showed how economic racism kept blacks segregated by their incomes

1 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, eds., Report of Social Work and Community Relations Programs under Contract with Oakland
Redevelopment Agency: Reportno. 70, Condensed edition, Council of Social Planning, Oakland Area. Report, b no. 70 (Oakland, Calif: Council of Social
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Figure 7. Blighted Areas in Oakland identified in the 1949 Blight Report. City Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopmeny ; i
Part of the Master Plan™ (Oakland, Calif.: ity Planning Commission, 1949), unpaginated 7, verso. 71610 Oalny

and race into West Oakland, zoned for industrial and residential use, decreasing its Property %
The impacts were obvious. Uninhabitable, ovércrowded, blighted housing existed in the ﬂaﬂan d.i.'
and beautiful homes with a view built in the hills. : ’5.'

In the 1949 Housing Act, the federal government defined blight categorically, idéndfying‘
based on buildings, populations, léﬁd and public utilities, health, and value.!” A blighted " :
neighborhood could be characﬁerized as having old, unsafe buildings that needed lots of repairs in;
high density, overcrowded area lacking recreational facilities and with high juvenile and high ctimg.
rates.'” These areas were also marked by unsanitary conditions, leading to high levels of disease ar "

high infant mortality rates."”® Blighted areas were plagued by “uneconomical extension of public

services to outlying areas,” “Disproportionate expenditures for police and fire protections and other
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public scrvfccs,” as well as “uneconomical lot shapes and sizes.”'” Furthermore, blight could also be
measured by an “Impairment of tax structure owing to depreciated propenj values,” producing
“Inadequate tax receipts in relation to service costs.”'™ The federal government’s analysis of value
closely aligned with that of Oakland’s growth machine leaders.”” They put blight and deteriorating
housing conditions in economic terms, In assessing the value of a blighted area, the federal
government was limited to fiscal consideration, ignoring the value of an area as a home to
residents.' Like the city, federal government defined value was by a property’s taxable contributions
to the city and whether this amount was an asset or drain on city services. The physical
marginalization of blacks in West Oakland did not become a problem for local government to
address with a policy solution until low property values created tax inefficiencies.

Furthermore, in discussions about property value and blight present in West Oakland, race
would be a central issue. Homer Hoyt, quoted by Dr. Luigi Laurenti, claimed that “Certain racial
groups, because of their lower economic status and their lower standards of living, pay less rent
themselves and cause a greater spatial deterioration of propetty than groups higher in the social and
economic scale.™"® Because whites viewed blacks as socially inferior, it logically followed that their
property values were naturally inferior: place reflected its inhabitants, and white people and the city A
judged black responsibility and other traits based on the exterior of their homes.'** However, these
beliefs had no foundation in reality. If anything, these beliefs generated self-fulfilling prophecy in
which hysterical whites panicked that black presence would bring down property values and lead the
whole neighborhood to sell, glutting the market and bringing prices down.'® All the while, whites

believed property values decreased because of the presence of blacks as opposed to their own
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irrationality.'® The actions of lenders and appraisers decreased black property valyeg as w,

them access to loans and issuing racially biased appraiser feports on properties, 8 Thege o
induced consequences” turned sterotype into reality, giving physical shape to socig] hie!archiq
racial stereotypes.'®

" Race did have a role in the creation of blight as these white people S“SPGCted, but fory,
different reasons. It was a product of institutionalized practices and attitudes towards black
neighborhoods that were invisible to whites.'™” Specifically, blight was a product of Sege@ﬁon
the growth machine’s prioritization of business development and white property owner imerests;

which encouraged disinvestment in West Oakland. Segregation and disinvestment had their oo

deed restrictions, zoning laws, and federal lending practices. However, instead of recognizing the §
roles of these institutions in creating blight and reassessing previous governmental and electora] ol

reforms, blight served to confirm racial biases in an unending cycle style.

Segregation and Disinvestment
The city’s core, including West Oakland, fit the federal government’s deﬁmnons of bhght X

according to a 1949 report 1ssued by the Oakland City Planning Commission.'®® West Oakland
East of the Lake were the most densely populated censﬁs tracts and had the most overcrowded p
neighborhoods and lowest rents.'®’ City, private resident, and federal interests as defined by thexr 4‘
racial biases about blacks a;nd property vélqgs contribuﬁad to these housing conditions in West

Oakland.
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 Racially restrictive deeds, such as those in the Fred Z. Jones, Lakeshore Glen, and Pleasant
Valley deeds, were made unenforceable in state courts by the United States Supreme Couﬁ in 1948 .
i Shelley v. Kraemer, but even with this ruling and a 1963 state fair housing bill authored by Oakland-
Berkeley Assemblyman Byron Rumford, racial discrimination was still a fact of life in Oakland. In
1964, Dr. Floyd Hunter found that a total of one-third of Oakland residents acting on racial
prejudices to practice housing discrimination.® A product of state, then realtor and resident
enforced deed restrictions, and economic zoning, Oakland’s black populations in the city had been
largely segregated to the West Oakland neighborhood, creating overcrowding as their population
grew and more blacks migrated to the city, unable to move elsewhere in Alameda County where
restrictions excluded them as well.'! Matginalized politically, socially, and physically, black interests
in finding a good home outside of West Oakland were secondary to concerns white residents and
the growth machine had about the decrease in property values they thought blacks would cause.

Reporting to the United States Commission on Civil Rights (USCCR) in 1964, Assemblyman

Nicholas C. Petris recounts examples of housing discrimination in Oakland in 1962. One apartment
owner in East Oakland, who was also a city employee, wanted to keep his building white and
rejected 2 nonwhite family; a rooming house rejected a minority person even though rooms were
available; one female apartment building owner would not rent to nonwhites, in spite of having
“four vacancies for several months.”'” This discrimination extended to the home buying market as
well. One black buyer tried purchasing a home full price in 1962, his offer initially accepted before
being rejected because of the owner’s opposition, selling it “some months later to a; Chinese family

for three thousand dollars less than the offer made by the Negro family.”*”® Another black buyer in

% Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 64.

91 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 212.; Self, American Babylon, 51, 256.

192 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, Report of Social Work and Community Relations Programs under Contract with Oakland
Redeseloprment Agency, 81. 1

193 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 82.




1962 had all eight of his offers, some for full asking price, rejected in the Lake Disuictlg4 3

r
i3

quajiﬁq X

housing ™% \When asking “prominent real estate brokers” to find Montclair, Lakeshog, i or

ling,
196 Even Whey b%
could not be excluded because of financial limitations, they were still denied accesg to tht

found “resistance of white real estate brokers to assisting in the elimination of rae as 3

Oakland Hill homes for black, middle-income families, they could find none,

0
Sley
Ed

income spaces, preventing their integration into the hills and excluding them from, socia] Progell
and equality measured in living in a shared neighbothood. These patterns continued i o °!s’
despite the recent passage of California’s fair housing law. An Oakland Redevelopmen; Agenc;
Phone survey found 21 petcent of current 486 housing listings and 17 percent of 675 tenty] Jig, 1
were racially restricted. In addition a total of 70 real estate brokers reported testricted listings b
calls.'” In fact, Dr. Floyd Hunter and Dr. Luigi Laurenti both found that realtors encouraged yp
Property owners to either list or sell their properties as racially restricted in Oakland and San
Francisco.” Blacks were stuck in deteriorating housing and they were limited in their options tg
move out as well, contributing to continued overcrowding as West Oakland’s swelling Population
was squeezed into the same number of units.
The real estate industry had a direct interest in promoting the segregation practiced by local
property owners in Oakland. By maintaining separate markets for black and white property owne:s,
the real estate industry had better control over price stability and the housing market as a whole,a f-.-'

goal from the early days of deed restrictions and zoning."”” Having separate housing markets for ‘

blacks and whites also allowed realtots to exploit the two groups through blockbusting, taking

1% Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, Repert of Social Work and Communisy Relations Programs under Contract with Ouaklard
Redeselopment Agengy, 82.

195 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 82.

19 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 82.

197 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 83.

198 Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, Cakifornia, 31.; Lautenti, Property Values and Race, 7.

199 Self, American Babylon, 265.; Weiss, The Rise of the Community Builders, 84,
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advantage of black desires to move out of overcrowded slums, and white people’s fears that black
neighbors would decrease their property values.”® Realtors would first convince whites that a “black
residential takeover” was eminent. For example, in Detroit some paid black people to call white
property owners in a neighborhood to make inquiries about homes for sale ot push baby carriages
down the street.>” White residents panicked, sold their homes at “below-matket prices,” then
realtors turned around and sold the homes to black families at “substantial markups.”* Even if
realtors did not subscribe to racist idea that black people decreased property values, they promoted
and exploited the belief among property owners because it brought them handsome profits2*

In addition to segregation, West Oakland’s blight conditions wete a product of city zoning

decisions that decreased property values and signified local government’s disinvestment in the

20 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 195.
! Sugrue, 195.

2 Suorue, 196

 Self, American Babylon, 265.



neighborhood. Zoning mixed residentially and industrially blocks as can be seep j, the 19, 55,

map for Oak Center on page 50, The Oakland Planning Commission in its 1949 teport g

blight as a product of this mixed zoning, = Pastcltly in West Okland, o Climeg thig Cregy
2, Ated
“hazards to safety, health, and morals,” and would “depress property values.”s p, Foximy

industry would have had deleterious health effects, helping to explain higher rates Of tube og,
NI
and infant mortality in the area. But the 1949 blight report also mentions its impac ¢, Mogy)g ad :

Property values, further revealing the interconnectedness of racial politics and Property +, s
without specifically mentioning race. First, the argument that mixed-used zoning hyy Mors

specifically in black West Qakland was a racial critique of the character of the area’s tesidengg
P

Furthcnnore, the deleterious effects on morals, in addition to health and safety, was telated tog a

decrease in West Oakland property values, following the logic of popular racial arguments that

blacks lacked responsibility and therefore decreased property values due to their lack of Property

.

4

maintenance, Addmona]ly, mixed-used zoning in West Oakland was a policy decision the c1ty made
in 1935, choosmg to zone heavy and light industrial zoning in the middle of residential |
neighborhoods. Therefore, it was city policy that decreased property value in West Oakland, Bhght
was 2 natural outgrowth of this disinvestment in West Oakland, which sacrificed black space to
increase the aggregate value of property elsewhete in the city in an effort to keep Oakland fiscally
healthy.

5

Disinvestment on the part of the federal government had a role to play as well. By denying _
credit through redlining practices, black homeowners could not make necessaty repairs or upgtades
to invest in their old wooden homes.™ This contributed to the physical deterioration of West

Oakland, preventing owners from investing in their own properties. Instead, federal dollars wentt0 = ':

24 City Planning Commission, “Utban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 31, 34, 37,
25 City Planning Commission, 34.
206 Self, American Babylon, 142.
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projects like the 1942 hill development, city business elites emph;asizing the boost it would bring
property values for the exclusively white homes and thus city tax revenues. Oakland’s growth
machine interests and the federal government’s complicity shaped housing segregation and
disinvestment, contributing to blight.

Absentee white property owners’ disinvestment further contributed to blight. While owner
occupancy averages per tract in Oakland was 47.5 percent in 1950, West Oakland housing tracts had
much lower rates, rangihg from 10.8 to 31.1 percent Additionally, West Oakland contained the
city’s two census tracts with the lowest property values.*® Factors of blight such as overcrowding
and low property values were not unique to West Oakland. Blight was also a problem in tracts 55
and 56, which had comparatively very low numbers of nonwhite residents, 40 and 121
respectively.*® What these tracts did have in common with West Oakland was lower than a‘verage 7
owner occupancy rates. Tract 56 had an owner occupancy rate of 33.7 percent, a comparable rate to
West Oakland tracts, as well as the fourth lowest property values in Oakland.*"® Tract 55 had an
owner occupancy rate of 35 percent and had the third lowest property values in Oakland, closely
trailing West Oakland’s tract with the second lowest property values in the city.2"!

Based on this information, there appeats to be a cotrelation between low property values
and lower owner occupancy rates in Oakland. The 1949 Oakland study on blight explains that after
moving out, absentee owner focus on “realizing the maximum return irrespective of the housing
condition and their effect on the people forced to occupy those dwellings.”*' The active
disinvestment of landlords is mirrored by financial institutions, and without FHA financing for

improvements, and depreciation of the property with subdividing, landlords “intensify the building’s

21 U S, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Housing: 1950, vol. V, Block Statistics, Part 133 (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing
Office, 1952), 3.

2% US. Bureau of the Census, 3.

2 US. Bureau of the Census, 3.

#0US. Buteau of the Census, 3.

21 US. Bureau of the Census, 3. i

22 City Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 23.




1213  gentally landlor ds “disinvest totally, ref‘using o

use and profitability in the last few years.

nly sporadically — for the buildig il

vieg

rent.”*"* It was not supposedly lazy blacks who created loss in property values that defineg b]jgh‘. E
: g

repairs and paying only the necessary costs — and then o

was their greedy, lazy white landlords. Cued by local zoning that put heavy and light indusgyy, iny
Oakland, and by federal redlining practices, local property owners reified local and feder,) -
government disinvestment in their private businesses.2'* They did not value their Properties i thk
spaces as anything other than a short-term income generator and would not invest in thej,
Properties or the neighborhood. And why would they if the city allowed a dump to establish across
the street from their property and the federal government would not a\yard loans in the ageg>
Thinking back to the West Oakland bedroom in Acorn deemed uninhabitable by the
housing inspector, there were serious problems with housing conditions. The inspector’s
determination that the room was not fit for human life likely would have resulted Iin condemnaﬁon',- :
Without any investments or improvements in the now empty unit, property values would decrease ,
in the building, as well as the area, as it lost rental income. But this loss in income was not for lackof
care on the tenant’s part. All the problems the housing inspector listed such as exposed wires, lowi ,
ceilings, insufficient air space, were building code violations. Lost property value in this building 7
would have been as much a product of the owner’s lack of responsibility as the city and federal
government’s action in the area. This example is symptomatic of local, federal, and private .
disinvestment in West Oakland, driven by racial assumptions about black property values. J
While the growth machine in Oakland had prioritized the ﬁterests of white residents, city
structural and electoral reforms instituted in the Progressive Era marginalized the interests of bla ck:

residents, which, along with the racial politics of racist white residents and the federal government, {:

213 Logan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, 64.
214 ] ogan and Molotch, 64.
215 Self, American Babylon, 18.
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led to their segregation and disinvestment in thei neighborhoods. These institutionalized practices
trapped black residents in poor housing conditions and created blight, identified in part by an area’s
property values relative to tax revenue spent on public services. That determination would give the
growth machine the go-ahead from the federal government to fix blight with urban renewal in West
Oakland and marginalize its residents even further, The growth machine would take the opportunity’
presented to them by the federal govermment to convert West Oakland to its most profitable use,

which, based on racial perceptions of property value, would not include its black residents.

White Assessment

While the term blight was a purely economic term, measured by quantifiable metri;s, its ‘
interpretation was almost always racial.*® Blight as defined by the federal government, meant
“property in which value no longer appreciated.”” Blight was a direct product of segregation, that
confined blacks to poor housing conditions, and of disinvestment by city and federal government as
well as landlords, which further deteriorated housing. However, it was also a sign of “individual
moral deficiency” that “served as a aultural signifier for a people — usually black people — who
themselves had no value, or at least no values.”*"® Space reflected race. Accérd'mg to this |
interpretation, blighted areas developed because of the quality of the people who lived in them. The
structural integrity of the area’s buildings was faulty, so the character of its residents must have been
lacking as well, or vice versa. According to whites, blacks living in detetiorating hpmes were of just
as little value as the buildings which they occupied. If they were like white Americans — smart,
motivated, and capable of responsible property maintenance — whites figured that black housing

would be in better condition. Instead it was falling apart, in their minds proving their initial racial

assumptions about race and property value correct.

. 216 Self, American Babylon, 150.
%7 N.D.B. Conaolly, “Sunbelt Civil Rights: Urban Renewal and the Follies of Desegregation in Greater Miami,” in Suabelt Rising: The Politics of Place,
Space, and Region, ed. Michelle M. Nickerson and Darren Dochuk, Politics and Culture in Modern America (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 2011), 164-87, 181.
8 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisir. 9.; Connolly, 181.



Tnstead of looking inward and questioning the role of local and federal pogie, o

of their own decisions in creating blight, these conditions convinced whites tha, “black,

Wete 1

feckless and irresponsible” and would “ruin any white neighborhoods they movyegq g ‘il

also convinced banks they were right to deny loans in black neighborhoods because they °!':'
Were

credit worthy. 2 Whites did not have this deep reflection on the institutions bf€€ding blgs t
y t be

Ass
)

according to N.D.B. Connolly, the racism fostering segregation was “invisible to most White
Americans, especially compared to the Old South white supremacy of cross burning, Whir, 1 g
signage, or the Wallace campaign.”?' Unlike these invisible institutions that promoteq segrcgmom
dmmvestmcnt, their product in the form of deteriorating housing and bhghted black ne lghboth ,_

Wwas very visible.” Whites saw the housing conditions blacks lived in, but not the Processes thy, -
created them because they did not fit the violent archetype of overt Southern racism_ Instead, fo- ‘
t ;

example, Thomas Sugrue writes that blight coupled with black ]oblessness rates reinforced iy Whltg

residents’ minds the “inferior mtelhgence of blacks stercotypcs about black hcennousness sex .
uaj

promiscuity, laziness and dependence.”223 Accordlng to white people, any blight in black areas 4

occurred because of their supposed inferior character qualities, assessments that contributed to black

i O

residents’ m@naﬁadon These traits were outside of the mainstream for hardworking, virtﬁous, :
enterprising Americans. White residents thought that just as blacks could not adhere to acceptabIe |
standards or white socxal bchavmr they could not their property up to proper standards cn.her .
justifying their marginalization. For example, Oakland’s 1949 blight study claimed that mixed 4
industrial and residential zoning decreased morals in black-West Oakland, but not in the East of -A‘I

Lake area, singling out West Oakland as backward and inferior.?

219 Self, American Babylon, 139.; Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 36.
20 Sugrue, 36.

221 Connolly, “Sunbelt Civil Rjgh“,"t 66.

222 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 9.

223 Sugrue, 8.
24 City Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 34, . b
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For white people, blaming the victims of their own racial politics was easy; much easier than
examining the complex, invisible institutions that converted racial assumptions about property value
into segregation and disinvestment, It also exonerated their bigotry. Their supposed naturally
inferior traits made blacks bad neighbors — irresponsibility inevitably led to deferred property
maintenance and the housing deterioration that created blight and tanked property values — as well
as sisky investments. It was not racial; it was just business, This was 2 widely held belief, and the
most common defense of segregation, necessitating a full study to disprove it.** As proven by
Laurenti Luigi in his 1960 report on race and property value written for the Commission on Race
and Housing, blacks did not have a lower propensity to maintain their property as white people
assumed.” Instead, the marginalization of blacks politically, socially, and physically created bad
housing conditions. These circumstances in turn contributed to theit continued marginalization by -
confirming stereotypes responsible for bad housing conditions in the first place. The racial biases
behind these commonly held misconceptions about race and property values are important to
examine because the people who ascribed to them, like homeowners and the city government
officials, defined public interest. As a result, these assumptions made their way into city policy and
private home sales in Oakland.

Despite what the white people in Oakland thought, in his 1960 study of property values,
Laurenti found black people did not dectease property values there.”” In fact, studying San
Francisco, Oakland, and Philadelphia, he found that while there was no “uniform pattern” the
“entry of nonwhites into previously all-white neighborhoods was much more often associated with
ptice improvement or stability than with price weakening.”*® For example in 17 areas that saw non-

white entry in Oakland, 14 saw price increases “relatively higher than the control” while just three

2 Self, American Babylon, 160. 2 y

% Lautenti, Property Valies and Race: Studies in Seven Cities, Special Research Report 10 the Commission on Race and Housing, 56, 63.
2 Laurenti, 47,

28 Laurent, 47.




: ices increased ag wh:
Saw prices drop “reladively lower.”™ Laurenti found that pric " Vhites opey

°dth 3
housing market 1o “pent-up nonwhite demand” to fill vacancies.” In San Francige 50 1

“"‘*ﬂd,

Philadelphia, again despite the common assumptions among white people, “qp Whiteg

df), “‘

maintaining their properties at least as well as white homeowners in comparab, ategs

Al

a study of Kansas City, black property owners maintained their property better than Comp%k —
whites.?2 This was attributed to former white property owners disinvcsting ptior tq blagk
infiltration, which incteased the need for repairs, the higher economic and educaioy, Stay

incoming blacks as opposed to existing white residents, and the fact that 1E was typica] of Of fg g

homeowner behavior. 2 Layreati also suggests black property maintenance as 5 Product of o
Pride and feclings of being on trial ™ These findings flew in the face not only of Laurengp,

contemporary McEntire’s assumptions, but defied white America’s assumptions aboyt ghe o
relationship between property value and race. These findings indicated blacks Were unequiy, oy j

not a lazy, lrrcsponsxblc unintelligent, culturally backward race. They did not depress Property val

by virtue of their existence in 3 neighborhood. Fundamentally, Laurenti’s work shows the gaciy] _"

A

underpinnings in economic defenses of segregation were faulty. Blacks did not inherenr_ly cause

Property values to go down because they did not have uniquely inferior trajts that would cayge qu
to happen,

So, if race did not determine property maintenance practices and black people did not ... g
down property values in Oakland, how can we explain decreased property values in black

communities? Laurenti found that the white ides that blacks do not maintain property was

3 .1.1;.
confirmed by their “o

bservation of overcrowded slum areas, where nonwhites are predominantly s

* Laurenti, Property Values and Raer, 175,
20 Laurenti, 126, 132, 137.

1 Laurend, 232, 56.

22 | aurenti, 233,

2 L qurend, 233, 234,

4 Laurent, 235.
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tenants and where landlords spend little, if anything, to maintain the appearance of property in
which their only interest is the derivation of income.”® These practices mirrored the growth
machine’s approach to urban planning as well, valuing space based on the income it could generate
in the form of taxes. Due to blighted conditions, West Oakdand was of little value to the city, and
actually a problem, because it generated little income in relation to the services given to the area.
Furthermore, as shown previously, West Oakland had low rates of ownet occupancy. It was these
absentee landlords that had disinvested from their housing in the community following cues in local
zoning and federal lending practices 2 So, ironically, it was white people’s poor maintenance
practices that created blight in Oakland. Whites were not universally responsible and motivated just
in the same way blacks were not universally lacking in initiative*” Fundamentally, race did not
indicate social inferiority or superiority. As shown here, race did not determine property value either,
at least until white people decided to disinvest from black communities and prevented black people
from obtaining the credit to invest in their own propertiesl. sk

Flipping the narrative on blight in West Oakland, we find that irrationality, bigotry, and '
ignorance expressed by white property owners and business leadets in the city growth machine and -
federal government created blight. Their racist stereotypes of black people shaped the physical
marginalization of that community and built the shum conditions for which they then blamed their '
victims, White Oakland’s inability to see the proble;ri with the systems created by the reforms giving
power to the city’s gtowth machine inherently madg any solutions to blight ineffective. Without
addressing the root cause of blight, even if tempotarily fixed with window dressing solutions, the
underlying problems of segregation and disinvestment would persist, prohibiting any sort of long-

term project solvency. Instead, racialized assessments of blight allowed the growth machine to

—

: Laucenti, Propersy Values and Racr, 236.
x Sclf, American Babylon, 18.
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continue their same approach to city.dcvelopmcnt: prioritize white space while disim":sﬁngin ',
space. The growth machine thought this would encourage economic growth through inqea*d
aggregate property values that would allow the city to decrease taxes. Through thejr Tacig] blip .-.'
the growth machine could not see that their policy of disinvestment was actually deStroYitig thj:."
city. ~
The growth machine’s inability to recognize the real origins of blight is evident j, the |
Oakland Planning Commission’s final policy recommendation in the 1949 blight study. 1., |
ed

clearing blighted West Oakland, its best use being industrial instead of residential use 28 Where .
these low-income and black residents supposed to move when more space was made for indusn'g.?
Even though there was space, the answer was certainly not the hills.”’ The study determineg thag
would be too expensive.?* This of course was the underlying reason as to why economic Zoning
preserving racial exclusion was so successful. As property values increased in the hills, aideq by Io w
protectionist zoning and féderal mortgage insurance for racially exclusive developments, the areg '
became prohibitively expensive for residents seeking to move out of the flatlands.
Furthermore, the hills’ exclusive residential zoning protected white, higher-income ]
homeowners from the annoyances of industry, annoyances West Oakland residents had no ChoiceAv
but to bear, at the expense of their moral character according to the planning commission. Oaklznd
prioritized white éomfort and investments, which included maintaining segregation, because as
stated in the 1942 Development Proposal, their capital was necessary to keep the city fiscally afloat. f‘_
So instead the Planning Commission decided the “most economical and practical location for

medium- and low-income residents are in the present blighted neighborhoods.”?*! Subsidizing the

private construction of these units, the city estimated would be a “more efficient use of land,” brifg -

238 City Planning Cmnmiﬂéon. “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland.” 40.
2% City Planning Commission, 40.
240 City Planning Commission, 40.
241 City Planning Commission, 40.
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«higher assessed valuati
‘hig ons, and lower tota] outlays for public services.”* These were peak growth

i lici i i | : )
machine policies written by city government officials. Keeping blacks in the flatlands and out of the

. uld 1 . ’
hills would increase aggregate property values in the city, enabling them to pass lower taxes, just as

the growth machine wanted, However, by reinforcing segregation and not challenging the racial
stereotypes that led to disinvestment in the first place, the 1949 policy recommendation was no
solution for blight. The 1949 plan never went anywhere, but the generd program for urban renewal
they proposed and the philosophies behind it did gain tractbn again in the 1950s. With Oakland
business elites leading the char. ge, :

the city would embark on their “greatest postwar spendiﬁg

project” to correct blight and slumping downtown property values: the 1959 General Neighborhood
Renewal Plan° |

: City Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 40.
Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Policy, 120.



Chapter Three: The 1959 General Neighborhood Renewal Plan I

Citizen participation is an indispensable element in any program that_ will
ultimately invo}‘:c all (l:f the people of an area. Oakland was fortunsc.ltt:;hm h_aV_’mg
among its citizenry a number of indi iduals who not only pgsscssc € Vision to geq
the problems, but who were willing to give time, energy, and money to the task of -
solving i ¢

ving k group of these individdals et in May 0f.1954 and forfned “the f:itiZens
Committee for Urban Renewal”. In the initial meeting M" Norris Nash, Vice-
President of Kaiser Industries, was named General Chairman.

Since the Committee was formed it has been active in all matters pertaining
to Urban Renewal in Oakland. This group has made numerous recommendations to
the City Council for improving coordination among the various Departments
involved in carrying out the pro, - ‘ ’

— Housing %)ivision gityg?t%akland Building and Housing Department 2+

For all the Housing Division of Oakland’s Building and Housing Department’s praise, the ‘

Citizens Committee for Urban Renewal did not have “the vision to see the problems.” They did;
however, have the money and access to have #heir interests heard by city government. But, Withouta ’
real awareness of what caused blight, their plans for urban renewal in the 1959 General '
Neighborhood Renewal Plan (GNRP) made it worse. Blight, represented by the living conditions a 1_;,
1060 18™ St, Apt 5 in West Oakland described in Chapter Two, was a serious concern for the city.
The health and fire hazards there as a result of exposed electrical wires and insufficient air space

were a real danger to residents. As a result, West Oakland “inefficiently” drained city resources, by
generating too little tax revenue in relation to the fire services, for example, required by residents. To '
adequately address blight in the flatlands with a program of urban renewal, the growth machine
business leaders present in the Citizens Committee for Urban Renewal needed to dramatically

change their racial politics. They needed to integrate the city and invest in black spaces in West

Oakland the way they invested in white spaces in the hills. However, these institutions and their

racial politics would prove insurmountable obstacles to any real solution.

244 Housing Division City of Oakland Buil ‘_' g and Housing D‘c_pamnent, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal Rehabilitation Pxo]ecl. g
No. Calif. R-2: An Historical Report on Neighborhood Rehabilitation in Oakland” (Oakland, California: Housing Division City of Oakland
and Housing Department, 1962), 4.
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The 1949 and 1954 Housing Acts made urban renewal a possible solution to blight by
providing federal funding to local government that covered two-thirds of costs associated with
purchasing land, and granted loca] jurisdictions eminent dom'ain powers.?*® Federal funding was in
part a recognition of the role it had played in creating blight, in part by starving black residents of
credit, and was meant to “serye as civil rights legislation,” post Shelley v. Kraemer and Brown v. Board of

Education.™** Specifically, as a black man himself and a major national housing official, Robert Weaver

saw it as “spatial uplife” for blacks who would necessarily be leaving innér-city slums as a result of its

redevelopment.®’ With these federal dollars and powers, the Oakland Planning Commission
declared all of West Oakland blighted in its 1949 study and recommended a program of urban
renewal to solve it.**® Despite identifying the problem of blight, presenting a policy
recommendation, and having federal funding available, urban renewal failed to get support in 1949
or in 1954.* Urban renewal did not become possible until it had a strong business-elite backing.?*°

g Under the council-manager government structure and electoral reforms of the growth machine city, .
business elite controlled city government, elected officials, and the fate of expensive programs
through the power of their purse. Naturally, this gave their interests precedence in the program that
would be implemented.

The Citizens Committee for Urban Renewal (OCCUR) had a largely elite membership. This

was not unique to Oakland, urban renewal was championed elsewhere across the country by similar

groups of business elites to protect “central city business and property investments,”! In Oakland,

downtown businesses were suffering and elites in the 1950s wanted to stop the “centtifugal loss of

45 Self, American Babylon, 139.; Davis McEntire, Residence and Race; Final and Comprebensive Report to the Comnission on Race and Housing, (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1960), 333-334. T o

2 City Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 10.; Connolly, “Sunbelt Civil Rights,” 173, 179.

* Connolly, “Sunbelt Civil Rights,” 173, 179. ‘ . < _ :
24 Robert 8 Self, American nigz,.- Race and the Struggle for Postwar Oakland (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, ?003), 139.; City Planning
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capital, property value, and middle-income consum ers.”?? West Oakland, which neighbored : _‘

nsumers. Instead it was mgaq, g 4
P of -

Oakland’s city center, should have provided downtown’s €O
residents living in slum conditions.*® Writing in 1933, Henry Wright, said “the idea that g sl
should be rebuilt primarily with the vision of rehousing the present tenants is no longer vy .
respect to any large-scale handling of the pr.oblcm.””" Instead, Wright sugges.ted planners shoulg
take advantage of the opportunity to replace these tenants with better ones. Specifically, hj
recommendation was to make “the present slum districts for the convenient and enjoyable
occupancy of those whose business relations are largely in the central area.”*** Wright Wanted jnqe,
City areas to be recreated for the higher-income people working nearby; not the present residengs,
Henry Wright, focusing on the financial worth of a person, decided higher-income residents could
add more value to the city than poor ones.

Following this logic, the downtown business elite thought if they could attract the “right
people,” rather than addressing disinvestment in low-income West Oakland, they could boost .- .
declining sales and property values. Their solution, spearheaded by OCCUR was centered on their
faith in industry and white consumers. The “right people” who would increase property values and
tax revenues were industries and white, middle-income earners.”*® The interests of black residents jn
West Oakland wcﬁt largely unrepresented compared to growth machine powerhouses such as Kaiser
and Knowland.**” Black residents were easy to ignore owing to lower rates of owner occupancy,
which made it easier to seize land for redevelopment.”® Instead, business leaders such as these men,
described by Ernestine Nettles as racists, directed policy that would impact black people’s lives,

almost ensuring by their racial politics that it would not be done fairly.

52 Self, American Babylon, 139.

253 Self, 138.

254 Neil Smith, The New Urban Fronteir: Gentrification and the Resanchist City (New York: Routledge, 1996), 71. :
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The 1959 GNRP approach to solving bligh't was to raze black neighborhoods to make land
available for industrial and higher-income housing that current residents could not afford. The
human impact of black displacement was considered a necessary sactifice for business leaders’ plans
to make room for the industries and middle-income white shoppers who would increase property
value and tax revenues for the city.** Robert O, Self writes that for this reason, redevelopment
“embodied the calculable arithmetic of property values rather than the grammar of community.”*®
With business leaders’ control over Oakland’s corporate city govetnment, policy put low taxes and
the city’s economic development ahead of the public good, and especially black residents’ interests.
Furthermore, this approach was aligned with the growth machine’s racial priorities, based on the
idea that low-income and black residents could not generate property value for the city and needed
to be removed and replaced in West Oakland to limit the financial damage they caused to the city
tax structure. Analyzing the people, philosophy, and specific policy details behind the 1959 GNRP

gives us insight into why urban renewal further compounded not only downtown’s problems, but

also the physical marginalization of Oakland’s black residents.

The People: OCCUR
To say J.R. and William Knowland played a large role in Oakland city politics would be an

understatement. The Knowlands had a presence on all the citizens’ committees reviewed for this
project. No other names appeared with anything close to the same frequency as theirs. Knowland
even sat on the New Oakland Committee in the 1960s with Ernestine Nettles, who was serving as a
youth advisor.”' Her theory for why hci and fellpw “mover and shaker” Kaiser were involved in the
New Oakland Committee and so many others: “to make sure they wete all on the same page.”*?

Members of the business elite such as these men, came together on committee boards to better

% Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Poligy, 139.

20 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Departmeat, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal, 148,
%1 Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.

%2 Nettles.
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coordinate their interests to ensure public policy aligned with e e defineq ‘
dlm“g!‘ ‘hese commim with kcy phycrs such as KDOWland di-teCting Pol.icy and publjc irltereat.
One such organization that William Knowland was involved with was OCCUR, the g

Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal Rehabilitation Project, prepared by the Housing Divisig,
_()f Oakland’s Building and Housing Department, the author notes Oakland’s good fortune i hievigh
citizens participating in urban renewal planning** These citizens participating in OCCUR wege
run-of-the-mill citizens you would find on the streets, the “neighborhoods citizens” who beg, i
represented typical residents’ interests, these were wealthy mover and shaker citizens with capitﬂ
invested in the dq and an interest in keeping the value of those investments rising. In fact, OCcuy
represented “most of the financial, and much of the industrial muscle of Oakland.”® It had beey,
created by the mayor in 1954 and given “semi-governmental powers” that Hayes described as 5
rarity, given the scale of the project OCCUR controlled. The practice of granting citizen COmmittee

Powers to these elite-business individuals was not abnormal of Oakland government however: -

similar powers were given to the chamber of commerce subcommittee directing residential

development in the hills in 1942

Looking at the list of the members of OCCUR, it reads like a company board of directors,
bringing the business-centric orientation of éity politics into greater relief. Specifically, a.morig its
members it included: Robert W. Turner of Kaiser Center, Chairman of OCCUR taking over for
former Chairman Mzr. Nash, Vice President of Kaiser Industries; Senator William Knowland, owner
of the Oakland Tribune; Clark Mak of Pacific Gas and Electric; Loren Mowrey of the Oakland Real
Estate 303:d;_]ames Scott of the Bank of America; Mrs. Jean Simas of the Simas Brothers Oil

Cornpa"ny; Earl Smith of the Apartment House Owners Association; Sheridan of the Uptown

263 | ogan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, 32. '
254 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal,” 4.
25 Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Poligy, 91. .
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Devc:lopmcr}t Associau'dn; Warren Isaacs of the Downtown Property Owners Aésociation; Stuart
Davis of the First Savings and Loan Association.” According to the corporate-city model of ‘
council-manager reforms, this was the ideal way a business-government should be run. Major
stakeholders in the city, determined by the size of their investments in the city and tax contributions,
shaping the policy decisions that impacted them most.

_ With its access to funding and people in positions of power, OCCUR was able to shape how
blight was defined as a problem in a way that would suit their interests in stemming losses in
downtown property values. Access further allowed OCCUR the opportunity to propose its own
solution, embarking on a serious campaign to make urban fenewa.l, which had already failed twice
before, possible in Oakland. The committee conducted a thorough study of urban renewal and
directed a “massive campaign to popularize redevelopment.”” OCCUR visited Los Angeles, St.
Louis, KS, Cleveland, Philadelphia, and Baltimore to learn about their urban renewal programs in
1956 along with officials from the “City Council, City Administration, Redevelopment Agency,
Board of Education, the Citizen’s Committee, and the Press.”*® Through these trips, OCCUR had -
incredible access to government officials, giving them the opportunity to shape local officials’
opinions about urban renewal. They were also treated less like a semi-governmental body, and more
like a full-governmental body with a seat at the table beside the Oakland City Council and
Redevelopment Agency while visiting other cities, blurring the line between government and
business interests.

Back in Oakland, OCCUR also invited the American Council to Improve Our

Neighborhoods to meet with “City Officials and Committee Members™ to give information and

% Julius F. Thomas and Oakland (Calif.), eds., Clinton Park: An Historical Report on Neighborbood Rebabikitation in Oakland, California (Oakland, Calif :
Housing Div., Building & Housing Dept., City of Oakland, 1962), Appendix A.

%1 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal,” 6-8.; Hayes, Pover
Structure and Urban Policy, 113.

2® Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal,” 6-7.



6
assistance on how to make urban redevelopment work in Oakland, as well as “Providing Nationg
publicity for the program” and “consultation with local leaders on problems.”*® OCCUR promoted

the need for urban renewal to solve blight in Oakland that was decreasing property values jp,

downtown and creating tax inefficiencies, and then set up the city with all the FOOIS and TesOurceq

necessary to make that pro ossible. This was a direct product of their extraordinary acces
_ program p : Sto

local and national government officials, unavailable to the marg.ina]ized “neighborhood Citizeng»

whose lives were intimately impact by the plan, but whose interests B e

This central role OCCUR played in making urban renewal possible in Oakland through
efforts such as their national tour was acknowledged by the Housing Division of the City of
Oakland in their report of Clinton Park renewal, the city’s pilot urban renewal project. The report
identified OCCUR as “one of the dynamic forces behind Oakland’s Urban Renewal program” ang
went so far as to say the Clinton Park project would have been unsuccessful without them.?”
OCCUR was so invested in getting urban renewal adopted, resulting in this acknowledgment from
the city, because of the financial stakes at play for them. Without urban renewal, they would
continue to take losses in retail sales and property values, which had gone down 50 percent from
1925 to 1955.2" Significantly, it was these interests represented in the 1959 General Neighborhood
Renewal Plan (GNRP) as well. However, OCCUR fundamentally did not represent these
communities. The Clinton Park report admitting it lacked such “neighborhood citizens.”*"
However, this problem was not fixed by the planning process for the 1959 GNRP. For that plan,
OCCUR is listed first among civic groups represented, in addition to a Redevelopment Liaison

Committee with the Sunset District Council, the Council of Community Services, and the Urban

269 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal,” 7.
21 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, 7.

20 Self, American Babylon, 25. o .
712 Housing Division City of Oakland Building and Housing Department, “Final Report of the Clinton Park Urban Renewal.” 7.




68

Design Advisory Council.™ This is indicative of the growth machine, produced by the council
manager government and electoral reforms favored by business. They narrowed the pool of
participants in government and promoted the business community’s interests as public interests
while ignoring neighborhood ones. As a result, it was OCCUR’s elite members’ interests shaped the

city’s redevelopment, favoring their vision of development and racial politics.

The Phil hy: Growth Machine Politics & Private Sector Saviors

The vision for economic development favored by the business leaders of OCCUR was l?uﬂt
on their growth machine politics, putting their trust in industry and consumer spending. Business
leaders represented on OCCUR and council-manager governments across the country had an
unyielding faith in the ability of industry to save the local economy, whi;h Elizabeth Shermer
attributes to lessons they learned during the New Deal.?™* The growth machine acting through
bodies like OCCUR would continue to prioritize industry and white homeowner interests as the
public interest, catering to them with urban renewal to solve the problem of “static” retail sales,
vacant offices, and “scattered pockets of deterioration” in downtown Oakland.””

Interviewing a “selected group of influential business and ﬁnancm.l leaders,” Coro
Foundation intern Donald Livingston studied the business industry’s outlook on downtown
Oakland, publishing his findings in 1961.”” According to these people interviewed during the
Summer of 1961, around the same time as the roll-out of the GNRP, development of Oakland’s
Central District would be aided by several factors such as nearby urban renewal and a “better

business climate with lower assessed valuations, lower taxes, and, consequently, lower rents.”””” For

adherents to growth machines politics, urban renewal was positive for business leaders located in the

23 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, unpaginated 4,

24 Elizabeth Tandy Shermer, “Sunbelt Boosterism: Industrial Recruitment, Economic Development, and Growth Politics in the Developing Sunbelt,”
in Sunbelt Rising: The Polifics of Place, Space, and Region, ed. Michelle M Nickerson and Darren Dochuk (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2011), 31-57, 33.

d Dlmld Livingston, “The Logical Place Is Oakland: A Report on Business Leaders’ Views of the Potential of Oakland’s Central District” (Oakland,
California: Coro Foundation, 1961), 2,
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7 Livingston, 10.



o
downtown area and concemed about its economic viability. Urban renewal was a hopefy] ’
OPportunity because it would allow them to repurpose nearby land to what they deemed ¢q its
best-use: industrial de.vclopment.m In turn, this would create favorable business conditiong o
growth machine economic development by also decreasing taxes through increased p.r0per:y Valueg, |

Industrial leaders would l;ave described prioritizing industrial development as 2 major shig
in local policy since the thought city had typically ignored their interests. This idea that industry v,
harmed by Oakland’s residential population had been expressed y:ars earlier. In 1954, 4 Meeting of
Planners and industrial development representatives from giants such as the West Pacific Rallroad
Wwas held in the Bay Area? The groups in attendance, govemment and big business, emphasizeq the
close, growth machine-like relauonshxp between government and business especially in planmug
The two groups were also in sync when i it came to the i importance of industty, all prcsent “agreed
that industry is necessary for a reasonable tax structure in any community.”® Despite the universy]
recognition of their importance to Bay Area cities, industry complained that they were being
victimized by the residential encroachment® Planners would peﬁnit residential development in
industrial areas and then these residents would complain about the industries next door.* Industry
also felt it was given leftover land for industrial development ® Oakland Planning Commissioner
Houlihan agreed with the industrialists.” The consensus from the planning conference was that |
more needed to be done to protect the giants of industry from residential annoyances. As the
taxpayers funding city government, business interests took l‘xecedcnt as larger stakeholders,

corporate entitlement in peak form,

718 Self, American Babylon, 140,

7 “Zoning Law Fails to Protect Factory Areas, Says Oakland Planning Chief” (Oakland Tribune, 1954), Zoning File, 1950-1965 Folder, Oakland
Public Library History Room.
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However, despite industry’s belief they were victims, Oakland’s growth machine had already
shown its willingness to put industry’s needs at the forefront of public interest. A decade eatlier in
1944, Oakland rejected a planned dcvclopfnent for 57 units of family housing, a development -
“strongly protested by representatives of heavy industries,”® The Oakland Planning Commission
explained the decision by stating the subdivision was on “valuable industrial sites which would be
destroyed in post-war time should emergency housing take over the land at present.”236 Industry was
not the victim of unfair city ﬁo]icy decisions as they claimed, they were the beneficiaries. |

Business interests in city government continued to favor industrial interesté ﬁth their plans
to make West Oakland more accessible to industry with urban ;:eﬁcwal; which would help increase
the city’s property values. They believed making the Central Business Area r‘nore attractive .to higherv
income residents would help accomplish this goal as well. One of the business leaders interviewed
by Donald Livingston verbalized the growth machine’s interest in highe; income eamcfé when asked
about creating businesses to cater to people working neatby: “These conveniences are not all good
because many times you may draw a poorer work force interested in utilizing these convenience.”®
West Oakland was the logical community served by the Central Business district.m. But business
leaders did not want their business; they were seen as the wrong type of péop!e. Instead they wanted
white, higher income residents living nearby.” These residents, like industries, would save
downtown by bringing up property values and increasing spending in downtown businesses to boost
retail sales. The business leaders wanted to attract this clientele thinking they would provide tax
revenue for the city while allowing tax rates to decrease — another factor identified in making the

business community more-friendly to development.” Faith in industry, white upper income

25 “Planners Act on Waterfront Zone” (Oakland Tribune, May 24, 1944), Zoning File, 1936-1949 Folder, Oakland Public Library History Room.
2% “Planners Act on Waterfront Zone.”

7 Livingston, “The Logical Place Is Oakland,” 9.

2 SCif, American Babyon, 139.

2 Self, 139.; Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Pokicy, 108.

0 Livingston, “The Logical Place Is Oakland,” 10.



A 3 ¥ wth machine interests ;
residents, and low taxes were quintessential components of gro Sinthe _

A

However, these interests did not address the major cause of blight segregation and disinvesmlent‘ 3
West Oakland through policies just like these. Howevez, with the people on OCCUR Controfy,
Policy decisions, this philosophy made it into the 1959 GNRT: The growth machine’s interey;
defined public policy, but to a much different effect than its business leaders had anticipated ‘

0 i dRenewal Plan ‘
The 1959 GNRP was a culmination of growth machine politics from the way they hag

identified blight, to whom created the policy solution, and what intetests g into that plag fhe ;
growth machine’s racial poliﬁcs played a central role in egch stage of the process, iflCluding the
creation of blight itself, and was shaped by their biases that, despite evide?nce to that contrary, thks' ‘
dccreasea property values. In the preface of the West Oakland GNRP, the author states “West 3

Oakland has the potentiality for becoming again one of the best residential ncigthIhpods in the . ; '-
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City. And additionally, one of the most desirable light industrial locations.”' This vision would save
the struggling downtown by increasing consumption and investment in West Oakland and the
central-city business area. This vision also reflected the hope of the business-elite who stood to gain
in terms of profits and lower taxes, which would spur growth machine oriented economic
development in Oakland.® However, reading between the lines, this vision did not have West
Oakland residents’ in mind. When the GNRP claimed West Oakland could become oncl of the “best
residential neighborhood,” they meant it could become a white, middle-income residential -
neighborhood who would shop in OCCUR member’s nearby stotes. This was the group prioritized
by other housing plans such as the 1942 hills development, also spearheaded by Oakland’s growth
machine. When the GNRP claimed West Oakland could become one of the “most desirable light
industrial locations,” they meant they planned to increase acreage dedicated to industry. The
GNRPS’s goal of increasing property values to cater to these two constituencies was predicated on
pushing West Oakland residents out to elevate the area to its “best use,” higher income rentals and
industry, increasing aggregate property values at the expense of black residents who business leaders
believed were responsible for depressing property values with blight.*?

In practice, the 1959 GNRP written by the Oakland City Planning Commission prioritized
industrial development in West Oakland by eliminating mixed-use zoning and setting the terms for
residential rehabilitation. The GNRP’s climination of mixed-use industrial and residential zones
made it possible for planners to significantly increase industrial acreage in West Oakland. A product
of 1935 zoning that set ;side space in “most of this area for heavy industrial uses,” the planners
behind the GNRP acknowledged this mixed zoning was “environmentally bad for residential use.”**

These conditions were a product of the city’s disinvestment in black West Oakland, zoning it as a

#1 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 2.

22 Self, American Babylon, 146, 149.

3 Self, 139, 146.

24 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 1, 14.



d“mP‘DS ground for industries that were envuonmentﬂuy harmful while PfOtecnng }"ghe;,n
Copy

White neighborhoods with excluslvc residential zoning. Envitonmental degradatiq, wag

“atmal 3
outgrowth of the growth machine’s racial politics, Qakland was teaping what it had SOweg 4

However, the city’s response in light of an acknowledged housing shortage was ¢ pﬁofitize

industrial rather than black resldennal interests, deciding to “clear all residential Structype, ln ) ' “
e

Proposed industrial areas

The plan further prioriized industral development by setting 2 igh bar for regg,
rehabilitation, ensuring that many structures would be bulldozed, “redeveloped,” ang COnvened
industrial zoning, In order for a building to qualify for rehablhtauon the cost of such g, unde
had to be under the cost of replacement Rehabilitation also needed to extend the bmldmg, Sl
eXpectancy at least another 20 years.”” Finally, determinations would be made based o the pOtm
rental income and improvements that would be genexated in the neighborhood 2 Housing v, iy
‘need to at least meet basic code guidelines, balancing between “best possible neighborhood gq the

one hand and the housing market on the other.”™ These requirements would have been difficult g
meet in West Oakland because of ongoing major disinvestment that had prevented residen;s from
getting credit for necessary repairs and upgrades to their old, wooden homes which the planning '
commission stated had a total life expectancy of just 35 years anyway.’® The GNRP stated that \
structutes that could not be saved based on the “economic feasibility” would be cleated, straight
from OCCUR’s recommendations for the Clinton Park pilot urban renewal project.® Based on

their survey of housing conditions and convetsions of mixed residential, industrial zones to

exclusively industrial use, the city estimated that industrial acreage would increase in West Oakland
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by 121 alcres while housing would decrease by 72 acres. Furthermore, the city left the option for
increasing industrial acreage even more, stating it could increase beyond those already generous
projected numbers*? Amidst a severe housing shortage, this represented a substantial dectease in
available housing stock for an already overcrowded area ® To ameliorate these problems, and
decrease blight, housing had to be built or West Oakland residents would have to move out.
However, the city favored industrial development rather than residential on redeveloped
land, and subsidized industrial acreage at a substantially higher rate than residential acreage. The city
planned on acquiring five acres of industrial land at $270,000 per acte for a total of $1.35 million but-
planned on selling 104 acres for industrial development at a fraction of that price, $45,000 per acre
for $4.6 million total, representing a subsidy of about $23.4 million for cotporations to move in.**
The city would acquire 192 acres of residential property at $88,000 per acre for a total of $16.9
million, selling 117 acres at $43,560 per acres for $5.1 million.** The city planned on giving a subsidy
of just $5.2 million for residential property, a fifth of the size of industry’s subsidy, showing the
GNRP’s clear preference for industrial development in West Oakland.** The preface.to the GNRP
illuminates the city’s logic behind promoting industrial growth with a $23.4 million subsidy for
corporations: “More land in the GNR Study Plan area will be devoted to industrial uses, thus
increasing the City tax base.””” True to form, growth politicians writing the plans wanted to
encourage industrial development and investment {0 increase the city’s property value and resultant
tax revenues so they could decrease overall tax rates thereby attracting economic development. They

projected that through this corporate welfare scheme the city would see an increase of $50 to $80

%2 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 20.

33 Self, American Babylon, 68.

34 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oaklnd Gentral Plan, 25.; Subsidy calculated by multiplying total acreage sold, 104, by the original purchase
price per acre, $270,000, and then from that value subtracting the product of 104 acres multiplied by the actual sales price of §45,000 per acte.
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$88,000, and then from that value subtracting the product of 117 acres multiplied by the actual sales price of $43,560 per acre.

37 Oakland City Planning Commission, 2.




million in private investment in the city.® This calculation made the project’s total $26.4 Milligy,

government price tag acceptable to fiscal conservatives like Knowland. Like the logic behing the
1942 hill development plan, public money was going to stimulate an even greater amount of Privalh
investment and development that would increase property values and drive growth thro“gh 1°Wer 3 ﬁ
tax rates. However, as with other growth-oriented programs, they “lost the grammar of I 3
community” while prioritizing industrial development.*” |

The 1954 Housing Act, which was provided key funding for Oakland’s urban renewal,
required at least temporary housing to be secured for displaced residents, but this was not 2 Priority
in the GNRP." The GNRP estimated that of the 8,416 families living in West Oakland, 12 perceg,
“can afford [to] pﬁrchase housing,” 33 percent “can afford new rental units,” 33 percent “can afford 3
‘rehab’ rental units,” and 22 percent “need subsidized housing.”!' However, the plan States that
“adequate housing will be available only in the first three categories” meaning 22 percent of West .
Oakland’s i:esidents, representing 1,850 families, were expected based on current plans not to have
housing at all.>* Even though they were embarking on a plan that would leave 1,850 of the lowest-
income families without housing, the city still proposed the construction of an extra 240 single .,
family homes and 2,723 new rental units beyond the calculated need for local residents in the
highest-income brackets.>* The proposed increase in more costly single family and new rental units
beyond what was needed signaled the city did not have West Oakland’s residents in mind while.
planning new housing developments. They did not want low-income residents to stay in West
Oakland, specifically the 1,850 families without identifiable housing options. They wanted to attract

more affluent residents from outside black West Oakland who could afford these single-family

308 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 22.
309 Self, American Babylon, 148.
310 McEntire, Residence and Race; Final and Comprebensive Report to the Commission on Race and Housing, 334,
311 Qakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 29.
312 Oakland City Planning Commission, 29.
313 Oakland City Planning Commission, 33.; Calculated by subtracting 260 needed from 500 proposed new single-family home units and 2,777 needed
new rental units from 5,500 proposed units. 2
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homes or new rentals. This white population would better increase property values than the poorest
black residents the city felt created blight.*'*

The city prepared a range of possibilities for the 1,850 “residual problem.”!s A “possibility”
that new construction would decrease rental prices so “some of the 1850 could afford them” was
explored.’*® But if the purpose of the project was to increase property values and the city was
constructing higher-income housing at the same time, it seems unlikely that there would be a dip in
rental prices. In fact, an increase was more likely, putting other West Oakland families at risk of
losing housing as well. It was also “possible” County Welfare or Federal Section 221 could increase
assistance for these low-income residents. But getting federal assistance required “substantial
exceptions to traditional means of financing”"” Given the requitement of “substantial exceptions” -
for Section 221 housing, this option was unlikely. It was also “possible” according to the GNRP that
these families would be put into existing public housing or that “550 new units of public housing
could be built.”*'® The first option built no new units of housing, creating overcrowding elsewhere in
the city and for that reason not solving blight. The second option made just 550 units available for
1,850 families, a deficit of 1,300 units, and was further problematic because Oakland’s real estate
industry had traditionally, and effectively, opposed public housing v:cinst:ructi.on.319 While the GNRP -
authors could calculate the potential investment created by the GNRP, they could not put together a
workable rehousing plan for West Oakland’s low-income residents beyond possibly increasing rental
assistance at the county-level. Compared to the attention spent calculating private investment
returns from industrial subsidies, rehousing low-income residents was not a ptiority in the GNRP.

This was undoubtedly shaped by the growth machine’s interests.

3 Self, American Babylon, 139.
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The growth machine, in addition to making West Oakland available to jndustry
simultaneously promoted housing developments for more attractive to white, higher_inmme

residents. In their discussions with the Oakland Civil Rights Coordinating Commjte, on Re

27™, 1964, the Oakland SocialA Planning Council shared the Oakland Redevelopmen, Agﬂncy .
: Sp

to build “800 new dwelling units of which 720 will be apartments and 80 will be toyp hougeg =3

el

These units wouid be marketed to families within the $5-7,000 income range 3! Furthermol.e thg
ORA expressed its commitment to making the development integrated.*? While this op ; its face
looked like a noble deed achieving the integrationist goals of urban renewal, it was more e 71
complicated. The proposed $5-7,000 income range automatically excluded 90.5 Percent of fa-mﬂles s
West Oakland according to the planning commission’s own data in the 1959 GNRP.3 HOWever
the 12 percent of families in the top income bracket in West Oakland that could have afforded theg
Dew apartments and townhouses were expected to be rehoused in new homes. This plan pnced_mt,g {
the 22 percent of West Oaklanders in the second-highest income bracket who had been €xpected to,
move to new rentals in West Oakland, according to the 1959 GNRP; however, the only housing
development planned was now prohibitively expensive for them, and like the lowest-income

residents in the flatlands, they would also have to find housing in a different area of the city.

While the units being built in West Oakland were billed as integrated, like housing in the
single-family zoned hills, they were economically out of reach for local black residents. Rather,
housing needed to be integrated to ensure white residents could move in. This recalls Henry
Wright’s quote: “the idea that the slums should be rebuilt primarily with the vision of rehousing the T;..

present tenants in no longer valid in respect to any large-scale handling of the problem.”’“ Why

320 Council of Social Planning and Council ofSocu.[ Planning, Report of Social Work and Community Relations Programs under Contract with Ouakland

Redesveloprment Agency, 77.
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323 Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 31.
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rehouse West Oakland residents in their old neighborhoods when y;ou could bring in ideal
consumers? These ideal residents were white middle-income residents who could spend money
downtown and bring up the property values in their higher-income rental units. As in the case of the
hill development, these white middle-income residents would save the downtown economy and
further promote the policies of the growth machine,

The GNRP tried to accomplish racial change in West Oakland by making it difficult for
black residents to stay in West Oakland. GNRP policies also made it difficult for black residents to
find acceptable housing in white areas.’” Robert Weaver intended for blacks to move out of
segregated areas into better housing conditions, but for this integration to work, several things were
required: the movement of white middle-income Oaklanders into West Oakland and of blacks into
these newly available units elsewhere in the city.** While the GNRP provided assistance in making
housing available for the white property owners they wanted to attract, they did not adequately
address how to integrate blacks into white sections of the city in any meaningful way.

Residents who were displaced by urban renewal and could not find housing had access to
relocation services provided by the Oakland Social Planning Council, contracted for the purpose in
1962.37" Part of their role in providing relocation services was to smooth tensions between
neighborhoods, incoming residents, and other groups through an “educational approach rather an
action one.” In an ORA Resolution adopted December 17*, 1958, it was resolved:

That since the redevelopment and rehabilitation of existing blighted areas and the

conservation of other neighberhoods is substantially dependent upon the ability of

all citizens to move freely, the Redevelopment Agency considers it necessary that all

section of the city should be open to all citizens without distinction because of race,
color, creed, or national origin.*”’

3% Oakland City Planning Commission, Oakland General Plan, 30.

3% Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, Report of Soaial Work and Community Relations Programs under Coniract with Oakland
Redevelopment Agency, 60.

3 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 1.

32 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 3.

32 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 70.



However, the educational progtamm Was inadequate to accomplish these lofty goals, p, eceSSau]y

decreasing the effectivencss of the ORA's . Asking prejudiced white Oaklanderg ¢ il 1}

housing to black residents would not promote integration. Only enforcing Californiyg 1 9%;

Rumford Act, a Iandmark civil rights law passed by one of Oakland’s own assemblymeH’ Byzon 4

Rumford, to outlaw private housing discrimination, would open housing to black regiqe o

In the same ORA phone surveys referenced by Assemblyman Petris in his 1964 USCR(: ‘

interview, the Social Planning Council Consultant writing about urban renewal in Acog °b3med ;

his “General Impressions” that although realtors knew the Rumford Act made private hOUSing
discrimination illegal, they claimed “owners might of would restrict,” especially in expengiye s \.
like Montclair, Skyline, Lake Meritt, and Adams Point, whereas less expensive areas woy]g not}sqv:
These residents in more expensive neighborhoods opposed integration because they were convig ‘
by their racial politics that if black residents moved in, their white property values and socig] Statyg
would necessarily decrease. Furthermore, phone surveys revealed that nonwhite residents diq ot ,;_‘
want “to move into changing neighborhoods because of the kind of reception which they might
receive from their new neighbozs.””' These responses reveal that minority residents did not fee]
welcomed or wanted in neighborhoods undergoing racial change. This was likely a deliberate action
on the part of discriminatory white residents who perceived increased nonwhite presence asa threat
and tried to prevent it. |

Despite this evidence of housing discrimination and reports that nonwhite residents feared '
reprisals if they moved into white neighborhoods, the Social Planning Council had a lackluste

response. Although they wete supposed to ease tensions between communities and help relocate =

West Oakland residents, the Social Planning Council’s recommended approach to address

3% Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, Repor of Secial Work and Community Relations Programs under Contract vith Qakls
Redevelopment Agensy, 84.
33 Council of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, 88,
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segregation was to do more to “bring together the willing owner and capable tenant or home buj'rcr”
and ask the County Welfare Department to add “intergroup and intercultural relations as part of its
inservice training program.” These actions did not promote integration required to make urban
renewal successful. Furthermore, they were highly defetential to racist white’s interests and barely in -
keeping with fulfilling the Social Planning Council’s stated duty to smooth tensions between
neighborhoods. With the passage of California’s 1963 Fair Housing Act, banning housing
discrimination, Oakland’s lack of a real response to reported incidents of housing discrimination also
represented an abstention of their duty to uphold the law.

For these major reasons, promoting industrial and higher-income housing development
while neglecting to provide housing for black residents, Hayes, Self, as well as Logan and Molotch
agree that urban renewal in Oakland, like elsewhere across the country, was ultimately a failure. By
1969, Project Area One, Acorn, had attracted industries such as Ford, but no homes had been
built** The real benefactors of the program were these industries who received large subsidies and
the banks who helped fund the city’s share of spending in the GNRP.** For this reason, urban
renewal represented a redistribution of resources from “poor and middling homeowners to private
industries and corporations.”** Urban redevelopment also failed to attract the middle-income
consumers that downtown business leaders thought would be their saviors.**® Expecting their
spending to rescue downtown from stagnation, the growth machine represented in the GNRP did
not count on white-property owners being disinterested in moving to West Oakland. White
Oaklanders, such as those in the hills, had become accustomed to the privileges afforded them by

racial exclusivity and single-family zoning; therefore, they were uninterested in living in the “heart of

%2 Coundil of Social Planning and Council of Social Planning, Repor? of Social Work and Community Ralations Programs under Contract with Oakland
Redeselopment Agency, 84, 88.
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a ghettoized area.””’ They had rationalized the. growth machine’s own racial politics, associating
black neighborhoods with decreased property values.

Another aspect of the urban renewal’s failure was its inability to rehouse residents, The
Oakland Social Planning Council acknowledged that “relocation intensified many existing
problems,” and did not improve all family’s lives,”® The GNRP and Social Planning Council faileq
in their plans to build affordable units for West Oakland residents while simultaneously failing to
encourage the integration that would make urban renewal work. By failing to address the stereotypes
underlying disinvestment in West Oakland that had created blight and reinforced segregation in the
first place, these city policy choices would keep whites from moving into the flatlands and blacks
from moving into many white parts of the city. Oakland’s “greatest postwar spending project” hurt
West Oakland’s black residents and also failed to help the downtown business community for which
black interests were sacrificed

Unfortunately, these shortcomings in Oakland’s urban renewal program were far from
unique. According to N.D B, Connolly, one of “urban renewal’s most tragic consequences” was the
creation of “hyper-segregated urban neighborhoods, downwardly mobile black suburbs” and the
“modernization of white supremacy.”* In Detroit, city planners similarly prioritized slum clearance
to save their downtown with the addition of middle-income consumers that would enhance housing
conditions and tax revenues for the city.** However, slum removal further overcrowded
neighboring black areas because of the “utter failure” of their own relocation programs, increasing

demand in those areas and enabling landlords to practice more rent-gouging >

37 Hayes, Power Structure and Urban Poligy, 120.
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This pattern, concentrating minority populations into old, inner cities, disinvesting from
those spaces, and then razing the detetiorated building for urban renewal, disproportionately
impacted nonwhite families across the country* When the cleared land was redeveloped, it almost
never rehoused previous residents. According to Logan and Molotch, of the land redeveloped with
urban renewal money, “over 80 percent went for developing commercial, industrial, imblic
infrastructure.”*** Based on growth machine’s philosophy of economic development, this should
have boosted property values and allowed cities to cut taxes. This in fact had been the central
philosophy for industrial development in the 1959 GNRP promoted by OCCUR. But a study of 130
cities found that in the longer term, urban renewal programs actually “increased city tax burdens.”**
Not only did urban renewal disproportionately impact minorities by targeting slums for industrial
development, later failing to rehouse them, the economic development plans for which these
residents were sacrificed did not work. Oakland’s economic development was actually hindered, not
helped, by the growth machine’s racial politics. They encouraged, instead of corrected, continued
disinvestment in black communities by bulldozing entire neighborhoods and increasing industrial

use in the area, ensuring the tax inefficiencies caused by blight would persist in Oakland.

3 McEntire, Residence and Race; Final and Comprebensive Report to the Commission on Race and Housing, 333.
34 Logan and Molotch, Urban Fortunes, 168.
*$ Logan and Molotch, 169.



Chapter Four: White Privilege, White Backlash in the Oaklang Hillg

Sacramento-Calif,
Jan 9-1964
Dear Mr. Rumford: _ :

Your performance on television was very amusing - a negro telling yp;,
people what they should do. You do not date state the principle in your Fajy
Housing Act. If it is such a wonderful bill why not makc' public its good Points, Your
idea is taken from The Daily Worker in the 1928 resolutions of the Communjg;
Party.

~ Can you deny this? . ... i

Nothing has ever hurt California and the Democratic Party as you wij g,
when our Legislators come up for election. :

We are disgraced in the eyes of all 100% Americans.

— Women Property Owners.**

This is a blatantly racist letter. In their own words these women propetty owners showeg,
their extreme disrespect for the black public official receiving this letter, somebody who Ofdiﬂan'ly
should receive deference. Specifically, they insultingly assert their perceived racial Supetiority jn theip
incredulity that a black man should even #y to tell white people what to do. The year this letter yyq
Wwritten was an intense period for racial politics in California and Oakland, due in patt to the 1964
General Election. That year, California Democrats had the twin goals to elect President Johnson and
defeat Proposition 14. Proposition 14 was spearheaded by the California Real Estate Association
(CREA) to invalidate California Democrats’ key civil rights legislative victory for the year referenced
in the Women Property Owners’ letter: outlawing housing discrimination.

The election year was a partial success for Democrats, while Johnson won 60 percent of the
vote, Proposition 14 also passed with 65 percent of the vote.*” At first glance this is seems like a
contradiction.** Johnson and the Democrats clearly were the party of civil rights, having passed the

historical 1964 Civil Rights Act just earlier that year** Proposition 14 was very much in opposition

3 Sacramento Women’s Club, “Letter to Byron Rumford,” unpaginated 1-2,
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1o this agenda, making it a constitutionally protected right in California that “Neither the State nor
any subdivision or agency thereof shall deny, limit or abridge, directly or indirectly, the right of any
persons, who is willing or desires to sell, lease, or rent any part ot all of his real property, to decline
to sell, lease or rent such property to such person or persons as he, in his absolute discretion,
chooses.”* In a period of significant victories against racially discriminatory practices, this law gave
legal sanction to that very thing by leaving it to owners’ discretion whether or not to sell or rent
based on any qualifications they chose. Property owners such as the white women writing to
Assemblyman Rumford clearly would have considered race a qualification. The law did not mention
race, which allowed it to pass legal muster. However, like economic zoning, in practice the law could
be applied racially.

In fact, Proposition 14 was intended to be applied racially. Rather tellingly, the petition said
the law would not apply to hotel accommodations.** Because Proposition 14 would allow racial
discrimination in housing, its authors had to exempt hotels so their state constitutional amendment
would not be held invalid for conflicting with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Despite taking intentional
steps to avoid conflicting with federal law, which was written to address racial discrimination, neither
the text of Proposition 14 nor the campaign for it mentioned race, instead touting its defense of
homeowner rights. In 1964, Californians voted to elect President Johnson after passing the Civil
Rights Act, showing their support for policies of racial equality while simultaneously rejecting them.

Californians did not vote this way because they were ignorant about Proposition 14’s
meaning. To the contrary, evidence collected from polling data at the time suggests at least 87
percent of the electorate understood the amendment.* This was in all likelihood a product of

intense campaigning, with clear cues from the California Democratic Party and conservative groups

30 “Proposition 14 Petition,” n.d., William Bywu Rumford Papers, Carton 6, Folder 21, Bancroft Library, unpaginated 2.

31 “Proposition 14 Petition,” unp:
2 Wolfinger and Fred I. Greenstein, “The Rq:m.l of Fair Housing in California,” 756.




as to how they should vote, making it an election with high levels of information available to
voters.** Political science theory defines correct voting as voting that occurs when people have
access to “full information,” which should allow votets to make an educated and “correct” vote
based on their personal interests.** With clear cues from their respective parties and a neat-toty]
understanding among the electorate of the amendment’s purpose, voters should have the necessary 1
information to vote accordingly to their interests. Californians knew what they were doing when
they voted for Democratic Presidential Candidate Johnson and the conservative Proposition 14
amendment. In fact, they judged that voting across parties would actually better serve their interests,
Which begs the question, why?

A crucial factor in understanding why Californians passed Proposition 14 is looking at who
supported it. In fact, these results are shockingly telling and have important implications for the
success of urban renewal. The state Democratic Party led the fight against Proposition 14 in a highly
publicized election. They used rhetoric comparing Proposition 14 to racism in the South and
focused on moralizing arguments.*** For example, in an issue of the Californians Against
Proposition Newsletter, Proposition 14 opponents wrote: "At a time when even Jackson,
Mississippi, is bowing to the inevitable change that will eventually give the Negro American his
rights of full citizenship, the voters of California are being asked to reverse the direction of this
change."** If Californians passed this law, the state would be even more backwards than Mississippi
and that would be a disgrace. After all, even Mississspps, for all its infamous treatment of black

people, was giving black people their civil rights. Democrats and opponents to Proposition 14 were

33 Wolfinger and Fred I. Greenstein, 761.
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shaming Californians into supporting black civil rights.**" Conservatives responded with similar
appeals to civil rights. For example Daniel W. Klein, the Executive Vice President of the San
Francisco Real Estate Board, said in a KCBS address, "there is no difference between property
rights and civil rights; they are both human rights, and all tights come from God."*® Klein would

have believed that maintaining segregation and the right to discriminate necessary to keep his

property values high and real estate markets stable. Although he was claiming property rights were
civil rights and human rights, by supporting racial discrimination inherent to Proposition 14 he made
it clear he did not want to defend these God given rights for everyone, just white property Owners.
Listening to these arguments from both sides, white Democrats and Republicans were more
likely than not to supﬁort Propositio-n 14. Only 27 percent of white Democrats polled in late
October expressed opposition to the amendment, still higher than 13 percent of white Republicans

opposed to Prop 14.3*° The racial dimension becomes clearer by examining a demographic analysis

of Proposition 14 voting. A total of 22 percent of white voters polled expressed opposition to the
amendment compared to 85 percent of black voters. Blacks and whites opposed the measure by

almost opposite margins. This extreme gulf in opposition to Prop 14 shows race was a better

indicator of voter support than party identification, what is typically understood as the best predictor |
for voting behavior, foreshadowing the party realignment the Women Property Owners threatened

in their letter to Assemblyman Byron Rumford along the lines of racial rights.* The Democraticl

Party in California was no longer aligned with what these formerly Democratic voters considered to

be in their interest. The deciding factor for white voters who supported a state right to practice

%7 HoSang, “Racial Liberalism and the Risc of the Sunbelt West: The Defeat of Fair Housing on the 1964 California Ballot,” 202.
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housing discrimination? The perceived difference between civil rights in the public sphere and ciyj]
rights crossing the threshold into their homes.*' With integration the lynchpin of ongoing urban
renewal projects, how white people delineated what was an acceptable civil right constructed a

formidable institutional barrier to fair housing, further helping us understand the failure of

Oakland’s plans to address blight in West Oakland. Like the growth machine behind utban renewa]

policy, racist white Oaklanders thought housing segtegation was in their best intetest economically,
And with the backing of powerful institutions such as the California Real Estate Association

(CREA) behind them, black residents’ interests did not matter.**2

New Deal Rights, Racial Rights, & Property Values

Byron Rumford, the recipient of the Women Property Owners’ letter at the beginning of this

chapter, was a Bay Area Democratic Assemblyman deeply engaged in the fight for racial equality in
California. Rumford was very well acquainted with the problem of housing discrimination —
especially as a black man representing Oakland and Berkeley.®® Activists such as Rumford had been
unable to pass fair housing and other civil rights initiatives at the local level. For example, a Berkeley
initiative for fair housing failed to pass in 1963.3* Governmental and electoral reforms that brought
the growth machine to power were successful at marginalizing black interests in racial equality |
measures long after they were initially adopted in 1913. Instead, efforts to pass civil rights measures
were more successful at the state level, which is where Byron Rumford served as the sponsor and
driving force behind the passage of California’s Fair Housing Act, finally passed in 1963 after other

failed previous attempts.*®
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While several other states had already adopted their own versions of the law, the 1963 Fair
Housing Act was certainly revolutionary for California, *® It extended the state’s Hawkins Act ban
on discrimination in publicly funded housing to 60-70 percent of the private housing market. In
the passage of the bill, Assemblyman Rumford and Governor Brown referenced FDR’s Second Bill
of Rights in their support for fair housing rights, making the New Deal right of homeownership
accessible to more people. Rumford described the ability to purchase a home as a “basic American
1-ight.”Jﬁa While these rights were initially only extended to whites, the newly embraced Democratic
Party platform of civil rights and inclusion pushed them to open that right to blacks as well.

The Democratic party’s support for integration was tied up in their desire for urban renewal
to succeed, Brown stating that with segregation, “tensions are aggravated, our American principles
of equality are ignored, urban renewal projects are thwarted, de facto segregation in the school
encouraged.”® To be successful, urban renewal required integration to increase the availability of
homes for displaced black families to prevent slums from simply moving elsewhere in the city. As
Brown later stated, with housing discrimination still legal, white homeownets would not only
hamper urban renewal as a program, but also urban renewal as a program to save cities.”” This had
to do with the impact of blight on the city that Oakland’s 1949 blight study and OCCUR noted.
Blight hurt cities because of the drain it put on services without 2 commensurate contribution to the

city tax coffers on account of lower property values in the area. According to Democrats,

California’s 1963 Fair Housing Act, also known as the Rumford Act, would help accomplish this
goal of saving cities such as Oakland by extending homeowner rights to all Californians, allowing

blacks to move out of blighted areas instead of remaining segregated in different ones. Outlawing
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private housing discrimination, the bill should have been popular among the same coalition thay

supported these efforts before, but, because it requited racial integration, it did not.

Conservatives and left-leaning Democrats had supported utban renewal and homeowner
rights for different reasons. The ability to use federal funding and freedom to redevelop blighted 1
areas as they saw fit had attracted industry interest to urban renewal. However, as shown in the |
analysis of Oakland’s 1959 GNRP, they expressed no interest in addressing urban renewal’s other

goal of integration, even if it made their program more effective. Many of Oakland’s white residents
did not support integration either, documented in the Oakland Social Planning Council’s Report on
their work for the city’s redevelopment agency. Th;:y rejected the civil rights priorities of the
California Democratic Party in order to defend their “exclusive” homeowner rights”” Growth
machine politicians and white homeowners had supported these programs because they found them
to be agreement with their own interests, decreasing the city’s overall service expenditures and tax
rates by increasing property values in black spaces with industry and higher-income white residents.
However, based on their racial politics, they would not support “forced” integration in the Rumford
Act because of the impact they perceived it would have on their property values. For this reason,

they would break with their previous coalition. The growth machine, represented by the real estate
industry, was happy to defend this position.>”

They did exactly that, initiating and running the successful Proposition 14 movement to
create a tight to practice housing discrimination in 1964.5” A response to the Rumford Act, it went
beyond a simple repeal of California’s fair housing law, and was supported by Democrats in addition

to Republican voters.”™ In effect, President FDR’s New Deal Bill of Rights was replaced by CREA’s

Property Owner’s Bill of Rights as the rallying cry for this new coalition of Democrats and
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Republicans united by thei racial politics.™ Claiming “the rights and freedoms of the individual
American property owner are being eroded,” the prologue to CREA’s Bill of Rights stated this loss
would “destroy the free enterprising individual American.””" Instead of embracing the Democratic
Party’s extension of property rights to previously excluded blacks, CREA’s Bill of Rights interpreted
this action as 2 threat to the integrity of those same rights for white property owners. With its
inclusion in a “Bill of Rights,” access to homeownership had been raised above the partisan fray,
becoming a universal, nonpartisan right. CREA had taken rights that fundamentally originated from
a liberal presidential administration and defended them along the lines of conscﬁad§e, white,
homeowner politics. Furthermore, by claiming that giving blacks property rights hurt those of “the
free enterprising individual American,” the campaign made it clear they did not count blacks among
the highly respected class of driven Americans who required protection. Instead, they stereotyped
blacks like Dr. McEntire as un-American for their perceived lack of initiative and independence.

The rights in the CREA Bill of Rights included rights ta privacy, choosing friends, and using
property as the owner so decides.’” These rights were a response to what they perceived as “forced”
government intervention in their lives, legislating private transactions, telling them who to interact
with and what to do with their property. With the context of the Cold War, whites like the
Sacramento Women Property Owners who perceived the Rumford Act as unfairly costing them
social and economic losses, also attacked it as 2 communist intervention, and for that reason un-
American and deplorable.*”® White property owners abhorred the idea of being forced to live with a
group of people whom they thought would decrease their property values and social status.

The CREA Bill of Rights also defended this right to discriminate in color-blind terms. In his

study on Oakland housing discrimination, Dr. Floyd Hunter shows us how these practices were
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actually very color-conscious. Sixth on CREA’s list of property rights was the “the right to maintyin
what, in his opinion, are congenial surrounding for tenants.”” In practice, this argument was used
to justify opposition to blacks renters in Oakland on the grounds that all the other tenants would

move out.* Eighth on the list, “the right to determine the acceptability and desirability of any

prospective buyer or tenant of his property.”® This blatantly reopened the market to the all too

common prejudices against black people observed in both the Women Property Owner’s letter in

the beginning of this chapter, Dr. Hunter’s study of disctimination in Oakland, and in Dr.
McEntire’s own words. Hunter found that a full third of Oakland residents would act on this right
to discriminate, not an insignificant number.** These Oaklanders, willing to act on their prejudices
against blacks, would not deem even ﬁnahcially eligible blacks desirable tenants or buyers. In
practice this right sanctioned housing discrimination.

Significantly, CREA’s Bill of Rights also included as the ninth right, “The right of every -
American to choose who, in his opinion, are congenial tenants in any property he owns — to
maintain the stability and security of his income.”*® This was the popularized connection made -
almost four decades prior in private racial restriction in Oakland’s Pleasant Valley and Lakeshore
Glen developments, as well Oakland’s zoning laws and regulations that prioritized the value of white
residential development in the hills over the black ones surrounded by industry in the flatlands. Race
was linked to property value, with exclusive white properties holding the highest value by virtue of
their exclusion and protected by economically exclusive zoning that shut black residents out’® By

stating owners had the fight to determine tenants and purchase based on income security, they
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meant in 10 uncertain terms the right to exclude blacks whom they believed based on racist
assumptions would bring those property values down.

CREA’s Bill of Rights brought the divergent housing interests of blacks and whites into
charp claity. While whites “claimed the mantle of the authentic New Deal state” and -expectcd itto
protect their economic security as homeowners, made possible by racial exclusion.*® At the same
time, blacks expected the New Deal state to address “Jim Crow and open housing and labor
mg;kcts.”’“ It was this contradiction that came into full relief with Proposition 14 in California. It
was impossible to satisfy both claitns to the New Deal state due to the unwillingness of
institutionally-backed whites to give up their special privileges afforded to them by federal and local
housing and land-use policies. As Thomas Sugrue writes, the New Deal language “raised the
expectations of American workers in the 1930s and 1940s” with the government to provide “for
their security as workers, retirees, and homeowners.”® And while government assistance had
provided the support that made white homeownership possible, whites appointed themselves the
rightful body to decide which programs were necessary and which to op[;ose and block as “taxpayer
subsidized handout for the feckless.”*® The deciding factor making a program neceésary became
racially based: which program helped themselves as the éminently res.ponsible and deserlvinnghite
homeowners and which helped “culturally backw*ra.rd,” inferior blacks?

For these reasons, white homeowners found the language in CREA’s Bill of Rights |
appealing. According to Professor Daniel HoSang, the “Proposition 14 campaign increasingly bouﬂd
both liberals and conservatives to a political discourse centered onwhite tacil identity.”*® The

language CREA used was “enormously popular to white voters: it legitimated a historic ‘right to

3 Self, 95.

346 Self, 95. -

% Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 62.

3 Sugrue, 63. :

% HoSang, “Racial Liberalism and the Rise of the Sunbelt West: The Defeat of Fair Housing on the 1964 California Ballot,” 211.



93

discriminate’ as beyond the regulation of the state while disavowing any complicity in or

responsibility for prevailing inequalities, an unapologetic racial innocence.””” By focusing on the

“language of private rights and free matkets” housing choices became “racially innocent, involving
only issues of property values and propetty rights,” stripping decisions from their true impact and
“their actual consequence intetpretation of social inequality and white privilege.””" Internalizing the
association between increasing property values and racial restrictions, homeownets rationalized
giving-up certain property rights for the benefits that exclusion would bring: lower property taxes
made possible by segregation.’”> White homeowners used economic arguments devoid of explicit
racial reference to maintain racial segregation, just like the local government response to the
Buchanan v. Warley decision. Nowhere in CREA’s Property Owners Bill of Rights, or the language of
Proposition 14’s petition, is race referenced, but it is dripping with coded language in an election

fundamentally concerned with race.

The 1964 General Election and the Qakland Hills
As stated by Robert O. Self, Oakland’s “public interest was defined entirely in terms of white

homeowners.”*” However, not just any white homeowners could assert control over the political
process. Oakland was especially responsive to higher-income white residents.*** As argued in the
1942 residential development plan for the hills, this class of homeowners deserved special attention
because they would save the city with their tax revenue and high property values. That attention
from the growth machine allowed these white homeowners to direct economic and racial exclusion
to maintain their spatial privileges that they had internalized as a right. For example, they protested

against and successfully killed a petition to rezone Montclair for multi-family units, perceiving it as a

3 HoSang, 198.

3 Self, American Babylon, 117.

%2 Self, 105.

M Self. 279,

¥4 Citizens’ Committee on Residential Development, “Report on Residential Development,” 16.
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threat tO these rights®* Around the East Bay, white homeowners rejected multi-family housing
while “approving redevelopment plans that threatened older affordable neighborhoods.”” Their
opposition was an “assertion of the class power of homeowners and a reaction to the perceived
erosion of that power.”’ It did not matter that they were limiting affordable housing options ot
supporting the removal of other property owners from their homes.

Hill residents used their influence over the public interest in 1963 and 1964 to make their
zoning even more exclusive during the roll-out of urban renewal and the Proposition 14 campaign.
While homes in the West Oakland flatlands were razed and rezoned for industrial use, the Oakland
growth machine bent over backwards to protect white property owners in the hills, Following 2
recommendation from the Hill Improvement Club, the Oakland City Council upgraded single-family
“A” zoning there to “A-1,” increasing required square footage of lot sizes and frontages to twelve
thousand square feet and 90 feet respectively, up from five thousand square foot lots and 45-foot
frontages.”” The hills, already mostly zoned “A” residential, already the most restricted of residential
areas, would become even more exclusive. “A-1” zoning was not used anywhere else in the
Ozkland.*” Furthermore, the Planning Commission eliminated “sevetal tracts that were so closely
identified by developed ‘A’ zone areas, that a rezoning would be unfair to the owners.”*® The city
worked to increase the value of property in the hills at the recommendation of hill residents
themselves, modifying zoning requirements after two rounds of review from the Oakland Planning
Commission to make it the most expensive area in the city over the protests of developers.”! The

city was also careful to prevent their actions from decreasing existing property values in the hills

%5 “Zoning Petition Withdrawn” (Oakland Tribune, January 25, 1941), Zoning File, 1936-1949 Folder, Oakland Public Library History Room; Self,
American Babylon, 278.

4 Self, 278,

7 Self, 280.

8 “Hill Zoning Plan Still Up in Air” (Oakland Tribune, 1963), Zoning File, 1950-1965 Folder, Oakland Public Library History Room; “City Marks
Hill for Top Zoning” (Oakland Tribune, 1964), Zoning File, 1950-1965 Folder, Oakland Public Library History Room.

# “City Marks Hill for Top Zoning.”

40 “City Marks Hill for Top Zoning.”

1 “Hill Zoning Plan Sdill Up in Air”; “City Marks Hill for Top Zoning.”
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with their zoning changes. Contrast this with the treatment of West Oakland residents and a cleay

pattern emerges of whose interests and property values mattered, and it is not the marginalized

flatlands.

In addition to protecting their interests with exclusionary local zoning laws, white hills
residents supported the Proposition 14 movement to protect their racial and internalized white
homeowner privileges. Examining 1935 zoning maps, areas of containment and exclusion identified
in the 1964 Hunter report on housing disctimination, and geogtaphical voting patterns for
Proposition 14 identified by Robert O. Self with the Cartography Lab at University of Wisconsin, an
even more complex relationship emerges beyond a simple racial understanding of Proposition 14
voting. The exclusive hill areas in Oakland gave the strongest support to the amendment, voting
over 70 percent in support of Proposition 14.° Almost the entire area was zoned area “A” for
single-family residential development.*® These voters supported the right to discriminate, by
protecting their racial and zoning exclusiveness. Additionally, three of the five complete 1935 zoning
tracts in thxs zone were identified by Hunter as being racially exclusionary.** The flatlands voted
against Proposition 14 by the largest margin, over 75 percent.*” This area also contained four .
complete 1935 zoning tracts, all of them in areas of racial containment with mixed residential and
industrial zoning,**

: Looking at the California Poll results, there is a correlation between income level that further
explains the connections between economic and racial exclusion and voting for Proposition 14.
Eliminating the lowest and highest white income brackets due to small sample sizes, the California

Poll, identified a correlation between income level for white people and their intention to support or

42 Self, American Babylon, 169,

43 Zoning Laws & Ordinances, 29, 30, 36, 37, 48, 53.; all 1935 zoning maps pages unpaginated.

4 Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 23.

405 Self, American Babylon, 169.

“% Zoning Laws & Ordinances, 32, 34, 35.; all 1935 zoning maps pages unpaginated.; Hunter, Housing Diserimination in Oakland, Cabjfornia, 23.
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oppose Proposition 14.*" Low- to middle-income whites giving 56 percent, and middle-income 58
pcrceﬂ" and middle- to uppet-income 68 percent support.*® These voters had rationalized the
connection between economic and racial segregation with their high property values — their
economic interests. In order to maintain their higher economic and social status and protect their
investments social status, residents in the hills needed to carefully guard their neighbothoods to
prevent black and lower-income infiltration from the flatlands. Huntet’s report identified that a third
of Oakland residents would act on their racial biases; however, Prop 14 voting patterns showed 70
percent of the Oakland hills were willing to add an amendment to the state constitution to defend
their right to act on racial biases.*”

The polling data shows that for white people, such as those in the hills, political party ;
affiliation was not the strongest determinant to predict voting behavior for Proposition 14. It did 1
not matter what their party told them to do. The well-published information that passing
Proposition 14 would eliminate urban renewal funding did not matter either.'* What did matter was
what they found to be in their best interest: preventing integration to keep property values high.
Although Govemor Brown and Oakland’s growth machine billed urban renewal as saving city |
property values, it required integration to work as planned by the federal government. Just as the |
growth machine proved unwilling to see this part of the program through with lackluster social
planning council action, so too were white hill residents unwilling to make what they saw as a major
economic sacrifice: letting blacks into their neighborhoods.*"! Their inability to address their racial
evaluations of space and their interests in maintaining their own privileges fhrough racial exclusion

would ensure the underlying causes of blight would remain unaddressed in Oakland. In fact, this

¥ Casstevens, University of California, and Institute of Governmental Studies, Poktics, Housing, and Race Relations, T1.

*® Casstevens, University of California, and Institute of Governmental Studies, 77.

“» Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 64.; Self, American Babylon, 169.

410 Casstevens, University of California, and Institute of Governmental Studies, Politics, Housing, and Race Relations, 63.; “Civil Rights Law’s Impact on
Unions Set Forth in Digest,” California ALF-CIO News Letter, July 24, 1964, Byron Rumford Papers, Carton 1 Folder 12, Bancroft Library,

" Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 267.; Brilliant, The Color of America Has Changed, 222.
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fear that blacks might decrease their property value helped break up the formet New Deal coalition,
some California Democrats switched to the Republican Party over their opposition to state |
intervention forcing integration. This ultimately helped open the door politically for Ronald Reagan,
a supporter of Proposition 14, who became governor in 1966.*"*

The federal government’s threat to take away urban renewal funding was not an idle §ne.
After California passed Proposition 14, the federal government removed all of the state’s urban
renewal funding, including for West Oakland redevelopment, to discourage other states from
passing similar amendments.# As stated by a letter to Representative Phillip Burton from P.M.
Brownstein, FHA Commissioner, the amendment was in opposition to recent executive orders
promoting fair housing as well as urban renewal “nondiscrimination requirements.” White
Californians voted for Johnson but rejected his administration’s stance in support of fair housing,
knowing that a vote for Proposition 14 meant also giving up urban renewal funding. The federal
government thought withholding the money for utban renewal could force the defeat of Proposition
14, expecting it to act as a deterrent in California. But it did not. White homeowners decided that
preserving their interests by maintaining segregation was mote important than addressing blight. =
After all, it was this same affinity for scgregation.and disinvestment in black space that had helped
create blight in the first place.

Utrban renewal could not successfully address blight in Oakland because white residents in
neighborhoods such as the hills opposed integration, as shown by the success of Proposition 14
there. In the absence of new housing units for displaced residents or money for rehabilitation,
integration of black residents into the rest of Oakland’s stock was a must to stop overcrowding and

housing deterioration in the flatlands. But, white hill residents who had internalized growth machine

42 Brilliant, 225.; HoSang, “Racial Liberalism and the Rise of the Sunbelt West," 199,
413 Casstevens, University of California, and Institute of Governmental Studies, Politics, Housing, and Race Relations. 81.
44 P M. Brownstein, “Letter to Phillip Burton,” May 8, 1964, William Byron Rumford Papers, Carton 1, Folder 12, Bancroft Library.
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ideologies SaW their property value and low taxes as intrinsically connected to and reliant upon racial
exclusion. Integration was in direct opposition to their interests because it hurt their property
javestments i addition to their racial and homeowner rights. Therefore, the hills fought against it,
and with institutional support in Oakland, and in California, they were able to set po.]icy to maintain
the benefits of exclusive zoning with Proposition 14, afforded to them at the cxp?:nse of the GNRP
and West Oakland’s residents looking for new housing. The white rejecﬁon of integration,
fundamental to the 1964 Democratic platform in California and federal urban renewal funding,
signaled the breakup of the New Deal coalition in the state, uniting white Democrats and

Republicans by their racial politics to protect their white homeowner interests.
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Chapter Five: The Flatland’s Residents

I remember them fighting to try to save the Victorians that hadn’t been torn down,
that was the biggest thing for me, I remember them really fighting to keep those
single-family homes from being demolished. — Etnestine Nettles*'’

The city saw West Oakland as deteriorating buildings, tax inefficiencies, as well as
problematic crime and health statistics: a policy ptoblem. It was urban planning to the cify} however,
it was personal to West Oakland’s residents. It was personal Bccause urban renewal fundamentally
threatened the stability of their communities and determined whether or not they would be able to
keep their homes. That’s why, as Ernestine Nettles said, the people in Oak Center were fighting so
hard. Professor Davis McEntire states in his report to the Commission on Race and Housing that
“Of all the housing activities of government, none has potentially a greater impact upon the housing
conditions of minority groups and racial residence patterns than urban renewal.”*'¢ The reason was
simple. It was a product of their segregation in deteriorating ateas, forcing urban renewal efforts to
“squarely confront the issue of where and under what conditions the minority groups are to live.”*"?
Despite the impact of urban renewal on minorities, observed by McEntire and made obvious by
examining maps of blight and areas of containment in Oakland, minorities were not consulted in the
plans for urban renewal in their neighborhoods. Those plans wete created by OCCUR and executed
by the city with federal money. So far, silence has been the most telling story coming from
government reports and newspaper clippings. There is absence of commentary from residents in
West Oakland. Lacking in these documents written by the business power structure are real

perspectives from these residents. What did they think about West Oakland?

415 Nertles, Interview with Emestine Nettles,

416 McEantire, Residence and Race; Final and Comprebensive Report to the Commission on Race and Housing, 333. !
47 McEnure, 333.
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F ‘!:L; OT.T:LV;F’“"!"-” ! home at 1036 Adeline Street, Oak Center. John R. Barton and Macklin F. Martin, Oak Center Appraisal, 3 (Oakland, California: n.p.,
1967), parcel 350-26, unpaginated 1.

The 1949 blight study painted a bleak picture of West Oakland as a neighborhood that was
fundamentally broken. It had high rates of crime, juvenile delinquency, tuberculosis, infant mortality,
overcrowding, inadequate bath facilities, and fires.*"® It was in need of serious intervention, not least
of all because of the serious drain it put on the tax base."’ The study minimized the West Oakland
neighborhood that people called home into statistics that confirmed racial biases.

White residents, who had aligned their interests in personal property value with the growth
machine city government, internalized these racist beliefs as well. They described black neighbors as
a loud, unruly population who would inevitably cause white property values to deteriorate just as

they created deterioration in their own neighbothoods.”” These assumptions reduced blacks to the

::: C“Y Planning Commission, “Urban Redevelopment in Oakland,” 30 verso.
mc“Y Planning Commission, 16.
Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 31, 32, 50, 54.
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most basic of stereotypes, making it easy to defend their racial politics couched in sécmingly, color-
blind innocent economic decisions. |
Depictions of the residents of West Oakland and the landscape of their neighborhood is

transformed by narratives such as Ernestine’s with day-to-day stoties, memories, and dreams. West
Oakland was a neighborhood that people called home and cannot be summed up by its definition as
a blighted area. Quantifiable metrics defined it as blighted, but it was also a tich community.
Learning West Oakland’s story from the residents’ perspectives like Ernestine’s deepens our
understanding of Oakland as a city and tells us what became of the attempt to redevelop the

fladands in the early 1960s.

Residential Life in West Oakland
Ernestine was bom in West Oakland when it was still 2 diverse neighborhood, moving to

her Oak Center home on Union Street in 1955 where she still lives today.*! Her house is a block
away from Cole Elementary School where she played baseball as 2 kid after finishing homework and
chores, and across the street from the California Cereal factory, formetly occupied by Nabisco.*?
Ernestine remembers when trains went down Union St. and Poplar street.*” They brought materials
into different factories like Nabisco, American Steel, Carnation Ice Cream, and another steel
manufacturer.* The tracks are not used for trains anymore, now filled in by pavement, but when
they operated, trains would have run by Cole Elementary School and into the Nabisco factory right
behind the school. Emestine reminded me that at this time, “of course there was nothing being
done about clean air,”™*

Despite the problems with the air causing asthma for kids in West Oakland, Oak Center

according to Ernestine was home to “some of the oldest citizens of Oakland,” living to be over a

21 Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.
2 Nertles.
3 Nettles.
4% Nettles.
43 Netdes.
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4% Emnestine explains that back then all of West Oakland’s residents were eating organic,

hund?®
ey m public housing, because they ate out of the backyard gardens they maintained.*”” This was a
e

Pmcdcc they had brought with them: "When black people migrated here from the South, they all
ad gasdens, because aside from the fact that it’s healthy, they were doing it for economic reasons,
0 they didn’t have to go to the store for anything,”** In fact, Ernestine says she could not
remember her mom ever buying produce from a store.*” At their house, her parents planted onions,
garlic, celery, greens, cabbage, mustard greens, beans, string beans, snap beans, and tomatoes.**’
With the help of her aunt and great aunt, the produce was canned and stored in their basement dark
room. > Her family could eat fruits and vegetables through the winter until spring came and her dad
replanted.** Contrary to the grim image painted by the 1949 blight study and racist white
Ozklanders, West Oakland was not a barren wasteland. It was a fertile neighborhood, thrc
residents actually grew fruit in their backyards. While factories and industries certainly had a negative

impact on residents’ lives, the community had vitality, and residents made the neighborhood’s

landscape serve their interests through urban agriculture.

Black Homeownership
Although whites like McEntire could not recognize it due to their racial biases,

homeownership carried similar importance for blacks. Just as whites wanted to prevent blacks from
moving into the hill area because of the perceived negative economic and social impact it would
have for them, according to Robert O. Self, “black families measured social progress in terms of
economic and spatial mobility.”*** In fact, Thomas Sugrue writes that in Detroit, black homeowners

tried to prevent lower-income residents from moving into their new, higher-income neighborhoods

% Nettles, Interview with Ernestine Nettles.
T Nettles

 Netes,
“® Nettes,
% Nertles.
L} Nﬂﬂ:l.
“2 Nettles.
o Self, American ng/b'. 50,
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for very similar reasons to white homeowners, thinking it would decrease their social status and

property values.* Dr. Floyd Hunter found this in Oakland as well; some black homeowners

opposed to the “wrong kind” of blacks moving into their neighborhoods.** ﬁomeomersﬁp, the
largest investment families would make at this time, had extra significance in Caliform'a where the
“detached, single-family home had been elevated in popular cultute as the preeminent symbol of
both independence and assimilation.” Blacks were not immune to these cultural symbols. Like
whites, they sought out the status of honieowncrshjp and also took steps to protect the sanctity and
privileges that came with it, even at the expense of other blacks.

Beyond its broad-based Ametican and Californian cultural significance, homeownership
carried a deeper, racial meaning too. FDR’s Second Bill of Rights, which white hill residents had
reinterpreted to exclude blacks, had “appealed to the seldom-met aspirations for landownership and
independence held by blacks since emancipation.”*’ As homeowncrshipbecame a fundamental
" right, it also was a marker of citizenship.® Significantly, this fight would allow blacks to become
fully accepted members of white society, social equals deserving of respect. Homeownership would
also allow them to become independent.*”” According to Ernestine Nettles, “it came from migrating
from the South and understanding he who owns the land controls ﬂle land.”* If they owned their
homes and property, they could not be evicted at the whim of a landlord, they had stability and at
the same time freedom.*! They could pick what color they wanted to paint their home. They could

subdivide their home to earn a rental income. They owned a stake in the country with their home,

and had the power to control their own futures.

34 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 41.

435 Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 32.
43 Self, American Babylon, 99.

47 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 62.

4% Sugrue, 62.

¥ Sugrue, 34.

40 Nertles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.

4 Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis, 315.
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artingin 1949, the city declared West Oakland blighted, but Ernestine did not see it that

(a0 interview, she said “Even when I was a little kid I didn’t think our neighborhood was
way:

i 74 West Oakland was a neighborhood with factories causing air pollution, but it was also
jghed.

unity where kids did their homework and played games on the playground, where parents
co

g vegetables in backyards, and residents could live long lives.

For all the deterioration in some of its illegally subdivided rental units, West Oakland, and
Oak Center also had beautiful homes that had special significance for the black owners took pride in
them. This fact is recorded in appraisal reports of Oak Center homes conducted for the city in 1967.
For example, in the home pictured on this page, at 1307 Chestnut Street, the appraisers noted
among their notes on the building an “excellent pride of ownership.”*** The bottom floor was

occupied by owners Earl and Alice Wright and they rented three units upstairs. Overall, the

IR B

-

WA B A i L b B

zr.xl:;r 11. Earl & Alice Wright's home at 1307 Chestmut Streer, Oak Center, John R. Barton and Macklin F. Martin, Oak Center Appraisal, 3 (Oakland,
omuz n.p., 1967), parcel 359-11, unpaginared 1
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appraisers judged the building to be in good condition, deciding its best use would be “continue ¢,
serve as income property until such time as it becomes economically feasible for more intensive yge
as plottage.”**! While the appraiser report measured the pride owners felt in the home, their
judgement of its best use was limited to fiscal considerations, separated from the meaning of the
home to its occupants. Once the structure could be used more intensively, or efficiently, it would be
torn down. The Wright family’s home is not there anymore; it was in fact torn down along with

other beautiful Victorians Ernestine mentioned to make room for Lowell Park.

Organizing Qak Center

McEntire wrote that to make rehabilitation work, effort was required on the part of black
residents.** However, he stated this “Citizen initiative and leadership for neighborhood betterment
presupposes a level of cultural development and economic competence not yet achieved by most
Negroes, Mexican-Americans, or Puerto Ricans.”*$ According to McEntire, blacks and other
minorities “lacked the attitudes, knowledge, and social habits needed to take the initiative or carry
responsibility for a community program.”*" This was a problem for middle class blacks too, who
after being excluded from society have “lagged in acquiring the skills of effective participation.”*®
McEntire claims the rehabilitation programs part of urban renewal could not work because of the
same deficiencies, such as lack of initiative, that isolated blacks in deteriorating areas in the first
place. Based on his assessment, Oak Center residents should not have been willing or capable of
meeting the city’s requirements to rehabilitate and save their homes. Like many other whites,
McEntire thought blacks were unmotivated, uninformed, itresponsible, and backward, so saving a

deteriorating building would not have been of any interest to them. But he was dead wrong. j

444 Barton and Martin, parcel 359-11, unpaginated 2.

“5 McEntire, Residence and Race; Final and Comprebensive Report to the Commission on Race and Housing, 345,
446 McEntire, 345.

4“7 McEntire, 345.
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on July 1% 1963 the first official meeting of the Osk Center Neighborhood Association was

L i West Oakland.m On its way towards becoming Oakland’s “first stable neighborhood group

. od around the problems of redevelopment,” the group had several false starts.** First efforts
organ”

form 20 Oak Center neighborhood group started with the October 19%, 1962 meeting of the
to 1O

project 2 Committee,” named for theit GNRP project area.**' This organization was the brainchild
“Pr
¢ Mrs. Gregory, 2 member of the Sunset Council Board, and Rose Sherman, an Oakland Social
& 4
planning Council consultant.**?> The committee would serve to calm down residents, anxious about

the fate of Oak Center after the widespread demolition in the Acorn neighborhood.**?

Acom was the first of five project areas in West Oaldand slated for redevelopment under the
1959 GNI‘{P."54 Of seven subdivisions within Acorn, the city had identified two with 70 percent
substandard housing, and five with 60 percent standard housing.*** Regardless, except for a few
buildings, all of Acorn was demolished, including 333 standard structures.*® However, these were
not just “structures” that were destroyed, they were black residents’ homes. Furthermore, speaking
before the 1967 USCRC, Lillian Love revealed that these residents’ lives had been irrevocably
changed without being “made aware or informed as to what was really going to happen.”*” In fact,
when it was announced in a public hearing following the city’s survey that there were just five -
structures “worth saving” in the neighborhood, “the protests that arose at that time — and it was too

late — indicated that the survey itself had not touched the people who occup;ied the area.”®

Marginalized in Oakland, their interests did not factor into policy decisions.

** Rose Edith Hightower Sherman, Ok Center Neighborbood; “to Provids an Opportunisy for Residents to Participate in the Shaping of Their Community”: A Diary
. ng)m zgm Was Done in Oak Center, Council of Social Planning, Alameda Co., Calif. Oakland Area. Report, no. 53 (Qakland, Calif: [The Council,
:: Hayes, Power S tructure and Urban Poligy, 123.
" ghﬂmm, Oak Center Neighborbood; “to Provide an Opportunity for Residents to Participate in the Shaping of Their Community,” 4, 6.
herman, 4, 6, Reside
= : _ .
p, 2akland City Planning Commission, ed., Oakland General Plan. 23.; Sherman, Oak Center Neighborbood: “to Provide an Opportunity for Residents to
&ﬂrapaze in the Shaping of Their Community,” 4.
e ny:. ‘:’:Zer Structure and Urban Pokigy, 116.; Oakland City Planning Commission, 23.
& L] .
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- For residents living in neighboring Oak Center, the next tatget of the GNRP, the handling
of Acorn had created “a great deal of rcsc:ntmc:.nt.”459 Rose Sherman and other planning council
consultants thought minority groups opposed their plans because of a “lack of information and
misunderstandings of how the Agency was operating, what specific services were offered and what
role minority groups could play in making their concerns known.”™* According to Rose Sherman,
“Project Acom has greatly influenced the attitudes of these residents — not that it was done, but how
it was done.”*" Forget the lack of consultation, involvement, unnecessary destruction of homes

around which lives were built, according to Sherman they just needed mote information and then

o
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Figane 12 Lillan L. Jackson's home at 814-12 181 Stret, Oak Center John R. Barton and Macklin F. Martin, Oak Center Appraisal, 3 (Oakland,
California: n.p., 1967), parcel 236-7, unpaginated 1.
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uld have been fine. For Rose Sherman, the Oak Center committee was a group “who will
ey WO

th

have 35 e

main concern, supplying information that will ease some of this anxiety.”**? This was a
4 view of what a neighborhood group could do in terms of participation in the policy and
Jimite
cisioﬂ'mﬂking process. It was after-the-fact involvement for the purpose of sharing information
e

d

pout 2 plan created by white business leaders in OCCUR, not an effort to welcome input from the
ab0

community- In April 1963 the “Project 2 Committee” was dissolved following the death of one
member and relocation of two others.*6

Several months later, Lillian Love chaired a meeting on June 19, 1963 to explore forming a
new committee.** Their stated mission was ““To work together to try to keep this neighborhood
intact and to get as many properties rehabilitate as possible.”*** This attitude was noted by Sherman
at an early block meeting, one female property owner stating, “We will make this the best
neighborhood possible.”** These residents saw the formation of the Oak Center Neighborhood
Association (OCNA) as more than neighborhood group disseminating information from the city.
The OCNA gave them an opportunity to control the destiny of their neighborhood and claim self-
determination in a city that left them on the margins, physically, socially, and politically. Getting
information form the Oakland Redevelopment Agency through Rose Sherman was part of that
empowerment, enabling them to make informed decisions about how to avoid becoming another
Acom and to save their homes.

The OCNA’s first meeting was spent in part preparing questions that would be answered by
an Ozkland Redevelopment Agency representative at their July 19 meeting.*’ These questions

€xpressed an interest and energy for making necessary repairs: “I would be willing to do whatever

-.—-'—I_
“2 Council
R:dm%

“©
L]

:; cial Planning and Council of Social Planning, Repor? of Social Work and Community Relations Programs under Contract with Oakland
gengy, 4.

Sherman, (2); % Center Neighborbood; “to Provide an Opportunity for Residents to Participate in the Shaping of Their Community,” 11, 13.
: g"mﬂ, 20.
@ Demman, 14,

Shemman, 22 27,




109

rcmodcling' that is needed. Is it possible that I could start as soon as possible?”*® They had questions
about specific properties: “Union St — 1508 — what to happen here?”*” They also expressed
frustration: How can the Council come in and condemn property and take it?”*" These were
homeowners with a financial and emotional investment in their homes and community. Ultimately,
their central question was “how can I stay in my home?” Emestine Nettles was still a child at the
time, but she remembers figures like Lillian Love, Virginia Harvey, Wilford Hal"vey, and one of her
godfathers Herbert Geis as central in organizing the OCNA."" She said, “they were fighting to
preserve these homes and this land because it was owned by black people.”*’ Black homeowners
organized themselves to have their voices heard in very similar fashion to white homeowners
petitioning city council. Importantly, however, the OCNA represented an effort by black
homeowners to assert their interests in a city that marginalized them, and to defend their houses and
all that they represented: social status, independence, and home.

Ernestine’s family was ultimately able to rehabi]ita.tc their home by bringing it up to code.”
They were lucky though, through her godfather they had a connection to the city redevelopment
board which gave them access to “a lot of insider information.”"* Despite their access to this
resource, Emestine’s family was still taken advantage of during the rehabilitation process.”” Even
though her parents used a contractor from a list provided by the city, their contractor did a lot of
substandard work, even removing crown molding from their Victorian home and putting it in other
homes.””® According to Ermestine, “they were raping the houses m this community.””

Redevelopment became an opportunity to raid West Oakland of what they deemed to be of most

4 Sherman, Oak Center Neighborhood; “to Provide an Opportunity for Residents to Participate in the Shaping of Their Community,” 23.
46? Sherman, 25.

470 Sherman, 24.

471 Nettles, Interview with Ernestine Nettles.

472 Nettles.

43 Nettles.

474 Nettles.

475 Nettles.

476 Nettles.

477 Nettles.
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ace for industry and crown molding, leaving residents behind with empty rooms
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beautiful decorations and homes once were. Homeownership was supposed to give
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. made even the stability of homeownership uncertain for black residents in West
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Other pcoplc in the neighborhood who. could not bring their homes to code in time had

demned and seized, forcing residents to move out who would have otherwise stayed.*’*
them coft

rding t0 Emestine Nettles, these residents and others “moved to East Oakland, and a lot of
Acco

shem ended up in public housing. And you had people who went to Richmond too. Richmond,
em

Berkelcy-"m Ms. Nettles described East Oakland as previously an almost entirely white area, an area
of racial dispersion where pioneer black residents had begun to establish 2 community starting in
1950.4° A sad irony, the public housing that many displaced residents eventually moved into sat on
the sites of black homes: “they tore down homes that people owned to build Acorn. Beautiful
homes."*®' Emestine also talked about Redevelopment of downtown Oakland, which was meant to
increase property values, but actually resulted in the departure of many businesses.**? According to
her, “it wasn’t like these people wanted to move, it was ‘redevelopment’ moving them out with a
plan, I feel, obviously didn’t work.”*** Redevelopment was a failure for many reasons, destroying

standard structures to then replace them with public housing was cross-purpose with what the city

was supposed to do in redeveloping blight. Furthermore, it hurt downtown businesses, also a
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contradiction of a plan that had a goal to increase downtown property values.”* But one of the
biggest failures was the lack of consultation of community members in West Oakdand.

While property owners had a privileged status in the city, it was specifically white, not black,
homeowner’s interests that continued to direct Oakland city policy into the 1960s. Fundamental
differences existed between white and black homeowners in Oakland beyond the deeply racial
significance of homeownership for blacks. Between these two groups, there was a major difference
in lack of access to local government based on the color of their skin. This was not 2 coincidence,
marginalization of black intetests went hand in hand with the structural and electoral reforms
instituted in the 1910s that favored the interests of white business leaders. Understand the
devcloément of Oakland’s city government, prioritization of industrial and white homéowner
interests in the hills as the “public interest,” and one sees how black residents’ interests were
irrelevant to a power structure focused on increasing property values. As Ernestine’s story shows us,
this had a real impact on residents’ ability to keep their homes and backyard gardens, their

neighborhoods and playgrounds, and community networks in Oak Center.

484 Self, American Babylon, 139.
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o: The Story Continues
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: racial society after Obama’s presidency, Ernestine Nettles says,
hat the pnit?

J States is now a post-

:on has not gone away.*® Uniquely situated as a lifelong resident and former city
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che observes that “it has gotten very sophisticated.”** Racial politics still impact city
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. oursuing economic development through private investors, They also continue to impact
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2l evaluations of black space, and federal practices as well. These facts have grave implications
person

for ge_nuiﬁcatiOﬂ in O

» that occurred during the 1959 GNRP.*

akland and elsewhere across the country, the newest phase of the “Negro
Remo
Although Oakland’s city government operates with a different structure today, it still is
corporate government. The Oakland City Council uses district instead of at-large elections to fill all
of its seat but one, and uses 2 “strong mayor” system, giving the directly elected mayor the power to
appoiat the city manager, 0OW styled as the city administrator.** Despite these modiﬁc;u'ons that
chould make the city more democratic, the city’s basic corporate structure established in the 1910s
still remains. In fact, on its current government website, Oakland explicitly describes its government
in business terms: “The Mayor serves as the Chief Executive Officer (CEO), overseeing the
Executive Branch of government. The City Administrator is the City’s Chief Operating Officer

(COO), responsible for the day-to-day operations of City agencies and departments.”™*®

“ Nettles, Interview with Ernestine Nettles.

% Nettles,

: Huater, Housing Diserimination in Oakland, California, 71.

h;?;y m’ | City Administration | City of Oakland | California,” accessed March 12, 2018,

e ok net.com/, govemment/o/ CityAdministration/index.htm.

iy z' | City of Oakland | California,” accessed March 12, 2018,
Www2.0aklandnet.com/government/o/ CityAdministration/a/ContactUs/index.htm.
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Fundamentally, Oakland s a city government run as a business, stnvmg for efficiency and
championing businesses as the major driver of economic development in the city.

Ernestine Nettles confirms that corporations still control Oakland, for example, getting
accommodations from minority and females mayors who “say one thing in public and do
another.™” Explaining the favoritism shown corporations today, she gives the example of Oaklangs
small and local business program. To qualify for Oakland’s program, a business has to meet a 30
petcent threshold of the national small business administration standard.*' However, the national
threshold has been increasing over time as a result of lobbying efforts, “so that mote businesses will
qualify as a small business across the nation.”** At the same time, Oakland has not changed its
standatds for the small business program. As a result, Emestine says “the playing field is not
balanced anymore. A company can be a billion-dollar company and they’ll get certified as a local
business enterprise in the city of Oakland if they have an office here and they got staff here.”***
Ernestine matter-of-factly states this is corporate welfare.** Corporate welfare very similar to the
generous subsidies in the 1959 GNRP awarded to industries who wanted to purchase land in West
Oakland where the homes of black families once stood. Programs such as these ate promoted by |
local government because they incentivize businesses to locate offices in Oakland, so the city can
earn tax revenues, 2 continuing preoccupation for officials.

However, as was the case with the 1959 GNRP, in pursuing economic development along
these growth machine terms, public interests are made secondary. In fact, Oakland’s local and small
business corporate welfare today comes at the expense of the truly local, small businesses operated

by minorities and women.*”* According to Ernestine Nettles, large companies taking advantage of

40 Nettles, Interview with Emestine Nettles.
1 Nettles.
92 Nettles.
43 Netdes.
44 Netdes.
4% Nettes.
4% Nettles.
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e os program are winning contracts with the city and “are making 13 to 14
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[ 15 Jly different.”™’” Furthermore, local officials are unaware of the history laid out
bus

» while the smaller “one and two thousand dollar a year companies . . . can’t
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do oding chapters which has contributed to ongoing racial inequality in their city. Ernestine
in the PC
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o8 het depmmgmal head in Oakland city government “doesn’t know the history of the city and
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bothered to learn it.”*® Once again, the city of Oakland has entered a period of
’5 ne\mf

she

. ¢ that have historically erected barriers to equal opportunities for its black residents.
: sdmnon

gporations and disadvantaging minorities, enabled by city officials’ ignorance of the

the city is hiring officials from out of town who do not know or want to know Oakland’s
Because

history, Emestine Says:

There are things that could be done in terms of jobs, develgpmfgnt Hatcouldibe
done for people and opportunities for small women and minority companies in the
city of Oakland that just ate not done because there’s a consciousness that needs to
be there and the consciousness is just not therc_a. And it doesn’t matter if you are
black, white, or indifferent, the consciousness is not there.*” .

The racial politics that shaped Oakland’s development are still relevant today because the
administrators who could feasibly challenge the old institutional barriers that have historically
marginalized blacks in the city, do not know or care about changing them. They do not see the
iavisible barriers in the city, much in the same way that white residents could not see the role the
same institutions played in creating blight back in the 1960s. By not recognizing segregation and
disinvestment in black communities, these officials will not be able to address it either. Therefore,
the biases and institutions that shaped segregation’s physical boundaries continue to stay in place,

continuing to direct policy in Oakland today.

:Nﬂﬂﬂ. Interview with Emestine Nettles.
ONM“'
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These historical institutions still impact personal decisions about how to treat different
spaces in Oakland. Individuals living in the city, or just passing through, still have a racialized
understanding of the value of West Oakland. The area was zoned for heavy and light industrial
usage in 1935 and while neighborhoods like Oak Ccnter are now largely zoned residential, people
still treat West Oakland as if it’s zoning has not changed. One of the things Oakland was formerly
zoned for in 1935 as part of its heavy industrial classification was garbage, offal or dead animal
reduction or dumping** For the last 30 years dumping has been a problem unique to West Oakland
according to Ms. Brigette Cook, Council District 3 Liaison. In fact, the city has an Illegal Dumping
Reward Program to address it, which Ms. Cook discussed at an Oak Center Neighborhood
Association meeting February 5%, 2018. Residents had been keeping extensive personal records of -
illegal dumping in West Oakland, but the city needed its own record and were encouraging
community members at the meetings to report illegal dumpings to the hotline operating from
Monday to Friday 8 am to 4:30 pm, via email, app, or online. The dumping zoning was a legal
classification for the social value of the place in 1935. You could dump trash in West Oakland, but
not the hills, because the city considered the property and the people there to be of less value. While

legal classifications of how to use space have changed, the deeper understanding of the value of that
space remains the same. Outsiders to the community still see West Oakland as a place to dump
garbage.

While the city continues to disadvantage minority groups in the city with its corporate
welfare schemes and people still interpret West Oakland as being of less value, the OCNA is
continuing its work to represent the interest of its residents, It still has members such as Ermestine
Nettles who attend monthly meetings and are engaged in the community, defending their own

interests where other government bodies will not. For example, in a February 5%, 2018 meeting,

0 Zoning Laws & Ordinances, 11.
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i rously demanded that the Alameda Couhty Environmental Health Department
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cting !
cond?

mmﬂf“’l use. However,

0!

d demeath theif homes and the ground level pollutants at the site that were not being
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residents were still concerned about subterranean pollution that had
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od. Additionally,

excial space it would remain abandoned, not anticipating any businesses would move in.

they wanted the site to be brought up to residential health standards because
clean
254 comim

The meeting brought together 2 representative of the gas station owner, a representative from the
e m
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 role it held in the 1960s, facilitating conversations between government officials and community

mental health department, and community members. The OCNA continues to play

th

members and disseminating information to community members about local initiatives. In the city’s

corporate structure that privileges business interests, organizations such as these are of the utmost

importance to ensure that at least West Oakland’s most basic needs are met for a healthy and safe
enviropment.

The OCNA organization itself was formed in the 1960s to fight the threat of urban renewal
and displacement in Oak Center. Now its residents are facing displacement caused not so much by
local government policy, but by gentrification led by individual white residents in West Oakland and
across the county, pushing out long-time, black residents. Ironically, this is what the GNRP
envisioned for West Oakland back in 1959, seeing white consumers as the key, along with further
industria] development, to increasing property values in the city. While it was not possible before to
thee the demographic makeup of West Oakland becausé of stronger racial biases held by white

People . ; .
Pl pposed to integration, white residents are now seeking out homes in the flatlands,




i

-

117

recognizing the cultural richness in the community that tesidents like Emestine Nettles have calleg

home for decades.™

The federal government is bankrolling this transition with the Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA) of 1977. To make up for past discriminatory practices, the CRA mandated that banks provig,"
loans to low-income geographic areas * However, by not recognizing that at the core of
discriminatory redlining practices were racialized risk assessments of individuals occupying the space.
not the geographic location itself, this requirement has a large loophole now being exploited by
banks. To be effective, the CRA depended on black people remaining iso}ated in black areas and
white people avoi;ling them. It seemed a reasonable expectation, after all, since that had been the
observed patter of behavior, especially with urban renewal. Black people were hyper-segregated
into other black slums and the white people that urban planners envisioned would replace them
never moved in, as was the case with West Oakland. Although trying to address the effects of
discriminatory lending practices, the law was unprepared for white residents to actually become less
racist, not imagining that “historically black neighborhoods would be sought out by young
homebuyers.”*” Now with white people moving into black neighborhoods, banks are gmng their
required CRA loans for black areas, which offer affordable loans with just three percent down, to
whites.*®

In Philadelphia, this has allowed newcomer whites to easily purchase homes and additional
rental properties with little money down as banks compete to attract their business.*® This practice,
although in opposition to the purpose of the CRA, is legal because the requirement of the act is to

reinvest with affordable home loans in black neighborhoods, not invest in the black individuals

1 Episode 5: Mobilization, City Rising, 2017. https:/ /www keet.org/shows/ city-rising/ episodes/e5-mobilization.

32 “Genrification Became Low-Income Lending Law’s Unintended Consequence,” Resal, February 16, 2018,

https:/ /www.tevealnews.org/article/gentrification-became-low-income-lending-laws-unintended-consequence /.

33 “Gentrification.”

M “Gentrification.”

565 “For People of Color, Banks Are Shutting the Door to Homeownership,” Rewal, February 15, 2018, https:/ /www.revealnews.org/article/for-
people-of-color-banks-are-shutting-the-door-to-homeownership/.
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Jit scores “have a discriminatory impact on borrowers of color.”** Ironically, the banks
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perpetuate the same practices for which the 1977 CRA was passed to correct. However,
ue to

contif

. claim that when loan applicants are rejected, it is because of their ineligibility based on
banks now

. factors that make them risky as investments. This is a sorry attempt at rationalizing racism
economic

2 economically necessary to sustain their businesses. At its most basic level it is based on fallacious -
assessments of who is a risky investment rooted in racial stereotypes and quanﬁﬂed in credit score
calculations. This is not 2 new argument; it worked its way into racially restrictive covenants as early
25 1921 in Oakland. Racial discrimination was, and is acceptable, for these businesses because they
tell themselves it protects property values and investments, shielding them from any culpability in
maintaining segregation by giving themselves the easy defense of “colorblind economic factors.”

However, analyzing and controlling mortgage records for those same “economic factors”
exposes their lie and shows the much deeper and disturbing racial truth behind lending practices
used today. The Center for Investigative Reporting examined 31 million mortgage records from

215 t0 2016, finding that even controlling for “economic factors” including  applicants’ income,
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the size of the loan they sought and the neighborhood whete they wanted to buy," African
Americans, Latinos, Asians and Native Ameticans “were denied conventional home putchage loang
at significantly highet rates than whites” in a whopping total of 61 metro areas in the United
States.*” These areas included Philadelphia, Detroit, Atlanta, Washington, Vallejo, a town in the Bay
Area, Little Rock, and Sumter 5 Specifically in their case study city, Philadelphia, “lenders made 10
times as many conventional home purchase loans to whites as African Americans, even though the
two groups represent about the same share of the area’s population.”'! The underlying factor in
these lending practices is consistently race, not economic factors like income. The magnitude of the
problem across the country and depth of disparities indicate that for all the legal protections that
have been instituted since the 1960s, fair housing is still not a practiced right in the United States. In
fact, according to The Center for Investigative Reporting, the homeownership gap between blacks
and whites, “which had been shrinking since the 1970s, has exploded since the housing bust. It is
now wider than it was during the Jim Crow era.”'2 Discriminatory lending practices have gotten
worse, not better. Speaking to the gravity of the problem, these racialized practices have created a
disparity in black and white homeownership that is worse than one of the most infamous chapters in
United States racial history.

These findings indicate that there is something deeply wrong with the 1977 CRA, and federal
oversight more generally, if banks can still be certified for the program while these very real and
identifiable discriminatory practices exist. Despite a real need to update the CRA and address
worsening housing discrimination, the Trump administration is “weakening the standards banks

must meet to pass a Community Reinvestment Act exam.”"® Additionally, his administration has

 “Gentrification.”
$10 “Shutting the Door.”
1 “Gentrification.”
$12 “Shutting the Door.”
313 “Shutting the Door.”
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Philadelphia, the Center for Investigative Reporting spoke to residents like Rachelle Faroul and

the individuals it touches. In their study of lending discrimination in

Adrienne Stokes. Rachelle Faroul at the time of the article’s publication was a 33-year old college
graduate working full-time at the University of Pennsylvania and had been denied home loans at
wo different institutions.”? She described the mortgage process as “humiliating,” saying “I was

made to feel like nothing that I was contributing was of value, like I didn’t matter.”* To lending
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Black residents in Philadelphia like Adrienne Stokes also worry about losing thej, hOm@:
Unlike white assumptions that black people hurt propetty values, Ms. Stokes’s fear j based j
and is remarkably similar to the threat that utban renewal posed to black Communities, [ fucy, o
result of gentrification, the‘ home of a long-time black famﬂy neighboring Ms. Stokes was
“demolished and is now a hole in the ground.”” Stokes was worried because she had been feieded
for loans to improve her home 2 Without those improvements, according to Arlene Wayne-
Thomas, a Philadelphia realtor, “the building inspector shows up, and you have to sell, andhere
comes the gt:r.1tn'ﬁcat:ion.”.524 These were the same patterns of disinvestment in black space that

helped to foster blight as defined by the government in West Oakland in 1949. Black communitis
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Signiﬁcm‘ly' Arlene Wayne-Thomas of Philadelphia is quoted in the Center for Investigative
o article as saying “We’re talking about the same issues in 2017 that we were talking about
i 1940s.” She is not wrong. Government support for private discriminatory housing practices
: 4 disinvestment in black space has been a fixture since the 1940s and can even be traced back
further. It is imperative to understand that race still plays a fundamental role in housing policy, even
shen it is disguised as 2 color-blind “economic factor,” such as efforts to maximize property values,
decreasing tax inefficiencies, or making loan application decisions based on credit scores. Without
pising our consciousness as Ernestine Nettles would say, we cannot address the racial politics baked

into our city and federal institutions that create housing barriers in Oakland, Philadelphia, and across

the country.
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These historical barriers are obvious for those who are willing to look at the physica] map of
Oakland today. Comparing Dr. Hunter’s map of racial exclusion and containment in 1960 ¢ Curren,
patterns of gentrification, identified by the Urban Displacement Project, a striking similarity jumps
out. Areas identified as racially exclusive by Dr. Hunter remain the highet-income housing areyg
today in Oakland, a privilege first secured with tesidential “A” zoning in 1935 and then reinforceq in
1964 with “A-1” zoning*”" Furthermore, upon visual inspection, 24 of the 28 total census tracts jn
- present-day Oakland that fall within the boundaries of the area identified as being racially excllisive

in 1964 are either at-risk of excluding low-income families or experiencing ongoiﬂg and advanced
exclusion today. Strategies of economic zoning to exclude black residents from white
neighborhoods still remain effective and visible. Low-income residents from West Oakland are
being kept out of the hills while they lose their homes and neighborhoods to gentrification. Beca-use
local business leaders, city officials, and white residents cannot or wilk not see the long history of
these institutionalized barriers to housing, just like urban planners in the 1950s and 19'605, they
misinterpret the outcomes of housing discrimination, such as deteriorating housing, and leave
segregation in place.

As a result, as gentrification unfolds in Oakland, we are seeing the history of urban rcne@ ;
repeating itself. Now that white people are moving into black spaces, West Oakland has become
worthy of investment again, but as in Philadelphia, this does ndt necessatily mean gains for all of its
black residents. The same racial biases that assigned less value and worth to black spaces in 1964 are
still present today, manifesting themselves in the small and local business programs that advantage
corporations that still dominate city politics, dumping practices, national discriminatory lending

trends, and patterns of gentrification in Oakland. Even though white residents are no longer fleeing

821 “Urban Displacement San Francisco Map | Urban Displacement Project,” accessed March 11, 2018, http:/ /www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf;
Hunter, Housing Discrimination in Oakland, California, 23.
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