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r ather than write north or south or east or west, it has 
long been a California tradition to indicate directions when getting onto a 
freeway by giving a major destination farther down the line. On Highway 4 
and Interstate 580, the two main east–west roads that connect the Central 
Valley and the core of the Bay Area, one often sees signs like the one shown 
in Figure 1—this way to Oakland, that way to Stockton.

These signs unwittingly symbolize the choices given the majority of com-
munities of color over the past 40 years in the Bay Area. Stay in cities like 
Oakland or Richmond, move to places like Stockton or Antioch. Staying 
generally meant dealing with issues of poor schools, high crime rates, extreme 
levels of violence, and deep environmental inequity. It meant staying in com-
munities marked by the type of ghettoized segregation that has made inner-
city America an international symbol. The major difference in the Bay Area 
version compared to some of the truly abandoned places in the country is 
that these core areas were also gentrifying rapidly.

Leaving often meant grappling with new homes far away from churches, 
family, and community. It meant congested traffic, very little public trans-
portation access, and cities that grew rapidly and under weaker fiscal condi-
tions than older suburbs. It meant moving to communities challenged by 
increasing poverty rates and greater numbers of lower-income people, amidst 
a political culture and social services network less prepared for the challenge 
than their inner-core colleagues. It meant living in places on the front lines 
of integration and diversification, massive melting pots with all of the beauti-
ful and difficult aspects of living with difference.

This chapter is not about how and why people made these choices. Nor is 
it about how it has worked out for individual families.1 Nor does it seek in 
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any way to portray the people involved, nor the communities to which they 
moved or from which they came, as somehow damaged or pathological. Both 
Oakland and Stockton are and can be wonderful places. Both decisions to 
stay and decisions to go can and have been good decisions.

What this chapter focuses on are two interrelated facts. First, this 
choice—Oakland or Stockton, or the various places in similar situations in 
both core and periphery—does not represent the full range of choices in the 
Bay Area at all. There are many other places that are neither Oakland nor 
Stockton, but such places—fiscally sound communities with good schools 
and often plentiful jobs and a robust tax base—have remained largely white 
and largely wealthy throughout a time of major demographic change. Second, 
all of the cities that became major destinations for communities of color 
experienced dramatically higher foreclosure rates and major losses of value 
relative to the region as a whole, even as they continued to represent the 
hopes and dreams of an entire generation of diverse migrants (Schafran and 
Wegmann 2012). This finding is consistent with growing evidence from 
across the nation that communities of color were disproportionately impacted 
by the foreclosure crisis (Rugh and Massey 2010; Rugh 2014).2

Coming to terms with this persistent racialization of regional geographies 
and its connection to foreclosure means pushing past much of the myopic 
debate in the United States about whether the country is still segregated, and 

figure 1. Choices. Photo by author.
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focusing instead on how segregation has changed, both in form and geography. 
Simply because race and racism is not what it was doesn’t mean that either 
have left the American metropolis, nor are they confined to Ferguson, 
Missouri, or post-Katrina New Orleans or any other symbolic place.

This chapter, which also serves as an introduction to both the historical and 
contemporary human geography of the changing Bay Area, argues that the shifts 
in racial geography in the Bay Area over the past generation, while helping undo 
old forms of segregation, have helped produce a new geography that one must 
also call segregation. This is the shift from the ghettoized segregation of an earlier 
era to the mobile segregation of today, a process that can be viewed as the subur-
banization of segregation. And just to be clear—the development of this newer 
form of segregation, this resegregation if you will, does not imply that the older 
form of segregation no longer exists. The challenge is to understand them dialec-
tically, as two forms of spatial separation and distinction that operate together.

In what follows, I provide a brief introduction to the history of diversity 
in the Bay Area, arguably one of the first regions to be born as multiracial, in 
what was at that time a very two-tone America. I then take a deep dive into 
the question of segregation, starting with how what became known as the 
“suburban wall” helped form our ideas of segregation. By examining how this 
geography has changed, we can begin to see how segregation has changed, 
moving beyond debates about whether American is still segregated, and 
instead focusing on what segregation means in the twenty-first century.

As I discuss in the introduction to this book as well as in this chapter, the 
partial erosion of the “suburban wall” does not mean segregation is dead, but 
simply that it has changed form and geography. The remainder of the chapter 
seeks to show and explain this argument, using three different studies, two 
quantitative and one qualitative, each of which shows in Northern California 
similar new pattern of more mobile, regional- and megaregional-scale racial-
ized inequality. Taken together, they point to an altered segregation, a set of 
lines more subtle than postwar segregation but nevertheless real, a twenty-
first-century mobile segregation for a massive, wealthy, and globalized 
regional metropolis.

multiracial metropole

From its earliest days, what would become the San Francisco Bay Area had 
multiracial roots. A mix of Native American tribes, Mexican outposts, and 
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Californio settlers was turned upside down by an international flood of 
migrants during the Gold Rush of 1849.3 Small cities and an interconnected 
region were born seemingly overnight, in a California where, as the great Carey 
McWilliams ([1949] 1999: 25) put it, “the lights went on all at once, in a blaze.”

It was one of the most diverse migrations in history, and quickly sprouted 
one of the most eclectic regions in the world. Miners and prospectors came 
from the Sandwich Islands and Mexico, Peru and Chile, Ireland and Wales. 
There were Basques, French, Germans, and Britons—refugees from a Europe 
in upheaval. There were early Oregonians and old-time East Coasters, 
Australians and New Zealanders, Filipinos and African Americans. By one 
estimate, half of the 90,000 arrivals who would make San Francisco an 
instant metropolis were foreign-born (Starr and Orsi 2000).

The Bay Area thus became one of the world’s first truly multiracial regions, 
in a nation constituted largely along black and white lines or Native American 
and white lines. Chinese immigrants were part of the initial rush, and thou-
sands more would arrive for the building of the transcontinental railroad in 
the 1860s. Japanese migrants came in earnest toward the end of the nine-
teenth century. The porous border with Mexico and the fact that California 
was Mexico meant Chicano farmers and families were part of the California 
landscape early on.

From the outset, this diversity was regional. Even if San Francisco and 
Oakland were principal gateways as they became big cities, many of the region’s 
small cities have boasted immigrant communities from their earliest days. This 
tradition would continue with the next major immigration event after the 
Gold Rush: World War II. The war and its massive federal investment in ship-
building and war-related industrialization brought an influx of African 
American workers to the region, mostly from Louisiana, Arkansas, and Texas. 
Filipinos also came in numbers during the war, helping to cement what had 
long been a relatively small but important multiracial minority, alongside sig-
nificant Chinese, Mexican, and Native American populations. They too set-
tled in the cities of the region, not simply in one center or another—Pittsburg, 
Vallejo, and Richmond all had war work and hence black and Filipino com-
munities; Latinx communities began growing in historic centers like East San 
Jose, while Chinese Oakland grew in the shadow of Chinese San Francisco.

The “other” economic miracle undergirding the region’s economy, agricul-
ture, also benefitted from immigration and cultural diversity. Japanese, 
Portuguese, Italian, Swiss-French, and Punjabi farmers were at the heart of 
an agricultural economy stretching from the vineyards and egg farms of 
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Napa and Sonoma down through Silicon Valley’s orchards and into the 
industrialized food factory that was California’s Central Valley (McWilliams 
[1949] 1999). Even if San Francisco dominated in terms of the larger popula-
tion of immigrants and nonwhites, the regionalization of diversity kept pace 
to a certain degree with the regionalization of the metropolis. Immigrants 
and nonwhites could be found all along the urban-rural transect.

This regional diversity, which a new generation of revisionist historiography 
has shown is not entirely unique to the Bay Area (Wiese 2005; Kruse and 
Sugrue 2006), was by no means inclusionary. The Bay Area was at the forefront 
of the development of exclusionary practices, many of which underpin 
American urbanism. In an environment founded upon a “virtual reign of ter-
ror” (Castillo n.d.: n.p.) foisted upon Native Americans during the Gold Rush, 
Northern California aimed its wrath in a more organized fashion at the 
Chinese. The Chinese became the target of landmark exclusionary laws at the 
state and federal levels, culminating in the anti-Chinese acts of the 1880s 
(Walker 2008; Craddock 2000). Even more influential would be the zoning 
acts enacted in Modesto and San Francisco during this same period that would 
effectively invent zoning in the United States. The nominal purpose was to 
prevent laundries from opening in certain neighborhoods, laundries being by 
that time a primarily Chinese business (Warner 1972; Bernstein 1999).

This attack on the Chinese began a historical wave of reactionary replace-
ment—one group brought in for economic purposes by power and capital, 
only to then be attacked and replaced by another. The Japanese were explic-
itly brought in to replace excluded Chinese workers, only to become targets 
of “yellow peril” race-baiting and warmongering during the first two decades 
of the twentieth century. This anti-Japanese sentiment reached full tilt when 
the Japanese neighborhood in the Fillmore district of San Francisco was 
largely confiscated during World War II. Their homes were often taken over 
by African Americans brought in for the war effort, a community that was 
then pushed out in large numbers by postwar urban renewal programs.

The regionalization of diversity does not mean that the Bay Area was not 
segregated. By the 1970s, the majority of African Americans were confined to a 
handful of communities—Oakland, Richmond, East Palo Alto, Pittsburg, 
Vallejo, and parts of San Francisco. Latinx and Asian geography was not quite as 
confined, but neither was there true integration. As the small railroad towns 
throughout the Bay Area grew into incorporated industrial cities and suburban 
commuter towns, racial covenants, FHA loan provisions, steering by real estate 
agencies, and harassment by law enforcement and hostile neighbors were all 
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brought to bear on nonwhite Bay Area residents, particularly African Americans 
(Self 2003; Rhomberg 2004). The entire apparatus that sustained pre- and post-
war housing discrimination against nonwhites in postwar America (Jackson 
1985) was in full force throughout the region. No matter that the twentieth-
century Bay Area was at the forefront of many progressive political movements—
the full weight of “the great crime of history that brought the ghettoes to be” 
(Coates 2015: 106) was brought to bear on the shores of the San Francisco Bay.

What is critical to understand is that even in the postwar era, the roots of 
the region’s differentiated segregation are evident. West Oakland, East 
Oakland, San Francisco’s Bayview–Hunters Point, and Richmond’s Iron 
Triangle are classic examples of American racialized ghettoization—inner-
city neighborhoods where African Americans were allowed to settle follow-
ing migration, only to see these communities cut-off, starved of resources, 
ripped apart by urban renewal, hemmed in by racist housing policies, and 
often abandoned by the state (Wacquant 1997). But East Palo Alto was dif-
ferent—an unincorporated area on the periphery where suburban factory 
workers of color were allowed to settle on poor quality land on the edge of 
the bay. Pittsburg and Vallejo were distant industrial towns. Even by 1970 the 
writing was on the wall that the segregation of the Bay Area would be both 
the same as our traditional imagination of ghettoized segregation and some-
thing qualitatively different.4 Even as the Bay Area became home to some of 
the most famous archetypes of ghettoized segregation, it also was laying the 
foundation for another form of segregation that was to come.

mental maps: the wall and the ghetto

In 1971, the City of Los Angeles published a study in which it recreated a more 
regional version of Kevin Lynch’s famed “mental maps.” They asked residents 
of Boyle Heights, a poor, heavily Latinx, East Los Angeles neighborhood with 
low levels of car ownership, and residents of Northridge, a commuter-heavy 
middle-class suburb in the San Fernando Valley (north of Central Los 
Angeles), to draw their version of the metropolis. The composite maps (see 
Figure 2) have become famous, a perfect crystallization of an older form of 
segregation, a segregation where one was literally trapped in a very confined 
neighborhood. Not coincidentally, Boyle Heights is hard up against the fac-
tory belt extending east from downtown (but certainly not west), a receiving 
point for immigrants stretching back to the beginnings of the century.
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figure 2. Mental maps. Source: Los Angeles Department of Planning, 1971.
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In the Los Angeles of the early 1970s, as in the Bay Area of the same time 
period, being a person of color generally meant being trapped in a very lim-
ited space—a geography defined in many ways by overt discrimination, a 
postwar racial map that was born in the violence and genocide of the nine-
teenth century, hardened through legal and quasi-legal doctrine and enforced 
through “gentler” forms of steering, “custom,” and thinly veiled hostility.

Map 3 shows the above-mentioned regional segregation pattern for the 
1970s Bay Area, which was particularly intense for African Americans.5 One 
can clearly see the pocket of East Palo Alto, one of the few places a black 
family could live (and certainly buy) south of the Hayward / San Mateo 
Bridge. The biggest bright spot on the map is the Oakland-Berkeley-
Richmond corridor, historically the center of black life in the Bay Area.
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map 3. African Americans, 1970 census, by census tract. Source: Neighborhood Change 
Database (NCDB) at 2000 census tracts.
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Map 4 shows a close-up of one edge of this area, the Oakland–
San Leandro border, which would become a national symbol of city / subur-
ban segregation. As Brian Copeland recounts in his memoir, black residents 
of East Oakland called the line between the two cities the “invisible  
wall” (Copeland 2006: 12). If you were black it was difficult enough to circu-
late, what with a police car stationed under the archway of the border on  
East 14th Street and designated to follow any black motorist who dared 
enter, let alone buy a home with a real estate industry organized not to sell 
you one. Newsweek featured San Leandro in a 1969 article on Nixon’s “for-
gotten white majority,” and by 1971 CBS was back to make a documentary 
about discrimination and what it called the “Suburban Wall” (Copeland 
2006; CBS Films 1971).
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map 4. Oakland, San Leandro, Piedmont. The white noose. Map by author.
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Together with other working-class white cities like Alameda, Hayward, 
and the wealthier Contra Costa County suburbs over the hills to the east, 
Oakland and Richmond would be surrounded by what historian Robert 
Self (2003) calls the “white noose”—a classically American form of city / sub-
urb segregation. With the coming of crack cocaine in the 1980s, Reagan-era 
policies that continued disinvestment, and the beginnings of African 
American middle-class flight from the neighborhood, East Oakland became 
even more ghettoized. Immigration from Latin America and Southeast Asia 
made the neighborhood more ethnically diverse, but violence and the mur-
der rate remained high, schools struggled, and the area ranked as one of the 
Bay Area’s iconic examples of inner-city, ghettoized poverty.

But the San Leandro–Oakland line was not the only suburban wall in the 
area. When we look at a less well-known wall, and compare it to the current 
version of San Leandro, we can see one way in which segregation has changed.

Some Walls Stay, Some Remain the Same

Piedmont is an incorporated city entirely surrounded by the city of Oakland. 
Home to much of Oakland and the East Bay’s historic ruling class, it has long 
been an island of wealth in an otherwise more middle- and working-class 
area.6 While San Leandro, a truly blue-collar suburb at the time, was held up 
to a national TV audience as an example of the cruelty of the white working 
masses, Piedmont was even whiter, had half the poverty, and a 60 percent 
higher median income.7

San Leandro is now one of the most diverse places in the country, where 
no major racial group has a majority, and the diversity can be felt in every 
shopping center and public or quasi-public space. It is a classic inner-ring sub-
urb, full of aging postwar infrastructure, with slightly increased poverty and 
a host of questions about its future.8 At least San Leandro, along with most of 
its kind in the Bay Area, is still growing, more than 20 percent since 1970.

Piedmont, meanwhile, has approximately 250 fewer people than in 1970 
(Table 1). It is less white than before, but still not black or brown. There were 
barely more black people in Piedmont in 2010—approximately 144—than 
there were in San Leandro when it was famous for not allowing black people 
to live there (~84 in the 1970 census). And now it has one-quarter the people 
in poverty and 2.7 times the median income of San Leandro. This is the 
growing gap between rich and poor, not expressed as a city / suburban phe-
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nomenon as during an earlier era, but increasingly as inequality between 
suburbs (Dreier, Mollenkopf, and Swanstrom 2001; Orfield 2002).

The integration of San Leandro from a racial perspective is a clue that the 
Boyle Heights imagination of segregation has changed, at least on one side of 
the wall. Racialized poverty still exists on the East Oakland side of the line, 
but San Leandro—and neighboring Hayward, another part of the “white 
noose”—have been two of the most important sites of African American, 
Latinx, and Asian population growth in the region, as the postwar barriers 
in some places were slowly chipped away. San Leandro and Hayward are much 
more connected to transit, federal freeways, higher education, and other criti-
cal infrastructure than East County, but they are not major job centers and 
have never been wealthy. Their 2008 foreclosure rates (747.5 and 1,113.9 per 
100,000 people respectively) were two to three times those of wealthier 
Fremont to the south (300.6), ten to fifteen times Berkeley (84.1) and Albany 
(68.9) to the north. The latter two cities have grown steadily less black over 
the past two decades, while the former is part of the transformed blue-collar 
zone that is now part of Silicon Valley.

For many, these changes in racial geography suggest questions with regard 
to segregation that are functionally quantitative, asking whether what is hap-
pening means the region is “more” or “less” segregated. But in asking whether 
places are more or less segregated, scholars have often forgotten to ask 
whether segregation itself has changed.

table 1 San Leandro and Piedmont, 1970 and 2010

 San Leandro 
1970*

San Leandro 
2010**

Piedmont 
1970*

Piedmont 
2010**

Total Population 68,698 84,950 10,917 10,667
% White 97.0 27.1 96.3 71.5
% Black  0.1 11.8  0.6  1.3
% Asian  1.9 29.3  2.9 18.0
% Latinx 10.5 27.4  0.8  3.9
Median Income $10,537 $62,609 $16,553 $169,674
Poverty Rate   6.0%   8.6%   3.0%   2.4%

*1970 data from U. S. Census. Race and Hispanicity are not separated, so numbers are more than 100%. 
California has a very small Afro-Latinx population, so these numbers can generally be subtracted from 
Whites.
**2010 race data from Decennial Census, income and poverty from 5-year ACS.
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the segregation question
Segregation Curtailed in U. S. Cities, Study Finds.

— New York Times Headline, January 30, 2012 (Robe rt s  2 01 2)

In early 2012, national news outlets eagerly picked up a press release from the 
conservative Manhattan Institute touting the publication of a report unam-
biguously titled “The End of the Segregated Century.” Written by Harvard 
economist (and now dedicated urbanist) Edward Glaeser and Harvard-
trained Duke economist Jacob Vigdor, the report documented how American 
neighborhoods had become dramatically less segregated since 1890. All-white 
neighborhoods were largely a thing of the past, and primarily black com-
munities were the exception rather than the norm.

The report and subsequent media attention elicited responses from some 
of the most prominent segregation researchers in America. Some pushed 
back against the broad implications of the report or the report’s overall mes-
sage. The Brookings Institutions’ William H. Frey warned that “the report 
sends a potentially harmful message that black-white residential separation 
is no longer a priority issue in this country.” John Logan told the same 
reporter that “we are far from the ‘end of segregation’ ” (Roberts 2012). 
Douglas Massey, whose American Apartheid is fundamental to our under-
standing of segregation in post–civil rights America, was quoted as saying 
that the erosion of all-white neighborhoods was more due to Asian and 
Latino in-migration than black integration, an argument echoed by 
Michigan’s Reynolds Farley (2011) when he pointed out that despite gains, 
blacks remained more segregated from whites than did Asians or Latinxs.

With the steady release of 2010 census data, other reports emerged, argu-
ing with similarly catchy headlines that segregation is ebbing (“The Waning 
of American Apartheid?”) or still resilient (“New Maps Show Segregation 
Alive and Well”) (Farley 2011; Remapping Debate 2011). A mountain of 
research also parsed every possible permutation of racial and ethnic division, 
showing new lines dividing and uniting Asians, Latinxs, whites, and African 
Americans, or debated the role of class in these divisions (cf. Massey, Rothwell, 
and Domina 2009). We have entered the age of what Rugh and Massey (2014: 
205) call “competing claims of persisting segregation and rapid integration.”

The study of segregation in the United States and its intertwined vari-
ants—ethnic clustering, housing discrimination, integration, geographies of 
opportunity, public policies designed to deal with said issues, the “underclass” 
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debates, etc.—is a massive constellation of research aimed at understanding 
the links between geography, membership in a social group, and life out-
comes, and it is at the very heart of the American urban social science tradi-
tion. From the days of the Chicago School of Sociology, the study of racialized 
difference across space has influenced not only sociology but the foundations 
of public policy and public health research. When geographers David Kaplan, 
Kathleen Woodhouse, and Frederick Douzet attempted to review the litera-
ture on segregation (Kaplan and Woodhouse 2004; Kaplan and Woodhouse 
2005: 737; Kaplan and Douzet 2011), their review spanned three articles in 
Urban Geography, one dealing with causes, another with outcomes, and a 
third solely devoted to “measurements, categories and meanings.”9

This latter category is arguably the most contested, for herein lies the links 
between segregation and particular outcomes or between specific structural 
forces and the patterns of spatial separation. When Loic Wacquant (1997) 
eviscerated “the study of the American Ghetto,” one of his primary targets 
was the vast literature that starts with segregated neighborhoods and 
attempts to measure outcomes based on life in those places. In Wacquant’s 
mind, this measures the cart instead of the horse, ignoring the historical 
social and economic forces that created the segregated environment in the 
first place, the systems of “ethno-racial closure and control” that made San 
Leandro San Leandro and East Oakland East Oakland.

Since most researchers acknowledge some link between segregation and 
outcomes, much of the truly foundational debate has occurred around the 
origins of a segregated environment, manifested in particular in inner-city 
poverty. Massey and Denton’s (1993) now famous argument that racial dis-
crimination is at the root of segregation, which is then the root of racialized 
poverty and inequality, seeks to draw a more direct link between race rela-
tions and segregation than do other arguments that point at economic 
restructuring and the flight of the black middle class (Wilson 1987), the fail-
ures of the state and state policy, or right-wing arguments about individ-
ual / communal weakness endemic to “cultures” in poor communities.10

What has made this question so complex over the years is that the patterns 
are constantly changing, driven by innumerable forces, including decades of 
social policy aimed at either eliminating segregation or mitigating its impacts. 
Scholars have been tracking the suburbanization or metropolitanization of 
poverty and segregation for decades (cf. Weiher 1991). Yet one of the reasons 
why our collective conception of segregation does not seem to have changed 
is that many of the early and influential authors who have written about the 
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suburbanization of poverty and segregation (Dreier, Mollenkopf, and 
Swanstrom 2001; Orfield 2002) are also associated with a particular remedy 
for that problem (either enabling mobility or some form of regionalism or 
both). The questions “Is the U. S. still segregated?” and “What do we do about 
segregation?” thus become conflated. There is now an equally fierce struggle 
between those who believe that the way to combat segregation is to reduce 
spatial separation between social groups through mobility, and those who 
believe that the better solution is to solve problems in place, even if it means 
allowing gross imbalances in what the Europeans would call the “social mix.”

These debates reached a crescendo with the publication of a Wacquant-
esque attack by political scientist David Imbroscio on what he calls the “mobil-
ity paradigm” in American urban policy. For Imbroscio, this paradigm is built 
on a set of policies that have aimed to deconcentrate poverty through public 
housing demolition, housing vouchers, attempts to build affordable housing in 
the suburbs, and other measures. His scathing critique, like Wacquant’s, spe-
cifically attacks leading academics in the field and offers arguments in favor of 
community development and other place-based measures. He considers “lib-
eral urban policy” both the “dominant philosophical perspective underlying 
the development of urban public policy in the United States” and, in no uncer-
tain terms, a failure (Imbroscio 2012a: 1, 2012; Squires 2012; Deluca 2012).

Imbroscio is correct to question the intense policy focus on poverty decon-
centration, taking the lead from Ed Goetz’s (2003) pioneering work on public 
housing redevelopment and the mobility issue to challenge a view which 
argues that agglomerations of poor people are inherently problematic.11 But 
this intense focus on whether policy should encourage or discourage poor 
people from moving neglects that mobility has long been a fact of life for many 
communities of color, especially in places like the Bay Area. This includes those 
on the lower end of the socioeconomic spectrum for reasons that go beyond 
policy. These critiques are so centered on countering the idea that mobility is 
necessary for equality, and with picking apart the limited empirical research 
on formal mobility programs, that they neglect to examine that in many 
regions a more mobile set of race and class geographies is a reality.12 Whether 
or not it is a good idea to move, or whether policy should encourage or discour-
age it, the suburbanization of communities of color is a fact, not a question.

In debating the age-old question of who lives next to whom, or whether 
policy should help people move or help people stay, scholarship can again fail 
to examine the broad processes under way that are restructuring race and 
class geographies, processes that go beyond policy or a normative and often 
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paternalistic evaluation of whether the state should or should not encourage 
poor people or people of color to move. The Glaeser and Vigdor report noted 
that integration of urban core neighborhoods was “assisted” by gentrification 
and immigration, while black, Latinx, and Asian suburbanization has helped 
integrate the suburbs. These changes are nothing new in the San Francisco 
Bay Area. And simply because the numbers on the ground are not what they 
were, does not mean the Bay Area is “desegregated.”

Bad Maps, Not Bad Measurements

Part of the problem is that a good deal of empirical research—the type of 
work that attempts to count who lives next to or near whom—is either stuck 
in an old set of geographies, or has adopted new geographies with little basis 
in regional reality. As a panel of sociologists noted in 2008, most segregation 
research has been conducted at the census-tract level, a reflection of the foun-
dational nature of both “invisible wall” and “suburban wall” to segregation 
research. From early on, this research focused on “the extent to which African 
Americans and Whites occupied separate urban neighborhoods,” a fact which 
“established a key methodological precedent: measuring segregation with 
decennial census data for readily available geographic units such as tracts or 
blocks” (Lee et al. 2008: 2; Reardon et al. 2008). Even research conducted at 
the regional scale often views the region as an agglomeration of tracts.13

Unfortunately, when researchers move up in scale, they often use the met-
ropolitan statistical area (MSA) and its variants.14 These geographies, like the 
census tract, are a construct of the Census Bureau, one that does not neces-
sarily reflect regional patterns of economic, social, cultural, or political rela-
tionships. In the case of the Bay Area, a much larger scale is needed to capture 
racialized migration patterns, one that ignores census geography and builds 
a map based on regional history and on-the-ground research (Storper et al. 
2015). Yet virtually every major national study to include the Bay Area and all 
the interactive platforms—you can now get segregation indices online at the 
touch of a few buttons—uses census MSA divisions that continue to split the 
Bay Area into different MSAs, with San Francisco, San Jose, and Solano 
County being counted as different regions. A nine-county analysis becomes 
impossible, let alone the type of megaregional analysis needed to understand 
the questions at hand. Even researchers based in the Bay Area have generally 
worked only at the nine-county region or smaller, missing many of the 
important changes in regional race and class geography.15
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Moreover, the question is not simply one of jumping up in scale, but of 
asking what truly constitutes a region. Census geography is apolitical—no 
one votes in a census tract, or in an MSA. Policy and decisions are never made 
at these scales, unless the MSA also corresponds to a regional agency, which 
is not the case in the Bay Area. If the literature on fragmentation recognizes 
the importance of cities and towns, why do many concerned with fragmenta-
tion continue to build pictures of the region based on tracts?

This scalar myopia, the vitriol evident in the Imbroscio debates about the 
proper set of public policies, and the intense reaction to Glaeser and Vigdor by 
other segregation scholars, stem in part from how the scarring of postwar geog-
raphies is visible not only on American cities but on those of us who study them. 
To argue that segregation has changed is seemingly to state that old-fashioned 
ghettoization is a thing of the past, even if that mental leap is not necessarily 
true. To move beyond the policy debates is seemingly to abandon the clear role 
of policy in both the production and alleviation of segregation, even if policy is 
only one of many forces, and policy is often contradictory. Postwar racial segre-
gation is the ghost that haunts the machine of American urban studies.16

In efforts to remain vigilant in the face of segregation, or to challenge 
supposed orthodoxy within policy realms, scholars have often failed to be 
open, creative, and inductive when thinking about what segregation has 
become. Recent scholarship has worked to be more open to new empirical 
realities, part of what can be considered the “mobilities turn” in segregation 
research. This work takes a particularly critical look at the relationship 
between “physical separation” and “social processes” (Adelman and Mele 
2014), and between “places and flows” in Castellsian terms (Van Kempen 
and Wissink 2014). In particular, it looks at segregation beyond where people 
live, and incorporates analyses of their daily lives, of patterns of movement 
and interaction, of where people work and mingle and socialize beyond the 
traditional measures of segregation based on housing and schooling.

Understanding contemporary segregation in the Bay Area means crafting 
some sort of hybrid between old and new approaches. We must look beyond 
traditional geographies and scales of segregation without in any way abandon-
ing the old places. Contemporary segregation in the region is no longer exclu-
sively or even primarily about the “invisible wall” and the “white noose,” but 
these geographies and ideas still matter. After all, the market for the subdivi-
sions of East County was often those who were leaving the ghettoized neighbor-
hoods of the postwar era. Moreover, simply because the new geographies of race 
and class do not look like postwar segregation does not mean they are not still 
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a form of segregation. It is simply a different type of segregation, one designed 
and built for the neoliberal era. As we dive into the data about how the Bay Area 
has changed over the past few decades, this hopefully becomes clear.

segregation on a much bigger map
We must, as a nation, as a state, as a region here in the Bay Area, 
take seriously the threat of becoming like so many European cit-
ies—Paris is the one that often comes to my mind—where you 
have a precious thriving city core, which is where the tourists 
come, where the people of wealth live, and then you have the 
poor people, in Paris it is often the African immigrants—living 
all in the outskirts, unseen and not having any access to oppor-
tunity. It is not a sustainable model.

—a ng e l a  g l ov e r  bl ac k w e l l ,  Kqed Forum, July 7, 2011

San Francisco Moves to Stem African American Exodus: Critics 
Say Effort to Reverse Longtime Trend May Be Too Late.

— San Francisco Chronicle headline, April 9, 2007

One of the few California studies of segregation that truly captures the issue 
as one of change and process at a large scale is a 2002 study by the Public 
Policy Institute of California (Sandoval, Johnson, and Tafoya 2002). It exam-
ined segregation across California, digging down to the city level and back 
up to major regions. There are two significant findings that correspond to the 
broader story of this book:

 1. The most diverse and most segregated places in California tend to be 
suburban cities in large metropolitan areas.

 2. Diverse cities with diverse neighborhoods tend to be fast-growing cities 
with plenty of new and relatively affordable housing (ibid., 11, 15).

It is a haunting study to read, in part because it was written during the years 
when the real estate market was exploding, before these fast-growing and 
hyper-diverse cities with “plenty of new and relatively affordable housing” 
would become epicenters of the foreclosure crisis, impacting the communi-
ties that had made these places their home. The links between this growing 
diversity and foreclosure are what matter here, as they are the linchpin of my 
argument that this new map also constitutes a form of segregation, even if the 
places involved may actually be the most diverse.
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One way of capturing this change is through a crude categorization I call 
the “50 / 5000 club,” a set of places that between 1990 and 2010 grew at least 
50 percent and added at least 5,000 people.17 Map 5 is a simple rendering of 
places in the San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento, and the northern San 
Joaquin Valley that grew rapidly and significantly in the past two decades. 
The darker places grew by more than 50 percent and gained at least 5,000 new 
residents between 1990 and 2010. They are mostly incorporated cities and 
towns, but include a handful of unincorporated areas recognized as “places” 
by the Census Bureau. The outline is the “Sierra Pacific Megaregion,” one of 
many versions of a Northern California “megaregion” that geographers argue 
has emerged through the economic (but not political) integration of existing 
urban regions (Nelson and Lang 2011).

50/5,000 Places

Mount Diablo

Antioch

San Francisco

Dublin
Tracy

Turlock

Los Banos
Gilroy

Windsor

map 5. The 50 / 5000 club. Map by author.
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Altogether, these 47 communities are home to more than 1.8 million people. 
More importantly, they have added a million people since 1990, more than 
doubling in size during that era. If you take away the suburbs of Sacramento 
and neighboring counties, the 32 places of the greater Bay Area added almost 
half a million people, and are now home to 933,179 people according to the U. S. 
Census, almost 10 percent of the total population of this 15-county region.18

If you spend time in many of these places, it feels as if everything is brand 
new: subdivisions, strip malls, parks, and schools and miles and miles of fresh 
asphalt. These communities, especially in the banana-shaped arc stretching 
from eastern Contra Costa County to southwestern Merced County, have 
been the Bay Area’s primary growth frontier over the past two decades. In the 
12-county region that is the primary commute-shed for the Bay Area (not 
including smaller Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito), the twenty-four 
“50 / 5000” places added more than 420,000 people, roughly doubling their 
collective population, compared to an additional million people in the 
remaining 74 places with a population greater than 10,000 people, places 
that include major cities such as San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose, the 
tenth-largest city in the United States.

Being on the growth frontier means being on the foreclosure frontier. 
Looking at the full 15-county region, the median foreclosure rate in 2008 was 
1,734.5 for the thirty 50 / 5000 places, versus 300.6 for the 79 others.19 The num-
bers are just as extreme at the 12-county level—1,849.8 (n = 25) and 315.7 (n = 
73) respectively. On average, the 50 / 5000 cities were three to four times more 
likely to have a home go through foreclosure in 2008, the height of the crisis in 
the Bay Area, an average that stands up to statistical testing at the .001 level.20

In the 12-county region, the twenty-five 50 / 5000 places saw more than 
16,400 foreclosures in 2008, 28 percent of the total for places in the region, 
despite having only 11 percent of the population. What also becomes clear 
when examined on a map is how much worse the story becomes the farther 
out from the core of the region one travels. Map 6 shows just how intense the 
foreclosure rates are for the 12-county region.21

The differences are even starker when examined city by city and place by 
place. The foreclosure rate in Antioch (2,446.6 per 100,000 residents) was 
almost 13 times that of Redwood City in San Mateo County, and hundreds 
of times higher than most of Silicon Valley. Lathrop, population 17,063, had 
more foreclosures than San Francisco, population 808,976.

Yet even if most of the homes and streets and infrastructure in the 50 / 5000 
club are brand new, the places themselves are not. As noted in the introduction, 
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the median founding date for the 25 places in the 12-county region is 1873, the 
median incorporation date 1914. Only Discovery Bay, built as a real estate ven-
ture in the 1970s, can be considered a product of the current era.22 There is deep 
history in the 50 / 5000 places, history often ignored in talk about the exurban 
Bay Area, lumping these places together with postwar Sun Belt urbanization.

The Question of Race

Here the question of racial segregation enters the discussion: of the 456,984 peo-
ple added to these high-growth, high-foreclosure communities, only 15 percent 
were white.23 More than half were Latinx. About eight percent were African 
American—a seemingly small number, but then the overall region lost African 
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map 6. Foreclosure rates per 100,000 people. Source: California Association of Realtors and 
DataQuick News, U. S. Census, via RAND California. Calculations by author.
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American population, and in the 12-county region the 74 places that were not 
part of the 50 / 5000 club lost more than 90,000 African American residents.

Map 7 shows the patterns of African American population change in the 
12-county region. Again, like growth and foreclosure, it is a pattern that in 
general spreads outward from the core, with notable exceptions in the inner-
ring suburbs of San Leandro and Hayward in southern Alameda County.

Similar to the link between growth and foreclosure, there are stark and 
statistically significant differences between racial change in the 50 / 5000 places 
and everywhere else. The median African American growth rate for 50 / 5000 
cities was 429 percent, while for all others it was 11 percent. For Latinxs it was 
227 and 90 percent, respectively. Of the roughly 840,000 people who now live 
in these 24 places, almost half a million of them, or 58 percent, are not white.24
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map 7. African American growth, 1990–2010. Source: 1990, 2010 U. S. Census Redistricting 
data. Calculations by author.

Schafran-The Road to Resegregation.indd   43 18/06/18   9:55 PM



44 • T h e  S u bu r b a n i z at ion  of  S e g r e g at ion

In so many ways, this is not your grandparents’ suburbanization. The new 
growth is much, much farther from the region’s traditional central cities than 
was postwar growth and much more diverse. The idea of a majority-minority 
suburbanization would have been unthinkable a generation or two ago—after 
all, much of American suburbia was specifically built to exclude people of 
color, not include them. But traditional suburbanization was not supposed to 
collapse in a foreclosure crisis and not supposed to leave more than 700,000 
Californian homes—in places mostly considered suburbs—at some stage in 
the foreclosure process by April 2010 (Center for Responsible Lending 2010).

Zones of Value and Loss

The 50 / 5000 analysis paints the broad picture of migration, growth, and 
foreclosure, and does it at the critical place-based level, i.e., a “real” geography 
where people live and vote and with which they identify. It also gets at some 
of the large, megaregional-scale issues that are inherent to these transforma-
tions in the Bay Area, a scale not well accounted for by census geography. 
Both of these understandings will be critical as a baseline for the following 
chapters, as I unpack the political, economic restructuring of the region to 
better understand how this unequal growth was enabled and to see how it 
interacts with race and class-based migrations.

But the broad picture of inequality is only hinted at. We know that com-
munities of color grew in major numbers in places which experienced par-
ticularly high foreclosure rates, but what does this mean beyond foreclosure? 
Is this a long-term concern?

In a series of papers about the Inland Empire, Southern California’s version 
of East County and the northern San Joaquin Valley, Deirdre Pfeiffer (2011, 
2012) examines some of the same questions that drive my research. She is con-
cerned that the African American, Latinx, and Asian communities that have 
been driving population growth in the outer fringe of Los Angeles may not be 
getting a fair shake of suburban life, facing questions of high foreclosure rates 
and a generally more unstable environment in what she calls “post–Civil 
Rights suburbs.” Her work focuses on “neighborhood quality,” a complicated 
metric that evaluates what people who have moved to the Inland Empire think 
about their new communities, especially in reference to where they came from.

I have taken a slightly different tack by focusing on the simpler question 
of real estate values. They are a crude measure of value, and are in some ways 
inherently problematic, given the implicit prioritization of exchange value 
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over use value. But in light of the homeowner-driven nature of this growth 
and the crisis, and the dependency of communities on property value and 
property taxes, it is an important marker for gauging the impact of the crisis 
on communities and the people who live there.

Again, using a geography based on the changing megaregion—this time 
excluding Merced County, which is relatively small and for which we did not 
have data—my colleague Jake Wegmann and I examined the segregation of 
the Bay Area using 20 years of real estate sales data gathered at the zip code 
level (Schafran and Wegmann 2012).25 One of our analyses was based on a set 
of four zones that seemed to capture the restructuring of the region. Map 8 
shows the four zones of the region, built using zip codes, that take a page 
from Walker’s (1995) use of Banham’s (1971) “four ecologies” to show some of 
the major fault lines of the region.

Zone 1

Zone 2

Zone 3

Zone 4

Antioch
Stockton

Vallejo

San Francisco

Palo Alto

Mount Diablo

San Jose

Oakland

Santa Rosa

Walnut Creek

map 8. The four zones of the Bay Area. Source: Schafran and Wegmann (2012).
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Zone 1 is the increasingly bourgeois West Bay, stretching from Silicon 
Valley through San Francisco and into the generally wealthy suburban envi-
rons of Marin County and the wine country of Sonoma and Napa. Zone 2 is 
the industrial garden, the stretch of (in some cases former) working-class 
industrial communities from East San Jose up the 880 and 80 corridors to 
Vallejo. Zone 3 is the 680 corridor of edge cities that include the Tri-Valley 
area of Alameda and Contra Costa counties. Zone 4 is the periphery, the 
band of fast-growing communities at the heart of this book.

From the following four figures, you can see the broader story of the con-
temporary Bay Area—all four zones gained population, but none as dramati-
cally as Zone 4, where the majority of the 50 / 5000 cities are located. Whites 
and especially Asians remained generally stable in terms of their zonal share. 
The Asian community as a whole grew throughout the region, but grew rela-
tively equally everywhere.26 Whites continued a long process of leaving Zone 
2 (the industrial garden) for Zone 4 (the postindustrial garden), while main-
taining strong presence in the wealthier Zones 1 and 3. Unsurprisingly, it was 
black and Hispanic populations that saw the greatest shift. Zone 4 replaces 
Zone 1 as the second most important center of African American life, and 
Zone 4 will soon surpass all other zones as the center of Latinx life.

By virtually every measure, from simple descriptive statistics to a regression 
model developed by Wegmann, the signs point to a sharp devaluation of Zone 4 
relative to the rest of the region following the crash. Consistent with the 50 / 5000 
findings, there were also strong correlations with race, particularly African 
Americans. Zone 2 also suffers to a certain extent, while Zones 1 and 3 continue 
to hold value. At virtually every scale, the geography of depressed values maps 
onto the geographies of nonwhite Bay Area, particularly blacks and Latinxs.

Should one be tempted to make the all-too-common racial leap—that all 
these migrating communities of color brought down property values and 
caused the bubble to burst—we can demonstrate clearly that this is not the 
case. The core of the model is a metric we call the Cole Valley Delta (CVD), 
which measures the median per square foot sales price for each zip code in 
the 11-county region from 1989 to 2009 and then compares each zip code 
against the zip code for Cole Valley, a gentrifying area of San Francisco that 
has seen steadily rising property values over the past few decades (and ulti-
mately few foreclosures). A high CVD means that the zip code gained rela-
tive to Cole Valley, a low CVD the opposite.

African Americans were overrepresented in zip codes that gained against 
Cole Valley up until the bubble burst, and subsequently overrepresented in 
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low CVD areas afterward. By 2005, just before the peak of the bubble, the 
migration had been under way for decades, with no major drag on property 
values. The opposite was true. Communities of color were making a seem-
ingly rational decision, a collective movement toward places that were gain-
ing in value, even against the expensive core.

The zip codes that gained dramatically until 2005 and then lost it all (and 
then some) mostly fall into Zone 4. The gap in value between the core and 
the periphery widened, with the outer-ring counties of Stanislaus, San 
Joaquin, and Solano all losing far more value against San Francisco than 
Marin, Sonoma, or the Silicon Valley zones of San Mateo and Santa Clara. 
The average home in San Joaquin was worth about a third of a home in San 
Francisco before the crash; by 2009, it was worth about a fifth. It was also 
around this time that the size of the African American populations in the 
two counties converged (Figure 3), a generation removed from the heyday of 
the Fillmore district and a period where San Francisco was a major center of 
African American culture on the West Coast.

In a 2010 paper about the link between segregation and the foreclosure 
crisis, Jacob Rugh and Douglas Massey (2010: 629) argue that residential 
segregation “created a unique niche of minority clients” for subprime lend-
ing, now known to be the fundamental economic driver of the crisis. This 
confirms earlier work by scholars such as Elvin Wyly, Greg Squires, Dan 
Immergluck, and Kathe Newman, who dig into the racialized nature of sub-
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figure 3. African Americans in San Francisco and San Joaquin counties, 1970–2008. 
Source: RAND California via U. S. Census.
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prime lending, some of which sadly predates the crisis by a number of years 
(Wyly et al. 2009; Squires and Kubrin 2005; Squires 2003; Immergluck and 
Smith 2004, 2005, 2006; Newman and Wyly 2004). It has since been backed 
up by further studies by Rugh (2014) and others (Hyra et al. 2013; Hwang, 
Hankinson, and Brown 2015), work which continues to pile evidence onto 
the claim that there is a profound link between the crisis and segregation. 
Badger (2016) reports that this trend continues in much of Zone 4.

What this link between race and subprime often obscures is that this crisis 
is racialized far beyond people who took bad loans. Diverse migration to these 
foreclosure zones has been occurring for a generation now, and many people 
moved before things got too hot, with fixed-rate mortgages on homes that 
were not initially overpriced. But they too have been impacted, part of the 
“largest loss of wealth for community of color in US history” (Rivera and 
United for a Fair Economy 2008: v). The market that had been created was 
not just for bad loans, but for an entire suburban dream which was profoundly 
unstable. This is the link between old patterns of segregation and new pat-
terns of foreclosure. Middle- and working-class African Americans, Latinxs, 
and Asians—business owners and public servants, blue-collar workers and 
union reps, bus drivers and accountants, nurses and store clerks—had been 
heading outward for their first collective bite at the suburban apple and push-
ing away from the older neighborhoods they had been confined to a genera-
tion ago. Some, as Angela Glover Blackwell noted in the earlier epigraph, were 
doing so under pressure from inner core communities that were still failing 
to provide a safe, healthy, and opportunity-rich environment, especially for 
families with children. Some were doing so in the face of gentrification and 
rising real estate prices in the core, pricing out many first-time homeowners.

Some were doing so simply because they wanted to, following a suburban 
path well trod in the United States. Even if everything had been rosy back in 
Oakland and Richmond, some families would have made the move regard-
less. One can debate the “push” and “pull” factors of the most diverse subur-
banization process in American history endlessly, but at the end of the day a 
certain amount of this suburbanization was bound to happen.

The question of inequality and segregation arises when one considers that 
as communities of color began to pursue the suburban dream, the suburbia 
they moved to was built on a structurally unsound foundation. This massive, 
racialized, and unequal new map is a form of segregation for the neoliberal 
era. It may not be “ethno-racial closure and control,” but any time there are 
strikingly different outcomes linked to a highly racialized map, I argue that 
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we must call it segregation, in part because it forces recognition of the deep 
historic link to the days of redlining and Jim Crow.

But the segregationist nature of the restructuring of the region goes beyond 
differentiated real estate values. These places in Zone 2’s industrial garden and 
Zone 4’s postindustrial garden are linked to a migratory cycle that sees people 
of color moving back and forth, while rarely settling down in either Zone 1 or 
Zone 3. The more mobile nature of twenty-first-century segregation means 
people move about regularly, often over long distances, but always to a select 
group of cities, while a large portion of the regional map lies largely untouched.

mental maps, revisited

Between 2009 and 2011, I was part of a group of researchers studying the 
impact of violence, policing, and increasing racial and ethnic diversity on 
young people in Oakland’s San Antonio district.27 Born as a lumber town 
annexed to Oakland in 1852, development in the 1920s and 1930s turned it 
into a typical Oakland residential neighborhood—streetcar suburb toward 
the hills and blue-collar factory town down by the water (Bagwell 1982; Maly 
2005). As was customary at the time—Oakland had two members of the 
Klan serving openly on the city council in the 1920s (Rhomberg 2004)—the 
neighborhood was kept all-white through racial covenants.

The transition began in the 1960s, as the breakdown of internal segrega-
tion in East Oakland saw African Americans arrive in significant numbers. 
They were soon followed by Latinx and Asian immigrants, part of the post-
1965 immigration from which Oakland drew so many new residents. By the 
first decade of the twentieth century, the neighboring Fruitvale district to the 
south would be studied as one of the most ethnically diverse neighborhoods 
in the United States, as refugees from the wars in Bosnia joined Laotians, 
Vietnamese, Cambodians, and other immigrants who had come to America 
for more than economic reasons (Maly 2005).

Crack cocaine and violence from the drug trade ravaged much of East 
Oakland during the 1980s and early 1990s, and San Antonio was not immune, 
even if it was farther from the epicenters of “Deep” East Oakland and West 
Oakland (Ginwright 2010). Crime remained a significant issue, as did violence 
and poverty. The neighborhood is hyper-diverse, primarily Asian and Latinx 
now that African Americans have moved out, both as part of the migrations 
charted in this dissertation and ongoing shifts within the city of Oakland. It is 
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poorer than Oakland on average, but not the poorest; unemployment is high, 
nearby jobs are limited, and educational attainment is low. And although it may 
not be the poorest neighborhood in Oakland, it is exactly the type of inner-city 
community often discussed in terms of segregation, with questions about people 
being confined with limited opportunity. And it is exactly the type of neighbor-
hood from which people go searching for better opportunities—safer streets, 
better schools, a bigger house, homeownership, or just more affordable housing. 
It is important to keep in mind that even struggling neighborhoods in Oakland 
and San Francisco—despite the challenges—are not inexpensive. By 2004, the 
median per square foot price of a home in the San Antonio district (94606) was 
30–40 percent higher than either of Antioch’s zip codes (94509 and 94531).28

Our study focused on interviews with 38 individuals who were roughly age 
13 in the year 2000, meaning that they spent their teenage years in Oakland 
during the height of the real estate boom, the out-migration, and the bust and 
foreclosure crisis. The major purpose of the study was to access the role of 
violence and community change in structuring their lives within the San 
Antonio district. To supplement the interviews with young people (most are 
now in the early 20s) we interviewed an additional 40 adults, from leaders to 
social workers to real estate agents. A subsequent parallel study in Elmhurst, 
deeper into East Oakland, asked similar questions, giving us an amazing data 
set from which to learn about mobility in inner-city life.

Something fascinating emerged from the study, somewhat by accident. In 
response to questions about people moving out of the neighborhood, respond-
ents were very specific about where people were moving. We began to notice 
that in the questions about work, they were specific about their geographies, 
even talking at times about work patterns of friends and relatives.

Over and over again, we heard the same places—Tracy, Stockton, Antioch, 
Manteca in the outer part of the region, San Leandro and Hayward next 
door. Together with my colleague from public health, LeConte Dill, the 
author of the Elmhurst study, and the youth geographer Yvonne Hung, we 
started searching for specific mentions of places and mapping them accord-
ing to why they were mentioned—somebody moved there, somebody lived 
there, they visited that place for work, fun, or school, or it was a place they 
aspired to move to. With only 38 respondents, and another 25 from the 
Elmhurst study, it is a limited sample, but the results were similarly stark. The 
places referenced as locations people lived or moved to were once again San 
Leandro, Hayward, or Zone 4, with almost no exceptions. One reference was 
made to people moving to Dublin, one to Livermore, but otherwise the 680 
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job belt (chapter 3) is missing entirely. Nor was there any mention of San 
Mateo and Marin counties, and except for one reference to San Jose, or of 
massive and wealthy Santa Clara County, home to Silicon Valley.

Expanding the analysis to other references—jobs, school, visits, essentially 
any mention of place in their lives—the geography grew somewhat, but barely. 
San Leandro and Hayward became even more prominent, in part because they 
offer jobs—including low-wage service jobs available to many young people and 
some of the remaining blue-collar work in the region. San Francisco and 
Berkeley appeared much more prominently, mostly in reference to schooling, 
but rarely as a destination to live. Most of the references to living in San Francisco 
refer to family members who have been there a long time. Walnut Creek and 
Pleasant Hill now appeared, the former as a job site. Both served as aspirational 
places—places people would move to if they could. But the high-tech job centers 
of San Ramon or Pleasanton, Palo Alto or Cupertino? Completely absent.

It is clear that the participants in the two studies are no longer confined to 
East Oakland, as perhaps their parents and grandparents would have been. 
Neither are their family members or social networks. The mental map of Boyle 
Heights is not the map of today’s inner-core Oakland, even for the people who 
remain. But neither do they have full access to the region. Most of the wealthi-
est, job-rich, low-foreclosure places in the region are not on their maps at all.

When combined with the “50 / 5000” and “four zones” analysis above, 
what emerges is a picture of the more mobile form of segregation produced 
in the neoliberal-era Bay Area. While people appear to be moving freely 
about the region—for school, for work, for homeownership—in reality cer-
tain people from certain communities tend to be occupying only half of it. 
The half they are occupying is not the wealthy part, not the part with low 
foreclosure rates, but rather the places far more to the edge. These geogra-
phies tend to be marked by similar race and class profiles and, as we have seen, 
similar experiences of foreclosure.

The questions of race, class, and segregation in the metropolis are far more 
complex than they were during the postwar era. In the Bay Area, the lines are 
both east / west and core / periphery, white and Asian and black and Latinx, 
Chinese / Korean versus Southeast Asian / Filipino, the globalized and edu-
cated upper middle class versus the regionalized and less-educated working and 
slipping middle class, the bourgeois bohemian versus California-style middle 
America. In previous work (Schafran 2009a) I have talked about it in terms of 
“endopolis,” the city within, versus “exopolis,” the city without. One of the 
troubling aspects of the foreclosure crisis in the region is how those in the 
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increasingly wealthy and generally whiter (and more Asian) center are largely 
untouched by the crisis on the fringe, in part because they inhabit a different 
circulatory pattern of metropolitan life, one marked by wealthy suburbs, office 
parks, and gentrifying urban neighborhoods, connected more to global centers 
and similar up-market, tech-fueled “creative class” havens than the working- 
and middle-class communities that increasingly ring the region. There is a 
mobility to the “segregation” and separation of people all throughout the race, 
class, and cultural spectrums, part of what makes this contemporary story so 
difficult to understand yet so important to those with a keen eye for change.29

Clearly this is not Engels’s Manchester, a class-defined city of a single 
“good” quadrant surrounded by the working masses, even if this geography 
still exists, especially in the Central Valley, where cities like Lodi are divided 
by what side of the railroad tracks one lives on, as if from a novel from a 
century ago. It is not Self ’s (2003) Oakland or Sugrue’s (1996) Detroit, where 
people of color were exclusively confined to a handful of places, an extension 
of earlier eras when the lines of ethnic and racial communities like Chinatown 
were rigid and enforced through violence, law, and custom.30

How precisely to understand this new form and new map of segregation 
is one of the fundamental questions of twenty-first-century American urban-
ism. In every region across the country, some of the hard old lines are being 
broken down, while others remain as almost caricatures of inner-city racial-
ized poverty. In every major city across the country, some old working-class, 
black, or ethnic neighborhoods are being integrated at the same time they are 
being gentrified, while their inner-ring suburban counterparts are becoming 
more integrated during an age of aging infrastructure and rising suburban 
poverty. While this newer, more mobile form of segregation is more domi-
nant in the Bay Area, in other places it may be the reverse.31

What is critical is that the production of one form of segregation emerged 
from another, a new map which never completely erased the old map. The two 
forms of segregation exist dialectically, and this dialectical nature is another 
reason we must call this newer form of spatialized and racialized inequality 
segregation or resegregation, rather than changing the language to “exclusion” 
or another similar term. Contrary to Adelman and Mele (2014), it is separa-
tion, isolation, mobility, and other forms of contemporary inequality that 
need to be seen through the lens of segregation, not the other way around. The 
fallacy of a postracial America, exposed on international TV and social media 
throughout the world as people took to the streets of Ferguson, forces us to 
reengage with the meaning of segregation in twenty-first-century America, 
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rather than allow it to be imagined as only part of our historical mental map. 
While helpful, the question of whether the era of segregation is ebbing misses 
the ways in which this spatial process has morphed over the past generation. 
Rather, segregation needs to be reframed, as a conversation between two 
types, each with an era of dominance that varies regionally (Table 2).

As mentioned at the outset of this chapter, this book focuses on the histori-
cal, political economy of how this new form of segregation was produced in 
actual places while simultaneously reproducing older forms of segregation in 
others. In the next five chapters, I build a zone by zone analysis of how each part 
of the region contributed to this resegregation, starting and ending out on the 
fringe. This is what I call the road from Babylon to Brentwood, how the Bay 
Area in general and the East Bay in particular, which Robert Self chronicled in 
American Babylon, became the foreclosure crisis in places like Brentwood. If 
the starting point for this book is a new way of seeing segregation on a bigger 
scale, the heart of this book is understanding how this segregation was in part 
produced and reproduced by a fragmentation of the political economy of place 
and the political economy of development. In many ways, these two founda-
tional processes—segregation and fragmentation—also function as dialectic, 
and this book, like the process itself, is a constant conversation between the 
fragmented political economy of development and the constant mutation of 
segregation. Understanding how this all came together over the past 35 years in 
the San Francisco Bay Area starts in East County.

table 2 Reframing Segregation

 Ghettoized Segregation Mobile Segregation

Era of Dominance Pre-war, Keynesian Neoliberal, contemporary
Market Mechanisms Racial covenants, housing 

discrimination
Subprime lending

Policy Mechanisms Redlining, two-tiered housing 
program, urban renewal

Housing choice voucher, 
banking deregulation

Policy Responses Vouchers, anti-housing 
discrimination laws

Shifting anti-poverty resources 
to the suburbs,  
anti-foreclosure legislation

Iconic Space Inner-city neighborhood Inner-ring suburb, exurb
Dominant Scale Neighborhood/City Regional/Megaregional
Metaphor Trapped in a lack of  

opportunity
Opportunity is offered but  

never secure
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