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Race and Housing in Miami: The New Deal Era

It is cne. of the axioms of twentieth-—century urban hisﬁory
that the New Deal forged a new relationship between the federal
government and the cities. Prior to the.l930s, city governments
generally had been limited in their powers and functions by
legislative control over city charters. | The lack ofisufficient
home rule often prevented municipal governments from embarking on
necessary prdgrams of physical development or social reform. The
New Deal, however, created a myriad of new federal agencies amd
prévided vasﬁ sums for relief, recovery, and reform. Although
the Roosevelt admini‘stration_ had little in ihe way of a
systematic urban policy, much of the new federal activism was
directed to the cities and their problems. One study in 1936
noted some "500 points of contact between the federal bureaucracy
and the cities in the fields of planning,' zoning, education,
health, intéfnal improvements, relief, and housing." As George
Mowry and Blaine Brownell have noted in their book, The Urban
Nation (1981), the Roosevelt administration was the first to
.become "intimately concerned with urban life‘. ard city '}L:n:ol:’lems.":L
Traditional interpretations of the New Deal era generally
asserted the salutary effect of the new programs on urban
America.

Recent historical research, however, has begun to sketch out
a somewhat different analysis, one which suggests that New Deal
urban programs had negative as well as positive consequences.

Urban historians Bruce M. Stave, Lyle W. Dorsett, and Charles H



’ Trout have demonstrated that New Deal work and welfare programs
actually strengthened rather than dismantled the old political
machines, at least in Pittsburgh, Kansas City, and Boston.2 In

his book, From Streetcar to Superhighway (1981), Mark S. Foster

concluded that New Deal city planners relentlessly promoted the
automobile culture, while simulfaneously undermining mass transit
systems.3 1In separate monographs, Mark Gelfand and Philip
Funigiello traced the range of new programs aimed at city
?roblems in the 1930s and éarly 1940s. But both authors noted
the remarkable lack of political commitment bto the city, the
enduring strength of the iocalist tradition, the power of
eptrepreneurialism and privatism, and thé desi:ructive competitim
among various interest groups for governmental favoritism.?

The new research suggests, moreover, that the New Deal had a
mixed record in the area of housing. The imaginative greenbelt
- town program, for example, never really got off the ground. As.
historian Joseph L. Arnold has pointed out, the greenbelt concept
of planning and low-cost public hpusing failed because it seemed
a radical threat to private enterprise. ~New Dealer Rexford
Tugwell hoped for 3,000 new greenbelt towns,; but :only three were
built, and all three wére sold off to private developers in the
1940s.5 Federal mortgage programs and highway constfuction
erx:wraged/middle-class and working-class whites to flee to lily-
white suburbs, leaving urban blacks and the poor behind. Slum
clearance and public housing projects were promoted only in
lukewarm fashion so as nqt to offend powerful ad;/ocates of the

free-market economy.®6 The Federal Housing Administration,



according to housing scholar Charles Abrams in his classic

Forbidden Neighbors (1955), "set itself up as the protector of

the all-white neighborhood" and "became the vanguard of white
supremacy and racial purity -- in the North as well as the
South."? As urban historian Kenneth T. Jackson has demonstrated,
federal housing agencies such as the Home Owners Loan Corporation
(HOLC) adopted an appraisal system which encouraged "redlining"
and the ultimate decay of imner city neighborhoods.8 Thus, while
it is clear that the New Deal initiated a new era of federai—city
cooperation and activism,I it is also evident‘; that this riew_
relatiénship entailed unanticipated costs.

This was clearly the case in Miami during the New Deal era,

particularly in housing. New Dealers, with help from local

political and busihess leaders, impiemented federal public
housing' and mortgage programs in Miami by the mid-19‘305. A
succession of fedefal housing agencies financed several public
housing projects, first for blacks and then for whiteé. ’I‘he Home
Owners Loan Corporation conducted an extensive real estate
appraisal of the Miami housing market in order“to systeﬁatize the
HOLC mortgage program. Both efforts stemﬁled from the liberal
;eformist impulse of the Néw Deal, but both had long-term and not
altogether positive consequences in shaping Miami's future growt.hl
and development.

In 1933 one of FDR's early New Deal agencies, the Public
Works Administration (PwWA), launched a- slum clearance and public
housing program. The PWA's Housing Division began by supporting

limited-dividend housing corporations in a number of cities, but



soon went on to direct federal housing construction. Both
methods, generally, were slow iﬁ producing results, and by 1937
the PWA had initiated only seven limited-dividend projects and 49
public housing projects. 1In 1937 the United States Housing
Authority replaced the PWA as a provider of public housing,
working through state and local housing agencies.?
_ Actic_ﬁ on public housing in Miami began in 1até 1933, when
_thev lihited—dividend Southern Housing Ooréoration submitted an
application to the PWA Housing Division. Organized by several
" leading members of the city's downtown white business elite, the
Southern Housing Corporation wanted both sium clearance and
low-cost housing for Miémi's blacks. The project soon féundered
for lack ofl private investment, but in 1934 the PWA decided to go
. ahead with a federally financed housing project.l0
The need for such action onb housing for blacks was
compelling. By the early 1930s, most of Miami's black populaﬁion
of over 25,000 was crowded into a 350-acre sectioh Jjust
northwest of the central business district known at the time as
"Colored Town.” Today it is called Overtown. The area was
covered over with tiny, dilapidated shacks, ;sometimes ‘as many as
fifteen on a single 50' x 100' lot. Most buildings lacked
electricity, toilets, bathing facilitiesl,v and hot water.
Municipal services were noticeable by their absence, stréets were
unpaved and unlit, and contagious diseases were rampant.
Needless to say, these cramped and unsanitary living conditions
left much to be des_ired. In its application to the PWA, the

Southern Housing Corporation contended that "the sanitary



"conditions are a menace to the whole city . . . and a shame and

disgrace to the respectable citizens Qf Miami." But obviously
the situation was worse for the blacks who lived there.ll
Blacks were heavily concentrated in this shack town because
there were few other places for them to live in Miami at the
time. A small black community had been established in Coconut
Grove, mainly by Bshamian blacks who came to Miami early in the
twentieth .century. Further north, two small black subdivisions
emerged in theA 1920s. At first a sparsely settled but
integrated area, Brownsville was locat-:ed between Northwest 4lst
Street and Northwest 53rd Street and west of 27th Avenue.
Developed by a thte real estate man named Floyd W. Davis, the"
Liberty City subdivision was home to a few hurdred blacks in the
neighborhood of Northwest 62nd Street‘ and 17th Avenue. "I'ne New
beal housing program provided Miami's civic elit% with an
opportunity to do something about.black housing conditions in
the central Negro district, but it also had important
implications for the future development of Liberty City.l2 |
Support for the PWA housing pfogra;m_ was widé.spread among
Miami's business and political leadership.. if the correspondence

in the PWA records in the National Archives is any guide, Miami

attorney John C. Gramling seems to have served as the point man

for the civic elite in securing federal housing in Miami.
Arriving in Miami as a young man in 1898, Gramling became active
in public affairs, serving first as a justice of the peace, then
as city judge, county judge, and state's attorney. By the 1920s,

Gramling had emerged as an important city booster. He had



established his own law firm and become involved in local
Democratic politics, real estate development, and extensive sugar
cane productioﬁ near Lake Okeechobee. As one writer put it in
1921, Gramling was "deeply interested in everything that ternds to
build up the city and community.”13 When the limited-dividend
Southern Housing Corporation was organized in 1933, Gramling
provided the chief motivating energy. That project failed, but
Gramling remained undeterred. 1In a barrage of correspondence
with federal officials in 1934 and 1935, Gramling argued the case
for the bléck public housing project and, once it was approved,
guided federal officiéls through the thickets of state and local
politics.14 |

Gramling was not the only suppofter of pubvlic housing for
blacks in Miami. By early 1934, the PWA project had been

endorsed by the Miami Herald and the Miami Daily News, as well

as by the Miami City Commission and a long list of civic and.
‘business leaders, some of whom were appointed to the Miami

Advisory Committee on Housing.l5 The black community was

supportive, too. The Miami Times, the ,éiw's black newspaper,
editorialized in favér of the project; 'Ihi'ough such grbﬁps as
the Miami Colored Chamber of Oommerce- ard the. Negro Civic League,
Miami's black leadership endorsved the housing pla.n.l6 As
Gramling put it in a letter to Eugene H. Klaber of the ?WA
Housing Division, "all of our papers and best citizens are in
favor of the project."l7

So far, so gqod. The story laid out here in its essential

outlines conforms to a traditional view of the federal-local



relationship during the New Deal era. The New Dealers wanted to
help with urban problems, and Miami's local leadership took
advantage of federal largesse to improve their town. But there
' is another side to this story, as well — one partially hidden in
the PWA records ard other sources in Washington. These materials
address the crucial question of motivation. The evidence has not
yet been sifted completely, but it is my working hypothesis that
the Miami civic elite sought to eliminate the downtown black
community éntirely to make way for further expénsion of the
‘business district. | Liberty Sguare, the proposed black public
housing project, was to be located on Northwest 62nd Street
between 12th and 14th Avenues and was envisioned as the'vnucleus
of a new ard distant black commmity five or six miles from the
city core. |
Let's look at the evidence. First, the Miami civic elite
was not noticeably altruistic when it came to the black
community. John Gramling's hostile attitude toward i)laCks, for
instance, was well known. As Paul George noted in his history of
~the Miami police, while serving as a city juf_ige Grax_nliﬁg often
praised the police for clamping down on éahamian b‘lacks‘ who
preached or practiced racial equality.l8 Similafly, A. B.
Small, a county judge, civic leader, and active promoter of the
black housing project, expressed a fairly typical kind of
paternalism toward blacks. In a 1935 letter to PWA Housing
Director A. R. Clas, Small wrote: "I am one of those, being a
true-bred Southern man and a descerdant of slave owners, who feel

that the negroes are the wards of the white people and that we



ought to be very scrupulous in trying to see to.it that they are
given proper living conditions, and I am one of those who would
do anything I can to bring this about." It was in "the best
interests of the city," Small argued in his benevolent way, to
build the PWA project not downtown where most of the blacks
lived, but at the 62nd Street location.l9

Second, Gramling and other white promoters of federal
housing for blacks in Miami consistently used a public health
argqument as the primary justification for the black project five
miles north of the city. 1In their correspondence with federal
officials, Gramling and others repeatedly depicted the black
shacktown near the business district as "a conétant and deadly
menace to the health of the community." Syphillis, tuberculosis,
and influenza were Qidespread in the area, Gramling noted on
numerous occasions, but it was the whites, not the blacks, that
he was worried about. "From this cess-pool of disease the white
peéple of Greater Miami draw their servants," Gramling wrote to
Klaber of the PWA in February 1934. Again in October, Gramling
uséd a similar argument: "This projept vwill be one of the
greatest blessings that Miami ever had.i It -will not only
eliminate the possibility of fatal epidemics here, but fix it so
that we can get a servant freed from disease.” So much for the
altruism of the Miami civic elite. These people obviously
worried about the oft-stated health "menace" in the black
community, but they also used this argument to mask another
motive. 20

Indeed, PWA and other records clearly reveal this underlying



purpose of the Miami business and political 1eader§hip — that of
completely displacing the downtown black neighborhood. Writing
to Klaber in February 1934, Gramling tipped his hand about the
true purpose of the new project: "The people of Miami realize that
something must be done and the newspapers agree with me that it
ought to be done in the manner so that we could eventually
remove the entire colored population from the dump in which they
are now living."21 Opponents of the Liberty Square project —-
including white "Colored Town" slum lords and whites who lived
near the 62nd Street location — also recognized the hidden
agenda of the downtown.civic elite. For example, a citizen's
- group called the Nor'west League deluged WaShingtonvwith protests.
over the location of the new black housing project. According to
the League, the housing prograﬁ was ﬁa secret project instigated
by self-interested businessﬁen, real estate developers or
vofficials . . . anxious to shove its negroes anywhere to get rid
of them." As Isabelle Sanderson,Asecretary of the Nor'west
League bluntly put it in a letter to the PWA, "everybody thinks
this mod_el negro settlement idea 1s '1ove1y — for somebody else's |
neighborhood. 22 :

The removal of blacks from "Colored Town" would pave the way
for slum clearance and the expansion of the Miami business
 district. Despite the depression, Miami was growing rapidly in
the 1930s. The city's population rose by 64 percent from 110,637
in 1930 to 172,172 in 1940. Dade County population increased by
over‘87 peréent during the decade. The bust was over, and if

boom times were not yet fully back, tourism, real estate,
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' ‘building, and business were looking good. Clearly, the business
community perceived the arrival of federal slum clearance and
housing programs as an opportunity for pushing out the boundaries
of the central business area.23

Gramling was not alone in his approach. Other Miami civic
leaders were thinking along the same lines. George E. Merrick,
for instance, the Coral Gables developer who had lost his fortune
in the collapse of the 1920s boom, was back in Miami real estate
by the mid-thirties. 1In a speech to the Miami Realty Board in
May 1937,Merrick proposed "a complete slum clearance s s
effectively removing every negro family from the present city
limits."2% |

About the same time, the Dade County Planning Council
announced its "negro resettlement plan." This plan, the council
asserted, waé "based upon very intensive research through the
best riatiohal authorities and experience, as well as upon the
consensus of the best thought on the subject here in South
Florida.” 'Ihe idea was to cooperate with the éity of Miami "in
removing [the] entire Central Negro tpwn~t;> three Negro Park
locations, and establishment there of thres model negro towns."
One of the planned commﬁnities was to be located on distant A
agricultural land on the Tamiami Trail west of the city limits;
the plan envisioned other black communities west of Perrine to
the south and west of Opa-locka to the north. Distance was not
| problem, the planning report noted, since "an exclusive negro bus
line service directly from these negro areas to the heart of

Miami" would be established. The Dade County Commission
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unanimously adopted the planning report, and it was

enthusiastically endorsed as well by the Miami Herald.25

Thus, the 'forces unleashed by the New Deal housing program
had a dramatic and shaping impact on Miami. The availability of
federal housing furds mob.ilized the civic elite, who saw in slum
clearance a golden opportunity to push the blacks out of the
downtown area. The Liberty Square project drew upon an
undisguised racism among the city's decision-makers. It also
© generated raciai tensions in the northwest area where the 243-
.unit project was ultimately completed in 1937. .’I'he seemingly
_ simple decision to‘provide housing for blacks had other
unantit:ipated consequences, too. Essentially, the Liberty Square
housing project became the nucleus of a new and rapidly growing
black ghetto — the enormous l5-square mile area we now know as
Liberty City. Previously confined to the limited territory of
Overtown, blacks rapidly pushed out the boundaries of Liberty
City, sweeping into _undeveloped land as well as white working
class neighborhoods on the northern fringes of Miami. As in such
cities as C'hicago and Detroit, the racial turnover of existing
neighborhoods in Miami was a process filléd with conflict and
violence.2® |

Although smaller in population, the black central district
remained as well, obviously frustrating the ambitious segregation
plans of Gramling, Merrick, and the others. But the black-
removal goals of the downtdwn business leaders have never
completely disappeared from the scene. The highway building

mania of the late fifties and early sixties accomplished some of
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the black removal program. A single interchange on the North-
South Expressway (Interstate 95), for instance, destroyed the
housing of 2,500 Overtown families in the early 1960s. Urban
renewal programs in the 1960s provided new opportunities to
achieve the same end. In a 1964 study, geographer Harold M. Rose
noted that "a recently proposed urban renewal project, if
instituted, would result in the elimination of this historic
center of Negro settlement, which has been blamed for stifling
the economic growth of the central business district." Close
readers of the.Miami press know that the idea of pushing the
business district into what remains of Overtown is fully alive in
the mid-1980s.27

It would, moreover, be difficult to describe Miami's early
experience with public housing as a roéring success. From 1937,
when Liberty Square was completed, until 1949, only three public
housing projects with 1,515 units had been completed, one for
blacks and two for whites. A referendum in 1949. pei'mitted the
Miami Housing Authority to construct an additional 1,500 public
housing units, but ten years later oniy-ha1f~that number had been
completed. Not until the 1960s and the é}eation of the Dade
County Department of Housing and Urban Development —— “Little
HUD," as it was called -- did public housing in the area get
serious attention. But despite the relatively meager results in
terms of housing units actually completed, it should be clear
that federal intervention had a shaping impact on urban physical
and spatial develqpmerm;28 |

Another New Deal federal agency -- the Home Owners Loan
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Ooxporaticn (HOLC) — had an equally pernicious influence on the
development of segregated housing patterns in Miami, as well as
in other cities. Established in 1933, the HOLC was designed to
grant lang-term, low-interest mortgages to homeowners who were
unable to secure regular md_rtgages, who were in danger of losing
their homes through default of foreclosure, or who sought to
recover homes already lost by foreclosure. The HOLC developed an

elaborate appraisal and rating system by which to evaluate

neighborhoods in every city. HOLC appraisers -~ usually local

bankers and real estate men — assigned each neighborhood to one
of four categories, beginning with the most desirable or "A"
sections through tﬁe least desirable or "D" areas. These
appraisal decisions were piotted on "residential éecurity maps,"
on which the four categories were color-coded — green fqr those -
areas designated "A," blﬁe for the "B," yellow for the "C," and
red for the "D." These maps, the HOLC noted, '"graphically
reflect the tiend of desirability in neighborhoods from a
residential viewpoint." As urban historian Kenneth T. Jackson
havs suggested, the HOLC appraisal sys_tem~ a;tually initiated
"redlining," the practice by banks and otherilending ifxstitutions

of refusing to grant mortgages or other loans in older, poorer,

 and black neighborhoods.29

How did redlining work in actual practice? The HOLC

"residential security maps" were accompanied by detailed area

descriptions compiled by the local appraisers. The area

~descriptions listed the characteristics of Miami neighborhoads,

economic and occupational status of residents, positive and
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 detrimental influences, type, age, and price of buildings, as

well as 'restrictions set up to protect the neighborhood"” — an
obvious reference to discriminatory deed restrictions.30 The
HOLC made two such residential surveys in Miami during the 1930s,
one in 1936 and another in 1938.

In the surveys of Miami, as well ‘as ‘of other cities, the
HOLC began with a general statement describing the féur different
neighborhood categories. The "A" areas were new and well-
planned, with a homogeneous population and well-built, high-
priced homes; these sections of Miami, HOLC appraisers wrote in
1938, were "synonymous with the area where good mortgage lenders
with available funds are willing to make their maximum loans."
The "B" neighbdrhoods were slightly less good, although "still

desirable."” The houses were older, the residents less wealthy,

" the areas less uniform in architecture and building style, and

the availability of mortgage money “slightly limited."31 fThe "C"
category was assigned to sparseiy developed sections on the

metropolitan fringe and to areas of transition characterized by

- age, oObsolescence, poor building or maintenance, inadequate

transportation” and utilities, 1lack of zoning or building
restrictions, and closeness to black neighborhoods.  They were,
HOLC appraisers said in 1936, "definitely declining." The least

desirable "D" rating went to so-called “hazardous" areas —-

- "neighborhoods in which the things that are now taking place in

the C neighborhoods have already happened."” Specifically, the
"D" sections were inhabited by blacks and "low grade white

population" and characterized by such "detrimental influences" as
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a low percentage of home ownership, dilapidated housing, poor

sanitation, industrial land uses, and nearness to trash dumps,
incinerators, amd railroads.3?

Although the HOLC was a federal agency, its appraisal
decisions were made by local mortgage brokers and real estate

men. The 1936 survey, for instance, was prepared by an HOLC

| official and four Miami realtors. The 1938 survey was made by an

HOLC man and seven local realtors and mortgage bankers. The
participation of Miami realtor Lon Worth Crow on both surveys
typified the involvement of the city's civic elite in the local
workings of the HOLC. Arriving in Miami in 1913 from west
Florida, where he had operated a lumber and sawmill business,
Crow soon became an inveterate city booster. He served for 27
years as a director of the Miami Realty Board and for several
years in the 1920s president of the Miami Chamber of Commerce.
As-one admirer put it, Crow "concerned himself with pract;.ically

every kind of vital problem connected with his city and its life.

He had a keen sense of civic pride’and loyalty to Miami and

worked tirelessly for its welfare and grqwth." Like John
Gramling, Lon Worth Crow found in the r‘.lew federal housing
prograins an opportunity to shape Miami to his own liking.33

As might be suspected, the HOLC appraisals of Miami
neighborhoods reflected the bias of the local appraisers. The
1936 survey assigned the "A" designation to only a few smail
areas of the metropolitan area. These included a section of

Miami Beach north of Lincoln Road, sections of Coral Gables ard

Miami Shores, a few bay front neighborhoods north of Miami, and
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the Biscayne Bay islards between Miami amd Miami Beach. These
were neighborhoods of larger and more expensive homes on sizable
lots; their reéidents were "native-born whites" who ranged from
"the extremely wealthy" to professionals, "salaried executives,”
and retired businessmen. One would not be surprised to learn
that the HOLC appraisers themselves lived in these same
neighborhoods. Of the Miami Beach section, the appraisers noted
with approval “the northward movement of Jews from the southern
part of the island . . . is limited in most cases by deed
| restrictions." The 1938 survey was even more parsimonious with
the "A" rating, some of the north bayshore neighborhoods being
downgraded to the ng category.34

The appraisers were relatively generous in the assignment of
the "B" rating in 1936. A few Miami Beach, Coral Gables, aﬁd
Miami bay front areas received this second-grade rating, as did a
few older Miami neighborhoods (Riverside, Lawrence, Shenandoah,
Shadowlawn, and Biltmore). However, the 1938 appraisal
downgraded some of these areas to the s category because of the
encroachment of businesses, tourist homes, ~and boai’ding houses,
as well as the "infiltration of Cubans." (There is a sense of
de,j\a vu here in this reference to exiles from the Cuban
revolution of 1933).3°

There were no "C" designations in 1936, but virtual‘ly the
entire remainder of the metropolitan area received the lowest "D
rating. As might be expected, this included the downtown black
district near the CBD; it also included "some of the outlying

southwest sections of Miami and practically all of the northwest
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sections, in:luding Hialeah." It also included the Liberty City
housing project of the PWA, even though it was not yet completed.
The 1938 appraisers were even tougher in their real estate
evaluations. Many "A" and "B" rxeigllborlbods were downgraded, and
a large number of new "C" and "D" areas were designated.3® The
1938 HOIC map reveals a smattering of green and blue, and a vast
expanse of yellow and red covering the entire metropolitan
area.37 By 1938, Miami for all practical purposes had been
redlined by the local real estate ard banking community.

The Miami appraisers of the HOLC noted the hesitancy of
banks and mortgage lenders ﬁo invest in the "C" and "D"
neighborhods. Mortgage money for home purchase or home building
generally was described as "ample" in "A" and even some "B"
areas. But in the "C" areas mortgage money was "limited." For
instance, in the white, working class Shadowlawn section —— area
"C-6" on the residential security map -- mortgage money was
"1imited" even though the area was "close to gdod transportation
and schools and shopping centers" and despite the fact that
portions of the area wére "being improved with houses too good
for the area." 1In the judgement of the HbLC appraisers, the
"trend of desirabilitY" of Shadowlawn over the next ten to
fifteen years was "down."38 BRanks and other lending institutions
were very reluctant to invest in these "C" neighborhoods, even
- though their populations were entirely white. According to the
HOLC these areas were in the process of "transition" -- a code
word which meant that they were near black neighborhoods and that

they might soon be less white and more black. For the "D"
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neighborhoods, a single word described the availability of
mortgage money from local institutions — "None."3.9

The impact of the HOLC in Miami, it should be clear, was to
consign the city's black sections, as well as adjacent white
areas, to a future of physical decay and intensified racial
segregation. Some HOLC mortgage loans were made in "C" and "D"
neighborhoods, but local financial institutions strengthened
their earlier discriminatory loan practices. As Jackson-has
written, "the damage caused by the HOLC came not through its own
actions, but through the influence of its appraisal system on the
financial decisions of other institutions."40 HOIC “residential
security maps"v were available to- local'.bankers (after all, they
had an important role in drawing them up), and the HOLC appraisal
categories were used in evaluating mortgage and loan applicants.
The Federal Housing Administration (FHA), which insured private
mortages for home construction, also used the HOLC appraisal

categories and probably the HOLC residential security maps. It

‘is clear that the FHA had a discriminatory loan record in Miami.

According to Elizabeth Virrick, author of a ~1960 study of Miami

housing, "it is well-known locally that Ne‘groes in Dade County

were refused FHA commitments until recently."4l Thus, the Home

Owners Loan Corporation, a federal agency originally designed to
help poor homeowners combat the depression, was effectively
turned against the people who needed help the most.

'Ihe effect of federal "redlining" was to hasten the physical
decay of the city and strengthen the process of residential

segregation. Several studies have demonstrated that of more than
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one hurdred large American cities, Miami had the highest degree
of residential segregation by race in 1940, 1950, and 1960.42
This was not a racial pattern that happened by accident.
Residential segregation and the rapid physical deterioration of
ghetto housing, moreover, has had devastating human and social
consequences in Miami. Race riots in 1968, 1980, and 1982
revealed the extent of black anger and frustration. A succession
of studies singled out housing as one of the most serious black
grievances.43 The spatial distribution oﬁ population and
housing -initiated in the New Deal era has had long-term
consequences.

This Miami research conforms to several recent studiés
elaborating the shaping impact of federal intervention on urban
'development and change since the 1930s.44 The New Dealers put
. together a new Democratic coaliticn — one largely held together
by a vast federal investment in urban employment programs and new
urban constuction. But although the funding came from
Washington, the implementation and direction of these various
urban programs was ieft to local govermnents._ ard local leaders.
The much-vaunted liberalism of the New Deal viras often tempered in
cities like Miami-by segregation and the opportunism of local

entrepreneurs.

20



1. Zane L. Miller, The Urbanization of Modern America: A Brief

3.

4,

History (New York: Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich, 1973), 161;

George E. Mowry and Blaine A. Brownell, The Urban Nation,

1920-1980 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1981), 79. For general
overview of the subject, see William H. Wilson, "A Great
Impact, A Gingerly Investigation: Historians and the Federal
Effect on Urban Develq:ment,“. in Jerome Finster, ed., The

National Archives and Urban Research (Athens, Chio: Chio

University Press, 1974), 113-123.

Bruce M. Stave, The New Deal and the Last Hurrah: Pittsburgh

Machine Politics (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh

Press, 1970); Lyle W. Dorsett, The Pendergast Machine (New

York: Oxford University Press, 1968); Lyle W. Dorsett,

Franklin D. Foosevelt and the City Bosses (Port Washington,

N. Y.: Kennikat Press, 1977); Charles H. Trout, Boston, The

Great Depression, and the New Deal (New York: Oxford

University Press, 1977). See also the essays by Stave ard

Dorsett in John Braeman, et al., eds:, The New Deal: The

State and Local levels (Coiw»fwsJ Chio: Chio State University

Press, 1975), 376-419.

Mark S. Foster, From Streetcar to Superhighway: American

City Planners and Urban Transportation, 1900-1940

(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 198l1).

Mark I. Gelfard, A Nation of Cities: The Federal Government

21



and Urban America, 1933-1965 (New York: Oxford University

Press, 1975); Philip J. Funigiello, The Challenge to Urban

Liberalism: Federal-City Relations during World War II

(Knoxville, Tenn.: University of Tennessee Press, 1978).

5. Joseph L. Arnold, The New Deal in the Suburbs: A History of

6.

the Greenbelt Town Program, 1935-1954 (Columbus, Chio: Chio

State University, 1971).

Stephen J. Diner and Helen Young, eds., Housing Washington's

People: Public Policy in Retrospect (Washington, D. C.:

University of the District of Columbia, 1983), 169-175.

Charles Abrams, Forbidden Neighbors: A Study of Prejudice in

Housing (New York: Harper, 1955), 229-230.

Kenneth T. Jackson, "Race, Ethnicity, a_nd‘ Real Estate

Appraisal: The Home Owners Loan Corporation and the Federal

Housing Administration," Journal of Urban History, 6 (August

1980), 419-452; Kemneth T. Jackson, "Feleral -Subsidy and the
Suburban Dream: The First-Quarter-Century of Government

Intervention in the Housing Market," Records of the Columbia

Historical Society of Washingtan, D. C., 50 (1980), 421-451.

Timothy L. McDonnell, The Wagner Housing Act: A Case Study of

the Legislative Process (Chicago: Loyola Universitif Press,

1957), 29-50; Broadus Mitchell, Depression Decade: From New

22



10.

Era through New Deal, 1929-1941 (New York: Holt, Rinehart

and Winston, 1947), 332-334; William E. Leuchtenburg,

Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York:

Harper and Row, 1963), 133-134; Gelfand, A Nation of

Cities, 5%9-65.

"Application of the Southern Housing Corporation, Miami,

Florida, to the Administration of Public Works, Division of
Housing, Washington, D.C., for Financing Low Cost Housing
Project at Miami, Florida," December 19, 1933, Records of
the Public Housing Administration (hereafter cited as PHA
Records, Record Group 196, Box 292, National Archives,
Washington, D.C.; Horatio B. Hackett to Harold L. Ickes,
October 18, 1934, ibid., Box 297; A. R Clas to M. J. Orr,

July 15, 1935, ibid., Box 299.

11. Miami Herald, August 29, 1934; Chas. S. Thompson, "The Growth

12.

of Colored Miami," The Crisis, 49 (March 1942), 83-84;
Paul S. George, "Colored Town: Miami's-Black Community,

1896-1930," Florida Historical Quarterly, 56 (April 1978),

432-447; "Application of the Southern Housing Corporation,"

PHA Records, Box 299.

Charles Garofalo, “"Black-White Occupational Distribution in
Miami during World War I," Prologue,5 (Summer 1973), 98-101;

Reinhold P. Wolff and David K. Gillogly, Negro Housing in

the Miami Area: Effects of the Postwar Building Boom (Coral

23 .



Gables, Fla.: Bureau of Business and Economic Research,
University of Miami, 1951); Elizabeth L. Virrick, "New
Housing for Negroes in Dade County, Florida," in Nathan

Glazer and Davis McEntire, eds., Studies in Housing & Minority

Groups (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press,
1960), 135-143; Harold M. Rose, "Metropolitan Miami's

Changing Negro Population, 1950-1960," Economic Geography,

40 (July 1964), 221-238. On blacks in Miami, the following

are also useful: Warren M. Banner, An Appraisal of Progress,

1943-1953 (New York: National Urban League, 1953); James W.

Morrison, The Negro in Greater Miami (Miami: Greater Miami

Urban League, 1962). For an interpretation of the thought
ard activities of the "civic elite" in the urban South, see

Blaine A. Brownell, The Urban Ethos in the South, 1920-1930

(Baton Rouge, La.: Louisiana State University Press, 1975).

13. E. V. Blackman, Miami and Dade County, Florida: Its

Settlement, Progress and Achievement (Washington, D.C.:

Victor Rainbolt, 1921), 104-105. ~

4

14. Dozens of Gramling letters to federal housing officials can

be found in PHA Records, Boxes 297-301.
15. Jchn L. Gramling to Eugene H. Klaber, January 22, 1934, PHA

Records, Box 301; A. R. Clas to M. J. Orr, July 15, 1935,

ibid., Box 299.

24



16, Miami Times, January 20, 1934, clipping, PHA Records,

Box 301; R. E. S. Toomey to Robert D. Kohn, January 15,
1934, ibid., Box 299; Miami Colored Chamber of Commerce, "To

Whom It May Concern," May 17, 1935, PHA Records, Box 301.
17. Gramling to Klaber, January 24, 1934, PHA Records, Box 301.
18. Paul S. George, "Criminal Justice in Miami, 1896-1930"
(Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State University,

1975}, 158-159.

19. A. B. Small to A. R. Clas, May 31, 1935, PHA Records, Box

298.

20. [Miami] Friday Night, January 12, 1934, clipping, PHA

Records, Box 301; Gramling to Klaber, February 19,‘ 1934,
ibid., Box 299; Gramling to Horatio B. Hackett, October 17,
1934, ibid., Box 301.

~

21. Gramling to Klaber, February 19, 1934, PHA Records, Box 299.

22. Isabelle Sanderson to Hackett, April 19, 1935, PHA Records,

Box 297; Sanderson to Clas, May 17, 1935, ibid., Box 297.

23. On Miami's growth during this periocd, see Raymond A. Mohl,
"Miami: The Ethnic Cauldron," in Richard M. Bernard ard

Bradley R. Rice, eds., Sunbelt Cities: Politics and Growth

25



Since World War II (Austin, Tex.: Univerity of Texas Press,

1983), 58-99.

24. George E. Merrick, Planning the Greater Miami for Tomorrow

(Miami: Miami Realty Board, 1937), 1l.

25. Dade County Planning Council, "Negro Resettlement Plan,"

1937, mimeo in National Urban League Papers, Part I,

Series VI, Box 56, Library of Congress.

26. Recent studies confirming this pattern for other cities

27.

include: Arnold R. Hirsch, Making'the Second Ghetto: Race

and Housing in Chicago, 1940-1960 (Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press, 1983); Dominic J. Capeci, Jr.,

Race Relations in Wartime Detroit: The Sojourner Truth

Housing Controversy, 1937-1942 (Philadelphia: Temple

University Press, 1984). For the pattern of conflict in

‘Miami during the 1940s anmd 1950s, see Abrams, Forbidden

Neighbors, 120-136. -~

3

Miami Negroes: A Study in Depth (Miami: The Miami Herald, |

1968), V23; Rose, "Metropolitan Miami's Changing Negro
Population," 224; Robert M. Press, "Miami's Overtown: Blacks

Fight Inequality to Revive Community," Christian Science

Monitor (March 20, 1984), 5; Miami Herald, December 28,

1981, December 2, 1983, May 19, July 13, 1984; Miami Times,

December 16, 1982; Miami News, October 6, 1983. For the

26



28.

29,

negative consequences of highway and urban renewal programs

generally, consult: Martin Anderson, The Federal Bulldozer:

A Critical Analysis of Urban Renewal, 1949-1962 (Cambridge,

Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1964); Scott Greer, Urban Renewal and

American Cities: The Dilemma of Democratic Intervention

(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1965); Sam Bass

Warner, Jr., The Urban Wilderness: A History of the

American City (New York: Harper and Row, 1972), 37-52. -

Haley Sofge, "Public Housing in Miami," Florida Planning and

Development, 19 (March 1268), 1—4.;‘Aileen Lotz, "The Birth of
'Little Hud,'" ibid., 19 (January 1968), 1-3, 6; (February 1968),
1-3,} 12, See also‘ Richard O. Davies, "One-third of a
Nation: The Dilemmas of America's Housing, 1607-1970," in’

Finster, ed., The National Archives and Urban Research, 41-

55.

"Security Area Map, Miami, Florida,_" ard f'Analysis of Realty
Area Map of Miami, Florida," both 1936,‘. Recards of the Home
Owners Loan Corporation (hereafter cited as HOLC Records), Record
Growp 195, National Archives, Washington, D.C.; “Security Area
Descriptions: Metropolitan Miami, Florida," September 24,

1938, ibid. See also Jackson, "Race, Ethnicity, and Real
Estate Appraisal," 419-452; Iowell C. Harriss, History and

Policies of the Home Owners' Loan Corporation (New York: 1951).

27



20. "Security Area Descriptions: Metropolitan Miami," 1938, HOLC

Records.

31. Ipid.

32. "Security Area Map" and "Analysis of Realty Area Map of

Miami, " 1936, HOLC Records.

33. The East Coast of Florida (3 vols.; Delray Beach, Fla.:

Southern Publishing Company, 1962), III, 532.

A\ U

34. "Analysis of Realty Area Map of Miami, 1936, HOLC Records;

"Security Area Descriptions: Metropolitan Miami," 1938, ibid.
35. Ibid.
36. Ibid.
37. “Security Area Map, Miami, Florida," 1938, HOLC Records.

38. "Security Area Descriptions: Metropolitan Miami," 1938, HOLC

Records.
39. Ibid.

40. Jackson, "Race, Ethnicity, and Real Estate Appraisal, 430.

28



41. Ibid., 430, 449; Virrick, “"New Housing for Negroes in Dade

County, " 140.

42. Donald O. Cowgill, "Trends in Residential Segregation of
Non-whites in American Cities, 1940-1950," American

Sociological Review, 21 (February 1956), 43-47; Karl E.

Taeuber and Alma F. Taeuber, Negroes in Cities: Residential

Segregaticm and Neighborhood Change (Chicago: Aldine

Publishing Co., 1965), 40-41; Annemette Sorenson, et al.,
"Indexes of Racial Residential Segregation for 102 Cities in

the United States, 1940-1970," Sociological Focus, 8

(1975), 125-142.

43, National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence,

Miami Report: The Report of the Miami Study Team on Civil

Disturbances in Miami, Florida, during the Week of August 5,
1968 (Washington, D.C.: Government Prinﬁing Office, 1969);

U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, Confronting Racial Isoclation

in Miami (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1982);

Bruce Porter and Marvin Dunn, The Miami Riot of 1980:

Crossing the Bounds (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1984).

44. John H. Mollenkopf, The Contested City (Princeton, N.J.:

Princeton University Press, 1983); Roger W. Lotchin, ed.,

The Martial Metropolis: U. S. Cities in War and Peace

New York: Praeger, 1984).

29



