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Church Real Estate
udy in Church Reputability *

e

By Stanrey H. CHAPMAN

HAS WRITTEN, “the possession of goods,
d aggressively by one’s own exertion ot pas-
rission through inheritance from others, be-
tional basis of reputability,” and if Veblen’s
ability are applicable to institutions, then an
the real estate holdings of churches in 2 com-
afford some index of the community esteem
s,
2blen has written,
only themselves the result of 2 selective process which
& or dominant types of spiritual attitude and aptitudes;

e time special methods of life and of human relations,
their turn efficient factors of selection.? ‘

of social position which operate in respect to

churches will also operate upon the individual members of the
community participating in them and again jointly upon in-
dividuals and churches.

It is therefore
of the churches
Haven, Conneg
variety of econ
“highly develope
tion New Have

proposed to examine the real estate holdings
in an industrial New England city—New
ticut—a community which displays-a wide
omic activity, ranging from agriculture to
d industry and business finance. - In popula-
n is an amalgam of first settler English stock,

of members of most of the waves of immigration to the United

States, of Negr

* Some of the mates
nual Mceting of the Eas
Aspects of the Churche

1 Thorstein Veblen:|
1931, Modern Library E

21bid., p. 188,

oes, and of the offspring of all these groups.

ial and discussion of this paper was presented to the Fifreenth An-
tern Sociological Society, New York, April 22, 1944, as “Ecological
s of New Haven.”

“The Theory of the Leisure Class,”” New York, The Viking Press,
Edition, p. 29.

439




e

440 The American Jowrnal of Economics and Sociology

The city thus|presents a significant case study of an urbanized
cosmopolitan region. Since population diversity has par-
alleled economic diversity, New Haven has maintained con-
tinuity of cdlonial stock and at the same time has achieved
complezity of population, society, and culture. = For the pur-
pose of such a study as this, there is another recommendation
for New Hayen. From earliest colonial days, the church has
been a prominent institution. With the development of the
city, that prominence has changed in both kind and implica-
tion; but thé church has always been visibly to the fore.
There Wefre in 1941-1942 112 churches active in New
Haven with| a qualifying minimum of twelve months’ rec-
ognized existence. From the founding of the colony in 1638
until 1750 jall churches had. been Congregational.. From
1750 to 181i0 there were only _Congregational and Episcopal
churches. In the decade of 1840, Catholic and Jewish
churches became active. The chief denominations as re-
ported in Religious Bodies for 1936 show the following
strength:’ "

Denomination® Number of . Total
_ | .- Churches® Membership®

Congregational .. .. .. . . 10 6,884
Episcopal . .........- - 12 ' 9,587
Methodist .. .......-- 10 3,870
Baptist . ......oo.n 7 2,847
Universalist .......... -1 401
Presbyterian . ... ...... - 2 241
Luthefan ............ _ 3 _ 1,659
Romat!il Catholic ...... .20 71,161
Jewish .............. 184 24,700

a. Thes¢ denominational categoriés are inclusive, except for the Negro Methodise
groups, |which are not included.

b, These figures are for churches reporting to the Bureau of the Census.

¢. ‘The definition of membesship is not standard, and thercfore these figuees are
not stri¢tly comparable. ) : ’

3. S, Burchu of the Census: Religious Bodies, 1936, 1: 600601,
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d. The number of Jewish churches here given is not in accordance with available
local information, which is 13, The Greatér New Haven area miay have been
used rather than the smaller city.

This is the end résult of the first ten churches to be organized
in dlfferent denolmmatmns-

(1) Center Chlurch ............ (Congregational) 1632
(2) Trinity Church ... .. .. ... (Episcopal) 1752
(3) First Methodist Church . . ... (Methodist) 1811
(4) First Baptist Church ... ... (Baptist) 1816
(5) Christ Church .. ... .. L (Roman Catholic) 1833
(6) First Universalist Church ... = (Universalist) 1836
(7) Temple Mishkan Israel . .. . .. (Jewish—Reform) 1840
(8) Trinity Evangelical ' :
Luthera.r:1 Church ... ... .. (Lutheran) 1863
(9) First Presbyterian Church ... * (Presbyterian) 1873%
(10} First Unitarian Church .. ... (Unitarian) © 1893

* These churches did mot persist.  ‘The first Catholic ¢hurch to: endure was
founded in 1848;! the first Presbyterian i 1886. There is no Unitarian church
in New Haven today.

For purposes jof convenience, denominations (of which
there are some forty in the city) and undenominational
churches have been classified into four Church Groups: Jew-
ish, Catholic, Protestant and Other. In order they rank by
dummshlng age and stand in sequence or related evolution.
Other categories are available. But these appeal because they
are socially releVant. The second and fourth alone require
comment. Eastern (Orthodox) and Western (Roman Cath-
olic) churches have a common background and show signs of
merging in this country into an eventual single denomination
under Rome. Al special category seems called for in the case
of distinctly neither Christian nor Protestant denominations,

“such as Bahai and Spiritualist. ‘The Salvation Army is arbi-
trarily assigned Wlth these to the Other Group because it has
never been accepted in New England on equal terms with the

old lme_denommqtmns ot even with the newcomers.
i .
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By Church Group, New Haven’s 112 churches may be clas-

sified: 13 Je
They are dis
tribution of

wish, 24 Catholic, 69 Protestant, and 6 Other.
L ributed according to Table A—Fcological Dis-
Churches by Church Groups, Davie Districts,

District Types. This follows the ecological analysis devel-
oped by Professor Maurice R. Davie,’ who has described 25

ecological ar;
nant Charad

eas (See Table B, New Haven Areas by Predomi-
teristics) , which in the literature of the field are

known as Davie Districts—here called merely Districts.
These 25 are capable of classification into seven District
Types:’
District District No. of Districts Characteristics
Type
A 1,17 ' 2z Upper Class Residential
B 2, 10, 14, 16, ‘
18, 22 6 Upper Middle Class *
C 37, 8,9, 11, 12,
15, 19, 20, 21 10 Lower = e
D 4] 5, 6, 13 4 Lower Class Residential
E Central Business 1 Business
F Induserial 1 Industrial
G Yjale University 1 Yale University

For putrposes of comparison, Table C—Distribution by

Davie Distr

icts According to Religion of Head of Family—

provides the constituency basis for churches and denomina-
tions. 'To round out the constituency picture, Table D gives

distribution

of minority churches by Church Groups and

District Types.
Church|real estate, to which the previous analytical appa-

4 wThe Pattern of Urban Growth,” in “Studies in the Science of Society,” ed., G- .

Murdock, New|Haven, Yale University Press, 1937, pp- 13362,
5 A six-catggory classification is used by G. E. Evans, “Speial and Geographical Dis-
tribution of Dispensary Cases of Rheumatic Fever in New Haven,” in “Rheumatic Fever

7
]

in Mew Haven.
93108, A fdur

ed., John R. Paul, Lancaster, Pa., Science Press Printing Co., 1941, pp.
_category classification is used by M. R. Davie and R, J. Reeves, “Tro-

pinquity of Residence Refore Marriage,” American Journal of Sociology, Jan., 1939, 44:

514-7.
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lied, is of two kinds—tax-paying and tax-
two, the second is the greater in volume and
The Grand List of the City of New Haven
135 for real estate; for various types of stat-
there were exemptions of $139,850,499.
church buildings were $5,871,570; for all

church-owned re¢

erty owned by churches was assessed at $1,365,080.

church property
Grand List,

al estate, $8,829,803. Tax-paying prop-
In all,
totaled $10,194,883, or 3.9 per cent of the

The number of churches owning tax-exempt

or church propei'ty was 97, out of a possible total of 112.
The churches with no property holdings were all Protestant

(11) or Other G
The church-o

oup (4).
ned is but a small percentage of the total

property of the community, and even in the exempt category,

churches are not

schools and other
alone claims a ta

" nearly eight time
overall picture of
Exemptions cot
were for schools
Yale University:

prominent, ranking quite secondarily to
public property. Indeed, Yale University

x exemption of more than $68,000,000, or
s as much as all the churches together.

The

tax exemption is as follows.

mparable to that enjoyed by church property

for New Haven services, cemeteries, and

Exemptions for schools:

Private ___ L. ... ... ... ... ... $ 382,400

Public ...l . ..... .......... 7,578,905

Parochial (Roman Cathelic) . .. 2,139,915  $10,101,220
Exemptions for City of New Haven facilities . . . .. - $21,719,495
Cemeteries . ...l .. . ... . $ - 930,269
The Housing Authority of the City of New Haven $ 2,301,010
Yale University L ... .ovvvvvenenemanannnnan.s $68,660,90%

In Tables E
tax-paying and

and F there is presented a summary of

tax-exempt church-owned real estate by



444 The| American Journal of Economics and Sociology

- Church Group, Davie District, and District Type. Table G
" extracts the same data for tax-paying property and separates
it for minority and non-minority churches. Table H pre-
sents an analysis of tax-exempt real estate for minority
churches. | ' o

By compaflrat:ive totals of tax-paying property, the Church
Groups stand in order of wealth Protestant, Catholic,. and
Jewish. Wihen their total holdings are averaged for the num-
ber of churches in each group, the results stand Protestant
1$126,359, Catholic $10,580, and Jewish $10,213. By totals
of tax-exempt real estate, the order is Protestant,. Catholic,
Jewish, anci Other; the Church Group average-per-church
gives the or%der Catholi¢ $161,145, Protestant $75,957, Jewish
$38,083, an@d Other $30,870. Tax-exempt property by Dis-
trict Type presents a Church Group bar-graph pattern given
on Table I—Protestant holdings bulk fargest in the two best
residential District Types and in the Business and University
areas; Cathfolié,- in the third and fourth District Types. The
Protestant concentration is in B and E; the Catholic in C.

Thus thf:: Protestant Group shows stronger investment in
the better residential district types and in the earliest area of
settlementi—the present central business district. It might
be said that Protestant Group holdings display, in their tax-
exemption, the enjoyment of privilege by those accustomed
to establish:ed communpity position. It might be said that the
Catholic and Jewish Groups display the enjoyment of privi-
lege .fr_bmiass'ociation, since church norms were set by the
Protestant! colonizers. Insofar as church property exceeds
in valuation and quality of appointments the requirements of
mere utility, an elemerit of conspicuous consumption charac-
terizesit, | Such excess of property over the demands of util-
ity involves a pious ostentation, the tax-exemption of which
constitutes a culturally and politically approving recognition
of a basic :non-ufility.
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Taken with Veblen’s classic analysis of conspicuous con-
sumption as the badge of reputability and decorum, the fol-
lowing passage from Henry George offers a theoretical analy-
sis that may be Jiaken as the point of departure for some .
concluding speculation: '

Since the motive of ostentation in the use of wealth is simply to show
the ability to expend wealth, and since this can be shown in the ability to
'pay a tax, taxes on ostentation pure and simple, while not checking the pro-
duction of wealth, do not even restrain the enjoyment of wealth.: But
such taxes, while they have a place in the theory of taxation, are of no prac-
tical importance. 'Sml-ne trivial amount ié raised in England from taxes on
footmen wearing pow:dered wigs, taxes on armorial bearirigs, etc., but such
taxes are not resorted to in this country, and are incapable anywhere of
yielding any considéral'ble revenue.® ' :

We have no vanity taxes on property, although we do en-
joy a thorough program of luxury taxes. The incidence of
taxation upon the middle area between undebatable luxuries
and essentials is not to be examined here.  Nor is the nebulous,
or at best uncertain, question of church membership. De-
nominations within Church Groups do not employ the same
basis of reporting members for the Cenmsus of Religious
Bodies” Ttis umlieniablé, however, that there are many New
Haveners who do not attend any church, who do not belong
toany church. Of these, many are in turn property-owners
and tax-payers who pay a rate higher than would be necessary
were New Haven churches not exempted. _

Two facets of| this question are worth mentioning. The
negative taxation has its positive rate-paying incidence upon
members of one church whose denomination is relatively little
advantaged. Th!ey accordingly pay, directly in taxes or in-
directly in rent and rent-priced goods and services, for the
conspicuous 'cons%amption of other Church Groups, other de-

G “Protection Of Frée Trade,” New York, Robert Schalkenbach Foundation, 1940,
p. 287, ‘ o

Qv
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nominations, and other chiurch members. The line of reason-
ing can be carried to the point, in fact, where it can be said
that unless one belongs to a select church and denomination,
he is thus burdened. 4
The second facet of the present tax pattern is the visible
expense to the city treasury caused by churches and their
activities. These activities and the resulting expense involve
fire, police, and public works supported by Grand List levies.
It should be|mentioned that there are offsetting expenditures:
from church funds in good works and intangibles that might
otherwise need to be matched by city moneys. Exact balanc-
ing of accounts is impossible from available data. ‘The con-
clusion of this train of inquiry leads again to Henry George,.
who observed of tax preferences for entrepreneurial ventures:

All experience shows that the policy of encouragement, once begun..
leads to a scramble in which it is the strong, not the weak . . . that succeed.

On the whole, the ability of iany industry to establish and maintain itself’
ini a free ficld 15 the measure of its utility, and that “struggle for existence™
which drives gut unprofitable industries is the best means of determining:
what industries are needed under existing conditions and what are not.®

A general and quite abstract justification for such prefer-
ential treatinent of the institutional property holdings of the
church can|perhaps be found in Keller’s large dictum, “The
great service of religion to early man was the discipline it en-
forced upon him.”® It encouraged thrift. The same author,
in commenting on the non-utilitarian consumption of goods
and serviceF in the guise of sacrifice enlarged and qualified
this opinion: .

Tt is necessary to look squarely at the actual loss and waste of sacrifice,
fqr they Wenl- actual. No evolutionist -can believe, however, that there
were no comjpensating advantages capable of conferring survival-value
upon the pragtice. Sacrifice, by destroying capital and other advantages
in living, entailed increased effort and exercised a “discipline through fear.”

8 15id., p. 96

% Alberr GJ Keller, “Starting-Points in Social Science,” Boston, Ginn & Co., 1923,
p. 138,
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is undeniable; it cannot be argued away; the only
lue of the compensating advantages which were con-

1tween sectarian sacrifice on temple altars

. theocratic subordination of Caesar’s rev-
: is a real one, not here to be slurred over.
onomically, however, the point can be ar-

gued in favor of church tax exemptions.

In a modern city whose origin lay in theocracy, there is no
problem of tracing the origin of tax exemption for church
real estate. Caesdr did not Jevy upon God, particularly when
Caesar was the temporal arm of God’s kingdom. The prac-
_ tice, however, of ¢ontemporary times takes new significance.
There is today no established community religion; competing
~ families of churcﬂnes all enjoy exemption. Lord Stamp calls

such usage negat
whereby the State
subsidy to person

“For whosoeve
quisites of institut
the participant h
right as well asby
petence. Tax ex
consideration. C

r hath, to him shall be given.”
eirs of institutions and who in their own
association are habituated to economic com-

ive taxation,” as part of a fiscal device
, in granting exemption, gives real or quasi
or practice. '

The per-

ions and substance accrue to those who are

emption does not occur as an independent

thurch tradition, church-state separation,

the reputability of continued enjoyment of ‘wealth, precedent

—these and other

The question 1]
stein shocked ma
ultimately shows
tax-exempt secur
this is to eliminate

10 William G, Summ
Yale University Press, 19
11 Josiah Charles Stap
12 Insecurity—A Chai
19333, p- 663.

?

considerations complicate the question.

ay, however, arise. In-1933 Abraham Ep-
ny sensibilities by writing, “If experience

that adequate taxation drives wealth into

ities, the simplest device for dealing with

3 312

the word “exempt. Many political and

Ly & Albert G. Kefler, “The Science of Society,” New Haven,

7, 221222,

hp, “Taxation,” Encyclopoedia Britanmica (1941), 21: 340.
lenge to America, New York, Random House {3rd rev. ed.,
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social sensibi!lities are still offended, now that tax-exemption
has been removed from all securities in this country, The
action is one not likely to be reversed. It may be that the
conﬂdetatmps complicating taxation of church property may
also be stripped to the bare political and economic elements.
We have here one more illustration of the insight of Mr.
Justice Holmes: L

Our system of morality is a body of imperfect social generalizations ex-
pressed in terms of emotion. To get at its truth, it is useful to omit the
emotion and ask ourselves what thosc generalizations are and how far they
are confirmed By fact accurately ascertained.™
The bare bones of the question have been pointed out by
Henry George in recommending the justice and equity of
land-value based taxation, which “falls enly upon those who
receive from society a ‘peculiar and valuable benefit, and upon
them in proportion to the benefit they receive.”"*

Church Groups in New Haven show a corresponding posi-
tion on the two scales of ecological distribution and of hold-
ings in real estate, The more advantaged in social-economic
ecological ra:ting' are also the wealthier. 'The distribution of
tax-paying real estate adds point to these generalizations.

The basis of reputability according to possession of goods

1§ attested by the undisturbed enjoyment by churches of tax-

" exemption. | The 1933 pronouncement of the New York
City Affairs Committee can be apphed to New Haven and its
churches: !

Many sound reasons could be advanced for 2 general policy of taxing all
privately owned property which is now exempt, but the present state of
American pubhc opinion would not permit this.’®

The balance pf pressures described by Thurman Arnold guar-

‘antees for the present the inviolable reputability of church

18 Oliver Wendell Holmes, “Ideals and Doubts,” in “Collected Legal Papers,” New
York, Harcourt Brace & Co., (copyright 1920), p. 306,

u “Progress and Poverty,” New York, Robert Schalkenback Foundation, 1938, p. 421.

18 New York Tm:e:, Nov. 27, 1933, “Churches Accused of ‘Profiting’ by sz—Ex~
emption.”
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land holdings and their tax exemption: “All tax programs
produce unpleasant associations and bitter hostility, and for
that reason falter under conflicting pressures.”™ There is
general agreement about the undesirability of increased taxes.
There is even abstract agreement with the (New York) State
Association of Real Estate Boards, which heard Ray Hofford
of Albany with approval:

The continuous in
upon our tax system,
Every piece of real
much more burden y
crushed by taxes.™
The average citiz
agreement upon
The point of v
der why,” he wi

crease of exemptions has become a-cancerous growth
which if not checked will bring dire results.

estate that is added to the exempt roll places just that
pon the private property owner, who is already being

en, church member or not, concentrates 1‘115 _
the danger of new exemption.

iew of Mr. Toledano is not general: “I won-
rote to the Times, “in the search for new

sources of revenue . . . so little is said about the taxing of
church property nsed for commercial purposes.”®  Still rarer

is the opinion exp
kins Cove:

Let the churches b

deprives the church

granted to it by the S
It is my firm convi|

the self-respect of ¢
churches into 2 more

number of persons wk

kindness.

I churchgoers lov:
If they do

untaxed.

ressed by the Rev. Walter W. Reid, of Tom-

e taxed. It possibly will be said that this suggestion
of its rights. Not of its rights but of 2 privilege
tate: -

ction that the taxzing of church property will enhance
hurches and churchmen, and that it will bring the
favorable light in the eyes of that rot inconsiderable
10 do not look upon organized religion with particular

= their church, they will support it whether taxed or
not love it, no amount of begging, no charity from

the State can save It .

1‘3

The note of churchmanly concern for the opintons of the

unchurched isa r

16 *The Symbols of G

17 New York Times,
18 New York Times,

19 Yerter to The New

are one in serious organized religious discus-

overnment,” WNew Haven.
October 22, 193
S

s Yale University Press, 1935, p. 1i6.
3, “Against’ Tax Exemptions.”
eptember 21, 1933, *Tazing Church Property.”
York Tﬁmes October 4, 1933,
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sion. The oﬂ-Jicial federal Census of Religious Bodies itself,
curiously enough, does not arrive at a no-church count by
subtracting logal memberships from local total population.
This reflects a IElind spot in American thinking that is not du-
plicated in politics, where Republican, Democratic, and other
party memberships are conscientiously considered in relation
to the total body of voters in order to determine the independ-
ent vote. It does not occur in business, for the difference be-
tween customers or clients and total potential buyers is con-
sidered sales potential, disinterested for cause, or antagonistic.
This matter, however, is one for the intellectual historian, the
student of organized religion, or the specialist in social insti-
tutions. |

The initial Veblenian observations would seem to be borne
out in the correlation of social prestige of church constituents
and municipally recognized wealth. The invidious criteria
of individual and class status would seem to find reflection in
the physical appurtenances of their social-religious exercises.
At least in renl estate, the church is one institution among
many, exhibiting the stigmata of the prevailing culture.

The note of economic-political criticism to be found in the
references to Henry George looks beyond the existing major
and minor institutions and their established functioning to an
ideal readjustment in terms of greater civic and personal sat~
isfactions from more wholesome and generally available real-
ities. ‘The enjoyment of the status quo is a satisfaction to
those advantaged at present. Given status or authority, the
advantaged will automatically strive to perpetuate their per-
quisites. Where the past conferred the warrant, they will
~ counsel a veneration fclpr tradition; where the present assures,
modernity. This is in the nature of social behavior. It is so
with all institutions. S '

Social change, however, is a greater certainty than con-
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1 of currently immutable verities. The
he most dramatically changing institutions
aulkner describes a trend that may in reali-

zation bear upon this analysis:

Religion, like every other phase of cultural life, could hardly escape

the influence both of

At least three tendenc

unity, 2 further liber
socialized religion.2®
The social gospel t
one. of economic
representative rep
exemption for c
quished. Henry

the Industrial Revolution and of the era of reform, -
ies . . . ate easily discernible: a trend toward church
-ation of theology, and a strong movement toward

hat appears to thrive today is predominantly
and political responsibility. If Faulkner’s
ort is borne out, it is quite possible that tax
hurch property will be voluntarily relin-
George gives the criteria of an optimum tax:

The best tax by which public revenues can be raised is evidently that

which will closest conform to the following conditions:

(1) That it bear Js lightly as possible upon production. . . ;

{2) 'That is be easily and cheaply collected, and fall as directly as may
be upon the ultimate Layers. . -

(3) 'That it be cértain, .

(4) That is bear equally——so as to give no-citizen an advantage or put
any at 2 disadvantage, as compared with others.®

]
3

L]

Levies upon church property would not touch economic pro-
duction; they would be as dependable as membership and
attendance, or the assessed value of the land taken out of eco-
nomically productive use for institutional and special-group
purposes; they would be as easily and cheaply collected as any
tax with a visiblc} paying group and a dependable basis for
calculation, and they would be as directly apportioned as any
other than an income tax; they would be certain, if the church
in question were sufficiently solvent, to remain in existence,

Bucknell University

20 Harold U. Faulkne
Crofts & Company, (2nd
21 1hid., p. 408.

r, “American Political and Socizl History,” New York, F. S.
ed., 1941), p. 5§80,
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APPENDIX
TABLE A

Eedlogical Distribution of Churches by Church Groups,
Davie Districts, and District Types

Davie District

. Jewish Catholic Protestant  Othes* Total
district  type .

I A . 3 3
II B 1 2 4 . 7
I C 1 3 1 5
w D . 1 4 2 1 8
v D - - -
VI D 2 4 [
ViI G 1 1 2
VI C 2 2
X C i 1
X B 1 2 3
X1 C .. 1 1 2
X0 C : 1 4 6 il
Xm D i 5 AU 1 8
XV B 2 3 3 8
XV C 1 1 13 ‘15
Xvi B 1 1 3 1 6
XVIE A 1 ! 2
XVl B 2 2
XIX C -
XX C .. -
XX1 cC 1 6 7
XX B .. -
X1 E | 1 7 2 10
XXIV F . -
XXV G ! .. 1 3 1 b3
Total ... .. L1 24 68 g+ 111%
Summary: & 1 4 .. b1
B 4 7 14 1 26
C 2 9 33 1 - 45
. D 6 6 7 1 20
E 1 .. 7 2 10
CFL - - - - -
G . 1 3 1 5
Total...... L., 13 24 68 Cg* 111%

* Bahia not intluded.



i
: Church Real Estate

TaBLE B

453

New Haven Areas By Predominunt Characterisfics®

Davie

Yo of

Land .

Nativity

Re- .

disteict Pop. use ligion Oceupation
1 3.7  1-fim. American Prot.  Prof. & Bus, exec,
13 2.3 2-fam. Mixed Mixed OF. wkrs., Dlrs. & Prop.
1§ 40 2-fam. flor..born Cath, Asrtisans & Laborers
v 7.5 z-f:am. & Bus. For.-born Cath. Laborers
v 2.9 2-fiam. & Bus For.-born Cach. Laborets
VI 87 2-fam.- “.  For-born Cath. Laborers & Artisans
VIL 5.5  2-fam & 1-fam. Mixed Cath., Laborers & Artisans
VIII - 2.1 Vacj. & 1-fam. Mixed - Prot, Attisans & Laborers
X 2.1 Va<;:. & 2-fam. Mized Cath. Laborers & Artisans l’
X 2.3 Vac. & 1-fam, Mixed - Cath. .- Artisans & Off. wkrs,
X1 3.0 2-fam. Mixed Cath. Laborers & Artisans
X1 18.9 - 2-fam. For.-born Cath. Laborers & Artisans
pAIH 1.1 Busi For.-born Cath. Laborers 8 Artisans
X 2.6 2-fam, & I-fam. American Mixed Off. wkrs.,, Dlrs, & Prop.
XV 7.5 2-f:am. Mixed Mixed Laborers & Artisans
XVl 9.9 . 2-fam. Mixed.. Mixed Dlrs. & Prop., Off. whrs. "
Xvir 3.5 1:fam, American Prot. Bus. Exee. & Off. whrs.
XV 2.1 2-f:am. & 1-fam. Mixed Mixed Artisans & Off. wkrs,
X 0.z Vac ' 2ndgen.  Cath. Pub. serv. & Dirs. & Prop.
XX 0.3 . Vab. & 1-fam. 2nd gen.  Prot.  Artisans _
XXI 6.6 2-fam. ' Mixed Mixed Artisans & Laborets’
XX 1.9 2-fam. Mixed Cath.  Artisans, Off. wlkrs.,

Dlrs. & Prop.

# M. R. Davie, “The Pattern of
Society,” ed. G, P. Mur:dock, 1937, p.

Urban Growth,” in “Studies in the Science: of

138.
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‘TapLe C )
Distribution by Davie Districis According fo Religion of Head of Family*
— '
Davie District_| - Per cent distr?bution by religion of head of far_nily
dls?““ ype Jewish . Catholic - Protestant None Total
1 A 164 105 71.6 Ly . 100.0
1 B 19.6 464 322 1.8 100.0
m C 3.2 714 254 .- 100.0
v D 21 . 946 27 - - 08 100.0
v D . 96.0 2.0 C20 0 100.0
VI D 2.6 815, 159 e 100.0
VI C 1.0 643 4T e 100.0
VI o} .- 30.8 667 25 100.0
X C 4.2 13,2 26 ~100.0
X B AU £ B 467 100.0
. C 9.0 67.0 - 24,0 U 100.0
xon - .Cc | 205 . 682 o 101 - 03 ©100.6 .
pdii] . D . 17.6% €47 17.65 e 140.0
X1V B 170 39 AT ‘64 100.0
XV C 164 - 329 T 48.6- 2l 100.0
XV B 326 - 30.0 34.2 3.2 100.0
XV A 8.7 203 65:2 . 5.8 © 100.0
XVII B 210 369 a1 100.0
XX c e 75.0 250 . .- 100.0 -
xXx. c 25.0 128 62.5 100.0
XK1 C 3.0 467 - 49.6 . 07 100.0
XX B 64 . 613 3123 © 7 100.0
XX E 48 . 52,3 38.1 48 100.0
XXV G . 167 666 . 167 100.0
Average - 122 se7. . 26 14 100.0
Summary: A 12.8 15.6 - 77 3.9 100.0
B 181 43.3 . 393 1.3 ©1000
C 77 . $63 34.8 L2 100.0
D 5.6 - 842 . 9.5 - 07 "100.0
E 4.8 52.3 38.1 43 100.0
'F . oL N
G 167 " 866 16,7 100.0
* Adapted from table in unpublished manuscript by Professor Davie on the Ecology
of New Haven; based on-Sample Family Survey, § per cent ‘sample, 1933.




Church Real Estate 455
TasLe D
" Distribution of Minority Church Groups by District Types
Church group
Jewish Catholic Protéstant
Minority : cl:;ggtles
District! Type District Type District Type
A B CDEADBCDE A B CDE
Danish .. .. .. 1 1
Prench .... .1 e 1
German . .. 1 3 101 6
Greek ..... i .. .. e 1
Italian .... .. . 1 2 1 1 5
Jewish .. .. 4 2 6 1 .. 13
Lithuanian 1 .. 1
Negro .. 13 1 14
Polish 1 1
Russian - 1 e 1
Swedish ... .. 1 1 1 3
Syrian .... o1 1
Ukranian . 1 1
Total 4 4 6 1 3 4 4 2 18 4 1 49

Summary of Minorit)

Church Location

by District Type and Church Group

Church group

District type

‘Total charches

A B C D E
Jewish ........ 4. 2 [ 1 13
Catholic ...... 3 4 4 .. 11
Protestant .. ... 2 18 4 1 23
Towal .....0 .. 0 9 24 14 2 42
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TasLe E

Assessed 'Val:imf:'cm of Tax-Paying Church Real Estate by Church Group,
: District, and District Type ‘

" Church group o - " Total

Averaée
No. chs. Val. val.

Davie District

district  type Jewish Catholic - Protestant

No. échs. Val. No. chs. Val. No. chs. Val. -

1 A Lo e e e e et e
5@ B | 1 $12,976 1 § 8,025 2 § 20995 § 10,498
1m C L 1 7100 1 3050 2 10,150 5,075
v D HE 2 o374 1 10,180 3 47,720 15,907
v D P P
VI o S RS
Vi1 B o J S 1 2420 1 4,760 2 7,180 3,590
VII € b e e o e
X C L e e
X B L s e e e
XI. C L e
XII C Lo 1. 10,000 Ve 1 10,000 10,000
XIII 5 T
XIV B .. .....01 3225 1 19,575 - 2 22,800 11,400
XV c L. o e 4 17,415 4 17,415 4,554
XVI B L i ee e e e e e U
b2 G N
Xvim B L ... 1 ‘12,060 .. ... 1 12,060 12,060
XIX L T L
XX o T ST EEE
XXI o S PR
XXII B ... 1 6,600 SRR 6,600 6.600
XX E ‘1 $10,580 . ..... 1 1,200,580 2 1,211,160 605,580
Do« 1 o N DO A
XXV G L. ... e e e e e e

Total ...... II $10,580 9 $91,915 10 $1,263,585 20 $1,366,080 $693,040
Sommary: A ..................... o e .
B ... 3 428,285 2 & 27,600 5 & 55,855 § 11,171

C L. ... 4 26120 6 25,225 10 §1,345 5,135

1 T S Z2 37,540 1 10,180 3 47,720 15,907

E (1 $10,580 .. ... 1 1,200,580 2 1,211,160 605,580

Total ...... 1 $18,580 § §51,915 10 $1,263,585 20 $1,366,080 §683,040
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: Tasre F

Assessed \;’aluation of Tax-Exempt Church Resl Estate
by C‘Iburcb Group, District, and District Type

Church group : Total

Darvie Dist. Jewish Catholic Protestant Other

dist. type i - - No. val,
Nooya (Neova Nooove §ove

1 A P Lo e 2 0§ 616,425 .. ..... 2 & 616423
II B 1 $208,145 1 § 359,145 5 283,270 1 $13,000 9 863,985
r C .. e L1 325,970 3 56460 .. ... 4 382,430
v D 1 3400 4 538,280 1 161,120 1 48740 7 771,540
v D .. Lo e e e e e U
¥I D Loz 221,750 3 49,240 .. ... $ 270,990
VIl c 1 256,160 1 . 49565 .. ..., 2 305,725
%2 11 P o S P 2 68,140 .. ... 2 68,140
IX C L 1 33,255 .. ... 1 33,255
X B S 7725 2 96,140 .. ... 3 103,865
X1 C .. ... 1 242290 1 18,635 .. ... 2 260,925
X C 1 16075 4 S74350 5 134580 .. ... 10 . 725,005
XTI D 5 73860 . ... L1 28,120 .. ....n 6 101,980
XV B 2 129,950 3 171,960 3 514428 .o ... 8 816,335
XV € 1 11,ep0 1 12,375 10 156,988 .. ... S 12 181,163
Xvi B 1 31,470 1 307,000 3 207,220 .. ... 5 545,690
XVIE A E.1 0 1sgaro 1 68,500 .. ... 2 257,970
XVII B e 2 81,295 .. ..... 2 21,895
XX C e PP
XX C P PP
CXXIT C i 1 278285 4 115105 .. ..... 5 393,890
e <) S T PO A
XXIH E 1 20,150 .. e 6 1,206,630 .. ... 7 1226780
XXIV F B S . B R R TE:
XXV G .. ...i.. 1 362015 2 459,800 .. ... 3 821,815
Total . 13 $495,075 24 $3,807475 S8 §4,405,513 2 $61,740 97 §8,829,803
Sums A .. ...i.. 1 § 189470 3 § 684,92% .. ... 4§ 874395
B 4 $369,990 7 895,840 15 1,182,940 1 §13,000 27 2,411,770
c 2 27,675 9 1,690,130 27 632,728 .. ...-- 38 2,350,533
D 6 77,260 & 780,030 5 238480 1 48,740 18 1144510
E 1 20150 .. L. 6 1206830 .1 ... 7 1,226,780
F T O e e
G IR | 362,915 2 459,800 . ..... 3 821,815

Total . 13 $495,i075 24 $3,867.475 58 4,405,513 2 $61,740 97 48,823,803

Average valuation | per church: Jewish, $30,023; Catholic, $161,145; Protestant,
$75,957; Other, $30,870; All groups, $21,02%. Average valuation of churches in districts:
Type A, $218,599; Type B, $89,32%; Type C, $61,856; Type D, $63,584; Type E,
$175,254; Type G, $273,938; All types, $41,029.
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Tax-Paying Real Estate Owned by Minority and Non-Minority Chs
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TasLe G

rt."b.es by Dr'stﬁct Types

N
-Minclnrity churches ’ .

A e e

B . . Catholic 2 2 $16,195

- Protestant 1 1 8,025

c . Catholie 1 1 1‘9,000'
Protestant § 7 C 20465

D . Catholic 1 2 ' " 27250

E Tewish. 1 1 10,580
Total .- .- SO [EUEEURPRRET | U L  go2,515

Non-prinoricy -churches

A T

B Cathelic 1 2 § 12,060

-| Protestant 2 3 22,955

C Catholic 3 4 16,120

Protestant i 1 4,760

D Catholic T 3 9,290
Protestant 2 2 281,350

E . | Protestant 1 6 926,030

Total ... A DU mpom $1,272,565
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TapLe H

Tax-Exempt Real Estate Quned by Minority Churches by Church Group,
Distriet, and District Type

d?s::il:: D:?;Ct Jewish Catholic Protestant
) - —
s B I $208,570 $ 179,733 $ 76,795
1Tk C L e U 46,960
v D 3,400 673,895  aeeeee
VI D e : 393,005 e :
X1 C ; 16,075 133,510 12,450
XIII D i 73,860 . 28,1280 ceeeev
xvi B 129,950 171,966 -.eec-
XV C 11,600 12,575 156,988
Xvi B 31470 eoeee 33,050
XXIII E . 20,150 e -140,365
Total ..... .- Ry .. $495,075 $1,238,500 $466,608
o ‘
Summary: B $369,990 $ 351,695 §109,845
C 27,675 146,085 216,398
D 77,260 740,720 eeeeev
E 20,850 ..o 140,365

Total .vvar e ... $495,075 $1,238,500 $466,608
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) i TABLE I: Bar GrAYH .
Church Tax-Exempt Real Estate by Church Group, District Type, and Valnation*

. Property valuation to the nearest $100,000
Distr.

yee oy 1, 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

A c
ce
PTPPP
PPPPPPP
B I 3717
ioid
‘"cccceceoc
e ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
iP P PP PP P PPP
P P P PP PP PP P PP
(O) ’ .
(o) i
c n
$)) )
C C C CCC
€ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ € €. ¢ € € € € € € € € €
P P PP PP
p p P P PP
D J
i
C C C C
Ec ¢ ¢ € € £ € ¢
P P
- P P
(o)
E (D
(§)] :
PP PPP
P PP P PP P PP P PP
G IC C C
€ ¢ ¢ ¢
P P P P P
e PP P P
* Key: J—Jewish. Capital (J, C, P, O) represents churches.
C—Catholic. Lower case- (i, c, p, o) represents all property.
P—Protestant.
O--Other.

Each letter represents $100,000, except those in parencheses.



