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toll of relocation has also been suggested. Little can be done to com-
‘ gensa;te people for the loss of familiar neighborhoods, the scattering of
riends and relatives, the dispersal of churches and other local institu-
tions, or the destruction of a small business built up over many years.
Increased awareness of these effects of displacement has led in some
cities to greater sensitivity in the choice of areas for renewal or high-
way locations, and to greater emphasis on neighborhood improvement
rather than clearance in urban renewal. - = ' ,
There is little disagreement about the effect of relocation on the hous-
ing conditions of displaced families in the early years of urban renewal.
Robert C. Weaver, Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, has
stated that through the mid-1950’s “relocation often created additional
slums and brought blight into new areas” and that “relocation was
often poorly done and human suffering frequently occasioned.” **
Many current provisions for relocation assistance under urban renewal
and many innovations in Federal housing programs were instituted in
an effort to improve upon the poor quality of earlier relocation. ;
Renewal officials and outsicfc)a observers disagree in their evaluation
of more recent relocation experience. Statistics compiled from the
“reports of local renewal agencies indicate that over 90 percent of re-
located families whose postrelocation housing conditions are known
have moved into sound housing.** Several informed critics of the pro-
gram have questioned the reliability of these local re{)ovrts; independ-
ent studies have generally reached less optimistic conclusions about the
quality of postrelocation housing.** Independent studies and a recent
survey undertaken for HHFA agree in their finding that relocated
families typically pay higher rents in their new housing.*® A recent
review of a large number of relocation studies concludes that “on the
whole relocation has made a disappointingly small contribution to the
attainment of ‘a decent home in a suitable living environment for every
American family.” Given the premise that one of the cardinal aims of
renewal and rehousing should be the improved housing welfare of
those living in substandard conditions, it 1s questionable whether the
limited and inconsistent gains reported in most studies represent an
acceptable level of achievement.” *’
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