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William H. Frey
Population Studies Center
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Introduction

Future growth and distribution of the nation's total population will be
increasingly linked to demographic changes in minority groups (Fix and Passel,1991;
US Bureau of the Census, 1992). Heightened immigration from Latin America and Asia,
as well as the population gains among native-born minorities, has led to a wide growth
advantage for minorities viz the majority white population-30.9 percent versus 4.4
percent in the 1980s. Yet, these national growth disparities play out quite differently
across regions and metropolitan areas (Frey, 1993). Although minorities have dispersed
to a greater degree than in earlier decades, the bulk of minority growth is still heavily
concentrated in the South and West and in select metropolitan areas. Only nine metro
areas accounted for over half of the 1980s minority growth, while more than two-thirds
of all metropolitan areas have lower minority percentages than the nation as a whole
(24.4 percent). This emergence of majority-minority distinctions ~ metropolitan
areas and regions suggests a widening of spatial disparities on other socio-economic
dimensions related to race.

This paper analyzes US census findings to identify links between the race­
selective redistribution pattern across regions and metropolitan areas--and distribution
shifts on twosocio-economic measures: poverty status, and education attainment. It
will address the following three questions:

(1) Are distinct geographic distribution patterns emerging by poverty status and
education attainment?

(2) How are these linked to recent race and ethnic demographic shifts?

(3) What is the role of immigration versus internal migration in accounting for
poverty population shifts?

The first two questions will be evaluated by examining 1980-90 population
changes across regions and metropolitan areas for categories of poverty status,
education attainment, race, and Hispanic status. These data were compiled at the
Population Studies Center according to consistent metropolitan area (CMSA, MSA, and
NECMA counterpart) definitions as defined by the Office of Management and Budget
on June 30, 1990. Because detailed metropolitan area migration data have not yet been
released for the 1990 census, question 3 will be addressed with inter-state migration and
migration from abroad tabulations of the 5 percent 1990 census Public Use Microdata
Sample file.

In addressing these questions, we are interested not only in if racial
redistribution shifts are linked to poverty- and education-selective redistribution, but
also ~ these linkages occur. For example, some of this linkage could be merely
"compositionaL" (Because blacks and Latinos have higher average poverty levels and
lower educational attainment than do whites and Asians, the former groups'



redistribution patterns could drive the observed status-selective shifts). On the other
hand, considerable evidence based on the 1970s suggests that redistribution patterns
differ within minority groups according to education and immigrant status (Long, 1988;
Bartel, 1989; and Tienda and Wilson, 1992). This is particularly the case with blacks
(Cromartie and Stack, 1989; Johnson and Roseman, 1990). Thefact that income, returns
differ sharply by education attainment (Economic Report of the President, 1992)
suggests that the geography of opportunities will differ by education segments within
races.

We also wish to identify the kinds of areas which are attracting different
population subgroups. Although much attention has been given to inner city poverty in
the nation's largest metropolitan areas (Bane and Jargowsky, 1988; Kasarda, 1988), a
large share of the total poverty population resides in smaller and nonmetropolitan parts
of the country (Fuguitt et a1., 1989). Are the new minority population shifts altering this
pattern?

Likewise, the traditional attraction that large metropolitan areas held for the
most educated segments of the population may be breaking down as there emerges a
sharper distinction between areas specializing in old-line manufacturing and consumer
services, on the one hand, and those who specialize in more "knowledge-based"
industries, on the other (Noyelle and Stanback, 1984; Frey, 1990). In a few large areas,
dual economies are developing which should simultaneously attract highly-educated
professionals as well as low-skilled immigrants (Mollenkopf and Castells, 1992).

Minority-Majority Population Shifts

An overview of the nation's minority-majority populatioJ} shifts over the 1980s
, can be seen from the dater in Table 1. HistoricallYi immigrants have located in traditional

"port-of-entry~' areas or areas with already large concentrations of their ethnic group.
Native-born minorities have 'tended to travel well-worn migration paths, where friends
and family attachments took precedence over economic opportunities. As a
consequence, minority distribution and redistribution patterns are quite distinct from
those of the white majority.

As shown in Table 1 (left panel), almost half of the nation's majority (non-Latino)
white population is located·in the North (i.e., Northeast and Midwest census regions)
and more than one half are located outside of large metropolitan areas (Le., with 1990
populations exceeding one million). Among the combined minority population, less
than one third are located in the North, and two thirds are located in large metropolitan
areas.

These disparities have been reinforced over the 1980s, primarily due to the recent
shifts of the three major minority groups. (See right panel of Table 1). Latino gains are
most heavily concentrated in the largest West and South metropolitan areas­
representing the dominant destinations for Mexican immigrants. Asian gains are most
directed to large metropolitan areas in all three regions. Blacks, departing from past
patterns, are relocating away from small and northern metropolises-as a consequence of
1970s and 1980s economic pushes-to both large metropolitan areas in the South and

. various parts of the West. White 1980's shifts also departed from past patterns-showing
a net relocation out of the North toward Sunbelt metropolitan areas. However, the rates
of white change are far smaller than those for the minority populationwhichgrew'at;
seven times the rate of whites, nationally.

,,~
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These new, distinct majority-minority growth patterns are best illustrated by
'-'" individual metropolitan area growth. Data (not shown) indicate that metro areas

" receiving the greatest numerical white growth over the 1980-90 decade, were completely
different areas than those experiencing greatest growth in the combined minority
populations (Frey, 1993). The former included: Dallas-Ft. Worth, Atlanta, Phoenix,
Tampa-St. Petersburg, and Seattle. The latter included: Los Angeles, New York, San
Francisco, Miami and Houston. Growing economic opportunity fueled the white
migration stream to the former areas, whereas minority immigration flows were
responsible for much of the latter areas' 1980-90 growth. The distinct growth patterns
observed for white majority and minority populations, coupled with their large
differences on measures of poverty and education attainment (see Table 2), suggest that
the new race- and immigrant-selective redistribution patterns may be linked to spatial
disparities on the socio-economic dimensions.

Region and Metro Area Redistribution by Poverty and Education Status

Before examining these race-status redistribution links, we first present the
overall distribution and population shift patterns for the total population by poverty
status and education attainment. (See Table 3). The poverty status data make plain that
the 1990 region and metropolitan distribution of the poverty population differs from
that part of the population not classed in poverty. The former population is more
heavily distributed in smaller and nonmetropolitan areas, especially in the South.
Despite the recenf emphasis on inner city poverty, the nation's nonpoverty population is

.disproportionatelylocated within large metropolitan areas, especially in the North and
West. Moreover, even sharper poverty-nonpoverty disparities are evident when
observing 1980-90 growth shares (third and fourth columns of Table 3), which serve to

" accentuate the large metro/small and nonmetro distribution disparities-particularly in
the South and West regions.

This is because the :h6npoverty population became redistributed across
geographic categories to a greater degree than the poverty population. The dominant
pattern for the former group was the relocation away from the North region toward

"predominantlylarge metropolitan areas in the South and West. In contrast;>the poverty
population showed a smaller redistribution across categories and one that was not as
oriented to large metropolitan areas.

In light of the race redistribution discussed above, these poverty status shifts do
not suggest a racial "composition" effect. This is because the geographic areas gaining
from the recent nonpoverty redistribution are precisely those areas gaining in minorities
(Latinos and blacks) that exhibit highest poverty rates. Clearly there is some selectivity
by poverty status within racial groups affecting these patterns. This is discussed below.

Turning to the geographic distribution by education status categories, Table 3
(right panel) shows 1990 distributions and 1980-90 growth distributions for college
graduates and for those with lesser educations-among persons aged 25 and older. Here
again there are sharp distribution disparities. College graduates are far more likely to be
located in large metropolitan areas, within each region, than those with lesser
educations. Yet it is the less educated segment of the population which shows greatest
redistribution over the 1980-90 period-characterized bya sharp relocation away from
the North region toward and large and small metropolitan areas in the South and West.

Because of the relatively stagnant redistribution of the college graduate
population,'these"shifts serve to improve~the North regions' high educational
composition viz the other two regions. In particular, large northern metropolitan areas
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attracted 29 percent of the nation's 1980-90 growth in college graduates in contrast to
'. !, only 8.5 percent of those with lesser educations. In contrast, the Sunbelt (South and

.}t'West regions) attracted 80 percent of national gains in the non-college graduate
population but only 56 percent of its growth in college graduates. These growth
patterns are more consistent with the "compositional" effects linked to the racial
redistribution discussed above.

Poverty. Education and Minority Status

Links between race and socio-economic status selective geographic redistribution
can be assessed in Tables 4 and 5. Table 4 displays geographic distribution patterns by
poverty status-separately for whites, blacks, Latinos, and Asians (Note: In Tables 4 and
5 as well as Charts 1, 2 and 3, the "white" population does not exclude non-Latino
whites.) These data make plain the geographic distribution disparities by poverty status
are not simply linked to racial composition. That is, within both the white and black

. 'population there exists significant geographic distribution disparities by poverty status.

Both the 1990 population and the 1980-90 growth distributions of the white
population (upper left quadrant of Table 4) are similar to the patterns shown for the total
population in Table 3. Hence, the sharp redistribution of nonpoverty whites out of the
North and into larger metropolitan areas of the South and West contribute to the overall
pattern, and are distinct from the more stable redistribution pattern of the white poverty
population. Amon.g blacks (upper right quadrant) the I).onpoverty 1980-90 growth
distribution shows some similarity with that for whites. Poverty blacks are also less
prone to become redistributed across geographic categories-though unlike the situation
of nonpoverty blacks or poverty whites-poverty blacks appear to be relocating from
large northern\metropolitan areas to the smaller-sized areas in the same region.

!

The Latino poverty population is somewhat more concentrated in smaller and
nonmetropolitan areas of the South than the nonpoverty population which is more well
represented in larger metropolitan areas. Still, in contrast to whites and blacks, the
geographic distributions between the Latino poverty and nonpoverty,.population are not,. II

."substantial. The same can be said Of-the 1980-90 growth'patterns. Hence, more so than ,.
the white or black population, Latinos exert a "compositional" effect on national poverty
distributions. That is, because the Latino population is more likely than other
populations to locate and grow in the West as well as large southern metropolitan areas,
the increases in these areas' poverty populations (shown in Table 2) can be attributed
heavily, to a large degree, to the presence of the Latino population.

Even more so than the Latinos, Asians show small geographic distribution
disparities between the poverty andnonpoverty populations. Asian poverty
populations are somewhat more likely to locate in smaller sized metropolitan areas.
These tendencies are exacerbated slightly by stronger recent growth of the nonpoverty
population in large South and West metropolitan areas. However, as with Latinos, the
Asian population's impact on national poverty distributions is largely compositional.
Unlike Latinos, Asian average poverty levels are almost as low as whites and, therefore,
have a minimal impact on overall distribution disparities by poverty status.

The links between racial geographic distribution and education distribution
patterns show strong similarities to those just discussed regarding race and poverty (see
Table 5). That is, sharpest within race distribution disparities are shown for whites and
blacks. This holds, as well, for 1980-90 redistribution shifts. Hence, national geographic

;-'<disparities between..college,graduates and those;with less than coll~geeducations, to a
large extent, reflect patterns and recent shifts of the white and black population. Both
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Latinos and Asians show some geographic disparities by education status (with college
~' graduates'1l1.ore concentrated in North and South metropolitan areas, for both groups).

However, their impact on national distribution disparities is largely compositional.

Metro Areas with Greatest Growth

Another perspective on assessing 1980-90 population shifts by poverty and
education attainment status is a focus on individual metropolitan areas. Metro areas
that show large gains or declines in total population might be expected to show those
patterns, as well, for different population subgroups-particularly if they are large,
diverse metropolises. Yet, the above review of broad regional and area type patterns
suggests that this may not be the case. The distinct distribution patterns for poverty viz
nonpoverty and college graduate viz noncollege graduate population segments imply
that different individual metro areas may gain or lose populations for these segments--in
some cases, as a consequence of their racial compositions.

The upper portion of Chart 1 contrasts the largest individual metro area gaining
in poverty and nonpoverty populations, respectively, over the 1980-90 decade. It is
noteworthy that only eight metro areas appear on QQth "top 15" lists and that only two-­
Los Angeles and Dallas-Ft. Worth-appear among the "top six" on each. Metros gaining
large poverty populations tend to be those with a large Latino or black presence as well
as' "port-of-entry" areas for recent immigrants. They include smaller-sized border areas

~" such as McAllen and EI Paso, Texas as well as northern manufacturing areas with large
numbers of poverty blacks (Detroit, Milwaukee) .. The metros gaining most in
nonpoverty population represent a broader array of places including national and
regional financial centers (San Francisco-Qakland, Atlanta), government centers
(Wa,shingtbn, D.C.), as well as resort and retirement areas (Tamp~-St. Petersburg,
Orlando). ,,",'

Chart2 displays the'fastest growing poverty and nonpoverty areas, broken down
by race. As with the earlier regional distribution patterns, both whites and blacks
display distinct within race differences in the areas that attract their poverty versus
nonpovertypopulations:' Among whites, only four areas--LosAngeles,Dallas-Ft.
Worth, Phoenix, and Tampa-St. Petersburg-appear, on both "top 10" lists. Among
blacks, only two areas-Miami, and Dallas. Worth--appear on both lists. While the white
gainers mirror the total population patterns discussed above, the differences between
poverty gainers and nonpoverty gainers for blacks are noteworthy. The list of black
poverty gainers is dominated by areas with declining economies over the 1980s (e.g.,
Detroit, Houston, New Orleans, Cleveland) indicating that these gains result from
higher poverty rates among resident (rather than in-migrating) blacks. In contrast,
many areas growing in their nonpoverty black populations appear to be migration
magnets for the rising black middle class population (e.g., Atlanta, Washington, D.C.,
San Francisco-Qakland).

Unlike the case with whites and blacks, there is a strong overlap in the list of
areas that'gain Latino poverty and nonpoverty'populations. This is consistent with our,
evaluation of regional distribution patterns, above. As a consequence of this and the
higher average poverty levels among Latinos, six metro areas on both lists (of Latino
poverty and nonpoverty population gainers) are among the seven largest poverty
gainers, overall (Chart 1).

Finally, among Asians, large numbers of poverty and nonpoverty residents have
".i< accrued to the th];ee'metro~LosAngeles, New .¥ork, and San ,Francisco,.()akland.

Beyond that, areas with relatively small Asian populations--such as Fresno, Sacramento
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, and Stockton, CA as well as Boston and Minneapolis--have attracted significant
.;' increases in poverty Asians. 'fhis can be attributed to the selective immigration of

poorer Asians originating fromVietnamiLaosioand Cambodia to these areas (Frey and
., Farley, 1993). In contrast, nonpoverty Asians are increasing their size in Washington,

D.C., Chicago, andTexas (Houston/Dallas-Ft. ·Worth),'in,additionto other West-region
areas.

Turning to educational attainment, the lower portion of Chart 1 contrasts metro
areas with greatest 1980-90 gains in college graduates with the metro areas that gained
most of the lesser educated population. Although there is a strong overlap of areas on
both lists (nine of 15 areas), this overlap occurs primarily with South and West region
metro areas (New York is the lone North region exception). The remaining areas, among
top college graduate gainers, are all in the North region whereas the remaining "less
than college graduate" gaining areas are all in the Sunbelt. This is consistent with our
earlier analyses showing the continued draw of college graduates to large northern
metropolises, and the sharp redistribution of the less educated population to larger and
moderate sized Sunbelt areas.

A good part of the attraction, for college graduates, can be attributed to the
industrial structures of the particular northern and Sunbelt areas listed in Chart 1. These
include large corporate and "advanced service" centers at both the national and regional
levels with occupational structures heavily weighted toward professionals and
managers (Noyelle and Stanback, 1984; Frey, 1993). Alternatively, several of the Sunbelt
areas on the list of "less than college graduate',~gainers are retirement centers, consumer
service centers, and areas that have attracted large numbers of immigrants .

. · Replicating these comparisons for different-race groups'(Chart 3) we find that
',",' national distinctions between "college graduate" and:'less than collegegraduate~' gainers'

, are primarily attributable to whites. That is, the list of white college graduate gainers is
. dominated by either northern, East Coast, or national advanced service or financial
center metros-whereas areas gaining in "less than college graduate" whites are
dominated by Sunbeltdties with large immigrant components, or that serve as resort

,y,'., and retirement magnets (Atlanta being an exception). -Of the "topJO" white gainers on
each category there is an overlap of only four metros-Los Angeles, Dallas-Ft. Worth,
Atlanta, and Seattle. Each of these ranks lower on the list of "college graduate" gainers
than on the alternative list.

Among blacks, Latinos and Asians there is very little distinction between the list
of metros gaining in college graduate populations and gaining in less than college
graduate populations. Most of these areas appeared on the earlier lists of greatest
"nonpoverty population" gainers, suggesting that the college graduate/less than college
graduate distinction is a less meaningful one for these populations. This is
understandable for blacks and Latinos, since each group has a relatively low percentage
of college graduates (11.4 percent and 9.2 percent, respectively, in contrast to 20.3
percent for the US population). Yet even among Asians with its high college graduate
population (36.6 percent), there is little distinction, by education attainment, in the list of
areas attracting large numbers of them.

Race-Status Links in Geographic Distribution

The analyses presented thus far suggest tentative answers to the two questions'
raised at the outset of this paper. First, there do exist distinct geographic distribution

, - - , ~.,' "~I '"patterns forpopulatioIT segments classed by poyerty"and eduaationattainment status.
Second, the sharp geographic distribution differences between the minority and white
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majority populations dQ affect geographic distributions on the two socio-economic
dimensions.

The questions of how race geographic distributions are linked to socio-economic
status distribution reflects both selectivity and compositional influences among the, '
different racial groups. That is, among both whites and blacks there appear to be
distinct distribution patterns occurring for poverty /nonpoverty and college
graduate/non-college graduate segments of each group. Among Latinos and Asians,
this distinction is less-clear cut and these groups' influences on overall socio-economic
distributions appear to be largely "compositional" (e.g., areas with large numbers of
Latinos will tend to have high and increasing poverty levels). These tentative
conclusions draw from our examination of broad regional and metropolitan
redistribution patterns over the 1980-90 period, and from identifying metropolitan areas
that register the greatest gains for each race and socio-economic group.

We now present additional analyses that establish: (a) that there is a strong
potential for existing "compositional effects"-attributable to minorities-on metropolitan
area characteristics; and (b) that the compositional effects on metropolitan area poverty
status, and educational attainment status differ for blacks, Latinos and Asians. To
establish that there is a strong potential for racial composition effects to operate on many
metropolitan attributes, we have calculated inter-metropolitan area indices of
dissimilarity between the majority white population and each minority group (see Table
6).. Although dissimilarity indices are often used to measure the degree of neighborhood
residential segregation within a metropolitan area (see Frey and Farley, 1993), our use of
this measure indicates the extent to which each minority group is segregated from
majority whites across metropolitan areas.

The top paneI'of Table 6 makes' plain that-,there is substantial inter-metropolitan
.' segregation between'groups.For example, the 1990 index for Latinos is 51.6. This

means that 51.6 percent of the Latino metropolitan population would have to locate to
another metropolitan area in order to be distributed exactly like the majority white
population. The indices for the other minority groups are somewhat lower (44.8 for

-.",," Asians and 29;9 for blacks) but all are substantial. The fact that 31.3 percent of the
combined minority population would have to relocate across metropolitan areas in
order to be distributed like majority whites is significant. Equally noteworthy is that
these dissimilarity indices have retained their same levels or increased since 1980. This
means that the high levels of minority growth over the 1980s has not served to disperse

( the minority population anymore greatly across metropolitan areas than was the case at
the beginning of the decade.

This stability in minority concentration within specific metropolitan areas is
reinforced further in the dissimilarity indices shown for specific race-poverty status, and
race-education attainment status subgroups (middle and lower panels of Table 6). It is
especially noteworthy that the overall levels of segregation for each race do not differ
substantially by poverty or education status category, or across years. For blacks, in
particular, inter-metropolitan area segregation remains at about 30 percent irrespective
of status category or year. Among Latinos and Asians, segregation levels are reduced,
slightly, for their poverty populations and, to a somewhat greater extent, for their
college graduate populations. Nonetheless, the indices on Table 6 make plain there is a
sharp and consistent metropolitan concentration of minority populations that hold, at
least the potential, for exerting "compositional effects" on other metropolitan-level status
measures.
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We now evaluate, more explicitly, how these group's metropolitan area
';"compositions affect metropolitan area poverty and education attainment levels. To do

so, we calculated zero-order correlations, across metropolitan areas, between metro area
race and status compositions, on the one hand, and metropolitan area poverty
percentages and college graduate percentages, on the other. These analyses are shown
in Table 7.

The correlations with metropolitan area poverty percentages (left-hand panel)
indicate strong negative correlations between a metropolitan area's majority white
percentage and its percent poverty population in both 1980 and 1990. In contrast,
metropolitan poverty percentages are positively correlated with metropolitan percent
black and metropolitan percent Latino in both years. Latino correlations with poverty
are stronger than those for blacks and, unlike the black correlations, do not decline
between 1980 and 1990. Metropolitan poverty concentration appears to ~e relatively
unaffected by the percent of Asians as evidenced by the weak negative correlations
between poverty percentage metropolitan percent·Asian in both 1980 and 1990.

While these overall correlations between a metropolitan area's racial composition
and poverty percentage appear to support a "compositional effect" pertaining to whites,
blacks and Latinos, a more refined analysis shows that this is not necessarily the case.
As indicated earlier, we found a selective redistribution of poverty and nonpoverty
populationS within white and black racial groups. This suggests that a metropolitan .
area racial composition, for these groups, is less important than its composition of
poverty whites or poverty blacks. The correlations in Table 7 bear this out to be true.
That is, a metropolitan area's poverty percentage is positively related to the percent of
poverty whites in the area in both 1980 and 1990, but negatively related to the percent of
nonpoverty ~hitesin.the area for both years. The distinction is not quite as clear cut

,'" ,r with respect to blacks'because metropolitan area poverty levels 'are positively related to
a percent of poverty and nonpoverty blacks. Nevertheless, the correlations between the "
metropolitan poverty percentage with percent poverty blacks are higher than those with
percent nonpoverty blacks-and both relationships have become reduced in 1990. In
contrast, a metropolitan area's poverty percentage is strongly correlated.to its percent of

," poverty Latinos as well as its percent of nonpoverty Latinos--and these relationships
,become stronger over time. This confirms our contention that presence of Latinos in a
metropolitan area exert a strong compositional effect on its poverty level.

A similar set of correlations were computed between metropolitan area racial
compositions and the area's percent college graduates (right-hand panel of Table 7).
These correlation coefficients are generally much more modest than those shown for
metropolitan poverty percentages. Greatest associations appear within the education
categories of whites, such that a high percent of college graduate whites increases the
overall percent of college graduates in the metropolitan area--where the reverse is true
for the percent of other whites. A modest positive correlation has begun to emerge"

qbetween percent college graduate blacks and the percent college graduates in the
metropolitan areas. Further, a relatively strong positive correlation exists between
percent college graduate Asians and percent college graduates in an area. Other than
these, compositional effects of race and status groups display a relatively weak
relationship to a metropolitan area's college graduate percentage.

Immigration and Internal Migration Streams

The last question to be addressed in this paper is the relative importance of
•.•' " ,! -immigration versUs' iI\ternal migration in accounting for poverty population gains across

areas. As indicated above, we will draw from newly tabulated 1990 census migration
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data at the state level since metropolitan area-migration tabulations are not yet available.
~i' The strong compositional impact of the Latino population on metropolitan areas

experiencing largest poverty population gains (shown above), suggests that immigration
may playa large role in distributing the poverty population. Our analysis of the new
migration tabulations shows that this is, in fact, the case. (These observations are, drawn,
from the Appendix A migration table, "Poverty Population by Race-Net Migration for
US States-..1985-90" which disaggregates recent net migration change by race/internal
migration and migration from abroad status; and the companion Appendix B table for
the non-poverty population.)

Over the 1985-90 period, California attracted 403,000 poverty in net migrants.
This represents the sum of 445,000 migrants from abroad and a net out-migration of
42,000 internal poverty migrants. Among the abroad poverty immigrants, 274,000 were
Latinos and 107,000 were Asians. California represents, by far, the state with the largest
poverty immigration population. Florida (with 173,000) is second and New York and
Texas (62,000 and 60,000) come next. An additional nine states gained between 30,000
and 60,000 poverty migrants, and seven states lost poverty migrants through net
migration.

The strong impact of immigrant minorities on the poverty migration influx to
California also typifies poverty gains for New York and Texas, both of which registered
net losses of internal poverty migrants over the period. Yet, Florida's poverty gains are
more equally divided between immigrants and internal net in-migrants from other
states. This is also the case for Washington and Arizona which rank fifth and sixth,
respectively, in total poverty net in-migration over the 1985-90 period.

To get a sense of how internal migration streams redistribute poverty
populations differently than the flows from abroad, Chart;4 indicates the largest state-to­
state migration stream exchanges for the poverty and nonpoverty populations, and by
race. The upper panel of Chart 4 makes plain that the state of Florida gains large
numbers of poverty and nonpoverty migrants in its exchanges with New York, New
Jersey/and Texas. Yet other large poverty exchanges do not involve Florida but transfer
significant (largely white) poverty populations between California and its neighboring
states and from New Jersey to Pennsylvania, Illinois to Wisconsin, and New York to

<, North Carolina. Except for the latter exchange, these patterns indicate a tendency for
largely white poverty populations to be spreading out from highly urbanized states to
adjacent territory.

These overall poverty exchanges are, largely, replicated for the white majority
population (middle panel of Chart 4). Moreover, as with the total population, white
poverty exchanges occur for different states, by and large, than for the white nonpoverty
population. This is not the case for the combined minority exchanges (third panel)
where the largest exchanges of poverty rriigrants occur between the same combinations
of states as those for nonpoverty migrants. This provides further support for our
contention that distinct poverty and nonpoverty geographic distribution patterns are
more evident within the white population than within the minority population.

Conclusion

This paper has evaluated new data from the 1990 census to assess the extent to
which minority-majority geographic distribution patterns are related to distribution
shifts by poverty and education attainment status. We found that there are sharp

~ ,"')·'distribution and redistribution differences betweenithe nation's poverty population and
its nonpoverty population. We also found differences in the geographic shifts for
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college graduates and those with less education. The fact that the three major minority
'populations--blacks, Latinos,·andAsiarts-remain highly,concentrated in distinct regions
and metropolitan areas plays a large influence on the redistribution patterns of other
socio-economic groups. Yet, we discover appreciable differences within the white and
black populations, according to poverty and education attainment status, in the way
they sort themselves geographically. Such divisions are less likely to occur within the
Latino and Asian population. The high concentration of Latinos and immigrants, in
particular, influence the size and growth of poverty populations in specific metropolitan
areas and states.

These results are obtained from an examination of distribution changes in the
resident population of each group based on 1980 and 1990 census data. An initial
analysis of newly released migration stream tabulations suggests that more complex
processes are redistributing poverty populations across metropolitan areas and states.
Separate patterns of geographic exchange appear to be occurring among: white internal
migrants, minority internal migrants, and immigrants from abroad. For states gaining
the largest poverty populations via migration, immigration from abroad constitutes the
greatest source of gain.

10
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Table 2: 1980-90 Population Changes by Poverty and Education Attainment Status for Whites, Blacks,
Latinos and Asians

/,/

Population Characteristics
WbitescBlacksLatinosAsians

Poverty Populationa
1980

1727675903370471
1990

1902584415403997
Percent Change

10.111.260.3111.7

Nonpoverty Populationa
1980

16690917872109653151
1990

17578620222159896071
Percent Change

5.313.145.892.7

Percent in Poverty
1980

9.429.823.513.0
1990

9.829.425.314:-1

College Graduatesb
1980

195421100515701
1990

28445190510281579

P~tChange

45.673.299.6125.2

Less than College Grad.b
1980

945751201562221423
1990

10357814856101992738
Percent Change

9.523.663.992.4

Percent College Grad.

, .
1980

17.18.47.633.0
1990

21.511.49.236.6

apersons for whom poverty status is determined (m l000s)
bpersons aged 25 and above (m l000s)cnoes not exclude Latino Whites

, .
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Table 3: 1990 Population Distribution and 1980-90 Growth Shares across Region and Metro Area Categories by Poverty and Education Attainment Status

Region!

Distribution by Poverty StatusaDistribution by Education Statusb
Metro Area

1990 Population1980-90 Growth1990 Population1980-90 Growth '

Cate~ories
PovertyNonpovertyPovertyNonpovertyColI. gradOtherColi. gradOther

NORTII
Large Metro

21.326.05.87.7 30.124.829.08.5
Other Metro

8.310.58.12.5 9.610.38.66.4
Nonmetro

8.99.04.9-2.0 6.09.94.04.8
SOUTH Large Metro

10.511.515.925.6 13.810.816.217.8
Other ,Metro

15.012.417.417.4 11.912.912.817.7
Nonmetro

15.69.18.13.6 5.611.04.610.2
WEST Large Metro

11.714.021.632.7 16.612.718.621.S
Other Metro

4.74.311.08.8 , 4.14.34.18';C)"

Nonmetro

4.03.27.43.7 2.53.32.15.1
,I, Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0

REGION
North

38.545.518.78.2 45.545.141.719.8

South ,'.

41.133.141.446.6 31.234.733.645.6
West'

20.42i.439.945.2 23.220.224.834.7

Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0.-
METRO CATEGORYLarge Metro

43.551.543.266.1 60.348.363.847.7
Other Metro

28.027.236.528.6 25.727.425.432.2
Nonmetro

28.521.320.35.3 14.024.310.820.1

Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0 100.0100.0100.0100.0

US Population (lOoo0s)

317421034+15.9+8.7 323112656+49.9+13.7
Percent Growth

apersons for whom poverty status is determined

bpersons aged 25 and above ' ,
.,

.,



Table 4: 1990 Population Distribution and 1980-90 Growth Shares across Region and Metro Area Categories by Education Attainment Status for Whites, Blacks,
Latinos, and Asiansa

Region!

Distribution by Poverty Statusa Distribution by Poverty Statusb

Metro Area

1990 Population1980-90 Growth 1990 Population1980-90 Growth

Categories

PovertyNonpovertyPovertyNonpoverty PovertyNonpovertyPovertyNonpoverty

WlllTES

BLACKSI
NORTH

NORTII

Large Metro

17.225.6-12.5-6.5Large Metro30.233.321.925.5
Other Metro

10.611.78.62.4Other Metro5.34.613.91.7
Nonmetro

,13.810.610.0-3.4Nonmetro1.00.8 2.00.4
SOUTH

soum
Large Metro

8.210.615.430.1Large Metro16.020.423.335.5
Other Metro

14.112.323.824.8Other Metro20.518.020.716.6
Nonmetro

15.89.214.86.7Nonmetro20.212.58.03.4
WEST

WEST

Large Metro

10.612.615.429.6Large Metro5.78.86.81~.5
Other Metro

4.9 ,4.112.610.7Other Metro0.91.22.9:3';1,

Nonmetro

4.83.311.95.6Nonmetro0.20.2 0.50.5
,'.

Total100.0100.0100.0100.0Total 100.0100.0100.0100.0~
LATINOS

ASIANS

NORTH

NORTII

Large Metro

".21.3 20.310.818.2Large Metro23.123.625.0 .24.7
Other Metro

2.82.33.02.1Other Metro5.83.3 6.33.0
Nonmetro

1.21.11.20.6Nonmetro2.11.31.81.1
SOUTH

soum
.. Large Metro ,14.417.118.820.7Large Metro7.69.9 7.212.2

Other Metro
13.28.912.96.7Other Metro5.74.1 5.14.2

Nonmetro
6.23.34.00.7Nonmetro1.61.1 1.21.1

WEST
WEST

Large Metro

, 26.834.332.840.6Large Metro37.141.037.944.8
Other Metro

9.38.711.57.9Other Metro14.012.313.86.9
Nonmetro

4.84.05.12.5Nonmetro3.03.4 1.71.9

Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0Total 100.0100.0100.0100.0

apersons for whom poverty status is determined

bpersons aged 25 and above



Table 5: 1990 Population Distribution and 1980-90 Growth Shares across Region and Metro Area Categories by Education Attainment Status for Whites. Blacks.
Latinos. and Asiansa

Region!

Distribution by Education Statusa Distribution by Education Statusb

Metro Area

1990 Population1980-90 Growth 1990 Population1980-90 Growth

Categories

ColI. gradOther. ColI. gradOther ColI. gradOtherColI. gradOther

WInTES

BLACKS

NORTH

NORTH

Large Metro

29.824.128.6-1.8Large Metro34.032.735.226.5
Other Metro

10.411.79.58.2Other Metro4.24.63.85.1
Nonmetro

6.611.84.87.9Nonmetro 0.81.10.81.7
SOUTIi

soum·
Large Metro

13.29.715.617.3Larg.c Metro23.918.627.124.3
Other Metro

12.012.613.421.8Other Metro17.318.415.518.2
Nonmetro

5.711.0'5.013.6Nonnietro 7.415.44.611.8
WEST

WEST

Large Metro

15.511.616.617.2Large Metro11.07.811.5.,\ 9.5
., "Other Metro 4.14.14.18.9Other Metro 1.27.11.42.3

"1

Nonmetro
2.73.52.46.9Nonmetro 0.20.30.30.6

Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0Total 100.0100.0100.0100.0

LATINOS

ASIANS

NORTH

NORTH

Large Metro

23.521.323.717.9Large Metro29.520.628.122.6
Other Metro

3.12.2. 3.1' 2.2Other Metro4.52.64.02.3
Nonmetro

1.11.10.90.8Nonmetro 1.31.11.20.9
,.I

SOUTIi soum
Large Metro

24.217.225.2\9.9Large Metro10.98.812.310.8
Other Metro

10.59·.710.7~.7Other Metro 4.54.04.83.9
Nonmetro

2.34.1'1.82.3Nonmetro 1.11.21.11.2
WEST

WEST

Large Metro

26.331.526.335.7Large Metro39.241.941.845.9
Other Metro

6.38.65.98.8Other Metro 7.415.55.59.9 .
Nonmetro

2.74.32.43.7Nonmetro 1.64.31.22.5

Total

100.0100.0100.0100.0Total 100.0100.0100.0100.0

apersons for whom poverty status is determined
bpersons aged 2S and above



Table 6 Inter-metropolitan Indices of Dissimilarity with Majority White
Population, 1980 and 1990

./

Dissimilarity with Majority Whitesa/'GrouE.
19801990

All Minorities

29.531.3
Blacks

30.229.9
Latinos

51.851.6
Asians

32.644.8

Blacks

Poverty
32.330.7

NonPoverty
29.930.8

Latinos
Poverty

52.648.4
Nonpoverty

52.052.1

Asians
Poverty

41.142.3

Nonpoverty
46.946.7

Blacks

College Grads
31.332.5

Not ColI. Grads
30.930.6

Latinos
College Grads

45.845.7
Not College Grads

53.153.2
IiAsians College Grads

44.144.8
Not College Grads

49.649.7

a Indices of dissimilarity compare each group's distribution aaoss 280
metropolitan areas with that of the majority White (Non-Latino White)
popUlation.1be index ranges between 0 (complete similarity) to 100
~~ete~~ari~h~~m~re~u~~mm~~~
population that would need to change metropolitan residence in order to be
distribu~ like majority Whites.
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Table 7: Zero-order Correlations with Metro Area Percent Poverty Population and Percent College Graduates, 1980 and 1990a

Metro

Correlations with Metro AreaMetroCorrelations with Metro Area
Area

Percent Poverty PQputationAreaPercent Conege Graduates
Attributesb

19801990Attributesb 19801990

Percent Majority Whites

-.697-.623Percent Majority Whites +.007+.017
Percent Blacks

+.428+.227Percent Blacks -.074-.021. Percent Latinos +.507+.573Percent Latinos -.007-.061
Percent Asians

-.028-.093Percent Asians +.172+.185

Percent Poverty WhitesC

+.603+.688Percent Coll. Grad. Whitesc +.980+.972

Percent Nonpoverty WhitesC

-.734-.680Percent Other WhitesC -.524-.563

Percent Poverty Blacks

+.504+.345Percent Coll. Grad. Blacks +.152+.216
:

Percent Nonpoverty Blacks

+.376+.160Percent Other Blacks -.081-.040

,l,
Percent Poverty Latinos

+.581+.644Percent Coll. Grad.Latinos +.135+.100

Percent Nonpoverty Latinos

+.459+.518Percent Other Latinos -.025-.080

Perce~t Poverty Asians

-.022+.071Percent ColI. Grad. Asians +.344+.459

Percent Nonpoverty Asians

-.060-.113Percent Other Asians +.099+.096

aN = 280 metro areas (MSAs, MSAs and NECMAs)

blndicates the percent of the total metro area population comprised of population group shown.

cDoes not exclude Latino Whites.



Chart 1: Metro Areas with Greatest 1980-90Population Increases by Poverty and Education Attainment Status

Growth 1980-90 Growth 1980-90

Rank
Increase Metro Areas->

/

RankIncrease Metro Areas

(I,OOOs)
(l,OOOs)

Poverty Population .

Non-Poverty Population

1.

529Los Angeles 1.2419Los Angeles
2.

233Houston 2.810San Francisco-Oaldand
3.

162Dallas-Fort Worth 3.778Dallas-Fort Worth
4.

134Miami 4.664Atlanta
S.

116Detroit 5.659Washington, D.C.
6.

101Phoenix 6.623New York
7.

73San Diego 7.561San Diego
8.

67Fresno 8.500Phoenix
9.

60McAllen-TX 9.420Seattle
10.

60San Antonio 10.396Miami
11.

S?Milwaukee 11.394Tampa-SL Pe~burg
12.

54Minneapolis-SL Paul 12.362Houston
13.

54ElPaso-TX 13.340Orlando
14.

52Pittsburgh 14.318Sacramento
15.

51Sacramento 15.273Minneapolis-SL Paul

College Graduates

Less than College Graduate

1.

996New York 1.1482Los Angeles
2.

727Los Angeles 2.457Dallas-Fort Worth
3.

460San Francisco-Oak1and 3.392 .San Francisco-Oakland
4.

385Chicago 4.358Houston
S.

370Washington, D.C. 5.328Atlanta
6.

301Boston 6.327Phoenix
7.

298Philadelphia 7.315San Diego
8.

282Dallas-Fort Worth 8.302Miami
9.

232Atlanta 9.279Tampa-SL Petersburg
10.

178Seattle 10.259Washington, D.C.
11.

174Houston 11.243Seattle
12.

170San Diego 12.204New York
13.

158Minneapolis-SL Paul 13.196Sacramento
14.

153Detroi~ 14.195Orlando
15.

140Baltimore .15.182Las Vegas

-Abbreviated names for CMSAs, MSAs or (m New England) NECMA counterparts as defined by OMB June 30,
1990.

I. •



Chart 2. METRO AREAS WITH GREAlEST 1980-90 POPULATION INCREASES BY POVERTY STATUS
FOR WlllTES. BLACKS. LATINOS AND ASIANS

poVERTY POPULATION

,I
NON-POVERTY POPULATION

1980-90

1980-90
Growth Increase

Growth Increase
Rank

(l000s) MetroAreaa Rank(looos). Metro Areaa

WIllTES

WIllTES

1.

120 Los Angeles 1.704 Los Angeles
2.

90 Houston 2.518 Dallas-Ft Worth
3.

74 Miami 3.428 Atlanta
4.

63 Dallas-Fort Worth4.412 Phoenix
5.

59 Phoenix 5.342 Tampa-StPetersburg
6.

46 ElPaso. TX 6.337 San Diego
7.

37 Pittsburgh 7.327 Washington. DC
8.

34 Brownsville. TX 8.316 Seattle
9.

32 McAllen. TX 9.272 Orlando
10.

29 Tampa-Sl Petersburg10.250 San Francisco-Oakland

BLACKS

BLACKS

1.

81 Detroit 1.465 New York
2.

60 Houston 2.189 Atlanta
3.

53 Miami 3.174 Washington. DC
4.

43 Dallas-Ft Worth 4.139 Los Angeles
5.

39 Milwaukee 5.135 Miami
6.

31 New Orleans 6.90 Dallas-Ft Worth
7.

24 Cleveland 7.81 Philadelphia
8.

19 Minneapolis 8.61 Baltimore
9.

18 Baton Rouge. LA 9.59 Norfolk. VA
10.

15 Shreveport. LA 10.52 San Francisco-Oakland

LATINOS

LATINOS

1.

471 Los Ange1es 1.1437 Los Angeles
2.

121 Houston 2.540 New York
3.

95 Miami 3.332 Miami
4.

85 New York 4.228 San Francisco-Oakland
5.

72 Dallas-Ft Worth 5189 Chicago
6.

59 McAllen. TX 6.187 Houston
. 7.

55 San Diego 7;183 Dallas-Ft Worth
8.

52 ElPaso. TX 8.164 San Diego
9.

49 Phoenix 9.105 Washington. DC
10.

48 San Antonio 10.89 Phoenix

ASIANS

ASIANS

1.

97 Los Angeles 1.641 Los Angeles
2.

56 New York 2.410 New York
3.

45 San Francisco-Oakland3.408 San Francisco-Oakland
4.

23 Fresno.CA 4.105 Washington. DC
5.

21 Sacramento 5.91 San Diego
6.

15 Stockton. CA 6.88 Chicago
7.

. 15 Boston 7.65 Seattle
8.

15 Minneapolis-St Paul8..64 Honolulu
9.

14 Seattle 9."·63 Houston
10.

12 San Diego 10.59 Dallas-Ft Worth

a Abbreviated names for CMSAs. MSAs. or (in New England) NECMA counterparts as dermed by OMB. June 30.

1990.

;:
, .



Chart 3. METRO AREAS WITII GREA1EST 1980-90 POPULATION INCREASES BY
EDUCATION AITAINMENTFOR WHITES. BLACKS. LATINOS AND ASIANS

COLLEGE GRAD POPULATION .-.

LESS THAN COLLEGE GRAD POPULATION

1980-90

1980-90
Growth Increase

Growth Increase
Rank

(1000s) MetrQAreaa Rank(1000s) Metro Areaa

WHITES

WlfiTES

l.
709 New York l.453 Los Angeles

2.
466 Los Angeles 2.273 Dallas-Ft Worth

3.
312 Chicago 3.264- Phoenix

4.
311 San Francisco-Oakland4.240 Tampa-St Petersburg

5.
270 Washington, DC 5.196 Atlanta

6.
266 Boston 6.180 Seattle

7.
246 Philadelphia 7.180 San Diego

8.
236 Dallas-Ft Worth 8.163 Houston

9.
182 Atlanta 9.161 Miami

10.
154 Seattle 10.155 Orlando

BJ.ACKS

BLACKS

l.
122 New York 1.319 New York

2.
59 Washington, DC 2.122 Los Angeles

3.
46 Los Angeles 3.113 Miami

4.
40 Atlanta 4.111 Atlanta

5.
38 Chicago 5.108 Washington. DC

6.
33 Philadelphia 6.82 Dallas-Ft Worth

7.
23 Dallas-Ft Worth 7.70 Houston

8.
22 San Francisco-Oakland8.70 Philadelphia

9.
21 Detroit 9.66 Chicago

10.
21 Houston 10.62 Detroit

LATINOS

LATINOS

l.
76 New York 1.984 Los Angeles

2.
72 Los Angeles 2.434 New York

3.
47 Miami 3.269 Miami

4.
26 San Francisco-Oakland4.163 Houston

5.
15 Chicago 5.162 San Francisco-Oakland

6.
15 Washington, DC 6.134 Chicago

7.
15 Houston 7.124 Dallas-Ft Worth

8.
14 Dallas-Ft Worth 8.109 San Diego

9.
14 San Antonio 9.86 San Antonio

10.
14 San Diego 10.68 Phoenix

ASIANS

ASIANS

l.
186 Los Angeles 1.290 Los Angeles

2.
137 New York 2.186 San Francisco-Oakland

3.
117 San Francisco-Oakland3.181 New York

4.
38 Washington, DC 4.49 Honolulu

5.
29 Chicago 5.43 San Diego

6.
24 Honolulu 6.37 Washington. DC

7.
20 San Diego 7.34 Chicago

8.
20 Boston 8.. 32 Seattle

9.
19 Houston· 9...•. 26 Houston

10.
17 Dallas-Ft Worth 10.25 Sacramento

a Abbreviated names for CMSAs, MSAs, or (in New Englan<9NECMA counterparts as defmed by OMB,

June 30,1990.
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Chart 4: Largest 1985-90 Interstate-Migration Exchanges * and Migration Streams from Abroad

for Poverty and Non-Poverty Populations
POVERTY POPULATION

NON-POVERTY POPULATION

Losing

Gaining LosingGaining
Rank

StateStateMigrants ..- RankStateStateMigrants

TOTAL POPULA~ON - LARGESTINTERsTATE MIGRATION ExCHANGFS
1.

NYFL31,601 1.NYFL262,013
2.

NJFL13,701 2.NYNJ121,949
3.

II.WI12,279 3.NJFL103,861
4.

NJPA11,422 4.IT.FL63,352
5.

CAOR10,170 5.TXCA62,056
6.

CAWA9,918 6.OHFL60,841
7.

CAAZ9,677 7.MIFL58,967
8.

CANY8,851 8.PAFL57,392
9.

NYNC7,386 9.NYCA54,875
10.

TXFL7,096 10.TXFL53,029

Wmm MAJORITY POPULATION- LARGEST INTERSTATEMIGRATION ExCHANGFS
1.

NYFL14,005 1.NYFL192,077
2.

CAOR8,395 2.NJFL79,691
3.

NJPA8,388 3.NYNJ72.551
4.

NJFL8,054 4.OHFL57,718
5.

CAWA7,334 5.MIFL56,150
6.

CAAZ5,371 6.IT.FL55,202
7.

IT.WI5,339 7.PAFL54,209
8.

MAFL5,309 8.MAFL48,721
9.

CANY5,105 9.MANH48,498
19.

TXAR3,871 10.TXCA42,190

COMBINEDMINORlTIES - LARGESTINTERsrATE MIGRATION ExCBANGFS
1.

NYFL17,596 1.NYFL69,936
2.

IT.WI6,940 2.NYNJ49,398
3.

NJFL5,647 3.DCMD35,203
4.

NYNC5,643 4.NJFI.24.170
5.

NYMA4.955 5.TXCA19.866
6.

TXCA4,491 6.NYCA15,588
7.

NYVA4,369 7.TXFL13,789
8.

CAAZ4,306 8.NYVA12.851
9.

NYNJ4,176 9.NYNC12,379
10.

TXFL3,906 10.LATX12,331

TOTAL POPULATION- LARGEST MIGRATION FROM ABROAD
1.

ABRDCA445,150 1.ABRDCA1.017,329
2.

ABRDNY153.872 2.ABRDNY440,301
3.

ABRDTX120,658 3.ABRDFL283,535
4.

ABRDFL98,210 4.ABRDTX238,757
5.

ABRD~47,082 5.ABRDNJ175,343
6.

ABRDMA43,993 6.ABRDIT.148,572
7.

ABRDNJ35,096 7.ABRDVA126,498
8.

ABRDPA26,682 8 ... ;.ABRDMA104,503
9.

ABRDAZ26,350 9.ABRDMD93,086
10.

ABRDWA25,107 10.ABRDWA70,155

Based on 1990 U.S. Census "residence in 1985" question: Interstate Migration Exchanges = MigrationStream from Losing State to Gaining State minus the Stream in reverse direction.migration Streams fromAbroad = Immigration Stream to State from Abroad.

" .
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APPENDIX A

POVERTY POPULATION BY RACE - NET MIGRATION FOR US STATES -1985-90

AL01

AK02

AZ04

AR05

CA08

COOlI

CTOII

DE10

OCll
FL12

GA13

HI15

1018
IL17

IN18

IA1g

KS20

KY21

LA22

ME23

MD24

MA25

MI28

MN27

MS28

M029

MT30

NE31

NV32

NH33

NJ34

NM35

NY36

NC37
ND38

0H3ll

OK40

OR41
PA42
RI44
SC45

SD46

TN47

TX48

UT49
VT50

VA51

WA53

WV54

WISS
WY56

Tolal Non-lallnoWhll••AllMinorlll••••• Black.Lallno.A.lan.

Nell·

AbroadNe12"NellAbroadNet2NellAbroadNet2NetlAbroadNet2NetlAbroadNet2NetlAbroadNet2

I

13845 537111121811025225313278282031185113829019333834312359871-47119081435

2

-10064 858-9408-88892117-8572-11115361-834-13838-98-4111254-237-258145-113

~
247082635051058172183472208110741102287830388180748520112841141110572555128432873551

5

11120 225313373117485411122117-82817041078-848480-1888804281088-381818457

;
-41832445150403318-384117578311111342-33353873113831178-711857780-205-1111427423728512315388107438122802

;
1051382013725-178114443285418114111771107134498113251411748088105-2112358532113

~
-18391 142211-2182-153873288-12101-100410114311939-1774813-11817811105811817-11011811051

)

8871320220712502531503-3831087704-385183-182-22342320311587808
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APPENDIXB

NON-POVERTY POPULATION BY RACE - NET MIGRATION FOR US STATES -1985-90
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