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Racial Segregation in US Metropolitan Areas and Cities, 1990–2000: 
Patterns, Trends, and Explanations 

 
 

Abstract 

This report provides a comprehensive overview of 1990 and 2000 neighborhood dissimilarity 
indices measured for Blacks and Whites, Asians and Whites, and Hispanics and Whites among the 
nation’s 318 metropolitan areas, as well as 1220 places with populations exceeding 25,000 in 2000. 
Unlike most earlier studies which measure segregation on the basis of census tracts, this study measures 
segregation across smaller block-groups, which constitute closer approximations to neighborhoods. 

 
For both metropolitan areas and places, we find broad trends, some countering those of earlier 

decades. Black-White segregation is declining fairly consistently for most metropolitan areas and cities. 
Hispanic-White segregation is on the increase for about half of the cities, and most metropolitan areas. 
Yet, Asian-White segregation is on the decline in most metropolitan areas and places. The latter 
counters the steady increases in Asian-White segregation over the 1980s. Despite these pervasive 
patterns, many changes for individual areas are small, preserving the long-standing national ‘pecking 
order’ of segregation for different racial and ethnic groups.  

 
This study evaluates social, economic and demographic metropolitan area factors associated 

with metropolitan level segregation. In a unique analysis, it also evaluates both metropolitan and place 
level contextual effects on segregation in individual places, located within metropolitan areas. The 
results show that location in metropolitan areas that are ‘multi-ethnic’—with strong representation of 
two or more minority groups—tends to be associated with declining levels of Black-White segregation at 
both the metropolitan area level and at the city level. The metropolitan multi-ethnic context has less 
consistent effects on the segregation levels of other race- and ethnic groups. However, given the 
continued clustering of Hispanics and Asians in different metropolitan areas across the country and their 
continued mixing within those metropolitan areas, these findings suggest that significant linkages exist 
between metropolitan demographic shifts and city segregation dynamics 

 
 

Data Used: 2000 and 1990 US Census
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Racial Segregation in US Metropolitan Areas and Cities, 1990–2000 
Patterns, Trends, and Explanations 
 
William H. Frey 
The University of Michigan and The Brookings Institution 
 
Dowell Myers 
The University of Southern California 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Race and ethnic segregation patterns in the US are of increasing interest to policy makers, planners, and 
scholars as the nation becomes an increasingly multi-ethnic society. Yet, both the levels and changes in 
segregation vary widely across areas, and for each racial group. Moreover, segregation measures 
reported at the metropolitan area will differ from those measures that are associated with cities located 
within metropolitan areas. For this reason, it is important to examine distinctions between metropolitan 
area segregation, and city segregation, and how the metropolitan area affects place segregation. 
 
In this report we provide a comprehensive overview of 1990 and 2000 dissimilarity indices measured for 
Blacks and Whites, Asians and Whites, and Hispanics and Whites among the nation’s 318 metropolitan 
areas, as well as 1220 places with populations exceeding 25,000 in 2000. 
 
For both metropolitan areas and places, we find broad trends, some countering earlier decades. Black-
White segregation is declining fairly consistently for most metropolitan areas and cities. Hispanic-White 
segregation is on the increase for about half of the cities and for most metropolitan areas. Yet, 
surprisingly, Asian-White segregation is on the decline in most metropolitan areas and places. The latter 
counters the steady increases in Asian-White segregation over the 1980s. 
 
Despite these pervasive patterns, many changes for individual areas are small, so that the long-standing 
national ‘pecking order’ of segregation for different racial groups has not changed dramatically in 2000. 
Yet, a great deal of variation, both across and within metropolitan areas, in segregation levels and 
changes can be explained by a variety of demographic and economic local contextual factors associated 
with continued immigration and dispersion of Hispanics and Asians, as well as the emerging shifts in the 
Black population. The analyses in this article identify the most important factors affecting metropolitan 
area variations in segregation and, in addition, they evaluate both metropolitan and place level 
contextual forces on the segregation of individual places, located within metropolitan areas.  
 
 
Overview 
 
A long series of studies have documented the distinct racial and ethnic residential location patterns in 
the United States (Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965; Sorensen et al., 1975; Van Valey et al., 1975; Massey and 
Denton, 1987; Frey and Farley, 1996; Logan, 2001a; Glaeser and Vigdor, 2001; Logan, Stults and Farley, 
2004; Iceland, 2004). These patterns have resulted from a variety of causes including disparate 
economic resources across groups, preferences to reside with same-group neighbors, community-zoning 
laws that discourage economic integration, and the long history of discriminatory practices on the part of 
lending institutions, realtors, insurers, and rental agents.  
 
The effects of discriminatory practices have been most evident in the segregation of African Americans 
from Whites, which has been documented in a series of trend studies (Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965; 
Massey and Denton, 1993). Because of the fair housing legislation in the 1960s and its subsequent 
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enforcement, and the emergence of a large Black middle class population, Black segregation levels 
recorded in the 1990 Census showed an overall modest decline (Frey and Farley, 1996). Nonetheless, 
metropolitan area segregation levels in 1990 were still relatively high such that, on the average, 6 out of 
10 Blacks would have had to change neighborhoods (block groups) in order to be distributed in the 
same way that Whites were. Segregation was lowest and showed the greatest declines in metropolitan 
areas with a preponderance of recent construction and significant in-migration of Blacks and in “melting 
pot areas” where other race and ethnic minorities were present (Frey and Farley, 1996). 

Segregation of Hispanics and Asians is also of increasing interest in light of the substantial immigration 
waves that have affected many metropolitan areas in the past two decades. Data for all metropolitan 
areas from the 1990 Census showed that Hispanics and Asians were substantially less segregated than 
Blacks at the block group level (Frey and Farley, 1996). On average, only 4 in 10 Hispanics or Asians 
would have had to change residence to be distributed like the White populations in their respective 
metropolitan areas. The continuing large waves of Hispanic and Asian immigration since 1990 suggest an 
even greater potential for continued segregation among these groups and a more complicated set of 
“race and space” dynamics, especially in large melting pot areas. 
Soon after the Census 2000 racial statistics were released, two national studies compared segregation 
patterns across metropolitan areas (Logan, 2001a; Glaeser and Vigdor, 2001). Both of these examined 
variations in segregation measures across metropolitan areas, and employed census tracts (rather than 
block groups) as neighborhood units of analysis in measuring segregation.  
 
Logan’s (2001a) analysis emphasizes segregation across the major racial groups: Non-Hispanic White, 
Non-Hispanic-Black; Non-Hispanic Asians; and Hispanics. Its findings reinforce metropolitan area 
segregation results observed after the 1990 census. Black segregation from Whites remained 
substantially higher than Asian or Hispanic segregation from Whites, yet the former declined slightly in 
most metropolitan areas, while the latter increased to a small extent. Yet, variation occurred across all of 
these measures and the study emphasized a relative lack of change in the high segregation levels 
observed for larger, northern metropolitan areas where most Blacks continue to reside.  
 
Glaeser and Vigdor’s (2001) study focused exclusively on Black-non-Black segregation across 
metropolitan areas and found results somewhat similar to the Logan’s study for Black-White patterns. 
Despite similar results, Glaeser and Vigdor chose to emphasize those metropolitan areas where Black 
segregation declined the most: those located in the South and West regions, among metropolitan areas 
that were growing rapidly in their Black populations.   
 
The current study builds on this earlier work in a number of respects. First, we examine in great detail 
regional variations and rankings of racial segregation measures: 2000 dissimilarity indices and 1990–
2000 changes in dissimilarity indices for metropolitan areas and places in the comparisons of  Black 
versus Whites, Asians versus Whites, and Hispanics versus Whites. Unlike most earlier studies from the 
2000 Census (Glaeser and Vigdor,2001; Logan, Stults and Farley,2004; Iceland, 2004), our measures of 
segregation employ indices of dissimilarity based on the block group, rather than census tract definition 
of neighborhood. The block group (average population size 1,100) more closely approximates a 
neighborhood than the census tract (average population size 5,000). This more refined block group-
based segregation measure permits the detection of segregation patterns for smaller sized minority 
populations or in small areas that are camouflaged when tract-based measures are used.  
 
Second, we conduct multivariate analyses to explain 2000 levels of segregation and 1990–2000 changes 
in levels of segregation for each of these comparisons at the metropolitan area, based on metropolitan 
area attributes that have been suggested to explain these variations in Frey and Farley (1996) and 
elsewhere.  
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Third, we conduct multivariate analysis to explain similar variations and trends in these dissimilarity 
indices for places, greater than 25,000, that are located within metropolitan areas. The explanatory 
factors in these models include attributes of the metropolitan areas, as well as attributes of the place. 
These analyses permit us to examine the extent to which the broader metropolitan area context affects 
place segregation when place-level area factors are taken into account. Because of the greater dispersion 
of new Hispanic and Asian groups to smaller localities within and across metropolitan areas, and the 
increasing movement of Blacks towards suburban and smaller communities (Frey, 2001; Myers and Park, 
2001), this study provides a nuanced evaluation of racial segregation at the local level, based on detailed 
1990 and 2000 Census segregation measures.  
 
Following a discussion of the methods and data used in this study, the remaining sections of this paper 
will present descriptive overviews of metropolitan area segregation patterns and trends, city segregation 
patterns and trends, and city variations within metropolitan areas. These are followed by a section which 
presents the multivariate models explaining segregation levels and trends for metropolitan areas and 
cities, and the concluding section, which summarizes the results.  
 
Methods and Data 
 
This research uses the index of dissimilarity as its measure of residential segregation. The index of 
dissimilarity (defined below) has become the standard indicator of racial and ethnic segregation between 
pairs of groups within a metropolitan area. The index is calculated for small neighborhood-like areas 
(block groups), for which data are only available from Decennial U.S. Censuses. In any given city or 
metropolitan area, this index examines the extent to which racial and ethnic minority groups are 
segregated from Whites, or are segregated from each other.  
 
The index of dissimilarity has an intuitive interpretation: a maximum index value of 100 means that the 
two groups being compared reside in completely separate neighborhoods (i.e., complete segregation), 
whereas a minimum index value of 0 indicates that both groups are distributed in exactly the same way 
across neighborhoods (i.e., complete integration). Values in between 0 and 100 can be interpreted as 
the percent of one group which would have to relocate into a different neighborhood in order to be 
distributed exactly the same way as the other group. For example, a White-Black dissimilarity index of 75 
means that 75 percent of Blacks would have to change neighborhoods to be distributed like Whites.  
 
The formula used to calculate the dissimilarity index for two race and ethnic groups within the same city 
(or metropolitan area) is as follows: 
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where P1 =  city-wide population of Group 1 
 P2 =  city-wide population of Group 2 
 P1i =  neighborhood i population of Group 1 
 P2i = neighborhood i population of Group 2 
 n = number of neighborhoods in city  
 
These indices were calculated for all metropolitan areas and for each city with a 2000 population of at 
least 25,000. The study uses standard Office of Management and Budget classifications of metropolitan 
statistical areas, primary metropolitan statistical areas, and New England county metropolitan areas. 
Areas are ranked with respect to degree of segregation for each of the largest racial and ethnic minority 
groups. Average (unweighted mean) segregation indices are also presented for metropolitan areas and 
cities in different regions and size classes.  
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The indices of dissimilarity in this study were compiled from 1990 and 2000 Census Public Law (PL 94-
171) files, which represent the first detailed release of census data for small geographic areas. These files 
contain base tabulations of the population by race and Hispanic origin for every level of geography down 
to the block group level, which is the geographic unit used to calculate the dissimilarity indices. 
 
This study follows the convention of earlier studies of Hispanic status and race categories (Massey and 
Denton 1997; Frey and Farley, 1996; Logan 2001a) by classifying persons who are Hispanics as one group 
and classifying the Non-Hispanic population by their racial identification. This study focuses only on 
four groups, Hispanics, Non-Hispanic Whites, Non-Hispanic Blacks, and Non-Hispanic Asians (to be 
called ‘Whites,’ ‘Blacks,’ and ‘Asians’ for simplicity). Further, because the 2000 Census allows people to 
identify two or more races, we have edited the 2000 racial classification data so that Non-Hispanic 
persons identifying with more than one race were allocated proportionately to the remaining racial 
groups they identified (e.g. number of persons in an area who identified themselves as Non-Hispanic 
Black and Non-Hispanic Asian were allocated such that 50% of them were included in the Non-Hispanic 
Black category and 50% were allocated into the Non-Hispanic Asian category). This permits a more 
direct comparison with 1990 data, which did not permit identification of more than one race.  
 
In this study, we calculated indices of dissimilarity of specific minority groups (e.g. Blacks, Asians) 
versus Whites in 1990 and 2000 for the metropolitan area or city. The base population of 1,000 ensures 
that the minority population being examined is a minimally significant size. As a consequence, our 
analyses of indices of dissimilarities for metropolitan areas will be restricted to 287 areas (for Black-
White dissimilarity), 236 areas (for Asian-White dissimilarity), and 281 areas (for Hispanic-White 
dissimilarity). The city analyses will be restricted to 749 cities (for Black-White dissimilarity), 534 cities 
(for Asian-White dissimilarity), and 784 cities (for Hispanic-White dissimilarity). In the multivariate 
analyses, slightly smaller numbers of cities will be employed because appropriate city explanatory 
variables are not available for all areas.  
 
 
METROPOLITAN AREA SEGREGATION 
 
The plots in Figures 1, 2 and 3 provide an overview of segregation patterns of the three minorities 
between 1990 and 2000. Shown are the distributions of metropolitan areas, in each year, according to 
their indices of dissimilarity. In comparison to Blacks, Hispanics and Asians are significantly less 
segregated. The average index of dissimilarity for Blacks versus Whites, among metropolitan areas, is 
58.7 in 2000, compared with indices of 44.2 for Hispanics versus Whites, and 42.9 for Asians versus 
Whites. As the figures indicate, there is a wide variation in values across metropolitan areas. However, 
93% of all metropolitan areas showed declines in Black-White segregation, and 84% showed declines in 
Asian-White segregation. For Hispanics, in contrast, the majority of metropolitan areas showed 
increasing segregation - 57% of all metropolitan areas.  
 
(Figures 1, 2, and 3 Here) 
 
Although most of these declines and gains are relatively small, the pervasive declines for Blacks versus 
Whites continues a trend that was apparent both in the 1970s and 1980s (Massey and Denton, 1987; Frey 
and Farley, 1996). The Hispanic pattern of uneven declines is also consistent with the 1980s patterns and 
reflects increasing immigration and associated clustering of Hispanics in several port-of-entry 
metropolitan areas, as well as new growth of small Hispanic enclaves in other metropolitan areas (Frey 
and Farley, 1996; Myers, 1999; Frey, 2002). The pervasive decline in Asian segregation is somewhat 
surprising in light of the continued increase in Asian immigration. This counters the pattern observed in 
the 1990s (Frey and Farley, 1996). Below we discuss how metropolitan areas vary in the patterns and 
changes of minority segregation with Whites.  
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Blacks in Metropolitan Areas 
 
The pervasive decline in Black-White segregation over the past three decades might be attributed to 
elements of the Civil Rights movement, which led to the growth of the Black middle class population, 
and less discrimination in the buying and selling of homes. Analyses of the 1990s, in fact, show that 
Black-White metropolitan area declines were greatest in newer metropolitan areas, where Blacks had a 
small, but increasing presence or where there was a great deal of recent housing construction (Farley 
and Frey, 1992). In addition, multi-ethnic metropolitan areas, where more than one minority has a 
substantial presence, led to lower and reduced Black-White segregation during the 1990s (Frey and 
Farley, 1996). A substantial number of metropolitan areas located in the industrial North and Old South 
continued to display high segregation levels that were negligible deductions in those levels.  
 
Past regional differences in Black-White segregation continue to be evident in 2000. That is, high 
average levels of Black-White segregation (above 60) are shown for metropolitan areas in the Northeast 
and Midwest. The average Southern metropolitan area has an dissimilarity index of 58.8 and, as in the 
past, Western metropolitan areas showed lowest average levels, at 46.7 in 2000 (See Table A1). These 
patterns are also evident in Map 1, which shows that the highest proportion of metropolitan areas with 
‘above 60’ dissimilarity indices are located in the Northeast and Midwest regions, as well as a good part 
of the South. Areas in the 50s range are also prevalent in the South, especially in the Southeast and in 
Texas; whereas a number of Western metropolitan areas show Black-White dissimilarity levels in the 40s 
and below.  
 
(Table A1 and Map 1 Here) 
 
Past high levels of segregation continue to be apparent in metropolitan areas with greatest levels of 
Black-White dissimilarity, shown in Table A2. Led by Gary, Indiana, with a segregation level of 87.5, 
most of these highly segregated areas are located in the industrial Midwest and urban Northeast, 
including places which have attracted many Black migrants to factory jobs during the mid-twentieth 
century. Detroit, New York, Milwaukee, Chicago, Newark, and Flint all display dissimilarity levels above 
80, and close behind Buffalo and Cleveland at 79. A few Non-North metropolitan areas appear on this 
most segregated list of metropolitan areas: Birmingham and Gaston, AL, both Old South metropolitan 
areas with substantial Black populations. 
 
(Table A2 Here) 
 
Metropolitan areas ranked lowest on 2000 Black-White segregation have dissimilarity indices of 40 and 
below (See Table A2). With few exceptions, they have a number of common attributes in that they tend 
to be small metropolitan areas, are located in the West, or growing parts of the South, and tend to have 
small Black population shares. Those that are exceptions to these include Lawrence, KS, a university 
town in the Midwest, Jacksonville, NC, Lawton, OK, and Fayetteville, NC—metros with large Black 
populations but which also serve as large military bases. Other university towns include Boulder, CO and 
Eugene, OR. Others have large multi-ethnic populations including six that are located in California. 
 
Despite these sharp disparities in levels of Black-White segregation, more than nine out of ten 
metropolitan areas experienced a decline in segregation levels over the 1990s. This decline is pervasive 
across the four regions, as well as different size classes of metropolitan areas (See Table A1). While the 
average level of decline in the dissimilarity index is relatively small (-4.7), 113 metropolitan areas showed 
a decline of greater than 5 points, and 21 areas showed declines greater than 10, over the 1990s. In 
contrast, only 21 metropolitan areas showed any increase in Black-White segregation, and most of these 
were negligible (less than one point). 
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Map 2 depicts locations of areas by their changed Black-White dissimilarity over the 1990s. Areas that 
declined by greater than 5 points are prevalent in all regions of the country. An especially large cluster 
of them is located in Florida, California, and in much of the West. Table A2 lists the areas with greatest 
decreases in the Black-White dissimilarity index over the 1990s. As with areas with low levels of 
segregation, most of these tend to have small Black populations and, with the exception of Portland, OR, 
and Salt Lake City, UT, are relatively small in size. Yet, Florida metropolitan areas of Lakeland, Daytona 
Beach, and Ft. Pierce have larger Black population shares. These metros, like several others on this list, 
are located in parts of the country which are gaining new Black migrants over the 1990s (Frey, 2001b).  
 
(Table A3 and Map 2) 
 
The list of areas with greatest increases in Black-White dissimilarity (upper Panel of the Table A3) 
includes a mix of places such as Old South metros, New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Alexandria, in 
Louisiana. College towns such as Iowa City, IA, Ann Arbor, MI, and Bryan-College Station, TX, are also 
included. It is noteworthy that only two metropolitan areas, Miami, FL and New Orleans, LA, with 
populations greater than one million did not show declines in their Black-White segregation index.  
 
Traditionally, high levels of segregation have been associated with metropolitan areas that house the 
largest Black populations. Table A4 displays 2000 segregation levels and 1990–2000 trends for 36 
metropolitan areas with Black populations greater than 200,000. Indeed, all but five of these metro 
areas show dissimilarity indices higher than 60, and 18, mostly in the Northeast and Midwest, still show 
a segregation level where more than seven out of ten Blacks would have to move to be distributed in the 
same way that Whites are. An analysis of 1980s segregation trends (Frey and Farley, 1996) showed that 
large metropolitan areas with greatest declines are of three types: (1) New Southern destinations for 
Black migrants who are attracted to growing parts of the South in large numbers; (2) Non-traditional 
destinations for Blacks within the North; and (3) Multi-ethnic metropolitan areas where Blacks are only 
one of two or more minority groups.  
 
An examination of the changes in segregation provides some support for these same three patterns, 
although many of the metropolitan areas differ. As the 1990s represented an accelerated Black migration 
to the South (Frey 2001b), the destinations now go beyond just Atlanta, GA, Dallas and Houston, TX, to 
new high-growth metros in Florida and the Carolinas, among others. Hence, we see associated large 
declines in Black-White segregation in the Florida metropolitan areas of Ft. Lauderdale, Orlando, 
Tampa-St. Petersburg, and Jacksonville. The growing North Carolina metropolitan areas of Charlotte, 
Raleigh, and Greensboro showed declines exceeding 3 points, as had the traditional Southern Black 
magnets of Atlanta, GA, and Dallas, TX. Surprising declines in the South are shown for Black-White 
segregation in Jackson, MS, Baltimore, MD, and Norfolk, VA. 
 
Several Northern metropolitan areas that serve as ‘secondary destinations’ for Blacks who moved initially 
to northern industrial metropolitan areas also showed declines in segregation. These include Columbus, 
OH, Indianapolis, IN, and Kansas City, MO. Yet, unexpected declines are also shown for the larger 
metropolitan areas of Cleveland, OH, and Philadelphia, PA.  
 
Finally, this list of metro areas with large Black populations only contains a few west coast ‘Melting 
Pots.’ Of these, Los Angeles and Oakland, CA both showed Black-White dissimilarity declines of more 
than five points over the 1990s. The issue of Melting Pot impacts on Black declines will be returned to 
later in our multivariate analysis. 
 
(Table A4 Here) 
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Asians in Metropolitan Areas 
 
The Asian presence in urban America now extends from far beyond the traditional ‘Chinatowns’ 
geographically and in terms of country of origin (Barnes and Bennett, 2002; Logan, 2001b; Pollard and 
O’Hare, 1999). The largest groups are Chinese, Filipinos, and Indians, followed by Koreans, Vietnamese, 
and Japanese. These groups differ in terms of their geographic distributions, as well as their social-
economic status. In California, there is a large presence of Chinese, Filipinos, and Vietnamese. In New 
York, Vietnamese, Indians, and Koreans comprise the largest group, and in Texas, Vietnamese and 
Indians outrank other groups. Indians and Vietnamese rank at opposite ends of the socioeconomic 
spectrum. As a group, Indians are the most highly educated of all groups, and the Vietnamese are the 
least educated and lowest paid of the groups. Asian segregation patterns reflect, in part, the 
concentrations of different groups in different areas. 
 
While the overall segregation level of Asians remains substantially below that of Blacks: the average 
Asian versus White dissimilarity level is 42.9 in 2000. While there is wide variation across metropolitan 
areas on this score, the variation for Asian versus White dissimilarity is narrower (between 61.7 and 
23.6) than that for Blacks (87.5 to 30.5). Across regions, average segregation levels were relatively 
similar for the Northeast, Midwest, and South, and somewhat lower in the West, the region wherein 
most Asians reside (See Table A1, middle panel). A look at Map 3 indicates that low levels of Asian-
White dissimilarity exist in every part of the country, but especially in western states outside of 
California, in Florida, and southeast coastal cities. Highest levels of segregation, in the 50s and lower 
60s, tend to characterize more of the Northeast and Midwest metropolitan areas.  
 
(Map 3 Here) 
 
The 20 metropolitan areas with the lowest segregation levels (See Table A5, Lower Panel) are, with the 
exception of Ft. Lauderdale, FL, smaller metropolitan areas. They are located largely in the West, most 
parts of the Southeast, and especially Florida. Many of these areas in the states of Washington, Oregon, 
and California have had long-standing Asian populations. Few (Boulder, Co, Colorado Springs, CO, 
Bremerton, WA, and Lawton, OK) are home to universities or military bases. Areas with highest levels of 
Asian-White segregation include a few large metropolitan areas, such as New York, NY, Houston, TX, 
Pittsburgh, PA, and New Orleans, LA. Many of these areas are located in the Northeast, the Midwest, 
and the South, are not traditional Asian gateways, and house only small, or in some cases, growing 
Asian populations.  
 
(Table A5 Here) 
 
A surprising finding from the 2000 Census is the pervasiveness of decline in the Asian-White 
segregation across many metropolitan areas. Among all metropolitan areas examined, 84% showed a 
decline in Asian-White dissimilarity where the average decline was 3.8 points. Declines were most 
pervasive in the Midwest (93%) and least pervasive in the Northeast (69%). Among metropolitan size 
categories, Asian-White segregation declines were less common among the largest metropolitan areas 
with over a million population (61%). Among smaller size metropolitan areas, about nine out of ten 
showed declines in their Asian-White dissimilarity.  
 
While the average decline in Asian-White segregation is small, fully 75 metropolitan areas showed 
declines of more than 5 points, and in 15, those declines exceeded 10. Only two metropolitan areas 
increased their Asian-White dissimilarity by more than 5 points (Middlesex, NJ, and Atlantic City, NJ) of 
the 38 metros that showed any increases in the index. 
 
Locations of areas which showed declines in segregation can be seen in the bottom panel of Table A6, 
as well as on Map 4. Many of these are small Midwest metropolitan areas such as Lacrosse, WI, or 
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Duluth-Superior, MN, and have relatively small Asian populations. However, also on the list are several 
California metropolitan areas in different parts of the state including some in the Central Valley (Merced 
and Fresno) with sizable Asian populations as part of the multi-ethnic mix. 
 
Metros which showed gains in segregation over the 1990s tend to include some larger metropolitan 
areas, which continue to get new influxes of Asian immigrants in significant numbers. These include New 
York, Nassau-Suffolk, Newark and Middlesex, NJ in the Northeast. Other metropolitan areas that lie in 
the greater ‘Melting Pot’ regions are Orange County, CA, Miami, FL, and Houston, TX. These are more 
suburban-like metropolitan areas that are receiving new Asian immigrants that relocate to the suburbs 
(e.g. from Los Angeles to Orange County; New York City to Nassau-Suffolk, etc).  
 
(Table A6 and Map 4 Here) 
 
Table A7 lists 27 metropolitan areas with the largest Asian populations in 2000. These areas tend to 
score on the higher side, such that 14 of the 24 have indices of dissimilarity exceeding 48. In fact, the 
traditional port-of-entry metro areas for Asians, including New York, NY, San Francisco, CA, and Los 
Angeles, CA, continue to show segregation indices above 50, as do other older metropolitan areas that 
have accepted Asians, including Boston, MA, Philadelphia, PA, Detroit, MI, as well as other large 
‘Melting Pot’ areas such as Houston, TX, and Sacramento, CA. The northwest Asian immigrant 
destination metros of Portland and Seattle, WA show lower segregation scores as does Honolulu; and 
lower indices are also registered for several more ‘suburban’ metropolitan areas that Asians are 
dispersing into (e.g. Bergen-Passaic, NJ, Nassau-Suffolk, NY, Orange County, CA, and Riverside-San 
Bernardino, CA). 
 
(Table A7 Here) 
 
Not only are Asians more segregated in these larger metropolitan areas, but the more pervasive decline 
in Asian-White segregation is less apparent among this group. Fully 16 of these areas show increases in 
segregation over the 1990s. This is especially the case for the ‘suburban’ metropolitan areas of 
Middlesex, NJ, Nassau-Suffolk, NY, Orange County, CA, as well as for metropolitan areas where Asians 
are dispersing heavily in the suburbs (Washington, DC, and Houston, TX). This decline in Asian-White 
segregation is seen in Honolulu, HI, which is the only metropolitan area where Asians constitute a 
majority of the population. In sum, the major port-of-entry magnets for Asian immigrants in the US tend 
to counter the more pervasive trend of lower and declining Asian-White segregation. Metropolitan areas 
where these trends are occurring tend to be smaller areas where Asians are moving to as secondary 
destinations from these port-of-entry areas.  
 
Hispanics in Metropolitan Areas 
 
The Hispanic population in urban America has been growing rapidly since the late 1960s, and especially 
in the past two decades, as a result of immigration reform, refugee movement, and illegal immigration 
from Mexico and other Latin American countries. Due to this sharp growth, Hispanics now rival Blacks 
as the largest racial and ethnic minority in the United States. This Hispanic population comprises a 
variety of different Spanish-origin groups (Grieco and Cassidy, 2001; Guzmán, 2001; Singer et al., 2001) 
where the largest Hispanic group is of Mexican origin (58%); Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and a growing 
number of Central and South American groups make smaller representation. Nonetheless, New York and 
other east coast cities are heavily dominated by Puerto Rican and Non-Mexican Hispanic groups. Puerto 
Ricans, in particular, have higher levels of segregation that may account for the overall increased levels 
of Hispanic segregation in northern and east coast cities.  
 
Like Asians, Hispanics have tended to cluster heavily into a relatively small number of large port-of-entry 
metropolitan areas (Frey, 2001a). However, over the course of the 1990s, there has been an increasing 
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dispersal of Hispanics into smaller metropolitan areas, and all parts of the country. This leads to the 
question: Is this new dispersal of Hispanics leading to higher or lower segregation of this group in their 
new destination areas? Our previous analysis of Asians suggests lower segregation levels and a decline in 
segregation for Asians moving to smaller areas, away from the traditional port-of-entry metropolitan 
areas. The results presented here for Hispanics suggest something different.  
 
Average dissimilarity indices for Hispanic versus Whites (44.2) lie only slightly above those for Asians 
(42.9) but well below those for Blacks (58.7). Hispanic segregation levels are markedly higher, for the 
average Northeastern metropolitan areas than for those in the other three regions, perhaps reflecting the 
different mix of Hispanics in the groups in the former areas, as discussed above. Segregation levels are 
also higher for larger metropolitan areas than for smaller ones (See Table A1, Right Panel).  
 
The variation in Hispanic-White segregation levels can be seen in Map 5 and Table A8. A heavy 
concentration in ‘60 and over’ Hispanic-White dissimilarity indices runs among a series of metropolitan 
areas along the northeast corridor, as well as for Milwaukee, WI, and Tyler, TX. Fourteen of the 18 
metros with ‘60 and over’ Hispanic-White dissimilarity indices are located in a swath of states running 
from Pennsylvania through New Jersey, New York, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts.  
 
(Table A8 and Map 5 about Here) 
 
At the other extreme, are fully 104 metropolitan areas with Hispanic-White dissimilarity indices below 
40. These are spread over all parts of the country, especially in the South and much of the West. These 
characterize metropolitan areas where Mexicans are the primary Hispanic group, as well as smaller 
places that represent new destinations for Hispanics. Metropolitan areas with the very lowest segregation 
indices (28 and below) are listed in Table A8. These include a smattering of small places that represent 
college towns and military bases. Yet, a good number of metropolitan areas have Hispanic segregation 
levels that lie at the lower end of the segregation continuum.  
 
What is distinct about Hispanic-White segregation, in comparison to the other two groups, is the fact 
that more metropolitan areas are registering increases than decreases over the 1990–2000  period. 
Nationally, almost three out of five metropolitan areas are increasing their Hispanic-White segregation 
levels. Despite the fact that South and West metropolitan areas tend to have lower segregation levels, 
they have experienced disproportionately greater increases in those levels over the course of the 1990s. 
This is especially the case for large metropolitan areas with population over 1,000,000. Over four out of 
five of these metropolitan areas registered increases in Hispanic-White segregation where the average 
level of change is 4.5 points.  
 
Among the metropolitan areas studied, fully 65 increased in Hispanic-White dissimilarity by greater than 
5 points over the 1990s, and of these, 20 increased them by more than 10. The distribution of these 
gaining areas, depicted in Map 6, show them to be located in large parts of the West, South, and 
Midwest, among small metropolitan areas that typically house small but increasing numbers of Hispanic 
populations. Table A9 (top panel) shows areas with the greatest Hispanic-White segregation gains over 
the 1990s. These include many large metropolitan areas that have received new influxes of Hispanic 
populations. Several are in the southeast, such as Raleigh, Greensboro, and Charlotte in North Carolina, 
Nashville and Memphis in Tennessee, and Atlanta, Georgia. Others are located in the West in states that 
lie outside of the large Hispanic immigrant clusters, such as Las Vegas and Seattle.  
 
(Table A9 and Map 6 Here) 
 
Only 19 metropolitan areas registered declines in Hispanic-White segregation by greater than 5 points. 
These are typically small metropolitan areas that have tiny shares of Hispanics (see Table A9, Lower 
Panel). 



 15

 
Of greatest interest, however, is the change in segregation patterns occurring within the nations 
metropolitan areas that house the largest numbers of Hispanics. Many of these still register increased 
numbers of Hispanics through immigration and migration from other parts of the US and have typically 
shown high, stable, or increasing levels of segregation (Frey and Farley, 1996). Table A10 lists the 39 
metropolitan areas with at least 200,000 Hispanics in 2000. Of these, 26 have segregation levels in the 
50s and 60s, and the nation’s two largest immigrant Hispanic concentrations, New York and Los 
Angeles, show indices of 68.9 and 64.1 respectively. As with Asians, lower but increasing segregation 
levels are observed for the ‘suburban’ metropolitan areas surrounding these concentrations, such as 
Nassau-Suffolk, NY, Orange County, CA, and Sacramento, CA.  
 
The greatest increases in segregation, however, occur with large metropolitan areas that represent new 
destinations for Hispanics. These areas include Atlanta and Las Vegas as well as those with more modest 
increases: Washington, DC, Orlando, and Phoenix. With Hispanics, as with Asians, high segregation 
levels characterize areas that have traditionally housed large concentrations of this group. However, 
unlike the case with Asians, the greatest increases in segregation tend to occur in both small and large 
metropolitan areas that serve as new destinations for Hispanics.  
 
(Table A10 Here) 
 
CITY SEGREGATION 
 
In this section, we change the focus from metropolitan areas to cities with 2000 populations of 25,000 
or greater. As in the previous section, we restrict our analysis of each group’s segregation versus Whites 
to areas where the minority has a population of greater than 1,000 in both 1990 and 2000. Thus, our 
analysis focuses on 749 cities for segregation of Blacks versus Whites, 534 cities for the segregation of 
Asians versus Whites, and 784 cities for the segregation of Hispanics versus Whites.  
 
 Overall, the average segregation levels for cities tend to be lower than those for metropolitan areas, 
although the ‘pecking order’ across the three minority groups remains the same. The average city 
dissimilarity index is 46.2 for Blacks versus Whites, 31.2 for Asians versus Whites, and 35.7 for 
Hispanics versus Whites (comparable average indices for metropolitan areas were 58.7, 42.9, and 44.2, 
respectively). It is also the case that the ranges of segregation scores vary more widely across cities than 
across metropolitan areas. For example, Black-White indices of dissimilarity range between a value of 8.1 
and 86.9 for cities, in contrast to the range of 30.5 to 87.5 for metropolitan areas. However, as the 
discussion below reveals, similar patterns of trends and variations across regions hold for cities, as was 
the case for metropolitan areas. That is, there is a predominant tendency for 1990–2000  declines in 
segregation for Blacks versus Whites, and Asians versus Whites, while the pattern is more mixed for 
trends in Hispanics versus Whites. Variations across regions in size of cities, along with patterns for 
individual cities, are discussed below.  
 
Blacks in Cities 
 
The segregation of Blacks versus Whites lies within a similar range for cities in the Northeast, Midwest, 
and South, and stands somewhat lower for Western cities in 2000 (See Table B1). Segregation also 
tends to be somewhat higher, on average, for cities over 100,000, than for those in the smaller 
categories of 50,000-99,000 and 25,000-49,000. Hence, larger cities, especially those outside the 
West, have highest levels of segregation.  
 
(Table B1 Here) 
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Large cities, over 100,000, dominate the list of most segregated on the measure of Black versus White 
dissimilarity in 2000 (See Table B2). Chicago leads all of these cities where 86.9% of Blacks would have 
to change their residence to be distributed in the same way as Whites. The cities with the most Black-
White segregation include many places in the Sunbelt. Notable cities are Atlanta, GA, with a segregation 
index of 83.1; Washington, DC, with an index of 80.9; and Ft. Lauderdale and Miami, FL with indices of 
80. The small California city of Menlo Park ranks second in the nation after Chicago in White-Black 
segregation.  
 
(Table B2 Here) 
 
Although Atlanta ranks high in segregation on this list of cities, it has shown a significant decline in its 
metropolitan wide Black-White segregation in recent decades (Frey and Farley, 1996). This suggests that 
Black suburbanization is helping to create those declines, while Black segregation within the city limits 
remains at fairly high levels.  
 
Although the most-segregated cities include several Sunbelt cities, particularly in the South, and the 
Southeast, the least-segregated cities, are more concentrated in the South and West. Texas, California, 
and Florida dominate the list of cities with the least Black-White segregation. The lowest segregation 
level belongs to The Colony, TX, a city of 27,000 within the Dallas, TX metropolitan area that has a 
Black population of only 5.3%. Two cities on this least-segregated list have relatively large Black 
populations. One of these is Dolton Village, IL, a city in the Chicago metropolitan area where Blacks 
comprise 82.2% of the population; yet its Black-White dissimilarity index is only 18.7. For the most part, 
however, the cities that rank lowest on the index of Black-White dissimilarity tend to be small places in 
the suburbs of Sunbelt metropolitan areas.  
 
Among all cities in this study, 85% registered declines in Black-White segregation over the 1990s. This 
pattern of decline is pervasive across all regions and size classes of cities (See Table B1, Left Panel). 
Cities showing the greatest numeric declines tend to be smaller sized cities (less than 100,000) located 
in the suburbs of metropolitan areas in a variety of contexts (See Table B3, lower panel). Among the six 
cities with Black-White dissimilarity declines of more than 20 points are Apopka and Kissimmee in 
suburban Orlando, FL, as well as Merrillville, in suburban Gary, IN, and Calumet City in suburban 
Chicago, IL. Both of the latter cities have significant Black populations. Cities in Florida metropolitan 
areas constitute a large number of those on this ‘least-segregated’ list. Heavily represented are suburban 
communities in the Orlando and Ft. Lauderdale, FL metropolitan areas, areas that sustained large 
increases in their Black populations over the 1990s.  
 
(Table B3 Here) 
 
While cities experiencing increases in Black-White dissimilarity are fewer in number, those with greatest 
increases also reflect a range of geographic locations. Among the cities which increased their Black-
White dissimilarity by greater than 10 points are two in the suburbs of the Salinas, California 
metropolitan area, Lancaster, in suburban Dallas, TX, and Gaithersburg and Bowie, in suburban 
Washington, DC. The suburbs of several northern metropolitan areas appear on this most segregated 
list, including three suburban cities in Minneapolis St. Paul. However, this list also contains suburban 
cities in metropolitan Ft. Lauderdale, Charlotte, and Atlanta. 
 
Table B4 shows segregation levels for those cities with more than 100,000 Blacks, according to Census 
2000. Apart from Los Angeles and Oakland, these cities are located in the Northeast, Midwest, and 
South, reflecting past Black migration patterns. The most segregated of these large cities are located in 
the Northeast, where three of the five cities have Black-White dissimilarity indices higher than 80. Only 
three other large cities in the rest of the country have indices that high: Chicago, in the Midwest, and 
Atlanta and Washington, DC, in the South. At the other extreme, the lowest segregation levels are 
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shown for many ‘New South’ cities. Jacksonville, FL, with a dissimilarity index of 55.4 has the lowest 
Black-White segregation level of all these cities. Norfolk, VA, and Nashville-Davidson, TN also have 
indices in the 50s. In all regions, cities with large Black populations tend to have higher segregation 
levels than some of the smaller cities discussed earlier. The dispersal of Blacks to the suburbs, and to 
recently growing parts of the country suggests that a focus on these large cities alone distorts the overall 
picture of Black-White segregation levels.  
 
(Table B4 Here) 
 
Yet, these large cities tend to follow the general trend of pervasive declines in Black-White dissimilarity. 
All of them but three, Houston, New Orleans, and Richmond, show some decline in dissimilarity. Yet, 
those exhibiting largest segregation drops are not necessarily the growing cities on the list. Jackson, 
Mississippi, Nashville-Davidson, Tennessee, and St. Louis show segregation dissimilarity declines of 
more than 10 points. Included among those cities showing significant declines are Jacksonville, FL, 
Birmingham and Montgomery, AL, as well as Memphis, Indianapolis, Columbus, OH, and Philadelphia. 
Many of these cities are showing slow growth in their Black population, yet are registering overall 
segregation declines.  
 
Asians in Cities 
 
Asian-White segregation levels for cities, like those for Blacks, tend to be lower in the West and higher 
for cities of over 100,000 (See Table B1, middle panel). Yet, the overall range in Asian-White 
dissimilarity is wide, stretching from 7.5 in Morgan Hill, California, a suburb of San Jose to 63.5 for the 
city of New Orleans. 
 
There is a clear Snowbelt versus Sunbelt distinction between areas with the very highest indices of 
Asian-White dissimilarity and those with the very lowest. Northeast and Midwest cities, such as Camden, 
NJ, Detroit, MI, Newark, NJ, Buffalo, NY, Pittsburgh, PA, Philadelphia, PA, and New York, NY, have 
Asian-White dissimilarity indices that are well above 50. A few Southern and Western cities also have 
high levels, including New Orleans, LA, Oakland, CA, and Long Beach, CA. Yet, among those areas with 
the lowest levels of Asian-White segregation, California cities dominate heavily.  
 
Many of these cities are relatively small and some have sizable Asian population shares. Among those 
with the lowest segregation levels ( shown in Table B5, lower panel) six cities are located in the suburbs 
of Los Angeles, and several in the suburbs of the greater San Francisco Bay Area complex of 
metropolitan areas, including San Francisco, San Jose, and Santa Rosa. This suggests that the 
suburbanization of Asians away from large cities in California are associated with low levels of 
segregation for Asians. 
 
(Table B5 Here) 
 
As with metropolitan areas, Asian-White segregation levels for cities showed a pervasive decline during 
the 1990s. On average, three-quarters of all cities showed decreases in Asian-White segregation. The 
average decline was three dissimilarity points. Similar levels of declines are evident in each of the four 
census regions, and more evident in larger cities than in smaller ones (See Table B1, center panel). 
Those cities showing the greatest levels of declines (Table B6, lower panel) tend to be located in smaller 
metropolitan areas and all regions of the country. West Sacramento in the suburbs of the Yolo, CA 
metropolitan area leads the list with a decline of 25.7 dissimilarity points over the 1990s. Yet, a fair 
number of small cities in Wisconsin and Illinois also show up on the ‘most declining’ list with respect to 
Asian-White segregation. 
 
(Table B6 Here) 
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Among the cities with greatest gains in Asian-White segregation are those located in the suburbs of 
larger metropolitan areas, typically thought of as ports-of-entry for Asian Americans. These include 
suburbs of metropolitan areas located in and around the greater New York region, and in Southern 
California, as well as several in Chicago and Washington, DC. While the suburbanization of Asians 
throughout these larger regions may register relatively low absolute levels of segregation, these have still 
sustained increases in dissimilarity over the course of the 1990s. 
 
Table B7 shows the segregation levels of cities with Asian populations that exceeded 50,000 in the year 
2000. All of these cities, except for New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Houston are in the West, and 
most are located in California. Among these, Philadelphia, with a dissimilarity index of 56.7 has the 
highest level of Asian-White segregation, and each of the three Non-Sunbelt cities have indices above 
50. In the West, only Oakland, CA, Long Beach, CA, Seattle, WA, and San Jose, CA have indices of 50 
or more. At the other extreme, cities with large Asian populations and indices below 40 are: Daly City, 
CA, with a segregation index of 25.2; Freemont, CA, with an index of 29.3, Garden Grove, CA with an 
index of 38.0, and Honolulu, HI with an index of 34.4. As was the case for Blacks, the cities with large 
Asian populations are not the cities with the lowest levels of Asian-White segregation. 
 
(Table B7 Here) 
 
Among these 18 large cities, 13 have shown decreases in segregation over the 1990s, Most of the 
declines in segregation are small, and decreases in Asian-White dissimilarity exceeded 5 points for the 
cities of Fresno and Fremont in California.  
 
Hispanics in Cities 
 
The average Hispanic-White index of dissimilarity for cities at 35.7 is slightly higher than that for Asians, 
but well below that for Blacks. Hispanic-White segregation among cities, as was the case for 
metropolitan areas, is higher for the Northeast than for other regions. Segregation levels for Hispanics 
versus Whites are also higher in larger cities than in smaller ones (See Table B1, Right Panel).  
 
The fast-growing Hispanic population shows a wide range in its segregation levels across cities from a 
dissimilarity index of eight in Copperas Cove, TX to one of 75.4 in Menlo Park, CA. It is noteworthy that 
among the 20 cities with highest Hispanic-White dissimilarity indices are several cities in North Carolina 
and Georgia that are attracting new waves of Hispanic immigrants. Northern cities, New York and 
Philadelphia, as well as Sunbelt cities such as Los Angeles and Dallas that have long established 
Hispanic populations, also show high Hispanic-White dissimilarity indices (See Table B8).  
 
(Table B8 Here) 
 
In contrast to the most segregated cities, the least segregated cities tend to be smaller ones, mostly 
located in California. Coppers Cove, Texas, located in the suburbs of Killeen-Temple metropolitan area 
has a population of 12,000 where Hispanics comprise only 11.7%. Most of the other low segregation 
cities have small populations as well. Among these, there is strong representation in the California 
metropolitan areas of Los Angeles and in the Greater San Francisco Bay Area. As with Asians, suburban 
residence of Hispanics in these California metropolitan areas seems to be associated with low levels of 
segregation. 
 
Only about half of all of the cities in this study have shown declines in their Hispanic-White segregation 
levels over the 1990s, although at a low average level. Declines are most prevalent in the Northeast 
region, and least prevalent in the South and West. Among size categories, larger size cities are least 
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likely to show declines in segregation in Hispanic-White segregation. Those with populations less than 
25,000 show a greater tendency for decline (See Table B1, right panel).  
 
Many of the cities with greatest declines are located in the Northeast, such as Trenton, NJ, Lancaster, 
PA, Reading, PA, Westfield and Lawrence cities in suburban Massachusetts and Utica, NY. Also were 
represented on this ‘least-segregated’ list are several California cities located in the suburbs of 
Sacramento, Los Angeles, and San Francisco.  
 
(Table B9 Here) 
 
In contrast, sharply higher levels of Hispanic-White dissimilarity increases are shown in central and 
suburban cities within metropolitan areas that are gaining large numbers of Hispanics over the 1990s. 
Among these are cities in North Carolina, such as Durham, Raleigh, Charlotte, and Greensborough. 
Each of these cities increased their Hispanic-White dissimilarity index by more than 20 points over the 
1990s, and each show relatively high absolute levels of dissimilarity. Similar gains are shown for the 
suburban communities of the Atlanta metropolitan area and in the West, in the suburbs of Phoenix, Las 
Vegas, and Seattle. 
 
 
Table B10 shows the segregation measures for cities with Hispanic populations greater than 100,000. 
Most of these cities are in the South and West, with three exceptions, New York, Philadelphia, and 
Chicago. New York tops all of the cities on this list with a Hispanic-White dissimilarity index of 69.1. 
Chicago and Philadelphia both have indices at the upper end of the range. Other cities with segregation 
indices in the 60s include Houston and Dallas in the South; Los Angeles, Phoenix, San Diego, and Long 
Beach, CA, in the West. At the other end of the spectrum is Hialeah, FL, with a segregation index of 
only 16.4. Its population is substantially Hispanic (90%) as is the population of Laredo, TX (94%) which 
has a low segregation index of 31.  
 
Overall, cities with large Hispanic populations in the West and South exhibit a broad range of 
segregation values in the 40s, 50s, and 60s. It is the large Northern cities that stand out with their high 
segregation values.  
 
(Table B10 Here) 
 
Of these 28 cities, 15 showed declines in Hispanic-White dissimilarity over the 1990s. Yet, only three 
cities exhibited declines of greater than 5 points: the two Texas border towns of Laredo and El Paso (-9.5 
and -5.5) along with Philadelphia (-6.4). In contrast, only four of these metropolitan areas showed 
increases in Hispanic-White dissimilarity of greater than 5 points. These include the two Western cities 
of Las Vegas and Phoenix (+12.1, +5.3) as well as the two Texas cities and Austin and Houston (+7.5, 
+6.9). It appears that the largest gains in Hispanic segregation among cities with significant Hispanic 
populations is occurring outside of California in cities which are receiving increased numbers of 
Hispanics.  
 
CITY VARIATIONS WITHIN METRO AREAS 
 
The previous two sections show several similarities between metropolitan areas and cities in their 
patterns of racial segregation. At both levels of geography, there is a similar ‘pecking order’ across 
groups such that Black-White segregation, on average, is substantially higher than segregation levels for 
Asians versus Whites or Hispanics versus Whites. Similarly, at both levels of analysis, we found a 
pervasive 1990s decline in the segregation of Blacks versus Whites and of Asians versus Whites; but at 
both levels, there are mixed patterns for Hispanics versus Whites. Even regional distinctions tend to 
show up in a similar way across these two different levels of geography. For the most part, Western 
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metropolitan areas, and Western cities, on average, showed lower levels of segregation than those of the 
other regions. In the case of Hispanics, the Northeast region showed higher levels of segregation versus 
Whites at the metropolitan area and at the city level. 
 
Despite these similarities, cities show a wider range of variation on indices of dissimilarity than do 
metropolitan areas. Moreover, the relative level of segregation for an individual metropolitan area may 
not hold for its largest city. For example, among metropolitan areas, Detroit ranks second highest on its 
measure of Black-White dissimilarity at 86.1. Yet, among cities with the largest Black populations, 
Detroit’s dissimilarity measures 62.4, which ranks among the lower end of the spectrum. On the other 
hand, Atlanta’s metropolitan area has a Black-White dissimilarity index of 68.5, which places it well 
below many other large metropolitan areas with large Black populations. At the city level, however, 
Atlanta’s Black-White dissimilarity index of 83.1 places it fourth highest among all cities in our study.  
 
What is clear is that the segregation measures at the city level of analysis can differ dramatically from 
that observed at the broader metropolitan area level. An examination of each can be appropriate, 
depending on the focus of the study. However, the case can be made that, for an assessment of 
segregation in one’s ‘daily activity space’ a city’s level of segregation might be more relevant than that 
for the entire metropolitan area.  
 
We have calculated zero-order correlations between city-level segregation measures and those of their 
corresponding metropolitan areas for each of the three dissimilarity indices used in this study. The 
correlation between city and metropolitan area Black-White dissimilarity indices is .35. A comparable 
correlation for Asian-White indices and Hispanic-White indices are .25 and .28, respectively. These 
correlations are relatively low and suggest a great deal of city variation in segregation which exists within 
the broader metropolitan area.  
 
This point is illustrated in the examination of segregation for cities within three metropolitan areas. 
Table C1 lists the cities we have evaluated with respect to Black-White segregation that lie within the 
Chicago metropolitan area. Their range in segregation is wide—from an 86.9 Black-White dissimilarity 
index for the city of Chicago, down to 18.7 for Dolton Village. A good number of the suburban 
communities within metropolitan Chicago show segregation levels in the 40s—about half of the Chicago 
city segregation level—and well below the metropolitan area segregation level of 83.2. Moreover, while 
the metropolitan area segregation level declined modestly over the 1990s, different suburban cities, 
within the metropolitan area, showed gains or declines in their segregation levels over the 1990s. In 
Calumet City, the segregation level declined by 20 points during this period. On the other hand, 
segregation increased in 10 of the cities inside metropolitan Chicago.  
 
(Table C1 Here) 
 
In like manner, Table C2 lists of Asian-White segregation levels for cities which lie within the Oakland 
metropolitan area. Once again, there is a great range of city level segregation where most suburban 
cities show Asian-White dissimilarity measures that lie well below the Oakland city measure of 53.8, or 
the metropolitan area measure of 43.6. As with the Chicago example for Black-White segregation, there 
are changes in both directions for Asian-White segregation among the different cites within the Oakland 
metropolitan area.  
 
(Table C2 Here) 
 
As a final illustration, Table C3 presents Hispanic-White segregation indices for cities within the Dallas 
metropolitan area. Metropolitan Dallas has a Hispanic-White dissimilarity index of 58.5, and the city of 
Dallas has an index of 65.1. Yet, all of the other suburban cities in the Dallas metropolitan area show 
segregation levels that are lower than these two, with a good number of relatively large-sized suburbs 
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showing indices in the 20s, 30s, and 40s. Different patterns of gains and declines are also observed 
within Dallas suburban communities, such that Richardson and Louisville exhibit substantial increases in 
Hispanic-White segregation, while Lancaster, DeSoto, and Rowlett show noticeable declines.  
 
(Table C3 Here) 
 
Since city-level segregation is sometimes more meaningful for policy purposes, and as measuring 
individuals daily interaction experiences, the later part of our multivariate analysis will examine the 
impact of both metropolitan area and city level attributes on city segregation levels for those cities that 
lie within metropolitan areas.  
 
 
EXPLAINING SEGREGATION  
 
In this section, we conduct multivariate analyses of segregation levels and changes in metropolitan 
segregation levels between Blacks and Whites, Asians and Whites, and Hispanics and Whites. Separate 
models will be estimated for metropolitan areas as units of analysis (in the first section below) and for 
cities as units of analysis (in the second section). The latter will incorporate both metropolitan area 
variables and city variables in order to ascertain how much of the city segregation level variation can be 
explained by its metropolitan area context. Dependent variables in all of these analyses will be the 
indices of dissimilarity, which were reviewed in the earlier sections. The purpose of these multivariate 
analyses will be to understand how different metropolitan area and city attributes, shown to affect 
segregation levels in earlier studies, have been operating during the 1990s period.  
 
Segregation in Metropolitan Areas 
 
The first part of our analysis will examine the relevance of factors that account for metropolitan area 
differences in 2000 levels of dissimilarity for Blacks versus Whites, Asians versus Whites, and Hispanics 
versus Whites. The independent variables for metropolitan areas include: Region (with three dummy, 
categorical variables for the Northeast, Midwest, and West); Population Size (with two dummy 
categories for metropolitan areas that are over 1,000,000 and those between 250,000 and 1,000,000); 
Percent of householders that resided in the same house since 1980; the Median 1999 Household Income 
of the racial group (Black, Asian, or Hispanic) as percent of White household income; the Racial group’s 
percent of 2000 metropolitan area population; and Multi-ethnic type dummy categories for areas that 
are classed as multi-ethnic, mostly White-Hispanic, mostly White-Black, and mostly White-Asian.  
 
The region and size variables are included to assess the effects of these categories, discussed in the 
descriptive analysis, when other variables are taken into account. The variable, percent of householders 
residing in the same house since 1980, reflects the lack of housing turnover and new construction in the 
metropolitan area. Previous research (Frey and Farley, 1996) has shown that areas with lower turnover 
and less new construction show higher levels of racial segregation. The household income comparison of 
the Racial group with Whites which is included in the analysis is based on the expectation that areas 
where minority groups compare most favorably with Whites will be ones in which segregation levels will 
be lowest. The group percent of the metropolitan population is included because earlier analyses have 
shown a positive relationship between a group’s presence and its segregation (Frey and Farley, 1996).  
 
The multi-ethnic metropolitan area classification variable was included in the Frey and Farley (1996) 
study in order to capture effects that multi-ethnic metropolitan areas context exerts on the segregation 
of different race-ethnic groups. In that study, areas where two or more races had a greater representation 
than they did in the national population, showed lower and declining levels of Black-White segregation 
when other variables were controlled. The basic hypothesis is that Black segregation will be lower in 
areas where they are not the only minority group since there is greater opportunity for a mixed-race 
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neighborhood when another minority can serve as a ‘buffer’ mediating the high levels of White-Black 
segregation that have been historically observed in US metropolitan areas. Areas that are mostly White-
Hispanic and mostly White-Asian, are also expected to show lower Black-White segregation for the same 
reasons. The Frey and Farley (1996) study also showed that these categories had significant effects, 
though in different directions, for Asian-White segregation and Hispanic-White segregation.  
 
These categories are operationalized in the following ways: Multi-ethnic metropolitan areas are those 
where two or more minority groups (Blacks, Hispanics, Asians) have higher than the national share of 
the metropolitan area’s population; Mostly White-Hispanic metropolitan areas are those where only the 
Hispanic minority group has greater than the national share of the metropolitan population; Mostly 
White-Black areas are those where only the Black population has greater than the national share of the 
metropolitan population; Mostly White-Asian areas are those where the Asian minority share is greater 
than the national population. The residual category, Mostly White areas, are those in which no minority 
group has a greater than the national share of the population. Map 7 displays the geographical location 
of these different kinds of areas.  
 
(Map 7 Here) 
 
The results of our analyses explaining Black-White 2000 dissimilarity levels as a dependent variable 
(Table D1, left panel) show that Black metropolitan area dissimilarity is significantly affected, most, by 
the relative household incomes of Blacks versus Whites. That is, areas in which Blacks have relatively 
high incomes vis-à-vis Whites, show lower levels of Black-White dissimilarity. Significant effects are also 
shown for metropolitan region and size variables, as well as for the householder stability variable 
(percent of householders residing in the same housing unit since 1980). The metropolitan ethnic type 
variables are not significant. Nonetheless, they suggest that multi-ethnic metropolitan areas tend to have 
lower levels of segregation, and especially so for those that are largely White and Hispanic.  
 
(Table D1 Here) 
 
The explanations for Asian segregation (Table D1, middle column) do show that segregation levels are 
significantly lower in multi-ethnic metropolitan areas, as well as in those that are largely Hispanic and 
White. This suggests a different kind of ‘buffering’ effect for Asian-White segregation. Other significant 
findings involve the residential stability variable, as well as for region.  
 
Finally, the analysis of Hispanic-White dissimilarity (Table D1, right column) again shows the importance 
of minority income relative to Whites. Areas where Hispanic income is relatively high show lower levels 
of Hispanic-White segregation. Interestingly, Hispanic segregation in mostly White-Asian metropolitan 
areas is significantly higher than in other kinds of areas. Among the metropolitan structural variables, are 
significant effects for the household stability variable, regional size, and for location in the Northeast 
and the West. These analyses of metropolitan wide minority segregation are generally consistent with 
expectations, although the significance levels of the multi-ethnic variables are not uniformly strong.  
 
The next part of our analysis focuses on change in segregation, using as measures 1990–2000 change in 
the dissimilarity between Blacks and Whites, Asians and Whites, and Hispanics and Whites. Our 
multivariate analyses employ the same independent variables as discussed earlier with the following 
exceptions: 
 
This analysis will substitute the variable, Household Growth 1990–2000, for the variable, Percent of 
householders residing in the same house since 1980. The former variable provides a more dynamic 
assessment of household changes in keeping with our interest in examining change in the dissimilarity 
index. Our expectation is that an increase in an area’s households will precipitate a decline in 
segregation. 
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This analysis also includes another set of dynamic variables which examine the difference between each 
racial group’s population growth rate and that of White population over the 1990–2000 period. Similar 
variables were used in the Frey and Farley (1996) analysis, and it is found that when assessing changes in 
dissimilarity for a given racial group, that group’s growth rate was positively related to dissimilarity 
increases, and the relative growth rates of other groups to Whites were negatively related to that group’s 
change in dissimilarity. The latter effects are related to the “buffering” phenomenon, discussed above. 
 
In this analysis of change, we will also replace the variable, group household income as a percent of 
White household income, with a change variable which looks at the difference between this measure in 
1990 and 2000. Our expectation is that those areas in which minority groups show increases in income 
in their relation to Whites will have declines in their levels of segregation.  
 
Finally, the variable, group percent of the metropolitan population refers to 1990 rather than 2000. 
 
The analyses of 1990–2000 change in metropolitan area indices of dissimilarity are presented in table 
D2. The analysis of change in Black-White dissimilarity for metropolitan areas (left column) shows some 
support for the contention that multi-ethnic context reduces Black-White segregation. That is, the 
analysis shows a significant relationship between declining segregation and location in a multi-ethnic 
metropolitan area. As well, areas where Hispanic and Asian growth is high, relative to Whites, are 
conducive to declines in Black-White segregation. Interestingly, Black-White segregation is shown to 
increase in Mostly White-Asian metropolitan areas, which was not an anticipated finding. Another 
significant relationship is registered for the relative change in income of Blacks to Whites. As expected, 
increases in the Black to White income ratio are related to decreases in Black-White dissimilarity. Other 
significant relationships show increases in segregation related to high Black population percentages and 
location in the Northeast region.  
 
(Table D2 Here) 
 
The analysis of change in Asian-White dissimilarity of the metropolitan level (middle column) shows that 
the location in a multi-ethnic metropolitan area serves to reduce Asian-White segregation; as well, areas 
that are mostly White and Hispanic show a similar reduction. Also consistent with expectations are 
significant negative relationships between the relative rates of Hispanic to White growth, and Black to 
White growth with Asian-White segregation. Other significant relationships include segregation 
increases associated with areas showing rapid household growth, large areas, and in those located in the 
Northeast region.  
 
The analysis of change in Hispanic-White dissimilarity for metropolitan areas (right column) shows only 
a few significant relationships. One of these indicates that segregation is likely to be higher in areas that 
show high Hispanic versus White growth. This is consistent with a lot of the changes in areas which are 
receiving large numbers of new immigrants. Segregation levels are also increasing in larger and medium 
sized metropolitan areas, when other factors are taken into account. Expected relationships associated 
with multi-ethnic metropolitan area status are in the right direction and relative rates of other minority 
growth are in the right direction, but not significantly.  
 
As a whole, our examination of change in minority-White dissimilarity confirms many of our expectations 
in the case of Blacks versus Whites; and some of them for Asian versus Whites. Our analyses of Hispanic 
versus White segregation appear to be most dominated by recent Hispanic growth in metropolitan areas, 
serving to increase segregation in high growth areas.  
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Segregation in Cities 
 
We now turn to our multivariate analyses of racial segregation for cities. Again, we will first examine city 
variations in the 2000 indices of dissimilarity and, later, examine changes in those dissimilarity indices. 
As indicated earlier, these multivariate models will include not only the city-specific attributes, but also 
attributes of the metropolitan areas in which these cities are located. As a result, this analysis is 
restricted only to cities which are located in metropolitan areas, and, in some instances, the number of 
cities were reduced further in order that we may incorporate measures of the independent variables for 
both 1990 and 2000. The number of cities included in each model appear at the bottom of Table D3 and 
Table D4.  
 
The metropolitan area variables in this analysis will be the Region, Population Size, and Metro Ethnic-
Type variables that were utilized in the metropolitan area analysis above. In this part of the analysis, we 
will change the variable, percent of householders residing in the same unit since 1980, to a categorical 
variable where one category includes metropolitan areas where householders comprised 20% or more of 
all householders and the second category reflects areas where they represent 14% to 20% of all 
householders.  
 
The expected effects of these metropolitan area attributes for this analysis of city dissimilarity levels will 
be the same as our expectations for metropolitan area dissimilarity levels.  
 
City characteristics being incorporated in this analysis include: the log of the city’s population size; the 
racial group’s household income as a percent of White household income; the Black percentage of the 
city population; Asian percentage of the city population; and the Hispanic percentage of the city 
population.  
 
It is anticipated that segregation levels will be higher in larger sized cities, when the minority group 
constitutes a large share of the city population; and lower when the minority group has a higher relative 
household income to Whites, and when other minorities have higher percentages of the city population. 
The reasoning behind the latter is consistent with our earlier discussion of metro ethnic types. In cities 
where other racial groups can serve as ‘buffers’ between the minority in question and Whites, levels of 
segregation should be lower.  
 
Our analysis of Black-White dissimilarity for cities (Table D3, left column) shows significant 
relationships for several city and metropolitan area level variables. Significant city factors show higher 
levels of segregation to be associated with larger cities, and those with high percentages of Blacks. 
Lower levels of segregation are associated with cities where Black to White income ratios are high. 
Among the metropolitan area variables that affect a city’s Black-White dissimilarity are: the depressing 
effect of being located in the West region and the positive effect of being located in the Midwest region. 
Also, segregation levels were higher in metropolitan areas that have little housing turnover since 1980. 
 
(Table D3 Here) 
 
Our analysis of Asians (Middle Column) also shows effects of both the city and metropolitan level 
variables on city-specific Asian dissimilarity. Asian dissimilarity is higher in larger sized places, as well 
as in places that have high percentages of Asians and the other two minority groups. Yet, Asian 
dissimilarity is lower in cities wherein Asians have a relatively high level of income. Metropolitan 
attributes significantly associated with Asian-White segregation show levels to be higher in the Midwest 
and in areas that have little turnover, as well as in multi-ethnic metropolitan areas. However, Asian 
segregation, controlling for other factors, appears to be lower in larger metropolitan areas than in those 
located in the West region. 
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Our analysis of Hispanic-White dissimilarity at the city level (Right Column) shows the effects of both 
city and metropolitan level attributes. Hispanic-White dissimilarity declines in cities wherein Hispanic 
relative incomes are high, but is heightened in larger cities. Hispanic-White segregation is also higher in 
cities with a significant Hispanic presence. Metropolitan area context affects these city values as 
indicated in the positive influences of metro areas with little turnover and those located in the Midwest 
and Northeast regions. Another significant effect is the higher Hispanic-White segregation found for 
largely White-Black and largely White-Asian metropolitan areas. 
 
Turning now to our multivariate analysis of changes in city dissimilarity indices, we include most of the 
same metropolitan area and city characteristics as in the previous analysis. In this analysis we introduce a 
new metropolitan area categorical variable to identify areas that have different levels of household 
growth over the 1990s. This will be substituted for the categorical variable that assessed the percentage 
of householders that resided in the same house since 1980. 
 
Among the city characteristics, we now include a variable that examines the 1990–2000 change in the 
group’s household income as a percent of the White household income. This is in place of the earlier 
static measure. We also include a variable that looks at the difference between the group’s 1990–2000 
population growth and that of the White population. Finally, our analyses of Black, Asian, and Hispanic 
percentages of the city’s population pertain to 1990, rather than 2000. The added variable of group 
growth minus White growth is intended to exert a positive impact on dissimilarity change in the sense 
that new minority gains in all of these groups will lead to greater concentration within their local 
communities.  
 
Our analyses of changes in city dissimilarity indices are presented in Table D4. The analysis of changes 
in Black-White dissimilarity at the city level (Left column) shows several significant effects for both city 
and metropolitan area level attributes. These effects indicate that increases in Black-White city 
segregation are associated with cities where relative Black population growth is higher and in cities that 
have relatively large Black populations. Higher relative Black incomes are associated with decreases in 
segregation. The main metropolitan area attributes affecting Black-White segregation changes are 
related to a metropolitan area’s racial-ethnic composition. They show lower levels of Black-White 
segregation to occur in cities that are located in multi-ethnic metropolitan areas and in largely White-
Hispanic metropolitan areas, but increased levels of segregation to occur in areas largely White-Asian 
metropolitan areas. An additional significant factor shows that location in the Northeast region leads to 
a reduced level of segregation for cities within a metropolitan area. 
 
(Table D4 Here) 
 
The analysis of change in Asian-White segregation at the city level (Middle Column) shows that cities 
with high levels of Asian population growth tend to exhibit increases in Asian-White segregation, but 
those with higher relative Asian incomes are associated with decreases in segregation. Again, the 
metropolitan wide multi-ethnic context shows significant depressing effects on Asian-White segregation 
at the city level. In addition, location in medium- and large sized metropolitan areas leads to increases 
in Asian-White segregation.  
 
The analyses of changes in Hispanic-White segregation at the city level are shown in the Right Column 
of Table D4. This analysis shows that areas with high relative levels of Hispanic growth tend to show 
increases in Hispanic-White segregation, as does location in large cities. However, cities with high 
percentages of Hispanics (controlling for the other factors) and those where there is an increased 
relative income for Hispanics show decreases in Hispanic-White segregation. The metropolitan area 
context shows significant effects for only four variables. Metro areas that are largely White and Black and 
Asian and Black tend to be associated with increases in segregation; whereas Northeast and Midwest 
metropolitan areas tend to be associated with decreases.  
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It is noteworthy for all three groups, a high growth of the group’s city population is associated with 
increasing segregation, and the relative increase of the group’s city income is associated with decreasing 
segregation, when all other factors are controlled. Still, significant metropolitan area context variables 
are apparent in these analyses of change and this analysis again points up the importance of multi-ethnic 
metropolitan area context in the reduction of Black-White segregation at the city level, in addition to its 
impact on the reduction of segregation at the metropolitan area level.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This report provides a comprehensive overview of segregation at the metropolitan area level and city 
level for Blacks versus Whites, Hispanics versus Whites, and Asians versus Whites over the 1990–2000 
period. The 1990s was a decade of pervasive segregation decline for both Blacks, and now Asians; but 
also one of mixed patterns of segregation gains and declines for Hispanics. The Hispanic pattern is 
consistent with the continued new growth of Hispanics in many metropolitan areas due to both 
immigration and the dispersion of the Hispanic population to other metropolitan areas. The new 
declines of Asian segregation across the metropolitan areas and cities we examined is also a significant 
finding. Finally, the slow but steady progress of declines in Black segregation is apparent in this study. 
These declines are not dramatic, but they tend to occur in areas where Blacks are moving to, where 
Black incomes are higher and increasing, and in areas where Blacks are not the only minority group.  
 
 
This analysis also has shown the importance of looking at the metropolitan area context when examining 
city-level segregation patterns. All of our analyses of city segregation levels and changes over the 1990–
2000 period indicate that the metropolitan area context adds additional explanation to the models. 
Particularly important for Blacks is the multi-ethnic context of metropolitan areas. The location in 
metropolitan areas that are ‘multi-ethnic’—have strong representation of two or more minority groups—
tend to be associated with declining levels of Black-White segregation at both the metropolitan area 
level and at the city level. The metropolitan multi-ethnic context had less consistent effects on the 
segregation levels of other groups. However, given the continued clustering of Hispanics and Asians in 
different metropolitan areas across the country (Frey, 2001a) and their continued mixing within those 
metropolitan areas (Myers and Park, 2001), these findings are especially important in understanding the 
unique linkages between metropolitan demographic shifts and city segregation dynamics. 
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FIGURES 
 

Figure 1 
Distribution of Metropolitan Areas by Dissimilarity Indices, 1990-2000 

Black versus White Residential Segregation 
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Figure 2 
Distribution of Metropolitan Areas by Dissimilarity Indices, 1990-2000 

Asian versus White Residential Segregation 
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Figure 3 
Distribution of Metropolitan Areas by Dissimilarity Indices, 1990-2000 

Hispanic versus White Residential Segregation 
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