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The Institute on Race and Poverty (IRP) 

examined 1980-2000 neighborhood-level 
data—Census tracts or block-groups—for 
fifteen major U.S. metropolitan regions.  
Our analysis shows that: 
 
 By 2000, roughly half of African 

American populations and more than 60 
percent of Latinos lived in suburban areas 
in these metros. African Americans and 
Latinos are suburbanizing but at rates 
slower than whites.  
 

 However, African Americans and Latinos 
who reside in the suburbs are much more 
likely than suburban whites to live in 
fiscally stressed jurisdictions with below 
average public resources and greater than 
average public service needs.  

 
 There were moderate increases in the 

racial diversity of both suburban and 
central city neighborhoods in the fifteen 
metropolitan regions. 

 
 However, many neighborhoods that are 

integrated at a point in time are actually 
in transition to a new, less diverse state.  

 
 
 Pro-integrative policies must be regional 

in scope or the operations of 
metropolitan housing markets will 
undermine efforts to stabilize 
neighborhoods, and frustrate efforts to 
ensure that children and families have 
access to education and housing that is 
not determined by race and ethnicity. 

 
 
Introduction 
 

In the nation’s 102 largest metropolitan 
regions, nearly half of the nonwhite 
population now lives in suburbs.1  Diversity 
and the challenges of poverty now are as 
much suburban as central-city matters in the 
nation’s metropolitan areas.   

 
Yet, while, in those largest metropolitan 

regions, half of Latino households and nearly 
40 percent of African American households 
have a suburban address, significant 
opportunity gaps between racial and ethnic 
groups persist. 

 

This research is conducted on behalf of the 
Detroit Branch NAACP and made possible by 
the generous support of the Ford Foundation. 
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By 20002, more than half of the people in 
the 100 largest U.S. cities were nonwhite.  
The nonwhite population share in the 100 
largest metropolitan regions rose to 27 
percent in 2000, from 19 percent in 1990.  
The largest-ever influx of immigrants to the 
U.S. and a significant increase in the nation’s 
Latino population were two of the most 
significant demographic outcomes of the 
1990s.  By 2000, the share of the nation’s 
Latino population roughly equaled the share 
of its African American population. 

 
While, on a group level, many economic 

conditions improved for African Americans 
and Latinos during the 1990s, the gaps with 
whites remain stark. 3  For example, African 
American homeownership increased at twice 
the national rate in 1990, yet it was 48 
percent in 2000, contrasted with 72 percent 
for whites. 
 

Similarly, despite rising household 
incomes for all races, the median household 
income for African Americans was 54 
percent less than for white households, and  
the median household income was 35 percent 
less for Latino than for white households.   

 
On average, 24 percent of adults over 25 

years of age held at least a college diploma in 
2000, yet there are stark differences by race 
and ethnicity.  The percentages were 44 
percent for Asians, 27 percent for  whites, 14 
percent for African Americans, and 10 
percent for Latinos. 

 
Suburbs now have nearly as many poor 

residents as do central cities.  The U.S. 
Census Bureau reports that, as of 20024, 
essentially half of the poor residents of U.S. 
metropolitan regions lived in the suburbs 
(13.3 million, compared with 13.8 million in 
central cities).  Yet, while poverty’s 
geography affects entire metropolitan 
regions, its burdens fall disproportionately on 
nonwhite persons.  The overall U.S. poverty 
rate in 2002 was 12.1 percent, yet ranged 

from 8 percent for whites to approximately 
22 and 24 percent for Latinos and African 
Americans. 

 
One reason for these differences is 

continuing segregation in American 
metropolitan areas sustained, at least in part, 
by housing market practices.  Researchers 
have uncovered race-based practices in real 
estate and mortgage lending that restrict 
families’ opportunities to find safe and 
affordable housing.  They have found that 
African Americans and Latinos at all income 
levels are discriminated against by real estate 
agents, who show them only a small subset of 
the market and steer whites away from 
communities with people of color.5 

 
In addition, mortgage lenders 

systematically lend less mortgage money to 
African Americans and Latinos compared to 
whites of comparable income and 
background.6 These practices do not stop at 
central city borders, but also affect large 
parts of suburbia.  A recent study of 
metropolitan Boston, for example, showed 
that nearly half of black homebuyers were 
concentrated in only 7 of 126 communities.7

 
IRP’s Minority Suburbanization and 

Racial Change project is examining the how 
and why of suburbanization trends and 
neighborhood change with detailed analysis 
of fifteen large metropolitan areas. 
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Neighborhood Stability and Change in 
Metropolitan Neighborhoods 
 

IRP’s Minority Suburbanization research 
explores: 
 
 The geography of African American and 

Latino migration to the suburbs and how 
it relates to the movement of economic 
growth and opportunity. 

 
 The degree to which these patterns have 

created stably integrated communities 
during the period from 1980 to 2000. 

 
 The dynamics of racial transition in 

metropolitan neighborhoods. 
 
Data are from the 1980, 1990, and 2000 
decennial censuses.  Data analyses included 
both the tract (1980, 1990, and 2000) and 

block group (1990 and 2000) levels.8 A tract 
or a block group is considered in this, and 
other, research to be a neighborhood. 
 
Fifteen Metropolitan Regions 

The metropolitan regions studied were 
chosen from among the largest in the United 
States to reflect regional diversity and a range  
of racial and ethnic compositions.  They 
contained roughly one-third of the U.S. 
population in 2000. 

 
Three of the regions had white 

population shares above 80 percent in 2000: 
Boston, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Portland.  
Except for those three, and San Diego, the 
places studied were among the twenty U.S. 
metropolitan regions with the largest African 
American shares of residents. 
 

 
 

 Table 1. Racial-Ethnic Population Shares:        
Percentages for 15 Metropolitan Areas, 1980 and 2000   
                    
     WHITE   BLACK   HISPANIC 
Metropolitan Area 1980 2000   1980 2000   1980 2000
                    

Atlanta   74 60   24 29   1 7 

Boston   93 83   4 5   2 6 

Chicago   71 60   19 19   8 16 

Cleveland   83 78   14 17   1 3 

Detroit   78 72   19 22   2 3 

Houston   66 48   18 17   14 29 

Los Angeles 61 40   9 8   24 40 

Miami   61 37   14 21   23 40 

Mpls-St. Paul 95 85   2 6   1 3 

New York   71 57   15 17   11 18 

Philadelphia 78 71   18 20   3 6 

Portland   93 82   2 3   2 9 

St. Louis   81 78   17 19   1 2 

San Diego   74 56   5 6   15 27 

Washington D.C. 70 61   26 27   2 6 
                    
Total   73 59   15 16   9 18 
                    
Source: U.S. Census Bureau.              
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Two of the regions had Hispanic 
population shares of 40 percent (Los Angeles 
and Miami) in 2000, and two others were 
more than one-quarter Hispanic (Houston 
and San Diego, with 29 and 27 percent, 
respectively).  Table 1 provides more detail 
about the racial and ethnic composition of the 
populations. 

 
Defining “Integration”: Neighborhood 
Types 

To investigate neighborhood stability and 
change, researchers must define integration 
and stable integration.  The model IRP used 
for its data analysis has seven neighborhood 
categories. 

 
IRP’s typology resembles one9 that has 

been adapted by other researchers10 
investigating racial integration.  Four of the 
neighborhood categories are defined as not 
integrated.  This includes one category with a 
mix of black and Hispanic residents, each 
representing greater than (>) 10 percent of 
the population, but with a white population 
share less than (<) 40 percent.   
 
Segregated  & Non-Integrated Neighborhoods  
 

1. Predominantly White    
<10% black & <10% Hispanic  

 

2. Predominantly Black    
>50% black & <10% Hispanic  

 

3. Predominantly Hispanic  
>50% Hispanic & <10% black  

  

4. Black and Hispanic   
>10% black & >10% Hispanic  
& < 40% white 

 

To be classified as integrated, a neighborhood 
must meet the criteria for one of the other 
three neighborhood types: 
 
Integrated Neighborhoods 
 

5. White-Black Integrated 
 >10% white, <50% black & <10% Hispanic 

 

6. White-Hispanic Integrated 
>10% white, <50% Hispanic & <10% black 

 

7. Multi-Ethnic    
>10% black & >10% Hispanic  
& > 40% white 

A neighborhood moves from one category to 
another if at least one of its defining 
proportions changes beyond the range for the 
category.  Thus, a neighborhood that has one 
of its population groups near the percentage 
for another category at the beginning of the 
study period could more easily change 
designations; just a slight shift in population 
proportions would nudge it into another 
category. 
 

The research shows that many 
neighborhoods with population shares 
relatively far from the cut-offs moved from 
one category to another during the period.  
Racial change could be and was dramatic. 
 
 
Geography of Neighborhood Stability 
and Transition 
 

To show the nature and dynamics of 
neighborhood stability and change, IRP has 
produced ten or more maps for each 
metropolitan region.  Perhaps most revealing 
are the maps reflecting analyses of integration 
and segregation, both for stable and for 
transitioning neighborhoods.   

 
For each metropolitan region, four maps 

of integration and segregation show which 
neighborhoods 

 
1. Were integrated in 1980, 1990, and 

2000 
2. Became integrated during that period 
3. Remained segregated in 1980, 1990, 

and 2000 
4. Became segregated during that period. 

 
Six maps are appended at the end of this 

report.  The first four illustrate a complete 
set of integration and segregation maps for 
one metropolitan region, Chicago.  Examples 
from Atlanta and Detroit illustrate 
differences across metropolitan areas in the 
nature and distribution of neighborhoods that 
became integrated during the two decades 
studied.   
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Four Maps: The Chicago Region 

Chicago is the nation’s third-largest 
metropolitan region, with a population of 
over 9 million people.  The Hispanic share of 
its population doubled between 1980 and 
2000, growing from 8 percent to 16 percent.  
During those twenty years, Chicago’s black 
population share remained unchanged at 19 
percent, and its white share declined from 71 
to 60 percent.   
 

The four integration and segregation 
maps for the Chicago region offer an example 
of neighborhood stability and transition for 
one metropolitan region.   
 

Segregated and Segregating 
The map “Segregated Neighborhoods: 

1980 through 2000” shows all the 
neighborhoods where the racial mix did not 
change enough to leave one of the three 
racially segregated categories.  One observes 
nearly no white  segregation (blue on the 
map) in the central city area; one familiar 
exception is the “Gold Coast” along Lake 
Michigan, north of downtown. 
 

Hispanic segregation that persisted across 
the twenty-year period was most prominent 
in, and extending east from, Cicero.  
Significant clusters of predominantly black 
neighborhoods persisted in Gary; north of the 
predominantly Hispanic neighborhoods in 
Cicero, and in central Chicago and extending 
directly south. 

 
The map “Neighborhoods that became 

Segregated between 1980 and 2000” shows 
where changes resulting in increased racial 
concentration occurred during the two 
decades.  It illustrates one common pattern 
often seen in maps reflecting population 
changes over time: extension of existing 
patterns into contiguous (adjacent) areas.   

 
One common example of this is the 

addition of white-segregated places on the 

outer edges of a metropolitan region, 
adjacent to already white-segregated places.  
In Chicago, for example, the outer-ring 
counties of DeKalb and Grundy became 
white-segregated. 

 
Similarly, black-segregated areas 

continued extending south and into extreme 
southwest Cook County and the contiguous 
neighborhoods in Will County.  
 

Integrated and Integrating 
The other two Chicago maps show the 

neighborhoods that were integrated in 1980 
and remained so in 2000, as well as those that 
became integrated during the period.  

 
A small number of stably integrated 

neighborhoods appear on the Chicago map, 
“Integrated Neighborhoods: 1980 through 
2000.”  One noticeable area of stable 
integration is adjacent to O’Hare 
International Airport, including 
neighborhoods in northeast DuPage County 
and the contiguous Cook County 
neighborhoods.   

 
An interesting pattern is revealed if this 

map of stably integrated neighborhoods is 
overlaid on the segregation maps.  For 
example, “stably integrated, white-black” 
neighborhoods in southern Cook, and areas 
nearby in Will, counties are contiguous to 
neighborhoods that were, or became, 
segregated during the two decades.  Even 
without knowing more about what is 
happening “on the ground,” one can predict 
this set of “stably integrated” neighborhoods 
is likely experiencing some of the factors that 
may lead to transition into segregated 
neighborhoods. 

 
A similar analysis can apply to the map of 

“Neighborhoods that Integrated between 
1980 and 2000,” including the same Cook 
and Will County area.  Because this map 
reflects neighborhoods that already have 
undergone transition, perhaps considerable, 

Institute on Race and Poverty  5   



between 1980 and 2000, many of these 
neighborhoods may continue to be in 
considerable flux.  Thus, while some might 
stay integrated, absent region-wide 
interventions, most may be on their way to 
becoming segregated. 

 
Chicago’s two integration maps reveal 

other things as well.  For example, there 
were fewer stably integrated neighborhoods 
than neighborhoods that became integrated 
during the decade. This suggests that many 
neighborhoods that appear integrated at a 
point in time actually are in transition from 
one neighborhood type to another.  

 
Also, the maps in part reflect the nature 

of demographic change in Chicago.  While 
the black population share remained 
unchanged at 19 percent, the Hispanic share 
doubled to 16 percent.  That kind of shift in 
population composition is likely to show up 
on these maps.  Indeed, nearly all of the 
neighborhood transition to integrated in 
Chicago involved white-Hispanic integration. 

  
How does the Chicago metropolitan 

region compare with other places?  The 
research results—both the statistical analyses 
and the maps—offer insights about similar 
patterns among major metropolitan regions, 
as well as about the ways they differ.  The 
next illustration compares Chicago’s map of 
neighborhoods that became integrated with 
the corresponding maps for Atlanta and 
Detroit. 
 
Comparing Three Metropolitan Regions 

The Detroit and Atlanta metropolitan 
regions, are, like Chicago, among the 
nation’s ten largest metropolitan areas, with 
2000 populations of roughly 5.5 million and 
4.1 million, respectively.    

 
The maps for the three places reflect two 

vivid distinctions.  First, Detroit had 
relatively few neighborhoods that integrated 
during the two decades. This is consistent 

with Detroit being one of the most 
segregated places in the U.S.  Many of 
Detroit’s  integrating neighborhoods are 
proximate to major highway arteries, the 
airport, and factories. 

 
Second, while the bulk of integrating 

Chicago neighborhoods became white-
Hispanic during the two decades, nearly all of 
the integrating places in Detroit and Atlanta 
became white-black neighborhoods.  This is 
not surprising for Detroit, because its 
Hispanic population share in 2000 was only 3 
percent (compared with 22 percent black)—
there simply were not the numbers of 
Hispanics to produce noticeable change. 
Similarly, nearly all Detroit neighborhoods 
that segregated during the same period 
became either predominantly black or 
predominantly white. 

 
Overall demographics also explain some 

of the difference between the Atlanta and  
Chicago maps.  Atlanta’s black population 
share increased from 24 to 29 percent during 
the two decades, so the substantial numbers 
of both black and white residents mean that 
many integrating (and, as also happened, 
segregating) Atlanta neighborhoods would 
fall in the white-black category.   

 
Unlike Detroit but similar to Chicago, 

Atlanta experienced a large increase in 
Hispanic residents between 1980 and 2000.  
The Hispanic shared jumped from 1 to 7 
percent of the Atlanta metropolitan region’s 
population.  Many of those new residents 
settled directly into northern and near-north 
suburban neighborhoods.  This is reflected in 
a small amount of white-Hispanic, and white-
black-Hispanic integration occurring in those 
places between 1980 and 2000.   

 
Yet, the Atlanta map shows many fewer 

white-Hispanic integrated neighborhoods 
than does the Chicago map.  This is 
consistent with the Hispanic population share 
in Chicago having doubled to more than 
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twice (16%) what it is in Atlanta (7%).  
Nevertheless, in both places the maps show a 
number of suburban neighborhoods 
transitioning to the white-Hispanic integrated 
category. 

 
 
Neighborhood Stability and 
Transition:  Preliminary Findings 

 

The data analysis that underlies the 
project maps, aggregated for the 15 
metropolitan regions, provides insights into 
the nature and dynamics of neighborhood 
composition, stability, and change.   Some of 
those results are summarized in this section. 

 
This section also summarizes preliminary 

findings from analyses of the effects of 
mandatory large-scale (metro-/county-wide) 
school desegregation on neighborhood 
change.  The findings are encouraging, and 
suggest that large-scale busing contributes to 
neighborhood stability. 
 
Neighborhood Change 

Between 1980 and 2000, the mix of 
neighborhood types reflected: 
 
 Large decreases in the percentage of 

predominantly white neighborhoods 
 
 Large increases in the percentages of 

neighborhoods that are 
- Predominantly Hispanic  
- Black-Hispanic  

 
 Small decreases in the percentage of 

white-black integrated neighborhoods 
 
 Small increases in the percentages of 

neighborhoods that are 
- White-Hispanic integrated  
- Predominantly black 

 
 
Where People Lived 
IRP’s research also examined where 

people in the three racial-ethnic groups lived.  

Between 1980 and 2000, changes in the 
proportions of racial-ethnic groups living in 
each neighborhood type showed that: 

 
 The share of whites living in racially 

diverse neighborhoods increased from 22 
to 28 percent. 

 
 The share of blacks living in 

predominantly black neighborhoods 
declined from 57 to 47 percent. 

 
- This was offset by an increase from 
18 to 28 percent in the share of blacks 
living in Black-Hispanic 
neighborhoods. 
 
- There was no change in the share of 
blacks (24 percent) living in 
neighborhoods with significant white 
population shares. 
 

 Virtually all of the increase in blacks’ 
proximity to other racial groups has been 
with Hispanics. 

 
 While the Hispanic share of the 

population doubled from 9 to 18 percent 
in the fifteen metropolitan regions, 
Hispanic persons were less likely to live 
in proximity to other groups, especially 
whites. 

 
- The share of Hispanics living in 
predominantly Hispanic neighborhoods 
leaped from 27 to 39 percent. 
 
- The share living in multi-ethnic or 
predominantly white neighborhoods 
fell from 51 to 35 percent. 
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Racial Transition in Integrated 
Neighborhoods 

The data show that many neighborhoods 
that are integrated at one time are in 
transition to a less-diverse status.  While the 
proportion of neighborhoods that were 
predominantly one race fell from 72 to 60 
percent between 1980 and 2000, a 
considerable number of neighborhoods that 
were integrated in 1980 became segregated 
by 2000. 

 
For the three categories of integrated 

neighborhoods, if the nonwhite share in 1980 
was 20-30% or above, they were more likely 
to become segregated than to remain 
integrated during the subsequent twenty 
years.  More specifically, the turnover 
points—percentage of population share in 
1980 at which at least half of the 
neighborhoods became segregated by 2000—
were as follows:  

 
White-Black Integrated 

 If the black share was greater than 29 
percent in 1980, the neighborhood was 
more likely to resegregate than to remain 
integrated. 

 
White-Hispanic Integrated 

If the Hispanic share was greater than 24 
percent, the neighborhood was more likely 
to resegregate. 

 
Multi-Ethnic    

If the black plus Hispanic share was greater 
than 23 percent, the neighborhood was 
more likely to resegregate. 

 
These results further demonstrate the 
tendency toward resegregation in racially 
diverse neighborhoods.  
 

In promising contrast are IRP’s 
preliminary results from its analysis of fifteen 
metropolitan areas that had large-scale busing 
(region-wide or county-wide in the primary 
county) to achieve racial integration in 
schools.11 In these metropolitan areas, 
neighborhoods that were white-black 
integrated in 1980 were more likely to 
remain integrated during the next twenty 

years than to resegregate regardless of the 
initial racial mix.  

 
In other words, even neighborhoods that 

were very close to the 50 percent cut-off 
share for black population in 1980 were 
more likely to remain integrated than to 
make the transition to segregated. 
Apparently, white households are less likely 
to flee racially mixed environments if they 
are confident that their children will continue 
to attend integrated schools even if the racial 
mix of the neighborhood changes.12

 
Graphs showing the results for 

neighborhoods that were white-black 
integrated in 1980 in each of the two groups 
of metropolitan areas appear on the next 
page as Figures 1 and 2. They show the 
percentage of such tracts that, during the 
period from 1980 to 2000, remained 
integrated, changed to majority white or 
changed to majority black, majority Hispanic 
or black-Hispanic, plotted against the black 
share of the population in 1980.13

 
Figure 1 reflects the results for the 

fifteen metropolitan areas whose 
neighborhoods were not affected by large-
scale busing, and shows the 29 percent 
turnover point discussed above for white-
black integrated neighborhoods.  The 
encouraging contrast is reflected in Figure 2, 
which shows the results for neighborhoods in 
the metropolitan areas served by large-scale 
busing.  These areas were more likely to 
remain integrated than to resegregate at all 
possible starting points—even when the 
black share of population was near 50 
percent.   
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Figure 1.  2000 Distribution of 1,592 Tracts that were White/Black Integrated in 1980
in 15 Large Metropolitan Areas
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Figure 2.  2000 Distribution of 634 Tracts that were White/Black Integrated in 1980
in 15 Metro Areas with County- or Metro-wide Busing in the 1980's and 1990's
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Implications and Solutions 
 

This research, together with our other 
previous, and ongoing,  work on tax bases, 
jobs, and housing, reveals the importance of 
analyzing and solving urban challenges at a 
regional scale.   

 
A regional approach can ensure that 

children’s educational opportunities are not 
restricted because of race.  A regional 
approach can provide families with access to 
safe and affordable housing, and to jobs, 
based on their aspirations instead of their skin 
color.   

 
Our research, together with that of other 

researchers, suggests that: 
 

 Housing and school integration policies 
must be regional in scope or white flight 
will undermine them. 

 
 Region-wide public school choice 

programs designed to aid integration can 
increase racial and economic stability in 
older neighborhoods while enhancing 
children’s opportunities. 

 
 Subsidies for low-income housing must 

not be concentrated in places that are 
segregated or segregating, or they will 
contribute to ongoing resegregation. 

 
 Instead, low-income housing programs 

can contribute to neighborhood stability 
and economic opportunity by locating 
participating units primarily in racially 
stable middle class and affluent 
neighborhoods.    

 
A regional approach is essential to the health 
and stability not just of our central cities but 
of our suburbs.  And a regional approach is 
essential to the well-being of all metropolitan 
residents. 
 
 

For More Information 
 

To find out more about this research, 
and to view more maps and results, visit the 
project web site.  In upcoming weeks, IRP 
will upload more research results.  To access 
the project, visit the IRP home page,  

www.irpumn.org/ 
click on “Projects” and, on the Project page, 
click on “Minority Suburbanization.” 
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13 The lines were smoothed by taking 5 
percentage point moving averages for the variable 
on the x axis – percentage black in 1980. 
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