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Spatial assimilation theory predicts that racial and ethnic residential segregation results at least in part
from socioeconomic differences across groups. In contrast, the place stratification perspective emphasizes the role
of prejudice and discrimination in shaping residential patterns. This article evaluates these perspectives by exam-
ining the role of race and class in explaining the residential segregation of African Americans, Hispanics, and
Asians from non-Hispanic whites in all U.S. metropolitan areas over the 1990 to 2000 period. Using the dissim-
ilarity index and various indicators of socioeconomic status (SES), we find that in both 1990 and 2000 high-SES
racial and ethnic groups were significantly less segregated from non-Hispanic whites than corresponding low-
SES groups, especially among Hispanics and Asians—much as the spatial assimilation model would predict.
Consistent with the place stratification model, African Americans of all SES levels continued to be more segre-
gated from whites than were Hispanics and Asians, and this changed little between 1990 and 2000. However,
the importance of SES in explaining the segregation of African Americans from whites increased over the period,
while not for Hispanics and Asian Americans, providing support for a modest increase in the applicability of the
spatial assimilation model for African Americans in the 1990s.

Racial and ethnic residential segregation is a prominent feature of the metropolitan land-
scape (Fischer et al. 2004; Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz 2002; Logan, Stults, and Farley
2004; Wilkes and Iceland 2004). Many studies have documented the disadvantages this seg-
regation poses for some groups—especially blacks—in terms of schooling, employment, expo-
sure to higher crime, single parenthood, concentrated poverty, and even health and cognition
outcomes (Charles, Dinwiddie, and Massey 2004; Cutler and Glaeser 1997; Massey 2004;
Massey, Condran, and Denton 1987; Massey and Denton 1993; Santiago and Wilder 1991).
Aside from segregation’s negative effects on specific outcomes for certain groups, residential
segregation speaks to the nature and quality of intergroup relations in U.S. society, where
high levels of segregation are often indicative of the considerable social (if not economic and
political) distance between groups.

The goal of this study is to focus on the interplay between race and class. Specifically, it
examines the role of socioeconomic status (SES) differences between groups in explaining
the residential segregation of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic
whites throughout the 1990s. Class differences between racial and ethnic groups may help
explain differential residential patterns. For example, members of low income groups may
simply not be able to afford to live alongside families from higher income groups in high cost
residential areas. Thus, our analysis is guided by the following four research questions: Do the
levels of segregation of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic whites
vary by SES? Does SES play a substantially smaller role in explaining black-white segregation
than it does Asian-white and Hispanic—-white segregation, given the long history of black—
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white racism, discrimination, and racial conflict? Has black-white segregation declined rela-
tive to Asian-white and Hispanic—-white segregation in recent years? Has there been a change
in the effect of SES on racial and ethnic residential patterns?

We calculate residential segregation indexes, by race and class, for all metropolitan areas
in the United States by applying the dissimilarity index to data from the 1990 and 2000
decennial censuses. We use several measures of class, including income, poverty status, edu-
cation, and occupation. We then employ generalized linear regression models to gauge the
roles of race and class in explaining patterns of segregation, controlling for a variety of group
and metropolitan area characteristics.

This article makes three noteworthy contributions to the literature on race, class, and
segregation. First, studies of the relationship between race, class, and segregation tend to
focus primarily on African Americans, and often in a small number of metropolitan areas. In
contrast, we compare the segregation of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asian Americans
from whites, for all U.S. metropolitan areas. Studying multiple groups is increasingly impor-
tant because Hispanics recently surpassed African Americans as the largest minority in the
United States, and the Asian population has continued to grow rapidly. At the same time,
using information from all metropolitan areas allows us to make broad generalizations about
segregation patterns across the United States. Second, we provide an assessment of the rela-
tive importance of race and class for different groups in a multivariate framework, allowing
us to draw stronger conclusions about these associations. Third, we use data from the most
recent decennial censuses to assess the theoretical models of interest: spatial assimilation and
place stratification. Importantly, there are indications that the roles of race and SES in shap-
ing residential patterns may be changing in recent years, given, for example, some declines in
the discrimination against blacks in housing markets in the 1990s (Ross and Turner 2005).

Background

Residential segregation refers to the differential distribution of groups across space, and is
usually thought of in terms of the degree to which various groups reside in different neigh-
borhoods. People are residentially segregated across a number of dimensions, including age,
socioeconomic status, and race and ethnicity. Scholars commonly believe that differences in
residential patterns across racial and ethnic groups reflect social distance (Park 1925; White
1987). A number of theories have been offered to explain patterns of racial and ethnic resi-
dential segregation. Two broad theoretical perspectives that encompass many of these views
have been termed spatial assimilation and place stratification (Charles 2003).

The spatial assimilation theory has long been applied to the study of immigrant residen-
tial patterns. According to this perspective, differences in socioeconomic status (the focus
of this study) and acculturation across racial and ethnic groups, together, help shape patterns of
segregation (Alba and Logan 1991; Charles 2003; Logan and Alba 1995; Taeuber and Taeuber
1965). As noted, most minority group members may not be able to afford to live in affluent
white neighborhoods (Alba and Logan 1991; Clark 1986, 1988; Pascal 1967). People who
work in different sectors of the economy may also live grouped together in distinct neighbor-
hoods near their work sites (Clark 1986), or the poor may be more likely to live in distinct
areas, such as central cities, where public transportation is more readily available and govern-
ment support more generous (Glaeser, Kahn, and Rappaport 2000). Indeed, research has shown
that people of different classes are at least somewhat segregated from one another (Farley
1977; White 1987).

This model may be important in the context of continued SES disparities across racial and
ethnic groups. African Americans and Hispanics, in particular, lag behind whites in terms of
incomes, occupational status, and education (Harrison and Bennett 1995). For example, accord-
ing to the 2000 Census, the median household income of non-Hispanic whites, at $45,367,
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was considerably higher than the $29,423 median income for blacks and $33,676 median
income for Hispanics, although the median income for non-Hispanic whites is lower than the
$51,908 figure for Asians (U.S. Census Bureau 2002). A higher proportion of non-Hispanic
whites have advanced degrees and are managers than blacks and Hispanics, though these
proportions are lower than those observed among Asians (Bauman and Graf 2003; Fronczek
and Johnson 2003). Similarly, African American and Hispanic poverty rates (24.9 and 22.6
percent, respectively) are roughly three times higher than those of non-Hispanic whites (8.1
percent), while the 12.4 percent Asian poverty rate is also higher than that of whites (Bishaw
and Iceland 2003).

According to the spatial assimilation theory, these SES differences, by themselves, should
result in some racial and ethnic segregation, even if there were no prejudice and discrimina-
tion affecting people’s residential choices. Those who achieve socioeconomic gains, however,
can then translate them into higher quality neighborhoods and housing. This is noteworthy
since residential mobility is a step toward more complete assimilation across other dimen-
sions, such as social and political (Alba and Logan 1991; Charles 2003; Massey and Mullan
1984). Richard Alba and John Logan (1991) note that: “This process implies, on the one
hand, a tendency toward dispersion of minority-group members, which opens the way for
increased contact with members of the ethnic majority . . . and, on the other, greater resem-
blance in residential characteristics between successful minority-group members and their
peers from the majority” (p. 443).

In contrast to the spatial assimilation model, the place stratification perspective empha-
sizes the role of prejudice and discrimination in shaping residential patterns. These forces
constrain the residential mobility of minority group members. For example, the long history
of discrimination against African Americans probably plays an important role in explaining
current residential patterns. A number of researchers have documented the rise of the Amer-
ican ghetto in the twentieth century, particularly between 1940 and 1970, when African
American migration to Northern central cities continued and ghettos expanded (e.g., Cutler,
Glaeser, and Vigdor 1999; Massey and Denton 1993; Taeuber and Taeuber 1965). Even as for-
mal barriers to integration fell in the post-Civil Rights era, the legacy of past discrimination
and segregation, and continued racism today, is likely to help explain levels of segregation
between African Americans and whites in recent years (Cutler et al. 1999).

More generally, the place stratification perspective emphasizes that a group’s residential
patterns and integration into society depend on the group’s position in the social hierarchy
(Charles 2003; White and Glick 1999). The dominant group in the United States—non-Hispanic
whites—is at the top of the hierarchy, and other groups follow in some order, depending on
prejudices and preferences of society at large. The effects of negative stereotypes are thought
to be greatest for African Americans because they tend to be perceived in the most unfavor-
able terms (Alba and Logan 1991; Bobo and Zubrinksky 1996; Charles 2000, 2001a; Farley et
al. 1994; Zubrinksy and Bobo 1996). Thus, one of the consequences is that African Ameri-
cans are unable to attain their locational preferences as often as whites of similar SES back-
grounds are able to (Adelman 2004; Fainstein 1993; Massey and Eggers 1990).

The “racial preferences” literature has provided some support for the place stratification
model. In general, ethnic groups often show strong desires to live in neighborhoods where
their own group is highly represented, and often avoid other ethnic neighborhoods. How-
ever, African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians are more likely than whites to express a pref-
erence for living in integrated neighborhoods (Bobo and Zubrinsky 1996; Farley 1977; Farley
et al. 1994; Farley, Fielding, and Krysan 1997; Zubrinsky and Bobo 1996). Whites also tend to
show the strongest avoidance behavior, especially of African Americans, even when controlling
for the socioeconomic characteristics of the other groups in the neighborhood (Clark 1991,
1992; Emerson, Yancy, and Chai 2001; Freeman 2000; Krysan and Farley 2002). In short, racial
prejudice and discrimination are likely to be more important in determining segregation—
especially black—-white segregation—than are more benign ethnocentric preferences for same-
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race neighborhoods (Charles 2000). Nevertheless, some research indicates an increased will-
ingness by whites, over the decades, to remain in their neighborhoods as African Americans
enter (Farley et al. 1994).

Scholars have extensively documented discriminatory practices against African Ameri-
cans and, to a lesser extent, Hispanics in the housing market. Such practices probably play a
role in shaping residential patterns (Massey and Denton 1993; Ross and Turner 2005; Turner
et al. 2002). Asians also experience discrimination in housing markets (Turner and Ross
2003). Over the years, discriminatory practices have included real estate agents steering racial
groups to certain neighborhoods, unequal access to mortgage credit, exclusionary zoning that
restricts racial groups to particular neighborhoods, and neighbors” hostility (Alba and Logan
1991, 1993; Galster 1988; Goering and Wienk 1996; Massey and Denton 1993; Massey and
Mullan 1984; Meyer 2000; Yinger 1995). For these reasons, minority members—African
Americans in particular—have historically been less likely to convert socioeconomic gains into
advantageous residential outcomes, such as living in preferred neighborhoods (Alba and
Logan 1991).

Formal barriers to integration have fallen with the passage of various laws, notably the
Fair Housing Act of 1968. In essence, this act made it unlawful to discriminate on the basis of
race, color, religion, or national origin in most housing market transactions. Amendments to
the act in 1988 strengthened its enforcement. Recent research has indicated that discrimination
in rental and owner-occupied housing markets declined substantially in the 1990s, although
some discrimination still occurs (Ross and Turner 2005). Stephen Ross and Margery Turner
(2005) conclude that declines in discrimination are probably a result of changing attitudes in
society, increased contact with minority customers, the rising economic status of minority
customers, and the continuing effect of the Fair Housing Act and its enforcement on the real
estate industry (Ross and Turner 2005).

Ross and Turner (2005) also emphasize that racial and ethnic stereotypes and statistical
discrimination continue to play a role in the housing market. Other research finds that in-
equality in access to home mortgage lending continues (Williams 2005), although some poli-
cies, such as the Community Reinvestment Act, have also helped minorities buy homes in
predominately white neighborhoods (Friedman and Squires 2005). The implication of these
findings is that discrimination may still contribute to residential segregation but at lower rates
than in the past.

Empirical Studies that Directly Examine the Effect of SES on
Segregation Patterns

Many studies of segregation have found that the effect of race overwhelms that of class
for African Americans in particular (e.g., Darden and Kamel 2000; Denton and Massey 1988;
Fischer et al. 2004; Iceland, Sharpe, and Steinmetz 2005; Massey and Fischer 1999; White
and Sassler 2000). Levels of black-white segregation are clearly too high to be explained by
SES differences alone, and black-white segregation has also generally been much greater
than segregation by social class, measured by education, occupation, or income (Farley 1977;
Sims 1999; White 1987).

In a study of segregation in Los Angeles county in 1990, Camille Z[ubrinsky] Charles
(2001b) found that class differences explained virtually none of the difference in black-white
segregation. John Farley (1995) determined much the same about the St. Louis metropolitan
area in 1990, where, at all income levels, African Americans and whites with similar incomes
were about as segregated as African Americans and whites overall. Likewise, researchers have
found that in 1990 middle class African Americans were highly segregated from middle class
whites despite small declines between 1970 and 1990 (Adelman 2004; Adelman et al. 2001).
At the same time, middle class blacks lived in neighborhoods with significantly lower median
incomes, higher poverty rates, and a higher incidence of other related problems than did
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middle class whites (Adelman 2004; Adelman et al. 2001; Alba, Logan, and Stults 2000;
Erbe 1975; Pattillo-McCoy 1999, 2000).

Interestingly, some studies using recent data have suggested that the effect of class differ-
ences on racial segregation patterns is significant (Alba et al. 2000; Clark and Ware 1997; St.
John and Clymer 2000), and it may be increasing (Clark and Ware 1997; Iceland et al. 2005).
Black-white segregation has declined moderately in recent decades (Iceland et al. 2002;
Lewis Mumford Center 2001; Timberlake 2004), and at the same time, there have been some
reductions in SES differentials (Harrison and Bennett 1995) and in housing discrimination
(Ross and Turner 2005; Turner et al. 2002). John Iceland, Cicely Sharpe, and Erika Steinmetz
(2005) reported that higher SES African Americans were less segregated from all whites than
were lower SES African Americans. They also reported that segregation declined modestly for
higher SES African Americans between 1990 and 2000. Some researchers have also argued
that, more generally, the role of class in shaping residential patterns has increased in recent
decades (Massey 1996; Wilson 1996). The implication of these patterns is that the relative
predictive strength of the place stratification and spatial assimilation models warrants re-
newed attention.

The evidence tends to indicate that class plays a larger, if moderate, role in patterns of
segregation for Hispanics and Asians than for African Americans (Bayer, McMillan, and Rue-
ben 2004; Denton and Massey 1988; Logan et al. 2004; Massey and Fischer 1999). For exam-
ple, John Logan, Brian Stults, and Reynolds Farley (2004) found that income differences had
a larger effect on Hispanic—white dissimilarity than on black-white dissimilarity. Nancy Den-
ton and Douglas Massey (1988) established that Hispanic and Asian segregation declines
markedly from low to high socioeconomic status, supporting Massey’s (1979) earlier research
on Hispanics. Joe Darden (1987) also found that Hispanic—white residential segregation varied
by class in Chicago in 1980 data, but black—white segregation did not.

Following the 2000 census, studies indicated that there have been no declines in Hispanic
and Asian segregation in recent decades (Iceland et al. 2002; Lewis Mumford Center 2001). It
could be that continued high levels of immigration from Latin America and Asia have con-
tributed to the lack of a decline in Asian-white and Hispanic-white segregation in recent
decades, as the spatial assimilation model would predict (Borjas 1995; Iceland 2004), although
the lack of decline in general is also consistent with the place stratification model. Research that
supports the spatial assimilation view showed that discrimination against Hispanics in the housing
market declined between 1989 and 2000, yet, over the same period, discrimination against
Hispanics in the rental market remained unchanged (Ross and Turner 2005; Turner et al. 2002).

Notably, not all studies point in the same direction for Hispanics and Asians. Charles (2001b)
found that class differences explained virtually none of the difference in Asian—white segrega-
tion in Los Angeles in 1990, although a more substantial fraction of Hispanic—white segregation
could be attributed to SES differences. Charles has speculated that self-segregation plays a large
role among Asians, especially since many in the Los Angeles area are recent immigrants.

In summary, past studies have provided some support for both the spatial assimilation
and the place stratification perspectives. The predictive power of place stratification is proba-
bly stronger overall, while the spatial assimilation model does a better job of explaining Asian
and Hispanic residential patterns than it does African American patterns. The long history of
racism and racial conflict between African Americans and whites has undoubtedly contrib-
uted to the residential patterns we see for these groups today, even in the context of reduc-
tions in formal barriers to integration and in discrimination.

Hypotheses

At the outset of this analysis we posed a set of questions that guide this study. Below,
these questions are followed by hypotheses from each theoretical perspective concerning the
findings we would expect based on the theories.
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1. Do the levels of segregation of blacks, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic whites
vary by SES? According to the spatial assimilation model, the answer would be yes. The
place stratification model would predict that the effect of SES is relatively small—racial
stratification in society trumps class differences in determining residential patterns.

2. Does SES play a substantially smaller role in explaining black-white segregation than
Asian-white and Hispanic—white segregation? Race differences by themselves do not
play a prominent role in the spatial assimilation model (though differences in accul-
turation might). According to the place stratification model, however, SES should cer-
tainly play a smaller role in explaining black-white differences because of greater rac-
ism and discrimination against African Americans than other racial and ethnic groups
in society.

3. Has black-white segregation declined relative to Asian-white and Hispanic—white seg-
regation in recent years? Such a decline would support the spatial assimilation model,
which generally does not predict differences across racial groups (again outside those
associated with SES and acculturation). The place stratification model would predict
strong continued differences across racial and ethnic groups.

4. Has there been a change in the effect of SES on racial and ethnic residential patterns?
An increase in the effect of SES would provide support the spatial assimilation model
and not really the place stratification model.

Data and Methods

Restricted 1990 and 2000 long-form census files provided the data for this analysis of
residential segregation.! While residential segregation can occur at any geographic level, we
have chosen to focus on metropolitan areas as reasonable approximations of housing mar-
kets. We present estimates for all metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and primary metro-
politan statistical areas (PMSAs), together referred to as metropolitan areas. The building
blocks for all metropolitan areas are counties except in New England. There, they are based
on city and town boundaries, as they were in most Census Bureau tabulations of metropoli-
tan area statistics until the Census Bureau issued the most recent set of guidelines in 2003
(U.S. Census Bureau 2003). The data on population counts in all metropolitan areas are by
census tract for Hispanics and for all racial groups. The census data also furnish counts of
these groups by income, occupation, education, and other characteristics. To ensure compa-
rability, when presenting data for 1990 and 2000, we used the 2000 boundaries of metropol-
itan areas, as defined by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on June 30, 1999. By
this definition, there were 331 metropolitan areas in our analysis, and census tracts consti-
tuted the unit of analysis within metropolitan areas.” Census tracts, which typically have
between 2,500 and 8,000 inhabitants, are defined with local input and are intended to repre-
sent neighborhoods. Typically, they do not change much from census to census, except to
subdivide. In addition, census tracts are, by far, the analytical unit most often selected by
other researchers (e.g., Logan et al. 2004; Massey and Denton 1993).%

1. The U.S. Census Bureau granted permission for the use of these internal files and none of the statistics pre-
sented in this article violate respondent confidentiality rules.

2. The segregation estimates presented in the descriptive tables (means across all metropolitan areas) are weighted
by the population size of the minority and socioeconomic group in question. This has the advantage of giving relatively
little weight to metropolitan areas with small populations of the group in question, where index scores are sometimes
highly variable and skewed by random factors (Iceland et al. 2002).

3. Choosing a smaller unit of analysis increases segregation scores, as smaller units tend to be more homogenous.
For example, the average metropolitan area dissimilarity score for African Americans was 0.640 when using census
tracts, but moderately higher at 0.669 when using block groups (Iceland and Steinmetz 2003). Census tract and block-
group based scores, however, are very highly correlated, so it is unlikely that using an alternate unit would affect con-
clusions about the effect of class on segregation over time.
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The 1990 census collected information on four racial groups: white; black; American
Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; and Asian or Pacific Islander. A separate question asked whether an
individual was of Hispanic origin. After much research and public comment during the
1990s, OMB revised the racial classification for Census 2000 to include five categories: white;
black or African American; American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian; and Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander. It also allowed individuals to report more than one race. Census 2000
figures indicate that 6.8 million, or 2.4 percent of the population, reported more than one
race. This study focuses on the residential patterns of African Americans, Hispanics, Asians
and Pacific Islanders, and non-Hispanic whites.* For 2000, minority groups in this analysis
included individuals who identified as being a member of that minority group, either alone or
in combination with another race. Non-Hispanic whites consist of those who marked only
white and who indicated that they were not Hispanic.’

This analysis uses the index of dissimilarity to measure residential patterns. The dissimi-
larity index (D) is a measure of evenness, and is computed as:

n
D = .SZ‘xi/X—yi/ﬂ
i=1

where 7 is the number of tracts in a metropolitan area, x; is the population size of the minor-
ity group of interest in tract i/, X is the population of the minority group in the metropolitan
area as a whole, y, is the population of the reference group (usually non-Hispanic whites) in
tract 7, and Y is the population of the reference group in the metropolitan area as a whole.

Dissimilarity ranges from 0 (complete integration) to 1 (complete segregation) and essen-
tially measures the percentage of a group’s population that would have to change residence
for each neighborhood to have the same percentage of that group as the metropolitan area
overall. Consider a hypothetical metropolitan area where 20 percent of the population is
African American. If every single neighborhood within the metropolitan area is 20 percent
African American, then the dissimilarity score would equal 0. If some neighborhoods con-
tained only African American residents and the rest had none, then the score would equal 1.
Other distributions fall somewhere in between. A dissimilarity score of 0.90 would indicate
that 90 percent of the African American population would need to move to other neighbor-
hoods in order for African Americans to be equally distributed across neighborhoods. A good
rule of thumb is that scores less than 0.30 indicate low segregation, 0.30 to 0.60 indicate
moderate segregation, and scores over 0.60 indicate a very high level of segregation (Massey
and Denton 1993).

There are certainly other measures available that capture different dimensions of segre-
gation (see Iceland et al. 2002; Massey and Denton 1988; Massey, White, and Phua 1996; Rear-
don and O’Sullivan 2004), however, this analysis relies on the dissimilarity index because it is
easily interpreted and remains, by far, the most widely used segregation index.® Although we

4. We do not examine residential patterns of American Indians and Alaska Natives because changes in the way
the question on race was asked in the 2000 census had the largest effect on the segregation indexes of this group (Ice-
land et al. 2002)

5. Our more inclusive racial definition means that the minority group definitions are not mutually exclusive.
Some of those who are African American may also, for example, be Asian. Other work has shown that adopting a race
definition where a person is considered in a group if he or she chooses only that particular group has little effect on Afri-
can American segregation calculations and a modest effect on Asian segregation calculations (Iceland et al. 2002,
Appendix A). The similarity of scores across group definitions results, in large part, from the fact that the proportion of
people who marked two or more race groups in the 2000 census was small (2.4 percent). Hispanic indexes are not
affected by this specific issue since Hispanic origin is asked in a separate question. Methodologically, the most important
issue is to ensure that the two groups used in any given index calculation are mutually exclusive, which is indeed the
case in this analysis.

6. It should be noted that one feature of the dissimilarity index is that low scores can be achieved in metropolitan
areas that are not particularly diverse overall (and thus its component neighborhoods are not diverse either). We also
considered presenting findings using another common segregation measure—the isolation index—but decided against it
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are aware that the dissimilarity index is but one common measure of segregation, we use the
terms “segregation” and “dissimilarity” interchangeably, throughout. Dissimilarity or segrega-
tion “scores” in the discussion below refer to the values of the dissimilarity index for a partic-
ular group in question.

We look at the three traditional dimensions of socioeconomic status: income, occupa-
tion, and education, and add a fourth—poverty status—which is a function of income. Thus,
we measure class in more ways than most previous studies, many of which examine only one
dimension. In general, the problem with treating only income (or education or occupation)
as “class” is that it overlooks the other important indicators of socioeconomic status. Status
group communities often form around various sets of commonalities that include income,
occupation status, and educational attainment (Weber 1968; White 1987). While theory does
not provide strong predictions about which dimension of SES is most important in determin-
ing residential patterns, some previous empirical analyses indicate that there may be some
modest differences when alternative SES indicators are used (Clark and Ware 1997; Darden
1987; Darden and Kamel 2000; Massey 1988). Although the evidence is somewhat mixed,
income may be the least important measure of socioeconomic status for explaining black-
white segregation, while education may be a little more important (Clark and Ware 1997;
Darden 1987; Darden and Kamel 2000).

Because the dissimilarity index involves pair-wise comparisons, it is preferable to have a
relatively small number of categories within each of the SES dimensions. Education is split
into four fairly standard groups used in analyses: less than high school, high school graduate,
some college, and college graduate (e.g., St. John and Clymer 2000). Occupations are also
split into four general categories sometimes used by other researchers: managerial, profes-
sional, and technical; sales and administrative; service occupations; and farming, precision
crafts, and operators (e.g., Darden and Kamel 2000). We split income groups into four cate-
gories, as do some other studies (Darden and Kamel 2000; Massey and Fischer 1999). For this
study, the groups are represented by approximate household income quartiles in 1990 and in
2000. Finally, we include an indicator of poverty (e.g., Fischer 2003).” In the multivariate
analysis we also include an additional control for percent native born, as this may play a role
in the residential patterns of Asians and Hispanics in particular (Iceland and Lake 2004).

When we present mean segregation scores for different racial groups by SES, one impor-
tant methodological issue in the descriptive analysis is who the reference group should be.
Many previous studies, when focusing on the effect of class, chose, for example, to look at
the segregation of middle class African Americans from middle class whites, in other words,
segregation “controlling for class” (Clark and Ware 1997; Darden 1987; Darden and Kamel
2000; Denton and Massey 1988; Farley 1977). In one sense, this is an appropriate compari-
son if one wants to look at issues of “locational attainment” related to the place stratification

for two reasons. First, the isolation index is strongly affected by the relative size of groups being compared in metropoli-
tan areas, such that larger groups will be more isolated than smaller groups, holding other factors constant. While this is
not an inherently undesirable feature of an index, it does mean that when we look at isolation scores for specific SES
groups, we find that larger SES groups are often characterized by higher levels of isolation (e.g., the nonpoor of all race
groups are much more isolated than the poor). We would like this study to focus explicitly on how evenly groups are
distributed across neighborhoods, and how this varies by socioeconomic status, thus the dissimilarity index is the more
appropriate measure. Second, there are already many comparisons included in this study (comparisons across race,
class, and time) such than adding another index adds yet another dimension to already numerous comparisons. It
should be noted that the most basic conclusions of this study actually do not change very much if isolation is used in
addition to dissimilarity, though the addition of isolation does add greater complexity and produce a more mixed set of
patterns due to the properties of the isolation index mentioned above. See Iceland, Sharpe, and Steinmetz (2005) for a
study that focused on African American class segregation using both the dissimilarity and isolation indexes.

7. For the education segregation indexes, only individuals age 25 and over are included in the analysis. For the
occupation indexes, only workers are included. Household income indexes omit people in group quarters, while the
poverty indexes do not include people not in the poverty universe—such as people in institutions, military group quar-
ters, and college dormitories.
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model because it can help answer the question: Are African Americans and whites of the
same class living in similar neighborhoods?

It is not necessarily appropriate, however, to “control for class” if the goal is to test the
spatial assimilation model. The spatial assimilation model would not predict, for example, that
the segregation score of higher-SES blacks from higher SES whites would be lower than that of
lower-SES blacks from lower-SES whites. This spatial assimilation model holds, rather, that
SES (and acculturation) differences across groups help to explain overall patterns. Because
this study does not focus on issues of locational attainment, we would argue that the most
appropriate comparison here is to look at whether higher SES African Americans, Hispanics,
and Asians are less segregated from non-Hispanics whites as a whole. One implication is that
if SES levels rose for any of these groups in the future, then overall segregation between
whites and blacks, Hispanics, or Asians would decline as SES rose for each of these minority
groups. This type of reference group comparison has also been used by some other studies
(e.g., Massey and Fischer 1999; and St. John and Clymer 2000, who used both methods).

In order to capture both of these perspectives, however, we calculate the dissimilarity
indexes both ways. First, we present dissimilarity indexes for each minority SES group vis-a-
vis all non-Hispanic whites (the second method described above, but our preferred method).
Second, we compare the segregation of each minority SES group vis-a-vis non-Hispanic
whites of the same SES. Our descriptive tables also contain a third comparison: We calculate
indexes that look at class segregation within race groups. This comparison helps to provide
perspective for the racial and ethnic dissimilarity scores.

Results

Table 1 presents the percentage of each group that is within a particular socioeconomic
category. As expected, blacks and Hispanics tend to be more concentrated in lower SES cate-
gories than Asians and Pacific Islanders or whites. For example, a higher proportion of non-
Hispanic whites than African Americans or Hispanics are in the top household income cate-
gory, not poor, have a B.A. degree or higher, and are in managerial, professional, or technical
occupations.We generally see declines in the proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the lowest
SES categories between 1990 and 2000. There is also an increase in the proportion of all
racial/ethnic groups who were in managerial, professional, and technical occupations.

Table 2 presents the dissimilarity indexes using the different reference groups described
earlier. Several patterns emerge. First, we see—as previous studies have documented—that
black-white segregation is higher than that for the other minority groups in the table. More-
over, even when we consider specific SES categories, we still see that black-white segregation
is higher than Hispanic-white and Asian-white segregation, even when compared to non-
Hispanic whites of the same SES.® This supports the place stratification model, which predicts
that blacks would be the most disadvantaged group.

When looking at the first set of indexes where all non-Hispanic whites are the reference
group, we see that for all race groups, higher SES group members tend to be less segregated
from whites than lower SES members, providing support for the hypothesis that SES status
substantially affects patterns of racial segregation. This suggests that an increase in the aver-
age SES of a race group would decrease their segregation from non-Hispanic whites, other
factors being equal. Note that the significance of these findings will be tested in the multivari-
ate analysis, in which we will also control for other metropolitan and group characteristics.

8. It should be noted that one of the properties of the dissimilarity index is that the overall segregation score for
each race group is not simply an average of the segregation of each component class group. For example, it is possible
for each Asian SES group to have higher segregation from non-Hispanic whites than Asians as a whole if each Asian SES
group tends to occupy their own residential niches but Asians as a whole are more evenly spread across neighborhoods.
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Source: Tabulations of 2000 decennial census data. N = 331 metropolitan areas.

Figure 1 ¢ Differences in the Segregation of the Highest and Lowest SES Groups from
non-Hispanic Whites, 2000

However, the effect of class varies by race, as was also hypothesized, such that it tends to
matter less for African Americans than for Hispanics and Asians. For example, among blacks,
the difference between the dissimilarity scores of the highest and lowest income quartiles is
16.9 percent, which is considerably lower than the differences for Hispanics (43.5 percent) or
for Asians and Pacific Islanders (39.5 percent).” We see this same type of pattern for poverty,
education, and occupation, as illustrated in Figure 1."°

Comparing the dissimilarity scores between the high and low SES groups also indicates
that only a modest amount of the high overall levels of black segregation can be attributed to
class differences. After all, the dissimilarity scores for even the high SES groups are high in
absolute terms—all are over 0.550. Thus, for blacks, the spatial assimilation model does only
a moderate job of explaining residential patterns.

For Asians and Hispanics, the difference in the segregation of high and low SES people
from non-Hispanics whites is considerable. In fact, for a couple of high SES categories, such
as Hispanics with a B.A. degree or higher or nonpoor Asians, these groups are about as segre-
gated, or are more segregated, from Hispanics and Asians of other classes, respectively, than
they are from non-Hispanic whites. For example, the dissimilarity score for Hispanics with a
B.A. is 0.360 when the reference group is all non-Hispanic whites, 0.390 when the reference
group is non-Hispanic whites with a B.A. or higher, and 0.403 when the reference group is all
other Hispanics (those with less than a B.A.). More often than not, however, particular SES
groups are indeed more segregated from whites than from other members of the same race.

Another issue meriting discussion is whether the dimension of socioeconomic status that we
consider makes a difference in these comparisons. First, from Figure 1 it does appear that
minority segregation from whites varies across all the SES dimensions in the analysis (income,

9. The computation is: ([0.697 — 0.597]/0.597), where 0.597 is the dissimilarity score for the highest income
quartile and 0.697 is the score for the lowest quartile.

10. The specific SES groups compared in Figure 1 are: first income quartile versus fourth income quartile; poor
versus not poor; less than high school education versus B.A. or greater; and managerial, professional, and technical ver-
sus farming, precision, and operators.
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poverty, education, and occupation).'' Education is the dimension of SES that consistently had
a relatively high level of variation. This corresponds to the findings from Darden (1987) and Wil-
liam Clark and Julian Ware (1997). Income seems to often be one of the less salient dimensions of
SES. Nevertheless, we do, descriptively, see differences in segregation across all SES dimen-
sions, such that it would be fair to say that all are important in explaining residential patterns.

Table 3 shows the percentage change in dissimilarity scores from 1990 to 2000. For blacks,
we generally see a decline in the segregation from all whites and from whites of the same SES for
those in higher SES categories. However, as also reported in Iceland, Sharpe, and Steinmetz
(2005), segregation from non-Hispanic whites increased for low-SES African Americans.'?

There is no clear pattern for Hispanics and Asians. A small majority of Hispanic SES
groups appeared to experience increases in segregation when looking at either segregation
from all whites or from whites of the same SES, mirroring the overall increase. Neither is
there an obvious pattern for Asians, where low income groups and the poor experienced de-
clines in segregation, but lower (and the highest) educational groups may have experienced
increases in segregation. Thus, we cannot conclude that the spatial assimilation model be-
came a better (or worse) predictor of Asian and Hispanic segregation patterns over the 1990s,
although it did appear to become a better predictor for blacks. This is also tested in the following
multivariate model.

The final set of columns in Table 3 shows that intragroup class segregation tended to
decline for all race groups, except, to some extent, among non-Hispanic whites. That is, in
contrast to patterns that had been described in the 1970s and 1980s by William Julius Wilson
(1996) and Massey (1996), most groups of low SES and high SES African Americans experi-
enced little change or became less segregated from each other over the 1990s. The same pat-
tern holds for Hispanics and Asians, where there tended to be less intragroup segregation
across SES groups in 2000 than in 1990.

Multivariate Analysis

While the findings from the descriptive tables are informative, they are only suggestive.
Thus, we ran multivariate models that examine the contributions of race and class to the res-
idential patterns of different groups, while also controlling for other metropolitan area char-
acteristics. To gauge how segregation scores differ across race groups in all U.S. metropolitan
areas, we adopted the strategy of pooling the segregation scores of different groups and
including dummy variables for each group (e.g., Massey and Denton 1989; Wilkes and Ice-
land 2004). In this analysis, the dependent variable represents the segregation of each racial/
ethnic group by SES from all non-Hispanic whites. For example, for each metropolitan area,
we have dissimilarity scores for African Americans, Asians, and Hispanics in the four income
quartiles for a total of 12 scores for each metropolitan area in a particular model. Because the
same metropolitan areas are included several times in the equation we produce corrected
standard errors using generalized linear regression models that account for the fact that the
independent variables have a correlated error structure.'?

11. It should be noted that these dimensions are all correlated with each other, and that the occupation categories
do not necessarily have a clear rank ordering, except that the “managerial, professional, and technical” category is the
highest SES group of the ones listed.

12. Note that the overall percentage of change in segregation of a race group is not simply an average of the per-
cent change in segregation of each SES group from non-Hispanic whites. For example, particular SES groups can
become more segregated from whites but segregation of the race group as a whole can decline if the proportion of the
race group in the least-segregated SES group increases while those in the highest segregated SES group declines (i.e., a
compositional shift).

13. Since our goal is to explain variation across metropolitan areas, we run unweighted regression models. Be-
cause of this, the multivariate analyses contain segregation scores for particular racial and ethnic groups (i.e., black, Asian,
and Hispanic) only if there are at least 1,000 people of that group present in the metropolitan area. Segregation indexes
for metropolitan areas with small minority populations are less reliable than those with larger ones (Iceland et al. 2002).



261

Race, Class, and Residential Segregation

"A1039182 SHS Te[ONIRd TRT1 UT 10U 216 OYM ddEX dwes a1} Jo o[doad [V,
‘seare ue[odoIdW [¢¢ = N "BIEP SNSUID [EIUUDIP 000T PUE 0661 JO SUONE[NGR], :90INOS

9'1 9'1 66— 7’0 (44 6'¢ At 91 v v'C 1T s1ojerado pue ‘uorspaid ‘Sururreg
€1 I'L— 01— 11— 6'CT— <0 €1 L0 S'0— |4 9'C suonednado NDIAIS
4% A% Tel— 8- L01— 7'l 81 S'0— 0¢c [4% 6’1 dATIRISTUTUIPE pUe Sd[es
<S¢ 10— e 0¢— 19 1'c 61 €0— 81 0— 70 [e2TULI) ‘Teuorssdjord ‘errogeue iy
uonedndQ
60 I'e— 6'6— 89— 6'1 €1 ¢1- L'T— €1 7'e— S1- I2Y31Y 10 29139 s I0[dUPDRY
1'c— T's— ' L— LY1— ¢T— 60— 60 L'0— 90 <S¢ 60 9891100 dwos
L'81 L'1— 6Cl— 9 (N4l €T v'C 70 €T 'S LT Jua[eambs 10 ewordip [ooyds y3ig
(4 80— 9'¢— S0 '8 9'C 7i- €€ 6'1 €1 9'¢ $S3[ 10 9peIs YIT T
(1940 pue s1eaid ¢z uonendod) uonesonpyg
60— 68— TL— I'v— L'Yy— €T LT 70— €T LT L0— IooduoN
70— 001— 19— I'v— TS— 6'C— 60— T re— L0— v'C I00d
A1aaog
0'¢ 16— 9v— 01— €€ |4 (484 9'C— 60 |4 8¢~ (1940 10 000’SL) 1940 10 00005
v'C Iv1— 8v— §T— L1 £e— €0— I'e— LE— S'0— T (666 7.-000°s¥) 666°65-005TE
0TI vl — v'e— TS— [N 6'¢— ¢1- €0 9'¢— 80 81 (666 ¥7—000°07) 66%'T€—00S LT
60 S'6— €e— 9'¢— 90— - At 9°C 0'c— 'L 8¢ (000Z UL 666'61$=) 66¥'L1$=
so[renb swoour pjoyasnoy
VN VN VN VN VN VN VN VN vi— 1 L'G— [e10L
AYM uvisy auvdsig Yovg 1oL uvisy aupdsig Yoviq uvisy ouvdsiy Yoviq
STIPIS SAS Aq Sqs auvg Jo SAIYM NUDASIH-UON ] uioLf

(uonwbaibas dnoin) — (ovy uyiim)

SAYM JMUDASIH-UON Ulo.Lf
dnoin SHS Aniouty Jo uonvbaibas

dnoin SHS Anioury Jo uoivbaibas

0002 01 0661 Wo.f ‘sdno.rn 31uo0u020120S 40§ SaXapul A1AvjruIssiq ul abuvy) abviuariad « € d[qeL



262

ICELAND/WILKES

A key feature of the model is the inclusion of dummy variables indicating whether a par-
ticular segregation score is for: African Americans (omitted category), Asians, and Hispanics,
or for the first, second, third, or fourth income quartile (first quartile omitted). Thus, regres-
sion coefficients will tell us whether Asian segregation scores are systematically lower than
African American scores, whether scores for fourth income quartile groups are systematically
lower than for first income quartile groups, and so forth.

The regressions also contain a set of interaction terms between race and SES category.
These interaction terms go to the heart of the analysis, as summarized in two of the research
questions posed at the beginning of the article: Do levels of segregation from non-Hispanic
whites vary by SES for blacks, Hispanics, and Asians? And does SES play a substantially smaller
role in explaining black-white segregation than Asian-white and Hispanic—white segregation?

The models also contain a number of control variables: region (dummy variables for
Northeast, Midwest, and South, with West being the omitted category), metropolitan area
population size, the size of the particular minority in a given metropolitan area, the percent-
age of the minority group that is foreign-born, and then a series of metropolitan controls for
the overall occupational, income, educational, poverty, and foreign-born composition.'* The
coefficients for these variables are not shown in the tables for the sake of parsimony and sim-
plicity, and in order to focus the discussion on our hypotheses. Full table results are available
from the authors.

In addition to models that explain cross-sectional variation in segregation in 2000, we
also run change models, where the dependent variables indicate the change in segregation of
a particular race/SES group from all non-Hispanic whites. This will help us answer questions
about the changing roles of race and class in producing the segregation patterns we observed
over the 1990s.

Tables 4 and 5 show the association between SES indicators and patterns of segregation
in 2000, and changes in segregation from 1990 to 2000. There are four models in the table,
each corresponding to the alternative indicators of SES used. Model 1 shows results by in-
come, Model 2 by education, Model 3 by occupation, and Model 4 by poverty status of the
groups in question.

All models in Table 4 show that Hispanics and Asians are less segregated from non-
Hispanic whites than are blacks, controlling for a variety of metropolitan and group charac-
teristics. For example, the Hispanic coefficient in Model 1 indicates that Hispanic dissimilarity
scores are, on average, 0.074 lower than black dissimilarity scores, holding other factors
constant (recall that dissimilarity scores range from 0 to 1).

In addition, all models show that higher SES groups have lower segregation scores than
lower SES groups. The interaction terms tend to show that higher SES Hispanics and Asians,
in particular, have lower segregation scores—thus supporting the notion that class differences in
segregation are larger for Hispanics and Asians than African Americans. This is also supported by
other models that used Asians as the reference group, in which the interaction term between
African American and the higher income quartiles are positive and significant, indicating that
high income does less to reduce black segregation than it does for Asians (not shown).

An example may help illustrate how the coefficients in the table should be interpreted.
The “Asian” coefficient in Model 1 (—0.063) indicates that the dissimilarity scores for Asians
are 0.063 points lower than for blacks (the omitted group). The income quartile 4 coefficient
(—0.088) indicates that those in the highest income group have dissimilarity scores 0.088
lower than those in the first income quartile. The negative (and statistically significant) sign
of the interaction coefficient between Asian and quartile 4 (—0.034) indicates two things:

14. More specifically, the metropolitan area composition variables refer to the combined percentage of non-
Hispanic whites and the minority group in question (the two groups in a particular segregation index) who are in each
of the four occupational, educational, and income categories, the percentage who are poor, and the percentage who are
foreign born.



Race, Class, and Residential Segregation

1) for those in the highest quartile, segregation is further reduced if one is Asian rather than
African American (that is, the effect of high SES varies by race); and 2) for those who are
Asian, segregation is lower if one is in the highest income quartile rather than in the lowest
income quartile (the effect of being Asian varies by class).

Education is the one exception to the pattern of high SES Asians (in particular) having
lower segregation scores. The positive interaction term for Asians indicates that the difference
in segregation between the high and low educational categories is less for Asians than it is for
blacks—contrary to expectations and contrary to the findings for the other SES indicators
(income, occupation, and poverty).'”> For Hispanics we still see a wider SES gap by education
than among African Americans, except for the highest category (B.A. or above). It is not
entirely clear why education for Asians (and to a lesser extent Hispanics) is an exception,
though descriptive statistics in Table 2 do indicate somewhat larger African American differ-
entials in segregation from all non-Hispanic whites by education and somewhat smaller Asian
differentials by education than when considering other SES dimensions (particularly income
and poverty status).'®

In summary, the results from Table 4 indicate that: 1) the levels of racial and ethnic seg-
regation of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic whites vary by class,
as the spatial assimilation model would predict; 2) African Americans are more segregated
from non-Hispanic whites than are other groups, even after controlling for a number of met-
ropolitan area and group characteristics, as the place stratification model would predict; and
3) SES tends to play a substantially smaller role in explaining black—-white segregation than
Asian-white and Hispanic—white segregation, with the exception of education, as the place
stratification model would predict.

Table 5 shows the relationship between SES, race/ethnicity, and changes in segregation
from 1990 to 2000—or, more precisely, the 2000 dissimilarity score minus the 1990 dissimi-
larity score. The race/ethnicity coefficients indicate that Hispanics and Asians had smaller
increases (or larger declines) in segregation than African Americans had, holding other fac-
tors constant. For example, the —0.039 coefficient for Asians in Model 1 indicates that Asian
dissimilarity increased by 0.039 points less (or declined by 0.039 point more, as the case may
be) than African American dissimilarity scores, holding other factors constant. Results also
indicate that higher SES groups experienced larger declines in segregation than did the lower,
omitted SES categories.

The interaction terms in the models indicate that the effect of SES often varied by race
and ethnicity. A majority of the coefficients indicate that the declines in segregation were not
concentrated in higher SES Asian and Hispanic groups; similar to the descriptive findings in
Table 2, the patterns for these groups in Table 5 are mixed. If anything, the highest Asian SES
groups experienced increases in segregation.

Another example may help in the interpretation of these coefficients. If one were to ask
what the average change in the dissimilarity score for Asians in the top income quartile was
between 1990 and 2000, the following calculation would need to be made: the intercept
(0.049) minus the Asian coefficient (0.039) minus the income quartile 4 coefficient (0.043)
plus the Asian times quartile 4 coefficient (0.043) equals the change in the dissimilarity score
between 1990 and 2000 (0.10). Thus, we would conclude that Asians in the top income
quartile, on average, experienced small increases in segregation in the decade.

15. Although the positive interaction term indicates a smaller SES effect for Asians when considering education, it
should be noted that the sum of coefficients still indicate that highly educated Asians are less segregated than highly
educated blacks since the negative “Asian” coefficient far exceeds the positive interaction term coefficient.

16. The coefficients for the control variables in the models not shown in Table 4 tend to act as expected. The coef-
ficients that are statistically significant in at least three of the four models indicated that: segregation is higher in the
Northeast and Midwest than the West (the omitted category), metropolitan areas with larger populations had higher
levels of segregation, and the higher the share of the metropolitan area’s population with some college or a B.A. degree,
the lower the level of segregation.
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In other models where Asians are the reference group rather than African Americans,
results confirm that some higher SES African Americans in particular (top income quartile,
B.A. degree or higher, and nonpoor) experienced larger declines in segregation than African
Americans as a whole (not shown). These results suggest that SES—and thus the spatial assim-
ilation model—are becoming more important in explaining African American segregation from
non-Hispanic whites. The difference in segregation scores between the highest and lowest black
SES groups widened over the 1990s, as also indicated by descriptive findings in Table 3."”

Conclusion

This article examined the role of race and class in explaining the residential segregation
of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic whites in all U.S. metropoli-
tan areas over the 1990 to 2000 period. The purpose was to test how well the spatial assimila-
tion and place stratification perspectives explain patterns of residential segregation. Now we
return to the four specific questions that guided this analysis. The first question asked: Do the
levels of segregation of African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians from non-Hispanic whites
vary by SES? Supporting the spatial assimilation model, our analysis indicated that the
answer is yes. Higher SES groups were less segregated from non-Hispanic whites than were
lower SES groups. The second question was: Does SES play a substantially smaller role in
explaining black—-white segregation than Asian-white and Hispanic—white segregation? Sup-
porting the place stratification model, our answer is yes. We found that while SES mattered
for all groups, higher SES Hispanics and Asians, particularly, had lower segregation scores
than lower SES groups, supporting the notion that class plays a larger role in explaining His-
panic and Asian residential patterns than it does African American patterns.

Third, we asked: Has black-white segregation declined relative to Asian-white and His-
panic—white segregation, holding other factors constant? The answer is generally no, thus
supporting the place stratification perspective. Descriptive statistics indicated that the overall
African American dissimilarity score declined in the 1990s while Hispanic and Asian scores
did not change much in either direction. Multivariate models, however, indicated that Asian
and Hispanic dissimilarity scores were more apt to decline than African American scores,
once we controlled for SES and other group and metropolitan area characteristics. Among
those in the highest SES categories (top income quartile, B.A. degree or higher education,
and the nonpoor), however, there was little difference in patterns of change across racial and
ethnic groups over the decade.

The answer to the fourth question—“Has there been a change in the effect of SES on
racial and ethnic residential patterns?”—is yes for blacks but no for Hispanics and Asians. In
particular, we found that, for high SES blacks, the difference in segregation from whites
increased compared to that of low SES blacks, over the 1990 to 2000 period, providing some
support for the spatial assimilation model. We saw mixed patterns for Asians and Hispanics.

In short, these findings suggest that socioeconomic differences between race groups play
an important role in the residential patterns we see today, although the effect is stronger for
Asians and Hispanics than for African Americans. The fact that SES matters provides support
for the spatial assimilation perspective, as the implication is that if and as the socioeconomic

17. The coefficients for the control variables that are statistically significant in three of the four models in Table 5
indicated that: segregation increased in metropolitan areas with greater population growth, segregation declined for
groups that experienced an increase the proportion of their population that was foreign-born but increased in metropol-
itan areas where there was a general increase in the population that was foreign-born (there could be some collinearity
between these variables; when controls for changes in the metropolitan area share that are foreign-born are not
included in the model, the coefficient for the proportion of the group that is foreign-born is not significant in this way in
most of the models), and segregation declined in metropolitan areas with an increase in the proportion of people in sales
and administrative occupations.
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status of minority groups rises, we will see increased integration between these racial and
ethnic groups and non-Hispanic whites. And although SES mattered less for African Ameri-
cans than other groups in both 1990 and 2000, we did see an increase in the strength of SES
for African Americans over that time, with little clear change for Asians and Hispanics. It
should be noted that the generally lower socioeconomic levels attained by minority group
members are, in part, a result of racial discrimination and do not simply occur by chance.

In addition, we still see some continued support for the place stratification model, which
highlights the role of racial residential preferences and/or discrimination in determining resi-
dential patterns. In general, residential segregation by race and ethnicity tended to be higher
than segregation by SES status. Place stratification also helps explain why African Americans
were more segregated from non-Hispanic whites, and even had smaller declines in segrega-
tion from non-Hispanic whites, than Asians and Hispanics had, after we controlled for SES
and other group-specific and metropolitan area factors. The one exception is that some high
SES African Americans saw patterns of change in segregation that were similar to the patterns
high SES Hispanics and Asians experienced.

How, then, does one reconcile the fact that the overall dissimilarity score fell more for
African Americans over the 1990s than for Hispanics and Asians, even though multivariate
models tell a somewhat different story? The answer is the changing composition of the differ-
ent racial and ethnic groups. The 1990s witnessed a significant movement of African Ameri-
cans out of some of the lower SES categories (e.g., being in poverty or having less than a high
school education). Often this movement was greater for African Americans than it was for
Asians and Hispanics. Low SES blacks, Hispanics, and Asians are all more likely to be more
segregated from non-Hispanic whites than higher SES groups. Thus, compositional changes
in the African American population alone, are likely to have played a role in the overall
decline in black—white segregation.

This implies two things. First, the effect of race and ethnicity on residential patterns has
not narrowed across groups over the 1990s. That is, particular African Americans SES groups
did not experience greater declines in segregation from whites than Hispanics and Asians of
the same SES experienced. The continued importance of race indicates that institutional bar-
riers to mobility and racial attitudes and preferences warrant sustained attention. Indeed,
while discrimination against African Americans in the housing market declined over the
1990s (Ross and Turner 2005; Turner et al. 2002), such discrimination, or at least the atti-
tudes that drive residential choices made by whites (Charles 2000; Zubrinsky and Bobo
1996), still play a role in shaping residential patterns.

Second, and perhaps on a more positive note, if African Americans continue to see im-
provements in income, education, and occupational attainment and decreases in the number
of blacks living in poverty, then we can expect black-white residential segregation to decline
further. The same would be all the more true for Hispanics and Asians, where we see even
larger effects of SES. Hispanics and Asians did not witness a compositional shift to higher SES
categories to the same extent African Americans did over the 1990s. For example, the pro-
portion of African Americans with a B.A. or more increased by 32 percent—higher than the
14 to 15 percent increases for Asians and Hispanics or the 23 percent increase for non-
Hispanic whites. Future research should continue to investigate the role of SES on racial and
ethnic residential segregation and determine whether the role of class in explaining residen-
tial patterns continues to increase.

A related issue that merits further consideration is the role that nativity plays in segrega-
tion patterns. The fact that many Hispanics and Asians are foreign-born probably helps
explain why there was no general decline in the segregation of Hispanics and Asians from
non-Hispanic whites in the 1990s, as the foreign-born are more segregated than the native-
born (Iceland and Lake 2004). Moreover, immigrants are often bifurcated in their SES attain-
ment. Hispanic immigrants have, on average, lower levels of education than other immi-
grants while Asian immigrants have, on average, relatively high levels of education (Larsen

269



270

ICELAND/WILKES

2004). This suggests that if the immigration of low SES Hispanics to the United States were to
continue, this would tend to raise levels of Hispanic—white segregation, at least in the short
run. Likewise, the continued immigration of relatively high SES Asians suggests that immi-
gration may not have as strong an effect on Asian-white segregation. In short, how immi-
grants and their children fare in both education and the labor market in the coming years is
likely to play a very important role in determining future patterns of residential segregation
among Asians and Hispanics in the United States.
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