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Chapter 1
Race, Ethnicity,
and Locational Inequalities



 Introduction






The dawn of the twenty-first century in the United States is marked by a paradox in race relations and diversity. The nation has become more racially diverse (Armas, 2001), and racial discrimination has been legally prohibited. However, a series of events during the latter half of the twentieth century underscored the deep racial divide and underlying tensions that continue to threaten the nation’s future peace and prosperity. One such event took place shortly after World War II when southern blacks demanded simple freedoms and equal treatment. The nonviolent marches, sit-ins, and bus boycotts signaled the beginning of African Americans’ protests against racial injustices. By 1964 the Civil Rights Act outlawed discrimination in employment, and complementary legislation later “guaranteed” fair access to housing and public services. However, a year after this legislation, much of urban America was literally engulfed in the flames of race-based urban uprisings. Shortly after the 1965 “racial riots,” two Americans who championed racial justice and equality, one black and one white, were assassinated. Violence and protests erupted again in subsequent years, notably 1980 in Miami and 1992 in Los Angeles.


The racial conflicts, struggles for civil and economic rights, and governmental responses in the latter half of the twentieth century also brought about some progress toward correcting socioeconomic imbalances among population subgroups. By the year 2000, a significant portion of the current African-American generation had achieved middle-class status, and for the first time in American history, an African-American man, Colin Powell, not only was considered a serious and desirable presidential candidate by white America in the 1990s but was appointed as the first black secretary of state in 2001. At the same time, however, racial polarization was clearly evident in the Rodney King and O. J. Simpson cases—reminders that racial division was deep in the United States. The racial tensions apparent from these cases received nearly the same media attention as the Gulf War, which revealed Colin Powell’s strengths. Further, hate crimes, such as the death in Texas of a black who was dragged behind a pickup truck, reminded us of the racial hate that still raises its ugly head too often. As the black middle class emerged, by the close of the twentieth century, half of all black children were being born into urban poverty at a time when the United States was generating a federal budget surplus. These unmistakable, mixed signals call into doubt the progress of racial issues in America and suggest that W. E. B. Du Bois’s “color line” extends into the twenty-first century as America’s biggest social and moral issue (Du Bois, 1944, p. 23).


Not surprisingly, Americans differ greatly in their views of racial progress and racial equity. This is true for blacks and whites. The presence of Hispanics as the fastest growing American minority adds a new and significant dimension to the “browning of America” and promises among its consequences potential racial conflicts and moral controversy. Most Americans have very little understanding of emerging minority groups, such as the rapidly expanding U.S. Asian population. Many are also unaware of the diversity within this population or its distribution among all socioeconomic classes and employment groups. Racial and ethnic myths abound despite the nation’s increasing diversity.


Amidst these demographic changes, there is a growing national concern that racial and ethnic minorities, particularly in urbanized communities, will face even greater inequalities with respect to housing, access to services and employment opportunities, and exposure to environmental pollution and related public health outcomes. Concerns over the increasing disparities between the population subgroups have received considerable attention in recent years from academics, local and national organizations, governmental agencies, the media, and social and environmental activists. As urban geographer Joe Darden (2002) stated, “It is not just segregation. It is the socioeconomic inequities associated with segregation that are important to address” (also see Darden, 1989). Based on the investigations taking place along these various fronts, it is now evident that there are several facets and dimensions of racial/ethnic inequities. In addition to studies of segregation and discrimination—particularly as they influence education, housing choice, and neighborhood condition— racial justice research now also embraces socioeconomic inequities in environmental quality, health care, housing, and other services. Due to the breadth of these maladies and the vagueness of the term well-being, we use the term inequities  in much of our discussions.


Efforts to address these problems revolve around several questions: (1) What exactly constitutes inequalities or inequities among racial and ethnic groups? For example, are environmental inequities the result of deliberate, intentional siting of polluting facilities or merely a spatial coincidence resulting from the historical processes of urbanization and decisionmaking? (2) What causal mechanisms and sequence of events lead to the inequitable distribution of benefits (such as housing or services) and risks (such as environmental hazards)? (3) What actions are being taken at the state and federal levels to remedy the observed and/or perceived imbalances among social groups?


Along with the preceding questions are some basic issues and arguments surrounding racial and ethnic differences. Some question, for example, whether some individuals are truly disadvantaged due to racial discrimination or whether perhaps some fail to make socioeconomic progress simply because they are part of a racial subculture that suffers from certain social and structural weaknesses that are hard to overcome. Also, it has been argued that racism is on the decline and equity is on the rise, as evident from the significant growth of the black middle class in recent years. A corollary is that, given more time and additional education, minorities will continue to rise in status and equity. For example, the Asian American is frequently offered as a role model of success. The implications drawn by proponents of this myth are that Asian Americans form a ubiquitous culture that is more industrious and more willing to sacrifice and places a higher value on education than other cultures. Such arguments suggest superiority of one set of cultural virtues over those of another. There are also counterpoints to these views and to those regarding the growth of the minority middle class. Among them is the contention that minorities of education and experience equal to whites’ receive less pay for the same work and are still ostracized and victimized in the job and housing markets. Consequently, there are inequalities in employment opportunities, socioeconomic status, and housing quality.


Another argument that is frequently provided as a justification for differential success and inequity among ethnic and racial groups is that progress takes time and hard work. Some would argue, for example, that recent Mexican immigrants residing in inner cities are not unlike their twentieth-century European counterparts, who labored long and hard to earn their place in America and opened the road to a better life for their children by their efforts. Such views are strongly countered by those who speak of oppression and exploitation of the poor and disadvantaged.


The primary objective of this book is to address these issues in an empirical fashion after examining different sociological and geographic perspectives in some detail. We hope to provide a basic understanding of the scope and multifaceted nature of racial inequalities in urban America, both in a broad context and in separate analyses of housing, services, and employment differences between groups, as well as in the degree of exposure to environmental problems.


This chapter proceeds by defining useful terms that serve as overriding concepts in the book. First, we clarify the differences between race and ethnicity as two of the most common elements of group identification in the United States. Next, we examine the linkages between race and place. The discussion of place allows us to introduce important concepts, such as Areas of Minority  Concentration, and to illustrate race-place connections in urban America. A third concept discussed at length in this chapter is equity, which, as we reveal later, is one of the book’s principal themes. We discuss the different aspects of equity and later, in the empirical chapters, provide concrete examples of locational inequities among the racial/ethnic groups. The chapter ends with a preview of the book’s remaining chapters.






Race and Ethnicity






Social groups are distinguished by a host of characteristics, such as race, ethnicity, national origin, religious background, and sexual orientation. Within the United States, two of the most significant and historical bases for group identification are race and ethnicity. Given the relevance of these two elements in discussing majority-minority relationships and the plight of underrepresented groups in the nation, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of both concepts and describe the context in which they are used in subsequent chapters. 


Racial groups are traditionally defined on the basis of the inherent physical and/or biological attributes of a group of people, such as their skin color, facial features, hair color and texture, and other visible physiological features. Although there is a wide range of physical attributes used in different parts of the world, the specific criterion that has been used historically to delineate between racial groups varies from one society to another. In the United States, for example, race has been defined primarily on the basis of three categories of skin color (black, yellow, and white). Up until the most recent U.S. Census, in 2000, when significant changes were made in racial group categorization, Hispanics were forced to declare themselves “black” or “white” on the survey form (Farley, 1977; Glazer, 1999), even though they are often popularly referred to as “Brown.” In other countries, such as Brazil, several categories of skin color are used to differentiate between the racial groups. Some researchers have argued, correctly, that, given the mixed ancestry and interbreeding among population groups, there are no pure races within the genetic pool and therefore the biological distinction of groups is of little relevance today. Groups overlap so much that no single physical attribute remains a statistically exclusive characteristic of any one racial group (Schaefer, 1995; Gonzales, 1996).


Within the United States, one finds an evolving interpretation of race that is associated with American society’s unique historical experiences as well as the changes in the nation’s immigration history. This trend is perhaps best described by Stephen B. Thomas (2001):




The color line is not fixed but ripples through time, finding expression at distinct stages of our development as a nation. As the meaning of race has changed over time, its burdens and privileges have shifted among population groups. At one time in our history, for instance, the Irish and Italians were considered “nonwhite,” along with other immigrants who were not descendants of the early Anglo-Saxon Protestant settlers [p. 10].





The concept of race in the United States has taken on a socially constructed meaning that transcends the biological distinctions of groups, with implications for how those groups are perceived and treated by others within the larger society. As Schaefer (1995) indicates:




In a modern, complex industrial society, we find little adaptive utility in the presence or absence of prominent chins, epicanthic folds of eyelids or the comparative amount of melanin in the skin. What is important is not that people are genetically different but that they approach each other with dissimilar perspectives. It is in this social setting that race is decisive. Race is significant because people have given it significance [p. 12].





This sociological interpretation of race now takes precedence over the biological meaning and has become firmly entrenched in the American mindset.  


Others have argued that, even with the biological and social relevance attributed to race, the concept does not adequately describe or reflect the current diversity of the U.S. population (Oppenheimer, 2001). For example, Asians are typically differentiated from other racial groups because of their regional origin but more so because they share certain physical attributes that are tied to their genetic pool. Yet within the Asian-American community, there are many subgroups with different customs, nationalities, languages, and religious backgrounds. Japanese, Chinese, Koreans, Filipinos, Vietnamese, Hindus, Sikhs, Pakistanis, and many more subgroups comprise the Asian-American community. As such, the use of race as a common denominator for group identification is inadequate. Instead, a group taxonomy of ethnicity provides a more exhaustive categorization of people based on cultural, behavioral, environmental, physical, as well as some biological characteristics that are linked to their heritage. The term ethnicity is thus used to refer to a group of people who share one or more attributes such as language, religion, nationality or regional characteristics, unique customs and practices, and race. Ethnic groups are best identified by a set of internal and homogenous attributes that contribute to group affinity and cohesiveness and reflect how they see themselves (“we-ness”). These commonalities may also contribute to external attributes that make the groups distinct and influence how they are seen by others (“they-ness”) within the larger society (Ringer and Lawless, 1989).


There is an ongoing debate over the appropriateness of using the terms race and ethnicity in the discourse on social inequality in the United States. Some contend that race must be separated from ethnicity, because, as we indicated earlier, race focuses on the biological characteristics of humanity whereas ethnicity addresses the social and cultural aspects. Others have argued even further that the concept of race must be eliminated from the discourse, particularly when dealing with group disparities, and that instead the focus must be on ethnicity as a more appropriate means of group affiliation (Cooper, 1994; Fullilove, 1998). For instance, David Kaplan and Steven Holloway (1998), noting the mixed ancestry and multiple definitions of race, opted to use ethnicity rather than race in their study. They suggested a more inclusive interpretation of ethnicity that made race and ethnicity synonymous, thus redefining groups such as African Americans as ethnic groups:




We thus define ethnicity to include all groups that feel themselves different from others, or are felt to be different by the others, where the difference is based on culture, physical appearance, or ancestry, depending on the context [p. 5].





Throughout this book, however, we will use both concepts in the combined term race/ethnicity to address issues relating to group disparities in the United States. Our decision is based on a number of factors. First, as Gerald Oppenheimer (2001) argues, the substitution of ethnicity for race may have serious social implications since most studies of race bring attention to issues of poverty, segregation, accessibility to health care, distribution of environmental pollutants, and other matters relating to discrimination and prejudice (p. 1057). This view is also supported by Michael Omi (2000), who contends that the elimination of racial categories from data collection efforts, in particular, would hinder all attempts to monitor specific forms of discrimination, such as home mortgage and other financial loan practices, health-care delivery patterns, prison sentencing, and more recently, racial profiling incidences. A second reason for adopting the term race/ethnicity is that it already exists; it is widely used by social scientists, both for descriptive and analytical purposes; and it is now accepted by various academic and professional organizations (Oppenheimer, 2001; G. E. Thomas, 1995; Ringer and Lawless, 1989).


Given this book’s stated objectives, the synonymous use of these concepts is warranted. We, like most in this line of research, support the basic premise that both race and ethnicity are socially created concepts that draw attention to population subgroups within the larger society, affect how those groups are perceived and treated by others, and, more important, serve as objective dimensions for collecting and analyzing data relating racial prejudice and discrimination. Below we discuss the historical and present-day linkages between these concepts and racism in America.






Race, Racism, and Racialis



Race, as indicated earlier, has previously been defined on a biological basis. However, in the United States, race has been linked to racism and specifically has had the connotation until very recently of white versus black. This sociological context of race has been clear since the first slave touched American soil. Race in this context is rooted in racialism, the belief that racial differences result from black inferiority and white superiority. Unfortunately, although many Americans, regardless of their color, were outraged by the racialism of South African whites, racialism is alive and well in much of the United States. Gunnar Myrdal’s observation of more than fifty years ago— that the American race dilemma created a paradox because a nation committed to global equality and justice could not solve its “Negro problem”— unfortunately still rings true as the nation begins the twenty-first century. This observation was also confirmed by Andrew Hacker (1992).


Racism—the practice of segregation, discrimination, and dominance of one race by another at any given time—is unfortunately present and continues to take on new forms as the nation becomes increasingly diverse. Racism has become complicated as it has taken on multiple meanings. Included in this complexity is the issue of racial categories noted above—the issue of who belongs to which racial category and who is being affected by what forms of racism (Hartman, 1997). Furthermore, the implications of racism have become less clear with the use of a changing racial/ethnic vocabulary. They also become less apparent when socioeconomic status and nationality combine to blur racially motivated behaviors.


Until recently, racial division and racial tension in the United States were largely a black-white issue. The psychological divisions have been constant in some form since the colonial era. Even during the Civil Rights Movement, Kenneth Clark (1965) agonized over the state of urban black America and quoted a National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) staff paper that commented on the “new” black-white relationship:




Another fundamental that must be grasped is the magnitude of the present psychological gulf between Whites and non-Whites . . . the growing anger . . . fanned and fed by a growing impatience . . . when such Whites do come face to face with the Negro world they discover in themselves an entirely new response: fear. They sense the Negro’s envy of the “privileged caste,” they sense some of his bitterness. . . . And in this alien world they discover a complement to the White man’s rejection: the Negro’s distrust . . . the gulf that exists is wide and deep. Bridging it will not be easy [p. 224–225].





The persistence of black-white tensions has led to issues debated by both groups. One of the concerns shared by many blacks today is that racism is a permanent condition (Hartman, 1997). However, some black conservatives are tired of what they see as black whining and reverse racism. They stress the undeniable gains by black America and claim that programs such as affirmative action have run their course and are now crutches (Hamblin, 1999). They are critical of blacks who are unwilling to admit progress and of white liberals who “feel compelled to bleed” (p. 135). There is no denial that discrimination abounds, but black conservatives maintain that hard work and well-timed life challenges lead to acceptable results. Blacks are urged not only to recognize their gains as part of America but to “move ahead” in their thinking about history and the future. Despite these reassurances some, such as Benjamin DeMott (1997), claim that these revisionists’ accounts in the media overlook important “truths”:




People forget the theoretically unforgettable—the caste history of American Blacks, the connection between no schools for longer than a century and bad school performance now, between hateful social attitudes and zero employment opportunities, between minority anguish and majority fear. . . . Where there is work, it is miserably paid and ugly. Space allotments at home and at work cramp body and mind. Positive expectation withers in infancy. . . .


. . . revisionism loses touch with two fundamental truths of race in America: namely, that because of what happened in the past, Blacks and Whites cannot yet be the same; . . . the past was not just a matter of ill will or insult, but the outcome of an established caste structure . . . [DeMott, 1997, pp. 42–44].





Thus, there is a lingering concern among black social scientists about the permanence of racism. Many have expressed impatience over the continuing negative impacts of racism and draw examples from various experiences to illustrate their point. The literature is replete with examples involving politics, poverty, and the economic well-being of blacks. Beyond black-white issues, which because of American history dominate the literature, other segregation and isolation trends among other racial/ethnic groups have raised a new set of equity questions. These issues involve the consequences of racism for American minorities, including those who have played by white rules but experienced employment and wage discrimination, segregation, and isolation.


Our purpose in this chapter, however, is not to provide an exhaustive detail of these issues. Some of these will be raised during our sociological and geographic narratives and in empirical chapters later. We do want to note that segregation and isolation inevitably result in questions about places and geographic space. People spend most of their lives in selected few places, either by choice or by restrictions imposed by society. Place involves social and physical environments to which meanings are attached by the individual residing there and by societal groups. Places also are located relative to other places, which results in differential access to the resources and amenities necessary to live and enjoy life. Some places are more valued and more valuable than others. Perceptions and treatment of places and their inhabitants also vary. These are parts of the race-place connections that are a major focus of this book.






Race and Plac



One of the continuing outcomes of racism is the segregation of African Americans, and more recently, poor Hispanics and Asian Americans, into inner-city ghettoes and barrios with little hope of escape. However, racial and ethnic outcomes are spatially concentrated everywhere, not just in the well-publicized ghetto but in the schools, on the job, and in several other places. Minorities have been and continue to be clustered in high concentrations in the United States. It is therefore necessary to examine race in conjunction with places of minority concentration. We will attempt to do so in this section by first defining place, as a general and empirical concept, and then proceeding to our own definitions of “areas of minority concentration.”





Place as a General Concept. Place is a concept generally applied by most of us in everyday life. We give little thought to the different scales to which we apply the concept. This is because place has long been used to characterize any type of location that carries a special connotation or meaning. Typically we use a word to characterize the place we have in mind because it elicits a visualization of some sort for us and for the person for whom the description of a place is made. We often use locational or environmental descriptors in naming a place. This is because they immediately offer an image to the listener. Antarctica is one example. Almost anyone upon hearing the term has a vision of a white, ice-covered landscape that is bitterly cold and even deadly to inhabitants. Similarly, the Amazon conjures up for most of us an image of a place of other weather extremes, uncomfortably hot and humid temperatures, and a jungle-like landscape with potentially harmful creatures hidden in the vegetation or in the swampy waters. Place names are numerous and create mental images of the physical landscape and often its inhabitants (for example, Appalachia, the Sahara, Siberia, and Southern California).


 At a different scale, however, we refer to urban places that are smaller in territory than those identified above but provide the same useful function: the visualization of specific locations that hold special meaning. The meanings can vary based on one’s knowledge, beliefs, and experience but provide the basis for one’s visualization of that particular place. Examples in urban America abound. Consider the specific places and the images provided by reference to Central Park, Chinatown, Little Italy, Market Square, The Flats,  Fanueil Hall, and the Wharf. Some of these create clear images, even rough boundaries, for the individual perception. Others are vague recollections of tourist places visited once on a family vacation. Frequently we also use place descriptors to conjure up images of places in urban America. Some are more functional and sometimes emotional, including place images that result in anger, fear, pity, or some other perception of the city. Among these are inner  city, downtown, and ghetto. One can imagine declining conditions—economically, architecturally, socially, and otherwise declining. However, these images can be vague and without borders (J. W. Frazier, 1999). They can be useful for imagining a place where we have been, places that others talk about, and places that appear to be in need of some type of social planning. However, because they are subjective and lack any concrete boundaries, they offer no empirical basis for analysis and social action.





Place as an Empirical Concept. Place as an empirical concept moves from the general purpose of creating an image of a location and its inhabitants to one of bounded space with attributes that are measurable and imply internal homogeneity. In this sense a place is a region. Some criterion is applied to draw boundaries, and the area encompassed by the place is the subject for analysis over time. We have many examples of empirically defined places. Perhaps the most frequently used, however, are those designed for administrative purposes by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The Bureau developed census geography to provide for census tabulation and reporting. Its geographic definitions have become the mainstay of longitudinal analysis, as well as the basis for government and private-sector planning. Numerous examples exist, but among the most frequently used administrative and spatial units in the United States is the county. Counties have been the basis of regional planning at both the multicounty agency level and at the federal level; for example, the county is used as the definition and operation of the Appalachian Regional Commission.


Perhaps even more frequently used is the empirically designated census tract. Originally, tracts were defined as places containing between 4,000 and 8,000 persons, with relatively fixed or stable boundaries (major streets/highways, bodies of water, or railroad tracks). They also were initially designed to represent places of relative homogeneity. Although this last objective is somewhat questionable, tracts continue to be the best spatial basis for conducting urban research, because population and race data are collected and forecasted regularly for this spatial unit. Census tracts have had wide application in social science, including empirical work and deductions about the relationships between race and poverty on a spatial basis. Reynolds Farley and others created indices of dissimilarity using census-tract race data to examine trends in racial segregation in the 1970s and 1980s and other aspects of race in relation to social and economic conditions (Farley, 1977; Farley and Allen, 1987; Farley and Frey, 1994). Others have analyzed the geographic concentration of poverty in U.S. cities and concluded that the most important factor in explaining poverty concentration is segregation (e.g., Massey and Denton, 1987; Denton and Massey, 1988; Massey, Gross, and Shibuya, 1994). In all of these cases, the census tract is used as an empirical building block to represent ethnic/racial “neighborhoods,” or places that have boundaries and measurable attributes. There are other examples in which census tracts provide the spatial data basis for the creation and monitoring of places, either as they exist or are created for government-monitoring purposes. Examples include Historic Districts, Economic Development Zones, and Empowerment Zones. The census tract is also the building block for our definition of minority concentrations.






Areas of Minority Concentratio



We propose that places containing high proportions of minorities, independent of economic class, are disproportionately impacted by inequities as compared to places that have less concentration or no concentration of minority populations. This is in keeping with the argument of A. Hacker (1992) and others (Fainstein, 1993; G. Miller, 2001) that race, not class, determines inequalities. We believe that this is especially true where minorities are highly concentrated and that examination of equity issues in housing, services, and environmental hazards will reveal a series of inequalities for minorities residing in Areas of Minority Concentration.


Definitions of a range of urban terms designed to capture the plight of urban minorities have been discussed elsewhere (J. W. Frazier, 1999). For concepts of minority concentration, it is important to note that both theoretical and practical concerns have led to definitions of minority concentrations. Harold Rose (1971) theorized about urban geography three decades ago when he constructed an empirically based vocabulary that included a ghetto center and ghetto neighborhood. A quarter century later, the Fair Housing Division of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) introduced the concept Area of Minority Concentration (AOMC). J. W. Frazier noted the similarity and differences between the Rose and HUD vocabularies. Rose’s concern was only to empirically define and analyze black centers and neighborhoods, while Fair Housing had a broader minority audience, all nonwhites, in mind when it directed local fair housing planners to scrutinize




[p]ublic policies that restrict the provision of housing and community development resources to areas of minority concentration, . . . [and] . . . that restrict interdepartmental coordination between other local agencies in providing housing and community development resources to areas of minority concentration. . . . [U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, 1996, pp. 4–6]





The HUD definition included not only all nonwhite racial categories but also all Hispanics. The vocabularies were similar, however, in terms of the spatial unit and numerical threshold applied. Both used the census tract and established a threshold for inclusion at greater than 50 percent of the tract population. In other words, any census tract containing more than 50 percent minorities (blacks in Rose’s case) was designated as an Area of Minority Concentration (a ghetto neighborhood in Rose’s case). The HUD definition of AOMC was used in preliminary analyses (J. W. Frazier, 1997; J. W. Frazier and James, 1998). However, these studies led to the modification of HUD’s nomenclature in important ways.


Given the rapid increase in the urban Hispanic population, it is necessary to separate Hispanics from other minorities. When this is done, the AOMC becomes predominately black in American urban counties; few Asians, Native Americans, or other minorities are concentrated at the urban census tract level (a few notable exceptions exist). Thus, the AOMCs used in this book follow the HUD definition, except for the removal of Hispanics, which results in black dominance. The Area of Hispanic Concentration (AOHC) is defined as any census tract containing 30 percent or more Hispanics of any racial category. This is an arbitrary proportion, but it is more than three times the overall proportion of Hispanics in the United States, so we believe that it adequately reflects places of Hispanic concentration. A sample map of Cook County, Illinois, is provided (Figure 1.1) to illustrate the distribution of AOMCs and AOHCs in a large urban county. The figure also shows another type of concentration: places where both black and Hispanic populations live in large proportions. Specifically, any census tract containing at least 50 percent non-Hispanic minorities (largely black) and containing at least 30 percent Hispanics is designated as a black- Hispanic neighborhood (BHN). We believe that these places are also affected by disparities in services, well-being, and environmental inequity.


The empirical analyses presented in this book are based on urban counties in the United States. We use census geography to spatially differentiate urban subareas within the counties. Areas of Minority Concentration are delineated by census tract using the definitions presented above. We also use the empirical concepts of central city and urban county. Every urban county has a central city, typically with a population of 50,000 or more. In some of these analyses, we compare Areas of Minority Concentration (AOMCs, AOHCs, and BHNs) with population attributes, housing, services, and polluting facilities in the urban county and the central city. To accomplish this, we always subtract (extract) all of the minority areas and their attributes from the central city before making comparative analyses. We do the same for the urban county, which typically contains other municipalities outside of the central city. In short, our empirically-defined places do not overlap geographically.


A visualization of the various minority concentrations within the continental United States clarifies their regional and local patterns in 1998. Figure 1.2(a) is a 3-D map of census tracts within the continental United States with greater than 50 percent of the tract’s total population being African American. Figure 1.2(b) represents the same for Hispanics except with 30 percent as the threshold. Figures 1.3(a) and (b) illustrate the census tracts that contain Asian-American populations that exceed 20 percent of the total population of the tract on a regional basis (Southwest and Northeast United States). The patterns are obvious. African Americans are highly concentrated in the eastern United States and are highly segregated on a local basis; Hispanics are highly concentrated in U.S.-Mexico border states but have emerged virtually in all other regions on an urban basis and are highly concentrated locally as well. Asian Americans are highly concentrated on both coasts but particularly in California. Despite these concentrations, Asian Americans are also dispersing and are appearing in other U.S. regions within particular urban centers. Chapter 2 will detail the settlement and dispersion process for each of these major groups. How these groups are segregated and how they come together to share space and a quality of life that is less than that of whites is one of this book’s key themes.
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FIGURE 1.1 Cook County, Illinois, 1990: Areas of Minority Concentration (AOMCs), Areas of Hispanic Concentration (AOHCs), and black-Hispanic neighborhoods (BHNs)
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FIGURE 1.2 (a) Distribution of African Americans by census tract, 1998. (b) Distribution of Hispanic Americans by census tract, 1998. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, www.census.gov/population/socdemo/race








Equity and Racial Disparities


Another step toward understanding the complex dimensions of racial/ethnic inequalities involves an operational definition of equity. This is necessary for empirical analyses since the literature is replete with terms that are occasionally subject to misunderstandings. In fact, some of the inconsistencies in research findings from previous investigations are partly due to incomplete or ambiguous definitions. To avoid such problems, we need to clarify the term equity and identify its basic components. In addition, one of the stated objectives of this book is not only to document the historical and present-day outcomes of racism but also to provide meaningful ways of resolving these inequities. A thorough understanding of this concept is therefore critical to the development of policy initiatives aimed at eliminating the disparities between racial and ethnic groups.
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FIGURE 1.3 (a) Estimated 20 percent or higher Asian population, 1998, in the Southwest Coast of the United States. (b) Estimated 20 percent or higher Asian population, 1998, in the Northeast Coast of the United States. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, www.census.gov/population/socdemo/race












At a broad conceptual level, equity refers to the fair distribution of risks, costs, services, and benefits across demographic groups, neighborhoods, counties, states, countries, and even generations. In a socioeconomic and geographic context for urban America, this concept has been used to examine the disparities in the distribution of income, housing, and basic services (banks, real estate sales, public services) between the “inner cities” and their suburbs and between black “ghettos” and white neighborhoods in American metropolitan areas (W. J. Wilson, 1987; Jencks, 1992; J. W. Frazier and James, 1998). The application of this concept to environmental issues is centered on the notion that environmental hazards are disproportionately distributed among demographic groups in urbanized and industrialized communities. Notable attempts at clarifying this concept from an environmental perspective and documenting the outcomes include the articles by Bowen, Salling, Kingsley, and Cyran (1995), Cutter (1995), Kraft and Scheberle (1995), and Margai (2001).


There are four attributes of equity. The first, and perhaps the most relevant to empirical analyses, is the spatial scale, pattern, and distribution of risks, costs, services, and benefits. Delineating the spatial scale or unit of analysis is vital for the validation of equity. Some studies are conducted at national, regional, or county level, and others are performed at less aggregate scales, such as the census tract, zip code, or block group level. But as some studies have shown, changes in the spatial unit of analysis are often likely to result in different and sometimes conflicting research findings about inequities. The areal distribution of the services, costs, or hazards is also useful for specifying proximity, evaluating accessibility to services, identifying host communities of hazards, and demarcating risk zones and potential health consequences. For example, using spatial distribution patterns and proximity-based measures, some communities of color have been found to host a disproportionate number of noxious facilities such as hazardous waste sites, large industrial plants, sewage treatment plants, landfills, and incinerators. Depending on the distance to these neighboring facilities, residents are likely to suffer from excessive exposure to air pollutants as well as other dangerous chemicals that could result in chronic health problems. In another study, the areal distribution of travel cost between resident locations and schools was evaluated to determine whether accessibility to schools was greater for children from high-income neighborhoods and lower for those from low-income areas (Talen, 2001). The results confirmed the existence of spatial inequities in access to schools, with significant implications for student achievement.


Equity incorporates three other components: social, generational, and procedural.  The social component represents the socioeconomic factors that assist in the creation of economic, service, or environmental inequalities among population groups, based on class structure, race, ethnicity, income, or age. For example, some have argued that the social geography of places coupled with urbanization and industrial locational attributes such as property values, transportation access, and agglomeration effects account for the emergence of the observed disparities (Cutter, 1995). The procedural component of equity refers to the observed or perceived differences in governmental policies, enforcement of regulations, and remedies that address disproportionate distribution of benefits, services, and risks. Finally, the generational aspect of equity involves an attempt to evaluate the long-term impact of these disparities on the young and future generations. For example, what are the social or economic consequences and ramifications of segregation, urban environmental pollution, and other disparities on minority children, or all children for that matter? As Cutter (1995) argued, the goal is to ensure that “society does not mortgage its future for a short-term gain” (p. 112). Unfortunately, in most investigations of racial inequities, emphasis is placed on the spatial, social, and procedural dimensions with only a cursory examination of the fate of future generations. In this book, we hope to examine these different facets of the problem in a more comprehensive approach.






Outline of the Book


The discussion in this introductory chapter makes clear that this book examines the complex issues surrounding the increasing racial/ethnic diversity in the United States and the ongoing problems and locational outcomes of racism and group inequalities particularly in urban areas. We believe that the most useful concepts for addressing these concerns include race/ethnicity, place, and equity, all of which have been carefully defined in the preceding sections. These concepts will enable us to examine, both theoretically and empirically, the different forms of inequalities (socioeconomic, housing, service, and environmental) in urban America on a spatial basis. For example, using equity as one of the central themes of this book, we will investigate the extent of fairness or lack thereof in the distribution of benefits and risks across space, ethnic or racial categories, demographic groups, or merely in the enforcement of governmental regulations. The other two concepts, race and place, are intricately linked in several ways, particularly in urban environments, and to some extent are subsumed under the broad rubric of spatial inequities or, more appropriately, spatially patterned landscapes of inequalities.


There are eight premises that guide this book and its organization. We wish to make them explicit.








	The U.S. white majority has maintained a sociological context of race that is deeply rooted in the racialism of the nation’s history.


	 The twin consequences of American racism are racial segregation and isolation. These were made possible by legal and institutional mechanisms that have geographically restricted minority living space.


	 As a result of the historical and contemporary actions of the U.S. white majority, U.S. racial/ethnic minorities have unique histories in the United States that are too rarely mentioned and need to be told.


	Immigration processes have and continue to play a vital role in the shaping of the American urban landscape. They will be no less influential in the next century than they were in previous centuries.


	Widely ranging beliefs about American racism exist in the United States. These divergent perspectives and their implications require careful consideration as we debate America’s urban future.


	Geographic space—its structure and the forces that organize it—is too infrequently considered by students of racism. Space contains attributes, such as location, relative location, and places of varying content and subjective value for those who consciously design its use. As with sociological theories of racism, geography contains differing perspectives on the nature of spatial relations in urban America, including the nature of race-place connections. These perspectives too will be part of the debate of America’s urban future.


	One of the most important race-place connections in urban America involves race-place inequalities.


	The nature and extent of race-place inequalities in urban America are sobering. These require immediate attention if the United States is to continue its self-appointed global role as defender of moral justice and equity and is to avoid the racial conflict that has been a significant element of American history.










The remainder of this book is organized around these premises. Chapter 2 examines the settlement, dispersion, concentration, and potential growth of minorities in the United States. In Chapter 3 we explore the similarities and differences between the major sociological perspectives on ethnic/racial pluralism and equality in the United States. Chapter 4 examines the theories of urban relationships, the expansion and restructuring of urban space, and the processes that have helped shape current geographic distributions of the different population subgroups. In Chapter 5, we examine the issues of segregation and the impacts on socioeconomic, housing, service, and environmental inequities on a race-and-place basis. These issues are addressed at a national level using a sample of urban counties. After reviewing the findings of other equity analyses, we provide our own analysis and add new dimensions. Chapters 3 and 4, then, not only provide key sociological narratives of racism but explain how these play out in geographic space on a theoretical basis. Chapter 5 also addresses one of the common criticisms of census-based analyses, that of data unreliability due to a time lapse between censuses. Although the 1990 data have merit of their own, at least from a historical point of view, it is useful to raise the issue of continuity of minority concentrations as an empirical concept and to challenge the continuity of inequalities discovered in those data. To this end, Chapter 5 explores two other issues. First, we examine the stability of AOMCs from 1990 to 1998, using race data estimates for 1998. Second, we test for the persistence of inequalities, using some 2000 socioeconomic data estimates.


In Chapter 6, we explore Asian-American concentrations on a micro basis, using Alameda County, California, an urban area of multiracial and multiethnic concentrations. This complex mosaic may be an indication of what other multiracial communities will look like over the next quarter century as racial mix changes and racial dispersion continues. Chapter 7 moves the equity discussion to the environmental arena. We review the urban processes and institutional forces that have led to the inequitable distribution of environmental hazards. We also explore the role of governmental policies and grassroots activism in addressing these problems. In Chapter 8 we investigate the changing distributions of economic activities in the American city and the implications for racial equity in access to particular services, including the cost of access and price differentials for particular goods. Chapter 9 addresses racial equity issues regarding employment status and race and gender differentials in not only access to employment but also commuting to work. Finally, we conclude in Chapter 10 with a summary of our findings and a discussion of U.S. policy and the future. We offer some ideas for creating new policies and attitudes and a healthier, more equitable landscape for the new multiracial America that will emerge this century.







  














Chapter 2
U.S. Minority Population



Settlement Patterns,
Dispersion, and Growth Trends






A new America, one with a different complexion, is emerging in the twenty-first century. Demographers expect that the United States, previously dominated by its European white population during the twentieth century, will experience “browning” over the next half century, resulting in a slim white majority (52 percent) by 2050. However, the United States’ changing racial composition will involve more than just browning. All races will grow at a rate faster than white America, and this will be complicated by further spatial concentrations of racial/ethnic subgroups, their differential access to benefits and services, and the resulting landscapes of inequalities.


Policy decisions (or lack of them) during the next few decades will likely shape the nation’s future well-being. Given the potential ramifications, it is important to review the demographic patterns that emerged in the twentieth century and to predict those that are likely to evolve in this century. To do so, we must first examine the processes that resulted in the present-day distribution of minority populations. We can also better understand future scenarios and their implications by classifying and mapping the existing distributions. This chapter reviews the history of minority population settlements. In addition, the migration patterns of minority populations, both at the national and local levels, are considered, as are the likely changes in their growth and distribution. The chapter is organized into three sections. The first is devoted to a chronology of the settlement and dispersion patterns of blacks, Hispanics, and Asians in the United States. In the second section, future growth patterns and trends are discussed, based on a cartographical analysis of projected estimates. The chapter concludes with a few implications that arise from the expanding ethnic mosaics nationally, regionally, and locally in metropolitan areas.






Minority Population Settlement and Dispersion






African-American Settlement Patterns



The story of black America is one of fluctuating growth due to a variety of factors. Black settlement patterns can be traced to colonial times, but generally their early settlement in the United States was tied to slavery and, thus, was largely rural prior to World War II. The formation of urban black ghetto centers, though beginning well before 1920, occurred throughout the United States largely after World War II, intensifying after 1950 with mass black migrations northward and westward.


Historically, the creation and expansion of a tobacco-growing economy in the southern colonies in the 1600s and 1700s resulted in the need for a large, cheap manual-labor force. White colonists viewed blacks as inferior, and the slave trade was accepted as an economic panacea; blacks became white property, a commodity to be bought and sold. Although blacks lived in the American colonies at least as early as 1619 (Farley and Allen, 1987) and were initially brought to Jamestown, Virginia, as indentured servants, their plight quickly changed. Indentured servitude was not a long-term labor solution for the colonies’ tobacco industry, which required a stable workforce. The need for hand labor intensified with the rise of the cotton economy. By 1790 the black population of the United States had grown to 757,000 persons; the annual growth rate was 3 to 4 percent during the eighteenth century (Farley and Allen, 1987). By 1800, approximately 90 percent of blacks resided in the southern states.


After 1790 and until the Civil War, black population growth rates were modest. The reasons for the rate decline are not definite, but Reynolds Farley and Walter Allen (1987) attributed them to disease and lack of medical care. Similarly, improved accessibility to health care services and medicines probably contributed to the higher growth rates that occurred after World War II. 


During the period 1940–1990, the black population more than doubled in the United States. However, as shown in Table 2.1, the black proportion of the total population in the nation changed little during that half century. By 1940 slightly less than 13 million African Americans accounted for nearly one-tenth (or 9.8 percent) of the total population. However, by 1990 there were nearly 30 million blacks, constituting only 12 percent of the national population. Little change occurred by 2000. The biggest problem for whites was not the size of the black population. Rather, their rapid relocation, especially of large numbers to the North and, later, to selected cities in the West, led to several issues. First, early black migrations overwhelmed northern blacks and led to problems unique to the North (Du Bois, 1901). Second, the Great Migration led to the eventual development of a national ghetto system (Farley and Allen, 1987; Rose, 1971).







TABLE 2.1 Populations of Selected Racial Groups, 1940–1990 (thousands)


 





	

	1940

	

	1950

	

	1960

	

	1970

	

	1980

	

	1990

	








	

	

	%

	

	%

	

	%

	

	%

	

	%

	

	%








	White not-hisp.

	116,353

	 88.5

	134,478* 

	89.5

	158,838* 

	88.5

	169,653 

	83.4

	180,603 

	79.7

	169,653 

	68.2








	Black

	12,866 

	9.8

	15,045

	10.0

	18,849 

	10.5

	22,539 

	11.1

	26,482 

	11.7

	29,931 

	12.0






	Hispanic

	1,861 

	1.4

	N/A

	-

	N/A

	-

	9,073 

	4.5

	14,604 

	6.4

	22,608 

	8.8






	Asian/Pacific Is.

	255

	<1.0

	320 

	<1.0

	891

	 1.0

	1,526 

	<1.0

	3,726

	 1.6

	7,227

	 2.9








	Total

	131,669 

	100

	150,216 

	100

	179,362 

	100

	203,210 

	100

	226,546 

	100

	248,710 

	100









+ Rounded to nearest Thousand; *Hispanics were not separated from whites, which inflates white total. SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, 1999.






Changes in Black Settlement Patterns in the 1800s. Black settlement patterns underwent fundamental changes during the twentieth century. Prior to 1920, black settlement remained relatively fixed, except for a few large northern urban centers at the end of the nineteenth century (Du Bois, 1901). Black rights achieved under Reconstruction were largely lost to the southern Jim Crow laws, which created push factors that might have led to a black exodus northward before the turn of the twentieth century. However, forces in both the North and South discouraged black relocation (Farley and Allen, 1987). In the North, white industrialists and workers withheld potential job opportunities because of their fear of blacks and social-Darwinist beliefs. Fears were exacerbated by cases of industrial firms hiring blacks as “union busters” or as cheaper labor replacements for whites (W. J. Wilson, 1987, pp. 67–68). Such efforts led to disorder in Chicago, East St. Louis, and Detroit during the first two decades of the twentieth century.


Other factors combined to discourage black out-migration from the South prior to World War I. Efforts by southern interests to retain blacks as cheap labor, initially in anticipation of the renaissance of the cotton economy and later for other agricultural pursuits, kept them from migrating in substantial numbers. Additionally, little effort by the print media to reach southern African Americans, combined with their high illiteracy rates and rural location, served to retard black migration (Farley and Allen, 1987). In fact, rather than positive information, southern blacks received no information or anecdotal reports of “disappointment and failure” from the North (p. 112). Despite these influences, three northern cities did experience a significant in-migration of southern blacks. Their impacts were noted by a black sociologist, W. E. B. Du Bois, who published a series of articles in the New York Times describing the “peculiar problems” that arose when southern black attitudes and behaviors differed from those of northern blacks. He also detailed the settlement locations and conditions of African Americans (Du Bois, 1901; all four articles are included in Shenton and Brown, 1978).


According to Du Bois, before southern migrants arrived, approximately 750,000 blacks resided “north of the Mason Dixon line” by 1900, with nearly 400,000 living in New England and the Middle Atlantic Regions (Du Bois, 1901). He made several points about the black problems existing in the North prior to the mass arrival of southern blacks. These problems originated during the early colonial period and varied over time. They included a range of issues such as education, riots, restricted rights, poverty, crime, and prejudice. Du Bois included New York City, Philadelphia, and Boston in his case studies. For example, he argued that New York City had had a “Negro problem” since its inception. Its black population increased steadily between 1700 and 1900. In 1700 roughly 1,500 blacks resided in the city, but by 1800 the total had reached 9,000; by 1880 it was 20,000, and in 1900, 36,000. Not only were the numbers of blacks increasing geometrically in specific older areas of the city during most of the nineteenth century, but their mass was even greater after annexed areas were included. This raised the total number of blacks residing in New York City to about 60,000 in 1900 (Du Bois, 1901).


The spatial concentration of blacks within specific neighborhoods was as striking as their increasing numbers. Du Bois reported that these “negro districts” emerged early in the city’s history and included the “Tenderloin,” “Brooklyn,” and later, parts of “Coney Island” (Du Bois, 1901). The social attributes of the black North included a disproportionate number of very young males who, without families and despite their full employment and efficiency, could not afford to marry because they earned “a third less per week than the other nationalities” (p. 168). Although blacks shared in some of the same prejudices experienced by white immigrants, such as Irish or Italians, racial discrimination in the form of voting rights, exclusion from employment, violence, and poor housing conditions were unique to the African-American communities. Du Bois described the housing conditions facing blacks:




In no better way can one see the effects of color prejudice on the mass of Negroes than by studying their homes . . . 19 percent living in one and two room tenements, 37 percent in three rooms, and 44 percent in four or more rooms. Had the rooms been of good size and the rents fair this would be a good showing; but 400 of the rooms had no access to the outer air and 655 had but one window. Moreover, for these accommodations the negroes pay from $1.00 to $2.00 a month more than the whites pay for similar tenement . . . [p. 169].





Du Bois made similar observations regarding housing, crowding conditions, and enforced segregation in Philadelphia and Boston.


Du Bois suggested that a class structure emerged early among northern blacks in all three of the large urban centers studied. The bulk of the African-American workers were kept out of the growing industries by labor unions through exclusion tactics, forcing them to become low-wage laborers and domestic workers. A small proportion of blacks became professionals; thus the northern black elite. Generally, however, the African-American masses suffered in the North just as they had in the South, but an urban class structure had taken form before southern black migrants arrived.


This led to another of the interesting “peculiarities” Du Bois found between northern and southern blacks. He observed that the northern black population evolved into a class structure based on regional origin. Those born in the North were urbanites, who had established certain attitudes and customs that included assimilation with whites. Northern black urbanites were routinely “overrun” by rural southern blacks, who had developed traits distinctive to their own subculture due to their southern upbringing and experiences. The two groups, one urban and entrenched in the North and the other migrant and rural, intermingled, but their variations in education and attainment led to a class distinction. Further, and to the dismay of northern blacks who fought hard to assimilate, southern blacks voluntarily segregated, creating a harmful “color line” for northern whites to exploit. He maintained that this exacerbated the prejudices of northern whites toward African Americans.


The fearful and prejudiced white masses hardly needed this as a motivating factor to enforce the racial segregation desired by some blacks. Their minds were already made up even before this convenience appeared. They manipulated African Americans, as they had other immigrant groups, by threats of violence and, when that did not work, real violence. Whites also controlled the housing market and manipulated it to restrict blacks to “acceptable places” in the inner cities. As a result, the racial tone was set in the North, and the development of a national ghetto system described by Harold Rose evolved in the twentieth century.





Development of the National Ghetto System. Changes that occurred in the United States between the world wars led to mass migration of southern blacks northward and westward into existing urban centers. This process evolved over an entire generation, accelerating to a peak in the 1960s and resulting in a new urban form, the “black ghetto” (Rose, 1971).


After World War I, agricultural changes became push factors for a southern African-American population eager to leave Jim Crow behind and find opportunity elsewhere. The push factors included the further decline of the cotton industry and lower prices for key agricultural crops. The result, of course, was less labor needed in the South, which was furthered by gains in mechanization. Simultaneously, pull factors attracted southern blacks to other U.S. regions. These included increased labor demand related to World War I and the labor shortages created by the quota system of the 1920 U.S. immigration law. These led the northern press and recruiters to encourage blacks northward and westward, suggesting that new social and economic promised lands awaited (Davis and Donaldson, 1975; Farley and Allen, 1987).


Rose (1969a, 1969b) documented the redistribution of black Americans into urban centers and described the development of the national ghetto system as a process that “accelerated” during and after World War II. He identified three stages of ghetto formation, including the first by 1920, the next between 1920 and 1950, and the third post-1950. In the first period, black migration streams from southern regions flowed to particular northern and western areas. Rose noted that the South lost more than a half million blacks during the 1910–1920 decade, most moving to the Midwest. He categorized cities as “ghetto centers” after their black populations reached 25,000 persons. By this definition, first-generation ghetto centers included a small group of “northern” cities (Chicago, Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis) that joined seven southern and Atlantic seaboard communities to constitute the early “national ghetto system.” He noted that only the largest northern and midwestern cities had experienced sufficient black in-migration before the end of World War I to create ghetto centers.


The second-generation centers, or “new ghetto centers,” emerged between 1920 and 1950, when, except for the Depression years, blacks migrated en masse out of the South, seeking industrial employment opportunities in northern and midwestern cities. During this period the mass migration of white Europeans slowed substantially due to both the quota system and World War II. The result was an expansion of existing southern and northern ghettos and the creation of new ghettos. Among the centers were Dallas and Houston in the South; Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Oakland in the West; Cleveland and Detroit in the Midwest; and Newark on the Atlantic Coast.


Rose (1969b) identified a group of third-generation ghetto centers resulting from post-1950 black migration northward, which grew and expanded due to “white flight” in northern cities. These centers were numerous and widespread geographically, including Boston, Buffalo, Rochester, Milwaukee, Denver, San Diego, and Seattle. By 1970, fifteen of the twenty-eight ghetto centers were outside the South. By the 1990s, scores of American cities had black ghettos and the twenty largest black ghetto centers were located almost equally between the South and other regions of the United States.


As noted above, nationwide, white Americans’ real concerns were not necessarily the numbers or proportion of black Americans; rather, they involved their locations in great numbers. Not only did the African-American population dramatically relocate regionally between 1940 and 1970, it also became highly concentrated in certain cities. This rural-urban shift created problems for the white society, who restricted the housing choices of blacks through mechanisms of the housing market. Farley and Allen (1987) noted the proportional disparities between blacks and whites in urbanized areas:


At the turn of [the twentieth] century the proportion [of blacks] living in urban places was about half as much for Blacks as for whites: 23 percent compared to 43 percent. During World War II, for the first time a majority of Blacks lived in cities rather than in the rural South, and by 1960, Blacks were more urbanized than whites. This urbanization has been so complete that the concentration of Blacks in large metropolitan areas has become a major issue in our society [pp. 103–104].



These authors referred to both the spatial concentration within the nation and the formation of black ghettos, particularly in northern and midwestern cities. The fact that the nation’s economy was undergoing major stress due to economic restructuring, shifting most employment away from manufacturing to services, made a difficult situation worse. Between 1960 and 1990, in response to foreign competition, many U.S. manufacturers cut jobs and relocated either outside the North or out of the country. As a result, blacks, in addition to job discrimination, found fewer factory jobs available. This resulted in unemployment or low-paying employment for many. Coupled with housing discrimination, this led to the formation of more ghettos and what was later termed the “ghetto underclass” of millions of black Americans.


By 1990 the concentration of African Americans spatially and in large metropolitan areas was clear. The twenty metropolitan areas in the United States with the largest African-American populations in 1990 are listed in Table 2.2. Of the largest six (rankings are also in Table 2.2), five are in the Midwest or on the East Coast. The total black population in these areas (Northeast/East Coast and Midwest) is approximately 5.5 million. This is nearly twice the number of African Americans residing in the South’s largest black centers (about 3.1 million) and more than six times the number of blacks in Los Angeles and Oakland, the West’s only two metropolitan areas with very large black populations. In fact, New York and Washington, D.C., combined have nearly as many African Americans as the eight southern cities listed in Table 2.2 and contain approximately 2 million more blacks than Los Angeles and Oakland. In summary, these statistics underscore Du Bois’s earlier point that northern blacks were literally “overrun” by waves of southern black migrants over a short period of time. This has become the settlement legacy of the postslavery era.






Hispanic Population and Settlement Patterns



In 1940, when African Americans were 10 percent of the U.S. population and were being restricted to urban ghettos, Hispanics accounted for slightly more than 1 percent of Americans. Hispanic Americans (1.8 million in 1940) almost exclusively were associated with the American West and Southwest, particularly Texas and California. By 1970 more than 9 million Hispanics resided in the United States, and that number more than doubled, to nearly 22 million, by 1990. Today Hispanics are the fastest-growing minority group in the nation (see Table 2.1). Reynolds Farley and William Frey (1993) reported a 53 percent growth in the Hispanic population in the 1980s, with more dramatic increases in the 1990s. Hispanic growth basically dwarfed white, black, and Asian-American population growth rates. As with other minorities, Hispanic settlement and dispersion patterns are likely to greatly influence societal issues of the twenty-first century.











TABLE 2.2 Twenty U.S. Metropolitan Areas with the Largest African-American Populations, 1990








	

	1990 Black Population

	Rank






	Northeast/East Coast








	Baltimore

	616,065

	8






	Boston

	233,819

	20






	Newark

	422,802

	12






	New York

	2,250,026

	1






	Philadelphia

	929,907

	6






	Washington D.C.

	1,041,934

	3






	Midwest








	Chicago

	1,332,919

	2






	Cleveland

	355,619

	16






	Detroit

	943,479

	5






	St Louis

	423,182

	11






	South








	Atlanta

	736,153

	7






	Birmingham

	245,726

	19






	Dallas

	410,766

	13






	Houston

	611,243

	9






	Memphis

	399,011

	14






	Miami

	397,993

	15






	New Orleans

	430,470

	10






	Richmond

	252,340

	18






	West








	Los Angeles

	992,974

	4






	Oakland

	303,826

	17











SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990.






Early Settlement Patterns. Hispanics are a significant part of American history for two major reasons. One has to do with the fact that Spain was the first European nation to settle in what is now the United States. The other reason is tied to the history and “legacy of linkages” between the United States and Mexico (Haverluk, 1997). In investigating the historical geography of Hispanic settlement in the United States, Terrence Haverluk provided an excellent chronology that began with four entradas (settlement periods). These occurred between 1598, when the first Spanish entrada brought settlers to the Rio Grande Valley, and 1769, when the last entrada created a northernmost buffer between the Spanish territory and “Russian settlements in the Pacific Northwest” (Haverluk, 1997, p. 199). The Spanish settlement strategy, designed to halt the spatial advance of French and Russian settlements, established a lasting geographic pattern of cultural landscapes in the southwestern United States.


Spain’s hold on parts of North America weakened as Mexico evolved during the nineteenth century, gaining its independence by 1821. Thirty-five years later, Mexico lost a war to the United States and yielded its lands through the Mexican Cession and Gadsden Purchase. This history, as noted by Haverluk, resulted in a legacy of migration between Mexico and the United States (Haverluk, 1997).


Haverluk (1997) identifies two subsequent periods of Hispanic settlement in the American West, one between the 1850s and 1920s and the other between the 1920s and 1940s. In the first period, whites migrated westward in great numbers. However, at the same time, Mexicans continued to move into the region, as well. This Hispanic population, despite its minority status, was still increasing, particularly in southwestern states. By the beginning of this period, “Hispanic homelands” (land grants awarded to Hispanics by the Spanish crown or Mexican government in what is now Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona) had reached their maximum size, and the practice of using cheap Hispanic manual labor in U.S. agriculture had begun. Initially, Hispanics were used to clear land and dig irrigation canals; later, they were used to plant and harvest crops. In the second period, the 1920s to 1940s, the agricultural economy of the Western states expanded rapidly, and labor was in great demand. The lack of a border patrol, the demand for labor, and the Mexican legacy resulted in the in-migration of 700,000 Mexicans during just a five-year period, 1920–1925. By 1930 the U.S. Census Bureau reported 1.4 million ethnic Mexicans among the U.S. population (Haverluk, 1997). Just as African-American migration was a response to northern labor markets hurt by the quota system, Mexicans became the chief source of cheap manual labor for the West. It is important to note also that the U.S. State Department permitted Mexicans to immigrate despite the stipulations of U.S. immigration law. This was due, at least in part, to their proximity and to the belief that Mexicans could easily be returned to Mexico when their labor was not needed. In fact, during the Depression, thousands of Mexicans were sent home forcibly and the immigration tide turned until World War II, when pre-Depression figures were quickly resumed (Haverluk, 1997). During World War II, the “bracero program” allowed guest workers entry to the United States, but its rigorous requirements led many agriculturalists to ignore it and opt for illegals (Haverluk, 1997). Nonetheless, this program and illegals brought hundreds of thousands of Mexicans into the American West during the 1940s and 1950s. Although repatriation strategies such as the 1954 “Operation Wetback” operated periodically, immigration continued and resulted in a doubling of the Mexican population in the United States between 1930 and 1960 (Haverluk, 1997).


Recent Hispanic Settlement Trends. The 1920 National Origins Act established the quota system, which greatly favored western and northern Europe over other global regions. We have illustrated that, despite this restrictive system, the labor needs of American business opened the doors to Mexican migration, though the intent was to admit guest workers rather than permanent immigrants.


The entry status of Mexicans, and more generally Hispanics, changed dramatically. By 1960 the bracero program had established migration streams from Mexico for illegals. In 1965 the Hart-Celler Act provided access on a legal basis. By marriage and other means provided in the act, many illegals became legals and, since the act allowed for admission of immediate family members, brought family to the United States.


The entry of Mexican illegals continued to be a problem. Congressional efforts to deal with the problem include the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, which provided general amnesty for post-1982 illegals who resided in the United States continuously, as well as provisions for “guest agricultural workers” and penalties for those employing illegals. This effort to control illegal entries resulted in the acceptance of approximately 2 million Mexicans who had entered the United States illegally. Despite these efforts and others, such as border patrol efforts, illegals remain a problem in the twenty-first century.


Perhaps the most dramatic and important trend since 1965 is the immigration of non-Mexican Hispanics into the United States. Politics, policy, and economics have resulted in massive increases in the numbers of Cubans and other Latin Americans, such as Haitians and Dominicans. Some have come legally; others as illegal refugees fleeing U.S.-supported, right-wing governments. Such was the case of Salvadoran immigrants (Lopez, Popkin and Telles, 1996). Puerto Ricans, who are U.S. citizens, also were attracted to the U.S. mainland by relatively inexpensive airfares and the perception of economic self-improvement. Their numbers in the United States have increased by a factor of sixteen in recent decades (Haverluk, 1997).


These changes in immigration trends are important because each Hispanic racial/ethnic group has brought its own unique culture to particular regions of the United States. Each has had a tendency to concentrate due to a geographic preference for a specific region, state, or city. The result has been dispersion away from the highly concentrated pattern of Hispanic settlement in the Southwest. Extreme concentration has been replaced by a more balanced set of regional patterns. However, within these major regions, Hispanic cultures have concentrated in the urban areas of only a few states, including those of the Mexican West, Cuban Florida, and Puerto Rican and Dominican New York, among others. Farley and Frey (1993) elaborated on this pattern, noting that approximately two-thirds of all Mexican Americans reside in the West and Southwest, including 58 percent in the state of California; 70 percent of all Cubans live in Florida; and the same proportion of Puerto Ricans reside in northeastern communities, especially in the broader New York City region.
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