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ABSTRACT

This paper provides an overview of minority suburbanization and continued
“white flight” for 314 metropolitan areas (MSAs/PMSAs/NECMAs) as defined
as of June 30, 1990. It addresses the questions: Which minorities—blacks,
Hispanics, or Asians—are suburbanizing faster in the 1980s? How do these
patterns differ across metropolitan areas of different types? To what degree does
white flight respond to city-minority presence in metropolitan-wide minority
growth? For the black population, 1980s suburbanization patterns are contrasted
with those of the previous two decades. The paper also evaluates how 1980-1990
minority and majority (non-Hispanic white) suburbanization has affected the race
and ethnic compositions of the nation’s suburbs. It identifies metropolitan
suburbs with greatest increases in black, Hispanic, and Asian representation, as
well as those most and least segregated from their central cities.
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16 WILLIAM H. FREY

This paper provides an overview of minority suburbanization and continued
“white flight” in U.S. metropolitan areas for the 1980s. Studies from the 1970s
show that Hispanic and Asian suburbanization outpaced that for blacks in
most of these areas (Frey and Speare 1988; Massey and Denton 1988), but
that black suburbanization accelerated past its slow pace of previous decades
(Frey 1985; Long and DeAre 1981; Nelson 1980). At the same time, there was
evidence of a slowdown in the suburbanization of the majority population,
at least in many large industrial metropolitan areas. Each of these dynamics
varied widely across metropolitan areas in different regions, with different
growth histories, and with different relative gains of minority and majority
residents (Frey and Speare 1988). Still, studies which looked at the dynamics
of racial change at the city-suburb and neighborhood levels indicated the
familiar negative relationship between an area’s minority composition and
white population growth (Fielding 1987; Lee and Wood 1991).

There is reason to believe that race-space dynamics between cities and
suburbs are still evolving and, probably, quite differently among areas that
have experienced significant numerical increases in their minority populations
(Frey 1991, 1993). Minority growth in these areas is fueled by a surge of
immigration (Passel and Edmonston 1991). It is comprised, to a large degree,
of Hispanics and Asians—minorities that have been more inclined to
suburbanize than blacks. Their destination metropolitan areas tend to be places
where each group’s “turf” is not yet well established.

The extremely high rates of minority growth in these areas may well lead
to the kinds of minority “invasion”, majority “flight” patterns observed for
Blacks and whites in older metropolitan areas, and in earlier times (Frey 1979;
Taeuber and Taeuber 1965). Yet the new patterns may be more complicated
because of the diverse racial and ethnic minorities, and because many of the
turf battles will play out across suburban communities within some of the
sprawling, less dense South and West metropolitan areas.

Black suburbanization may also be evolving. In those North and South
suburbs where blacks have already gained a foothold, the city-suburb flight
dynamic may be subsiding. Nevertheless, emerging black migration to new
metropolitan destinations in the South and West (Frey 1993; Johnson 1990)
could provide the impetus to increased white suburbanization within these
areas.

QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

This paper examines minority and majority suburbanization during the 1980s
in the 314 metropolitan areas with separately designated central city and suburb
components. It contrasts the white majority (non-Hispanic white) population
with the combined minority population as well as with specific minorities:
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blacks, Hispanics, and Asians (Asians and Pacific islanders). It addresses the
following issues.

1. Which minorities are suburbanizing faster in the 1980s when compared
with the white majority population?

2. How have the racial and ethnic compositions of the nation’s suburbs
changed? Have they become more or less segregated from their central
cities?

3. How have the new patterns of metropolitan minority growth affected
minority suburbanization and white flight?

The first question evaluates the suburbanization experiences of different
population groups: how they compare with each other, how they vary across
regions and metropolitan areas, and (for blacks) how their 1980s patterns
differed from early decades. The second question evaluates the experiences of
suburban areas and identifies those areas which show greatest increases in
minority representation and smallest differences from their central cities. This
part of the paper focuses on the impact of both minority and majority
suburbanization for areas and results in an assessment that differs from the
focus on groups.

The third question, taken up with multivariate analyses, evaluates the
importance of metropolitan minority gains for both minority and majority
white suburbanization patterns in the 1980s. Because the destinations of fast-
growing “new minorities”—Hispanics and Asians—differ from earlier minority
destinations and because black migration is expanding to new areas, the
relationship between metropolitan minority gains and white/ minority
suburbanization deserves attention. This part of the paper also reassesses the
relationship between central city minority presence and suburban white flight
within metropolitan areas over the 1980-1990 decade.

DATA SOURCES AND DEFINITIONS

The data for this investigation were compiled from county and place population
counts, by race and Hispanic origin, from the 1990 U.S. Census (STF-1A Files)
and comparable statistics from the 1980 (and for blacks and nonblacks) 1990
and 1960 U.S. decennial censuses. The data were assembled at the University
of Michigan Population Studies Center for 314 metropolitan areas according
to consistent metropolitan central city and suburb (noncentral city) definitions.
The metropolitan definitions are MSAs (metropolitan statistical areas),
PMSAs (primary metropolitan statistical areas), and (in New England)
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18 WILLIAM H. FREY

NECMAs (New England county metropolitan areas), defined by the Office
of Management and Budget as of June 30, 1990. (Six additional metropolitan
areas are omitted from the study because they do not contain separate central
city and suburb components.)

It should be noted that these central city and metropolitan area definitions
reflect significant revisions, first initiated in 1983, and differ from those used
in the 1980 and earlier census publications (Starsinic and Forstall 1989). These
new definitions add additional central cities so that previous published statistics
will understate central city population sizes and overstate suburban population
sizes, in comparison to the data presented here,

The metropolitan area size categories are based on 1990 population sizes:
large (1,000,000 +), medium (250,000-999,999), and small (under 250,000).
The region categories are North (Northeast and Midwest census regions),
South, and West. The race and ethnic categories are whites (non-Hispanic
whites), all minorities (combined Hispanics and non-Hispanics of all other
races), and, for specific minority analyses, Hispanics, blacks, and Asians.
The latter include Hispanic blacks and Hispanic Asians, respectively, unless
otherwise stated.

SUBURBANIZATION OF MINORITY GROUPS

To contrast different groups’ suburbanization levels, we utilize the measure,
proportion of the group’s metropolitan population that resides in the suburbs,
as well as changes on this measure over the 1980-1990 decade. The reader
should note that while this represents an appropriate measure for comparing
suburbanization levels between population subgroups, it does not bear a
necessary relationship to the minority composition of suburban areas, which
is to be reviewed later. This is because the measure “controls” for (does not
take into account) differences in group sizes and growth rates—elements which
affect the magnitude of a suburb’s minority population gain.

Whites and Minorities in the 1980s

The suburbanization of metropolitan whites, in 1990, continues to outpace
that of the combined minority population for the nation, in each broad region,
and in most (295) of the 314 metropolitan areas (see Fig. 1 and Table 1). Among
these areas, 220 house over half their white population in the suburbs, whereas
only 86 make such accommodation for their minority populations. Still, the
majority-minority disparity in suburbanization varies widely across
metropolitan areas. Consistent with historical patterns (Frey and Speare 1988),
it is most extreme in large metropolitan areas of the North and far less
accentuated in the West.
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Figure 1. Proportions Residing in Suburbs, 1980-1990: Metropolitan Area
Race and Ethnic Groups

Within minority ranks, there tends to be a pecking order such that Asians
are followed by Hispanics and then blacks in their levels of suburbanization.
This is generally consistent with these groups’ socioeconomic statuses (Farley
and Allen 1987; O’Hare et al. 1991) and with national suburbanization statistics
(Fig. 1). Still, there are distinctions across regions such that Hispanics are much
closer to black suburbanization levels in the North and South, while they
exceed levels for both Asians and blacks in many western metropolitan areas.
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Table 1. Proportion Residing in Suburbs® for Metropolitan Area Non-Hispanic Whites, All Minorities, Blacks, Hispanics, and
Asians, 1980 and 1990

. Non-Hispanic Whites All Minorities Blacks Hispanics Asians

Region| Met
Categories® 1980 1990 Diff. 1980 1990 Diff. 1980 1990 Diff. 1980 1990 Diff. 1980 1990 Diff.
North

Large Met 69 12 .03 .20 .25 05 .18 22 04 19 23 04 43 44 01

Medium Met 69 12 03 .30 34 04 22 25 04 A2 A2 01 57 54 —.03

Small Met .55 .55 00 .28 27 —.01 25 .24 .00 .33 32 —.01 .36 29 —.07
South

Large Met 67 Ny .05 34 A4 .10 32 42 .10 35 44 0 59 66 .08
Medium Met .61 .65 04 .36 37 .01 35 .35 .01 37 .39 .03 .46 M4 —02

Small Met .57 .59 02 .36 36 —01 38 37 —.02 28 .31 02 38 37 —01
West

Large Met .63 .65 02 .48 .52 .03 .35 Al .07 .54 .54 .00 .48 .54 .06

Medium Met .54 .54 .00 A8 A1 -0l 37 .40 .02 .51 49 —02 A7 4 —02

Small Met .54 .54 .00 .52 .53 .01 .36 .36 .00 .54 .56 .02 .55 .50 —.05
North .68 .70 .03 22 27 .04 19 22 .03 .24 27 .04 .45 .45 .00
South .63 .67 .04 35 41 .06 .34 39 .05 35 .41 .07 .53 .58 .05
West .60 .62 .01 .49 .51 .02 .35 41 .06 .54 .53 -0l 47 .51 .04
Large Met 67 N 03 32 .39 .07 .25 31 06 .39 43 04 47 .53 05
Medium Met .64 .67 02 37 .39 02 31 32 02 43 44 .01 A8 41 —02
Small Met .56 57 01 .38 .38 .00 .36 34 001 39 42 02 A3 39 —04
U.S. Met Total 65 67 .03 34 39 .05 27 32 .05 40 43 .03 48 51 03

Notes: “Proportion of a group’s metropolitan area population that resides in the suburbs (outside the central city) (Group’s Suburb Population/ Group’s Metropolitan Area Population].
*Includes MSAs/PMSAs/NECMAs with separately designated central cities and suburbs according to OMB definitions, June 30, 1990. Size categories are based on 1990
populations: large (greater than 1,000,000), medium (250,000 - 999,999), small (less than 250,000). ’

Source: Compiled at the University of Michigan Population Studies Center from Decennial Censuses.
v
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While these 1990 group variations are, by and large, consistent with
expectations, the statistics for 1980-1990 changes in suburban proportions
show some surprises. Nationally, the combined minorities increased their
suburban proportion to a greater extent than whites; and each of the three
primary minority groups increased its proportion at least as much as the white
population. However, each of these groups concentrated its 1980s suburban
gains in specific regions and metropolitan areas.

The most surprising shifts occurred for Hispanics, whose greatest 1980-1990
gains in suburban proportion occurred in large metropolitan areas of the North
and South rather than the West. Sixteen metropolitan areas increased their
Hispanic suburban proportions by greater than 0.10, with 15—including
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Miami-Hialeah, and Atlanta—located in the South.
Among the 68 metropolitan areas that increased their Hispanic proportion by
greater than 0.05 are large northern metropolitan areas, Chicago, Detroit, St.
Louis, as well as the New Jersey areas—Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,
Newark, Jersey City, and Bergen-Passaic.

Only 6 of the 68 metropolitan areas are located in the West region and only
two of these, San Francisco and Seattle, are large metropolitan areas. The
general lack of increase in Hispanic suburban proportions among western
metropolitan areas is surprising. These areas have the highest absolute levels
for these proportions and have received strong metropolitan-wide gains in
Hispanics through immigration and internal migration during the 1980s (Frey
1991). Apparently the new in-migrants are disproportionately locating in
central cities.

For both Asians and blacks, 1980s suburban proportion gains are also
concentrated in specific regions and metropolitan areas. Among medium and
smaller-sized metropolitan areas, in all regions, Asian suburban proportions
became reduced over the 1980s. This suggests that the new Asian growth,
outside large metros, is more city than suburban concentrated.

While 204 of the 314 metropolitan areas increased their black suburban
proportion over the 1980s, only 24 increased it by more than 0.10. The greatest
increase occurred in Atlanta, from 0.45 to 0.63. The list includes other large
southern metropolitan areas: Washington, D.C., Houston, and Dallas, as well
as Seattle, Denver, and Riverside-San Bernardino in the West. Blacks’
suburban proportion gains were more sharply focused in large South and West
areas, although a number of medium- and large-sized metros in the North
shows increases of 0.05 or greater.

Black Suburb Proportions, 1960-1990

Because of the long-standing city “confinement” of blacks within American
metropolitan areas, it is useful to look at the 1980s gains in the context of
the previous two decades. The 1970s has been termed a benchmark decade
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Figure 2. Proportions Residing in the Suburbs, 1960-1990: Metropolitan
Area Blacks and Nonblacks

for black suburbanization because blacks began to show a noticeable increase
in suburbanization within many large metropolitan areas (Frey and Speare
1988). Do the 1980s black suburbanization patterns represent an extension or
even acceleration of the 1970s? The three-decade trends shown in Figure 2 and
Table 2 suggest that the answer is mixed.

Both decades have shown a continued increase (or reduced decrease) in black
suburban proportions for all categories of metropolitan areas. (Note that the
decreases in proportions, for smaller areas, are generally due to white
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Table 2. Proportion Residing in Suburbs® for Metropolitan Area Blacks and Nonblacks, 1960, 1970, 1980, and 1990

Blacks Nonblacks

Region/ Met Years Differences Years Differences
Categories® 1960 1970 1980 1990  1960-1970  1970-1980 1980-1990 1960 1970 1980 1990 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990
North

Large Met 12 13 18 22 01 .05 .04 .52 .60 .65 .67 .08 .06 .02

Medium Met .20 18 22 .25 —.02 .03 .04 .58 .63 .68 .70 .05 .05 .02

Small Met 31 26 .25 24 —.05 -.01 .00 .53 .52 .55 .55 —.01 03 .00
South

Large Met 25 25 32 42 —.01 .08 .10 A48 .56 .63 .67 .08 .07 .04
Medium Met 41 34 35 .35 —.07 .00 .01 .57 .52 .59 .62 .05 .08 .03

Small Met .50 42 .38 .37 —.08 —.04 —.02 52 —49 .55 .57 -.03 .06 .02
West

Large Met 21 .25 .35 .41 .04 .09 .07 .54 .58 .61 .62 .04 .03 .01

Medium Met .40 .35 .37 .40 -.05 .02 .02 .57 .52 .53 52 —.05 .00 —.01

Small Met 49 .39 .36 .36 —.11 —.03 .00 .59 .50 .54 .54 —-.09 04 .00
North .14 A5 .19 22 .00 .04 .03 .54 .60 .65 .67 .06 .05 .02
South .36 31 34 .39 —.05 .03 .05 .52 .53 .60 .64 .01 .07 .03
West .24 .27 .35 41 .02 .08 .06 .55 .56 .58 .59 -.01 .02 .00
Large Met 17 .18 .25 31 01 .07 .06 52 .58 .64 .66 .07 .05 .02
Medium Met .35 .29 31 32 —.06 .01 .02 .57 .58 .63 .64 .00 .05 .02
Small Met 47 .39 .36 34 —.08 —-.03 —.01 53 =50 .55 .55 —.03 04 01
U.S. Met Total 25 .23 27 32 —.02 .04 .05 .54 .57 .62 .64 .03 .05 .02

Source: Compiled at the University of Michigan Population Studies Center from Decennial Censuses.



