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Desvinculado y
Desigual: Is
Segregation
Harmful to
Latinos?

Despite the high levels of metropolitan-area segregation that Latinos experience, there is a lack of research
examining the effects of segregation on Latino socioeconomic outcomes and whether those effects differ
from the negative effects documented for African
Americans. We find that segregation is consistently
associated with lower levels of educational attainment
and labor market success for both African American
and Latino young adults compared with whites, with
associations of similar magnitudes for both groups. One
mechanism through which segregation may influence
outcomes is the difference in the levels of neighborhood human capital to which whites, Latinos, and
African Americans are exposed. We find that higher
levels of segregation are associated with lower black
and Latino neighborhood exposure to residents with
college degrees, relative to whites. We also find support
for other commonly discussed mechanisms, such as
exposure to neighborhood violent crime and the relative proficiency of the closest public school.
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I

n the twentieth century, the Great Migration
transformed the United States as millions of
African Americans left the rural South and
remade the nation’s cities. The growth of the
U.S. Latino population is provoking a similar
transformation in the twenty-first century.
Between 1970 and 2010, the Latino population
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grew from 8 million to more than 45 million, and most of this population lives in
the nation’s largest metropolitan areas.
During the Great Migration, both de jure and de facto segregation policies
severely constrained the options of African American migrants, steering them
into segregated housing and labor markets and contributing to what the Kerner
Commission in 1968 described as a nation “moving toward two societies, one
black, one white—separate and unequal” (National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders 1968, 1). Although levels of black-white residential segregation
have decreased from their 1968 levels, they remain high, and evidence suggests
that segregation continues to produce separate and unequal access to resources,
such as schools or jobs, and exposure to hazards, such as violence or environmental risks. As the Latino population continues to grow, Latinos seem to be inheriting the segregated urban structures experienced by African Americans. As
metropolitan-area levels of segregation for Latinos increase toward the levels
observed for African Americans, to what extent are the effects of segregation
similar or different for the two groups?
Previous studies of black-white segregation have found that higher levels of
segregation lead to worse health, educational, and socioeconomic outcomes for
African Americans (Cutler and Glaeser 1997; Ellen 2000; Card and Rothstein
2007), but we know much less about the effects that residential segregation has
on socioeconomic outcomes for Latinos. On one hand, there are some reasons to
think that segregation could have comparable or even worse effects on Latinos.
For instance, if we assume that segregation reduces neighbors’ human capital,
then the low levels of mean educational attainment and occupational status in
predominantly Latino neighborhoods could significantly undermine the life
chances of Latinos. On the other hand, largely Latino neighborhoods boast
higher levels of employment than largely black neighborhoods and may offer
enclave economies that help coethnic workers to find jobs and build skills and
experience (Portes and Shafer 2007).1 Consistent with higher employment rates
and potential enclave effects, Latino neighborhoods may not have suffered the
same level of disinvestment as have largely black neighborhoods (Small and
McDermott 2006; W. J. Wilson 1991). Finally, largely Latino neighborhoods tend
to have lower levels of violent crime than largely black neighborhoods (De la
Roca, Ellen, and O’Regan 2014).
Compared with the extensive literature on changing patterns (Park and
Iceland 2011; Logan and Turner 2013; Tienda and Fuentes 2014) and causes of
Latino segregation (Bayer, McMillan, and Rueben 2004; Iceland and Nelson
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2008; Rugh and Massey 2014), there is far less research on how metropolitanarea segregation levels affect Latinos, and how those effects differ from those for
African Americans. We address this gap by exploring how levels of metropolitanarea segregation relate to the socioeconomic outcomes of young, native-born
Latinos and how those associations differ from those for African Americans. We
also examine the relevance of several key mechanisms that may drive the relationship between residential segregation and individual outcomes.

Changing Dynamics of Segregation
Although African Americans have historically been far more segregated than
other minority groups, Latino-white and black-white segregation levels began to
converge between 1980 and 2010. Black-white dissimilarity declined consistently
between 1980 and 2010, while Latino-white dissimilarity remained relatively
steady.2 By 2010, black-white segregation still surpassed Latino-white segregation, but the difference was far smaller than it had been three decades earlier
(De la Roca, Ellen, and O’Regan 2014). Although Latino isolation (that is, the
share of Latino residents in a neighborhood where the average Latino lives) has
risen less rapidly than Latinos’ quickly rising share of the population, average
levels of Latino isolation have still risen substantially and matched average levels
of African American isolation in 2010.3 Over this time period, African American
isolation declined from 0.61 to 0.46 while Latino isolation rose from 0.38 to 0.46
(De la Roca, Ellen, and O’Regan 2014).

How Does Segregation Matter?
Segregation can affect the outcomes of individuals by constraining residential
options and shaping the characteristics of the population and the quality of the
resources and services available in the neighborhoods in which individuals live.
To be clear, ethnic concentration is not inherently harmful; the effects of segregation may vary significantly by the political and socioeconomic context of concentration. Below we explore several potential avenues through which segregation
may affect individual outcomes.

Human capital
Residential segregation can lead to large disparities in levels of neighborhood
human capital, which may be critical to youth outcomes. William Julius Wilson
(1997) argued that the educational and lifetime experiences of adult residents in
a neighborhood can powerfully affect the outcomes of youth by shaping their
access to conventional role models and the mainstream social networks that
facilitate social and economic advancement. Recent research on black-white segregation supports Wilson’s theory about neighborhood human capital and social
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isolation, finding that increases in the proportion of college-educated African
American adults in a metropolitan area significantly reduce the negative effects
of segregation on black youths’ educational attainment (Bayer, Fang, and
McMillan 2014).
Similar dynamics have been identified in the experiences of immigrants and
their children. The educational attainment of the children of immigrants has
been found to depend not only on their parents’ educational attainment but also
on the mean attainment of coethnics in the parents’ generation, and particularly
the mean educational attainment of coethnics residing in the same neighborhood
(Borjas 1995). Recent research on the labor market experiences of the foreign
born comes to similar conclusions, finding that segregation among a highly educated ethnic group is economically beneficial, while segregation among an ethnic
group with below-average educational attainment leads to lower employment
rates and earnings (Cutler, Glaeser, and Vigdor 2008).

Ethnic enclaves
Some scholars have emphasized that spatial clustering among coethnics can
create supportive enclaves, especially in largely immigrant neighborhoods where
the shared experience of immigrant origins reinforces social ties (K. Wilson and
Portes 1980; Light and Bonacich 1988). For entrepreneurs, ethnic enclaves can
simultaneously create a market for ethnic goods, a readily available pool of committed labor, and access to coethnic sources of capital (Portes and Sensenbrenner
1993). Group members with low levels of human or financial capital can in theory
find employment more easily in enclaves despite low levels of English proficiency
or formal education, and those with higher levels of education may be able to find
jobs that are more commensurate with their skills or more easily access capital to
start their own business than in mainstream labor and capital markets.
Scholars have critiqued the enclave thesis on various grounds, including pointing out that while ethnic enclaves may benefit entrepreneurs and business owners who can access capital and coethnic labor, enclaves may not benefit workers
who end up exploited by coethnic employers and trapped in low-paying jobs
(Sanders and Nee 1992; see also W. J. Wilson 1997; Logan, Alba, and Stults
2003). Still, existing research provides some support for the notion that residence
in an enclave can improve labor market outcomes, even for unskilled immigrants
(Edin, Fredriksson, and Åslund 2003; Portes and Shafer 2007).

Public services
The quality of life in a neighborhood is profoundly shaped by the availability
and the quality of public services that are delivered, from schooling to public
safety to sanitation. Residential segregation may affect individual outcomes by
contributing to unequal access to crucial municipal services. In the education
context, poorly performing local schools reduce the likelihood that local children
will have the foundation necessary to maximize their educational attainment or
labor market potential.
Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016
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Institutional density
Segregation may also shape outcomes through effects on institutional density.
Recent scholarship on urban inequality has highlighted the importance of local
institutions and the way that they structure life in disadvantaged neighborhoods,
potentially fostering access to local and extra-local resources and creating neighborhood-level collective efficacy (Marwell 2007; Small 2009; Sampson 2012).
Neighborhood institutions, such as community organizations or childcare centers, serve as resource brokers, with networks to private employers and public
agencies that enable these institutions to connect residents to schools and to jobs
and provide resources that can support educational attainment, employment, and
parenting (Small 2009). The neighborhood benefits of institutions can extend to
private businesses as well, through their contribution to neighborhood vitality
and informal social control (Small and McDermott 2006).

Violence
Another way in which segregation may have an effect on individuals is through
shaping exposure to neighborhood violence. Sharkey et al. (2014) found that
exposure to neighborhood violence affects children’s academic performance.
Indeed, Harding (2009) estimated that neighborhood violent crime rates account
for half of the association between neighborhood disadvantage and high school
graduation.

Weighing the mechanisms together
These mechanisms may not disadvantage Latinos and African Americans
equally. For example, if segregation affects the socioeconomic outcomes of youth
through shaping exposure to neighborhood levels of human capital, then given
the lower levels of human capital in predominantly Latino neighborhoods we
would expect segregation to have a larger negative effect on Latino socioeconomic outcomes. Although there is significant variation among Latinos in mean
human capital levels by ancestry group, recent high levels of immigration by
those with comparatively low educational levels mean that predominantly Latino
neighborhoods on average have lower levels of educational attainment than
largely black neighborhoods.4
Other mechanisms, however, suggest greater disadvantage for predominantly
black neighborhoods. To the extent that enclave effects may reduce the harms of
segregation or even create benefits for individual outcomes, they may then be
more likely to benefit Latinos who live among a higher proportion of foreignborn residents and in neighborhoods with higher employment rates.5
To the extent that segregation matters through its relationship with the quality
of local public services, the long history of unequal public investment in predominantly black neighborhoods suggests that segregation may thus have a larger
effect on African Americans than on Latinos. Further, W. J. Wilson (1991, 654–
55) has suggested that disinvestment from predominantly African American
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neighborhoods has “sapped the vitality of local businesses and other institutions”
and thus isolated neighborhood residents further. Although there is little research
on institutional density in Latino neighborhoods, if we assume that predominantly Latino neighborhoods have not experienced the same disinvestment and
isolation as predominantly black neighborhoods, then any effect that segregation
has on individual outcomes through exposure to local institutional density would
be greater for African Americans than Latinos. Finally, to the extent that segregation affects individual outcomes through its relationship with exposure to violence, we would expect segregation to have a larger effect on African Americans
than on Latinos because of the greater levels of violence to which black residents
are exposed in segregated metropolitan areas.

Data and Empirical Approach
To examine individual socioeconomic outcomes and relate them to levels of segregation in a metropolitan area, we utilize public-use microdata gathered by the
U.S. Census Bureau and provided by Integrated Public Use Microdata Series
(IPUMS-USA) of the University of Minnesota Population Center. We focus our
analysis on data from the American Community Survey five-year estimate (2007–
2011) to study the relationship between residential segregation and socioeconomic outcomes of native-born individuals between the ages of 20 and 30. We
consider an array of educational (probability of high school and college graduation), labor market (earnings and likelihood of being idle), and social (likelihood
of being a single mother) outcomes. We exclude the foreign born because the
data do not provide precise information on their year of arrival and, hence, we
cannot tell how long they have experienced segregation. We base our empirical
analysis on data for individuals from 199 Core Based Statistical Areas (CBSA)
across the United States with a total population greater than 100,000 residents.
In addition, because small black or Latino populations can lead to misleading
segregation scores, a metropolitan area must have at least 5,000 Latino residents
to be included in the white-Latino models and at least 5,000 African American
residents to be included in the white-black models. Throughout the study, we use
both the dissimilarity and isolation indices to measure segregation.6 Across the
sample, the mean Latino-white dissimilarity index score is 0.468, with a standard
deviation of 0.108, and the mean black-white dissimilarity index score is 0.579,
with a standard deviation of 0.122.7
To describe the characteristics of neighborhood residents, we rely on the
Neighborhood Change Database developed by GeoLytics and the Urban Institute,
which provides rich data at the census-tract level. We complement this dataset
with data from the U.S. Department of Education to describe the test scores of
the local elementary schools nearest to each census tract for the 2008–2009 school
year, relative to other schools in the metropolitan area.8 For data on crime, we rely
on the National Neighborhood Crime Study, a nationally representative sample of
crime data for ninety-one U.S. cities, collected by Peterson and Krivo (2000)
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between 1999 and 2001. To capture the neighborhood density of business establishments and nonprofit organizations, we employ data from Esri’s Business
Analyst, which relies on information for more than 12 million licensed businesses
assembled by Dun and Bradstreet in 2010. Establishment-level data are geocoded, which allows us to calculate counts of businesses by census tract.
To investigate how individual outcomes relate to metropolitan-area levels of
segregation, we estimate regressions to test if any relationship between segregation and the outcome of interest persists after controlling for a wide array of
metropolitan-area variables that could partially account for such a relationship.
Specifically, in Table 2, we regress an individual outcome, such as the probability
of college graduation, on measures of black-white and Latino-white segregation
in 2010. We estimate separate models for blacks and Latinos. Following Cutler
and Glaeser (1997), we let the coefficient on segregation differ for whites and for
blacks or Latinos. Therefore, we test whether segregation has a differential effect
on blacks and Latinos relative to its effect on whites.
We include several individual variables as controls, including age, gender, a
black indicator variable in specifications for blacks, and a set of indicator variables
for Latino groups of different origin (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Dominicans,
Cubans, Central Americans, South Americans, and other Latinos) in specifications for Latinos. These census-defined “Hispanic origin” groups exhibit substantial differences in levels of educational attainment, earnings, and potentially
unobserved traits that could explain differences in outcomes within the Latino
population. By including these ancestry-group indicator variables, we can capture
a share of the variance in outcomes that can be attributed to the fact that Latinos
of specific subgroups, who may be concentrated in different metropolitan areas,
bring different backgrounds. We also control for a large set of metropolitan-area
variables and analyze them with a black or Latino indicator variable to let the
effects of city characteristics differ for blacks and Latinos as compared with
whites. We calculate robust standard errors clustered at the metropolitan-area
level to account for the fact that all individuals in a given metropolitan area share
the same values for metropolitan-area controls.
It is worth emphasizing that we measure segregation at the level of the metropolitan area rather than at the level of the neighborhood. We do so in part for
theoretical reasons, as we believe that metropolitan area–level segregation may
restrict choices and opportunities even for minorities who live in integrated
neighborhoods. But studying segregation at the level of the metropolitan area
also offers empirical advantages, as individuals are less likely to select into a particular metropolitan area than into a neighborhood based on their tastes, preferences, and unobserved resources. Although the research design focusing on
metropolitan areas eliminates error that could be introduced by more highly
educated or economically successful individuals choosing to reside in certain
neighborhoods within a metropolitan area, selective migration among metropolitan areas may still occur, with less successful minority adults sorting into more
segregated cities. We have limited ability to control for sorting among metropolitan areas, and we do not know the exact length of time an individual in the sample
has been exposed to a particular level of segregation. We try to address these
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concerns in several ways. First, we restrict the analysis to native-born individuals
between 20 and 30 years old, given that their metropolitan area of residence is
more likely to be predetermined by parental location choices. Second, we
exclude those individuals who moved across state lines in the previous year to
eliminate individuals who are likely to have moved from another CBSA and,
hence, were not exposed to the assigned level of segregation.9 Still, we do not
interpret our results as indicating causal relationships.
After examining outcomes, we explore potential mechanisms by analyzing differences in the typical neighborhoods lived in by blacks and Latinos in more and
less segregated metropolitan areas. Specifically, we first stratify metropolitan
areas into segregation quartiles according to their dissimilarity index: “very low,”
“low,” “high,” and “very high” (the group of metropolitan areas in each quartile
of levels of segregation between blacks and whites is different from the group in
each quartile of levels of segregation between Latinos and whites). We then calculate weighted averages of neighborhood attributes, such as the share of college-educated residents or the test scores of the local school, to characterize the
average neighborhoods lived in by African Americans, Latinos, and whites in a
given set of metropolitan areas. The weights in each of these calculations are the
number of residents of a given race or ethnicity in a neighborhood divided by the
total number of people of that race or ethnicity in the metropolitan areas in that
segregation quartile. These exposure rates indicate the degree to which the average person of a particular group is exposed to a given neighborhood characteristic. Through this exercise based on raw associations, we assess the extent to which
differences in exposure to neighborhood conditions between whites and blacks
or whites and Latinos widen in more segregated metropolitan areas.

Results
Ordinary least squares results on the relation between segregation and individual outcomes
Table 1 presents raw correlations between metropolitan-area segregation and
each of the individual outcomes for young adults. The upper panel shows segregation quartiles based on the 2010 Latino-white dissimilarity index and the lower
panel shows quartiles constructed using the 2010 black-white dissimilarity index.
Whites exhibit better outcomes than blacks and Latinos across the board: they
are more likely to graduate from high school and college, to be employed, and to
have higher earnings. Further, higher levels of segregation are consistently associated with larger gaps in outcomes between whites and blacks and between
whites and Latinos. For African Americans, differences in outcomes relative to
whites are consistently larger in “very high” segregation metropolitan areas than
in than in “very low” segregation metropolitan areas, but the pattern is weaker for
the middle quartiles. Differences between white and Latino outcomes are monotonic, systematically increasing with the level of segregation for every outcome
except single motherhood.
Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016
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TABLE 1
Raw Correlations between Metropolitan Segregation and Outcomes

A. Whites
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation
B. Latinos
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation
White-Latino gap (A-B)
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation
C. Whites
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation
D. Blacks
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation
White-black gap (C-D)
Very low segregation
Low segregation
High segregation
Very high segregation

High school
graduation

College
graduation

Idleness

Log
earnings

Single
motherhood

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

94.0%
93.9%
94.4%
96.1%

34.6%
39.9%
40.2%
50.9%

11.1%
9.8%
9.2%
7.9%

10.00
10.07
10.10
10.26

13.4%
12.1%
11.6%
8.8%

88.5%
86.1%
85.9%
85.7%

18.0%
20.5%
18.2%
21.8%

12.6%
13.2%
13.1%
12.2%

9.83
9.85
9.85
9.95

21.2%
24.4%
23.3%
23.4%

5.5%
7.9%
8.5%
10.4%

16.7%
19.4%
21.9%
29.1%

–1.5%
–3.5%
–3.9%
–4.4%

0.17
0.23
0.24
0.30

–7.8%
–12.3%
–11.7%
–14.6%

94.7%
94.3%
94.0%
95.8%

36.5%
39.2%
40.4%
50.4%

10.5%
9.5%
9.5%
7.9%

10.07
10.11
10.09
10.23

11.8%
11.4%
12.3%
9.5%

88.4%
88.1%
87.4%
88.3%

19.3%
18.9%
21.8%
21.5%

12.6%
13.0%
12.5%
13.4%

9.76
9.71
9.71
9.74

39.8%
40.5%
41.7%
40.7%

6.3%
6.2%
6.6%
7.5%

17.2%
20.3%
18.5%
28.9%

–2.1%
–3.5%
–3.0%
–5.5%

0.31
0.40
0.38
0.49

–28.0%
–29.1%
–29.4%
–31.2%

NOTE: Metropolitan areas are classified into segregation quartiles (very low, low, high, and
very high) based on their 2010 Latino-white dissimilarity index in the upper panel and on their
2010 black-white dissimilarity index in the lower panel. The data are obtained from the fiveyear estimates from the American Community Survey 2007–2011. Samples are restricted to
native-born blacks, Latinos, and whites between 25 and 30 years old living in metropolitan
areas with more than 100,000 residents and 5,000 Latinos or blacks in each panel, accordingly.
Individuals who lived in a different state in the previous year are excluded. Idleness is defined
as not working and not enrolled in school. The sample for earnings is people who are working,
not enrolled in school, and have nonnegative earnings. Single motherhood includes only
women who are unmarried.
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Table 2 presents results from ordinary least squares regressions of each individual outcome on metropolitan-area levels of segregation. The first row in each
subpanel reports the coefficient on the Latino-white dissimilarity index and the
second row in each subpanel reports the interaction between the dissimilarity
index and a Latino indicator variable. The sample consists of only whites and
Latinos, so the coefficient on the dissimilarity index can be interpreted as the
association between Latino-white segregation and white outcomes, while the
coefficient on the interaction between the dissimilarity index and the Latino
indicator variable shows any difference in the association between segregation
and outcomes for Latinos as compared to whites. The next two rows in each subpanel report analogous coefficients on black-white segregation for whites and
blacks. We estimate our regressions separately for native-born young adults aged
20–24 in column (1) and aged 25–30 in column (2). We include a large set of
metropolitan area–level controls, specifically population and median household
income; the fraction of the population that is Asian, Latino, black, over 65 years,
under 15 years, and unemployed; and the share of workers employed in the
manufacturing sector, the share of residents with a college degree, and the share
of residents in poverty. We interact all of these metropolitan area controls with a
Latino or black indicator variable to let effects differ for Latinos and blacks as
compared to whites. To conserve space, we focus discussion on results for 25–30
year olds. Results are generally similar for the younger group, though somewhat
weaker for outcomes such as college graduation and earnings given the larger
proportion of the younger sample that is still in college.
Results reveal significant associations between metropolitan-area segregation
levels and individual outcomes for Latinos and African Americans. Starting with
the probability of having completed high school, we find that segregation has no
significant association with the probability of completing high school for whites,
but the interaction coefficients for African Americans and Latinos are negative
and significant, indicating that in more segregated metropolitan areas African
American and Latino young adults are relatively less likely to complete high
school. Indeed, a one standard deviation increase in the Latino-white dissimilarity index is associated with a decline in the probability of finishing high school of
3 percentage points for Latinos relative to whites (with an overall difference in
means between whites and Latinos aged 25–30 of 9.1 percentage points). For
African Americans, a one standard deviation increase in the black-white dissimilarity index is associated with a decline in the probability of completing high
school of 1.4 percentage points relative to whites (with an overall difference in
means between whites and blacks aged 25–30 of 6.9 percentage points). To be
more concrete, for African Americans, a move from Phoenix, with a black-white
dissimilarity score of 0.413, to New Orleans, with a black-white dissimilarity
score of 0.633, would be associated with a decreased likelihood of high school
graduation compared with whites of roughly 2.4 percent. For Latinos, a move
from Las Vegas, with a Latino-white dissimilarity score of 0.420, to Los Angeles,
with a Latino-white dissimilarity score of 0.622, would be associated with a
decreased likelihood of high school graduation compared with whites of roughly
5.4 percent. In sum, both native-born Latinos and native-born African Americans
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TABLE 2
Ordinary Least Squares Results on the Relation between Segregation
and Individual Outcomes

High school graduation
Latino-white dissimilarity index
Latino-white dissimilarity index × Latino
Black-white dissimilarity index
Black-white dissimilarity index × black
College graduation
Latino-white dissimilarity index
Latino-white dissimilarity index × Latino
Black-white dissimilarity index
Black-white dissimilarity index × black
Idleness
Latino-white dissimilarity index
Latino-white dissimilarity index × Latino
Black-white dissimilarity index
Black-white dissimilarity index × black
Log earnings
Latino-white dissimilarity index
Latino-white dissimilarity index × Latino
Black-white dissimilarity index
Black-white dissimilarity index × black
Single motherhood
Latino-white dissimilarity index

Age 20–24

Age 25–30

(1)

(2)

–.016
(.024)
–.237
(.042)***
–.005
(.020)
–.176
(.044)***

–.010
(.023)
–.277
(.045)***
–.003
(.016)
–.114
(.038)***

.010
(.041)
–.155
(.038)***
.069
(.036)*
–.249
(.040)***

.106
(.076)
–.428
(.076)***
.149
(.065)**
–.397
(.095)***

–.046
(.018)**
.161
(.030)***
.001
(.016)
.160
(.056)***

–.075
(.018)***
.153
(.031)***
–.014
(.017)
.133
(.048)***

.149
(.086)*
.007
(.119)
–.164
(.084)*
–.223
(.133)*

.170
(.067)**
–.711
(.117)***
–.017
(.065)
–.690
(.126)***

.005
(.023)

–.034
(.028)
(continued)
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Latino-white dissimilarity index × Latino
Black-white dissimilarity index
Black-white dissimilarity index × black

Age 20–24

Age 25–30

(1)

(2)

.228
(.058)***
.040
(.019)**
.127
(.059)**

.391
(.079)***
.010
(.023)
.286
(.057)***

NOTE: All specifications include a constant term, census region, age indicators, and an indicator variable for females. Specifications for blacks include a black indicator variable, and those
for Latinos include seven ancestry-group indicator variables (Mexicans, Puerto Ricans,
Cubans, Central Americans, Dominicans, South Americans, and other Latinos). Coefficients
are reported with robust standard errors in parenthesis, which are clustered by metropolitan
area. Additional controls included for metropolitan areas are log population, log median household income, and shares of population that are black, Latino, Asian, over 65 years, under 15
years, unemployed, working in manufacturing, in poverty status, and with college degree.
These metropolitan area controls are also interacted with a black or Latino indicator variable
in each specification accordingly. Samples of metropolitan areas have to have at least 5,000
residents of a given minority group to be included in the specifications for that group.
Individuals who lived in a different state in the previous year are excluded.
***p < .01. **p < .05. *p < .10.

are significantly less likely compared with whites to graduate from high school in
more segregated metropolitan areas, and the magnitude of the association
between segregation and the likelihood of completing high school is greater for
Latinos than for African Americans.
Higher levels of metropolitan-area segregation are also associated with a
reduced likelihood of college completion for Latinos and African Americans. An
increase of one standard deviation in segregation lowers the odds of completing
college by 4.8 percentage points for blacks and 4.6 percentage points for Latinos
relative to white graduation rates (with an overall difference in mean college
graduation rates compared with whites of 23.1 percentage points for blacks and
23.7 for Latinos). For African Americans, the move from Phoenix to New Orleans
would be associated with an 12 percentage-point widening in the gap with white
college graduation rates. For Latinos, the move from Las Vegas to Los Angeles
would be associated with an 10.8 percentage-point widening in the gap with
white college graduation rates.
With regard to the likelihood of being simultaneously out of school and out of
work, frequently referred to as “idleness,” a one standard deviation increase in
segregation is associated with a 1.6 percentage-point increase in idleness for
African Americans relative to whites and a 1.7 percentage-point increase in idleness for Latinos relative to whites. The increase in black-white dissimilarity from

Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016

Desvinculado y Desigual

69

Phoenix to New Orleans then is associated with a 3.2 percentage-point increase
in the likelihood of idleness for black 25–30 year olds relative to whites, while the
increase in Latino-white dissimilarity from Las Vegas to Los Angeles is associated
with a 4.6 percentage-point increase in the likelihood of idleness for Latino 25–
30 year olds relative to whites.
The association with segregation is perhaps most dramatic for earnings. A one
standard deviation increase in segregation is associated with a 7.7 percent decline
in earnings for Latinos relative to whites and an 8.4 percent decline in earnings
for African Americans relative to whites. Thus the increase in black-white segregation from Phoenix to New Orleans is associated with a 14.8 percent decline in
black earnings relative to whites, whereas the increase in Latino-white segregation from Las Vegas to Los Angeles is associated with a 17.7 percent decline in
Latino earnings relative to whites.
In terms of single motherhood, a one standard deviation increase in the segregation index raises the likelihood of being a single mother by 3.5 percentage
points for African Americans and by 4.2 percentage points for Latinas relative to
whites. The move from Phoenix to New Orleans is thus associated with a 6.1
percentage-point increase in the likelihood of single motherhood for African
American women between the ages of 25 and 30, while the move from Las Vegas
to Los Angeles is associated with a 8.6 percentage-point increase in single-motherhood for Latinas between the ages of 25 and 30.
In alternative estimations we used the isolation index as our measure of metropolitan-area segregation and obtained very similar results. We also assessed a
potential lag in the effects of segregation by regressing outcomes in 2010 on 2000
segregation levels.10 The results again are strikingly similar in both significance
and magnitude. In sum, using nationwide individual-level data for 2010, our
findings indicate that segregation has consistent negative correlations with socioeconomic outcomes for both African American and Latino young adults.

Potential mechanisms: Exposure to neighborhood conditions and services
The results above suggest that metropolitan-area segregation levels continue
to be associated with reductions in educational attainment and labor market success for African Americans, and that segregation is associated with diminished
outcomes for Latinos that are generally as large as or larger than those for blacks.
In this section, we explore potential mechanisms that could explain these
patterns.
Neighborhood human capital. Table 3 highlights the strong negative relationship between Latino segregation and exposure to college-educated neighbors.
For African Americans, the gap between white and black exposure to college
educated neighbors in low segregation metropolitan areas is 5.7 percentage
points, but it rises to 13.3 percentage points in high segregation areas. For
Latinos, the gap is smaller in low segregation metropolitan areas, at 3.1 percentage points, and nearly quintuples to 15.1 percentage points in high segregation
areas. The consistent relationship between segregation and exposure to
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neighborhood human capital suggests that the significant association between
segregation and outcomes for both blacks and Latinos could be attributable in
large part to a neighborhood human capital channel.
Enclave effects. To explore the role of enclave effects in explaining the effects
of segregation, we examine the degree to which segregation is related to exposure
to employed, coethnic neighbors. Specifically, we calculate the share of neighbors who are employed coethnics for each racial or ethnic group. As expected, as
segregation increases the share of employed coethnic residents to which the average African American or Latino resident is exposed increases consistently. It is
possible that this greater exposure to employed coethnics in more segregated
areas mitigates the harms of segregation operating through other channels, but
given overall negative associations, these mitigating benefits do not appear to be
large. The results should be interpreted with caution, however, as the measure of
enclaves is a very rough approximation.
Public services. Public schools are a critical, and typically neighborhoodbased, public service. As a proxy for the quality of neighborhood public services,
we explore differences in the relative test scores of elementary schools to which
children from different backgrounds have access in metropolitan areas with different levels of segregation. Table 3 reveals that the gaps between whites and
African Americans in the exposure to neighborhood school proficiency are large,
starting at an index score of 4.7 in very low segregation areas. The gap increases
by more than a factor of five to 25.6 in very high segregation areas. The whiteLatino gaps in school proficiency also increase consistently and by roughly a factor of five, from 3.9 in very low segregation areas to 19.9 in very high segregation
areas. The results suggest that school quality may also be an important mechanism through which segregation operates.
Institutional density. To approximate the level of neighborhood institutional
density we compute census tract counts of several types of for-profit and not-for
profit establishments. Drawing on Small and McDermott (2006), Table 3 shows
the gap in the average black and Latino metropolitan-area resident’s exposure to
the listed private business establishments relative to the average white resident’s
exposure. We also add the density of not-for-profit establishments such as business or civic associations and political or religious organizations.
When examining individual private business categories, we find some consistent patterns. Most notably, as levels of metropolitan-area segregation increase,
the black-white and Latino-white gaps in exposure to banks widen dramatically,
implying that both blacks and Latinos are exposed to fewer bank branches. With
black-white segregation, pharmacies exhibit a similar pattern and with Latinowhite segregation, childcare centers show the same pattern of greater gaps in
exposure in more segregated areas. Grocery stores, on the other hand, display a
pattern in the opposite direction than banks—as levels of metropolitan area segregation increase, African Americans and Latinos are exposed to more grocery
stores. These counts do not control for the size or quality of the grocery stores,
Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016

71

Desvinculado y Desigual

TABLE 3
Racial Gaps in Exposure to Neighborhood Conditions and Services
Very low
Neighborhood residents with B.A.
White
29.7%
Black
24.0%
White-black gap
5.7%
White
26.3%
Latino
23.2%
White-Latino gap
3.1%
Neighborhood coethnic workers
White
65.8%
Black
16.6%
White-black gap
49.2%
White
65.1%
Latino
8.8%
White-Latino gap
56.3%
School proficiency ranking (0–100)
White
57.0
Black
52.3
White-black gap
4.7
White
56.9
Latino
53.0
White-Latino gap
3.9
Density of for-profit establishments
White-black gap: Banks
0.26
White-black gap: Pharmacies
–0.04
White-black gap: Childcare centers
–2.01
White-black gap: Grocery stores
–0.35
White-Latino gap: Banks
0.14
White-Latino gap: Pharmacies
–0.12
White-Latino gap: Childcare centers
–0.49
White-Latino gap: Grocery stores
–0.10
Density of not-for-profit institutions
White
15
Black
24
White-black gap
–9
White
19
Latino
17
White-Latino gap
2
Neighborhood violent crime ranking (0–100)
White

Low

High

Very high

28.3%
20.9%
7.5%
28.9%
21.2%
7.7%

30.7%
22.5%
8.2%
30.3%
19.4%
10.9%

35.7%
22.4%
13.3%
36.5%
21.4%
15.1%

57.1%
17.3%
39.8%
65.8%
14.0%
51.8%

65.0%
24.6%
40.4%
64.5%
32.0%
32.6%

63.8%
33.0%
30.8%
63.0%
34.8%
28.3%

57.4
46.4
11.0
56.8
49.0
7.8

57.9
40.6
17.3
57.6
47.2
10.3

59.0
33.5
25.6
59.4
39.4
19.9

0.14
0.03
–1.07
–0.61
1.25
0.44
0.10
–0.54

0.65
0.05
–1.74
–0.88
1.36
0.38
0.41
–0.34

1.57
0.23
–1.78
–1.34
1.58
0.16
0.22
–1.55

16
22
–6
18
14
4

18
25
–7
16
11
5

14
19
–5
14
12
2

44.1

40.9

32.3
(continued)
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Very low
Black
White-black gap
White
Latino
White-Latino gap

Low
62.6
–18.5
41.3
54.7
–13.5

High
68.4
–27.5
42.4
55.8
–13.5

Very high
66.2
–33.9
34.3
58.6
–24.2

NOTE: Units of analysis are neighborhoods or census tracts in 2010. The samples in the first
five panels include metropolitan areas (CBSAs) with more than 1,000,000 residents and 5,000
black or Latino residents. The first and second panel use data from the Neighborhood Change
Database. The third panel uses data from U.S. Department of Education for school year
2008–2009. The fourth panel uses data from Esri’s Business Analyst for 2010. Density is the
count of establishments or institutions in each tract per 10,000 residents. In the last panel, the
sample of crime exposure includes ninety-one cities in sixty metropolitan areas for 2000. We
have pooled categories for “very low” and “low” levels of segregation given the small number
of metropolitan areas in “very low” segregation quartile.

however, and it is possible that in more segregated metropolitan areas, blacks and
Latinos have access to a greater number of small, lower quality stores. Therefore,
although levels of segregation are not consistently related to a greater or reduced
overall presence of business establishments, the composition of the establishments varies with segregation, and for some categories segregation appears to
have different effects for African Americans and Latinos (e.g., pharmacies and
childcare centers).
In terms of nonprofits, African Americans are exposed to a greater density of
nonprofit organizations than either whites or Latinos. The white-black gap in
exposure to not-for-profit institutions generally declines with segregation while
no clear pattern is observed for the white-Latino gap. Thus, in less segregated
metropolitan areas, African Americans presumably have relatively greater access
to a wide array of civic, political, fraternal, and religious organizations than
African Americans in more segregated metropolitan areas.
Given the mixed patterns in the relationship between metropolitan-area levels
of segregation and available measures of the density of common institutions, it
seems that institutional density broadly conceived may not account for much of
segregation’s impact on individual outcomes. Institutional presence certainly may
still matter, but further exploration is needed to study the characteristics of the
different institutions present in different neighborhoods.
Violence. The relationship between segregation and exposure to violent crime
presents a particularly striking pattern. For both blacks and Latinos, the gap with
whites in exposure to violent crime increases relatively consistently with levels of
segregation. Most of that gap, however, is driven by the dramatic reduction in
white exposure to neighborhood violent crime as both white-black and whiteLatino segregation increases. It appears that segregation may enable whites to
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cluster in neighborhoods that are insulated from violence, perhaps through public or private security investments. Black and Latino exposure to neighborhood
violent crime, by contrast, remains relatively similar even as segregation
increases. The white-black gap in neighborhood exposure to violent crime is large
and increases substantially from an 18.5-point gap to a 33.9-point gap as the level
of segregation increases (see Table 3). Both the white-black gap and the difference between the gaps in low- and high-segregation metropolitan areas are larger
for African Americans than for Latinos, suggesting that, to the extent that segregation affects individual outcomes through its correlation with exposure to violence, segregation is likely to have a greater impact on African Americans than
Latinos. The results should be considered with some caution, however, as they
are based on a smaller sample of cities for which neighborhood-level crime data
were available and on crime data from 1999–2001, several years prior to the
IPUMS sample used here, which together provide less confidence in their generalizability.

Discussion and Conclusion
This research finds that segregation continues to be associated with significant
reductions in educational attainment and labor market success for African
Americans, and that the associations between segregation and outcomes for
Latinos are at least as large as those for African Americans. For native-born
African American and Latino young adults between the ages of 20 and 30,
increases in metropolitan-area segregation are associated with significant reductions in the likelihood of high school and college graduation, with lower earnings
and employment rates, and with an increase in single motherhood.
These findings are somewhat unanticipated given the long history of intense
black-white segregation and the systematic disinvestment in black neighborhoods
through much of the last century, when compared to the historically more moderate levels of Latino-white segregation (Marable 1983; Massey and Denton
1993; Telles and Ortiz 2008). These findings raise the question of which mechanisms may be at play to generate these differences.
One crucial mechanism seems to be the levels of neighborhood human capital
to which whites, Latinos, and African Americans are exposed; they are consistent
with the negative associations for both blacks and Latinos and with the differences in the magnitude of the association between them. The white-Latino gap
in neighborhood exposure to human capital increases dramatically as levels of
segregation increase.
The significance of neighborhood levels of human capital is consistent with
existing research on the effects of segregation for African Americans and for
immigrants (Borjas 1995; Cutler, Glaeser, and Vigdor 2008; Edin, Fredriksson,
and Åslund 2003). The crucial questions for further research that emerge relate
to the mechanism driving this association. Do more highly educated neighbors
improve the outcomes of young neighborhood residents by setting
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high-achieving norms of educational and occupational attainment (W. J. Wilson
1991)? Does the educational attainment of neighbors act directly by actually connecting residents to networks and resources that facilitate greater levels of
schooling and more remunerative employment? Or does neighborhood human
capital act more indirectly, by contributing to a context of greater collective efficacy in which there is both neighborhood “social cohesion and the ability to realize shared expectations for neighborhood control” (Sampson 2012, 152)?
This research also finds support for other mechanisms connecting segregation
to individual outcomes, particularly disparities in access to the quality of public
services, as measured by local school proficiency and exposure to violence. The
dramatic increase in gaps between the average level of school proficiency to
which whites as compared to blacks and Latinos are exposed as segregation levels
increase is also consistent with the significant association with individual outcomes. Although the available measures on which we rely here are not ideal, the
widening disparities in black and Latino exposure to violence as compared to
whites are also consistent with the associations between segregation and outcomes that we identify; they certainly merit further research.
Our findings, however, suggest that several commonly discussed mechanisms
may be less powerful than previously thought in explaining segregation’s effects.
For instance, with the exception of banks, the densities of the establishments we
studied do not vary consistently with levels of metropolitan-area segregation.
This finding complements Small’s (2008) work, pointing out that, contrary to
prevailing notions, organizational density varies widely among low-income, predominantly black neighborhoods. Admittedly, we do not have detailed information on the size and quality of the establishments, and further research is needed.
Similarly, the limited data we have suggest that ethnic enclaves do not seem to
play a significant role in limiting harms of segregation for native-born young
adults in most predominantly Latino neighborhoods. Several other studies have
also questioned the benefits of enclaves, especially for employees and for groups
with lower levels of human capital (e.g., Sanders and Nee 1992; Logan, Alba, and
Stults 2003; Borjas 2000). Any inferences about enclaves here should take into
account both that we were able to use only a very rough approximation of a residence-based ethnic enclave and that young native-born workers are not the
prototypical beneficiaries of an ethnic enclave.
We hope this article spawns further research on how segregation is shaping,
and constraining, the social and economic mobility of African Americans and
Latinos. The research reported here suggests that segregation may have as negative effects for Latinos as it does for African Americans and that persistent
Latino-white segregation is of serious concern as the nation’s metropolitan areas
continue to become more diverse.

Notes
1. See online appendix Table A1 for further data about characteristics of predominantly white, black,
and Latino neighborhoods. See http://ann.sagepub.com/supplemental.
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2. The dissimilarity index measures the evenness with which two different groups are distributed across
neighborhoods within a metropolitan area. The index computes the proportion of one group that would
need to exchange neighborhoods to achieve a uniform distribution of the groups across the city and thus
provides a sense of how spatially concentrated one population group is in relation to the other.
3. The isolation index captures the proportion of the neighborhood population that belongs to a given
group. It can be conceptualized as a measure of the extent to which the average member of a group is likely
to be exposed to members of that same group within his or her neighborhood.
4. See online appendix Table A1.
5. See online appendix Table A1.
6. We use the metropolitan area–level segregation indices provided by US2010, a joint project between
the Russell Sage Foundation and Brown University. See http://www.s4.brown.edu/us2010/About/History
.htm; see also Logan and Stults (2011).
7. Further data about the distribution of the segregation indices are available in online appendix
Table A3. See http://ann.sagepub.com/supplemental.
8. Although the matching is based on the nearest distance from each public elementary school to the
centroid of each census block group and not on actual schooling attendance zones, Ellen and Horn (2011)
show that the nearest school is also the zoned school in the overwhelming majority of cases.
9. We also experimented with excluding individuals who had moved across Public Use Microdata Areas
in the previous year and obtained similar results.
10. Results using the isolation index as a measure of metropolitan-area segregation are available in
online appendix Table A4, and results of the lagged effects of segregation are available in online appendix
Table A5. See http://ann.sagepub.com/supplemental.

References
Bayer, Patrick, Hanming Fang, and Robert McMillan. 2014. Separate when equal? Racial inequality and
residential segregation. Journal of Urban Economics 82:32–48.
Bayer, Patrick, Robert McMillan, and Kim S. Rueben. 2004. What drives racial segregation? New evidence
using census microdata. Journal of Urban Economics 56 (3): 514–35.
Borjas, George. 1995. Ethnicity, neighborhoods, and human capital externalities. American Economic
Review 85 (3): 365–90.
Borjas, George. 2000. Ethnic enclaves and assimilation. Swedish Economic Policy Review 7:89–122.
Card, David, and Jesse Rothstein. 2007. Racial segregation and the black-white test score gap. Journal of
Public Economics 91 (11–12): 2158–84.
Cutler, David M., and Edward L. Glaeser. 1997. Are ghettos good or bad? Quarterly Journal of Economics
112 (3): 827–72.
Cutler, David M., Edward L. Glaeser, and Jacob L. Vigdor. 2008. When are ghettos bad? Lessons from
immigrant segregation in the United States. Journal of Urban Economics 63 (3): 759–74.
De la Roca, Jorge, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Katherine M. O’Regan. 2014. Race and neighborhoods in the
21st century: What does segregation mean today? Regional Science and Urban Economics 47:138–51.
Edin, Per-Anders, Peter Fredriksson, and Olof Åslund. 2003. Ethnic enclaves and the economic success
of immigrants: Evidence from a natural experiment. Quarterly Journal of Economics 118 (1): 329–57.
Ellen, Ingrid Gould. 2000. Is segregation bad for your health? The case of low birth weight. BrookingsWharton Papers on Urban Affairs 2000:203–38.
Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Keren Horn. 2011. Do households with housing assistance have access to high
quality public schools? Evidence from New York City. In Finding common ground: Coordinating housing and education policy to promote integration, ed. Philip Tegeler, 9–14. Washington, DC: Poverty &
Race Research Action Council.
Harding, David J. 2009. Collateral consequences of violence in disadvantaged neighborhoods. Social
Forces 88 (2): 757–84.
Iceland, John, and Kyle A. Nelson. 2008. Hispanic segregation in metropolitan America: Exploring the
multiple forms of spatial assimilation. American Sociological Review 73 (5): 741–65.

Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016

76

THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

Light, Ivan, and Edna Bonacich. 1988. Immigrant entrepreneurs: Koreans in Los Angeles 1965–1982.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Logan, John R., Richard D. Alba, and Brian J. Stults. 2003. Enclaves and entrepreneurs: Assessing the
payoff for immigrants and minorities. International Migration Review 37 (2): 344–88.
Logan, John R., and Brian J. Stults. 2011. The persistence of segregation in the metropolis: New findings
from the 2010 census. Report, US2010 Project. Providence, RI, and New York, NY: Brown University
and Russell Sage Foundation.
Logan, John R., and Richard N. Turner. 2013. Hispanics in the United States: Not only Mexicans. Report,
US2010 Project. Providence, RI, and New York, NY: Brown University and Russell Sage Foundation.
Marable, Manning. 1983. How capitalism underdeveloped black America: Problems in race, political
economy, and society. Boston, MA: South End Press.
Marwell, Nicole P. 2007. Bargaining for Brooklyn: Community organizations in the entrepreneurial city.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Massey, Douglas S., and Nancy A. Denton. 1993. American apartheid: Segregation and the making of the
underclass. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. 1968. Report of the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. Available from https://www.ncjrs.gov/
pdffiles1/Digitization/8073NCJRS.pdf.
Park, Julie, and John Iceland. 2011. Residential segregation in metropolitan established immigrant gateways and new destinations, 1990–2000. Social Science Research 40 (3): 811–21.
Peterson, Ruth D., and Lauren J. Krivo. 2000. National neighborhood crime study (NNCS).
[ICPSR27501-v1.] Ann Arbor, MI: Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research.
Portes, Alejandro, and Julia Sensenbrenner. 1993. Embeddedness and immigration: Notes on the social
determinants of economic action. American Journal of Sociology 98 (6): 1320–50.
Portes, Alejandro, and Steven Shafer. 2007. Revisiting the enclave hypothesis: Miami twenty-five years
later. Research in the Sociology of Organizations 25:157–90.
Rugh, Jacob S., and Douglas S. Massey. 2014. Segregation in post-civil rights America: Stalled integration
or end of the segregated century? Du Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race 11 (2): 205–32.
Sampson, Robert J. 2012. Great American city: Chicago and the enduring neighborhood effect. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.
Sanders, Jimmy M., and Victor Nee. 1992. Problems in resolving the enclave economy debate. American
Sociological Review 57 (3): 415–18.
Sharkey, Patrick, Amy E. Schwartz, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Johanna Lacoe. 2014. High stakes in the
classroom, high stakes on the street: The effects of community violence on student’s standardized test
performance. Sociological Science 1:199–220.
Small, Mario Luis. 2008. Four reasons to abandon the idea of “the ghetto.” City & Community 7 (4):
389–98.
Small, Mario Luis. 2009. Unanticipated gains: Origins of network inequality in everyday life. New York,
NY: Oxford University Press.
Small, Mario Luis, and Monica McDermott. 2006. The presence of organizational resources in poor urban
neighborhoods: An analysis of average and contextual effects. Social Forces 84 (3): 1697–1724.
Telles, Edward E., and Vilma Ortiz. 2008. Generations of exclusion: Mexican Americans, assimilation, and
race. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
Tienda, Marta, and Norma Fuentes. 2014. Hispanics in metropolitan America: New realities and old
debates. Annual Review of Sociology 40:499–520.
Wilson, Kenneth, and Alejandro Portes. 1980. Immigrant enclaves: An analysis of the labor market experiences of Cubans in Miami. American Journal of Sociology 86 (2): 295–319.
Wilson, William Julius. 1991. Another look at The Truly Disadvantaged. Political Science Quarterly 106
(4): 639–56.
Wilson, William Julius. 1997. When work disappears: The world of the new urban poor. New York, NY:
Vintage Press.

Downloaded from ann.sagepub.com at Massachusetts Institute of Technology on January 27, 2016

