Economic Geography 83(3): 221–229, 2007.
© 2007 Clark University. http://www.clarku.edu/econgeography

Editorial
Landscapes of Inequality: Spatial Segregation,
Economic Isolation, and Contingent Residential Locations
Amy K. Glasmeier
Department of Geography, The Pennsylvania State University,
308 Walker Building, University Park, PA 16802
akg1@ems.psu.edu

Tracey L. Farrigan
Geographer, Farm and Rural Household Well-Being Branch,
Resource and Rural Economics Division, Economic Research Service,
USDA, 1800 M Street NW, Room N4088,
Washington, D.C. 20036
tfarrigan@ers.usda.gov
prominent explanation of the underemployment of underrepresented minorities
emphasizes the discrepancy between residential location and the suburban location
of work. At work are markets for housing
and labor. At the scale of the city, this
description of cause and effect is attractive
and even compelling. But it ignores preexisting spatial segregation and residential
discrimination that fix in space and reinforce
patterns of spatial inequality that shape
and reshape the location of residents and
their access to work. At work is the unfolding
process of uneven development, a persistent
quality of capitalism that plays out across
multiple spatial scales and effects differences
in levels and rates of economic development
across time among places, people, and
broader economic activity.
The articles in this issue consider, in
different and novel ways, the residentiallocation decision of social groups and the
corresponding links between the site of residence and the site of work, overlaid on longabiding problems of social and economic
inequality that are defined by race, income,
and uneven development (Fox Gotham
2002; Orfield and Lee 2005; Watson 2006).
These location decisions are encumbered
geographically by a segregated landscape
that, once acknowledged, stands as a testa-

Cities contain clusters of jobs and people.
These clusters or groups lead to the formation of districts. In the case of firms, transactions costs and networks facilitate spatial
concentration; in the case of people, chain
migration and social networks reinforce
group propinquity. Together, these clusters
come to form the socioeconomic fabric of
metropolitan areas. The end result is a city
made up of labor markets and residential
enclaves. This simplistic representation of
urban form is at the heart of many efforts to
model the residential or place-of-work location decision. Reflective of this verbal
schematic of a city, the articles in this issue
ask, each in their own way, two questions:
do industrial and social groups overlap;
and what factors, market and nonmarket,
structure residential location options and
therefore either facilitate or retard access to
jobs by social groups? In these articles, immigrants and underrepresented minorities are
the objects of investigation, and the metropolitan region, captured in multiple spatial
scales, is the geographic unit of observation.
The literature on immigrants’ propensity for
employment suggests that the demand for
low-wage labor, on the one hand, and ethnic
networks, on the other hand, together help
to explain the spatial location of ethnic
employment concentrations. Similarly, a
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ment to the spatial disparities in levels of
living and poverty that persist in America
today and through different mechanisms in
many industrial societies (e.g., Glasmeier
2005). Recognition of and interest in these
issues among geographers and other social
scientists began in the 1930s, motivated by
the social and economic imbalances of the
Great Depression and carried through to the
1960s with the civil rights movement and
the War on Poverty. Within this context, it
is clear that segregation by race, income, and
uneven development is the norm and that
spatial economic processes need to be
analyzed as such to reflect a complete geography that is informed by this inequality.
Segregation based on these factors has
attracted considerable research attention,
but our understanding of the interrelatedness of these factors is still limited, given the
extent to which the factors represent both
cause (determinants) and effect (outcomes).
The most comprehensive area of study on
segregation has been on trends in racial and
ethnic residential location (e.g., Farley and
Frey 1994; Glaeser and Vigdor 2001; Iceland
2004; Taeuber and Taeuber 1965). Those
works have established the existence of
distinctive patterns of racial and ethnic residential partitioning in U.S. metropolitan
areas. Among the most cited is the abundance of research by Massey and Denton
(e.g., 1987, 1989, 1993a, 1993b). In one of
their earliest works, Massey and Denton
(1988) used the dissimilarity index as a
measure of separation to examine segregation between whites and blacks, Hispanics,
and Asians for 1970 and 1980 in 60 metropolitan areas and found that blacks were the
most highly segregated of the three groups
in both time periods. The experience for
Hispanics was a little more than half that for
blacks, while Asians were shown to be the
least segregated from whites. Massey and
Denton also suggested that dissimilarity from
whites declined for all three groups during
the 1970s, which some have attributed
largely to the enforcement of 1960s fair
housing legislation (e.g., Frey and Farley
1996). Suburbanization of the middle class
must also be considered as a probable
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association with the decline of dissimilarity
from whites over the same period.
Subsequent research has shown that the
trend toward decreasing segregation has
persisted for blacks, while Hispanic and
Asian segregation in reference to whites has
increased in most metropolitan areas (Cutler,
Glaeser, and Vigdor 1999; Frey 2002; Myers
1999). This latter trend owes its development to the role of migration during the
same period.
Some differences in patterns of
racial/ethnic segregation have been documented when the geographic scale of
analysis and measure of segregation has been
changed (e.g., Iceland, Weinberg, and
Steinmetz 2002). For instance, having looked
at segregation from 1960 to 2000 along
several dimensions and geographic levels
using Theil’s H as their measure of segregation, C. Fischer, Stockmayer, Stiles, and
Hout (2003) found that a significant decrease
in the segregation of blacks occurred after
1960 as neighborhoods became more integrated, while the segregation of immigrants increased owing to the concentration
of immigrants in particular metropolitan
areas. They also found that income-class
segregation increased between 1970 and
1990 because of the clustering of the affluent
not only in specific metropolitan areas, but
also within specific neighborhoods in those
areas. Of the more than 3,000 counties in
the United States, the wealthy concentrate
in less than 10 percent of them (Shaw 1997;
Glasmeier 2005). Frey and Myers (2005)
produced similar results upon examining
neighborhood dissimilarity indices for 318
metropolitan areas and 1,220 places in 2000,
but they found that the majority of the
declines and gains between 1990 and 2000
were to be relatively small for all three
minority groups. They attributed their findings to a number of factors, including mixed
patterns of dispersion and immigration of
the Hispanic population, growth in the
number of multiminority areas, recent
housing construction, and higher and
increasing incomes for the black population.
The literature has shown an increase in
income segregation between 1970 and 2000
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(M. Fischer 2003). For instance, Massey and
Eggers (1993) found increases in segregation and isolation between the affluent and
poor from 1970 to 1980. Likewise, upon
examining the residential concentration of
poverty in 100 metropolitan areas in the
United States from 1970 to 1990, Abramson,
Tobin, and VanderGoot (1995) found that
the poor had become more segregated.
Furthermore, using a correlation-based
sorting index to measure segregation, rather
than the more traditional dissimilarity index,
Jargowsky (1996a, 990) reported a
“pronounced trend toward increasing
economic segregation” for whites, blacks,
and Hispanics from 1970 to 1990.
Considering only these general trends,
however, disguises the significant differences
in income segregation both between and
within racial/ethnic groups.
Empirical research has shown considerable variation in intergroup residential
patterns on the basis of income class. For
example, Jargowsky (1996b) and others (e.g.,
Massey and Eggers 1990) reported that poor
blacks and Hispanics are disproportionately
more likely to live in high-poverty neighborhoods than are whites and that those
groups endured particularly large increases
in economic segregation during the 1970s
and 1980s. Therefore, the life chances of the
poor among minority groups, given limited
access to individual and place-based
resources, tend to be more adversely
affected than are those for poor whites
(Massey, Gross, and Eggers 1991; Massey
and Shibuya 1995; Sampson and Wilson
1995).
Studies on income segregation within
racial groups have found similar patterns.
Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians of higherincome classes tend to isolate themselves
from those of lower-income classes less often
than do whites, but blacks are the least likely
to experience intragroup income segregation (Erbe 1975; Kantrowitz 1973; PattilloMcCoy 2000; Sims 1999). This work suggests
that rising incomes for minority groups,
particularly blacks, have not resulted in
substantial spatial mobility away from poor
neighborhoods or a higher degree of sharing
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of neighborhoods with whites (Darden 1987;
Farley 1977; Massey and Fischer 1999;
South and Crowder 1998). Thus, as Iceland,
Sharpe, and Steinmetz (2003, 5) noted, “the
general consensus is that racial and ethnic
rather than class status remains the most
salient factor in explaining residential location for blacks and Hispanics.”
The emphasis in the studies described
here is on group outcomes with lesser regard
for elements of a causal chain leading to the
spatial segregation of groups by income,
class, and race. Fischer (2003) argued, for
example, that income segregation is gaining
in importance relative to race/ethnicity and
that there is a need for a better understanding of the changing dynamics of residential spatial distribution and the forces
that are behind them. In making this argument, she cited Jargowsky (1996a, 1996b),
who found economic segregation to be on
the rise and similarly stated that changes in
social distance and socioeconomic transformations (e.g., race and income segregation) are not enough to explain the
increase—that there is much that still needs
to be explained and that doing so will be
no easy task. That difficulty lies in the fact
that research has offered numerous explanatory factors behind the continuing spatial
segregation of the poor by race/ethnicity,
both contradictory and complementary
(Quillian 1999). For instance, Wilson (1987)
emphasized the significance of economic
restructuring and migration patterns to the
concentration of poor blacks in the inner
city; Massey, Gross, and Shibuya (1994)
focused on the significance of race in the
residential separation of the poor from the
nonpoor; Jargowsky (1996a) stressed the
significance of economic diversity among
racial groups; and M. Fischer (2003) demonstrated the relationship between income
inequality and metropolitan growth and its
effect on residential segregation.
Together, these studies have added the
critical perspective of uneven development
to the underlying causes of the spatial segregation of the poor (Fong 1997; Fong and
Shibuya 2000), whereby a combination of
private prejudices (e.g., discrimination and
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personal choice) and public policies have
contributed to the patterns of segregation
that exist today (Massey and Denton 1993a;
Sawyer and Tatian 2003). Yet, uneven development, in and of itself, is a far less advanced
area of research on segregation than that
of race or income (Feagin 1998), largely
because of the difficulty of defining and
isolating the determinants of urban form,
which Harvey (1988) thought is dependent
on various modes of production and the
manner in which economic surplus is
circulated in the social context of places.
Darden (1987; see also Darden, Child Hill,
Thomas, and Thomas 1987; Darden and
Kamel 2000) similarly argues that extraordinary poverty and racial segregation in
Detroit and Chicago are the result of
economic decentralization, chronic racial
and class discrimination, and regional
political fragmentation. In other words, no
single factor explains uneven development,
and identified factors are known to vary in
intensity over time. The work of Gotham
(2002) further advanced this discussion by
demonstrating that a long history of uneven
development, defined by the coupling of
urban decline and suburban growth, has
been and continues to be a primary contributor to racial residential discrimination in
Kansas City, Missouri. More generally,
others have argued that a multiplicity of
interests that reward land developers
through sometimes permissive, sometimes
exclusionary, land-use policies to the detriment of poor racial minorities help functionally to maintain such segregation of the
poor in U.S. metropolitan areas (Fox
Gotham 2002; Seitles 1998).
Clearly, the spatial segregation of the poor
is not and never has been just a blackwhite phenomenon. It is systematically
linked to other dimensions of economic
isolation and residential separation, including
socioeconomic status and urban form. Its
study thereby requires a multidimensional
approach that links race/ethnicity and
income with conditions that reflect the
profound impacts of uneven development
and resultant distress.
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Empirical work on economic segregation
in the United States suggests that the spatial
segregation of the poor by racial/ethnic
group reflects both between- and withingroup economic differentiation (Glaeser and
Vigdor 2001; Logan and Stults 2001). That
is, residential location is taken to be a function of the socioeconomic resources that are
available to a household that allow the household to move to a neighborhood with the
desired physical, political, and social conditions or restrict it from doing so (Tiebout
1956). In the past, the residential sorting
of the nonpoor to the poor was understood
to be a discriminatory social process that was
based mainly on race, whereby whites sought
to avoid black neighbors and had the
economic resources, institutional recognition, and market access to do so (Alba and
Logan 1991; Farley 1977; Farley and Frey
1994; Farley et al. 1993). Yet, since the ability
of blacks to move into more affluent neighborhoods has continuously increased since
the 1970s, interclass segregation of blacks
has emerged as a relevant factor underlying economic segregation (Logan and Alba
1993; Massey and Eggers 1990; Wilson
1987).
Thus, the desire of the nonpoor to avoid
the poor and of whites to avoid blacks, in
addition to an appetite for other perceived
locational amenities, has motivated moves
by both the black and white middle class, on
the one hand, and by whites, on the other
hand (Quillian 1999). Therefore, patterns of
racial segregation between blacks and whites
have continued, while within-group patterns
of economic segregation have increased
(between poor and nonpoor blacks), but the
latter is not as pronounced as it would be if
it were not for the former. That is, it has
been suggested that whites’ demand for
housing declines as blacks transition to previously all-white neighborhoods, thereby
reproducing black-white racial segregation
while introducing black economic segregation (Cutler, Glaeser, and Vigdor 1999; Kain
1985, 2000). This is an oversimplification
of the process, but it suggests that the segregation of the poor strictly adheres not to
socioeconomic status, but to patterns of
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social relations that are based on a combination of factors, including income, class,
and race/ethnicity (Bobo and Zubrinsky
1996; Massey 1985). Discriminatory residential practices provide a context that
further reinforces the segregation of the poor
from the nonpoor, particularly along
racial/ethnic lines (Cutler and Glaeser 1995).
Poor minority racial/ethnic groups, limited
in their choices of residential locations, tend
to aggregate in the least desirable metropolitan environments where little new investment takes place (Jargowsky and Bane 1991;
Massey, Gross, and Shibuya 1994; Taeuber
and Taeuber 1965). In other words, capital
accumulates where there is the greatest
return; therefore, those with financial and
social resources are attracted to newly developed, developing, or redeveloped areas,
leaving poor areas behind to suffer greater
deterioration and abandonment (Harvey
1983, 1988). This uneven development is
considered a major cause of the social
stratification and group differentiation of
urban spaces and is thus a fundamental
contributor to the spatial segregation of
the poor (Hill 1977; Kain 1968; Smith 1984).
The three articles in this issue each
explore an aspect of the landscape of
inequality, making additions to received
wisdom along the way. In a novel attempt to
incorporate housing markets of “gateway
cities” and their effect on the location of
immigrants and native residents, David Ley,
in “Countervailing Immigration and
Domestic Migration in Gateway Cities:
Australian and Canadian Variations on an
American Theme,” suggests that a rapidly
inflating housing market fosters flows of
native populations and immigrant populations, often in opposite directions.
Responding to conventional hypotheses
about the locational propensities of immigrant population groups who are attracted
to gateway cities, using the cases of Sydney
and Toronto, Ley argues that to understand
migration patterns into and out of gateway
cities, it is necessary to go beyond explanations that emphasize hypotheses of cultural
avoidance or labor market effects to consider
how housing markets respond to flows of
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new immigrants and simultaneously affect
old migrants in these national ports of immigrant entry. Using a range of studies, he first
explores how and to what extent research
supports the hypothesis that cultural groups
form enclaves. Finding evidence that
conforms to this proposition, he questions
the blanket proposition that segregation
causes cultural clumping. To this process
of forced geographic grouping he adds the
possibility that immigrants settle near one
another to maintain cultural practices and
norms. In a second step, Ley explores the
literature that suggests that domestic migration responds positively to labor market stimulation and finds, contrary to expectations,
that tight labor markets lead to the outmigration of residents of gateway cities. One
explanation for this unexpected pattern is
that tight labor markets force individuals
with fewer resources to the edge of highcost metropolitan areas. This explanation
sets up his analysis of the effect of immigration on housing markets in gateway cities.
The upshot of this analysis suggests two
countervailing patterns of expression behind
his empirical findings—the intense demand
for housing by new immigrants leads to a
rise in the value of housing. The increased
value of housing, in turn, allows domestic
residents to “cash out” of the high-cost urban
housing market and move to the suburbs.
This, his central empirical contribution,
raises interesting questions about the
interaction of old and new migrants, longtime residents, and inflationary pressures
that are associated with the exogenously
derived demand for housing in gateway
cities. In this way, Ley offers one explanation for why wealthy immigrants end up
appearing isolated from other members of
the same social group despite their status as
new residents. The spatial isolation of immigrants of financial means despite their immigrant status coincides with the growing
recognition of the changing nature of segregation and the role of wealth in further stratifying housing markets and the location of
groups in society.
In another approach to the issue of immigrants’ locations in major cities, Mark Ellis,
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Richard Wright, and Virginia Parks explore,
in “Geography and the Immigrant Division
of Labor,” the extent to which immigrants’
locational choice of residence constrains the
location of work. Sociologists explain
immigrants’ employment enclaves as a
response to social networks that fix in
space residential concentrations of ethnic
population groups. Employers are then
drawn to these reservoirs of low-wage
workers, which, in turn, form an economic
enclave of certain types of work. Verification
of this tendency toward the niching of immigrants has been the subject of considerable
sociological research. In this body of work,
the labor market for immigrants is specified
at the scale of metropolitan area, and thus
spatial scale is given. Ellis, Wright, and Parks
emphasize that conventional practice
imposes a fixed immigrant division of labor
throughout metropolitan space, obscuring
intraurban variation in the sectors in which
immigrants niche. Relaxing the assumption
of metropolitan scale as the relevant spatial
unit of analysis, Ellis, Wright, and Parks
demonstrate at the tract level that considerable variation exists across social groups
in terms of spatial niching; gender, ethnicity,
and sector all intersect with and possibly
condition the effect of residential location
on the location of work. Using Los Angeles
as the case study and employing a one-insix-person sample from the 1990 census long
form, which allows observation of the individual both at the location of residence and
place of work, they ask three questions: to
what extent does industrial niching by select
groups of immigrants decline as the distance
increases between the location of work and
home; alternatively, do networks and
employers’ preferences for certain groups
diminish the effects of distance between
home and work; and to what extent does
niching vary by immigrant group, and do
employers switch groups based on their
proximity to them? According to their
analysis, locations of residence and work
within a metropolitan area vary across groups
and raise a host of questions about the
importance of the initial location decision of
immigrants that leads to the formation of
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population clusters. Furthermore, how can
and does this decision intersect with the locational strategies and serendipitous “locationmaking events” of the location of firms that
form the locus of jobs? Instead of cultural
factors prescribing locational choice, Ellis,
Wright, and Parks explore the role of residential segregation as a key factor in
explaining the pattern of labor market
outcomes.
Coming at the problem of labor market
outcomes from a different direction, Niki
Dickerson examines, in “Black Employment,
Segregation, and the Social Organization
of Metropolitan Labor Markets,” the extent
to which high levels of racial residential
segregation exact harmful influences on
blacks’ employment opportunities. Using a
unique data set of the structural characteristics of the 95 largest U.S. cities drawn from
the 1980, 1990, and 2000 decennial censuses’
1-percent Public Use Microdata Sample
data, she expands the analysis of race, space,
and work beyond an emphasis on the physical distance between minority communities, in this case, black communities and jobs,
to a broader conceptualization of residential
segregation as a structural feature of the
entire metropolitan labor market. By
implication, her work provides insights
into the greater economic handicap experienced by blacks in accessing employment in
highly segregated metropolitan areas that
leads to greater economic isolation and
higher rates of poverty. These findings, in
conjunction with those of earlier studies
(e.g., Abramson, Tobin, and VanderGoot
1995; Hughes 1989; Jargowsky 1994;
Jargowsky and Bane 1991; Kasarda 1993;
Weicher 1990), offer significant evidence of
trends in the concentration and growth of
poverty in the spatial separation of the
poor from the nonpoor. Still, spatial segregation that is based on race and income
has received far less attention than has segregation by race or income alone (Kain 2000).
The three articles in this issue add new
insights to the vast literature on the spatial
nature of labor markets, residential isolation,
and gateway cities. At the same time, each
in its own way goes deeper in exploring the
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effect that institutions, such as class and
racism, have on the formation of metropolitan areas. Each offers a novel approach to
the empirical investigation of these issues,
underscoring the value of approaching locational processes from multiple spatial scales.
These articles are instructive in identifying
the importance of time and processes that
both fix in place and cause major ruptures
in patterns of location. All underscore the
variety of processes that contribute to the
locational insecurity of vulnerable populations. Together, they remind us that contemporary circumstances reflect urban development that has been shaped by history and
at the same time is context specific and
therefore dependent upon larger social
spatial processes that are themselves contingent and broadly similar at any particular
moment.
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