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Chapter 1. Introduction

FOREWORD

This report presenis population estimates by race and
Hispanic origin for States, metropolitan areas and selected
counties for 1980 through 1985. The estimates in this
report are the product of research conducted over the past
decade. They represent an extension of the Administrative
Records method, the newest of the estimating techniques
for producing population estimates for States, counties,
and places at the Census Bureau. The methodology used
to prepare the population estimates in this report has not
been fully tested against the results of a decennial census
and should be considered developmental. Furthermore,
these estimates have not been integrated into the Census
Bureau’s current estimates program.

Because of the developmental character of these sub-
national population estimates, they are being presented as
a research/developmental report (designated RD) in Series
P-25, Population Estimates and Projections. The object of
this research/developmental. category for reports is to
provide a forum for dissemination of information from new
Census Bureau research activities that are not formaily
integrated into current programs.

Although the Bureau of the Census publishes national
estimates of the United States population by race and
Hispanic origin, we have not routinely produced estimates
by race for States?, nor have we previously issued subna-
tional estimates of the Hispanic population. it should be
stressed that the population estimates presented in this
report are not entirely consistent with existing Census
Bureau estimates, nor are they meant to replace or super-
sede them. Rather, these estimates are presented for the
convenience of potential users of these data prior to their
formal integration into the Census Bureau’s regular popu-
lation estimates program.

BACKGROUND

The Bureau of the Census has developed an extensive
program for providing population estimates in the years
between decennial censuses. In addition to making monthly
national estimates of the United States’ total, resident, and

*Current Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 67, "Population Esti-
mates by Race for States: July 1, 1973 and 1875” was a one-time
offering. The scope and data sources used in that report were far less
comprehensive than what is contained here.

civilian populations, the Bureau also prepares annual
population estimates for the United States by detailed
demographic characteristics, i.e., age, sex, race, and His-
panic origin.2

At the State level, the Census Bureau’s current program
provides population estirmates by single years of age and
sex® but does not present information on race or Hispanic
origin. For publication purposes, the individual age esti-
mates are combined into broad groups, although greater
age detail is available upon request. County estimates. of
the total population are also produced annually,4 but the
Bureau's regular estimates program provides no data on
demographic characteristics for counties. The Census
Bureau does prepare another set of so-called "experi-
mental” population estimates for counties by age, sex, and
race. These estimates, known as the “"NCl estimaies”,®
are produced for two race categories—Whites and a

- combined Black and Other Races grouping. In its regular

estimates program, the Census Bureau aiso produces
estimates of the fotal population for some 38,000 local
governmental units biennially for even numbered years,
again without demographic characteristics.® The popuia-
tion estimates by race and Hispanic origin in this report will
begin to fill an important gap in the population estimates
program.

Following the publication of the 1973 and 1975 State
estimates for racial groups?, the Census Bureau continued
to investigate ways of improving the estimation procedures

2Current Population Reports, Series P-25 No. 1022, United States
Population. Estimates, by Age, Sex, and Race: 1980 to 1987. For
estimation purposes, all persons are assigned into one of three mutually
exclusive race classes: White, Black, or Other Races. Other Races
include Asians, Pacific islanders, American Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts.
Hispanics can be of any race.

3 Current Population Reports Series P-25, No 1024, State Population
and Household Estimates, with Age, Sex, and Components of Change:
1981-87.

“Current Population Reports, Series P-26, No. 86-A, Provisional
Estimates of the Population of Counties, July 1, 1986.

S“NCI" stands for the National Cancer Institute, the agency which
sponsors these estimates. The population estimates produced under this
agreement are used by the National Cancer Institute to compute rates of
cancer prevalence, incidence, and mortality. See P-23, No. 158, "Meth-
odology for Experimental County Population Estimates for the 1980°s” for
a description of the methods used to produce the NCI estimates. The NCI
estimates rely on the estimates presented in this report at several steps
in the estimation process.

SCurrent Population Reports, Series P-26, No. 86-NE-SC, No. 86-
ENC-SC, No. 86-WNC-SC, No. 86-8-SC, and No. 86-W-SC contain 1986
population estimates for subcounty governmental units.

"Current Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 67, op. cit.




used there. An evaluation of unpublished race estimates
for 1980 against census results confirmed that the State
and metropolitan area estimates for the Black population
were comparable in accuracy to the estimates for the total
population®

The estimaies of the Other Races population for 1980
were not as accurate as those for Blacks; and Hispanic
estimates for 1980 were not attempted. But, posicensal
estimates for the Other Races and Hispanic populations
are needed by data users. The national rate of population
increase between 1980 and 1985 in these two groups
(86.1 and 22.9 percent, respectively) dwarfs the 5.2 per-
cent growth in the total population of the United States and
even the 8.3 percent growth in the Black population over
the same five-year period. In light of the rapid growth of the
Other Races and Hispanic populations, it is reasonable to
believe that the subnational postcensal estimates of these
iwo groups are of particular interest and should be pub-
lished even though they may be less accurate than the
estimates for the Black population.

FORMAT AND FOCUS

- The population estimates appearing here are generated
by an elaborate version of the "component”® procedure.
Because of The technical nature of the subject, the

methodological part of the report has been divided into a -

general and a detailed section. The general section (chapter
2) provides information essential for a basic understanding
of the method and an evaluation of previous estimates, but
it stops there. The detailed methodology section (chapter
3) is directed toward more experienced users of population
estimates. It covers the measurement of internal migration,
and discusses the underlying methodology and data in
great detail. It may be practical for those readers satisfied
with the general discussion to skip the detailed methodol-
ogy and proceed directly to the presentation of the esti-
mates (chapters 4 through 6).

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 provide analysis of the resulting
population estimates. Each of the three chapters covers a
specific group. Chapter 4 discusses trends in the Black
population; chapter 5 deals with persons of Other Races;
and chapter 6 covers recent frends in the Hispanic popu-
lation. Detailed tables presenting population estimates for

®David L. Word and Meyer Zitter, "Further Developments in intercen-
sal Population Estimates Using Administrative Records,” Proceedings of
the Social Statistics Section of the American Statistical Association,
1982: 260-265. The evaluation results appearing in that publication plus
some additional findings on levels of accuracy of the Black population are
found at the conclusion of Chapter 2.

®A component population estimate derives its name from the fact that
it appends an estimate of population. change by component (i.e., births,
deaths, and migration) to the results of the previous census.

States, metropolitan areas with an estimated group popu-
lation exceeding 10,000, and selected individual counties
follow the short expository sections of each of these
chapters. The analysis in each of the three chapters is
self-contained and deals only with the population esti-
mates for the particular group and that group’s relative
share of the total population.

All detailed tables are presented on facing pages whether
for States, metropolitan areas, or specific counties. The
left side provides the 1985 population estimate, the 1980
census count, and components of change--i.e., births,
deaths, and net migration--for the five-year period. The net
migration compoenent is further subdivided to provide an
estimate of that portion of net migration attributable to net
immigration from outside of the United States. The right
side of each table provides annual population estimates for
the group for the individual years 1980 through 1985, and
the group’s -estimated percentage of total population for
1980 and 1985.

The detailed tables within chapters 4, 5, and 6 follow the
same pattern. Each begins with estimates of the popula-
tion for States and is followed by two tables consisting of
estimates of the aggregate metropolitan and nonmetropol-
jitan populations for States. A fourth table contains esti-
mates of individual metropolitan areas, with primary met-
ropolitan statistical areas (PMSA’s) appearing under their
parent consolidated metropolitan statistical area (CMSA’s).
A fifth and final tabie in each chapter contains population
estimates for selected individual metropolitan counties. All
population estimates dealing with States or the metropol-
jtan and nonmetropolitan portions of States are displayed
without restriction on estimated levels of population. How-
ever, a minimum population standard of 10,000 is required

for inclusion in the individual metropolitan area tables. The

population level required to appear in the tables of individ-
ual counties is 80,000 for Blacks, 20,000 for persons of
Other Races and 40,000 for Hispanics.

The primary reason for providing -a population floor in
the display of population estimates of metropolitan areas
and counties in this report is that local population esti-
mates involving small numbers of people are generally
less accurate than those with greater numbers of people.
This finding is confirmed when discussing the accuracy of
the Black population estimates at the conclusion of Chap-
ter 2. Furthermore, there is less general interest in esti-
mates for groups with small populations.

Since the emphasis of this report is on the Black, Other -

Races, and Hispanic populations, we have not presented
estimates of the White population here. However, popula-
tion estimates for Whites were developed using the same
methodology as for the three groups shown in this report.
Although the sum of the White, Black, and Other Races
population of an area do not necessarily agree with the
Census Bureau’s previously published official estimates,
the differences are generally small. Information on the
magnitude of these differences for 1985 appears in chap-
ter 2, “General Methodology.”



Chapter 2. General Methodology

STANDARD ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS—
AN OVERVIEW

The population estimates featured in this report are
prepared by an extension of the Census Bureau’s Admin-
istrative Records method!. The mnemonic EAR, from the
initial letters in Extended Administrative Records, is used
to describe this descendant of the parent Administrative
Records method. EAR will be used exclusively as the
name of this new method throughout the remainder of this

report.

Chapter 2 describes the methods and data sources
used to develop the population estimates for EAR as well
as those for the standard Administrative Records method.
The first part of the chapter contains more details of the
standard Administrative Records method than what has
appeared in previdus Census Bureau publications. A sec-
ond section concentrates on the methods and data sources
of EAR.

To alarge extert, the two sections are quite similar. The

most important difference between the two methods is that
EAR disaggregates internal migration and other compo-

nents by age, sex, race/Hispanic while the standard

version of Adminigtrative records is limited to two catego-
ries—aover age 65 and under age 65. The second secticn
of Chapter 2 desciibes the modifications made to some of
the data sources needed for the disaggregate estimates of
the race/Hispanic breakdowns which are of particular
importance.

A third section of this chapter discusses the accuracy of
the EAR estimates. It includes a comparison of the EAR
estimates for the total population of States and large
metropolitan areas for 1985 and the official Census Bureau
estimates. In- addition, there is an evaluation of 1980
estimates of the Black population for States and metropol-
ftan areas from an earlier version of EAR with the 1980
census. This final section of the chapter also discusses
how the use of demographic detail on only a sample of tax
returns might affect the accuracy of a population estimate.

See Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 957, " Estimates of
the Population of States: 1970 to 1983," pp. 6-7 for a concise description
of the method.

In order to understand the EAR methodology, the
reader must have some knowledge of the standard Admin-
istrative Records method and its data sources. The Admin-
istrative Records method has been a staple of local area?
population estimation since 1975. It is a component method,
constructed by appending an estimate of one year's
population change onto the previous year's population
estimate. In its most elementary form, it can be reduced
algebraically to:

P{t) = P(t-1) +Change in the interval (t-1,1) (1)

In equation (1), P(t) is the population estimate for yeart,
and P(-1) is the population estimate for the preceding
year. When t is equal to 1981, P(t-1) will be, by definition,
the population count at the time of the 1980 Census.

This equation is somewhat oversimplified. If the area
of estimation is a State or county, the population in
the estimate year, P(), is the sum of two population
segments — the population under 65 years of age and the
population aged 65 years and over; or, in algebraic terms:

P()=P(t,<65)+P(t, = 65) @)

For subcounty areas, only equation (1) is used because the
total population is estimated in one step. EAR’s geo-
graphic reference for its population estimates are individ-
ual counties or groups of counties within a State. As a
consequence, this chapter will cover the procedural details
of standard Administrative Records that deal with popula-
tion estimates for counties (where the estimation model
breaks the population into two age groups, over and under
age 65). ‘

Population Aged 65 and Over

The population estimates of the two age segments
shown in equation (2) are prepared differently. The esti-
mate for the older and less numerous of the two popula-
tions is determined by adding one year’s change in Medi-
care enroliment to the previous year's estimate of the
population aged 65 and over:

P(t,= 65) = P({-1,= 65) +Medicare(t) -
Medicare ({-1) 3)

ZIn the literature of population estimation, local area refers to any
governmental unit within the United States (e.g., States,counties, cities,
townships, etc.).




Participation in the Medicare program administered by the
Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA) is very high.
Over 95 percent of the population 65 and over is enrolled
in this popular federal program. Thus, the measure of
change in Medicare enrollment for any area provides a
highly useful proxy for change in the population aged 65
and over for that area.

Population Under 65 Years of Age

The equation used to derive the estimate of population
under 65 for States and counties is a variation of the
standard demographic accounting equation:

P)=P{t-1)+B~D+M+ A GQ 4

The new entries in equation (4) are births, deaths, migra-
tion, and change in the group quarters (GQ) population.
Migration is subdivided into internal migration (more prop-
erly, "household domestic migration”) and net interna-
tional migration. Internal migration, in the context of this
report, refers to the movement of persons across county
boundaries. International migration refers only to the esti-
mates of aliens making an initial entry into the United
States in the estimate year less estimates of alien emi-
grants over the same interval.

Births. The vital statistics offices in the individuai States
are the primary source for data on annual resident births
for the States and counties?.

Deaths. Tabulated deaths, like births, are available from
the individual State vital statistics offices. A problem arises
here because data on age at death are required for the
estimation process, but data on age of death are not
usually available from State publications. The National
Center for Heaith Statistics (NCHS8) does tabulate death by
age for States and these data are used as a direct
component in the State version of the Administrative
Records methodology. To calculate deaths under age 65
for counties, national mortality rates by age, race, and sex
are applied to the 1980 county population under age 65.

internal Migration. This component gives the Adminis-
trative Records method its unique role in population esti-
mation methodology. The method is based on two princi-
pal assumptions. First, that migration rates for taxpayers
can be measured by matching addresses on tax returns

®Over twenty years ago, the Census Bureau and the governors of the
50 States entered into an agreement whereby the governor appointed an
agency of State government to work with the Census Bureau on matters
of population estimation. The Federal-State Cooperative Program for
Population Estimates (FSCPE)has evolved to the point where State data
needed for population estimation are usually provided through the
auspices of the FSCPE contact.

from one year to another. Secondly, that these migration
rates calculated for the taxpaying population are appro-
priate for estimating migration for the population under age
65 within the area. The Census Bureau first used the
Administrative Record method in 1875 while preparing
revised 1973 population estimates for States. It has proved
to be exiremely successful in tests, particularly for States
and counties.*

The Census Bureau, through the use of the Social
Security number, matches the addresses of tax returns
annually to derive migration rates for States and counties
and biennially to determine migration rates for other gov-
ernmental units. The logic underlying the estimation of
migration is straightforward. All tax returns can have one of
four possible migration statuses®:

(1) An individual tax return is filed from area A in year
(t-1), but no corresponding tax return is filed in year
t. This is called an UNMATCHED YEAR~—1 return.

(2) A tax return is filed from area A in both year (t-1)
and year t. This is a NONMIGRANT return.

(3) A tax return is filed from area A in year (t-1), but
from area B in year t. This return is simultaneously
an OUT from area A and an IN to area B.

{4) A tax return is filed from area A in year t but no
corresponding return was found in year (t-1). This
is an UNMATCHED YEAR—2 return.

The two categories of unmatched returns provide no
evidence of migration and so do not enter into the calcu-
lation of an area’s migration rate. The rate of gross
outmigration (GOMR) is properly defined as:

GOMR = (OUTS)/(NONMIGRANTS + OUTS) (5

Although not technically a migration rafe, the gross inmi-
gration rate (GIMR) is defined here as:

GIMR = (INS)/(NONMIGRANTS + 'OUTS) {6)

This formulation conveniently allows the net migration rate
(NMR) to be defined as:

NMR = (INS - OUTS)/(NONMIGRANTS + OUTS) (7)

The estimate of an area’s total net migration for the
migration year beginning July 1, (-1) and ending on June
30, t is derived by muitiplying the net migration rate above
by the estimated base population under age 65 in year
{t-1).

“4Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 957, op. ¢it, and Word
and Zitter, op. oit.

5in practice, migration rates are estimated using tax exemptions, not
tax returns. For simplicity, the explanation of the derivation of internal
migration rates will refer to tax returns rather than exemptions appearing
on those tax returns. :
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This explanation describes the essentials of the method
used to measure migration in the Administrative Records
method. The method relies heavily on matching tax returns.
The ability to match returns is, in turn, based on the
requirement of a Social Security number on all Federal
income tax returns. This is the sole identifier used for
charting migration. The accuracy of the method is also a
function of the relationship of migration of taxpayers to that
of the total population. If coverage of tax returns (i.e., the
ratio of taxpayers to population) is high, the procedure
should provide accurate estimates of total domestic migra-
tion. When coverage is low, the confidence in (though not
necessarily the accuracy of) the derived migration estimate
is lowered. .

International Migration. This component is separated
from internal migration because the data sources required
to estimate the internal migration component, consecutive
year tax returns, are not usually available for immigrants
prior to their arrival in the United States.

Data on the number, characteristics, and country of
origin of persons receiving permanent residence alien
status in the United States are available from the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service (INS) while information on
refugee arrivals are available from the Office of Refugee
Resettlement (ORR). The Census Bureau has developed
its own estimates of emigration and undocumented immigration®
to supplement the INS and ORR data.

These four separate immigration compenents form the
basis for the national estimate of total net international
immigration. That national estimate of international migra-
tion is partitioned into 16 mutually exclusive source areas.
The total estimate of immigrants into the United States
from each of these 16 source areas is allocated to States
and counties using the distribution of the foreign born
population counted in the 1980 census who arrived in the
United States between 1975 and 1980. ‘

Group Quarters Population. Persons living in group
quarters, such as- military barracks, college dormitories,
mental institutions, prisons, etc., have different migration
patterns from the general population. First, their stay is
usually temporary. Second, research has shown that the
ratio of income tax exemptions to population is fow for
areas with a substantial GQ population. By inference,
pe¥sons in-GQs either tend not to file Federal tax returns
or, at the very least, tend not to use the mailing address of
their GQ residence when they do file a Federal tax return.

To overcome these obstacles, the estimated GQ pop-
ulation (under 65) for a county is determined by a "net-
change” approach analogous to that used in determining
the total population over age 65. The Census Bureau
monitors the GQ population in 3000 separate installations
on an annual basis. If a county does not contain one or

SCurrent Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1000, Estimation of the
Population of the United States by Age, Sex, and Race:1980 to 1986.

more of these installations, we assume that the GQ
popuiation of the county remains at the 1880 census level.
Otherwise, the estimated current GQ population of the
county is the GQ population of the county in 1280 modified
by the changes in GQ population for those installations
being tracked:

GQ() = GQ-1) + Installation(t) - installation(t-1) k 8)

in the Administrative Record method for States and coun-
ties, GQ(t) and GQ(t-1) represent the census-level popu-
lation within group quarters under age 65. Although there is
arather substantial GQ population over the age of 65 living
in nursing homes, the universe of individual installations for
the Administrative Records estimates does not contain
nursing homes. Estimates of change in the population over
age 65 residing in group quarters is assumed to be coverad
through the use of the Medicare statistics.

EXTENDED ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
(EAR)— METHODOLOGY

Overview

EAR is very similar in design to the standard Adminis-
trative Records method but it provides more demographic
information at the expense of less geographic detail.
Whereas the. standard Administrative Records method
treats the population of each State or county as the sum of
two groups (i.e., the population under age 65 and the
population aged 65 and over), EAR divides the population
into 52 separate demographic groups. EAR’s data sources
are essentially the same as those for Administrative Records,
but EAR uses (or assigns) information on age, sex, race,

and Hispanic origin to those data. EAR’s geographic

universe covers the entire United. States, but it contains
just 488 mutually exclusive areas which consist of one or
more whole counties. The individual EAR areas can be
combined to produce estimates for every State as well as
all metropolitan areas.

Demographic Detail. For each of the 488 EAR areas, the
population is subdivided by age, sex, and race/Hispanic
origin. Seven age groups are separately estimated: under
20 years of age, 20-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and 65
years and over. For the youngest age group, only the total
population is estimated, but for the other six age groups
estimates are made for males and females separately,
yielding 13 age-sex groups. Three racial divisions are used:
Whites, Blacks, and Other Races. These three race groups
are mutually exclusive and cover the entire population. In
addition, separate estimates are prepared for the Hispanic
population, whose members can belong to any of the three
racial classes. In all, 52 age-sex-race/Hispanic categories
are prepared (13 age-sex groups for-each of three races
and for Hispanics). ' :



The initial population estimate for each demographic
cell within a geographic area is developed by a cohort-
component process. The components are the same as
those used for the standard Administrative Records esti-
mates, but EAR also incorporates the demographic princi-
ple of aging into the model. Using White females aged
35-44 years as an example, the basic EAR equation is:

Pw,itas.a9) = Pw,iit1,85.49) - Dwyt
+ My A GQ wy

+ Entrants ¢ - Exitsy ¢ ()]

The estimation starts with Py (t-1,35-44)—the population
of White females aged 35-44 in the year preceding the
estimate year, and subtracts D,y (—deaths to White females
aged 35-44 during the year, adds M,y —migrants (both
internal and international) in the group, and adds
A GQy ;—change in the group quarters population among
White females aged 35-44. The final two terms are used to
account for the demographic process of aging. "Entrants”
refers to White females aged 34 years in year (i-1) who
turn 35 during the year and move into the group being
estimated. For the youngest age group, the "entrants” are
births. "Exits,” in this example, are White females aged 44
in year (t-1) who are no longer in the age group at the end
of the year because they have aged into the next group.
This same basic equation is applied to all 44 age-sex-
race/Hispanic cells for persons under 65 years of age in
each EAR area. '

Geographic Detail. EAR’s geographic universe consists
of 488 mutually exclusive county groupings. The specific
areas were chosen with two principal criteria in mind. Each
EAR area was defined to be contiguous counties with
somewhat homogeneous population characteristics?. Also,
the defined areas provide the flexibility of creating simul-
taneous population estimates for States and metropolitan
areas. T

Every county whose combined Black, Other Races, and
Hispanic populations exceeded 100,000 in 1980 is a
separate EAR area. Each area is either wholly metropoli-
tan or wholly nonmetropolitan and is entirely contained
within a single state. Therefore, the EAR areas can be
aggregated to provide estimates for States (including the
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan portions thereof) and
individual metropolitan areas.

Aggregation of Estimates and Population Controls.
One chief distinction between EAR and standard Admin-
istrative Records is that the population estimates by race
and Hispanic origin for the EAR areas are formed by

“Multicounty metropolitan areas within a State having small numbers
of Blacks, persons of Other Races, or Hispanics were not subdivided.
However, if any one county within the metropolitan area had large

numbers of Black’s, persons of Other Races, or Hispanics, it became a.

separate EAR area.

aggregating individual population estimates for the specific
age-sex-race cells. Thus, for example, the estimated all
races population of the area is the sum of the population
estimates of the three race groups. Traditional estimation
methods, on the other hand, use a top-down approach,
meaning that the estimates and components for smalier
geographic areas must be adjusted to agree with previously-
derived estimates for higher levels of geography. In the
standard Administrative Records method, county popuia-
tion estimates are adjusted to agree with previously pre-
pared State population estimates.

The initial population estimate for any age-sex-race/ Hispanic
cell in an EAR area is developed by the cohort-component
process illustrated in equation (9). These cell estimates are
subject only to an independent national conirol total for
that cell. For example, the estimates for White females
aged 35-44 for all 488 EAR areas are forced to agree only
with a national estimate for the number of White females
aged 35-44. The population estimates by race and His-
panic origin for any area appearing in this report resuit from
aggregating specific cell values by age and sex for the
appropriate race/Hispanic group. No further efforts are
taken to align those numbers to any existing population
estimates for geographic areas.

The independent national control totals for age, sex,
race, and Hispanic populations represent estimates derived
by a cohort-component process starting from the 1980
census. The national race and Hispanic numbers appear-
ing in this report differ slightly from those published by the
Census Bureau because the EAR initiai populations for
1980 were modified to correct various reporting errors and
anomalies in the 1980 Census®. However, the numerical
values for the national components of population change
since 1980 in EAR are the same as those used in other
Census Bureau estimates.

Components of Population Change. As stated earlier,
EAR uses the same basic data on components of popula-
tion change as does the basic Administrative Records
method. All of the data for the components of change
other than internal migration are available for individual
counties. The county-level data for those components of
change are aggregated to the appropriate EAR geographic
area before carrying out the final calculation of internal
migration. The explanations of the EAR components given
below focus on the age, sex, race, and Hispanic detail that
is required by EAR. Except for internal migration, the
explanations are relatively straightforward.

Detailed information on internal migration by age, sex,
race, and Hispanic origin is the essential defining feature of
EAR. Accordingly, this chapter provides an overview of the

8See Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1000 for a descrip-
tion of the methods used 1o derive national estimates for age-sex-race
groups. The methods used for the Hispanic estimates are described in a
forthcoming report, also in the P-25 series.

The modifications to the 1980 Census to establish initial vaiues for the
EAR estimates are described later in this chapter.



internal migration measurement process, while Chapter 3
provides a detailed description and evaluation of the
methods used to estimate internal migration. Chapter 2
does contain essential requirements for estimating the
component of internal migration for demographic groups.
However, the actual derivation of the internal- migration
component and the acquisition of usable race data are so
complex that a separate chapter (chapter 3) is provided to
describe the mechanics of EAR more fully. That chapter is
self-contained and is available for readers interested in the
full methodological detail. Others can skip Chapter 3
entirely and proceed directly to the substantive chapters
reporting on the estimates for specific race and Hsspamc
populations, chapters 4-6.

Population Aged 65 and Over

EAR calculates change in the population aged 65 and
over for racial groups in a manner similar to the standard
Administrative Records method (i.e., by adding change in
Medicare enrollment to the base population aged 85 and
over) as shown in equation (3) on page 3. The Medicare
statistics-used in EAR, are subdivided by sex and race but
do not differentiate Blacks from persons of Other Races.
Therefore, the Medicare data can be used directly to
estimate only the White population. For Blacks and Other
Races, the estimated change in the population aged 65
years and over is measured by change in the number of tax
exemptions in this age group for the smaller of the two
groups. The estimated population change in the larger of
these two groups (usually Blacks) is measured as a
residual (i.e., change in Medicare enrollment for Blacks
and Other Races combined minus change in tax exemp-
tions over age 65 for the smaller of these two racial

groups).

The individual Medical record does not contain an

explict Hispanic identification code to obtain an estimate of
the Hispanic population 65 and over. We added a one
year's change in the Spanish surname exemptions for
persons aged 65 and over (as defined by the 1980 Census
List of Spanish Surnames) to the previous year's estimate
of Hispanics aged 65 and over. These preliminary esti-
mates of the elderly Hispanic population for all EAR areas
are subsequently adjusted to agree with an independently
derived national estimate of Hispanics in this age group.

Popuiation Under 65 Years of Age

EAR estimates for the population under 65 years of age
are derived using equation (9). The components of popu-
lation change come from the same data sources described
earlier for standard Administrative Records estimates.

Births. NCHS (National Center For Health Statistics) is
the sole source of data for births. NCHS tabuliates births for
counties using the place of residence of the mother and a

number of racial categories that can be aggregated to
provide data for Whites, Blacks, and Other Races. These
data are used directly in the EAR estimates for the
population under 20 years of age by racial groups.

Beginning in 1980, NCHS began to produce county-
level data on Hispanic births for those States collecting
data refating to Hispanic births. Currently, the 24 States
that participate in this undertaking account for over 90
percent of the nation’s Hispanic population. Estimates of
Hispanic births for EAR areas in the remainder of the
nation are developed by multiplying fertility rates (based on
data from the 24 participating States) times estimates of
Hispanic women of childbearing ages.

Deaths. NCHS tabulates county deaths for three race
groups by sex and 10-year age intervals beginning at age
5. These data are used directly in the estimates appearing
in this report. To estimate Hispanic deaths by age and sex
for EAR, the national age-sex mortality rates for the total
resident population were applied to the estimates of the
Hispanic population in the EAR area by age and sex for the
previous year.

International Migration. As in the standard Administra-
tive Records method, the national total of net international
migration for each year is subdivided by country of origin.
Immigrants are distributed to geographic areas within the
United States by each of 16 source countries of birth using
the geographic distribution of immigrants from the 1980
census who entered the United States between 1975 and
1980. The immigrant’s country of birth determines the
race/Hispanic classification; e.g., those born in Mexico are
classified as Hispanic and White; in Canada, non-Hispanic
and White; in India, non-Hispanic and Other Races; in
Jamaica, non-Hispanic and Black, etc. A single sex and
age distribution of alien immigrants arriving in the United
States from 1980 through 1985 is applied to the county
estimates of international immigration by race/Hispanic
category to obtain age-sex estimates of this component.

Group Quarters Population. The group quarters popula-
tion estimate assumes that the age-sex-race/Hispanic
distribution of the GQ population under age 65 for an EAR
area in 1980 will remain constant throughout the 1980’s.
The total GQ population for each EAR area is estimated by
equation (8) on page 5. In theory this could be a problem,
but in practice it has not proved to be®.

Cohort Effect. One additional component in age estima-
tion, and an important one, is the cohort effect. in order to
make an estimate of the population aged 35 to 44 in year
t, the most essential data are the population aged 35 to 44
in year (t-1), those age 34 in year (1-1), and those age 44 in
year (i-1). The latter two groups are the entrants and exits

%Very few EAR areas contain individual installations that are large
relative to the total population of the area. Also, the changes in the
demographic distribution within a type of installation are very small. For
example, females made up 9.2 percent of the Nation’s Armed Forces in
1985, an increase of only 1.4 percent from the 1980 figure of 7.8 percent.



shown in equation (8) on page 6. For each of the 488 EAR
areas, estimates of exits from one age group and entrants
into the adjacent oider age group are calculated from
national factors on age distribution within the specific
grouping. In other words, the EAR estimation model assumes
that the proportion of 35-44 year-old White females who
are age 44 in any given year is constant for all EAR areas.

In terms of the estimates for each age group, this
assumption has not proven to be particularly satisfactory,
at least not at the State level. However, the estimates of
cohort change in adjacent age groups cancel one another
so that the estimates of total population for EAR areas (by
race and Hispanic origin) are largely unaffected. To exam-
ine the effect of the cohort assumption, we compared the
underlying 1985 EAR age estimates with the 1985 age
estimates for States that appeared in Current Population
Reports, Series P-25, No. 1010. The largest differences
occurred in the estimates for the population under age 20
and ages 20 to 24 in the state of Utah. In 1980, Utah had
a far lower proportion of 15 to 19 year olds among its under
age 20 population than did the nation. As a consequence,
Utah's estimated exits from the 0 to 19 age group into the
20-24 age group were greatly overestimated. This in turn
caused an obvious underestimate in Utah’s age 0 to 19
1985 population and an equivalent overestimate in the
population age 20 to 24. The two errors do compensate
however, and there is no apparent error in the 1985 total
population estimate for Utah.

Internal Migration. The estimate of internal migration
under age 65 for EAR is determined by virtuaily the same
procedures previously described in the standard Adminis-
trative Records method. Tax returns filed in consecutive
years are matched according to Social Security number
(8SN) of the primary taxfiler. Then, the matched returns
are assigned a migration status based on the two addresses:
nonmigrant or inmigrant to one area and outmigrant from
another. EAR’s major difference from the standard Admin-
istrative Records method is that EAR assigns an age-
sex-race/Hispanic origin designator to all tax payers and to
their dependents.

" The demographic information contained on the SSN
application is available to the Census Bureau only for a
20-percent sample of SSN’s. As a result, only one-fifth of
all tax returns are used to develop the EAR estimate of
internal migration. Although this is not a major concern for
the more populous areas, it may present problems for
areas whose population lies near the bottom of the publi-
cation range. Because of the necessity of basing age-
sex-race and Hispanic migration estimates on sample
data, the EAR universe has been limited to 488 areas
rather than all 3139 counties in the United States. A
separate section on the limitations of these estimates due
to sampling appears later in this chapter. In a nutshell,
each primary taxfiler is assigned demographic character-
istics on the basis of the information on the primary tax
filer's Social Security application. The other members of
the taxpayer’s family are given demographic characteris-
tics consistent with those of the primary filer. For example,
a spouse is assigned same age group, opposite sex, and
same race/Hispanic classification as the {ax payer. In
practice this assumption works well because most, but not
all, husbands and wives are of the same race and Hispanic
origin category.

Table A below presents data on racial composition of
marriages in 1987. Of the marriages involving at least one
Black spouse, 94 percent had both partners Black. In 4
percent, the husband was Black, but not the wife, and in
less than 2 percent the wife was Black and the husband
was not. In terms of the EAR estimates, the net effect of
assigning husbands and wives the same racial group,
(assuming the husband is the primary tax filer) is to
overstate the total number of Black wives by 2.4 percent.
This figure is the difference between the number esti-
mated, (3674 + 154 = 3828) and the actual number (3674
+ 64 = 3738). For Other Races, the procedure led 10 a
10.0 percent underestimate; for Hispanics, a 3.4 percent
underestimate. The use of a national population control for
each age-sex-race group serves to reduce the effect of
any error introduced by this assumption.

Table A. Comparison of Same and Mixed Race/Origin Marriages in the United States: 1987

(Numbers are in thousands. The notation HW, Hw, hW, denote that (1) both the husband and wife are members of the reference group; (2} husband
is a member of the reference group, but wife is not; (3) husband is not member of the reference group but wife is a member)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

NUMBER
Reference Group Total
Marriages HW Hw hw HW Hw hw
BLACK .. 3892 3674 154 64 94.4 4.0 1.6
OTHERRACES .........ciiiiiieene 1838 1,216 231 391 66.2 12.6 21.3
HISPANIC ... .. e 3,857 2,766 488 604 71.7 12.6 15.7

Source: Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series P-20. No 424, Household and Family Characteristics: March 1987, Table 16

page 94.



Table B. Modified 1880 Census Figures For Black, Other Races,

Selected States
{Numbers are in thousands)

and Hispanic Populations for Regions and

. Complete OMB- Percent Sample Percent Ear Percent
Region, State, and Group Count Modified | Difference* Population| Difference* Modified Difference*
BLACK POPULATION
United States ..................oouees. 26,495 26,683 0.7 26,482 (Z) 26,698 0.8
Northeast ............ ... it 4,848 4,983 2.8 4,850 V4] 5,002 3.2
New York .......coiviiiiiivvanin. 2,402 2,492 3.7 2,406 0.1 2,515 4.7
New ..o 925 935 1.1 925 2) 942 1.8
Massachusetts ........................ 221 241 8.8 221 -0.1 232 4.7
Connecticut .........oiviiiiiiia... 217 221 1.7 217 -0.4 221 1.7
Other States .............ovvviiinnt, 1,083 1,093 1.0 1,082 (2} 1,002 1.0
Midwest ........... ... ... 5,337 5348 0.2 5,333 -0.1 5,353 0.3
South ... 14,048 14,073 0.2 14,039 -0.1 14,064 0.1
West ... 2,262 2,279 0.8 2,261 (2) 2,280 0.8
OTHER RACES POPULATION
United States ............... PO 5,106 5,150 0.9 5,261 3.1 5,359 5.0
Northeast ...........cccviiiiiiviis 867 877 1.8 689 3.3 706 5.9
Midwest ... 676 685 1.3 707 4.5 717 6.1
SoUth L. e 874 880 0.7 920 53 ~ 940 7.6
West .o e 2,888 2,807 0.7 2,945 2.0 2,995 3.3
HISPANIC POPULATION
United States. .. ..covvvvvvinenrnnnnnnn., 14,609 NA NA 14,604 (2) 14,251 -2.4
Northeast ................ccoiiiiannt, 2,604 NA NA 2,608 0.1 2,549 -2.1
New York ......ccoivviviiiniiinnnn.s. 1,659 NA NA 1,661 0.1 1,683 -0.4
Newdersey ...........cooiiiviiinns, 492 NA NA 494 0.4 486 -1.3
Other States ................ovust. e 453 NA NA 453 Z) 411 -89.4
Midwest ............coviieiiiniiin, 1,276 NA NA 1,270 -0.5 1,180 7.6
4T 636 NA NA 635 -0.2 617 -3.0
OtherStates ..........oovviviriinnn,. 641 NA NA 635 -0.8 563 -12.1
SOUth .o 4,474 NA NA 4,468 -0.1 4,283 -4.3
L= 2,986 NA NA 2,883 -0.1 2,896 0.3
Florida ..., 858 NA NA 858 (2) 851 -0.8
Other States .........c.ovvriennnnns,s 630 NA NA 628 0.4 436 -30.7
West ..o s 6,254 NA NA 6,257 0.1 6,238 -0.3
California ........cooviiiiiiiniiininn. 4,544 NA NA 4,541 -0.1 4,637 -0.2
OtherStates ........................e 1,710 NA NA 1,716 0.3 1,701 -0.5

NA Not applicable
(2) represents zero or rounds to zero.

* Difference from 100% count shown in first column.
See text for explanation of different populations.
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Initial Population Values

EAR, as a cohort-component technique, adds an esti-
mate of population change since the previous census to
that previous census value. Thus, the obvious starting
point for the EAR postcensal race estimates would be the
published 1980 census figures. However, because of
certain problems and anomalies in data on both race and
Hispanic origin, the basic 1980 census data were modified
to provide the starting values for EAR in much the same
way the base census data for national race estimates had
been modified earlier.’®

The modified 1980 census figures by age, sex, race, and
Hispanic origin for EAR areas are derived from the sample
data collected in the 1980 census. These sample age and
sex totals for the various EAR areas, although not affected
by the modification process, do differ somewhat from the
complete-count data. The modification process began by
examining sample data related to race and ethnicity for
individuals and households. The items involved in the
procedure included race, Hispanic origin, place of birth,
ancestry, language spoken in the home, current residence,
residence 5 years ago, Spanish surname, and relationship
1o other household members. The basic philosophy guid-
ing the modification was that the original response was
~generally to be accepted. Only when there were strong
indications of inconsistency was the original response to
be modified.

Differences between the published 1880 census counts
and the modified values used in EAR are minor for
Blacks,but are more important for persons of Other Races.
The Black increase of about 200 thousand (0.8 percent) is
almost exclusively confined to the States of the Northeast.
(See text table B.) The five percent upwards adjustment to
persons of specified Other Races is fairly large, but it is not
concentrated in any particular area.’?

The modification procedure for the Hispanic population
resulted in a 1980 national total of about 14.3 million
Hispanics, a figure about 350,000 (or 2.4 percent) lower
than the complete count. (See table B.) However, this is a

°Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1000, pp. 8-9 presents
the rationale for the use of modified census figures that are more
appropriate than published Census numbers for use in population esti-
mation.

"The modification process and the data are fully described in Jeffrey
S. Passel and David L. Word, "Problems in Analyzing Race and Hispanic
Origin Data from the 1980 Census: Solutions Based on Constructing
Consistent Populations from Micro-Level Data.” This paper was pre-
sented at the 1987 Annual Meeting of the Population Association of
America, Chicago, lllinois.

2Note that the modified race data used in the EAR population base
differs slightly from the "OMB-consistent modified race” data used in the
Census Bureau’s national population estimates appearing in Current
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1000. The differences occur because
the EAR base relies on sample data and individual modifications,
whereas the OMB-consistent modified race data rely only on aggregate
corrections to the 100-percent data.

net figure. About 150 thousand persons were moved from
non-Hispanic to the Hispanic category, which partially
offset the one-half million persons shifted into the non-
Hispanic group. Interestingly, the net changes from the
modifications are only noticeable for those areas where
the unmodified counts were already small. The 1980
Hispanic populations for States with significant Hispanic
populations were left virtually unchanged by this modifica-
tion. For exampie, the modified Hispanic population for
California differed by only 4,000 out of 4.5 million from the

~ unmodified sample figure.

COMPARISON OF EAR ESTIMATES WITH
STANDARD ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
ESTIMATES

The EAR estimates are derived by a method that has
major procedural differences from the standard Adminis-
trative Records estimates. The mest noteworthy of these
are the "bottom-up” procedure used by EAR and the
modified starting populations. In spite of these differences,
the EAR estimates of total population'® for States in 1985
are quite similar to the official published Census Bureau
estimates. (See text table C.)

The mean difference between EAR and the Census
Bureau’s published 1985 estimates across all States is
only 0.5 percent. The differences in the estimates result
mostly from the fact that the publication series is formed by
averaging two methods, one of which is the Administrative
Records method. Had this comparison at the State level
been confined solely to EAR and the standard version of
Administrative Records, the mean difference would have
been less than 0.1 percent. The largest differences between
EAR and the published estimates were Hawaii and Wyo-
ming at 2.2 percent and 1.8 percent, respectively. These
were the only two States where the estimates differed by
more than 1.5 percent.

For the 36 largest metropolitan areas (text tabie D), the
average difference between EAR and the Census Bureau’s
published estimate is 0.7 percent, with the maximum
deviation being 1.7 percent. For metropolitan areas of this
size, differences are not correlated with population. How-
ever, the relative difference between EAR and the pub-
lished estimate for all metropolitan areas does increase
with decreasing size.

3EAR estimates for the total population are obtained by aggregating
the estimates for Whites, Blacks, and persons of Other Races.
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Tabie C. EAR and Published Census Bureau Popuiation Estimates for States: July 1, 1985.

(Numbers are in thousands)

State Publlished . Percent Publjshed ‘ Percent
Estimate EAR Difference State Estimate EAR Difference
Alabama .................. 4,022 4,024 (Z)[Nebraska ................ 1,605 1,592 -0.8
Alaska .................... 522 521 02iNevada .................. 937 931 -0.6
Arizona ........... ... ... 3,198 3,178 -0.3 | New Hampshire .......... 999 996 -0.3
Arkansas ................. 2,360 2,358 -0.1{New Jersey .............. 7,561 7,556 =01
California ................. 26,358 26,582 08 |NewMexico .............. 1,451 1,451 (4]
Colorado ................. 3,234 3,228 02[NewVYork ................ 17,746 17,733 -0.1
Connecticut ............... 3,171 3,174 0.1 North Carolina ............ 8,262 6,196 -1.0
Delaware ................. 622 618 <0.5 { North Dakota ............. 685 678 -1.0
Dist. of Col. ............... 623 626 05(Chio.......c.vin... 10,747 10,767 0.2
Flotida ................... 11,364 11,295 -0.6{Okdahoma ................ 3,306 3,292 -0.4
Georgia .................. 5,875 5,928 , -08|0regon .................. 2,686 2,721 1.3
Hawaii ..............c00o0 1,051 1,074 2.2 | Pennsylvania ............. 11,863 11,867 (Z)
ldaho ..................... 1,004 998 -0.6 Rhode Island ............. 967 966 0.1
llinois ..............o.il, 11,537 11,551 0.1 | South Carolina............ 3,335 3,312 -0.7
Indiana .............. e 5,500 5,478 -0.4 | South.Dakota............. 708 704 -0.6
lowa ..........c.coi.l 2,881 2,873 -0.3/Tennessee ............... 4,767 4,740 -0.6
Kansas ................c... 2,449 2,430 08(Texas ....oevvvvenvinnnn. 16,389 16,218 -1.0
Kentucky ................. 3,728 3,724 OAjUtah ..o, 1,645 1,644 (V4]
Louisiana ................. 4,486 4,489 Ot{Vermont ................. 535 535 Z)
Maine .................... 1,165 1,163 03 Virginia .................. 5,702 5,735 0.6
Maryland ................. 4,393 4,444 1.2 |Washington .............. 4,408 4,442 0.8
Massachusetts ............ 5819 5,836 0.3 | West Virginia ............. 1,837 1,927 -0.5
Michigan .................. 9,088 9,180 1.0 [Wisconsin ................ 4,776 4,786 0.2
Minnesota ................ 4,192 4,214 05 (Wyoming ................. 510 501 -1.8
Mississippi ...............0 : 2,614 2,614 (2) i
Missouri .................. 5,035 5,019 -0.3
Montana .................. 825 825 (2)
() represents zero or round to zero.
Note: Base of percent is published estimate.
Source: Current Population Reports, Series P-25. No. 1010

Table D. EAR and Published Census Bureau Population Estimates for Metropolitan Areas of 1,000,000 or More:

July 1, 1985.
(Numbers are in thousands)

Area Publjshed .Percent ’ Pub!jshed 'Percent

Estimate EAR Difference Area Estimate EAR Difference

New York ................. 17,787 17,713 -0.4{SanDiego ............... 2,133 2,162 1.4
Los Angsles .............. 12,759 12,954 15iTampa....ccvvvicennnnn.. 1,871 1,873 0.1
Chicago .................. 8,080 8,092 0.1|Phoenix .........cocuvnus. 1,817 1,813 -0.0
San Francisco ............. 5,803 5,869 11{Denver .................. 1,828 1,832 0.2
Philadelphia ............... 5,786 5,784 (Z)yi{Cincinnati ................ 1,681 1,684 0.1
Detroit .................... 4,592 4,656 1.4 | Milwaukee ............... 1,551 1,575 1.5
Boston NECMA ........... 3,711 3,716 O1iKansasCity .............. 1,499 1,487 -0.8
Houston .................. 3,606 3,562 -1.2|Portland, OR ............. 1,350 1,370 1.5
Dailas ........ e 3,526 3,498 -0.8|New Orieans ............. 1,330 1,328 -0.1
Washington, DC ........... 3,494 3,534 1.1|Columbus, OH ............ 1,287 1,287 2)
Miami .................... 2,865 2,885 0.7 Norfolk .................. 1,280 1,291 0.9
Cleveland ................. 2,773 2,783 0.4 | Sacramento .............. 1,256 1,259 0.2
Atlanta ................... 2,469 2,447 -0.98an Antonio .............. 1,242 1,221 -1.7
St.louis .................. 2,422 2,417 -0.2 | indianapolis .............. 1,203 1,181 -1.0
Pittsburgh ................. 2,334 2,339 0.2{Buffalo .................. 1,185 1,204 1.6
Minneapolis ............... 2,262 2,271 0.4 | Hartford NECMA . ......... 1,075 1,068 -0.7
Baltimore ................. 2,252 2,282 1.4 {Chariotte ................. 1,053 1,045 -0.8
Seattle ................... 2,250 2,270 0.9 (SaltLake ................ 1,025 1,021 -0.4

(Z) resents zero or round to zero. '
Note: Base of percent is published estimate. The metropolitan area names have been abbreviated for convenience. If there is ambiguity in the title,

the reference is to the Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area, not the Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area.
Source: Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 87-1186, July 24, 1987
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ACCURACY OF EAR ESTIMATES

Popuiation estimates traditionally are evaluated by com-
parison against a census. On strictly technical grounds, we
cannot provide a formal evaluation of the estimates appear-
ing in this report because the EAR model used here has
been updated and improved since the earlier and less
complicated version of EAR used for the 1970s. Popula-
tion estimates for 1980 resulting from that earlier model
have previously been evaluated'+ and will be assessed in
greater detail here. The accuracy of 1980 estimates for the
total and Black populations from that earlier edition of EAR
was equivalent to the accuracy of regularly prepared
estimates made by the Census Bureau. The improvements
made in the EAR estimation model since 1980 and the
increased sample of tax returns (20 percent, rather than 10
percent) should provide greater accuracy over the earlier
EAR model.

Some general comments can be made about the accu-
racy of the estimates appearing in this report. Given the
similarity between the 1985 EAR estimates of the total
population and the official estimates (text tables C and D),
it is obvious that the 1985 EAR estimates of the total
population will be of the same overall quality as the official
Bureau estimates.

The EAR estimates for Blacks (as well as those for
Other Races and Hispanics) are developed from the same
data sources as the estimates of total population. Given
the known level of accuracy of the 1980 EAR estimates for
Blacks (discussed in the next section and text tables E and
F), it is likely that the EAR estimates for Blacks in 1985 will
be equivalent in accuracy to the 1985 total population
estimates for popuiations in the same size range.

The version of the EAR estimation model available in
the 1970s did not produce estimates of the Hispanic
population, but did provide estimates for the Other Races
population. Because few States and metropolitan areas
had sufficiently large Other Races base popuiations in
1970, a formal evaluation of the accuracy of the 1980
popuiation estimates for this group was not conducted.
However, estimates of smalil populations are never as
accurate as those for large populations. In addition, pop-
ulation estimates for areas that are undergoing rapid
change are not as accurate as those for areas that are
experiencing more moderate change. Moreover, interna-
tional migration, the very component of population change
that causes the extremely rapid growth in both the Other
Races and the Hispanic populations is not allocated to
areas using current or symptomatic data; rather, the allo-
cations are based on a projection of past trends. For all of
these reasons, the 1985 EAR estimates for the Other
Races and Hispanic populations are not likely to be as
accurate as those for the Black or total populations.

"“Word and Zitter, op. cit.

1980 EAR Estimates for Blacks

The evaluation of the EAR estimates for Blacks in 1980
is based on a single statistic—average percent error
without regard to sign. Furthermore, the universe for
evaluating those 1980 estimates is confined to States and
metropolitan areas that had at least 10,000 Blacks in 1970,
the base date of the estimates.

For the 23 States with a 1980 Black population in
excess of 250,000, the average error is only 2.3 percent.
This level of error is midway between EAR's 2.1 percent
average error for the total population of States and the 2.5
percent mean error for both the standard Administrative
Records method and the published estimate.’® The fact
that EAR estimated the Black population of States so
accurately in 1880 is even more striking since the Black
population in these 23 States averaged about one million,
while the mean population for all States was in excess of
4 million. The maximum estimation error among the 23
States occurred in Washington, D.C. (7.7 percent). For the
remaining 22 states, the maximum estimation error was
less than 5 percent. As expected, the estimates for Blacks
in States having fewer than 250,000 Blacks are less
accurate. The level of accuracy did not vary greatly for
States containing 25,000 to 250,000 Blacks. Six of the 16
States with Black populations in this size range had errors
of more than 5 percent, with a maximum error of 9.3
percent occurring in Rhode Island. The maximum estima-
tion error for any of the 40 States included was New
Mexico (14.4 percent), the smallest of the 40 in terms of
Black population. -

Table E. Average Absolute Percent Error for 1980
Estimates of Total and Black Populations
(by Size) of States, by Alternative Estima-
tion Methods

Average
Estimation Method and Population Group A?,Z(;g'gﬁ; Number of
Error States

Black Population (EAR)................

States with more than ................. 3.2 40
10,000 Blacks in 18970, .................

250,000and Over ............ccovvnnns 2.3 23

100,000t0249,999 .................... 3.7 7
50,00010 99,999 .................... 3.7 5
25,0001048,999 ..........hitn 4.4 4
10,000t0 24,999 ......... ..ot 14.4 1

Total Population ............coenerunes

EAR s 2.1 51

Administrative Records ................ 2.5 51

Published Estimates.................... 2.5 51"

"5The published State estimates for 1980 were formed by averaging
Administrative Records with two other independent estimation tech-
nigues.
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Table F. Average Absolute Percent Error for 1980
Estimates of the Black Population of Metro-
politan Areas and the Total Population of
Counties, by Size and Estimation Method

Average

A . Absolute
Estimation Method and Size Category Percent Number of
Error Areas

Black Population (EAR) for Metropofitan
Areas

100,000 Or MOTe . ....viiiiiin 2.7 48
50,000t0 99,999 ... ... ..o, 34 32
25000t0498,999 ... ... ....iial 5.6 48
10,000t0 24,999 .. ... .....oiiiinnnn 57 40

County Population Estimates (Adminis- '

trative Records) ‘

100,000 ormore .........coviinnnnn. 2.9 412
50,000 t0 99,999 ....... e 3.8 380
250001049999 ............. ...l 4.1 614
10,000t0 24,999 ............cininn 4.4 974

County Populatien Estimates (Published
Estimate)}

100,000 OFr MOYe «.vvvivriiiennnnnes 3.0 412
50,0001099,999 ....... ..ol 3.8 380
250001049,999 ... ... ... 3.9 614
10,000t0 24,899 ................ ... 4.1 974

Table F compares the accuracy of 1980 Black popula-
tion estimates by EAR in the 168 metropolitan areas with a
Black popu!ation of 10,000 or more in 1970 against the
published estimates of total population for individual coun-
ties of the same general size range's. EAR'’s estimation
error for Blacks, only a portion of the population, is
approximately equal to the error in the total population
estimates for counties of the same size. The estimates of
the Black population within EAR areas containing 50,000
or more Blacks are actually more accurate than the
estimates of the total population in counties containing a
total population of 50,000. This relationship holds true for
both standard Administrative Records and the published
average of estimates. For metropolitan areas with fewer
than 50,000 Blacks, the EAR estimates for Blacks are not
as accurate as the estimates of the total population in
counties of the same size.

The decrease in accuracy of EAR estimates for areas
with fewer Blacks is not unexpected. The EAR estimate of
internal migration is based on sample data. The potential
error in a population estimate from insufficient sample
cases cannot be overcome by the improved modeling of
EAR. The smaller areas are far more likely to have a less
accurate estimate of internal migration than are areas with
larger populations. This situation should be improved some-
what for the 1985 EAR estimates appearing in this report
because the sample size is double that used in the 1980
EAR estimates.

®Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 984, "Evaluatlon of
Popuiation Estimation Prodedures for Counties: 1980”.

Sampling Error

One of EAR’s components of population change, inter-
nal migration, is developed from a sample of Federal tax
returns. As a result, the EAR estimate of internal migration
for any individual area may differ from a population esti-
mate that would have occurred had demographic informa-
tion been available for all tax filers. Although sampling
affects only the internal migration component in EAR, any
error on this component is carried forward to the estimate
of population change as well as to the estimated posicen-
sal population total.

in the Census Bureau’s regular estimates evaluation
programs no sample data are used. Thus, estimation error
and modeling error are equivalent™:

VAR (T) = VAR (M) (10)

In other words, the error variance of the total population
estimate (T) is exactly equal to the error variance due to
modeling (M). In this discussion, model error is any error
that is not due to sampling.

in EAR, there is a second error component sampling,
which also plays a role in the calculation of estimation
error. If the modeling and sampling errors are uncorrelated'®,
the total error variance of the estimate, VAR (T), is the sum
of model variance, VAR (M), and sampling variance, VAR
(S).

VAR (T) = VAR (M) + VAR (S) | (11)

The total error variance, VAR (T), is defined as mean
squared deviation of the population estimate from the
census. For the EAR estimates of Blacks in 1980, the total
error variance can be derived from the data used in
constructing text tables E and F. To derive an estimate of
modeling variance, VAR (M), it is necessary to approxi-
mate the sampling variance in the EAR estimates, VAR
{S). Although the complex nature of the EAR model does
not allow a straightforward calculation of sampling vari-
ance, it is possible to derive a reasonable approximation
for VAR (5).1°

For the 1980 estimates of Blacks, the sampling variance
is approximately 29.6 times the estimated population.
Thus, for an estimated Black population of 1,000,000, the

7In actual evaluations of estimation models, differential undercount of
adjacent censuses and errors in the input data are important components
of error. Sometimes these factors may be more important in determining
eiror than estimation or modeling error.

"8Generally, it is reasonable to expect these errors to be uncorrelated
unless the sample estimates play a role in the choice of a model.

®The estimates of sampling variance are provided by Robert E. Fay
of the Statistical Methods Division. The caiculations assume that the
number of primary taxfilers moving into and out of an EAR area can be
simulated by a Poisson distribution with the mean annual number of
crossings of EAR boundaries being 4 percent. Other factors involved are
the sampling fraction (and the associated finite population correction) and
the mean and variance of the number of persons represented by each tax
return. Another factor relates to efficiency (ratio of tax payers to popula-
tion)which is discussed more fully in. Chapter 3.
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standard deviation due to sampling (the square root of
sample variance) would be about 5,440 or 0.5 percent. For
a population estimate 25,000, the standard deviation due
to sampling would be 860 or 3.4 percent of the estimate. In
the 1985 estimates, the multiplier is only 6.6, so that the
standard deviation for an estimated population of 1,000,000
in 1985 would be 2,570. For an estimate of 25,000, the
standard deviation due to sampling in 1985 would also
drop by more than half to 406 or 1.6 percent of the
estimate. The reduced sampling error in 1985 is due both
to doubling the sample size to 20 percent and halving the
estimation interval to 5 years.

Root mean squared error (RMSE), the square root of
the average squared error, is a measure of accuracy that is
approximately of the same magnitude as mean absolute
error.2° Estimated root mean square error can be parti-
tioned into root mean square error for modeling and root
mean square error for sampling. Based on equation 11 on
page 13, the sum of the squares of the two RMSE
components is equal to the square of the total RMSE. (See
{ext table G.)

Most of the root mean square error and nearly all of the
error variance in 1980 is atiributable to modeling or
estimation error. Sampling contributes about 10-30 per-
cent of the total variance in 1980, depending on the
number of Blacks in the area. For the 1985 estimates, the
sampling error variance will be reduced by 75 percent.
Thus, virtually all of the error in these 1985 estimates for

2RMSE tends to be larger than average absolute error because
RMSE gives greater weight to extreme errors.

Blacks (as well as persons of Other Races and Hispanics)
will be due to modeling error. The modeling error for the
1985 estimates should also be reduced over the 1980
estimates because of improvements in methodology and
the fact that the 1985 estimates are for a 5-year postcen-
sal interval rather than for a 10-year period.

The next chapter, "Chapter 3. Detailed Methodology”,
is mostly concerned with the intricacies of the EAR version
of the internal migration component. It is intended for
persons interested in the detailed workings of the estima-
tion methodology. The substantive results of EAR—sub-
national population estimates for Biacks, Other Races, and
Hispanics can be read and easily understood without
reference to chapter 3.

Table G. Estimates of Root Mean Square Error
{(RMSE) for the Biack Population in 1980 and

1985 by Size in 1980.

RMSE 1980 RMSE 1985
Population in 1980 Number
Sam-; Sam- of
Total | Model ple ple| Areas
250,000 and Qver ....... 2.5 2.4 0.7 0.3 17
100,000-249,899 ........ 3.8 3.5 1.5 0.8 31
50,000-99,999 .......... 4.2 3.6 2.1 1.0 32
25,000-48,998 .......... 6.8 6.2 2.9 1.3 48
10,000-24,999 .......... 7.7 6.5 4.1 1.9 40




Chapter 3. Detailed Methodology—Internal Migration

OVERVIEW

Measurement of internal migration is a critical factor in
the development of accurate subnational estimates of
population. Both EAR and the standard Administrative
Records method base their internal migration estimates on
the same basic set of data~-mailing addresses appearing
on individual Federal tax returns filed in consecutive years.
The two variations differ with regard to the amount of
geographic and demographic detail used and in the method
for converting taxfiler migration to popuiation migration.
Chapter 2 contains an outline of both forms of the Admin-
istrative Records method. This chapter describes the
procedures used to ascribe age, sex, race, and Hispanic
characteristics to tax returns. Next, it sets forth the con-
cepts and equations used to estimate internal migration in
EAR. This chapter concludes with an illustrative example
that highlights the methodological differences in estimating
internal migration in EAR and standard -Administrative
Records.

Both EAR and the standard Administrative Records use
the Social Security number (SSN) of the primary taxfiler to
match Federal tax returns filed in consecutive years. Each
method determines internal migration by comparing mail-
ing addresses on the matched tax returns. When the
mailing addresses are identical, it is assumed that migra-
tion did not occur in the observed interval. if the addresses
differ, a decision must be made as to the type of move-
ment: (1) within place; (2) different place, same county; (3)
different county, but same State; or (4) different State. The
major issue at this stage of the process is geocoding, that
is, assigning the mailing address to the proper geographic
entity. Occasionally, there may be geocoding problems,
but they are generally confined to places within counties as
opposed to between counties or States. Since the EAR
universe consists of whole counties or groups of counties,
geocoding problems have not proved to be significant. In
any case, coding errors affect both EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method to roughly the same degree
and are beyond the scope of this report.

Another major issue that could affect the estimation of
migration from matched tax returns is the coverage of tax
filing (sometimes expressed as the ratio of the tax filing
population to the total population). ideally, all persons
would file tax returns every year. Under this scenario, the
net internal migration component would simply be the
difference between in-migrant filers and out-migrant filers.
However, not all people file tax returns and still fewer file

tax returns in consecutive years. Nevertheless, both forms
of the Administrative Records method derive their esti-
mates of internal migration for the whole population from
the migration rate of taxfilers.

Not everyone is required to file a federal tax return. The
requirements for filing are a function of income, age, and
family situation. Consequently, some population groups,
such as the elderly and low-income persons not subject to
witholding, are less likely to be represented on tax returns
than others. The differences between migration rates for
tax filers and nonfilers might have serious consequences
for measuring internal migration of the total population,
particularly as the proportion of nonfilers increases.

The standard Administrative Records method assumes
that persons under the age of 65 who do not file tax returns
in consecutive years migrate at the same rate as persons
who do file both years. (See equations 2, 4, and 7 in
chapter 2.) EAR, on the other hand, assumes only that the
nonfilers within a demographic cell (i.e., an age-sex-race/
Hispanic cell) migrate at the same rate as the filers within
the same demographic cell . Although there is no hard
evidence whether the net migration rate of nonfilers differs
from filers, there is a considerable difference in filing rates
among demographic groups. Thus, EAR’s use of separate
migration rates for nonfilers within each distinct demo-
graphic group appears to offer significant advantages over
the use of a single global migration rate for all nonfilers, An
example illustrating this point appears at the end of this
chapter.

Use of Social Security Numbers

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) requires every
federal tax form to include the Social Security number
(SSN) of the taxpayer. This unique identification number
enables the Census Bureau to match addresses on an
individual’s tax form in consecutive years, and hence
measure internal migration. EAR, going one step further
than standard Administrative Records, attaches demo-
graphic characteristics of the taxfiler onto a 20-percent
sample of tax returns. This crucial step allows EAR to
subdivide internal migration by age, sex, race, and His-
panic origin and differentiates EAR from the standard
Administrative Records method.

The Census Bureau is able to obtain these Social
Security data on demographic characteristics only because
of its unique position as a general purpose statistical



16

agency.! Under terms of a 1981 agreement between the
Social Security Administration (SSA) and the Census Bureau,
the Census Bureau received selected demographic char-
acteristics for a systematic 20-percent sample of all SSNs
issued from 1935 through 1981. The agreement with SSA
is still in effect and the Census Bureau continues to receive
quarterly updates of the same information for an equiva-
lent sample of post-1981 SSN issuances. The sample data
on individuals from SSA consists of the SSN and four items
of demographic information—surname? (first 6 letters only),
race, month and year of birth, and sex. The information for
surname, date of birth, and sex is virtuaily complete, with
response rates exceeding 99.9 percent. The very few
informational omissions are filled by a "hot-decking” pro-
cedure where missing items are allocated from the previ-
ous acceptable SSN record.

The race and Hispanic origin items have a far higher
rate of nonresponse. Consequently, the methods for deter-
mining appropriate race codes for some tax filers present
a far more difficult problem than the determination of age
and sex. The rules for allocating missing data or rejecting
erroneous data are somewhat involved and are covered in
more detail in the next section.

DEFINING RACE AND HISPANIC GROUPS ON
TAX RETURNS

Race Data from the SSN

The basic data for assigning race, like age and sex,
comes from the SS-5 form, the form used in applying for an
SS8N. From 1935 through 1980, the S3-5 had three response
categories for the question on race:

White
Negro

Other

The first two categories present no problem. Individuals
who responded as "White” are assigned as White and
individuals who responded as "Negro” are assigned as
Black. The "Other” category is somewhat more problem-
atic. Ostensibly, "Other” at the time of SSA’s inception,
was meant 1o include the groups now defined as "Asian
and Pacific Islander,” and "American Indian, Eskimo, and

YIndividual-level data from other government agencies are provided to
the Census Bureau under very stringent conditions that guarantee the
confidentiality of individuals. The data can be used only by the Census
Bureau and only for statistical purposes. Data can only be published in
statistical aggregates and only in a form that guarantees that individual
identities cannot be deduced. The individual-level data are not shared
with any other agencies or individuals. '

2 The surname field supplied by SSA is the name on the SSN record
in 1981, or at the time of application for persons receiving SSNs after
1981. For most men, the surname does not change. Most women who
marry do notify SSA of a name change.

Aleut.” These groups were numerically small when Social
Security began in the 1930’s, but have experienced marked
increases in population, particularly since the middie 1960’s.
The real increase in the Other Race category was further
compounded when a significant proportion of the Hispanic
origin population began to respond as "Other” to the race
question. But, the "Other” race category cannot differen-
tiate Asians and American indians from Hispanics who
chose "Other” as a race response. EAR’s method of
assigning racial categories for persons responding as
"Other” on pre-1980 88-5 forms is discussed below in the
section, ”Assigning Race Categories for the Hispanic
Population.”

In 1980, the S3-5 application form was changed. A
five-category breakdown replaced the previous three-category
grouping. The five current categories are:

White

Black or Negro

Asian or Pacific Islander
American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut

Hispanic

As before, only one of these categories presents a prob-
lem for EAR. Responses of "White” are assigned as
White; “Black or Negro” as Black; and "Asian or Pacific
Islander” and “American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut” as
Other. Since the EAR racial groupings are meant to be
exhaustive, it is necessary to assign persons responding
as "Hispanic” to one of EAR'’s three basic race groups
(i.e., White, Black, Other).2 The procedures used are also
described in the section on ”Assigning Race Categories
for the Hispanic Population.”

The final issue in assigning race codes involves persons
who did not respond to the race question. Through the
middle 1970’s, the nonresponse rate for race on the 88-5
race query was a very manageable 1-2 percent. Since that
time, the nonresponse rate has risen quite sharply and
currently exceeds 5 percent. The procedures for allocating
nonreponses to the race question are quite involved and
use information about the taxfiler's surname and place of
residence (at the ZIP code level). The detailed procedures
are described in the section "Assigning Race Categories
o 'Unknown’ Race Responses.”

Assigning Race Categories for the Hispanic
Population

The assignment of Hispanic persons to racial groups
based on responses to the SS-5 form involves two inter-
related issues, which depend on the date of application for

3pPearsons of Hispanic origin in EAR may be of any race, as in all
Census Bureau data. However, in the 1980 census, less than 10 percent
of the Hispanic population was Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, or
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut.
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the SSN. For SSNs issued after 1980, a separate Hispanic
response category exists, but persons electing that response
must be assigned to one of the three racial groups used in
EAR (White, Black, Other). For SSNs issued before 1980,
many persons with Hispanic surnames answered "Other”
to the race question, an answer that is inconsistent with
EAR and most other data sets. These Hispanics who
responded as "Other” were reassigned as either White or
Black.

In censuses before 1980, virtually all persons of His-
panic origin were considered White. The same is also true
for vital statistics and various other current and past data
systems. In the 1980 census, however, about 40 percent
of persons of Hispanic origin answered the race question
in a residual "Other, not specified” race category. In order
to provide data consistent with historical data series and
other contemporary data sets, the Census Bureau pro-
duced 1980 census data classified by "OMB-consistent
modified” race categories. In these data, persons of
Hispanic origin who responded as "Other” to the Census
race question without choosing one of the specified race
categories were reclassified—most of them, as White
(over 97 percent). The EAR race estimates presented here
are designed to be consistent with the OMB-consistent
modified race categories.

For purposes of the EAR estimates, a// responses of
"Hispanic” to SS8-5 forms (post-1980) were reclassified
into one of the three basic race categories. Although
Hispanics can be of any race, the great majority are
classified as "White”, as opposed to the alternative choices
of "Black”, "Asian or Pacific Islander”, or "American
Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut”. As a first step, all Hispanic
responses to the post-1980 SS8-5 form are initially consid-
ered to be "White.” This tentative classification is subject
to later modification depending on the racial composition
of the individual taxfiler's ZIP code of residence. The
specific rules used are described in the section on " Assigning
Race Categories to "Unknown’ Race Responses.”

Before SSA revised the SS-5 form in 1980, about
one-half of all persons with Spanish sumames were respond-
ing as "Other” to the race question. Had that answer been
accepted at face value, the "Other” category from SSA
would have overstated the census data for the combined
» Asian or Pacific Islander” and "American Indian, Eskimo,
and Aleut” groups by a factor of two. Consequently,
persons with Spanish surnames® who responded as "Other”

4passel, Jeffrey S., "Procedures for Producing Prefiminary OMB-
Consistent Modified Race Data from the 1980 Census by Age, Sex, and
Hispanic Origin for States and Counties,” U.S. Bureau of the Census,
unpublished paper, 1982.

5persons of Hispanic origin, like many ethnic groups, tend to have
distinctive surnames. See Passel, Jeffrey S. and David L. Word, "Con-
structing the List of Spanish Surnames for the 1980 Census: An Appli-
cation of Bayes’ Theorem,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the
Population Assaciation of America, Denver, Colorado, April 1980, Aithough
only the first six letters of surname appear on the SSA demographic file
supplied to the Census Bureau, these truncated names have proved to be
a good indicator of whether a person is Hispanic. For example, the

on the pre-1980 SS-5 form were also tentatively reclassi-
fied as "White.” As with the post-1980 SS-5 responses of
"Hispanic,” these initial race reclassifications of White
were also subject to further modification on the basis of
racial composition of the individual taxfiler's ZIP code of
residence.

Assigning Race Categories for "Unknown” Race
Responses

The procedures for assigning a race category 1o the
three groups—(1) persons who did not respond to the race
question on the $S-5 form, (2) Hispanic surnamed persons
who responded as "Other” (pre-1980), or (3) persons
responding as “Hispanic” (post-1980)--are similar and use
the same basic data sets. Since most persons in the
United States are White (over 85 percent in 1980), a
guiding principle of the reclassifying procedures was o
assign persons as Black or Other only when thers was
strong evidence to do so. The data used for assigning race
consist of surnames (i.e., whether the person has a
distinctive ethnic surname) and place of residence (i.e.,
whether the person lives in a ZIP code with a high
concentration of persons of a specific race).

Many surnames are associated with specific nationali-
ties, ethnic groups, or race groups. EAR makes use of
such relationships to assign race categories to persons of
unknown race and to compensate for situations where the
race information on the $S-5 form is inconsistent with EAR
race definitions. The specific surname data used to assign
race categories are: (1) the list of 12,500 Spanish sur-
names used to code the 1980 census®; (2) several shorter
lists of Asian or American Indian surnames?; (3) and a list
of common ”Anglo-Saxon” names that are prevalent in the
Black population.8 Surnames were truncated to 6 letters on
each of the three lists to be consistent with the data set
supplied by SSA.

The racial composition of an individual’s neighborhood
(as measured by ZIP codes) is used in conjunction with
these surname lists to help in assigning racial groups. All
ZIP codes in the country were classified according to the
proportion of tax payers in the ZIP area who are Black. The
use of race assignment rules that are conditional upon the

&-letter "names” of "GONZAL” and "RODRIG” are as good an indicator
of Hispanicity as are the full surnames ” GARCIA,” "GOMEZ,"” or "DIAZ.”

Spassel and Word, op.cit.

7Passel, Jeffrey S., David L. Word, Nampeo D. McKenney, and Yun
Kim, "Postcensal Estimates of Asian Populations in the United States: A
Description of Methods Using Surnames and Administrative Records,”
paper presented at the annual meeting of the Population Association of
America, San Diego, California, April 1982.

8These names were selected by analyzing the racial distribution of
surnames appearing on tax forms. For a list of the most common
surnames in the United States, see Department of Health, Education, and
Waelfare, Social Security Administration, Office of Program Operations,
Report of Distribution of Surnames in the Social Security Number File
September 1, 1984. Examples of such names are Smith, Jones, Thomas,
Harris, etc.



18

percentage Black in an area (described in steps 1, 2, and
3 below) is intended to avoid serious geographic anoma-
lies in estimated racial composition.

Several major steps (shown below) are involved in
assigning a race code to any sample tax return with either
nonresponse or inconsistent response to the race item.
Step 1 includes the basic procedures already described.
Step 2 starts the treatment of unknowns. Step 3 continues
with the freatment of nonresponses and those cases
"tentatively identified as White” in step 1. The steps are:

1. a. Ilf the race response on the SS-5 form is “White” or
"Black (or Negro),” that response is accepted and
the person is assigned to the appropriate racial
group.

b. If the response on the 8S-5 form is "Asian or
Pacific Islander” or ”American Indian, Eskimo, or
Aleut,” that response is accepted and the person
is assigned to "Other” race.

¢. If the response on the $S-5 form is "Other” (i.e., a
pre-1980 form) and the person does not have a
Spanish surname, that response is accepted and
the person is assigned to "Other” race.

d. All remaining racial responses fall into one of
three categories:

(1) Persons who did not respond to the race
question on the $8-5 form. (These are assigned
with the procedures of Step 2.)

(2) Pre-1980 applicants of "Other” race with a
Spanish surname (6 letters only). (These are
assigned from the procedures of Step 3.)

(8) Post-1980 applicants of "Hispanic” race. (These
are also assigned with the procedures of Step
3.)

2. If the surname on the $8-5 form (6 letters only)
matches a name on the list of Asian and American
Indian surnames, the existing unknown race reply
is reassigned to "Other” race. Otherwise, the race
classification proceeds to step 3.

3. a. For taxfilers needing a race code who reside in ZIP
codes where more than 75 percent of the taxfilers
are Black, the taxfiler is assigned as "Black.” Note
that step 3.a overrides any previous tentative
assignment of “White” that may have been made
to Hispanics.

b. For taxfilers who reside in ZIP codes where 50 to
75 percent of the filers are Black, the filer is
assigned as "Black” only if the filer's surname is
one of the common Anglo-Saxon surnames (6
letters only). Otherwise, the filer is assigned as
"White.”

¢. For taxfilers who reside in ZIP codes where more
than 25 percent but less than 50 percent of the
taxfilers are Black, the designation is dependent
on the surname of the filer. If the surname is not
one of the common Anglo-Saxon surnames, the
filer is assigned as "White.” If the surname matches

one of the common Anglo-Saxon surnames, the
filer is given the race of the previous tax filer with
one of these names who was "White” or "Black”
(i.e., a "hot-deck” procedure).

d. If none of these conditions is met (i.e., for taxfilers
who reside in ZIP codes where less than 25
percent of the taxfilers are Black), the race of the
individual taxfiler is assighed as "White.” These
steps permit all primary taxfilers to be assigned 1o
an age-sex-race group and avoid the problems of
an unknown race category on the demographic
characteristics.

Defining the Hispanic Population

In addition to preparing population estimates for three
race groups, EAR also provides subnational estimates for
the Hispanic population. The 1980 base population for the
Hispanic estimates is the modified 1980 census figures for
Hispanics described in chapter 2. The migration rates,
however, are calculated from matched tax returns of filers
with Spanish surnames. In spite of the fact that persons
applying for SSN’s after 1980 had the opportunity to
designate themselves as "Hispanic,” EAR does not use
that information in order to be consistent with data for
pre-1980 applicants. Instead, the taxfiler is classified as
Hispanic if the full surname appearing on the tax return
(not the truncated 6-letter version) matches any name on
the 1980 census list of Spanish surnames. Thus, the sole
determinant of the component of internal migration for the
Hispanic origin population is the migration rate of taxfilers
with- Hispanic surnames.

The Hispanic origin identifier based on self-reporting
has a high degree of agreement with the Spanish surname
identifier, particulariy for males and children. (See table H.)
However, for EAR, estimation of internal migration for the
Hispanic population is not wholly dependent on a one-
to-one correspondence between Spanish surnames and
Spanish origin. Rather, it is only important that the internal

Table H. Percent Distribution of Spanish Origin or
Surname Males; March 1976 Current Popuia-

tion Survey
Spanish
Origin | Spanish | Spanish Net
Areaa and Origin | Surname Differ-
Surname Only Only ence
United States .............. 77.2 13.8 8.9 5.8
Southwest® ................ 83.5 10.8 5.6 5.9
Remainder of
United States .............. 68.9 17.8 13.2 5.7

*Includes Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas.

Note: Based on unwsighted counts from the March 1976 CPS. Net
difference is the percent by which the Spanish origin population exceeds
the Spanish surname population. Source: Passel Jeffrey S. and David L.
Word, "Constructing the List of Spanish Surnames for the 1980 Census:
An Application of Bayes’ Theorem.” op. cit.
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migration rate of the Spanish surname population serves
as a reasonable proxy for the internal migration rate of the
Hispanic origin population.

The high degree of agreement between the two identi-
fiers ensures the validity of the EAR approach. Of every
100 males in the United States who have either a Spanish
surname or are of Hispanic origin, 77 are members of both
classes. Nine have Spanish surnames, but are not His-
panic origin, while 14 are Hispanic origin but do not have
Spanish surnames. As a result, the Spanish origin popula-
tion is about 8 percent greater than the Spanish surname
population for males in the United States.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
DEPENDENTS

Primary taxfilers are assigned demographic character-
istics directly from the information supplied on the SS8-5
forms and the editing rules discussed earlier. If tax returns
did not include dependents, the coding operation would be
complete. However, the EAR estimation model requires
demographic information on the entire population so demo-
graphic characteristics must be assigned to dependents as
well as to primary filers. The rules for assigning demo-
graphic characteristics to dependents are straight forward
and rely on basic familial and demographic relationships.
These rules are used by EAR and not by the standard
Administrative Records method because only EAR has the
"rich” source of demographic data provided by the SSN.
The rules used to assign demographic characteristics to
dependents are:

1. Spouses are given the race/Hispanic status of the

primary filer, the age of the primary filer, and the sex.

opposite from the primary filer. About 98 percent of
married primary filers are male.

2. Dependent children are given the race/Hispanic sta-
tus of the primary filer and are assigned to the age
group under 20. Neither EAR nor the Federal tax form
currently differentiates this youngest age group by sex.

3. Parents who are taken as tax exemptions are assumed
to be over the age of 65. They are excluded from the
migration tabulations because persons over age 65
are included in Medicare data.

" 4. Other dependents are assumed to be younger rela-
tives (e.g., grandchildren, younger siblings, nephews,
or nieces). Under this assumption, characteristics are
assigned in the same manner as for children; ie.,
these dependents are assumed to be under 20 years
of age and to be of the same race/Hispanic group as
the primary filer.

5. One-exemption returns filed by single persons under
the age of 20 are excluded from the migration calcu-
lations to avoid double counting. These persons are
assumed to be counted. already as exemptions on
their parent’s tax return.

The assumptions on spouses (rule 1) were discussed in
some detail in Chapter 2. The applicability of the other four
rules cannot be evaluated numerically. However, for each
rule, it is only necessary that the internal migration rate of
the group defined by EAR (ie., the "proxy” group) is
representative of the internal migration rate of the group
being estimated. The logic of the rules is designed to
ensure that there is a close correspondence between the
"proxy” group and the actual group.

As a result of rule 5, a number of tax returns are
excluded from the EAR estimates of internal migration.
Specifically, the exclusion is confined to those returns
containing one exemption filed by single persons under
age 20. Table | shows the income distribution by age for
one-exemption tax returns filed by single White males for
1980. (The distribution of income by age for Blacks and
females is quite similar to that shown for White males.)
Although the data in table | do not contain explicit infor-
mation on who is or who is not a dependent, the pattern of
income levels as reported on the tax returns suggests that
most of these persons under age 20 could not be self-
supporting. Thus, they are extremely likely to be counted
as exemptions on some other tax returns. Following this
logic, EAR eliminates all one-exemption tax returns filed by
single persons under age 20 from the calculation of
migration.®

Table I. Percentage Distribution of One-Exemption
Tax Returns by Age and Income Category:
1980 Federal Tax Returns for White Males

Percentage in Income Category -
Age Less than| $3,400 to| More than
$3,400 $7,400 $7,400
15YBAIS +vviiniiiiiivianeanns 95 4 1
1BYearS ....oovvinirnernnrnnens 931" 6 1
T7Y8arS v i 80 19 1
1BYEAIS ..oivviiiiiiinnnnanes 61 34 5
1OYEArs ....oviivvvinien s 44 39 17
20years ... e 32 37 31
21Vars ...ovviiii i 28 33 39
22VEAIS . vivvrrriai s 25 30 45
23YEAIS ..iiiii i 20 27 53
2AYBATS .vvver it 17 23 60
25Y8AIS ...ttt 15 20 85
2BVYEAIS ...t iriiii i 14 18 68
27YEars ...vviiiiiiiiiie s 14 18 68
2BYEAIS .o cniians 14 17 ‘ 69
20VEAIS oo v v 13 18 69
30-34y€ars ....iiiiiiiinn 13 15 72

®n future years, it will be possible for both EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method to use a direct approach to determine
whether such one-exemption tax returns are in fact duplicates:. The tax
reform act of 1986 requires that persons filing tax returns state whether
they are included as an exemption on another tax return.
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CONVERTING MATCHED TAX RETURNS TO
MIGRATION DATA

Coverage, Match Rate, and Efficiency

To understand the relationship of tax payer migration to
population migration, it is necessary to have a firm under-
standing of three concepts-—coverage, maich rate, and
efficiency—that are common to EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method. These three concepts
form the basis for deriving estimates of population migra-
tion from information on taxfiler migration. Furthermore,
the differences in the application of efficiency rates in the
two versions provides insight why EAR is not just a method
for developing race estimates, but why it is actually supe-
rior to the standard Administrative Records method for
estimating total population.*°

Definitions. Each of the three concepts--coverage, match
rate, and efficiency—can be defined for detailed popuia-
tion cells. Although each can be defined mathematically
for any demographic group in any area for any year, the
notation required to specify particular conditions obscures
‘the broader meanings of the equations and concepts.
Consequently, the equations shown below do not include
indexes for age, sex, race, time, or area. However, it is
important to note that the terms in each equation are
specific for a single set of variables.

COVERAGE is the ratio of the number of tax exemp-
tions (i.e., the "tax exemption population”) at one date
to the estimated population on that same date.

Coverage = Exemptions / Population Q)]

In the standard Administrative Records method, the
numerator is the total number of exemptions appearing on
tax returns that are not claiming additional exemptions for
age (65 and over). The denominator is the estimated
resident population under age 65 for the same geographic
area. For EAR, separate coverage rates are developed for
each of the 44 demographic groups within the geographic
area that are under the age of 65.

MATCH RATE is the proportion of the tax exemption
population in an area in the initial year of the migration
interval that is matched in the second year of the
interval.

Match Rate = Matched Exemptions / Exemptions 2)

In the standard Administrative Records method, one
match rate is calculated for each area, but EAR defines 44
distinct match rates for each geographic area. in general,
the match rates tend to be less variable for demographic
groups than coverage rates. (See table J for more detail.)

"“Word, David L. and Meyer Zitter, Further Developments in Interc-
ensal Population Estimates Using Administrative Records, American
Statistical Association, Proceedings of the Social Statistics Section:
1982 , pp. 260-261.

EFFICIENCY is the product of Coverage and Match
Rate. It can also be defined as the ratio of the tax
exemption population found in consecutive years (i.e.,
matched exemptions) to the estimated total population
in the first year.

Coverage * Match Rate

Efficiency
Matched Exemptions / Population 3)

I

Efficiency is the crucial factor for converting observed
migration of taxpayers into migration estimates for the
general population. EAR accomplishes this conversion to
population migration by dividing the measured internal
migration for a particular demographic class of taxpayers
by the associated efficiency rate.

Relationship to Estimating internai Migration. Accurate
estimates of net internal migration are the key to construct-
ing accurate component population estimates. The esti-
mates of the internal migration component in the two
versions of the Administrative Record methods are based
on migration of taxfilers. Both EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method assume that the migration
rate derived for taxfilers is representative of the total
migration rate for the equivalent population group.

The difference between the migration rate as measured
by matched tax returns and the unknown "true” migration
rate is a function of both the proportion of nonfilers and
their rates of migration relative {o that of the filers. When
nonfilers migrate at the same rate as filers, the migration
rate for the total population as measured by matched tax
returns will be extremely accurate. Since the rate of
nonfiler migration cannot be observed in either version of
the Administrative Records method, it is necessary {o rely
on the assumption that nonfiler migration does not differ
substantially from the observed migration rate of filers.

High efficiency levels imply that measured migration of
filers closely corresponds to “true” migration because
there are few nonfilers. Estimated internal migration for
areas with high efficiency rates or for demographic groups
having high areal efficiency rates are likely to be accurate
because the tax-filing population and the total population
are essentially synonymous. The estimate of internal migra-
tion will be flawed only when efficiency is low and the
migration of nonfilers differs markedly from filers. A low
efficiency rate by itself does not necessarily produce a
poor estimate of population migration.

An Application—National Data. Table J presents national

estimates of coverage, match rate, and efficiency for the
total and Black populations (by age and sex) for the
migration year 1984-85. Although local, not national, effi-
ciency rates are the principal factor influencing the con-
version from tax migration to population migration in EAR,
the national rates shown in Table J provide some indica-
tions of the potential level of error in the EAR population
estimates.
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Table J. Coverage, Match Rate, and Efficiency by
Age and Sex for the Total and Black Popuia-
tions: 1984-85

(Values expressed as percentages)

TOTAL POPULATION | BLACK POPULATION
Children Cov-|Match| Effi-| Cov-|Match| Effi
erage | Rate |ciency | erage| Rate| ciency
Children ............. 105.5| 93.1] 98.2| 106.9| 89.8 96.0
Males
20-24 Y18, ... 83.0] 91.0} 755| 64.6| 854 55.2
25.34 yrs. ......... 848| 929! 78.8| 754} 87.7 66.1
35-44 yrs. ... 866| 94.2| B16] 77.8] 898 69.9
4554 yrs. ... 87.1| 951 828 76.2] 915 69.7
B55-84 Yrs. ......... 859 951 81.7| 67.7] 913, 618
65+ years ......... 7041 90.8! 63.9| 40.1| 86.0] 345
Females
20-24 yrs. ......... 69.7| 84.5| 589! 47.7| 822 39.2
25-34 yrs. ......... 78.8{ 90.8; 71.5{ 68.2] 878 58.1
3544 yrs. ... 86.1| 93.5! 805( 741§ 91.0 67.4
45-54 yrs, ......... 86,8 94.8| 823 71.2] 923 65.7
55-64 yrs. ......... 849/ 952| 808] 651 918 59.6
Go+years ......... 7071 92.1| 65.1| 459| 89.1 40.9

For adult males below the age of 65, coverage does not
vary from 85 percent. At this level of coverage, overall
migration rates cannot be significantly influenced by the
migration behavior of the nonfilers. Over age 65 though,
coverage drops to about 70 percent. The coverage rates
for Black males in the prime labor force participation ages
are about 10 percentage points lower than for the total
male population. In addition, there is a far greater decrease
in coverage for Black males in the surrounding ages (under
25 and over 55).

Although the coverage and efficiency rates for Blacks
are lower than for the total population, we can infer that
EAR'’s procedures for estimating Black internal migration
work quite well. The accuracy of the 1980 Black population
estimates.for States and metropolitan areas with substan-
tial Black populations did not differ from the accuracy of
the 1980 total population estimates for the same type of
areas.'? If the migration estimates had been flawed, the
population estimates could not have been so accurate.

The lower coverage rates for females aged 20 to 34
may be related to EAR’s method of allocating age of
spouse. EAR allocates the wife’s age to the same broad
age group as her husband. Since a wife is often in a
younger age category than her husband (e.g., a 25-
year-old man could certainly be married to a 24-year-old
woman), this procedure could lead to an understatement
of female coverage in the younger age groups. In addition,
the lower coverage for females in the younger ages might
also be attributable to unmarried mothers who do not file
tax returns. These women are less likely to be in the labor

113ge text tables E and F in Chapter 2.

force than the unmarried women in their age cohort who
do not have children. Moreover, they are less likely to
appear on a tax return than married women.

The estimated coverage rates for children are spuri-
ously high. Since coverage rates cannot actually exceed
100 percent, these rates suggest some possible problems
in the determination of demographic characteristics for
dependents on tax returns. There are a number of factors
that could contribute to this excess coverage, even after
the possibility of duplicate filing has been eliminated.
College students over the age of 20 who receive half their
financial support from parents can be claimed as depen-
dents on their parents’ tax return. EAR classifies these
persons as under 20 years of age. A second possibility is
that both parties of a marriage terminated by divorce might
be claiming their children as dependents. Finally, all "other”
dependents are assigned to this young age group. Such
dependents who are actually over age 20 would errone-
ously add to the coverage of children.

Population Aged 65 Years and Over. Data from matched
tax returns are not used to estimate migration {(or popula-
tion) for the group aged 65 and over. Rather, the popula-
tion estimates for this group are derived by taking the
difference in the number of Medicare enrollees in consec-
utive years. Although this procedure does not yield esti- -
mates of the components of gross migration, it has proved
to be extremely accurate for estimating the population
aged 65 and over. This finding is generally atiributed o the
fact that Medicare coverage is so complete for this popu-
lation.

More than 95 percent of the population over age 70 is

‘enrolled in the Medicare program. Even in the first year of

Medicare eligibility (i.e., age 65), nearly 90 percent of the ‘
eligible population avails itself of the opportunity to partic-
ipate in this program. With such high levels of coverage,
Medicare enrollment data are extremely useful for popula-
tion estimation and are used in all phases of the Census
Bureau’s popuiation estimates program.

As might be expected, the coverage rate for Federal tax
filing begins to fall off drastically at normal retirement ages.
Table K shows this phenomenon with 1980 data on levels
of tax coverage for persons aged 55 years and over.
Although current coverage rates may differ slightly, any
differences are probably minor.

There is a significant and steady downward frend in
coverage for all of the race-sex groups after age 65.2 The
decrease is much more noticeable for the Black popula-
tion. Coverage levels are so low for Blacks over age 65
and Whites over age 75 that matched tax returns would be
totally unsuitable for measuring migration of these groups.

2Estimates of tax coverage are calculated from a 20-percent sample,
so small differences may not be statistically significant.
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Table K. Coverage Rates for Persons Aged 55 Years
and Over by Age, Sex, and Race: 1980 Fed-
eral Tax Returns

(Values expressed in percents)

White Black
Age

Male| Female Male| Female
55-5Qvyears ................ 88 86 73 66
B0years ............c..... 88 84 74 865
Blyears ..........coovvunn 86 80 65 55
62years ..............auns 90 80 69 55
B3vears ...........viiaunn 83 79 62 50
Bdyears ............ceunn 83 76 64 50
B5years ......... ..., 83 70 59 42
BByears .............v.une 77 64 49 35
B7years .......... ... 71 59 45 29
BByears ...........0.0nenn 68 49 40 23
B9years ...........ieiuunns 63 49 38 23
70-74years ................ 58 48 28 18
75-79 years ........ N 48 38 19 12
80-84years ................ 42 35 13 8
85andover ............... 41 25 10 8

Even though it would be desirable to develop explicit
estimates of the components of net migration for all age
groups, it is not practical to make direct calculations of
internal migration for the elderly from matched tax returns,
given the low coverage rates. The accuracy of migration
estimates for the elderly would be even more questionable
for areas where a sizable proportion of the elderly popu-
lation reside in retirement communities. The elderly living
in these special retirement communities tend to be affluent
and, thus, more likely to file tax returns and to migrate than
the rest of the elderly population in the same area.

Calculating Gross Migration from Maiched Tax
Returns

There are two principal issues for EAR to confront in
estimating migration from the tax return data. The first
issue, common to both EAR and the standard Administra-
tive Records method, is how to deal with undercoverage
(i.e., the population that is not represented on tax returns).
The concepts of efficiency and coverage directly enter into
the conversion of tax filer migration into population migra-
tion.

The second issue is that the matched tax returns used
for EAR come from a 20-percent sample. It would be
desirable to have demographic information encoded on all
tax returns, not just the 20-percent sample. However, the
lack of demographic characteristics on 80 percent of the
tax forms will not materially affect the accuracy of the
population estimates for the areas included in this report.t®

"See Chapter 2 for a discussion of the approximate levels of
estimation error that can be attributed to sampling. As an aside, the EAR
sampling rate for migration estimates is approximately twice the rate used
in the other principal source of small-area data on migrant characteris-
tice—the 1980-census data on movement during the 1975-80 period.

There are, of course, individual data cells containing
small numbers of people (e.g., Black females aged 45 to
54 in the Rochester, Minnesota MSA) where one should
be wary of both the internal migration estimate and the
postcensal population estimate. In such cases, safeguards
are imposed on the EAR estimate of internal migration to
keep it from being unreasonably high. A description of the
method used to cap the internal migration estimates
appears below in the section on calculating in-migration.
Even with these safeguards, the potential for error is so
great that population estimates are not included in this
report when the population base is small.

Gross Out-Migration. In both EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method, tax return migration data
is converted into estimates of population migration by
assuming that the migration rate in the tax data applies to
the resident population estimate.’* The three categories of
matched exemptions used in measuring migration are:
in-migrants to an area, out-migrants from the area, and
nonmigrants (i.e., taxfilers who file from the same geo-
graphic area in both years). The estimate of gross out-
migration from an area is the out-migration rate based on
matched exemptions times the base year population in the
area.'® In this context, matched exemptions refer to exemp-
tions filed from an area in the first year of the migration
interval, regardless of where they are found in the second
year; ie., total matched exemptions are calculated as
nonmigrants plus out-migrants. Algebraically, the estimate
of gross out-migration can be written as:

Gross Out-Migration = Out-Migration Rate * Population 4)

_ Out-Migrant Exemptions Population

Matched Exemptions

Efficiency is defined as the ratio of matched exemptions
to population, (See equation 3.) equation 4 can be rewrit-
ten to show that the estimate of gross out-migration from
an area is the number of out-migrant tax exemptions
divided by the efficiency for the area:

Out-Migrant Exemptions
Gross Out-Migration = Efficiency Rate (5)

In EAR, gross out-migration is computed separately for
each of the 44 demographic cells under age 65 in all 488
EAR areas. Equation 5 is used to calculate out-migration
for every cell regardiess of the level of efficiency. Esti-
mates of the total gross out-migration (under age 65) for
each EAR area are formed by summing the individual
out-migration estimates for each age-sex-race cell. ‘

"“The resident population base used in the various estimates differs
according to the available data. Generally, the base excludes the group
quarters population. In some variants of the standard Administrative
Records method, the base includes onty persons under age 65; in others,
it includes all ages

SFor clarity, all subscripts and superscripts are omitted from the
equations. The EAR migration estimates are derived separately for 44
demographic cells, whereas the standard Administrative Records method
relies on a single global rate.
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" Gross In-Migration. Logic suggests that the estimate of
gross in-migration would be derived in a manner analogous
to the estimate of gross out-migration shown in equation 5.
In fact, gross in-migration is calculated in just that manner
in the standard Administrative Records method. However,
there are two factors mitigating against this approach.
First, the in-migrants to any particular area will themselves
be out-migrants from different areas with differing effi-
ciency rates. The efficiency rates tend to differ from one
another, but most importantly, they tend to differ from the
efficiency rate at the destination. Thus, some taxfiler
in-migrants would be inflated by too great a factor and
others by too small a factor.

A second problem is that the efficiency rate for the
destination area could be so low that the estimated level of
in-migration for a demographic cell would be unreasonably
high. Generally, efficiency rates calculated for demographic
cells with relatively large populations do not differ greatly
from the national efficiency rate for that ceil. When there is
a large difference, it is impossible to gauge whether the
difference is “real” or only a sampiing problem.

To avoid having to distinguish these problems, the
efficiency rate used for calculating estimated gross in-
migration (for EAR only) is modified slightly from the rate
used in estimating gross out-migration. The modification is
developed in two steps. First, a Local Efficiency Rate
(LER) is calculated for all 44 demographic cells in each
EAR area according to equation 3. This LER is averaged
with the National Efficiency Rate (NER) for the same
demographic cell to obtain a Modified Local Efficiency
Rate (MLER). However, if the initial Local Efficiency Rate
differs from the National Efficiency Rate by more than 20
percent, then the Modified Local Efficiency Rate is brought
to within 10 percent of the National Efficiency Rate for that
cell. In other words, the MLER for any demographic cell
within an individual EAR area is constrained to the interval
bounded by 90 percent and 110 percent of the National
Efficiency Rate for that cell. Algebraically, MLER is:

0.9 * NER ,if LER < 0.8 * NER
MLER = (LER + NER)/ 2 ,if 0.8 * NER < LER < 1.2 * NER
1.1 * NER if LER > 1.2 * NER G)]

The Modified Local Efficiency Rate converts in-migrant
tax exemptions into an estimate of total gross in-migrants.
Equation 6 allows the estimates of gross in-migration to be
calculated in a fashion directly analogous to the calculation
of gross out-migration previously discussed in equation 5:

o In-Migrant Exemptions
Gross In-Migration = G eed ocal Efficiency Rate

State Estimates of Migration . Although EAR develops
estimates of gross in-migration and gross out-migration for
488 separate geographic areas, estimates of gross migra-
tion at the State level cannot be produced by adding the
estimates of gross migration for the separate EAR areas
within the State. The following example should clarify that
statement.

@

Suppose that 3 of the 488 units of EAR geography are
the Houston metropolitan area, the Dallas metropoiitan
area, and the rest of Texas. EAR provides estimates of
gross in-migration and gross out-rigration for each of the
three areas. But, EAR doesn’t differentiate the out-migrants
from Houston who are also out-migrants from Texas and
the out-migrants from Houston who are simultaneously
in-migrants to Dallas or to the rest of Texas. These latter
two groups are neither in-migrants nor out-migrants when
the geographic unit of consideration is the State of Texas.
Thus, migration flows from Houston to Dallas and Houston
to the remainder of Texas would need to be excluded from
Houston’s out-migration when an estimate of gross out-
migration from the State of Texas is compiled. Unforiu-
nately, EAR’s data base does not allow tracking of individ-
ual migration flows between separate areas. However, the
estimate of net migration for a State is the sum of the net
migration estimates for all areas within the State.

COMPARISON OF EAR AND THE STANDARD
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS METHOD: AN
EXAMPLE :

Both EAR and the standard Administrative Records
method use the same basic data to estimate natural
increase and international migration. The principal differ-
ence between the methods is in the derivation of internal
migration. Both methods calculate this component by
inflating the number of migrants appearing on matched tax
returns by the inverse of the efficiency rate. (See equations
5 and 7.) However, there are several differences in imple-
mentation between the methods. An obvious difference is
that standard Administrative Records uses all tax returns in
the estimates, while EAR uses only a 20-percent sample.
in part because of problems inherent in small samples,
EAR dampens the effect of extreme efficiency values on
the estimate of in-migrants by averaging the local effi-
ciency rate with the nationai rate. (See equation 6.) The
standard Administrative Records method, on the other
hand, treats in-migrants and out-migrants in the same
manner.

The greatest difference between EAR and the standard
Administrative Records method is that EAR separates the
population into 44 age-sex-race groups whereas the stand-
ard Administrative Records method treats all persons
under 85 as a single group. In EAR, the differential
efficiencies for each of the 44 demographic groups are
applied to migrant exemptions for the appropriate sub-
group of the population. To give a specific example, EAR
assumes that Black males aged 25-34 in an area who do
not file tax returns migrate at the same rate as Black males
of the same age in that area who do file. The standard
Administrative Records method, on the other hand, assumes
that Black males aged 25-34 in an area who do not file tax
returns migrate at the same rate as ALL taxfilers under age
65 from the area.
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If the efficiency rates for all demographic groups and
areas were equal, EAR and the standard Administrative
Records method would generate the same estimates of
internal migration. However, there is wide variation in the
efficiency rates across geographic areas and among demo-
graphic subgroups. Nationally, the efficiency rates for
Whites under age 65 is about 85 percent; for Blacks of the
same age, it is close to 70 percent. Much of the variation
in local area efficiency rates parallels the underlying national
variation among demographic groups. As might be expected,
the geographic variation in efficiency is far greater among
counties than for States and regions.

The following example illustrates how variations in

efficiency rates and observed migration rates among demo-
graphic classes can lead to sizable differences in the
estimates of total internal migration. To the extent that
EAR utilizes the demographic variations in migration pat-
terns, it should estimate total internal migration more
accurately. ’

EAR may even produce better estimates when the
migration of nonfilers differs from that of filers. If migration
of nonfilers within a geographic area varies across demo-
graphic groups in a manner similar (but not identical) to the
migration of filers, EAR will still capture some of the
migration differentials. The standard Administrative Records
method assigns a single migration rate to all nonfilers
regardiess of their demographic characteristics and so
does not enable that method o capture the local area
compositional differences. On the other hand, EAR weights
the observed migration of. filers (and nonfilers) within a
demographic cell by the estimated size of the group. Thus,
even if the basic assumption of equal migration rates
between filers and nonfilers is invalid within some demo-
graphic groups, EAR will give the failed assumption less
weight. This apparent advantage of EAR may be offset
somewhat by the difficulties inherent with small sample
sizes. ‘

The following example (table L) uses a hypothetical
community of 20,000 persons to illustrate the difference
between EAR and the standard Administrative Records
method. One half of the population (10,000 persons) in the
initial year are White; the remaining 10,000 persons are
Black. In the migration interval, 5,000 Whites leave the
area (i.e., migrate out) and 1,000 Whites migrate into the
community. For Blacks, these figures are reversed. Biack
in-migration is 5,000 and Black out-migration is 1,000. For
simplicity, we will assume no births and deaths so that
natural increase is zero. Thus, at the end of the interval,
the community still has 20,000 persons, but the new race
distribution is 6,000 Whites and 14,000 Blacks. The actual
amount of total net internal migration is zero—6,000
in-migrants and 6,000 out-migrants.

To simulate the estimation process for EAR and the
standard Administrative Records method, it is necessary to
make assumptions about the proportion of the population
filing taxes and the efficiency rates. The local efficiency
rates for Whites and Biacks are assumed to be the same

as the national averages for these groups. For Whites,
efficiency is assumed 1o be 85 percent. This implies 850
in-migrant exemptions, 4,250 out-migrant exemptions, and
4,250 nonmigrant exemptions. Efficiency for Blacks is
assumed to be 70 percent, resulting in 3,500 in-migrant
exemptions, 700 out-migrant exemptions, and 6,300 non-
migrant exemptions.

Table L. Internal Migration Estimates for a Hypotheti-
cal Community: Comparison of EAR and the
Standard Administrative Records Method

Total White Biack
ACTUAL INTERNAL MIGRATION
In-Migrants .............coouians 6,000 1,000 5,000
Out-Migrants .................. 6,000 5,000 1,000
Net Migration .................. 0 -4,000 4,000
STANDARD ADMINISTRATIVE |
RECORDS
In-Migration.................... :
Exemptions .................. 4,350 (850) (3,500)
Efficiency ......... ... ... 775% | (77.5%) (77.5%)
Estimated In-Migrants ......... 5,613 (1,097) (4,516)
Out-Migration ..................
Exemptions .................. 4,950 (4,250) | - (700)
Efficiency ........... ...l 775% ) (77.5%) (77.5%)
Estimated Out-Migrants ........ 6,387 (5,484) (903)
Estimated Net Migration ....... 774 (-4,387) (3,613)
EAR
In-Migration.................... .
Exemptions .................. 4,350 850 3,500
Efficiency ............. ... (72.5%) 85.0% 70.0%
Estimated In-Migrants ......... 6,000 1,000 5,000
Out-Migration ..................
Exemptions .................. 4,950 4,250 700
Efficiency. ......oooevviiiin.. (82.5%) 85.0% 70.0%
Estimated Out-Migrants ........ 6,000 5,000 1,000
Estimated Net Migration ....... [} -4,000 4,000

Note: Figures shown in parentheses are not actually used in the
calculations. Rather, they are implied by the assumptions of the example
and the method.

EAR uses separate efficiency rates to estimate total
migration while the standard Administrative Records method
uses only a single global efficiency rate for the community.
The separate assumptions on efficiency by race imply
4,350 in-migrant exemptions, 4,950 out-migrant exemp-
tions, and 10,550 nonmigrant exemptions. The overall
efficiency rate implied by these figures is 77.5 percent. This
rate is then applied to the observed tax paying migrants (in
and out) in the standard Administrative Records method to
arrive at an estimate of total in and out migration. Although
the assumptions in the example are admittedly exireme,
they do serve to illustrate some of the important differ-
ences between the two estimation methods.
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Since EAR and the standard Administrative Records
method treat all components of population change other
than internal migration identically, the preceding example
dealt only with estimates of internal migration derived from
the two administrative records procedures. Table L details
the derivation of estimated internal migration by the two
methods and shows the “true” or actual migration data.

In the example, the EAR estimate of net migration is
exacily equal to the true net migration, while the migration
estimate from the standard Administrative Records method
is significantly different. The difference between the two
migration estimates in table L. arises because Whites and
Blacks have different rates of migration and different
efficiency rates; also, the racial composition of the com-
munity differs from the national average. ‘

EAR explicitly separates the tax data migration by race
and recognizes the differences in efficiency between the
two racial groups. The standard Administrative Records

method is tied to a single efficiency rate for converting tax
data into estimates of migration. In the example, the single
efficiency rate overstates White migration and undersiates
Black migration. Because of the underlying differences in
net migration by race, the standard Administrative Records
method seriously errs in estimating population as well as
internal migration.

The numbers in table L support the EAR methodology.
The efficiency rates for Biacks are generally lower than
those for Whites and a difference of this magnitude would
not be unreasonable when age-sex-groups are compared.

EAR can explicitly correct for these differences in
efficiency and will often produce a more appropriate
estimate of total internal migration than the standard
Administrative Records method. Furthermore, as the exam-
ple illustrates, EAR also produces separate population
estimates for the racial/ethnic groups, while the standard
Administrative Records method does not.
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Chapter 4. Trends in the Black Population: 1980 to 1985

MNational

The Black population in the United States increased
from 26.7 million on April 1, 1980 to an estimated 28.9
million by July 1, 1985. The 2.2 million increase translates
to a growth rate of 8.3 percent, one and one-half times the
rate for the total population of the United States for the
same time span. Blacks accounted for 12.1 percent of the
U.S. population in 1985 as opposed to 11.8 percent five
years earlier.

Regions and States

In 1985, sixteen States (see table M) had Black popu-
lations in excess of one million. Two of these States, New
York (2.7 million) and California (2.1 million) had Black
populations of more than two million. Only 12 states had
more than one million Blacks in 1980, while New York was
the only State at that time with two miilion Blacks.The four
States whose Black population passed one million in this
decade are Alabama, Maryland, New Jersey, and South
Carolina. Ten States and the District of Columbia had
between 200,000 and 1,000,000 Blacks in 1985, and 8
additional states had between 50,000 and 200,000 Blacks.

Table M. States with 1985 Black Population
Exceeding 1,000,000

(Numbers are in thousands)

) Proportion

Population Black
Rank State P Percent

1985| 1880 change| 1980| 1985
1 New York........... 2,733 | 2,615 8.7 14.3 15.4
2 California ........... 2,074 1,832 13.3 7.7 7.8
3 Texas......c.ouvnn. 1,909 1,708 11.8] 12.0 11.8
4 liinois . ............. 1,775 1,682 56 14.3 15.4
5 Georgig ............ 1,600 | 1,466 92! 26.8 27.0
6 Florida ............. 1,665 | 1,350 159 13.9 13.9
7 North Carolina ...... 1,382 1,320 54| 225 225
8 Louisiana........... 1,348 | 1,240 8.8| 295 30.0
9 Michigan ........... 1,243 1,200 3.6 13.0 13.5
10 Ohio ..vveeeiii 1,136 | 1,081 511 10.9 11.5
11 Pennsylvania........ 1,102 | 1,055 4.5 8.9 9.3
12 Virginia............. 1,091 1,011 7.9 189 19.0
13 Maryland ........... 1,076 | 960 121 228 24.2
14 Alabama. ........... 1,055 997 5.8 2586 26.2
15 New Jersey ........ 1,025 942 8.8 128 13.6
16 South Carolina ...... 1,012 949 6.6] 304 305

Eight of the remaining 16 states, (Maine, New Hampshire,
Vermont, North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, ldaho,
and Wyoming) had fewer than 5,000 Blacks in 1985,

For the States with a Black population of at least one
million, the highest growth rates are Florida (15.9 percent),
California (13.3 percent), Maryland (12.1 percent), and
Texas (11.8 percent). Michigan, (3.6 percent) had the
lowest Black growth rate among these States, but its rate
of Black population increase was not materially different
from that of other neighboring industrial states.

California’s estimated Black growth of 243,000 (13.3
percent) between 1980 and 1985 (table 1) ranked first
among States. Three other states New York at 219,000
(8.7 percent), Florida at 215,000 (15.9 percent), and Texas
at 201,000 .(11.8 percent) registered Black population
increases of a similar magnitude. Only one state, West
Virginia, and the District of Columbia lost Black population
during the 1980-1985 period.

Racial compaosition or change in racial composition is
often of greater interest than estimated numerical change.
Even though Florida, California, and Texas exceeded the
national rate of Black growth, none had an appreciably
greater proportion of Blacks in their population in 1985
than 1980. In fact, Texas had a lower proportion of Blacks
in 1985 (11.8 percent) than in 1980 (12.0 percent).

On the other hand, there were 3 States where Biacks
increased their share of a State’s population by at least
one percentage point (table 1 following this chapter). The
States are: New York from 14.3 to 15.4 percent; Maryland
from 22.8 to 24.2 percent; and Mississippi from 35.2 to
36.3 percent. Mississippi had the greatest proportion (36.3
percent) of Blacks for any State in 1985; South Carolina
(30.5 percent) was second; and Louisiana (30.0 percent),
was third. The District of Columbia, which is actually a city,
is estimated to have been 69.7 percent Black in 1985,

The South continues to have both the greatest number
of Blacks and the greatest proportion of total population
that is Black among the four census regions. Slightly over
one-haif (52.8 percent) of the Black population in the
United States lived in the South in 1985, roughly the same
as the percentage of the national Black population living in
that region at the time of the 1980 census (52.7 percent).
Overall, 18.7 percent of the South’s population is Black,
compared with 8.7 percent for the remaining three regions.To
place this statistic in another perspective, the proportion of
population that is Black in the States of New York and
llinois (15.4 percent) is exceeded in 11 of the 16 Southern
states.
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Metropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Differences

More than four out of every five Blacks reside in
metropolitan areas. The estimated rate of the Black pop-
ulation increase for all metropolitan areas from 1980 to
1985 was 9.0 percent, almost double the 4.7 percent rate
of the Black population increase occurring in nonmetropol-
itan areas (tables 2 and 3 following). The major cause of
this differential growth is a continued net outmigration of
Blacks from the nonmetropolitan portion of the South.

Over 90 percent of the nonmetropolitan Black popula-
tion continues to reside in the South (4.6 of the 5.0 million).
Although nearly 10 percent of this country’s nonmetropol-
itan population is Black, only one percent of the nonmet-
ropolitan population in the North and West is Black. There
are just three States outside of the South where the
nonmetropolitan population is even 2 percent Black. The
three States are: Missouri (3.3 percent), Kansas (2.5
percent), and lllinois (2.4 percent).

Individual Metropolitan Areas

The New York City metropolitan area’s’ Black popula-
tion was estimated to be 3.2 million on July 1, 1988 (table
N and table 4). More than 10 percent of the United States’
Black popuiation lives in the New York CMSA and New
York’s Black population is greater than the total population
of all but ten metropolitan. areas in this country. Over
one-half of New York’s estimated 260,000 Biack popula-
tion increase during the 1980-85 period is directly attribut-
able to the component of net international migration. Miami
and Boston are the only other metropolitan complexes in
the United States that derive any appreciable portion of
their Black population growth from this source.

L.os Angeles is the only other metropolitan area with a
Black population increase of more than 100 thousand
(129,000) from 1980 to 1985, Eight additional areas had
Black population gains of between 50,000 and 100,000.
Alphabetically, they are: Atlanta (82,000), Chicago (81,000},
Dallas (68,000), Houston (77,000), Miami (93,000), Phila-
delphia (64,000), San Francisco (53,000), and Washing-
ton, D.C. (80,000).

Natural increase (the number of births minus the num-
ber of deaths) tends to be relatively high for the Black
population. Therefore, very few metropolitan areas expe-
rience enough net Black outmigration to cause a loss in
Black population. In fact, only 6 of the 223 metropolitan
areas appearing in table 4 lost Black population between
1980 and 1985. The largest losses in Black population

' For convenience, individual metropolitan statistical areas (MSA's) in
this section will be denoted by single readily recognized names, rather
than by official tities. Furthermore, any reference to a particular metro-
politan area refers to the larger consolidated metropolitan area (CMSA)
when both the CMSA and the primary MSA (PMSA) are defined (e.g.,
Detroit will be taken to mean the Detroit-Ann Arbor, Ml CMSA).

Table N. Metropolitan Area's with 1985 Black
Population Exceeding 500,000

(Numbers are in thousands)

Proportion
Rank Metropolitan Population s i Black
¥ rereemnt

1985 1980 change| 1980 1985
1 New York CMSA ....| 3,201 | 2,941 8.8 16.9 18.1
2 Chicago CMSA. .. ... 1,645 1,564 52 197 20.3
3 Los Angeles CMSA . .| 1,184 1,065 12.1 3.3 9.2
4 Philadelphia CMSA ..| 1,108 | 1,044 6.2 184 19.2
5 Washington D.C. MSA 965 874 10.3| 26.9 27.3
6 Detroit CMSA ....... 849 921 3.1 19.4 20.4
7 Houston CMSA. ..... 641 564 13.6] 18.2 18.0
8 Atlanta MSA ........ 608 526 15.6| 24.6 24.9
9 Baltimore MSA ... ... 592 561 56| 255 26.0
10 San Francisco CMSA. 524 | 471 11.2 8.8 3.9

occurred in Killeen, TX (-900) and Clarksville, TN (-1,200),
and were caused by reported declines in the military
stationed at Fort Hood and Fort Campbell, respectively.

According to table 4, there are sixieen metropolitan
entities with five-year growth rates for the Biack population
at or above 20 percent, but Miami (23.3 percent) is the only
area with a sizable Black population. Sacramento (28.5
percent), Honolulu (25.5 percent) and Phoenix (25.2 percent),
all located in the West, had the most rapid rates of Black
population growth among MSA’s for the period 1880 to
1985.2 Each of these areas had also experienced rapid
growth in their total population. Three PMSA’s within the
Los Angeles metropolitan complex, Riverside (39.0 percent),
Anaheim (29.6 percent), and Oxnard (27.2 percent) had
particularly large rates of Black growth over the 1980-85
period.

There are 17 metropolitan areas in the United States
where Blacks constitute more than 30 percent of the total
population (table O). All are in the South and most of them
are small. Memphis (41.4 percent) and New Orleans (33.6
percent) are the only areas listed whose total population
exceeds 500,000.

Counties

Table 5 presents Black population estimates for the 54
individual counties having Black populations of more than
80,000 in 1980. Cook County (Chicago), IL. with an esti-
mated 1985 Black population of 1,416,000 had more

*Fresno, CA is listed in table 4 as having had a Black population
increase of 33.5 percent. However this large rate of increase is spuriously
high. The apparent error in the estimate is attributable to an overstate-
ment in registered Black births reported by NCHS. A large proportion of
the Hispanic births occurring in the city of Fresno were erroneously
tabulated as Black. Had the birth registration data from the State of
California been used in the construction of the estimates, the estimate of.
the Black population in the Fresno MSA would have been trimmed by
nearly 6,000. This alternative estimate suggests that Fresno’s true Black
growth rate for 1980-85 was slightly in excess of 10 percent.



29

Blacks than 45 of the 50 States. Los Angeles County
(1,037,000) is the only other county with an estimated
1985 Black popuiation of over one million. Wayne County
(Detroit), Ml at 842,000, Kings County (Brooklyn), NY at
838,000, Philadelphia County, PA at 663,000, and Harris
County (Houston), TX at 533,000 round out the list of
caunties with 1985 estimated Black populations in excess

of 500,000.

Table O. Metropolitan Areas that are More than 30
Percent Black in 1985

Percent Black Percent Black
Metropolitan Metropolitan

1885 1980 1985| 1980
Pine Bluff, AR. .... 43.8| 40.6{Shreveport, LA...] 837( 332
Albany, GA....... 43.2| 40.7 | New Orleans, LA .| 33.6] ‘ 32.6
Jackson, MS...... 42,71 41.3 | Tallahassee, FL...| 319 32.5
Memphis, TN ..... 41.4| 39.9 | Fayetteville, NC ..| 31.3 31.0
Florence, SC ..... 38,7, 37.5|Danville, VA...... 31.1 30.0
Savannah, GA....| 36.8| 36.6|Augusta, GA..... 30.8 30.9
Columbus, GA ....| 36.3| 35.1|Charleston, SC...} 30.6 31.1
Montgomery, AL ..| 36.1] 34.7 Monroe, LA ..... 305, 20.2

Macon, GA....... 34.7| 336

There ié great disparity in the estimated rate of Black
population change among the 54 counties appearing in

table 5. De Kalb County (Atlanta), GA ranks first in Black
growth at 29.6 percent.New York County (Manhattan), NY
and the District of Columbia are the only two counties to
have had Black population losses during the 1980-85
period.

Three counties, aside from De Kalb, have estimated
Black population increases of more than 20 percent.Two
of the three counties, Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale), FL.
(26.5 percent) and Dade County (Miami), FL (22.1 percent),
are the constituent parts of the Miami CMSA. The third
county with an increase in Black population exceeding 20
percent is Prince George’s County, MD (25.2 percent), a
suburb of Washington, DC. Prince George’s estimated
Black net migration estimate of 41,000 was the highest
among all counties, and probably reflects the sizable net
outmigration (27,000) from Washington DC for the same
period.

Five of the counties (and independent cities) appearing
in table 5 were more than 50 percent Black in 1985. In
addition to the District of Columbia (69.7 percent), they are:
Orleans Parish (New Orleans), LA at 58.8 percent, Balti-
more City, MD at 57.4 percent, Fulton County (Atlanta), GA
at 52.7 percent, and Richmond City, VA at 52.2 percent.
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Table 1A. Estimates of the Black Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, Aprit 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
United States . . ............... 28,902,400 | 26,698,300 2,204,100 8.3 3,084,400 1,211,300 278,800 321,000 1.2
Northeast .......... ... v 5,405,400 5,001,800 403,600 8.1 547,200 216,300 168,000 72,700 1.5
Midwest. ........ ... i i 5,643,500 5,352,600 290,800 54 617,900 235,500 16,9800 -91,500 1.7
South . ..ot e 15,253,000 | 14,064,300 1,188,800 8.5 1,626,800 673,300 76,200 235,300 1.7
West . .. e e e 2,600,500 2,278,700 320,800 14.1 302,600 86,300 16,700 104,500 4.6
NewEngland . .................. 545,900 490,600 55,200 11.3 60,400 16,500 21,100 11,200 2.3
Maine ..ot 3,600 3,400 200 (B) 500 100 100 -300 B}
Mew Hampshire . ........ P 4,900 4,400 500 (B) 500 100 100 - 8)
Mermont ...t ii i 1,800 1,200 500 (B) 100 - - 400 B)
Massachusetts ..................... 258,300 231,800 26,500 11.4 28,600 7,800 12,400 §,700 2.5
Rhodelsland. ...................... 33,600 28,800 4,800 16.6 4,300 1,100 2,000 1,500 5.3
Connecticut. ....... oo iiivninenn. 243,800 221,000 22,800 10.3 26,400 7,400 6,500 3,800 1.7
Middle Atlantic . ................. 4,859,500 4,511,100 348,400 7.7 486,700 199,800 147,900 61,500 1.4
New YOrK ... v e i i 2,733,100 2,514,600 218,500 8.7 275,500 108,700 127,500 48,700 1.9
NewJersey. ..........ccoveiieunan.. 1,024,700 941,900 82,900 8.8 103,500 38,400 15,100 17,700 1.9
Pennsyivania. ..........ocoiiiiiian. 1,101,700 1,054,700 47,000 4.8 107,700 55,700 5,300 -5,000 -0.5
East North Central............... 4,794,400 | 4,562,800 231,600 5.1 516,700 199,100 18,400 85,900 -1.9
Ohio ...t it 1,136,400 1,081,200 55,100 5.1 118,300 50,500 2,800 ~13,700 -1.3
Indiana ......... ..o 436,100 416,200 19,900 4.8 47,400 17,700 800 -8,900 -2.4
Minois . ... 1,774,800 1,681,500 93,400 5.6 204,900 73,300 6,100 -38,200 -2.3
Michigan...... ..o, 1,242,900 1,199,800 43,200 3.8 118,000 52,600 2,500 -23,100 -1.8
Wisconsin......... T 204,200 184,100 20,000 10.9 26,000 5,000 1,300 -800 0.5
West North Central .. ............ 849,100 788,800 59,300 7.5 101,200 36,300 3,400 -5,600 0.7
Minnesota......... i 63,700 53,000 10,800 20.3 8,700 1,700 1,300 3,800 7.1
fowa ..o 45,200 42,600 2,600 6.1 5,600 1,600 400 -1,400 -3.2
; Missourt ........ N 546,100 514,300 30,900 6.0 61,100 25,700 900 -4,600 -0.9
North Dakota. . .............vuu N 3,100 2,500 600 (B) 700 I - g - . (B)
SouthDakota . ..................... 2,500 2,200 300 (B) 500 - - -200 (B)
2 Nebraska. .........coovvvrininenn. 52,500 48,100 4,400 9.1 7,000 1,800 300 -800 -1.7
] KanSaS .. ovvi v iiiinecenon 136,900 127,100 9,800 7.7 17,700 5,500 500 -2,400 -1.9
South Attantic. . .. ............... 8,342,800 | 7,668,300 674,600 8.8 854,700 355,400 63,400 175,300 2.3
Delaware.................. e 106,100 97,000 9,100 9.4 11,800 4,200 300 1,800 1.8
Maryland. .. ..o 1,076,100 960,100 116,000 12.1 99,700 38,300 7,800 54,600 57
District of Columbla. ... .............. 436,700 450,000 ~13,400 -3.0 38,900 25,500 4,600 -27,800 -6.2
Virginia ..o e 1,080,700 1,011,000 79,700 7.9 101,600 48,800 2,800 27,000 2.7
West Virginia. . ............... .00 63,900 65,300 -1,500 -2.2 5,500 4,500 200 -2,500 -3.8
North Caroling. .. ..o ovvvvneninvin.n - 1,392,300 1,320,300 72,000 5.4 129,300 61,800 1,000 4,500 0.3
South Caroling .....oovevuininnnnnn 1,011,700 948,800 62,900 6.6 106,300 43,100 600 -300 0.0
Georgia .. ...v it 1,800,400 1,465,800 134,600 9.2 169,400 67,200 2,000 32,400 22
Florda ....oooviv it 1,665,100 1,350,100 215,100 16.9 181,600 62,100 44,000 85,600 6.3
East South Central .............. 3,032,800 2,869,500 163,300 587 327,500 147,800 2,500 -16,500 0.6
Kentucky e 263,900 259,900 4,000 1.5 27,000 18,800 400 -8,100 -3.8
Tennessee 765,500 725,400 40,100 5.5 77,600 37,200 800 -300 0.0
Alabama...... e 1,054,800 996,800 58,000 5.8 110,400 51,500 1,200 -400 0.0
Mississippi. .. ........ .. . 948,600 887,500 61,100 69(. 112,600 44,900 100 -8,600 -0.7
West South Central .. ............ 3,877,300 3,526,400 350,900 10.0 444,500 170,100 10,300 76,500 2.2
Arkansas. ....... ... . e 391,900 373,100 18,800 ' 5.0 45,500 20,300 400 -6,400 -1.7
Loulsiana. .........civiiniininens 1,348,400 1,238,700 108,700 8.8 162,100 61,100 1,100 7,700 0.6
Oklahoma ...........coovveinniinn 227,600 205,400 22,200 10.8 27,900 10,200 1,000 4,500 - 2.2
TEXAS ...ttt 1,808,500 1,708,200 201,300 11.8 209,000 78,400 7,700 70,800 4.1
Mountain ............... .. ... 321,900 271,300 50,600 18.7 39,900 8,900 2,100 19,500 7.2
Montana . ............. ... .o 2,000 1,800 200 (B) 300 - - -100 B)
Idaho, ..o e 2,900 2,800 100 B) 500 100 100 -300 B)
Wyoming ...t 3,600 3,300 300 (B) 600 100 100 -200 B)
Colorado. ..o e 120,300 103,200 17,000 18.5 13,900 3,100 900 6,300 8.1
New Mexico ........oovvivininnuns 28,700 24,200 4,500 18.6 3,600 800 200 1,600 6.7
ANZONA .. oo e i e 91,500 74,700 16,700 224 12,200 3,000 500 7,500 10.1
Utah ..o 11,800 9,800 1,800 B) 1,400 300 100 700 B)
Nevada .............. ... vt 61,300 51,400 | 9,900 18.2 7,400 1,600 200 4,000 7.8
Pacific .......coovvennni e 2,278,600 2,008,500 270,200 13.5 262,700 77,400 14,600 84,900 4.2
Washington. . ...................... 122,400 106,900 15,600 14.6 15,700 3,400 800 3,200 3.0
[0 17 Lo £ N 41,100 37,800 3,400 8.8 5,000 1,400 500 -300 0.7
California ...........c... i, 2,074,300 1,831,500 242,800 13.3 235,500 72,200 13,100 79,400 4.3
Alaska ... .. i 17,600 14,000 3,600 26.0 2,600 300 100 1,300 9.4
Hawaiic .o v e e i 23,200 18,300 4,800 26.5 3,800 200 200 1,200 6.6

- Represents zero-or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 1B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent Black

Region, division, and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1881 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
26,698,300 27,222,200 27,651,000 28,070,400 28,486,000 28,902,400 11.8 12.1
5,001,800 5,092,100 5,166,500 5,248,000 5,326,900 5,405,400 10.2 10.8
5,352,600 5,427,200 5,468,700 5,520,700 5,584,500 5,643,500 8.1 9.5
14,064,300 14,349,700 14,597,400 14,819,700 15,037,000 15,253,000 18.7 18.7
2,278,700 2,353,200 2,417,500 2,482,000 2,537,600 2,600,500 5.3 6.4
NewEngland . ................ ... 490,600 508,500 514,200 528,600 534,400 545,900 4.0 4.3
Maing .. ...t i i 3,400 3,700 3,800 3,600 3,700 3,600 (B) (B)
New Hampshire. . .+« oo oo 4,400 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,700 4,900 {B) (B)
Vermont ... e e e 1,200 1,200 1,300 1,300 1,400 1,800 [(5)] (B8)
Massachusetts ................0uvnnn. 231,800 239,000 242,200 247,100 252,600 258,300 4.0 4.4
Rhodelsland. ...................cous, 28,800 29,800 30,700 31,200 32,300 33,600 3.0 3.5
Connecticut. .. ... oot i, 221,000 227,200 231,700 235,700 239,700 243,800 7.1 7.7
Middle Atlantic . ... ........... ... .. 4,511,100 4,586,600 4,652,300 4,724,400 4,792,500 4,859,500 123 1841
New YOrk ..ottt i i 2,514,600 2,563,500 2,608,700 2,648,600 2,692,700 2,733,100 143 15.4
Newdersey..........ovuvieinnvnnenan 941,900 960,800 976,200 992,200 1,006,800 1,024,700 12.8 13.6
Pennsylvania...............civeininen. 1,054,700 1,082,200 1,072,400 1,082,700 1,082,800 1,101,700 8.9 9.3
EastNorthCentral . . ................ 4,862,800 4,622,700 4,656,400 4,696,500 4,748,500 4,794,400 10.8 11.5
[ 1 TN 1,081,200 1,084,900 1,103,200 1,112,600 1,124,800 1,136,400 10.0 10.6
Indiana ......... i i 416,200 422,100 425,200 429,800 433,600 436,100 7.6 8.0
oIS ..o v e e e e 1,681,500 1,707,200 1,722,500 1,739,400 1,758,700 1,774,800 14.7 15.4
Michigan . ..........v oo 1,198,800 1,208,100 1,212,700 1,218,000 1,230,600 1,242,900 13.0 13.5
WISCONSIN ..o v v i 184,100 189,400 192,800 195,700 199,800 204,200 3.8 4.3
West North Central ............... . 789,800 804,500 813,300 824,200 836,100 849,100 4.6 4.8
Minnesota.........covvniniiineinanin, 53,000 55,800 57,300 58,800 61,200 63,700 1.3 1.8
o U 42,600 43,700 43,700 44,300 44,700 45,200 1.5 1.6
MisSOUr. .. .o i i 514,300 520,400 525,100 530,500 537,500 545,100 10.5 10:9
NorthDakota, .. ....ovvvnvinivenn e, 2,500 2,900 2,900 3,000 3,100 3,700 B) (B)
SouthDakota . .....oovviiiinrennernnns 2,200 2,300 2,400 2,500 2,500 2,500 {B) (B)
Nebraska................... PP 48,100 48,400 50,500 51,200 52,300 52,500 3.1 3.3
Kansas . ..ovvreineii i 127,100 130,100 131,400 133,800 134,900 136,200 54 5.6
Sguth' Atlantic. . ... i " 7,668,300 7,827,700 7,957,300 8,080,300 8,211,000 8,342,900 20.7 20.8
Delaware. ....... .. 97,000 99,000 100,200 102,000 104,000 106,100 16.3 171
Maryland......... . 960,100 985,500 1,005,200 1,026,000 1,053,600 1,076,100 22.8 24.2
District of Columbia. . .......... ... ..... 450,000 446,100 444,700 443,300 438,000 436,700 70.5 69.7
Virginia ... e e 1,011,000 1,031,200 1,046,400 1,061,700 1,077,800 1,080,700 18.9 19.0
WestVirginig. . ........ccoiviiiviiiin 65,300 65,400 65,400 65,300 64,900 63,800 3.3 3.3
North Carolina. ............ooiiiiiunn. 1,320,300 1,337,800 1,350,900 1,365,600 1,877,200 1,392,300 22.5 22.5
SouthCaroling ..........c.cvivivnvinn., 948,800 866,100 978,600 981,200 1,001,500 1,011,700 30.4 30.5
[ T=Te e 1,465,800 1,497,200 1,623,200 1,543,800 1,671,100 1,600,400 26.8 27.0
Flonda. . ..oviet e i 1,350,100 1,399,500 1,442,800 1,481,300 1,521,800 1,565,100 13.9 13.9
East South Ceéntrai 2,868,500 2,810,300 2,844,000 2,974,800 3,006,300 3,082,800 196 20.1
Kentucky................... N 259,800 260,200 263,500 264,600 265,300 263,900 74 7.1
Tennessee ........ e e e 725,400 736,000 742,300 748,700 758,800 765,500 15.8 16.2
Alabama ... ..ocvii i i i 996,800 1,012,100 1,022,800 1,031,800 1,043,800 1,054,800 25.6 28.2
Mississippi. ... ... oo 887,500 902,000 915,500 928,900 941,300 948,600 35.2 36.3
West SouthCentral ................. 3,526,400 3,611,700 3,696,000 3,764,500 3,819,700 3,877,300 14.8 14.7
ArKANSAS . ... v v e i e 373,100 378,300 382,500 385,600 389,100 391,900 16.3 16.6
Louisiana. .. ... iv it e e 1,239,700 1,267,400 1,291,100 1,311,600 1,332,300 1,348,400 28.5 30.0
Oklahoma . ........cvviviiiinnann. 205,400 211,000 217,200 222,100 225,500 227,600 6.8 6.9
TOXBS o i it e e, 1,708,200 1,755,000 1,805,200 1,845,200 1,872,700 1,908,500 12.0 11.8
271,300 283,800 295,700 304,600 311,700 321,900 2.4 2.5
1,800 1,700 1,900 2,000 1,900 2,000 (B) (B)
2,800 2,800 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,800 (B) (B)
3,300 3,400 3,600 3,700 3,500 3,600 (B) (B)
ColoradO . ... oo i it i e 103,200 108,000 112,700 114,500 116,400 120,300 3.6 3.7
New MexXico ......ovviiiniiinianinnnns 24,200 25,000 26,200 27,600 27,800 28,700 1.8 2.0
ArfZONA .o e e e 74,700 78,000 81,500 84,900 88,400 91,500 2.7 2.9
107 1 8,800 10,600 10,700 11,300 11,500 11,800 {B) (B)
Nevada..........oiiviinvincriinnnnnn 51,400 54,200 56,400 57,800 59,500 61,300 6.4 6.6
Pacific ... ...cociiii i 2,008,500 2,069,400 2,121,800 2,177,500 2,225,900 2,278,600 6.3 6.4
Washington. ........ ... i, 106,900 112,100 115,500 117,000 120,400 122,400 26 28
[ =T To s T PN 37,800 38,500 39,200 39,300 40,200 41,100 1.4 1.5
Galifornia. ... ... oo 1,831,500 1,887,500 1,834,400 1,985,200 2,027,300 2,074,300 7.7 7.8
Alaska. . ... . e e, 14,000 13,800 156,100 16,100 16,700 17,600 3.5 3.4
Hawaii. . ..o i i i 18,300 17,500 17,600 18,800 21,400 23,200 1.8 2.2

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 2A. Estimates of the Black Metropolitan Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of Change

Since 1980
Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
United States .. ............... 23,936,900 | 21,957,800 1,979,000 9.0 2,568,500 962,400 274,500 372,900 1.7
Northeast ............ ..o vin, 5,345,500 4,947,000 398,500 8.1 541,800 214,200 168,200 70,800 1.4
Midwest, . ....... ..o 5,402,100 5,121,300 280,800 5.5 591,200 224,600 15,800 -85,800 -1.7
South ... e 10,655,000 9,667,900 987,200 10.2 1,141,300 438,400 74,200 285,300 3.0
West. . ... 2,534,200 2,221,700 312,600 1414 294,200 84,200 16,400 102,600 4.6
NewkEngland................... 533,200 479,700 53,500 11.2 58,100 16,000 20,800 10,400 2.2
MAING « vt eeeeseeierenieeneens 1,700 1,600 100 (B) 200 - - - ®)
New Hampshire. . ................... 3,800 3,500 400 B) 400 100 - - B)
Vermont ...t 400 400 - (B) - - - - (B)
Massachusetts . .................... 255,000 229,200 25,800 113 28,200 7,600 12,400 5,200 2.3
Rhode island. . ..................... 30,100 25,600 4,500 17.4 4,000 1,000 1,900 1,400 5.4
Connecticut. .........coveviirinnn 242,000 219,400 22,700 10.3 26,200 7,300 6,400 3,800 1.7
Middle Atlantic. . ................ 4,812,300 4,467,300 344,800 7.7 482,800 198,200 147,400 60,400 1.4
NewYork .........cooivinn 2,700,400 2,484,600 215,700 8.7 272,800 104,800 127,100 47,700 1.9
Newdersey...............ocvvvninn 1,024,700 941,900 82,900 8.8 103,500 38,400 15,100 17,700 1.9
Pennsylvania....................... 1,087,200 1,040,800 46,300 4.5 106,400 55,100 5,300 -5,000 -0.5
East North Central. .............. 4,651,800 | 4,425,000 226,800 5.1 502,400 192,800 12,800 -82,900 -1.9
(o] 7 YT PR 1,094,600 | 1,040,800 53,800 52 115,200 48,600 2,700 12,800 -1.2
Indiana ..............ciiiiin., 409,700 390,700 18,000 4.9 44,800 16,700 700 -9,100 -2.3
Mfinois .. ......covvu i 1,725,900 1,634,900 91,000 5.6 189,600 71,000 5,900 -37,700 -2.3
MICRIGAN . . v eve e e eeiiaaennns 1,221,300 | 1,177,800 43,500 3.7 117,100 51,500 2,500 -22,000 -1.9
Wisconsin..........oooovviiiiiinn 200,300 180,900 18,400 10.7 25,700 5,000 1,100 -1,300 -0.7
: West North Central .............. 750,300 696,200 54,100 7.8 88,800 31,900 3,000 -2,900 -0.4
; Minnesota..................oeiin 62,200 51,600 10,600 20.7 8,500 1,600 1,300 3,800 7.3
i lowa . ..o 37,700 35,400 2,300 6.5 4,800 1,300 200 -1,200 -3.2
£y Missourl. ......... ... ... i 489,300 462,000 27,200 59 54,900 22,700 800 -4,900 -1.1
NorthDakota. . .......c.oovvvviiannn 1,500 1,200 300 B) 300 - - - B)
SouthDakota .....c.....ooouivivnn. 1,600 1,200 200 B) 400 - - -100 B)
Nebraska. .............covvuiniian 51,400 47,000 4,400 9.3 6,800 1,700 300 -700 -1.5
Kansas . .. .o ittt 106,800 97,800 9,000 9.2 13,100 4,400 400 300 0.3
South Aflantic. . ................. 6,021,500 5,440,700 580,800 10,7 622,100 242,400 62,400 201,100 3.7
Delaware. ........... .. .ooiiiinnnn 67,900 60,800 7.000 115 6,800 2,700 300 2,800 4.6
Maryland........... ..o ovinin e 1,014,000 899,400 114,600 12.7 93,700 34,900 7,800 55,800 8.2
District of Columbia. . ................ 436,700 480,000 -18,400 -3.0 38,800 25,500 4,600 -27,800 -6.2
virginia ... 827,500 751,300 76,200 10.1 80,100} - 34,500 2,700 30,500 4.1
WestVirginia. .. .................... 22,900 23,400 -600 -2.4 2,000 1,500 - -1,100 -4.9
North Carolina. . ................. ... 695,700 651,300 44,400 6.8 64,200 27,900 1,000 8,100 1.3
SouthCarolina ..................... 498,400 462,800 35,500 7.7 52,000 20,400 500 4,000 0.9
GeOrgid. . .. vv i 1,024,400 913,500 110,900 121 106,400 39,600 1,900 44,000 4.8
Flofda. . .. oot 1,434,000 1,227,900 206,100 16.8 176,800 55,500 43,600 84,800 6.9
East South Central. ., ............. 1,734,400 1,631,300 103,100 6.3 182,200 81,200 2,100 2,100 0.1
Kentucky. . ... o i e ans 183,400 178,400 4,900 2.8 19,200 9,500 400 -4,900 2.7
TONNeSsee ........covvvenninniains 643,100 605,600 37,500 6.2 66,700 30,300 600 1,200 0.2
Alabama ...............oovinn Do 877,000 633,300 43,700 6.9 70,200 32,400 1,000 5,900 0.8
MiSSISSIPPI. . . . v i 230,900 214,000 17,000 7.9 26,000 8,900 100 -100 0.0
West South Central . ............. 2,899,100 2,595,900 303,300 11.7 337,000 115,900 9,700 82,100 3.2
AKansas. . ... i 175,800 164,100 11,800 7.3 1 21,100 7,800 400 -1,400 -0.9
Louisiana. . .........oiiii i 920,900 838,800 82,100 9.8 111,300 39,800 1,000 10,600 1.3
Oklahoma ......................... 171,000 151,100 19,900 13.1 21,800 6,400 800 4,400 2.9
TOXAS . oot e 1,681,300 1,441,800 189,400 13.1 182,800 61,900 7,500 68,500 4.8
Mountain ................... ... 285,200 239,400 45,800 19.1 35,100 7,800 1,800 18,400 7.7
Montana ...............coiiiinnn.n 1,300 1,200 100 (B) 300 - - -100 B)
daho. . ..o - 800 600 200 B) 100 - - 100 (B}
WYOMING. . ..o v i s 2,500 2,400 100 B) 400 100 - -200 B)
Colorado............ oo 118,400 101,600 18,700 16.5 18,700 3,100 900 6,100 6.0
New MexiCO ..........vvviaiiinn 14,100 11,600 2,400 20.9 1,700 300 200 1,000 8.9
Afzona . ... ... i 77,800 62,600 15,200 24.3 10,300 2,500 500 7,400 11.9
Utah . ........ e 10,600 9,200 1,400 B) 1,300 300 100 400 B)
Nevada................ooieniiiin, 59,800 50,200 9,500 18.9 7,300 1,500 200 3,700 7.4
Pacific .............ccoiiiiin 2,249,100 1,982,300 266,800 13.5 259,100 76,400 14,500 84,200 4.2
Washington..................ooon 118,300 108,000 16,300 14.8 18,300 3,300 700 3,300 3.2
Oregon . ...oov e 39,100 35,700 3,400 9.5 4,700 1,400 400 - 0.1
California. . ........c.cviviiiinenn, 2,056,900 1,816,200 240,800 18.3 233,500 71,400 13,100 78,700 4.3
Alaska. .. ..o 12,400 9,600 2,800 [(2)] 1,800 200 100 1,200 B
Hawaii..........ocoocoi oo, 22,300 17,800 4,500 255 3,700 200 200 1,000 57

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 2B. Annual Estimates of the Black Metropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent Black

Region, division, and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, duly 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
United States . ...........ooovnnn. 21,057,800 | 22,428,700 22,801,300 23,177,000 23,550,001 23,936,900 127 13.1
NOFNEAST ... ot eieieeeiiee et 4,947,000 5,036,300 5,109,700 5,190,100 5,267,300 5,345,500 1.3 12.1
L S 5,121,300 5,192,200 5,232,700 5,282,600 5,345,000 5,402,100 12.3 12.9
SOUL v i et 9,667,900 9,906,300{ 10,102,800 10,285,600 | 10,464,800 | 10,655,000 18.8 18.9
1 S 2,221,700 2,293,900 2,356,100 2,418,700 2,473,700 2,534,200 6.2 6.3
NewEngland ........c.ovvrneennns, 479,700 494,000 502,500 511,800 522,500 533,200 4.6 5.0
MBINE .ot eeeer e eeceaeienenenes 1,600 1,700 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,700 (8) B)
New Hampshire, ... ..oovvrenenneennnnn 3,500 3,500 3,600 3,800 3,700 3,900 (8) B)
VBIMONE . 1\ vttt iieeeeeieine e 400 500 500 500 400 400 (8) (B)
Massachusetts .. .. ....ovvveerenreannns 229,200 236,300 239,300 244,000 249,600 255,000 4.2 4.6
Rhode ISIand. . . . ... .overnianr e 25,600 26,500 27,300 27,900 28,800 30,100 3.0 34
CONNECHICUL. . o\ v e eeneeieeieeenns 219,400 225,600 230,100 234,100 238,100 242,000 7.7 8.3
Middle Atlantic . . .. .....viiiea... 4,467,300 4,542,300 4,607,100 4,678,300 4,744,800 4,812,300 13.4 14.3
NEW YOTK ©ovever i eeiireiaeeaanns 2,484,600 2,533,300 2,572,800 2,617,800 2,659,600 2,700,400 18,7 16.8
NEW JEISOY . . o voveeereeenrrancnnees 941,900 960,800 $76,200 992,200 1,006,900 1,024,700 12.8 13.6
Pennsylvania. .. .......coeeianirenannns 1,040,800 1,048,200 1,068,200 1,068,300 1,078,300 1,087,200 10.4 10.8
EastNorth Central. ................. 4,425,000 4,483,000 4,515,900 4,556,000 4,606,300 4,651,800 13.7 14.4
o S 1,040,800 1,053,800 1,062,000 1,071,100 1,083,300 1,094,600 12.2 12.8
INGIANG « v vt et vea e v et 390,700 396,300 399,300 404,200 407,500 409,700 105 11.0
HHAOIS © v o v i et 1,634,900 1,659,000 1,674,800 1,601,400 1,710,900 1,725,900 17.5 18.2
MICHIGAN . . v e eevr e e eie v aanen e 1,177,800 1,187,000 1,190,600 1,197,400 1,208,600 1,221,300 18.7 16.6
WISCONSIN . .o et eecreeeneeannenns 180,900 186,000 189,200 191,900 195,900 200,300 5.8 6.3
West North Central ................. 696,200 709,200 716,800 726,600 738,700 750,300 7.4 7.8
Minnesota 51,500 54,300 55,800 57,400 59,700 62,200 2.0 2.3
IOWE .\ vvveeeinienennes 35,400 36,000 36,100 36,700 37,200 37,700 2.9 3.1
MISSOUM. « o\ v v v veieeencneneeaens 462,000 487,200 470,900 475,600 482,000 489,300 14.3 14.8
NOrth Dakota, ..o ovvveeeeeeeriaineenns 1,200 1,400 1,300 1,400 1,500 1,500 8) (B)
South DaKota .o .ovveeer e ainnnen, 1,200 1,300 1,400 1,500 1,500 1,500 (8) B)
NEBIASKA. . .\t v v veerveaanrineeananns 47,000 48,300 49,200 50,000 51,100 51,400 6.6 6.9
KANSAS © o' vveevtenenreraierannenes 97,800 100,700 102,000 104,000 105,800 108,800 8.5 8.8
South Atlantic. .. .....ovviierinn... 5,440,700 5,578,500 5,686,500 5,798,400 5,906,400 6,021,500 20.3 20.5
DelaWare. . .\ oov oo 60,800 62,400 63,300 84,600 66,200 67,900 18.3 16.5
Manyiand . . ..o ve e 899,400 924,800 943,900 964,200 991,700 1,014,000 229 24.5
District of Columbia. . ....oovvveinenn... 450,000 446,100 444,700 443,300 439,000 436,700 70.5 69.7
VIPGINIA « . et e e e e 751,300 771,800 785,800 801,500 §16,100 827,500 20.1 20.2
WeSt VIrginia, .. .. ovvvverevrireanennn, 23,400 23,000 22,800 22,800 23,300 22,900 3.3 3.3
North Caroling. . . .vovvvevnerenvanan.s 651,300 662,400 670,000 678,800 686,400 695,700 20.3 20.4
South Carolina .. .......ooveveeeenene.. 462,800 473,500 481,400 488,300 493,200 | 498,400 24.8 25,1
e - D 913,500 938,800 958,300 976,100 998,600 1,024,400 26.8 274
FIONER . « o v eveeee e eeenieeie e 1,227,900 1,275,700 1,316,300 1,353,700 1,392,100 1,434,000 13.8 14.0
East SouthCentral. ................. 1,631,300 1,658,900 1,676,600 1,694,400 1,712,500 1,734,400 20.6 21.2
KONIUCKY .+ v v v v e eveceeenenanennaens 178,400 179,700 180,900 182,400 182,100 183,400 10.6 10.8
TONNesses . ...c.ovvverneeen.. 605,600 615,300 621,100 626,300 633,200 643,100 18.9 20.4
Alabama . .......iiiieinaan.. 633,300 645,300 652,600 659,700 668,900 677,000 25.7 26.5
MISSISSIDPI. .+ ot ev e eeeee s 214,000 218,600 222,000 226,000 228,400 230,800 29.9 30.6
West South Central . . .. ............. 2,595,900 2,668,900 2,739,700 2,797,800 2,845,900 2,899,100 16.4 15.3
ATKANSAS . . v v v eosreraneeriiieananns 164,100 167,900 169,900 171,900 173,800 175,900 18.5 19.1
LOUISIANA. . .t e erecerenerneeeneanas 838,800 859,500 - 877,500 893,000 908,900 920,900 20,0 20.7
OKIBROMA . ..o ee et eeerinea e ans 151,100 156,400 161,200 165,000 168,800 171,000 8.8 8.9
TOXAS + o vver e i ais 1,441,900 1,485,000 1,531,000 1,567,900 1,594,400 1,631,300 12.8 12,5
MOUNBAIN v v e eeeeiianaanan s 239,400 251,100 261,700 269,500 275,700 285,200 3.3 3.5
MOMBNE ..o ve e e e 1,200 1,100 1,200 1,300 1,300 1,300 B) 8
AN, . o o 600 700 600 700 700 800 (8) (B)
WYOMING . o cve i ee et ceeeeanns 2,400 2,400 2,800 2,700 2,500 2,500 ®) (8)
ColOrad0 . o .\ttt 101,600 106,400 111,000 112,800 114,500 118,400 4.4 4.5
New MeXiCo . ..o ovverireeiriannananns 11,600 12,100 12,600 13,400 13,600 14,100 1.9 2.1
AMZONA .\ o teeeee e 62,600 65,400 68,600 71,800 74,800 | 77,800 3.1 3.2
Utah .o e e 9,200 9,800 9,800 10,300 10,400 10,600 B) (8)
e - 50,200 53,200 55,100 56,500 58,000 59,800 7.7 7.8
PACHIC v\ vver i ierie e 1,982,300 2,042,900 2,094,400 2,149,200 2,198,000 2,249,100 6.9 7.0
Washington . . .....ooevrerereneanean... 103,000 108,200 111,700 113,100 116,400 118,300 3.1 3.3
OF@EON & . v ev e it 35,700 36,700 37,300 37,400 38,300 39,100 2.0 2.1
Califormia. . .. o.ve e 1,816,200 1,871,600 1,918,200 1,968,300 2,010,800 2,056,900 8.0 8.1
ALBSKA. . .\ oottt 9,600 9,500 10,400 11,400 11,800 12,400 5.5 5.4
HAWaI . . .\ o e e i 17,800 16,800 16,900 19,100 20,700 22,300 2.3 2.7

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 3A. Estimates of the Black Nonmetropoilitan Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Componentis of
Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | Internationaf Total Percent
United States .. ............... 4,865,600 4,740,500 225,000 4.7 525,800 248,800 4,200 -52,000 -1
Northeast ..............cc.ovvvunn 59,900 54,800 5,100 9.4 5,300 2,100 800 1,900 3.5
Midwest. . .. 241,300 231,300 10,100 4.3 26,600 10,800 1,100 ~5,700 2.5
South ..... 4,598,000 4,396,400 201,600 4.6 485,500 233,800 2,000 -50,000 -1
West . ... e 66,300 58,100 8,200 14.2 8,400 2,100 300 1,900 3.3
NewEngland................... 12,700 11,000 1,700 15.3 1,400 500 300 800 7.4
Maine ........... . i 1,900 1,800 - (B) 300 - 100 -200 (B)
New Hampshire. . . .................. 900 900 - B) 100 - - - B)
Vermont ..o ininnn 1,300 800 500 (B) 100 - - 400 (8)
Massachusetts ..................... 3,200 2,600 700 (B) 400 200 - 500 (B)
Bhodelsland. ...................... 3,500 3,200 300 (B} 300 100 200 200 {B)
Connecticut. ........... ... .o 1,700 1,600 100 (B) 200 100 100 - {B)
Middle Atlantic . . 47,300 43,800 3,500 7.9 3,900 1,600 500 1,100 2.5
New York ......... 32,700 30,000 2,800 9.2 2,700 900 500 1,600 3.4
New Jersey. .........cooveivniennnn. - - - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania. . .........oovviian.inn 14,600 13,900 700 5.1 1,300 600 - 100 0.4
EastNorth Central .. ............. 142,600 137,800 4,800 3.5 14,200 6,400 700 -3,000 -2.2
Ohio .. . 41,800 40,500 1,300 3.2 4,100 1,900 100 -1,000 -2.4
Indiana . ......coovviiiiei i 26,300 26,500 800 3.2 2,600 1,000 100 -800 -3.3
HINOIS . ..o 48,900 46,600 2,400 5.1 8,300 2,300 200 -600 -1.2
Michigan ........... ...t 21,700 22,000 -300 -1.4 1,800 1,100 . -1,100 -4.9
Wisconsin. .........oo i ihiiiiann 3,800 3,200 700 By 300 100 260 400 B8)
Waest North Central . . 98,800 93,500 5,200 5.6 12,400 4,500 500 2,700 -2.9
Minnesota............. 1,600 1,400 100 B) 200 - - - B)
JOWB ..o s 7,500 7,200 300 B) 800 300 200 -200 - (B)
Missour. ...o.ooviiiin e 55,800 52,200 3,600 7.0 6,200 2,900 100 400 0.7
North Dakota. . ............... ... ... 1,600 1,300 300 (B) 400 - - - [(z)]
SouthDakota . ..................... 1,000 1,000 100 B 100 - - -100 B)
Nebraska. . ..............covvivnnn 1,100 1,100 - (B) 200 - - -100 [(=)]
Kansas ......coovviviiin i 30,100 29,300 700 2.5 4,600 1,200 100 -2,760 -8.1
South Aflantic, ............. ... 2,321,400 2,227,600 93,800 4.2 232,600 113,000 1,000 -25,800 -1.2
Delaware. ......................... 38,200 36,100 2,100 5.9 4,800 1,500 100 -1,000 -2.7
Maryland............... .. ... o0aas 62,100 60,700 1,400 2.3 6,000 3,400| - -1,200 -2.0
District of Columbia. . ................ - - - - - - - - 0.0
Virginia ..o 263,200 259,600 3,600 1.4 21,500 14,400 100 -3,600 -1.4
West Virginia. . .............00onl 41,000 41,800 -900 -2.2 3,500 3,000 200 -1,300 -3.2
North Carolina. .. ..........covvvnnos 606,500 668,000 27,500 41 65,100 34,000 - -3,600 -0.5
South Carofina ,............ouinns, 513,200 485,900 27,300 5.6 54,200 22,600 200 -4,300 -0.9
Georgia. ... ... s 576,000 552,300 23,800 4.3 62,900 27,500 100 -11,700 -2.1
Florida. . ....voviviv i 181,100 122,100 9,000 7.4 14,800 6,600 400 800 0.7
East South Central. . ............. 1,288,400 1,238,200 60,100 4.9 145,300 66,600 400 -18,600 -1.86
Kentucky.................. e 80,600 81,500 -800 -1 7,700 4,400 - -4,300 -5.3
TONN@SSE0 ... cvvvnine s 122,400 119,800 2,600 2.2 10,800 6,800 100 ~1,400 -1.2
Alabama ......cooiiv i 377,800 368,500 | 14,300 3.9 40,100 18,500 200 -8,300 1.7
Mississippi. . ...\ 717,700 673,500 44,200 6.6 86,600 35,800 . -6,600) . -1.0
West South Central .............. 978,200 930,500 47,700 8.1 107,500 54,200 600 -5,600 -0.8
AMKANSAS. ...\ it i 216,000 209,100 6,900 3.3 24,400 12,500 - -4,900 2.4
Louisiana. .. ... i 427,400 - 400,800 286,600 6.6 50,900 21,300 100 -3,000 -0.7
Oklahoma,. .....ovvennii i e 56,600 54,300 2,300 4,2 6,100 3,800 300 : 0.0
TOXES .\ ot 278,200 266,300 11,860 4.5 26,100 16,500: 200 2,300 0.8
Mountain 36,700 31,800 4,800 15.2 4,800 1,100 200 1,200 38
Montana ........ 700 600 100 B) 100 - - - (B)
daho........ooooi i 2,100 2,200 -100 B) 400 100 100 -400 (B)
WYOmINg. . ..o i 1,100 800 200 (B) 100 - 100 100 (B}
Colorado........ovvvii v 1,900 1,600 300 (B) 100 - - 200 (8)
NewMexico ...............oooeinn 14,600 12,800 2,100 16.5 1,900 800 - 600 4.7
ARZONA ..o i 18,700 12,100 1,600 12.8 1,900 400 - 100 1.1
Utah oo i 1,100 700 400 (By 100 - - 300 B)
Nevada..........conieiniiiinnnnes 1,500 1,200 300 B) 100 100 . 300 (B)
Pagific ......ccocvviin i, 29,800 28,200 3,400 12.9 3,600 1,000 100 800 2.9
Washington. .. ... civii o 4,100 3,800 300 (B) 400 100 100 . (B8)
Oregon . ..cuvvviienen e issuainsans 2,000 2,100 - (B) 300 100 - -300 (B}
Californig. . ....oovvii i 17,400 16,400 2,000 13.0 2,000 700 - 800 5.0
ABBKB. . .o vviii i §,200 4,400 800 (B) 800 100 - 160 [E)]
Hawall. . ....ooooiiinnineiinn s 800 500 300 (B) 100 - . 200 (B

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base wae less than 10,000,
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Table 3B. Annual Estimates of the Black Nonmetropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Parcent Black

Region, division, and State Aprit 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, Juiy 1,
1680 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
UnitedStates .................... 4,740,500 4,793,500 4,848,800 4,893,400 4,935,200 4,965,600 8.8 8.9
Northeast ................c.iveiinen, 54,800 $5,700 56,800 57,900 59,600 59,900 1.0 1.1
Midwest. .. ... .. i i 231,300 235,100 236,900 238,100 239,500 241,300 1.3 1.4
South, ..., ... i e 4,396,400 4,443,400 4,494,600 4,534,100 4,572,200 4,598,000 18.4 18.4
WeSt. ... e 58,100 59,300 61,400 63,400 63,900 66,300 0.8 0.8
NewEngland . ...................:. 11,000 11,400 11,700 11,800 11,800 12,700 086 0.6
Maing ... v e e e 1,900 2,100 2,100 1,900 1,900 1,900 (B) (B)
NewHampshire. . ...................... 900 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 900 B} B)
Vermont .. ... e 800 800 800 900 1,000 1,300 (B) (B)
Massachusetts ............... . .o0oun. 2,600 2,700 2,900 3,100 3,000 3,200 B) (B)
Rhodelsiand. ................cvunenn. 3,200 3,300 3,400 3,300 3,400 3,500 (B) B)
Connecticut. .. ....ooovveii i 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,700 (B) B)
Middle Atlantic . .................... 43,800 44,300 45,200 46,100 47,700 47,300 1.2 1.3
New York .. ..o 30,000 30,200 30,900 31,700 33,100 32,700 1.8 1.8
New Jersey. . .....covveininiien oo . - - - - - - -
Pennsylvania. ..........cooveerinnrann. 13,900 14,100 14,200 14,400 14,600 14,600 0.8 0.8
EastNorthCentral . ................. 137,800 138,700 140,500 140,500 142,100 142,600 1.5 1.5
Ohio ot i i 40,500 41,100 41,200 41,400 41,500 41,800 1.8 1.8
Indiana . .....ooveiiiii e 25,500 25,900 25,900 25,700 28,100 26,300 1.4 1.5
NS ..ot 46,600 47,200 47,700 47,900 48,700 48,900 2.2 24
Michigan .. .......cooiinivininnas . 22,000 22,000 22,100 21,600 21,800 21,700 1.2 1.2
WISCONSIN . ..o e et 3,200 3,400 3,600 3,800 3,800 3,900 (B) (B)
West North Central ................. 93,500 95,300 96,500 97,600 97,400 98,800 1.2 1.3
Minnesota.................. AN 1,400 1,400 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,600 (B) (B)
JOWE ot e 7,200 7,700 7,600 7,700 7,600 7,500 B} B)
MISSOUR. . ..o it e e e 52,200 53,200 54,100 54,900 55,400 56,900 3.1 3.3
NorthDakota. .........cooinnviinnen..n 1,300 1,500 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 (B) (8)
South Dakota ... ovvovevneinan .. 1,000 1,000 900 1,000 1,000 1,000 B) (8)
Nebraska. ............................ 1,100 1,200 1,300 1,200 1,200 1,100 B) B)
Kansas . ...ovvvveinin e, 29,300 29,400 29,400 29,800 29,000 30,100 2.4 2.5
South Atlantic. . .................... 2,227,600 2,248,200 2,270,800 2,286,900 2,304,600 2,321,400 21.8 21.7
Delaware............covviiiiiinnnnenn 36,100 36,600 36,900 37,500 37,700 38,200 18.4 18.4
Maryland. ... ... ... ... i i 60,700 60,700 61,300 61,800 61,900 62,100 204 18.9
District of Columbia - - - - . - - -
Virginda ... ...l 258,600 259,400 258,600 260,300 261,700 263,200 16.2 16.1
West Virginia. . ............... ... . 41,900 42,300 42,600 42,400 41,900 41,000 3.4 3.3
NorthCaroling. ......oovvenvennnnanen 669,000 675,400 680,900 686,700 690,800 696,500 250 25.0
SouthCarolina .............ccvvvunn.n 485,900 492,600 498,200 502,300 508,400 513,200 38.7 38.7
GEOTGIB . . . ov e e e e e, 552,300 558,300 564,900 567,600 572,500 576,000 26.8 26.8
Florida. . ....cocovnven i nny PR 122,100 123,800 126,500 127,600 129,800 131,100 14.2 12,6
East South Central., ................. 1,238,200 1,251,300 | 1,267,400 1,280,500 1,298,700 1,298,400 18.3 18.7
Kentucky...........c.ovvuiii i, 81,500 80,500 82,600 82,200 83,200 80,600 4.1 4.0
TOMNESSE . ..ottt 119,800 120,700 121,200 122,400 122,700 122,400 7.8 7.7
Alabama ..........ccvviiiniinn 363,500 366,700 370,100 372,000 374,800 377,800 25.4 25.8
MiSSISSIPPI « o v v v 673,500 683,400 693,500 708,900 713,000 717,700 37.3 38.6
WestSouthCentral . ................ 930,500 942,900 956,300 966,700 973,800 978,200 13.4 13.2
ATKANSAS . . v vie v 209,100 210,500 212,700 213,800 216,300 216,000 14.9 15.0
Louisiana. . ...t 400,800 407,900 413,500 418,600 423,400 427,400 30.5 30.8
Oklahoma .............ccciiiiiiiiin. 54,300 54,600 56,000 57,100 56,700 56,600 4.2 4.1
TOXAS o vv vt e 266,300 270,000 274,100 277,200 278,400 278,200 9.1 8.7
Mountain .........coiviivniiunenn, 31,900 32,700 34,000 35,100 35,900 36,700 0.8 0.8
Y T 600 600 800 700 600 700 By 8)
Idaho. .. ..o e 2,200 2,200 2,100 2,000 2,000 2,100 (B) (B)
WYOMING < o v e e et e eee e 900 900 900 1,000 1,000 1,100 ®) B)
Colorado .. ..o v e 1,600 1,600 1,700 1,700 1,900 1,900 B) (B)
NewMexico ..............oviiiiiann, 12,500 12,900 13,600 14,200 14,200 14,600 1.8 1.9
AMZONA . oot 12,100 12,600 12,900 13,200 18,700 13,700 1.8 1.8
Utah ... e e 700 900 800 1,000 1,200 1,100 (B) (B)
Nevada . .......cvoviiinennenerennnnas 1,200 1,100 1,200 1,300 1,400 1,500 (B) (B)
Pacific ...... ..o 26,200 26,600 27,400 28,300 27,900 29,600 0.8 0.9
Washington. ..............ociivninnn, 3,800 3,900 3,800 3,900 4,000 4,100 B) (B)
Lo e T . 2,100 1,800 1,900 1,900 1,900 2,000 B) (B)
California. .. ....oovvvinin i 15,400 16,000 16,300 16,900 16,400 17,400 1.6 1.6
Alaska. . ... e e 4,400 4,400 4,700 4,700 4,900 5,200 B) B)
Hawaii.. ... ... 0ottty 500 800 600 700 700 800 (B) (B)

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 4A. Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks: July 1, 1985,
and Components of Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Interna-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent
Albany, GAMSA . ... ... . . e 50,800 45,800 5,000 11.0 5,900 1,800 - 900 2.0
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY MSA . ......... 33,000 30,700 2,300 7.8 3,500 1,200 400 -100 -0.3
Albuquerque, NM MSA .................... 11,300 9,500 1,700 B) 1,400 200 100 600 {B)
Alexandria, LAMSA. .............. ... ... 38,600 36,400 2,200 6.1 4,700 2,100 - -400 -1.0
Allentown-Bethiehem, PA-NJ MSA . .......... 10,900 9,400 1,500 (B) 1,300 300 200 500 (B)
Anchorage, AK MSA . ...........ocvuinnn 12,400 9,600 2,800 (B) 1,800 200 100 1,200 (B)
Anderson, SCMSA ... .. ... . i 23,500 22,800 700 3.1 2,200 1,100 - -400 -2.0
Anniston, ALMSA. ... . i 22,800 21,000 1,800 8.5 2,300 1,100] . - 600 3.0
Asheville, NCMSA .. ... ..... ..o 13,700 14,000 -300 -1.9 1,100 1,000 - -400 -2.8
Athens, GAMSA. ... ........ .. i 26,300 23,500 2,800 11.8 2,700 1,100 100 1,200 5.0
Atlanta, GAMSBA. . ... .. i e 608,300 526,100 82,200 15.6 61,200 21,700 1,500 42,800 8.1
Atlantic City, NOMSA ......... .. coiiinn 42,800 39,800 3,000 7.5 4,700 2,500 200 800 2.4
Augusta, GA-SSCMSA . ........covheennnn 115,500 106,900 8,500 8.0 12,700 4,900 100 700 0.7
Austing TXMSA. ... ... e 60,700 50,400 10,300 20.5 6,100 2,300 300 6,500 12.8
Bakersfield, CAMSA. ............ccovvvien 23,400 21,200 2,200 10.4 3,000 1,200 100 400 1.7
Baltimore, MDMSA. .. .......oviiiiinenn. 592,200 560,800 31,400 5.6 56,800 26,800 1,700 1,500 0.3
Baton Rouge, LAMSA ...............oeun 154,100 137,700 16,400 11.9 18,400 6,200 300 4,200 3.1
Battle Creek, MIMSA ............ ..ot 14,000 18,400 600 4.2 1,500 600 - -400 -3.0
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TXMSA. .......... .. 87,600 81,800 5,800 7.1 9,900 4,100 200 - -
i Benton Harbor, MIMSA ................... 25,100 24,800 300 1.2 3,500 1,100 - -2,100 -8.6
Biloxi-Guifport, MEMSA .. ................. 34,400 32,900 1,500 4.5 4,000 1,400 - -1,100 -3.4
Birmingham, ALMSA . ...............0ie 252,800 240,300 12,500 8,2 24,900 13,700 100 1,200 0.5
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-
Lowell-Brockton, MA NECMA .............. 202,800 181,500 21,300 11.7 22,000 5,900 11,400 5,300 2.9
Bradenton, FLMSA. ........ ... vivnns 14,900 18,300 1,600 11.9 1,800 700 - 500 3.5
Bryan-College Station, TX MSA. ............. 11,800 10,500 1,400 13.8 1,300 600 100 700 6.8
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NYCMSA. ...... 119,800 116,100 3,700 3.2 11,800 5,300 500 -2,900 -2.5
Buffalo, NY PMSA . .......ovi e 108,300 104,900 3,400 3.2 10,500 4,800 500 -2,3G0 -2.2
o Niagara Falls, NY PMSA . ................ 11,500 11,200 400 | 3.2 1,400 400 - -600 -5.2
Burlington, NCMSA, . .........coiiveinnnss 19,700 19,100 600 3.2 1,400 900 - 100 0.4
i Canton, OM MSA. ... .o viiiiiinenennns 25,700 24,500 1,300 5.1 2,800 1,200 - -400 -1.4
: Champaign-Urbana-Rantoul, L MSA.......... 14,700 14,600 | - 100 0.9 1,900 500 100 -1,800 -8.7
Charieston, SCMSA .. ... ...t 144,600 138,700 10,800 8.1 16,700 5,800 100 - -
Charleston, WWMSA. .............covenen 13,700 13,800 -100 -0.7 1,200 800 . - -500 -3.8
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, ’
NC-SCMSA. ...t 211,100 194,400 16,700 | 8.6 20,600 8,700 200 4,900 2.5
Charlottesville, VAMSA. . .................. 17,400 17,100 300 1.7 1,700 1,000 - -400 -2.5
Chattanooga, TN-GAMSA ................. 61,100 59,800 1,300 2.2 5,700 3,200 - -1,200| -2.0
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,
HAN-WICMSA ... iii e 1,645,300 1,664,100 81,100 5.2 186,300 68,100 5,800 -37,100 -2.4
Aurora-Elgin, I PMSA . .. .. N 16,400 13,800 2,700 19.3 2,200 400 100 800 5.8
Chicago, ILPMSA . ...t 1,426,700 | 1,360,000 66,700 4.9 161,400 60,600 5,300 -34,100 -2.5
Gary-Hammond, IN PMSA . ............ ... 129,700 127,100 2,600 2.1 14,300 5,500 100 -8,200 -4.9
Joliet, ILPMSA ... ... 37,000 31,600 5,400 17.2 3,800 700 - 2,300 7.3
Lake County, ILPMSA................... 31,500 28,500 2,900 10.2 4,000 900 200 -200 -0.6
CINCINNATI-HAMILTON,
OH-KY-INCMSA . ... o iiviiiiii e 195,900 186,100 9,800 5.2 21,100 9,300 300 2,000 -1.1
Cincinnati, OH-KY-INPMSA. .............. 182,600 173,800 8,900 5.1 19,800 8,700 300 -2,300 -1.3
Hamilton-Middletown, OH PMSA .. ......... 13,300 12,400 900 7.3 1,300 600 - 200 1.9
Clarksville-Hopkinsvilie,
N-KY MSA. ... i eeiaas 30,600 31,800 1,200 -3.9 4,400 1,300 100 -4,300 -13.8
CLEVELAND-AKRON-LORAIN, OH CMS8A. .. .. 444,300 427,200 17,100 4.0 46,000 20,400 1,200 -8,600 -2.0
Akron, OHPMSA. .........coiinvirnnns 63,500 60,600 2,900 4.7 6,600 2,600 100 -1,100 -1.8
Cleveland, OHPMSA. .. ....... ... ..o " 358,800 346,600 13,300 3.8 37,000 17,100 1,100 -8,700 -1.9
Lorain-Elyria, OH PMSA. .. ............... 21,000 20,000 900 4.7 2,400 700 - -800 4.0
Colorado Springs, COMSA. ................ 23,200 19,500 3,800 19.3 3,600 400 100 600 33
Columbia, SCMSA . ........ . 127,600 117,800 9,700 8.3 12,700 4,500 200 1,500 1.3
Columbus, GA-ALMSA. ... .....ooovn 87,800 83,800 4,000 4.8 9,500 3,800 100 -1,500 -1.8
Columbus, OHMSA ...........ooviiinnnn 148,300 187,800 10,500 7.6 15,400 5,600 500 700 0.5
Corpus Christi, TXMSA. ... ..ot 13,800 12,900 900 7.2 1,600 600 100 - -0.3

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000,
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Table 4B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks:
April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Metropolitan area Percent Black
April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1085
Albany, GAMSA .. ..., . i 45,800 47,300 48,400 49,100 49,400 50,800 40.7 43.2
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY MBA .......... 30,700 30,900 31,300 31,900 32,600 33,000 3.7 3.9
N Albuquerque, NM MSA . ... ... o 9,500 9,900 10,300 10,600 10,900 11,300 2.3 2.5
Alexandria, LAMSA. ... ... ... ... . ... 36,400 36,700 37,300 37,800 38,600 38,600 26.9 28.1
Allentown-Bethiehem, PA-NJ MSA ........... 9,400 9,900 10,200 10,300 10,700 10,800 15 1.7
Anchorage, AKMSA .. ... ... 8,600 9,500 10,400 11,400 11,800 12,400 55 54
Anderson, SCMSA........ ... 22,800 23,000 23,000 23,200 23,500 23,500 17.1° 17.1
Anniston, ALMSA. .. ....... ... o i 21,000 21,800 22,400 22,700 23,000 22,800 17.6 18.3
Asheville, NCMSA .......... ... ... oo 14,000 13,900 13,800 13,800 13,800 13,700 8.7 8.2
Athens, GAMSA. . ... ... . o i, 28,500 24,900 24,400 25,100 25,900 26,300 18.1 18.7
Atlanta, GAMSA. . ....... . i 526,100 543,500 556,300 570,200 £87,200 608,300 24.6 24.9
Atlantic City, NOMSA . .............. ot 39,900 40,900 41,200 41,400 42,500 42,900 144 14.7
Augusta, GA-SCMBA ......... ... .o iven 106,900 109,000 110,500 111,400 113,400 115,800 30.9 30.8
Austing TX MSA. ... ... 50,400 52,000 53,900 56,200 58,100 60,700 9.4 8.6
Bakersfield, CAMSA. . ........ ... ..o 21,200 21,500 22,500 22,600 23,000 23,400 53 5.0
Baltimore, MDMSA. . ......... ... oot 560,800 567,700 574,900 580,400 587,500 592,200 255 26.0
Baton Rouge, LAMSA . ........... ... .. 137,700 142,700 145,700 148,100 151,800 154,100 27.9 28.4
Battie Creek, MIMSA .. ... ... ..o 13,400 | 13,400 13,500 13,400 13,600 14,000 9.5 10.2
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX MSA. ............. 81,800 83,700 83,700 85,800 86,700 87,600 21.8 22.8
Benton Harbor, MIMSA ................... 24,900 24,900 24,600 25,000 25,300 25,100 14.5 15.2
Biloxi-Gulifport, M MSBA . .................. 32,900 33,200 33,200 33,900 34,300 34,400 18.1 17.9
Birmingham, ALMSA ......... ... ool 240,300 243,000 244,800 247,500 250,600 252,800 27.2 27.9
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-

Lowell-Brockton, MA NECMA, .............. 181,500 187,200 189,900 193,600 198,600 202,800 5.0 5.5
Bradenton, FLMSA. ... ... ... o, 13,300 13,700 14,300 14,600 14,800 14,900 9.0 8.4
Bryan-College Station, TXMSA. ............. 10,600 10,700 14,100 11,600 11,800 11,900 11.2 10.3
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY CMSA. . ..... 116,100 117,300 117,500 118,600 118,100 119,800 9.3 10.0

Buffalo, NY PMSA. .. ..............0ous. 104,800 106,300 106,200 107,400 107,800 108,300 10.3 11.0

Niagara Falls, NYPMSA .................. 11,200 11,100 11,300 11,300 11,300 11,500 4.9 5.2
Burlington, NC MS8A. .. ..........coovvvnnnn 18,100 18,200 19,500 19,400 19,600 18,700 19.2 19.1
Canton, OHMSBA. ..., 24,500 24,900 25,000 25,300 25,700 25,700 8.0 6.4
Champaign-Urbana-Rantoul, L MSA. ......... 14,600 14,800 14,800 14,700 15,000 14,700 8.7 a.7
Charleston, SCMBA .. .........c.. oo enh 133,700 137,700 140,200 141,600 143,100 144,600 31.1 30.6
Charleston, WWMSA. ...............ooove 13,800 18,700 13,600 13,700 13,800 18,700 5.1 5.2
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, .

NC-SCMSA. ... .ot 194,400 198,600 201,800 204,400 207,200 211,100 20.0 20.2
Charloftesville, VAMSA. ................ .. 17,100 17,000 17,200 17,200 17,400 17,400 15.1 14.5
Chattanooga, TN-GAMSA ................. 58,800 60,300 60,400 60,800 60,700 61,100 14.0 14.4
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,

HANSWICMSA L. 1,564,100 1,585,800 1,599,800 1,615,200 1,632,400 1,645,300 19.7 20.3
Aurora-Eigin, ILPMSA .. ........... .. ... 13,800 14,200 14,900 15,400 15,800 16,400 4.4 4.9
Chicago, ILPMSA ...........oiiiinne, 1,360,000 1,377,100 1,388,400 1,400,800 1,415,300 1,426,700 . 224 231
Gary-Hammond, INPMSA............. ... 127,100 128,500 129,100 130,000 180,700 128,700 19.8 20.7
Joliet, ILPMSBA .. ... ... 31,600 | 33,100 | 33,800 34,800 36,100 37,000 89y 10.1
lake County, ILPMSA. ............... ... 28,500 29,700 30,300 30,700 30,800 31,500 8.5 6.8

CINCINNATI-HAMILTON,
OH-KY-INCMSA . ... ... o i 186,100 188,800 180,400 191,100 188,500 195,800 11.2 11.8
N Cincinnat, OH-KY-IN PMSA. ... ... 173,800 175,900 177,500 178,000 180,500 182,600 . 124 12.9
Hamilton-Middietown, OH PMSA ... ....... 12,400 12,900 © 12,900 13,200 13,100 13,300 4.8 4.9
Clarksville-Hopkinsville,

TN-KY MBA. . 31,800 31,500 32,000 30,800 29,200 30,600 21.2 20.0

CLEVELAND-AKRON-LORAIN, OH CMSA . . ... 427,200 431,000 433,800 437,400 441,700 444,300 16.1 16.0
Akron, OHPMSA. .. ... iiiiianiinn, 60,600 60,700 61,100 62,000 63,100 63,500 9.2 9.8
Claveiand, OH PMBA. . ...... ... 0vve 346,600 350,100 351,900 354,600 357,600 359,900 18.3 19.3
Lorain-Elyria, OH PMSA. . ....... ... .. 20,000 20,300 20,800 20,800 20,900 21,000 7.3 7.7

Colorado Springs, COMSA. ................ 18,500 21,100 22,200 22,100 22,300 23,200 6.3 6.4

Columbia, SCMSA ........oi i 117,800 121,000 122,800 126,400 126,800 127,600 28.7 20.5

Columbus, GA-ALMSA. ........ . ... ... 83,800 84,300 87,000 86,600 87,400 87,800 35.1 38.3

Columbug, OHMSA .. ....... ... 137,800 140,800 142,000 143,400 146,700 148,300 111 11.5

Corpus Christ, TAXMSA. ..........oovvivnnn - 12,800 18,000 13,500 13,800 13,700 13,800 4.0 3.9
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Table 4A. Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks: July 1, 1985,
and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, Apnl 1, Interna-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent
DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TXCMSA .......... 485,400 417,000 68,400 16.4 53,800 17,400 1,700 32,000 7.7
Dallas, TXPMSA . ... ..o 363,700 314,000 49,700 16.8 40,400 12,700 1,100 22,000 7.0
Fort Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA ... ......... 121,700 103,000 18,700 18.2 13,400 4,700 500 10,000 9.7
Danville, VAMSA ... ..ot 34,500 33,600 1,000 2.9 3,160 1,600 - -500 -1.6
Davenport-Rock Istand-Moline,

AL MSA L e 18,400 16,800 1,600 9.2 2,600 600 - -400 -2.5
Dayton-Springfield, OHMSA . . .............. 126,100 118,900 7,200 6.1 13,000 5,500 300 -300 -0.3
Daytona Beach, FLMSA. .. ......... ... ... 31,800 29,000 2,800 9.6 3,200 1,600 200 1,100 3.9
Decatur, ILMSA . ... ..ooiviiiii it 14,500 13,800 700 5.0 1,800 500 - -700 -4.9
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA . ............ 91,100 78,500 12,600 16.0 9,800 2,500 600 5,300 6.8

Denver, COPMSA. ... ..., 89,000 76,700 12,300 16,1 9,600 2,500 500 5,200 6.8
Des Moines, IAMSA . ....... ...t 15,000 14,100 900 6.3 1,700 700 - -200 -1.2
DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA ........... 948,300 921,200 28,100 3.1 85,400 42,900 1,700 ~14,400 -1.6

Ann Arbor, MEPMSA .. ... ... 31,000 28,500 2,500 8.9 2,800 700 400 400 1.3

Detroit, MEPMSA. ... ..o 918,400 892,800 25,600 2.9 82,600 42,200 1,300 -14,800 -1.7
Dothan, ALMSA . .. ......... ... i 26,700 24,300 2,300 9.6 3,300 1,100 - 200 0.9
ElPago, TXMSA. ...t 20,700 18,800 1,900 10.0 3,000 400 100 -700 -3.8
Erie, PAMSA. . ... .t 12,900 12,300 600 5.2 1,800 500 100 -700 -5.6
Evansville, IN-KY MSA . ........coovionn 16,400 15,600 800 5.2 1,800 900 - -100 -0.4
Fayetteville, NCMSA. ..............oivintn 79,100 76,700 2,400 3.2 9,800 2,200 100 -5,200 -6.7
Flint, MEMSA. . ... .. i e 83,100 78,800 4,300 55 9,200 2,400 100 -2,400 -3.1
Florence, AL MSA. ..o, 17,700 16,900 800 4.6 1,700 800 - - -0.2

i Florence, SCMSA. . ... i iivians 44,200 41,300 2,900 6.9 4,800 2,200 - 200 0.6

R Fort Myers-Cape Coral, FLMSA............. 19,500 16,300 3,200 19.5 2,600 700 100 1,300 7.8

Fort Pierce, FLMSA ........... . oviiieinn 26,900 23,500 3,300 14.0 3,600 1,200 300 800 3.7

Fort Walton Beach, FLMSA . ............... 10,500 9,400 1,100 B) 1,500 200 - -100 B)

Fort Wayne, INMSA . .......... ... i 27,600 26,200 1,400 5.4 3,500 200 200 -1,200 -4.7

Fresno, CAMSA . . ..., 34,600 25,800 8,700 33.5 9,400 1,200 200 500 1.9

Gadsden, ALMSA. . ........coviiivniinins 14,400 13,800 600 46 1,300 900 - 200 1.5

Gainesville, FLMSA .......... ..o 37,600{ 33,100 4,500 13.7 4,200 1,500 300 1,800 55

Grand Rapids, MIMSA .. ........... .. ... 35,600 | 32,400 3,200 10.0 4,600 1,100 | - 100 -200 -0.7
Greensboro—Winston-Salem— -

High Point, NCMSA . ...............o..n. 172,000 161,900 10,100 6.2 13,900 7.300 300 3,400 2.1
Greenville-Spartanburg, SC MSA. .. .......... 104,200 97,200 7,000 7.2 9,900 4,500 200 1,600 1.8
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisie,

PAMSA . s 36,700 34,300 2,400 6.9 4,000 1,500 100 -200 -0.5
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown-

Bristol, CTNECMA . ...........oiivnin 83,500 75,000 8,600 11.4 8,500 2,300 3,800 2,400 3.2
Hickory, NCMSA. ..o 17,000 16,500 400 25 1,400 800 - -200 -1.4
Honoluiu, HIMSA . ........... ... oo 22,300 17,800 4,500 25.5 3,700 200 200 1,000 5.7
Houma-Thibodaux, LAMSA ................ 26,900 23,800 3,100 12.9 3,900 1,100 - 300 1.2
HOUSTON GALVESTON-BRAZORIA,

TXCOMSA. i s 641,300 564,300 77,000 13.6 70,600 22,900 4,100 29,200 5.2
Brazoria, TXPMSA .........ccovvvernnns 14,900 13,200 1,700 12.7 1,300 500 - 900 6.7
Galveston-Texas City, TX PMSA .. ......... 38,500 36,500 2,000 5.6 4,400 1,800 - - -500 -1.3
Houston, TXPMSA ... ...oovvnneinnns 587,900 514,600 73,200 14.2 64,900 20,500 4,000 28,800 5.6

L Huntsville, ALMSA .. ..........oviveiinnn 44,500 39,100 5,400 13.8 4,400 1,400 700 2,400 6.0
pan Indianapolis, INMSA. ... .....cooovivann.. 168,100 157,700 10,400 6.6 17,900 7,100 100 -500 0.3
: Jackson, MIMSA . ... ... ... ... 10,900 11,000 -100 -1.0 800 300 100 -600 -5.5
Jackson, MEMSA. ... ... L o 162,700 148,400 13,300 8.8 18,500 6,500 100 1,300 0.9

Jackson, TNMSA ... ...oiiviniieinnnn 24,200 22,300 1,900 8.4 2,400 1,200 - 700 3.1

Jacksonville, FLMSA . ... ... ... .o in 178,200 156,000 22,300 14.3 20,200 8,300 400 10,300 6.6

Jacksonville, NCMSA. . ................... 23,400 23,200 200 0.8 3,400 400 | - 100 2,700 -11.8

Kalamazoo, MIMSA . ... . ... ienn 17,400 15,800 1,600 10.0 2,200 500 |- 100 -100 -0.6

Kankakee, ILMSA. .. ..... ... ins 15,800 14,900 900 5.9 2,200 700 - -600 -4.2

Kansas City, MO-KS MSA. .. ............... 193,900 179,900 14,000 7.8 21,760 8,500 300 800 0.5

Killeen-Temple, TX MSA ... ... ienn 36,300 37,200 -900 -2.4 6,900 800 100 -7,000 -18.9

Knoxvifie, TN MSA. .. ... 35,500 34,200 1,300 3.7 3,400 1,800 200 -200 -0.6

Lafayette, LAMSA ..........coviiiiiinan 49,500 43,600 5,900 13.6 6,300 1,700 100 1,300 3.0

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 4B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks:
April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

Metropolitan area

July 1,

July 1,
1984

July 1,

Percent Black

April 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1985 1980 1985

DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TXCMSA .......... 417,000 428,800 441,400 455,500 468,600 485,400 14.2 13.8
Dailag, TXPMSA . ........ .. oot 314,000 322,800 331,500 341,500 351,700 363,700 16.0 16.7
Fort Worth-Arlington, TXPMSA . ........... 103,000 106,000 109,800 114,000 116,900 121,700 10.6 10.4

Danville, VAMSA ... .vtie i 383,600 33,700 34,000 34,000 34,400 34,500 30.0 31.1
Davenport-Rock island-Moline,

AGLMSA L e 16,800 17,400 17,700 18,000 18,500 18,400 4.4 4.9
Dayton-Springfield, OHMSA. ............... 118,900 119,800 121,300 123,000 124,500 126,100 12.6 13.5
Daytona Beach, FL MSA. ............... ... 29,000 28,500 29,900 30,600 31,300 31,800 11.2 10.2
Decatur, ILMSA . .......... ..., 13,800 14,100 14,100 14,100 14,500 14,500 10.5 11.4
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA . ............ 78,500 81,400 84,900 86,600 88,200 91,100 4.8 5.0

Denver, COPMSA.............. ... i 76,700 79,700 83,200 84,900 86,200 89,000 5.4 5.5

Des Moines, IAMSA. . ........ ... . it 14,100 14,400 14,500 14,400 14,600 15,000 3.8 4.0

DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA ........... 921,200 926,900 928,800 932,900 940,400 948,300 18.4 20.4
Ann Arbor, MIPMSA . ... 28,500 28,900 29,200 29,400 30,300 31,000 10.7 115
Defroit, MIPMSA. ........... .ot 892,800 898,000 899,600 903,500 910,100 918,400 19.9 20.9

Dothan, ALMSA . ... ... . i, 24,300 25,500 25,800 26,100 26,600 26,700 19.9 21.0

ElPaso, TXMSA. .. ... 18,800 19,700 20,100 19,600 20,100 20,700 3.9 3.9

Erie, PAMSA. ... i 12,300 12,400 12,600 12,800 12,700 12,800 4.4 4.6

Evansville, IN-KY MSA . ......... ..o 15,600 15,800 15,900 16,100 16,300 16,400 5.6 5.9

Fayetteville, NCMSA. .. .........oiiiiinit, 76,700 78,700 77,600 79,200 78,700 79,100 31.0 313

Flint, MIMSA. .. ... oo i 78,800 79,800 80,300 81,200 81,800 83,100 175 18.9

Florence, ALMSA. . ..... ... ..ot 16,800 17,300 17,400 17,400 17,400 17,700 128 13.0

Florence, SCMSA. .. .. .ov i 41,300 42,200 42,700 43,400 43,800 44,200 37.5 38.7

Fort Myers-Cape Coral, FLMSA............. 16,300 17,200 17,900 18,300 18,600 18,500 8.0 7.4

Fort Pierce, FLMSA .................cit 23,500 24,700 25,300 25,900 26,200 26,900 15.6 13.9

Fort Walton Beach, FLMSA . ............... 9,400 9,600 9,700 10,000 10,100 10,500 8.5 8.4

FortWayne, INMSA.......... ... .. ..ot 26,200 26,800 27,100 27,000 27,300 27,600 7.4 7.9

Fresno, CAMSA ... . ...l 25,900 27,600 29,100 31,100 32,700 34,600 5.0 8.1

Gadsden, ALMSA. .......... ...t 13,800 13,800 14,000 14,200 14,300 14,400 13.4 13.8

Gainesville, FLMSA ................ooi0 33,100 34,100 35,100 36,300 36,900 37,600 19.3 19.2

Grand Rapids, MIMSA ..................0, 32,400 33,400 34,000 34,500 35,100 35,600 5.4 5.7

Greensboro—Winston-Salem-— !

High Point, NCMSA ..................0.s 161,900 164,400 166,000 168,000 170,700 172,000 19.0 18,
Greenwville-Spartanburg, SCMSA. . ........... 97,200 98,800 100,700 102,100 102,500 104,200 171 17.5
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, )

PAMSA. ..ot 34,300 35,000 35,500 36,100 36,700 36,700 6.2 6.5
Hartford-New Britain-Middietown-

Bristol, CTNECMA . ............cooinnn 75,000 77,400 79,100 80,700 82,500 83,500 74 7.8
Hickory, NC MSA. «.......covviiniiiinnn 16,500 16,700 16,600 16,800 16,900 17,000 8.2 8.1
Honolulu, HIMSA . ...t 17,800 16,900 16,900 19,100 20,700 22,300 23 2.7
Houma-Thibodaux, LAMSA ................ 23,800 24,600 25,600 26,200 26,600 26,900 13.5 14.2
HOUSTON-GALVESTON-BRAZORIA,

TXOMSA ... e 564,300 586,300 612,000 625,600 632,000 641,300 18.2 18.0
Brazoria, TXPMSA ..................... 13,200 13,900 14,100 14,500 14,500 14,900 7.8 7.8
Galveston-Texas City, TX PMSA ... ........ 36,500 37,000 37,600 38,200 38,700 38,500 18.6 18.2
Houston, TXPMSA ............ . ool 514,600 535,500 560,300 572,900 578,800 587,900 18.8 18.6

Huntsville, ALMSA . .......... vt 39,100 40,100 40,900 41,900 42,800 44,500 10.8 20.8

Indianapolis, INMSA. ..................... 157,700 160,000 161,800 164,800 166,300 168,100 13.8 14.1

Jackson, MIMSA ... ... ...l 11,000 10,800 10,900 10,800 10,700 10,900 7.3 7.5

Jackson, MG MSA. ... i, 149,400 152,600 155,100 157,900 160,100 162,700 41.3 42,7

Jackson, TNMSA . ...... ... vt 22,300 22,600 22,800 28,200 23,500 24,200 30.0 30.9

Jacksonville, FLMSA ........... ... cooouen 156,000 160,300 164,000 167,600 172,100 178,200 216 216
Jacksonville, NCMSA..................... 23,200 23,500 23,600 24,200 23,800 23,400 20.6 19.4

Kalamazoo, MIMSA . ..................... 15,800 16,400 16,600 16,800 17,000 17,400 7.5 8.1

Kankakee, L MSA....... ... ..ol 14,900 15,100 15,400 156,500 15,700 15,800 145 161

Kansas City, MO-KSMSA. ................. 179,900 182,500 184,200 186,900 190,300 193,900 12,6 13.0

Killeen-Temple, TXMSA . ............... ... 37,200 36,400 35,900 34,800 34,000 36,300 17.3 16.7

Knoxville, TN MSA. . ....... ..o oot 34,200 35,000 35,200 34,900 35,200 35,500 8.0 6.0

Lafayette, LAMSA ........ ... ... ... 43,600 45,100 48,400 47,500 48,500 49,500 22.9 22.8
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Table 4A. Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Biacks: July 1, 1985,
and Components of Change Since 1880—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Interna-

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent
Lake Charles, LAMSA . ................... 39,800 36,400 3,400 9.3 4,900 1,700 - 200 0.7
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL MSA ............ 53,300 48,400 4,900 10.1 6,600 2,300 400 500 1.1
Lansing-East Lansing, MIMSA . ............. 26,000 23,400 2,600 10.9 2,800 600 400 360 1.2
Las Vegas, NVMSA . ...........couvnin 55,500 46,400 9,100 19.7 6,800 1,400 100 3,700 8.0
Lawton, OK MSA. .. ..ovuiviiiiniainnnns 19,100 18,000 1,100 6.0 3,000 400 - 1,500 8.4
Lexington-Fayette, KY MSA. ................ 36,200 34,700 1,400 4.1 3,400 2,000 100 - 0.1
Lima, OHMSA. ... e 12,300 11,000 1,300 12.0 1,500 300 - 100 1.4
Little Rock-North Little Rock,

ARMSA. . ... 98,400 90,800 7,600 8.4 11,900 4,000 300 -300 -0.4
Longview-Marshall, TXMSA ................ 38,500 34,300 2,200 8.3 3,700 2,200 - 600 1.9
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM-RIVERSIDE,

............................. 1,194,500 1,065,100 129,300 12.1 128,800 42,800 8,200 43,200 4.1
Anahenm—Santa Ana, CAPMSA............ 32,300 24,900 7,400 2986 4,700 500 800 3,300 18.0
Los Angeles-Long Beach,

CAPMSA. ... . e 1,037,300 948,400 87,900 9.3 109,500 39,000 6,700 17,400 18
Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA ............... 14,600 11,500 3,100 27.2 1,900 300 200 1,500 13.0
Riverside-San Bernardino,

CAPMSA. . ... i i 110,200 79,300 31,000 38.0 12,800 3,000 700 21,100 26.6
Louisvilie, KY-INMSA . ........... ... ..o 126,900 121,100 5,700 4.7 12,500 6,300 300 -400 -0.4
lubbock, TXMSA....... ... ... ... .. 16,500 15,400 1,100 7.1 2,400 800 200 -700 -4.3
Lynchburg, VAMSA ...................... 29,400 28,700 700 2.6 2,500 1,600 - -200 -0.8
Macon-Warner Robins, GA MSA............. 95,600 88,500 7,000 7.9 9,500 4,100 - 1,600 1.8
Mansfield, OHMSA. ........ ... ...l 10,100 9,400 700 (B) 1,000 300 - 100 [£)]
Melbourne-Titusville-Paim Bay,

FLMSA . .. i i 28,400 23,600 4,700 20.0 3,100 1,000 600 2,600 10.8
Memphis, TN-AR-MS MSA ... ... . 389,300 364,100 25,200 6.9 43,000 17,800 100 100 -
MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FLCMSA ... .. .. 492,500 399,300 93,200 23.3 65,900 16,300 36,000 43,600 10.8
Fort Lauderdaie-Hollywood-

Pompano Beach, FLPMSA................ 144,000 113,800 30,100 26.5 18,200 4,500 8,600 16,400 14.4

Miami-Hialeah, FLPMSA. ... ... ... ... 348,400 285,400 63,000 22.1 47,700 11,800 28,500 27,200 9.5
MILWAUKEE-RACINE, WICMSA . ........... 181,500 165,300 16,200 | 9.8 23,400 4,600 600 -2,600 -1.8

Milwaukee, WI PMSA. . .................. 166,100 151,800 14,600 9.6 21,400 |. 4,300 600 . -2,600 -1.7

Racing, WIPMBA . ..................... 15,400 13,800 1,600 11.6 2,000 400 - - -0.2
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA . .......... 60,400 48,800 10,600 21.3 8,300 1,600 1,200 3,900 7.8
Mobile, AL MSA. .......... ..., 135,900 127,100 8,800 6.9 15,600 6,200 100 -800 -0.4
Monroe, LAMSA. .......... ..o e 44,600 40,700 3,800 9.5 5,500 2,000 - 400 0.8
Montgomery, ALMSA. ...............ouhen 103,400 94,700 8,700 8.2 11,000 4,500 - 2,200 23
Muskegon, MIMSA .. ..............oveve 20,500 19,400 1,100 5.8 2,400 800 - -500 -2.5
Nashville, TN MSA .............. ... .00 145,400 137,200 8,200 8.0 14,000 7,000 300 1,100 08
New Haven-Waterbury-Meriden,

CTNECMA ... .. e 74,000 €8,300 5,700 8.4 8,000 2,300 800 - -
New London-Norwich, CTNECMA . ........., 10,100 8,800 1,200 (B) 1,200 300 - 300 (B)
New Orleans, LAMSA. ........... .. ovv 445,900 408,700 36,200 8.8 53,100 19,200 500 2,300 0.6
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW JERSEY-LONG

ISLAND, NY-NJ-CT CMSA ........ ... 000 3,201,200 | 2,841,200 260,100 8.8 321,500 123,800 139,800 62,400 2.1

SL Bergen-Passaic, NO PMSA. ............... 101,700 94,200 7,500 7.9 10,100 3,500 2,400 900 0.9

i Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk-

G Danbury, CTNECMA . ........... ...t 74,400 67,200 7,200 10.7 8,500 2,400 1,800 1,100 1.8

il Jarsey City, NJPMSA . ..............o0hs 79,400 71,500 7,900 111 11,800 3,000 1,900 -800 -1.2

i Middiesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,

[ PMSA . 55,600 48,000 7,600 15.8 5,300 1,700 1,100 3,900 8.2
Monmouth-Ocean, NO PMSA. ............. 57,000 52,800 4,200 8.0 6,100 2,500 500 700 1.3
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA. .. ............. 185,500 163,800 21,800 13.3 16,400 6,000 4,500 11,400 6.9
New York, NY PMSA........... ... .00 2,185,700 | 2,013,200 172,500 8.8 220,500 87,300 119,800 38,300 1.9
Newark, ND PMBA . ................. ... 443,000 413,800 29,200 7.0 40,600 16,800 7,500 5,400 1.3
Orange County, NY PMSA................ 18,900 16,700 2,200 13.8 2,200 600 200 700 4.0

Norfoik-Virginia Beach-

Newport News, VAMSA .. .....c.ovvvvvonn 362,600 326,800 35,800 1.0 37,000 15,100 300 13,900 4.3
Qcala, FLMSA ... ... ovviiii i 22,300 20,400 2,000 9.6 2,800 1,200 100 300 1.7
Oklahoma City, OKMSA. . ..........covvvtn 92,200 78,900 13,300 16.8 11,600 3,400 400 5,100 8.4
Omaha, NESAMSA. ... ..oovvvinn e 47,900 44,100 3,800 8.7 6,300 1,700 100 -800 -1.7
Orlando, FLMSA. .. ....ooi v i 108,400 90,800 15,500 17.1 12,400 3,800 1,100 6,900 7.6

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 4B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks:
April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

Metropolitan area

Percent Black

April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 19856
Lake Charles, LAMSA ............... . .. 36,400 37,800 38,400 39,100 39,700 39,800 21.8 22.7
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FLMSA ............ 48,400 49,600 50,800 51,500 52,100 53,300 15.1 14.8
Lansing-East Lansing, MIMSA . ............. 23,400 23,700 24,000 24,200 25,300 26,000 5.6 6.2
Las Vegas, NVMSA ............. ... ... .. 46,400 48,200 50,900 52,300 53,900 585,500 10.0 10.1
Lawton, OKMSA. ........ .. oo i 18,000 18,600 19,400 19,200 19,600 19,100 16.0 16.0
Lexington-Fayette, KY MSA. .. .............. 34,700 35,000 35,600 35,800 38,000 36,200 10.9 10.8
Lima, OHMSA. ... ...t 11,000 11,400 11,700 11,800 11,900 12,300 7.4 8.0
Little Rock-North Little Rock,

ARMSA. .. 90,800 93,400 94,500 95,300 97,100 98,400 181 18.9
Longview-Marshall, TX MSA . ............... 34,300 34,800 35,400 35,600 36,200 36,500 226 21.9
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM-RIVERSIDE,

CACMSA ... ey 1,065,100 1,094,500 1,119,900 1,145,800 1,168,500 1,194,500 9.3 9.2
Anaheim-Santa Ana, CAPMSA............ 24,900 26,700 28,500 29,8500 31,000 32,300 1.3 1.5
Los Angeles-Long Beach,

CAPMSBA. ... 949,400 970,600 987,200 1,006,500 1,020,700 1,037,300 12.7 12.5
Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA ............... 11,600 12,100 12,900 13,200 14,000 14,600 22 24
Riverside-San Bernardino,

CAPMSA. ... i 79,300 85,100 91,300 96,600 102,800 110,200 5.1 5.8
Louisville, KY-INMSA . ............ooit 121,100 122,600 123,100 124,700 125,600 126,900 12.7 13.3
Lubbock, TXMSA . ....... .o, 15,400 15,100 15,500 16,100 16,400 16,500 7.3 7.5
Lynchburg, VAMSA ............ oo, 28,700 28,600 28,700 29,000 29,100 29,400 20.3 20.5
Macon-Warner Robins, GAMSA. ............ 88,600 91,200 91,700 93,300 94,800 95,600 33.6 34.7
Mansfield, OH MSA. . ..........coicennnn, 9,400 9,400 9,400 9,500 9,600 10,100 7.1 7.7
Melbourne-Titusville-Palm Bay,

FLMSA it ceee 23,600 24,900 25,800 26,600 27,400 28,400 8.7 8.5
Memphis, TN-AR-MSMSA ................. 364,100 370,500 375,200 | 379,700 384,100 389,300 39.9 41.4
MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FLCMSA . ... ... 399,300 422,100 440,500 457,800 475,300 492,500 15.1 174

Fort L.auderdale-Hollywood-
Pompano Beach, FLPMSA ................ 113,800 120,300 126,200 131,800 137,600 144,000 1.2 12.8
Miami-Hialeah, FLPMSA................. 285,400 301,500 314,200 326,100 337,700 348,400 17.6 19.8
MILWAUKEE-RACINE, WICMSA ............ 165,300 169,800 172,300 174,500 177,900 181,500 10.5 11.5

Milwaukee, WIPMSA. . .................. 161,500 155,500 157,800 159,800 162,800 166,100 10.8 1.8

Racine, WIPMSA ...................... 13,800 14,300 14,500 14,700 15,100 15,400 8.0 8.8
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WIMSA ........... 49,800 52,500 54,000 55,800 58,000 60,400 2.3 2.7
Mobile, ALMSA. ......... ... ..oinn.. 127,100 128,500 131,300 132,800 134,800 135,800 28.6 29.0
Monroe, LAMSA, .. ... 40,700 41,300 42,300 43,100 44,000 44,600 29.2 30.5
Montgomery, ALMSA . ............... ..., 94,700 97,400 98,900 99,700 101,400 108,400 347 36.1
Muskegon, MEMSA....................... 19,400 19,400 19,800 19,900 20,100 20,500 12.3 13.1
Nashville, TN MSA ..., 137,200 138,900 189,700 141,300 143,100 145,400 16.1 16.1
New Haven-Waterbury-Meriden,

CTNECMA ... .ot 68,300 70,200 71,000 71,800 72,600 74,000 8.0 9.5
New London-Norwich, CTNECMA .. ......... 8,900 9,200 9,400 9,500 10,000 10,100 3.7 4.1
New Orleans, LAMSA..................... 408,700 419,100 426,500 433,600 440,300 445,900 32.6 33.6
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW

JERSEY-LONG ISLAND, NY-NJ-CT CMSA. . .. 2,941,200 2,998,700 3,047,400 3,101,900 3,151,600 3,201,200 16.9 18.1
Bergen-Passaic, NJPMSA. . ........... ... 94,200 96,100 97,900 99,400 100,500 101,700 7.3 7.8
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwatk-

Danbury, CTNECMA . .................. 67,200 68,800 70,600 71,800 73,000 74,400 8.3 9.0
Jersey Gity, NO PMSA . .............. ..., 71,500 73,900 75,600 77,000 78,100 79,400 12.8 14.1
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,

NJPMSA .. s 48,000 48,800 49,900 51,600 53,300 55,600 5.4 8.0
Monmouth-Ocean, NO PMSA .. ............ 52,800 53,700 54,300 55,300 56,100 57,000 6.2 6.1
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA. ............... 163,800 169,200 173,300 178,700 182,600 185,800 6.3 7.0
New York, NY PMSA. . ............. ...t 2,013,200 2,050,600 2,082,900 2,118,100 2,152,600 2,185,700 24.3 26.1
Newark, NOPMSA. . ... ............. ... 413,800 419,900 425,200 432,100 437,000 443,000 22.0 23.8
Orange County, NY PMSA. .. ............. 16,700 17,500 17,800 18,000 18,400 18,900 6.4 6.9

Norfolk-Virginia Beach- )

Newport News, VAMSA .................. 326,800 337,800 343,300 350,800 358,100 362,600 28.2 28.1
Qcala, FLMSA ............viiiii e 20,400 20,800 21,500 21,600 22,000 22,300 16.6 14.0
Oklahoma City, OKMSA. . ............... .. 78,900 82,300 85,000 87,800 90,300 92,200 8.2 9.5
Omaha, NE-IAMSA. .. ... ...ty 44,100 45,100 46,000 46,900 47,800 47,800 7.5 7.9
Qrlando, FLMSA. ...... ... ..., 90,900 94,000 $7,000 100,200 103,400 106,400 13.0 128
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Table 4A. Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10, 000 or More Blacks: July 1, 1985,
and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Interna-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent

Panama City, FLMSA. . ...... ... .. ... 11,800 11,700 200 |, 1.3 1,400 800 - -700 6.0
Pascagoula, MEMSA ............. ... ... 24,200 22,000 2,200 9.9 2,600 600 - 200 0.8
Pensacola, FLMSA. .. ....... ... . oivnss ) 52,800 48,400 4,400 9.1 6,200 2,200 100 400 0.9
Peorig, ILMSA ...... ... ... ... 23,400 21,800 1,600 7.5 3,600 700 - -1,300 -8.1
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-

TRENTON,PA-NJ-DE-MD CMSA ........... 1,108,800 | 1,044,400 64,400 6.2 107,400 51,900 5,600 8,800 0.8
Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA. .. ............. 945,000 893,800 51,200 8.7 90,500 45,500 4,600 6,200 0.7
Trenton, NJPMSA. . .......... ... oot 60,200 56,100 4,100 7.4 6,100 2,200 800 200 0.4
Vmetand-Mﬂivslle-Br;dgeton,

NIPMSA ... e 22,300 20,600 1,600 7.9 2,600 800 200 -200 -0.8

Wilmington, DE-NJ-MD PMSA . ............ 81,400 73,900 7,400 101 8,100 3,300 300 2,600 3.5
Phoenix, AZMSA ... ... . v iriirinns 60,200 48,100 12,100 25.2 7,800 1,800 300 6,100 127
Pine Bluff, ARMSA................. .. ... 39,500 36,900 2,600 7.2 4,500 1,800 - - -
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER VALLEY, PA CMSA. ... 185,600 182,000 3,600 2.0 18,500 10,500 600 -4,300 -2.4

Beaver County, PAPMSA . . .............. 11,600 11,700 -100 -1.0 1,200 700 - -700 -8,7

Pittsburgh, PAPMSA. ... ... ... ... ..... 174,100 170,300 3,800 2.2 17,300 9,800 600 -3,700 -2.2
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMSA. . ... 37,400 34,100 3,300 9.8 4,600 1,400 300 100 0.3

Portland, ORPMSA. . .............covnts 35,400 32,500 2,900 9.0 4,300 1,300 300 -100 0.2
Poughkeepsie, NY MSA ................... 19,300 17,400 2,000 11.4 1,600 600 100 900 5.4
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket,

RINECMA . ... .ot 30,100 25,600 4,500 17.4 4,000 1,000 1,900 1,400 5.4
Raleigh-Durham, NC MSA. ... ... e 160,800 146,900 13,800 9.5 13,100 6,400 300 7,300 4.9
Richmond-Petersburg, VAMSA. ... ......... 237,200 221,800 15,300 6.9 21,600 10,800 300 4,500 2.0
Roanoke, VAMSA. ......... ... ... ... 26,800 25,900 800 3.2 2,200 1,500 : - 200 0.6
Rochester, NY MSA . ............. ... ..., 86,100 78,700 7,400 9.4 10,300 2,300 1,000 -600 -0.8
Rockford, ILMSA ... .. ... .o 22,400 21,000 1,400 6.8 3,000 600 - -900 -4.4
Sacramento, CAMSA . .............. o 79,600 61,800 17,700 285 8,200 2,100 500 10,500 17.0
Saginaw-Bay City-Midland, Mi MSA. . ... ...... 39,200 - 87,400 1,800 4.9 4,800 1,200 100 -1,500 4.1
St. Louis, MO-ILMSA. . ................ ... 430,800 407,600 23,200 57 49,800 20,600 400 -6,000 -1.8
Salinas-Seaside-Monterey, CAMSA . ... ...... 20,900 19,300 1,600 8.1 3,200 400 100 -1,200 -6.4
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UTMSA.............. 10,400 9,100 1,400 B) 1,300 300 100 400 8)
San Antonio, TXMSA . ...............cout. 83,400 72,600 10,800 14.9 8,000 3,600 300 6,400 8.8
SanDiego, CAMSA ....... ... ... ... 124,900 105,500 19,400 18.4 16,100 2,800 900 6,100 5.7
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND-SAN JOSE, ' : ’

CACMSA ... i i £23,900 471,000 52,900 11.2 56,500 18,900 2,800 15,300 32
Oakland, CAPMSA . ............ PR 299,900 265,300 34,700 13.1 31,300 11,000 900 14,400 5.4
San Francisco, CAPMSA ................ 132,600 128,600 4,000 3.1 13,900 5,800 1,000 -4,000 -3.1
Sandose, CAPMSA .................... 49,300 43,300 6,000 13.8 8,600 1,000 800 400 0.9
Valle]o Fanrﬂeld-Napa,

CAPMSA ... ... 35,400 28,800 6,600 22.7 3,900 800 100 3,500 12.2
Sarasota, FLMSA, ..o i e 11,700 10,400 1,300 12.3 1,400 500 100 400 3.5
Savannah, GAMSA. ...... ... ... ... 85,900 80,800 5,100 6.3 9,500 4,200 100 -200 -0.2
SEATTLE-TACOMA, WACMSA ............. 101,400 88,800 12,600 “ 141 13,000 2,800 500 2,400 2.7

Seattle, WAPMSA...................... 67,300 58,300 9,000 15.5 7,400 2,100 400 3,700 6.4

Tacoma, WAPMSA. ............ont 34,100 30,500 3,500 11.5 5,600 700 100 -1,300 -4.4
Shreveport, LAMSA ... ........ . 121,500 110,500 11,000 10.0 14,500 5,800 - 2,200 2.0
South Bend-Mishawaka, INMSA: ... ......... 23,600 21,900 1,600 7.4 2,900 900 - -400 -2.0
Springfield, ILMSA ...............0 ..., 13,100 11,500 1,600 13.6 1,900 500 - 200 1.4
Springfield, MANECMA. ................... 32,900 31,000 2,000 8.3 3,500 900 400 -800 -2.1
Stockton, CAMSA. ... ... . ... e 23,900 19,400 4,500 23.2 3,000 1,000 - 2,600 183
Syracuse, NYMSA ..., 34,000 31,300 2,700 8.6 4,300 1,000 400 -600 -2.0
Tallahassee, FLMSA . ................ ... 67,000 61,800 5,200 8.4 7,200 2,500 300 400 0.7
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

FLMSA . ... 169,700 148,400 21,300 14.4 20,100 7,200 1,300 8,400 5.7
Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR MSA . ......... 26,900 24,900 2,000 7.9 2,800 1,300 - 400 1.7
Toledo, CHMSA......... ... 70,300 65,700 4,500 6.9 8,000 2,900 300 -800 -0.8
Topeka, KSMSA. ... ... i, 13,100 11,900 1,200 9.8 1,600 800 - 200 1.8
Tucson, AZMSA. ......oivi i 17,600 14,500 3,100 2114 2,300 600 200 1,300 8.9
Tulsa, OKMSA ......... e s 57,000 51,400 5,600 10.8 6,800 2,400 300 1,200 2.4
Tuscaloosa, ALMSA. ............ e 38,400 37,400 1,900 5.2 4,000 1,600 -1 -500 -1.3
Tyler, TXMSA .. ... o 30,500 28,100 2,400 8.4 3,200 1,400 100 700 2.3

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 4B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks:
April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

Metropolitan area

Percent Black

Aprif 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1885 1980 1986
Panama City, FLMSA. .. ....... ...t 11,700 12,300 11,800 11,600 11,700 11,900 12.0 11.2
Pascagouia, MSMSA ... ....... ... .. ..oty 22,000 23,100 23,700 24,200 24,100 24,200 18.6 19.8
Pensacola, FLMSA............ ... ...... 48,400 49,400 50,200 50,900 51,700 52,800 16.7 16.5
Peorig, ILMSA ... .. o 21,800 22,400 22,900 23,200 23,300 23,400 6.0 8.7
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-TRENTON,

PA-NJ-DE-MDCMSA. .. ... ..ot 1,044,400 1,056,000 1,068,800 1,080,700 1,094,100 1,108,800 18.4 19.2
Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA. ... .. .. ... .. 893,800 902,500 913,000 922,300 933,600 945,000 18.9 18.7
Trenton, NO PMSA. ........ ..o 56,100 57,200 57,900 £8,800 59,200 60,200 18.2 19.2
Vineland-Miliville-Bridgeton, g

MSA .. e 20,600 20,900 21,200 21,700 22,100 22,300 15.5 16.6
Wilmington, DE-NJ-MD PMSA ............. 73,800 78,500 76,700 77,900 79,300 81,400 14.1 14.9
Phoenix, AZMSA . ... .. i i 48,100 50,100 52,600 55,100 57,500 60,200 3.2 33
Pine BIUf, ARMSA........coivivninnntn 36,900 37,400 38,000 38,500 39,200 39,500 40.6 43.8
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER. VALLEY, PA CMSA. . .. 182,000 182,700 184,000 184,900 185,300 185,600 7.5 7.9
Beaver County, PAPMSA . ............... 11,700 11,500 11,700 11,800 11,500 11,600 5.7 5.9
Pittsburgh, PAPMSA . . ... ... .t 170,300 171,100 172,300 173,100 173,800 174,100 7.7 8.1
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMSA. .. .. 34,100 34,900 35,700 35,600 36,800 37,400 26 27
Portland, ORPMBA . .. ...t 32,500 33,300 33,900 33,900 34,700 35,400 2.9 3.0
Poughkeepsie, NYMSA ................ ... 17,400 17,800 18,600 19,000 19,300 19,300 7.1 7.6
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket,

RINECMA. ... i et 25,600 26,500 27,300 27,900 28,800 30,100 3.0 3.4
Raleigh-Durham, NCMSA. . .. ... coiivunn, 146,800 148,800 152,000 154,300 167,000 160,800 26.2 25.5
Richmond-Petersburg, VAMSA. ............. 221,900 226,100 228,400 232,300 234,800 237,200 29.1 29.5
Roanoke, VAMSA. ........ ... 25,900 25,800 26,500 26,900 26,700 26,800 11.8 12.1
Rochestar, NY MSA . ...........oivninnnn 78,700 80,800 81,900 83,400 84,500 86,100 8.1 8.7
Rockford, ILMSA ... .. o 21,000 21,300 21,600 21,900 22,100 22,400 7.5 8.0
Sacramento, CAMSA . ... ... . . oL 61,900 66,400 68,500 73,200 75,800 78,600 5.6 6.3
Saginaw-Bay City-Midland, MI MSA. .. ........ 37,400 38,200 38,100 38,700 39,200 39,200 8.9 9.6
St Louis, MO-ILMSBA. . ... ... . 407,600 412,700 418,700 420,400 428,000 430,800 171 17.8
Salinas-Seaside-Monterey, CAMSA .. ...... .. 19,300 19,800 20,200 20,500 21,600 20,900 6.7 6.4
Sait Lake City-Ogden, UTMSA. ............. 9,100 9,600 9,700 10,200 10,200 10,400 1.0 1.0
San Antonio, TXMSA . ... ... .l 72,600 75,800 77,600 79,900 81,500 83,400 6.8 6.8
SanDiego, CAMSA . ......... ... o e 105,500 109,600 113,200 118,500 120,600 124,900 5.7 58
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND-SAN JOSE,

CACMSA ... . 471,000 484,100 494,200 505,300 514,800 523,900 8.8 8.9
Oakiand, CAPMSA . ...........ooinunn 265,300 273,100 278,700 287,000 293,000 299,900 15.1 15.4
San Francisco, CAPMSA ................ 128,600 128,800 130,300 130,900 132,700 132,600 8.6 8.4
SanJdose, CAPMSA ...l 43,300 46,000 47,100 48,000 48,400 49,300 3.3 3.5
Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa,

PMBA. ... 28,800 30,800 32,300 33,400 34,300 35,400 8.6 9.3
Sarasota, FLMSA. . ... ... ... .. ... 10,400 16,500 10,800 11,000 11,300 11,700 5.1 4.7
Savannah, GAMSA. ............... .. 80,800 82,600 83,800 84,300 85,500 85,900 36.6 36.8
SEATTLE-TACOMA, WA CMSA . ............ 88,800 93,000 96,000 96,900 99,600 101,400 4.2 4.5

Seattle, WAPMBA............ ... ... ... 58,300 60,400 62,000 63,700 65,600 67,300 3.6 3.8
Tacoma, WAPMSA............. ..o 30,500 32,700 34,000 33,200 33,900 34,100 6.3 8.5

Shreveport, LAMSA ........oovvin i 110,500 112,500 115,300 117,700 119,400 121,500 33.2 33.7
South Bend-Mishawaka, IN MSA. ............ 21,900 22,400 22,500 22,900 23,000 23,600 9.1 9.8
Springfield, ILMSA ... ... .. . oL, 11,500 12,200 12,100 12,400 12,600 13,100 6.1 6.9
Springfield, MANECMA. .............. ... 31,000 31,600 31,300 32,000 32,300 32,900 5.3 5.7
Stockton, CAMSA. ... ... i 19,400 20,300 21,000 21,800 22,600 23,900 5.8 5.9
Syracuse, NY MSA ......ooovviiiiiiin e 31,300 32,100 32,400 33,000 33,100 34,000 4.9 5.2
Tallahassee, FLMSA ... . ... ... ...t 61,800 63,400 64,600 65,100 65,800 87,000 32,5 31.9
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

FLMSA . i i i 148,400 152,400 156,900 161,200 165,600 169,700 9.2 9.1
Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR MSA . ......... 24,900 25,400 25,600 25,900 26,200 26,900 22.1 224
Toiedo, OHMSA. ..o it 65,700 66,800 67,300 68,300 89,200 70,300 10.7 11.4
Topeka, KEMSA. . ... 11,800 12,500 12,500 12,800 18,000 18,100 7.7 8.3
Tucson, AZMSA. ... it 14,500 15,200 16,000 16,700 17,200 17,600 2.7 28
Tulsa, OKMSA ... oov i i 51,400 52,800 54,100 55,400 56,200 57,000 7.8 7.8
Tuscaloosa, AL MSBA. . ..... v iviininiii 37,400 37,800 38,100 38,300 38,800 39,400 27.2 27.9
Tyler, TXMSA . .. e et 28,100 28,500 29,000 29,800 30,000 30,600 21.9 20,8
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Table 4A: Estimates of the Black Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Blacks: July 1, 1985,
and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropoiitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Interna-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent
Waco, TXMSA .......................... 29,500 27,300 2,200 8.1 3,400 1,600 - 300 1.3
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA . .............. 964,600 874,300 80,200 10.3 87,900 36,100 12,800 38,400 4.4
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-

Delray Beach, FLMSA ................... 93,500 79,500 14,000 17.6 11,700 3,700 2,200 6,000 7.6
Wichita, KSMSA. ........................ 34,300 32,100 2,200 8.7 4,700 1,200 200 -1,300 -4.2
Wichita Falls, TX MSA. .................... 11,500 10,800 700 6.5 1,300 500 100 -100 -0.7
Wilmington, NCMSA. ..................... 24,100 22,400 1,600 7.3 2,100 1,300 - 800 3.7
Worcester-Fitchburg-Leominster,

MANECMA............................ 10,100 9,000 1,100 (B} 1,200 200 300 100 B8)
York, PAMSA..................0i .. 11,500 10,300 1,100 10.8 1,400 400 - 100 1.3
Youngstown-Warren, OH MSA .............. 58,000 56,100 1,900 3.4 6,300 2,800 - -1,500 -2.6

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 popuiation base was less than 10,000.
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Table 4B. Annual Estimates of the Black Populati

April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

on for Metropolitan Areas With 10,000 or More Blacks:

Metropolitan areg Percent Black
and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1980 1981 1882 1983 1984 1985 1880 1985
Waco, TXMSA . ................ i, 27,300 27,600 28,200 28,600 29,100 28,500 16.0 18.0
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA . .............. 874,300 894,100 909,400 925,900 945,700 964,600 26.9 27.3
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-

Delray Beach, FLMSA ................... 79,500 82,300 85,200 87,600 90,700 93,500 13.8 129
Wichita, KSMSA......................... 32,100 33,200 33,700 33,700 34,100 34,300 7.8 8.0
Wichita Falls, TXMSA. .................... 10,800 11,400 11,600 11,600 11,300 11,500 8.0 9.8
Wilmington, NCMSA. ..................... 22,400 22,600 23,200 23,500 23,600 24,100 21.7 21.8
Worcester-Fitchburg-Leominster,

NECMA ... .o 9,000 *g,100 9,600 9,800 9,900 10,100 1.4 15
York, PAMSA .. ..., 10,300 10,600 10,900 11,200 11,300 11,500 2.7 2.8
Youngstown-Warren, OH MSA .............. 586,100 56,600 56,800 57,200 57,700 58,000 10.6 11.8
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Table 5A. Estimates of the Black Popuiation for Selected Counties:

July 1, 1985, and Components of Change

Since 1980
Change, 1980-85 Components of change
County Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
Jeffarson County, AL ................ 235,000 223,800 11,100 5.0 23,100 12,800 100 800 0.3
Mobile County, AL. .................. 123,300 115,000 8,300 7.2 14,100 5,600 100 -200 -0.2
Alameda County, CA................. 230,000 205,000 25,000 12.2 24,000 8,800 700 9,700 4.8
L.os Angeles County, CA.............. 1,037,300 948,400 87,900 9.3 108,500 39,000 6,700 17,400 1.8
San Diego County, CA .. ............. 124,900 105,500 14,400 18.4 16,100 2,800 900 8,100 5.7
San Francisco County, CA . ........... 89,100 86,900 2,200 2.5 9,100 4,500 600 2,400 -2.7
Digtrict of Columbia. .. ............... 436,700 450,000 -13,400 -3.0 39,900 25,500 4,600 -27,800 -6.2
Broward County, FL .. ............... 144,000 113,900 30,100 26.5 18,200 4,500 6,500 16,400 14.4
Dade County, FL.................... 348,400 285,400 63,000 22.1 47,700 11,800 29,500 27,200 9.5
Duval County, FL. ................... 161,100 140,600 20,500 14.6 18,400 7,300 400 9,400 6.7
Hillsborough County, FL............... 100,300 86,600 13,700 15.8 12,100 4,200 500 5,800 6.7
DeKalb County, GA.................. 169,600 130,900 38,700 290.6 15,700 3,600 500 26,700 20.4
Fulton County, GA .................. 326,200 304,000 22,200 7.3 34,500 14,100 700 1,800 0.6
Cook County, IL. .................... 1,415,700 1,382,100 63,600 4.7 160,200 60,400 5,000 -36,100 2.7
Lake County, IN .. .. .. e 129,300 126,800 2,600 2.0 14,300 5,500 100 -6,300 5,0
Marion County, IN, . ................. 165,900 155,800 10,100 6.5 17,900 7,000 100 -700 -0.5
Jefferson County, KY .. .............. 114,600 110,100 4,500 4,1 11,600 5,800 300 -1,200 -1.1
Caddo Parish, LA ................... 104,300 95,300 9,600 10.1 12,400 5,100 - 2,300 2.4
East Baton Rouge Parish, LA, ....,.... 129,700 114,800 14,900 13.0 15,400 5,000 300 4,500 3.9
Orleans Parish, LA .................. 327,600 308,400 18,200 8.2 38,400 15,400 300 -3,800 -1.2
Prince George’s County, MD. . ......... 311,400 248,700 62,800 25.2 27,100 5,200 2,900 40,700 16.4
Baltimore city, MD................... 448,700 431,800 17,900 4.1 44,400 22,700 1,100 -3,800 -0.9
Suffolk County, MA.................. 146,700 133,600 13,100 9.8 16,200 4,500 8,300 1,400 1.1
Wayne County, ML .................. 841,700 830,000 11,700 1.4 76,100 40,000 1,000 -24,400 -2.9
Hinds County, MS................... 123,800 113,200 10,600 9.4 14,500 4,700 100 800 0.7
Jackson County, MO, ................ 132,400 125,700 6,700 5.4 14,800 5,900 200 -2,200 -1.7
St. Louis County, MO .. .............. 125,100 109,400 15,700 14.4 12,700 3,400 100 6,300 58
St Louiscity, MO ................... 207,300 208,200 1,100 0.5 24,900 12,500 200 -11,300 -5.5
Essex County, Nd ................... 340,300 321,300 19,000 59 31,700 13,400 5,800 800 0.2
Union County, NJ ................... 90,600 81,600 9,100 111 8,100 3,000 1,300 4,000 5.0
Bronx County, NY ................... 437,500 407,000 30,500 7.5 42,600 15,700 17,900 3,600 0.9
Erie County, NY . ............ovvnn. 108,300 104,900 3,400 3.2 10,500 4,800 500 -2,300 -2.2
Kings County, NY . .................. 839,300 754,800 84,500 11.2 92,600 28,100 66,000 20,000 28
Nassau County, NY. ................. 104,700 90,800 13,900 15.2 9,000 3,500 3,100 8,400 9.2
New York County, NY................ 331,800 336,800 -5,100 1.5 32,200 23,500 7,800 -13,800 4.1
Queens County, NY ................. 411,600 364,100 47,500 13.1 37,900 14,200 22,200 23,700 8.5
Westchester County, NY. ............. 115,000 108,400 9,600 9.1 9,800 4,500 3,800 4,200 4.0
Mecklenburg County, NC ............. 117,700 107,300 10,400 9.7 11,500 4,600 200 3,600 3.3
Cuyahoga County, OH ............... 355,000 341,800 13,200 3.9 36,500 16,900 1,100 -8,400 -1.9
Franklin County, OH . ................ 141,200 131,500 9,700 7.4 14,800 5,400 500 300 0.2
Hamilton County, OH ................ 174,600 166,400 8,200 4.9 19,100 8,300 300 -2,600 -1.8
Montgomery County, OH. ............. 102,100 95,000 7,200 7.5 10,600 4,200 200 800 0.8
Allegheny County, PA,............... 154,200 150,500 3,600 2.4 15,300 8,600 500 -3,000 -2.0
Philadelphia County, PA . ............. 662,800 644,000 18,800 2.9 63,200 35,600 2,900 -8,900 -1.4
Charleston County, SC............... 100,200 95,300 4,800 5.1 12,000 4,100 100 -3,000 3.1
Richtand County, SC................. 111,400 104,100 7,300 7.0 11,000 3,900 200 100 0.1
Davidson County, TN ................ 112,100 106,400 5,700 8.4 10,800 5,400 300 200 0.2
Shelby County, TN .. ................ 348,000 [ 324,400 23,600 7.3 38,200 15,700 100 1,200 0.4
Dailas County, TX. ..........ovvvun.. 331,600 286,100 45,500 16,95 37,300 11,400 800 19,600 6.9
Harris County, TX .. oooo v 532,700 472,800 59,800 12.6 60,100 18,800 4,000 18,500 3.9
Tarrant County, TX .. ..o vvnn, ~ 119,200 100,800 18,400 18.2 18,100 4,500 500 8,800 9.7
Norfolk city, VAL . .« v 101,400 94,2001 7,200 7.7 11,100 4,700 100 900 0.9
Richmond city, VA, .................. 117,400 112,600 4,900 4.3 11,700 6,500 100 -400 0.3
Milwaukee County, WL .. ............. 164,600 150,000 14,800 8.7 21,300 4,200 800 -2,500 -1.7

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
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Table 5B. Annual Estimates of the Black Population for Selected Counties: April 1, 1980 1o July 1, 1985

Percent Black

County April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1080 1681 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
Jefferson County, AL, ................... 223,800 226,300 227,600 230,100 232,300 235,000 333 345
Mobile County, Al........cooovuneo.. .. 115,000 117,200 118,800 120,600 122,300 123,300 31.5 325
Alameda County, CA. .. ..ol . 205,000 210,700 214,800 220,900 225,700 230,000 18.5 18.9
Los Angeles County, CA................. 949,400 970,600 987,200 1,006,500 1,020,700 1,037,300 12,7 12,5
San Diego County, CA ........covvuun.., 105,500 108,600 113,200 118,500 - 120,600 124,900 57 5.8
San Francisco County, CA .. ............. 86,900 86,200 87,500 87,500 88,800 89,100 12.8 12.3
District of Columbia. .. ........ovuvue.... 450,000 446,100 444,700 443,300 439,000 436,700 70.5 69.7
Broward County, FL ..........ovvenn... 118,900 120,300 126,200 131,800 187,600 144,000 11.2 12.8
Dade County, FL. ... .. ..ocvvnnnnann. .. 285,400 301,800 314,200 326,100 337,700 348,400 17.6 19.8
Duval County, FLu . v\ vvvveee e vnens 140,600 144,700 148,200 151,400 165,200 161,100 246 253
Hillsborough County, FL . ................ 86,600 89,100 91,600 94,400 97,600 100,300 13.4 13.5
DeKalb County, GA. .. ....ovvvrvnrnn... 130,900 187,100 144,700 152,000 160,000 169,600 27.1 325
Fulton County, GA. .. .o evvvrieriennnns 304,000 341,500 312,500 316,600 320,800 326,200 51.5 52.7
Cook County, IL ....voviriineenannn.., 1,352,100 1,368,100 1,376,100 1,391,200 1,404,800 1,415,700 257 26.6
Lake County, IN .. ............o0.ouuu.. 126,800 128,200 128,800 129,600 130,300 128,300 24,2 257
Marion County, IN. . .........ivvinn... 155,800 158,000 15,900 162,800 164,200 165,900 20.4 21.3
Jefferson County, KY ....ovviinnnnnn... 110,100 111,400 111,500 112,800 113,600 114,600 16.1 17.0
Caddo Parish, LA ............oovuun... 95,300 97,000 98,800 101,000 102,900 104,900 37.8 386
East Baton Rouge Parish, LA............. 114,800 119,100 121,900 124,100 127,500 129,700 31.3 33.0
Orleans Parish, LA .. ... SN 308,400 314,100 317,500 321,300 324,500 327,600 55.3 58.8
Prince George's County, MD.............. 248,700 262,600 271,600 282,100 297,900 311,400 37.4 446
Baltimore city, MD. ... .....covnriunin. 431,800 434,800 439,600 442,800 447,200 449,700 54.9 57.4
Suffolk County, MA. .. ........oviuun...) 133,600 137,600 139,100 140,900 143,500 146,700 205 222
Wayne County, ML ... ...ouiviuenoes, 830,000 833,200 832,900 833,900 837,700 841,700 355 380
Hinds County, MS............ccoovvnn... 113,200 115,800 118,100 120,100 121,500 123,800 45.1 477
Jackson County, MO.......i..oovvun... 125,700 126,900 127,800 128,600 130,500 132,400 20.0 21.0
St. Louis County, MO ................... 109,400 113,000 114,800 117,900 122,100 125,100 11.2 12.8
St. Louis city, MO .....oovvvivn .., 206,200 205,700 206,400 206,900 206,700 207,300 455 4741
Essex County, Nd ... ..vvanivnnnnn... 321,300 325,400 328,000 333,300 336,600 340,300 37.7 407
Urniion County, Nd ... oovverviiininnn... 81,600 83,400 85,600 87,100 88,400 90,600 16.2 18.1
Bronx County, NY .....o.viviinnnnnnn.. 407,000 411,800 420,000 425,400 430,300 437,500 34.8 376
Erie County, NY. ... ...oovviinnn ot 104,900 106,300 108,200 107,400 107,800 108,300 10.3 11.0
Kings County, NY .. ...ooovuviininnnn., 754,800 773,800 788,500 805,500 822,100 839,300 33.8 37.3
Nassau County, NY. ... ...ovvuinnnnin.s 90,900 93,700 96,500 100,100 102,200 104,700 6.9 8.0
New York County, NY............c....... 336,800 334,700 331,300 331,500 333,300 331,800 236 228
Queens County, NY .., ..........oviues. 364,100 375,800 385,500 394,800 403,700 411,600 19.2 215
Waestchester County, NY. . ............... 105,400 108,100 110,200 112,600 113,800 115,000 12.2 13.2
Mecklenburg County, NC ................ 107,300 110,200 112,000 113,800 115,500 117,700 265 26.8
Cuyahoga County, OH. .. ................ 341,800 345,100 346,900 349,700 352,800 355,000 22.8 24.3
Franklin County, OH . ........oovvvnn.s, 181,500 134,300 135,400 136,600 139,000 141,200 15,1} 15,7
Hamitton County, OH ................... 166,400 168,400 169,500 169,800 172,400 174,600 18.1 20.3
Montgomery County, OH. ................ 95,000 96,000 97,600 99,200 100,400 102,100 16.6 18.0
Allegheny County, PA................... 150,500 151,500 152,400 153,000 153,800 154,200 10.4 | 1.1
Philadelphia County, PA ................. 644,000 645,200 648,900 653,900 658,700 662,800 38.1 39.9
Charieston County, 8C .. .......ovnen... 95,300 98,500 100,000 100,500 100,800 100,200 345 35.4
Richiand County, SC.................... 104,100 106,500 108,100 110,500 111,500 111,400 38.6 403
Davidson County, TN ................... 106,400 107,700 108,400 109,800 110,800 112,100 223 228
Sheiby County, TN .. .....viivnin. ... 324,400 330,600 334,300 338,400 342,800 348,000 41.7 43.6
Dallas County, TX ... ..ovvvveirien.n.s. 286,100 294,200 302,400 311,400 320,400 331,600 184 18.8
Harris County, TX .. oveicvennvneann.s, 472,900 491,300 511,800 521,200 525,500 532,700 19.6 19.6
Tarrant County, TX . ... ooviiiinin s 100,800 103,900 107,600 111,600 114,500 119,200 1.7 11.6
Norfolk city, VA. . ..., 94,200 97,100 97,200 100,200 102,900 101,400 36.3 3614
Richmond city, VA. .. ........oooeunan..., 112,600 113,200 114,300 116,300 116,500 117,400 51.4 52.2
Mitwaukee County, Wi . ................ 150,000 153,800 156,200 158,300 161,300 164,600 15.5 17.2
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Chapter 5. Trends in the Other Races Popuiation: 1980 to

1985

NATIONAL

The Other Races? population in the United States was
estimated to be 7.3 million in 1985, an increase of 1.9
million (36.1 percent) over the 1980 census figure of 5.4
miflion.2 The Other Races population made up 3.1 percent
of the total U.8. population in 1985, compared with 2.4
percent in 1980. The extremely rapid growth of the Other
Races population is largely a function of international
migration. This component accounted for 1.1 million of the
1.9 million increase over the five-year interval. Net immi-
gration among persons of Other Races is almost entirely
confined to Asians or Pacific Islanders.? As a result, those
areas of the United States where American Indians are the
principal Other Races group have substantially lower growth
rates for the Other Races population than areas where
Asians and Pacific Islanders are predominant.

Regions and States

California, with 2,315,000 persons of Other Race in
1985, accounts for almost one-third of the national popu-
fation of this group. (See table P.) Hawaii (692,000), and
New York (516,000) were the only other States where the
Other Races population exceeded 500,000. These three
States had almost half (48 percent) of the country’s Other
Race population in 1985.

California’s Other Races increase of 743,000 (47.3
percent) between 1980 and 1985 is, by itself, greater than
the 1985 Other Races population in any other State, and
accounted for more than 25 percent of the State’s total
population increase. That estimated increase is also greater

The term “Other Races” refers to that portion of the United States
population that is neither White nor Black. Other races primarily consist
of: (1) Asians and Pacific islanders, and (2) American Indians, Eskimos,
and Aleuts. In the text, the term “American Indian” will refer to the second
group, but it encompasses Eskimos and Aleuts as well. The data
available to EAR does not permit separate population estimates of the
two main Other Races population groups.

“in 1980, 11.7 million persons provided a racial entry other than White
or Black. More than half of this number were Hispanics who selected the
racial category “Other,” but did not choose one of the specified Other
Races. The 5.4 million figure for Other races in 1980 is an estimate of the
population that is either Asian, Pacific Islander or American indian. See
the section in Chapter 2 on “Initial Population Values” and Passel and
Word, 1987, op. cit.

*The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) has a special
category for Native Americans who apply for permanent residence from
Canada. The numbers are very small, accounting for less than 1,000
persons over the 1980-85 interval.

Table P. States with 1985 Other Races Popuiation
Exceeding 100,000

(Numbers are in thousands)

Proportion

Population Other Races
Rank State P Percent

1985| 1980 | Change| 1980 | 1985
1 California ........... 2,315 1,572 47.3 6.6 8.7
2 Hawaii. ............. 692, 603 1461 625 64.4
3 New York........... 516 385 34.1 2.2 2.9
4 Texas .............. 3151 188 67.1 1.3 1.9
5 fifinois.............. 2647 195 35.3 1.7 2.3
6 Washington......... 241 178 35.4 4.3 5.4
7 Okiahoma .......... 229 192 19.4 8.3 7.0
8 Arizona. ............ 213 180 18.3 6.6 8.7
9 New Jersey......... 1847 122 50.5 1.7 24
10 New Mexico ........ 1561 117 33.4 9.0 10.7
11 Florida ............. 136 91 48.7 0.8 1.2
12 Michigan ........... 130 109 19.7 1.2 1.4
13 Virginda............. 127 83 51.9 1.6 2.2
14 Pennsylvania........ 119 83 42.3 0.7 1.0
15 Marviand ........... 113 79 41.8 1.9 2.5
16 North Carolina ...... 109 90 20.4 1.5 1.8

than the 5-year change in fofal population for any of the
States, except California, Texas, and Florida. Aside from
California, the only States with an estimated increase of
more than 100,000 in their Other Races population were
New York (131,000) and Texas (126,000).

Texas' estimated 1980-85 growth rate for persons of
Other Races (67.1 percent) ranked first among States.
Virginia, (51.9 percent), and New Jersey (50.5 percent) are
the only other States with more than 100,000 Other Races
population in 1985 that had increases exceeding 50 per-
cent. Louisiana (60.3 percent) and Georgia (50.1 percent),
with far fewer persons of Other Races, also had increases
in their Other Races population of more than 50 percent.

The Other Races population constitutes a much greater
share of the total population in the West than in other parts
of the country. Overall, 8.4 percent of the West's 1985
population was Other Races—more than quadruple the
propoertion for any of the three remaining regions. Although
the Other Races population is increasing rapidly through-
out the United States, there are just three States outside of
the West where the Other Races population makes up
more than 3 percent of a State’s total population in 1985
{table 6). They are North Dakota (4.0 percent), South
Dakota (7.9 percent) and Oklahoma (7.0 percent),

The two newest States, Hawail and Alaska, have a far
greater proportion of Other Races residents than any of
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the 48 conterminous States. In 1985, the Other Races
proportion of total population was 64.4 percent in Hawaii
and 17.7 percent in Alaska. Three States admitted at the
beginning of the 20th century—Oklahoma, New Mexico
and Arizona—rank 6th, 3rd and 7th, respectively, in pro-
portion Other Races in 1985. All three States had large
American Indian populations at time of admission and
each had more than 100,000 American Indians in 1980.

In general, the estimated growth rate for the Other
Races population in individual States is closely related to
the estimate of net international migration+. EAR allocates
very few international migrants to an area if American
Indians are the dominant “Other Race” group. In 14 of the
15 States where the 1980 count of American Indians
exceeded that of Asians and Pacific Islanders (texi table
Q), the Other Races growth rate for the 1980-85 period
was below the national average of 36.1 percent.

Table Q. Other Races Population, Composition and
Growth Rate: 1980-1985

American

Indian* Population, 1980
Stat Percent Percent
ate of Other| Change in
Races Other
) Popula- Races
. Number tion| 1980-1985
United States ................... 1,558,700 29.1 36.1
SouthDakota................... 45,600 96.9 16.7
Montana .............covivuennn 37,700 91.8 20.4
New Mexico ...............o..u 106,800 91.4 33.4
Oklahoma ........ooveveevninnnn 171,200 89.3 19.4
North Dakota ................... 20,000 89.1 22,5
Alaska .......oiiiiii i 64,400 87.8 25,7
P-Y174o) 17 U 154,400 85.7 18.3
Wyoming ... e 8,300 78.9 16.2
North Carolina .................. 90,400 73.0 20.4
Arkansas .........ciiieieiiieen 12,800 63.3 18.7
Idaho ........coovvinvininnn 10,500 58.9 20.1
Maine .......oovviiniiiinns 4,400 57.9 21.6
Wisconsin .......ooiiniiiiiiinen 30,600 57.5 32.2
Minnesota .................o0e 36,700 52.4 42.2
Nebraska ...................0e 9,100 51.8 27.8
Hawaii . ...ooenniinninnenninnns 3,000 0.5 14.6
All Other States ................ 752,800 19.8 41.0

*Includes Eskimos and Aleuts. Rounded to nearest 100.

Hawaii, the only State where Asians and Pacific Island-
ers constitute an absolute majority of the population, had
the lowest estimated Others Races growth rate (14.6
percent) for 1980-85. For Hawaii, international migration of

“The underlying assumption used in deriving the component of
international migration for a specific locale is to continue to allocate
country-specific immigration on the basis of 1975-80 geographic patterns.
Because international migration is often the largest component of Other
Races population change, even minor deviations from the 1975-80
patterns may introduce significant errors onto the estimate of the Other
Races population.

Asians and Pacific Islanders since 1980 was 39,000, an
amount larger than all States except California, New York,
Texas, and illinois. But this amount of international migra-
tion is small relative to Hawaii's Other Races population in
1980. As a result, the component of growth from interna-
tional migration as a proportion of 1980 population is less
in Hawaii than any of the other States where Asians and
Pacific Istanders outnumber American Indians.

Metropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Differences

The disparity between metropolitan and nonmetropoli-
tan growth in the Other Races population since 1980 is
another reflection of the differences in geographic distri-
bution of American Indians and Asian and Pacific Island-
ers. The largest American Indian Reservations are located
in nonmetropolitan areas, whereas the Asians and Pacific
Islanders in the United States tend to be clustered in
metropolitan areas. The Other Races growth rate within
metropolitan areas for 1980-85 was estimated to be 40.7
percent while the growth rate for all nonmetropolitan
areas® was only 17.4 percent (tables 7 and 8).

Individual Metropolitan Areas

By 1985, greater Los Angeles® had become the first
metropolitan area in the United States to have an Other
Races population of more than one million (table R). Los
Angeles’ estimated 1985 Other Races population of 1,061,000
represented an estimated increase of 359,000 (51.2 per-
cent) from 1980. San Francisco’s 235,000 increase (45.5
percent) placed its 1985 Other Races population at 751,000.
New York (604,000) and Honolulu (539,000) ranked third
and fourth in number of Other Races inhabitants; no other
area had even 250,000 persons of Other Races in 1985.
Collectively, these four metropolitan areas contained nearly
three million persons of Other Races in 1885 or forty
percent of the national total.

Between 1980 and 1985, persons of Other Races
increased their share of metropolitan San Francisco’s
population from 9.6 to 12.8 percent. San Francisco (12.8
percent) and Honolulu (64.4 percent) are the only two
metropolitan areas in the United States where the Other

5The estimates of nonmetropolitan change for New Mexico and
Arizona appearing in table 8 are probably wrong individually, but not in the
aggregate. The numbers in that table indicate substantial inmigration to
nonmetropolitan New Mexico concurrent with outmigration from nonmet-
ropolitan Arizona. This pattern reflects an anomaly in addresses on
Federal tax forms. It is much more realistic to assume that the nonmet-
ropolitan migration rates for New Mexico and Arizona are equal. If this
were true, the population of Other Races in nonmetropolitan Arizona
would be increased by 13,000 with an offsetting decrease in nonmetro-
politan New Mexico. Any adjustment to the nommetropolitan populations
of the two States would aiso affect the estimates of the two State
populations.

%See Chapter 4, footnote (1) for the convention used in naming
meirobolitan areas in this discussion.
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Races population is more than ten percent of the total
population.

Table R. Metropolitan Areas with 1985 Other Races
Population Exceeding 75,000

{Numbers are in thousands)

Proportion
. Population Other Races
Rank | Metropolitan Area P Percent
1985| 1980 | Change| 1980 1985
1 Los Angeles CMSA . .| 1,061 702 51.2 6.1 8.2
2 San Francisco
CMSA............. 752 517 455 9.6 12.8
3 New York CMSA ... 604 430 40.4 2.5 3.4
4 Honolulu MSA. ...... 538 473 13.91 62.1] 644
5 Chicago CMSA ..... 234 171 37.0 221, 28
6 San Diego MSA ...... 177 114 55.5 6.1 8.2
7 Seattle CMSA....... 156 110 40.9 53 6.9
8 Washington D.C.
MSA ..ot 151 100 51.9 3.1 4.3
9 Houston CMSA. ..... 125 67 87.2 2.2 3.5
10 Philadeiphia CMSA .. 100 69 45.5 1.2 1.7
11 Sacramento MSA. ... 86 64 35.4 5.8 6.8
12 Dallas CMSA. ....... 81 43 88.3 1.5 2.3

The metropolitan areas having the highest rate of
population increase among persons of Other Races in the
first five years of this decade are Dallas (88.3 percent) and
Houston (87.2 percent). In both areas, the international
migration component accounts for three-quarters of the
estimated Other Races growth. Since the estimated level
of Other Races growth is based on a projection of immi-
gration patterns for the 1975-80 period, the general con-
cern about the potential for error in measuring the compo-
nent of international migration- is particularly salient for
these two areas. (See Chapter 2.) ,

Counties

Los Angeles County’s Other Race increase of 240,000
between 1980-and 1985 was more than three times that of

any other county in the United States. Moreover,the Los
Angeles County Other Races /increase was greater than
the Other Races population of any other county except
Honolulu County, Hl. In 1980, the difference between the
Other Races population of Los Angeles and Honolulu
Counties was less than 50,000, but by 1985 Los Angsles’
estimated Other Races population of 760,000 was almost
cone and one-half times as large as Honolulu’s 539,000
Other Races population. Although no county except Los
Angeles and Honolulu had 200,000 persons of Other Race
in 1985, there were nine counties with an estimated Other
Races population greater than 100,000. Five of these
counties are located in California.

Honolulu County had the highest 1985 proportion Other
Races (64.4 percent) of the counties appearing in table 10.
Aside from Honolulu, the four remaining other metropolitan
counties with an estimated Other Races population exceed-
ing ten percent in 1985 are located in the San Francisco
Bay metropolitan compiex. They are San Francisco County
(27.4 percent), San Mateo County (14.6 percent), Santa
Clara County (13.4 percent) and Alameda County (12.1
percent).

There are 32 metropolitan counties with an estimated
Other Races population in excess of 25,000 persons in
1985. (See table 10.) Twelve of these counties increased
their Other Races population by more than 50 percent
between 1980 and 1985. Dallas County, TX (85.8 percent)
and Harris County (Houston), TX (84.3 percent) had the
highest Other Races growth rate; they are the most
populous counties in the metropolitan areas with the
highest Other Races growth rate. At the other exireme, the
two counties in-the table estimated to have had the lowest
rates of Other Races growth for 1980-85 were Wayne
County, (Detroit) Mi (9.5 percent) and Honolulu County, Hi
(13.9 percent). No other county appearing in table 10 had
an estimated rate of growth below 20 percent.
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Table 6A. Estimates of the Other Races Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of Change Since

1980
Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,
198 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
UnitedStates . . ............... 7,282,500 5,358,700 1,933,700 36.1 747,400 100,900 1,102,400 1,287,300 24.0
Northeast ........ ... ... s 982,800 706,100 276,700 39.2 82,900 10,100 194,800 203,900 28.9
Midwest. ....... ... i 926,300 717,300 209,000 20.1 101,300 10,800 163,100 118,600 16.5
South ..., i e 1,319,000 940,300 378,600 40.3 129,900 13,000 211,000 261,800 27.8
- 4,064,400 2,995,000 1,069,400 357 433,400 67,100 538,500 703,100 23.5
New England . ...........covvnvns 163,800 115,400 48,400 42.0 17,100 1,400 28,800 32,800 284
BBING oot e e 8,700 7.500 2,100 B) 1,200 100 800 1,000 [15)]
New Hampshire. .. .........0o. oo 7,600 4,900 2,800 (B) 700 - 800 2,100 B)
Vormont ... ...t 2,900 2,800 100 (B) 200 - 200 -100 (B)
Massachusetts .. .......... i 89,500 63,000 26,400 42.0 9,100 900 16,800 18,200 29.0
Rhodeldsland. ........... ... ... ... 14,600 10,300 4,300 421 2,400 200 2,900 2,200 21.3
Connecticut. . . ....... . it 39,600 26,900 12,700 471 3,500 200 7,800 9,400 35.0
Middle Atlantic. .. ........ ... . 818,800 590,700 228,200 38.6 65,800 8,600 166,100 171,100 20.0
New YorK ..o 516,300 385,100 131,200 34.1 41,700 6,700 101,700 96,100 25.0
New Jarsay. ... .coveurnvnnrnnnnns 184,000 122,300 61,800 50.5 18,300 1,100 35,300 49,600 40.6
Penngylvania. .. ........coeneeeaninn 118,700 83,400 35,300 42.3 10,700 800 29,100 25,400 30.4
East North Central . . ............. 595,400 461,900 183,500 28.8 54,800 5,100 117,500 83,800 18.1
(@] 1o T Y S 88,600 69,900 18,700 26.8 8,800 700 16,000 10,600 15.1
[15Te 11 oY A 41,600 34,500 7,100 20.7 3,600 100 8,000 3,700 10.8
i MNOIS + v v v et e e e e iiiannaaanes 264,200 195,300 69,000 35.3 21,200 1,800 63,800 49,500 25.4
: Michigan .........coveirnniinnsenns 130,200 108,700 21,400 18.7 11,800 1,300 21,000 10,900 10.0
| WISCONSIN . oo v v e i e 70,800 53,500 17,200 32.2 9,300 1,200 8,800 9,100 17.0
! West North Central .. .. 330,900 255,400 75,600 29.6 46,500 5,700 45,800 34,800 13.8
Minnesota. .............. 99,700 70,100 29,600 42.2 14,700 1,300 17,900 16,200 23.2
JOWE o ov e et - 27,400 20,800 6,700 32.2 3,400 200 7,000 3,500 16.7
MISSOUM. vt v e e e e e 50,200 40,700 9,500 23.3 4,700 300 8,600 5,000 12.4
NorthDakota. .. .....ovviievivnrenns 27,500 22,400 5,100 22.5 4,900 800 500 1,000 4.4
SouthDakota . ....covvvivninvinenn 55,500 47,500 7,900 16.7 9,600 2,200 400 600 1.3
Nebraska. . ....covn i iiniennnases 22,600 17,600 4,900 27.8 3,300 400 3,100 2,000 1.4
Kansas ......... e 48,100 36,200 11,900 32.9 5,800 400 8,200 6,400 17.8
South Atlantic. .. .....coocovn e 584,800 425,800 168,100 38.7 49,700 4,900 98,300 124,200 20.2
Delaware, ,......... 9,600 6,400 3,200 (B) 500 100 1,200 2,800 B
Maryland. .. ........ 112,500 79,400 33,200 41.8 9,100 900 22,400 24,900 314
District of Columbia 9,100 8,300 800 (B) 600 200 2,400 400 (B)
Virginia .. .oov o e 126,800 83,500 43,300 51.9 10,500 700 29,100 33,500 40.2
West Virginia. . ....ooovvv i © 9,300 8,500 700 B) 700 100 900 100 {B)
NorthCaroling. . ......cov e e 108,900 90,400 18,500 2041 12,100 2,000 7,300 8,400 0.3
SouthCaroling .....co.vvviiinraanrss 26,700 20,800 8,100 20.4 2,400 100 4,000 3,800 18.6
GOOrgIR. . v v v 56,200 37,400 18,800 50.1 5,100 300 -~ 10,000 14,000 37.3
FIONOR. « v v vcv e e i 135,800 91,800 44,500 48.7 8,800 600 21,100 36,300 39.7
EastSouthCentral. .............. 94,800 75,400 19,400 257 9,500 600 14,800 10,500 14.0
Kantueky, . oo v v 20,700 16,700 4,000 23.8 2,400 100 3,700 1,700 10.1
TEANGSSEO .. .. v et ensrroerrons 30,600 23,200 7,400 318 3,000 100 5,400 4,500 19.5
Algbama .......covii i 25,400 20,400 5,000 24.4 1,900 100 3,800 3,100 16.3
MISSISSIPDI. « v oo e e 18,200 15,100 3,100 20.5 2,200 300 1,800 1,200 7.8
Waest South Centrad . ............. 628,300 439,200 180,200 43.3 70,700 7,500 97,800 127,000 28.8
ArKENSAS. . oo vi et i 23,300 20,200 3,200 18,7 2,000 100 3,000 1,300 6,2
LOUISIANA. . ..o e 62,500 39,000 23,500 60.3 6,800 400 15,800 17,100 43.9
OKIBROMA . ... oe et iii s e anns 229,000 191,700 37,200 19.4 31,6800 5,200 9,400 10,800 56
07 1< S 314,600 188,300 126,300 87.1 30,200 1,700 69,800 97,800 51.9
Mountain 627,400 495,300 132,200 26.7 89,200 13,200 38,200 56,100 11.3
Montana 49,400 41,100 8,400 204 8,200 1,700 900 1,800 46
[ah0. . o e e 21,100 17,800 3,500 20.1 2,800 500 1,100 1,300 7.2
Wyoming 12,200 10,500 1,700 18.2 2,100 300 200 <100 -0.9
Colorado 78,300 57,300 21,000 36.7 9,300 700 12,000 12,400 21.7
New Mexico 155,900 116,800 38,100 33.4 20,800 3,200 3,400 21,700 18.6
Arizona 213,300 180,300 38,000 18.3 32,500 5,200 7,000 5,800 3.2
Utah o 53,100 41,300 11,700 284 8,500 800 7,700 4,000 8.7
Nevada 44,300 30,800 13,800 45,1 5,300 700 5,900 9,200 30.0
Paclfic ...ccvcnii i 3,436,900 2,499,700 937,200 37.5 344,100 53,800 498,300 647,000 25.9
Washington. .. ... ranens 241,400 178,400 63,100 35.4 27,100 3,800 37,100 39,800 22.3
[0 e o 96,500 72,500 24,000 33.0 10,600 1,200 17,300 14,600 20.1
California. ... ..o 2,315,200 1,572,200 743,100 47.3 221,300 27,800 399,800 549,500 35.0
AlBSKE. v v v ee i 92,100 73,300 18,800 287 14,800 2,800 2,100 6,700 9.1
Hawall, ... ..o i 691,700 603,400 88,300 14.6 70,400 18,500 39,000 36,400 6.0

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 6B. Annual Estimates of the Other Races Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Region, division, and State

April 1,

Jut

July 1,
1983

July 1,

July 1,

Percent other races

July 1, y 1,
1980 1981 1982 1984 1985 1980 1985
UnitedStates .................... 5,358,700 5,865,200 6,247,600 6,587,100 6,932,600 7,292,500 2.4 3.1
Northeast .. ... 706,100 775,500 825,600 875,900 929,600 982,800 1.4 2.0
Midwest. .......... . i 717,300 778,600 818,400 851,100 889,500 926,300 1.2 1.6
South. ... ..o 940,300 1,045,000 1,124,900 1,190,800 1,253,500 1,319,000 1.2 1.6
West .. o 2,995,000 3,266,000 3,477,600 3,669,300 3,860,000 4,064,400 8.9 8.4
NewEngland .................. ... 115,400 128,300 137,400 145,500 164,800 163,800 0.9 1.3
Maine ... ... 7,500 8,100 8,700 8,900 9,400 9,700 (8) =)
New Hampshire. . ................oon. 4,900 5,600 6,000 8,500 7,000 7,600 (B} (B)
Vermont . ...veue et e 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,900 3,000 2,900 (B) (B)
Massachusetts .. ............ooviviunn 63,000 69,400 74,100 79,300 84,000 89,500 1.1 1.5
Rhodelsiand. ................. ... . ... 10,300 11,600 12,600 13,100 14,000 14,600 1.1 1.5
Connecticut. .. .......ccovviiininnun, 26,900 30,800 33,200 34,800 37,400 39,600 0.9 1.2
Middle Atantic . .. .................. 590,700 647,200 688,200 730,400 774,800 818,900 18 2.2
New York ....o i 385,100 416,500 439,200 466,200 491,800 516,300 2.2 2.9
Newdersey. . ..., 122,300 136,600 148,200 157,800 170,700 184,000 1.7 24
Pennsylvania..................covinn, 83,400 94,000 100,800 106,500 112,300 118,700 0.7 1.0
EastNorthCentral . .. ............... 461,900 497,900 523,800 544,000 570,100 595,400 1.1 1.4
[ 17 T 69,900 74,200 78,500 81,000 84,800 88,600 0.6 0.8
Indiana ... e 34,500 37,200 38,500 38,900 40,300 41,600 0.6 0.8
Winols ... 185,300 214,800 227,100 238,700 251,800 264,200 1.7 23
Michigan ...t ennn. 108,700 114,400 118,400 121,800 125,900 130,200 1.2 1.4
Wisconsin . ....... .. oo i 53,500 57,500 61,200 63,600 67,300 70,800 1.1 1.5
West North Central ................. 255,400 280,700 295,700 307,100 319,400 330,900 15 1.9
Minnesota. .......coovviiiii i 70,100 79,700 85,700 90,300 94,800 99,700 1.7 2.4
o S 20,800 23,500 25,000 25,700 26,800 27,400 0.7 1.0
Missouri. . ... o i 40,700 43,800 . 45,300 46,800 48,800 50,200 0.8 1.0
North Dakota. . .........covvivninnn 22,400 24,100 24,800 25,600 27,200 27,500 3.4 4.0
SouthDakota ................ ..ot 47,500 49,600 50,800 52,800 54,100 55,500 8.9 7.9
Nebraska. ............. ... 17,600 19,100 20,000 20,600 21,500 22,600 1.1 1.4
Kansas ......oviieniiiiiiiiinnicnainn 36,200 41,000 44,000 45,300 46,300 48,100 1.5 2.0
South Atlantic. .............ovueennn 425,800 470,500 499,500 528,200 560,200 £84,900 1.2 1.5
Delaware.................vvviiin., 6,400 7,400 7,600 8,300 8,600 8,600 {B) B)
Marvland. ... i 79,400 87,600 93,800 98,600 108,700 112,500 1.9 25
District of Columbia. .................... 8,300 8,400 8,700 9,000 9,000 9,100 (B) B)
Virginia ... 83,500 96,200 104,500 112,000 119,100 126,800 1.8 2.2
West Virginia. . ............c..oot 8,500 8,900 8,600 8,600 8,800 9,300 B) B)
North Carolina. . .......... ... ... ...\, 90,400 95,700 . 99,100 101,700 105,500 108,900 1.5 1.8
SouthCarolina ...........c.ccohunvnnnn 20,600 22,400 23,300 24,500 25,300 26,700 0.7 0.8
GEOIGIA . vt 37,400 41,300 43,600 46,800 51,000 56,200 0.7 0.9
Floida. ... .. ..o 91,300 102,700 110,400 118,600 127,100 135,800 0.9 1.2
East South Central. . ................ 75,400 80,600 84,700 88,500 92,100 94,800 0.5 0.6
Kentucky. .........ooiviiin i, 16,700 17,700 18,800 19,600 20,000 20,700 0.5 0.6
TONNesSSee ......... .o 23,260 28,300 27,000 28,200 29,600 30,600 0.5 0.6
Algbama ........ ... ... ... 20,400 21,500 22,500 24,000 24,700 25,400 0.5 0.8
MISSISSIPRI. . v v vv e e 15,100 16,100 16,300 16,800 17,800 18,200 0.8 0.7
West South Central .. ............... 439,200 493,900 540,700 574,100 601,200 629,300 1.8 2.4
ATKENSAS . . . it e 20,200 20,900 21,300 22,400 22,700 23,300 0.9 1.0
LOuiSIBNA. . .. .ot 39,000 46,600 53,100 56,200 59,800 62,500 0.9 1.4
Oklahoma ...........c.ocvviinniinennn, 161,700 202,500 211,700 219,400 224,200 229,000 6.3 7.0
TOXEE vt v i e 188,300 224,000 254,600 276,000 294,500 314,600 1.3 1.8
Mountain . ....... ...t 495,300 531,100 559,400 581,200 603,200 627,400 4.4 4.9
Montana . ... ... i 41,100 43,000 . 44,800 46,400 47,800 48,400 8.2 6.0
Idaho. . ... ..o 17,600 18,800 19,700 20,000 20,600 21,100 1.9 2.1
Wyoming. .........cooiieiiiniiinnn, 10,500 11,200 11,600 11,800 11,900 12,200 2.2 2.4
Colorado .. ....oovvv i 57,300 63,600 68,000 72,200 75,800 78,300 2.0 2.4
New MexXiCo .. .....c.ovoviiiiirnanerann, 116,800 126,400 134,900 140,800 147,900 165,900 9.0 10.7
AMZONR .. e 180,300 188,600 194,000 200,300 206,400 213,300 6.6 8.7
Utah ... o 41,300 45,500 48,700 50,400 51,400 £3,100 2.8 3.2
Nevada ...........covivineniinnnan 30,500 33,700 36,700 39,300 ‘41,400 44,300 3.8 4.8
Pacific ... ..o 2,499,700 2,734,900 2,918,200 3,088,000 3,256,800 3,436,800 7.9 9.7
Washington. ............ oo, 178,400 197,500 210,300 219,500 230,500 241,400 4.3 5.4
(07 =T+ o T N 72,500 1,200 86,900 89,400 93,000 96,500 2.8 3.5
California. . .......cooviuii i, 1,672,200 1,753,900 1,898,600 2,034,300 2,169,900 2,315,200 6.6 8.7
Alaska. ... .. o e 73,300 76,900 80,400 84,600 87,800 92,100 18.2 17.7
Hawall. ... ... ... .. e, 603,400 625,400 640,900 860,100 675,600 691,700 82.5 64.4

(B) Indicates that 1980 population was less than 10,000.
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Table 7A. Estimates of the Other Races Metropolitan Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of
Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State ) Net migration
July 1, Apiil 1,
19851 ° 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | Internationat Total Percent
6,040,200 4,291,900 1,748,300 40.7 581,200 68,800 1,061,100 1,238,900 28.8
942,500 672,600 270,000 401 79,000 9,600 191,500 200,600 29.8
707,400 529,400 177,900 33.6 70,000 5,300 162,100 113,300 21.4
1,019,500 678,700 340,800 50.2 95,600 6,800 200,100 252,000 37.1
3,370,800 2,411,300 959,600 39.8 336,600 48,100 517,400 671,100 27.8
New England . .........coovven o 149,000 103,400 45,600 44.1 15,500 1,300 27,800 31,400 30.4
MAINE . i ittt 3,700 3,100 700 B) 400 - 400 300 B8)
New Hampshire. . ... ..o vvearen .o 5,600 3,400 2,300 B) 500 - 700 1,800 B)
VErmOt o .o i e 1,100 1,000 100 B) 100 - 100 - B)
Massachuselfs ... o 87,400 61,400 26,100 42.5 8,800 900 16,500 18,100 295
Rhodetisland. . ........ocovienvnanes 13,000 9,000 4,100 (B) 2,200 200 2,800 2,000 (B)
Connectictt, ... v 38,100 25,600 12,500 49.0 3,400 200 7,300 9,400 36.6
Middle Atlantic 793,500 569,200 224,400 39.4 63,500 8,300 163,700 169,100 29.7
NewYork ........... 497,300 369,000 128,300 34.8 40,000 6,400 99,700 94,600 25,6
New Jersey. .. ....... 184,000 122,300 61,800 50.5 13,300 1,100 35,300 49,600 40.6
PennsylVania. . ... ..o..s e 112,200 77,900 34,300 441 10,200 800 28,600 24,900 320
East Noth Central. ...........vun 519,600 396,500 123,100 31.0 46,200 3,700 112,900 80,600 20.3
(0] 1 1o 77,900 61,200 16,700 27.3 7,500 600 15,300 9,800 16.1
110615127 SN 33,200 26,900 6,300 23.6 2,800 100 7,400 3,600 13.3
HIROIS v v vt ie i ieie v censnans 251,500 184,900 66,600 36.0 20,100 1,700 61,800 48,200 26.0
MIGHIgAN . ..o e 107,600 88,400 19,100 21.6 9,500 800 20,300 10,400 11.8
WISCONSIN .. oo v v e e 49,400 35,100 14,300 40.6 6,200 500 8,000 8,600 24.4
West NorthCentral .............. 187,700 132,900 54,900 413 23,800 1,600 39,300 32,700 24.8
Minnesota . 75,200 49,300 25,800 52,4 10,900 700 16,600 15,700 31.8
lowa ..... A 16,900 11,900 5,000 42.2 2,000 100 4,800 3,100 26.3
Missourl. ..... oo RN 39,300 30,300 8,900 29.5 3,600 200 7,700 £,500 18.2
NorhDakola. . ....ovveriinnrinan e 4,800 3,800 1,100 (B) 700 - 400 400 (B)
SouthDakota . ........covvveveiinns 7,800 5,600 2,100 [(5] 1,500 200 400 900 [i2)]
Nebraska. .. ..ocovveiinnnevernes s 13,900 10,000 3,900 39.1 1,700 100 3,000 2,300 23.4
KANSas . . oo vvvrvnnronnnnnsvrnnesen 29,900 21,900 7,900 36.2 3,500 200 6,500 4,700 21.3
South Atlantic, ......... .o ieeens 487,400 330,500 156,900 475 38,700 2,800 94,300 121,000 36.6
Delawars. .. .o vve v n i 6,900 4,000 2,900 (B} 300 L. 800 2,600 (B)
Maryland. .............. e 110,800 77,800 33,300 429 8,800 900 22,100 25,300 32,6
District of Columbla, ... ..........cv o 9,100 8,300 800 B) - 600 200 2,400 | - 400 (B)
VIGINI . i e 120,200 77,200 43,000 B85.7 10,000 600 28,400 33,700 43.6
West Virginla, . ..o 4,100 3,500 600 ®) 300 - 300 300 B
NothCarollna. .......ocvvvinvncens 42,000 30,600 11,400 373 4,600 300 6,800 7,100 23.2
SouthCarolina ........cvvvirnnvnans 19,600 14,800 4,800 32,7 1,700 100 3,200 3,200 21.9
[c11s 3¢ ;- T R 46,900 29,700 17,200 877 4,000 200 9,300 13,300 44.8
Florida, .. .o ev i icinn v 127,800 84,900 42,900 505 8,400 600 20,700 35,100 413
East South Central. .. ........o0 v 64,800 48,900 15,900 32.6 6,400 300 12,800 9,800 20.0
KeNUCKY. ..o vevvvnei e e 12,600 10,200 2,400 237 1,500 - 2,800 1,000 9.8
Tennessee 25,800 18,700 7,100 38.0 2,600 100 5,300 4,600 24.6
Alabama 19,000 14,600 4,400 30.4 1,500 100 3,300 3,000 20.7
Mississippi 7,400 5,400 2,000 ®) 900 . 1,300 1,200 )
Waest South Central 467,300 299,300 167,900 56.1 50,400 3,700 93,000 121,200 40.5
Arkansas 13,000 10,800 2,200 19.8 1,200 - 2,700 1,000 8.9
Louisiana 52,900 32,400 20,500 63.4 5,600 400 14,900 15,300 47.3
Oklahoma 109,500 86,700 22,900 26.4 15,200 1,700 8,500 9,400 10.8
Texas ........ ... 291,800 169,400 122,400 72.3 28,500 1,600 66,900 95,600 56.4
Mountain 261,600 190,200 71,300 375 33,600 3,300 33,800 41,100 21.6.
Montana 7,400 6,100 1,300 B) 1,100 100 200 400 B)
idaho. .. .. 4,100 2,800 1,300 B) 500 - 400 800 ®B)
Wyoming 2,600 2,500 100 ®) 300 - 100 100 ®)
Colorado 70,000 49,100 20,900 42.5 8,300 600 11,700 13,100 26.7°
New Mexico 25,500 20,200 5,400 26.6 3,300 300 2,500 2,400 11.9
AMZONA . ..o i v 81,000 60,200 20,800 346 10,200 1,500 6,100 12,200 20.2
[ 7= N 37,300 27,300 10,000 36.7 6,100 400 7,000{ -.. . 4,300 18.7
Nevada ... ...coocin v naansnaas 33,700 22,100 11,500 52.1 3,800 400 5,800 8,100 36.5
Pacific ... c.ivn s 3,109,300 2,221,000 888,300 40.0 303,000 . 44,800 483,500 630,100 28.4
Washington. .. ... 209,900 151,100 58,800 38,9 23,400 3,100 34,700 38,600 25,5
(0= o s e R 70,700 49,900 20,800 41.8 7,600 800 15,800 14,100 282
Calfornia, . ... i e 2,269,200 1,583,300 735,900 48.0 215,800 26,800 397,800 546,900 35.7
ABSKE. . it i e 20,500 13,500 6,900 51.2 3,300 400 1,200 4,000 28.5
Hawall, .. ....ovvviininraiinensanas 539,000 473,200 65,800 13.9 52,900 13,700 34,000 286,600 58

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 7B. Annual Estimates of the Other Races Metropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent other races

Region, division, and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 198 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
United States . ................... 4,291,800 4,751,500 5,098,700 5,399,700 5,714,200 6,040,200 25 3.3
NOMHEaSst . .....ovveeir e, 672,600 739,500 789,000 837,800 889,900 942,500 1.5 2.1
MIGWESE. . . oot e 529,400 581,700 616,700 842,800 675,600 707,400 1.3 1.7
SOU. . v et 678,700 775,000 846,100 902,800 960,200 1,019,500 1.3 1.8
LY 2,411,300 2,655,200 2,847,000 3,016,300 3,188,400 3,370,800 6.7 8.4
New England ... .........c.ovnnn.s. 103,400 115,300 124,200 131,700 140,300 149,000 1.0 14
MEING vt 3,100 3,000 3,500 3,500 3,700 3,700 (B) (8)
New Hampshire. . ........coovvuneann.., 3,400 4,000 4,400 4,700 5,100 5,600 B) 8)
VBIMONE « v v v et vvaeane s 1,000 1,100 1,100 1,200 1,100 1,100 (B) B)
Massachusetts . ...........vovveeeennn. 61,400 67,700 72,300 77,400 81,900 87,400 1.1 1.6
Rhodelsland. ................coouns... 9,000 10,100 11,200 11,500 12,400 13,000 1.0 1.6
CONMBGHIGUL. + + . e vv e eeeeeveerenns 25,600 29,400 31,700 33,400 36,100 38,100 0.9 1.3
Middle Atfantic . . ...........ceoun... 569,200 624,200 664,700 706,200 749,600 793,500 1.7 2.4
NEW YOTK v ovoveareeeeeeennennns 369,000 399,400 421,800 448,300 473,100 497,300 2.3 3.1
NEW JBISBY . . oo e e aeanns 122,300 {, 136,600 148,200 157,800 170,700 184,000 1.7 2.4
PENNSYIVANIA. . ... vvveteeineaeeennns 77,800 88,200 94,800 100,200 105,800 112,200 0.8 1.1
East North Central . ................. 396,500 429,900 453,800 472,600 496,700 519,600 1.2 16
OhI0 .t e et e 61,200 65,300 68,900 71,200 74,600 77,900 0.7 0.9
INGIANA 4o v v v v e 26,900 29,100 30,400 30,600 32,000 33,200 0.7 0.9
WHNOIS vt et e et e e 184,900 208,600 215,700 226,900 239,600 251,500 2.0 2.6
MICKIGEN . ..ot eee e 88,400 93,400 97,300 100,400 104,200 107,600 1.2 1.5
WISCONSIN . .. ev e i i 35,100 38,500 41,600 43,500 46,300 49,400 1.1 1.5
West North Central ................. 132,900 151,800 162,900 170,100 178,900 187,700 1.4 1.9
MIANESOLA,. « « v v veesesenvernen s e 49,300 57,500 62,600 66,500 70,600 75,200 1.9 2.7
JOWR .« oe it 11,900 14,000 15,100 15,700 16,400 16,900 1.0 1.4
MISSOUI. « . v v e eeit e e . 30,300 33,100 34,400 35,500 37,600 39,300 0.9 1.2
North Dakota, .. ...ovovenevnineennenn. 3,800 4,400 4,400 4,500 4,700 4,900 (B) 8)
South Dakota ... ovv e eeennn e 5,600 6,200 6,900 7,100 7,700 7,800 B) 8
NEBIASKR. .« . ot vvereeeteienneenennns 10,000 11,100 11,800 12,300 12,900 13,900 1.4 1.9
KaNSaS ... v\vvee it i 21,800 25,600 27,700 28,500 29,000 29,900 1.9 25
South Atlantic. ..................... 330,500 373,000 400,500 425,900 455,800 487,400 1.2 1.7
DelaWarS. . ..o v vt 4,000 4,900 5,200 5,700 6,000 6,900 (B) ®)
Maryland. ..o 77,500 85,900 92,100 97,100 104,100 110,800 2.0 2.7
District of Columbia. . .. ....o.vverenn.n.. 8,300 8,400 8,700 9,000 9,000 9,100 (B) ®)
VIFGINIE « oo et 77,200 89,500 97,800 105,400 112,300 120,200 2.1 2.9
West VIrginia. . ... .oovvnneneinnnnnnn... 3,500 3,800 3,600 3,700 3,800 4,100 ®) (8)
North Caroling. . . ...oovveriveeeannnns i 30,600 34,500 36,400 36,900 39,800 42,000 1.0 1.2
South Caroling .......oovvviinenennnn.. 14,800 16,300 17,200 18,000 18,700 19,600 0.8 1.0
GOOTGIA . v v v v v e e ene e et aeanns 29,700 33,500 35,600 38,600 42,400 46,900 0.9 1.2
FIOAAA. . vt e et -84,900 96,200 104,100 111,500 119,700 127,800 1.0 1.2
East SouthCentral. . ................ 48,900 53,100 56,300 59,000 62,200 64,800 0.6 0.8
KONEUCKY . v v v veeae e eeenns 10,200 10,700 11,600 11,700 11,900 12,600 0.6 0.7
TONNESSEE ..\ veereer e eeeennennns, 18,700 20,400 22,000 23,000 24,600 25,800 0.6 0.8
Algbama . ...t e 14,600 15,700 16,300 17,700 18,400 19,000 0.6 0.7
MISSISSIPDE. . . v cvvvr et 5,400 6,300 6,400 6,600 7,300 7,400 (B) B)
West South Central .. ............... 299,300 348,900 389,300 417,900 442,300 467,300 1.8 25
ATKANSAS . .. oot ie e 10,900 11,600 11,900 12,700 12,900 13,000 1.2 1.4
LOUISIBNAL . .\ et e et e 32,400 39,100 44,400 47,600 50,600 52,900 1.1 1.7
OKIBNOMA . . . vt veee i e 86,700 93,800 99,400 103,600 106,900 109,500 5.0 5.7
TOXAS oo ettt 169,400 204,500 233,600 254,000 271,800 291,800 1.5 2.2
MOUMAIN . ..ot vee e eeieenenns 190,200 210,800 227,500 237,000 248,900 261,600 26 3.2
MOMBNG . oot o iirt e iriiieaanns 6,100 6,500 6,800 7,100 7,100 7,400 (B) B
e 21 T 2,800 3,200 3,500 3,800 3,900 4,100 (B) B)
WYOMING . oo oot e e e 2,500 2,600 2,700 2,600 2,500 2,600 B) (B)
COlOrato . .. oo 49,100 55,300 60,400 63,600 87,000 70,000 2.1 2.7
New MEXICO .. vvveie e ereneanss 20,200 21,700 23,400 23,700 24,900 25,500 3.3 3.8
ARZONA ..ttt 60,200 65,400 69,200 71,700 75,800 81,000 2.9 3.4
Ut e e 27,300 31,100 33,600 35,000 35,900 37,300 2.4 3.0
NOVAR . . o\t veeerr e vieais e 22,100 25,000 27,900 29,700 31,600 33,700 3.4 4.4
PACHiC v\ o 2,221,000 2,444,500 2,619,500 2,779,200 2,939,500 3,108,300 7.7 8.7
Washington. ........oovvinivninnnann.s 151,100 168,700 181,300 189,400 199,400 209,900 4.5 5.8
OPBGON « v ettt e 49,800 57,500 62,800 64,900 67,800 70,700 2.8 3.9
California. . . ..ot e 1,533,300 1,714,200 1,858,300 1,891,300 2,125,700 2,268,200 6.8 8.9
ASKA . ..ttt ee e 13,500 14,900 16,300 17,900 19,300 20,500 7.8 8.9
Hawali. ... ooyt 473,200 489,100 500,900 515,700 527,400 539,000 62.1 64.4

(B) Indicates that 1980 population was less-than 10,000.
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Table 8A. Estimates of the Other Races Nonmetropolitan Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components
) of Change Since 1980

Change, 1880-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
UnitedStates .............0en 1,252,200 1,066,800 185,400 17.4 166,200 31,100 41,300 50,400 4.7
Northeast .............coivivnans 40,200 33,500 6,700 19.9 3,800 500 3,300 3,300 9.9
Midwest. . ... ... i 219,000 187,900 31,100 165 31,300 5,500 11,000 5,300 2.8
South ..ovi e s 299,500 261,700 37,900 14.5 34,300 6,200 10,900 9,800 3.7
Vi West. . ... e 693,600 583,700 109,800 18.8 96,800 18,800 16,100 32,000 5.5
i NewEngland . .................. 14,800 12,000 2,800 23.6 1,600 100 1,000 1,400 11.4
: [ - S 5,900 4,500 1,500 B) 800 100 400 800 8)
New Hampshire. .................... 2,000 1,500 500 (B) 200 - 100 300 [{2)]
Vermont ... v ; 1,800 1,700 - B) 100 - 100 -100 B)
Massachusetts ..............c.vovns 2,000 1,700 400 - (B) 200 - 100 200 {B)
Rhodelsland. . ............... ..., 1,600 1,300 300 (B) 100 - 100 200 (8)
ConnectiCUt. . . v v e i e e 1,400 ~ 1,300 100 ) 100 - 300 - By
Middle Aflantic. ... .............. 25,400 21,600 3,900 17.9 2,200 300 2,400 1,900 9.0
New York . ..o e 19,000 16,100 2,800 18.0 1,700 300 1,900 1,500 9.1
NeW Jersey. . ..c.oovvieiiniinnnenns . - - - - - - - 0.0
Pernsylvania. . . .....c.cvv it 6,500 5,500 1,000 {8} 500 - 400 500 {8)
EastNorthCentral. .............. 75,800 65,400 10,400 15.8 8,600 1,400 4,600 3,200 4.9
[ ] 111 J 10,700 8,700 2,000 B) 1,400 100 700 700 B)
Indiana . ...t s 8,400 7,600 800 (B) 700 - 600 100 B)
1115 ToT S 12,700 10,300 2,400 22.8 1,100 100 1,900 1,300 13.0
Michigan 22,600 20,300 2,300| 11.3 2,300 500 600 500 2.2
Wisconsin 21,400 18,400 2,906 16.0 3,100 700 800 500 3.0
West North Central .............. 143,200 122,500 20,700 16.9 22,700 4,100 6,300 2,100 1.7
Minnesota. . .......c.o i 24,500 20,800 3,800 18.1 3,800 600 1,400 600 2.7
JOWE i ieiin e 10,600 8,900 1,700 B) 1,400 100 2,100 300 (B)
MISSOUM, . ..o vt ianns 11,000 10,400 500 53 1,100 100 900 -500 -4.5
NorthDakota, . .......c.vvvvnnennn 22,600 18,600 3,900 21.2 4,200 800 100 600 3.0
SouthDakota ..............covvinnn 47,700 41,900 5,800 13.8 8,100 2,000 - -300 -0.8
Nebraska, . ........... ... 8,700 7,700 1,000 (B) 1,600 300 100 -300 (8)
Kansas .. ..., erennn e enenonnnn 18,200 14,200 4,000 27.9 2,400 200 1,700 1,800 12.3
South Aflantic. .................. 107,400 95,300 12,200 12.8 11,000 2,100 4,000 3,200 3.4
Delawars. . ..o, 2,600 2,300 300 B) 200 - 200 200 B)
Maryland. . ....... ..., 1,700 1,800 -100 B8) 300 - 200 -300 (8)
District of Columbia. .. ............... - - - - - - - - -
Vieginia ..o e 6,600 6,300 300 (B) 500 - 700 -100 (B)
WestVirginia, .. ........oovinis 5,200 5,000 200 (B) 400 - 500 -200 (B)
North Carofina. ... ...........ccoonns 66,900 59,800 7,100 11.8 7,500 1,700 500 1,300 2.2
South Caroling .........oovvvevinus 7,100 5,900 1,200 B) 700 - 800 600 B
[€1=To (o - Y 9,300 7,700 1,800 B8) 1,000 100 700 700 8}
Florda. . ..o e 7,900 6,400 1,600 B) 500 100 400 1,200 |- B)
EastSouth Central. .............. 30,000 26,600 3,500 13.1 3,000 300 2,000 800 25
Kermtucky......coiiiiiiiin s 8,100 6,500 1,600 (B} 900 - 800 700 (8)
TEONNessee . .......covuiiiniiinns 4,800 4,500 300 B) 400 . 200 -100 (8}
Alabama .....oooviinneiiinie 6,300 5,800 500 B) 500 - 400 100 (B)
MISSISSIDPI. .« oe s 10,800 8,700 1,100 (B) 1,300 300 600 - B
West South Central 162,100 139,800 22,200 16.9 20,200 3,800 4,800 5,800 4.1
Arkansas. ..., ... .. 10,300 9,300 1,000 B) 800 100 300 300 (B)
B Louisiana. . .......oevviiinniaas 9,600 6,600 3,000 (8) 1,300 100 1,100 1,800 (B)
S Oklahoma .. .......c.cviviiiinnns, 118,400 105,000 14,400 18.7 16,400 3,500 300 1,500 1.4
e TOXAS . oot e r i e 22,800 18,900 3,800 20.4 1,700 100 2,700 2,200 1.9
Mountain ... 365,900 305,000 60,800 19.9 55,600 9,900 4,300 15,100 4.9
Montana . .......covviiiiniiannns 42,000 35,000 7,000 20.1 7,100 1,600 700 1,500 4.4
Idaho. .. ..o s 17,000 14,800 2,300 18.2 2,300 500 700 500 3.3
WYOmINg. ... o s 9,500 8,000 1,600 (B) 1,800 300 100 - B)
; Colorado . ........vvuvnnn 8,300 8,100 200 ®) 1,000 100 300 -700 B)
; New Mexico 130,400 96,700 33,700 349 17,300 2,900 900 19,300 20.0
AMZONA . ..o it e s 132,200 120,100 12,200 10.1 22,300 3,700 1,000 -6,400 5.3
[ e 15,800 14,000 1,700 12.2 2,400 400 700 -300 -2.2
Nevada . .. .vvve it 10,600 8,400 2,200 (B) 1,500 300 100 1,100 (B)
Pacific .. .ovviin i 327,700 278,700 49,000 17.6 41,200 9,100 11,800 16,900 6.1
Washington. . ........... ... 31,500 {- 27,200 4,200 15.8 3,700 700 2,400 1,200 4.5
Oregon . ..o e i 25,800 22,600 3,100 13.8 3,000 400 1,400 500 2.3
California. . ... covviv i i 46,100 38,800 7,100 18.4 5,500 800 2,000 2,600 8.7
71,600 59,700 11,900 19.9 11,400 2,300 900 2,700 4.5
162,800 130,200 22,600 17.4 17,500 4,800 5,000 9,800 7.6

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 8B. j\nnual 1Est!mates of the Other Races Nonmetropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to
uly 1, 1985

Percent other races
Region division, and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1880 1681 1982 1983 1884 1985 1980 1985

United States . ................... 1,066,800 1,113,700 1,148,200 1,187,400 1,218,400 1,252,200 2.0 2.2
Northeast ............................ 33,500 36,000 36,700 38,000 39,700 40,200 0.6 0.7
Midwest. ............ ... ... ... 187,900 196,900 202,800 208,300 213,900 219,000 1.1 1.3
South, . ... 261,700 270,000 278,800 288,000 293,200 299,500 11 1.2
West. ... 583,700 610,700 630,600 653,000 871,600 693,600 8.1 8.8
NewEngland ...................... 12,000 13,000 18,200 13,800 14,500 14,800 0.6 0.7
Maine ...... ... .o i 4,500 5,000 5,300 5,400 5,700 5,900 B) 1G]]
New Hampshire. .. ...................., 1,500 1,600 1,600 1,800 1,900 2,000 ®) B)
Vermont ... i 1,700 1,800 1,700 1,700 1,800 1,800 (8) B)
Massachusetts . . .. 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,800 2,100 2,000 (8) B)
Rhode island. . . ... 1,300 1,500 1,400 1,600 1,600 1,600 (B) 8)
Connecticut. . ............ oo, 1,300 1,400 1,500 1,400 1,400 1,400 ®) B)
- Middle Atlantic 21,600 23,000 23,500 24,200 25,200 25,400 0.6 0.7
New York ............... 16,100 17,100 17,400 17,900 18,700 19,000 1.0 1.1
New Jersey........oovuviiennnn i, - - - - - . B .
Pennsylvania.......................... 5,500 5,800 6,100 6,300 6,500 8,500 8) (B}
East North Central . ................. 65,400 68,000 70,000 71,400 73,400 75,800 0.7 0.8
Ohio ... 8,700 8,900 9,600 9,800 10,200 10,700 0.4 0.5
Indiana ............... ... 7,600 8,100 8,200 8,200 8,300 8,400 {B) B)
HWinois . ... oo 10,300 11,100 11,400 11,800 12,200 12,700 0.5 0.6
Michigan............................. 20,300 20,900 21,100 21,400 21,700 22,800 1.1 1.3
Wisconsin . ........ooiniiiiiii ., 18,400 18,800 18,600 20,100 21,000 21,400 1.2 1.3
West North Central ................. 122,500 128,900 132,800 136,900 140,500 143,200 1.6 1.8
Minnesota......................... .. 20,800 22,200 23,100 23,800 24,200 24,500 1.4 1.7
owa ... e 8,900 9,500 9,900 9,900 10,400 10,800 0.5 0.6
Missour. ... oo 10,400 10,600 10,900 11,200 11,200 11,000 0.6 0.6
North Dakota. ...............00ouuus., 18,600 19,700 20,400 21,200 22,500 22,600 4.4 5.3
South Dakota 41,900 43,400 44,100 45,700 48,300 47,700 8.2 8.3
Nebraska, 7,700 8,000 8,200 8,300 8,500 8,700 (B) {B)
Kansas .........coov i, 14,200 15,500 16,300 16,800 17,300 18,200 1.2 1.5
South Atlantic 95,300 97,500 68,000 102,800 104,400 107,400 0.8 1.0
Delaware 2,300 2,500 2,500 2,600 2,600 2,600 (B) (B)
Maryland 1,800 1,600 1,600 1,800 1,600 1,700 B) (B)
District of Columbia - - - - - . - -
Virginia .o 6,300 6,600 6,700 6,600 6,800 6,600 B) (B
West Virginia. ... ....oooiviiiinnnn. . 5,000 5,000 5,100 4,900 5,000 5,200 (B) (B)
North Carolina, . . .........ooiinin.n.. 59,800 61,300 62,700 64,800 65,700 66,900 2.2 24
SouthCarolina .............c.vevnss,, 5,900 6,100 8,200 8,600 6,700 7,100 (B) (B8)
Georgla...........covinnnnn, i 7,700 7,800 8,000 8,100 8,600 9,300 (B) (B)
Florida. ................ov0Ls s 6,400 6,500 6,400 7,100 7,400 7,800 (8} B3
East South Central 26,600 27,500 28,300 29,500 29,900 30,000 0.4 0.4
Kentucky.......coovviivininnn,, 6,500 7,000 7,300 7,900 8,100 8,100 (B) (B8)
Tennessee 4,500 4,800 5,000 5,100 5,000 4,800 {B} (8)
Alabama .............. 5,800 5,800 8,200 6,300 6,300 6,300 (B) (B)
Mississippi. .. ... i 9,700 9,800 9,800 10,200 10,500 10,800 0.6 0.6
West South Central :................ 138,800 145,000 151,400 158,200 158,800 162,100 20 2.2
AKBNSES. .. .o e 9,300 9,300 9,400 9,800 9,800 10,300 0.7 0.7
Louisiana. .. ... 6,600 7,500 8,800 8,600 9,200 9,600 (B) (B)
Oklahoma . ....ooooiiivi i, 105,000 108,700 112,400 115,800 117,300 118,400 8.1 8.7
TOXES . v e 18,800 19,500 21,100 22,000 22,600 22,800 0.6 0.7
305,000 320,300 332,000 344,200 354,300 365,800 7.4 8.1

35,000 38,500 38,100 39,300 40,700 42,000 58 6.7

14,800 15,600 16,200 16,200 16,800 17,000 1.9 2.1

8,000 8,600 8,900 9,200 9,400 9,500 (B) B)

8,100 8,300 8,800 8,700 8,800 8,300 (B) (B)

96,700 104,600 111,500 117,100 123,100 130,400 13.8 16.7

120,100 - 123,200 124,800 128,700 130,500 182,200 17.7 17.2

14,000 14,800 18,100 15,500 186,400 15,800 4.2 4.1

8,400 8,700 8,800 9,600 9,800 10,600 5.8 6.3

Pacific .........ooviciiiiiinnns, 278,700 290,400 208,700 308,800 317,300 327,700 8.0 8.7
Washington...............c.cooevvenss. 27,200 28,700 28,000 30,100 31,000 31,500 3.4 3.7
Oregon . ... i e 22,600 23,700 24,200 24,500 25,200 25,800 2.6 2.9
California 38,900 39,700 41,300 43,000 44,300 46,100 4.0 4.2
Alaska 58,700 62,100 84,100 66,700 68,600 71,600 26.3 24.6
Hawaii 130,200 136,200 140,100 144,400 148,200 162,800 64.4 84.5

e - Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
el (B) Indicates that 1980 population was less than 10,000.
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Table 9A. Estimates of the Other Races Population for Metropolitan Areas With 10,000 or More Other Races:
July 1, 1985, and Components of Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85

Components of change

Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Inter-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths national Totai Percent
Albuquerque, NM MSA ................. 20,700 15,900 4,800 30.2 2,700 200 2,400 2,400 14.9
Anchorage, AKMSA................. .. 20,500 13,500 6,900 51.2 3,300 400 1,200 4,000 28.5
Atlanta, GAMSA. ........ ... e 29,400 17,400 12,000 69.1 2,600 100 5,600 9,500 54,7
Austin, TXMSBA. . ... v ”. 13,500 7,800 5,700 (B) 1,100 - 2,700 4,700 B)
Bakersfield, CAMSA. ... .....o.oovennn. 21,100 15,200 5,800 38.7 2,100 200 2,300 4,000 26.1
Baltimore, MDMSA. . ......covivenenn 39,000 28,400 10,600 37.3 3,200 300 7,500 7,700 27.4
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell-Brockton,
MANECMA........... ..ot 70,600 49,500 21,200 42.8 7,300 800 13,200 14,600 286
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY CMSBA. . .. 15,700 13,800 2,300 16.8 1,600 300 2,200 1,000 7.3
Buffalo, NY PMSA . .................. 12,400 10,400 2,000 19.2 1,300 200 2,000 1,000 9.5
Charlotte- Gastoma—Rock Hill,
NC-SCMSA.. ... 10,800 8,100 2,800 ) 1,000 100 1,400 1,800 By
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,

ILIN-WICMSA ..o 234,400 171,200 63,300 37.0 18,500 1,600 57,800 46,400 274
Chicago, ILPMSA . .............. L 208,100 151,500 54,600 36.0 16,200 1,500 52,100 39,800 26.83
f.ake County, ILPMSA. ............... 11,500 7,600 3,900 B) 1,000 - 1,800 3,000 (B)

CINCINNATI-HAMILTON,

OH-KY-IN COMSA.................... 13,400 10,500 3,000 28.3 1,200 100 2,400 1,900 17.9

Cincinnati, OH-KY-INPMSA. ........... 11,200 8,900 2,300 B8) 1,000 100 2,200 1,400 (B}
CLEVELAND-AKRON-L.ORAIN, CH CMSA . . 29,300 23,400 6,000 25.5 2,200 300 6,300 4,000 17.0
Cleveland, OH PMSA. ......... ...t 21,400 16,800 4,600 27.4 1,600 200 4,600 3,200 1841
Colorado Springs, COMSA.............. 10,800 7,800 3,200 (B) 1,400 100 1,700 1,900 (B)
Columbus, OHMSA . ................. 14,500 10,600 3,900 371 2,000 100 3,300 2,100 19.6
DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TXCMSA ....... 80,800 42,900 37,900 88.3 7,200 400 15,300 31,100 725
Dallas, TXPMSA . ........... i 56,000 29,600 26,400 89.1 5,400 300 10,700 21,300 71.8
Fart Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA. . ....... 24,700 13,200 11,500 86.6 1,800 100 4,700 9,800 74.2
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA . ......... 53,000 36,000 17,000 47.2 6,400 500 9,200 11,100 30.8
Denver, COPMSA. .. ................ 47,500 32,500 14,900 459 5,700 400 8,600 9,600 20.6
DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA . ....... 69,400 57,500 11,900 20.8 6,000 600 13,000 6,500 11.3
Detroit, MIPMSA. ................... 61,200 50,700 10,500 20.7 5,200 500 11,100 5,800 115
Fayetteville, NCMSA. . ................. 11,100 8,700 2,300 B) 1,500 100 1,600 1,000 (B)
Fort Smith, AR-OKMSA ................ 10,800 8,400 2,400 (B} 1,100 100 1,500 1,400 (B
Fresno, CAMSA ..........covevne, 32,800 21,700 11,100 51.1 4,300 500 2,900 7,300 33.7
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown- ’
Bristol, CTNECMA . .............outs 11,400 8,000 3,400 (B) 1,100 100 2,000 2,300 [{23]
Honolulu, HIMSA ..................... 539,000 473,200 65,800 13.9 52,900 18,700 34,000 26,600 56
HOUSTON-GALVESTON-BRAZORIA, .

TXOMSBA. ... 124,900 66,700 58,200 87.2 13,000 800 33,000 46,000 68.9

Houston, TX PMSBA . ...... ... ... ... 118,100 62,700 55,400 88.5 12,800 700 31,300 43,600 686
Indianapolis, INMSA. .................. 10,300 8,300 1,900 B) 900 - 2,400 1,100 (B)
Jacksonville, FLMSA .................. 12,900 9,500 3,400 (B) 500 100 1,700 2,900 ®)
Kansas City, MO-KSMSA. .............. 23,700 17,400 6,300 36.4 2,400 100 4,900 4,000 23.2
lLas Vegas, NVMSA ................... 22,700 14,300 8,400 58.8 2,100 200 4,100 6,500 454
Lawton, OKMSA. . ....... ... ... .ot 10,300 7,800 2,800 (B8) 1,600 200 1,600 1,000 (B)
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM-RIVERSIDE,

CACMSBA ... i 1,061,100 701,800 389,300 51.2 93,300 10,900 206,700 276,800 39.4
Anaheim-Santa Ana, CAPMSA......... 191,400 112,100 79,300 70.7 17,600 1,200 41,200 62,900 56.1
Los Angeles-Long Beach,

CAPMSBA. ... it 760,500 519,800 240,700 48.3 64,200 8,000 153,700 185,500 357
Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA ........... i 34,000 21,800 12,000 54.9 3,200 200 3,800 9,000 40.9
Riverside-San Bernardino,

CAPMSA. . ... .. i 75,200 48,000 27,200 56.8 8,300 600 8,000 18,500 40.6

MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FL CMSA 35,700 23,700 11,900 50.3 2,700 200 5,500 9,500 40.0

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-
Pompano Beach, FLPMSA........... 11,100 6,700 4,400 (B8) 9200 100 1,200 3,500 (B)
Miami-Hialeah, FL PMSA.............. 24,600 17,000 7,600 44.5 1,700 100 4,200 6,000 35.1
MILWAUKEE-RACINE, WICMSA ......... 22,300 17,300 5,000 28.9 2,600 200 3,200 2,600 151

Milwaukee, WIPMSA. . ............... 21,000 16,300 4,800 29.2 2,400 200 3,000 2,500 183
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WIMSA . ....... 66,800 42,800 24,000 56.0 9,800 600 15,000 14,800 348
Modesto, CAMSA. . ............ . ey 13,400 9,300 4,100 {B8) 1,200 100 2,000 3,000 (B)
New Orleans, LAMSA. ................. 31,800 17,500 14,300 81.5 3,200 200 10,800 11,300 64.3

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 9B. Annual Estimates of the Other Races Po

Races: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

pulation for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Other

Percent other races

Metropolitan area April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, Juiy 1,

1880 1881 1882 1983 1984 1985 1880 1985
Albuguerque, NM MSA . ................ 15,900 17,300 18,700 19,100 20,200 20,700 3.8 4.5
Anchorage, AKMSA . .................. 13,500 14,900 16,300 17,800 19,300 20,500 7.8 8.9
Atlanta, GAMSA. ..................... 17,400 18,900 21,400 23,100 25,900 29,400 0.8 1.2
Austing TXMSA....................... 7,800 9,000 10,000 10,800 12,100 13,500 1.4 1.9
Bakersfield, CAMSA. . ................. 15,200 16,200 17,500 18,600 20,200 21,100 3.8 4.5
Baitimore, MDMSA. ................... 28,400 30,900 32,800 34,400 36,800 39,000 1.3 1.7
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowsll-Brockton,

MANECMA . ........cooiiiii .. 49,500 54,700 £8,700 62,500 66,200 70,600 1.4 1.9
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY CMSA. . .. 18,500 14,400 14,600 15,000 15,300 15,700 1.1 1.3

Buffalo, NY PMSA ................... 10,400 11,200 11,300 11,700 11,900 12,400 1.0 1.3
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill,

NC-SCMSA........oiiiiii i 8,100 9,300 10,000 9,800 10,400 10,900 0.8 1.0
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,

-AN-WICMSA ...................... 171,200 188,500 199,800 210,800 222,900 234,400 2.2 2.9
Chicago, ILPMSA ................... 151,500 166,000 175,500 185,800 196,100 206,100 2.5 3.3
Lake County, ILPMSA. . .............. 7,600 8,700 9,400 9,900 10,700 11,500 1.7 25

CINCINNATI-HAMILTON,

OH-KY-INCMSA..................... 10,5600 11,300 11,900 12,000 12,700 13,400 0.6 0.8
Cincinnatl, OH-KY-INPMSA . ............ 8,900 8,300 10,000 10,100 10,600 11,200 0.6 0.8
CLEVELAND-AKRON-LORAIN, OH CMSA. . . 23,400 24,500 25,900 26,800 27,800 29,300 0.8 1.1

Cleveland, OH PMSA................. 16,800 17,700 18,900 19,800 20,600 21,400 0.9 1.1
Colorado Springs, COMSA.............. 7,600 8,400 9,100 9,500 10,100 10,800 2.5 3.0
Columbus, OHMSA ................... 10,600 11,500 12,500 13,100 13,700 14,500 0.9 1.1
DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TX CMSA .. ..... : 42,900 51,300 57,100 64,500 72,000 80,800 1.5 23

Dailas, TXPMSA . ................... 29,600 35,800 39,600 44,600 49,900 56,000 1.5 2.4

Fort Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA......... 13,200 15,500 17,600 19,800 22,100 24,700 1.4 2.1
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA . ......... 36,000 41,000 45,100 47,700 50,500 53,000 2.2 2.9

Denver, COPMSA. ................... 32,500 37,000 40,900 42,800 45,300 47,500 2.3 2.9

DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA . ... .... 57,500 60,000 62,100 64,200 66,700 69,400 1.2 1.5

Detroit, MIPMSA. ................... 50,700 53,100 54,900 58,600 58,600 61,200 1.1 1.4
Fayetteville, NCMSA. .................. 8,700 9,800 10,100 10,200 11,000 11,100 3.5 4.4
Fort Smith, AR-OKMSA ................ 8,400 9,100 9,400 10,100 10,600 10,800 5.2 8.3
Fresno, CAMSA...................... 21,700 23,300 24,900 27,600 29,900 32,800 4.2 5.8
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown- ‘

Bristo, CTNECMA . .................. 8,000 8,760 9,200 9,800 10,800 11,400 0.8 1.1
Honofuiu, HIMSA ..................... 473,200 489,100 500,900 515,700 527,400 §39,000 62,1 64.4
HOUSTON-GALVESTON-BRAZORIA,

KOMSA. .. 66,700 86,100 104,000 112,800 118,300 124,900 2.2 3.5

Houston, TXPMSA .................. 62,700 81,100 98,400 106,600 111,900 118,100 23 3.7
Indianapotis, INMSA. .................. 8,300 9,200 9,900 9,800 10,200 10,300 0.7 0.9
Jacksonville, FLMSA .................. 9,500 10,700 10,500 11,300 11,900 12,900 1.3 1.6
Kansas Gity, MO-KSMSA............... 17,400 18,200 20,300 21,300 22,700 23,700 1.2 1.6
LasVegas, NVMSA ................... 14,300 16,300 18,500 19,800 21,200 22,700 3.1 4.2
Lawton, OKMSA. ..................... 7,800 8,300 8,900 9,300 9,700 10,300 6.9 8.6
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM-RIVERSIDE,

ACMSBA . 701,800 791,400 864,100 927,300 992,000 1,081,100 6.1 8.2

Anaheim-Santa Ana, CAPMSA......... 112,100 135,500 152,100 164,200 177,200 191,400 5.8 8.9

Los Angeles-l.ong Beach,

........................ 519,800 577,600 625,800 669,300 718,200 760,500 7.0 9.2
Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA ............ 21,900 24,700 26,800 29,100 31,600 34,000 41 5.6
Riverside-San Bernardino,

......................... 48,000 53,700 59,500 64,800 70,100 75,200 3.1 4.0

MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FL. CMSA . . 23,700 27,000 29,300 31,300 33,200 35,700 0.9 1.2

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-" ) >

Pompano Beach, FLPMSA...... . .... 6,700 7,800 8,600 9,500 10,100 11,100 0.7 1.0

Miami-Hialeah, FL PMSA.............; 17,000 19,200 20,700 21,800 23,100 24,600 1.0 1.4
MILWAUKEE-RAGINE, WICMSA ......... 17,300 18,700 19,800 20,400 21,200 22,300 1.1 1.4

Milwaukes, WIPMSA. . ............... 16,300 17,600 18,700 19,300 20,100 21,000 1.2 1.5
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA .. ... ... 42,800 50,100 54,800 58,800 62,400 66,800 2.0 2.9
Modesto, CAMSA. .................... 9,300 10,600 11,200 11,700 12,500 13,400 35 4.5
New Orleans, LAMSA. ................. 17,500 22,400 26,200 28,300 30,100 31,900 1.4 2.4
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Table 9A. Estimates of the Other Races Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Other Races:
f‘:' July 1, 1985, and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
Juiy 1, Aprit 1, Inter-
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths national Total Percent
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW JERSEY- -

LONG ISLAND, NY-NJ-CTCMSA........ 603,600 429,800 173,800 40.4 45,800 6,600 128,900 134,700 31.3
Bergen-Passaic, NJ PMSA............. 42,400 26,000 15,5600 57.6 3,000 200 8,900 12,700 47.2
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk-

Danbury, CTNECMA . ............ ... 14,200 8,400 5,800 (B} 1,300 100 3,200 4,600 B)
Jersey City, NOPMSBA ................ 24,200 17,100 7,200 421 1,600 200 7,100 5,800 33.8
Middiesex-Somerset-Hunterdon, )

NIPMSA . ...v i 29,800 17,600 12,300 70.0 2,100 100 4,500 10,300 58.9
Monmouth-Ocean, Nd PMSA. .......... 13,800 8,700 5,000 (B) 900 100 1,700 4,200 B)
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA, ............ - 45,300 30,000 16,300 51.0 2,800 400 5,400 12,800 42.8
New York, NY PMSA . .......coovvnnn 390,500 290,700 99,700 34.3 31,100 5,300 84,700 74,000 25.4
Newark, NJ PMSA .. ... ..oy 40,800 28,500 12,300 43.1 2,900 200 8,200 8,600 338

Norfolk-Virginia Beach-

Newport News, VAMSA ...........000 32,300 23,000 2,300 403 2,800 200 5,000 8,800 28.4
Okiahoma City, OK MSA........ oot 46,600 35,300 11,300 32.1 6,600 700 4,800 5,500 16.5
Orlando, FLMSA, . ... oovv e ns 18,000 7,700 " 6,300 (B) 800 - 2,000 4,500 (B)
Pensacola, FLMSA. ..........covveinn 10,400 7,000 3,400 (B) 700 - 1,700 2,700 {8}
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-TRENTON,

PANJ-DEMDCMSA. . ..o 99,800 68,600 - 31,200 455 8,600 800 22,200 23,400 34.1

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA. . ........... 83,100 57,200 25,900 45.2 7,600 700 20,000 19,000 33.3
Phoenix, AZMSA . ... ..o 58,100 39,400 15,700 30.8 6,700 800 4,700 9,800 24.9
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER VALLEY, PA CMSA 17,000 13,100 . 3,800 30.1 1,600 100 3,600 2,600 18.8

Pittsburgh, PAPMSA . ........ovinvvn . 16,200 12,600 3,700 30.0 1,400 100 3,500 2,500 19.8
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMBA. . 58,700 39,200 18,800 49.7 6,500 700 14,000 18,700 34.9

Portland, ORPMSA . ...........oovh e 51,700 34,600 17,200 40.6 5,800 700 12,600 12,000 34.9
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket, .

RINECMA . ...t iin e 13,000 9,000 4,100 (B) 2,200 200 2,800 2,000 (B)
Feno, NVMSA ,.......... e 10,800 7,800 3,100 B8) 1,800 200 1,800 1,600 B) E
Richmond-Petersburg, VA MSA. ,....... .. 11,100 7,400 3,700 (B) 800 100 2,300 2,800 (B)
Rochester, NY MBA ............. v 12,600 9,400 3,100 (B) 1,300 100 2,500 1,900 B)
Sacramento, CAMSA ... e 86,200 63,700 22,600 354 8,700 1,200 8,100 15,000 23.6
St. Louis, MO-ILMSA .........ovivi i 24,400 18,800 | 5,800 31.9 2,100 100 4,600 4,000 21.4
Salinas-Seaside:Monteray, CAMSA ... . ... 31,100 24,200 - 6,900 28.6 3,400 500 4,000 4,000 16.4
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UTMSA........... 31,800 22,800 9,100 39.9 4,900 300 6,100 4,500 19.8

San Antonio, TXMSA............ e 16,500 12,200 4,400 358 1,400 200 3,400 3,100 25.7
i San Diego, CAMSA . ..., 176,700 113,600 63,000 56.5 20,800 1,300 33,000 43,500 38.3
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND-SAN JOSE,

CACMSA . oo iiiii i iimaens 751,500 516,500 235,000 455 69,500 10,400 126,200 176,000 34.1
Oakland, CAPMSA ...........cohvvnn 206,400 136,800 69,600 50.9 18,900 2,300 29,400 53,000 38.7
San Francisco, CAPMSA . ............ 299,100 225,700 73,400 325 26,000 5,800 58,200 53,300 23.6
San Jose, CAPMSA ...............0s 189,600 118,600 76,100 67.0 19,100 1,700 33,300 58,700 51.7
Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CAPMSA. ....... 12,300 9,000 3,300 (B) 1,400 - 100 700 2,000 (B)
Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa,CA PM8A . ....... 35,800 24,200 11,600 48,0 3,300 300 4,000 8,600 35.6

: Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-

i Lompoc, CAMSA ... .. s 16,500 12,700 3,800 303 1,700 200 2,400 2,300 18.3
o SEATTLE-TACOMA, WACMSBA .......... 165,700 110,500 45,200 40.9 16,300 2,200 27,700 31,100 28.2
i Seattle, WAPMSBA.............. o 124,200 88,200 36,000 40.8 12,100 1,800 22,300 25,800 29.2

Tacoma, WAPMSA. .......oovvevenns 31,500 22,300 9,200 41.2 4,200 400 5,300 5,300 23.9
Spokane, WAMSBA ...........ovhiiinnn 11,600 8,800 2,700 B 1,400 200 1,800 1,500 (B)
Stockton, CAMSA. ... 40,200 26,500 13,700 51.8 6,000 900 5,000 8,700 32.8
Syracuse, NYMBA . ... ....oiiinnne 10,000 7,600 2,600 B 1,100 200 1,400 1,600 (B)
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

FLMSA ... i 19,100 12,200 6,900 56.1 1,400 100 3,300 5,600 45.8
Tucson, AZMSA. ... oo 25,800 20,800 5,100 246 3,500 700 1,400 2,400 11.4
Tulsa, OKMSA ... ooiur i ieniie e 45,800 37,800 7,900 20.8 6,100 700 2,000 2,400 6.4
Visalia-Tulare-Porterville,

CAMSBA. .. eie i 11,300 8,500 2,900 (8} 800 100 800 2,100 8)
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA ............ 151,200 99,500 51,600 51.9 11,900 1,100 37,200 40,900 411
Wichita, KSMSA. ...t 12,800 9,600 3,200 B} 1,700 100 3,700 1,600 (B)

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 9B. Annual Estimates of the Other Races Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Other
Races: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

Percent other races

Metropolitan area Aprit 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1684 1985 1980 1985
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW JERSEY-

LONG ISLAND, NY-NJ-CT CMSA......... 429,800 470,400 501,300 534,400 569,200 603,600 2.5 3.4
Bergen-Passaic, NJPMSA ............. 26,900 30,900 33,200 35,400 38,500 42,400 2.1 3.3
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk-

Danbury, CTNECMA. . ............... 8,400 10,300 - 11,500 12,000 13,000 14,200 1.0 1.7
Jersey City, NOPMSA .. ............... 17,100 18,600 20,000 21,500 22,900 24,200 3.1 4.3
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,

NIPMSA. ... ... .. 17,500 18,600 21,700 23,500 26,100 29,800 2.0 3.2
Monmouth-Ocean, NJ PMSA ............. 8,700 9,900 10,800 11,800 12,700 13,800 1.0 1.5
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA ............... 30,000 32,800 35,800 39,100 41,800 45,300 1.1 1.7
New York, NYPMSA ................... 290,700 314,700 331,400 352,500 372,300 380,500 3.5 4.7
Newark, NOPMSA. . .................... 28,500 31,400 34,600 36,100 38,300 40,800 1.5 2.2
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-

Newport News, VAMSA . ............... 23,000 25,500 27,100 29,400 30,600 32,300 2.0 25
Oklahoma City, OK MSA. ................ 35,300 39,200 42,500 45,000 46,200 46,600 4.1 4.8
Orlando, FLMSA . ....... ... ... ccuee, 7,700 8,900 10,000 10,600 11,700 13,000 1.1 1.6
Pensacola, FLMSA ... ................ 7,000 7,800 8,600 9,300 9,800 10,400 2.4 3.2
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-TRENTON,

PA-NJ-DE-MDOMSA .................. 68,600 77,300 83,200 87,900 94,400 99,800 1.2 1.7

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA .............. 57,200 64,300 69,400 73,500 78,800 83,100 1.2 1.7
Phoenix, AZMSA .. .........cooiiiinn. 39,400 43,300 45,900 47,900 51,200 55,100 26 3.0
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER VALLEY, PA CMSA . 18,100 14,600 15,400 16,100 16,100 17,000 05 0.7

Pittsburgh, PAPMSA. .. ................ 12,500 14,000 14,700 15,400 15,400 16,200 086 0.8
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMSA. .. 39,200 46,200 50,800 53,100 55,600 58,700 3.0 4.3

Portland, CRPMSA. ................... © 34,600 40,600 44,800 46,700 48,800 51,700 3.1 4.4
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket,

RINECMA. ... ..o 9,000 10,100 11,200 11,500 12,400 13,000 1.0 1.5
Reno, NVMSA .................... ... 7,800 8,600 9,400 9,900 10,400 10,800 4.0 5.1
Richmond-Petersburg, VAMSA ........... 7,400 8,200 9,000 8,500 10,100 11,100 1.0 1.4
Rochester, NY MSA . ................... 9,400 10,300 11,100 11,600 12,100 12,500 1.0 1.3
Sacramento, CAMSA. .................. 63,700 69,000 73,200 77,400 81,600 86,200 5.8 6.8
St Louis, MO-ILMSA . .................. 18,500 20,200 21,400 22,400 23,500 24,400 0.8 1.0
Salinas-Seaside-Monterey, CAMSA. .. ..... 24,200 27,000 27,600 28,200 | - 29,900 31,100 8.3 9.5
Sait Lake City-Ogden, UTMSA. ........... 22,800 26,200 28,200 29,400 30,400 31,800 25 3.1
San Antonio, TXMSA................... 12,200 13,300 14,300 15,200 16,100 16,500 1.1 1.4
San Diego, CAMSA .. .................. 113,600 130,600 144,000 155,200 165,900 176,700 6.1 8.2
SAN FRANCISCO OAKLAND-SAN JOSE, -

ACMSA ... 516,500 573,600 618,500 661,900 704,100 751,500 9.6 12.8
Oakiand, CAPMSA. .............oiuu.. 136,800 153,700 168,200 180,300 192,800 206,400 7.8 10.6
8an Francisco, CAPMSA . .............. 225,700 242,600 286,000 270,800 284,200 299,100 15.2 19.0
SanJose, CAPMSA. ... ............... 118,600 132,200 146,200 160,300 173,800 189,600 8.8 134
Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA PMSA . ........ 9,000 9,800 10,300 10,900 11,500 12,300 3.0 3.6
Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA PMSA. . ........ 24,200 27,600 30,100 31,700 33,400 35,800 7.2 9.4

Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-

Lompoc, CAMSA .......... ... ... 12,700 13,800 14,800 15,200 16,000 16,500 4.2 5.1
SEATTLE-TACOMA, WACMSA . .......... 110,500 123,700 133,300 138,900 147,100 155,700 5.3 6.9

Seattle, WAPMSA .................... 88,200 99,100 106,800 111,000 117,600 124,200 5.5 7.1

Tacoma, WAPMSA. . .................. 22,300 24,700 26,500 27,900 29,500 31,500 4.6 8.0
Spokane, WAMSA . .................... 8,900 9,800 10,100 10,700 11,100 11,600 2.6 3.3
Stockton, CAMSA . ... ... ... ... ... 26,500 28,400 31,600 34,400 37,200 40,200 7.6 9.8
Syracuse, NY MSA . .. .................. 7,500 8,200 8,500 9,000 9,500 10,000 1.2 1.5
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

FLMSA. ... . 12,200 14,200 16,400 16,600 18,300 19,100 0.8 1.0
Tuecson, AZMSA. .. ..., 20,800 22,200 23,300 23,700 24,700 25,800 3.9 4.3
Tulsa, OKMSA........................ 37,900 40,200 41,800 42,800 44,300 45,800 58 8.3
Visalia-Tulare-Porterville,

CAMSBA ... ... .. 8,500 8,800 9,300 10,100 10,800 11,300 34 4.1
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA. . ........... 99,500 113,800 124,000 132,200 141,400 151,200 3.1 4.3
Wichita, KSMSA. .. .................... 9,600 11,500 12,800 12,700 12,400 12,800 23 3.0
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Table 10A. Estimates of the Other Races Population for Selected Counties: July 1, 1985, and Components of
Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
County Net migration
July 1, Aprl 1,

1985 1980 Nurmber Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
Maricopa County, AZ .........ovviin, 55,100 39,400 15,700 39.8 6,700 800 4,700 9,800 24,9
Pima County, AZ. . .......ooiinnn s 25,900 20,800 5400 24.6 3,500 700 1,400 2,400 11.4
Alameda County, CA..........oovovns 147,400 99,400 48,000 48,2 13,600 1,800 23,300 36,200 36.4
Contra Costa County, CA ............. 59,000 37,400 21,600 57.8 5,300 500 6,200 16,800 45.0
Fresno County, CA..........covvvnes 32,800 21,700 11,100 51.1 4,300 500 2,900 7,300 33.7
Los Angeles County, CA.............. 760,500 519,800 240,700 483 64,200 9,000 153,700 185,500 357
Montersy County, CA ................ 31,100 24,200 6,900 28.5 3,400 500 4,000 4,000 16.4
Orange County, CA........ ... .ot 191,400 112,100 79,300 70.7 17,600 1,200 41,200 62,900 56.1
Sacramento County, CA.............. 71,700 52,000 19,700 37.9 7,500 1,100 7,700 13,300 255
San Bernardino County, CA ........... 47,000 29,500 17,800 59.4 5,300 300 5,200 12,500 42.3
San DiegoCounty, CA ............... 176,700 113,600 63,000 55.5 20,800 1,300 33,000 43,500 38.3
San Francisco County, CA .. .......... 197,600 154,700 42,900 27.7 16,100 4,800 42,000 31,600 20.4
s San Joaguin County, CA, ............. 40,200 26,500 13,700 51.8 6,000 900 5,000 8,700 32.8
| San Mateo County, CA............... 91,000 63,100 27,800 44.2 8,200 1,000 14,200 19,700 31.2
: Santa Clara County, CA .............. 189,600 113,600 76,100 67.0 19,100 1,700 33,300 58,700 51.7
Ventura County, CA ...........vvvnns 34,000 21,800 12,000 54,9 3,200 200 3,800 9,000 40.9
Honoluiu County, Hi ................. 539,000 473,200 65,800 138 52,900 13,700 34,000 26,800 5.6
Cook County, 1L .....oovvvnnninennns 176,100 129,700 46,400 : 35.7 14,000 1,400 48,100 33,800 26.0
Montgometry County, MD . ............ 41,100 26,200 14,900 57.0 3,000 300 8,300 12,300 46.8
Wayne County, ML . ... ............0s 27,100 24,700 2,400 9.5 2,400 300 5,600 200 0.9
Hennepin County, MN................ 33,500 22,800 10,700 46.9 4,900 400 6,100 6,200 27.4
Bergen County, NJ ...............0u 34,900 21,500 13,400 62.2 2,500 200 7,300 11,100 51.6
Bronx County, NY ................... 26,800 21,200 5,600 26.3 3,000 300 5,800 2,900 134
Kings County, NY . ......oouvvinenen, 68,600 52,600 16,000 30.4 6,400 900 13,800 10,500 19.9
New York County, NY................ 99,100 81,500 17,600 21.6 8,300 2,400 21,600 13,800 16.9
Queens County, NY ........... e 147,900 104,300 43,600 41.8 12,000 1,300 33,800 32,900 31.6
Oklahoma County, OK . .............. 29,700 21,800 7,800 36.3 4,500 500 3,900 3,900 17.9
Philadelphia County, PA ... ........ .. . 32,900 23,400 9,400 40.3 3,400 400 10,200 6,400 271
(g Dallas County, TX. ... . ..vovevnn o 46,200 24,800 21,300 85.8 4,800 300 9,400 16,800 67.8
i Harmis County, TX . ..o v 105,500 57,200 48,300 84.3 11,300 700 29,700 37,800 65.7
King County, WA, . ...... e 107,100 77,300 29,800 38.6 10,300 1,700 20,100 21,200 275
Pierce County, WA .................. 31,500 22,300 9,200 41.2 4,200 400 5,300 5,300 23.9
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Table 10B. Annual Estimates of the Other Races Population for Selected Counties: April 1, 1980
to July 1, 1985

Percent other races

County April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1980 1981 1882 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
Maricopa County, AZ ................... 39,400 43,300 45,900 47,900 51,200 55,100 2.6 3.0
Pima County, AZ. ..........coovienin.n. 20,800 22,200 23,300 23,700 “24,700 25,900 3.9 4.3
Alameda County, CA.................... 99,400 110,100 118,600 128,300 137,600 147,400 9.0 121
Contra Costa County, CA .. .............. 37,400 43,600 48,600 52,000 55,200 59,000 5.7 8.1
FresnoCounty, CA . ................... 21,700 23,300 24,900 27,600 29,900 32,800 4.2 5.8
Los Angeles County, CA................. 519,800 577,600 625,800 669,300 713,200 - 760,500 7.0 8.2
Monterey County, CA ................... 24,200 27,000 27,600 28,200 29,900 31,100 8.3 9.5
Orange County, CA. .................... 112,100 135,500 152,100 164,200 177,200 191,400 58 8.9
Sacramento County, CA . ................ 52,000 56,100 60,000 63,900 67,500 71,700 6.6 8.0
San Bernardino County, CA .............. 29,500 33,500 38,000 40,600 43,900 47,000 3.3 4.4
San Diego County, CA .................. 113,600 130,600 144,000 155,200 165,900 176,700 6.1 8.2
San Francisco County, CA .. ............. 154,700 164,500 171,600 180,700 188,000 197,800 228 274
San Joaquin County, CA. ................ 26,500 29,400 31,600 34,400 37,200 40,200 7.6 9.9
San Mateo County, CA.................. 63,100| ~_ 69,300 74,900 80,200 85,800 91,000 10.7 14.6
Santa Clara County, CA ................. 113,600 182,200 146,200 160,300 173,900 189,600 8.8 13.4
VenturaCounty, CA..................... 21,800 24,700 26,800 29,100 31,600 34,000 4.1 5.6
Honolulu County, Hi .................... 473,200 489,100 500,900 515,700 527,400 539,000 62.1 64.4
Cook County, IL ........covviiinnninn. 129,700 141,500 150,200 158,700 168,200 176,100 25 a3
Montgomery County, MD. .. .............. 26,200 30,000 32,300 34,700 37,600 41,100 4.5 6.4
Wayne County, Ml ..................... 24,700 25,200 25,400 25,800 26,300 27,100 1.1 1.2
Hennepin County, MN................... 22,800 © 26,200 27,700 29,600 31,500 38,500 2.4 34
Bergen County, Nl . .........oviivnnn e, 21,500 24,900 26,700 28,700 32,300 34,900 - 28 4.2
Bronx County, NY . .............0ovvets. 21,200 22,600 23,600 24,900 25,500 26,800 1.8 2.3
Kings County, NY ...................... 52,600 57,000 59,400 62,300 65,700 68,600 2.4 3.1
New York County, NY................. L. 81,500 85,000 88,200 92,200 95,500 99,100 5.7 6.7
Queens County, NY .................... 104,300 115,000 122,800 132,100 140,700 147,900 5.5 7.7
Oklahoma County, OK . ................. 21,800 24,500 27,000 28,700 29,500 29,700 3.8 4.8
Philadelphia County, PA ................. 23,400 26,300 28,500 28,500 32,000 32,900 1.4 2.0
Dallas County, TX . ............co0ouu.. 24,800 30,000 33,300 37,500 41,500 46,200 1.6 26
Harris County, TX .. ... v, 57,200 73,700 88,300 95,200 100,000 105,500 2.4 3.9
King County, WA. ...................... 77,300 86,800 93,100 96,600 101,800 107,100 6.1 7.9
Pierce County, WA ..................... 22,300 24,700 26,500 27,900 20,500 31,500 © 48 6.0




Figure 3. Hispanic as a Proportion of Total State Population: 1985
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Chapter 6. Trends in the Hispanic Population: 1980 to 1985

NATIONAL

The resident Hispanic population in the United States
increased from 14.3 million in 19801 to an estimated 17.5
million by July 1, 1985. This 3.2 million numerical gain is
equivalent to a five-year growth rate of 22.9 percent, four
times the rate of increase experienced by the total U.S.
population, Hispanics accounted for one-quarter of the
nation’s population gain from 1980 fo 1985, yet they made
up only 6.3 percent of the U. S. population in 1980. By
1985, Hispanics had increased their share of the U. S,
population to 7.3 percent. .

A number of factors contribute to the rapid Hispanic
population increase. First, there is substantial international
migration. This component is estimated to be 1.4 million2
for the five-year period ending in 1985. International migra-
tion, alone, is sufficient o increase the 1980 Hispanic
population by ten percent. Secondly, the Hispanic popula-
tion is characterized by relatively high fertility rates. These
two factors have led to a young age distribution that is also
conducive to low crude death rates. The combined effect
of high birth rates and low death rates causes the rate of
natural increase of Hispanics to be well above the level for
the total and Black populations. (See table S.)

The crude birth rate among Hispanics is only slightly
higher than the Black crude birth rate, but 50 percent
higher than the birth rate for the total population. The crude
death rate among Hispanics is only one-half that of both
the total and Black populations. Consequently, the rate of
natural increase among Hispanics is two and one-half
times that of the total population and one and one-half
times the natural increase rate for Blacks. When the effect
of international migration is added on to the natural
increase rates, the difference in estimated rate of popula-
tion change widens even more,

Regions and States

Between 1980 and 1988, the Hispanic population increased
by over 25.4 percent in the South and West, but only by
16.8 percent in the Northeast and Midwest (table 11).

'As discussed in chapter 2, this figure differs from the 1980 census
count of 14.6 million Hispanics because of modifications made principally
to correct for reporting errors. Reporting errors are more prevalent in
areas with few Hispanics, so that the net reduction in the 1980 Hispanic
count is concentrated in States with small Hispanic populations. All of the
estimates presented in this report are consistent with an initial 1980
Hispanic population of 14.3 million.

2The 1.4 million international migration estimate for Hispanics con-
tains an allowance for undocumented alien arrivals since 1980, Undoc-
umented aliens account for about one-half of the total Hispanic immigra-
tion since 1980.

Table S. Rates of Population Change for the Total,
Black, and Hispanic Populations of the
United States: 1980 to 1985

(Numbers are in thousands)

Total Black Hispanic

1985 Estimate .................. 238,740 28,902 17,516
1980 Census ........c.ovvvnn.. 226,547 26,698 14,251
Percent Growth, 198085 ........ 5.4 8.3 22.9
Births, 1980-85 ................. 18,219 3,094 1,818
Average Annual Births ......... 3,661 589 365
Crude Birth Rate* ............. 15.7 21.2 22.9
Deaths, 1980-85 ................ 10,555 1,211 341
Average Annual Deaths ....... 2,010 231 65
Crude Death Rate” .......... . 8.6 8.3 4.1
Natural Increase, 1980-85 ....... 8,664 1,883 1,877
Average Annual Natural increase 1,651 358 300
Crude Rate of Natural Increase* . 7.1 12.9 18.9
Net Immigration, 1980-85 ........ 3,529 321 1,688
Average Annual Net Immigration 672 61 322
Crude "Rate” of Net immigration*® 2.9 2.2 20.2

*Rates are per 1,000 mid-period population.

This ten percentage point difference in Hispanic growth
rates parallels the regional differences observed for the
total population of the U.S. over this time span. However,
the differences in regional growth rates among Hispanics
cannot be expressed in familiar Sunbelt-Frostbelt terms
because international migration, not internal migration, is
the principal driving force of the growth.

In 1985, California’s Spanish origin population num-
bered 5.9 million, accounting for one-third of all the His-
panics living in the United States. The estimated 5.9 million
Hispanic population in California exceeds the total popu-
lation in 38 States. Texas, with 3.7 million Hispanics in
1985, ranked second among States in Hispanic popula-
tion. Together, California and Texas contain almost 55
percent of the Hispanics in the country. New York's
Hispanic population is approaching 2 million, and Florida
has become the fourth State with a Spanish origin popu-
lation exceeding one million. The nine States appearing in
table T contain 87.6 percent of the nation's Hispanic
population in 1985, up slightly from 87.1 percent in 1980.

California’s Hispanic population is estimated to have
increased by over 1.3 million persons (29.4 percent)
between 1980 and 1985. Texas registered an increase .of
nearly 700,000 persons (23.1 percent) over the same time
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Table T. States with 1985 Hispanic Population
Exceeding 200,000

(Numbers are in thousands)

Population P}:?Sp;arg%n
Rank State Percent

1985 1980 | change 1980 1985
1 California .. ... 5873 4,537 29.4 19.2 1 221
2 Texas........ 3,680] 2,996 23.1 211 228
3 New York..... 1,879 1,653 13.7 9.4 10.6
4 Florida ....... 1,102 851, 205 8.7 9.8
5 llinois........ 755 617 22.4 5.4 6.5
6 New Jersey ... 573 486 18.0 6.6 7.6
7 New Mexico .. 551 482 14.2 37.0 37.8
8 Arizona....... 533 447 19.3 16.4 16.8
9 Colorado ..... 383 341 12.5 11.8 11.9

span. More than 60 percent of the estimated national
increase in the Spanish origin population between 1980
and 1985 occurred in those two States. Florida’s estimated
numerical increase was 250,000, but its rate of increase
(29.5 percent) was about the same as that registered by
California. One-third of Florida’s increase is directly attrib-
utable to a single incident—the Mariel boatlift in the spring
of 1980 added about 75,000 persons to Florida’s Hispanic
population. Most annual estimates of population contained
in this report form a smooth progression, but one-half of
Florida’s 1980-85 Hispanic increase took place between
1980 and 1981.

Virginia had the greatest estimated rate of Hispanic
increase between 1980 and 1985 (37.5 percent), but its
numerical increase was small (table 11).2 The 1985 His-
panic population in Virginia was estimated to be 87,000 as
compared with 63,000 in 1980. The relatively low Hispanic
growth in Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan suggest that the
recent economic downturn in these States may affect
growth rates for all ethnic and racial groups.

Every State is estimated to have had an increase in the
proportion Hispanic between 1980 and 1985. Hispanics
accounted for 22.1 percent of California’s population in
1985, an increase of nearly 3 percentage points since
1980. Five other States, all appearing in text table T, had
increases ranging from one to two percentage points.

Metropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Differences

Almost 90 percent of the Hispanic population (15.7
million) lived in metropolitan areas in 1985, while only
three-quarters of the total population resided in metropol-
itan areas. The estimated five-year rate of growth for

3Not only is the international migration component developed from a
continuation of recent trends (chapter 5, footnote 4), but birth statistics for
Hispanic women are currently available for only 24 States. in addition,
there is no single source for mortality data. As a result, the estimated
1980-85 population change for many areas is based on data that are not
specific to the area. A more complete discussion of the methodology is
presented in Chapter 2.

Hispanics in metropolitan areas was 23.7 percent, as
opposed to a still substantial 16.2 percent in nonmetropol- -
itan areas (tables 12 and 13). One-third of the Hispanics
living in nonmetropolitan areas (655,000) resided in Texas
in 1985. Another one-third lived in the four remaining
Southwestern States of Arizona, California, Colorado, and '
New Mexico. a a

Individual Metropolitan Areas

Over one-half of the Hispanic population in 1985 (9.5
million persons) lived in seven metropolitan areas ( table
U). Los Angeles* had by far the largest concentration of
Hispanics, 3.7 million, followed by New York with 2.3
million. Miami, with an estimated 815,000 persons of
Hispanic origin in 1985, is third and is closely:followed by
San Francisco (775,000) and Chicago (757,000). There
are a total of 13 metropolitan areas with 200 thousand or
more Hispanics in 1985, an increase of one from 1980.

Los Angeles’ estimated 894,000 Hispanic population
increase between 1980 and 1985 is greater than the total
1985 Hispanic population in any other metropolitan area
except New York. Moreover, the estimated international
migration component for Los Angeles of 463,000 for
1980-85 is in itself larger than the total 1985 Hispanic
population in all but 6 other metropolitan areas. At the
beginning of this decade, metropolitan New York’s His-
panic population was 700,000 less than Los Angeles’, but
by 1985 the difference had doubled to 1.3 million. Los
Angeles’ estimated Hispanic rate of increase (32.3 per-
cent) for 1980-85 is more than twice metropolitan New
York’s 14.7 percent rate of Hispanic increase. The first six
metropolitan areas listed in table U had Hispanic

Table U. Metropolitan Areas with 1985 Hispanic
Population Exceeding 200,000

(Numbers are in thousands)

. Proportion
Rank Metropolitan Area Populaton Hispanic
Percent

1985| 1980 Change| 1980 1985
1 Los Angeles CMSA ... | 3,660 | 2,766 3231 24.1 28.3
2 New York CMSA. .. ... 2,346 | 2,045 1471 11,7} 13.2
3 Miami CMSA......... 815 627 30.0) 23.7] 283
4 San Francisco CMSA.| 775| 649 194 1241 13.2
5 Chicago CMSA....... 757 | 620 22.2 7.8 9.4
6 Houston CMSA....... 585 448 3331 144 167
7 San Antonio MSA. .. .. 568 | 485 16.9| 453| 46.5
8 EfPaso MSA......... 3601 300 200 625, 675
9 San Diego MSA ...... 358 | 274 30.7] 14.7| 166
10 Dallas CMSA......... 346 | 246 40.5 8.4 9.9
1 McAllen TX MSA ..... 281 232 21.0{ 81.9] 829
12 Phoenix MSA......... 250 200 249| 13.3| 13.8
13 Denver CMSA........ 203 173 171 107 114

“See Chapter 4, footnote (1), for the convention used in naming
metropolitan areas in this discussion.



87

increases.of at least 100,000 for the 1980-85 period, and
the estimated growth in metropolitan Dallas was virtually at
that level.

Every one of the metropolitan areas with an estimated
population of more than 10,000 Hispanics appearing in
table 14 had an estimated increase in its Spanish origin
population from 1980 to 1985. Moreover, most of these
areas had rates of Hispanic growth exceeding 10 percent.
By way of comparison, the U.S. rate of growth between
1980 and 1985 was only 5.4 percent. Detroit, Cleveland,
Colorado Springs, Pueblo, and Santa Fe are the only
metropolitan areas containing 25,000 Hispanics in 1980
that failed to increase their Spanish origin population by at
least 10 percent. Only three metropolitan areas (Colorado
Springs, CO; Santa Fe, NM; and Naples, FL) appearing in
tabie 14 had a smaller Hispanic share of the total popula-
tion in 1985 than 1980.

Metropolitan areas with the greatest Hispanic propor-
tions are concentrated in the Southwest. There are 37
metropolitan areas within the five State Southwestern area
that were more than 10 percent Hispanic in 1985, and six
of them had a majority Hispanic population. The six are:
Laredo, TX5— 97.9 percent Hispanic; McAllen, TX—82.9
percent; Brownsville, TX—=81.0 percent; El Paso, TX—67.5
percent; Las Cruces, NM—56.5 percent; and Corpus Christi,
TX—50.5 percent. Outside of the Southwest, the Hispanic
proportions tend to be much smaller. In the remainder of
the nation, the only metropolitan areas estimated to be 10
percent or more Hispanic were Miami (28.3 percent), New
York (13.2 percent), and the much smaller Yakima, WA
(17.3 percent).

5The estimates for Hispanics in this report were developed indepen-
dently from the estimates for the total population. As a final step, it was
necessary to adjust the individual estimates upward by 2 percent to agree
with the independently-derived estimated change in the Spanish origin
popuiation for the nation. As a resuit, the Hispanic proportions for 1985
may be overstated in the heavily Hispanic areas. This is especially true for
Laredo, where a more accurate estimate of the proportion Hispanic in
1985 would be 95 percent.

Counties

Table 15 presents estimates for 59 metropolitan coun-
ties with more than 40,000 Hispanics in 1985. Los Angeles
County, the nation’s most populous county with nearly
eight million total inhabitants, contains more Hispanics (2.7
million in 1985} than any State except Texas and, of
course, California. The estimated five-year Hispanic popu-
lation increase in L.os Angeles County (666,000) is more
than the total 1985 Hispanic population in any other county
except Dade County (Miami), FL, whose estimated His-
panic population in 1985 was 758,000.

Broward Gounty, FL, which is adjacent to Miami, led ali
counties appearing in table 15 in rate of Hispanic growth.
Broward’s Hispanic population increased by an estimated
47.4 percent with net migration accounting for more than
85 percent of that increase. Tarrant County (Fi, Worth), TX
had the second-highest rate of Hispanic growth, (40.2
percent), but Tarrant County was not nearly as dependent
on net migration for its growth.

There are 17 counties with a Hispanic population in
excess of 40,000 where Hispanics make up more than
one-fourth of the county, and 13 of these were in the five
Southwestern States. Of the four counties outside those
States, three are part of the greater New York metropolitan
area: Bronx County, NY (38.1 percent); Hudson County
(Jersey City), NJ (80.0 percent); and New York County -
(Manhattan), NY (25.6 percent). The fourth, and the county
with the greatest Hispanic proportion outside of the South-
west, was Dade County (Miami), FL. where 43.0 percent of
the 1985 population was Hispanic.

There are five counties appearing in table 15 whose
Hispanic population did not increase by at least 10 percent
between 1980 and 1985. The five are L.ake County (Gary),
IN (2.5 percent); Pueblo County, CO (4.4 percent); Wayne
County (Detroit), Mi (5.1 percent); Kings County (Brooklyn),
NY (9.9 percent); and San Francisco County, CA (8.9
percent). The first three were the only counties with
estimated Hispanic outmigration (i.e., in these counties,
the estimated Hispanic international migration was not
sufficient to offset estimated domestic outmigration).
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Table 11A. Estimates of the Hispanic Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of Change

Since 1980
: Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | international Total | - Percent
United States .. ............... 17,516,700 | 14,251,000 3,265,800 22.9 1,818,000 341,000 1,384,700 1,688,800 11.9
Northeast ......................... 2,937,300 2,548,400 387,900 15.2 300,200 60,500 206,000 148,200 5.8
Sk Midwest, ........ccovviiiii i 1,381,200 1,179,800 201,200 1741 155,800 20,300 108,500 65,700 5.6
i South ...t 5,337,300 4,283,400 1,053,900 24.6 584,600 121,600 382,400 590,900 13.8
' West. .o 7,861,000 6,238,200 1,622,800 26,0 877,500 138,700 687,800 884,000 14.2
NewkEngland................... 326,800 273,500 53,300 18.5 38,800 4,100 16,800 18,700 6.8
s Maine ........ .. oo 4,400 3,700 700 B) 400 “ 100 300 (B)
EE New Hampshire. . .. ................. 5,700 4,200 1,500 (B) 800 - 300 1,000 (B)
. VEIMONE oL oe et vee i annenss 3,700 2,700 900 (B) 400 - 100 600 ®)
Massachusetts , . ..........o..oonen.. 154,100 126,700 27,400 21.7 18,700 2,000 10,400 10,800 8.5
Rhode istand. . ...........covvuinnnn 19,700 14,900 4,800 32,0 2,100 200 2,400 2,900 19.5
Connecticut. ... o.uv i, 139,200 121,300 17,900 14.8 16,700 1,800 3,600 3,100 25
Middle Atlantic. ................. 2,610,400 | 2,275,800 334,600 14.7 261,400 56,400 189,100 129,500 5.7
New York ......ooovivviiiiinnnnn, 1,878,800 1,658,100 225,700 13.7 187,400 43,100 139,200 81,500 4.9
New Jarsey. ......oovvveeinnnnn. 573,200 485,600 87,600 18.0 55,600 10,700 45,800 42,700 8.8
Pennsylvania. .............ccovivnn.n 158,500 137,200 21,300 15.5 18,500 2,500 4,000 5,400 3.9
East North Central............... 1,166,600 993,300 173,400 17.5 132,500 17,400 100,000 58,200 5.9
ORIO v o 107,700 99,600 8,000 8.0 10,600 1,600 2,400 -1,000 -1.0
Indiana . ......... ... .. i nn 82,600 78,100 4,500 5.8 7,600 1,300 2,900 -1,800 -2.3
MNOIS ..o e i 754,800 616,700 138,200 22.4 87,800 11,300 87,600 61,600 10.0
Michigan ...........ccoviiiinon, 155,200 141,000 14,200 10.1 18,800 2,500 3,800 -2,100 -1.5
Wisconsin, ...........cccnennn, 66,300 57,900 8,500 14.7 7,700 700 3,300 1,500 26
WestNorthCentral .. ............ 214,500 186,700 27,800 14.9 23,300 2,800 8,600 7,400 4.0
Minnesota. .............. [ 33,500 27,600 5,800 215 3,700 300 1,700 2,600 9.4
lowa ..... 25,800 22,700 3,100 13.6 2,900 200 1,500 400 1.9
Missouri 48,300 41,700 8,800 15.8 5,600 800 1,800 1,700 4.2
North Dakota............. 3,400 3,200 100 (B) 400 - 100 -300 (B)
South Dakota 3,700 3,500 200 (B) 500 . 100 -300 (B)
Nebraska. ..............cooivoin.. 28,900 27,000 2,800 10.6 3,300 400 - - 0.0
KanSas . ..ovveninninineennnnns 69,900 60,900 9,000 14.8 6,900 1,100 2,500 3,200 5.3
South Atlantie. .. ................ 1,403,500 1,086,300 317,200 29.2 107,000 42,700 183,200 252,900 23.3
i Delaware. . oo v 10,000 8,400 1,600 ) (B) 1,100 100 200 600 B)
B! Maryland. . ....ooniiiiiii i 71,400 54,800 16,600 30.2 7,900 1,000 6,200 9,700 17.8
e District of Columbia. ................. 18,200 15,600 2,600 16.6 2,300 500 3,700 800 5.3
: Virginia .......... .. 87,000 83,300 23,700 375 9,700 800 7,500 15,000 23.7
West Virginia. ... .. ..o voiiinne i 7,900 6,900 1,100 (B) 800 100 100 400 (B)
North Carolina. .................. ... 38,900 31,100 7,800 261 4,500 300 1,600 3,600 11,7
SouthCarolina . .........c.c0verenn. 20,100 16,900 3,200 18.8 2,300 200 700 1,000 5.8
GOOMGIA. . v i v e 47,700 38,200 9,600 25.1 3,800 600 2,800 6,300 16.6
Florida, . ..ooovv i 1,102,100 851,100 251,000 29.5 74,500 38,900 160,400 215,500 253
62,500 54,600 7,800 14.3 5,300 600 2,000 3,100 5.8
14,300 18,500 800 6.2 1,600 100 500 -600 4.4
18,200 18,800 2,400 15.0 1,200 100 700 1,400 8.5
18,300 14,300 4,000 2717 1,900 2001 400 2,200 15.2
i 11,700 11,000 600 5.8 700 200 400 100 1.3
i1 West South Central .., ........... 3,871,300 3,142,500 728,800 23.2 472,200 78,300 197,300 334,900 10.7
gty ATKBRSAS. ..ot e 13,500 10,700 2,800 26.3 1,500 100 300 1,400 12.9
o, loulsiana. . .................. P 98,400 81,700 16,600 20.3 10,500 2,400 6,200 8,500 10.4
i Oklahoma . ....oovvnniiiennnninnen 69,800 54,000 15,800 29.3 7,000 1,000 3,300 9,900 18.3
TOXBS .o 3,689,600 2,996,000 693,600 23.1 483,200 74,700 187,500 315,100 10.8
Mountain ...................... 1,686,700 1,451,800 234,800 16.2 180,000 35,400 48,400 90,200 6.2
Montana 10,800 9,200 1,600 [i21] 1,300 100 - - (B)
Idaho. .... .. 41,800 36,200 5,600 15.4 4,300 600 3,200 1,800 5.0
Wyoming 26,500 24,200 2,300 9.3 3,100 500 500 -400 -1,7
Colorado 883,500 341,000 42,500 128 38,700 7,600 8,100 11,600 34
New Mexico 550,600 482,100 68,500 14.2 54,900 14,200 8,800 27,800 5.8
| Arizona . ... ... + 538,200 447,000 86,200 19.3 62,700 10,300 18,400 33,800 7.6
B Utah . ... 70,600 58,900 11,700 19.9 8,500 900 2,500 4,100 6.9
| Nevada. ...ooovvviueniernennuns 69,700 53,300 16,500 31.0 6,500 1,300 5,800 11,300 21.2
i Pagcific 6,174,400 | 4,786,400 1,388,000 20.0 867,500 103,300 639,400 793,800 16.6
v Washington 142,000 116,000 26,100 22.5 15,600 1,600 8,100 12,100 105
Oregon ....... 76,000 62,500 13,600 21.7 8,400 900 4,700 6,000 9.7
Caiifornia. . .. .. 5,872,500 4,537,100 1,385,400 29.4 662,200 99,300 624,800 772,600 17.0
AlBBKB. . v 11,500 8,600 2,900 {B) 1,400 100 400 1,800 B)
Hawail............................ 72,300 62,300 10,000 16.0 10,000 1,400 500 1,400 2.3

. : - Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 11B. Annual Estimates of the Hispanic Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent Hispanic

Region, division, and State April 1, Juiy 1, July 1, July 1, duiy 1, July 1,
1980 1081 1982 1083 1984 1985 1980 1985

United States . ................... 14,251,000 | 15,093,800 | 15695200 16,294,900| 16,900,100 | 17,516,700 6.3 7.3
Northeast .................ccoeuen... 2,549,400 2,647,800 2,710,000 2,782,300 2,862,600 2,937,300 5.2 5.9
Midwest.............................. 1,179,900 1,227,200 1,259,400 1,292,100 1,338,700 1,381,200 2.0 2.3
SOUtN. . . 4,283,400 4,608,700 4,809,400 4,993,900 5,158,700 5,337,300 57 6.5
WSt . oot e 6,238,200 6,612,100 6,916,400 7,226,500 7,540,100 7,861,000 14.4 16.3
NewEngland ...................... 273,500 286,100 295,500 304,800 315,800 326,800 22 26
Maine ... 3,700 3,700 3,000 4,000 4,100 4,400 (B) (B)
New Hampshire. . ...................... 4,200 4,500 4,700 5,000 5,400 5,700 (B} B)
Varmont ....o.uuveevn e 2,700 3,000 3,100 3,200 3,500 3,700 (B) (B)
Massachusetts . ....................... 126,700 133,300 138,300 143,100 148,600 154,100 2.2 2.6
Rhodelsland. ......................... 14,900 16,100 17,100 17,900 18,900 19,700 1.6 2.0
Connecticist. . ...t 121,300 125,500 128,400 131,500 135,500 139,200 3.8 4.4
Middle Atlantic . . ................... 2,275,800 2,361,800 2,414,500 2,477,600 2,546,700 2,610,400 8.2 7.0
New York .....ooveiiniinn e, 1,653,100 1,706,600 1,742,400 1,788,000 1,836,200 1,878,800 9.4 10.6
New Jersey. ..........covinvunnnn... 485,600 513,000 526,500 539,600 555,900 573,200 6.6 7.6
Pennsylvania. .. ... 137,200 142,100 145,600 149,900 154,600 158,500 1.2 1.3
EastNorth Central .., ............... 993,300 1,084,000 1,061,200 1,089,800 1,130,100 1,166,600 2.4 2.8

L1 1« 99,600 101,700 102,500 104,100 105,800 107,700 0.9 1.0
Indiana ... 78,100 79,000 80,000 80,300 81,500 82,600 1.4 1.5
T 616,700 651,100 674,200 696,600 727,600 754,900 5.4 6.5
Michigan............................. 141,000 142,700 143,700 146,600 150,700 158,200 1.5 1.7
WISCONSIN . .« v v e v e e 57,900 59,600 60,900 62,100 64,500 66,300 1.2 1.4
West North Central ................. 186,700 193,200 198,200 202,300 208,600 214,500 1.1 1.2
Minnesota. ............. ...l 27,600 29,100 30,300 30,700 31,900 33,500 0.7 0.8
JOWa .. 22,700 23,600 24,100 24,500 25,500 25,800 0.8 0.9
MISSOUM. . ..o v i 41,700 43,100 43,700 44,800 47,000 48,300 0.8 1.0
North Dakota. ...............oveunenn.. 3,200 3,300 3,600 3,700 3,500 3,400 (B} 1))
South Dakota . ....ovvvtiiiineanenn.. 3,500 3,400 3,600 3,500 3,400 3,700 B) (B)
Nebraska. ......o.ovuiriiniiineen.. 27,000 28,100 28,800 29,400 29,500 29,900 1.7 1.9
Kansas .......o.oineinniinnennn., 60,900 62,500 64,000 65,700 67,800 69,900 26 2.9
South Attantic. .. ................... 1,086,300 1,227,500 1,268,400 1,314,000 1,355,600 1,403,500 29 3.5
Delaware. .. ....o.veuuriviinennnn. 8,400 8,500 8,800 9,200 9,600 10,000 1.4 1.6
Maryland..........o.cciiii i 54,800 58,800 61,300 64,600 68,200 71,400 1.3 1.6
District of Columbia. ... ................. 15,600 16,300 16,800 17,200 17,300 18,200 25 2.9
VIFGIRIA « oo e 63,300 69,000 73,800 77,700 82,500 87,000 1.2 1.5
Wast Virginia. .........oviriiiinnn..... 6,900 7,000 7,300 7,700 7,900 7,900 (B) 8
North Carolina. . . ... coiuinue ... 31,100 32,100 33,100 34,400 37,200 38,900 0.5 0.6
SouthCarolina ...........co0vuvenn.... 16,900 18,400 18,800 19,400 19,900 20,100 0.5 0.6
GEOIGIA . ..o e v vt ie s 38,200 39,600 42,200 48,700 44,900 47,700 0.7 0.8
Flofida. . oo 851,100 977,800 1,007,300 1,040,100 1,068,200 1,102,100 8.7 9.8
East South Central. . ................ 54,600 56,200 58,100 59,300 60,500 62,500 0.4 0.4
Kentueky. ..o 13,500 13,200 14,000. 14,000 14,000 14,300 0.4 0.4
TONNGSSER . .\ et e vt veenann .. 15,800 16,100 16,600 16,800 17,600 18,200 0.3 0.4
AlabaMA . . o e 14,300 16,700 16,100 16,600 17,400 18,300 0.4 0.5
MISSISSIDD. v vt 11,000 11,200 11,400 11,800 11,500 11,700 0.4 0.4
West South Central ................. 3,142,500 3,323,000 3,481,900 3,620,600 3,742,600 3,871,300 13.2 14.7
ATKENSES. .. oot it “. 10,700 11,400 11,900 12,500 13,600 13,500 0.5 0.6
LOUISIANA. . .. ..\t v i 81,700 87,400 91,400 94,500 96,400 98,400 1.9 2.2
OKIANOMA™ . . o ve et eeee e 54,000 58,400 63,700 65,600 68,300 69,800 1.8 2.1
TOXAS © vttt e 2,996,000 3,165,700 3,314,800 3,448,100 3,564,400 3,689,600 21.1 22.8
Mountain ............... ol 1,451,800 1,511,100 1,556,400 1,604,500 1,644,000 1,686,700 12.8 13.2
Momtana .........oooiviiiininiian. ... 9,200 9,800 10,200 10,400 10,500 10,800 1.2 1.3
[aho. ..o 36,200 37,300 38,700 39,900 41,000 41,800 3.8 4.2
WYOMING . .. oot ee e 24,200 25,200 25,900 26,100 26,200 26,500 5.2 5.3
COlOrAUD . « v vt e e 341,000 353,100 361,400 368,500 374,600 383,500 11.8 11.9
New Mexico .........cooviunennenn.. 482,100 496,100 508,900 526,700 538,400 550,600 37.0 37.8
AFZONA « .o v et v e 447,000 469,000 486,200 501,900 517,000 533,200 16.4 16.8
Utah ..o 58,900 62,400 64,800 67,300 69,500 70,600 4.0 4.3
Nevada.........ooviiivinnnninnnnnnn.. 53,300 58,000 61,300 683,600 66,700 69,700 6.7 7.5
PaCifiC ..o 4,786,400 5,101,000 5,360,000 5,622,000 5,896,200 6,174,400 15.1 17.5
Washington. .............civeennn... 116,000 123,300 126,900 131,300 137,800 142,000 2.8 3.2
OregON ..o v it ii e e 62,500 66,000 68,300 70,100 73,500 76,000 24 28
California. ... ... .o 4,537,100 4,839,200 5,089,400 5,341,500 5,603,400 5,872,500 19.2 22.1
AlaSKa. ... 8,600 8,800 9,700 10,800 11,200 11,500 2.1 2.2
Hawaii. ... 62,300 63,700 65,700 68,400 70,200 72,300 6.5 6.7

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 12A. Estimates of the Hispanic Metropolitan Population for States: July 1, 19885, and Components of

Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85

Components of change

Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Totai Percent
United States ... .............. 15,698,900 | 12,686,900 3,012,000 23.7 1,713,200 300,400 1,321,200 1,599,100 12.6
Northeast ..............coovuiunnn 2,900,700 2,517,500 383,200 15.2 297,200 60,000 205,000 146,000 5.8
MIgWaSt . .. ... 1,225,100 1,036,100 188,000 18.2 188,200 18,000 105,000 67,800 6.6
South ... 4,542,400 3,609,700 932,700 25.8 490,100 103,000 358,600 545,700 15.1
West. . ... 7,080,600 5,823,500 1,507,000 27.3 786,800 119,300 655,600 839,600 15.2
NewEngland................... 314,400 263,400 51,000 19.4 37.500 4,000 16,500 17,600 6.7
Maine .. ... 1,900 1,600 300 (B) 100 - - 200 [{5)]
New Hampshire. .. ...........0viven 4,500 3,200 1,300 B) 400 - 200 900 (B)
Vermont .. ..ot 1,000 700 300 B) 100 - - , 100 B3)
Massachusetis ..................... 152,800 125,700 27,200 218 18,500 1,800 10,300 10,600 8.4
Rhodelsland. . ..................... 18,600 14,000 4,600 33.1 2,000 200 2,400 2,800 20.7
Connecticut. .. ...........cvveia 135,600 118,200 17,400 14.7 16,300 1,800 3,400 2,800 2.4
Middle Atlantic.................. 2,586,300 2,254,100 332,200 14.7 258,700 55,900 188,500 128,400 57
NewYork .....co.ooviiniiiiinn, 1,859,600 1,635,400 224,200 13.7 186,100 42,800 138,700 80,800 4.9
New Jersey. .. .......ococvviinnanen 573,200 485,600 87,600 18.0 55,600 10,700 45,900 42,700 8.8
Pennsylvania. .. ...l 158,500 133,100 20,500 15.4 18,000 2,400 4,000 4,900 3.7
East North Central............... 1,086,700 918,300 168,300 18.3 124,800 16,200 98,500 59,800 6.5
[ o T 87,200 80,100 7,100 8.8 8,600 1,300 2,200 -300 -0.3
Indiana ............. . o, 72,200 68,000 4,200 6.1 6,700 1,200 2,800 -1,300 -1.9
HHNOIS ..o v e 735,100 598,100 187,000 229 86,200 11,000 86,700 61,800 10.3
Michigan . . ......oiivni i, 133,200 121,100 12,100 10.0 16,400 2,200 3,700 -2,100 -1.7
WiSCOnSIn . ....ooviv i 58,900 61,000 7,900 155 6,900 600 3,100 1,600 3.2
WestNorthCentfral .............. 138,500 117,800 20,700 17.6 14,400 1,800 6,500 8,100 6.8
Minnesota..............coiinn, 27,800 22,000 5,900 26.8 2,800 300 1,600 3,300 14.8
lowa ........o i PN 15,200 13,500 1,700 12.4 1,700 100 900 100 0.4
MISSOUR. . ..ot 40,300 34,500 5,800 16.7 4,700 700 1,600 1,700 5.0
NorthDakota. ...................... 1,600 1,500 - (B} 200 - 100 -200 [{2]]
South Dakota ...................... 2,200 1,600 600 B8) 300 - 100 400 (B)
Nebraska. ............coiviiiinn, 15,400 13,300 2,100 15.8 1,600 200 700 600 4.8
Kansas .......ovviiiiiniiiii 36,100 31,400 4,600 14.7 3,000 600 1,600 2,200 7.0
South Atlantic. . ................. 1,332,900 1,027,800 308,000 29.7 100,100 41,300 180,800 246,200 24.0
Defaware. . .......coviiviiin i 7,500 6,300 1,200 (B) 800 100 200 400 B)
Maryland. .. .........cociiii e 69,600 53,300 16,400 30.7 7,700 1,000 6,100 9,600 18.1
Districtof Columbia. ... .............. 18,200 15,600 2,800 16.6 2,300 500 3,700 800 53
Virginia ... ..o 81,300 58,700 22,500 38.4 9,100 900 7,500 14,300 24.4
West Virginia. . ......... ..o 2,600 2,400 200 (B) 300 - - -100 B)
North Carolina, .. .............oovhuns 27,700 22,400 5,300 23.7 3,300 200 1,500 2,200 9.8
SouthCarofing .........c.ocvvuee. 13,800 11,600 2,200 18.7 1,600 100 600 800 55
COOIGIA. . .o evii i 38,500 30,400 8,100 26.5 3,000 400 2,600 5,500 18.0
Florida..........coviiniiin i 1,073,700 827,100 246,600 29.8 71,800 38,100 158,500 212,800 257
EastSouth Central. .............. 42,100 37,000 5,100 18.8 3,600 400 1,400 1,800 5.1
Kentucky.............coovviinin, 7,700 7,200 600 (B) 900 100 300 -300 {B)
TONNESSEd .. ..\ vviiinia i 13,900 12,500 1,400 1.2 800 100 500 700 5.3
Alabama ........ ... ..o, 14,600 -11,600 3,000 26.1 1,600 100 400 1,600 14.0
Mississippi. .. ... cii i 5,800 5,700 100 B} 400 100 100 -200 (B}
Woest South Central . ............. 3,167,400 2,544,900 622,500 24.5 386,400 61,400 173,300 297,600 11.7
Arkansas. . ........ocoeiiiiiiiians 6,600 5,200 1,400 (B) 1,000 - 300 500 (B)
LOUISIAaNE. . ... vt 81,800 66,400 15,300 23.0 8,700 2,000 5,900 8,800 12.8
Oklahoma .. 44,600 33,500 11,200 334 4,500 600 2,300 7,200 218
TOXAS ottt s 3,034,500 2,439,900 594,600 24.4 372,200 58,900 164,800 281,400 11.5
Mountain ......... . .. o0, 1,110,300 942,600 167,700 17.8 118,800 20,600 32,800 69,500 7.4
Montana ..........ooiviini i 4,900 4,300 600 (B) 800 - - 100 (B}
Idaho. . ...t e 4,200 3,600 600 (B) 500 100 100 100 (B)
Wyoming........ocoviinn i 10,100 9,100 1,000 (B) 1,300 200 200 -100 (B)
Colorado . .....oovinv i 307,800 268,600 38,200 14.2 31,200 5,400 7,700 12,400 4.6
NewMexico ..............uvnvn. 266,100 250,600 35,500 14.1 26,500 6,500 5,400 15,400 8.1
AfZONA ..o 381,900 312,300 69,600 22.3 46,400 6,700 12,600 29,800 9.6
Utah ... .o SR 58,200 49,200 9,000 18.2 7,100 700 2,000 2,600 54
Nevada............ooiiveiinnn, 57,200 43,800 138,400 30.5 5,300 1,100 4,800 9,200 20.9
Pacific ........oociviiiii 5,920,200 4,580,900 1,339,300 29.2 667,900 98,700 622,800 770,100 16.8
Washington. . ................. ... 115,800 93,600 22,200 23.7 12,700 1,300 7,000 10,800 118
Oregon . ...coiiiiiiii e 49,800 41,100 8,800 21.3 5,800 500 3,100 3,500 8.6
California. . ..... ..o 5,693,900 4,393,700 1,300,100 29.6 641,300 95,800 611,900 754,700 17.2
Alaska.............. oo 6,800 4,900 1,900 (B) 900 - 300 1,100 {B)
Hawaii............ ... ..o oo 53,900 47,600 6,300 13.2 7,300 1,000 500 - -

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.

(B} Iindicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 12B. Annual Estimates of the Hispanic Metropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent Hispanic

Region, division, and State April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985

United States . ................... 12,686,900 | 13,466,000 14,015200| 14,557,900 15,124,100 15,698,900 7.3 8.6
Northeast ...............ccovieunn... 2,517,500 2,615,100 2,676,300 2,747,700 2,827,000 2,800,700 58 6.6
Midwest. .. ... 1,036,100 1,081,600 1,113,000 1,142,100 1,186,600 1,225,100 25 2.9
SOUtH. .o 3,609,700 3,902,400 4,078,000 4,236,300 4,381,200 4,542,400 7.0 8.0
West . ... 5,523,500 5,866,000 6,148,000 6,431,800 6,729,300 7,080,600 15.4 17.5
New England ...................... 263,400 275,200 284,400 293,200 304,000 314,400 2.5 3.0
Maine . ..o 1,600 1,500 1,700 1,700 1,800 1,900 ® B
New Hampshire. ....................... 3,200 3,500 3,700 3,900 4,200 4,500 B) (B)
VErmOoNnt «.....oveinene ... 700 800 900 900 1,000 1,000 (B) (B)
Massachusetts ........................ 125,700 132,300 137,300 142,000 147,400 152,900 2.3 2.7
Rhode Island. . ...............ccoeun.s 14,000 14,900 15,900 16,600 17,700 18,600 1.6 2.1
Connecticut. . ................ e 118,200 122,200 124,900 128,000 131,900 135,600 4.1 47
Middle Atlantic. . ................... 2,254,100 2,339,800 2,391,900 2,454,500 2,523,000 2,586,300 6.8 7.7
New York ....ooiiiiiiiiiiinnnn.. 1,635,400 1,688,800 1,724,200 1,769,500 1,817,300 1,869,600 10.3 11.6
New Jersey .. ......o.vevuiniviinn .. 485,600 513,000 526,500 539,600 555,900 573,200 6.6 7.6
Pennsylvania. . ...........oo.oveiiii.n.. 133,100 137,900 141,100 145,400 149,800 153,500 1.3 1.5
East North Central . ................. 918,300 959,100 986,300 1,013,800 1,052,800 1,086,700 2.9 3.4
ORI e 80,100 82,300 83,100 84,500 85,800 87,200 0.9 1.0
INAiana .. ..ovve i 68,000 69,200 70,000 70,700 71,500 72,200 1.8 1.9
HHNOIS + .o v e 598,100 632,500 655,700 677,500 708,400 735,100 6.4 7.7
Michigan . ............ccoiiiiiinn... 121,100 122,500 123,800 125,900 129,500 133,200 1.6 1.8
WSCONSIN .« o v v et iv e 51,000 52,700 53,800 55,100 57,600 58,900 1.6 1.8
Waest North Central .. ............... 117,800 122,500 126,700 128,300 133,900 138,500 1.3 1.4
Minnesota . ......oovviniin i, 22,000 23,400 24,800 25,300 26,300 27,900 0.8 1.0
IoWa ..o e 13,500 14,000 14,100 14,400 14,800 15,200 1.1 1.2
34,500 35,900 36,400 36,800 38,900 40,300 1.1 1.2

1,500 1,600 1,700 1,800 1,700 1,500 (B) (B)

1,600 1,600 1,900 1,800 1,900 2,200 B) (B)

13,300 14,100 14,800 14,900 15,100 15,400 1.9 2.1

Kansas .. ..ovvneienirere .. 31,400 32,000 33,100 33,300 35,100 36,100 2.7 3.0
South Atlantic. . ...........coeven. .. 1,027,800 1,167,100 1,206,500 1,248,600 1,286,500 1,332,900 3.8 45
Delaware. . ... 6,300 6,400 6,500 6,900 7,200 7,500 B B
Maryland. ... 53,300 57,200 59,700 62,900 66,400 69,600 1.4 1.7
District of Columbia. . . . .. e 16,600 16,300 16,800 17,200 17,300 18,200 2.5 2.9
VIRGINIA oo PR 58,700 64,300 68,900 72,900 77,200 81,300 1.6 2.0
West Virginia. .. ........ovevensnn.., 2,400 2,500 2,700 2,600 2,600 2,600 B) (B)
North Carolina. . .........ooovvnneen... 22,400 23,300 23,800 24,200 26,500 27,700 0.7 0.8
South Carolina ............c.couvvennn. 11,600 13,000 13,000 13,700 13,600 13,800 0.6 0.7
GROIGIA . - v v v e eeves it 30,400 31,900 33,800 35,200 35,900 38,500 0.9 1.0
[T S 827,100 952,300 981,200 1,013,000 1,039,800 1,073,700 9.3 10.5
East South Central. ................. 37,000 38,500 39,700 40,500 40,900 42,100 0.5 0.5
Kentucky. . ...ovve i 7,200 7,100 7,600 7,700 7,400 7,700 1)) B)
TOMNBSSOE . .\ e vt e veeeees e, 12,600 12,800 13,000 13,100 13,500 13,900 0.4 0.4
Alabama ............ ... i, 11,600 12,800 13,000 13,500 14,000 14,600 0.5 06
MISSISSIPPI. « 2 vve oo 5,700 5,800 6,100 6,100 6,000 5,900 (8) B)
West South Central ................. 2,544,900 2,696,900 2,831,800 2,947,300 3,063,800 3,167,400 15.1 16.7
ArKENSAS. ... vve et e 5,200 5,800 5,900 6,200 6,700 6,600 (B) (B)
LOUISIANG. . .. .ot 66,400 71,500 75,000 77,600 79,700 81,600 2.3 2.6
OKIgBhOME& . .. oo 33,500 36,000 39,200 40,400 42,700 44,600 1.9 2.3
TEXAS .« o oottt 2,439,900 2,583,500 2,711,700 2,823,100 2,924,800 3,034,500 21.6 23.3
Mountain . ...... i 942,600 983,500 1,014,200 1,046,600 1,076,900 1,110,300 13.0 13.4
MONEANA © @ v\ eve e e 4,300 4,500 4,600 4,600 4,800 4,900 B) (8
1daho. .o 3,600 3,800 4,100 4,200 4,300 4,200 B (B)
WYOMING . -« oot et e 9,100 9,700 10,000 10,200 10,100 10,100 6.5 7.1
Colorado . .. .ov e 269,600 279,300 286,400 292,800 299,100 307,800 11.6 11.7
New MeXiCO .. .....ourvinininanannn. 250,600 257,700 263,600 273,000 279,400 286,100 411 42.4
ARZONA .+ oot e et 312,300 328,700 341,100 353,600 367,200 381,900 15.3 15.9
Utah ..o 49,200 51,800 53,600 55,600 57,300 58,200 4.4 4.6
Nevada . ........o.viviiniinninnnnn. 43,800 48,100 50,700 52,500 54,900 57,200 6.7 7.5
PaCfic ... 4,580,800 4,883,400 5,133,800 5,385,200 5,652,400 5,920,200 16.0 18.5
Washington. .. .........o.oviiniennn., 93,600 99,900 103,500 107,200 112,300 115,800 2.8 3.2
Oregon ....oover i 41,100 43,100 44,800 45,600 48,100 49,800 2.3 2.7
California. .. ...ov v 4,398,700 4,687,100 4,930,300 5,174,500 5,432,800 5,693,900 19.4 22.3
ABSKR . ..o 4,900 5,100 5,600 6,400 6,800 6,800 (8) (B)
Hawali. . ..o 47,600 48,200 49,600 51,500 52,500 53,900 6.2 6.4

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 13A. Estimates of the Hispanic Nonmetropolitan Population for States: July 1, 1985, and Components of
Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Region, division, and State Net migration
July 1, April 1,

1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | Internationat Total Percent
United States .. ............... 1,817,800 1,564,000 253,800 16.2 204,800 40,700 63,500 89,700 8.7
Northeast ...................c..... 36,500 31,900 4,600 14.6 2,900 500 900 2,200 7.1
Midwest. ............. ... ... ..., 156,000 143,800 12,200 8.5 16,600 2,200 3,500 -2,200 -1.5
South ........... ... . i 794,800 673,700 121,200 18.0 94,500 18,600 26,900 45,200 6.7
West...........oiii i 830,500 714,700 116,800 16.2 90,700 19,400 32,200 44,400 6.2
NewEngland................... 12,400 10,200 2,300 22.3 1,200 100 400 1,200 1.3
Mane ............................ 2,600 2,100 400 (B) 300 - 100 200 B)
New Hampshire. .. .................. 1,200 1,000 200 (B) 100 - ~ 100 (B)
vermont ... ... 2,700 2,000 700 (B) 200 - 100 500 (B)
Massachusetls ..................... 1,300 1,000 300 (B) 100 - 100 200 (B}
Rhodelstand. ...................... 1,100 1,000 100 (B) 100 - - - (B)
: Connecticut. . .................. .. .. 3,600 3,000 500 B} 400 - 200 200 (B}
+ ’lk Middle Atlantic. ................. 24,100 21,700 2,400 11.0 1,700 400 600 1,100 5.1
New YOrk .......cciiiiiininnnann, 16,200 17,700 1,500 8.8 1,300 300 500 800 3.5
Newdersey........................ - - - - - - - - -
Penngylvania....................... 4,900 4,100 800 (B) 400 100 - 500 (B)
East North Central............... 80,000 74,800 5,100 8.7 7,700 1,100 1,400 -1,500 2.0
Ohio ... e 20,500 19,500 900 4.8 2,000 300 200 -700 -3.7
Indiana ....................c..ul 10,400 10,100 300 3.3 00 100 100 -500 4.7
HiNOIS ..o 19,800 18,600 1,100 6.4 1,600 300 900 -200 -0.9
Michigan...........ooo i, 21,900 19,900 2,100 10.4 2,500 300 100 -100 0.3
Wisconsin, .................c..0.. .. 7,400 6,800 600 B) 800 100 200 -100 (B)
WestNorthCentral .............. 76,000 68,800 7,100 10.3 8,800 1,100 2,100 -700 -1.0
Minnesota......................... 5,700 5,600 - (B) 700 - - -700 B)
o 10,700 9,300 1,400 (B) 1,200 100 800 400 B8)
Missouri, ................. e 8,000 7,200 800 B) 900 100 300 - B)
North Dakota. ...................... 1,800 1,700 100 (B) 200 - - -100 (B)
South Dakota ...................... 1,500 1,900 -400 (B) 200 - - -700 (B)
Nebraska. ......................... 14,500 13,800 800 5.6 1,700 200 300 -600 -4.6
CNSAS .. ..ttt 33,800 28,400 4,400 14.8 3,900 600 800 1,000 3.4
South Aflantic. . ................. 70,600 58,500 12,200 208 8,900 1,400 2,300 8,700 11.4
Delaware. ... ......ovuviiinnen... 2,600 2,100 400 B) 300 - - 200 B)
Maryland.......................... 1,800 1,600 200 (B) 200 - - - B)
District of Columbia. ................. - - - - - - - - -
Virginia ... 5,700 4,500 1,200 ®) 600 100 100 600 B)
WestVirginia. . ..................... 5,300 4,400 900 (B) 500 100 - 500 B)
North Carolina. ............ [ 11,200 8,700 2,500 8) 1,200 100 100 1,400 ()]
SouthCarolina ..................... 6,300 5,300 1,000 (B) 700 100 100 300 (B)
(€ = e o - N 9,200 7,700 1,500 (B) 800 200 200 900 B8
Florida. ......cooviiv it 28,400 24,000 4,400 18,5 2,600 800 1,900 2,700 11.3
East South Central. . . ............ 20,300 17,600 2,700 15.4 1,800 300 500 1,200 6.8
Kentucky. . ......oovviviinannnan.. 6,600 6,300 300 B} 700 100 200 -300 B)
TenNNessee ... ....vvvvvennnnnnnn. 4,300 3,300 1,000 (B) 300 - 100 700 (B)
Algbama ............... ...l 3,700 2,700 900 B) 400 - - 600 B}
Mississippi. ..........c o 5,800 5,300 500 (B) 300 100 200 300 (B)
WestSouth Central . ............. 703,900 597,600 106,300 17.8 85,800 16,900 24,000 37,300 6.2
Arkansas. ............. i, 8,900 5,500 1,400 (B) 500 100 - 900, (B)
Louisiana. .. ... 16,700 15,400 1,400 8.8 1,800 500 300 N 0.2
Oklahoma ...........ooviuininen.. 25,200 20,500 4,700 22.7 2,500 500 1,000 2,600 12.9
TEXAS . ot 655,100 556,200 98,800 17.8 81,000 15,900 22,700 33,700 6.1
Mountain . ..................... 576,300 509,200 67,100 13.2 61,200 14,800 15,600 20,700 4,1
Montana .......................... 5,800 4,900 900 (B) 700 100 - 300 (B)
Idaho...............ccoo i, 37,600 32,500 5,000 16.5 3,800 500 3,100 1,700 5.2
Wyoming. ......oovnnniii e 16,300 15,100 1,200 8.2 1,800 300 300 -300 -1.9
Colorado . ...\ ovvii i 75,700 71,400 4,300 6.0 7,400 2,200 500 -800 -1.3
NewMexico ....................... 264,500 231,500 33,100 14.3 28,400 7,700 3,300 12,400 5.4
AMZONE . .o e 151,300 134,700 16,700 12.4 16,300 3,600 6,800 4,000 2.9
, Utah ... o 12,500 9,700 2,700 (B) 1,500 200 600 1,400 B)
Nevada.............cccovvivnnn.. 12,500 9,400 3,100 B) 1,200 200 1,000 2,100 (B)
Pacific .............c.oivinis, 254,200 205,500 48,700 237 29,600 4,500 16,600 23,600 11.5
Washington. ....................... 26,200 22,300 3,900 17.4 2,900 300 2,000 1,300 5.9
Qregon . ... 26,200 21,400 4,800 224 2,600 300 1,600 2,500 1.7
California. ......................... 178,600 143,300 35,300 246 20,900 3,500 12,800 17,800 12.5
Alaska. ......oooviii i 4,700 3,700 1,000 B 500 - 100 500 B}
Hawaii...............oooinn.s 18,400 14,700 3,700 25.2 2,700 400 100 1,400 9.9

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 13B. Annual Estimates of the His

1885

panic Nonmetropolitan Population for States: April 1, 1980 to July 1,

Region, division, and State Pergent Hispanic
April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
United States ...................... 1,664,000 1,627,700 1,680,000 1,736,900 1,776,000 1,817,800 28 3.3
Northeast. . ..................... ..., 31,900 32,800 33,800 34,600 35,500 36,500 0.6 0.6
Midwest. . ...........coiiiii 143,800 145,600 146,400 150,000 162,100 156,000 0.8 0.9
South, .o 673,700 704,200 731,400 757,600 777,600 794,800 2.8 3.2
West ... e 714,700 745,200 768,400 794,700 810,800 830,500 9.9 10.6
NewEngland ........................ 10,200 10,800 11,100 11,500 11,800 12,400 0.5 0.8
Maine............ooiiiii 2,100 2,200 2,200 2,300 2,400 2,600 (B) (B)
New Harmpshire...............ccooov..... 1,000 1,100 1,000 1,100 1,100 1,200 ®) (8)
Vermont. ... ..oove i 2,000 2,100 2,200 2,200 2,500 2,700 B) (B)
Massachusetts. .......................... 1,000 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,200 1,300 B) ®)
Rhode lsiand............................ 1,000 1,100 1,200 1,300 1,200 1,100 B (B)
Connsgticut. . ..., ovu 3,000 3,300 3,400 3,500 3,500 3,600 (B) (B)
Middle Atlantic . ...................... 21,700 21,800 22,600 23,000 23,600 24,100 0.6 07
New York. . ..., 17,700 17,700 18,200 18,500 18,900 19,200 1.0 1.1
Newdersey...........oooovivun i, - - B - - - - -
Pennsylvania............................ 4,100 4,200 4,500 4,600 4,700 4,900 (B) (B)
EastNorthCentral .................... 74,900 74,800 74,900 76,000 77,400 80,000 08 0.8
Ohio, ..o 18,500 19,400 18,400 19,600 20,000 20,500 0.9 0.9
Indiana, ........... . o 10,100 9,800 10,000 9,600 10,000 10,400 0.6 0.6
Minois ... 18,600 18,500 18,500 19,100 18,300 19,800 0.9 1.0
Michigan ............. ... ... . 19,800 20,200 16,900 20,700 21,200 21,900 1.1 1.2
Wisconsin ... 6,800 6,900 7,100 7,000 6,800 7,400 (B) (B)
West North Central. .. ................. 68,900 70,700 71,500 74,000 74,700 76,000 0.9 1.0
Minnesota .. .......... o i 5,600 5,600 5,500 5,400 5,600 5,700 (B} (B)
lowa. ... 9,300 9,700 10,000 10,100 10,700 10,700 0.5 0.6
Missouri., ..o 7,200 7,200 7,400 8,000 8,000 8,000 (B) B)
North Dakota 1,700 1,800 1,800 1,900 1,800 1,800 (B) (B)
South Dakota 1,800 1,800 1,700 1,600 1,500 1,600 (B) {B}
Mebraska...........c...ooovviuon . 13,800 14,100 14,200 14,500 14,400 14,500 1.8 1.7
Kansas ..ot 29,400 30,600 30,900 32,500 32,700 33,800 24 2.8
South Atlantic. . ....................0. 68,500 60,400 63,000 65,500 69,200 70,600 06 0.7
Delaware 2,100 2,200 2,300 2,400 2,400 2,600 (B) (B)
1,600 1,600 1,600 1,700 1,800 1,800 B) (B)
............................. 4,500 4,700 4,900 4,900 5,300 5,700 (B} (B)
4,400 4,500 4,600 5,100 5,300 5,300 (B) (B)
8,700 8,800 9,300 10,200 10,700 11,200 0.8 0.4
6,300 5,400 5,900 5,700 6,200 6,300 (B) (B)
GOOrgIA . v .o e 7,700 7,700 8,300 8,500 9,000 8,200 (B) B)
Florida. ... i, 24,000 25,500 286,100 27,100 28,600 28,400 28 27
East South Centrai.................... 17,600 17,700 18,400 18,800 19,600 20,300 0.3 0.3
Kentucky .............covvinnnss, Ceen 6,300 8,000 6,400 6,300 6,600 6,600 (B) (B)
TONNesse.. . ... .. .v it 3,300 3,300 3,600 3,700 4,100 4,300 (B) (B)
Alabama ............. ... 0. 2,700 2,900 3,100 3,100 3,400 3,700 (8) B)
MissisSipPi. .. .o e 5,300 5,500 5,300 5,700 5,500 5,800 (B) (B)
Waest South Centrai , . 597,600 626,100 650,000 673,300 688,800 703,900 8.6 9.5
Arkansas................ 5,500 5,600 6,000 6,300 6,900 6,900 (B) (B)
Louisiana. . 15,400 15,900 16,400 16,900 16,700 16,700 1.2 1.2
Okighoma ...............couvivinn.n. 20,500 22,400 24,400 25,100 26,600 25,200 1.6 1.8
TOXA8. ..o 556,200 582,200 603,200 625,000 639,600 656,100 19.0 20.5
Mountain 509,200 527,800 542,200 657,800 567,100 576,300 12.4 12.8
Montana ................coiiuia ., 4,900 5,300 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800 (B} (B)
Idaho............ ..o i i 32,500 33,600 34,500 35,800 36,800 37,600 4.2 4.6
Wyoming............cooiiiiii i, 15,100 15,500 15,900 16,800 16,200 16,300 4.6 4.6
Colorado ................ 71,400 73,800 75,000 75,600 75,600 75,700 12.7 12.5
New Mexico.............. 281,500 238,400 246,300 268,700 258,100 264,500 334 33.8
Arizona . ... 134,700 140,300 144,100 148,300 149,800 161,300 18.9 19.7
Utah ... 9,700 10,700 11,200 11,700 12,200 12,500 2.9 3.3
Nevada ........ccooooiiiiiiin i, 9,400 10,000 10,600 11,100 11,800 12,500 6.5 7.5
Pagific.............coii 205,500 217,600 226,200 236,900 243,700 254,200 6.7 75
Washington............................. 22,300 23,300 23,500 24,100 25,500 26,200 2.8 31
Oregon ... ... e 21,400 22,900 23,500 24,500 25,500 26,200 25 2.9
California 143,300 152,100 169,100 167,000 170,700 178,600 14.6 16.3
Alaska 3,700 3,800 4,000 4,400 4,400 4,700 {B) B8}
Hawali 14,700 15,500 16,100 16,900 17,700 18,400 7.3 7.8

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.

(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was Jess than 10,000.
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Table 14A. Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics: July 1,
1985, and Components of Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, Interna-
1985 1980 Number Percant Births Deaths tional Total Percent
Abilene, TXMSA. ... ... . 15,600 13,200 2,400 18.5 2,400 200 400 200 1.6
; Albuquerque, NM MSA .................... 172,800 155,500 17,400 11.2 16,400 4,000 3,000 5,000 3.2
i Allentown-Bethiehem, PA-NJ MSA ........... 16,700 14,200 2,500 18.0 1,800 200 300 900 6.2
} Amarillo, TXMSA . ........ .. o i, 20,200 14,900 5,300 35.5 2,600 200 500 2,900 19.7
Atlanta, GAMSA, . ... ... ... o 24,300 17,600 6,700 38.0 1,800 300 2,300 5,200 20.7
Atlantic City, NOMSA ..................... 10,100 8,700 1,400 (B) 1,100 200 - 500 (B}
Austing TXMSA. . ... ..o i 124,400 94,500 29,900 31.6 14,200 1,900 3,200 17,600 18.6
| Bakersfield, CAMSA. .............ooviii 116,000 87,400 27,600 31.6 15,600 2,100 8,200 14,100 16.1
P Baltimore, MD MSA. .. ........... ... ..., 18,800 15,700 3,100 20.0 2,100 400 800 1,400 9.0
| Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX MSA. ............. 13,900 12,200 1,700 13.7 1,400 300 800 600 5.0
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell-Brockton,

MANECMA . ... ... i 102,900 82,900 20,000 24.2 12,600 1,400 9,500 8,800 10.7
Brownsville-Harlingen, TXMSA. ............. 194,700 163,700 31,000 18.9 22,300 4,400 10,200 12,600 7.7
Bryan-College Station, TX MSA. ............. 13,800 9,500 4,300 (B8) 1,700 200 800 2,800 (B)
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY CMSA....... 15,600 14,400 1,200 8.4 1,200 200 300 300 2.0

Buffalo, NYPMSA . .. ........ ... .. ... 18,700 12,700 1,000 7.7 1,100 200 300 100 1.0
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,

ILAN-WECMSA .. .o 757,100 619,700 137,400 22.2 88,600 11,800 86,700 60,600 9.8

Aurora-Elgin, ILPMSA. .. ................. 34,800 27,000 7,800 29.0 4,700 300 3,600 3,400 12,7

Chicago, ILPMSA . ......oooviii i 628,600 508,300 119,200 23.4 74,200 10,000 76,900 55,100 10.8

Gary-Hammond, INPMSA. .. .............. 47,300 45,600 1,700 3.8 4,500 1,000 1,600 -1,700 -3.8

Joliet, ILPMSA ....... ... i 16,600 14,200 2,400 16.6 1,600 200 1,200 900 8.7

Lake County, IL PMSA. .............oove 25,700 20,100 5,500 27.6 3,300 200 3,100 2,500 12.5
CLEVELAND-AKRON-LORAIN, CHCMSA . .... 40,700 37,900 2,800 7.4 4,400 600 800 -1,000 -2.5

Cleveland, OHPMSA. .. ......... ... .. .. 25,500 23,100 2,400 10.5 2,800 400 600 - 0.2

Lorain-Elyria, OH PMSA. . ................. 12,800 12,600 200 1.8 1,400 200 100 -1,000 -7.8
Colorado Springs, COMSA. ................ 27,200 24,900 2,400 9.5 2,800 300 400 -100 -0.3
Corpus Christi, TXMSA. ................... 179,700 159,200 20,500 12.9 22,100 4,300 1,700 2,800 1.7
DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TXCMSA .......... 348,700 246,100 99,600 40.5 45,300 4,600 28,300 58,900 23.9

Daflas, TXPMSA . .......oiiiiiiiiinn 244,600 174,500 70,000 40.1 - 32,700 3,200 21,500 40,500 23.2

Fort Worth-Arlington, TXPMSA. ............ 101,100 71,600 29,600 41.3 12,600 1,400 6,900 18,400 25.7
Davenport-Rock island-Moline, IA-IL MSA .. ... 12,200 11,700 600 4.8 1,200 100 800 -500 -4.2
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA............. 202,900 173,200 29,700 17.1 20,200 3,400 6,200 12,900 7.4

Boulder-Longmont, CO PMSA.............. 12,400 10,100 2,400 23.4 1,200 100 500 1,300 12.5

Denver, COPMSA. ...............covihs 190,500 163,200 27,300 16.8 18,000 3,300 5,700 11,600 7.1
DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA ........... 71,000 64,800 6,200 9.5 8,700 1,500 2,100 -1,100 -1.6

Detroit, MIPMSA. . ... ... 66,500 61,400 5,100 8.4 8,000 1,500 1,600 -1,400 -2.3
ElPago, TXMBA. ....cooviivi it 358,900 298,900 60,000 20.0 40,900 7,200 22,200 26,400 8.8
Fort Collins-Loveland, COMSA.............. 10,200 8,600 1,700 (B) 1,000 100 300 800 B)
Fresno, CAMSBA ............ ... coiiinns. 186,500 150,700 35,800 23.8 24,400 3,200 10,500 14,500 9.6
Grand Rapids, MIMSA .................... 14,200 12,400 1,900 15.1 1,800 100 700 200 1.9
Greeley, COMSA . .......covvviiinnnnnn.. 23,600 21,000 2,600 125 2,800 400 700 200 1.0
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown-Bristol, )

CTNECMA ... . e 50,100 43,700 6,400 14.6 6,200 600 600 800 1.8
Honolulu, HIMSA . .......... .. ... 53,900 47,600 6,300 13.2 7,300 1,000 500 - -
HOUSTON-GALVESTON-BRAZORIA,

XOMSA. . i 594,600 446,200 148,400 33.3 87,100 9,200 57,300 70,500 15.8
Brazoria, TX PMSA ................. ... 28,000 22,500 5,500 24.4 3,400 300 1,600 2,500 11.0
Galveston-Texas City, TX PMSA. ........... 27,800 23,500 4,300 i8.4 3,200 700 1,100 1,800 7.8
Houston, TX PMSA . .......covienevnn s 538,800 400,200 138,600 34.6 80,600 8,200 54,500 66,300 16.6

Jacksonville, FLMSA ............ ... ..., 14,900 12,200 2,800 22.8 600 300 500 2,500 20.3
Kansas City, MO-KSMSBA.................. 36,900 31,800 5,100 16.1 3,500 600 1,100 2,200 7.0
Killeen-Temple, TXMSA . ..............ou0 23,600 22,100 1,500 6.9 4,000 300 800 -2,200 -9.8
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL MSA ............ 10,800 9,100 1,700 (B) 1,000 200 700 900 (B8)
Lansing-East Lansing, MIMSA .............. 14,100 12,400 1,700 14.0 1,700 100 500 100 1.0
Laredo, TXMSA . ....... ... 110,100 92,200 17,900 19.4 13,600 3,200 5,400 7,500 8.2
Lag Cruces, NMMSA ..................... 64,500 50,700 13,800 27.3 6,500 1,200 2,200 8,500 16.7
Las Vegas, NVMSA . ................. ..., 44,300 34,600 9,700 28.0 3,900 900 3,500 6,700 19.3

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 14B. Annual Estimates of the His

April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

panic Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics:

Percent Hispanic

Metropolitan area
April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1880 1981 1082 1983 1984 1985 1880 1985
Abilene, TX MSA. . ..........ooiviii .. 13,200 13,900 14,100 14,800 15,500 15,800 11.9 12.9
Albuquerque, NMMSA ... ................. 165,500 168,000 161,800 167,000 169,400 172,800 37.0 37.8
Allentown-Bethlehern, PA-NJ MSA ........... 14,200 14,700 14,900 15,500 16,200 16,700 2.2 2.6
Amarifio, TXMSA ........................ ‘ 14,900 15,800 16,700 17,600 18,200 20,200 8.6 10.7
Atlanta, GAMSA. . ... ... ... ..o 17,600 19,000 20,200 21,000 22,200 24,300 0.8 1.0
Atlantic City, NOMSA .. ................... 8,700 9,000 9,000 9,300 9,700 10,100 3.4 3.4
Austin, TX MSA. . ... .o, 94,500 99,600 104,100 108,100 116,000 124,400 17.6 17.7
Bakersfield, CAMSA...................... 87,400 94,100 99,800 105,400 109,800 115,000 21.7 245
Baltimore, MDMSA. ...................... 15,700 16,500 16,600 17,100 17,700 18,800 0.7 0.8
Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX MSA. ............. 12,200 12,600 13,000 13,500 13,800 18,900 3.2 3.6
Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell-Brockton, .

MANECMA.........c.oooiiiiiinin... 82,900 88,000 92,000 95,500 99,100 102,900 2.3 2.8
Brownsville-Harfingen, TX MSA. ............. 163,700 172,400 180,100 186,800 191,400 194,700 78.0 81.0
Bryan-College Station, TX MSA.............. 9,500 10,400 11,600 12,300 12,900 13,800 10.1 11.9
BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NYCMSA. .. .... 14,400 14,800 14,800 15,000 15,300 15,600 1.2 1.3

Buffalo, NYPMSA . ...................... 12,700 13,100 13,200 13,300 18,400 13,700 1.3 1.4
CHICAGO-GARY-LAKE COUNTY,

IANWEGCMSA ..o, 619,700 654,400 677,600 700,500 730,900 757,100 7.8 9.4

Aurora-Eigin, ILPMSA.................... 27,000 28,300 29,600 30,600 33,100 34,800 8.6 10.4

Chicago, ILPMSA ....................... 509,300 539,500 559,800 579,500 606,300 628,600 8.4 10.2

Gary-Hammond, INPMSA. . ............... 45,600 46,100 46,900 47,400 47,400 47,300 7.1 7.5

Joliet, ILPMSA .................. ..., 14,200 14,900 14,800 15,400 15,600 16,600 4.0 4.5

Lake County, ILPMSA. ................... 20,100 21,800 22,700 23,600 24,500 25,700 4.6 5.6
CLEVELAND-AKRON-LORAIN, OH CMSA. .. .. 37,900 38,500 39,000 40,000 40,200 40,700 1.3 1.5

Cleveland, OHPMSA. .................... 23,100 23,500 24,000 24,800 25,100 25,500 1.2 1.4

Lorain-Elyria, OH PMSA. .. ................ 12,600 12,800 12,800 12,900 12,900 12,800 4.6 4.7
Colorado Springs, COMSA. . ............... 24,900 25,800 26,500 26,600 26,500 27,200 8.0 7.5
Corpus Christ, TXMSA. ................... 168,200 164,800 170,600 174,200 176,400 179,700 48.8 50.5
DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TXCMSA .......... 246,100 264,600 280,700 298,100 320,000 345,700 8.4 9.9

Dallas, TXPMSA........................ 174,500 187,500 198,900 212,100 227,400 244,600 8.9 10.5

Fort Worth-Arlington, TXPMSA. . ........... 71,600 77,100 81,900 86,000 92,700 101,100 7.4 8.6
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, IA-IL MSA . .... 11,700 12,000 12,100 12,100 12,200 12,200 3.0 3.2
DENVER-BOULDER, COCMSA............. 173,200 181,000 186,900 191,500 196,200 202,900 10.7 111

Boulder-Longmont, COPMSA.............. 10,100 | 10,900 11,300 11,700 12,300 12,400 5.3 5.8

Denver, COPMSA................c..uve. 163,200 170,200 175,600 178,900 183,900 190,500 1.4 11.8
DETROIT-ANN ARBOR, MICMSA . .......... 64,800 65,200 65,700 87,100 68,900 71,000 1.4 1.5

Detroit, MIPMSA. . ...................... 61,400 61,700 62,100 63,300 64,800 66,500 1.4 1.5
ElPaso, TXMSA. ............coi i, 299,900 315,100 327,500 339,500 350,400 359,900 62.5 67.5
Fort Collins-Loveland, COMSA. ............. 8,600 8,900 8,800 8,800 9,500 10,200 5.8 6.0
Fresno, CAMSA . ........................ 150,700 158,700 165,500 173,200 178,300 188,500 29.3 32.7
Grand Rapids, MIMSA . ................... 12,400 12,700 13,100 18,100 18,900 14,200 2.1 2.3
Greeley, COMSA ................oun, 21,000 21,200 21,400 22,500 23,300 23,600 17.0 17.7
Hartford-New Britain-Middietown-Bristol,

CTNECMA ... . i s 43,700 44,800 46,000 47,600 48,700 50,100 4.2 4.7
Honolulu, HIMSA ... ... ... .. ............ 47,800 48,200 49,600 51,500 52,500 53,900 6.2 6.4
HOUSTON-GALVESTON-BRAZORIA, ’

TXOMSA. . 446,200 488,700 520,600 844,600 £68,700 594,600 14.4 16.7

Brazoria, TXPMSA ...................... 22,500 23,500 24,300 25,600 26,700 28,000 13.2 14.7

Galveston-Texas City, TX PMSA............ 23,500 24,200 25,600 26,400 26,800 27,800 12.0 13.2

Houston, TXPMSA ...................... 400,200 438,100 470,700 492,600 515,200 538,800 14.6 17.0
Jacksonville, FLMSA ..................... 12,200 12,400 12,500 13,100 13,900 14,900 17 1.8
Kansas City, MO-KSMSA. ................. 31,800 32,600 33,700 33,900 35,500 36,900 2.2 2.5
Killeen-Temple, TXMSA .. ................. 22,100 22,900 22,600 22,700 22,900 23,600 10.3 10.9
Lakeiand-Winter Haven, FL MSA ............ 9,100 9,700 9,700 10,000 10,600 10,800 2.8 3.0
Lansing-East Lansing, MIMSA . ............. 12,400 12,800 13,100 13,400 13,700 14,100 28 3.3
Laredo, TXMSA . .............coiiunn. .. 92,200 98,000 103,300 107,900 108,000 110,100 92.9 97.9
Las Cruces, NMMSA ..................... 50,700 53,500 55,900 58,900 61,700 64,500 52.6 56.5

34,600 37,800 38,700 40,700 42,500 44,300 7.5 8.1

LasVegas, NVMSA . .....................
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Table 14A. Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics: July 1,
1985, and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
2 Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, Aprit 1, Interna~
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths tional Total Percent
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM RIVERSIDE,
CACMSBA ... it 3,860,200 2,768,500 893,700 32.3 425,200 59,700 463,900 528,100 18.1
. Anaheim-Santa Ana, CAPMSA............. 380,100 286,900 94,200 32.9 485,200 4,800 48,200 53,800 18.8
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CAPMSA......... 2,742,700 | 2,076,800 665,900 321 321,500 46,200 384,700 390,600 18.8
o Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA ................ 144,300 113,700 30,600 26.9 16,000 2,100 12,400 16,700 14.7
Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA ........ 383,000 280,100 102,900 35.5 42,500 6,600 18,600 67,100 23.1
U Lubbock, TX MSA . ... .ouviiin e 47,800 41,500 6,300 15.3 6,500 700 600 600 1.4
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TXMSA .......... 280,600 232,000 48,600 21.0 26,700 5,700 14,300 27,700 11.9
Merced, CAMSA. ............. ... oo 48,900 33,500 15,400 46.1 5,200 700 4,900 11,000 329
MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FLCMSA ....... 815,300 627,100 188,200 30.0 51,600 31,300 143,700 167,900 26.8
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-Pompano
Beach, FLPMSA. . ..... ... .. iiiiivns 57,100 38,700 18,400 47.4 3,800 1,400 4,100 15,900 41.2
Miami-Hialeah, FLPMSA. . ........ ... 1 758,200 588,400 169,800 28.9 47,800 28,900 139,600 151,900 25.8
Midland, TXMSA . ... ..o v 18,800 12,400 6,400 51.9 3,300 200 1,000 3,400 215
MILWAUKEE-RACINE, WICMSA . ........... 45,000 38,900 5,000 12.6 5,300 800 2,500 300 0.8
Milwaukee, WI PMSA. . ..........coovnn 37,600 33,000 4,600 13.9 4,400 500 2,200 700 2.1
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA .. ......... 25,800 20,100 6,700 28.1 2,600 300 1,600 3,300 16.4
Modesto, CAMSA. . .......ooevviiiiiine 51,700 39,400 12,300 31.2 6,400 800 4,200 6,700 17.0
Naples, FLMSA ... ... ... .o 11,800 9,100 2,800 {B) 1,500 200 700 1,400 (8)
New Haven-Waterbury-Meriden, CT NECMA. . .. 29,600 25,800 3,800 14.9 3,500 400 500 800 8.0
New Orleans, LAMSA. .. ... 54,600 45,800 8,800 19.2 5,900 1,600 4,600 4,600 10.1
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW JERSEY-
LONG ISLAND, NY-NJ-CTCOMSA .......... 2,345,600 | 2,045,100 300,500 14.7 234,100 52,500 184,400 118,800 5.8
Bergen-Passaic, NJ PMSA ................ 108,700 90,300 19,400 21.5 11,200 1,700 10,200 8,800 11.0
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwaik-Danbury,
CTNECMA ... ... i 50,800 44,600 _ 6,200 14.0 6,100 700 2,200 200 2.0
Jersey Clty, NdPMSA.............. ..o 168,500 145,400 23,100 16.9 14,400 4,300 18,900 13,000 8.9 |
Middiesex-Somerset-Hunterdon, NJ PMSA". . .. 47,500 38,500 9,000 235 4,400 700 3,200 5,300 13.8
Monmouth-Ocean, NJ PMSA. . ............. 24,400 20,400 4,000 19.6 2,100 400 500 2,300 11.3
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA. ............. ... 120,700 101,300 19,400 19.1 9,000 2,200 6,800 12,500 12.4
New York, NY PMSA ........... .. covent 1,663,800 | 1,467,000 196,900 18.4 171,200 39,600 130,400 685,300 4.5
Newark, NOPMSA. . .......... ... .ovhes 147,500 126,800 20,800 16.4 14,800 2,700 14,000 8,700 6.8
Orange County, NY PMSA, ................ 12,700 10,800 1,700 18.7 1,000 200 300 200 8.2
Norfolk-VIrnga Beach- Newport News, /
AMBA. .. e 20,800 16,200 5,700 371 2,200 200 600 | 3,600 23.9
Odessa, TXMSBA. . 35,400 25,000 10,500 418 6,400 500 1,600 4,600 18.5
Oklahoma City, OK MSA. . ................. 24,900 18,000 6,900 38.5 2,300 300 1,500 4,900 27.4
Omahag, NE-IAMSA, ... ..o 13,400 11,700 1,700 14.7 1,300 100 600 500 4.5
Orlando, FL MSBA, ... .oovv i i i 34,200 25,200 9,000 35.6 2,500 700 1,800 7,200 28.8
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-TRENTON,
PANJDE-MDCMSA. .....oovvvviiinn, 162,200 140,200 22,000 15.7 19,300 2,500 3,800 5,200 3.7
Philadslphia, PA-NJ PMSA ................ 127,600 110,000 17,600 16.0 15,200 2,100 3,100 4,500 4.1
Trenton, NOPMSA. . ... ... iiinnn 12,100 10,500 1,600 18,7 1,500 100 300 300 2.8
Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton, NJ PMSA. ... .. .. 13,700 12,200 1,400 11.8 1,700 200 200 - -0.3
Phoenix, AZMSA ............. .o 250,100 200,200 48,800 24.9 31,800 4,000 9,400 22,100 1.0
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER VALLEY, PA CMSA. . .. 11,700 9,200 2,500 (B) 1,200 200 600 1,600 (B)
Pittsburgh, PAPMSA .. .......... .ot 10,900 8,400 2,500 (B) 1,100 200 600 1,600 (B)
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMS8A. .... 30,100 24,400 5,700 235 3,700 300 1,500 2,400 9.7
Portland, ORPMSA. ............. .. ...t 26,300 21,300 5,000 23.7 3,200 300 1,400 2,100 10.0
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket,
RINECMA. . ... i 18,600 14,000 4,600 33.1 2,000 200 2,400 2,900 20.7
Pueblo, COMSA.......... ...t 43,700 41,900 1,800 4.4 4,400 1,100 100 -1,400 -3.4
Reno, NVMSA . ... ... s 12,800 9,200 3,700 (B) 1,400 200 1,300 2,500 B)
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WAMSA. ........ 12,000 9,900 2,100 (B) 1,400 100 1,300 900 B)

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 14B. Annual Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics:
April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985-—Continued

Percent Hispanic

Metropolitan area
April 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1880 1985
LOS ANGELES-ANAHEIM-RIVERSIDE,

ACMSBA ... 2,766,500 2,968,000 3,135,100 3,300,900 3,482,000 3,660,200 24.1 28.3
Anaheim-Santa Ana, CAPMSA. .......... 285,900 307,500 327,600 344,800 362,800 380,100 14.8 17.7
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA ... ... 2,076,800 2,229,300 2,351,100 2,475,900 2,610,900 2,742,700 27.8 33.0
Oxnard-Ventura, CAPMSA .. ............ 113,700 121,100 126,400 132,200 138,300 144,300 21.5 238
Riverside-San Barnardino, CA PMSA ... ... 290,100 310,100 330,100 348,000 370,100 393,000 18.6 20.8

Lubbock, TXMSA. ... ..o, 41,500 42,900 44,400 45,700 47,400 47,800 19.6 21.8
McAlien-Edinburg-Mission, TX MSA ... ..... 232,000 244,300 256,600 287,700 275,100 280,600 81.9 82.9
Merced, CAMSA ... ... ... ....... 33,500 36,200 38,100 40,500 48,000 48,900 24.8 298
MIAMI-FORT LAUDERDALE, FLL CMSA . . . .. 627,100 734,600 753,400 774,100 791,700 815,300 23.7 28.3

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-Pompano ,

Beach, FLPMSA. .................... 38,700 44,300 47,800 50,000 52,900 57,100 3.8 5.1
Miami-Hialeah, FL PMSA. ............... 588,400 690,300 705,600 724,100 738,700 758,200 36.2 43.0

Midland, TXMSA ...................... 12,400 14,200 16,400 17,800 18,300 18,800 15.0 17.6
MILWAUKEE-RACINE, WICMBA . ......... 38,900 41,000 41,700 42,400 44,100 45,000 2.5 2.9

Milwaukee, Wi PMSA . ................. 33,000 34,000 34,700 35,500 36,900 37,600 2.4 2.7
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WIMSA .. ....... 20,100 21,500 22,900 23,300 24,300 25,800 0.9 1.1
Modesto, CAMSA. . .................... 39,400 42,400 44,600 46,600 48,900 51,700 14.8 17.3
Naples, FLMSA ....................... 9,100 10,100 10,300 11,300 11,600 11,800 10.5 10.3
New Haven-Waterbury-Meriden, CT NECMA . 25,800 28,700 27,300 27,600 28,600 29,600 3.4 3.8
New Orieans, LAMSA .................. 45,800 49,000 51,000 52,300 53,500 54,600 3.6 4.1
NEW YORK-NORTHERN NEW JERSEY-

LONG ISLAND, NY-NJ-CT CMSA. ........ 2,045,100 2,124,500 2,170,900 2,227,700 2,288,800 2,345,600 "7 13.2

Bergen-Passaic, Nd PMSA . ............. 90,300 95,700 98,800 102,500 106,200 108,700 7.0 8.5

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk-Danbury,

NECMA ... ..., 44,600 46,300 47,200 48,100 48,400 50,800 55 6.2
Jersey City, NOPMSA. ................. 145,400 156,300 159,500 162,300 165,700 168,500 26.1 30.0
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon, NJ PMSA . . 38,500 41,000 42,500 43,700 45,700 47,500 4.3 5.1
Monmouth-Ocean, NJ PMSA ............ 20,400 21,400 21,800 22,200 23,400 24,400 2.4 2.6
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA .. ............ 101,300 106,700 109,900 113,800 117,600 120,700 3.9 4.6
New York, NY PMSA. . ................. 1,467,000 1,513,600 1,543,900 1,583,800 1,626,300 1,668,900 17.7 19.8
Newark, NOPMSA. .................. . 126,800 132,800 135,400 139,000 142,200 147,500 6.7 7.9
Orange County, NY PMSA .............. 10,900 11,000 11,800 12,300 12,300 12,700 4.2 4.6

Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News,

VAMSA, i 15,200 16,800 18,200 19,200 20,300 20,900 1.3 1.6
Odessa, TXMSA. ...............couun, 25,000 28,900 32,200 32,800 33,900 35,400 21.6 27.5
Oklahoma City, OKMSA. ................ 18,000 18,200 20,700 21,900 23,700 24,900 2.1 2.6
Omaha, NESFAMSA ... ... ... ... .. .... 11,700 12,400 13,000 12,900 18,200 13,400 2.0 2.2
Orlando, FLMSA ........... .. vnan 25,200 27,600 29,000 30,800 33,000 34,200 36 4.1
PHILADELPHIA-WILMINGTON-TRENTON,

PA-NJ-DE-MDCMSA .................. 140,200 144,900 149,100 152,300 157,300 162,200 2.5 2.8

Philadelphia, PANNJPMSA ... ... ... ... 110,000 113,900 117,300 119,800 123,500 127,600 2.3 2.7

Trenton, NOPMSA .................... 10,500 10,900 11,300 11,300 11,800 12,100 3.4 3.9

Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton, NJ PMSA .. ... 12,200 12,400 12,700 13,100 13,400 13,700 9.2 10.2
Phoenix, AZMSA ...................... 200,200 211,500 220,300 228,800 238,500 250,100 13.3 13.8
PITTSBURGH-BEAVER VALLEY, PA CMSA . 9,200 9,500 9,900 10,800 11,400 11,700 0.4 0.5

Pittsburgh, PAPMSA. . ....... ... ... ... 8,400 8,700 9,100 9,900 10,600 10,800 0.4 0.5
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER, OR-WA CMSA. . . 24,400 25,600 26,800 27,300 28,900 30,100 1.9 2.2

Portland, ORPMSA. . .................. 21,300 22,200 23,300 23,700 25,100 26,300 1.9 2.3
Providence-Pawtucket-Woonsocket,

RINECMA. ... . e 14,000 14,900 15,900 16,600 17,700 18,600 1.6 2.1
Pueblo, COMSA. . ..................... 41,900 42,300 42,800 43,400 43,500 43,700 33.2 35.3
Reno, NVMSA . ....................... 9,200 10,200 11,100 11,800 12,400 12,900 4.8 8.0
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA MSA. ...... 9,900 11,300 11,500 11,600 12,000 12,000 6.8 8.0
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Table 14A. Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics: July 1,
1985, and Components of Change Since 1980—Continued

Change, 1980-85 Components of change
Metropolitan area Net migration
July 1, April 1, ]
1985 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | International Total Percent
Rochester, NY MSA ... .............. 19,000 17,800 1,200 6.9 2,300 300 200 -800 -4.3
Sacramento, CAMSA. . .............. 127,200 103,200 24,000 23.3 11,800 2,300 4,800 14,500 14.1
i Saginaw-Bay City-Midland, Mi MSA .. ... 16,000 15,500 600 3.6 2,200 200 100 1,400 -8.9
St Louis, MOJLMSA......... ... ..., 20,100 17,300 2,800 16.5 1,800 400 900 1,400 8.2
Salem, ORMSA ............oviintn 12,900 10,800 2,100 190.8 1,400 200 900 900 7.8
’ Salinas-Seaside-Monterey, CA MSA. . ... 99,000 75,000 24,100 32.1 11,200 1,400 11,500 14,200 18.0
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA. . ....... 52,100 44,200 8,000 18.0 6,200 700 1,300 2,500 5.7
San Angelo, TXMSA ................ 22,300 18,100 4,200 23.2 3,200 400 600 1,400 7.9
San Antonio, TX MSA. .. ............. 567,500 485,400 82,100 16.9 58,800 14,100 11,760 37,400 7.7
San Diego, CAMSA . ................ 358,200 274,100 84,100 30.7 36,500 5,500 32,400 53,000 19.3
SAN FRANCGISCO-OAKLAND-

SANJOSE,CACMSA. .............. 775,100 648,300 125,800 19.4 73,000 15,300 54,000 68,100 10.5

Oakland, CAPMSA. ................ 216,000 180,500 35,600 19.7 17,100 4,400 12,000 22,900 12.7

San Francisco, CAPMSBA . ........... 189,200 164,500 24,700 186.0 14,600 4,900 20,200 15,000 9.1

San Jose, CAPMSA................ 267,300 224,600 42,600 19.0 30,600 4,300 13,900 16,300 7.3

Santa Cruz, CAPMSA. . ............. 36,800 27,200 9,700 357 4,900 500 3,900 5,300 19.5

Santa Rosa-Petaiuma, CA PMSA ...... 25,000 19,700 5,300 26.9 2,800 400 1,700 3,100 15.9

Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA PMSA . ..... 40,700 32,800 7,900 24.2 3,200 700 2,300 5,400 16.5
Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc,

CAMSBA (... . e 69,500 55,100 14,400 26.1 7,700 1,200 4,700 7,900 14.3
SamtaFe, NMMSA.................. 48,800 44,500 4,300 9.6 3,600 1,300 200 1,900 4.4
SEATTLE-TACOMA, WA CMSA. ....... 52,200 42,700 9,500 22.3 6,200 700 1,800 4,000 9.3

Seattle, WAPMSA ................. 37,200 30,100 7,100 23.4 4,500 500 1,600 3,100 10.3
Tacoma, WAPMSA................. 15,000 12,500 2,500 19.6 1,700 100 300 900 6.8
Springfield, MANECMA .............. 27,600 23,700 3,800 16.2 3,300 300 300 800 33
Stockton, CAMSA .................. 82,200 65,500 16,700 25.5 9,000 1,700 4,100 8,300 14.3
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Ciearwater,

FLMSA. ... 0 e 94,500 77,800 16,700 21.4 6,900 3,700 3,900 13,500 17.4
Totedo, OHMSA. ............ooiunn 17,100 15,800 1,200 7.3 1,900 200 300 -500 -3.2
Tucson, AZMSA. .............cvnnn 131,800 112,100 19,700 17.5 14,600 2,700 3,200 7,800 7.0
Tulsa, OKMSA. ........... ... .00, 11,900 8,800 3,100 8) 1,300 200 500 2,000 (B)
Victoria, TX MSA. ............vnns 25,400 21,200 4,100 19.4 3,800 500 300 900 4.0
Visalia-Tulare-Porterville, CA MSA ... ... 94,300 73,600 20,700 28.2 12,400 1,700 6,900 10,000 13.6
Waco, TXMSA. ...........coiiiinnn 18,100 14,600 3,500 23.8 2,600 400 700 1,200 8.1
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA.......... 121,300 89,500 31,800 35.6 13,800 1,800 15,700 18,800 22.1
West Paim Beach-Boca Raton-Delray

Beach, FLMSA.................... 37,800 27,300 10,600 388 . 3,300 900 4,100 8,100 29.8
Wichita, KE MSA. ........... S 12,800 11,000 1,700 16.7 1,600 200 900 400 3.2
Worcester-Fitchburg-Leominster, '

MANECMA. ... ... 14,600 12,500 2,100 17.0 1,800 100 400 500 3.9
Yakima, WAMSA . .................. 31,600 25,400 6,300 24.8 2,800 400 3,400 3,800 15.1
Yuba City, CAMSA.................. 12,600 10,100 2,500 248 1,400 200 1,000 1,300 13.2

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
(B) Indicates that 1980 population base was less than 10,000.
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Table 14B. Annual Estimates of the Hispanic Population fo

April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985—Continued

r Metropolitan Areas with 10,000 or More Hispanics:

Percent Hispanic

Metropolitan area
Aprit 1, July 1, Juiy 1, July 1, Juiy 1, July 1,
1980 1981 1982 1983 1084 198! 1980 1985

Rochester, NY MSA .................... 17,800 18,100 18,400 18,700 18,900 19,000 1.8 1.9
Sacramento, CAMSA. .................. 103,200 109,000 114,800 119,200 128,000 127,200 94 10.1
Saginaw-Bay City-Midiand, MI MSA ........ 15,500 15,500 16,300 15,600 15,900 16,000 3.7 3.9
St. Louis, MO-ILMSA . .................. 17,300 17,800 18,500 18,700 18,500 20,100 0.7 0.8
Salem, ORMSA ....................... 10,800 11,400 11,600 11,900 12,500 12,800 4.3 5.0
Salinas-Seaside-Monterey, CAMSA. ... .... 75,000 81,300 85,200 89,400 94,700 99,000 25.8 30.3
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA............ 44,200 46,300 47,900 49,900 51,200 52,100 4.9 5.1
San Angelo, TXMSA ................... 18,100 18,200 20,100 21,100 21,800 22,300 21.3 23.3
San Antonio, TXMSA................... 485,400 502,900 518,500 536,100 550,500 567,500 45.3 46.5
San Diego, CAMSA ............ooov... 274,100 293,809 309,700 326,500 340,300 358,200 147 16.6
SAN FRANCISCO-QOAKLAND- .

SAN JOSE,CACMSA. ................. 649,300 675,700 698,900 723,700 748,500 775,100 121 13.2

Oakland, CAPMSA. ................... 180,500 187,400 183,400 189,200 208,400 216,000 10.2 1.4

San Francisco, CAPMSA . .............. 164,500 169,700 174,100 180,700 185,800 188,200 11.1 12.0

San Jose, CAPMSA................... 224,600 234,100 242,600 251,000 258,800 267,300 17.3 18.9

Santa Cruz, CAPMSA. . ................ 27,200 28,800 30,800 32,600 34,900 36,900 14.5 17.3

Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CAPMSA ......... 19,700 20,700 21,600 22,800 23,800 25,600 6.6 7.4

Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA PMSA. ......... 32,800 35,100 36,500 37,400 38,800 40,700 9.8 10.7
Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc,

A 55,100 58,000 60,600 63,200 66,100 69,500 18.4 21.4
SantaFe, NMMSA..................... 44,500 45,200 45,900 47,100 48,200 48,800 47.8 471
SEATTLE-TACOMA, WACMSA........... 42,700 45,400 46,900 47,700 49,800 52,200 20 2.3

Seattle, WAPMSA .................... 30,100 31,700 32,800 33,800 35,400 37,200 1.9 2.1

Tacoma, WAPMSA, ................... 12,500 13,700 14,200 13,900 14,400 15,000 2.6 2.8
Springfield, MANECMA ................. 23,700 24,500 25,000 25,800 26,700 27,600 4.1 4.7
Stockton, CAMSA ..................... 65,500 69,600 72,600 75,700 78,700 82,200 18.9 20.2
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

MSA. ... 77,800 82,400 86,100 89,500 90,700 94,500 48 5.0
Toledo, OHMSA....................... 15,900 16,600 16,500 16,400 16,800 17,100 26 28
Tucson, AZMSA............ ...l 112,100 117,300 120,800 124,800 128,600 131,800 21.1 22.1
Tulsg, OKMSA. ... ..., 8,800 9,700 11,000 11,300 11,800 11,800 1.3 1.6
Victoria, TXMSA. .............. ... 21,200 22,700 23,900 24,300 24,600 25,400 30.9 33.0
Visalia-Tulare-Porterville, CAMSA ......... 73,600 78,200 82,200 86,300 90,400 94,300 29.9 34.1
Waco, TXMSA ...t 14,600 15,400 15,600 16,400 17,500 18,100 8.6 9.9
Washington, DC-MD-VAMSA............. 89,500 97,100 108,000 108,600 114,800 121,300 28 3.4
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-Deiray

Beach, FLMSA....................... 27,300 32,100 33,400 34,300 36,000 37,800 4.7 5.2
Wichita, KSMSA. ...................... 11,000 11,400 11,700 11,800 12,500 12,800 2.7 3.0
Worcester-Fitchburg-Leominster,

MANECMA.......................... 12,500 13,100 13,300 13,500 14,200 14,600 1.9 2.2
Yakima, WAMSA ...................... 25,400 26,600 27,500 29,400 30,700 31,800 14.7 17.3
YubaCity, CAMSA..................... 10,100 10,700 11,100 11,600 12,000 12,600 9.9 11.4
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Table 15A. Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Selected Counties: July 1, 1985, and Components of
Change Since 1980

Change, 1980-85 Componentis of change
County Net migration
July 1, April 1,

198 1980 Number Percent Births Deaths | Internationat Total Percent
Maricopa County, AZ ................ 250,100 200,200 49,900 24.9 31,800 4,000 9,400 22,100 11.0
PimaCounty, AZ...........covvuennn 131,800 112,100 19,700 - 17.8 14,600 2,700 3,200 7,800 7.0
Alameda County, CA................. 148,900 125,900 23,100 18.3 12,400 3,200 8,500 13,800 111
Contra CostaCounty, CA . ............ 67,100 54,600 12,600 23.0 4,700 1,200 3,500 9,000 16.5
Fresno Gounty, CA....... ... covven 186,500 150,700 35,800 23.8 24,400 3,200 10,500 14,500 9.6
Kerm County, CA.......... ... ... . 115,000 87,400 27,800 31.6 15,600 2,100 8,200 14,100 16.1
Los Angeles County, CA.............. 2,742,700 2,076,800 665,900 32.1 321,500 46,200 384,700 390,600 18.8
Monterey County, CA ................ 99,000 75,000 24,100 32.1 11,200 1,400 11,500 14,200 18.0
Orange County, CA. . ................ 380,100 285,800 94,200 32.9 45,200 4,800 48,200 53,800 18.8
Riverside County, CA ................ 171,000 124,600 46,400 37.2 20,000 2,900 9,800 29,300 23.5
Sacramento County, CA.............. 90,400 72,200 18,100 251 8,200 1,700 2,700 11,600 16.1
San Bernardino County, CA ........... 222,000 165,500 56,600 34.2 22,500 3,700 8,800 37,800 22.8
San Diego County, CA ............... 358,200 274,100 84,100 30.7 36,500 5,500 32,400 53,000 19.3
San Francisco County, CA ............ 91,500 83,500 8,000 9.5 7,000 3,200 11,100 4,200 , 5.0
San Joaquin County, CA.............. 82,200 65,500 18,700 255| . 9,000 1,700 4,100 9,300 14.3
San Mateo County, CA............. .. 87,400 72,200 15,100 21.0 7,100 1,600 8,200 9,600 13.2
Santa Barbara County, CA ............ 69,500 55,100 14,400 26.1 7,700 1,200 4,700 7,900 143
Santa Clara County, CA .............. 267,300 224,600 42,600 16.0 30,600 4,300 13,900 16,300 7.3
Tulare County, CA. ...... ...t 94,300 73,600 20,700 28.2 12,400 1,700 6,900 10,000 138
Ventura County, CA ................. 144,300 113,700 30,600 26.9 16,000 2,100 12,400 18,700 14.7
Denver County, CO..............vvt 102,700 92,300 10,400 11.3 11,800 2,300 4,400 800 08
Pueblo County, CO.......oiviviann 48,700 41,900 1,800 4.4 4,400 1,100 100 -1,400 -3.4
Fairfield County, CT ............. vt 50,800 44,600 6,200 14,0 6,100 700 2,200 900 2.0
Hartford County, CT ................. 486,800 41,100 5,800 14.0 5,800 600 600 500 1.2
Broward County, FL .............. ... 57,100 38,700 18,400 47.4 3,800 1,400 4,100 15,800 41.2
Dade County, FL.. . ....... ... vt 758,200 588,400 169,800 28.9 47,800 29,300 139,600 151,900 258
Hillsborough County, FL .............. 75,400 63,300 12,100 19.1 5,700 3,200 2,900 9,600 15.1
Honolulu County, HI . ................ 53,900 47,600 6,300 13.2 7,300 1,000 500 - -
Cook County, IL ... 603,800 450,400 113,300 23.1 71,600 9,800 74,500 51,500 10.5
Lake County, IN .........c...contt 44,100 43,100 1,100 2.5 4,200 1,000 1,600 -2,200 -5.0
Suffolk County, MA. .......... ... 47,100 38,300 8,800 22.9 6,200 700 4,400 3,300 8.5
Wayne County, ML . ................. 40,100 38,200 2,000 5.1 5,200 1,100 1,100 -2,100 -5.5
Essex County, NJ . .............00vtn 83,600 74,600 9,000 12.0 9,100 1,600 5,100 1,400 1.9
Hudson County, NJ.................. 168,500 145,400 23,100 16.¢ 14,400 4,300 19,800 13,000 8.9
Passaic County, NJ............. ... 75,500 61,800 13,600 22.0 8,900 1,000 7,300 5,700 9.2
Union County, Nd ............. o0t 48,200 38,500 8,700 22.1 4,500 800 4,900 5,200 13.1
Bernalillo County, NM................ 172,800 155,500 17,400 11.2 16,400 4,000 3,000 5,000 3.2
Dona Ana County, NM ............... 64,500 50,700 13,800 27.3 8,500 1,200 2,200 8,500 18.7
Bronx County, NY .. ............0vunn 442,600 396,100 46,600 11.8 48,900 10,700 14,200 10,400 2.6
Kings County, NY .. ... 434,100 394,800 39,300 9.9 47,400 9,300 26,000 1,200 0.3
Nagsau County, NY. .......... ... 53,600 43,100 10,500 24.5 4,000 1,000 4,900 7,500 17.5
New York County, NY................ 376,500 336,000 40,400 12.0 37,700 11,200 49,700 13,900 41
Queens County, NY ......... ... 317,700 263,400 54,300 20.6 32,600 6,700 34,500 29,000 11.0
Suffolk County, NY .................. 67,100 58,200 8,900 18.2 5,000 1,200 1,900 5,000 8.6
Westchester County, NY. . ............ 53,500 44,600 8,800 19.8 4,300 900 4,500 5,500 12.3
Philadeiphia County, PA ... ........ ... 67,400 60,000 7,600 12.4 8,500 1,400 1,400 300 0.6
Bexar County, TX . ........ovviivinn 543,700 464,700 79,000 17.0 56,200 13,600 11,300 36,400 7.8
Cameron County, TX. . ......oivivvnnn 194,700 163,700 31,000 18.9 22,900 4,400 10,200 12,600 7.7
Dallas County, TX..........oovvinns 213,300 153,600 59,600 38.8 28,400 2,900 20,100 33,200 216
ElPaso County, TX.......ovienionn 359,900 299,800 60,000 20.0 40,900 7,200 22,200 26,400 8.8
Harris County, TX . ... ..ot 489,400 367,500 121,900 33.2 74,700 7,500 52,200 54,800 14.9
Hidaigo County, TX. ...... ...t t 280,600 232,000 48,600 21.0 26,700 5,700 14,300 27,700 11.8
Lubbock County, TX . ........ovvvvnn 47,800 41,500 6,300 16.3 6,500 700 600 600 1.4
Nueces County, TX. ... ..o 148,500 132,000 17,500 13.2 18,200 3,600 1,700 2,900 2.2
Tarrant County, TX . ...........cvvtn 94,500 67,400 27,100 40.2 11,500 1,300 6,400 16,500 24.5
Travis County, TX .. ... ..o e 95,400 72,400 23,000 31.8 11,200 1,400 2,800 13,200 18.2
Webb County, TX ... it 110,100 92,200 17,900 194 13,600 3,200 5,400 7,500 8.2

- Represents zero or a number which rounds to zero.
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Table 15B. Annual Estimates of the Hispanic Population for Selected Counties: April 1, 1980 to July 1, 1985

Percent Hispanic

County Aprit 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1, July 1,

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1985
Maricopa County, AZ ................... 200,200 211,500 220,300 228,900 238,500 280,100 13.3 13.8
Pima County, AZ.............ccuuuiinn. 112,100 117,300 120,800 124,800 128,600 131,800 21.1 22.1
Alameda County, CA. ................... 125,800 130,400 134,600 138,700 143,000 148,500 11.4 12.2
Contra Costa County, CA ..............., 54,600 57,000 58,800 60,500 63,500 67,100 8.3 9.2
Fresno County, CA..................... 150,700 158,700 165,500 173,200 179,300 186,500 20.3 32.7
KernCounty, CA.............couvvvtn 87,400 94,100 99,800 105,400 108,800 115,000 21.7 24.5
Los Angeles County, CA................. 2,076,800 2,229,300 2,351,100 2,475,900 2,610,800 2,742,700 27.8 33.0
Monterey County, CA ................... 75,000 81,300 85,200 89,400 94,700 98,000 258 30.3
Orange County, CA..................... 285,900 307,500, 327,600 344,800 362,800 380,100 14.8 17.7
Riverside County, CA ................... 124,600 134,300 143,400 151,500 162,200 171,000 18.8 20.8
Sacramento County, CA . ................ 72,200 76,500 81,100 84,900 87,900 90,400 9.2 10.1
San Bernardino County, CA .............. 165,500 175,700 186,600 196,400 207,800 222,000 18.5 20.8
San Diego County, CA .................. 274,100 293,800 309,700 326,500 340,300 358,200 14.7 16.6
San Francisco County, CA ............... 83,500 85,100 85,700 88,800 91,100 91,500 12.3 12,7
San Joaquin County, CA................. 65,500 69,600 72,600 75,700 78,700 82,200 18.9 20,2
SanMateo County, CA.................. 72,200 75,400 78,900 81,700 84,200 87,400 12.3 14.0
Santa BarbaraCounty, CA . .............. 55,100 58,000 60,600 63,200 66,100 69,500 18.4 21.4
Santa Clara County, CA ................. 224,600 234,100 242,600 251,000 258,800 267,300 17.3 18.9
Tulare County, CA. . .....oovv i, 73,600 78,200 82,200 86,300 90,400 94,300 29.9 | 34.1
Ventura County, CA..................... 113,700 121,100 126,400 132,200 188,300 144,300 215 23.6
Denver County, CO..............ocvus, 92,300 95,100 96,800 99,400 100,300 102,700 18.7 204
Pusblo County, GO ..................... 41,800 42,300 42,800 43,400 43,500 48,700 33.2 35.3
Fairfield County, CT .................... 44,600 46,300 47,200 48,100 48,400 50,800 8.8 6.2
Hartford County, CT .................... 41,100 41,900 43,000 44,600 45,500 46,800 6.1 5.8
Broward County, FL .................... 38,700 44,300 47,800 " 50,000 52,900 57,100 38 5.1
Dade County, FL. . ......oonvn s, 588,400 690,300 705,600 724,100 738,700 758,200 36.2 43.0
Hillsborough County, FL .. ............... 63,300 66,900 69,400 72,400 73,100 75,400 0.8 10.2
Honolulu County, Mi .................... 47,600 48,200 49,600 51,500 52,500 53,900 6.2 6.4
Cook County, I ..., 490,400 519,100 538,300 557,100 583,100 603,800 2.3 11.4
Leke County, IN ....................... 43,100 43,300 43,900 44,200 44,200 44,100 8.2 8.8
Suffolk County, MA..................... 38,300 40,700 42,300 44,000 45,600 47,100 5.9 7.1
Wayne County, MI..............0oovu s 38,200 37,800 38,100 38,500 39,000 40,100 1.6 1.8
EssexCounty, NJ ...................... 74,600 76,900 78,200 78,700 81,100 83,600 8.8 10.0
Hudson County, NJ..................... 145,400 156,300 158,500 162,300 165,700 168,500 26.1 30.0
Passaic County, Nd. . ................... 61,900 65,500 67,800 70,300 73,000 75,500 13.8 16.6
Union County, NJ . ........ .. ... oh. 39,500 42,700 43,800 45,200 48,400 48,200 7.8 9.6
Bernalillo County, NM . .................. 165,500 168,000 161,900 167,000 169,400 172,800 37.0 37.8
DonaAnaCounty, NM .................. 50,700 53,500 55,800 58,900 61,700 64,500 52.6 56.5
Bronx County, NY . ..., 396,100 405,600 412,900 423,900 433,100 442,600 33.9 38.1
Kings County, NY .............vvunn ., 394,800 402,700 408,000 415,400 426,600 434,100 17.7 19.3
Nassau County, NY..................... 43,100 46,200 47,600 49,700 51,700 53,600 3.3 4.1
New York County, NY................... 336,000 345,300 350,500 358,000 367,700 376,500 23.5 25.6
Queens County, NY . ...........oovvnen. 263,400 279,800 289,800 299,500 308,400 317,700 13.9 16.6
Suffolk County, NY .. ................... 58,200 60,500 62,300 64,200 65,800 67,160 4.5 5.1
Westchester County, NY................. 44,600 48,700 48,200 49,900 51,500 53,500 8.1 8.2
Philadeiphia County, PA ................. 60,000 62,100 63,300 64,400 66,300 67,400 3.6 4.1
Bexar County, TX ....... .. i, 464,700 481,600 496,900 513,600 527,300 543,700 47.0 48.5
Cameron County, TX. ... .oovv v, 163,700 172,400 180,100 186,800 191,400 194,700 78.0 81.0
Daflas County, TX. .......... ..ot 153,600 165,400 175,300 186,500 198,400 213,300 9.9 12.1
ElPaso County, TX. .. ..... ... .. oo, 299,900 315,100 327,500 338,500 350,400 359,900 62.5 67.5
Harris County, TX . ........... ... oat, 367,500 402,800 431,800 448,700 469,300 489,400 16.3 18.0
Hidaigo County, TX............ ... ..., 232,000 244,300 256,600 267,700 275,100 280,600 81.9 82.9
Lubbock County, TX . ...........ovvvn.s, 41,500 42,900 44,400 45,700 47,400 47,800 19.6 21.8
Nueces County, TX..................... 132,000 136,200 141,200 144,100 146,300 149,500 48.2 50.8
Tarrant County, TX .. ... ..o, 67,400 72,500 76,800 80,700 86,800 84,500 7.8 8.2
Travis County, TX . ......... ... ..., 72,400 76,400 80,600 84,300 89,200 95,400 17.3 17.7
Webb County, TX ............. ...t 92,200 98,000 103,300 107,900 108,000 110,100 92.9 97.9
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