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Foreword 

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has established interdisciplinary research 
on policy problems as the core of its educational program. A major part of this program is 
the nine-month policy research project, in the course of which two or more faculty 
members from different disciplines direct the research of ten to thirty graduate students of 
diverse backgrounds on a policy issue of concern to a government or nonprofit agency. 
This "client orientation" brings the students face to face with administrators, legislators, 
and other officials active in the policy process and demonstrates_ that research in a policy 
environment demands special talents. It also illuminates the occasional difficulties of 
relating research findings to the world of political realities. 

During the 1996-CJ'l academic year, a PRP undertook an analysis ofurban change in Texas 
in conjunction with the University's Urban Issues Program. Although much is known 
about cities in other regions of the country, Texas cities have rarely been the focus of 
rigorous study. The project examined economic, demographic, political, and land use 
change. This report should be useful to policymakers and others concerned with the future 
of Texas cities. 

The currieulum of the LBJ School is intended not only to develop effective public servants 
but also to produce research that will enlighten and inform those already engaged in the 
policy process. The project that resulted in this report has helped to accomplish the first 
task; it is our hope that the report itself will contribute to the second. 

Finally, it should be noted that neither the LBJ School nor The University of Texas at 
Austin necessarily endorses the views or findings of this report. 

Edwin Dorn 
Dean 
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Executive Summary 

Texas has undergone dramatic changes in the past two decades. It has become one of the 
most urbanized states in the nation with three of America's largest cities. Many studies have 
examined urban change in the East and Midwest, but cities in the South and Southwest, 
including, Texas, have been relatively understudied. Many of the patterns of change in 
Texas are unlike those of the nation as a whole. 

Regional variation in the state has created cities with distinct characteristics. Continued 
suburbanization and the emergence of so-called "edge cities" have led to socioeconomic 
disparities among central cities, suburban areas and the cities along the Texas-Mexico 
border. The transformation of Texas' cities and suburbs can be observed in changes in its 
economy, demography, housing and land use, and political representation. 

The purpose of this report is to examine urban change in Texas in order to better 
understand the challenges and opportunities facing the state in the next century. Because its 
metropolitan areas have become so dynamic, perhaps even preeminent, it is important to 
understand the changing social and economic conditions in Texas cities. Documenting the 
trends occurring in urban Texas should aid state and local officials and other interested 
parties who design and implement public policy and manage urban change in the state. 

Economy 

From an economy based largely on oil and agriculture in the decades immediately following 
World War II, the Texas economy of the nineties has diversified into many sectors, 
including the recent emergence of producer services and high-technology manufacturing as 
well as a variety of social services including the important health care industry. As a result, 
the state economy more closely resembles the national economy and has become more 
integrated into it. 

Among the changes identified during the period of 1980 to 1993, the reduced dependence 
on resource-based industries means that Texas' economy is becoming similar in structure to 
other states and more sensitive to national business cycles, although the degree of 
sensitivity varies widely across the state. Texas is not experiencing the same type of growth 
as many ofthe older states. While older cities, particularly on the East Coast, have lost 
employment and growth to their corresponding suburbs, Texas cities continue to be 
productive and vibrant. 

In general, services have increased their importance in the Texas economy, many in the 
form of high-paying administrative and professional positions. As in other areas of the· 
United States, social services and producer services in Texas have substantially increased 
their relative shares of employment and earnings. In particular, the finance, insurance, and 
real estate sectors grew by more than 75 percent between 1980 and 1993, with cities along 
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the Interstate Highway 35 Corridor (namely Dallas, Austin, and San Antonio,) reaping 
most of the benefits of this growth. Houston was the only city in this study to experience 
no growth or an actual decline in these sectors, although they still comprise a large share of 
the city's economy. Similarly, the electronics and instruments sectors grew by more than 
44 percent between 1983 and 1993. Austin has been the chief beneficiary of growth in 
these sectors. 

From 1980 to 1993, all of Texas' industrial sectors except construction and mining 
experienced substantial growth in both employment and earnings. Not all metropolitan 
statistical areas (MSAs) fared equally well, however. Those MSAs that have diversified 
their economies to include more service and value-added sectors outperformed those still 
largely dependent on traditional sectors of the economy. 

Demography 

Like the state's economy, the demographic composition of Texas has changed 
substantially. In 1940, the majority of the population lived in rural areas; in 1994, 83 
percent of the population lived in metropolitan areas. Some of the largest growth has come 
in some of the smallest cities in this study. In particular, the border cities of Brownsville, 
Laredo, and El Paso have experienced the most growth. Nevertheless, the largest 
metropolitan areas, especially Dallas/ Fort Worth and Houston, are capturing a growing 
share of the state's population. Between 1979 and 1989, median household income (in 
constant dollars) grew slightly in one third of the 12 cities profiled, with larger cities having 
higher median incomes than smaller cities and those near the border. 

An increase in racial diversity is another prominent feature of the state's population. By the 
year 2030, the state will be "majority-minority" with Latinos predominant. Texas has the 
fourth largest immigrant population of the 50 states, and nearly half its immigrants claim 
Mexican origin. However, Texas cities and suburbs exhibit different racial and ethnic 
patterns. From 1970 to 1990, residential segregation declined slightly in all of the 12 cities 
studied, reflecting White immigration to some urban neighborhoods as well as African
American suburbanization. However, segregation indicators remain high in cities such as 
Houston, suggesting divisions on the basis of race and class. As Texas becomes more 
ethnically diverse, residential segregation should decrease in the state's metropolitan areas. 
Texas cities are much less segregated than older northeastern cities. 

By 2030, more than 61 percent of the population will be age 45 or older. Although urban 
Texans' median age is increasing, the cities ofTexas are heterogeneous with respect to age 
composition. Middle-aged adults tend to live in the suburbs, while those aged 55 and older 
reside mostly in central cities. 

The proportion of the state's population with at least a high school education and with a 
baccalaureate degree or higher increased from 1980 to 1990. Levels of educational 
attainment, however, vary widely among Texas cities. There is uniformity of attainment, or 
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lack thereof, within several cities, however. Some cities rank high in both categories, 
others rank low. Generally, suburbs' high school graduation rates exceeded those of 
central cities. 

Housing and Land Use 

Texas cities do not lend themselves to typical city/suburb comparisons found in urban areas 
in the North, having more in common with Southwestern cities. Texas MSAs differ from 
those in the Northeast primarily in their form-expansive, sprawling, and largely 
traversable only by automobile, not unlike a grouping of edge cities within a county. 

Highways have been instrumental in shaping Texas MSAs, from encouraging sprawl and 
the formation of edge cities to providing a means of annexation. The result has been a 
diversification of Texas suburbs including thriving business communities and an increasing 
number of new homeowners. The rate of home ownership is increasing statewide, but this 
is primarily a suburban phenomenon. Concurrently, housing unaffordability also is 
increasing, particularly in central cities. The effects of rapid growth can also be seen on 
Texas roadways. Texas' urban areas face mounting problems with traffic congestion and 
vehicle emissions. 

Highways also influence economic development. While MSAs prosper along the Interstate 
Highway 35 Corridor, those at the terminus of an interstate, or not on one at all, see less 
growth and reap fewer benefits. Unlike many northeastern cities, none of Texas' MSAs 
exhibit vast income disparities between central cities and suburbs. But trends in that 
direction may be slowly emerging in some MSAs, namely Dallas and Houston. 

The MSAs along the Texas-Mexico border have large minority populations and lower 
median incomes than other MSAs in the state. Generally, median income within an MSA 
increases along with its population and its distance from the border. The border MSAs also 
differ from other Texas MSAs in that their central cities are usually more affluent than their 
surrounding suburbs. Part of the reason for this anomaly is that significant portions of the 
suburban areas in these MSAs are comprised of substandard housing developments known 
as colonias. Moreover, while central cities in Texas are not being abandoned, suburbs are 
growing twice as fast on average as the cities they surround. 

Politics 

Political representation in Texas is gradually becoming more ethnically diverse, although 
the rate of change is trailing the state's rapid demographic changes. At least three reasons 
for this phenomenon emerge from this study. First, increases in the Latino population have 
produced only slightly higher levels of representation. Second, the lagging political 
representation of the growing Latino population may be attributable to its youthfulness, low 
voter registration and turnout, and census overcounting. Third, since the extension of the 
federal Voting Rights Act to Texas in 1975, political organization has led to more political 
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participation in some, but not all, communities. Nevertheless, ethnic minorities generally 
continue to be well represented on city councils and among city managers in the 12 cities 
studied. 

Democrats have maintained slight control of urban areas, but Republicans have gained 
control virtually everywhere else. This is shown in the five largest cities' inner cities 
which, in the aggregate, have become increasingly more Democratic over time, while the 
rest of the state has taken a decidedly Republican turn. Although Democrats maintained 
control of the House of Representatives in 1997, the GOP gained the majority in the Senate 
for the first time since Reconstruction. This shift in party affiliation may or may not bode 
well for financial assistance to urban areas because, while mostly Democrats represent 
these areas, the Legislature on balance is a fiscally conservative body. 

A positive correlation exists between income and voter turnout as well as an association 
between race and voter turnout. As incomes increase, so does voter turnout. Cities with 
higher median incomes can be expected to have higher turnouts of voters. Similarly, as the 
percentage of Whites increases in an area, so does the voter turnout. Minorities, as a 
whole, do not tend to vote in large numbers. Dallas/Fort Worth demonstrates a positive 
correlation between its percentage of White voters and voter turnout, and between its 
percentage of noncity voters and voter turnout. Houston shows a negative correlation 
between its percentage of non-city voters and voter turnout. 

Houston, the state's largest city, is rapidly shedding the conventional inner city/suburban 
dichotomy and taking on the characteristics of a region. Problems associated with 
Houston's fragmented political structure illustrate how a multiplicity of uncoordinated 
governmental entities can impede urban progress. Houston may serve as an object lesson 
for other MSAs that could be facing the same difficult situation in the not-too-distant future. 

Conclusions 

The rapid urbanization of Texas has brought both opportunities and problems. Gains in 
employment, earnings, and ethnic diversity have had a positive impact on the lives of many 
Texans. Unfortunately, Texas appears to have planned poorly for its rapid growth. 
Consequently, poverty continues to be high in many central cities, and the cost of housing 
is rising. Some Texas cities still exhibit characteristics of racial and ethnic segregation. 
Unmanageable traffic congestion plagues many metropolitan areas. Resultant fragmented 
governance is making it more difficult to address these growth-related problems. 

The "1-35 Corridor" illustrates the pluses and minuses ofthis growth dilemma. A spatial 
analysis of the state finds a rather dramatic pattern of growth along Interstate 35. Dallas
Fort Worth, Austin, San Antonio, and Laredo represent much of the state's recent 
economic and population growth. Cities along 1-35 generally have thrived, while cities not 
on 1-35 have struggled in recent years. Under the North American Free Trade Agreement, 
an ever-increasing number of goods will be exchanged between the United States and 
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Mexico. The majority of distributors will send their goods along the faster and more 
dependable interstate highways. Although the Texas economy overall is now more 
information based, expanding Mexican trade will reinforce the economic benefits to cities 
located on an interstate highway, especially 1-35. Cities not so fortunate may have to find 
other ways to share in the anticipated NAFfA boon. 

In the final analysis, how well Texas faces the challenges of its urban agenda depends 
largely on political will. The aging of the general population, the relative youth of the 
burgeoning Latino population, the electoral shift toward the Republican Party, and the 
devolution of federal programs all suggest greater contestation in urban policy formulation. 
The responsiveness of the state's policymaking systems will determine whether innovative 
ways to address the state's urban problems can be found. 
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Chapter 1. Cities inthe Nation and State: An Overview 

Texas has become a highly urbanized state. Whereas in 1950, only 51 percent of the state's 
population was urbanized, by 1990, 83 percent of the state's population resided in urban 
areas. Due to its large urban population, trends in economic, demographic, land use, and 
political representation characteristics of Texas cities are important considerations to local 
and state leaders as they approach policy decisions for the 21st century. Many trends 
distinguish Texas cities from other states. Texas must address adversities typical of urban 
areas nationwide, but many patterns in Texas cities are characteristic of cities of the 
Southwest. In yet other ways, Texas is unique in its diversity of cities and people. The 
purpose of this report is to identify common patterns and distinguishing characteristics to 
guide policy formulation in urban Texas. The four topical areas chosen-economic change, 
demographic change, land use, and political representation-are intended to provide a 
perspective on the challenges facing Texas. 

Urban America 

America's cities have undergone dramatic change over the last 50 years, and are now a 
dominant force of American life. Between 1950 and 1990, the U.S. metropolitan 
population grew from 90 million to nearly 193 million, an increase of 114 percent. Over the 
same period, the country's non-metropolitan population actually declined by about 6 
million. Today, eight out of ten Americans live in one of the nation's 330 metropolitan 
areas, and more than half live in the 39 metropolitan areas with populations of one million 

1or more.

Metropolitan areas have established themselves as the core of the national economy, 
accounting for 83 percent of national income and virtually all employment in advanced 
technical and service sectors. 2 America's urban areas are home to major employers, are the 
centers of banking and commerce, and are the location for premier education and research 
institutions. As a result, America's urban areas have become the primary source of the 
nation's wealth and progress. 

The evolution of U.S. cities has been influenced by a myriad of factors. First, economic 
shifts have included changes in the international economy, national economic growth, and 
relative shifts of employment and production among industries. These shifts are reinforced 
by advances in technology and a variety of other demographic and social transformations.3 

Another distinctive and highly visible feature of urban America has been the spatial 
expansion of individual cities, primarily defined by the process of suburbanization, first of 
homes and then of jobs. Since World War II, urban growth has exploded beyond the 
boundaries of central cities to form metropolitan regions. Prior to World War II, central city 
jurisdictions contained most of the nation's urban population and three-quarters of urban 
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jobs. Today, just over half of all metropolitan jobs and almost 60 percent of metropolitan 
residents are located outside of central cities.4 

Families seeking larger homes, better schools, and safer streets have left central city 
neighborhoods, creating new communities further and further from the urban core. Three
quarters of metropolitan population growth between 1950 and 1990 occurred in the 
suburbs.5 In the Northeast, central city populations have actually declined, and in all other 
regions of the country, they have grown much less rapidly than suburban populations. 

People settled in the suburbs, and businesses and jobs soon followed. Expanded highway 
systems freed manufacturers from the need to be close to rail heads and ports, and allowed 
them to move to the suburbs where land is cheaper and more abundant. As more and more 
businesses moved, central cities lost their competitive advantage as the location for new 
factories. Many business services firms have also moved "back office" functions such as 
accounting and data processing to the suburbs to take advantage of lower costs and 
abundant labor. By 1990, 57 percent of the nation's office space was located outside 
central cities, compared to only 25 percent in 1970. In addition, retailers and consumer 
service firms have migrated to the suburbs, seeking proximity to middle-class suburban 
customers. Between 1970 and 1990 over 25,000 suburban shopping centers were 
constructed.6 

Given the breadth of suburbanization, it is clear that many have benefited from this 
transformation; however, it is equally clear that certain demographic groups remaining in 
the central cities have suffered. As employment opportunities have moved to the outlying 
areas, many residents of central cities are left with low-paying jobs or no jobs at all. The 
result has been high levels of poverty and a smaller tax base for city revenue. Some argue, 
however, that the rapid expansion of immigration to the U.S. has had an urban, if not 
central city, focus and these immigrant groups are rejuvenating many urban areas. 7 

Nevertheless, local governments face difficulties in meeting the increasing need for 
assistance. Many central cities are now characterized by poverty, crime, drugs, 
unemployment, poor schools, and physical deterioration. In addition, the movement to the 
suburbs has been predominately White, contributing to the level of racial segregation as 
minorities remain concentrated in inner city neighborhoods. 

Urban Texas 

With the second largest urban population (13 million residents), Texas is one of the most 
urbanized states in the country. The state has a total of 24 metropolitan statistical areas 
(MSAs), five of which (Houston, Fort Worth, Dallas, San Antonio, and Austin) have over 
one million residents (see Appendix A). Great variation in terms of economic growth and 
structure exists among Texas cities, and significant demographic changes have occurred as 
well. Continued suburbanization of Texas cities has led to increasing disparities in central 
city/suburb~ socioec_onomic c~ndition_s. Poverty in the state remains persistently high and 
reaches particularly high levels 10 certam areas such as the border region and large cities. 
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The percent of Texas' overall population in metropolitan areas has soared in the past fifty 
years. In the 1950s, only 51 percent of the state's population was concentrated in 
metropolitan areas, 32 percent alone in the Austin, Dallas/Fort Worth, El Paso, Houston, 
and San Antonio areas. As of 1990, 82 percent of Texans lived in urban areas (see Figure 
1.1). 

Figure 1.1 
Urban Population in Texas: 1950-1990 
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990), CPH-2-1. 

Over the past fifty years, Texas' metropolitan statistical areas have experienced continual 
and impressive population growth. In the five largest Texas metropolitan statistical areas, 
this growth has been consistent and dramatic (see Figure 1.2). Texas' largest metropolitan 
area, the Dallas/Fort Worth area, which in 1990 nearly had a population of four million, is 
closely followed by that of Houston, San Antonio, Austin, and El Paso. The largest net 
population growth between 1980 and 1990 occurred in the Dallas/ Fort Worth metro area, 
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while the largest growth rate was seen in Austin, whose metro area grew nearly 80 percent 
during the same decade. 

Figure 1.2 
Population of Selected Metropolita·n Statistical Areas in Texas 

(Numbers in Millions) 
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990), CPH-2-1. 

The rapid growth and increasing diversity of Texas' population is largely an urban 
phenomenon. Because Texas' urban areas have become such a dominant part of the state's 
fabric, it is important to understand the changing social and economic conditions in its 
cities. An understanding of the challenges faced by urban Texas will assist state and local 
public officials and other interested parties who design policy and manage urban change in 
the state. 

An enormous variation in the local tax bases produces substantial variation in the quality of 
public services. The reduced role of federal funding for cities and general trends of 
decentralization creates additional uncertainty for state and local government. This repent 
which is the first stage of a larger project, will develop social and economic indicators al 
urban conditions and profiles of economic change in Texas cities . . 
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To attain a comprehensive profile of the Texas urban situation, twelve MSAs that give a 
broad demographic representation of urban Texas were analyzed (see Table 1.1). Along 
with the five largest cities in Texas, cities were selected according to particular 
characteristics, such as regional location, demographic characteristics, and size. A priority 
was placed on having a broad representation in the study of urban Texas. Analyzing cities 
that are in differing stages ofdevelopment and experiencing unique demographic changes, 
was another goal of this report. The multiple analytical approaches allow the study to 
capture the diverse patterns among Texas cities. 

Table 1.1 
Metropolitan Areas Studied 

Austin Dallas* Houston San Antonio 

Brownsville El Paso Laredo Tyler 

Corpus Christi Fort Worth* Lubbock Waco 

*For some analyses Dallas and Fort Worth are combined. 

The report will study these cities, their corresponding suburbs, and the overall MSAs. The 
use of these geographic units allows a comparison of central city characteristics to their 
surrounding suburban areas (see Figure 1.3). 

Overview 

The following four chapters examine four prominent elements of cities: the economy, 
demography, housing and land use, and political representation. In these chapters, cities 
are compared to one another, compared to their suburbs, and compared to statewide and 
national averages along these four dimensions. This provides a context in which to identify 
the changes in an individual urban area as well as broad patterns of change. 

Economic change 

Variation in terms of economic growth prospects and structure exists among the cities. 
Changes in economic conditions in urban Texas present interesting challenges to the state's 
public sector. State and local governments are faced with finding ways to continue to attract 
businesses to central areas even as the prosperity of suburbs increase. 
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Figure 1.3 
Geographic Definitions 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) = Central City + Suburb* 

Suburb 

Central City 
. 

*The spatial definition of the central city/suburb varies in this report according to the data source. The 
central city consisted of either the actual city studied, or the central county of the MSA. Similarly, the 
suburb was either the remaining MSA without the central city, or the remaining counties within the 
surrounding MSA. Further explanation can be found in Appendix B. 

Chapter 2 analyzes how structural economic change has transformed cities in the state. 
Evidence of the emergence of an information-based economy is provided, as well as a 
longitudinal analysis of additional important economic indicators including employment, 
occupational data, and job sectors. 

Demographic change 

Demographic change examines two broad types of demographic processes: population 
dynamics and socioeconomic well being. The analysis in Chapter 3 uses various 
sociodemographic indicators undergoing transformation, including population, education, 
income, poverty, crime, and residential segregation. A profile of Texas cities and suburbs 
provides insight into the unique challenges that face Southwest cities as Texas becomes an 
increasingly urbanized and diverse state. 

Land use and housing 

In cities, the combination of rapid change in the race/ethnic composition and increasing 
suburbanization has resulted in increasing disparities between central cities and their 
surrounding suburban areas. The factors that influence the development of urban America 
and urban Texas, ranging from population shifts to income distribution, have dramatically 
altered patterns of land use, including the so-called edge cities, and created new 
opportunities as well as new dilemmas in the area of land use and housing policies. As 
discussed in Chapter 4, Texas' projected growth will concentrate in major metropolitan 
areas, increasing both housing and land use demands. 
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Political representation 

Texas' unique political history combined with current demographic and economic changes 
highlight the importance of political representation. Two trends in political representation 
will be examined. First, Chapter 5 uses voting statistics and racial/ethnic composition of 
elected officials to understand the political representation of its populace. For example, the 
rapidly growing Latino group has yet to be proportionally represented. Second, Texas is 
experiencing an intense change in the representation of its political parties. Texas, once a 
Democratic stronghold, now faces not only Republican competition but an emerging 
Republican dominance in the suburban areas. 

Conclusions 

Chapter 6 draws from the discussions of economic change, demographics, housing and 
land use, and political change to identify broad patterns of transformation in Texas cities. 
Additionally, this chapter addresses the role of infrastructure in the growth of Texas cities, 
as well as the importance of Texas' largest metropolitan areas and their city/suburb 
relationships. Based on these findings, the chapter makes some predictions for the future of 
Texas cities as a result of the changes they have and will continue to face. 
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Chapter 2. Economic Change in Texas 

The decade between 1983 and 1993 finds the Texas economy in the midst of transition. 
Many of the changes reflect the broad shifts occurring nationally. During this time, both the 
national and Texas economy have been marked by an increase in services, waning 
manufacturing, and high suburban growth rates. In many ways, Texas is the quintessential 
example of the emerging postindustrial national economy. 

The most significant change, reflected in both the national and state economy, has been the 
birth of a service-based economy. For example, between 1983 and 1993, the U.S. 
economy experienced a 46 percent increase in total service sector employment. Similarly, 
Texas service employment grew by 42 percent during this same time (see Table 2.1). In 
addition to service growth, both the U.S. and Texas experienced related declines in 
manufacturing sector employment. Over the decade, the national economy registered a .2 
percent decline in manufacturing employment. Texas, which only accounts for 5 percent of 
all manufacturing employment in the U.S., experienced a slightly larger 1 percent decline in 
manufacturing employment during this time. 

Services are a varied grouping. Many service sector activities are population serving and, 
therefore, tend to be closely related to the spatial distribution of the population and its 
purchasing power. For this reason, as services become a more significant part of the 
national and state economies, economic activity shifts away from its traditional urban base 
to a more decentralized suburban base.1 This decentralization is evident in both the U.S. 
and Texas economies. However, other service sectors such as producer services and 
advanced health services tend to cluster in downtown financial centers. The strong urban 
component of the state economy reflects the influence of these urban-centered services. 

While the overall patterns of change in the state economy reflect the national economy, 
variations on these trends distinguish Texas from the rest of the country. Even as Texas 
experiences general declines in manufacturing, dramatic increases in lower-paid service 
employment, and high suburban growth rates, the state economy continues to be 
characterized by the following: 

1. a strong foundation in electronics manufacturing; 

2. a high growth rate in well-paid, skilled occupations; and 

3. an enduring concentration of economic activity in urban centers. 

These trend-defying variations on national economic changes illustrate the unique nature of 
the Texas economy. This chapter explores the trends that have transformed the Texas 
economy from its agricultural-based one of fewer than 100 years ago to one that is driven 
by high-tech manufacturing and services. In the following section, Texas' economic 
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Table 2.1 
Change in Employment and Earnings by Industry, 

Texas vs. U.S. (1983-1993) 

A. Employment 
Texas 

Industrial Sectors 

Total (non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Distributive Services 
Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
Social Services 
Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government 

(in 
1983 
6,254 

244 
438 
978 
855 

1,106 
666 
436 
315 

3,378 
1,216 

1,000) 
1993 
7,783 

147 
343 
968 
948 

1,368 
1,158 

847 
473 

4,793 
1,530 

(Shares in 
1983 
100.0 

3.9 
7.0 

15.6 
13.7 
17.7 
10.6 
7.0 
5.0 

54.0 
19.4 

u .s. 

% ) 
1993 
100.0 

1.9 
4.4 

12.4 
12.2 
17.6 
14.9 
10.9 
6.1 

61.6 
19.7 

Growth 
Rate 
24.4 

(39.5) 
(21.6) 
(1.0) 
10.9 
23.7 
73.9 
93.9 
50.1 
41.9 
25 .9 

Total (non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Distributive Services 
Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
Social Services 
Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government 

B. Earnings 

89,330 
972 

3,765 
18,232 
9,672 

15,232 
9,528 
8,395 
4,896 

47,723 
18,639 

114,615 
608 

4,524 
18,183 
11,880 
19,777 
16,290 
14,399 
7,448 

69,794 
21,506 

100.0 
1.1 
4.2 

20.4 
10.8 
17.l 
10.7 
9.4 
5.5 

53.4 
20.9 

Texas 

100.0 
0.5 
3.9 

15.9 
10.4 
17.3 
14.2 
12.6 
6.5 

60.9 
18.8 

28.3 
(37.4) 
20.2 
(0.3) 
22.8 
29.8 
71.0 
71.5 
52.1 
46.2 
15.4 

Industrial Sectors 

Total (non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Distributive Services 
Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
Social Services 
Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government 

(in 
1983 

205,205 
13,584 
17,452 
36,238 
36,505 
23,124 
26,456 
13,363 
7,816 

107,264 
30,667 

1,000) 
1993 

257,061 
11,140 
13,791 
39,878 
44,214 
25,233 
46,457 
24,165 
10,930 

151,000 
41,252 

(Shares in 
1983 
100.0 

6.6 
8.5 

17.7 
17.8 
11.3 
12.9 
6.5 
3.8 

52.3 
14.9 

% ) 
1993 
100.0 

4.3 
5.4 

15.5 
17.2 
9.8 

18.1 
9.4 
4.3 

58.7 
16.0 

Growth 
Rate 
25.3 

(18.0) 
(21.0) 
10.0 
21.l 

9.1 
75.6 
80.8 
39.8 
40.8 
34.5 
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U.S. 
Total (non-farm) 2,624,719 3,563,740 100.0 100.0 35.8 
Mining 50,774 35,170 1.9 1.0 (30.7) 
Construction 164,458 197,563 6.3 5.5 20.1 
Manufacturing_ 664,592 709,563 25.3 19.9 6.8 
Distributive -Services 406,890 497,863 15.5 14.0 22.4 
Retail Trade> 300,649 368,127 11.5 10.3 22.4 
Producer Services 357,381 706,533 13.6 19.8 97.7 
Social Services 243,235 420,197 9.3 11.8 72.8 
Consumer Services 123,667 194,942 4.7 5.5 57.6 
Total Services 1,431,823 2,187,662 54.6 61.4 52.8 
Government · 477,530 631,345 18.2 17.7 32.2 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD Rom] (Washington, 

D.C., 1996)~ available at http://www. lib. virginia.edu!socsci!reis/reis.html [Internet]. 

history is reviewed, providing the groundwork for understanding current economic 
changes. The body of the chapter starts with a discussion of state unemployment and 
moves on to include changes in employment and earnings by industrial sector. Next, the 
chapter lays out employment changes by occupational sectors and concludes with a 
discussion on state exports. Finally, there is a section dedicated to the methodology used in 
acquiring and'analyzing data contained in this chapter. 

Economk History 

Texas has undergone significant economic and structural change during the last fifty years. 
Unlike other states that have experienced dramatic economic change over the last hundred 
years or so, Texas' economic evolution is much more recent. Texas has achieved a modern 
economy ina relatively short period of time.2 

Prior to the industrialization of its economy, Texas specialized in cattle, cotton, and corn. 
Before the 1930s, Texas' primary economic activity was the production of raw materials to 
be shipped out of state. The state's lack of goods-processing and manufacturing worried 
many state nolicymakers who feared that without an industrial base the state economy 
would quickly deteriorate. For this reason, before World War I public officials in Texas 
began to promote a policy of statewide industrialization.3 

One of the first goods to be processed in Texas was oil. The increasing importance of 
automobiles; combined with national war efforts, made the U.S. dependent on the 
production of oil and gas. The state's rich oil reserves contributed to Texas' new role as the 
leading state in fossil fuel production.4 

These natural resources served as the base for subsequent manufacturing. For example, 
other industries tied to the production of oil and other natural resources developed in the 
early 1900s • .Shipbuilding, tool manufacturing, metals production, and chemicals were all 
important to the Texas economy in the first half of the twentieth century.5 To allow for the 
shipment of~manufactured goods that were starting to play a more significant role in the 
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state economy, coastal ports such as Houston and Corpus Christi were built and developed 
during this period.6 

World War II transformed the Texas economy. During this time, the foundation was laid 
for high-technology manufacturing that was to play an increasingly important role in the 
state's future.7 As a result of the war and the military bases located in Texas, the state 
became the site of production of many high-value products including transportation and 
electrical equipment, aerospace components, and high technology products.8 In addition to 
the development of this technology-driven manufacturing, services began to play an 
important role in the state economy. 

After World War II, the foundation of the U.S. economy began to shift: the importance of 
the service sector was quickly replacing that of goods production. Since then, service 
output has grown faster than any other sector in the national economy, increasing from 
58.9 percent of Gross National Product in 1948 to 73.4 percent in 1986. This change 
represents an increase in real output of 282 percent.9 

The transformation from manufacturing to services is reflected in the state economy as 
well. The role of services continues to grow both nationally and in Texas. The ten years 
observed in this report indicate that the shift towards a service-based economy remains an 
important phenomenon statewide. 

However, while manufacturing employment has declined precipitously in the national 
economy, the drop has been less dramatic in Texas. Manufacturing, particularly in high
tech industries, plays an increasingly important role in Texas. The foundation for this type 
of manufacturing was created in the 1950s and 1960s when the Johnson Space Center was 
built in Houston and semiconductor and microelectronics firms began to move to Texas. 
Furthermore, the predominance of military bases in Texas contributed to electronic 
manufacturing. High-tech manufacturing continues to agglomerate in Texas, concentrating 
in the Dallas/Fort Worth and Austin areas, as this report reveals. 

The modem Texas economy has a diversification and sophistication that bears little 
resemblance to its rural, agricultural roots. The data collected for this report provides a 
snapshot of this dynamic state that is in the midst of its transformation into a modern, high
tech, information-based economy. 

Economic Indicators in Texas 

Unemployment in Texas versus Texas MSAs 

Although Texas is presently experiencing a strong economy, the state was not immune to 
the national recession in the early 1990s (see Table 2.2). Texas' unemployment rates in 
1992 and 1993, at the height of the recession, were over 7 .0 percent. Nationally, rates 
during these years were comparable, although slightly lower than in Texas. 
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Table 2.2 
Unemployment Rates in Selected Texas Metropolitan Areas 

(1990-1995) 

MSA 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Austin 4.9 4.4 4.2 3.6 3.2 2.9 
Brownsville 12.7 14.7 14.7 13.5 12.8 12.6 
Corpus Christi 6.8 8.2 10.1 9.0 9.2 9.1 
Dallas 5.1 6.0 6.9 6.0 5.2 4.6 
El Paso 11.6 11.7 11.7 10.8 10.4 10.5 
Fort Worth 5.3 6.7 7.1 6.4 5.6 4.9 
Houston 5.0 5.5 7.1 7.3 6.5 5.7 
Laredo 12.0 10.9 11.0 10.5 9.6 15.4 
Lubbock 5.1 5.4 5.7 4.7 4.2 4.1 
San Antonio 7.0 6.5 6.2 5.4 4.6 4.4 
Tyler 6.2 6.6 7.1 7.1 5.8 5.5 
Waco 6.8 6.9 6.7 5.7 4.7 4.6 

Average for 12 MSAs 7.4 7.8 8.2 7.5 6.8 7.0 

Texas 6.3 6.7 7.7 7.2 6.4 6.0 
United States 5.6 6.8 7.5 6.9 6.1 5.6 

Source: Texas Workforce Commission at http://www.twc.state.tx.us [Internet]. 

The largest five MSAs in Texas (Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and San Antonio) 
tended to fair better during recession years, usually with unemployment rates considerably 
lower than state averages. As these MSAs continue to lead Texas' economic prosperity, 
their unemployment rates are expected to remain lower than the rest of the state. 

Unemployment rates nationally and in Texas continued to decrease through the early 1990s 
and into 1995. Texas unemployment rates were higher than the national averages in part 
because dimmer economic conditions plagued three Texas-Mexico border communities 
(Brownsville, El Paso, and Laredo). These three MSAs are susceptible to economic 
conditions in Mexico and are adversely affected by the peso devaluations of 1995. 
Houston's unemployment shot up in 1992 because of drastic drops in oil prices after the 
Gulf War, resulting in lost jobs. To some extent, these higher unemployment rates were 
offset by other areas in the Texas economy. For example, Austin displayed full 
employment from 1990 to 1995. As the state's star municipal economy, Austin has 
consistently had unemployment rates half that of the state averages. 

Economic strength in Texas and among its MSAs can be measured by observing three 
economic variables: industrial employment, industrial earnings, and occupational 
employment. By examining these variables in Texas, it is possible to get a good idea of 
how well the state economy is doing and the direction the economy is heading. The next 
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sections explore statewide changes in employment and earnings by industrial sectors in the 
decade between 1983 and 1993. 

Employment and Earnings in Industrial Sectors: 1983-1993 

Rates of change for employment and earnings within industrial sectors are usually 
positively correlated. As an industry grows, so does its demand for labor. More labor 
generally results in greater industrial earnings. Although changes in employment and 
earnings move in the same direction, the rates of change for employment and earnings are 
usually close, but not identical. For example, in Texas, total industrial employment 
increased by 24.4 percent, while earnings increased by 25.3 percent. Also in Texas, 
mining and manufacturing are the only two sectors to experience large discrepancies 
between the losses in employment and earnings. The discrepancies can be caused by 
industries becoming more capital intensive or improving labor productivity. These two 
sectors are in state of flux, with certain subsectors seeing improvements or minimal 
decreases despite an overall decline in the industry nationwide. 

The gains in employment in the Texas economy parallel changes in the national economy, 
while earnings nationally increased 10 percent faster than in Texas. Between 1983 and 
1993, employment in traditional, basic industrial sectors such as mining, manufacturing, 
and construction has experienced decreases in employment and earnings, while services 
(distributive, producer, and social) are starting to dominate, both nationally and in Texas. 
This is a reflection of the emergence of an information economy. 

As of 1993, mining, construction and manufacturing accounted for only 18 percent of the 
total industrial sector employment in Texas, down from 27 percent in 1983. Nationally, we 
see a similar decrease in these sectors. Services, which include distributive, retail, 
producer, social, consumer, and government make up the majority of national and Texas 
economies. The share of the national and Texas economy engaged in services is 
approximately 61 percent. 

Earnings reacted a little differently than employment. Whereas employment figures are 
slightly higher in Texas than nationwide, earnings did the opposite. ·Overall earnings 
nationally increased 35.8 percent to Texas' 25.3 percent. Nationally, construction increased 
moderately, as did earnings. In Texas, however, there were decreases. Additionally, 
national earnings in service sectors increased more than statewide earnings. This would 
demonstrate that costs of doing business and salaries of workers are lower in Texas than 
the national average. 

Eight of the nine industrial sectors observed in this report reflect a standard positive 
correlation between employment and earnings, except for manufacturing. The 1 percent 
decline in manufacturing employment is matched by a 10 percent increase in earnings, 
likely reflecting increasing capital intensity and improved productivity in the manufacturing 
sector. Two subsectors, chemicals and the higher-skilled, high-wage electronics industry, . 
displayed much growth and were dominant in the overall pattern of manufacturing. The 
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gains of these subsectors soften the overall losses in manufacturing and skew upward the 
overall earnings in manufacturing. No other industrial sectors witness this irregular 
correlation between employment and earnings. 

Table 2.3 
Change in Employment and Earnings by Industry, 

Texas vs. U.S. (1983-1993) 

Texas 
Employment 

Net Growth 
Change Rate 

(in 1,000) (in%) 

Total (non-fann) 1,529 24.4 
Mining (96) (39.5) 

Oil and Gas Extraction (85) (45.8) 
Construction (95) (21.6) 
Manufacturing (10) (1.0) 

Chemicals, Petroleum, and Plastics 11 7.7 
Fabricated Metals and Machinery (36) (11.0) 
Electronic and Other Equipment 19 16.5 
Other (4) (1.0) 

Distributive Services 93 10.9 
Transportation and Utilities 62 17.7 
Communication (1) (1.2) 
Wholesale Trade 32 7.8 

Retail Trade 262 23.7 
Producer Services 492 73.9 

FIRE• 40 10.4 
Professional Services 452 161.6 

Social Services 410 93.9 
Social/Educational Services 88 91.4 
Health Services 322 94.7 

Consumer Services 158 50.1 
Total Services 1,415 41.9 
Government.. 315 25.9 

Federal-Civilian 23 13.7 
Military (14) (7.6) 
State and Local 306 35.7 

$ Earnings 

Net Growth 
Change Rate 

(in 1,000) (in%) 

51,856 25.3 
(2,444) (18.0) 
(2,411) (18.4) 
(3,660) (21.0) 
3,640 10.0 

889 9.9 
483 3.9 

1,945 44.2 
322 3.1 

7,709 21.1 
5,624 33.7 

332 8.2 
1,753 11.1 
2,110 9.1 

20,001 75.6 
2,223 15.7 

.17,778 144.2 
10,802 80.8 

1,344 76.8 
9,459 81.4 
3,114 39.8 

43,736 40.8 
10,585 34.5 

1,605 26.5 
(13) (0.4) 

8,993 43.2 

United States 
Employment $ Earnings 

Net Growth Net Growth 
Change Rate Change Rate 

(in 1,000) (in%) (in 1,000) (in%) 

25,285 28.3 939,021 35.8 
(363) (37.4) (15,604) (30.7) 
(228) (46.9) (10,108) (32.6) 
759 20.2 33,105 20.1 
(48) (0.3) 44,972 6.8 
211 12.6 16,210 19.0 

(238) (4.0) (3,043) (L4) 
(165) (6.7) 4,764 4.8 
143 1.8 27,040 10.6 

2,207 22.8 90,973 22.4 
1,103 34.3 36,020 23.1 

(32) (2.4) 2,144 3.4 
1,136 22.2 52,809 28.1 
4,545 29.8 67,478 22.4 
6,762 71.0 349,152 97.7 
1,361 24.5 106,910 56.4 
5,402 135.6 242,241 144.3 
6,004 71.5 176,962 72.8 
1,581 65.5 32,892 74.1 
4,423 74.0 144,070 72.5 
2,552 52.l 71,275 57.6 

22,071 46.2 755,839 52.8 
2,867 15.4 153,815 32.2 

168 5.7 21,042 19.6 
(161) (6.1) 648 1.3 

2,860 21.9 132,125 41.1 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 1996); 

available at http://www.lib. virginia.edulsocscilcbp!cbp.html [Internet]. 

•FIRE= Finance, Insurance, Real Estate Division. 

··Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 

1996); available at http://www. lib. virginia.edulsocscilreislreis. html [Internet]. 
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There have been large decreases in mining employment and earnings nationally and in 
Texas. A declining dependency on domestically extracted oil and gas explains the 
weakening of this sector. Thus, the state's once-strong reservoir of well-paying mining 
jobs continues to dissipate. Construction has also experienced declines in Texas, although 
this sector continues to experience modest gains nationwide. While the drop in construction 
is counterintuitive given the state's large population and economic growth, it can be 
explained rather simply. The building that took place in the early 1980s, when the state 
economy was booming, turned out to be excessive givert the economy's later downturn in 
the latter half of the 1980s. For this reason, much of the construction that took place in the 
1980s continues to meet current needs, but occupancy rates for most types of buildings has 
reached very high levels, suggesting a new round of construction may be forthcoming. 

Service sector employment and earnings are growing rapidly nationwide and in Texas. Of 
all service sectors, social services (comprised of health and education services), saw the 
greatest growth. Employment in this sector increased 93.9 percent and earnings increased 
80.8 percent in Texas. Producer services, largely white-collar professional jobs including 
finance, insurance, and real estate (FIRE) and professional services, such as law and 
engineering, grew the second fastest, although raw numbers of jobs exceed those in social 
services. Employment and earnings for producer services increased at the same rate, 
approximately 74 percent. Nationally, the growth rate was close at 71 percent. The growth 
in the professional services subsector is dramatic, with rates of 162 percent in Texas. Rates 
nationally are similar. Such changes demonstrate parallels between the Texas and U.S. as 
both having high-wage, high-skilled, and service-based economies. 

Distributive services-including transportation, communication, and wholesale trade
increased in terms ofemployment and earnings at about 34 percent in Texas and 23 percent 
nationwide. Texas is the site for much of the import/export movement within the United 
States. Large increases are seen in transportation and wholesale trade subsectors both at . 
state and national levels. 

Growth in consumer services and retail trade lagged behind other service sectors and grew 
more slowly in Texas than in the rest of the country. The jobs in consumer services tend to 
be low skilled, so wages in this sector are not keeping up with the wage growth of other 
sectors. 

Finally, the increase in government directly correlates with increases in population. The 
government sector in Texas saw the largest increases in employment among state and local 
governments, which are necessary to support the rapidly growing urban populations of 
Texas. Federal civilian employment gains, in contrast, were mostly offset by military job 
losses during the period as the federal government downsized the armed forces and Texas 
lost base installations. 

This study observes twelve MSAs that have diverse population and industrial profiles. 
Aggregated data for the five largest MSAs can be found in Appendix C. l. Data on 
individual MSAs can be found in Appendix C.2. Employment growth has been stagnant in 
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a few of these MSAs-Lubbock, Corpus Christi, and Brownsville-while advancing 
rapidly among the five largest MSAs (Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and San 
Antonio). Laredo was the only small MSA whose growth resembled that of the "Big Five." 
It is the economic power of these five MSAs that drives the Texas economy (see Tables 2.4 
and 2.5). 

Table 2.4 
Employment Change by Industry for State and MS As (1983-1993) 

Net Chan e in 1000 
Sectors Texas 12MSAs SMSAs 
Total Employment (non-farm) 1,739 1,487 1,309 
Mining (118) (52) (43) 
Construction (26) (7) (10) 
Manufacturing 48 47 37 
Transportation and Public Utilities 102 108 97 
Wholesale Trade 38 36 32 
Retail Trade 334 261 223 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 59 77 75.
Services 986 797 710 
Government 316 221 186 

::i 
:.1 

Growth Rates in % 
Texas 12MSAs SMSAs 

22.3 27.2 27.9 
(30.1) (24.6) (22.9) 
(4.6) (1.8) (2.8) 
4.8 6.6 6.1 

25.0 37.7 39.3 
8.6 10.1 10.2 

25.4 28.l 28.4 
8.5 15.2 16.7 

55.6 61.2 63.0 
26.0 28.4 29.7 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD ROM] (Washington, 

D.C., 1996); available athttp://www.lib.virginia.edu/socscilreislreis.html [Internet]. 

·services include social, educational, health, producer, consumer services 

Table 2.5 
Earnings Change by Industry for State and MSAs (1983-1993) 

Net Chan e in 1000 
Sectors Texas 12 MSAs SMSAs 
Total Earnings (non-farm) 51,856 46,661 43,138 
Mining (2,444) (695) (423) 
Construction (3,660) (2,218) (2,004) 
Manufacturing 3,640 4,338 4,045 
Transportation and Public Utilities 1,282 5,728 5,600 
Wholesale Trade 1,753 1,952 1,862 
Retail Trade 2,110 2,373 2,D60 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 2,223 2,433 2,415 
Services 39,678 24,987 23,043 
Government' 1,415 7,764 6,541 

Growth Rates in % 
Texas 12 MSAs S MSAs 

25.3 30.5 31.9 
(18.0) (7.9) (5.2) 
(21.0) (17.3) (17.2) 
10.0 16.8 17.7 
28.7 47.2 52.2 
11.1 14.9 15.5 
9.1 14.3 14.4 

15.7 20.6 22.2 
142.1 79.6 82.4 
40.8 37.7 38.7 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 1996); 

available athttp://www.lib.virginia.edu/socscilcbplcbp.html [Internet]. 

·Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 

1996); available at http://www.lib. virginia.edulsocscilreislreis.html [Internet]. 
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Total employment increased by 1.7 million jobs statewide between 1983 and 1993. 
Seventy-five percent ( 1.3 million) of the growth is attributable to the five largest MS As. 
These MSAs have larger growth rates than the state average in the strong sectors and show 
smaller declines in weaker sectors. On the whole, the top five MSAs are credited with most 
of the state's gains in employment. 

It is possible that urban migration is a contributing factor to the increase in MSA 
employment. The same MSAs which demonstrate the greatest increase in total employment 
are those with the largest concentrations of urban migration. While this phenomena of 
urban migration and increased employment, particularly in services, is evident when 
looking at statewide numbers, it is best observed in the individual MSAs. 

Laredo was by far the leading city in terms of rate of employment gains, almost doubling 
employment in just ten years from approximately 37 ,000 to 65,000 jobs. Austin also 
experienced tremendous employment growth, from 380,000 to 581,000 jobs (53 percent). 
Fort Worth, El Paso, Brownsville, and Dallas all experienced total employment gains of 30 
to 40 percent. Houston, San Antonio, Tyler, and Waco saw significant but not outstanding 
job growth rate gains. At the extreme, Corpus Christi and Lubbock experienced minimal 
growth. 

Turning to specific industrial sectors, mining experienced a general decrease in all metro 
areas except Laredo, where it increased by over 90 percent. Waco gained almost 40 percent 
in mining, and Austin gained only a slight 6 percent. Virtually all other MSAs saw 
substantial declines in mining employment. 

The construction sector experienced mixed results among the MSAs. Laredo was again a 
primary beneficiary with a 50 percent increase in construction employment. From there, the 
other cities saw modest increases or decreases. Brownsville experienced the greatest drop 
in construction employment (12 percent), demonstrating this border area's relationship to · 
the faltering Mexican economy. 

Manufacturing, a traditional employment engine in Texas' past, also saw mixed 
employment gains or losses among the MSAs. The most dramatic increase was in the 
Austin metropolitan area, with a gain of almost 70 percent. The border cities of El Paso and 
Brownsville also experienced strong manufacturing employment gains linked to low-wage 
manufacturing and assembly of equipment on the Texas and Mexico sides of the Rio 
Grande. Laredo, also a border community, experienced only minor losses in 
manufacturing, probably to low-skilled automobile parts and textile manufacturing jobs in 
maquiladoras (factories on Texas-Mexico border). The only city to sustain large 
manufacturing losses was Lubbock, with a 26 percent drop in manufacturing jobs. 

Some distributive service sectors-transportation and utility and wholesale trade
experienced fairly strong employment gains across all of the metro areas in Texas. Most 
notably, transportation and utility employment in Laredo increased by 197 percent and in 
Fort Worth by 138 percent. Other MSAs experienced smaller but healthy gains in 
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transportation employment. Surprisingly, transportation and utility employment did not do 
well in Corpus Christi, despite being a port city. This is, in part, due to staff reductions in 
utilities during this time. 

Wholesale trade, which increased a conservative 10 percent statewide, shows substantial 
gains among select MSAs. Not surprisingly, Laredo once again topped the list with growth 
over 100 percent. Austin, El Paso, and Fort Worth shared gains of approximately 30 
percent. Other metro areas experienced less significant gains, and several areas actually 
experienced declines, namely Brownsville, Corpus Christi, Houston, and Waco. 

Retail trade, in contrast, grew much more extensively across the twelve metropolitan areas. 
Laredo was again the leader with employment gains of almost 70 percent. In second place 
is Austin with retail employment up 48 percent. Corpus Christi, Lubbock, and Waco 
experienced minimal gains. 

Finance, insurance, and real estate (FIRE) employment was another sector that grew 
unevenly across the state, with some areas making substantial job gains and others 
registering significant losses. The gains and losses were not a function of the size of the 
MSAs. For example, while Dallas and Fort Worth increased FIRE employment by 50 
percent, employment in Houston and El Paso was either flat or declining. Laredo's 87 
percent increase was greatest, followed by Dallas and Austin (25 percent). Lubbock, 
however, was the only metropolitan area to lose a significant percentage of its FIRE 
employment. 

Service sector (social producer and consumer)10 employment gains reflected the continuing 
trend toward a service-based economy. Every one of the twelve Texas MSAs grew by at 
least 40 percent in service employment during the 1983-1993 decade, with the MSAs along 
the Interstate 35 corridor of Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Laredo 
registering the most significant service sector growth. Surprisingly, Waco did not favor as 
well. Its growth was only 36.6 percent, half that of the other 1-35 corridor areas. 

Finally, the government sector also showed across-the-board employment gains during the 
decade. Greatest was Laredo, with over a 60 percent government job increase. Lubbock, 
on the other hand, registered fairly insignificant employment gains of 7.1 percent in this · 
sector. For all twelve MSAs, most government employment growth occurred in state and 
local government. 

In all sectors, besides manufacturing, gains and losses in employment are correlated with 
gains and losses in earnings statewide. However, when observing the employment trends 
within individual MSAs, the same does not always hold true. When MSAs experienced 
gains or losses in employment in a particular sector, they did not always experience 
comparable changes in earnings, due possibly to the increased capital intensity of these 
industries. 

Several MSAs experienced discrepancies between employment and earnings in mining, 
construction, and manufacturing. For instance, mining jobs in Dallas declined by 13.6 
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percent, but earnings of the mining industry in Dallas increased by 17. 7 percent. Tue same 
relationship existed in Fort Worth and Waco. In the construction sector, Austin, Corpus 
Christi, El Paso, Fort Worth, and Waco saw increases in employment but decreases in 
earnings. 

Many industries experienced significant increases in earnings across several MSAs. These 
industries include manufacturing, transportation and utilities, wholesale trade, retail trade, 
FIRE, social and consumer services, and government. Again, these are the same industries 
experiencing strong growth in employment. 

In addition, several industries showed unusually high gains (over 50 percent) in earnings 
among selected MSAs. The predominant MSAs highlighted are Laredo and Austin, which 
consistently have the fastest growth of all twelve MSAs. For example, earnings from 
manufacturing were highest in Austin, at 111.5 percent, primarily due to high-wage 
electronic manufacturing jobs, the sector's star player. Mining did surprisingly well in 
Laredo, where earnings increased 89 .2 percent. Transportation and utilities fared well in 
Austin, Fort Worth, Laredo, and San Antonio. Wholesale and retail trade did best in 
Laredo. FIRE and social and consumer services showed extraordinary gains in both Austin 
and Laredo. As the trend suggests, these industries also experienced comparable gains in 
employment. 

As with employment, the majority of gains in earnings were in the five largest MSAs. In 
fact, over half of all gains in service sector earnings occurred within these five MSAs (see 
Table 2.5). 

For the most part, Texas mirrors national economic growth trends. However, within the 
five dominant MSAs, the spatial patterns of industrial growth vary from national patterns. 
Nationally, suburban-based growth dominates the economy. While Texas growth rates in 
employment among industrial sectors tend to be higher in the suburbs, the levels of 
employment are still greater in central counties. 11 

Although not experiencing the high growth rates of the suburbs, many central counties 
contain as much as three-fourths of total MSA employment. Dallas County, for instance, 
grew only 29.3 percent compared to its suburban counties, which grew 75.1 percent 
collectively. However, all but 17 percent of the total MSA employment is contained within 
Dallas County. Fort Worth, Houston, and San Antonio demonstrate similar trends between 
their central counties and suburbs. Remarkably, Austin is the only MSA to show 
comparable rates of growth in total employment between its central county, Travis, and its 
suburbs, 53.4 and 58.3 percent respectively (see Appendix C.3). 

Four of the five largest MSAs (the exception is Fort Worth) experienced stronger gains in 
earnings in suburban counties than in central counties, although this phenomenon was less 
pronounced in Austin and San Antonio. The faster accumulation of earnings in the suburbs 
is consistent with the extreme growth in suburban employment. (See Appendices C.2 and 
C.3 in reference to the following discussion of Table 2.6.) 
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As would be expected with losses in mining statewide, mining jobs fared poorly in both 
central counties and suburbs. Central counties lost most mining jobs, while the suburbs 
suffered greater losses in oil and gas extraction. The same holds true for losses in earnings. 
Much of the decline took place in Houston, the nation's leading oil and gas 
producer/refiner, as oil prices slumped in the late 1980s. 

Construction experienced gains in employment and earnings in the suburbs and losses in 
the central counties of three of the five MSAs, a result of increasing urban sprawl. Austin I! 
and Houston witnessed declines in both their central counties and suburbs, although this i; 

I• 

loss was greater in the central counties. ~ 
li 
!! 
I!

Table 2.6 ll 
II 

Employment and Earnings by Industry in Five MSAs, 1983-1993 Ii ' (Central Counties vs. Suburbs) Ii 

A. Employment 
Sectors 

Total (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals, Petroleum, and Plastics 
Fabricated Metals and Machinery 
Electronic and Other Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation and Utilities 
Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Educational Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government" .

Federal-Civilian.
Military 
State and Local' 

Central County 
Net Change Growth Rate 
(in 1,000) 

927 
(23) 

(1) 
(53) 
(26) 
14 

(31) 
(4) 
(5) 
87 
57 

6 
24 

129 
372 

39 
333 
206 

48 
158 
92 

887 
141 
22 
(9) 

129 

(in %) 
27.2 

(25.0) 
(0.9) 

(20.5) 
(4.6) 
25 .8 

(21.8) 
(3.0) 
(2.0) 
18.0 
35.9 
10.5 
8.9 

21.8 
77.4 
14.6 

155.8 
87.7 
84.3 
88.9 
53.5 
45 .2 
25.8 
21.7 

(12.0) 
34.4 

Suburbs 
Net Change 

(in 1,000) 
274 

(2) 
(2) 
3 

26 
4 
6 
5 

11 
17 
2 
4 

11 
55 
72 

6 
66 
42 
13 
29 
16 

202 
45 

1 
2 

41 

Growth Rate 
(in %) 

72.3 
(19.1) 
(43.3) 
11.1 
40.9 

132.9 l 
42.9 .1 

128 .8 I 
I

26.2 
62.l 
17.7 

300.0 
72.8 
80.8 
96.9 
42.7 

109.4 
295.5 
414.l 
260.8 

80.7 
99.3 
57.3 
36.0 
50.l 
58 .8 

21 



B. Earnings 
Sectors 

Total (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals, Petroleum, and Plastics 
Fabricated Metals and Machinery 
Electronic and Other Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation and Utilities 
Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Educational Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government• .

Federal-Civilian.
Military 
State and Local· 

Central County 
Net Change Growth Rate 
(in 1,000) 

39,162 
(272) 
(192) 

(2,210) 
2,779 
1,036 
(125) 

1,396 
473 

6,626 
4,065 
1,117 
1,443 
1,340 

16,471 
2,209 

14,262 
6,808 

905 
5,902 
2,252 

33,496 
5,369 
1,299 
(101) 

4,171 

(in %) 
32.4 
(3.5) 
(2.6) 

(20.9) 
13.6 
26.2 
(2.1) 
31.1 
7.8 

30.6 
49.8 
56.4 
12.5 
10.4 
84.8 
21.2 

158.6 
85.4 
77.8 
86.7 
46.3 
50.l 
35.3 
35.0 
(6.6) 
41.9 

Suburbs 
Net Change Growth Rate 

(in 1,000) (in %) 
6,356 66.3 

(150) (29.4) 
(122) (54.2) 
2()1) 20.8 

1,257 55.3 
327 285.0 
413 110.8 
372 257.3 
144 8.8 
833 83.1 
329 70.0 

88 77.9 
416 99.2 
711 54.4 

1,059 118.4 
206 46.0 
853 190.9 
914 166.7 
117 193.2 
797 163.4 
375 93.6 

3,892 93.7 
1,148 69.8 

60 51.7 
20 59.8 

1,068 71.4 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 1996); 

available at http://www.lib. virginia.edulsocsci/cbp/cbp.html [Internet]. 

*Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 

1996); available at http://www.lib. virginia.edulsocsci/reis/reis.html [Internet]. 

Interestingly, suburbs experienced most of the growth in manufacturing employment and 
earnings, in stark contrast to the declines in the aggregated totals for manufacturing in the 
twelve MSAs and statewide. Chemicals did equally well in central counties and subwbs. 
Electronics proliferated in the suburbs, while maintaining higher raw numbers in the central 
counties. Fabricated metals did poorly throughout the MSAs, although the losses were 
greater in central counties. Austin fared better than the other four MSAs in terms of 
manufacturing, with chemicals gaining heavily in the suburbs and electronics remaining in 
Travis County. 

While distributive services saw overwhelming growth in the suburbs, 88 percent of the 
sector remains in the central counties. Within distributive services, communications and 
wholesale trade raised suburban employment and earnings. Transportation and utilities, on 
the other hand, grew faster in the central counties, where large numbers of storage facilities 
and area utilities exist. Central counties in both Austin and Fort Worth experienced greater 
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growth than their surrounding counties. However, other counties saw more and more 
distribution activities taking place outside central counties. 

Retail trade gained tremendously in the suburbs to meet the consumer needs of the 
increasing populations. Austin experienced gains similar to its surrounding counties, while 
the other MSAs experienced disproportionate growth in their suburbs. 

Remarkable employment growth of producer services was seen in central counties and 
suburbs. Producer services accounted for close to one-third of total central county 
employment growth and one-fourth of the growth in the suburbs. This is due in large part 
to the producer services subsector, professional services, which grew at rates twice that of 
the primary sector. The suburbs of Austin and Fort Worth have greater shares of 
professional services than the central counties. 

Another subsector, FIRE, witnessed employment growth faster in suburbs than central 
counties. The exceptions, however, are Austin and San Antonio, where the majority of 
growth occurred in downtown financial centers. Even though more and more FIRE 
services opened offices to service suburban residential and commercial customers, the heart 
of the FIRE markets remain in the central cities. For example, Dallas, which saw large 
growth in its suburbs, still claims 93 percent of its FIRE operations in central Dallas 
County. 

Social services took off in the suburbs, with gains of almost 300 percent, attributable to 
both educational and health subsectors. San Antonio is the only MSA that experienced 
equal gains in its central county and suburbs. Advances in earnings are consistent with 
gains in employment. 

Low-wage, low-skill consumer employment and earnings generally grew much faster in 
suburbs than in central counties. The exceptions to this trend are Fort Worth and Houston, 
which saw slightly larger growth in their central counties. Again, growth of consumer 
services is driven by populations who can afford them. It is possible that an income 
dynamic exists in the suburbs of Fort Worth and Houston whereby middle-class 
households have smaller demands for such services. 

To keep pace with population growth, state and local government grew faster in the 
suburbs than in central counties. However, the discrepancy in growth rates between the 
two are fairly insignificant. Federal-civilian government also grew faster in suburbs, except 
in Dallas and Fort Worth where the differences are small. Lastly, military government 
suffered more losses in central counties than suburbs due to base closures. Austin and Fort 
Worth were hit especially hard by base closures in their central counties. 

In sum, all sectors experienced larger growth in their suburban counties than in their central 
counties. Mining and construction did worse in both central counties and suburbs, although 
the extent of the losses was slightly greater in central counties. The majority of 
manufacturing employment continues to concentrate in central counties, despite large gains 
in suburbs. Retail is the sector becoming most suburbanized. In addition, professional, 
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FIRE, social, and consumer services experienced strong growth in the suburbs. Finally, 
government at all levels (federal, state, and local) grew generously in central counties and 
suburbs, while military employment and earnings witnessed large declines in central 
counties as facilities were closed and consolidated. 

Despite rapid suburbanization, Texas central counties continue to receive the majority of net 
metropolitan employment growth (77 percent in top five MSAs between 1983 and 1993) 
and earnings growth (86 percent in top five MSAs). While suburbanization may accelerate 
suburban relocation, the dense concentration of economic activity in central counties would 
take years to match (see Table 2.6). 

Employment by Occupations: 1980-1990 

The emerging strength of service sectors has changed the types of jobs available in the 
Texas labor market. As distributive, producer, and social services increase, so do jobs in 
management, technical, and service occupations.12 Between 1980 and 1990, growth rates 
among these three sectors were even stronger in Texas than they were nationwide, a trend 
that is expected to continue. 

These changes indicate an increased demand for educated, high-skilled workers who can 
operate in the top three occupational sectors. As the low-skilled industrial sectors (mining, 
construction, and the assembly manufacturing operators as well as some service sectors) 
continue to decline in terms of employment and earnings, people in the lower occupational 
categories in Texas miss out on the state's economic prosperity. 

Employment growth among managerial, technical, and service occupations in the twelve 
MSAs makes up 81 percent of the state' s growth in these sectors and the majority (73 
percent) is in the five largest MSAs. Although service sector employment experienced a 
disproportionate amount of the growth, the combined proportion of managerial and 
technical sectors (high-skilled) is larger than the proportion of lower-wage service jobs. 
(See Appendix C.4 in reference to the following discussion of Table 2.7.) 

Table 2.7 
Employment by Occupation, U.S., Texas, 12 MSAs, and 5 MSAs 

U . S. 
Occupational Net Change 
Sectors (in 1,000) 
Totals<•> 18,042 
Management(bl 8,382 
TechnicatCc> 7,125 
Service<d> 2,666 
Fanning<eJ 28 
Precision Production<fl 504 
Operators(g) (663) 

Shares 
(in %) 

100.0 
46.5 
39.5 
14.8 
0.2 
2.8 

(-3.7) 

Change 
(in %) 

18.5 
37.8 
24.1 
21.l 

1.0 
4.0 

(3.7) 

Net Change 
(in 1,000) 

1,322 
622 
501 
279 

17 
(55) 
(42) 

Texas 
Shares Change 
(in %) (in %) 

100.0 21.0 
47.1 45.5 
37.9 25.2 
21.1 37.2 

1.3 9.3 
(4.2) (5.8) 
(3.1) (3.9) 
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12 MS As 
Occupational Net Change Shares Change 
Sectors (in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
Totals<•> 1,158 100.0 27.9 
Management!b> 512 44.2 51.9 
Technical(c) 418 36.1 29.7 
Service<dJ 213 18.4 45.2 
Fanning(•> 20 1.7 39.7 
Precision Ptoduction(O (7) (0.6) (1.2) 
Operators(g) ' 2 0.2 0.4 

5 MS As 
Net Change Shares Change 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
1,052 100.0 29.9 

466 44.3 54.9 
381 36.2 31.4 
183 17.4 47.2 

19 1.8 53.7 
(4) (0.3) (0.7) 
7 0.6 1.2 

Source: U .s-i Department ofCommerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing ~ 
(Washington1 D.C., 1980 and 1990). ll 
<•>Persons 16years and over employed in sectors covered below ! 

l 
Cb>Managerial and professional specialty occupations (Standard Occupational Code 000-202) ! 

i(c'TechnicalJ .sales, and administrative support occupations (203-402) 
(dlService 00011pations ( 403-4 72) ll1 l
(•>farming; forestry, and fishing occupations (473-502) 1 

(OPrecision P.roduction, craft, and repair occupations (503-702) !j 
(glOperators; fabricators, and laborers (703-902) ! 

\ 
I 

lBetween•l980 and 1990, managerial positions performed best in all twelve MSAs, except !.
in Laredo, where service occupations were ranked highest. Management did especially well 
in Austin; Fort Worth, and San Antonio, where gains were at least 57 percent. Corpus I 
Christi and.Lubbock experienced gains well below other MSAs. 

I 
Service employment came in second, with gains between 30 percent in Corpus Christi and t 
79 percentin Laredo. Only Lubbock and Waco saw minor gains in service employment. -~ 
Technical employment, which did best statewide, came in third among most MSAs. Austin l. 

saw slightly more growth in technical positions than service positions due to the increasing 
number of high tech firms in the MSA. Again, Lubbock and Waco bucked this trend, with 
small gains in technical jobs. 

As mentioned earlier, manufacturing experienced declines statewide. Hence, the next two 
occupational sectors saw much lower increases, and some decreases, in employment 
around the. state. Precision production, craft, and repair occupations statewide went down 
by 5.8 percent. El Paso made the most remarkable gain in this category (14.9 percent), 
while Dallas made the smallest gain (1 percent). Brownsville, Houston, Lubbock, Tyler, 
and Waco ail suffered decreases, which means that labor shifted to higher skill and wage 
levels. 

Finally, the.statewide average for operators, fabricators, and laborers decreased by 3.9 
percent. Consistent with other occupational trends, Lubbock, Corpus Christi, Tyler, and 
Waco witnessed the largest declines. Austin and Laredo saw respectable increases in these 
sectors. In Austin, this growth may be linked to the growth of electronics manufacturing. 
In Laredo, it; may be linked to positions requiring less education, such as automobile 
manufacturing. 
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All five MSAs saw higher employment growth in their suburbs (73 percent) than their 
central counties (22.9 percent). The share of employment within each sector, however, has 
equalized between central counties and suburbs. Whereas in 1980 central counties had 
higher shares of high-skilled employment (management and technical equaled 59 percent) 
and suburbs only 54 percent, now both have approximately 63 percent high-skilled labor. 

Table 2.8 
Employment by Occupation in Five MSAs, 

Central County vs. Suburbs, 1980-1990 

Central Counties 
Occupational Sectors 1980 Shares 1990 Shares Net change Growth rates 

(in %) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 698 22.9 
Managemenfb> 24.3 28.7 333 45.0 
Technicalcc> 34.9 34.9 243 22.9 
Service<dl 11.1 12.8 143 42.5 
FanningCe> 0.7 1.0 15 69.2 
Production<n 13.7 10.5 (23) (5.5) 
OperatorsC&> 15.3 12. l (13) (2.9) 

Suburbs 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 361 73.0 
Managemenfb> 23.0 29.l 135 119.4 
Technical<c> 31.2 34.3 140 90.7 
Service<dl 10.9 11.0 41 76.0 
Fanning<e> 2.8 2.1 4 28.0 
Production<n 16.1 11.7 20 25.5 
OperatorsCg> 16.1 11.7 21 26.0 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

<•>Persons 16 years and over employed in sectors covered below 
Cb>Managerial and professional specialty occupations (Standard Occupational Code 000-202) 
<c>-rechnical, sales, and administrative support occupations (203-402) 
Cd>service occupations ( 403-472) 
(e>Farming, forestry, and fishing occupations (473-502) 
cnPrecision production, craft, and repair occupations (503-702) 
<g>Operators, fabricators, and laborers (703-902) 

The bulk of the employment in both the central counties and suburbs was consistent with 
the statewide trend of high-skilled employment toward managerial and technical 
employment (shares top 64 percent of all occupational employment in central counties and 
suburbs). Suburbs experienced increases in all sectors, while central counties experienced 
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slight declines in precision production and operators. (See Appendix C.5 in reference to the 
following discussion of Table 2.8.) 

Managerial positions skyrocketed in the suburbs of the five largest MSAs, growing at rates 
twice that in the central counties. Austin and Dallas claimed suburban leaps over 100 
percent. Technical and service jobs also gained more in suburbs than in central counties, 
with Austin and Dallas suburbs faring best. , 

Precision, production and operators experienced much stronger positive growth in suburbs 
and losses in central counties, the same trend identified for manufacturing in the previous 
section. The suburbs of Austin claimed the greatest growth, followed closely by Dallas, 
two emerging high-tech manufacturing centers. 

Houston.is an exception to the high growth of white-collar, service-oriented jobs seen in 
the other large MS As. Continued diversification of the city's economy away from 
petrolemnextraction and refining and into petrochemicals, however, will minimize the 
recessionary effects seen in the early 1990s. Houston's modest performance is shared by 
minimal gains in smaller MSAs such as Brownsville, Corpus Christi, Lubbock, Tyler, and i
Waco. Austin achieved the greatest gains in occupational employment as the city with the I 

i 
highest per capita level of persons over 25 with bachelor's degrees, high-tech industries, I 

I 

and government institutions. ITexas Export Sales: 1993-1995 
1 

The strength.of an economy can often be measured by the strength of its exports. Based on .:1 

'this indicator; Texas has one of the strongest state economies. Texas is the nation's second j 
leading state·exporter. 13 Two of its cities are ranked in the top twenty-five largest 
metropoiitan area exporters, Houston and Dallas.14 Five of the six sample MSAs had 
export sales growth at rates higher than total U.S. merchandise exports. 

The greatest increases in export sales between 1993 and 1995 are seen in Austin, 70.2 
percent. Much of the increase in exports is due to high-tech manufacturing in Austin. Dallas 
and El Paso experienced the next greatest increases in exports. Fort Worth claims the 
lowest increases in export sales of the six sample MSAs, despite Fort Worth's strong 
growth in.several industry and occupational sectors. What is particularly interesting is 
Laredo's decline in export sales, despite being one of the busiest border cities between 
Mexico andTexas. Between 1993 and 1995, sales decreased from $4 million to just under 
$3 million: This correlates with crisis of the Mexican economy in the early 1990s and the 
eventual devaluation of the peso in 1995. 

It is important to note Houston's role as the largest exporting MSA in Texas and the 
seventh largest exporting MSA in the nation.15 Between 1993 and 1995, Houston 
experienced' large growth in export sales, although its growth was not as great as with other 
MSAs in Texas. However, dollar figures for Houston are three times greater than the 
second largest exporting Texas MSA, Dallas ($12.3 million versus $4.8 million, 
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respectively). 16 Houston will most likely remain the largest exporter in Texas because of its 
waterway to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Table 2.9 
Export Sales for Selected MSAs, 1993-1995 

(in $ Billions) 

Metropolitan Statistical Areas 1993 1994 1995 Change 1993-95 %Change 
Austin 1.7 2.1 2.9 1.2 70.2 
Dallas 4.8 5.7 6.9 2.1 42.6 
El Paso 3.0 3.6 4.1 1.2 38.9 
Fort Worth 1.6 2.1 1.9 .3 19.7 
Houston 12.3 13.4 16.2 4.0 32.3 
Laredo 4.1 4.2 2.9 (l.2) (28.7) 
San Antonio .6 .7 .8 .2 36.7 
Total U.S. Merchandise Exports 117.5 125.3 147.0 29.5 25.l 

Source: Exporter Location (EL) Series, U.S. Department of Commerce, prepared by International Trade 

Administration, Office of Trade and Economic Analysis; available at http://www.ita.doc.gov/industry/ 

oteametro/metro 1. html [Internet]. 

Conclusions 

In the past 50 years, Texas has undergone a serious economic transition. No longer 
geographically and economically isolated from the nation, its economy is becoming more 
integrated with that of the country. As a result, it is experiencing the benefits-and the 
pains-of the shifting national economy. No longer able to rely on petroleum production or 
agriculture, the Texas economy today is built on a widely diversified base of manufacturing 
and services. Producer and health services and high-technology manufacturing have 
become key industrial sectors in a state that was mostly nrral 50 years ago. 

Many of the transformations in the state economy mirror those in the national economy. 
Increasing services, waning manufacturing, and high suburban growth rates are all general 
trends occurring throughout the country. However, in Texas, these dominant trends have 
played out in a unique way. For example, industrial growth is shaped by specific locations 
within the state. Cities located along the Interstate 35 corridor have flourished due to access 
to transportation networks. Cities along the Texas-Mexico border, on the other hand, have 
been affected by the volatility of the Mexican economy. Laredo, with its growing economy, 
is an exception to the finding. 

Economic growth in the state has benefitted metropolitan areas more than nonmetropolitan 
areas. Among these, growth has tended to concentrate in the largest metropolitan areas. Of 
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., 
the statewide net employment increase between 1983 and 1993, 73 percent occured in the ,,' 

five largest MSAs. 

Among the five, the importance of Dallas and Houston as export centers is reflected in their 
dominance in the Texas economy. These two metropolitan areas, to a large extent, make up 
a majority of state economic activity. The strength of Dallas and Houston, and other strong 
city economies, is important because it will lead the growth and modernization of the state 
economy. 

Because the future of the state economy depends on their might, the economic gains of 
Austin and Dallas/Fort Worth are particularly noteworthy. Moreover, although its gains in 
the period studied (1983-1993) have been sluggish, the size and strength of the Houston 
economy is vital to the state.17 Finally, the relative stagnation of the economies of Lubbock 
and Corpus Christi are equally relevant to the state's economic future. 

Among the five large largest MS As, comparisons between the central counties and 
suburban counties revealed interesting trends. In most every category, rates of growth were I 

higher in the suburbs. However, growth rates were substantial enough in central counties ! 
that the great majority of employment and earnings increases occurred there. In other J
words, the central counties are very healthy and remain the core elements of the state :) 
economy. The one important exception to this generalization was in manufacturing .! 
employment, where suburbs greatly outperformed central counties. 

In recent years, Texas has been distinguished by an emerging foundation in electronics 
manufacturing, growth in well-paid, skilled occupations, and an enduring concentration of 1 

' I 

economic activity in urban centers. These unique variations on trends occurring in the I 

national economy distinguish Texas from many other states. 
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9 Wilson, States and the Economy, p. 37. 

10 Countywide information on REIS is provided in larger sector groupings. The service sector includes 

social (social, educational, and health), producer (FIRE and professional), and consumer services. 

11 In all MSAs with more than one county, the central cities occupy· the majority of these counties. On the 

outskirts of many central counties, edge cities exhibiting suburban land-use patterns have cropped up (e.g., 

Dallas Galleria area is inside Dallas County but was once considered suburbia because it is outside the 

central city). 

12 Service occupations are not to be confused with service sectors (industrial data). Service jobs are mostly 

low wage (i.e., housekeeping), whereas service industries (i.e., insurance) usually employ high-skilled 

workers. 

13 Prepared by the Texas Department of Commerce, at http://www.tdoc.state.tx.us/expand [Internet]. 
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14 Prepared'by the International Trade Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, at 

http://www;ita.doc.gov/industry/otealmetro [Internet]. 

u Ibid. 

16 Preparediby the Texas Department of Commerce, http://www.tdoc.state.tx.us/expand [Internet]. 

17 There are:indications that the Houston economy has experienced growth since the mid-1990s, a time 

period beyond the scope of this report. 
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jChapter 3. . Changing Demographics in Texas l 
j 

I 
The demographics of the United States have changed dramatically during the past decade, 1 

' land Texas has not been immune to these changes. In 1940, over half the population of j
Texas lived in rural areas. Today, the state is 83 percent urban. In 1990, the population j 

was 61 percent White; by the year 2030, the state will be majority Latino. In 1990, 46 
percent of Texans were 45 years of age or older; in 2030, this percentage will rise to 61 · 
percent. These and other trends represent fundamental changes in the demography in the ! 
state, and mirror similar changes occurring nationally. These trends will affect public policy 

j 
i 

and the public sector in a multitude of ways, including the provision of state and local I 
Iservices as well as other governance issues. Two important elements of this changing 

demography are examined in this chapter: 1) population dynamics, and 2) economic and :I 
social well ..being. (Please refer to Appendix D for a more detailed list of variables being ;< 

considered in this chapter and Appendix B for a description of the methodology.) I 
l 
IPopulation Dynamics Economic and Social Well-Being .· 

Population Income ,j Race/Ethnicity Poverty 
Age Education ~ 
Immigration · Crime 1 
Family Structure 

The first section of this chapter ou,tlines national and Texas trends in demographic change. 
The next section compares socioeconomic and demographic factors in Texas cities. Finally, 
demographic comparisons for the six largest Texas cities and their corresponding suburban 
areas are described. 

National and Texas Statistics 

The unique characteristics of the Texas cities and MSAs can be best illustrated when 
compared against national statistics and trends. In some respects, Texas resembles the 
nation as a whole. However, Texas exhibits many important distinguishing attributes. 
Texas' population contains growing numbers of persons in the over-40 category, along 
with declining numbers of children and teens, which forecasts an increasingly aged Texas 
population that is similar to that occurring nationwide.1 Conversely, Texas is more urban 
than the nation as a whole, is growing more rapidly in population, and has greater racial 
and ethnic diversity. 

Population · Dynamics 

Between 1980 and 1990, the United States population increased by 9.8 percent to total 
249,632,692 persons. Regions, however, grew at different rates. While the West grew by 
24.8 percent, the South grew by 8.5 percent, the Northeast by .35 percent and the Midwest 
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declined by 3.4 percent. These growth patterns reflected a variety of changes, but 
especially a shift in employment opportunity to the West and South and rapid immigration 
in the West Coast region. 2 

In the last decade, Texas has grown significantly. In 1994,. Texas surpassed New York to 
become the nation's second most populated state. The state population grew by 14.8 
percent from 1984 to 1994, while.the nation grew approximately 10 percent during the 
same time period. In 1990, 80.3 percent of Texans lived in urban areas; by 1992, this 
figure had risen to 83.9 percent, compared to 79.7 percent nationwide. 

In terms of geographic placement, the nation's suburban counties grew more than central 
cities with a 14 percent increase between 1980 and 1990. Urban areas grew by 10.8 
percent, while rural counties lagged behind other areas with a growth rate of only 3. 7 
percent.3 The higher growth rates in metropolitan areas reflected a relative increase over 
rural America in the availability of economic opportunities. 4 

The 1980s also witnessed dramatic changes in the nation' s racial and ethnic composition. 
Asian and Pacific Islanders increased in population by 3.8 million during the decade, and 
persons of Latino origin increased by 17.8 million. These increases, largely a result of 
immigration, constituted more than half of the nation's total population growth. 

Among the twenty-five largest metropolitan areas in 1990, 25 percent of the residents were 
non-Whites, as compared to 21 percent in 1980. African-Americans constituted the largest 
non-White group, approximately 15 percent of the total metropolitan population. While still 
constituting a smaller proportion of the population, the number of Asians and Pacific 
Islanders living in the largest twenty-five metropolitan areas increased by 127 percent. The 
number of Latinos residing in these areas grew by 60 percent.5 

As the population in Texas has increased, so has its ethnic diversity. Compared to the 
U.S., Texas had a higher proportion of Latinos and a lower proportion of Whites. The 
1990 Census reported about 61 percent of Texans were non-Latino White, 25 percent were 
Latino, almost 12 percent were African-American, and just under 2 percent were Asian or 
Pacific Islander. Moreover, the state is estimated to become majority-minority by 2025.6 

In 1990, 87 percent of Latinos and 90 percent of African-Americans resided in urban areas. 
These statewide percentages were higher than national percentages of minority urbanites, 
while the White population in Texas in urban areas nearly matched the national proportion 
at 7 5 percent. 

This increase in racial and ethnic diversity often signals widening divisions in race and 
class, referred to as residential segregation. However, in the 1980s, racial segregation 
declined in every major region of the country (see Table 3.1). The population-weighted 
average level of racial segregation for 318 metropolitan areas declined from 0. 70 to 0.66. 
The South and West regions of the United States experienced the lowest levels of 
segregation in the 1980s, while the level of segregation in the Northeast remained virtually 
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unchanged. The Northeast and Midwest regions have indices of dissimilarity above 0.70, 
which is considered the base level for severe racial segregation 7 

• 

Table 3.1 
Changes in Racial Segregation (Index of Dissimilarity) by 

Region, 1980-1990 

Region 1980 1990 
United States .70 .66 
Northeast .74 .72 
Midwest .77 .74 
South .69 .62 
West .63 .57 

Source: Paul Jargowsky, Poverty and Place: Ghettos, Barrios, and the American City (New York: Russell 

Sage Foundation, 1997), p. 139. 

In line with the nation's increasing diversity, the percentage of immigrants in the country 
increased between 1980 and 1990. While immigrants represented 6.2 percent of the 
country's population in 1980, this percentage rose to 8 percent by 1990. This was the 
highest rate of immigration since the rush of the late 1940s. 

In 1990, California, New York, Florida, and Texas received the most immigrants. Most 
recent immigrants to the country tend to settle in large states with international boundaries 
or ports of entry. It is not uncommon, however, for some of the immigrants to migrate to 
inland states after a period of assimilation.8 

Between 1980 and 1990, 718,000 immigrants entered Texas, the majority having arrived 
from across the Mexican border. All told, the immigrant population comprised 9 percent of 
the Texas population, which exceeded the 8 percent immigrant population of the U.S. The 
next largest proportion was 8.5 percent from Vietnam. Some of the other nations of origin, 
which comprised less than 5 percent each, included India, Philippines, El Salvador, China, 
and Canada. This gives credence to the statistic that the number of people in 1990 who 
spoke a language other than English at home represented almost a quarter of Texas' 
population. 

The baby-boom generation has a dramatic effect on the age distribution of the nation's 
population. Since 1990, the number of 20- to 44-year-olds increased by 18.7 percent, 
which in 1990 was the age category baby boomers fell into. However, the older generation 
still had a higher growth rate of its median age. The nation's residents aged 65 and over has 
grown by 22.3 percent since 1980. In contrast, the number of persons under twenty 
declined by 1.6 percent.9 
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Table 3.2 
Median Age in Texas and U.S., 1990 

Median Age Texas U.S. 
Overall 30.8 32.9 
White 32.5 34.4 
African-American 27.6 28.1 
Latino 24.6 25.5 

Source: Texas' HEALTHY PEOPLE 2000, Health Status Indicators (1980-1993), By Race and Ethnicity, 

prepared by the Bureau of State Health Data & Policy Analysis, found 4n.7/97 at 

www.tdh.texas.gov/programs!shd&palt_hp2kd.HTM [Internet]. 

The median age in 1990 in Texas was slightly younger than that of the nation, in large part 
due to the state's Latino population, which tends to have a lower median age. However, the 
share of the population aged 0-17 in the state has been decreasing, and between 1982
1992, the group aged 65+ grew by 25 percent. 

Finally, the United States saw a decrease in the number of "traditional" nuclear families 
during the 1980s. While 30.9 percent of all households were married-couple families with 
children in 1980, this category decreased to 26.3 percent in 1990. The percent of children 
who lived with both parents decreased from 77 percent in 1980 to 72 percent ten years 
later. 10 However, in 1990, 56.6 percent of Texas households were married-couple family 
households, nearly doubling the proportion of married-couple households nationwide. In 
addition, the number of homes headed by a woman with her own children and no husband 
present comprised 16 percent of Texas households in 1990. 

These trends were strongest among the African-American community. In 1990, only 36 
percent of children under 18 lived with both parents and 54 percent lived only with their 
mother. 11 The changing family structure has resulted from the more accepting social 
attitudes toward divorce and single parenting since the 1970s. 

Economic and Social Well-Being 

Income levels and poverty rates are important indicators of economic well-being. 
Nationwide, the greatest increases with regard to income between 1980 and 1990 were in 
the West and the Northwest regions. African-Americans in these areas also had the largest 
income gains relative to the earnings of the White population. Yet, nationwide, the earnings 
of African-American incomes averaged only $62.85 for every one hundred dollars earned 
by a White household (see Table 3.3). 

Although Asian-Americans had the highest average income in 1990, it should be noted that 
income among Asian-Americans is polarized. Because many recent immigrants possess 
limited skills, the number of low-income Asians in America has grown. 12 
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Table 3.3 
Average Household Income for Selected Ethnic Groups, 1990 

Ethnic Group Average Household Income 
Asian-American $36,784 
White $31,435 
Latino $24,156 
Native American $19,758 
African-American $19,758 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census ofPopulation, 

General Population Characteristics ofMetropolitan Areas (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1993). 

Texas' per capita income averaged $19,857 in 1994 and ranked 32nd in the nation. Texas 
exceeded the U.S. average in the early 1980s, then began to drop as a percentage of the 
national average until 1990 due to continued population growth coupled with the sluggish 
growth of the economy from the slowdown in the oil and gas industry.13 

As the per capita income rate decreased, the number of persons living below the poverty 
level in Texas exceeded that of every other state in 1990 with the exception of California. 
Texans in poverty made up 18.1 percent of the state's population in 1990. Twenty-four 
percent of children under the age of 18 lived in poverty, and 14 percent of all Texas 
families lived in poverty. The number of persons 65 and over living in poverty made up 18 
percent of the elderly population in Texas during the same year. 

Among racial and ethnic groups, poverty grew most for Native Americans, Latinos and 
Asians. Between 1980 and 1990, poverty increased 3.4 percentage points for Native 
Americans, 1.8 for Latinos, and 1.0 for Asian-Americans. With regards to Latino poverty, 
Texas has five of the ten U.S. cities regarded to have the highest levels of Latino 
neighborhood poverty .14 The rate of poverty increased slightly for White Americans, from 
9.4 percentto 9.8 percent, and declined slightly for African-Americans.15 

A slight disparity between the poverty rates of central cities and rural areas exists at the 
national level. In 1990, central cities had a poverty rate of 19 percent, while rural areas had 
a poverty rate of 16.3 percent. However, the rural poverty rate was almost double that of 
the nation's suburbs. The high rural poverty rate stemmed from a movement toward large 
farm operations, leaving many independent farmers unable to compete in the marketplace. 16 

The profile of those in poverty differs between central Cities and rural areas. While poverty 
in the central cities included a high percentage of female-headed households, poverty in the 
rural areas was most prevalent among married-couple families, people living alone or with 
unrelated persons, African-Americans, and the aged. 17 

The dramatic changes in economic well-being in the United States has been accompanied 
by significant social change in the education level in the population. The nation saw a trend 
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toward a more educated population between 1980 and 1990, reflecting a growing 
recognition of the importance of education to attaining success in America (see Table 3.4). 

Table 3.4 
National Educational Attainment for Persons 25 Years and 

Older, 1980-1990 
(in Percent) 

Level of Schooling White 
1980 1990 

African-American 
1980 1990 

Latino 
1980 1990 

Four years of high school or more 68.8 79.1 51.2 66.2 44.0 50.8 
Four years of college or more 17.1 22.0 8.4 11.3 7.6 9.2 

Source: "Current Population Survey, Educational Attainment, by Race, and Ethnicity," taken from the on

line version of the Statistical Abstract of the United States 1994, found 4/27/97 at 

www.medaccess.com/census/94s0232.htm[lntemet]. 

Furthermore, the number of high school dropouts among all racial and ethnic groups 
declined between 1980 and 1990. The greatest decrease in the number of dropouts was 
seen in the African-American community, where the share of high school dropouts declined 
by nearly six percentage points. The group with the highest dropout rate were Latinos, 
whose dropout rate showed the smallest reduction between 1980 and 1990 at 0.8 percent.18 

The Texas high school graduation rate ranked 48th in the nation in 1995. Texans made 
some progress between 1990 and 1993, as the percentage of Texans who graduated from 
high school increased from 72 percent to 77 .3 percent. The percentage of persons with 
bachelor's degrees in the state increased slightly from 1990 to 1993 to 22 percent. 

Many of the national patterns of change are unlike those occurring in Texas. Its rapidly 
increasing population, high levels of ethnic and racial diversity, and urbanization will likely 
make Texas a benchmark for change in the rest of the nation. Rapid urbanization and 
demographic change have created distinct growth patterns among Texas cities, which are 
examined in the following section. 

Comparison of Pattern Across Cities 

This section identifies differences in demographic factors among cities and explores 
demographic change among cities according to their size and location. 
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Population Dynamics 

The genenal population of Texas increased 24.3 percent statewide between 1980 and 1990 
(see Table·3.5). Some of the largest growth occurred in the smaller cities of the study. 
Laredo, the eighth largest city, experienced 34 percent growth. 

Table 3~5 
Populltion Growth Rates. of Selected Texas Cities, 1960-1990 

(in Percent) 

Rate of Growth 
City 1950-1960 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 

Austin 40.8 37.2 35.2 34.6 
Brownsville· 33.2 14.3 54.8 16.4 
Corpus Christi. 54.8 22.0 13.5 10.9 
Dallas 56.4 24.2 7.1 11.3 
El Paso 112.1 16.5 32.0 21.2 
Fort Wortlt. 27.8 10.4 (2.1) 16.2 
Houston 57.4 33.6 27.3 2.2 
Laredo 16.9 13.8 32.5 34.4 
Lubbock'. 79.4 15.9 16.9 6.8 
San Antonia ' 43.9 20.6 10.9 19.1 
Tyler 
Waco 

31.5 
15.5 

17.1 
(2.5) 

17.5 
6.2 

7.0 
2.3 

Texas 24.2 16.9 27.0 19.4 
Source: U.S; Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book (Washington, 

D.C., 195S;:J962, 1977, and 1990). 

In the l 980S,. two notable patterns of population growth emerged. The border cities, 
Brownsville; El Paso, and Laredo all grew rapidly. Growth patterns in the border cities 
could be attributed to immigration across the Texas-Mexico border and relatively rapid 
population>.growth in the Latino population. In addition, high growth is also observed in 
cities along ,the 1-35 corridor, including Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin, and San Antonio. One 
city in the J,.35 corridor, Waco, experienced quite slow growth. 

This increase in population in Texas has produced increases in ethnic diversity, as 
discussed above. Individual Texas cities show distinct racial and ethnic patterns (see Table 
3.6). 

Large shares of African-Americans were found in the large cities of Houston, Dallas, and 
Fort Worth .. This could reflect the development of communities following the World War II 
African-American migration to the nation's cities. Proportionally large African-American 
communities were also found in the smaller cities of Waco and Tyler. The African
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American population reported a net increase in all cities studied except for Brownsville, 
where the net decrease was only nine persons. The largest absolute increase of African
Americans was in Dallas. As of 1990, the percentage of Asians in each of the twelve cities 
was quite small; but similar to the African-American population, the highest.concentrations 
of Asians were found in major cities: Houston, Dallas, Austin, and Fort Worth. 

Table 3.6 
Racial and Ethnic Composition, 1990, and Change in African

American and White Populations, 1980-1990 
(in Percent) 

Population Change 
African- '80-'90 

City White American Asian Latino White African-American 

Austin 62.0 12.0 3.0 23.0 23.0 34.2 
Brownsville 9.0 0.1 0.3 90.0 (31.0) (8.3) 
Corpus Christi 44.0 5.0 0.8 50.0 2.5 1.1 
Dallas 48 .0 29.0 2.0 21.0 (7.0) 10.2 
El Paso 26.0 3.0 1.0 69.0 (3 .3) 26.2 
Fort Worth 56.0 22.0 2.0 20.0 3.4 11.4 
Houston 41.0 27.0 4.0 28.0 (20.9) 2.5 
Laredo 6.0 0.05 0.3 94.0 10.9 51.3 
Lubbock 67.0 8.0 1.0 23.0 0.2 12.7 
San Antonio 36.0 7.0 1.0 56.0 13.3 11.5 
Tyler 62.0 28.0 0.5 9.0 (3.5) 15.7 
Waco 60.0 23.0 0.9 16.0 (8.4) 7.2 
Texas 61.0 12.0 2.0 25.0 10.1 17.7 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C. , 1980 and 1990). 

Note: Native American and "Other" percentages are less than 1.0 and are not included; therefore, numbers 

will not add to 100 percent. 

Due to definitional changes by the U.S. Census Bureau between 1980 and 1990 with 
regard to those of Latino origin, it is difficult to reconstruct a full picture of the structural 
racial and ethnic changes in Texas cities. Of the 12 cities, the non-Latino White population 
saw its most significant absolute decline in Houston. Although Houston experienced the 
largest absolute decrease in the number of non-Latino Whites, Brownsville had a 
significantly larger percentage decrease in non-Latino Whites. This may be due to 
emigration of middle-class Whites from a poverty-stricken city. Conversely, Austin 
experienced the largest increase in its non-Latino White population. 

Consistent with this pattern of ethnic diversity, Texas had the fourth largest immigrant 
population among all 50 states in 1990. At the time of the 1990 Census, Texas' foreign
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born residents comprised 9 percent of the total state population. However, the distribution 
of foreign-born persons was not even throughout the state. The areas with the highest 
concentration of immigrants were located along the U.S.-Mexico border (see Table 3.7). 

Table 3.7 
Characteristics of Immigration, 1990 

(in Percent) 

Percent of Population S Years and 
Percentage of Population Older Speaking Language Other 

City Foreign Born Than English at Home 

Austin 8.5 22.4 
Brownsville 28.9 87.3 
Corpus Christi 5.3 42.0 
Dallas 12.2 22.2 
El Paso 23.4 66.7 
Fort Worth 9.0 19.4 
Houston 17.5 30.7 
Laredo 24.4 91.8 
Lubbock 3.3 21.2 
San Antonio 9.4 47.3 
Tyler 5.3 9.9 
Waco 4.6 14.3 
Texas 9.0 25.4 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

In the sample of cities considered in this study, three, Brownsville, Laredo, and El Paso, 
contained foreign-born populations (mostly in Mexico) above 23 percent. For instance, El 
Paso contained a foreign-born population of 23.4 percent, and 66.7 percent of persons five 
years and over spoke a language other than English at home. Additionally, while Laredo's 
immigrant population totaled 24.4 percent, 91.8 percent of persons over five years of age

. . 

spoke a language other than English at home. It is evident that the blending of both United 
States and Mexican society transcends evaluating the border region population in terms of · 
the foreign-born alone. Because of its proximity to Mexico, the border community has 
developed into a unique, bicultural society, which strongly values its Mexican heritage. Not 
only does the border create a distinct environment for urban development, but also a special 
set of education issues and provision of services. 

Yet, Texas cities' foreign-born population also contained sizable immigrant populations 
from countries other than the Americas. For instance, Houston had one of the state's 
largest Vietnamese populations in 1990. Additionally, Austin contained a relatively large 
Asian immigrant population. Following Mexicans, Vietnamese composed Austin's second 
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largest immigrant group and Koreans, the third. Core immigrant enclaves in both Houston 
and Austin will continue to attract the settling of new Asian immigrants. 

The ethnic diversification of Texas' population has also affected the state's age composition 
(see Table 3.8). The border cities of Brownsville and Laredo had the youngest median age 
in the state as well as some of the highest proportions of Latinos among their population. 
The one city which did not follow this ethnic distribution pattern is Austin, where the lower 
median age of Austin residents can be attributed to the large number of college students 
among its population. Tyler had a higher median age than that of Texas, and had the largest 
proportion of Whites among its population. 

The median age in Texas rose by 2.6 years between 1980 and 1990, and all twelve Texas 
cities followed this pattern (see Table 3.8). Those cities whose populations had higher 
proportions of Latino residents, however, had substantially lower median ages. In the 
border cities of Laredo and Brownsville in 1990, more than one-third of the residents were 
under the age of 17, further illustrating the lower median age of the Latino population. 

Table 3.8 
Age Distribution for Selected Cities as a Percentage of Total 

City Population, 1990 

Increawin 
Median Median Age, 

Age, 1980-1990 
City 0-17 18-34 35-65 65+ 1990 (in years) 

Austin 23.1 40.3 29.1 7.5 28.9 2.7 
Brownsville 36.6 27.0 27.8 8.7 25.9 1.7 
Corpus Christi 30.2 27.7 32.1 10.1 30.6 3.4 
Dallas 25.0 34.2 31.1 9.7 30.6 1.9 
El Paso 31.9 28.7 30.6 8.8 28.7 3.1 
Fort Worth 26.7 32.3 29.7 11.2 30.3 1.0 
Houston 26.7 32.8 32.2 8.2 30.4 2.7 
Laredo 35.9 28.6 27.3 8.1 25.9 2.4 
Lubbock 25.7 35.7 28.8 9.9 28.4 3.1 
San Antonio 29.1 29.9 30.5 10.5 29.8 2.5 
Tyler 25.4 28.4 31.3 14.8 32.5 3.0 
Waco 24.2 34.6 26.2 15.0 28.9 0.9 
Texas 28.2 29.3 32.1 10.1 30.8 2.6 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100 due to rounding. 

The presence of a large proportion of young adults in Austin, Waco, and Lubbock is a 
result of the location of major universities in otherwise medium-sire cities. Austin is home 
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of two universities, two colleges, and a large junior college system. Additionally, Texas 
Tech University is located in Lubbock and Baylor University in Waco. The high 
distribution of young adults in Austin also lends support to the observation that the city has 
experienced a high level of immigration of young professionals. 

The increase in the median age across Texas may lower the state's labor force in the coming 
years as the population begins to leave the workforce. As in the nation as a whole, many 
fear that an insufficient number of working age youth to replace older workers will place 
pressure on retirement systems and may force the elderly to remain working to supplement 
their income. 

Table 3.9 
Household Characteristics, 1990 

Number of Percentage Increase in Persons per 
Total Population Households the Number of Household, 

City (in thousands) (in thousands) Households, 1980-90 1990 

Austin 492 192 43.5 2.33 
Brownsville 106 26 15.0 3.70 
Corpus Christi 266 89 16.7 2.83 
Dallas 1,022 402 13.2 2.46 
El Paso 544 161 25.3 3.17 
Fort Worth 454 168 16.8 2.58 
Houston 1,690 617 2.4 2.60 
Laredo 137 32 34.0 3.78 
Lubbock 188 69 26 .2 2.80 
San Antonio 966 327 14.8 2.75 
Tyler 77 29 12.9 2.49 
Waco 104 39 5.1 2.45 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

The process of a change in the age composition of the population is also observed in the 
change in households composition (see Table 3.9). Austin experienced the largest 
percentage increase in households of all cities studied, corresponding with the large 
population boom of the 1980s. The border cities had more persons per household than the 
other Texas cities, due to somewhat larger household size among Latinos, but perhaps also 
as a result of the lack of housing in cities such as Brownsville. Many areas of the border 
region lack the necessary infrastructure to construct affordable housing (see Chapter 4). 
Also, the less-affluent residents of cities such as Laredo and Brownsville often live with 
immediate family because of their limited income. 
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Economic and Social Well-Being 

A comparison of the median family income and median household income for each of the 
twelve cities studied is illustrative because it demonstrates the economic power of 
individuals as compared to families (see Table 3.10). 

Only two of the cities had median family incomes higher than the Texas median family 
income in 1989-Austin and Dallas. Austin's large high-technology industry probably 
contributed to a high median family income, and Dallas' history as a business center of 
Texas with its concentration of large corporations also placed it high on the chart. Laredo 
and Brownsville lie at the bottom of this distribution. While the median family income for 
the majority of the cities differed by one or two thousand dollars, the Laredo and 
Brownsville median family incomes were more than $12,000 and $15,000 less than the 
state's average (respectively). Despite having the largest median income growth rates in the 
state, Laredo and Brownsville's lack of major industry and corporations, and high level of 
low-skilled residents, keeps them in the lower tier. With the exception of Tyler, the top five 
cities continue to be major business centers and/or port cities. 

Table 3.10 
Median Family Income and Median Household Income, 1989 

Median Family Income 
rowt ate m 

City 1989 Constant$, 1979-89 

Austin $33,481 (.25) 
Brownsville $16,889 (22.7) 
Corpus Christi $29,855 (9 .9) 
Dallas $31,925 (5.2) 
El Paso $25,157 (6.6) 
Fort Worth $30,967 ( .7) 
Houston $30,248 (19 .2) 
Laredo $19,910 .18 
Lubbock $27,833 (15.2) 
San Antonio $26,885 (.86) 
Tyler $30,459 (7.7) 
Waco $24,058 (8 .8) 
Texas $31,553 (5.9) 

Median Household Income 
rowt ate m 

1989 Constant$, 1979-89 

$25,414 1.04 
$15,890 (20.6) 
$25,773 (10.3) 
$27,489 (.9) 
$23,460 (3.6) 
$26,547 1.4 
$26,261 (16.9) 
$18,395 1.5 
$22,357 (16.9) 
$23,584 .1 
$23,661 (14.0) 
$17,852 (13.1) 
$27,016 (5.4) 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

Dallas had the highest median household income, while Brownsville again held the lowest 
ranking. In a comparison between median family and median household incomes, a 
noticeable drop in ranking was observed for Austin, which fell from 1st to 5th. This 
corresponds to the high proportion of Austin's households composed of college students 
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who do not have full-time jobs. The statewide median household income in 1989 was 
higher than that of every city studied, except for Dallas, suggesting that household incomes 
are greater in rural Texas than in urban Texas. 

Median household incomes, for the most part, fell between 1979 and 1989 (see Table 
3.10). However, four cities reported slight increases-Laredo, Fort Worth, Austin, and 
San Antonio. The dramatic decrease in Brownsville median household income corresponds 
with the decrease in its relative share of higher-educated population. Smaller cities appeared 
to have some of the highest decreases in median income. However, border cities did not 
mirror each other in their decreases. As shown by the chart below, Brownsville, Laredo, 
and El Paso varied widely in changes in median family income for the decade studied. 

fu the previous section, it was mentioned that poverty rates increased in the United States 
between 1979 and 1989, and Texas is no different. Median household income for the same 
time period also decreased after adjusting for inflation, and the number of households 
receiving public assistance also increased. 

The per capita income for Dallas was the highest for any of the cities in 1989. Houston, 
Austin, and Tyler had the next highest per capita money income. Again, the border cities of 
Laredo and Brownsville had the lowest. Although median household incomes, for the most 
part, fell between 1979 and 1989, per capita income increased in all but three cities, 
reflecting the smaller household sizes (see Table 3.11). 

Table 3.11 
Per Capita Income and Percentage Change in Per Capita Income, 

1979-1989 (in 1989 Dollars) 

City 
Per Capita Income, 

1979 
Per Capita Income, 

1989 
Percentage Change, 

1979-89 
Austin $12,392 $14,295 15 .0 
Brownsville $7,061 $6,284 (11.0) 
Corpus Christi $11,664 $11,755 1.0 
Dallas $14,727 $16,300 11.0 
El Paso $9,301 $9,603 3.0 
Fort Worth $12,545 $13,162 5.0 
Houston $15,036 $14,261 (5.0) 
Laredo $6,351 $6,981 10.0 
Lubbock $12,162 $12,527 3.0 
San Antonio $9,697 $10,884 12.0 
Tyler $12,741 $13,400 5.0 
Waco $10,441 $10,195 (2.0) 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 
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Most large cities reported increases in per capita income, save Houston. Austin and Dallas 
reported the highest increase in per capita income, while Fort Worth experienced only a 
slight increase. However, small cities did not hold to any pattern. Tyler experienced an 
increase, Corpus Christi was unchanged, and Waco experienced a decrease. Border cities 
did not exhibit a consistent pattern with regard to per capita income. Brownsville reported a 
significant decrease in per capita income, while both Laredo and El Paso reported 
increases. However, cities on the 1-35 corridor (excluding Waco) had the highest 
percentage change in per capita income from 1979 to 1989. This may be due to the fact that 
Waco has not experienced the rapid population growth of its neighbors, Austin to the south 
and Dallas to the north. 

Another means of evaluating economic well-being is through analysis of the income 
distribution. In 1990, larger Texas cities had higher levels of income, while the border 
cities and smaller cities had lower levels (see Table 3.12). Almost half of Brownsville 
residents had an income of $14,999 or less, which serves to emphasize the large proportion 
of persons in poverty in the city as well as the high number of persons receiving public 
assistance. Consistent with other income measures, Brownsville, Waco, and Laredo had 
low representation in the $50,000-and-over income range. On the other hand, the larger 
cities of Dallas and Houston had the highest proportion of residents in the $50,000-and
over income bracket. Proportionately, San Antonio, Dallas, and El Paso had the highest 
level of middle-class residents-those incomes falling in the $15,000 to $49,999 income 
range. This high proportion of middle-class residents contributes to the economic 
prosperity of a city. 

Table 3.12 
Household Income Distribution for Selected Cities, 1990 

(in Percent) 

City $14,999 or less $15,000-$49,999 $50,000 or more 
Austin 29.0 52.0 19.1 
BrovJnsville 47.8 42.5 9.7 
Corpus Christi 29.9 52.0 18.1 
Dallas 24.7 52.6 22.6 
El Paso 31.8 52.2 16.0 
Fort Worth 27.2 53.5 19.3 
Houston 27.9 50.7 21.4 
Laredo 42.2 46.1 11.6 
Lubbock 34.3 50.0 15.6 
San Antonio 31.1 52.7 16.0 
Tyler 
Waco 

31.7 
43.5 

49.5 
45.6 

18.8 
10.9 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100 due to rounding. 

46 



Substantial disparities in incomes exist within many Texas cities, and between cities, such 
as Brownsville and Dallas, with regard to median incomes and income distribution. Cities 
in Texas have differing levels of economic prosperity, and Texas residents are both affluent 
and poor. Even though the major cities of Texas may have a moderate-income and upper
income majority population, a large proportion of Texans live in poverty. 

In 1990, the income threshold for poverty for a family of four was $13,359. According to 
the 1990 Census, one in seven families in Texas lived in poverty. Houston had the highest 
number of families living in poverty, but the border cities of Brownsville and Laredo had 
the highest percentage of poor families (see Table 3.13). In contrast, only one out of nine 
families in Austin were living in poverty. Texas contains five of the ten U.S. cities that 
have the highest levels of Latino neighborhood poverty. The top three are Texas cities
McAllen, Brownsville, and Laredo. El Paso ranked 5th, and San Antonio, 7th.19 

Table 3.13 
Percentage of Families in Poverty for Selected Cities, 

1979-1989 

Percentage of Percentage of Net Increase in Percentage 
Families in Families in the Number of Increase, 

City Poverty, 1979 Poverty, 1989 Families, 1979-89 1979-89 

Austin 9.8 11.5 4,313 55.1 
Brownsville 27.7 38.5 3,224 60.4 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 

12.5 
10.8 

16.4 
14.7 

3,471 
10,760 

47.1 
44.2 

El Paso 17.7 21.2 8,686 47.3 
Fort Worth 10.3 13 .6 4,735 45.6 
Houston 10.0 17.2 27,770 70.4 
Laredo 30.4 32.2 2,700 43.8 
Lubbock 9.7 13.3 1,914 45.7 
San Antonio 16.9 18.7 10,663 32.4 
Tyler 
Waco 

9.2 
13.7 

15.2 
19.7 

1,252 
1,325 

72.6 
38.6 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

All of the cities in the study experienced an increase in the number of families living in 
poverty between 1979 and 1989. The largest increase of poor families was witnessed by 
Houston, with an additional 27,770 families in poverty from 1979 to 1989, a 70.4 percent 
increase in a decade. Tyler, which had the smallest numerical increase in poor families of 
all the cities studied, actually had a 72.6 percent increase in poor families, the largest 
percentage increase in the study. Sari Antonio, which had a significant increase in the 
number of poor families, observed the lowest percentage increase. Austin experienced a 
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55.1 percent increase, even though it had the lowest family poverty rate for all the cities in 
1989. No patterns of change emerged across the cities-while Laredo had a very high 
number of families below the poverty level in 1979 and 1989, the percent change is small 
compared to its counterpart along the border, Brownsville, which had the largest increase. ·· · 
Similarly, large cities showed different rates of growth in poverty-Dallas experienced a 
44.2 percent growth, Houston a 70.4 percent increase, and San Antonio a 32.4 percent 
increase (see Table 3.13). 

Children did not fare well over the decade (see Table 3.14). Houston had the highest 
increase of the selected cities with regard to children below the poverty level over the last 
decade. Brownsville, already noted for large increases in poverty, closely followed 
Houston. Tyler and Waco also recorded notable increases. 

Brownsville again had the highest poverty rate for individuals in 1990, while Austin, 
Dallas, and Fort Worth had the lowest levels. As one would expect, each city suffered an 
increase in the percentage of people below the poverty level between 1979 and 1989 (see 
Table 3.14). Brownsville had the highest increase in the poverty rate for individuals, and 
Houston also registered a high increase. Consistent with other indicators of social well
being, larger cities appeared to fare better in this category than smaller cities, with Houston 
the lone anomaly. 

Table 3.14 
Individuals, Children, and Elderly in Poverty, 1979-1989 

(Percentage Point Increase) 

Percentage Point Percentage Point Percentage Point 
City Change for Individuals Change for Children Change for Elderly 

Austin 
Brownsville 

2.1 
10.6 

4.1 
10.1 

(5.3) 
6.5 

Corpus Christi 4 .3 5.9 .1 
Dallas 3.8 7 .1 (2.4) 
El Paso 4.1 5.3 (1.4) 
Fort Worth 3.5 5.6 (3.6) 
Houston 8.0 12.7 .8 
Laredo 2.8 4.2 (1.7) 
Lubbock 5.2 4.7 (.8) 
San Antonio 1.7 3.3 (4.9) 
Tyler 
Waco 

6.0 
10.6 

9.9 
9.3 

.6 
(1.7) 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 
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In 1989, for persons 65 years and older living, more than one out of three in Brownsville 
and Laredb lived in poverty, far exceeding rates in other cities (see Table 3.14). Austin, on 
the other liand, had only one in ten elderly persons living in poverty. The high level of 
elderly poooin the border cities is a major problem because these individuals are more 
dependent•on·social services provided by cities already financially strained. 

The elderly ffrred much better than individuals and children with regard to changes in the 
poverty rate between 1979 and 1989 (see Table 3.14). Most cities studied had decreases, 
albeit slight, in the numbers of elderly below the poverty level. However, the same cities 
experiencing·the highest increases in other poverty variables also experienced increases in 
shares of elderly living below poverty: Brownsville, Waco, Houston, and Tyler. All other 
cities experienced decreases; the most notable among them was Austin. San Antonio also 
had a significant decrease. Interestingly, the state as a whole registered a slight decrease in 
the number of elderly living below poverty between 1979 and 1989. These figures could 
show promise for the state as the numbers of elderly are projected to grow dramatically in 
the next 10Jtol5 years. The location and size of the city appear not to play a role in 
determining;the change in individuals, children, or elderly in poverty between 1979 and 
1989, making it difficult to plan social service provisions on a regional basis. In all cases, 
Brownsvill8:consistently reported increases in poverty; however, its counterparts on the 
border reported smaller increases or decreases. 

Brownsville;,experiencing large decreases in median household income and per capita 
income, alsmhad the highest percentage of households with income from public assistance 
in 1989 (see:Table 3.15). The need for public assistance in Brownsville can be 
demonstratmitby its low median household income and high percentage (38.5) of 
Brownsville:fiunilies with incomes below the poverty level. The fact that the proportion of 
families under the poverty level was higher than the proportion of families receiving public 
assistance suggests that a share of poor families in Brownsville were not participating in 
welfare programs. Conversely, Austin had the lowest percentage of households with 
income frominublic assistance. Close to 7 percent of households in the state of Texas 
received pulilic assistance in 1990. 

Not surprisingly, the largest increase in households receiving public assistance from 1979 
to 1989 occurred in Brownsville, while the lowest increase occurred in the more affluent 
city of Fort .W-Orth. Among the larger cities, Houston experienced the highest increase in 
households .rroeiving public assistance, while Austin and San Antonio experienced minimal 
increases. No;trend appears to exist between the size or location of cities and their 
corresponding.increases in households receiving public assistance. 

Lubbock and Tyler had the highest percentage of households receiving Social Security 
income in 1989 (see Table 3.15). Tyler has a large elderly population which accounts for 
the high level: of income from Social Security. Surprisingly, Lubbock had the highest 
participation rate for Social Security, but the elderly population only comprised 9.9 percent 
of the city's population. 

49 



Table 3.15 
Households Receiving Public Assistance and Social Security, 

1989 

Public Assistance 

City 1989 

Austin 4.5 
Brownsville 21.7 
Corpus Christi 8.9 
Dallas 5.8 
El Paso 9.7 
Fort Worth 6.2 
Houston 7 .1 
Laredo 16.7 
Lubbock 7.7 
San Antonio 9.6 
Tyler 7.2 
Waco 9.1 

ercentage 
Point Change, 

1979-89 

.3 
7.9 
1.7 
0.4 
1.5 
0.0 
2.6 
1.0 
3.8 
0.3 
1.3 
1.0 

Social Securi 
ercentage 

Point Change, 
1989 1979-89 

14.2 (1.9) 
24.5 1.3 
22.9 2.1 
19.3 (0.4) 
21.8 2.8 
23.3 (2.5) 
17.9 2.6 
22.7 (0.8) 
30.2 11.9 
23.0 0.0 
29.0 3.5 
29.1 (0.7) 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

Income potential is strongly affected by a person's educational attainment level. Persons 
living in poverty are often less educated. Postsecondary education allows a person to attain 
professional careers with higher salaries. An analysis of educational attainment presents a 
strong correlation between educational attainment rates and income levels in Texas cities. 

Educational attainment in Texas was highly varied among the twelve cities in 1990 at both 
the high school and baccalaureate levels (see Table 3.16). However, individual cities 
tended to exhibit similarities on the rates of high school and of college education, 
demonstrating common trends of overall educational levels. For example, Austin ranked 
first in the percentage of persons 25 years and older who graduated from high school and 
had a bachelor's degree or higher. Conversely, the three border cities--Brownsville, 
Laredo, and El Pas~ranked last in both categories. 

Four cities surpass the Texas average for high school graduation-Austin, Tyler, Lubbock, 
and Dallas. These cities are also part of the six cities that surpassed the Texas average for 
college graduation-Austin, Dallas, Lubbock, Houston, Tyler, and Fort Worth, perhaps 
due to the fact that major universities are located in each of these cities. In addition, 
companies tend to locate near areas that will have a steady stream ofcollege graduates as 
potential employees. Because of this demand, college graduates who may or may not be 
originally from the area may tend to remain in the city after graduation. 

50 



Table 3.16 
High School and College Graduation Rates for 

Persons Aged 25 and Older, 1990 

High School Graduate or Higher 
ercent omt 

City Shares Change, 1980-90 

Austin 82.3 7.3 
Brownsville 45.5 (19.5) 
Corpus Cllristi 70.9 9.9 
Dallas 73.5 4.5 
El Paso 65.3 5.3 
Fort Worth· 71.6 9.6 
Houston 70.5 2.5 
Laredo 48.8 9.8 
Lubbock . 75.6 6.6 
San Antmrio 69.1 10.1 
Tyler 77.1 9.1 
Waco 68.4 9.4 
Texas 72.1 9.1 

Shares 

34.4 3.4 
12.2 (4 .8) 
17.8 2.8 
27.1 5.1 
16.2 1.2 
21.5 4.5 
25.1 2.1 
11.6 2.6 
26.0 4.0 
17.8 3.8 
24.7 4.7 
17.0 1.0 
20.3 3.3 

Source: U .&Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington; D.C., 1990}. 

The share.of the Texas population with at least a high school degree and a bachelor's 
degree increased between 1980 and 1990 in eleven of the twelve cities (see Table 3.16). 
The except:ion was Brownsville, which experienced a large decrease in both variables. The 
economy of Brownsville may not be profitable for more educated residents, who may 
decide to migrate to larger Texas cities. The largest percentage increase of high school 
graduates was observed in San Antonio, while the highest percentage increase in college 
graduates occurred in Dallas. 

City/Suburb Comparisons 

In the United States, suburbanization has been a long-term trend process occuring over 
many decades, as discussed above. Although having a shorter history, several Texas cities 
have populations that are spatially dispersed. This next section describes the dynamic 
changes ocourring in six central cities and their corresponding suburbs. 

Population Dynamics 

In 1990, a majority of the population residing in three of the largest six Texas MSAs
Dallas, ForttWorth, and Houston-lived in the suburbs (see Table 3.17). Conversely, in 
the smaller MSAs-Austin, El Paso, and San Antonio-the majority of residents in the 
MSA lived in the central city. Nearly nine out of every ten El Paso MSA residents lived in 
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the city. El Paso may be exceptional because it is surrounded by a desert area which is not 
particularly habitable. 

Table 3.17 
Percent Population in Central City 

Percent of 
Population in 
Central City, 

MSA 1990 

Austin 60 
Dallas 39 
Fort Worth 34 
El Paso 87 
Houston 49 
San Antonio 72 

Percent 
Change in 

Central City, 
1980-90 

34.6 
11.3 
16.2 
21.2 

2.2 
19.1 

vs. Suburb, 1980, 1990 

Percent of Percent Change 
Population in in Suburb, 
Suburb, 1990 1980-90 

40 65.6
N.61 
N.66 

13 39.6 
51 36.4 
28 28.0 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 
0

Because the Dallas/Fort Worth Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) increased by two 

counties, comparisons between 1980 and 1990 cannot accurately be conducted. 

All cities reported population increases between 1980 and 1990, but the corresponding 
suburbs grew much more rapidly (see Table 3.17). Austin's suburb growth nearly doubled 
its central city growth. El Paso and its corresponding suburbs experienced a similar 
increase, with the suburb growth rate also almost doubling that of the city growth rate. San 
Antonio's suburb growth rate was also larger than in the central city. However, the 
difference in growth rates between the central city and the suburb was not as dramatic as 
was seen in other areas. 

To compare the racial and ethnic composition of the six city/suburbs, one must .first look,at 
the makeup of each city and suburb separately. In 1990, each of the six city/subwbs bad a 
unique composition (see Table 3.18). 

The city/suburb composition by race and ethnicity hypothesis introduced for population 
distribution is the same for racial and ethnic distributions (see Table 3.18). In the larger 
cities such as Houston, Dallas, and Fort Worth, suburbs are predominantly white, possibly 
a result of moves into the suburbs from outside the city. Four MSAs-Dallas, El Paso, 
Houston, and San Antonio-are majority-minority in their central cities. Although in larger 
cities and MS As more Whites lived in the suburbs, this is less true as the MSA size 
decreases. In the El Paso MSA, 90 percent of the White population resided in the central 
city, while 10 percent resided in the suburbs. 
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Table 3.18 
Racial and Ethnic Composition of Selected Texas Cities, 1990 

(in Percent) 

City 

23 17 3 1 
Dallas 48 83 

12 4Austin 62 77 
2 2 

El Paso 26 20 
29 6 21 9 

69 73 1 1 
Fort Worth 56 85 

3 6 
20 7 2 2 

Houston 41 72 
22 5 

4 2 
San Antonio 36 65 

27 9 28 15 
.7 6 1 1 

Source: U.S. Deparbnent of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

56 27 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

The pattern for minority groups is quite different. Both Latinos and African-Americans are 
heavily concentrated in these six cities. In Austin and Houston, Latinos were twice as likely 
to live in the central city. However, in San Antonio and El Paso, Latinos were more than 
five times more likely to live in the central city than in the suburbs (see Table 3.19). 

Table 3.19 
Latino and African-American Population in 

Central City and Suburb, 1990 

Latinos 
MSA Central City Suburb 

Austin 67 33 
Dallas 57 43 
Fort Worth 58 42 
El Paso 86 13 
Houston 64 36 
San Antonio 84 16 

African-Americans 
Central City Suburb 

80 20 
72 28 
69 31 
79 21 
75 25 
74 26 

Source: U.S. Deparbnent of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

African-Americans predominantly locate in the central city regardless of the size of the 
metropolitan statistical area (see Table 3.19). Three out of every four African-Americans in 
Houston lived in the central city. The same trend existed in Fort Worth proper and in the 
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city of Dallas, but to a slightly lesser degree. Similarly, Asians and those defined in the 
Census as "Other" (not of White, African-American, Asian, or Native American descent) 
resided primarily in the central city. These trends seem to hold true across the country-the 
larger the city and MSA, the more predominant the White population is in the suburbs, 
leaving minorities in the central cities. 

A study of ethnic and racial distribution in Texas' major cities and their suburbs provides a 
preliminary view of the racial dynamics that are major factors in a city's level of residential 
segregation. At the turn of the century, residential segregation was seen as a temporary 
phenomenon, an adaptive strategy utilized by recent immigrants that would allow them to 
acquire the requisite skills necessary for their incorporation within mainstream society. It 
was anticipated that the social and spatial distance between groups would diminish as the 
assimilation process continued.20 A high level of segregation is problematic because it 
isolates a minority group from amenities, opportunities, and resources that affect social and 
economic well-being. Previous studies suggest that residential segregation reduces minority 
employment opportunities, promotes income inequality between minorities and the White · 
majority, produces segregated schools, diminishes the presence and quality of public 
services, and has a tendency to perpetuate poverty.21 Three decades after the passage of 
landmark civil rights and fair housing legislation, racial segregation between African
Americans and Whites in U.S. metropolitan areas remains extremely high.22 Between 1970 
and 1980, however, racial segregation declined in several cities throughout the United 
States. Even though most large U.S. cities continue to have very high levels of segregation 
(index of dissimilarity23 above 0.70), the declines of the 1970s reversed a long-term trend 
toward greater segregation, which is now at its lowest levels in cities across the U.S.24 

Three cities-Dallas, Fort Worth, and Houston-experienced an increase in, residential 
segregation in the 1970s. J'his increa8e could have been caused by "White flight," or 
migration of White residents to the suburbs, in response to mandates ordering integration 
of schools throughout the nation. All cities, except El Paso, saw a decrease in African
American residential segregation in the 1980s. Even though El Paso witnessed an increase 
in the index of dissimilarity, it still has the lowest index of all the cities, indicating a higher 
level of integration. Dallas, which had the highest index in 1980, had the largest decrease in 
the index from 1980 to 1990. 

All cities saw a slight decline in African-American residential segregation from 1970 to 
1990, reflecting White immigration to some urban neighborhoods as well as African
American suburbanization (see Table 3.20). An index of dissimilarity above 0.70 is 
considered a high level of segregation, and, in 1990, none of these cities had an index 
above 0.70, although Houston's index approached the level indicating a relatively high 
level of segregation in one of the nation's largest cities. Yet the segregation levels remain 
high, suggesting differences in the places where minorities and Whites reside . 
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Table 3.20 
African-American Residential Segregation (Index of 

Dissimilarity), 
1970-1990 

MSA 1970 1980 1990 

Austin 69.1 64.1 55.7 
Dallas 71.8 78.9 65.0 
El Paso 44.6 37.9 41.1 
Fort Worth 67.0 77.9 63.6 
Houston 69.2 77.0 67.0 
San Antonio 68.0 65.4 54.2 

Source: Anne M. Santiago1 ''The Spatial Dimensions of Ethnic and Racial Stratification," Research Report 

no. 91-230, Population Studies Center, University of Michigan, 1991. 

Note: The index varies depending upon the spatial unit of aggregation; the figures are based on tract-level 

calculations. 

The study of racial segregation has traditionally focused on African-American/White 
segregation. Studies of Latino segregation were virtually nonexistent until the late 1970s. 
As the largest minority group in Texas, a study of Latino segregation is important, and 
should add to the understanding of residential segregation in the state (see Table 3.21). 

Table 3.21 
Latino Residential Segregation (Index of Dissimilarity), 

1970-1990 

MSA''- 1970 1980 1990 

Austin 50.4 44.6 41.9 
Dallas 42.5 47.8 49.5 
El Paso 51.9 52.4 49.7 
Fort Worth 42.5 47.8 45.1 
Houston 45.2 46.3 49.3 
San Antonio 60.0 57.2 53.7 

Source: Anne M. Santiago, ''The Spatial Dimensions of Ethnic and Racial Stratification," Research Report 

no. 91-230, Population Studies Center, University of Michigan, 1991. 

Latino segregation was found to be moderate compared to levels of African-American 
segregation. El Paso was the only city that had a higher level of Latino/White segregation 
than African-American/White segregation. In 1990, San Antonio had the highest level of 
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Latino segregation, and was the only city with an index exceeding 50.0, signifying that 
over half of all Latinos in San Antonio would have to move from their place of residence in 
1990 in order to integrate fully with Whites. The existence of a large Mexican-American 
enclave, "Westside," in San Antonio might explain this relatively high level of segregation. 
Of all the cities studied, Austin had the lowest level of Latino/White segregation in 1990. 
From 1970 to 1990, two cities-Austin and San Antonio-experienced a continuous 
decline in Latino/White segregation. 

Conversely, Houston and Dallas showed a low but steadily increasing level of 
Latino/White segregation from 1970 to 1990 (see Table 3.22). This may be due to a recent 
increase in immigration from Central America and the creation of a close-knit immigrant 
community. The growth of immigrant enclaves leads to higher residential concentration in 
the inner city. In an era in which residential segregation is diminishing across the nation· 
due to governmental integration efforts, a continuous increase might be a sign that those 
efforts are not effective in the two largest cities in Texas. 

Table 3.22 
Suburban Residential Segregation in Selected Suburban Areas 

(Index of Dissimilarity) 

MSA African-American/White 
1970 1980 

Dallas/Fort Worth 75 .8 55 .7 
Houston 70.6 53.5 

Latino/White 
1970 1980 

26.8 28.5 
39.3 37.2 

Source: Anne M. Santiago, ''The Spatial Dirnensions .ofEthnic .and Racial Stratification," Research Report 

no. 91-230, Population Studies Center, University of Michigan, 1991. 

Suburban residential segregation was examined in the two major Texas metropolitan areas, 
Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston (see Table 3.22).25 Subufus in both Houston and 
Dallas/Fort Worth witnessed dramatic decreases in African-American residential 
segregation throughout the 1970s. Interestingly, an increase in segregation was 
experienced in the entire metro area of both Houston and Dallas/Fort Worth in the same 
time period. The level of segregation in the entire metro areas is much higher than for the 
suburbs. This could be because the African-American population in the inner city is more 
spatially concentrated. 

The low level of African-American/White segregation in the suburbs of Houston and 
Dallas/Fort Worth may be due to the suburbanization of affluent African-Americans. The 
proportion of African-Americans living in Houston's suburbs increased 3.7 percent from 
1970 to 1980, and increased 2.8 percent in Dallas/Fort Worth's suburbs.26 Because of the 
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small African-American population in the suburban areas, they are more dispersed 
throughout the suburban area, resulting in a lower level of segregation. In the suburbs of 
Houston and Dallas/Fort Worth, African-Americans are more likely to live in 
predominantly White neighborhoods. 

For Latinos, the level of residential segregation in the suburbs of Houston and Dallas/Fort 
Worth is lower than for African-Americans. It is also lower than the indices for the entire 
Houston and Dallas/Fort Worth metro areas. But, the level of segregation for Latinos has 
not diminished in the suburbs as it has for African-Americans. Houston suburbs only 
experienced a-2.1 change in the index of dissimilarity, and Dallas/Fort Worth suburbs 
actually had an increase in Latino segregation in the 1970s. This corresponds with the 
increase in the entire Dallas/Fort Worth metro area in the same time period. 

Along with residential segregation, income, poverty, and education, another factor that 
helps understand demographic change in Texas cities and their suburbs is the age of the 
population. El Paso had an entirely different pattern of age distribution than any of the other 
cities. Furthermore, all age groups below 35 years of age were proportionately more 
concentrated in the suburbs, while all ages 35 and above were found more proportionately 
in the city of El Paso (see Table 3.23). 

Table 3.23 
Age Distribution and Median Age for 

Selected Cities and Suburbs, 1990 

Share of Population in Age Group (in % ) 

MSA 

Austin 
Dallas/Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
San Antonio 
Texas 

0-17 
City Suburb 
23.l 28.5 
25.0 29.l 
31.9 37.4 
26.7 31.1 
29.1 28.9 

28.2 

18-34 
City Suburb 
40.3 31.0 
34.2 29.0 
28.7 34.0 
32.8 28.5 
29.9 26.9 

29.3 

35-65 
City Suburb 
29.l 33.3 
31.1 34.9 
30.6 24.4 
32.2 34.6 
30.5 34.5 

32.1 

65+ 
City Subur 
7.5 7.3 
9.7 7.0 
8.8 8.1 
8.2 5.8 
10.5 9.6 

10.1 

Median Age, 
1990 

City Suburb 
28.9 30.3 
30.6 31.0 
28.7 23.5 
30.4 30.4 
29.8 31.7 

30.8 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

{Washington, D.C., 1990). 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100 due to rounding. 

In terms of city/suburban differences, a higher proportion of school-age children is found 
in the suburbs than in the cities. There was a slightly higher proportion of adults between 
the ages of 18 and 34 years in the city than in the suburbs for all cities, except El Paso. 
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This may be a result of colleges and universities being located predominately within the city 
and young professionals residing in the central city as they develop their careers. 

The pattern shifts for middle-aged adults between the ages of 35 and 54 years. In all of the 
suburbs, except El Paso's, there was a higher proportion of middle-aged adults than in the 
cities. This age group may migrate to the suburbs to start a family and raise their children in 
less crime-ridden and more serene communities. In contrast, except for a small difference 
in Austin and the El Paso paradox, a higher proportion of residents 55 years and older 
resided in the central city. 

In addition to change related to the aging of the U.S. population, the median age and age 
distribution of Texas cities have been affected by the inflow of immigrants from other parts 
of the state and country, and from nations around the world. The six Texas MSAs studied 
in this section reflect a national trend-the settling of international immigrants in central city 
areas (see Table 3.24). In 1990, in four of the five cities studied, larger immigrant 
populations lived in their central city area than in the surrounding suburbs. Both Austin and 
San Antonio had central city immigrant populations of 9 percent, which was double the 
immigrant populations of their surrounding areas. Dallas and Houston had higher 
percentages of immigrants than their suburbs. Not surprisingly, the only border MSA 
studied, El Paso, contained the largest immigrant community of all five metropolitan areas. 
However, El Paso's surrounding area contained a higher percentage of immigrants than the 
central city. Because a large portion of El Paso's immigrants are low-skilled workers from 
Mexico, it is likely that many of the newcomers have settled in the lower-income 
surrounding areas, known as colonias. 

Table 3.24 
International Immigrants in Central Cities and Suburbs, 1990 

(in Percent) 

Immigrant Share Immigrant Share 
MSA of Central City Population of Suburb Population 

Austin 9 4.5 
Dallas/Fort Worth 12 6 
El Paso 23 28 
Houston 18 9 
San Antonio 9 4.5 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

County immigration is measured as a percentage of all persons five years and over in the 
region who have moved from outside of the county within the five years prior to the 
census. Between 1975 and 1980, all of the Texas cities studied experienced a moderate 
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level of immigration (see Table 3.25). Austin led with about one out of three residents 
having immigrated in the prior five years in both 1980 and 1990. Austin's immigration rate 
decreased by 4 percentage points between 1980 and 1990 to 31.8 percent. Austin's 
immigration rate supersedes the rate for all of the cities in the study by over 12 percentage 
points. 

Table 3.25 
County Immigration, 1975-1980 and 1985-1990 

(in Percent) 

City 

Austin 
Dallas 
El Paso 
Fort Worth 
Houston 
San Antonio 

Share of Ceniral City 
Po ulation 

1975-80 1985-90 
35.8 31.8 
21.2 20.6 
21.4 18.3 
20.0 19.8 
24.6 17.3 
15.8 16.2 

Share of Metropolitan Area 
Po ulation 

1975-80 1985-90 
38.0 35.1 
31.6 29.0 
38.5 29.0 
30.8 29.2 
32.7 22.8 
35.9 26.7 

Source: State ofthe Nation's Cities: America's Changing Urban Life, prepared by the Center for Urban 

Policy Research, Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey, for the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD), Office of Policy Development and Research, April 1996. 

This high level of immigration corresponds with the technological boom that the state 
capital has experienced in the past 20 years. High-tech finns that have moved to Austin 
have brought their employees with them. The presence of one of the nation's largest public 
universities also contributes to the high level of immigrants from throughout the state and 
the country. All of the cities witnessed a slight decrease in immigration between 1985 and 
1990 except for San Antonio, which only increased by .4 percent. 

All metropolitan areas had immigration rates above 30 percent between 1975 and 1980, 
meaning that approximately one out of three MSA residents in 1980 immigrated from 
outside the MSA in the previous five years. The range of rates between the metropolitan 
areas is tighter than those for central cities alone. The high rates in the later half of the 
1970s may be a result of the massive suburbanization of cities throughout the United 
States. 

In an analysis of residential segregation and county immigration, it was observed that all of 
the cities that experienced an increase in the index of dissimilarity (residential segregation) 
between 1970 and 1980-Dallas, Fort Worth, and Houston-also had the lowest rates of 
county immigration between 1975 and 1980. There may be a relation between a low level 
of migration into the metropolitan area and a lack of progress toward integration. But the 
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city that witnessed the largest decrease in the index of dissimilarity in 199().-Houston
also recorded the largest decrease in the immigration rate between the periods 1975-1980 
and 1985-1990. The rates slightly decrease in the period between 1985 and 1990 for all of 
the cities. In this period, Austin is the only metro area with an immigration rate above 30 
percent. 

To complement the analysis of county immigration, an analysis of interstate immigration 
data was also conducted. Interstate immigration is measured as a percentage of all persons 
five years and over in the region who moved from another state within the five years prior 
to the census (see Table 3.26). 

Table 3.26 
Interstate Immigration, 1975-1980 and 1985-1990 

(in Percent) 

Share of Central City 
City .Po ulation 

1975-80 1985-90 
Austin 13.3 9.1 
Dallas 11.2 8.3 
El Paso 11.5 9.0 
Fort Worth 9.6 8.3 
Houston 12.4 6.0 
San Antonio 7.6 6.8 

Share of Metropolitan Area 
Po ulation 

1975-80 1985-90 
11.9 8.5 
14.0 10.3 
25.3 17.7 
13.8 11.4 
16.2 8.2 
19.0 10.8 

Source: State ofthe Nation's Cities: Amenca's Changing Urban Ufe, prepared by the Center for Urban 

Policy Research, Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey, for the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD), Office of Policy Development and Research, April 1996. 

El Paso and Austin had the highest rate of interstate immigration between 1985 and 1990. 
Houston had the lowest immigration rate among the Texas cities studied. With regards to 
metropolitan areas, El Paso supersedes Austin and the other cities in the study. The El Paso 
metro area has experienced a high level of migration from other states, particularly New 
Mexico, and from Mexico. Interestingly, the Austin metro area has the lowest interstate 
immigration rate of all six cities for the period 1975-1980, and the second lowest for the 
period 1985-1990. This could signify that out-of-state immigrants to the Austin area 
predominantly settle in Austin proper. Individuals who migrate to Austin's suburbs may be 
moving out of the central city of Austin or from other areas across the state. The Houston 
metro area witnessed the lowest rate of immigration betWeen 1985 and 1990. Houston and 
its suburbs experienced a dramatic drop in interstate immigration rates from 1980 to 1990. 
This decline may be a result of a weakening of the Houston economy in the late 1980s, 
which made the Houston area less attractive. 
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The six cities and their surrounding suburban areas share similar characteristics with regard 
to household composition. These similarities reflect broad trends in changing family 
structure noted in the previous section. There are, however, a few instances where 
differences between cities and their surrounding MSAs and between the MSAs themselves 
emerge (see Table 3.27). 

Table 3.27 
Family Structure in Central Cities vs. Suburbs, 1990 

MSA 

Austin 
Dallas/Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
San Antonio 

Family Married-Couple Female-Headed 
Households Families Households 

City Suburb City Suburb City Suburb 

56 44 54 46 66 34 
24 76 21 79 34 66 
88 12 89 11 92 8 
47 53 43 57 61 39 
70 30 68 32 80 20 

Non-Family 
Households 

City Suburb 

75 
37 
93 
63 
78 

25 
63 
7 

37 
22 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

The six cities and their surrounding suburbs also shared a remarkably similar pattern for 
married-couple households. The share of such households was distributed between central 
cities and suburbs in almost the same proportion as the total number of households. The 
lone exception was Dallas, where the majority of female-headed families lived in the 
suburbs. Nonfarnily households also tended to have a central city location orientation. 

In previous works on urban conditions and suburbanization, family income has been found 
to be higher in suburbs than in cities as a result of migration by middle-class and upper
class residents to the outer areas of the metropolitan area and a suburban location tendency 
of immigrants to a metropolitan area.27 All cities analyzed had lower median household 
incomes than their suburbs, except for El Paso. Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and 
San Antonio each had median household incomes approximately $10,000 less than their 
suburbs (see Table 3.28). 

Households making $14,999 or less are more likely to be located in a central city than in its 
suburbs, with the exception being El Paso. Alternatively, households making between 
$15,000 and $49,999 were equally likely to be in the central city as in the suburbs. The 
suburbs had a higher distribution of households making $50,000 and over than the city. In 
Austin, for example, 19.1 percent of the households in the city made more than $50,000, 
while in the Austin suburbs, 29.2 percent of the households made more than $50,000. 
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Table 3.28 
Median Household Income: City vs. Suburb, 1989 

Median Household Income 
MSA City Suburb Income Differential 

Austin $25,414 $34,381 $8,967 
Dallas $27,489 $38,183 $10,694 
El Paso $23,460 $17,390 ($6,070) 
Houston $26,261 $38,040 $11,799 
San Antonio $23,584 $33,172 $9,588 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

Table 3.29 
Household Income Distribution for Selected Cities, 1990 

(in Percent) 

MSA 

Austin 
Dallas 
El Paso 
Houston 
San Antonio 

$14,999 or less $15,000-$49,999 $50,000 or more 
City Suburb City Suburb City Suburb 

29.0 19.6 52.0 51.2 19.1 29.2 
24.7 14.4 52.6 51.3 22.6 34.3 
31.8 41.5 52.2 51.1 16.0 7.4 
27.9 15.7 50.7 49.6 21.4 34.7 
31.1 18.7 52.7 54.9 16.0 26.3 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

Note: Income numbers are presented as percentages and may not add to 100 due to rounding. 

City/Suburb Income Ratio28 

The National League of Cities report found that metropolitan areas with the smallest central 
city/suburb income gaps had the greatest job increases and the healthiest economies. 29 As 
an expansion of the National League of Cities report, David Rusk, in his book Cities · 
Without Suburbs, distinguished the "point of no return." This "point'' is characteriz.ed by 
the factors of (1) a city/suburb income ratio of less than 70 percent, (2) a city population 
decreased by more than 20 percent within a ten-year period, and (3) the minority population 
of the city increases by more than 50 percent in a ten-year period. 30 Rusk states that at this 

62 



point, city/suburb disparities become so severe that the city, in a broad sense, no longer is a 
place to invest or create jobs. 

An analysis of these indicators was conducted for the cities of Austin, Dallas, El Paso, Fort 
Worth, Houston, and San Antonio (see Table 3.30). Per capita income data for suburban 
areas was unavailable for 1979, therefore a trend analysis of city/suburb per capita income 
ratio for that year could not be conducted. As an alternative, the city/MSA per capita income 
ratio was calculated, for both 1979 and 1989. Because the MSA data includes the city and 
the surrounding area, the ratios will be closer to unity than the city/suburb income ratios. 
Also, because Latino population data were not available for 1980~ only the African
American population was used to demonstrate the percent change in the minority population 
from 1980 to 1990. 

Table 3.30 
City/Suburb Income Ratios and Population Change: 

1979 and 1989 

City/Suburb 
Per Capita 

Income Ratio, 
City 1989 

Austin 96.2 
Dallas 98.9 
El Paso 168.7 
Fort Worth 79.9 
Houston 88.5 
San Antonio 74.8 

City/MSA 
Per Capita 

Income Ratio, 
1979 

99.2 
104.1 
102.5 
88.6 
n/a 

92.0 

City/MSA 
Per Capita 

ncome Ratio, 
1989 

98.4 
102.5 
105.0 
82.8 
95.4 
91.7 

Percentage 
Change in 

Population, 
1980-90 

34.6 
11.3 
21.2 
16.2 
2.2 

19.1 

Percentage 
Change in 
Minority 

Population, 
1980-90 

34.2 
10.2 
26.2 
11.4 
2.5 

11.5 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

According to Rusk's hypothesis, none of the cities in the study are at the "point of no 
return." Most of the cities have very healthy city/suburb per capita income ratios, as well as 
general population growth, and proportionate or slightly less minority population growth. 

San Antonio and Fort Worth have relatively lower city/suburb per capita income ratios than 
the other cities. This higher income disparity may raise a concern about the future of these 
cities. A continuing increase in the income ratio gap may be detrimental to the economy of 
San Antonio and Fort Worth. 

In a trend analysis of city/MSA per capita income between 1979 and 1989, most of the 
cities experienced a decline in the ratio, hence, an increase in the income gap between the 
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city and the suburb. As more migration of upper-middle-class families to the suburbs 
continues, and the lower-income families continue to reside in the core of the city, the 
income gap will increase. This disparity may have adverse effects on the economies of 
Texas cities if it is not dealt with. 

El Paso is an anomaly in terms of income measures. Rather than a higher median 
household income in the suburbs of El Paso, the wealth seemed to reside within the city. 
This may be explained by the fact that El Paso is a border city in a desert. El Paso has not 
developed a suburban area, which is considered an evident step in the life cycle of a 
growing city. The El Paso "suburbs" are rural areas, including the very low-income 
colonias. This inability to expand and develop an affluent suburban population may have 
effects on the economic and demographic growth of El Paso. 

If investment continues only within the city without an outflow of money into the 
surrounding area, along with an increase in population there are two possible scenarios. El 
Paso will either congest and be a metropolis in the heart of an uninhabited desert, or its 
central city could thrive because urban resources will be concentrated in the city's core. 
There are some underlying difficulties which may prevent El Paso from thriving. With 
regard to poverty, the El Paso area had the highest percentages of persons living in poverty 
of all the cities in our city/suburb comparison. It also had the highest percentages of 
children and elderly in poverty, two groups which are not part of the workforce. 

Houston and San Antonio also had a high percentage of poor central-city children and 
elderly persons. Fort Worth, on the other hand, ranked consistently lower in percentages of 
poor central-city children and elderly, and ranked last in this study for the percentage of 
central-city persons and families with incomes below the poverty level. 

The total number of persons in 1990 living in poverty in the cities of this comparison was 
1.5 million, about the size of Houston or Dallas (see Table 3.31). El Paso had by far the 
largest percentage of families with income below the poverty level living outside the central 
city. Inside the city of El Paso one of every five families had incomes below the poverty 
level. The other five MSAs had larger percentages of families in poverty living inside the 
central cities. San Antonio, Houston, and Dallas had more than double the percentage of 
families in this category inside the city versus outside the central city. The surrounding 
areas of Dallas had the smallest percentage of families in this category. 

The percentage of children in poverty in the cities was higher in every case than the 
surrounding areas, with the exception of El Paso. Almost half the children living outside 
the city of El Paso lived in poverty. However, because the population of El Paso's 
"suburbs" are so small in comparison to the city, the child poverty rate of El Paso's MSA is 
still considerably lower than within the city alone. The percentage of children in poverty 
living outside other major cities was dramatically less than in El Paso. San Antonio's 
surrounding areas had about 15 percent of the children in poverty. The other cities had less 
than 13 percent, with Dallas' surrounding areas listed last at about 9 percent of children in 
poverty. Of the children in Dallas, however, one out of every four lived in poverty. Much 
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of south and east Dallas has evolved into poorer and poorer neighborhoods, partly from the 
flight of middle- and higher-income earners to the suburbs. Other factors, such as low 
wage job availability and the cycle of poverty that has persisted in that portion of the city, 
may also affect the percentage of households and children in poverty. 

Table 3.31 
Poverty Rate 'for Families, Children~ and the Elderly in Cities .· 

vs. MSAs, 1990 

Families 

MSA 
Central 

City 
MSA 

Austin 
Dallas/Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
San Antonio 

11.5 
14.7 
21.2 
17.2 

. 18.7 

9.8 
8.7 

22.4 
11.8 
15.8 

Children 
Central MSA 

City 

21.1 17.2 . 
27.1 10.2 
34.3 22.2 . 
29.7 19.6 
32.3 27.5 

Elderly 
Central MSA 

City 

11.7 12.0 
14.6 12.8 
21.3 30.0 
17.8 13.5 
19.1 12.0 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). · 

Two MSAs-El Paso and Austin-had lower percentages of elderly outside the central 
cities compared to inside the cities. The El Paso metropolitan area had the highest 
percentage of elderly living below the poverty level, and most of them resided outside the 
central city. Austin's elderly living in poverty made up about 12 percent of both the elderly 
living in the city as well as outside the central city of Austin (see Table 3.31). The other 
MSAs-San Antonio, Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston, and Austin-all had higher 
percentages of the elderly inside the cities than in the surrounding areas. 

Poverty and income distribution relate directly to educational attainment rates. While high 
school and college graduation.rates varied widely between cities, as shown in the cross
sectional analysis of Texas cities, the rates in most cases were quite similar when 
comparing central city and suburb (see Table 3.32). 

High school graduation rates in general were higher in 1990 in the suburbs than in the 
central city. El Paso was the lone anomaly. Existing literature suggests that educational 
attainment rates are higher in suburbs because the family income levels and the quality of 
teaching are higher in the suburbs. The quality of the teaching is higher because schools in 
the suburbs tend to be wealthier due to the higher value of property. The resulting higher 
tax collection contributes to better and more highly technological equipment, such as 
computers, and higher paid educators. 
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Table 3.32 
High School and College Graduation Rates for Persons Aged 25 

and Older among Selected Cities and Their Corresponding 
Suburbs, 1990 

MSA 
High School 

City Suburb 

Austin 
Dallas 
El Paso 
Fort Worth 
Houston 
San Antonio 

82.3 
75.7 
65.3 
71.6 
70.5 
69.1 

82.9 
83.0 
50.3 
80.8 
80.1 
81.4 

College 
City Suburb 

34.4 29.1 
29.1 26.4 
16.2 7.4 
21.5 20.3 
25.1 25.4 
17.8 23.4 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1990). 

In contrast to the pattern for high school graduation rates, central cities tend to have higher 
college graduation rates than the suburban areas. In Austin, for example, 34.4 percent of its 
city population were college graduates, while 29.1 percent the suburb population were. 
This finding is surprising in that on most indicators of socioeconomic well-being, suburban 
areas exceed central. The college graduation rate is an important exception. This is likely 
related to the stronger occupational structure of the labor force in central cities identified in 
Chapter 2. But taken in the context of the finding on high school graduation rates, the 
broader conclusion is that the distribution of educational attainment is more unequal in 
central cities than in suburbs. 

Conclusions 

This chapter analyzed several variables to develop an understanding of demographic 
changes in Texas by looking at both population dynamics as well as economic and social 
well-being. Texas has experienced rapid growth in its metropolitan population, especially 
in its larger urban areas and border areas. The ethnic make-up of Texas has become 
increasingly diverse as the state's Latino and Asian populations have increased in 
representation. This trend indicates that the number of Whites has been decreasing and will 
continue to decrease as a percentage of Texas' overall population. the Texas population 
has also become more elderly in the last fifteen years, mostly comprised of elderly Whites. 
The shift in population from majority White to majority-minority will tend to lower the 
median age of the overall Texas population. The state will need to consider its current 
proportion of middle-aged and elderly workforce participants. Additionally, the state must 
look to the future and decide if and how it will prepare its future young workforce, 

66 



increasingly comprised of young Latinos and historically the least-educated segment of the 
labor force. 

High levels of educational attainment existed in most of the cities, with universities and/or 
job growth creating demand for advanced degrees. Austin ranked highest in both high 
school and baccalaureate degree attainment, indicative of the presence of the state's largest 
university and its popularity as a location to live after graduation. Cities with the largest 
Latino populations had the lowest educational attainment overall. Those cities with the 
highest proportion of Whites also showed the largest proportion of residents with at least a 
bachelor's degree, with the exception of Waco. 

As would be expected, the incomes of the state varied by size, location, and racial/ethnic 
composition of the cities. Larger cities had higher median incomes, while smaller cities, 
cities near the Mexican border, and cities with large Latino populations generally had lower 
median incomes. Brownsville, in fact, had the highest percentage of persons receiving 
public assistance, and the largest percentage of persons below the poverty level. This 
finding indicated future demand for public assistance and workforce training. 

By far the highest numbers of poor children live in Texas cities, with the El Paso 
surrounding areas the exception in the study. The inadequate infrastructure outside the 
central city of El Paso may account for the higher poverty rates in this area. The cities in the 
southern region of the state tended to have higher rates of poverty, while the cities in north 
Texas tended to have lower rates. The Dallas Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(PMSA), for instance, had the lowest poverty rate for areas outside the central city, while 
the Fort Worth PMSA had the lowest poverty rate for children living outside the central 
city. 

Texas' suburbs have grown more rapidly than its cities and accounted for a growing share 
of metropolitan areas. With few exceptions, Texas suburbs are largely comprised of 
Whites, while Latinos and African-Americans remain concentrated in central cities. The 
median household income in the suburbs can be expected to be at least 30 percent more 
than that of the central city for the five MSAs studied, with the exception of El Paso. 

Residential segregation between Whites and African-Americans has decreased in the past 
few decades, yet remains relatively high in many Texas MSAs and exceeds the residential 
segregation between Whites and Latinos in all of the MSAs studied. The lower incidence of 
segregation of Latinos may be due to the fact that the Latino population in Texas cities 
shadows that of African-Americans. 

This study has yielded a distinctly Texas story of increasing diversity, an older White 
population, and a dangerous trend toward a less-educated society largely made up of 
Latinos who will soon represent the single largest ethnic group of the state's population. 
Texas' site in the nation as a major border state may place increased pressure on urban 
municipalities to provide specialized services in the areas of workforce training and 
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English-as-a-Second-Language training. The increasing numbers of foreign-born 
immigrants in Texas' largest cities echo this need. 

Understanding and anticipating these demographic trends is crucial to the effective creation 
of public policy regarding urban change. Texas' place in the nation in population, as well, 
increases the importance of the urban management that will take the state into the 21st 
century. 
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Chapter 4. Land Use and Housing 

The U.S., in general, and Texas, specifically, have experienced tremendous economic and 
social transformation over the past few decades. The factors that influenced urban 
development, ranging from population shifts to changes in income distribution, have 
dramatically altered methods of land use and created new opportunities, as well as new 
dilemmas, in the area of housing. The issues of housing and land use are at the core of the 
quality of life of all Texans. Land use decisions shape daily lives and define the form and 
growth of urban areas. Furthermore, the supply of adequate housing necessary to meet the 
changing demands brought about by economic and social transformation remains a · 
pressing public policy issue. 

Social and economic changes over the past fifty years substantially reshaped the way 
Texans interact with each other and their surrounding communities. Policies concerning 
housing and land use, therefore, can have a positive or negative impact on the quality of life 
for all Texans. Today, Texas is one of the most urbanized states in the nation, and is 
projected to continue growing at a rapid pace, with most of the growth concentrated in 
major metropolitan areas. Public and private sector efforts to control the factors that shape 
housing and land use patterns, therefore, will play an increasingly vital role in the 
development of urban Texas. This chapter examines many of the factors behind these 
patterns in a sample of urban areas in Texas. The land use issues addressed are the 
continuing suburbanization of the United States and its impacts, annexation, edge cities, 
Texas-Mexico border growth, and 1-35 corridor growth. In addition, this chapter examines 
housing patterns in Texas, including household growth, homeownership, and housing 
affordability .1 

Patterns in Land Use and Housing 

Suburbanization of the United States 

Over the course of American history, population patterns and urban form have experienced 
continual change. Two dominant factors have defined this change since World War 11
suburbanization and regional shifts. The U.S. population has generally moved from central 
cities to the suburbs and from the North and Midwest to the South and West If current 
migration trends are maintained, population will continue to move to the South and West in 
the future. It is estimated that 60 percent of the U.S. population will live in these regions in 
2010, with more than one-quarter of the U.S. population residing in California; Texas, and 
Florida. In addition, the population within all regions will continue to move from the city to 
suburban and outlying areas. Between 1980 and 1994, central city population in the 39 
largest metropolitan areas increased by only 1.7 million, while the corresponding suburban 
population increased by 17 million.2 The shifting of the American population to suburbs 
and to the Sun Belt has tended to encourage low-density development that takes advantage 
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of more abundant and less expensive land. A number of factors have contributed to these 
dominant trends, including federal loan policies, reliance on the automobile, and advances 
in the area of telecommunications. A review of these factors and their impacts on land use 
is presented below. 

Federal Encouragement of Suburbanization 

Several federal government policies have encouraged suburbanization. The Home Owners 
Loan Corporation (HOLC), established in 1933, provided loans with maturities of 20 to 25 
years for 90 percent of a home's value. Prior to this action, typical home loans required a 
down payment of 40 to 50 percent and carried three- to five-year maturities. The Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) and the Veterans Administration (VA) have guaranteed 
millions of low-interest loans with little or no down payment. These loans can be used only 
for new houses, not for renovation of existing houses. 3 Federal loan program regulations 
have long favored middle- and upper-income households and suburban-type housing
new, single-family, detached units. As a result, programs such as these dramatically 
increased the number of middle-class families who could afford to purchase a home, and 
most of these were new homes located in suburban areas. 

Federal tax regulations also have encouraged suburbanization through the mortgage interest 
deduction to homeowners. Suburban areas have traditionally had more opportunities for 
homeownership than central cities. Thus, the encouragement of homeownership has 
indirectly encouraged suburban sprawl. While only 20 percent of federal housing funds are 
spent on subsidies for the poor in the form of a mixture of public housing, vouchers, and 
housing renovations, mortgage interest and property tax deductions cost the federal 
government $66 billion annually. Two-thirds of these decluctions go to families with 
incomes above $75,000.4 The mortgage interest and property tax deductions have, as have 
programs such as FHA and VA, induced new housing construction which is more common 
in suburban areas than in central cities. 

In addition to tax deductions and loan programs for homes, federal transportation policy 
has also encouraged suburban sprawl. Under the Federal Highways Act of 1944, the 
federal government contributed 25 percent to the construction of roadways in cities with 
populations exceeding 5,000 residents. Through the Interstate Highway Act of 1956, the 
federal government paid 90 percent of the construction costs for interstate highways. Both 
of these acts greatly spurred suburban growth by making suburban living and business 
relocation far more affordable and accessible by reducing transportation costs and 
increasing mobility.5 

Communication Technology 

Several advancements in the telecommunications industry, including the telephone, fax 
communications, and the Internet, represent additional factors with the potential to induce 
further sprawl. Prior to the communication advances of the 20th century, it was very 
important for business and political leaders to be located in close proximity to other 
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important figures. Personal interaction provided the foundation for business and political 
relationships, so it was advantageous to locate one's business or offices near other leaders. 
Downtowns, with their concentration of business and governmental offices, provided an 
ideal location for nurturing these important relationships; colleagues and associates were 
within walking distance. The widespread adoption of the telephone and later technological 
advancements enabled business and political leaders to communicate daily without locating 
near one another. Certainly, personal interaction remains important in today's work world, 
but technological advancements have reshaped the playing field. Although empirical 
evidence is not available on this issue, it appears that new methods of communication may 
have contributed to business relocation toward the suburban fringe. This shift of 
employment opportunities to the suburbs may have, in tum, encouraged even greater 
residential sprawl as workers sought housing near their workplaces. 

The Impacts of Suburbanization 

Suburbia's Hidden Costs 

The trend toward increased suburbanization presents a troubling pattern-increased 
infrastructure construction and service costs. Large lot sizes, which are more common in 
suburbs because of a greater amount of available land, increase the per-dwelling~unit cost 
of constructing roads, sidewalks, and water and sewer lines. A recent study by Rutgers 
University's Center for Urban Policy Research of development trends in New Jersey 
concluded that the state could save $1.3 billion over 20 years on public facility capital 
construction and $400 million annually in service operation and maintenance if future 
growth_ occurred.in a more compact, less sprawling form.6 

The higher cost of suburbanization is often exacerbated by haphazard planning or alack of 
planning. Planning for develop1I,1ent can reduce the substantial costs of infrastructure 
simply by directing development and preventing "leapfrogging!' Leapfrogging occurs 
when developments are· constructed beyond existing development, leaving open space 
between existing and new development. A seminal 1974 study by the Real Estate Research 
Corporation concluded that eliminating leapfrogging and encouraging m()re compact 
development could save 15 per~ent on infrastructure construction expenditures and 20 
percent in land acquisition costs.7 

. . · .. 

While preventing leapfrog development may yield significant cost savings, the Real Es~ate 
Research Corporation concludes that increasirig the density of development can result in 
even greater savings. The most substantial savings are realized when planned, high-density 
development, which is common in central cities, is contrasted with unplanned, low-density 
sprawl often seen in suburban areas. First, less land will be needed to house an equivalent 
increase in population. Land acquisition costs are estimated to be 43 percent less under 
planned, high-density development. Next, savings on infrastructure development are 
significant: an estimated 40 percent on streets and 63 percent on utilities. Third, due to the 
reduction in paving, pipe, and wire length under high-density development, operating and 
maintenance costs are estimated to be reduced by 11 percent. In short, the study concluded 
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that the cost of constructing roads and utilities to serve ten dwelling units per acre (du/a) to 
be nearly 80 percent less than to serve an equivalent population housed at two du/a.8 

Despite the higher costs of suburban development, suburban communities have encouraged 
development in order to increase their tax base. However, communities do not always reap 
economic benefits from new development. Sprawl often costs municipalities in terms of 
service provision and infrastructure costs. For instance, one study of residential 
development in Culpeper, Virginia, demonstrated that for every dollar of development, the 
county spent $1.25 on additional services. 9 Development impact fees have been created by 
some communities to offset the high costs of much new residential development. 

Although Texas urban development has been influenced by these national trends, other 
forces unique to the state have played a role as well. Texas, as the second-largest state in 
land area, has ample land available, generally at inexpensive prices. Sprawl, therefore, has 
not been constrained by a shortage of land or its cost. Additionally, Texas has some of the 
most liberal annexation laws in the nation. As a result, cities have generally not been 
constrained from continually extending their territorial boundaries. 

Reliance on the Automobile 

One of the emerging side effects of suburban sprawl has been an increased reliance on the 
automobile. Cars are usually the only practical and available means of transport for many 
suburban residents. Unfortunately, though, car use in suburban areas causes households to 
spend much time and money on transport. With the continued suburbanization of the 
nation, Americans are driving their cars more than ever before. In 1960, the total vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) was six miles per person per day; by 1990, the number had climbed 
to 27 miles per person per day. 10 Measured in constant dollars, household spending· on 
transportation increased over three-fold from 1930 to 1960. Spending on transportation 
doubled again by the end of the 1980s, by which time it consumed 21 percent of 
discretionary household spending. 11 

One comparison of odometer readings of suburban residents to residents of older, more 
traditional neighborhoods found that the typical suburban household averages 31,300 VMT 
annually while residents of traditional neighborhoods average only 15,700 VMT annually. 
Using Hertz Corporation's estimate of total vehicle operation cost per mile, the average 
suburban household spends $8,883 more per year on commuting than residents of older, 
traditional neighborhoods. 12 

· 

The cost of suburban development can extend beyond monetary costs. The extra · 
commuting miles driven by suburban residents can be dangerous. Although the casualty 
rate from crime is much higher in inner cities than in the suburbs, the greatly increased 
probability of being involved in an auto accident while commuting raises the total casualty 
rate for suburbanites above the rate for city dwellers. City dwellers annually sustain 16 
casualties per 1,000 residents, ten from crime and six from auto accidents; suburbanites 
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sustain 19 casualties per 1,000 residents annually, one from crime and 18 from auto 
accidents.13 

In addition, the dramatic increase in automobile use has harmful effects on the 
environment. Although the average fleet miles-per-gallon (mpg) increased from 13 mpg in 
1973 to 29 mpg in 1989, the 98.4 percent increase in total VMT resulted in a 19 percent 
increase in motor fuel consumption over the same period. Due to the rise in the VMT, total 
emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrous oxide, and hydrocarbons are projected to increase 
30 percent by 2010, thus intensifying air pollution and contributing further to global 
warming. 

On the positive side, technological improvements and tougher federal standards have led to 
a reduction of emissions in current engines by 98 percent since 1970. Yet, there are also 85 
million more cars today than in 1970, each driving twice as many miles. Therefore, despite 
the technological improvements, total fuel consumption and vehicle emissions continue to 
increase.14 Furthemiore, low-density development has made mass transit impracticable in 
many areas because of the high costs of serving large areas by rail lines or bus routes. By 
separating workplaces from residences, low-density development has_ helped to encourage 
automobile dependency. · 

The following sections elucidate land use trends in a sample of Texas urban areas. The 
issues addressed in the following sections are suburban sprawl, annexation, edge cities, 
Texas.;.Mexico border growth, andl-35 corridor growth. 

Land Use in the 12 Texas Cities 

Suburban Sprawl 

As noted in Chapter 2, Texas' six largest MSAs-Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, El Paso, 
Houston, and San Antonio-daimed 7.09 million residents in 1980, accounting for just 
under half of the state's population. The six MSAs added 2.77 million residents in the 
1980-1990 period and increased their share of the state's population to 58 percent~ Due to · 
their large populations, and their continued growth, these areas have the most significant 
sprawl-related problems of Texas urban areas. Roadway congestion, air quality, land 
consumption, and housing affordability are some of the many issues facing Texas' major 
urban areas. 

Population growth in these areas has been significant in recent years. According to the 
U.S. Census Bureau, from 1990 to 1995, 21 Texas counties registered population 
increases exceeding 20 percent. The counties are located primarily along the border, in the 
Hill Country, and in major urban areas.15 

Along with an increase in population comes an increase in traffic. The Texas Transportation 
Institute developed a Roadway Congestion Index to assess congestion levels nationwide; 
those areas scoring above 1.0 on the index are considered to have undesirable levels of 
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congestion. As one might expect, Los Angeles is the most congested city in the nation, 
followed by Washington, D.C. and San Francisco. Houston is the 10th most congested 
city in the nation. On the state level, Houston is followed by Dallas, Austin, Fort Worth, 
San Antonio, and El Paso.16 

The sprawling development typical of Texas' major metropolitan areas consumes many 
acres of land and other natural resources. According to the Texas Agricultural Statistics 
Service, from 1980 to 1990 millions of acres of agricultural land have dropped out of 
traditional use, primarily due to sprawl.17 Practices such as large-lot zoning encourage 
metropolitan sprawl while increasing water use. Large lots feature large lawns, which · 
require more water for maintenance than small, urban lots. The prolonged drought of 1995
96 alerted many communities to the problems of supplying water to support new 
development. 

While many of the challenges and constraints confronting Texas' large MSAs are similar, 
specific conditions and strategies regarding development differ. The prevalent conditions in 
several of the large MSAs-Austin, Dallas, Houston, and El Paso-are briefly reviewed to 
provide a snapshot of land use issues in the state's large metropolitan areas. 

Recent years have witnessed rapid growth in the Austin area. According to the Census 
Bureau, in 1995, the five counties that constitute the Austin MSA-Travis, Williamson, 
Hays, Bastrop, and Caldwell-surpassed one million in population, a 28 percent increase 
since 1990. Williamson County-which contains the rapidly growing cities of Round 
Rock, Georgetown, Leander, and Cedar Park-was the nation's second fastest-growing 
urban county in 1995.18 Moreover, by 2030, the population of the Austin MSA is expected 
to double to more than two million, while the nine-county region encompassing Austin and 
San Antonio is projected to be equal in population to the nine-county Dallas/Fort Worth 
region. 19 

Much of the growth is occurring to Austin's north and northwest, especially along U.S. 
183. Population nearly tripled from 5,850 to 16,240 in Austin's fastest-growing census 
tracts, bounded by Burnet Road, Parmer Lane, Braker Lane, and Lamar Boulevard. 
Central and East .Austin, meanwhile, registered a small increase in population during the 
1990s, after losing 22,000 residents in the 1970s and 1980s, according to the Census 
Bureau.20 

The region's rapid population growth, while generating a variety of benefits for the local 
population, has, however, strained the housing supply. Job creation has outpaced housing 
construction by a factor of four since 1990, while construction activity is weighted toward 
higher-price homes. As a result, housing availability is limited, especially of lower-priced 
homes. Austin has the highest rental rates in Texas, and is the 25th least-affordable city for 
home prices in the nation. Housing for lower-income households is estimated to be 
undersupplied by half. 21 New construction activity is concentrated in the north and 
northwest, and much of the new subdivisions feature 1.5- to 2-acre lots, thus reducing 
density and exacerbating sprawl.22 
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The effects ofrapid growth can also be observed on Austin's roadways. In 1993, Austin 
had a Roadway Congestion Index (RCI) of 0.95, just below the tolerable threshold 
established by the Texas Transportation Institute. Considerable growth has occurred since 
1993, however, and Austin's congestion might have already reached unacceptable levels.23 

Roadway congestion imposes measurable costs. The average Austin commuter is estimated 
to spend 41 hours and 580 dollars annually stuck in traffic. Thirty percent of drivers face 
daily commutes longer than 30 minutes.24 Total costs in lost productivity, time, and fuel 
amount to $270 million annually.25 Moreover, according to 1990-1995 data from the Texas 
Bureau of Vital Statistics, suburbanites in the Austin MSA are 24 percent more likely to die 
in a traffic accident than residents of Austin.26 

While Austin struggles with choices and decisions regarding the form of future 
development, Dallas and Houston must contend with the effect of past decisions regarding 
growth. Both cities are attempting to address the maladies, particularly traffic congestion, 
stemming from past choices regarding the form of metropolitan development. 

In 1996, Dallas became the first city in the southwest to operate a rail system. From the 
current 11.2 miles, by 2010 the system is intended to comprise 37 miles of commuter rail, 
53 miles of light rail, and 98 miles of bus and car-pool lanes. Total construction cost for the 
system is estimated at $4.1 billion.27 

While it is hoped that Dalllas' rail system will remove vehicles from the area's congested 
roadways, construction of major new roadways continues. State Highway 190 will be 
completed as a toll road in an agreement between the Texas Department of Transportation 
and the Texas Turnpike Authority. The new road, to be named the George Bush Tollway, 
will serve Dallas' prosperous and developing northern suburbs, where 75 percent of the 
region's employment and population growth is occurring.28 

The probable effects of the new tollway are a matter of debate. Proponents argue the project 
is necessary to relieve the overburdened LBJ Freeway, the state's most congested freeway. 
Opponents contend the project will increase automobile dependence and exacerbate the 
sprawling development characteristic of the northern suburbs. 29 Automobile dependence in 
the northern suburbs is already high; nearly 81 percent of all work commuters in the Dallas 
area drive alone, while the figure for Collin County exceeds 85 percent. 30 

Like Dallas, Houston is struggling to provide mobility across an expansive, sprawling 
metropolis. Unlike Dallas, however, Houston's Metropolitan Transit Authority did not 
include any plans for rail in their 2020 Plan. Instead, Houston Metro plans to rely on 
vehicles, and intends to construct two-lane, bidirectional high-occupancy vehicle lanes on 
most area freeways by the year 2020.31 

In addition to expanding local roads, Houston seeks to benefit from the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) through an 1,800-mile extension of Interstate 69 from 
Indianapolis to Mexico. The city's plan calls for two branches of the highway south of 
Houston, one connecting to Laredo and the other connecting with McAllen or Brownsville. 
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The city also produced a feasibility study claimirig the project will produce $1.39 in 
economic development for every dollar of the $5 .5 billion required for the project. 32 

El Paso, meanwhile, is a truly unique urban area. As a start, the city's RCI of 0.77 makes 
it one of the least congested large cities in the nation. 33 Additionally, the city does not have 
sprawling, expansive suburbs like Dallas and Houston. Yet its Mexican sister city, Ciudad 
Juarez, boosts the total population of the binational area to some two million people, 
forming the largest city on an international boundary in the world. Moreover, while El 
Paso's growth rate of 28 percent from 1980 to 1990 is slower than the average for Texas 
MSAs, Ciudad Juarez is growing rapidly. From a population of 750,430 in 1980, Ciudad 
Juarez expanded to 1,240,363 residents by 1990, an increase of 65 percent.34 

The concentration of maquiladora industries in Ciudad Juarez explains much of the rapid · 
growth of the Mexican city. The city has the greatest number of maquiladora facilities in 
Mexico, with more than 300 facilities employing some 130,000 workers. Rapid growth is 
projected to continue into the near future, with the population of Ciudad Juarez estimated to 
exceed two million by the year 2000.35 

Yet El Paso does have suburbs, albeit in the form of colonias. Colonias are developments 
of substandard housing located outside municipal boundaries, and thus are not subject to 
municipal zoning regulations. Many dwellings in colonias would not meet municipal 
building and safety codes. A 1991 study by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 
estimated the number of colonias in El Paso county at 122, with a population of 
approximately 48,000. As noted in the demographics chapter, only 13 percent of the 
population of the El Paso MSA lives outside the central city; for 1990, this translates into 
some 76,000 residents. Thus, more than 60 percent of the population outside the central 
city resides in colonias. Most of these developments are located in the southeast comer of 
the county, downstream from El Paso. 

Suburbanization in the form of colonias explains the many differences observed between El 
Paso and other large MSAs in Texas. As noted in the demographics chapter, El Paso is the 
only one of the six largest MSAs in the state where the proportion of Hispanics in the 
suburbs is higher than in the central city. Moreover, median income is lower, and the rate 
of poverty higher, outside the central city. Hence, outside El Paso proper, a majority of 
residents live in colonias, and these residents are more likely to be poor and Hispanic than 
residents of the central city. 

Environmental concerns are paramount in the binational metropolis. Area residents breathe 
the most polluted air along the 1,900-mile border.36 Additionally, water is scarce. El Paso 
relies substantially, and Ciudad Juarez entirely, on the Hueco Bolson aquifer for water. 
Recent studies have predicted the depletion of the aquifer by 2030, and problems with 
increased salinity are already occurring.37 

Yet while Texas is becoming increasingly urban, not all MS As are experiencing rapid 
growth. The population of the six largest MSAs increased 39 percent from 1980 to 1990, 
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while the population of all MSAs in the state increased 38 percent. During the same decade, 
however, the six slowest-growing MSAs-Wichita Falls, Abilene, Amarillo, Corpus 
Christi, Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange, and Lubbock-expanded by only 16 percent. 
None of these MSAs is located along either the 1-35 corridor or the Texas-Mexico border, 
factors helping fuel the growth of other MSAs in the state; Hence the continued growth of 
urban areas in Texas is not a statewide pattern; rather, large MSAs and those along the 1-35 
corridor and Texas-Mexico border account for much of the state's urban growth. 

Annexatiom 

Texas' liberal annexation laws have given cities the opportunity to greatly expand their total 
land area over a number of years. Many cities have pursued aggressive annexation policies 
in order toadd additional resources to the municipality. Annexed land offers the potential to 
expand the-tax base and, consequently,.increase a city's revenue potential. Furthermore, 
the expansion of a city's borders can improve its efficiency in providing services that have 
an economy1of scale advantage, such as utilities. However, the success of Texas cities in 
annexing surrounding territory has varied substantially based on local circumstances. 

All municipal 1annexation powers are derived from the state legislature. For cities with 
populations···OYer 5,000 that therefore qualify for home rule status, the Home Rule 
Amendment of 1912 gave cities the power to annex without the consent of the voters in the 
annexed areas; The only limitations on annexation were that some part of the land had to be 
adjacent to current city boundaries and incorporated cities could not be annexed. This 
original law gave Texas cities widespread authority over surrounding land, with the 
annexable land virtually powerless to intervene in the city's actions. 

The Municipal Annexation Act of 1963 reformed the home rule annexation laws by 
specifying limitations. This law established the principle of extraterritorial jurisdiction 
(ETJ). For cities with a population over 100,000, the ETJ extended five miles in width 
from the city's current city limits. For cities with less than 100,000 residents, the ETJ was 
established only one-half mile in width. Cities could now annex land only within their ETJ, 
and were limited to annexation of a maximum of ten percent of its total land area each year 
(though percentages could be saved for up to three years). The 1963 Act and future 
amendments provided more protections for residents of annexable areas; however, these 
residents are still not able to vote on whether they want to be annexed by a city. 

In the years following the passage of this law, the City of Houston used the new 
annexation regulations to its advantage by utilizing the loose restrictions on govemment
owned land. By annexing ten-foot wide strips along Harris County's highways, Houston 
greatly expanded its entire ETJ through these series of spokes. While this practice was 
eventually restricted, it illustrates the variation among cities in annexation practices. Those 
cities that have.actively sought to annex large amounts of land have discovered loopholes in 
the law to use;for their benefit. Houston has managed to keep much of the surrounding 
land within its<city limits. As a result, as these areas urbanize, their residents must pay 
property taxes..<to the City of Houston as opposed to smaller jurisdictions. 
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On the other hand, other cities such as Dallas have been unable to rapidly expand their 
borders in recent years. Dallas has been landlocked by a number of already incorporated 
jurisdictions on its borders, including Plano, Richardson, Carrollton, Addison, and 
Duncanville. When faced with incorporated municipalities across city limits, a city's ability 
to expand its tax base and land area is greatly reduced. 

The Texas laws of annexation have received increasing attention in the late 1990s due to the 
highly publicized case of Houston annexing Kingwood against its residents' will. 
Legislation in the coming legislative sessions will likely enact additional reforms on 
existing annexation laws that might restrict cities' future ability to add land. 

The state's annexation laws can have a widespread effect on land use patterns across 
Texas. H larger cities are allowed to annex surrounding areas, then a more centralized land 
use decision-making authority can develop. However, as illustrated in the case of Houston, 
this does not guarantee a strong government presence in land use decisions. Houston has 
thus far not actively sought a strong role in dictatingland use or zoning decisions. Still, the 
potential exists for a more unilateral approach to land use decisions. 

Where annexation does not occur in a widespread fashion, the potential for effective 
regional land use decisions is greatly reduced. In the case of Dallas, any regional land use 
decisions would require either the implementation of a strong regional governing body or 
exceptional cooperation among existing local governments. For instance, the Dallas 
metropolitan area has encountered a number of problems in its effort to manage the Dallas 
Area Rapid Transit (DART) public transportation system. In order for DART to connect all 
of the area's communities, it must seek constant approval from each of the participating 
municipalities. As in other metropolitan regions across the United States, Texas regional 
governing bodies have historically not had the authority to serve as effective policy entities. 
Regional planning and coordination is especially important in the case of edge cities, a form 
of development assessed in the following section. 

Edge Cities 

The continued suburbanization of American metropolitan areas stimulated retail services, 
such as shopping and consumer services, to follow families to the suburbs. Eventually, 
other types of businesses-traditional manufacturing operations and more recently 
corporate headquarters and back-offices-began to relocate to the suburbs to take 
advantage of lower land and labor costs and greater transportation efficiency. These 
businesses have tended to cluster together in suburbs, in what are popularly referred to as 
"edge cities."38 Edge cities, dense collections of office buildings and job opportunities on 
the suburban fringe, now are located outside most major American cities. 

Typically, these clusters of suburban employment have been built near the intersection of 
two or more highways. These highway intersections have been logical choices since they 
provide easy access for employees or consumers and ensure high visibility for businesses. 
Across the country, edge cities now have more office space than many of the nation's 
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traditional downtowns. The existence of edge cities has shifted much of the focus of 
commercial land development away from traditional downtowns to more suburban 
locations. 

In his 1991 book Edge City: Life on the New Frontier, Joel Garreau establishes a five-tier 
definition of an edge city: 

1. Has five million square feet or more of leasable office space. 

2. Has 600,000 square feet or more of leasable retail space. 

3. Has more jobs than bedrooms. 

4. Is perceived by the population as one place. 

5. Was nothing like a "city" as recently as thirty years ago.39 

Using this definition, Garreau identified edge cities across the nation. In Texas, Garreau 
found edge cities in the state's four biggest cities-Dallas, Houston, Austin, and San 
Antonio. The edge cities meeting Garreau's minimum qualifications are listed below in 
Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 
Texas Edge Cities 

Texas City Edge City Location 
Austin Northwest area (centered on Loop 360---MoPac Expressway-Route 183) 
Dallas Turtle Creek-Oak Lawn (midtown) 

North Central Expressway area (from north of downtown to Beltline Road) 
Dallas Galleria-LBJ Freeway 
Las Colinas 

Houston Galleria 
Greenway Plaza 
Sharpston Mall-Highway 59 
Texas Medical Center-Rice University 
Westheimer-West Belt-Westchase 
U.S. 290---Northwest 
Greenspoint-North Beltway-1-45 
Clear Lake-NASA 

San Antonio Airport 
South Texas Medical Center Complex 

Source: Joel Garreau, Edge City: Life on the New Frontier (New York: Anchor Books, 1991), pp. 427-435. 
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This list identifies the locations across the state where new employment opportunities have 
been created outside of downtown areas and concentrated in new suburban locations. It is 
immediately clear that the state's two largest cities-Dallas and Houston-have the largest 
number of edge cities. As these two cities' downtowns became too congested and 
expensive to locate additional businesses, companies such as law firms and corporate 
headquarters were encouraged to seek out suburban locations for their office buildings. 
Combined with the service industries that have located in suburban locations to meet 
residents' consumer demand, these businesses have formed a strong employment base on 
what was once the urban fringe. 

However, once the initial edge cities were established, such as both the Dallas and Houston 
Galleria areas, there was the incentive for edge cities to emerge even farther out from the 
central business districts. As more people worked in the original edge cities, there was no 
longer the necessity for housing to be in close commuting proximity to downtown. Instead, 
suburban housing in Dallas and Houston has spread many miles from downtown. 
Consequently, the cycle can begin again with edge cities emerging as far out as 20 or more 
miles away from downtown, as in the case of Plano north of Dallas. 

Like edge cities across the nation, Texas' edge cities have benefited from close proximity to 
highways. Highways give edge city businesses the advantages of easy access to other parts 
of the city and high visibility for drivers. For instance, the Dallas Galleria uses the North 
Dallas Tollway as its rapid access to both downtown to the south and to the booming areas 
to the north. The LBJ Freeway provides the area connections to both the east and the west. 

Texas-Mexico Border Growth 

While edge cities have benefited from close proximity to highways, other MSAs in Texas 
have benefited from the state's unique relationship with Mexico. The four MSAs along the 
Texas-Mexico border-El Paso, Laredo, McAllen, and Brownsville-grew from a 
combined population of 934,000 in 1980 to 1.37 million in 1990, an increase of 46 
percent. Thus, border growth significantly outpaced the state growth rate of 19 percent 
during the period 1980-1990. 

Much economic growth in border cities has been fueled by U.S.-Mexico trade, starting 
with the maquiladora program in 1965 and continuing with the implementation of NAFTA 
in 1994. Eighty percent of U.S. exports to Mexico pass through Texas ports, while 70 
percent of Mexico's exports to the United States enter through Texas. The five major ports 
of entry are El Paso, Eagle Pass, Laredo, Hidalgo, and Brownsville.40 As a result of the 
increased volume in trade, traffic is projected to increase by more than 50 percent in Webb 
and Hudspeth counties.41 

Along with increasing trade and traffic, the population along the border is rapidly 
expanding, increasing housing demand. Due to the extreme poverty of many households 
along the border, however, many families reside in substandard homes in colonias. Living 
conditions in the colonias are quite poor. Many homes, usually constructed by the owners 
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from pocket cash, are in bad to very bad condition. Twenty-three percent of colonia homes 
lack treated water. In one study of urban colonias, 20 percent of homes lacked adequate 
plumbing facilities and 15 percent lacked adequate kitchen facilities.42 

Some 45 percent of urban colonia residents live below the poverty line. As a result, border 
MSAs feature atypical patterns of wealth and income distribution compared with other U.S. 
metropolitan areas, especially those in the Southwest. Whereas many MSAs in the United 
States feature impoverished inner cities surrounded by wealthy suburbs, many poor 
inhabitants of border MSAs reside outside the central city; central cities along the border are 
more affluent than their suburbs, due to the poverty of the colonias.43 

Subdividing ranches to create colonias is not a recent phenomenon; rather it began in the 
early 20th century with the construction of a 16()-mile railroad spur connecting Brownsville 
with the Missouri-Pacific terminus in Corpus Christi. Landowners formed real estate and 
irrigation companies, attracting migrants with rosy advertisements of the area's soil quality 
and weather conditions. Large ranches disappeared rapidly, a trend reflected in the number 
and size of farms. In Cameron County, for example, there were 7® farms with an average 
size of 770.1acresin1910; by 1930, there were 2,936 farms with an average size of 45.6 
acres. In turn, the population of the Valley increased from 79 ,934 at the beginning of the 
century to 322,845 in 1930.44 

Although today colonias can be found along the entire length of the border, approximately 
60 percent are in the four-county Lower Rio Grande Valley area, and another 17 percent in 
El Paso County. In 1995, the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) estimated the total 
number of colonias at 1,436, housing some 340,000 residents.45 

Colonias are possible because Texas counties, unlike municipalities, have no authority to 
enact zoning ordinances or establish building codes. The dispersion of population 
throughout the Valley, and outside of municipalities, results in part from Texas law and the 
actions of landowners. 

1-35 Corridor Growth 

Just as trade with Mexico propelled the growth of the border communities, Interstate 35 has 
fueled the growth of those cities that it connected to the rest of the nation. The highway has 
provided a rapid and efficient transportation route from South Texas to Oklahoma. Cities 
like Laredo, San Antonio, Austin, Waco, Dallas, and Fort Worth have been strongly linked 
by the highway's existence. These cities were given a giant boost in their ability to export 
and import goods from the rest of the state and the nation. With the passage of NAFTA, 
Interstate 35 has become an even more important transportation route for the entire 
continent. Mexican companies often use the interstate as the major access point to the entire 
United States. 

Interstate 35 has had an equally important impact on land use along its corridor. The major 
Texas cities positioned along 1-35 have had a stable north-south avenue for growth. For 
instance, in the late 1970s, Austin's comprehensive plan aimed to concentrate its future 
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growth along the 1-35 corridor. Focusing development along the interstate lowers road and 
other infrastructure costs. Market forces also support tremendous growth along the 
interstate. Businesses located along the interstate benefit by being highly visible to drivers. 
For enterprises such as hotels and restaurants, locating near an interstate exit has proven 
profitable. The interstate also provides easy travel access for businesses that depend on 
transportation, such as warehousing and vehicle maintenance. 

Once the land bordering Interstate 35 within the major city limits was filled, urban 
development began to spread outward along the highway corridor. For example, the 
highway miles connecting San Antonio with Austin have become some of the busiest in the 
nation. New Braunfels, San Marcos, and a number of smaller towns have all benefited 
from being located on the interstate. Commuters working in either San Antonio or Austin 
have purchased homes in these outlying cities and used the interstate as their access to work 
each day. A similar situation has developed north of Austin with Pflugerville and Round 
Rock serving as interstate outposts for Austin. Currently, the full impact of urban 
development along the interstate has not reached Waco. As growth continues, however, 
Waco will likely also receive the benefits associated with being located along the interstate. 

For the future, Interstate 35 probably will continue its role as a major contributor to land 
use patterns across Texas. The thousands of cars that the highway carries across Texas 
each year provide economic opportunities for land use speculation and development. 

Housing in the 12 Texas Cities 

Housing Patterns 

The same demographic trends that altered land use patterns in the U.S. have also affe.cted 
the state of the nation's housing. In general, the spatial pattern of household formation has 
followed the population movements discussed in Chapters 1 and 3. Although household 
change tends to mirror population change, a different perspective is adopted in this chapter. 
Households are related to housing units, residential construction activity, homeownership 
rates, and housing affordability. The number of households have tended to increase more 
rapidly in the South and West than in the Northeast or Midwest in recent decades. In nearly 
all metro areas, the fastest rates of household formation took place in the subwbs.46 Across 
the country, the movement from the city to the suburbs has resulted in robust housing 
construction activity on the fringe, while building activity in the cities has slowed 
dramatically. In Detroit, for example, 22 percent of the metropolitan area population lived 
in the central city in 1990, but the central city accounted for only 2 percent of the 
metropolitan area construction in 1994.47 Similar situations are found in Boston, 
Philadelphia, and Atlanta. The Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard University 
predicts that the decentralization process will accelerate over the next fifteen years, partially 
as a result of demographic trends. High-earning baby boomers, who make up a large share 
of U.S. households, will be trading up to better homes in outlying communities and older 
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baby boomers will be purchasing second homes and retirement homes, again in peripheral 
communities. 

While the trend nationally is for people to move away from higher-density central cities to 
lower-density suburbs and outlying areas, this is not necessarily the case in Texas. In 
nearly half the 12 cities studied (Corpus Christi, El Paso, Laredo, Lubbock, and San 
Antonio), household growth in the city was comparable to or exceeded that of its 
corresponding MSA (see Table 4.2).48 Only in the largest cities (Dallas, Fort Worth, and 
Houston) was there a large disparity between city and MSA household growth, and even 
here the disparity is not the same magnitude as for the metropolitan areas in the rest of the 
country. Unlike cities in the North and Midwest, where growth has nearly come to a halt, 
Texas cities saw growth and still retain a substantial proportion of the metro area 
households. Only two cities (Houston and Waco) saw relatively little growth, while four 
(Austin, El Paso, Laredo, and San Antonio) saw substantial growth. 

Table 4.2 
Household Growth in Texas Metropolitan Areas, Cities, and 

Suburbs, 1980-1990 

Austin 
Brownsville 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
Laredo 
Lubbock 
San Antonio 
Tyler 
Woco 
Average 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

Households in the 12 cities comprised an average of 63.4 percent of the metro area 
households in 1990 (see Table 4.3). Although all the cities experienced household growth, 

. the proportion of metro area households located in the central city declined in many areas 
between 1980 and 1990. The decline in these cities was not severe, however, as the change 

MSA Cit Suburbs 
(in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in % ) 

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 

196 304 54.9 134 192 43.1 62 112 80.4 
59 74 25.1 23 27 15.3 36 47 31.4 

105 118 13.0 77 89 16.4 28 29 3.8 
711 973 36.8 355 403 13.4 356 570 60.2 
349 499 42.9 144 168 16.8 205 330 61.3 
141 179 26.6 128 161 25.1 13 18 42.0 

1,029 1,334 29.6 603 617 2.3 426 717 68.2 
26 35 33.1 25 34 35.1 1 1 (32.4) 
73 81 11.7 61 69 13.3 12 12 3.6 

350 452 29.2 259 327 26.3 91 124 37.4 
46 57 23.6 26 29 13.5 20 27 36.8 
62 70 13.6 38 39 4.5 24 31 27.8 

262 348 28.3 156 180 18.8 106 168 35.0 
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was relatively small in most instances. Only Houston saw a large drop from 58.6 percent to 
46.3 percent. The proportion actually increased in Corpus Christi, Laredo, and Lubbock. 

Table 4.3 
Proportion of MSA Households Located in City, 1980-1990 

(in Percent) 

1980 1990 

Austin 68.4 63 .2 
Brownsville 50.5 47.0 
Corpus Christi 73 .3 75.5 
Dallas 49.9 41.4 
Fort Worth 41.3 33.7 
El Paso 91.0 90.0 
Houston 58.6 46.3 
Laredo 97.1 98.5 
Lubbock 83.7 84.9 
San Antonio 74.l 72.5 
Tyler 56.4 51.8 
Woco 61.0 56.2 
Average 6 7 .1 6 3 . 4 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

In Into the 21st Century, the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies notes that 
unfavorable demographic and economic trends, along with structural barriers to 
development, have virtually halted residential construction in many central cities.49 

However, Texas does not entirely appear to fit this mold either. Between 1980 and 1990, 
the percentage of housing units authorized by building permits within the city actually 
increased or remained steady in seven of the twelve cities, according to Table 4.4. Most of 
these cities are border cities or cities with high minority populations, including Laredo, El 
Paso, Brownsville, and San Antonio. However, Austin, Dallas, Houston, and Waco 
witnessed a large drop in the percentage of building permits authorized within the city. And 
in half of the cities studied, the percent share of building permits granted in suburban areas 
was higher than their share of the metropolitan area population. While residential 
construction in Texas cities has not declined to the low levels seen in so many cities 
nationally, it has begun to slow. 

Among the factors influencing the location of construction activity is likely to be simple 
market demand. Builders build where households are locating. Those cities experiencing a 
drop in authorized permits in the central city also saw large increases in the suburban 
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population. Those cities that increased or held level the proportion of building permits in 
the city have a majority of their population residing in the central area. 

Table 4.4 
Housing Units Authorized by Building Permits in Metropolitan 

Areas and Cities, 1980-1990 

1980 1990 
MSA City % in city MSA City % in city 

Austin 8,269 6,243 75.5 1,946 923 47.4 
Brownsville 2,572 1,382 53.7 665 413 62.1 
Corpus Christi 3,679 2,993 81.4 552 472 85.5 
Dallas 26,099 8,201 31.4 14,817 2,756 18.6 
Fort Worth 17,236 3,644 21.1 5,062 1,104 21.8 
El Paso 3,148 3,148 100.0 2,097 2,092 99.8 
Houston 38,339 14,707 38.4 11,367 2,156 19.0 
Laredo 488 488 100.0 824 824 100.0 
Lubbock 1,236 1,183 95.7 453 401 88.5 
San Antonio 8,405 1,141 13.6 1,723 1,141 66.2 
Tyler 355 252 71.0 119 94 79.0 
Waro 589 344 58.4 237 81 34.2 
Average 9,201 3,644 61. 7 3,322 1,038 60.2 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Construction Reports, Series C-40 (Washington, D.C.), 1980 

and 1990. 

Nonetheless, growth in the suburbs of Texas MSAs does appear to be following the rapid 
national trends. Only three cities (Corpus Christi, Laredo, and Lubbock) saw little or 
negative growth in their suburbs. Household growth in the remaining nine suburban areas 
averaged 48.8 percent, compared to 18.8 percent in the cities (see Table 4.2). The most 
rapid suburban growth occured in the largest metropolitan areas (Austin, Dallas, Fort 
Worth, Houston, and San Antonio). Although growth in the suburbs tended to exceed that 
of the city, Texas cities still hold a large percentage of the metropolitan population. 
Nationwide, 32 percent of all families living in metro areas reside in the central city.50 In 
the Texas cities studied, an average of 63.4 percent of all households in the MSA live in the 
city. 

Although Texas' cities are not experiencing declining central cities as seen nationally, they 
are sprawling on their fringes. Demographic trends, including population growth, age, and 
ethnicity, will continue to contribute to this growth pattern. As was discussed in Chapter 3, 
the growing number of persons in the over 40 years of age category, along with the 
declining number of children and teens, forecasts an aged population for Texas. It is 
believed that people tend to move through a specific housing cycle: from renter (ages 20
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24), to first-time buyer (ages 25-34), to trade-up buyer (ages 35-54), to long-term owner 
or retirement homebuyer (ages 55 and over).51 As the population in Texas ages, more will 
move into the trade-up and retirement home categories, which generally means purchases in 
suburban areas. This trend may already be evidenced by the higher median age found in the 
suburbs in comparison to the city (with the exception of El Paso). 

Although demographic trends may contribute to a metropolitan area's sprawl, they may 
also contribute to a city's ability to both retain population and experience growth. This 
occurs in border cities and other cities with a large minority population. In Corpus Christi, 
El Paso, Laredo, and San Antonio, all cities which saw household growth greater than or 
comparable to the MSA, Latinos constitute a majority of the population. The rapid 
population growth among Latinos, and the tendency for Latino families to live in central 
cities, are likely factors in the ability of these cities to retain a large percentage of the metro 
area population. 

Homeownership 

There has been a boom in homeownership across the country with the homeownership rate 
reaching a high of 65.4 percent in 1996. The combination of moderate interest rates, stable 
home prices, and continued employment growth has made homeownership more affordable 
today than it was five years ago. Another factor in the rising homeownerhsip rate may be 
the aging of the population-baby boomers are moving into their prime home-buying 
years. A larger increase in per capita income for upper-income families (many of whom are 
baby boomers) may also contribute, as this population remains more likely to be 
homeowners than low-income families. Finally, the increase in the number of minority 
home buyers may also be a factor. 

Although homeownership is increasing, it is largely a suburban occurrence. The lower 
homeownership rate in central cities is partially a result of the higher concentration of low
income families in these areas. The median-priced home is often well beyond what many 
central city residents can afford. However, the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies 
notes that low incomes are not the only reason for low homeownership rates, finding that 
only one-quarter of all low-income households in central cities are homeowners, while 
more than half of suburban low-income households are homeowners. One explanation may 
be the continued lack of access to home mortgage lending in inner-city neighborhoods. In 
addition, homebuyers may look to the suburbs for better-quality, low-density housing, 
better schools, and proximity to employment opportunities. As a result, homeownership 
rates across the country tend to be lower in the central city. 

While Texas homeownership rates are below that of the national average, they nonetheless 
appear to be following the same pattern. The homeownership rate in Texas increased from 
59.3 in 1993 to 61.8 percent in 1996. Despite an increase in both mortgage interest rates 
and the median sales price of homes, current demand for single-family homes continues to 
remain high. Home sales in Texas were 5 percent higher in 1996 than they were in 1995. 
Jack Harris, research economist with the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M, suggests that 
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, this demand is driven by the move-up market and the continuing stream of newcomers to 
the state.52 

As was also seen nationally, homeownership growth in Texas is largely a suburban 
phenomenon. In all cities studied, except Laredo, the change in owner-occupied units in the 
suburbs was larger than in the city. Among the twelve cities studied, the disparity between 
cities and suburbs in 1990 ranged from 8.8 percent in Fort Worth to 28.6 percent in Waco 
and averaged 19.2 percent (see Table 4.5). With a trend such as this, homeownership 
remains much higher in the suburbs than the cities. So, although households may not be 
rapidly abandoning Texas' central cities, homeownership rates are not increasing as rapidly 
in the central cities as they are in the suburbs. Reasons may be that single-family homes are 
not being built in the central areas, the population living in the central areas is not at the 
purchasing stage in their housing life cycle, or households living in the central cities are not 
able to afford homeownership. 

Table 4.5 
Owner Occupied Housing Units in 1980-1990 

Austin 
Brownsville 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
Laredo 
Lubbock 
San Antonio 
Tyler 
Woco 
Average 

MSA Cit Suburb 
(in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 

108 151 40.1 61 78 26.8 46 73 36.6 
38 47 24.9 13 15 15.5 25 32 22.9 
65 71 8.9 46 51 11.0 19 20 4.0 

424 526 24.2 172 177 2.8 251 349 28.0 
234 299 27.8 88 92 4.2 146 207 29.6 

84 105 24.9 76 92 21.7 8 12 36.1 
603 747 23.7 288 275 -4.5 316 472 33.1 

16 21 30.1 14 19 30.9 2 2 18.6 
44 47 7.4 36 38 7.0 9 9 8.1 

224 267 19.5 154 176 14.4 69 91 23 .6 
32 38 18.9 15 16 1.1 16 22 26.1 
39 41 6.4 20 18 -8.2 19 23 17.9 

159 197 21.4 82 87 10.2 77 109 23.7 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

Nationally, the housing market is dominated by single-family construction. Many factors, 
including the aging of the population and the widening income gap between the rich and the 
poor, contribute to the prevalence of single-family construction and the general dearth of 
central city residential construction.53 Texas also appears to follow this trend. In the twelve 
areas studied, an average of only 13.5 percent of the MSA units and 18.6 percent of the 
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city units authorized to be built were in multi-family structures (see Table 4.6). The 
remainder were single-family homes. In 1990, the Dallas, Laredo, Houston, and Tyler 
MSAs showed the largest percentage of multi-family units authorized compared to single
family units. The lowest proportion of multi-family units were found in the Austin, 
Brownsville, San Antonio, and Fort Worth MSAs. 

Unfortunately, the limited amount of multi-family activity is hard on many low-income 
families. These families often cannot afford the downpayment or closing costs necessary to 
purchase a home and lending opportunities are often scarce for this population. In addition, 
the new single-family homes being built are increasingly larger and their value has drifted 
upwards for the last quarter century.54 Because these families cannot afford to purchase 
their own home, they are limited to the rental market. Unfortunately, unlike homeowner 
costs, rents have become less affordable. In addition to increasing rents, the existing stock 
of affordable rental units is shrinking as units are removed from the market through 
demolition, gentrification, or change to nonresidential use. The limited amount of new 
multi-family construction that is occurring tends to be priced at the high end of the market. 
The combination of high rents and limited affordable housing opportunities has led to a 
record level of families facing severe housing cost burdens. 

Table 4.6 
Permits Authorized for Multi-Family Housing Units, 1990 

MSA Cit 
Total 
units 

Austin 1,946 
Brownsville 665 
Corpus Christi 552 
Dallas 14,817 
Fort Worth 5,062 
El Paso 2,097 
Houston 11,367 
Laredo 824 
Lubbock 453 
San Antonio 1,723 
Tyler 119 
Waco 237 
Average 3,322 

Units in 
multi-family 

structures 

46 
24 
51 

4,901 
328 
260 

2,302 
221 

59 
82 
24 
23 

693 

% of total Total 
units units 

2.4 923 
3.6 413 
9.2 472 

33.1 2,756 
6.5 1,104 

12.4 2,092 
20.3 2,156 
26.8 824 
13.0 401 
4.8 1,141 

20.2 94 
9.7 81 

13.5 1,038 

Units in % of total 
multi-family units 

structures 

36 3.9 
20 4.8 
51 10.8 

1,311 47.6 
323 29.3 
260 12.4 
931 43.2 
221 26.8 

32 8.0 
80 7.0 
24 25.5 

3 3.7 
274 18.6 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Construction Reports, Series C

40; available at http:llwww. census.gov/constlwwwlc40/table3.html# annual [Internet]. 
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What mttlti-family building activity is taking place appears to be occurring in the city. Only 
in Dallas, Houston, and Waco were less than 50 percent of the new multi-family units 
authorized located in the city. In Corpus Christi, El Paso, Laredo, and Tyler, 100 percent 
of the new units authorized were in the city. This trend has potentially harmful 
ramifications. Because limited multi-family building activity is taking place outside of the 
city, the chances for lower-income families to move out of the city are limited. As a result, 
lower-income families remain concentrated inside cities. 

Housing Affordability 

Finding affordable housing is a growing problem among households, particularly low
income households, nationwide. A record 5.3 million families today are paying more than 
one-half their pre-tax income for shelter, which is well above the 30 percent the federal 
government has defined as the limit for affordability.55 As recently as 1970, there were 
almost a million more inexpensive apartments nationwide than there were poor households. 
However, many have been demolished, some have been gentrified, and others have simply 
been subject to rent increases. While the supply of affordable housing units has decreased, 
the demand by needy families has increased. Many families have seen their real income 
decrease as the value of their monthly wages has steadily eroded over the past two decades. 
Today, there are 12 percent fewer inexpensive apartments than there were in 1970, but 72 
percent more needy households. 56 As a result, many families across the nation are unable to 
find shelter at a cost that fits affordably into their budgets. 

The difficulty in finding decent, affordable housing is also shared by many Texas 
households. A study by the Texas Low-Income Housing Information Service found that in 
1996, 238,247 renter households paid more than half of their total income for rent.57 The 
study noted that to afford the two-bedroom Fair Market Rent in Texas, a full-time worker 
would need to earn $10.43 per hour, which is 245 percent of minimum wage.58 

Unfortunately, the $542 Fair Market Rent is beyond the budget of 45 percent of renter 
households in Texas. 

In a 1995 study of the nation's 44 largest metropolitan areas, Dallas, Fort Worth-Arlington, 
Houston, and San Antonio were listed as the top four MSAs with the highest rates of 
substandard housing among poor owners. Fort Worth-Arlington, Houston, and San 
Antonio were among the top ten areas with the highest incidence of substandard housing 
among poor renters. Houston, Dallas, and San Antonio were among the top nine areas with 
the highest incidence of poor renters living in overcrowded conditions.59 In addition, a 
study by the National Association of Homebuilders ranked El Paso and Austin-San Marcos 
among the top 25 least affordable metropolitan areas for homeownership. 

At the same time that this need for affordable housing exists, federal housing programs are 
undergoing deep scrutiny and sharp budget cuts. The ongoing restructuring and elimination 
of many housing-related programs is resulting in the devolution of policymaking power 
and funding responsibility from the federal government to state and local governments. As 
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a result, these levels will be responsible for dealing with the growing numbers of families 
facing housing cost burdens. 

General Trends 

All the MS As in the study witnessed increasing rates of housing unaffordability to varying 
degrees. Laredo saw the largest increase in households facing unaffordable housing costs 
(see Table 4.7). While the average household growth in unaffordability across the 12 
MSAs was 49.3 percent, Laredo saw an increase of76.5 percent between 1980 and 1990. 
This rate far outpaced that of El Paso and Brownsville, the other border MSAs examined. 
In fact, Brownsville's growth of 43.3 percent was just below the average increase of49.3 
percent. The large MSAs, including Forth Worth, Austin, Dallas, San Antonio, and El 
Paso, also saw large increases in the number of households facing unaffordable housing 
costs. The one notable exception was Houston, which saw an increase of only 28.3 
percent. The small and midsize MSAs saw increases in households facing housing cost 
burdens below the average increase across the 12 MSAs. The smallest increase was in 
Lubbock, which saw a growth in households paying unaffordable housing costs of only 
26.6 percent. 

Table 4.7 
Total Households Paying Unaffordable Housing Costs 

Austin 
Brownsville 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 
El Paso 
Houston 
Laredo 
Lubbock 
San Antonio 
Tyler 
Waco 
Average 

MSA Cit Suburb 
(in 1,000) (in % ) (in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 

55 90 64.2 43 64 48.6 12 26 121.7 
11 16 43.3 5 7 36.8 2 4 86.l 
21 29 38.4 17 24 41.3 4 5 26.9 

153 239 56.9 91 109 19.5 62 131 112.2 
66 112 68.6 30 43 44.2 36 69 88.8 
29 44 51.6 29 37 27.7 0 7 

215 276 28.3 138 164 18.7 77 112 45.5 
5 9 76.5 5 8 77.6 0.2 0.4 54.8 

18 23 26.6 16 21 27.8 2 2 15.1 
72 111 53.8 55 86 56.6 17 25 44.9 

8 12 40.2 6 8 38.0 3 4 45.2 
12 17 43.4 9 13 41.3 3 5 49.3 

55 81 49.3 37 49 39.8 18 32 62.8 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 
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Interestingly, the average increase in households paying unaffordable housing costs across 
the 12 MSAs studied was larger in the suburbs than in the corresponding cities (see Table 
4.7). While the problem of housing affordability may be more prevalent in central cities due 
to the concentration of lower-income families, it appears that the problem is rapidly 
expanding into Texas suburbs. The average increase across the 12 cities was 39.8 percent, 
compared to 62.8 percent in the suburbs (excluding El Paso). In all MSAs except Corpus 
Christi, Laredo, Lubbock, and San Antonio, the suburbs saw a larger growth in the 
number of households paying unaffordable housing costs than the cities. These four MSAs 
may have diverged from this trend because a small proportion of their MSA households 
reside in the suburbs. One factor driving the increase in suburban households paying 
unaffordable housing costs may have been the proliferation of colonias along the Texas
Mexico border. 

While the growth rate of households paying unaffordable housing costs may seem high, it 
should be examined relative to overall household growth. If the two growth rates are 
equivalent, then the number of households facing problems of unaffordability is merely 
increasing because the number of households is increasing. In the MSAs examined, 
however, the increase in households paying unaffordable housing costs was higher than 
the increase in households in all MSAs except Houston. Comparing Table 4.2 to Table 4.7 
reveals that while household growth averaged 28.3 percent across the twelve MSAs, the 
number of households paying unaffordable housing costs grew by an average of 49.3 
percent. This trend implies that unaff ordability is becoming an increasing problem for 
Texas' urban areas. 

The greatest disparity between the two growth rates was found in Waco, Corpus Christi, 
Fort Worth, Laredo, and Lubbock, where growth in households paying unaffordable 
housing costs were double their rate of overall household growth. In Waco, for instance, 
there was an increase in households paying unaffordable housing costs of 43.4 percent, but 
an increase in households of only 13.6 percent. Although the small and midsize MSAs did 
not see the large rates of growth in housing cost burdens as did large MSAs, relative to 
their smaller levels of overall household growth, the small and midsize MSAs appear to 
have experienced increased concentrations of households facing problems of 
unaffordability. As was discussed in Chapter 2, many of the smaller and midsize MSAs
Corpus Christi, Lubbock, Tyler, and Waco-saw low levels of employment growth 
compared to the other cities. Chapter 3 also revealed that the median family income declined 
in these cities between 1980 and 1990. The economic stagnation experienced by these cities 
may have contributed to the growing level of unaffordability. 

Renters vs. Owners 

The growth in the number of households facing unaffordable housing costs was also 
examined in terms of owners and renters. The average growth of owner households facing 
housing cost burdens was 49.2 percent (see Table 4.8). Laredo, with an increase of 80.6 
percent-almost double the average-saw the largest growth. The large MSAs, including 
Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, and El Paso, also saw substantial growth in the number of 
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owner households facing unaffordable housing costs. Again, the small and midsize MSAs 
saw lower rates of growth, with Tyler and Lubbock seeing increases of less than half the 
average. 

Table 4.8 
Owner Households Paying Unaffordable Housing Costs 

in Metropolitan Areas and Cities, 1980-1990 

MSA 
(in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 

Austin 16 29 76.6 
Brownsville 4 6 42.0 
Corpus Christi 8 12 43.9 
Dallas 56 96 71.8 
Fort Worth 28 49 73.7 
El Paso 11 17 60.8 
Houston 79 106 33.l 
Laredo 2 3 80.6 
Lubbock 7 7 7.2 
San Antonio 31 46 49.l 
Tyler 4 5 24.1 
Woco 4 5 27.9 
Average 21 32 49.2 

Cit 
(in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 

10 16 61.8 
2 2 38.1 
6 9 49.9 

28 33 18.0 
11 16 46.2 
11 11 8.3 
35 49 38.7 

2 3 83.8 
6 6 9.4 

20 32 59.9 
2 2 10.3 
2 3 35.3 

11 15 38.3 

Suburb 
(in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 

6 12 100.9 
1 2 69.3 
2 3 26.4 

28 63 126.0 
17 32 92.1 
0 6 

44 57 28.6 
0.2 0.3 54.4 

1 -4.6 
11 14 29.7 
2 2 41.3 
2 2 19.9 

10 16 53.1 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

The average increase across the 12 MSAs in renter households paying unaffordable 
housing costs was 49.9 percent, slightly above the increase in owner households (see 
Table 4.9). The trends among the MSAs for renters paying unaffordable housing costs, 
however, did not follow the trends seen among owner households as closely. Laredo did 
see the largest growth, 74.0 percent, in renters facing housing costs burdens. Three large 
MSAs, including Fort Worth, Austin, and San Antonio, also saw above average increases. 
However, two small and midsize MSAs, Tyler and Waco, also saw above average 
increases in renters paying unaffordable housing costs. Three large MSAs, Dallas, El Paso, 
and Houston, saw increases below the average seen across the 12 cities. In Waco, Tyler, 
Lubbock, and Brownsville, the number of renter households paying unaffordable housing 
costs increased at a higher rate than the number of owner households. So, while it was the 
large MSAs that saw the highest growth in owner households paying unaffordable housing 
costs, this was not always the case with renter households. 
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Table 4.9 
Total Households Paying Unaffordable Housing Costs 

in Metropolitan Areas and Cities, 1980-1990 

Austin 
Brownsville 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 
EI Paso 
Houston 
Laredo 
Lubbock 
San Antonio 
Tyler 
Waro 
Average 

MSA Cit Suburb 
(in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) (in 1,000) (in %) 

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 

38 61 59.0 33 47 44.5 6 14 144.8 
7 10 44.1 4 5 36.2 1 2 106.1 

13 17 35.0 11 15 36.4 2 3 27.4 
97 144 48.4 63 76 20.2 34 68 100.9 
39 64 64.9 19 27 43.1 20 37 85.9 
18 27 46.3 18 25 38.9 0 1 

135 170 25.5 103 115 11.8 33 55 68.1 
3 5 74.0 3 5 74.3 0.05 0.08 56.6 

11 15 38.5 11 15 37.7 0 .5 0 .8 52.9 
42 65 57.2 35 55 54.7 6 11 71.1 

5 7 53.9 4 6 54.1 0.9 1 52.8 
8 12 51.4 7 10 43.2 1 2 97.4 

35 so 49.8 26 33 41.3 9 16 78.S 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

Despite the fact that the number of owners paying excessive housing costs increased at a 
greater rate than renters in many of the MSAs, renters in Texas still represent a 
disproportionate amount of the households paying unaffordable housing costs. In the 12 
areas studied, an average disparity of 21.4 percent in 1990 between the proportion of 
renters and owners facing housing cost burdens (see Table 4.10). While between 12.4 and 
19.l percent of owners paid unaffordable costs, between 29.0 and 45.0 percent of renters 
were facing unaffordable costs. The highest disparity was generally seen in the small and 
midsize MSAs, particularly Brownsville, Laredo, Lubbock, Tyler, and Waco. The smallest 
disparity was found in the large MSAs. 

In 1990, between 58.8 percent and 69.6 percent of the total households paying 
unaffordable housing costs were renters, with the average being 62.3 percent (see Table 
4.11). Waco, Lubbock, and Austin tended to be above this average, while the large MSAs, 
including Houston, El Paso, Dallas, San Antonio, and Fort Worth, were below. The large 
MSAs may see less of a disparity because they provide more rental opportunities than the 
small and midsize MSAs. Between 1980 and 1990, Lubbock, Tyler, and Waco saw 
significant increases in the proportion of renter households paying unaffordable housing 
costs. From this trend and those mentioned above, it appears that fewer affordable 
opportunities are available to renter households in the small and midsize MSAs. Again, this 
may be due to the economic stagnation experienced in these cities. 
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Table 4.10 
Proportion of Renters/Owners Paying Unaffordable Housing 

Costs, 1980-1990 (in Percent) 

'80 Households Paying '90 Households Paying 
MSA Unaffordable Housin Costs Unaffordable Housin Costs 

Renters Owners Renters Owners 

Austin 43.5 15.1 39.9 19.1 
Brownsville 33.0 10.9 37.6 12.4 
Corpus Christi 32.4 12.6 36.2 16.7 
Dallas 34.1 13.1 33.5 18.2 
Fort Worth 33.4 12.0 32.3 16.3 
El Paso 31.9 12.6 36.1 16.2 
Houston 32.0 13.2 29.0 14.2 
Laredo 30.9 11.3 39.0 15.7 
Lubbock 39.0 15.3 45.0 15.3 
San Antonio 33.1 13.8 35.6 17.2 
Tyler 32.0 12.1 36.9 12.6 
Waco 35.3 10.6 42.0 12.8 
Average 34.2 12.7 36.9 15.5 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

Table 4.11 
Share Renters Represent of All Households Paying Unaffordable 

Housing Costs, 1980-1990 (in Percent) 

MSA City Suburb 
1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 

Austin 70.3 68.0 76.5 74.4 23 .5 25.6 
Brownsville 62.2 62.6 67.6 67.2 45.6 50.5 
Corpus Christi 60.9 59.3 63.7 61.5 36.3 38.5 
Dallas 63.5 60.0 69.2 69.6 . 30.8 30.4 
Fort Worth 58.0 56.7 62.8 62.3 37.2 37.7 
El Paso 63.4 61.2 63.4 69.0 36.6 31.0 
Houston 63.l 61.7 74.4 70.1 25.6 29.9 
Laredo 62.6 61.7 64.8 63.6 35.2 36.4 
Lubbock 62.1 67.9 64.8 69.9 35.2 30.l 
San Antonio 57.5 58.8 64.1 63.3 35.9 36.7 
Tyler 54.2 59.5 63 .3 70.7 36.7 29.3 
Waco 65.9 69.6 75.9 76.9 24.1 23.l 
Average 62.0 62.2 67.5 68.2 33.6 33.3 

Source: U.S . Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 
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City vs. Suburb 

Although a greater increase in households facing housing cost burdens was generally found 
in cities, the percentage of households in suburban areas paying unaffordable housing costs 
increased from an average of 24.0 percent to 28.4 percent across the 12 MSAs (see Table 
4.12). Only in Corpus Christi, Laredo, Lubbock, and San Antonio did the percentage of 
households paying unaffordable costs decrease in the suburbs. This may be due to the fact 
that these MSAs have the smallest suburban populations of the areas studied. The largest 
increase in suburban areas paying unaffordable housing costs was found in Austin, Dallas, 
and El Paso. As mentioned earlier, El Paso's growth in suburban households facing 
housing cost burdens may be related to the proliferation of colonias around its edges. 

Table 4.12 
Proportion of Households Paying Unaffordable Housing Costs 

Living in City or Suburb 
(in Percent) 

1980 
City Suburb 

Austin 78.6 21.4 
Brownsville 48.0 20.9 
Corpus Christi 80.l 19.9 
Dallas 59.7 40.3 
Fort Worth 45.2 54.8 
El Paso 100.0 0.0 
Houston 64.2 35.8 
Laredo 94.9 5.1 
Lubbock 91.0 9.0 
San Antonio 76.0 24.0 
Tyler 69.2 30.8 
Waco 73.6 26.4 
Average 73.4 24.0 

1990 
City Suburb 

71.1 28.9 
45.8 27.2 
81.7 18.3 
45.4 54.6 
38.7 61.3 
84.2 15.8 
59.4 40.6 
95 .5 4.5 
91.9 8.1 
77.4 22.6 
68.1 31.9 
72.5 27.5 
69.3 28.4 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 

Across the 12 MSAs, the percentage of households paying unaffordable costs increased an 
average of 49.3 percent according to Table 4.7. It appears that a large part of this growth 
was driven by the growth in suburban households paying high housing costs. While 
households with housing cost burdens increased by an average of 39.8 percent across the 
cities, they increased by an average of 62.8 percent in the suburbs. The largest growth in 
suburban households paying unaffordable housing costs was found in the large MSAs. 
The number of suburban households facing housing cost burdens in Austin and Dallas 
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more than doubled between 1980 and 1990. Houston was the one exception to this trend. 
While the growth in Austin and Dallas suburbs was 121. 7 percent and 112.1 percent, 
respectively, Houston's suburban growth was only45.5 percent. Nonetheless, the rate of 
suburban households paying excessive housing costs increased at a rate nearly two-and-a
half times the rate of city households. Corpus Christi and Lubbock, both cities with small 
suburban populations, saw the smallest increases in suburban households paying 
unaffordable housing costs. 

Looking at the growth in city households paying unaffordable housing costs, there is no 
single trend. Three of the large cities-Austin, Fort Worth, and San Antonio-saw the 
largest increase (see Table 4.7). However, Dallas and Houston saw the smallest growth 
with increases in unaffordability of only 19.5 percent and 18.7 percent, respectively. The 
highest growth in unaffordability among the 12 cities was seen in Laredo, which saw an 
increase of 77 .6 percent. However, the other border cities, Brownsville and El Paso, saw 
increases of only 36.8 percent and 27.7 percent, respectively. 

In ten of the MSAs examined, the greatest proportion of households paying unaffordable 
housing costs in 1990 was located in the city (see Table 4.12). In both 1980 and 1990, the 
average proportion of households across all the MSAs paying unaffordable costs was more 
than double the average proportion living in the suburbs. Although it was shown earlier 
that the problem of unaffordability is expanding into the suburbs, it nonetheless remains 
concentrated in the city. The greatest disparities in 1990 were found in Laredo, Lubbock, 
El Paso, and Corpus Christi. However, it should be noted that these MSAs have a 
relatively small suburban population. In Dallas and Fort Worth, there was actually a greater 
percentage of households paying unaffordable housing costs in the suburbs than in the city. 

Conclusions 

Like the previous two chapters, this chapter has shown that central cities in Texas remain 
strong. While many central cities around the nation have experienced broad decline in 
population, Texas cities have not followed this pattern. Studying household change, this 
chapter found that all the cities examined in this study experienced household growth in 
varying degrees. In fact, in several of the areas, household growth in the city was 
competitive with that of its corresponding MSA. 

Nonetheless, Texas suburban growth is following national patterns as areas outside the city 
are rapidly expanding. Across the 12 cities studied, household growth in the suburbs was, 
on average, double that of the city. Suburban growth is highest in the large MS As. In 
comparison to their central cities, the suburbs of the Dallas/Fort Worth area and Houston 
grew rapidly. The Dallas/Fort Worth suburban areas grew at four times the rate of their . 
central cities, while the Houston surburban growth rate was four times that of its central 
city. Not surprisingly, in all three MSAs the majority of households reside in the suburbs. 
The concentration and rapid growth of households in the suburbs has led to the 
concentration of building activity in the suburbs of these MSAs. In all three, approximately 
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80 percent of all residential construction activity took place in the suburbs. While suburban 
growth was highest in the largest MSAs, the small and midsize MSAs also experienced 
substantial increases in their suburban household population. 

Overall, though, Texas cities remain strong as they continue to contain a fairly large 
proportion of the metropolitan area households. However, this proportion declined 
between 1980 and 1990 as suburban areas rapidly expanded. As growth concentrated in the 
suburban areas, construction activity in the cities also declined. So, while most Texas cities 
are not experiencing the level of decline seen in many cities around the nation, they may be 
slowly heading down a similar path. 

Like the rest of the nation, Texas cities are experiencing an increase in homeownership. 
However, this growth is primarily a suburban occurrence. Only one city studied-Corpus 
Christi-saw a higher homeownership growth rate in the city than in the suburbs. And in 
all the MSAs, the homeownership rate in the suburbs remained substantially higher than in 
the cities. 

Unfortunately, at the same time that homeownership has increased, so too has the level of 
housing unaffordability. For many families, the rise in housing costs in proportion to their 
declining incomes has made finding affordable opportunities difficult. Surprisingly, the 
growing level of unaffordability among the MS As studied has expanded into their suburban 
areas. Nonetheless, problems of unaffordability remain concentrated in the cities. Of those 
households paying unaffordable housing costs, over two-thirds reside in the city. 

The changes in urban land use across Texas have also created a number of challenges for 
the future. Highways played, and will likely continue to play, a major role in the land use 
patterns of Texas cities. The location and capacity of roadways helps determine land 
development patterns and the locations of edge cities. By reducing transportation costs, 
major roadways, especially interstates, also encourage development to sprawl along 
transportation routes. 

Sprawling development imposes numerous costs. Low-density and leapfrog development 
raise the cost of constructing and providing infrastructure, such as water and sewer lines, 
roads and sidewalks, electricity lines, and the like. Households pay increased 
transportation costs due to automobile dependency. Moreover, the increase in vehicle miles 
traveled as a result of sprawl exacerbates problems of roadway congestion and air 
pollution. 

The form that development takes in Texas cities is also influenced by the state's liberal 
annexation laws. Aggressive annexation can expand a city's tax base and bring large land 
areas under a single planning authority. Increased restrictions on the annexation powers of 
Texas cities are likely in the future, however. 

While no urban areas in Texas are decaying, some are more robust than others. Those that 
are experiencing significant growth are usually benefiting from their location either along 
the 1-35 corridor or along the Texas-Mexico border. Interstate 35 has proved a powerful 
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engine of growth for those cities located along it. The entire length between San Antonio 
and Dallas/Fort Worth continues to develop, while the spillover effects of this growth 
should eventually benefit Waco as well. 

Those urban areas located along the Texas-Mexico border benefit from the state's unique 
economic relationship with Mexico, starting with the maquiladora program and continuing 
with the implementation of the NAFfA. The robust economy of the border is fueling 
population growth, but unfortunately many of the residents live in colonias. Colonias
quasi-legal developments with substandard housing and very poor infrastructure-remain a 
policy problem in border areas. 

Metropolitan areas in Texas are truly unique. Unlike many cities, especially those in the 
Northeast, central cities in Texas remain viable. Yet like other metropolitan areas in the 
Southwest and West, sprawling development patterns are common in many Texas 
metropolitan areas. Moreover, the seemingly unlimited supply of land in the nation's 
second-largest state encourages sprawl. Finally, while many metropolitan areas benefit 
from transportation networks, especially interstates, few are able to benefit from the 
economic boost provided by an important, bustling international border. 
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Chapter 5. Political Change 

Conventional wisdom dictates that politics is the driving force behind public policy 
formation and implementation. Politics, however, is shaped by many factors , money and 
interest group influence among them. Ultimately, politics is determined by the participation 
of the electorate and those they elect. Voting-whether at the polls, in city council 
chambers, or on the floor of the legislature-is a vital and prominent force that drives 
politics. As Texas enters the 21st century, and its demographic face becomes more urban, 
the policymaking processes, at both the state and local levels, will be challenged by 
problems and opportunities of cities. An essential component of the development of an 
urban agenda is the link between demographic changes and political representation. 
Understanding how demographic changes and voting patterns affect Texas politics is 
crucial to any discussion of urban issues. 

To understand the political expression of urban change in Texas, it is essential to identify 
the basis of political power, and that inevitably leads to the subject of voting. Before any 
policies can be debated or adopted at any level of representative government, there must be 
elections. Electoral politics sets the stage on which political actors play out their roles. The 
task, then, is to determine how these roles are being cast by the electorate, and to what 
extent the players resemble their civic audience. Therefore, trends in certain aspects of 
electoral politics, namely voting and representation, are the main subjects of this chapter. 

The historic emergence of minority politics in Texas, coupled with current demographic 
trends, warrant a brief discussion of civil rights. Rural interests once dominated Texas 
politics. Political power often resides in those sectors with the greatest economic power, 
and in the early and mid-1900s those sectors were agriculture and oil. As Texas' economy 
made the transition from agriculture to manufacturing, the urban areas began to grow and 
become more politically viable. The rural political powers worked to ensure their continued 
dominance by making it more difficult for those in the urban centers to gain power. Several 
tactics were used to exclude urban residents and minorities from the political process. 
Reapportionment proved to be a particularly effective means of weakening the urban vote 
by drawing electoral districts so as to ensure the maintenance of the status quo. These 
practices were commonplace in Texas and throughout the South. The federal government 
responded on two fronts. 

In 1962, the U.S. Supreme Court placed urban voters (and, by extension, minorities) on 
an equal footing with rural voters. In Baker v. Carr, the high court rectified the urban-rural 
disparity in political expression and power by affirming the "one-man, one-vote" principle. 
This ruling mandated state legislative districts based on equal numbers of constituents 
rather than geographic location. The decision allowed urban districts to gain seats that 
normally would have been occupied by rural representatives. It was at this point that the 
power of the political parties began to shift. 
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Congress and the executive branch also responded with legislation to protect both wban 
and minority voters whose right to vote had been denied or curtailed. The Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965 assured minorities of their right to vote and take 
part in the political process, most dramatically in the Deep South. Although Texas has 
much in common with the South historically and socially, Texas has a distinctly different 
electorate. Texas always has had a proportionally smaller African-American population and 
a significant Latino population, and the latter is growing rapidly. It is projected that Texas, 
like California and Florida, will become a "majority-minority" state by 2030.1 

To trace the progress of minority participation in the state and its effects on selected cities, 
this chapter examines voting and election trends at the state level. Drawing a framework 
from the state legislature, assumptions were made about Texas voters and those who 
represent them. Using the 1986 and 1994 gubernatorial elections, an examination was 
conducted of the effects of ethnic and racial composition, household income, and city and 
noncity demographic breakdowns on voter turnout and election outcome. In addition, the 
race and political party of those elected was examined. The findings are presented by wban 
county, examining these factors for specific state House districts in those areas. 

To measure a state's progress in racial equity of representation, it is crucial to look at the 
composition of those who are elected. 2 As the composition of the electorate changes, it 
would follow that, eventually, the composition of elected representatives should change as 
well. In 1995, Dallas elected an African-American mayor for the first time in the city's 
history. Therefore, we will examine how minority candidates have fared since the mid
eighties in municipal elections. It will complement the demographics chapter and be useful 
in tracing representation trends related to the inevitable emergence of a Latino majority in 
Texas. 

Another issue discussed in this chapter is the change in political parties in Texas. Like most 
Southern states, Texas has experienced a dramatic shift in party affiliation, beginning in the 
sixties with the Dixiecrats' defection to the GOP after passage of the Civil Rights Act and 
culminating in the nineties with full two-party status but with a surging Republican Party. 

Supplementing the quantitative approach is a qualitative discussion of governance issues 
facing Houston with an emphasis on the mayoral election of 1991. This case study 
illustrates the links between the demographic profile of the populace, the selection of 
candidates, and the policy issues that are addressed once candidates are elected. The 
Houston experience could signal a shift in how major Texas cities approach large-scale 
problems. 

The purpose of this chapter is to explore the dynamics of the changing political power 
structure in Texas for selected cities. The benchmarks chosen should provide valuable 
measurements of how much progress Texas has made in political representation in wban 
areas, a key element of its future. 
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Politics in the Past 

Texas and other Southern states have a political history marred by policies aimed at diluting 
the voting power and political participation of ethnic minorities. Many of the policies 
redressed during the Civil Rights Movement of the sixties originated in the 19th century. 

After the Civil War, the federal government supervised the South during the Reconstruction 
Period of 1867-75. The Thirteenth Amendment abolished slavery, but the former 
Confederate states were unwilling to accept former slaves as equals. To supplement the 
Fifteenth Amendment, which granted former male slaves the right to vote, Congress passed 
laws making it a crime to deny the right to vote because of race. As a result, African
American political participation rose dramatically. Seventy percent of eligible African
American voters were registered during Reconstruction. Ten African-Americans were 
elected to the U.S. House of Representatives and two to the Senate.3 

Like the other southern states, Texas resented and resisted the often harsh federal 
interference that characterized Reconstruction. It was common practice in the South, for 
example, to divide African-American communities. Texas attempted to counteract the 
federal presence in various official ways. It created a weak governor because the position 
had been appointed by the federal government. 

When Reconstruction ended, Whites regained control over their local governments, and 
Southern state legislatures passed laws that effectively reduced the number of African
American voters. At this time the South was so heavily Democratic that the primaries 
became de facto elections. When African-Americans were excluded from the primaries, 
they effectively were shut out of the entire political process. The federal government 
removed itself from the task of protecting civil rights in the late 1800s, giving states virtual 
free reign to disenfranchise African-American voters. In Mississippi, for example, 70 
percent ofAfrican-Americans were registered to vote in 1867; by 1889 only 9 percent of 
African-Americans were registered.4 Texas was so entrenched in this practice that it 
became the basis for a 1964 class action voting rights lawsuit, United States v. Texas. The 
absence of federal enforcement ended in 1965 with the passage of what was then the most 
substantial piece of voting equity legislation, the Voting Rights Act (VRA). 

With enactment of the VRA, the federal government emerged once again as the chief 
protector of civil rights in America. The original act contained five major provisions: 

1. Prohibition of the enactment of election laws which "deny or abridge voting rights 
on account of race or color."5 

2. Suspension of all literacy tests. 

3. Requiring federal review of all voting procedures. 

4. Allowing for federal poll watchers. 

109 



5. Allowing the Attorney General to institute civil rights actions to enforce the act. 

It is important to note that although the VRA was considered a jewel in the crown of 
President Lyndon Johnson, his home state of Texas was purposely exempted from the 
provisions of the original act. It is believed that the inclusion of Texas would have 
precluded passage of the bill. Texas always had been considered part of the South, but the 
state successfully resisted inclusion under the VRA until 1975. 

The VRA was amended in 1970, 1975, 1982, and, perhaps most notably, in 1992. Until 
then, although the VRA had been aimed at protecting all minority voting rights, it obviously 
concentrated on African-American rights. The 1992 amendment made allowance for other 
minorities whose voting rights were being curtailed. The amendment mandated that 
bilingual ballots be available to those areas where 5 percent of the population is 
monolingual. This was a significant victory for Latinos, whose share of the voting age 
population (VAP) had grown 50 percent from 1980 to 1990, while the national V AP grew 
by only 10 percent.6 In practice, however, the 1992 amendment was not always effective. 
Even in large urban areas, large numbers of non-English-speaking residents often did not 
constitute 5 percent of the population because they lived in such densely populated 
neighborhoods. 

It is often suggested that the VRA was intended not only to prevent procedural 
manipulation that could render the African-American vote ineffective but to go further and 
ensure proportional representation. This would allow minority communities to elect 
representatives in numbers that mirrored their proportion of the population. This is the 
provision which would allow so-called "African-American or Latino districts." This 
doctrine seems to ensure true representation. States still under the jurisdiction of the VRA, 
including Texas, have followed this doctrine. After the 1990 census, state legislatures 
around the country redrew district lines for all state and congressional seats. Those states 
under the VRA must submit their redistricting plans to the Justice Department for approval 
before they can be ratified by the state. It was the policy of the Justice Department in 1992 
to create three new majority-minority congressional districts in Texas. Texas followed this 
policy and later defended its plan to the U.S. Supreme Court in the Bush v. Vera case, 
along with two other Southern states. On June 13, 1996, all three states had districts 
declared unconstitutional due to racial bias. The court struck down the redistricting plans 
because it felt that race was the predominant factor in the drawing of the lines. 

It is evident that in the area of voting rights, Texas is in transition and dependent on legal 
interpretations of the federal government. In many ways, it requires study of voting 
patterns to truly evaluate Texas' progress, or lack thereof, in voting equity and 
representation. 

As stated in Chapter 2, examining the racial composition of Texas is necessary in any study 
of urban Texas. As mentioned earlier, over 80 percent of Texans live in metropolitan areas, 
and Latinos and African-Americans are more likely than Whites to live in urban centers. 
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The history of voting rights in Texas sets the stage to examine the current status of racial 
and political representation and the changes now taking place. 

Texas State Governmental Structure 

The focus of the next section of this chapter is on representation in state government, based 
on the assumption that state government is the most open and most reflective of the changes 
taldng place in Texas. Restricting the statistical analysis to state house districts was done to 
ensure adequate sample size and allow study of all urban areas. An understanding of 
Texas' state governmental structure allows the reader to visualize where the state 
representatives fit into the picture of governance in Texas. House districts provide a useful 
vehicle for arriving at conclusions about trends in electoral politics and the political future 
of the state. 

Executive Branch 

The citizens of Texas devised a unique structure for their state government. The 
administrative structure is defined by the commission or plural executive form of 
governance. As in most states, the executive branch shares responsibility with the other 
two branches of government, the legislature and the judiciary. In Texas, however, the 
governor must also share responsibility with other elected officials within the executive 
branch itself. The electoral process in Texas consists of a "long ballot" which includes, 
along with the lieutenant governor and various judges, four other statewide elected officials 
who head four state agencies: the attorney general, the comptroller of public accounts, and 
the land and agriculture commissioners. The governor's office is traditionally weak in fiscal 
and budgetary matters, areas largely left to the legislature. These factors dilute the authority 
of the governor. 

The dominance of the Democratic Party in statewide elections ended in the 1980s. The two 
parties have been exchanging control of the Office of Governor every four years since the 
early 1980s. Even though Democrats have tended to win the statewide offices lower on the 
ballot, Republicans have become increasingly successful and all offices now have very 
competitive races. 

Legislative Branch 

The State of Texas operates under the oft-amended Constitution of 1876, a post
Reconstruction document that gives great power to the legislature. It consists of a 150
member house of representatives and a 31-member senate. Of the largest urban industrial 
states, only Texas still holds biennial legislative sessions of limited duration. The governor 
has sole authority to call special sessions and set their agendas. The lieutenant governor, 
who is elected statewide, presides over the senate; the speaker, who is elected by his peers, 
presides over the house. Most of the political power in each of the chambers is vested in 
these two offices. 
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Since 1975, when the Voting Rights Act (VRA) of 1965 was applied to Texas, the 
proportion of African-Americans in the legislature has ranged from 7 to 9 percent. In 1997, 
of the 180 members of the legislature (the house had one vacancy), 16, or about 9 percent, 
were African-Americans and 33, or about 18 percent, were members of other minorities, 
mostly Latinos. Overall, 27 percent of the Texas Legislature (40 house members and nine 
senators) were members of ethnic minorities in 1997. 

To remain in compliance with the VRA, districting patterns have sought (until recent court 
challenges) to increase minority representation by creating "majority-minority" districts. In 
1970, 17 percent of the state's house districts had minority populations of 50 percent or 
more.7 Seven of those districts, or about 5 percent, were predominantly African-American 
and 19, or about 13 percent, were Latino. In 1971, however, only 1 percent of the house 
was African-American. By 1990, majority-minority house districts had increased to 25 
percent, with about 7 percent African-American and 17 percent Latino. In 1991, about 8 
percent of the house was African-American. In 1995, African-American house members 
comprised 9 percent, with Latinos and other minorities totaling 17 percent (equivalent to the 
number of predominantly Latino districts in 1990).8 

According to the 1990 census, Texas' population of slightly less than 17 million was 61 
percent White, 25 percent Latino, and 12 percent African-American. In 1995, the 74th 
Legislature did not reflect the demographics of the state. The legislature remained a 
predominantly well-educated, middle-aged, White male institution (see Table 5.1).9 

Table 5.1 
Characteristics of the Texas Legislature, 1995 

(in Percent) 

Chamber Baccalaureate Middle- White Male 
Degree Aged 

House 86 61 74 80 
Senate 87 84 72 87 
Legislature 86 72 73 84 

Source: Legislative Reference Library, Statistical lnfonnation about the Texas Legislature (Austin, Tex., 

December 12, 1996); available at http://www.lrl.state.tx.us.llrVfiled.htm [Internet]. 

Women have had a presence in the legislature, albeit minuscule (less than 5 percent), for 
most of this century. But it was not until the mid-seventies that they began to make 
significant gains in representation. Women broke into double-digit percentages in 1987, but 
more rapid growth has occurred in the nineties. Since the 1991 session, representation by 
women in the legislature has increased from about 13 percent to about 18 percent. 
Previously, it had taken them 12 years to achieve a 5 percent increase (1975-1987). 10 
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Voting Patterns 

Another phenomenon that has marked the legislature in recent years is the growth of 
suburbia in Texas. From 1970 to 1980, census figures show that population in the state's 
13 metropolitan counties (as defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget) grew 
an average of 25 percent. 11 These counties encompassed or included 86 of the 150 house 
districts. During the 1980s, growth in the metropolitan areas (now numbering 26) has 
continued to outpace growth in the state as a whole, as discussed in Chapter 3. Growth in 
suburban areas of these metropolitan areas was even more rapid than in their central city 
areas. 

More than a third of Texas' house districts are located in three major metropolitan areas: the 
Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex (Dallas and Tarrant counties), Houston (Harris County), and 
San Antonio (Bexar County). In 1997, the Metroplex and the Houston area each had six 
state senators and about 25 house members. Between 1980 and 1990, the number of house 
districts in these areas changed little, from 40 percent to 41 percent. 12 Tarrant and Bexar 
counties each gained one new district. Travis County also gained one; El Paso, by 
comparison, did not change. The growth has come primarily in suburban areas adjacent to 
several of Texas' largest cities. Some examples illustrate this pattem.13 

Adjacent to Dallas County on the north is Collin County, which includes the upscale 
bedroom community of Plano. Collin County grew 115 percent between 1970 and 1980. 
In 1980, it was one of two counties with a single house district. By 1990, Collin County 
had grown another 84 percent, leading to the creation of two new districts. In Fort Bend 
County southwest of Houston, the seventies saw 150 percent population growth. In 1980, 
Fort Bend shared a house district with Brazoria County. By 1990, after an additional 73 
percent growth, Fort Bend County was divided between two house districts. North of 
Tarrant County is Denton County (which includes the city of Denton). It grew 88 percent in 
the seventies and was a single-district county in 1980. After 1990, it became a three-district 
county after experiencing 92 percent growth in the eighties. Williamson County adjacent to 
Austin grew 104 percent in the seventies and 83 percent in the eighties. It went from being 
part of a three-county district in 1980 to a split-district county in 1990. In 1970, none of 
these counties was identified as metropolitan by the OMB. 

The 1997 legislative session was historic in that it marked the first time the GOP has 
controlled either chamber of the Texas Legislature since Reconstruction. The house 
remained slightly more Democratic at 54 percent (81 Democrats, 68 Republicans, one 
vacancy). In the senate, however, the Republicans held a three-seat majority, 17 to 14 (not 
counting Democratic Lt. Gov. Bob Bullock, who typically does not vote). The change in 
party affiliation has taken place mainly in the state's rural and suburban counties. As 
discussed above, rapid population growth in the suburban counties has made these areas 
prime political targets. Thus far, Republicans have been more adept than Democrats at 
translating this population growth into growth in political representation at the state level. 
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Urban Representation in the Texas Legislature 

Much has been written concerning the political shift in Texas from exclusively Democratic 
to a more conservative, Republican-leaning state. In national elections Texas has come to 
be seen as a Republican stronghold, but both houses of the Texas Legislature remained in 
Democratic hands until 1997. The power of redistricting resides with the legislature, and it 
is this power that has enabled Texas districts to remain predominantly Democratic. The 
Democrats have made it a priority in times of redistricting to protect incumbents and retain 
their majority. Even though a political shift clearly has occurred in national elections, it is 
occurring more slowly in the state legislature. 

The main focus of this section is political representation in Texas' larger cities. Table 5.2 
shows the number of state representatives elected from the Big Six cities in the years 1986 
and 1994 according to political party and race. The number of state representatives from the 
Big Six has remained the same in the aggregate, with shifts among the individual cities 
between the two points in time. A slight increase in both Latino and African-American 
representatives and a decrease in White representatives occurred over this same time span. 
While the number of Republicans remained the same, there was an increase in the number 
of Democratic state representatives. 

Of particular interest in this research are the factors influencing voter turnout. Turnout is a 
significant issue in the area of voter representation. H certain groups have a lower 
propensity to vote, they will not be well represented in the political process. A district with 
a relatively large minority population may not elect a representative from that group if its 
voter turnout is low. Turnout has important political ramifications in Texas, where the 
Democratic voter base relies heavily on African-Americans and Latinos. 

1be original hypotheses of this analysis were that voter turnout had a positive correlation to 
income and to the proportion of noncity population in a district, and a negative correlation 
to the proportion of Latinos and African-Americans in a district. In other words, the 
original hypotheses assumed that an increase in income or in noncity population in a district 
would increase turnout and, conversely, an increase in Latino or African-American 
population would decrease voter turnout. The variables were analyzed for three different 
groupings of cities: Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston (Harris County), and the Big Six (Dallas, 
Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio, Austin, and El Paso) (see Table 5.3). The proportion 
of noncity population showed no significant correlation in any of the three models, a 
finding which contradicts the initial hypothesis. 14 

In Dallas, two factors were significant percentage of Latino voting age population in a 
district and the average income in a district. According to the model, the percentage of 
Latinos had a negative correlation to voter turnout A 1 percent increase in the number of 
Latinos in a district's population will cause a .23 percent decrease in voter turnout within 
that district. On the other hand, the model demonstrated a positive correlation between 
average income and voter turnout. A $1,000 increase in average income translates to a 4.1 
percent increase in voter turnout in a Dallas district 
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Table 5.2 
Political Affiliation and Race/Ethnicity of State Representatives 

in the Six Large Texas Cities, 1986 and 1994 

City/Year 

Dallas 
1986 

1994 

Houston 
1986 

1994 

Fort Worth 
1986 

1994 

San Antonio 
1986 

1994 
'Austin 

1986 

1994 

El Paso 
1986 

1994 

Total 
1986 

1994 

Party 

Democrat Republican 

7 10 
8 8 

16 10 
14 10 

4 5 
3 7 

7 3 

8 3 

2 2 

4 

3 2 

4 

29 32 

41 30 

Race/Ethnicity Total 
African-

American Latino White 

3 0 14 17 

4 2 10 16 

5 2 19 26 

6 3 15 24 

0 8 9 
1 0 9 10 

5 4 10 
7 3 11 

1 1 2 4 

1 0 4 5 

0 0 5 5 
0 2 3 5 

11 8 52 71 

14 14 44 71 

Source: Texas Legislative Council, Texas Election System Data Base extraction (Austin, Tex., 1986 and 

1994). 

In Houston, these variables played a significant role in predicting voter turnout. Like 
Dallas, the number of Latinos and average income within a district were significant, as was 
the number of African-Americans. According to the model, a 1 percent increase in the 
Latino population in a Houston district will cause a .19 percent decrease in voter turnout. 
Similarly, a 1 percent increase in the African-American population will cause an .11 percent 
decrease in voter turnout. Conversely, the model showed a 4.8 percent increase in voter 
turnout given a 1 percent increase in the average income in a Houston district. 

When the district information was combined for the Big Six cities, the model determined 
that three variables influence voter turnout. The Latino and African-American voting age 
populations in a district both showed a negative correlation to voter turnout, while average 
income showed a positive correlation to voter turnout. 
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Table 5.3 
Factors Influencing Voter Turnout 

Region Average Percent African- Percent Percent Rz 

Income American Latino Noncity 

Dallas and Tarrant County .0041 NS -.23 NS .79 

(n=29) 

Harris County .0048 -.11 -.19 NS .76 

(n=31) 

Big Six Counties .0038 -.15 -.28 NS .79 

(n=88) 

Source: Texas Legislative Council, Texas Election System Data Base extraction (Austin, Tex., 1986 and 

1994). 

Note: Coefficients are significant to at least the .05 level of significance. NS indicates not statistically 

significant. 

Why do the proportions of African-American and Latino voters have a negative effect on 
turnout? Arturo Vargas, executive director of the National Association of Latino Elected 
Officials (NALEO), has suggested that turnout is low for Latino populations for two 
reasons. 15 First, Latinos are often overcounted in terms of voting age population. Many 
Latino immigrants included in the voting age population are ineligible to vote because of 
their citizenship status. Second, Vargas pointed out that the average age of Latinos is quite 
low compared to that of Whites and African-Americans, as discussed in Chapter 3. Oearly, 
as the case of Texas Latinos illustrates, it is often not enough to legislate opportunity for 
political participation; political organizing also is necessary to create true voter equity. 

A second issue examined here is the political affiliation of elected state representatives. This 
issue has become increasingly more important as Texas has become a two-party state. 
Several factors were studied that could help predict the party of the state representative. 
Again, the model examined Dallas, Houston, and the Big Six cities using the same 
variables of average income and Latino and African-American population. The statistical 
technique utilized was a logit analysis. The analysis, presented graphically in Figure 5.1 as 
a function of income, shows the probability of electing a Republican using one variable, 
while holding all other variables constant. Because there was no significant difference 
between the individual graphs of Dallas and Houston when compared to the Big Six, only 
the Big Six graphs are presented. 

The impact of a district's average income on the probability of the party of the elected 
representative in a Big Six district is strictly evident. The greater the average income, 
according to the model, the greater the probability that the elected representative will be a 
Republican. When average income reaches about $43,000 there is a 50 percent probability 
that the representative will be a Republican. 
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Figure 5.1 
Probability of Electing a Republican vs. Mean Income of 

District 
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Source: Texas Legislative Council, Texas Election System Data Base extraction (Austin, Tex., 1986 and 

1994). 

The effeet of Latino population on the probability of electing a Republican is quite different 
(see Figure 5.2). Districts with a Latino voting age population greater than 4 percent, 
holding all other variables at their averages for all districts, have a probability of electing a 
Republican representative of less than 50 percent. 

Similarly, holding all other factors constant at the averages for all districts, the greater the 
percentage of African-Americans in a district, the lower the probability of electing a 
Republican (see Figure 5.3). A greater than 4 percent African-American voting age 
population causes the probability of electing a Republican to drop below 50 percent. 
Although both the Latino and African-American population variables reach the 50th 
percentile of probability at virtually the same point-about 4 percent-the slope of the 
African-American variable's curve is twice that of the Latino variable. The probability of 
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electing a Republican approaches zero when the Latino population reaches 60 percent but 
when the African-American population reaches only 30 percent. In other words, these 
findings would seem to indicate that Republicans are much less likely to be elected in 
districts with African-American populations than Latino populations, even when the 
proportion of African-Americans is much smaller. 

Figure 5.2 
Probability of Electing a Republican vs. Latino Population of 

District 
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Although there are other important factors influencing voter turnout, such as age and 
education, income and race/ethnicity will warrant continued scrutiny. Texas is moving 
toward a more service-oriented economy based on information driven by high technology. 
Such an economy may imply increases in income disparities. Simultaneously, Texas also is 
becoming a majority-minority state as a result of the growing Latino population. The 
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foregoing analysis suggests that those politicians able to understand how changes in 
income and minority status are affecting the electorate will fare best in the urban areas of 
Texas. The next section focuses on how well minority groups themselves have been doing 
in securing political representation at the municipal level and what are their prospects for the 
future. 

Figure 5.3 
Probability of Electing a Republican vs. African-American 

Population of District 
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Minority Representation in Texas Municipal Government 

One of the most profound changes in Texas' political life has been the advent and 
proliferation of single-member electoral districts for local government offices. 
Consequently, it is no longer unusual for a major city-or small town, for that matter-to 
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have council members who are African-American and/or Latino. Ethnic minorities also 
have made inroads into mayor's offices and the professional ranks of city management. 
Given the demographic trend toward a majority-minority state in the next 20-30 years, it is 
useful, therefore, to examine minorities' political influence in terms of elective and 
professional representation in Texas city government as it relates to their burgeoning status 
in the population. To put the findings regarding the selected cities in proper perspective, a 
brief discussion of the relevant background is necessary. 

Texas Municipal Government Structure 

In Texas, as in most states, cities are creatures of their legislatures. They are subdivisions 
of the state, deriving their powers from the Texas Constitution. Since 1912, most Texas 
cities (those with more than 5,000 population) have exercised the option of adopting home
rule charters. Smaller cities and towns (those with less than 5,000 population) are governed 
by general state law.16 The 290 home-rule cities are allowed to pass ordinances without 
state approval, making them essentially self-governing. Among their powers are 
governmental structuring, annexation, policing, planning, regulating public places, and the 
seldom-used initiative, referendum and recall. 17 They cannot take actions or adopt 
procedures prohibited or proscribed by the state. These include exceeding statutory 
maximum tax rates, for example, or holding elections at times other than those specified. In 
other words, the Legislature does not grant cities powers, but it can limit them. 

As of 1994, the council-manager form of government was in use in all but 39 of Texas' 
290 home-rule cities; the rest, including Houston, the state's largest city, use the mayor
council format. The trend toward city managers began in America in the early 1900s as a 
response to the dominance of big-city political machines often run by corrupt "bosses."' 
City managers introduced business principles and professionalism into municipal 
administration and provide stability from one mayoral administration to the next.18 As chief 
administrative officer, the city manager answers directly to the council, hires department 
heads and other officers not appointed by the council, prepares and submits the annual 
budget, and recommends city policies, procedures, and programs for council approval. In 
this format, the mayor is the city's designated leader and official representative, presiding 
over council meetings but having only one vote and usually few if any executive powers. 
In the less-used mayor-council format, the mayor's office may be "strong," with budgetary 
and appointive powers, or "weak," with most powers retained by the council. 

Most home-rule city councils in Texas (131) are elected at large by place, meaning that 
voting is citywide but the candidates seek specific at-large seats rather than running against 
all other at-large candidates at once. Thirty-six home-rule cities use the latter at-large 
method of election. Seventy-four cities elect council members from single-member 
districts, while 48 use mixed (at large and single member) systems19 and one allows 
cumulative voting.2°Council members in most home-rule cities (207) serve two-year 
staggered terms. 21 City elections usually are separate and nonconcurrent with state or 
federal elections. Most city councils in Texas have six members plus the mayor. 
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Extending the Voting Rights Act 

Ethnic minority groups in Texas cities have made significant political progress since the 
extension of the Voting Rights Act (VRA) to the state in 1975. Prior to 1975, except for 
those along the Mexico border, few Texas cities had ethnic minorities on their 
predominantly White councils. That began to change in the mid-seventies and continued 
during the eighties through a combination of lawsuits, U.S. Justice Department 
intervention, court orders, federal legislation, local referenda, and charter elections. In most 
cases, application of the VRA meant the modification or replacement of at-large voting 
systems with some form of single-member-district elections, resulting in larger councils 
and the election of one or more minority candidates. During the seventies, according to one 
study, these changes increased the number of minority officeholders (including public 
school and junior college boards and multimember legislative districts) from 11 to 29 
percent.22 Between 1974 and 1989, the transition from at-large to single-member-district or 
mixed voting plans produced double-digit increases, ranging from 15.6 to 33.5 percent, in 
the average percentage of minority representation on councils in 49 of 50 Texas cities. 23 

Even the 26 cities with minority populations of at least 30 percent that remained under at
large systems showed increases ranging from 8.5 to 10 percent.24 How minorities 
exercised their new-found political clout in the dozen selected cities under study is 
summarized below. 

Austin 

The state capital is one of two cities among those in question that still elects its entire 
council at large. Neither Austin nor Brownsville ever have had single-member districts, 
although Austin voters have had several opportunities to adopt them. Instead, a long
standing "gentleman's agreement" apparently has maintained two of the seven seats for 
minorities: Place 5 for Latinos and Place 6 for African-Americans. This arrangement has 
produced councils virtually identical to Austin's ethnic demographics (see Table 3.6). 
Interestingly, in the spring of 1997 the Place 5 incumbent, a Latino, won a different seat on 
the council (Place 2) arid a White challenger defeated a Latino in a runoff for Place 5. 
Austin's mayor and six council members each serve three-year staggered terms, half of 
which expire every two years. The form of government is council-manager, and the current 
city manager is Latino. · 

Brownsville 

Like Austin, Brownsville never has had single-member districts; it elects its city 
commission at large. Like most Texas border cities and towns, Brownsville is 
predominantly Latino (about 90 percent25

), including much of its upper class. Only two 
Latinos currently serve on the five-member commission; the other three places are occupied 
by Whites. Latino representation has fluctuated considerably since 1984, ranging from 40 
to 100 percent. African-Americans comprise a minuscule portion of the population, and no 
African-Americans ever have been elected. As of March 1997, a charter review committee 

121 



was exploring the possibility of expanding the commission, the smallest among the 12 
cities studied. The form of government is council-manager. 

Corpus Christi 

Although some minority candidates had been elected to the city council under the at-large 
residency-requirement system, Corpus Christi adopted a mixed system including single
member districts in 1983, in response to litigation brought by Latinos. Currently, five 
council members are elected from districts; the mayor and three council members are elected 
at large. Unlike most Texas cities that still elect councils at large, Corpus Christi has 
abandoned at-large place designations. At-large candidates compete in an open contest and 
the top three vote-getters win (provided each receives at least 12 percent of the vote). There 
is no limit on the number of at-large candidates. All terms expire every two years, meaning 
that the entire council must stand for election at the same time. Council members are limited 
to four consecutive terms. The form of government is council-manager. 

In 1984, three Latinos and two African-Americans served on the nine-member council. 
African-Americans, who comprised only 5 percent of the city's total and voting age 
populations in 1996, did not hold office in the other four observed years, nor do they now. 
Before the advent of the 5-3-1 system, some Latino slate candidates were elected at large. 
For seven consecutive elections after implementation of the mixed system, however, no 
Latino was able to win an at-large seat. But on April 5, 1997, two Latinos were elected at 
large, giving Latinos a five-seat majority on the council; Whites occupy the other four seats 
(one at large). This historic development could signal an electoral sea change ifLatinos can 
sustain these gains, given their majority status in the city's total and voting age populations. 

Dallas 

Past White dominance of Dallas city politics revolved around two power-broker groups, 
the Citizens Charter Association and the Dallas Citizens Council, which successfully ran 
slates of candidates for almost 50 years. The political landscape began to change in the late 
sixties. An African-American person served out an unexpired council term, and, in 1968, 
the city expanded the nine-member council to 11. The mayor and two members were 
elected at large; the remaining eight members also were elected at large but had to meet 
district residency requirements. Between 1969 and 1975, the council had at least one 
African-American and one Latino during each two-year term. In 1975, in response to a 
federal court ruling that the at-large system was unconstitutional,26 the city changed the 
residency requirement to an electoral requirement, meaning that those eight members 
previously elected at large had to be elected from districts in which they resided.27 But the 
8-3-1 system had little impact on representation levels for minorities, who had favored a 
10-1or11-0 plan. No more than two African-Americans served on the council at any time 
from 1975 to 1985, and no Latinos were elected between 1975 and 1980. Minorities did 
not make significant numerical gains until 1991, when the council was expanded and 
resnuctured into a 14-1 system. Now only the mayor is elected at large; all 14 other council 
members are elected from individual districts. Since 1991, the number of minority council 
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members has more than tripled. Dallas elected its first mayor of color (Ron Kirk, an 
African-American) in 1995. In 1996, Dallas was one of three cities among the 12 studied 
whose minority representation on its council exceeded its 1990 minority V AP (the other 
two cities are Laredo and Lubbock). Dallas has a council-manager form of government. 

El Paso 

Prior to the late seventies, this predominantly Latino border city elected aldermen at large. 
That system produced mostly White and Latino councils with occasional African-American 
members. In 1979, the city adopted single-member districts, retaining an at-large mayor. 
The council expanded from five to seven in the mid-eighties and to nine by 1993. Minority 
representation increased contemporaneously, from less than a third of the council in 1984 
to two-thirds in 1996, or virtually equivalent to its share of the V AP. The entire council 
must stand for election every two years. El Paso's form of government is atypical in Texas 
in that the mayor appoints the city's chief administrative officer (city manager). 

Fort Worth 

Unlike most Texas cities, Fort Worth elected African-Americans to its city council by at
large voting, in 1967, 1969, 1971, and 1973. During that period, two different African
American council members each served two consecutive two-year terms. Nevertheless, in 
1975 the city adopted single-member districts and an 8-1 council, retaining an at-large 
mayor. The margin of victory was a mere 165 votes out of the total 30,000 cast.28 

Beginning in 1979, two African-Americans and a Latino were elected to the council every 
two years until 1993. No Latino served on the council that year or in 1996. Unlike the 
minority population, minority representation never exceeded 33 percent in any of the five 
observed years. Council terms expire at the same time. The form of government is council
manager. 

Houston 

Earlier this century, Texas' largest city had a ward system, then dropped all internal 
boundaries, then changed to five council districts and three at-large seats in the forties. The 
district boundaries were strictly geographic and did not account for population changes or 
ethnicity.29 In 1955, the city reverted to at-large voting but with district residency 
requirements for five of the eight council members. Consequently, only a few minorities 
gained office. 30 Attempts to change the system in the sixties and most of the seventies 
failed, including a federal lawsuit brought by African-Americans and Latinos. Then, in 
1979, the U.S. Justice Department challenged two previous annexations on grounds of 
dilution of minority voting strength. The city opted to create nine single-member districts 
with five council members and the mayor elected at large, despite opposition from the 
minority community.31 The Justice Department's approval of the plan was significant 
because it marked the first time it had approved a mixed electoral system under the VRA.32 

Three district and some at-large seats were claimed by minority candidates, who have 
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maintained a strong presence on the council to date, though somewhat less than the 
minority share of the total population and V AP. 

Houston's city government is unique in Texas, featuring a strong mayor as chief executive 
with broad appointive and budgetary powers. An elected controller serves as chief fmancial 
officer. Mayoral/council elections are staggered and term limits apply. Houston's rapid 
suburban growth may have outpaced local governments' capacity to respond efficiently to 
its problems, which are becoming more regional in nature than urban. This phenomenon is 
explored in a case study following this section. 

Laredo 

With a small White population and virtually no African-Americans, Laredo's city council 
has been dominated by Latinos. This was true during the years of at-large voting and has 
held true since the restructuring of 1978. A charter election changed the council to an 8-1 
format with an at-large mayor, but the ethnic composition of the council remained virtually 
the same,--entirely Latino. In 1996, Laredo's minority representation exceeded its 1990 
minority V AP by the largest margin (7 percent) of any of the 12 cities studied. Half the 
council's terms expire every two years, and term limits apply. The city switched from 
mayor-council to council-manager governance in 1982. 

Lubbock 

No minorities ever had been elected to the all-at-large Lubbock City Council prior to 1984. 
In that year, with the implementation of single-member districts, an African-American and a 
Latino joined the ranks. The council expanded from five to seven members, with only the 
mayor elected at large. Since 1984, Lubbock has had an African-American and a Latino on 
the predomin!Ultly White council almost every term. That 2:7 ratio has remained virtually 
equivalent to the minority population and V AP, which grew little from 1980 to 1990. The 
form of governance is council-manager. 

San Antonio 

Reforms in the fifties produced a nine-member at-large council and a council-manager form 
of government in San Antonio. The Good Government League, comprised mostly of White 
businessmen, dominated city politics until the mid-seventies. Internal rifts and the rise of 
independents and minority-oriented neighborhood groups, such as Communities Organized 
for Public Services, led to the league's demise in 1976. That same year, as it did later in 
Houston, the Justice Department objected to previous annexations on grounds they diluted 
minority voting strength. San Antonio's was the first case challenged under the VRA 
involving a significant Latino population.33 Voters narrowly approved a 10-1 single
member-district, at-large-mayor electoral plan in 1977. Initially this system produced a 
majority-minority council of five Latinos, one African-American, and four Whites. Whites 
regained the majority in 1979, but by 1984 the council was majority-minority again. San 
Antonio elected a Latino mayor (Henry Cisneros) to four consecutive terms in the eighties 
but gave fewer and fewer council seats to minorities. Since 1993, when only four Latinos 
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and no African-Americans sat on the council, minority representation has lagged 1990 
minority V AP by more than 20 percent. The entire council faces election every two years, 
and term limits apply. 

Tyler 

This East Texas city of approximately 78,000 elected its entire five-member council at large 
until 1976. In response to a court order, the city created six single-member districts with an 
at-large mayor. Prior to that time, no minorities ever had been elected to the city council. 
Since then, at least two minorities have served on the council almost every term.34 During 
one six-year period, the council was comprised of four Whites, two African-Americans and 
a Latino. Tyler elected its first woman council member (also an African-American) in 1990. 

Waco 

For a relatively small city (1990 pop. 105,600), Waco has some interesting political 
history.35 For years it operated under a system of wards, each of which was roughly equal 
in population. Council members were elected at large but had to reside in different wards. 
From the forties until the late eighties, the city council chose the mayor and mayor pro 
tempore from among its members. Despite the selection of Waco's first African-American 
mayor in 1974, the at-large system was declared unconstitutional in 1976. In 1977, the city 
reconfigured the wards into five single-member districts, leaving only one council member 
elected at large. That position was officially designated the mayor in 1987, and Waco 
voters elected their first mayor by popular vote in 1988. Since the early seventies, there 
usually has been one African-American elected to the council, but with a much lower vote 
total than the other council members. 36 Since the mid-eighties, an African-American and a 
Latino have been elected to the council almost every term, much like Austin. 37 Waco is the 
only city among the 12 studied whose minority representation mirrors its 1990 minority 
V AP. Council terms are staggered, and elections are held every other year. The form of 
government is council-manager. 

Minority Representation on City Councils 

Growth in the state's Latino population is driving the trend toward majority-minority status 
while the African-American population remains relatively static. Most of this growth is 
occurring in cities, which have higher concentrations of minorities than the state as a 
whole, as discussed in Chapter 3 (see Table 3.6). 

When compared to population figures from the last two decennial censuses, data on 
minority representation on city councils in the 12 selected cities, for selected years from 
1984 to 1996, do not reflect the growth in the minority population. While the level of 
minority representation on the selected city councils exceeds the level of minorities in the 
state population, it generally trails minority population levels in the 12 cities as a group (see 
Table 5.4). Put another way, minorities in Texas have yet to translate their emerging 
prominence in the state's urban population into municipal elective office in similar 
proportions. 
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Table 5.4 
Minority Representation in Texas 

(in Percent) 

1984 1988 1991 1993 1996 Avg. 
Twelve Cities 

City Council Seats 40 41 44 41 43 42 

Total City Population 50 50 56 56 56 54 

City Voting Age Population NA NA 51 51 51 51 

State 
Total State Population 33 33 38 38 38 36 

State Voting Age Population 29 31 31 32 32 31 

Source: Report prepared on request by the Texas Municipal League, Austin, Texas, Fall 1996; African-

American Elected Officials: A National Roster (Washington, D.C.: Joint Center for Political and F.conomic 

Studies Press, 1984, 1988, 1991, 1993); NALEO Educational Fund Inc., National Roster ofLatino Elected 

Officials (Washington, D.C.: 1984, 1988, 1991, 1993); telephone interviews by Patrick K. Graves with 

staff member, City Secretary's Office, City of Brownsville, Texas, March 3, 1997; with Robert Sloan, 

City Secretary's Office, City of Dallas, Texas, March 1997; with John Raia, Planning Department, City of 

Houston, Texas, March 1997; with city secretary, City of Tyler, Texas, March 1997; with city official, 

City Secretary's Office, City of Waco, Texas, March 1997. 

Note: Minority =African-American, Latino 

Minorities have averaged 42 percent representation on the 12 selected city councils during 
the five years indicated (in Table 5.4). But their share of those cities' combined populations 
was 54 percent, and they comprised 51 percent of those cities' voting age populations 
(persons 18 and older). Were more recent population figures available, the margin 
undoubtedly would be greater. 

The changes over time also reveal interesting trends. 1be period shows minority 
representation on the city councils increasing by only 2 percent, and actually declining 1 
percent in 1996 from the "peak" year of 1991 when it was 44 percent. Based on the census 
data, total minority population in the 12 cities grew 6 percent from 1980 to 1990, a trend 
showing no signs of abating. Unfortunately, city minority voting age population data for 
the eighties is unavailable. But if the state figures are any indication, minority V AP is 
lagging well behind the overall growth in minority population, having increased only by 
slightly more than 3 percentage points over the period observed. 

All but two of the 12 selected cities (Houston and El Paso) have the council-manager form 
of government. Because councils usually delegate considerable power to city managers, it 
is useful to know their ethnic and racial composition for purposes of this study. Trend 
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analysis was not possible because data for prior years was unavailable. In 1996, however, 
of the selected cities' 12 city managers, chief executives, or chief administrative officers, 
six were White, four were Latino, and two were African-American.38 Austin, Brownsville, 
Laredo, and San Antonio had Latino city managers; Dallas and Fort Worth had African
Americans. Latinos comprised 33 percent of the 12 city managers, compared to 42 percent 
of the cities' combined population, and African-Ainericans comprised 16 percent of the city 
managers compared to 14 percent of the combined population. Whites, who comprised 44 
percent of the combined population, had 50 percent of the city managers or CEO/CA Os. 
Minorities occupied 50 percent of the 12 cities' top executive positions in 1996, compared 
to 43 percent of the city council seats. This relatively balanced ethnic distribution across the 
cities' top professional and administrative ranks is rather surprising. 

Representational .Disparity 

One·tneasure of how well minorities are represented in Texas city government is a 
comparison of their representation on city councils to their presence in cities' voting age 
populations.39 A closer look reveals that eight of the 12 selected cities had a difference of 
less than 10 percent (plus or minus) between the percentage of minority council members in 
officein early 1996 and the percentage of minorities of voting age in those cities' respective 
populations as of 1990 (see Figure 5.4). Waco, in fact, had no disparity whatsoever, and 
Dallas and Lubbock had small "surpluses." Laredo, not surprisingly, had more minorities 
on its council, which is entirely Latino, than in its V AP. 

What is surprising is that, of the four cities with negative disparities greater than 10 
percent, three of them are in South Texas and have large or predominant minority 
populations, mainly Latinos. Brownsville's position far at the bottom of this ranking, 
however, may be somewhat skewed by the small size (five) of its city commission, where 
a shift from two to three minority members changes the percentage from 40 to 60. It should 
be noted that 1988 and 1996 are the only two years among the five observed in which the 
minority percentage on the Brownsville City Commission fell below 80 percent. San 
Antonio and Corpus Christi pose more of a challenge to explain, with disparities during the 
nineties of 13 to 22 percent and 18 to 29 percent, respectively. The precise factors behind 
those figures are beyond the scope of this study, but anecdotal information is illuminating 
and useful. 

As NALEO official Arturo Vargas explained in a previous section of this chapter, Latino 
voter turnout in Texas historically has been low primarily because of census overcounting 
of the voting age population and the relative youth of the Latino population in general. 
Heywood Sanders, urban administration professor at Trinity University in San Antonio, 
notes that the larger average size of the Texas Latino family means many Latinos are under 
the age of 21.40 He suggests that Latino voter registration may lag Latino population figures 
because of lower levels of income and education in the Latino population, as found in 
Chapter 3, which makes them less prone to register than Whites. Complicating matters for 
Latino candidates is White voters' increasing identification with the Republican Party and 
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the typical lack of interest generated by virtually nonpartisan local elections as opposed to 
partisan national campaigns. 

Figure 5.4 
Minority Representational Disparity in Selected Texas Cities 

Fort Sm Corpus 
% Laredo Dallas Lubbock Waco El Paso Austin Houston Tyler Worth Antonio Christi Browmrille 

Source: Report prepared on request by the Texas Municipal League, Austin, Texas, Fall 1996; African

American Elected Officials: A National Roster (Washington, D.C.: Joint Center for Political and Economic 

Studies Press, 1984, 1988, 1991, 1993); NALEO Educational Fund Inc., National Roster ofLatino Elected 

Officials (Washington, D.C.: 1984, 1988, 1991, 1993); telephone interviews by Patrick K. Graves with 

staff member, City Secretary's Office, City of Brownsville, Texas, March 3, 1997; with Robert Sloan, 

City Secretary's Office, City of Dallas, Texas, March 1997; with John Raia, Planning Department. City of 

Houston, Texas, March 1997; with city secretary, City of Tyler, Texas, March 1997; with city official, 

City Secretary's Office, City of Waco, Texas, March 1997. 

In analyzing electoral politics in San Antonio, Sanders states that voter turnout in 
predominantly White precincts usually is almost double that of Latino precincts, especially 
in off-year elections. Whites comprise the majority of registered voters, he said, while 
Latinos represent a smaller share of actual turnout than of the city's population. For 
example, in the 1991 contested mayoral race, Latino turnout was around 25 percent while 
White turnout was slightly more than 40 percent. This turnout differential has more impact 
in the at-large mayoral race, Sanders said, because no candidate can win without substantial 
White support. In Sanders' view, four-term former Mayor Henry Cisneros owed his 
electoral success in the eighties to receiving about 35 percent of the White vote, not to his 
90 percent of the Latino vote. Because of doubts that a Latino candidate will be able to 
duplicate that feat anytime soon, Sanders predicted that San Antonio will not elect another 
Latino mayor for another 20 years. 
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These dynamics also work against Latino candidates in the city's single-member districts. 
According to Sanders, White candidates can prevail in districts evenly split between Whites 
and Latinos "if the right candidate runs the right campaign." He identified five of San 
Antonio's 11 council districts as predominantly Latino, with most of the Latino population 
residing in areas that are at least 80 percent Latino. Sanders said most highly concentrated 
Latino neighborhoods also are low income, which, because of low turnout, would 
counteract the beneficial voting effects of any higher degree of Latino dispersion 
throughout the city than other minorities. Here again, voting takes precedence over 
demographics. 

Minority Representation in Municipal Government: General Trends and 
Observations 

To analyze changes in minority representation in Texas municipal government, in the 
absence of field studies or better data, it may prove insightful to examine the issue from a 
broader perspective. For minority Texans, the news is not all bad. African-Americans' 
share of the state's voting age population ranged from 11 to 11.2 percent from 1984 to 
1993. Yet the percentage of African-American elected officials in Texas doubled during that 
period, albeit from .9 percent to only 1.8 percent. But the number of African-American 
mayors increased 155 percent (from nine to 23), and the number of African-American 
members of municipal governing bodies rose 223 percent (from 87 to 281).41 

Nevertheless, in 1993 the total number of Latino officeholders outnumbered African
Americans in Texas by more than 4 to 1, and Latino municipal officeholders held a 2-to-1 
margin over African-Americans (593 to 304).42 The Latino voting age population increased 
1 percent in 1996 over 1993, while the African-American V AP actually declined a half 
percentage point during that period. If such trends continue, African-Americans may find 
new political gains more and more difficult to achieve in the Lone Star State. 

From 1984 to 1993, the number of Latino municipal elected officials in Texas increased 44 
percent, roughly the same rate of increase of all Latino elected officials (42 percent). These 
growth rates approximate national trends but are less than a third of the 1973-84 growth 
rate of 151 percent for all Latino elected officials in Texas.43 In 1991, Texas had three times 
as many Latino elected officials (1,969) as New Mexico (672) or California (617), and 
more than both states combined (1,289). Yet, in 1993, Latinos comprised more than 25 
percent of the state's population but held only 7.5 percent of all its elective offices, a mere 
1.5 percentage-point increase since 1984.44 As the Latino share of the state's population 
increases, its pace of growth in attaining political office appears to be slowing. The obvious 
and somewhat puzzling question, of course, is why. 

Professor Sanders suggests a few national statistics also may help provide an answer. In 
the 1986 congressional elections, 76 percent of Latinos did not vote, compared to 57 
percent of African-Americans and 53 percent of Whites. Of those Latinos who did not cast 
ballots for Congress, more than half of them were not U.S. citizens.45 In 1990, 40 percent 
of all adult Latinos (5 million) in the United States were not American citizens, compared to 
11 percent Whites and 8 percent African-Americans.46 The Latino V AP increased 50 
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percent from 1980 to 1990, but 20 percent of the Latino V AP is age 18-24, which vote 
least; only 19 percent are age 55+, which vote most. In short, Latinos are younger and 
more likely not to be eligible voters. They also tend to be more dispersed throughout cities 
than other minorities. These factors will hinder their political ascent 

Houston, a Region in Transition 

To a large extent, as Houston goes, so go its suburbs and so goes Texas ... 41 

Annexation report for the City of Houston, 1997 

Houston and its surrounding areas encompass approximately 20 percent of the population 
ofTexas. Growth in this region has largely been attributed to aggressive annexation 
policies that began in earnest around 1950, peaked in the 1970s, and declined in the 1980s. 
Although laws regarding the expansion kept pace with the changing shape of the region, 
issues surrounding governance have not changed since the early 1970s. In an article written 
for the University of Houston's Center for Public Policy, Drs. Robert Stein, Richard 
Murray, and Gregory Weiher contend that 

... the problems that the Houston metropolitan areas face are regional problems. It 
makes little sense to speak of central city problems and subwban problems. Rather, 
the split between the city and suburbs is a regional one with a regional impact. 
Service inequality between wealthy and poor municipalities confronts regions, not 
just particular municipalities that struggle to stay in the black. Interracial conflict is 
not simply a problem for one ethnic group or another. Environmental quality, 
crime, labor force preparedness, infrastructure requirements of various kinds-
transportation, communications, water supply and wastewater disposal, flood 
control--have obvious regional dimensions.48 

The issue of governance of this region has become a significant topic of debate. Houston's 
cit:irens have become more vocal in their opposition to the status quo. Political leaders in 
this region and elsewhere are watching how Houston governs and reacts to these 
challenges. The region's trendsetting status makes its responses to these issues of great 
interest. 

Stein et al. argue that Harris County is one of the most politically fragmented regions in the 
nation and that, unless changes are made, it will encounter the same economic and political 
problems of many Northern cities. Currently, the following independent governmental 
units operate within Harris County's boundaries: 

• 35 incorporated municipalities 

• 23 independent school districts 

• three community college districts 
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• 21 separate police agencies 

• 27 fire departments 

• two public health care districts 

• two public library systems 

• two major park systems 

• two job training partnership agencies 

• three major agencies involved in road construction 

• 11 independent authorities for public services 

• 412 municipal utility districts. 

The sheer number of independent jurisdictions encourages competition and conflict over 
shrinking federal transfer payments and local tax dollars. Houston's elected officials will 
face enormous challenges in setting priorities for the communities that make up the region. 
To some extent, who is elected to positions of power will determine which communities 
receive the most attention in upcoming years. 

In the 1991 mayoral election, White candidate Bob Lanier defeated African-American 
candidate Sylvester Turner by a slim margin in a bitter, hard-fought battle. Dr. Richard 
Murray of the University of Houston claimed before the election that the race would hinge 
on three factors: undecided White voters, turnout in the African-American areas, and 
candidate conduct in the face of eleventh-hour news stories.49 A poll Murray conducted two 
days before the election showed Turner ahead of Lanier. After KTRK-TV broadcast a story 
alleging a link between Turner and an insurance scam, Lanier took the lead. The most 
significant change occurred in the Latino community. Latino support dropped from 48 to 
45 percent in favor of Turner, and rose from 25 to 55 percent in favor of Lanier.50 

Ultimately, of the 33 percent of the population who voted, Lanier garnered 53.8 percent 
while Turner captured 46.2 percent. 

The outlook for the November 1997 mayoral race is a contest just as brutal as the 1991 
campaign. Pollster David Hill says that many see 1997 as the year Houston elects its first 
minority mayor,51 given its 28 percent African-American population and slightly higher 
Latino population. Regardless of who succeeds Lanier as mayor of Houston, the issue of 
fragmented governance in the region will need to be addressed. The alternatives pursued 
likely will be based on the interests the winning candidate professes to represent. In any 
other metropolitan area, the African-American candidate would be pigeon-holed into the 
role of representing the interests of the inner-city minority, while the White candidate 
would probably be seen as appealing to White suburbanites. But, because this is Houston, 
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this scenario does not hold true. According to Stein et al., the demographic city/suburban 
split is not nearly as pronounced in Houston as in many large metropolitan areas: 

White flight occurred from the City in the l %0s and 1970s as public schools 
desegregated, concerns about public safety rose, and developers used special utility 
districts in unincorporated areas to create affordable housing. But the oil busts of 
the 1980s, with a net loss of nearly 200,000 jobs, caused property values to 
plummet in many suburban areas and eased the ability of minority residents to 
follow Whites into the suburbs. As a result, between 1984 and 1996 Houston has 
become one of the most desegregated metropolitan areas in the United States.s2 

While Houston abides by many of the trends occurring in other rapidly growing urban 
centers, it has dealt with regional governance issues differently than most "A combination 
of different structural rules, demography, and political culture [has] shaped this uniqueness 
and leaves Houston with an atypical pattern of challenges and opportunities."53 According 
to Stein et al., the characteristics of Houston's history that shaped this atypical pattern 
include l) a dominant incorporated central city which allowed liberal annexation of potential 
rival municipalities; 2) all of the population being concentrated in a single county; 3) 
independent school districts; and 4) at-large voting districts for all elected officials. 

However, recent structural and political changes have contributed to the undermining of the 
qualities that set Houston apart from other metropolitan areas. The most important changes, 
according to Stein et al., include 1) the erosion of the City of Houston's preeminent 
position due to the political costs of annexation;54 2) changes in Harris County's role and 
influence due to a rising population outside the county and to restrictive legislative 
oversight; and 3) changes in voting districts from mostly at-large representation to single
member districts. These developments will form the foundation on which the next mayor 
will have to develop policy. 

Another question that may arise concerns the 1996 annexation of Kingwood. In order to 
satisfy the Justice Department's requirement that annexation not dilute the minority vote of 
the population, a barbell-shaped city council district has been drawn in Kingwood. ff 
challenged, this district may be in direct conflict with another federal requirement that was 
decided in Bush v. Vera. According to this decision, congressional districts drawn for the 
purpose of ensuring minority representation or diluting the White vote can be voided. There 
is some speculation that this decision could be applied to local-level voting districts. The 
issue then becomes one which calls into question the Justice Department's standards 
governing annexation. If the department approves the annexation and the barbell-shaped 
district is found to be in violation of Bush v. Vera, would Kingwood still become part of 
Houston? 

In the 1997 legislative session, now-state Representative Sylvester Turner introduced 
House Bill 1926. Known as the "de-annexation bill," H.B. 1926 would have allowed an 
annexed portion of Houston to de-annex itself by majority vote, introducing a plethora of 
logistical problems regarding utilities and services. But it raises an interesting question: 
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Why would a potential mayor of Houston willingly give up a piece of the city? The answer 
may lie in an issue facing many minority mayoral candidates in metropolitan areas, i.e., 
how an inner-city candidate appeals to suburban voters. In regards to Houston, it means 
that a minority mayoral candidate might be willing to give up a piece of suburban land in 
order to· gain the White vote. The bottom line is that the next mayor of Houston must get 
elected mayor fi.rst.ss 

Houston's leaders are faced with a complex system of governance. If the issues of 
fragmented governance raised by Stein et al. are valid, the city may not be able to maintain 
the degree of flexibility required to stay competitive in the urban arena. 

Conclusions 

The spring and fall of 1997 may well go down as a watershed period in Texas politics. 
Shortly after what many pundits observed was the most fractious, partisan legislative 
session in memory, two-term Lt. Gov. Bob Bullock announced he would not seek re
election. This surprising development set off a veritable political earthquake. The after
shocks will continue to be felt around the state as numerous officeholders and challengers 
from both parties jockey for position in view of the 1998 elections. Can the Democrats hold 
on to the lieutenant governorship, arguably the most powerful statewide office in Texas? 
Will voters give Republicans full control of the legislature by virtue of gaining a majority in 
the house? In Houston, term limits will force incumbent Bob Lanier to relinquish the 
mayor's office. Will Houstonians elect their first mayor of color? How will the new mayor 
deal with Houston's regional governance problems? The high-stakes political game of 
musical chairs being played at the state level, and the changing of the guard in Houston, 
Texas' largest and perhaps most trendsetting city, make the issues examined in this chapter 
all the more salient. The dynamics of so many important open-seat races in one election 
cycle could reveal much about the impact of the demographic and economic forces shaping 
the urban agenda of Texas. To be sure, the outcomes will have profound effects on the 
content and effectiveness of that agenda. 

Even if such monumental political changes were not under way in statewide offices and the 
state's preeminent city, the trends identified herein would bear watching. Significant 
portions of Texas are becoming amalgamations of expanding suburbs, burgeoning exurbs, 
and relatively strong central cities. The state's economy has become more service-oriented 
and information-driven. In 25 years, Whites no longer will be in the majority, and Texas 
will have no single predominant ethnic group. Republicans soon could replace Democrats 
as the dominant political party. Recent court rulings may portend a new direction in 
apportionment affecting long-standing attempts to engineer voter equity. Consequently, this 
chapter has sought to gauge the impact of these trends on political representation. 
Specifically, it has focused on urban/suburban voting behavior, minority representation in 
municipal government, and the unique set of problems and issues facing "regional cities" 
such as Houston. 
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The major findings of this analysis are as follows: 

• In general, voter turnout in Texas is substantially inftuenced by income 
and race. 

In districts in Houston and the Big Six counties, the proportion of African-Americans was 
a factor in the level of turnout, along with income levels and the Latino population. The 
proportion of African-Americans in the Dallas districts, however, was insignificant in the 
regression analysis. 

• In general, the proportion of noncity residents in a district does not 
significantly affect voter turnout. 

One of the hypotheses tested was that turnout would increase along with the proportion of 
noncity residents in a district, implying that turnout would be higher in suburban areas. The 
results of the data analysis proved otherwise; in most situations, the noncity factor was 
insignificant. Once the effects of income are taken into consideration, the city/noncity 
differences have little impact. 

• The higher a district's average income, the higher the probability of 
electing a Republican, but the probability of electing a Republican 
declines quickly as minority population increases. 

The positive correlation between income and GOP electability is not surprising, but the 
racial/ethnic analysis proved to be the most telling. In fact, as shown in the graphs (Figures 
5.2 and 5.3), the probability of electing a Republican is less than 50 percent when as few 
as 4 percent of a district's population is African-American or Latino, holding other district 
characteristics at average levels. It is important to note here, however, the actual 
demographic constraints of legislative districts, in which average levels are rare. Districts 
with significant percentages of minorities are usually majority-minority. It is rare-perhaps 
unheard of-for a district to be, say, 10 percent African-American and 90 percent White. 
Nevertheless, of the variables studied, race/ethnicity was the most dramatic predictor of the 
political party of elected representatives. 

• Minority representation on city councils of the 12 selected cities, though 
substantial, has not changed significantly since the mid-eighties nor kept 
pace with growth in the state's minority population. 

Latinos and African-Americans averaged 42 percent of the seats on the 12 city councils 
observed in various years between 1984 and 1996. By contrast, according to the 1990 
census, minorities comprised 51 percent of those cities' voting age population and, on 
average, 54 percent of their overall population. The African-American population and level 
of representation have been virtually static. Regarding Latinos, experts attribute this gap to 
such factors as the relative youth, lower income, and lagging education of the group as a 
whole, as well as overcounting that tends to include many Latinos not eligible to vote. Until 
the gap between population and turnout is narrowed, Latinos will be unable to fully assert 
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themselves politically. It should be noted that minorities have attained a much higher level 
of representation at the municipal level than at the state level. In 1995, only 27 percent of 
legislators were non-White. Most likely, minority gains on city councils can be attributed to 
the Voting Rights Act and single-member districts. 

• In 1996, half of the 12 selected cities' municipal government managers 
were ethnic minorities. 

In the dozen cities studied, the proportion of Latino and African-American city managers 
(or chief executive/administrative officers) exceeded the proportion of minority city council 
members in 1996 by 7 percent (50 percent to 43 percent, respectively). The proportion of 
African-American city managers (16 percent) actually exceeded the proportion of African
Americans in the cities' combined population (14 percent). Four of the six minority city 
managers were employed by major Texas cities (Dallas, San Antonio, Austin, and Fort 
Worth). Given the fact that all six cities with minority city managers have the council
manager form of government, the significance to minorities is obvious. Minority progress 
in this arena, especially among Latinos, is all the more remarkable given their difficulty in 
making gains on city councils. 

• Most of the city councils in the cities studied have less than a 10 percent 
disparity between the proportion of minority council members and the 
proportion of minorities in the cities' voting age population. 

In 1996, eight of the 12 cities studied had a difference of less than 10 percent (plus or 
minus) between the proportion of minority city council members (as of early 1996) and the 
proportion of minority voting age population as of 1990. Of the four cities where minorities 
are underrepresented vis-a-vis their share of the V AP, three are in South Texas and have 
large or predominant minority populations. These statistics illustrate the "good news/bad 
news" scenario facing Texas minorities, especially Latinos. Despite growing numbers and 
the advantages of single-member districts, they have yet to fully mobilize themselves 
politically in Texas cities, even in their strongholds. 

• The City of Houston has taken on many of the characteristics of a 
metropolitan government but lacks effective governmental structures 
necessary to respond to the unique problems posed. 

Liberal annexation and widespread desegregation, coupled with single-member districts 
and the diminution of the influence of the city and Harris County, have produced a 
"regional city" defying conventional central city/suburban demographic models. But a 
fragmented governance system with over 500 governmental jurisdictions will be an 
obstacle to Houston's next mayor and a major challenge to the continued positive growth of 
Texas' preeminent city. 

Texas unmistakably has become more urban, and many of its urban areas are attracting 
more and more minorities as Whites expand their control over the suburbs. Given the 
importance of ethnicity in voting, it is clear that the politics of race will continue to play a 
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major role in shaping the urban agenda of Texas well into the 21st century. If the African
American population remains static, it will be interesting to see what impact Latinos have 
on the agenda-setting function of politicians, especially given that Latinos in Texas 
historically have not been viewed in the same light as African-Americans. Regardless of 
whether there is a racial power shift, the next generation of Texas leaders must address the 
issues faced by growing cities needing better-educated workforces to meet the demands of 
the state's increasingly global high-tech economy. the future ofTexas lies in its urban 
centers for many reasons, not the least of which is the simplest of all political truths-that's 
where the votes are. 
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Chapter 6. The Emergence of a New Urban Texas 

America's cities and suburbs have undergone significant change in the past two decades, 
reshaped by many factors. Primary among them have been economic growth, shifts in 
employment and political representation, continued suburban expansion, population 
growth, and immigration. Although each of these components has operated nationwide, the 
amount and severity of change varies across the United States. Decline in the 1970s and 
1980s in the manufacturing sector has caused cities in the Northeast and Midwest, heavily 
dependent on this sector, to experience huge employment declines. Conversely, cities in the 
South and West, which were not so dependent on this sector, did not experience such high 
levels of unemployment during this,period of structural and economic change. 

Population and employment continue to increase more rapidly in the suburbs than in the 
central cities. Even as the central cities in the Northeast and Midwest declined, their 
suburbs greatly expanded. However, in the South and West regions, cities and suburbs 
both experienced growth, fueled in part by increased immigration, city/suburb,-an.d 
interregional migration. Rapid suburbanization, combined with an increase in racial and 
ethnic diversity, has exacerbated the segregation of our nation's cities. Deeply entrenched 
residential segregation signals persistent divisions in race and class. However, many cities 
in the West and Southwest do not display the high degrees of segregation exhibited by their 
neighbors to the East. 

Many studies have documented the patterns of urban change in the East and Midwest, but 
cities in the South and Southwest, including Texas, have been relatively understudied. One 
of the most urbanized states in the country, Texas has also undergone dramatic changes in 
the past two decades. Rapid urbanization and change has created Texas cities with distinct 
growth patterns. The transformation of Texas' cities and suburbs can be observed in 
changes in its economy, demography, political representation, land use, and housing 
patterns. 

The Texas City Transformed: Economic, Demographic, 
Housing, Land Use, and Political Change 

The Economy 

The Texas economy experienced extensive change between 1980 and 1993. The reduced 
dependence on resource-based industry means that the Texas economy is becoming similar 
in structure to the national economy and more subject to its business cycles. Substantial 
losses were suffered in the mining and agricultural sectors over this same time period, 
exemplifying Texas' shift from an agriculture-based economy to a much more service- and 
value-added economy. Cities relying primarily on traditional sectors such as Lubbock and 
Corpus Christi consistently underperformed the rest of the cities analyzed. 
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Key sectors in recent national growth, including producer and health services, were found 
to be key sectors in the state's growth, but particularly prominent in urban areas. Although 
manufacturing growth in the state suffered as the sector has nationally, key subsectors, 
particularly high-technology manufacturing, fared very well in the state and represent 
another prominent feature of the diversification of the state's economy. This high
technology manufacturing also had an urban orientation. In fact, the state's economic 
growth during the period, as measured by employment and earnings, was overwhelmingly 
located in metropolitan areas. 

Among the state's many metropolitan areas, the largest demonstrated the greatest levels of 
growth during the period studied. Of the net employment increases for the entire state 
between 1983 and 1993, 73 percent occurred in the five largest MSAs. Not only was 
overall employment and earnings growth greater in the larger MS As, many of the key, 
high-paying sectors, such as producer and health services and high-technology 
manufacturing, with higher skilled occupational categories and high earnings, became 
increasingly concentrated in these largest MSAs. 

Demographics 

Well-documented demographic change has occurred in the United States during the past 
decade, and has affected Texas as well. Texas has become overwhelmingly urban. In 
1940, the majority of the population lived in rural areas; today, 83 percent of the population 
lives in a metropolitan area. The population of Texas is rapidly growing, with some of the 
highest growth rates experienced in some of the smaller cities in this study. The border 
area, comprising Laredo, El Paso, and Brownsville, has experienced the most growth. In 
spite of these instances of rapid growth in a few smaller border cities, the largest 
metropolitan areas are capturing an increasing share of the state population. In particular, 
the Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston MSAs are major beneficiaries of this increase in 
population. 

The composition of this population growth has led to increased racial diversity. The Latino 
population has increased at a greater rate than any other population group, and by the year 
2030, the state will be majority-minority. However, Texas cities and suburbs exhibited 
different racial and ethnic patterns. Four of the six MSAs analyzed in this report currently 
have central cities that are majority-minority: Dallas, El Paso, Houston, and San Antonio~ ·· , 
African-Americans are located primarily in the largest cities in the study. The three boide£ 
cities mentioned above had large proportions of Latinos, reflecting the long-standing 
integration of Mexico and the United States at the border. 

In addition to the changing race/ethnic composition of the cities, the residential patterns an: 
important. A high level of segregation, for example, is problematic because it isolates a 
minority group from opportunities and resources that affect social and economic well
being. All of the cities studied saw a slight decline in residential segregation from 1970 to 
1990, reflecting White immigration to some urban neighborhoods as well as minority 
suburbanization. However, segregation figures remain high in some cities such as 
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Houston~ suggesting divisions on the basis of race and class remain significant features of 
urban Texas. Latino segregation was found to be generally moderate compared to levels of 
African-American segregation in these cities. In 1990, San Antonio had the highest level of 
segregation toward Latinos, and Austin the lowest level. From 1970 to 1990, two of these 
cities experienced a continuous decline in Latino/White segregation. 

Although urban Texans have seen an increase in their median age, the cities of Texas were 
heterogeneous with respect to age composition. Two of the border cities, Laredo and 
Brownsville, contained high proportions of children and teenagers. Cities that house major 
universities tended to have higher numbers of young adults; for instance, Austin, Waco, 
and Lubbock all had high proportions of persons between the ages of 18 and 34. Middle
aged adults tended to live in the suburbs, while those aged 55 and older resided in the 
central city. This pattern shows that as Texans become parents they tend to move to the 
suburbs, where they may perceive the existence of better and safer schools. Conversely, 
the majority of the elderly reside in the central city. The answer to the question of where the 
aging baby-boomers will reside will be important to policymakers not only in Texas, but 
the nation as well. 

Levels of educational attainment in Texas are highly varied across the cities in this study, 
but some similarities exist between high school and college graduation. Austin, known for 
its increases in employment in the electronics industry and as the location of the University 
of Texas, has the highest percentage of persons 25 and older who have graduated from 
high school and have a bachelor's degree or higher. The three border cities-Brownsville, 
Laredo, and El Paso-ranked last in both high school and college graduation. Brownsville 
also experienced a decline in the number of persons with a high school diploma from 1980 
to 1990. 

Larger cities have higher median incomes than smaller cities and those near the border. 
Median household incomes grew, in constant dollars, in only one-third of the 12 cities 
profiled between 1979 and 1989, albeit slightly. Cities reporting decreases during the same 
time period were significant, and Brownsville experienced a decrease of more than 20 
percent. Brownsville also had the largest poverty rate and the highest number of citizens on 
public assistance. 

Housing 

Like the rest of the nation, an increasing number of Texans are becoming homeowners. 
However, this growth is primarily a suburban occurrence. Only Corpus Christi 
experienced a higher homeownership growth rate in the city than in the suburbs. 
Furthermore, in all the MSAs studied the homeownership rate in the suburbs remained 
substantially higher than in the cities. 

Unfortunately, at the same time that homeownership has increased, so too has the level of 
housing unaffordability. Finding affordable housing is a growing problem among 
households, particularly low-income households, nationwide. While the supply of 
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affordable housing units has decreased, the demand by needy families has increased. At the 
same time, federal housing programs are undergoing sharp budget cuts. While the problem 
of housing affordability may be more prevalent in central cities due to the concentration of 
lower-income families, it appears that the problem of housing affordability is rapidly 
expanding into Texas suburbs. Job creation in the Austin area, mentioned above, has 
outpaced housing construction 4-to-1since1990, and the current construction activity is 
weighted toward higher priced homes. As a result, Austin has the highest rental rates in 
Texas, and is the 25th least affordable city for home prices in the nation. 

Land Use 

Population shifts and economic growth patterns have dramatically altered methods of land 
use and created new opportunities, as well as new problems, in the area of housing. As one 
of the most urbanized states in the nation, Texas is projected to continue growing at a rapid 
pace, with most of the growth concentrated in major metropolitan areas. Policies 
concerning housing, land use, and transportation issues can, therefore, have a significant 
effect, either positive or negative, on the quality of life of all Texans. 

The effects of rapid growth can be seen on Texas roadways. Texas' urban areas face 
increasing problems with traffic congestion and vehicle emissions. This roadway 
congestion imposes significant costs, from lost productivity, time, and fuel to increased 
health hazards in the form of traffic accidents, not to mention the harmful effects on air 
quality. Unless effective policies are enacted that effectively address this growing concern, 
cities may become less attractive locations for new growth. 

Highways have always played a major role in the land use patterns and development of 
Texas cities. In this study, cities along the I-35 corridor-San Antonio, Austin, Waco, and 
Dallas (from South to North)-appear to be faring better economically and socially than 
cities not located on major thoroughfares. In addition, once the land adjacent to the 
interstate within the major city limits was filled, urban development began to spread 
outwards along the highway corridor. Brownsville exemplifies the opposite: not on a major 
transportation route, it suffers from lower incomes and higher poverty. 

Highways have also encouraged the creation of "edge cities." Originally the composition of 
a city's suburb was predominantly residential. As a city's downtown area becomes too 
congested and expensive to locate additional businesses, companies have sought suburban 
locations for office buildings. As more people work in these edge cities, there is no need 
for workers to live in close proximity to downtown, resulting in suburban housing being 
located far from downtown. Dallas and Houston exemplify this shift. Austin and San 
Antonio have not yet outgrown their downtown districts; therefore, their edge cities are the 
predecessors to the expanded employment centers of the next century. The resulting change 
has been a diversification of Texas suburbs that includes a thriving business community 
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Politics 

Texas has an intriguing political history, and population and economic shifts have led to 
change in political power and influence in the past. The demographic change documented in 
this study suggests continued shifts in political power will extend into the future. The 
increasing concentration of population in the state's metropolitan areas, especially in 
Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston, will likely be reflected in enhanced representation in 
elected state offices. At the same time, the state's rapidly growing minority population, 
especially Latino population, has a clear central city location tendency and a Democratic 
party orientation, while much of the suburban areas have higher incomes and tend to vote 
Republican. These trends will likely creating interesting challenges for metropolitan 
governance in the future. 

This study has found that the political representation in Texas has gradually become more 
diverse, in that more minorities and women are being elected; but the degree of such change 
in representation has lagged the changing demographics of the state. The 7 4th legislature 
that met in 1995, for instance, was largely a well-educated, middle-aged, white male 
institution. 

This study examined a number of hypotheses concerning political representation at the state 
and municipal level, both in terms of electoral participation and the composition of elected 
officials. In elections for the state legislature in the large counties, a positive correlation 
between income and voter turnout was found. Those districts with higher median incomes 
can be expected to have higher turnout. An association was also found between 
race/ethnicity and voter turnout. As the percentage of Whites increases in a district, so does 
the voter turnout. Although a number of demographic factors may explain this relationship, 
such as a large share of individuals not eligible to vote among Latinos, the relative low 
voter turnout among minorities diminishes their influence in elections and lowers their 
political representation. 

Although the 1996 Texas House of Representatives had a Republican majority for the first 
time since Reconstruction, the Democrats maintained an advantage in the larger urban 
areas. In these areas, the probability that a Republican or Democrat would be elected in a 
district was found to be affected by income levels and by the racial/ethnic composition of 
the district. The higher the median income and the higher the share of the district that is 
White, the higher the probability of electing a Republican. With respect to race/ethnicity, 
even a small minority population in a district greatly reduced the probability of electing a 
Republican. 

In city councils, the adoption of single-member districts in the late 1970s and 1980s, 
following the implementation of the Voting Rights Act, substantially increased the number 
of minority council members. However, between the mid- l 980s and mid-1990s the share 
of minority council members did not change significantly-minorities held around 42 
percent of the seats in the 12 city councils-and it has not kept pace with the growth of the 
cities' minority population, which in 1990 was 51 percent of the voting age population in 
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these cities. In contrast to the race/ethnic composition of city councils, minorities are quite 
well represented in the ranks of city management. In 1996, one-half of the city managers in 
the 12 cities studied were minorities. 

The large metropolitan areas also face challenges linked to their institutional and 
governmental structure. In Houston, for example, there are over 540 governmental 
jurisdictions. Although it has been argued that Houston does not suffer a central 
city/suburban tension, managing the public agenda with such a fragmented governmental 
system poses a great challenge to the city's political institutions. Its experience in 
confronting this challenge will present lessons for other metropolitan areas in the state. 

The Role of Infrastructure in the Growth of Texas Cities 

A spatial analysis of the state finds a rather dramatic pattern of growth along Interstate 35. 
Dallas/Fort Worth, Austin, San Antonio, and Laredo represent much of the state's recent 
economic and population growth. Those cities geographically along the interstate have 
generally thrived on several dimensions, while those cities not on the interstate have 
struggled in recent years. 

In the border region, the effects of the interstate are well illustrated. Both Brownsville and 
Laredo share a number of common socioeconomic factors, such as a large Mexican 
population, surrounding agricultural lands, and serving as a major border entry point. 
Furthermore, low educational attainment, high poverty, and a high percentage of the public 
needing public assistance are major problems for both cities. Yet, Laredo has far outgrown 
Brownsville in recent years. Interstate 35, which connects Laredo to the rest of the state 
and nation, can accept much of the credit for the city's boom. Brownsville, on the other 
hand, has the smaller U.S. Highway 77 providing a link to the north. As a result of the 
economic boost provided by the interstate, Laredo appears to be in a better position than 
Brownsville to address its socioeconomic problems. 

With the passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement, an ever-increasing number 
of goods will be exchanged between the United States and Mexico. The majority of 
distributors will choose to send their goods along the faster and more dependable interstate. 
Consequently, Laredo will continue to receive more economic opportunities than 
Brownsville. Although the Texas economy overall has shifted to a more information-based 
orientation, the rise of Mexico as a major trading partner will reinforce the transportation 
benefits of a city's location on the interstate. Those economic sectors that continue to 
depend on physical, rather than electronic, goods will provide a boost to the local 
economies of the interstate cities. 

The impact of the interstate has been similar on other medium-sired Texas cities such as 
Lubbock and Corpus Christi. Both of these cities have interstate access; 1-37 connects 
Corpus Christi to San Antonio, and 1-27 connects Lubbock to Amarillo. However, unlike 
I-35, these two minor interstate segments do not provide continued service to the rest of the 
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United States. Therefore, the locational benefits of being on the interstate for Lubbock and 
Corpus Christi are limited. Situated at the end of these interstate segments, these cities do 
not receive through access to a larger location. Thus, both Lubbock and Corpus Christi 
may have limited opportunities for growth in the future. 

In addition, both Corpus Christi and Brownsville have been economically weakened by the 
decline of the importance of their ports. The growing emergence of trucking as a more 
viable transportation method than shipping, and the continued development of the 
information economy, have made the shipping-oriented ports less crucial to the national 
economy. Consequently, these two cities have suffered. 

Interstate 35's major cities-San Antonio, Austin, and Dallas/Fort Worth-have all shown 
relatively strong economic growth over the past number of years. These cities have 
particularly thrived in the professional services sector. In addition, Austin has developed a 
sizable high-tech manufacturing employment sector. Clearly, these cities' economies are 
not entirely dependent on the interstate. Much of the cities' economic activity is based upon 
information and services, as opposed to the movement of goods. Yet, the fact that these 
three major cities are situated on the interstate helps promote the importance of the interstate 
across Texas. These three cities distribute and receive individuals and products to and from 
the rest of the United States. This stream of capital benefits the smaller Texas cities located 
along the interstate. In turn, the major metropolitan areas are boosted by a strong state 
economy: 

The growth of Texas cities along Interstate 35 has had a profound impact upon the state's 
land use. Between Austin and San Antonio along the highway, there is little undeveloped 
land. Smaller towns like Buda, San Marcos, and New Braunfels have grown quickly and 
bridged the land gap between the two cities. These smaller towns have benefited 
economically by specializing in providing locations that lend easy access to the major cities 
for either businesses or commuters, while avoiding the same level of congestion and high 
land costs suffered by their larger counterparts. The same type of urban growth has 
emerged on the outskirts of Dallas in most directions. Urban sprawl is slowly connecting 
Austin to Dallas through a series of smaller communities like Round Rock and Temple 
outside of Austin and Waxahachie and Hillsboro outside of Dallas/Fort Worth. In 
Dallas/Fort Worth, the presence of Interstate 20 has played an important role in creating a 
growth corridor in the east-west direction. 

Since their construction in the 1950s and 1960s, interstate highways have helped define the 
direction of growth in American cities. The determination of growth corridors has been an 
unintended consequence of the interstate program that originally aimed simply to connect all 
of the nation's cities, In addition, edge cities have often emerged at the intersection of 
highways-clearly in Dallas, Fort Worth, and Houston, but increasingly visibly in San 
Antonio and Austin-further changing the urban landscape. 

Waco was the only city studied that is located along the 1-35 corridor but not demonstrating 
rapid growth. However, this appears to be only a matter of time. As urban development 
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continues to spread north from Austin and south from Dallas, it will meet halfway at Waco, 
and the city will likely expand at a faster economic pace. 

City/Suburban Relationships 

Most major Texas cities have exhibited traditional urban/suburban relationships. Dallas, 
Houston, San Antonio, and Austin have developed strong suburbs that reflect national 
urbanization patterns. The exception is El Paso, which has exhibited only minimal 
suburban development. Development on El Paso's fringe is more similar to the 
impoverished colonias of the border region than to traditional American suburbs. 

The intrametropolitan pattern of economic growth in the Texas cities, however, is unlike 
that of older U.S. counterparts in certain respects. Most metropolitan areas across the 
country are experiencing growth, but with substantially higher rates in suburban areas than 
in central cities. Many older cities in the Northeast even suffered very substantial losses in 
employment before rebounding in recent years. In the five largest metropolitan areas 
(Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and San Antonio), where central county/suburban 
county comparisons legitimately could be made, growth differentials were found. On a 
variety of economic indicators, suburban counties performed at higher rates of growth than 
central counties. In spite of lower, but still substantial, growth rates the central counties of 
these metropolitan areas received by far the majority of growth, both in terms of 
employment and earnings. The central counties maintained significant advantage in absolute 
growth for all industries and occupations, with the one exception of high-technology 
manufacturing, which had a strong suburban orientation. In other words, the central 
counties of the largest metropolitan areas in Texas continue to be productive and vibrant 
economically. 

While the economies of central cities in Texas have not declined, as in most American cities 
the highest population growth rates have taken place in suburban areas. Moreover, these 
Texas suburbs have exhibited racial segregation, following the unfortunate legacy of past 
American suburbs. Texas suburbs-although improving their racial integration in recent 
years-have maintained a predominantly White character. Federal programs designed to 
integrate suburbs, such as HUD's Section 8 housing vouchers, clearly will need many 
more years of operation before their impact will be able to overcome these decade-old 
patterns of racial segregation. 

Texas suburbs have been able to maintain an advantage over their central cities in a number 
of demographic indicators. With higher levels of high school graduation attainment, less 
crime, lower poverty levels, and higher homeownership rates, Texas suburbs have 
mirrored the national ability of suburbs to provide a safe haven for Texans. As with the rest 
of the United States, only those Texans who can afford the move to the suburbs derive 
these benefits. However, Texas suburbs have not been able to avoid the problem of 
increasing housing costs. Housing costs prohibit many Texans from occupying satisfactory 
housing in both the central cities and the suburbs. 
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Recent suburban employment in Texas cities, like the rest of the country, has tended to 
cluster itself in edge cities. Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio, and Austin have 
developed their own edge cities on the urban periphery. In Dallas and Houston, this trend 
is more pronounced. As with more developed metropolitan areas, the central cities of Dallas 
and Houston have already reached a level of density and congestion that helps encourage 
suburban economic development. The original edge cities in Dallas and Houston, such as 
the Galleria areas in both cities, were built largely within the central counties' boundaries; 
however, the newer edge cities are being built in the surrounding suburban counties. 

More than 20 years after the extension of the Voting Rights Act to Texas, the state's 
political landscape continues to shift. In the seventies, the changes were driven primarily by 
legal and statutory forces. In the nineties, the driving force would appear to be 
demographics. The rapid growth of the suburbs, edge cities, and exurbs has helped 
complete Texas' transformation from a one-party to a two-party state. The rural:--urban 
political warfare that dominated Texas politics during most of the 20th century is giving . 
way to a growing urban-suburban rift now on the verge of supplanting it. As the political 
clout of suburban legislators grows along with their constituencies, the fate of the inner 
cities will depend on how their delegations respond to this challenge. Mayors, city 
councils, and other local government entities, especially in the state's largest cities 
(Houston, the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex, San Antonio), increasingly may be caught in 
the political crossfire as they attempt to solve 21st century problems with less assistance 
from the federal and state governments. 

The Importance of Texas' Largest Metropolitan Areas 

The Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex and the Houston area are the state's two largest 
metropolitan areas. These two areas held over 50 percent of the state's population in 1994 
and 60 percent of state's nonagricultural employment in 1993, and are well positioned to 
maintain their dominance into the future. 

The economies of the two metropolitan areas are quite strong. The economic structures are 
diversified, and they hold relatively high shares of employment in high-skilled, high-wage 
economic sectors and occupations. Of particular note in the central counties are the quite 
large and sophisticated medical complexes, which provide solid anchors. Although 
Houston suffered with the decline of the petroleum-related industries in the mid- l 980s, it 
has recovered and economic future appears promising. With regard to the intrametropolitan 
growth patterns, the two regions follow the same characteristics identified in the previous 
section; the suburban counties have experienced more rapid growth in employment and 
earnings, but the great majority of employment and earnings are located in the central 
counties of the two regions. In terms of economic specialization, the suburban counties 
hold an advantage in manufacturing but not in services, particularly the high-level services 
with better occupational structures. Both Dallas and Houston have maintained and 
expanded their promin~nce as major Texas cities by serving as transportation hubs for the 
rest of the nation. The airports in both cities are crucial links for a number of airlines' 
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connections to the entire United States. Houston has continued to serve as an important 
entryway from the Gulf of Mexico to the entire country. 

Many similarities exist between the Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston MSAs with regard to 
demographic change. Rapid population growth occurred in both areas from 1950 through 
1970, but slowed considerably during the 1980s and 1990s. Most of the population in 
1990 lived in the suburbs, which experienced rapid growth during the 1980s. About 80 
percent of the areas' recent residential building activity has taken place in the suburbs. 
Dallas/Fort Worth suburban areas grew at a rate over four times that of its central city area. 
The Houston suburban growth rate was almost thirty times that of the central city. 

Although both cities have become more racially diverse, the suburbs of both areas in 1990 
were majority White, while the majority of minorities resided in the central city. 
Corresponding to the makeup of their suburbs, Houston and Dallas had the highest 
African-American residential segregation among MSAs studied, reflecting differences in the 
places where minorities and Whites reside. Similarly, both cities showed a low but steadily 
increasing level of Latino segregation between 1970 and 1990. 

Both Dallas and Houston performed well with regard to median household and median 
family incomes. Dallas surpassed the Texas average for both criteria. However, the 
suburbs had higher incomes and in both cities the income differential was over $10,000 in 
1989. Conversely, the majority of each city's poor reside in the central city. However, 
neither MSA has an income ratio so severe as to restrict investment or employment 
opportunity. 

The Future of Texas Cities 

The rapid urbanization of Texas has wrought both opportunity and problems. Increases in 
employment, earnings, and diversity have made positive changes on the lives of Texans. 
However, Texas appears not to have planned adequately for its rapid growth. 

Population increases in some areas of Texas, combined with the prevalence of low-wage 
jobs in those areas, has exacerbated poverty in these areas. Poverty continues to be high in 
many central cities. The border city of Brownsville has been particularly affected. Elected 
officials must recognize and consider these trends as they continue to transform social 
service programs. 

Although residential segregation has not reached the levels suffered by cities in the 
Northeast, Texas cities still exhibit the characteristics of racial and ethnic segregation. 
Houston and Dallas in particular have the highest index of residential segregation. Left 
unchecked, these cities may soon experience the large race and class divisions rued by East 
Coast cities. 

The rapid growth of Texas cities has resulted in unmanageable traffic congestion in many 
metropolitan areas. This congestion has threatened both the efficiency of the economy and 
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the quality of the air. The construction of new highways has been unable to ease the 
gridlock; moreover, new highways have encouraged additional sprawl and the emergence 
of edge cities. 

The construction sector declined between 1980 and 1993. In spite of a recent rebound in 
this sector, the increases in the number of households and sheer population growth has led 
to increasing housing unaffordability. Residential construction has not kept pace with the 
population growth in the state, resulting in some of the highest rental rates in the nation. 
This housing problem is not unique to the central city; in fact, the suburbs are facing this 
problem as well. The growing percentage of Texas families' incomes that goes toward 
housing costs results in less disposable income for other activities and reduced savings. 

The impressive emergence of the Republican party in Texas represents a political sea 
change, but it is occurring against the backdrop of a rising tide of minority Texans, mostly 
Latinos. As Texas approaches majority-minority status within decades, Latinos are poised 
to assume a major role in the state's political future. Before this can happen, however, they 
will have to register and vote in much greater numbers at all political levels. If they are 
unable to do so through organizing and mobilizing their electorate, then their political 
arrival may have to rely on other less certain factors, such as aging, better education, and 
higher income. One legal development that could prove crucial is the recent court ruling 
striking down congressional district boundaries based on race. A few more election cycles 
must pass before scholars and other observers can accurately gauge the impact of Bush v. 
Vera on Texas minorities' political fortunes. 

In addition to contributing to political change, the booming Texas suburbs have contributed 
to the fragmentation of governance. With an increasing number of governing voices over a 
metropolitan region, planning for growth can be very difficult. A phenomenon that could 
signal a paradigm shift in Texas municipal governance is the advent of what might be 
termed "the regional city." Currently, this applies only to Houston, with its unique blend of 
annexation, integration, and governmental proliferation. Creative leadership and 
cooperation will be needed to address Houston's regional, as well as local, concerns. How 
well its leaders can overcome a fragmented governmental structure may determine whether 
Houston continues to flourish or begins to stagnate. The lessons should be relevant to other 
existing and emerging metropolitan areas across the state. 

This study of 12 Texas cities has helped identify a number of the dramatic changes taking 
place across urban Texas. Substantial differences were found among the cities, some 
associated with size of city, others with subregions of the state, and some with 
urban/suburban differences. A rich diversity has always been a characteristic of Texas. The 
change and diversity found in urban Texas will continue to provide-both on the state and 
local level-interesting policy challenges. 
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Appendix A 

Population and Growth Rates of Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
in Texas, 1950-1994 

Population 
10 OOOs 

MSA/Year 
Abilene 
Amarillo 
Austin 
Beamnont-Port Arthur-

Orange 
Brownsville-Harlingen-

San Benito 
Bryan-College Station 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas-Fort Worth CMSA 
El Paso 
Houston-Galveston-

Brawria CMSA 
Killeen-Temple 
Umlo 
Longview-Marshall 
Lubbock 
McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg 
~ 
San Angelo 
San Antonio 
Sbe.nnan-Denison 
Texadcana 
Tyler 
Victoria 
WaJXJ 
Wichita Falls 
MSA Total (A) 
Texas Population (B) 
(A) I (B) 

·so '60 '70 '80 '90 
6 10 10 11 12 

8 14 14 16 19 
16 22 30 44 78 
20 28 29 30 36 

8 12 11 17 26 

3 4 5 8 12 
16 22 25 29 35 
97 156 219 272 389 
15 28 35 46 59 
86 139 194 267 371 

4 7 13 17 26 
5 6 7 10 13 
6 8 8 11 16 
8 14 16 18 22 
9 13 14 21 38 
5 15 14 17 23 
5 6 6 7 10 

47 67 83 99 130 
4 5 6 6 10 
3 4 4 5 8 
4 5 6 7 15 
2 3 4 5 7 

10 12 12 14 19 
8 12 12 12 12 

393 611 777 989 1,386 
771 958 1,120 1,423 1,699 

51% 64% 69% 70% 82% 

'94 
12 
20 
89 
37 

30 

13 
38 

436 
66 

410 

29 
16 
20 
23 
46 
24 
10 

144 
10 

8 
16 

8 
20 
13 

1,S37 
1,843 

83% 

Annual Geometric Growth 
Rate for the Following 

Decade % 
•so '60 '70 '80 '90 

6 (0.3) 1.1 0.5 0 .4 

6.2 (0.6) 1.7 1.6 1.3 

3 3.5 3.8 6 
3.3 0.2 0 .6 1.7 0.8 

4.4 (0.7) 4.3 4.6 3.5 

4.1 2.8 4.9 3.9 1.8 
3.6 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.8 
4.9 3.5 2.2 3.6 2.9 
6.8 2.1 2.9 2 .5 3 
7.6 5.5 5.1 4 .7 7 

5.3 6.3 2.4 4 .3 3.3 
1.6 1.5 3.1 3.4 5.2 
2.4 0 .4 3 4.2 5.5 
5.9 1.6 1.4 2 0 .9 
3.4 0 .4 4.7 6 .1 4.7 

11.2 (0.4) 2 2.7 1.3 
1.2 0 .8 2 2 .8 0.8 
3.6 2.1 1.8 2.8 2.5 
2.4 2 0.2 4.7 0.5 
1.8 1.9 1.2 5.4 
2.9 1.5 2 7.5 1.1 
7.4 2.3 2.1 3.8 1.6 
2.4 0 .2 1.2 3.1 1 
3.8 (0.1) (0.1) 0 .3 1.8 
4 . 6 2.3 2 3.3 0.5 

Source: U.S. Departtnent of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C.), 1980 and 1990 (CPH-2-1). 
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AppendixB 

Methodology 

The study of cities confronts a number of issues concerning the geographical definition of 
data. There are multiple sources of data that do not necessarily use the same geographical 
definitions. The project chose to use the best data source for each of the various economic 
and demographic factors. As a result, each chapter used different data sources, and 
sometimes different time periods. 

MSA, or metropolitan statistical area, is defined by the U.S. Office of Management and 
Budget as possessing at least one of the following criteria: 1) a city with 50,000 or more 
inhabitants, and/or 2) a Census Bureau-defined urbanized area (of at least 50,000 
inhabitants) and a total metropolitan population of at least 100,000. Under these standards, 
the county or counties that contain the largest city becomes the "central county" (or 
counties), along with any adjacent counties that have at least 50 percent of their population 
in the urbanized area surrounding the largest city.1 In this report the terms "suburb," 
"excluding central city," and "outside central city" are used interchangeably. 

Chapter 2. Economic Change in Texas 

Depending on the economic indicators and data sources which best illustrate the different 
changes, the years studied for this report vary. A large portion of the report focuses on data 
collected in three years: 1983, 1988, and 1993. Other portions were best expressed using 
data sets from different years. For every year included in this study, economic indicators 
are used to identify economic trends among the top 12 metropolitan statistical areas 
(MS As). Data has been collected from the Regional Economic Information System. County 
Business Patterns, and the 1980 and 1990U.S. Census of Population. 

The years 1983, 1988, and 1993 were chosen in order to account for periods of economic 
recession and recovery in the state economy that took place during that decade. Texas 
experienced a recession in the mid-1980s. Prerecession industrial sector data from 1983 is 
compared with data from the 1988 recession, and again with 1993 data, marking a period 
of economic health. This time period is also conducive to the report because the economic 
indicators of earnings and employment by industrial sector were collected from two 
primary sources published annually, allowing us to use the most current data at the time of 
report preparation. 

The occupational tables and analysis rely on data collected from the Census. For this 
reason, the occupational section of the report follows a slightly different time line. It looks 
at earnings by occupation in 1980 and compares them to those in 1990. Similarly, state 
export data is constrained by the data source. Trends in export sales from 1993 to 1995 
come from data provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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We explore the central county/suburb relationships of five MSAs and develop conclusions 
about the growing economic polarization between central cities and their suburbs. The 
central cities of these five MSAs occupy the majority of their counties. In addition, certain 
economic indicators such as unemployment rates per industry are not gathered at the city 
level, but at the county level. Therefore, the data of the central counties within the five 
MSAs are used to compare and contrast the central cities against the outer areas within the 
MSAs. The sample of five central counties include Travis (Austin), Dallas, Tarrant (Fort 
Worth), Harris (Houston), and Bexar (San Antonio). El Paso is excluded from the central 
county-suburb comparison because El Paso county occupies its entire MSA. For this 
reason, there is no distinction between El Paso's central county and its suburbs. 

Economic change tables included in this chapter follow United States Census standard 
industrial classification (SIC) and standard occupation classification (SOC) codes. In 
certain instances, these sectors have been aggregated differently to allow in-depth analysis 
of shifts and trends in the Texas economy. Depending on the level of SIC information 
needed, different data sources were used. For example, Regional Economic Information 
System only provides first level SIC information for employment data at the MSA, state, 
and national levels. County Business Patterns (CBP) data is provided for sectors and 
subsectors for individual counties. Therefore, CBP is used to demonstrate relationships 
between central counties and suburbs within MSAs for employment. 

Chapter 3. Changing Demographics in Texas 

The source of data for this chapter is primarily the 1990 Census of Population and 
Housing. Where attainable, 1980 census data is used to illustrate demographic trends. The 
1994 County and City Data Book (CCDB) was also used extensively for variables other 
than immigration. Data on residential segregation was extracted from the Urban Underclass 
Database. 

Data for the majority of the variables were directly extracted from the CCDB CD-ROM and 
the statistical information published by the Bureau of the Census. From this information, 
calculations were made to derive the data sought for each variable. Raw numbers were 
converted to percentages where applicable. 

To calculate the differences between city and suburb, the census definition was adopted, 
which delineates city and suburb as "in central city" and "not in central city," respectively. 
To calculate some statistics for Dallas and Fort Worth, the Dallas CMSA was used. When 
available, the separate primary metropolitan statistical area (PMSA) data for each (Dallas 
and Fort Worth) were used. However, the census defined central city for Dallas as the City 
of Dallas and the cities of Denton and Irving. For the purpose of this chapter, those cities 
are included as part of the suburb; that is, not in the central city. Similarly, the census 
defined central city for Fort Worth as the City of Fort Worth and the City of Arlington. For 
the purpose of this chapter, Arlington is included as part of the suburb, or not in central 
city. Calculations for Houston were based on the Houston PMSA. 
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In some instances, percentages have been rounded and may not add to 100. However, 
discrete numbers have been included in tabular data as an attachment to the report. 

Chapter 4. Land Use and Housing 

All data contained in this section were taken from the 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census. Data 
collected for each MSA is based on the definition of the MSA in 1990. So, for MSAs that 
included different counties in 1990 than they did in 1980, the 1980 data is made to reflect 
the 1990 definition. For Dallas and Fort Worth, the 1990 Fort Worth PMSA (Johnson, 
Parker, and Tarrant County) and the 1990 Dallas PMSA (Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis, 
Kaufman, and Rockwall County) were used. For Houston, the 1990 Houston PMSA (Fort 
Bend, Harris, Liberty, Montgomery, and Waller County) was used. 

MSA is defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget as having one of the 
following criteria: 1) a city with 50,000 or more inhabitants, and/or 2) a Census Bureau
defined urbanized area (of at least 50,000 inhabitants) and a total metropolitan population of 
at least 100,000. City is defined by the Census as the area within the official city limits. 
Suburbs are defined by this report as the MSA minus the city. For example, to calculate the 
number of suburban households, the number of city households were subtracted from the 
number of MSA households. Since Dallas suburbs are defined as the MSA minus the city, 
Denton and Irving are included in the suburbs of Dallas. Because Fort Worth suburbs are 
defined as the MSA minus the city, Arlington is included in the suburbs of Fort Worth. 

The percentage of households paying unaffordable housing costs (total, owner, and renter) 
was calculated by dividing the total number of households (total, owner, and renter) paying 
unaffordable housing costs by the total number of occupied housing units (total, owner, 
and renter). 

Chapter 5. Political Change 

Three approaches were used in researching issues of political change in Texas: statistical 
analysis, trend analysis, and case study. A statistical analysis utilizing regression to explore 
voting patterns was performed on the six largest urban counties with an emphasis on 
Texas' two largest metropolitan areas. The counties, known as the "Big Six," are Dallas, 
Tarrant, Harris, Travis, Bexar, and El Paso. Within these counties three sets of 
comparisons were made: 

1. voting patterns of the individual counties, examining differences and similarities 
over two points in time; 

2. voting patterns of each of the Big Six counties and the corresponding suburban 
counties located in the larger MSAs; and 

3. Dallas/Tarrant and Harris counties' voter turnout and candidate ethnicity and 
similar aggregate data for the Big Six counties to determine any deviation from 
the overall trend. 
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These assumptions were tested using a multivariate regression analysis with state house 
districts as the unit of analysis. The data were obtained from the Texas Legislative Council. 

Texas has 150 state house districts with a population of approximately 117 ,000 per district. 
Smaller cities, such as Waco or Corpus Christi, contain only one house district in their 
counties. This makes it impossible to make any evaluations within those counties. Because 
primary data was used in the performance of the regressions, only several districts were 
required to make comparisons within the counties as well as to other counties. For this 
reason, smaller cities were not included in this analysis. In addition, the data for Dallas and 
Tarrant counties were combined and compared with Harris County. These procedures 
provided sufficient observations for more sophisticated statistical analysis. 

Trend analysis of data collected for five points in time covering a 13-year period formed the 
basis for an update on minority representation at the municipal level. The data for the 
selected cities was gleaned from previously published reports and studies, including reports 
specially prepared for this study by the Texas Municipal League, and from telephone 
interviews with numerous city officials. Finally, a case study of Houston politics, 
including the pivotal 1991 mayoral election, provided insight into regional governance 
issues and the dynamics of Texas urban politics in the nineties. The case study employed 
standard research methods along with telephone interviews with Texas legislative staff. 

Appendix B Note 

1 United S~tes Bureau of the Census (August 1996); available at 
http://www.census.us.gov/ [Internet]. 
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AppendixC 

Employment and Earnings by Industry in Selected Texas MSAs, 
1983-1993 

Table C.1 
Earnings and Employment Change by Industry 

for Texas and 5 MSAs (1983-1993) 

Sectors 
Total (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 
Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

FIRE 
Profe~sional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Educational Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government• 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

Em11hu:m~Dl 
Net Change Growth Rates 

in 1 000 in% 
Texas SMSAs Texas SMSAs 

1,529 1,201 24.4 21.7 
(96) (24) (39.5) (32.7) 
(85) (2) (45.8) (15.3) 
(95) (50) (21.6) (26.8) 
(10) 0 .3 (1.0) (10.3) 

11 17 7.7 26.2 
(36) (25) (11.0) (24.8) 

19 2 16.5 (2.0) 
(4) 7 (1.0) (13.3) 
93 103 10.9 15.0 
62 59 17.7 28.2 
(1) 10 (1.2) 15.5 
32 35 7.8 7 .1 

262 184 23.7 17.5 
492 444 73.9 66.6 

40 45 10.4 11.0 
452 399 161.6 123.5 
410 248 93.9 94.0 

88 62 91.4 96.6 
322 187 94.7 93 .1 
158 108 50.1 46.2 

1,415 1,089 41.9 40.8 
315 186 25.9 17.2 

23 23 13.7 18.8 
(14) (7) (7.6) (14.3) 
306 170 35.7 22.5 

Eamines 
Net Change Growth Rates 

in 1000 in % 
Texas 
51,856 
(2,444) 
(2,411) 
(3 ,660) 

3,640 
889 
483 

1,945 
322 

7,709 
5,624 

332 
1,753 
2,110 

20,001 
2,223 

17,778 
10,802 

1,344 
9,459 
3,114 

43,736 
10,585 

1,605 
(13) 

8,993 

SMSAs Texas 
45,519 25.3 

(422) (18.0) 
(313) (18.4) 

(2,001) (21.0) 
4,037 10.0 
1,363 9.9 

288 3.9 
1,768 44.2 

617 3.1 
7,459 21.1 
4,393 33.7 
1,206 8.2 
1,860 11.1 
2,051 9,1 

17,530 75.6 
2,415 15.7 

15,115 144.2 
7,721 80.8 
1,023 76.8 
6,699 81.4 
2,627 39.8 

37,388 40.8 
6,517 34.5 
1,359 26.5 

(81) (0.4) 
5,239 43.2 

SMSAs 
34.9 
(5.2) 
(4.1) 

(17.2) 
17.7 
33.5 
4.5 

38.1 
8.0 

32.9 
50.9 
57.6 
15.5 
14.4 
86.3 
22.2 

160.1 
90.7 
83 .5 
91.9 
49.9 
52.7 
38.7 
35.5 
(5.2) 
45 .8 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 1996); 

available at http://www.lib. virginia.edulsocscilcbplcbp.html [Internet]. 

·u.s. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information Systems [CD ROM] (Washington, 

D.C., 1996); available at http://www.lib. virginia.edu/socscilreis/reis.html [Internet]. 

FIRE =Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate. 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Table C.2 
Employment and Earnings by Industry for 12 MSAs: 

1983, 1988, 1993 (in 1,000) 

A. Full-time Employment 

Sectors 
Total Employment 

(non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

Sectors 
Total Employment 

(non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

Sectors 
Total Employment 

(non-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

Austin 
'83 '88 '93 

380 476 581 
6 6 6 

25 24 29 
37 44 63 
10 13 18 
14 16 18 
64 79 94 
39 48 48 
90 133 177 
95 113 128 

El Paso 
'83 '88 '93 

218 253 287 
1 1 1 

11 13 13 
37 41 47 
II 12 13 
10 12 14 
36 42 50 
15 16 15 
42 56 69 
54 60 66 

Lubbock 
'83 '88 '93 

118 124 132 
4 3 3 
6 6 6 

12 8 8 
5 5 6 
7 7 8 

23 25 26 
10 10 9 
27 35 41 
24 25 25 

Brownsville 
'83 '88 '93 

78 85 106 
0.3 0.3 0.2 
5 3 4 

II 10 13 
4 4 5 
5 3 4 

16 18 23 
6 6 6 

19 23 30 
14 18 21 

Fort Worth 
'83 '88 '93 

557 677 765 
13 12 11 
36 37 40 

103 123 106 
27 35 63 
31 35 40 

109 129 146 
44 52 51 

128 176 218 
66 79 90 

San Antonio 
'83 '88 '93 

577 669 741 
9 8 7 

40 36 38 
52 50 50 
20 23 31 
27 27 30 

102 122 137 
52 63 62 

133 182 222 
142 157 164 

Corpus Christi 
'83 '88 '93 

166 163 181 
I I 7 6 
15 II 15 
14 12 14 
8 8 8 
7 6 7 

30 31 33 
12 13 12 
38 44 53 
31 32 35 

Houston 
'83 '88 '93 

l,753 1,809 2,058 
II7 88 84 
154 118 145 
187 163 187 
110 113 131 
125 119 123 
277 290 333 
161 168 161 
442 545 657 
181 206 237 

Tyler 
'83 '88 '93 

79 81 88 
8 5 4 
4 4 4 

12 11 12 
3 3 4 
3 4 4 

14 15 17 
6 7 6 

18 23 26 
8 10 II 

Dallas 
'83 '88 

1,419 1,728 
42 41 
91 83 

223 244 
81 103 

118 126 
233 275 
156 214 
334 470 
142 170 

Laredo 
'83 

37 
1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
9 
2 
8 
7 

'83 

87 
l 
5 

16 
4 
5 

16 
7 

22 
12 

'88 

46 
2 
2 
2 
5 
2 

11 
3 

IO 
9 

Waco 
'88 

95 
l 
5 

15 
4 
5 

17 
8 

27 
13 

'93 

1,851 
36 
85 

233 
102 
135 
298 
204 
564 
194 

'93 

65 
3 
3 
2 
9 
3 

16 
4 

14 
12 

'93 

102 
1 
.5 

16 
4 
4 

18 
8 

30 
15 
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Appendix C (continued) 

B. Change in Employment, 1983-1993 and 1988-1993 (in Percent) 

DallasAustin Brownsville 
'83-'93 '88-'9 

Corpus Christi 
'83-'93 '88-'93Sectors 

Total Employment 
(oon-farm) 

Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

Sectors 
Total Employment 

(ooo-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

Sectors 
Total Employment 

(noo-farm) 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation/Utilities 
Who~Trade 

Retail Trade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 

'83-'93 

52.9 
5.9 

14.9 
69.9 
72.8 
25.5 
48.0 
25.0 
97.1 
34.2 

El 
'83-'93 

31.5 
(51.0) 
16.6 
27.4 
21.4 
30.7 
40.1 
0.0 

61.7 
20.6 

'88-'93 

22.0 
7.8 

24.2 
41.3 
32.8 
14.6 
19.2 
(0.3) 
33.2 
12.9 

Paso 
'88-'93 

13.5 
(32.6) 

0.3 
13.3 
9.8 

11.1 
19.7 
(6.4) 
23.2 
IO.I 

Lubbock San Antonio 
'83-'93 '88-'9'83-'93 

11.6 
(27.3) 

(2.9) 
(26.9) 
11.1 
9.0 

12.9 
(13.0) 
48.4 

7.1 

'88-'93 

6.6 
(17.5) 

6.7 
9.2 
9.6 

16.0 
3.8 

(13.1) 
17.4 

1.0 

35.4 
(30.5) 
(11.9) 
26.3 
26.8 
(6.2) 
40.7 
10.1 
57.7 
49.8 

25.3 
(12.2) 
22.6 
34.7 
26.8 
28.1 
28.4 
0.2 

30.0 
19.7 

Fort Worth 
'83-'93 '88-'9 

37.4 
(16.1) 
10.5 
3.6 

137.6 
31.7 
33.1 
17.0 
69.4 
35.8 

13.0 
(4.8) 
9.0 

(13.6) 
80.6 
14.0 
12.6 
(1.8) 
23.9 
14.3 

28.2 
(25.7) 

(4.6) 
(4.8) 
59.8 
11.7 
33.9 
19.7 
67.1 
15.2 

10.7 
(17.6) 

4.0 
(0.3) 
37.3 
11.3 
12.4 
(2.5) 
22.1 

4.1 

'83-'93 '88-'93 

30.4 7.1 
(13.6) (13.0) 
(6.8) 1.6 
4.2 (4.8) 

25.0 (0.8) 
14.8 7.0 
28.0 8.2 
31.0 (4.8) 
69.0 20.0 
36.8 14.0 

Laredo 
'83-'93 

74.4 
92.2 
50.4 
(0.6) 

196.8 
103.1 
68.8 
86.7 
67.1 
62.3 

Houston 
'83-'93 '88-'93 

Tyler 
'83-'93 '88-'93 

Waco 

9.5 
(48.6) 

1.3 
1.5 

(8.7) 
(8.9) 
7.5 
1.4 

40.0 
14.0 

17.5 
(28.4) 

(5.9) 
0.0 

19.3 
(1.4) 
20.5 
(0.1) 
48.5 
30.9 

11.4 
(21.3) 
33.1 
17.0 
3.2 

12.1 
3.9 

(5.2) 
22.0 
10.3 

13.7 
(4.7) 
22.8 
15.2 
15.4 
3.6 

15.1 
(4.1) 
20.5 
15.1 

11.9 
(50.7) 

(5.3) 
(0.4) 
19.1 
6.5 

19.0 
0.1 

40.9 
35.7 

8.5 
(11.7) 

4.8 
8.2 

20.8 
1.3 

10.8 
(3.8) 
14.4 
9.3 

'83-'93 

16.6 
34.7 
11.8 

1.2 
16.4 

(18.3) 
14.3 
10.9 
36.6 
27.0 

'88-'93 

41.1 
38.0 
53.2 
(1.9) 
81.7 
51.0 
39.4 
36.2 
38.8 
30.1 

'88-'93 

8.1 
17.0 
2.5 
9.0 

10.6 
(7.4) 
6.9 

(3.9) 
11.5 
15.8 
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Appendix C (continued) 

C. Earnings: 1983, 1988, 1993 (in $1,000) 

Austin 
Sectors '83 '88 '93 
Total Earnings (non-farm) 8,977 11,211 14,626 
Mining 103 49 59 
Construction 729 550 679 
Manufacturing 1,228 1,706 2,596 
Transportation/Utilities 358 522 660 
Wholesale Trade 501 542 574 
Retail Trade 1,002 1,132 1,388 
FIRE 605 670 936 
Services 1,925 3,017 4,194 
Government 2,526 3,024 3,540 

Dallas 
Sectors '83 '88 '93 
Total Earnings (non-farm) 41,875 51,116 57,711 
Mining 1,589 1,530 1,871 
Construction 3,081 2,601 2,465 
Manufacturing 8,022 9,684 9,460 
Transportation/Utilities 3,604 4,604 4,786 
Wholesale Trade 4,572 5,152 5,765 
Retail Trade 4,498 5,093 5,240 
FIRE 4,108 4,568 5,507 
Services 8,542 13,105 16,994 
Government 3,859 4,779 5,624 

Houston 
Sectors '83 '88 '93 
Total Earnings (non-fann) 56,827 54,932 67,114 
Mining 5,990 4,458 5,327 
Construction 5,737 4,006 4,616 
Manufacturing 8,465 7,776 9,124 
Transportation/Utilities 4,907 4,976 6,449 
Wholesale Trade 5,118 4,910 5,161 
Retail Trade 5,206 4,771 5,248 
FIRE 4,324 3,582 4,439 
Services 12,078 14,785 19,849 
Government 5,002 5,667 6,902 

San Antonio 
Sectors '83 '88 '93 
Total Earnings (non-fann) 13,461 16,032 18,100 
Mining 210 125 104 
Construction 1,019 930 940 
Manufacturing 1,423 1,410 1,442 
Transportation/Utilities 813 1,179 1,517 
Wholesale Trade 784 815 892 
Retail Trade 1,667 1,901 2,108 
FIRE 1,045 1,147 1,439 
Services 2,703 3,861 4,772 
Government 3,798 4,665 4,886 

Brownsville 
'83 '88 '93 
1,482 1,564 2,019 

9 1 1 
101 55 60 
238 204 286 
101 110 129 
104 69 101 
233 251 297 

85 75 84 
309 396 554 
301 403 508 

El Paso 
'83 '88 '93 
4,685 5,378 6,174 

33 23 5 
243 236 232 
818 872 1,019 
407 438 479 
294 348 377 
543 631 702 
222 203 233 
795 1,115 1,360 

1,331 1,512 1,767 

Laredo 
'83 '88 '93 

708 878 1,300 
49 58 93 
40 28 42 
37 36 36 
77 121 210 
39 47 77 

133 . 166 230 
39 42 59 

136 172 249 
158 210 303 

Tyler 
'83 '88 '93 
1,910 1,890 2,111 

171 83 107 
120 82 77 
429 410 429 
128 118 133 
104 104 100 
272 264 280 
105 91 115 
380 492 587 
202 247 282 

Corpus Christi 
'83 '88 '93 
4,317 3,921 4,516 

362 178 165 
391 251 340 
614 662 760 
375 267 263 
221 168 193 
516 440 462 
192 147 177 
813 931 1,165 
834 878 991 

Fort Worth 
'83 '88 '93 

14,290 17,135 21,018 
292 189 401 

1,063 903 925 
3,720 4,644 4,282 
1,054 1,400 2,923 

998 1,204 1,443 
1,901 2,068 2,348 

806 797 982 
2,721 3,786 5,203 
1,734 2,144 2,510 

Lubbock 
'83 '88 '93 
2,711 2,748 2,959 

25 13 16 
192 131 136 
379 230 263 
185 189 189 
226 210 251 
395 494 439 
165 137 143 
571 726 867 
573 617 656 

Waco 
'83 '88 '93 
1,976 2,009 2,231 

12 4 3 
126 116 111 
465 412 480 
137 140 133 
139 125 118 
262 243 256 
131 122 146 
403 505 568 
301 343 415 
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Appendix C (continued) 

D. Change in Earnings: 1983, 1988, 1993 (in Percent) 

Austin 
Sectors '83-'93 '88-'93 
Total Earnings (non-farm) 62.9 30.5 
Mining (43.2) 20.3 
Construction (6.8) 23.6 
Manufacturing 111.5 52.2 
Transportation/Utilities 84.4 26.5 
Wholesale Trade 14.6 6.0 
Retail Trade 38.6 22.6 
FIRE 54.7 39.7 
Services 117.9 39.0 
doverrinient 40.1 17.0 

El Paso 

Brownsville 
'83-'93 '88-'93 

36.3 29.1 
(94.5) (65.0) 
(40.1) 10.3 
20.2 40.0 
28.0 18.2 
(3.7) 46.6 
27.3 18.3 
(1.4) 12.4 
79.5 39.8 
68.5 25.9 

Fort Worth 
Sectors '83-'93 '88-'93 '83-'93 '88-'93 
Total Earnings (non-farm) 31.8 14.8 47.1 22.7 
Mining (86.1) (79.9) 37.2 111.5 
Construction (4.5 (1.8 (12.9) 2.5 
Manufacturing 24.6 16.9 15.1 (7.8) 
Transportation/Utilities 17.9 9.5 177.3 108.8 
Wholesale Trade 28.5 8.4 44.5 19.8 
Retail Trade 29.2 11.3 23.6 13.5 
FIRE 4.9 14.5 21.8 23.3 
Services 71.1 22.0 91.2 37.4 
Government 32.8 16.9 44.8 17.1 

Lubbock San Antonio 
Sectors '83-'93 '88-'93 '83-'93 '88-'93 
TotalEamings(non-farm) 9.2 7.7 34.5 12.9 
Mining (36.4) 17.7 (50.6) (17.2) 
Construction (29.1) 4.4 (7.8) 1.1 
Manufacturing (30.6) 14.1 1.3 2.3 
Transportation/Utilities 2.2 0.0 86.7 28.7 
Wholesale Trade 10.7 19.5 13.9 9.5 
Retail Trade 11.3 (11.1) 26.5 10.9 
FIRE (13.6) 4.2 37.7 25.5 
Services 51.9 19.3 76.5 23.6 
Government 14.5 6.2 28.6 4.7 

Dallas 
'83- '93 '88-'93 
Corpus Christi 

'83-'93 '88-'93 
4.6 15.2 37.8 12.9 

(54.4) (7.3) 17.7 22.3 
(13.0) 35.6 (20.0) (5.2) 

17.9 (2.3) 23.8 14.8 
(29.8) (1.5) 32.8 4.0 
(12.5) 14.8 26.1 11.9 
(10.4) 5.1 16.5 2.9 

(7.5) 20.7 34.0 20.6 
43.3 25.2 99.0 29.7 
18.8 12.9 45.7 17.7 

Houston Laredo 
'83-'93 '88-'93 '83-'93 '88-'93 

18.1 22.2 83.8 48.l 
(11.l) 19.5 89.2 61.5 
(19.5) 15.2 4.3 49.3 

7.8 17.3 (2.1) (0.5) 
31.4 29.6 173.2 74.6 
0.8 5.1 96.7 65.9 
0.8 10.0 73.6 39. l 
2.7 23.9 50.8 40.4 

64.3 34.3 83.5 45.2 
38.0 21.8 92.4 44.7 

Tyler Waco 
'83-'93 '88-'93 '83-'93 '88-'93 

10.5 11.7 12.9 11.0 
(37.1) 29.5 (72.6) · (13.3) 
(35.8) (5.9) (12.1) (4.7) 

(0.1) 4.8 3.3 16.6 
3.8 12.5 (3.1) (5.3) 

(3.6) (3.5) (14.9) (5.0) 
3.1 6.3 (2.3) 5.3 
9.7 25.7 11.6 19.9 

54.4 19.3 41.1 12.5 
39.8 14.1 37.9 21.3 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System [CD ROM] 

(Washington, D.C., 1996); available at http://www.lib.virginia.edu/socsci/reis/reis.html [Internet]. 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Table C.3 
Employment and Earnings by Industry in Five Major MSAs by 
Central County vs. Suburb Levels, Shares, and Rates of Growth 

A. Employment 

Austin-San Marcos 
MSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metal.s/Machiner 
Electronic F.quipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producec Services 
FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/F.ducatio Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

Dallas 
PMSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 
Oil and Gas Extraction 

ConsbUction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 

(1983 and 1993) 

IraviJ C2untx 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

255 392 100.0 100.0 53.4 
0.4 0.4 0.2 0.1 (5.7) 
0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 (2.5) 

15 13 5.9 3.4 (12.4) 
29 45 11.5 11.4 53.2 

1 3 0.3 0.7 2fl0.8 
1 5 0.5 1.3 293.5 
7 23 2.8 5.9 220.5 

20 14 7.8 3.6 (30.1) 
16 27 6.4 6.8 63.2 
3 6 1.3 1.4 70.2 
3 5 1.3 1.2 40.4 

10 16 3.8 4.2 68.9 
46 65 18.0 16.6 41.6 
31 72 12.3 18.3 127.3 
17 25 6.7 6.4 47.2 
15 47 5.7 11.9 221 .3 
20 37 7.8 9.5 86.4 

4 10 1.7 2.5 124.9 
15 27 6.1 6.9 75.4 
13 26 5.2 6.5 91.6 

127 226 49.7 57.7 77.9 
84 107 32.7 27.4 28.4 

9 11 3.5 2.8 22.2 
7 3 2.7 0.8 (54.2) 

68 93 26.6 23.8 37.7 

Dallas Countx · 

~ubur)!§ 

Employment 
(in 1,000) 
'83 '93 
57 89 

0.8 0.5 
0.5 0 
4 4 
6 10 
0.1 0.5 
0.8 2 
2 1 
3 6 
3 4 
1 1 
0 0.7 
2 2 

10 15 
16 24 
2 2 

14 22 
3 8 
0 .6 3 
2 6 
3 5 

34 55 
11 20 
0.6 0.8 
0.06 1 

10 18 

Shares Growth 
(in %) (in %) 

'83 '93 '83-'93 
100.0 100.0 58.3 

1.4 0.6 (33.3) 
1.0 0.0 (100.0) 
7.2 4.1 (9.6) 

10.5 10.9 64.5 
0.1 0.5 773.1 
1.4 2.5 190.4 
3.4 1.7 (22.8) 
5.6 6.2 75.0 
5.1 4.1 25.2 
2.4 1.3 (16.2) 
0.0 0.8 
2.8 2.0 16.7 

17.2 16.7 53.6 
28.4 26.7 48.7 

3.3 2.4 17.5 
25.2 24.3 52.8 
4.6 9.2 218.5 
1.0 3.1 385.4 
3.6 6.2 171.8 
5.2 5.1 55.1 

fl0.5 61.8 61.5 
20.3 22.6 76.1 

1.1 0.9 24.3 
1.1 1.1 59.2 

18.1 20.6 80.3 

Suburbs 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

139 266 100.0 100.0 91.7 
0.6 1 0.5 0.6 133.6 
0.01 0.01 0.0 0.0 (23.1) 
9 10 6.4 3.9 18.4 

37 51 26.7 19.2 37.8 
1 3 1.0 1.2 132.1 

Employment 
(in 1,000) 
'83 '93 

985 1274 
19 14 
0 8 

67 42 
187 174 

11 13 

Shares 
(in %) 

'83 '93 
100.0 100.0 

1.9 1.1 
0.0 0.6 
6.8 3.3 

19.0 13.7 
1.1 1.0 

Growth 
(in %) 
'83-'93 

29.3 
(24.9) 

0.0 
(37.4) 

(6.6) 
12.3 
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Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/F.ducation Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 
Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

Fort Worth-Arlington 
PMSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Education Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

\ 

Appendix C (continued) 

37 28 3.7 2.2 (22.9) 
61 44 6.2 3.4 (27.9) 
78 90 7.9 7.1 14.9 

154 212 15.7 16.7 37.5 
42 75 4.3 5.9 77.1 
19 25 1.9 2.0 32.7 
93 112 9.4 8.8 20.6 

166 191 16.9 15.0 14.7 
172 305 17.5 24.0 77.1 
102 125 10.4 9.8 22.0 
70 180 7.1 14.2 157.5 
56 112 5.7 8.8 100.4 
14 28 1.5 2.2 92.9 
41 84 4.2 6.6 103.1 
55 82 5.6 6.5 48.9 

604 902 61.3 70.8 49.4 
108 141 11.0 11.1 30.5 
21 31 2.2 2.4 44.9 
7 9 0.7 0.7 23.3 

80 102 8.1 8.0 27.2 

I1rD1nt ~2Unl! 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

424 553 100.0 100.0 30.4 
4 4 1.1 0.7 (8.8) 
0 2 0.0 0.3 

25 21 5.9 3.8 (15.7) 
99 94 23.4 17.1 (5.0) 
9 10 2.1 1.9 14.9 

25 18 5.9 3.3 (28.3) 
37 38 8.7 6.9 3.0 
28 28 6.7 5.1 (0.9) 
57 70 13.4 12.7 23.4 
24 34 5.6 6.2 45.4 

5 4 1.2 0.7 (21.0) 
28 32 6.6 5.7 13.0 
83 108 19.6 19.5 29.8 
40 73 9.3 13.2 84.8 
22 26 5.3 4.8 17.1 
17 47 4.0 8.5 173.5 
29 61 6.9 11.0 108.2 

8 14 2.0 2.4 60.0 
21 47 4.9 8.5 127.9 
26 41 6.1 7.4 57.2 

235 353 55.4 63 .8 50.3 
60 80 14.2 14.6 33.2 
11 14 2.6 2.5 23.6 
8 5 1.9 0.9 -36.0 

41 61 9.7 11.1 49.5 
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7 8 4.7 3.0 20.4 
1 5 1.0 1.9 256.8 

28 35 20.0 13.2 26.2 
10 21 7.3 7.9 105.7 
5 5 3.3 1.9 7.3 
0.2 3 0.2 1.3 1,277.9 
5 13 3.8 4.7 136.6 

31 60 22.2 22.6 95.3 
8 28 5.6 10.5 263.4 
6 10 4.1 3.7 74.3 
2 18 1.5 6.8 792.3 
4 25 2.8 9.5 558.0 
1 6 1.0 2.2 313.0 
2 19 1.7 7.3 705.0 
6 16 4.3 5.8 159.0 

59 150 42.2 56.4 156.2 
34 53 24.3 19.9 57.3 

1 2 1.0 0.8 63.2 
2 3 1.4 1.1 59.4 

31 48 22.0 18.0 56.9 

Suburbs 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 
43 63 100.0 100.0 47.3 

0.2 0.2 0.5 0.3 (8.0) 
0 0.03 0.0 0.1 
2 2 4.3 3.6 22.1 
6 6 13.8 10.1 8.3 
0.7 1 1.7 1.7 43.8 
0.9 1 2.2 1.8 19.5 
0.4 0.4 1.0 0.7 (5.6) 
4 4 8.8 6.0 0.1 
3 3 5.9 4.6 14.3 
1 1 3.2 1.8 (18.9) 
0.07 0.2 0.2 0.3 211.3 
1 2 2.5 2.4 44.5 
6 11 15.0 17.1 68.4 

16 23 37.4 35.9 41.2 
1 2 3.0 2.5 24.0 

15 21 34.4 33.3 42.7 
2 5 4.8 8.1 149.4 
0.4 1 1.0 1.8 170.8 
2 4 3.8 6.4 144.0 
2 3 4.7 5.2 64.1 

29 45 67.8 70.9 54.l 
6 10 13.6 15.0 62.5 
0.3 0.4 0.8 0.7 28.0 
0.5 0.7 1.1 1.0 42.6 
5 8 11.8 13.3 66.6 

(Table C.3 continued) 



Appendix C (continued) 

Houston 
PMSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic F.quipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Education Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

San Antonio 
MSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic F.quipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

Barris C2uDl! 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

1,287 1,522 100.0 100.0 18.3 
63 47 4.9 3.1 (25.2) 
32 24 2.5 1.5 (26.7) 

111 97 8.6 6.4 (12.4) 
191 170 14.9 11.2 (11.3) 
31 40 2.4 2.6 25.8 
67 54 5.2 3.5 (19.6) 
16 10 1.2 0.7 (37.3) 
77 67 6.0 4.4 (13.9) 

210 206 16.3 13.5 (2.1) 
80 85 6.2 5.6 6.1 
18 14 1.4 0.9 (20.7) 

112 106 8.7 7.0 (5.0) 
218 252 16.9 16.6 15.7 
187 312 14.5 20.5 66.8 
97 94 7.5 6.2 (2.9) 
90 218 7.0 14.3 141.8 
93 156 7.2 10.3 67.6 
21 37 1.6 2.5 78.3 
72 119 5.6 7.8 64.5 
53 77 4.1 5.0 43.6 

761 1,002 59.2 65.8 31.6 
160 206 12.4 13.5 28.8 
21 26 1.6 1.7 22.8 
9 11 0.7 0.7 12.0 

129 169 10.0 11.1 31.0 

Bexar Cogntt 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

458 596 100.0 100.0 30.0 
3 2 0.7 0.3 (46.7) 
3 1 0.6 0.2 (53.6) 

39 31 8.5 5.2 (20.7) 
42 40 9.3 6.8 (5.4) 

1 2 0.2 0.3 86.9 
13 7 2.9 1.1 (48.1) 
3 5 0.6 0.8 81.7 

26 26 5.6 4.4 3.2 
43 52 9.3 8.8 22.0 
9 16 2.0 2.7 70.6 
8 IO 1.6 1.7 36.3 

26 26 5.7 4.4 0.6 
81 108 17.8 18.2 33.0 
51 91 11.0 15.3 80.6 

Suburbs 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

116 195 100.0 100.0 68.5 
6 4 5.2 2.0 (34.8) 
3 2 2.6 1.1 (27.3) 
7 7 5.9 3.4 (0.9) 

11 19 9.8 9.5 62.5 
0.5 1 0.5 0.7 141.0 
5 6 4.0 3.3 41.3 
0.3 2 0.2 1.1 698.6 
6 8 5.2 4.3 41.9 

10 14 8.4 7.2 44. l 
3 5 2.8 2.6 58.8 
1 1 0.8 0.6 18.9 
6 8 4.8 4.0 40.0 

16 27 13.5 13.8 72.4 
33 70 28.9 35.7 108.5 
4 5 3.6 2.6 23.1 

29 65 25.3 33.1 120.6 
4 15 3.6 7.5 249.3 
0.6 6 0.6 3.2 886.4 
4 8 3.1 4.3 134.3 
7 9 6.0 4.6 29.2 

70 134 60.3 68.8 92.1 
22 32 18.7 16.3 46.4 
0.9 1 0.7 0.5 15.1 
1 2 1.2 l.O 37.8 

19 29 16.8 14.8 48.4 

S11b11rb1 
Employment Shares Growth 

(in 1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 
24 38 100.0 100.0 56.9 
0.4 0.4 1.4 0.9 0.3 
0.4 0.01 1.5 0.0 (98.4) 
4 6 18.0 14.8 29.4 
3 3 11.2 8.0 12.4 
0 0.3 0.0 0.8 
0.5 1 1.9 3.4 178.8 
0 0.1 0.0 0.3 
2 1 9.3 3.6 (40.3) 
2 3 7.5 6.6 38.7 
0.6 0.8 2.4 2.2 38.8 
0.2 0.2 0.6 0.6 52.2 
1 1 4.4 3.8 36.7 
6 10 22.5 26.7 85.7 

2 5.4 6.4 89.0 

170 



FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Education Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

B. Earnings 

Austin-San Marcos 
MSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Social/Education Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

Appendix C (continued) 

28 36 6.2 6.0 26.0 
22 55 4.8 9.3 151.2 
37 75 8.1 12.7 · 103.9 
9 17 2.0 2.8 87.3 

28 59 6.1 9.8 109.3 
25 40 5.5 6.7 60.3 

237 367 51.7 61.7 55.2 
137 156 29.9 26.1 13.6 
38 41 8.3 6.9 7.4 
43 38 9.3 6.3 (11.7) 
56 77 12.3 13.0 37.1 

Travh1 C211D1! 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

7,573 12,633 100.0 100.0 66.8 
57 41 0.7 0.3 (26.9) 
49 39 0.7 0.3 (20.5) 

585 532 7.7 4.2 (9.0) 
1,061 2,260 14.0 17.9 113.0 

28 111 0.4 0.9 295.8 
484 952 6.4 7.5 96.8 
235 772 3.1 6.1 228.8 
315 426 4.2 3.4 35.3 
761 1,077 10. l 8.5 41.5 
131 310 1.7 2.5 136.6 
164 266 2.2 2.1 62.1 
466 501 6.2 4.0 7.5 
842 1,120 11.1 8.9 33.1 

1,137 2,879 15.0 22.8 153.3 
552 878 7.3 7.0 58.9 
584 2,001 7.7 15.8 242.6 
495 1,020 6.5 8.1 106.0 

80 162 1.1 1.3 101.8 
415 858 5.5 6.8 106.9 
345 617 4.6 4.9 79.1 

3,579 6,713 5.2 6.5 87.6 
2,291 3,086 30.3 24.4 34.7 

272 383 3.6 3.0 41.0 
157 56 2.1 0.4 (64.4) 

1,863 2,647 24.6 21.0 42.1 

1 1 4.2 3.1 16.4 
3.3 . 365.0 0.3 l 1.1 

2 3 6.7 8.7 102.6 
0.2 0.5 0.7 1.3 192.1 

3 6.0 7.3 91.8 
1 3 5.9 6.6 77.7 

12 21 47.9 55.0 80.l 
5 8 21.4 21.2 55.2 
0.3 0.3 1.2 0.9 8.9 
0.3 0.5 1.4 1.3 42.1 
5 7 18.8 19. l 59.2 

S111!11rl!5 
Earnings 

(in $1,000) 
'83 '93 

1,070 1,832 
47 17 
33 8 

144 147 
166 336 

1 22 
13 85 
48 102 

104 127 
98 157 
51 61 
12 23 
35 73 

160 268 
102 199 
52 57 
50 142 
70 181 
17 38 
53 143 
47 72 

477 878 
235 454 

22 32 
5 8 

208 415 

Shares Growth 
(in %) (in %) 

'83 '93 '83-'93 
100.0 100.0 71.2 

4.4 1.0 (62.8) 
3.0 0.4 (74.8) 

13.5 8.0 2.1 
15.5 18.3 102.0 
0.1 1.2 1,438.2 
1.2 4.6 538.4 
4.5 5.5 112.6 
9.7 6.9 22.6 
9.1 8.6 60.8 
4.8 3.3 19.l 
1.1 1.3 95.3 
3.3 4.0 109.9 

15.0 14.6 67.4 
9.5 10.9 95.4 
4.9 3.1 10.4 
4.7 7.7 184.1 
6.5 9.9 158.8 
1.6 2.1 128.3 
5.0 7.8 168.5 
4.4 3.9 52.4 
5.2 5.1 83.9 

22.0 24.8 92.8 
2.1 1.7 40.7 
0.4 0.4 67.6 

19.5 22.6 98.9 

171 (Table C.3 continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Dallas 
PMSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
Socia1/Education Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government* 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

Fort Worth-Arlington 
PMSA 

Total Employment (non-farm) 
Mining 

Oil and Gas Extraction 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 

llallu C2uolx 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

36,318 48,855 100.0 100.0 34.5 
1,477 1,738 4.1 3.6 17.6 
1,441 1,707 4.0 3.5 18.5 
2,695 1,973 7.4 4.0 (26.8) 
6,861 7,445 18.9 15.2 8.5 

604 707 1.7 1.4 17.2 
l,531 l,192 4.2 2.4 (22.l) 
2,538 2,884 7.0 5.9 13.6 
2,188 2,662 6.0 5.4 21.6 
7,733 9,599 21.3 19.6 24. l 
2,445 2,813 6.7 5.8 15. l 

916 1,452 2.5 3.0 58.5 
4,372 5,334 12.0 10.9 22.0 
3,896 4,252 10.7 8.7 9.1 
6,961 13,180 19.2 27.0 89.3 
3,913 5,153 10.8 10.5 31.7 
3,048 8,028 8.4 16.4 163.3 
2,014 4,006 5.5 8.2 98.9 

310 532 0.9 1.1 71.5 
1,704 3,475 4.7 7.1 103.9 
1,568 2,305 4.3 4.7 47.0 

22,172 33,343 5.6 6.5 50.4 
3,113 4,356 8.6 8.9 39.9 

844 1,331 2.3 2.7 57.7 
81 113 0.2 0.2 40.6 

2,188 2,912 6.0 6.0 33.l 

Tarrant Counu 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

13,091 19,688 100.0 100.0 50.4 
276 392 2.1 2.0 41.9 
270 388 2.1 2.0 43.6 
975 832 7.4 4.2 (14.6) 

3,564 4,090 27.2 20.8 14.8 
296 521 2.3 2.6 76.2 
810 708 6.2 3.6 (12.6) 

1,295 1,694 9.9 8.6 30.8 
1,163 1,167 8.9 5.9 0.4 
1,913 4,206 14.6 21.4 119.9 

952 2,651 7.3 13.5 178.6 
0 178 0.0 0.9 

961 1,377 7.3 7.0 43.2 
1,755 2,166 13.4 11.0 23 .4 
1,387 2,739 10.6 13.9 97.4 

S11IH1cbs 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

3,959 7,394 100.0 100.0 86.8 
100 132 2.8 1.8 21.0 
21 11 0.5 0.1 (47.1) 

359 468 9.1 6.3 30.6 
1,086 1,930 27.4 26.1 77.8 

54 150 1.4 2 .0 179.6 
155 285 3.9 3.8 83.6 
86 325 2.2 4.4 277.5 

791 l,171 20.0 15.8 48.0 
417 923 10.5 12.5 121.3 
191 390 4.8 5.3 104.0 
35 114 0.9 1.5 222.l 

190 419 4.8 5.7 120.0 
554 931 14.0 12.6 68.l 
348 788 8.8 10.7 126.3 
183 341 4.6 4.6 86.8 
165 447 4.2 6.0 169.9 
256 690 6.5 9.3 169.4 

28 70 0.7 0.9 151.8 
228 620 5.8 8.4 171.5 
158 362 4.0 4 .9 129.4 

1,733 3,693 4.3 5.8 113.2 
673 1,170 17.0 15.8 73.8 

43 77 1.1 1.0 77.8 
14 23 0.4 0.3 66.8 

616 1,070 15.6 14.5 73.7 

Suburb~ 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 
837 1,166 100.0 100.0 39.3 

15 8 1.8 0.7 (45.9) 
9 5 1.0 0.4 (45.8) 

88 93 10.5 8.0 5.9 
156 191 18.6 16.4 22.6 

15 33 1.8 2.8 121.l 
20 59 2.4 5.1 192.0 

6 1 0.8 0 .1 (86.4) 
115 99 13.7 8.5 (13.9) 
140 159 16.7 13.7 13.9 
95 85 11.3 7.3 (10.5) 

8 9 1.0 0.7 7.1 
37 66 4.5 5.7 77.1 

145 183 17.4 15.6 25.6 
83 131 9.9 11.3 58.6 
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Appendix C (continued) 

FIRE 770 935 5.9 4.7 21.4 
Professional Services 618 1,805 4.7 9.2 192.2 

Social Services 1,008 1,896 7.7 9.6 88.l 
SociaJIF.ducation Services 133 221 1.0 I.I 66.3 
Health Services 875 1,675 6.7 8.5 91.4 

Consumer Services 599 1,070 4.6 5.4 78.5 
Total Services 6,663 12,077 6.1 7.4 81.3 
Government* 1,612 2,295 12.3 11.7 42.4 
Federal-Civilian 444 6()1) 3.4 3.1 37.3 
Military 155 68 1.2 0.3 (55.8) 
State and Local 1,013 1,617 7.7 8.2 59.6 

Houston ll1cci1 ~!!!!Dl! 
PMSA Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 

Total Employment (non-farm) 51,467 61,923 100.0 100.0 20.3 
Mining 5,615 5,133 11.0 8.3 (9.5) 
Oil and Gas Extraction 5,552 5,088 10.8 8.2 (8.4) 

Construction 5,424 4,198 10.5 6.8 (22.6) 
Manufacturing 7,817 8,303 15.2 13.4 6.2 
Chemicals/Petroleum 2,973 3,565 5.8 5.8 19.9 
Fabricalfd Metals/Macbioery 2,828 2,795 5.5 4.5 (1.2) 
Electronic :Equipment 301 347 0.6 0.6 15.3 
Other 1,715 1,595 3.3 2.6 (7.0) 

Distributive Services 9,733 11,109 18.9 17.9 14.1 
Transportation/Utilities 3,844 5,463 7.5 8.8 42.1 

Cmnmunication 900 727 1.7 1.2 (19.2) 
Wholesale Trade 4,989 4,920 9.7 7.9 (1.4) 

Retail Trade 4,862 4,782 9.4 7.7 (1.6) 
Producer Services 8,215 14,021 16.0 22.6 70.7 
FIRE 4,180 4,267 8.1 6.9 2.1 
Professional Services 4,035 9,754 7.8 15.8 141.7 

Social Services 3,425 5,981 6.7 9.7 74.6 
Social/Education Services 493 869 1.0 1.4 76.3 
Health Services 2,932 5,111 5.7 8.3 74.3 

Consumer Services 1,815 2,265 3.5 3.7 24.8 
Total Services. 28,050 38,158 4.1 5.0 36.0 
Government* 4,501 6,131 8.7 9.9 36.2 
Federal-Civilian 903 1,203 1.8 1.9 33.2 
Military 86 102 0.2 0.2 18.5 
State and Local 3,512 4,826 6.8 7.8 37.4 

San Antonio BlH[ ~OUDl! 

37 48 4.4 4.1 30.0 
46 83 5.5 7.2 81.4 
51 117 6.1 10.0 129.9 

2 23 0.2 1.9 1,050.1 
49 94 5.8 8.1 92.9 
37 68 4.4 5,9 83.9 

456 659 4.7 5.2 44.4 
122 215 14.6 18.4 76.4 

11 15 1.3 1.3 43.2 
3 5 0.4 0.4 60.5 

108 195 12.9 16.7 80.2 

S!!l!!!Cbl 
Earnings Shares Growth 

(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 

'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 
2,970 4,511 100.0 100.0 51.9 

315 194 10.6 4.3 (38.5) 
l(j() 74 5.4 1.6 (53.6) 
314 418 10.6 9.3 33.3 
647 821 21.8 18.2 26.8 

44 226 1.5 5.0 414.3 
158 274 5.3 6.1 72.9 

5 90 0.2 2.0 1879.6 
441 232 14.8 5.1 (47.4) 
292 501 9.8 11.1 71.5 
115 216 3.9 4.8 88.6 
48 44 1.6 1.0 (8.8) 

130 241 4.4 5.4 86.2 
344 466 11.6 10.3 35.5 
305 745 10.3 16.5 144.2 
144 172 4.9 3.8 18.9 
161 574 5.4 12.7 256.5 
129 385 4.3 8.5 199.0 

9 35 0.3 0.8 275.5 
119 350 4.0 7.8 193.0 
123 210 4.1 4.7 70.9 

1,193 2,307 6.0 4 .6 93 .4 
501 771 16.9 17.1 53.7 

29 39 1.0 0.9 35.3 
10 15 0 .3 0.3 45.7 

463 717 15.6 15.9 55.0 

Su)!gcbs 

MSA Earnings Shares Growth Earnings Shares Growth 
(in $1,000) (in %) (in %) (in $1,000) (in %) (in %) 
'83 '93 '83 '93 '83-'93 '83 '93 '83 '93'83-'93 

Total Employment (non-farm) 12,384 16,897 100.0 100.0 36.4 750 1,040 100.0 100.0 38.7 
186 94 1.5 0.6 (49.1) 24 9 3.2 0.9 (62.7) 

Oil and Gas Extraction 175 74 1.4 0.4 (57.9)
Mining 

2 5 0.3 0.4 89.7 
918 851 7.4 5.0 (7.2) 101Construction 88 13.5 8.5 (13.0) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Manufacturing 
Chemicals/Petroleum 
Fabricated Metals/Machinery 
Electronic Equipment 
Other 

Distributive Services 
Transportation/Utilities 

Communication 
Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 
Producer Services 
FIRE 
Professional Services 

Social Services 
SociaVEducation Services 
Health Services 

Consumer Services 
Total Services 
Government• 

Federal-Civilian 
Military 
State and Local 

l,206 1,190 9.7 7.0 (l.3) 217 251 28.9 24.2 15.8 
53 85 0.4 0.5 59.4 1 11 0.1 l.l 959.8 

364 244 2.9 l.4 (32.9) 26 84 3.5 8.1 220.5 
126 194 l.O l.l 54.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 
663 667 5.4 3.9 0.6 190 156 25.3 15.0 (17.9) 

1,541 2,314 12.4 13.7 50.2 56 95 7.4 9 .1 71.2 
784 984 6.3 5.8 25.5 18 47 2.4 4.5 156.3 

0 474 0.0 2.8 10 12 1.3 1.2 20.5 
756 856 6.1 5.1 13.2 27 36 3.6 3.5 32.7 

1,563 1,938 12.6 11.5 24.0 104 170 13.9 16.4 63.6 
l,720 3,070 13.9 18.2 78.5 57 91 7.6 8.7 59.4 
l,013 l,403 8.2 8.3 38.6 32 36 4.3 3.4 11.3 

707 1,667 5.7 9.9 135.6 25 55 3.3 5.3 121.7 
1,026 l,873 8.3 11.l 82.5 43 89 5.7 8.6 110.3 

148 286 1.2 1.7 92.8 5 12 0.6 1.1 147.7 
878 l,587 7.1 9.4 80.8 38 78 5.0 7.5 105.6 
540 862 4.4 5.1 59.7 35 63 4.7 6.0 77.7 

6,389 10,057 5.5 6.7 57.4 294 508 5.9 6.6 72.7 
3,685 4,703 29.8 27.8 27.6 113 183 15.l 17.6 62.2 
l,249 1,484 10. l 8.8 18.8 10 13 1.4 1.2 21.5 
1,058 1,095 8.5 6.5 3.5 2 4 0.3 0.3 63.6 
1,379 2,124 11.l 12.6 54.0 100 167 13.4 16.l 66.3 

Source: U.S. Bureau oflhe Census, County Business Patterns [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 1996); 

available al hltp:llwww.lib. virginia.edulsocscilcbp/cbp.html [Internet] . 

°Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regio"nal Economic Information System [CD ROM] (Washington, D.C., 

1996); available alhttp://www.lib.virginia.edu/socscilreislreis.html [Internet]. 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Table C.4 
Employment by Occupation in 12 MSAs (1980 and 1990) (in 1,000) 

Fort Worth El Paso Houston Laredo 
'80 '90 Change '80 '90 Change '80 '90 Change '80 '90 Change 

(in %) . (in %) (in %) (in %) 
474 673 42.1 167 217 29.5 1,371 1,605 17. l 33 46 38.7 
105 183 73.7 37 53 45.5 338 462 36.5 7 IO 43.2 
158 235 48.8 53 67 27.5 466 543 16.6 12 16 39.5 
51 79 54.8 22 32 45.7 138 200 45.0 4 7 79.3 

5 8 62.4 2 2 29.7 12 18 54.5 1 1 26.8 
69 79 14.6 21 24 14.9 208 186 (I0.6) 4 5 10.9 
86 90 4.7 33 38 13.4 2()1) 196 (5.9) 6 7 24.1 

Lubbock San Antonio 
'80 '90 Change '80 '90 Change 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

<alpersons 16 years and over employed in sectors covered below 

Cb>Managerial and professional specialty occupations (Standard Occupational Code 000-202) 

<c>-fechnical, sales, and administrative support occupations (203-402) 

<d>service occupations (403-472) 

<•>farming, forestry, and fishing occupations (473-502) 

<OPfecision production, craft, and repair occupations (503-702) 

<&>operators, fabricators, and laborers (703-902) 

Occupational 
Sectors Austin Brownsville 

'80 '90 .Change '80 '90 Change 
(in %) 

Totals<•> 260 405 55.5 
ManagementCb> 73 135 84.9 
Technicat<c> 91 141 55.8 
Service<dl 34 51 49.9 
Farming<e> 4 6 40.4 
Production<0 30 34 14.4 
Operators(g) 28 36 31.0 

(in %) 
71 86 20.9 
13 20 49.4 
21 25 22.5 
IO 15 45.0 
4 4 (2.5) 

IO 9 (7.0) 
14 14 (0.3) 

Cor us Christi 
'80 '90 Change 

(in %) 
137 144 5.3 
29 33 16.3 
40 44 10.8 
18 24 30.7 
3 3 (5.9) 

23 22 (8.2) 
23 18 

Dallas 
'80 '90 Change 

(in %) 
997 2,010 34.2 
241 392 62.2 
356 482 35.5 
I07 158 47.4 

9 15 64.5 
129 130 1.0 
154 160 3.9 

Totals<•> 
ManagementCb> 
Technicat<c> 
Service<dl 
Fanning<•> 
Production<0 

Operators(g) 

(in %) 
Totals<•> 98 I03 4.5 
Management(bl 22 27 21.6 
Technicat<c> 33 35 5.3 
Service<dl 13 16 23.0 
Fanning<•> 3 3 (6.7) 
Production<0 13 IO (19.0) 
Operators(g) 14 12 (17.6) 

(in %) 
417 390 31.8 

92 145 57.7 
141 190 35.4 
58 83 43.4 

5 7 35.2 
57 60 4.7 
65 65 0.6 

T Ier 
'80 '90 Change 

(in %) 
58 67 15.6 
12 17 37.9 
17 22 25.3 
7 9 28.6 
1 2 59.5 
8 7 (15.2) 

12 11 (IO.l) 

Waco 
'80 '90 Change 

(in %) 
73 82 12.4 
15 20 32.8 
22 26 13.8 
IO 12 21.6 
2 2 19.8 

IO 10 (2.6) 
15 13 (7.6) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Table C.5 
Employment by Occupation in Five Major MSAs (1980 and 

1990), Central County vs. Suburbs 

Austin Trj!vis 
Occupational Shares Net Rate of 
Sectors (in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<al 100.0 100.0 94 44.9 
ManagementCb> 28.9 34.8 45 74.6 
TechnicaICc> 35.8 34.9 31 41.6 
Service<d> 13.2 12.9 12 41.9 
Farming<e> 1.0 1.2 1 63 .l 
Production<!) 11.0 7.9 0.8 3.7 
Operators<&> 10.2 8.3 4 18.6 

Dallas ~allH 

Occupational Shares Net Rate of 
Sectors (in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 157 19.5 
ManagementCb> 24.0 28.1 78 40.2 
TechnicalCc> 36.3 35 .8 53 18. l 
Service<dl 10.9 12.5 33 37.4 
Farming<c> 0.7 1.0 5 88.l 
Production<!) 12.5 9.7 (8) (7.7) 
Operators(&) 15.7 12.8 (3) (2.2) 

Ft. Worth Iarran1 
Occupational Shares Net Rate of 
Sectors (in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 175 41.2 
ManagementCb> 22.8 27.9 70 72.9 
TechnicalCc> 34.0 35.3 68 46.9 
Service<d> 10.8 11.7 24 53 .3 
Farming<c> 0.7 0.9 2 74.9 
Production<!) 14.0 11.2 8 13.5 
Operators(&) 17.7 12.9 2 2.7 

Houston .Hil!:m 
Occupational Shares Net Rate of 
Sectors (in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 157 12.8 
ManagementCb> 24.9 28.8 93 30.3 
TechnicalCc> 34.4 34.0 48 11.3 
Service<d> 10.0 12.7 52 42.3 

Suburbs 
Shares Net Rate of 
(in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
100.0 100.0 60 85.6 
22.8 27.4 20 123.8 
29.5 33.4 23 110.0 
13.9 12.8 7 70.5 
4.3 2.9 0.7 22.6 

15. l 11.7 5 43.2 
14.4 11.9 5 53.6 

S11:!2urb1.1 
Shares Net Rate of 
(in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
100.0 100.0 183 95.8 
25.3 32.3 73 150.3 
33.3 36.6 73 115.3 
10.0 9.9 18 93.4 
2.2 1.5 1 34.9 

14.4 9.8 9 32.9 
14.9 9.9 9 30.9 

Silluubl.! 
Shares Net Rate of 
(in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
100.0 100.0 25 49.7 
17.5 21.4 7 83.1 
27.3 30.9 9 69.0 
10.2 11.5 3 67.7 
3.1 2.8 0.6 37.0 

20.2 16.3 2 20.9 
21.6 17.1 2 18.5 

S11b11rb1.1 
Shares Net Rate of 
(in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
100.0 100.0 76 51.4 
22.8 28.7 30 90.0 
31.0 33.1 28 61.7 
10.2 11.3 10 67.6 
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Appendix c (continued) 

Fanning<e> 0.6 1.0 6 72.6 
Production<O 
Operators<g> 

14.9 
15.1 

11.4 
12.3 

(25) 
(16) 

(13.7) 
(8.6) 

San Antonio lku.r 
Occupational Shares Net Rate of 
Sectors (in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
Totals<•> 100.0 100.0 116 30.3 
ManagementCb> 22.2 26.6 47 55.8 
Technical<c> 34.2 35.0 44 33.6 
Service<d> 13.9 15.2 23 42.6 
Fanning<e> 1.0 1.1 1 36.3 
Production<0 13.5 10.6 1 2.1 
Operators(g> 15.3 11.6 (0.7) (1.2) 

2.6 2.0 0.8 19.7 
17.5 12.9 3 11.8 
15.9 12.0 3 14.4 

S11b11rb~ 
Shares Net Rate of 
(in %) Change Change 

'80 '90 (in 1,000) (in %) 
100.0 100.0 17 48.1 
19.3 23.7 6 81.6 
28.7 30.6 6 58.1 
13.0 13.4 2 52.3 
3.7 3.3 0.4 31.9 

16.0 13.8 2 27.6 
19.2 15.2 16.7 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

<•>Persons 16 years and over employed in sectors covered below 

Cb>Managerial and professional specialty occupations (Standard Occupational Code 000-202) 

<c'fechnical, sales, and administrative support occupations (203-402) 

Cd>Service occupations (403-472) 

<e>panning, forestry, and fishing occupations (473-502) 

<°Precision production, craft, and repair occupations (503-702) 

<g>Operators, fabricators, and laborers (703-902) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Table C.6 
Employment by Occupation in Texas, 12 MSAs, and Five MSAs 

(1980 and 1990) 

Occupational 
Sectors 
Totals<a> 
ManagementCb> 
Technical<c> 
Service<dl 
Farming<e> 
Production<0 

Operators(g) 

Texas 12 MSAs 5 MSAs 
Employment Employment Employment 

(in 1,000) Change (in 1,000) Change (in 1,000) Change 
1980 1990 (in %) 1980 1990 (in %) 1980 1990 (in %) 
6,312 7,634 21.0 4,157 5,829 40.2 3,518 5,083 44.5 
1,368 1,990 45.5 985 1,497 51.9 850 1,316 54.9 
1,984 2,485 25.2 1,409 1,827 29.7 1,211 1,591 31.4 

751 1,030 37.2 472 685 45.2 388 570 47.1 
180 197 9.3 50 70 39.7 35 54 53.7 
951 896 (5.8) 582 575 (1.1) 493 489 (0.7) 

1,077 1,036 (3.9) 659 661 0.4 542 549 1.2 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopulation and Housing 

(Washington, D.C., 1980 and 1990). 

<•>Persons 16 years and over employed in sectors covered below 

Cb>Managerial and professional specialty occupations (Standard Occupational Code 000-202) 

<c>fechnical, sales, and administrative support occupations (203-402) 

<d>service occupations (403-472) 

<e>panning, forestry , and fishing occupations (473-502) 

<°Precision production, craft, and repair occupations (503-702) 

<&>Operators, fabricators, and laborers (703-902) 
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AppendixD 

Demographic Variables Corresponding to 
Categories Studied 

Population 

• Population, 1990 

• Population, 1980 

• Population, net change, 1980-1990 

Race/Ethnicity 

• Non-Latino White population, 1990 

• Non-Latino White population, 1980 

• Non-Latino African-American population, 1990 

• Non-Latino African-American population, 1980 

• Non-Latino Native American population, 1990 

• Non-Latino Asian or Pacific Islander population, 1990 

• People of Latino origin, 1990 

Age 

• Percent of population under 5 years, 1990 
• Percent of population 5-17 years, 1990 

• Percent of population 18-20 years, 1990 
• Percent of population 21-24 years, 1990 

• Percent of population 25-34 years, 1990 

• Percent of population 35-44 years, 1990 
• Percent of population 45-54 years, 1990 

• Percent of population 55-64 years, 1990 

• Percent of population 65-74 years, 1990 
• Percent of population 75 years and older, 1990 

• Median age, 1980 
• Median age, 1990 

Immigration 

Sociodemographic 

• Foreign-born population as a percent of total population, 1990 
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• Persons five years and over, percent speaking language other than English at home, 
1990 

Family Structure 

• Number of households, 1990 

• Percentage change in number of households, 1980-1990 

• Number of family households, 1990 

• Percent of family households with own children under 18 years, 1990 

• Married-couple family households, 1990 

• Married-couple family households, percent with own children under 18 years, 1990 

• Female householders (no spouse present) family households, 1990 

• Female householder family households, percent with own children under 18 years, 
1990 

• Non-family households, 1990 

Crime 

• Serious crimes known to police, 1991 

• Serious crimes per 100,000 population, 1991 

• Serious crimes known to police per police officer, 1991 

• Police officers, 1991 
• Serious crimes known to police, violent, 1991 

Education 

• Persons 25 years and over, percent high school graduate or higher, 1980 

• Persons 25 years and over, percent high school graduate or higher, 1990 
• Persons 25 years and over, percent with bachelor's degree or higher, 1980 

• Persons 25 years and over, percent with bachelor's degree or higher, 1990 

Income Distribution 

• Median family money income, 1989 

• Median family money income, 1979 
• Money income, percent households with income of less than $5,000, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $5,000-$9,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $10,000-$14,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $15,000-$24,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $25,000-$34,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $35,000-$49,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $50,000-$74,999, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income of $75,000 or more, 1989 
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• Money income, percent households with income from social security, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income from social security, 1979 

• Money income, percent households with income from public assistance, 1989 

• Money income, percent households with income from public assistance, 1979 
• Median household money income, 1989 

• Median household money income, 1979 
• Median household money income, percent change, 1979-1989 
• Per capita money income, 1989 

• Per capita money income, 1979 

Poverty 

• Families with income below poverty level, 1989 

• Families with income below poverty level, 1979 

• Percent offamilies with income below poverty level, 1989 

• Percent of families with income below poverty level, 1979 

• Percent of families with female householder (no spouse present) below poverty level, 
1989 

• Persons with income below poverty level, 1989 

• Persons with income below poverty level, 1979 

• Percent of persons with income below poverty level, 1989 

• Percent of persons with income below poverty level, 1979 

• Percent of related children under 18 years below poverty level, 1989 

• Percent of related children under 18 years below poverty level, 1979 

• Percent of persons 65 years and over below poverty level, 1989 
• Percent of persons 65 years and over below poverty level, 1979 
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