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Abstract
Owing to a remarkable expansion of immigration since
1965, the Asian population of the United States has grown
rapidly in recent years. By 1990, many U.S. metropolitan
areas had come to house substantial Asian populations,
raising interest in patterns and processes of spatial assimilation for diverse Asian groups. This analysis updates prior
work by analyzing data from the 1990 U.S. Census. We
describe trends in the degree of segregation and spatial
isolation between 1980 and 1990 for Asians in general and
for the Chinese and Japanese, the two groups with the
longest history in the United States. We then consider levels
of segregation for Filipinos, Indians, Koreans, and Vietnamese in 1990, and measure the degree to which Asians
segregation varies with socioeconomic status. Results show
that Asians experience low to moderate segregation as a
whole. Moreover, even though some subgroups display
moderate to high levels of residential dissimilarity, indicating
an uneven settlement pattern, no group provided any
indication of spatial isolation or “ghettoization” in
the
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manner of African Americans. In general, the prospects for
Asian spatial assimilation seem good.

Key Words: Asian segregation in U.S., Asian subgroups
in U.S., spatial isolation, dissimilarity,
socioeconomic segregation
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Over the past three decades, the Asian population of the
United States has grown rapidly through immigration and
Asians now constitute a sizeable community in many U.S.
metropolitan areas, raising public and academic interest in their
prospects for socioeconomic integration and assimilation. A key
determinant of any group’s assimilation is the degree of
segregation it experiences in urban society. Opportunities and
resources vary substantially from neighborhood to neighborhood, so where one lives has a profound effect on one’s life
chances. Neighborhood location determines everything from
the quality of education to the risk of criminal victimization,
and so an important component of socioeconomic mobility in
the United States has involved residential mobility between
neighborhoods.
Historically, immigrant groups have entered neighborhoods of modest status located near the urban core. Once
immigrants from one national origin establish themselves in
such neighborhoods, others are drawn to it through chain
migration and other socioeconomic processes (Massey, 1985).
During periods of rapid immigration, therefore, immigrant
enclaves tend to form within cities, yielding rising levels of
segregation. Over time, however, as immigrant groups
accumulate time in the United States and give rise to a
native-born generation, processes of residential mobility linked
to broader processes of socioeconomic mobility promote spatial
assimilation within society (Massey, 1985; Massey and Denton,
1985; Alba et al., 1999). The overall level of segregation
experienced by a group at any point in time depends on the
relative number of people in each generation and their
socioeconomic status (Massey, 1985).
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Prior research on Asian segregation in U.S. cities has used
data from the 1970 and 1980 U.S. Censuses of Population.
Studies by Langberg and Farley (1985), Lam (1986), White
(1986), and Massey and Denton (1992) suggest that the two
oldest Asian subgroups—the Japanese and the Chinese—are
relatively integrated within U.S. urban society and display low
to moderate levels of segregation from whites. In contrast, the
most recently arrived group, the Vietnamese, are relatively
highly segregated, at times reaching the high levels characteristic
of African Americans. Other Asian groups—Indians, Koreans,
and Filipinos—generally fall between these two extremes.
In this paper we update these results by describing trends
and patterns of Asian segregation in U.S. cities through 1990,
focusing on a subset of metropolitan areas that contain a
disproportionate share of the country’s Asian inhabitants. We
begin tracing the recent growth of Asian populations in the
United States, and then measure trends in residential
segregation and spatial isolation from 1980 to 1990. We
conclude by measuring the segregation of Asians by
socioeconomic status in selected metropolitan areas.

I. Asians in the United States
Prior to 1965, Asian immigrants were prevented from
coming to the United States by a discriminatory immigration
system dating back to the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882. As
late as 1952, when the U.S. Congress systematically codified immigration policy under the Immigration and Nationality Act,
America reaffirmed its intent to prevent the entry of Asians by
limiting immigration from the “Asia-Pacific Triangle” to a mere
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2,000 people (Jasso and Rosenzweig, 1990). The door to Asian
immigration was not really opened until 1965, when Congress
passed amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act that
established an annual quota of 180,000 immigrants for the
Eastern Hemisphere and limits of 20,000 per country. Spouses
and young children of U.S. citizens were exempt from these
limits, however. Parents, older children, and siblings of U.S.
citizens were also given preferential treatment in qualifying for
numerically limited visas. In 1978, the separate ceilings for the
Eastern and Western Hemispheres were merged into a single
worldwide ceiling of 290,000 persons, so that immigrants from
Asian nations for the first time competed on an equal with
those from other nations for the limited supply of permanent
resident visas (Jasso and Rosenzweig, 1990).
After the repealing of the historical ban on Asian entry,
immigration from that region grew dramatically in ways that
were wholly unanticipated at the time. Testifying in support of
what would become the 1965 Amendments, Attorney General
Robert Kennedy told a house subcommittee in 1964 that “5,000
[Asian] immigrants could come in the first year, but we do not
expect that there would be any great influx after that.” Indeed,
he told subcommittee members that after the initial influx, Asian
immigration would “virtually disappear” (Glazer, 1985, p. 7).
But disappear it did not. On the contrary, Asian immigration rose to unprecedented levels and unleashed a transformation of the racial/ethnic composition of the United States.
Figure 1 shows the total number of Asian immigrants entering the
United States by year from 1965 to 1995. As can be seen, the
number steadily rises from an annual figure of around 20,000 in
1965 to peak at over 350,000 in 1991, with dramatic surges in
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1978 and 1982 that correspond to peaks in the flow of refugees
from Southeast Asia.
Between 1965 and 1990, nearly 4.8 million Asian
immigrants entered the United States. As is typical of immigrant
movements, the new arrivals did not disperse themselves evenly
throughout the country, but concentrated in handful of states
and metropolitan areas. Naturally, Asian populations in
west-coast cities that had long housed substantial Chinese and
Japanese communities grew substantially in size. Thus, the
Asian communities of San Francisco, Los Angeles, and
Seattle continued to grow. In addition, however, urban areas
that heretofore had never housed significant Asian communities
came to contain large, growing, and quite diverse Asian
populations, representing a variety of national origins. Anaheim,
for example, traditionally viewed the heartland of protestant
white republicanism, came to house the largest Vietnamese
population in the United States. New York likewise came to
house the largest Indian population and its Chinatown
expanded to surpass all others Koreans established a presence
not only in Los Angeles and Anaheim, but also in New York,
Chicago, Philadelphia, and Washington.
By 1990 steady immigration had given rise to large Asian
communities in urban areas throughout the United States. Table
1 presents the census enumeration of Asians in selected U.S.
metropolitan areas as of this date. In 1990, the three most
important Asian cities were obviously Los Angeles, New York,
and San Francisco, but substantial populations also inhabited
Chicago, Anaheim, Seattle, San Jose, San Diego, Seattle,
Houston, and Washington. Together these 15 areas contain
50% of the entire Asian population of the United States.
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Obviously, there are strong differences in the regional
distribution of the various Asian groups. Japanese continue to
be concentrated in West Coast cities, notably Los Angeles,
Anaheim, San Francisco, Seattle, and San Jose, with smaller
populations in Sacramento, and San Diego. The only significant
Japanese populations away from the West Coast are in New
York and Chicago. Although the Chinese also display a strong
concentration along the west coast—with very large communities
in Los Angeles and San Francisco and sizeable concentrations in
Anaheim, Sacramento, San Jose, and Seattle, they are
more regionally dispersed than the Japanese. Indeed, the
largest single urban Chinese community was in New York, and
significant Chinese settlements had also come to characterize
Boston, Chicago, Houston, Philadelphia, and Washington.
Filipinos represent the third Asian population with deep
roots in the United States, and their mode of entry and status are
unique. Whereas before 1965 Chinese and Japanese immigrants
were recruited into the United States exclusively as laborers,
between 1989 and 1935 Filipinos entered as U.S. citizens, being
inhabitants of a U.S. colony. Even after independence, moreover,
Filipinos continued to enjoy privileged access to the United
States through a variety of post-colonial links: through service
in the U.S. armed forces, by marriage to U.S. soldiers stationed
in the Philippines, through transnational institutional links that
connected training programs in the Philippines directly to U.S.
labor markets. Like the Japanese, they are very much concentrated on the West Coast of the United States, with the
largest populations in Los Angeles, Anaheim, San Francisco, San
Diego, San Jose, and Seattle. Away from the West Coast, only
New York and Chicago house substantial Filipino populations.
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The “new” Asian immigrants whose presence in the United
States dates largely from 1965 include Indians, Koreans, and
the Vietnamese. More than other Asian subgroups, Indians are
concentrated on the East Coast of the United States. The largest
Indian settlement is in New York, but large communities also
exist in Boston, Newark, Philadelphia, and Washington, in
addition to Chicago. On the West Coast, only Los Angeles and
San Jose house large Indian communities. In contrast, the
Vietnamese are concentrated more heavily on the West Coast,
especially in Anaheim, Los Angeles, San Jose, and San Diego.
There were, however, notable Vietnamese communities in
Texas (Dallas and Houston) as well as Washington, D.C.; but
unlike other Asian groups, the Vietnamese displayed no large
concentration in New York. Although the largest Korean
community is clearly in Los Angeles, in many ways they display
the most even distribution across regions, with substantial
communities in Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, and
Washington, as well as in Anaheim, San Francisco, San Jose,
and Seattle.

II. Measuring Segregation
The computation of any measure of segregation requires
the choice of a spatial unit to approximate a “neighborhood.”
We selected census tracts as our neighborhood units and thus
turned to the Census Bureau’s Summary Tape File 3 (STF3)1,
1

Our files are not corrected for boundary changes between the two years.
Making these changes is both complex and time consuming. Analyses that
have corrected for boundary change, such as Massey and Denton 1987, have
yielded only slightly different segregation scores than analyses that lack these
corrections.
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which tabulates racial and ethnic data by selected socioeconomic
factors at the census tract level. Massey and Denton identified
five dimensions of segregation and use them to classify certain
groups as “hypersegregated” in some urban areas (1988, 1989).
Most research, however, has focused on the dimensions of
evenness and exposure, using the dissimilarity and P* indices.
These two dimensions paint a relatively clear picture of the
segregation experienced by a group. The other three
dimensions—centralization, clustering, and concentration—
typically only show variation among groups that are very highly
segregated (hypersegregated). Because Asians have never been
identified as being “hypersegregated”, we focus here on indices
of evenness and exposure.
The measures we use are the most common measures used
in the literature. Our measure of evenness is the index of
dissimilarity, which is the most widely-accepted measure of
residential segregation. This index computes the relative percentage of minority group members who would have to
exchange their neighborhood with that of a majority group
member in order to achieve an even residential distribution.
Evenness is defined to occur when all neighborhoods replicate
the racial composition of the metropolitan area as a whole
(James and Taeuber, 1985; White, 1986). For our purposes, we
define the “majority” as non-Hispanic whites and measure the
evenness of Asian residential distribution to the evenness of
their distribution.
We address the exposure dimension of segregation using
the P* index popularized by Stanley Lieberson (1980, 1981).
There are actually two kinds of P* indices: one that measures
the probability of contact between minority and majority groups,
and one that measures the likelihood of in-group contact within
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neighborhoods. The latter is known as the isolation index and
we rely on it to assess the degree to which Asians are isolated
within neighborhoods inhabited primarily by other Asians. It
states the percentage of Asians within the neighborhood of the
average Asian. Like the index of dissimilarity, it varies from 0 to
100 and represents the probability that a typical Asian person
has residential contact with other Asians.

III. Overall Trends in Asian Segregation
As noted above, demographic conditions in the United
States favor substantial increases in Asian residential segregation
and spatial isolation. In most metropolitan areas, immigration
led to rapid growth from a very small population base. In some
cases, the number of post—1965 immigrants exceeded the size
of the original Asian community by several times. Only 25,000
Asians lived in the Anaheim metropolitan area in 1970, for
example, but by 1990 their number had multiplied ten times to
reach 249,000. Over the same period, the Asian community of
Los Angeles quadrupled from 243,000 to 954,000 and
Chicago’s Asian population grew from 62,000 to 230,000. In
such cases, where a sudden massive in-migration overwhelms a
small established community, levels of segregation tend to rise
through the chain migration of immigrants to growing enclaves.
Such a pattern of rising Asian segregation is the most
common pattern of change observed among the metropolitan
areas shown in Table 2. Asian segregation averaged 40.8 in
1980 and 42.7 in 1990, and nine of the 15 metropolitan areas
displayed an increase. Despite these increases, however, overall
segregation levels remained quite moderate for Asians in 1990.
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In general, dissimilarity indices from 0 to 30 are considered
“low”, those from 30-60 “moderate”, and those above 60
“high” (Massey and Denton, 1987). As of 1990, Asian dissimilarity indices ranged from scores in the low 30s (in
Anaheim, Newark, and Washington) to a maximum value of 50
in San Francisco. Taken as a whole, therefore, Asians were not
highly segregated in any metropolitan area.
Rapid Asian immigration into moderately segregated
communities produced sharper increases in the extent of Asian
spatial isolation, consistent with a process of enclave formation.
Isolation indices rose in 14 of the 15 metropolitan areas.
Particularly sharp increases occurred in areas where southeast
Asian refugees settled in large numbers: Anaheim, where the
isolation index rose from 0.079 in 1980 to 0.162 in 1990; San
Diego, where the increase was from 0.108 to 0.181; San Jose,
which rose from 0.106 to 0.254; and Houston, where isolation
went from 0.045 to 0.097. Despite these increases, however,
Asians sill are not very isolated anywhere, including San
Francisco, where they constitute a higher percentage of the
population (21%) than in any other area. The isolation index of
0.36 means that Asians there are considerably more likely to
share a neighborhood with non-Asians than with each other. In
Los Angeles, which received the largest number of post-1965
Asian immigrants of any metropolitan area, the isolation index
rose only to 0.226. Thus the largest and most segregated Asian
communities in the United States are considerably less isolated
than even the most integrated black communities (cf. Massey
and Denton, 1993).
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IV. Trends for Chinese and Japanese
The Chinese and the Japanese are the two Asian subgroups
with the longest history of settlement in the United States, now
more than 100 years. Table 3 presents trends in Chinese
segregation from 1980 to 1990. One property of the dissimilarity index is that its values tend to inflate as the number
of group members decreases (see Massey, 1978; White,
1986; Massey and Denton, 1988). Since the 15 metropolitan
areas contain 3.7 million Asians but only one million Chinese,
the dissimilarity indices generally increase by around 10 points,
moving averages from values around 0.40-0.43 to values in the
range of 0.50-0.54.
Nonetheless, we find little evidence that the Chinese are
highly segregated in U.S. metropolitan areas. As with Asians in
general, the dissimilarity indices generally fell within the
moderate range, going from a low value of 0.38 in Anaheim to
a high of 0.63 in Los Angeles. As of 1990, only four
metropolitan areas displayed segregation that could be
characterized as “high”, and these barely exceeded the
threshold value of 0.60. The overall pattern suggested by these
data is one of moderate segregation and relatively stability
between 1980 and 1990, despite the substantial increases in
population size in many cities.
Our view about the relative lack of Chinese segregation is
reaffirmed by the isolation indices shown in Table 3. As of 1990,
the average Chinese American lived in a neighborhood that was
only 9.6% Chinese, up from just 7.7% a decade before. By far
the largest Chinese communities are in New York, Los Angeles,
and San Francisco, yet even under demographic conditions that
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maximize the potential for the existence of Chinese enclaves,
the respective isolation indices were only 0.205, 0.158, and
0.289. Although identifiable Chinatowns may exist in each of
these metropolitan areas, such low isolation indices mean that
most Chinese do not live in them. Indeed, the average Chinese
resident of these urban areas is more likely to share a
neighborhood with someone who is not Chinese than with
someone who is Chinese.
We derive similar conclusions from our analysis of
Japanese segregation. Dissimilarity indices generally range from
0.30 to 0.60, and where indices exceed the upper threshold to
enter the “high range” it is generally because a small number of
Japanese yields a high sensitivity to random departures from an
even settlement pattern. Although Philadelphia, Houston, and
Newark evince high dissimilarity scores of 0.76, 0.69 and 0.67,
they only contain 3,977, 3,654, and 2,266 Japanese inhabitants,
respectively. The largest Japanese settlement (132,121) is in Los
Angeles, and here the dissimilarity indices was only 0.509,
having fallen from 0.555 in 1980. In the next largest Japanese
community (Anaheim), the 1990 dissimilarity index was only
0.322. Moreover, the average isolation index of 0.024 in 1990
means that Japanese enclaves were virtually non-existent. Even
in Los Angeles, the average Japanese resident lived in a
neighborhood that was only about 8% Japanese.

V. Segregation of Other Asian Subgroups
As the number of most other Asian groups was relatively
small in most U.S. metropolitan areas in 1980, we focus on
patterns in 1990. Table 5 shows dissimilarity indices for
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Filipinos, Indians, Koreans, and Vietnamese in this year. In
general, segregation levels for Filipinos, Indians, and Koreans
fall within the moderate range, and where a dissimilarity index
strays into the high range, it is generally because of a very small
population size. Filipinos, for example, display an average
dissimilarity score of 0.562, with a range from 0.402 to 0.687;
but in what is by far the largest Filipino community, Los
Angeles, the index was only 0.523. Likewise, Koreans displayed
an average dissimilarity index of 0.548 and a range from 0.391
to 0.644, but in the very largest Korean Community, Los
Angeles, the value was only 0.563. Among the Asian subgroups
considered in Table 5, only Vietnamese displayed a tendency
toward higher segregation, with an average value of 0.686
overall and a maximum value of .878. In Anaheim, the nation’s
largest Vietnamese community, the dissimilarity index was just
below the high range at 0.584, and it is well above 0.60 in Los
Angeles and San Diego.
The relative unevenness of settlement in these metropolitan areas does not necessarily mean, however, that the
Vietnamese are confined to ghetto-like neighborhoods composed primarily of other Vietnamese. It simply means that they
tend to gravitate toward a definable subset of southern
California’s neighborhoods. Within these places, however, they
tend to live with a diversity of other groups. As Table 6 indicates,
even in Anaheim, the average Vietnamese lived in a neighborhood that was just 11% inhabited by other persons of the same
origin. Unlike the case of African Americans, therefore, the
uneven distribution of Vietnamese throughout the metropolitan
area does not translate into a high degree of spatial isolation.
Compared with the Vietnamese dissimilarity score of 0.67 and
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the Vietnamese isolation index of 0.03 in Los Angeles, for
example, the respective figures for blacks were 0.73 and 0.69
(Massey, 2000).
None of the other Asian subgroups display any proclivity
toward ghettoization either. The maximum isolation indices
observed for Filipinos were only 0.173 and 0.179, in San Diego
and San Francisco. In the largest of all Filipino communities,
Los Angeles, the isolation index was only 0.082. Similarly, the
highest isolation index for Koreans was only 0.088, in Los
Angeles, the largest Korean community; and among Vietnamese,
the maximum observed isolation was just 0.111 in its largest
settlement (Anaheim). Thus, although rapid immigration may
have led in some cases to the concentration of Filipinos, Indians,
Koreans, and Vietnamese in particular neighborhoods, these
neighborhoods tended to be rather diverse in racial and ethnic
terms. In 1990, the vast majority of members of these Asian
subgroups lived in neighborhoods where they were a small
minority.

VI. Segregation by Socioeconomic Status
One strong indicator of an ongoing process of spatial
assimilation is the existence of a clear differential in the degree
of segregation by socioeconomic status. In the absence of
discriminatory mechanisms, increasing socioeconomic status
should bring progressive integration into society and falling
levels of segregation. Table 7 thus computes the degree of
residential dissimilarity by income level between Asian and nonHispanic white households in the six U.S. metropolitan areas
housing the largest Asian populations. Following Massey and

Segregation of Asians in U.S. Metropolitan Areas: 1980-1990

453

Tabel 7 Indices of residential segregation (D) by incom for
households of Asian origin in key Metopolitan Areas: 1990

Metropolitan Area

Income Category
Lower
Upper
Poor
Middle
Middle
Affluent

Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

0.675
0.441
0.547
0.568
0.554
0.584

0.542
0.349
0.452
0.522
0.446
0.424

0.497
0.299
0.438
0.516
0.459
0.432

0.470
0.376
0.440
0.441
0.466
0.409

Average

0.562

0.456

0.440

0.434

Eggers (1990), we consider four basic income categories. The
poor are those whose household income falls below the poverty
level for a family of four; the affluent are those whose incomes
exceed four times this level; and the upper and lower
middle classes are created by dividing at the midpoint between
these two extremes.
As can be seen, the degree of Asian segregation generally
falls as socioeconomic status rises, and in most cases the decline
is monotonic as one moves across categories from the poor to
the affluent. Only in Honolulu, which has the lowest overall
levels of segregation to begin with, does segregation not follow
a monotonic curve. A good example of the Asian pattern of
declining segregation with rising SES occurs in Chicago. Among
poor Asians, the degree of segregation from non-Hispanic
whites is quite high at 0.675. As income rises, however, this
level drops precipitously, to 0.542 among those in the lower
middle class, to 0.497 among those in the upper middle class, to
0.470 among those who are affluent. On average, the degree of
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segregation fell from 0.562 to 0.434 as one moves from poor to
affluent households across the six metropolitan areas.

VII. The Prospects for Asian Spatial Assimilation
In a sense, the rapid growth of Asian populations through
immigration to specific U.S. urban areas maximizes the
conditions for high and rising segregation, due to the tendency
of recent immigrants to move into areas where co-ethnics reside.
Despite this potential, Asians remain only moderately segregated
in urban American; and while Asian enclaves may have formed
in certain cities, most members of the relevant Asian subgroups
do not live in them, suggesting little tendency toward
ghettoization in the manner of African Americans. In fact,
residential patterns of Asians contrast strongly with those of
African Americans. Although some of the more recently-arrived
Asian subgroups tend to be distributed unevenly across the
urban landscape, as evidenced by moderate to high dissimilarity
indices, these groups have very low levels of spatial isolation,
contrary to the pattern observed for African Americans, who
experience both high levels of residential dissimilarity and
spatial isolation. Moreover, the segregation that is observed
among Asians tends to drop substantially with rising socioeconomic status, which is not the case for African Americans
(Alba, Logan, and Bellair, 1994; Massey, Condran, and Denton,
1987; South and Crowder, 1997; South and Deane, 1993).
The two Asian subgroups with the longest history of U.S.
settlement—the Chinese and the Japanese—continue to display
moderate levels of segregation and relatively little spatial
isolation, and despite rapid population growth during the 1980s,
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especially among the Chinese, the overall pattern was one of
great stability over the decade, with relatively minor shifts in
indices of residential dissimilarity or racial isolation. As of 1990,
Koreans and Filipinos also displayed moderate levels of segregation and isolation, even in their largest urban settlements.
Although in their largest settlement (New York), Indians did
display a clear tendency toward uneven settlement, as indicated
by a dissimilarity index of 0.63, there was no accompanying
process of spatial isolation: Indians continued to live in neighborhoods dominated by other groups.
Although as the most recently arrived immigrant group the
Vietnamese display the highest overall levels of segregation, as
indicated by an average segregation score of 0.686, we find
little evidence of ghettoization. Although Vietnamese enclaves
may be readily identifiable in places like Anaheim and Los
Angeles, the two largest Vietnamese communities, and whereas
the dissimilarity values may be rather high (0.584
and 0.666, respectively), the vast majority do not live in
Vietnamese enclaves, but in neighborhoods where they are a
distinct minority.
The final confirmation of a rather fluid process of Asian
spatial assimilation was our documentation of a pattern of
falling Asian-white segregation with rising income. As income
rose, the degree of spatial separation from non-Hispanic whites
steadily fell into the low or moderate ranges. In general,
therefore, the prospects for Asian spatial assimilation in the U.S.
cities seem very good, and to the extent that spatial integration
brings access to other socioeconomic benefits and resources,
our analysis suggests rather bright prospects for a broader
structural assimilation in U.S. society.
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美國亞裔在大都會的種族隔離：
一九八○至一九九○
道格拉斯．梅西、瑪麗．費雪兒
摘 要
(譚康榮譯)
自一九六五年以來，美國移民的增加帶來了亞裔人口的快速成
長。到一九九○年，美國各大都會的亞裔居民數目可觀，空間隔離
與融合的型態已引發研究的興趣。本研究利用新的人口普查資料，
探討美國亞裔居民，在一九八○至一九九○年空間隔離的變化。我
們分析的重點放在華人與日本人，也考慮到菲律賓人、印度人、韓
國人與越南人在一九九○年的隔離狀況。總體來說，亞裔空間隔離
屬低到中等。雖然某些亞裔族群呈現中高度隔離，卻沒有任何族群
出現空間孤立的狀況，或非裔美國人的貧民窟現象。一般而言，亞
裔的空間融合前景看來是良好的。

關鍵詞： 美國亞裔之空間隔離、美國亞裔次級團體、區位疏離、
歧異性、社經隔離

