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Americans and Britons:
Key Population Data from the Last

Three U.S. and U.K. Censuses

Rebecca Tunstall

Findings

An analysis of key population data from the last three U.S. and U.K. censuses finds that:

B There are almost five times as
many Americans as Britons. Three
of the four U.S. regions have larger
populations than the entire United
Kingdom, and 10 states have popula-
tions larger than any U.K. region.

B The U.S. population grew by 13.2
percent in the 1990s, more than
four times faster than the U.K.’s.
Although U.K. population growth
picked up slightly in the 1990s, fore-
stalling fears of stagnation or decline,
U.S. growth rates both were higher in
the 1980s and accelerated rapidly in
the 1990s.

B Americans are significantly more
racially and ethnically diverse than
Britons, and a greater proportion of
them was born in other countries.
Nearly one-fourth (24.9 percent) of
the U.S. population described them-
selves as nonwhite in 2000, while
only 7.9 percent of the U.K. popula-
tion described themselves as from an
ethnic minority in 2001. Higher pro-
portions of foreign-born residents in
the United States reflect higher
recent immigration rates.

B Americans are slightly younger
than Britons. The United States had
a slightly higher proportion of resi-

dents in all age categories under 60 ,
with a total of 83.8 percent of U.S.
residents under age 60 in 2000 com-
pared with 79.3 percent of U.K.
residents in 2001. Both nations are
aging, but the United Kingdom has
been aging longer. The United States
stemmed the aging process with
higher immigration and fertility dur-
ing the 1980s and 1990s.

B American adults are more likely to

be married or divorced than
Britons, and less likely to be single
or widowed. Overall, 72.9 percent of
Americans over age 14 had been mar-
ried or divorced in 2000 compared
with 69.8 percent of Britons over age
15 in 2001. Just over 54 percent of
Americans were currently married
compared with 50.8 percent of
Britons.

B Females make up a slightly smaller

majority of the population in the
United States than in the United
Kingdom. The gender balance has
been stable for two decades in the
United Kingdom while it has fluctu-
ated in the United States from higher
immigration and a younger popula-
tion.

In sum, the United States and the United Kingdom—rich in similarities and contrasts—
represent a promising topic for future comparative research and policy exchange.
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Introduction
he United States and the
United Kingdom are often
considered the two most
similar of developed coun-
tries. Many typologies of national
systems used in political science,
social science, and urban analysis
categorize the United States and the
United Kingdom together, and con-
trast their social, political, and
cultural character to groups of other
developed nations in Europe and
elsewhere. Those similarities—and
the two nations’ equally evident dif-
ferences—make them a rich field for
comparative demographic research
and policy analysis.

Based on census data from the
two countries, this study employs
basic demographic analysis to probe
the extent of the similarities and dif-
ferences between the two countries.
An understanding of who Americans
and Britons are and how they have
changed during the last few decades
is essential for understanding social
and urban issues and policy in the
two countries.

Beyond that, this study inaugu-
rates a series of comparative
research studies on the United
States and the United Kingdom
being carried out through a collabo-
ration of the Brookings Institution
Metropolitan Policy Program in
Washington, D.C., and the Centre
for the Analysis of Social Exclusion
at the London School of Economics
(LSE). Focused on basic demo-
graphic comparisons at country,
region and city scale, this initial
study will provide important context
for the collaboration’s more detailed
work on comparative urban analysis.

Methodology
nternational comparative stud-
ies can be plagued by
substantial conceptual and
practical challenges: questions
about what to compare, how to do it,
and how to assess similarities and

differences. This inquiry aims to
overcome some of these difficulties
in order to compare the populations
of the United States and United
Kingdom, both to describe their
characteristics at national and
regional levels and for selected
urban areas, and to foster greater
understanding of other areas influ-
enced by demographics, such as the
supply of labor, the demand for
housing, and the need for services
targeted to particular age and social
groups.

Census data from the two
countiries

This report draws mainly on inter-
net-based and published data from
the U.S. Censuses of 1980, 1990,
and 2000, and the U.K. censuses of
1981, 1991, and 2001.* This analy-
sis employs census data because of
its scope and comparability and to
build on past work by Brookings, the
LSE, and other organizations.

Both countries have carried out
decennial censuses for more than
200 years, most recently in 2000 in
the United States and in 2001 in the
United Kingdom.? No other source
undertakes to provide total popula-
tion counts for nations, regions, and
local areas and for a broad range of
demographic and social groups. For
that reason, censuses provide the
most authoritative data on subna-
tional levels, such as regions and
individual urban areas. What is
more, the two countries have carried
out their censuses in similar ways,
and the methods, questions,
response rates, analyses, and data
presentations are comparable.® Both
countries’ censuses aim to count
everyone “residing” in the country on
census day.

Several differences in the cen-
suses’ approach affect this analysis,
however. To begin with, although the
U.S. Census has asked about race
since its inception in 1790, the
United Kingdom did not ask about
ethnicity until 1991. What is more,
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the terminology and categorization
for race, ethnicity, and ancestry dif-
fer, reflecting different statistical
traditions, policy concerns, and pop-
ulation patterns.

Comparing information during the
1980s and 1990s between, and even
within, each country also demands
caution. Published figures for the
U.S. censuses in 1980, 1990, and
2000 and the U.K. censuses in 1981
and 1991 refer to the total number
of people counted in the census
process. In each case, though, the
two censuses each missed a small
portion—estimated at about 2 per-
cent—of the residents of their
respective country.

The United Kingdom’s Census
2001 took a different approach.
Nicknamed the “One Number Cen-
sus,” the final count of this canvass
included all of those counted plus an
estimate of those missed.

To be sure, the two different
approaches to the census do not cre-
ate great problems when looking at
proportions of the population in
most different categories. However,
the total population figures from
Census 2001 should not be com-
pared directly with any of the other
U.S. or U.K. census figures, given
that the potential 2-percent differ-
ence could affect results and
conclusions. For comparisons of the
total U.K. population over time, the
U.K. census authority—National
Statistics—advises using its mid-year
estimates of total population. These
are “one number” figures that have
been produced each summer in a
consistent way for decades, and they
are based on the Census and other
sources.

An additional complication has
emerged since 2001. As it happens,
the mid-year estimate for England
and Wales for 2000, extrapolated
from the 1981 census, exceeded the
2001 one-number total by 900,000
people. Given that a large population
decline was unlikely over that time
period, the discrepancy likely reflects



a problem with the extrapolation
method, which National Statistics
believes has to do with possible low
estimates of emigration rates from
England and Wales during the
1990s. This report makes use of the
mid-year estimates, which incorpo-
rate evidence from a detailed study
in Manchester, England, released in
March 2003. Finally, there is no
authoritative way to overcome the
differences in method between the
U.K. Census 2001 and the U.S. cen-
suses, and thus the implications for
total population figures.

Regions within the nations

In addition to national-level compar-
ison, this report examines and
compares populations in the four
statistical regions in the United
States (Northeast, Midwest, West,
and South), and in the nine statisti-
cal and governmental regions: six
within England, and Wales, Scot-
land, and Northern Ireland.*

Urban areas in the two nations
The report also compares data for
key types of urban area in the two
countries.®

The main types of U.S. urban
areas are metropolitan statistical
areas (MSA), as defined by the U.S.
Census Bureau, and known infor-
mally as “metro areas,” and
incorporated areas, usually known as
“cities.” In the United Kingdom, the
key type of urban area is known as a
“local authority,” which is compara-
ble to a U.S. city, although important
differences exists between cities and
local authorities in terms of their
political functions, average land
area, and population size. No direct
British correlate to the American
MSAs exists. However, England’s
“metropolitan counties”—now obso-
lete types of incorporated areas
informally called “mets”—can serve
as rough comparators because, like
metro areas, they were designed to
reflect large urban conglomerations
that act as single social and eco-

nomic functional areas.

The definition of urban areas, and
the number and proportion of urban
areas of different population sizes
(the “urban hierarchy”), also differs
between the two counties. The
United States has both absolutely
and relatively more incorporated
areas with very large populations
than the United Kingdom. In 2000,
nine American cities contained more
than 1 million people, while in 2001
no local authority in the United
Kingdom contained an equally large
population. However, the United
Kingdom had more local authorities
ranging in size from 100,000 to 1
million than the United States had
cities of the same size, even though
the United Kingdom had only one-
fifth of the total population of the
United States.

The extreme contrast in the two
nations’ urban hierarchy requires
comparative researchers to choose
between groups that have a similar
share of national population or those
that have similar absolute population
medians or ranges. We choose to pri-
oritize similarity in the proportion of
national population to avoid masking
the differences in the pattern of
urban development in the two
nations. Therefore, this report com-
pares the largest 20 U.S. primary
metropolitan statistical areas
(PMSA) in 2000 with the seven for-
mer metropolitan counties in
England. It also compares data for
the 20 largest U.S. incorporated
areas (that is, cities) in 2000 with a
specially selected group of 10 major
U.K. local authorities. The latter
selection consisted of the eight self-
designated English “core cities” and
the two main urban areas in Scot-
land—Glasgow and Edinburgh.” The
report refers to this group as the
“U.K. core cities.” It includes eight
of the 10 largest population local
authorities in 2001, plus two other
major regional centres in the top 40
by population. It does not include
London, which is administered by 33
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local authorities, as well as a unique
type of local government called the
Greater London Authority. There is
some overlap between the two sets
of urban areas in each country. Nine
of the 20 largest U.S. cities fall
within the top 20 metro areas. Six of
the 10 U.K. core cities fall within
the seven English “mets.”

Findings

A. There are almost five times as
many Americans as Britons.

The United States and the United
Kingdom differ most starkly in their
absolute populations. The U.S. resi-
dent population in 2000 was almost
five times larger than that of the
United Kingdom in 2001. Census
2000 counted 281.4 million U.S.
residents. Census 2001, the U.K.’s
first “one number” census, identified
58.8 million residents. To be sure,
differences in the methodologies of
the two censuses mean that the total
population figures are not fully com-
parable, but it bears noting that the
U.S. Census 2000 figure did not
include a full estimate of people
missed by the census process while
the U.K. figure did.

All four U.S. regions had much
larger populations than any of the
nine U.K. regions, and in fact, three
of the four major U.S. regions had
larger populations than the entire
United Kingdom. Regional U.S. pop-
ulations ranged from 53.6 million
people (in the Northeast) to 100.2
million (the South). The smallest
U.K. region was Northern Ireland
(1.7 million residents) and the
largest was the South East (8 mil-
lion). The median size was 5 million.
In the United States, 27 states had a
population in the same range as
U.K. regions (1.7-8 million), and
the median population of all U.S.
states was 3.5 million. Ten states
had populations larger than any U.K.
region, and only 13 had populations
less than 1.7 million.
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In 2000, the top 20 U.S. metro
areas contained 30.6 percent of the
national population, while the Eng-
lish “mets” contained 30.1 percent
of the U.K. total. As noted, we chose
these comparators specifically to
encompass similar fractions of
national population. The top 20 U.S.
metro areas ranged in population
from 9.5 million (Los Angeles, CA)
to 2.4 million (Tampa-St. Peters-
burg-Clearwater, FL). The English
“mets” ranged from 7.2 million
(Greater London) to 1.1 million for
Tyne and Wear.*

The top 20 U.S. cities, mean-
while, contained 10.7 percent of the
national population, while the 10
U.K. core cities encompassed just
8.5 percent of the national popula-
tion. Again, the two groups were
chosen to include comparable parts

120
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Figure 1. Population by Region, U.S., 2000, and
U.K., 2001

Figure 2. Top 20 U.S. Metropolitan Areas by Population, 2000, and the Seven English “Mets,” 2001
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Figure 3. Top 20 U.S. Cities by Population, 2000, and U.K. Core Cities, 2001
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of the total population. The top 20 aries of incorporated areas are drawn | urban areas with more than 100,000
U.S. cities ranged in population in the two countries, rather than dif- residents, again with a similar
from New York’s 8 million (a larger ferences in patterns of urban median population to the U.S.
population than that of 39 U.S. development. equivalent of 202,463." They con-
states) to Boston’s MA’'s 554,000. In However, significant evidence sug- | tained 74.9 percent of the total U.K.
2001, the U.K. core cities ranged gests that the U.K. population is population.
from 977,000 (Birmingham, in the more concentrated in urban—that
West Midlands) to 381,000 in New- is, non-rural—areas than that of the B. The U.S. population grew by 13.2
castle (North East). U.S. Neither the United States nor percent in the 1990s, more than
In 2000, only 239 U.S cities, a the United Kingdom entirely base four times faster than the U.K.’s.
small minority of the total, encom- their definitions of urban areas on The two countries’ growth rates also
passed at least 100,000 residents.’ city or local authority boundaries, differ starkly. The U.S. population
By contrast, more than 252 U.K. which we have used so far. In the grew very rapidly in the 1980s and
local authorities had at least United States, “urbanized areas” can even faster in the 1990s, while the
100,000 residents in 2001. These include one or more cities as well as pace of population growth in the
represented more than one-half of unincorporated places, and are United Kingdom remained anemic.
all local authorities. Or to put it defined by population size, density, In the 1990s, the United States
another way: In 2000, U.S. cities and land use. In 2000, the United added 32.7 million people to its pop-
with over 100,000 residents and a States had 264 urban areas with ulation, an all-time record for a
median population of 155,837 peo- populations exceeding 100,000; 10-year period. The 13.2 percent
ple contained just over one-quarter their median population was growth rate for the decade almost
of the national population. By con- 225,744. Together, these urban matched the rates seen in the baby
trast, U.K. local authorities with over | areas comprised 63.2 percent of the boom years of the 1960s."”” Mean-
100,000 residents had a very similar U.S. population. In the United King- | while, the U.K. population grew by
median population of 149,375 but dom, “urban areas” are delineated just 1.9 percent in the 1980s and
encompassed more than three-quar- entirely independently of local 2.8 percent in the 1990s—a rate
ters of the national population. This authority boundaries, and defined by | only about half of the nation’s post-
dramatic difference largely reflects population size and land use.” In war peak growth in the 1960s.
differences in the way the bound- 2001, the United Kingdom had 73 Important regional variations
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complicate the national contrast. In
the U.S., the West grew by 19.7 per-
cent in the 1990s, while the South
grew by 17.3 percent. The Midwest
and Northeast, meanwhile, saw
more modest growth of 7.9 percent
and 5.5 percent, respectively. Among
states, Nevada exhibited the fastest
rate of population growth, growing
by a staggering 66.3 percent in the
1990s. Not far behind were Arizona,
which grew by 40 percent, and Col-
orado, which grew by 30.6 percent.
In fact, 25 states saw more than 10
percent growth, and no state experi-
enced population decline.

In sharp distinction, population
growth rates in the United Kingdom
for the 1990s lingered in the single
digits while some regions actually
shed population. With its 7-percent
population gain, London led the
nation’s growth in the 1990s. Inter-
estingly, this growth represented a
turn-around after the stagnation of
the 1980s, when the city grew by
just 0.4 percent. Northern Ireland
and the East, South West, and South
East regions, meanwhile, experi-
enced above-average growth of
approximately 5 percent. The North
East region’s population declined by
2.6 percent, a faster decline than in
the previous decade, while the North
West's population fell by 1.1 percent
and Scotland’s by 0.4 percent.*

In the U.S., the total population
of the largest 20 metro areas surged
by 13.5 percent in the 1990s,
slightly exceeding the national
growth rate, while the top 20 cities
grew by a more modest 9 percent,
lower than the national figure. Simi-
larly in the United Kingdom, the
English “mets” almost matched the
national growth rates with 2.7 per-
cent increase. The figures contrast
strongly with the United States and
meanwhile, the population of U.K.
core cities fell by 3.9 percent during
the decade.

Although the growth of the largest
American metro areas and cities is
impressive, it was smaller cities with

Figure 4. Population Change by Region, U.S. 1990-2000,
and U.K., 1991-2001
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more than 100,000 population in
2000 that saw the fastest growth
rates during the 1990s. These cities
were neither the largest in their met-
ropolitan areas nor located in the
heart of the metro areas; in fact,
they were usually located on the
metropolitan fringe and are some-
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times characterized as “boom-
burbs.”* Growth among the
“boomburgs” was led by Gilbert, AZ,
where the population grew by a phe-
nomenal 275.8 percent.*” Altogether,
seven places mostly in the West
more than doubled their populations
in the 1990s: Vancouver, WA; Hen-




derson, Las Vegas, and North Las
Vegas, NV, Peoria and Chandler, AZ,;
Pembroke Pines, FL; Plano, TX; and
Palmdale, CA. By contrast, 40 of the
239 American cities with popula-
tions of 100,000 or more in 2000
(including three of the top 20 largest
cities) saw population losses in the
1990s. These cities were mainly in
the Northeast, with Hartford, CT,
suffering the biggest population
decline (of 13 percent).

As in the United States, strong
regional contrasts characterized
urban population change in the
United Kingdom. Almost all of the
faster-growing local authorities in
England and Wales with populations
over 100,000 in 2001 were located
in the South East, East, and Lon-
don. At the high end of the scale was
the comparatively paltry 17.9 per-
cent growth of Tower Hamlets
(London), an inner-city rather than a
fringe area. Other local authorities
with relatively high growth rates
included some on the outer edge of
commuter access to London and
other cities in the growing South
East and East regions. The local
authorities in England and Wales
that saw the greatest losses were all
in the North East, the North West,
or Yorkshire and the Humber.
Declines were led by Manchester,
which lost 9.2 percent of its popula-
tion, and included two other U.K.
core cities at the heart of English
“mets”—L.iverpool, which lost 7.6
percent, and Newcastle, which lost
5.6 percent.

C. Americans are significantly more
racially and ethnically diverse than
Britons, and a greater proportion
was born in other countries.

The U.S. Census asks about “race”
while the U.K. Census asks about
“ethnicity.” The U.S. Census also
asks about the separate but overlap-
ping issue of “Hispanic/Latino/
Spanish” origin (usually abbreviated
to “Hispanic or Latino”). People of
Hispanic or Latino origin may be of

any race. The combined category of
“white race, non-Hispanic origin” is
often used in the United States to
describe “nonminority” groups and is
comparable to the U.K.’s “white”
ethnicity category.*®

In 2000, nearly one-quarter of the
U.S. population described itself as
nonwhite while 30.9 percent were
either of nonwhite race or Hispanic
or Latino origin, or both. By con-
trast, non-whites made up only 7.9
percent of the United Kingdom pop-
ulation in 2001.

In percentage terms, blacks or
African Americans made up not only
the largest racial—as opposed to eth-
nic—minority in the United States
in 2000, but at 12.3 percent of the
population accounted about half of
the nation’s total non-white, no
Latino minority presence. At the
same time, some 12.5 percent of the
population was of Hispanic or
Latino origin. This group included
residents of different races, with 6
percent identifying themselves as
“white and Hispanic or Latino,” and
6.5 percent as “nonwhite, Hispanic
or Latino.” Asians (including Chi-
nese), for their part, made up 3.6
percent, or about one-seventh of all
minorities. In addition, Census 2000
allowed respondents to choose more
than one race, and 2.4 percent did
S0.

The main ethnic minority groups
in the United Kingdom, by contrast,
were those describing themselves as
“Asian.” These groups composed 4.4
percent of the population in 2001,
and made up more than one-half of
all U.K. minorities. The Asian cate-
gory included Asian Indian (1.8
percent), Asian Pakistani (1.3 per-
cent), Asian Bangladeshi (0.5
percent), and Asian other (0.4 per-
cent). As people of Chinese ethnicity
made up 0.4 percent of the U.K.
population, in combination, the U.K.
categories “Asian” and “Chinese”
made up 4.8 percent of the popula-
tion, a larger fraction than in the
comparable U.S. “Asian” category.
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The black or black British group
composed 2 percent of the popula-
tion, and about one-quarter of all
minorities, but this group was pro-
portionately much smaller than the
comparable group in the United
States. The census distinguished
between black Caribbean (1 per-
cent), black African (0.8 percent),
and black other (0.2 percent), in
contrast to the single “black or
African American” group in the
United States.”

Somewhat like the U.S. count of
2000, the U.K. Census allowed peo-
ple to choose a “mixed” ethnic
category, and 1.2 percent did so—a
portion only half that in the United
States. Given the difference in over-
all population size, there are about
10 times as many mixed-race Ameri-
cans as mixed ethnicity Britons.
However, inhabitants of the mixed
groups made up a higher proportion
of all minorities in the United King-
dom, and consisted of about one in
seven minority residents compared
with one in 10 in the United States
in the last decennial census. In the
United States, meanwhile, the most
common mix was “white and some
other race,” which comprised one-
third of all people of two or more
races, while in the United Kingdom
“mixed (white and black)” residents
comprised about one-half of all
mixed-ethnicity residents. The pro-
portion of people of “mixed (white
and black)” ethnicity in the England
and Wales, at 0.5 percent, actually
exceeded that of those declaring
themselves “mixed-race, including
black and white,” the most compara-
ble category, in the United States
(0.3 percent).” These figures open
up new avenues for the study of
racial and ethnic segregation in the
two countries.

In any event, the absolute num-
bers of racial and ethnic minority
residents in the two countries differ
significantly. In 2000, there were
34.7 million black or African Ameri-
can residents in the United States
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compared with the U.K.’s 1.1 million
black or black British residents.
Some 10.2 million people of Asian
origin live in the U.S. while some
2.8 million Britons populate the
roughly equivalent U.K. “Asian” and
“Chinese” categories.” Meanwhile,
in the U.S., the 2002 count of 35.3
million Latinos meant that the
Latino population had overtaken the
size of the black or African American
population (although the two groups
overlapped slightly). To put these
numbers into perspective, America’s
African American and Hispanic sub-
groups in the United States were
each more than half as large as the
entire U.K. population.

Interesting regional variations
within and between the two nations
also suggest themselves. In the
United States, the Midwest contin-
ued as the least diverse region, with
more than four out of five of its resi-
dents remaining white and
non-Hispanic in 2000. Yet even the
Midwest was still more diverse than
the United Kingdom. In the U.S.
Northeast, racial or ethnic minori-
ties made up 28 percent of the
population in 2000, while in the
South, the figure was 34.2 percent.
The West, for its part, was America’s
most diverse as well as fastest grow-
ing region, with some 41.6 percent
of the population claiming a racial or
ethnic affiliation. And U.S. regions’
diversity type varied by region. Black
or African Americans comprised 18.9
percent of the South’s population
but just 4.8 percent of the West’s.
Conversely, the West contained the
highest proportions of Hispanic or
Latino origin (24.3 percent), as well
as the highest concentrations of
Asians (7.9 percent of the popula-
tion); those of two or more races
(4.3 percent of the population); and
American Indians and Alaska
Natives (1.9 percent).

In the United Kingdom, London
was the most diverse region, with
28.9 percent of the population
claiming a non-white ethnic identity

Figure 6. Minority Population by Region, U.S., 2000, and
U.K., 2000
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in 2001. Next came the West Mid-
lands where the non-white
population reached 11.3 percent of
the total. All other regions were at
least 93 percent white. Northern Ire-
land—more than 99 percent
white—was the least diverse region.
As in the United States, the regions’
characteristic profiles varied. In
London, the population was 12.1
percent Asian (not including Chi-
nese), 10.9 percent black or black
British, 2.2 percent mixed and 3.7
percent other, while the West Mid-
lands was 7.3 percent Asian, 2
percent black or black British, 1.4
percent mixed and 0.3 percent other.
In both countries, urban areas
were more diverse than their respec-
tive nations, although the difference
was greater in the United States. In
the top 20 U.S. metro areas in 2000,
57.5 percent of the population was
white, non-Hispanic; 15.7 percent
was black or African American; 18.2
percent was Hispanic or Latino; 6
percent was Asian; and 3.2 percent
was of two or more races. In the top
20 U.S. cities only 37.9 percent of
the population classifying itself as
white, non-Hispanic, and 16 of the
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top 20 were majority minority.
Slightly more than one-fourth (26.6
percent) of these cities’ populations
were Hispanic or Latino; 25.9 per-
cent were black or African American;
7.6 percent were Asian; and 3.8 per-
cent were of two or more races.

In sharp contrast, the English
“mets™ population was 82.4 percent
white, 8.8 percent Asian (or 9.5 per-
cent Asian and Chinese), 5.2 percent
black or black British, and 2.1 per-
cent mixed in 2001 . Excluding
London, by far the U.K.’s most
diverse location, the remaining
“mets” were 89.8 percent white.
U.K. core cities, for that matter,
were 87.3 percent white, 7.2 percent
Asian (or 7.9 percent Asian and Chi-
nese), 2.5 percent black or black
British, and 1.7 percent mixed.

In the United States, 51 of the
239 cities with more than 100,000
residents were “majority minority” in
2000. The city with the largest pro-
portion of non-white residents was
Gary, IN, where 89.9 percent of the
population was non-white. The cities
with the highest proportion of each
of the main minority groups were
Gary, GA, which was 84 percent
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black or African American; Daly, CA,
which was 80.3 percent Asian;
McAllen, TX, which was 80.3 per-
cent Hispanic or Latino; Honolulu,
HI, which was 6.8 percent Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander;
and Anchorage, AK, where 7.3 per-
cent of the population was American
Indian and Alaska Native.

By contrast, only two local author-
ities in the United Kingdom were
majority minority in 2001: Newham
(London) with 60.6 percent of the
population non-white, and Brent,
with 54.7 percent non-white. Among
the local authorities in the United
Kingdom with more than 100,000
residents, nine of the 10 with the
smallest proportions of white resi-
dents were in London, and the tenth
was Slough (South East).

Meanwhile, both the United
States and the United Kingdom
became more diverse during the
1990s.° In 1991, when the question
on ethnicity was first asked in Great
Britain, white comprised 94.5 per-
cent of the population. By 2001,
this had fallen slightly to 92.1 per-
cent.

For its part, the United States not

only started the period more diverse
than the United Kingdom but saw its
diversity increase faster. In 1980,
racial and ethnic minorities made up
21.5 percent of the U.S. population;
by 1990, they represented 24.4 per-
cent of the population; and by 2000
their presence had reached 30.9 per-
cent. As for change within the
various racial and ethnic popula-
tions, the fastest-growing groups in
the United States in the 1980s and
1990s were Asian and Pacific
Islanders, and those within the
“some other race” group. The black
or African American group grew rela-
tively slowly. The population of
Hispanic or Latino origin (of all
races) more than doubled between
1980 and 2000, from 14.6 million in
1980 to 22.4 million in 1990 and to
35.3 million in 2000. By 2000, this
group had overtaken the black or
African American racial group.

And yet, although the United
States encompasses three times
U.K.'s proportion of racial minori-
ties, the difference is much less
pronounced when the proportions of
the populations born abroad are con-
sidered. In 2000, 12.3 percent of
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U.S. residents were “foreign-born,”
while in 2001, 8.3 percent of U.K.
residents were born elsewhere.? In
the United States, the number of
residents who were racial minorities
was twice as large as the number of
the foreign-born (although the two
categories substantially overlap in all
likelihood). In the United Kingdom,
in contrast, those born abroad (4.8
million) slightly outnumbered ethnic
minorities. Although recent immigra-
tion into the United States has been
rapid and has had profound demo-
graphic effects, the country has a
much longer history of large-scale
population movement, and a higher
proportion of racial minorities who
are not themselves immigrants.
However, at 34.6 million, the for-
eign-born population of the United
States was more than half the size of
the entire United Kingdom popula-
tion.

In the United States in 2000,
some 1.6 million, or 32.9 percent, of
the foreign-born had entered the
country during the 1990s. These
new arrivals made up some 3.7 per-
cent of total U.S. residents. Another
684,000 immigrants, or 13.9 percent
of the foreign-born population,
arrived in the 1980s. The remaining
2.6 million, or 53.2 percent, of the
foreign-born had entered the United
States at least 20 years earlier. Alto-
gether, the median length of
residence for foreign-born Ameri-
cans fell from 14 years in 1980 to 12
years in 1990 and remained at about
this level in 2000. In the U.K.,
meanwhile, the Labour Force Survey
showed that, in 1983, the median
length of residence for foreign-born
U.K. residents was 18 years, and in
2000, it was 19 years, suggesting
steadier and lower rates of immigra-
tion than in the United States.” The
U.K. Census does not collect the full
details on the date of arrival of for-
eign-born residents. It did find,
however, that 370,000 people in
England and Wales, or 0.7 percent
of total residents, had entered the
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country during 2000-2001,
although National Statistics warns
that these figures likely underrepre-
sent even recent international
migrants.

U.S. and U.K. immigrants’
national origins differ in interesting
ways, meanwhile. Latin American
migrants predominate among the
American foreign-born, while Euro-
pean and Asian migrants are most
common in the U.K. Beyond Latin
America’s 5.7-percent share of the
U.S. foreign-born population, the
main regions of birth for foreign
born U.S. residents were Asia (2.9
percent of residents), and Europe
(1.8 percent). Mexico was the most
significant single country of origin
and the birthplace of 9.2 million res-
idents, or 3.6 percent of the total
U.S. population. Britons made up an
estimated 0.3 percent of the popula-
tion.

The corresponding region of birth
for residents of England and Wales
born outside the United Kingdom
was Europe (including European
countries outside the European
Union), from which some 2.1 mil-
lion or 4.1 percent of the U.K.
population in 2001 had migrated.
Most European-born U.K. residents
would not identify themselves as
ethnic minorities, which helps to
explain how foreign-born U.K. resi-
dents are more numerous than
ethnic minority residents. Following
Europe as a source region was Asia
(3.1 percent of the total population)
and Africa (1.6 percent). In contrast
to the United States, only 0.1 per-
cent of residents of England and
Wales were born in Central or South
America. In the United Kingdom,
the most significant single source
country was Ireland, the birthplace
of 1 percent of U.K. residents.

Geographical proximity clearly
plays a role in shaping both nations’
immigration patterns. Mexico and
Ireland are immediate neighbors of
the United States and the United
Kingdom, which helps explain their
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dominant immigration. At the same
time, both nations had similar por-
tions of their populations born in
countries beyond their immediate
regions. Nearly 60 percent of U.S.
foreign-born residents were born
beyond the confines of North and
South America, while nearly 80 per-
cent of the U.K.’s foreign-born were
born outside of the European
Union.

Within each nation, clear spatial
clusterings of the foreign-born were
highly visible. In the United States,
the foreign-born population was
concentrated in the West and South,
where 38 percent and 23 percent of
the total foreign-born population,
respectively, lived in 2000. At the
state level, more than one-half of the
foreign-born population lived in
either California, Texas, or New
York; foreign-born residents made up
26 percent of all residents in Cali-
fornia. The foreign-born were also
highly concentrated in the U.K, and
had become more strongly concen-
trated over the 1980s and 1990s.
Evidence from the Labour Force
Survey shows that in 1979, 34 per-
cent of the working-age foreign-born
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lived in London, while by 2000, 42
percent did, composing fully 26 per-
cent of the working age population
there.

In both countries, urban areas
harbored higher proportions of for-
eign-born residents than the
respective national averages. How-
ever, there was an important
difference in the two nations’ immi-
grant geography. In the United
States, cities contained the highest
foreign-born population shares,
while in the United Kingdom the
“mets” did. In the top 20 U.S. metro
areas, 18.7 percent of residents were
foreign-born. In the top 20 U.S.
cities, 25.2 percent of residents were
foreign-born. In the English “mets,”
15 percent of residents had been
born abroad, and in U.K. core cities,
9.4 percent had been born abroad.

There are other spatial variations.
All of the 10 U.S. cities of 100,000
residents or more with the highest
proportions of foreign-born residents
lay in California or Florida, with the
exception of Elizabeth, NJ. In these
cities, the foreign-born presence
ranged from 72.1 percent in
Hialeah, FL to 40.9 percent in Los




