
Spatial regionalization based on optimal information compression

Alec Kirkley∗1, 2, 3

1Institute of Data Science, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China
2Department of Urban Planning and Design, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China

3Urban Systems Institute, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China

∗ email: alec.w.kirkley@gmail.com

Abstract

Regionalization, spatially contiguous clustering, provides a means to reduce the effect of noise
in sampled data and identify homogeneous areas for policy development among many other ap-
plications. Existing regionalization methods require user input such as the number of regions or a
similarity measure between regions, which does not allow for the extraction of the natural regions de-
fined solely by the data itself. Here we view the problem of regionalization as one of data compression
and develop an efficient, parameter-free regionalization algorithm based on the minimum description
length principle. We demonstrate that our method is capable of recovering planted spatial clusters
in noisy synthetic data, and that it can meaningfully coarse-grain real demographic data. Using
our description length formulation, we find that spatial ethnoracial data in U.S. metropolitan areas
has become less compressible over the period from 1980 to 2010, reflecting the rising complexity of
urban segregation patterns in these metros.

I. INTRODUCTION

From the growth of economies [1] to the systemic seg-
regation of human populations [2] to the environmental
adaptation of ecological species [3], many social and nat-
ural phenomena manifest themselves in space with high
levels of clustering among similar agents or entities. Pre-
cisely defining the spatial boundaries of these clusters and
observing their evolution can shed light on the fundamen-
tal processes driving the dynamics of these systems, aid
in the reduction of noise in spatially sampled data [4, 5],
and facilitate the identification of regions for spatially
targeted policy interventions [6] among numerous other
applications. Regionalization methods—techniques to
perform spatially constrained clustering by aggregating
spatial units—are typically the tools of choice for parti-
tioning spatial data into areas of interest for such anal-
ysis. Consequently, regionalization methods have been
adapted for applications across fields as diverse as clima-
tology [7], urban sociology [8], hydrology [9], geoecology
[10], and political science [11].

Many approaches to regionalization typically require a
significant amount of input from the user to adjust vari-
ous parameters prior to performing the clustering. These
tunable parameters can be used to constrain the size or
shape of clusters, or to avoid crossing administrative or
geographical boundaries [12, 13]. User preferences are
also commonly incorporated into regionalization meth-
ods through the choice of a similarity or distance func-
tion between adjacent regions [14, 15]. Additionally, as
is the case with any clustering method, a key factor ex-
isting regionalization methods consider is the choice of
the number of regions, which is typically fixed by the
user [12, 16] but is sometimes determined endogeneously
based on user-defined thresholds for covariates of interest
or other heuristics that depend or one’s choice of dissimi-

larity between spatial units [15, 17]. An increased level of
user control is desirable for many applications of region-
alization, as researchers can ensure that the identified
regions are suitable for the task at hand and do not vio-
late any necessary constraints. For example, clusters ex-
tracted from regionalization methods may be used to de-
fine zones designated for different aspects of urban devel-
opment, and it may be preferred that these zones do not
cross significant geographical or infrastructural bound-
aries. In other applications of regionalization, however,
such as identifying characteristic scales over which segre-
gation or other socioeconomic phenomena persist [18–21],
one may be interested in imposing as few assumptions as
possible about how the data clusters into regions, and in-
stead rely on the data itself to naturally define these clus-
ters. The minimum description length (MDL) principle
from information theory is a rigorous statistical frame-
work within which one can perform inference tasks with
minimal user input [22, 23], and so provides a natural
foundation for new data-driven regionalization methods.

The minimum description length principle has been ap-
plied to clustering categorical data [24], real-valued vec-
tor data [25], and other sets of objects [26] in aspatial
contexts. In [27], an algorithm for community detection
in (aspatial) network data is proposed that identifies the
partition minimizing the description length of an encod-
ing of the network. This method, however, takes only
topological information into account, which is relatively
uninformative for planar networks of adjacent spatial re-
gions (as is the case in regionalization). In [28], a re-
gionalization algorithm is proposed which uses concepts
from information theory to define homogeneous aggre-
gations of spatial units, which can be identified using a
greedy optimization procedure. This method works well
for identifying boundaries of ethnoracial segregation, but
requires the user to specify the desired number of regions
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and chooses the class of Bregman divergences to measure
information rather than a purely combinatorial descrip-
tion length approach.

In this paper we present a regionalization objective
function for spatial networks with distributional meta-
data that is based solely on fundamental combinatorial
arguments and the minimum description length principle.
By viewing the problem of regionalization from this per-
spective, our approach does not require the specification
of any free parameters such as an explicit dissimilarity
function between spatial units or a particular value for
the number of regions we want the algorithm to return.
Our method also takes into account the full distribution
of the covariate of interest in each spatial unit, rather
than summarizing each local distribution with a single
statistic such as its mode, and accounts for both this
spatial metadata and the topology of regional adjacen-
cies. We describe a greedy optimization procedure used
to obtain a partition of the network that approximately
minimizes this description length, which involves itera-
tively merging the pair of nodes that maximally reduces
the description length. We then demonstrate our method
on a series of experiments using both real and synthetic
spatial data. In the first experiment, we illustrate how
our method can effectively recover synthetically planted
clusters in spatial distributional data, even in the pres-
ence of substantial noise. We move on to show that our
method extracts meaningful regions and their evolution
in real ethnoracial data by analyzing the New Haven-
Milford metropolitan area of the U.S. as a case study,
covering the decades between 1980 and 2010. Finally, in
an experiment using a set of 110 large metropolitan areas
across the U.S., we demonstrate that our method reveals
the increasing complexity of urban segregation patterns
over this same time period, and that this trend can be
well explained by the increase in small scale ethnoracial
diversity within these metros rather than by changes in
segregation patterns at large spatial scales.

II. METHODS

A. Description length formulation

We represent our spatial data to be regionalized as a
network G = (V,E) consisting of a set of spatial units
(nodes) V and a set of edges E that connect adjacent
units. More precisely, the edge (u, v) ∈ E if and only
if units u ∈ V and v ∈ V share a length of common
border. We denote the number of units in any subset
V ′ ⊆ V of the network as n(V ′). Over this set of n(V )
units, there are b(V ) ≥ n(V ) individuals residing (we
adopt analogous notation for b(V ′)), and each of these
individuals is classified under one of R categories r =
1, 2, ..., R. For example, the spatial units u that comprise
the network may be census tracts or block groups, and
the categories could represent race, income bracket, or
occupation type. We also denote with br(V

′) the number

of individuals of type r in subset V ′ ⊆ V , such that∑R
r=1 br(V

′) = b(V ′).
Now, suppose we want to transmit to a receiver the

entire dataset D = {br(u) : r = 1, .., R; u ∈ V } con-
sisting of the distribution of types r among individuals
in all units (nodes) u ∈ V . (Since we generally do not
know the value r for each individual due to confidential-
ity concerns, these unit-level distributions are the highest
granularity we consider.) We will transmit this data in
multiple parts, first partitioning the units u into K dis-
joint, spatially contiguous clusters P = {V1, V2, ..., VK}
that allow us to describe the data to the receiver at a
coarse spatial scale. We then transmit the small-scale de-
tails within each of these clusters by describing how the
cluster’s population attributes are distributed among its
individual constituent units. Our goal will be to identify
a partition P of the units such that most of the informa-
tion we need to transmit is contained in the first part,
or in other words, that the clusters describe most of the
variation in the data and are internally homogeneous.
Using the adjacency network representation G = (V,E),
we can guarantee spatial contiguity of the clusters by
coarse-graining the network into super-nodes represent-
ing the clusters {Vk} through merging nodes in V that
share edges in E. A diagram of a partition P of an ex-
ample network and a list of the variables used in the
information transmission scheme are shown in Fig. 1a.

We assume that the receiver knows there are n(V )
units in total that will be assigned to K clusters, and
that there are b(V ) individuals with R distinct categories
that will be assigned to units u ∈ V . (Transmitting these
requires a negligible amount of information, so we can
safely ignore them in our description length anyway.) We
first need to transmit the populations b(Vk) for each of
the clusters Vk, which consists of a configuration of K
non-negative integer values that sum to b(V ). Prior to
transmission of the data D, we must develop a common
codebook with the receiver, from which we will transmit a
binary string representing the particular configuration of
the populations {b(Vk)}. Assuming K � b(V ), there are

approximately
(
b(V )−1
K−1

)
possible configurations of these

values we must encode, and so we will possibly have to

send a bitstring of length dlog2

(
b(V )−1
K−1

)
e to the receiver

to transmit the cluster-level populations {b(Vk)}. (dxe
denotes the smallest integer not less than x, and we will
omit this transformation in future considerations as its
contribution is negligible for x � 1. For the sake of
brevity we will also denote log2(x) ≡ log(x).) Thus, the
information content (or “description length”) of this step
in the transmission procedure is

L({b(Vk)}) = log

(
b(V )− 1

K − 1

)
. (1)

Following the same logic, we can construct the descrip-
tion lengths for the rest of the steps required to transmit
D according to this scheme. After sending the popu-
lations {b(Vk)}, we must transmit the number of units
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within each cluster, {n(Vk)}, for which we will construct
a different codebook. This step will have a description
length of the same form as Eq. 1, thus

L({n(Vk)}) = log

(
n(V )− 1

K − 1

)
. (2)

Now, for each cluster Vk we need to transmit the size
distribution {br(Vk)} of categories within the population
b(Vk), which will have the same form as Eq.s 1 and 2.
The description length of this step will be a sum over
such description lengths, or

L({br(Vk)}) =

K∑
k=1

log

(
b(Vk)− 1

R− 1

)
. (3)

Similarly, we need to transmit the populations b(u) of
the units u ∈ Vk, for each cluster Vk, which will give a
total description length contribution of

L({b(u)}) =

K∑
k=1

log

(
b(Vk)− 1

n(Vk)− 1

)
. (4)

The receiver now knows how many units u are in each
cluster Vk, how many individuals are in each of these
units, and how categories are distributed across the en-
tire population of each Vk. The only information left
to transmit is how the categories in each cluster Vk are
distributed among the populations in Vk’s constituent
units u. (We ignore the information required to map
the final unit-level distributions to particular locations
in the network.) The number of ways these values can
be distributed is equivalent to the number Ω(ak, ck)
of non-negative integer-valued matrices with row sums
ak = {b(u)}u∈Vk

and column sums ck = {br(Vk)}Rr=1.
We can see this by noting that there are b(Vk) total in-
dividuals in cluster Vk, and using the identities

b(Vk) =
∑
u∈Vk

b(u) (5)

and

b(Vk) =

R∑
r=1

br(Vk). (6)

The description length for this final step is thus given by

Lfinal =

K∑
k=1

log Ω(ak, ck). (7)

Computing Ω(ak, ck) is in general challenging, but it
can be approximated in the regime R,n(Vk) � b(Vk),
which is typically the regime we encounter in practice
(see Ref. [29] for details on this approximation).

Taken all together, the total description length of the
data D under the partition P of the network G is given

by the sum of Eq.s 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, thus

L(D,P) = log

(
b(V )− 1

K − 1

)
+ log

(
n(V )− 1

K − 1

)
+

K∑
k=1

log

(
b(Vk)− 1

R− 1

)
+

K∑
k=1

log

(
b(Vk)− 1

n(Vk)− 1

)

+

K∑
k=1

log Ω(ak, ck).

(8)

A list of the individual transmission steps and their cor-
responding information content contribution to Eq. 8 is
shown in Fig. 1b.

We can see that the first three terms in Eq. 8 penalize
us for having a greater number of clusters K, as they
will tend to contribute greater description lengths as K
increases, and the fourth term will not depend on the
number of clusters to first order in a Stirling approxi-
mation of the binomial coefficients. For the last term
in Eq. 8, in the extreme case where there is only one
category r∗ that is represented in the population of the
units u ∈ Vk (i.e. ck[r] = 0 for r 6= r∗), then we have
Ω(ak, ck) = 1 and the contribution from this term van-
ishes. More generally, there are fewer ways the cate-
gories can be distributed among the populations in Vk’s
constituent tracts if ck is more concentrated on a single
category, and so the last term in Eq. 8 will penalize us
for having a high level of diversity within the clusters.
(Or, conversely, this term encourages partitions P that
have homogeneous clusters.)

The optimal partition P = {V1, ..., Vk} of the network
G that minimizes the description length in Eq. 8 will al-
low us to communicate most of the information about the
data D through the cluster-level distributions alone, but
penalize us for constructing these clusters at too small a
scale, since this will not save us much effort above and
beyond simply transmitting all the unit-level data indi-
vidually. The goal of our regionalization algorithm is to
identify this partition, and we describe an algorithm to
accomplish this task in the next section.

B. Optimization and model selection

Minimization of the description length in Eq. 8, like
many other regionalization objectives [12], is a combina-
torial optimization problem that can be approached in a
number of ways to obtain an approximate solution. Here,
we opt for a greedy solution that consists of starting with
each node in its own cluster then iteratively merging the
pair of adjacent clusters whose aggregation results in the
largest decrease in Eq. 8, until no merges produce a neg-
ative change in the description length. We consider the
two clusters of units Vk and Vk′ adjacent if and only if
there exists a u ∈ Vk and v ∈ Vk′ such that (u, v) ∈ E.
This merging procedure thus has the benefit of naturally
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n(V1) = 4

b4(V2) n(V2) = 3

n(V3) = 3

R = 5
= + + b5(u = 10)

u = 10

b2(V2)

(a)

(b)

n(V1)

n(V3)
n(V2)n(V)

br(Vk)

Information contentTransmission step

b(V1)

b(V3)
b(V2)b(V)

b(Vk)

b(Vk)

{b(u)}u∈Vk

br(Vk) {b(u)}u∈Vk

{b(u)}u∈Vk

{br(u)}u∈Vk

FIG. 1. Diagram of description length formulation. (a) Vari-
ables used in the decription length objective (Eq. 8), for the
partition P of example unit-level distributions that gives the
minimum description length according to Eq. 8. The opti-
mal contiguous partition of the underlying network of spatial
adjacencies (nodes and edges in black) results in aggregated
regions that capture most of the information content of the
data. (b) Individual transmission steps corresponding to each
of the five terms in Eq. 8, along with their corresponding in-
formation content. Arrows go from coarser objects to more
detailed subsets of these objects, which requires the specifi-
cation of an amount of information quantified by the term to
the right of the dividing line.

ensuring that the partition P produces only contiguous
clusters of units, since if units u and v end up in the
same cluster Vk, there must be a path of edges in E that
connect u and v such that all nodes along this path are
also in Vk.

For any pair of clusters Vk and Vk′ , we can quickly

compute the change in Eq. 8 that results from their ag-
gregation into a single cluster, Vk,k′ . Supposing there are
K clusters prior to the proposed merge, the change in
description length from merging Vk and Vk′ is given by

∆L(k, k′) = log

(
b(Vk,k′)− 1

R− 1

)
+ log

(
b(Vk,k′)− 1

n(Vk,k′)− 1

)
+ log Ω(ak,k′ , ck,k′)− log

(
b(Vk)− 1

R− 1

)
− log

(
b(Vk)− 1

n(Vk)− 1

)
− log Ω(ak, ck)

− log

(
b(Vk′)− 1

R− 1

)
− log

(
b(Vk′)− 1

n(Vk′)− 1

)
− log Ω(ak′ , ck′).

(9)

Here we have ignored the first two terms in Eq. 8, as these
terms change by the same amount across all pairs k, k′

and thus do not need to be computed until the optimal
pair k, k′ is chosen. (Whether or not this pair will be
merged or the algorithm will terminate does depend on
these first two terms, which can be computed in constant
time.) This expression can be evaluated in O(n(Vk) +
n(Vk′)) time for each pair of clusters k, k′. Additionally,
it only needs to be computed once for each pair, and
can be reused for future iterations of the algorithm if the
pair k, k′ does not get merged (as long as each newly
formed cluster gets a unique label). Once no remaining
pair of clusters can be merged to reduce the description
length (∆L(k, k′) > 0 for all adjacent pairs Vk, Vk′), the
algorithm terminates.

The adjacency relations between clusters are updated
as the algorithm progress by considering the clusters as
“super-nodes” whose neighbor sets are merged at each
step. This takes an additional O(dk + dk′) operations,
where dk is the number of adjacent clusters (super-nodes)
to cluster (super-node) k, and is typically smaller than
O(n(Vk) + n(Vk′)) for large clusters, since many clusters
are adjacent to only a few others for planar graphs (this
is not necessarily the case for non-planar networks). We
find in practice that the algorithm scales well to large
systems, running in less than order O(n(V )2) time for the
entire clustering procedure (see Appendix A and Fig. 5).

Although the greedy algorithm used to optimize the
description length in Eq. 8 has the advantages of being
computationally efficient and simple to implement, it is
not guaranteed to identify the true optimal partition P
that minimizes the description length objective over all
possible partitions of the network into contiguous regions.
Identifying the optimal partition P is a computationally
challenging optimization problem, as there are at least
O(n(V )2) (and at worst exponentially many) contiguous
partitions of the network one must account for [30], and
even sampling such partitions is itself intractable for pla-
nar graphs [31]. Additionally, fast dynamic programming
approaches used for exactly solving contiguous cluster-
ing problems in one dimension are not applicable [32].
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However, we find in test examples that the greedy algo-
rithm gives results quite competitive with those obtained
through exhaustive enumeration of all contiguous parti-
tions of the network to identify the true optimal partition
(see Appendix B and Fig. 6).

The first few terms in Eq. 8 penalize us for having a
large number of clusters, since we waste information de-
scribing all of the cluster-level distributions in their en-
tirety. Meanwhile, the last term penalizes us for having
a small number of clusters, since we waste information
describing the small scale details of these clusters when
they encompass too broad a variety of unit-level distribu-
tions. The optimal balance, and thus the optimal value
of K, lies somewhere in between with an intermediate
number of clusters, and the description length in Eq. 8
thus performs model selection for K automatically. In
our example applications, we therefore choose to let the
description length tell us exactly how many clusters are
in the data. However, in many applications it may be
preferable to have a fixed value of K [12], and this can
easily be accommodated in our algorithm by simply per-
forming the greedy merge moves until the desired number
of clusters is reached.

We can assess the quality of the information compres-
sion achieved through partitioning the units into clusters
by comparing the final description length L(D,P) for the
optimal partition P with the description length L(D,P0)
for the trivial partition P0 in which each unit is in its own
cluster (computed at the beginning of the optimization
algorithm). From this we can construct an inverse “com-
pression ratio” for the data D as

η(D) =
compressed size of D

uncompressed size of D
=
L(D,P)

L(D,P0)
. (10)

η(D) approaches its minimum value of 0 when the data
D can be compressed extremely efficiently through par-
titioning the network G, and approaches its maximum
value of 1 when there is no partition of G that achieves
any compression of D.

Eq. 10 can thus be used as a measure of the complex-
ity of the spatial segregation of the data D, with more
complex spatial distributions of the covariate of interest
resulting in higher inverse compression ratios η. Intu-
itively, if the data D is very easy to compress (low η),
then it is highly spatially segregated into homogeneous
clusters, and most of the information in D is captured
at large scales. On the other hand, if the data is very
hard to compress (high η), then much of the information
in the data is manifested at small spatial scales, which
could be due to the presence of diversity at these small
spatial scales among other factors that contribute to the
multifaceted spatial nature of segregation patterns [33].
The inverse compression ratio in Eq. 10 also allows us
to compare the compressibility of datasets with different
populations b(V ), numbers of categories R, number of
spatial units n(V ), or where categories are defined dif-
ferently. Indeed, for b(V ) � n(V ) � R,K—which we
typically encounter in practice for demographic data—

the leading order scaling of both L(D,P) and L(D,P0)
in Eq. 10 is O(nR log b).

C. Ethnoracial data in U.S. metropolitan areas

To examine the performance of our algorithm in a
practical context we test our method using ethnoracial
data that take the form of distributions within cen-
sus tracts. Ethnoracial distributions for census tracts
in U.S. metro areas were obtained from the Longitudi-
nal Tract Database [34], which maps 2010 census tract
boundaries to ethnoracial distribution data for decades
going back to 1970. (Data from 1970 are omitted from
our analysis, as they do not include the designation of
Hispanic ethnicity.) The race/ethnicity categories con-
sidered are ‘Non-Hispanic White’, ‘Non-Hispanic Black’,
‘Asian’, ‘Hispanic’, and ‘Other’, which includes persons
not categorized under the first four groups.

To process the census tract networks for each
metropolitan area, we first map each census tract to its
corresponding core-based Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) using the county designation of the tract. MSA’s
are used as the metro regions for this analysis as they aim
to encompass areas of unified social and economic labor
market forces, while also enclosing full counties which al-
lows us to avoid splitting census tracts [35]. It is impor-
tant to be mindful of this choice of metro regions, since
the Modifiable Areal Unit Problem can result in differ-
ent conclusions about city-level socioeconomic diversity
depending on which boundaries are chosen [36, 37].

We then use TIGER shapefile data [38] for the cen-
sus tracts to determine the network G = (V,E) of ad-
jacent tracts in each MSA. Finally, the longitudinal eth-
noracial distribution data is then mapped to the nodes
in each network using the census tract IDs. To re-
duce noise as much as possible in our analysis, we kept
only metros with at least 100 tracts that had complete
ethnoracial distribution estimates in all tracts for the
four decades 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010. After pre-
processing, 110 metro networks remained for the anal-
ysis in Sec. III C, one of which was the New Haven-
Milford metro used for the case study in Sec. III B. We
make the tract adjacency networks for each metro we
used in our analysis (with accompanying node meta-
data including ethnoracial distributions), as well as code
for executing our algorithm publicly available at https:
//github.com/aleckirkley/MDL_regionalization.

III. RESULTS

A. Cluster recovery in synthetic data

As a first test of our method, we explore its capa-
bility of recovering clusters in synthetic data. To do
this, we create a synthetic model of spatial distributional
data that has four tunable parameters: the number of

https://github.com/aleckirkley/MDL_regionalization
https://github.com/aleckirkley/MDL_regionalization
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clusters K, the number of covariate categories R, the
level of statistical noise between the cluster-level distribu-
tions εbetween, and the level of statistical noise within the
clusters, εwithin. The model requires a spatial network
G = (V,E) representing the adjacencies among spatial
units, and for this we use the census tract network for the
New Haven-Milford metropolitan area, with n(V ) = 189
census tracts (see Sec. II C for details). (The specific
choice of G does not tend to make a qualitative differ-
ence in the results, since the spatial networks induced by
the adjacencies between units will in general have very
restricted topologies [39].) It is also possible to include
variable unit populations b(u) in this model, but for sim-
plicity we set b(u) = 10000 for all u ∈ V so that these
values correspond roughly to the values seen in the real
U.S. census tract data used in Sec. III B and Sec. III C.
We show that this population heterogeneity has little ef-
fect on downstream results in Appendix C and Fig.s 8
and 9.

To generate a realization of the model, we first ran-
domly partition the units into contiguous clusters by
picking K units (“seeds”) at random and constructing
the Voronoi tesselation of the centroids of the spatial
units of the network with respect to these seeds. This
Voronoi tesselation places each unit into the cluster corre-
sponding to the seed geographically nearest to the unit’s
centroid in terms of Euclidean distance, and in doing so
tends to produce clusters are spatially contiguous (we re-
ject the proposed partition if it has any discontiguous
partitions). The Voronoi tesselation produces relatively
compact convex regions in the plane, but there are other
reasonable alternative tesselations for generating the ran-
domized contiguous partition. We denote this “planted”
partition Pplanted, to distinguish it from the partition P
inferred using our minimum description length algorithm.

Next, each cluster Vk is assigned a vector x(Vk) which
tunes the covariate distributions within the units that
comprise Vk. x(Vk) is drawn from a Dirichlet distribution
with length-R concentration parameter α = ε−1between1R.
This allows us to tune the level of differentiation between
the cluster-level distributions, as well as the localization
of these distributions. For low levels of between-cluster
noise εbetween (εbetween <∼ 1), the distributions x(Vk) will
all tend to distribute their probability relatively equally
around the R categories, and there is little differentiation
between the clusters Vk. On the other hand, for high lev-
els of between-cluster noise εbetween (εbetween >∼ 5), there
will be high between-cluster variance in the distributions
{x(Vk)}, which will each tend to localize around a single
category r. In general, the higher the between-cluster
noise εbetween is, the easier it should be to recover the
planted clusters in the synthetic data with our partition-
ing algorithm, since the clusters are more easily distin-
guished.

To tune the level of noise within each cluster Vk,
we generate the distribution x(u) = {br(u)}Rr=1/b(u)
for each u ∈ Vk using x(u) = (1 − εwithin)x(Vk) +
εwithinxnoise, where xnoise is drawn from a Dirichlet dis-

tribution with concentration parameters equal to 1. If
the level of within-cluster noise εwithin ≈ 0, then each
x(u) for u ∈ Vk will be roughly the same as x(Vk), and
thus the unit-level distributions {br(u)} for u ∈ Vk are
very similar. On the other hand, if the level of within-
cluster noise εwithin ≈ 1, then the vectors x(u) will have
high variability within the cluster Vk and the distribu-
tions {br(u)} for u ∈ Vk will share very little informa-
tion. As opposed to the between-cluster noise, higher
values of the within-cluster noise εwithin correspond to it
being harder to recover the planted clusters in the syn-
thetic data, since the unit-level distributions within each
clusters are not as similar to each other. Illustrative ex-
amples of realizations of this synthetic data model used
for the experiments in this section are shown in Fig. 11.

To measure the performance of our algorithm for any
particular draw from the model, we compute the nor-
malized mutual information [40] between our inferred
minimum description length partition P and the planted
partition Pplanted. The mutual information tells us
how much information is shared between the two par-
titions, and its value is then normalized to fall in [0, 1]
so that 0 corresponds to completely uncorrelated parti-
tions, and 1 corresponds to identical partitions (up to
an arbitrary relabeling of the clusters). Letting P =
{Vk} and Pplanted = {Uk′}, the mutual information
MI(P,Pplanted) is given by

MI(P,Pplanted) =
∑
k,k′

|Vk ∩ Uk′ |
n(V )

log
n(V )|Vk ∩ Uk′ |
|Vk||Uk′ |

.

(11)
The mutual information can be normalized to fall in [0, 1]
by dividing by the average of the entropies of the indi-
vidual partitions P and Pplanted, giving

NMI(P,Pplanted) = 2
MI(P,Pplanted)

H(P) +H(Pplanted)
, (12)

with

H(P) = −
∑
k

|Vk|
n(V )

log
|Vk|
n(V )

(13)

and

H(Pplanted) = −
∑
k′

|Uk′ |
n(V )

log
|Uk′ |
n(V )

. (14)

The normalized mutual information is a standard and
well-tested measure for comparing partitions of networks
[41, 42], but it has a critical shortcoming for our particu-
lar application in that it gives very high baseline values to
completely random contiguous partitions of spatial net-
works. The reason for this is that Eq. 12 compares the
partitions P and Pplanted relative to the ensemble of all
possible partitions of the network, contiguous or not, and
the constraint of contiguity induces a high baseline level
of correlation between the partitions. To correct for this,



7

we rescale the normalized mutual information by sub-
tracting off its maximum value at εwithin = 1 over all
simulations, which we denote NMIbaseline, and dividing
by one minus this baseline value. The resulting measure
is more appropriate for comparing spatially contiguous
partitions, and is given by

NMIrescaled =
NMI −NMIbaseline

1−NMIbaseline
. (15)

It is then easy to see when we reach the NMI value at
which the partitions are minimally correlated, subject to
the contiguity constraint, since the rescaled measure in
Eq. 15 will be near 0. Our rescaling does not map the
highest value of the NMI over the εwithin range in a given
experiment to 1, so that we have better differentiation
of performance in the low noise region. Indeed, we will
see that the zero-noise values of the rescaled NMI are
slightly less than 1 in most cases, since some sampled
model realizations will by chance produce some adjacent
clusters that are nearly indistingushable.

In Fig. 2 we show the results of generating realizations
of synthetic contiguous partitions from our model and
running our regionalization algorithm on each of these
realizations to try to recover the planted clusters. To
summarize the distribution of results over the ensemble
of planted partitions generated from the model, each data
point represents the average rescaled normalized mutual
information over 100 of these cluster recovery experi-
ments, with error bars representing 2 standard errors in
the mean. We can see that as the level of within-cluster
noise εwithin increases, it becomes harder for us to recover
the planted partition (as expected), but that we still have
recovery better than the baseline value for reasonably
high levels of within-cluster noise, for εbetween > 1. (At
εbetween = 1, there is not enough differentiation in the la-
tent cluster-level distributions x(Vk) for a distinguishable
cluster structure except for at very low levels of within-
cluster noise εwithin.) As expected, we can observe that
the recovery task becomes easier as εbetween increases,
since we have better differentiation in the latent cluster-
level distributions {x(Vk)}. We can see that the exact
values of εwithin and εbetween at which significant enough
noise is introduced to obscure the cluster structure of
the data are different, since εwithin ∈ [0, 1] is a frac-
tional weight and εbetween ∈ [0,∞) is an inverse Dirich-
let concentration parameter. Recovery performance also
improves as R increases, as it is less likely for the modes
of the distributions x(Vk) to overlap for larger R. The
performance of our algorithm does not vary significantly
with the number of planted clusters K, so results are
displayed only for K = 5 for clearer visualization.

Overall, the results of Figure 2 indicate that our mini-
mum description length regionalization algorithm is able
to successfully recover artificially planted clusters, even
in the presence of substantial noise, with the performance
varying as expected with the level of homogeneity within
and between clusters. We now move on to examine its
performance on real ethnoracial distribution data.
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FIG. 2. Recovery of synthetic clusters generated by the model
in Sec. III A. In each panel, the recovery performance of our
algorithm, as measured by the rescaled NMI of Eq. 15, is
plotted against the level of within-cluster noise εwithin, for
various values of between-cluster noise εbetween. The number
of covariate categories R is varied across the panels, and the
number of clusters is set to K = 5.
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B. Case study: Ethnoracial composition of the
New Haven-Milford metropolitan area

To illustrate how the clusters obtained with our region-
alization algorithm capture meaningful patterns in real
data, we look at a case study of the ethnoracial evolu-
tion of the New Haven-Milford, Connecticut metropoli-
tan area, using the data described in Sec. II C. This metro
was chosen for the case study analysis due to a clearly
visible spatial evolution of different ethnoracial groups
and relatively low heterogeneity in census tract density
in comparison with other smaller metros in our dataset,
both factors allowing for a clear visual analysis of its tem-
poral segregation patterns. Additionally, the New Haven-
Milford metro exhibits a noticeable increase in ethnora-
cial diversity at small scales, which will help us motivate
the analysis in Sec. III C.

In Fig. 3, we show the evolution of the spatial distribu-
tion of ethnoracial groups, along with the regional bound-
aries inferred from minimizing the description length in
Eq. 8, for the census tracts in the New Haven-Milford
metro area between 1980 and 2010. Points are dis-
tributed randomly within each tract in proportion to the
fraction of the population in each ethnoracial category.
We can see that, in general, the clusters inferred through
our algorithm correspond to heterogeneities in the spa-
tial densities of these ethnoracial groups. The outlying
tracts in the clusters, particularly in the year 2000, do not
have as high a proportion of minority ethnoracial groups
as the more densely packed areas of the clusters, but we
can see these areas begin to fill out with minority popu-
lations over time. (Their inclusion status in the cluster
is determined by their slightly higher relative concentra-
tions of the minority groups dominant in the core of their
cluster, compared to nearby areas.)

Two emerging Black/Hispanic clusters in the north
and one in the south are the primary clusters dense
with minority populations that are captured by the al-
gorithm, which assigns the rest of the metro to a sin-
gle more rural/suburban and predominantly White clus-
ter in all years (in 2000 and 2010 this cluster is bro-
ken into two due to contiguity requirements). We see
that these clusters trend towards higher percentages of
Hispanics relative to Non-Hispanic Blacks, which is con-
sistent with the high influx of Latinos to the area be-
tween 1990 and 2000 [43]. The spatial extent of these
Black/Hispanic clusters increases over time, reaching out
into the less dense region of the metro that was predom-
inantly White in 1980, which is consistent with ‘White
flight’ during deindustrialization as well as the expanding
influence of Yale University in the south [44]. In 2010, we
see a slightly different configuration of clusters, with the
northern Black/Hispanic clusters remaining largely in-
tact, but the southern-most cluster splitting into a largely
Black/Hispanic cluster and one relatively mixed cluster.
In 2000, this mixed cluster was merged with a primarily
Black cluster, but in 2010 we can see that the movement
of Hispanic population into the previously Black clus-

1980(a)

η= 0.74 K= 5

White
Black
Asian
Hispanic
Other

1990(b)

η= 0.77 K= 4

2000(c)

η= 0.85 K= 6

2010(d)

η= 0.87 K= 7

FIG. 3. Ethnoracial distributions in census tracts (thin
black borders) within the New Haven-Milford, Connecticut
metropolitan area, with inferred cluster boundaries from the
minimum description length regionalization algorithm (thick
black borders). Colored points are distributed at random
within each tract and each color covers an area proportional
to the fraction of the population within the tract that falls un-
der the ethnoracial category corresponding to that color. The
inverse compression ratio η (Eq. 10) and the optimal number
of clusters K are shown for each decade.
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ter provided a high enough level of Black/Hispanic mix-
ing to create a single dense southern-most cluster, and a
separate cluster to the north with smaller overall minor-
ity populations. In 2010 we also see the emergence of a
new largely Hispanic cluster to the west. These emerging
clusters are reflected by an increasing optimal number of
clusters, K, over the last three decades. The high level of
spatial aggregation of Hispanic populations we see in the
New Haven-Milford metro area is consistent with a gen-
eral trend revealed by a fractal scaling analysis of large
U.S. cities [45], which found that from 1990 to 2010 the
fractal dimensions of predominantly Hispanic areas in-
creased in most of the cities studied.

In addition to the emergent Black/Hispanic clusters at
larger spatial scales, the rural/suburban tracts diversified
metro-wide due to an influx of Asian and Hispanic popu-
lations to the area [46]. For the most part these outlying
tracts do not have sufficient differentiation in their ethno-
racial distributions to necessitate separate clusters, and
they are all grouped into a similar majority-White cluster
for all four decades. However, this increasing tract-level
diversity does result in greater difficulty compressing the
data, as there is a clear positive trend in the inverse com-
pression ratio η (Eq. 10) over the four decades. We will
show in the next section that a similar trend is seen across
all the metros in our dataset, and that this decreasing
compressibility can be better attributed to the latter ef-
fect observed in this case study (small-scale diversifica-
tion) than the former (changes in large scale segregation).

C. Compression of ethnoracial data across metros

Now that we have demonstrated that our regionaliza-
tion method is capable of identifying meaningful clus-
ters in ethnoracial census data, we move on to a large
scale analysis of the metro area networks described in
Sec. II C. Specifically, we look at the extent to which the
data within each metro can be compressed by our algo-
rithm according to Eq. 10, which as discussed in Sec. II B
can be used as an indicator of the overall complexity of
the segregation patterns in these areas.

From a purely visual analysis, one can easily argue that
the segregation patterns seen in the New Haven-Milford
metro in Fig. 3 are becoming more complex over time:
describing to somebody the spatial distribution of ethno-
racial groups in this metro would require more effort in
2010 than in 1980. And although this concept is difficult
to express in precise language due to the highly multi-
faceted nature of patterns in spatial data, we can cap-
ture this intuition through the inverse compression ratio
of Eq. 10, which tells us how efficiently we can compress
the data for its exact description to a receiver.

Despite the difficulty we may have in succinctly ar-
ticulating the overall complexity of the observed segre-
gation patterns, there are a few key features that stand
out in the plots of Fig. 3. As discussed in Sec. III B,
the inverse compression ratio η(D) increases for the New
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r2 = 0.77

FIG. 4. Log-ratio of consecutive inverse compression ratios
η (Eq. 10) versus the log-ratio of consecutive average tract-
level diversities Havg (Eq. 16), in U.S. metros over the decades
spanning t = 1980 to t = 2010. Dotted lines at x = 0 and
y = 0 are displayed for reference, along with OLS regression
lines (solid black) and their coefficients of determination r2.
The slopes of all regression lines were highly statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 significance level. Without grouping the
changes by decade, we find r2 = 0.70, and that the slope is
again highly significant at the 0.01 significance level.

Haven-Milford over the decades spanning 1980 to 2010,
and it is uncertain whether or not this increase can be
better attributed to changes in tract-scale diversity or
changes in large-scale segregation. The first feature of
interest is the increasing diversity of a typical tract in
the metro area, demonstrated by a greater and greater
fraction of area covered by colored points as time pro-
gresses. The second feature that stands out is the chang-
ing spatial extent of the clustered areas, seen through
the gradual absorption of the primarily White outlying
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tracts in 1980 into the minority-dense clusters as these
clusters expand. In this section we explore the question of
whether or not spatial ethnoracial patterns become more
complex (as quantified by Eq. 10) in metros other than
New Haven-Milford, and to what extent the patterns we
observe across these metros are consistent with each of
these two features of overall diversity and changing spa-
tial scales of clustering.

To measure the tract-level diversity of the data D in
each metro area, the first feature of interest, we compute
the average entropy Havg(D) of the ethnoracial distri-
bution in each tract-level distribution within the metro,
given by

Havg(D) =
1

n(V )

∑
u∈V

H({br(u)/b(u)})

= − 1

n(V )

∑
u∈V

R∑
r=1

br(u)

b(u)
log

br(u)

b(u)
,

(16)

where H is the Shannon entropy. Eq. 16 will take its
minimum value of 0 when the population in D is concen-
trated entirely into a single category r within each tract,
and its maximum value of logR when all categories have
equal representation in each tract within the metro.

To measure the second feature of interest, the spatial
scale of clustering for a metro area, we define the char-
acteristic cluster length scale ξ(D) as

ξ(D) =

√∑
k A(Vk)2

A(V )
, (17)

where A(V ′) is the area of tracts in the subset V ′ ⊆
V , and P = {Vk}Kk=1 is the minimum description length
partition of the metro. Eq. 17 will take its minimum value
of
√
A(V )/n(V ) when each cluster has a spatial extent of

A(V )/n(V )—the area of a single tract if the tracts were
of equal size and each cluster only consisted of a single
tract. Conversely, Eq. 17 will take its maximum value of√
A(V ), the length scale of the entire metro, when the

data D is best compressed with only a single cluster.
In Figure 4 we show how changes in the inverse com-

pression ratio η (Eq. 10) correspond to changes in Havg

(Eq. 16) across all 110 metros for each time period in our
dataset. In order to account for unobserved heterogene-
ity in each metro network that is constant in time—for
example due to the size and topology of the metro ad-
jacency network—as well as for potentially nonlinear de-
pendencies, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression anal-
ysis was performed on the differences in the logarithm
of each quantity over each of the periods 1980 − 1990,
1990−2000, and 2000−2010 (panels (a), (b), and (c) re-
spectively in the figure). All significance results reported
in the captions hold up under Bonferroni correction for
multiple comparisons [47].

We can see that the inverse compression ratio η is
in general increasing over all time periods, as the ma-
jority of the points in Fig. 4 fall above the line y =

0. The average values of η over the four decades are
{0.74, 0.77, 0.82, 0.85} for {1980, 1990, 2000, 2010}. In
particular, the values of η increased substantially be-
tween t = 1990 and t = 2000, with all metros in our
dataset having a positive change in this quantity dur-
ing this decade. This general pattern of decreasing com-
pressibility, with the greatest change occurring during
the 1990− 2000 period, is consistent with the case study
analysis in Sec. III B.

Looking at Fig. 4, we can also observe a consistently
increasing level of tract-level diversity in the metro areas,
as illustrated by the majority of points falling to the right
of the line x = 0 in the three plots. The average values of
Havg over the four decades are {0.57, 0.67, 0.87, 1.02} for
{1980, 1990, 2000, 2010}. This observation is consistent
with findings that suburbs have generally become more
racially diverse [48], that there are an increasing number
of “no-majority” communities in which no ethnoracial
group makes up more than half of the population [49],
and that the diversification of cities in the U.S. is mani-
fested nationwide with no significant regional dependence
[50]. The Scranton Wilkes-Barre metro area (the right-
most point in Fig. 4) represents a clear outlier regarding
changes in overall diversity, as its value of Havg shot up
in 2010, with roughly a 105% increase from relatively
low values in the first three decades. The coefficients of
determination r2 for the regression analyses reveal that
the temporal changes in Havg are highly correlated with
the changes in η over the same time periods, with the
strongest correlation occurring between 2000 and 2010.
These r2 values, along with the statistically significant p-
values of the corresponding regression line slopes (all of
which had p� 0.01), suggest that the small-scale diver-
sity within metros is an important factor for determining
the complexity in segregation patterns we see according
to Eq. 10.

Indeed, the results in Fig. 4 should not be too surpris-
ing: Eq. 16 has its origins in the theory of information
transmission and can itself be used as a measure of spa-
tial segregation [18], like the compressibility in Eq. 10.
However, Eq. 16 accounts only for diversity at small spa-
tial scales, while the compressibility in Eq. 10 accounts
for both small-scale diversity as well as large scale ho-
mogeneity within clusters. In this way, both large-scale
segregation and small-scale diversity will affect the com-
pressibility, and therefore we need to examine both fac-
tors to determine which is a more dominant force asso-
ciated with the increasing complexity we see in metros
according to Eq. 10.

As shown in Fig. 7, however, we observe no clear trend
in the changes in the characteristic cluster length scales ξ
(Eq 17) across metros for each time period, with roughly
half of the metros in each time period having decreasing
values ξ, and half having increasing values of ξ. The met-
ros that comprise these two halves also differ across time
periods: only 18 of the 110 metros studied had monoton-
ically increasing or decreasing values of ξ across all time
periods (compared to 105 of 110 metros having a value
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of Havg that increased throughout all decades). The r2

values for the regression analyses in Fig. 7 indicate that
the temporal changes in ξ are poorly correlated with the
changes in η over the same time periods, with r2 values
in two of the decades even rounding to 0 up to two dec-
imal places. The p-values corresponding to the slopes of
the regression lines plotted do not indicate any statisti-
cally significant linear relationship between the plotted
variables—p = 0.52, 0.13, and 0.89 for panels (a), (b),
and (c) respectively. These results suggest that the in-
creasing complexity of segregation patterns we observe
across metros is not substantially affected by the charac-
teristic spatial scale at which the units can be optimally
clustered in each metro (at least when considering census
tracts as the fundamental unit, which obscures segrega-
tion patterns at smaller scales [51, 52]).

An important additional consideration to take into ac-
count is the effect of population, as the population in
most of the metros is increasing over time, and it is rea-
sonable to expect that this may affect the compressibility
of the data. In Fig. 10 we plot, in the same style as Fig 4,
the changes in population and the changes in compress-
ibility of the metros over time. We can see from the
OLS r2 values that there is very little to no dependence
between the population changes and the changes in com-
pressibility of the metros (consistent with the discussion
in Sec. II B). We can also consider the effects of popu-
lation and average diversity simultaneously through the
following regression with city-level fixed effects

log ηct = β1 logHavg,ct + β2 log bct + αc + εct, (18)

where c and t index metros and decades respectively,
β1,2 are regression coefficients, αc is an unobserved time-
invariant source of heterogeneity specific to metro c (for
example, based on metro c’s adjacency network topol-
ogy), and ε is a noise term. We can then run a regression
for the first differences estimators to remove the hetero-
geneity αc and identify the effect logHavg and log b have
on log η when considered together. By partitioning the
individual contributions of each term to the variance in
the dependent variable [53], we find a relative importance
of 97.8% for logHavg versus only 2.1% for log b, indicat-
ing that the average local diversity is a much more im-
portant factor for determining the compressibility than
population.

Altogether, this analysis indicates that segregation
patterns in large U.S. metros are becoming more complex
over time from the perspective of information compres-
sion. The small-scale diversification of these metros plays
an important role in increasing the complexity of these
segregation patterns, while changes in population and
large-scale spatial clustering among ethnoracial groups
are likely not major contributors.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Here we have presented a network regionalization algo-
rithm based on the minimum description length principle
for partitioning a set of spatial units with distributional
metadata into contiguous clusters. Our method requires
no user input, learning the natural clusters that result in
a maximally compressed representation of the data. We
demonstrate that our approach can effectively recover
synthetically planted clusters in noisy spatial data and
that it returns a partitioning of ethnoracial census data
in U.S. metropolitan areas that can allow for insights
about the ethnoracial segregation patterns in these met-
ros. We find that the segregation patterns in these metros
have become increasingly complex over time, in part due
to the increasing small-scale ethnoracial diversity of the
metros over the time period studied.

There are a number of ways our method can be ex-
tended in future work. Our current formulation requires
the spatial data of interest to take the form of a single dis-
crete set of counts within each unit, but it may be possi-
ble to perform a similar description length calculation for
the transmission of multiple spatial covariates simultane-
ously by employing the combinatorial form of the shared
information between these covariates and transmitting a
contingency table indexed by groups of covariates rather
than a single covariate (similar in spirit to the encoding
in [29]). One could also develop objectives for clustering
with ordinal or continuous metadata by considering the
transmission on a per-symbol basis and using continuous
approximations for the entropy and mutual information.
This would allow us to perform regionalization with re-
spect to a variety of attributes of interest with variable
data types, for example race and income, all at once. Ex-
tension of our transmission procedure to a multi-step, hi-
erarchical encoding scheme may also prove useful, as this
would allow for multiscalar regionalization. It is also pos-
sible to include additional penalties in the regionalization
objective function we use in the form of Lagrange multi-
pliers that enforce constraints on the size, shape, or popu-
lations of the clusters, which may make our method more
suitable for policy-driven applications of regionalization.
Additionally, using description length-based data impu-
tation [54] one may be able to adapt our method to be
robust for use with incomplete data. Finally, a com-
prehensive numerical comparison between the method of
this paper and existing regionalization methods would
shed light on the advantages and disadvantages of the
MDL approach to regionalization (see Appendix D for a
qualitative comparison with similar existing methods).
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[39] M. Barthélemy, Spatial networks. Physics Reports 499,

1–101 (2011).
[40] N. X. Vinh, J. Epps, and J. Bailey, Information theoretic

measures for clusterings comparison: Variants, proper-
ties, normalization and correction for chance. The Jour-
nal of Machine Learning Research 11, 2837–2854 (2010).

[41] L. Danon, J. Duch, A. Diaz-Guilera, and A. Arenas,
Comparing community structure identification. Journal
of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2005,
P09008 (2005).

[42] A. Lancichinetti, S. Fortunato, and F. Radicchi, Bench-
mark graphs for testing community detection algorithms.
Physical Review E 78, 046110 (2008).

[43] D. W. Vasquez, Latinos in New Haven, Connecticut.
Research Report Gastón Institute Publications, No. 57
(2003).

[44] M. D. Leonardo, There’s no place like home: Domestic
domains and urban imaginaries in New Haven, Connecti-
cut. Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 113,
33–52 (2006).

[45] T. F. Stepinski and A. Dmowska, Complexity in patterns
of racial segregation. Chaos, Solitons & Fractals 140,
110207 (2020).

[46] M. Buchanan and M. Abraham, Understanding the im-
pact of immigration in Greater New Haven. Research
Report Community Foundation for Greater New Haven
(2015).

[47] R. G. Miller, Simultaneous Statistical Inference. Springer
Verlag, New York (1981).

[48] M. Orfield and T. F. Luce, America’s racially diverse
suburbs: Opportunities and challenges. Housing Policy
Debate 23, 395–430 (2013).

[49] C. R. Farrell and B. A. Lee, No-majority communities:
Racial diversity and change at the local level. Urban Af-
fairs Review 54, 866–897 (2018).

[50] A. Dmowska and T. F. Stepinski, Spatial approach to
analyzing dynamics of racial diversity in large us cities:
1990–2000–2010. Computers, Environment and Urban
Systems 68, 89–96 (2018).

[51] D. J. Krupka, Are big cities more segregated? Neighbour-
hood scale and the measurement of segregation. Urban
Studies 44, 187–197 (2007).

[52] A. Dmowska and T. F. Stepinski, Improving assessment
of urban racial segregation by partitioning a region into
racial enclaves. Environment and Planning B: Urban An-
alytics and City Science p. 23998083211001386 (2021).
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Appendix A: Algorithm time complexity

In Fig. 5 we plot the log total run time (in seconds) of
the MDL regionalization algorithm versus the log num-
ber of nodes in the network for all cities studied in
Sec. III C in the main text, for 2010 (the results are
nearly identical for all decades). We can see a scaling of
(Runtime) ∼ O(n(V )1.84) < O(n(V )2) for the full clus-
tering procedure.
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FIG. 5. Log total run time (in seconds) versus the log number
of nodes in the network for all cities studied in the main text
for 2010, showing a scaling of (Runtime) ∼ O(n(V )1.84) <
O(n(V )2). Only the 2010 results are shown, but all decades
presented nearly identical results as the network topology re-
mained unchanged and the final number of clusters did not
change significantly from decade to decade.

Appendix B: Comparison with exact solution

To compare our greedy approach with the results from
exact enumeration, we perform the following experiment.
For each trial, we choose a metro at random from the set
analyzed in Sec. III C, and select a node from this net-
work at random. The full metro itself cannot be analyzed
with exhaustive enumeration, so we then perform a ran-
dom walk of a specified length n and take the resulting
induced subgraph of size n within the metro, which is
guaranteed to be spatially contiguous. Very small sub-
graphs are necessary in order to completely enumerate
the partitions of the network for the exact algorithm,
and so we set n = 12 for the experiments. Finally, both
the exact algorithm and greedy algorithm are evaluated
on the resulting data, and the compression ratios (Eq. 8)
for each algorithm are computed for comparison.

The experiment was run for 1000 iterations and the
results are plotted in Fig. 6. We can see that the greedy
and exact solutions in general tend to give nearly identi-
cal compression ratios for most of the simulated datasets,
with a few exceptions where the exact algorithm performs
noticeably better. This similarity in compression perfor-
mance persists over simulated datasets with a wide range
of levels of compressibility.
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FIG. 6. Comparison of greedy and exact results for minimiz-
ing the description length objective in Eq. 8. The compression
ratio (Eq. 10) for the exact and greedy methods is plotted
for 1000 simulated network datasets using the procedure de-
scribed above. The line of equality is plotted for reference in
black.

Appendix C: Effect of population heterogeneity

In Fig. 9, we compare the compression results obtained
for all the metros analyzed in Sec. III C, before and af-
ter setting all the tract-level populations equal to the
city-wide average population. We can see that the corre-
lation between compressibility (Eq. 10) and average en-
tropy (Eq. 16) for all cities is qualitatively similar with
and without population heterogeneity across tracts. In
Fig. 8, we repeat this experiment for compressibility ver-
sus cluster scale (Eq. 17), finding again a high level of
similarity in the results.

Appendix D: Comparison with existing methods

An apples-to-apples numerical performance compari-
son between the regionalization method presented in this
paper and existing regionalization methods is difficult,
since existing methods require as input an unspecified
dissimilarity function, a desired final threshold for some
function of the partition such as average population, or
the number of clusters (all of which will affect the final
partition) and there is no a priori way to choose these in-
puts to the algorithm. However, we can sensibly compare
these algorithms with our own in a more qualitative way
by considering the nature of how these algorithms per-
form optimization, their computational complexity, and
the free input parameters they require. Given the great
variety of regionalization methods that have been pro-
posed in previous research, we ground our discussion by
considering methods that are deterministic, do not ex-
plicitly constrain the size/shape of clusters, and can take
as input categorical data distributions across a set of spa-
tial units. These methods are most directly comparable
to the method presented in this paper. A summary of
the considered set of regionalization algorithms is shown
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FIG. 7. Log-ratio of consecutive inverse compression ratios
η (Eq. 10) versus the log-ratio of consecutive cluster scales ξ
(Eq. 17), in U.S. metros over the decades spanning t = 1980
to t = 2010. None of the regression line slopes were statisti-
cally significant, even at the 0.10 significance level. Without
grouping the changes by decade, we find r2 = 0.01, and that
the slope is again not significant at the 0.10 significance level.

in Table I.

The first method we consider is the SKATER algo-
rithm [14], which takes as free parameters a dissimilarity
function between spatial units and a termination crite-
rion (e.g. the desired number of clusters), and aims to
minimize the sum of dissimilarities between the units in
each cluster and their corresponding cluster-level aver-
ages until the termination criterion is met. The SKATER
algorithm first constructs the minimum spanning tree on
the network of adjacent spatial units according to the
specified dissimilarity function, then repeatedly removes
the edge from the tree such that the resulting connected
clusters after this edge removal minimize the cluster-level
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FIG. 8. Re-creation of Fig. 7 with all tract-level populations
set to the metro-wide average for each city/decade, also pre-
senting similar results.

objective.
The second method we consider is the REDCAP al-

gorithm [55], which is inspired by the SKATER algo-
rithm and actually encompasses a collection of single-
linkage, average-linkage, and complete-linkage spatially-
constrained hierarchical clustering methods. These
methods consider the repeated merging of regions with
the lowest level of dissimilarity according to the link-
age criterion that is chosen, and can be adapted to only
consider bordering units (“first-order constraint”) or all
constituent units in each cluster (“full-order constraint”).
The variation of the algorithm that was found to perform
best in a comparative setting was the full-order, complete
linkage clustering [16], and so this is the method for which
we report the summary in Table I.

The last two methods we consider are those proposed
in [28], which consider the information loss associated
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FIG. 9. Re-creation of Fig. 4 with all tract-level populations
set to the metro-wide average for each city/decade. We can
see little qualitative difference in the findings, with strong cor-
relations across all decades and only slight changes in com-
pressibilities.

with the merging of regions according to the class of
Bregman Divergences, the particular choice of divergence
needing specification prior to running the algorithm. The
agglomerative greedy algorithm proposed in [28] repeat-
edly merges the regions with the smallest Bregman di-
vergence until the desired number of clusters is reached.
In principle this algorithm should be possible to imple-
ment in a very similar manner to the greedy algorithm
presented in this paper, since cluster-level objectives are
decoupled, and so it should also run in O(nα) time with
α ∈ (1, 2). The specific exponent α may vary depending
on the sizes and shapes of clusters output by the algo-
rithm.

A refinement to this method is also proposed in the pa-
per, which first maps the Bregman divergence to a simi-
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FIG. 10. Assessing the effects of population. Log of consecu-
tive compression ratios versus log of consecutive populations
for all cities over (a) 1980 - 1990, (b) 1990 - 2000, and (c)
2000 - 2010.

larity measure between each pair of spatial units through
a Gaussian kernel and then performs a k-means cluster-
ing using the eigenspaces of the resulting graph Lapla-
cian. After this spectral preprocessing step is performed
to obtain intermediate clusters, the greedy agglomerative
method is run until the desired final number of regions
is reached. Using standard eigendecomposition methods
such as the power method, spectral partitioning of this
kind can be run with O(n2) time complexity, assuming
the number of eigenvectors used does not scale with the
system size [56].

We can see from Table I that all methods being com-
pared have a greedy and/or agglomerative nature to their
optimization, indicating that this is a common means for
constructing scalable non-stochastic approximate solu-
tions to regionalization problems in two dimensions. (In
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 11. Example realizations of the model in Sec. III A. The within-cluster noise εwithin tunes the level of variability in the
tract-level distributions (black) within each cluster from the latent distribution assigned to the cluster (red/blue/green), with
higher values corresponding to greater levels of noise. The between-cluster noise εbetween tunes the level of variability in the
latent cluster-level distributions, with higher values corresponding to greater levels of variability. Cluster recovery is easiest
with low εwithin and high εbetween (panel (a)), as there are high levels of distribution homogeneity within clusters and high
levels of heterogeneity across clusters. Cluster recovery is hardest with high εwithin and low εbetween (panel (d)), as there are
low levels of distribution homogeneity within clusters and low levels of heterogeneity across clusters.

one dimension, a large class of regionalization objectives
can be solved exactly in polynomial time using dynamic
programming [32].) We can also see that the method
presented here is the only one which does not require
any free parameters as input, which presents a major
advantage for users who do not want to impose any as-

sumptions about the clustering structure of the data they
are regionalizing. Finally, we can see that all algorithms
in this group have roughly the same time complexity,
with the method in this paper and the agglomerative al-
gorithm of [28] having a slight edge with sub-quadratic
time complexities.
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Algorithm Optimization Free parameters Time complexity
MDL (this paper) Greedy None ≈ O(nα), α ∈ (1, 2)
SKATER [14] Greedy dissimilarity function, ter-

mination criterion
O(n2 logn)

REDCAP [55] Agglomerative hierarchical dissimilarity function, order
criterion

O(n2 logn)

Agglomerative Bregman [28] Greedy choice of Bregman diver-
gence, number of clusters

≈ O(nα), α ∈ (1, 2)

Spectral Bregman [28] Spectral, greedy choice of Bregman diver-
gence, number of clusters,
scale parameter

O(n2)

TABLE I. Summary of characteristics for a number of deterministic regionalization algorithms. Computational complexity is
assessed in terms of the total number of spatial units n being partitioned.
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