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 INTERSTATE MIGRATION AND THE TRANSITION TO CITIZEN 

 

Abstract 

 

This analysis explores internal migration in the period between admission as 

lawful permanent resident and naturalization.  Internal migration of foreign-born 

residents is more important to consider because the foreign-born population is more 

dispersed to communities not traditionally receiving immigrants.  For adult immigrants of 

1978-1991 who became U.S. citizens, the majority was living in the states of initial 

residence, but 22 percent had moved to another state.  From logistic regression analyses, 

the likelihood of making this type of interstate migration varies by visa class of 

admission, manner of entry, initial residence, and place of origin. Men are more likely to 

have made this move than women, and this approach may be more revealing for their 

experiences.  Further investigation is needed to explore the feasibility of this approach for 

supplementing existing sources on internal migration.  



 

 

INTERSTATE MIGRATION AND THE TRANSITION TO CITIZEN 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Immigration has historically altered the balance of populations among states and 

metropolitan areas, accenting the political landscape with controversies about 

apportionment, funding allocations, and impacts of lawful and unauthorized immigration 

(Tienda 2002; Woodrow-Lafield 2001).  As are native Americans, the nation’s 31.1 

million immigrants were highly geographically concentrated as of 2000 in six states 

(California (8.9 million), New York (3.9 million), Texas (2.9 million), Florida (2.7 

million), Illinois (1.5 million), and New Jersey (1.5 million).  The gateway cities of these 

gateway states, Los Angeles, New York City, Miami, Houston, and Chicago, hold their 

status as major immigrant receiving areas in part because they offer an array of 

opportunities for professionals and managers, skilled workers, and unskilled workers.  

New York City’s population passed 8 million, and movers from abroad contributed to 

making this the first time since the 1930s that New York City led in city population 

growth (Perry and Mackun 2001).  Hialeah and Miami showed foreign-born majorities in 

2000, 72.1 percent and 59.5 percent, respectively, and four places in California 

(Glendale, Santa Ana, Daly City, and El Monte) also had between 51 percent and 55 

percent foreign-born (Malone, Baljua, Costanzo, and Davis 2003).  Historically a 

gateway city, New York City was the first choice of many European, Caribbean, African, 

Asian, and other immigrant groups over the past four decades (Foner 2000; Foner, 

Rumbaut, and Gold 2000; Salvo and Lobo 2004).  Los Angeles (Waldinger and 

Bozorgmehr 1996) beckoned not only to Mexicans but also to Central Americans, 



Asians, Middle Easterners, African Americans, and others.  Miami became most known 

as a site for the majority of Cubans newly settling with later influxes of Haitians and 

South Americans (Grenier and Stepick 1992).  With precarious status and permanence, 

Central American migrants were to be found in Houston, Washington, D.C., and Los 

Angeles (Hagan 1994; Repak 1995; and Lopez, Popkin, Telles 1996).  The rich past of 

Chicago as receiving Polish and German immigrants gained a new accent with Mexican 

settlers in the 1990s (Paral and Norkewicz 2003), and a thriving Mexican community 

became visible in New York City in the 1990s (Smith 2005)..   

Over a long period of time, the states receiving the majority of immigrants have 

shifted from the 1920 census scenario of “early traditional immigration” states as 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Washington, and 

Wisconsin that reflected the great European immigration waves (Passel and Zimmernan 

2001).  After low immigration during 1930-1960 due to restrictive laws, war, and 

economic and political factors, Eastern Hemisphere immigration increased pursuant to 

the 1965 amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act, and high migration from 

the Western Hemisphere increased more from family reunification after the 1977 

amendments.  Legal immigration from Mexico was already rising, and temporary 

agricultural workers known as Braceros were entering in the 1950s and 1960s (Donato 

1994), and unauthorized migration, especially from Mexico, became significant in the 

1970s (Passel and Woodrow 1984, 1987; Woodrow-Lafield 1998).   

The accelerating Mexican immigration to Southwestern states, especially 

California and Texas, led to disproportionate population growth relative to Northeastern 

and other states.  New York, New Jersey, Florida, and Illinois received substantial legal 



immigration and some unauthorized migration, marking them among gateway states.  

Refugees were usually resettled in areas isolated from other immigration (Barringer, 

Gardner, and Levin 1993), but some moved closer to ethnic peers.  Patterns of foreign-

born settlement have persisted with three of every four foreign-born persons living in 

these key states.  Over four decades, Mexican immigrants were dominant, followed by 

Filipinos and Chinese.  Both lawful and unlawful residents may be sojourning or 

temporarily living here, and studies of Mexican migrants show the rate of return 

migration within one year was sharply lower as of 2000 than in the early 1980s, 

indicating longer stays, on average, more than three years (Massey 2005, 2006).  

In three decades, the same ten states (the six plus Massachusetts, Virginia, 

Maryland, and Pennsylvania) have been prominent in receiving immigrants admitted. 

The foreign-born population increased in every state over 1990-2000, even Maine, 

Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming, which 

had the smallest foreign-born populations and were among several states (including also, 

Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and Pennsylvania) for 

which the foreign-born population actually decreased over 1980-1990.  Surveys in the 

late 1990s indicated that California, New York, Illinois, and New Jersey were receiving 

less immigration from abroad than previously, and that California’s share of the foreign-

born population was leveling off for the first time since 1900 as Mexican and other 

migrants were settling (Passel and Zimmerman 2001; Urban Institute 2002; Durand, 

Massey, and Charvet 2000).  The foreign-born population tripled over 1990-2000 in 

North Carolina, Georgia, and Nevada, states having moderate-sized foreign-born 

populations, and Arkansas’ foreign-born population nearly tripled, increasing from 



25,000 to 74,000.  Overall, the South showed a 91 percent increase in the foreign-born 

population through both net internal migration of foreign-born and net immigration and 

settlement of foreigners from abroad (Kritz and Gurak 2004).   

The 2000 census foreign-born population included primarily lawful permanent 

residents, 10-12 million non-naturalized aliens and 11 million naturalized citizens, and 7-

9 million unauthorized residents, as well as 1-2 million lawful residents with temporary 

status.  In predicting the implications of immigration for the 2000 census congressional 

apportionment, Woodrow-Lafield (2001) allowed for as many as 7 million unauthorized 

residents, which was ultimately the official estimate (INS 2003), considerably higher than 

the estimates in 2000 of x.x million of the Census Bureau ( ) and 5.5 to 6.5 million of 

former Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) ( ), quickly altered to 6.5 to 7.5 

million (2001).  Bean et al. (2001) drew on early 2000 census results and uncertainty 

levels about unauthorized estimates to state a range of 8 to 9 million (Woodrow-Lafield 

1998, 1999), consistent with calculations by Passel ( )  at 8.5 million for 2000 The INS 

subsequently revised its estimate to 7.0 million for January 2000 (2003).   For 2005, 

Passel (2005, 2006) estimated 11 million unauthorized residents, including nearly 5 

million women and 1.7 million children, and he estimated 3 million native-born children 

of unauthorized parents for the six states.   

Census counts have included quantities of unauthorized residents since 1980 

census studies based on detailed data on the lawfully resident foreign-born population by 

state of residence (Warren and Passel 1987; Passel and Woodrow 1984, 1985). Various 

profiles have shown the majority of unauthorized residents living primarily in California 

with smaller numbers even for other highly populated states.  California’s share of the 



unauthorized population apparently declined as the shares in New York, Texas, New 

Jersey, and Florida increased over the 1990s and this decade (Passel 1999; Passel 2002; 

Passel et al. 2004; U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 2003).  As early as 1994, 

annual net international migration allowed for higher unauthorized than authorized 

migrants for Nebraska, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Wyoming (Smith and Edmonston 

1997: 60-61).  Both these unauthorized migrants and other foreign-born persons are 

dispersing among both traditional and nontraditional receiving areas.  The geographic 

distribution of unauthorized residents may shift over time due to migrant choices, 

changes in inflows, policies, and patterns of internal migration, possibly with family 

members who are lawful.  Levels of demand for farm workers may be a factor in 

settlement of illegal migrants by state.   

Although unauthorized residents may be regarded as temporary residents who are 

at constant risk of having to leave suddenly either through deportation or voluntarily to 

avoid deportation, to return to home community, or to seek better or safer opportunities 

(Wood 1999), unauthorized residents represent an increasing share of the foreign-born 

population since 1990 due to border enforcement policies and altered migrant behavior in 

staying for longer periods.  Because internal migration of unauthorized residents is 

expected to differ from that of lawful residents, census measures of secondary migration 

are imperfect for legal residents.   

Unauthorized population estimates at the state-level may or may not be based on 

assumptions or measures of internal migration of the lawfully permanent resident 

population.  Some researchers assumed continuing patterns of geographic settlement for 

the unauthorized population according to the distribution of those legalized under the 



Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (Fernandez and Robinson 1994; 

Espenshade 1996).  The official estimates for unauthorized residents (INS 2003; Census 

Bureau 2006 Statistical Abstract of the United States ) are based on a methodology that 

incorporated lawfully permanent residents according to initial residence at admission 

without allowing for internal migration (Rytina 2004).  If there were net out-migration of 

the legally resident foreign-born for California, New York, or Illinois, for example, that 

would result in overestimating the legal estimate and underestimating the unauthorized 

estimate.  If there were net in-migration of the legally resident foreign-born for Florida, 

for example, that would result in underestimating the legal estimate and overestimating 

the unauthorized estimate.  In another study (Passel, Van Hook, and Bean 2005), 

calculations for state-level unauthorized estimates for 2000 allowed for internal migration 

of lawful permanent residents in 1995-2000, specifically, net outmigration for California, 

Illinois, Texas, and New York, but details were not given.   

Transition – This study has theoretical value and policy relevance for the 

estimation of undocumented populations, for understanding migration relative to human 

capital and social capital, and for immigration impact areas with strong networks are 

attracting more family migrants, and whether they stay and assimilate because the 

magnitude of family immigration is diminished if they move along.   

Policy debates about admissions for lawful permanent residence center on 

increasing employment-based immigrants and lowering family-based immigration (U.S. 

Commission on Immigration Reform 1995).  The Immigration Act of 1990 resulted in 

increasing immigrant skill levels since the late 1980s (Jasso et al. 1999; Jasso 2004), but 

analyses of cross-sectional data pick up the unskilled contributions of unauthorized 



residents (Borjas 1999).  This discussion is related to weighing immigrant contributions 

and the composition as to skill levels over time (; Barrett 1996; Jasso et al. 2000; Jasso 

and Rosenzweig 1999).  The extent and contexts of internal migration behavior of 

immigrants, i.e., moving to maximize labor force opportunities, are important for this and 

other policy debates.   

This paper first reviews what is known of secondary migration of the foreign-born 

in the context of primary international migration patterns.  An approach is then presented 

and explored for assessing patterns of secondary migration using administrative records 

for immigrants lawfully admitted as permanent residents, which constitutes the majority 

of the foreign-born population.  Descriptive tabulations are presented as to residential 

location at time of admission for lawful permanent residence and for residential location 

at time of naturalization.  How similar is the initial residential profile to the 1990 census 

profile of the foreign-born population and to the profile at naturalization?  Considering 

residence at these time points, how extensive is secondary migration among those who 

became citizens?  Is the residential distribution of secondary migrants different than for 

those who naturalized or for all immigrants, and is it more or less geographically 

concentrated?  With multivariate methods, a preliminary assessment is made of the 

determinants of secondary migration for lawful immigrants.  Based on this analysis, the 

paper addresses the theoretical importance of secondary migration of lawful residents in 

relation to opportunity and behavior.  The findings are pertinent for policymaking on 

unauthorized migration.  The conclusion includes discussion of the merits and feasibility 

of this approach.   

Conceptualization and Theories  



Geographic concentration, family reunification, shared opportunity goals, institutional 

support, secondary attraction as well as primary attraction 

In explaining internal migration, push-pull theories and life course perspectives 

feature prominently.  “Pushes” consist of lost or diminished employment opportunities, 

potential threats, or severing of family ties, and “pulls” are the perceived benefits or 

desired amenities that act as incentives to incur direct and indirect costs of migrating.  

The neoclassical economics explanation is that individual workers respond to labor 

market changes and migrate in search of opportunities.  Migration patterns in the 1990s 

were in the context of high immigration, extensive housing construction and low interest 

rates, economic growth and low inflation, and high employment and labor demand.  

Nearly one of every two persons lived elsewhere in 1995 from his or her 2000 residence.  

Retirement migration to Florida continued, making that state first on net increase from 

internal migration.  The pattern of black migration to the South that was visible in the 

1960-1990 censuses was even more clearly demonstrated in the 2000 census as a major 

return migration to the Southern region that included highly educated individuals, 

especially to Georgia, Texas, and Maryland, at the expense of New York, California, and 

Illinois (Frey 2004a).   In the late 1990s, as domestic migration was driving construction, 

services, and retail industries in the Southeast.  The long term trend has been of internal 

migration from the Northeast and Midwest to the South (Gober 19xx), and this led to job 

creation, especially for immigrants, and foreign-born workers who outmigrated from 

California experienced wage increases (Passel and Zimmerman 2001).   

2B The spatial concentration hypothesis posits the continuation of existing 

patterns of immigrant settlement in locations with existing immigrant communities. 



(social capital, Yang, Kritz and Gurak)  Is the Fb getting more concentrated?  Iceland?  

Frey?  Kritz?  The foreign-born population became more segregated in certain 

metropolitan areas (Fischer et al. 2004).  5D Immigrants may choose among places 

according to geographic proximity, government intervention, presence of ethnics or 

family members, or knowledge gained through other contacts (Gurak and Kritz 2000).  

Initial settlement is more likely to geographic areas with ethnic communities due to 

selectivity as sponsored by family member, social networks that give choice, knowledge 

of opportunities in housing, labor force, and an existing economic infrastructure that has 

supported new workers in the past continues to afford opportunities.  The strength of the 

association of ethnic concentrations with residential choice varies across admission 

categories, and employment-sponsored immigrants choose locations with peers more 

(Jaeger 2004).  Check  That study also found that immigrant preferences were focused on 

areas with declining native populations, increasing foreign-born populations, declining 

unemployment rolls, and increasing real wages.  Composition of immigrants by visa 

category varied for states of intended residence as clusters of earlier immigrants 

naturalized and gained sponsorship rights and they brought family members under family 

preference categories and immediate relatives provisions.  States with established 

foreign-born populations show higher percentages of immigrants under family-sponsored 

preferences, reflecting the presence of family networks, and examinations of percentages 

of immigrants under employment-sponsored preference categories shows less 

pronounced differences among states (Woodrow-Lafield, Xu, Poch, and Kersen 1999).   

 



2D Influences for location choice include gateway city status (near a major international 

airport) city, proximity to the country of origin, and the language characteristics of an 

area, as well as job opportunities.  Similarities appear for domestic migration patterns by 

nativity as certain areas became attractive with economic growth and opportunities, e.g., 

the South Atlantic and Mountain states in the late 1990s.  In the Midwest, there were 

some indications of simultaneous native outmigration and foreign inmigration.  Illinois 

had net outmigration of both natives and foreign-born with neighboring states having net 

inmigration of both domestic migration and migration from abroad (Franklin 2003; Perry 

and Schachter 2003).   

2E Thus, ethnic concentrations or enclaves arise with possible consequences.  With lower 

social contact with others, English acquisition may be slowed, and origin culture and 

language may persist.  Immigrant entrepreneurship may thrive, and allying with others, 

immigrants may wield political strength.  3B Immigrant or ethnic concentration is more 

intense among those who speak a language other than English at home (Chiswick 2005).  

Internal migration may occur for foreign-born persons as a consequence of public 

policies constraining initial choice of residential location.  After placement in twelve 

cities through refugee resettlement programs, many Southeast Asian refugees made 

secondary migrations to various other areas, establishing ethnic communities (Poch 

2002). Cuban refugees in the 1960s similarly moved around to establish ethnic 

neighborhoods in New Jersey and Florida.   Funding for refugee assistance and settlement 

is designated to states receiving refugees (Federal Register 2003).   

 



There was a shift in the 1970s and 1980s away from New York/New Jersey and 

Florida and towards California, as the new Latino and Asian immigrants were making 

different choices on state of residence. 5A Migration patterns evident in the 1970s and 

1980s continued in the 1990s (Franklin 2003; Perry 2003; Perry and Schachter 2003; 

Schachter 2003; Schachter, Franklin, and Perry 2003; U.S. Census Bureau, PHC-T-24, 

2003.)  5B The nation was in flux in the 1990s with high immigration, extensive housing 

construction, economic growth, high employment, labor demand, low interest rates, and 

low inflation.   

Rewrite look at Frey 2004 Migration patterns in the 1990s were in the context of 

high immigration, extensive housing construction and low interest rates, economic 

growth and low inflation, and high employment and labor demand.  Nearly one of every 

two persons lived elsewhere in 1995 from the 2000 residence.  Retirement migration to 

Florida continued, making that state first on net increase from internal migration.  The 

pattern of black migration to the South that was visible in the 1960-1990 censuses was 

even more clearly demonstrated in the 2000 census as a major return migration to the 

Southern region that included highly educated individuals, especially to Georgia, Texas, 

and Maryland, at the expense of New York, California, and Illinois (Frey 2004a).   For 

the first time since 1900, California’s share of the foreign-born population did not 

increase and that plateau was evident before the census (Passel and Zimmerman 2001).  

In a sharp shift to the trend since 1940, more people left California in the late 1990s than 

moved to California from elsewhere in the United States, and this loss was offset with 

movers from abroad to California.   

 



2C Although concentration persisted in the six states, the six-state share declined 1990-

2000 (75% to 68%).  Immigration flows declined to traditional receiving states and 

slower growth in California.  There was a dispersal of the foreign-born population as 

many immigrants in the 1990s settled or moved to “new growth” states in the Southeast 

and Rocky Mountain regions, especially North Carolina and Georgia.  In the 1980s, big 

gainers of internal migrants were Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, Virginia, 

Washington, and Arizona, reflecting the attraction and economic boom of the South 

Atlantic and West (Frey 1995).  In the 1990s, Nevada, Arizona, Georgia, North Carolina, 

Texas, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Tennessee, and Arkansas had the greatest gains in 

number of foreign-born persons entered before 1990 (Frey 2002).  2F To the extent that 

the residential distribution for the foreign-born population shifts away from these 

traditional areas, a dispersion hypothesis posits they are seeking other opportunities, as, 

for example, undocumented migrants seem to have became more dispersed nationally in 

response to availability of unskilled jobs.   

Excluding moves from abroad in 1995-2000, natives had higher residential 

mobility than the foreign-born, particularly because natives were more likely to have 

moved from one state to another than the foreign-born (Perry and Schachter 2003). The 

foreign-born population had higher intracounty migration than the native-born.  Long 

resident immigrants who arrived before 1980 were less likely to have moved across states 

than those who arrived in the 1980s or 1990s.  Noncitizens were more likely to have 

moved within county than naturalized citizens, but about 7 percent of each group made 

an interstate move.  ***revise***Africans and Mexicans were the most likely and 

Europeans were the least likely to have changed their usual residence in the five years 



before the 2000 census.  For Africans, interstate and intercounty migration rates were 

high and intracounty migration rate was moderately high.  Mexicans were likely to make 

moves within county.  These differences may be due to composition on immigration 

status, duration of residence, socioeconomic status, educational enrollment changes, or 

occupational mobility.  The African foreign-born includes high shares of refugees and 

diversity immigrants and there has been continuing high skilled immigration from Africa 

(Lobo and Salvo 2001).  As noted (Frey 2003), secondary migration flows in the later 

1990s were diverse, including Hispanics, African Americans, and Asians as well as 

whites.   

 

3A  An educational hypothesis posits that more highly educated immigrants are 

more likely to move in a dispersal migration.  Immigrants less highly educated and of 

lower socioeconomic status are less likely to migrate and they are more likely to rely on 

local networks for employment (   ).  3C The welfare hypothesis posits that migrants 

make decisions about leaving and locating elsewhere to maximize welfare benefits.   

A persistent question is whether natives or immigrants are likely to migrate across 

jurisdictional boundaries to maximize their access to public welfare benefits.  Although 

immigrant clusters are found in high-benefit states (Borjas 1998), initial settlement 

decisions may not be affected by state welfare benefits (Zavodny 1999).  (Frey; Graefe 

2004).  In the post-PRWORA period, public welfare benefits are unavailable to post-1996 

immigrants except certain groups (refugees, asylees).  Those who immigrated before the 

effective date of PRWORA may be eligible depending upon rules in the state of 

residence. (See U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 2002; various sources 



including a database of the Urban Institute.)  The task of assessing the new federalism is 

a morass of differing rules and easing of the initial restrictions that PRWORA imposed to 

prohibit most lawful permanent residents and all unauthorized immigrants from benefits 

receipt (Singer 2001; Aronson 1996).  During the economic boom of the late 1990s, 

immigrants moved among states for reasons of jobs, opportunities, and family rather than 

the availability of welfare benefits (Passel and Zimmerman 2001), and, welfare reform 

policies may be influencing immigrants’ search for economic opportunities across 

boundaries (Kaestner, Kaushal, and Ryzin 2001).    DeJong Graefe!!!  Hofferth 

 

3D A legal status or transformation hypothesis covers the role of barriers or lack 

of barriers to migrating, because legal status permits migration (Reichert, Massey 1979).  

Over the 1990s, the Mexican population became more broadly dispersed in a “great 

transformation” that included access to opportunities and citizenship.  More than twenty 

percent of naturalizing immigrants legalized under the Immigration Reform and Control 

Act of 1986 had moved by the time of naturalization (Rytina 2003).  These immigrants 

who gained permanent residence through amnesty seemed less likely to move within the 

United States than other lawful immigrants between receiving lawful permanent 

residence and naturalization.  Nevertheless, the broad dispersal nationally of Mexicans in 

the 1990s has been interpreted as one of the consequences of legalization of the majority 

of the Mexican population as of 1990 through domestic migration and sponsorship of 

family members (Durand, Massey, and Parrado 1999).  For the period between the most 

recent entry and application for legalization, Neumann and Tienda (1994; 216) described 

secondary migration by those formerly illegal residents as “pervasive.”  Over one-quarter 



made an interstate move, and those who entered at traditional gateway states for their 

ethnic group were less likely to move to another state.  Place of entry was a major 

determinant of secondary migration, along with manner of entry and time since entry.  

The IRCA-legalized groups most likely to move were Asians and Africans.   

The discussion of Neumann and Tienda (1994: 216-217) sets forth generalized 

statements for the legalized population that may apply for immigrants more broadly.  

Certain origin groups (from Mexico, El Savador, Other Latin America, Africa, and 

Europe) may be likely to move to areas less residentially concentrated on their ethnicity, 

whereas Asians and immigrants from the Other category move to areas with greater 

residential concentrations of Asians and Other immigrants.  Secondary migration leads to 

some small dispersion of immigrants beyond the six major settlement states.  Illinois and 

other Midwest states seem to be gaining illegal immigrants through secondary migration.  

Family members often hold differing legal statuses, and sponsorship for immigrant visas 

is one way to regularize statuses.  Although internal migration is without the formal 

constraints of international migration, some factors act to informally constrain internal 

migration.  Individuals holding documents for lawful residence may stay at a place of 

residence rather than take unknown risks in new situations or those holding temporary 

work tional visa petition.   

As both consequence and cause of internal migration, the clustering of individuals 

in ethnic enclaves and patterns of residential segregation are of interest.  Some groups are 

more likely to be responsive to opportunity structures than others.  The latest census 

showed hypersegregation of Hispanics in New York City and Los Angeles (Wilkes and 

Iceland 2004).  On the other hand, there was net movement of Hispanics to areas of lower 



segregation (Logan, Stults, and Farley 2004).  Hispanic workers are more likely to move 

than native-born black workers within metropolitan Chicago (Mattoon 2003, citing 

research by Harry Holzer, John Quigley, and Steven Raphael).  As they assimilate, 

Hispanics have tended to disperse more broadly (Frey 1995; Bartel 1989; McHugh 1989).  

Asians became more dispersed from traditional immigrant metropolitan areas as their 

skills and educational levels facilitated assimilation and they sought opportunities (Frey 

1995).  In rural sociology literature, considering amenities is critical in deciphering 

decisions on several levels (Irwin et al. 2004).  In the international context, the role of 

social networks is a central influence as individuals weigh the risks and benefits of 

leaving communities for distant places and as stories about living in the destination 

countries are translated over time and among persons.  The household as the unit for 

discussion about activities and migration of individual members becomes more 

significant with greater ease of global communications, financial exchange, and travel.  

As the processes of migration and settlement lead to multiple residence experiences and 

rising adaptation successes, children and women become more involved in migratory 

events and the collectively defined durations of stay shift toward permanence rather than 

transience (Roberts 1995; Massey, Goldring and Durand 1994).  Many “new” immigrants 

have histories as nonimmigrants, refugees, asylees, or unauthorized residents (Jasso, 

Massey, Rosenzweig, and Smith 2000).   

Earlier immigrants may migrate within the United States when their local labor 

market receives new immigrant workers with whom they are closely competing in the 

labor market.  Generally, the effects of number of immigrants in a city or state are weak 

for depressing native wages (Smith and Edmonston 1997).  Assertions are made of white 



or native flight, that is, immigration to local labor markets sets off response in terms of 

internal migration flows of natives to other markets.  This outmigration would dampen 

the economic impacts of immigration flows.  The black box of immigration and internal 

migration by nativity for decisionmaking remains shrouded in mystery with the simplest 

truth being that the rate of growth of a local labor market may be key to residential 

choices of both immigrants and natives (Glaeser and Shapiro 2001).   

 

Unit of analysis problem/ census data fuzzy 

The life course perspective on migration seeks behavioral explanations in 

conjunction with educational attainment, career course, marriage and adulthood, and 

retirement.  Studies of social behavior and demographic characteristics of the foreign-

born population are complicated by the mixture of native-born and foreign-born 

individuals in families, households, family networks, and social networks.  The U.S. 

foreign-born populations of the 1980s, 1990s, and currently are younger, on average, than 

the foreign-born populations in 1940-1980.  Many are in the family stage of the life 

course and likely to have at least one child born after migration in addition to older 

children born in the origin country (Kahn 1994).  The migration history may encompass 

multiple stays that index the family members on place of birth, nativity status, and legal 

status.  For example, the family members of adults who gained legal status after 

immigration reform in the 1980s included both foreign and native born children and 

adults, and different statuses were represented within families (Woodrow-Lafield 1996).  

A common practice of parents is to leave one or more of their children in the origin 

community for an extended period during the process of migrating (Hondagneu-Sotelo 



and Avila 1997; Suarez-Orozco, Todorova, and Louie 2001).  Surveys have identified 

experiences of prolonged separation of children from parents, especially Central 

Americans, Haitians, Dominicans, and Mexicans, for whom smugglers are sought to 

avert border authorities for childrens’ passage (Mena 2004; Thompson 2003).   

Nonimmigrants, child with parent 

Methodology and Data   

This study explores a new approach as a resource for studying internal migration 

patterns for the lawfully resident foreign-born population based on comparing residence 

recorded at admission and at naturalization.  The linked dataset for 1978-1991 cohorts 

with naturalization records offers retrospective data on mover status as dependent 

variable, having changed residence from the place of initial residence at application to a 

“new” state of residence at naturalization as place of destination.  Creation of the dataset 

from 9.1 million immigrant records for fiscal years 1978-1992, excluding immigrants 

legalized under the Immigration Reform and Control Act, and 5.5 million naturalization 

records for fiscal years 1978-1996 is described elsewhere (Woodrow-Lafield 2002; 

Woodrow-Lafield et al. 2004).   

Although an annual alien registration to report addresses existed until 1981 and 

nonimmigrant aliens are supposed to report address changes, DHS is unlikely to 

implement measures to track changes in residence for aliens (U.S. Government 

Accountability Office 2005).  This dataset was created for developing models of 

immigrant naturalization with NICHD funding over 1999-2004.  The data were provided 

to the principal investigator as an expert on a confidential, nonsharing basis through the 

former Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), now the Office of Immigrant 



Statistics, Department of Homeland Security (OIS-DHS).  A continuation project is 

intended to promote broader researcher access to immigrant and naturalization microdata 

files, 1972-2000.  This project was responsive to an NICHD program announcement for 

research on U.S. immigration (PA-95-036) to encourage “maximum use of existing data 

on immigrants or the foreign born for analyses, and the linking of such data to 

administrative records ... to obtain a more accurate profile of immigrant experiences."  

Two INS Immigrant-Naturalization Cohorts (1977 and 1982)  (Jasso 2004; Jasso and 

Rosenzweig 1995) were available in the mid-1990s, although Jasso and Rosenzweig 

(1986, 1990) earlier analyzed naturalization outcomes for a 1971 cohort sample (and 

DHS-OIS demographers looked at naturalization for a broader array of cohorts (Rytina 

2003, 2004, 2005)).    

Until recent longitudinal surveys, micro-level analyses of specific behavioral 

outcomes for immigrants, or lawful permanent residents, were rare.  MMP?  The 

Legalized Population Surveys gathered information about formerly undocumented aliens 

for the pre-legalization period and early period as temporary legal resident (U.S. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 1992; U.S. Department of Labor 1996).  

Neumann and Tienda (1994) explored internal migration of legalized individuals through 

the administrative records-based Legalized Applicants Processing File. The New 

Immigrant Survey is beginning with a cohort sample (NIS-2003) of lawful permanent 

residents followed over time (Jasso, Massey, Rosenzweig, and Smith 2000, 2003) and 

these data may become useful for analyzing internal migration.  (See 

http://www.nis.princeton.edu for background and publications based on NIS-2003 and 

the New Immigrant Survey-Pilot.)  Check Powers et al.  



Based on decennial census data on current place of residence and place of 

residence five years ago to identify moves within that period, the Census 2000 migration 

data present mobility/migration data include gross and net migration data for various 

levels of geography and demographic, family, or household characteristics and county-to-

county migration flow data for counties and equivalent entities and some minor civil 

divisions (MCDs) by selected characteristics, as well as limited two-way cross tabulation. 

U.S. censuses and national surveys usually capture persons whose usual residence is the 

United States or, in the case of the monthly employment surveys, who are regularly 

working in the United States.  Since 1994, the Current Population Survey (CPS) has 

included nativity and immigration data with similar items about current and previous 

place of residence except that in reference to the previous year.  The sample expansion in 

2000-2001 for measuring children’s health insurance coverage by states enhances the 

value of geographic mobility data this decade. Administrative records are an additional 

resource for official state and county population estimates, especially identification of 

moves in a year through linkage of individual tax records filed in adjacent years.   

The foreign-born population includes those persons born outside the United States 

and territories who do not have any claim to citizenship, i.e., derivative citizenship, and 

can gain U.S. citizenship only through naturalization.  The U.S. foreign-born population 

is highly differentiated on lawful status and intended and actual durations of residence.  

Many admittees for temporary residence subsequently stay for longer periods and that 

may or may not have been their initial intention and statistics for departing 

nonimmigrants illustrate that durations of stay may last for more than a year (U.S. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996; Grieco 2004).  For both lawful and 



unlawful residents, there are many subcategories, e.g., by nonimmigrant class of 

admission, by visa class of admission as lawful permanent resident, and, for unauthorized 

resident and by whether entered without inspection or violated terms of nonimmigrant 

status (Woodrow-Lafield 1998; Bustamante et al. 1998.)   

Both the census and, with include all foreign-born residents, lawful and unlawful, 

and the decision to make an interstate migration differs by status.  The constraint to the 

last move (within a five-year period or during the admission-naturalization period) carries 

unknown limitations.   Another source is longitudinal panel surveys, the Panel Study of 

Income of Dynamics (South and Crowder 1998; South, Crowder, and Chavez 2005) and 

the Survey of Income and Program Participation (Hansen 1998; De Jong, Graefe, and St. 

Pierre 2005).   

The dataset does not include the actual date at which an immigrant moved.  The 

timing of the move is unknown.  Thus, secondary migrants may be identified across 

regions or between states during the period as a lawful permanent resident before 

naturalization.  Although these particular files included zip code data for more detailed 

geographic classification, that would be inconsistent with current statistical policy. 

The primary focus is on 5.2 million adult immigrants of whom 1.8 million had 

naturalized as of 1996.  This is because multi-person linkages were not possible and 

naturalization records are incomplete for children who may derive citizenship 

automatically when a parent naturalizes.  (About 2.7 million naturalization records 

pertained to pre1978 immigrants, IRCA-legalized immigrants, and child immigrants.)  

The variables are somewhat more limited than in surveys and censuses and 

include age, gender, visa class of admission, nonimmigrant status, marital status, cohort, 



region of birth, and state or region of residence and destination.  Visa class of admission 

is recoded into family-sponsored preference categories, employment-sponsored 

preference categories, parents or spouses as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens, and the 

reference category of refugee, asylee, or other).  Gender is coded for male with female as 

the reference group.  Age groups are coded as “21-29 years,” “30-39 years,” “40-49 

years,” “50-59 years,” “60-69 years,” and the reference group of “70 years and older.”  

Marital status is coded for married with unmarried as reference group.  Manner of entry is 

coded to indicate an immigrant adjusting from nonimmigrant status with the reference 

group as newly arriving.  Cohort dummies correspond with admission cohorts for 1978 

through 1990 with 1991 as reference group.  For region of birth, this study utilizes 

categories based primarily on the United Nations classification (Woodrow-Lafield et al. 

2000c).  Origin countries were re-coded into nine (9) continents or sub-continents of 

origin with dummy variables set for Eastern Asia (China, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and 

others), South-Eastern Asia (Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand, 

Vietnam, and others), South-Central and Western Asia (India, Iran, Kuwait, Lebanon, 

Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and so on), Africa, Oceania, Central and 

North America (Canada, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, 

Nicaragua, Panama, and others), Caribbean (Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Jamaica, 

and others), and South America with Europe specified as the reference category.  For 

some analyses, initial residence and residence at naturalization are coded for all states and 

the District of Columbia, and in most analyses, these are coded for the key states of 

California (reference), Texas, Illinois, Florida, New York, New Jersey, Other West, Other 



South, Other Midwest, and Other Northeast.  Based on month and years of admission and 

naturalization or end of observation, duration is calculated.   

First, comparisons are made of the initial residential profile of immigrants with 

the geographic profile for new citizens at naturalization and with 1990 census profiles for 

the foreign-born population, foreign-born entered in the 1980s, and 1990 naturalized 

citizens, as similar populations.  Second, the extent of secondary migration among lawful 

residents is assessed and comparison made for the residential profile of new citizen-

movers with the initial residential profile.  Patterns of interstate secondary migration are 

examined on the basis of the 50 states and District of Columbia and on the basis of six 

major states and four region categories.  Is the residential distribution of secondary 

migrants different from that for all immigrants, and is it more or less geographically 

concentrated?  The question is whether initial residence and residence at naturalization 

result from similar influences.  Third, the analysis draws on two sets of logistic regression 

models to assess determinants of secondary migration or mover status: (1) for all adult 

immigrants with an assumption that non-naturalizing immigrants continued at the 

residence of initial record and (2) for only naturalizing immigrants.  From the first set, 

results are probably conservative because internal migration is unmeasured for those who 

did not naturalize and those who moved and returned to the state or region of initial 

residence during the observation period.  For the second set, the results represent less 

biased predictors of mover status.  Finally, Cox proportional hazard models are estimated 

on mover status over duration of time until naturalization, forcing simultaneity of 

interstate migration with naturalization, although these results are cautiously interpreted 



for examining covariates as to influencing the timing of naturalization while controlling 

for duration, subject to the proportionality assumption.   

Two advantages of this approach are the explicit focus on those admitted for 

lawful permanent residence, accounting for the major group of foreign-born residents, 

and the capability to examine propensities for internal migration for immigrants admitted 

through various preference and other admission categories and according to other 

characteristics.  This data affords a substantial number of cases with national 

representativeness with an assumption that an internal migration event did not occur for 

those immigrants who had not naturalized, and certain analyses focus only on internal 

migration among naturalized immigrants.  One limitation is the restriction to adult 

immigrants.  Second, there are potential selection biases in that those who did not 

naturalize may have migrated in different patterns than those who did naturalize plus they 

may have emigrated or died.  Again, this study is exploratory of this approach 

Similarly, port-of-entry cities and metro areas received so many immigrants in the 

1980s that international migration accounted wholly for the population growth of Texas, 

New York, Illinois, New Jersey, Massachusetts, and California.  Among these, only 

California had some gain in the 1980s from internal migrants (Frey 1995; Johnson 1996).  

States with internal migration gains in 1985-1990  Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, 

Virginia, Washington, Arizona 

The interplay of immigration-internal migration dynamics of the 1980s can be 

described succinctly: immigration was minority dominated and geographically selective, 

and internal migration was white dominated and nationwide (Frey 1995) with notable 

white gains in Florida and Georgia.  Immigration may be associated with outmigration 



patterns for the native-born (Frey 1995) in that many whites leaving are individuals with 

lower incomes and lesser education, and migration is to nearer states rather than more 

distant ones, suggesting native outmigration in search of employment.  For metropolitan-

nonmetropolitan America over three decades, domestic outmigration occurred for high 

immigration areas such as California with negative selectivity on educational levels to 

states with less immigration (Frey 2004b).  .  Metropolitan areas gaining the most 

domestic migrants were likely to be receiving few immigrants.    

 Illinois had net outmigration of both natives and foreign-born with substantial migration 

from abroad (Perry and Schachter 2003).   Migration from abroad was more crucial for 

neighboring states’ net inmigration.  Some other states lost more new citizens than were 

gained from other states, e.g., Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Missouri, Wisconsin, Alabama, Arkansas, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Tennessee, 

Oregon, and Utah.  Florida, Texas, and New Jersey gained new citizens and had net 

immigration of the foreign-born in 1995-2000.  Both Mexican-born outmigration from 

California and gains to Florida and Texas from foreign-born domestic migration in the 

1990s were apparent from earlier surveys (Passel and Zimmerman 2001; Johnson 2000).  

In addition to the three gateway states of Florida, Texas, and New Jersey having net 

domestic foreign-born migration and gaining new citizens by the time of naturalization, 

the same was true for Georgia, Nevada, Arizona, Colorado, Washington, and Virginia.  

Despite its gains of domestic foreign-born migration in 1995-2000, Minnesota lost more 

new citizens than were gained.  North Carolina also lost slightly.  Maryland and Alaska 

also gained new citizens.   



Secondary migration leads to some small dispersion of immigrants beyond the six 

major settlement states.  Illinois and other Midwest states seem to be gaining illegal 

immigrants through secondary migration.   

RESULTS 

Drawing from this linked immigrant-naturalization records dataset, Table 1 

illustrates selected characteristics for 5.2 million immigrants 21 years and older at 

admission, and for the subset of 1.8 million immigrants who naturalized during the 

observation period.  Three-quarters (74.6 percent) were married, which is logical as many 

were accompanying a principal beneficiary or joining a spouse.  Much immigration is 

explicitly family oriented, and a sizable share of employment-sponsored immigration is 

implicitly family oriented as workers bring spouses and children with them.   

Table 1 about here 

 With these regional categories, the greatest shares of immigrants were born in 

Central and North America (17.93 percent) or South-East Asia (17.66 percent), and fewer 

immigrants are from Europe than from either the Asian or Latin American continent.      

 Most adult immigrants were spouses and parents admitted as immediate relatives 

of U.S. citizens or refugees, asylees, or other.  (Of course, large numbers of children were 

also admitted as exempt immediate relatives, children of US citizens, or as children of 

lawful permanent residents, or as derivative beneficiaries of other classes.)  Among 

numerically limited categories, 2
nd
 preference, for spouses and children of aliens, 

accounted for large numbers, along with 5
th
 preference for siblings of citizens.   More 

females than males appear among spouses of aliens (2
nd
 preference), among spouses of 

employment-sponsored immigrants (3
rd
 preference or 6

th
 preference), and as immediate 



relative parents of citizens.   Immigrants often have a history of multiple residence 

periods or stays prior to the actual according lawful permanent residence.  Prior 

immigration experience is found for 39 percent who were adjusting from a nonimmigrant 

status, but this is surely underestimated through omission of newly arriving immigrants 

who had prior nonimmigrant stays or undocumented experience.  NIS results 

Of immigrants admitted 1978-1991, more than three-quarters (79.8 percent) 

initially intended to reside in one of the six key states, especially California or New York, 

or in Virginia, Maryland, Massachusetts, or Pennsylvania, as another examination found 

for 1975-1996 (Woodrow-Lafield, Xu, Poch, and Kersen 1999).  Higher shares of 

immigrants settled in Georgia and Nevada in recent years.  Special legislation has led to 

concentrated geographic impacts, such as legalization of long-term unauthorized 

residents in the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986.  States with established 

foreign-born populations show higher percentages of immigrants under family-sponsored 

preferences, reflecting the presence of family networks, and examinations of percentages 

of immigrants under employment-sponsored preference categories shows less 

pronounced differences among states.  Clusters of earlier immigrants naturalized and 

gained sponsorship rights and they brought family members under family preference 

categories and immediate relatives provisions.   

 

The distributions of immigrants by state of initial residence and, for new citizens, 

by state at naturalization are actually more similar (ID=.06) than the distribution by initial 

residence to the 1990 census foreign-born population (ID=.08), 1990 foreign-born 

entering in the 1980s (.11), or 1990 naturalized citizens (ID=.08).  The distribution of 



naturalized citizens in the 1990 census is, however, more dissimilar to this distribution 

for immigrants at naturalization (ID=.10).  Curiously, the index of dissimilarity for 

distribution at naturalization with the foreign-born population is “only” .07, although the 

ID is higher when comparing with recently arrived foreign-born (.11).  This crude 

analysis suggests that initial residence and residence at naturalization are the result of 

similar influences for legal immigrants. However, the residential distribution for movers 

differs greatly from either initial residence (.50) or residence at naturalization (.50). 

Is the residential distribution of secondary migrants different from that for all 

immigrants, and is it more or less geographically concentrated?  The distribution of 

mover-new citizens is different and it is more geographically concentrated. 

 

Table 2 about here 

 

Reserving more detailed discussion of specific flows until later, we first examine 

patterns of not migrating, losses, gains, and net migration (Table 3).  Among naturalizing 

immigrants, the majority continued to reside at their initial state of residence at the time 

of naturalization.  Similarly, about 52 percent of foreign-born persons 5 years and older 

in the 2000 census had stayed in the same state as in 1995.  Immigrants who initially 

settled in California (91.3 percent) and Florida (87.8 percent) were especially likely to 

have stayed.  Immigrants initially living in Illinois (76.6 percent) showed a lower 

proportion still there at time of naturalization, and immigrants stayed on after 

naturalization more in gateway states.   



The number making an interstate migration, 354,000, represents 22 percent of 

lawful permanent residents 1978-1991.  At least 17.7 percent were living in a different 

state or regional grouping than initially.  However, secondary migration across states 

among lawful residents is at a lower rate for this longer interval than for foreign-born 

residents in the census (  percent for 1985-1990 and 47.9 percent for 1995-2000).  For 

most cases, the interval between immigrant status and naturalizing is at least five years.  

Although individuals just accorded lawful permanent residence might seem at greater risk 

of moving in the initial adjustment period, there are strong reasons they may stay, such as 

presence of family members and ethnic networks, employer-sponsors, and financial and 

other costs of moving.   

Nearly all states show some immigration and outmigration of lawful permanent 

residents.  The majority of states show net outmigration of this lawful permanent resident 

population, or a negligible amount.  There was net immigration of at least 1,000 for only 

10 states.  Many of the higher net migration rates are for states receiving small numbers 

of lawful permanent residents.  For California, there was net immigration of permanent 

residents/new citizens, and New York and Illinois lost more new citizens than were 

gained although all three showed net outmigration of both natives and foreign-born 

persons for 1995-2000 (as for New Jersey in the 2000 census).  Showing net outmigration 

of new citizens were most of these states that showed net outmigration of the foreign-

born in 1995-2000--Ohio, Iowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, Louisiana, Montana, New 

Mexico, Wyoming, West Virginia, and Hawaii, and the District of Columbia.  State 

migration patterns are substantially consistent with internal migration of the foreign-born 

during 1995-2000.  Several immigration gateway states had net domestic outmigration, 



specifically, California, New York, Illinois, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, 

and Maryland, whereas New York, Texas, New Jersey, Illinois, and Massachusetts had 

for 1985-1990. From the 2000 census, California, New York, and Illinois showed net 

outmigration of foreign-born persons over 1995-2000.  Foreign-born outmigration was 

substantial for New York and California with higher domestic outmigration rates for the 

foreign-born than for natives.  There were both domestic foreign outmigration in 1995-

2000 and outmigration of these new citizens in 1978-1991 for the states of Ohio, Iowa, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, Louisiana, Montana, New Mexico, Wyoming, West 

Virginia, and Hawaii, plus the District of Columbia.  One notable exception is net 

inmigration of lawful permanent residents for California whereas there was net 

outmigration of the foreign-born in 1995-2000.  The latter could be due to dispersal of 

IRCA legalized immigrants or job-seeking of both lawful and unlawful residents.  When 

Frey compared pre-1990 entered foreign-born population counts in 1990 and 2000 

censuses, Nevada, Arizona, Georgia, North Carolina, Texas, and Colorado had gained 

foreign-born “secondary migrants.”  Apparent losses for many states may have been 

partly from mortality and improved coverage in the 2000 census.  Gains and losses of 

secondary migration of the foreign-born were in consistent directions with internal 

migration of foreign-born over 1995-2000 for 29 states and DC, but New Mexico had 

foreign-born outmigration and another 20 states showed foreign-born immigration 

despite having fewer pre 1990 immigrants than in the 1990 census (Frey 2002?).   

 

Table 3 about here 



The Northeast and Midwest regions showed net losses of these lawful permanent 

residents and the South and West gained these new citizens.  Looking at the gateway 

states, the majority of interstate movers were within the same region.  Because many of 

the state-level flows are small counts, Table 4 restricts destination to region.  New 

citizens initially in California generally moved to another Western state but some went to 

the South, the Northeast, and the Midwest.  Scarcely any from states other than California 

moved outside the West.  Lawful permanent residents who settled initially in New York 

or New Jersey were likely to move to another state in the Northeast, although some went 

to the South or the West.  Some immigrants in California, Florida, Texas, and Illinois 

moved to states outside their initial region of residence.   

Table 4 about here 

Table 5 combines smaller states for Other West, Other South, Other Midwest, and 

Other Northeast.  About 18 percent had made an interstate migration across these state or 

region categories, slightly less than based on individual states.  Among those who moved 

from California, many went to other states in the West (27.5 percent), others in the South 

(15.3 percent), New York (11.5 percent), or Texas (11.2 percent).  For 1995-2000 based 

on the census, from California, foreign-born migrants went to Nevada, Arizona, 

Washington, Colorado, and Utah in the West, Texas, Florida, Georgia, and North 

Carolina in the South, Illinois and Minnesota in the Midwest, and New York in the 

Northeast.  From Texas, immigrants seemed to go to California (34.8 percent) or other 

states in the South (17.2 percent), especially Florida and Georgia as for the 1995-2000 

period.  From Illinois, immigrants showed choices of California (33.1 percent), other 

states in the Midwest (11.6 percent), such as Missouri, Iowa, Ohio, Michigan, and 



Indiana as for 1995-2000, or other states in the South (11.1 percent), probably Florida, 

Texas, Georgia, and North Carolina as for the 1995-2000 period.  From Florida, about as 

many were in other states of the South (20.7 percent) as in California (21.9 percent) at 

naturalization, and another 16.8 percent were in New York.  In the 2000 census, foreign-

born Floridians had also gone on to live in New Jersey, Texas, Illinos, Massachusetts, 

Pennsylvania, Virginia, or Maryland.  Immigrants who were initially in New York or 

New Jersey showed migration to the other of these two states or to California, Florida, 

other states in the South, such as Georgia, North Carolina, Virginia, or Maryland, or other 

states in the Northeast, such as Pennsylvania, Connecticut, or Massachusetts as for the 

2000 census.  A large share (54 percent) of immigrants settling in Western states other 

than California had moved to California by naturalization.  Many of naturalizing 

immigrants from the Other South (29.2 percent), Other Midwest (30.7 percent), and 

Other Northeast (22.3 percent) had migrated to California by naturalization, but others of 

their counterparts had gone elsewhere.  Iowa sought immigrants in the 1990s, and 60,000 

foreign-born persons migrated from California, New York, and elsewhere to Iowa, but 

little of this migration seems to have been from this group of new citizens.     

Table 5 about here 

 Turning to micro-level multivariate analysis of mover status with logistic 

regression modeling for all immigrants, males, and females (Table 6), several interesting 

findings appear. A measure of caution is needed here because the assumption is that 

nonnaturalizing immigrants have not moved, so effects may be conservatively estimated.  

Controlling for the effects of several independent covariates, demographic characteristics, 

visa class of admission, prior nonimmigrant experience, cohort, country of origin, and 



initial state of residence, most of the effects are significant at .001 level.  Younger 

immigrants are more likely to have moved by the time of naturalization.  Having been a 

nonimmigrant is associated with greater likelihood of moving, and males are more likely 

to have moved.  Married immigrants are less likely to have moved.  Those having entered 

at earlier dates are more likely to have moved by the time of naturalization, and the 

economic difficulties of the early 1980s may have been a factor.  This might also be 

spurious due to relationship of length of residence with naturalizing.    

Table 6 about here 

 Family-sponsored immigrants, employment-sponsored immigrants, and 

immediate relatives were more likely to have moved than the reference group of refugees, 

asylees, and others.  The latter have access to assistance programs and training so they 

may prefer to stay.  Employment-sponsored immigrants were more likely to have done 

so, and this is very logical given their possession of valuable skills and education and that 

they are already positively selected on moving to maximize their employment.  Asians 

and Africans were more likely to have made an interstate migration than other groups, 

and North American and Oceanian immigrants were less likely than other groups.  South 

Americans were moderately likely to have moved.  Caribbean immigrants were just 

slightly more likely to have moved than the reference group.   

 Initial place of residence is related to whether an immigrant has moved by the 

time of naturalization.  If he or she were living in Illinois or elsewhere in the Midwest, an 

immigrant had greater chances of moving.  Those immigrants who settled in the 

Northeast or the South were somewhat more likely to move than immigrants settling in 

Texas, Florida, New York, or Other West, although they were more likely to move than 



immigrants living in California.  Immigrants initially settling in Florida may be staying 

there more than other groups although they are still more likely to move along than those 

in California.   

Among male immigrants, husbands and fathers of citizens were less likely to have 

moved by the time of naturalization.  In addition, Caribbean-born men were less likely to 

make an interstate migration.  Remaining effects were consistent with those in the pooled 

model.  This includes the marital status effect which shows married male immigrants as 

less likely to have moved during the interval in alien status.  Turning to results for female 

immigrants, the marital status effect and nonimmigrant experience effect are no longer 

significant.  The effects for region of birth are similar to those in the pooled model, that 

is, Caribbean-born women are more likely to have moved than the reference group.   

 Logistic regression models were also estimated that included only immigrants 

having naturalized (Table 7).  Certain variables are no longer significant (older age 

dummy variables (40-49 years, 50-59 years), Oceania-born dummy, and gender) 

significant only at the .05 level (age effects for 30-39 years and 60-69 years).  Having 

nonimmigrant experience is associated with a lesser likelihood of having moved at 

naturalization.  Asian and African immigrants are again more likely to have moved than 

the reference group of European immigrants, but Caribbean and South American 

immigrants are now less likely to have moved than the reference group.  Caribbean and 

South American immigrants might be unlikely to move away from the gateway cities of 

Miami, New York, and Los Angeles.  This effect for prior nonimmigrant experience may 

be overstated because U.S. experienced immigrants are more likely to naturalize 



(Woodrow-Lafield et al. 2004) although it is intuitive that they might be more settled and 

unlikely to migrate to another state before naturalization.   

Table 7 about here 

 Upon looking at results from gender-specific models for naturalizing immigrants, 

younger women are more likely to have moved, but similar men are not, and older men 

are less likely to move whereas women older than 50 years are more likely to have 

moved before naturalization.  Immigrating under employment preferences seems most 

associated with migration for men, but women admitted under both employment 

preferences and as immediate relatives are likely to make an interstate move.  The 

coefficients for countries or regions of origin and state or region of initial residence are 

similar to those in the pooled model except that male immigrants initially settling in the 

Northeast were very likely to make a move during this phase of lawful permanent 

residence.    Once again, men born in the Caribbean appear less likely to have moved and 

similar women are more likely to have done so. 

Cox model discussion 

Table 8 about here 

14A (The reengineering of the 2010 census raises concerns for many researchers 

as to adequacy of the American Community Survey (Rogers, Willekens, and Raymer 

2003; Grieco 2003). The ACS residence rules are also different from the usual residence 

criterion of the census in including individuals if they have been or expect to reside for at 

least two months.)   



18A It is possible to control for selection biases, as in another study finding that among 

skill-based immigrants in the 1977 cohort, there was evidence of occupational 

downgrading, but spouse immigrants showed upgrading (Jasso and Rosenzweig 1995).    

19A Researchers may seek to utilize the New Immigrant Survey if it continues as 

envisioned.  

 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 Internal migration of the U.S. foreign-born population must be addressed with 

attention to family contexts and circumstances of migrating to and remaining in the 

United States.  It seems that foreign-born residents may move for reasons similar to the 

reasons for which native-born residents move, particularly for securing better jobs.  The 

directional patterns of internal migration of the foreign-born from state to state are 

somewhat shaped by the settlement concentrations in six states historically receiving 

immigrants.  Domestic outmigration of natives has appeared as correlated positively with 

immigration from abroad, with nuances by educational background.   

The results here are consistent with those of Jaeger (2004).  Just as initial 

immigrant settlement is likely for areas with ethnic communities due to selectivity as 

sponsored by family members, facilitating social networks, and an economic 

infrastructure supportive of new workers, some secondary migration of immigrants is 

attributable to the same reasons as immigrants improve their situations. This study finds 

that employment-sponsored immigrants experienced more interstate migration, and this 

may result from their greater human capital allowing greater choice in economic 

opportunities and amenities, including availability of ethnics as peers.   



As a consequence of several actual shifts plus legislative and policy changes, 

including increased family reunification applications, high numbers of immigrants 

eligible to apply for naturalization, adjustments under section 245i, applications for work 

authorization, and renewal of residence cards, immigration processing slowed and there 

were huge backlogs of applications for naturalization and immigration benefits in the late 

1990s. The backlogs were substantially reduced in 2000-2001, but, as of December 2005, 

there were 843,000 adjustment-of-status cases were pending.  In 2002, nearly two-thirds 

(679,305 or 64 percent and ) of lawful permanent resident admittees were adjustments 

who had already been living in the United States an average of three to four years 

(Department of Homeland Security 2003, 2005).   

This study probably captures only a fraction of internal migration of lawful 

permanent resident aliens in the first five to twenty years of residence.  This study is a 

preliminary look, and further research could incorporate contextual measures for ethnic 

communities in states.  There appears to be less cohesion for immigrants settling in some 

areas than for those settling in Florida or California who were more likely to stay in these 

states, and further modeling for specific origin groups might illustrate specific destination 

effects.  Curiously, this study finds that Asians and Africans are more likely to move, as 

also evident for IRCA-legalized immigrants (Neumann and Tienda 1994).  Cite other 

research on Asians?  Refugees?  Those immigrants having adjusted from nonimmigrant 

status may be less likely to have moved, but this is stated cautiously due to limitations of 

this analysis.  

The U.S. foreign-born population is highly differentiated on lawful status and 

intended and actual durations of residence.  Many admittees for temporary residence 



subsequently stay for longer periods and that may or may not have been their initial 

intention and statistics for departing nonimmigrants illustrate that durations of stay may 

last for more than a year (U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996; Grieco 

2004).  For both lawful and unlawful residents, there are many subcategories, e.g., by 

nonimmigrant class of admission, visa class of admission as lawful permanent resident, 

and, for unauthorized resident, whether entered without inspection or violated terms of 

nonimmigrant status (Woodrow-Lafield 1998; Bustamante et al. 1998.) 

 

In the case of secondary migration of the foreign-born according to immigration 

status, data sources are highly restricted.  Cross-sectional sources mix lawful residents for 

permanent or temporary lengths of stay and unauthorized residents who may convert their 

status, stay at risk, or leave.  Using linked administrative records as a longitudinal 

resource provides tracking from gaining resident status until naturalization, and reveals 

some internal migration to other states of residence.  For unauthorized residents and their 

internal migration patterns, special studies may be of some value.  Demographic details 

are accessible with cross-sectional sources for the foreign-born universe, but these do not 

allow disaggregation to authorized and unauthorized components.  In particular, 

traditional census and survey data is preferable for studying intercounty and intracounty 

migration, particularly the latter for which the foreign-born population seems to show 

higher incidence.   

These data may be less useful for studying women’s migration than for studying 

men’s migration.  Among men, these results point to employment-sponsored immigrants 

as more likely to make interstate moves.  Further investigation is needed before making 



the argument that this approach has potential for usefully supplementing existing sources 

on internal migration.   If these patterns are typical, some research on unauthorized 

estimation may lead to overestimates for California and Florida and underestimates for 

New York and Illinois.   
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