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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Spatial Aspects of Secondary Migration of Hispanics in the US 
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Professor Lisa Kim Davis, Chair 

 

 

The topic of internal or domestic migration of Hispanics in the United States is one that 

has not received much attention in recent scholarship. With very few exceptions, most of the 

scholarship on Hispanic migration analyzes this segment of the population as one monolithic 

group ignoring its wide diversity. Others focus more on the analysis of patterns of international 

migration of Hispanics, while many others focus on issues regarding the adjustment of 

communities to “new” Hispanic migration. This dissertation evaluates the state-to-state 

migration patterns of Hispanics between 1995 and 2000 and between 2006 and 2010 by 

separating this category into sub-groups classified by country of origin or ancestry. The sub-

groups analyzed are: Mexican-origin, Puerto Ricans, Cuban-origin, Dominican-origin, Central 

American-origin, South American-origin and Other Hispanics. This methodology was preferred 

because by grouping all of them in a single Hispanic or Latino category some information as 
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well as certain cultural specificities can get lost in the process and produce confusing results. To 

better understand the state-to-state migration flows of Hispanics, a closer look at the specific 

sub-groups was performed to see if Hispanics of all ethnic sub-groups follow similar routes when 

migrating within the US, or if the migration routes revealed by previous scholarship still exist or 

have given way to new ones. Finally, the different experience in terms of the change in housing 

expenditures by domestic migrants was analyzed to demonstrate how the effects of domestic 

migration are quantitatively different for each sub-group of Hispanics. The results obtained here 

easily dismiss the conclusion that Hispanics behave like one monolithic group. This work also 

shows that the migration patterns of different Hispanic sub-groups vary substantially, and that 

there are different patterns of movement among the various Hispanic sub-groups for the periods 

of 1995-2000 and 2006-2010 that were not present during previous analysis of internal migration 

during the period of 1985-1990.  
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Preface 

 Usually it is very difficult to pinpoint or identify a specific moment in which a research 

topic becomes interesting enough to make a dissertation out of it. Anyone who knows me at a 

personal level might think that in my case, it would seem that my motivations for choosing the 

topic of this dissertation are very personal. Considering that for much of my academic career I 

have been a subject of my own research, then yes, the topic of Latino migration is a very 

personal matter.  

 In 1996, I arrived in Binghamton, NY to continue my life as a geographer. I left Puerto 

Rico with many labels attached to me, such as: male, college graduate and adult. Without 

noticing I gained one additional label as soon as I stepped on the Binghamton University 

campus: Hispanic. For the next three years I started to accept the fact that there would be an 

inescapable truth, that, when in the US, I am Hispanic. During those years, while living in the 

state of New York and constantly visiting, and eventually living with, family in New York City I 

became immersed in the issues of the Puerto Rican community as much as in the issues of what 

to me was the Hispanic or Latino community in the US. Sharing spaces with Dominicans and 

Colombians in both Binghamton and New York became my Hispanic experience. It did not 

occur to me that my life experience as a Puerto Rican would not be the same as my experience as 

a Hispanic. To me both were one and the same. To me the good things (the food, the music, the 

culture) and the bad (the insults, the social conditions, the racist jokes) were something that 

every Latino was experiencing in a similar way. So when I was writing my MA thesis about the 

socio-economic conditions of Hispanics in urban areas of the US, I first realized that I was the 

subject of my own research. I was one of those Hispanics living in an urban area of the US. 
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 In the year 2000, after graduating and spending some time in New York City, I moved to 

Princeton, New Jersey where I found a job. For two years I lived and worked in the state while 

being able to continue visiting family and friends in New York City. It was during that time that 

I realized two things: first, that my Hispanic experience in Princeton was different than the one 

in both Binghamton and New York; and second, that my Hispanic experience was not shared 

equally by all Hispanics. During this time, and on a visit to New York City, I struck a 

conversation with a Mexican immigrant while riding a subway on my way to meet a friend at a 

place in the Little Brazil section of Manhattan. As part of that conversation, he told me that I 

could not really understand the Latino experience since I had always been a US citizen. He 

figured that because Puerto Ricans have been US citizens since 1917 neither I nor any members 

of my family would have to live the same way and, therefore, would not have the same 

experiences that most Latinos live through on a daily basis. It was the first time that someone had 

pointed out that there could be a difference between my experience and the Hispanic experience. 

 After those years in New Jersey, I moved back to Puerto Rico, but in 2005 I returned to 

the US to continue my graduate education at UCLA. Despite having previous life experience in a 

large urban area and having lived as a Latino in the US, my new urban and Latino experience in 

Los Angeles was quite different from my old experience in New York. From simple things such 

as eating tacos instead of mofongo or watching soccer instead of baseball to having conversations 

about Hispanics always include topics such as green cards or immigration policy (very important 

topics to Mexicans and Central Americans) instead of mostly dealing with discrimination or 

colonialism (very important topics to Puerto Ricans and Dominicans). During my time in LA, the 

words of that Mexican man in the New York subway constantly came to my mind, particularly 

when I would hear other Latinos making the same mistake I used to make, to equate their own 
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experience, mostly Mexican-American or Central American, to the broader Latino experience in 

the US. Or when someone would decide people like me could not speak for the Latino 

community because we were in the US just to get a college degree and therefore we could leave 

the country whenever we wanted while they had to stay and deal with the discrimination and 

racism. That was exactly what someone, whose family was from South American ancestry, said 

to a person who I love very much, and who shares many of my “Hispanic qualities”. 

 This is how I became, again, the topic of my own research. How can we talk about 

Hispanics like a big group when we are so diverse? How does that diversity express itself 

geographically? And how does that diversity influence migration? This research is very much a 

part of me as I am a part of it. After all, what I really want to know is if I am the only one who 

keeps migrating all over the US. More importantly, the question should be: how can our diversity 

as Latinos/as be better geographically analyzed? When a segment of the population can count 

among its members people as different as Sonia Sotomayor, Alex Rodriguez, Marco Rubio, Scott 

Gomez and Dolores Huerta, and can trace their ancestry to 20 different countries, there must be 

substantial differences in regards to identity, settlement and migration patterns. And in turn, how 

will those differences affect the places we migrate to from a social, political, economic and 

cultural point of view? 

 As I was trying to answer those questions, I ended up discovering that many Hispanics 

had migrated to many places in the southeast region of the US during the last decade of the 20
th

 

century. It was during the 1990’s that I traveled to the South for the first time. In 1998 I attended 

a conference in Louisville, KY. During my visit I was able to briefly get together with a cousin 

who had moved there from Puerto Rico. After a few jokes about her being an essential part of the 

100% increase in the state’s Puerto Rican population, my first question was, why Kentucky? 
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After all, why not New York City, where we had family? Well, she wanted a fresh start and had 

a friend already living there who could help her find a new job, and because of our citizenship 

there were no legal barriers to deal with. As motivations to migrate go, my cousin’s were as good 

as any. My own motivations for migrating were usually more convoluted, and academic reasons 

usually played a big part in them. Yet, I never seriously considered living in the South.  

 After trying to make sense of all those migrations and trying to explain why so many 

Hispanics are leaving so many familiar places for new ones, I find myself, once again, being the 

subject of my own research. Because life takes many unexpected turns I ended up living in 

Louisiana. So now I am another Hispanic who migrated to the South. Once again, I am trying to 

adapt to a different place with a different set of ideas about Hispanics and in which my Hispanic 

identity is not quite the same from that of the, mostly Honduran, Hispanic community. As a 

geographer, I treat all my migrations as new research. I try to figure out how the new place is 

changing me or how much is the place changing while trying to adapt to the new inhabitants. Or 

how much is my identity as a Latino changing with more interaction with yet another group of 

people who I share the “Hispanic or Latino” label with. So, yes, Hispanic or Latino is just a label 

that has different meanings in different places. But in this context, it is not just a label that 

someone has given me; it is a label that I accept proudly. That is why this topic is so personal to 

me, because within the attempt to understand the domestic migration of Hispanics in the US, 

there is also an attempt to explain who I am and a hope that the reader understands where I am 

coming from. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

Introduction 

The diversity of the population of the US has been the subject of a wide variety of 

analysis and scholarship. This diversity has been measured throughout history via the 

constitutionally-mandated census of population. One of the dimensions of this diversity consists 

in the (increasingly large) presence of people who either consider themselves to be or are 

considered to be of Hispanic or Latino origin. There have been attempts since the 1930 census to 

quantify this specific group of the population across the entire US. It was not until the 1970 

census that the current definition of Hispanic or Latino was used for the entire US population. 

(Lee 1993) Beginning with the 1970 census, any person who was either born or can trace 

ancestry to any country of Spanish culture or origin is considered as Hispanic or Latino. (Idler 

2007) 

In order to better understand the migration patterns of Hispanics in the US, the concept of 

“Hispanic” has to be deconstructed. This is why the different sub-groups, as defined by their 

countries of origin or ancestry, will be central to the analysis. As defined by the US Census there 

are 20 different nationalities represented within this ethnic group. (OMB 1997, NRC 2006) This 

means that a wide variety of experiences and identities will be present and will inform the 

possible destinations of both domestic and international migrants. Most of the available analysis 

of Hispanic migrants look at this sector of the population as one large monolithic block or just 

focuses on one particular sub-group (the most common subjects are migrants of Mexican origin 

and Puerto Ricans), with limited instances of comparative analysis of these sub-groups.  
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This work will be focusing on the Hispanic population in the US, which is not only 

diverse in the way in which it is spatially distributed but also in the amount of sub-groups that 

are represented in it. The main interest of this work is to identify the changing residential 

patterns of different Hispanic sub-groups. How will these new patterns affect the cultural and 

structural assimilation of Hispanics? The spatial integration of this sector of the population in 

new regions could be an indication of a change in the social fabric and the economic landscape 

of the US.  

The Hispanic population in the US has been considered to be very concentrated in 

particular states. According to US Census statistics in the year 2000 there were 35 million 

Hispanics living in the US. That accounted for 12.5% of the total US population. Of those 35 

million, over three-quarters lived in seven states (California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, 

Arizona, and New Jersey) and over one-fifth lived in four counties (Los Angeles County, CA, 

Miami-Dade County, FL, Harris County, TX, and Cook County, IL). (Guzmán 2001) Also, 27.4 

million Hispanics lived in the largest 100 metropolitan areas with 14.1 million living on only 16 

of them. (Suro and Singer 2002) The 2010 US Census reported an increase in the Hispanic 

population. According to the reported statistics, there were over 50 million Hispanics in the US 

which accounted for 16.3% of the total population in the US. (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 

2011) 

Despite all these statistics, the concentration of the Hispanic population has changed 

recently. In 1970 the Hispanic population in the seven states mentioned above accounted for 

76.2% of the Hispanic population in the US. (McHugh 1989) In 1980 the percentage increased to 

79.6% (McHugh 1989) and in 1990 it increased again to 81.1%. (US Department of Commerce 

1993) Then, in 2000, that percentage went down to 76.8%, (Guzmán 2001) which means a 
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decrease from both the 1980 and the 1990 censuses. In 2010 that percentage went down again to 

72.6% (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 2011), which is lower than in any previous census. This 

indicates a dispersion of the Hispanic population.  

Another way to measure this dispersion is by searching for the number of counties in 

which the Hispanic population is overrepresented. In 1980, there were 129 counties in the US in 

which 25% of its population (twice the percentage for the entire US in 2000) was of Hispanic 

origin. In 1990 there were 151 such counties, in 2000 that number was 204 and in 2010 the 

figure increased to 259. (Figures 1.1 and 1.2) As for the number of counties with a Hispanic 

population of at least 50%, in 1980 there were 37, in 1990 there were 48, in 2000 there were 50 

and in 2010 there were 82. One more example of this dispersion is the change in the proportion 

of Hispanics living in suburban areas in the US. As of the year 2000, 54% of all Hispanics live in 

suburbs instead of in central cities. This suburban population accounts for 61% of the growth of 

the Hispanic population in the largest 100 metropolitan areas. (Suro and Singer 2002)  

With this in mind the main interest of this project is to identify how Hispanics have been 

moving within the US. The observed dispersion patterns of the Hispanic population in the US 

could theoretically be explained by three causes: the natural population growth of this sector of 

the population, increase in arrivals of international migrants and relocation of migrants from 

within the US, also known as internal or domestic migration. The role of domestic migration in 

these dispersion patterns is the main focus of this dissertation. While, as previous censuses have 

shown, the decades between 1960 to 1990 have witnessed a large increase in the Hispanic 

population, mostly as the result of natural growth or international migration, the 1990’s were a 

period of time in which not only the Hispanic population grew in terms of absolute numbers but 

also in terms of spatial presence in more places in the US. 
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Figure 1.1:  Percent of Population Hispanic or Latino by County, 1980 and 1990 

 
 

 
Source: US Census Bureau (2006) 
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Figure 1.2: Percent of Population Hispanic or Latino by County, 2000 and 2010 

 
Source: US Census Bureau (2006) 

 

 
Source: Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert (2011) 
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The available results of the 2010 Census point to the 2000’s as a decade in which the 

Hispanic population continued to grow but did not venture into “new” places (Ennis, Ríos-

Vargas and Albert 2011). Also, there is available scholarship demonstrating that natural growth 

was more responsible for the increase in Hispanic population in these “new” places during the 

2000 decade than during the 1990’s, while internal or domestic migration accounts for a large 

portion of the Hispanic population growth in these “new” destinations during the 1990’s. 

(Johnson and Lichter 2008, Lichter and Johnson 2009)  

Some of the more recent analysis of new destinations of Hispanic migration and political 

rhetoric regarding the need for reformation of US immigration law and policy became stronger 

once the 2000 Census results revealed an increase in the presence of Hispanics in unexpected 

places, such as rural and suburban areas as well as cities and states without history of a large (or 

at least visible) Hispanic population, such as Georgia and Washington. (Guzmán 2001, Kandel 

and Cromartie 2004, Millard and Chapa 2004, Barcus 2007) Unfortunately, the analysis about 

this spatial dispersion of the Hispanic population has been limited to: presentation of results of 

census data and estimates of international migration, both documented and undocumented 

(Gober 1999, Durand et al. 2005), discussions on emerging communities of Latino migration 

(Hernández-León and Zúñiga 2000, Zúñiga and Hernández-León 2001, Barcus 2007) and 

analysis on ways to incorporate migrants to the social fabric of existing communities. (Millard 

and Chapa 2004, Arreola 2004, Walcott and Murphy 2006) 

The study of the growth of the Hispanic population during the 1990’s is significant in 

three main aspects. First, there are no studies about the role of domestic migration of Hispanics 

during this period, all the available scholarship analyzes previous time periods. (McHugh 1989, 

Frey and Liaw 1999, Foulkes and Newbold 2000) Second, the differences among the migration 
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patterns of the various Hispanic sub-groups have been largely ignored, with very few exceptions. 

Despite the significance and quality of those studies, these were not made during the 1990’s and 

only included some of the Hispanic sub-groups or only included those migrants who were 

foreign-born. (McHugh 1989, Gober 1999, Foulkes and Newbold 2000, Ellis and Goodwin-

White 2006) Finally, as Figures 1.1 and 1.2 show, the settlement patterns of Hispanics changed 

dramatically during that decade and made possible the aforementioned scholarship on emerging 

communities and social incorporation of Hispanics to “new” destinations across the US. 

For this dissertation the focus of the analysis will be the state to state migration patterns 

of Hispanics between 1995 and 2000 as measured by the US Census Bureau. The data used for 

this analysis was the 2000 US Census PUMS 5% sample of individuals. Using the Census long 

form questionnaire an accurate collection of data can be obtained regarding the state of residence 

five years prior to the place of residence in 2000. This will provide the number of people who 

migrated across state lines who will be the subjects of the analysis. As a matter of illustration, the 

results American Community Survey (ACS) five year estimate for the years 2006-2010 will be 

included to provide a more current picture of the state to state migration patterns in recent years. 

Unfortunately the ACS collected data regarding the place of residence one year before, thus 

making the data non-comparable. Despite this, the data will provide a good illustration and can 

help with to identify new spaces for continued research. 

 

Research questions 

The main questions being asked in this dissertation are:  

1) What are the differences among Hispanic sub-groups with respect to their destination 

choices as well as migration routes?  
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2) Are there any differences among the socio-economic characteristics of Hispanic 

domestic migrants from different ancestries or countries of origin? 

3)  Is there a difference on the effect of the migration process in the costs of housing for 

the various sub-groups of Hispanic domestic migrants?   

 

Description of chapters 

 

Chapter 2 will present the reader with a brief explanation of the available literature. This 

chapter will not only present the literature on the subjects regarding experiences of 

Hispanic/Latino migrants in the US but also a short discussion of the theoretical scholarship on 

domestic or internal migration. 

Chapter 3 will provide a full statement of the problem as well as a description of the data 

sources that are used in the dissertation. Also, the detailed description of the methodology 

employed is included in this chapter. 

Chapter 4 consists on a presentation of the demographic characteristics of Hispanic 

domestic migrants. The first section of the chapter will identify the differences between the 

various Hispanic sub-groups starting with the socio-economic differences among them as well as 

with the non-Hispanic domestic migrants. The last section of the chapter will analyze the 

preferences in the destinations of migrants by their ethnicity.  

In Chapter 5 the reader will find the detailed analysis of the largest domestic migration 

flows for each sub-group of the Hispanic population in terms of state-to-state migration during 

the 1995 to 2000 period. These migration patterns and preferences will be compared to the state-

to-state migration flows of non-Hispanic domestic migrants to be able to observe the differences 
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in the migration patterns of the domestic migrants in terms of both destinations as well as origin 

of the domestic migration. 

Chapter 6 is dedicated to the analysis of one particular aspect or consequence of domestic 

migration. That aspect is the effect caused by migrating to a different state in the costs of 

housing. More specifically, using a linear regression model, this chapter will analyze the 

quantitative effect on the costs of housing experienced by domestic migrants and how those 

effects are experienced differently by every ethnic group analyzed. Both Hispanic and non-

Hispanic ethnicities are part of the analysis.  

Chapter 7 presents the results and a brief analysis of the largest state to state migration 

flows of all Hispanic sub-groups during the 2006 to 2010 years. This Chapter will provide a 

more current analysis regarding the state of the migration flows in recent years. 

Finally, Chapter 8 will provide for a discussion of the topics discussed throughout the 

dissertation and the conclusions will be formally presented. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

Historical and Contemporary Context of Hispanics in the US 

 During the first half of the 20
th

 century much of the analysis on the arrival of the migrants 

of that era was concentrated on the different new “races” of Eastern and Southern Europeans 

arriving that could cause a division in the cultural makeup of the United States. The subject of 

assimilation into the American culture was extremely important and the possibility of people 

with different languages, customs and religions not being able to fully integrate were extremely 

worrisome to some analysts as well as many politicians. (Park and Miller 1921, Fairchild 1930, 

Graham 2004, Roediger 2005) 

 During the second half of the 20
th

 and the beginning of the 21
st 

century, the racial and 

ethnic composition of the new migrants is, yet again, an essential part of the analysis of this 

migration. After a few decades in which migration was extremely low due to a restrictive legal 

framework, an economic depression and a world war, a new group of migrants started to arrive 

in the United States, thanks in part to the new immigration legislation approved in 1965.  The 

characteristics of the new immigrants are, again, concern for many analysts and politicians due to 

the different languages, customs and religions practiced by these immigrants. If this sounds a 

little repetitive, it is because it is. The role of the Italians, Polish, Jews and Japanese, is now 

being played by Koreans, Mexicans, Chinese and Puerto Ricans. All these groups arrived in the 

United States speaking languages other than English, practicing religions other than Protestant, 

with political customs different to the ones practiced by mainstream Americans and with 

different cultural traditions from the ones already practiced in their new neighborhoods. 
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 The new immigrants are mainly East Asian and Hispanic. Although these two categories 

are extremely large and contain large subgroups that have somewhat different characteristics, 

these are the labels most used to describe them. East Asians are grouped in this category because 

that is where they come from and because of some of the physical characteristics they share. In 

the case of Hispanics, they are grouped in this category just because they share a common native 

language, Spanish. These new immigrants of the 20
th

 and 21
st
 centuries have arrived and are 

increasingly becoming part of the American life.  

In the United States, the Hispanic population has grown dramatically in the last 25 years 

and, as Figures 1.1 and 1.2 show, during the decade of the 1990’s there were changes in the 

settlement patterns of Hispanics across the United States. These changes in both population 

growth and place of residence of Hispanics were evident from the moment the 2000 US Census 

was published.  The Hispanic population is by no means a homogeneous group of people, but 

they do have two things in common: they share a common language (Spanish) and they have 

been very geographically concentrated. According to the 2000 US Census, 76.8% of all 

Hispanics were living in seven states (California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, Arizona, 

and New Jersey) with 31.1% living in California. (Table 2.1) At the same time 21.9% of all 

Hispanics were living in four counties in the US. These counties are: Los Angeles County, CA 

(Hispanic population 4.2 million), Miami-Dade County, FL (1.3 million), Harris County, TX 

(1.1 million), and Cook County, IL (1.1 million). There are 3 million Mexicans living in Los 

Angeles County, 651,000 Cubans living in Miami-Dade County, and over half a million Puerto 

Ricans living in the Bronx and Kings (Brooklyn) counties in New York City. At the city level, 

there are 2.1 million Hispanics in New York City, 1.7 million in Los Angeles, over 700,000 each 

in Chicago and Houston, 672,000 in San Antonio, 450,000 in Phoenix, and 238,000 in Miami 
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(number that does not include the over 200,000 Hispanics living in the city of Hialeah). (Guzmán 

2001) 

 

Table 2.1: States with largest Hispanic population in the US 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 California 10,966,556 California 14,013,719 

2 Texas 6,669,666 Texas 9,460,921 

3 New York 2,867,583 Florida 4,223,806 

4 Florida 2,682,715 New York 3,416,922 

5 Illinois 1,530,262 Illinois 2,027,578 

6 Arizona 1,295,617 Arizona 1,895,149 

7 New Jersey 1,117,191 New Jersey 1,555,144 

8 New Mexico 765,386 Colorado 1,038,687 

9 Colorado 735,601 New Mexico 953,403 

10 Washington 441,509 Georgia 853,689 

11 Georgia 435,227 North Carolina 800,120 

12 Massachusetts 428,729 Washington 755,790 

13 Pennsylvania 394,088 Pennsylvania 719,660 

14 Nevada 393,970 Nevada 716,501 

15 North Carolina 378,963 Virginia 631,825 

16 Virginia 329,540 Massachusetts 627,654 

17 Michigan 323,877 Connecticut 479,087 

18 Connecticut 320,323 Maryland 470,632 

19 Oregon 275,314 Oregon 450,062 

20 Maryland 227,916 Michigan 436,358 

Source: 2000 US Census Summary File 2, 2010 US Census Summary File 2 
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Figure 2.1: Hispanic population by state, 2000 

 
Source: US 2000 Census, Summary File 2 

 

Figure 2.2: Hispanic population by state, 2010 

 
Source: US 2010 Census, Summary File 2 
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This aspect of the spatial concentration and distribution of the Hispanic population in the 

US has not changed much during the 2000’s. According to the 2010 US Census, 72.6% of all 

Hispanics were living in the aforementioned seven states (California, Texas, New York, Florida, 

Illinois, Arizona, and New Jersey) which is a reduction, but California now accounts for 37.6% 

of all Hispanics, which is an increase. (Table 2.1)  

At the same time 18.4% of all Hispanics live in the same four counties with the highest 

Hispanic population in the US. The Hispanic population in Los Angeles County, CA is now 4.7 

million, in Harris County, TX is 1.7 million, in Miami-Dade County, FL is 1.6 million and in 

Cook County, IL is 1.2 million. At the city level, there are 2.3 million Hispanics in New York 

City, 1.8 million in Los Angeles, about 920,000 in Houston, about 840,000 in San Antonio, 

780,000 in Chicago, over 500,000 in Phoenix, Dallas and El Paso and over 300,000 in San Diego 

and San Jose. (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 2011) 

According to the 2000 US Census, of the 35 million people of Hispanic or Latino origin 

living in the United States at the time, 58% were of Mexican origin, 9.6% were Puerto Ricans, 

3.5% were Cubans and 2.2% were Dominicans. (Guzmán 2001) According to the 2010 Census, 

of the 50 million Hispanics living in the US, 63% are Mexicans, 9.2% are Puerto Ricans, 3.5% 

are Cubans, 2.8% are Dominicans and 3.3% are Salvadorans. (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 

2011) The diversity of the Hispanic population is not restricted to the different countries of 

origin within the group, but it is also evident in the settlement patterns of each sub-group within 

the US. As the following figures will illustrate, at the state level there is a significant difference 

between the settlement patterns of the different sub-groups of Hispanics. (Figures 2.3 – 2.16)  
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Figure 2.3: Mexican-origin population by state, 2000 

 

Figure 2.4: Mexican-origin population by state, 2010 
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Figure 2.5: Puerto Rican-origin population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.6: Puerto Rican-origin population by state, 2010 

 

 

 

 



17 

 

Figure 2.7: Cuban-origin population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.8: Cuban-origin population by state, 2010 

 

 

 



18 

 

Figure 2.9: Dominican-origin population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.10: Dominican-origin population by state, 2010 
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Figure 2.11: Central American-origin population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.12: Central American-origin population by state, 2010 
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Figure 2.13: South American-origin population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.14: South American-origin population by state, 2010 

 

 



21 

 

Figure 2.15: “Other” Hispanics population by state, 2000 

 

 

Figure 2.16: “Other” Hispanics population by state, 2010 
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As the previous figures have shown, there is quite some variability in terms of the 

settlement patterns of Hispanics in the US. While some sub-groups of Hispanics are mostly 

settled in the western region of the country, such as Mexicans, others are extremely limited to the 

northeast region, such as Dominicans, while other groups show patterns of dispersion across the 

southeast, such as Cubans or South Americans. Some of the differences between all these sub-

groups are better appreciated in terms of the quantity of each sub-group in particular states. 

(Tables 2.2 – 2.8) It must be taken into account that the census counts for the people in the 

“Other” Hispanic group are affected by changes in the questionnaire and in coding procedures 

for the 2010 census. These changes have the effect of having less people answer with generic 

terms such as “Latino” or “Hispanic”, who are the people classified in this group, therefore 

making it a smaller group than in the 2000 census and can affect the analysis of changes to the 

remaining sub-groups. (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 2011) 

 

Table 2.2: States with largest Mexican-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 California 8,455,926 California 11,423,146 

2 Texas 5,071,963 Texas 7,951,193 

3 Illinois 1,144,390 Arizona 1,657,668 

4 Arizona 1,065,578 Illinois 1,602,403 

5 Colorado 450,760 Colorado 757,181 

6 Florida 363,925 Florida 629,718 

7 New Mexico 330,049 Washington 601,768 

8 Washington 329,934 New Mexico 590,890 

9 Nevada 285,764 Nevada 540,978 

10 Georgia 275,288 Georgia 519,502 



23 

 

 

Table 2.3: States with largest Puerto Rican-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 New York 1,050,293 New York 1,070,558 

2 Florida 482,027 Florida 847,550 

3 New Jersey 366,788 New Jersey 434,092 

4 Pennsylvania 228,557 Pennsylvania 366,082 

5 Massachusetts 199,207 Massachusetts 266,125 

6 Connecticut 194,443 Connecticut 252,972 

7 Illinois 157,851 California 189,945 

8 California 140,570 Illinois 182,989 

9 Texas 69,504 Texas 130,576 

10 Ohio 66,269 Ohio 94,965 

 

 

Table 2.4: States with largest Cuban-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 Florida 833,120 Florida 1,213,438 

2 New Jersey 77,337 California 88,607 

3 California 72,286 New Jersey 83,362 

4 New York 62,590 New York 70,803 

5 Texas 25,705 Texas 46,541 

6 Illinois 18,438 Georgia 25,048 

7 Georgia 12,536 Illinois 22,541 

8 Nevada 11,498 Nevada 21,459 

9 Pennsylvania 10,363 North Carolina 18,079 

10 Massachusetts 8,867 Pennsylvania 17,930 
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Table 2.5: States with largest Dominican-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 New York 455,061 New York 674,787 

2 New Jersey 102,630 New Jersey 197,922 

3 Florida 70,968 Florida 172,451 

4 Massachusetts 49,913 Massachusetts 103,292 

5 Rhode Island 17,894 Pennsylvania 62,348 

6 Pennsylvania 12,186 Rhode Island 35,008 

7 Connecticut 9,546 Connecticut 26,093 

8 Maryland 5,596 North Carolina 15,225 

9 California 5,047 Georgia 14,941 

10 Texas 4,296 Maryland 14,873 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.6: States with largest Central American-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 California 576,330 California 1,132,520 

2 Florida 202,772 Florida 432,665 

3 New York 181,875 Texas 420,683 

4 Texas 146,723 New York 353,589 

5 New Jersey 80,497 Virginia 206,568 

6 Virginia 73,140 Maryland 195,692 

7 Maryland 56,135 New Jersey 176,611 

8 Illinois 39,377 Georgia 106,987 

9 Massachusetts 38,317 North Carolina 105,066 

10 Georgia 31,813 Massachusetts 96,958 

11 North Carolina 30,783 Illinois 70,000 
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Table 2.7: States with largest South American-origin population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 New York 318,387 Florida 674,542 

2 Florida 301,236 New York 513,417 

3 New Jersey 177,017 New Jersey 325,179 

4 California 161,822 California 293,880 

5 Texas 51,428 Texas 133,808 

6 Virginia 39,841 Virginia 101,480 

7 Illinois 38,676 Connecticut 71,355 

8 Connecticut 31,310 Illinois 67,862 

9 Massachusetts 28,036 Maryland 61,400 

10 Maryland 25,717 Georgia 57,707 

11 Georgia 19,496 Massachusetts 54,398 

 

 

Table 2.8: States with largest “Other” Hispanic population 

 

Rank 
2000 2010 

State Number State Number 

1 California 1,554,575 California 874,166 

2 Texas 1,300,047 Texas 764,767 

3 New York 538,488 New Mexico 338,297 

4 Florida 428,667 New York 276,480 

5 New Mexico 423,874 Florida 253,442 

6 Colorado 250,797 Colorado 202,011 

7 New Jersey 209,993 Arizona 130,362 

8 Arizona 185,101 New Jersey 120,263 

9 Illinois 128,596 Illinois 76,092 

10 Virginia 89,620 Virginia 69,019 
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The results of the 2010 census indicate that while Mexicans are the larger Hispanic sub-

group, they are not the larger sub-group in every state. Puerto Ricans are the larger sub-group in 

New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Hawaii; 

Salvadorans are the largest sub-group in Maryland and the District of Columbia; Cubans are the 

largest sub-group in Florida and Dominicans are the largest sub-group in Rhode Island. 

Mexicans are the larger sub-group in the remaining 40 states. (Ennis, Ríos-Vargas and Albert 

2011) 

As far as the movement of Hispanics, between 1995 and 2000 the United States received 

7,495,846 immigrants from abroad, of which 3,027,475 or 40% were Hispanics of any race. 

(Schachter 2003) Also between 1995 and 2000 22,089,460 people migrated within the United 

States across state lines. Of that total, 2,010,719 or 9.1% were Hispanic domestic migrants. 

(Schachter 2003) Statistics from the 2000 US Census show that Florida received the largest net 

domestic migration of Hispanics when compared to the other states. The actual figure was 

92,480. In gross numbers, Florida received 68,000 Hispanic migrants from the state of New 

York, 27,000 from New Jersey, and 22,000 from California. (Schachter 2003) The fact that the 

Hispanic populations from those three states alone are different from each other is one of the 

main reasons for the relevance of this project.  

 The concentration of Hispanics in urban areas is a trend that has been measured before. 

The population of foreign-born people living in Los Angeles, New York, Chicago, San 

Francisco, Miami and Washington, DC, is 56.7% of the total foreign-born population in the US. 

(Min 2002) The high concentration of Hispanics in these areas has been one of the reasons used 

by some scholars to explain the relative longer periods of time it takes Hispanics to learn the 

English language and integrate more into the US mainstream culture (Bean and Stevens 2003). 
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At the same time, this concentration explains why it has become easier for immigrants, 

particularly Hispanics, to be able to transmit their language and culture to future generations. 

(Min 2002) 

 Some authors have studied the different impacts of the concentration of Hispanic 

population on different places in the US. For example, Clark (1998) analyzed the political, 

economic and social impacts of the high number of Hispanics in California. For Clark (1998), 

California was the port of entry of many migrants that arrived in the US, particularly Hispanics. 

This fact was due in part to the already high proportion of Hispanics living in the state, 

particularly Mexicans, and partially to the immigration laws that allowed for family reunification 

(Hart-Cellar Act) and for amnesty (IRCA) for many undocumented immigrants. California was 

probably the first state that had to deal with issues of political representation, language 

acquisition, social integration and economic inequality of Hispanic migrants.  

 The range of topics being affected by the concentration and size of the Hispanic 

population in the US has given rise to an increase in research regarding this sector of the 

population. With new migration patterns into different regions of the US, what are now viewed 

as problems of certain states (such as California) may end up being problems faced everywhere. 

Cities and counties in states like North Carolina and Georgia must start to deal with situations 

such as government services and language difference that states such as California and New 

York have been managing for quite some time now. (Cruz 2000) 

 Even with the bleak statistics regarding the extent of urban segregation and lack of 

economic power of Hispanics (Davis 2001, García-Ellín 2000a and 2000b), the possibility of this 

group being able to achieve parity in the US society is a topic dealt with by many authors. Some 

authors seem to think that with time many Hispanics will be able to become homeowners and be 
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as educated as mainstream US society. (Clark 2003) Other authors seem to think that to be able 

to achieve parity with the rest of US society a change in US immigration policies and legislation 

is absolutely necessary. (Graham 2004)  For Graham, the fact that the migrants from the first half 

of the 20
th

 century were able to assimilate, was due to the national quotas legislation from 1924 

that, according to him, stopped the immigrant flows and allowed for the immigrants to be totally 

integrated to US mainstream society. Still, Graham seems not to take into account the Great 

Depression and World War II, which helped in the slowing of migration flows from Europe and 

the fact that those immigrants were racially white, which helped with the incorporation of those 

migrants into mainstream society.  

Roediger (2005), on the other hand, seems to think that the problems that the migrants of 

this era are dealing with, such as language and racial barriers, will be surpassed just as the 

previous generation of immigrants did. The ever changing map of places receiving Hispanics 

may indicate that Clark and Roediger could be right. If indeed more US-born Hispanics are 

moving into new destinations in the US, it could be a signal that Hispanics feel they are 

“American enough” to move anywhere. It could also point to the possibility that they are 

acquiring property, which means that they are achieving middle class status. This is one of the 

points this project is aimed at.  

The role of education in the migration patterns of Hispanics has been part of the previous 

analysis. The scholarship has different views on the relationship between educational attainment 

and migration. While some argue that people with higher educational attainment have higher 

migration rates (Long 1988), others have reported different results. For example, Ellis and 

Goodwin-White (2006) have said that for those with college degrees across all racial groups the 

lowest rates of out-migration of second and 1.5 generation immigrants are from states with the 



29 

 

higher concentration of immigrants. They explain that the kind of jobs available in those states 

makes such states more appealing to those descendants of immigrants.  

In a seemingly contradictory way, Frey and Liaw (2005a) argue that higher educated 

Hispanics (as well as those from other races) are less susceptible to the effects of cultural 

constraints when selecting their destinations for long distance migration. This indicates that 

Hispanics are likely to move to places with larger concentration of other Hispanics but that 

people with higher levels of education are more likely to move to places with less presence of 

co-ethnics. Other scholarship has confirmed the fact that social capital is a stronger indicator of 

potential for outmigration from the Southwest region of the US for Mexican-Americans or 

Mexican-born people. (Saenz et al. 2007) These results must lead us to try to better understand 

this somewhat confusing relationship between education and migration in the Hispanic 

community. 

 

The Importance of Hispanic sub-groups  

 The economic and political power amassed by certain sub-groups within the Hispanic 

community as well as the recent statistics regarding both international and domestic migration 

into the US (Table 2.9) makes it important to try to better understand the possible nuances of this 

block of migrants whose identity has been aggregated under the rubric of Hispanic or Latino. 

(Guzmán 2001, Alberts 2006) 

Along with the previously presented data about the difference in population and 

settlement patterns of the various Hispanic sub-groups, the wide spectrum of experiences, 

geographical locations and cultural spaces occupied across the US by Hispanics, suggests that 

looking at Hispanics as one big block may not be the best way to analyze their current situation. 
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The analysis of the Hispanic population should be conducted in a way that acknowledges that it 

is not a homogeneous group but a diverse one. As will be explained in more detail in following 

sections, the ethnic analysis will use different categories of Hispanic sub-groups instead of one. 

The different Hispanic sub-groups will be classified by country of origin or ancestry. It may be 

possible for different sub-groups to migrate to different places and that some sub-groups look for 

large concentrations of members of their own sub-group when deciding on a possible destination. 

When these data are combined with information on place of birth (US born or foreign born) and 

time living in the US, it could shed light on which sub-groups are more attached to their ancestry 

as their ethnic identity. Another possibility is that those born in the US do not feel as attached to 

their ancestry and therefore migrate differently. This is where most of the relevance of this 

project lies in.   

Table 2.9: Hispanic migration by state (in thousands): 1995-2000 

State 
Domestic 

In-migration 

Domestic  

Out-migration 

International 

migration 

Net Domestic 

migration 

 Persons Rank Persons Rank Persons Rank Persons Rank* 

Texas 224 1 223 3 447 2 1 35 

Florida 221 2 129 4 348 3 92 1 

California 160 3 505 1 660 1 -345 51 

Arizona 113 4 57 7 114 7 55 3 

Nevada 87 5 26 16 43 13 62 2 

Colorado 80 6 40 9 66 10 40 6 

Georgia 78 7 31 13 106 8 48 4 
N. Carolina 71 8 30 15 99 9 41 5 

New York 67 9 225 2 223 4 -158 50 
*All state rankings include the 50 states and the District of Columbia (Source: Guzmán 2001) 

Racially speaking, people throughout the many Latin American countries live a variety of 

experiences regarding their perception of racial identities both their own and of other countries. 

Due to these circumstances it is of very little validity the use of racial classifications, particularly 

US-based racial categories, to conduct the proposed analysis. Currently the US census officially 

does not regard the identity of “Hispanic” as a racial category. There are two separate questions 
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that measure race and ethnicity. The race question asks about the respondents’ self-identification 

in one of the following groups: White, Black, Asian, American Indian or Native American, 

Alaska Native or Pacific Islander or Other. The respondent is allowed to mark more than one 

category. On a separate question the respondent is asked to self-identify as being 

Hispanic/Latino. If the answer is “yes” then the person must indicate the country of origin. What 

all this means is that officially a person can be White and Hispanic at the same time. Actually a 

person can be Hispanic and belong to any race group, or any combination of them. This has not 

being easy on the Hispanic community which view their identity of Hispanic and also their 

national origin as their racial identity. (Berkowitz 2001, NRC 2006, Idler 2007) For Hispanics, 

the use of two separate questions regarding their Hispanic status and their race seems redundant. 

(Berkowitz 2001) On top of all this, racial and ethnic identity can be very fluid for Hispanics 

who are migrating to and within the US. This situation can have a variety of political and social 

consequences regarding job prospects, reclamation of equal rights and upward mobility. (Osuji 

2006, McCormick and Ayala 2007) 

The effects of international migration of Hispanics are not equal in every state of the US. 

The fact is that the longer Hispanics are living in a specific area the more the new host state will 

take their needs into account. The spatial approach of the study of Hispanic migration has to be 

expanded to analyze where these Hispanics are coming from and also to their national origin or 

ethnic identity. It is not the same to have an increasing amount of Hispanics arriving to Alabama 

from Mexico than to have them arrive from Chicago. Similarly, it is not the same to receive 

larger numbers of Puerto Ricans than of Dominicans. For example, Puerto Ricans as citizens of 

the US will not need to deal with issues regarding visas or working permits as other immigrants. 

Additionally they are able to vote and even to run for political office as soon as residence 
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requirements are met, whereas Dominicans born abroad (as well as all other foreign born 

Hispanics) as non-citizens must wait to become citizens and their political influence is not that 

high and is not compromised by economical needs or deportation fears. The political and 

electoral influence of Hispanics in different states can vary depending on the specific sub-groups 

represented and the importance that particular issues have for those groups in different political 

spaces. (Gimpel and Schuknecht 2004, Jones-Correa 2007) The political and citizenship status of 

the various sub-groups of Hispanics has been shown to create rifts between them despite sharing 

urban spaces in the US and having similar socio-economic status (De Genova and Ramos-Zayas 

2003) and has been shown to alter migration routes and behavior (Baerga and Thompson 1990). 

At the same time, it has been shown that the educational attainment of Hispanics of various 

ancestries is substantially different and should be taken into account when analyzing deficiencies 

in graduation rates at all levels. (Pérez-Huber et al 2006) 

 Another example of the diversity of the Hispanic population is the amount of economic 

and political power amassed by the Cuban-American population in south Florida. The history of 

the post-1960 Cuban migration to the US and the political motivations behind the easier access 

of this sub-group to immigrate within the legal framework, contrary to immigrants of many other 

Hispanic sub-groups such as Guatemalans (Joppke 2005, Duany 2011), demonstrates the 

diversity of the Hispanic population and provide another reason to analyze this population as a 

diverse one. With the Cuban-American population in Miami being part of the larger Hispanic 

agglomeration in US cities, its involvement in the economy of the US, as well as the involvement 

of other Hispanic sub-groups in other US cities, has also increased. This population is bilingual 

and has close ties with people in different Latin American countries. With Miami being the home 

of many financial and banking offices and firms, and the communication infrastructure, like an 
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International Airport and fiber optics and phone lines, connecting the city with Caribbean and 

Central and South American countries (Sassen 2000), the increase in the Hispanic population of 

the state should not be a surprise. The relevance of the city of Miami is demonstrated by the fact 

that Thomas Horton, President and CEO of American Airlines, has called the city “the principal 

cultural and economic link” between the US, Latin America and the Caribbean, and credits that 

city’s role to the fact that American Airlines went from having less than 300 employees in South 

Florida in 1989 to having close to 9,000 by 2012. (Horton 2012) Yet, this does not mean that all 

Hispanic sub-groups have similar political and economic influence as the Cuban-American 

population in south Florida, not even the more recent Puerto Rican migration into central Florida 

(Concepción-Torres 2008).  

 

Previous Research on Domestic migration 

 In very general terms, the literature that analyzes migration can be grouped in three broad 

categories: 1) descriptive analysis, 2) exploration of the consequences of migration, and 3) 

examination of the determinants of migration. The first research category uses basic population 

statistics to describe the characteristics of people moving between particular jurisdictions, also 

called an “accounting approach”. (Clark 1986) The second category includes scholarship on 

incorporation, assimilation and similar topics associated with the effects that migrants have on 

their host society or destination. The work of Borjas (1999) on wage differential, Portes and 

Zhou (1993) on segmented assimilation, Frey (2004) on “brain drain” and Roediger (2005) on 

racial incorporation are just a few examples of this research. Finally, in the last group a variety of 

theoretical models that have been used to explain and predict migration flows. Among these 

there are the micro model, which analyzes the behavior of migrants either from an individual 
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(Sjaastad 1962, Todaro, 1969) or from a family or household perspective (Davies-Withers and 

Clark 2006) and the macro model that focuses on places rather than on the migrant, such as the 

gravity model (Zipf 1946). Other theories include the dual labor market approach, the network 

theory model, political economic (such as Marxist) approaches, human and social capital, and 

world systems theory. (Massey et al. 1993) 

Most of the literature analyzing Hispanic migration is related to the topic of international 

migration (or immigration) into the United States. The published research on domestic migration, 

also called internal migration, when dealing with the Hispanic sector is less empirical than the 

works that analyze international migration of Hispanics. This scholarship has mainly focused on 

the description of migration patterns and the consequences of migration, particularly 

incorporation issues. One aspect that both types of research have in common is the attempt to 

identify places in which the Hispanic population has grown dramatically in the last decades, 

pointing to the “new” destinations of the Hispanic migrants. These “new” destinations, for the 

most part, are located in the southeastern region of the United States. (Suro and Singer 2002, 

Durand et al. 2005) 

The concept of “new” destinations is, for some authors, problematic because it does not 

consider the long history of settlement of many Hispanic sub-groups all over the US. (NRC 

2006) The settlement of the “Hispano” population in New Mexico and southern Colorado is one 

example of this. (Nostrand 1992) Also, Senior (1954) found out that there were Puerto Rican-

born people living in every state (there were only 48 states at the time) according to every census 

since 1930, and mentioned the existence of Puerto Rican communities in Savanna, Illinois; Gary, 

Indiana and Provo, Utah. If we add the documented presence of Puerto Ricans in Hawaii as early 

as 1910 (Smith 1942) due to labor migration between Puerto Rico and Hawaii in the early 1900’s 
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(Silva et al. 1984, Iber and De Leon 2006) and the small number of Mexicans living in Alaska 

according to the 1929 census (Gibson and Jung 2002: Table 16) then, the concept of a “new” 

destination for Hispanics can be, then, quite old.   

However, the concept of a “new” destination for Hispanics could be used, as has been 

recently done by some authors, to identify metropolitan areas with a small Hispanic population 

in 1980 and with large growth rates of Hispanics between 1980 and 2000. Cities in which the 

percentage of the Hispanic population was less than the national average of 8% in 1980 and that 

the growth rate (1980-2000) was over the average for the largest 100 metropolitan areas, 145%, 

would fall in this category. This means that 51 of the 100 largest metropolitan areas in the US are 

new destinations for Hispanics. This list includes cities such as Atlanta, Charlotte, Omaha, 

Orlando and Louisville. (Suro and Singer 2002)  

Another way of identifying “new” destinations is by finding settlements outside of the 

traditional gateway states of Hispanic migration. The term “gateway state” refers to the most 

common destinations of international migrants when arriving to the US. The concept of 

“gateway states” varies according to the type of analysis being made. For example, when 

analyzing Hispanic migration, the US Census Bureau uses the term “gateway state” to refer to 

the seven states that house over three-quarters of the Hispanic population in the US. These states 

are: California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, Arizona, and New Jersey. (Guzmán 2001) 

The term has also been used to identify the states with sustained international migration from 

Latin America during the 1980’s. These states are: California, Texas, New York, Florida, 

Illinois, and New Jersey. (McHugh 1989) Other research studies that only analyze Mexican 

immigration use the term to describe the states of California, Texas, Illinois, Arizona and New 

Mexico (Durand et al. 2005), even though the settlement of “Hispanos” in New Mexico since the 
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th

 century, and their differences from Mexican migrants, has been well established. (Nostrand 

1992) Some authors write about California, Texas, New York, New Jersey and Florida as 

“gateway states” when analyzing mobility patterns of international migrants without singling out 

particular racial or ethnic groups. (Ellis and Goodwin-White 2006) 

The concept of new places can also be used as an indicator of movement from urban to 

rural areas or vice versa. For example, rural places have recently been receiving large numbers of 

Hispanic migrants. (Griffith 2005, Barcus 2007) But, Hispanic migration to rural areas is nothing 

new, particularly international migration. Many accounts of the presence of Hispanics working in 

onion and cotton plantations in Texas, sugar cane in Hawaii, fruits and vegetables in California, 

cotton in Arizona, beets in Minnesota and Montana, among others, are widely available. (Iber 

and De Leon 2006, Millard and Chapa 2004) The history of the Bracero (or guest-worker) 

program between 1943 and 1964 and the effects that it had on the migration and settlement 

patterns of Mexicans in the US is extremely well known. (Bean and Stevens 2003, Tichenor 

2002)  

The characteristics of the migration patterns of Hispanics during and after World War II 

changed to a more urban migration due to needs of the industrial economy. The large increase in 

Puerto Rican migration to New York City (for example) was largely based on the need to satisfy 

the need for cheap labor. (Maldonado-Denis 1980) With the changes in the immigration law that 

made family reunification easier after the 1960’s (Clark 2003, Tichenor 2002) an increase of the 

Hispanic population took place in many urban areas, particularly New York City, Los Angeles, 

Miami, Houston and Chicago.  (Suro and Singer 2002) This concentration has been changing in 

the last couple of decades. (McHugh 1989, Foulkes and Newbold 2000) Even though many 
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urban areas around the US have been receiving higher numbers of Hispanics, these are located 

outside of the Northeast or Southwest regions of the US. (Suro and Singer 2002) 

Unfortunately, not much attention has been given to the proportion of domestic migrants 

within the aforementioned population growth during the 1990’s. Among the more general 

descriptive analytical trend, the analysis provided by the US Census Bureau has identified the 

South and the Mountain time-zone as the two regions that were receiving the most Hispanic 

domestic migrants during that decade. (Schachter 2003) Yet, it is precisely the regional 

difference in the proportion of the Hispanic population growth that is attributable to domestic 

migration the topic of Lichter and Johnson’s (2009) analysis. Their research concludes that the 

proportion of domestic migration into “new” destinations of Hispanic settlement during the 

1990’s is largely attributable to domestic migration. According to their research, in those areas of 

the US that had “established” Hispanic settlements, international migration accounted for all of 

the growth in Hispanic population at the same time that net domestic migration of Hispanics was 

negative, which means that these areas gained Hispanics from outside the US but lost Hispanics 

to other areas within the US. In turn, in areas of “high growth” of Hispanic population, most of 

which were located in the Southern US, 41% of that growth was attributable to domestic 

migration. (Lichter and Johnson 2009) In other words, during the 1990’s, Hispanics were 

migrating within the US to relocate to what are now called “new” destinations. 

Through the use of macro models, some scholarship has analyzed the economic 

restructuring in the US and its effect in migration patterns due to the loss in industrial jobs and 

the increase in the service economy. (Frey and Johnson 1998, Pandit and Davies-Withers 1999) 

Changes in the economy have spatial effects, among them the location of industrial jobs. In the 

case of the US, many factories moved outside of its borders to places where they would have 
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more economic benefits due to less regulation and lower wages, such as the maquiladora region 

in northern Mexico. Another effect was to move some of the remaining industrial jobs away 

from the large urban areas in the traditional industrial core of the US, the Northeast and Midwest, 

to the Sun Belt region. In simple terms, according to classical macro migration theory, the 

location of jobs act as a “pull” factor that attracts new migrants. This explains, in part, the 

migration patterns mentioned above. 

States such as North Carolina and Georgia have experienced an increase in both the rural 

and urban Hispanic population (Griffith 2005, Smith and Furuseth 2004, Suro and Singer 2002, 

Walcott and Murphy 2001) and this situation is linked to the restructuring of the US economy, 

although that is not the only cause. The effects of this new economic landscape have been 

explored through the dramatic increase of Hispanic migrants working in sectors of the economy 

where their presence is new or at least is not traditional. The inclusion of Hispanics working in 

such sectors as the poultry industry (Erwin 2003, Kandel and Parrado 2001, Guthey 2001) and 

carpet manufacturing (Hernández-León and Zúñiga 2000) has been explored mostly looking at 

the cultural effects that this new migration has brought to the specific community. Similar 

research has dealt with the increasing changing landscape and effects of arrivals of new Hispanic 

workers settling in rural areas around the US. (Flippen and Parrado 2012, O’Neil and Tienda 

2010, Barcus 2007, Griffith 2005, Kandel and Cromartie 2004, Millard and Chapa 2004, Erwin 

2003, Griffith et al. 2001, Torres 2000)  

Migration away from gateway states, also called dispersion, has been attributed to a 

combination of factors and causes. Some authors have explored the effects of economic 

restructuring together with the dynamics of network migration and the regulation of the housing 

markets. According to this research, many Hispanics migrate away from the Los Angeles region 
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due to a combination of factors, including the cost of housing, and the network dynamics that 

allows potential immigrants to stay in touch with the specifics of the location’s situation and look 

for other destinations. (Light 2006) The increase of international migration to certain destinations 

has also being used to explain the increase and patterns of internal or domestic migration and 

how those patterns tend to show more of a dispersion of the population. (Frey 1995a and 1995b, 

Ellis 2012)  

Other authors have analyzed the dispersion of the Hispanic population with different 

results. Using a mostly descriptive approach, Gober (1999) has concluded that the foreign born 

population from some Latin American countries (Mexico, Cuba, El Salvador and Dominican 

Republic) is more dispersed, at least when it is analyzed at the state level. Frey and Liaw (1999) 

have concluded, through a more quantitative macro approach, that such a dispersion of Latinos is 

not necessarily present when analyzed at the metropolitan area level and when educational 

attainment and birthplace are incorporated to the analysis. They conclude that, for the most part, 

the Latino population is more concentrated in traditional gateway metropolitan areas, with the 

exception of those who are US born. These seemingly contradictory results may be due in part to 

a change in the spatial unit analyzed (states versus cities) and to the analysis of Hispanics as 

either one large block versus separate sub-groups. Other research has used social capital theory 

to explain how the increase in ethnic enclaves outside of the Southwestern US has managed to 

create an increase in internal migration of Mexican-Americans away from their “homeland” 

(California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Colorado) to more peripheral or frontier states. (Saenz 

et al. 2007) Unfortunately, this research was limited to migration of Mexicans and Mexican-

Americans. 
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There is research that has concluded that although increased wages and better job 

opportunities are the primary reason for selecting a destination, there are a variety of possible 

other reasons that operate in the decision making process. Some of these may be secondary 

reasons for some migrants but for others these might be complementary to the main goal of 

obtaining a better job. Among the reasons that migrants have for moving are family reasons, like 

being able to live together, find better living conditions or move away from problems associated 

to large urban areas such as high crime rates. (Zúñiga and Hernández-León 2001) In fact, there is 

research that has concluded that, when there are larger networks of immigrants in those smaller 

metropolitan areas away from traditional gateways, immigrants have more success at becoming 

homeowners. (Painter and Yu 2010) Although the previous reasons can apply to both 

international and domestic migrants usually the focus of scholarship has been on the 

international ones or on the foreign-born Hispanic population. (Barcus 2007, Arreola 2004, 

Murphy et al. 2001) 

Finally, domestic migration of Hispanics has very seldom been analyzed to try to 

understand the differences among the various Hispanic sub-groups. One of the consequences 

studied in the scholarship is the difference in residential segregation patterns of various 

Hispanics sub-groups, although without paying attention to the mobility patterns of this segment 

of the population. (Massey 1981; Massey and Denton 1989; Santiago 1989; Lukinbeal, Price and 

Buell 2012) On the other hand, some research has discussed the different migration routes that 

Hispanics have followed once they are living in the US. In general terms, the 1975-80 migration 

patterns show that California and New York are spatial redistributors of Hispanic international 

migration. According to this research, New York was redistributing the Puerto Rican population 

across the Northeastern states (New Jersey, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania) while at 
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the same time sending Cubans back to Florida. Also, California received many Hispanics from 

Northeastern and Midwestern states, but lost many Hispanics to other western states like Oregon, 

Washington, Colorado and Nevada. The migration of Mexican-Americans from Midwestern 

states to Texas was another pattern of discovered in this research. (McHugh 1989) 

More recently, using US Census data from 1985-1990, Foulkes and Newbold (2000) 

managed to distinguish the domestic migration of Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans and 

Cuban-Americans. They established the different origins and destinations of these migrations as 

separate and with different characteristics. The migration patterns described by these authors are 

pretty much the same ones that McHugh described ten years earlier. This suggests a 

strengthening of the migration networks that the three main Hispanic sub-groups follow and an 

indication of the origins of the “new” destinations that Hispanic migrants are making their 

homes. The migration of Puerto Ricans from New York to Florida that was present in this 

research was already measured by McHugh to a lesser extent. The same can be said about the 

redistribution of Mexican-Americans from California to the other Western states, about the 

migration from Illinois to Texas and about the return migration of Cubans from New York and 

New Jersey to Florida. This literature has led to research that analyzes the social and cultural 

effects in new destinations from the perspective of specific Hispanic sub-groups such as the 

experience of Cubans in Arizona (Skop 2008), Puerto Ricans in Florida (Duany and Matos-

Rodríguez 2006, Concepción-Torres 2008) and Mexicans in Georgia (Zúñiga and Hernández-

León 2001). 

The available research on domestic migration in the US has not tried to explore the 

differences in the mobility patterns of the different sub-groups of the Hispanic sector of the 

population. The scholarship has directed its efforts in two different directions. The first focus has 
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been limited to the descriptive analysis of the migration patterns of Hispanics viewed as one 

large group. (Lichter and Johnson 2009) The second has been an analysis of the social and 

economic consequences of Hispanic migration to non-traditional destinies within the US 

focusing on specific sub-groups without comparing the experiences of these different sub-

groups. The research proposed here will provide a more recent and complete view of the 

comparative work made by McHugh (1989) and by Foulkes and Newbold (2000) regarding the 

domestic migration of Hispanics in the US. This previous research was focused on the three 

largest sub-groups of Hispanics in the US, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans and Cubans. This 

dissertation will also include all possible sub-groups of Hispanics. These other sub-groups have 

grown in size and diversity enough that there is available scholarship on their demographic and 

sociopolitical characteristics and incorporation issues. (Yarbrough 2010, Falconi and Mazzotti 

2007)   
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Chapter 3: Data and Methodology 

 

Research Objectives and Problem Statement 

 The main problem to be studied in this dissertation is: Is there any difference in the 

migration flows of Hispanics within the borders of the United States? As the previous chapter 

showed, much has been said about the international migration patterns of Hispanics migrating 

into the US, mostly about those migrants of Mexican-origin. As some published statistics have 

shown, the domestic migration patterns in the US show that people of Hispanic origin are 

migrating to “new” destinations. (Table 2.9) After the results of the 2000 Census, this “new” 

settlement was researched more carefully and more attention was paid to the growth the 

Hispanic/Latino population in the US. With this background, is that this research comes to 

fruition.  

The first objective of this research is to identify the more prominent state to state 

migration flows of Hispanics in the US. A comparison of the state to state migration flows of the 

different Hispanic sub-groups will be included as part of the analysis. For the purposes of this 

project the definition of Hispanic used will be the same one used by the US Census Bureau. This 

means that any person who was either born or can trace ancestry to any country of Spanish 

culture or origin is considered as Hispanic or Latino. (Idler 2007, OMB 1997) This way a better 

understanding and a clearer picture of what were the more prominent domestic migration flows 

of Hispanics leading up to the 2000 Census. 

This second objective is to provide information regarding the differences between the 

Hispanic/Latino sub-groups, particularly those that decided to migrate within the US. As the 

results will show, the differences among the different sub-groups are discernible from their 
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selection of destination as well as their group characteristics. To this end, the information 

regarding the characteristics of the domestic migrants will be tabulated so that those differences 

come to light.  

The third objective is to quantify the effects of the migration experience for the different 

ethnic groups, particularly for the sub-groups that conform the Hispanic population block, in 

regards to the expenses incurred in obtaining housing. Some literature shows that the migration 

experience can have may different motivations besides changes in the labor market. (Zúñiga and 

Hernández-León 2001) Similarly, there are a variety of effects on the process of migration. One 

of those effects is the economic challenges to new housing costs. To this end, a regression model 

has been developed to better provide a way in which these different experiences in housing costs 

can be quantified and therefore a better understanding of how the spatial dimension of migration 

(selection of destination) interacts with ethnic and social characteristics of the migrants. 

 

Methodology 

Data Sources 

 For this study the data source will be the US Census 5% PUMS sample data for the year 

2000 and the ACS 5-year estimate for 2010. Using the person weights in the database an 

estimate of the real size of the state to state migration flows was created. The largest ten (10) 

migration flows, with some exceptions, were mapped out for each sub-group in order to compare 

them. Some maps include more than ten (10) flows due to similar values. This methodology was 

employed by Foulkes and Newbold (2000) for their analysis of domestic migration leading to the 

1990 census. In this case the list of sub-groups will be expanded. Foulkes and Newbold only 

compared the three largest Hispanic sub-groups, Mexicans, Cubans and Puerto Ricans, while in 
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this study the sub-groups of Dominicans, Central Americans, South Americans and Other 

Hispanics will also be part of the analysis. The results of the analysis for the 1995-2000 period 

will be presented in Chapter 5. The migration flows for the 2006-2010 period will be presented 

in Chapter 7. 

Description of Variables 

 More specifically, the PUMS variable called “mobility” (MOB) which indicates, in 

general terms, the residence of the person five years before the census (in this case in 1995) will 

be used. Also, the PUMS “place of migration” variable (MIGST5) which indicates the specific 

place where that person moved from if indeed he or she lived in a different house in 1995 will be 

needed. The values for the MIGST5 variable are indicators for specific places. Each state in the 

US has a unique value. This information will be used to select the respondents who moved 

across state lines. These will be the subjects of the research. Through these variables the state of 

destination variable will be obtained. Also, the state of origin of migration will be used to create 

a variable for ratio of monthly housing costs before and after migration.  

The other variables to be used are: sex, age, marital status, household income, ethnicity, 

educational attainment, citizenship status, years living in the US, type of work, and property 

ownership status. Most of these variables will be recoded, their categories collapsed or will be 

combined. The variables of age and household income will be continuous variables, meaning 

they will not be transformed or recoded. The variables of sex, marital status and property 

ownership status will be dichotomous categorical variables and will serve for control purposes. 

(Table 3.1)   

The variable for educational attainment will be created by collapsing categories from the 

original education variable in the census, called EDUC. The original variable has 16 categories. 
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These will be reduced to the following five codes: “0” means less than high school education, 

“1” means high school diploma only, “2” for those with some college education but less than a 

bachelor’s degree, “3” for bachelor’s degree, and “4” for graduate or professional degree. 

Table 3.1: Description of variables included  

Variable Description 

Ethnicity 

White non-Hispanic 

(reference) 

Black non-Hispanic 

Asian non-Hispanic 

Other non-Hispanic 

Mexican 

Puerto Rican 

Cuban 

Dominican 

Central American 

South American 

Other Hispanic 

Race or ethnicity   

State 

California  

(reference) 

Individual category for 

every state and the 

District of Columbia 

Destination of migration (current residence) 

Married 

Single (reference) 

Married 

Control variable for marital status 

Sex 

Female (reference) 

Male  

Control variable for gender  

 

 

Education 

Less than High School 

(reference) 

High School Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelor’s Degree 

Graduate Degree 

Educational attainment  

Citizenship 

US citizens by birth 

(reference) 

Naturalized citizens 

Non US citizens  

Status of citizenship 
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Years in US 

US Born (reference) 

More than 10 yrs 

Between 5-10 yrs 

Less than 5 yrs 

Years living in the US 

Age Continuous control variable (only 18 and over). 

Household Income Annual household income of migrant.  

Housing Costs Ratio Ratio of monthly housing costs before and after migration.  

Type of work 

Government 

Agriculture 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Trade 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Utilities 

Information 

Finance, Insurance and 

Real Estate 

Prof., scientific and 

technical services 

Admin., Bldg. support 

and waste mgt. 

Education 

Health and Social Asst. 

Arts, entertainment and 

recreation 

Accommodations and 

food  

Personal Services 

Military 

Unemployed 

Out workforce  

Industry of employment 

 

To deal with the differences within the Hispanic community and their differences with 

the non-Hispanics, an ethnicity variable will be created. For the data for the 1995-2000, this 

variable will be created by combining two other variables from the 2000 census data, the race 

variable and the Hispanic variable. As explained before, the race variable does not include a 

category for Hispanics and Hispanics can be of any race. To try to separate Hispanics by group 
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and compare them with non-Hispanics, the variables will be queried and collapsed so that only 

those who do not self-identify as Hispanics remained in the categories for the different racial 

groups. Then all Hispanics were coded as belonging to the ethnicity of their country or region of 

origin. One final step involved recoding the ethnicity of those respondents who identified 

themselves as Hispanic or Latino but only used a general term to self-identify, such as Latin, 

Latin American, Latino, etc. Using data on place of birth, those people who were coded as 

“Other Hispanic” were recoded into the category of their country of birth whenever possible (e.g. 

those born in Mexico were coded as Mexican or Mexican-American). The exceptions were those 

born in the US and those born outside the 20 countries from which Hispanics or Latinos come 

from or can trace their identity. Cresce and Ramirez (2003) used a similar method to better 

simulate the exact population size of the different Hispanic sub-groups. That left us with an 11-

category variable. The codes for those categories are: “0” for White Non-Hispanic, “1” for Black 

Non-Hispanic, “2” for Asian Non-Hispanic, “3” for Other Non-Hispanic, “4” for Mexican or 

Mexican-American, “5” for Puerto Rican, “6” for Cuban, “7” for Dominican, “8” for Central 

American, “9” for South American, and “10” for Other Hispanic. The results for the migration 

data for 2006 to 2010 will only include the Hispanic sub-groups as defined by the 2010 census. 

For the variable of years living in the US, to be used for those migrants who were not 

born in the US, its values will be changed from a date (year of arrival) to a four-category 

variable. The codes for all the categories will be: “0” for US born, “1” for those who have lived 

in the US for more than 10 years (before 1990), “2” for those who have been in the US between 

five and 10 years, and “3” for those who have been in the US for less than five years. 

The citizenship status variable will be a categorical variable created by grouping all three 

types of citizens by birth (by birth in US state, by birth in US territory or by birth abroad of 
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citizen parents) into one citizen category with a value of “0”. Naturalized citizens will have a 

value of “1”, while the non-citizens will be coded as “2”.  

The type of work will be analyzed by using the industry sector of the work performed by 

the respondent. The sectors will be divided into the following categories: government (0), 

agricultural, forestry, fishing and mining (1), construction (2), manufacturing (3), trade (4), 

transportation and warehousing (5), utilities (6), information (7), finance, insurance and real 

estate (8), professional, scientific and technical services (9), administration, building support and 

waste management (10), education (11), health and social assistance (12), arts, entertainment and 

recreation (13), accommodation and food services (14), other personal services (15), military 

(16), unemployed (17) and out of the workforce (999). 

The variable for ratio of housing costs before and after migration is meant to account for 

the difference in monthly payments needed for either mortgage payments or for rent between the 

person’s current state of residence (destination of migration) and the state of previous residence 

(origin of migration). Due to the fact that mortgage payments and rent are originally two separate 

variables (called MRT1AMT and GRENT respectively), these were combined into one 

depending on the tenure of the person. The value of the MRT1AMT variable was used if the 

person owns his or her place of residence and the value of GRENT was used if the person is 

renting the place of residence. This would create a value for monthly housing costs. The 

combination of rent and mortgage payment has been used in previous research to evaluate 

housing cost burden for different immigrant communities in the US. (McConnell and Akresh 

2010) 

Once the value for housing costs was created, its mean value was calculated by ethnic 

group, and state. The last step required the comparison of housing values between state of origin 
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and state of destination. To do this the value of the monthly housing costs of the person was 

divided by the mean value of monthly housing costs of the person’s ethnicity in his/her state of 

previous residence. This comparison is in form of a ratio. When the value is below 1.00, it means 

that the migrant’s housing costs are lower in the destination state of the migration than the mean 

of monthly housing costs in the state of origin of the migration. Simply put, the migrants’ 

housing costs decreased with the move. When the value is over 1.00 then the migrants’ housing 

costs increased with the move. A similar methodology was implemented by Davis-Withers and 

Clark (2006) in their analysis of family migration patterns. 

 

Statistical methods and model 

Two main statistical methods will be used. The first will consist in a cross-tabulation of 

the dependent variables by the independent variables to find out how the independent variables 

are affecting the dependent one. For example, to analyze the relationship between labor market 

and destination, a cross-tabulation of the variables of workforce by ethnicity and state of 

destination will shed light into which sub-groups of Hispanics are moving to which states 

looking for work in specific segments of the labor market. This analysis is included in Chapter 4. 

The second statistical method to be used will be a linear regression in which the ratio of 

monthly housing costs before and after migration will be the dependent variable and the 

independent variables will be the remaining ones previously presented, with the exception of the 

type of work variable. (Table 3.1) The results will show how the selection of different possible 

destinations affects the dependent variable (ratio of housing costs before and after migration) 

among the different Hispanic sub-groups. The results of the analysis will be discussed in Chapter 

6. 
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Model: (for every individual (i) and every state (j)) 

Fij (hocostratio) = a + b1ij (destination) + b2ij (sex) + b3ij (age) + b4ij (married) + b5ij 

(education) + b6ij (ethnicity) + b7ij (citizenship) + b8ij (yrsUS) + b9ij (hhincome) + b10ij 

(ownership) 

This model was created as an attempt to quantify one aspect of the different experiences 

that the different ethnic groups have through the migration process, and compare that difference 

with the specific spatial differences that can be observed in the selected destinations. The 

difference in the experiences within the Hispanic sub-groups can this way be quantitatively 

compared not only in terms of possible selection of the destination but in the effect that the 

actual migration had on the living costs of the migrants. 
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Chapter 4: Characteristics of domestic migrants in the late 20
th

 century 

 

 

Introduction 

 As mentioned in Chapter 3, following Foulkes and Newbold’s (2000) methodology, the 

person weights included with the data were used to obtain more accurate figures for the domestic 

migrants in the United States between 1995 and 2000. According to these figures, some general 

characteristics of the domestic migrants are: 51.04% are female, 51.61% are married, 54.73% 

own their place of residence, 86.24% were born in the US while 9.09% have been living in the 

US for more than 10 years and 3.93% have been living in the US between 5 and 10 years. 

(Tables 4.1 – 4.4) 

 

Table 4.1: Gender of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Sex percent 

female 51.04 

male 48.96 

Total 100.00 

 

Table 4.2: Marital Status of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Marital status percent 

married 51.61 

non-married 48.39 

Total 100.00 

 

Table 4.3: Property Ownership Status of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Ownership percent 

renter 45.26 

owner 54.74 

Total 100.00 
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Table 4.4: Time living in the US of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Years in US percent 

US Born 86.24 

11+ years 9.09 

5-10 years 3.93 

0-4 years 0.74 

Total 100.00 

 

Also, 87.67% are US citizens by birth while 4.98% are citizens by naturalization and 

7.35% are non-citizens. As for their educational attainment, 18.20% do not have a high school 

diploma, 26.19% graduated high school, 31.62% have some college education, 16.37% have a 4-

year college degree and 7.63% have obtained a graduate or professional degree. (Tables 4.5 – 

4.6) 

Table 4.5: Citizenship status of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Citizenship Status percent 

By Birth 87.67 

Naturalized 4.98 

Non-citizen 7.35 

Total 100.00 

 

Table 4.6: Educational Attainment of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Educational 
Attainment 

percent 

Less Than HS 18.20 

HS Diploma 26.19 

Some College 31.62 

BA 16.37 

Grad degree 7.63 

Total 100.00 

 

In terms of place, the state of California was the selected destination for the larger 

amount of migrants. As seen in Table 4.7, 12.44% of all domestic migrants re-settled in the state 
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of California. The next most frequent destinations were: Texas (7.76%), Florida (6.40%), New 

York (5.47%) and Illinois (4.11%).  

Table 4.7: Destination of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

State percent 

California 12.44 

Alabama 1.51 

Alaska 0.25 

Arizona 2.19 

Arkansas 0.99 

Colorado 1.89 

Connecticut 1.10 

Delaware 0.28 

District of Columbia 0.23 

Florida 6.40 

Georgia 3.18 

Hawaii 0.40 

Idaho 0.50 

Illinois 4.11 

Indiana 2.17 

Iowa 1.03 

Kansas 1.00 

Kentucky 1.43 

Louisiana 1.44 

Maine 0.43 

Maryland 1.81 

Massachusetts 2.11 

Michigan 3.33 

Minnesota 1.69 

Mississippi 0.92 

Missouri 2.07 

Montana 0.34 

Nebraska 0.61 

Nevada 0.97 

New Hampshire 0.46 

New Jersey 2.56 

New Mexico 0.64 

New York 5.47 

North Carolina 2.98 

North Dakota 0.23 

Ohio 3.87 

Oklahoma 1.31 

Oregon 1.45 

Pennsylvania 3.65 

Rhode Island 0.35 

South Carolina 1.40 

South Dakota 0.27 

Tennessee 2.10 
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Texas 7.76 

Utah 0.82 

Vermont 0.20 

Virginia 2.65 

Washington 2.37 

West Virginia 0.55 

Wisconsin 1.89 

Wyoming 0.19 

Total 100.00 

 

Regarding the ethnic composition of the migrant group, 70.50% are White, 11.68% are 

African-American or Black, 3.44% are of Asian-origin, 2.65% are of other Non-Hispanic 

ethnicities and 11.73% are Hispanics. The percentage of Hispanics is the sum of: 6.97% of 

Mexican origin, 1.20% Puerto Rican, 0.47% of Cuban origin, 0.32% of Dominican origin, 0.95% 

Central American, 0.66% South American and 1.16% of Other Hispanic ethnic identity. (Table 

4.8) These figures also indicate that the Mexican-origin sub-group account for 59.44% of the 

larger Hispanic group, while Puerto Ricans account for 10.19%, Cubans are 4.00%, Dominicans 

2.75%, Central Americans 8.11%, South Americans 5.64% and the remaining 9.87% are of 

Other Hispanic ethnicity. 

 Table 4.8: Ethnicity of Domestic Migrants 1995-2000 

Ethnicity percent 

White 70.50 

Black 11.68 

Asian 3.44 

Other Non-Hispanic 2.65 

Mexican 6.97 

Puerto Rican 1.20 

Cuban 0.47 

Dominican Rep. 0.32 

Central American 0.95 

South American 0.66 

Other Hispanic 1.16 

Total 100.00 
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Basic differences between ethnic groups 

 There are some characteristics that easily help with the task of detecting similarities and 

differences among all the different ethnic groups. In terms of gender composition, only three 

groups had more male migrants than female ones, these were Mexicans, Cubans and Central 

Americans, with Mexicans having the larger gender disparity with 53.99% of them being male. 

The remaining ethnic groups have a larger share of females ranging from the most gendered-

balanced group, South Americans with 50.52% of females, to the one with the larger female 

majority, which is the Dominican-origin group with 53.42% of them being female. (Table 4.9) 

Table 4.9: Ethnicity by Gender of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity female male Total 

White 51.11 48.89 100.00 

Black 53.39 46.61 100.00 

Asian 51.93 48.07 100.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 50.86 49.14 100.00 

Mexican 46.01 53.99 100.00 

Puerto Rican 51.36 48.64 100.00 

Cuban 48.30 51.70 100.00 

Dominican Rep. 53.42 46.58 100.00 

Central American 48.71 51.29 100.00 

South American 50.52 49.48 100.00 

Other Hispanic 52.81 47.19 100.00 

 

 As for marital status, the differences between the ethnic groups were more pronounced. 

There are six groups in which the majority of the migrants are married. These are: Whites, 

Asians, Mexicans, Cubans, Central Americans and South Americans, with the percentages 

ranging from 53.13% for Central Americans all the way to 60.17% for Asians, with Mexicans 

having the larger percentage of married migrants among the Hispanic sub-groups with 56.94%. 

The remaining five groups (Blacks, Other Non-Hispanics, Puerto Ricans, Dominicans and Other 

Hispanics) have a larger share of non-married people. The percentages range from the most 

balanced group, Dominicans, with 51.62% non-married persons to the most unbalanced group, 



57 

 

Blacks, with 64.89% of their members being non-married. Puerto Ricans were the Hispanic sub-

group with the larger share of non-married persons with 56.93%. (Table 4.10) 

Table 4.10: Ethnicity by Marital Status of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity Non-married Married Total 

White 46.17 53.83 100.00 

Black 64.89 35.11 100.00 

Asian 39.83 60.17 100.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 55.83 44.17 100.00 

Mexican 43.06 56.94 100.00 

Puerto Rican 56.93 43.07 100.00 

Cuban 46.68 53.32 100.00 

Dominican Rep. 51.62 48.38 100.00 

Central American 46.87 53.13 100.00 

South American 43.75 56.25 100.00 

Other Hispanic 52.61 47.39 100.00 

 

 One of the group characteristics that differentiate the sub-groups in a more dramatic way 

is their age. In terms of this variable, the mean age for the entire population is 39.08 years old. 

When the fact that the sample excluded all migrants under the age of 18 is taken into account, 

this number is still a somewhat high figure. Most literature offers empirical analysis on two 

possible conclusions: 1) the younger age of Hispanic or Latino migrants and 2) the older age of 

people moving due to arriving at the retirement stage of their lives. (Clark 1986) 

 The results of this analysis actually seem to support both conclusions. Only two sub-

groups had mean ages higher than the mean for the entire sample, Whites with a mean age of 

40.25 and Cubans with the higher mean age of any sub-group at 43.89. The mean age for Cubans 

is actually 4.81 years older than the mean age for the entire sample. The third-oldest sub-group is 

that of South Americans with a mean age of 38.12. At the other end of the spectrum, the 

youngest sub-groups are Mexican, Other Hispanics and Puerto Ricans. The Mexican sub-group 

has the youngest mean age at 33.8 which is 5.28 years younger than the mean age for the entire 
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sample, while the Other Hispanic sub-group has a mean age of 34.54 and the Puerto Rican sub-

group has a mean age of 36.12. (Table 4.11) 

Table 4.11: Mean Age by Ethnicity of Domestic Migrants 

Ethnicity mean age 

White 40.25 

Black 37.14 

Asian 37.94 

Other Non-Hispanic 36.24 

Mexican 33.80 

Puerto Rican 36.12 

Cuban 43.89 

Dominican Rep. 37.00 

Central American 35.13 

South American 38.12 

Other Hispanic 34.54 

Total 39.08 

 

 In terms of educational attainment, there are some wide disparities among the different 

ethnicities. The sub-groups with the lowest educational attainment are Central Americans, 

Mexicans and Dominicans as evidenced by the higher percentage of their members who did not 

finish high school. Over half of the Central Americans (53.41%) and Mexican-origin domestic 

migrants (50.75%) and 43.48% of Dominicans do not have a high school diploma. On the other 

hand, the lowest figures for this variable belong to Whites (12.75%), Asians (16.41%) and Other 

Non-Hispanics (19.80%). The lowest percentage among Hispanics belongs to the South 

American sub-group at 22.02%. (Table 4.12) 

 When these figures are looked at in combination with the figures for those with at least 

one college degree, the same three sub-groups are the ones with the lowest percentages: 

Mexicans (6.82%), Central Americans (8.05%) and Dominicans (10.21%). This leads to the 

conclusion that these are the sub-groups with the lowest educational attainment. Opposite this, 

the sub-groups with highest percentages of their members with college degrees are: the Asian 
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sub-group, Whites and South Americans. A staggering 42.36% of Asians have at least one 

college degree, with 27.55% of Whites and 23.03% of South Americans following.  

 

Table 4.12: Ethnicity by Educational Attainment of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity 
Less 

Than HS 
HS 

diploma 
some 

college 
BA 

Grad 
degree 

Total 

White 12.75 26.46 33.24 18.88 8.67 100 

Black 24.98 30.03 31.85 9.38 3.76 100 

Asian 16.41 15.41 25.82 25.63 16.73 100 

Other Non-Hispanic 19.80 27.50 34.91 12.23 5.57 100 

Mexican 50.75 22.77 19.67 4.88 1.94 100 

Puerto Rican 33.67 27.33 27.86 7.71 3.43 100 

Cuban 31.77 20.53 26.41 12.60 8.69 100 

Dominican Rep. 43.48 22.19 24.12 6.61 3.60 100 

Central American 53.41 20.23 18.31 5.43 2.62 100 

South American 22.02 24.73 30.23 14.17 8.86 100 

Other Hispanic 27.61 28.92 31.54 8.28 3.64 100 

 

 Similarly, when the figures are analyzed by the categories of educational attainment, the 

results show that the share of each ethnic sub-group within each educational category is not 

constant. This means that with the increase in educational attainment the percentage of migrants 

from some ethnic sub-groups increases while the percentage for other sub-groups do not. (Table 

4.13) For example, of all migrants without a high school diploma, 49.39% are White, 19.45% are 

Mexican, 3.10% are Asian and 2.21% are Puerto Rican. A look at the group of migrants with 

graduate or professional degrees will reveal that while the percentage of Whites and Asians 

increased to 80.14% and 7.54% respectively, the percentage for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans 

decreased to 1.77% and 0.54% respectively. In terms of the Hispanic sub-groups the 

Dominicans, Central Americans and the Other Hispanics behave similar to the Puerto Ricans and 

Mexicans while the Cubans and South Americans behave more like the Asians. These 
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differences point to a similar conclusion regarding the higher educational attainment of the 

Cuban and the South American sub-groups.  

Table 4.13: Educational Attainment by Ethnicity (percent) 

Ethnicity 
Less Than 

HS 
HS 

diploma 
Some 

college 
BA 

Grad 
degree 

White 49.39 71.22 74.13 81.33 80.14 

Black 16.03 13.39 11.77 6.70 5.75 

Asian 3.10 2.02 2.81 5.39 7.54 

Other Non-Hispanic 2.88 2.78 2.92 1.98 1.93 

Mexican 19.45 6.06 4.34 2.08 1.77 

Puerto Rican 2.21 1.25 1.05 0.56 0.54 

Cuban 0.82 0.37 0.39 0.36 0.53 

Dominican Rep. 0.77 0.27 0.25 0.13 0.15 

Central American 2.79 0.73 0.55 0.32 0.33 

South American 0.80 0.62 0.63 0.57 0.77 

Other Hispanic 1.76 1.28 1.15 0.59 0.55 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

 

 As for the length of time living in the US, there are some dramatic differences regarding 

all sub-groups. The first fact that must be noted is that over 92% of the migrants in three ethnic 

sub-groups (Whites, Blacks and Other Hispanics) are US born. This means that even though all 

of them are domestic migrants only a few of them are secondary migrants. The Other Non-

Hispanic sub-group has a similar characteristic, although not as extreme, with over 79% of their 

population being US-born. The other sub-group that has a majority of their members being US-

born is the Puerto Ricans with over 53% being born in the US. An interesting fact is that despite 

popular perception, a large proportion of Mexicans (43.62%) are actually US-born, which means 

that they are not, at least in the technical sense, immigrants. Similarly, over a quarter (26.83%) of 

the Cuban sub-group is US-born. The ethnic sub-groups with the smaller proportions of US-born 

are Asians (17.77%), South Americans (12.86%), Dominicans (12.18%) and Central Americans 

(6.83%). (Table 4.14) 
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Table 4.14: Ethnicity by Years in the US of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity US Born 11+ yrs 5-10 yrs 0-4 yrs Total 

White 95.89 3.04 0.91 0.16 100.00 

Black 92.70 4.89 1.96 0.45 100.00 

Asian 17.77 51.55 27.28 3.41 100.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 79.40 13.66 5.71 1.23 100.00 

Mexican 43.62 34.18 18.05 4.16 100.00 

Puerto Rican 53.14 37.33 7.27 2.25 100.00 

Cuban 26.83 54.09 16.48 2.60 100.00 

Dominican Rep. 12.18 55.20 28.64 3.98 100.00 

Central American 6.83 59.38 28.61 5.17 100.00 

South American 12.86 55.98 26.38 4.78 100.00 

Other Hispanic 95.09 3.59 1.10 0.22 100.00 

 

 Despite these figures, this does not mean that those migrants are necessarily recent 

arrivals to the US. More than half of the migrants in the Asian, Cuban, Dominican, Central 

American and South American sub-groups arrived in the US over 10 years before the 2000 

Census, as did more than one third of Puerto Ricans and Mexicans. In terms of more recent 

migrants, over a quarter of those in the Cuban, Dominican, Central American and South 

American sub-groups arrived in the US between 1990 and 1995. The same is true for 18.05% of 

Mexicans and 16.48% of Cubans. (Table 4.14) 

 The figures on birthplace and arrival in the US do not necessarily bring to light the 

different reality of the citizenship status in each ethnic sub-group. As expected, the White, Black, 

Other Hispanic and Other Non-Hispanic groups have large proportions of migrants being US 

citizens by birth, in the first three groups the percentages are over 93% while in the last one it is 

over 83%. Yet, the ethnic sub-group with the largest proportion of US citizens is the Puerto 

Rican group, with over 98%. (Table 4.15) As explained before, every person born in Puerto Rico 

after 1917 is a US citizen, which means that not only the 53.13% of US-born Puerto Ricans are 

citizens but also another 45.12% who were either born in Puerto Rico or born elsewhere in the 

world to Puerto Rican parents. This bring the question, why is this figure not 100%? There are 
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many possibilities among which there is the fact that these ethnic categories are of self-

identification so some people may be identifying as Puerto Rican for cultural or other reasons but 

still have to obtain US citizenship through the naturalization process. The figures for the 

remaining ethnic sub-groups in this category somewhat mirror the figures for the US-born 

discussed earlier.  

Table 4.15: Ethnicity by Citizenship Status of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity Birth Naturalized Non-citizen Total 

White 96.74 1.80 1.46 100.00 

Black 93.35 3.11 3.54 100.00 

Asian 19.00 42.78 38.22 100.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 82.46 8.46 9.08 100.00 

Mexican 44.44 12.33 43.22 100.00 

Puerto Rican 98.34 0.65 1.01 100.00 

Cuban 27.90 40.99 31.11 100.00 

Dominican Rep. 13.48 31.93 54.59 100.00 

Central American 7.97 24.38 67.65 100.00 

South American 14.47 34.38 51.15 100.00 

Other Hispanic 95.90 1.85 2.25 100.00 

 

 The situation changes when discussing the proportion of citizens by naturalization. As 

expected the five sub-groups with higher proportions of migrants being citizens by birth (Whites, 

Blacks, Other Non-Hispanics, Puerto Ricans and Other Hispanics) have very small percentages 

of people being citizens by naturalization (or non-citizens). The Other Non-Hispanic group has 

the largest percentage of naturalized citizens at 8.46% with the remaining ones with percentages 

lower than 3.12%. In contrast, the Asian and Cuban groups have percentages of naturalized 

citizens over 40%, which means that more than 60% of Asians and over 68% of Cubans have 

been able to obtain US citizenship (either by birth or naturalization). This contrasts the position 

of other ethnic groups that are less structurally integrated to the US. Close to one fourth of 

Central Americans, almost 32% of Dominicans and little over a third of South Americans have 

obtained US citizenship by naturalization, leaving them quite behind the previously discussed 
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groups in this regard. The case of the Mexican-origin population is quite interesting because only 

12.33% have successfully obtained US citizenship through the naturalization process. Despite 

having a larger share of the migrant population, the Mexican sub-group has less naturalized 

members that the Asian sub-group, both in terms of percentage and in absolute numbers. (Table 

4.15) 

 As for the domestic migrants who do not have US citizenship, the results point to the 

groups with a more recent history of migration into the US. Over two-thirds of Central 

Americans are not US citizens. Also, over half of both the South American and the Dominican 

ethnic sub-groups are not citizens of the US. These figures are high even when compared with 

other ethnic sub-groups with a longer history of settlement in the US. For example, 43.22% of 

the Mexican sub-group and 31.11% of Cubans, as well as 38.22% of Asians are not US citizens. 

(Table 4.15) 

 A closer look at the composition of the domestic migrants who are not US citizens 

reveals that 40.99% are of Mexican origin (despite being 6.97% of all domestic migrants) while 

8.75% are of Central American origin (while accounting for less than 1% of all domestic 

migrants). As for the non-Hispanic ethnicities, Asians are 17.89% of all non-citizen domestic 

migrants despite only accounting for 3.44% of all domestic migrants. Contrary to this, Whites 

accounted for 13.97% of the non-citizen migrants but are 70.5% of all domestic migrants. (Table 

4.16) 

 In terms of actual economic status, three different variables were observed to be able 

obtain an idea of the differences of the ethnic sub-groups in this respect. These three variables 

are: property ownership status, annual household income and monthly housing costs. This way a 

more complete perspective can be obtained about the economic status of all ethnicities. 
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Considering that income has a large variability by place and so do housing costs, an analysis of 

both will lead to a better approach to this discussion. 

Table 4.16: Citizenship Status by Ethnicity (percent) 

Ethnicity Birth Naturalized Non-citizen 

White 77.79 25.57 13.97 

Black 12.44 7.31 5.62 

Asian 0.75 29.58 17.89 

Other Non-Hispanic 2.49 4.50 3.27 

Mexican 3.53 17.28 40.99 

Puerto Rican 1.34 0.16 0.16 

Cuban 0.15 3.87 1.99 

Dominican Rep. 0.05 2.07 2.40 

Central American 0.09 4.66 8.75 

South American 0.11 4.57 4.60 

Other Hispanic 1.27 0.43 0.35 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 

 

 One of the ways in which structural integration of international migrants is measured is 

through the acquisition of a property, more specifically, a home. When a person or family is able 

to own their own house, it is socially perceived as an achievement that signals the culmination of 

the so-called “American Dream”. (Clark 2003) In this sense, the proportion of any ethnic sub-

group that has been able to own their home can shed light on the social inequalities between the 

groups and on how close, as a group, different ethnicities are to being fully integrated to the 

fabric of the country.  

 According to the results obtained, Whites, Asians and Cubans are the only ethnic sub-

groups in which a majority of their members are homeowners. The figures indicate that 60.36% 

of Whites, 52.37% of Asians and 55.02% of Cubans own their place of residence. The fact that 

the Cuban sub-group is the only one of the Hispanic ethnicities in which more than half are 

homeowners should not be surprising due to the particular political-economic circumstances of 

this sub-group. (Joppke 2005, Duany 2011) 
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Table 4.17: Ethnicity by Property Ownership Status of Domestic Migrants (percent) 

Ethnicity renter owner Total 

White 39.64 60.36 100.00 

Black 62.79 37.21 100.00 

Asian 47.63 52.37 100.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 57.17 42.83 100.00 

Mexican 58.17 41.83 100.00 

Puerto Rican 64.58 35.42 100.00 

Cuban 44.98 55.02 100.00 

Dominican Rep. 74.57 25.43 100.00 

Central American 65.59 34.41 100.00 

South American 55.63 44.37 100.00 

Other Hispanic 53.27 46.73 100.00 

 

 At the other end of the spectrum, a majority of the remaining ethnic sub-groups rent their 

place of residence. The results indicate that the percentages are as low as 53.27% of renters in 

the Other Hispanic sub-group, to as high as 74.57% for Dominicans. Also, the percentages for 

Central Americans (65.59%) and Puerto Ricans (64.58%) are higher than the percentages of any 

of the Non-Hispanic ethnic sub-groups, among which the Black sub-group has the highest 

percentage of renters at 62.79%. (Table 4.17)  

 Another indicator of socio-economic status is annual household income. According to the 

results for domestic migrants, the ethnic sub-group with the highest mean annual household 

income is Asians with $72,423.62. The other ethnic sub-groups with the household incomes over 

the mean for the entire sample were: Whites ($62,036.40), South Americans ($59,893.18) and 

Cubans ($58,774.61). All the remaining ethnic sub-groups have mean household incomes below 

the mean for the entire sample. Among the Hispanic sub-groups, the lowest household income 

belonged to Dominicans at $44,080.47, Puerto Ricans at $45,746.09 and Other Hispanics at 

$46,524.63. Despite this, the ethnic sub-group with the lowest household income was Blacks at 

$41,035.38. This data show that the socio-economic situation of some Hispanic sub-groups is 

similar to the situation of African-Americans in the US, while other Hispanic sub-groups have a 
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socio-economic situation closer to that of Whites, the dominant ethnic group in the US. (Table 

4.18) 

Table 4.18: Mean Annual Household Income by Ethnicity of Domestic Migrants 

Ethnicity 
mean annual 

household income 

White 62036.40 

Black 41035.38 

Asian 72423.62 

Other Non-Hispanic 49296.83 

Mexican 46761.39 

Puerto Rican 45746.09 

Cuban 58774.61 

Dominican Rep. 44080.47 

Central American 50746.21 

South American 59893.18 

Other Hispanic 46524.63 

Total 57971.53 

 

Table 4.19: Mean Monthly Housing Costs by Ethnicity of Domestic Migrants 

Ethnicity 
mean monthly 
housing costs 

White 861.99 

Black 671.24 

Asian 1105.00 

Other Non-Hispanic 781.11 

Mexican 734.63 

Puerto Rican 763.22 

Cuban 907.22 

Dominican Rep. 790.61 

Central American 822.33 

South American 985.69 

Other Hispanic 751.15 

Total 835.04 

 

 Another set of results that provides information about the socio-economic conditions of 

the different ethnic sub-groups is the mean monthly housing costs. This information can shed 

light on the living housing conditions of the population and how different these conditions are. 

Again, the Asian ethnic sub-group has the highest monthly housing costs at $1105.00. Also, the 
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means of monthly housing costs for Whites ($861.99), South Americans ($985.69) and Cubans 

($907.22) were also higher than the mean for the entire sample. The Hispanic sub-groups with 

the lowest monthly housing costs were Mexicans ($734.63), Other Hispanics ($751.15) and 

Puerto Ricans ($763.22). The Black ethnic sub-group also has the lowest housing costs of all 

ethnicities at $671.24. (Table 4.19) 

 One final set of information used to compare the differences among ethnic sub-groups of 

domestic migrants is the field or industry in which they work. This information allows for a 

comparison of the labor situation of the different ethnic groups. The sectors of the economy with 

the higher percentage of each ethnic sub-group were calculated to find out common and different 

areas of the labor market that may be niches for particular ethnicities. (Table 4.20) After 

comparing the most common five sectors of the economy for each ethnic sub-group the results 

show mostly commonalities and very few but significant differences.  

 First, the manufacturing and trade sectors of the economy are common to all ethnic sub-

groups, meaning that domestic migrants still find employment in these two sectors of the 

economy. Manufacturing includes all industrial jobs, while trade includes both wholesale and 

retail trade occupations. Another sector of the economy common to most ethnic groups is Health 

and Social assistance. The only ethnic sub-group for which this sector of the economy was not in 

the top five was the Central American sub-group. This sector groups people in medical, 

community services, child day care and other similar jobs.  The accommodation and food sector 

also was in the top five for all ethnic sub-groups except for the White sub-group. This sector 

groups all jobs in hotel and traveler arrangements as well as in restaurants and bars. 
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 As for the sectors of the economy that were more prevalent only to some ethnic groups, 

the construction sector stands out. This sector of the economy was on the top five for four ethnic 

sub-groups, Mexicans, Central Americans, Other Hispanics and Other Non-Hispanics. The 

recorded involvement of Hispanics, either recent international migrants or longer settled ones, in 

this industry (Millard and Chapa 2004, Durand et al. 2005) or the lacking of well-paid positions 

in the industry (Light 2006) may explain this situation. Yet the fact remains that, at a national 

level, the construction sector of the economy is more relevant to Mexicans, Central Americans 

and Other Hispanics than for other ethnic groups with more human capital. 

 In the same line of thinking, the sector of the economy grouping Other Services is 

relevant to Dominicans, Central Americans and South Americans. This sector of the economy 

encompasses a wide range of jobs such as: car washes, auto repair, beauty salons, laundry and 

dry cleaners, funeral homes, private household services, labor unions and social, religious, 

business and political organizations. These results may not be surprising to some people due to 

popular stereotypes (such as Dominicans working in beauty salons or Central Americans 

working in car washes) but they do present a relevant aspect of the service economy and the role 

that some ethnic groups play in it, besides there are some other ethnic stereotypes that did not 

come up in the results (e.g. Asians working in dry cleaners). 

 On the other hand there were other sectors of the economy that require more human 

capital that were relevant to some ethnic sub-groups. One of these sectors is the one comprising 

Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE). The jobs in these industries are those related to 

banking institutions, securities and financial investments, insurance carriers, real estate and 

consumer or commercial goods rental and leasing. The three ethnic sub-groups in which this 

sector was in the top five were: Whites, Puerto Ricans and Cubans. These results point out to a 



70 

 

variety of circumstances. First the fact that the dominant ethnic group (Whites) has an important 

presence in such a dominant sector of the economy should not come as a surprise, after all their 

role as dominant ethnic group may be aided, at least partially, by precisely being able to exert 

some control of the FIRE sector. Second, the political circumstances of the first large contingent 

of Cuban international migrants, which includes the help they received from the US government 

(Tichenor 2002, Grosfoguel 2003, Joppke 2005), their concentration in the city of Miami and the 

role of this city as a global connection between the US and Latin America (Sassen 2000, Horton 

2012) and the higher level of education of this group explains the fact that the FIRE sector 

employs a large segment of the Cuban migrants. Third, the early and large presence of Puerto 

Ricans in the US, the fact that a large proportion of Puerto Ricans still live in the New York City 

Metropolitan area, with this city being one of the most important in the global economy (Sassen 

2000), and the fact that there is a large segment of those Puerto Ricans who migrated from 

Puerto Rico who have higher educational attainment than those who were born in the US, 

particularly in recent years also explains the employment of such a significant portion of Puerto 

Rican migrants. 

 Another sector of the economy that requires high levels of human capital is precisely, the 

education sector. To be able to work in this sector the person must be educated and, as is the case 

of those who work in higher education, sometimes the education must include multiple degrees 

and specializations. The only two ethnic sub-groups with large portions working in this sector 

were Whites and Blacks. It should not be surprising that there were no Hispanic ethnicities with 

such significant portions of their populations working in this sector due to the relative short 

amount of time in which the Hispanic population has been a large part of the demographic make-

up in the US. Also, the politics of affirmative action in the US have contributed towards the 
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higher presence of African-Americans in higher education for a longer period of time than for 

other ethnic groups and since a time when African-Americans were the largest minority group in 

the US.  

 One final note regarding the more relevant sectors of the economy is that the Professional 

services sector was not as relevant as expected. This sector includes the jobs in the legal, 

accounting, technical, scientific, engineering, management and computer systems fields among 

others. The only ethnic sub-group for which this sector of the economy was in the top five was 

Asians, with 7.95%. There were more Asian domestic migrants working in this sector than in the 

Education or on the Accommodation and food sectors. The only other ethnic sub-group with a 

percentage higher than that for the entire sample was Whites at 5.78%. The percentage for the 

entire sample was 5.07%. As a comparison, the Hispanic sub-group with the largest percentage 

working in this sector was the Cuban sub-group with a 4.96%. The ethnic sub-group with the 

lowest percentage working in this sector was Mexicans at 2.06%. 

 The amount of people out of the labor force will give an indication of how many people 

of any particular ethnicity are either retired, disabled or cannot join the labor force. This is 

different from being unemployed because to be considered as such the person must be either 

looking for a job or able to have one. Due to the fact that the sample only includes people over 

the age of 18 then there are no children who, because of their age, are only going to school or not 

legally allowed to be part of the labor force. According to the results, 13.88% of all domestic 

migrants are out of the labor force. There were six ethnic sub-groups with lower percentages out 

of the labor force. These were: South Americans (11.34%), Central Americans (12.03%), Other 

Hispanics (12.50%), Other Non-Hispanics (12.93%), Mexicans (13.69%) and Whites (13.74%). 

As these results show, a lower percentage of most Hispanic ethnic sub-groups is out of the labor 
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force than the dominant ethnic group. This is consistent with Bean and Stevens (2003) 

contention that international migrants do not use as much government-sponsored benefits as the 

White majority. The lower the percentage (as well as total number) of people out of the labor 

force means a lower amount of people receiving Social Security, Food Stamps, Medicare and 

other government help. It must be pointed out that the percentages for Mexicans and Whites are 

very similar, while South Americans and Central Americans have much lower figures. In terms 

of the ethnic sub-groups with the higher percentages of people out of the labor force, Cubans 

have the highest figure at 19.58%. The figure is higher than the same figure for other ethnic sub-

groups with worse socioeconomic status like Puerto Ricans (16.83%) and Dominicans (16.43%). 

The other two sub-groups with percentages higher than the mean for the entire sample were non-

Hispanic sub-groups, Asians (14.55%) and Blacks (14.69%). It is notable that the figures for 

these two sub-groups are very similar despite having marked differences, both real and 

perceived, in their socioeconomic status. 

 

Destination(s) 

 The difference in migration patterns among all ethnic sub-groups will be analyzed more 

closely in the following chapter. The following chapter will analyze the specific migration flows 

for each ethnic sub-group. This section will only limit the discussion to differences in the 

destination of domestic migrants. The most important aspect of the discussion will be how the 

destination of domestic migrants, particularly for those of Hispanic descent, is not a centralized 

or homogeneous one.   
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The varying levels of preference among the different ethnic sub-groups regarding their 

destinations or choices of domestic migration are the first observable characteristic that can 

easily be appreciated once the results are closely analyzed. The differences mostly consist on the 

places to which they migrate as well as the percentages selecting particular destinations. For this 

analysis the destinations of all domestic migrants were tabulated for every ethnic-sub-group. The 

five most common destinations have been compared to offer a view of the differences in 

settlement patterns. (Table 4.21) 

In general terms, four states are the most selected destinations of domestic migrants. 

California is the most selected destination for five ethnic sub-groups (Whites, Asians, Other 

Non-Hispanics, Mexicans and Central Americans) and is in the top 5 of other 4 sub-groups 

(Blacks, Cubans, South Americans and Other Hispanics). New York is the most selected 

destination for two sub-groups (Puerto Ricans and Dominicans) while being in the top 5 for 7 

other sub-groups (all but Mexicans and Other Hispanics). Similarly, Florida also is the most 

selected destination for two sub-groups (Cubans and South Americans) while being in the top 5 

for 7 other sub-groups (all but Mexicans and Asians). Finally, Texas is the most selected 

destination for Other Hispanics while is on the top five of eight other sub-groups (all but Puerto 

Ricans and Dominicans).  

The state of New Jersey was one of the top 5 destinations for five sub-groups (Asians, 

Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Dominicans and South Americans) although was not the preferred 

destination for any. Contrary to that the preferred destination for Blacks was Georgia, although 

the state was not in the top 5 destinations of any other sub-group. 

 Besides Georgia, ten (10) other states were one of the top 5 destinations for only one or 

two ethnic sub-groups, some of which are not usually thought of as traditional destinations for 
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immigrants. The states that were in the top 5 for two sub-groups were: Illinois for Asians (ranked 

5
th

) and Mexicans (4
th

), Colorado for Mexicans (5
th

) and Other Hispanics (4
th

) and Massachusetts 

for Puerto Ricans (5
th

) and Dominicans (4
th

). The states that were in the top 5 for only one sub-

group were: Ohio for Whites (5
th

), Oklahoma for Other Non-Hispanics (2
nd

), Arizona for 

Mexicans (3
rd

), Connecticut for Puerto Ricans (4
th

), Rhode Island for Dominicans (5
th

), Virginia 

for Central Americans (5
th

) and New Mexico for Other Hispanics (3
rd

). 

 The fact that some states are preferred by more than one ethnic sub-group does not mean 

that the settlement patterns are identical. As the results show, California is the top preference for 

five ethnic sub-groups but the percentages of domestic migrants differ quite substantially. While 

over 38% of Asians, Central Americans and Mexicans migrated to California, only 18% of Other 

Non-Hispanics did so and only 8.87% of Whites took the same step. These figures point to a 

higher concentration of migrants from some groups while there is more dispersion from others. 

 One aspect that became evident with the results was precisely the differences in 

geographic concentration among the different ethnic sub-groups. Three ethnic sub-groups are 

more dispersed that the remaining ones according to the figures. These are: Whites, Blacks and 

Other Non-Hispanics. As can be observed in Table 4.21, the differences among the top 

preference in destinations for both Whites and Blacks are not particularly drastic. As mentioned 

above, California is the preferred destination for Whites but only 8.87% chose that destination. 

In the case of Blacks the preferred destination was Georgia but only 7.99% chose to migrate to 

that state. These two figures are not extremely higher than the figures for other destinations. In 

the case of Other Non-Hispanics, California is an outlier with 18% of this sub-group choosing it 

as a destination, but the figures for the remaining destinations are similar. This is not the case for 

some other ethnic sub-groups. 
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 The results show that five sub-groups have some very popular preferences when choosing 

a destination. The state of California was the preferred destination for 42.64% of Mexicans, 

38.87% of Central Americans and 38.72% of Asians, while 67.51% of Cubans migrated to 

Florida and 46.76% of Dominicans moved to New York. When the results are examined further, 

there is an apparent larger concentration of Hispanics in very limited number of states. The 

results demonstrate that 64.92% of Mexicans migrated to California or Texas, 52.16% of Puerto 

Ricans migrated to New York, Florida or New Jersey, 75.51% of Dominicans also migrated to 

New York, New Jersey and Florida, 51.03% of Central Americans migrated to California or 

Florida, 70.98% of South Americans migrated to Florida, New York, California or New Jersey 

and 55.43% of Other Hispanics migrated to Texas, California or New Mexico. These results, 

combined with the fact that 67.51% of Cubans migrated to Florida, reveal that a majority of 

migrants from each Hispanic sub-group have selected a handful of destinations for their 

migration process. The only Non-Hispanic sub-group that shows similar behavior is the Asian 

sub-group in which 52.68% of migrants selected California, New York or Texas as their 

destination. 

 

Conclusion 

 There are quite a number of differences among the Hispanic sub-groups in terms of their 

socio-economic characteristics. In terms of gender, for example, there are some sub-groups that 

are very gender-balanced: Puerto Ricans, Central Americans and South Americans. On the other 

hand, the Mexican-origin sub-group is the most male dominated group with almost 54% of its 

members being male. The opposite is the Dominican sub-group in which more than 53% of its 

members are women.  
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 In terms of age, the Mexican sub-group is again at one of the extremes, being the 

youngest group of domestic migrants with a mean age of 33.8. At the opposite end, the Cuban 

sub-group is the oldest one with a 43.9 average. This gap between the oldest and the youngest 

can reflect the difference in the stage in the lives of many domestic migrants. When the age and 

gender composition of the sub-groups are looked at in combination, many would jump to the 

conclusion that most of the Mexican sub-group would be comprised of non-married people. Yet, 

the marital status data reveals that among the Hispanic sub-groups, the Mexican sub-group is the 

one with the largest percentage of married people at 56.9%. On the other end of the spectrum, 

among the Hispanic sub-groups, Puerto Ricans have the largest proportion of non-married, at 

56.9%. 

 In terms of the differences in educational attainment, the Central American sub-group 

was the one with the largest proportion of people without a High School diploma, at over 53%. 

The only other sub-group with at least half of its members not having finished high school was 

the Mexican sub-group. At the other extreme, among the Hispanic sub-groups, the one with the 

largest proportion of college graduates was the South American sub-group with over 23%. The 

only other Hispanic sub-group with at least 20% of their members having graduated college was 

the Cuban sub-group. 

 Another important difference noted is the one regarding citizenship status. While usually 

regarded as a “foreign” group, over 43% of the group is US-born and over 56% has US 

citizenship, either by birth or naturalization. That contrasts with the fact that over half of 

Dominicans and South Americans, and over two-thirds of Central Americans do not have US 

citizenship. The fact that almost 41% of Cubans are naturalized citizens shed light on the way 
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that this last group has benefited from different migration policies within the Hispanic 

population.  

 In terms of more economic characteristics, the Hispanic sub-group with the lowest annual 

household income is the Dominican sub-group while the South American sub-group has the 

highest annual income. In turn, the data for housing costs revealed that South Americans were 

the Hispanic sub-group with the highest housing costs but the sub-group with the lowest housing 

costs was the Mexican sub-group. 

One final important fact is that the proportion of Mexicans and Central Americans 

working in the Construction industry is larger than the proportion of any other ethnic-group. A 

similar situation occurs within the Accommodations and food sector of the economy. This may 

reflect what some scholarship has analyzed as the result of the existence of labor market 

networks in these sub-groups as well as the existence of more sophisticated and flexible 

recruiting methods existing in the states classified as “new” immigrant destinations. (Flippen 

2012, Hellerstein et al. 2010, Stuesse 2008) 
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Chapter 5: State to state Migration Flows in the US, 1995 to 2000 

 

There are a few points that must be addressed in this chapter: the first is the contention of 

a need to analyze the migration patterns of the Hispanic sub-groups separately because by 

grouping all of them in a single category some information as well as certain cultural 

specificities can get lost in the process. Second, once the first point is addressed, there is a need 

to actually analyze and compare the different migration patterns of all the sub-groups and see if 

they indeed migrate differently. Third, these migration flows must be looked at in detail in order 

to analyze and compare the differences within each subgroup.  

State to state migration flows of all Hispanics 

 An analysis of the state to state migration flows of all Hispanics as a single group would 

reveal some interesting but incomplete, and in some cases misleading, results regarding their 

migrant behavior. 

 The map in Figure 5.1 shows the largest state to state migration flows of all Hispanics. 

The map shows all the flows that have at least 20,000 Hispanic migrants. (Table 5.1) As this map 

shows, most Hispanics seem to be following two patterns: 1- moving away from California and 

mostly relocating across many of the western US states, 2- moving to Florida and other 

southeastern states, and 3- redistribution patterns within the northeast and the southwest. As for 

the first pattern, nine (9) of the thirteen (13) flows are migrating away from California with six 

(6) of those destinations being states located west of the Mississippi (Texas, Nevada, Arizona, 

Colorado, Washington, Oregon). The remaining three (3) are to Florida, Georgia and Illinois. 

The flows to Florida and Georgia should be analyzed as part of the second pattern to be 

discussed shortly. The migration from California to Illinois does not seem to follow a geographic 
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pattern unless it is analyzed within a different context which will be discussed in a following 

section.  

Figure 5.1: Largest state to state migration flows, All Hispanics (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

 The second pattern reveals four (4) flows with destinations in the southeastern US. Three 

(3) of those flows have the state of Florida as the destination with the other one has Georgia. The 

two (2) largest flows are from New York and New Jersey into Florida, while the other two flows, 

as mentioned above, originate in California and have Florida and Georgia as their destination. 

This indicates the existence of inter-regional relocation patterns. This map may also be indicative 

of larger than expected Hispanic domestic migration into the southeastern states but by itself is 

not quite conclusive. 

 The third pattern is represented by the flows from Texas to California and from New 

York to New Jersey. These two flows are part of redistribution of population within each 

particular region. The Texas to California flow reflects mobility within the southwestern US. The 

main difference with the flows presented in the first pattern is that the destination, instead of the 

Over 60,000 
20,000-40,000 
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origin, is California, which suggests a different type of migrant. The other flow, New York to 

New Jersey, reflects mobility within the northeastern US. The main difference with the second 

pattern is that the destination is relatively close to the origin, as opposed to the other flows that 

reflect much longer migration routes to the southeastern US. 

Table 5.1:  State to state migration flows, All Hispanics (1995-2000) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NY to FL 68565 

2 CA to TX 65385 

3 CA to NV 62434 

4 CA to AZ 60709 

5 NY to NJ 39839 

6 CA to CO 31030 

7 NJ to FL 29564 

8 TX to CA 29249 

9 CA to WA 28088 

10 CA to FL 23634 

11 CA to IL 23559 

12 CA to GA 23317 

13 CA to OR 20347 

 

 One closer way of analyzing these results is to compare the difference in the state to state 

migration flows of US-born Hispanics with foreign-born Hispanics. When these results are 

obtained and the largest flows are mapped the differences are clear. The maps in Figures 5.2 and 

5.3 show that although there are some flows that are present in both, there are others that are not 

identical. Both maps show all the flows with at least 10,000 Hispanics, either US-born or 

foreign-born.  
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Figure 5.2: Largest state to state migration flows, US-born Hispanics (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

 

Figure 5.3: Largest state to state migration flows, Hispanics born abroad (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

This is indicative of differences in the patterns of domestic migration of US-born and 

foreign-born Hispanics. More specifically, while eight (8) of the migration flows are the same 
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ones in both maps, seven (7) of those also have similar numbers of both US-born and foreign-

born Hispanics, the flow from New Jersey to Florida despite being present in both maps has a 

significantly larger amount of foreign-born than of US-born Hispanics (Table 5.2). There are 

other flows that are dramatically different both in the direction of the flow and the amounts of 

migrants in them. The main distinctions are that the US-born map includes the flows of: Texas to 

California, Arizona to California, Texas to New Mexico, New Mexico to Texas and Illinois to 

Texas, while the map for the foreign-born does not and instead includes the flows of: California 

to Florida, California to Illinois, California to Georgia, California to Oregon and California to 

North Carolina.  

 

Table 5.2: State to state migration flows, All Hispanics by place of birth (1995-2000) 

 

Rank 

US born Foreign born 

Flow Number of 

Migrants 
Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to TX 35256 NY to FL 37254 

2 CA to AZ 32752 CA to NV 32426 

3 NY to FL 31405 CA to TX 30129 

4 CA to NV  30006 CA to AZ 27957 

5 TX to CA 19908 NY to NJ 21447 

6 NY to NJ 18391 NJ to FL 18139 

7 CA to CO 15027 CA to GA 16694 

8 CA to WA 13917 CA to CO  16003 

9 AZ to CA 12625 CA to IL  15316 

10 TX to NM 12164 CA to FL 15003 

11 NM to TX 11746 CA to WA 14171 

12 NJ to FL 11425 CA to OR 11405 

13 IL to TX 10162 CA to NC 11010 
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Table 5.3: Highest percentage by place of birth of all state to state migration flows with at 

least 15,000 Hispanics, 1995-2000 

 

Rank 
US-born Foreign-born 

Flow % Flow % 

1 NM to TX  75.51 CA to GA 71.59 

2 TX to NM  74.84 CA to NC  70.31 

3 TX to CA  68.06 CA to IL  65.01 

4 AZ to CA  67.44 CA to FL  63.48 

5 IL to TX  59.11 NJ to FL  61.36 

 

These results show some important differences among the Hispanic domestic migrants: 

1- the US-born group is more inclined to migrate into California, 2- the state of Texas is a place 

of population redistribution among the US-born Hispanics but does not appears to be so for 

foreign-born ones, and 3- the foreign-born group is mostly moving away from California not 

only into western states but also into southeastern ones. 

Equally interesting is what the maps appear to have in common. As mentioned above, 

eight (8) of the flows are present in both maps. These are: New York to Florida, California to 

Nevada, California to Texas, California to Arizona, California to Colorado, California to 

Washington, New York to New Jersey, and New Jersey to Florida. All but one of the flows (New 

Jersey to Florida) have similar amount of US-born and foreign-born Hispanics. This might lead 

to conclude that Hispanic migrants in the aforementioned state to state migration flows are pretty 

much similar. This conclusion would be wrong. First, the large percentage of the Mexican-origin 

subgroup within the Hispanic population may be obscuring what goes on with other subgroups. 

Secondly, the known concentration of some subgroups (like Puerto Ricans in New York) point to 

the possibility of some differences within these migration flows that should be looked into. The 

following sections will precisely look more closely into these questions. 
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 Comparison of domestic migration patterns of Hispanic subgroups 

To better understand the state to state migration flows of Hispanics, a closer look at the 

specific sub-groups must be performed to be able to conclude if in fact all Hispanics follows 

similar routes when migrating within the US. The results obtained in this section will easily 

dismiss that possible conclusion. As will be shown, the migration patterns of different Hispanic 

sub-groups vary substantially. 

According to the results, there are different patterns of movement among the sub-groups. 

In general terms the largest inter-state migration flows show that: 1) Mexicans migrated mostly 

away from California, 2) Puerto Ricans migrate mostly away from New York but also towards 

Florida, 3) Cubans are being redistributed away from Florida into some southern states such as 

Georgia and North Carolina, 4) Dominicans are being redistributed across the Northeast and to 

the Southeast, 5) Central Americans are moving either towards the east coast or into Florida, 6) 

South Americans tend to relocate towards the Southeastern states, particularly Florida, and 7) the 

“Other” group migrates around the Southwestern states and away from New York.  

 

Mexican-origin migrants 

As mentioned above, the people from Mexican origin or ancestry comprise the largest 

sub-group of the Hispanic population in the US. As Figure 5.4 shows, of the 10 migrant flows of 

domestic migrants of Mexican-origin with at least 15,000 migrants, eight (8) are of migrations 

moving away from the state of California. Six (6) of those are of migrants moving to other 

Western states with three (3) flows of at least 50,000 people. (Table 5.4) The other two (2) 
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migration flows consist of people moving into California from Texas and Arizona, making them 

regional migrations. 

Figure 5.4: Largest state to state migration flows, Mexican-origin (1995-2000) 

 

 

 
 

This analysis can be further expanded by analyzing the migration patterns of the 

Mexican-origin population by place of birth. As Table 5.5 shows, despite the similarities, there 

are substantial differences in some of the migration patterns observed. Among the similarities, 

the size of the migration flows stands out. Another similarity is, as shown in Table 5.5, that the 

largest 10 flows are about the same in terms of amount of migrants. This points out some sort of 

symmetry in terms of the size of the flows. Also the prominence of the state of California as an 

emigration state stands out.  

On the other hand, there are quite a few differences that must be analyzed. In the case of 

foreign-born Mexicans, all migration flows with at least 8,000 migrants consist of migrants 

relocating away from California. Seven (7) of those flows have Western states as their 

Over 50,000 
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destination, including “new” destination states Oregon, Utah, Colorado and Nevada. The other 

three (3) flows consist of migrants to Illinois, Georgia and North Carolina.  

Table 5.4: State to state migration flows, Mexican-origin (1995-2000) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to TX 51998 

2 CA to AZ 51586 

3 CA to NV 50440 

4 CA to CO 24452 

5 CA to WA 21978 

6 TX to CA 21650 

7 CA to IL 20295 

8 CA to GA 17246 

9 CA to OR 16378 

10 AZ to CA 15310 

 

 

Table 5.5: State to state migration flows, Mexican-origin by place of birth (1995-2000) 

 

Rank 

US-born Foreign-born 

Flow Number of 

Migrants 
Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to AZ 27049 CA to NV 27003 

2 CA to TX 26989 CA to TX 25009 

3 CA to NV 23437 CA to AZ 24597 

4 TX to CA 14451 CA to CO 13901 

5 CA to CO 10551 CA to IL 13762 

6 CA to WA 9951 CA to GA 12450 

7 AZ to CA 9939 CA to WA 12027 

8 TX to NM 8488 CA to OR 9857 

9 IL to TX 8390 CA to NC 8241 

10 NM to TX 7941 CA to UT 8128 
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The flows of US-born Mexicans (Mexican-Americans) show a different set of migration 

patterns. First, there are five (5) migration flows that are the same, in terms of destination, 

direction and size, for both US-born and foreign-born Mexicans. All five of these flows consist 

of people migrating away from California to other Western states. The difference lies with the 

remaining five (5) migration flows. Four (4) of those flows are of people migrating to or from the 

state of Texas. This situation points out to what Foulkes and Newbold (2000) called properties of 

redistribution of that location. The flow from Illinois to Texas and the exchange in population 

between Texas and states like California and New Mexico, the role of this state as a redistributor 

of migrants seem to be strengthening. 

Table 5.6: Highest percentage of all state to state migration flows with at least 10,000 

Mexican-origin migrants (1995-2000) 

 

Rank 
US-born Foreign-born 

Flow % Flow % 

1 NM to TX  70.50 CA to NC  72.80 

2 TX to NM  69.36 CA to GA  72.19 

3 TX to CA  66.75 CA to IL  67.81 

4 AZ to CA  64.92 CA to UT  62.82 

5 IL to TX  57.09 CA to OR  60.18 

 

Finally, in terms of percentage, there are some migration routes that are preferred by US-

born Mexicans while there are others that are preferred by the Foreign-born. As Table 5.6 shows, 

there are some migration flows that have a large percentage of their migrants with at least 60% 

of either US-born or Foreign-born. Although the differences for most flows are not that 

significant, these few flows show that there are certain preferences regarding how place of birth 

influence the migration routes within this sub-group. As will become evident in the next few 

sections, these percentages also distinguish this sub-group to the others in two ways. First, by the 
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way in which most of their migration flows are somewhat equally divided between the US-born 

and the foreign-born. Second, the fact that none of the flows (of at least 10,000 migrants) are 

composed by at least 75% of either foreign-born or US-born Mexicans although six of the flows 

on the table have at least two-thirds of its components being either foreign-born or US-born, 

makes this sub-group somewhat unique. 

 

Puerto Rican-origin migrants 

The second largest sub-group within the Hispanic population is the Puerto Rican one. In 

Figure 5.5 the 12 flows of at least 4,000 domestic migrants are shown. The map partially shows 

the long history of Puerto Rican migration to states in the Northeastern US. This map also shows 

the new migration trends in the US. There are two main patterns of migration present according 

to this map. The first one is that the Puerto Rican population is dispersing itself away from New 

York into other states in the northeast. New York is sending Puerto Ricans to New Jersey, 

Connecticut, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts. As part of this same pattern of redistribution, 

there is also significant migration from New Jersey to New York and Pennsylvania.  

The second pattern is that Florida is the receiving state in six of the flows. This pattern is 

extremely related to the previous one mentioned due to the states that are sending Puerto Rican 

migrants to Florida. Of the six flows of migrants to the state of Florida, five are from states in the 

northeast, while the other one is from the state of Illinois. This points out to another area acting 

as a “redistributor” of population. While Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Massachusetts and New 

Jersey are receiving Puerto Ricans from New York, they are also sending Puerto Ricans to 

Florida, in some cases in similar amounts. This redistribution pattern is somewhat different than 

the one present with Mexican-Americans in two ways, first in its regional location and second in 
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that there is one main destination (Florida) for the secondary migration as opposed to a few 

possible places. The one remaining flow present in the map is Illinois to Florida. The source state 

in this flow is one that historically has received many Puerto Rican migrants and throughout the 

second half of the 20
th

 century had the largest Puerto Rican population outside New York.   

 

Figure 5.5: Largest state to state migration flows, Puerto Rican-origin (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

In the case of the Puerto Rican migrants, the differences between those born in the US 

and those born in Puerto Rico are less evident. (Table 5.8) First, when examined separately, both 

sub-groups of Puerto Rican migrants follow the same patterns described previously, with some 

minor differences. In terms of differences, the first one is that the size of the flows tends to be 

smaller for the Puerto Rican-born. The other difference is that despite the fact that seven of the 

migration flows are the same, the three that are different show something relevant about the 

migrants.  
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Table 5.7: State to state migration flows, Puerto Rican-origin (1995-2000) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NY to FL 29675 

2 NY to NJ 13100 

3 NJ to FL 9845 

4 NY to PA 7915 

5 NY to CT 5245 

6 NJ to PA 4956 

7 NJ to NY 4373 

8 MA to FL 4205 

9 NY to MA 4184 

10 CT to FL 4159 

11 IL to FL 4143 

12 PA to FL 4073 

 

Table 5.8: State to state migration flows, Puerto Rican-origin by place of birth (1995-2000) 

 

Rank 

US born PR born 

Flow Number of 

Migrants 
Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NY to FL 18196 NY to FL 11479 

2 NY to NJ 9519 NJ to FL  4402 

3 NJ to FL 5443 NY to NJ 3581 

4 NY to PA 5365 NY to PA 2550 

5 NY to CT 2979 NY to CT 2266 

6 NJ to NY  2902 IL to FL 2212 

7 NJ to PA 2788 NJ to PA 2168 

8 CT to FL 2449 NY to MA 1906 

9 MA to FL 2447 PA to FL 1843 

10 NY to CA 2337 MA to FL 1758 
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On the side of the US-born, the three flows are New Jersey to New York, Connecticut to 

Florida and New York to California. Although the flow from Connecticut to Florida follows one 

of the patterns of migration described above, like the other two, it has a significantly larger 

amount of US-born Puerto Ricans than Puerto Rican-born migrants. Also, the other two flows 

have New York and California as destinations. Considering that we have shown that both of 

those states are “sending” states, the fact that many US-born Puerto Ricans are choosing to move 

to them is significant.   

Table 5.9: Percent of US-born Puerto Ricans in largest state to state migration flows,  

1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 

All Puerto 

Ricans 

US-Born  

Puerto Ricans 

Number Number % of All 

Puerto Ricans 

1 NY to FL 29675 18196 61.32 

2 NY to NJ 13100 9519 72.66 

3 NJ to FL 9845 5443 55.29 

4 NY to PA 7915 5365 67.78 

5 NY to CT 5245 2979 56.79 

6 NJ to PA 4956 2788 56.26 

7 NJ to NY 4373 2902 66.36 

8 MA to FL 4205 2447 58.19 

9 NY to MA 4184 2278 54.45 

10 CT to FL 4159 2449 58.88 

11 IL to FL 4143 1931 46.61 

12 PA to FL 4073 2230 54.75 

 

In the case of the Puerto Rican-born, the three flows that are different are: Illinois to 

Florida, New York to Massachusetts and Pennsylvania to Florida. Again, these three flows fall 

under the patterns mentioned above. It is worth mentioning that, of all the Puerto Rican 
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migration flows with at least 2,000 migrants, the Illinois to Florida flow is one of only two routes 

(the other one is California to Florida) in which the Puerto Rican-born outnumber the US-born. 

(Table 5.9) 

 

Cuban-origin migrants 

The third largest sub-group of Hispanics is that of Cubans or Cuban-Americans. 

Although this is a very visible and politically powerful group, in numbers it does not compare 

with the previous two groups analyzed. In the case of this research, the domestic migration flows 

shown in Figure 5.6 show all the flows with at least 1,000 migrants. For purposes of comparison, 

there are 10 flows of more than 15,000 Mexican-origin migrants (three of which have over 

50,000) and 12 flows of more than 4,000 Puerto Rican-origin migrants (one of which has over 

29,000). 

 

Figure 5.6: Largest state to state migration flows, Cuban-origin (1995-2000) 
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The case of this group presents some different patterns that have pertinent geographical 

implications. The first characteristic is that the top nine flows are of people moving either to or 

from the state of Florida. This brings us back to the theory of redistribution. In this case however, 

the state of Florida is working as a redistributor of the Cuban-origin population. The second 

characteristic is that the largest three flows are of migrants moving to Florida. It is usually 

expected that with the state of Florida being the one with the largest Cuban-origin population, 

this state would be the origin of domestic migrants of Cuban descent. While this is the case in six 

of the other flows, a couple of facts make this situation a very particular one. First, the top two 

flows on Table 5.10 are from New Jersey and New York, but also the sizes of the flows are more 

than twice the size of the flows originating in the state of Florida.  

 

Table 5.10: State to state migration flows, Cuban-origin (1995-2000) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NJ to FL 6067 

2 NY to FL 5326 

3 CA to FL 2939 

4 FL to CA 2132 

5 FL to GA 1674 

6 FL to TX 1533 

7 FL to NY 1532 

8 FL to NJ 1415 

9 FL to NC 1340 

10 NY to NJ 1022 

 

The second fact is that all three of the flows are mostly comprised by foreign-born 

Cubans. As seen in Table 5.11, at least 75% of the migrants of those three flows are foreign-
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born. Considering the fact that six of the other flows on the table have percentages of foreign-

born lower than 60.5%, these percentages present an interesting characteristic. This could be a 

sign of return migration to Florida or of Cubans looking for a more culturally accessible or 

compatible space to move to. (Foulkes and Newbold 2000, Sassen 2000) The existence of this 

migration of Cubans from different places in the US to the state of Florida has been happening 

for a few decades, and for the most part it has been attributed to foreign-born Cubans. (Boswell 

1984; McHugh 1989; McHugh, Miyares and Skop 1997) This possible return migration is a 

matter that might contribute to increase the concentration of the Cuban-born population in the 

state of Florida while the US-born Cubans are more responsible for dispersion to other states in 

the US. 

 

Table 5.11: Percent of Foreign-born Cubans in largest state to state migration flows,  

1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 
All Cubans Foreign-Born Cubans 

Number Number % of All 

Cubans 

1 NJ to FL 6067 4800 79.12 

2 NY to FL 5326 4000 75.10 

3 CA to FL 2939 2251 76.59 

4 FL to CA 2132 1149 53.89 

5 FL to GA 1674 868 51.85 

6 FL to TX 1533 926 60.40 

7 FL to NY 1532 867 56.59 

8 FL to NJ 1415 924 65.30 

9 FL to NC 1340 683 50.97 

10 NY to NJ 1022 532 52.05 
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A third characteristic of this flow is that there is a limited amount of regional diversity in 

the migration flows presented. As mentioned before, the three largest flows are migrations to 

Florida from New York, New Jersey and California. In this table are also present three flows 

originating in Florida to those three same states, plus a flow from New York to New Jersey. This 

means that a large number of the domestic migration of this sub-group is limited to movement 

between those four states. 

The last characteristic is that the remaining three flows are originating in Florida with 

destinations in the states of Texas, Georgia and North Carolina. This is where the role of Florida 

as redistributor of population becomes more evident. The migration of this sub-group towards 

the southeastern states of North Carolina and Georgia dispels the popular notion that the 

relocation of Hispanics to that region is entirely composed of undocumented Mexicans. 

 

Dominican-origin migrants 

The visibility of this sub-group has become a new phenomenon. Before the year 1990 the 

Dominican-origin population was just a small group that was part of the Latino community 

present in New York City which was not of Puerto Rican origin and therefore was neither 

particularly dominant nor visible outside of the Washington Heights neighborhood of that city. 

During the 1990’s their numbers began to increase but not only in New York. Communities in 

places around New England started to become more numerous. These instances have made the 

Dominican population a more visible one not only as far as numbers but also as part as the 

cultural landscape. 
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Figure 5.7: Largest state to state migration flows, Dominican-origin (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

As for the domestic migrants, Figure 5.7 shows the ten (10) largest state to state 

migration flows for this sub-group. As expected the state of New York is the origin of seven of 

the ten largest flows. Of these, five of them have destination states in the Northeastern region of 

the country: New Jersey, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Connecticut and Rhode Island. This 

means that, with regards to this sub-group, the state of New York has a similar role to the state of 

California with regards to the Mexican-origin population. The Dominican-origin population is 

relocating across the region away from the original state of residence. The migration patterns of 

this group are also similar to the Cuban-origin population in that the largest flows are 

significantly larger than the remaining ones in the table. Also, the dominance of one state (in this 

case New York) is similar to the patterns of Mexicans (California) and Cubans (Florida). 

The presence of three flows of migrants moving to the Southeast is also relevant. The two 

flows with Florida as the destination, including the largest one, and North Carolina as a preferred 
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destination points out to a possible higher integration of Latinos to different (for them) social 

spaces in the US. 

Table 5.12: Percent of Foreign-born Dominicans in largest state to state migration flows, 

1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 

All 

Dominicans 

Foreign-Born 

Dominicans 

Number Number % of All 

Dominicans 

1 NY to FL 10119 6904 68.23 

2 NY to NJ 9532 7314 76.73 

3 NY to MA 4581 3734 81.51 

4 NY to PA 2911 2252 77.36 

5 NJ to FL 2441 1731 70.91 

6 FL to NY 2039 1603 78.62 

7 NJ to NY 1990 1293 64.97 

8 NY to CT 1920 1505 78.39 

9 NY to RI 1587 1199 75.55 

10 NY to NC 995 724 72.76 

 

In terms of place of birth, this sub-group shows a significantly larger percentage of their 

domestic migrants as being foreign-born. As Table 5.12 shows, all ten flows on the table are 

composed of at least 64% of foreign-born Dominicans. Eight of those flows have a percentage of 

at least 70% and six of them are over 75% foreign-born. These percentages make the Dominican-

origin migration different from the previous sub-groups. Cuban-origin migrants only had a few 

(four out of ten) flows in which the percentage of foreign-born was at least 65%. Puerto Rican 

migrations on the other hand are mostly US-born people and even then only a few flows have 

percentages that high (three out of twelve). Mexican-origin migrants are the most varied group 

with some routes having large percentages of the migrants being US-born while other routes 
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have high percentages of foreign-born migrants and a large number of state to state flows 

somewhere in between. Yet a large portion of the Dominican-origin migrants are foreign-born, 

which makes it somewhat distinct from the previously discussed sub-groups. This characteristic 

applies to more recent migrations from Latin American countries, as will be appreciated more 

fully in the following sections. 

 

Central American origins 

This sub-group presents a series of challenges not present in the previously discussed 

ones. First, in this case we are talking about migrants from six different Spanish-speaking 

countries. These countries are: El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and 

Panama. Second, because of the recent nature of the migration from those countries to the US, 

the amount of people is very limited, which means that there may be limited flows of domestic 

migrants to work with. The one exception to that rule is those migrants from El Salvador. 

Figure 5.8: Largest state to state migration flows, Central American-origin (1995-2000) 
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As Figure 5.8 shows, the migration flows for this sub-group are not as large as the 

previously discussed ones. With the largest flow at 4,600 people (Table 5.13), this flow is 

smaller than six flows of Puerto Ricans, two of Cubans, two of Dominicans (with a third 

Dominican flow of similar size), three of South Americans and another three flows of “Other” 

Hispanics (with two more flows of similar size), not to mention the flows of Mexican-origin 

domestic migration. 

This table shows that of the ten largest flows, seven are of people moving away from 

California. The destinations of three of these flows are southwestern states (Nevada, Arizona and 

Texas) while the other four destinations are southeastern states (Georgia, Florida, North Carolina 

and Virginia).  Once again, California is a source of migration to both other western states and 

states in the southeast US. 

Table 5.13: State to state migration flows, Central American-origin (1995-2000) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to NV 4600 

2 CA to TX 4259 

3 CA to GA 3968 

4 CA to FL 3684 

5 NY to FL 3536 

6 CA to VA 3093 

7 DC to MD 2821 

8 NY to NJ 2610 

9 CA to AZ 2538 

10 CA to NC 2435 

 

Two of the remaining three flows in the table show smaller instances of previously 

presented migration patterns, that is New York as a source of domestic migration. The 
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destination of those two flows are the states of Florida and New Jersey which suggest some sort 

of use of networks already present between the state of New York and those two states by 

Central American-origin domestic migrants. The remaining migration flow in the table is from 

the District of Columbia (DC) to Maryland. This may seem an out of place migration route or an 

anomaly until we look more closely at the migrants from El Salvador. 

As Table 5.14 shows, the preferred migration routes of Salvadorans are not necessarily 

the same as those for other Central Americans. First, of all migrants from Central America, 

Salvadorans are the only ones that have ten flows of at least 1,000 domestic migrants. This 

separates them from the other Central Americans due to the size of the group. Also, the patterns 

and migration routes are different enough to notice. On one hand there are six flows that are 

common for both sub-groups. All of them originate in California while their destinations are: 

Nevada, Texas, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina and Virginia.  

Table 5.14: State to state migration flows, El Salvador and Other Central American-origin 

migrants (1995-2000) 

 

Rank 

El Salvador Other Central American 

Flow Number of 

Migrants 
Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to NV  2651 NY to FL 2954 

2 CA to TX 2611 CA to FL 2641 

3 DC to MD 2261 CA to GA 2607 

4 CA to VA 1690 NY to NJ 1986 

5 CA to AZ 1681 CA to NV 1949 

6 CA to GA 1361 FL to GA 1697 

7 CA to NC 1131 CA to TX 1648 

8 CA to MD 1068 CA to VA 1403 

9 VA to MD 1065 CA to NC 1304 

10 CA to FL 1043 NJ to FL 1266 
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Despite both Salvadorans and non-Salvadorans having many of their migration flows 

originating in the state of California, besides the ones mentioned above, the former group has 

another two flows originating in California with Arizona and Maryland as their destinations. 

(Figures 5.9 and 5.10) This is where the Salvadorans and non-Salvadorans are different. 

Salvadorans are migrating towards the state of Maryland. The two migration flows that do not 

originate in California have the state of Maryland as a destination. It becomes somewhat clear 

that the redistribution towards more suburban areas of the DC metro area is taking place for the 

Salvadoran community. In the case of non-Salvadorans, the state of Florida is more relevant to 

their destination choices. Also, the states of New York and New Jersey are places of origin for 

their migration flows. 

 

Figure 5.9: Largest state to state migration flows, Salvadoran-origin (1995-2000) 
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Figure 5.10: Largest state to state migration flows, Non-Salvadoran Central Americans 

(1995-2000) 

 

 
 

Table 5.15: Percent of Foreign-born Central American-origin migrants in largest state to 

state migration flows, 1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 

All Central 

Americans 

Foreign-Born Central 

Americans 

Number Number % of All Central 

Americans 

1 CA to NV 4600 4075 88.59 

2 CA to TX 4259 3552 83.39 

3 CA to GA 3968 3616 91.13 

4 CA to FL 3684 3257 88.41 

5 NY to FL 3536 3131 88.55 

6 CA to VA 3093 2674 86.45 

7 DC to MD 2821 2468 93.87 

8 NY to NJ 2610 2130 81.61 

9 CA to AZ 2538 2102 82.82 

10 CA to NC 2435 2245 92.19 
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As far as the place of birth of the Central American domestic migrants, Table 5.15 shows 

how the largest flows are composed of mostly foreign-born persons. This situation is very similar 

to the Dominican-origin migration but with even higher percentages of foreign-born migrants. 

As the table shows, for all the largest flows of state to state migration, the percentage of foreign-

born is over 81%. Similar to the Dominican-origin population, the relative recent aspect of the 

migration of this sub-group is a fact that explains the higher percentage of foreign-born people 

within their migrants. 

 

South American origins 

Similar to the sub-group of Central American origin, this group is also challenging in that 

it is composed of people from nine Spanish-speaking countries. These countries are: Colombia, 

Venezuela, Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Paraguay, Chile, Argentina and Uruguay. Contrary to the 

experience with the Central American origin migrants, there is no one country of origin with 

enough domestic migrants to warrant, or even allow for, a separate analysis, such as the one 

performed with the migrants from El Salvador. The migrants from Colombia are the largest 

number of South Americans but are not as numerous nor are migrating at the same rates as those 

from El Salvador, Dominican Republic or Cuba.  

The largest migration flows for this sub-group (Figure 5.11) show that there is a 

relatively large importance of the states of New York and Florida in their movement. As can be 

observed, New York is the sending state in three flows, with Florida, New Jersey and 

Connecticut as destination, while being the receiving state in another three, with New Jersey, 

Florida and California as the sending states. In a similar situation is Florida, being the destination 

state of flows originating in New York, New Jersey, California, Texas and Illinois, while at the 
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same time being the sending state of flows to New York and North Carolina. Once we look 

closely at the numbers in Table 5.16, though we see that the states have different positions in the 

migration of this group. The state of New York is, for the most part, a sending state while the 

state of Florida is a destination state for domestic migrants of South American origin. 

 

Figure 5.11: Largest state to state migration flows, South American-origin (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

In terms of place of birth the South American sub-group exhibits the same characteristics 

of the Central American sub-group. There is a large portion of the domestic migrants who are 

foreign-born. Of the flows present in Table 5.16, all of them are over 69% foreign-born with 

only one flow with a percentage of foreign-born under 76% and there are two flows with 

percentages of foreign-born over 90%. This characteristic of the domestic migrants from South 

America may also be a result of their recent arrivals of this sub-group to the US, similar to those 

migrations from Central America and the Dominican Republic. 
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Table 5.16: Percent of Foreign-born South American-origin migrants in largest state to 

state migration flows, 1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 

All South 

Americans 

Foreign-Born  

South Americans 

Number Number % of All South 

Americans 

1 NY to FL 11481 9623 83.82 

2 NY to NJ 6385 5166 80.91 

3 NJ to FL 6334 5444 85.95 

4 CA to FL 3007 2763 91.89 

5 NJ to NY 1876 1442 76.87 

6 NY to CT 1762 1393 79.06 

7 CA to NY 1580 1100 69.62 

8 FL to NC 1558 1370 87.93 

9 FL to NY 1517 1223 80.62 

10 TX to FL 1459 1326 90.88 

11 IL to FL 1402 1195 85.24 

 

 

“Other” Hispanics 

As explained before, this sub-group is of those Hispanics who could not be identified as 

belonging to any other group due their self-identification in general terms, such as Hispanic, 

Latino, Latin, etc. This may be due to a variety of causes. A few possibilities are: 1- that the 

person has parents from two different Latin American countries (e.g. Puerto Rican father and 

Dominican mother, or Mexican father and Salvadoran mother) and does not feel closer to any 

one of his two parents’ cultures; 2- the person and his family has been living in the US for such a 

long time that the country of origin is not close to the person’s identity; or 3- if the person is born 

in the US, he or she feels a stronger solidarity to a US-constructed definition of Latino/Hispanic 

identity (Durand 2007) and that is the culture he or she assumes. 
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As shown in Figure 5.12, the largest flows of this “other” sub-group indicate that, for the 

most part, these migrants are relocating themselves across the Southwestern states. California, 

Texas and New Mexico are all states of origin as well as states of destination, together with 

Arizona, Nevada and Colorado. The remaining flows are two in which the state of New York is 

the origin state of flows in which Florida and New Jersey are the destinations.  

 

Figure 5.12: Largest state to state migration flows, “Other” Hispanics (1995-2000) 

 

 
 

The place of birth of this sub-group is important because as the Table 5.17 shows, this is 

not necessarily a migration of people who had arrived to the US from another country. As the 

numbers show, most of these migrants are US-born therefore we are looking at least at second 

generation Hispanics, which is what can be appreciated when all the flows in Table 5.17 have 

percentages of the US-born of at least 90%. 
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Table 5.17: Percent of US-born “Other” Hispanics in largest state to state migration flows, 

1995-2000 

 

Rank Flow 

All “Other” 

Hispanics 

US-Born  

“Other” Hispanics 

Number Number % of All “Other” 

Hispanics 

1 CA to TX 6766 6541 96.67 

2 NY to FL 6148 5738 93.33 

3 CA to NV 5168 5066 98.03 

4 TX to CA 4562 4408 96.62 

5 CA to AZ 4522 4450 98.41 

6 CA to NM 3845 3845 100.00 

7 NM to TX 3756 3636 96.81 

8 NY to NJ 3716 3378 90.90 

9 TX to NM 3684 3610 97.99 

10 CA to CO 3629 3614 99.59 

11 NM to AZ 3109 3091 99.42 

 

 

Conclusion 

 When the results presented above are compared to the results of Foulkes and Newbold 

(2000), a few differences are evident. First of all, regarding the Mexican-origin domestic 

migration, Foulkes and Newbold found that the migration for this sub-group from 1985 to 1990 

centered around California and Texas, with each sending and receiving migrants to and from 

other western states or to southeastern ones. As the results of this chapter show, the Mexican-

origin secondary migration during the 1990’s was largely away from the state of California, 

relocating to other states around the western and southern US, while Texas was not as relevant as 

either an origin or destination state, when compared to the 1980’s. 

 Secondly, during the 1990’s, the increased importance of the state of Florida as a 

destination for Puerto Rican domestic migration becomes evident. Compared to Foulkes and 
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Newbold’s results for the previous decade, during the 1990’s Puerto Ricans have been relocating 

not only throughout northeastern states close to New York, but also migrating to Florida in much 

larger numbers. 

 Thirdly, the results discussed here reveal that the domestic migration of Cubans is more 

complicated than what Foulkes and Newbold found in their earlier study. During the 1980’s 

Cuban migrants were mostly returning to Florida, a similar result found by McHugh (1989) 

about this migration during the late 1970’s. During the 1990’s the situation is different; although 

there still is a large portion of the Cuban-origin population migrating to Florida from other states, 

about a third of migrants in this sub-group (see Chapter 4), are moving away from Florida. This 

indicates a change in the pattern of domestic migration for this particular sub-group and hints 

that this sub-group has become more integrated into the social fabric of the US or at least is 

living spread out across more states. 

 Unfortunate, the results for the remaining sub-groups cannot be compared with previous 

scholarship because this type of research has not been performed before for any other Hispanic 

sub-groups. The results presented here show that there are no identical patterns of migration 

common to all groups, although depending on which spaces (or states) each of the smaller sub-

groups share with the larger ones, the migration patterns indicate that the networks are being 

shared by various groups. For example, the Central American-origin sub-group often lives side-

by-side with the Mexican-origin population in the state of California. Secondary migration 

research reveals that Central Americans seem to be sharing the networks used by Mexicans to 

leave California. However, when the Salvadoran population is closely analyzed as a subset of the 

Central American-origin sub-group, the differences from the Mexican-origin sub-group become 

evident, with many Salvadorans heading to the Washington, DC area.  
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A similar analysis can be performed to compare the Dominican and Puerto Rican 

migration. The migration of Dominicans away from New York and towards Florida suggests that 

the Dominican sub-group is following networks established by Puerto Rican migrants to resettle 

across many Northeastern states and in Florida. Yet a closer analysis will point out finer 

differences such as greater Dominican migration to Rhode Island. 

The repercussions of differences in domestic migration patterns of Hispanic sub-groups 

are many. They range from variability in what foods are readily available to more national issues 

such as voting preferences and election results. In the case of food, for example, if the Hispanic 

population in one particular place is largely composed of Mexican-origin people, then there will 

be a larger need for food items consumed by Mexicans. Increased demand for particular food-

items creates distribution and sales opportunities for whichever company produces or carries the 

preferred products. One of the preferred beer brands of Mexicans is Modelo while Dominicans 

tend to prefer Presidente beer. Similarly, Mexicans drink more tequila while Dominicans drink 

more rum. More focused research would be required to determine what this means for wholesale 

and retail supply networks. 

In terms of electoral influence, the situation is more complicated. There are all sorts of 

dimensions to analyze, such as what percentage of the sub-group has voting rights as well as 

generational differences in voting behavior. The fact that Puerto Ricans are all citizens since 

1917 means that current debates about immigration reform are less of a concern for this sub-

group, although issues of race discrimination may have become more important. Also, because 

of citizenship, Puerto Ricans of all generations are more likely to vote for whichever political 

party manages to gain their trust, and therefore have power to change the electoral map.  
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There are many considerations to take into account regarding the composition of each 

Hispanic sub-group in order to gauge the effect of an increase in Hispanic population in a 

particular place. Some of these considerations will be revisited in the final chapter. 
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Chapter 6: The effects of domestic migration on housing costs  

Introduction 

 The main objective of this chapter is to illustrate how the migration process has different 

effects depending on a series characteristics shared by domestic migrants. The migration 

experience can be affected by and at the same time affects a variety of aspects of a person’s life. 

In an attempt to compare one of the effects of the migration process (changes in housing costs) 

across spatial boundaries (in this case, state borders) a quantitative measure was designed and the 

regression model described in Chapter 3 (Data and Methodology) was developed. Although this 

model does not necessarily provide an explanation for the causes of domestic migration, it does 

give us a picture of how one aspect of the life of domestic migrants in the US is affected. The 

effect that migration has on the housing cost paid by migrants is an important outcome of 

domestic migration, and how housing costs are affected by moving greatly differs depending on 

the socio-economic characteristic of the migrant. This chapter will explore the differences in the 

housing costs not only by the choice of destination but also by the ethnicity of the migrant. 

 

Description of regression model 

 As presented before in Chapter 3, this model is a linear regression. The independent 

variables are: sex, age, marital status, household income, property ownership status, educational 

attainment, ethnicity, citizenship status, years living in the US and state of destination of 

domestic migration between 1995 and 2000. The first six variables are for control purposes, 

while the last four will be the main focus of the analysis. 

 The dependent variable is the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration. 

As explained before, this variable shows the ratio of the housing costs of the person in the 
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current state of residence (state of destination) divided by the mean housing costs of the person’s 

ethnic group in the state of the person’s previous residence (state of origin). A ratio of more than 

1.0 means that the person’s housing costs are higher in the current state of residence than what 

they would be had he/she stayed living in his previous residence, meaning that after migrating 

the person is spending more money on housing. A ratio of less than 1.0 means that the person’s 

housing costs are lower in the current state of residence than what they would be had he/she 

stayed in his/her previous residence, meaning that after migrating the person is spending less 

money on housing. A ratio of 1.0 means that there was no change in housing costs and therefore 

migrating did not affect housing costs, meaning that after migrating the person is spending the 

same amount of money on housing. 

 Table 6.6 shows the coefficients resulting from the regression as well as the results of the 

F test and the R-square. The F test shows that the regression is significant at the 99% confidence 

level. The R-square is 0.678 which means that the model explains more than two-thirds of the 

variance (67.8%). In other words, if we were to overlay the values of the actual observations of 

the dependent variable (ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration) with what the 

values that the model would predict for that variable, 67.8% of the actual observations would fall 

within the predictions of the model, making it a very accurate one. 

F(74, 4041729) = 81144.24, Prob > F = 0.0000 and R-sq = 0.6783 

 

Constant 

 In this type of regression model the constant reflects the value of the dependent variable 

for the base value of the categorical independent variables. Except for the variables of age and 

household income, the remaining independent variables are categorical, which means that the 
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categories in each variable only denote that there is a difference in the observations without 

implying that one category is better or worse than the others, only that they are different. These 

differences cannot be quantified neither in absolute values (like age or other continuous 

variables) nor in order of magnitude (such as a ranking). For example, the variable of sex has 

two categories (male and female) and quantitatively speaking there is no “measure” that can 

define which one is “better” or “worse” than the other. All the meaning that can be extracted 

from the data is that belonging to one category means not belonging to the other. Due to the fact 

that the variables are categorical (therefore the variables do not include a null value, a value of 

“0”, nor imply any kind of scale or order), one of the categories in each variable is used as the 

“base category” for the purposes of finding the constant value of the dependent variable. In this 

case the base values are: US-born, non-married, white non-Hispanic, female, without a high 

school diploma, renter who moved into California from another state between 1995 and 2000. 

(Table 6.1) 

 The constant value of 1.147173 means that for those people with the characteristics of the 

base (or omitted) categories, the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration (the 

dependent variable) is positive. This means that for those people that share the values of the base 

categories and keeping age and household income constant, those domestic migrants who 

selected California as their destination have higher housing costs than they would have had they 

stayed in their states of previous residence. This increase in housing cost is roughly 14.7% 

according to the model, and it refers to the amount of the current housing costs over the mean 

housing costs for the ethnic group of the migrant (the constant only refers to White non-

Hispanics) in the state of previous residence. 
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Table 6.1: Omitted categories in regression model 

 

Omitted category Variable 

California State of destination 

Female Sex 

Non-married Marital Status 

White Ethnicity 

Less than High School Educational Attainment 

Citizen by birth Citizenship status 

US-born Years in the US 

Renter Property ownership 

 

Basic demographics 

 Among the control variables the coefficients show some mixed results. First of all, the 

coefficients for three variables were statistically significant at the 99% confidence level, while 

other two were not. The variable for marital status was one of the statistically significant ones. 

The coefficient for this variable is -0.0011. This means that, if everything else remains constant, 

the dependent variable (ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration) decreases 

0.11% for those who are married. This implies that married people saved more in their housing 

costs compared with non-married people. This result appears to contradict existing scholarship 

that has found that married people usually spend more for housing than single or non-married 

people. (Clark 1986, Davies-Withers and Clark 2006) This finding does not say that domestic 

migrants who are married spend less in housing costs than those who are not married. It does 

mean that by migrating, married people manage to either reduce their housing costs more than 

single, divorced or widowed migrants, or that the increase in their housing costs is less than the 

increase in housing costs for non-married migrants.  

 Another statistically significant variable is age. In this case the value of the coefficient 

according to the model is: -0.00005. Due to the fact that this is a continuous variable, the 

coefficient is affected by each different value in the variable. For example, a person of 18 years 
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of age, the youngest age in the sample, would have their housing costs reduced by 0.0009           

(-0.00005 x 18 = -0.0009) while the ratio of housing costs for a person 75 years old would be 

reduced by 0.00375 (-0.00005 x 75 = -0.00375). In other words, with everything else held 

constant, the value of the dependent variable for an 18 year old domestic migrant moving into 

the state of California would be 1.146273 (1.147173 – 0.0009 = 1.146273) while the value for a 

75 year old domestic migrant moving into the state of California would be 1.143423 (1.147173 – 

0.00375 = 1.143423). Similar to the variable of marital status, the value of the dependent 

variable decreases as age increases. What it means is that for older migrants the ratio of housing 

costs before and after domestic migration between their place of current residence and their place 

of previous residence will be lower than for younger migrants. Again, this does not mean that 

older people spend less money than younger people for housing but that by migrating they 

reduce more, or have a lower increase in, their housing costs than younger migrants. 

 The other continuous variable was household income. This variable had a positive 

coefficient, which means that the higher the household income, the higher the value of the ratio 

of housing costs before and after domestic migration. The actual coefficient for this variable is: 

0.000000023. This means that for every $10,000 of household income the ratio of housing costs 

before and after domestic migration increases in 0.00023. For example, a migrant with a 

household income of $20,000 would see the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic 

migration increase 0.00046, while a migrant with a household income of $50,000 would see an 

increase of 0.00115, and a migrant with a household income of $100,000 would see an increase 

of 0.0023. In general terms, the higher the household income, the more the ratio of housing costs 

before and after migration will increase. This result indicates that those migrants with higher 
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incomes either increase more or reduce less their housing costs through the process of domestic 

migration.  

 The two variables of sex and property ownership status were not statistically significant 

at the 90% confidence level. This means that the probability that there is no difference at all 

between the values of the coefficients of the categories in the two variables is more than 10%. In 

the case of sex, the coefficient shows that being male increases the value of the dependent 

variable, but because it was not statistically significant it means that for most migrants the 

difference is negligible or that there is no difference at all. A similar situation can be observed 

between the categories of renter and owner, under the property owner status variable. Although 

the coefficient for owner indicates that there is a slight increase in the value of the dependent 

variable, the fact that it is not statistically significant means that the probability that there is no 

difference between both renter and owner is too high to consider it a relevant difference. Despite 

the fact (discussed in Chapter 4) that there are some ethnic sub-groups in the sample that have a 

larger percentage of males, the large percentage of women of other ethnic groups and in the 

entire sample easily explains the results for the sex variable. In the case of the property 

ownership variable, the results indicate that despite the possibility that owners have higher 

monthly payments than renters, the change in housing cost experienced as a result of the internal 

migration process are not that different. 

  

Educational attainment  

 This variable has five (5) categories, indicating the educational attainment of people in 

the sample. The base category was those people without a high school diploma. This means that 

the constant of 1.147173 indicates the value of the dependent variable for those migrants without 
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a high school diploma whose destination was the state of California. The coefficients for the 

remaining categories indicate the increase in the value of the dependent variable depending on 

the increase in educational attainment of the migrant. (Table 6.2) There is a steady increase in the 

value of the dependent variable with an increase in educational attainment; that is, holding 

everything else constant, the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration increases 

with the educational attainment of the migrant. This leads to the conclusion that more educated 

migrants either increase their housing costs more than less educated migrants, or do not reduce 

their housing costs as much as those migrants with less educational attainment. These results are 

consistent with existing scholarship finding that people with more formal education are more 

likely to migrate than those with lower educational attainment, but also that their migration is 

positively correlated to higher incomes and better paying jobs. (Long 1980, Clark 1986) In this 

sense, higher incomes are an indication of possible acquisition of larger sized or more expensive 

housing.  

 

Table 6.2: Coefficients for Educational Attainment variable 

 

Educational 

Attainment 
Coefficient 

High School Diploma 0.0007827 

Some College 0.0011099 

BA 0.0029068 

Graduate degree 0.0066911 

 

State of destination 

 The most important geographic component in the regression model is represented by the 

variable of state of destination. As the name suggests, this is the variable that shows the state of 

current residence of the people in the sample. As all of the people sampled here are domestic 
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migrants, this means that at one point or another they selected their current state of residence as 

their destination. The coefficients here show the difference in the ratio of housing costs before 

and after domestic migration depending on the destination of the migration. Each coefficient 

represents the amount in which the constant value must be increased or decreased depending on 

the state of destination of the domestic migrant. The value of the dependent variable for those 

who selected California is the constant. (Table 6.4) 

 As a way of example, the states of Connecticut, Texas, Maryland, Colorado, Georgia and 

Massachusetts have coefficients that are less than 2% either higher or lower than the constant 

value. This result indicates that the ratio of housing costs before and after migration for the 

migrants selecting these places as their destinations is very similar to the ratio for those migrants 

who now reside in California. Despite being located in different regions around the US, these 

seven states have very similar effects on the ratio of housing costs before and after migration and 

are quantitatively comparable. To put it more clearly, when controlling for socio-economic 

characteristics of the domestic migrants and in terms of this one specific aspect of the effects of 

domestic migration, these states have similar effects on domestic migrants. This means that 

people who migrated to, for example, Colorado or Maryland have experienced similar changes in 

their housing costs as those people migrating to California. Similarly, the coefficients of Nevada, 

Utah, New York and New Jersey are very similar despite being located in two very different 

areas of the US. These four states have the highest coefficients of the model, meaning that there 

is an increase in housing costs by migrating to any of these four states. Again, this means that in 

terms of the changes in housing costs, the experiences of migrating to these four states are 

similar. (Table 6.3) 
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Of course there are states that have similar effects on housing costs before and after 

migration that are also located in one particular region. This is the case of Idaho, Wyoming, 

Montana and South Dakota. All four states have very similar coefficients and all are among the 

lowest coefficients. When the fact that North Dakota has an even lower coefficient than these 

other four states is taken into account (Table 6.3), then there is a possibility that this is a regional 

cluster in which domestic migrants significantly lower their housing costs by migrating to these 

states. Of course a cluster analysis will be needed to find out if this indeed is the case, but that 

research is beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

Table 6.3: States with highest and lowest coefficients in model 

 

Highest Lowest 

State Coefficient State Coefficient 

Nevada 0.3313 West Virginia -0.4993 

New York 0.3057 North Dakota -0.3730 

Utah 0.2949 Vermont -0.2399 

New Jersey 0.2839 Wyoming -0.1931 

Tennessee 0.1388 Montana -0.1920 

DC 0.1152 North Carolina -0.1773 

Virginia 0.0730 New Mexico -0.1709 

Connecticut 0.0124 South Dakota -0.1708 

Texas 0.0118 Maine -0.1658 

Maryland 0.0095 Idaho -0.1538 

Colorado 0.0057 Oklahoma -0.1406 

 

 On the opposite end there are states that despite being in the same region of the US have 

extremely different effects on the housing costs before and after migration. While Maryland, 

Virginia and the District of Columbia have some of the highest coefficients according to the 

results, North Carolina and West Virginia have two of the lowest five coefficients. (Table 6.3) A 

similar situation can be observed with Texas, which has one of the higher coefficients, and its 

neighboring states of New Mexico, Oklahoma and Arkansas, states that according to the results 

have significantly lower coefficients. (Table 6.4) 
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Table 6.4: Illustration of coefficients for state of destination variable 

 

State Constant Coefficient Result value of hcostratio* 

California 1.147173 Base category 1.147173 

Alabama 1.147173 -0.1005164 1.0466566 

Alaska 1.147173 -0.0578645 1.0893085 

Arizona 1.147173 -0.041363 1.10581 

Arkansas 1.147173 -0.1351691 1.0120039 

Colorado 1.147173 0.0056748 1.1528478 

Connecticut 1.147173 0.012407 1.15958 

Delaware 1.147173 -0.0516243 1.0955487 

DC 1.147173 0.1151847 1.2623577 

Florida 1.147173 -0.0409511 1.1062219 

Georgia 1.147173 -0.0106234 1.1365496 

Hawaii 1.147173 -0.0678151 1.0793579 

Idaho 1.147173 -0.1538102 0.9933628 

Illinois 1.147173 -0.0362246 1.1109484 

Indiana 1.147173 -0.1003046 1.0468684 

Iowa 1.147173 -0.133146 1.014027 

Kansas 1.147173 -0.1183392 1.0288338 

Kentucky 1.147173 -0.1344579 1.0127151 

Louisiana 1.147173 -0.0814067 1.0657663 

Maine 1.147173 -0.1658305 0.9813425 

Maryland 1.147173 0.0094905 1.1566635 

Massachusetts 1.147173 -0.0195935 1.1275795 

Michigan 1.147173 -0.0630461 1.0841269 

Minnesota 1.147173 -0.1002073 1.0469657 

Mississippi 1.147173 -0.0760621 1.0711109 

Missouri 1.147173 -0.1312292 1.0159438 

Montana 1.147173 -0.1919966 0.9551764 

Nebraska 1.147173 -0.0771698 1.0700032 

Nevada 1.147173 0.331346 1.478519 

New Hampshire 1.147173 -0.1047011 1.0424719 

New Jersey 1.147173 0.2838737 1.4310467 

New Mexico 1.147173 -0.1709679 0.9762051 

New York 1.147173 0.305732 1.452905 

North Carolina 1.147173 -0.1773352 0.9698378 

North Dakota 1.147173 -0.37301 0.774163 

Ohio 1.147173 -0.0931274 1.0540456 

Oklahoma 1.147173 -0.1405821 1.0065909 

Oregon 1.147173 -0.1085094 1.0386636 

Pennsylvania 1.147173 -0.108787 1.038386 

Rhode Island 1.147173 -0.1121871 1.0349859 

South Carolina 1.147173 -0.0842551 1.0629179 

South Dakota 1.147173 -0.1708173 0.9763557 

Tennessee 1.147173 0.1387961 1.2859691 
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Texas 1.147173 0.0118387 1.1590117 

Utah 1.147173 0.2949789 1.4421519 

Vermont 1.147173 -0.2399828 0.9071902 

Virginia 1.147173 0.073034 1.220207 

Washington 1.147173 -0.0858413 1.0613317 

West Virginia 1.147173 -0.4992654 0.6479076 

Wisconsin 1.147173 -0.1038566 1.0433164 

Wyoming 1.147173 -0.1930756 0.9540974 

*value for White domestic migrants if everything else remains equal 

 One last group of states stand out in the analysis, these are: Arkansas, Iowa, Kentucky, 

Missouri, Oklahoma, Idaho and Maine. These seven (7) states have coefficients that (if 

everything else remains equal) would change the value of the housing costs before and after 

domestic migration to less than 2% higher or lower than 1.00. That means that the housing costs 

for the domestic migrant after migrating to one of these states would be almost the same as they 

are in the state of his/her previous residence. (Table 6.4) This means that not only are these states 

similar to one another in terms of the changes in housing costs to the domestic migrants but also 

in the fact that the experienced change is minimal or non-existent. 

 

Ethnicity 

 The ethnicity variable reveals an interesting reality. The coefficients for this variable 

indicate that each ethnic category is affected differently by domestic migration in terms of 

changes in housing cost. The fact that all coefficients are statistically significant at the 99% 

confidence level means that there is an extremely small probability that the values are identical. 

This gives statistical proof that there is a significant difference between the effects of migration 

on housing cost for different ethnic groups. The results show very different effects on ratio of 

housing costs before and after domestic migration for domestic migrants of not only different 

ethnicities but also of different sub-groups within the Hispanic or Latino group. 
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 To illustrate this point, Table 6.5 shows the resulting values of the dependent variable 

(ratio of housing costs before and after migration) for each ethnic category if their destination 

was the state of California and all other variables were held constant. The first interesting 

characteristic is that almost all ethnic groups had negative coefficients with the exception of the 

Asian ethnic group. The ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration is lower for 

all ethnic groups when compared to that of White non-Hispanics. The constant value of 1.147173 

applies to the White non-Hispanic group because it is the base category for this variable. Because 

all the coefficients were negative, then the actual value of the dependent variable for all ethnic 

groups is lower than the value of the dependent variable is for White non-Hispanics. The one 

exception was the Asian ethnic group. Among Hispanic sub-groups, these differences range from 

6.8% lower housing costs for Cubans to 39.9% lower housing costs for Dominicans.  

Table 6.5: Illustration of coefficients of ethnic categories 

 

Ethnic group Constant Coefficient Result value of hcostratio* 

White 1.147173 Base category 1.147173 

Black 1.147173  -0.158033 0.98914 

Asian 1.147173   0.005799 1.152972 

Other Non-Hispanic 1.147173  -0.187520 0.959653 

Mexican-origin 1.147173  -0.178537 0.968636 

Puerto Rican 1.147173  -0.230372 0.916801 

Cuban-origin 1.147173  -0.068297 1.078876 

Dominican-origin 1.147173  -0.399341 0.747832 

Central American 1.147173  -0.163751 0.983422 

South American 1.147173  -0.153130 0.994043 

Other Hispanic 1.147173  -0.262959 0.884214 

*value of dependent variable if everything else is held constant 

 The fact that all coefficients were different and statistically significant also confirms the 

hypothesis that Hispanic sub-groups do not behave homogenously, but that they show certain 

differences according to sub-group. In this case there are differences in the actual effect of 

migration on the housing cost of each sub-group. These differences are not exclusively between 



124 

 

Hispanic and non-Hispanics, but within Hispanics also. As the results show, there are some 

Hispanic sub-groups that, in terms of the effect of migration on their housing costs, behave more 

like White non-Hispanics while other Hispanic sub-groups behave more like African-Americans.  

With a coefficient that shows that the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic 

migration is only 6.8% lower than that of White non-Hispanics, migrants of Cuban origin are 

affected, at least quantitatively speaking, similarly to White non-Hispanics and to migrants of 

Asian origin. On the other hand, migrants of Mexican, Central American and South American 

origin have coefficients closer to the coefficients for African-Americans and Other non-Hispanic 

migrants. This likely indicates that these groups share similarities in their socio-economic 

situations. The remaining three sub-group coefficients belong to Puerto Rican, Dominican and 

Other Hispanic migrants. All three of those subgroups have coefficients that show a ratio of 

housing costs that are at least 23% lower, including one that is almost 40% lower, that the one 

for White migrants. (Table 6.5) These same three groups, as discussed in Chapter 4, have the 

lowest household incomes of all the ethnic groups in the sample, which confirms the fact that 

their socio-economic situation is comparable. (Table 4.18) 

 The results presented in Table 6.5 show how the value of the dependent variable would 

change depending on the ethnicity. In this case the results are only for illustration purposes. The 

results show the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration if every other variable 

is held constant; therefore, it shows the value for those migrants who chose California as its 

destination. Thus, different ethnic groups have different experiences regarding the change in 

housing cost. For example, while Mexican-origin migrants reduce their housing costs about 

3.2%, Puerto Ricans reduce their housing costs almost 8.3% and Dominicans reduce their costs 
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almost 23.4%. All of this contrasts with the fact that South Americans barely reduce their 

housing costs at all (0.6%) and Cubans actually experience an increase of almost 7.9%.  

 The differences illustrate how ethnicity plays an important part in migration patterns. 

Different sub-groups of migrants have different experiences, which can be recorded at the 

personal level but that can also be statistically measured. 

 

Citizenship/years in the US 

 Considering that one of the main objectives of this research is to understand aspects of 

secondary migration, the variables of citizenship and years living in the US were included in the 

model. This way an assessment of how the length of stay of the migrant or the citizenship status 

affects domestic migration could be performed. As it turns out the results for these variables was 

somewhat mixed.  

In terms of the citizenship variable the results show that the citizenship status of the 

migrants has some effect on the change in housing costs due to migration. Compared to the 

effect on housing costs experienced by those who are citizens by birth, shown in the constant of 

the model, those who are either naturalized citizens or who are non-citizens experience a 

reduction in the ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration. In the case of 

naturalized citizens, the ratio is 1.2% lower than that of the citizens by birth, while the ratio for 

non-citizens is 0.9% lower than that of citizens by birth. (Table 6.6) These values mean that the 

difference between domestic migrants who are US citizens by birth and those who are not is 

around 1%, and all results are statistically significant. So the ratio of housing costs before and 

after domestic migration increases around 1% less or is reduced around 1% more for naturalized 

citizens or non-citizens when compared to those migrants who are citizens by birth. The 
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difference between naturalized and non-citizens could be explained by a combination of two 

reasons: first, the difference in the ethnic composition of both groups, there are more Asians 

(29.58%) and Whites (25.57%) in the naturalized group while a large segment of the non-citizen 

group (40.99%) is Mexican. Therefore the results may reflect the socio-economic make-up of the 

ethnic group. Second, the difference may be explained by the fact that, as proposed by some 

scholarship, acquiring US citizenship via the naturalization process has empowered groups of 

international migrants (Zúñiga and Hernández-León 2001) and has opened sectors of the housing 

market that were previously unavailable to them due to fears of deportation, which has allowed 

them to find better and less expensive housing. 

As far as the number of years in the US, this variable is less influential than what might 

have been expected. In this case, US-born is the category that represents the constant value. The 

coefficients show a very limited influence of this variable on the ratio of housing costs before 

and after domestic migration of the migrants. The first two categories show that for those 

migrants who have been in the country for more than 10 years and for those who have been in 

the US between 5 and 10 years, their ratio of housing costs before and after domestic migration 

is slightly higher than for those migrants who were born in the US. The coefficients reflect ratios 

that are 0.34% and 0.38% higher than the value for US-born migrants. The coefficient for the 

remaining category, of migrants who had lived in the US for less than 5 years, reveals that the 

ratio would be slightly lower for them (0.06%) than for US-born migrants, but this value, 

contrary to the other two categories, was not statistically significant. This means that although 

the value can be lower it does not do so within a 90% confidence level, therefore meaning that 

there may actually be no difference between this category and the base category. These results 

mean that the length of stay has very limited influence on the effects of domestic migration on 
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the housing costs of the migrants. The slight increase for the first two categories may actually be 

explained by possible increases in the standard of living of the migrants, meaning that the longer 

the time living in the US the better living conditions although quantitatively it does not seem to 

contribute much to that increase. (Table 6.6) 

 

Table 6.6: Results of regression model 

Linear regression                           Number of obs  =  4041804 

                                                     F(74, 4041729) = 81144.24 

                                                     Prob > F           =    0.0000 

                                                     R-squared         =    0.6783 

                                                     Root MSE        =    .09948 

 

Variable Coefficient 
Robust 
Std. Err. 

t P>|t| [95% Conf. Interval] 

_Istate_1 -0.1005164 0.0003628 -277.02 0.000 -0.1012276 -0.0998052 

_Istate_2 -0.0578645 0.001053 -54.95 0.000 -0.0599284 -0.0558007 

_Istate_4 -0.041363 0.0002581 -160.26 0.000 -0.0418689 -0.0408572 

_Istate_5 -0.1351691 0.0004509 -299.79 0.000 -0.1360528 -0.1342854 

_Istate_8 0.0056748 0.0002558 22.19 0.000 0.0051735 0.0061761 

_Istate_9 0.012407 0.0002101 59.04 0.000 0.0119952 0.0128189 

_Istate_10 -0.0516243 0.0006917 -74.64 0.000 -0.0529799 -0.0502686 

_Istate_11 0.1151847 0.0017369 66.32 0.000 0.1117805 0.1185888 

_Istate_12 -0.0409511 0.0001751 -233.82 0.000 -0.0412944 -0.0406079 

_Istate_13 -0.0106234 0.0002339 -45.42 0.000 -0.0110818 -0.010165 

_Istate_15 -0.0678151 0.0007503 -90.39 0.000 -0.0692857 -0.0663446 

_Istate_16 -0.1538102 0.0004716 -326.18 0.000 -0.1547345 -0.152886 

_Istate_17 -0.0362246 0.0002323 -155.93 0.000 -0.0366799 -0.0357693 

_Istate_18 -0.1003046 0.000251 -399.55 0.000 -0.1007966 -0.0998125 

_Istate_19 -0.133146 0.0002189 -608.22 0.000 -0.1335751 -0.132717 

_Istate_20 -0.1183392 0.0002976 -397.61 0.000 -0.1189225 -0.1177559 

_Istate_21 -0.1344579 0.0002436 -552.01 0.000 -0.1349353 -0.1339804 

_Istate_22 -0.0814067 0.0004001 -203.46 0.000 -0.0821909 -0.0806225 

_Istate_23 -0.1658305 0.0002363 -701.85 0.000 -0.1662936 -0.1653674 

_Istate_24 0.0094905 0.0002912 32.59 0.000 0.0089197 0.0100613 

_Istate_25 -0.0195935 0.000206 -95.11 0.000 -0.0199972 -0.0191897 

_Istate_26 -0.0630461 0.0002384 -264.46 0.000 -0.0635134 -0.0625789 

_Istate_27 -0.1002073 0.0002338 -428.53 0.000 -0.1006656 -0.099749 

_Istate_28 -0.0760621 0.0004895 -155.40 0.000 -0.0770214 -0.0751027 

_Istate_29 -0.1312292 0.0002608 -503.22 0.000 -0.1317403 -0.1307181 

_Istate_30 -0.1919966 0.0005206 -368.80 0.000 -0.193017 -0.1909763 

_Istate_31 -0.0771698 0.0003571 -216.10 0.000 -0.0778697 -0.0764699 

_Istate_32 0.331346 0.0012302 269.34 0.000 0.3289348 0.3337571 

_Istate_33 -0.1047011 0.000392 -267.10 0.000 -0.1054693 -0.1039328 
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_Istate_34 0.2838737 0.0007777 365.01 0.000 0.2823494 0.2853979 

_Istate_35 -0.1709679 0.0012045 -141.94 0.000 -0.1733288 -0.1686071 

_Istate_36 0.305732 0.0005196 588.37 0.000 0.3047135 0.3067504 

_Istate_37 -0.1773352 0.000236 -751.38 0.000 -0.1777978 -0.1768726 

_Istate_38 -0.37301 0.00061 -611.47 0.000 -0.3742056 -0.3718144 

_Istate_39 -0.0931274 0.0001888 -493.22 0.000 -0.0934974 -0.0927573 

_Istate_40 -0.1405821 0.0003663 -383.76 0.000 -0.1413001 -0.1398641 

_Istate_41 -0.1085094 0.0002821 -384.71 0.000 -0.1090623 -0.1079566 

_Istate_42 -0.108787 0.0002201 -494.29 0.000 -0.1092184 -0.1083557 

_Istate_44 -0.1121871 0.0006029 -186.08 0.000 -0.1133688 -0.1110055 

_Istate_45 -0.0842551 0.0002973 -283.45 0.000 -0.0848377 -0.0836725 

_Istate_46 -0.1708173 0.000429 -398.21 0.000 -0.171658 -0.1699766 

_Istate_47 0.1387961 0.0004713 294.5 0.000 0.1378723 0.1397198 

_Istate_48 0.0118387 0.0003377 35.05 0.000 0.0111768 0.0125006 

_Istate_49 0.2949789 0.0007563 390.01 0.000 0.2934966 0.2964613 

_Istate_50 -0.2399828 0.0007311 -328.23 0.000 -0.2414158 -0.2385497 

_Istate_51 0.073034 0.0005292 138.01 0.000 0.0719968 0.0740711 

_Istate_53 -0.0858413 0.000206 -416.69 0.000 -0.086245 -0.0854375 

_Istate_54 -0.4992654 0.0008904 -560.73 0.000 -0.5010105 -0.4975202 

_Istate_55 -0.1038566 0.000261 -397.87 0.000 -0.1043682 -0.103345 

_Istate_56 -0.1930756 0.0007203 -268.07 0.000 -0.1944873 -0.1916639 

male 0.0000267 0.0001124 0.24 0.812 -0.0001936 0.000247 

age -0.0000501 0.00000353 -14.19 0.000 -0.000057 -0.0000432 

Married -0.0011132 0.0001195 -9.31 0.000 -0.0013474 -0.0008789 

HiSchool 0.0007827 0.0001992 3.93 0.000 0.0003922 0.0011732 

SomeColl 0.0011099 0.0001957 5.67 0.000 0.0007264 0.0014933 

BA 0.0029068 0.0002119 13.72 0.000 0.0024914 0.0033222 

GradDegree 0.0066911 0.0002544 26.30 0.000 0.0061925 0.0071897 

Black -0.1580337 0.0003142 -502.99 0.000 -0.1586495 -0.1574179 

Asian 0.0057991 0.0004993 11.61 0.000 0.0048205 0.0067777 

OthNonHisp -0.1875201 0.0005318 -352.60 0.000 -0.1885624 -0.1864777 

Mexican -0.1785365 0.0003646 -489.68 0.000 -0.1792511 -0.177822 

PuertoRican -0.230372 0.0012037 -191.39 0.000 -0.2327312 -0.2280128 

Cuban -0.0682966 0.0006374 -107.14 0.000 -0.0695459 -0.0670472 

Dominican -0.399341 0.0020783 -192.15 0.000 -0.4034144 -0.3952675 

CentralAm -0.163751 0.0007654 -213.96 0.000 -0.1652511 -0.162251 

SouthAm -0.1531299 0.0010141 -151.00 0.000 -0.1551176 -0.1511423 

OtherHisp -0.2629593 0.00102 -257.80 0.000 -0.2649585 -0.2609601 

Naturalized -0.0123018 0.0008333 -14.76 0.000 -0.0139351 -0.0106685 

Non-citizen -0.0090464 0.0008397 -10.77 0.000 -0.0106922 -0.0074006 

11+yrsUS 0.0033655 0.000739 4.55 0.000 0.001917 0.0048141 

5-10yrsUS 0.0038276 0.0008721 4.39 0.000 0.0021184 0.0055369 

0-4yrsUS -0.0005519 0.001196 -0.46 0.644 -0.002896 0.0017922 

hhincome 2.30E-08 9.69E-10 23.76 0.000 2.11E-08 2.49E-08 

Owner 0.0002022 0.0001255 1.61 0.107 -0.0000438 0.0004483 

_constant 1.147173 0.0002728 4205.43 0.000 1.146638 1.147708 
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Conclusion 

 To summarize, domestic migration has quantifiable effects on the change in housing 

costs that can be attributed to particular socio-economic characteristics. For example, married 

migrants are more likely to encounter a reduction in costs of housing after a domestic move than 

non-married migrants. Even though there is literature analyzing how the costs of housing may be 

higher for married migrants, the results show that by migrating, there is a reduction in housing 

costs. Similarly, the results show that as the age of the migrant increases, there will be a decrease 

in the housing costs. Some scholarship on life-cycle migrations suggesting that as people 

approach the age of retirement they relocate to smaller housing due to less need for space, 

because children have moved away, and to increased health issues, because they have less time, 

resources and strength to take care of a large property, is useful when trying to understand this 

proposition. (Clark 1986) 

 The results for the variables on household income and educational attainment 

demonstrate that with higher incomes and with more education, the housing costs after a 

domestic move will actually increase. With the documented positive correlation between income 

and educational attainment, and the existing literature on higher likelihood of higher educated 

people to migrate (Long 1988) the results are not surprising and actually confirm the already 

published analysis. 

 In terms of citizenship and length of stay in the US, the results show somewhat diverging 

results. On one hand, the analysis on citizenship shows that naturalized citizens and non-citizens 

reduce their housing costs after a domestic move more than those who are citizens by birth. On 

the other hand, the results for the length of stay variable show that when compared with US-born 

domestic migrants, those who have lived in the US for more than 5 years actually experience an 
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increase in housing costs. The results for the category of migrants living in the US less than five 

years were not statistically significant. Results also show that the citizenship status was a 

stronger influence on the dependent variable than the length of stay. 

 The results for the ethnicity variable were the most revealing. These results show that the 

migrants experience different changes in housing costs depending on ethnicity, particularly for 

migrants with Hispanic ethnic backgrounds. When the experienced quantitative changes in 

housing costs for Hispanics are compared to those of non-Hispanic ethnicities, the experience of 

Cubans more closely resembles the experience of Whites and Asians, while the experience of 

Mexicans, Central Americans and South Americans is closer to that of Blacks and “Other” non-

Hispanics. The experience of Puerto Ricans, Dominicans and “Other” Hispanics are not similar 

to any non-Hispanic ethnicities. The reduction in housing costs experienced by these last three 

groups is very large when compared with the other ethnic groups, particularly when compared to 

that of Whites and Asians. 

All of this means that there is a detectable effect on housing costs as a result of migrating 

across state lines. The effects of such migration have been quantified in the model presented 

above. These effects differ depending not only on the specific destination state of the migrant, 

but also on the person’s specific ethnic characteristics.  
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Chapter 7: A brief look at domestic migration patterns of Hispanics in the US during the 

early 21
st
 century 

 

Introduction 

 During the first decade of the 21
st
 century, an expanded literature on the arrival of 

Hispanic migrants to new places throughout the US has become available. This literature has 

focused largely on incorporation of foreign-born migrants into their new communities and on the 

socio-economic effects of international migration to these new places. Domestic migration 

within the US has not been as thoroughly researched. This chapter analyzes the largest state-to-

state migration flows for the different Hispanic sub-groups between 2006 and 2010. This picture 

of the situation in recent years can be used to asses trends identified in chapters 4 and 5. 

 To obtain these results, the methodology used was the same as that of Chapter 5 to obtain 

the 1995-2000 migration flows. The person weights included with the dataset were used to 

generate total population totals for each ethnic sub-group. The tables to follow show the ten 

largest domestic migration flows for each available Hispanic ethnic sub-group, using the 

American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimate for the years 2006 to 2010. Migration data 

reported by the ACS consists of responses about the place of residence of the respondent one 

year before the survey. In this manner the US Census Bureau compiles answers to the ACS for 

five years to create an overall estimate for the five-year period. The ethnicity of the respondent 

was then obtained from the Hispanic origin question and recoded into the seven Hispanic sub-

groups: Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Dominican, Central American, South American and 

“Other” Hispanics. It is important to note that, as discussed in Chapter 3, the data in Chapter 5 

was obtained from the 2000 Census 5% sample, and the question asked was about the 

respondents’ place of residence 5 years before; this makes the two datasets incompatible and the 
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results obtained not strictly comparable. Despite this situation, a brief look at the results drawn 

from the ACS will at least give an idea of current migration patterns. 

 

Comparison of state to state migration flows 

The results show a variety of patterns of movement among the Hispanic sub-groups that 

showcase the difference in settlement patterns among them. In general terms the largest state to 

state migration flows show that: 1) Mexicans migrated mostly away from California but also into 

Texas, 2) Puerto Ricans are mostly being redistributed across New York, New Jersey and 

Pennsylvania but also towards Florida, 3) Cubans are being redistributed away from Florida into 

some southern states such as Georgia, North Carolina, Tennessee and Texas, 4) Dominicans are 

being redistributed across the Northeast and to Florida, 5) Central Americans are moving around 

the Washington, DC area and away from California and New York, 6) South Americans tend to 

relocate towards the Southeastern states, and across the Northeast, and 7) the “Other” group 

migrates away from California into the southwestern states and away from New York.  

 

Mexican-origin migrants 

 The domestic migration of Mexican-origin Hispanics shows that the states of California 

and Texas play an extremely important role for this sub-group, although for different reasons. As 

Figure 7.1 demonstrates, the Mexican-origin population is migrating across the western states 

and away from California, particularly towards Nevada, Arizona, Washington, Oregon and 

Texas. The five largest state to state migration flows (Table 7.1) reflect an interest of this sub-

group to move away from California despite the large population and historical settlement 
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patterns in this state. Yet, two migration flows are from migrants moving into California, from 

Texas and Arizona.  

Figure 7.1: Largest state to state migration flows, Mexican-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Table 7.1: Largest state to state migration flows, Mexican-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to AZ 18836 

2 CA to TX  17630 

3 CA to NV 11667 

4 CA to WA  9320 

5 CA to OR  5953 

6 TX to CA 5846 

7 TX to NM  5051 

8 FL to TX  4978 

9 IL to TX  4928 

10 AZ to CA 4826 
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 In terms of the state of Texas, the results show a different picture. While there are three 

migration flows into Texas, there are another two flows out of Texas. Many migrants arriving in 

Texas come from quite different places: Florida, Illinois and California. These three states are in 

different regions, with different histories of settlement and different compositions of Hispanic 

sub-group population. At the same time, Texas sends migrants to California and New Mexico. In 

this sense, the state of Texas continues to perform the role of “redistributor” as described by 

Foulkes and Newbold (2000). 

 

Puerto Rican-origin migrants 

 The domestic migration patterns of Puerto Ricans reflect the settlement patterns of this 

community in the US. As Figure 7.2 shows, the Northeastern states of New York, New Jersey 

and Pennsylvania and the state of Florida act as both sending and receiving states of domestic 

migration. First of all, there are four migration flows between the three (3) Northeastern states. 

These flows showcase the process of relocation across the region that has been prevalent since 

the 1970’s (McHugh 1989). Second, there are five migration flows between the three (3) 

Northeastern states and the state of Florida. This shows a continuation of settlement patterns 

evidenced in previous scholarship (McHugh 1989, Foulkes and Newbold 2000, Concepción-

Torres 2008). Also, the flows suggest that the Puerto Rican community has created enough 

networks for Florida to be commonly thought of as an acceptable Puerto Rican migration 

destination across the 1990’s and 2000’s. The state of Florida is both a sending and a receiving 

state of domestic migrants, clearly showing how much it has become embedded in the culture of 

migration for various groups.  
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Figure 7.2: Largest state to state migration flows, Puerto Rican-origin (2006-2010) 

 

 

 

Table 7.2: Largest state to state migration flows, Puerto Rican-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NY to FL 7545 

2 FL to NY  3800 

3 NY to NJ 3403 

4 NY to PA  3380 

5 NJ to FL  2811 

6 NJ to NY 2568 

7 PA to FL  1949 

8 FL to PA  1588 

9 FL to TX  1540 

10 NJ to PA 1510 
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One last observation on the Puerto Rican migration flows is that the state of Texas now 

has emerged as an important destination. (Table 7.2) For the first time since the scholarship on 

domestic migration has analyzed mobility patterns of Puerto Ricans within the US, Texas has 

become one of the more relevant migration flows for Puerto Ricans. The fact that the flow is 

from Florida to Texas is also relevant. This shows that the state of Florida is not only part of the 

relocation “circuit” of Puerto Ricans together with the states of the northeast, but also can be 

defined as a “spatial redistributor”. This label, first used by McHugh (1989) and also used by 

Foulkes and Newbold (2000), applies to Florida because it is simultaneously receiving migrants 

from New York and New Jersey and sending to Texas. This migration flow proves that Puerto 

Ricans are also migrating towards more western states, continuing a small trend detected by 

Foulkes and Newbold (2000) of Puerto Ricans migrating from New York to California. 

 

Cuban-origin migrants 

 The domestic migration patterns of Cubans in the US continue to be very 

interesting. During the 2000’s, on one hand, the pattern of this ethnic sub-group of continuing its 

re-concentration in the state of Florida does not appear to be changing. But on a closer look, the 

role of the state of Florida has become more of a “redistributor” than of the preferred destination 

of Cubans and Cuban-Americans. While McHugh (1989) and Foulkes and Newbold (2000) point 

out that the Cuban-origin population was re-concentrating in the state of Florida during the 

1970’s and 1980’s, the results in Chapter 5 about the 1990’s and in Table 7.3 show Florida as 

less of a destination for Cubans already in the US and more of a redistributor to other areas in the 

country.  
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Figure 7.3: Largest state to state migration flows, Cuban-origin (2006-2010) 

 

 

Table 7.3: Largest state to state migration flows, Cuban-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 FL to TX  1856 

2 FL to GA  1033 

3 NY to FL  837 

4 NY to NJ  790 

5 FL to NC  776 

6 NJ to FL  690 

7 FL to NY  610 

8 CA to FL  548 

9 GA to TN  526 

10 FL to MA 494 

 

As Figure 7.3 presents, while Florida receives migrants from New York, New Jersey and 

California, it also sends migrants to Texas, Georgia, North Carolina and Massachusetts. 
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Furthermore, the results show that the two largest migration flows for the Cuban-origin sub-

group are away from Florida to Texas and Georgia, instead of into Florida as in previous time 

periods. The final new observation about the Cuban-origin sub-group is the appearance of a 

significant migration flow from Georgia to Tennessee. In combination with the continuing 

relevance of the Florida to Georgia and Florida to North Carolina migration flows, suggests a 

broader dispersion of the Cuban-origin population into southeastern states.   

 

Dominican-origin migrants 

 The situation regarding the domestic migration of Hispanics with origins or ancestry in 

the Dominican Republic continues to be fairly straightforward. The larger state to state migration 

flows shown in Figure 7.4, reflect a continuing redistribution of the population across the 

Northeastern US. Migrations between the states of New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania and 

from New York to Massachusetts and to Connecticut demonstrate a continuing migration within 

the region, with the larger numbers leaving the state of New York. (Table 7.4) One other aspect 

of the migration patterns of this ethnic sub-group is the fact that, similar to Puerto Ricans, the 

state of Florida is also part of their domestic migration pattern.  

Considering the fact that Dominicans and Puerto Ricans share spaces in the US and that 

there is a Dominican community of significant size in Puerto Rico, one possible explanation is 

that Dominican-origin migrants are, at least partially, continuing to share the networks and 

migration choice strategies of the older and more established Puerto Rican diaspora as first 

mentioned by Baerga and Thompson (1990). In relation to the state of Florida, the state of New 

Jersey could be classified as a “spatial redistributor” because it receives Dominican migrants 

from New York and sends other migrants to Florida. 
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Figure 7.4: Largest state to state migration flows, Dominican-origin (2006-2010) 

 

 

Table 7.4: Largest state to state migration flows, Dominican-origin (2006-2010) 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 NY to NJ  3089 

2 NY to FL  2983 

3 NY to PA  2926 

4 FL to NY 1535 

5 NJ to PA  1179 

6 NY to MA  1156 

7 NJ to NY  857 

8 PA to NY 794 

9 NY to CT  749 

10 NJ to FL 583 
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Central American origins 

 The largest migration flows for Central Americans, Figure 7.5, reflect a set of 

circumstances particular to this group’s migration patterns during the 2006 to 2010 years. First, 

the diversity of this group tends to hide some of its particularities. Since this group includes 

people from six different Spanish-speaking countries, the networks associated with each 

particular one are less visible. For example, the close distance between Guatemala and Mexico 

partially explains the shared networks and similar destinations among these two ethnic sub-

groups. (Massey et al. 1993) 

Figure 7.5: Largest state to state migration flows, Central American-origin (2006-2010) 

 

 As Figure 7.5 shows, the migration patterns do not seem to follow any single clear 

motivation beyond the tendency to migrate away from established gateway states. There is 

migration away from California and away from New York. In both cases there is migration to 

bordering states; such as California to Nevada, and New York to New Jersey, and to further 
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destinations with established Hispanic populations (California to Texas and New York to 

Florida). 

Table 7.5: Largest state to state migration flows, Central American-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow 
Number of 

Migrants 

Most common origin or ancestry in 

each migration flow 

Country 
% of number of 

migrants in each flow 

1 CA to TX 3550 El Salvador 73.75 

2 VA to MD  1778 El Salvador 75.42 

3 DC to MD  1746 El Salvador 62.26 

4 TX to LA 1337 Honduras 83.40 

5 FL to GA  1284 El Salvador 51.79 

6 NY to NJ  1204 El Salvador 

Honduras  

35.05 

34.39 

7 MD to VA  1078 El Salvador 54.64 

8 CA to NV 1071 El Salvador 

Guatemala 

45.38 

30.91 

9 NY to FL  1020 Honduras 40.10 

10 LA to TX 913 Honduras 67.36 

 

 A second important characteristic is the fact that in each of the larger migration flows one 

particular sub-group is driving the migration effort. Table 7.5 shows that most migration flows 

are driven by migrants from El Salvador and Honduras. These are the most active groups in 

terms of domestic migration of people with Central American origins, with Guatemalans being 

the third largest one. As the results show, the migration around the Washington, DC area 

continues to be largely composed of people from El Salvador. This settlement of Salvadorans in 
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and near Washington, DC has being previously documented (Chapter 5) but now it seems to be 

less about long-distance migration and more about regional relocation.  

Similarly, the migration to and from Louisiana is mostly driven by Hondurans. The 

settlement of Hispanics in parts of Louisiana is not new particularly when the fact that New 

Orleans used to be under Spanish control is considered. Yet, after Hurricane Katrina destroyed 

large sections of the city in 2005, therefore creating a lot of demand for a quick reconstruction, 

the city became less African-American and more Hispanic. Contrary to the prevalent perception 

that mainly Mexican-origin Hispanics arrived in the city and the state to satisfy the needs of the 

labor market and an increasing need for construction workers, it was Hondurans who filled that 

need. (Drever 2008) Among Hispanics, Hondurans outnumber Mexicans in the city of New 

Orleans continuing to drive migration to and from Louisiana.  

 

South American origins 

 The domestic migration patterns of South Americans are centered on the states of New 

York and Florida. For the most part, the more relevant state to state migration flows consist of 

people migrating away from New York to relocate around the Northeast, particularly New Jersey 

and Pennsylvania, or to migrate to Florida. (Figure 7.6) The second important characteristic of 

the migration pattern for the South American-origin sub-group is that both the state of Florida 

and the state of New Jersey can be again classified as “spatial redistributors” in the sense that 

both receive large numbers of migrants from New York but send migrants to other states where 

the South American population is not that numerous. New Jersey, besides sending migrants to 

Florida, also sends migrants to North Carolina, while Florida sends migrants to Georgia, Texas 

and California. The importance of North Carolina, Georgia, Texas and California as destinations 
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shows that, on one hand, there is continuing domestic migration to the south in general but that, 

on the other hand, California continues to be attractive for many Hispanics. The continued 

presence of a large and more diverse Hispanic community in California still attracts those 

migrants with enough economic power to handle the state’s higher cost of living.  

Figure 7.6: Largest state to state migration flows, South American-origin (2006-2010) 

 

 

 Contrary to the situation with Central American migrants, domestic migration of South 

Americans is not necessarily driven by one particular sub-group. In the case of South Americans, 

Colombians, Ecuadorians and Peruvians are the most represented sub-groups in the migration 

flows, with very few exceptions. Of the ten (10) largest migration flows, only three (3) have a 

majority of people from one country of origin or ancestry. (Table 7.6) These are: the 60.36% of 

Colombians that make-up the migration from Florida to Georgia, the 57% of Ecuadorians that 

make-up the migration from New York to Pennsylvania, and the 53.28% of Colombians that 

make-up the migration from Florida to California. Even though 48% of the migrants from 
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Florida to New York are Colombians, thus making this sub-group the dominant one, they do not 

comprise a majority of the people migrating between these two states. All of the remaining state 

to state migration flows have two or three sub-groups that share a large percentage of their 

migrant population, with the smallest of these being the 62.34% that Ecuadorians and 

Colombians share among the migrants between New York and New Jersey. In this sense, the 

domestic migration of South Americans is sharing the networks previously created by other 

ethnic sub-groups, such as the one that Cubans created from Florida to North Carolina or Puerto 

Ricans from New York to Florida. 

Table 7.6: Largest state to state migration flows, South American-origin (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow Migrants 

Most common origin or ancestry in 

each migration flow 

Country 
% of number of 

migrants in each flow 

1 NY to FL  2484 Colombia 

Ecuador 

39.53 

25.44 

2 NY to NJ 2414 Ecuador 

Colombia 

34.01 

28.33 

3 FL to NY  1638 Colombia 47.99 

4 FL to TX  1401 Colombia 

Argentina 

36.40 

19.49 

5 FL to GA  1173 Colombia 60.36 

6 NJ to FL  1154 Colombia 

Peru 

40.47 

40.12 

7 NY to PA  1132 Ecuador 57.01 

8 NJ to NY 1045 Colombia 

Peru 

Ecuador 

26.22 

24.88 

23.92 

9 NJ to NC  1009 Peru 

Ecuador 

32.90 

32.41 

10 FL to CA 792 Colombia 53.28 
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 A final observation is that the migration flows from Florida to Texas and Florida to 

California, have a different ethnic composition within them, although both have Colombians as 

their largest sub-group. In the case of the Florida to Texas flow, after Colombians (36.40%), 

19.49% are Argentinian, 18.62% are Venezuelan and 14.99% are Chilean. (ACS 2011) This 

presence of Hispanics from the southern cone is significant because in this particular instance 

they outnumber other sub-groups with larger populations, such as Peruvians. As for the 

migration flow from Florida to California, while Colombians comprise 53.28% of this flow, the 

second largest percentage is from Venezuelans at 34.34%. (ACS 2011) This means that over 

87% of this migration flow is from these two sub-groups. Also, there is an indication that the 

largest portions of Venezuelans are migrating away from Florida, although a much thorough 

investigation must be conducted. 

 

“Other” Hispanics 

 The domestic migration patterns of this sub-group reveal some interesting aspects of the 

settlement of Hispanics in the US. First, there is still a large portion of Hispanics who are 

migrating away from California. (Figure 7.7) This situation is not limited to Mexican-origin or 

Central American migrants; it is also shared by those Hispanics who identify themselves as 

“Latinos/as” or some other generic label. As mentioned before, these could be people who have 

no problem identifying themselves as Hispanics but do not necessarily have a specific 

connection to a particular country or ancestry due to: 1) being born or having spent most of their 

lives in the US and therefore think of themselves as “Americans” but are still proud of their 

ethnic heritage; like many African-Americans, Italian-Americans or Irish-Americans, for 

example; 2) having a mixed Hispanic background and do not wish to insult some family 
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members or do not feel they can choose between the options; or 3) do not have any connection to 

a specific country of ancestry because their ancestors have been in the US for many generations 

and define their Hispanic identity by whatever culture or language has been passed down to them 

by previous generations. In this sense, the creation of a US-based Latino/Hispanic identity that 

has been written about before (Durand 2007) can be partially traced through the settlement and 

migration patterns of this sub-group. 

 This “Other” Hispanic sub-group appears to be migrating away from California and into 

various western and southwestern states: Texas, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada and Washington. 

(Table 7.7) In this broader relocation across the west and southwest, Colorado appears to be a 

desired destination for “Other” Hispanics migration flows out of California, New Mexico and 

Texas. In a somewhat unexpected turn, Texas not only receives migrants from California but also 

from Oklahoma, state that is not known for the size of its Hispanic settlements. As both Texas 

and Colorado have historically been the home to Hispanics since the time of the Spanish 

conquest of Mexico (Nostrand 1992, Iber and DeLeon 2006), it is perhaps not surprising that 

these states command such an important destination role for the “Other” sub-group of Hispanics. 

 Another aspect of the migration of the “Other” sub-group is the move away from the 

northeastern US to Florida, and Florida’s role of “spatial redistributor”, receiving migrants from 

New York and New Jersey and sending to North Carolina. It appears that the “Other” sub-group 

is continuing to use migration networks created by more established Hispanic sub-groups to 

relocate to the southeastern US. Because of the varied origins of the “Other” sub-group and its 

large US-born portion, it is quite difficult to assess other possible cultural or ethnic motivations 

for their migration patterns.  
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Figure 7.7: Largest state to state migration flows, “Other” Hispanics (2006-2010) 

 

 

Table 7.7: Largest state to state migration flows, “Other” Hispanics (2006-2010) 

 

Rank Flow Number of 

Migrants 

1 CA to TX  1192 

2 NY to FL  1179 

3 TX to CO  997 

4 CA to AZ  994 

5 CA to CO  833 

6 NM to CO 705 

7 FL to NC  667 

8 CA to NV 616 

9 NJ to FL  598 

10 OK to TX 592 

11 CA to WA 586 
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Conclusion 

 The first decade of the 21
st
 century shows a continued increase in the overall Hispanic 

population in the US, as well as increasing populations of many Hispanic sub-groups in places 

where there was no largely visible Hispanic/Latino population in past decades. 

 The results in this chapter present evidence of various facts that either had not being 

analyzed before or that confirm previous scholarship. In summary, first of all, the state of Texas 

is increasingly becoming an important destination of Hispanic domestic migrants from a variety 

of backgrounds. What in previous decades was a destination for Mexican-Americans, Central 

American sub-groups, and, to a lesser extent, Cubans, now is also an important destination for 

Puerto Ricans and South Americans.  

Secondly, the state of Illinois continues to become less significant for domestic migration 

patterns of Hispanics. The only mention of Illinois in this analysis of the 2000’s was regarding 

the migration flow of the Mexican-origin sub-group from that state to Texas. This contrasts with 

results of earlier chapters in which Illinois was a destination state of Mexicans from California, 

and a sending state of Puerto Ricans and South Americans to Florida in the 1990’s. 

 A third aspect is that the states of North Carolina and Georgia continue to be important 

destinations for Hispanics in the US. This continues a migration to the southeastern region of the 

country that was extremely visible during the 1990’s. This reflects the continued restructuring of 

the US economy and the important roles of these two states. Growth of the manufacturing (e.g. 

German automakers) and other industries (e.g. poultry) in these two states continues to factor in 

as reasons to continue expecting this migration patterns to continue. 

 Fourthly, these results confirm existing scholarship showing that much of the growth of 

the Hispanic population in new destinations during the 1990’s is attributable to domestic 
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migration, while the increase in the Hispanic population in those same new destinations during 

the 2000’s is attributable to natural growth. (Johnson and Lichter 2008) Even though the data 

from Chapter 5 is not strictly comparable with this ACS dataset, the difference between the 

figures for the 1995-2000 period and the ones obtained for the 2006-2010 period support this. As 

a manner of example, the state of Washington has seen an increase in the amount of its Mexican-

origin population (Table 2.2) and the results show a drop of domestic migrants between the 

1990’s and the 2000’s (Tables 5.4 and 7.1). These figures combined with the reported decrease 

in international migration from Mexico (Passel, Cohn and González-Barrera 2012) means that 

the largest share in the increase of the Mexican-origin population in Washington must be 

attributable to natural growth.  
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Chapter 8: Discussion and conclusions 

 

Introduction 

 The main objective of this dissertation was to use US Census data to test the significance 

of sub-group differences within the Hispanic population that have not previously been taken into 

account in available scholarship on Hispanic migration patterns. More specifically, this project 

intended to see what is to be gained by analyzing the domestic or internal migration patterns of 

the Hispanic population in the US taking into account sub-group diversity. This was put to the 

test by analyzing differences between seven different sub-groups of Hispanics categorized by 

country or region of origin or ancestry.  

These differences were grouped in three different ways: firstly, the demographic and 

socio-economic characteristics of the Hispanic domestic migrants were compared in Chapter 4; 

secondly, the difference in state to state migration flows of the various sub-groups of Hispanics 

was analyzed in Chapters 5 and 7; and thirdly, the difference across various Hispanic sub-groups 

regarding the effect that domestic migration has had in the housing costs of domestic migrants 

was the subject of Chapter 6. Despite some shortcomings of this research which will be 

discussed here, the results of the analysis demonstrate that there are significant differences 

between the various Hispanic sub-groups in terms of their migration patterns. 

 

Ethnicity 

As was demonstrated in Chapter 4 there are substantial differences in the general 

characteristics of the different sub-groups that comprise the Hispanic/Latino ethnicity in the US. 

These differences vary from range of household income and educational attainment, to current 

settlement patterns and mobility traits. Because of these differences, analysis about Hispanic 
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migration could be more useful if sub-groups are followed, rather than by looking at Hispanics as 

one large monolithic group.  

The data presented in Chapter 4 demonstrates that some groups have, for example, higher 

incomes than others, as well as higher rates of property ownership. This last characteristic is one 

that many consider to be very important for measuring a group’s arrival into the middle class and 

signaling success in US culture. Similarly, different levels of educational attainment provide an 

idea of which sectors of the economy members of particular sub-groups will most likely be 

finding jobs. Those sub-groups with higher educational levels will have an easier time finding 

jobs in sectors of the economy that require more formal education, such as the legal field, 

whereas those without formal education will likely be involved in those sectors that do not 

require it, such as construction or agriculture. 

In Chapter 5, although there are similarities among the more prominent domestic 

migration flows used by all ethnic groups, some migration flows are prominent only for Hispanic 

sub-groups, and some are prominent for one or more ethnic sub-groups. For example, the 

migration flow from California to Georgia is important to Mexicans and Salvadorans, the 

relevance of the flow from New York to Florida is shared among Puerto Rican and Dominican 

domestic migrants, the migration flow from California to Maryland is prominent only for 

Salvadorans, New York to North Carolina is important for Dominicans, Florida to Texas for 

Cubans, California to Washington for Mexicans and Connecticut to Florida is important to 

Puerto Ricans.  

Besides revealing commonalities shared in the Hispanic/Latino migration experience, this 

research also reveals patterns of settlement and migration that are unique to specific sub-groups. 

The Salvadoran migration around the District of Columbia and surrounding states is not shared at 
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the same levels by other Hispanic domestic migrants. Although both Puerto Ricans and 

Dominicans share patterns of relocation around the Northeast of the US, Pennsylvania is a more 

common destination for Puerto Ricans while Rhode Island is more common for Dominicans. 

Further research could explore why this seems to be the case, and how far these trends continue. 

Results obtained in Chapter 7 confirm the fact that there are differences in migration patterns and 

point to some changes in the behavior of each sub-group.  

 

Does ethnicity have more influence than location? 

The results of both Chapter 5 and Chapter 7 indicate that different ethnicities behave 

differently and have very different experiences with the migration process. The possibility 

remains that even though this dissertation is only expected to shed light on the experiences of the 

Hispanic population in the US, the conclusions are not unique for Latino ethnicities. For 

example, there is recent scholarship that has analyzed differences among sub-Saharan African 

migrants in the US (Rivers 2010). Using the logic presented here, a much needed comparison 

would be to compare domestic migration patterns of African Americans with different sub-

groups of African and Black Caribbean migrants in the US. A similar study should be conducted 

to try to analyze differences within Asian communities because of the large cultural 

differentiation within that racial category.  

 

Destination 

When dealing with location, particularly the destination of domestic migrants, and when 

taking into account the origins of migrants and their ethnicity, we can conclude that there are 

place effects on the housing costs, as demonstrated in Chapter 6. For example in the case of 
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Florida, the coefficient according to the regression model, holding everything else equal, implies 

some increase in housing costs. Even though there are demonstrated place effects, if we take into 

account that a large segment of the domestic migrants to Florida come from New York, and that 

a large number of Hispanics living in New York in this time period were Puerto Rican and 

Dominican, this tells us that the effects of place can be greatly affected by the ethnicity of the 

migrant. A closer study at the county or regional level would be warranted to research the 

possibility of migration from urban to rural or suburban areas. Tracing the role of social capital 

might show more details about this along the lines of the analysis of Concepción-Torres (2008) 

and Saenz et al. (2007).  

The selection of many southern states, as well as Mountain Zone states, as destinations 

for domestic migrations can be attributed to a variety of causes. To begin with, the existence of 

small pockets of Latino communities in these places provides networks of both weak and strong 

links that can help with relocation of migrants. Another factor that must be taken into account is 

the existence of institutionalized methods, such as Spanish-speaking job recruiters, used for the 

sole purpose of relocation and transportation of migrants expected to provide needed labor for 

agricultural and industrial work. (Kandel and Parrado 2004, Stuesse 2008)  

The existence of legal protection of workers, or lack thereof, has also had an impact in 

the location of certain industrial settings in the southeast US. For example, the labor laws in 

Georgia and Texas make it harder for workers to unionize and therefore make it less expensive, 

and more profitable, for different companies to establish industrial workplaces in those states. 

The fact that, as demonstrated in Chapters 5 and 7, the migration flows toward those states 

comes from states like California, particularly for foreign-born Mexicans and foreign-born 

Central Americans, indicates that Light’s theory on deflecting migration (2006) has some 
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application to these circumstances. Light states that the region of Southern California has created 

conditions to make itself a less desirable destination for international migrants. These same 

conditions are having the effect of “push” factors for domestic migrants as well. This does not 

mean that all of the US domestic migration can be explained by Light’s theory.  

Under the cumulative effects theory of migration (Massey et al. 1993), there is not one 

specific cause than can usually be pinpointed to explain migration flows. This theory argues that 

a variety of factors (e.g. push factors, pull factors, new labor markets, political factors, family 

factors, local conditions, etc.) combine to cause particular migration trends. Even though 

arguably there might be some push–pull factors that are informing the decisions of domestic 

migrants, such as increasing rent and housing values, by itself these circumstances cannot 

explain all possible migration flows. Light’s argument about deflecting migration towards other 

destinations certainly applies, although it will not account for the size of some Hispanic 

migration flows discussed here, such as from Florida to North Carolina.  

Similarly newer scholarship has proposed that there is an effect on domestic migration 

prompted by the increase in international migration to large states, such as California, New York 

and Texas. (Ellis 2010) The possible influence of these international migration flows into states 

like Florida could explain the domestic migration out of Florida towards North Carolina. Ellis’ 

theory combined with Light’s deflection theory helps to explain domestic migration flows from 

California towards North Carolina and Georgia; in addition more political-economic arguments 

such as that of Hernández-León and Zúñiga (2000) about the increased freedom of movement of 

Latinos after the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) came into effect can help to 

explain the larger numbers of foreign-born Hispanics migrating across state lines. 
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Housing costs 

 As proposed in Chapter 3, one of the objectives of this dissertation was to explore what 

other factors might be driving domestic migration within the Hispanic/Latino population beyond 

increased income or a favorable labor market. As some scholarship has already shown, there may 

be more than a simple interest in increased income when considering domestic migration. The 

possibility was considered that a “better” standard of living could result from secondary 

migration, with that information traveling across networks of previous migrants to those 

considering domestic migration. This part of the dissertation tested this proposition. One way to 

analyze quantitatively a possible “better” standard of living was to consider the amount of 

disposable household income after migration. As a proxy for larger disposable income, which 

can indicate a better or a less stressful standard of living, the use of monthly housing costs before 

and after migration was the dependent variable in the analysis presented in Chapter 6. As 

explained before, lower housing costs can indicate either higher disposable income or of a less 

demanding lifestyle, because there is more money to cover basic expenses. Finally, the role of 

housing costs in domestic migration patterns in the US needed to be further studied even though 

it already has been highlighted as part of Light’s (2006) theory of deflecting migration and in the 

available scholarship on family migration patterns in the US. (Davies-Withers, Clark and Ruiz 

2008) 

 The analysis revealed that there is a quantitative difference between the effects of a 

domestic migration among the various sub-groups of Hispanic/Latino domestic migrants as well 

as non-Hispanic domestic migrants. These differences fall primarily along ethnic lines. That is, 

there are marked quantitative differences among the effects of domestic migration among 

Hispanic domestic migrants that warranted a more detailed examination of different sub-groups 



156 

 

of Hispanics. It must be noted that while for migrants of Mexican origin the ratio of housing 

costs before and after migration is lower than for White non-Hispanic migrants, those domestic 

migrants from both Puerto Rican and Dominican origin have even lower ratios of housing costs 

before and after migration. This indicates that after migrating, the amount of housing costs per 

month tends to be much lower for Puerto Rican and Dominican migrants than for Mexicans and 

for Whites. On the opposite end of the spectrum, that conclusion cannot be supported for 

domestic migrants of Cuban origin because results show here that in terms of housing costs, 

Cuban-origin migrants have an experience similar to that of White and Asian-origin domestic 

migrants. The difference among these sub-groups can be attributable to their differences in socio-

economic status.  

As explained in Chapter 4 both Puerto Rican and Dominicans have, in general terms, 

very low household incomes and levels of educational attainment. These socio-economic 

circumstances can be explained by the historical levels of subordination suffered by Puerto 

Ricans during the earlier years of mass labor migration to the US. (Acosta-Belén and Santiago 

2006, Maldonado-Denis 1980) The situation of Dominicans is more recent and linked to both the 

military intervention in the Dominican Republic by the US and the change in US immigration 

policy with the elimination of the national-origin quotas during 1965. The need for cheap labor 

in the US was not being satisfied by the massive migration of Puerto Ricans to the US, and 

Dominicans filled that void. (Duany 2004) This shared history has put Puerto Ricans and 

Dominicans in a similar socio-economic situation. 

During the decade between the years 2000 and 2010 property owners and many others 

felt the effects of the mortgage crisis that affected the US. Most people think in terms of the 

changes to overall property values when considering the effects of this crisis. Yet, some aspects 



157 

 

of this mortgage crisis must be analyzed in terms of how it affected Hispanics and their chances 

to become homeowners. Another aspect that has not been considered is how have renters been 

affected by all the efforts to manage the crisis. As the results in Chapter 4 have shown, Hispanics 

sub-groups differ in terms of property ownership status, meaning that one hypothesis to test 

should be if there is a difference in the way that the mortgage and housing market crisis has 

affected each sub-group and how that difference is felt geographically.  

 

State roles 

Some states are more important to specific sub-groups of Hispanics than to others. While 

Florida seems to be an important state for all migrants, it has different levels and roles for the 

different sub-groups of Hispanic domestic migrants. For Mexicans and Salvadorans, Florida is a 

destination for those moving away from California. For Puerto Ricans Florida is not only a 

destination of those migrating away from New York, but also a source of domestic migrants. 

Meanwhile for Cubans, Florida is what McHugh (1989) called a “redistributor” of population. 

The concept of “redistributor” was used to describe the behavior of Puerto Rican domestic 

migration in and out of the state of New York. McHugh concluded that Puerto Ricans were 

arriving to New York while at the same time other Puerto Ricans were leaving the state to 

relocate to other Northeastern states. Foulkes and Newbold (2000) found a similar role for the 

state of Texas. At the time, they were analyzing the way in which Mexican-origin domestic 

migrants were behaving in relation to the state of Texas between 1985 and 1990. This research 

has uncovered a similar behavioral pattern to that observed with regard to New York by 

McHugh, and Texas by Foulkes and Newbold, for the domestic migration of Cubans in and out 

of Florida between 1995 and 2000.  
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Another state with a very specific role revealed by this research is that of the state of 

Maryland, with regards to the domestic migration of Salvadorans, the only sub-group for which 

this state is important. At the same time, Virginia exhibits at a smaller scale the characteristics of 

Florida with regard to the Cuban domestic migration, the role of “redistributor”. The state of 

Virginia receives Salvadoran migrants from California while at the same time sending relatively 

large numbers of migrants to Maryland and also receiving Salvadorans from the District of 

Columbia, revealing a redistribution pattern around this Mid-Atlantic region. 

 

Significance and implications 

The results presented here fill a gap in the existing literature by analyzing the pattern of 

domestic migration of Hispanics in the US from a perspective of diversity. Very few have 

compared migration patterns of the different sub-groups of Hispanic across the US. The patterns 

shown here reveal further need to consider sub-groups of Hispanics separately instead of as one 

large block. Preceding chapters have analyzed the characteristics of domestic migrants in the US 

arriving at three main conclusions: firstly, the various sub-groups of Hispanic domestic migrants 

are socio-economically different from each other; secondly, the various Hispanic sub-groups 

have different migration patterns that reveal their historical settlement patterns and demonstrate 

different preferences regarding future relocation; and thirdly, the effects of domestic migration 

on housing expenditure are quantitatively different for the various sub-groups of Hispanics. 

During the period between 1995 and 2000 taking into account contrasting patterns and effects of 

migration on Hispanic sub-groups can help to enrich emerging scholarship on “new” destinations 

of Hispanic migration. The results of this dissertation form the basis for more detailed analysis of 
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relocation and dispersion of Hispanics within the US, leading to a more complete picture of 

ethnic differentiation in domestic migration patterns. 

The implications of the results presented here are of a wide variety. As mentioned in 

previous chapters, differences between the many sub-groups within the Hispanic population 

range from the seemingly mundane to those that can shape business and political landscapes 

throughout the US. For example, the issue of preferred foods may seem trivial at first but can 

have significant economic implications. The food company Goya produces and distributes a 

wide array of products that many Hispanics consume, yet they must take care to send their 

canned menudo (intestines) to places with larger population of Mexicans, while sending the 

frozen tostones (mashed plantains) where there are more Puerto Ricans. Another example is the 

availability of a wider variety of tortillas in those places where the Mexican and Central 

American population is larger whereas there is less variety in places where Hispanics from the 

Caribbean or from South America are more dominant. Dietary preferences affect the distribution 

of food products across the entire country with deep economic implications for industry players.  

Similarly, music preferences can affect the type of “Latin” radio station or programming 

that is present in a particular radio market. Mexican rancheras have a different public than 

Puerto Rican salsa or Dominican bachata; this in turn affects the type of advertising that the 

specific radio station may be able to obtain as well as the type of live entertainment that will 

perform, or will be advertised, in particular regional markets. Other media implications involve 

the sports coverage by the TV stations. Depending on the demographic make-up different 

sporting events will be part of the programming which, in turn, will affect the advertising. Also, 

the presentation of actual live sporting events will be affected. Just as a matter of example, 

between September 3, 2011 and September 16, 2012 the city of New Orleans has been the host 
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of five soccer games involving one or two teams from the Honduran First Division. The fact that 

these games have taken place in Louisiana is not a coincidence and clearly reflects the increase 

of Honduran population in this particular geographic area. 

Other more substantial differences between Hispanic sub-groups deal directly with 

country of origin. The possibility of traveling to and from a particular country of origin can 

affect decisions of various airlines regarding the creation of new routes. For example, travel from 

Charlotte, NC to Mexico City, Mexico, used to involve making a stop in a place such as Miami, 

FL or Houston, TX. Nowadays, there are direct flights between the two cities. Also, there are 

flights from Charlotte to other Mexican cities such as Cancún and Monterrey, not to mention 

various other Latin American destinations such as San José, Costa Rica and San Juan, Puerto 

Rico. Similarly, to travel from Tampa, FL or New York City to Puerto Rico the only possible 

destination was once the San Juan International Airport; now, two airlines have added direct 

flights from both cities to Aguadilla, located on the northwest coast of the island. These are just 

examples of significant economic opportunities deriving from effects due to the diversity of the 

Hispanic population and its migration patterns. 

Equally significant are the possible political effects that the diversity in the Hispanic 

population can have in the US, especially the electoral effects. Altering the number of electoral-

college votes of a particular state is one possible effect, yet this is not exclusive to Hispanic 

domestic migrants. The more significant impact will be the actual voting patterns of Hispanics. 

First, the proportion of each sub-group that can vote varies widely. As the statistics for the year 

2000 in Chapter 4 have shown, whereas nearly everyone who identifies as Puerto Rican and over 

two-thirds of Cubans are citizens and hence have a right to vote, half of Dominicans and South 

Americans and over two thirds of Central Americans, are not citizens, which makes their voting 
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rights dependent on their immigration status. In the case of Mexicans, just over 56% are citizens, 

but the fact that they are the largest sub-group of Hispanics still makes this potential voting block 

a powerful one.  

Second, the issues that affect each sub-group may be different, and the way in which an 

issue is perceived by people from one sub-group may differ from the perception from another 

sub-group. The topic of immigration is usually associated with all Hispanics, and it denotes a 

lack of understanding of differences between sub-groups. The fact that many Mexicans, Central 

Americans and South Americans are international migrants, or have a family member who is, 

makes these sub-groups interested in immigration reform and how candidates for political office 

approach immigration.  

Yet, Puerto Ricans do not concern themselves with the issue of immigration in the same 

way. They are not affected from a legal standpoint by the issue of immigration but are socially 

affected by it through discrimination, a different issue. For Puerto Ricans there is no need to alter 

the legal framework of immigration, but there is a need to increase protections against racial or 

ethnic discrimination. In the case of Cubans, particularly older ones, immigration is viewed as a 

political tool to be used against the government of Cuba; there will always be an attempt by 

some to classify the members of the Cuban sub-group as political instead of economic migrants. 

This may allow this sub-group to access certain legal protections and benefits, such as work 

permits, more easily than other international migrants. 

A third aspect related to electoral politics is how political parties in the US approach or 

measure political support from the Hispanic community. Political allegiances of Hispanics in the 

US vary greatly depending on sub-group. As Scherer (2012, 26) says: “A recently naturalized 

Mexican in Los Angeles is more likely to vote Democratic than a fourth-generation immigrant in 
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New Mexico, who is more likely to be liberal than a 65-year-old Miami Cuban, whose 23-year-

old daughter is more likely than her father to have voted for Obama in 2008.” This kind of 

scenario explains why there are many Democrats among the Mexican-American members of 

Congress from California, such as Xavier Becerra or Loretta Sánchez, or among the Puerto Rican 

members of Congress, such as Luis Gutiérrez (IL) or Nydia Velázquez (NY), while most Cuban-

American members of Congress, such as Marco Rubio (FL) or Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (FL), and the 

Governor of New Mexico, Susana Martínez, are Republican. Tracking the migration of each sub-

group will help to better analyze possible electoral outcomes. This tracking has already begun as 

evidenced by the fact that the Democrats hired a South American to read the script of a Spanish-

language ad that aired in Florida, while hiring a Mexican to read the same script for the version 

of the ad that aired in Nevada and Colorado. (Scherer 2012) 

In terms of foreign policy, tracking the migrations of the different sub-groups helps with 

the allocation of funds destined for those who are granted refugee or asylee status. For example, 

since many Cubans are granted refugee status, a better allocation of both federal and state funds 

can be achieved by tracking their domestic migration. Also, tracking the domestic migration of 

Cubans can help with the evaluation of programs designed for this particular sub-group. Due to 

the large migration from Cuba after 1960, the government-sponsored Cuban Refugee 

Resettlement Project was created to provide these new migrants places to live outside of south 

Florida, so as to not overburden this state with the costs of a large new migration of mostly 

refugees. (Boswell and Curtis 1984) The published research on the subject has demonstrated the 

existence of domestic migration of Cubans to Florida since the late 1960’s and continuing 

through the 1970’s, 1980’s and 1990’s. (Boswell and Curtis 1984, McHugh 1989, Foulkes and 

Newbold 2000) This information about Cubans returning to Florida can be used to evaluate 
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whether the program was successful or not, as well as to evaluate if similar programs should be 

established in the future. 

Continuing with the topic of foreign policy, it must be kept in mind that settlement 

patterns of international migrants can be affected by changes in policy towards a particular 

country in a similar fashion as the manner in which the international migration of Cubans, 

Guatemalans and Salvadorans were affected. To grant, or deny, refugee or asylee status to an 

international migrant intrinsically involves an indictment of the political or human rights climate 

of the country of origin of the migrant. (Tichenor 2002) In other words, to receive refugee status 

or asylum, a migrant must successfully argue that he or she is the victim of persecution or that 

the conditions in the country of origin are such that his or her life is in danger. This in turn means 

that by granting, or refusing to grant, refugee or asylee status, a government is making a political 

statement about the country of origin’s government or political situation.  

Such a statement was made regarding the government of Cuba when refugee status is 

granted to migrants from that country but not of the government of other countries such as 

Guatemala when the claims for asylum from Guatemalan migrants were not granted during the 

recent civil war in that country. Although unlikely, the emergence of Venezuela as a powerful 

political influence in South America combined with the strained relationship between the 

government of the US and President Hugo Chávez should be closely monitored because there is 

a chance that the policy towards Cuban international migrants could be implemented towards 

Venezuelans and therefore affect the internal migration patterns of yet another sub-group of 

Hispanics. The experience of Cubans could be used to analyze the effects of such a change in 

foreign policy. 
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Another set of policies that is affected is the one regarding health care. Recent 

scholarship has found that there are spatially segmented differences in the health outcomes of 

Hispanics. This implies that the difference in social capital of Hispanic neighborhoods has an 

effect on the health of this segment of the population. (Maas 2011) There also is research that 

concludes that there are significant differences in the health conditions and in the more common 

illnesses experienced by Hispanic sub-groups. Even when gender is taken into account, different 

sub-groups of Hispanics are more likely to suffer different illnesses and have different levels of 

healthiness. (Ai et al 2012a, Ai et al 2012b) The differences between Hispanic sub-groups are 

significant in terms of access to health care, not just in terms of health conditions. Research 

scholarship has also demonstrated that fact. (Weinick et al 2004) This means that knowing 

domestic migration patterns is helpful when creating or modifying federal, state or local health 

care policies particularly when dealing with the effects of those policies on the Hispanic 

population.  

The variation in domestic migration patterns of Hispanic sub-groups can reflect the 

different ways in which each sub-group is affected by social phenomena. For example, the 

impact of international migration on internal migration has been established. (Ellis 2012) The 

difference in how each sub-group will be affected by or in how each sub-group engages in 

internal migration flows should be part of future analysis. With changes in international 

migration patterns it should be expected that internal migration patterns will change, but how 

each sub-group responds must be an integral part of the discussion. Similarly, with continuing 

economic restructuring occurring in the US, it should be expected that there will be continuing 

change in internal migration patterns. The differences in socioeconomic characteristics of each 

Hispanic sub-group, along with the results of this dissertation regarding migration flows, should 
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be an indication that there will be differences within the Hispanic population that should be 

analyzed. Knowing the differences in educational attainment, income and settlement patterns 

between the Hispanic sub-groups will help with understanding which sub-group will start to 

populate new areas and how economic restructuring differently affects each sub-group.  

 

Further research 

Future research regarding secondary migration, domestic migration or other topics on 

migration will be problematic due to the new census form. Starting with the recently released 

2010 US census, the form did not include a question on mobility or migration. As explained in 

Chapter 3, the migration data is now obtained by the US Census Bureau through the American 

Community Survey (ACS). The problem is one of data compatibility. As explained before, the 

2000 Census questionnaire asked about a person’s residence 5 years before the census. The ACS 

asks about a person’s residence 1 year before. Unfortunately, this means that the data is not 

strictly comparable and, unless the US Census Bureau reverses course, the results in Chapter 5 

and its comparisons with McHugh’s (1989) and Foulkes and Newbold’s (2000) analysis will not 

be able to be replicated with identically obtained and coded data. The results of Chapter 7, on the 

other hand, can be compared with future data released by the ACS.  

This analysis serves as a starting point for further research on matters of secondary 

migration. The available data can help those researchers to identify migration patterns of the 

foreign born and its causes. Some of the possible topics that involve internal migration are 

regarding temporary workers. For example, at which point do people who work as temporary 

workers become more permanent migrants, if at all. Even if a migrant does not stop being a 

temporary worker, this does not mean that he or she will continue to be a seasonal migrant. The 
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possibilities of that scenario depend on the location of his or her work as well as on marital status 

and family size, among other socioeconomic characteristics. Another option is that a single 

destination can be a host to people who have multiple seasonal jobs. This dissertation has proved 

that the differences between Hispanic sub-groups are such that their differences in origin must be 

taken into account.  

Among the future analysis needed, the more pressing one would be analysis of the data to 

include urban to non-urban migration in order to explore the role of both expensive lifestyles and 

economic restructuring in the domestic migration patterns of Hispanics. One possible analysis 

would be to compare domestic migration to and from specific metropolitan areas and between 

particular metropolitan areas and particular rural areas. A study like that would shed light on 

possible migration networks that are not easily identifiable through other types of methodology.  

In terms of the role of housing expenditures as part of the domestic migration process 

further research must be conducted to take into account the recent housing mortgage and 

economic crisis. The possible difference in the effects of the economic crisis in the US, 

particularly in the acquisition of property by people from different ethnicities and in different 

places across the US is something that has not been taken into consideration and that should be 

part of the academic agenda. 

Other needed research would be a closer analysis of non-Hispanic ethnicities. It would be 

extremely helpful to compare the differences within ethnic groups, for example a comparison 

between African Americans and African migrants from sub-Saharan countries such as Nigeria, 

Kenya or the Sudan; or a comparison among Korean, Chinese and Asian-Indian migration 

patterns. With an increase in the diversity of the US population and the changes in the current 

socio-economic climate, a more detailed analysis of the migration patterns of the population of 
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the US taking into account ethnic sub-group differences can shed light on how people select and 

help to shape the places where they live.  
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