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Outline

• A quick background on recent immigration trends in 

the US.

• Immigrant destination choice in the US.

• Immigrant destination choice in Europe.

• Tying things together.







Interesting facts

• Low education levels of  Mexican immigrants are 

not unprecedented: Italians were similar.

• Italians in 1910 earned more than the native average.  

They were in cities, where opportunities were.

• Mexican immigrants have earnings far below the 

native-born average.

• Undocumented immigration: close to one-third of  

all immigrants lack legal visas.



Motivating questions…

• Will Mexican immigrants and their children form a 

permanent language minority in the US?

• Are immigrants attracted to high welfare benefits?

• Do ethnically isolated immigrants integrate over 

time or over generations?



Borjas (1998)

• The ethnic capital model (more tomorrow): human capital 
determined in part by parental inputs and partly by mean 
characteristics of  the group.

• Data: National Longitudinal Survey of  Youth

• First interviews at age 14-22 in 1979.  Restrict sample to those living 
with parents.

• Re-interview in 1992.

• “Neighborhood” is the ZIP code: size of  a small town.

• Two empirical exercises

• Examine intergenerational transmission as a function of  neighborhood 
concentration.

• Analyze neighborhood choice.





Borjas (1998)

• Not a conditional logit specification.

• Dependent variable: do you (as a child/as an adult) 

reside in a “segregated” neighborhood?









Borjas (1999)

• Relates to broader debate on the fiscal impact of  
immigration.

• In the US, immigrants thought to be net contributors to the 
Federal budget (particularly social insurance), but net 
recipients of  state/local resources.

• Net impact could vary dramatically depending on eligibility 
of  benefits, tax compliance, etc.

• Use 1980/1990 Census microdata to examine 
distribution of  immigrants across states.

• Income support programs administered by states, and vary 
considerably in terms of  generosity.









Epilogue to Borjas (1999)

• Welfare reform act in 1996 restricts availability of  

benefits to immigrants.

• Central trend in 1990s: movement of  immigrants to 

“new destinations”.

• Away from traditional receiving states (California, 

Texas, Florida, New York, New Jersey, Illinois).

• Toward states with strong job growth… and low 

welfare benefits! (Georgia, North Carolina)



Zavodny (1999)

• Data on new refugees and new recipients of  legal 
permanent residence (“green cards”), 1989-1994.

• Family-sponsored (38%)

• Conversions to legal status under 1986 amnesty (37%)

• Employer-sponsored (8%)

• Refugees/asylees (10%)

• “Neighborhood” is the state.

• Not conditional logit.  Regression of  state market 
share on state characteristics.







Bauer et al. (2005)

• Mexican Migrant Project: longitudinal dataset that 

begins with a sample of  Mexicans.

• Which migrants select which destinations, 

conditional on leaving in the first place?

• Destination choice analyzed at city rather than 

neighborhood level.

• Permit the attractiveness of  location characteristics 

to vary by migrants’ initial language ability.





Summary of  US literature

• Immigrants are attracted to locations with pre-existing 

migrant populations, particularly if  their language skills 

are poor.

• Parent enclave residence is a strong determinant of  child 

enclave residence.

• Immigrants, particularly refugees, are sensitive to the 

generosity of  income support programs.

• Immigrants are sensitive to local economic conditions.



Åslund (2005)

• Swedish immigrant settlement policy (1985-): 
assignment to municipality is close to random 
conditional on observables.

• Analyze secondary moves: likelihood of  leaving 
your first location as a function of  its characteristics.

• Addresses omitted variable concerns.

• Traditional location choice variables identified by 
selections of  movers, who are not a random sample.

• Compare before and after settlement policy. 







Daam (2009)

• Denmark: immigrant assignment policy favors 
dispersion,1986-1998.  Initial location random 
conditional on observables

• Innovation over Åslund (2005): estimate hazard model of  
time-to-move rather than 0/1 “did you move.”

• Proportional hazard model: estimate a baseline 
propensity of  moving at time t conditional on not having 
moved before time t.  Simultaneously model explanatory 
factors as having a constant multiplicative effect on this 
propensity. 







Lessons from Europe

• Country-specific location assignment policies 

introduce possibilities for quasi-experimental 

analysis.

• Overall, similar behaviors to US: attraction to pre-

existing immigrant populations, sensitivity to labor 

market conditions, educational opportunities, local 

political climate.  


