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HISPANIC MIGRATION
AND POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION

IN THE UNITED STATES
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^  TheHispan ic  popu la t ion  in  the  Un i ted
5ta tes  has  grown rap id ly  over  the  las t  tu .o
decades,  i i c reas ins  f rom 9 .1  mi l l ion  in
1970 to  an  es t imate i  t8 .8  rn i l l i on  in  1987
(US Bureau o f  the  Census  1988) .  H ispan-
ics now represent the fastcst gro*' ing mi-
nori ty in the nation. Betrt 'een 1980 and
1987,  the  H ispan ic  popu la t ion  inc reased
30% whi le  t f re  non jH ispan ic  popu la t ion
trew less than 6%. Projections of the His-
Panic populat ion for the year 2000 range
from 23 to 3l mil l ion (US Bureau of the
Census 1986). According ro the middle
series project ions, Hispanics * ' i l l  account
lor one-fourth of total US populat ion
growth betr+'een 1983 and 2000.

"Hispanic" is an umbrel la term that re-
fers to US residents whose cultural heri-
tate traces back to a Spanish-speaking
country (Valdivieso and Davis l9g8). Oth-
er than having cornmon ancestral t ies to
Latin America or Spain, peoples of Span-
ish origin in the US ari  nighfy diverse
(Bean and Tienda 1988). Mexican-Amer-
icans, the largest group, account tor 63lc
of US Hispanics in l tg7; puerto Ricans
account f,or 727o and Cuban-Americans 5yc.
Hispanics with origins in Central Amer_

_'^Thu^r,escuch 
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i ca  (exc lud ing  Mex ico)  and South  Amer-
ica comprise l lVo, and the residual cate-
g o r y  " o t h e r  H i s p a n i c s "  m a k e u p  t h e
remaining 89o of US Hispanics (US Bureau
of  the  Census  1988) .

H i s p a n i c  i m m i g r a t i o n  h a s  r e c e i v e d
cons iderab le  scho lar ly  a t ten t ion ,  bu t  H is -
pan ic  migra t ion  and popu la t ion  red is t r i -
bution arr,fr in the United States is seldom
inves t iga ted  (Carc ia  l98 l ) .  Some recent
s tud ies  examine the  geograph ica l  d is t r i -
bution of part icular Hispanic groups, such
as  Boswel l ' s  (198a,  1985a,  1985b)  work  on
Cuban-Americans and Puerto Ricans, Ar-
reo la 's  (1985)  examinat ion  o f  Mex ican-
Americans, and Portes and Bach's (1985)
longitudinal study of Cuban and Mexican
immigrants in the United States. Bean et
al- (1988) recently reviewed the geo-
graphicai distr ibution and interregional
migration of Hispanic troups. There has
not been a comprehensive examination of
place-to-piace migration f lows of Hispan-

ics in the United States, part ly due to the
historical lack of information on Hispanic
rnitrat ion within the United States. His-
panic interstate miSration for the Period
1975-80 are the 6rst Place'to-place His-
panic migiat ionAata poblishedby the Bu-
reau o f  the  Census  (1985) .

The purpose of this PaPer is to identi fy
patterns of Hispanic miSration and pop'
ulat ion redistr ibution rr ' i thin the United
States. The paper focuses on whether His-
panics are becorning more or less 8eo-
graph ica l l r  concent ra ted  in  the  Un i ted
States and on identi fyint recent migra-
t ion patterns that are contr ibuting to His-
panic populat ion redistr ibution.

H ispan ic  popu la t ion  redrs t r ibu t ion  is
examined in two ways. First.  changes in
the  geograph ica l  d is t r ibu t ion  o f  H ispan-
ics over recent decades are examined
through state percentage shares of the to-
tal Hispanic populat ion and state per-
centage shares of four major Hispanic
groups: Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ri-
c a n s ,  C u b a n - A m e r i c a n s ,  a n d  C e n t r a l /
South Americans. Shifts in the state shares
over , t ime ind ica te  t rends  in  the  geo-
graphical concentrat ion and deconcentra'
t ion  o f  Hrspan ic  Broups  in  the  Un i ted
Sta tes .

Second, I  examine the role of immigra'
t ion from abroad and internal migration
r+' i thin the United States in contr ibutinE
to Hispanic populat ion redistr ibution
These analvses provide insights into the
relat ive importance of immigration ver-
sus internal migration in contr ibuting to
Hispanic populat ion change at the state
level. I  also identi fy large net interstate
migration streams within the US and
compute the effectiveness of these strearns
in redistr ibuting the Hispanic popula-
t ion. This shows the interstate connec'
tions most instrurnental in redistributinB
Hispanics within the Unitefstates.-- - -

The paper drau's upon the concept of
spat ia l  red is t r ibu tors  rn  cont r ibu t ing  to_a
geograph ica l  unders tand ing  o f  the  U5
Hispanic migration s.vstern. Spatial redis-
tr ibutors are places that exhjbit  asytn-
metry between patterns of in- .nd out-
migration and thus serve as pivots tn

s ) ' s t e m s  o f  p o p u l a t i o n  r e d i s t r i b u t i o n
(Roseman 1977; Morison 1977; Rosemal
and \{cHugh 1982). Ke,v states should
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TABLE I
TOP NINE STATFS tN HISPANIC POPULANON

26. Hispanic Migrar.

in 1980. The development of the Mexican-
origin population in lllinois resulted from
their "sett l ing out" from rr idw'estern mi-

tratory labor strearns as well as from
rect migration to Chicato in responst
emPloyment opportunit ies in rai lroad
maintenance, steelrnaking, meatPacking,
and other manufacturing sectors (Crebler
et al.  1970). In i980, Chicago ranked third
among metropoli tan areas in lvtexican or-
igin populat ion, behind Los Angeles and
Houston (Bean et al.  1988).

Puerto Ricans are the largest Hispanic
group in New York and New Jersey. The
most important redistr ibution of Puerto
Ricans has been away from New york to
nearby states in the Northeast, in addit ion
to Florida and Cali fornia. New york.s
share  o f  the  Puer to  R ican popu la t ion
dropped f . rom727o in  1960 to  49% in  19g0.
Conversely. New Jersey, lvlassachusetts,
Connect icu t ,  Pennsy lvan ia ,  I l l i no is ,  F lo r -
ida, and Cali lornia increased their share
of Puerto Ricans. The deconcentrat ion of
Puerto Ricans awav from New tqlk r.-
su l ted  f rom dec l in ing  employment  op-
p o r t u n i t i e s ,  p o o r  h o u s i n g ,  a n d  c r i m e
proL ' lems in  New York  C i ty  (Boswel l
r 984).

Cuban-Americans represent the largest
Hispanic group in f lor ida, where they
have become increasingly concentrated
in south Florida. part ly in response to the
Cuban Refugee 'Reset t lement  Progra .
(Boswel l  and Cur t i s  1984) .  Cuban-Ame
icans resett led outside south Florida un-
der this tovernment-sponsored program
began returning to Miami in the late 1960s.
By the mid-1970s this rerurn f low in-
creased to a major migration stream. A
survev commissioned.by The Ll iami Herald
in 1978 found that 4O% of the populat ion
of Cuban origin in Dade County were re-
turnees to Miami from elsewhere in the
United States (Boswell  and Curt is 1984).

The increased concentrat ion of the Cu-
ban-origin populat ion in south Florida
continues in the 1980s. The 1980 census
figures do not include the estimated
125,000 Cuban "Mariel i to" refugees who
arrived in Miami short ly after the 1980
enumeration. In addit ion, Cuban return
movement to south Florida has continued
in the 1980s. Boswell  and Curt is (198.1)
cite est imates prepared by the Cuban Na-
t ional Planning Counci l  that between 65
anQ 707e of Cuban:Anericanrreside in
Florida.

Outside Florida, sizable numbers of Cu-
ban-Americans reside in New York, New
Jersey, and California. Before the Castro
revolut ion in 1959, New York Citv was
the primary destination of Cuban immi-
grants. New York's share of Cuban-Amer-
icans decl ined from 45% in 1950 to l0%
in 1980. Cuban-Americans in New Jersey
are  h igh lv  concent ra ted  in  the  area  o f
Union City- lvest New York, across the
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serye as Hispanic spatial redistr ibutors at
the international and national scales. In-
ternational redistr ibutors are states that
attract large numbers of Hispanics from
abroad and redistr ibute Hispanics within
the United States, thus serving as popu-
lat ion tateways. Key states should also
serye as internal redistr ibutors of Hispan-
ics, as indicated by iarge net interstate
migration streams. The redistr ibutor con-
cept is part icularly relevant to the geo-
graphic concentrat ion and deconcentra-
t ion of Hispanics in the United States.

I 6rst summarize shif ts in the geo-
graphical distr ibution of Hispanic groups
in the United States. The second section
e x a m i n e s  H i s p a n i c  i m m i g r a t i o n  f r o m
abroad and internal migration within the
United States, emphasizing the role of key
states as Hispanic populat ion tateways.
Geographical patterns of migration that
contr ibute to Hispanic populat ion redis-
tr ibution within the United States are
identi f ied in the third section. The f inal
section is a d. iscussion of three key issues:
( l)  whether Hispanic groups are becom-
ing more or less geographical ly concen-
trated, (2) determinants of Hispanic mi-
grat ion within the United States, and (3)
l inkages between Hispanic immigration
from abroad and internal migration with-
in the United States.

Geographical Distr ibution of
Hispanics

The US Hispanic populat ion is concen-
trated geographical ly. Nine states ac-
counted f.or 82% of the total Hispanic pop
ulation in 1970 (Table l). This Percemet--
rose to 85% in 1980 and an estimated 907o
in 1987. The fol lowint states had 1987
Hispanic populations greater than 300,000:
New York and New fersey in the North-
east, I l l inois in the Midwest, Florida in
the Southeast, and Cali fornia, Texas, Ar-
izona, New Mexico, and Colorado in the
Southwest.

There has been some redistr ibution be-
t r+ 'een these n ine  s ta tes  as  measured by

their share of the total US Hispanic pop-

ulat ion, most notably a seven-point r ise
in Cali fornia's share, so that Cali fornia
now accounts for one-third of al l  Hispan-
ics in the country. Texas, Florida, and Ar-
izona have also increased their share of
the Hispanic populat ion over the last two
decades. New York's decl ining share be-
tween I970 and 1980 is  no tewor thy  I I l i -
nois, New Mexico, and Colorado also
pos ted  smal l  dec l ines  in  the i r  share  o f  the
Hispanic populat ion.

The US Hispanic populat ion is diverse
in national i ty and cultural heri tage. Dis-
aggregating Hispanics by national origin
and showing state percentage shares in
1960 and 1980 indicate trends in the geo-
graphic concentrat ion and deconcentra-
t ion of individual Hispanic groups (Table
2).

Hispanics of Mexican origin dominate
in the southwestern states of Cali fornia,
Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, and Colo-
rado, and also in l l l inois. Cali fornia and
Texas in 1980 accounted for three-fourths
of the Mexican-ori t in populat ion in the
United States. The most important shif ts
in the distr ibution of Mexican-Americans
are the increase in Cali fornia's share cou-
pled with a declining share for Texas. This
long-term trend began early in the twen-
t ieth century. In 1910, 60% oI persons o[
Mexican stock in the United States resid-
ed in Texas, and California accounted for
only l3Vo (Grebler et al .1970). At that time,
Texas had treater employment opportu-
nit ies for the Mexican populat ion, part ic-
ularly in agriculture. ]h19u6!rqu1 thq
t*en tTeih 

-ienaut; 
Cllifornia's share of

the Mexican-origin populat ion steadi ly
increased as job opportunities shifted to
Cali fornia, ini t ial ly in agriculture and lat-
er throuth urban expansion (Jaffee et al.
1980) .

I l l inois is the only state outside the
southwest with a large Mexican-Ameri-
can populat ion. The Mexican-origin pop-
ulat ion in I l l inois grew from less than 2%
of  the  na t iona l  to ta l  in  1960 to  near ly  5%

757



4. SPATIAL INTERACTION AND MAPPING

Hudson River from New york City. This
concentration of Cuban-Americans is the
largest outside Miami. Cali fornia ac-
-ounts f.or 8% of the 1990 Cuban-origin
population. Los Angeles ranks fourth
arnong urban areas in Cuban-American
population (Boswell and Curtis l9g4).

H ispan ics  w i th  o r ig ins  in  Cent ra l
America (excluding Mexico) and South
Arrrerica are concentrated in New york
and California, with smaller concentra-
rions in Florida and New jersey. New york
has a greater number of Hispanics with
origins in South America and the Domin_
ican Republic, while Cali fornia has larger
numbers of Central Amerjcans(AIlen a-nd
Turner 1988). Although fewer in number
than Hispanics of Mexican and puerto Ri-
can ori t in, persons with origins in Cen_
tral and South America represent the fast_
est growing Hispanic group in the Unired
states, increasing an estimated 40% be_
tween 1980 and lgBZ (US Bureau of the
Census 1988). Much of the recent in0ux
of Central Americans is a response to po-
l i t ical turmoil  in El Salvador, Nicaragua,
and Guaremala (Al len and Turner l9-gg).

.  
Fl ispanics are a highly urban poputa_

t ion .  In  1980,  8 l% o f  l4ex ican-A* . r i . r r , ,
resided in metropol i tan areas. Other His-
panrc.troups show greater levels of met_
ropolttan concentrat ion: 96% for puerto
Ricans, 94% tor Cuban-Americans, and
967o for '  Central/South Americans. ln
comparison, 73% oI non_Hispanic whites
resided in metropol i tan areas in l9g0
(bean e t  a l .  1988) .  Twenty_n ine  met ro-
pol i tan areas in 1980 had more than
lO0,000.Hispanics. Los Angeles and New
tork  a lone accounted  fo r  near ly  one_
quar te r  o f  the  US Hispan ic  popr t " t ion
(Dav is  e t  a l .  1983) .

TABLE 2
CEOCRAPHIC{L DISTRIDUTION OF HISPANICS 8Y NATIONAL ORICIN, I960 AND I98O'

Percent of US tor:l

S ta t r

Mexican Pu"rto Rican Cuban
1960 t980 t960 1980 t960 l9E0

C?ntnl/Sourh
Amcrion

-
1960 I 980

MasgchuFtts
Connect icu t
New Yor l
New Jemy
Pennys lvan i :
O h i o
l l l i no is
Mich igan
F lond:
Teras
Colorado
New fr,ls1169
A rizona
Wash jngron

Cal i  fo rn ia
Tota l  fo r  l5  s ta tes

;,
0 . t

n t

u . o
0 . t

J8.7
4 . 2
7 . 1
J . /

0 4
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0 . I
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1 .7
I t

o.7
3 2 4
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4 .7
0 .9

{2.  I
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0.3
t . 6

a )  1

6.5
l t

3.9
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2 .1
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0 . t

0.2

3 . t
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3 .8
/1.5
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4 .4
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U . J

4.8
1 . 0

0 .1
0.2
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TABLE 3
INTERNAL HISPANI. r{rcLATloN AND HrspANIc }r{o'ERs FR'M ABR.AD. r975_80.

In te rna l  migra t ion

S t a t e InmiSra t ion Ou tmi t ra t ion Nc l  mi t ra t ron
Nunbcr  f rom

abrqd

Masschuseits
Connecticut
New Yorl
New Jeney
Pennys lvan ia
Ohio
l l l i n o i s
Mich igan
Floridab
Teras
Colorado
New Mexico
Ar rzona
Wrhington

California

r 3,8a8
r  I , l a8
27,552
4l,478
t l , t  l 8

9928
25.882
r0.595

I 06.042
t?0,749
28,578
32,4E5
30,567
24.051

r32.948

t2,6r9
l 0.005

r33,06t
43.917
t3,739
t4,57 |
48,  I05
r 5,582
{0,406
97,702

3l ,036
29,440
tr,826

r39,357

1229
tt79

- l 05.509
-2439

379
- 4643

- ?2.r33
- 4987
65,636
23,U7

I 44t
t449
t12J

r2.225
-6409

20 , t  !E
t5.937

t39,961
5 l , t  9E
t6,u9

6355
66,12r

5958
96,773

l 55,85t
8596
/  5 J j

15.229
8890

{ r 2.958Hispanics also show a propensity to
concentrate in central ci t ies within met_
ropoli tan areas. In tgBO,65% of Mexican-
Americans, 8l% of puerto Ricans, 45% of.
Cuban-Americans, and 67Vo of Centrai/
South Americans l iving in metropol i tan
areas were in central ci t ies. The iompa_
rable_6gure for non-Hispanic whites is
only 35%. Cuban-Americjns have shown
the greatest suburbanizatio", i"ai."iir,f
their higher socioeconomic status relat ive
to other Hispanic groups (Bean et at. f fCey.

Hispanic populat ion Gatewavs

.Immigration frorn abroad h", .or,trib-u ted  grea t ly  to  H ispan ic  popu la t ion
Srowth in the United St"t.r .  D"t,  on His_
l_1:J: 

iit"iqration from abroad .o.loi"lvr 'r th internal migration within,h" U;;; ;>tates show that key states serve as ffls_
Pr" ' . : : :  pf_l. lat ion 

- 
gateways (Table 3).

_.,""r".  data include immigration from
i: j l"d, 

and internal migration vvithin theLinrted.States,. l  975_90,"fo, l5 rt ; ; ; ;  ; i thnrspanic popularions over f OO,OOO in f SilO.r nese migration data are not avai lable for
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; 
t_:tal':rf 

l. ]f* 
b.rrh l0o,ooo or non Frn! of Hrspenr< origrn, I e60.- ^uhrr or Hr3p.nr( hov.b lo Flond. Iroh .bMd, 1975_EO, d(E nor Includ. lhc 6r ihrtcd 125,000 Cubrn . ,M.r ic l i10"

l"tutcl 
yh9 anivcd shonly .tt.r thc I 9g0 c"nss enum?ration.

Sourcc: U5. Burrau oI rhc Ccnsu, 1965.

Hispanic trouPs de6n-ed by national or- of Hispanic immigrants. These six statesigin and are based on Hispinics enumer- are.the p^rimaryHff i ; l  gateways to rheated in the 1980 Census-of populat ion. United's,. t"r. ' rr .- i frr i ion from abroadThe actual number of Hispanic migrants, more than offsets iniernal net migrationpart icularly from abroad,- is greaier be- losses for four of these states: New york,
ca_use a signif icant share of undocument- New Jersey, I l l inois, and-cal i fornia. De_ed immigrants r^'ere not enumerated in spite internal migration alr,ay from thesethe 1980 census (Warren and passel l9g7; .L." , t" t"r,  they"maintain or strentthenBean and r ienda 1988). 

_Migrants from theirHispant.; . ; i l ; ; ;  concenrrarionsabruad refer to persons of Hislanic origin through i.-i jr"iior,.:lroria. and rexas;,residing outside the United siates in t i75 on rhe other hl"a, 
"rp"r lnced 

both sub-and in the designated state in r980. This stantial i ," ; , ; ; ; ; ; [  
"-rr 

as net gainscalculat ion includes foreign immigrants frorn elser* 'here in the United States foras well  as US cit izens r i turning-from the period lgTS_gO.
abroad. The vast majoriry of Hispanic
movers from abroad are immigrants. Geographical Patterns of
- _ As expected, Cali fornia, Texai and New Hispanic Migration

I::i:::::, 
r;err' 

large 
numbers of His- Geographicat patterns of Hispanic mi-panrcs lrom abroad; Frorida, I l r inois, and gratioi ,^l i thin *. ui i iJ states can beNew Jersey also receive sizable numbers ieen by mapping the 25 rargest net inter-



Ntl f low:

5 .000 or  more

1, t00  -  4 .999

F igure  L  Lar te  h isPan ic  n€ t  tn tes ta te  mr t ra l ron  s t reams.  1975-80

s ta te  migra t ion  s t reams fo r  1975-80,  the
most  recent  in te rna l  H ispan ic  migra t ion
data  ava i lab le  (F ig .  l ) .  ln  add i t ion  to  the
25 net migration streams, the underlying
gross migration f lows and a percent ef-
fect iveness value for each interstate con-
nection are reported (Table 4)-

Percent effect iveness (Ei j)  indicates the
level of net migration exchange between
a pair of states relat ive to the size of the
under ly ing  gross  migra t ion  f lows.  I t  i s
computed by  d iv id ing  ne t  mi t ra t ion  by
the  sum o f  the  gross  migra t ion  0ows in
both  d i rec t ions ,  and mul t ip ly ing  the  re -
su l t ing  ra t io  by  100:

E i i :  [ N i i / M i i  +  M i i ]  x  1 0 0  ( l )

where

Eii  :  percent effect iveness of migra-
t ion from state i  to state i

N i i  :  n e t  m i g r a t i o n  e x c h a n t e  b e -
tween state i  and state i  (Mij  -

Mii l
Mij = gross mitrat ion l low from state

i to state i
Mji  = gross migration l low from state

i to state i-

In absolute terms, Ei j  varies from 0 to
1007o. A 07o effect iveness indicates that
equa l  numbers  o f  miErants  a re  mov ing  in
both direct ions result ing in no popula-
t ion redistr ibution between the pair of
states. Conversely, an effect iveness value
of. 100% would mean that al l  movement
is unidirect ional (either Mij  or tvt j i  = 0).
Thus, effect iveness values indicate strong
currents in a migration system (Plane
198.1) .

Severa l  pa t te rns  o f  H ispan ic  migra t ion
are  ev ident  (F ig .  l ) .  Net  rnovement  f rom
nor theas tern  and midwestern  s ta tes  to  the
three large Sunbelt states-Florida, Texas,
and Ca l i fo rn ia - is  consp icuous .  Nor th -
eas tern  s ta tes  are  l inked most  s t rong ly
with Florida. Net 0ows from New York
and New Jersey to Florida are very large
and h igh ly  e f fec t i ve  in  red is t r ibu t ing  H is -
panics (Ei j  = 3, tO, and 75.67").

New York stands out for registering
highly effect ive Hispanic migration loss-
es to Florida, Texas, and Cali fornia (Table
4). This result paral lels the overal l  trend
of large migration losses for New York
during the 1970s. In fact, currents of mi-
grat ion from New York to Florida and
Cali fornia, as measured by percent effec-
t iveness values, were stronger among
Hispan ics  than non-Hispan ics .

Bean et al 's. (1988) breakdown of His-
panic migration by national origin be-
tween New York and Florida, 1975-80,
indicates why this stream is highly effec-
t i v e .  C u b a n - A m e r i c a n s  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e
greatest number of Hispanics in the New
York-to-Florida stream. More than ten
times as many Cuban-AhericanS miirat--
ed from New York to Florida as moved
in the opposite direct ion. Many Cuban
i m m i g r a n t s  h a d  b e e n  r e s e t t l e d  f r o m
Miami to New York in the Cuban Refugee
R e s e t t l e m e n t  P r o g r a m  ( B o s w e l l  a n d
Curt is 1984), so i t  is very l ikely that a
substantial share of Florida-bound Cu-
ban-Americans were returning to south
Florida. Most Cuban-Americans return-
ing to Dade County from outside Florida
cite cl imate and a desire to be near familv
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and fr iends as reasons for their return
(Boswell  and Curt is l9$.1). Net movement
of people of Puerto Rican and Central/

South American origin from New Yor'

to Florida is also si6ni6cant, although

these streams are notas effect ive as Cu-

ban-origin movementto Florida (Bean et

a l .  1988) .

The midwestern states of l l l inois, lvt ich-

igan, and Ohio are l inked most strongly

with Texas (Fig. 1). These Hispanic mi-

g r a t i o n  s t r e a m s  a r e  o v e r r v h e i m i n g l y
Mexican-American, and are moderatelv
e f fec t i ve  in  red is t r ibu t ing  Mex ican-
Americans from the Midwest to Texas,
with effect iveness values of 38.8% for I l -
l inois,25.2vo for Michisan, and 39.1% for
Ohio (Table 4). Signi[cant numbers of
Hispanics from Illinors move to Texas,
Florida, and Cali fornia, although the con-
nection to Florida is nrost effective.

New York and Cali{ornia serve as spa-
tial redistributors of the Hispanic popu-
lat ion within the United States (Fig. l) .
In addit ion to sending large numbers of
Hispanics to Florida and California, New
York is a redistr ibutorof Hispanics with-
rn the Northeast. L:rrte numbers of His-
panics move from New York to nearby
states, including New Jersey, pennsyf-
vania, Connecticut, and Massachusetts.
These four net migration streams from
New York have moderately high effec-
t iveness values (Table a). Puerto Rican:
are the dominant group in these streams,
although Cuban-Amencans and Central/
South Americans .are also l ikely to be
present, especial ly in the stream to New
Jersey. Puerto Rican migration away from
New York relates to declining manufac-
turing employment, part icularly in the
texti le and tarment industr ies (Bean and
Tienda 1988). Boswell (1984) also cites poor
housing and crime as additional push fac-
tors in Puerto Rican migration from New
York .

California is also a spatia-l redistributor
of the Hispanic population. California
gains Hispanics from New York, New Jer-
sey, and lllinois, but loses Hispanics to
western states, including Washington,
Oregon, Nevada, and Colorado (Fig. l) .
Thus, California is energing as an in-
terregional Hispanic rodistributor, just as
it has served as an intenegional redistri-
butor among Anglos since the late 1960s
(US Buteau of the Cdrls-us-.-I97iff. OveiaII,
Californii recorded modest net out-mi-
gration of Hispanics within the United
States, 1975-80, as losses to western states
more than offset gains from northeastern
and midwestern states.

Examining place of birth for Hispanics
in western states also provides evidence
that Cali fornia is a Hispanic redistr ibutor.
In 1980, 50Vo of Hispanics in Ca.lifornia
were native to the state and 40% were
foreign born. Only 12%of Cali fornia His-
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panics were born elsewhere in the United
States. On the other hand, 40 to 50% of

Hispanics in Washington, Oregon, and
Nevada were  born  e lsewhere  in  the
United States, most likely California (US

Bureau of the Census 1985).
For 1975-80, Texas gained Hispanics

frosr northern states as well as from Flor-
ida and California (Fig. l). Net Oows to
Texas from California and Florida, how-
ever, are small relative to large gross mi-
gration exchanges. Effectiveness values for
the net streams to Texas are only 7.9% [or
Cali fornia, and 18.0% for Florida (Table
4). In fact, Texas may be losing Hispanics
to Florida and Cali fornia since the recent
decl ine in the energy-based Texas econ-
omy.

Discussron

Are Hispanics becoming more or less
geographical ly concentrated in the United
States? There has been some redistr ibu-
t ion of the Hispanic populat ion through
internal migration as a result of ( l  )  move-
ment lrom northeastern and midwestern
states to Florida, Texas, and Cali{ornia; (2)
net movement from r,\ew York to nearby
states in the Northeast; and (3) net mi-
Sration from Cali fornia to other western
states. Immigration from abroad, how-
ever, continues to tradit ional areas of His-
panic concentrat ion. For several states,
heavy immigration among Hispanics has
more than offset migration losses to other
Places vr ' i thin the country. A complete un-
derstanding of Hispanic populat ion re-
distr ibution v"i l l  reouire eramination of
both immigration an'd internal migration,
as well  as consideration of dif ferentials in
natural populat ion increase among His-
panic groups.

The Hispanic populat ion remains geo-
graphical ly concentrated in nine states,
but this overal l  view masks dif ferences
among individual Hispanic groups. Cu-
ban-Americans and Hispanics of Central/
South American origin are becoming more
concentrated, the former in Florida and
the latter in Cali fornia and New York.
The increasint concentrat ion of Cuban-
Americans in south Florida is part ly at-
tr ibutable to return migration fol lowing
the Cuban Refugee Resett lement Pro-
6ram and to the strength of the Cuban-
American communitv in Dade Countv. I t
iq not surprising thaf most Central/#uth
Americans concentrate in Cali fornia and
New York, given their recent arr ival in
the  Un i ted  Sta tes .

- Hispanics of Mexican origin show some
deconcentrat ion away fro-m core states.
Bean et al.  (1988) reaihed similar conclu-
sions through their analysis of dissimi-
lari ty indexes that compared the seo_
graphic distr ibution of Hispanic sr;,ro,
and the overall US population. Ihev-found
that the concentrat ion of the Mexican_or_
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TADLE I

LARGE HISP^NIC NET INTERSTATE MIGRATION STREAMS
AND PERCENT EFFECTIVENESS OF STRE-{MS, I975-80

Srete  i Srar"  i
Grrc 0ow

i  lo  j
Gross Oow

i t o i
Net  g r rn

strtc i P€rc?nt effGcl

New YorL
New York
New feney
New York
l l l i n o i s
l l l i n o i s
Ca l i fo rnra
Cal  i fo rn  ta

Ca l i fo rn ta
Ca l i fo rn ta
New York
New York
New )  o r l
New Yor l
l l l i n o i s
F lo r ide
Cal i fornia
New ieney
Mich igan
Ohio
Connect icu t
N e s ' Y o t k
New Yor l
Ca l i  fo rn  ia

Teras

F lor ida
New Jemy
Florida
Ca I ifom ia
Texas
Florida
Oregon
IVrsh  ing ton
Teras
Nevada
fexas
P"n  ns \ ' l  van ia

Connect rcu t
Massch u*tts
Ca l r lo rnra
Texu
Color :do
Cal i fo rn ia
Texas
Texas
F lor ida
v i r t in ra
l l l i n o r s
F lo r ida
Wash inEton

38,398
28,080
r 8,071
r 6.960
t2,949

7806
g3{{

r 0.005
32,231

6916
5702
5626
5641
570r
9387
E499
/  6b6

3905
{925
3 4 t I
2385
7288
2664
7 r 6 0

343r
7098
25t 5
3369
s7  l 0
175.1
?{59
4  r ; 6

27.491
2234
l  187
l l { t
t o L

)  833
5707
5 9 r 0
5476
r 5 r 0
7942
t4e2
635
539

I 009
s53 r

34.967
20,982
t 5J56
r3J9r

7239
6052
5885
>6L

1i 10
.t682
1515
4485
4077
3865
$DU

25E9
2412
2195
1983
l 9 r 9
ti50
t i  49
t 0 ) J

r  6:9
I  5:5

63.6
5 t .  /
75 .6
66.9
38.8
63.3
5{.-<
4 t . l

7 .9
) t . a
65.5
o o J
) ) )
) l  J

244
18 .0
l 8  0
11.2
1 <  1

39.  I
57 .9
6 l . 9
4 5  I
r . l

33 .5

aq

i
Ir

S c ' u r c c  U . S  B u r ? . u  o l  t h a  L a n 5 u s  l 9 6 5

igin populat ion has become less pro-
nounced f rom 1960 to  1980.  Bean e t  a l .
(1986)  a lso  found tha t  Puer to  R icans  ex-
hibit  some deconcentrat ion ar* 'ay from
core states, especial l) '  New York, over the
20-year period. Recent interstate migra-
t ion  has  p laved the  dominant  ro le  in  the
deconcentrat ion of Puerto Ricans away
from their New York core.

Hispanic migration Patterns are broad-
ly srmilar to overal l  patterns of migration
wi th in  the  Un i ted  Sta tes-  H ispan ic  mi -
grat ion from northern states to Florida,
Cali fornia, and Texas is part of the larger
populat ion redistr ibution to the Sunbelt
(B iggar  1979;Long 1988) .  Cur ren ts  o f  mi -
grat ion to Florida, Cali fornia, and Texas
tend to be stronger among Hispanics than
non-Hispanics, perhaPs because of the
greater concentrat ion of the Hispanic
populat ion and oPPortunit ies in the three
large Sunbelt states. Social networks de-
f ined on the basis of ethnicity probably

serve to channelize Hispanic mitrat ion
0ows to Florida, Cali fornia, and Texas.

New York and Cali fornia have emerged

as spatial redistributorsof Hispanics, just-

as they have redistr ibuted the Anglo pop-

u la t ion .  Ca l i fo rn ia 's  emergence as  an  in '

t e r r e g i o n a l  r e d i s t r i b u t o r  i n  t h e  l a t e

1970s-attract ing Hispanics from states in

the  Nor theas t iM idwest  and los ing  H is -

panics to states in the lVest-fol lor+'s a

similar trend among Anglos. ; .r-ew York
and Cali fornia are l ikely to continue as
central pivots in the Hispanic miSration
svstem: both have large Hispanic popu-
lat ions and sen'e as gateh'avs for large

numbers of nerl '  immigrants to the United
Sta tes .

C o m p a r i s o n s  o f  i m m i g r a t i o n  f r o m
abroad and internal migration of Hispan-
ics  * ' i th in  the  Un i ted  Sta tes  shou ld  show
that  H ispan ics  born  in  the  Un i ted  Sta tes ,
or  those res id ing  in  the  Un i ted  Sta tes  fo r
a number of vears, are rrore l ikely to mi-
grate than are recent imrnigrants. Recent
immigrants are typical ly less famil iar wtth
the  Un i ted  Sta tes ,  know less  Eng l ish ,  and
tend to be of lon'er socioeconomic status
than longer-term residents. Recent im'
mi t ran ts  tend to  concent ra te  in  e thn ic  en-
claves for social and economic suPPort '
Greb le r  e t  a l .  (1970)  found tha t  H ispan ics
of Mexican origin shorr 'ed greater rates ol

intercounb' migration, 1955-60, the fur '
ther they r^'ere removed from the immi-
grant generation.- 

Port is and Bach (1965) studied the l ink
betn'een irnmigration and internal mt-
gration through a six-year residential his'
tory of a sample of Mexican and Cuban
immigrants who entered the United States
in 1973. They found that Mexican irnrnr-

Srants were, more likely techange'relt'
dences after l iv ing ln rhe United Stalej
{or three vears, aid that less than 21q'
remained i t  the same residence ovet the

s ix -year  per iod ,  1973-79.  S l igh t lv  more
than one-half of the Merican immigrants
remained in Texas (state of entrv), on€'

four th  moved to  o ther  s ta tes  in  the  Soutn '
r,r 'est,  and i6gi moved northlr,atd to Ch):

cago. Return immigrants (those who hao

bein to the United 5tates previouslv)1{ere
more l ikeiv to move ani shovr'ed'a tnore
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dispersed Pattern oi sett lement than f irst-

t ime lvlexican immigrants- This study

d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h a t  e , r p e r i e n c e  i n  t h e

United States as well  as social and eco-

nomic t ies can be developed through cir-

cular migration between Nlexico and the

United States ( lvfassey 1985). In contrast

to the rather dispersed sett lement Pattern
o[ lvtexican immitrants, Portes and Bach
(1935)  found tha t  the  Cubans concent ra t -

ed in lvl iami and remained there over the

sr \ -year  per rod .

.As the US Hispanic populat ion grows,
questions and issues reiat ing to nnigrat ion
and populat ion redistr ibution wil l  be of
increasing concern to social scientists and
po l icy -makers  a t  loca l ,  s ta te ,  and federa l
levels. At the microlevel, there is a need

for household level research that exam-
ines l inkages between migration and so-

cioeconomic and demographic status of
H ispan ics .  Re la t ionsh ips  be tween immi -
gran t  Benera t ion / length  o f  res idence in
the United States, internal migration, and
socioeconomic and demographic status
wil l  contr ibute to a broader thet-rry of mi-
g ra t ion ,  ad ius tment ,  and ass imi la t ion .

..r . t  the aggregate level, Hispanic miSra-
t ion  and popu la t ion  red is t r ibu t ion  im-
pac ts  labor  marke ts  and has  imPor tan t  im-
p l i ca t ions  fo r  the  prov is ion  o f  educat iona l
and social services. The issue of geograph-
ic  impacts  i s  par t i cu la r ly  impor tan t  g iven
the  growth  o f  the  H ispan ic  popu la t ion
a n d  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  s u r r o u n d i n g  c o n s e -
quences of the Immigration Reform and
Cont ro l  Ac t  o f  1986.
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