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ABSTRACT

Over the last three decades, a large number of im-
migrants have arrived in the United States. Utilizing data
from the Immigration and Naturalization Services (cur-
rently distributed through the Department of Homeland
Security), this paper analyzes the changing patterns of
immigration, especially its gender dynamics. The results
suggest that not only has immigration become more
feminized but also the idea of an “average” immigrant,
on whose behalf specific policies could be formulated,
may have become less useful. By analyzing the differ-
ences in homeownership patterns among the foreign-
born population, especially from a gendered perspec-
tive, the paper concludes that policymaking, particularly
where housing is concerned, may have to become more
concerned with local context and population subgroups.

Keywords: Immigration, Gender, and Housing

BACKGROUND

Historically, immigrant communities have been
seen as transitory places and immigrants as subjects of
the acculturation project (e.g., Gordon, 1964; Glazer and
Moynihan, 1975; Hurh et al., 1978; Crispino, 1980; Gans,
1982; Farley and Langberg, 1988; Fang and Brown, 1999;
Jones, 2003). This supposedly impermanent state of eth-
nic enclaves reduces public policy responsibilities to
simple texts of celebrating diversity, with little atten-
tion to the integration needs of immigrants and their pro-
nounced internal differences. In fact, during the last
three decades, a significant demographic shift has pro-
duced drastically different immigrant communities, the
dynamics of which do not fit the assumptions formed in
previous eras. Factors such as extremes of socioeconomic
status, more pronounced national identity conscious-
ness, and a larger number of female and older immi-
grants have collectively complicated the picture of an
immigrant or an immigrant community. By itself, the

rapid increase in the number of immigrants has rendered

the foreign-born populations of certain major American
cities the majority or near majority. In fact, the 2005
American Community Survey (ACS) puts the total U.S.
foreign-born population at close to 36 million, the ma-
jority of whom have arrived during the last two decades
(8 million since 2000, 11 million in the 1990s and 8 mil-
lion in the 1980s; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).

While the magnitude of immigration is a major fo-
cus of current policy debates, in this article, I pay spe-
cial attention to the issue of gender as it affects immi-
grants. This is partially due to the fact that female im-
migrants are larger in number than their male counter-
parts. Furthermore, they appear to have a higher level
of educational attainment than their predecessors. How-
ever, there appears to be an inconsistency between their
observed levels of education and earned income. For
example, among immigrants 25 years and older who
arrived in the 1990s, women made up 50.4% of the popu-
lation (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). Over 27% of these
women had a bachelor’s degree or higher (which was
comparable to their male counterparts and significantly
higher than the 19% reported for female immigrants who
arrived prior to 1970), but the average earned income
of the 1990s cohort was substantially below their coun-
terparts from the 1970s. For example, 11.2% of the fe-
male immigrants (15 years and older, full-time work-
ers) who arrived in the 1990s reported a total earnings
of $50,000 or higher, while among those who immigrated
prior to 1970, 24.7% reported such an income level. This
socioeconomic inconsistency, combined with home-
ownership gaps discussed in this paper should inform
future public policies that are especially sensitive to gen-
der dynamics in immigrant communities.

Structurally, the paper is divided into three ana-
lytical sections. In the first section, I employ Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Services (INS) annual data (cur-
rently distributed through the Department of Homeland

Security) and the most recent U.S. Census data (mainly
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the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series) to describe
immigration patterns since early 1970s (spatially and
temporally); illustrate the demographic profile of the
foreign born population, including their age, gender, and
national origin; and assess the socioeconomic charac-
teristics of the foreign-born population. In the second
section of the paper, I emphasize the importance of a
gender focus in issues of housing and homeownership
among immigrants. Moving beyond descriptive statis-
tics, in the third and final section of the paper, I offer a
multivariate statistical analysis of housing patterns by
nativity and gender. Here, I attempt to emphasize the
importance of gender-sensitive in developing

homeownership policies for immigrants.

PERSPECTIVES ON
IMMIGRANT HOUSING ISSUES

Before engaging in a detailed analysis of immigra-
tion patterns and the sociospatial structure of immigrant
communities, it is crucial to summarize current immi-
grant housing debates and situate them within larger
debates on American housing and urban policy issues.
Since immigrants have remained an important compo-
nent of urban growth in the United States (e.g., Singer,
2004; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000) and its housing market
(e.g., Lee, 1998; Andres, 1998; Prakash and Hochstein,
1998; Klein, 1997; Gray, 1997; Wysocki, 1996), this should
be done both from the perspective of what immigrants
need as well as from the perspective of what American
cities need and how their future can be envisioned.

Between 1990 and 2000, while the U.S. popula-
tion grew by 37.2 million people, the foreign-born
population increased by 11.3 million, from 19.8 to 31.1
million (U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000). This
massive growth represents over 30% of the national
population increase. Given that a majority of the for-
eign-born population is working age, proportionally,

it generates a higher demand for housing than the
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native-born population. A number of newspaper ar-
ticles since the mid-1990s have attested to the posi-
tive impact of this phenomenon on the American
housing market (e.g., Lee, 1998; Andres, 1998; Prakash
and Hochstein, 1998; Klein, 1997; Gray, 1997; Wysocki,
1996), especially in cities such as San Francisco and
Los Angeles. This occurs as a large number of immi-
grants strive to own houses and improve their socio-
economic status (Callis, 2003). In a recent report,
Pitkin (2002) validated this finding by illustrating that
12 million housing units were occupied by foreign-
born individuals in 2000. This suggests not only the
significant presence of immigrants in the housing
market but also that their presence had grown by 56%
since 1990. Pitkin’s analysis also illustrates that by
2000, homeownership had grown by 50% among for-
eign-born individuals compared with that of 1990.
The increased level of homeownership during
this decade, however, should not be seen simply as
the product of the market. The intensity of immigra-
tion from Asia and Latin America, as well as the ea-
gerness of the immigrants from the 1980s to purchase
homes (Pitkin, 2002), produced a unique housing mar-
ket condition, which pushed real estate-related com-
panies to engage in innovative approaches to market-
ing housing products to immigrants. In a 1998 article,
New York Times reported that a number of American
housing companies had begun marketing to immi-
grants and holding home-buying fairs, not in Florida
or California but in Brazil, Colombia, Venezuela, and
the Dominican Republic (“Record Immigrants,” 1998).
Increasingly, real estate offices, banks, and public sec-
tor agencies began to focus on the burgeoning immi-
grant market by hiring staff from various ethnic
groups, designing new marketing approaches and ad
campaigns, and packaging new products for differ-
ent immigrant populations (Tejada, 1997). As reported

recently, real estate agents and certain lenders have
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even tapped the large undocumented immigrant mar-
ket for homeownership (Gorman, 2005).

This positive picture should be balanced, how-
ever, with a discussion regarding immigrants’ expe-
rience in the American housing market. In fact, con-
cern with the housing quality of immigrants has been
an important component of the debate on immigra-
tion itself (see Ward, 1989). While a majority of early
reports were concerned with overcrowding (e.g.,
Breckinridge and Abbott, 1911; Hunt, 1910), environ-
mental conditions (see Wright, 1894, discussed in
Ward, 1989), and social pathologies, some were also
concerned with the inadequacy and quality of hous-
ing (e.g., Hunt, 1910). With the decline of immigra-
tion after the passage of the 1924 Immigration Act,
concerns regarding immigrant housing diminished,
and it was not until the 1970s, when immigration be-
gan to increase once again, that immigrant housing
issues reemerged. The post-1965 immigration, how-
ever, was marked by social and demographic shifts
(Waldinger, 1989). The arrival of refugees and highly
skilled immigrants during the 1970s and the 1980s
translated to a significant presence of foreign-born
individuals with high socioeconomic status. This
meant that a more rapid economic integration and,
by extension, a reasonable level of neighborhood in-
tegration were to be expected —at least for middle-
class and upper-middle-class immigrants.

Research over the last two decades, however, of-
fers mixed results in this regard. By the second half of
the 1990s, we could point to a ten-year delay (i.e., ten
years after arrival in the U.S.) in homeownership
(Pitkin et al., 1997; “Fanny Mae Study”, 1997), and
differences by national origin/ethnicity (Krivo, 1995;
Coulson, 1999; Painter et al., 2001; Listokin and
Listokin, 2001; Myers, 1999) and area of residence
(e.g., Callis, 1997; Myers and Park, 1999) were appar-

ent. Given that a majority of immigrants view home

buying as a step toward economic and social fulfill-
ment (Cheney and Cheney, 1997; Johnson et al., 1997)
and show a great propensity for homeownership
(Myers et al., 1998), we need to explain why certain
immigrant groups portray lower ownership rates.

As recent research suggests, the urban context, vis-
a-vis the housing market (Galster et al., 1999a; Galster
etal., 1999b; Myers and Park, 1999) and the state of race/
ethnic relations, may have a profound impact on the
opportunity structure of immigrants and, therefore, can
provide interesting clues to the observed inequities. For
example, in discussing the spatial distribution of immi-
grants and their neighborhoods, Galster et al. (1999b)
argued that immigrants residing in low-income areas
inherit the externalities of those neighborhoods. Higher
concentrations in such neighborhoods also diminish the
immigrants” opportunity to live in areas with diverse
social classes. Nonetheless, homeownership is found to
have a positive effect on the socioeconomic condition of
individuals and their communities even in low-income
neighborhoods (Aaronnson, 2000; Harkness and
Newman, 2002).

Patterns of homeownership among immigrants
have generally been associated with differential oppor-
tunity structures that include various socioeconomic
and demographic factors. For example, Listokin and
Listokin (2001) pointed to seven barriers in
homeownership, which are identified as (1) income con-
straints, (2) credit constraints, (3) asset constraints, (4)
language barriers, (5) bias, (6) lack of information, and
(7) use of cultural brokers. These factors point to struc-
tural deficiencies that go beyond the adequacy or qual-
ity of housing supply, highlighting race/ethnic relations
and cultural issues. Schill et al. (1998) arrived at a simi-
lar conclusion in assessing the housing condition of im-
migrants in New York, claiming that it may be a func-
tion of race relations as opposed to immigrant status.

Regardless, the observed differences among Asians,
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Latinos, and other immigrants (Myers and Lee, 1998;
Myers et al., 1998; Coulson, 1999; Myers, 1999; Myers
and Park, 1999; Painter et al., 2001; Pitkin, 2002) require
careful consideration. Furthermore, the differences be-
tween foreign-born citizens and noncitizens need to be
evaluated, as well (for example, see Callis, 1997). Given
the findings of previous research on homeownership
among immigrants, it is also important to continue our
assessment of the role of occupational achievement (e.g.,
Myers and Park, 1999), headship rate (e.g., Myers et al.,
2002), and socioeconomic factors, such as income and
education (Painter et al., 2001), in developing specific
policies that attempt to improve the housing condition
of the growing number of new Americans.

A lack of detailed attention to gender, despite its
growing importance in immigration, is a dimension
missing in the literature on immigrants” housing needs.
This is particularly curious since gender gaps in
homeownership rates are well documented and analyzed
(e.g., Quercia et al., 2003; Allen, 2002; Hayden, 2002;
Green and Vandell, 1999). In most cases, the economic
position of women within a household (and in the soci-
ety) is held responsible for their lower homeownership
rates. This is especially troublesome as the number of
female-headed households increase.

In the case of immigrants, as illustrated later,
women outnumber men and a growing number of them
are employed in highly skilled jobs with high incomes.
Women are also a growing population among those
naturalized. In this paper, I investigate their
homeownership patterns, especially when the women
are reported as heads of household, to point to the exist-
ing gaps as well as the importance and size of this pos-
sible market. To situate this research within the larger
debates on housing, however, my analyses considers four
separate, but related, contexts: sociodemographics, lo-
cation, citizenship status, and years of residence in the
United States.
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METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Research on immigration often faces problems of
adequacy and timeliness of the data. Neither the decen-
nial place-based census data (e.g., SF3) nor the person-
based data (e.g., PUMS) provides a complete picture of
immigrants and their communities. Researchers can
have information either on census geographies without
specific homeownership patterns for the foreign-born
population (and its subgroups) or person-based infor-
mation without detailed geographic information. For
that reason, a number of researchers have opted for the
use of proxy variables to analyze the homeownership
structure of immigrants. For example, Myers et al. (2002)
used age, race, and ethnicity as proxies for income and
employ “headship rate” (or the propensity for each
group to head a household) as a close parallel for
homeownership. Additionally, Myers et al. (1998) and
Myers and Park (1999) suggested that cohort analysis
could provide an acceptable proxy for longitudinal stud-
ies. This means that decennial data on the foreign-born
population could be used, with particular attention to
the year of immigration. As such, specific temporal co-
horts of immigrants could be identified.

In using such proxies, researchers are able to ex-
pand the utility of existing data for their analysis. This
approach, however, does not resolve the importance of
detailed spatial information, such as neighborhood-level
homeownership rates of specific national-origin groups,
in developing a place-based understanding of the hous-
ing market among the foreign-born population.

In this paper, I employ three data sets to create the
needed information to answer some of the local context
questions as they relate to homeownership among immi-
grants. | employ the annual INS (Immigration and Natu-
ralization Services, currently called U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services, under the Department of Homeland
Security) data to discuss the annual variations in immi-

gration. However, answers related to homeownership pat-
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terns are derived from the decennial census and iPUMS,
since that information is missing from the INS database.
For brevity, I do not discuss here the statistical
techniques employed in this paper. Explanation and
justification for each is offered at the time of usage

when appropriate.

ANALYSIS
Section I: Immigrants and Immigration Patterns

The 2000 Census of Population and Housing (U.S.
Census Bureau, SF3) identified 31.1 million foreign born
in the United States. Among them, 42.4% had arrived
since 1990 and 27.2% in the 1980s. This means that over

Figure 1. Immigration by Federal Fiscal Year 1972-2001

1,200,000

two-thirds of the foreign-born population had arrived
in the United States within the previous two decades.
Immigrants from the 1970s made up only 15.1% of the
foreign-born population, while those from previous de-
cades made up a small minority of slightly over 15%. In
absolute numbers, this translates to a total foreign-born
population of 26.3 million for those arriving since 1970.

The INS data closely confirms this information.
From 1972 to 2001, close to 19 million documented im-
migrants arrived in the United States (see Figure 1). This
does not include those who were given residency status
under the Immigration Reform Act of 1986 (i.e., the

amnesty program) and other amnesty programs. Of
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course, the undocumented population is not captured
in the official database and, therefore, is left outside any
analysis presented here. However, the sizable undocu-
mented population in the United States could signifi-
cantly add to the enumerated foreign-born population
by the INS. Readers should note that the decennial Cen-
sus data do include some of the undocumented immi-
grants; however, the undercount for the undocumented,
as well as the documented, immigrants poses a challenge
in any analysis of the overall foreign-born population.
Comparison between the INS and the Census data,

by decade of arrival in the United States, offers an interest-

Figure 2. Gender by Year of Admission
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ing perspective on the demographic dynamics of this popu-
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that the 2000 Census data identified an additional three
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der and age, are of interest to this paper. As illustrated
by Figures 2 and 3, not only is there a female majority
among recent immigrants but they are also getting gen-
erally older, and a significant number are also single
(about 43% or 8.1 million). According to the 2000 Cen-
sus, less than 10% of the foreign-born population were
16 years old or younger.

INS data for the period from 1972 to 2001 reveal
that among the 8.1 million single immigrants, 3.8 mil-
lion are women, while men account for the somewhat
larger figure of 4.3 million. Additionally, a significant
majority of widowed (86.5%), separated (65.5%), and

Figure 3. Age by Gender and Year of Admission

divorced (64.1%) immigrants are women. This popula-
tion is collectively over half a million (see Table 1). All
together, 44.6% of all female immigrants are single, wid-
owed, divorced, or separated (for men, this figure is
50.2%). During the last three decades, 6.7 million female
immigrants arrived in the U.S. through different family
reunification provisions. However, a large number of
male immigrants (5.4 million) have done the same.
Among those with skills needed in the United States
(as defined by the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Ser-
vices), men clearly outnumber women (505,000 versus
246,000). Nevertheless, it is important to note that fe-

35

Age

1972 1975 1978 1981 1984

23 Male (Median)

Source: Immigration and Naturalization Services

1987 1990 1993 1996 1999
Year of Admission
[ Female (Median)

—— Male (Mean) —=— Female (Mean)

July 2007 « THEORY & POLICY, NO. 2 7



IMMIGRATION, GENDER, AND THE AMERICAN DREAM

Table 1. Gender by Marital Status of Immigrants (1972-2001)

GENDER CATEGORY TOTAL
Unknown or
Male Female Not Reported
Single 4,271,555 3,840,359 1,175 8,113,089
% Single 52.65 47.34 0.01 100.00
% within Gender Category 48.50 39.14 11.75 42.84
% of Total Immigrants 22.56 20.28 0.01 42.84
Married 4,320,349 5,358,443 1,801 9,680,593
% Married 44.63 55.35 0.02 100.00
% within Gender Category 49.05 54.61 18.01 51.12
% of Total Immigrants 22.81 28.30 0.01 51.12
Widowed 58,572 376,708 45 435,325
% Widowed 13.45 86.53 0.01 100.00
% within Gender Category 0.67 3.84 0.45 2.30
% of Total Immigrants 0.31 1.99 0.00 2.30
Divorced 83,576 149,520 44 233,140
% Divorced 35.85 64.13 0.02 100.00
% within Gender Category 0.95 1.52 0.44 1.23
% of Total Immigrants 0.44 0.79 0.00 1.23
Separated 6,116 11,594 3 17,713
% Separated 34.53 65.45 0.02 100.00
% within Gender Category 0.07 0.12 0.03 0.09
% of Total Immigrants 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.09
Unknown Marital Status 67,509 76,145 6,933 150,587
% Unknown Marital Status 44 .83 50.57 4.60 100.00
% within Gender Category 0.77 0.78 69.32 0.80
% of Total Immigrants 0.36 0.40 0.04 0.80
Unknown Gender and Marital Status 307,084 307,084
% Unknown Gender and Marital Status 100.00 100.00
% within Gender Category 100.00 1.62
% of Total Immigrants 1.62 1.62
Total 8,807,677 9,812,769 10,001 307,084 18,937,531
% within Total 46.51 51.82 0.05 1.62 100.00
% within Gender Category 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
% of Total Immigrants 46.51 51.82 0.05 1.62 100.00

Source: Immigration and Naturalization Services
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male immigrants do make up an important component
of the American market for highly skilled foreign-born
employees. The occupational characteristics of female
immigrants as a whole, regardless of their class of ad-
mission, highlight this potential human capital (see Table
2). Among the over 16 million immigrants for whom INS
data list an occupation, women appear significantly in
professional and technical (over 638,000), as well as ser-
vice and clerical, job categories. Given the numerical
presence of women in the professional and technical
categories, the gendered dimensions of the economic
integration of immigrants must be more fully discussed
and analyzed. In the following sections, I explore this

matter further.

Part II: Immigrant Homeownership Patterns
As Figure 4 illustrates, the homeownership rate of

immigrants exceeds their rental rate within 13 years of their

arrival in the United States. This confirms the findings of
other researchers (e.g., Pitkin et al., 1997), but as an inde-
pendent statistic, this is not very informative and may even
be somewhat misleading. Explaining homeownership as a
function of residency equates it with assimilation, thereby
placing the burden of achieving the American dream en-
tirely on immigrants. A more reasonable approach would
consider other socio-demographic indicators and various
other factors, including gender.

To illustrate this point, I briefly turn to Figures 5
through 7. Here I have used gender, citizenship status, and
total family income to illustrate how homeownership var-
ies among heads of households within these population
subsets. Clearly, the native born population has attained
the highest level of homeownership compared to the for-
eign born population, regardless of their citizenship sta-
tus. However, it is clear that male heads of households

across all family income categories exceed their female

Table 2. Immigrants’ Reported Occupation by Gender (1972-2001)

Gender

Unknown or
Occupation Male Female Not Reported Total
Clerical and Kindred Workers 208,553 375,213 76 583,842
Craftsmen, Operators and kindred workers 1,565,048 544,960 155 2,110,163
Farmers, Farm Managers, Farm Laborers, and Farm Foremen 266,297 106,806 32 373,135
Homemakers 17,164 2,454,902 161 2,472,227
Managers, Administrators, and Sales Workers, except Farm 572,595 245,713 114 818,422
Occupation not reported 902,775 995,667 314,394 2,212,836
Professional, Technical, and Kindred Workers 933,340 638,184 775 1,572,299
Service Workers, including Private Households 917,474 1,168,839 546 2,086,859
Students and/or children under age 16 2,692,361 2,533,354 494 5,226,209
Unemployed or Retired 732,070 749,131 338 1,481,539
Total 8,807,677 9,812,769 317,085 18,937,531

Source: Immigration and Naturalization Services
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counterparts in homeownership rates. While the gen-
der difference is most evident within the lowest income
category, even among wealthy families, female heads
of households are slightly less than 10 percentage points
behind their male counterparts. This difference is more
pronounced for the foreign born naturalized population.
In this population, female heads of households’
homeownership rates are 20 percentage points behind
their male counterparts. Note that the overall difference
between male and female heads of households for the
native born and the foreign born naturalized popula-
tions are relatively the same (see the ‘Total” bars in Fig-
ures 5 and 6). In fact, with the exception of the low in-

come category, naturalized male heads of households

Figure 4. Homeownership by Years in the U.S.

90

have similar homeownership rates to those of their na-
tive born counterparts. The naturalized female popula-
tion, however, lags in homeownership, compared to
naturalized male heads of households, as well as native
born female heads of households. This is especially
pronounced for total family incomes of $100,000 and
above $500,000.

As expected, homeownership rates for non-citizen
foreign born heads of households are significantly lower
than the other two groups. Although lower family in-
come categories do produce minimal homeownership
rates, female heads of households are relatively less
worse off than their male counterparts (as compared to

native born and naturalized citizens). In fact, across all
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heads of households) have reported family incomes of
over $50,000, which should allow for their access to the

housing market.

Part III: Distinguishing Homeowners from Renters

In the end, what characteristics distinguish renters
from owners and how do gender and citizenship affect
homeownership rates? To answer these questions, I have
used binary logistic regression analysis to evaluate the com-
bined and individual effects of a number of socioeconomic
and demographic variables on homeownership. This sta-
tistical technique allows us to predict (binary) group mem-
bership (i.e., dependent variable), using continuous or cat-
egorical variables, or both. Binary logistic regression pro-
duces a model that estimates percentage variance in the
dependent variable, using the selected independent vari-
ables. Furthermore, independent variables are ranked by
their importance. For the purpose of this paper, logistic re-
gression was adopted because it requires neither linearity
of relationship between the independent variables and the
dependent variable nor normally distributed variables.
Overall, logistic regression is less stringent than discrimi-
nant analysis.

Since the purpose of this research is to provide a spe-
cific focus on immigrant homeownership, especially
women, I have run the analysis on three separate groups.
These groups are numbered as follows: (1) the native-born
heads of households, (2) the foreign-born naturalized citi-
zen heads of households, and (3) the non-citizen foreign-
born heads of households. Gender was used as an inde-
pendent dummy variable in all analyses to assess the dif-
fering importance of this variable for each group.

Independent variables in this analysis included (1)
years of residence in the United States (as previously
discussed, there appears to be correlation between
homeownership and length of residence in the U.S.), (2)
“stage in life” indicators (i.e., age and family size), (3)

poverty status (expressed as percentage above poverty),
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(4) high educational attainment (as expressed by hav-
ing 4 or more years of college education), and (5) total
family income. The last two were introduced as categori-
cal variables. Since previous research has identified
“travel time to work” as an important indicator for de-
termining homeownership patterns and local context
characteristics (e.g., Plaut, 2006), this variable was also

included in the analysis.

Findings

Table 3 provides an overview of the data used in
the logistic regression analysis. This will allow the reader
to develop a better understanding of the results. The table
provides a comparison of the three groups (native-born
heads of households, foreign-born naturalized-citizen
heads of households and foreign-born non-citizen heads
of households) based on their homeownership patterns.
As illustrated, whereas homeowners are 2.2 times larger
than that of renters, among the foreign-born citizen
group, the ratio is only 1.9. For the non-citizen group,
the situation is worse, since there are 1.8 times more rent-
ers than owners.

Table 3 also reveals that in all three categories,
owners are typically older than renters (note that the
non-citizen group is overall younger) and that they have
a significantly higher rating in percentage above pov-
erty. For example, among the native group, owners’ in-
come exceeds the poverty line by 359% and renters’ by
246%. This means that homeowners” income is nearly
100% above the renters’. For the naturalized group and
non-citizens, income for homeowners is on the average
350% and 300% above the line, respectively.

While among the natives family-size seems to re-
late to homeownership, where owners have an average
family size of 3, for the foreign-born non-citizen group,
an average family size of four is reported by
homeowners. This suggests that among those heads of

household who have not naturalized, a much larger fam-
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ily may be an instigator of homeownership. Comparing
these figures with average years of residence in the
United States, it can be concluded that for the foreign-
born heads of households to become homeowners, they
have to be in the United States longer (on the average
18 years for the non-citizen population), be in their mid-
40s, have exceeded the poverty income by more than
threefold, and have a family of four or more persons.

This socio-demographic prescription is more nu-
anced than imagined, however. For example, whereas
among the native-born population with total family in-
come of less than $50,000, owners outnumber renters
by 1.4 times, as income categories improve, the ratio also
improves substantially. As Table 3 illustrates, among
those native heads of households whose total family in-
come exceeds $500,000, owners outnumber renters 16.4
to 1. This improvement in homeownership by total fam-
ily income is somewhat lessened among the two foreign-
born groups. This is particularly problematic for the non-
citizen group, whose total family income does not seem
to translate to higher rates of homeownership. For ex-
ample, for those heads of households with total family
incomes that exceed $500,000, owners are only 1.7 times
larger than renters. In other words, the native group with
similar income is nearly 10 times more likely to own a
home (16.4 versus 1.7).

This pattern also appears, when higher educational
attainment is concerned. For example, while native-born
heads of households with 4 or more years college are 3
times more likely to be homeowners than renters, among
the naturalized group, this rate is 2.6, and among the
noncitizen group, the renters outnumber owners 1.7
times. This means that the noncitizen population, which
has a high educational achievement or has a total fam-
ily income of more than $500,000, or both, is not enter-
ing the housing market at a high rate.

Gender appears to play an interesting role, as well.

Among the native heads of households, men are 3.1

times more likely to own than to rent, while women are
only 1.3 times more likely to own their house. Among
the foreign-born citizen group, the pattern is somewhat
similar (2.4 times for men and 1.2 times for women).
However, among the noncitizen group, not only do rent-
ers outnumber owners for both men and women, rent-
ing exceeds owning by 1.6 times for men and 2.4 times
for women. In other words, female heads of households
are more likely to live in rental housing units than their
male counterparts.

This initial overview of the data allows us to un-
derstand some of the internal dynamics of
homeownership in the United States. For a more detailed
statistical analysis, however, we need to turn to binary
logistic regression to decipher which variables play the
strongest role in distinguishing between owners and
renters, among the three targeted groups.

Table 4 illustrates the results of the three sets of bi-
nary logistic regression analyses. As suggested by Table 3,
age is an important variable for understanding
homeownership patterns. Since, for the native group, there
is a 10-year average age difference between owners and
renters (see Table 3), the odds ratio (i.e., Exp(B)) for this
population is larger than for either of the foreign-born
groups. Given that the foreign-born population is largely
younger than the native population, it is expected that they
(especially those who have not yet become citizens) would
be younger homeowners and renters. The foreign-born
heads of households who have become citizens are slightly
older and the age gap between owners and renters is mini-
mal (see Table 3). This explains the near one value of the
Exp(B) for this group. As Table 4 illustrates, the odds in
favor of owning versus renting improves by 5% for each
additional year of age for the native heads of households,
but by 1% for the naturalized citizens and 2% for the non-
citizen population.

Gender was introduced as a dummy variable (in-

ternally coded as 1 for male and 0 for female). As the
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Table 4. Logistic Regression Analysis of Heads of Households (Renter=0 and Owner=1)

B S.E. df Sig. Exp(B)
Native-born Heads of Households (N=93,434,890)
Age 0.05 0.00 1 0.00 1.05
Gender(1) 047 0.00 1 0.00 1.60
Travel time to work 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Total family income 5 0.00
Total family income(1) -0.99 0.01 1 0.00 0.37
Total family income(2) -0.76 0.01 1 0.00 047
Total family income(3) -0.50 0.01 1 0.00 0.61
Total family income(4) -0.32 0.01 1 0.00 0.73
Total family income(5) -0.28 0.01 1 0.00 0.76
Percent above poverty 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Family size 0.38 0.00 1 0.00 1.46
4+ Years of college education -0.02 0.00 1 0.00 0.98
Constant -2.94 0.01 1 0.00 0.05
Foreign-born Citizen Heads of Households (N=6,093,589)
Age 0.01 0.00 1 0.00 1.01
Gender(1) 0.35 0.00 1 0.00 1.41
Travel time to work 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Total family income 5 0.00
Total family income(1) -1.39 0.04 1 0.00 0.25
Total family income(2) -1.15 0.04 1 0.00 0.32
Total family income(3) -1.04 0.04 1 0.00 0.35
Total family income(4) -0.68 0.04 1 0.00 0.51
Total family income(5) -0.55 0.04 1 0.00 0.58
Percent above poverty 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Years in the U.S. 0.03 0.00 1 0.00 1.03
Family size 0.28 0.00 1 0.00 1.33
4+ Years of college education -0.06 0.00 1 0.00 0.94
Constant -1.88 0.04 1 0.00 0.15
Foreign-born Non-citizen Heads of Households (N=5,971,896)
Age 0.02 0.00 1 0.00 1.02
Gender(1) 0.26 0.00 1 0.00 1.30
Travel time to work 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Total family income 5 0.00
Total family income(1) -0.01 0.03 1 0.76 0.99
Total family income(2) 0.13 0.03 1 0.00 1.14
Total family income(3) 0.35 0.03 1 0.00 1.43
Total family income(4) 0.58 0.03 1 0.00 1.78
Total family income(5) 0.75 0.03 1 0.00 212
Percent above poverty 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 1.00
Years in the U.S. 0.05 0.00 1 0.00 1.06
Family size 0.24 0.00 1 0.00 1.27
4+ Years of college education 0.01 0.00 1 0.00 1.01
Constant -4.30 0.03 1 0.00 0.01

Note: 1. N is the weighted number of cases in each category
2. Method of analysis was forward stepwise LR.
3. Internal values for male and female were 1 and 0, respectively.
4. Internal coding for those with 4+ years of college education were 0 and 1 for others.

Source: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (Ruggles, et al, 2004), processed by the author
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odds ratio for gender suggests, male status improves the
probability of owning substantially. However, this gen-
der difference increases slightly for the naturalized for-
eign-born heads of households and further for the non-
citizen group. This is primarily due to the fact that
among the latter group, the overall homeownership is
lower. However, as illustrated in Table 3, female heads
of households among the non-citizen population are
nearly 3 times as likely to rent as to own. This is illus-
trated by the Exp(B) of 1.3.

Despite the importance of travel time to work for
understanding the local urban context, binary logistic
regression did not find this variable to be particularly
informative in distinguishing between owners and rent-
ers. Table 3 also illustrates the minimal difference across
and within each household group examined.

Total family income was introduced in six catego-
ries (see Table 3). For the binary logistic regression, this
categorical variable was turned into a contrast matrix
that compares each group against the last (the highest-
income category). As the results in Table 4 suggest, the
odds of owning versus renting improve with an increase
in total family income. However, whereas native male
heads of households are more likely to own home, among
the citizen and non-citizen groups, especially for the lat-
ter, results suggest that an increase in income has a more
profound result for native householders than for the for-
eign born, especially those who have not become citi-
zens. The computed odds ratio requires further analysis
to display the nuances of the influence of total income
on homeownership. The results for the native house-
holders suggest that the lower-income categories are
more likely to rent, which is consistent with the empiri-
cal ratio of 1.4 (see Table 3). However, as the total fam-
ily income increases, the odds of owning increase pro-
gressively. A similar pattern is also observed for the
naturalized citizens, albeit with a lessened level of im-

pact. This is also evident in Table 3, where in every in-

come category this population has a smaller ratio of own-
ing versus renting. For the non-citizen population, how-
ever, since the owner-to-renter ratio in the lowest-income
category is 0.4 and only increases to 1.7 for the last income
category (see Table 3), the results in Table 4 have to be evalu-
ated, accordingly. In fact, the first contrast group appears
to be statistically insignificant, and in the remaining four
contrast variables, the odds improve quickly.

While the variable “percentage above poverty line’
should produce results similar to total family income,
as a continuous variable, it did very little to explain the
observed homeownership patterns. In Table 3, we can
also observe that the ratio of owners’-to-renters’ mean
percentage above the poverty line is about 1.5 for all
three groups of heads of households.

For the foreign-born heads of households, the years
of residence in the United States is an important vari-
able for distinguishing owners from renters. For the natu-
ralized citizen group, the odds of owning a home im-
proved by 3% for every year of residence (i.e.,
Exp(B)=1.03), and for the non-citizen population, it im-
proved by 6%. This is similar to what was illustrated in
Table 3. The average years of residence in the United
States for naturalized-citizen households that owned a
home was 31, and for the non-citizens, it was 18 years —
albeit that a smaller proportion of the latter own their
home. This does suggest that within the current hous-
ing and financial market environment, immigrants need
to rely on many years of residence and wealth accumu-
lation to achieve the American dream.

Family size was an equally important variable for
understanding the homeownership patterns. Among the
natives, the addition of one family member improves
the odds of living in an owned housing unit
[Exp(B)=1.46]. This means that families with at least one
child are more likely to be homeowners than renters (this
is also illustrated in Table 3). For the naturalized- citi-

zen heads of households, the impact of household size
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is slightly less. With an Exp(B) of 1.33, they also become
likely homeowners when they achieve a family size of 3.
For the non-citizen population, on the other hand, it re-
quires a much larger family to shift into homeownership.
With an odds ratio of 1.27, a family size of four has a
higher probability of living in an owned house.

The last and final variable in the model is a dichoto-
mous college education indicator. Since, the internal
coding for the binary logistic regression has assigned a
value of zero to those with 4+ years of education, the
Exp(B) has to be evaluated, accordingly. For the native
heads of households, the odds of owning versus renting
improve by 2% after having 4+ years of education. How-
ever, for the naturalized citizen, this educational attain-
ment improves the odds by 6%; and, for the non-citizen
group, higher education does not translate to improved

ownership —a matter that is made obvious in Table 3.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This paper provided a brief discussion on the
changing nature of immigration since the 1970s, high-
lighting its socio-demographic characteristics within a
temporal and spatial context. In the first section, I paid
special attention to the feminization of immigration
over the last two decades and its importance in redefin-
ing immigrants and their communities in the United
States. The rapid rise of immigration at the end of the
twentieth century and into the first decade of the twenty-
first century will surely reshape American cities and
society. Therefore, a deeper analysis of immigrant com-
munities and their sociodemographic patterns is becom-
ing more crucial to policymakers and planners.

As illustrated in this paper, a gendered focus on
the immigrant population may be an important factor
in the development of a deeper understanding of the
foreign-born communities in the United States. Not only
are female immigrants subject to the existing gender-

based inequities in the United States, but they also re-
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main tied to internally-imposed cultural and social ex-
pectations. This double limitation may explain some of
the observed gaps in homeownership and other socio-
economic indicators. If this situation is not seriously
thought through and challenged, the obstacles listed by
Listokin and Listokin (2001) will be compounded by gen-
der. The growing number of female immigrants, who will
be the future heads of households, suggests that gender
inequities must be resolved through sensitive
policymaking and educational campaigns.

Homeownership patterns were also shown to be
affected by local context factors that include the hous-
ing market. As discussed, major urban gateways com-
plicate the ethnic identity and socioeconomic status of
the foreign-born population by subjecting this group to
political and economic conditions that reshape its iden-
tity and social position. These conditions include aspi-
rations for equality, equity, and the achievement of the
American dream. In this regard, housing becomes an
important factor in immigrants” experience as the idea
of home is redefined within an American context.

A significant policy shift that attempts to under-
stand the gap between female and male homeownership
and the relationship between housing type and desir-
ability for ownership could translate to improved hous-
ing conditions for the foreign-born population, as well
as other minorities. In the end, what matters is improved
housing conditions and equitable access. This requires
attention to any factor that hinders equality and equity.
As far as this study is concerned, beyond the traditional
measures of race, class, and ethnicity, gender ought to
be an important consideration in correcting a market
that may not be operating as equitably as expected.

As the findings of the logistic regression and other
analyses in this paper suggest, while among the native-
born population, gender differences for living in an
owner-occupied housing unit may seem to have dimin-

ished, still female heads of households were half as likely
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to own than their male counterparts (see Table 3). This
pattern is equally observable among the foreign-born
heads of households, citizens or otherwise. In fact,
among the noncitizen group, renting is more prevalent
among women than men. Even after controlling for fam-
ily income, the gap remains significant. On the one hand,
this information simply suggests that gender inequities
in the United States are further exacerbated or simply
reproduced among the immigrant communities. On the
other hand, this finding warns against a possible condi-
tion that after improving their socioeconomic status,
female immigrants (heads of households) continue to
experience lower homeownership rates compared with
their male counterparts. Given that this problem is less
pronounced among the naturalized foreign-born
population, it appears that financial education, along with
aggressive marketing, could improve the homeownership
condition among noncitizen heads of household. We need
to remember that many of these individuals are living in
the United States with work permits or as permanent resi-
dents. Homeownership could improve their socioeco-
nomic status, which could enhance their economic inte-
gration. Though a laissez-faire approach could leave the
improved homeownership to increased years of resi-
dence and the naturalization process (as in the case of
naturalized heads of households), the rapid increase in
the cost of housing could make the achievement of the
American dream continuously differed —a situation that
may worsen in the future.

With an annual immigration rate that approaches
or exceeds 1 million, we can no longer rely on a laissez-
faire approach to housing. In fact, a number of policy
options ought to be considered at this point. First, we
need to articulate a particular economic integration
strategy for the growing U.S. immigrant population and,
within this plan, access to housing and improved
homeownership should look large. As a “nation of im-

migrants,” we lack specific integration policies. Because

the immigration volume now exceeds a million per year,
bringing the foreign-born population in certain metro-
politan gateways to more than a quarter of the popula-
tion, it is necessary that urban policies fully consider the
issues affecting immigrant communities. In some cases,
such as education, improvement in service delivery ben-
efits all, including the immigrant communities. In other
case, such as housing, particular marketing and educa-
tional efforts have to be made to improve the knowl-
edge of the housing market and its affiliated financial
process among the immigrant communities. As a major
source of wealth and intergenerational transfer of
wealth, housing is perhaps the most important form of
investment many Americans will make. In improving
the rate of homeownership, the new Americans will

equally benefit from this opportunity.

REFERENCES

Aaronson, Daniel (2000) A Note on the Benefits of Home-
ownership, Journal of Urban Economics 47 pp. 356-369.

Allen, Beverlyn Lundy (2002) Race and Gender Inequality
in Homeownership: Does Place Make a Difference?
Rural Sociology 67(4) pp. 603-621.

Andres, Corrie M. (1998, May 10) The New Face of Real
Estate: Immigrants Are Having a Greater Impacton U.S.
Housing Market, San Francisco Chronicle, E7, p. 1.

Breckinridge, Sophonisba P. and Abbott, Edith (1911) Chi-
cago Housing Conditions, IV: The West Side Revisited,
American Journal of Sociology 17(1) pp. 1-34.

Callis, Robert R. (September 2003) Moving to America—
Moving to Homeownership: 1994-2002. Current Hous-

ing Reports, U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bu-
reau, H121/03-1.

July 2007 « THEORY & POLICY, NO. 2 19



IMMIGRATION, GENDER, AND THE AMERICAN DREAM

Cheney, Susan A., and Cheney, Charles C. (March 1997)
Adaptation and Homebuying Approaches of Latin
Americans and Indian Immigrants in Montgomery
County, Maryland, Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Devel-
opment and Research 3(1) pp. 39-61.

Coulson, E. (1999) Why Are Hispanic- and Asian-Ameri-
can Homeownership Rates so Low? Immigration and
Other Factors, Journal of Urban Economics 45 pp. 209-227.

Crispino. James A. (1980) The Assimilation of Ethnic Groups:
The Italian Case (New York, Center for Migration Studies).

Fang, Di, and Brown, David (1999) Geographic Mobility of
the Foreign-Born Chinese in Large Metropolises, 1985-
1990, International Migration Review 33(1) pp. 137-156.

Fannie Mae Study Shows Immigrants Cutting Housing
Gap. (June 6, 1997) Wall Street Journal, 9E, p. 3.

Farley, Reynolds, and Langberg, Mark (1988) Residential Seg-
regation and Acculturation: An Examination of Patterns
in California in 1980. Proceedings of the Conference on Com-
parative Ethnicity: Ethnic Dilemmas in Comparative Perspec-
tive. (Berkeley, University of California Press).

Galster, George C., Metzger, Kurt, and Waite, Ruth (1999a)
Neighborhood Opportunity Structures of Immigrant
Populations, 1980 and 1990, Housing Policy Debate 10(2)
pp- 395-442.

Galster, George C., Metzger, Kurt, and Waite, Ruth (1999b)
Neighborhood Opportunity Structures and Immi-
grants’ Socioeconomic Advancement, Journal of Hous-
ing Research 10(1) pp. 95-127.

Gans, Herbert ]. (1982) The Urban Villagers: Groups and Class
in the Life of Italian-Americans (Updated and Expanded
Edition) (New York, Free Press).

Glazer, Nathan, and Moynihan, Daniel P. (Eds.) (1975)
Ethnicity: Theory and Experience (Cambridge, MA,
Harvard University Press).

Gordon, Milton (1964) Assimilation in American Life (New
York, Oxford University Press).

20 THEORY & POLICY, NO. 2 =« July 2007

Gorman, Anna (August 9, 2005) Despite Illegal Status, Buyers
Get Home Loan. Los Angeles Times, pp. Al and A12.

Gray, Steve (September 11, 1997) Foreign-Born Citizens
Match Natives in Homeownership, Real Estate: Ana-
lysts Say the Results Show Immigrants Want to Buy
Because They View It as Success in New Homeland. Los

Angeles Times, D3, p. 5.

Green, Richard K., and Vandell, Kerry D. (July 1999) Giv-
ing Households Credit: How Changes in the U.S. Tax
Code Could Promote Homeownership, Regional Science
and Urban Economics 29(4) pp. 419-444.

Harkness, Joseph, and Newman, Sandra J. (2002)
Homeownership for the Poor in Distressed Neighbor-
hoods: Does This Make Sense? Housing Policy Debate
13(2) pp. 597-630.

Hayden, Dolores. (Ed.) (2002) Redesigning the American
Dream: The Future of Gender, Housing, and Family Life
(New York, Norton).

Hunt, Milton B. (1910) The Housing of Non-Family Groups
of Men in Chicago, American Journal of Sociology 16(2)
pp- 145-170.

Hurh, Won Moo, Kim, Hei Chu, and Kim, Kwange Chung
(1978) Assimilation Patterns of Immigrants in the United
States: A Case Study of Korean Immigrants in Chicago
(Washington, DC, University Press of America).

Johnson, Stephen, Katimin, Morsina, and Milczarski, Wil-
liam J. (March, 1997) Homeownership Aspirations and
Experiences: Immigrant Koreans and Dominicans in
Northern Queens, New York City, Cityscape: A Journal
of Policy Development 3(1) pp. 63-90.

Jones, Richard C. (2003) The Segregation of Ancestry
Groups in San Antonio, The Social Science Journal 40(2)
pp- 213-232.



IMMIGRATION, GENDER, AND THE AMERICAN DREAM

Klein, Karen E. (April 20, 1997) At Home in America: Im-
migrant Home Buyers Are Driving Southern Califor-
nia Market, Contradicting the Common Belief That They
Are Reluctant to Assimilate and Put Down Roots. Los

Angeles Times, K1, p. 2.

Krivo, Lauren J. (1995) Immigrant Characteristics and
Hispanic-Anglo Housing Inequality, Demography
3294, pp. 599-615.

Lee, Don (August 30, 1998) Housing Crunch: Asians, Latinos
Create a New Market Model. Los Angeles Times, p. D14.

Listokin, David, and Listokin, Barbara (2001) Asian Ameri-
cans for Equality: A Case Study of Strategies for Expand-
ing Immigrant Homeownership, Housing Policy Debate
12(1) pp. 47-75.

Martin, Susan F. (2001) Global Migration Trends and Asy-
lum, Journal of Humanitarian Assistance (http://
www jha.ac/articles/u041.htm).

Modarres, Ali (2003) From Gold Mountain to Globaliza-
tion, in: The New Face of Asia Pacific America: Numbers,
Diversity, and Change in the 21st Century (pp. 23-28). (San
Francisco, AsianWeek with UCLA’s Asian American

Studies Center Press).

Myers, Dowell, and Lee, Seong Woo (1998) Immigrant Tra-
jectories into Homeownership: A Temporal Analysis of
Residential Assimilation, International Migration Review
32(3) pp. 593-625.

Myers, Dowell, Megbolugbe, Isaac, and Lee, Seong Woo
(1998) Cohort Estimation of Homeownership Attain-
ment among Native Born and Immigrant Populations,
Journal of Housing Research 9(2) pp. 237-269.

Myers, Dowell (1999) Demographic Dynamism and Met-
ropolitan Change: Comparing Los Angeles, New York,
Chicago, and Washington, D.C., Housing Policy Debate
10(4) pp. 919-954.

Myers, Dowell, and Park, Julie (1999) The Role of Occupa-
tional Achievement in Homeownership Attainment by
Immigrants and Native Born in Five Metropolitan Ar-

eas, Journal of Housing Research 10(1) pp. 61-93.

Myer, Dowell, Pitkin, John, and Park, Julie (2002) Estima-
tion of Housing Needs Amid Population Growth and
Change, Housing Policy Debate 13(3) pp. 567-596.

Painter, Gary, Gabriel, Stuart, and Myers, Dowell (2001)
Race, Immigrant Status, and Housing Tenure Choice,
Journal of Urban Economics 49 pp. 150-167.

Pitkin, John R., and Simmons, Patrick A. (1996) The For-
eign-Born Population to 2010: A Prospective Analysis
by Country of Birth, Age, and Duration of Residence,
Journal of Housing Research 7(1) pp. 1-31.

Pitkin, John, Myers, Dowell, Simmons, Patrick A., and
Megbolugbe, Isaac F. (May 1997) Immigration and Hous-
ing in the United States: Trends and Prospects (Washing-

ton, DC, Fannie Mae Foundation).

Pitkin, John. (October, 2002) The Growth of the Foreign-Born
Population, Households, and Homeownership: 1990-2000
(Note 10) (Washington, DC, Fannie Mae Foundation).

Plaut, Pnina. (2006) The Intra-household Choices Regard-
ing Commuting and Housing, Transportation Research,
Part A 40 pp. 561-571.

Quercia, Roberto G., McCarthy, George W., and Wachter,
Susan M. (March 2003) The Impacts of Affordable Lend-
ing Efforts on Homeownership Rates, Journal of Hous-

ing Economics 12(1) pp. 29-59.
Prakash, Snigdha, and Hochstein, Marc. (June 22, 1998)

Minorities, Immigrants Become Home-Market Force,

Study Finds, American Banker, 1, 3.

Record Immigrant Flow Fuels U.S. Home Market (July 2,
1998) New York Times, F9, p. 1.

July 2007 « THEORY & POLICY, NO. 2 21



IMMIGRATION, GENDER, AND THE AMERICAN DREAM

Ruggles, Steven; Sobek, Matthew; Alexander, Trent; Fitch,
Catherine A.; Goeken, Ronald; Hall, Patricia Kelly; King,
Miriam; and Ronnander, Chad (2004) Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0 [Machine-readable
database]. (Minneapolis, Minnesota Population Center

[producer and distributor]).

Schill, Michael H.,
Rosenbaum, Emily (1998) The Housing Conditions of

Friedman, Samantha, and
Immigrants in New York City, Journal of Housing Re-

search 9(2) pp. 201-235.
Singer, Audrey (2004) The Rise of New Immigrant Gate-

ways. The Living Cities Census Series. Center on Ur-
ban and Metropolitan Policy. (Washington, DC,

Brookings Institution).

Tejada, Carlos (October 2, 1997) Housing Industry Courts
Hispanics like Alas Family, Wall Street Journal, B1, p. 5.

U.S. Census Bureau (1990) Census Surmmary Tape File 3 (STF 3).
U.S. Census Bureau (2000) Census Summary Tape File 3 (STF 3).

U.S. Census Bureau (Internet Release Date: January 13, 2000
[Internet Release Date]) (NP-T6-A) Components of
Change for the Total Resident Population: Middle Series,
1999 to 2100. National Population Projections I. Sum-
mary Files.

US. Census Bureau (Internet Release Date: August 5, 2004)
Table 2.15: Foreign-Born Population by Metropolitan-
Nonmetropolitan Residence, Sex, and Year of entry, 2003.
Source: Current Population Survey, Annual Social and
Economic Supplement, 2003. Immigration Statistics

Staff, Population Division.

US. Census Bureau (Internet Release Date: August 5, 2004)
Table 2.5: Educational Attainment of the Foreign-Born Popu-
lation 25 Years and Over by Sex and Year of Entry, 2003.
Source: Current Population Survey, Annual Social and
Economic Supplement, 2003. Immigration Statistics

Staff, Population Division.

22 THEORY & POLICY, NO. 2 =« July 2007

USS. Census Bureau (2005) American Community Survey.

Waldinger, Roger (1989) Immigration and Urban Change,
Annual Review of Sociology 15, pp. 211-232.

Ward, David (1989) Poverty, Ethnicity, and the American
City, 1840-1925: Changing Conceptions of the Slum and
Ghetto (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press).

Williamson, Jeffrey G. (May 11, 2004) The Political Economy
of World Mass Migration: Comparing Two Global Centu-
ries. American Enterprise Institute, Wendt Distin-

guished Lecture.

Wright, Carroll D. (1894) The Slums of Baltimore, New York,
and Philadelphia. Seventh Special Report of the U.S.
Commissioner of Labor, 53 Congress, 2" Session,

House Executive Document No., 257, Serial 3228.

Wysocki, Bernard Jr. (October 10, 1996) Moving In: Influx
of Immigrants Adds New Vitality to Housing Market,
Wall Street Journal, Al, p. 6.

Zunz, Olivier (1982) The Changing Face of Inequality: Urbaniza-
tion, Industrial Development, and Immigrants in Detroit, 1880-
1920 (Chicago, University of Chicago Press).






