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Abstract
The internal migration and settlement patterns of immigrants have long been of interest in assessing immigrant outcomes. I use the 1940, 1970, and 2000 IPUMS to analyze the changing relationships between secondary migration, immigrant concentration, and earnings outcomes. The endogenous switching models employed explicitly relate the sorting of individual and metro characteristics to secondary migration through selection. Investigating how these relationships change over time and between generations, as well as the differing relevance of overall mobility and inter-county migration, contributes to theoretical perspectives on spatial assimilation and secondary migration.  Results show that immigrant concentration is positively associated with wage outcomes for movers, although remaining in immigrant concentrations can have negative effects.  Effects are more significant for those undertaking larger-scale moves, and more consistent over time.  Women and less-educated individuals who move have reduced wage disadvantages relative to men and more-educated individuals. These findings suggest that it may be useful to think about migration as a strategy through which immigrants respond to vulnerability, and that the advantages or disadvantages of immigrant context are related to migration selection. The addition of city characteristics experienced by a previous immigrant generation in situ suggests that the salience of immigrant geography emerges over time, as metros with high immigrant wages and educational levels continue to attract immigrants and their offspring decades later.





Introduction
In the United States, spatial mobility has often been deemed necessary for or indicative of social mobility, especially for immigrants and their offspring. The human capital perspectives that underlie this thinking also suggest this process is selective, in that that those who will benefit from mobility will undertake it, whilst those who will not benefit stay home. For immigrants and their children (in the US these are together termed the foreign-stock population), spatial assimilation perspectives suggest that moves away from initial immigrant concentration signal integration. Thus mobility and dispersal are connected with immigrant progress, especially the progress of immigrants’ American-reared offspring, for whom the stakes of remaining in concentrated immigrant settlements are seen as quite high. These stakes are often thought to be particularly high for the offspring of post-1965 immigrants, who have faced more difficult and contexts of reception as ethnic minorities, and who came of age in a post-manufacturing economy. However, the mechanisms are difficult to disentangle. I thus ask the following research questions:

1) How is internal migration related to the earnings of immigrants and their adult children?
2) What are the relationships between internal migration and metro characteristics, especially immigrant concentration, in shaping earnings outcomes? 
3) How have these relationships changed or remained consistent between older and newer immigrant generations?

Following 1990s changes to immigrant settlement patterns, researchers examined the impacts of new destinations on immigrants’ socioeconomic fortunes. In so doing, these scholars extended spatial assimilation arguments broadly, evaluating outcomes at the inter-metropolitan or inter-state level. Hall does this most explicitly, testing a ‘regional variant of the spatial assimilation model’ with longitudinal data and finding that immigrants’ earnings and employment benefit from inter-state moves, especially if they move to states with smaller immigrant populations, and especially if they have more advantageous personal characteristics (2009). Goodwin-White finds that immigrants improve wage outcomes through internal migration although those in new destination states are negatively selected (2012). These contribute to earlier research (discussed below) on immigrant mobility or residence beyond the neighborhood level, as well as to studies of migration selection. Connecting these ideas is critical to better understanding of the relationships between immigrant geography and economic integration. 
	The current research makes several contributions to this effort. I explicitly link immigrant concentration, internal migration, and wages for two generations of immigrants and their offspring. With simultaneously estimated wage equations for movers and stayers, I query the role of internal migration in translating individual and place characteristics differently for movers and stayers. This contributes to rethinking the ways that migration and concentration relate to immigrants’ economic outcomes. Secondly, I disaggregate models for 1) overall mobility and 2) inter-metropolitan migration, realizing that larger-scale moves may respond to concentration differently, and that local moves also indicate retention within a metropolitan area. Finally, with two time periods and two generations at each scale, I identify continuities in how migration and concentration matter, as well as emerging patterns that shift with population compositions. Thus, the current study attempts to extend spatial accounts of immigrant progress by analyzing the selectivity of internal migration, and the importance of scale.


Theoretical Background
Secondary migration, spatial assimilation, and scale
The study of secondary migration in the United States has often focused on its relationship with spatial assimilation. (Secondary migration refers to the internal mobility of immigrants in the US, acknowledging previous international migration. Similar to the term ‘ongoing migration’, more widely employed in Europe, it emphasizes migration as an adjustment to conditions experienced in the host society.) In this formulation, immigrants undertake internal migration as their experience with the host society increases, and with diminishing needs for the site-specific resources originally provided by concentrated immigrant communities (Logan, Alba, McNulty, and Fisher 1996; Fong and Wilkes 1999, Logan and Alba 1993, Alba, Logan, and Stults, 2002). However, migration scholars have also noted evidence of persistent settlement or re-concentration of long-resident immigrant and second generation groups, especially at state or regional levels (Lieberson and Waters 1989, Newbold 1999, Alba and Nee 2003). A related literature suggests the post-1965 immigrants and their children may not demonstrate patterns of assimilation, and especially of spatial assimilation, due to the magnitude of US racial and ethnic segregation and the non-European origins of these newer immigrants (Portes and Zhou 1993, Rumbaut and Portes 2001). 
Traditional spatial assimilation approaches evaluate mobility and residence at a local level, commensurate with ideas of residential attainment via suburbanization (Massey 1985, Alba and Nee 1997, Alba, Logan, and Stults 2002, Urban 2009), and many look at segregation levels over time rather than mobility per se. Related research assesses secondary migration between counties or metropolitan areas or states, in line with a broader migration literature on how human capital is translated across labor markets (Kritz and Nogle 1994, Gurak and Kritz 2000, Ellis and Goodwin-White 2006, Crowley, Lichter and Qian 2006, Hall 2009). These authors are also concerned with immigrant progress over time and across generations, and often measure this in relation to migration from or toward traditional cities or states of immigration, noting the importance of concentration rather more generally. The studies mentioned in the introduction fit in this latter literature in locating concentration beyond the neighborhood, as well as in finding selection effects that connect migration and destination to economic outcomes.
Some scholars have mixed the scales whereby immigrant concentration and secondary migration matter, whether in theoretical discussion or models. Alba and Nee interlace regional, state, and metro-level concentrations with those at the neighborhood level in an expansive discussion of spatial assimilation, arguing that movement away from concentrated settlement “…tends to be associated with a ratcheting forward of assimilation – borne out generally by European groups also plausible for new groups in which case new concentrations will be more diverse” (1997).  South, Crowder and Chavez (2005) report that more-skilled Latino immigrants tend to move into less-poor neighborhoods with more white residents, but that Latinos overall are much less likely to move to white neighborhoods when they live in metro areas with large Latino populations. The findings that suggest assimilation or integration at one scale may thus be confounded at another. In pointing to the significance of metro-scale context, many of these authors join other calls to study cities as integration-conditioning contexts of immigration shaped by distinctive and historic ethnic compositions, labor markets, and patterns of discrimination (Gurak and Kritz 2000, Ellis and Almgren 2009, Musterd and Ostendorf 2009). 
Thus, debates over immigrant geography have focused on the ways in which immigrant settlement intensifies or diminishes over time and across generations, and recognized the meaningful contexts of immigrant locations. Post-1990 changes in the patterns of immigrant destinations, whether from primary or secondary (subsequent) migration, ensured that these debates would increasingly occur beyond the neighborhood. As immigrants and their descendants began to repopulate decades-old immigrant concentrations and establish new ones well outside of border states and major immigrant cities (Suro and Singer 2002, Singer 2004), researchers looked to the determinants of new flows and counterflows (Fernandez, Howard, and Amastae 2007, Lichter and Johnson 2009, Kritz, Gurak, and Lee 2011, Ellis, Wright, and Townley 2014), and to consequences of new locations for immigrants and the second generation (Zuniga and Hernandez-Leon 2005, Kandel and Parrado 2005, Crowley et al 2006, Stamps and Bohon 2006, Donato et al 2008, Goodwin-White 2012, Kritz, Gurak, and Lee 2013, Turner 2014). Although the new destinations literature has not always concerned itself specifically with spatial assimilation, it shares an emphasis on documenting and evaluating the dispersion of immigrant groups away from traditional locations of immigrant concentration, especially beyond at metropolitan or state scales. 
A related body of work has long sought to understand how places themselves transmit advantages and disadvantages to immigrants, especially over time as population compositions change. Following a classical human capital approach to modeling internal migration, these researchers have emphasized the barriers and obstacles that immigrants face across generations, and how migration may ameliorate or exacerbate these (Borjas 1992, 1995; Borjas, Bronars, and Trejo 1992, Feliciano 2005, Greenman 2011). Interestingly, the place-level ‘controls’ used in modeling migration have received little substantive attention in the immigrant integration literature, where measures of ethnic or immigrant concentration are the primary theoretical concern. The major exception is manufacturing employment, often employed as a control for labor market size or job opportunities in internal migration models. A substantive literature suggests that increasingly service-heavy labor markets provide few opportunities for the social mobility and integration earlier European arrivals and their descendants once experienced via manufacturing jobs (Perlmann 2005, Waldinger 2007).
	Research from outside the US has often employed spatial assimilation ideas as well, although these enquiries have been more nuanced, reflecting generally lower levels of segregation and different histories of racialized settlement (as well as greater political controversies over the topic). This diversity has been used to test the equation of spatial concentration with failures of integration, or simply to complicate the theory (Fong and Wilkes 1999, Musterd 2003, Bolt, Özüekren and Phillips 2010, Koopmans 2010, Murdie and Ghosh 2010). Finding evidence of spatial assimilation for immigrants arriving in Toronto 1980, but mixed results for more recent groups, Murdie and Ghosh’s intensive survey of a Bangladeshi community argues for a more immigrant-subjective notion of integration than declining concentration (2010). For the Netherlands, a more straightforward relationship is often in evidence. Koopmans finds that the most segregated immigrant groups are those with the lowest labor force involvement (2000). Others find persistently high levels of segregation for Turks and Morroccans regardless of income or education (Van Ham and Feijten 2008, Bolt and Van Kempen 2010), although Turkish Berliners educated alongside Germans are more likely to desire mixed neighborhoods, especially as they mature and raise children (Özüekren and Ergoz-Karahan 2010). Like many US studies, Musterd et al (2008) find that residential concentration benefits immigrants to Sweden initially, but not over time. The authors’ suggestion to focus on social support, education, and labor market accessibility are a response to a European context in which failures of integration are increasingly diagnosed and concentration stigmatized, but they echo US literature from the previous paragraph in emphasizing socio-economic contexts of cities.
	Like much of the US literature, these studies examine neighborhood concentrations and segregation within cities, rather than secondary migration across metro areas (although Bolt and Van Kempen 2010 look at mobility between concentrated and non-concentrated neighborhoods). However, the critical nature of this research makes it useful for framing the current paper. First, its authors remind us that segregation is driven by majority group avoidance of ethnic minority neighborhoods (Musterd 2003, Brama 2006, Phillips 2006, Bolt et al 2008, van Ham and Feijten 2008, Koopmans 2010), a finding that makes it difficult to judge concentration as signaling something about immigrants alone. Secondly, they demonstrate that concentrations shift over time (Musterd and Ostendorf 2009), lending urgency to US work that suggests dispersal might be more about responses to changing social and economic structures or circumstances than assimilation/integration (Kritz and Nogle 1994, Goodwin-White 2015). Finally, as Phillips argues in a special issue of Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, much of this research points out how short we fall of “understanding the mechanisms linking concentration to integration” (2010). 
In the current paper, I turn to perhaps the most critical mechanism through consideration of secondary migration and selection. Although integration is a contested and expansive concept, one that increasingly looks to social and cultural dimensions rather than economic ones, I have chosen here to look at earnings as one simple economic outcome. This is common in the US secondary migration literature, which connects internal migration of immigrants and natives alike as a way of investigating how different locations relate to earnings and different levels of human capital. I have also chosen to look at immigrants overall, although experiences of different nationalities undoubtedly differ. I have made these choices to direct attention to the contextual contours of the theoretical debate undergirding discussions of immigrant geographies and concentration – across all cities and all groups and over time. Compositional and spatial changes in immigrant populations are part of the story of how and why concentration matters for immigrants. How are concentration and secondary migration related to the economic outcomes of immigrants and the second generation? How has this relationship changed over time? 

Migration, selection, concentration
Connecting migration and immigrant concentration with outcomes (at whatever scale) is complicated by selectivity and endogeneity, and the direction of these relationships is confusingly varied. Although ethnic neighborhoods and concentrations of earlier immigrants provide employment opportunities and valuable networks (Model 1988, Waldinger and Lichter 2003, Jargowsky 2009), remaining in immigrant concentrations over time is often seen to signal a barrier to further progress or as a sign that integration has been thwarted. Concentration is thought to especially limit the progress of immigrants with less-advantageous personal characteristics, including limited education or labor force skills or non-Western origin (King, Thomson, Fielding, and Warnes 2006). Bauer, Epstein, and Gang find that Mexican immigrants without English skills are more likely to choose concentrated locations within the US (2005), a finding that replicates Nogle’s 1997 discovery that less-educated and less-fluent immigrants are more likely to choose California over other states, and a host of similar studies (Bartel 1989, Espinosa and Massey 1997, Liaw and Frey 1998). Evidencing the same negative selection pattern (consistent with spatial assimilation) in reverse, Zhang found that Mexican migrants with higher levels of human capital tended to move to less-concentrated, less-poor, higher-income destinations (2006).
Yet concentration also likely has more positive effects for those immigrants with the most advantageous personal characteristics.  Querying “When are ghettos bad?” Cutler, Glaeser, and Vigdor explain that the disadvantages of ethnic concentration derive largely from negative selection into them, such that the positive average treatment effect of concentration is concealed (2007). Zavodny reported that state-level concentrations attract legal permanent residents, over and above other factors (1999). Some positive effects of concentration are found to extend to the children of immigrants in the form of established employment and residential niches, especially for later labor market experience (Borjas 1999, King et al 2006, Thomson and Crul 2007). Although much research (including the current paper) seeks to elucidate broad-brush theoretical connections between immigrant concentration and mobility, disaggregated case studies also evidence selection by national origin or ethnicity. Immigrant concentration improves educational outcomes of the children of Asian immigrants, even as this positive effect does not extend to the children of Mexican immigrants (Portes and Hao 2004). This particular finding is in line with numerous reports that Mexicans and their children may face challenges to integration and face delayed assimilation whether as a result of or signaled by concentrated residential patterns that persist across generations (Bean and Stevens 2003, Brown 2007, Jargowsky 2009).
Although scholars have expanded spatial assimilation ideas beyond the neighborhood scale and documented the varying effects of concentration for different immigrants, there has been little work integrating scale and selection to query the relationships between internal migration, concentration, and economic outcomes. The current paper seeks to explicitly test these relationships through counterfactual estimation of earnings outcomes for movers and stayers, related individual and place characteristics, across two generations and time periods. The first period immediately follows the 1965 shift in immigrant origins, and the second is notable for seeing the maturation of the post-65 second generation as well as a 1990s shift in immigrant destinations within the US. Both of these time periods are relevant for how immigrant geographies are theorized.



Framing place characteristics and hypotheses for the current study

This paper is an attempt to narrow a small gap in the literature by examining how immigrants’ wage outcomes are shaped through internal migration and metro-level immigrant context, querying a presumed integration mechanism of dispersal acquired from expanded-scale spatial assimilation theory. The critical place characteristics are thus metro-level 1) immigrant concentration and 2) Mexican concentration, the latter due to the size of this group and the literature documenting its particular disadvantages, especially with regard to concentrated settlement. For each metro, I also include the average levels of immigrant education and wages (relative to non-immigrants) from a previous immigrant generation, in an attempt to assess the effects of immigrant context over generations. In this, I have partially followed similar approaches by Vigdor, who identified similar metro-level covariates relating the aggregated characteristics of members of the Great Migration to the socioeconomic outcomes of a subsequent generation in the same metro area (2002). I argue that these place characteristics affect wages selectively through secondary migration patterns that respond to and reflect the differences between US metropolitan areas – differences whose constitution is historic as well as contemporary. 
I expect several key relationships to emerge from the models. First, consistent with human capital and spatial assimilation theories, those who move should experience augmented earnings relative to non-movers, across generations and cohorts, and this relationship should intensify for moves that cross county or state boundaries. Second, consistent with spatial assimilation ideas, immigrant concentration at current residence or destination should diminish earnings, especially over time and especially for the second generation. Mindful of the attention given in the literature to the particularly difficult experiences of Mexicans and their descendants, I expect Mexican concentration to have additional negative effects on earnings for all immigrants.  These hypotheses are bi-directional, and beset with endogeneity, as is most often the case in similar literature. Those individuals who move may be those who would be most likely to garner higher wages, and those who choose concentrations may be more disadvantaged. The theoretical importance of concentrations is undiminished by this bi-directionality. However, the results of the selection models help to interpret these relationships.
I expect that immigrant concentration (and to a lesser extent Mexican concentration) will attract immigrants, especially recent arrivals, but not attract the second generation between 1995 and 2000. However, I have few expectations about the previous period given that the main source countries of immigrants to the US changed markedly from 1965. Older immigrant concentrations might not provide social support to new source-country immigrants between 1965 and 1970, and the 1965 adult second generation include descendants of older European arrivals as well as co-ethnics of newer immigrants. Because concentration may have some positive effects for the most recent immigrants, I include these individuals in supplementary model iterations to isolate this effect and to clarify how immigrant locations (whether attained through immigration or secondary migration) matter for outcomes.
Although concentration is used as a continuous metro-level variable in the models that follow, a summary of the top concentrations is useful for reference. Table 1 details the top twenty metro areas in terms of the proportion of the population that is 1) foreign-born and 2) Mexican-born for 1940, 1970, and 2000. Immigrant settlement patterns have changed considerably over time, and in line with the overall westward shift of US population. 1940s immigrant concentrations all have declining shares by 1970, and there is a general shift away from Northeastern and Midwestern metros where European immigrants and their descendants first resided toward Florida and California. By 2000, all of the Northeastern and Midwestern metros except New York have dropped off the list, new Western concentrations (especially in California and Texas) have been added, and the top 20 concentrations have increased immigrant shares. Mexican concentrations are much smaller in 1940 and 1970, although El Paso and San Antonio are large early on and there are also concentrations in California, Texas, and Arizona. By 2000, it becomes clear from the very large Mexican concentrations in these Western border states that the shift in immigrant origins has affected the overall geography of immigrant concentration. Were the list to extend beyond the top 20, the array of post-90s new destinations would become more evident than the few Washington and Connecticut metros that make these lists. 

Data and Models

Using the integrated Public Use Microdata Samples (IPUMS-USA), I extract 1970 and 2000 samples of immigrant and second generation individuals (restricted to those aged 24-54 who worked for wages in the previous year and were resident in a metropolitan area). In 2000, I use the 1.5 generation (those born abroad but who arrived in the US before they were ten years of age) as a proxy for the second generation. This customary delineation is necessary because the decadal census did not enquire about parental birthplace after 1990. The samples are further divided into 1) those who undertook (or did not) a move in the previous five years (overall mobility) and 2) those who undertook (or did not) a more significant move at least changing counties (migration). Each case is then divided into sets including and excluding recent immigrants (those who were abroad 5 years ago). The differences are interesting as theories of immigrant concentration have oscillated between internal migration accounts of labor market outcomes and integration-based queries into the retaining effects of more local (neighborhood-level) immigrant concentration. Interesting differences in the covariate relationships are contingent upon scale of move, and overlap in the samples shows this whilst maintaining adequate 1970s sample sizes.
Individual-level variables include the dependent variable of logged wages, a continuous age variable, gender, and binary variables indicating 1) having less than a high school diploma or 2) at least a 4-year university degree (the omitted reference category is thus a completed high school education). Key metropolitan-level variables as discussed above include proportion of the population born outside of the US and proportion Mexican-born. I add customary control covariates (labor force size[footnoteRef:1] and proportion of manufacturing jobs), noting that the latter is also of theoretical interest in terms of the economic opportunities offered immigrants and their offspring and how these have changed over time. Table 2 displays descriptive statistics for key variables, as well as a breakdown of mobility/migration rates by the 1970 and 2000 samples (all immigrants, non-recent immigrants, and the second/1.5 generation).[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  This variable proved more significant than and collinear with overall metro-level population.]  [2:  The sample sizes vary with scale of move because there were different numbers of missing/irreconcilable data on the two census questions used to determine scale of move, and also because the 1.5 generation who had been abroad 5 years ago were excluded in order to make them comparable with 1970’s true 2nd generation.] 

I then estimate a series of endogenous switching regression models for wages on these individual and place covariates,[footnoteRef:3] such that logged wages are simultaneously estimated for movers and stayers. All models are population-weighted with robust standard errors. Following Lokshin and Sajaia (2005), the wage equations for movers and stayers are:  [3:  These are estimated using Stata’s movestay (Lokshin and Sajaia, 2005).] 

 ln wmi =Xiβm+εmi  ,  and 
ln wni =Xiβn +εni  
 and the probit selection equation determining migration is:
I*i =δ(lnwmi –lnwni )+Ziγ +ui. 
I*i is a latent variable that determines whether or not an individual undertakes migration, wmi/wni is the wage of the individual who did/did not undertake migration, Zi is a vector of covariates influencing the decision to migrate or not, Xi are vectors of individual and metro-level characteristics, βm, βn, and γ are parameter vectors, and emi, eni, and ui are error terms. The selection parameter captures the selection in migration via a latent variable that relates unexplained variance in wages to unexplained variance in migration behavior.
The selection equations also include instruments: covariates absent from the wage equations assumed to underlie migration but not necessarily wages. Mathematically, some of these covariates should be significant to avoid multicollinearity and provide grounds for the reasonable estimation of selection effects. Here, as discussed in the previous section, I have instrumented for the characteristics of immigrant metros 30 years previously, including 1) the concentration and labor force measures, 2) average levels of immigrant education, and 3) an immigrant/native wage ratio. While these historic place characteristics may continue to affect immigrants’ location choices and settlement patterns, they are probably not directly related to wages of contemporary immigrants in situ. In the event of their significance over current metro-level characteristics, they signal the persistence of metro-level immigrant context, and the selectivity of immigrants’ location choices over time and generation. 
The value of the switching regressions approach is that it avoids the problem of observing 2 truncated distributions wherein we only observe wages and their determinants for 1) those who actually move and 2) those who actually stay, rather than population-level structural effects. Through simultaneous estimation of the mover and stayer equations, it allows for the interpretation of counterfactuals, and for the identification of selection effects that explain how and why the choice to move may be associated with wage outcomes. The language of choice and selection throughout refers to whether individuals moved or stayed as evidenced by location, but does not indicate knowledge or judgement of the constraints or options behind individual decisions. Indeed, the results suggest locational constraints are critically important for both movers and stayers.
There are several key insights. First, the wage models show how individual and place characteristics affect earnings differently for movers and stayers over the previous five-year period (1965-1970 or 1995-2000, respectively). Second, the relationship of these characteristics to mobility over the preceding five-year period can be seen in the migration/mobility models. Finally, the rho coefficients ( are correlation coefficients of the error terms of the 1st and 2nd stage equations and thus indicate the presence and direction of migration selectivity in determining wage outcomes. 

Results
Table 3 provides a concise summary of the key relationships, distilled from the full results reported for 1970 (Table 4) and 2000 (Table 5). Although I concentrate on the models of larger-scale migration that exclude recent immigrants, there are insights to be gained from comparing how place characteristics and individual selection depend on recency of immigration and the scale of movement. These differences help illustrate the role immigrant concentration plays through secondary migration, and contribute to inter-scalar thinking on economic integration.

Wages
Moving narrows gender wage gaps, particularly for those migrating beyond county lines (from a -.80 relative disadvantage to a -.54 one in for non-recent immigrants in 1970, and more for the second generation). The disadvantage of lacking a high school diploma is highest for recent immigrants, but longer-settled immigrants and members of the second generation reduced this disadvantage through internal migration.  The positive returns to a university degree are higher for those who do not move.[footnoteRef:4] Since higher-educated individuals seem to fare better without migration and less-educated individuals and women fare better if they move, it appears that migration is about avoiding vulnerability. Although gender gaps diminish and educational gaps increase markedly between 1970 and 2000, the relationships between wages, individual characteristics, and the role of internal migration are remarkably consistent. [4:  The nonsignificant results for larger-scale migrants are likely due to small 1970s sample sizes for college-educated immigrant migrants.] 

	Considering metro-level immigrant characteristics (here, at destination for movers or residence for stayers) sharpens this analysis. In 1970, immigrant concentration diminishes wages for immigrants, especially recent ones, but the second generation who has moved experiences concentration positively. By 2000, immigrant concentration is consistently related to higher wages for movers and lower wages for stayers. This is true regardless of generation, but effects increase with scale of move. This finding complicates assessments of the valence of immigrant concentration on wages -- a relationship that appears positive for those who have recently moved toward more concentrated metros[footnoteRef:5] but negative for those who have remained in concentrated metros. Immigrants who choose more concentrated immigrant metros have better wages. Further, even in the earlier period when immigrant concentration worked to the detriment of immigrants’ wages, it could improve conditions for the second generation.  [5: . Since we do not have pre-migration information, I mean that immigrants move toward more concentrated metros in the array of metro areas they could choose (not necessarily a more concentrated metro than the one in which they previously resided).] 

	For immigrants, Mexican concentration evinces a similar pattern, whereby its generally negative effects on wages are undone for migrants (in 1970) and reversed for migrants (in 2000).  Immigrants choosing Mexican concentrations fare relatively better, and the negative effect accrues to those remaining in them (this is shored up by positive effects for recent immigrants in both 1970 and 2000). For the second generation, Mexican concentration has positive wage effects in 1970 but negative effects in 2000 (although the effect turns positive for those who migrate). For models including local mobility, however, Mexican concentration shows strong negative effects across both time periods. Local moves could indicate mobile foreign stock populations, or their retention in local low-wage immigrant labor markets.  
Thus, the importance of immigrant concentration for wage outcomes is tied up in the selection of internal migration and scale, as well as in differences in how concentration matters across immigrant generations and cohorts. Although manufacturing employment is intended as a control variable, it is useful to see how it also evidences selective migration patterns. It generally improves wages in both time periods, especially for those who have migrated toward it. However, by 2000 there were some negative wage effects for members of the 1.5 generation who had remained in places where manufacturing was relatively high. This points to the changing relevance of place characteristics across generations: manufacturing jobs are not as beneficial to 2000’s 2nd generation as to 1970’s 2nd generation, as most of the literature suggests. Further, population compositions matter for interpretation. Mexican concentration’s effect on the 2nd generation was positive in 1970, when the immigrant population was less Mexican and most of the second generation were not of Mexican descent. However, its negative effects are clear 30 years later, when increasing numbers of Mexican immigrants and their descendants constituted border metro areas and labor markets, and the foreign-stock population overall.



Migration
More explicit evidence of the role of migration is apparent in the selection models in the bottom half of Tables 4-5. Since individual characteristics work as expected (men and more educated people are more mobile, and mobility declines with age), I will focus on place characteristics.  Immigrant concentration deterred everyone except new immigrants between 1965 and 1970. The increased strength of this relationship by 1995/2000 probably has much to do with the new array of immigrant destinations and thus the overall dilution of the concentration variable. Although Mexican concentration also deters long-distance movers in both time periods, it attracted local immigrant and 1.5 generation movers in 2000. Foreign-stock concentrations might be cementing within counties even as new destinations draw migrants from traditional locations. Manufacturing metros did not attract movers with the exception of new 1965-70 immigrants. The differences between models including or excluding recent immigrants suggests that much of 1) the negative effects of concentration and 2) the impact of manufacturing employment come from the magnitude of new immigration in the years immediately following the immigration reforms of 1965.
Compositional effects aside, the main point of the selection equations is the additional variables added from the wage models.[footnoteRef:6] Theoretically, these instruments capture the ongoing significance of the context faced by a previous generation’s immigrants in the same metro.  1940’s limited Mexican concentrations attracted new 1965-70 immigrants, although 1940’s immigrant concentrations had mixed effects. This is not surprising in that that immigrant concentrations reflected earlier European arrivals just as new immigrants were overwhelmingly non-European. The patterns are clearer by 2000, when 1970’s immigrant concentration deters migrants but 1970’s Mexican concentration attracts migrants. This shows the decline in early East Coast immigrant concentrations that were still sizeable in 1970 but not by 2000, as well as the westward shift in US population from 1970.  More intriguingly, metros that had historically high levels of immigrant education over decades attracted and retained immigrants and their offspring in both periods. Metros with historically high immigrant wages (relative to natives) attracted the second generation between 1965 and 1970, and retained immigrants and their offspring between 1995 and 2000. The relationships evidenced point to the ongoing contribution of immigrant metros and labor markets to driving internal migration and, via selection, wage outcomes. [6:  These are mostly significant as required for model specification, although low levels for 1970s movers overall probably reflect low sample sizes.] 


Selection
The significant rho coefficients indicate that individuals who moved earned more than a random person with the same characteristics, while stayers generally fared worse.[footnoteRef:7]  Expected wages for migrants (non-local moves) are higher than those for stayers, although those for overall mobility are lower than those of stayers in 2000. Table 6 shows this clearly with average predicted wages for movers and stayers, as well as predicted counterfactual wages for movers (had they stayed) and stayers (had they moved). The white columns include recent immigrants amongst movers and are thus less useful here, as we would expect the most recent immigrants to evidence negative selection.  [7:  If this seems slightly counterintuitive, it is because rho2 is the correlation coefficient between errors in the selection (move) equation and the wage equation for stayers. However, there is some evidence of positive selection for stayers in 2000, relative to local mobility.] 

Again, scale matters for interpretation. There were scant differences between movers and stayers in the overall mobility models. Migrants, on the other hand, fared better than stayers in all cases, and would have fared better still had they not moved. Stayers, however, would have fared better had they moved—at any scale and every model: better than they did staying, better than expected, and better than those who actually moved. Had stayers moved beyond their metro area, they would have had the highest average wages of all. The counterfactuals imply that both groups exhibit behavior that disadvantages them, relatively, probably indicating constraints on immigrants’ locations and location choice.

Summary: consistency and change in spatial integration 1970-2000
[bookmark: _GoBack]The amelioration of wage disadvantages to women and less-educated individuals in both periods demonstrates the continuous role of internal migration in avoiding relative labor market vulnerabilities, especially for the second generation. The benefits of remaining in place for university-educated immigrants, and especially for their descendants, contrasts with a broader literature that premises migration as necessary to recoup high human capital investments. This echoes earlier reports that college-educated immigrants are unlikely to leave locations where immigrant or co-national concentrations are high, or to go to places where there are small foreign-born populations (Ellis and Goodwin-White 2006, Kritz, Gurak, and Lee 2011). Selection effects of moving for immigrants and the second generation seem to be about evading wage penalties, and not with capitalizing on a university degree. 
The evolution of contextual characteristics for movers and stayers is more interesting theoretically. As expected, concentration hindered immigrants in 1970, probably due to discrimination toward or competition amongst recent immigrants, and probably because 1970s concentrations were also constituted by older immigrant groups as much as co-ethnics of more recent immigrants. Second generation movers benefitted from immigrant concentration, as suggested by King et al 2006. By 2000, it is clear that immigrant concentration is related to increased wages for movers, but not for longer-settled residents. In contrast, Mexican concentration is associated with reduced wages, suggesting labor markets where wages are low and immigrant labor market segmentation high. However, a much-expanded array of Mexican concentrations in 2000 has some positive wage effects for immigrant movers.[footnoteRef:8] Again, there is evidence that migration provides some relative benefits, and that the selection into migration connects concentration with economic outcomes. [8:  There are some positive effects for 1970’s second generation, although there are few sizeable Mexican concentrations in 1970 and much of this second generation would not have been of Mexican parentage. They may have benefitted from growing metros with large Mexican populations but I cannot test this specifically here.] 

Shifting immigrant populations and historical immigrant contexts are a missing piece of explaining the relationship between wages and locations a generation later. For the most part, metros with earlier manufacturing employment, highly educated immigrant populations, and relatively high immigrant wages continue to attract immigrants and their offspring for decades, even as the significance of immigrant concentration waxes and wanes. These historical context variables explain the selection of secondary migration over time, in that immigrants and the second generation continued to move to places where a previous generation had established themselves and fared relatively well.

Conclusions

The research presented in this paper questions the constitution of the relationships between immigrant concentration, secondary migration, and economic outcomes, employing models that allow for the simultaneous estimation of how individual and place characteristics matter differently for movers and stayers. Inclusion of local and cross-metro moves means that movement toward or within immigrant concentrations can be interpreted at different scales. The models are both overly complex with regard to theoretical comparison and overly simplified with regard to individual covariates. They do not disaggregate immigrants by national origin in favor of addressing overarching theoretical issues around immigrant integration and the role of secondary migration and concentration. Future comparative research on how specific national origin groups experienced locations, especially with regard to immigrant contexts and secondary migration, is critical. Although there are limitations of publically-available data, the confidential historical IPUMS provide greater opportunities for more granular investigations. However, the counterfactual analysis of this paper provides evidence for the mechanism of migration selection that links concentration and other immigrant metro contexts to economic outcomes.
	The first hypothesis that migration benefits wages for immigrants and their descendants is only partially born out, in that labor market vulnerabilities seem ameliorated through secondary migration. Mobility appears to provide relative advantages compared with those who do not move. That said, there are evident advantages to remaining in place for the university-educated immigrant and second generation. These patterns hold especially for larger-scale, inter-metropolitan moves.
	The second hypothesis that immigrant concentration should be associated with reduced earnings, especially over time and generations, is also only mildly supported. Much of the negative effect of concentration – whether immigrant or Mexican –  is for very recent immigrants or those who have remained in place rather than moving. Concentrations have positive wage effects for the second generation overall and for immigrants who choose them. This is the most striking finding from these models in that it challenges the framing of spatial assimilation arguments without examination of the selection of secondary migration. Moving toward concentration is associated with positive outcomes via selection. 
The third hypothesis that immigrant concentration should attract immigrants but not the second generation is also only partially supported. 1970 immigrant concentration attracts recent immigrants and deters the second generation as expected, but in 2000 concentration deters everyone. However, Mexican concentration attracts overall mobility from settled immigrants and the 1.5 generation. The selection parameters relating concentration to movement demonstrate that discussions of concentration and dispersion often miss a latent effect whereby immigrants and their descendants may be cementing concentrations within metropolitan areas, even as new metro-level concentrations may disperse previous settlement. 
Finally, the place characteristics of a previous generation, especially in terms of immigrant educational and relative wage profiles, continue to drive secondary migration 30 years later. Taken together, these findings suggest a more substantial role for the consideration not only of immigrant geographies and how they matter for outcomes, but of how their ongoing and historical constitution evolves through secondary migration’s selective sorting of individuals and places. Otherwise, our understanding of secondary migration for immigrant outcomes remains firmly ensconced between competing accounts of dispersion as locational attainment and more classically-framed human capital models of migration, and considerable analytical territory is ceded.
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Table 1: Top foreign-born and immigrant-born metro areas: 1940, 1970, 2000

(percentage of metro population that is foreign-born or Mexican-born)

1940 1970
foreign-born Mexican-born foreign-born Mexican-born
New York 26 |El Paso 21 |Miami 26 |El Paso
El Paso 24 ' San Antonio 8 [New York 19 |San Antonio
Boston 22 |Phoenix 4 |El Paso 17 |Fresno
Worcester 21 |Corpus Christi 3 [Honolulu 13 ' Salinas
Bridgeport 21 Galveston 3|San Francisco 13 'Ventura
Providence 21 |Fresno 3 [Hartford 13 | Corpus Christi
Hartford 21 Los Angeles 2 |Bridgeport 13 |Los Angeles
Manchester 20 San Diego 2|Salinas 12 Santa Barbara
Duluth 20 Austin 2 [Los Angeles 12 |Stockton
San Francisco 20 Stockton 2 [Boston 11 |Bakersfield
Springfield 19 Topeka 2 [New Haven 10 |Riverside
Cleveland 19 |San Jose 2 |Providence 10 |San Diego
Detroit 19 |Houston 2 | Springfield 10 |San Jose
Chicago 18 ' Amarillo 1|San Jose 10 Sacramento
New Haven 18 |Sacramento 1|Chicago 9 |Phoenix
Rochester 18 'Pueblo 1|Santa Barbara 9 |San Francisco
Stockton 17 |San Francisco 1|Worcester 9 |Houston
Seattle 17 Dallas 1|Fort Lauderdale 9 Austin
Rockford 16 'Beaumont 0.5 | Trenton 9 |Chicago
Trenton 16 |Cedar Rapids 0.5 |San Diego 8 | Dallas

Source: author's calculations from IPUMS, rounded to nearest whole number

foreign-born

13 |Miami

4 1Los Angeles
41San Jose

3 |Laredo

3 |McAllen

3 |Salinas

3|El Paso
3|New York
21Yuma

2 |San Francisco
2 |Ft Lauderdale
2 |Merced

2 |Brownsville

Visalia

San Diego
Fresno
Ventura

Santa Barbara
Honolulu
Waterbury

2000
Mexican-born

54 Laredo
36 McAllen
35 El Paso
32 Yuma
31 Brownsville
30 Visalia
30 Salinas
30 Las Cruces
28  Merced
27 Los Angeles
27 Yakima
27 Fresno
26 Santa Barbara
25  Bakersfield
23 Ventura
23 Santa Cruz
22 Riverside
22 Modesto
22 San Diego
21 Richland

30
30
26
25
24
21
19
19
18
16
16
16
14
14
13
13
12
11
11
10
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics

Movers/non-movers by nativity category

1970

immigrants (excluding recent) 2nd generation
non-movers 8,288 34,168
movers 15,558 (10,604) 22,887
non-migrants 15,090 48,023
migrants 8,589 (3,639) 8,700
2000

immigrants (excluding recent) 1.5 generation
non-movers 249,677 47,160
movers 339,880 (251,693) 53,792
non-migrants 417,485 78,294
migrants 172,072 (83,885) 22,658

Additional key sample covariates

1970 2000
individual (N=80,901) (N=690,509)
Less than high school 34.50% 31.20%

BA degree 16.70% 28.50%
(In)wage 8.63 9.96

metro area

% foreign-born 9.8% (0.5-25%) 25.0%(1-54%)
% Mexican 1.0%(0-13%) 6.3%(0-29%)

%manufacturing 27.4%(5%-51%) 11.8%(2-44%)
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Table 3: Summarized model results for key variables

1970 2000
Wages
individual characteristic effect effect of move
female disadvantage reduces same
no hs diploma disadvantage reduces same
BA degree advantage increases same
metro characteristic stayers movers stayers movers
% foreign-born - + - ++
% Mexican-born - (+ for 2g) not sig - ++
Moves

contemporary metro characteristics
% foreign-born attracts immigrants (especially recent), deters 2g deters all

% Mexican-born attracts 2g mobility, else deters attracts overall, but deters migration

historic metro characteristics

% foreign-born attracts immigrant overall, deters 2g and significant moves attracts immigrants overall, else detracts
% Mexican-born attracts immigrants overall and 2g migration attracts migration
immigrant education level attracts, but not migration attracts, except 2g migration

imm/nb wage ratio attracts 2g attracts overall, reduces immigrants' local moves
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Table 4: Endogenous switching regression models 1970

All Moves Migration
Al Al
foreign Excluding 2nd foreign Excluding 2nd
born recent generation| born recent generation

Inwage (movers)
Age 0.0408" = 0.0373"  0.0452" | 0.0486° ~ 0.0407  0.0478"
Female 067677 071017  -0.7729" | -0.5448" = -0.5403" -0.5115
<High School -0.33447  -0.2366°  -0.2762" | -04084" = -0.1205°  -0.1965
BA+ 0.0925° = 0.1869°  0.1269" | -0.1155  -0.0097  -0.0514
%Immigrant 097617 -0.4753° 1.0030" | -1.1275"  0.8079 1.4098"
%Mexican -2.8320°  -3.7043°  -6.6788 | 0.9351 19119  -0.4506
%Manufacturing 1.1593" 09596 0.9199" | 1.6620° = 1.6542°  1.6912"
Labor Force Size 0.0489° = 0.0567  0.0525 | 0.0229° = 0.0220°  0.0507"
Constant 703407 =~ 7.1938° 72103 | 7.6964 = 83132°  7.7075
Inwage (nonmovers)
Age 0.0117" = 0.0114°  0.0106 | -0.0106" = 0.0000  -0.0007
Female -0.8524"  -0.8527°  -0.9536 | -0.7707 = -0.7998"  -0.9140"
<High School 022977 -0.22717  -0.22147 | 017747 = 02663  -0.2524"
BA+ 0.34817 = 0.3518"  0.3928" | 0.6009° = 05091  0.5161"
%Immigrant -0.3810"  -0.3657"  -0.1077 | -0.2556 = -0.7936  -0.4938"
%Mexican 0.9055"  -0.9298"  -0.2165 | -4.1719° = -3.7321"  1.7256
%Manufacturing 051200  0.5032°  0.2960" | -0.2404  -0.0583  -0.3292"
Labor Force Size 0.0532° = 0.0532°  0.0478" | 0.05117 = 0.0508"  0.0496"
Constant 768277  7.7060°  7.94407 | 9.2264° 86575 = 8.7980"
Move (selection)
Age -0.04777  -0.0437°  -0.0439" | -0.0353" = -0.0255 = -0.0315"
Female -0.0086"  0.0005 0.0203" | -0.0977" = -0.1486"  -0.2492"
<High School 0.0939"  0.0105 0.0302° | 0.0726° -0.1285  -0.0681
BA+ 0.3566° = 0.2861°  0.2967 | 0.37327 = 0.2942°  0.3321"
%Immigrant 0.3394"  -0.1916 -0.2988 0.6407°  -0.5802  -0.9979"
%Mexican -1.1959"  -0.8422 52939 | -1.1670° = -9.1799°  -6.5001"
%Manufacturing 0.1502"  -0.9094~  -1.04927 | 0.0679° = -1.0709° -1.7146"
Labor Force Size 19367 0.1441°  -0.1604" | -7.4428" = 0.0702°  0.0834
%Immigrant (1940) 0.3955" = 04533"  -0.3276° | -0.2697  -0.3181 0.0529"
%Mexican (1940) 0.9572" = 0.6211 -1.3380" | 277897  3.3845 = 3.3661"
%Manufacturing (1940) 0.5828" = 04739°  0.3712" | 0.2341 0.1621 0.3666
Labor Force Size (1940) -0.1580°  -0.1603"  -0.1511" | -0.0399 = -0.0378  -0.0668"
Average Immigrant Education (1940)  0.1201" = 0.1232°  0.0470" | -0.0037  -0.0152  0.0068
Immigrant/Native Born Wage (1940)  -0.0103"  -0.0415 0.1338" | 0.0403 00143  0.0727
Constant 16768  -00437° 116117 | 075197 01912 04660
rhof -0.9560° -9517°  -0.9554" 09751  -0.9763"  -0.9693
rho2 -0668"  -0596°  -0.0499"  0.9463°  0.9354  0.9250°
Wald -7.00E+06" -5.60E+06  -1.70E+07  -1.70E+07" -4.8+06  -1.40E+07"

*

"p<.10 , p<.05 ;

"p<.01
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Table 5: Endogenous switching regression models 2000

All Moves Migration
Al Al
foreign Excluding 2nd foreign Excluding 2nd

born recent generation| born recent generation
Inwage (movers)
Age 0.0335° = 0.0296°  0.0480° | 0.0450° ~ 0.0371°  0.0572"
Female 031637  -0.3287°  -0.3148" | -0.2619" = -0.2902"  -0.2562"
<High School -0.4415"  -0.3813°  -0.3814" | -04107 = -0.2506  0.2386
BA+ 04688° 05335 03955 | 031317  0.3606°  0.2198"
%Immigrant 047197  0.3895 08514 | 14073° 20699  1.7976
%Mexican 074517  -1.2327°  -1.4490" | 1.3302°  1.3033"  0.0117
%Manufacturing 07204 =~ 0.8343" 07339 | 0.8873" 14806  1.4334"
Labor Force Size 0.0542° = 0.0585 0.0982" | 0.0446 ~ 0.0552°  0.0754"
Constant 852707 = 8.6967  7.6924 | 87098 9.0107  8.2260

Inwage (nonmovers)

Age -0.0159"  -0.0124"  -0.0076" | 0.0027° = 0.0027  0.0076"
Female 048627 047417 043047 | -044847 < -04330°  -04124"
<High School -0.3572"  -0.3618"  -0.3646 | -0.3977 = -0.3959°  -0.4332"
BA+ 06875 ~ 0.6452°  0.6269 | 0.6956 ~ 0.6482°  0.6242"
%Immigrant -0.3276°  -0.2877°  -0.2278" | 04690 = 04553  -0.2407"
%Mexican -1.0575 -0.8904 0.0262 | -1.9061" -1.6729°  -1.0800"
%Manufacturing 07226° = 0.8019°  -0.1833 0.6362°  0.6431°  -0.2184
Labor Force Size 0.0010  -0.0004 0.0037 0.0213" = 0.0200°  0.0434"
Constant 11.8397° 11.5600°  11.4464 | 105314 10.1515 = 9.8494"

Move (selection)

Age -0.0379"  -0.0353"  -0.0409" | -0.0326" = -0.0265 = -0.0332"
Female 010237 -0.0899°  -0.0469 | -0.1176 = -0.0900°  -0.0701"
<High School 0.0474"  0.0119°  -0.0192 | -0.0281" -0.1315  -0.1634
BA+ 01817  0.11317  0.1852° | 0.3146° 02651  0.2930"
%Immigrant -0.2968"  -0.3438"  -0.4049" | -0.5649 = -0.9599°  -0.5994"
%Mexican -0.1343"  0.3714° 08324 | -277647 = -2.5680°  -1.7990"
%Manufacturing -0.37437  -04842°  -06709° | -0.71707 = -1.1971"  -1.3382"
Labor Force Size 0.0496° = 0.0540°  0.0139 | 0.0199"  0.0055  0.0000

%Immigrant (1940) 00272  0.3209°  -0.1444 | -1.3509° ~-1.2717  -1.8593"
%Mexican (1940) 053317 09795  -0.4022 1.38707 09538  1.7930"
%Manufacturing (1940) 0.2804" 03435  0.1267 | 0.3607° = 04011°  0.2324"
Labor Force Size (1940) -0.0796"  -0.0893"  -0.0698" | -0.0406  -0.0436"  -0.0205

Average Immigrant Education (1940)  0.0403" ~ 0.0428"  0.0336" | 0.0281° = 0.0318"  0.0059
Immigrant/Native Born Wage (1940)  0.0756  0.0606" 0.1130" | -0.0648" = -0.1218"  -0.0388

Constant 1.8284" 16563 = 21178 | 1.25437 = 1.1240°  1.1958"
rho1 0.8811° -0.8713°  -0.8986°  -0.9244"  -0.9261 = -0.9322"
rho2 0.9013°  0.8901" 0.9240°  0.8605  0.8260°  0.8895

Wald 414077 -2.9e+06"  -6.1+07  -3.9+07° -2.6+07  -5.7+06

*

"p<.10 , p<.05 ; p<.01
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Table 6: Predicted wages and counterfactual wages, 1970 and 2000

1970

probability of move
expected wage (movers)
expected wage(stayers)
movers average

movers if stayed

stayers average

stayers if moved

2000

probability of move
expected wage (movers)
expected wage(stayers)
movers average

movers if stayed

stayers average

stayers if moved

All

immigrants

0.6243
9.11
8.61
8.49
8.59
8.67
10.16

0.5662
10.66
11.06

9.97
11.79
10.1
11.62

All moves
Excluding 2nd
recent generation
0.5382 0.3816
9.32 9.84
8.63 8.79
8.61 8.78
8.61 8.79
8.67 8.79
10.17 10.51

1.5 generation

0.4999 0.5408
10.75 10.95
10.88 11.13
10.00 10.21
11.65 11.89
10.07 10.24
11.56 11.89

All

immigrants

0.3665
9.83
9.15
8.43
10.09
8.61
10.66

0.2864
11.54
10.47

9.98
11.54
10.05
12.21

Migration
Excluding 2nd
recent generation
0.2096 0.1709
10.53 10.79
8.91 8.99
8.67 8.84
10.06 10.17
8.61 8.75
11.04 11.22

1.5 generation

0.1733 0.2486
12.02 11.86
10.26 10.57
10.14 10.27
11.46 11.68
10.02 10.21
12.46 12.45




