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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Residential location among immigrants is a widely studied phenomenon, as it is a major 

indicator of quality of life and social standing.  The location of where a person resides 

contains value in the social identities of the residents that live in the neighborhood (Alba, 

Logan, & Stults, 2000).  As a process of immigrating to the United States, new settlers 

have historically flocked to affordable neighborhoods in downtown cores to be near other 

immigrants who share a common culture, language, religion, and for the most part, 

protection from societal prejudice.  After several waves of European immigrants, 

struggling on their own and finding their niche, Asian immigrants began entering the 

United States and settling in ethnic enclaves as well.  

  The spatial assimilation theory models after the European immigration experience 

(Fong and Gulia 1999; Massey and Denton 1985). The assumption of the model rests on 

the concept that new migrants are young with limited resources, and intrinsically band 

together in low-income ethnic enclaves (Logan, Alba, and Zhang 2002).  As immigrants 

gain higher levels of income, they are able to improve their social status, move closer to 

natives and assimilate (Massey and Denton, 1985).  Residential mobility indicates 

individual advancement and acculturation (Massey and Mullen, 1984); however, this is 

not the story today’s recent immigrants present.     

 Asian immigration into the United States has experienced a surge in the last thirty 

years into cities that have not seen Asian populations in the past (Singer, 2009).  

According to the census, between 1990 and 2000, the Asian population increased by 72 

percent, from 6.9 million to 11.9 million residents with high concentrations residing in 

Hawaii, California, New Jersey and New York (Census, 1990, 2000; Skop and Li, 2005). 
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Historically, the dominant Asian group in the United States has been the Chinese. In 

terms of numbers, there is still a greater number of Chinese compared to other Asians, 

but this trend is changing.1

 Location has a major impact on neighborhood characteristics and where people 

live expresses socioeconomic status and resources.  Another phenomenon that has 

affected the immigrant Asian population is the current residential settlement patterns.   

New immigrants are no longer settling into urban areas, but they are locating directly into 

suburban areas or moving there soon after living in central cities (Frey, 1994; Frey and 

Spear, 1988).  With the departure of manufacturing, new-economy services located 

outside of cities are opportunities for immigrants (Singer, et al., 2008).  The spatial 

assimilation model posits that immigrants emigrate with low-incomes and move into 

urban ethnic enclaves. This concept of living in suburban areas symbolizes upward 

mobility, suggesting many implications of this new class of immigrants, which will be 

further explored in this study.  Thus, the changing environs in immigration into American 

cities have had a profound effect on the model of spatial assimilation.  Movement 

towards suburbanization, the emergence of a more diverse mix of immigrants, and not 

living in highly concentrated enclaves, redefines the spatial assimilation model as 

anachronistic.   

 New arrivals entering the United States are more ethnically 

diverse (Clark and Patel, 2004).   

 The primary focus of this study is to examine the individual characteristics that 

influence residential location outcomes of Asian populations in New York City, the San 

                                                 
1 In 2007, there were 3.54 million people of Chinese descent living in the United States. Filipinos follow 
with 3.05 million, then Asian Indians (2.77 million), Vietnamese (1.64), Koreans (1.56 million), and 
Japanese (1.22 million).  Accessed February 25 2010. http://www.census.gov/Press-
Release/www/releases/archives/facts_for_features_special_editions/013385.html 
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Francisco Bay Area, and the metropolitan area of Atlanta in a twenty-year time span.  

This study follows the patterns of the most dominant Asian groups within these three 

metro areas, identifying whether income, education, or household characteristics are 

drivers that impact immigrant residential patterns.  Previous studies have investigated the 

immigrant residential patterns of Asians along with other races but have not examined 

specific Asian ethnic groups in three different cities.   

 Exploring the comparison of these cities along with specific immigrant Asian 

ethnic groups will illustrate whether or not these groups have similar residential patterns 

and if are influenced by whites.  Focusing on specific groups within Asians, as a whole is 

compelling since socioeconomic status and acculturation, major indicators of location, do 

not operate at the same levels for the same members of minority groups (Zhou and 

Logan, 1991).  

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Most studies that focus on settlement patterns relate their findings to a spatial-

assimilation model, testing whether or not immigrant residents who assimilate are more 

likely to move to neighborhoods with white neighbors in suburban settings (Alba, Logan, 

and Crowder, 1997; Massey, 1985).  Multiple quantifying approaches have been 

developed and refined to measure immigrant assimilation.  These methods include spatial 

residential measurement indexes, regression models and spatial analysis techniques.   

Chinese and Asian residential patterns have been followed, using such measures as 

mentioned above, in New York City and San Francisco, but there has not been a 

comparative study conducted on members of Asian groups in different metropolises. 

Literature on Atlanta’s immigrant residential patterns is lacking.   
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Examining the amount of segregation between whites is a commonly used method 

in determining whether or not two or more groups tend to live separately from one 

another in the same neighborhoods or in different neighborhoods.  The Index of 

Dissimilarity measures the evenness of two groups in a geographic area, while the 

exposure index measures the likelihood of contact with whites (Duncan and Duncan, 

1955; Massey and Denton, 1988).  Using this index tests whether Hispanic and Asian 

populations are likely to live with whites in the suburbs, Hispanics somewhat more 

segregated than Asians.  This finding varies across metropolitan areas depending on the 

city and suburb dichotomy within the metropolitan areas, as each city may be classified 

as a central city or more/less suburban than others (Clark, 2006).  Furthermore, Asians 

are present alongside with whites in “melting pot” cities, like New York and Seattle.   

In Michael Poulsen, Ron Johnston and James Forrest’s work on plural cities and 

ethnic enclaves, the focus is on three elements in ethnic residential patterns: the degree of 

residential concentration, degree of assimilation, and degree of encapsulation.  One or 

more indices are commonly created to measure the difference between two maps, similar 

to the index of dissimilarity.  In this study, the index of dissimilarity measures 

‘unevenness’ or disparity in two maps, illustrating the concentration of separate ethnic 

groups.  Comparably, Massey and Denton (1988; 1989) employ five indices to measure 

ethnic groups: unevenness, exposure, concentration, centralization and clustering.  Each 

measure depends on each group’s size within the city.  In this study, intra-city 

comparisons to inter-city comparisons are mapped to identify which groups experience 

fragmentation.  Their findings show that African-Americans in New York City 

experience a high amount of concentration compared to Sydney, Australia. Asians obtain 
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higher incomes and eventually move out of highly Asian concentrated areas compared to 

other ethnic groups with lower economic statuses.   

Another approach to investigating relationships between individual and 

neighborhood characteristics is through locational attainment models.  John Alba and 

Richard Logan’s studies have centered a significant amount of their research on 

examining residential outcomes of immigrant populations via individual level data by a 

combined correlation matrix.  Each record signifies a distinct individual matched with a 

location (Alba and Logan, 2003).  In their research on locational attainment in cities and 

suburbs, Asians generally fell in the middle-income range between whites and Hispanics 

in the metropolis as a whole and within the city. However, Asians occupied the highest-

income suburban tracts (Alba, Logan, McNulty, & Fisher, 1996).  In 1990, high-income 

Hispanics and Asians were more likely to live in white-dominated areas using the 

percentage of Non-Hispanic whites in a census tract as the dependent variable. They also 

found that whites were living in more diverse areas in 1990 compared to 1980 (Alba, 

Logan, & Stults, 2000).  

More detailed analysis on ethnic groups using the locational attainment models 

include Lance Freeman’s (2002) work on Black immigrants’ settlement patterns in New 

York City relative to the residential proximity to whites.  Freeman applied locational 

attainment models and found that native and foreign-born Blacks are highly segregated 

from whites.  Immigrant Blacks are less integrated with whites than anticipated.  In 

addition, Black immigrants and native Blacks do not experience a great deal of social 

distancing.  A similar analysis focused on the attainment and residential segregation 

among Toronto’s visible minorities, which include Chinese (7.9%), South Asians (7.5%), 
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and Blacks, mostly from the Caribbean, with 6.5%.  In Toronto, the results uncover that 

the transition of a renter to an owner equates to gains in socioeconomic status.  Seventy 

percent of the Chinese families who have been living in Canada for less than ten years are 

homeowners compared to a third of white and South Asian immigrants and 12% for 

foreign-born Blacks.  The Chinese were also the most segregated group compared to 

other visible minorities, and homeownership was linked to living among other Chinese, 

while a high income was associated with more contact with whites (Myles and Hou, 

2003).  Similar findings on New York’s Chinese population were discovered by Min 

Zhou and John Logan.  According to the Index of Dissimilarity, the Chinese were highly 

segregated from other racial and ethnic groups in New York City but not as high as often 

found for Blacks (Zhou and Logan, 1991).  Data may be a limiting factor in delving 

further into the relationships between certain ethnic groups; however, these findings 

suggest that variability between members of minority groups do exist.   

Dissimilarity and isolation indexes and locational attainment models prove to be 

the established methods for discerning immigrant settlement patterns between racial and 

ethnic groups; however, comparative studies on specific ethnic groups and new 

immigrant centers are deficient.  

III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

The spatial assimilation model is the most commonly referred to model in immigrant 

pattern studies.  According to this theory, newcomers generally immigrate to ethnic 

enclaves as a survival strategy and to find comfort with those who share a similar 

background usually in low-income urban areas.  The model claims as immigrants’ 

socioeconomic status improve and integrate into the residential mainstream, immigrants 



 
 

7 

will experience residential mobility for better housing conditions and amenities to match 

those of the dominant racial or ethnic group (Massey and Denton, 1985).  

As a result, the assimilation model assumes that all races and ethnic groups 

inherently behave in the same manner in terms of individual characteristics and culture.   

Given this, not all races and ethnic groups follow this notion of spatial assimilation in 

such a prescriptive fashion.  Blacks, for example, were found to less likely live in the 

suburbs with high concentrations of whites, and individual characteristics posed no factor 

except for race (Alba and Logan, 1993; Massey and Denton, 1985).  Also, racial 

segregation and exclusion techniques by the majority group may prevent immigrant 

groups from moving into more desirable white neighborhoods.   

This has not been the case in Asian communities, however.  Asians who speak 

English well and have relatively high incomes live in areas comparable to whites, which 

suggest that Asians do follow this model (Alba, Logan, McNulty, & Fisher, 1996).  The 

Asian category, like other race categories, contains a diverse group of ethnicities that 

include Indians and Cambodians, along with distinct ethnic characteristics.  As a group, 

Cambodians’ median household income in 2000 was $43,000, while Indians’ household 

income was $69,000. Of the Indian population, 12.5% had an advanced degree.  In 

contrast, less than 1% of Cambodians held an advanced degree (Census, 2000).   This 

study takes a closer examination between the dynamic of Asians’ residence patterns as a 

group and the two most prominent Asian ethnic groups within a city.  It also evaluates 

whether these two groups tend to live near each other or in proximity to whites.   

This study follows the patterns of the two most dominant Asian groups within 

these three metropolitan areas by identifying whether individual characteristics such as 
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income, education, and household characteristics are drivers that influence immigrant 

residential patterns, specifically two prominent Asian ethnic groups in cities (last 

fragment is confusing).  Previous studies have investigated the immigrant residential 

patterns of Asians along with other races, however they have not examined specific Asian 

ethnic groups in these three different metropolitan areas.  By analyzing these dominant 

groups from 1990 through 2008, I will also answer the following sub-questions:  

 

(1) What neighborhood patterns are based on individual immigrant characteristics? 

(2) Are these two groups within close proximity to whites?  

(3) Are these two groups within close proximity to each other? 

(4) Is there a relationship between their individual characteristics and neighborhood the 

median household income and the percentage of whites in the neighborhood?  

In approaching these questions of locational outcomes and immigrant residential patterns, 

I model individual change over time through Alba and Logan’s model of “locational 

attainment.”  Previous research used this method to estimate the relationships between 

individual characteristics and neighborhood attributes, such as using individual 

immigrant characteristics against the percentage of white neighbors to display 

proportions of integration or segregation.  (Logan and Alba, 1993).  This model estimates 

what factors impact different racial and ethnic groups in terms of neighborhood 

outcomes.   

Second, the locational attainment model is employed to distinguish significant 

relationships between the effects of group members' individual attributes and their living 

environment of median household income and detailed ethnic composition.  
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IV. DATA, VARIABLES, AND METHODS 
 
This section discusses the three study areas, variables that will be examined, and the 

methods that will be employed.  

Asian ethnic settlement patterns in three cities, New York City Primary Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (PMSA), the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Combined Statistical Area 

(CSA), and Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) are evaluated from years 1990, 

2000, and 2006-2008 American Community Survey.  The New York MSA is not being 

compared due to the larger population it contains compared to the other two cities. These 

cities were specifically chosen to represent a diverse growth of immigration over time in 

various regions of the United States, and evince the similarities and differences between 

Asian ethic groups in various metropolises.    

These three cities, distinct in population, development, and history, are critical in 

that they continue to attract immigrants. New York City and San Francisco are 

continuous gateways, well-established destinations for immigrants. Historically, the New 

York City was the primary port of entry for immigrants coming into the United States in 

the early1800s.  Germans, Italians, and Irish immigrants came to New York City settled, 

and subsequently moved out of the city.  In the mid 1800s and early1900s, Italian, Irish, 

and Chinese settlers immigrated to San Francisco for new opportunities triggered by the 

Gold Rush.   Since then, immigration into San Francisco and neighboring cities has 

continued to grow with Latin Americans and Asians leading the figures.  More recently, 

Atlanta, once populated by whites and Blacks has seen increases in immigrant residents 

by as much as 817 percent in the past twenty years (Singer, 2007).  Further, the 
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immigrant population that have been entering these cities are more diverse and have been 

gravitating toward suburban areas opposed to urban areas shown by Atlanta’s example.  

VARIABLES 

Independent variables are categorical and the primary unit of analysis is measured at the 

individual level.  Dependent variables are locational outcome of the median household 

income and the percent white in a PUMA.   Median household income can be utilized as 

a predictor of the average income of the neighborhood in which an individual lives and 

the percentage of whites among residents measures the prevalence of the majority in the 

population (Logan and Alba, 1993; 2000).  The application of median household income 

as a dependent variable and an independent variable seems illogical, since it is the same 

on the aggregate level, and would create a constant outcome.  The cross-level nature of 

the analysis, however allows a dependent variable to persist (Myles and Hou, 2003).  

The central principle of the spatial assimilation theory works under the conditions 

that if household and cultural characteristics are controlled, immigrants with initially low 

resources that achieve higher incomes over time will convert these resources into more 

desirable housing and locations.  Higher levels of education and homeownership express 

these socioeconomic characteristics of attainment.   

English proficiency (speaks only English, speaks English poorly, speaks English 

well) and immigration status (U.S. born, arrived before or after 1975) are predictors of 

acculturation.  According to the spatial assimilation model, a recent immigrant who does 

not speak English well will have less desirable spatial outcomes than an immigrant who 

has lived in the United States for 20 years and speaks English well. These measurements 

of acculturation assume improved residential locations for well-established immigrants.  
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The independent variables of the individual immigrant household characteristic 

include: race, educational attainment, year of immigration (entry), home ownership, 

English proficiency, and central city categories.  

Measures in the regression model uses educational attainment and year of entry 

range of years as dummy variables. Each variable is measured as such: 

Race is measured by the given Census 2000 categories, American Indian or Alaska 

Native; Asian; Black or African American; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; 

and white.  I discuss Asians as a one race only group, which includes Pacific Islanders 

and second-generation Asians. Second-generation Asians are presented in the regression 

analysis, and are accounted for as U.S. born residents in the year of immigration 

category.  Foreign-born residents are the focus in the dissimilarity and isolation index, 

and were isolated and re-coded to accurately portray immigrant segregation and isolation.   

Birthplace categories are comprised of countries listed under the Census’ State 

and Country Code List in the Asia code list2. Median household income categories 

consist of ranges from less than $9,999 to greater than $75,000. Educational attainment 

measures consist of some high school, high school graduate, college graduate, and 

advanced degree. For year of immigration, years are grouped by ranges.  Other measures 

include rent or own, and speak English well or speak English poorly/not at all.  The 

central city is defined as the largest place within an MSA or CSA3

 

.  More detailed 

categories are displayed in Table 1.  

                                                 
2 This is the State and Foreign Country Code List for the Sample Edited File (SCEF), the Sample Census 
Estimated Detail File (SEDF), and the Public Use Technical Documentation used for place of birth, migration, and 
place of work.  
3 This is the definition given by the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey.  
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DATA 
In the past, data for locational attainment models were left to Census data with small 

geographies only available in aggregate form.  Micro-level analyses data was then 

launched by combining covariances from tract-level data and from micro-data (Alba and 

Logan, 1993).    

Public Use Microdata Area is the primary data source for this study, using the 5% 

sample for each city and for the years 1990 and 2000.  The 2006-2008 dataset contains a 

3% sample, a larger sample compared to individual year estimate.  PUMS was considered 

to be the most valuable dataset due to its cross-tabular nature, producing a more accurate 

account of each individual record.  Compared to aggregate data, each record represents 

an individual housing unit.  Since the data is at a smaller than the aggregate data, a 

weighted variable has to be placed.  

Subsequently, this micro-data is used estimates locational attainment models to 

capture neighborhood characteristics from individual-level attributes.   Emphasis is 

placed on the micro socio-ethnic level, reflecting the racial and ethnic differences seen 

intrinsically in the composition of these ethnic groups (Alba and Logan, 1993).   

Race is a complex dataset to explore; the intricacies behind the data create a 

difficult representation for the foreign-born population, therefore birthplace is used to 

determine immigrants’ place of origin (refer to Appendix A).  For the value of the 

independent variables in Table 3, birthplace is used to determine the status of foreign-

born residents from native born.   Birthplace and race was used for the independent 

variables to be consistent with the rest of the dataset.  For the purpose of this research, the 

term “Asian” will refer to the Census definition, referring to people having origins in any 
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of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent (for 

example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, and the Philippine Islands). To isolate 

foreign-born from native residents of a group, each group was re-coded into a separate 

category.   

. 

METHODS 

To focus on specific ethnic groups, the most prominent Asian groups have been identified 

in each city for the year 1990.  In Atlanta, Koreans comprise 18.8% of the Asian 

population, while Asian Indians represent 15%.  Chinese dominates New York City 

Asians with 39%, followed by 20% of Indians. In San Francisco, Chinese make up 35%, 

while Filipinos comprise 28% of the Asian population (Census, 1990)4

Population characteristics for each metro area are presented to compare figures 

from 1990 to 2008, with three time sequences to show population growth for the region 

and the Asian population.  Beginning with the year 1990, the analysis tracks foreign-born 

and native Asian populations.  Household characteristics are calculated in proportions   

.   

The crux of the analysis that will present the results is the locational-attainment models, 

denoted by the following formula: 

 Yj =a+b1X1 ij +b2X2 ij +…+e ij   

In this equation, Y is a neighborhood (i.e. PUMA) variable and X represents individual-

level characteristics, such as educational attainment.  Subscript j represents the 

neighborhoods and i represent the individuals in the neighborhoods. This regression 

equation is used to apply individual characteristics to the residential location (Alba and 

                                                 
4 See Appendix A.  
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Logan, 2000).  Indicators of locational outcomes are the percentage of whites and the 

family housing income.  

The results from an ordinary least squares regression model determine if the 

differences in neighborhood outcomes fit the expectations of the spatial assimilation 

model (Fong and Wilkes, 1999, Logan, Alba, & Zhang, 2002).  To test the model, the 

differences in sign and size of the regression coefficients must be identified to distinguish 

patterns that deviate away from the expectation of the spatial assimilation model (Fong 

and Wilkes, 1999).  Models are estimated separately for each ethnic group analyzed.  All 

categories contain dummy variables.  

To establish if these Asian groups in each city live close to whites, Blacks or close 

to each other, a dissimilarity index is computed.  It is used to calculate how evenly groups 

are distributed throughout a geographic area (Massey and Denton, 1985).  The population 

figures that are used do not reflect the entire population since the dataset is from the 

2006-2008 American Community Survey.   

The formula for the dissimilarity index is 

Index of Dissimilarity = 0.5*∑ ABS[(X1/XT)-(W1/WT,)] 

where X1 = the population of the kth area, or PUMA  

XT = the total population of the large geographic entity 

W1 = the white population of the kth area, or the population being compared 

WT = the total white population of the large geographic entity for which the index 

of dissimilarity is being calculated.  

ABS is syntax for Absolute Value of the calculations within the brackets.  
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The outcome is a number between 0 and 1, a percentage that indicates the likelihood of 

contact between two groups in a neighborhood. The closer the number is to 0, the more 

evenly spread the group is to one other in a PUMA.  The closer the number is to 1, the 

higher the level of segregation.  

Apart from how spatially distributed a group is from another group, a related concept is 

the concentration of an ethnic group in a geographic area.  Do members of a single ethnic 

group live in proximity to one another? This is measured by the isolation index.  The 

formula for the isolation index is 

 Index of Isolation = ∑ (W1/WT,)* (W1/ T1) 

where W1 = the group population of the kth area, or PUMA  

WT= the total group population of the large geographic entity for which the index 

of isolation is being calculated. 

T1= the total population of the PUMA 

The outcome is a number between 0 and 1, a percentage that indicates the concentration 

of a group.  The lower bound signifies a small dispersed group and a percentage closer to 

1illustrate isolation from other groups, or the likelihood of an enclave in a geographic 

area.    
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Table 1: Independent Variables and Their Categories 

 
 
Age 
Under 5 
5-15  
16-24 
25-64 
65+   
 
Citizen 
U.S. Citizen 
Naturalized Citizen 
Not a Citizen 
 
Metropolitan Status 
Central City 
Outside of Central City 
 
Homeownership 
Owner-occupied 
Renter-occupied 
 
Family Income 
Less than $9,999  
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000-$24,999 
$25,000-$34,999 
$35,000-$39,999 
$40,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$59,999 
$60,000-$74,999 
Greater than $75,000 
 
 
Educational Attainment 
No school completed 
High School graduate 
Some college 
Bachelor’s degree 
College graduate 
Master’s degree 
 
English Ability 
Speaks English poorly 
Speaks English well 
Speaks only English 
 

 
Year of Immigration 
U.S. born 
Arrived before 1975 
1975-1984 
1985-1994 
1995-2004 
2005-2008 
 
Race 
White 
Black 
Asian 
 
Ethnicity (Asians) 
Chinese  
Taiwanese 
Chinese and Taiwanese 
Japanese 
Filipino 
Asian Indian  
Korean  
Hawaiian  
Vietnamese  
Cambodian  
Hmong  
Laotian  
Thai  
Bangladeshi  
Indonesian  
Malaysian  
Okinawan  
Pakistani  
Sri Lankan  
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Table 2: Population Figures of Whites, Blacks, and Asians, 1990-2008 
 
1990 

Atlanta MSA       New York PMSA  San Francisco CSA   
         
Total population  2,833,511   8,546,846   6,235,311    
White population  2,020,017   4,826,081   4,334,064 
Black population     736,153   2,250,026      537,753 
Asian population       51,486      556,399        926,961 
Foreign Asian population       43,878  (.85)        485,494 (.87)                  676,681 (.73) 
Native Asian population                7,608  (.03)            70,905 (.13)                  250,279 (.27) 
 
2000 

Atlanta MSA       New York PMSA  San Francisco CSA   
 
Total population  4,112,198   9,314,235   7,039,362     
White population  2,589,888   4,545,657   4,133,618 
Black population  1,189,179   2,293,928                               513,561 
Asian and Pacific Islander    137,640     851,460   1,335,337 
Population                      
Foreign Asian population  113,192 (.82)                  712,916 (.84)              1,002,170 (.75) 
Native Asian population           24,448 (.18)              136,233 (.16)     333,834 (.25) 
 
2006-2008 

Atlanta MSA       New York PMSA  San Francisco CSA   
 
Total population  5,251,899   8,308,163   7,265,739      
White population  3,062,837   3,704,243   4,231,217 
Black population  1,632,334   2,086,566          479,793 
Asian and Pacific  
Islander population     220,547      981,748        1,583,968    
Foreign Asian population   181,216 (.82)   797,180 (.81)   1,123, 033 (.71) 
Native Asian population       39,330 (.18)       184,586 (.19)   460,935 (.29)
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Table 2 exhibits the general populations of Atlanta, New York, and San Francisco metropolitan 

areas. These figures only report populations for one race: whites, Blacks, and Asians, and does 

not account for Latinos, except for in the total population. These characteristics were taken from 

Census Summary Tape File 1 (STF1) – 100 Percent data.  The 1990 data combines Asian and 

Pacific Islander as an individual race.  Data for Asian and Pacific Islander race groups were 

combined for 2000 and 2006-2008 to account for the 1990 figures.   

The foreign-born and native Asian population percentages were calculated through 

PUMS tabular data using year of immigration and race.  Under the ‘year of immigration 

category’, native residents would fall under the U.S. born value, while the rest of the category is 

deemed foreign-born.   

Asian Populations in the Metro Areas 

 From 1990 to 2008, New York City, San Francisco, and Foreign-born Asian populations 

doubled and tripled in New York City, San Francisco and Atlanta, and still experienced increases 

for U.S. born Asian total populations and for total metropolitan populations. In Atlanta, the 

Asian population accounted only for 1.8% of the total metropolitan population in 1990.  By 

2008, the metropolitan population increased by 53%, while the Asian population compared to the 

total grew by 3.3 % in 2000 and 4.2 % in 2008.  From 51,486 Asian residents in 1990 to 220,547 

in 2008, the immigrant populations quadrupled, characterizes Atlanta as a new destination for 

Asians.   

Between 1990 and 2000, New York’s population increased by three quarters of a million 

in 2000, but then decreased below the 1990 population in 2008.  Despite this drop, the Asian 

population rose by 56% between these years.  Of the total population, the Asian population was 

6.5% in 1990 and in 2008 grew to 12%.  

In San Francisco, Asians make up 22% of the total CSA population, the highest 

percentage of the three cities.  In 1990 this figure was 14%, with less than a million Asian 
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inhabitants. By 2008 San Francisco’s Asian population was almost 1.6 million residents.  The 

native born percentage is also relatively high compared to the two cities as Asian groups have 

been settling in the San Francisco region since the 1800s.   In general, the West Coast contains a 

higher proportion of Asians and Pacific Islanders in its total population compared to the East 

Coast.  According to Census 2000, of all respondents who reported Asian, 49% lived in the West 

Coast.   

These statistics show that Asian foreign-born residents and natives are increasing in all 

three cities. Atlanta has experienced the most growth in recent years, but New York City and San 

Francisco, older gateways continue to attract and retain Asian populations.   

Table 3: Percentage of the Total Population, 2008 

Atlanta   New York City  San Francisco 
Indian  0.014  Chinese 0.052  Chinese 0.126 
Korean  0.009  Indian  0.029  Filipino 0.072 
 
 

The percentage of each minority group in the total population shown in Table 3 is fairly low, 

ranging from less than one percent for Koreans in Atlanta to 12% Chinese in San Francisco.  

Combining Chinese and Filipinos, these Asian groups compose 20% of the total population, 

almost threefold of the dominant Asian minority groups in New York City, producing visible 

minority neighborhoods.   
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Table 4: Values of Independent Variables by Group 
 
Atlanta, 2008-2008    

     

  Whites Blacks Korean Indian 

  Percent    
Under 5 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.04 

5-15 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 

16-24 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.11 

25-64 0.74 0.75 0.80 0.79 
65+ 0.12 0.05 0.06 0.04 

Own 0.80 0.58 0.68 0.61 

Rent 0.20 0.42 0.32 0.39 
Family Income     

Under $10,000 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.04 

$10,000-$14,999 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.01 

$15,000-$19,999 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.02 
$20,000-$24,999 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.01 

$25,000-$34,999 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.06 

$35,000-$39,999 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.02 

$40,000-$49,999 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.05 
$50,000-$59,999 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.06 

$60,000-$74,999 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.14 

Over $75,000 0.51 0.31 0.40 0.57 

Metropolitan Status     
In central city 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.03 

Outside central city 0.98 0.96 0.99 0.97 

Educational Attainment     
No schooling completed 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.07 
High school graduate or GED 0.33 0.41 0.30 0.11 
1 or more years of college credit, no degree 0.20 0.24 0.15 0.10 
Bachelor’s Degree 0.31 0.21 0.38 0.42 
Master’s degree 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.29 
English Proficiency     
Speaks well 0.02 0.06 0.62 0.81 
Does not speak English/does not speak well 0.01 0.00 0.29 0.06 
Only English 0.97 0.93 0.10 0.13 
Year of immigration     
U.S Born 0.91 0.90 0.10 0.13 
Before 1974 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.04 
1975-1984 0.01 0.02 0.20 0.10 
1985-1994 0.02 0.03 0.23 0.19 
1995-2004 0.04 0.04 0.28 0.38 
2005-2008 0.008 0.01 0.11 0.15 
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New York City, 2008-2008     
     
  Whites Blacks Chinese Indian 
  Percent     
Under 5        0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 
5-15 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 
16-24 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.11 
25-64 0.68 0.70 0.73 0.76 
65+ 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.06 

Homeownership 
     

Own 0.50 0.39 0.54 0.51 
Rent 0.49 0.60 0.46 0.49 

Family Income      
Under $10,000 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.04 
$10,000-$14,999 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.03 
$15,000-$19,999 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 
$20,000-$24,999 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05 
$25,000-$34,999 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.09 
$35,000-$39,999 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03 
$40,000-$49,999 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.07 
$50,000-$59,999 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.06 
$60,000-$74,999 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.12 
Over $75,000 0.49 0.34 0.40 0.44 
Metropolitan Status      
In central city  0.79 0.92 0.97 0.91 
Outside central city 0.21 0.08 0.03 0.09 
Educational Attainment      
No schooling completed 0.05 0.08 0.12 0.08 
High school graduate or GED 0.32 0.46 0.35 0.31 
1 or more years of college credit, no degree 0.15 0.22 0.11 0.11 
Bachelor’s degree 0.31 0.18 0.31 0.33 
Master's degree 0.16 0.06 0.11 0.16 
       
English Proficiency      
Speaks well 0.27 0.16 0.50 0.56 

Does not speak English/does not speak well 0.06 0.03 0.42 0.11 
Only English 0.67 0.82 0.07 0.33 
Year of immigration      
U.S Born 0.73 0.60 0.20 0.15 
Before 1974 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.05 
1975-1984 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.15 
1985-1994 0.07 0.12 0.26 0.29 
1995-2004 0.07 0.11 0.24 0.29 
2005-2008 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.07 
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San Francisco, 2008-2008 

     
  Whites Blacks Chinese Filipino 
 Age Percent     
Under 5        0.03 0.03 0.02 0.0 
5-15 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
16-24 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.11 
25-64 0.72 0.69 0.67 0.71 
65+ 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.14 
Homeownership      
Own 0.55 0.35 0.66 0.63 
Rent 0.45 0.65 0.34 0.37 
       
Family Income      
Under $10,000 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.03 
$10,000-$14,999 0.03 0.07 0.04 0.02 
$15,000-$19,999 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 
$20,000-$24,999 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.02 
$25,000-$34,999 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.03 
$35,000-$39,999 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 
$40,000-$49,999 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.04 
$50,000-$59,999 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.07 
$60,000-$74,999 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.09 
Over $75,000 0.54 0.34 0.56 0.64 
Metropolitan Status      
In central city 0.53 0.73 0.81 0.89 
Outside central city 0.47 0.27 0.18 0.11 
Educational Attainment      
No schooling completed 0.04 0.05 0.11 0.04 
High school graduate or GED 0.20 0.40 0.26 0.23 
1 or more years of college credit, no degree 0.18 0.28 0.15 0.22 
Bachelor’s degree 0.40 0.20 0.37 0.45 
Master's degree 0.17 0.06 0.10 0.05 
English Proficiency      
Speaks well 0.18 0.08 0.55 0.72 
Does not speak English/does not speak well 0.04 0.01 0.28 0.06 
Only English 0.78 0.92 0.17 0.22 
       
Year of immigration      
U.S Born 0.79 0.92 0.28 0.22 
Before 1974 0.05 0.01 0.13 0.14 
1975-1984 0.03 0.01 0.17 0.19 
1985-1994 0.05 0.02 0.21 0.21 
1995-2004 0.05 0.03 0.17 0.19 
2005-2008 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 
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Table 4 presents the values of the independent variables by race and the studied ethnic groups.    

Atlanta 
 
In the metropolitan area of Atlanta, whites, Blacks, Indians, and Koreans live primarily outside 

of the city center with a very small percentage residing in the city center.  Most Indians live 

northeast of Atlanta in suburban areas of Lilburn and Norcross.  A large concentration of the 

Korean population is located in suburban Gwinnett County, in cities like Duluth, Suwanee, and 

Norcoss.  

Whites have the highest home ownership rate of the four groups at 80%, followed by 

Koreans, Indians, and then Blacks.  The most notable statistic is that 57% of Indian households 

make $75,000 or more, six percent more than whites.  Indians are also highly proficient at 

English even if it is their second language.  In addition, they are also the most educated out of the 

other groups with 40% holding a Bachelor’s degree and one-third holding a Master’s degree.   

Immigration is new to Atlanta and the highest percentage for Indians and Koreans were 

between 1995 and 2004.  After 1975 Korean immigrants have maintained steady numbers into 

the Atlanta area, while Indians’ presence has increased over time.  Before 1974 numbers were 

low across races and ethnic groups.  

New York 

Homeownership in New York City is not as common as it is in Atlanta.  In New York City, the 

homeownership rate is 30%5

Similarly, Chinese also have a high ownership rate, 60% own a home.  Unlike Atlanta, a 

large number of residents live in the central city; at least 90% of Blacks, Chinese, and Indians 

.  Like Atlanta, whites have a high homeownership rate compared to 

other groups; in addition, 49% of whites in New York City make over $75,000.   

                                                 
5 U.S. Census, 2000.  
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live in the central city. High concentrations of Chinese reside in Sunset Park in Brooklyn; 

Flushing and Woodside in Queens; and in the Lower East Side in Manhattan.  Large Indian 

populations live in Woodhaven and Jackson Heights in Queens, New Lots in Brooklyn, and 

Jersey City, New Jersey. These neighborhoods are within central city boundaries.   

Eighty percent of whites live in the city, while twenty percent live outside of the central 

city.  Half of whites that live in the central city own a home, and 78% who live outside of the 

city owns a home.  In comparison, Chinese residents, have lower incomes, live in the central 

city, and lack English verbal skills, but still maintain a high home ownership rate.   

From 1975 to 1984 Chinese and Indian immigration strengthened, and picked up to the 

next immigration period of 1985 and 1994, marking the peak immigration years for Chinese.  

For Indian immigrants, strong immigration continued into New York through 2004.   

San Francisco 

In the San Francisco CSA, whites tend to live outside of the central city compared to Blacks, 

Chinese, and Filipinos.  Most Chinese in San Francisco reside in Chinatown, the historic 

downtown neighborhood of San Francisco, and the Richmond and Sunset districts, residential 

neighborhoods of San Francisco.  Filipinos tend to concentrate in the South of Market 

neighborhood in the central city, and in Daly City, a city directly south of San Francisco, 

comprised of a similar housing stock of the Richmond and Sunset districts.  Approximately 61% 

of whites, Chinese, and Filipinos own homes opposed to rent, and more than half of these 

households make $75,000 or more, Filipinos leading in family income.  Chinese and whites have 

a larger proportion with advanced degrees, but despite this, a larger percentage of Filipinos still 

have higher household incomes than whites and Chinese.  Compared to Atlanta and New York 

City, Asian populations in San Francisco are not new immigrants, but are U.S. born residents. 



 
 

25 

V. RESULTS 

The dissimilarity index addresses the following research questions:  

(1) What neighborhood patterns result based on individual immigrant characteristics? 

(2) Are these two groups within close proximity of whites?  

(3) Are these two groups within close proximity to each other? 

It is a commonly used measure to distinguish if groups are likely to live next to each other. 

Extreme disparities were not found in each of the groups.  The highest ratios were comparing 

Blacks, and secondly, the other dominant Asian group.   Neighborhood patterns cannot be 

addressed in detail but only suggested by a group’s presence, and not specific distances within a 

PUMA.  

Table 5: Dissimilarity Index, 2006-2008 

Atlanta Whites  Blacks   Asians     K or ean/I ndian6

Indian   0.33  0.54  0.15  0.31 
 

Korean   0.46  0.68  0.25  0.31 
 
New York   Whites  Blacks   Asians     C hinese/I ndian 
Chinese   0.47  0.77  0.21  0.48 
Indian   0.46  0.58  0.29  0.48 
 
San Francisco  Whites  Blacks   Asians     C hinese/F ilipino 
Chinese   0.37  0.33  0.15  0.41 
Filipino   0.56  0.46  0.30  0.41 
 

In general, the literature states that values .30 and below indicate low segregation, .30 to .60 

represent moderate levels of segregation, and values .60 and above indicate high levels of 

segregation (Kantrowitz 1979, Massey and Denton 1993). The index measures the proportion of 

minority members that would have to relocate to another geographic area to achieve an even 

settlement pattern (Massey and Fong, 1990).    

Indians and Korean immigrants in Atlanta experience a modest level of segregation with 

whites, and a slightly higher level with Blacks.  Among other Asians they have a lower rate of 

                                                 
6 This column refers to the proportion living in the same PUMA level as the other prominent Asian ethnic group.  
For instance, Indians living among Koreans in Atlanta.  
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segregation than with one another.   Another element to note in Atlanta is a significant amount of 

the population resides outside of the central city.  Studies show that there is a relationship 

between more integration and upward mobility and minorities moving to the suburbs.  The top 

five gateway cities demonstrate that suburbanization allows for more integration or the 

preference for integration (Logan and Alba, 1999; Blue and Clark, 2004).   Yet, the nature of 

Atlanta’s urban and suburban dichotomy and development patterns may have more of a role in 

why these arguments may not apply. The isolation index for Indians and Koreans in Atlanta are 

0.028 and 0.029, respectively.  Although these results are low, the large size of the level of 

geography may have created higher proportions for other groups, lowering the isolation index.  

These groups are living in areas that are almost three percent Indian or Korean.  This may appear 

to be a low proportion, but it is also relative to the size of the group’s population.  Koreans are 

less than one percent of the total population in Atlanta, and Indians are 1.4% of the population.   

The most distinct disparities exist in New York City.  The isolation index for Chinese is 

0.149 and 0.05 for Indians.   Chinese and Indian immigrants in New York do not tend to live 

with whites or with each other, and are even more so highly segregated from Blacks. Although at 

0.58, Indians do not have a high segregation level from Blacks than the Chinese at 0.77.   Of all 

of the combinations, both groups are more likely to live among other Asian minority groups.  

Min Zhou and John Logan’s research (1991) on residential mobility and segregation of New 

York City’s Chinese finds that Chinese are fairly segregated from other racial and ethnic groups 

in New York City, where indices range from .545 to 0.838.  Their data also reveals that Chinese, 

Koreans, Japanese, and Indians tend to live in separate areas, which supports these results.  

 In San Francisco, Chinese and Filipinos have relatively low levels of segregation, even 

with Blacks, and are somewhat evenly distributed throughout the city.   Whites are shown as 

more segregated from Filipinos than Blacks.  This vastly differs from previous research on the 

levels of segregation comparing racial and ethnic groups to Blacks in San Francisco, which was 
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consistently above 0.60 across all educational levels for Blacks (Massey and Fong, 1990).  

Isolation levels for Chinese and Filipinos are at 0.19.  

One major factor that influences the results is the level of geography.  The PUMA level 

captures a greater population compared to the census tract level that previous researchers have 

used, furthermore, the size of the geography is a noteworthy case when presenting the accuracy 

of the results.  In general, Asian’s residential distribution in San Francisco supports Massey and 

Fong’s findings. This low level of segregation is striking since San Francisco contains the largest 

concentration of Asians in the United States (Massey and Fong, 1990).  

On average, these immigrant groups present moderate levels of segregation for all cities.  

New York City encounters the most segregation, particularly with Blacks, while San Francisco 

has the most integrated groups.  Also, the two prominent Asian ethnic groups in each city are 

more likely to live with other Asians than near one another.  For example, Chinese in New York 

City are less likely to live among Koreans, compared to other Asians as a whole.  According to 

the Census’ Residential Segregation Index, averages for Asian and Pacific Islanders in all 

metropolitan areas have stayed at 0.41 from 1980 to 2000, while the isolation index has risen 7% 

percentage points from 0.23 to 0.30 in the same time period7

No one group exemplifies high levels of segregation.  There are two examples where 

dissimilarity indexes exceed 0.60, in Atlanta; Koreans and Blacks with an index of 0.68 and in 

New York City, Chinese and Blacks. Chinese and Filipinos are found to be more isolated than 

Koreans and Indians, newer immigrants, which may be due to their smaller numbers or location 

choices.   

.  

 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
7 Appendix B 
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Table 6:  Locational Attainment Results, Dependent Variable: Median Household Income  
 
Atlanta   White  Korean  Indian 
n     1630782  23531  38247 
Constant   73878  69888  61942 
No school completed  -111*  1530  6799   
High school  -2443  6421  -173*   
Some college     a       a      a  
Bachelor’s Degree  2511  3051  5057  
Master’s Degree  883  -1522  7498   
Speaks well  -1268  -1411  1840   
Only English      a       a      a      
Not well   281  2268  -2443 
Less than $25,000  -659  -62  -6766 
$75,000 or more  4897  646  5796 
U.S. Born   -2578  4330  1775 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) -3911  -2168  -5135 
1975-1984   -2667  1529  -2197 
1985-1994         a      a      a   
1995-2004   -2902  3076  707   
2005-2008   -3476  424*  8928 
Homeowner  2770  4645  7820 
R2   0.058  0.057  0.117 
 
New York City  White  Chinese  Indian 
n     2811713  239768  134131 
Constant   66529  63729  59872 
No school completed  -3980  -5285  -3077 
High school  -863  -1779  -1969 
Some college     a       a      a  
Bachelor’s Degree  3554  2689  3246 
Master’s Degree  4994  9396  5985 
Speaks well  -10445  -7208  1454 
Only English      a       a      a      
Not well   -13332  -7238  -2722 
Less than $25,000  -2436  1622  -5535 
$75,000 or more  7017  3862  7970 
U.S. Born   105*  -2552  5047 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) 2972  3147  -157* 
1975-1984   599  971  2384 
1985-1994      a      a      a   
1995-2004    2500  521  1322 
2005-2008   7523  2872  4118 
Homeowner  9249  3402  5670 
R2   0.177  0.123  0.16 
 
San Francisco    White  Chinese  Filipino 
n     677711  123876  71120 
Constant   79300  76036  81831 
No school completed  2109  -673  34 
High school  786  -526  -2286 
Some college     a       a      a  
Bachelor’s Degree  -3268  1920  297 
Master’s Degree  -3965  5026  1726 
Speaks well  -749  -3394  -1704 
Only English      a       a      a      
Not well   -708  -6656  -4177 
Less than $25,000  -2232  138*  -5855 
$75,000 or more  1577  3649  383 
U.S. Born   -180*  -2392  -1142 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) 1015  981  -270 
1975-1984   1516                      84*  -149 
1985-1994          a                                 a           a   
1995-2004    2111  3231  -119 
2005-2008   3160  1236  -215 
Homeowner  8189  4415  3713  
R2   0.100  0.15  0.086 
 
 

a denotes omitted category of the independent variable,  
All coefficients are significant at the .01 level except those marked with a *. 
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Table 6 and 7 present two forms of the locational attainment models for each city and group.  

Using whites as a point of reference, the model estimates values for the respective minority 

groups relative to native whites.  The first model estimates if individual characteristics of Asian 

minority groups influence neighborhood location via household income, and the second model, 

uses percent of whites in the PUMA as the dependent variable.  Unstandardized coefficients (B) 

are presented, which is the predictor of the response per unit difference.  Lowercase n represents 

the sample size for each group in each city.  The sample size of minority groups varies 

depending on the city.  As mentioned, San Francisco contains high concentrations of Asians, 

while Atlanta’s immigrant population is still diminutive in size compared to whites, but is 

multiplying rapidly.  Moreover, sample size can affect the effectiveness of the model, but in this 

instance sample sizes are large enough to analyze.  The last row presents the R squared for each 

of the outcomes.  All of the cases produced a low R squared, or a low proportion of variance 

between the variables.  The highest ratio for R squared results is whites in New York City, 

producing an R squared of 0.17, or 17 percent of the variation in the median household income 

can be explained by variations in the independent variables.  All coefficients are significant at the 

0.01 level except for those indicated.   High values indicate high influences on the independent 

variable.  The size and signs of the coefficients dictate if the independent variables fall under the 

residential patterns generally asserted by the spatial assimilation theory.  

Atlanta 

Socioeconomic indicators are somewhat consistent with the spatial assimilation theory, while 

acculturation indicators exhibit a different perspective.  The results show that educational 

attainment has somewhat of an association with household income.  Not completing high school 

and obtaining a high school degree have mixed results. Koreans and Indians who have not 

completed school illustrate positive results, while whites display an insignificant statistic.  

Across all groups, attaining a Bachelor’s degree presents a strong positive effect on income. 
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Contrary to the assimilation theory, higher education for Koreans shows a negative effect, but 

other educational endeavors follow the model. Referring to the spatial assimilation framework, 

Indians are a model group with regards to categories of higher education and English 

proficiency. The success also is visible since Indians who earn $75,000 or more live in areas 

where the median income is $5,796 higher than Indians making between $25,000 and $75,000. 

This is significant compared to Koreans where the difference between wage earners in the same 

groups is $646.   American born Asians in Atlanta produce positive effects, while earlier settlers 

have negative or lower effects.  In addition, recent immigrants from both groups demonstrate 

higher influences related to income.  Owning a home in Atlanta for all groups shows a positive 

connection with household income, and Indian homeowners as the most influential group with 

relation to median household income. English fluency is the only other variable that does not 

show positive results for whites and Koreans.  In sum, the most compelling results lie with recent 

immigrants and Indians’ outcomes that follow the spatial assimilation, affecting income.  

Socioeconomic measures prove to be mixed, but most associated, while acculturation measures 

demonstrate weaker effects on income. 

New York City 

Unlike Atlanta, the effect on income from education at all levels remarkably follows the spatial 

assimilation theory for all groups.  Indians in Atlanta who speak English well have a positive 

outcome with income, and this is also the case for Indians in New York City, whereas Chinese 

have an opposite effect.  Similar to whites, there is great disparity in income for Indians.  Indians 

who earn less than $25,000 are located in areas where the median income is $5,535 lower than 

those making $25,000 to $75,000.  This is lowest value of any other group.  On the other side of 

the income spectrum, Indians earning more than $75,000 also live in areas that have a higher 

median income compared to other groups.  Another socioeconomic indicator is homeownership, 

generating positive effects for all groups, whites the highest, Indians, then Chinese.  Year of 
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immigration, a measure of acculturation, reveal that new immigrants hold strong connections 

with income as well as early Chinese immigrants and American-born Indians.  In general, all 

immigrant groups experience positive effects towards income, yet the most distinct group are 

new immigrants.  

San Francisco  

Minorities encounter positive effects with higher education, and negative effects with obtaining a 

high school degree.  In terms of income, Chinese are advancing to higher median income 

PUMAs relative to whites and Filipinos earning $75,000 or more. In contrast, Filipinos earning 

less than $25,000 live in areas where the median income is almost $6,000 less than their co-

ethnics who are earning between $25,000 and $75,000.  The results suggest that Filipinos 

earning more, which is 64% of the Filipino population8

 Acculturation indicators for Filipinos present some unexpected results.  English 

proficiency has negative results for all groups, but all periods of immigration also show negative 

effects.  This is contrary to whites and Chinese, demonstrating positive outcomes related to 

median income.   The attainment model in this case, displays a mix of results for Chinese and 

Filipino immigrants.  While these groups have long standing in San Francisco, their results are 

not consistent with the spatial assimilation model.  

, tend to live near those in the middle 

income category, but lower income Filipinos reside in more economical areas.   Another measure 

of socioeconomic progress is homeownership.  Homeownership among these groups is positive, 

and highly influenced.  The values for homeownership for Chinese and Filipinos are high, but 

relatively low in comparison to whites.  

Most of the results pose anomalies, and have mixed outcomes with relation to the spatial 

assimilation model.  Individual characteristics of Asian groups therefore do not have clear 

relationships with median income of neighborhoods.  A blend of factors differs across groups for 
                                                 
8 Table 4, San Francisco 
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all independent variables. Socioeconomic factors, educational and homeownership exhibit the 

strongest links to median income in this model, while acculturation measures such as English 

proficiency and period of immigration presented weaker ties to the framework.  Recent 

immigrants, except for Filipinos experience the most positive effects with income compared to 

other immigrants.   

The most compelling result remains with Indians in Atlanta and New York City.  In both 

cities, Indians are highly educated and high-income earners, and support the spatial assimilation 

model in socioeconomic and acculturation indicators, except for the time of immigration. Recent 

Indian immigrants follow the trend with other Asian immigrants in other cities, where early 

settlers may have a negative effects or low positive values compared to recent immigrants. This 

trend could be attributed to more highly skilled workers immigrating to the United States with 

higher paying salaries compared to previous immigrants. Nonetheless, the length of time does 

not connect to median income shown by these results.   

Another perspective into the spatial assimilation model is examining if immigrants’ 

individual characteristics influence their residential location as a percentage of the majority 

group in the neighborhood, in this case the of percentage whites in a PUMA.  The other model 

focuses on the value of the median family income in the neighborhood, while the dependent 

variable, percent of white in the PUMA adds in the component of race in a neighborhood.  

Immigrants attaining higher socioeconomic statuses will find greater access to white 

neighborhoods.  Do these groups follow this model?  Locational attainment model results are 

presented in Table 7 for the prominent Asian minority groups in each metro.  
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Table 7:  Locational Attainment Results, Dependent Variable: Percent White in PUMA  
 
Atlanta   Korean   Indian   
n     23531  38247 
Constant   0.702  0.657 
No school completed  -0.019         0.003 
High school  0.027  -0.017 
Some college      a                        a                    
Bachelor’s Degree  -0.002*  0.018 
Master’s Degree  -.019  0.018 
Speaks well  -0.024  -0.002 
Only English      a       a 
Not well   -0.017  0.009 
Less than $25,000  0.004*  0.003 
$75,000 or more  0.018  0.035 
U.S. Born   -0.030  -0.044 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) -0.030  0.051 
1975-1984   -0.009  -0.008 
1985-1994        a                                 a         
1995-2004    0.010                           0.001 
2005-2008   0.014  0.036 
Homeowner  0.021  0.001 
R2   0.042  0.033 
 

San Francisco    Chinese  Filipino 
n     123876  71120 
Constant   0.641  0.591 
No school completed  0.008  -0.055 
High school  -0.006  -0.004 
Some college          a                                  a 
Bachelor’s Degree  0.038  0.025 
Master’s Degree  0.099  0.060 
Speaks well  -0.047  -0.042 
Only English       a       a 
Not well   -0.065  0.031 
Less than $25,000  0.030  0.023 
$75,000 or more  0.000  -0.001 
U.S. Born   -0.020  -0.006 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) 0.041  0.007 
1975-1984   0.011  -0.007 
1985-1994          a                                  a     
1995-2004   0.021                           0.001 
2005-2008   0.001  0.004 
Homeowner  -0.067  -0.038  
R2       0.129  0.058 
 

 
New York City  Chinese  Indian 
n     239768  134131  
Constant   0.663  0.513 
No school completed  -0.005  -0.011 
High school  -0.014  -0.029 
Some college          a                                 a  
Bachelor’s Degree  0.001  0.041 
Master’s Degree  0.054  0.102 
Speaks well  -0.021  0.062 
Only English       a       a 
Not well   -0.025  0.049 
Less than $25,000  -0.004  0.028 
$75,000 or more  0.002  0.038 
U.S. Born   0.009  -0.032 
Pre-1974 (Year of entry) 0.007  0.081 
1975-1984   0.000  0.033 
1985-1994           a                                   a    
1995-2004   -0.023                          -0.034 
2005-2008   0.002  -0.014 
Homeowner  0.003  0.069 
R2   0.034  0.10 
 
 
a denotes omitted category of the independent variable,  
All coefficients are significant at the .01 level except those marked with a *.  
 
 
Compared to the previous model, there is a large discrepancy between the estimates and the 

theoretical values.  The values in the results explain that for every unit change in X, there is a 

diminutive change in the dependent variable.  A combination of low R squared values and low 

coefficients suggest an inconsiderable influence in the dependent variables from these individual 

characteristics.   

In Atlanta, Koreans who earn higher salaries and have immigrated to the United States 

more recently have a tendency to live closer to whites.  The outcomes for Indians produce many 
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positive effects for many variables.  Indians who hold a Bachelors or Masters degree and 

homeowners conform to the spatial assimilation model, while language adeptness and year of 

immigration present converse results toward the model.  

Higher education and homeownership pose a positive likelihood for Asians in New York 

City to reside near whites. U.S.-born Chinese and Chinese immigrants from all time periods 

experience positive effects except between 1995 and 2004.  Indian immigrants who are long-time 

U.S. residents also share these positive effects to the proportion of whites in the area.  

Trends in Asian residential location exhibit that educational advancement follows the 

spatial assimilation model in San Francisco, whereas homeownership and English proficiency 

show negatively influenced effects with the of percentage whites in the PUMA.  The attainment 

model on median income reveals that Filipinos with higher incomes generally live in middle-

income neighborhoods. In this model, Filipinos earning more than $75,000 show negative effects 

to the percent white dependent variable, which may translate to Filipinos not moving from 

middle-income PUMAs, despite achieving higher incomes.  For the most part, immigrants 

experience positive effects with percent white in the neighborhood, however, U.S.-born Asians 

show a lower likelihood of living in proximity to whites.  

Education, early immigrants in older gateway cities, and recent immigrants display a 

positive effect to proximity to whites.  Homeownership in Atlanta and New York also presents 

positive impacts.  Being American born, thus, does not signify an advantage, but education and 

time of immigration are variables affecting residential locations in proximity to whites.    

VI. DISCUSSION 

These three immigrant gateways, old and new, have presented variegated cases, demonstrating 

that ethnic groups, whether they may resemble each other in appearance, may not necessarily act 

similarly or make the same decisions in who they decide to live near and in what specific 
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geographic area.   The values of the independent variables listed on Table 4 display some of 

these distinctions.  A striking result is the education level and the high income of Indians, a 

group who has comparable characteristics to that of native whites.  Whites are generally used as 

a reference for comparison, and as the majority group, usually has the advantage over minority 

groups.  As the group that has fast-tracked their way to success, Indians find themselves 

alongside with whites for jobs and housing.  Most of Indians speak English well, and do well 

financially, and so it will be no surprise to see Indians in areas that attract highly skilled technical 

professionals. 

Another well-researched dominant group is the Chinese.  Prior research on Chinese 

groups in New York City and Toronto reveal that the Chinese are highly segregated, but the 

results in the dissimilarity index find that Chinese groups in New York City and San Francisco 

are not as segregated as anticipated. The Chinese live separately from Blacks in New York City, 

but are moderately segregated from Blacks in San Francisco.  San Francisco Asians’ early arrival 

into the United States may have an effect on integration with other groups, but locational 

attainment results present contradictory results to the spatial assimilation model.  Conducting 

further analysis on new settlers and computing their dissimilarity index would reveal if the 

number of years in the United States influences this statistic.  

 Residential locational attainment models for household income present strong links to 

education and homeownership.  Indians in Atlanta and New York City fit the spatial assimilation 

model, except that they do not conform to the concept that over time immigrants will assimilate 

to be like the majority group.  In this case, recent immigrants are making greater gains towards 

income and living closer to white neighborhoods.   

Estimates for the percent white in PUMA for the most part support the locational 

attainment model results for median household income.  Although they do not completely agree 
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with the spatial assimilation model, parallels do exist with positive effects in education and 

homeownership.  

 In addressing whether or not relationships can be formed from these minorities’ 

individual characteristics and converted into meaningful conclusions for neighborhoods, the 

locational attainment results reveal some clear neighborhood patterns with respect to percent 

whites in PUMAs.  Each Asian minority group examined exhibited moderate levels of 

segregated to whites.  Interestingly, the two most prominent groups were more integrated with 

other Asians than each other.  Well-established groups, Chinese and Filipinos in older gateway 

cities are found to be more concentrated and living among co-ethnics than Koreans and Indians.  

The suburban setting of Atlanta may be the cause for such dispersion, but this is also the case for 

Indians in New York City. These residential patterns of newer settlers may suggest this as a 

preference in residential location, but only more research can attest to this. 

VII. PLANNING IMPLICATIONS 

Generally, immigrants arrive with limited financial resources, and the recent rapid growth 

of immigration in old and new immigrant destinations propagates the need to reevaluate who is 

coming into cities and where they are living, a planning task that means careful attention to 

changing demographics.  Of the multiple indicators in spatial assimilation, the preponderance of 

homeownership and education in the Asian groups examined demonstrates some relationship to 

the spatial assimilation model.  Nevertheless, the underlying trend lies with new immigrants. 

Conventionally, success can be seen in the year one immigrates.  The longer immigrants spend 

time in the new country, the more familiar immigrants are with the country’s culture, system, and 

channels of achievement. Contrary to this concept, the findings indicate that new immigrants are 

realizing these channels of success, as the relationships of median and income and percent white 

are positive.  This is a new shift in what characteristics immigrants hold.   To add, Asian groups 
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are becoming more integrated, not concentrating in enclaves, and moving into more diverse 

neighborhoods.   

With these findings in mind, the classical spatial assimilation model has some relevance, 

but with a changing immigrant population who hold different individual characteristics from the 

first European settlers, we must consider that not all immigrant groups are equal, nor do they all 

follow this model of success.  With more evidence, a new model can address this shifting stance, 

acknowledging that recent immigrants do not regularly start off as poor and that their residential 

destinations do not consistently originate with ethnic enclaves in downtowns.  Possibly a static 

model no longer fits this constantly changing population, but rather a real-time formula that  is 

tailored to a particular ethnic group and location specific.  

Considering this situation, planners must address a variety of issues, many of which they 

have never faced before.   In an everyday practical sense, immigrant issues range from the effects 

of labor markets to economic development, the rise in immigration affects cities in an assortment 

of ways.   A growing decentralization of jobs contributes to the dispersion of immigrant groups 

away from city centers and from each other (Singer, 2009). Consequently, recent immigrants in 

homogenous, suburban-like areas experience a disconnection with their neighborhoods and 

neighbors. Planners must realize that new immigrants may create tensions with older residents in 

areas that are unfamiliar to new cultures and diversity.  There may also be city laws or negative 

community attitudes towards new foreign arrivals that prevent immigrants from being a part of 

the community, and therefore keep them isolated.  In addition, many immigrants in older 

gateways living in concentrated areas are aging, and may need more services as subsequent 

generations move out of ethnic enclaves.   

Some recommendations that city planners and community organizers should consider are 

recent immigrants’ backgrounds and characteristics, offering immigrant services, such as English 

as a Second Language classes; educating the neighborhood about the new changes in 
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demographics in a campaign to promote diversity; recognizing and collaborating with ethnic 

community groups as viable stakeholders in neighborhoods; and planning for diverse 

communities.  These are some recommendations for possible problems that communities may 

face with new immigrants, as issues are large and beyond the scope of this study.   

VIII. LIMITATIONS 

Data limitations and time are the major constraints in this research.  A more comprehensive 

study would evaluate these groups over a long period of time to determine if the dominant group 

maintains its high concentration in a specific area, and compare the results with more than two 

Asian ethnic groups or other races to see if these variables still apply. Most studies on locational 

attainment indirectly connect individual data from PUMS to aggregate neighborhood data from 

Summary Tape Files.  In addition to being indirect, publicly available tract files suppress group 

information at the tract level for tracts where relatively few group members live. 

This may exclude minority groups that live in tracts with few group members from the 

same racial group, and would likely result in underestimation of locational attainment (Scopilliti, 

2009).  In addition, the PUMA level is a larger geographic level, containing at least 100,000 

people at the 5 percent PUMA level compared to the census tract population of 1,500 to 8,000 

persons (600 to 3,000 housing units) (Census, 2000).   Analyses on segregation and isolation 

indexes are generally conducted in smaller geographic units to capture the nature of 

concentration and dispersion in a neighborhood.  Moreover , the level of analysis  is a significant 

factor, since the numbers are the same, but at a different scale, for instance, 300 Chinese 

residents in a PUMA of 100,000 individuals is not as significant as 300 in a population of 1,500.  

Prior to 2000, categories of race included: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific 

Islander, Black, and white with added ethnic categories of Hispanic and Not of Hispanic Origin.  

The major difference between the previous censuses and the 2000 Census is the option of 
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selecting one or more races and Some Other Race, and Pacific Islander was created as its own 

separate category.  Most research that has employed locational attainment models have only 

worked with decennial censuses, not the American Community Survey.  Therefore, the smaller 

sample size may have an effect on the outcome of the results.   

Another limitation is the three to four month time period set for this project.  Data 

gathering, mining, and manipulation could exceed this, but under time constraints, some data and 

results that may have initially been considered may not effectuate.  Supplemental analysis that 

would provide better understanding of the spatial residential patterns of these groups in relation 

to proximity and concentration of these groups would be performed through Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS).   Spatial segregation analysis (Wong, 2003) and cluster analysis are 

spatial tools that have been used to identify areas of segregation and concentration, however this 

involves extracting data, manipulating it in a statistical package, and then launching it in Arc 

View.   

IX. CONCLUSION 

Between 2006 and 2007, the Asian population grew by 2.9%, the highest rate of any race during 

that period (Census, 2009).  Statistics clearly show that immigrants no longer inhabit dense 

metros, but are now leaning towards suburban areas, and a majority of these immigrants are 

Asian.  As one of the fastest growing immigrant population, Asians have visibly represented 

themselves in cities, by their highly concentrated presence in suburban communities.  

 Atlanta, New York City, and San Francisco cannot be compared equally, but the ethnic 

groups can be characteristically associated.  First, each city attracts different set of ethnic group 

into their city due to industries, historical origins, or internal networks.  Density, land use, and 

other physical characteristics that define cities create this unequal comparison between these 
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three.  Furthermore, different groups require different residential needs whether it is near or at a 

great distance from certain groups.   

In this study I have found that new immigrants are more integrated and dispersed than 

older groups, and recent immigrants contain positive effects with median household income and 

the percentage of whites in neighborhoods.  The results from this study demonstrate that the 

classical spatial assimilation model can be applied to some of the cases, predominantly in 

homeownership and education.  Nonetheless, it is apparent that these Asian immigrants hold 

different individual attributes from the first European immigrants who settled in the United 

States, and perhaps a new framework is needed to address this shift, especially if emerging 

gateways are experiencing rapid unfamiliar immigrant growth.  Additional research on these 

groups, concentrating on new immigrants, generating similar conclusions may garner more 

support for a new framework on spatial residential location for recent Asian immigrants.  
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Appendix A: Metropolitan Area and Birthplace, 1990 

Birthplace [detailed version] * Metropolitan area [detailed version] Crosstabulation 
Count 

  

Metropolitan area [detailed version] 

Total 
Atlanta, 

GA 

New York-
Northeastern 

NJ 

San 
Francisco-
Oakland-

Vallejo, CA 
Birthplace 
[detailed 
version] 

China 1653 101861* 52494* 156008 
Hong Kong 693 23278 14706 38677 
Macau 0 439 817 1256 
Taiwan 1617 16322 4210 22149 
Japan 2127 11332 5000 18459 
Korea 5310* 42522* 5182 53014 
North Korea 0 42 15 57 
South Korea 806 5392 704 6902 
Brunei 17 0 0 17 
Cambodia 
(Kampuchea) 

1327 1383 2226 4936 

Indonesia 17 988 745 1750 
Laos 2923 342 1034 4299 
Malaysia 264 2165 695 3124 
Philippines 1026 21743 41708* 64477 
Singapore 64 848 458 1370 
Thailand 505 3487 748 4740 
Vietnam 3227 8034 14702 25963 

52000 145 436 0 581 
India 4155* 33868 2447 40470 
Bangladesh 112 5944 59 6115 
Burma 
(Myanmar) 

84 2146 2554 4784 

Pakistan 676 12246 324 13246 
Sri Lanka 
(Ceylon) 

69 589 29 687 

Total 26817 295407 150857 473081 

 
 
* Indicate largest ethnic groups in the metropolitan area.  
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Appendix B 
 
Table 4-1. Descriptive Statistics for Residential Segregation Indexes for Asians and Pacific 
Islanders: 1980, 1990, 2000 

  

ALL 
METROPOLITAN 

AREAS SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS 
Weighted 
Average  

Weighted 
Average  Minimum 

25th 
Percentile Median 

75th 
Percentile Maximum 

Dissimilarity  

1980 0.405 0.422 0.268 0.39 0.424 0.468 0.511 

1990 0.412 0.424 0.252 0.379 0.443 0.463 0.551 

2000 0.411 0.433 0.256 0.397 0.436 0.477 0.505 

Percent Change 

1980-
1990 1.50% 0.40% -5.90% -2.70% 4.60% -1.20% 7.90% 

1990-
2000 -0.20% 2.10% 1.50% 4.50% -1.70% 3.10% -8.30% 
1980-
2000 1.40% 2.50% -4.50% 1.70% 2.80% 1.90% -1.10% 

Isolation  

1980 0.233 0.292 0.023 0.107 0.234 0.368 0.742 

1990 0.264 0.33 0.054 0.157 0.328 0.405 0.75 

2000 0.306 0.395 0.097 0.208 0.435 0.502 0.832 

Percent Change 

1980-
1990 13.40% 13.00% 132.00% 46.90% 40.20% 9.90% 1.20% 
1990-
2000 16.00% 19.90% 81.70% 33.00% 32.70% 24.10% 10.90% 
1980-
2000 31.50% 35.50% 321.50% 95.40% 86.00% 36.40% 12.20% 

Delta  

1980 0.741 0.733 0.531 0.687 0.752 0.808 0.875 

1990 0.753 0.742 0.525 0.691 0.757 0.807 0.886 

2000 0.743 0.735 0.529 0.687 0.74 0.788 0.89 

Percent Change 

1980-
1990 1.50% 1.30% -1.10% 0.50% 0.70% -0.20% 1.30% 
1990-
2000 -1.30% -1.00% 0.70% -0.40% -2.20% -2.40% 0.50% 
1980-
2000 0.30% 0.30% -0.50% 0.10% -1.60% -2.50% 1.80% 

Absolute Centralization  

1980 0.701 0.7 0.336 0.554 0.766 0.799 0.883 

1990 0.7 0.693 0.314 0.645 0.742 0.781 0.896 

2000 0.683 0.672 0.291 0.653 0.736 0.774 0.88 
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Percent Change 

1980-
1990 -0.10% -1.10% 6.60% 16.40% -3.10% -2.30% 1.50% 

1990-
2000 -2.40% -2.90% -7.20% 1.20% -0.80% -0.90% -1.90% 
1980-
2000 -2.50% -4.00% 13.30% 17.80% -3.90% -3.10% -0.40% 

Spatial Proximity  

1980 1.057 1.071 1.005 1.041 1.063 1.123 1.13 

1990 1.083 1.104 1.013 1.073 1.093 1.137 1.19 

2000 1.096 1.124 1.024 1.072 1.113 1.154 1.222 

Percent Change 

1980-
1990 2.40% 3.10% 0.70% 3.10% 2.80% 1.30% 5.30% 

1990-
2000 1.20% 1.80% 1.10% -0.10% 1.90% 1.40% 2.70% 
1980-
2000 3.70% 4.90% 1.90% 3.10% 4.70% 2.80% 8.10% 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division 
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Appendix C 
 
Isolation Index, 2006-2008 
 
Atlanta 
 
Whites Blacks  Koreans Indians 
0.731  0.549  0.029  0.028 
 
New York City 
Whites Blacks  Chinese Indians 
0.730  0.579  0.149  0.056 
 
San Francisco 
Whites Blacks  Chinese Filipinos 
0.732  0.076  0.197  0.194   
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