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Using the U.S. Census Bureau's County-to-County Migration 
File and Public Use Microdata Sample File, we investigated 
California's interstate migrants between 1995 and 2000. After 
mapping and discussing the spatial patterns of migrants' origin 
and destination counties, we calculated percentages of college 
graduates and detailed industries of employment for Non-His
panic White, Latino, Black, and Asian migrants. To examine 
migrants' social and economic fit at their destinations, we 
compared them to longer-term residents of both California and 
other leading destinations. In all cases inmigrants to California 
had higher percentages of college graduates than did their ethnic 
group in origin states, and in nearly all cases inmigrants raised 
the percentage of college graduates of their ethnic group in 
California. Migrants from California worked in destination-state 
industries at similar or slightly lower rates than non-migrant 
residents, but migrants to California were better represented in 
higher-status industries than longer-resident Californians. 

Introduction 
PEOPLE wHo MOVE into and out of a state can change its population 
characteristics. However, the role of migration in a state's chang
ing population and economic characteristics is not usually known 
because most population and economic research measures only 
the net change in characteristics of the entire population from one 
census to the next. In contrast, our research investigated directly 
the characteristics of people who move within the United States, 
often referred to as internal or domestic migrants to distinguish 
them from international migrants. We looked specifically at the 
largest migration flows that connect California with other states 
and their counties. 

Whereas most migration research has treated all migrants as a 
single group or divided them into certain age groups, our research 
specifically probes for possible differences among migrants in the 



four most commonly used ethnic categories: Non-Hispanic Whites, 
Latinos, Blacks, and Asians. 

Also, because we studied only migrants moving within the U.S., we 
refer to our subjects as "inmigrants" and "outmigrants," following 
common demographic practice. This should clearly differentiate 
them from people migrating between countries, usually called "im
migrants" or "emigrants" depending on whether they were moving 
into or out of a specified country. 

California has long been a popular destination for migrants from 
other states. It had very high rates of net inmigration from other 
states during the 1930s and 1950s, and net inmigration continued at 
lower rates during the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s (Long 1988, 78-82; 
U.S. Census Bureau 1995). In the 1980s California was apparently 
losing some of its appeal for Americans, including many who had 
lived in the state for a long time, and in the 1990s California had 
net domestic outmigration for the first time since migration was 
measured over a five-year period at the end of decades. Between 
1995 and 2000, 1.4 million people migrated from other states 
to California, whereas 2.2 million left California for other states 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2003e). Despite this general net outmigration, 
California remained a magnet for the young, single, and college 
educated, whose rate of net migration into the state was exceeded 
only by six other states (U.S. Census Bureau 2003f). 

Migrants from other countries have also liked California. With in
creasing immigration to the United States over the past forty years, 
the state has become the primary state of residence for immigrants 
and now is the leading state in percent foreign-born (26 percent). 
From 1995 to 2000, a total of 1.4 million people moved to California 
from abroad, equivalent to the numbers arriving from other states 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2003e). 

In general, the last half of the '90s--the years of our analysis--was a 
period of growing employment and prosperity in California. These 
years contrasted with the first half of the decade when Los Angeles 
County suffered a severe recession due to employment losses in 
defense industries compounded by riot and a major earthquake. 
In 2001 the "dot-com bust," focused on Silicon Valley and the San 
Francisco Bay Area, hit the state hard but occurred too late to have 
any effect on Census 2000 and the migration flows we measured. 
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Why did the state experience net out-migration during the prosper
ous late '90s? This question has not been satisfactorily answered. 
In earlier decades, Americans have indicated that some aspect of 
employment was their most important reason for moving between 
states (Long 1988, 235). Similarly, during the late '90s, annual 
Current Population Surveys showed that work-related reasons still 
accounted for a third of the expressed primary reasons for people 
moving between counties, with family-related and housing-related 
reasons also of major importance (U.S. Census Bureau 2001, 4). Be
cause the Current Population Survey analyzes only the single most 
important expressed motivation for migration between counties, 
it misses secondary motivations that could be important as well 
as possibly different motivations of interstate migrants, who move 
longer distances, and possibly different motivations such as the 
desire for lower home prices on the part of people in high-growth 
metropolitan areas such as those in California. 

For many of us who live in densely populated southern California, 
the large net outmigration suggests a reaction to negative aspects 
of the state's prosperity, such as its growing congestion and high 
housing prices. Some people who left California may have also 
been reacting to the growing numbers of Latinos, Asians, or other 
immigrants, observing cultural and economic changes in their lo
cal areas. Research using 1985-1990 data attempted indirectly to 
determine outmigrant motivations. One nationwide study found 
that patterns of net internal migration of the U.S.-born for met
ropolitan areas were more a function of the size of the local labor 
force than of foreign-born net migration (Wright, Ellis, and Reibel 
1997). This seemed to indicate that employment concerns rather 
than anti-immigrant attitudes lay behind migration decisions of the 
U.S.-born. However, in another analysis of state-level outmigrant 
flows in which individual migrant characteristics were controlled, 
non-Hispanic White men were found to have left California between 
1985 and 1990 at almost twice the rate of foreign-born men with 
similar characteristics (Kritz and Gurak 2001, 141-142). This find
ing, unexpected and the opposite of the situation in almost every 
other state, seemed to suggest that many White men moved out of 
California more in reaction to the immigrants than to the economy. 
Thus, these contradictory research findings from the earlier decade 
shed little light on the motivations of California's outmigrants. 

In contrast, analysis of Census 2000 data suggests that much mi
gration into and out of California was prompted by a labor surplus 
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among less-educated Californians but continued employment 
demand for college graduates (Frey and Liaw 2005, 226-227). Net 
outmigration rates were highest for people who were not high 
school graduates, but graduates of four-year colleges did show a 
small net inmigration. This large net outmigration of less-educated 
Californians characterized both Whites and Latinos and was perhaps 
exacerbated by their observation that many other Californians were 
doing much better economically, a reflection of the state's increas
ing income inequality (Reed 1999). That trend of a growing income 
gap, much more evident in California than in other states, resulted 
from both economic restructuring and the increasing supply of 
less-educated immigrants working at low wages. Nevertheless, a 
problem with all these explanations is that they did not treat high 
home prices, congestion, or environmental problems as possible 
factors in outmigrant decisions. 

Although many readers may imagine that geographers and social 
scientists could understand something as apparently simple as the 
reasons why people migrate within the United States, this introduc
tion has demonstrated clear weaknesses in the Current Population 
Survey data on migrant motivations and the difficulties in determin
ing migrant motivations from aggregate data analysis. Our study, 
however, is very different. In it we used U.S. Census data in ways 
in which the data are particularly strong-to describe flow patterns 
and selected migrant characteristics in more detail than has been 
done before. 

Research Questions and Methodology 
This research has two goals. First, we wanted to determine the county 
origins of people who moved to California from other states between 
1995 and 2000 and the county destinations of Californians who 
moved to other states during this period. Understanding these pat
terns can illuminate the impact of Californians on other places ano 
the people connections between other places and California. Second, 
we wanted to see how migrants into and out of California differed 
from non-migrants in key characteristics related to the economy. 
For this purpose we measured two variables: the percentage of adults 
ages 25 and older with bachelor's degrees, and the detailed industry 
of employment for people age 16 and older. Those variables were 
selected because we wished to know how migrants fit into the econo
mies of California and the various destination states. Our questions 
echo to some extent those of other scholars who asked, "What are 
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the socioeconomic characteristics of the native inmigrants to Los 

Angeles (and New York) and how do they mesh with immigrants 

and residents of the city in the region's labor market" (Wright, Ellis, 
and Reibel 1997, 252). 

We did not examine older migrants specifically because in another 
analysis we found that in the largest retirement migrations into or 
out of California between 1995 and 2000---Whites moving to Ne
vada and Arizona-Whites ages 60 to 80 constituted only 13 and 
14 percent of the migrants (U.S. Census Bureau 2003g). 

Migrants were identified by means of the Census 2000 question 
that asked a 16-percent sample of the U.S. population where they 
lived five years earlier. Special state-to-state and county-to-county 
migration tables from the Census Bureau made it possible to deter
mine migrant origins and destinations (U.S. Census Bureau 2003a, 
2003e). After examining migration patterns with these data, we used 
the 5-percent Public-Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) file to measure 
the educational attainment and industry of employment variables 
(U.S: Census Bureau 2003g). Our research is one of several projects 
that have used these or similar sources to investigate aspects of 
migration, in some cases especially for California (Frey 2002, 2005; 
Frey and Liaw 2005; U.S. Census Bureau 2003b-d, f; Johnson 2000; 
California Department of Finance 2007). 

Whites (Non-Hispanic), Blacks, Asians, and Latinos (or Hispanics) 
may differ substantially in their perceptions of the desirability of 
various state destinations and in the social networks that direct 
people toward specific employment opportunities (Hardwick 2003). 
Although analyses of migration flows have traditionally not distin
guished various ethnic groups, recent research on interstate migra
tion indicates that groups do differ substantially in their migration 
patterns (Frey and Liaw 2005). For this reason our analyses cover 
each of these four leading ethnic groups. If the groups weren't ana
lyzed separately, the state destinations and characteristics of Whites 
would dominate and obscure distinctive features of the other three 
groups. This is because Non-Hispanic Whites constituted 59 per
cent of all domestic migrants leaving California and 69 percent of 
all domestic migrants to the state from 1995 to 2000 (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2003e). 

In addition, it seemed possible that the characteristics of migrants 
leaving California could differ according to their state of destina-
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tion. Likewise, the characteristics of migrants to California might 
vary by their state of origin. To explore this possibility, we analyzed 
characteristics by leading states of origin and destination rather 
than for all domestic migrants to and from the state, as most other 
research has done. 

Although the data are several years out of date, the spatial patterns 
and characteristics of migrants tend to change slowly. The basic 
continuity of migrant flow sizes during the 2000-2004 period com
pared to 1995-2000 was demonstrated for major metropolitan areas 
by Frey (2005, 9). Similarly, maps of county net migrations based 
on Internal Revenue Service data on address changes between 2004 
and 2005 show a pattern very much like those of our maps (Smith 
and Poindexter 2007). All this means that our findings should be 
applicable in large part to migrants during the present decade. 

The Larger Demographic Context 
The context of this study is indicated in a table showing the role 
of net domestic outmigration as a component of demographic 
change for each group from 1995 to 2000 (Table 1). An advantage 
of examining migration flows with Census 2000 data, as opposed to 
annual intercensal estimates, is that internal migration was measured 
directly rather than estimated as a residual when natural increase is 
subtracted from estimated total population change. Although inter
national migration flows could only be estimated because of insuf
ficient data, we are reasonably confident of the other figures because 
they are based on U.S. census data, the state's records of births and 
deaths, and its estimates of annual total population change. 

All four groups showed net domestic outmigration during the last 
half of the 1990s. Group differences in relative sizes of in- and 
out-domestic flows are evident. Latino migrants leaving California 
outnumbered three to one those moving in from other states, but 
most non-Latinos were probably unaware of this net domestic out
migration of Latinos because it seemed hidden behind the larger 
net immigration from abroad, particularly Mexico. Immigration 
from Mexico to California would have been greater if news of the 
increase in housing prices in relation to wages hadn't reached 
Mexico, resulting in immigrants choosing to move to less-populous 
localities, particularly in the South and Midwest, where they hoped 
to be better off (Light 2006, 129-157). The other groups were more 
balanced in that their domestic inmigrations were at least 60 percent 
of outmigration. Although we recall the media's emphasis during 
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the '90s on people who were leaving California, we should realize 
that over a million Whites moved in from other states-a flow that 
was 70 percent of the outmigration. 

Many people seem to attribute Latino population growth to im
migration because of the publicity concerning immigrants, but the 
evidence makes clear that the larger source of Latino growth was 
natural increase. Of the total Latino increase of 1. 7 million, two
thirds was due to the excess of Latino births over Latino deaths. This 
fact should caution researchers that data on immigrants may miss 
the larger part of Latino population growth. On the other hand, the 
declining White population resulted from the large net outmigra
tions, both domestic and international, that were hardly offset at 
all by natural increase. 

Table 1. Components of Population Change for California, 1995-

2000 (in OOOs) 

Domestic International 
Migration Migration 

Total 
Natural lnmigrants Outmigrants Net Net Pop. Change 
Increase to CA from CA to CA (+/-) to CA (+/-) 1995-2000 

Whites 81 1 ,004 1 ,303 -299 -21 6 -434 

Latinos 1 ,1 23 1 60 506 -346 899 1 ,676 

Blacks 92 99 1 62 -63 102 1 31 

Asians 21 8 1 27 152 -24 540 734 

Source for domestic migration: U.S. Census Bureau 2003c or 2003e. Numbers 
exclude persons under (lve years of age. Source for natural increase and population 
change: California Department of Finance 2005. We estimated net international 
migration as the residual from the other, better-known components of population 
change. White, Black, and Asian numbers do not include members of those groups 
who are also Latino or Hispanic. Census migration (lgures for Whites, Blacks, and 

Asians include only people reporting a single race in Census 2000. 

Migrant Origins and Destinations 
County-level patterns. Although most of our analysis occurred at 
the state level, we believe that county-level maps can be especially 
illuminating as to both specific places and types of places that are 
important migrant origins and destinations within other states. 
Accordingly, we first map destinations of recent migrants from 
California to emphasize those counties in which migrants from 
California had larger proportions in local populations (Figure 1). 
The importance of nearby states as destinations is evident, but even 
clearer is the migrants' preference for counties adjacent to California. 
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California Outmigrants 1995-2000 
as a Percent of Destination County Population in 2000 

Percent 

D o.o- o.5 

D o.6- 1.3 

• 1.4- 2.8  

• 2.9- 6.5 

• 6.6 - 18 .3 

0 500 1 ,000 
----===::::::::, Miles 

Counties with fewer than 10 migrants from California are not shown. 

Figure 1.-California outmigrants 1995-2000, as a percent of destination 
county population in 2000. (Data source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003a) 

Because most of these flows into counties close to California have 
been occurring for two or three decades or longer, Californians have 
probably played the major role in populating these counties. 

Although this map suggests that migrants have been attempting 
to minimize the distance they must move to live in another state, 
we believe their motivation is less to reduce the migration distance 
than to access certain amenities that happen to be found in coun
ties nearest to California. 

To illustrate, Arizona's Mohave County contains the fast-growing 
towns of Lake Havasu, Kingman, and Bullhead City, the latter located 
right across the Colorado River from the casinos in Laughlin, Ne
vada. In Nevada, California migrants have had a large demographic 
impact on small desert towns as well as the large cities of Las Vegas 
and Reno. Those who moved to Oregon were particularly evident in 
southern Oregon, in places like Grants Pass, Medford, and Klamath 
Falls. Of course, some people went farther afield, often to less-popu
lous counties with scenic amenities such as the Tetons in northwest 
Wyoming and the western side of the Rockies in Colorado. 
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To complement Figure 1, we also show destinations by the absolute 
numbers of migrants (Figure 2). The map indicates the names of 
some of the main cities within the clusters of counties that comprise 
metropolitan areas, but unlabeled clusters of outmigrant destinations 

also represent metropolitan areas. Figure 2 is important because too 
much attention to the pattern of Figure 1 could mistakenly convey 
the impression that migrants from California settled primarily out
side metropolitan areas. 

Migrants who moved to California represented the largest propor
tions of the origin counties in the same locations to which out
migrants were drawn-the counties adjacent to California (Figure 
3). The fact that Figure 3 is almost a mirror image of Figure 1 illus
trates the widely observed generalization that rates of inmigration 
and outmigration tend to be positively correlated (Long 1988, 75; 
Morrison and Wheeler 1978). This is surprising to many people, 
perhaps because most of us tend to think in terms of net migra
tion and do not realize the large movements into and out of places 
that sometimes result in little net migration. We suspect that many 
of the people who left the western part of Arizona, for example, 
had arrived there from California a few years earlier. The impor-

California Outmigrants 1995 - 2000 
Number by County of Destination In 2000 

Number of Migrants 
0 1001- 3000 

C) 3001- 10,000 

• 10,001- 20,000 

• 20,001-138,693 
500 

Counties with at least 1000 migrants from CA are shown. 

Figure 2.-Califomia outmigrants 1995-2000, number by county of 
destination in 2000. (Data source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003a) 

james P. Allen and Eugene Turner: Migrants 9 



Percent 
D o.o - o.3 
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California lnmigrants 1995-2000 
as a Percent of Origin County Population In 2000 

0 500 1,000 
-----'oi::::::===:, Miles 

Counties with fewer than 10 migrants from California are not shown. 

Figure 3.-California inmigrants 1995-2000, as a percent of origin county 
population in 2000. (Data source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003a) 

tance of metropolitan sources for migrants to California is evident 
(Figure 4), with a pattern that is similar to that of outmigrant desti
nations (Figure 2). However, the difference between the two maps 
is clear in the final map, which shows the direction and size of net 
migration (Figure 5). 

The pattern of net migration from California to other parts of the 
West reflects in large part a long-term flow in which many individu
als and families that arrived in California decades ago decided later 
to leave for other states. On the other hand, most counties with 
net migration to California were older manufacturing centers, no 
longer as prosperous as they once were. In addition to places that 
are named, there was net migration to California from Boston, 
Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Rochester, Detroit, St. Louis, Cincinnati, and 
similar places. Perhaps residents of these areas, with their harsher 
winters, found the California climate particularly attractive, but it 
seems to us more likely that the status of the economy in these dif
ferent counties compared to California was probably more important 
in explaining the larger net inmigration flows to California. During 
the late '90s, the net flows out of greater New York City and Chicago 
were particularly large, and later in this report we document the 
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California lnmigrants 1995-2000 
Number by County of Origin In 2000 

0 

@) 3001 - 10,000 

• 10,001- 20,000 

• 20,001 - 49,255 
500 

Counties with at least 1000 migrants to CA are shown. 

Figure 4.-Califomia inmigrants 1995-2000, number by county of origin 
in 2000. (Data source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003a) 

Net Migration from and to California 1995-2000 
Number by County in 2000 

Net Outmigration 
from California 

• 50,001 -104,156 

• 15,001 - 50,000 

• 10,001 - 15,000 

• 5001 - 10,000 0 1000 - 4999 

• 1001 - 5000 0 5000 - 12,38 1 

0 500 1,000 
-----C:::===::::::i Miles 

Net flows of at least 1000 persons are shown. 

Figure 5.-Net migration from and to California 1995-2000, number by 
county in 2000. (Data source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003a) 
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exceptionally high percentage of college graduates among White 
and Asian migrants to California from New York and Illinois. 

State-level patterns. For each ethnic group, the five leading origin 
and destination states accounted for between 30 and 47 percent of 
all migrants from and to California. A few states were leading origins 
or destinations for all groups (Tables 2A and 2B). For those departing 
California, Nevada was among the top three destinations and Texas 
among the top five, but among migrants to California, only Texas 
was a leading state of origin for all groups. New York, Illinois, and 
Washington were leading origin states for three of the groups. 

There were significant ethnic group variations in origin and des
tination states. For example, Whites and Latinos found Arizona 
particularly attractive, but for Blacks, Georgia and Florida were more 
important destinations. Oregon was an important destination only 
for Whites, a continuation of the pattern of the 1970s, when Califor
nians moving to Oregon and Washington represented two of the five 
largest state-to-state flows in the country (Long 1988, 1 08). Many of 
the leading states of origin are also on the list of leading destination 
states, a result consistent with previous research (Long 1988, 75) as 
well as our finding from maps that the numbers of inmigrants and 
outmigrants at the county level correlate positively. Although net 
migration from California characterized all groups, for Asians the 
total in- and outflows did not differ greatly (Table 1). Thus, it is not 
surprising that Asians showed net inmigration to California from 
both New York and Hawaii. 

Additional analysis of PUMS data indicated that over 40 percent of 
Latinos moving out of California had been born in Mexico (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2003g). It seems likely that many of the U.S.-born 
in this migration were children of parents born in Mexico. This 
suggests an important redistribution of immigrant Mexican fami
lies. Anecdotal evidence supports the notion that many Mexican 
immigrants tried life in California but found it wanting, probably 
because of the high housing prices and low wages resulting partly 
from a labor surplus among less-skilled workers. 

Educational Attainment 
The level and quality of a person's education are strong influences 
on his or her employment and income. Accordingly, we measured 
the educational attainment of migrants compared to non-migrants. 
Today, the most widely used census indicator of educational attain-
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Table 2A. Leading State Destinations and Numbers of Migrants from 
California, 1995-2000 

Whites Latinos Blacks Asians 

Arizona 1 09,232 Texas 62,802 Texas 1 7,590 Nevada 
Nevada 1 05,1 30 Nevada 60,543 Georgia 1 4,060 Texas 

1 2,890 

1 2,386 

Washington 1 02,089 Arizona 59,670 Nevada 1 3,704 Washington 1 2,1 41 

Oregon 98,1 02 Colorado 29,898 Florida 8,371 New York 8,559 

Texas 85,287 Washington 26,61 1 Virginia 8,051 Minnesota 6,994 

Table 2B. Leading State Origins and Numbers of Migrants to California, 
1995-2000 

Whites Latinos Blacks Asians 

Washington 68,620 Texas 25,826 Texas 9,1 81 New York 1 3,71 4 

Texas 66,095 Arizona 1 7,083 New York 6,743 Texas 1 1 ,207 

New York 62,372 Washington 1 1 ,021 Illinois 5,913 Hawaii 1 0,545 

Oregon 53,362 Florida 1 0,003 Louisiana 5,529 Illinois 8,635 

Illinois 49,071 Nevada 9,641 Georgia 5,254 Washington 7,1 84 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2003 



ment is the percent of all adults (age 25 and older) who are college 
graduates. The small net inmigration of college graduates and the 
large net outmigration of those with less education suggest that 
Americans with higher levels of education were generally finding 
opportunities in California while those with lower levels of formal 
education were leaving, presumably in response to the lower wages 
of California than they expected to find in other states (Frey and 
Liaw 2005, 226). 

Our analysis of educational attainment compared in- and outmi
grants with both California and the leading origin and destination 
states. Several patterns were clearly demonstrated. We first examined 
migrants who left California (Table 3A). Migrants in all four ethnic 
groups who moved to Nevada were less educated than members 
of the same group who remained in California. To illustrate, 33.5 
percent of White adults in California and 15.7 percent of Black 
Californian adults were college graduates, but only 21.3 percent of 
White migrants to Nevada and 11.5 percent of Black migrants to 
Nevada had bachelor's degrees. In contrast, the Asian migration to 
New York was highly selective of the more educated, with two-thirds 
of Asian adult migrants having at least a BA degree. Minnesota was 
just the opposite. Additional analysis of the PUMS file indicates that 
most Asian migrants to Minnesota were ethnic Hmong, who have 
generally had low educational attainment since their initial arrival 
as refugees from Laos and Thailand. 

California outmigrants in all groups except Latinos had higher 
levels of education than did residents of destination states. Thus, 
migrating Californians tend to improve the educational attainment 
of the states to which they move. For instance, Blacks who migrated 
from California were much better educated than either those who 
remained in California or those who were already living in those 
southern states. Such migrants may well have been able to take some 
of the better employment positions in the South. In the same way, 
White migrants to Texas, Washington, and Oregon improved the 
educational level of those states. 

Movers to California shared the same tendency to be more educated 
than residents of the states they came from, and this selectivity was 
found for all groups in all leading states (Table 3B). Many of the mi
grations were highly selective, more so than with the outmigrants. 
To illustrate, Whites from New York and Illinois represented about 
twice the percentage of college graduates of those remaining behind, 
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1ii Table 3A. Education of Californians, Outmigrants, and Residents of Destination States 
3 
11) 

Percent College Grads of Percent College Graduates of VI 
:-o 

Group CA Non-migrant Residents Migrants from California and Destination State Residents � 
ro Whites 33.5 Nevada Texas Arizona Washington Oregon ::l 
1:11 California outmigrants 21 .3 37.4 27.8 37.4 29.2 
::l 
a.. Residents of destination state 19.0 31 .2 27.2 27.6 23.0 
m c:: 

\.0 Latinos 7.9 Nevada Texas Arizona Washington Colorado 11) 
::l California outmigrants 3.4 8.4 6.9 6.9 9.3 11) 

2 Residents of destination state 6.0 9.5 8.3 8.7 1 0.2 
.., 
::l 
11) 

Blacks 
. 

15.7 Nevada Texas Georgia Florida Virginia :: 

$: California outmigrants 1 1 .5 1 8.7 24.3 27.5 27.3 
1.0' Residents of destination state 1 0.2 1 4.3 1 4.6 1 0.8 1 3.9 .., 

1:11 
::l 
..... Asians 42.3 Nevada Texas New York Washington Minnesota VI 

California outmigrants 25.6 46.5 66.4 48.6 30.7 

Residents of destination state 23.5 45.8 41 .3 34.3 30.1 

Note: In Tables 3 and 4, the percentages describing Californians in 2000 include only these people living in California in both 
1995 and 2000, and the percentages describing residents of other states in 2000 includes only those who were resident in both 
1995 and 2000. 

V1 
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Table 3B. Education of Migrants to California and Residents of Origin States 

Group 
Percent College Grads of 

CA Non-migrant Residents 

Whites 
California inmigrants 
Residents of origin state 

Latinos 
California inmigrants 
Residents of origin state 

Blacks 
California inmigrants 
Residents of origin state 

Asians 
California inmigrants 
Residents of origin state 

33.5 

7.9 

1 5.7 

42.3 

Percent College Graduates of 
Migrants to California and Residents of Origin States 

Texas New York Washington Oregon Illinois 
51 .3 66.6 37.8 35.1 62.6 

31 .2 34.4 27.6 23.7 23.7 

Texas Arizona Washington Florida Nevada 
16.6 14.9 1 1 .8 24.9 6.7 

9.5 8.3 8.7 1 7.3 6.0 

Texas New York Georgia Louisiana Illinois 
24.2 40.3 35.8 24.2 21 .3 

1 4.3 1 5.5 1 4.6 1 0.5 1 4.4 

Texas New York Washington Hawaii Illinois 
62.8 68.9 52.6 40.4 77.3 

45.8 41 .3 34.2 25.4 56.8 



as did Blacks from New York, Georgia, and Louisiana. In contrast 
to the low educational attainment of Latino outmigrants from 
California, Latinos moving to California were better educated than 
those remaining in their origin states. Moreover, in all cases except 

Latinos moving from Nevada and Asians moving from Hawaii, the 

inmigrants from each of the leading states represented an improve
ment of the educational attainment of Californians. 

These findings document the fact that migrants tend to be selective 
of the better educated in each group, regardless of the direction of 
migration-a finding observed nationally in earlier decades (Long 
1988, 43). Latinos leaving California were the only exception. Al
though the numbers of people moving into California were smaller 
than those leaving the state, the educational selectivity among in
migrants was often particularly strong. For multiethnic California, 
the college graduates in each ethnic group are the people we should 
be retaining in the state and recruiting from elsewhere. 

Industry of Employment 
To what extent do the employment characteristics of migrants from 
California mirror those of the total work force in the destination 
states? Industry seemed an appropriate measure of employment 
structure, permitting us to see, for example, whether newcomers 
are more likely to work in the restaurant business or less likely to 
work in construction jobs than long-time residents. The destination 
states differ in their industrial composition, but for people mov
ing to California, we provide a list of the state's leading industries 
as a context for understanding the industries in which migrants 
worked. Californians who resided in the state in both 1995 and 
2000 were most likely to work in the following four industries, 
listed in descending order by numbers employed: (1) construction; 
(2) restaurants and other food services; (3) schools, elementary and 
secondary; and ( 4) hospitals. The next leading industries, also listed 
in descending order, did not differ greatly in total employment: 
(5) colleges, including junior colleges and universities; (6) grocery 
stores; (7) real estate; (8) justice, public order, and safety activities; 
(9) department stores; and (10) electronic components and products 
manufacturing. Because of the complexity of the data, we present 
only the leading industries for the three largest destination and 
origin states for each group. 

Migrants who left California were represented in various industries 
in slightly lower proportions than the residents of the destination 

james P. Allen and Eugene Turner: Migrants 17 



00 Table 4A. Percent of Employed Persons in Leading Industries: Migrants from California and 
Residents of Destination States 

White Employment 
Nevada Arizona Washington 

Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. 

Construction 9.4 9.7 Construction 7.3 8.0 Construction 6.0 8.2 

Other recreat. 8.0 1 0.0 Restaurant 5.2 5.7 Restaurant 4.3 5.8 

Travel. accom. 5.4 6.7 School 3.7 5.1 U.S. Navy 3.4 <1 . 1 

Restaurant 4.1 4.9 Hospital 2.8 3.1 School 3.4 4.5 

-1 Retail grocery 2.9 2.3 Other recreat. 2.7 1 .6 Hospital 3.2 2.7 
:r 
ro 

n Latino Employment QJ 

� Nevada Texas Arizona 
..... Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig . Resid. ::1 
QJ 
C) Construction 1 6.3 1 6.8 Construction 1 4.9 1 2.5 Construction 11 .6 1 2.9 
ro Travel. accom. 1 3.0 1 3.3 Restaurant 1 0.1 9.1 Restaurant 1 0.1 8.8 0 

(.0 Other recreat. 1 2.6 13.9 Retail grocery 2.5 2.7 Travel. accom. 3.3 2.6 ..... QJ 
Restaurant 8.8 9.4 Dept. store 2.1 2.6 School 2.5 3.7 "'0 

:r Dept. store 2.6 <1 .5 School 2.1 4.8 Bldg. services 2.4 2.2 ro 
..... 

Continued • 
fi 
c 
3 
ro 
.j:>. 

,"'-� 
N 
0 
0 
'-J 



Q; Table 4A continued. Percent of Employed Persons in Leading Industries: Migrants from 
3 
Ill California and Residents of Destination States V> 
� 

Black Employment � 
ro- Nevada Texas Georgia 
::J 

Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. 1:11 
::J 
a. Travel. accom. 1 0.1 1 4.2 Restaurant 
m 

7.4 7.0 Restaurant 5.2 8.0 
c Other recreat. 8.2 1 3.6 Army 3.8 <1 .5 Hospital 3.4 3.9 \0 
Ill Construction 4.3 5.6 Justice/Safety 3.6 2.3 Retail grocery 3.3 2.6 ::J 
Ill Restaurant 4.1 5.0 Hospital 3.5 5.3 Insurance 3.0 <1.5 
2 Empl. services 3.9 1 .8 School 2.8 5.2 Construction 2.8 5.3 ..., 
::J 
Ill 
� Asian Employment 
� 

t.O. Nevada Texas Washington 
..., Industry Mig . Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. 1:11 
::J 
,.... 

Other recreat. 1 5.3 25.5 Restaurant 5.0 7.8 Restaurant 6.7 9.4 V> 

Travel. accom. 1 3.3 24.3 Hospital 4.9 6.4 College/univ. 5.6 4.0 

Restaurant 6.7 7.3 College/univ. 4.8 3.9 Hospital 4.0 3.4 

Hospital 5.1 3.4 Electr. manuf. 3.4 4.1 Navy 3.2 <1 .2 

Construction 2.0 <1 .6 Nail salon 3.3 2.5 Electr. manuf. 2.9 2.2 

Notes: The PUMS data provides employment figures for these detailed industry categories, which differ somewhat 
from those in the Summary Files of census data. The following are more complete descriptions where abbreviated 
labels may not be clear. "School" refers to elementary and secondary schools. "Other recreation" includes gambling 
casinos and amusement parks. "Travel. accom." refers to employment in motels and hotels; "Electr. manuf" refers 
to electronic component and product manufacturing. "Artists, sports" includes independent artists and people in 
the performing arts and spectator sports. "Computer systs." refers to computer systems design. "Recreation" refers 
to other amusement, gambling, and recreational industries than bowling centers. In Table 4B "Resid" refers to 

1.0 California residents. 



states (Table 4A). This is expected because it is a reflection of the 
difficulties of adjusting to work in a new place. This suggests that 
migrants from California are not at a major disadvantage in becom
ing employed in key industries in their destination states. In a few 
cases, however, migrants were working in certain industries at a 
much lower rate than all residents. The disparity is greatest among 
Black and Asian migrants to Nevada in the traveler accommodation 
and other recreation (gaming) industries, perhaps because people 
who had lived longer in Nevada already had many of these jobs as 
well as the wider social networks that would enable them to obtain 
employment more easily in those industries. 

Key exceptions to the general pattern of lower representation in in
dustries by migrants compared to the longer-resident population are 
migrants in the armed forces. This is illustrated by Black migrants in 
the Army who moved to Texas, and Asian migrants to Washington 
who were in the Navy. Similarly, Asians migrants were employed 
in colleges and universities at a higher rate than all Asians. Such 
exceptions may relate to characteristically high rates of migration 
among military personnel and the nationwide labor markets for 
university professors and administrators. 

Nevertheless, the fact that California migrants were found in in
dustries in not very different proportions from the residents of the 
destination states suggests that migrants do not end up working in 
certain industries that older residents have avoided. This point is 
illustrated in the case of Latinos in the animal slaughter industry of 
Colorado. The 330 California migrants working in that industry and 
the 2,690 state residents so employed each constituted 1.7 percent 
of their employed Latino populations (U.S. Census Bureau 2003g). 
In that case, being a migrant from California seems to have had no 
effect in propensity to be employed in that difficult industry. 

As for those who moved to California, migrants were found in eight 
of the ten leading industries in the state; but real estate and justice, 
public order, and safety activities were not among the five leading 
industries for any ethnic group of inmigrants. However, those whose 
work required special talent or training were usually represented in 
slightly higher proportions than were California residents (Table 
4B). This occurred for migrants from all groups employed in colleges 
and universities. It was also true for Whites from New York in the 
motion picture and financial investments industries, for Asians in 
the computer system design industry, and for Blacks who came to 
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1;;" Table 4B. Percent of Employed Persons in Leading Industries: Migrants from Leading 
3 
(0 Origin States and California Residents VI 
:u 

White Employment ;;:: 
ro Washington Texas New York 
::l 

Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. ,., 
::l 
c.. 

Construction 4.9 6.9 U.S. Marines 5.8 0.2 School 6.0 5.4 m 
c Restaurant 4.9 5.4 U.S. Navy 5.3 0.3 Restaurant 5.7 4.9 \0 
(0 School 4.1 5.4 Restaurant 4.9 4.9 College/univ. 5.4 2.3 ::l 
(0 College/univ. 3.6 2.3 School 4.7 5.4 Motion picts. 5.3 1 .2 
c:l U.S. Navy 2.5 0.3 Construction 4.6 6.9 Finan. invests. 4.7 1 .1 ..., 
::l 
(0 
:-! 

� Latino Employment 
l.O" 

..., Texas Arizona Washington ,., 
::l Industry Mig . Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. ...... 
VI 

U.S. Marines 9.6 0.2 Construction 9.2 8.2 Construction 12.0 8.2 

Restaurant 6.4 7.8 Restaurant 7.3 7.8 Restaurant 1 0.0 7.8 

Construction 5.5 8.2 Crop product. 5.0 3.7 Crop product. 5.0 3.7 

U.S. Navy 3.7 0.1 Dept. stores 3.7 1 .8 Whlsl. grocery 2.8 1 .7 

Hospital 3.2 2.2 U.S. Marines 3.5 0.2 School 2.6 3.3 

Continued 

N 



N Table 4B continued. Percent of Employed Persons in Leading Industries: Migrants from N 
Leading Origin States and California Residents 

Black Employment 
Texas New York Illinois 

Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. 

U.S. Marines 5.3 0.2 Restaurant 4.7 3.8 Employ. svcs. 5.7 2.7 

Restaurant 5.1 3.8 Artists, sports 4.3 0.9 Restaurant 5.3 3.8 

U.S. Navy 4.0 0.5 Hospital 3.9 5.0 College/univ. 3.9 2.1 

Hospital 3.6 5.0 School 3.2 5.2 U.S. Navy 3.8 0.5 

--i Child day care 3.0 1 .8 U.S. Navy 3.0 0.5 School 3.4 5.2 
:r 
I'll 
() Asian Employment til 
::::;.; New York Texas Hawaii 0 ..., Industry Mig . Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. Industry Mig. Resid. ::::l 
til 

C) Hospital 9.8 5.0 Electr. manuf. 8.7 5.0 Restaurant 6.2 5.9 
I'll Colleges/univ. 5.8 3.0 Computer systs. 6.3 5.0 Hospital 2.8 5.0 0 

1.0 Computer systs. 4.7 2.4 College/univ. 5.0 3.0 U.S. Navy 2.7 0.3 ..., 
til 

Electr. manuf. 4.1 5.0 Hospital 4.8 5.0 Recreation 2.0 1 .1 -o 
:r Restaurant 4.1 5.9 Restaurant 4.7 5.9 Travel. accom. 2.0 1 .1 I'll ..., 
• 

� 
c 
3 
I'll 
.::. 

,"'-� 
N 
0 
0 
'J 



California and worked in the performing arts and entertainment 
industries. 

Migrants to California were less well represented than longer-resi
dent Californians in industries that were not particularly high in 
status, such as elementary and secondary schools and hospitals. 
The construction industry was similar. Although construction pro
vided more employment than any other industry, the migrants who 
worked in construction were primarily White and Latino. Except for 
Latinos from Arizona and Washington, migrants of all groups were 
represented in that industry in lower proportions than longer-term 
California residents. This is a likely reflection of the role of social 
networks, including those based on ethnicity, as a key determinant 
of who gets what jobs. 

Members of the Armed Forces were particularly well represented 
among migrants to California, a migration that most civilian Cali
fornians are little aware of. About ten percent of all Latino migrants 
from Texas and Asian migrants from Hawaii were either in the Ma
rines or the Navy. Texas was an especially important sending state for 
Whites, Blacks, and Latinos who were serving in the Armed Forces 
in California. These migrations should remind us of the large and 
important Navy and Marine installations in the state. 

Conclusion 
This research explored spatial patterns and key characteristics of 
people who migrated between California and other states from 1995 
to 2000. With respect to migration patterns, Texas and Nevada were 
major destinations for migrants of all ethnic groups. Only Texas 
was a leading state of origin for all groups, but for three of the four 
groups, New York and Washington were leading origin states. 

County-level maps indicated clearly that migrants from California 
comprised the largest proportions of residents in counties adjacent 
to California. Because many of these migrations have been occur
ring for decades, the impact of Californians on those counties has 
been exceptionally large. At the same time, the counties adjacent to 
California had the highest percentages of residents who left to move 
to California. This illustrates the general finding that places with 
high rates of inmigration tend also to have high rates of outmigra
tion. The greatest numbers of people leaving California moved to 
metropolitan areas, especially in the West, whereas metropolitan 
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areas in the Northeast and Midwest were more important sources 
for people moving to California. 

The detailed findings on migrant characteristics presented in Tables 
3 and 4 tell us much about the migrants in the larger migration 
flows and their employment adaptations. We hope that the rich 
specificity of these tables helps make more real to Californians the 
roles of interstate migrants in the economies and societies of our 
state and other states. 

Migrants from California raised the educational attainment of many 
destination states. This was particularly true for Asians moving 
to Washington and New York, for Blacks moving to Virginia and 
Florida, and for Whites moving to Washington, Oregon, and Texas. 
At the same time, migrants to California had consistently higher 
percentages of college graduates than did members of their same 
groups left behind. The educational selectivity of the flows into 
California of Blacks from New York and Georgia and Whites and 
Asians from New York and Illinois was particularly dramatic. Clearly, 
California gained from the arrival of these more-educated inmigrants 
although the influx was, of course, partly counterbalanced by the 
more-educated migrants who left California. 

In general, migrants in both directions seemed to fit reasonably well 
into their new state's employment structure. Migrants from Califor
nia distributed themselves in similar proportions to the population 
of the destination states, although in slightly lower proportions 
than the longer-resident population. This was presumably because 
newcomers are less familiar with work possibilities and less likely 
to have local contacts leading toward good jobs. Some migrants to 
California showed a similarly lower proportion in key industries, 
but migrants in higher-status industries (colleges and universities, 
motion pictures, and financial investments) were represented in 
greater proportions than longer-resident Californians. Members of 
the armed forces, particularly the Navy and the Marines, were highly 
represented among migrants to and from California. 

There were important differences in migration patterns and char
acteristics between Whites, Latinos, Blacks, and Asians. These indi
cate that much is obscured when ethnic group differences are not 
taken into account. Examining migrant characteristics by specific 
leading states of origin and destination demonstrated some state 
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differences, but these seemed not as significant as the ethnic group 
differences. 
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