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The percentage of a state’s population comprised of the newest immigrant arriv-
als, those who came since 2000, is shown in Figure 1 at the top of the bar for each 
state, while the earliest arrivals, those who came before 1980, are shown at the 
bottom of each bar. States with the largest segments at the bottom are the tradi-
tional gateway states with long traditions of immigration. States with more recent 
histories of immigration, such as Georgia and North Carolina, have much larger 
segments of new immigrants than of earlier arrivals. Of key importance for this 
report, states with larger segments of long-settled immigrants are also states where 
assimilation has had a longer time to unfold.

Meanings and measurement of the assimilation concept

Assimilation is a contested topic. There are different points of view about what 
it means. The generally understood meaning, however, is one of immigrants’ 
adjustment to life in America, yet the topic of assimilation is variously addressed 
in different debates or discussions with different audiences. It revolves around dif-
ferent terminology used to describe assimilation as well as the choice of reference 
groups that serve as models for immigrants when adjusting to life in America. 

Another, more politically charged debate involves conservative activists who 
oppose any increases in immigration, some of whom question whether immi-
grants are assimilating at all and whether they can fit into America. This charge is 
especially leveled against Latino immigrants. Opposing this view are supporters 
of immigration, including the Center for American Progress, who point to our 
nation’s deep immigrant heritage and view Latino immigrants as assimilating just 
as past immigrants have.

These differing points of view require us to define what we mean by assimilation 
and how we can measure it.

Assimilation: concepts and terminology

What all the discussions about assimilation have in common are concerns about 
the pace of change over time in immigrants’ life in America. Often the facts 
are elusive because at any moment in time no observer can see all the changes. 
Assimilation might take several generations to complete, or be largely completed 
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in a single generation, or, alternatively, it might reveal rapid progress in just a 
decade.6 This is why the central question broadly shared in all debates is how rap-
idly immigrants change—something we term the pace of advancement in joining 
the American mainstream. 

A number of different terms are used to describe the assimilation process. One 
set includes integration, incorporation, inclusion, or accommodation—all hav-
ing to do with the process of knitting immigrant groups into our economy, polity, 
and society. Another set of terms which emphasizes immigrants’ own changes 
includes adaptation and adjustment, or the process of immigrants’ alignment 
with new constraints and opportunities. Each of the different terms embodies a 
particular concept or model about how assimilation should proceed.

An earlier model of assimilation embraced in the early and mid-20th century but 
rejected by most scholars today is termed “Anglo conformity,” or the assumption 
that immigrants should abandon their old customs and traits and try to resemble 
white America as closely as possible. However, after decades of multicultural 
experience as previous waves of immigrants successfully integrated into our soci-
ety, we are now very accustomed to validating and celebrating ethnic differences. 
Today’s model of assimilation is less culturally restrictive and instead emphasizes 
advances by immigrants in civic and economic participation. 

Today sociologists ask: With whom do immigrants aspire to assimilate, or more 
academically what is the model to which they aspire? A major new theory 
proposed in the 1990s by sociologists Alejandro Portes and Min Zhou is the 

“segmented assimilation” model, which posits that different immigrant groups 
converge on the behavioral norms of different native groups.7 This model does not 
espouse the goal of assimilation for any groups but merely seeks to better describe 
a more diverse empirical reality. More recently, sociologists Richard Alba and 
Victor Nee proposed a view of assimilation as simply the lowering of ethnic barri-
ers and distinctions between groups.8 They characterize the 20th century process 
in the United States as transpiring over several decades and multiple generations. 
Alba and Nee also reclaim the traditional term assimilation but take pains to sepa-
rate it from the ethnic bias so evident in the outdated Anglo-conformity model. 
The two scholars also maintain assimilation is a two-way street as all groups in 
society converge to form a broad new mainstream of society. 
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The assimilation process over time

By and large, scholars agree that assimilation is a process that takes place over time, 
or more precisely the process of growing immigrant achievements we call advance-
ment. But scholars from different fields tend to favor different “outcome indica-
tors” of assimilation, or in everyday parlance those identifiable characteristics of 
assimilation such as English language fluency, naturalization, commitment to local 
communities through homeownership, and rising income levels. Change is not 
instantaneous and these kinds of indicators do not all change in the same way over 
time, so there is disagreement over the time frames for measuring progress. 

One major distinction is differences by age at arrival in the United States. New 
research finds that certain measures of assimilation are highly sensitive to the age at 
which immigrants arrive, most prominently English-language proficiency and edu-
cational attainment—achievements that are greatly accelerated for immigrants who 
arrive as young children.9 Other achievements such as homeownership appear to 
be unaffected by differences in arrival age, as long as it is before age 25. As a result 
of these differences, theories that emphasize English-language proficiency as the 
core indicator of assimilation emphasize greater assimilation prospects for immi-
grants who arrive as children or for the U.S.-born children of these immigrants.10 

A second time frame is length of time in the United States after arrival. Instead of 
age at arrival, scholarship on labor and housing markets emphasizes the length 
of time in the United States since immigration as a key predictor of economic 
assimilation.11 Citizenship and homeownership also increase dramatically the 
longer an immigrant lives here. Although English-language proficiency also 
increases with length of residence, that is less common for older immigrants than 
younger immigrants. 

Education, by contrast, is little affected by the time spent in the United States for 
immigrants who arrived after age 20. That is because few immigrants or native-
born go back to school when they are adults, no matter how long they live here

This length-of-time effect can be a major force in our momentary assessment of 
how well assimilation is working. Simply stated, assimilation seems greater when 
more immigrants have longer residence.12 In contrast, when immigration is only 
recently on the rise, most immigrants are obviously more recent arrivals and 
they have not proceeded very far with their assimilation. Our early luminary Ben 
Franklin is often quoted for his despair about the seeming failure of Germans to 
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assimilate into their new land when a great many had only recently arrived.13 In 
another famous illustration, sociologist Richard Alba documents the 20th century 
transformation of Italian immigrants from raw newcomers to stalwarts of the 
professional class, a change that seemed impossible in 1920.14 

In recent years, this perception is again on the rise. From a historical low point 
in 1970, the share of the nation’s foreign-born residents dramatically increased, 
first in a few states, and then more broadly. The recent appearance of immigrants 
in new destinations doing what previous generations of immigrants initially did, 
forming immigrant clusters within communities, means they have had much less 
time on average to assimilate. 

For this reason it is important to compare the pace of assimilation specifically for 
groups with the same length of time in the United States. Before doing so, how-
ever, we first need to settle on the appropriate indicators of assimilation. To this 
we now turn.

Indicators of assimilation

Given the broad notion of assimilation and variable speed of advancement 
for particular indicators it is important to address a suite of different outcome 
measures. Our selected indicators are:

•	 Citizenship
•	 Homeownership
•	 English-language proficiency
•	 Educational attainment
•	 Occupation
•	 Income 

These are variables reported in the decennial census of 1990 and 2000 and in the 
American Community Survey of 2008 (see Methodology on page 31). 

Each of these measurements can make a different contribution to our understand-
ing of assimilation. For this reason it is important to highlight their unique quali-
ties and not combine them in some kind of abstract overall index. Advancement 
toward higher percentages of attainment on each indicator is assumed to be a 
desired outcome by immigrants and their fellow Americans alike. 
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Some indicators could reach 100 percent, as suggested by native-born accomplish-
ments such as in the case of citizenship or English-language proficiency. Other 
indicators, however, reach peak values at much lower levels, such as homeowner-
ship (since a substantial minority of the U.S. population does not own their own 
homes). In order to provide a rough gauge of possible attainment levels by immi-
grants, we will indicate what is the average observed among the native-born who 
are age 20 and older.15 The selected indicators are measured as follows:

•	 Citizenship—the percent of our foreign-born population aged 20 and older who 
have naturalized to U.S. citizenship, with 100 percent attainment level observed 
among the native-born because by definition all native-born are citizens, though 
there is a waiting period for all eligible immigrants.

•	 Homeownership—the percent of our foreign-born householders aged 20 and 
older who own rather than rent their homes, with average attainment level of 
the native-born at 66.6 percent.

•	 English proficiency—the percent of our foreign-born population aged 20 and 
older who speak only English, or who speak English either well or very well, 
with 99.4 percent the average attainment reported among the native-born. 

•	 Education—the percent of our foreign-born population aged 20 and older who 
complete a high school degree or General Education Development test equiva-
lent (average reported among the native-born is 88.5 percent) and the percent 
of our foreign-born population aged 25 and older who complete a 4-year college 
degree or a more advanced degree, with average attainment among the native-
born of 27.8 percent. 

•	 Higher occupation—the percent of our foreign-born men aged 20 and older 
(whether employed or not) whose occupation is classified as professional or 
management, with average attainment among the native-born of 37.9 percent 

•	 Earnings better than low income—the percent of our foreign-born men aged 
20 and older (whether employed or not) who have individual earnings greater 
than the poverty threshold for a family of four, with average attainment among 
the native-born of 55.4 percent. 

Each of these indicators measures a different aspect of successful immigrant 
integration and advancement in life in America. Citizenship represents political 
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incorporation and is the threshold condition needed for voting and full participa-
tion in our democracy.16 Homeownership is a central component of the storied 

“American Dream” and signifies both landed settlement in the United States and 
entry into the middle class.17 English-language proficiency is an indicator of civic 
integration and also cultural adaptation.18 Educational attainment is a widely-used 
measure of human capital formation helpful for successful economic incorporation, 
and improves chances for higher occupational attainment and a better income.

Estimating assimilation over time 

In our study, each of these selected outcome indicators of assimilation is 
observed at three points in time: 1990, 2000, and 2008. We cannot trace indi-
viduals across 18 years in these three separate surveys using the data available, so 
we trace the average achievements of specified groups of immigrants as observed 
at these three points in time. 

We take this approach even though a far more simple approach would be to calcu-
late the average status attainment of all foreign-born adults in each year, and then 
trace the trend over time. That would include the average increase in attainment by 
immigrants who lived here longer. But that measurement also would include immi-
grant newcomers and would be biased by the growing numbers of new immigrants 
or young adults turning age 20 who would have to be added to the population of 
immigrants we would be studying each year. This over-inclusive method would not 
measure very well the progress of those adults who started out in 1990. 

So the preferred solution adopted by immigration scholars and us in this report 
is to focus on a fixed cohort of immigrants defined by their arrival in one time 
period. The average attainments of this cohort can be repeatedly observed in 
successive surveys as all members of the cohort grow older and stay longer in our 
country. The same individuals are not observed over time—the repeated surveys 
are not connected to one another—but the same group of individuals can be 
sampled over time by repeatedly looking at members of a given arrival cohort.19

This study focuses on immigrants who arrived in the period of 1985 to 1989 and 
were first counted in the 1990 census. We then observe them 10 years later in the 
2000 census, and another 8 years later in the 2008 American Community Survey, 
which is conducted annually by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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In the scheme of things, 18 years is not a long enough time to observe the complete 
workings of assimilation. Certainly an earlier arrival cohort such as 1965-69 would 
afford a longer time span for inspection. But the more recent arrivals provide a 
better gauge of recent trends and conditions. The more recent arrivals are also more 
numerous and provide a better statistical sample, especially in states where immi-
grant populations are more recently settled. For these reasons, the 1985-to-1989 
arrival group seems to be the best choice—long enough settled to witness the begin-
nings of assimilation, and recently enough arrived to provide current assessment. 

For our primary analysis we will restrict the cohort to ages 20 and older in 1990, 
30 and older in 2000, and 38 and older in 2008. In addition, two supplementary 
birth cohorts will be introduced for the analysis of English-language proficiency 
and education—one cohort initially aged 10 to 19 in 1990 and a second cohort 
initially aged 0 to 9 in 1990. 

All of these cohorts are analyzed for the total foreign-born population living in 
the United States. A subset will also be selected for parallel analysis, namely our 
foreign-born population whose home country is Mexico or another nation in 
Central America. Predominantly Spanish speakers and with lower average educa-
tional attainment than other immigrant groups, this Latino population has been 
the subject of particular discussion about its degree of assimilation. Amounting 
to 40 percent of our foreign-born cohort chosen for analysis, this is an especially 
important subset of immigrants to study.

Finally, to round out the above analysis outlined for our foreign-born residents—
the first generation of their family to live in the United States—we also draw on 
newly published research on the grown children of immigrants, these second-
generation Americans. A newly published study in Demography authored by the 
sociologist and demographer Julie Park and Dowell Myers presents an extensive 
analysis that compares the average status attainments of immigrant parents in 
1980 with the achievements of their grown children at the same age in 2005.20 
Many of the same indicators explored in our study of the first generation are also 
addressed by Park and Myers, thus permitting useful comparisons to assimilation 
between generations. We will summarize the Park-Myers generational findings, 
which pertain to a somewhat longer time period than our own study of the first 
generation alone. 
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Assimilation in the first generation 

The overall pace of assimilation is best judged by displaying all of the indicators 
together. This section addresses trends in the United States as a whole from 1990 
to 2008. A later section will provide a summary for the individual states. The first 
set of charts examines all immigrants taken together, to be followed by a specific 
look at Latino immigrants from Mexico and Central America.

A profile of the selected indicators of assimilation is provided in Figure 2, 
showing the changes in status attainment from 1990 through 
2008 among all immigrants taken as a whole. The most striking 
gains are witnessed for homeownership, which rose from 
16 percent to 62 percent during that time period; citizenship, 
up from 7 percent to 56 percent; followed by the increasing 
share of men who earn incomes above low income, which grew 
from 35 percent to 66 percent. Additional gains are found for 
speaking English well, which reached 64.1 percent, up from 
56 percent, in the 2008 American Community Survey.

In contrast, three indicators show relatively little change over 
the 18 years—high school completion, attainment of a B.A. 
degree, and professional or management occupation. These 
immigrants were all at least 20 years old when first observed and 
their educational and career status appears to have been well 
established by that age. 

The dramatic rise in homeownership in just 18 years reveals a 
strong desire to achieve the American dream. This reflects the 
practice of pooling multiple incomes in immigrant households 
and is aided by purchase of lower priced homes. Such sharp 
upward trajectories into homeownership are commonplace in 
the immigrant experience in the United States, revealing them-
selves in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s, as well as the 2000s. A par-

Figure 2
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allel rate of progress was found in all decades and in states with both high housing 
costs (California and New York) and low costs (Texas, Florida, and Illinois).21 

The rise in citizenship has been on a similar trajectory despite limits in federal 
law, which requires legal immigrants to wait five years before becoming eligible to 
naturalize or three years if married to a U.S. citizen. Thus, becoming a citizen can 
be more difficult for an immigrant than finishing high school or earning a good 
wage, which can be obtained regardless of citizenship status.

English proficiency also rises in every decade, though it may be underestimated 
in our data for 2008. Consistency tests of the underlying data indicate to us 
that the measure of English-language proficiency is underestimated relative 
to the 2000 Census by about 4 percentage points, suggesting that the Census-
consistent proficiency attainment in 2008 is roughly 70 percent. 

Conversely, the same consistency tests indicate that high school 
completion may be over estimated in the ACS, relative to the 
2000 Census by roughly 6 percentage points. Explanation of this 
reasoning is offered in the methodology on page 25. Recognition 
of this measurement bias helps to explain the apparent dis-
crepancy visible in Figure 2, which indicates rising high school 
completion rates for this middle-aged cohort (38 and older in 
2008). We do not correct these measurement biases but leave 
them visible as reflected in the raw data.

English proficiency and educational attainment are especially 
sensitive to the age at which immigrants arrive in the United States, 
according to research cited above. Accordingly, for these factors we 
repeat our analysis for two younger cohorts, those ages 10 to 19 
and ages 0 to 9 at the time of arrival. Analysis of English-language 
proficiency shows immigrants who arrived as young children 
achieve proficiency in spoken English that is 20 percentage points 
more complete than among adult arrivals, reaching roughly 95 per-
cent, though again the measurement difference between the 2000 
Census level and the 2008 ACS is apparent in Figure 3. 

High school completion is also more common among the young-
est immigrant arrivals, reaching 82.9 percent among immigrants 
who arrived before age 10 compared to 63 percent among those 

Figure 3
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who arrived after age 20. Those who arrive as children receive the opportunity of a 
U.S. education and the benefits of socializing with other Americans while in their 
most formative years for linguistic development.22 In contrast, immigrants who 
arrive in their teens and twenties bring an educational attainment that reflects 
standards in their homeland, often shortened to eighth grade, and are not drop-
outs from U.S. schools.

Assimilation among foreign-born Latino immigrants

We turn now to the trends in assimilation observed for Latino immigrants who 
were born in Mexico or Central America. Often these immigrants have the lowest 
educational attainment and lowest English-speaking skills. Criticism is sometimes 
expressed that these immigrants are destined for a life of poverty in America. 
Because all these assumed faults are often exaggerated, there is a compelling need 
to learn the Latino immigrants’ path to assimilation.

The overall picture of assimilation trends for adult immigrants 
is displayed in Figure 4. The findings resemble those for all 
immigrants, with the anticipated difference that education levels 
are substantially lower, as is English-language proficiency. More 
striking, however, is the strong upward thrust of Latino immi-
grants in homeownership and earnings. Between 1990 and 2008, 
homeownership rates soared to 58 percent from 9.3 percent, 
and the percent of men earning above low income rose to 61.6 
percent from 21.5 percent over the same period. 

The upshot: Rapid economic advancement is occurring among 
foreign-born Latinos. When these immigrants were newly 
arrived in 1990 they may have resembled the negative stereotype 
of Latino immigrants mired in poverty, but that was before they 
began their assimilation into the middle class.

While Latino adult immigrants appear to be slow at increasing 
their English-language proficiency and do not increase their 
educational attainment once they start working, it is a different 
story for younger immigrants who arrive as teenagers or young 
children. The analysis above for all immigrants is repeated here 
for the subsample that was born in Mexico and Central America. 
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We find that English-language proficiency increases by an even 
greater amount for Latino immigrants who arrive at young ages 
than is the case for all immigrants. 

In 2008, the percentage of those young Latinos who speak 
English well, even if underestimated at 88.3 percent, is more 
than 40 percentage points higher than for adult Latino immi-
grants (see Figure 5). High school completion by the young 
arrivals is also much more common than among the adult arriv-
als, reaching 71.6 percent among immigrants arriving before 
age 10, compared to 49 percent among those arriving between 
ages 10 and 19, or 38.3 percent among immigrants arriving after 
age 20. All in all, it appears that earlier arrival is a greater benefit 
for eventual adult achievements among Latino immigrants 
than among all immigrants (see box on programs to facilitate 
English-language proficiency). 

Assimilation in the second generation

Our findings of greater assimilation by young Latino immi-
grants led to questions about the success of American children 
born to immigrants in the United States. These U.S.-born 
children may also have foreign-born parents but they have lived 
their full lives here, benefiting from citizenship from birth. By 
looking at this second generation we can learn more about assimilation.27 To do 
so we make use of a new study released in Demography, drawing especially on 
the summary intergenerational mobility profile presented therein.28 

The Park-Myers findings for second-generation Latino Americans indicate even 
greater increase in high school completion (84 percent) than reported in the 
current study for Latino immigrants who arrived at young ages. The second-gen-
eration status attainments are estimated at the age of 35, including the follow-
ing additional outcomes: B.A. degree (21 percent), higher-paying occupation 
(32 percent), living in households above the poverty line (92 percent), and 
homeownership (71 percent). 

Figure 5
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Meanwhile, virtually 100 percent of the second-generation Latino Americans 
have mastered the English language, thus overcoming any barriers their parents 
suffered. On several of these scores this second generation of Latinos converges 
on the white native born attainment levels at the same age, such as households 
above the poverty line (just shy of the native-born standard of 93 percent), 
homeownership (71 percent vs. 79 percent for native-born) and higher occupa-
tion (32 percent vs. 40 percent).

Overall, the Park-Myers findings show dramatic gains in assimilation indicators 
between the first and second generations. Indeed, the immigrants who arrived as 
young children who were studied in the present report have posted achievements 
roughly halfway between those of the first and second generation. In fact, the term 
often applied to these young children of immigrant parents is the 1.5 generation.

Immigrant populations in this report are drawn from U.S. Census Bureau data, 

which does not distinguish between legal and illegal immigrants. Some legal im-

migrants enter the United States as legal permanent residents while others earn 

legal permanent resident status over time spent in the country. Regardless, legal 

permanent residents must wait five years before becoming eligible to naturalize, or 

three years if married to a U.S. citizen, and be at least 18 years of age and willing to 

file a petition to naturalize. 

Yet more than a quarter of all immigrants in the United States are undocumented 

and thereby ineligible for citizenship. As a result, citizenship attainment levels stated 

in this report, which due to data limitations amalgamate all legal and illegal immi-

grants including those who cannot apply for citizenship, almost certainly underesti-

mate the aspiration of immigrants to naturalize.

Naturalization rules
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The key for immigrants that unlocks the door to integration 

in U.S. society is English-language proficiency. The greater 

the level of English-language skills, the higher the chance 

for educational and employment achievement and commu-

nity leadership. The U.S. citizenship test also requires basic 

knowledge of English.

As this report indicates, younger immigrants are more likely 

to achieve English-language proficiency. Unlike their parents, 

immigrant children have access to education and socialization 

in schools and are often at a young enough age when their 

language skills are still developing. Latino immigrant children 

become proficient in English at a greater rate than all of our 

foreign-born adults, and the strides that our Latino immigrant 

children make beyond their parents’ generation is greater 

than for all foreign-born children.

At the same time, it is more difficult for older immigrants to 

develop English-language skills, especially Latino adults. One 

major factor is that, outside of family, the top priority for im-

migrant adults is full-time employment.

But there is another significant reason: Funding cuts and 

diminished availability of English-language literacy training 

programs have reached crisis levels, creating a situation that 

the Migration Policy Institute describes as “among the most 

neglected domestic policy issues in our nation today.”23

Adult immigrants are eager to learn English, according to sev-

eral studies, but they face several obstacles. The first is this— 

a majority of English-as-a-Second-Language programs (57.4 

percent) report having waiting lists, according to a 2006 sur-

vey and report.24 Waitlists for ESL classes can range from a few 

weeks to more than three years, and waitlists are especially 

long for intensive-language courses and for evening classes 

when most immigrants are able to attend.

The second obstacle is this—despite a dramatic increase in 

demand for ESL classes, the federal government between 

fiscal years 2004 and 2008 reduced spending on adult 

education and ESL programs from $574 million to $554 mil-

lion.25 This $20 million reduction in funds over four years re-

sulted in many cancelled classes, more underfunded classes, 

and an overall lack of professional educators and material.

What’s more, ESL training is insufficient because the objec-

tive is for most students to read and speak at a fifth grade 

level. Because of reduced funding, even those programs still 

in operation cannot expand their training to bring immi-

grants English-language skills up to par. And as previously 

noted, adult immigrants have less time—and usually less 

resources such as transportation or money—to apply toward 

learning a second language.

Numerous recommendations on expanding access to English 

learning programs are made to Congress every year, such as 

combining ESL with workplace training—to no avail.

That’s not the case in other traditional immigrant receiving 

countries. “Other English-speaking countries such as Canada 

and Australia have comprehensive national policies that 

address integration of new immigrants; however the United 

States lacks any such policy or system” testified Charles S. Am-

orosino, Jr., executive director of Teachers of English to Speak-

ers of Other Languages, Inc., during a House of Representa-

tives subcommittee hearing last year.26 “Although the mosaic 

of programs in the adult education system are effective, the 

adult education system as a whole is complex, fragmented, 

and in many places, ad hoc in nature.”

As our study notes, Latino immigrants are integrating into 

the middle class despite lower rates of English-language pro-

ficiency and education for adults. The policy challenge is to 

expand adult educational opportunities, particularly in areas 

of the country that have become new gateway communities 

with growing numbers of immigrants.

Measuring spoken and written English skills
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Immigrant assimilation  
across our nation

Immigrants to our shores may not assimilate equally in all states because eco-
nomic opportunities and public policies differ from state to state. But how much 
do immigrants’ assimilation achievements really vary? In this section of our report 
we explore the differences among the 50 states in immigrant assimilation visible 
in 2008. We focus on this single year since many states did not have many immi-
grants in earlier decades, and because the most recent data permits the broadest 
comparisons. Also, this single snapshot most closely reflects what local observers 
can see today in each state. 

We focus first on detailed findings assembled for the 9 largest states for immigrant 
settlement (over 900,000 foreign born residents in 2008).  The achievements of 
immigrants in these states are examined separately for those who arrived since 
2000 (0 to 8 years of U.S. residence), those with 8 to 17 years of residence, and 
those with 18 to 27 years of residence. Later in this section we will compare all 50 
states, including ones with very small immigrant populations, and report simple 
averages that ignore any differences based on length of time in the United States.

The impact of time spent in the United States

The first striking fact evident in the data is how much immigrants’ achievements 
in every state depend upon the length of time they have spent in the United 
States. To illustrate this, trends are charted for the nine states with the largest 
immigrant populations, including California and Arizona in the West, Illinois in 
the Midwest, Texas, Florida and Georgia in the South, and New York, New Jersey, 
and Massachusetts in the Northeast. (Education and occupation are not charted 
because we’ve already examined why these two indicators do not change much for 
adult immigrants with time in the United States.)
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Whether for all foreign-born residents (Figure 6) or Mexican and Central-
American immigrants (Figure 7), the results are fairly consistent across states. 
Immigrants have much higher achievements when they have resided longer in 
the United States. The attainment that varies the most is homeownership, but 
that is a reflection of local housing market differences.29 Immigrants are slower to 
achieve homeownership in New York and the high-cost states of California and 
Massachusetts.30 Nonetheless, after two decades of residence, over 50 percent of 
all foreign-born households have achieved homeownership in all the key destina-
tion states except New York. This compares favorably to the national homeown-
ership rate of 60.6 percent. Among Latino immigrants homeownership levels are 
somewhat lower but exceed 45 percent after two decades in residence in every 
key destination state except New York.

States where immigrants are recent arrivals

States where a high proportion of the immigrants are only recent arrivals in the 
United States naturally have lower overall levels of immigrant advancement. The 
rapid introduction of this rising population has created confusion over the rate of 
assimilation and contributed to fear-based political debates. The evidence shown 
above, however, tells a clear story of rising assimilation in each state when immi-
grants grow longer settled.

Here we compare the average immigrant achievements (aggregated without 
regard to length of time in the United States) for all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia, as presented in Tables 2 and 3 on pages 34 and 36. Two supplemen-
tary tables are also provided to account for “confidence intervals” estimated for 
the sample in the American Community Survey, which is necessary because 
there are such small numbers of immigrants in some states.31 These data reflect 
what an observer can see in each state at a single moment in time, but the aver-
ages are very misleading about the rate of assimilation. The great weakness of 
this snapshot is that it averages together all immigrants living in a state, no mat-
ter how long they have lived in the United States, and is much less accurate than 
the portrait of assimilation described in the previous section. We will demon-
strate here how to make better sense out of these state comparisons by compar-
ing the average achievements to how great a share of the states’ immigrants are 
recently arrived.

Affordability 

of housing is 

apparently much 

less important than 

the length of time 

immigrants have 

been settled. 
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Figure 6

Assimilation in key immigrant destination states

Four measures of assimilation by length of time in the United States
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Figure 7

Latino assimilation in key immigrant destination states

Four measures of assimilation by length of time in the United States
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States that have only recently received immigrant newcomers can expect rapid 
assimilation in coming years. This can be seen by comparing states that have larger 
shares of their immigrant residents who are newcomers with other states that have 
fewer newcomers and more long-settled immigrants. There is a wide variation 
between states in the share of their foreign born who are recently arrived (see the 
last column in Tables 2 and 3 on pages 35 and 37). Given the substantial rise 
in attainment levels among immigrants when they reside here longer, we would 
expect higher overall assimilation of immigrants in states where long-settled resi-
dents are more prevalent. 

Conversely, states that are home to greater proportions of recent arrivals would 
have less assimilated immigrants, on average. Take three states as examples, focus-
ing on Latino immigrants:

•	 In Arizona, 29.8 percent of Latino immigrants have arrived since 2000, and 
53.8 percent of all Latino immigrant households are homeowners.

•	 Georgia is a new destination state, with 44.3 percent of its Latino immigrants 
having arrived since 2000. Accordingly, a lower share of Latino immigrant 
households in Georgia are homeowners—37.1 percent—than in states with 
longer-settled immigrants.

•	 South Carolina is a very recent destination for Latino immigrants: fully 
55.4 percent arrived there since 2000, and only 24.9 percent of Latino immi-
grant households in South Carolina are homeowners.32

Housing prices offer little explanation for these differences in homeowner 
achievements. Arizona, with the highest homeownership of the three, has a 
median house value that is 16 percent higher than the national average, Georgia’s 
median is 14.4 percent below the average, and South Carolina, with the lowest 
homeownership, has a median 29.8 percent below the national average yet also 
has the lowest immigrant homeownership. Affordability of housing is apparently 
much less important than the length of time immigrants have been settled. 

These examples are representative of other states in the nation. We demonstrate 
this in a graph of the 50 states that plots each state’s percent of immigrants who 
are recent arrivals on the horizontal axis and immigrants who are homeowners 
on the vertical axis (Figure 8). The three example states—Arizona, Georgia, and 
South Carolina—are identified along the central trend line of this distribution. 
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The downward sloping line reflects a negative 
relationship—the more newcomers, the lower 
the homeownership rate—(a correlation of 

–0.54 between the share of Latino immigrants 
in a state that are newly arrived and the share 
that are homeowners).33 

Most states are clustered near the central 
trend line, indicating strong conformance to 
this basic relationship, but several are not. In 
particular, five states at the bottom of the graph 
have very low homeownership percentages for 
immigrants—Maine, New Hampshire, and 
Vermont in New England alongside Alaska, and 
New York. All five of these states pose excep-
tional conditions for immigrants; four of the 
states are in the far north and have very small 
Latino populations, while in New York the con-
ditions include very high housing prices and 
low homeownership for all residents. 

What is more noteworthy in Figure 8 is 
Latino immigrants’ high homeownership in 
California, despite prices that are 136.3 per-
cent above the national average. Long-settled in California, Latino immigrants 
have fared surprisingly well in achieving homeownership under the conditions. 
Although it is not feasible to label every state in Figure 8, the exact figures for 
each state are reported in Table 3 on page 37 (with confidence intervals 
reflecting the uncertainty of estimates based on a sample in Table 3a on page 
38).34 The immigrant story implied by these data is visually displayed in 
Figure 8 and is well illustrated by comparing Texas and Arizona to California. 
Texas has 25.2 percent recent arrivals and 55.6 percent homeowners among its 
immigrants, which positions the Lone Star state above California in homeown-
ership (due to Texas’s much lower housing prices) and to the left of Arizona 
(because it has fewer immigrants who are newcomers).

Current measures of immigrant assimilation are heavily affected by the newness 
of immigrants. Similar correlations between how recently immigrants arrived 
and states’ overall levels of assimilation are calculated for each of our attainment 

Figure 8
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indicators, but these are not also charted as a graph. The correlations are reported 
both for all foreign-born residents and separately for those immigrants born in 
Mexico and Central America (Table 1). The correlations are different for all the 
attainment indicators, reflecting how much assimilation increases with length of 
time in the United States for different attainments. In addition, the correlations 
for all foreign born are affected when different immigrant groups are mixed into 
different decades of arrivals. 

For this reason, the correlations focused on Latino immigrants alone may offer the 
clearest picture of the difference that newness of immigration makes for overall 
attainment levels of immigrants in each state. As expected, the education indica-
tors are only slightly affected by when an immigrant arrived, but the occupation 
indicator shows a positive correlation that is anomalous because normally it is 
as uncorrelated as education. All the other correlations yield the strong negative 
effect to be expected: in citizenship (-0.69), homeownership (-0.54), income 
(-0.46), and English proficiency (-0.45). 

Clearly, a greater share of recent arrivals lowers the overall attainments visible 
for a state’s immigrants at one point in time. Once those newcomers have had 
time to assimilate, much higher achievement can be expected given the over-
whelming evidence from other states that boast immigrants who arrived there 
earlier than 2000.

Table 1

Correlations between recency of immigration and states’ overall levels of assimilation in 2008

The table summarizes correlations computed between each status attainment and the percent new arrivals, drawing on the data for 
all 50 states in Table 2 (all foreign born) and Table 3 (Latino immigrants) in the Appendix beginning on page 34. Correlations can 
range from -1 to 0 to +1, and a strong relationship exceeds either 0.40 or -0.40. The results show that correlations with recency arrival 
are largely negative and stronger across most attainments for Latinos. This means that average assimilation levels in states are highly 
affected by the recency with which their Latino immigrant residents have arrived in the United States

Above low 
income

English 
proficient

Higher 
occupation

Citizens
High school 
completion

College 
completion

Homeowners

All foreign born –0.135 –0.190 0.014 –0.683 –0.108 0.120 –0.314

Mexican and Central American immigrants –0.459 –0.447 0.251 –0.693 –0.238 0.083 –0.543
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Conclusion

The evidence presented in this report shows that assimilation of immigrants in 
America continues at a rapid pace today. The insights from this study are achieved 
through careful assembly of comprehensive data spaced decades apart, taking 
great care to measure immigrant progress by the most consistent means pos-
sible. Our major task was to arrange the raw data in a format that reflects the time 
dimension of immigrant advancement so that others can see the changes over 
time. Sharing these data should help the American public assess the rate of assimi-
lation with their own eyes.

The results are telling. Whether from higher or lower starting points of social and 
economic attainment—as observed when immigrants are newly arrived—the 
ensuing two decades reveal a dramatic rise. This remarkable advancement is most 
evident for citizenship and homeownership, followed by income and English-
language proficiency. Educational attainment and occupation are relatively 
constant among immigrants who arrived as adults, but immigrant children exhibit 
tremendous gains over their parents.

Assimilation is all about advancement over time, contrary to the unwitting 
assumption that immigrants are frozen in time like Peter Pan. The dynamics por-
trayed in this study are often invisible to local observers of new immigrant popu-
lations, but rapid gains in immigrant achievements can be disguised when the 
number of more visible newcomers is greater than the number of longer-settled 
immigrants. Indeed, newcomers may be all that are seen in new destination states. 
Local residents simply may not know what to expect from immigrant assimilation.

As we demonstrate in this study, the first 18 years of U.S. residence by Latino 
immigrants results in a rise in homeownership to 58 percent from 9.3 percent, 
and a rise in the share of men earning better than a low income to 61.6 percent 
from 21.5 percent. Meanwhile, naturalization has risen to 32.6 percent. These are 
compelling indicators that assimilation is robust in the 21st century and follows 
the pattern of previous eras of American history. 

Assimilation is all 

about advancement 

over time, contrary 

to the unwitting 

assumption that 

immigrants are 

frozen in time like 

Peter Pan. 
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The process of immigrant advancement appears to be broadly similar in differ-
ent states, although it is affected by local economic conditions on earnings and 
housing market effects on homeownership. Less immediately visible may be the 
effects of state education policies that accrue over time and only become apparent 
years later when young people reach adulthood. Surely different state policies may 
impact the rate of immigrant assimilation, but on the whole the trends seem posi-
tive and encouraging of further efforts. 

Claims that immigrants are stuck at the bottom of the ladder are due simply to 
the newness of immigrants and the lack of time for assimilation to occur. Given 
time, the evidence plainly shows that our immigrants today are growing ever more 
successful and becoming part and parcel of the fabric of our nation. This is the 
continuing legacy of our assimilation nation. 
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Methodology and data for this study

By far the most common data used in studies of immigrant assimilation are 
drawn from Census Bureau surveys—either the decennial census or the Current 
Population Survey. A newer survey, the American Community Survey, or ACS, 
is now coming into prominence because it is designed to replace most of the 
question content that was formerly asked in the decennial census. This includes 
all the questions about place of birth, language, education, income, occupation, 
and naturalization, among others. The ACS also fields a very large sample—of 
over 7 million people per year—and so is likely to provide useful-size samples for 
studying small groups even in small states. Given that assimilation takes place over 
long time periods, we compare data from the 2008 ACS with earlier data from the 
1990 and 2000 census, as described below.

Although the ACS is intended to replicate the socioeconomic content of the 
decennial censuses of the past, differences in survey methodology make the ACS 
data slightly inconsistent with earlier censuses on some questions. Such incon-
sistencies have potential to skew the changes between previous censuses and the 
ACS that we are using to measure assimilation. Accordingly, a necessary prior task 
has been to evaluate the consistency of data between surveys, especially between 
the 2000 census and the 2008 ACS, using the intervening ACS surveys to inform 
this analysis. This evaluation is described in a separately available working paper 
and summarized here.35

Many people are familiar with the methodology used in the 2000 and 1990 
censuses, in which questionnaires are mailed out to all known addresses and 
respondents are asked fill them out and mail them back. Interviewers are then 
sent to obtain responses for addresses from which the forms are not returned. In 
the 2000 census, 67 percent of households responded by mail. In the ACS, ques-
tionnaires are sent to a sample of households, 3 million per year, at a rate of 250 
thousand each month. Follow-up interviews are conducted at first by phone. After 
two months a 1 in 3 sample of the remaining addresses are selected for in-person 
field interviews. In the 2007 ACS, 47 percent of households responded by mail.36 
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For linguistically isolated Hispanic households (in which no adult speaks English 
well) the mail response rate was 18 percent.

The lower mail-back rate in the ACS than census can be attributed to the speedier 
follow-up with personal interviews as well as greater visibility, publicity, and famil-
iarity associated with the decennial census.

Systematic differences in responses to the items in this study appear to be related 
to the difference in response mode, since the wording of the questions in the 
census and the ACS is the same.37 Not only does the ACS interview a much larger 
share of households in person (or by phone) than the census, but the interviewers 
are more highly trained permanent staff than those who carry out the census. 

Our review of the ACS results for 2008 as well as all earlier years of the ACS finds 
that the data for the population in this study, 1985-89 immigrants from Mexico 
and Central America, appear generally consistent with the 2000 census results for 
most of the indicators used in our study. 

The two notable exceptions are English-language proficiency and completion of 
a high school degree. We estimate that the English proficiency is 3 or 4 percent 
lower in the ACS than the census and completion of a high school degree some 
6 percent higher in the ACS relative to the 2000 census. It is reasonable to 
infer, but we cannot prove, that these differences are due to the much higher 
rate of responses to trained and bilingual interviewers in the ACS. Subjective 
understanding of English language proficiency may be expected to differ in the 
context of a personal interview than a self-reported questionnaire. Interviewers 
might reasonably also be expected to provide additional information beyond 
the questionnaire about the correspondence between degrees obtained in 
different nations. For purposes of the present study, the main conclusion is not 
the relative accuracy of the two surveys but the simple fact that the responses 
systematically differ.

Despite these inconsistencies, in this study we do not adjust the data in order 
to impose consistency. Instead, we display the data as they are out of belief that 
greater trustworthiness is gained by reporting the unadjusted source data. As a 
guide to readers, we point out where there seem to be noteworthy differences 
between the observed and actual changes between two points in time and offer 
our insights on adjustments needed for greater consistency.
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Another limitation posed by the American Community Survey is that its sample 
design yields estimates surrounded by a range of uncertainty. This factor becomes 
more prominent when the sample is smaller, such as in small states when examin-
ing small subgroups of immigrants. For the state-level analysis we have followed 
the procedures recommended by the Census Bureau to calculate by formula a 90 
percent confidence interval around each estimate. 38 Rather than clutter the text 
and exhibits with these confidence intervals, we report the plus-or-minus range in 
a separate table for the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Also, we take care 
not to emphasize estimates for the smallest samples in our analysis, relying more 
on the larger groups. Where values for especially small samples are commented 
on, such as new immigrants in South Carolina, we indicate the plus-or-minus 
range in a footnote. 
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Appendix

Table 2 provides a 2008 snapshot from the American Community Survey that 
summarizes the status of all immigrants residing in each state. The figures for each 
topic are an average of all immigrants residing in each state, regardless of the dif-
ferences between recently-arrived and longer-settled immigrants. Also shown in 
the percent of immigrants who have only recently arrived in the United States.

Table 2a is a companion to Table 2, showing the plus-or-minus range of 90% 
confidence that surrounds each percentage reported in Table 2. These confidence 
intervals are calculated according to procedures given by the Census Bureau in 

“PUMS Accuracy of the Data (2008).”  
www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/2008/AccuracyPUMS.pdf.

Table 3 provides a 2008 snapshot from the American Community Survey that is 
selected only for Latino immigrants. The figures for each topic are an average of 
all Latino immigrants residing in each state, regardless of the differences between 
recently-arrived and longer-settled immigrants. This summarizes the status of 
Latino immigrants residing in each state and shows the percent of immigrants 
who have only recently arrived in the United States.

Table 3a is a companion to Table 3, showing the plus-or-minus range of 90% 
confidence that surrounds each percentage reported in Table 3. These confidence 
intervals are calculated according to procedures given by the Census Bureau in 

“PUMS Accuracy of the Data (2008).”  
www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/2008/AccuracyPUMS.pdf.
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Table 2

Snapshot in 2008 of average immigrant achievements and recency of arrival

Above low 
income

English 
proficient

Higher 
occupation

Citizens
High school 
completion

College 
completion

Homeowners
Arrived 
2000-08

Alabama 49.8 68.7 33.0 34.1 74.5 29.1 49.5 41.0
Alaska 61.3 82.0 29.9 57.5 84.1 24.7 57.8 25.0
Arizona 49.4 57.9 25.4 32.5 55.8 16.9 59.1 29.2
Arkansas 46.8 61.3 25.1 38.0 54.7 16.7 52.6 30.6
California 53.4 61.2 30.4 46.7 62.6 24.8 49.5 20.4
Colorado 50.8 65.8 29.6 34.3 59.9 24.2 51.6 28.6
Connecticut 63.2 80.6 37.9 46.8 79.3 32.8 59.3 26.2
Delaware 57.5 81.6 41.0 39.5 74.3 38.0 53.2 32.0
District of Columbia 65.7 86.8 47.0 34.7 73.1 46.7 34.5 38.1
Florida 48.6 69.8 31.6 49.7 75.3 25.1 63.2 25.3
Georgia 52.8 67.3 31.6 35.6 70.3 29.8 57.2 34.7
Hawaii 56.8 76.7 31.1 56.3 79.6 22.9 54.3 23.5
Idaho 52.1 64.8 26.5 34.5 55.6 18.0 56.6 30.3
Illinois 58.8 67.7 30.8 46.4 69.7 28.7 63.3 24.0
Indiana 51.7 71.1 35.1 37.8 69.0 29.2 59.0 36.7
Iowa 54.2 70.6 29.9 39.1 68.9 29.0 55.4 33.6
Kansas 56.5 69.4 29.2 37.9 63.3 26.8 57.5 31.4
Kentucky 48.0 76.2 35.5 35.3 75.4 33.1 51.0 45.0
Louisiana 50.4 73.3 33.9 48.4 68.2 26.0 56.3 24.2
Maine 46.7 91.7 34.5 58.5 78.2 24.7 66.0 18.1
Maryland 65.5 81.3 47.0 47.4 79.9 41.5 62.5 32.1
Massachusetts 60.5 75.0 39.4 50.1 75.6 34.3 49.0 29.1
Michigan 51.9 80.2 40.3 52.2 76.7 37.4 67.0 27.1
Minnesota 57.2 74.4 32.5 47.0 71.3 32.3 55.1 33.9
Mississippi 53.9 66.3 34.0 30.9 65.6 28.2 51.4 47.1
Missouri 49.1 72.6 31.3 41.0 73.5 32.9 53.3 33.6
Montana 46.2 93.0 37.5 52.6 82.8 34.6 63.4 19.5
Nebraska 56.1 64.3 24.2 38.9 58.7 20.0 51.5 28.2
Nevada 59.7 65.9 22.5 39.6 63.2 19.5 53.1 26.4
New Hampshire 64.7 88.0 44.2 54.3 81.4 41.9 57.8 23.3
New Jersey 65.1 73.6 38.9 51.8 78.8 36.1 53.3 25.8
New Mexico 47.3 58.8 24.4 30.6 51.0 15.9 62.4 24.8
New York 52.4 72.2 31.0 53.7 72.4 28.5 40.1 22.0
North Carolina 49.1 63.3 28.3 29.6 63.5 26.9 50.3 38.6
North Dakota 59.5 90.7 24.9 45.2 82.4 16.0 56.4 30.3
Ohio 54.3 82.6 42.7 51.1 81.6 41.8 58.6 31.9
Oklahoma 53.9 65.8 27.3 35.8 60.3 21.9 54.3 27.6
Oregon 48.6 65.7 26.5 37.9 66.0 25.4 55.9 28.0
Pennsylvania 58.2 77.7 39.4 51.1 78.4 36.9 59.6 27.8
Rhode Island 57.3 68.3 22.8 52.0 60.9 19.3 50.5 18.1
South Carolina 48.8 69.9 28.2 33.6 70.5 25.3 51.7 38.4
South Dakota 75.6 79.4 41.7 51.8 85.9 38.6 49.8 19.7
Tennessee 53.1 70.2 28.8 32.7 69.6 28.9 50.7 40.4
Texas 51.9 56.1 29.2 33.9 54.1 19.3 58.4 26.3
Utah 57.5 65.8 28.7 33.2 69.0 21.6 54.9 32.9
Vermont 46.3 89.9 39.6 56.7 83.5 33.8 66.0 20.6
Virginia 65.4 77.4 41.9 47.2 77.4 39.3 61.8 30.1
Washington 58.8 71.7 34.9 45.8 73.6 30.5 57.6 26.4
West Virginia 44.8 90.9 52.1 51.1 84.9 45.8 68.7 30.4
Wisconsin 52.3 73.6 28.3 42.8 68.8 25.9 57.0 29.8
Wyoming 50.5 73.6 16.8 35.9 85.7 17.7 53.6 30.9

Notes: Above low income: Percent of for-
eign-born men aged 20 and older (whether 
employed or not) who have annual earnings 
greater than the poverty threshold for a 
family of four.

English proficient: Percent of foreign-born 
population aged 20 and older who speak 
only English, or who speak English well and 
very well.

Higher occupations: Percent of foreign-born 
men aged 20 and older (whether employed 
or not) whose occupation is classified as 
professional or management.

Citizens: Percent of foreign-born population 
aged 20 and older who have naturalized to 
U.S. citizenship.

High school completion: Percent of foreign-
born population aged 20 and older who 
have completed a high school degree or 
GED equivalent.

College completion: Percent of foreign-born 
population aged 25 and older who have 
completed a 4-year college degree or a 
more advanced degree.

Homeowners: Percent of foreign-born 
householders aged 20 and older who own 
rather than rent their homes.

Arrived 2000-2008: Percent of foreign born 
population aged 20 and older that arrived in 
U.S. in 2000 to 2008 (the date of the survey).
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Table 2a

Confidence intervals for state indicators of achievements and recency of arrival  
for all immigrants, 2008

Above low 
income

English 
proficient

Higher 
occupation

Citizens
High school 
completion

College 
completion

Homeowners
Arrived  
2000-08

Alabama ± 5.4 ± 3.4 ± 5.1 ± 4.6 ± 3.2 ± 3.5 ± 5.9 ± 4.8
Alaska ± 8.4 ± 4.9 ± 7.9 ± 6.7 ± 4.3 ± 5.2 ± 9.0 ± 5.9
Arizona ± 2.0 ± 1.8 ± 1.7 ± 1.8 ± 1.3 ± 1.1 ± 2.2 ± 1.8
Arkansas ± 5.5 ± 3.9 ± 4.8 ± 4.7 ± 3.7 ± 3.0 ± 6.4 ± 4.4
California ± 0.6 ± 0.6 ± 0.6 ± 0.6 ± 0.4 ± 0.4 ± 0.7 ± 0.5
Colorado ± 2.7 ± 2.0 ± 2.5 ± 2.6 ± 1.8 ± 1.7 ± 3.0 ± 2.5
Connecticut ± 2.8 ± 1.9 ± 2.8 ± 2.8 ± 1.5 ± 1.8 ± 2.9 ± 2.4
Delaware ± 7.5 ± 4.4 ± 7.0 ± 6.5 ± 4.4 ± 5.1 ± 7.1 ± 6.2
District of Columbia ± 6.5 ± 3.4 ± 6.8 ± 5.4 ± 4.0 ± 4.6 ± 5.9 ± 5.5
Florida ± 1.1 ± 0.7 ± 1.0 ± 1.0 ± 0.6 ± 0.6 ± 1.1 ± 0.9
Georgia ± 2.0 ± 1.3 ± 1.8 ± 1.9 ± 1.3 ± 1.3 ± 2.2 ± 1.9
Hawaii ± 4.4 ± 2.7 ± 4.1 ± 3.9 ± 2.2 ± 2.4 ± 4.3 ± 3.4
Idaho ± 6.1 ± 4.8 ± 5.4 ± 5.4 ± 4.1 ± 3.4 ± 6.7 ± 5.2
Illinois ± 1.4 ± 1.0 ± 1.3 ± 1.4 ± 0.9 ± 0.9 ± 1.5 ± 1.2
Indiana ± 3.6 ± 2.4 ± 3.5 ± 3.2 ± 2.3 ± 2.3 ± 4.0 ± 3.2
Iowa ± 5.0 ± 3.6 ± 4.3 ± 4.4 ± 2.9 ± 3.1 ± 5.0 ± 4.2
Kansas ± 4.3 ± 2.9 ± 3.7 ± 3.6 ± 2.6 ± 2.5 ± 4.5 ± 3.5
Kentucky ± 5.7 ± 3.3 ± 5.5 ± 5.2 ± 3.1 ± 3.6 ± 6.2 ± 5.4
Louisiana ± 5.2 ± 2.9 ± 4.9 ± 4.9 ± 3.3 ± 3.3 ± 5.7 ± 4.2
Maine ± 9.6 ± 3.6 ± 9.1 ± 7.8 ± 4.7 ± 5.0 ± 8.0 ± 6.1
Maryland ± 2.2 ± 1.4 ± 2.3 ± 2.2 ± 1.2 ± 1.6 ± 2.4 ± 2.1
Massachusetts ± 2.0 ± 1.4 ± 2.0 ± 2.0 ± 1.1 ± 1.3 ± 2.1 ± 1.8
Michigan ± 2.3 ± 1.4 ± 2.2 ± 2.4 ± 1.4 ± 1.6 ± 2.4 ± 2.1
Minnesota ± 2.7 ± 2.2 ± 2.5 ± 2.8 ± 2.0 ± 2.2 ± 3.0 ± 2.7
Mississippi ± 8.0 ± 4.1 ± 7.6 ± 6.9 ± 5.1 ± 5.1 ± 8.9 ± 7.5
Missouri ± 4.1 ± 2.4 ± 4.0 ± 3.9 ± 2.4 ± 2.7 ± 4.3 ± 3.8
Montana ± 14.7 ± 4.7 ± 13.3 ± 10.4 ± 6.0 ± 7.9 ± 12.6 ± 8.3
Nebraska ± 5.2 ± 5.3 ± 4.1 ± 4.5 ± 3.5 ± 3.0 ± 5.3 ± 4.2
Nevada ± 2.7 ± 2.4 ± 2.3 ± 2.6 ± 1.8 ± 1.5 ± 2.9 ± 2.4
New Hampshire ± 7.0 ± 3.3 ± 7.3 ± 6.5 ± 4.0 ± 5.2 ± 7.4 ± 5.5
New Jersey ± 1.4 ± 1.1 ± 1.4 ± 1.4 ± 0.8 ± 1.0 ± 1.5 ± 1.3
New Mexico ± 4.6 ± 3.4 ± 3.9 ± 4.1 ± 3.0 ± 2.3 ± 3.9 ± 3.8
New York ± 1.0 ± 0.6 ± 0.9 ± 0.9 ± 0.6 ± 0.6 ± 1.0 ± 0.8
North Carolina ± 2.4 ± 1.4 ± 2.1 ± 2.1 ± 1.6 ± 1.5 ± 2.6 ± 2.2
North Dakota ± 16.0 ± 7.1 ± 13.0 ± 12.2 ± 9.4 ± 10.3 ± 14.1 ± 11.3
Ohio ± 2.8 ± 1.4 ± 2.8 ± 2.7 ± 1.4 ± 1.9 ± 3.0 ± 2.5
Oklahoma ± 4.2 ± 3.3 ± 3.7 ± 3.5 ± 2.8 ± 2.5 ± 4.4 ± 3.3
Oregon ± 3.2 ± 2.3 ± 2.8 ± 2.9 ± 2.0 ± 2.0 ± 3.4 ± 2.7
Pennsylvania ± 2.1 ± 1.3 ± 2.2 ± 2.3 ± 1.2 ± 1.5 ± 2.2 ± 2.1
Rhode Island ± 5.4 ± 3.3 ± 4.5 ± 4.9 ± 3.4 ± 2.9 ± 5.4 ± 3.8
South Carolina ± 4.5 ± 2.8 ± 4.0 ± 4.0 ± 2.7 ± 2.8 ± 4.8 ± 4.1
South Dakota ± 12.0 ± 9.6 ± 14.8 ± 15.3 ± 7.3 ± 10.4 ± 13.0 ± 12.2
Tennessee ± 3.8 ± 2.3 ± 3.5 ± 3.6 ± 2.4 ± 2.5 ± 4.2 ± 3.8
Texas ± 1.0 ± 0.7 ± 0.9 ± 0.9 ± 0.7 ± 0.5 ± 1.0 ± 0.9
Utah ± 4.1 ± 3.2 ± 3.7 ± 3.7 ± 2.4 ± 2.3 ± 4.2 ± 3.7
Vermont ± 10.5 ± 5.1 ± 9.5 ± 7.8 ± 5.0 ± 6.5 ± 8.8 ± 6.4
Virginia ± 2.1 ± 1.2 ± 2.2 ± 2.0 ± 1.2 ± 1.5 ± 2.3 ± 1.9
Washington ± 2.2 ± 1.6 ± 2.1 ± 2.1 ± 1.3 ± 1.4 ± 2.3 ± 1.9
West Virginia ± 12.3 ± 4.8 ± 13.1 ± 10.7 ± 5.6 ± 8.4 ± 12.2 ± 9.8
Wisconsin ± 3.4 ± 2.6 ± 2.8 ± 3.1 ± 1.9 ± 1.9 ± 3.7 ± 2.9
Wyoming ± 15.6 ± 10.0 ± 10.9 ± 12.3 ± 6.9 ± 7.8 ± 15.3 ± 11.8
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Notes: Above low income: Percent of for-
eign-born men aged 20 and older (whether 
employed or not) who have annual earnings 
greater than the poverty threshold for a 
family of four.

English proficient: Percent of foreign-born 
population aged 20 and older who speak 
only English, or who speak English well and 
very well.

Higher occupations: Percent of foreign-born 
men aged 20 and older (whether employed 
or not) whose occupation is classified as 
professional or management.

Citizens: Percent of foreign-born population 
aged 20 and older who have naturalized to 
U.S. citizenship.

High school completion: Percent of foreign-
born population aged 20 and older who 
have completed a high school degree or 
GED equivalent.

College completion: Percent of foreign-born 
population aged 25 and older who have 
completed a 4-year college degree or a 
more advanced degree.

Homeowners: Percent of foreign-born 
householders aged 20 and older who own 
rather than rent their homes.

Arrived 2000-2008: Percent of foreign born 
population aged 20 and older that arrived in 
U.S. in 2000 to 2008 (the date of the survey).

Table 3

Snapshot in 2008 of average Latino immigrant achievements and recency of arrival

Above low 
income

English 
proficient

Higher 
occupation

Citizens
High school 
completion

College 
completion

Homeowners
Arrived 
2000-08

Alabama 38.0 40.7 10.0 14.9 52.4 7.0 27.1 52.8
Alaska 59.7 65.6 4.4 56.5 59.5 2.9 24.6 23.1
Arizona 46.8 43.6 16.5 22.6 41.0 5.2 53.8 29.8
Arkansas 41.0 43.7 11.1 24.5 35.0 4.1 42.7 38.8
California 49.0 44.9 17.5 30.0 40.9 5.7 42.8 19.9
Colorado 43.0 48.2 13.9 16.4 38.9 5.9 39.2 31.3
Connecticut 51.4 47.0 18.9 18.4 57.9 12.0 31.6 36.1
Delaware 50.8 47.3 12.2 9.6 38.6 6.0 42.3 33.1
District of Columbia 57.5 74.1 13.0 17.2 29.7 7.0 22.5 41.3
Florida 43.8 47.2 18.0 27.8 52.2 10.9 45.6 32.0
Georgia 38.7 40.0 11.9 12.6 43.1 5.9 37.1 44.3
Hawaii 73.3 69.1 32.9 37.4 69.3 8.6 29.2 42.5
Idaho 50.6 48.8 13.3 24.7 32.8 2.2 52.9 29.7
Illinois 54.3 49.3 14.3 29.3 46.6 5.9 56.8 22.3
Indiana 49.1 49.0 14.4 21.3 43.6 5.4 52.1 42.7
Iowa 51.6 49.9 7.9 26.9 41.7 5.3 51.0 32.4
Kansas 51.3 53.1 13.5 23.8 40.0 5.7 58.0 33.0
Kentucky 26.5 48.8 12.9 18.0 42.2 3.2 20.2 55.9
Louisiana 48.5 65.6 17.3 38.3 54.9 7.3 43.3 30.6
Maine 57.0 71.4 14.0 49.7 54.5 27.9 17.6 16.8
Maryland 61.6 56.0 23.7 20.1 42.9 7.9 49.8 41.0
Massachusetts 59.6 53.5 21.5 25.0 57.5 13.4 30.0 35.0
Michigan 38.1 52.9 9.8 19.3 36.7 7.1 57.8 32.5
Minnesota 48.1 45.9 9.3 18.3 42.6 8.0 44.8 44.6
Mississippi 49.4 38.8 11.2 11.1 39.5 5.3 25.6 57.6
Missouri 37.6 46.2 7.8 19.0 39.0 5.6 45.1 42.4
Montana 49.4 73.8 0.0 59.5 64.5 0.0 66.1 0.0
Nebraska 55.0 48.9 11.7 30.0 37.5 2.1 53.5 27.2
Nevada 59.6 46.8 15.2 23.2 41.8 4.8 41.9 28.9
New Hampshire 71.5 51.7 7.2 15.3 36.6 1.9 3.4 53.9
New Jersey 51.0 41.6 13.6 18.6 47.2 6.6 23.1 41.1
New Mexico 46.1 47.1 16.0 23.8 37.1 3.6 62.6 22.3
New York 47.7 47.6 13.4 24.1 50.1 9.1 19.3 32.6
North Carolina 40.0 39.9 11.8 10.1 38.5 6.4 34.7 46.3
North Dakota 100.0 100.0 0.0 49.3 59.5 0.0 71.8 0.0
Ohio 35.9 52.5 12.3 23.1 50.8 11.8 30.3 59.7
Oklahoma 53.9 48.8 12.2 21.8 37.4 6.0 50.8 29.0
Oregon 41.3 42.5 10.1 16.3 37.6 5.4 40.5 33.5
Pennsylvania 56.5 45.9 16.8 18.8 45.3 6.9 34.0 43.3
Rhode Island 61.2 46.3 17.3 21.1 48.0 10.6 35.2 29.0
South Carolina 39.4 39.3 12.0 9.4 44.9 4.3 24.9 55.4
South Dakota 81.1 70.6 0.0 25.2 60.7 9.2 72.6 16.5
Tennessee 44.7 48.5 8.5 12.0 43.3 4.1 30.9 49.3
Texas 47.3 43.3 18.7 24.9 38.9 6.0 55.6 25.2
Utah 57.4 50.6 15.6 19.6 48.0 7.5 50.1 35.2
Vermont 81.1 53.6 40.4 35.1 58.1 0.0 5.7 33.3
Virginia 57.8 52.3 16.4 22.5 43.0 10.2 44.6 36.9
Washington 51.2 46.6 12.4 19.2 38.9 4.2 43.6 27.5
West Virginia 43.5 81.8 43.5 26.0 49.3 15.9 55.1 51.7
Wisconsin 48.2 51.8 10.8 19.5 46.7 6.3 52.6 37.7
Wyoming 61.6 49.1 2.9 22.0 77.6 1.0 31.7 36.7
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Table 3a

Confidence intervals for state indicators of achievements and recency of arrival  
for Latino immigrants, 2008

Above low 
income

English 
proficient

Higher 
occupation

Citizens
High school 
completion

College 
completion

Homeowners
Arrived  
2000-08

Alabama ± 7.5 ± 5.7 ± 4.6 ± 5.5 ± 5.8 ± 3.3 ± 9.0 ± 7.7
Alaska ± 23.8 ± 18.5 ± 10.0 ± 20.6 ± 17.8 ± 6.5 ± 42.1 ± 17.5
Arizona ± 2.4 ± 2.2 ± 1.8 ± 2.0 ± 1.6 ± 0.8 ± 2.8 ± 2.2
Arkansas ± 6.8 ± 5.2 ± 4.3 ± 5.4 ± 4.6 ± 2.1 ± 8.5 ± 6.1
California ± 0.8 ± 0.9 ± 0.6 ± 0.8 ± 0.6 ± 0.3 ± 1.0 ± 0.7
Colorado ± 3.6 ± 2.9 ± 2.5 ± 2.8 ± 2.5 ± 1.3 ± 4.2 ± 3.5
Connecticut ± 7.9 ± 7.3 ± 6.2 ± 6.6 ± 5.7 ± 4.1 ± 8.8 ± 8.2
Delaware ± 13.5 ± 11.5 ± 8.3 ± 8.0 ± 9.9 ± 5.2 ± 14.7 ± 12.8
District of Columbia ± 12.4 ± 8.4 ± 8.4 ± 8.1 ± 7.7 ± 4.5 ± 10.3 ± 10.5
Florida ± 2.4 ± 1.9 ± 1.8 ± 2.2 ± 1.7 ± 1.1 ± 2.9 ± 2.3
Georgia ± 2.9 ± 2.1 ± 1.9 ± 2.1 ± 2.2 ± 1.1 ± 3.7 ± 3.2
Hawaii ± 19.4 ± 16.6 ± 20.6 ± 21.2 ± 13.8 ± 9.0 ± 23.2 ± 21.7
Idaho ± 7.6 ± 6.7 ± 5.2 ± 6.5 ± 5.2 ± 1.7 ± 9.1 ± 6.9
Illinois ± 2.1 ± 1.7 ± 1.5 ± 2.0 ± 1.5 ± 0.7 ± 2.4 ± 1.8
Indiana ± 5.1 ± 3.9 ± 3.6 ± 4.1 ± 3.7 ± 1.8 ± 6.3 ± 4.9
Iowa ± 7.7 ± 6.4 ± 3.9 ± 6.4 ± 5.0 ± 2.5 ± 8.0 ± 6.8
Kansas ± 5.6 ± 4.3 ± 3.6 ± 4.4 ± 3.7 ± 1.8 ± 6.4 ± 4.9
Kentucky ± 8.4 ± 7.2 ± 6.4 ± 7.8 ± 6.7 ± 2.5 ± 9.4 ± 10.1
Louisiana ± 8.7 ± 5.5 ± 6.6 ± 8.4 ± 6.1 ± 3.4 ± 10.1 ± 7.9
Maine ± 61.2 ± 48.8 ± 42.8 ± 64.8 ± 46.6 ± 41.9 ± 52.8 ± 48.5
Maryland ± 4.6 ± 3.8 ± 4.0 ± 3.9 ± 3.3 ± 1.9 ± 6.0 ± 4.8
Massachusetts ± 6.3 ± 5.3 ± 5.3 ± 5.6 ± 4.4 ± 3.2 ± 7.0 ± 6.2
Michigan ± 5.0 ± 4.3 ± 3.1 ± 4.8 ± 3.9 ± 2.2 ± 7.1 ± 5.7
Minnesota ± 5.4 ± 5.6 ± 3.2 ± 4.8 ± 4.9 ± 2.8 ± 7.1 ± 6.2
Mississippi ± 11.1 ± 6.5 ± 7.0 ± 7.3 ± 8.2 ± 4.1 ± 12.6 ± 11.5
Missouri ± 7.1 ± 5.3 ± 4.2 ± 6.2 ± 5.2 ± 2.6 ± 9.2 ± 7.8
Montana ± 48.7 ± 21.9 ± 0.0 ± 27.8 ± 20.7 ± 0.0 ± 48.3 ± 0.0
Nebraska ± 6.9 ± 7.5 ± 4.2 ± 5.8 ± 4.7 ± 1.5 ± 7.3 ± 5.7
Nevada ± 3.5 ± 3.5 ± 2.6 ± 3.1 ± 2.5 ± 1.1 ± 4.0 ± 3.3
New Hampshire ± 26.8 ± 22.6 ± 15.3 ± 20.6 ± 21.8 ± 6.5 ± 11.3 ± 28.5
New Jersey ± 3.6 ± 3.3 ± 2.4 ± 3.0 ± 2.6 ± 1.4 ± 3.7 ± 3.8
New Mexico ± 5.2 ± 4.0 ± 3.9 ± 4.4 ± 3.4 ± 1.4 ± 4.6 ± 4.3
New York ± 2.6 ± 2.1 ± 1.8 ± 2.3 ± 1.9 ± 1.1 ± 2.6 ± 2.6
North Carolina ± 3.1 ± 2.0 ± 2.0 ± 2.0 ± 2.3 ± 1.2 ± 3.7 ± 3.3
North Dakota ± 0.0 ± 0.0 ± 0.0 ± 34.5 ± 33.9 ± 0.0 ± 27.7 ± 0.0
Ohio ± 7.1 ± 5.5 ± 4.8 ± 6.6 ± 5.5 ± 3.8 ± 9.4 ± 7.7
Oklahoma ± 5.4 ± 4.7 ± 3.6 ± 4.2 ± 3.8 ± 2.0 ± 6.1 ± 4.6
Oregon ± 4.4 ± 3.7 ± 2.7 ± 3.4 ± 3.2 ± 1.6 ± 5.4 ± 4.3
Pennsylvania ± 5.9 ± 5.2 ± 4.8 ± 6.0 ± 4.8 ± 2.6 ± 7.8 ± 7.6
Rhode Island ± 11.1 ± 8.1 ± 8.6 ± 9.3 ± 8.1 ± 5.3 ± 12.1 ± 10.3
South Carolina ± 6.2 ± 4.8 ± 4.1 ± 4.0 ± 4.8 ± 2.1 ± 7.3 ± 6.8
South Dakota ± 19.4 ± 21.2 ± 0.0 ± 26.2 ± 20.1 ± 12.7 ± 22.8 ± 22.4
Tennessee ± 5.4 ± 3.9 ± 3.0 ± 3.9 ± 4.1 ± 1.8 ± 6.4 ± 6.1
Texas ± 1.2 ± 0.9 ± 0.9 ± 1.0 ± 0.8 ± 0.4 ± 1.3 ± 1.0
Utah ± 5.6 ± 4.8 ± 4.1 ± 4.4 ± 3.7 ± 2.1 ± 6.1 ± 5.3
Vermont ± 29.4 ± 35.1 ± 34.0 ± 31.3 ± 27.8 ± 0.0 ± 18.5 ± 31.0
Virginia ± 4.2 ± 3.0 ± 3.2 ± 3.6 ± 3.0 ± 1.9 ± 5.1 ± 4.1
Washington ± 3.8 ± 3.3 ± 2.5 ± 3.2 ± 2.7 ± 1.2 ± 4.6 ± 3.6
West Virginia ± 35.0 ± 17.2 ± 37.4 ± 24.7 ± 20.8 ± 15.4 ± 33.5 ± 28.2
Wisconsin ± 5.2 ± 4.9 ± 3.0 ± 4.1 ± 3.5 ± 1.8 ± 6.6 ± 5.1
Wyoming ± 20.7 ± 16.8 ± 6.7 ± 15.8 ± 12.2 ± 2.9 ± 23.1 ± 18.4
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In practice, the true value for the population is more likely to lie 
near the sample estimate reported in Tables 2 and 3 than it is to lie 
near the outer extreme of the confidence interval. For more details 
see the Methodology.

	 32	 As a very new destination, South Carolina has a much smaller Latino 
immigrant population, and so the confidence interval surrounding 
their homeownership rate is plus or minus 7.3 percent. This is in 
contrast with confidence intervals of 3.7 percent in Georgia and 2.8 
percent in Arizona (see Table 3a). 

	 33	T he trend line is estimated by a bivariate regression, y = -0.661x + 
63.99, which indicates that the overall homeownership rate (y) for 
Latino immigrants in a state declines by 0.66 points for every in-
crease of one percentage point in the share that are recently arrived 
(x) instead of longer settled. 

	 34	 In fact, these “exact figures” are estimates based on a sample survey. 
Sampling variability in the American Community Survey creates 
greater uncertainty about the estimates provided for states with 
small immigrant populations, as discussed in the methodology sec-
tion. Thus the exact location of the dot for each state can be higher 
or lower by some amount. Following Census Bureau recommended 
methodology, we are 90 percent certain that the homeownership 
level of Latino immigrants in California is plus or minus 1 percent 
of what is shown, while in South Carolina it is plus or minus 7.3 per-
cent. Confidence intervals for all the state data reported in Tables 2 
and 3 are reported in supplementary tables 2A and 3A.

	 35	 John Pitkin, “Evidence of Trends or Artifacts of Methods? Differences 
in the Characteristics of Latino Immigrants Between the 2000 Cen-
sus and the 2005 and Later American Community Surveys.” Working 
Paper (2010).

	 36	 U.S. Census Bureau, “American Community Survey Design and 
Methodology Report” (2009). 2007 is the latest year for which the 
response rate has been published.

	 37	 Another difference between the surveys is that the census is taken 
as of a point in time, April 1, and the ACS is a rolling, or continuous, 
survey. This difference affects results for some questions but not 
those in this study.

	 38	 U.S. Census Bureau, “2008 ACS Accuracy of the Data (US)” (2010), 
available at http://www.census.gov/acs/www/UseData/Accuracy/
Accuracy1.htm.
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