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Abstract 
 

The goal is to investigate whether Latino immigrant’s English proficiency will influence their socioeconomic 
status and migration destinations. Latino immigrants are the fastest growing minority group in the US.  By 2003, 
Latinos constituted approximately 14 percent of the US population, and are projected to reach 30 percent by 
2050 (2000 Census).  Through an analysis of US Census data (1990-2000) on non-citizen and naturalized Latino 
immigrant’s population growth and trends at the county level, OLS regression and spatial techniques are used to 
examine two hypotheses: (1) English speaking Latino immigrants are more likely to have higher socioeconomic 
status, and (2) English speaking Latino immigrants are less likely to reside in counties with other Latino 
immigrants.  Accordingly, this paper questions whether speaking English and attaining higher education enables 
an increase in Latino immigrants’ social status. Family income, per capita and employment status were further 
discussed. Future implications and limitations will be addressed.  
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Introduction 
 

The paper examines whether speaking English “very well” will help Latino immigrants to increase their 
socioeconomic status. There has been a great deal of research on immigrants and it is well documented that Latino 
immigrants are the fastest growing minority group in the US. Latinos constituted approximately 14 percent of the 
US population in 2003, and they are projected to reach 30 percent by 2050 (2000 Census). Thus the reason to 
focus on the Latino population due to the rapid growth accounted throughout the decades. Furthermore, English 
proficiency has a huge influence on Mexican-American’s earning outcome (Davila and Mora 2001). Another 
focus is to investigate whether Latinos who speak English “very well” are less likely to reside in high 
concentration of other Latinos. The paper will focus on the spatial techniques that will be used to analyze why 
space matters as well as where Latino immigrants are located. Latino immigrants who live in non-metro areas 
tend to speak less English (Donato et. al., 2008).  
 

The contribution to this study is to utilize spatial techniques to examine a path to where Latinos are mostly 
concentrated and whether those areas also have high English proficiency. To strengthen the importance of English 
proficiency, several theories were used to help explain the affect of English proficiency to Latinos immigrants’ 
socioeconomic status and their geographic migration pattern. The paper utilized data from 1990 and 2000 Census 
to examine both non-citizen and naturalized Latino immigrants and the overall Latino population at the county 
level. Other characteristic will be examined such as education, per capita, median household income, and 
unemployment rate. Ordinal Least Square (OLS) regression and spatial techniques such as spatial weight matrix 
and Local Indicator of Spatial Association (LISA) will be utilized to strengthen the two hypotheses. The goal is to 
utilize spatial techniques to show where Latino immigrants both non-citizen and naturalized Latinos are residing 
and whether the length of residency (from citizenship status) may increase their assimilation to obtain a higher 
English-proficiency. Finally, some limitations and further implications are addressed. 
 

Literature review and Theoretical framework 
 

The focus of this paper is on the Latino population because over the past few decades, Latinos have been the 
largest and fastest growing minority group in the U.S. and this rapid growth is anticipated to continue for the next 
several decades (Casas, Arce, and Frye 2004).  
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According to the 2000 Census (2000) the distribution of the Latino population is increasing so rapidly that non-
Latino Whites would only represent about one-half of the total population by 2050. The US population will 
continue to grow from 282.1 million in 2000 to almost 420 million in 2050. Out of the 138 million, nearly 67 
million people will be from a Latino origin.  Moreover, Latinos will compose of nearly 25 percent of the total 
population, whereas, the Asian population will compose of 8 percent and the black population of 14.6 percent in 
2050. Nonetheless, researchers have found a large and geographically contiguous region of net in-migration 
(Florida and Southwest), and out-migration (Great Plains) by utilizing the spatial autocorrelation analysis 
(Johnson, Voss, Hammer, Fuguitt and McNiven 2005). Furthermore, the convergence of technology, talent, and 
tolerance among immigrants were seen in different cities – San Francisco, Boston, Seattle, and Los Angeles – 
which has been beneficial in economic growth (Florida 2002). Location choices for immigrants during 1960s 
showed that those immigrants are more geographically concentrated than natives of the same age and 
racial/ethnicity groups can all played a huge role in location choice.  
 

As mentioned previously that Latinos have grown rapidly in the past decades, which have resulted from different 
immigration reforms, and movements from Mexico and other Latin American countries, and they have also 
utilized many port-of-entry areas (Bean and Tienda 1987; Frey 1995; Jasso and Rosenzweig 1990). And it is 
important to mention the traditional port of entries in the past as well as now. Throughout the decades many 
entries have been utilized across the United States; such as San Francisco and New York City, which have been 
the most frequently, used port of entries (Frey and Farley 1996). The distribution of Latino immigrants are mainly 
located in the “traditional gateway states” such as California, New Mexico, Arizona, and Texas, but they are 
slowly moving toward more rural regions in the Southeast and the Midwest. By the end of the twentieth century, 
the West had become the primary immigrant destination (Westphal 2001). 
 

When examining immigrants it is necessary to imply migration, and the paper applied the “push-pull” theory 
which was first utilized by Ravenstein (1889). The most frequently explanation to the push-pull theory is when 
someone migrates because they are pushed away from their original location, whereas others migrate because they 
are pulled or attracted to that place (Weeks 2005). Then again, migration can be defined in many ways, but it has 
typically been defined as a move that results in a permanent change in the place in which one lives. And, Lee 
(1966) argues that migration has no restriction on distance and it can be a short-distance move from one block to 
another, or a long-distance move from one country to another. Migration can have a pervasive influence on 
individuals, and it offers a means for individuals to adjust to their social and personal situations (Toney, Stinner, 
and Kan 1983). Migration is a complex process that is determined by a large number of individual and place 
characteristics. As mentioned above, the push-pull theory of migration can help us understand characteristics that 
may influence individual’s migration decisions. Furthermore, researchers have found that a pulling effect exists 
within similar cultural communities and attracts new immigrants, but such effect is not homogeneous for all 
countries (Gross and Schmitt 2003).  
 

The other main indicator in this paper is English proficiency and how it plays an important role in determining 
Latino immigrants’ economic status. Dustmann and Soest (2002) stated that the important factor for individual’s 
social and economic integration was to be able to communicate with members of the indigenous population. Kao 
and Thompson (2003) found that many racial minority groups tend to come from poor families or families where 
parents do not speak English well or at all. It also showed that those with higher social economic status had better 
education making them better qualifying for jobs. Parents, who have higher socioeconomic attainments, have 
higher educational and occupational aspirations for the child (Mizell 2000). One stigma or assumption is the 
chance of completing school for immigrants are very slim, even when both children and parents perceive the 
importance of education (Lan and Lanthier 2003). 
 

English proficiency plays a huge role in individual’s earning outcomes. The average earnings of Mexican-
American and other Latino immigrants would have been higher if they had been proficient in English (Davila and 
Mora 2001). Zhou (2000) found that minorities living in disadvantaged communities have a profound impact on 
themselves as well as their children. Furthermore, Latinos often live in high-poverty neighborhoods, both socially 
and economically isolated from middle-class Americans. This results in decreased access to well-paying jobs in 
their future (Mather and Kent 2009). Researchers found that Latinos are underrepresented in managerial and 
professional occupations at least partly due to their fluency in English (Mundra, Moellmer, and Lopez-Aqueres 
2003). Therefore, it is no surprise that language proficiency plays a huge role to individual’s socioeconomic 
outcome.  
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As mentioned previously, English proficiency has a huge influence on Mexican-American’s earning outcome. 
Where wage differentials may determine the location decisions of both immigrants and natives. Borjas (2001) 
found that if most workers in a particular racial/ethnic group have similar skills, it would not be surprising if new 
immigrants, that also have those skills, will settle in that region. In addition, with the ethnic networks and sources 
from their origin it may link immigrants in the U.S. and help them transmit valuable resources and information 
about income opportunities to potential migrants.  Researchers found that migrants with more social capital have 
higher wages once in the U.S. wages, but that this effect is lower for women than for men (Greenwell, Waldez 
and Da Vanzo 1997). For instance, social capital has both direct and indirect effects on wages earned by Mexican 
immigrants. Directly, having friends and relative with migratory experience will improve job search success 
which may result in higher wages. Indirectly, social capital influences how a job was obtained and whether it is in 
the formal or informal sector (Aguilera and Massey 2003). According to Bourdieu and Wacqant (1992:119), 
social capital is “the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of 
possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 
recognition”.  
 

Social capital has been well established in migration literature that networks are a type of source of social capital 
and that potential migrants draw upon different networks when they migrate (Espinosa and Massey 1997; Massey 
and Espinosa 1997). Furthermore, network theory also helps migrants establish interpersonal ties such as 
connection through friendship and kinship ties and shared community origin (Week 2005). Networks can also be 
functions of reciprocity exchange, in which favors are extended to friends and relatives as part of a generalized 
system of exchange and they do not expect immediate repayment, but rather anticipate same help for their future 
kin (Massey, Alarcon, Durand, and Gonzalez 1987). Lastly, networks can be characterized by enforceable trust, 
where individual or group refuse to help others and may result in ostracized or punished by relatives and friends at 
home and abroad (Mines 1981; Reichert 1982).  
 

Other research has found that English proficiency is negatively related to immigrants’ socioeconomic status. It 
showed that those who have less English proficiency also have lower socioeconomic status (Mora 2000). 
However, English proficiency do vary across culture and individual’s human capital and their immigration 
pattern, whether the English acquirement was prior or post to migrating to the U.S (Espenshade and Fu 1997). 
With the classical assimilation theory, which suggests that over time, immigrants would develop stronger ties with 
the native individuals of the host society (Brown 2006)? With such suggestion it can also be implied to the 
increase in English proficiency with the length of residency in the host society. As mentioned previously that this 
paper will focus on the spatial techniques that will be used to analyze Latino immigrants’ location. Also according 
to researchers, Latino immigrants are more likely to settle in metropolitan areas (+3 million) and mainly in the 
Western region (Casas et al., 2004). With that statement, spatial assimilation can provide a helpful explanation for 
the persistence of racial/ethnic clusters in inner cities (Massey 1985).  
 

Data and Methods  
 

This paper uses data from both the 1990 and 2000 Census to examine non-citizen and naturalized Latino 
immigrants and the overall Latino population at the county level. The sample consists of 2,052 U.S counties that 
had at least one self-identified Latino. Ordinal Least Square (OLS) regression and spatial techniques such as 
spatial weight matrix and Local Indicator of Spatial Association (LISA) will be utilized to strengthen the two 
hypotheses. The goal to utilize spatial techniques is to show where non-citizen and naturalized Latino immigrants 
are located and whether Latinos who speaks English “very well” are also residing closely to other Latinos.  The 
independent variables included in the models are the individual’s English-proficiency and educational attainment 
(high school and bachelor’s degree), per capita, median household income and unemployment rate. 
 

The exploratory spatial data analysis (ESDA) usually implies a set of lattice maps utilizing both the local indicator 
of spatial association (LISA) and Moran’s I statistic. Moran’s I test was originally developed as a “two-
dimensional analog of the test of significance of serial correlation coefficient in a univariate time series” (Alselin 
and Bera 1998). In order to create the maps Moran’s I is needed and statistical software will plot the slope. To be 
more specific, the Moran’s I can be interpreted as the slop of the regression line between (y) and (Wy) (Anselin 
1995). In order to have the best spatial weight the statistical significance of Moran’s I have to be examined 
through a set of different weight matrix such as the rook, queen, and k- nearest neighbor. For instance, the rook 
weight matrix includes neighbors and in this case counties only top-down-left-right, but as for the queen weight 
matrix it will be all the counties that are connected to that county.  
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In other words, we can use the game of chess to explain the counties that the rook and queen include. For the k-
nearest neighbor, if it is 1-nearest neighbor it includes only one radius (circle) around that county. The circle 
expands as the k-nearest neighbors increases.  
 

Table 1: Spatial autocorrelation of 8 different spatial weight matrices Latinos 
 

Spatial Weight Matrix Latino immigrants 
(non-citizen) 

Latino immigrants 
(naturalized) 

Latinos 

Rook contiguity, Order 1 0.3541 0.3286 0.8139 
Rook contiguity, Order 2 0.2842 0.2527 0.7332 
Queen contiguity, Order 1 0.3547 0.3310 0.8134 
Queen contiguity, Order 2 0.2794 0.2568 0.7289 
1 nearest neighbor 0.3604 0.3640 0.8340 
2 nearest neighbor 0.3817 0.3674 0.8321 
3 nearest neighbor 0.3782 0.3621 0.8186 
4 nearest neighbor 0.3675 0.3496 0.8058 

 

Table 2: Spatial autocorrelation of 8 different spatial weight matrices for Latinos’ English proficiency 
 

Spatial Weight Matrix Speaking English 
Very-Well 
5-17 years 

Speaking English Very-
Well 
18-64 years 

Speaking English 
Very-Well 
65+ years 

Rook contiguity, Order 1 0.3456 0.3836 0.1434 
Rook contiguity, Order 2 0.2827 0.3057 0.1378 
Queen contiguity, Order 1 0.3458 0.3816 0.1439 
Queen contiguity, Order 2 0.2781 0.3021 0.1344 
1 nearest neighbor 0.3670 0.4068 0.1906 
2 nearest neighbor 0.3830 0.4229 0.1670 
3 nearest neighbor 0.3706 0.4113 0.1590 
4 nearest neighbor 0.3576 0.3976 0.1554 

 

After testing these 2 sets of different spatial weight matrices, the 2 nearest neighbor weight matrix was utilized 
even though the 1-nearest neighbor had a higher Moran’s I for the Latinos. The reason for using 3-nearest 
neighbor rather than 4-nearest neighbor is because 3-nearest neighbor have a higher result than 4-nearest neighbor 
when examining all five dependent variables. We then weighted each county’s neighbors by the 3-nearest 
neighbor weight matrix (y-axis). The slope of the regression line in the Moran’s I scatter plot is 0.364 (non-
naturalized) and 0.343 (naturalized), which indicates a positive statistical significant spatial autocorrelation of the 
Latinos immigrants in 2000.  

 

Results 
 

The result section is divided into two sections to explain the two hypotheses. First, the paper hypothesized that 
English speaking Latinos are more likely to have higher socioeconomic status. In table 3 it presented the results 
from the OLS regression model for the three dependent variables (non-citizen and naturalized Latino immigrants, 
and Latinos) to the independent variables.  There are three dependent variables and each column provides the 
results for each dependent variable. The finding showed that Latino immigrants who are not a citizen have a 
positive relationship to not speak English “well” (.561) or “not at all” (.632) between the ages of 18 and 64 
compared to speaking English “very-well”. In contrast, those who are over 65 years old showed negative 
association (0.118) to both not speaking English well or not at all.  
 

The proportion of Latinos showed a positive relationship and statistically significant to speaking English “well” 
(0.269) compared to “very-well” for those ages between 5 and 17. In contrast, the model showed a negative 
relationship (-1.547) for those who do not speak English at all for those ages between 5 and 17 as well as those 
ages between 18 and 64. However, the result did not apply to those ages 65 and over. To sum the findings, Latino 
immigrants who are non-citizen tend to lack English proficiency compare to the overall Latino population, which 
is a possibility of having a longer residency. Therefore, we can suggest that, with the increase of length of 
residency, the more likely Latino immigrants will increase their English proficiency. In the OLS model, the R 
square was included to measures the strength of the proportion of the total variation in the dependent variables 
that are explained by all the independent variables. The proportion of Latino population’s R square showed 0.575.  
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This refers to a 57.5 percent of the variability in English proficiency, education, per capita, median household 
income, and unemployment rate which are being explained by its linear relationships with Latinos. The R square 
for both non-citizen and naturalized Latino immigrants showed 0.615. This refers to how English proficiency, 
education, per capita, median household income, and unemployment rate explains 61.5 percent of the variability 
in Latino immigrants. Furthermore, the larger the R square the stronger the relationship between the Latino 
population to English proficiency, education, per capita, median household income, and unemployment rate. As it 
is shown, 57.5 percent and 61.5 percent are perceived as a strong relationship between them.  
                                          
                                                

Table 3: OLS regression model Latino population, 2000 
 

 Latino immigrants (non-citizen) Latinos 
Prop. Spanish: Speaking English (5-17)a   
     Well 0.068 

(0.056) 
0.269* 
(0.106) 

     Not well 0.020 
(0.063) 

-0.044 
(0.121) 

     Not at all 0.042 
(0.135) 

-1.547*** 
(0.258) 

Prop. Spanish: Speaking English (18-64)   
     Well -0.024 

(0.098) 
-0.155 
(0.188) 

     Not well 0.561*** 
(0.064) 

-0.827*** 
(0.123) 

     Not at all 0.632*** 
(0.077) 

0.831*** 
(0.147) 

Prop. Spanish: Speaking English (65+)   
     Well -0.053 

(0.033) 
-0.022 
(0.063) 

     Not well -0.118*** 
(0.032) 

0.007 
(0.061) 

     Not at all -0.091** 
(0.032) 

0.072 
(0.060) 

Education   
     Prop. High school1 0.002 

(0.055) 
-1.244*** 
(0.106) 

     Prop. Bachelor2 0.229*** 
(0.069) 

1.151*** 
(0.132) 

   
Per capita -0.001*** 

(0.000) 
-0.002*** 
(0.000) 

   
Median household income 3.587E-5 

(0.000) 
0.001*** 
(0.000) 

   
Unemployment rate -0.269 

(0.144) 
0.962*** 
(0.276) 

   
Constant 64.417*** 

(4.764) 
103.292*** 
(9.117) 

R2 0.615 0.575 
Note: * Statistical significant at *p≤ 0.05; **p≤ 0.01; ***p≤ 0.001 
1 Proportion of who finished high school (age 25+) 
2 Proportion of with bachelor’s degree (age 25+) 
a Prop. Spanish: Speaking English very-well is an excluded variable (comparison variable). 
 

To have a deeper explanation on the first hypothesis (English speaking Latinos are more likely to have higher 
socioeconomic status), table 4 examined Latinos who speaks English “very-well” across three age groups (5-17, 
18-64, and 65+).  
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This OLS regression model examined the three Latino age groups across education, income, and unemployment 
rate which are factors that may potentially influence individual’s socioeconomic status outcome. The findings 
showed that all age groups were positively associated to finish high school, but not for completing a bachelor’s 
degree.  Other factors such as individual income showed a negative relationship to those who speaks English 
very-well. However, the results for unemployment showed that those ages between 5 and 17, and 65 years and 
over had positive correlation to unemployment rate. These results provided a good understanding on 
unemployment, because the retirement age tends to be around 65 and conversely, those who are younger are less 
likely to be employed. Therefore, from these findings, it cannot provide enough evidence on whether English 
proficiency will influence or individual’s socioeconomic status in the future. 
 

Table 4: OLS regression model, Proportion of Latinos speaking English very-well, 2000 
 

 Prop. Spanish: 
Speaking English  
(5-17) 

Prop. Spanish: 
Speaking English (18-
64) 

Prop. Spanish: Speaking 
English  
(65+) 

Education    
     Prop. High school1 0.569*** 

(0.063) 
0.657*** 
(0.059) 

0.817*** 
(0.106) 

     Prop. Bachelor2 -0.211* 
(0.095)  

0.160 
(0.089) 

-0.508*** 
(0.150) 

    
Per capita 0.000 

(0.000) 
-0.001*** 
(0.000) 

-0.002*** 
(0.000) 

    
Unemployment rate 1.223*** 

(0.186) 
2.060 
(0.174) 

0.003*** 
(0.309) 

    
Constant 24.211*** 

(4.486) 
-1.582*** 
(4.221) 

27.700*** 
(7.637) 

R2 0.055 0.125 0.063 
 

Note: * Statistical significant at *p≤ 0.05; **p≤ 0.01; ***p≤ 0.001 
 

1 Proportion of who finished high school (age 25+) 
2 Proportion of with bachelor’s degree (age 25+) 

 

The following section will examine the second hypothesis on whether Latinos who speaks English “very-well” 
are less likely to reside in counties with higher concentration of other Latinos. To examine this hypothesis, local 
indicator spatial association (LISA) was utilized to explain the findings. In figure 1 through 3, it showed the 
Latino immigrants across all counties by the combinations of high-high (counties with a high proportion of Latino 
immigrants surrounded by counties with a high proportion of Latino immigrants), low-low (counties with a low 
proportion of Latino immigrants surrounded by counties with a low proportion of Latino immigrants), high-low 
(counties with a high proportion of Latino immigrants surrounded by counties with a low proportion of Latino 
immigrants), and low-high (counties with a low proportion of Latino immigrants surrounded by counties with a 
high proportion of Latino immigrants), showing counties that are statistical significant at the 0.05 level using the 
Moran’s I. The same combinations were also utilized for figures 4 through 6, which displayed the LISA for 
Latinos English proficiency (speak English very-well). 
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Figure 1: Proportion of Non-Citizen Latino Immigrants by Counties, 2000 

           
 

Figure 2: Proportion of Naturalized Latino Immigrants by Counties, 2000 
 

             
 

Figure 3: Proportion of Latinos by Counties, 2000 
              

                   
 

In figure 1, counties with high concentration of non-citizen Latino immigrants are shown in North Carolina, as 
well as other counties across the nation. In is interesting to see there were no Latino immigrants residing in 
California due to the assumption that many Latinos reside there.  
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In figure 2, counties with high concentrations of naturalized Latino immigrants shifted toward Texas, as well as 
the north regions. Very few Latino immigrants are concentrated in urban areas, and as the map shifts from non-
citizen to naturalize and now to the overall Latino population. It showed that in figure 3, counties with high 
Latinos are mainly concentrated in California, New Mexico, and almost half of Texas. States such as Arizona, 
Florida, Washington, and other states also showed some concentration of the Latino population but not as much as 
the previous group. The major reason to create three separate maps for non-citizen and naturalized Latino 
immigrants, and overall Latino population is to examine their migration pattern as well as the possibility for 
assimilation to the main stream counties where Latinos are mostly concentrated.  
 

With that in mind, the following three figures (4, 5, and 6) will show the proportion of Latinos who are between 
the three age groups that speaks English “very-well” across the US. Figure 4 showed Latinos ages between 5 and 
17 and most were concentrated in parts of Texas and many in the North regions. There are a couple of counties 
with Latinos speaking English “very-well” residing in Nevada and Arizona. In figure 5, Latinos ages between 18 
and 64 tend to be more concentrated in Texas and in the North regions. This can be due to the large expansion 
across the age structure as well as the possibility of assimilation from their length of residency. Finally in figure 6, 
Latinos over the age of 65 speaking English “very-well” showed fewer counties than previous age groups, and 
they are not in counties with higher concentration of other Latinos.  To sum these figures to the second 
hypothesis, it does show potential outcomes for Latinos who speaks English “very-well” to be less likely to reside 
in counties with higher concentration of other Latinos. Conversely, from the LISA figures, Latinos who are 65 
and over and speaks very-well English tend to reside away from counties with higher concentration of other 
Latinos. The finding may suggest future implication on the possibility for older individuals to migrate to potential 
retirement areas and in this case it will be counties. 

 

Figure 4: Proportion of Latinos Speak English “very-well” age 5-17 by Counties, 2000 
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Figure 5: Proportion of Latinos Speak English “very-well” age 18-64 by Counties, 2000 

 
 

Figure 6: Proportion of Latinos Speak English “very-well” age 65 and over by Counties, 2000 

            
 

Discussion 
 

The goal for this paper is to assess whether; 1) English speaking Latino immigrants are more likely to have higher 
socioeconomic status, and 2) Latinos who speaks English “very-well” are less likely to reside in counties with 
higher concentration of other Latinos. According to the Census (2000) the Latino population is projected to grow 
from an estimated 36 million in 2003 to 103 million by 2050. Therefore, this is one of the main reasons that this 
paper is focusing on the Latino population. Another component deals with English proficiency and how important 
is English for other immigrant’s whose native tongue is not English to adapt to this country. As Kao and 
Thompson (2003) found that many racial minority groups tend to come from poor families or families where 
parents do not speak English well or at all. In addition, English proficiency does play a huge role in earning 
outcomes, and the average earning of the Latino population will increase if members of these groups had been 
proficient in English (Davila and Mora 2001). Therefore, researchers are emphasizing the importance of English 
proficiency if individuals want to increase their socioeconomic status.  
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The paper utilized several theoretical frameworks, such as Ravenstein (1889) “push-pull” theory, which helps us 
understand its concept and different interpretation of migration. Social capital is another important influence on 
migration—networks may increase individual’s likelihood of migrating, influence their choice in location, and 
increasing their chances of obtaining a job. Lastly, classical assimilation theory was utilized to suggest that over 
time, immigrants would develop a stronger and primary tie with the native individuals of the host country (Brown 
2006). Other suggestions such as, the longer the length of residency the more likely migrants will assimilate to 
their surrounding norms. Conversely, if the individual or the group tends to reside in or close to communities or 
counties with similar origins of cultures and norms, then it may take longer to assimilate.  
 

The paper utilized data from both the 1990 and 2000 Census and explore two hypotheses.  OLS regression and 
two sets of LISA maps were examined. The findings for the first hypothesis (table 3), showed that Latino 
immigrants who are non-citizen tend to lack English proficiency compared to Latinos who have lived in the U.S. 
longer. The paper concluded unsurprisingly, that Latino immigrants’ English proficiency is suggested to increase 
with length of residency. Next, the LISA analyses showed that Latino immigrants who are non-citizen are more 
likely to reside in North Carolina, as well as other counties across the country. Latino immigrants who are 
naturalized tend to move away from North Carolina and concentrate more in the North as well as New Mexico. 
However, the overall Latino population is mostly concentrated in Texas and California.  
 

Therefore, Latinos who speaks English “very-well” showed an increased likelihood of residing in counties with 
higher concentration of other Latinos, but those counties were very few. Conversely, Latinos who are 65 and over 
and speaks “very-well” English tend to reside away from counties with higher concentration of other Latinos. For 
future implications, other spatial techniques such as analyzing the data with spatial regression, and further 
explored a deeper understanding from a spatial perspective. Other suggestions include examining other immigrant 
groups and comparing their migration pattern as well as their English proficiency level. Additionally, natural 
amenity ( also known as the Beale codes) may help explain where (county) people tend to reside when they 
retire—something that may be particularly informative since we found that Latinos who are 65 and over tend to 
reside away from the counties that have high concentration of other Latinos.   
 

Limitations 
 

There are limitations to this research especially. As with most research focused on the Latino population there is 
always the fear that undocumented workers are not included and may have very different migration patterns. 
Studying migration patterns is challenging, especially at the individual level, since the Census collects data at the 
household level. Another issue has to deal with age, Census categorize age only into 3 groups; 5-17, 18-64 and 65 
and over. The 18-64 age groups are very large, and to properly study migration we would like to break that group 
down into smaller sub groups. People aged 18-30 are much more likely to migrate than older people and typically 
migrate for different reasons. Another limitation is the scale used to measure English proficiency. The response 
categories, very-well, well, not-well, and not at all, are not that informative. Also, English proficiency is self-
reported, and people may tend to overestimate their abilities. Additionally, we cannot measure social capital from 
the Census. There are usually factors that will either encourage or force individual or a group to migrate. 
Alternatively, network may increase the chance of immigrating and or job opportunities for future immigrants 
seeking to enter the US.  
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