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Introduction
There are presently more New Americans than at any time in the United States’ history, and many 
are settling in communities with little history of immigration. As of 2012, the recorded foreign-born 
population was approximately 40.7 million, a 31.2% increase from just 2000. Simultaneously, set-
tlement patterns have shifted. Traditional immigrant gateways have become former gateways, new 
gateways have emerged, and even newer ones may still develop.

While this growth represents an enormous opportunity for our country and for many communities 
being revitalized by new populations, it also presents challenges. How communities learn to respond 
to their changing populations is a question of national relevance and significance as the social, eco-
nomic, and civic life of the country will be shaped by these responses. 80% of the country’s popu-
lation growth in the next 40 years is projected to be driven by immigrants and their children, as well 
as much of our country’s workforce growth. Much of the change will be experienced most acutely in 
“emerging gateways,” those regions that have experienced massive growth in their immigrant popu-
lations in the last 40 years. 

The Cisneros Center for New Americans opened its doors in Northwest Arkansas in August of 2014. 
Northwest Arkansas is among these “emerging gateways”; the region’s immigrant population grew by 
850% in the last 20 years. Northwest Arkansas can be seen as a case study in community adaptation 
to demographic shift, an example of the kinds of change the following research discusses. 

This annotated bibliography summarizes eight articles and reports on the topic of demographic shift 
in the United States and some of the effects of this shift on receiving communities. We hope this brief 
review will prove useful to practitioners and researchers whose work focuses on immigrant popula-
tions and receiving communities in communities that, like Northwest Arkansas, are daily being re-
shaped by immigration patterns. 

The following texts highlight the importance of cooperation between immigrants, receiving commu-
nities, and local governments and services. Equally important, the articles suggest ways in which 
receiving communities can successfully attract and incorporate newcomers.  New Americans, as 
many immigrant gateways old and new across the U.S. have come to realize, are critical to a city’s 
continual social, cultural, and economic growth.
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The Rise of New Immigrant Gateways
The Brookings Institution (February 2004)

Part 1: Understanding gateways

This report explains the rise of “new immigrant gateways” in states that had not previously been ma-
jor destinations for immigrants and examines the more recent immigrant settlement trends in 45 U.S. 
metropolitan areas (including their suburbs). 

• In 2000, Immigrants residing in these 45 metropolitan areas comprised 73% of the for-
eign-born population in the U.S. U.S. foreign-born population grew 11.3 million (57.4%) in
the 1990’s.

• By 2000, the immigration population grew to 31.1 million, and nearly ⅓ of them resided in
suburbs.

There are six major types of U.S. immigrant gateways:

Former gateways: Cities that attracted immigrants in the early 1900s but no longer do. Above 
national average in percentage foreign-born 1900–1930, followed by percentages below the na-
tional average in every decade through 2000. Examples: Baltimore, Buffalo, Cleveland, Detroit, 
Milwaukee, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis.

Continuous gateways: Destinations for immigrants that have served and continue to receive 
large numbers of foreign-born. Above-average percentage foreign-born for every decade, 1900–
2000. Examples: Bergen-Passaic, Boston, Chicago, Jersey City, Middlesex-Somerset-Hunter-
don, Nassau-Suffolk, New York, Newark, and San Francisco.

Post-World War II gateways: Destinations that have attracted immigrants during the last 50 
years. Low percentage foreign-born until after 1950, followed by percentages higher than the 
national average for remainder of century. Examples: Fort Lauderdale, Houston, Los Angeles, 
Miami, Orange County, Riverside-San Bernardino, San Diego.

Emerging gateways: Destinations that have experienced fast immigration growth within the 
last 20 years. Very low percentage foreign-born until 1970, followed by a high proportions in 
the post-1980 period. Examples: Atlanta, Dallas, Fort Worth, Las Vegas, Orlando, Washington, 
D.C., West Palm Beach.

Re-emerging gateways: Destinations that had strong immigrant pulls in the 10th century, 
waned as destinations during the middle of the century, but have now reemerged and important 
immigrants gateways. Similar pattern to continuous gateways: Foreign-born percentage ex-
ceeds national average 1900–1930, lags it after 1930, then increases rapidly after 1980. Exam-
ples: Denver, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Oakland, Phoenix, Portland, OR, Sacramento, San Jose, 
Seattle, Tampa.

Pre-emerging gateways: Recent immigrant destinations that have attracted significant num-
bers of immigrants in the 1990s alone. Very low percentages of foreign-born for the entire 20th 
century. Examples: Austin, Charlotte, Greensboro-Winston-Salem, Raleigh-Durham, Salt Lake 
City.

Suggested Citation: Singer, Audrey. 2004. The Rise of New Immigrant Gateways. Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institution. 

5



The Rise of New Immigrant Gateway
The Brookings Institution (February 2004)

Part 2: Facts and Figures

Newly emerging immigrant gateways experienced rapid growth of both the foreign and native-born 
between 1980-2000, while the more established gateways experienced slower percentage of growth. 
Immigrants in emerging gateways were far more likely to be located in the suburbs than in central 
cities around metropolitan areas. As a result, growth rates in the suburbs exceeded those in the city. 
Foreign-born are shifting from more traditional places to destinations with little history of immigration. 

• Atlanta’s foreign-born population surged by as much as 817%.

• Raleigh-Durham’s population surged by as much as 709%.

Recent arrivals to the newest immigrant gateways tend to come from Asia or Mexico, are poorer than 
the native-born population, have lower English proficiency rates, and lower U.S. Citizenship rates. 
By contrast, continuous and post-World War II gateways have longer-residing immigrant populations, 
immigrant poverty rates similar to those of the native population, and relatively higher rates of natu-
ralization, although English proficiency remains low for all gateways. 

• In 2000, more than ⅔ of America’s immigrants lived in California, New York, Texas, Flori-
da, New Jersey, and Illinois.

• The immigrant population in those states declined significantly for the first time in during
the 1990s from 72.9% to 68.5% in 2000. Now states like North Carolina, Georgia, and
Nevada have gained immigrants due to “hot” job markets.

• Emerging destinations, especially suburbs around the metropolitan area, have had to
adjust to the great influx of immigrants. A demand for more schools, health care systems,
and language services have resulted in suburbs.

• Between 1980-2000, metropolitan areas such as Atlanta, Dallas, Forth Worth, and Las
Vegas have seen their immigrant populations quadruple.

Local policymakers and community leaders seek to ease immigrants’ incorporation into their com-
munities by creating a welcoming environment that helps immigrants succeed in their new homes. 
Below are efforts that leaders already have underway in particular cities (New York), and that need to 
be initiated in other emerging immigrant gateways.

• Understand local immigration dynamics, as immigration context varies tremendously be-
tween metropolitan areas. Building English language capacity, providing workforce sup-
port, creating linkages to mainstream institutions, and encouraging civic engagement.

• Bring cultural and language sensitivity to service delivery. The need to develop the capac-
ity to provide information and signage, deliver basic services, and provide public safety in
the dominant languages of immigrant groups. Clinics and other local and regional collab-
oratives can be beneficial in providing health care delivery which can be a complicated
process because of the linguistic and cultural differences between immigrants and Ameri-
can health care systems.

Suggested Citation: Singer, Audrey. 2004. The Rise of New Immigrant Gateways. Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institution. 
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Contemporary Immigrant Gateways in Historical Perspective
The Brookings Institution (2013)

The report compares settlement patterns, the growth of the immigrant population, and geographic 
dispersion. Between 1930-90, over half of all immigrants lived in 5 metropolitan areas: New York, 
Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh. Some cities have been replaced by others, as im-
migration patterns have shifted from the Midwest and Northeast to the South and West. Immigrants 
have begun choosing suburbs over cities because of the movement of job opportunities and decen-
tralization of cities.

• In 1990, 23% of the foreign born population lived in non-metro areas, 10% lived in small 
metro areas, 20% lived in Midwest metropolitan areas, 3% lived in West metropolitan ar-
eas, 3% lived in South Metropolitan areas, and 41% lived in Northeast metropolitan areas. 

• In 2010, 5% of the foreign born population live in non-metro areas, 10% live in small 
metro areas, 9% live in Midwest metropolitan areas, 31% live in West metropolitan areas, 
25% live in South metropolitan areas, and 20% live in Northeast metropolitan areas. 

• In 1900 immigrants made up 14% of U.S. population, and by 2010, immigrants made up 
13% of U.S. population. However, the number of immigrants has massively increased 
from 10 million in 1900 to 40 million in 2013. More than 11.3 million immigrants arrived, a 
growth of 57%, during the 1990’s. 

• In 2010, 85% of foreign born population lived in 100 of the largest metro-areas, 10% lived 
small metros, and 5% lived in non-metro areas. Pertaining to the native born, 62% lived 
in 100 of the largest metro-areas, 19% lived in small metros, and 18% lived in non-metro 
areas. 

• By 2010, 95% of foreign-born residents lived in metropolitans, compared to 81% of the 
native born.  

• In 2010, immigrants made up 51% of the population in the suburbs and 33.2% in the cit-
ies, 11% in small metropolitans, and 4.8% in non-metro/rural areas. A shift from the year 
1980, where immigrants made up 43.4% of the population in the suburbs, 41.4% in the 
cities, and 10% in small metropolitans, and 5.4% in non-metro/rural areas.

By 2010, 33% of U.S. immigrants lived in most central cities, 51% lived in their suburbs, 11% of immi-
grants lived in smaller metro areas, and 5% lived in non-metropolitan or rural areas.
Slightly over 20 million immigrants live in suburbs of ten major metropolitan areas: Los Angeles, New 
York, Miami, Chicago, Washington D.C., San Francisco, Riverside, Houston, Atlanta, and Dallas. 
New York, Boston, San Francisco, and Chicago are still main immigrant destinations, however the 
size of their immigrant population has become smaller.

• Atlanta tops list of metropolitan areas with the greatest proportion of immigrants living in 
the suburbs at 95%. 

• On average, each metropolitan area studied in the report have over 80% of its immigrants 
residing in their suburbs. 

Suggested Citation: Singer, Audrey. 2013. Contemporary Immigrant Gateways in Historical Perspective. Wash-
ington D.C.: The Brookings Institution.
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State of Metropolitan America: On The Front Lines of Demographic Transformation 
The Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program (2010)

The nation is facing five contemporary realities that are redefining who we are as a country
Growth and outward expansion: Between 2000-09, the nation’s large metro areas grew by a com-
bined 10.5% versus 5.8% in the rest of the country. However, they continue to spread out to less 
developed outer areas.

Growth and outward expansion: Between 2000-09, the nation’s large metro areas grew by 
a combined 10.5% versus 5.8% in the rest of the country. However, they continue to spread 
out to less developed outer areas.

Population diversification: U.S. population is ⅓ non-white, yet non-whites accounted for 
83% of the population growth between 2000-08.

Aging of population: U.S. Baby Boomers and seniors make up more than 100 million of 
U.S. population. Large metro areas aging faster than the rest of the nation, experiencing a 
45% increase in 55-64 year-old population from 2000-08.

Uneven higher educational attainment: African American and Hispanic groups who were 
projected to make up a growing share of U.S. future workforce lag behind their white and 
Asian counterparts in large metro areas on bachelor’s degree attainment by over 20%. Over 
⅓ of U.S. adults held a post-secondary degree.

Income polarization: Due to decline in the American household inflation adjusted income, 
by 2008, high-wage workers in large metro areas out-earned their low-wage counterparts by 
a ratio of 5.25 to 1. The number of residents living in poverty had risen by 15% since 2000, 
because low-wage and middle-wage workers lost considerable ground as high-wage workers 
saw earnings rise. 

Five unique obligations:

Integrating and incorporating diverse populations by creating a comprehensive immigra-
tion reform that protects borders and provides fair pathway to legal status.

Enhancing community affordability and vitality for seniors by meeting demands for 
affordable housing, protecting home equity, and requiring the expenditure of federal transpor-
tation and housing funds.

Accelerating higher educational attainment by enhancing teacher quality, promoting effec-
tive interventions in low-performing schools, and rewarding and supporting institutions along 
with it for enrollment and completion of higher education degrees.

Reducing income inequality by renewing or expanding tax credits that support lower-in-
come working families (Earned Income Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit), restoring productive 
capacity of U.S. auto communities, and enhancing labor standards enforcement.

Diversifying the local economy in border metro areas to provide sustainable growth op-
portunities well beyond the housing sector.

Suggested Citation: Berube, Alan, William H. Frey, Alec Friedhoff, Emily Garr, Emilia Istrate, Elizabeth Knee-
bone, Robert Puentes, Audrey Singer, Adie Tomer, Howard Wial, and Jill H. Wilson. 2010. State of Metropolitan 
America: On The Front Lines of Demographic Transformation. Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution. 
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Revitalizing Detroit: Is There a Role for Immigration? 
Migration Policy Institute (2014) 

Detroit is in economic decline and is facing problems concerning a shrinking and aging population, 
declining city resources, and lack of specialized workers. Immigration alone cannot solve problems 
but can serve as a powerful boosting tool for Detroit’s economic prospects. 

Since the 1950’s, the city’s population has shrunk by 60%; between 2000-10 approximately 250,000 
residents left the city. Workers who stayed in Detroit are rapidly aging and expected to double over 
next 25 years. De-population led to a shrinking housing stock, income tax base, and funding for rein-
vestments and municipal bankruptcy (the largest in the nation).

• Only about 12% of Detroit residents have at least a four-year postsecondary degree—this 
is less than the U.S. national (28%) and state averages (25%). 

• Michigan lost nearly 1 million jobs from 2000-09 due to the loss of bonds of Detroit’s auto 
manufacturers. Per capita income in Michigan fell from 17th in the nation in 1999 to 38th 
by 2009. 

Detroit is considered one of the most segregated areas in the nation. Every 5 in 6 Detroit residents 
identified as Black/African American (82.7%), while 70% of the metro region identified as white. 
Detroit has the largest poverty rate with 57.7% of children living below the poverty line in 2011. The 
city unemployment rate was 17.7% in 2013, which is more than twice the national average (7.3%). 
However, when including the underemployed experts estimate the real Detroit unemployment rate to 
be closer to 50%.

• 61% of the 182,000 employed Detroit residents have jobs located outside city limits. 70% 
of the jobs held within the city are occupied by commuters who live outside city limits.

Detroit’s property values and municipal government’s ability has decreased significantly. In the 
1950’s the municipal government relied on property taxes from a base valued at $45.2 billion, but by 
2012 it had shrunk by 21.2% and valued at only $9.6 billion. Detroit has raised its property taxes and 
instituted taxes on wage and income, casinos, utility users, and receives a share of state sales taxes 
redistributed through a state revenue-sharing program. Detroit has cut expenditures and services by 
28% between 2003-10, yet many of the problems have not been resolved.

• Detroit’s 2010 Census reported a smaller proportion of foreign-born residents (8.6%) than 
the national average (12.9%). However, it ranks 2nd in total foreign-born population in 
Midwestern United States with 400,000 who are spread throughout the area. 

Evidence suggests immigrant populations can help rebuild international connections, promote trade, 
and reduce barriers. New immigrants are more likely to be young, of working age, and have higher 
birth rates than native born. Immigration has increased the skill level of Detroit’s workforce (immi-
grant workers in Michigan have significantly higher skill levels than their native-born peers). Immi-
grants who establish businesses in struggling communities where property costs are low may help 
revitalize these areas and attract other investment. 

Suggested Citation: Tobocman, Steve. 2014. Revitalizing Detroit: Is There a Role for Immigration? Washington, 
D.C.: Migration Policy Institute.
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Twenty-First Century Gateways: Immigrants in Suburban America 
Migration Policy Institute (2008)

Shifts in labor markets cause immigrants to move to suburbs instead of settling in well-established 
immigrant gateways. The influx of immigrants in suburb areas and small towns can be problematic 
because they don not have sufficient institutional structures that could assist in integrating immi-
grants. Different areas of the U.S. that served as immigrant magnets for the past few decades have 
responded differently to the predicament; ranging from accommodating to hostile and exclusionary.

Twenty metropolitan areas house 1/5 of all immigrants in the U.S.: Atlanta, Austin, Charlotte, Dallas, 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Phoenix, Portland, Sacramento, Washington D.C., Las Vegas, Orlando, San 
Jose, Seattle, Tampa, Denver, Salt Lake City, Raleigh, Durham, Greensboro, and Winston. 

Between 2000-2006, foreign-born populations in Orlando, Atlanta, Las Vegas, and pre-emerging 
Charlotte and Raleigh grew in percentage between 53%-62%. In 2000, an estimated 450k immi-
grants settled in New York City. Houston, Riverside-San Bernardino, and Miami each followed with 
over 250k immigrants.

• Major gateways have seen minor percentage growth in immigrant settlement while sur-
rounding suburbs had exceptionally fast growing immigrant populations. Los Angeles had
an immigrant population growth of only 3.1% while nearby Riverside-San Bernardino grew
46.7%.

• During the 1990’s, Mexicans were drawn to Atlanta by employment opportunities, and
added more jobs than any other metropolitan area in the U.S., with the exception of Dal-
las. By 2006, immigrants made up 11% of the total Atlanta population.

• Chamblee-Doraville area has become one of the most ethnically diverse in southeastern
U.S. In 1980, Non-Hispanic whites made up 90% of Chamblee’s population, but 24% in
2000.

• In 2006, Chamblee responded to the influx of immigration settlers by embracing its in-
creasing diversity; however legislation has also been passed to deal with immigration
settlement issues.

• Georgia legislators have rejected bilingual education, assembling programs that empha-
size learning English quickly. In addition, landlords will be penalized if they rent housing to
undocumented immigrants. Restrictive measures such as denying tax supported benefits
to adults without status, requiring police to check status of anyone arrested for a felony,
reporting those without status to federal authorities, and requiring proof of legal authoriza-
tion to work on all state contracts have been incorporated.

• Arizona and Oklahoma, among other states, have passed similar legislators to deal with
the absence of federal immigration reform.

• In 2000, Sacramento had 250k foreign-born residents, and had gained 1000k by 2006.
Sacramento ranks 10th among U.S. metropolitan cities with refugees that resettled be-
tween 1983-2004. Approximately 41% of the population is from Asia; 33% is from Latin
America; and 11% is from Eastern Europe.

Suggested Citation: Singer, Audrey, Susan Hardwick, and Caroline Brettell. 2008. Twenty-First Century Gate-
ways: Immigrants in Suburban America. Washington, D.C.: Migration Policy Institute. 
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A Lonely Life for Immigrants in America’s Rust Belt 
The Atlantic (2015)

Immigrants who move to small cities across the Midwest face a different kind of isolation than those 
who migrate to major, diverse metropolitan cities such as New York or Los Angeles. The Rust Belt, 
once a hub for immigrants during the 19th century, became a rare destination for foreign-born people 
during the second half of the 20th century.

• According to the Census Bureau, 28.1% of the Cincinnati population in 1880 was for-
eign-born, but by 1990, it was 2.8%.

• In 1990, there were only 2,386 people of Hispanic or Latino origin lived in Cincinnati. By
2000, there were 4,230 people of Hispanic or Latino origin in Cincinnati. The Latino/His-
panic population grew by 1,844 (77.28% change).

• In 2011, Hamilton County in Cincinnati had 21,513 Hispanic residents (3% of total popula-
tion). In Cleveland and Columbus, Hispanics were 5% of total population. Lucas County in
Toledo had Hispanics make up 6% of total population in 2011.

• In 2000, about 1,900 people in Hamilton County were born in China, 800 were born in the
Middle East, and 2,700 were born in Africa.

Suggested Citation: Semuels, Alana. 2015. A Lonely Life for Immigrants in America’s Rust Belt. Washington, 
D.C.: The Atlantic.
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All Immigration Is Local, Receiving Communities and Their Role in Successful 
Immigrant Integration 
Center for American Progress (2011)

This report argues that more attention and resources should be focused on immigrant-receiving 
communities as well as immigrants; the expectations placed on immigrants should be equal to those 
placed on receiving communities. Positive community relations require the cooperative action of both 
immigrants and native-born residents. 

Four key strategies for receiving communities:

• Appointing recognized leaders who are passionate, compellingly address changes, and 
willing to reach out to people. 

• Promoting contact between immigrants and native-born residents. 

• Building partnerships between state and local governments and new residents. 

• Re-assessing misconceptions that native-born residents have about immigrants.

Local programs and experiences do not always lead to broader solutions for communities across 
America.The report considers potential models for broader impact that include affiliations between 
multiple levels of government and civil society.

• Federal government programs rarely address integration directly, seldom take receiving 
communities into account, and don’t engage residents in a longer-term process of integra-
tion. 

• State and local governments suffer from economic downturns, even though they are often 
on the front lines of integration. 

• Non-governmental actors, funders, and foundations focus on aiding and providing ser-
vices to immigrant newcomers, but should also focus on addressing the needs of the 
native born.

Suggested Citation: Jones-Correa, Michael. 2011. All Immigration Is Local: Receiving Communities and Their 
Role in Successful Immigrant Integration. Washington, D.C.: Center for American Progress.
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The Facts on Immigration Today 
Center for American Progress (2014)

The following facts are from 2012, unless stated otherwise. 

• The foreign-born population consisted of 40.7 million people in 2012: 18.6 million were
naturalized US. citizens and 22.1 million were noncitizens. Of the noncitizens, 13.3 million
were legal permanent residents, 11.3 million were unauthorized migrants, and 1.9 million
were on temporary visas.

• From 2000-12, there was a 31.2% increase to foreign-born population; immigrant popula-
tion grew from 31.1 million to 40.8 million people.

• Immigrants made up 13% of the population. Of the immigrant population, 11.8% emigrat-
ed from Europe, 28% (11.6 million) came from Mexico, 2.3 million emigrated from China,
2 million emigrated from India, 1.9 million emigrated from Philippines, 1.3 million emigrat-
ed from Vietnam and El Salvador, and 1.1 million came from Cuba and Korea.

• 6.9 million (57%) of the undocumented population were from Mexico, but by 2012, the
population degraded to 6 million (52%).  California, Texas, Florida, New York, Illinois, and
New Jersey host the majority of the U.S. undocumented population

• 61% of the foreign-born population lived in the West and South compared to 50 years ago
when 70% of the immigrant population live in the Northeast and Midwest.

• 11.6% of immigrants had a master’s degree, professional degree, or doctorate degree,
compared with 10.8% of the native-born population. However, 69.4% of the foreign-born
population attained a high school diploma or higher compared to 89.9% of the native-born
population. In addition, 51.4% of the U.S. immigrant population was female, outnumbering
men in the foreign-born population.

• Less than 1 in 5 immigrants live in poverty, and no more likely to use social services than
the native-born Americans. 19.1% of immigrants lived in poverty, while 15.4% of the na-
tive-born population lived in poverty. Of the foreign born, 3.2 million Mexican immigrants
and 1.4 million Southeast Asian immigrants lived in poverty.

• Median annual household income of second generation Americans in 2012 was $58,100
($100 below national average), which is higher compared to $45,800 that their parents
made.

• 36% U.S. born children of immigrants are college graduates (5% above national average),
11% live in poverty (below 13% the national average), and 64% are homeowners (1%
below national average).

• In 2007, the Immigration Policy Center found that the incarceration rate for immigrant men
ages 18-39 in 2000 was 0.7%, compared to 3.5% of native-born.

• Between 2012-16, 3.3 million Latino citizens will turn 18 years old, 2 million (57%) of them
being the children of immigrants.

Suggested Citation: Center for American Progress Immigration Team. 2014. The Facts on Immigration Today. 
Washington D.C.: Center for American Progress.
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