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|. Digest

International migration (immigration) to California has béea focus ofmuch public
policy debate and controversy. Of less study and debate, but of kgtaical
significance to California’population growthhas been migration betweenlifoania and
the rest of theUnited States. This second type of migration, termed "domestic
migration,” is the focus dhis study. In thigaper, we seek to providecamprehensive
summary ofdomestic migration, providing answers to basic questdnasit howmany
people move domestically to and from California each yearwelks as providing
information on socioeconomic and demographic characteristicthasfle domestic
migrants.

Migration between Cdbrnia andother states idifficult to measure. No single source of
data provides an accurate and complete picture of donmegfiation to and from the
State. The characteristics of domestic migrantsvalt as the number of domestic
migrantsare of interest t@olicy makers, but for the most recep¢ars onlyrough
estimates are possible.

In this paper, we develop and evaluaeveral different estimates tie number of
domestic migrants entering atehving California from 198%hrough 1994. Primarily
using the U.S. Department of Commerce's 1990 censut@adnualCurrent Population
Surveys, we alsexaminesome socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of those
domestic migrants. Among the key findings of this report are:

« In any givenyear,relatively fewpeople move acrossatelines. Between 1985 and
1994, theannual average number of peopéaving California for other states
representeanly abouttwo percent of the State's population. Tdrenual average
number of peoplenteringCalifornia fromother states waalso aboutwo percent of
the State's population. The net change in the State's population due to domestic
migration has not amounted to more than one percent of the State's population for any
single year between 1985 and 1994.

« A dramatic change in migration patterns between California amdghef the country
has occurred over the past ten years. In the decade prior to the recent recession, more
people moved to Gébrnia fromother states (domestic in-migrants) timoved from
California to other states (domestic out-migrants). ithAthe recent recession, that
long-standing trend was reversed. Accordingitofficial CaliforniaDepartment of
Finance estimates, froduly 1989 to July 199@omestic netnigration to California
was at a 25 year high, with alm@§t0,000 people added to the State's population due
to domestic migratioh. The Department ofinance unofficiallyestimatesthat just

! According to the 1990 census, 46 percent of California residents were born in California, 31 percent
were born in other states, and 23 percent were born in foreign countries.

2 Domestic net migration is the difference between the number of people who move to California from
other states (domestic in-migrants) and the number of people who move from California to other states
(domestic out-migrants).

3 of 45



four years later, betweeluly 1993and July 1994, the State lost a record 257,000
people through net domestic out-migration. Other datdes suggestlifferent
numbers, but the same general patterns.

On a netbasisbetween 1985 and 1994, California tendedyam domestic migrants
from the Northeast and Midwest, and tended to lose domnmegfiants toother states
in the West. Nelosses to Nevada, Oregon, Washington, Arizona, and Colbeado
been especially large since 1990.

Between 1985 and 1990, @ainia attracteddomestic migrants with higher than
average incomes, and experienced a net loss of dommegtamts with loweincomes.
Since1990, averagecomes ofpersonamoving to California fronother statefhiave
remained higher than average incomes of domestietnigrants. In absolute terms,
however,since 1990 California has been loskmgth high and low income domestic
migrants, although most of the net loss remains in the lower income groups.

Persons between the ages of 18-34 account for almadisdf all domestic migrants
both to and from th&tate. The 18-34 age group accounted for most of thegaiet

in domestic migration to the State between 1985 and 1990, and accoumtertlicof

the net loss in domestic migration from the State between 1990 and 1994.

Most domestic migrantsoth to and from th&tate aréNVhite. On a nebasis,only
Hispanic domestic migrants experiencateamigration loss between 1985 and 1990.
Since 1990, morklispanic and White domestic migraateleavingthe State¢han are
arriving from other states.

Domestic in-migrantgend to be better educated than either domestic-out migrants or
non-movers in the State. Between 1985 and 199@peh gainedens of thousands

of college graduates and lost tens of thousands of persons viidh achool
education or less. Between 1990 and 1994 California continued to be a net domestic
exporter of persons with a high school education or less, and deap#e domestic
out-migration overall, experienced almost no net change in donneigiants with
college degrees.

Domestic out-migrants from Ghlrnia are mordikely to be unemployed than
domestic in-migrants to California. Domestic migrants dutieg 1990-1994 period
were morelikely to be unemployed than domestic migrants durihg pre-recession
period of 1985-1990. California experienced aet gain of employed domestic
migrants between 1985 add90, and a net loss of batimemployed and employed
persons between 1990 and 1994.

Domestic migrants to Californiare mordikely to be white collarworkers than are
domestic migrants fronthe State. Between 198Hd 1990, @ifornia was a net
domestic importer of white collavorkers and a net domestic exporteibhfe collar
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workers. Sincethe onset of the recession, the net losblud collarworkers has
intensified. The most recent data also suggdhst California isexporting white collar
workers, although the numbers do not appear to be large.

« Domestic migrantsvho leave Californiaare mordikely to own a home than domestic
migrants who move to the State.

[l. Other Studies

William Frey ofthe University of MichiganPopulation Studies Center used 1990 census
data to evaluate international and domestic migration flows. Frey's primary focus is on the
relationship between migratiobpth international and domestic, astufts in population

by race/ethnicity and poverstatus. Frey argueghat Caifornia andother statesvhich

receive large numbers of international immigrants also experieneé autflow ofless
educated and lowancome domestic migrants as a resultha inflow of international
immigrants. Frey's study is based on 1990 cedatsgsand it doesiot include data on

more current flows of domestic migrants.

The California SenateOffice of Research used 1990 cenglsta toanalyze domestic
migrationpatterns of senior citizens. Theportconcludes that "[i]n the large scheme of
the state's economy, tislight out-migration of seniorisardly registers." Because the
study is based on the 1990 census, it adm#snclude anyupdates on patterrsnce the
onset of the recession. Also, the report does not consideravements of persomsher
than senior citizens.

More recently, Bules and Associates surveyed thousands of California companrisrin

to identify manufacturers which havelocated or expanded their operations outside the
State. While the survey contains estimates of jolost, destinations, and reasons for
relocating or expanding outsidlee State, it i§mited to the manufacturingsector and
does not provide information on domestic migrants.

Finally, NancyBolton at theUniversity of California alL.os Angeles has been using tax
data toexamine migratiomnd income in California. Tdate, Dr. Bolton'snalyses focus
on movements within regions in Californtather thanmovements into aneut of
California.
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I1l. Data Issues

Tracking themovement of persons from of¢ate to another is amcertain undertaking.
The UnitedStateshas no restrictions on internal migration. Persams move from one
State to another are notquired to register thanovement. Surveys, censuses, and
administrativerecords do not capture the entire resideopulation of theState, and
movers areprobably morelikely to be missed bysuch records than are non-movers.
Nevertheless, numerous data setsexist which give indications ahterstate migration.
Table 1 summarizes the data sets considered in this report.

The amount of information containedtire data setgaries considerably. Migraticata

from the 1990 census are based aerg large sample dhe entire population, but are of
courselimited to the pre-recession period of 1985-1990. The Wi®rnal Revenue
Service(IRS) and Cafornia Department oMotor Vehicles(DMV) datacan be used to
develop annual estimates of domestic migration for periods both before and after the onset
of the recession irCalifornia, but the data sets covenly specific subsets of the
population. In addition, the IRS and DMV data provideimformation on social and
economic characteristics of the migrants.

Another source of data, the Marshpplements of the Current Population Surf@ysS)

can be used to develop estimates ofrthmber of domestic migrants a®ll as their
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Because oneuoiig objectives of

this study is tanalyze characteristics tife most recent domestic migrants, we have used
CPS data to provideestimates for numerous demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics of interest. The CPS is lwotiely and provides detailed information, but
suffers from imprecisiordue tosmall samplesizes. To decrease tlsamplingerror
associated with th€PS, we have pooled tlamnualCPS data intéwo periods delineated

by the onset of the recession (1985-1990 and 1990-1994). Although the pooled CPS data
for 1985-1990 are notlirectly comparable witithe 1985-1990 census datathe
dependability othe CPS estimates can be at Ipastially assessed by comparihg pre-
recession CPS estimates with 1990 cedsuis. In additionbecause the CP&stimates

are based onmuch smaller sample ¢iie population than the cengleta, it isnecessary

to quantitatively estimate the precision of the CPS based estimates.

Appendix B contains anore complete description aadalysis ofthe data sets shown in
Table 1 as well as other data sets not used in this analysis.

% Direct comparability between the CPS and census estimates is not possible due to coverage and time
frame differences. See Appendix B, Table 1, and footnote 8.

* In this paper, we report 90% confidence intervals for CPS estimates. For sample data such as the CPS,
a 90% confidence intervals means that given the size of the sample, the true value of the parameter of
interest will be captured by the confidence interval in 9 out of 10 random samples of the same size. Note
that non-sampling error, or sample bias, is not included in the determination of the confidence intervals.

It is not possible to statistically quantify non-sampling error. See Appendix C for a more complete
discussion of the CPS.
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Table 1

Sources of Estimates of Domestic Migration

Source Basis of Determination Coverage Detail(a)
of Migration Status

1990 census Census question on All persons in households Socioeconomic,
location of residence five completing the long form demographic, and
years prior to the census census questionnaire (1.7 geographic
(April 1, 1985). million households in characteristics; gross

California, representing  flows.
about 1 out of every 6
households), weighted to

reflect the entire

population counted in the

census.
Current Population Survey question on Persons in surveyed Socioeconomic,
Survey (CPS) location of residence one households (about 4500 demographic, and
year prior to the survey  households in California, geographic
(March of each year). 60,000 in the nation), characteristics; gross
weighted to reflect the flows

total civilian population,
excluding persons in

institutions.
Internal Revenue Matching of income tax  Persons and their Geographic
Service (IRS) returns. dependents who file characteristics (by

income tax returns in two  State); gross flows.
consecutive years.

California Driver's license interstate Persons who move across Age and geographic
Department of Motor  address changes State borders and who characteristics; gross
Vehicles (DMV) (accumulated on a return the driver's license flows.
monthly basis). of their prior State of
residence.

(a) Some data sets may contain additional information which is not available publicly.

I\VV. Demographic Characteristics:
Estimates of the Number of Domestic Migrants

Historical Patterns in Domestic Net Migration Flows: 1950-1985
California has long been a destination migrants, both thoseom other states asell as

those fomabroad. Since1950, domestimigration has been as important as international
migration tothe State's population growth. On average between d&@50985, about
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half of the State's population increase duemtgration can be attributed to domestic
migration.

While the various data setghich measure domestic migration dot agree on the exact
number of domestic migrantdie general patterns suggested in Figure 1 are somewhat
consistent across data setsAs shown in Figure 1, at least three somewhat distinct
periods of domestic net migration can be identified between 1950 and 1985.

Figure 1
Net Domestic Migration
July 1950-July 1985
Net Domestic Migration (thousands)
400

300 T

200 T

100
0 1 D D H
1955-56 1960-61 1965-66 1975-76 1980-81

1970-71

(100)

Source: 1960-65, Ca. Department of Finance unofficial estimate of total net migration less INS legal immigration plus estimated emigration
1965-70, same as 1960-65 with additional adjustment for undocumented immigration
1970-85, California Department of Finance, unoffical estimates

The first period of domestic migration, between 1950 B965, was characterized by
huge flows of domestic in-migrants tioe Stateand relatively few domestaut-migrants.
During this period, aannual average &72,000 more people moved ir@alifornia from
other states thaleft Californiafor other states. The vasiajority (almost 9(percent) of
all migrants to California during thiperiod were domestic migrantsather than
international migrants.

During the second period, from the late 1960s toetrey 1970s, domestic nanigration

to the Statedeclined substantially. Fueled by a declinethe aerospace industry,
California's economy performed verygoly relative tothe rest of the country. As a
result,California actually experienced negative domeastiomigration in1971-72. Legal
international migration téhe Statancreasedslightly during this time but remainedwell
under 100,000 per year.

From themid 1970s to thesarly 1980s, domestic nanigration to Californiavas positive

but not remarkable. During this third period, annual domestic net migration averaged over
60,000 per year. Internationaligration tothe Statencreased substantially, tover
200,000 per year by the early 1980s.

® Section IV includes comparisons between the data sets, and Appendix B contains a more complete
comparison and analysis.
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Recent Domestic Net Migration Flows: 1985-1994

Estimates of annual domestic migration between 1985 and 1994 vary substantaliy by
source. Howevergeneral patterns of the estimates otiere are fairly consistent.
Generally, estimates of domestic migration between 1985 and 1994 ititatateyration
betweenCalifornia andother stateghanged dramatically durirthose years. In the pre-
recession period of 1985-1990, domestic mejration to Californiawas positive, and
possibly at levels much highénan in theearly 1980s. Unofficial estimates from the
California Department ofFinance (DOF) suggest that fronduly 1989 to July 1990,
domestic netnigration to Californiavas at a 25 year high, with alm@§0,000 people
added to the State's population due to domesigeation (Figure2). For theive year
period 1985-199Qynofficial DOF estimates place thetal net domestimigration gain at
over 600,000 persons. Other estimates indicate less dramastllbpsitive domestic
net migration for the period 1985-1990 (Table 2).

Since 1990, in the most recent and ongoing periodemarkable and unprecedented
reversal hasccurred. All of the estimates agréleatwith California's deep and sustained
recession, domestic net

. . Figure 2
migration has plummeted. [fet pomestic Migration Net Domestic Migration
the early 1990's,California has (thousands) July 1985-July 1994

) . 200
experienced substantidévels |z,

of domestic out-migration. 100
Unofficial estimates from the °9
California  Department  Of .50 | 108586 1986-67 1987-88 1988-89 1989-00 199
Finance indicatéhatfiscal year -100 1991-92
1993-94 was a record year, ago
over 250,000 more peopleft _250
the Statethan moved to the -300
State domestically. Source: California Department of Finance, unofficial estimates,

based on assumption of 125,000 illegal immigrants per year.

1992-93 1993-94

Comparison of Recent Estimates of Domestic Migration, 1985-1994

Various data sources may be used to develop estimates of domestic migratiordafehese
sources cover different segments of the population at different points in time with different
means of identifyingmigrants, and it is thereforet surprisingthat theestimates contain
substantial differencés.Because the census is designed to pronéligble estimates for

all segments of the population, it is the standardwbych other estimatesmay be
evaluated.

® See Appendix A for estimation methodologies. Appendix B includes a more complete treatment of the
differences between the estimates derived from the various data sources.
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In this paper, we develop estimates of domestic migration from four data sources:

=

Department of Motor Vehicle data on driver license address changes (DMV);
2. Internal Revenue Servigata based on subsequgetar matching of income tax
returns (IRS);
3. Current Population Survey estimates of domestic migration based on responses to the
survey question regarding location of residence one year pribesurvey (CPS);
and
4. Censusdata on domestienigrants based on responsesthie census question on
location of residencéve years prior to the census. BecauseG@RS estimates are
derived from a sample @¢he population, it ipossible to quantitatively estimate the
precision of the CPS estimates.

For the pre-recession period of 1985-1%fflerences betweethe estimates of domestic
migration from the four data sets are substantial (TAbld hree of the fouestimates for
1985-1990 are based summations of annual estimates of domestic migrartie. other
estimate is based on 1990 cendat. While the 1990 census dogset provide data on
annual domestic migration, it does providata for domestimigration forthe five year
period 1985-90. Tabulations of domestiigrants fromthe census are based on a
person's residende years prior to the census. Theossflows of domestic migration
from the censudata are lower than tHee year sums of thgrossflows fromthe other
estimates because of return migration. However, becausenswes areself-canceling

on a neflow basisthe netmigration figures fronthe census should semilar tothe five
year sum of the net migration figures from the estimates based on the other déta series.
As shown in Table yrossflows both into andut of Californiaareindeed much higher
for the summed annual estimatdBMV, CPS, and IRS) than for thieve year period
estimate fromthe 1990 census. In particular, despite differences inthe annual
estimatesioted above, the DMV, CPS, and IRS domastimigration summed estimates
for the five years are fairly consistent, and range from 41 percent to 57 pegbentthan
the 1990 censuBve year period estimate. The 90 perc@€mS confidence interval for
domestic in-migration includes both the DMV and IRS estimates.

The domestic out-migration estimates for the 1985-1990 period are also, as expected,
much higherfor thesummed annual estimatesmpared to the 1990 censiige year
period estimate. Howeveunlike the consistency betweehe three series in the case of

" SeeAppendix C for a more completeeatment of the determination aénfidence intervals fahe CPS
estimates.

8 For example, a person who moves from Texas to California in 1986 and then returns to California in
1989 will not be counted as a domestic migrant in the 1990 census. In this example, the migrant's
residence in both 1985 and 1990 was California. In the other data series, such a return migrant would
appear as a domestic migrant from California in 1986 and a domestic migrant to California in 1989.
Summing the gross annual flows over the five year period would include the example migrant as both a
domestic in-migrant and a domestic out-migrant. The effect of such return migration on the net migration
five year sum, however, would be zero (plus one domestic in migrant in 1989 minus one domestic out
migrant in 1986). Thus, while annual estimates basegtassflows summed over the five year period

will exceed the census gross flows, the estimatastofigration should be similar.
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domestic in-migrationthe DMV summed estimatéor domestic out-migration isuch
lower than the CPS and IRS estimates. The 90 percentcQiftelence interval for
domestic out-migration does not include the DMV estimate, while the IRS estiwatk is
within the confidence interval (Table 2).

Table 2
Estimates of Domestic Migration for the Five Year Period, 1985-90 (a)

CPS 90% ConfidencH
Interval

1990 censu$ DMV Sum IRS Sumpn CPS Sum LOV\} Hig
Domestic In 2,028,700 2,852,672 3,186,853 2,989,653 2,710,726 3,268,580
Domestic Out 1,782,900 2,125,672 2,940,493 3,072,200 2,786,103 3,358,297
Domestic Net 245,800 739,000 246,361 -82,547  -482,111 317,017

(a) See Appendix B for a detailed discussion of differences between the estimates.

Because returmigration flows cancebut on anet basis, domesticet migration as
measured by the census shouldsimeilar to domestic netmigration as measured by the
other sources. In fact, however, as showhahle 2, estimates of domestiet migration
between 1985 and 1990 vary tremendously, from an estimatetbss of over 80,000
persons according to CPS estimates to an estimatgainaetfover 700,000 based on the

DMV data. The CPSstimate is inexact, as indicated by tlery wide 90percent
confidence interval. However, even the wide confidence interval of the CPS estimate does
not include the DMV estimate. In contrast, the IRS and 1880sus estimates of
domestic net migration are in close agreement.

In general, the CPS, IRS, and census data are consistent (in addition to Tables 2 and 3, see
Figures B1-B3 inAppendix B). Incomparison with theother data sets, the DMV
estimates of domestic netigration appear to b®o high. In particular, as discussed
earlier, the DMVdatadiffer from the other data sefsimarily for estimates of domestic
out-migrants. It is|Table 3
possible that persons
leaving the State are n
adequately captured by

Estimates of Domestic Migration for the Period 1990-94
CPS 90% Confidence

Interval
the DMV data.  The DMV Sum| CPSSum  Low |  High
California Department of [pomestic In 1,924,519 1,906,310 1,692,075 2,120,545
Motor Vehicles appears|Domestic Out 2,225,878 2,580,517 2,331,331 2,829,703
to be muchmore efficient |Domestic Net -301,360 -674,207 -345,588 -1,002,826

at collecting out of Statériver licenseshan other states are@illecting and/or returning
California driver licenses.

For the period 1990-1994, the DMANhd CPS estimates of domegtignigrationare in
close agreement (Tab®). IRS data arenly availablethrough 1992, and inchte a
domestic in-migration flonthat isonly slightly lower than theflows suggested by the
DMV and CPS estimates (1.0 million for the IRS estimates, versusilloh for both the
DMV and CPS estimates for 1990-1992)ll of the estimates inchtethat theaverage
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annual flow of domestic in-migrants to California has slowed substantially in the
recessionary period as compared to the pre-recession period.

Estimates of domestic out-migration for the 1990-1994 petliibel substantially. As in
the 1985-1990 period, DMV based estimates of domestic out-migratiGigaifeantly
lower than the CPS estimates (TaB)e The DMVestimatedall just below the lower
bound of the CPS estimatenfidence intervalor domestic out-migration between 1990
and 1994. The IRS data aomly availablethrough 1992, and suggestuch higher
domestic out-migration than either the CPS or DMV based estifiadesillion for the
IRS estimates, versus 1dillion for the CPS estimates afhd million for the DMV
estimates). All of the estimates indicathat the averagannual flow of domestiout-
migrants from California has increased durihg recessionary period compared to the
pre-recession period.

Finally, all ofthe estimates of domestic meigration forthe recessionary peridaadicate
substantial netlows out ofthe State. For the 1990-1994 period, the CP®ut#bow
estimate isignificantly higheithan the estimate based on DMV d@fable 3), while for
the period 1990-1992 the IRS estimate of net outflowrsuish higher than eithéne CPS
or DMV based estimates for tlsame period of time, withet losses for 1990-1992 of
almost 400,000 according to the IRS estimate compared to lassedf over 125,000
according to the CPS estimate and an actuapaiatof almos#40,000 according to the
DMV estimate.

While thesedifferences inthe estimates of domestiugrationare troubling, the general
agreement in terms of changes in trends from the 1985-1990 period to the 1990-1994
period are at least somewhat reassuring. In particular, the 90 penofaence intervals

of the CPS estimates are consistent waitlof the otherestimates except for DMV based
estimates of domestic out-migration. Becauserelie extensively orthe CPS data to
evaluate characteristics of domestic migrantshfer1990-1994 period, such agreement is
particularly noteworthy in the context of this report.
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V. Economic Characteristics
Unemployment and Domestic Migration

As with moststates, domestimigration to and from California is largely a function of the
performance of the State's economig-a-vis the rest of the nation. Modbmestic
migrants to and from Californiend to be young aduthembers othe labor force (see
page 20). This is in ontrast to dew states,particularly Florida and Arizona, where a
substantial share of the domestiemigrantsare retirees who araoving for retirement
reasons rather than for employment opportunities.

There is a strong association between unemployment rates and domasigratein to
California (Figure3).  When unemployment rates in Califordecline relative to
unemploymentates in the nation as a whole, domestigration to California increases
substantially. For example, duringhe lastpart of the 1980s, ungrloymentrates in the
United States werénigher than in California, and domestic migrationttie State was
estimated by th€alifornia Department oFinance to be at a 25 year high. Sitioen,
unemploymentrates in the UnitedStates havedeclined relative to California
unemploymentates, and domestic netigration has become negative: more people are
now leaving California to live irother states than aseming fromother states to live in
California.

Figure 3
Domestic Net Migration and Unemployment Rates

200 1.10
150 | Domestic Net Migration, unoffical 1 1.05

California Department of Finance estimates / =~ N '
100 + (left scale, thousand. \\ T 1.00
50 + + 0.95
0 4 +0.90
-50 + + 0.85
-100 + N T 0.80
-150 ¢ Vs / Unemployment rate ratio \ 7075
-200 + / ~ United States : California (right scale) + 0.70
250 + T 1 0.65
-300 0.60

1970-71 1975-76 1980-81 1985-86 1990-911993-94

While the unemploymentdata support the view thatomestic migration to and from
California is economically motivated, consideration of the socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics of domestic migrants to andtirenStatecan give a more
complete picture of the reasons people move to and from California.
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Labor Force Status / Employment

Recent domestic migrarase slightly morelikely to beunemployed thaare non-movers.
Persons who arenemployed might benore mobile than employeghersons becaughey
tend to be younger and are, by definition, looking for a job.

According to the 1990 census, domestic in- y F:gure4 o

. . . . nemployment Rate
Irirlllégl;anttos tcb)ect?rl:;or:]n;\(r)v;erg O?I‘I])ell :“9::2:])/_::8&;@0'00 Domestic Migrants 1985-90 and Nor-Movers
while domestic out-migrants fronCalifornia > -~ 6.5%

were muchmorelikely to beunemployed than**
either non-movers or domestic in-migrants§”
(Figure 4). Indeedpetween 1985 and 199G
California experienced met gain of employed " Nonovers — Bomesic in-Migranis Domestc Out-Migrans
persons and a nétss of unemployed persons =

through domestic migration (Table®4).

Table 4

Persons by Labor Force Status and Migration Status, 1985-1990 (a)

Non-Movers Domestic InDomestic Out- Domestic Ng
Migrants Migrants Migration|
1990 census Employed 12,223,600 1,065,700 855,600 210,10(
Unemployed 825,500 74,000 82,800 -8,80(0
Percent

Unemployed 6.3% 6.5% 8.8% N/A

CPS estimates Percent
Unemployed 6.3% 8.5% N/A

(a) Census data reflect employment status for the week prior to the census in April 1990, while
CPS estimates reflect employment status for the week prior to the survey for each of the
years in the five year period.

Since1990,unemploymentates for domestimigrants have continued to be higher than
for non-movers irCalifornia. TheCPS estimates suggest that domestic out-migséihts
have higher unemploymemates than domesti-migrants, althoughthe difference
(13.2% vs. 10.3%) isot statistically significant (Tablg). As expectednd attributable
to the recession, ung@hymentrates for domestienigrants from 1990 to 1994 are
significantly higherthan unemploymentates for domestienigrants between 1985 and
1990. In net terms, between 1990 and 1994 &ald appeared to be losing both
unemployed and employed persons to other states.

° It is important to note that in both the census and the CPS employment status is determined by whether
the respondent worked the week before the census/survey. Thus, the employment status of domestic
migrants reflects their employment status at the time of the survey, but not necessarily at the time of the
move. In addition, CPS estimates reflect employment status aggregated for each of the years in the five
year period.
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Table 5

Domestic Migrants 1990-1994 by Employment Status

Domestic In-Migrants Domestic Out-Migrants Domestic Net Migration
Limits of 90% Limits of 90% Limits of 90%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Estimate Bound Bound Estimate Bound Bound Estimate Bound Bound
1990-94 Employed 767,100 631,131 903,069 1,051,00( 891,864 1,210,136 -283,900 -493,213 -74,587
1990-94 Unemployed 87,700 41,712 133,688 159,70C 97,644 221,756 -72,000 -149,238 5,238
1990-94 Y%dJnemployed 10.3% 5.1% 15.4% 13.2% 8.5% 17.9%

Source: 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994 Current Population Surveys aggregated. Employment status is determined for the week prior to the survey

years in the four year period.

Household/Personal Inconté

Between 1985 and 199QGalifornia experienced i@et loss of domestimigrants with low
incomes, and aetgain of domestic migrants witiigh incomes. Thipattern was more
pronounced for households than for persons (Figures 5a and 5b).

Figure 5a

Figure 5b

Domestic Migration 1985-1990 by Domestic Migration 1985-1990 by
Number of Persons  Personal Income Number of Households Hiousehold Income
600,001 600,00t
500,001 500,000
400,00 400,000 100,00
300,00 H 75,000 300,000 75,000
200,00t 1l 50,000
= | I e =S e [
\ H 1000 100,00 25,000
0 L 0 0 0
(25,000) (25,000
(50,000) ] (50,000
<10 1020 20-30 3040 4050 50+ <10 1020 20-30 30-40 4050 50+

Income (in thousands of 1994 dollars)

EEEER Domestic In-Migrants

25575 Domestic Out-Migrants

Source: 1990 census

Income (in thousands of 1994 dollars)

Domestic Net Migration (right scale)

Compared to the non-movers in thate,domestic migrantsut of Galiforniaweremore

likely to be inthe lowesincomegroup,while domestic migrants into Californisereless

likely to be in eithethe lowest or highesicomegroup (Figure6). Themean personal
income (in 1994 dollardpr domestic out-migrants between 1985 and 1990 was $17,200,
compared to $20,700 for domestic in-migrants and $18,300 for non-movers.

19" personal income as used in this context refers to earnings and other money income as reported by
individuals in the census or CPS.
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Figure 6
Personal Income Distribution of Resident Non-movers in 1990
and Domestic Migrants 1985-90
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Source: 1990 Census

Giventhe age pattern of domestiagration between 1985 ardi®90, with a net loss of
older adults and a net gain of younger adults, this ingtiern is somewhaurprising:*
Typically an individual's incomand earnings reach their peak betwidsenages of 40 and

60. Sincethe bulk of California's gain in domestic migratibketween 1985 and 1990
occurred fonndividualsbetween the ages of 18 aB8, thehigh incomes oflomestic in-
migrants indicates atrong selection effect is atvork. Furtheranalysis 0f1985-1990
census estimates indicatdgt mean incomes of domestic migrants to Califonvere
higher thanmean incomes of domestout-migrants for every aggroup. Inaddition,

labor force participation rates wesebstantially highefor domestian-migrants between

the ages of 50 and 64 than for domestic out-migrants in §amseage groups. Thus, the
stream of older adults leaving the state is disproportionately comprised of retirees (persons
no longer in the labor force), who could be expected to have loe@mes than older
adultsstill in the labor force. However, even for young adults of working age, despite
little difference in laboforce participation ratesncomes of domestic in-migrantgere
substantially higher than incomes of domestic out-migrants.

Since 1990, California has continued to experienceet loss of lowemcome domestic
migrants (Figure’). Formiddle and uppemcome domestic migrantthe pre-recession
pattern appears to have been reversed in the 1990-94 peiithdthe State now
experiencing slight declines of domestic migrantsiaidle and uppemcomes (although
the 90 percentonfidence intervals do includke possibility that Caifornia continued to
experience negains of middleand uppemcome domestic migrants). Adwer income
levels, the net loss appears to have increasibdtantially inthe 1990-1994 period
compared to the 1985-1990 period.

1 On the other hand, wages in California are, on average, higher than wages in other states.
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Figure 7
Domestic Migration 1990-94 by Personal Income
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Source: 1991-1994 Current Population Surveys, aggregated

Poverty

According to the 1990 census, poverty rafesble 6
were higher for persons moving outCdlifornia o
than for personsmoving nto the Stafe| Poverty Rates by Migration Status
Poverty rates for non-movers were lower tharm

. ) Non- |Domestic Irj Domestig

for domestic out-migrants (Table 6). In absolute movers Out
: . Censug 1985-90 11.6% 11.2% 14.7

terms, between 1985 and 199California (s~ 59502 144%  147%

experienced asmall net loss of persons in
poverty (43,000) and a large gain of persons above poverty (174,500).

Figure 8
Poverty Status of Resident Non-movers in 1990
and Domestic Migrants 1985-90

60%
50%
40% M Resident Non-movers
0% {1 Domestic In
o EJ Domestic Out
20%
10%[D: m
0%

Below poverty level 1.0-2.0 times poverty 2.0-3.0 times poverty ~ Above 3.0 times poverty
Source: 1990 Census

Between 1990 and 1994, poverty rates for domestmigrantswere notsignificantly
different from povertyrates for domestic out-migrants (14.4 percent vs. 14.7 percent).

12 Census Bureau definitions of poverty vary by family size. For example, in 1989 the average poverty
threshold for a family of four persons was $12,674, and for a single person living alone (or with unrelated
individuals) was $6,310. Poverty thresholds do not vary by location (e.g. thresholds are the same in
Mississippi as they are in California).
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Poverty rates for domestimigrants weresimilar to poverty rates forall California
residents? In absolute terms, it appears thatifOatia experienced aet loss of domestic
migrants in poverty, althougime 90 percentonfidence intervals includine possibility
that California gained persons in poverty through domestic migration (Table 7).

Table 7
Persons in Poverty by Migration Status, 1990-94
Domestic Net Migration
Domestic Domestic ‘ Limits of 90% Confidenc
Out-Migrants In-Migrants Interval
e‘ Lower ‘ Upper
Estimate Estimate Estimat Bound Bound
At or Below 379,200 273,800 -105,400  -230,875 20,p75
Above Poverty 2,201,300 1,630,800 -570,500  -266,596 -874|404
Source: 1991-1994 Current Population Surveys, aggregated.

Public Assistance

According to the 1990 census, domestigyrants were lessikely to receive public
assistance than were non-movers (Tabl¥ 8Pomestic in-migrantsvere slightly more
likely to receive public assistantean were domestic out-migrants, thoughdtiterence
wasnot large (3.9 percent vs. 3.7 percent). In absolute terms betweenat@B3990,
through domestimigration California experiencedngtgain of11,800 persons gpublic
assistance, with 67,300 domesinecmigrants receiving public assistance in 1989 and
55,500 domestic out-migrantsceiving public assistance. Thist gainrepresents one
percent of the totahumber of personseceiving public assistan@ecording to the 1990
census. Of the 1.million personsreceiving public assistance in 1989 in California
according to the census, approximately 6 percent were domestic in-migrants.

13 poverty rates for all Californians according to the CPS were 14.0 percent in 1990, 15.8 percent in
1991, and 15.9 percent in 1992,

4 The Census Bureau defines public assistance to include supplemental security income (SSl), aid to
families with dependent income (AFDC), and general assistance. It does not include Medicare, MediCal,

or food stamps. Public assistance income is generally reported in the census by one person in a household,
even though the determination of the eligibility for receiving public assistance and the amount of public
assistance received is often based on the characteristics of the entire household or family. Thus, as
reported in the census, the percent of persons receiving public assistance income is lower than the percent
of households receiving public assistance, and understates the number of persons who directly benefit

from public assistance payments.
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Since 1990 according tothe CPS
Table 8

estimates, the percent of domestic in-
migrants receiving public assistance
remains slightly highethan the percent of

domestic out-migrants, although the

Public Assistance Utilization Rates
by Migration Status

Domestic
Out

3.7%

4.8%

difference isnot statistically significant.
In terms of absolute numberGalifornia
appears to have experienced a net loss of

Non-movers Domestic In
5.3% 3.9%
5.8%

1985-90
1990-94

Census
CPS

domestic migrants receiving public
assistance, although the 90 perceaonfidence interval includethe possibility that
California experienced a net gain of domestic migrants receiving public assistance.

Table 9
Persons Receiving Public Assistance
by Migration Status
Lower and Upper
Domestic Domestic Domestic Bounds of 90% ClI fq

In Out Net Domestic Net
Census 1985-90 67,300 55,500 11,80C
CPS 1990-94 86,100 100,600 -14,50C -81,600 to 52,60

Occupation

Domestic migrants to California argable 10
more likely to be white collar workers

than are domestic out-migrants Occupation by Migration Status, 1985-1990
Between 1985 and 1990, 72 percent or Non-Movers Domestic In- Domestic ~ Domestic
domestic in-migrantsvere employed in Migrants Mgf;ts Mig'\::ttion
white collar occupations, compared {Bue coliar 4,715,200 302,100 329,600  -27,500
7,508,40C 763,600 526,000 237,000

just over 61 percent of both domestjghite Collar

out-migrants and non-movers (Tabje
ource: 1990 census

10). The patterrremained unchangec

% White Collar

61.4%

71.6%

61.5%

N/A

for the recession period of 1990-1994, with 71 percent of domestigrants employed
in white collar occupations, and 58 percent of domestic out-migeamitoyed in white

collar occupations (Table 11).

15 White collar occupations include those classified as managerial and professional specialty occupations,

and technical, sales, and administrative support. Blue collar occupations include those classified as
service (private household, protective, food preparation, etc.); farming, forestry, and fishing; precision
production, craft, and repair; and operators, fabricators, and laborers.
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Table 11

Occupation by Migration Status, 1990-94

Domestic Out-Migrants Domestic In-Migrants Domestic Net Migration
‘ Limits of 90% Confidence ‘ Limits of 90% Confidence ‘ Limits of 90% Confidence
Interval Interval Interval
‘ Lower ‘ Upper ‘ Lower ‘ Upper ‘ Lower ‘ Upper
Estimate Bound Bound Estimate Bound Bound Estimate Bound Bound
Blue Collar 438,100 335,330 540,870 221,600 148,502 294,69¢  -216,500 -342,615 -90,385
White Collar 612,900 491,354 734,446 545,500 430,829 660,171 -67,400 -234,501 99,701
% White Collar 58.3% 50.9% 65.7% 71.1% 63.0% 79.3%

Source: 1991-1994 Current Population Surveys, aggregated.

In absolute termsCalifornia experienced smallnet loss ofblue collarworkers through
domestic migration between 1985 afiP0, and a large ngain of white collamworkers.

Between 1990 and 199€aliforniaappears to have experienceslight net loss of white
collar workers (although the 90 percestdnfidence intervals includie possibility of a

slightnet gain), and a large net lossobfe collarworkers. Of the total nehigration loss
of 284,000 workers between 1990 and 1994, about 76 percenblwereollarworkers.

The CPS estimates anmmprecise, however, as indicated the very wide confidence
intervals.

Housing Ownership

Persons who move from California are mideely to own their residence than are persons
who move toCalifornia. This wasrue both prior taand sincghe onset of the recession.
The lower home ownershiates among domestmigrants to California versus domestic
migrants from California is a reflection ¢ie younger age structure of tth@mestic
migrants tothe State awell as California's higher housingices versus mostther
locations. Some peopieay be leavinghe State in order to l@ble topurchase a house,
while other out-migrants whtvave sold their Californidouse wouldtypically have no
difficulty affording ahouse in another state. Falt households regardless of migration
status,home ownershipates arehigher inthe UnitedStates (64%) than ialifornia

(56%). Table 12

According to censusdata, Housing Ownership by Migration Status
between 1985 and 1990, moi .. of Householder, 1985-1990
home owners leftthe Stat
. Total Percent

than moved into theState, Households Owners Renters Owners
while the pattern was reversedNon-movers 9,307,800 5,515,500 3,792,300 59.3

. . . Domestic Out 698,800 290,700 408,100 41.6
moved intoCaliforniathanleft | o mesiic Net 39200  -94,300 133.500
California (Table 12). Source: 1990 census; the Census Bureau defines householder as the person in whose

The CPS estimates of th name the home is owned or rented.
percent of owners among domestic migrant househatds lower than theensus
estimates. This difference is proballye to lowemprobabilities of home ownership
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among returmmigrantscaptured in the CPS but not tbensus. In addition, even among

more long-term domestic migrants, home ownership rates for domestic migrarited/ho
in another state ongearago (the CP$neasure) versus those wined in another state

five yearsago (thecensus measure) are undoubtedly lower because the one-year-ago

migrants haveot had as much time to purchase a home in theirSteve ofresidence.

The mostdirectly comparable figures betwethe census and CPS are the estimates of

domestic net flows, and those estimates are in fairly close agreement.

According to the CP8ata, between 199%nd 1994 the percent of owners hasaased
for both domesticin-migrants and domestic out-migrants, as comparedhéo pre-

recession period of 1985-1990. In absolute te@afifornia has been experiencing a net

loss of both renters and owners during the post 1990 period (Table 13).

Table 13

Housing Ownership by Migration Status, CPS Estimates

Domestic In-Migrants Domestic Out-Migrants Domestic Net Migration
‘ Limits of 90% ‘ Limits of 90% ‘ Limits of 90% Confidencs
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval Interval
_ ‘ Lower ‘ Upper ‘ ‘ Lower ‘ Upper _ ‘ Lower ‘ Upper Bound
Estimate Bound Bound Estimate| Bound Bound Estimate Bound

Owners 85-90 163,100 129,814 196,386 310,500 262,848 358,152147,40(C -205,526 -89,274
Renters 85-90 874,700 796,482 952,918 706,900 636,156 777,644.67,80C 62,336 273,264
Owners 90-94 136,400 106,803 165,997 346,400 299,241 393,55210,00( -265,677 -154,323
Renters 90-94 502,300 445,519 559,081 614,900 552,081 677,719.12,60(C -197,278 -27,92p

% Owners 85-90
% Owners 90-94

15.7%
21.4%

10.0%
7.3%

21.4%
35.4%

30.5%
36.0%

23.3%
25.8%

37.8%
46.3%

Source: 1991-1994 Current Population Surveys, aggregated

VI. Demographic Characteristics
Age Structure

Young adults are morékely to move than persons iather age groups.Domestic
migrants both to and fromCalifornia tend to be concentrated in young adult ages,
particularly betweethe ages of 18 and 34 (Figu@e This age pattern afigration is
typical of migration which is primarily employmebased. Young adults tend bave
fewer restrictions on themobility than do persons of other age groups. Such restrictions
couldinclude children, owning a home, marriage, and/or being establishediaea. As

a result, the economic asdcialcost ofmigrating tends to be legsr young adults than

for persons in other age groups.
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Figure 9
Domestic Migrants 1985-1990 and Non-Movers

Proportions by Age Group
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For California, domestic in-migrantre heavily concentrated in young adult age groups,
with over50% between the ages of 18 &@# Domestic out-migrants amdightly less
concentrated in the 18 to 34 age group thandareestic in-migrants, analre slightly
more concentrated in the 52 and over age groups. Howewen, for domestiout-
migrants, the proportions in the older ageups arestill lower than for the resident non-
moving population of theState,and the proportion in the 18 to 35 agyeupfar exceeds
that of the resident non-movers.

In terms of absolute domestic migrant flowsdgge, the 1990 censdsita agreavith the
DMV data that between 19&md 1990 Californi¢ost older residents and gained younger
residents through domestigigration (Table 14 and Figudd). CPS data for 1985-90
also suggest theameage pattern of domestmigration, but abverall lowernet levels.

The 90 percent confidence intervalstioé CPS estimates are consistent with the 1990
census estimates.

Table 14

Domestic Migrants by Age Group, 1985-1990

Age Group
o-17| 18-34 35-5p 52-q8 69+
Domestic In 323,909 995,634 449,331 132,733 68,529
Domestic Out 328,743 750,334 430,495 184,165 89,1165
Net Domestic -4,834 245,300 18,836  -51,432 -20,636

Source: 1990 census
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Figure 10
Domestic Migration by Age Group
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For therecession period of 1990-1994, the GRRffa indicate thaCalifornia experienced

net domestic out-migration fa@ll age groupgTable 15 and Figur&0). In particular,
according to the CPS estimates, the avemgwial domestimet migration of young

adults plummeted between the pre-recession and recession periods. Prior to the recession,
young adults between the ages of 18 and 34 were likelgeto move to California than

any other age groupaccording to both census and C&&a. In contrastiuring the
recession period of 1990-94 the Cé&&a indicate thayoung adults werexperiencing

the greateshegative domestic netigration of anyage group. The 18-3/ar old age

group has thegreatesttendency to move, and whehe totalflow reverses it is not
surprising to see this group highly represented.

Table 15
Average Annual Domestic Migration by Age Group, CPS Data
Domestic In-Migrants Domestic Out-Migrants Domestic Net Migration
‘ Limits of 90% ‘ Limits of 90% ‘ Limits of 90%
Confidence Interval Confidence Interval Confidence Interval
_ ‘ Lower Upper _ ‘ Lower Upper _ Lower Upper
Estimate| Bound Bound Estimate| Bound Bound | Estimate| Bound Bound
1990-94  0-17 120,050 93,152 146,948 143,525 114,116 172,988,47¢  -63,330 16,38p
18-34 202,625 167,686 237,564 263,550 223,706 303,3980,925 -113,919 -7,931L
35-51 110,350 84,561 136,139 146,750 117,012 176,4886,40C -75,763 2,968
52-68 32,600 18,581 46,619 64,900 45,121 84,67982,30C -56,544 -8,056
69+ 16,500 6,526 26,474 26,400 13,784 39,016-9,900 -25,982 6,182

The CPS estimates indicatieat the negative domestic nehigration of young adults
between 1990 and 1994 was fueled by a ladgeline in youngadults moving to
California,rather than a large increase in young adultsing away fronthe State.This
suggests that theecession seems to have caused California to lose its attractiveness to
young adults inother parts of the country, but does rs@em to have dramatically
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increased the number of young adlésvingthe State.The CPS estimates dmprecise,
however, andnay overstate thelecline in domestic in-migration among yousdults as
well as fail to note an increase in domestic out-migration for young adults.

Race/Ethnicity

Most domestic migrantsoth to and from Cdbrnia are White. Compared to the resident
non-migratory population of the State, White persons are over represented in the domestic
migration flows and Hispanipersons are underrepresented. Between 1985 and 1990,
three ofevery four domestic migrant®th to and from Cdbrnia wereWhite (Figures 11
and12). In comparisonpnly 58 percent of the residemton-moving population of the

State in 1990 wer&Vhite. Hispanigpersons representeshly about 10 percent of the
domestic migration flowsbut comprised 25 percent of the residsr-moving
population of the State.

Figure 11 Figure 12
Domestic In-Migrants 1985-90 Domestic Out-Migrants 1985-90
Asian Other AsianOther
8% 1% Hispanic 5% 1%
Hispanic 11%

9%

Y
African Ame i

) 7 L 0 7
African Ame \ 8% ////////////////,,..

White
74%

White
75%

Source: 1990 Census Source: 1990 Census

In absolute terms, according to censimta between 1985 and 199California

experienced najains of Whitepersons (109,000), Figure 13
Asians and Pacific Islandef1,300), andAfrican Domei“c Net Migration 1985-90
y Race/Ethnicity

Americans(18,300), and a net loss éfispanic 12000
persons (-10,400) through domestnaigration %%
(Figure 13)° Thus, between 1985 and 1990°"
California experienced domestiget migration .|
gains for all major race/ethnicgroups except om0l
Hispanic. Between 1985 artb90, in terms of o
domestic  migration,  California  experience®®— = - = L T o
"Hispanic flight" rather than "White flight" soure: 1990 Coreus 0

This net domestic out-migration éfispanics isnot surprising given California'much
higherproportion ofHispanic residents than the rest of the country. Instegukrhaps

16 CPS data are consistent with the 1990 census. That is, the census estimates for 1985-1990 lie within
the confidence intervals of the CPS estimates.

7 Wwith ‘flight' defined as net domestic out-migration.
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the mostremarkable feature die domestienigrationpatterns by race/ethnicity is the net
gain of Asians and Pacific Islanders. California has much hogimeentrations oAsians
and Pacific Islanderthan does the rest of the country. If thee/ethnic composition of
domestic migration flows into armmut of Cafornia were consistent with the race/ethnic
composition of thesending regions, the@aliforniawould experience net domesbat-
migration of Asians and Pacific IslandefBhat Cali