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Abstract
As immigrant settlement in suburbs outpaces urban settlement, this research asks if urban
areas still provide more access to immigrant resources than suburban areas. Further, as
immigrant organizations provide a variety of resources, ranging from subsistence and mobility
resources to cultural maintenance, integration, and transnational resources, this paper
examines the distribution of resource types to determine whether there is an urban advantage
for each resource type. Last, as the patterns of immigrant settlement often vary by nation of
origin, this paper seeks to determine whether some immigrant groups have greater access to
resources in general, or to specific resource types in particular. By analyzing American
Community Survey 2005-2009 five-year estimates and a self-collected dataset of immigrant
organizations in the greater Philadelphia region, we examine the distribution of immigrant
organizations across the cities of Philadelphia, PA, Camden, NJ, and Wilmington, DE as well as
their surrounding suburbs. Results show that urban areas do provide greater access to
organizational resources for immigrants—approximately an additional 1.14 more organizations
per census tract when compared to non-urban tracts. This urban advantage increases a great
deal for subsistence, mobility, and integration resources, to 1.83, 1.62, and 1.18 more
organizations per tract, respectively, while the urban advantage for cultural maintenance
resources is less than the average at only 0.8 more organizations in urban areas than non-urban
one. This research also reveals varied access to different types of resources by immigrant
national groups.
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Introduction
As immigrants now settle in suburbs at higher rates than cities (Singer 2004, 2008),
suburbs are providing needed resources to immigrants that have previously been provided
most often by cities (Cadge et al. 2010). This paper examines the landscape of immigrant
organizations to determine whether or not there is an urban advantage in terms of access to
such resources. Further, this work attempts to understand what neighborhood characteristics
may be associated with an urban advantage to access immigrant organizations.
As immigrant organizations provide an array of resources, this research also aims to
understand variation in the distribution of resource types across urban and nonurban areas.
This paper therefore identifies five types of resources that immigrants commonly seek out—
including subsistence, mobility, cultural maintenance, integration, and transnational
resources—and asks if there is an urban advantage in terms of access to each type of resource.
Last, this research aims to understand whether immigrants from different countries of
origin have different levels of access to organizations generally and specific resource types in
particular. As research has shown significant differences in settlement patterns of immigrants
by country of origin, this work aims to understand whether the spatial settlement patterns of
immigrants result in some groups having greater access to organizational resources than
others.

Literature Review
Overview of Immigrant Organizations
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Immigrant organizations provide five basic resources, including (1) subsistence
resources such as housing and food (Hung 2007; Truelove 2000; Leon et al 2009), (2) mobility
resources such as job training and education (Patraporn et al. 2010; Leon et al 2009), (3)
opportunities for cultural maintenance such as religion or food (Cheki 2006; Hung 2007;
Cordero-Guzman 2005; Min 1992), resources to help integrate into American society, such as
ESL or naturalization classes (Jones-Correa 1998; Cheki 2006; Hung 2007; Cordero-Guzman
2005; Leon et al. 2009), and transnationalism resources such as travel agents and mutual aid
societies (Goldring 2001; Portes et al. 2007; Cordero-Guzman 2005). Some organizations may
provide only one type of resource, while others may provide multiple resources (Min 1992).
Immigrant organizations provide important resources for immigrants. While many types
of organizations provide services that would be helpful to immigrants, organizations that don’t
specifically focus on immigrants tend not to consider the cultural, religious, and language needs
specific to immigrants (Leon et al. 2009). Further, immigrants’ often tenuous legal status can
complicate their ability to access resources from non-immigrant organizations (Truelove 2000).
The functions organizations play often rely on close physical proximity of the
organization and immigrant communities (Medeiros 1991; Singer 2004). Access to immigrant
organizations—and the physical spaces they provide to meet—is therefore essential (CorderoGuzman 2005; Leon et al. 2009; Singer 2004; Small 2010). Though urban research often takes
physical proximity for granted, such proximity does not always exist in the suburbs (Waldinger
et. al. 1990). Further, in the absence of comprehensive public transit, such as is often the case
in suburbs, physical proximity may be that much more important (Tomer et al 2011). Studies
find that immigrants heavily rely on public transit immediately after arrival in the U.S.
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(McGuckin and Srinivasan 2003; Casas et al. 2004; Handy et al. 2009; Blumenberg 2008). Direct
migration to the suburbs may pose a particular transportation challenge to these immigrants,
making immediate proximity to resources that much more important.
Factors Influencing Urban and Suburban Location of Immigrant Organizations
More literature has come to examine the factors that might influence the establishment
of immigrant organizations in the city relative to the suburbs. Some literature suggests an
increase in the number of organizations in the suburbs, especially ethnic businesses (Light and
Bonacich 1988; Zarrugh 2007; Grey 2006; Fong et al. 2005; Li 2009). But other evidence
suggests that cities still retain higher densities of organizations even as more immigrants live
outside central cities (Truelove 2000; Leon et al 2009). This leads us to our first hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Census tracts in urban areas will have a higher likelihood of having an immigrant
organization within one mile of their boundaries than those in suburban areas.

Factors Suggesting an Urban Advantage
Ecology, Zones of transition, Ethnic Enclaves
The traditional Chicago School human ecology and zones of transition model put
forward by Park, Burgess, and McKenzie (1925) suggests that immigrants migrate first in central
cities where they can find co-ethnic networks that provide access to jobs and housing. These
destinations, or “zones of transition” were thought to be undesirable neighborhoods,
characterized by social disorganization and poverty. As immigrants assimilated, learning English
and increasing their social and economic capital, they were thought to leave these enclaves and
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“assimilate spatially” into non-immigrant areas, including the suburbs. The human ecology
theory suggests that while immigrants lived in enclaves, they established businesses and
organizations to serve their community, a process that Fong et al. (2005) and others suggest
hinges on dense populations of co-ethnic residents (Light, 1972; Wilson and Portes 1980;
Waldinger et al. 1990; Evans 1989). This research points to reasons for an urban advantage in
access to immigrant organizations.
The temporal lags model complicates this above literature by suggesting that, because
organizations want to reach as many potential clients as efficiently as possible, they opt for
densely populated urban locations over more sparsely-populated suburban ones. Once
organizations are located in an area, there may be a “lag” time before they redirect their
attention to new geographies, even if their clientele are living in new areas at growing rates.
Recent research on immigrant organizations suggests that suburbs with large immigrant
populations may have fewer organizations than traditional immigrant neighborhoods in cities
for this reason (Leon et al. 2009; Truelove 2000). Still, as the “proportional immigrant presence”
is still greater in cities than suburbs, the urban orientation and temporal lag models suggest
that organizations may focus their resources on urban areas even as the immigrant population
is growing faster in the suburbs than in cities (Singer 2004). Added to this trend, as
organizations tend to be founded near similar organizations (Hannan and Carrol 1992; Baum
and Oliver 1996; Murphy and Wallce 2010), this pattern tends to maintain an urban advantage
when it comes to access to organizations. This literature suggests why there may be a
“mismatch” between where immigrant organizations are located and where growth in the
immigrant population is occurring (Leon et al 2009; Singer 2004).
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Last, in the absence of federal immigration regulations, variations in local support for
immigrants can result in vast differences in local, county, and state policies (Horton 1995;
Singer 2004; Ramakrishnan and Wong 2007; Wang and Li 2007). Such ad hoc policies may can
impact immigrants access to resources through organizations: while some localities welcome
immigrants as economic and cultural assets essential to their own development and provide
them with helpful resources, other localities perceive immigrants as threats and attempt to
make it difficult for immigrants to access resources by undermining organizations’ efforts
(Cadge et al 2010; Horton 1995; Portes and Borocz 1989; Jones-Correa 2006).

Factors Influencing Immigrant Settlement Patterns by Country of Origin
Research has shown significant differences in settlement patterns of immigrants by
country of origin. “Patterns of recent suburban and urban immigration show significant
disparities in what types of urban and suburban neighborhoods different immigrant ethnic
groups settle. In general, immigrants arriving to new immigrant gateways, including the
suburbs, tend to come from Asia or Mexico more so than prior waves of immigrants, which may
differentially shape the demography of immigrants in the suburbs versus the city (Singer 2004).
Further, as noted above, where immigrants land is largely shaped by their economic
circumstances and their education (in combination with opportunities for work, housing, and
family ties) (Katz et al. 2010; Alba et al. 1999; Suro et al. 2011; Iceland 2009). Those who are
more likely to come from affluent backgrounds, like South Asians, Koreans, Filipinos, and
Chinese, tend to settle in thriving, newer suburbs while those more likely to come from lower
socio-economic status backgrounds, like the Vietnamese, Mexicans, and Puerto Ricans, tend to
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settle in older, declining suburbs or within the central city (Katz et al. 2010). Additionally,
homeownership rates vary widely across ethnic groups living in ethnic clusters. For example,
Pamuk (2004) finds that the Chinese have above average rates of home ownership. These
different settlement patterns may have implications for differences in the access to
organizations by immigrant group living in ethnic clusters across suburbs and between cities
and suburbs.
Fong et al.’s (2005) study of Chinese businesses in Toronto points out that the number
of Chinese businesses in the suburbs is negatively related to the higher proportion of recently
arrived immigrants in the area. They argue that this may be because recent immigrants have
higher education and language abilities, and thus may not need the social and organizational
support offered by urban ethnic enclaves. Together, these literatures suggest that because of
differences in education, wealth, and language ability by immigrant ethnic group, settlement
across urban and suburban neighborhoods may differ by immigrant group characteristics,
which would in turn differentially shape the availability of immigrant organizations by
immigrant settlement.”
The above literature informs our second hypothesis, that:
Hypothesis 2: Immigrants’ access to immigrant organizations will vary by immigrant country of
origin, controlling for neighborhood characteristics.

Philadelphia as a Case
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To test these hypotheses, we use the Philadelphia region as our test case. Philadelphia
makes for a good case study for many reasons. First, the Philadelphia region has become what
Singer (2008) calls a “re-emerging gateway” due to its fast growing immigrant population
(Singer, Vitiello, Katz, and Park 2008). While much research on immigration has examined
traditional gateway cities such as New York or Chicago, changing immigration patterns make
cities like Philadelphia a worthy of study. Second, as direct migration to Philadelphia’s suburbs
has increased faster than migration to its central cities (Katz et. al. 2010), the Philadelphia
region offers an excellent opportunity to study a nation trend of direct immigrant settlement in
suburban areas. Last, the demographic diversity of this region’s recently-arrived immigrant
population also makes the Philadelphia area an excellent choice for this research. Not only does
this region’s immigrant population similar to that of many other cities, making it a modal case
(Massey and Capoferro 2008), but the diversity of immigrants provides a complex view of
immigrants’ proximity to resources in both urban and suburban areas.

DATA & METHODS
Data
Data for this analysis includes immigrant organization data, spatial data, and
neighborhood data.
Immigrant Organization Data
In order to be included in our analysis, an organization needed to explicitly state in it’s
mission that it serves immigrant populations and their ethnic communities in general.
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Organizations in this analysis may be public, non-profit, or for profit. Organizations run by
immigrants were only included if they serve immigrant communities, as we are interested in
resources for immigrants, not simply immigrant leadership (see Hung 2007). Furthermore,
simply offering services in languages other than English did not qualify an organization for
inclusion if it does not explicitly seek to serve immigrants. Organizations in this analysis are also
required to have physical locations where immigrants can go to obtain services, to the exclusion
of newspaper, websites, and tv and radio stations.
With these parameters for inclusion, we collected data about organizations in the
Philadelphia CMSA from multiple sources: Guidestar, the Yellow Pages, the Philadelphia
Welcome Center, media coverage, county websites, Internet searches, telephone calls to
organizations, and referrals. Data collected includes names, addresses, phone numbers,
programs, and services. After collecting a list of organizations we researched each organizations
mission statements and specific services provided to immigrant communities. We deleted from
our database any organizations that did not specifically serve immigrants. Our final database
consists of 537 organizations.

Spatial Data
Spatial data comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS)
five-year estimates from 2005-2009 for Philadelphia’s consolidated metropolitan statistical area
(CMSA), an area including 14 counties in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland. As
census tracts are the smallest geographic units for which nation of origin data is available for
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the foreign born population, we use census tracts as the primary unit of analysis to capture the
most granular view of immigrant settlement. By using five-year estimates, we increase the
sample sizes at the tract level and decrease the margins of error. Census tract boundary files
come from the National Historical Geographic Information System (NHGIS) at the University of
Minnesota.
Neighborhood Data
As this research examines differences between urban and suburban areas, our primary
independent variable is whether or not a census tract is located in an urban area. We define
urban areas in this analysis as all census tracts within the city limits of Philadelphia, PA;
Wilmington, DE; and Camden, NJ. We recognize that there are more complex ways to
operationalize urbanity, specifically to distinguish different types of urban and suburban
neighborhoods or to distinguish areas by population density (Orfield YEAR; Pop Density
citation). Following the work of Crighton (2010), we use municipal boundaries.
Along with differences between urban and suburban areas, we examine possible
relationships between census tract demographics and the location of immigrant organizations.
We therefore include census tract counts of residents by race or ethnicity (white, black,
Hispanic, and Asian). As research reveals varied settlement patterns within ethnic groups, we
analyze the foreign born population by country of origin rather than by ethnic group (Pamuk
2004; Portes and Truelove 1987). Last, we include poverty rate in our models to examine
possible relationships between poverty and the number of organizations in a tract.
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Also, interactions between the Hispanic and Asian population variables and the foreignborn population were included to gauge the interaction between ethnic and foreign-born
populations. Separate analyses were run including interactions between black and foreign-born
populations, which yielded no significant effects. These interactions are excluded in the final
models for the sake of parsimony.
To standardize variables across urban and suburban tracts, we control for census tracts’
population-density and geographic size. As older neighborhoods may attract different
populations than newer ones, we control for mean housing stock age. Last, we control for the
percentage of vacant housing units to control for neighborhood blight.

Methods
Socio-spatial Methodology
We used ArcMap to analyze ACS data spatially. Using ArcMap’s “buffer” tool, we
identified each tract that has an immigrant organization within a one-mile “buffer” of its tract
boundary. This method is superior to previous research that has selected tracts depending
upon whether they contain an organization within their boundary. This approach fails to
identify tracts that provide access to an immigrant organization within a short distance of their
boundaries. While using our method provides benefits, there are still limitations of our
approach. Though a Euclidian mile “buffer” provides an equal distance around each tract, the
length of time it takes to travel one mile from a tract boundary depends upon the location of
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roads and availability of public transportation. Still, this “buffer” methodology provides a useful
means of identifying tracts that contain or are close to immigrant organizations.

Statistical Methodology
Our statistical analysis consists of four Poisson regressions each looking at a different
kind of immigrant organization by resources offered to clients. The distribution of our outcome
variable has a pronounced rightward skew, which is common with analyses of organizations
(Ranger-Moore et al. 1991). The founding of immigrant organizations is relatively rare with
increasing numbers of organizations in a buffered tract being rarer still. For this reason we
chose to use a Poisson model for our analysis over a linear regression as the normal distribution
required for an OLS regression would be inappropriate. A Poisson analysis provides a “natural
baseline model” for relatively rare events such as the founding of organizations (Baum and
Oliver 1996; Barnett and Amburgey 1990; Hannan and Freeman 1989; Lomi 1995; RangerMoore et al. 1991). In order to account for over-dispersion in our data, we also adjusted the
standard errors in our models by scaling them by the square root of the Pearson chi-square
dispersion.
The first model’s outcome variable is the number of total immigrant organizations in a
census tract and its buffer. The second, third and fourth models’ outcome variables are the
number of immigrant organizations that focus on providing subsistence, mobility, integrations
and cultural maintenance resources, respectively. Our original analysis also included a fifth
model for organizations offering transnational resources. Unfortunately, we did not find
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enough organizations offering these resources to run a statistically meaningful analysis. By
running these 4 models, are able to examine if immigrant organizations can be expected to be
found in different areas of a metropolitan area according to the resources they provide.

Descriptive Statistics
Number of organizations per census tract by urban and suburban Type of organizations
Our dataset includes 1597 census tracts, of which 429 are categorized as urban while
1,168 are non-urban. While there are only 537 organizations in our sample, there are an
average of 1.92 organizations per tract due to overlap occurring from the use of buffered tracts.
The average number of organizations in an urban tract and its buffer is 4.52, while for nonurban tracts that figure is 1.77 organizations. When broken down by the number of
organizations offering a certain type of resource, these figures are as follows.

Table 1: Average Number of Resources by Type in and Around Census Tracts

Urban
Non Urban
Overall

Subsistence

Mobility

2.12
.19
.71

1.62
.20
.58

Cultural
Maintenance
1.43
.50
.75

Integration
2.36
.42
.93

Results
Our results show that the extent to which a community has access to resources for
immigrants not only depends on the demographic characteristics of that community, but also
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the type of resources offered by immigrant-serving organizations. There exist relationships
between the ethnic composition, size of foreign born population and urban status of a
community and the number of immigrant-serving organizations in and around communities,
which should be expected, as immigrant-serving organizations need immigrants to serve. More
interestingly, the relationships between these demographic and geographic indicators and
immigrant-serving organizations differ depending on the type of resources organizations
provide. We discuss this in detail below.
[Tables 2a and 2b about here]
The Totality of Organizations
In our analysis of census tracts in the Greater Philadelphia area, we find that urban
areas will have more access to immigrant-serving organizations providing all kinds of resources.
Also, while greater numbers of various racial and ethnic individuals in a tract are positively
correlated to the number of organizations in and around a tract, the size of certain groups of
foreign born individuals appears to make a difference in whether to expect a greater number of
organizations. In our model, the effect for urban location is significant as controlling for all the
variables included, urban tracts have on average 1.14 more organizations of all types within
them and their buffer. Therefore, there is indeed an urban advantage in overall number of
organizations. Interactions in our model suggest that this urban effect, however, is weakened
as the number of Mexicans, Haitians, and European foreign born individuals increase in a tract.
We also find no significant effect for the poverty rate of a tract. There are also effects for the
number of white, Asian, black, and Hispanic individuals in a tract. Though white, black, and
Hispanic population counts have negligible effects, Asian population count effects are of a
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much larger magnitude, with an increase of 1031 Asians associated each with an increase of 1
organization. Meanwhile, increases of 1540 whites, 1654 blacks, and 1718 Hispanics each
would have the same effect. As for the effect of foreign born populations, we found similar
positive effects of the Mexican (increase of 1 organization per 1337), Haitian (increase of 1
organization per 255), European (increase of 1 organization per 709), East African (increase of 1
organization per 224), and West African (increase of 1 organization per 402), foreign born
counts on the number or organizations in and around a tract, but no significant effect for any
Asian foreign born group population counts.
[Maps 1 about here]
Organizations Providing Subsistence Resources
When we run the same analysis on the number of organizations providing subsistence
resources, we find shifts in which demographic characteristics are related to the number of
organizations in and around a census tract. Compared to the model for all organizations, the
effect for urban location of a tract is greater, with urban tracts having 1.83 more organizations
in and around them than suburban tracts. In contrast to the model for all organizations, the
white, Asian, and foreign-born European population counts of tracts no longer have an effect
on the outcome variable. The effect of the Mexican foreign-born population counts is an
increase of 1 organization for every 1222 Mexican individuals. An increase of 1 organization
was also found to be correlated to increases of 283 West Africans, 150 East Africans, 175
Koreans, and 173 Vietnamese foreign-born individuals in a census tract. None of the other
foreign national groups were found to have significant effects. Finally, the interaction between
urban tract and both West African and Vietnamese foreign-born counts yield negative effects,
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offering support to the idea that the urban effect is weaker for tracts with more foreign-born
individuals from both these areas.

Organizations Providing Mobility Resources
Running the same model once more for organizations providing mobility resources, we
again find differences in the relationship between organizations and demographics. There is still
an urban effect, with 1.62 more organizations providing mobility resources in urban tracts than
in suburban tracts, controlling for all variables in this analysis. The effect of the Hispanic
population count is an increase of 2054 Hispanics associated with increases of 1 organization in
and around a tract. Unlike organizations providing subsistence resources, there are no longer
relationships between East African, Mexican, and Vietnamese population counts and the
number of organizations offering mobility resources. An increase of 1 organization is associated
with increases in 302 foreign born West Africans, 176 foreign born Haitians, 255 foreign born
Koreans and 329 foreign born Europeans. While the Mexican population no longer has a
significant relationship with the number of organizations in a census tract, an increase in 260
Central Americans now is associated with an increase of 1 organization. No interaction effects
between the indicator for urban tracts and the counts for these foreign born populations
suggested that the urban effect is affected by the greater the size of these populations.

Organizations Providing Cultural Maintenance Resources
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Turning to organizations that offer cultural maintenance resources, we find a dynamic
similar to that of all organizations. We find that urban tracts still have more organizations than
suburban tracts, but that effect is now only 0.80 more organizations in urban tracts controlling
for all variables included. There are positive effects on the number of organizations offering
cultural maintenance resources from the counts of all racial and ethnic groups included in this
analysis. Increases in 1 organization are associated with increases of 1321 whites, 1392 blacks,
976 Asians, and 1613 Hispanics in a tract’s population. As for the effect of foreign born
populations, we found positive effects of the Mexican (increase of 1 organization per 1194),
Haitian (increase of 1 organization per 199), European (increase of 1 organization per 791),
Cambodian (increase of 1 organization per 75), East African (increase of 1 organization per 195),
and West African (increase of 1 organization per 426). Finally, the interactions between urban
tract and Haitian, Cambodian, and European foreign-born counts yield negative effects, offering
support to the idea that the urban effect is weaker for tracts with more foreign-born individuals
from both these areas.

Organizations Providing Integration Resources
Finally, we ran the analysis on organizations offering integration resources. The urban
effect is still positive, with 1.18 more organizations in urban tracts than suburban tracts. Only
White and Hispanic population counts have significant effects on the number of these types of
organizations, with increases in 2050 Whites and 2180 Hispanics associated with an increase in
1 organization in the tract. As for foreign born populations, West African, Mexican, Taiwanese,
and European foreign born populations had positive effects on the number of organizations,
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with increases in 366 foreign born West Africans, 1169 foreign born Mexicans, 91 foreign born
Taiwanese, and 533 foreign born Europeans associated with increases of 1 organization in a
tract. Furthermore, Interaction effects between the indicator for urban tracts and the count of
foreign born Mexicans and Europeans suggests that the urban effect is weaker the greater the
size of this population of those groups.

Discussion
As we expected, we found differences in access to organizations based on urban or nonurban location. Urban areas have more organizations after controlling for a series of
neighborhood characteristics: we find an overall urban advantage of 1.14 organizations per
tract compared to non-urban tracts. We thought that the urban advantage would have been
larger, but find that once neighborhood and demographic characteristics are controlled for, a
good deal of the urban advantage visible in descriptive statistics (2.6 more organizations on
average) disappears.
Degree of urban advantage depends upon resource type. Comparing descriptive
statistics with results from the regression models reveals some of these differences by type of
resource. For instance, we find that for organizations providing cultural maintenance and
integration resources, the urban advantage shrinks in the regression models relative to
descriptive statistics. While the urban advantage for the number of organizations offering
integration resources is similar to that of all immigrant organizations, the urban advantage for
the number or organizations offering cultural resources is smaller than that for all
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organizations. Furthermore, the urban advantage for organizations offering subsistence and
mobility resources is greater than that for organizations as a whole. This suggests that while
there is still more cultural and integration resources found in urban tracts relative to non-urban
tracts, those types of resources exist in increased numbers in non-urban tracts to decrease the
advantage of urban tracts. In the continuum of resources, we believe that subsistence and
mobility resources are most needed by immigrants who are in more economic need while
cultural and integration resources would be more sought out by immigrants who are more
established in their host country or have greater economic resources. If immigrants’ demand
for resources is driving the supply or resource types, this suggests that urban areas may have
more immigrants with basic needs requiring attention while non-urban areas have more
immigrants who are looking for opportunities to maintain their culture while more fully
integrating into American society. This is merely a suggestion, as further research is needed to
determine if demand is driving supply of resource types.
We also found differences relative to the presence or absence of different immigrant
groups examined by nation of origin. For instance, for all immigrant organizations, and all
resource types except mobility resources, we found a positive relationship between the
number of Mexican immigrants in a tract and the number of organizations/resources in and
around a tract. At the same time, the number of Central American immigrants in a tract is
positively related to mobility services. We find this result very telling, as earlier analyses we
conducted lumped all Latin American immigrants together, which yielded no significant results
regarding these groups of immigrants. This suggests that analyses of immigrant groups and
organizations must go beyond splitting immigrants into ethnic groups and consider differences
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between immigrants at the nationality level. We found similar results among Asian immigrants,
with immigrants from different Asian nations having unique effects from one another. These
results merely demonstrate an overlap between concentrations of certain national groups and
certain resource types. While these groups do have greater access to these resources, it is
inaccurate to infer any difference in these groups’ demand for different resource types. We can
only say that tracts with more individuals from certain countries have greater access to certain
resources—we cannot say that those individual are in fact using, or driving the increase in,
those types of resources.
Limitations & Directions for Future Research
This research examines urban and non-urban areas broadly. As recent scholarship
suggests that what we understand as “urban” and “suburban” refer to a great diversity of
spaces. While we found an urban advantage, and there are indeed more organizations and
resources found in and around urban tracts, we found that organizations and resources in
urban Philadelphia are concentrated in a dense group of tracts. As such, future research should
incorporate other methods of examining both urban and suburban census tracts to better
understand what kinds of urban tracts provide a higher concentration of opportunities for
immigrants. Our research moves in this direction by identifying factors that are positively or
negatively related to the location of immigrant organizations. Future research can go further by
categorizing types of urban and suburban areas, following the work of Gary Orfield and others,
to determine if some types of urban or suburban areas provide greater or lesser access to
organizational resources for immigrants.
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Last, while we found differences across different immigrant groups by nation of origin,
we are unable to tell from this research why one group seems to have greater access to
organizations than another group without relying on speculation. In order to understand this
dynamic, it may be necessary to qualitatively investigate relationships between immigrantserving organizations and the communities they serve. Further research should also attempt to
establish whether concentrations of immigrant groups drive a demand for resources that is
then met by those who establish organizations.
In the final analysis we conclude that the analysis of the immigrant organizational
landscape in metropolitan areas is more than a simple urban vs. non-urban dynamic. Not all
immigrant-serving organizations are the same, and their missions and the resources they offer
play a role in their geographic distribution. Furthermore, the ethnic and immigrant composition
of a community also aids in predicting the extent to which a community is served by immigrantserving organizations. Finally, even though we worked to account for urban/non-urban,
organizational mission, and demographic differences, we still found that within urban and nonurban areas, there may exist differences that may offer an even clearer picture of the nature of
the immigrant organizational landscape.
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Table 2a: Poisson Co-efficient Results For All Organizations and Specific Resources
All

Subsistence

Mobility

Cultural

Integration

Urban Tract

1.14**

1.826**

1.616**

0.796**

1.176**

Rent

0.000*

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Poverty Rate

0.03

-0.478

0.331

0.132

-0.098

White Population

0.001**

0.000

0.000

0.001**

0.000*

Black Population

0.001**

0.000*

0.000

0.001**

0.000

Asian Population

0.001**

0.000

0.001

0.001*

0.001

Hispanic Population

0.001**

0.001**

0.000**

0.001**

0.000**

Foreign Born - East African

0.004*

0.007*

0.004

0.005**

0.003

Foreign Born - North Africa

0.002

-0.009

-0.001

0.002

0.003

Foreign Born - West Africa
Foreign Born - Bahamas
Foreign Born - Dominican
Foreign Born - Haiti
Foreign Born - Jamaica
Foreign Born – Central America
Foreign Born - Mexico
Foreign Born - South America
Foreign Born - China
Foreign Born - Hong Kong
Foreign Born - Taiwan
Foreign Born - Korea
Foreign Born - India
Foreign Born - Cambodia
Foreign Born - Philippines
Foreign Born - Vietnam
Foreign Born - Europe
Foreign Born - Other

0.002**
0.016
0.000
0.004*
0.000
-0.001
0.001**
0.001
0.001
-0.008
0.008
0.001
0.001
0.01
0.002
0.002
0.001*
0.004

0.004**
0.024
-0.001
0.003
-0.001
-0.001
0.001*
0.000
-0.005
-0.003
0.008
0.006**
0.001
0.011
-0.004
0.006**
0.001
0.003

0.003**
-0.022
-0.006
0.006*
-0.002
0.004**
0.001
-0.001
-0.003
0.009
0.009
0.004**
0.000
0.007
0.002
0.001
0.003**
-0.005

0.002**
0.014
-0.002
0.005**
0.000
-0.002
0.001**
0.002
0.001
-0.009
0.003
0.001
0.001
0.013*
0.002
0.002
0.001*
0.001

0.003**
0.005
0.001
0.003
-0.004
0.000
0.001*
0.000
0.002
-0.01
0.011*
0.001
0.001
0.006
0.003
0.000
0.002*
0.004

Vacant Housing Unit

0.000

0.000*

0.000

0.000

0.000

Housing Stock Age

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Area (sq mi)

-0.126**

-0.162*

-0.163

-0.106**

-0.162**

Population Density

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**

Total Population

-0.001**

-0.001**

0.000*

-0.001**

-0.001**

Constant

0.167

-1.405

-1.054

-2.931

-2.931

Observations

1568

1568

1568

1568

1568

z statistics in parentheses ---- * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

28

Table 2b: Poisson Interaction Co-efficient Results For All Organizations and Specific
Resources
All

Subsistence

Mobility

Cultural

Integration

Urban Tract/Foreign Born China

0.000

0.006

0.003

-0.001

-0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born HongKong
Urban Tract/Foreign Born Taiwan

0.015
-0.004

0.008
-0.004

-0.006
-0.004

0.009
0.002

0.018
-0.008

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Korea

0.003

0.001

0.003

0.002

0.004

Urban Tract/Foreign Born India

0.000

0.000

0.001

0.000

0.000

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Cambodia

-0.011*

-0.011

-0.005

-0.016**

-0.004

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Philipines

-0.001

0.007

0.001

0.000

-0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Vietnam

-0.003*

-0.005**

-0.003

-0.003*

-0.002

Urban Tract/Foreign Born EastAfrica
Urban Tract/Foreign Born
NorthAfrica
Urban Tract/Foreign Born
WestAfrica

-0.003

-0.007

-0.001

-0.005

-0.001

-0.006

0.007

-0.003

-0.002

-0.01

-0.002

-0.004**

-0.004**

-0.002

-0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Bahamas

-0.04

-0.036

0.057

-0.041

0.037

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Dominican

0.002

0.001

0.007

0.003

0.000

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Haiti

-0.005*

-0.006

-0.004

-0.009**

-0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Jamaica
Urban Tract/Foreign Born Central
America

-0.005

-0.003

-0.001

-0.001

-0.002

0.002

0.002

-0.002

0.003

0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Mexico
Urban Tract/Foreign Born South
America

-0.001*

-0.001

-0.001

0.000

-0.001**

0.000

0.001

0.001

-0.001

0.001

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Europe

-0.001*

-0.001

-0.003**

-0.002*

-0.002*

Urban Tract/Foreign Born Other

0.002

0.002

0.007

0.005

0.001

Constant

0.167

-1.405

-1.054

-2.931

-2.931

Observations

1568

1568

1568

1568

1568

z statistics in parentheses ---- * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Map 1: Distribution of Immigrant Organizations, Philadelphia CMSA, 2009
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