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every 100 people in the full U.S. population.26 In addition,
and most importantly for the purposes of this study, the
data sets include several migration variables that permit the
identification of an individual’s location five years prior (in
this case, 1985 and 1995). Combining this with the indi-
vidual’s current location, we can map a respondent’s move
from one location to another. The geographic variables
identify countries, U.S. states and metropolitan areas with
populations larger than 100,000 people. The data set
enables a comparison of different types of jobs and incomes
of current residents and migrants. 

The raw estimates will miss two sets of individuals. First,
because the data set is a representative sample of the U.S.
Census, the estimates will miss people who emigrated 
from the U.S. Thus, in any comparison of net migration,
outmigration estimates will be underestimated. Second, the
estimates will not capture anyone who moved twice during
the five-year periods, which should not bias the estimates
in any systematic way. Although one might be concerned
about immigrants’ entry point to the U.S., we do not expect
this to overtly bias the results, given that New York City is
still the major port of entry. The self-employed group
includes all self-employed workers, regardless of incorpo-
ration status, as delineated by IPUMS. We also make no
further categorization based on income level or source 
(i.e., wage and salary versus self-employment income,
etc.). The general nature of these criteria enables larger
sample sizes, which allow us to make conclusions about
economic outcomes that are significant both conceptually
and statistically. As a final caveat, because these are repre-
sentative samples from the Census, the final estimates may
vary from the actual values found in the full Census
because of sampling variation or other issues.27-28

The estimates found below are weighted by IPUMS person-
level weights. Tables 2 through 8 also include a statistical
check for the equality of reported medians between 1990
and 2000; nearly all the results are statistically significant at
the 1% level. In Table 1, a two-tailed proportion test is
included to check the statistical significance of the 1990 to
2000 percent change, the results from which show that all
of these changes are all statistically significant.29

Since in particular we want to examine the city’s labor force,
the sample is also restricted to the population eighteen years
of age and older. The income variable is the total income the

respondent received in the previous calendar year. This
includes pre-tax wage and salary income, in addition to
income gains or losses from other sources, including Social
Security, Supplementary Security Income (SSI), welfare
(public assistance), and other retirement and investment
income. This income measure has two advantages over the
basic wage and salary income measure. One, we expect
migrants—especially international migrants—to have
income from a variety of sources other than their wages and
salaries making the more comprehensive total income mea-
sure preferable. Two, because total income captures a wide
range of taxes and transfers, it may be a better measure of
income for self-employed workers whose incomes often
include significant revenues from capital investments.30 Of
course, Census respondents are answering questions about
their current income status. Thus, an individual who moved
from Atlanta to New York City is reporting the income she
earned in New York City, not Atlanta. Since incomes are on
average higher in New York City than many other places in
the country and world (partly due to New York City’s high-
er costs of living) one would expect a priori that income
estimates for New York City’s in-migrants will be biased
upwards, although this may be less true for people migrat-
ing fr
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M a i n  F i n d i n g sB e t w e e n  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 6 6 0 ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  s e l f - e m p l o y e d

workers in New York City grew by 2.9%. In the first period

o f  a n a l y s i s — b e t w e e n  1 9 8 5  a n d  1 9 9 0 — o v e r  2 8 , 6 6 0  o f

workers moving to New York City were self-employed,

accounting for 6% of migrants to the city. A decade later,

b e t w e e n  1 9 9 5  a n d  2 6 6 0 ,  t h i s  n u m b e r  h a d  r i s e n  t o  a l m o s t

3 2 , 6 6 0 :  a  1 3 %  i n c r e a s e .  T h e  e x p a n s i o n  o f  t h e  s e l f -

e m p l o y e d  s e c t o r  w i l l  h a v e  a  d i r e c t  i m p a c t  o n  s u c h  i s s u e s  a s

t h e  d e m a n d  f o r  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e  g r o w t h  o f  s m a l l  b u s i -

n e s s ,  a n d  t h e  d y n a m i c s  o f  c o m m u n i t y  d e v e l o p m e n t .  I n  t h i s

s e c t i o n ,  w e  f o c u s  o n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s e l f - e m p l o y e d

workers who moved to New York City in the periods

b e t w e e n  1 9 8 5  a n d  1 9 9 0  a n d  b e t w e e n  1 9 9 5  a n d  2 6 6 0 .  I n

o r d e r  t o  f o c u s  o n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h o s e  w h o  m o v e d  t o

t h e  c i t y  o v e r  t h e  l a s t  t e n  y e a r s  w e  d o  n o t  a n a l y z e  t h e  e x i s t -

i n g  s t o c k  o f  s e l f - e m p l o y e d  w o r k e r s  i n  t h e  c i t y .  T h e  re s u l t s

underscore the growth and changing dynamics of the self-

employment sector and demonstrate trends that policy

m a k e r s  s h o u l d  b e  a w a r e  o f  a s  t h e  N e w  Y

o r k  C i t y  e c o n o m y

re a d i e s  f o r  a  n e w  a n d  d i f f e r

e n t  w a v e  o f  m i g r a t i o n .  W h i l et h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  d e m o g r a p h i c  c h a n g e  i s  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o

b r oader forces of economic restructuring is still not well

u n d e r s t o o d ,  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  d y n a m i c s  o f  t h i s  r

e l a t i o n s h i p

i s  c r i t i c a l  i f  w e  a r

e  t o  j u d g e  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  e c o n o m i c

change through the consequences it has for people.
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the decade and incomes grew at about half the rate (19%),
which serves to not only maintain men’s income advantage
over women but to extend it—the ratio of median incomes
almost doubled from 0.4 to 0.7. We also observe an
increase in the female-male median income ratio in the
Industry sector, but a decline in the ratio—from 1.0 to
.06—in the Services sector. 

Trends in gender labor market status can be further decom-
posed by origin (Table 8). As in Table 3, domestic migrants
have significantly higher incomes than their international
counterparts—in 2000, domestic female migrants attained
almost three times the total income of women from over-
seas. Differences between men, on the other hand, actually
fell between 1990 and 2000, although domestic male

migrants still earned more than one-and-a-half times the
incomes of international male migrants.

The estimates in these tables demonstrate significant
changes in the characteristics of New York City’s self-
employed migrants. They are much more likely to have high
levels of education and earn higher incomes. They are more
likely to be in High Skill sector industries. The premiums
afforded to those with four or more years of college working
in the High Skill and Industry sectors rose substantially, par-
ticularly in the Industry sector where incomes increased by
220% from 1990 (see Table 5). With respect to gender, the
growth rate in the number of self-employed women migrat-
ing to the city is nearly twice that of men while the growth
in female incomes is four times as fast as men’s. 
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workers—intensified in the period between 1990 and 2000.
Among the city’s recent migrant population, there was an
increase in educational attainment levels as well as a corre-
sponding increase in the median incomes being achieved.
However, not all recent migrants faired above the average and
median lines, with certain groups—broken down by sector of
employment, gender, educational attainment level, and 
origin—achieving greater socioeconomic mobility than others. 
Nevertheless, these shifts in New York City’s overall econ-
omy created opportunities for various groups previously
less engaged in self-employment—such as international
migrants and women—to take advantage of the potential
benefits of entrepreneurship in higher levels. For example,

as the incomes of domestic migrants in the
Services sector dropped between 1990 and
2000 and less domestic migrants sought
self-employment within this sector, the
number of international migrants engaging
in self-employment in the Services sector
increased, accompanied by a correspond-
ing increase in median incomes. In anoth-
er example, as the number of women
engaged in self-employment in the
Industry sector increased by 88%, their
median incomes increased by 20%, shifting
the income ratio from 0.8 to 1.1 in
women’s favor. Although the High Skill
sector remains the dominant force in the
city’s economy, there are certainly strides
being made in other areas as well. 

Overall, we find that the changing nature
of New York City’s economy continues to
draw an increasingly diverse and talented
labor pool and to create new opportuni-
ties for recent migrants. The demographic
dynamism and socioeconomic mobility of
the city’s population have important con-
sequences for the future of New York
City’s development. Thus, policies and
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